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Introduction to Mother Tongue VIII: Special Issue 

This issue of Mother Tongue is a result of a Workshop held at the Santa Fe Institute in 

January, 2003. See the relevant reports for more details on the Institute and the Workshop. 

The first division of the issue consists of six articles. In the first article Paul Whitehouse 

addresses an important theoretical issue. If it is taken for granted in the typical work on linguistic 

taxonomy that evidence is given for the inclusion of a language (or languages) in a family, what 
about all the evidence that other languages are not a part of the family? 

In the second article Vaclav Blazek contributes yet another installment to the ever¬ 

growing corpus of evidence supporting the Nostratic macro-family hypothesis. It can be seen 

from Bla2ek’s material that he prefers to hypothesize a “macro-Nostratic” that includes Afro- 

Asiatic, Dravidian, and Kartvelian, as well as the families included in Greenberg’s “Eurasiatic.” 

(For the latter see especially Mother Tongue, vols. VI and VII.) 
The next two articles deal with another macro-family hypothesis, “Dene-Caucasian” or 

“Sino-Caucasian.” Continuing a discussion begun in the first issue of Mother Tongue (Journal), 

John Bengtson presents lexical and phonological evidence for the inclusion of Basque in Dene- 
Caucasian. Vitaly Shevoroshkin offers striking lexical evidence connecting the Salishan (and 
Wakashan) languages of North America with the (North) Caucasian languages. This evidence 
could lead to the revision of the Dene-Caucasian hypothesis as well as the Amerind hypothesis; 
or at least shed significant light on migrations between Eurasia and the Americas. 

The final two articles deal with a proposed macro-family that could prove to be even 
more ancient than any of the macro-families mentioned above. The Khoisan (macro)-family - 

although not yet universally accepted as a real family - is thought by some to be one half of a 

very old moiety: the split of Proto-Human into Khoisan and “non-Khoisan” (all the rest of the 

world’s languages). Without making any sweeping pronouncements on this hypothesis, 
Christopher Ehret and George Starostin offer two approaches to the historical phonology of the 
Khoisan languages. 

The final division of the volume consists of informational reports about the Workshop 
and Santa Fe Institute’s program on the Evolution of Human Language. 

Finally we express our deep gratitude to the Santa Fe Institute, and especially to Murray 

Gell-Mann and the MacArthur Foundation for making the Workshop possible. 

Editors of this issue: 
John D. Bengtson 
George Starostin 
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Inclusion Versus Exclusion: 
The Problem of Negative Evidence 

Paul Whitehouse 
Evolution of Human Language 

Santa Fe Institute 

It is standard practice for linguists, when they have identified the relationships between various 

languages and language families, to present evidence for such relationships in the form of collections of 
shared correspondences of sound and meaning. These are meant to demonstrate that the languages have a 
common origin; that they are all versions of a single common ancestral language. 

By implication, this requires that all other languages are not versions of this ancestral language. 
But in our eagerness to look at the inclusive aspect of the relationships we lose sight of the exclusive — 

yet more than anything else it is the lack of evidence for the affiliation to the languages excluded that 

makes the proposal truly meaningful. This lack of evidence is never demonstrated, however, and so, in 

effect, the most important evidence for each proposal is routinely omitted. In other words, the best 
evidence is left out — and this is industry standard practice. 

So, what does that mean for our understanding of genetic relationships? Firstly it reminds us of 

the relative nature of classification, and secondly it obliges us to think more carefully about what the 

writer is not saying. For instance, how far can we trust that other linguists have looked at all the 
alternatives and found nothing superior to the particular case they are presenting? Have they really looked 
everywhere? Were the alternatives really inferior and, if so, why? How do we know that the examples put 
forward (especially single attestations) are retentions from the proto-language(s) concerned, when the 

information not given may suggest a semantic history that conflicts with the one implied by the examples 
that are given? 

The short answer is, of course, that we don’t know. Unless we are as intimately acquainted with 

the primary data as the author is, we have to take all these things on trust. In Indo-European studies, for 

instance, where most of the participants are familiar with most of the subject matter, these things can, to 
some extent, be taken for granted. In less well-studied areas, however, or where we make comparisons 
between families we are familiar with and tliose we are not, the temptation to take on trust what our 
colleagues say is very strong. And there are strong inducements for us to succumb. We do not have time 

to become intimateh acquainted with all the world’s taxonomic questions, and if all taxonomists were to 
give each other the benefit of the doubt, the benefits of this in temis of convenience and a quiet life would 

make the temptation so great as to be almost irresistible. 

