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ABSTRACT

In this article 1 am illustrating the linguistic\dirsity of African Pygmy populations in order
to better address their anthropological diversitgl distory. | am also introducing a new
method, based on the analysis of specialized véaahuo reconstruct the substratum of
some languages they speak.

| show that Pygmy identity is not based on themglaages, which have often been borrowed
from neighboring non-Pygmy farmer communities withom each Pygmy group is linked.
Understanding the nature of this partnership, quétgable in history, is essential to address
Pygmy languages, identity and history.

Finally, 1 show that only a multidisciplinary apph is likely to push forward the
understanding of African Pygmy societies as genetichaeological, anthropological and

ethnological evidence suggest.



1. INTRODUCTION

Created by European travellers during the Xténtury (Schweinfurth 1873), the blanket
term Pygmy has been used to designate any kindirfborest people with a short stature and
a nomadic lifestyle. This term embraces an aréificombination of scattered ethnic groups
culturally and physically different (Bahuchet 19%tpment 1993, Seitz 1993) (Tab. 1, Fig. 1)
living in Central Africa between latitude 5° N aBbti S.

The heterogeneity of the Pygmy populations coutdiltesither from the dispersal and split
of a unique ancestral population or from the indeleat evolution of separate populations
who physically adapted to the constraints of theesanvironment (Hiernaux 1966).

Fifty years ago, according to Hiernaux, it was oeable to raise doubts about the origins
of the different Central African populations, besadittle knowledge was available on this
subject. Later on, L.L. Cavalli-Sforza and colladtors, who initiated the study of Central
African Pygmies from a population genetics pergpecfCavalli-Sforza 1986), attempted to
answer the question of their origins but were uosssful due to the lack of sufficient
population samples, genetic markers, and compugltitbols. More recently, research in
human population genetics showed both the commginoof some Pygmy groups and an
ancient divergence between such ancestral Pygmylgtogns and the population ancestral to
the other African populations (Paghal, 2009, Verdiet al 2009, Batiniet al 2011).

Interestingly, recent population genetic researehtit et al. 2009, Verdu et al. 2009,
Batini et al. 2009) suggested a very ancient dimecg between Pygmies and other
populations (60-90 Ky BP). The considerable timeolwed by these findings gives some
strength to a scenario of several language shiitsitving occurred since the times of
prehistoric Pygmy hunter-gatherers and challengeshtypothesis of a common language
inheritance. Before discussing questions like theiad context for the borrowing of these

languages it will be necessary to comprehensiveslyae the relations between Pygmy and



neighboring non-Pygmy societies that are intimatmynected. Unfortunately, despite the
wide scientific interest that Pygmy groups have agisv attracted, documentation and
publications concerning them are uneven, thus ngadity synthesis premature. This is why |
will only focus on the ethnolinguistic status ofgRyy languages while discussing their

sociolinguistical context.



2. QULTURAL HETEROGENEITY

About twenty ethnolinguistic groups are known agdifies” and several names are in use to
differentiate them (Table 1). For clarity all Pygmoups will be written in italics and when |
explicitly refer to their languages (called in tseme way) the names will also be underlined.
Some have long been used unquestioningly in theogthphic literature, such 8abinga of
obvious colonial origin, and such intricate nomahale lacks clarity. Some names are true
ethnonyms (e. gBakg; others are names given by surrounding farmemuijadipns (e. g.
Bambut). Without mentioning Bantu names, used with ohwitt the plural prefix (e. gola

or BaKola), it will be seen that some names correspond ¢alldialectal groups (e. g.
Mbenzele dialect ofAka). Finally, there is a gap in the nomenclaturehaee groups,Asua
SuaandEfe) are usually included under the single navtimiti or BaMbuti.

A rough survey of the ethnographical literature 53pecialized references including
papers and books) shows a vast disparity in doctatien. 86 % of the publications concern
only five groups Mbuti, Efe, Aka, MbenzeleandBakg while the remaining 14% account for
eight groups (Fig. 2) and 7 Pygmy groups have ndemn studied (Mikaya, Cwa of
Democratic Republic of Congo —DRC-, Tembo, RhwaaTaf DRC, Congo and Uganda).
The majority of available publications have focused the “forest-oriented” groups, thus
explaining why such lifestyle soon became a stgpsotfor all Pygmies (Hewlett 1996):
Semi-nomadic hunter-gatherers living in temporagnps with domed huts and exchanging
regularly with the neighboring farmers.

The lifestyle of Pygmies is highly variable (nomads. seasonal mobility) as well as the
style of habitat (huts used for short periods dtlex villages with square houses), and the
technigues and tools. Such heterogeneity remaipsrapt today even after the modern
changes implied by the adoption of agriculture tstgrin the 1930s by some Pygmy

communities



Only a few publications document “peripheral” Pygrgyoups characterized by low
populations size, reduced mobility, settled inagks, and practicing both hunting-gathering
activities and agriculture. While the groups callkeola, Bongqg Koya and Twa live in the
rainforest, other groups live in the savannahshatperiphery of the forest basin, like the
Bedzan various groups name@wa (pronounced “Tshwa”) and a scattered group known
under the namdwa Finally, | would like to mention some very pooyown groups in
South Central Africa. They have an ambiguous stainse, while not being considered
“Pygmies” by authors, their names sound similaPygmy groups living in the Congo Basin.
They are the/atwain South-West Angola (Estermann 1962, 1976), dfieBatwa swamp
fishermen in Zambia (Rosen 1925, Macrae 1934, BarB@06, Haller & Merten 2008) and
theBamboteof the shores of Lake Tanganyika (Terashima 1980).

However, a constant feature among all Pygmies, semiadic or sedentary, is that they all
maintain relations with neighboring non-Pygmy farmeThis feature will be largely

discussed and addressed from different perspedtivesghout the paper.



3. DIVERSITY OF LANGUAGES

There is no “Pygmy linguistic family”. All Pygmy teyuages are related to other languages
that are spoken by non-Pygmy populations and befortge two linguistigphyla of Central
Africa: Niger-Kordofanian and Nilo-Saharan (Table Ringuistically, Pygmy populations are
as heterogeneous as their neighbors and the abskacg major linguistic specificity implies
extensive contacts with non-Pygmy populations degpie socio-economic (and phenotypic)
differences. Infact, this scenario is very diffdréioom the one of the San of Southern Africa,
another widely studied group of hunting and gatigepopulations from Africa, whose click
languages are all related and form the specifictt®&on-African Khoisan family (Winter
1981, Guldemann & Vossen 2000).

Strikingly, linguistic studies of Pygmies are mudbss readily available than are
ethnographic studies. The majority of the languages still not described or scantily
documented, exceptions being e (Vorbichler 1965; Vorbichler & Brandl 1979), tik@la
(Renaud 1976), thaka (Cloarec-Heiss & Thomas 1978; Thomas 1991; Thoetad 1981)
and theBaka (Brisson 1984, 1999, 2010; Brisson & Boursier IXiian-Hatz 1989, Paulin
2010). While some groups have never been studibérare poorly known as only short
lists of vocabulary, without phonetic annotatios® available from old travel accounts.

To come back to what has been said before abouktaton Pygmies/non-Pygmies, the
Aka Bakg andAsuaspeak a language that cannot be understood Igp#akers of languages
belonging to the same family. Otherwise, all otl®igmy groups speak variants of the
languages spoken by surrounding farmers.

