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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Preface 
 
This report documents two surveys, the first pertaining to the Kamuku people 
and the second pertaining to the Acipa people.  These peoples are classified 
together in the Kamuku language cluster by Blench (1988) and by Gerhardt 
(1989:363).  In addition, Gerhardt includes the Hungworo (Ngwoi), the Fungwa 
(Ura), and the Ri (Pongu) peoples under the heading Kamuku in his 
classification. These three peoples are not dealt with in this report, except 
for the inclusion of a Hungworo word list in the Kamuku comparative word list.  
 
The Kamuku live mainly in northern Niger State, with smaller numbers in an 
adjacent part of western Kaduna State. The Acipa live in two noncontiguous 
regions: the western region straddles the boundary between northern Niger 
State and southeastern Kebbi State, and the eastern region straddles the 
boundary between northern Niger State and western Kaduna State. During two 
weeks in September of 1991, preliminary research on all the languages of the 
Rafi Local Government Area (L.G.A.), including Kamuku and Acipa, was conducted 
by Clark Regnier, Steve Dettweiler, and Sonia Dettweiler. Mr. Regnier 
conducted field research on the Kamuku in a two-week period in March, 1992. 
Steve Dettweiler did further research on the Kamuku from February 20 to 27, 
1993. Steve and Sonia Dettweiler conducted research on the Acipa from December 
9 to 19, 1992 and again on March 1 and 2, 1993. Both Mr. Regnier and the 
Dettweilers were sponsored as linguistic researchers by U.M.C.A.1 David 
Ishaya, an indigene of Tungan Magajiya in Niger State, was Clark Regnier’s 
guide and Hausa interpreter during his research. Isaiah Sambo, an indigene of 
Dukku in Niger State, filled the same role for the Dettweilers. 

1.2 Purpose 
 
Our purpose in these surveys was to make initial analyses of the dialect 
situation in the Kamuku and Acipa language communities, and also to ascertain 
the extent to which the Acipa dialects are related to the Kamuku dialects. The 
two main tools which we used in our field research were: (1) interviews 
focussed on the people’s perceptions of what their own subgroups and dialects 
are, and (2) collection and comparison of word lists from the recognized 
dialects. This report does not attempt to address the question of need for 
language development or translation work in the Kamuku or Acipa languages. 
Rather it provides background necessary for the accurate assessment of such 
needs. 

1.3 Map of Kamuku and the Eastern Acipa Region 
 
In order to prepare a map of the Kamuku and the Eastern Acipa Region, we 
recorded odometer readings on our LandRover each time we travelled to a new 
location by road. For each location we determined the distance from a central 
location. For features other than road distance, the map is based primarily on 
a map by Federal Surveys, Nigeria (1960). The map is intended as an aid to 
better understanding place references made in this report. 

                     
1United Missionary Church of Africa 
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Figure 1. Kamuku and Eastern Acipa Region. 
Distances are shown in kilometers from Kagara. 
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2 FIELD RESEARCH ON THE KAMUKU AND ACIPA DIALECT SITUATIONS 

2.1 Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 
Question 1: What are the dialects of Kamuku, and to what extent do they 

differ? 
Hypothesis: We expect our word list comparison to confirm Blench’s statement 

(1988:6) that Cinda, Regi, and Kuki are dialects of the Kamuku language, 
with lexical similarity higher than ninety percent. We think it likely 
that lexical similarity figures will show that Shama and Hungworo are 
distinct from the three Kamuku dialects, so that technically they should 
not be called dialects of Kamuku. 

 
Question 2: What are the dialects of Acipa, and to what extent do they differ? 
Hypothesis: It is likely that the main dialect distinction is between Western 

Acipa (i.e., the form of Acipa spoken in the western region) and Eastern 
Acipa (spoken in the eastern region).2 This distinction may be so great 
as to warrant calling Western Acipa and Eastern Acipa distinct 
languages. The dialect differences within Western Acipa and Eastern 
Acipa are likely not large. 

 
Question 3: What is the degree of relationship between the Acipa and Kamuku 

languages? Should they be considered members of one language cluster? 
Hypothesis: Lexical similarity figures will likely confirm the perception that 

Acipa (whether the Eastern or the Western variety) is a distinct 
language from Kamuku. They will likely also indicate that Eastern Acipa 
but not Western Acipa should be considered a member of a language 
cluster with Kamuku, Shama, and Hungworo. 

