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AN EGYPTO-SEMITIC COMPARISON

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The following is an effort to define more closely the
relationship of Egyptian to Semitic. Bergstrisser’s list (1928:
181—92) is taken as a representative Semitic corpus and probable
Egyptian cognates given wherever possible. The proportion of
Egyptian words found to be cognate should give us a good
estimate of how closely Egyptian approximates Semitic (but not
viece versa, which would entail taking an Rgyptian list and
searching for general Semitic cognates).

1.2 Assumptions. A number of assumptions are made, the
following being the primary ones:

1.2.1 The language groups known as Semitic (Sem.), Egyp-
tian (Eg.) — including Coptic (C.), Omotic (cf. Fleming 1969,
Black 1972, Bender [1975]), Chadic and Berber are genetically
related, deriving from a common proto-language. The group
as a whole the present writer prefers to call Lisramie (L), though
it is more commonly known as Afroasiatic, Hamito-Semitic
or Semito-Hamitic (see Hodge 1972). The hypothetical parent
language will accordingly be referred to as proto-Lisramic (pL =
PAAs = pHS = pSH).

1.2.2 These six groups of languages are not coordinate in the
sense that they all diverged from the proto-language at about
the same time. While the latter is a possibility, it is not a proba-
bility. It is more likely that there was a series of splits from the
parent language, similar to the situation found in Indo-Hittite.
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While contacts between groups subsequent to earlier splits must
also be assumed, the general character of the individual groups
appears to be the result of the original divisions. The investigation
of the character of each individual branch and its relationship
to the others will eventually enable us to set up a reasonable
sequencing of the original divisions.

1.2.2 While the end result is at least six definitely distinet
branches, the precise nature of the splits is not known. Any number
of situations may have existed: sharp splits with little subsequent
contact, gradual splits with long periods of mutual influence before
final separation (cf. Rabin 1963 on Semitic), ete.

1.2.4 Assumption 1.2.2 implies that the study of L should
properly proceed by reconstructing each branch and then com-
paring the resulting proto-languages with each other. This is
correct; this must be done, but it does not — and should not —
preclude the comparison of fewer than six branches for special
purposes. It is here assumed that it is not only a legitimate
procedure but a necessary one to compare Egyptian and Semitic
without substantial reference to other branches. It has often
been pointed out that the comparison of languages so disparately
attested in time raises very great difficulties (e.g., Leslau 1962: 44).
‘We should rather view the existence of such data, as distantly
dispersed in time and space as they are, as an opportunity to test
our theories of language history and relationship. We have on
the one hand historical data (Semitic, Egyptian) which in all
likelihood far antedate such prehistory as we can reconstruct
(proto-Cushitic, proto-Omotic, ete.). It would appear reasonable to
assume that those languages which are attested earliest best
preserve the phonology of the proto-language (pL). This is not
necessarily so, but it is probable. If we can reconstruct a pre-
Egypto-Semitic phonology, this will provide a firmer base for
considering the development of the other branches between pL
times (approximated by the Egypto-Semitic) and the times repre-
sented by proto-Cushitic, etc. While the primary purpose of the
present paper is not such a reconstruction, it is hoped that it
will contribute to it.

1.2.5 It is assumed that while Egyptian and Semitic are differ-
ent branches of L, they have a great deal in common. This similarity
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struck early workers in the field as being very great. Brugsch,
for exemple, wrote: ‘Im voraus kann ich es weissagen, dass die
Sprachforschung eines Tages erstaunt sein wird iiber das enge
Band der Verwandschaft, welches die #gyptische Sprache mit
ihren semitischen Schwestern zusammenkniipft, und iiber die mir
jetzt schon feststehende Thatsache, dass alle eine gemeinsame
Mutter haben’ (1867, quoted from Brugsch 1891: 91). On oceasion
scholars have even been led to say that Egyptian is a Semitic
language (Ember 1912: 86, Albright 1923: 70). This view is often
later abandonned by its proponents (such as Albright), but the
fact that it could be seriously entertained is significant. It is
therefore a fair assumption that there is a great deal of phonetic
similarity between Egyptian and Semitic and that we should look
for cognates with very similar phonetie shapes. (Phonetic identity
of consonants transcribed by the same symbol i, of course, not
assumed).

1.2.6 In the investigation of genetic relationships primary
attention must be paid to formal correspondences. In accordance
with assumption 1.2.5 a strong effort has been made to search
out Egyptian words which can easily be made to correspond on
clear phonologic grounds. Elaborate rationalizations of differences
(as, e.g., in Albright 1927) are to be avoided. This is not to say
that etymologies supported by theories of sound change of various
sorts and degrees are necessarily wrong. They are only held to
be wrong when clearly better etymologies replace them or where
they are seen to be based on erroneous views of the phonologies
involved. On the whole they are merely stored until such time as
further knowledge will enable us to evaluate them properly.

This stress on close formal correspondence is not meant to
Imply that it is irrelevant or unimportant to study what meanings
are held in common and how these meanings are distributed
vis-a-vis form. Such a study would be very valuable. It is simply
not the aim of the present treatment, which has as its interest
the common retention of forms which can reasonably be identified
as the same in both groups.

1.2.7 It is assumed that a set of forms (chronomorphs; see
Hodge 1975) common to a group of languages represents such
a set in the proto-language. Where the meanings can reasonably
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be reconstructed for the proto-language, these forms and me?nings
give us a segment of the proto-culture involved. Be.zrgstrasser’s
list is therefore taken as representative of proto-Semitic cult’ure.

