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Alexander Militarev *, Sergei Nikolaev
*Russian State University for the Humanities, Moscow; amilitarev@gmail.com
tInstitute of Slavic studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow/Novosibirsk; sergenicko@mail.ru?

Proto-Afrasian names of non-ungulate animals
in light of the Proto-Afrasian homeland issue

In this paper, we present the second section® of a relatively comprehensive thesaurus of
Proto-Afrasian zoonyms, compiled and reconstructed by the authors. The list contains more
than sixty terms, including monkeys, canines and hyenas, felines, rodents and other mam-
mals, birds, reptiles, amphibia and fishes complementing and completing a wholesome (at
the current level of our knowledge) picture of all relevant species of fauna in the period pre-
ceding the split of Proto-Afrasian (ca. 11th millennium BCE, according to glottochronology)
within the area presumably inhabited by speakers of Proto-Afrasian. Results of the recon-
struction may be ambiguously interpreted in favor of either one of the two different points of
view on the localization of the Proto-Afrasian homeland, namely, the Levant vs. East Africa.

Keywords: Proto-Afrasian homeland; Afrasian (Afro-Asiatic) languages; etymology of
zoonyms; reconstruction of cultural lexicon.

Introduction

In this paper, we present comparative evidence for a large number of Proto-Afro-Asiatic (PAA)
“non-ungulate” zoonyms, including monkeys (4 terms), predators (22 terms), other mammals
(a selection of 8 terms), birds (selection of 11 terms), reptiles (selection of 9 terms), water rep-
tiles and amphibia (selection of 4 terms), and fishes (selection of 5 terms). Within the “predator”
subset, we differentiate between 8 reconstructed terms for canines, including ‘dog’ (*kawit-,
*k“ihan-, *KV3/35im-), ‘k. of wild canine’ (*2away-, *?aw/ys-, *bawih-, *kur(-ay-), *wans-), 4 unditfer-
entiated terms ‘k. of canine or hyena’ (*?a/usk-ay-, *ba?Vs, *qVd-, *wahr-), 9 terms for felines includ-
ing ‘lion’ (*labi?-), ‘leopard or lion’ (*ba?y-), ‘k. of (wild) feline’ (*$ariw-, *ba?is-, *da(?/y)m-, *giwar-,
*layc-, *mary-, *sawr-), and one undifferentiated term ‘k. of feline, hyena or viverra’ (*?a3ur-).

In the opinion of one of the paper’s authors (S. Nikolaev), this particular array of preda-
tors in the context of terms for monkeys, ungulates and large herbivores should stimulate a
search for the PAA homeland in the Eastern part of the Sahel. Although some of these
zoonyms are universal and thus “neutral” in regards to the debatable issue of the Afrasian
Urheimat, others at least make it possible to add an important observation (which, however,
could hardly shed any more light on the problem, since it can be interpreted both ways): while

1 Lexical material, reconstruction of zoonyms and presentation of the Levant Urheimat hypothesis for Proto-
Afrasians, including their identification with Natufians. Militarev’s research is supvorted bv The Russian Science
Foundation (Project No 20-18-00159); the financing organization is The Institute of Linguistics, Russian Academy of
Sciences.

2 Evaluation of PAA zoonyms, their paleozoological interpretation and argumentation in favor of the African
(most likely East Sudanic) Urheimat of Proto-Afrasian, as well as commentary on the semantic reconstruction of
zoonyms.

3 The first section, “Proto-Afrasian names of ungulates in light of the Proto-Afrasian homeland issue”, was
published in 2020 (Journal of Language Relationship 18/3—4: 199-226). The list in the second section continues the
numeration begun in the first one (1. Bovids and pigs; 2. Camel and equids; 3. Largest herbivores).
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there are terms in various Semitic (not only Ethiopian Semitic) languages that denote African
animals such as the ones represented in the current paper (namely, monkeys and crocodiles),
not a single one of those has a common Afrasian or even common Semitic etymology. This evi-
dently implies a late origin of the corresponding Semitic zoonyms and, hence, late acquaint-
ance of the already linguistically separated Semitic-speaking groups with the corresponding
African animals.

A special commentary is needed for the issue of semantic reconstruction of zoonyms. It is
quite rare that the Proto-Afrasian meaning may be reconstructed unequivocally on the basis of
perfectly matching semantics, as in the following cases:

5.9. *k"ihan- ‘dog [Canis familiaris]’.

Chad. *k“iHan- ‘dog’: W. *k“iHan-: Fyer k“éen | E. *kany- ~ *kayan-: W.Dangla kany-a |
E.Dangla kany-a | Migama kdnny-a | Mabire kany | Jegu kiny | Birgit kdyay.

Cush. E. *k*than-: Yaaku kwehen ‘dog’.

Omot. *k"iHan- ‘dog’: N. *ku/iHan-: Wolaita, Gamu, Dawro, Zala, Malo, Dache, Koyra,
Zayse, Gimira (Bench) kyan | Yemsa, Bworo kan-a | Kafa, Mocha kun-ano | Dizi (Sheko) kean-u
| Mao (Hozo) kan-a, etc. Il S. *kan-: Dime ken-¢, Galila kan-i.

6.7. *labi?- ‘lion [Panthera leo]’

Sem. *labi?-: AKk. labb-u (lab?-u, lab-u) | Ugr. [b?-u ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] | Hbr. labi(?) ‘lioness’
| Sab. [b? ‘lion, lioness’ || Arab. luba?-at-, labu?-at-, libw-at-, etc. ‘lionne’.

Egyp. (OK) rw ?bw, inscription under the image of a lion | Copt.: Bohairic, Sahidic laboy
‘lion; bear’ [P. leo; Ursus arctos].

Chad. *la/ib-: W. *lab-: Tangale lab-ata (f.) ‘lioness’ [P. leo] II C. *(?a-)lib-ar- ‘lion’ [P. leo]:
Hwona lifar-1 | Margi ha-livar-i | Chibak ?a-lvar-i | Kilba [évar-i | Kapsiki nivér-i (dissim.) |
Higi-Nkafa livér-i | Gude livyar-d.

Cush. E*lu/ib- ‘lion’ [P. leo]: SA *lub-ak-: Saho, Afar lubaak | LEC *lib-ah-: Somali libah |
Jiddu libddh-u.

In the vast majority of cases, semantic reconstruction is difficult for four main reasons:

1) intermediate proto-languages, except for the relatively young Proto-Berber, are charac-
terized by a considerable time depth (Proto-Chadic, Proto-Cushitic, Proto-Omotic, somewhat
younger Proto-Semitic), which makes diverse semantic shifts inevitable;

2) meanings of zoonyms in dictionaries of most Afrasian languages are often quoted inac-
curately — in particular, specific species of animals are given as approximate or generic terms:
“antelope”, “deer”, “duiker”, “wild cat”, etc., although in reality these zoonyms probably de-
note more concrete species;

3) according to modern scientific data (though somewhat debatable), in the Proto-
Afrasian period there were no domestic animals (except for the dog [Canis familiaris]); names
of wild animals were transferred to domestic ones (and vice versa) in the history of individual
Afrasian families and languages; if so, “domestic” zoonyms do not contribute to an accurate
reconstruction of the Proto-Afrasian semantics of the animal names;

4) zoonyms in various Afrasian languages can denote entire zoological groups (“small
ungulates”, “largest animals”, etc.) or sex and age characteristics of certain animals (‘bull’,
‘ram’, ‘kid’, ‘lamb’, etc.); to reconstruct terms with such semantics for Proto-Afrasian is par-
ticularly difficult because of their lack of semantic stability.

Below we list several examples in which specifically “wild” semantic reflexes are indi-
cated in semi-bold type. The remaining reflexes either refer to domestic animals and age / sex
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groups, or to unspecified wild species. With such semantically chaotic material, semantic re-
construction for Proto-Afrasian is possible only within the framework of generalizing to large

zoological groups — “lesser bovids”, “larger bovids”, “equids”, “canines”, “felines”, etc., even
though in Proto-Afrasian all or most of these terms may have had more specific meanings.

1.2. *?ayl- ‘k. of lesser bovid’

Sem. *?ayil-: (?) AKKk. al-u (el-u) ‘a fine breed of sheep’ (reading arguable) | Ugr. ?al, ?il ‘ram
of superior quality’ | Hbr. ?ayil ‘ram’ | ESA: Sab. ?yl ‘mountain goat, ibex’ [C. ibex], Min. ?yl
‘bélier, bouquetin’ [C. ibex] | Arab. ?iyyal-, 2uyyal- ‘bouquetin, bouc de montagnes’ [C. ibex].

Berb. *ti-halay (< *-?ayal, met.?) ‘sheep’: Nefusa t-ili | Zenaga t-i3i | Ahaggar té-helé, Ghat
Ci-hali, Ayr t-ele, E. WIm. te-hale, etc.

Cush. *2ayl-: N. *?all-i: Beja all-i, pl. ill-i ‘long-haired sheep’ Il E.: SA *?ill-: Saho ill-e, Afar ill-
i ‘small cattle’ | LEC *?el- (<*?il- or *?ayl-): Somali eel-o ‘tipo de gazella (antilope giraffa)’ [Li-
tocranius walleril, Arbore ?ell-ém, Elmolo ?él-em ‘ram’ Il S. *?ayl-: Gorowa elete-mo ‘bushbuck’
[Tragelaphus sylvaticus] | Ma’a i?al-é ‘ram’, i?al-1 (met. < *?ayl-?) ‘sheep’| Dahalo ?éél-e ‘harte-
beest’ [Alcelaphus buselaphus].

1.13a. *quday- ‘k. of larger bovid’

Sem. *gaday- ‘kid’: Ugr. gdy ‘kid’ | Phoen. gd? ‘goat’, Hbr. gadi ‘kid (of goat or sheep)’ |
Aram.: Anc. gdh ‘goat’, Syr. gady-a, Mand. gadi-a | Arab. 3ady- ‘kid’, 3aday-at- ‘gazelle; petit de
gazelle’ [Gazella gazella].

(?) Berb. N. *-¢gVnd-uz ‘bull, calf’: Rif a-yenduz ‘taureau’, Snus a-yenduz, Shenwa, Qabyle a-
genduz, Sened a-gendus, etc. ‘calf’.

Chad. *ga/uday-: W. *ga/ud- ‘k. of bovid’: Hausa gad-da ‘antelope, duiker sp.’, Kariya gud-
am, Miya gud-an-ziku, Pa’a gud-an-coka ‘Western kob’ [Kobus kob], Ngizim gdd-niwa ‘duiker’ |l
C.*¢Vday-: Zime-Batna goday ‘buck’.

Cush. *gad- and *gund- ‘k. of larger bovid’: E. *gad-am-: LEC *gad-am-: Oromo gad-am-sa
‘greater kudu’ [Tragelaphus strepsiceros], Dirayta gad-an-sa, gad-am-sa ‘antelope’ | HEC *gud-:
Sidamo god-a ‘deer, gazelle’ || S. *qwand-: Iraqw gwand-a, Alagwa gwand-o ‘ram’, Burunge gond-i
‘old ram’.

Omot. N. *gayd- (met.): Zaisse gaaidd-é ‘cattle’, gnid-é-endo ‘buffalo’ [Syncerus caffer].

1.14a. *gawr- ‘k. of bovid’

Sem. *(?a-)gurr-: Akk. (MA) gurr-atu, agurr-atu ‘ewe’.

Egyp. (MK) dr ‘calf’ (if <*gVr).

Berb. *-gur- ‘small cattle’: Ghadames a-3ur ‘bouc’ (Nait-Zerrad 2002: 859), Zenaga a-grarh
‘bélier’ (Nicolas)

Chad. (a) *(?a-)garw/y- ‘kind of bovid (Redunca, Oryx, Ourebia, etc.); animal, game’:
W. *(?a-)gary-: Hausa dgare ‘a big, male red-fronted gazelle’ [Eudorcas rufifronsl, Tsagu gare
‘reedbuck’ [Redunca reduncal, Mburku gari ‘oryx’ [Oryx leucoryx ?1, Ngizim a-gare ‘gazelle’ |
C. (?a-n-)gary-: Logone gari-a, Makeri ingarii ‘antelope’, Buduma 7gari ‘gazelle’ Il E. *¢Vrw- and
*¢VwVr- (met.): Tumak goru, Kwang gowor-to ‘antelope’, Ndam goru ‘ourebi’ [Ourebia ourebil;
(b) *garaw- ‘herd of cattle’: W. *gar(V)w-: Hausa gdr-kei ‘a herd, flock’, Bolewa gaartiw-a ‘pack
ox’, Karekare gaartuw-a ‘bull’, Tangale kdarw-a ‘cattle’ |l C. *garaw/y-: Bana gardw-a ‘troupeau de
beeufs’, Gude gdrd-na ‘herd of cattle’, ma-gdri ‘shepherd, wachtsman’, Musgu gari, gdri ‘Stier,
Laststier’, Mandara gdri ‘bull’, Hursa goragor-a (redupl.), UZzam gwar-a, Matakam #-gwur ‘ram’
I E. *garaw-: Bidiya gaaruw-o ‘animal’, Migama gdardw ‘béte, bétail’; (c) C. *gvar- and *gvargvar-
(redupl.) ‘ram’: Ouldem gvar-a, Mbuko gvargwdir-i, Merey gvaragvar-a, Muyang g“orog“or-a,
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Mada gurgear-a Il E. *gagar- (redupl.) ‘small cattle’: Sok gadger-o ‘Schaf’, Mawa gagar ‘moutor’,
Mubi wegr-i (met.) ‘chevre’.

Cush. *¢araw- and *qwira?- (met.) ‘k. of larger bovid [Taurotragus, Alcelaphus, etc.]’: N. *garuw-
: Beja garuw-a ‘male antelope; eland’ [Taurotragus oryx] || C. *gar- ‘calf’: Bilin, Qwara, Qemant
gir, Aungi gara || E.: HEC *qur(r)-: Sidamo gur-um ?ic¢éo ‘gazelle’, garr-anco ‘Agazen antelope’
[T. buxtoni] | S. *gvara?-: Iraqw gwara?-ai ‘Hartebeest’ [Alcelaphus caamal, Burunge gera?-i
‘Grant’s gazelle’ [Nanger grantil.

Omot. N. *¢aHar- ‘antelope dekula [Tragelaphus decula]’: Wolayta, Dawro gaar-aa.

1.18. *lawi?- ‘k. of large (?) bovid’

Sem. *lawi?- and *lawli?- (redupl.) k of. large bovid [Bos, Syncerus, Connochaetes, etc.]’: Akk.
(OB on) litt-u (lit-u) ‘cow’, lalii (lali?-u, lala?-u) ‘kid’, luli-mu ‘red deer, stag’ [Cervus elaphus] |
Ebl. li-a-ntim, li-a-nu-um ‘cow’ | Ugr. [[?-u ‘lamb, kid’ | Hbr. le?-a ‘wild cow’ (only as a pers.
name) | Arab. [4?2" ‘taureau sauvage, buffle’ [Syncerus caffer]l, lu?lu?- ‘antilope’ | Tgr. lul-it,
pl. ldwdll-it ‘(cow) with long, crooked horns’, Amh. lil(la)wil ‘gnu’ [Connochaetes taurinus] |
Mhr. lohay-tan ‘cows’, Hbt. leé, pl. lhdyta, Jib. le?, pl. [hé-ti, Soq. Ze-lh-eh ‘cow’, liil-oh ‘brébis’.

Egyp. (Pyr.) iw? ‘bull’ (if < *IVwV?-).

Berb. *w/yalaH- (met.): Izayan fa-wala ‘troupeau de bceufs, sangliers’, Ahaggar élah-ei
‘mouton a laine’.

Chad. *laway- ‘k. of larger bovid (Tragelaphus, etc.)’: W.: Dera la-a ‘cow’ || C.: Gude la ‘cow’
(Jungraithmayr, Ibriszimow), Kapsiki, Higi-Nkafa le, Higi-Baza Iol-¢ (redupl.) ‘gazelle’, Higi-
Ghye le, Bachama liyey ‘duiker’ (St. 2005 #57), Masa ltiway ‘troupeau, le betail’ (CED #549).

Cush. *lawi?- ‘cattle’: C. *luway-: Bilin luwi, Khamir luwd, Awngi luwa || E. *la?- and *la?la?-
(redupl.): SA *Ia(?)-: Saho, Afar la ‘cow, cattle’ | LEC *lo?(I0?)- ‘cows (coll.)’: Somali lo? ‘cows
(coll.y, Rendille (pl.) lodly-o, Oromo loo-ni ‘cows (coll.)’, lal-eesa ‘she-goat’, Konso low-aa ‘cows’,
Dasenech lal-o, pl. lal-i ‘cow’, etc. | HEC *lal-: Sidamo lal-o ‘cows, cattle’, laat-to (f.) ‘young
sheep, lamb’ | | Dullay *lo?-, pl. *le?- ‘cow’: Harso, Dipina, Gollango [6?-o, Tsamay [07-0-, pl. le?-¢,
etc. II S. *li?-: Iraqw le?-i | Gorowa lee?-i ‘goat’ | Qwadza le?-amuko ‘bull’.

5.1. *2away- or *yawa?- (met.) ‘k. of canine’

Sem. *Paway-: Hbr. *?1 (pl. 2iyyim) ‘jackal’ [C. aureus]| Syr. banat 2away ‘thoes, canes aurei’
[Canis aureus] | Arab. ?ibnu-I-?awan ‘animal regardé comme un mélange né d’un chien et d’un
renard’ | Tgr. 2aw ‘eatable wild animals’ | Amh. yidyi ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.], awu ‘hyena’s cry;
hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.] | Gur.: Chaha, Gyeto, Ennemor, Muher awi ‘wild animal, beast’.

Egyp. (MK) 5w ‘dog’ (met. <*?Vyw ?).

Chad. W. *(?)iy-: Warji iya-na | Kariya ii | Miya i ‘dog’.

Cush. E. *yawa?-: LEC *yaw/ya?-: Somali éy ‘dog’, yééy ‘wild dog’ [Lycaon pictus] | Boni éy?
‘dog’, yeye? ‘jackal’ [C. aureus] | Rendille yidy ‘wild dog’ [L. pictus] | Oromo yeey-ii ‘wolf;
wild dog’ [L. pictus] | Konso yoy-ta ‘hunting dog’ [L. pictus] | HEC *yayy- ‘hunting dog’
[L. pictus]: Sidamo iydy | Hadiya yoyy-akko | Burji yeyy-ée.

6.9. *mary- or *mayr- ‘k. of feline’

Sem. *namir- (< *na-mir- or *na-mayr- with the fossilized prefix) ‘leopard’ [Panthera par-
dus]: AKk. nimr- (nammar-) ‘panther’ | Hbr. namer ‘leopard, panther’ | Aram.: Anc., Off. nmr |
Bibl. nomar ‘panther’ | Mand. namar (nimar, namr) ‘leopard’ | Sab. nmr ‘leopard, panther’ |
Hdr. nmr ‘panthere’ || Arab. nimr- ‘panthere’, namir- ‘1éopard, panthere’ | Gz. namr | Tna.,
Tgr. nibri ‘leopard’ | Amh. nimr, nibar ‘lynx’ [Caracal caracal] | Sel. nidwar | Wol. néwr.

Egyp. (OK) mdy ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] (if < *mVry).
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Chad. *mary- and *mumur-/*murum- (redupl.): W. *mumur-: Dera miimur-u ‘cheetah’ [Aci-
nonyx jubatus] | Polchi mur ‘jackal’ [Canis aureus] | Bokkos muriim | Sha, Daffo-Butura muriim
‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] | C. *mary-: Mafa mariy-zélé ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] | Lame meér ‘serval’ [Ca-
racal serval], méri-dn ‘wild cat’ [Felis sp.] | Peve méri-dn ‘Id.” | Zime-Dari miér ‘genette’ [Genetta sp.].

Cush. (a) *mary-, *mawir- and *marir- (redupl.): E.: LEC *mawr-: Oromo mor-é ‘civet(-cat)’
[Civettictis civetta] | Dasenech mor ‘lion, leopard’ II S. *mir- and *marir- (redupl.): Gorowa
marir-ika ‘leopard’ [P. pardus] | Alagwa mariy-amo ‘wild cat’ | Asa mer-ok ‘lion’ [P. leo];
(b) N. *mir-al-: Beja miral-ai ‘cheetah’ [Acinonyx jubatus] | E.: Dullay *mir-I-: Tsamai mirle
‘leopard’ [P. pardus].

Data
Below we present the entire material in numerical order.
4. Monkeys 4

4.1. *dang(*)Vl/r- ‘monkey; dwarf’

(?) Sem. *duggal-: Arab. du3s3al- ‘vil, bas, de basses classes (hommes)’.

Egyp. (OK) dng, d’g (< *dlg), d’ng (< *dIng, met. of *dVngVI-?) ‘dwarf’.

Berb. *da(n)gil: Ghat a-da3el ‘singe’, ta-dajel-t ‘guenon (Cercopithecus)’ [Cercopithecus sp.] |
Sokna digel ‘monkey’ | Nefusa a-dan3al ‘dwarf’.

Chad. *da(n)g(*)-ir/lI-- W.: Hausa gand-i (met. < *dang-) ‘pigmy’ | C. *da(n)g"il/r-: W. Margi
dagil | Chibak dakil (devoicing of *-¢?) ‘monkey’ | Gude ddngwir-d ‘adult male of an erd mon-
key’ | Dghwede gdndaw-a (met. < *dangw-) | Buduma dagel ‘monkey’ Il E. *di(n)g*-Vr-: Ndam
gdgam dagré | Dangla gudiny-a (met. < *dingw-) ‘monkey’ (Jungraithmayr, Ibriszimow 1994).

Cush. E. *da(n)gir- ‘monkey’:> LEC *da(n)gir-: Somali (var. dialects) dayner, dan3ar | Boni
daser (< *daser <*dagir) | HEC *dagir-: Hadiya dagier-aa | Kambatta dagier-aa.

A Cf. Kordofan Nubian: Dair tigil, Koldegi tingel, Midob tanni ‘monkey’ (Blazek Ms. apud
Meinhof) and Saharan: Tubu degal ‘ape’ (Lukas 1953: 183).

> AADB 38, 392.

4.2. *quray- ‘k. of monkey’

Chad. W. *garay-: Polchi gari | Dwot gari ‘monkey’.

Cush. E. *¢Vray-: Yaaku koroi® ‘monkey Colobus’ [Colobus sp.].

Omot. *gayur- (met.): N. *goyr-: Malo gor-o | Basketo goyr-a | Chara gor-?a | Gimira gorr,
gwor ‘monkey’ | Dizi-Sheko gyer-u ‘baboon’ [Papio sp.] I S. *gayur-: Ari goyr-a | Hamar guro |
Dime guur-u ‘baboon’ [Papio sp.].

> AADB 4251.

+ Some forms are quoted after Blazek Ms., though our understanding of consonantal correspondences and, hence,
distribution of the forms among different entries is, in most cases, distinct from this very useful collection of data.

5 Cf. what looks like a variant root — *dink- ‘dwarf’: LEC: Oromo dink-i (borrowed in Mod. Eth *dink- id.) |
HEC: Kambatta dank-a, Tembaro dink-a (borrowed in Omot. N.: Kafa dikk-6 id.). Various authors reconstruct for
this root E. Cush. *3- instead of *d- (Dolgopolsky 1973: 107-8; BlaZzek Ms.) or *z- (Sasse 1976: 140), probably because
of C. Cush. *3- (see 4.4). The only form probably tipping the scale towards *3- instead of *d- is Jiddu yasire ‘mon-
key’: that AA *3- > Jiddu y is a fact, but whether Jid. -$- can continue AA *-g- is not clear: if it can, the E. Cush. root
should be compared to 4.4.

¢ Yaaku k can continue both PAA *k and *g.
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4.3. *ka(?a)yr- ‘k. of monkey’

Chad. W. *kayr-: Sura kaar ‘red monkey’ [Piliocolobus sp.] | Angas ker ‘monkey’, nker ‘ba-
boon’ [Papio sp.] (Kraft 1981) | Wangday kar-é | Fyer kiir | Bokkos kyer-in ‘red monkey’ [Pilio-
colobus sp.]”

Cush. E.: LEC ka(?a)r-: Arbore kaarr-an ‘vervet monkey’ [Chlorocebus pygerythrus].

Omot. *ka(?a)r- ‘monkey’: N.: Basketo kar-a | Male kaar-a ‘vervet’ [Ch. pygerythrus] | Gemu
kaar-é | Gofa, Dorze kar-e | Oyda, Zasse kaar-e ‘baboon’ [Papio sp.] | Kafa (argo) ker-iyo ‘mon-
key (Cercopithecus)’ [Cercopithecus sp.] || S. ka(?a)r-: Ari-Bako kar-a | Hamar kddr | Dime kar-e
‘monkey’.

» AADB 2208. Cf. HSED 1569.

4.4.*3a9(%)-il/r- ‘k. of monkey’

Chad. *3i(n)gw-al-: C. *3i(n)gway(-1)-: Hildi dzildnu (*3ilang, met. < *3ingal-) | Mbuko zagay |
Zime-Batna 3éngii (or 3éngu) ‘k. of monkey’ I E. *zugul-: Birgit zigiil-i ‘monkey’ (Jungraith-
mayr, Ibriszimow 1994).

Cush. C. *3ag(g)ir- ‘monkey’:® Bilin 3iggir-a (< *3angir-?) | Khamir safer-a | Khamta ziiger-aa
| Qwara 3igir-aa | Qemant 3egar-aa | Aungi zagr-i | Damot zagr-ee.

> AADB 398.

5. Canines and hyenas

5.1. *2away- or *yawa?- (met.) ‘k. of canine’?

Sem. *Paway-: Hbr. *?1 (pl. 2iyyim) Gackal’ [Canis aureus] || Syr. banat 2away ‘thoes, canes
aurei’ [C. aureus] | Arab. ?ibnu-I-?awan ‘animal regardé comme un mélange né d’un chien et
d’un renard’ | Tgr. 2aw ‘eatable wild animals’ | Ambh. yiyi ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.], awu ‘hyena’s
cry; hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.] | Gur.: Chaha, Gyeto, Ennemor, Muher awi ‘wild animal, beast’.

Egyp. (MK) 5w ‘dog’ (met. <*?Vyw ?).

Chad. W. *(?)iy-: Warji iya-na | Kariya ii | Miya i ‘dog’.

Cush. E. *yawa?-: LEC *yaw/ya?-: Somali éy ‘dog’, yééy ‘wild dog’ [Lycaon pictus] | Boni déy?
‘dog’, yeye? jackal’ [C. aureus] | Rendille yddy ‘wild dog’ [L. pictus] | Oromo yeey-ii ‘wolf; wild
dog’ [L. pictus]™® | Konso yoy-ta ‘hunting dog’ [L. pictus] | HEC *yayy- ‘hunting dog’ [L. pictus]:
Sidamo iydy | Hadiya yoyy-akko | Burji yeyy-ée.

» AADB 290. SED II No. 21.

5.2. *?aw/ys- ‘k. of canine’

Sem. *2aws-: Arab. 2aws-, dim. 2uways- ‘wolf’ [Canis lupus].!

Chad. *2aws-: W. *2as-: Mupun, Angas as | Sura as | Montol ?as | Tala ass || E. *?us-: Bidiya
?us-1i ‘dog’.

Cush. *ya?s- (met.) ‘dog’: N. *ya(?a)s-: Beja yaas | S. *sV?ay (met.): Iraqw see?ay | Gorowa
soofay.

Omot. S. *2aws-: Ongota ?6ds-e ‘African hunting dog; jackal’ [Lyacon pictus; C. aureus].

» AADB 2938. Cf. Blazek 2007 #21; Stolbova 2019 #29 *?[a]s/c- ‘dog’ (comp. to Arab. 2aws-).

7 k- may continue both PAA *k- and *k.

8 Borrowed in S. Eth. as *3/zangi/ar- ‘baboon’ (Leslau III, 1979: 711]
° Very likely descriptive.

10 Cf. iyyaa ‘k. of wild cat’.

1. Cf. Geez ?/Sawst, 2awsant ‘eagle, bird of prey’.
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5.3. *?a/usk-ay- ‘k. of canine or hyena’

Berb. *?usk-ay: Tazerwalt uskai | 1zayan usk-a | Iznassen uskai | Ahaggar osk-a ‘chien lévrier’.

Chad. *(Hu)sVk(-ay): W. *sik-: Dera siké(-ndyna) ‘dog crying nanna, hyena’ | C. *sak-ey:
Bana sdkd-td ‘jackal’, Bachama sakéy | Gudu sakay ‘dog’ | Afade ské ‘hyena’ | E. *(H)usk-ey:
Sokoro osk-en ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] (Stolbova 2009 #187 *sVk- ‘dog, hyena, jackal’).

Cush. E. *se(?)ek-: Yaaku seek-a ‘hyena’ [C. crocuta].

Omot. S. *2ask-i: Ari 2aksi (met.) ‘dog’'? | Ubamer aksi (met.) | Ongota ?aski ‘dog’.

A Cf. Kuliak: Nyangi sak ‘dog’.

» AADB 2716.

5.4. *ba?Vs- ‘k. of canine or hyena’

Egyp.: Copt. (Boheiric) boisi (f.) ‘vulpes’ [Vulpes sp.], ‘a desert animal, peut-étre hyéne’
[Hyaena hyaena] (Vycichl 1983).

Chad. W. *bVz-am- ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.]: Ngizim baZam-11 | Bade ?5-bZam-n.

Cush. N. *ba?as-: Beja ba?is-o ‘Fuchs, Schakal’ [Canis aureus].

> AADB 4248; EDE 1II 148.

5.5. *bawih- ‘k. of canine’13

Egyp. (BD) bh-n ‘k. of a dog’.

Chad. *bay/wH-: W. *bayH-: Tangale bay ‘dog’ I C. *bawH-: Chibak bou?-a, bith-d ‘Schakal’
[Canis aureus].

Cush. N. *bayH-: Beja bdyh-o ‘Schakal, Fuchs, Canis vulpes’ [Canis aureus, Vulpes vulpes)
I E. *bay-: LEC: Dasenech bay-c, pl. bay-a Gackal’ [C. aureus] I S. *bawih-: Iraqw, Alagwa
bah-a | Burunge bay-mo, pl. baw-u (< *bah-u, acc. to KM) ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] | Dahalo
bwéh-a ‘jackal’ [Canis aureus].'

Omot. N. *biw-:15 Yemsa biw-d ‘Schakal’ [C. aureus].

» AADB 3774; Blazek 2003: 241; EDE 1II 147, 282.

5.6. *¢Vd- ‘k. of canine or hyena’

(?) Sem. *gad-I- (with fossilized -I?): Arab. 3adla?- ‘chienne’ (BK 1 267).1

Chad. *gVd-: W.: Hausa gdo3-ée ‘dog’ | Ngizim gddd-miizdi'? ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.] |
C. *¢Vd- ‘dog’: Dghwede yad-i, géd-é | Guduf ydd-a | Mofu gad-éy Il E. *¢Vd- ‘dog’: Ndam gy
(<*¢Vyd-) | Somrai do-gd-a, pl. gérdd-¢ | Mokilko géd-e, etc.®

12 Cf. wiiksak ‘fox, jackal’.

13 Obviously related is the PAA verb *bwh- ‘to bark (dog)’: Sem. *n-bh: Akk. nabah-u, Hbr. nabah, Arab. nbh,
Gz. nabha, etc.; Eg. bhn; Chad. C: Bura mbwuha, E.: Kera bé?é; Cush. S.: Ma'a -boha (AADB 3774; cf. EDE II 282).
While the noun *bawil- refers to various kinds of canine and even hyena, the PAA verb speaks in favor of a do-
mesticated dog: it is unlikely that the PAA speakers had managed to preserve a special term for wild animals’
howling and yowling as a significant notion for over ten millennia.

4 Beja h may continue both AA *h and *f, *-h- in bdyho is confirmed by -h- in Tgr. biyhot, pl. bayhi with the
same meaning obviously borrowed from Beja; in W. Rift and Dahalo, /1 continues only AA *h, not *} (acc. to Takécs
2011: 115-16); however similar to the present root the S. Cush. forms may appear, they are to be regarded as a
variant root *bayh-; in Dasenech, both AA *h and * yield @.

15 Both PAA *h and *1 yield @.

16 In Lane II 392, it is quoted as fem. of *?a3dal- ‘the hawk or an epithet applied to the hawk’.

17 muzadi < Proto-Chad. *mVz- ‘man, male’.

18 In CED #196, rel. to g(V)HVd- ‘to bite’. Compared to Arab. gafd-at- ‘wolf’ referring to BK 1299 likely by mis-
take (there is no such meaning). In Lane Vol. 1: 11, there is ?abii 3afd-at- ‘the wolf’, but this is no more than just

239



Alexander Militarev, Sergei Nikolaev

Cush. E.: LEC *ged-all-: Oromo gedall-o ‘jackal’® [Canis aureus].
Omot. S. *qud-r-: Ari gudr-i ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocutal.
» AADB 353. Cf. HSED Ne856; CED #196.

5.7. *kur(-ay-) ‘k. of canine’

Sem. Eth. *karkur- (redupl.): Tgr. kurkur ‘dog’, kirakur ‘young dog’ | Tna. kurkur ‘puppy,
lion cub, whelp’.20

Berb. S. *a-ykar (met.): Ahaggar, Ayr, E. Wlm. a-ikar ‘jeune chien’.

Chad. *kuray- ‘dog’: W. *ku/aray: Hausa karé-e | Zaar kuraay-i | Guus kardy | Bokos kyar-a |
C. *ku/ir(ay)-: Fali-Kiria kér-i | Higi kur-é | Hildi kr-i | Lamang kirr-¢ | Gisiga kar-e | Dugwor
kir-d | Sukun kr-a | Bura kil-a | Buduma kal-i | Logone kl-e.?!

Cush. *kuray-: E. *kayr- (met.): SA *kar-: Saho kar-e?> | LEC *kayr-: Rendille kar | Baiso kerr-e
| Arbore kair, ker | Dasenech ¢ir | Dirayta herr-aa, etc. | Dullay *kar-: Gawwada haar-o | Harso
her-ol Tsamay kar-o, kar-ito ‘dog’ Il S. *kuray-: Alagwa to-koray-mo ‘bat-eared fox’ [Otocyon mega-
lotis] | Burunge ta-kuraa?-imo ‘wild dog’ [Lycaon pictus] | Ma’a kuri ‘dog’.

A Cf. Kanuri keri, Teda kedi ‘dog’.

» AADB 375; CED #455 (comp. to part of the Cush. terms and Tgr.), HSED 1434.

5.8. *kawit- ‘dog’

Chad. W. *kawt-: Hausa kiit-ii ‘dog’ (used only in one set phrase) | Bolewa kut-i | Dwot kat
| Wangday kat ‘dog’ (Jungraithmayr-Ibriszimow 1994).

Cush. *ku/it- ‘dog’ E. SA *kut-: Afar kut-a | LEC *kut-: Konso kit-a | Mashile hiit-a || S. *kit-:
Asa kit-e.

> AADB 2944.

5.9. *k“ihan- ‘dog’.%

Chad. *k“iHan- ‘dog’: W. *k“iHan-: Fyer k“en | E. *kany- ~ *kayan-: W.Dangla kany-a |
E.Dangla kany-a | Migama kdnny-a | Mabire kany | Jegu kiny | Birgit kdyay.

Cush. E. *k*than-: Yaaku kwehen ‘dog’.

Omot. *k“iHan- ‘dog’: N. *ku/iHan-: Wolaita, Gamu, Dawro, Zala, Malo, Dache, Koyra,
Zayse, Gimira (Bench) kyan | Yemsa, Bworo kan-a | Kafa, Mocha kun-ano | Dizi (Sheko) kean-u

| Mao (Hozo) kan-a, etc. || S. *kan-: Dime ken-¢, Galila kan-i.
» AADB 2195. Cf. CED #441 (Chad. and Omot.), HSED #1425, 1511.

5.10. *KV3im- or *KV3im- ‘dog’

Egyp. (MK) tzm (<*kV3Vm- or -3-) ‘dog’.

Berb. *a-Ku(r)zi/un: Siwa a-gurzoni, a-qurzini, al-gurazan, lu-grazén | Audjila a-yzin ‘dog’ |
Semlal i-kzin | Izayan a-kzin | Seghrushen a-gqqzin | Rif, Snus, etc. a-qzin ‘young dog, puppy’ |
Shawiya a-yarzul | Qabyle a-gZun ‘dog’.

(?) Chad. C. *kazim: Bura kazim ‘a male baboon, monkey, or dog’.

a figure of speech. Another comparison, with Qabyle agdi ‘dog’, is also wrong since it is from *aydi, the main Berb.
term for ‘dog’.

19 Cf. also Somali godgoddo ‘type of shark’.

20 Cf. wikaru, wikarya ‘fox’ < Saho wakari jackal’ [Canis aureus]?

2 <*kVr-in CED #455.

2 Cf. Saho wakari, Afar wakri jackal’ [Canis aureus].

2 Very likely related is Canarian *kun-: Gran Canaria cuna ‘dog’ | Tenerife cancha ‘little dogs’, cuncha ‘chien’
(-cha < *-ta is probably a diminutive suffix).
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Cush. C. *gizim- and *gi3im- ‘dog’: Bilin gidiy, pl. gizin | Khamir giziy | Khamta gdzay,
pl. gasary | Qwara gezen | Qemant gazay | Kailina gazay | Waag gizin | Falasha gazin | Aungi
gsén | Kunfal kassar.

A Cf. Sandawe gwece ‘wild dog’.

» AADB 2699.

5.11. *wahr- ‘k. of canine; hyena’2*

Egyp. (late) whr.t ‘Hiindin’ (prop. name) | Copt. ?uhor ‘dog’.

Berb. *a-wwur (<*a-wHur): Ahaggar d-gqur | E. Tawllemmet a-ggur | Ayr é-ggur ‘chacal’
[C. aureus]?.