 

2.2 Collection and Comparison of Word Lists 
 
We collected word lists representing four Kamuku dialects: Cinda, Regi, Kuki, 
and Shama, as well as a Hungworo (Ngwoi) word list.3 We also collected word 
lists representing five centres of Acipa population: Kumbashi, Kakihum, and 
Karisen in the western Acipa region and Randeggi and Bobi in the eastern Acipa 
region.4 
 
                     
2This terminology for the Acipa dialects is used by Grimes (1992:316). 

3Although Hungworo is apparently perceived as distinct from Kamuku by its 
speakers (personal communication), the extent of its relationship with the 
Kamuku language has not yet been quantified using word lists (Blench 1988:7). 
We thought this an appropriate opportunity to quantify the relationship. The 
Hungworo word list is shorter than the others, containing 172 items. 

4It should be noted that of these five centres, only Karisen and Randeggi 
contain significant numbers of Acipa people. Since farming is the main 
occupation of the Acipa, they prefer not to live in towns. Our typical 
procedure for obtaining an Acipa word list was to travel first to the centre of 
an area where Acipa were reputed to live, then to ask for an escort from the 
town chief (usually a Hausa man) to a nearby Acipa settlement. The word lists 
are named after the centres, mainly because their names are more recognizable 
and easy to locate on a map. 
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The 170-item S.I.L.5 Preliminary Standard Word List for Africa (Bergman 
1989:3–5) was used as the core list, with 58-items added from various semantic 
domains. Elicitation was through Hausa, the language of wider communication in 
northwest Nigeria. The procedure was that the linguist stated the English 
word, the interpreter gave the Hausa equivalent,6 and the language speaker 
said the word or phrase two times in his dialect (with further repetition 
sometimes requested by the linguist). Each verb was requested in two forms, 
with the standard pattern being (for example) “He is eating,” then “eating.” A 
number of nouns, but not all, were elicited in both singular and plural 
forms.7 Only the Hausa and Kamuku (or Acipa) words were recorded on the 
cassette tape, but the paper version of the word list shows English as well. 
Although Kamuku and Acipa are known to be tone languages, our word lists do 
not attempt to show tone. This is because the benefits gained by showing tone 
on the word list items does not warrant the additional expense of time 
required to elicit words in suitable frames, particularly in this kind of 
initial survey of the dialect situation. Appendix A gives, in a comparative 
format, the five Kamuku word lists we collected; appendix B does the same for 
the five Acipa word lists we collected. The tables at the beginning of these 
two appendices provide standard background data for the Kamuku word lists and 
the Acipa word lists respectively. 
 
For half of the word lists (specifically Cinda, Regi, Shama, Kumbashi, and 
Bobi) we were able to reduce the amount of elicitation error by verifying all 
or most items on the word list. The Cinda and Shama word lists, initially 
elicited by Clark Regnier, were verified by speakers of these dialects during 
our final trip to the Kamuku language area. For each item (presented to the 
verifier in Hausa) we sought first to elicit the word of his dialect that he 
would naturally use. If his word showed substantial phonetic differences from 
the word originally recorded on Mr. Regnier’s list, we discussed the item 
further in order to determine (for example) whether the two words were 
synonymous or whether one was in error. A similar process was followed in 
verifying the Kumbashi list, except that it was carried out soon after the 
elicitation of the word list. The process of verifying the Regi and Bobi word 
lists was a more simultaneous one. For example, a grandmother from Uregi took 
the responsibility of giving the Regi word for each item, but there were two 
or three other Regi people present during the elicitation session who felt 
free to discuss items with her if she asked for their help or if they 
disagreed with her answer for a particular item. We felt that this 
verification of the word list simultaneously with its elicitation was almost 
as good as the process of verifying subsequently. The five word lists that 
were not verified (or verified only in part) are consequently given a lower 
reliability code rating. 
 
The WORDSURV program (Wimbish 1989) was used in computing the percentage of 
lexical similarity for each pair of word lists. In this program the various 
forms given for a particular gloss are assigned to “possible cognate” sets by 
the linguist who enters the word list data. We claim only to have possible 
                     
5Summer Institute of Linguistics 

6This had been decided in advance by discussion between the linguist and the 
interpreter. 

7The Kamuku language cluster is a subset of the Western Kainji languages 
(formerly called Plateau 1a languages). Western Kainji languages are known to 
be “class languages”, in which the class of a noun is indicated by a prefix (De 
Wolf 1968). Thus eliciting both singular and plural forms of a noun is useful 
for determining the root form of the noun.  