But of course such an “I’ll-agree-with-you-if-you-agree-with-me” approach is a scientific dead 

end, and, because it only takes one awkward voice to spoil it for everyone else by stating the obvious, we 
are left with no choice but to address the issue before someone else addresses it for us. 

So, what does this mean in practice? Firstly, we need to be much more sceptical about what we 

are not being told; to read between the lines more. Secondly we have to be far more honest, both with 
ourselves and with others, about the merits of the alternatives to our own views. This is obvious, but 

rarely put into practice. Why? One obvious reason is shortage of space. However much we may wish 
always to present complete data, devoting the same space to alternative theories as to our own, even if 
those alternatives are simply “null hypotheses” whose supporting evidence consists only of scatterings of 

dubious comparisons, there is not a publisher on earth willing or able to devote sufficient paper to fit it all 

on to. I attempted to apph’ this approach to an article I wrote on the Nihali and Kusunda languages (MT 
III), giving every possible link I could find (however weak or contradictory), and it ran to 34 pages. The 
equivalent treatment of every language family in Australia, for instance, would run to hundreds if not 

thousands of pages And yet, how else are we to know that the case we are being offered is the best 

available? 
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As it happens, word processors and Internet transfer mean that we could actually disseminate 
documents of such scale amongst ourselves, but for an3l:hing beyond such samizdat publications, the lack 
of space available to us remains prohibitive. 

The other constraint is simple human nature. We are all human, and human nature generally 

moves us to exaggerate the strengths of our arguments while minimising their weaknesses. We leave it to 

others to stress the weaknesses—but leave out the evidence that might make those others’ task easier. 1 

say “we” because I am as guilty of this as anyone. 

But this is not the only way in which psychology impinges upon taxonomic linguistics. There are 
fundamental characteristics that make psychology an integral component of linguistic study. 

Taxonomy, Psychology and Cognition 

Linguistic change is an arbitrary and unpredictable process generating an endless sequence of 

unique phenomena, with no underlying physical basis from which we can formulate universal laws that 
might allow us to “deduce” linguistic prehistory theoretically. In the absence of absolute proof, all 

questions ultimately demand subjective judgements as to the best interpretation of the data, and all we 

have to rely on are educated judgements as to what is the most likely prehistorical sequence. Although we 
may seek to abide by common criteria, ultimately these judgements have to be subjective. In practice this 

means that debates are settled not by proof but by consent; not “what is the truth?” but “who agrees?” 

So, why do linguists agree or not agree with particular genetic proposals? They agree on the basis 
of what they know. So, how do they know what they “know”? That is a matter of cognition, and that in 
turn depends as much upon the psychology of the observer as on the nature of the phenomenon under 

observation. 
Language involves correspondences of sound and meaning. Thus the evidence we look for is 

auditory; we hear the evidence for common origin. However, the logistics of comparing great numbers of 

languages mean that the auditory evidence is stored using the written word and it is recalled visually; thus 

primarily we see the evidence of common origin. This is the essence of the multilateral approach to the 
initial stages of classification, where data from large numbers of languages are viewed all together. This is 
often dismissed as classification “by inspection,” but there is no better place to start — and one could 
argue that everything else we go on and do to “prove” the relationships identified by “inspection” is little 
more than a post hoc rationalisation of the evidence of our own eyes. 

Perception is subjective, and this has basic ramifications. We can only perceive for ourselves; we 

cannot perceive for others, and others camiot perceive for us. By the same token we can only know for 

ourselves; we cannot know something for someone else, any more than they can know something for us. 

