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LOCATIVE, PRESENTATIVE
AND PROGRESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS
IN ATLANTIC LANGUAGES
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LLACAN (UMR 8135) CNRS, Paris, France

ABSTRACT

While Atlantic languages are genetically related, the many differences
they display indicate that they have been diverging from each other over a
long time. These differences show up clearly when one considers the
distinctions expressed in the languages’ verb morphology and the markers
used to convey such distinctions. However, most Atlantic languages do
have a prototypical locative construction which can also be used as a
presentative and/or progressive construction. The use of a locative
construction to express progressive and/or presentative is not specific to
the Atlantic family. Nevertheless, both the structure of this construction
and the form of the marker associated with it can be regarded as a
characteristic of this family, as both are shared by a large majority of
Atlantic languages, but not attested in any language in contact with a
member of the Atlantic grouping. In this chapter, I assume that the
aforementioned construction is inherited from Proto-Atlantic, and that its
marker has grammaticalized from a previous demonstrative determiner.
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ABBREVIATIONS
ANAPH= anaphoric; LP = locative phrase;
CL = noun class MD = medial (deixis);
marker; N = neuter;
COP = copula; NP = noun phrase /
DEIC = deictic marker; lexical subject;
DEM = demonstrative; PFV = perfective;
DEP = dependency; PL = plural;
DET = determiner; POSS = possessive;
DF = definite; POSTP = postposition;
DT = distal (deixis); PREP = preposition;
EMPH = emphatic; PRF = perfect;
EXCL = exclusive PRO = strong pronoun;
(pronoun); PRST = presentative;
FOC = focus; PX = proximal (deixis);
GEN = genitive; S = subject pronoun;
GER = gerundive; SBJ = subject;
HUM = human (noun SG = singular;
class); TAM = tense-aspect-
INCL = inclusive mood;
(pronoun); VD = verbal
INF = infinitive; dependency;
IPFV = imperfective; VP = verb phrase.

LOC

locative;
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1. INTRODUCTION

The genetic distance between Atlantic languages is very great
(Pozdniakov 2011). Thus, it is not surprising to find some significant
differences among these languages with respect to the distinctions expressed
by verbal morphology and in the markers which are used to convey these
distinctions, more so if we take into account the fact that the historical
processes which renew verbal morphology are relatively fast (Creissels
2006, 163).

However, there is a verbal construction attested in all groups of the
Atlantic family, which seems to be specific to this family. Nearly all Atlantic
languages have a locative construction which can also be used as a
presentative and/or progressive construction. The use of a locative
construction to express progressive aspect is a relatively common
phenomenon (Bybee et al. 1994, 129). It is attested in other Niger-Congo
languages, including Godié (Kru), Tyurama (Gur), Maninka (Mande) and
Lingala (Bantu), and also in unrelated languages such as Basque (isolate),
Burmese (Sino-Tibetan, Tibeto-Burman), Thai (Tai-Kadai) and Mandarin
(Sino-Tibetan, Sinitic) (Heine and Kuteva 2002, 97-99). The use of a
locative construction to express progressive aspect is thus not confined to
Atlantic languages. What is specific to these languages, however, is the
structure of the construction and the form of the marker.

The aim of this chapter is to compare the locative ~ presentative ~
progressive constructions in Atlantic languages, in order to show that these
constructions are similar in most languages of the family, and thus likely to
be inherited from Proto-Atlantic.

The chapter is organized as follows. In Section 2, I introduce the
classification of the Atlantic family. Section 3 offers a brief presentation of
locative, presentative and progressive constructions. In Section 4, I describe
the structure of such constructions in Atlantic languages, with examples
drawn from languages belonging to each Atlantic branch and group'. Section
5 offers an analysis of the key marker of these constructions in Atlantic

! Except Nalu group.
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languages. I propose a general pattern for this marker using examples from
languages belonging to each Atlantic group. Section 6 is a discussion about
the origin of these constructions. First, I show that these constructions in
Atlantic languages are inherited from Proto-Atlantic. I then propose
hypotheses on grammaticalization and reconstruction?.

2. THE ATLANTIC LANGUAGES

In this chapter, I adopt the classification proposed by Pozdniakov and
Segerer (forthcoming). In this view, the Atlantic family consists of two main
branches called North and Bak. In addition, there are a few isolated
languages or clusters (Gola, Limba and Sua) for which the authors could not
find convincing evidence to include them in any group.

——Wolof Wolof, Lebu

Baynunk (Gunyaamolo, Gujaher,
NYUN Gubeéher...); Buy (Kasanga, Kobiana)

— NORTH ‘%—FTENDA Basari, Bedik, Konyagi, Tanda, Bapen
——JAAD Biafada, Badiaranke

——FULA-SEREER Fula (Pular, Pulaar, Fulfulde...); Sereer

——CANGIN Palor, Ndut, Noon, Laala, Saafi

ATLANTIC — L NALU Nalu; Baga Fore; Baga Mboteni

BALANTE Ganja, Kentohe, Fraase

Fogny, Banjal, Kasa, Kwaatay,
JOOLA Karon, Ejamat, Keeraak...; Bayot ?

MANJAKU Bok, Cur, Bassarel; Pepel; Mankanya
BIJOGO Kamona, Kagbaaga, Kajoko

— BAK

Figure 1. The internal classification of Atlantic languages (Pozdniakov and Segerer,
forthcoming).

2T would like to thank Konstantin Pozdniakov, Nicolas Quint, Charlotte Danino and Louise Esher
for comments and critiques. All errors of course remain the responsibility of the author.
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The Mel languages (the former ‘South branch’ of Atlantic family) have
been removed from this classification. Indeed, “there is to date no
convincing evidence that the Mel languages should be put together with the
other Atlantic languages in a single Niger-Congo branch” (Pozdniakov and
Segerer, forthcoming).

The sample of Atlantic languages used in this chapter has been selected
to be representative of the family. All subgroupings listed in the Pozdniakov
and Segerer’s classification are represented by one or more languages.

3. LOCATIVE, PRESENTATIVE
AND PROGRESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

In this chapter, I discuss locative, presentative and progressive
constructions in several Atlantic languages. A locative construction is a
predicative construction which expresses a (spatial or temporal) location.
This kind of construction usually uses a specific marker or copula, for
instance ‘is’ in English: He is in the room; Peter is here. A presentative (or
presentational) construction is a predicative construction “which introduces
a topic or new topic of discourse” (Matthews 2007, 316)°, for instance in
English, There was a man who was following me yesterday, Here comes the
sun; or in French, Voila une personne qui arrive; Me voici. A progressive
construction is a predicative construction which “views an action as ongoing
at reference time” (Bybee et al. 1994, 126)*, for instance in English, I am
reading your book; She is walking.

In several grammars of Atlantic languages, the distinction between
presentative and progressive constructions is not made clear, as some
authors use English progressive sentences to translate forms which appear
to be presentative in the Atlantic language. In this chapter, I reproduce the
authors’ English translations.