Tt would be possible to improve and expand the list,. given
present knowledge. It would also be possible to make sub-lists for
the various branches of Semitic (cf. D. Cohen 1970: ‘16—20).'Much
more of proto-Semitic culture would be reflected if one did not
insist on a form occuring in four or five branches (cf. Ba.lvrr 1968:
156—66). It is, however, felt that the list is useful as it stands
and will serve our present purpose. )

1.2.8 A set of assumptions is made here concerning Egypto-
Semitic phonologic correspondences. These are:

Egyptian  Semitic BEgyptian  Semitic
3 rln £ %
? ? % (%)
¢ % 7 z 0
w w s § 60
b b m 8 ]
p P q q
f P k k
m m b g g
n nl t t
T rl ¢ k
h h d dod
b h g 54660

As this list follows the order of the Egyptian alphabet, differences
from other transcription systems are readily a,ppaiferl.t. N(.)te
especially the consistent use of ? for reed-leaf (Ga;'dlner Sign List,
M17). In general only cognates fitting these correspondences are
considered as probable in the list below.

This list reduces multiple correspondences to a minimum. It
is hoped that they may be further reduced or more closely .defmed
in the not too distant future. For example, the relationghip of m
and b will be more accurately stated when we know which pL
roots had b, which m and which mb. One might hazard the guess
that the similar problem of 2/z, 8/z and 8/d may eventually be
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resolved by the positing of an additional proto-phoneme, such
as *dh. At present, dialect mixture is assumed to account for the
poorly defined correlations.

The above list is not exhaustive; it is rather what is considered
fairly certain. Any other correspondences need detailed justifi-
cation. A good many previously held ones are demonstrably
invalid (e.g., Sem. I, BEg. ? [i]). For some earlier reevaluations of
Egypto-Semitic phonetic correspondences see Vyecichl 1958, Miiller
1961, Leslau 1962, Diakonoff 1965. "

1.2.9 It is assumed that the pL root usually consisted of two
consonants plus a sonant (Diakonoff 1965: 29—38). The precise
nature of the root must be determined by reconstruction, but there
is increasing evidence that only two of three strong consonants in
Semitic or Egyptian reflect the pL root (cf. Zaborski 1971). In
the following list many roots turn out to have only two consonants
in common. At this stage of our knowledge it is not always possible
to explain the origin of the third consonant, but cognates are not
rejected for lack of such explanation.

2. THE LIST

2.1 Organization of the list.
2.1.1 Order. The order of items in the list is as follows:

. Number

. English gloss

. Semitic root consonants

. Common Egyptian equivalents

. Egyptian cognates

5.1 Clear Egyptian cognate

5.2 Cognate with semantic shift

5.3 Cognate reflected graphically but not lexically
5.4 Cognate with significant formal difference
5.5 Conjectured cognate

6. Possibly relevant Egyptian lexemes

St W o

2.1.2 Notes on entries by order.
2.1.2.1 Number. Bergstrisser’s list contains 172 entries (un-
numbered). In two instances two entries have been counted as
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one number, being the same root: ‘son’, ‘daughter’ and ‘to go up’,
‘apon’. Bergstrisser’s order is kept, but these are numbered Ta
7b and 105a 105b respectively.
2.1.2.2 English glosses of the Semitic root. The glosses are
meant to represent the general meaning of the Semitic root. It is
not always possible to do this, due to the diversity in the meanings
of some roots. Every root was reexamined and checked with lexi-
cons of the languages involved. This resulted in some revisions of
the glosses.
2.1.2.3 Semitic roots. For most roots only the consonants may
at present be considered as definitely relevant. Even where the
vowels appear to be reconstructable (e.g., ?ab-), they are omitted
for the sake of consistency and because the Egyptian (aside from
Coptic) has no written vowels.
2.1.2.4 Common Egyptian semantic equivalent(s). Obviously
the most striking correspondences are those in which the usual
Egyptian word is also the most likely cognate (numbered 4—5.1).
2.1.2.5 This category includes all Egyptian words here pre-
sented as cognate with the Semitic root in 3. Various scholars
have proposed schemes for grading presumed cognates on the
basis of their apparent probability (e.g., Vycichl 1958). It seemed
advisable to treat the materials here in some such fashion. The
resultant categories are 5.1—5.5. 5.1 gives those Egyptian words
which are clearly cognate with the Semitic of 3 on the basis of
both the meaning and the sounds (using the list of correspondences
in 1.2.8 above). If there is a significant semantic shift, though
the formal correspondence is still very good, the cognate is rated 5.2.
5.3 is for a small number of roots which survived in Hgyptian until
after the writing system was established but are not attested as
Egyptian lexemes. They are reflected by the writing system, being
the (or, a) consonantal value of a hieroglyph (e.g., d, written with
a hand [D46], No. 47 below). 5.4 gives those cognates which have
a significant formal difference. There is, however, such formal and
semantic similarity that the relationship seems certain (see notes
on examples below). Egyptian words which appear highly likely
as cognates but which require considerable justification before
being accepted as certain are given as 5.5 (conjectured or probable

cognates).
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To category 6 belong not onl i i
Y the items listed below but a or
many» cognates proposed elsewhere. The formal/semantic prob%ei:
of correspondence are too great to label these a8 more than ‘items
(()) ‘ TIIJerest, tobbe kept in mind’. They may turn out to be cognate
I the resemblances, such as they are, m i ,
o 4 y » may be accidental,