Together with theSug the Efe, the Aka and theBaka occupy large areas and are the most
mobile meaning that strong social ties are necggsamaintain linguistic unity and cultural
identity, thus forming polyethnic systems with theeighbors (see part 6). Nevertheless,

scattering is often synonymous of language divieetibn and three dialects have been



documented Nlbenzele the western dialect oika Bangombethe eastern dialect @aka

andKangg the southern dialect &ug in three quite dispersed groups.



4. INTERETHNIC CONTACTS

4.1 Socio-economic issues

| have already mentioned that every Pygmy groupntaais relations (mainly economical)
with their non-pygmy neighbors, who are farmers.isTdoes not mean that the two
communities have a differential access to resouaeshey both inhabit the same ecosystem
and share a comparable technical knowledge; nalesth a complementarity exists as some
activities are, in practice, exclusive to a comrmunBoth societies rely upon each other
(food; work) and through economic exchanges the padners can better exploit two
juxtaposed ecosystems, rainforest on the one Haelds and secondary forest on the other
hand.

It seems obvious that the social dimensions ofethet®ractions are complex (Bahuchet &
Guillaume 1982; Delobeau 1989; Grinker 1994; J&063; Kazadi 1981; Ngima Mawoung
2001; Turnbull 1965b; Waehle 1986) and their chaggihroughout the colonial past of
Central Africa has been documented (Delobeau 1888laume 2001, Hardin 2000).

Pygmies and their non-Pygmy neighbors belong t@rmaessocial system; ranging from
patron-client relationships (respectively the farsrend the Pygmies) to quasi-equality, to the
point of sharing the same clan affiliations. Foample, amongika and Baka groups, iron
tools made by neighboring farmers are essentialhferbride price. Concerning the farmers,
the large amount of meat provided by Pygmy huntersstitutes the stock necessary for the
ceremonial meetings at the end of mourning. In is¢\y®aces, the young people are admitted
to the ceremonies of initiation of the other socigiving rise, in this way, to lifelong ties of
friendship Efe Sug Baka etc.). The strong social ties (Joiris 2003; R@f®3; Sawada
1998; Terashima 1987, 1998) make intermarriagessilples with non-Pygmy males
sometimes marring Pygmy women. The reverse is lysualpossible with very few

exceptions (for instance sorBengogroups in Gabon).



The contacts that each group of African Pygmy feradhave with associated farmers of
different ethnic background, not only condition thajor part of their present socio-economic
changes, but in the end add to the cultural diffees between the various Pygmies groups.

This kind of partnership has been lasting for ceesuand ample material demonstrates
that everywhere the Pygmies are largely representede mythology of the farmers. Oral
traditions mirror the important place of the “Pygsii, who are given a quasi-supernatural
symbolic status, at the border of the human wohdega 1997; Bahuchet 1993b; Delobeau
1989; Sulzmann 1986; Waehle 1986), thus givingtose form of respect and fear that, often,
goes together with admiration and despise (Bahughguillaume 1982; Kazadi 1981). This
special status is confirmed by the fact that Pygnaiee the only ones allowed to touch the
sacred King at the moment of birth, enthroning @uming in farming societies like the
Tikar (Cameroon) and the Ekonda (Democratic Reputili Congo), whose socio-political
system is a monarchy. Pygmies are considered menolbehe same sacred category as the
King, as opposed to the ordinary people (BahucB88&:61-64; Sulzmann 1986).

The founding myth of many central African societ@scerns an initial migration from
quite far regions to the place they presently ogc@ome oral traditions tell that the Pygmies
were encountered during the initial migration ahnat they behaved as guides and introduced
the farmers to the forest world by transmittingesit initiations, and techniques, including
some that are not typical of hunter-gatherersthieeforging of iron (for the Ngbaka, Arom &
Thomas 1974; for the Beti, Laburthe-Tolra 1981).

To summarize, we face two types of social relatiaith the non-Pygmy farmers: either
the Pygmies are simply associated to them as areiff but linked society, or they are
considered as a part of the society of the farrbatdike a sort of caste (this is case of the

Twaand probably of th&oya).
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The traditions | mentioned indicate that the m#&jooif the farmers of the Western Congo
Basin have had continued contacts with the Pygnoyms during the last few centuries at
least. However, some farmers did not encounter tleenmet them only when traveling in
specific areas (see Deschamps 1962), from thatameirder that the Pygmies had a lower
population size and were quite dispersed. Partigula Cameroon and Gabon, oral traditions

provide many details about initial contact withfeient Pygmy groups throughout time.

4.2 Linguistic contacts between Pygmies and farmers

While using a single mother tongue inside their gamities, Pygmies interact with
surrounding farmers by using other languages asgkther with most of the non-Pygmy
farmers, are plurilingual.

Quite logically, the number of languages to whiglerg ethnolinguistic group of Pygmies
is exposed is proportional to the area occupiethbygroup and to the size of its population.
It varies from a single external language for Bedzan to nineteen for theAka The
linguistic heterogeneity of the languages with vehiRygmies are exposed increases with the
number of farmers communities with whom they areontact. For instance, the linguistic
landscape of th&oya in Gabon, in contact with four external languagesmuch more

homogeneous than for th@la of Cameroon that are exposed to nine externalikzges.

4.3 Socio-linguistics and contact of languages

Actually, the languages spoken by the distinct Bygathnolinguistic groups are not
necessarily related to the languages spoken bfathgers with whom they currently live in
proximity and vice versa. For instance, tAka who speak a Bantu language (C10) are

dispersed over a large territory that is shareth wiheteen groups of farmers on which only
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six speak Bantu C10 varieties, in Southern Cemafdtan Republic (CAR) and Northern
Congo.

If we consider only the most documented Pygmy gsa{pla, Aka, Baka, Bedzan, Koya,
Sua, Asua, Efe, Twa-Kongacorresponding to nine different tongues, we fihdt their
linguistic environment totals seventy-three difféareanguages of which only nine are closely
related, thirty-four belong to the same linguisggioup; and the remaining thirty belong to
totally different linguistic groups. In other worder these populations, thirty groups of
farmers in contact with Pygmies speak languagesinating any linguistic similarity which

may imply that the partnership between them isrece

12



5. HISTORICAL STEPS DISPERSION AND MOVEMENTS

5.1 From sociolinguistics to geolinguistics
The analysis of the spatial proximity among the nubgsely related languages lead to some
historical considerations, and enables the recoctsdn of the succession of contacts between

Pygmies and farmers. Several cases are possible:

1. Farmers speaking a language close to the ontheofPygmies, being both groups
geographically close and probably associated sifoag time.
E.g. the Lese with thEfe (Sudanic; Eastern Democratic Republic of Condw),Bongom
with theKoya (Bantu B20, Eastern Gabon), or the Ngando withAtkee(Bantu C10, South

CAR).

2. Farmers speaking a language related to the éndeoPygmies, being both groups
geographically distant suggesting a possible ah@gpht between the two and subsequent
migrations.
Like the Maka (Bantu A80) from Southeastern Cameyeodiose language is related to
that of theKola of coastal Cameroon (400 km distant); and the Kgh@&bangian)
from Southern Central African Republic, whose laaggiis related to that of tiigaka

in southeastern Cameroon (500 km distant).