3 For a detailed presentation of presentational constructions, see Lambrecht (1994; 2000).
4 For a detailed presentation of progressive constructions, see also Comrie (1976, 32-40).
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4. STRUCTURE OF THE CONSTRUCTIONS

In Wolof, the same construction is used for non-verbal locative predicate
(1a) and presentative utterances (1b). In both cases, the structure is identical:
Subject (NP or strong pronoun) + Marker (bearing a deictic marker) +
Locative or Verbal Phrase.

(1) a. Wolof: Locative construction (Diouf 2009, 149)
SBJ=Marker Locative Phrase
Ma=a ng-i c-i néeg = b-i.
PRO1ISG=PRST-PX PREP-PX room = CLb-DF.PX
‘I am in the room.’
b. Wolof: Presentative construction (Diouf and Yaguello 1991, 38)

SBJ=Marker Verb Phrase
Ma=a ng-i sopp  xale = b-ii!
PRO1SG = PRST-PX like child = CLb-DEM.PX

‘It is I who likes the child!’

The situation is similar in Cangin languages. In Laalaa, there is the
following structure: Subject (NP or strong pronoun) + Marker (which
consists of an optional deictic marker, a noun class marker and a second
deictic marker) + Locative or Verbal Phrase (2a-b) (Dieye 2011, 185-188).
In Noon, the structure is identical, except for the first deictic marker (3a-b)
(Soukka 2000, 178-180, 237-238). In Palor, the structure is slightly
different. In this language, the marker consists of a glottal stop [?] followed
by a deictic marker. There is also a dependency marker in final position’
(4a-b) (Alton 1987, 128-129). In Ndut, the structure is almost identical to
that of Palor, except for the glottal stop (5a-b) (Morgan 1996, 104—107).

5 The dependency marker appears in several kinds of dependent clauses. Such markers are attested
in several Atlantic languages.
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(2) a. Laalaa: Locative construction (Dieye 2011, 246)
SBJ Marker Locative Phrase
Mi y-uu ga kaan.
PROISG  CLy-PRST.PX PREP house
‘I am at home.’

b. Laalaa: Presentative construction (Dieye 2011, 186)

SBJ Marker Verb Phrase
Mi (i) y-uu tik céen.
PRO1SG PX CLy-PRST.PX cook dinner
‘I am cooking the dinner.’/‘It is I who cooks the dinner.

’

(3) a. Noon: Locative construction (Soukka 2000, 238)

SBJ Marker Locative Phrase
Kodu y-aa ga kaan.
Kodu CLy-PRST.DT PREP house

‘Kodu is at home.’
b. Noon: Progressive construction (Soukka 2000, 180)
SBJ Marker Verb Phrase
Mi y-ii tik.
PROISG  CLy-PRST.PX  cook
‘I am cooking.’

(4) a. Palor: Locative construction (Alton 1987, 128)°

SBJ Marker
Koyso "-e na.
child:POSS1SG PRST-PX DEP
‘My child is here.’
b. Palor: Presentative construction (Alton 1987, 129)
SBJ Marker Verb Phrase
Ba -in nexu ra.

PRO3PL PRST-DT  draw_water DEP
‘It is they who draw water.’

© Alton (1987) does not give any example of a non-verbal locative construction with a prepositional
phrase.
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Ndut: Locative construction (Morgan 1996, 105)

SBJ Marker Locative Phrase

Mustafa  ee filib  ota.

Mustafa ~ PRST.PX  inside car

‘Mustafa is inside the car.’

Ndut: Presentative/progressive construction (Morgan 1996, 105)
SBJ Marker Verb Phrase

Mustafa  ee nee ra.

Mustafa ~ PRST.PX  sleep DEP

‘Mustafa is sleeping.’

An equivalent structure is displayed by the presentative construction in Buy

(6): Subject + Marker (which consists of a noun class marker and a deictic

marker) (Doneux 1991, 60), and by the locative/presentative construction in

Niamone Nyun: Subject (NP or strong pronoun) + Marker (which consists of

an optional deictic marker, a noun class marker which can be reduplicated and
a second deictic marker) + Locative Phrase (7) (Bao-Diop 2013, 259-261). For
these two languages, my sources do not mention verbal constructions with this

kind of structure. Nevertheless, in Djifanghor Nyun, the same construction is

used to form non-verbal locative predicates (8a) and progressive utterances (8b).
In this language, the marker bears a noun class marker (Quint 2015, 417).

(6) Buy: Presentative construction (Doneux 1991, 60)

SBJ
Uli

Marker

0-0.

man CL-PX
“This is the man.’

(7) Niamone Nyun: Locative/presentative construction
(Bao-Diop 2013, 260)

SBJ

Marker Locative Phrase

Siidi  um-moo-bim  Dakaar.
Sidy  PX-CL-DT Dakar
‘Sidy is in Dakar.’
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(8) a. Djifanghor Nyun: Locative construction (Quint 2015, 417)

SBJ Marker Locative Phrase
Bu-jonkah-o mboy raaf>  bu-nohom-o.
CLbu-manioc-DF CLbu.COP  on CLbu-bench-DF

‘The manioc is on the bench.’
b. Djifanghor Nyun: Progressive construction (Quint 2015, 417)

SBJ Marker Verb Phrase
Min mey bi-feg Pidru.
S1PL.EXCL CL.COP CL-see Peter

‘We can see Peter. (lit. We are seeing Peter.)’

In Sereer too, the same construction is used to produce non-verbal
locative predicates (9a), and progressive utterances (9b): Subject (strong
pronoun) fused with the Marker (which consists of the human noun class
marker and a deictic marker) + Locative or Verb Phrase (Renaudier 2012,
58-60).

(9) a. Sereer: Locative construction (Renaudier 2012, 60)

SBJ-Marker Locative Phrase
Me-x-e meen.
PRO1SG-CL.HUM,;SG-PX CL.LOC:DEM.PX
‘I am here.’

b. Sereer: Progressive construction (Renaudier 2012, 58)

SBJ-Marker Verb Phrase
Me-x-e laam-aa.
PRO1SG-CL.HUM;SG-PX eat-IPFV

‘I am eating.’

In Fula, the link between the locative construction and the progressive
construction has been mentioned by several authors (Ard 1979; Miyamoto
1993). For instance, in Gombe Fula (Nigeria), the locative construction (10a)
and the progressive construction (10b) display an almost identical structure
(Ard 1979, 129-131): Subject (NP or strong pronoun) + Locative Marker
(distal) + Locative or Verb Phrase.
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(10) a. Gombe Fula: Locative construction (Arnott 1970, 32)

SBJMarker Locative Phrase
0 don nder  gelle Jjooni.
S3sG  LOC.DT in town now

‘He is in the town now.’
b. Gombe Fula: Progressive construction (Arnott 1970, 282)

SBJ-Marker Verb Phrase
‘o-don huw-a.
S3SG-LOC.DT work-IPFV

‘He is working.’

