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In spıte of the PrOßTCSS the comparatıve Hamıiıto-Semiutic Afroasıatıic linguistics
the last quarter of the CentLury Semiuitic linguistics 15 still argely onfıned

Semuitic languages eing separated firom Berber, Cushıtic, Chadıc and CVCN

Egyptian studies. Sınce ıt 15 rather clear that the Semuitic Janguages AI the MoOst
archaıc (though Ome Afrıcanısts have protested agaınst alleged semıiıto-
centrism), MOSst probably cannot adıcal revolutionary changes the
realm of comparatıve Semuitics bıg scale when systematıc comparıison wıth
other branches of Hamito-Semiutic 15 done. Nevertheless comparatıve Semuitics
wıthout broader Hamıiıto-Semiutic Comparıson 15 methodologically L0)0824
study C.B. of Germanıc, Slavıc even OmMance anguages wıthout Indo-

perspective WOU be Thıs NnOfLt VE splendi' isolatıon of comparatıve
Semuitics 15 fırst of all due the fact, that VE few Semiutists have sufficıent
owledge of other branches of Hamito-Semitic that still wıtness of
VC naıve approac of otherwiıse emınent scholars quoting lıttle relevant languages
of the innovatıve branches of Cushııtıc representatıves of Cushıtic INn eneral.
Ihere 15 st  — wıdely spread USC of NOL VC archaıc ausa exclusıve
representatıve of the Chadıc subfamıly counting al least 130 other languages eic.
On the other hand OmMme Egyptologıists also c.g onlyv innovatıve Cushıtıc
Janguges lıke Bılın take Kabyle AS sole representative of Berber. Such
procedures AI 4A5 naıve quoting Neoaramaıc Ma lüla Neoethiosemuitic Hararı

kınd of representatıve Semiuitic Janguages takıng Englısh Polısh
representatıves of Indoeuropean. eoretically proto-languages should be taken

basıs of COomparıson but thıs 15 practically impossıble sınce such reconstructions
have NnOTL been done far and ıt 15 also methodologically questionable. What
should do 15 comparıson of proto-languages where already have SUOINC eVCN

prelımınary reconstructions. Usually ıt 15 neglected that have number of
er10us proto-Berber reconstructions made by Prasse (1972-1974) the basıs of
Tuareg 1C) 15 the MOSTL archaıc 1alect of Berber. Ihen should UuUSC the data of
hıstorically attested Janguages of 1C Can reasonably Sa y that they dIiICc archaic.
par irom Tuareg and SOTIIC other archaıc dialects of Berber (Eastern dıalects)
cshould UuUsSC Beja and ar-Saho, eventually plus Rendille for Cusbhiutic. Other
branches and partıcular languages of the Cushıtıc SIOUD AI innovatıve that for
the time eing they Can be used only occasıonally though certaminly they Cannot be
neglected altogether. As far A Chadıc languages AI concerned, NnOTL in
posıtıon explaın } 70 Chadıc Janguages that knOow far 7A1 © the MOSL
archaıc Ssınce have Proi. Jungraithmayr here but in eneral ast Chadıc
languages CCC be IMNOTIC archaıc. Of COUISC Egyptian MUuUst be taken ınto
consıderatıion. Un{ortunately there dIiIC st  - SOMNC philologists and lınguısts who
should forget the old hypotheses 1C| AIc preconceıjved and actually NnOL ase!
facts, about alleged semıitısatıon of Egyptian, about alleged Afrıcan
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substratum in Egyptian eic As yYOUu certaminly KNOW, part of specılalısts claım that
the Egyptian ver'! system 15 innovatıng Comparıison wıth Semuitic and Berber
well archaıc Cushııitıc sınce ıt has allegedly lost the ca prefix conjugatıon,
whıle others claım that Egyptian 18 IMOIC archaıc than Semito-Berber-Cushitıc sınce
ıt has NOL yeL formed prefix conjugatıon. Certamly these hypotheses wiıll be
discussed for long tıme (cf. Zeıidler SINCE naturally ıt 15 VE 1ICU. fınd