 
 

 

7 7

cognate sets because we did not carry out historical reconstructions but 
assigned the words to sets on the basis of surface phonetic similarity.8 
 
When portions of the words elicited were known or suspected to be affixes, 
these portions were not included in the WORDSURV comparison process. Such 
affixes are shown in the comparative word lists (appendices A and B). Any item 
known to be a loan word from Hausa was excluded from comparison. Loan words 
are marked with an asterisk in the comparative word list. Other cases in which 
an item was excluded from comparison under WORDSURV are:  
(1) if the Kamuku or Acipa word for a given item is clearly a compound of two 

or more other words which are also in the word list (e.g., appendix A, 
item 17 ‘firewood’ = ‘tree’ + ‘fire’). Compound words are marked with a 
double asterisk in the combined word list and the gloss of the words 
involved is shown underneath. 

(2) if the same word was given for two different prompts (for example, the 
prompts ‘woman’ and ‘wife’ produced the same word). In such a case, one of 
the two identical items is marked with a double asterisk and a message 
pointing out the similarity is shown underneath it.  

 
In a few cases, two different words were given for the same prompt by people 
of the same dialect. If these were judged to be synonyms, they are entered in 
the same slot on the combined word list and separated by a slash mark; both 
were included in the comparison process.  
 
The four matrices shown in figure 2 result from comparing the ten word lists, 
using WORDSURV to count possible cognates shared between pairs of word lists. 
The tally matrix reports the number of possible cognate forms that were shared 
between each pair of word lists. The N (total) matrix reports the total number 
of words compared between each pair of lists. The percentages matrix reports 
the number of shared possible cognates as a percentage of the total number of 
words compared between each pair of lists (i.e., the tally number divided by 
the total number). Finally, the variance matrix indicates the range of error 
for each percentage. This range of error is computed using standard 
statistical procedures (Wimbish 1989:59-60) and is based on the possible 
cognate percentage, the total number of words compared, and the reliability 
rating of each word list (shown in appendices A and B). Appendix C presents 
and briefly explains a phonostatistic analysis of the same word list data. 

                     
  8A clearly defined set of criteria for what words have “surface phonetic 
similarity” (and hence are considered “possible cognates”) is presented in 
Blair (1990:31-33). These criteria, based on word length and classification of 
pairs of phones as either phonetically similar segments or not, are what we 
have applied in our word list comparison. 
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 TALLY MATRIX 
    CINDA  
    188   REGI  
    196   187   KUKI  
    131   131   133   SHAMA  
     78    78    80   108    HUNGWORO  
     91    88    91    97    67   RANDEGGI  
    104   102   102   108    66   156   BOBI  
     32    32    32    34    27    35    35   KUMBASHI  
     34    33    32    35    28    37    37   200   KAKIHUM  
     32    30    31    32    27    33    31   184   186    KARISEN   
 
  
  
 N (TOTAL) MATRIX 
   CINDA  
   210   REGI  
   206   205   KUKI  
   206   206   201   SHAMA  
   157   157   155   156   HUNGWORO  
   186   186   184   186   153   RANDEGGI  
   208   208   203   206   158   189   BOBI  
   201   201   196   200   154   183   200   KUMBASHI  
   203   203   198   202   155   185   202   210   KAKIHUM  
   202   202   198   200   154   183   202   206   208   KARISEN  
  
 
 
 PERCENTAGES MATRIX 
    CINDA  
    90    REGI  
    95    91    KUKI  
    64    64    66    SHAMA  
    50    50    52    69    HUNGWORO  
    49    47    49    52    44    RANDEGGI  
    50    49    50    52    42    83    BOBI  
    16    16    16    17    18    19    18    KUMBASHI  
    17    16    16    17    18    20    18    95    KAKIHUM  
    16    15    16    16    18    18    15    89    89    KARISEN  
  
 
  
 VARIANCE MATRIX 
    CINDA  
    2.5   REGI  
    2.0   2.7   KUKI  
    4.9   4.9   5.2   SHAMA  
    7.2   7.2   7.7   5.7   HUNGWORO  
    6.7   6.8   7.3   6.4   8.4   RANDEGGI  
    5.7   5.8   6.3   5.6   7.7   3.8   BOBI  
    7.5   7.5   8.2   7.5   9.4   8.4   7.6   KUMBASHI  
    8.2   8.1   9.0   8.1  10.1   9.1   8.0   2.0   KAKIHUM  
    8.2   8.3   9.1   8.2  10.2   9.3   8.1   2.9   3.2   KARISEN  
 
  
 

FIGURE 2. LEXICAL SIMILARITY AMONG KAMUKU CLUSTER WORD LISTS. 
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2.3 Comments on Kamuku and Acipa Subgroups and Dialects 
 
The conventional division of the Kamuku prior to Gerhardt (1989) has been into 
“Ucinda” and “Acipa.” As Blench points out (1988:6), the Kamuku themselves “do 
not seem to recognize this as [the] principal division….” Instead, those whom 
we interviewed during the course of our field research gave a list of seven 
subgroups which they considered to be Kamuku. Each of these subgroups is 
generally associated with a centre or area where the subgroup  
traditionally lived,9 though the subgroup populations have now dispersed and 
intermingled to varying degrees. 
 