However, this formal similarity is not equally clear across the entire
dialect continuum. In eastern dialects (such as Gombe Fula), two different
pronoun paradigms are used in progressive utterances. The forms of the first
paradigm consist of the subject pronoun fused with the distal locative marker
don (10b), while the forms of the second paradigm consist of the preposition
’e fused with the subject pronoun (Arnott 1970, 195). On the other hand, in
western dialects (such as Futa-Toro Pulaar), both paradigms have fused.
Indeed, the 1SG form mido (and in some dialects the 1PL.EXCL form) comes
from the subject pronoun (mi) fused with the locative marker (do), while all
other forms seem to come from the preposition ’e fused with the subject
pronoun (Ard 1979, 129). For instance, the 3PL form in Jolof Pulaar is he-
be (Ka 1986, 393). Nevertheless, in 1PL.INCL, 2SG and 2PL forms, it is
difficult to separate the pronominal element from the preposition (Miyamoto
1993, 223). Moreover, these forms seem to have changed by analogy with
the do(n)- marker paradigm. For instance, in Futa Toro Pulaar, the 1PL.INCL
form is eden, while the subject pronoun for this person is en (Sylla 1982,
74-76), contrasting with the expected form *e-en. Besides, non-verbal
locative constructions which use a locative deictic marker (10a) do not
appear to be attested in western dialects (Diallo 2014, 38). Thus, the link
between locative constructions and progressive constructions is clear in
eastern dialects, but less clear in western dialects.

In Joola languages, locative and presentative/progressive constructions
display identical structures. Joola Banjal has the following structure: Subject
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(NP or strong pronoun) + Marker (‘copula’ which consists of a vowel [u], a
noun class marker and a deictic marker) + Locative or Infinitive Verb Phrase
(introduced by a preposition) (11a-b) (Bassene 2006, 185-186, 231-234). In
Kwatay, the structure is similar, but the form of the marker is different: the
locative ‘copula’ consists of an element -end-, preceded by a noun class
marker and followed by a deictic marker (12a-b) (Payne 1992, 58).

(11) a. Joola Banjal: Locative construction (Basséne 2006, 231)
SBJ  Marker Locative Phrase
Atejo  u-m-u bisol y-ap y-a-y-u.
Atejo COP-CL-PX behind CLe-house CLe-DF-CLe-DF
‘Atejo is behind the house.’
b. Joola Banjal: Presentative/progressive construction
(Bassene 2006: 132)
SBJ  Marker (Infinitive) Verb Phrase
Atejo  u-m-u ni bu-rokk.
Atejo COP-CL-PX PREP  INF-work
‘Atejo is working.’

(12) a. Kwatay: Locative construction (Payne 1992, 51)
SBJ Marker
E-sabun i
CLe-well CLe.DF.MD
Locative Phrase
y-end-u hdgila e-nuuf i
CLe-COP-MD  behind CLe-house CLe.DF.MD
‘The well is behind the house.’

b. Kwatay: Progressive construction (Payne 1992, 58)

SBJ Marker (Infinitive) Verb Phrase
Bii-suus ~ b-u b-ond-u ti ka-neyu.
CLb-leaf  CLb-DF.MD CLb-COP-MD  PREP  INF-fall
‘The leafs [sic] are falling.’
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In Manjaku languages, the situation is similar. In Mankanya, the

progressive construction displays the structure: Subject (NP or strong

pronoun) + Marker (locative ‘copula’) + Infinitive Verb Phrase (introduced
by a preposition) (13) (Trifkovi¢ 1969, 117-119). In Pepel, the locative
construction displays the same structure (14) (Ndao 2011, 171-172). In
these languages, the copula wo does not bear a noun class marker or a deictic

marker.

(13)

(14)

Mankanya: Progressive construction (Trifkovi¢ 1969, 118)
SBJMarker (Infinitive) Verb Phrase

Ba wo ti p-jan.
S3PL  COP  PREP  INF-hunt
‘They are hunting.’

Pepel: Locative construction (Ndao 2011, 171)
SBJ  Marker Locative Phrase

Miisa wo §é o-féeru.

Musa copP PREP  CLo-market
‘Musa is in the marketplace.’

In Balant Kentohe, the situation is similar to that of Manjaku languages:

Subject (NP or strong pronoun) + Marker (locative ‘copula’) + Locative or
Verb Phrase (15a-b) (Wilson 1961, 152; Doneux 1984, 74).

(15) a. Balant Kentohe: Locative construction (Wilson 1961, 161)

SBJ-Marker  Locative Phrase
D-ka Bsaaw.
S1SG-cop Bissau

‘T am, live at Bissau.’

. Balant Kentohe: Progressive construction (Wilson 1961, 152)

SBJ-Marker  Verb Phrase
Bé-ka tooh-a’.
S3PL-COP g0-INF
‘They are going up.’
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In Tenda-Jaad languages, the situation is slightly different. While there
is a link between locative and progressive constructions, the structure of
these constructions is quite different from that found in the Atlantic
languages I have discussed so far. For instance, in Bedik, there is the
following structure: Locative or Infinitive Verb Phrase followed by an
adposition + Pronominal Subject (16a-b) (Ferry 1991, 24-26). In
Badiaranke, the structure is similar. The only differences are the absence of
the adposition and the presence of a copula bearing the subject index (17a-
b) (Cover 2010, 126-132). Thus, in Tenda-Jaad languages, the structure is
comparable to that attested in Manjaku languages, but word order is
reversed. A more detailed study would be needed in order to determine the
precise structure of these constructions.

(16) a. Bedik: Locative construction (Ferry 1991, 26)

Lino  emé.
there SISG
‘I am there.’

b. Bedik: Progressive construction (Ferry 1991, 26)
U-Sas ldy éwa.
INF-speak on  S3SG
‘He is speaking.’

(17) a. Badiaranke: Locative construction (Cover 2010, 132)
Fe paadiya k-3.
PREP room:POSS3SG COP-S3SG
‘S/he is in his/her room.’

b. Badiaranke: Progressive construction (Cover 2010, 127)
Aamadu  yka Binta ka-safiy-e ka-bs leetar.
Aamadu and Binta INF-write-INF COP-S3PL letter
‘Aamadu and Binta are writing a letter.’

In Bijogo, it seems that there is no link between locative, progressive
and presentative constructions. The locative construction usually uses the
verb ko (to be, be located in) (18a) (Segerer 2002, 34—41). The progressive
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construction uses the verb fe (to stand) (18b) (Segerer 2002, 273). The
presentative construction uses a marker originating from grammaticalization
of the imperative form of the verb joy (to see) with the andative suffix: njam
< *n-joy-am (IMP.2SG-see-AND) (18c) (Segerer 2002, 215).

(18) a. Bijogo: Locative construction (Segerer 2002, 34)

No-ok eti-bene.
S1SG.PF-be_located PREP-face
‘I am in front.’

b. Bijogo: Progressive construction (Segerer 2002, 273)
Ne-te n-kpay.
S1SG.PFV-stand vD-make_palm_wine
‘I am making palm wine.’

c. Bijogo: Presentative construction (Segerer 2002, 215)
Njam  bapor eri Bisaw.
PRST boat CLe:GEN  Bissau
‘Here is the boat from Bissau.’