and decısıve proofs such complicated dASCc. 1n that ıt 15 INOIC

probable that Egyptian has already lost the prefix conjugatıon sıince the pseudo-
partıicıple 1C| 15 rıghtly, spıte of SUOMC unclear quest10ns, ıdentified GE
chenke. 1990, 105-108) wıth the Semuitic statıve-perfect and ıth the Berber Su
conjugatiıon of statıve verbs ("verbes de qualites") 15 already ıfte' Egyptian
specıal secondary syntactıic positions and thıs Cans, comparıson wıth Semiuitic,
step forward during longer per10d of change L1€e. iınnovatıon. On the other
hand, the Egyptian conjugations wıth uffixed pOssessive going back
nomiınal constructions have good typologıcal parallels In Miıddle and Neoaramaiıc
well d>S in Neoethiosemiutic. One, certamnly NnOft decıisıve rCasonN, for the spread of
nomiınalızatıon ousting verbal constructions Was that the Old Egyptıan that
know aAIec OILIc1a and know that ın the OIL1IcC1a style (called "Reamten-
sprache" in German) the uUsScC of nomiınalızations 15 VE irequent INn all languages.
Also in the pronominal system of Egyptian there AI innovatıons showıing that, In
spıte of the VC) old dBC of ıts wrıtten records Egyptıan 15 nOoft archaıc in ıts
SITUCLUTrE.
SO far, followıng Marcel ohen, ıt 15 taken for granted that all the maın branches f
Hamıiıto-Semutic (1E Semitic, Egyptian, Berber, Cushıutic; forget Omuauaotic 1C 15
only subbranch of Cushıtıc, actually ıt 15 West Cushitıc) and Chadıc dAICc somehow
arallel that closer relatıon Can be establiıshed between OINC of them Thıs
hypothesıs (called "Schwesterfamıilen" hypothesıs In German 1.e. "siıster famılıes"
hypothesis) 15 doubly SINCEe at least Berber 15 closer Semuitic since other
branches A1iC obvıously IMNOTE distant and SINCE Chadıc languages, far know
them, diCcC obviously the MOSL dıstant firom all other branches. have already
presented OM tiıme d O (Zaborskı hypothesıs that Semuitic and Berber
eing closely elated have Proto-Cushıitıc dAS theır nexTt kın whıle all of them dIiIC

elated Egyptian Chadıc, far d know ıt, 15 the MOSstL dıstant. In graphic
representatıion of genealogica. tree 1C 15 only visual a1d and otherwise
sımplıfication of facts Can represent the relatıons In the ollowıng WaYy

*Proto-Hamito-Semiutic

Semuiutic Berber Cushıiıtic Egyptian Chadıc

Thıs ıdea about closer relatıon of OIMIMNC branches has be coordinated wıth
iıdea of 1alect varıatıon in the proto-languages 1€. In Proto-Semaiuitic, Proto-Cushıtıc,
Proto-Berber, Proto-Chadıc and CVECN roto-Egyptian and finally the Proto-
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Hamıiıto-Semutic ıtself. Thıs that cannot reconstruct Proto-Semutic
wıthout dialects, 1.€. cannot reCONSIructk dialectless Proto-Semiutic. Proto-
Semuitic Was rather dıialect continuum and the sıtuatiıon of 1Jalect continuum
surviıved in the hıistorical per10d Southern Arabıa, In OT West Arabıa and