1. man(kind) 3. *n§ 4. rm¢ 6. Wikt “people (?)
2. male 3. *zkr 4—5.4 &9

3. woman 3. *72n6 4. hmt, zt

4. father 3. *?2b 4. 72t

5. mother 3. *7mm 4.—5.4. mwt

6. stepfather 3. *hm 4, §m (?), C. ¥om

Ta. son 3. *bn 4. 2 5.2. bnn ‘beget’

7b. daughter 3. *bnt 4. z:t 5.9 bnn ‘beget’

8. child 3. *bkr 4. 2:d 5.2 bk: * r
3. . 2:d b. 3 ‘be pregnant’
9. to bear (child) 3. *wld 4. ms? 5.2 2:d ‘chﬂ?i’
10. brother 3. *?x 4. sn 5.5 % ‘placenta’
11. lord (possessor) 3. *p 4. nb

g slave . 3. *?;pt 4. hm 5.5 2mt(y) ‘(royal) foster-child’

- concubine 3. *3rr 4. hmt ‘wife’ 5.5 grgr? ‘stranger’
14. to love 3. *wdd 4. mr? ¢
15. king 3. *mlk 4. nsw 5.5 bik ‘work; servant’
16. s.trange 3. *nkr 4. $r8r 5.5. nér ‘god’
17. lion 3. *rw  4—5.1 rw
18. panther 3. *nmr 4—5.4 b
19. wolf 3. ¥67b 4. wn§
20. dog 3. *klb 4. &ézm 6. knmt (an animal)
21. to bark 3. *nbh 4—5.4 bhn
22. (wild) pig 3. *ynzr 4. §o:
23. deer 3. *2yl 4. 7yr
24. bull 3. *Owr 4. k3
25. donkey 3. *hmr 4. ;6 ‘bind’ ]

= ¥ - 3 6. mr ‘bind’, 2b:w © ; 1

26. vulture 3. *nsr 4. nrt e L
27. scorpion 3. *qrb 4. srqt
;S fly 3. *3bb 4. ‘tf 6. dm ‘to he sharp’

- grape . 3. *nb 4. 211t 6. ‘nb ‘reed-stalk’
30. onion, garlic3. *Owm 4. hgw 5.2 smw ‘plants’
31. cucumber 3. *q602 4. sipt
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32.
33.

34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42,
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
b5.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.

cummin 3. *kmn 4. tpnn 5.5 km ‘black’

seed 3. *zr* 4. prt 6. sr ‘spread, scatter’, zr? (part
of tree)

ear (of grain) 3. *6bl 4. yms 5.2 sm: ‘scalp’

head 3. *r?s 4, §:383, tp 5.2 378 ‘viscera’

eye 3. *yn 4. ?rt 5.3 ‘nw (place)

ear 3. *25n 4. msgr 5.3 2dn

to hear 3. *$m‘ 4. sgm 6. ¥m° ‘make musie, sound’
nose 3. *p 4. fng 5.1 nf ‘breathe, breath’
mouth 3. *p 4. 2 6. 2wi/?f ‘flesh, meat’
tongue 3. *Iin  4—>.1 ns

taste 3. *'m 4. dpt 5.4 ‘m ‘swallow’

bitter 3. *mrr 4. dhr 6. bnf ‘gall’ _

tooth 3. *nn 4. ?bh 5.3 sn (arrow-head)

hair 3. ¥t 4. ¥n? 6. sr ‘tress’

gray hair 3. *§yb 4. skm 6. sm? “whip’

hand 3. *yd 4. grt 5.3 d 5.4 wd? ‘to place’
right (side) 3. *ymn 4—5.1 ?mnt

handful 3. *hpn 4. grt 5.2 hfn ‘great quantity’
fingernail, claw 3. *6pr 4. ‘nt 5.5 f? ‘penetrate’

knee 3. *brk 4. mist

wing 3. *knp 4. gnh 5.5 np:p: ‘flutter’

tail 3. *5nb 4. sd 6. dm? ‘touch, stick to’
horn 3. *qrn 4. ‘b 6. krt? ‘horns’

bone 3. *0m 4. gs

heart 3. *Ibb 4—b.1 ?nb

belly 3. *kr§ 4. yt 5.5 kns ‘genitals’

liver 3. *kbd 4. m?7st

kidney 3. *kly 4. dpt 6. kns ‘genitals’, kit ‘vagina’
breath 3. *np§ 4—>5.4 nft

death 3. *mwt 4—5.1 mt

to strangle 3. *ynq 4. C. 0g¥

to bury 3. *qbr 4. qrs 5.5 qm: ‘mourn’

blood 3. *dm 4. znfw 5.5 dbdb ‘thump (of heart)
urine 3. *6yn 4. wzit

heaven 3. *¥m 4. pt

star 3. *kb 4. sb: 6. km (hieroglyph)

sun 3. *$m§ 4. r°, ¥w

69.
70.
71,
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.

iy

('
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

91.
92.
93.
94,
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105a. to go up 3. *1y
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to set 3. *yrb 4. sk?, htp
shade 3. *6 4. §wt 5.1 g:w ‘night’ C. 3or “be black’
day 3. *ywm 4. hrw 6. whn ‘rise, shine’
night 3. *lyly 4. grh 6. n?wt, nnt ‘lower heaven’
land 3. *7rd 4. t 5.5 2:dt ‘tract (of land)’
field 3. *hgl 4. syt 5.5 hq:t (a grain measure)
water 3. *m? 4—5.1 mw
lightning 3. *brq 4.—5.1 biq ‘bright’

spring, source 3. *nb‘ 4. whn 5.4 b‘b‘t ‘stream’
well 3. *b?r 4. xnmt 5.2 b?:w ‘mine, quarry’
to draw (water) 3. *dlw 4. pnq 5.5 dn? ‘to dam’

flame 3. *lhb  4—5.4 nb?