Chad. *hayr- ‘dog’: C. *har-: Zina har-1.26

Cush. *warH- ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.]: E. *warH-ab-: LEC *warH-ab-: Konso oray-ta | Somali
waraab-e | Oromo waraab-esa | Rendille warab-a | Dirayta waraab-e | Dullay *war(H)-ab-: Gaw-
wada oraap-atte | Harso araap-icée | Gollango oraap-atte Il S. *war-: Ma’a war-é.

A Cf. Sum. ur [dog] (PSD, uncertain), ur, urs ur.ri ‘hairy animal, dog, lion, etc.” (EDS #2782),
ur ‘chien’ (LSF).

> AADB 3189.

5.12. *wans- ‘k. of canine’

Egyp. (OK) wns (met.) ‘wolf’ [Canis lupus].?

Berb. *wVssin (met. with redupl.) ackal [C. aureus]’: Ghadames wessin | Qabyle, Nefusa
ussen | Semlal ussan, etc.

Cush. E. *wass-: HEC *wass- (met. < *wans): Sidamo wos-i¢co | Kambatta wos-iccu | Burji
wacc-o, pl. wass-a ‘dog’? | Dullay *wos-: Gollango 0s-e ‘Hyanenhund; Lycaon apictus soma-
licus’ [Lycaon pictus].?

A Blazek 2008 cites NS parallels: Nara wos, Taman: Merarir wiis ‘dog’ which may be com-
parable with 4.3. *2aws- ~ *ya?s- k. of canine’ as well.

» AADB 291. Cf. Blazek 2007 #21.

2 Cf. NAA *harnag- ~ * hirquan- ~ *qurhan-: Sem. *harnag-: Syr. harnag-a ‘golden jackal’ [Canis aureus] (cf. also
Arab. 3arih-at- < *qarih-‘béte ou oiseau de chasse (chien, guépard, faucon)’); Canarian *hir(g)wan-: Palma hirguan
‘...demonio in figura d’uomo lanuto’, irvene ‘el demonio en figura de perro lanudo’, irvene ‘apparitions’, yrvene ‘el
Diablo’ (Wolfel 1965: 484, entry “Der Hund”); Chad.: C.*gurhan: Hildi garhay, ‘jackal’ [C. aureus], Musgu hérge,
Munjuk hirge ‘dog’, Musgoy gurnai, nurnai, Masa yurnaita, Banana gonira, E. *qurnV: Kera gornoy, Kwang gorény,
Kabalai gworrnay ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] (Jungraithmayr, Ibriszimow 1994: 107, 205; CED #224a.). The entire
bunch of synonyms with somewhat similar consonantal roots, or “root variants”, may point to an ancient tabooing
of a term denoting a special kind of canine.

* In Nait-Zerrad 2002: 856, placed under *gwr, though in Foucauld I: 480, the grapheme X (usually transliter-
ated as gg) is used; in Ahaggar tifinav it renders the voiced stop g originating from *-¢¢“ <*-ww < Proto-Berber and
Proto-Afrasian *w and thus opposed to the voiced velar fricative ¢ (rendered by °|') < Proto-Berber and Proto-
Afrasian *g. There are also such forms as the somewhat enigmatic Senhadja i-uhar, Ait Tuzin a-whar, Ait Warain
uhar, etc. ‘fox’, formally well compatible with this root but containing an unusual laryngeal, normally lost in North
Berber.

2% In Stolbova 2019 #153, the Zina term is combined under *iVr- jackal’ with Musgu hérge, Munjuk hirge ‘dog’
analyzed after H. Tourneux (personal communication) as *hir-ge ‘jackal+house’ (cf., however fn. 25 above) and
compared to the Egyptian and Coptic terms and Berber *-whar ‘fox‘ (see fn. 26) after EDE I: 144.

7 Cf. also NE 5 pl. ‘dogs pulling the ship of the Sun-god’.

% Cf. also Darasa walco, warsa with comments in BlaZzek 2007 #21: -r-/-I- originating via dissimilation of the
primary geminate.

2 Omot. N. *waysi: Haruro wayse, Mao (Hozo) wisi, (Sezo) wis(s)i ‘dog’ — probably borrowed from HEC.
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6. Felines

6.1. *2a3ur- ‘k. of feline, hyena or viverra’

Sem. *?a(n)dar-: AKk. azar-u (azzar-u) ‘lynx’ [Vulpes sp.] | Gz. 2anzar ‘wild cat’ [Felis silvestris].

Berb. S. *-zur-Vy ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae sp.]: Ahaggar td-hiir-i | Ayr, E. WIm. ta-zor-ay.

Chad. W. *3a?ur- (met.): Galambu zdr-om | Warji 3ara-wa$ ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] | Zul za?ir-i
‘like a hyena or civet’ || C. *3Vr-: Bachama 3ar-d | Bata 3ir-e | Buduma zazir-ma (redupl.) ‘leop-
ard’ [P. pardus] II E. *3ur- ‘id.”: Gabri 3ur | Mubi 3yir-ik.

Cush. E.: LEC *?adur(r)-: Oromo adurr-ee | Dasenech adur-e ‘viverra’ [Viverra sp.]® |l
(?) S. *31?Vr- (met.) ‘viverra’ [Viverra sp.]: Alagwa 3e?ir-a | Burunge 3iterar-e.3!

Omot. N. * 5i(?)ar-: Kafa yeer-oo, 3ir-o ‘viverra’ [Viverra sp.].3

» SED II No. 9; AADB 399.

6.2. *Sariw- ~ *Siraw- ‘k. of feline’

Sem. *$ariw: Arab. furw-at- ‘lion’ | Tna. waSro (met.) ‘leonessa’ (Bassano1918: 653) |
Mhr. 2dyr-i, pl. 2aréw-at | Jib. $ér-i ‘tom-cat’.

Berb. *Hawr- ‘lion’: Ghadames abur | Ahaggar, Ayr, E. WIm. a-har ‘lion’ (Prasse 1969 #362).

Chad. C. *Hiraw-: Musgu a-hirdw ‘leopard’ | Munjuk a-hraw ‘panther’.3

Cush. E.: LEC: Somali §#irr-i ‘tom-cat’.

A In spite of scarce representation, the relatively infrequent combination of radicals

seems to confirm the comparison. Note the same meaning in MSA and Somali (a borrowing?).
» SED II No. 41; AADB 2658.

6.3. *ba?ay- ‘leopard or lion’

(?) Eg. (MK) b3 (if <*bV?-) ‘panther’ [Panthera pardus].

Chad. *bay-: C.: Gude bwdy-a | E.: Mubi boy-d ‘leopard’ [P. pardus].
Cush. S. *ba?-: Dahalo ba?-i ‘lion’ [P. leo].3*

Omot. *bay- ‘lion’ [Panthera leo]: N.: Sheko bay-a | Nao bay-é || S.: Dime biy-u.
» Cf. EDE II 22.

6.4. *ba?is- ‘k. of feline (Felis silvestris)’

Sem.: Arab bass(-at)- ‘domestic cat’.35

Egyp. (OK) b%s.t.t, name of the cat-goddess Bastet.

(?) Berb. N.: Nefusa bisiu ‘gatto’ (isolated).

Chad. E. *bi(?)s- ‘cat’: E. Dangla biisi | Migama biisii.

Cush. N.: Beja bes-a, biss-a 'cat' || E.: HEC: Sidamo bas-u, bas-o ‘cat’? Il S.: Qwadza ba?as-iko
(plL.) ‘cheetah’.”

A The Nefusa and E. Chad. forms are likely inter-borrowings.
> AADB 4246; EDE 11 86-7.

% Sidamo adurre ‘cat’, Dullay *?adurr- (Dihina, Gollango aturre ‘wild cat’): the Sidamo and Dullay forms look
like Iws. from Oromo in spite of the difference in meaning.

31 The two W. Rift forms absent from Kiessling, Mous 2003 are cited in Dolgopolskiy 1973: 300 after Fleming.
32 A lw. <Cush.?

3 Acc. to CED 42, I in this language group can continue *§.

3 Cf. C. *?2ib- (metathesis?): Qwara ib-4, Qemant yiv-a ‘leopard’ [Panthera pardus] — rather a metathesis < *?ib-
than < *I-b suggested in EDE II: 22.

% Cf. Amh. biss ‘interjection pour chasser un chat’.

% Cf. also basurr-i ‘cat’ (composed < bas and Sur-? Cf. *$ur- ‘k. of feline’).
37 Cf. patas-iko ‘cat’.
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6.5. *da(?/y)m- ‘k. of feline’

Sem. *dam-, *dimm- and *dumam- (redupl.): Akk. (SB) dumam-u (tumam-u) ‘a wild animal’
(CAD d 179), ‘Gepard’ [Acinonyx jubatus] (AHw: 175) Il Arab. dam-, dimm-at- ‘chat’3s |l
Gz. domm-at | Tgr., Tna. damm-u | Amh. domm-it ‘cat’.

Chad. *dam-: W. *dam-: Yergum dam-uy ‘leopard’ [Panthera pardus] and *(?Vn-)da/um-: Sura
ndumii, Gerke damu, Ankwe tumu ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta]® | E. *dam- and *damd- (redupl.):
Lele 3em (< *dem-?) ‘caracal’ [Caracal caracal] | Sokoro ddmd-é (redupl.) ‘leopard’ [P. pardus].

Cush. S. *du?um- ‘leopard’ [P. pardus]: Iraqw, Alagwa, Burunge du?um-a | Asa du?um-ok |
Qwadza du?um-ayi.«

» SED II No. 70; AADB 350.

6.6. *giwar- ‘k. of feline’

Sem. *girr-, *qu/ary- and *girgVr- (redupl.): Akk. girr-u ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] || Phoen. gr ‘lion
whelp’ | Hbr. giir ‘cub (lion, jackal)’, gor (pl. only) ‘lion's cub’ || Aram. (D. Alla) gr ‘whelp (of a
fox)’ | Syr. gury-a ‘catulus (leonis, canis, suis, serpentis)’ | Mand. guri-a ‘whelp, cur, young
dog, pariah-dog’ I Arab. 3arw-, Jirw-, Surw- ‘petit de chien, de lion ou de toute autre béte car-
nassiere’#! || Tgr. gar3-an, pl. girigg-an ‘cub of lions or of leopards’ | Harari girgor-a (also gin-
gor-a) ‘leopard’.

Chad. *giwar-: W. *giwar-: Dwot gewar ‘an animal smaller than civet’ | C. *(?a-m-)gwar-:
Hwona ?am-nwara, 2a-nwara ‘cat’ | Fali-Muchella mun-gur-i | Fali-Bwagira mun-gwur-?in ‘wild cat’.

Cush.# (a) E. *gir- ‘cat’: LEC *gir-: Dirayta kiro-ta | HEC *gir-: Burji giraa?w-ee (met.
<*Pa-giraw-?)* and (b) *gar-m- ‘lion’ [Panthera leo]: LEC: Konso karm-aa | Dirayta karm | HEC:
Burji gdrm-i | Dullay: Gawwada-Dalpena, Harso, Dihina, Gollango kdrm-o.

Omot. (a) N. *gawar- ‘cat’: Zala gawar-ya | Dawro, Zaysse garaw-a | Malo, Gamu, Dace gawa-ra
| Zaysse garaw-a | Koyra giraaww-e?* and (b) N. *gar-m- ‘lion’ [P. leo]: Zaysse, Koyra garm-a.*

» AADB 2629; cf. SED II No. 82.

6.7. *labi?- ‘lion’46
Sem. *labi?-: AKK. labb-u (lab?-u, lab-u) | Ugr. [b?-u ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] || Hbr. labi(?) ‘lioness’
I Sab. Ib? ‘lion, lioness’ | Arab. luba?-at-, labu?-at-, libw-at-, etc. ‘lionne’.

3% Regarded by some authors as a lw. from Gz.

¥ Cf. also Hausa ddmis-a ‘leopard’ and Berb. Tuareg damas-a ‘panther’(obviously inter-borrowing) with non-
etymological -s-.

4 Beja 3imo, dimmo ‘cat’ — perhaps < Eth. or Arab. Cf. Bilin dommu (pl.), Qwara damyad, Qemant damaya ‘cat’;
whether the Eth. term is the source of the Agaw one or the latter is inherited is hard to decide; SA *dumm-: Saho
dummu, Afar dumoo ‘cat’ can be Ethiopisms or genuine terms. LEC: Somali dummad ‘cat’ is likely < Arab. or Amh.
HEC: Hadiya aduuna, adun-co, Kambatta adan-éu, adani-ta ‘cat’, both <*?a-da/un-t-, likely <*?adum-t-, are probably
genuine.

4 Cf. Arab. 3arwal- ‘serwal, lynx’ [Caracal serval, C. caracal], likely related with fossilized -/ suffixed.

# Cf. S. Cush.: Dahalo 7giiro ‘small black longtailed rodent’ (<*?a-ngur-?).

# Sasse (1982: 85) compares it with a completely identical Koyra word; one of the two words is undoubtedly
borrowed, but which one is hard to decide. The ending in - ? seems uncommon in both languages.

4 See fn. 170.

% While the difference in stem patterns in E. Cush. *gir- and N. Omot. *gawar- ‘cat’ more than likely points to
a common origin, full similarity in reflexes of *gar-m- ‘lion’ likely implies borrowing (in either direction).

4 Cf. metathetic (?) *ribal- attested in Arab. and Chad., either to be reconstructed at the NAA level or a result
of independent parallel processes, accounted for by a very low compatibility of / and r in most AA languages:
Sem.: Arab. ribal- ‘lion; féroce, rapace (loup)’ and Chad.: W.: Sura rebal ‘wild cat’, (?) Hausa rdbbi (with the fallen -1?),
C.: Zeghvana érval, Glavda drovar-e, Gava Purwvar-a, Lamang drvdr-é, E.: Somrai larb-3 (met.) ‘leopard’ [Panthera pardus].
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Egyp. (OK) rw* sbw, inscription under the image of a lion* | Copt.: Bohairic, Sahidic laboy
‘lion; bear’ [P. leo; Ursus arctos].

Chad. *la/ib-: W. *lab-: Tangale lab-ata (f.) ‘lioness’ [P. leo] I C. *(?a-)lib-ar-*° ‘lion’ [P. leo]:
Hwona lifar-i | Margi ha-livar-i | Chibak ?a-lvar-i | Kilba [évar-i | Kapsiki nivér-i (dissim.) |
Higi-Nkafa livér-i | Gude livyar-d.

Cush. E*lu/ib- ‘lion’ [P. leo]: SA *lub-ak-: Saho, Afar lubaak | LEC *lib-ah-: Somali libah |
Jiddu libdah-u.

A Cf. PIE *liw- ‘lion’.

» SED II No. 144; HSED 1636; EDE I 61; CED #555. AADB 2279.

6.8. *layc- ‘k. of large feline’

Sem. *layt- ‘lion’ [Panthera leo]: Hbr. layis | Aram.: Sam. Iyt | Jud. lét-a, layt-a || Arab. layt-.

Chad. *li¢-: W.: *lis-um: Sura lusum | Chip lisim ‘leopard’ [P. pardus].>

Cush. N. *lolis (redupl.): Beja lolis, nolis (dissim.) ‘cat’.

» AADB 2646; cf. SED II No. 147.

6.9. *mary- or *mayr- ‘k. of feline’

Sem. *namir- (<*na-mir- or *na-mayr- with the fossilized prefix) ‘leopard’ [Panthera pardus]:
AKk. nimr- (nammar-) ‘panther’ | Hbr. namer ‘leopard, panther’ I Aram.: Anc., Off. nmr | Bibl.
nomar ‘panther’ | Mand. namar (nimar, namr) ‘leopard’ | Sab. nmr ‘leopard, panther’ | Hdr. nmr
‘panthere’ || Arab. nimr- ‘panthere’, namir- ‘1éopard, panthere’ I Gz. namr | Tna., Tgr. nabri
‘leopard’ | Amh. nimr, nibar 5! ‘lynx’ [Caracal caracal] | Sel. nidwar | Wol. néwr .52

Egyp. (OK) m3y ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] (if < *mVry).

Chad. *mary- and *mumur-/*murum- (redupl.): W. *mumur-: Dera miimur-u ‘cheetah’ [Aci-
nonyx jubatus] | Polchi mur ackal’ [Canis aureus] | Bokkos muriim | Sha, Daffo-Butura muriim
‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] I C. *mary-: Mafa mariy-zélé ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] | Lame mer ‘serval’
[Caracal serval], méri-dn ‘wild cat’ | Peve méri-dn ‘Id.’ | Zime-Dari mier ‘genette’ [Genetta sp.].

Cush. (a) *mary-, *mawir- and *marir- (redupl.): E.: LEC *mawr-: Oromo mor-¢ ‘civet(-cat)’
[Civettictis civetta] | Dasenech mor ‘lion, leopard’ Il S. *mir- and *marir- (redupl.): Gorowa marir-ika
‘leopard’ [P. pardus] | Alagwa mariy-amo ‘wild cat’ | Asa mer-ok ‘lion’ [P. leo]; (b) N. *mir-al-: Beja
miral-ai ‘cheetah’ [Acinonyx jubatus] | E.: Dullay *mir-I-: Tsamai mirle ‘leopard’ [P. pardus].5

A Cf. NS *mEr ‘leopard, lion, cat’; Songhay mar id.; ESud.: Nandi merindo, Suk meril ‘leop-
ard’; Kuliak: Nyangi merihl id.; SNil.: Tatoga marir-d, Suk meril, Sogoo melil-to (quoted in EDE
III: 37). In spite of the striking similarity between these and some of the AA forms, all seem
genuine in their families.

» AADB 2305; SED II No. 164. Cf. HSED 1760 and EDE III 37, 134-5.

6.10. *sawr- and *sarw- ‘k. of feline’
Sem. *Sur-an- ~ *sinnawr- (met.) ‘wild cat’ [Felis silvestris]: Akk. suran-u ‘wild cat’ I Aram.:
Anc. $rn ‘wild cat’| Jud. Sunnar-a, siran-a ‘cat’| Syr. siron-a ‘felis; mustela, animal quod vorat

¥ Eg. rw (Pyr.) is also ‘lion’ (unless < *IVw) < *(?a-)rVw- ‘k. of large feline, lion’ not quoted here since it is
rather a NA than a PAA root (with only one parallel in SA: Cush. E.: LEC: Somali 4r ‘lion” which is probably not
enough for a reconstruction at the PAA level).

4 Also (18 Dyn.) ?by ‘panther’ [Panthera pardus] (if <*IVb(V)y-).

49 With the extension -ar — acc. to CED #555, a marker of harmful animals.

% Cf. metathetic E. *?a-¢il-: Bidiya ?acil-o ‘serval’ [Caracal serval].

51 The parallel variant root *nabr- in Mod. Eth. is likely a result of dissimilation by nasality.

32 Mhr. ndmer ‘leopard, tiger’ and Hrs. nemr ‘leopard’ are likely Arab. lws.

% S. Omot.: Ongota mirila, morle ‘serval, genet’is a Iw. from Tsamai.
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gallinas’, sinar-a ‘felis’| Mand. sunar-a ‘cat’ | Arab. sunnar-, sinnawr- ‘chat’ | Mhr. sanndwr-at,
Hrs. sennor-eh | Jib. sinér-t | Hbt. sanndor-at ‘cat’.>*

Chad. *sawar-: W. *sa(w)r- and *sasar-, *sawawr- (redupl.): Hausa sar-a, sawawar-a ‘civet’
[Civettictis civetta] (Cosper 1994 #264)% | Polchi siSer ‘smaller than civet’ | Daffo-Butura suwir
‘Wildkatze’ [Felis sp.] || E. *sawar ~ *sarar-: Tumak sawar ‘chat doré’ [Caracal aurata] | Dangla
saraar-a ‘panthere femelle’ [Panthera pardus].

Cush. E. *sarw- and *warwars- (redupl. and met.): Dullay *sar-iko: Gawwada, Gobeze, Harso,
Gollango sar-iiko ‘leopard’ [Panthera pardus] | Yaaku warwars-an (met.) ‘serval’ [Caracal serval].

Omot. N. *sawr-: Ganjule sSuur-o ‘cat’.%

» AADB 2651; SED II No. 206.

There are two more terms for large felines reconstructed by Vaclav Blazek (2013) and
qualifying as PAA according to the present paper’s criteria (representation in both NAA and
SAA branches): *camik/y/h- (Cush. C., E.; Omot. N.; Chad. C., E.) and *3i(n)g-(um)- (Arab.;
Cush. E,; Chad. W., C))

7. Other mammals (a selection)

7.1. *2V(n)éaw- ‘k. of smaller carnivoran or rodent’%”

Sem. *Pay(n)saw-: Akk. (OB on) ayas-u ‘weasel’ [Mustela sp.] | Gz. ?ansaw-a, ?ansew-a,
fansow-a ‘mouse’>® and ‘weasel’ [Mustela sp.] | Tna 2ancow-a ‘rat, mouse’ | Tgr. Sansay, 2ansay, |
Ambh. ay(a)t ‘mouse’.

(?) Berb. S. *-dVway: Ayr, E. WIm. e-dowi jerboa’ [Dipodidae sp.].

Chad. W. *(Ha-)Ciy-: Hausa ciy-0 ‘field rat’ | Sayanchi aacd ‘mouse’ Il C.: Musgu ausi ‘Maus’.

Cush. C. *?i(n)éaw-: Bilin insuw-aa | Khamir iecuw-aa | Khamta acuw-aa | Qemant yesw-aa |l
Aungi enc-aa | Damot inc-ii ‘mouse’ | E.: LEC *wawa¢- (met.): Oromo wawwac-oo ‘mongoose’
[Herpestidae sp.].

Omot. N. *?i(n)éaw- ‘rat’: Wolaita uca-a | Kafa i¢o-o | Bworo inco-o, iinc-a | Gimirra uc/c |
Dizi (Sheko) ii¢¢-o.

» SED II No. 26; AADB 379.

7.2. *2andaw- ‘mouse’

Chad. C. *ma(n)dVw (likely < coll. *ma-?a(n)daw-) ‘rat’: Mofu m-anduw-dy | Gisiga m-onduw-an
| Muktele m-ddaw-d | Matakam m-uduw-a.

Cush. E. *2andaw-: SA *2andaw-: Saho andow-a | Afar andaw-aa ‘mouse, rat’.>

» AADB 285.

7.3. *?ar- ‘hare’
Sem. (a)*?ar-an-: Arab. (pl.) 2aran™ |l Jib. 2ern-i ‘hare’ [Lepus sp.];%° (b) *2ar-n-ab- ‘hare’ [Lepus sp.]:
Akk. (OAKk. on) arnab-u (annab-u) | Hbr. 2arnib-it | D.-Alla ?rnb-n (pl.) | Syr. ?arnab- |

3 The MSA forms can be Arabisms.

% Boghom sawawara ‘like a hyena or civet’ is most likely < Hausa.

% Jsolated in Omotic but, perhaps, genuine: borrowing from E.Cush. semantically and phonetically improbable.

7 *-¢ instead of *-¢ is reconstructed mainly based on the Berb. forms: if they belong here, 4 can continue AA *¢
(beside AA *f) but not *c. In Akk. and Eth., as well as in Oromo, reflexes of *¢ and *c coincide; in Chad. they re-
main obscure in the intervocalic position (but coincide in Hausa); the Agaw and Omotic reflexes are contradictory.

% Also hansaw-d, hans-e id. with the fossilized prefix -

% Cf. LEC *2antu-: Oromo antu-ta ‘mouse’.

60 Cf. also Aram.: Syr. 2arnafi 'mus magnus', perhaps related with a non-etymological -£.
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Arab. 2arnab- | Gz. 2arnab | Har. harbaiiii-o (met.) | Gur. *arbiiiii-i (met.)®* | Hbt. harniib |
Mhr. harndyb | Hrs. heyneb. 6>

Egyp. (old) wn ‘hare?’ 3

Chad. (a) *?2arn-: W.: Hausa dnnd-ko (assim.) ‘a variety of small hare’ [Lepus sp.];%
(b) *2a(n)bar- (met.) and *nabir- (> *ribun-): W. *2a(n)bar-: Gerka tu-bbar® | ti-baar (<*ti-ba?ar or
*ti-?abar) | Dera bur-kitv || C. *bir-: Kapsiki vir-a ‘rabbit’ [Lepus sp.] | Podokwo vitvr-a ‘lapin’
[Lepus sp.], etc.; *nabir- and *ribun- (both met.) ‘hare’ [Lepus sp.]: Wandala navir-e | W. Margi
ta-ribuna | Malgwa navire | Wandala navir-e | E.: Mobu ti-bér ‘rabbit’ [Lepus sp.] | Mubi hom-
bur-o ‘rabbit’ [Lepus sp.].

Cush. *?ar-: N. *?ar-: Beja ar-aat ‘young hare, leveret’ || C. *b/mintil/r- (met. < *ta-rnab-)
‘hare, rabbit’ [Lepus sp.] | Bilin méntild-ri | Khamtanga bitl-a | Qemant bintir-a (Appleyard
2006: 79-80) Il S.: Alagwa 2orh-6o | Burunge ?oro?-oo ‘big hare sp.” [Lepus sp.].

A Cf. PKoman *warVn- ‘hare’. Multiple assimilations and metatheses may be due to poor
compatibility of *r and *n in the same root, while various root extensions may be accounted for
by assuming tabooing of the hare’s name as an object of hunting or a totem.

» SED II No. 14, AADB 3477; EDE I, 44; Stolbova 2019 #26; CED #11.

7.4. *bawr - ‘k. of a large carnivorous animal’

Sem. *ba(r)bar- (redupl.):%¢ Akk. barbar-u ‘wolf [Canis lupus] I Arab. babr- (pl. bubiir-)
‘espece de chacal qui conduit le lion sur la piste de la proie’ [C. aureus], ?al-barbar- ‘lion’ [Pan-
thera leo].®”

Berb. *barr-an: Ahaggar d-barr-dn ‘chat sauvage’ (not in Foucauld 1951-52) | Shilh a-br-an
‘wild cat’®® | Shilh a-bayrr-u ‘fox’ (Nait-Zerrad 1998: 146).

Chad. *bawr-: W. *bawr-: Hausa bir-ii ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] | Sura m-b33r | Angas bwar
‘lion’ [P. leo] | Mupun pupwodr | Tangale par-i ‘cheetah’ [Acinonyx jubatus] | Ngamo barayr-iya
(redupl.) ‘wild animal’ | Zul m-bor-i | Fyer ?m-bwaar ‘lion’ [P. leo] | C. *ma-bawr-: Bura mo-bul-u
(I <*r) | Mwulien mbiir-mo | Bachama mbur-umay ‘hyena’ [C. crocuta] | Mofu md-bdr- ‘panther,
lion’ [P. pardus, P. leo] | Gisiga mo-bor ‘lion’ [P. leo] I E. *bawr-: Dangla buur-i ‘lion’ [P. leo] |
Migama béor-i | Bidiyo bdor-e | Mubi bor-i ‘hyena’ [C. crocuta] | Birgit bar-d | Toram bar-a
‘jackal’ [Canis aureus].

Cush. *bawr-: S. *bawr-: Dahalo bor-a ‘any dangerous animal’.®

A Cf. Sum. urbara [wolf], wr. ur-bar-ra; ur-bar; ur-bar-ras; ur-ba-ra; ur,-bar-ra (PSD), “bar.ra,
ur.bar, ur.bar.ra ‘wolf’ [Canis lupus] (EDS: 304), ur-bar-ra-k, ur-bar-ra s. ‘loup’ (LSF). Cf. P.Masai
*-barie jackal’ [C. aureus].

» AADB 1863, 2621. Cf. HSED 246; EDE II 22, 148 and Stolbova 2021 #281 (compared
to Berb.: Ghadames a-bur, Ghat ahar, Ahaggar a-har, etc. ‘lion‘; comparison debatable).

61 All of the above Eth. forms were considered Arabisms by Leslau (Leslau 1987: 38), though it seems correct
only for Gz. Cush. E.: HEC: Burji (h)irbdan-coo ‘rabbit’ [Lepus sp.] and Omot. N.: Wolaita hirbaan-e ‘hare’ [Lepus sp.]
are Eth. loans.

62 In MSA, h- is an article before *?-. Cf. also Ugr. 2anhb ‘hare ?” (more likely ‘snail’) and Arab. karnab-,
Gz. karnab ‘hare’ obviously related with enigmatic *k-.

63 The hieroglyph for wn depicts a hare; acc. to EDE I: 44, perhaps < w’n <*wrn.

¢ Acc. to CED #11, < *Parnau-k- < *Parnab-k-, assim.; however, there are no traces of -u-. Likely related is C.:
Gude urind (<*?urin-) ‘type of mouse or rat’.

6 Acc. to CED #11, <*tu-nbar-, with metathesis and assimilation.

¢ Cf. Sem. *bVrbVr- ‘to hawl, roar’.

67 Cf. also hubayrat- ‘hyene’ [Hyaena hyaena].

6 Both quoted in EDE II 21, not in Nait-Zerrad 1998.

% Yaaku barié ‘jackal’ [Canis aureus] is a Iw. from Masai.
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7.5. *¢ap- ‘k. of smaller carnivoran or rodent’

Sem. *tap-an- ‘rock hyrax’ [Procavia capensis]: Hbr. sapan ‘rock badger, hyrax, dassie’
[P. capensis] || Mhr. tofon, Jib. t3fun ‘rock hyrax’ [P. capensis].

(?) Chad. W.: Boghom sop” ‘rabbit’ [Lepus sp.].

Cush. *¢ap-: E.: LEC: Oromo Suff-ee” ‘k. of badger, ratel’ [Mellivora capensis] Il S. *¢ap-: Bu-
runge caap-u ‘ground squirrel’ [Spermophilus sp.] | Alagwa cap-ui ‘civet’ [Civettictis civetta].

Omot. N. *$if-: Kafa sif-0 ‘faina (beech marten)’”? | Dizi (Sheko) simf-a7 ‘mouse’.

> AADB 3908; SED II No. 240.

7.6. *dab- ‘k. of large animal’

Sem. *dabb- (redupl.) ‘bear’ [Ursus arctos]: Akk. dab-u (dabb-u) | Hbr. dob | Aram.: Syr.
debb-a Il Arab. dubb- || Gz., Tgr., Amh. dabb, etc.

Egyp. (OK) db ‘hyppopotamus’ [Hippopotamus amphibius].

Chad. *dab(b)-: W. *dabb-: Hausa ddbb-a | Ngizim dabb-a ‘wild animal’’* | Boghom tiip7
‘hyppopotamus’ [Hippopotamus amphibius] | Pero deb-a ‘hyena’ [Crocuta crocuta] | Ngamo dab-on
‘lion’ [Panthera leo] || C.*dVb-: Gudu dov-an ‘lion’ [P. leo], div-a ‘leopard’ [P. pardus].

Cush. S. *dab-: Dahalo dabi ‘animal, game’.

Omot. N. *dab-: Gimirra dodba (redupl.) | Ganza dwob ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] | S.: Ari de(e)b-1 |
Hamer dab-i, dab-i ‘wild animal’.

A Cf. Proto-Kuliak *dob- ‘rhinoceros’.

» AADB 282. SED II No. 65.

7.7. *safik™- ‘k. of lesser animal’

Sem. *SikVk- (redupl.): Akk. (OB on) sikk-ii ‘mongoose’ [Herpestidae sp.] | Amh. sakokk-o
‘rock hyrax’ [Procavia capensis].

Chad. C. *sikw-: Pizimbi $ékw-a ‘squirrel’ [Sciuridae sp.] | Logone swék-a, stiwék-a (met.)
‘ground squirrel’ [Spermophilus sp.].

Cush. E.: Dullay *$ak-t- ‘chameleon’ [Chamaeleonidae sp.]: Gawwata sah-to | Gollango Sah-to.

Omot. N. *Sak-:7 Wolaita Sak-aanca ‘chameleon’ [Chamaeleonidae sp.]”” | Kafa saksak-o (re-
dupl.) ‘pipistrello’ (Cerulli 1951: 496) Il S. *sik-: Dime sik-u ‘bat’ [Mlicrochiroptera sp.].

» AADB 2653. Cf. SED II No. 193.

7.8. *3a?ib- ‘k. of scavenger’

Sem. *di?tb-: AKKk. zib-u ackal’ [Canis aureus]; ‘vulture’ [Gyps sp.] | Hbr. za?eb || Aram.: Off.
deb, dyb | Jud. deb-a, zib-a, zéb-a | Syr. deb-a ‘wolf’ [C. lupus] | Mand. zab-a, dib-a | Arab. di?b,
dib- ‘loup; chacal’ [C. lupus, C. aureus] | Gz. za?b | Tna. zab?-i’® | Amh. 3ab ‘hyena’ [Hyaenidae
sp.] I Jib. dib | Soq. dib ‘wolf’ [C. lupus].”

Egyp. (Pyr.) z?b jackal’ [C. aureus].

70 s- may continue *¢.

71 If the theory that *¢ > Oromo f is correct, perhaps *¢ > Oromo § before a labial, cf. “s did not become f before
a labial” (PEC 33).

72 An erroneous determination: martens (including beech-marten [Martes foina]) do not inhabit Africa.

73 With insertion of -n-.

74 These forms are arabisms, acc. to some authors; however, this form with the meaning ‘wild animal’ is not
attested in Class. Arab.

75 Regular devoicing.

76 Cf. also Kachama sikaale ‘wild cat’.

77 Borrowed from or into Dullay.

78 Tgr. zab?i likely from Tna.

7 It is not clear whether the MSA forms are genuine or Arab. lws.
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Chad. *3ab-: W. *3ab3ib- (redupl.): Hausa 3ib3ib-ta ‘vulture’ [Gyps sp.]® || E. *3abiy- ‘hyena’
[Crocuta crocuta]: Migama 3dbiy-d | Bidiya 3ébey-gi.

Omot. *zab-: N. *zab-: Basketo zobba, zop (-p <*?b-?) | Male zobi ‘lion’ [Panthera leo] | Gimirra
e-zub-ay ‘cat’ | S. *zab- ‘lion’ [P. leo]: Ari zob, Zobba | Hamar zob-o | Dime zof.®!

> AADB 284; HSED #2660; SED II No. 72.

8. Birds (a selection)

8.1. *bar- ‘k. of bird (pigeon, partridge)’

Sem. *bar- and *barbur- (redupl.): Hbr. barbur ‘a bird fattened to be eaten by king Solomon’
I Tna. bar-eto, bar-ito, bar-ito ‘turtledove’ [Streptopelia sp.], bar-o ‘k. of turtledove’ | Amh. bar-et,
bar-eto ‘pigeon, dove’ [Columba sp., Streptopelia sp.].

Egyp. (old) b7 (if <*bVr) ‘kind of bird, black stork, jabiru’ [Ciconia sp.].

Berb. *barr-: E. Wlm. ta-barr-ut ‘caille d’Europe’ [Coturnix sp.] | Senhadja, Rif a-barr-an
‘perdrix male’ [Perdix sp.] | Qabyle burur-u (redupl.) ‘owl’ [Strigiformes sp.].

Chad. *bar- and *barbir- (redupl.)-: W. *?V-(m-)bVr- and *bVrbVr-: Hausa bi/urabit-a ‘quail’
(Bargery 1934) [Coturnix sp.], baruu ‘pigeons’ [Columba sp.] | Kirfi mbir-t1 ‘dove’ [Streptopelia sp.]
| Jimbin a-bur ‘crested crane’ [Balearica regulorum] | Ngizim bar-i- ‘domestic pigeon’ [Columba
livia] II C. *birbVr-: Bura biber-wi ‘k. of bird’ || E. *barr- and *birbir-: W. Dangla bdar-é (m) ‘per-
drix (Francolin)’ [Perdix sp.] | E. Dangla barr-é (f.) ‘perdrix’ [Perdix sp.] | Bidiya birbir-iny (f.)
‘caille’ [Coturnix sp.].

Cush. *bVr-: E.: HEC *bur-: Burji biir-o ‘partridge, dove’ [Perdix sp., Streptopelia sp.] I S. *m-bar-
and *bambar- (redupl.): Iraqw bambar-é ‘hoopoe’ [Upupa sp.] and biir-i§ ‘pytilia bird’ [Pytilia sp.]
| Dahalo mbar-e ‘egret’ [Egretta/Ardea sp.].

A Cf. Sum. buru [bird], wr. buru/mse, burug,m<" ‘crow; a bird of prey or a vulture’ (PSD),
burus, bury ‘crow’ (EDS #385), buruymser ‘corbeau’ (LSF).

» AADB 2228; SED II No. 61; cf. HSED Ne 293, EDE 1II 431-2, Stolbova 2021 #274, 274a
(comp. to Eth. Burji, Senhadja, Rif).

8.2. *ciras- ‘k. of bird’#2

Sem. *§Vssiir- (met.):3 Akk. issir-u || Ugr. §sr [fusstiru] ‘bird (gen.); domestic fowl, poultry’.s

Chad. *¢Vr-: W. *cury-: Hausa ciry-i ‘parakeet’ | Polchi ciir-a ‘hawk’ || E. *sar- and *sarsir-
(redupl.)-: Dangla sarsir-o ‘bird of prey’ | Bidiya sdr-a ‘épervier’ [Accipiter sp.].

Cush. *cirr- and *cicir- (redupl.) ‘red-billed oxpecker (Buphagus erythrorhynchus)’: C *carrur-:
Bilin carriir-a ‘Madenhacker’ [B. erythrorhynchus] | E.: SA *carra$-: Saho ¢ards, carra§ ‘Maden-
hacker, buphaga erythrorchynchus’ [B. erythrorhynchus] | LEC *cirr-: Oromo c¢i/err-ii ‘k. of bird,

8 Supported by a similar meaning shift in Akk.

81 Cush. N.: Beja diib ‘wolf’ is probably an Arabism. HEC: Sidamo doob-i¢¢o, Kambatta zob-eccu, Tambaro
zob-eco ‘lion’ are likely to be borrowed from S. Omot.

82 Egyp. (Pyr.) dry.t ‘kite’ compared (if <*cry) in SED II No. 43 is not related due to lack of § whose presence in
this root is confirmed by both Sem., Saho and S. Cush. forms.