3. Farmers having no linguistic relation with Pygmibeing geographically close (thirty
groups), suggesting that the existing partnershang) is recent.
E.g., in South Cameroon and North Gabon, the Betifeang (Bantu A70), associated
either with theKola (A80) or with theBaka (Ubangian), or the Bangandu (Ubangian,
Gbaya group), associated with tBaka (Ubangian, Gbanzili group) in Southeastern

Cameroon.
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4. Farmers being in contact with more than one Bygraup (at least 10 cases documented),
suggesting an historical scenario.
This is the case along the Sangha River betweenef@am and CAR, where some
Mpiemo, Bomoali or Yangere are associated withBakaon the right bank, and others
are associated with th&ka-Mbenzelen the left bank (Lewis 2002). This is also the
case in Ituri, in East DRC, where some Ndaka akd live with AsuaPygmies, while
some others live witlsua Similarly, the majority of Lese are associatethvidfe while

some are linked witBuaPygmies.

These scenarios show that the link between a gobégragers and a group of farmers, in the
past usually leading to a language shift for thraders, could have come to an end and a new
association with other farmers established. Fdam=, the Maka, linguistically related to the
Kola, are presently associated with aka In turn, theBakg whose language is related to
Ngbaka curently spoken in Central African Repuldtiaye relations, among others, with the
Kwele (Cameroon) or the Fang (Gabon), both Bantakgrs.

It is very risky to provide a timeframe for theseisl modifications, but a few centuries
may be a possible conservative estimate, an hypigthbat we will investigate in the
following sections.

The patterns of dispersion of languages spokenyigmies and non-Pygmies can lead to
some hypothesis of migration. To this end, | wkbamine here two cases of discontinuous
geographical distribution of two languages, Kaa (Bantu A80) and th@&aka (Ubangian

Gbanzili group).
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5.1.1 The Kola

The A80 languages are geographically discontinusoisie being located in Southeastern
Cameroon (like Maka, Njem, Mpiemo, Bajue...) and athieeing located in Southwestern
CameroonKola Pygmies speak a Bantu A80 dialect of the Mvumbguage, also spoken
by Ngumba and Mabea farmers living close to thelson coast of Cameroon (Renaud 1976)
(see Fig. 3). The present range of Kma Pygmies (3,000-4,000 individuals) encompasses
the Ngumba and Mabea, and exposes them to eiglg laoguages for a total of ten (Joiris
1994)(Table 5). According to Loung (1987), th®la pygmies speak two dialects, the
northern being calleéyeli and the southern callddola. | would like to remind here the
challenges of nomenclature that | highlighted atlieginning of this article, in fabb.gyelis
the name by which Ngumba farmers refer toKbé&a Gyeli

Oral traditions of bothKola and Ngumba suggest that they recently moved, tegefrom
East to West, in a process that ended in the 1888sg 1959). Now, the remaining related
languages belonging to such A80 group are currdottated in southeastern Cameroon
(Maka-Njem group, see Maho 2009) and, accordinghto traditions of the Maka-Njem
people, they came from the northeast on the NyamgrRnd were “the first” to penetrate the
rainforest where somko.gyelPygmies were encountered (Geschiere 1981). The saah
history suggests that, after the arrival of thet®fang (A70) group, the Maka-Njem split in
two: the Ngumba moving towards the coast togeth#r the bo.gyelPygmies and the Maka
going to the southeast alone (Loung 1959; GescHli@gd). Therefore, the hypothesis that a
Pygmy group speaking a language whose closestveeligt currently located far away may
indicate the occurrence of past migrations is supgdddy the historical migration of the Kola
Pygmies over more than 400 km from the Doume Rfv@m Eastern Cameroon to the
Atlantic coast in Southwestern Cameroon.

We can summarize migration events in the followiray:

15



1. Some non-pygmy farmers speaking an A80 languagehe Pygmies who adopted
the same language;

2. Pygmies migrated together with some of theiroassed farmers, and their
common language diverged from the original vargtpken by the farmers as a
consequence of isolation (migration). Kola Pygnpesvide the example of a joint
migration with non-Pygmy farmers after their langeahift.

3. After the migration and subsequent isolation aoftommunity limited to the
Ngumba, the Kola expanded geographically and pigbalso demographically,
and some of them established relationships witheroflarmers (Joiris 1994).
Meanwhile, the other A80-speaking non-Pygmy groupkp remained in the
Eastern part of Cameroon, met thea Pygmies (Ubangian-speakers), with whom
they are associated today. The A80-speaking nomygroups give us an
example of farmers changing their Pygmy associdtem Kola Pygmies to Baka

Pygmies).

5.1.2 Baka and Gbanzili-group languages and peoples

The second example of migration is provided bygbeple speaking Ubangian languages
of the Gbanzili-group, to which belongs tBaka language spoken by tigaka Pygmies.
While the Gbanzili-group is scattered from South8udan to Southeastern Cameroon (Fig.
4), theBakais spoken in a continuous area across SouthedSgmeroon, Congo and Gabon
and is a linguistic isolate surrounded by eightkegrguages, fifteen of which are Bantu and
three Ubangian (Gbaya and Banda groups; see Tabftler languages related Bakaare
exclusively spoken by farmers located far away. dlbsest is the Bomasa, spoken in a single
village located on the left bank of the Sangha RiveCongo. Other similar languages are the

Ngbaka-Mabo and Monzombo (spoken ~ 500 km awaynénSouthern part of the Central
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African Republic) and, finally, the Gbanzili thatspoken at a distance of ~ 800 km, along the
Ubangi River in the Southeastern part of the Cémtfiacan Republic. Before suggesting a
scenario explaining such dispersed geographicaitimt for the languages close Baka it
must be stressed again that tBaka Pygmies have no contact with any of the farmers
speaking the related Ubangian languages mentidnadea

If the Baka Pygmies adopted their Ubangian langdege farmer populations, then the
linguistic features of the whole linguistic groupply that the encounter between the two
groups occured some time in the past, before tbgrgphical separation observed today.
geographical analysis of the areas where the |laygguare spoken indicates a Southern Sudan
origin of the protolanguage at the origin of theadgian languages spoken by both the Baka
and the Ngbaka today (Arom and Thomas 1974; Bouguiand Thomas 1980). The
populations speaking this original proto-Ubangianguage may have spread later along the
Ubangi River in a westward migration. Interestinghg Baka would have migrated further
than other groups as they are nowadays locatdwifatthest West.
In figure 4 | show that the languages of the GHagroup, including theBakaitself, arise by
a process of isolation resulting from different maikgpns. If this process historically implies a
partnership between Ubangian speaking farmersBaka Pygmies, the first ones (Ngbaka,
Monzombo and Bomasa) are presently associated thittAka Pygmies speaking a Bantu
language.