smoke 3. *qtr 4. ht?

trace 3. #¥20r 4.— 6. sr ‘make known’

wood B 50 4. yt 6. ‘g “spool’

house 3. *byt 4. pr

post 3. *md 4. zynt

bed 3. *rs~ 4. 386

bow 3. *q8(t) 4. pgt 6. qs ‘bone’

arrow 3. *h00 4. §sr 6. hg ‘mace’

shoot, throw 3. *rmy4 st? 6. :ms “club’

rope 3. *hbl 4. nwh 6. mn? ‘moor (ship)’, mn?t
‘necklace’

vessel 3. *nw? 4—5.4 hnw 5.5 2n? ‘bring’

(ground) meal 3. *qmh 4. ng

to grind 3. *thn 4. ng

honey 3. *db§ 4. b2t

poison 3. *hm(t) 4. mtwt

slaughter 3. *tby 4. sm: 6. xdb ‘kill’

to cook 3. *b§l 4. ps? 6. bi: ‘malted barley (%)

to roast, burn 3. *qlw 4. %r 6. qn ‘make ready, finish’

intoxicating beverage, beer 3. *ikr 4. hnqgt

to be (firm) 3. *kwn 4—6 wn ‘to be’

to establish 3. *§ym 4. smn

to carry, raise 3. *ng? 4. £:2 5.2 nst ‘seat’

to rest 3. *nwy 4. htp 5.5 yn? ‘to make a halt’
to go out 3. *w8? 4—>5.1 wg?

4—5.1 v
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106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111,
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117,
118.
119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.
126.

127.
128,
129.
130.
131.

132.
133.
134.
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.
140.
141.

to go forward/in front 3. *qdm 4. pr? 5.5 qdm (a place)
to draw near 3. *qrb 4. tkn 5.2 q:b ‘interior’, qsbt ‘breast’
to weep 3. *bky 4. rm?

to shriek 3. *sry 4. sbh

to blow 3. *npy 4—5.4 nf “breathe’

to size 3. *¥2%0 4. :mm

to remember 3. *Okr 4. sy3

name 3. *¥m 4. rn 5.5 sm? ‘to report’

to ask 3. *§?21 4—6 ¥n? ‘inquire into; curse’

to bring good news 3. *bér 4. sm?

to have mercy on 3. *rhm 4. n°

to count 3. *mny 4. hsb

to put on clothes 3. *1b§ 4—5.4 hbs

to wash 3. *rhd 4. ryt, ?°?

to mix, soak 3. *bll 4—b.4 §bn

to hem in 3. *hg¥ 4—5.4 grg ‘to snare’

to twist, braid 4. *ptl 4. ¢z 6. nbd ‘plait’

to dig 3. *hpr 4. 8:d 5.5 hf:? ‘to twist’

to pierce 3. *ngb 4. whb

to winnow 3. *dry 4. i3

to pasture 3. *r'y 4. nw? 5.5 23 (verb used concerning
handling of cattle)

to water 3. *§qy 4. szwr

to tie together 3. *dmd 4. dm:

to travel, ride 3. *1kb 4. nm? 6. 3¢p “to load’

to watch over, protect 3. *nfr 4. zw 5.4 ng ‘to protect’
to look after 3. *pqd 4. yrp

to hold back 3. *kl?° 4. hnhn

to loosen 3. *ptr 4. sfy 6. pg ‘stretch, extend’
well-being 3. *8$lm 4. wg:iw 5.1 snb ‘be healthy’

sweet, pleasing, good 3. *tyb 4. ngm

bad 3. *b?2§ 4—5.4 b’n

to harm 3. *ybl 4. th? 5.2 ybn ‘distort’, ybnt ‘crime’
to be lost 3. *7bd 4. ytyt

to break in pieces 3. *0br 4. hsb

powder(ed) 3. *dqq 4—b5.1 dq

to bite (off) 3. *kry 4. pzh
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142. to cleanse (ritually) 3. *qd§ 4. w'b 6. qd ‘form, nature
character’

143. to err 3..%yt? 4. th? 6. hg? ‘to injure’

144. sacrifice, offering 3. *8bh 4. zfé ‘to sacrifice’, zb (n sgt)
‘(burnt) offering’ 5.5 zb? ‘to perish’

145. to Dless 3. *brk/krb 4.— 6. m3:¢ ‘to acclaim’

146. all 3. *kll 4. nb 5.2 énw ‘number; each, every’

147. full 3. *ml? 4. mh

148. to be like 3. *m6l 4. nhr

149. small, ingignificant 3. *qll 4. ngs 6. g3 ‘grains (?)