8 Cf. also Arab. Susfiir- ‘any small bird’, Malt. (gh)asfiir (<*Sasfiir-), Hbt. asferdot ‘small bird’, Jib. Sesférdt, Soq.
Sasferoh ‘bird’ (perhaps a result of contamination between *§Vssiir- and *sVp(p)Vr- see SED 1II No. 212).

8 Tgr. Conraf, Cornaf (met.) ‘a bird, Buphaga erythrorhynchus’ [Buphagus erythrorhynchus] and Tna. anraf
‘a bird a little larger than the thrush’ continue the common form *¢irraf- (with dissim. of -rr-), most likely
borrowed from Saho ¢arrdf with the same highly specific meaning Buphagus erythrorhynchus which can hardly be
reconstructed at the PAA or even PCu. level. Hence, attestation of the corresponding term in C. Cush. (Bilin),
E. Cush. and even S. Cush. (Dahalo) can only reflect a series of borrowings, probably with Saho as a primary
source, eventually related to S. Cush. (W. Rift and Asa) and, metathetically, Sem. (Akk. and Ugr. only) forms.
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sucks blood from cow; like hornbill’ [B. erythrorhynchus] | HEC *cirr-: Sidamo cirr-e ‘red-billed
oxpecker’ [B. erythrorhynchus] I S. *ciraf-: Iraqw, Gorowa cirf-i | Alagwa ciraf-a | Burunge
c¢iraS-a | Asa Sira?-a ‘bird’ (generic term) | Dahalo ¢i¢ir-a ‘tick bird’ [B. erythrorhynchus], cudr-e
‘sp. bird (Roller?)’.8>

(?) Omot. N.: Wolaita cer-aa ‘k. of bird’ (very likely a Cushitism).

» AADB 320; cf. HSED #1095 and SED II No. 43.

8.3. *dVr- ‘k. of bird’

Sem. *durar- (redupl.) ‘k. of bird’: Hbr. daror ‘a kind of bird (swallow, dove?)’ | Deir Alla
drr ‘subst. indicating bird: swallow or dove?’ I Arab. durr-at- ‘perroquet’ (BK 1, 682), ‘la per-
ruche a collier couleur de rose’ (Dozy 1927: I 428) [Psittacinae sp.] | Amh. dir(r)-ay ‘aquatic,
web-footed bird which has black or white plumage’ | Masqan darr-i ‘k. of bird’.%

Chad. *dawr- (or *daHur-): W. *du/ar- and *dVrdVr- (redupl.): Hausa diir-wi ‘lark-quail (Or-
tyxelos Meiffrenii)’ [Ortyxelos meiffreni] | Dera ddrir-u1 ‘type of swift nightbird’ | Seya dor-i
‘crown-bird’ [Balearica regulorum] | Buli dédér ‘weaver bird’ [Proceidae sp.] | C. *(n-)dawr-:
Mbara n-dor-o ‘green pigeon’ [Treron sp.] | Gude ddr-d ‘type of bird’ | E. *dVHur-: Somrai dur-é
‘hen’ | Tumak door ‘turtle-dove’ [Streptopelia sp.], der-i¥ ‘oiseau (nom générique)’.

Cush. *diruh-: N. *?an-dirh-: Beja andiirh-o ‘fowl’ || C. *dir(h)w-: Bilin diruw-a | Qwara,
Dembea dirh™-a | Aungi dir-i, etc. ‘cock, hen’ Il E.: SA *do/irh-: Saho door(o)h-o, diirh-o ‘Huhn,
Henne’ | Afar dorrah-e ‘hens’ | LEC *du(H)r-: Somali door-o | Jiddu duur-i ‘chicken, hen’ |
S. *di(H)r-: Dahalo déer-e ‘woodpecker’ [Picidae sp.].

Omot. N. *dVr-: Zergula der-i ‘chicken’, Chara deer-aa ‘rooster’,® Mao (Hozo) dory-a ‘bird’.

A Cf. Sum. dar [bird], wr. darmsen, dara ‘bird, black francolin’ (PSD), darm«er ‘black franco-
lin’ [Francolinus francolinus] (EDS #437), darm« ‘francolin’ (LSF). BlaZek (2003) also quotes NS:
Kunama doora, dorha ‘chicken’ (obviously a Iw. < Cush.) and, less convincingly, Nubian:
Kenuzi darbaid ‘hen’, etc. (probably a look-alike).

» AADB 1665; SED II No. 71. Cf. HSED Ne 748, Blazek 2003: 235 (the Agaw forms in g-
are erroneously mixed with the forms in d- quoted above).

8.4. *¢"ay- and *g“ag“ay- (redupl.) ‘k. of bird’

Sem. Eth. *¢*ag“-: (a) Gz. g“ag“a | Amh. gag-ano ‘swan, ibis’ [Cygnus sp., Threskiornithinae sp.];
(b) Gz. gug-a, g“ag-a ‘owl, nighthawk, raven’ | Tgr. g“agg“-a | Amh. g*ligg-a, g“ag™“-at ‘owl’ [Stri-
giformes sp.] | Gur.: Gyeto g“ag™-a, gug-a, etc. ‘night bird’.

(?) Egyp. dwy.t (sarc) ‘kind of bird’ (if <*qwy-t).

Chad. (a) *¢“ay-: C. *(?V-)giy-: Higi gyé, Mandara giy-¢, etc. | Gude ?i-ggi-nd ‘bird’, gyagy-a
‘hen’ I E. *quy: Somrai gui ‘partridge’ [Perdix sp.]; (b) *(n-)gag/k- (redupl.) ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.]:
W. *(n-)gag/k-: Gwandara ngank-a | Angas ngak (-k < *-g) | Pa’a gdag-a | C. *n-gag/k-: Buduma
n-gag-é | E. *gag -: Bidiya gaag-a | Mubi gak (dissim.?) | Mokilko gaag-u.

Cush. E. *qug/k-: SA *qugg- (redupl.): Saho, Afar gugg-a ‘hornbill’ [B. erythrorhynchus] |
LEC *gqug-: Oromo gug-e ‘dove’ [Streptopelia sp.] | HEC: *qug-Vn-: Darasa guug-en-3o, pl. guug-

% Both words probably borrowed, since * is expected to be preserved in Dahalo.

8 Cf. Gz. dorho, doroho ‘chicken’, Tgr. derho ‘chicken’, Tna. dirho ‘pollo, gallina’, Amh. doro ‘chicken’, Gog.
Sod. 3ird ‘hen, chicken’ borrowed from Cush. The non-etymological “extra” -h is equally unexplainable in both
Eth. and Cush. Cf. also Syr. darda ‘vultur’ [Gyps sp.]

8 From *dVHVr-, acc. to Caprile 1975: 123.

8 Both may be Cushitic Iws.
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enna ‘dove’ [Streptopelia sp.]*° || Yaaku goigui ‘bee-eater’ [Meropidae sp.] II S. *n-gVk- (dissim.):
Dahalo ygok-o ‘whydah bird’ [Vidua macroura].
A Cf. Kuliak *gwak- ‘bird’. Cf. also Sum. uga [raven], wr. uga™=", uga (PSD), ugam=e ‘crow,
raven, bird of pray’ (EDS #2693). Note special affinity between some Chad. and Dahalo forms.
> AADB 324, 2098.

8.5. *¢“am- ‘k. of bird’

Sem. *¢“am- and *¢“amg“am- (redupl.): Akk. (SB) gamgamm-u ‘a bird’ | Gz. gumgum-a
‘pelican’ [Pelecanus sp.] | Tna. g“ag“amm-a ‘bird which chirps when in numbers’, gum-a ‘large
vulture the neck of which is featherless’ [Gyps africanus] | Tgr. gumgum-a ‘esp. d’oiseau’.

Chad. *gam and *gamgim- (redupl.): W. *gam-: Polchi gam ‘eagle’ [Aquila sp.] | Sayanchi
gam ‘hawk’ [Accipiter sp.] | C.. Zulgo guwum, Gisiga gigim ‘owl’; E. *qumgi/um- ‘owl’:
W. Dangla, Migama giigum-o | Bidiya guugum-a | Mokilko guugim-a, Ubi guugtim, Mawa gugum
(cf. Stolbova 2011 #630).

Cush. N. *(?a-)gam-: Beja agam-a ‘seagull’ [Larus sp.] || E.: SA *qum-: Saho giim-a ‘der Adler’
[Aquila sp.] | Afar gum-a ‘vultures; white-backed vultures’ [Gyps sp.].

Omot. N.: Gimirra gyam ‘chicken’.

» AADB 2628; cf. SED II No. 78.

8.6. *(Sa-)qwir- ‘k. of bird’

Sem. *(Sa-)gawir-: Akk. (OB) igir-ii ‘heron’ [Ardea sp.] | Hbr. Sagir ‘short-footed thrush or
swift or wryneck (?)’ || D.-Alla §gr 'subst. indicating certain kind of bird’ I Arab 3awrak-*°
‘Struthiocamelus mas’ (Freytag 1833) [Struthio camelus].

Egyp. (late) gr-y ‘poultry’.

Chad. *gawir- and *girw- (met.): W. *gir-: Zar ger-i | Seya gér-i ‘hen’ I C. *girw- and *gagwir-
(redupl.): Matakam gigwor ‘cock’ | Munjuk gagray ‘guinea-fowl’ [Numida meleagris], yuguir-iy
‘hen’ | Mandara, Padukwo Zirrw-e | Uzam Zirw-e ‘ostrich’ [Struthio camelus] || E. *gawr-: Kera
gugur-i (redupl.) | Somrai goray ‘hen’ and gwir-a ‘heron’[Ardea sp.] | Dangla gar-¢ ‘duck’ [Anas sp.].

Cush. E. *gawr-ay-: SA: Saho gary-a, garaay | Afar goroyy-a | LEC: Somali goray | Boni korii,
koree ‘ostrich’ [Struthio camelus] | Oromo gogorr-ii (redupl.) ‘guinea fow!’ [Numida meleagris]°! |
S.: Dahalo ngdra ‘crested crane’ [Balearica requlorum].

A Cf. Sum. igira [heron], wr. igira,”" (PSD), igira, igiril ‘stork’ (EDS 1233).

» AADB 1931; cf. HSED #1053; SED II No. 29.

8.7a. *yura? - ‘crow’

Sem. *ya(r)yur- (redupl.): Akk. (OB) hahhur-u ‘a bird of the raven/crow family’.

Berb. S. *-yru-t: Ayr, EWIm. a-yrut ‘corbeau’ [Corvus corax] (otherwise <*k“ar- ‘crow, ra-
ven’ 8.13).

Chad. *yar- ‘crow’:2 W. *yaHar-: Sura goor-50 ‘Krahe’ | Zul yar-iti ‘crow’ | C.: Glavda
ydayahdr-a (redupl.) ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.] | Sukun yram-ak ‘pied crow’ [Corvus albus] || E. *?a-gr-
(met.): Ndam ?agr-a ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.].

Cush. *hura?- ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.]: C.: Qemant horay; S. *hura?-: Iraqw hwa?ari (met.) | Bu-
runge hwarar-iya (redupl.) | Alagwa hohora?i (redupl.) | Ma’a i-h/hure?-a (met.)

» AADB 2632; SED II No. 89; CED #300.

8 Cf. Dullay *?ag-it-: Warazi, Gobeze, Harso aag-ice, Tsamay ?aag’- ‘bird (generic)’.

% Non-etymological -k is probably due to contamination with Arab. yirnik- ‘grue’ (see in 8.7.3. *yurayk-an-).
1 Omot. N.: Koyra googgdra ‘partridge, quail’ < Oromo.

%2 Qur *y corresponds to # in Stolbova’s notation.
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8.7b. *yurayb- ‘crow, raven’

Sem. *(?a-)yarib- and *yurab-: AKk. arib-u (érib-u, héreb-u) ‘crow, raven’ [Corvus sp.] | Ebla
ha-ri-bu/i, [hla-ri-bii-um, gla-rli-bu [yarib-um/ ‘corvo’ [Corvus sp.] | Hbr. Soréb ‘raven’ [C. corax] |
Aram.: Syr. §iirab-a ‘corvus’ [C. corax] | Mand. Surb-a ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.] | Arab. yurab- 'corbeau
(tout noir); ‘corneille’ [Corvus sp.] | Mhr. ya-yardyb ‘raven’ [C. corax] | Jib. ?a-yaréb ‘raven, crow’
[Corvus sp.] | Soq. 24-Sreb ‘crow’ [C. corax], ‘Egyptian vulture’ [Neophron percnopterus].

(?) Egyp. (Lit MK) fbw ‘kind of bird?’ (if < *$?bw met. < *§rb).

Chad. E. *yurb-: Jegu gurb-ak ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.]*

Cush. E. *yurrub- (redupl.) ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.]: Dullay *kurrub-: Gawwata kurruup-akko |
Harso kurruup-icce | Galila kurruup-itte.%

> AADB 2632. Cf. SED II No. 89; HSED No1015.

8.7¢c. *yurayk-an- ‘k. of bird (crane, raven)’

Sem. *yurnayk- (met.): Akk. (SB) urnik-u, hurnik-u ‘Kranich’ | Arab. yirnik-, yurniik-,
yirnawk-, yurnayk- ‘grue’.

Chad. *n-gawrak- (met.)*> ‘crested crane (Balearica regulorum): W. *(n-)gaw(m)rak-: Hausa
gaurak-a, gamrak-a, garmak-a ‘(crested) crane’ [Balearica regulorum] | Karekare ngiraak-aa ‘crowned
crane’ [B. regulorum]® || E. *n-garak-: E. Dangla nark-o | Migama, Bidiya narak ‘(crested) crane’
[B. regulorum].

Cush. E. *hara(y)k-: HEC *haraken-t-: Darasa haraken-sa (pl.) | Sidamo harakess-a (assim. of
*-n-) ‘raven’ [Corvus corax] || Yaaku haryak-a ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.].

(?) Omot. S.: Ari kuraak (met.?) ‘crow’®” [Corvus sp.].

» AADB 2633; SED II Ne 91.

8.8. *k“ar- and k“arkay- ‘k. of bird’

Sem. *k*arkay- (redupl.): Akk. kurkil ‘goose’ [Anser sp.] | Aram.: Syr. kurkay-a ‘grus’
[Grus sp.], Jud. kurkay-a, Mand. kurki-a ‘crane’ [Grus sp.] || Arab. kurkiyy- ‘grue’ [Grus sp.] |
Gz. k*araki, korki ‘crane’ [Grus sp.]%

(?) Egyp. (Pyr.) #? (if < *kVr-) junger Vogel (Schwalben, Geier); junges Tier’.

Berb. *-kVr-t*: Ayr a-kra-t | E. WIm. a-kar-t ‘nestling, young of a bird | Ahaggar e-ker-t
‘young of ostrich’.

Chad. *k“ar-, *k“arkay and k“ark®ir- (redupl.): W. *k“ar-: Tangale k“ar-te, k*atr-¢ (met.)
‘guinea-fow!’ [Numida meleagris] | Polchi kor-a | Buli kir | Tala kwor, kor ‘hen’ | C. *kur-,
*k“arkay- and *k*Vrk®Vr- (redupl.): Mbara kiirakdy | Gude kiirdkii-ta | Lame korok-1i 'dove’ [Strep-
topelia sp.] | Mofu kwerekwer-e | Munjuk kor-o ‘duck’ [Anas sp.] | Sukur ta-kur ‘hen’ and ‘dove’

% Acc. to CED #300, not an Arabism as presumed in SED II No. 89, but a genuine Chadic word.

o+ Cf. also HEC-: Burji gurrub-a ‘crow’ which may be a Dullay lw.: in Burji *y > h is rather expected.

% Acc. to CED: 41, Sem. *y (conveyed ibid. by *¢) corresponds to what Stolbova reconstructs as P. Chad. *#i
(a symbol accepted in Chadic but not in AA studies to convey *) yielding *g- in W. and E. Chad. As for the velar
in the final position, all Chadic forms except Hausa may reflect *-k corresponding to *-k in the other AA branches;
Hausa, however, points to *-k, not *-k. One wonders if the Hausa term could have been borrowed from another
W. Chad. language and not vice versa; another possible explanation is the loss of “emphatization” in the position of
the fourth radical.

% Jimi gaurak-a, Ngizim goavdrak, varak ‘crown bird’ [B. regulorum] are probably loans from Hausa.

7 Reflexes of the extremely infrequent voiced uvular y in Omotic have not been reliably established.

% Claimed by some authors to be a series of borrowings: Aram. < Akk. < Sum.; Gz. < Arab. Neither is
convincing in view of the AA parallels.

9 Cf. Ayr ta-kirdw k. of bird’.
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[Streptopelia sp.] || E. *(?a-)ku(r))kir- (redupl.): Kera akdrkéro | Migama kokkér ‘duck’ [Anas sp.],
kiikkira ‘cock’ | Dangla kokira | Jegu kokoré | Mubi kokéréy ‘hen’.
Cush. *kar-: N. *ka(r)karr-: Beja kaakarr-et ‘hen’ || S. *kara?-: Qwadza kala?-eto ‘stork’ [Ciconia sp.].
Omot. N. *kur- and kurki-t- (redupl.) ‘partridge, quail’ [Cotornix sp., Perdix sp.]: Gamo kiir-acco
| Dorze kor-aco | Zergula kerk-ecce | Male karek-aco Il S. *kurki-t-: Hamar korikis-a.
A Cf. Sum. kurgi [goose], wr. kur-gim«en, kurku, , etc. (PSD), kur-gim«en ‘crane’ (EDS #1478).
» AADB 377; cf. SED II No. 117; HSED 1505; Stolbova 2011 #277.

8.9. *k*ay- and *k“ak*“ay- ‘k. of crow or bird of prey’

Sem. (a) *(?a-)kaw: AKk. (SB; LL) akkii | Aram. Jud. kaw-ta ‘owl’ [Strigiformes sp.] | Tgr.
kuw-a ‘raven’ [C. corax]; (b) *k“ak“ay- (redupl.): Gz. k*ak™-a | Tgr. kikay ‘corbeau a capuchon
blanc’ [Corvus albicollis] | Tna. k*ak™-a ‘crow, raven’ [Corvus sp.].

Chad. *kawiy-: W.: Bolewa kak-i (redupl.) ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.] I C. *kVwiy-: Mandara kuy-¢é
‘kite’ | Malgwa kiiniy-e ‘falcon’ [Falco sp.] | Zulgo kéwiy-¢é ‘eagle’ [Aquila sp.] | Zime kiw ‘falcon,
kite, eagle’ Il E.: Mokilko kdw-d ‘white dove’ [Columba livia domestica]'%.

Cush. *k*awk*ay- (redupl.): N. *kwikay-: Beja kwiikway, kiik(?)ay 'crow; raven' [Corvus sp.]10!
I E.: SA *kakaw-: Saho, Afar kaakoo ‘raven’ [C. corax].

Omot. N. *2an-ka(w)- ‘vulture’ [Gyps sp.]: Basketo dykd | Malo anko.

» AADB 2641. Cf. SED II No. 123, Blazek 2003: 262.

8.10. *k“a?ay- and *k“ak“ay- ‘k. of gallinaceous bird’10?

Sem. *kakay- (redupl.): Syr. kakay-ata (kokanto?) ‘gallina’.

Berb. *-ka(H)y-aw ‘cock’: Ghat i-kai | Ahaggar e-kahi, pl. i-keh-an | Ayr, E. Wlm. ta-kayy-a |
Semlal a-kiy-aw, pl. i-kiyaw-an ‘poussin’.

Chad. (a) *k“ay-: W. *k*ay-: Gwandara kwee | Sura kwéé | Angas ki ‘hen’ | Guruntum k“ay-a
‘cock’ II C. *kway: Buduma kiiy-¢ ‘partridge’ [Perdix sp.]; (b) *k“ayk®- (redupl.): W. *k“ayk®-: Dera
kiyok ‘goose’ | Fyer kukw-¢ ‘hen’ Il C. *kwak-: Gulfei kwaku ‘hen’.103

Cush. *kaway- and *kawkaw- (redupl.): N. *kaw: Beja kaw ‘Perdrix Erkelii’ [Pternistis erckelii]
I C. *kaway-: Bilin koy-a | Qemant kawiy-a ‘Frankolinus Erkelii’ [Pternistis erckelii] | E. *kawkaw-:
Yaaku koko ‘fow]’.

Omot. *kaway- and *kaykay- (redupl.): N. *(?a-)kayw: Male kai ‘bird’ | Yamma ako ‘chicken’
| Mao wake (met.) ‘fowl, chick’ | Chara aka | Kafa akko | Mocha akke || S. *kaykay-: Dime kéeki
‘partridge, quail’ [Coturnix sp., Perdix sp.].

» AADB 325. Cf. SED II No. 123; Blazek 2003: 261.

8.11. *k“a(?)r- ‘crow, raven’

Sem.: Eth. *k“ar- and *k“ak®“ar- (redupl.) ‘crow, raven’ [Corvus sp.]: Gz. kaker ‘crow’ | Amh.
k¥ara (kura) ‘crow, raven’ | Selti kure | Wolaita kuri | Gur. *k“ara ‘crow’.

Berb. S. *-kru-t-: Ayr, E. WIm. a-yru-t ‘corbeau’.

Chad. k¥ar- and kukar- (redupl.): C.: Podoko kokir-a | Cuvok k*nr-dw ‘crow’ || E.: E. Dangla
kir-é ‘esp. de corbeau noir’ | Bidiya kiiraag-a (met.; -g <*k by dissim.?) ‘black crow’ [Corvus sp.]
(cf. also *k“Vr- ‘hawk’, *kVr(V)r- ‘owl’ (Stolbova 2011 #406, 406b).

100 Cf. also Fali-Jilbu, Gulfei yukey ‘hen’.

101 Cf. Beja éke ‘Geier’ [Gyps sp.], eeki ‘white vulture, hawk’ [Gyps sp., Accipiter sp.].

102 Jt is hard to determine whether the present root is homonymous to 8.9. *k“ay- and *k“ak“ay- ‘k. of crow or
bird of prey’ or if both eventually originate from a common protoform.

103 Cf. also Chad. *kway(kway)-: W.: Tangale kwiyu ‘dove’, Seya kwok-kwok ‘weaver-bird’; also Kwang kéyo ‘bird’.
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Cush. C. *kur- and *kwakur- (redupl.): Bilin kiidgiir-a ‘der Rabe’1** | Khamta qur-d- | Qwara
qur-a | Qemant hor-ay ‘raven’ [Corvus corax] || Aungi kur-a ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.] || E.: LEC *kurr-:
Oromo kurr-uu | Bayso kur-a | HEC *kur?(-an)-: Hadiya koraan-ta | Alaba kur-a | Burji kor?an-co,
etc. ‘crow’ [Corovus sp.].

Omot. *kur- and *kuraak- (redupl.): N.: Wolaita kuur-uwa | Gamu, Zaysse kur-o | Dace kor-aa-Se
| Bworo a-koko-a | Kafa ku-re-ééo | Yemsa kur-a ‘crow’% |l S.: Ari kuraak ‘crow’ [Corvus sp.].

» AADB 1668; SED II No. 134.

9. Reptiles (selection)

9.1. *2achayl- ‘(big) reptile’

Sem. *?athaly- (met.) ‘a mythical reptile, dragon’: Syr. ?ataly-a ‘draco; stella, quae solem
tegens eclipsim efficit’ | Mand. fali-a ‘fictive dragon causing eclipse’ | Tgr. ?ashal-it ‘dragon’ |
Tna. ?asil-it, ?ashal-it ‘animale favoloso, di smisurata grandezza e della specie del coccodrilla’.

Berb. *Hassayl-: Ghat asil | Ahaggar dssel ‘serpent’ | Ayr asSel | E. Wlm. asSol ‘coulevre,
gros serpent’ | Mzab t-issel-t ‘vipere’.

(?) Cush. S.: Dahalo ti?ala (met.) ‘puff-adder’ [Bitis arietans].1%

Omot. *?/haylas- (met.) ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.]: N. *?aylas-: Wolane aylaas-uwa | Zala ay-
las-uwa | Dawro allas-o || S. *haylas-: Ari hayles-a.

» AADB 2606. Cf. SED II No. 20.

9.2. *bac- ‘snake, reptile’

Sem. *bat-am/n-: Akk. basm-u ‘a horned serpent’ [Cerastes cerastes]; the constellation Hydra’
I Ebla ba-sa-nu-um ‘k. of snake’ || Ugr. btn, btn-t ‘serpent, dragon’ || Arab. batan- ‘coulevre, ser-
pent’, butn- ‘genre de reptile’.

(?) Berb. *buc: Shenwa bus ‘ramper (serpent, escargots, insects)’.

Cush. E.: LEC *(?a-)bV¢-: Somali abes-o ‘kind of serpent’ | Oromo bof-a ‘snake’.

Omot. N. *bi?as- (met. < *?i-bas-?): Dizi (Sheko) bias-u ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.].

» AADB 2625, SED II No. 63.

9.3. *bat- ‘k. of snake or worm’

Sem. *batt-ir- and *buttay-m-: Akk. (SB) mu-battir-u ‘ein Wurm (?)’ I Gur.: Muher buttayam-at
| EZa Chaha butyam-at | Ennemor. butayim-ata | Gyeto butyim-ata ‘viper’.

(?) Egyp. btn.w, snake determinative.

Chad. *bat-ar-: C. *bat-ar-: Gudur batar-a and botor-o ‘vipere cornue’ [Cerastes cerastes] |
Gisiga botor-o ‘Art Brillenschlange’ [Elapidae sp.] | Daba m-burut-u (met.) ‘ver de Guinée, dra-
conculose’ Il E. *bVt-Vr-: W. Dangla bottor ‘petit vers parasite du mil (sur épis)’ | Mokilko bétér-é
‘Wiirmer (Eingeweide)’.

Cush. E.: LEC *biit- ‘puff-adder [Bitis arietans]: Oromo biit-1 | Dasenech biit-i? | Konso piit-
ota | Arbore biit-é.1%7

104 kfid is translated as ‘schreien, gakern’.

105 Acc. to Bender’s phonological correspondences, k- in Kafa and Yemsa can continue AA *k-.

106 t in Dahalo is usually considered to continue only AA *t —just as d is considered to continue AA *d. There
are a couple of cases, however, of Dahalo d likely corresponding to Sem. d < AA *3 (cf. fns. 19 and 109). Interest-
ingly, G. Takacs, the foremost authority on AA consonantal reflexes in S. Cush., leaves empty cells for Dahalo re-
flexes of AA *¢ and *5 in his table of correspondences between PAA and S. Cush. (Takécs 2011: 116).

107 HEC: Burji biit-e ‘puff-adder [Bitis arietans] and Golango piit-e ‘Speischlange (Naia nigricollis)’ [Naja
nigricollis] are loanwords from Oromo.
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Omot. S. *bVt-: Dime bet-d ‘lizard’.
» AADB 2626; cf. SED II No. 63.

9.4. *dawi?- ‘k. of snake or worm’

Sem.: *dawd- (redupl.): Arab diid-, duwwad- ‘ver, vermine’.

Egyp. ddy ‘Schlangenname’.

(?) Berb.: *-diwdiw (redupl.): Izayan a-diudiu ‘k. of worm’.108

Chad. *da?iw- and *dawday- (redupl.): W. *da?Vw- and *dawday-: Hausa da ‘snake (the light-
ish-colored snake called dako)’ (<*da?-), daudai ‘k. of snake’ | Angas dii ‘lizard’ | Bolewa did
‘snake’ I C.*dVdVw/y-: Mofu dédew | Mada dedye-kw ‘a very poisonous snake’.

(?) Cush. N. *daw$-: Beja do?-0 ‘maggot, worm, caterpillar’.

Omot. *dawi?- ‘python’ [Pythonidae sp.]: N. *dawi?-: Malo dawe | Oyda dawwe | Basketo dawi
| Chara do?-a | Ginirra (Bencho) dyah | Dizi (Sheko) diw-d Il S. *da(H)w-: Dime dddu.

> AADB 253, 368.

9.5. *har- ‘crocodile’

Chad. *har-um- ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.]: W. *haram-: Diri hur-in | Sha har-am ‘some wa-
ter monster (crocodile, hippo)’ | Bokkos haram | Datfo-Butura haram | Kulere hdray, etc. |
C. *hurum-: Gisiga hurom | Mbara hurim | Masa hirium-na, etc. | E. *(H)urm-: Lele irm-0 | Ka-
balai orrm-a.

Cush. E.: Dullay: Gollango hdar-o ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.] || S. *harar- (redupl.) ‘mytho-
logical giant snake’: Iraqw hdrdr-io | Gorowa haraari-yoda.'®

» AADB 4072; CED #332 (comp. to Gollango and Ongota). !0

9.6. *-has- ‘k. of big snake or crocodile’

Sem. *na-has: Ugr. nhsS ‘serpent, snake’ | Hbr. nahas ‘snake’ (in one context interpreted as
Crocodilus vulgaris [Crocodylus vulgaris]).'

(?) Egyp. (OK) msh (< *mV-has- with met.?) ‘crocodile’ [C. vulgaris].

Chad. W. *ni-(H)yis-: Sayanchi nyic-i ‘snake’ | Bokkos nyes | Daffo-Butura nis ‘python’
[Pythonidae sp.].

Cush. E.: LEC *ya-has- ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.]: Somali yehaas | Rendille yah(a)s-i | Boni
3ahdas (3- <*y-?) | HEC *hamas- (< *mV-has with met.) ‘snake’: Sidamo hamas-o | Hadiya hamas-
ic¢o | Burji hamas-i.

A The multiple prefixes and metatheses may be due to tabooing.

» AADB 279, 336. Cf. Stolbova 2005 #502 and SED II: p. 211.

9.7. *kVr- ‘k. of big snake or crocodile’

(?) Egyp. (Pyr.) B3kr.w ‘kind of snake’ (a variant root ?).

Chad. *kVr-:112 W. *kVr-: Bolewa kiire-di ‘snake’ | Dera kor-i ‘black cobra’ [Naja melanoleuca)
| Tangale kuro-t | Pero kiire-t | Guruntum kara-udi ‘viper’ | Kulere kigyér (redupl.) ‘snake’ |l

108 Cf. also ti-dda, ti-ddi-t ‘sangsue’ strangely quoted in Nait-Zerrad 1999: 274 without naming the language.

10 Acc. to Kiessling, Mous, 2003: 132, “probably of Datoga origin”, which is less likely in view of the Chad.
cognates.

110 Ongota haar-o ‘crocodile’ compared ibid., if recorded correctly, does not fit here because of -

m Cf. Arab. hanas- ‘reptile, snake’ with irregular -§ instead of -s and Akk. $ahan, a snake-god acc. to some
authors.

112 In all Chadic languages represented here, k may continue both AA *k and *k.
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C. *ku/ir-- Hwona kir-aya | Gude kir-ma | Laamang kdr-dmd | Mandara kirr-we | Glavda kir-awa
| Musgu kiir-um ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.] | Banana kur-iya ‘snake’.!13

Omot. S. *kar- ‘python’ [Pythonidae sp.]: Ari kari | Hamar kddri.

> AADB 266.

9.8. *sib- ‘k. of snake or worm’

Sem. *Sib- and *3ibsib- (redupl.): Akk. (MB) sibb-u ‘a snake’ || Gur.: Gyeto sib-a | Chaha, EZa
Sib-a | Ennemor s1b-a ‘k. of worm’ | Harsusi sebseb-ét ‘small red worm, centipede’ | Mhr. $absib,
Jib. $abséb ‘red water worm’ [Glycera sp.].

Chad. E.: Lele s11b-6 ‘worm’.

Cush. *sib-: C. *sib-ar- (with fossilized -r suffix) ‘snake’: Bilin sabar-a | Khamir sibr-d |
E.: LEC: *si(m)b-: Oromo siib-a ‘worm’ | Somali sumbay ‘tapeworm’ [Eucestoda sp.].

Omot. N. *$ibb- ‘crocodile’ [Crocodylus sp.] (with a semantic shift): Koyra Sepp-o | Ganjule
seb-o | Zaisse sebo, Sepp-o | Zergula Sep-o.

» AADB 256; cf. SED II No. 200, HSED Ne 2227.

9.9. *sVf- ‘k. of snake’

Sem. *sVp-: Hbr. sapip-on ‘horned viper’ [Cerastes cerastes] I Syr. sappap-a ‘serpens’ | Arab.
siff-, suff- ‘serpent; espece de serpent tacheté de blanc et de noir’ || Tgr. sof ‘millepede’ [Diplo-
poda sp.] | Tna. wisf-at ‘intestinal worm, hook-worm’ [Ancylostoma sp.] (K 1748).

Egyp. (RT) sfy ‘Name einer Schlange’.

Berb.: Zenaga te-sfuf-ah ‘a snake’.

Chad. E.: Kwang sép-i ‘snake’.

Omot. N. *Sip-: Kafa sef-ittoo ‘sorta di lucertola’ | Bworo $ippir-a, Sipr-a'* ‘worm’.

» AADB 254; SED II No. 207.

10. Water reptiles and amphibia (selection)

10.1. *k“as- and *k“aSk“af- (redupl.) ‘frog’

Sem. *k“afk“as- (redupl.) ‘frog’: Eza Msq. k“i¢-d | Cha. Enm. Gyt. k“in¢-id | End. konc-i
(with a secondary -n) || Mhr. kak-at | Hbt. kak?6-ot | E. Jib. kSdk§-dt. 11>

Chad. *kawkaw (redupl.): W.: Ngizim kdoké ‘small frog’ || C.: Buduma koko ‘frog’.

Cush. E. *kawf§- ‘frog’: Dullay *kof-: Tsamay mu-koS-te | Yaaku kok-onte (redupl.).

Omot. N. *?uk- (met.?) and *k“ak- (redupl.) ‘frog’: Male ?uk-ane | Mao (Hozo) kwak-a |
(Sezo) kwak-i.

» AADB 3963, SED II No. 128.

10.2. *¢amb- ‘some water creature’

Sem. *3abb-: Hbr. sab ‘thorn-tailed lizard’ [Uromastyx sp.] | Syr. Sabb-a ‘garum, lacerta
caudiverbera’ [Lacerta caudiverbera]l ¢ Il Arab. dabb- ‘lézard, part. lézard d’Afrique’” |
Mhr. Zabb-it | Hrs. Zebb-ét | Jib. 2ob (pl. Zét) ‘(female) monitor lizard’ [Varanus sp.].

Berb. S. *zVbb- ‘k. of small insect living in water’: Ayr, E. Wlm. ta-zabb-e.

Chad. W. *¢umb-: Hausa cumb-¢ ‘frog’.

113 Cf. also Munjuk kiyir ‘ground worm’ and E.: Sokoro kore ‘guinea worm’.

114 With fossilized suffix -r.

115 Cf. Jib. SakSikat ‘frog’, with metathesis.

116 Aram. Jud. sabba, sabd ‘thorn-tailed lizard’ [Uromastyx sp.], likely < Hbr. since *§ is expected to yield §-.
117 Cf. also Arab. di?h- ‘animal living in water’.
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Cush. S. *éamb-V§-: Iraqw camb-ebé ‘small insect drifting on top of water, tadpole’ |
Alagwa ¢emb-eSu | Burunge éamb-eSu ‘frog’.

Omot. *¢V(m)b-: Gimirra (Bencho) cobm ‘adder’ [Vipera berus]"'® | Yemsa cop-a, Sop-a ‘fish’ |
Kafa tibb-0 ‘sorta di verme che vive nell’acqua’.

> AADB 334; cf. SED II No. 221; Blazek 2008 #173; HSED #581; Dolgopolskiy 2008 #470.

10.3. *dindal- ‘small waer creature’

Sem. *da(n)dil-: Akk. (SB) dalil- ‘a small animal, probably a frog’ | Hbr. pB nadal (met.)
‘polype, centipede’ | Aram.: Jud. naddal- id. (met.) | Syr. dandal-a ‘scolopendra vel millepeda’
I Jib. dolol-¢t ‘kind of slow-moving snake’.11°

Chad. E. *didaln- (met.): Dangla didoln-ya ‘limace’.

Cush. E.: HEC *dindal-: Darasa daddal-?e | Kambatta diddil-i¢¢u | Sidamo dandall-e ‘lizard’.

» AADB 3916. Cf. SED II No. 68.

10.4. *k“ar- ‘trog’

Sem. *k“a/ir- and *k“a(r)k"ir- (redupl.) ‘frog’ (with different affixes): Syr. yakriir- and Sakriik-
| Jud. ?akrok-ta || Arab. kirr-, kurr-, karr-at- | Gz. kaker, k¥arnanaSat | Tgr. kora§, PankoraS |
Tna. k¥arfo, ankoro$'20 | Amh. karnan-ot | Har. ankurarah-ti.

Egyp. (NE) krr | Copt. *karar-aw (redupl.) ‘frog’ (Vycichl 1983: 86-7).

Berb. *karw and *karku/ir (redupl.) ‘toad, frog’: Rif a-karkur | Iznassen karkriw ‘toad’ | Sen-
haja a-karkur | Ahaggar a-yeru, pl. i-yer-dn ‘frog’.

Chad. *kir-an- and *ka(r)kir-an ‘frog’: W.: Ngizim koriinakdu | C. *kir-in- ‘frog’: Gava kire |
Mofu kakaran (redupl.) | Daba kirrin | E. *kVrin-: Birgit kiren-i | Sokoro kdrin-¢.

Omot. N. *?u-kar: Zaysse ?6okkar-o | Zergula ?ooker-u ‘frog’.

» SED II No. 137; AADB 270.

11. Fish

11.1. *?irw- ‘fish; spawn’

Sem. *?irw-: Akk. (SB) e/urii-t-u ‘(fish) spawn’.

Egyp. (Med.) #r.t ‘part of fish’ (if < *?ir-t).

Chad. *?iwr- ‘fish’: W. *2uri-: Hausa uurii | C. *wuraH- (met.?) k. of fish’: Zime wurahu?
‘Polypterus bichir’ [Polypterus bichir] Il E. *?ir-: Ndam er-e ‘fish’.

Omot. *2ur-t- ‘fish’: N.: Sheko or-us Il S.: Dime or-co.

» AADB 2027.

11.2. *kal- and *kalul- (redupl.) ‘k. of large fish’

Sem. *kalul-: (redupl.) Akk. (SB) kulil-, kulull- ‘a tabulous creature, part man and part
fish’121 || Mhr. kell | Jib. kal ‘whale’.