The seven Kamuku subgroups that our interviewees identified are: Acipa, Cinda, 
Kuki, Regi, Rogo, Sambuga, and Shama. Appendix D should be consulted for the 
lists of clans into which each subgroup is further subdivided. We encouraged 
our interviewees to be exhaustive in their listing of clan names. Not all clan 
names were verified with a second interviewee. 
 
Our interviewees made various comments about the relationships and levels of 
understanding among these subgroups.  
 
(1) The Acipa are seen (and see themselves) to be speakers of a language which 

is distinct from that of other Kamuku subgroups. 
 
(2) The Eastern Acipa feel some affinity with the Kamuku (one Eastern Acipa 

interviewee identified himself as Kamuku) and many speak Kamuku as a 
second language. 

 
(3) Cinda, Kuki, and Regi are the three large Kamuku subgroups. Each of these 

subgroup dialects has been suggested as an appropriate choice for 
development as the written standard for Kamuku. 

 
(4) Some claim that there is a high level of comprehension among the Cinda, 

Kuki, and Regi. On the other hand, others mentioned that Regi people have 
difficulty understanding the Kuki dialect, and vice versa. 

 
(5) The Rogo, Sambuga, and Shama subgroups are seen as small and peripheral, 

though still bona fide Kamuku.  
 
(6) The Rogo, Sambuga, and Shama dialects are considered difficult to 

understand by those from the three large Kamuku subgroups. Speakers of 
these small dialects use one of the main Kamuku dialects such as Cinda to 
speak to people from other Kamuku subgroups. 

 
(7) Eastern Acipa and Western Acipa people claim to have heard of one another. 

The topic was not probed deeply, but brief comments from both groups 
suggest that the western region is the older of the two with respect to 
its settlement by Acipa. It was suggested that some of the Acipa in the 
eastern region migrated there from the western region. 

 
(8) Though one Western Acipa man claimed to understand the speech form of the 

Eastern Acipa, he and his friends were not able to understand a Gospel 

                     
9Blench says (1988:6) that the dialects seem to be related to the various hills 
which were the traditional homelands of the subgroups. We found this 
relationship to be clearest for the Regi, the Shama (which means ‘hill’), and 
the Hungworo. 
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Recordings tape which was labelled “Acipa.” The tape was apparently in an 
Eastern Acipa dialect, because it was well understood by people in the 
eastern region. 

 

3 ANALYSIS 
 
This part of the report applies the findings of our field research in order to 
answer the research questions on the Kamuku and Acipa dialect situations (see 
p.4). 
 
The first field research question is: “What are the dialects of Kamuku, and to 
what extent do they differ?” The comments of those we interviewed on the 
Kamuku dialect picture suggest six Kamuku subgroups, each of which speaks a 
distinct dialect: Cinda, Kuki, Regi, Shama, Rogo, and Sambuga. The first three 
subgroups are quite large and there is a widespread (though not universal) 
perception that people from any one of these subgroups can understand the 
dialects of the other two subgroups without too much difficulty. Shama, Rogo, 
and Sambuga are small, isolated subgroups, and each of their dialects is 
perceived to have limited intelligibility outside the subgroup which speaks 
it. 
 
Figure 4 shows the percentages of lexical similarity we obtained by comparing 
word lists from four of these six Kamuku subgroups, plus a Hungworo word list. 
 
 
PERCENTAGES MATRIX  
  
   CINDA  
    95   KUKI  
    90    91   REGI  
    64    66    64   SHAMA  
    50    52    50    69   HUNGWORO  
 

VARIANCE MATRIX  
  
   CINDA  
   2.0   KUKI  
   2.5   2.7   REGI  
   4.9   5.2   4.9   SHAMA  
   7.2   7.7   7.2   5.7   HUNGWORO 

FIGURE 3. LEXICAL SIMILARITY AMONG KAMUKU DIALECTS. 
 
 
Our hypothesis that Cinda, Kuki, and Regi word lists would have lexical 
similarity of ninety percent or more is confirmed by the numbers in figure 3. 
It appears that Cinda and Kuki are the most similar Kamuku dialects at ninety-
five percent. It is clear that Hungworo is a distinct language from the three 
large Kamuku dialects, sharing about fifty percent of its words with each of 
them.  
 