150. a. costly b. heavy 3. *wqr 4. a. §ps b. dns 5.4 ?2qr ‘excellent

151. strong 3. *z 4. wsr

152. new 3. *hd® 4. m:

153. low(ly) 3. *pl 4. dh? 5.5 sp:t “distriet’

154. to open 3. *pth 4. wp? 6. pth ‘create’

155. a. yellow green b. vegetables 3. *wrq 4. a. w3ig ‘green’ b. rnpwt
5.1 7:qt ‘leeks, vegetables’

156. one 3. *whd 4. w'?w 6. ?hw (a measure of metal)

157. two 3. ¥*0n  4—5.1 snw

158. three 3. *016 4. ymtw 6. s;w? ‘two thirds fine (of
gold) :

159. four 3. *¥rb* 4. fdw 6. :m° ‘ramus (of jaw); fork (of
bone)’

160. five 3. *ym§ 4. d?w 6. ym"® ‘sieze’

161. six 3. *3d0 4—6 srsw

162. seven 3. *b*  4—6 sfyw

163. eight 3. *0mn 4—6 ymnw

164. nine 3. *t§° 4. psgw

165. ten 3. *§r 4. mgw 6. ‘83 ‘many’

166. hundred 3. *m?t 4. §

167. when 3. *mt’ 4—5.1 m (preposition)

168. in, by 3. *b 4—b5.1 m

169, as, like 3. *k 4, m? 5.5 ky ‘other, another’

105b. upon 3. *ly 4. hr 5.1 ‘r ‘to go up’

170. and 3. *w/?u 4. hn' 5.2 ?w (clause introducer)

2.3 Notes on the list.
1. The meaning of w:$t is unknown (Wb 1: 262 ‘Bez. fiir Men-
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schen?’; Faulkner 1969: 205 ‘honored ones[?]), and §/§ is not
a good correspondence. It is a good example of category 6.

2. Eg. ¢:?2 matches the -kr of zkr, but the z- remains unexplained.
Were it not for the distribution of zkr in Semitic, one could con-
jecture that the z- is related to demonstrative 8- (and so to Eg.
z ‘man’, Cohen 1947: 158). (Compare the Chadic forms for ‘cock’
given by Newman-Ma 1966: 235).

4. Bg. bt ‘family’ cannot be related to Sem. ?b as 3 does not
correspond to ? (Cohen 1947: 77). It is to be connected with
Sem. rbb ‘be numerous’. ‘

6. Eg. §2m is not a feasible cognate, as the form is too diverse
(contra Cohen 1947: 103). _ :

7. One may suggest the possibility that Eg. wbn ‘rise (of sun)’
belongs here. If so, wbn originally reflected the Egyptian concept
that the sun is born anew every morning. There is no certain
reflex of-this meaning in dynastic times. (See also 71 below).
Eg. 2; is probably to be connected with Sem. *dr, as in Ar. duriyya
‘offspring’.

8. Of. Albright 1927: 205.

9. The Egyptian word for ‘boy’ has a variant writing ?:d,
along with a more usual ?d. As the writing with : is New Kingdom
(Book of the Dead), it has not been given the weight which it
deserves. The correspondence wlid/?:d is excellent, as shown by
a number of similar pairs (e.g., No. 155). Gardiner has a very
relevant discussion of the words for ‘cow’ and “womb, uterus’
(1948: 258*—262%). He argues that these words are to be read ?d.
The writings involve the uterus hieroglyph (F45) and one repre-
senting a well (N41). The uterus is the ideogram (or core writing);
the well is part of the phonetic value (or margin). The word for
‘boy’ is usually read ?d and ‘girl’ as ?dyt. It immediately appears
likely that all these words are related to each other. It is here
proposed to read ?:d ‘boy’ (attested), ?:dyt ‘girl’, ?:d¢ ‘cow’ and
‘uterus’. The evidence is as follows: 1) ‘boy’ has a variant 2:d
(Budge 1898: 185,10). 2) The hierohlyph well (N41) is used in
the writing of b?: ‘copper’ (Gardiner 1957: 492). Gardiner has no
explanation of this (“for obscure reasons’), but a reasonable expla-
nation is that it had the value ?: (see the examples in Gardiner).
3) The word ‘“womb’ is written oote in Sahidic Coptic. This implies
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three consonants in the older language, the second being a liquid
such as 7 or 3, which became [?] by Coptic times, /o?te/. 4) Demotic
“Iw “child’, Coptic alou “youth, maiden’ has I. The use of ¢ in Demotic
is not a serious objection (cf. Spiegelberg 1925: 4—5). 5) There
are unrelated words associating the hieroglyphs N41 and the
burial mound read ?:t (Gardiner 1948.2: 261%*). This supports the
reading ?; for N41. Compare also the writings of ?dr ‘herd’ and
2dr ‘bandage’ discussed by Gardiner (260%).

One might also ask whether the reading hmi for ‘“woman’
(written with N41), attested by Coptic hime, is not a secondary
one and that ‘woman’ was originally also ?:dt.

Returning to the problem of the initial consonants in the
comparison, one notes that wld is only one of several possible
proto-Semitic forms. Arabic and older Akkadian have wid, Hebrew
and Ugaritic have yld, while later Akkadian has ?2ld. Two factors
are at work here. One is an alternation between formatives w-,
y-, and ?-. The other is the alternation between consonantal value
for w and vocalic value: w(a) but (?)u (cf. No.170). The latter
type of alternation is also to be assumed for Eg. 7¢ ‘father’, probably
*9yt in oot form. Old Egyptian 2t reflects *?24t; Coptic yot reflects
a vocalization such as *?2iyatu (a plural formation with -a-; cf.
Greenberg 1955). This avoids any interpretation of reedleaf (M 17)
as y-, for which we have no evidence from early transcriptions;
all such evidence indicates M17 is [?7].