Syriıa-Palestine. The proto-Semıitic 1alect continuum Was broken OT dıscontinued
in OMMC due long dıstance migration, foreign INnvasıon, geographic
barrıers eic. The wor hypothesıs about orıgınal Semiuitic 1Jalect continuum
and OMmMe exira Semuitic parallels mMaYy be useful for a better understandıng of the
relatıon between adıan and the West Semuitic languages.
Sınce INOTEC than quarter of century there has been V strong endency
consıder not assıca Arabıc but Akkadıan the MOSL archaiıc Semuitic language
maiınly the basıs of the Akkadıan verbal m 1C has cognaltes in other
peripheric Semuitic languages 1.€. in thıopic and Modern OUu Arabıan STOUD

the ON  ® hand and In Berber the other. West Semitic 15 usually consıdered
less archaıc because of ıts alleged loss of the geminated present of the LDArras type
and because of the introduction of the suffix-conjugated perfect the maın orm
expressing anteriorıty and the pastl. Ihe UuUSC of perfect m1g have been spread also
In aıtıc. Thıs hypothesıs has been questioned by OMIC lınguists who insıst the
fact that the West Semıitic Perfect 15 ıdentified wıth the Egyptian Pseudo-Participle
and therefore ıt SUOCS back Proto-Hamıito-Semiuitic Thıs 15 quıite
relevant In ıtself. In opınıon the divisıon of Semuitic ınto ZLrOUD of dialects wıth
LDAITAS (historically continued al least Dy kadıan, thıopıc and Modern South
rabıan and into of 1alects wıthout LDArras SOCS back already Proto-
Hamıiıto-Semiuiutic and thıs that West Semuitic including Classıcal Arabıc
has V} lost LDAITAaS SINCEe ıt VE possessed ıt Thiıs hypothesıs 1S ase: the fact
that divisıon into [WO branches In Cushıitic where have sımılar divisıon
into or Cushıtic (represented only by Beja and perhaps by Rendille) 1C has
partıally retaıned LDAITAS Lype of the Present and all the rest of Cushıitıc (L Central
and Southern Cushıtıc, Eastern Cushıiıtic MINUS Rendille) where there 1S Present
of the LDArras type Moreover the NON-IDArAaS branch of Cushııitıc the basıs of the
verbal system 15 composed of prefix-conjugated Present ıth SA ast wıth and
Subjunctive/Jussive wıth U /-0 1C resembles the system of West Semutic though
ıt has fo be VE strongly emphasızed that there 15 yel proo that the partıcular
"tenses" Can be actually iıdentical. of thıs maYy INCcCan that the Present of the
LDAITAS Ltype WAas innovatıon (going back the intensıve orm of Berber and
part of Semuitic and Cushıitıc dialects in the proto-Hamıito-Semıitic but another
part of Proto-Semiutic and Proto-Cushıtıc dialects dıd NOL share thıs ınnovatıon.

The verbal System. Ihe Hamıiıto-Semutic parallels of adıan LDArrFAaS, thıopıc
yeqgattel and Modern OUu Arabıan yıkoteb belong the MOSstT wıdely discussed
problems f Hamıito-Semiutic lınguistics in eneral SINCEe Leo Reinisch. SO far ıt 1S
usually taken for granted that LDAITAS has cognate INn the Berber intensıve
Imperfect (called also ıintensıve habıtual) and in the BejJa Present. 'TIhe Beja Present
has been the weakest element of the hypothesıs far Siınce there 15 another
hypothesıs, goıng back Reinisch well, that thıs Present 15 orıgınal
perıphrastic construction wıth prefix-conjugate auxılıary - O ben (cf. Goetze
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1942 for adıan and Dolgopolskıy forthcoming for the rest of Hamito-Semitic)
and that the geminatıon of the fiırst cConsonant biconsonantal the second
consonant trıconsonantal roOots 15 due assımılatıon of 1 ”a-n-katib
"”akantıb). The fırst hypothesıis that cConNnNecCts the Beja Present wıth LDAITAS
interprets -z1- that forms lıke Beja akantıb III writing" the result of
dissimılatıon of the geminate. But plural forms of the Beja Present have neıther J1