To summarize such historical scenario, in the pgasBakaused to live all together,
associated with non-Pygmy populations speaking an@h-group Ubanguian language that
they finally borrowed. Thereafter they migratedgdther with Ubangian speaking farmers, in
various directions and moved far away, alone, éstabg new partnerships with farmers

speaking languages other than Ubanguian varieties.
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It is interesting to note that after the borrowofghe languageBakawere less prone
to be influenced linguistically. In fact the Bardnd Ubangian languages spoken by farmers
with whom they are currently partners, has almastinfluence on their own tongue. For
instance, there are no similarities in the vocatyutaoncerning rainforest, plants, animals,
techniques, or even habitat. Therefore, under saehario, the Baka language spoken today
would result from previous partnerships, with détihfluence from the languages spoken by
the new partners. Interestingly, Koch (1968) ndtet the Bajue farmers (A84, Southeastern
Cameroon), distinguish two different groups of PyggnThe o.jel, who originally mettheir
ancestorsand subsequently somewhat “disappeared”, andbilbayagh (otherwise called
Bakg whith whom they currentliive (Koch 1968:68).
More generally speaking, the mechanism of diffeéagiain could have been the following:
1. A period of intimacy between Pygmies and nonARydarmers, leading the first
group to adopt the language of the latter.
2. A period of linguistic differentiation with themergence of dialects subsequent to
migrations and split between the two groups.
3. Increased linguistic differentiation and lossnafitual understanding with growing

isolation.
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6. POLYETHNIC SYSTEMS AND INTERNAL CULTURAL COHESION OPYGMIES

As it has been explained in various ways througltioigtpaper, Central Africa is a mosaic of
ethnic and linguistic communities, including thegRyes. Far from being isolated from each
other, these populations are associated in vaneas. It was proposed to consider and
analyze the regional relations between sets of latipas aspolyethnic systemgRobillard
2010). In such systems, the individuals belongng given Pygmy group are in contact with
each others despite being scattered and surrouededpsulated, according the formula of
Woodburn, 1988) by non-Pygmy groups. Such Pygmynsonities, in constant contact with
much larger populations of farmers, and exceptlgnaith other Pygmy groups, can remain
culturally homogenous or, conversely, loose intecoaesion. To illustrate this process | will

present three examples.

6.1 Strong internal cohesion: The Aka

The region between the Congo and Sangha River astdlritory of theAka Pygmies
(speaking a Bantu C10 language) that are lingaibyicdivided in two dialectsAka and
Mbenzele the latter ones being located near the Sanglea (Bahuchet 19860ther non-
Aka Pygmy groups share the same territory:Mlikaya near Ouesso in Congo (also speaking
a Bantu C10 language), thddfi’ Pygmies” (speaking an Ubangian language) and the
“BolembaPygmies” (speaking a Bantu C10 language). Milaya is different fromAka and
the Bolembais quite close tdbati (Bantu C10). Most probablofi Pygmies are a group of
Akathat, at some point, adopted tRefi, that is a language belonging to a different phmylu
(cf. Foutset al 2005).

The majority of the farmers inhabiting this regigNgando, Bondongo, Mbati, Enyele,
Mbomotaba, Pande and Ngundi) speak languages @ahti C10 family (Fig. 5). ThAka

are much more mobile than the farmers and can beuetered almost everywhere in the
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region; numerically theAka (about 60,000 individuals) outnumber by a factbrtem the
farmers. These two factors may well clarify theidtaral cohesion and explain why their
language subsists besides the numerous farmerguasnthat belong, beside the mentioned
Bantu C10, either to the Ubanguian (Banda-YangBadi, Ngundi, Ngbaka, Monzombo
along the Sangha River) or to the Bantu languagelfa(A80/A90, Kako, Pomo, Mpiemo,
Bomoali along the Oubangi River) (Table 5). Furthere, the cultural cohesion of tA&ais
reinforced by frequent cross-regional marriages (Savalli-Sforza 1986 : 340, and Bahuchet

1993 : 100).

6.2 Average cultural cohesion: The Mbuti
The well-knownvast Ituri forest in Eastern DRC is the home of the Mbatblanket name
covering distinct Pygmy groups callédua Efe, SuaandKangg and a subgroup speaking a
dialect of Sua(cf. Schebesta 1952, Turnbull 1965a, Ichikawa 1®B&ley 1991). It is worth
mentioning that, although thefe the Suaand somewhat thikangohave been studied in the
past, theAsuaare still poorly documented. Cultural similaritivave been reported among
these groups (like the music -- Demolin & BahucH&90a) together with apparent
differences such as the distinction betw&émarchers an&uanet hunters (Turnbull 1965b).
Another difference, that both mirrors and influenhdbe sociocultural organization of the
groups, is the different sizes of their base cafijgsashima 1985). Even though we ignore
which language they use for communication amongn#iedves, the linguistic pattern
contradicts the observed cultural similarity, ictféthe Mbuti speak three different languages
belonging to two distinct families (Tab. 1).

If we focus on the non-Pygmy farmers associatedh whie variousMbuti groups, the
linguistic heterogeneity is even larger as theyakpene Ubanguian, seven Bantu and thirteen

Sudanic languages. The heterogeneity also apmiethhographic features of these farmer
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populations, since the major cultural traits repdiio be shared among them are circumcision
ceremonies (commonplace in central African popaoietj Allovio 1999) and the practice of
bark-cloth paintings (see Bahuchet & Farris Thomp4891). Overall, the variousibuti
Pygmy groups{ua Efe Kangoand perhap#&sug seem to share more cultural features than
the various neighboring farmer populations.

The regional distribution of the languages spokgithle Mbuti overlaps the distribution of
corresponding linguistic families, with spilloveeg the periphery (there are examples of
Mbuti groups associated with farmers that speak theukayeyof another linguistic family --
Fig. 6). For instanceAsua (linguistically belonging to the Mangbetu grougnceither be
associated to farmers belonging to the same litiguisoup or to Bantu speaking farmers
(Liko and Ndaka). Th&ua(Bantu D30) are both associated to farmers spgadimilar D30
languages or Sudanic speakers. Moreover and thefurtomplicate the ethnolinguistic
picture, theEfe despite their close association with the Lesedé8ic speakers) (Grinker

1994; Terashima 1987) maintain partnerships withtBapeaking famers.

6.3 No common culture: The Bongo of Gabon

The Bongo, less than 10,000 individuals altogettee a blend of small Pygmy
communities scattered in hamlets distributed arotwehty sometimes distant areas over
South and Central Gabon. There are few or no ctnta&tween such areas. The smallest
groups ofBongo (also calledBabongg call themselve8aghamaand Barimba (Andersson
1983). Whilst practicing agriculture, tiBongoare predominantly foragers. TBengospeak
at least seven different Bantu language varietiedects of Tsogho (B30), Lumbu, Sango and
Punu (B40), Nzebi (B50), Kaningi (B60) and Teke QB{Table 5). Despite their small
densities, by being scattered over wide geograplaiczas, they are associated to several

farming groups (at least eighteen, according to Table 5). The literature reports no

21



information about the social interactions betwdssn dispersed micro-groups (e. g. contacts,
visits, exchanges of spouses...) and we can reblsooanclude that th&ongodo not have
much in common. Further research on aspects reltetechnical vocabularies, ritual
systems, music tradition and the language they tuigé to communicate between them, may
better confirm, or not, this picture. Anyway, iehonce had a common language, today there
is no evidence for it.

We can hypothesize that communication and the prasen of social cohesion turned out
to be impossible among small communities, fragntemted scattered, surrounded by many

groups of farmers (Annaud & Leclerc 2002; Knigh030Le Bomin & Mbot 2011).
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7. DISCUSSION

7.1 Can we find a Pygmy linguistic substratum?

The quest of an original language common to all Rlygmies will remain unsolved. The
linguistic integration of Pygmies and farmers isrently too extensive to allow any large-
scale reconstruction of any remnants of it.

The comparison of Pygmy languages with other cktiiacan languages does not give
convincing results either with classical methods he$torical linguistics or with the
comparative method. The reason is that Pygmy t@)daerowed from some populations of
farmers in a more or less recent past, are to@ ¢twsther varieties spoken by some groups of
farmers.