The structures of locative and presentative/progressive constructions of
Atlantic languages I have examined are summarized in Table (1):

Table 1. Structure of locative and presentative/progressive
constructions in several Atlantic languages

Locative
Branch L j Mark Verb Ph
ranch | Group anguage | Subject arker Phrase / | Verb Phrase
Wolof Wolof NP/S | =ang-DEIC LP /| VP
Buy NP/(S) | CL-DEIC (@) /| (not enough data)
Nyun Niamone | NP/S DEIC-CL-DEIC | LP /| (not enough data)
Djifanghor | S CL.COP LP /| VP
Tenda- | Bedik .
. (other construction)
Jaad Badiaranke
North
Fula- Fula NP/S DEIC LP /| VP
Sereer Sereer (NP)/S | -CL.HUM-DEIC |LP /| VP
Laalaa NP/S (DEIC) CL-DEIC |LP /| VP
X Noon NP/S CL-DEIC LP /| VP
Cangin
Palor NP/S ’-DEIC DEP (?) / | VP DEP
Ndut NP/S DEIC LP /| VP DEP
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Maniak Mankanya | NP/S wo (not enough data) | / | PREP INF-VP
anja
VA Pepel NP/S | wo LP 7| (not enough data)
Banjal NP/S | u-CL-DEIC LP / | PREP INF-VP
Bak Joola
Kwatay NP/S CL-end-DEIC / | PREP INF-VP
Balant Kentohe NP/S ka LP /| VP
Bijogo Bijogo (other kind of construction)

5. MARKERS OF THE CONSTRUCTIONS

The form of the marker of the locative, presentative and/or progressive
constructions is similar in most Atlantic languages. Comparing languages
belonging to all branches of the family, I propose the following general
structure:

Amalgam
Subject Marker
Link Base
‘ /\
S DEIC | cL DEIC 2

Figure 2. Structure of the locative-progressive marker in Atlantic languages.

The marker can be fused with the subject pronoun. The marker usually
consists of a deictic marker, which can be used as a link with the subject
pronoun, and a base, which consists of a noun class marker and a (second)
deictic marker. The noun class marker usually agrees with the subject, and
deictic 1 usually agrees with deictic 2.

In Laalaa, the marker displays exactly this structure. The subject is either
a noun phrase (19a), or a strong pronoun (19b). The noun class marker
agrees with the subject (19a) or matches the human noun class if the subject
is a personal pronoun (19b). Deictic 2 is identical to the deictic marker of
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the definite determiner, that is to say -aa for distal (19a) and -ii for proximal
(19b).” Deictic 1 is optional in verbal predicate utterances. It agrees with
deictic 2 as follows: e for distal (19a) and i for proximal (19b) (Dieye 2011,
185-186). In Noon, the structure is almost identical. There are only two
differences: no deictic 1, and a third marker -um (near addressee) is possible
for deictic 2 (Soukka 2000, 178-179).

(19)  Laalaa (Dieye 2011, 186)
a. Oomah-c-aa  (e) c-aa neh ga tua.
child-CLc-DF.DTDT CLe-DT  sleep  PREP  hut:CLw-DF.DT
“The children are sleeping in the hut.’
b. Mi (i) y-uu tik céen.
PRO1SG PX CLy-PRST.PX cook dinner
‘I am cooking the dinner.’

In Palor, the structure is slightly different. The subject is either a noun
phrase (20a), or a strong pronoun (20b). The marker does not display any
noun class marker, but a consonant [?]. Nevertheless, this consonant can be
compared with the onset of the indefinite determiner of the human noun
class: ’o. Deictic 2 is identical to the deictic marker of the definite
determiners, that is to say -in for distal (20a) and -e for proximal (20b). The
marker "e may be fused with singular personal pronouns, resulting in the loss
of the glottal consonant and in regressive assimilation of the final consonant
of the pronoun (20b) (Alton 1987, 128—129). In Ndut, the structure is almost
identical. A third marker -a (medial) is possible for deictic 2. Moreover, the
glottal consonant is missing, but the vowel of the proximal or medial deictic
is long (Morgan 1996, 104-107). One may suppose that this is a case of
compensatory lengthening resulting from the loss of the glottal plosive.

(20)  Palor (Alton 1987, 129)
a. Tedox-a -in ten fan-fa ra.
shepherd-CLs-DF.PX  CL-DT milk cow-CLf.DF.PX DEP
‘It is the shepherd who is milking the cow.’

" Due to dissimilation, the proximal morpheme -ii becomes -uu when it is suffixed to the noun class
marker y- (Dieye 2011, 186).
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b. Fe-e yaab da.
PRO2SG-PX be_hungry DEP
‘It is I who is hungry.’

In Sereer, the subject is a strong pronoun in the first and second persons
(21a), or a pronominal index in the third person (21b). The (necessarily
human) noun class marker agrees in number and is fused with the subject
pronoun (21a-b) (Renaudier 2012, 59). Deictic 2 is identical to the deictic of
definite determiners, that is to say -e for proximal (most common form)
(21a) and -aa for distal (21b) (Faye 1982, 39—40). There is no deictic 1.

(21)  Sereer

a. Me-x-e fiaam-aa. (Renaudier 2012, 58)
PRO1SG-CL.HUM;SG-PX eat-IPFV
‘I am eating.’

b. O-w-aa njaal-aa.  (Faye 1982, 39)
PRO3PL-CL.HUM;PL-DT work-IPFV
‘They are working.’

It is notable that the singular human noun class marker is not -x, but -ox.
I assume that the initial vowel must have fused with the final vowel of the
first and second person pronouns, and been reanalyzed as a third person
pronominal index. Then, the pronominal index a- (3PL) became o- in most
dialects by analogy with the 3SG form. This hypothesis explains the
pronominal index o-, attested nowhere else in Sereer grammar, and the
change of vowel in the 1SG pronoun.

Table 2. Origin of locative pronouns in Sereer

Pronoun Marker Amalgam
1 mi *mi-oxe — *meexe — mexe
SG 2 wo -oxe *Wwo-oxe — *Wwooxe — woxe
3 7} *()-oxe — *oxe — oxe
1 in *n-we — *inwe — inwe
PL 2 nuun -we *nuun-we — *nuunwe — nuunwe
3 a- *a-we — *awe — owe
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In Fula, the marker does bear no noun class marker or deictic 1. The
subject is either a noun phrase (22a) or a subject pronoun (22b). In eastern
dialects, deictic 2 is identical to the distal locative marker don (22a-b), while
in western dialects it is identical to the proximal locative marker do (Ard
1979, 129-130). In Pulaar, this deictic marker is identical to the deictic
marker of the demonstrative determiner (Sylla 1982, 45-50).

(22)  Gombe Fula (Arnott 1970, 282-283)
a. Hoore ‘am don naaw-a.
head POSSISG DT ache-IPFV
‘My head is aching.’
b. ’o-don huw-a.
S3SG-DT work-IPFV
‘He is working.’