The relationship of Shama to Cinda, Kuki, and Regi is not quite so clear, with 
lexical similarity figures of about sixty-five percent (plus or minus five 
percent). According to Bergman (1990:9.5.2), speech forms should be considered 
distinct languages when their lexical similarity (at the upper confidence 
limit) is below seventy percent. By this criterion (with an upper confidence 
limit very close to seventy percent), we cannot definitely say whether Shama 
is a distinct language from Kamuku (i.e., Cinda, Kuki, and Regi). The fact 
that it is perceived to be a Kamuku dialect (whereas Hungworo, for example, is 
not perceived as such) would argue for its inclusion in a dialect cluster 
known as “Kamuku.” An informal comparison between a 228-item word list reputed 
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to be Rogo10 and the Regi word list yields a lexical similarity figure of 
about seventy-two percent. This suggests that Rogo is also a member of the 
Kamuku dialect cluster, with about the same distinctness as Shama. The status 
of Sambuga is uncertain, since we were unable to collect a word list in this 
dialect. It is interesting that the Shama and Hungworo word lists are sixty-
nine percent (plus or minus 5.7%) similar; however, there is no perception 
that they are dialects of the same language. 
 
The second research question is: “What are the dialects of Acipa, and to what 
extent do they differ?” The comments that were made by our Acipa interviewees, 
particularly concerning their level of comprehension of the Gospel Recordings 
tape, suggest that Western Acipa and Eastern Acipa are distinct languages (or 
dialect clusters). 
 
Figure 4 shows the percentages of lexical similarity we obtained when 
comparing five word lists from dialects known as “Acipa.” Three of these 
dialects (Kumbashi, Kakihum, and Karisen) are spoken in the western Acipa 
region and two of them (Randeggi and Bobi) are spoken in the eastern Acipa 
region. 
 
 
PERCENTAGES MATRIX  
  
   KUMBASHI  
    95   KAKIHUM  
    89    89   KARISEN  
    19    20    18   RANDEGGI  
    18    18    15    83   BOBI  

VARIANCE MATRIX  
  
   KUMBASHI  
   2.0   KAKIHUM  
   2.9   3.2   KARISEN  
   8.4   9.1   9.3   RANDEGGI  
   7.6   8.0   8.1   3.8   BOBI 

  
FIGURE 4. LEXICAL SIMILARITY AMONG “ACIPA” DIALECTS. 

 
 
Figure 4 confirms our hypothesis that the Western Acipa cluster of dialects 
(Kumbashi, Kakihum, and Karisen) is so dissimilar from the Eastern Acipa 
cluster (Randeggi and Bobi) as to clearly warrant calling Western Acipa and 
Eastern Acipa distinct languages. We have approximately twenty percent 
similarity (plus or minus nine percent) between Western Acipa and Eastern 
Acipa, far below the seventy percent criterion for distinct languages. Within 
the two dialect clusters there is quite a high degree of lexical similarity: 
the Western Acipa dialects share about ninety percent (+/- 3%) of their words 
and the Eastern Acipa dialects share eighty-three percent (+/- 3.8%) of their 
words. 
 
The third research question is: “What is the degree of relationship between 
the Kamuku and Acipa languages? Should they be considered members of one 
language cluster?” 
 

                     
10Clark Regnier collected this word list at Uregi from a man (not an indigene of 
Uregi) who claimed to be Rogo. We were unable to subsequently verify the word 
list, and it is not included in the comparative chart (appendix A). 
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PERCENTAGES MATRIX  
  
   CINDA  
    64   SHAMA  
    49    52   RANDEGGI  
    50    52    83   BOBI  
    16    17    19    18   KUMBASHI 

VARIANCE MATRIX  
  
   CINDA  
   4.9   SHAMA  
   6.7   6.4   RANDEGGI  
   5.7   5.6   3.8   BOBI  
   7.5   7.5   8.4   7.6   KUMBASHI 

 
FIGURE 5. LEXICAL SIMILARITY AMONG REPRESENTATIVE KAMUKU And ACIPA DIALECTS. 
 
 
Figure 5 shows the percentages of lexical similarity obtained when comparing 
five representative word lists. Two of these word lists (Cinda and Shama) are 
considered Kamuku, two (Randeggi and Bobi) are “eastern Acipa,” and one 
(Kumbashi) is “western Acipa.” 
 
These lexical similarity figures confirm our hypothesis that both Eastern 
Acipa and Western Acipa are distinct languages from Kamuku. Further, they show 
the feasibility of considering Eastern Acipa (represented by Randeggi and 
Bobi) as members of a “Kamuku” language cluster,11 based on the lexical 
similarity of approximately fifty percent along with the common perception 
that the Eastern Acipa are related to the Kamuku. Figure 5 also shows that 
Western Acipa (represented by Kumbashi) should by no means be considered a 
member of the Kamuku language cluster. This analysis is based not only on the 
low lexical similarity of about seventeen percent between Kumbashi and the 
other four dialects, but also on the lack of any perception among the Western 
Acipa that they are related to the Kamuku. 