As an example, | found that the similarities of ibagocabulary forBaka with 3 close
Ubangian languages (Swadesh list of 195 wordshé&domparative lexicology edited by
Monino 1988) are above 70 % (Tab. 3, Bahuchet 160

The same analysis yielded a similarity rate of 7(l%7 words of basic vocabulary from
the Swadesh, Bahuchet 1992: 81) whdw@m was compared to Ngando, its closest relative
(Bantu C10). However, such similarity sharply desed to 29% when an extensive
vocabulary of 651 words was further considered (Bhkt 1992: 81). For a similar study see
Klieman (2003).

The specific nature of the relationship existingween Pygmies and non-Pygmies (in
which each society has a precisbaracter maintained despite episodes of language
borrowing), suggests the adoption of a specificho@blogy to investigate the substratum.
Such original approach relies on the analysis @ciized vocabulary linked to specific
activities of a group; such vocabulary could pdgsitave been borrowed by one or the other
group when contact happened (usually when produete exchanged). The methodology |

have developed combines ethnographic and ethnadithgicomparisons (Bahuchet 1989).
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This method relies on exhaustive gathering speeidlivocabulary (concerning aspects of the
culture of one group like techniques, objects, @aanimals, music, rituals, symbols. ahd
comparing these data to a large linguistic datesetprising as many African languages as
possible, regardless of which population speakstifeygmy or non-Pygmy, farmers or
foragers, ethnic background...). In this way, it dddoe possible to distinguish those words
that are specific to Pygmy communities from thdsa were borrowed. In order to conduct
such large-scale comparisons in the future, it Bellnecessary to collect linguistic and lexical
data, not only from Pygmy populations (speciallg tines less studied than tkela, Baka
Aka andMbuti here presented) but also from the populationsawhérs inhabiting the same
region. The underlying principle of this type ofngparison is that the presence of a similar
cultural element (a tool, a practice...) in two diffiet societies has no historical significance
in itself (it could be a simple convergence) unigss element bears tlsamename this very
similarity indicates either inheritance or loan adiffusion. In any case, it implies some

previouscontact(in space or in time) between the two groups.

7.2 Looking for the substratum in Aka and Baka

In agreement with the minimal interaction betwdss tivo corresponding groupska (Bantu
C10) and Baka (Ubangian) are not mutually intelligible today. \iéetheless, shared
vocabulary accounts for more than 20% and coversad spectrum of specific meanings, 88
% of these shared terms belonging to specializedalwdary. According to these
observations, | hypothesized thkka andBakapopulations stemmed from the same ancestral
population (whose name may be reconstructedBaskad. Under such hypothesis, their
common vocabulary would be a remnant of the comoraginal language abandoned when

they respectively borrowed Bantu and Ubangian laggs (Bahuchet 1992). It is worth
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mentioning that théBaakaa vocabulary (and culture) may be ancestral toAka and the
Bakaonly, and not to all the Pygmy groups as Blen@98t43) misunderstood.

While theAkaand theBakawere borrowed from languages spoken by farmeit, wiom
these Pygmy populations share much of the basiabedary, it is noteworthy that the amount
of sharedspecializedvocabulary is large75 % of the words shared amoAf§ia and Baka
concern forest vocabulary, flora, fauna, animalawedrs, tools and techniques (Table 4). This
illustrates the persistence of a shared econaosnlestratumof tools, techniques, forest
knowledge and acquisition processes. In other wahils 75% of shared vocabulary concerns
cultural complexessgensuSapir 1916) i.e. integrated sets of cultural pcast organized
around specific rainforest activities and ecosyst@mly 12% of shared words are related to
society (music, ritual and religion - see Bahuch@®3a for details). This finding illustrates
that the Aka-Baka shared culture and ancestralesowias distinct from the one of the
farmers. At this stage, the question whether thi@-Baka Pygmy ancestral group was
already associated with farmers is hardly tractable

The split and divergence between thiea and theBakamay have resulted from their new
partnerships with Bantu and Ubangian speaking @djouls respectively, populations from
whom they may have borrowed most of their preseamiglage including grammar.
Interestingly, the specialized vocabulary sharedragrtheAkaand theBakasuggests that the
specific cultural features associated with it mayeéncharacterized the ancestral culture of the
*Baakaa The method | developed is particularly approprifar those Pygmy groups whose
cultural identity is well defined regardless thesgible linguistic heterogeneity among them.
In this context, | believe that this method woulel Wworth applying to the study of the lturi
groups known adbuti from the lturi forest (DRC), or to the variolBongo groups from

Gabon, once that appropriate linguistic data has loellected.
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Finally, although theAka and theBaka are bi- or plurilingual, there is no evidence that
they are borrowing new languages from their neigbiboday. By using their own tongues as
a “secret language” they seem to avoid being aksmdi by the socially dominant

neighboring farmers.

7.3 Early contacts inferred from vocabulary betw®ygmies and farmers, the *Baakaa.

The careful analysis of the vocabulary shared bynByand non-Pygmy languages delivers
valuable information about the conditions of theltwal contact between the two
communities as mentioned for thBaakaaand the farmers they met (Bahuchet 1993b). Their
common vocabulary shows that the farmers were newec® in the rainforest, assimilating
new knowledge and technical skills about this estesy from the Pygmies and, therefore,
adopting the words that define them.

Moreover, sociological lexica supports the ideat tHBaakaa women married among
farmers. In fact when comparing tiAda and theBaka with two closely related languages,
respectively Ngando (Bantu CIO) and Ngbaka (Ubargikidentified five terms concerning
alliance, whose meaning suggest that marriageseaoldanges of wives between Pygmies
and non-Pygmies were commonplace (brother-in-lzéndé jealousy for love: kdmbé son-
in-law and courtship:kopé pay for bridewealthsé; kinship through womenmobila). This
finding is in agreement with the genetic admixtwbserved among Central African
populations (Destro-Bisat al. 2004, Verdiet al 2009, Batiniet al. 2011).

In this context, one can hypothesize that the walgicontacts betweenBaakaa and
farmers were unbalancedand that the Pygmies, being forest specialists, hzaye had a
dominant position over the farming newcomers. As@sequence, the Pygmies, connected to
the supernatural world, were given a special statk gifts were made to them in order to

build positive alliances (see section 4). For inseggAka Bakaand the related farmers share a
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vocabulary concerning friendship, visits and gfftsle, symbolic vital principals like “string
of life” and protecting spiritskiulu). Elsewhere, in the Central DR Congo, among thenBk

blacksmith, it is @wawho puts the first fire in the furnace (Bahuch@®3b:64).
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8. CHRONOLOGY

8.1 Archaeology
Central African prehistory is very poorly known hobecause of the scarcity of the

excavated sites and of recent criticisms concersavgral « classical ideas » (cf. Stahl 2005).
The past extension of the rain forest is largelscdssed too, with a minimal extension
between 20,000 and 15,000 years BP, and a maxixta@hgon between 9,500 and 3,000
years PB and a later short but intense contradietween 3,900 and 2,000 years BP, the
maximum extension of the savanna being placed @000 years ago. However, the extent
of deforested regions and the position and exténbiest refugia are still controversial
(Cornelissen 2002; Maley 1987, 2003; Schwattal. 2003). In other words, it is difficult to
assess if a given prehistoric site was surroundexioby the rain forest.