Chad. *kVI-: W. *kul-m-: Hausa kulm-a/e/i ‘the name of a large fish’ Il C. *kalik- (redupl.):
Bura kalik-o, kilakil-a ‘a k. of fish’.

Cush. E. *kallu-m- ‘tish’: SA *kullu-m-: Afar kullu(u)m | LEC *kallu-m-: Somali kalliiun, pl.
kalluum-o | Bayso kunnum-i (assim.)

> AADB 2674; cf. Dolgopolskiy 2008 #1030 (apud Thomas).

18 Cf. also conbet ‘snake’.

19 Cf. Arab. duldul- ‘hérisson’ and Chad. E.: Tumak dé/ ‘rat géant’, hardly related.
120 - in Tgr. and Tna. is non-etymological.

121 Hardly a Sumerian loanword in view of the Sem. and AA cognates.
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11.3. *kawar- ‘fish (generic?)’

Sem. *kawar- ‘k. of fish’:122 Aram.1%: Off. kwr ‘fish’| Bab. kawar- ‘fish’ | Jud. kawr-a ‘fish in
the cauf; fish in general’ | Mand. kauar-a ‘fish’ || Soq. kiiwerhor ‘espéce de poisson’. 12+

Chad. *kirw- and *kukirw- (redupl.): W. *(ku)kirw-: Hausa kukkurw-ai ‘name of fish’ | Bo-
lewa kerw-o | Ngamo kérw-o, kerh-oll C. *kikur-: Mbara kikur-a ‘kind of fish (Tetradon fahaka)’
[Tetraodon lineatus].

Cush. E.: LEC *ka(w)ar- ‘fish’: Dasenech kaara | Dullay *ka(w)ar(-at)- ‘fish’: Gawwata haar-e
| Gollango haar-e | Harso, Dobase haar-icce | Tsamai haar-ite, etc.

Omot. S. *kar- ‘fish’: Hamer, Ongota kara ‘fish’.

A Cf. Nub (Kenuzi, Dongola) kdre ‘fish’.

» AADB 372; cf. SED II No. 125; cf. Stolbova 2011 #282.

11.4. *kar-tum- ‘k. of fish’

Sem. *kar-mut (met.): Arab. karmiit-, kurmiit-, pl. karamit ‘Silurus anguillaris, k. of eel’
(Wehr 1020) [Clarias anguillaris] | MSA *tarnik (met. <*kar-nit): Mhr. tarnik ‘name of a fish’ |
Soq. tdrnik, tinik | Bothari tonek ‘a kind of large black ¢anfad (King macherel)’ [Scomberomorus
cavalla] (Johnstone 1987).125

Cush. E. *kur-tum- ‘fish’: LEC *kur-tum-: Oromo kurtumm-i | Dirayta kurtum-et | HEC *kur-
tum-:12¢ Sidamo, Darasa kulti?m-i | Kambatta kurtum- | Alaba kuréum-et | Hadiya, Burji kurtum-e.

A Apparently a unique case of a compound word consisting of two root morphemes
which are separately preserved only in NAA: *kar- ‘fish’'?” and *tum- ‘fish’1?8 (t > t in the com-
pound terms influenced by k).

» AADB 1054.

11.5. *mawl-ay- ‘k. of fish’

(?) Egyp. mr.t (if <*mVI-) ‘ein Tier (zwischen Fischen genannt)’.

Chad. W. *mawl(-ay)-: Galambu mdl-d ‘eel’ [Anguilla sp.] | S.: Bauchi *m©al(1)-an- (met.) |
C. *mawl-ay-: Mofu mdlal-dy (redupl.) ‘catfish’ [Siluriformes sp.] | Kotoko. mul-ni ‘poisson: Gum-
narchus nilotocus’ [Gymnarchus niloticus] | Musgu-Puss malaw (met.) ‘poisson: Porcus Bayad
Bayad’ [Bagrus bajad] | E. *mawl- (met.): Somrai mwal-a ‘carpe’ [Cyprinus sp.].

Cush. E.: LEC *mawl-ay ‘tish’: Somali mdlay | Jiddu mallay | Boni malaldi (redupl.) | Baiso
mole | Mossiya mole | Bussa mole | HEC *mawl-iy-: Sidamo mwoliya.'?

Omot. *mawl-ay- ‘fish’: N.: Wolaita moliy-a | Dawro moly-a | Male moll-o | Dorze, Zergulla
mole | Chara mul-a | Bworo mole || S.: Galila mol-ta | Ari mol-a.

A Too much similarity between Chadic, Cushitic and Omotic forms raises suspicion of in-
terborrowing which is, however, is hard to prove.

» AADB 3668; EDE 111, 397.

12 Cf. Gz. kawwara ‘to set traps, catch fish’.

12 Hardly from Akk. (OB) kamar- ‘k. of a fish’ as claimed by some authors.

124 Cf. also kér ‘kind of shark’

125 Though a series of metathetic words, their quadriconsonantal roots leave little doubt about their links with
the Cush. terms, whether related or borrowed.

126 Borrowing from Omoto is not to be ruled out.

127 Preserved, e.g., in Hausa karaya ‘fish’.

128 NAA *tVm- ‘k. of fish’: Egyp. (Med.) tm.t ‘k. of fish’; Chad. C. *tum-: Munjuk tum ‘péche’, tumi ‘pécher’,
Musgu tum ‘Fisch’ (rel. to Chad. *tVm- ‘to fish, fishing’ CED #743). Cf. also Sem. Eth. *taman-: Geez taman, Tgr.,
Ambh. tdmin ‘snake, dragon’.

129 Acc. to EDE 2008, < Omotic.
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Typological considerations

Extensive discussion addressing the issue of the Proto-Afrasian homeland in a chronological
context can be found in our previous paper (Militarev, Nikolaev 2020). In this part, we only
need to make an additional point in light of further evidence presented by semantic recon-
struction in the zoonymic field.

The difficulty of reconstructing zoonyms for wild animals at the Afrasian level is hardly
unique from a typological point of view. Thus, in Proto-Indo-European, the chronological
depth of which is approximately half the depth of Proto-Afrasian, precise semantics can be re-
constructed for only a small subset of the terms for wild animals (*bhebhru- ‘beaver’, *liinks-
‘Iynx’, *wik(*)o- ‘wolf’, *h,lop- ‘fox’, etc.); interpretation of the rest remains difficult. Several ex-
amples will suffice: 130

(1) PIE *hoeit- (~*hs-) ‘k. of lesser bovid’: Old Indian éta- m., éta f. ‘a k. of deer or antelope’ |
Baltic: Latvian aita, dial. aite ‘sheep (generic)’ (WP I: 3);

(2) PIE *kerw- ‘k. of larger bovid’: Slavic *kérva ‘cow’ and *korvv ‘ox’ (Old Polish karw ‘old
ox’) | Baltic *kafwia f. : Lithuanian kdrve ‘cow’and *kurwa- m. ‘bull’: Old Prussian curwis, acc.
kurwan ‘bull’ | Germanic *xiru-ta-z, -en, *xiru-tu-z ‘deer’ [Cervus elaphus] | Latin cervus m. ‘deer’
[Cervus elaphus]; cerva f. ‘hind’ | Celtic: Welsh carw, Cornish carow, Breton karo ‘deer’ [Cervus
elaphus] | Albanian ka, pl. ge ‘ox’. ¢ The root is sometimes considered to be derived from
*k’erhz(w)- ‘horr’, but the Balto-Slavic non-satem forms contradict this etymology. (WP I: 403 £.);

(3) PIE *dam-, *dam- ‘k. of lesser bovid’: Greek (suffixal) dapdAnc m. ‘young steer’,
dapdAn f. ‘young cow, heifer’, dapalis ‘young cow, heifer’, dial. ‘pig’, dapaAog (Hdn.) ‘calf ?’
| Germanic *tam-Vr(-VI)- (suffixal): Low Austrian German zamer, zamerl junger Ochs’ | Latin
damma or dama ‘a general name for beasts of the deer kind: fallow-deer [Dama dama], chamois
[Rupicapra rupicapra]; buck, doe, antelope’ | Celtic *dam-: Cornish da ‘fallow-deer [Dama dama)’,
Old Irish dam ‘ox’, dam allaid ‘deer’ [Cervus elaphus]; suffixal: Welsh dafad, Old Cornish dauat,
Breton dafivat ‘sheep’. ¢ The root is sometimes considered to be derived from *demhs- ‘to tame’,
but its nominalization and “animal” semantics can be projected back to Proto-Indo-European
in any case (WP I: 72 £.);

(4) PIE *sing’h- ‘k. of large feline’: Proto-Tokharian *séns-ike (suffixal) ‘lion’ [Panthera leo]:
Tokh. A §isik, B secake | Old Indian simhd- m. ‘Id.” | Armenian in3 ‘leopard’ [P. pardus]. (WP II: 508);

(5) PIE *wlp- ‘k. of wild canine or feline’: Iranian (suffixal): Middle Persian gurp-ak, Persian
qurb-a ‘(domestic) cat’ | Baltic (suffixal): Lithuanian vilp-is-i-s m. ‘wild cat [Felis silvestris]’ |
Germanic *wiilfa-z ‘wolf, *wulbio ‘she-wolf [Canis lupus] (a contamination with *wlk(w)o- ‘wolf’)
| Latin volpes, vulpes ‘fox’ [Vulpes vulpes] (and lupus ‘wolf’, a contamination with *wlk(w)o-
‘wolf’ and *h:lop- ‘fox’?). (WP I: 317 £.);

(6) PIE *bhél-, *bhel- ‘k. of small predator or rodent’: Slavic *bélv,*béla ‘squirrel’ [Sciurus vul-
garis] (East Slavic only; contaminated with *bélv ‘white’) | Latin félés f. ‘wild cat’ [Felis silvestris],
also ‘marten, ferret, polecat’ | Celtic (suffixal) *bel-ego-: Welsh bele ‘marten’ [Martes martes] |
Germanic (suffixal) *bel-ik-: Old High German bilih m., bilihmiis ‘dormouse [Glis glis]; shrew
[Sorex sp.]’, Middle High German bilch f., German Bilch m. ‘dormouse’ [Glis glis] (WP II: 177).

Examples like these, which can be easily multiplied, show that the Proto-Afrasian seman-
tic picture as presented in the evidence assembled in this paper, with its mix of (sometimes)
precise and (more often) vague, genus- or family- rather than species-based, reconstructions,
should not be considered as being out of line with the commonly accepted standards of se-

130 All the Indo-European examples are quoted according to Sergei Nikolaev’s online database for Indo-
European etymology, hosted by the «Tower of Babel» project (https://starlingdb.org).
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mantic reconstruction for acknowledged families — even though, of course, this does not im-
ply that researchers in the future should not strive for more semantic precision through more
careful analysis of whatever lexicographic or philological evidence is available to them.

Appendix: Alphabetic index of reconstructed roots

*2achayl- ‘(big) reptile’ 9.1.

*2andaw- ‘mouse’ 7.2.

*?2ar- ‘hare’ 7.3.

*?a/usk-ay- ‘k. of canine or hyena’ 5.3.
*2away- or *yawar- (met.) k. of canine’ 5.1.
*2aw/ys- k. of canine’ 5.2.

*2a3ur- ‘k. of feline, hyena or viverra’ 6.1.
*?irw- ‘fish (generic?); spawn’ 11.1.

*?V(n)¢aw- ‘k. of smaller carnivoran or rodent’ 7.1.

*(Sa-)gwir- ‘k. of bird’ 8.6.

*Sariw- ~ *Siraw- ‘k. of feline’ 6.2.

*ba?y- ‘leopard or lion’ 6.3.

*batis- ‘k. of feline (Felis silvestris)’ 6.4.
*ba?Vi- ‘k. of canine or hyena’ 5.4.

*bac- ‘snake, reptile’ 9.2.

*bar- ‘k. of bird (pigeon, partridge)’ 8.1.
*bat- ‘k. of snake or worm’ 9.3.

*bawih- ‘k. of canine’ 5.5.

*bawr - ‘k. of large carnivorous animal’ 7.4.
*ciras- ‘k. of bird’ 8.2.

*Cap- ‘k. of smaller carnivoran or rodent’ 7.5.
*Camb- ‘some water creature’ 10.2.

*dab- ‘k. of large animal’ 7.6.

*da(?/y)m- ‘k. of feline’ 6.5.

*dang(*)Vl/r- ‘monkey; dwarf’ 4.1.

*dVr- ‘k. of bird’ 8.3.

*dawi?- ‘k. of snake or worm’ 9.4.

*¢Vd- ‘k. of canine or hyena’ 5.6.

*quray- ‘k. of monkey’ 4.2.

*giwar- ‘k. of feline’ 6.6.

*¢“am- ‘k. of bird’ 8.5.

*¢“ay- and *g“ag“ay- (redupl.) k. of bird’ 8.4.

*yura? - ‘crow’ 8.7a.

*yurayb- ‘crow, raven’ 8.7b.

*yurayk-an- ‘k. of bird (crane, raven)’ 8.7c.
*har- ‘crocodile’ 9.5.

*has- ‘k. of big snake or crocodile’ 9.6.
*kal- and *kalul- (redupl.) ‘k. of large fish’ 11.2.
*kur(-ay-) ‘k. of canine’ 5.7.

*kawit- ‘dog’ 5.8.

*kawar- ‘fish (generic?)’ 11.3.

*k“ihan- ‘dog’ 5.9.

*k“ay- and *k“ak“ay- k. of crow or bird of prey’ 8.9.
*k*a?ay- and *k*“ak“ay- ‘k. of gallinaceous bird’ 8.10.
*KV3im- or *KV3im- ‘dog’ 5.10.

*ka(?a)yr- ‘monkey’ 4.3.

*kVr- k. of big snake or crocodile’ 9.7.
*kar-tum- ‘k. of fish’ 11.4.

*k“as- and *k“aSk“as- (redupl.) ‘frog’ 10.1.
*k*ar- ‘frog’ 10.4.

*k*a(?)r- ‘crow, raven’ 8.11.

*labi?- ‘lion’ 6.7.

*layc- ‘k. of large feline’ 6.8.

*mawl-ay- ‘k. of fish’ 11.5.

*mary- or *mayr- ‘k. of feline’ 6.9.

*sib- ‘k. of snake or worm’ 9.8.

*sVf- ‘k. of snake’ 9.9.

*safik®- k. of lesser animal’ 7.7.

*sawr- and *sarw- ‘k. of feline’ 6.10.
*wahr- ‘k. of canine; hyena’ 5.11.

*wans- ‘k. of canine’ 5.12.

*3a?ib- ‘k. of scavenger’ 7.8.

*3ag(*)-1l/r- ‘k of. monkey’ 4.4.

Abbreviations

Names of languages

AA — Afrasian = Afro-Asiatic; Akk. — Akkadian; Amh. — Amharic; Arab. — Arabic; Aram. — Aramaic; Berb. — Berber;
Bibl. - Biblical Aramaic; Cha. — Chaha; Chad. — Chadic; Copt. — Coptic; Cush. — Cushitic; Dem. — Demotic; E. WIm
— East Tawllemmet; Ebl. — Ebla; Egyp. — Egyptian; End. — Endegen; Enm. — Ennemor; ESA — Epigraphic South Ara-
bian; ESud - East Sudanic; Eth. — Ethiopic; Ez. — Eza; Gog. — Gogot; Gyt. — Gyeto; Gur. — Gurage; Gz. — Ge’ez;
Har. — Harari; Hbr. - Hebrew; Hbt — Hobyot; HEC — Highland East Cushitic; Hrs. — Harsusi; Jib. — Jibbali; Jud. -
Judaic Aramaic; LEC — Lowland East Cushitic; Mand. - Mandaic; MB — Middle Babylonian; Mhr. — Mehri; Min. —
Minaean; MK — Middle Kingdom; Msq. — Masqan; MSA — Modern South Arabian; Muh. — Muher; NAA North
Afrasian; NE — New Kingdom; NS — Nilo-Saharan; OAkk — Old Akkadian; OB — Old Babylonian; Off. — Official
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Aramaic; OK - Old Kingdom; PAA - Proto-Afrasian; PAlt — Proto-Altaic; PCO — Proto-Cushitic-Omotic; Phoen. —
Phoenician; PIE — Proto-Indoeuropean; PNorthCauc. — Proto-North-Caucasian; PSEBC — Proto-Semitic-Egyptian-
Berber-Chadic; Qat. — Qatabanian; S. Cush. — Southern Cushitic; SA — Saho-Afar; Sab. — Sabaic; Sam. — Samaritan;
Sel. — Selti; Sem. — Semitic; SNil — South Nilotic; Soq. — Soqotri; Sum. — Sumerian; Syr. — Syriac; Tgr. — Tigre; Tna. —
Tigrinya (Tigray); Ugr. — Ugaritic; Wol. — Wolaita; YB — Young Babylonian.

Terminology

coll. — collective; dial. — dialect; dissim. — dissimilation; f. — feminine; gen. — generic (term); id. — idem; k. — kind;
Iw. — loanword; m. — masculine; met. — metathesis; pers. — personal; pl. — plural; pref. — prefix; redupl. — reduplica-
tion; sg. — singular; sp. — species; subst. — substantive; suff. - suffix.

Other notational symbols

I separates branches within a language family
| separates subbranches or groups
- denotes morphemic boundaries !

Abbreviations of sources

AADB = Militarev, Stolbova 2020
AHw = von Soden 1965-1981

BK = Biberstein-Kazimirski 1860
CAD = Brinkman et al. 1956-2010
CED = Stolbova 2016

DRS = Cohen et al. 1970-1993
EDE = Takacs 1999, 2001, 2008
EDS = Parpola 2015

HSED = Orel, Stolbova 1995

LSF = Attinger 2019

PSD = Anon. 2019 (The Pennsylvania Sumerian Dictionary)
SED II = Militarev, Kogan 2005
WP = Walde, Pokorny 1926-1930
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A. 0. Muaumapes, C. /1. Huxoaaes. ITpaadppasuiickuie Ha3BaHNs HEKOIIBITHBIX JKUBOTHBIX B CBe-

Te IIpobJieMbl appa3niiCKON IpapOANHBI

B cratne mpejicTasIeHa BTOpast MOPIINS OTHOCUTETLHO ITOJTHOTO Te3aypyca paadpasmifcKmxX
300HMMOB, IIOJTOTOBJEHHOTO aBTOpaMy — 0oJiee MIeCTUIECSITH PeKOHCTPYUPOBAHHBIX Ha-
3BaHUIT 00e3bsH, cOOAUbNUX, I'MeH, KOITayblX, TPBI3YHOB M JPYIUX MJIEKONMUTAIOMIMX, IITHUII,
IIPeCMBIKAIOIINXCS, 36MHOBOJHBIX M PBIO, OTpa’KaloIIMX MaKCHMaIbHO IOJHYIO (Ha COBpe-
MEeHHOM YpPOBHe HaIllnX 3HaHMI) KapTUHY STHX BUJOB (payHBI B IIepHo/ HaKaHyHe pacraza
npaadpaszuitckoro s3pika (11 TeIC. O H.9. COIJIACHO TJIOTTOXPOHOJIOTMYECKUM II0jCcdeTaM)
1 B 30He oburaHusa npaadpasuiilies, JBe pasIMdHbe TOUKM 3peHNs Ha JOKaJIU3aIuio KOTo-
poii (AesanT 1 Boctounas Adpuka) TakKe 00CY>K/JaIOTCsl aBTOPaMI.

Kxtrouesvie caosa: adppasmiickast mpapoanHa; adppasniickue (adppo-a3naTckue) sI3bIKU; STUMO-
JIOTVISI 300HMMOB,; PEKOHCTPYKI VIS KyJIbTypHO]Z JIEKCUKI.
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Once again on the history and validity
of the Sino-Tibetan bifurcate model

Sino-Tibetan is the hypothesis that postulates a bifurcate genetic relationship between Sinitic
and Tibeto-Burman. The history of the subgrouping of its components as well as its overall
membership are briefly though exhaustively summarized. Special attention is given to the
methodological shortcomings of a recent Bayesian approach that further professes to sub-
stantiate this bifurcate Sino-Tibetan model. Future directions and broader affinities of Trans-
Himalayan are also discussed.

Keywords: Trans-Himalayan family; Sino-Tibetan family; Bayesian inference; language sub-
grouping.

1. Introduction

The Trans-Himalayan family (also referred to as Sino-Tibetan or Tibeto-Burman) is a very
large linguistic family, comprising around 600 languages (Turin 2007, Owen-Smith and Hill
2014) spoken across a wide geographic area. It is the second populous linguistic family of the
world, with nearly 1.4 billion speakers (second only to Indo-European), and one of the most
diversified families, encompassing languages with very different morphological systems, from
isolating languages such as Chinese and Burmese, to polysynthetic languages such as rGyal-
rongic or Kiranti. ‘Sino-Tibetan’ is the hypothetical linguistic family postulating a bifurcate
genetic relationship between Sinitic and all other Trans-Himalayan languages, which are thus
grouped under a “Tibeto-Burman” rubric.

Today the existence of a Sino-Tibetan/Trans-Himalayan family, whatever be the sub-
grouping of its components, is widely accepted among linguists (Greenberg 1996: 134; LaPolla
2001: 225). Since the beginning of the 21st century, a number of publications, including scien-
tific articles, books and monographs have been dedicated to the subject, e.g. Ting and Stn
(2000, 2001), van Driem (2001), Beckwith (2002)," Gong (2002), Matisoff (2003), Thurgood and
LaPolla (2003), Saxena (2004), Sagart et al. (2005), Owen-Smith and Hill (2014), Hill (2019), and
so on, and the field is becoming more well-covered. Nevertheless, disagreement still persists
on some crucial aspects of Sino-Tibetan/Trans-Himalayan, especially for what regards its
overall membership, as well as the subgrouping of its components. While some scholars ac-
cept a bifurcate Sino-Tibetan family (Bradley 1997; LaPolla 2002; Thurgood and LaPolla 2003;
Matisoff 2003), others contend that no serious linguistic evidence which may warrant the sepa-
ration of Sinitic from the rest of the family has been shown (van Driem 2001, 2005, 2007, 2011;
DeLancey 2014). Thus, they have suggested renaming the family with the more agnostic term
‘Trans-Himalayan’ (van Driem 2014; Owen-Smith and Hill 2014). The present survey article
provides an overview of both historical and recent works in Sino-Tibetan/Trans-Himalayan
linguistics, with an eye toward a few issues which may be of particular interest to both special-
ists and non-specialists of this branch of linguistics. But before discussing in more detail these

! This author, however, contends that Sinitic and Tibeto-Burman are not related. For ST discussions, see in
particular Bradley (2002: 73-112) and Beckwith (2002: 113-157).
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aspects, a remark seems to be necessary. The existence of Sino-Tibetan/Trans-Himalayan has
not yet been proven (Handel 2008: 423), because it cannot, and, by the same token, it cannot be
disproved. Just like any other early linguistic relationship, including those which are univer-
sally or almost-universally accepted such as Indo-European, Uralic and Semitic, Sino-Tibetan/
Trans-Himalayan, too, necessarily remains confined into the realm of non-demonstrable hy-
potheses. Some of these hypothetical, now-lost Ursprachen are, indeed, well-documented,
whereas others are, instead, less-thoroughly explored. The question, nonetheless, is not
whether they may or may not be definitely proven (cf. Handel 2008: 423) —because they can-
not—but instead how convincing is the evidence that may be brought in support of these spe-
cific hypotheses. Although this statement may sound trivial, as it should be well-known to any
serious worker in the field of historical linguistics, there are specialists who, occasionally, seem
to be unaware of this fact.

2. The historical classification of Sino-Tibetan

The history of the Sino-Tibetan hypothesis has been illustrated in a number of publications by
George van Driem (1997 et seq.), which are perhaps the most informative sources on the ar-
gument. This section, however, does not constitute a recapitulation of van Driem’s detailed
history of the Western linguistic development of the hypothesis of a Sino-Tibetan language
family. While a section of this length is necessarily incomplete, the present paragraph demon-
strates that the history of Sino-Tibetan is more controversial, debated and complex than usu-
ally assumed. According to van Driem, workers in Sino-Tibetan divide in two types: those
who work in the received tradition of John Leyden’s Indo-Chinese paradigm, which he be-
lieves to be what most specialists now refer to as Sino-Tibetan, and those who operate within
the framework of Julius Klaproth’s Tibeto-Burman. Van Driem reckons Sinitic as one of the
many branches of Tibeto-Burman and therefore he still refers to the family as a whole as Ti-
beto-Burman (or Trans-Himalayan) instead of Sino-Tibetan. Van Driem’s arguments in favour
of a Tibeto-Burman/Trans-Himalayan family chiefly rely on three points: (i) Chinese and
Limbu, a Kiranti language spoken in Nepal, exhibit certain vestiges of early morphological
connections (van Driem 1997: 463-471). He also adduced lexical evidence which further pur-
ports to prove the existence of this early, now-lost “Sino-Bodic” connection (van Driem 1997:
471-484); (ii) from a historical point of view, the alleged bifurcation of Sino-Tibetan was noth-
ing else than a mere scholastic artefact. Chinese appeared to be sensibly different from other
Tibeto-Burman languages only because early reconstructions of Chinese, especially those
championed by the great Swedish Sinologist Bernhard Karlgren (1889-1978) were methodol-
ogically flawed and thus unable to reveal many of its morphophonemic characteristics (see be-
low for a more detailed discussion); (iii) extra-linguistic evidence, such as archaeology and the
history of migrations, seems to support his subgrouping (van Driem 2001, 2007; cf. Handel
2008: 429). Other scholars have dismissed van Driem’s subgrouping of Sino-Tibetan as an ex-
ample of ‘neosubgroupitis’ (cf. Matisoff 2000); still others have rejected the arguments in fa-
vour of both Sino-Bodic and Trans-Himalayan because they find them “less than convincing,
due to problems of fact and argumentation” (LaPolla 2016). Although certain problems are
recognized,” it is not necessarily mistaken to agree with van Driem on two fundamental

? The present writer chiefly disagrees on the following points: (i) no matter what is our opinion of Heinrich
Julius von Klaproth (1783-1835), Klaproth’s work is merely of literary interest, and does not indicate an extraordi-
nary foresight. Klaproth worked mainly in the received strand of nineteenth century linguistics, with its particular
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points: (i) the bifurcate Sino-Tibetan model was never anything more than a mere impression-
istic label; (ii) had more refined reconstructions of the sound system of Old Chinese been
available to Benedict and other pioneers, they probably would not have outlined a bifurcate
Sino-Tibetan phylum.

We start from the second point. For more than forty years, Karlgren’s reconstructions
have been almost the sole reference available in Europe, as well as in East Asia and the United
States. However, Karlgren’s works were more historical than comparative. In fact, like any
other before (and perhaps even after) him, Karlgren made use of the “comparative method,” a
method which he openly distrusted (Karlgren 1915-1926: 45), only when the identification of
the phonetic value of a certain sound class was not otherwise knowable. Furthermore, being a
severe opponent of phonemics, he apparently lost himself into the triviality of reconstructing
as many phonetic contrasts as the number of sound classes of medieval Chinese rime tables
required. This led him to reconstruct a system which was studded with contrasts that were
hardly describable with the acoustic-articulatory attributes known from other living languages,
including other Sino-Tibetan/Trans-Himalayan tongues. But, more relevant to our case is the
fact that Karlgren (1931) embarked in an open polemic with Walter Simon (1893-1981), when
he tried to compare Chinese with Written Tibetan in the attempt at finding the solution to cer-
tain problems pertaining the reconstruction of final consonants in Old Chinese. Karlgren did
not deny that Chinese was a branch of Sino-Tibetan (which he called Indo-Chinese). Rather, he
thought that the radical phono-semantic changes that had occurred in Chinese lexicon, as well
as the huge time-depth that existed between Sinitic and its sister languages, rendered infeasi-
ble one-to-one comparisons between Chinese and Tibetan in Indo-European fashion, let alone
the identification of regular sound laws. Hence, Karlgren urged to build a stronger knowledge
for Chinese lexicon. This was the idea which lied behind Karlgren’s emphasis on word fami-
lies (cizii Fl%). Unfortunately, the complexity of Karlgren’s approach to word families was
such that later scholars, such as Robert Shafer (1967: 9), completely misunderstood Karlgren’s
real intentions, as it is clearly illustrated by Shafer’s critique to Karlgren’s alleged advocacy for
a “relaxation” of Lautgesetze.

When Paul Benedict moved to Berkeley in 1938 to join Kroeber’s Sino-Tibetan Philology
project, Karlgren (1915-1926) was the only complete system of reconstructions available to
him, and his reconstructed Old Chinese was visibly different from Tibeto-Burman. In fact,
only several years after Karlgren’s death, the structure of Old Chinese morphemes and roots
began to be better understood, especially after Sagart (1993: 238, 255-257) criticized the ab-
sence of a framework to handle affixation processes in Baxter’s system (1992). We cannot
know whether Benedict and other pioneers would have accepted a bifurcate Sino-Tibetan fam-
ily, had more refined reconstructions of Old Chinese been available to them, but there are
good reasons to believe that they probably would not have outlined such a bifurcate scheme, if
Karlgren’s system, as many other systems reconstructed after him, had contained an *s- causa-
tive and denominative prefix (Mei 1985: 334-343, 1989; Baxter and Sagart 1998: 53; Schuessler
2007: 52-54) which could also form iteratives and intensives (Schuessler 2007: 53), an *m- pre-
tix for the direction/causativity dichotomy (Takashima 1996; J. Sun 1993), a *-t suffix for transi-
tivization (Benedict 1972: 98-102; Michailovsky 1985; van Driem 1988), and a nominalizing *-n
suffix (LaPolla 1994; Jin 1998; Sagart 1999 [but abandoned in later publications]; Schuessler 2007).

emphasis for the typological classification of languages. Although Klaproth’s work may be regarded as better than
the work of other scholars of his time, his classifications too were based on criteria that can no longer satisfy con-
temporary scientific requirements; (ii) the “fallen leaves” model of the family appears to imply the existence of
a Stammbaum of which, however, we have no trace (cf. LaPolla 2016: 291).
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The other point discussed by van Driem is that the establishment of a bifurcate Sino-
Tibetan phylum has never been verified in accordance with serious linguistic methods, using
accepted protocols of evaluation of results. Although we may agree on the fact that Sino-
Tibetan linguistics is relatively young (cf. Matisoff 1991: 469), and that only Benedict and few
other scholars may be credited for pioneering Sino-Tibetan linguistics, we must remark, how-
ever, that certain embryonic forms of Sino-Tibetan or Trans-Himalayan subgrouping can be
traced to earlier times. As argued in this section, van Driem claims that workers in Sino-
Tibetan linguistics divide in two groups: those who followed the Indo-Chinese tradition
started by John Leyden (1775-1811), and those who instead still adhere to Julius von Kla-
proth’s Tibeto-Burman model, which was allegedly “accepted by British scholars such as
Forbes, Houghton and Cust” (van Driem 2007: 215). However, this dichotomy is not necessar-
ily correct. Surely, the name ‘Tibeto-Burman’ was soon popularized by British scholars, such
as Capt. Charles James Forbes (?-1879) and Robert Needham Cust (1821-1909), but Chinese
was never explicitly included within this phylum. For instance, Robert Cust (1881), in an arti-
cle presented at the Fourth International Congress of Orientalists in Florence (1878), grouped
together some non-Aryan languages of ‘East India.” He distinguished six language families:
Dravidian, Kolarian, Tibeto-Burman, Khasian (now also part of Austroasiatic), Tai and Mon-
Anam (both being Austroasiatic). He never mentioned Chinese, therefore we do not know
whether in his opinion Chinese was part of that Tibeto-Burman family, or whether it was
reckoned as a linguistic isolate. For what regards Forbes’s ‘Tibeto-Burman,” as explained by he
himself, the term was nothing else but the convenient designation of a very wide family of
languages which corresponded more or less to Max Miiller’s Gangetic and Lohitic ‘classes’
(Forbes, 1878:210). He mainly revised the previous Tibeto-Burman scheme outlined by the
American missionary Francis Mason (1799-1874), who included, in this family, the dialects
spoken by eleven different Burmese tribes, such as “Burmese, Arracanese, Mugs, Kanyans,
Toungooers, Tavoyers, Yos, Yebains, Pyus, Kados and Danus” (Forbes 1878: 211). Forbes left
only six of Mason’s original eleventh tribes under his Burman sub-phylum, to which he added
also Naga, Singpho and Karen. As we can see, Julius von Klaproth could not exercise a deci-
sive influence over these two British scholars. Rather, it seems that Max Miiller (1823-1900)
and his Turanian family exerted a much wider influence.’ Miiller is credited with being the
first to have outlined the existence of a Tibeto-Burman phylum (Grierson and Konow 1909: 13;
Campbell and Poser 2008: 113). In fact, Miiller’s Bothiya class of languages includes many
Trans-Himalayan idioms. Most of these languages had been extensively studied by Brian
Houghton Hodgson (1801-1894), who also championed the Turanian hypothesis, and had
pointed out similarities in the use of personal pronouns between languages of the Circassian
area and rGyalrongic. Miiller divided Bothiya into two groups, Lohitic and Sub-Himalayan (or
Gangetic). They included languages such as Burmese, Tibetan, Garo, Naga, Bodo, Kachin,
Kuki-Chin, Singpho, Mising and many other dialects of North Assam (Miiller 1854: 97-126).

What most scholars have overlooked, however, is the fact that a Trans-Himalayan phy-
lum had been described long ago by a member of the Indian Civil Service, Joseph Edward
Lyall Brandreth (1823-1907). Writing in the Journal of Royal Asiatic Society (1878), Brandreth
outlined the richest and most exhaustive classification of Trans-Himalayan languages. Bran-
dreth consulted the many communications that Robert Cust had made to the Philological So-
ciety, as well as other works and reports written by Sir George Campbell (1824-1892) and Sir
William Wilson Hunter (1840-1900). Brandreth’s classification of Trans-Himalayan languages
was also grounded on Miiller’s Turanian, and his very aim was to correct some deficiencies

? For more information about ‘Turanian’, see Orlandi (2020).
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that the Turanian class contained (Brandreth 1878: 2). Brandreth divided the non-Indo-
European (non-Aryan in his words) languages of India into six groups, viz. Dravidian, Ko-
larian, Tibeto-Burman, Khasi, Tai, and Mon-Anam. For what regards Brandreth’s classification
of Tibeto-Burman languages, he further divided this huge family into nineteen different
classes on the basis of mutual intelligibility and other grammatical features. That this was a
Trans-Himalayan classification, rather than a Tibeto-Burman one, is highlighted by the fact
that although the family was referred to as ‘Tibeto-Burman,” Brandreth collocated Tibetan, to-
gether with Sherpa and other dialects spoken across Sikkim and Nepal, under the second
class, whereas Burmese stood as an isolate in his sixteenth class. Although Brandreth recog-
nized certain phonetic parallelisms between the two languages, he kept them separated be-
cause “Burmese has not the determinative syllables or letters of the Tibetan, for which the
tones are the substitutes,” and also because “[t]he Burmese verb has no person endings, but it
has a plural suffix kra” (Brandreth 1878: 22). Verbal aspects, plus other features related to word
order were reckoned by Brandreth as diagnostic for the sub-classification of Tibeto-Burman
(i.e. Trans-Himalayan) languages.

As we can see, there was no pure dichotomy between Indo-Chinese and Tibeto-Burman
(perhaps the only dichotomy was between monophyletic vs polyphyletic origin of Asian lan-
guages). These terminologies were often imprecise and covered different types of linguistic
families. Furthermore, claiming that a dichotomy was likewise existing between followers of
Leyden’s Indo-Chinese and Klaproth’s Tibeto-Burman would require us to ignore both Bran-
dreth’s Trans-Himalayan (clearly a different type of hypothesis) and Miiller’s Bothiya. It is
also unlikely that the racist views of Indo-Chinese workers were mostly concerned with typo-
logical classification and had little to do with genetic subgrouping, as claimed by van Driem
(2004, 2007, 2014). It is true that, e.g., monosyllabism was often associated with backwardness,
yet many influential scholars such as Jean-Pierre Abel-Rémusat (1788-1832) and Charles-
Joseph de Harlez de Deulin (1832-1899) were unconvinced of this erroneous causality.4 Ger-
man scholars had rejected the monosyllabic view at least since Theophilus (Gottlieb) Siegfried
Bayer (1703: 106), and, most importantly, Georg von der Gabelentz (1840-1893), in his article
presented at the Fourth International Congress of Orientalists (1878), ventured into a genealogi-
cal classification of Indo-Chinese languages, i.e. not based on typological criteria. Gabelentz
started his investigation from morphology. After having identified a resemblance in the mor-
phology of Indo-Chinese languages, he sought to establish the Lautverschiebungsgesetze (pho-
netic displacement) between these tongues. In the attempt to obtain as reliable data on lesser
known Indo-Chinese languages as possible, Gabelentz mainly worked on second-hand mate-
rials, especially on those studies which had been published some years earlier in the Journal of
the Indian Archipelago. An intellectual step forward is remarked by the fact that he did not
compare lexical items in their modern forms. For instance, when he compared the word for
‘ear’ in Chinese, Karen and Tibetan, he did not take the character H in its Mandarin clothing
but in its medieval Chinese reading *ni (Gabelentz 1881: 289, 292). Moreover, although
Gabelentz observed a phonetic correspondence between Thai liquid consonant [ and Canton-
ese h (Mandarin f), he also cautioned about some alleged cases of cognancy between Chinese,
Thai and Hmong. Gabelentz also remarked that monosyllabism proved nothing, and was not
a diagnostic feature for typological, let alone genealogical classification. To sum up,
Gabelentz’s Indochinesisch encompassed Chinese, Siamese (Thai), Shan, Kiranti, Lao, Miao
(Hmong), Tibetan and Burmese. Some years later, Conrady (1896, 1915), like Trombetti (1905)
and other proponents of the Indo-Chinese theory, grouped Tibeto-Burman from one side

* See, respectively, Abel-Rémusat (1825: 47, 60) and Harlez (1878: 67-88)
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(whose subgroup also included a nepalische und assamesische Gruppe) and Sino-Siamese from
the other. He studied extensively the grammar of these languages, especially of Chinese, and
also recognized some important connections between certain types of tones and voiced initials.