NO gemination (ve ne-katib wWwe dIC writing", te-katibna, ekatibna) and thıs
sıtuatıon the plural has nOoTt been explained satısfactory WdYy far. TIhe
explanation 15 rather sımple plural forms of the Beja Present actually belong
another paradıgm, namely the intensiıve class. There 1S rule Beya, that when
dırect objec! and/or subject 15 plural, the verbal predicate must be the
intensıve class form. E:g 0o-tak 1-dir-na "they =  ed the man  „ and en-da 1L-dar-na
eYy -  ed the men  ” Ihe intensıve class Beja 1S formed NnOTL wıth gemination but
ıth the lengthening of the FrOOft vowel. Frequentative duratıve forms, by the WädY,
dIC formed by reduplication mostly partıal c.g ig vlto stab”, alız "t0 Proßg
repeatedly". As far ıngular 15 concerned, 1n that hypotheses about
dissımılation of geminates and of preposıtive auxıllary Can be taken into
consıderatıon. Sınce In BeJa weak verbs (Be verbs 1C| AT longer conjugated
ıth prefixes of Hamıito-Semiutic or1g1n) make NCW Present wıth the prefixX-
conjugated auxılı1ary d there had be ambiıgulty actually neutralizatiıon) of
the Stirong conjugatıon Present 1C COUuU be interpreted eıther ıth the
auxıllary ıth dıissımılated geminate. The geminatıon Was Iso ambıguous
ıt COUuU. be interpreted eıther orıgınal gemination result of assımılatıon f

of thıs Call: that the ıngular of the Beja Present 15 hybrıd form 1C aft
the SAdINC tiıme retaıns archaıc traıts and ShOWS innovatıions. TIhe hypothesıis posiıted
already by Reiniısch and recently backed by Dolgopolskıy that also adıan LDArFasS
SOCS back *in-paras wıth metathesıs and almost total assımılatıon of of
au  ary verb Yn "t0 ben 15 less probable. One ar agaınst the hypothesıs
about 1.e. nto be" auxıllary sole explanatıon 15 that plural forms in Beja go
back the intensıve forms.

The qaütala form in Semitic. Thıs "conatıve" class (third class in the tradıtional
Arabıc grammar) of eriıved verbs in Semuitic 15 usually consıdered 4S innovatıon
f South Semiutic though there dIiC also OMMM«ec traces In North West Semitic, namely

rTare Hebrew el 1C 15 consıdered by Man Yy authoriıtıies CXDI SS certaın
NUaNnce of iıntensıty (Joüon Muraoka 1991, 168) whiıle others (Sh orag in The
Annual of the hocken Institute for Jewısh Studies 2 69-19 120-125) attempt

fınd conatıve function there As atter of fact ManYy verbs iın the 1r class in
Arabıc and in other languages have only also intensive meanıng. Thıs has
been established but underestimated already by Fleisch iın hıs classıcal monograp
study of qatala. Fleisch dıd o0k al Beja but he mıssed the fact that the Beja
"intensive" class forms have In Modern OUu Arabıan verbs wıth long vowel
(e.g T1 Perfect a-rökob, mperfect yaräkb-an, Subjunctive yarökab Johnstone
1987, XXX111) have both intensıve and conatıve meanıngs. Like in Beja there 15
class ıth geminatıon. of thıs iındıcates that orıginally there Was ıintensıve
class eıther ıth geminatıon ıth long and ıth conatıve secondary
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function SInNCce effort attempt (Latın "conatıo") mplıes repetition of iforts
aborskı forthcoming In SOMNC languages, lıke Beja (e.g. kıtım "t0 arrıve",
intensıve katım l|to arrıve repeatedly", ast (Old Present) Ist SINg. akatim, oper
1928, 69) and Modern OUu Arabıan languages, forms wıth became
predominant. It 15 probable that there Wdads>s also phonological equıivalence of long
and closed WI geminate) syllable. Medieval n  ab phiılologists who establiıshed
qatala derivatiıonal class WCIC partıally right their purely synchronic
approac ince 1C there 18 already opposition between qatala and qattala
in number of verbs but otherwise have only varıant forms only ON form.