Human occupation in the Congo Basin is attestedesat least 30,000 years by Middle
Stone Age and Late Stone Age lithic industries uglmut the western Congo Basin, in
Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon and DR Congaddder 2002; Mercader & Marti
2003; Tutin & Oslisly 1995). Several sites (e.gu®hLaka in Northwestern Cameroon; Lopé
in central Gabon) and rock shelters (lturi in thenidcratic Republic of Congo) provide
evidence of continuous human occupation for thed@000 years (Lavachery 2001; Assoko
Ndong 2002; Mercader 2003).

As far as pyrotechnologies are concerned, the pltEamics are 8,000 years old (Shum
Laka, Northwest Cameroon, Lavachery 2001) and desashowing several different styles
were found in numerous dispersed localities (Caoer@abon or along several tributaries of
the Congo River that were dated from 3000 to 27@@rs), thus suggesting that
corresponding populations were isolated one fromtheer (Assoko Ndong 2002; de Maret

1985; Eggert 1987, 1992).
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The earliest iron artifacts were found in seveitglssof Gabon and are ~2700 years BP old
(Digombeet al, 1988; Clist 1989; Oslisly & Peyrot 1992). Thismé frame is very close to
dates from Nigerian Nok sites (2900 years BP) aamtl esites of the interlacustrine region
between Rwanda and Tanzania (2700-2600 years BFRE#ipson 2005). Converselypn
and ceramics are both attested later in the eaGmmgo Basin (ceramics"@enturyCE, iron
1°' century CEMercaderet al 2000).

The first traces of agriculture in the Congo Baare difficult to find, and it has been
suggested it would be better to avoid the term ‘lifl@o” and to use the neutral terminology
“Stone to Metal Age” (SMA) «f. de Maret 2003). In the Western Congo Basin, cEaare
associated with larger stone tools, sometimes lpadistogether with the increasing presence
of nuts of Canariumand ofElaeis palm-tree starting from 6000 years BP. Large pése
been excavated in more recent sites (4,500 to 3y8@6s BP) in South Cameroon, then in
Gabon and CAR.

Anthropological remains are very rare in Centratigd and only three sites delivered
some bones. The oldest concerns eighteen indiadesatavated in the Shum Laka shelter
(NorthWest Cameroon) in three tombs from 6,§@@rs BPand six more dated arourid”
century. CHOrbanet al 1996; Lavachery 2001). Along the Ubangi Rivesjragle skull was
found dateccirca 1% c. BC (Eggert 1987). The most recent is a skelétom the Matangai
Turu rock shelter in Ituri (DRC), dated 1,235 AD €Maderet al 2001). None of these
remains can be clearly attributed to some morpletgigther Pygmy or not.

8.2 Genetics

Recent genetic studies that | largely fostered dcaltel ethnolinguistic research, gave
several estimates about the divergence of Cenfradah populations. A first result concerns
the divergence between Pygmies and non-Pygmiesoit@atred around 60,000 years BP

(95% credibility interval: 23,025-123,275 years BPVerduet al. 2009 and 25,800-130,500
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in Patinet al. 2009). A second subsequent split between the tomsesf present Eastern and
Western Pygmies has been estimated to have happeoedd 22,000 years BP (95 % CI
14,200-66,300 YBP) (Patiet al. 2009). A third result concerns Western Pygmies,wbhile
undergoing several gene flow phenomena from nomdgygopulations, started to diverge
into the present day groups about 3,000 years BPo (€1 : 725-34,275 YBP). Overall,
various gene flows from non-Pygmies into Pygmy pafpons can explain the genetic
differences between Pygmy groups throughout Ce#tiradta today (e.g. Verdet al. 2009,
Patinet al. 2009, Tishkoffet al. 2009).

The first split between Pygmies and non-Pygmiesjdcoorrespond to the Middle Stone
Age in Africa, while the divergence between Eastand Western Pygmies could be placed in
the Late Stone Age. The divergence among Westegmieg seem to date back to the times
of the transition from stone to metal techniqued tmthe times of the expansion of non-
Pygmy populations in Central Africa (2,000 to 5,0@ars BP) (Phillipson 2005). Hence, the
results of Verdwet al. (2009) support the profound modification of theatieinship between
Pygmies and non-Pygmies caused by the consideexgansion of the latter group, as
Cavalli-Sforza (1986) and Destro-Biset al. (2004) previously suggested. Probably, this
expansion set new constraints to Pygmy mobility amodified intermarriage rules thus
increasing their isolation and the genetic difféision among Pygmy populations (Verdt
al. 2009).

It is likely that linguistic analysis of shared \amularies would enable the reconstruction
of more recent events, for instantka andBakahave similar terms related to ivory trade and
to the crop introduced from America (Bahuchet 1993:119) that provide valuable
chronological elements. However the evaluationimietspan remains difficult, leading to
contradictory estimations. For example, KliemanO@0by using a glottochronological

approach reconstructed the past 3000 years fareslern Bantu Pygmies (excluded Baka
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Ubangian language), while by lexical analysis Iche only the 1B century CE for the
separation betweeAka and Baka after contact with either Bantu or Ubangian speake

(1993:130).
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9. CONCLUSIONS
9.1 Maintaining cultural identity?
As we said, it appears that all the Pygmy poputatiof Central Western Africa underwent a
language shift at some point of their history, tisain the last 3000 years according to the
dates provided by geneticists (Verdt al. 2009). In contrast to the general processes of
language shift (an adaptive response to socioeconathange with crossbreeding,
marginalization and variation in the prestige oflamguage— see Mufwene 2004) the
language has not been the main marker of Pygmycetimad cultural identity. How did they
maintain a cultural identity in the pluriethnic ¢ext that characterize then#&tcording to
Barth (1969:15-16):
« Ethnic groups only persist as significant unftghiey imply marked difference in
behavior [...]. Yet, when persons of different cultsiinteract, one would expect these
differences to be reduced, since interaction betjuires and generates a congruence of
codes and values—in other words, a similarity omcwnity of culture. Thus, the
persistence of ethnic groups in contact implies aoly criteria and signals for
identification, but also a structuring of interactj which allows the persistence of
cultural differences. » (Barth 1969:15-16).
When seen from this angle, the linguistic statu®ygmy populations is even more striking.
Related languages result from some kind of intimaagt or present. On the contrary, in the
case of the Pygmies, language is not an ethnic dawynwWhich Pygmy groupsecognize
themselvesas sharing the same cultural (ethnic) identBgeral groups are united by the
same language, though subdivided into several dsalas defined subgroups with a name
(Aka andMbenzeleBakaandBangombg other dialectal subgroups exist but are not rthme
(Bedzan North and South). Other groups are considerddrdiit by their neighbors, but it is

uncertain whether they themselves believe in anfridentity. This is the case for the
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“Mbuti” (whose self-assessed identities actually are muwipg as theAsug Efe Sug
Kanga..) and for the scatterdglongq whose self-identity is still questionable. Thésue is
quite relevant today, in the context of “indigenqueoples” rights defense, mostly in the
frame of non governmental organizations policiesamieto recognize “forest foragers”
indigenous groups and to identify their legitimegpresentatives.

Actually, Pygmy groups do not satisfy such clasatibns, as they usually do not share
any particular socio-economic lifestyle. What bastines them is the constant relationships
they maintain with the other people (farmers). e Barth again (1969:13):

« Actors use ethnic identities to categorize thdweseand others for purposes of
interaction ».
Today, the distinctive identity between Pygmies amah-Pygmies remains quite stable
(according to the perception of outsiders or of rRygand non-Pygmy populations
themselves), and the boundaries between thesegeavapmaintained (Robillard & Bahuchet
2011). The organizational relevance of ethnic itiest persists despite the similarities of
languages and exchange relationships — generallyaetors of fusion.