However, van Driem (2007: 221-226, 2011) is probably correct when he concludes that the
Indo-Chinese legacy still defines current Sino-Tibetan phylogeny, not because Sino-Tibetanists
still accept the typological classification and/or the racial prejudices which were the run of the
mill until the first half of nineteenth century, but because the Sino-Tibetan hypothesis still de-
fines a Tibeto-Burman taxon which encompasses all non-Sinitic languages after the removal of
Daic (wrongly reckoned as being a branch of Sino-Tibetan by Whitney (1867: 336), Kuhn
(1889), Trombetti (1905), Finck (1909), and others). Van Driem’s other critics argue that those
who subscribe to the standard bifurcate Sino-Tibetan phylogeny certainly do not do so be-
cause of influence from nineteenth century typologists, but mainly because of Li Fang-kuei’s
analysis of the languages of China and also later comparative works by Benedict (1972, 1976)
and Matisoff (1973, 1991, 2003) (LaPolla 2016: 288). However, Li Fang-kuei’s Sino-Tibetan
(1937) is a “macro Sino-Tibetan” taxon, encompassing also Kra-Dai (ZhuangDongyii fARFE
and Hmong-Mien (MidoYdoyii 1i¥7), in Gabelentz and Conrady fashion.” Lamenting that
Western scholars had scarce familiarity with ‘tones,” which he regarded as important as vowels
and consonants, Li sought to explain the striking similarities between certain Kra-Dai, Hmong-
Mien and Sinitic languages, by assuming that they were inherited from a common ancestor,
and not by assuming that they reflect areal linguistics or other types of linguistic contacts.

Furthermore, Robert Shafer (1955: 98-99, 1965: 445-446), whom Benedict (1975) saw as the
tirst Sino-Tibetanist, also described the Sino-Tibetan family as encompassing Daic, albeit he re-
jected Konow’s opinion (1909: 1) according to which Sino-Tibetan was divided into an eastern
“Chinese-Siamese” sub-family and a western “Tibeto-Burman” one (Shafer 1955: 94).”

Another early work on Sino-Tibetan was written between 1964 and 1965 by Charles Fre-
derick Voegelin (1906-1986) and Florence Marie Voegelin (1927-1989). This lengthy work, which
was divided into five fascicles published in Anthropological Linguistics, also presents a Sino-
Tibetan phylum which encompasses Sinitic, Hmong-Mien, Kra-Dai (called Kam-Tai and in-
cluding a south-western group [Tai-Shan languages], a central group [Nung-Tho languages], and
a northern group [Kam-Sui languages]), Naga-Kuki-Chin, Karen, Lolo-Burmese, Tibetan and
‘Gyarung-Mishmi.” The Sino-Tibetan family, as presented by Voegelin and Voegelin (1964-
1965), is visibly very similar to the Indochinesisch family described by Gabelentz and Conrady.

Benedict (1972) is of particular interest. Although he proposed a bifurcate Sino-Tibetan
model, he was inclined to question the adaptability of traditional tree models for Tibeto-
Burman. In fact, he regarded Kachin (i.e. Jingpho) as being central to the family, both geo-
graphically and typologically (Handel 2008: 427). Hence, the sub-grouping of Tibeto-Burman
languages is not represented in a family tree, but radiates out from Kachin. To put it in Matisoff’s
words (1978: 2), it represents “an interlocking network of fuzzy-edged clots of languages, emit-

* This is the view which most Chinese scholars (e.g. Xing Gongwan 1991, Stiin Héngkai 1991, Pan Wiytn
2003, Zhéngzhang Shangfang 2003, Ting and Stin 2006) still hold today. The approach toward the issue occasion-
ally remains politically motivated, and national and political preferences also figure, though not consistently. On
the other side, scholars from Peking University implicitly contend that Chinese and Tibeto-Burman are not related
(e.g. Guo Xiliang 2002, 2003), mainly because of the time gap which occurs between the writing systems of the two
main branches of Sino-Tibetan (Chinese and Tibeto-Burman). It is not very clear, however, whether these scholars
do not differentiate between language and writing (also a possibility), or whether they claim that the time gap in
the emergence of written documentation renders infeasible the correct application of the comparative method.

® This claim has been comprehensively disproved. See DeLancey (1990).

" Daic was removed from Sino-Tibetan by Benedict. See Benedict (1942).
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ting waves of mutual influence from their various nuclear ganglia.” Matisoff (1978) also agreed
on the fact that evidence from Tibeto-Burman languages does not support the integrity of a
Stammbaum.® What is most striking, however, is the fact that at the end of his laborious scien-
tific work on Sino-Tibetan (1972), Benedict seemed to favour the idea that the connections between
Sinitic and Tibeto-Karen might be of a substratum and superstratum kind (Kiinstler 2019: 19):
It might be argued that the ST elements constitute only a superstratum in Chinese, and that the
substratum is of distinct origin. In historical terms, the Chou people might be regarded as bearers of

a ST language, which became fused with, or perhaps immersed in, a non-ST language spoken by
the Shang people.’

Although at a first glance one may get the impression that Benedict supported the integ-
rity of a bifurcate Sino-Tibetan family, as the title of his book suggests, at the end of his epoch-
making study, Benedict (1972: 195-196) exposes four major arguments against the alleged kin-
ship between Sinitic and Tibeto-Karen: (i) lack, from the Sinitic side, of the fairly elaborate Ti-
beto-Karen morphological system; (ii) presence of a restricted number of common roots; (iii)
differences in the phonological system of the two branches which hardly become reconcilable
at some points; (iv) non-correlation between the tonal systems of the two stocks.

When Benedict worked on his project in 1942, Karlgren’s system of Old Chinese recon-
structions was the only system available to him. Although Karlgren opposed to the idea that
Sinitic lacked morphology, he tried to show that proto-Chinese possessed a perspicuous sys-
tem of inflection in Indo-European fashion. This type of flectional morphology, of course, was
very different from the derivational morphology exhibited by many Trans-Himalayan dialects,
and Benedict could not relate it to any language of his Tibeto-Karen stock. Because those lan-
guages grouped together under the Sino-Tibetan phylum lacked exactly those morphological
anomalies which facilitated the studies of the pioneer Indo-Europeanists,lO workers in Sino-
Tibetan had to plunge into comparative philology, trying to identify cognate roots mainly on
the basis of overall phonetic similarities plus semantic congruity. This was exactly what
Karlgren sought to avoid when he proposed his approach toward word-families, and it is
probably this fact that led many linguists (perhaps including Benedict) to think that the ge-
netic relationship between Sinitic and Tibeto-Burman relied only on a number of common
lexical roots, from which only tentative phonological generalizations could be deduced (Kiin-
stler, 2019: 18-25).

Benedict (1976), nonetheless, devoted another influential work on Sino-Tibetan after his
Conspectus was edited and published in 1972 by Matisoff. The main findings of this aggiorna-
mento are that Sino-Tibetan is a well-established family, that Daic and Hmong-Mien should
remain confined outside the Sino-Tibetan family, and that lexical analysis supported the taxo-
nomic arrangement of the Conspectus, which setted Sinitic apart from Tibeto-Burman, albeit
the position of Karen remained indeterminate.'' It is important to remark, however, that

¥ Various Sinologists such as Edwin Pulleyblank (1991: 442) have also argued that the Stammbaum model is
inappropriate for Sinitic languages. Many dialectologists, especially from China (e.g. Zhang et al. 2018), agree on
this point. Nevertheless, others have pointed out that many arguments which seek to reject the traditional tree
model are grounded on a series of misconceptions towards the nature and the scopes of the Stammbaum model
(Orlandi 2019a: 132-134). For what regards how the tree model should be utilized in historical linguistics, see
Jacques and List (2019). See also Kalyan and Francois (2019) for a competing hypothesis.

? Benedict (1972: 197).

' Indo-European shows a wide range of “aberrant features,” such as thematic and athematic conjugations
not reducible to the form of active plus affixes. Sino-Tibetan, for typological causes, cannot show this wide range
of morphological markers into a string, nor can show a lucid system of apophony (so called Ablaut).

"' However, few scholars have exposed or at least recognized the limitations of the Tibeto-Burman com-
paranda contained in Benedict’s Conspectus. In fact, Benedict’s reconstruction of Tibeto-Burman roots resembles
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Benedict’s view on the classification of Sino-Tibetan language was haphazard and at times
self-contradictory. As he favoured the idea that proto-Sino-Tibetan was an SOV language, he
was tempted to consider the SVO word-order in Sinitic and Karen a sufficient reason for treat-
ing Sino-Karen as the outgroup of the family.

In the meanwhile, contributions to the field of historical Chinese phonology had been done,
most notably by Li Fang-kuei (1971) and Nicholas Bodman (1973). Benedict (1976: 172) was
struck by “the numerous special lexical links between Chinese and Tibetan” which were cited
by Bodman (1973), who suggested that Chinese stands in a special relationship to Tibetan.
Notwithstanding Bodman’s efforts to clarify the position of Sinitic within the Sino-Tibetan
family, Benedict’s previous Sino-Tibetan scheme practically remained unaltered. However, we
must remember that the morphology of Old Chinese was still poorly explored, let alone un-
derstood, and that Benedict’s argument for a bifurcation of the family was based on a tally of
core vocabulary cognates (Swadesh 100-word list), which is not the most recommended prac-
tice in historical linguistics. Later discoveries of Old Chinese morphological mechanisms, in
fact, have dramatically sharpened the burden between Sinitic and Tibeto-Burman languages. *

To conclude this lengthy paragraph, (i) although the alleged intellectual dichotomy between
Leyden’s Indo-Chinese and Klaproth’s Tibeto-Burman is problematic and does not faithfully
portrays the vibrant academic endeavours of nineteenth century linguistics, it is probably ac-
curate to assert that the Sino-Tibetan phylum as understood by Chinese scholars (including Li
Fang-kuei, pace LaPolla) and pioneers such as Shafer and Voegelin and Voegelin is a repack-
age of the late Indo-Chinese orthodoxy; (ii) the various taxonomic proposals presented in this
paragraph, to which one could also include the two challenging models of Starostin (Sino-
Kiranti) in 1994 and Bodman (Sino-Himalayan) in 1980 which sought to defy the traditional
Sino-Tibetan scheme, are a clear indicator of the debated status of the Stammbaum of the fam-
ily; (iii) the bifurcation of Sinitic vs non-Sinitic varieties of Trans-Himalayan was probably due
to the inadequateness of reconstructions of Old Chinese; (iv) bifurcate Sino-Tibetan is just one
among many other models that have been proposed from nineteenth century onward.

3. Common Innovations of non-Sinitic Languages

While it is not possible to assess all the attempts to justify the bifurcated Sino-Tibetan model,
some of the proposed common innovations of the non-Sinitic languages may equally deserve a
brief discussion.

Schuessler (2007: 30-31) already observed that some Chinese words seem to correspond to
“Tibeto-Burman” final *-?, whereas other words seem to correspond to TB final *-k. Baxter

more a teleological “reconstructive exercises,”

where proto-forms are often postulated through an imaginative
process of syllable canon, than a reconstruction arrived by means of the orthodox comparative method. Beckwith
(2002: xiii—xiv) is one of the few scholars to have exposed this problem: “[T]he only premodern Tibeto-Burman
languages cited (unsystematically) in the book are what Benedict calls ‘Written Tibetan’ and ‘Written Burmese’.
These terms are in fact equatable with whatever is contained in, respectively, Jaschke’s Tibetan-English dictionary
and Judson’s two Burmese dictionaries, both of which, though excellent, contain many modernisms alongside
numerous archaisms.”

' Regarding Benedict and Matisoff’s reconstructions, there has been a heated debate in Cahier de Linguistique
Asie Orientale on word-families and reconstructions between Fellner and Hill (2019ab) and Handel (2019), Thur-
good (2019) and Schuessler (2019). While the present writer does not agree with every objection raised by Fellner
and Hill (2019), it is felt that their advocacy for a stricter adherence to the traditional comparative method is essen-
tially correct.
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(1992: 182) speculated about the existence of a *-k? final cluster. Baxter and Sagart (2014) ad-
duced good evidence in favour of the existence of a contrast between *-k and *-2 codas in Old
Chinese. Sagart (2017) suggested that for the correspondence between Old Chinese *-k and Ti-
beto-Burman (i.e., non-Sinitic) *-k it would be natural to postulate a proto-Sino-Tibetan coda
*-k, whereas for the correspondence between Old Chinese *-? and Tibeto-Burman *-k, a com-
pelling hypothesis would be to reconstruct proto-Sino-Tibetan *-q. Under this scenario, which
Sagart referred to as scenario A, the merger of proto-Sino-Tibetan *-k and *-q codas would
constitute a shared innovation uniquely observed among non-Sinitic languages. The other
scenario (scenario B), however, would imply to treat the final glottal stop as a secondary de-
velopment, perhaps through dialect stratification. This explanation would definitely rule out
the alleged merger, provided that some doublets with an alternation between *-k and *-? are
attested in Old Chinese. Evidence for the existence of this type of doublets was adduced by
Baxter (1992: 205), as Sagart himself (2017: 106) acknowledged in his st‘udy.13 Nevertheless,
Sagart writes that

Explanation B is simpler and we could prefer it on that ground. However evidence external to
Sino-Tibetan argues that explanation A is correct. An argument that the ST and Austronesian lan-
guage families are genetically related was made in Sagart (2005), supported by sound correspon-
dences, morphological parallels and arguments from cultural history, in particular relating to agri-
culture.

Unfortunately, Sino-Tibeto-Austronesian (STAN) remains unproven (cf. Blust 1995; Li
1995), and I have already shown in my rebuttal of STAN (2018: 6-7) that Old Chinese *-? actu-
ally corresponds to multiple proto-Austronesian (PAN) final consonants without explained
conditions, and in some cases it is even unmatched. Furthermore, it is true that certain affixes
may fossilize in one language while remaining productive in another, however, under normal
circumstances, external evidence should not take the place of internal evidence, all the more
since Austronesian and Trans-Himalayan are not demonstrably related. In other words, I would
rather be inclined to agree with Sagart that scenario B is simpler (Occam’s razor) and, as such,
preferable to scenario A. Note also that it has been demonstrated that uvulars are cross-
linguistically disfavoured in a phonemic system without glottals also co-occurring (Sylak-
Glassman 2014: 39).

For what regards other non-Sinitic innovations, it is often mentioned the merger of *a and
*a, proposed by Handel (2008) and discussed by Hill (2019: 29-31), in languages other than
Chinese. It is true that the merger likely occurred in both Tibetan and Burmese, but it still
needs to be demonstrated that it also occurred in all the non-Sinitic tongues of the Trans-
Himalayan family. Also, sound changes involving vowels are quite frequent, and without fur-
ther corroborative evidence from other domains (e.g., morphology, syntax) it would be prema-
ture to assume a bifurcation between Sinitic and non-Sinitic languages. Also, it would be help-
ful to explain why phonemic evidence should be more important than other types of evidence.
For instance, DeLancey (2010, 2015, 2017) has written some articles on the study of verb
agreement and verbal person marking, which is a near-neglected system in Trans-Himalayan.
He spoke convincingly in favour of the existence of a central branch within Trans-Himalayan
on the basis of morphological considerations. He showed that there is strong morphological

" Old Chinese reconstructions are in Baxter’s system (1992): ££ *sri(k)? > ‘gather’ 5 *srjik ‘reap’; % *sri(k)?

‘colourful’ 4 *srjik ‘colour’. However, an anonymous reviewer has rightly pointed out to me that, in this specific
case, Baxter (1992) postulated an odd reconstruction which violates its own reconstruction system, since OC *sr-
does not yield MC *s-, as it normally should. The semantic correlation between such pairs does not appear to be
sufficiently strong.
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evidence connecting Jinghpaw with both Northern Naga and Kuki-Chin (as in the classifica-
tion of Voegelin and Voegelin 1965). Furthermore, according to DeLancey (2017), verbal per-
son marking systems are lacking in Tibetic, Tani, Lolo-Burmese (and also Sinitic), but are
widely diffused among other clades of the Trans-Himalayan family, most conspicuously in
rGyalrongic, Qiang, Naga, Kuki-Chin, Kiranti and West Himalayan.

In a more recent study, Jacques (2019) has proposed that, contrary to common assump-
tions, the labial causative prefixes found in various Trans-Himalayan languages of North-
eastern India are not innovations, but related to labial causative prefixes found in rGyalrongic
and, possibly, also in other branches of Trans-Himalayan, including perhaps Sinitic. If this is
correct, it may have further implications for what concerns the subgrouping of Trans-
Himalayan languages.

Morphology plays a central role in historical linguistics, especially when attention is on
homologous and not analogous features. 14 However, it is also true that structural features may
be less informative than other types of evidence, such as lexicon, for reconstructing linguistic
phylogenies, all the more since a huge typological gaps exists between morphologically rich
rGyalrongic and Kiranti languages on the one hand, and Lolo-Burmese and Chinese on the
other hand (Arcodia and Basciano 2020), as in the case of Trans-Himalayan. Since morphology
can also be dramatically lost, some authors feel that comparing morphology would be espe-
cially tricky, as it will only be informative for the morphologically rich clades of the family.
Indeed, the affixes which are not attested in Chinese may either never have existed, or have
been lost without leaving traces (cf. DeLancey 2014; Gong 2017; Zhang, Lai and Jacques 2019).

From the phonological side, potential cases of common innovations between Lolo-
Burmese and rGyalrongic (and even Chinese) have been adduced in recent publications, such
as Jacques and Michaud (2011). ' In their work on proto-Naish (Na, Naxi and Laze), Jacques
and Michaud (2011: 491) have demonstrated that a merger between *n- and *]- (> *]-) is likely
to have occurred in that proto-language. Something similar was described in a well-known
source such as Baxter (1992: 194) is thought to have happened in Old Chinese as well, as
clearly pointed out also by the authors of that study (2011: 492): e.g., Old Chinese *hn- and
*hl- > medieval Chinese *t"- or *¢-, depending on the type of syllable.

Even if lexicon is given a special status, the subgrouping of Trans-Himalayan is not likely
to bifurcate between Sinitic and non-Sinitic. Zhang, Jacques and Lai (2019) have arranged a
substantial list of lexical cognates between Old Chinese and rGyalrongic, including some body
parts. While it is not thought that everything is correct (e.g., rime *-en, p. 84, should be
dropped), some of the lexical comparanda adduced in this study, indeed, are fairly robust.
Other promising cases of lexical innovations which point toward a closer relationship between
Burmic and rGyalrongic are, instead, listed in Sagart et al. (2019b). Although not all the cases
adduced by Sagart et al. (2019b: 26) have convinced the present writer, we may list at least
four of the most convincing ones, viz. Japhug tui-rts"yz ‘lung’ and Old Burmese ?achut ‘lung’;
Japhug w-kyri ‘the front side’ and Old Burmese rhe? ‘the front side’; Japhug zduim ‘cloud’ and
Old Burmese tim ‘cloud’; Japhug nuigambuwmbjom, Wobzi Khroskyabs jmbjam ‘to fly’ and Old
Burmese pjam ‘to fly’. While the Japhug form is much longer than the Burmese one, the au-

'* See, for instance, the role that morphology plays in the validation of Kiranti (Jacques 2017, but Gerber and
Grollman (2018) for a contrasting view) or in the definition of rGyalrongic (J. Sun 2000).

'* The following examples, however, do not necessarily reflect the opinion of the present writer. For I do not
think that the pieces of evidence mentioned below are robust enough to imply a closer relationship between the
languages in question, and, in any case, the authors of such proposals never claimed so. Nevertheless, these ex-
amples may indicate where further work might prove rewarding.
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thors have argued that it is due to the presence of a reduplication as well as of additional pre-
tixes. Another good piece of evidence (which, incidentally, contradicts also a cognate found in
the STEDT) in favour of a Tibeto-Derung connection, adduced in the supplementary material
in Sagart (2019b), is the parallel between Derung tui3! wan® and Japhug tyjpa. In particular,
they argue that the comparison with Tibetan, Chepang and Kaman adduced in the STEDT
(#471) is probably mistaken, because the Tibetan forms wal (Amdo) and kha® wa® (Derge) in-
cluded do not have final *-1 (Sagart et al. 2019b: 25).

Also, although phylogenetic studies do not support the integrity of Sino-Bodic, potential
cases of morphological and lexical connections between Chinese and Kiranti languages such
as Limbu and Dumi were presented by van Driem (1997). More specifically, van Driem (1997:
466) has shown that the morphological alternations in the stem finals of the type */-k ~ -n/, */-t
~-n/ and */-p ~ -m/ exhibited by medieval Chinese verbs, preserved in the form of polyphonic
readings of Chinese characters, “are precisely the type of regular morphophonological alterna-
tions manifested by the various classes of verb stem in Kiranti languages such as Limbu and
Dumi”. Lexical isoglosses are also included in van Driem’s detailed study on Sino-Bodic, albeit
they are less palatable for a number of motives.'® However, two interesting parallels (cf. van
Driem 1997), namely Old Chinese *hju? F ‘hand’ vs Limbu huk ‘arm, hand’, and Chinese *war
+ ‘king’ vs Limbu hay ‘king’, may also be discussed here. The Old Chinese initial of the for-
mer is uncertain (Schuessler, 2009:178). Some authors such as Baxter (1992, 1995) and
Schuessler (2009) reconstruct an initial *h- phoneme, whereas Unger (1995: 133-135) recon-
structed an Old Chinese nasal initial *n- mainly on the basis of textual glosses and graphic al-
ternations. Unger (1995) points out that the Shiming ¥4 (200 CE), a gloss dictionary of Han
dynasty (202 BC-220 AD), glosses this word with the character xii 24, which possibly had a
cluster initial composed of a sibilant prefix plus a nasal phoneme, e.g. *sn-.'” In addition, the
Gudngyun BEER uses the graph chou 1 for Qieyin YA niii Ht (also written as #1t), as indicated
by Wang Li (1982: 231). Unger, thus, suggested that the word for ‘hand’ may be related to that
for ‘finger’, viz. nili # (or ). Alternatively, if the Old Chinese initial really was *n-,
Schuessler (2007: 469) proposes that the word shou F ‘hand’ perhaps may be derived from
shou Y& *nhiu ‘to gather up, to collect, harvest.’ In this case the rising tone would be the en-
doactive morpheme: ‘hand’ < lit. ‘the thing which is doing the act of collecting.’ If this is not
correct, and the original initial consonant was *h-, then Limbu huk may eventually be a work-
ing hypothesis. Note, however, that in Limbu k- has several origins (Jacques 2017: 193-194),
and that Kiranti languages have very different words for ‘arm, hand’. For what regards the
word for ‘king,” the etymology is uncertain and a number of explanations have been proposed.
Difficulties in the phonology of the sister languages (e.g. Written Burmese dbay ‘power’ vs Old
Chinese *wan ) seem to exclude the Trans-Himalayan origin of this word. Alternatively,
Schuessler (2007: 507-508) has indicated that it may be associated with an Austroasiatic
homophone: Old Khmer van ~ van(n) ‘royal palace’ (also Tai wary ‘palace’), which in turn is
cognate to luay ‘king’ (Tai luay ‘royal’). Note that Shaughnessy (1991: 197) has pointed out an
example in bronze inscriptions where *wan = refers to a royal place and not to the king. Other

'® While certain cognate sets present regular correspondences with proto-Kiranti, other cognate sets agree
more closely with the initial of the modern Limbu form (van Driem 1997: 480). To give but one example, in van
Driem (1997), Old Chinese *pron #£ ‘country’ is compared with Limbu pa:yphe: ‘village.” The final syllable -phe: is
unmatched. In addition, the word for ‘country’ is possibly the same etymon as *pon #F (Wang Li 1982: 388).
Schuessler (2009: 169) has also shown that this lexeme may form an area etymon together with Lushai puyH and
Written Burmese phu#-po, further complicating van Driem’s purported cognancy.

' The reader should be alerted, however, on the fact that sources based on late-Han era phonology cannot be
taken at face value. Indeed, it is well-known that major changes had already occurred, especially in Type B syllables.

273



Georg Orlandi

less parsimonious theories have indicated a poorly plausible connections between *warn and
*gwarn JE, because of certain theories which link archaic Chinese kingship to shamanism
(Keightley et al. 1995: 132). In this case, the Sino-Bodic comparison may enter this controversy
as a valid alternative to all other explanations. Corroborative evidence in favour of Sino-Bodic
has been adduced in Hill (2011: 715). In the explicit attempt to reconcile Matisoff and Gong’s
presentations of the origins of Written Tibetan o, he pointed out that both Sinitic and Tibetan
merged proto-Trans-Himalayan *o and *ow as o (although he concludes that Written Tibetan
has three additional origins for o, viz. *wa, *we, *aw). 18

To sum up, the subgrouping of Trans-Himalayan languages still remains unclear and de-
bated. However, with the fine tuning provided by recent scholarship, it is becoming more evi-
dent that the bifurcation between Sinitic and non-Sinitic languages is scarcely supported by
linguistic facts.

4. Recent Bayesian Models in Trans-Himalayan Linguistics
and the Validity of Bifurcate Sino-Tibetan

As argued in sections 1 and 2, although the kinship of Trans-Himalayan languages is not dis-
puted,”” the subgrouping of its components still remains debated. Recently, two important
studies that employ computational approaches have been dedicated to the ‘origin and spread’
of Sino-Tibetan, one by Zhang et al. (2019) in Nature, and one by Sagart et al. (2019) in PNAS.
In the present section special attention is given mostly (but not exclusively) to the former. In
fact, although Sagart et al. (2019) call their tree Sino-Tibetan (perhaps as a face-saving prac-
tice), their study apparently comes up with a Trans-Himalayan tree, where the first split is be-
tween Sino-Sal (or Sino-Brahmaputran) and the rest of the family.

Zhang et al. (2019) applied “a particular model of probability testing known as Bayesian
phylogenetic modelling” (LaPolla 2019: 1). While Bayesian modelling, a character-based
method, also frequently makes use of the Swadesh 100-word list and partly resembles distant-
based methods in that they are a measure of lexical agreement, this approach is different from
lexicostatistics, because it does not claim that lexicon is replaced at a constant rate. Yet, it is
necessary to distinguish between tools and methods. Bayesian phylogenetic models are a
mathematical tool, and Bayes’ rule is a “vote counting” procedure (Jones and Love 2011;
Anderson 2011: 189, see below for more details). Now, there are two procedures which one
may follow in order to evaluate a proposed method: one is testing its practicability (perhaps
re-reproducing the experiment); the other is assessing the validity of the basic assumptions
which the method requires. The second procedure is followed here.

The first objection is addressed to Zhang et al.’s (2019: 112) basic assumption, according to
which, as a consequence of the fact that “language carries cultural information,” “the evolu-
tion of language provides insight into prehistoric human culture (emphasis added).” It may be
true that in a homogeneous cultural area, especially if it is characterized by the lack of histori-
cal discontinuity (is this the case?), the relationship between cultural and linguistic similarities
may, as Sapir (1921: 234) said, “move along parallel lines.” However, this writer is afraid that
the authors of this study were driven rightly into the cul-de-sac which Sapir (1921: 234) warned
about, in his famous though misconceived passage:

'® But see Matisoff (2015) for a rebuttal.

' Among the methodologies that have been employed to “prove” the existence of Sino-Tibetan/Trans-
Himalayan, we may list core vocabulary cognate counts (Benedict 1976), lexical analysis (Baxter 1995), morpho-
syntactic relations (van Driem 1997), and shared innovations (Burling 1983; Thurgood 2003).
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It goes without saying that the mere content of language is intimately related to culture. A soci-
ety that has no knowledge of theosophy need have no name for it; aborigines that had never seen or
heard of a horse were compelled to invent or borrow a word for the animal when they made his ac-
quaintance. In the sense that the vocabulary of a language more or less faithfully reflects the culture
whose purposes it serves it is perfectly true that the history of language and the history of culture
move along parallel lines. But this superficial and extraneous kind of parallelism is of no real inter-
est to the linguist except in so far as the growth or borrowing of new words incidentally throws
light on the formal trends of the language. The linguistic student should never make the mistake of
identifying a language with its dictionary.

Second, the entire enterprise is flawed by the contradictio in adjecto inherent in their ap-
proach. As Zhang et al. (2019: 115) themselves explain, in order to understand the prehistory
of human populations as well as their culture, they collated 949 lexical root-meanings across
109 Sino-Tibetan languages from the STEDT database, “[aJccording to the items in the
Swadesh 100-word list,” which, unfortunately, seeks to develop a ‘culturally independent’ test
list of universally used meanings.*’

Third, it seems that Zhang et al.’s (2019: 114) understanding of some historical linguistic
concepts such as ‘comparative method,” ‘glottochronology’ and ‘language classification’ is im-
precise:

In historical linguistics, the comparative method —using abundant contemporary materials and
historical documents—is an approach that has widely been used to establish language relation-
ships. Glottochronology, which is an extension of the comparative method, uses lexical data to es-
timate absolute divergence times. However, glottochronology has considerable limitations (such as
assuming a constant rate of language evolution) and does not account for different evolutionary
rates of languages owing to contact, environmental change or varied rates of substitution among
different categories of words.

First, the comparative method is not used to establish linguistic kinship (Hoenigswald
1960: 119; Newman 1970: 39; Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 201-202). The comparative
method is a multi-task enterprise. On the one hand, it aims at producing as output a phonemic
inventory, which is supposed to be a more or less close approximation of the phonological sys-
tem of a language X, by taking as input phonemically transcribed lexical items from related
languages (Hoenigswald 1960: 64); on the other, it is the method by which the hypothesis of an

* To put in the words of Bergsland and Vogt (1962: 151, also quoted in Teeter 1963: 645), “It is difficult to see
... how the various social, cultural, and linguistically patterned factors of lexical change could be determined from
short word lists designed ... to eliminate those very factors.” Another internal contradiction can also be observed
in the lexicostatistical approach developed by Morris Swadesh. For instance, given that lexicostatistics per se relies
on a list of culturally independent lexical items, it is of crucial importance that this list be universally valid. Hence,
practitioners and supporters of lexicostatistics have been very active in revising and gradually shortening this list,
at the expense of respect for the principles of statistical sampling, which by definition would imply that more trust
should be placed in longer lists of lexical items, not shorter ones. The reality is that these aims are opposed in prac-
tice. As Teeter (1963: 642) has rightly pointed out, “the closer we get to universal validity, the fewer the items
we have.” Consider, for example, the Yakhontov list, which represents a mere 35-word subset of the Swadesh list.
Although I do not contest the choice of specific lexical items, it is undeniable that this list may not consist of
enough items to handle statistically. It is not a case that, as Holman et al. (2008) have shown, in identifying the
kinship between the various Sinitic languages, the Yakhontov-35 list produces less accurate results than the origi-
nal Swadesh-100 list. As an anonymous reviewer has pointed out to the present writer, however, it should be clari-
fied that the various lexicostatistical tests of varying length may be more or less useful depending on the chrono-
logical distance that is measured by the tests. The fact that the Yakhontov-35 list is less useful for measuring dia-
lectal differentiation within the framework of Sinitic is due to the fact that the so-called “stable items” items on
them would show few —if any —variation, in the same way longer lists would produce scarce results for measur-
ing the distance between the most distant branches of Trans-Himalayan, since the less-stable items would likely
end up being replaced.
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already presumed genetic relationship is demonstrated. While its ancillary procedure (i.e. ‘inter-
nal reconstruction’) in the broader sense might refer to any reconstructive technique that is not
comparative,”' the comparative method is the “procedure whereby morphs of two or more
sister (i.e. genetically related) languages are matched in order to reconstruct the ancestor lan-
guage” (Hoenigswald 1960: 119). In their supplementary material, they claim that “[t]here are
challenges for the application of the historical linguistic comparative methods to systemati-
cally investigating the ST languages,” because “the time depth of the ST language is far be-
yond all the historical accounts and linguistic documentation.” This, however, holds true for
many other linguistic families, some of which do not even possess a written documentation.
This fact, however, is not known to have impeded the application of the comparative method
(Campbell 1994, Orlandi 2019b).

Second, why glottochronology is supposed to be an extension of the comparative method
we do not learn. Glottochronology, a method which Broca developed out of Dumont
d’Urville’s “lexicostatistics,” is a method for estimating the time length since two or more lan-
guages diverged from a common ancestor tongue. The employment of the comparative
method, on the other hand, involves (i) the establishment of systematic phonological corre-
spondences in words of same or related meaning; (ii) the reconstruction of phonemic systems;
(iii) the establishment of grammatical (especially morphological) correspondences; (iv) the re-
construction of grammatical systems (Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 202). Since glottochro-
nology provides no way of going beyond lexical analysis, it is hard to believe that it is an ex-
tension of the comparative method.

Furthermore, one may also point out certain grave mistakes, such as putting the location
of Tibetan in Lhasa rather than in the Yarlung/Chongye valley (Hill 2019: 3; Takeuchi 2012: 4;
Stein 1972). However, what is most striking is that they did not publish their underlying data,
but just relied on one scholar’s cognate judgments who strongly believed the theory Zhang et
al. (2019) claim to confirm. All we are presented with is a table with ST reconstructions (mostly
PTB) marked for presence/absence of reflexes in daughter languages in their supplementary
materials. The list does not include a number of well-known languages such as Meitei, Newar,
or Lepcha. Furthermore, it would be useful to point out that not including Sinitic languages
besides modern Mandarin and so called “Old Chinese” (not properly a language itself, but a
set of hypothetical and reconstructed sound classes) could potentially represent a methodo-
logical shortcoming. For instance, Sagart et al. (2019a) also include other Sinitic languages,
such as Gudngzhouhua, Chaozhouhua, Xingninghua, Longganghua, etc. Sinitic is a much
more diversified sub-family than they assume, but just how short is the list of languages in-
cluded within their Sinitic group is particularly stunning.

In addition, because not every reader may have familiarity with Bayesian phylogenetic
modelling, it is necessary to briefly introduce this method. Bayesian inference is a method of
statistical inference where Bayes’ theorem [P(H|E) = P(H) x P(EIH)/P(E)] is used to update the
probability for a hypothesis as more evidence becomes available.”> Bayes’ theorem describes

*! In a stricter sense, by ‘internal reconstruction’ is intended the comparison of allomorphs in order to arrive
at a reconstructed invariant form of a morpheme. The reconstruction entails sound change and may also say some-
thing about allophonic relationships, though not necessarily.

((l”

*2 H is the hypothesis under investigation and E is the new evidence. The symbol means “given”, so that
P(HIE) represent the probability that the hypothesis is true given the new evidence, i.e. ‘posterior probability’,
whereas P(H) is the prior probability (i.e. the probability that the hypothesis is true based on prior evidence).
P(EIH) represents the so called ‘likelihood function’. P(E) is the dominator and represents the probability of the

new evidence.
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the probability of an event based on prior knowledge of related conditions, and in so doing it
seeks to specify the optimal way to combine old evidence with new information. Bayesian
phylogeny in linguistics is a character-based method which typically involves three proce-
dures: encoding, representation and interpretation (Heggarty 2006: 184; Campbell 2013: 474).
With the exception of few applications (e.g, Eska and Ringe 2004), in most Bayesian phyloge-
netic approaches, lexical items are the only characters coded.

More specifically, Bayesian phylogenetic applications involve the following procedures:
(i) compiling a list of basic vocabulary items (normally the Swadesh 100-word list); (ii) finding
their equivalents in the languages investigated; (iii) searching for or relying on cognates al-
ready identified by linguists; (iv) convert them into binary or multi-state representations;
(v) using a computer software to construct a phylogenetic tree (Campbell 2013: 476-477). Of
course the software produces a myriad of trees, which need to be further assessed. Bayesian
methods have experienced a tremendous progress in recent years, following the fine-tuning of
estimation and probability theories (Chater et al. 2006), which prompted many scholars to
adopt Bayesian approaches in several areas of science. Because Bayesian inference is thought
be able to explain all the data without invoking arbitrary explanations, and to allow uncertain-
ties to be estimated in a natural way, Bayesian approaches are not only at the forefront of phy-
logenetic development, but are also enjoying a position of prominence in historical linguistics,
with authors who have gone as far as claiming that they constitute the future of historical lin-
guistics (cf. Verkerk 2017).*

Proponents of Bayesian phylogenies have been active in reassuring that these quantitative
approaches should not be regarded as substitute for linguistic innovations, and that statistical
models will not replace the role of historical linguists. Many historical linguists (cf. Holm 2007,
Campbell 2013: 482-490) argue that, although Bayesian models are certainly more sophisti-
cated than distance-based models such as glottochronology and lexicostatistics, they are
equally subject to the limitations resulting from their near-exclusive reliance on lexical items,
which nonetheless are widely regarded as being incapable of revealing a sufficient range of
linguistic change.24 Greenhill et al. (2017) have demonstrated that, however, structural fea-
tures are generally less informative and more prone to change than basic lexicon for recon-
structing linguistic phylogenies.

As argued above, Bayesian phylogenetic modelling, like any regression model, attempts
to infer a tree-generating model that is consistent with the priors in the given data. This does
not imply that Bayesian inference can validate a given linguistic genealogy, nor does it mean
that it can measure the probability that the studied hypothesis is true. While it is not denied
that they might be useful to historical linguistics, these methods, more often than not, can at
best yield results that are very close to those hypothesized by historical linguists. In fact, it is
not very clear how they might advance our knowledge of the linguistic families they are ap-
plied to. For successful attempts in utilizing Bayesian models simply led to a recapitulation of
existing theories, whereas other less successful attempts (e.g., Foster and Toth 2003; Serva and
Petroni 2008) led to results that are too absurd to be taken seriously (such as, e.g., placing Al-

3 Other specialists, instead, disagree. See Eska and Ringe (2004), Donohue, Denham and Oppenheimer
(2012), Pereltsvaig and Lewis (2015).