In Niamone Nyun, the subject is either a noun phrase (23a) or a strong
pronoun (23b). The noun class marker agrees with the subject (23a), or
matches the human noun class if the subject is a personal pronoun (23b). It
fuses with the subject pronoun (23b). Deictic 1 is identical to the proximal
deictic marker of the demonstrative determiners, i.e., in- (23a-b) (Bao-Diop
2013, 259-261)%. Deictic 2 is similar to locative markers, i.e., bim for distal
(23a) and na for proximal (23b) (Bao-Diop 2013, 237-238). Deictic 1 does
not agree with deictic 2; only the proximal deictic marker in- is attested,
regardless of deictic 2 (23a-b). In Djifanghor Nyun, the situation is similar,
although the elements cannot be easily separated. Deictic 1 is usually
identical to the proximal deictic marker of the demonstrative determiners,
but the marker is shorter and seems to be less regular than Niamone Nyun
ones. Deictic 2 is often a marker -7, which plausibly corresponds to the
truncated form of a locative marker. For instance, the marker mbay can be
analyzed in this way: m- (PX) + ba (CLba) + -5 (PX). It should be noted that

8 The vowel harmonizes with the noun class vowel. Moreover, if the noun class consonant is
occlusive, the nasal consonant place of articulation assimilates to the noun class consonant.
If the noun class consonant is fricative, the vowel is nasalized, and the nasal consonant is lost
(Bao-Diop 2013, 146).
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the paradigm contains several idiosyncrasies and that the forms cannot be
easily analyzed (Quint 2015, 413).

(23)  Niamone Nyun (Bao-Diop 2013, 260, 74)
a. Siidi  um-moo-bim  Dakaar.
Sidy  PX-CLu-DT Dakar
‘Sidy is in Dakar.’
b. F-um-moo-na?
PRO2SG-PX-CL.HUM;SG-PX
‘Are you there?’

In Buy, the subject is either a noun phrase (24a), or a strong pronoun
(24b). Deictic 2 is identical to the deictic marker of the demonstrative
determiners, i.e., -o for proximal (24a) and -k for distal (24b) (Doneux 1991,
60). The vowel of the marker can be compared to the singular human noun
class marker o-. Nevertheless, the presentative marker differs from the
demonstrative marker in its tone pattern: /i 6o (this is the man) ~ #li oo (this
man). Note also that the marker does not contain a deictic 1.

(24)  Buy (Doneux 1991, 60)
a. Géndéy 0-0.

night CL.HUM;SG-PX
“This is the night.’
b. Ndan 0-0k.

PRO3PL CL.HUM;SG-PX
‘Here they are.’

In Joola Banjal, the subject is either a noun phrase (25a) or a strong
pronoun (25b). The noun class marker agrees with the subject (25a), or
matches the human noun class if the subject is a personal pronoun (25b).
Deictic 2 is identical to the proximal deictic marker of the demonstrative
determiners, i.e., u- for distal (25a), -e for proximal (25b), and -ua for medial
(Basséne 2006, 231-234). Deictic 1 does not agree with deictic 2, but
appears identical to the distal deictic marker of demonstrative determiners.
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Nevertheless, another analysis can be proposed. The presentative marker
matches a truncated form of the demonstrative determiner. For instance:
j-au-j-u  (CLj-DEM-CLj-DT) ~ wu-j-u (DEIC-CLj-DT); @-a(x)u-m-e
(CL.HUM;SG-DEM-CL.HUM;SG-PX) ~ u-m-e (DEIC-CL.
HUM;SG-PX). However, this analysis is not possible for the plural human
noun class: g-au-m-e (CL.HUM;PL-DEM-CL.HUM;PL-PX) ~ u-bug-e
(DEIC-CL.HUM;PL-PX). The situation is similar in Joola Fonyi (Sapir 1969,
71).

(25)  Joola Banjal (Bassene 2006, 231-233)

a. Ji-iba j-a-j-u u-j-u
CLj-knife  CLj-DF-CLj-DF DEM-CLj-DT
ni e-vvarn y-a-y-u.
PREP CLe-kitchen CLe-DF-CLe-DF
‘The knife is in the kitchen.’
b. Inje u-m-e tiyay  ni-robo-e.

PRO1SG DEM-CL.HUM;SG-PX outside S1SG-sit-TAM
‘I am sitting outside.’

In Kwatay, the subject is either a noun phrase (26a), or a strong pronoun
(26b). The noun class marker agrees with the subject (26a), unless the subject
is a personal pronoun. In this case, the noun class marker is omitted and the
locative/presentative marker fuses with the pronoun (26b). Deictic 2 is
identical to the deictic marker of demonstrative determiners, i.e., -ondu for
medial (most common) (26a), -onde for proximal (26b) and -onda for distal
(Payne 1992, 58). Note also that the marker does not contain a deictic 1.

(26)  Kwatay (Payne 1992, 58)
a. Bu-suus  b-u b-ond-u ti ka-neyu.
CLb-leaf  CLb-DF.MD CLb-DEM-MD PREP  INF-fall
‘The leafs are falling.’
b. Inj-end-u tu bu-fioofo.
PROISG-DEM-MD PREP INF-ecat
‘I am eating.’
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In Wolof, the subject is either a noun phrase (27a), or a strong pronoun
(27b-d). Deictic 2 is identical to the deictic marker of definite determiners,
i.e., -i for proximal (the most common) (27a) and -a for distal (27b). It can
also be identical to the deictic marker of deictic demonstrative determiners,
i.e., -ii or -ile for proximal (27c) and -ee or -ale for distal, or to the marker
of anaphoric demonstrative determiners.” The marker does not contain a
noun class marker, but instead has an element ng. Anaphoric demonstrative
determiners display a structure CL-00-CL-DEIC (27¢) (Fal 1999, 52-53), i.e.,
a form which contains the noun class marker twice. Yet in the presentative
marker, the first occurrence is ng-, but the second occurrence is -g-: ng-oo-
g-DEIC (27d). This indicates that ng is likely to derive from the noun class
marker g-'°. The alternation g ~ ng at the beginning of the word may be the
result of a morphophonological phenomenon, a case of consonant
alternation by prenasalization.

(27)  Wolof (Diouf 2009, 149; Diouf 2003, 357, 51, 340)
a. Ma = a-ng-i c-i néeg  =b-i.
PRO1SG = DT-CL-PX PREP-PX room = CLb-DF.PX
‘I am in the room.’

b. Sama jabar =a-ng-a c-a waaii = w-a.
POSS1SG wife = DT-CL-DT PREP-DT kitchen = CLw-DF.DT
‘My wife is in the kitchen.’

c. Omar = a-ng-ale di dem.

Omar = DT-CL-DEM.DT  IPFV go
“This is Omar who is leaving.’

d. Aw doj = a-ng-0o-g-ule
IDF:CLw  pebble = DT-CL-DEM.ANAPH-CL-DEM.ANAPH.PX
c-i sa wetu tank.

PREP-PX  POSS2SG  side:GEN  foot
“This is a pebble beside your foot.’