An ethnic boundary concerns the existence of aokgtertinent criteria of recognition,
evaluation and judgment justifying the belongingofindividual to a group. In the same way
differences are taken into account to distinguidtfeogroups according to judgment criteria
of values and acts. The boundary between Pygmies reom-Pygmies is based upon
differences of values, by a set of social proswms and by a certain division of roles and
resources. Each group delivers specific goods andcgs to the other and the possible equal
relationship turns out to be unequal because timeefid control some means of production of
the Pygmy societies (like iron tools).

What is interesting with the Pygmies is that thetihnic identity is not linked to any

economic activity of their society or the societit®y are in contact with and ethnic

33



boundaries persist despite recent socioeconomiagesalike the increasing adoption of

agriculture or a vast modification of settlemeihtattin many cases have been forcibly moved
by governments along roadsides. Furthermore, aditfegences between “ecological niches”

previously occupied by Pygmies and non-Pygmiesvareshing, the nature of exchanged

goods is changing (less products, more labor). Nleskess, the boundaries between such
groups persist and the dichotomization between neesnbnd non-members of a group is
permanently maintained.

If we consider the mythological importance that figs have in all the farmers’ societies,
being presently in relation or not with Pygmiesd dhe supernatural values they represent,
the ethnic division | mentioned should be interpdeais connected to the representation and
perception, by the farmers, of the forest environitself. Specific characters attributed to
the rainforest by the farmers (danger, the non-mmuwearld...) may explain the persistence of
an ethnic boundary that, despite modern changedersoa ‘specificity’ to the Pygmies.
Distance and identity are maintained, and inteticia are characterized by opportunism and,
more importantly, by flexibility.

While available ethnological and linguistic reséareveals a highly complex situation that
is the result of a rich and diversified past, hist studies of Pygmy hunter-gatherers are still
in their infancy as the reader may have noticednfrthe number of questions, still
unanswered, that | have raised.

The western myth of a unique Pygmy population, edst ancestrally, has been
corroborated by genetic research that explainsrebdegenetic diversity between them as the
result of subsequent, variable gene-flow from nggny populations (Destro-Bisadt al.
2004, Verduet al 2009). Linguistically and ethnologically, we catlways hypothesize the
existence of an ancestral and rather homogeneogsiyPpopulation, later fragmented by

incoming farmers belonging to various linguistiomiaies and ethnical groups but, as
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linguistic material somewhat suggests, the natfiteeocontact with the farmers and the type
of partnerships Pygmies used to establish in tiet pa&re probably different from today.
Today we observe no cultural mixing and no langusg (Baka Aka, Kola...), whereas in
the past language shifts happened quite ofterhasd shown. To explain such ‘mutation’ in
social interaction and the precise definition af tonditions of the contacts is of paramount
importance and a modified population size ratioMeein the two communities may be a key

to understand it.

9.2 Multidisciplinary research

To test the hypothesis of an ancestral homogensa-population it is necessary to
aggregate results from different disciplinary feel&combining linguistics with ethnology,
musicology, genetics and, hopefully, archaeologynlhere providing some perspectives:

— Linguistics The majority of Pygmy tongues are not descrideggmy languages and
dialects should be investigated and collected atsdime time as the languages spoken by
their neighbors. In this frame, a very accurate aedailed collection of specialized
vocabularies (technical and ethnobiological) shohéd undertaken as they are likely to
contain traces of the past contact of populatiombéng the definition of their contact and,
without talking of thesubstratumquestion already highlighted, enlighten the chlogy of
contacts and migrations. As it often happens incafrtongues have the status of languages
but the variability between them falls closer taldct varieties, which makes possible the
adoption of dialectometrical approaches that, yikelill better mirror regional variation of
both Pygmy populations and neighboring farmers.

— EthnographyWe lack correct descriptions for many groups neasong the most studied
ones. For instance, we have no ethnographic mopbgrior theAsug who are part of the

“Mbuti’; we have very little information about th&ka living in the southern part of their
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territory in the Congo swamps. We lack good datd'feripheral” groups as far as their way
of life, techniques and tools, rituals, etc/ arac@ned.
— Musicology The study of the musical practices and traditiohis “other language”, is of
great importance. The “classical” Pygmy music, adse famous worldwide, is based upon
complex vocal polyphonies with yodels (Arom 198B)t it is not shared by all Pygmy
groups and goes together with a certain stereoti@tailed studies and recordings are
necessary to analyze the various types of songer{meres), to note the social events they
support, to dissect their construction (rhythm, nmsi melodies, vocal parts...) and to
document the musical instruments that are used Asem & Firniss 1992, Firniss &
Bahuchet 1995). Music is also an important suppbthe religious ceremonies, which still
are underdocumented for many groups.
— Sociology Interactions within and between different Pygngmenunities are scantly
documented. It has been seen, that indeed dialeatsbility is linked to the axes of
circulation and to matrimonial habit as spouse arges. When Pygmy groups with differing
languages happen to be neighbors, a phenomenoreriingpsometimes given their high
mobility, it would be useful to investigate the &iof contacts existing between them (e. g.,
for the Bongq or the ‘Mbuti”). In the same way, accurate observations of #lations
existing between the Pygmy groups and their varfausiing neighbors are largely lacking
together with data about the circumstances of mmwadriages and the position occupied by
the offspring in their societies. | already men&dnthe problem of the almost total
unavailability of demographic data that are likeyprovide a more robust frame to interpret
the facets of Pygmy cultural identity as, in hunsotieties, the population size largely
underlies the perception of it either from the desor from the outside.

Life conditions are changing very fast in Centrdiriga, both economically and

socially. Unfortunately, such change does not seebode well to the future of the rainforest
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foragers. | sincerely wish that this contributiofllattract more interest, possibly sincere, on

the societies of the Pygmies.
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Table 1 — Terminology of Py

my groups and main refences

O

Name Country Other names Language family Main eghaquhic references
(Ba)Kola Cameroon (Ba)Gyeli Bantu A80 Joiris 19Béppert, et al. 1997; Loung 1959,
1996; Ngima Mawoung 1996
Bedzan Cameroon Medzan, Tikar Pygmies, Bantoid-non Leclerc 1999; Mebenga Tamba 1998
Pygmées des Tikar bantu/tikar
Baka Cameroon, | Bangombe, Bibayak, Babinga Ubangian/GbanziliFurniss 2011; Joiris 1998; Leclerc 2001; Paul
Congo, group 2010; Sato 1992; Tsuru 1998; Vallois and
Gabon Marquer 1976
(Ba)Rimba Gabon Babongo Bantu B40 ? Andersson 1983
(Ba)Bongo Gabon Akoa, Barimba Various Bantu Knight 2003; Le Bomin & Mbot 2011
B30,60,70
(Ba)Koya Gabon, (Ba)Kola Bantu B20 Tilquin 1997, Soengas 2009, 2010
Congo
Mikaya Congo Bambenga Bantu C10
(Ba)Aka CAR, Congo| Bayaka, Biaka, Babinga, Bantu C10 Arom 1987; Bahuchet 1985; Demesse 1980
Bambenga, BaMbenzele, Hewlett 1991; Kitanishi 1995 ; Lewis 2002
Babenzele
Bofi Pygmies CAR Babinga Ubangian/gbaya Faaital. 2005
(Ba)Twa DRC Konda Twa Bantu C60 Elshout 1963; Pad®86, 1988; Schultz 1986;
Sulzmann 1986
(Ba)Cwa DRC Bushong Twa, Kuba Cwa Bantu C80 Ka8a8il
(Ba)Cwa ; DRC Luba Cwa, Batwa, Bambote Bantu L30
(Ba)Tembo
(Ba)Sua DRC (Ba)Mbuti, (Ba)Kango Bantu D30 Harak@81; Hart and Hart 1986; Ichikawa
1978; Tanno 1976; Turnbull 1965a
Asua DRC Bambuti, Akka, Aka, Tikki-tikki ~Sudanic/mgbetu- | Schebesta 1952
asua
Efe DRC Bambuti Sudanic/mangbutut Bailey 1991; Bailey and Peacock 1988; Demg
efe 1993; Terashima 1983,1985
(Ba)Twa ; DRC Batwa, Kivu Twa, Western Twa  Bantu JD50
(Ba)Rhwa
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(Ba)Twa Uganda Batwa Bantu J11
(Ba)Twa Rwanda, Batwa, Eastern Twa Bantu JD60 Lewis and Knight 1996
Burundi