** Lexicon had a central role in the first applications of “lexicostatistics” by Dumont d’Urville (1790-1842) not
because lexicon was reckoned as the most stable part of a language, but because vocabulary was all the evidence
available to him. Also, the alleged scarce “borrowability” among the items of the famous Swadesh 100-word list
has been criticized (Haspelmath and Tadmor 2009). However, supporters of Bayesian inference (e.g., Greenhill
and Gray 2012; Scarborough 2019) in linguistics claim that ‘borrowings’ are not a major issue in Bayesian ap-
proaches.
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banian together with Romance languages as one branch of Indo-European, cf. Serva and
Petroni 2008). For this reason, many historical linguists are left with the impression that these
Bayesian models are “reinventing the wheel” (Campbell 2013: 485). For instance, Gray et al.
(2000, 2009) argue that their classification of Austronesian languages matches the comparative
method well (but curiously enough, one of the most eminent experts of Austronesian linguis-
tics, Robert Blust, who incidentally has supplied the cognancy judgments which their Bayesian
experiment relied upon, has not abandoned the conventional scheme of Austronesian lan-
guages in favour of the “new” Bayesian phylogeny), but it offers few, if any, original insights
which we did not already know. Even within the framework of Sino-Tibetan, the classification
of languages whose placement within the family is controversial or not sufficiently under-
stood is not clarified.” The phylogenetic study by Zhang et al. (2019) would have been much
more useful, had they clarified, e.g., the subgrouping of languages such as Lepcha and Newar
that are difficult to classify. As such, despite its prestige and growing diffusion, this Bayesian
study has yet to deliver on its promise to advance the empirical study of ST/Trans-Himalayan
historical linguistics.

With Zhang et al’s (2019) understanding of the ‘comparative method’ as a tool which
merely explores the lexicon of two or more languages, and their identification of language
with vocabulary, it is not surprising that they chose to put emphasis only on lexical data.
However, it is well known since the times of Lorenzo Hervas y Panduro (1735-1809) and
James Burnett, Lord Monboddo (1714-1799) that genetic relationship must be proven by
grammatical evidence (as Meillet and Sapir believed), especially paradigmatic morphology
(i.e. the combination of morphological markers into a string). To put in Nichols’s (1996: 64)
words:

The diagnostic evidence is grammatical, and it combines structural paradigmaticity (usually mul-
tiple paradigmaticity) and syntagmaticity with concrete morphological forms. The Indo-
Europeanists’ intuitive feel for what was diagnostic evidence of relatedness corresponds to a com-
putable threshold of probability of occurrence, and the main purpose of this chapter has been to
give a simple rule of thumb for judging evidence of relatedness. A grouping can be regarded as es-
tablished by the comparative method if and only if it rests on individual-identifying evidence.

Nevertheless, certain aspects outlined in Zhang et al. (2019) may, indeed, deserve more at-
tention. For instance, the close relationship outlined in Zhang et al. (2019) between Tani and
Digarish or Naga and Kuki Chin (but already acknowledged by DeLancey 2012 et seq.) is
probably correct. On the other hand, Sagart et al. (2019a) placed Tibetan together with Derung,
and Sinitic with Sal.”® Potential cases of common lexical innovations are offered in the sup-
plementary material (Sagart et al. 2019b: 24-25), and this might be a good way to encourage
further works to follow this direction.

» Actually it was not even discussed.

*6 DeLancey (2015) reckons the Sal languages as being a sub-branch of the wider Central Tibeto-Burman
group. The Sal sub-family is generally represented with three branches, consisting of Bodo-Garo, Konyak and Ka-
chinic or Jingpho-Luish languages (Burling 2003: 175; Thurgood 2003: 11). Divergent opinions are also encoun-
tered. Shafer originally put Konyak and Bodo-Garo under his ‘Baric’ rubric. Bradley (1997: 20) also combines them
into a single sub-branch. Matisoff (2013: 20, 2012) divides Sal languages into two main branches, Bodo-Garo and
Jingpho-Konyak. This division was foreshadowed by Benedict (1972:7), who noted that Bodo-Garo, Konyak and
Kachin languages shared, together with the extinct Chairel language (a Luish language), distinctive roots for ‘sun’
and ‘fire.” Van Driem (2001: 397-398, 403) originally included Bodo-Garo, Konyak, Dhimalish and Kachin-Luic in
his Brahmaputran branch. However, in his most recent publications, he presents this family as encompassing only
Bodo-Garo and Konyak. See also Coupe (2012).
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Nevertheless, it should also be remembered that the consensus trees provided in both
studies are not “just so” stories, but only partial representations of the Trans-Himalayan
Stammbaum. For instance, Zhang et al. (2019) obtained a posterior probability of 0.6 for the
non-Sinitic group, which means that this group is only “weakly supported”.”’ In Sagart et al.’s
(2019) consensus tree, the Sino-Sal branch has a low posterior probability (0.33, cf. Sagart et al.
2019b), albeit it remains the highest candidate. This means that either Sinitic is the outgroup or
that it sides with Sal, though they are not necessarily the outgroup.

4. Future directions: the reconstruction of the parent language
and the broader affinities of Trans-Himalayan

As argued in sections 1 and 3, the Stammbaum of Trans-Himalayan is still debated. Regarding
language subgrouping, the identification of shared innovations is the most recommended
practice of historical linguistics. However, as LaPolla (2001: 245) rightly pointed out, very few
of the proposed subgrouping schemes for ST give reasons for their outlines. A number of re-
cent publications such as Honda (2014), Hyslop (2014) and Casule (2014), all in the volume ed-
ited by Thomas Owen-Smith and Nathan W. Hill, nonetheless tried to sharpen the demarca-
tion line between innovations, inheritances and borrowings. What emerges from these new
endeavours, however, is that our knowledge of Trans-Himalayan historical phonology is still
limited (Owen-Smith and Hill 2014: 6). In order to distinguish innovations from borrowings,
the reconstruction of proto-Trans-Himalayan (or of its branches) seems to be indispensable (cf.
Hyslop 2014). Previous attempts at reconstructing the ancestor language of Trans-Himalayan
(though called Sino-Tibetan) include Coblin (1986), Gong (1995) and Peiros and Starostin
(1996). Reconstructions of proto-Tibeto-Burman are found in Benedict (1972) and Matisoff
(2003). Coblin’s work (1986), one of the first attempts at incorporating more refined OC recon-
structions, unfortunately suffers from some shortcomings. First, his handlist shows a “non-
historical” treatment of linguistic material (Kiinstler 2019: 63). In fact, we find the proto-words
for ‘iron’ or ‘metal’ (Coblin 1986: 98-99), although we have no evidence that the material cul-
tures which are often associated to Tibeto-Burman populations effectively possessed iron
and/or metal in general. If they had no knowledge of iron, it is hardly credible that they had a
word for it. Second, this putative handlist of Sino-Tibetan words presents methodological pe-
culiarities. For far too many of his reconstructed linguistic units, typically consisting of long
strings of reconstructed phonemes, are tolerated to merge with zero in several attested Sino-
Tibetan languages without explained conditions.

Gong (1995) has worked extensively on the most well-documented languages of the fam-
ily, viz. Written Tibetan, Written Burmese, and Old Chinese (mainly as reconstructed by Li
Fang-kuei, albeit with some minor revisions). The present article shall not treat in detail
Gong’s reconstructions, in accordance with its aim of discussing principle and not practice.
It suffices to point out that, perhaps, reconstructing a wide family, comprising around 600 lan-
guages, just from the surface of three of them will produce, in all probability, a proto-language
plagued by the Berkson’s fallacy, no matter how rigorous is the reconstruction attempted. In
fact, if we reconstruct the ancestor language of a very wide and still insufficiently explored
family merely on the basis of Written Tibetan, Written Burmese and Old Chinese, we inevita-
bly introduce a bias towards what is regular and frequent in the morphemic system of these
three languages, which would further tempt us to exclude all deviant features a priori. Future

*1 wish to thank an anonymous reviewer for his/her thoughtful comment on this aspect.
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reconstructions of the proto-language will have to take into account also other languages in
addition to Tibetic, Burmic and Sinitic.

Uncertainties and difficulties with the reconstruction of proto-Trans-Himalayan are testi-
tied by a significant divergence in the typology of the proto-languages. While some scholars,
most notably LaPolla (1989, 1992, 1994), have argued that verbal agreement systems are inde-
pendent innovations in various “Tibeto-Burman” branches of the family, others such as van
Driem (1993), DeLancey (1989, 2010) and Jacques (2012) hold the view that the proto-language
was a highly synthetic tongue whose subgroups later experienced varying degrees of phono-
logical erosion (cf. Owen-Smith and Hill 2014). While none of these typological proposals has
weathered the years free of difficulties, this writer’s predilection is for the reconstruction of a
synthetic proto-language. DeLancey (2014) argues that a process of creolization, following
their emergence as linguae francae, was the cause of the simpler typology of the analytic lan-
guages of Trans-Himalayan. This makes perfectly sense also in view of the process of urbani-
zation and state centralization which is frequently associated with languages such as Chinese.
In addition, McWhorter (1998: 798, 2001) lists three typological features which distinguish cre-
oles from other languages, viz. (i) little or no inflectional affixation; (ii) little or no use of tone to
lexically contrast monosyllables or encode syntax; (iii) semantically regular derivational affixa-
tion. However, others (cf. Ansaldo and Matthews 2001: 315-317) have rightly pointed out that
this is of little help in East and South Asian context. Other features of creole languages have
been listed by Aronoff et al. (2005: 302-312, 326). Some of these include (i) little inflection, or
very little derivation, largely consisting of affixation with no simultaneous morphology;
(ii) absence of polymorphemic classifier constructions. Most importantly, they have pointed
out that the sociolinguistic conditions of usage in a given community may vary, and these
variances may give rise to a difference in the grammatical properties of the creole (Aronoff et
al. 2005: 304). For instance, certain sociolinguistic factors may favour a creole continuum with
mesolectal varieties that are grammatically more similar to the dominant, lexifier language
(Holm 1988). Although these ideas are far from being presentable at the moment, this is some-
thing future works will inevitably have to take into account.

We can now turn to the broader affiliation of Trans-Himalayan. Since a discussion about
all these proposed distant classifications of Sino-Tibetan goes far beyond the scope of the pre-
sent article, only some lesser-known attempts at linking Trans-Himalayan with other families
are surveyed here. These proposals are not discussed in the specific. Overall, Sino-Tibetan has
been linked with Na-Dene (Sapir 1920; Bengtson 1994) and Athabaskan (Shafer 1952, 1957,
1969; Swadesh 1952, 1965), Yeniseian and Caucasian (Starostin 1982, 1984, 1989, 1991; Starostin
and Ruhlen 1994; Nikolaev 1991), Austroasiatic and Hmong-Mien (Starosta 2005), Indo-
European (Chang 1988; Pulleyblank 1983, 1995, 1996), Austronesian (Sagart 1994, 2005, 2011,
2016, 2017), Hmong-Mien, Kradai, Austroasiatic and Austronesian (Pan 2003; Zhéngzhang
2003). This last one, known as Sino-Austric (Hud’Ao #j#) or Yangtzean, is a megalomaniac
and very speculative distant relationship. Although it has been only poorly and vaguely de-
scribed, one hesitates to cite specific examples from this putative though unclear list of genetic
factors which are supposed to purport the integrity of this megalophylum only because one is
not willing to give further currency to these pseudo-linguistic speculations. However, one
comes up with the impression that mere geographical proximity, together with certain politi-
cal adumbrations, are at the basis of this megalophylum. Sino-Caucasian has been surveyed
elsewhere (van Driem, 2005b), therefore is not discussed here. Sagart’s Sino-Tibeto-
Austronesian (STAN) is perhaps the most promising among these proposals of distant genetic
relationship. It is grounded on both linguistic and archaeological (especially for what regards
the domestication of two types of cereals) arguments. Linguistically, it was rejected by Blust
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(1995, 2014) with two devastating critiques. More recently, the theory has been re-examined by
Orlandi (2018), who appears to be more open-minded to it, although he also concludes that the
evidence in favour of STAN is still insufficient for proving this distant relationship, given the
non-obvious relationship of the languages involved. Sino-Dene is much less popular, and has
not gained much support besides that of its original proponents. Although the theory goes
back to Sapir, connections between Trans-Himalayan and the languages of the Americans
were already noted by the English engineer and philologist Henry Harcourt Hyde Clarke
(1815-1895).%° He also argued that Lepcha, a Trans-Himalayan language spoken by Lepcha
people in Sikkim and parts of West Bengal, Nepal and Bhutan, was genetically related to
Chadic (Houssa in Clarke’s terminology). Of course, the history of Sino-Dene is unrelated to
these absurd speculations. In brief, in 1920, Sapir noted that Na-Dene was fundamentally dif-
ferent from the other languages spoken in North America. He wrote a series of letters to Al-
fred Kroeber where he enthusiastically spoke of a connection between Na-Dene and “Indo-
Chinese.” In 1925, a supporting article summarizing his thoughts, albeit not written by him (cf.
Bengtson 1994: 208), entitled “The Similarities of Chinese and Indian Languages,” was pub-
lished in Science Supplements. Sapir mainly compared Na-Dene classifiers with a similar verb
prefix s- found in Tibetan. The Sino-Dene hypothesis never gained foothold in the United
States, besides Sapir’s circle, though it was later revitalized by Shafer (1952, 1957, 1969) and
Swadesh (1952, 1965). Nevertheless, their Sino-Tibetan-Athabaskan connections were assailed
by other scholars (e.g. Matisoff, note 13 of Benedict’s Conspectus 1972: 3; Campbell 1988: 593).
Today very few scholars have expressed their predilection for Sino-Dene. A notable supporter
is Bengtson, who also holds the view that Sino-Dene and STAN could be reconciled at suffi-
cient time depths (pc, 2018).

5. Remarks on the Trans-Himalayan Urheimat

The present article intentionally overlooked the ongoing debate on the purported Trans-
Himalayan Urheimat. Some remarks, however, are also recommendable. Some scholars favour
autochthony and argue for a Trans-Himalayan/Sino-Tibetan Urheimat in present-day northern
China; others favour language diversification and argue for an Urheimat in northern India and
Nepal.” Trans-Himalayan, however, is not the sole linguistic family where we do have two
conflicting theories about the placing of a homeland. Even the hypothetical homeland of a
well-explored family such as Indo-European is still controversial. One theory purports that

*¥ See Clarke (1881: 118). However, Clarke misinterpreted the kinship of his Kolarian family, which was sup-
posed to include Sino-Tibetan languages (Kuki-Chin-Naga, Bodo), Dravidic (Konda) and Austroasiatic (Sora) lan-
guages. Clarke believed that other Himalayish languages, generally put under the Indo-Chinese phylum, were in-
stead related to Ugric tongues. In Clarke’s view, Ugric languages encompassed Samoyedic, Hungarian (Magyar),
Khanty (Ostyak), Mordvinic, Mari (Cheremis), Udmurt (Votyak) and Lapp. Clarke saw lexical evidence for a ge-
nealogical relationship between Ugric and the Himalayan languages of East Nepal, such as Bantawa (Rungcheng-
bung), Bahing and other languages which today are classified as Kiranti. In addition, there were other languages
which show a genetic relationship with Ugric, albeit they were reckoned as being more distantly related: Takpa
(Tshangla) and the Qiangic language Manyak (Muya). Kiranti languages of west Nepal were also considered ge-
netically related, though not as close as the Kiranti tongues of east Nepal. Sunwar, Gurung, Magar, Newar and
Tamang (Moormi). Clarke further included Vayu, Abhor-Minyong (Abor group) and Orunodoi (Sivasagar, previ-
ously Sibsagar), but left out the so-called ‘prehistoric languages of north-east Nepal,” such as Bodo, Kachari (both
being Bodo-Garo languages) and Dhimal (Clarke 1878: 47).

¥ See, for instance, Blench and Post (2014).
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Indo-European originated somewhere within the Steppes near the Caspian Sea around
5,000~7,000 years ago. While there is no direct archaeological evidence for their dispersal north
to Scandinavia, south to the Mediterranean, west to Europe and east to India, many linguists
accept this provisional Urheimat because, based on what is known about rates of language
changes, Indo-European could not have existed prior to 7,000~8,000 years ago. Nevertheless,
the British archaeologist and palaeolinguist Colin Renfrew (1990) has pointed out that evi-
dence from climatic changes and technological developments would suggest that Indo-
Europeans originated as early as 9,000 years ago in Anatolia (cf. Bouckaert et al. 2012).

The typological classification of languages is generally inaccurate and can tell us few
about the genetic relationship of languages.’® The identification of the Urheimat, nonetheless,
is a typological-cultural enterprise, as we are supposed to identify the typology of the speakers
of a reconstructed language with the typology of early cultures, as reconstructed by means of
archaeological data (Kitson 1997: 184). In fact, the association of a hypothetical group of proto-
speakers with their possible homeland is an intuitive assessment of the time covered by the in-
ternal changes reconstructible for the Ursprache and by those socio-archaeological cultures
which they are associated with (Kitson 1997: 183-184). Many of the homeland theories related
to Trans-Himalayan are strictly connected to the assumption according to which “language
families arise through demographic processes driven by favourable changes in food procure-
ment” (Sagart et al. 2019a: 10320; cf. Diamond and Bellwood 2003). This ‘language dispersal’
model is not new, as it has been emphasized by Renfrew (1973 et seq.) and Bellwood (1991 et
seq.), and was pioneered a long time ago by von Heine-Geldern (1914). Renfrew associated the
spread of Indo-European languages in Europe with the spread of agriculture in the Old Conti-
nent, which he interpreted by the ‘wave of advance’ model of Ammermann and Cavalli-Sforza
(1973, 1979, 1984; cf. Campbell and Poser 2008: 337). A wealth of publications have demon-
strated that language and agriculture may follow separate vectors, and at least for what re-
gards many other linguistic families, the model is simply untenable (Kaufman 1976; Vansina
1995; Gardner 2000; cf. Campbell and Poser 2008: 344-346). It would be also a good practice to
illustrate why the language/agriculture spread model is better than the generally accepted
‘centre of gravity’ model, based on the principle of minimum moves and maximum diversifi-

30 5ome authors, however, claim otherwise. See, for instance, Greenhill et al. (2010), Wichmann and Saunders
(2007), Dediu (2011), Wichmann (2013). Some of these studies are indeed very insightful and informative about
how to use typological features. However, they do not invalidate the statements that typological classification can-
not tell us much about the genealogical classification of languages: Hopi is very different typologically from Aztec,
Chamic from Rukai, and Manchu from any other Tungusic language. Within the framework of Trans-Himalayan,
we have SVO languages such as Chinese and Kiranti, and SOV languages, highly synthetic languages such as
rGyalrongic and isolating languages such as Burmese. Yet Chamic and Rukai are Austronesian, and Manchu is a
Tungusic language. Japanese and Korean are typologically close to the point that, in most cases, one can literally
translate morpheme by morpheme from one language to the other, and yet they are unrelated. It is clear that ty-
pology is not a reliable criterion for language classification, albeit one may effectively look at typology in a differ-
ent way. However, even some of these typological studies had to conclude that the degree of confidence toward
the acceptance of hypotheses concerning genetic relationships generated by algorithms on the basis of typological
data is still unknown to us. Indeed, the present writer suspects that this task is at odds with the genealogical classi-
fication of languages. Postulating a genetic relationship is a very different type of ability from the fast processing
toward a specific end that the new quantitative approaches seek to pursue. It is well-known that the genetic rela-
tionship among languages is heuristic in principle, and relies upon some key human abilities such as intuition and
common sense. It is very difficult to devise an algorithm for these key abilities, since all that an algorithm can do is
to behave in a logical way (which is quite different from ‘reasoning’). In fact, there is a neat difference between the
type of fluid intelligence demanded by historical linguistics and the type of ‘crystallized’ intelligence that comes
from prior learning and/or past experience which is proper to quantitative approaches, including Bayesian inference.

282



Once again on the history and validity of the Sino-Tibetan bifurcate model

cation, which is widely used for assigning linguistic homelands to accepted linguistic families
(Campbell and Poser 2008), or why it is preferred over other approaches which go beyond the
traditional comparative method, such as the ‘punctuated equilibrium’ model (Dixon 2002), or
the ‘spread zone’ approach (Nichols 1992, 1997).

Genetic studies, sometimes, seem to support these cultural and typological identifications.
However, language diversity cannot be explained by genetic factors, albeit the relationship be-
tween the two is often stimulating. For example, it is well-known that, as a result of what evo-
lutionary biologists call the ‘founder effect,” genetic diversity is higher in Africa and dimin-
ishes with increasing distance from it. Curiously, languages in Africa exhibit the highest num-
ber of phonemes, including a peculiar type of plosive consonants produced with a velaric in-
gressive (velaric suction in the Ladefoged and Williamson feature system) airstream, and the
farther away phonemic inventories are from Africa, the simpler they become, touching their
lowest levels in the languages of the Pacific. Yet this may be only a coincidence, as several ex-
ceptions are found in a number of languages of the north-west coast of the Americas. While it
is not denied the usefulness of linguistic palaeontology, a term coined by Adolphe Pictet
(1859-1863) in a romantic attempt to reconstruct the world of the proto-Indo-Europeans, it
should be remembered that the primary scope of language reconstruction is to test and vali-
date an assumed genetic relationship between languages, and not to give indications about the
culture or the homeland of their alleged speakers.

6. Conclusions

The detailed history of the Western linguistic development of the hypothesis of the Sino-
Tibetan family presented in this article has demonstrated that the hypothesis of a Sino-Tibetan
phylum bifurcated into Sinitic and non-Sinitic (i.e. Tibeto-Burman) has never been really sub-
stantiated, and as such many scholars may not necessarily be mistaken in claiming that it re-
flects an obsolete view (cf. McColl et al. 2018: 362). The more agnostic term Trans-Himalayan
is the most neutral and accurate name for the family (Simon and Hill 2015: 381). Given that the
recent Bayesian study by Sagart et al. (2019) has produced a Trans-Himalayan tree and that
the one by Zhang et al. (2019), which purports to substantiate the bifurcate Sino-Tibetan
model, contains many methodological peculiarities, it is concluded that, for the present at
least, the bifurcate Sino-Tibetan model is weakened rather than enhanced by these statistical
approaches. Hugely important is the fact that, even though one is persuaded of similar Bayes-
ian approaches, the two most recent works of this kind have come up with two divergent sce-
narios, one of which produced a Trans-Himalayan tree.
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T'eopz Opaarou. Eme pas K BOIpocy 06 MCTOpUM M CTeIleHN OOOCHOBAaHHOCTY OMHApPHON MO-
Jeny KraccupuKamm CMHO-TUOETCKUX S3BIKOB

B paMxax crHO-TMOETCKOI IMIIOTe3B], KaK IIPaBIIO, IOCTY/IMpPYyeTCsl OMHapHOe pa3sJeseHie
BCeX s3BIKOB CeMbM Ha KUTAMCKYIO (CMHUTUYIECKYIO) M TUOeTO-0MpMaHCKyIO BeTBI. B naHHOI!

CTaTbe KpaTKO, HO MCYEPIIbIBAIOIIE M3J/IaraeTcs O6H_La5[ MCTOPN: TUITOTE3bI, 3a KOTOpOI7[ ciie-
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JyeT KpuTudeckoe obcy>KJeHue MeTO/0J0TMYeCKMX HeJJOCTaTKOB HeJaBHO IIpesI0XKeHHON
GaitecoBckoll KIaccuyKaIuy, IKOOI ITOATBep>KAaloIell J0CTOBePHOCTL TaKOTO G1IHaPHOTO
paszenenus. B 3aBepireHne cratbu 06Cy>KAalOTCA BO3MOSKHEIE ITYTH Jla/IbHEIIIETO pa3BUTU
CpaBHNUTEIBLHOTO M3YJYeHUs] TPaHCTMMaJIaliCKIX SI3BIKOB.

Khtouesvle caosa: TpaHcrmMasarckye sI3BIKY; CHHO-THOETCKUe sA3BIKM; DaliecOBCKMe KJlaccu-
Jukanyy; puroreHeTHIeCcKas! KIacCuPpUKALIVA SI3BIKOB.



C. A. bBypaax

Mucruryr Bocroxosesenns PAH; svetlana.burlak@bk.ru

YCcTOM4YMBOCTD 1 4aCTOTHOCTD: €CTh AU KOppeAasaus?

3HaueHMe CJI0Ba MOXKET OBITh Ha3BaHO Oa3VICHBIM, eC/IM /I HOCHTesel Jerde BCIIOMHUTD
y>Ke CYIIeCTBYIOIIee B sI3bIKe CIOBO C 9TUM 3HaueHIeM, YeM 3aMeHATh eTO 3alIMCTBOBaHIeM
MM TIPOM3BOJHBIM. YCTPOVICTBO 4Y€I0BEYECKOTO MO3Ia TaKOBO, UTO IIPOIIe BCIIOMMHAETCS
TO, 4TO BCTpeyaeTcs yalle (ITOCKOJIbKY 3aJeliCTBOBaHHbIe B DTOM HePOHHbIE CBA3M YCUJIN-
BaIOTCs B IIpoLiecce MCII0Nb30BaHMs, COIIacHO Ipasuay Xeb6a). DTa runoresa Obljia Mpose-
peHa Ha 15 4acTOTHBIX CIOBapsIX A3BLIKOB Pa3HBIX ceMell U apeasos. /JBajnaTh OJHO CBOje-
IIIeBCKOe 3HaueHle BhIPa’kaeTCsl CJIOBOM M3 IIePBON THICSIUM IIO0 YaCTOTHOCTM BO BCEX pac-
CMOTpPEHHBIX s3bIKaX; 0oJibire 60 CJI0B IIOYTH B JIOOOM M3 PacCMOTPEHHBIX SI3BIKOB BXOZAT
B IIepBbIe JiBe ThIcAuy, 6os1ee 80 — B IIepBLIe TPIL.

Ec/mm c/10Bo OkaspIiBaeTcst BBICOKOYAaCTOTHBIM B OJHOM I3 SI3BIKOB, BeJIVKa BEPOSITHOCTD, IYTO
OHO OKa>KeTCs BBICOKOYaCTOTHBIM M B IpyroM. VICK/IoueHmst CBs3aHbI € IOJIMCeMueli: MHOTO-
3HaYHBIe CJIOBa YaCTOTHee OJJHO3HAYHEIX. [I0CKOJIBKY IOIMceMusl MOXKET OBITh yHac/IeJoBaHa
U3 sI3BIKa-IIpesiKa, IIpeCTaBUTeIbHbIN YHIBEPCaNbHBIN CIIVICOK 3HaYeHMI, JaCTOTHOCTh KOTO-
PBIX He 3aBricesa OBl OT ITOJIVICEMMUM, COCTaBUTh HEBO3MOYKHO. YacTOTHOCTD O HEKOTOPOII CTe-
IIeHM 3aBUICUT OT oOpa3a >KU3HM, TeEM He MeHee, CJIOBA 13 CBOJEIIEeBCKOTO CIIVICKa COXPaHSIOT
BBICOKYIO YaCTOTHOCTb IIpU JIIOOOM >KM3HEHHOM yKJage. IIpu 9ToM n3MeHeHMs 4aCTOTHOCTH
OT/Ie/TbHBIX CJIOB He CBs3aHBI HY C OOIIMM IIPOVCXOXKJEeHNeM, HU C apeaTbHbIM BJIVITHUIEM.

Habmozenns Hasi, 9aCTOTHOCTBIO MO3BOJIIOT IPeJIOXKUTh CAefyIomie yIydIleHnus Me-
TOJAUKM cOOpa CTOCIOBHMKOB: [JIs IIpeJie/IbHBIX IJIarojoB BeIOMpaTh popMmy IepdeKTnsa,
IS HellpeieIbHBIX — uMIepdeKTuBa, s II1arojIos ABVoKeHMs — GopMy OJHOKpaTHOTO Ha-
IIpaBJIEHHOTO JEeVICTBUA, ISl IJ1ar0JIOB BOCHPUATHS — pOpMYy HEHaMepPeHHOIO BOCIIPMSTILA.
A1 coBa ‘pyka’ sydilie 6paTh He aHATOMUYECKUe, a PYHKIIMOHAIbHbIE KOHTEKCTHI.

CreneHp yCTOIYMBOCTM CJIOBa C OIpe/ieIEHHBIM 3HaueHNeM pas3/inMJyaeTcs B Pa3HBIX SA3bI-
Kax, TeM He MeHee, pa3Hble BLIOOPKM 0a3MCHOI JIEKCUKIU JeMOHCTPUPYIOT IIPUMEPHO O/u-
HAaKOBYIO CB:I3b C YaCTOTHOCTBIO. XOT:I IIPAMOI 3aBUCUMOCTY MKy YaCTOTHOCTBIO JIeKCHKIU
U e€ YCTOVYMBOCTBIO HET, BCE JKe COOTHOIIeHMe MeXXy 0a3MCHOCTBIO JTeKCHKHU 1 e€ JacToT-
HOCTBIO ABJIsIeTCs HecaydaiiHpIM. CyIIiecTByeT CBsI3b MeXKJy YaCTOTHOCTBLIO (HO He CTaOu/Ib-
HOCTBIO) M PaHHUM OCBOeHUeM CJI0B. BeposATHO, ®TO ciejcTBMe TOTO, YTO YaCTOTHOCTD
B DOJIBIIIEN] CTeIleHN CBsA3aHa C HBIHeIITHMM 00pa3oM >KM3HH, TOTAa KaK CTabMIBHOCTD B 6OJIb-
IIIell CTeTIeHN OTpaKaeT IIPOIIJIbIe DIIOXIA.

YacTOTHOCTB CJIOB C OZHUM U TeM JKe 3HaueHNEeM — pasdHasl B pa3HBIX A3BIKaX U Jla’kKe B Of-
HOM s3BIKe B pasHoe BpeMs. VI 9To, BUIMMO, YHUBEpCaJbHBII 3aKOH: ecau Obl ObLIO MHave,
CJIOBa M3 CIIMICKa He MOIJIN OBl BBIIIaZaTh (IIOTOMY YTO MX OBI 4acTO yIoTpeOb./Is1M, He 3a0bI-
BasM U He 3aMensan). CaM Ke CIIMCOK 6a3VICHBIX 3HAUEeHUIT — KaKOB OBI OH HU OBLT — IMeeT
BepOsATHOCTHYIO IPUPOJY: KaK/ie MUMEeHHO 3HaYeHMsI BOWM/YT B IlepBble THICSYM IO YacTOTHO-
CTV B JAHHOM KOHKPETHOM s3bIKe B 3aJlaHHbIII MOMEHT BpeMeHM — HeIlpeJcKa3yeMoO, HO
B Ka>K/IbIII MOMEHT B JTI0OOM sI3bIKe OOJIbIIas 4acTh CTOCIOBHUKA B HUX BXOJUT.

Karouesvie crosa: 6asucHas nexcuka; 100-caosHbI cimcok CBojielna; ncropuyeckas yCTonum-

BOCTD; 4aCTOTHOCTD, YCBOEHIIE SI3bIKa.

Kaxxerca JIOTMYHBIM, 94TO BXO>KJeHIe TOI'O MJIVT MHOTO 3Ha4YeHII B CIIMCOK 6a3mCHOI JIeK-
CHKM — T. €. JeKCUKIU 0CO00 YCTOﬂqMBOﬁ, MaJ1o HO‘I[Bep)KeHHOﬁ 3aMe€HaM U 3aVMIMCTBOBaHIAM —
OCHOBBIBA€TCSI Ha TOM, 9YTO HOCUTEJISIM SI3bIKa OKa3bIBA€TCA ITPOIIE BCIIOMHUTD y2Ke CyIIecCT-
ByIOIIlee CJIOBO, Ye€M 3aMEHSITh €r0 3aIMCTBOBaHMEM WJIN HOBOO6paBOBaHI/IeM. B Cni1y YCTpOIZ-
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CTBa HaIllero MO3Ia, TO, YTO Yallle BCTpeyaeTcsl, BCIIOMIHAETCs JIydIlle, IIOCKOIbKY COOTBEeTCT-
ByIOIIJie HelIpOHHBIe KOHTYPBI OKasbIBaroTcs ycuaeHsl (Hebb 1949).

Npes Toro, 4to GoJiee yacTOTHBIE CIOBa JIOJIKHBI JIydIlle HacaeJoBaThCsl, ITPOBOJMTCS
B pabore (Apanos, Xep1y 1974): M. B. Apanios u M. M. Xep1 npeziaralor He COCTaBJIATD CIIN-
CKI Oa3MCHOI JIEKCUKH, a MICIIOIb30BaTh BeCh CI0Baph sA3bIKa, paH>XKMPOBaB CJI0Ba Ha OCHOBE X
yactoTHOCTU (Apanos, Xepr 1974: 30-33). Crimcok CBoJiellta aBTOpbI KpUTUKYIOT 3@ TO, 4TO OH,
I10 X MHEHMIO, SIBJISIeTCs He JIMHTBUCTIYeCKNM, a THorpaduyeckuM (Aparnos, Xepry 1974: 26).
Ognaxko, kak rokazan M. H. Caenko (Caenko 2014: 50-53), csioBa CBOZEIIEBCKOTO CITMICKA SIB-
JIAIOTCS B OOJIBIIIMHCTBE CBOEM JIOCTAaTOYHO YaCTOTHBIMM: B YEIIICKOM s3bIKe (IO CJI0BapIO
Jelinek et al. 1961) «64 cioBa BOILIN B IIEPBYIO THICAYY, 78 B IepBble JBe THICAUM CaMBIX Yac-
TOTHBIX cJ10B» (Caenko 2014: 51), B mosrbckoM (110 citosapio Kurcz et al. 1990) «51 ciioso m3 cro-
CJIOBHMKA BXOJAMT B IEPBYIO THICAUY, 76 B IlepBble JBe THICSIYM Haubosiee YaCTOTHBIX CJIOB»
(tam >xe: 52), B pycckoMm (110 ciaoBapio (Brown 2003), cocrasienHoMy Ha ocHoBe cioBaps (Uac-
TOTHBIIL... 1977) 06Bb€éMOM 40 ThICSY CJIOB) «68 CJIOB U3 CTOCJOBHUKA BOIILIN B IIEPBYIO TBHICAYY,
84 B mepBbIe JiBe THICSUM CAMBIX YaCTOTHBIX CJIOB PyCCKOTO sA3bIKa» (Caenko 2014: 53).

A TIpOBepPKM DTOV TUIIOTE3BI 3a IpefesaMl CJIAaBSHCKON TPYIIIBI OBLIN IIPOBEIeHEI
IOJICYETHI 110 YaCTOTHBIM CJIOBApsIM CeMU SI3BIKOB pasHBIX ceMell U apeasioB: pycckoro (/-
mesckas, [llapos 2009), arramiickoro (Davies, Gardner 2010), Typenxoro (Aksan Y. et al. 2017),
sroHckoro (Tono et al. 2013), apa6ckoro (Buckwalter, Parkinson 2011), rpysunckoro (IImass-
uenb, Hozaznze 2012) u ur6o (Anon. 2015-2017). BriocsieactBum B 1OACYET ObLIM JOOABIEHBI
Tak>Ke JJaHHbIe YaCTOTHBIX cIoBapeil KuTaiickoro (Xiao et al. 2009), ncrranckoro (Davies, Hay-
ward Dawies 2018), mopryransckoro (Davies, Preto-Bay 2008), ¢ppanmysckoro (Lonsdale, Le
Bras 2009), nemenikoro (Jones, Tschirner 2006), nugepanickoro (Tiberius, Schoonheim 2014),
gertickoro (Cermak, Kien 2011) n pycckoro (Sharoff et al. 2013) A3BIKOB, BEIIIIEAIIIE B TOM K€
cepuM 1 COCTaBJI€HHBIe 11O TOM >Ke MeTO/MKe, YTO U CJI0Bapy aHIJIMIICKOIO, TyPeIKOTO, AIOH-
CKOTO U apabCKOTo SI3BIKOB, a TaKXKe JIaHHBIe I10 IOJIbCKOMY s3BIKY (Kurcz et al. 1990, nur. mo:
Caenko 2014: 51-52).

CiioBapy aHIIMIICKOTO, HUJEPJIAHJCKOTO, HEMEIIKOro, (PPaHITy3CKOTO, MICIIaHCKOTO, IIOp-
TYTaJIbCKOI'O, YeIIICKOIO, ITOJIbCKOTO, TYPEeIIKOIo, SITOHCKOIO, KUTalCKOTO 1 apabCcKoro oXBaThl-
BaioT 1tepsble 5 000 HaMboJIee YaCTOTHBIX CJIOB COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO s3bIKa, CIOBAaph IPY3MHCKO-
ro — repsble 3525 c/10B, C1I0Baphb UI0O — IePBYIO THICSAUY CJIOB.

B augepranzckom ciosape Tiberius, Schoonheim 2014 gacToTs! IpuBegeHBI OTAENBHO I10
Pa3HBIM >KaHpaM U I'pyIIlaM >KaHpPOB, OOIIIero Crmcka, ynopsj04eHHOIO 10 YaCTOTHOCTH, HeT,
II09TOMY IOJCYETEI 10 HEMY OT/JIMYAIOTCSI HEKOTOPO JJOJIel YCIOBHOCTML.

Corocras/ieHne JJaHHBIX PYCCKOTO s13bIKa 10 coBapsM /smesckast, [apos 2009 n Sharoff
et al. 2013 noka3spIBaeT, 4TO, XOTs1 KOpItyca 1 pasHsle (B /amesckast, [llapos 2009 ncrob3oBaH
Harmmonaasssiit kopiyc pycckoro saseika (HKPZ), y Sharoff et al. 2013 — Tekctsl ¢ 6071ee, yem
75 ThICSAY BeO-cTpaHmI, oxBaThbiBamoINe 150 MIJIIMOHOB CIIOBOYIIOTpeO/IeHNIT), KOPpeIsis
JOCTaTOYHO BBICOKA: ITIOUTM BCe CI0Ba IIOIIaJaloT B Ty >Ke MOJIYTHICAUy 110 yacToTHOCTH. OHa-
KO IO CpaBHEeHUIO cO caoBapéM Brown 2003 xapruna B Jsmesckas, lapos 2009 Beirsaaur
HEeCKOJIBKO D0JIee ITecCMMMCTIYHOI: B IIePBYIO THICSYY 10 YaCTOTHOCTY MOIaIu He 68, a JIMIIIb
63 c10Ba 13 CTOCJIOBHMKA, B IIepBbIe JiBe — He 84, a 81, 4TO rOBOPUT O HEKOTOPOM 3aBUCHMOCTI
PaHIOB OT BHIOOPKI.