9 For an exhaustive list of Wolof determiners, see Fal et al. (1990, 20), Cissé (2007, 56-57), Diouf
(2009, 173) or Guérin (2011, 111).
10 This noun class contains, inter alia, toponyms and tree nouns (Guérin 2011, 76).
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e. Mén = nafioo tékkale
can = PRF:S3PL:VD compare
léeb= y-o00-y-ule...
tale =CLy-DEM.ANAPH-CLy-DEM.ANAPH.PX
‘One can compare these tales...’

Deictic 1 is usually identical to the distal marker a. Nevertheless, in 3SG,
1PL et 3PL forms, three variants are attested: either the vowel a of the marker
fuses with the final vowel of the pronoun (moo ngi; noo ngi; fioo ngi), or the
final vowel -u of the pronoun is replaced by -i, i.e., a proximal marker (mi
ngi; ni ngi; fii ngi), or the vowel a of the marker is missing (mu ngi; nu ngi;
7iu ngi) (Church 1981, 62-63).

In Manjaku languages, the subject is either a strong pronoun (28), or a
noun phrase (29). Unlike the languages discussed so far, the marker does not
seem to display the structure proposed in Figure (2). Indeed, in Mankanya or
Pepel, the marker is an irregular verb wo. One possible interpretation is that
w- is a noun class marker and -o is a deictic marker, but this hypothesis is not
consistent with the grammar of these languages. If w- is a noun class marker,
it should correspond to the noun class marker u-. In Pepel, this class contains,
inter alia, tree nouns (as does the noun class g- in Wolof) (Ndao 2011, 66). In
Mankanya, this class contains, inter alia, animal nouns (Trifkovi¢ 1969, 75).
Besides, -0 does not correspond to Manjaku deictic markers. In Mankanya,
the deictic markers of demonstrative determiners are -i (proximal) and -uy
(distal) (Trifkovic¢ 1969, 81; Gaved and Gaved 2007, 15). In Pepel, these
markers are -i (proximal) and -u (distal) (Ndao 2011, 96).

(28)  Mankanya (Trifkovi¢ 1969, 118)

Ba wo ti p-jan.
S3PL  COP PREP  INF-hunt
‘They are hunting.’

(29)  Pepel (Ndao 2011, 171)
Misa wo §é o-féeru.
Musa COP  PREP CLo-market
‘Musa is in the marketplace.’
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Thus, in Manjaku languages, the marker of locative and progressive
constructions has a different structure to that proposed in Figure (2).
However, the marker of presentative construction displays a comparable
structure. In Mankanya, presentative is expressed by reduplication of the
demonstrative determiner, which consists of a noun class marker and a
deictic marker (30) (Gaved 2007, 13). In Pepel, it is expressed by a
postposed deictic marker (31) (Ndao 2011, 201).

(30) Mankanya (Gaved 2007, 13)
Ba-buk naan bik-i bik-i.
CLba-child POSS1SG  CLba-PX CLba-PX
‘These are my children.’

(31)  Pepel (Ndao 2011, 201)
I-7ii o-wul A
CLi-tooth CLo-dog  PX
‘These are the dog’s teeth.’

In Balant Kentohe, as in Manjaku languages, the marker has a different
structure to that proposed in Figure (2). In this language, the marker is a verb
ka, which does not consist of a noun class marker and a deictic marker.

In Tenda-Jaad languages, the situation is similar. In Badiaranke, the
marker is a verb (ya)k, which does not consist of a noun class marker and a
deictic marker (32). In Bedik, there is no specific marker. Locative and
progressive are expressed by the choice of subject pronoun and the
preposition (33).

(32)  Badiaranke (Cover 2010, 132)
Fe paadiya k-3.
PREP room:POSS3SG COP-S3SG
‘S/he is in his/her room.’
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(33)  Bedik (Ferry 1991, 26)
U-Sas ldy EWI.
INF-speak on S3SG
‘He is speaking.’

Forms of the locative and presentative/progressive markers of Atlantic
languages discussed in this study are summarized in Table (3):

Table 3. Form of the locative and presentative/progressive
constructions in several Atlantic languages

Amalgam
Subject Marker
Branch | Group Language L -
S Link Base
DEIC 1 CL DEIC 2
DE.DT
Wolof Wolof PRO- CL.LOC? DF/DEM
(/PX)
Buy PRO - CL.HUM;SG? DEM
Nyun- n
Buy Niamone PRO- DEM.PX Sul LOC
Djifanghor | PRO DEM.PX sus LOC
Tenda- Bedik no marker
North Jaad Badiaranke | marker displaying a different structure
Fula- Pulaar S- - - LOC (DEM)
Sereer Sereer PRO- - CL.HUM DF
Laalaa PRO (DEIC 2) suJ DF
. Noon PRO - suJ DF
Cangin
Palor PRO- - CL.HUM;SG? DF
Ndut PRO- - CL.HUM;SG? DF
. Mankanya | marker displaying a different structure
Manjaku - - -
Pepel marker displaying a different structure
Banjal PRO DEM.DT? sus DEM
Bak Joola
Kwatay PRO- - suj DEM
Balant Kentohe marker displaying a different structure
Bijogo Bijogo marker displaying a different structure

In summary, in most Atlantic languages, the marker of locative and
presentative/progressive constructions displays the same structure: DEIC1-
CL-DEIC2. Only Tenda-Jaad, Manjaku, Balant and Bijogo languages display
a different marker.

In most languages, deictic 2 is identical to deictic markers of
demonstrative or definite determiners; the exceptions are Fula and Nyun
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languages, in which deictic 2 is identical to locative markers. Deictic 1 is
much less common. It is a fossilized marker identical to proximal (Nyun) or
distal (Wolof, Joola) markers of demonstrative or definite determiners;
except in Laalaa, where it agrees with deictic 2.

The noun class marker agrees with the subject in Nyun, Joola and some
Cangin (Laalaa, Noon) languages. In Sereer, the human noun class marker
is used, and agrees in number with the subject. In some Cangin languages
(Palor, Ndut) and in Buy, the marker is fossilized and resembles the human
noun class marker. In Wolof too, the marker is fossilized, but is entirely
distinct from the human noun class marker. In Fula, the noun class marker
is absent.

If the subject is a pronoun, it is often a strong pronoun. In some
languages, this pronoun fuses with the marker (Wolof, Niamone Nyun,
Sereer, Palor-Ndut, Kwatay), while in other languages, it is an independent
word (Buy, Djifanghor Nyun, Laalaa, Noon, Joola Banjal). Fula is the only
language which uses a weak subject pronoun in the constructions discussed
here.

6. ORIGIN OF THE CONSTRUCTION

6.1. A Genetic Inheritance

Most Atlantic languages have a locative construction which can be also
used as a presentative and/or progressive construction. The structure of these
constructions and the form of the marker resemble each other across
languages. Moreover, comparative study of the form of the marker is
consistent with the actual classification. Thus, the languages that do not
display any marker (Bedik, Badiaranke, Mankanya, Pepel, Kentohe, Bijogo)
belong to specific groups of the Atlantic family (Tenda-Jaad, Manjaku,
Balant, Bijogo). Furthermore, within a group, the languages display very
similar markers. For instance, in Joola languages, the marker agrees in noun
class with the subject and bears a deictic marker identical to that of
demonstrative determiners. These observations indicate that these
constructions have the same origin. The fact that these constructions are
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attested in both branches (North and Bak) suggests that this is an ancient
construction, dating back to Proto-Atlantic.