4 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The first recommendation arising from this report is that the classification 
of Kamuku and Acipa within the Western Kainji language family be somewhat 
revised. Figure 6a shows the current classification and figure 6b shows the 
revised classification we are proposing, based on lexical similarity figures 
and our interviewees’ perceptions. The proposed classification should, of 
course, be treated as tentative until the historical-comparative method is 
applied in a study of these speech forms. 

                     
11Not to be confused with the Kamuku dialect cluster. 
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Western Kainji                            Western Kainji 
    A. Kainji lake group                      A. 
    B. Reshe                                  B.   > as before  
    C. Kambari group                          C. 
    D. Basa group                             D. 
    E. Kamuku                                 E. Kamuku group 
       1. Cinda - Regi (Ucinda)                  1. Cinda - Kuki - Regi 
       2. Cep - Boroma (Acipa)                   2. Cepu (Eastern Acipa) 
       3. Hungwr (Ngwoi)                        3. Hungworo 
       4. Shama                                  4. Shama 
       5. Canja - Sundura                        5. Rogo 
       6. Fungwa (Ura)                           6. Sambuga 
       7. Ri (Pongu)                          F. (Group 6) 
    F. (Group 6)                                 1. Pongu12 
       1. Baushi                                 2. Baushi 
       2. Gurmana                                3. Gurmana 
    G. (Group 7)                                 4. Ura 
                                              G. as before 
                                              H. Cipu (Western Acipa) 
 
Figure 6a. Present Classification        Figure 6b. Proposed Classification 
       of Western Kainji languages.               of Western Kainji languages. 
          (Gerhardt 1989:362-363)                     (changes to Gerhardt 
                                                      shown in boldface) 
 
This report has demonstrated the existence of Western Acipa as a distinct 
language, specifically showing its lack of similarity to Kamuku or Eastern 
Acipa. Therefore, the second recommendation pertains to the question of what 
further research should be done to assess the need and priority of a language 
program involving translation and literacy among the Western Acipa. We 
recommend a study of interdialect comprehension using recorded text testing 
(Casad 1974) in the western Acipa region. This and other factors pertaining to 
the choice of a standard reference dialect for use in a language program 
(Sadembouo 1988) should be evaluated. The extent of Hausa bilingualism in the 
Western Acipa language community needs to be evaluated; limited bilingualism 
is reported, but this should not just be assumed as true. Finally, 
sociolinguistic factors pertaining to the acceptance of vernacular literature 
and literacy need to be explored (Landin 1989; Watters 1990). 
 
This report has also demonstrated some of the linguistic relationships among 
the various Kamuku dialects and between Eastern Acipa and Kamuku. The third 
recommendation pertains to the question of what further research should be 
conducted to assess the potential for a language program or programs among 
these groups. A study of the extent of Hausa bilingualism in the various 
Kamuku subgroups should be given high priority because bilingualism is reputed 
to be quite high. If a group needing mother-tongue scriptures is identified in 
such a study, interdialect comprehension (particularly focussing on the 
dialects of Cinda, Kuki, and Regi) should be measured using recorded text 
testing. The factors pertaining to the choice of a standard reference dialect 
(Sadembouo 1988) should subsequently be evaluated. Something else that should 
be researched is the potential use of Kamuku (i.e., Cinda, Kuki, or Regi) 

                     
12Grouping Pongu and Ura with Baushi and Gurmana rather than with the Kamuku 
group is proposed by Blench (1988). It seems to us that this regrouping 
corresponds to the way these groups perceive themselves (Regnier 1991), but 
word list evidence is still needed to validate this. 
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scriptures by those in the smaller Kamuku subgroups (such as Shama) and even 
by the Hungworo and Eastern Acipa.13 

                     
13This will involve assessing the extent of these smaller groups’ bilingualism 
in Cinda, Kuki, or Regi, and their attitudes toward these dialects. Speakers 
from each of the three large Kamuku subgroups frequently assert that those from 
the smaller groups can understand and speak their dialect. 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A - COMPARATIVE WORD LIST OF KAMUKU DIALECTS 
 
Background Data for Word Lists: 
 