10. Eg. sn ‘brother’ is likely cognate with Sem. *6n ‘two’
(No. 158).

12. The root here is probably that reflected in Eg. m ‘in’.
2mit is then ‘that which is ingide (the household)’. See also No. 167.

13. No word for ‘concubine’ is listed in either Erman-Grapow
or Crum. There are several possible Egyptian cognates, complicated
by the question of the relationship of ‘concubine’ and ‘enemy’ in
Semitic. Here ¢rgr? is considered a more likely cognate to *drr
than mg:w ‘opponent’ (Hodge 1969: 109), the latter more probably
connected with ¢:? ‘cross over’.

15. So Albright 1927: 214. I would offer an alternative solution
to the problem of the semantic relationship. It may be understood
as originator (the assigner of work) and Tesult (the worker).
Faulkner gives as meanings of the verb b:k: ‘work, work (horses

2 — Folia Orientalia, t. XVII
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fields), carry out (task), enslave’. One may also ask if a similar
semantic relationship exists between Eg. hm ‘majesty” and hm
“servant’.

16. Cohen 1947: 186; supported by Vyecichl 1958: 394—95.
Perhaps to be rated 5.2.

17. Cohen 1947: 83.

18. Egyptian has b: ‘leopard skin’ (attested as early as the
Pyramid Texts), b: “panther’ (Middle Kingdom; Wb 1.415) and
sby “panther’ (New Kingdom, Wb 1.7). These are probably two
roots, not metathesis. The earlier attested correlates with Sem.
nmr, the later with Hausa rdbbii (Hodge 1966: 44). Both b3 §m'
and by §m* are taken to mean ‘leopard’ and also represent someone
who is very fierce. They are written as if they are b3 or :by ‘of the
south’. Beston points out (1973) that in pre-Islamic Arabic sim'
means ‘sand-cat’, a very fierce animal. It appears highly likely
that these -words (sm'[$m’) are cognate and that the Egyptian is
better translated ‘sand-cat’.

19. The old correspondence 8?b/z:b is ruled out, as ? does not.

correspond to 3. Cf. Cohen 1947:158; for the -b see Diakonoff
1965: b5 n3. ' :

20. The suggestion knmt (Cohen 1947: 115) fits well formally,
but little is known of its meaning. It occurs in Pyr. 1462 and is
translated ‘leopard (%)’ by Faulkner (1969: 225).

21. Noted by Calice 1901: 146. There is an afformative n- in
HEgyptian, as there is in Semitic. One need only assume that »
could be prefixed or suffixed (as with ‘causative’ s). Semitic
used n-, Egyptian used -n.

23. Late Hgyptian ?2yr is taken to be a loan.

25. One can only make suggestions as to possible cognates to
hmr. As h- is a known preformative, one is justified in considering
such words are mr ‘bind’ (‘one bound [with a load]'?) and ?b:w
‘Barbary sheep’ (for semantics cf. Gordon 1965: 455 No. 1848).
Cf. also Diakonoff’s view that -r is a suffix here (1865: 55 n3).

26. No connection is here postulated between nsr and nrt. The
chance of a defective spelling in Egyptian (for *nsrt) is dispelled
by C. noure.

28. The suggestion that 8bb may be connected with dm rests
on the following semantic connections: The Semitic word may
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refer to a biting insect (*dubab- ‘(stinging) fly’ Diakonoff 1965: 55).
The Egyptian word refer to sticking someone with a pointed
object (including the action of a snake bite). Possible cognates
elsewhere include Hausa zumad ‘honey, bee’ and Somali dabayyae
‘to haft’. These presume a proto-root ‘stick, pierce’.

29. BEg. ‘nb ‘reed-stalk’ is perfect formally, but we lack justifi-
cation for the semantic shift.

. 30. ‘Plants’-is so vague that closer definition to close the
semantic gap would be very welcome.

32. Cf. C. stikeme ‘black cummin’ (lit. ‘smell of black’).

33. The word zr?(w) occurs in medical texts as part of the
ksbt tree (Westendorf 1962: 38). Zr ‘scatter’ C. sor, occurs only
late, after s and 2z had merged. It is written 2r but given as ér by
the Wb (4.191). It should be connected with Sem. *8r “scatter’
(Zaborski 1971: 60).

34. In addition to sm: ‘scalp, hair of the head’ there is also
smiw ‘branches (of tree)’, which may well be related. The latter
is written zmiw, but as this is late (New Kingdom), the use of
z rather than s is not significant.

35. Eg. 328 n gnnt 3?7s of the skull’ means “brain’,

36. The value “n for a hieroglyph including an eye shows that
Egyptian earlier had ‘n (or ‘yn) for ‘eye’ (Ember 1913: 115, Gar-
diner 1957: 451, D8).

37. The hieroglyph ear (F21) has the value ?dn but not the
meaning ‘ear’ (connection with Semitic attributed to Brugsch).
There is also Eg. 2d? ‘to be deaf’.

38. Egyptian s should correspond to Semitic §, so §m is not
a good match, though it merits notice. Eg.s¢m ‘to hear’ cannot reaso-
nably be connected at this time (cf. Erman 1892: 118, with query).

39. There is a strong temptation to connect Nos. 39, 60 and 110,
with a common root *np. Compare, however, the analysis of
nph as n- plus ph (Zaborski 1971: 79). Cohen (1947: 83) presumes
a root *fn and connects Eg. fng.

40. The semantics makes ?(w)f a weak candidate, as are others,
such as fng ‘nose’ (Diakonoff 1965: 42).

42. The connection with ‘m seems too good semantically not
to be related, though - remains unexpained. An old etymology
(Calice 1936: 34).