While typological convergence or language contact appear unlikely,
neither possibility can be excluded without considering the other languages
of the region. I focus here on languages in contact with Atlantic languages,
namely:

* Mande languages: Soninke, Manding (especially Mandinka) and
Jalonke;

e Casamance Creole (Portuguese-based Creole spoken in
Casamance);

e Zenaga (Berber language spoken in the south of Mauritania);

e Mel languages: Kisi, Mani (also called Bullom) and Temne.

In Soninke, the locative copula wd (34a) also has the function of
imperfective marker (34b) (Creissels 2015, 2—4). The word hdayf is used as
presentative (35a) or progressive marker (35b) (Diagana 1995, 386-388).
However, these markers do not correspond to the Atlantic markers. The
copula wd is likely to be derived from the verb wari (see) (Creissels 2015,
6-7), and hdayi is clearly derived from the verb hdayi (look) (Diagana 1995,
386-388).

(34)  Soninke (Creissels 2015, 3-4)
a. Muiusd wd konpe-n  di.
Moussa COP  room-DET in
‘Moussa is in the room.’
b. O wd  tdaxi-ni  daagd-n  kanmd.
1PL CcopP Sit-GER mat-DET  on
‘We will sit on the mat.’

(35)  Soninke (Diagana 1995, 387; Diagana 2013, 169)
a. Lémineé-n hdayi.
child-DET PRST
‘Here is the child.’



Locative, Presentative and Progressive Constructions ... 27

b. A hdayi rdge-né ya.
3G PRST perform_ablutions-GER FOC
‘He is performing his ablutions.’

In Mandinka, the locative copula bé (36a) is also used as a progressive
marker (36b) (Creissels and Sambou 2013, 139-145). Presentative is
expressed by félé (37a) or hdyind(y) (37b) (Creissels and Sambou 2013,
151-152). However, these markers do not correspond to the Atlantic
markers, as they are clearly derived from homonym verbs meaning ‘look’
and ‘see’. The origin of the copula bé is harder to determine, possibly a
lexical verb (Kastenholz 2003; Babaev 2011), but whatever its origin, it
displays no similarity with the demonstrative determiners 7iiy/wo or the
locative adverbs jdy (PX)/jée (DT) of modern Mandinka (Creissels and
Sambou 2013, 194-197, 311-313).

(36)  Mandinka (Creissels and Sambou 2013, 139, 144)
a. Yir-do be sil-60 ddala.
tree-DET COP  path-DET  on_the edge_of
‘The tree is on the edge of the path.’
b. Yir-co be boy-60 la.
tree-DET COP  fall-DET  POSTP
“The tree is falling.’

(37) Mandinka (Creissels and Sambou 2013, 151)
a. I ld domér-éo  féle!
2SG GEN food-DET PRST
‘Here is your meal!’
b. A-té le hayind kew-o-lu Adato.
3SG-EMPH FOC PRST man-DET-PL ahead
‘There he is at the head of the men.’

In Jalonke, there does not appear to be any connection between locative,
progressive and presentative constructions. Locative is usually expressed by
juxtaposition of both elements (38a) (Liipke 2005, 133—134). Progressive is
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usually expressed by the suffix -ma, which certainly derives from the
homonym postposition (38b) (Liipke 2005, 122-123). Presentative is
expressed by the marker jee (38c), which can be derived from the proximal
demonstrative determiner ji (Liipke 2005, 134). Thus, this last construction
displays some similarities with Atlantic presentative constructions.
Nevertheless, it differs in that it must contain an obligatory focus marker,
the deictic marker is fossilized, and it cannot form an autonomous utterance.

(38)  Jalonke (Liipke 2005, 122, 133-134)

a. Biniir-ce  taabal-na fari.
bottle-DF  table-DF  on
‘The bottle is on the table.’

b. A dii-na Xun-na bii-ma.
S3SG  child-DF  head-DF  cut-IPFV
‘She is shaving the child’s head.’

c. Banxi nan  jes...
house FOC PRST
‘There is a house.’

In Casamance Creole, the locative construction usually contains the
copula sd (39a), from the Portuguese verb estar (Biagui 2012, 188-189).
The progressive construction contains the imperfective marker na (39b)
(Biagui 2012, 160). There is also a construction called ‘gerundive’ by Quint
(20004, 264), expressed by the locative copula and the preposition na (39c¢),
which is likely to derive from the Portuguese contracted form na ~ em-a (in-
the) (Quint 2000a, 204-205). According to Quint (2000a, 265), the
imperfective marker originates from the gerundive construction. The
preposition na grammaticalized into an imperfective marker owing to the
loss of the copula. Finally, the marker of the presentative construction
consists of an emphatic marker a- and a locative /i (PX) or la (DT) which can
be reinforced by a second locative (39d-e) (Biagui 2012, 260-261). These
forms are highly reminiscent of Atlantic markers. However, their structure
and origin are different. Unlike Atlantic markers, the Casamancian
presentative marker is placed before the subject. Moreover, in Casamancian
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the presentative construction has no connection with locative or progressive.
Indeed, in (39¢) the progressive feature is expressed by the imperfective
marker na, rather than the presentative marker, and this marker is not derived
from a demonstrative determiner. Furthermore, the locative markers of the
presentational construction come from Portuguese adverbs ali (here) et ald
(there) (Quint 2000a: 219). The element a- is likely to have the same origin,
but it tends to be reanalyzed as an emphatic marker (Quint 2000a, 219). This
marker comes from the Portuguese preposition a (to) (Quint 2000a, 162),
which has grammaticalized into an emphatic marker, conceivably on the
model of Mandinka emphatic markers (37b) (Quint 2000b, 47-4S8).

(39)  Casamancian (Biagui 2012, 160, 214, 260, 269)

a. Pidru ku Mariya sd na kasa.
Peter with Mary COP  PREP house
‘Peter and Mary are in the house.’

b. I na kumé karna di purku.
S3SG IPFV  eat meat of pork
‘He is eating some pork.’

c. Pidru sd na kantd.
Peter COP  PREP sing
‘Peter is singing.’

d. A-li Pidru li.
EMPH-PX Peter PX
‘Here is Peter.’

e. A-lé-m na kusfid.
EMPH-PX-S1SG IPFV cook
‘I am cooking.’

In Zenaga, the presentative construction contains a copula dd and a
neuter demonstrative pronoun bearing a deictic marker (40a-b) (Taine-
Cheikh 2010, 364-365). The copula is formally identical to the proximal
singular masculine demonstrative determiner (Taine-Cheikh 2010, 363).
Thus, these forms present some similarities with the Atlantic markers.
However, they do not display the same structure and they do not appear in
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the same context. Indeed, unlike Atlantic languages, the noun phrase is
placed after the marker. Moreover, in Zenaga, this marker is not used in
locative or progressive constructions. Finally, the copula dd can be used to
express identification, while Atlantic markers are only used to express
localization.