CAR: Central African Republic; DRC: Democratic Repa of Congo; Congo: Congo (Brazzaville)
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Table 2 - Linguistic diversity of African Pygmies

Phylum Stock Family Numbg¢
Niger-Congo Adamawa-Ubangian 2
Niger-Kordofanian Bantoid non-bantu 1
Northwest Bantu 8
Central Bantu 5
Nilo-Saharan Central Sudanic Mangbetu-Asua 1
Mangbutu-Efe 1
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Table 3 - Common basic vocabulary among Ubangian languages

% Baka Ngbaka monzombo gbanzili
Baka / 71 76 66
Ngbaka / 82 82
Monzombo / 75
gbanzili /
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Table 4 — Example of specialized vocabulary speaifto the Aba and Baka Pygmies as
compared with the farmers

Pygmy Farmer Pygmy Farmer
Bantu C10 Bantu C10 Ubangian Ubangian

item Aka Ngando Baka Ngbaka
Ax zumbi zombi kopa kopa
Handle suma pande suma kpe
Spear dikongo dikongo mbenga do
Ligature ngango mopata ngango -
Meat nyama nyama SO SO
Blood manda - manda nze
Honey bee nzoi nzoi tongia nzoi
Wax evasa - ewasa -
Perodicticus yinde katu yunde ‘bele
Cricetomys gbe somba qgbe mboka
Potamochoerus | nguia ngoya pame pame
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Table 5 - Languages in contact with the main Pygmgroups, West to East

a) Languages in contact with the Kola

Pygmy Family Farmer language family
language
Kola Bantu A80 Mvumbo A80
Yasa A30
Two dialects: Batanga
- gyeli (northern) Basa A40
- kola (southern) Bakoko
Mvae A70
Ewondo
Beti
b) Languages in contact with the Bongo
Region Bongo languages Associated farmers and
Language group
South-western Ghama: dialect of Lumbu (B40) Lumbu (B40)
Rimba: dialect of Punu (B40) Punu (B40)
Vili (B50)
Central region Dialect of Tsogho (B30) Kele (B20)
Dialect of Nzebi (B50) Kota (B20)
Dialect of Sango (B40) Tsogho (B30)
Simba (B30)
Sango (B40)
Sira (B40)
Aduma (B50)
Nzebi (B50)
Wanzi (B50)
South-eastern Dialect of Kaningi (B60) Kele (B20)
Ndasa (B20)
Kaningi (B60)
Teke (B70)
Wumbu (B70)
Dialect of Teke (B70) Obamba (B60)
Teke (B70)
¢) Languages in contact with the Baka
Pygmy Family Farmer language family
language
Baka Ubangian Gbaya Ubangian (gbaya group)
(gbanzili group) | Bangandu
Yangere Ubangian (banda group)
At least two dialects: Bulu Bantu A70
- baka Fang
- bangombe(easy) Maka Bantu A80
Njem
Bajue
Esel
Bakwele
Konabem
Mpiemo
Mpompo
Bomoali
Bakum Bantu A90
Pol
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Kako

Kota (Mahongwe)

Bantu B20

d) Languages in contact with the Aka

Pygmy Family Farmer language family
language
Aka Bantu C10 Ngando Bantu C10
Mbati
At least 2 dialects: Enyele
- aka (east) Bondongo
- mbenzele(west) Mbomotaba
Bongili
Pande
Bomoali Bantu A80
Mpiemo
Pomo Bantu A90
Kako
Ngbaka Ubangian (ngbaka group)
Bomasa
Monzombo
Ngundi
Gbaya Ubangian (gbaya group)
Bofi
Yangere Ubangian (banda group)
Mbanza
e) Languages in contact with the “Mbuti”
Pygmy Family Farmer language family
language
Efe Sudanic Lese Sudanic (mangbutu-efe)
(2 dialects: dese, karo)
(mangbutu-efe Mamvu
group) Mvuba
Bira Bantu D30
Nyali
Nande Bantu J40
Asua Sudanic Malele Sudanic (mangbetu)
(mangbetu group)| Meegye
Makere
Popoyi
Mangbetu
Abulu
Liko Bantu D20
Ndaka Bantu D30
Sua Bantu D30 Liko Bantu D20
Baali Bantu D20
Possibly two dialects: Bila Bantu D30
- sua(northern) Budu Bantu D30
- kango (southern) Ndaka Bantu D30
Bombo Bantu D30
Mayogo Ubangian
Lese Sudanic (mangbutu-efe)
Luumbi Sudanic (mangbetu)

60




FIGURE CAPTIONS

Fig. 1 : General map of the Pygmy populations imiCa Africa

This map shows the dispersion of the various Pygroyps and the respective size of the
areas they occupy. (Drawn by Paul Verdu on indicetiby S. Bahuchet)

Fig. 2 : Ethnographic publications about Pygmy gosu

Survey of the ethnographic literature (n = 345)veh@ hudge disparity : 86 % concern
only 5 groups (the more mobile), and 14 %, 8 offp@ups that are also often settled in
hamlets .

Fig. 3 - Map of migration of Bantu A80 languages

This figure illustrates the present location of &80 languages in Cameroon, with the way
of migration of the couple Koa Pygmies/Mvumbo farsy@ccording to their oral history.

Fig. 4 - Map of migration of Gbanzili group langussgy(Ubangian)

This figure illustrates the present location of thigbaka languages (Ubangian), and the
reconstructed way of their migrations. Baka Pygmmegrated together with the non-Pygmy
Ubangian speakers, but went farther.

Fig. 5 — Map of the Bantu C10 languages

This map illustrates the present location of speakéthe Bantu C10 languages, Pygmies
and non-Pygmies. The Aka Pygmies cover a muchdangs, which includes the territories
of several non-Pygmy farmers from the same langieagdy.

Fig. 6 — The languages in the Ituri region (Demdr&epublic of Congo)

The grey colors indicate the areas of Sudanic abdngian languages spoken by non-
Pygmy farmers, while the white area shows the afd¢he Bantu languages spoken by non-
Pygmy farmers. The areas circled by doted linegcatd the location of the Pygmy groups,
Sudanic speaking Asua and Efe, and the Bantu spg&iia and Kango. It shows that the
area of each Pygmy group does not coincide witHithigs of the farmers’ languages of the
same family.
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
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