ntierna. Plural Ihere 15 opınıon that “It 15 ımpossıble establısh COMMON

of the broken plur: not only for Hamıiıto-Semiutic generally, but Ven for
Proto-Semutic" (Dıakonoff 1988, 66) As far AS Semitic 15 concerned, dICc In
rather good sıtuatiıon SINCE knOow that there 15 pecıal closer relatiıonshiıp
between Arabıc the ONC and thıopıc and Modern Ou Arabıan the other
hand Thıs nables consıder these iınternal plural forms which al the
AI time In Arabıc, thıopic and Modern South Arabıan (unfortunately do nOotL
know the vowels of Epigraphic South Arabıana used internal plurals VE
arge scale) heritage from Proto-Semutic. In North-West Semitic plural forms
of nomına segolata ATC consıdered al least by mMany lınguists remnants of iınternal
Jurals (CE osen, Orıentalıa Suecana 33-35, 84-19 355-365) havıng
correspondents also 1ın other branches of Hamıiıto-Semiutic. Not all specılalısts
Hebrew and Semuitic languages INn eneral have cshared thıs VIEW. As atter of fact,
ıt 15 NOL correct consıder plural forms of the nomiına segolata orıgıinal
internal plurals rıginally there had be both internal plurals wıth (1 - and regular
plurals wıth purely phonologically condıtioned vowel changes Hebrew
dabar, pl dbar-ım Coptic son /san "brother", pl SN-EW, ci. Beja San 1 pl
San-a) due the shıft of the Siress (1n SOTMTINNC thıs maYy be also due SOIMNC

other [CAasSsONS lıke vowel assımılation) that the vowel change (ablaut In SOMC
forms but purely phonological alternatıons Le. umlaut in other {Orms) became
ambıguous and fınally the system has been eveled In favour of the forms wıth the
plural ending and ablaut reinterpreted umlaut.
Coptic internal plurals 1C| ATIC quıte dıfferentiated and AIC consıdered

secondary forms going back late umlaut tforms condıtioned by the regular
plural ending -W elated the abstract Su Thıs regular plural endıing 15
interpreted by SOMNC Egyptologists d *_Wu (Vergote) 0)48 *_W (e.g. Vycıchl),
*_aw,*-iw, - W (Osing), -W and (Schenkel 1989/90, 94-96 whıiıle actually all
these forms plus U COUuU cCoexıst varıants Sınce have -AW /iw in Berber and .l
in Semuitic (ef AaDOrskı First of all ıt has be emphasıze: that the endıing
W 15 rarely wrıtten sole marker of plural in Old Egyptian, plural eing eıther
NOL ıindıcated al all ("nıch selten" accordıng Edel, D: 1163 cChenke 1989/90, 92,
ci. 98-99, Sa yS "Dıie Mehrzahl der Wörter, besonders dıe Feminına, zeigt 1Im
Konsonantenstand keinen Unterschied zwıschen Sıngular un: Plural"; cf. Gardıner
1957 60, eieDvre 1955, 70- ındıcated Dy double spelling, by ıdeogram, by

determinatıve combinatıon of these deviıces. It 15 remarkable that dual 15
usually wriıtten in OM  q} another WaYy though ıt 1S highly probable that dual egan

38



Archaiıc Semiutic the Light of Hamitosemuiutic

vanısh al early hıstorıical per10d. Beginning ıth the eighteenth dynasty the
ending 1$ NOL written at all (cf. eieDvre 1955, and Lacau 1972, ı741 ollowıng
hım; cf. allender 1975, 513 and the COMMMON explanatıon 15 that sınce that tıme
plural Was iındıcated only by the plural form of the preposıiıtive artıcle. There 1S,
however, chance, that SUMMC, though certainly not all forms in IC -W Wa

written WeIC actually ınternal plurals that there WelIiC four SETOUDS of plurals, ıke
todays Berber and Semitic, namely regular plurals wıth ending, regular

plurals wıth ending Ooncommıtant umlaut conditioned by the endiıng,
Jurals wıth ending blaut, purely internal plurals Le plurals only