Cxognas cuTyanums C 9eIICKMM sI3BIKOM: corsacHO ciosapio Jelinek, Becka, TéSitelova
1961, B mepByI0 THICAYY ITONAJAIOT 64 CI0Ba, a COTIaCHO éerma’k, Kfen 2011 - aums 57, Ho mipn
DTOM B IIepBbIe JiBe THICSIYN B OoJIee IT03HeM caoBape Bonuin He 78, a 80 cioB. A 601bIIMH-
CTBa CJIOB paHI pa3/nJaeTcs He odeHb 3HaunTeabHO. CaMoe 0oJIbIlIoe pacxosK/eHle — y CIoBa
tamten ‘Tor’: B coBape Jelinek, Becka, TéSitelova 1961 on nmeer panr 8785 (kpaiiHe HETUIIIY-
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HBIV /IS CJIOBA C TAaKMM 3HaueHIeM — B OOJIBIIIMHCTBE A3BIKOB OHO BXOANT B IIEPBYIO THICATY),
a B ciioape Cermék, Kien 2011 — 1730.

B oznoit n3 pabor C. A. CrapocTiHa I10Ka3aHO, YTO YaCTOTHOCTh KOPHeBOI MOp¢eMBbl B
sI3bIKe B HEKOTOPBII MOMEHT BpeMeHI He 3aBJICUT OT XapakTepa BeiOmpaemoro Tekcra (Cra-
poctuH 1989: 18). Co croBamu 9T0 OYeBUIHBIM 0Opa3oM He Tak. YacTOTHbIe cJIOBapU OCHOBBI-
BaIOTCSI Ha KOpPITycaX IIMCbMEHHBIX TeKCTOB, TOTZIa KaK Ilepejada sI3bIKa B yepejie ITOKOJIEeHUII
OCYIIIeCTBJ/IAeTCs IIpeXK/e BCero 3a CYET ycTHOM pednt. Takum obpaszoM, HamnboJiee mHPOpMaTH-
BeH ObLI OBI YaCTOTHBIN CJIOBaph, COCTABJIEHHBINI Ha KOPITyce OBITOBBIX Pa3TOBOPOB, HO TAaKMX
cJIoBapeil B HacTosIllee BpeMsl He cyIecTsyeT. Tem He MeHee, Jja’ke MMeIOIINeCs] MaTepuaIbl
IIO3BOJISIIOT, KaK Ka’keTcs, CAesIaTh HEKOTOPble MHTepeCcHBbIe HabII0/[eHL.

BrLsicHIIIOCH, YTO MKy paHraMi CJIOB C OJVHAKOBBIM 3HA4eHVEM B Pa3HBIX SI3BIKax 00-
Hapy>KIMBaeTCs JOCTaTOYHO BBICOKas KOPPEJISALNS: eC/IN CIOBO BXOAUT B IIEPBYIO THICIIY Hal-
6oJiee 4aCTOTHBIX CJIOB B OJIHOM s3bIKe, BeJJKa BepOATHOCTh, YTO CJOBO C HTUM 3HaYeHMeM
BOIJET B IEPBYIO THICAYY U B JpyroMm s3pike (cMm. Ta6u1. 1). Ecim ke c10BO B 0OJHOM U3 SI3BIKOB
SIBJISIETCS JOCTaTOYHO PeJKNUM (He BXOJUT B IepBble TPU THICAIN IO YaCTOTHOCTH), TO BeJMKa
BEPOSITHOCTD, YTO TaK >XKe Oy/eT U B APYIUX sA3bIKax. VI3 9TOro ecTs psaj OOBACHUMBIX MCKIIIO-
YeHII1: ec/IM CJIOBO COBMeIllaeT B cebe HeCKOJIbKO 3HaueH!, er0 YaCTOTHOCTb Oy/JieT BBIIIIe, 4yeM
y CJIOBa, MMEIOIIETO JINIITh OHO M3 COOTBETCTBYIOIINX 3HaueHNMI1. TaK, B 4eIIICKOM S3BIKe CJIO-
BO mésic cOBMeIlaeT 3Ha4eHMs ‘JIyHa' U ‘(KaJeHJapHBIT) MeCAI, B SITOHCKOM CJIOBO ] hane —
‘lIepo’ 1 ‘KPBLIO’, B TPY3MHCKOM 30600 p’iri — 9T0 1 ‘pOT’, U ‘desioBek’ (Cp. COBp. PycC. pasr. 6 00HO
puiA0 ‘B OJMHOYKY’), B apabCKOM _g= sagir — 9TO M ‘MasIeHbKUIT, U ‘MOJIOJIOI’, B PyCCKOM
CJIOBO A3biK — 9TO 1 ‘tongue’, n ‘language’, a pyxa — u ‘hand’, n ‘arm’.

3-3a mosceMun OyJieT pa3andaThcsl YaCTOTHOCTD B pa3HBIX CeMbsX, YHaC/IeJ0BaBIINX OT
CBOMX ITPasI3BIKOB pa3Hble COBMEIIEHIsI 3HAUeHMII. YHMBEepPCaJbHBIN CIUCOK — TaKOM, YTOOBI
B HEM OBLIO IpejiCTaBUTEIbHOE KOJNYeCTBO 0Aa3MCHOM JIeKCUKM, HO IPU DTOM HM B KaKOM
SI3BIKE He OBLJIO OBl BAMSIONIEe Ha 4aCTOTHOCTD IIOJIMCeMIM, COCTaBUTD, BULUMO, HeJIb3sI.

VHTepecHo, 4TO pasHble CIIMCKM 0a3VMCHOMN JIEKCUKM JeMOHCTPUPYIOT IPUMEpPHO O/Ha-
KOBYIO COOTHEeCEHHOCTD C YaCTOTHOCTBIO. B paccMoTpeHHBIX sA3bIKax cpeu 38 C10B, BXOJAIINX
B cincok «/levtnuur — Jxxakapra» (Haspelmath, Tadmor 2009: 67), HO He BXOAAIINMX B CIIVICOK
Csogerma, ot 11 10 22 BXOZAAT B IIePBYIO THICAUY 110 YaCTOTHOCTY, Cpe/iV CJIOB, BXO/SAIINX TOJIb-
Ko B crimcok CBojelia, HO OTCYTCTBYIOIINX B criucKe «/levmumr — A>xakapTta», Takux ot 19 no
29 (Tpy3MHCKMI S3bIK M3 DTOTO IOJCYETa MCK/IIOUEH, IIOCKOIbKY JAaHHBINM CIOBaph COCTaBJIeH
I10 BEIOOpPKe TeKCTOB, 13 KOTOPBIX OOJIBIIHCTBO COCTABJISIOT CTAaThll 3aKOHOB, 1 BRIOOpPKa TeM
CaMBIM OKAa3bIBAeTCsI CMEIEHHOM; TaK 4TO JNIIL 35 CJI0B U3 CTOCJIOBHUKA BXOJST B IPY3VH-
CKOM 4YaCTOTHOM CJIOBape B MepBYIO ThICAUY 110 4acToTHOCTH). [Ipu 9TOM BO BCex 6e3 MCKIIIO-
JeHNs sI3BIKAX (Jja’ke B IPY3MHCKOM!) 4NC/IO CJIOB, BXOJSIINX B IIEPBYIO TRICAIY I1O YaCTOTHO-
cTy, B crucke «/levmnur — />kakapTa» HeCKOJbKO MeHbllle, yeM B crmcke Cpogernta. Hampo-
TUB, CJIOB HU3KOUYACTOTHHIX (T. €. TaKUX, KOTOpPbIe HE MeHee, 4eM B JIBYX M3 pacCMOTPEHHBIX
SI3BIKOB HE BXOJAT B IIEPBBIe TPU THICSUN) B CIIVICKe «/leimiur — /JkakapTa» HECKOJIBKO 0OJIb-
mre, ueMm B criicke CBogerna.

Ecim paccmaTpuBaTth He OT/le/IbHBIe CJIOBa, a CIIMCKU B 11€JI0M, MOKHO OTMETUTD, UTO eCTh
HeMaJIO 3HaueHMN (21, 94To cocraBiiseT 4yTh OOJIbIIe OJHOM IIATON CIMCKa), KOTOPbIe BO BCex
PacCMOTpPEHHBIX A3BIKaX BBIPa’KalOTCs CJIOBaMI, BXOJAIIVIMI B IIEPBYIO TBHICSAUY 1O YaCTOTHO-
cti. B mpeiBapuTeIbBHOM BapuaHTe IOACYETa, IIPOBEIEHHOM Ha MEHbBIIIeM KOJIIIECTBe SI3BIKOB
(6N 3a/1€VICTBOBAHBI TOJIHKO PYCCKUI, aHIJIMICKUM, TYPELIKUM, SIITOHCKUIL, apa6c1<1/[171, Ipy-
3UHCKUII 1 UTrbOo), TaKmx cJa0B ObLTO 22. D10 ciosa: ‘go’, ‘good’, ‘head’, ‘T, ‘know’, ‘mar’,
‘many’, ‘name’, ‘new’, ‘persor’, ‘road’, ‘say’, ‘small’, ‘this’, ‘thow’, ‘two’, ‘water’, ‘we’, ‘what’,
‘who’, ‘woman’. Bo3M0O>XHO, B TOT ke CIIMCOK MO>KHO BKJIIOUMTD CJIOBO ‘hot’: 3 pacCMOTpeH-
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YCTOIYMBOCTD M YACTOTHOCTD: €CTh JIN KOPPeIsaius?

HBIX S3BIKOB OHO OTCYTCTBYeT B TYpPeIIKOM, ITIOCKOJIbKY B DTOM sI3bIKe OTpUIlaHNe BhIpa’kaeTcs
adppukcoM. B mpeasapuTebHOM 1107ICUéTe OBLIO €111é CI0BO ‘One’, KOTOpoe OKa3aJIocCh 3a Ipe-
JleslaMM TIepBOJ TBICAYM B HEMEIIKOM sI3bIKe (BO3MOXKHO, 13-3a TOTO, YTO B COCTaBe YMCIUTEe/Ib-
HBIX OoJ1bIIIe 20 OHO MMeeT He TaKyIo (POpMY, KaK B M30IMPOBaHHOM ynoTpebseHnn). Emmié aisa
zecatu cios (‘all’, ‘come’, ‘eye’, ‘tull’, ‘give’, ‘hand’, ‘heart’, ‘long’, ‘one’, ‘see’) panr 6o.bIre
TBICSIYM TTOKa3blBaeT JIUIID OJVH SI3BIK U3 PaCCMOTPEHHBIX.

B GosbimHcTBe A3bIKOB He MeHee 60 CJI0B BXOJUT B IlepBble JiBe THICAYM (Cpeay paccMOT-
PEHHBIX s3bIKOB OTKJIOHAIOTCS JIMIIL HUJepaaHAcKuii — 59 c1oB u rpy3mHckuii — 56 cJI0OB),
B IepBble TpU — He MeHee 70 cJ10B (a yalile — 6o.1ee 80).

A cOIOCTaB/IeHNsT YaCTOTHOCTY ¥ YCTOMYMBOCTY OBLIM B3ATHL JIaHHBIE U3 paboOT, Iue
CIIMCKM 0a3MCHOM JIEKCMKU PaH>XXKMPOBaaNCh MO crereHn crabuapHocty: Crapoctun 2007
(c mompaBKOJ Ha TO, YTO B HaCTOsIell paboTe He YUMTBHIBAIOTCA CJIOBa, JOOaBIEHHBIE
C. E. JIXOHTOBBIM; HM OJHO M3 HUX He BXOJUT IO YCTOMYMBOCTM B BEPXHIOIO IIOJYCOTHIO),
Holman et al. 2008, ITosauskos 2014, Koposnaa 2019 a5t ¢10B CBO/IEIIIEBCKOTO CITNICKA, a TaK-
>Ke jlaHHbIe 13 paboTsl Tadmor 2009: 67, nojcunTaHHble A1 crincka «/lennmur — JkakapTta»,
Ha 38 cjI0B oT/IMYaloIerocs ot crcka Ceozerna.

CrereHp yCTOMYMBOCTY CJOBa B Pa3HBIX s3bIKaX, KaK ITOKa3bIBAIOT IO/ICUETHI, IIPOBEJEH-
Hble Ha Pa3/JMYHBIX BBIOOpKaX U MO pasanmdHbeiM MeTogukaM (cMm. Crapoctun 2007, Holman
et al. 2008, Koposnna 2019, IToszausikos 2014), okasbiBaeTcsl HEOJMHAKOBOIL: Tak, cjoBa ‘cloud’
man ‘tail’ okasbpIBaIOTCs Ype3BhIYaliHO YCTOMIMBEL B TIOPKCKIUX s3bIKaX, HO KpaliHe HeyCTOINJu-
BBl B nH0eBporneiickux (Crapoctun 1989: 15), cioBo ‘name’ crabuabHO B sA3bIKax EBpasum, HO
He Adpuxu (ITozgaskos 2014). OxgHako cpeHsIA YaCTOTHOCTD IO CIINCKY SIBJISIETCS JOCTAaTOYHO
CTaOMJIBHOI BEeJNYMHON: OOJIBbINAs ITOJTOBMHA CIVICKA OOBIMHO BXOAMT B IIEPBYIO THICAUY IIO
YaCTOTHOCTH, a 3a IpeJie/laMIU TPeThel ThICIYM OKa3bIBaloTCsl mnib 10-15 cios.

EcTp c10Ba, KOTOpBIe OYeHb COXPaHHbI, HO HM3KOYaCTOTHHI, Hanpumep, ‘louse’ (Hu B of-
HOM U3 PaCcCMOTPEHHBIX SI3BIKOB CJOBO C DTUM 3HadeHueMm He BxoauT B rnepsbie 5000 1o gac-
TOTHOCTH). BeposiTHO, DTO CBsA3aHO C M3MeHeHUeM XO3sVICTBeHHOTO YKJaja: B COBpeMeHHOM
MIIpe TTeJUIKY/IE3 He OCOOEHHO pacIpOCTpaHEH, TOra KaK y OXOTHIMKOB-COOMpareiei Jeo 0o-
CTOS1JI0 MHa4ye, HeKOTOpble Hapo/bl BiIel gaxe ean (Mowat 1958: 18).

YacToTHOCTh MOXKeT pa3/IndaThCcsl B 3aBMICMMOCTY OT apeasla: Tak, B s13bIkax CeBepa CJI0BO
‘seed’ OTCyTCTBYeT M/IM HU3KOYACTOTHO, B IOJMHE3UICKMUX s3bIKaX OTCYTCTBYeT MJIM HU3KO-
YacTOTHO ¢JI0BO ‘horn’.

Taxum o6pasom, M. B. Apanios 1 M. M. Xep11 B HEKOTOPOM CMBICJIe IIpaBbl, XapaKTepu3yst
cincok Cpogellta Kak cKopee STHOrpadpUIecKii, 4eM JMHrBucTdecknit. OfHaKo 4mCTo JIVH-
TBUCTMYECKIII CIIMCOK (B TOM CMBIC/Ie, KOTOPBIN IIpeJaraeTcst B pabore Apamnos, Xepi 1974)
COCTaBUTh HepeabHO: BepXHIe MO3MIIMY 10 YaCTOTHOCTY 3aHMMaAIOT IpeJJIori, COIO3bl, Jac-
TUIIBIL, QPTUKJIN U BCIIOMOTaTesIbHbIe IJ1aro/Ibl, KOTOpble ObIBaeT JOBOJIBHO HEIIPOCTO IepeBec-
T C sA3bIKa Ha A3bIK (CaeHko 2014: 49), kpoMe TOTO, TO, YTO B KAKOM-TO OJJHOM SI3bIKe BbIpa’Ka-
eTCsl IPeJIIOrOM WJIN T. I1., B PyTOM MOKeT BhIpakaThcsa adpPUKCOM (Hallpumep, B TypeLKoM
9JaCTOTHOM CJIOBape OTCYTCTBYET IIepeBO/ CI0Ba «He», IIOCKOJIBKY B TyPeIIKOM sI3bIKe OTpHUIia-
HIMe BhIpakaeTcs BHyTpH Ivarosia). K Tomy >ke, mipe/iorn, coio3bl, YaCTUIIbI, apTUKIN U BCIIO-
MoOTaTe/IbHble IJIaroJIbl, BO-IIEPBLIX, BO3HUKAIOT B pe3yJbTaTe I'paMMaTUKaaM3aluu (4acTto
C yTparoii yacTu pOHEMHOTIO cocTaBa 1 MOp(eMHOI CTPYKTYPHI), a BO-BTOPBIX, IIOJIBePTalOTCs
JaJIbHeNIel rpaMMaTKaan3anun (¢ JanabHenen pegykunein). ITostomy nogxos, ocHoBas-
HBIN Ha CITMCKaX YCTOMYMBOI 0a3MCHOM JIEKCUKH, TIpe/iCTaBIseTcs 6oJee PO yKTUBHBIM.

Pepkumy, HO YCTOMYMBBIMU SIBJAIOTCA BCe Ha3BaHMSI Heuye/JOBeYeCKMX vacTell TeJia
(‘teather’, ‘horr’, ‘tail’; ‘wing’) n HacekomeIx (‘louse’; ‘ant’), a Taxxe ‘fingernail’, ‘dry’ u ‘liver’.
YacTOoTHBI 1 yCTOMYMBLI MECTOMMEHNS U IIepBble YMCANTeIbHbIe, a 13 3HaMeHaTeIbHBIX CJI0B —
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‘name’ n ‘water’. YacToTHBI 1 HEYCTOIUMBBI CJIOBa, cojiepKalue oIjeHKy: ‘good’, ‘small’
u ‘many’. Pegxu u HeycToiramBhl ciosa ‘bark’, ‘big’ n ‘belly’.

IIpu ®TOM cpeau CJIOB, MMEIOIIUX BBICOKYIO YaCTOTHOCTD (BXOJSAIIUX B IIEPBYIO TBHICAYY)
BO BCEX PaCCMOTPEHHBIX s3bIKaX, 6 BXOJAT B IIEPBYIO JIeCATKY HamboJiee COXpPaHHBIX CJIOB
(mo pamwxuposanuio C. A. CrapoctuHa), 12 — B 11epByIO TpeTb, 3 — B IIOCIEHIONIO JeCATKY, 8 —
B IIOCJIe/IHIOIO TPeTh, a CepeMHbI II0YTU HeT. 3aTO C10Ba, KOTOPble BXOJSAT B IIePBbIe JiBe ThICS-
41, IIpe/ICTaBJIAIOT co00I cpefHIOIO YacTh crincka. [To nopcuéram E. B. Koposnunoii, B mepsyio
JeCATKY II0 YCTOMYMBOCTY BXOJUT CI0BO ‘fingernail’, koTopoe BO Bcex pacCMOTpPeHHBIX S3bIKax
He BOIILJIO Jlake B IlepBble 2,5 THICSAYN, a CJIOBO ‘Mmany’, 3aBepIraiollee CIIMCOK yCTOMYMBOCTH,
BO BCeX PacCMOTPEHHBIX 3bIKaX BXOJUT B IlepBble IOJTBHICAYN HamboJee YacTOTHBIX CJIOB.
K. 1. Ilo3pHAKOB OTMeYaeT, YTO «HanboJlee YHUBepcaIbHBI HauaIo 1 KoHer] ciycka. Hamnbosee
CTaOVThHBIE 3HAUEHNs YHMBEPCAJIBHOIO CIIVICKa SIBJIOTCS HamboJiee CTaOMJIBHBIMU B OOJIb-
IIMHCTBE SI3BIKOBBIX ceMell. HanmeHee crabnuibHble 3HAYEHIST SBJISIIOTCS TAKOBBIMI B OOJIBIIIMH-
ctBe cemeit. CpeH:s 9acTh “yYHUBEpPCaJIbHOTO CIMCKa” HauMeHee yHMBepcaabHa» (ITo3aHsakos
2014: 206).

[Ipu 1106071 paH>KMpoBKe cToca0BHMKA — 1 1o CrapoctuHy, u 1o Buxmany, u no Ilosz-
HAKOBY, 1 110 KopoBUHOIL, 1 110 paHraM crmcka «/leymnur — /kakapTa» — CJI0B BepXHell I0-
JIOBVIHBI I10 YCTOVUMBOCTY, KOTOPBIEe MMEIOT HI3KYIO YaCTOTHOCTE (DOJIee, 4eM B OJHOM SI3bIKE
BBIXOJISIT 3a ITpe/ie/Ibl IIePBBLIX TPEX THICSAY), HECKOJIBKO MeHbIIle, YeM HI3KOYaCTOTHBIX CJIOB 13
HIKHEN ITOJOBUHBI.

Besyc10BHO, 4acTOTHOCTB IO COBpeMeHHBIM CJIOBapsAM MHOKa3blBaeT Cpe3 JIUIITh OJHOTO U3
OecurIC/IeHHBIX BTAlOB ®BOIIOLNIN. B COBpeMeHHBIX SI3BIKaX BBICOKME ITO3ULINU B YaCTOTHOM
CIIMICKe 3aHMMAIOT CJI0Ba, CBsI3aHHBIE C COBpeMEHHBIMMI peallsiMU — ‘TOCyJapCcTBO’, ‘cucreMa’,
‘mpobsiema’, ‘3aKOH’, ‘TIPOM3BOACTBO’, ‘OMMTUIECKUIT 1 T. II. B s13bIKaX, Ha KOTOPBIX TOBOPIIIN
JIIOJV JIPYTOTO COLIMAJIbHO-9KOHOMIYECKOTO YKJIa/a, BbIIlle MOIJIM ObITh CJI0Ba THUIa ‘CesITh’,
‘mmacTi’, ‘JOUTD’; KOT/ia JIIOAM IlepeMelliaich B JpyTue IPUPOJHEIE 30HBI, MeHee YaCTOTHBIMIL
CTaHOBMJINMCH CJIOBa TUIIA ‘ceMs’ MM ‘por’; ¢ oOeJoN HaJl MeJUKYJIE30M YIILIO B YUCIO pel-
KIX cJ10BO ‘Bop’. Ho MHTepecHO, 4TO Ja’ke B TaKOM CUTYyaI[Uy 3HAYNTEIbHAsI YacTh 0A3MCHO
JIEKCUKM BCE paBHO COXpaHseT BhICOKMe mo3uinu. Takum obpa3oM, MOXKHO c/ieslaTh BBIBOJ,
YTO XOTsI HPAMOV 3aBUCHMOCTU MeXK]y YaCTOTHOCTBIO JIEKCUKI 1 €€ YCTOMUYMBOCTBIO HeT, BCé
Ke COOTHOIIIeHe MeXKly 0a3MCHOCTBIO JIEKCUKM U €€ YaCTOTHOCTBIO SIBJIETCsl HeCTy4JafHbIM.

HabGumromeHnss HaZi 4aCTOTHOCTBIO pas3HBIX JIEKCEM 3acTaBJIAIOT 3aJyMaTbCs O TOM, 4TO,
BO3MO>KHO, CTOMJIO OBl BHECTU HEKOTOpPble KOPPEeKTUPOBKM B METOJMKY OTOOpa eAMHUI] CBO-
JeIIeBCKOIO CITMCKA.

B coorsercTBuM ¢ mpuHIIMIIaMu, M3J0KeHHBIMM B pabore Kassian et al. 2010, crexyer
BKJIIOYATh B CIMCOK HamboJiee YaCTOTHBIN U CTUIMCTIYeCKII HelTpabHBIN BapuaHT 0003Ha-
yeHIs1 cooTseTcTByIomero nouaTus (Kassian et al. 2010: 48). B cooTseTcTBmm ¢ 5THM JJIs IIpe-
JeTBHBIX TJIar0JIOB, BUAVIMO, cllefyeT OpaTh GpOPMY COBEpPIIEHHOIO BUJa, a /ISl HeIIpe/je/IbHBIX
IJ1ar0JI0B — HECOBEPIIIeHHOTO BI/la: YaCTOTHOCTYM COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX CJIOBapHBIX eJVHUI] pas-
JIMYAIOTCsI O4eHb cUIBHO (cM. Tabu1. 2 u Tabur. 3).

EnuHCTBEHHO MCKIIOYeHMe U3 9TUX 3aKOHOMepHOCTell — riaroj ‘bite’, y koroporo B pyc-
CKOM sI3bIKe YaCTOTHOCTU COBEPIIEHHOTO VM HeCOBepIIeHHOIO BUJa IIPaKTM4eCcK! OJMHAaKOBBI:
xkycamo — 8,5 ipm, yxycumv — 8,3 ipm. BO3MO>XKHOI NPUYMHON DTOTO SBJIAETCS TO, YTO Xapak-
Tep COOTHOIIIEHMsI MeXK/ly COBEPIIIeHHbIM 11 HECOBEepPIIIeHHbIM BUJOM B JaHHOM CiIydae — IIpo-
ME>KYTOUHBINI MeXZy TeM, YTO MOKHO HaOJ/II0ZlaTh B IJIaroJIax ecrmv/cvecib M numv/euinumeo,
C O/THOII CTOPOHBI, U keub/cxedb U yousamv/youmo, ¢ JTpyroi.

A1 T71arosIoB nepeMelrieHns HauboJjiee 4acTOTHOM sABJseTcsa popMa OJHOKPAaTHOIO Ha-
IpaBJIeHHOTO ItepeMerrieHus (cM. Tabu1. 4), 4151 T1aros10B BOCIpUATIS — PpOpMa HeHaMepPeHHO-
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ro poctipusAtus (cM. Tabs. 5 n Tabu. 6). VMinTepecHo ObLIO GBI CpaBHUTDL YaCTOTHOCTh Pa3HBIX
dopm B pyrux s3pIKaX, UMEIOMINX CUCTEMY aCIIeKTYaJIbHBIX IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIEHUIA.

YacTiyHo pekoMeH/laliuy Takoro tua orMedeHsl B Kassian et al. 2010: Tak, 414 ‘say’ yka-
3aHO, YTO UMeeTCs B BU/y OJHOKPATHBIN PedeBOil aKT, JJIs IJIar0JI0B MEeCTOITOJIOXKeHMs ‘sit’,
‘stand’ n ‘lie’, a Takke A r1arosa ‘sleep’ — uto ciaegyer cobuparh GpOpMBI, 0O03HaYAIOIINIe
VIMEHHO COCTOsIHIE, a He Iepexof B Hero. st ‘see’ m ‘hear’ ykasaHO, 4TO ciemyeT cobmparsb
MMeHHO (pOpMBI HEHaMepPEHHOTO BOCIIPVITUS — HO JIMIIID JJIs ‘See’ CKa3aHO, 4YTO HY>KHBI (pop-
MBI IMEHHO HECOBEPIIIEHHOTO BIfia. BeposTHO, CXOZHYIO peKOMeHJaluIO MeeT CMBIC pac-
IpOCTpaHUTDb U Ha Is1aroJ ‘hear’.

A riaarosa ‘go’ ckasaHO, YTO Hy>KHa popMa sinTe sbHorO Jericteus (Kassian et al. 2010: 62),
4YTO He OYeHb XOPOIIIO OTJINIMNMO OT ‘XOIUTE (cp. O kaxoviii derv X00um Ha 03epo), AJsl IJ1aro-
7a ‘swim’ IPMBOZSATCS KOHTEKCTBI KaK JJIsI ‘TLIBITH’, TakK U JJIs ‘TIaBaty’, mpu riaarose ‘fly’
(Kassian et al. 2010: 60) ormMeueHO, YTO ec/i B A3bIKE pa3aANdalOTCs KOPHU /I ‘J1eTeTh’ U ‘Je-
TaTh (a TakKe AT ‘MATH U ‘XOSUTP’), TO JOIIYCTUMO BKJIIOYaTh B CINICOK 0Oa KOPHS Ha IIpa-
BaX CMHOHMMOB. Me>XIy TeM, 4eM MeHbIIIe B CIIVICKe CHOHMMOB, TeM TOUHee pe3y/bTaT. Tak
9TO, BO3MO>KHO, CTOUT ¥ Ha IVIaTOJIBI IIepeMeIleHNs pacIIpOCTPaHNTh IIPUHINI MaKCUMU3a-
LIV YaCTOTHOCTY ¥ TpeboBaTh A1 HUX (pOPM HaIIpaBJIEHHOTO IlepeMeIeHNs.

Hpeﬂ;eﬂbele TJ1aroJinl

ExuHuma crocsiosHMKa Hecos. Buz YacroTHOCTS (ipm) Cos. BUZ YacrotHOoCTs (ipm)
burn (tr.) Keub 14,1 CKedb 21,6
come HPUXOJUTD 218,2 IPUITU 523,3
die yMUpaTh 62,0 yMepeThb 179,7
give IaBaTh 370,7 aTh 573,1
kill yOuBaTh 49,8 yOuUTH 144,7
say TOBOPUTD 1755,0 CKa3aThb 2396,6
HemnpezenpHble r1arosst
Eaunuia crocioBHuKa Hecos. Bun YacroTHOCTS (ipm) CosB. BuJ YacroTrHOCTS (ipm)
drink M[UTD 200,9 BBITINTD 129,9
eat eCcTh 94,7 CHeCTh 43,2
see BUJIETH 818,2 YBUJETH 4524
hear CJIBIITIATD 256,1 yCIBIIIATh 160,4
know 3HATh 1713,8 y3HaThb 238,1
sleep craTh 221,9 sachyth 29,7
YCHYTb 26,5
Tabauya 2. Coriocras/ieHne 4aCTOTHOCTel COBePIIeHHOIO U HeCOBEePIIeHHOIO BIia
(mo Asamesckas, [Tapos 2009).
Enunania Cocro- | YacroTHOCTH ITepexon YacToTHOCTH Bropuunsiin YacTtoTHOCTH
CTOC/JIOBHMKA |  sHNE (ipm) B COCTOSIHIIE (ipm) nMmreppeKTuB (ipm)
lie JIeXXaTh 318,1 JIedb 63,5 JIOXKUTBCS 39,5
sit cuzieTh 538,1 CecTb 175,9 caJUThCs 77,9
stand CTOSITh 419,3 BCTaTh 172,1 BCTaBaTh 69,1

Tabauya 3. YacToTHOCTHM I71aroJIoB MecTonosoxeHnus (1o Jsamesckast, [apos 2009).
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Enunuia Hamnpasiennoe . Henanpasiennoe .
YacroTHOCTS (ipm) YacroTHOCTS (ipm)
CTOCJIOBHUKA IBUKEHUe IBUKEHUe
fly (v.) JIeTeTh 82,9 JIeTaTh 46,6
go UITU 957,1 XOJUTh 296,6
swim ILTBITH 42,5 IJ1aBaTh 33,1

Tabauya 4. Cortocras/ieHne YaCTOTHOCTeI IJ1aro/I0B HallpaB/IeHHOTO M HeHaIIpaB/IeHHOTO IepeMeleHs
(mo Asamesckas, [lapos 2009).

Exunuia HesoabHoe YacrorsocTs (ipm) LlenenampasieHHOe YacrorsocTs (ipm)
CTOCJIOBHMKA BOCIIpILSITIIE BOCIIpUSATIIE
hear CJIBIIIIATh 256,1 CJIyIIaTh 239,5
see BUJETH 818,2 CMOTpPeTh 667,2
Tabauya 5. YacTOTHOCTH I/1ar0/I0B BOCHPUATHUS B pycckoM s3biKe (110 samesckast, [lapos 2009).
Exunmniia crocioBHIKA Paur I'raros1 neseHarrpaBIeHHOTO BOCIIPUATUS Paur
hear 198 listen 619
see 58 look 87

TabAuya 6. YacTOTHOCTH IJ1ar0JI0B BOCHPUATUS B aHIJIMIICKOM si3bIKe (paHru 1o Davies, Gardner 2010).

VnTepecHo corocTaBuTh laHHBIE O YACTOTHOCTM M YCTOMYMBOCTU CJIOB C pe3ysbTaTaMU,
IIOJIy4eHHBIMI B paMKaX MCCIeJOBaHNs JeTCKON peun. /s OLIeHKU PedeBOro pas3BUTHS pe-
6€HKa MCIIOJNb3yeTcsl TaK HasblBaeMblll MaKapTypOBCKUII OIIPOCHUK (Bepcus JJIsI PyCCKOTIO
sa3bIKa — BEymceesa 1 gp. 2017). Tam nepeunciieHsl ¢10Ba, KOTOpble HOPMaJIbHO pa3BUBaIOIINIA-
cs1 peGEHOK, CKopee Bcero, Oy/ieT 3HaTh K IIOJyTopa U K TpéM rozlam. Pasymeercs, paMKy HOp-
MaJIBHOTO Pa3BUTUSA JOCTATOYHO IIMPOKM U JJISI TOTO, YTOOBI PeOEHOK He MOJydN/I JUarHo3a
«3aJilep>KKa pa3BUTII», HaZlo 3HATh He BCe CJI0Ba, a JIMIIb OOJIBIIYIO MX YacTh (Tak, 50% neso-
4eK B II0JITOpa rojia MOoHMMaIoT 263 ciaoBa, 50% MalpdmKoB — 248 C/10B), HO caMU CIIUCKU IIPU-
MeyaTesIbHBI. B crimcok, GoJIbIIyI0 YyacTh KOTOPOIro pebEHOK JOJIKeH OCBOUTH JJO TPEeX JeT,
BXOAUT 716 c0B (BKJIIOYas 3ByKOIIOJpa’kaHNs U MMeHa 0/m3Kux). B »To yncio nomnagaer 6o-
nee 2/3 crociosHoro crivcka Csogernia — 71 ¢1oBo; 13 Hux 6os1ee 50 HaJO OCBOUTH JO IOJIyTOpa
jeT. bOspIas 4acTh STHX CJI0B BXOAUT B IIEPBYIO THICSIY IO YacTOTHOCTH (cM. Tabu. 7). 113 Tex
CJIOB, KOTOpPBIE HaJlO 3HATD JIO TIOJIyTOpa JIeT, B IepByIO Thicsiay BXxoaT 40 (71%), Bo BTOpyIO —
11 (20%), B TpeTnIO 4 (7%), 1 aumb ogHO (2%) He BXOAUT Jake B TpeTblO. VI3 c10B, KOTOpHIE
HaJlo BBIYUMTD JO Tpéx seT, 9 (60%) BxozaaT B mepsyio Teicsady, 3 (20%) Bo BTOpYyIO, 2 (13%)
B TPeTbIO, OJHO (7%) sABJsIeTCs elé MeHee 4acTOTHBIM. Cpeay CJI0B, KOTOpble HaJJIe>KUT BbI-
YIUTD TIOCJIe TPEX JIeT, MPOLeHT HM3KOYaCTOTHBIX BhIIe: 9 3 29 stux ciaos (31%) He BXOAAT
Ja’ke B TPeThIO THICSYY I10 YaCTOTHOCTI.

Cioso Pyccknii sKBUBaIeHT Panr yacrotHOCTH .
Bospacr Panr ycroitansoctu
U3 CHICKa (o Enuceesa u zip. OCBOCHILSL B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE (I10 116 E. B. KoposuHoii
CBogeria 2017) Aamesckas, [Tapos 2009) - b Rop
not He* 1,5 3 37
I s 1,5 5 1
what qTO 1,5 9 18

TabAuua 7. PaHO ocBaniBaeMble e IVHIIIBI CBOJEIIeBCKOTO CIINCKa (B PyCCKOM SI3BIKE).
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TabAuya 7. PaHo ocsamBaeMble e IMHMIIBI CBO/IEIIeBCKOIO CINCKA (B PYCCKOM sI3bIKe) (11podorsxeriue)

CroBo Pycckuit sKkBUBaIeHT Panr wacrornoctn B .
U3 CHICKa (mo: Enmceesa n gp. OECB;ZE;;TH PYCCKOM sI3bIKe (I10: rlljf)}llir }];CTIEZIqMBOCTVf
CBogeria 2017) Aamesckas, [apos 2009) + D ROpOBIHON

this DTOT 15 14 42
we MBI 1,5 18 5
thou Tebe** 1,5 33 2
all BCe 15 35 102
person 4eI0BeK 1,5 39 79
who KTO 1,5 67 22
hand pyka 1,5 74 24
walk (go) UATH 1,5 95 95
big 0OJIBIIION 1,5 96 109
eye raaskmt* 1,5 110 4
head roJjioBa 1,5 132 70
give naTh 15 157 29
sit cuJieTh 1,5 169 76
water BOJa 1,5 191 23
good XOPOIINIA 1,5 199 99
foot Hora 15 205 49
stand CTOSITh 1,5 224 35
small MaJIEHbKIUI 1,5 229 107
white OesIbIin 1,5 290 81
black YEPHBIIL 1,5 293 60
tongue SI3BIK 1,5 306 7
lie JIeXXaTh 1,5 312 97
red KpacHBIN 1,5 442 87
sleep crnaThb 1,5 486 75
drink IUTH 1,5 551 43
tree JlepeBo 1,5 659 46
sun COJIHIIE 1,5 690 36
hair BOJIOCHI** 15 842 38
ear ymkm** 1,5 860 28
nose HOC 1,5 863 33
mouth por 1,5 901 88
dog cobaka 1,5 909 11
stone KaMeHb 1,5 910 30
green 3eJIEHBIN 1,5 958 98
star 3Be3ja 1,5 975 26
cold XOJIOIHBII 15 1008 104
tooth 3yOBI** 1,5 1032 10
mountain ropxa** 1,5 1040 100
warm TETLIBIN 1,5 1164 52
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TabAuya 7. PaHo ocsamBaeMble e IMHMIIBI CBO/IEIIeBCKOIO CINCKA (B PYCCKOM sI3bIKe) (11podorsxeriue)

Cioso Pyccknii sKBUBaIeHT Panr yacTrotHOCTH B .
Bospacr Panr ycroitansoctu
U3 CHICKa (mo: Enmceesa n gp. OCBOCHILSL PYCCKOM sI3bIKe (I10: 116 E. B. KoposuHoii
CBogeria 2017) Aamesckas, [apos 2009) - b Rop
eat eCcTh 15 1290 17
bird OTuyKa™* 1,5 1294 62
fish pbIba 15 1436 39
neck mIest 15 1449 91
rain IOX b 1,5 1490 44
yellow SKEJITBIN 1,5 1582 101
meat MSICO 1,5 1691 73
belly SKUBOT 1,5 1831 106
sand IIeCOK 1,5 2150 108
moon JIyHa 1,5 2525 34
egg SIATTO 1,5 2802 67
bite KycaThb 1,5 9101 89
that TOT 3 36 74
say cKasarTp*** 3 42 84
one OJVIH 3 48
two Ba 3 70
new HOBBI 3 73 31
see BUJIETH 3 113 90
night HOYBR**** 3 236 71
CJIBIIIATE /
hear Cay AT 1,5 411 51
full TIOJIHBIN 3 250 15
road Jopora 3 300 61
long JUIVIHHBIN 3 667 48
knee KOJIEHO 3 1178 69
dry cyxoit 3 1493 56
fly (v.) JIeTeTh 3 1495 68
cloud 06J1aK0 3 2643 94
swim IUIBITH / TIJIaBaTh ***** 3 2668 54
claw(nail) HOrTH® 3 4112 9

* ToJIbKO B COCTaBe BEIPa>keHUIT He XouyY, He 0ydy.