2%
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43. T see no necessary connection between ‘bitter’ and ‘illness’,
so have not adopted Eg. mr ‘sick’ (Calice 1936: 32, where Sem.
mrs is also given). See also Cohen 1947: 191 and Leslau 1949:
315.

44. The etymology is taken from Diakonoff (1965: 43), changing
his ‘harpoon’ to Gardiner’s ‘arrow-head’ (T22).

45. The formal correspondence of Eg. §n? to the Semitic is
not good enough for me to recommend it, though it has been
adopted by others (Albright 1927: 230, Cohen 1947: 138, with
reservations).

46. Bg. sm? at least formally possible.

47. Brman 1892: 122, Calice 1936: 25, 28.

48. Erman 1892: 107. The Coptic va,rlants ermmnt, ezmnte (Crum
1939: 56a) show that the y- of Semitic survived in Egyptian as
-i- after ?2- in some vocalizations of the word (cf. the discussion
under No 9 above).

49. Cohen 1947: 101. (includes Sem. *hfl), Wb 3. 74 only hfl.

50. Diakonoff 1965: 43 and Cohen 1947: 160 give no Egyptian
equivalences.

51. Cf. Albright 1927: 205. Could the m: of m:st be the br
of brk?

52. Eg. mp:p: is semantically good, but one must assume
a k- prefix in Semitic and a -3 suffix (and reduplication) for
Egyptian.

53. Eg. dm?, meaning ‘to touch, be attached to, be stuck to’,
is possible semantically, but the absence of -n- puts it into
category 6.

54. Leslau 1962: 47 ‘perhaps’ kri?2.

56. The Egyptian word for ‘heart’ is usually transcribed ?b
(i.e., reedleaf, b). It was early equated with libbu, e.g. Erman
1892: 107. The clue that ?b is not the full complement of con-
sonants for the word comes from variant spellings of the word
for ‘ax’. The latter is transcribed m?nb. Some spellings have the
heart hieroglyph as part of the consonant spelling: m? —n
heart — b, m? — n — heart. Gardiner interpreted the use of the
heart here as a spelling of the -?-b of m?nb, omitting the n (1916:
52). The more plausible explanation is that the heart (F34) is
to be read ?nb (with a probable dialect variant ?:b). This gives
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an excellent correspondence with Semitic. It also eliminates a most
unfortunate correspondence of reedleaf with Semitic 1.

57. This equation is queried by Cohen. The »/n correspondence
is not given as one of the ‘certain’ ones in the table above (1.2.8).
It still seems very likely.

59. Cohen gives C. glote ‘kidney’ (1947: 116). Note also kns,
kst given as 6. Either fits well formally.

. 60. Calice 1936: 33, after Ember. Cf. Nos. 39, 110.

61. Erman 1892: 111, after Brugsch.

63. A new suggestion, I believe. Cohen gives no Egyptian
(1947: 125).

67. Wb: Im ‘Haufen brennender Holzkohlen. Nur im Schrift-
zeichen belegt’ (5: 122). The sign 16 is consicered by Wb as a later
interpretation. See also de Buck 1967: 202. Cf. also Eg. kk “to
be dark’ (Wb 5: 144), and note variant Semitic reduplications:
Heb. kwkb, Ug. kbkb.

68. Cf. Cohen 1947: 134.

70. Cf. Hedge 1969: 108 (No. 14).

71. Bnjwbn (No. 7) and ywm/wbn are, of course, mutually
exclusive.

72. 6. is here a strong possibility. Cf. Cohen 1947: 183.

73. The semantic correspondence with ?2:d¢ is good enough
to make one wonder whether the Hgyptian word was originally

*2:4t, which would give the proper d/f correspondence.

74. The suggested cognate hg:t is supported by the Semitic
use of ‘asy’ for measures of land and grain.

75. Erman 1892: 111, attributed to Brugsch.

76. Ember 1914: 114; cf. Calice 1936: 29.

78. Ember 1914: 112.

79. While there is some problem with the semantics, the
balance is in favor of the correspondence. Cf. dn? ‘to dam (water)’,
dn?t ‘ditch, canal’, dn?t ‘bowl’, dn? ‘to share out’.

80. Cohen (1947: 183) gives Eg. rhb ‘heat of a fire’ (Wb 2: 440).
This, however, appears to be a loan.

82. As ?0r is something left by someone which is indicative
of that person’s passage, it seems plausible to relate it to a verb
‘to make known’. There is also sr ‘to show (?) (something to
someone)’.
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155. Ember 1911: 88. Note ,the ‘semantic bundling’ here.
Such a connection as ‘green; vegetables’ seems very natural.
It is paralleled by Eg. wsid ‘green’, w:jgjt ‘vegetation’. The regular
Egyptian word for ‘vegetables’ is, however, rnpwt, connected
with rnpy ‘young; fresh’.

157. Eg. sn ‘brother’, sni ‘sister’ are probably the same
root.

158. Eg. s:w? is taken to be ‘the two sides (lit., backs),
specialized in this meaning (Sethe 1916: 95; Fdel 1955: 179).
The curious formal and semantic connection deserves note.

159. Could “four’ be possibly associated with these body parts?

160. It would appear at least possible that the ym — of Bg.
xm’ ‘sieze, grasp’ (determinative sometimies fist D49) is con-
nected with the ym- of Sem. *yms. There is also Eg. yf* ‘fist,
grasp’, though no m/f alternation is yet established.