ıth ablaut Er the coexistence 1C of forms (sometimes wıth slıght
dıfferentijatiıon of meanıng) ıke ahl, ahl-ü-na, ahal, ahl-at, ahal-at, ahal-ın; ard,
ard-at, arad-ät, arad-Üü-na, arad, arad-ın, urüd Tradıtionally posıiıtivist Egyptologist
explain all the eren and Coptic internal plurals gomg back
external plural wıth the ending, Cc.g. Coptic hıme *hijmt "woman", pl hıome
*hljJamwt 1955/1964, 115) The most rıg1 reconstruction explainıng the
Coptic ablaut secondary development has been propose by Lacau (1972) who
ollowıng Guyard (1870) In Semutic and Krman and Albright in Egyptian studıes
developed etaıled eOry explainıng the orıgın of Coptic internal plurals going
back vowel changes allegedly caused by the plural ending. As atfter of fact
there 15 secondary ablaut Cc.p in Germanıiıc (apart Iirom the prımary ablaut going
back Indoeuropean!), cf. Englısh INCN and CGGerman Männ-er, Englısh feet and
German Füss-e, Englısh mıce and German Mäus-e. Lacau’s and later Vergot’s
reconstruction have ıts iınternal OgI1C but least ManYy explanatiıons AIc actually ad
hOocC, artıfıcıal and partıally ciırcular. Theoretically ıt WOU have been possıble
explain Semuitic SUG "market”, pl asSWAG (eL. Arabıc and Hebrew) going back
* sUq-dA * 5U-A-G Arabıc pl kutubh "books" going back * I1 tAb-ü * 71ı taub
* Iıtub UU but thıs WOUu be quıte artıfıcıal. Not only Ome forms In Coptic
remaın unexplaiıned but first of all it 15 rather improbable that ManYy several
tens (CL. Lacau 172 Vergote 1969 and 3-19 vol 3, 111-115, CNhenke 1983,
210{f.) of dıfferent Lypes of ınternal plurals COUuU be caused Just by ONn  € ending
eıther hrough metathesis (Vergote) vowel assımılatıon Lacau) allegedly
condıtioning tens of dıfferent umlauts EVecn ıf thıs ending had SOTNC varıants (whıch
15 Nnot taken for ranted by all Egyptologists) and vVen ıf the influence of thıs ending
Was condıtioned also by the phonological shape of the partıcular and Dy the
SiIress It has be emphasıze also that there 15 al last SOINEC cırcularıty in the
hypotheses explaining dıfferent shapes of the plural ending depending whıch of
these shapes better suıt the reconstruction of internal plurals orıgınal external
plurals wıth -W Sınce -W Was NOL wriıtten already in the New Egyptian per10d, thıs

that the change in the spoken language had taken place already before 1.e. in
the Mıddle peri0d and there had be aft least SOTINNC changes long before the fırst
records of Coptiıc. Edel (1955/1964, 115-116) mentions also prefix J- which CCUTS
In SOMEe v T[aTrec Cases but Iso in the plural of demonstratıve 1 83
84), nsouln, pl k3w and Jk> though he SdayS that erhaps the inıtıal 7- may be
only 1e Schreibung des Vokaleılnsatzes". It 15 dıifficult S>a y whether thıs maYy be
sufficıent basıs for hypothesıs about internal plurals of _>af alu Lype In Egyptian.
In INYy opınion SOMMC Coptic ınternal Jurals ATIC secondary but SOTMNNC of them mMaYy be
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quıte archaıc gomng back ven Proto-Hamıito-Semiutic. The problem should be
suchser10usly reconsıdered Dy Egyptologıists. Peträcek appeale: for