** C10B0 /1100 He B HaYaILHOM IpaMMaTideckoil popme, 1100 C yMeHBIIUTETBHBIM CydPUKCOM.

** BXOAMUT B TIACCMBHBIN CIOBapHBIN 3aIlac: y>ke oT peb€HKa /10 IoJyTopa JeT TpebyeTcsl MOHMMAaTh CI0BO
CKaXu, XOTsI U He TpebyeTcss yMeTb ero IPOU3HOCUTh. B umc/Io c/10B, ocBauBaeMbIX 0 TPEX JIeT, BXOJIUT 2060pUb;
CKa3amo TIOSIBJISIETCS eI TT03Ke.

#% llo mosryTopa JIeT OCBaMBaeTCs HOUb10; HOYb KaK CyIleCTBUTeIbHOe OCBalBaeTCs B BO3pacTe OT IOJIyTopa
JI0 TPEX JIeT.

#ER ABTOPBI PyCCKOJ BepCIM OIPOCHIMKA CIMTAIOT JaHHbIe IJIaroJ/Ibl 3a OJHY JIeKCUUeCcKyIO eJMHNIIY: 3HaHKe

uXx (11060 0FHOrO, MO0 APYTOro) OTMEUYaeTCs B OJHOV OOIIel! KIeTKe.
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B ®TOT crimcok He BK/IIOUWEHBI HO3UIIMM ‘Man’ U ‘woman’, IIOCKOJIbKY, XOTsI peO€HOK yKe
B II0JITOpa rojia ymeeT Ha3blBaTh OTJeJbHBIMU CIOBaMV MY>KUMH U JKeHIIVH, B PyCCKOM SI3bIKe
JJIs1 DTOTO UCIIOIB3YIOTCS C/IOBA «sI3bIKa HAHB» (TaK Ha3bIBAETCS «I3BIKOBASI ITOACUCTEMA, KOTO-
PYIO pedeBoil KOJJIEKTUB CIUTAeT IIPUTOJHON B OCHOBHOM [JIsT OOIIIeHNsI C MaJI€HbKIIMU /1€ Th-
Mu» Ennceesa u gp. 2017: 7) — 04054 m méms. BosMo>KHO, mpu cbope CTOCTOBHUKA MIMeeT CMBIC/I
CIleliiaJIbHO OTOBOPUTH Ha BCAKUIA CIydali, UTO CJIOBa U3 «sI3bIKa HSAHb» COOMpaTh He caefyeT
(xOTs1 Ha ITpaKTUKe BePOsITHOCTh DTOTO, CKOpee BCero, HeBesIKa).

Ecan cpaBHIUTS Te 3HaUYeHNs, KOTOPHIE IO0JI’KEH BBIYIUTDh PYCCKOSA3BIYHBIN PeOEHOK, C Jac-
TOTHOCTBIO COOTBETCTBYIOIINX CJIOB B IPYTUX sI3bIKaX, BBIACHSETCA, 4TO B JIIOOOM 13 HIX OKOJIO
60% cJI0B, BXOJAIINX B IEPBYIO THICSYY IIO YaCTOTHOCTM, OOO3HAYAIOT Te peasny, Ha3BaHILI
KOTOPBIX MBI OCBallBaeM B paHHeM Bo3pacTe. EcTecTBeHHO, B pa3HBIX A3bIKax B YMCJIO paHO OC-
BalBaeMBbIX OY/IyT BXOJUTD pa3Hble CI0Ba (HaIllpuMep, B aHIVIMIICKOM sI3BbIKe CJIOBa come U name
OCBaMBaIOTCs TOPa3/ O paHbIlle, YeM MX PYCCKUe DKBUBaJEHTBl npuiimu M ums), Tak 4To IOJ-
CYET SIBJISIETCS JIMIIDh ITPUOIU3UTENBHBIM, HO, KaK KaXkeTCsl, Pe3y/IbTaThl He JJOJKHBI Pacxo-
JUTHCST CIUIIIKOM CUJIBHO.

IIpu »TOM KOppe/ALNnu MeXJy PaHHUM OCBOEHMEM U YCTOMUYMBOCTLIO HET: eC/IM B3ATh
pamxuposanue 1o E. B. KoposnHoii, To 13 paHO OcCBanBaeMBIX CJIOB ITOJOBMHA OTHOCUTCS
K BepXHell IOJIOBMHe CIIMCKa, II0JOBMHA — K HVDKHE; Jpyrue BapMaHThl paH>KMPOBaHMS I10
YCTOMYMBOCTU JIaIOT CXOZIHbIe pe3yJsbTaThl. BeposATHO, 9TO 00yC/IOBI€HO TeM, YTO paHHee OcC-
BOEeHIe, KaK VM YaCTOTHOCTH (II0 COBPeMEHHBLIM CJI0BapsM) CBSI3aHbI C HBIHEIIHUM YPOBHEM
pasBUTUS KYJbTYPBI M TUIIA XO3AJCTBa, TOIJa KaK YCTONUMBOCTD B OOJIBIIIEN CTelleH OpMeH-
TUPOBaHa Ha IIPOIILIOe.

MakapTypoBCcKIi1 OIPOCHMK OXBaTblBaeT PaHHIOIO YacThb YYBCTBUTEJBHOIO Ilepuoja —
T. €. TOTO IlepuoJia, KOrja pebeHOK OBJIajieBaeT POJHBIM SI3BIKOM (LIeJIMKOM OH IIPOJIOJIKaeTCst
B CpejiHeM IIPUMePHO JIo 11ecTu JeT). V1 BeposATHOCTH c/10Ba IepelT K CIelyIOnIM IIOKOJIe-
HISIM 3aBUCUT OT TOTO, B KAKOM BO3pacTe 4esJ0BeK C HUM BCTpedaeTcs: YeM paHblIle Ye/I0BeK
BBIyYIJI CJIOBO, TEM BepOsITHee, YTO OH ero He 3a0y/leT, He cTaHeT 00pa3OBLIBaTh OOO3HAYeHIIe
I/ COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO ITOHATUS OT JPYTUX KOPHell, a IPpU KOHTaKTaX — 3aMeHATh Ha 3alMCT-
soBaHme. [lepesaua leKCUKM TPOUCXOAUT Yepe3 KOHTEKCTRI: C/IBIIIAa He3HaKOMOe CJI0BO B KOH-
TeKCTe IOHATHOV CUTyaly, PeOEHOK COOTHOCUT HTO CJI0BO C KaKUM-TO e€ BaeMeHTOM. B oot
CBsI3M Ka’KeTCsl OIpaBJaHHBIM HECKOJIBKO M3MEHUTh peKOMeH/yeMble KOHTEeKCTHI /i1 cOopa
nexceMmbl ‘hand’ — ¢ ymcro aHaToMmyeckMx Ha (PYHKIIMOHaJIbHBIE, THUIIAa «BO3BMU B PYKY»,
«IeP>KUT JIOXKKY/TIAJIKy B PyKe», «Jlail pyKy» WM T. II. VIHTepecHO, 4TO /i1 HOTY HpPUBeeHEI
¢ynxmonansueie KoHTeKCTH (Kassian et al. 2010: 61), a g1 pykm, XOTb U JaHa OTCHLIKA
K JiekceMe ‘foot’, KOHTEeKCTHI UCKII0UnTebHO aHaToMuueckie (Kassian et al. 2010: 63).

V3zmeHeHNs1 4aCTOTHOCTU CJI0B B pa3HBIX SA3bIKaX MPOUCXOIAT He3aBUCUMO. Ecam 6b1 5TO
OBLIO He Tak, B apax 0JM3KO POJCTBEHHBIX SI3HIKOB MJIN SI3BIKOB, BCTYNABIINX B MHTEHCYBHBIE
KOHTaKThl, CJIOBa C OJUMHAKOBBIM 3HaueHMeM IMean Obl Oosiee CXOJHYIO YacTOTHOCTh. Ho
MMeIOIIMecs JlaHHble IIOKa3bIBal0T, BEPOsTHOCTD CJI0OBAa BOMTU B IIEPBYIO THICAUY B sI3bIKe 1 IIpu
YCJIOBUH, YTO CJI0OBO C DTUM Ke 3HaueHMeM BXOJUT B IIePBYIO ThICAYY B SI3BIKe 2, 3aBUCUT JINIIIb
OT TOTO, CKOJIBKO CJIOB B TOM U B JPYTOM sI3bIKe BXOJAT B IepBYIO ThicsAuy (cM. Tab6u1. 8-10).

VcnaHcknil 1 HOPTYTaAbCKUI A3BIKM OJIM3KOPO/ICTBEHHBI, TeM He MeHee, JJIs KaXK/[0TO 13
HIUX HalJETCcs MO 7 CJIOB, KOTOPbIe B OIHOM sI3bIKe BXO/AT B IIePBYIO THICSAUY 110 YaCTOTHOCTH, a
B 1pyroMm HeT. Ho BO (ppaHITy3cKOM sI3bIKe, OTCTOSIIEM OT HIX HECKOJIBKO JlaJIbIlle, HET CJIOB,
BXO/IAIIUX B IIEPBYIO THICAYY IO YaCTOTHOCTM, KOTOPbIe OBl B MICIIAaHCKOM VJIM HOPTYTaJIbCKOM
OKasasuch MeHee 4acTOTHBIMI. [IpudniHa TOro — B TOM, 4TO BO (PPAHITY3CKOM S3BIKE CTOCIOB-
HBIX CJIOB, BXOJSIINX B IIEPBYIO THICAYY I10 YaCTOTHOCTY, MeHbIIle, YeM B MCITaHCKOM MJIN IIOp-
TyTaJIbCKOM.
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He BXO/SIT B IIEPBYIO|
TBICSIIY CJIOB Cpean
CJIOB, B SI3BIKE:

BXOJISIIIIVIX B
IIepBYIO THICAUY B S3BIKE:

ITOJIBCKUII

YeIrnCcKUMI I10:
Jelinek et al. 1961

YeIrCcKUMI II10:
Cermak, K¥en 2011

HeMeILIKII

noJsbscknit (51 cioBo)

1 (oHO He BXOUT
BO BTOPYIO THICYY)

3 (BCe BXOJAT
BO BTOPYIO THICSYY)

6 (1 n3 Hux
He BXOJUT BO
BTOPYIO THICSYY)

YeIICKUN I10:
Jelinek et al. 1961 (64 ciosa)

14 (2 u3 HUX
He BXO/IAT BO
BTOPYIO THICSUY)

15 (3 u3 Hux
He BXOJAT BO
BTOPYIO THICSUY)

YEeIICKUM I10:
Cermak, K¥en 2011 (57 c/108)

9 (1 n3 Hux
He BXO/JUT BO
BTOPYIO THICSYY)

7 (2 u3 Hux
He BXOJAT BO
BTOPYIO THICAYY)

Hemerkuii (54 ciosa)

9 (2 u3 HUX
He BXOJAT BO
BTOPYIO THICSYY)

5 (2 n3 HUX
He BXOJSAT BO
BTOPYIO THICAUY)

5 (1 n3 HMX
He BXOJUT BO
BTOPYIO THICAUY)

Tabauuya 8.

He BXO/ISIT B IIePBYIO
TBICAUY CJIOB Cpean
CJIOB, B SI3BIKE:

BXOJISIINX B
IIePBYIO THICAYY B SI3BIKE:

HeMeLKU

QHTJINICKII

Ppaniysckuit

Hemenkuii (54 ciosa)

5 (1 13 HUX He BXOAUT

BO BTOPYIO TBICSUY)

14 (6 13 HUX He BXOJAT
BO BTOPYIO TBICSUY)

AHTIIMICKUN (57 C10B)

8 (BCe BXOIAT
BO BTOPYIO TBHICSIUY)

15 (6 13 HUX He BXOJAT
BO BTOPYIO TBHICSUY)

$paniysckuii (45 coB)

5 (1 u3 HUX HE BXOJUT
BO BTOPYIO THICSUY)

3 (1 13 HUX He BXOJUT
BO BTOPYIO THICSIY)

Tabauuya 9.

He BXO/ISIT B IIePBYIO
TBICATY CJIOB Cpeau

CJIOB, B SI3BIKE: c])paHuy3CKM171 VICITAHCKU HOPTYTaJIbCKU
BXOJSIIIIVIX B
IIEPBYIO THICAYY B SI3BIKE:
$paniysckuii (45 coB) 0 0

ncrtanckui (63 ciosa)

16 (7 13 HUX HE BXOJAT
BO BTOPYIO TBICSUY)

7 (1 u3 HUX He BXOZUT
BO BTOPYIO THICAYY)

MOpPTyTanbcKuii (63 cioBa)

18 (7 13 HUX He BXOJAT
BO BTOPYIO THICSUY)

7 (2 3 HUX He BXOZST
BO BTOPYIO THICSIY)

Tabauya 10.

B 6oJ1ee HOBOM 4aCTOTHOM CJIOBape YeIlICKOIO sI3bIKa (Cermak, Kfen 2011) cTOCIOBHBIX CJIOB,
BXO/IAIINX B IIEPBYIO THICAYY IO YaCTOTHOCTY, MeHbIIle, yeM B IpeskHeM (Jelinek et al. 1961) —
COOTBETCTBEHHO, YMEHBIIIAIOTCA U PACXOXKJEHNS B YJaCTOTHOCTH C ITOJIBCKVIM I HEMEITKIIM.

VITak, 4acTOTHOCTH CJIOB C OJHUM M TeM >Ke 3HaueHleM — pasHasl B Pa3HBIX S3BIKaX U Jake
B OJTHOM s3BIKe B pa3Hoe BpeMs. V] 9To, BUMMO, yHUBEpPCaIbHBIN 3aKOH: eC/IM ObI OBLIO MHaue,
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CJIOBa M3 CIIMCKa He MOIJIM OBl BbIIIaZaTh (IOTOMY 4TO MX OBl 4acCTO yIOTpPeOJIs/I1, He 3a0blBa-
Ay 1 He 3aMeHs1n). CaM >Ke CIIMCOK 0a3VCHBIX 3HAYeHUI — KaKOB ObI OH HU OBLI — MIMEET Be-
POSITHOCTHYIO IIPUPOJY: KaK/ie IMEeHHO 3HadeHUs BOM/YT B IIepBble THICSIYM 10 YaCTOTHOCTU
B /laHHOM KOHKPETHOM s3bIKe B 3aJlaHHbIII MOMEHT BpeMeH! — Hellpe/icKazyeMO, HO B Ka>K/IbIll
MOMEHT B JIIOOOM $I3bIKe OOJIbINIAs YaCTh CTOCJIOBHMKA B HUX BXO/INAT.
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Svetlana Burlak. Stability and frequency: is there a correlation?

Words belonging to the Swadesh list of basic vocabulary are not only stable but also fre-
quent. For each word, frequency varies across different languages and periods of time, but in
general, more than half of the Swadesh items belong to the first thousand of the most fre-
quent words, and ca. 80% of Swadesh items belong to the first three thousand, irrespective of
language. It seems a priori probable that a meaning would belong to the basic vocabulary if
it were easier for the speakers to remember an already existing word than to replace it with
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anew derivative or borrowing. Given the construction of the human brain, things that are
more frequent tend to be more strongly memorized (since the corresponding neuron circuits
are strengthened, according to Hebb’ postulate). For a preliminary testing of this hypothesis,
we analyzed the Swadesh wordlist items in frequency dictionaries of 15 languages belonging
to different families and linguistic areas. In all of these languages, 21 meanings were ex-
pressed by words belonging to the first thousand of the most frequent words. In most lan-
guages more than 60 words belong to the first two thousand and, typically, more than
80 words belong to the first three thousand of the most frequent words.

There is a rather strong correlation between frequency ranks of words with the same
meaning in different languages. There are a few easily explicable counterexamples to this
rule: e.g., if a word has several meanings, it will have a higher frequency. Languages of dif-
ferent families inherit different polysemy models from their protolanguages, which is why
a universal wordlist containing a representative amount of words but not influenced by
polysemy cannot be generated. Although frequency may vary depending on the speakers’
way of life, a considerable amount of items on the Swadesh wordlist retain high frequency
under any circumstances. Our data show that even if languages are closely related or in-
volved in intensive contact, frequency changes within them are independent.

Observations on frequency ratings of different lexemes make it possible to provide some
refinements to the method of compiling Swadesh wordlists. Thus, for terminative verbs,
a perfective form should be chosen, while for non-terminative verbs, an imperfective form
would be more appropriate. For verbs of movement, forms denoting a single directed
movement should be chosen. For verbs of physical perception, forms denoting unintentional
perception should be preferred. For the word ‘hand’, one should rely on functional rather
than anatomical contexts.

Swadesh wordlist items are learned very early: thus, in Russian, children are expected to
know ca. 70 Swadesh items before they are 3 years old. Words are acquired through their
contexts, which is why the method of compiling Swadesh wordlist via diagnostic contexts is
the most appropriate. The degree of stability of a word with a certain meaning differs in dif-
ferent languages; however, different samples of basic vocabulary show almost the same cor-
relation with frequency. Though there is no direct dependence between frequency and stabil-
ity of words, the relation between belonging to the subset of basic vocabulary and the subset
of frequently used words is not random.

There is a correlation between early acquisition and frequency (but not stability). This is
probably due to the fact that early acquisition and modern day frequency are more deeply
connected with modern day lifestyle, while stability reflects previous epochs. Frequency of
the words with the same meaning differs in different languages (and even in the same lan-
guage in different times). This is, apparently, a universal principle: if it were not so, words
would never have an opportunity to be eliminated from the Swadesh wordlist, since they
would be so frequent that nobody could forget them and replace them with derivatives, bor-
rowings, or other words. However, the list itself has a probabilistic nature: it cannot be pre-
dicted which meanings would gain higher frequency in a certain language at a certain period
of time, but the majority of items on the Swadesh wordlist still belongs to it in any language
at any period of time.

Keywords: basic vocabulary; Swadesh wordlist; lexical stability; lexical frequency; language
acquisition.
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Alejandro G. Sinner, Javier Velaza (eds.).
Palaeohispanic Languages and Epigraphies.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019. — 483 + xx p.

This book is a recent overview of the most impor-
tant aspects of what we currently know about the an-
cient languages and epigraphic materials of the Ibe-
rian Peninsula and Southern France. These languages
and texts received the denomination of ‘Palaeohis-
panic’ a few years ago and the name seems to have
been generally accepted. The book, written by some of
the most active and respected researchers in the field,
is a collection of 14 essays covering all the regions as
well as all the pertinent questions of the current state
of our knowledge.

Besides Phoenician, Greek and Latin we have epi-
graphic evidence of several Palaeohispanic languages
(Tartessian, Iberian, Celtiberian, Lusitanian) in a really
sizable corpus of over 3000 inscriptions. These epi-
graphic texts and the languages in which they are
written are relevant for many reasons, among them
the history and spread of writing in the Mediterra-
nean context, and the different substrata of the mod-
ern languages of the region.

In such a relatively young field of research as this,
with often very disparate positions, the different au-
thors were asked by the editors to be meticulous when
dealing with the frequently opposing views, making
an effort to differentiate “between those hypotheses
that can count on broad acceptance and those that are
still currently under evaluation and debate” (p. vi),
something that was achieved throughout.

1. Method and methods: Studying Palaeohispanic
languages as a discipline (pp. 1-24)

Javier de Hoz, who passed away before the book came
out, is the author of two chapters of this global over-
view of Palaeohispanic languages and epigraphies.
His ample knowledge of many different aspects of Pa-
laeohispanistics made him an appropriate candidate for
this methodological introduction.

After defining this field of studies in temporal, lin-
guistic and geographical terms, he summarizes the
linguistic and epigraphic situation of Hispania and the
history of the research since the Renaissance, with
special attention to the role of Gémez-Moreno.

After a section describing the methods of deci-
pherment of scripts and languages, he urges to be
wary of risky constructs impossible to prove, and ad-
vocates for what he calls “Palaeohispanic Philology”:
to go beyond a basic understanding of scripts and
languages and arrive at a cultural appreciation of the
context of the texts in all its complexity.

The author points out an aspect that may be easily
overlooked: the temporal depth of Palaeohispanic
texts. A few final comments are added on language
contacts, as well as on the diachronic and synchronic
variability within each language area.

2. The Iberian Peninsula in pre-Roman times: An ar-
chaeological and ethnographical survey (pp. 25-55)
Alberto Lorrio and Joan Sanmarti summarize the ar-
chaeological and ethnographic data of Hispania dur-
ing this period, focusing on the difficulties that this re-
search entails, given the uneven information available
(coins, Greek and Latin sources, epigraphy or archae-
ology).

They include three sections: Iberians, the South-
Western people(s) and what they call “Hispano-Celts”,
the latter being subdivided in Celtiberians, Vaccaei,
Vettones (with the Celtic peoples of the West and
North) and the group of Turmodigi, Autrigones, Ber-
ones, Caristi and Varduli.

It is striking, for a linguist, not to see a specific
heading dedicated to the speakers of the Indo-
European but clearly non-Celtic language that we to-
day call Lusitanian. The authors seem to endorse the
possibility that the Lusitani are “perhaps” Celtic (p. 39),
something I cannot agree with. To me, the description
of Lusitanian on the following page as “an archaic
Indo-European language (...) with elements in com-
mon with the Celtic sub-family” is misleading. Lusi-
tanian does share some isoglosses with Celtic, but also
with other sub-families within Indo-European, such as
the Italic or Germanic languages. The presence of the
Celtic place names in -briga across central and western
Hispania does not imply anything about the Celtic na-
ture of Lusitanian, but rather that the area was also in-
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habited by speakers of Celtic, the difficulty being how
to explain this co-existence.

3. Phoenician epigraphy in the Iberian Peninsula
(pp. 56-77)

J. A. Zamora begins with a history of the epigraphic
finds, in southern Hispania, which for a long time
were really scarce, although nowadays the number of
texts is already significant (around 400 or so). He then
overviews the geographical distribution and the dat-
ing of the finds and analyses the main characteristics
and issues concerning the preserved material.
He makes an important point that the Phoenicians
most likely used to write on perishable materials,
which helps to understand the irregular distribution
of texts.

He then summarizes the uses of writing amongst
the Phoenicians. Modern research is able to confirm a
much more widespread writing practice than what the
preserved inscriptions would lead us to believe. Ex-
amples of the uses of writing belong in the economic,
funerary, ritual (offerings and apotropaic practices)
and official spheres.

4. Palaeohispanic writing systems: Classification,
origin, and development (pp. 78-108)

J. Ferrer and N. Moncunill undertake a study of all
the varieties of said writing systems, how they origi-
nated and how they reached their geographic loca-
tions. The internal relation between all the scripts is
not yet ascertained. In a more limited way both the
Latin and Greek alphabets were used to represent
native languages (Lusitanian, Celtiberian and Ibe-
rian).

The semi-syllabaries can be divided into Northern
and Southern scripts. The first type includes North-
eastern Iberian, the Celtiberian varieties and a possible
third script, not yet clearly defined, attested in the
lands of the Viascones. The second type includes South-
eastern Iberian, Southwestern (Tartessian) script and
the Espanca script. Additionally, there are a few
southern texts that seem to indicate there was at least
one more southern script. The authors remark on the
important discovery of the ‘dual’ varieties where dif-
ferentiating voiceless and voiced plosives was possi-
ble. Page 81 offers a complete representation of all the
varieties and values of each sign.

The authors then provide a more detailed overview
of the different scripts, finally offering their hypothe-
sis on the genealogy of all the scripts, which I see as
sensible but highly uncertain or difficult to prove at
this stage. Two separate adaptations from a Phoeni-
cian source feel unlikely to me.

5. The epigraphic and linguistic situation in the
south-west of the Iberian Peninsula (pp. 109-137)

J. A. Correa and A. Guerra discuss the linguistic situa-
tion in this area, including the typology and classifica-
tion of the language which appears in this epigraphic
corpus and is often associated with the Tartessian tra-
dition. The script is not fully decoded. We are not cer-
tain about the phonetic value of many of the signs,
most of the texts (around 100) are very brief and in
most cases we do not know how to separate the
words.

They then state that this script was based upon the
Phoenician alphabet, most likely with no participation
of the Greek alphabet (De Hoz 2010: 495-500) and fi-
nally describe this semi-syllabary, pointing out the
many questions on which researchers have not reached
consensus. The authors tackle the challenge of the his-
torical context, dating these texts to the 6t and 5 cen-
turies BCE (rather than the 8" century as previously
believed).

Concerning the language of the script, the authors
make a general description and remind the reader that
certain features (personal names in particular) were
tentatively labelled by Correa (1985) as possibly Celtic
or Indo-European, a hypothesis he later discarded.
Untermann (MLH IV), Rodriguez Ramos (2002) and
De Hoz (2010: 371-402) have also explicitly rejected
this possibility.

As for Koch’s more recent (2009, 2011 or 2014) hy-
pothesis of the language as Celtic, Correa and Guerra
notice that, on top of having met with opposition on
Celtic linguistic grounds, in their opinion, this is far
from proven in sheer epigraphic terms as well, some-
thing that I agree with.

6. The linguistic situation in the territory of Andalu-

sia (pp. 138-159)

This second chapter by J. de Hoz covers the linguistic

landscape of the different regions of modern Andalu-

sia in ancient times. In each of these areas there were
peoples known from ancient sources:

o the Turdetani, descendants of the Tartessians, occu-
pied the lower and middle Guadalquivir valley.
Probably akin to them were the neighbouring Tur-
duli, who lived on the coastal region of Huelva and
Cadiz;

e there was, similarly, another pair of peoples with
a parallel double denomination, Bastetani and Bas-
tuli, with a similar ethnic base;

¢ to the North the Oretani occupied areas both within
modern Andalusia and in the southern Meseta, and
to the South the Phoenicians were located in and
around their city-states by the Mediterranean coast;
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¢ finally, in Roman times, in western Andalusia and
southern Portugal, we know of the presence of

Celtic-speaking peoples.

The author reviews the linguistic material available
through onomastics and native inscriptions, dividing
it into three parts: Turdetanian for the lower and mid-
dle Guadalquivir, Iberian for the Oretanian and
Bastetanian regions of the upper Guadalquivir and
Celtic for western Andalusia and adjacent areas of
southern Portugal.

7. Iberian writing and language (pp. 160-197)

After stressing the main methodological, geographical
and chronological questions faced by modern research
on the subject, Javier Velaza recognizes that the diffi-
culties do not lie in the scarcity of texts (there are 2250
extant inscriptions), but rather in the hermetic charac-
ter of a language with no known close relatives.

He then refers to the surprisingly homogeneous as-
pect of the language given the large epigraphic exten-
sion of Iberian, especially despite the fact that many
different peoples inhabited the area and that the ar-
chaeological evidence is varied as well. He mentions
De Hoz’s hypothesis that Iberian was not vernacular
throughout but acted as a lingua franca, being only
vernacular in the Southeastern area, but remains un-
convinced; as for the place of origin of the language,
he would rather favour the Northeast.

Velaza then lists an overall inventory of the inscrip-
tions written in the different varieties of scripts used
for this language, after which he discusses the evolu-
tion of different usages of writing among the Iberians.

Finally, there is a section dedicated to a prudent and
sensible description of the little that we know for cer-
tain about the language on different levels: onomastics,
phonetics and phonology, nominal morphology, voca-
bulary, numerals, the verb, and syntax. From a typo-
logical perspective, the author believes Iberian to have
been an agglutinative and, possibly, ergative language.

8. Cultural and linguistic contacts in southern Gaul
(pp. 198-218)

This chapter is an introduction to the linguistic situa-
tion in Southern Gaul, which, even though geographi-
cally not a part of Hispania, is still included in Pa-
laeohispanistics because of the interactions between Ibe-
rian, Gaulish, Greek and Phoenician.

A.Mullen and C.Ruiz Darasse explore the com-
plexities of the language contacts in the area, divided
into two epigraphic zones limited by the river
Hérault, one to the west, using the Northeastern Ibe-
rian script, and another one to the east, using the
Greek alphabet.
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They overview the early contacts of this area with
the Greeks, Etruscans and Phoenicians. The pre-
Roman Greek epigraphic presence does not show any
linguistic interaction with other communities (local or
Iberian). Evidence of Greek-Etruscan (even Roman)
contacts in the area earlier are clear, as are contacts be-
tween Etruscan and Gaulish/Celtic populations. The
chapter continues with a revision of the contacts with
the Iberian world.

The final section deals with the contacts in Roman
times; the development of the so-called Gallo-Greek
epigraphy; the less frequent epigraphic examples of
direct Greek-Iberian interactions; the few local cases
(Haute-Garonne) of a threefold Iberian, Latin and
Gaulish interaction; and the final stages where Latin
took over with an immediate disappearance of Iberian
names and a more gradual elimination of Gaulish
ones.

9. The Vasco-Iberian theory (pp. 219-239)

This old controversial question is discussed in detail in
this chapter by E. Ordufia, who had first put on the
table the (at least apparently) surprising similarities of
the entire numeric systems of Basque and Iberian.

The author begins by summarizing the historical
development of the hypothesis since the sixteenth cen-
tury, even though until Goméz-Moreno’s contribu-
tions from the 1920s onwards (1922, 1925, 1942, 1943,
1945, 1949, 1962) the readings of the Palaeohispanic
scripts were not correct. After him the panorama
changed, with most of the important scholars! reject-
ing the idea of a genetic relation between the two lan-
guages. Michelena’s opinions “are still dominant”
(p. 221) today, as Ordufia says.

After reviewing the traditional reasons supporting
the theory, Ordufa analyses different arguments that
cannot be discarded easily, at various levels: phonol-
ogy, noun morphology, pronouns, verbal morphol-
ogy, syntax, onomastics, and lexicon.

The chapter ends with a few sensible words con-
cerning the difficulty of closing this discussion and the
need to know much more about Iberian and about an-
cient Basque to be certain about the degree of close-
ness between the two.

10. Writing and language in Celtiberia (pp. 240-303)

In the context of ancient Hispania, the best known
language is Celtiberian. F. Beltran and C. Jordan over-
view the language and analyze different epigraphic
issues.

1 Caro Baroja (1942, 1943), Bahr (1948), Tovar (1954, 1961) or
Michelena (1961, 1975, 1985).
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After a historical and geographical introduction to
the peoples inhabiting this region, the authors point
out that this corpus of over 200 inscriptions consti-
tutes the only native epigraphic area in Indo-
European Hispania, with the exception of half a dozen
Lusitanian texts. All the lands to the West and North-
west of Celtiberia, with the exception of Lusitanian
territory, must have been inhabited by speakers of
dialects of Hispano-Celtic2. The authors mention that
modern researchers debate whether Lusitanian is one
of them; I would add that most linguists do not think
itis.

After reviewing Celtiberian phonetics and phonol-
ogy?, nominal morphology, adjectival formation, verbs,
pronouns, numerals, adverbs, prepositions, conjunc-
tions and particles, prefixes and preverbs, there is a
section dedicated to personal onomastics, followed by
another one dealing with the Celtiberian epigraphic
culture.

11. Language and writing among the Lusitanians
(pp. 304-334)

Eugenio Lujan overviews the use of writing among
this people. They did not use a Palaeohispanic script,
but would rather recur (sporadically) to the Latin al-
phabet in order to represent their language, whose
linguistic classification is also discussed here. Lusita-
nian is the name of a language known from half a
dozen native inscriptions* coming from the territory of
the Lusitani. In the same area, further linguistic (ono-
mastic) elements, of varied nature (some akin to these
texts, some clearly Celtic) have surfaced. Moreover,
we have onomastic evidence of Lusitanian beyond the
lands of the Lusitani, to the North, in the territory of
the Gallaeci.

The chapter follows with a description of the lan-
guage, based first in the native language texts, but also
taking into account the remaining linguistic informa-

2 “Celtiberian is the only pre-Roman language directly at-
tested in the Iberian Peninsula which is undoubtedly Celtic” (p.
247); however, Celtic was spoken in other regions beyond Celti-
beria. The term Hispano-Celtic should be applied to those other
Celtic dialects which we cannot call Celtiberian with confidence
(leaving Lusitanian out, of course).

3 In relation to the evolution of *p > ¢ > (J, this “fricativization
and loss of *p in the initial position before a vowel or continuant
and intervocalic position” (p. 149), I do not think that Cib. kon-
bouto [Mon.74] is a good example, since the voiceless plosive is
not found here in the right context. I do not think we really need
a reading of [kom-@louto]; we would not expect the disappear-
ance of p- in that context (after a nasal sound).

4 Either 6 or 7, depending on whether the lost inscription of
Arroyo de la Luz, with its two pieces, is counted as a single one
broken in two or as two separate texts.

tion obtained by the onomastic and morphological de-
tails seen in Latin inscriptions.

Lujan then discusses the classification of Lusitanian
within Indo-European, mentioning the two main posi-
tions about its possible Celtic character, starting with
Tovar (1966) (against) and Untermann (1984, 1987) (in
favour). The author’s main conclusion is that Lusita-
nian cannot be considered a Celtic language and I agree
with his arguments, all of which seem quite reasonable.

12. The parts of Hispania without epigraphy

(pp. 335-364)

In this section, J. Gorrochategui and ]. M. Vallejo over-

view the linguistic situation in the areas of Hispania

that did not have native epigraphic testimonies of the
local languages.

The authors introduce alternative sources to epi-
graphics, identifying distinct linguistic areas by means
of information gathered from classical literary sources
or from epigraphic texts in Latin which have some na-
tive onomastics embedded in them.

After a few reasonable comments on the nature of
toponyms, anthroponyms and theonyms, the authors
overview the linguistic areas of the regions of His-
pania without a native epigraphy:
¢ Western Hispania, where Lusitanian was spoken,

shows anthroponyms that are congruent with it, but

also a few in common with its northern neighbours;

o the Celtiberian area, well known through its native
epigraphics, with specific characteristics extending
to other peoples to their West and Northwest;

e Southern Hispania, with native texts from different
periods, which was romanized much earlier than
Northern and Western Hispania and shows three
layers of onomastic evidence — Celtic in the West,
Turdetanian in the Guadalquivir basin and Iberian
in the East;

o the Iberian area;

¢ the Basque-Aquitanian area, with onomastics akin
to the Basque language.

13. Coin evidence for Palaeohispanic languages
(pp. 365-395)

As pointed out by P. P. Ripollés and A. G. Sinner in
this section, numismatics was the first discipline to
face the challenge of analysing certain native texts in
an unknown type of writing coming from different ar-
eas of Hispania. Already during the 16th century this
was a matter of concern among specialists. This chapter
starts with a history of this research until our times.

The authors offer a special section dedicated to the
classification of native coins, associating each of them
with specific dates: Greek (6t-2nd centuries BCE),
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Punic (4% century BCE — imperial period), Northeast-
ern Iberian (3¢ — 1¢t centuries BCE), Southeastern Ibe-
rian (3 — 1st centuries BCE), Celtiberian (2 — 1st cen-
turies BCE), unidentified Southern script (2nd-1¢t centu-
ries BCE).

The final part of this section describes and classifies
the coins that were minted in Hispania, in every lan-
guage and in every context, in some more detail, and
trying to obtain all kind of historical, economic or so-
cial information from each of the areas, cultural mi-
lieus, and linguistic surroundings.

14. Writing, colonization, and Latinization in the
Iberian Peninsula (pp. 396-416)

Both the Palaeohispanic native writing systems and
the native ancient languages would die out as a final
consequence of the long process of Latinization.
B. Diaz Arifio, M. J. Estaran and I. Simoén overview the
introduction of the Roman epigraphic culture in His-
pania. There is a section dealing with the first written
texts (31 century BCE), related to the trade between It-
aly and the Mediterranean ports of Hispania, followed
by another describing the epigraphic activity of the
Roman administration until the civil wars, after which
the authors define a phase in the development of Latin
epigraphy due to the arrival of Italic immigrants. The
final step is linked to the epigraphic use of Latin by
the local elites.

The authors then offer a reflection on linguistic con-
tacts, as perceived by the presence of bilingual inscrip-
tions, and on the effects they had on the whole Latini-
zation process, with a separate analysis for each area
(Iberian, Celtiberian and Lusitanian).

The chapter ends with an analysis of the disappear-
ance of Palaeohispanic languages and scripts. In some
areas both events took place almost simultaneously,
while in others the languages survived much longer.
Local writing systems ceased to be used completely
during the first decades of the 1+t century CE. The Ibe-
rian and Turdetanian languages died out almost at the
same time. However, Indo-European Hispania was very
different: Romanization started later, the immigrants
were far fewer and concentrated in a few urban cen-
ters, and the languages could have survived until the
end of antiquity and, in the case of Basque, till today.

Final pages

The book ends with a very complete (although it ad-
mits than including 100% of the pertinent publications
is not possible) and useful bibliographic selection
(pp. 417-472), followed by a concordance of the in-
scriptions in BDHesp and MLH and a detailed index of
sources.
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