Word List 
  Name 

Name of  
 Speaker 

Date Place 
Collected; 
Dialect 
Represented

Name of 
Linguist/ 
Elicitor 

Verified? Relia- 
bility 
Code* 

 
Cinda 
 

Samuel D.  
 Bukison 
 

Mar. 
1992 

town of 
Kagara; 
tu-Cinda 
dialect  

Clark  
Regnier 

Yes, by 
Aliyu 
Gulangi; 
 Kagara, 
Feb.’93 

  C 

 
Regi Mrs. Yiuwo 

Bahago 
10 
Sept. 
1991 & 
24 
Feb. 
1993 

town of  
Kagara;  
tu-Regi 
dialect 

Sonia and 
Stephen 
Dettweiler 
 

Yes, by 
other tu-
Regi 
speakers 
present 

  C 

 
Kuki Iliya 

Humshigi 
Mar. 
1992 

Tungan 
Bako; 
tu-Kuki 
dialect 
 

Clark D. 
Regnier 

Partly, 
by two 
other tu-
Kuki 
speakers 
later on 

  D 

 
Shama Revd. Mu’azu 

Bahago 
(First 
Baptist 
Church, 
Kagara) 

14 
Mar. 
1992 

town of 
Kagara; 
u-Shama 
(sic) 
dialect 

Clark D. 
Regnier 

Yes, by 
Iliya 
Musa; 
Kagara, 
25 Feb. 
1993 

  C 

 
Hungworo Tanimu 

Haruna 
3 
Sept. 
1991 

village of 
Karaku; tu-
Hungworo 
dialect 

Clark D. 
Regnier 

  No   D 

 
*These reliability codes are based on the descriptions in Wimbish (1989:31), 
which assigns a word list reliability code ranging from A (high) to E (low). 
The codes are used in the computation of Variance (range of error) by 
WORDSURV, as described in Wimbish (1989:58-60). 
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APPENDIX B - COMPARATIVE WORD LIST OF ACIPA DIALECTS 
Background Data for Word Lists: 
 
Word List 
  Name 

Name of  
 Speaker 

Date Place 
Collected 
and Area 
Represented

Name of 
Linguist/ 
Elicitor 

Verified? Relia- 
bility 
Code* 

 
Kumbashi Adamu Hassan 14-15 

Dec. 
1992 

Ungwan 
Sarkin 
Dutse near 
Kumbashi, 
Niger State 
in Western 
Acipa area 

Stephen and 
Sonia 
Dettweiler 

Yes, 
later on 
15 Dec. 
1992 by 
Mohammed 
Danjuma, 
Awalla 

  C 

 
Kakihum Bawa Sarkin 

Dutse Idaru 
16 
Dec. 
1992 

village of 
Idaru near 
Kakihum, 
Niger State 
in Western 
Acipa area 

Stephen 
Dettweiler 

No, 
though 
differ- 
ences 
with 
Kumbashi 
were 
queried 

  D 

 
Karisen Usuman Suma 2 Mar. 

1993 
village of 
Unguwan 
Hassan near 
Karisen, 
Niger State 
in Western 
Acipa area 

Stephen 
Dettweiler 

No   D 

 
Randeggi Abubakar 

Gajare (#1-
142) and 
Okuga Nabara 
(#143-228); 
supplemented 
from a list 
collected 
from a 
Randeggi man 
by Clark D. 
Regnier in 
March, 1992 

18 
Dec. 
1992 

town of 
Randeggi, 
southwest 
of Birnin 
Gwari in 
Kaduna 
State in 
Eastern 
Acipa area 

Stephen 
Dettweiler 

In part, 
using 
word list 
of Clark 
Regnier 

  D 

 
Bobi Ibrahim Kada 26 

Feb. 
1993 

town of 
Kagara; 
speaker 
from Kasan 
Garba near 
Bobi in 
Niger State 
in Eastern 
Acipa area 

Stephen 
Dettweiler 

Yes - by 
son of 
speaker, 
Musa, who 
was 
present 

  C 

*The meaning of these codes is described in Wimbish 
(1989:31).
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APPENDIX C - PHONOSTATISTIC ANALYSIS OF COMPARATIVE WORD LIST DATA 
 
 CHANGES MATRIX 
   CINDA  
   274   REGI  
   254   225   KUKI  
   203   201   174   SHAMA  
   148   150   142   160   HUNGWORO  
   203   179   187   177   120   RANDEGGI  
   224   184   193   179   136   226   BOBI  
    83    84    81    83    70    95    88   KUMBASHI 
    86    84    81    83    67   103    98   211   KAKIHUM 
    78    75    74    76    61    87    76   218   201   KARISEN 
 