161. On the Semitic root see Brockelmann 1908: 170—71,
Moscati et al. 1964: 119, Grande 1972: 107. On the reading of the
Egyptian see Edel 1955: 169. The Ugaritic (6d6) and Egyptian
(svsw) forms suggest that the roots were respectively *06d and
*sr, with reduplication (cf. *616). The other Semitic forms would
then be seen as dissimilations; c¢f. Grande on Arabic sds (1972:
307).

165. Ember connects Eg. ‘§; with Sem. *0r (1911: 88), Cohen
with *‘r (1947: 86).

167. Sem. *mt is here taken to be a noun with affix -¢ from
the root m. For its nominal use cf. Akk. ad mati, ina mati (Soden
1952: 165, 163). The -y/-ay is an ending (Soden 1952: 163). Eg. m is
a preposition often having the meaning ‘when’ (see Edel 1955,
Gardiner 1957 sub voce).

168. There is, of course, a difficulty in connecting both *m¢
and *b with Eg. m. It assumes a proto *mb, which is sporadically
m and b. T suspect there were at least two different proto-forms
(*m and *mb?) which merged semantically and resulted in the
extant confusion. For Sem. b, Eg. m see Hommel 1894: 353.

169. The -m- occurs elsewhere, e.g. Hausa kaman ‘like’. Cf. Eg.
km ‘to total up to’.

170. Gordon 1957: 275.

[

3. CONCLUSIONS

The results may be tabulated as follows. Each item is counted
only once. (7a, 7b as one; 105a, 105b as one; 47 as 5.3 only).

51 17 (4—b5.1: 12)

5.2 13 (4—b.2: 1)
5.3 4
54 15 (4—H.4: 4)
5.6 23 (4—5b.5: 2) Total cognates 72
6 43 (4—6: b)
— bb Total non-cognates 98

Thege figures indicate that of a vocabulary representative
of general Semitic 72 or 42.35 per cent have what appear to be
genuine Egyptian cognates. Of these the closest relationship is
shown when the usual Egyptian word is that which is cognate.
Such combinations (4—>5.1—5) amount to 27 or nearly 16 per cent.
One may also consider only 5.1—4, omitting any which may
be considered marginal (5.5). The result is 49 or nearly 20 per cent,
still a very respectable number.

While one may argue that some given as cognates under 5.5
should be eliminated, another may also argue that some classified
6 should be rated 5.5 or better. On balance our figure of 42 per
cent seems reliable for our present state of knowledge. The proba-
bility is that future research will increase rather than decrease
assured cognates, so that one would expect the figure to rise
closer to 50 per cent in the next few years.

This high figure supports the view that Egyptian, while not
a Semitic language, is closely related to Semitic. Such a large
percentage of cognates in a limited corpus also raises one’s hopes
of establishing a reasonable proto-phonology for these two branches.
The above treatment of the list would indicate that it is more
rewarding to work with firmer cognates, at least for the time being,
leaving those which require considerable explanation to the period
of inquiry following the reconstruction of the other branches of L.

This comparison has been able to eliminate such a late loan as
2yr (No. 23), but the question of Semitic influence in late predy-
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nastic or early dynastic times has not been raised. Some of the

near-correspondences of 6 may be the results of such loans, with
the result that their phonetic shape is close but does not follow

regular correspondence patterns (cf., e.g., No. 114). On the other

hand such divergences may represent non-standard Egyptian
dialects with differing phonologies.

The present paper has had a modest goal — to assess the
relative closeness of Egyptian to Semitic as reflected lexically.

This should be followed by similar comparisons of the other

branches with Egyptian, with Semitic, and with each other. The
time element will affect the results — as would have a comparison
of Semitic with Coptic rather than older Egyptian. We therefore
cannot take the results of these comparisons as directly comparable
to that of Egyptian and Semitic. More accurate assessments of the
various relationships will involve other than purely lexical grounds.
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FOLIA ORIENTALIA
TOME XVII 1976:

R. J. HAYWARD

A QUESTION IN OROMO MORPHOPHONOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to consider a set of morphophonemic:
phenomena which oceur regularly in Oromo verb stems of certain
definable types. The phenomena have been noted by most previous.
writers and have been given an interpretation which, one presumes,
has been generally accepted insofar as no alternative has, to the
writer’s knowledge, been proposed. Here, however, an alternative
and, it is believed, more plausible interpretation of the facts is.
advanced.

I

In at least two grammars of Oromo ! the shapes of the so-called
causative and double causative stem extension suffixes? are given
as -s and -s -is respectively. Eg. M. dab-s- “break’, H. & W. bo-s-is-
‘cause to mourn’. Moreover, both grammars refer to ‘triple’ or

1 Moreno (1939), p. 91; Hodson and Walker, p. 64. Moreno’s
grammar is based on the Tuldma (Showa) dialect. In many respects.
the language described by Hodson and Walker seems to be not too
dissimilar, although the authors nowhere state their commitment to
any one particular dialect, which may mean that the treatment attempts
to be multidialectal. In this paper any forms cited from these grammars.
will be preceded by the initial letters of the author’s name. Forms.
not so marked were collected during my own field research near Batie
(Wollo Province). The transcription used here corresponds with that
employed by Moreno in his grammar, with the exception that the voiced
palato-alveolar affricate [dz] is represented by j rather than §. Accent.
marks are omitted except in cited forms.

2 Te. derivational suffix or stirpes.