reconsıderation already 1960 (D 519) whiıle, alfter negatıve rather sılent
9 he abandone!: hıs earlıer posıtıon 1988, 41 As far KNOW, only
chenke (1989/1990, 95) consıdered possıbi of iınternal plurals Egyptian
asıng hıs hypothesıs the fact that alleged plur: of FMC m.  man  M (Latın M  on)
15 CVC)] wriıtten wıth -W., chenke 1msSe. has reconstructed forms wıth the ending
-W/-aw umlaut for Mıddle Egyptian * n Äcar "God" pl * n acur-w NACÜr-AW
994), that he has posited at least OMNC type of internal plural In Egyptian
(cf. Zeıdler cf. Lacau explainıng Coptic ulte 1d., pl Antfer *nterew; Vergote
nter *natiyru *n atiwru *natirwu; Vycıichl in DAIK 16, 304 enter
*natır-ew, whiıle ıt has be emphasıze' that there dAdIe eren forms of plural in
dıfferent Coptic dıialects: B antır, n e  ’ nter, n e nter (cf.
Westendorf 1965/1977, 127) It has be emphasıze that In future revisıon of
the internal plurals Coptic have take into consıderation the coexıistence of
ablaut and umlaut ıke In Semitic, where SOMMEC blauts (e.g and E coexIıst
together wıth purely phonologically condıtioned alternatıons Le. wıth umlaut Also
relatıve chronology of ablaut and umlaut 15 ecrucı1al.
Why other Proto-Hamıiıto Semuitic internal plural forms have NOT been reconstructed

far? TIhe MOSL obvious aNSWeT 1S that research has been done far NOL only
of the plural but fiırst of all of the sound laws explainıng vowel correspondences.
At least the ollowıng internal plural forms both Semuitic and in Berber (as
indicated by Prasse that there 15 good chance that at least SUOTINC of them
aAIe COMMON Proto-Hamıito-Semiutic heriıtage:

ArabıcTuareg
A CHC Aa
AI (
HCLE UE
1-CvCC-Aan CuCC-Aan, CICC-an
BeJa ar-Saho Arabıc
CuCHC a CCa CuCuC(-a)

Sınce there dIiIe INanYy bıconsonantal nomiınal In Cushıitic and In Berber, theır
internal plurals have correspondent INn Semuitic where the number of
biconsonantal nomiınal 15 small and theır plural forms have been usually
restructured followıing the pattern of the triconsonantal FrOOt
There 1S - prefix Berber In the hıstorical SINCE thıs has merged wıth
the orıginal definıte artıcle an 1C has been educed masculıne and
sıngular prefix a-
Why do fınd only vVC faınt traces of ınternal plurals In adıan (e2 hbakru
young of came!l donkey", pl bakkaru; alaktu nwayn‚ pl alkakatu)? In
Northern Semutic (Le both Eastern and Western) dialects internal plurals
dısappeared VE early and the system has NnOTf been renewed by secondary ablaut
orıginatıng Iirom umlaut ıt appene Cc.5 1in SOME Cushitıc forms 1n 1C the
secondary umlaut has been caused also by the singulative ending Thıs
that already In the Proto-Hamıito-Semitic per10d there Was endency In SOIMNC
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dıialects resiIruciure the system abandonıing exıcal relatıons In favour of
grammatıcal system of regular plurals wıth -Vw/-wa/-ü, -an /-an, „At eiCc.

umerals, IThere 15 Opınıon that Hamıiıto-Semiutic plurals AI dıfferentiated
that they AI much less important Droo of the genetic unıty of Afroasıatıc than
Indoeuropean numerals for the reconstruction of Proto-Indoeuropean and
Dıakonoff 67) saıd even that "A COINMON Afrasıan system of numerals
Cannot be reconstructed" and actually the authors of the latest account
(Dombrowskı and ombrowskı Junior, 1991, cf. Dombrowskı 1992;
sting the References the important studıes 1Cc have NOTL been consulted by
em AIC rather sceptical. The best comparatıve study by Blazek (1990) has ON