 
 CORRESPONDENCES MATRIX 
   CINDA 
   840   REGI 
   869   784   KUKI 
   570   541   536   SHAMA 
   342   329   333   427   HUNGWORO 
   406   375   389   387   269   RANDEGGI 
   454   418   416   417   262   661   BOBI 
   139   137   135   136   119   155   149   KUMBASHI 
   150   142   138   139   120   168   162   889   KAKIHUM 
   138   127   130   127   111   145   130   812   834   KARISEN 
 
 
 RATIOS MATRIX 
   CINDA  
    33   REGI  
    29    29   KUKI  
    36    37    32   SHAMA  
    43    46    43    37   HUNGWORO  
    50    48    48    46    45   RANDEGGI  
    49    44    46    43    52    34   BOBI  
    60    61    60    61    59    61    59   KUMBASHI  
    57    59    59    60    56    61    60    24   KAKIHUM  
    57    59    57    60    55    60    58    27    24   KARISEN  
  
  
The three matrices shown above result from WORDSURV’s computation of the 
number of sounds that have changed between possible cognates in each pair of 
word lists. They present a phonostatistic analysis of the dialect situation 
for the Kamuku language cluster, showing the amount of phonological divergence 
between the dialects represented by the ten word lists. The changes matrix 
reports the total number of sounds (i.e., phones) that have changed between 
possible cognates for each pair of word lists.14 The correspondences matrix 
shows the total number of correspondences in all the possible cognates for 
each pair of word lists. Finally, the ratios matrix reports the percentage of  
 

                     
14This is similar to a Degrees of Difference matrix (Wimbish 1989:60-63), except 
that it counts the number of phones that have changed between word lists rather 
than measuring the amount by which the phones have changed. In other words, the 
Sound Changes analysis is the Degree of Difference analysis with a default 
setting of DD=0 for identical phones and DD=1 for different phones. 
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phones that have changed between possible cognates for each pair of word 
lists. Note that, unlike the cognate percentages displayed in the third matrix 
of figure 2, “the lower the ratio the closer the similarity between the two 
word lists.” (Wimbish 1989:62) This presentation of phonostatistic results is 
made without further comment. It is hoped that it will be useful in the study 
of “the correlation between lexical similarity and phonological similarity, 
and of both with intelligibility.” (Bergman 1990:3.5.4) 
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APPENDIX D - NAMES OF KAMUKU AND ACIPA SUBGROUPS AND CLANS 
 
Subgroup Name Centre Dialect Name Names of Clans 
 
Cinda  
  [t  nda] 

Tukunguna tu-Cinda Tukunguna, Urakisa, Shimbuwa, 
Muroro, Azake, Bi’o [bi w ], 
Bisura [bis    ], Shirabo, 
Kibigi, Ubutu, Ubba, Bikutu, 
Kashira [k sir ], Mo’ogo, 
A’ogo, Bundu, Kwacikau, 
Kwabukuru, Sumaruma, Kubyaru, 
Tuera [tu   a], Shema, Bioro, 
Ekushe 

 
Kuki Kuki tu-Kuki or 

Tiyal ? or 
Gatiyal ? 

Azana, Ubyaro, Delatu, Bundegi, 
Ikima 

 
Regi Uregi tu-Regi Keribo, Karewa, Iriba [   ba], 

Ubongbu, Mutare or Bitare, 
Akira, Ugo [ g ], Shigambu, 
Usundura, Achapa, Ashana, Agege 
or Agige, Kagayi, Bobi 

 
Rogo 
  [  g ] 

? tu-Rogo Ucanja, Kibugana, Agigya, 
Masungiye, Masokoce 

 
Sambuga Sambuga ? ? 
 
Shama Kawo tu-Shama Kerumbo, Zangura, Rigwama, 

Unugu, Ussa, Kuwowu, Upisha 
 
Eastern Acipa 
  autonym: 
 a-Sagamuku 
  [as g muku] 
   or 
 u-Cepu 
  [ut  pu] 

Randeggi 
and others 

tu-Sagamuku 
   or 
tu-Cepu 

Randegi, Ajegira, Ugwama, 
Agyangyada, Ataboroma, 
Asagamuku ? (unclear whether 
  this is a clan or the whole 
  subgroup) 
 
 

 
Western Acipa 
  autonym: 
 a-Cipu 
  [at ipu] 

Karisen tu-Cipu or 
to-Cipu or 
ci-Cipu 

Arisene (people of Karisen) 
Akumbasi (people of Kumbashi) 
Azakacihun (people of Kakihum) 
Akula  (people of Maburya) 

 
 
Notes:  Autonyms are given in plural form for each subgroup. 
        Phonetic pronunciations are shown in brackets. 
        Unverified or incomplete information is indicated by ?. 
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