(40)  Zenaga (Taine-Cheikh 2010, 364-365)

a. Ad-dyd Kumba.
COP-DEM.N.PX Kumba
“This is Kumba.’

b. Ad-an iPym-dn.
COP-DEM.N.DT camel-PL

‘That (over there) are camels.’

In most Mel languages, there does not appear to be any connection
between locative, progressive and presentative constructions. This is the
case in Kisi (Childs 1995) or in Mani (Childs 2011). Nevertheless, the
situation in Temne is quite similar to that found in Atlantic. In Temne, the
same marker is used in presentative (41a-b) and progressive constructions
(41¢c) (Bai-Sheka 1991). It consists of a noun class marker and a deictic
marker. The noun class marker agrees with the subject (41b-c) or matches
with the human noun class if the subject is a personal pronoun (41a). The
noun class marker may fuse with the subject pronoun (41b). The deictic
marker is identical to the deictic marker of demonstrative determiners, i.e.,
-¢ for proximal (41a) and -ay for distal (41b-c). Thus, as in Atlantic
languages, the marker displays the same structure as the demonstrative
determiner. However, its syntactic position is different. In Atlantic
languages, the marker is placed between the subject and the verb, while in
Temne, it is placed after the verb (41c).

(41)  Temne (Bai-Sheka 1991, 121-122)
a. Mine ow-¢.
PROISG CL.HUM;SG-PX
‘Here I am.’
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b. Koa-gbengbe k-ak-ay.

CLk-chili PRO.CLk-CLk-DT
‘That is a chili.’

c. Kd-gbengbe ko Sfumpo  k-an.
CLk.DF-chili ~ PRO.CLk  fall CLk-DT
“The chili is falling.’

To sum up, most Atlantic languages have a locative ~ presentative ~
progressive construction. The structure of these constructions and the form
of the marker display strong similarities from one language to another.
Because a link between locative, presentative and progressive constructions
is relatively common cross-linguistically, one possibility is that these
similarities constitute an areal phenomenon. However, none of the other
Senegambian languages displays equivalent constructions. Only Temne, the
most northern Mel language, has a marker which is formally similar to
Atlantic markers. There are two possible explanations for this difference
between Temne and other Mel languages. Either Temne is not a Mel
language but an Atlantic language (this hypothesis is improbable, in view of
current knowledge about the family), or Temne acquired this construction
due to contact with Atlantic languages''. Temne is a vehicular language (in
Sierra Leone), which places it in a situation conducive to borrowing; this
fact tends to support the second hypothesis. Thus, the locative ~ presentative
~ progressive construction attested in Atlantic languages is clearly shown to
derive from Proto-Atlantic.

6.2. Grammaticalization and Reconstruction Hypotheses

In several Atlantic languages, the marker discussed here is formally
similar to demonstrative determiners. Grammaticalization of demonstratives
into locative copulas is attested in many languages around the world (Heine
and Kuteva 2002, 108 109). In other Atlantic languages, the marker is
formally similar to definite determiners. Grammaticalization of

T thank Konstantin Pozdniakov for suggesting this hypothesis to me.
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demonstrative determiners into definite determiners is attested in many
languages around the world (Heine and Kuteva 2002, 109-111). In all
Atlantic languages that display such constructions, the marker is used both
as a locative copula and as a presentative or progressive marker. The use of
a locative copula as a presentative marker (Gelderen 2011, 133), or the
grammaticalization of such copulas into progressive markers (Heine and
Kuteva 2002, 97-99) is attested in many languages around the world. I
therefore propose the following grammaticalization path:

Demonstrative (— Definite) — Locative copula
(— Presentative) — Progressive

In Joola languages, the demonstrative grammaticalized into a locative
copula. In Cangin languages and Sereer, it first grammaticalized into a
definite determiner. In many languages, grammaticalization has resulted in
the demonstrative fossilizing Initially, it had to agree in noun class with the
subject, as is still the case in Nyun, Joola and certain Cangin (Laalaa, Noon)
languages. In Sereer, its agreement is limited to number; the human noun
class has become the only available noun class, probably due to its
frequency. In Palor-Ndut, Buy and Wolof, the marker is completely
fossilized. It matches the singular human noun class, except in Wolof where
the marker’s origin is uncertain. Later, the locative copula assumed the
function of presentative marker or grammaticalized into a progressive
marker.

Based on the data provided in (§5), I propose the following
reconstruction for the Proto-Atlantic marker: *DEICI-CL-DEIC2. Deictic 2
matches the deictic marker of demonstrative determiners. Determining the
form of Deictic 1 is harder, because it is absent from most languages.
Nevertheless, it is attested in four different groups (Wolof, Nyun, Cangin,
Joola). This indicates that it was most probably present in Proto-Atlantic. In
this proto-language, it appears that Deictic 1 was identical to or agreed with
Deictic 2, and that the noun class marker agreed with the subject noun class.
The fact that the noun class marker has become fossilized (with the human
noun class form) is probably due to the over-representation of human



Locative, Presentative and Progressive Constructions ... 33

subjects in the discourse. Finally, if the subject is a pronoun, it is a strong
pronoun.

CONCLUSION

Most Atlantic languages have a locative ~ presentative ~ progressive
construction. This construction displays the same structure and the same
kind of markers in nearly all Atlantic languages (the only known exceptions
being the Tenda-Jaad, Manjaku, Balant and Bijogo groupings). In these
Atlantic languages, the structure of the construction is:

Subject (NP or strong pronoun) + Specific marker + Locative or verb phrase

The form of the marker is: DEIC1-CL-DEIC2. The noun class marker
usually agrees with the subject, and deictic 1 usually agrees with deictic 2.

The use of a locative construction to express progressive and/or
presentative is not unique to the Atlantic family. Nevertheless, the structure
of these constructions and the form of the marker can be considered to be
characteristic of this family, as they are common to a large majority of
Atlantic languages, but are not attested in any language in contact with
Atlantic languages. I therefore conclude that this construction is inherited
from Proto-Atlantic, the marker having grammaticalized from a
demonstrative determiner.

As genetic distance between Atlantic languages is very great, the
grammars of these languages display significant diversity. However, my
comparative study shows that, despite this diversity, one predicative
construction at least is common to most languages of the family.
Furthermore, a comparative study of the form of the marker gives results
which are fully consistent with the most recent classifications of Atlantic
languages; languages that do not display any marker belong to the same
groups and, within a given group, all languages display very similar markers.

Classifications of Atlantic languages are based on a limited set of
elements: lexicon, noun classes, consonant mutation, verbal extensions or
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pronominal systems (Pozdniakov and Segerer, forthcoming). The present
chapter shows that a comparative study of morphosyntactic constructions is
also relevant for the classification of these languages. More generally, I
conclude that a comparative study of morphosyntactic constructions is
highly relevant in historical linguistics, and that such constructions should
be more systematically taken into account in order to refine and falsify the
available genetic classifications of the world’s languages.
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