MIinOr deficıency, namely that secondary forms in non-archaıc languages d1iC NOL

clearly separated from the archaıc forms the archaıc languages that the
presentatıon of roto-Hamıito-Semutic 15 bıt lurred The closest relatıon,
far numerals dIicC concerned, 15 between Semitic, Berber and Egyptıan (on the last
ct. chenke 1989/90, 112143 well prieno). Cushıiıtıc and Chadıc stand
a  ‘9 the former havıng system ase‘ 145 the prehistorical d shown
by Beya, Afar Saho and Central Cushıtic (includıng West Cushıitic Ca also
Omuauaotic ci. Zaborskı where 6-9 aIfe Aase!| fıve plus Ä, that fıve 15 SIX
plus ONC, ven 15 fıve plus eic. By the WdYy 1n that there 15 chance that

C.B. Beja UASaA-TamMmd "seven” Can p back *hamsa *hassa . SASSC cf.
Agaw — in and Reinisch hypothesıs P and 149, nofe z
repeated by Dombrowskı that thıs mMaYy be partıicıple of unknown
FrOOT meanıng "makıng more" 15 only ad hoc construction. Thıs Can be interpreted

that In the roto-Hamito-Semutic peri10d part of dialects had Ssystem ase
fıve whiıle another part had basıc system 19 WOU be possiıble claım that
Semıitic, Berber and Egyptian 6-9 AI later innovatıons but ıt 1S less probable.
Another possıbilıity takıng into ACCOUNT the fact that the nomiınal morphology of
Semitic, Berber and Egyptian 15 9910)8> archaıc than Cushitıc and in Chadıc 15 that
numbers have been lost Cushıtıc and in Chadıc. In the ollowıng
Berber forms dIc JTuareg ıf NnOL otherwiıse indicated (see Prasse 1974, 403-407 for
Proto-Berber reconstructions).

Sem Berb. Cushııtıc Chadıc
*wahid /ahad “(j-w) had Wayıd,

Nef. WIidl,
yIw-an/t,

Guanche
/veen

*wayn
*{1IN- SN-WJ * CIM Bılın 'aANa

"lıke, same ” *Sry
*£/Salat- hmt-w;jSs-w(t) *karad — * Irnnd‘

*s(a)rsd-wt?
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*arba Jfd-w (cognate *hakküz Beja fadig; Afar * Dd'w
Beja and Chadıc) affara, ferey, Saho

C  ajar
* hamıs ] -W * e AMMIÜS Beja *Aasa IN asa-Zwir *1ıcam?

(S ASA-Tamıd
eic.

* 7dSs STS- S]S-W *sadıs/südus * cIdu
> JSW

* cab -W *ocah
* SAamAanı hmn-w *$  am
*tic ( psSd-w) *t1zah

10 “aSara md w (Semitic MAaraw
"Many II)

87 "become cf. Juareg
any  m te-mede "1O0”

hope that thıs wıll be accepted by semiuitists 4A5 invıtatıon the UuUsSsc of
other Hamıiıtosemiutic languages.
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Zusammenfassung (abstract):
The artıcle emphasızes the necessity of the UusSsCc of Archaıc Hamıito-Semitic Afroasıatic
languages —maınly Tuareg, Berber, Beja, Afar-Saho and Egyptian for the comparatıve

of the Semitic languages. The posıtıon of Beja wıthın Cushıtıc be compared wıth
that of Akkadıan wıthıin Semiutic. E.g Beja provides a proof that Arabıc, Ethiopic eiCc. "chırd
lass'  n verbal form qatala 15 noL South Semuitic innovatıon but S0CS back Proto-Hamito-
Semutic. Originally qätala only varıant of qattala, ıts "conatıve" function being only a
varıant of the intensive/duratıive /habıtual function. At least part of Coptic iınternal plurals 15
of Proto-Egyptian and probably Hamıito-Semiutic origın. COM ODN Hamıito-Semiutic system of
numerals Can be reconstructed.
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