Attempting to share our perceptions may even be counter-productive as long as we may be willing to 

accept a proposal from Professor A that we would not accept from Dr B, for no other reason than that B 

rubs us up the wrong way while A always lets everyone go ahead of him in the queue for coffee. 
Finally, as well as seeing things differently, each of us is differently disposed to accept the 

evidence of our own eyes. For every linguist whose glass is half full, there is another whose glass is half 

empty. Little wonder then that linguists seem unable to agree on anything, except perhaps to agree that 

there is nothing out there that they can all agree on having seen. That is not to say that paleolinguistics is 
like some kind of Rorschach test in which “anything goes”, but it does fix the point of decision firmly in 

the eye of the beholder. The best we can do is question our own perceptions more, and hope this brings us 

into greater agreement. And if not, let us be a little more understanding of what may sometimes seem like 

the hallucinations - or the blindness - of others. 

Coastal South Papuan, A Test Case 

At this point in the paper presented at the Workshop I sought to explore some of these issues via a 
test case I called Coastal South Papuan. This was a proposal that the Eleman, Kolopom and South Bird s 
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Head (SBH) families of southern New Guinea constitute a genetic node (CSPap). These widely separated 
families are three of the twenty-one co-ordinate branches of Stephen Wurm’s Trans-New-Guinea phylum, 
whereas Joseph Greenberg, in his landmark 1971 article, placed South Bird’s Head in his West New 

Guinea phylum, Kolopom in his South New Guinea, and Eleman in his East New Guinea. 

1 approached this question by examining in detail Greenberg’s evidence with respect to these 
three families, plus a briefer look at the basis for the Wurm classification, and offering evidence for my 
own Coastal South Papuan alternative in the form of sets of words linking its three branches. Finally, 1 
also gave sets of etymologies for each of the three branches, to allow for a better understanding of their 

respective phonologies. 
When it came to publishing the paper in Mother Tongue, however, this section immediately fell 

foul of technical problems, specifically the incompatibility of my computer set up (Apple OS) and John 

Bengtson’s (Microsoft DOS). This was further complicated by the extensive use of specialised fonts, 
which requires both parties to have compatible software. This problem will persist as long as linguistics 

involves the use of specialised fonts, i.e. forever. I decided that the simplest way round this problem was 
to omit the CSPap section entirely. But, even if my system and John’s had been perfectly compatible, 1 

would still have had to omit three of the four appendices in order to comply with the 50 page limit for 
papers. 

My real reason, though, for accepting this solution so readily (and if this paper is about anything, 

it is about looking at how the truth may be variously concealed, distorted and ignored), was a loss of 

confidence in my own data. 
My fall-back position when I began to put the material together was that the paper could just as 

easily be about why CSPap did not work as about why it did, but now that the first looks increasingly 
more likely than the second 1 find myself increasingly less indifferent as to which it is to be. 1 am now 

happy just to discuss the pluses and minuses without the supporting examples. This is a poor substitute 
for the real thing, but I have good reason for prefering to describe the inadequacies of my paper rather 

than letting you witness the fiill horror for yourselves. 

The Whitehouse Method (1): Conception 

First of all, how was it that I came up with such an unorthodox proposal? It was immediately 

obvious when I began to compare them that the Greenberg and Wurm classifications were so completely 

different as to be mutually exclusive. I therefore thought it best to assume that both schemes were wrong 

and set out to partition the languages for myself This seemed like good science; if my work confirmed 
one or other of these schemes in a “blind test,” good. If they suggested a third scheme, equally good. 

Using the Wurm classification as a guide to the lowest level relationships 1 entered data for each 

genetic unit on a series of crib sheets, a column for each unit, 35 lexical items to each crib sheet (it was 

necessary to complete a second crib sheet). These are all parts of the core vocabulary' (‘blood’, ‘hair’, 
‘louse’, ‘stone’, etc.). The data entered were forms representative of the genetic unit concerned. Where 

there was a single obvious shared form this alone was entered (with sufficient alternatives to suggest its 

original form); where there was not, all possible alternatives were set down. Thus the data I used were 

already “sorted,” to reduce the possibility of using forms that were not representative of the ancestral 
language concerned. To ensure that no languages had been mis-allocated by Wurm I took a very 

conservative view as to what belonged with what, and so only reduced the mass of languages down to 200 

or so obviously separate units. 
These data were then entered on a second set of crib sheets, one for each lexical item, according 

to their consonant pattern; this crude arrangement allowed me to see how forms were shared across the 

whole range of genetic units. One strength of this approach is that at the outset all units were compared 

equally, regardless of geography or reputation. 
I expected this exercise to confirm either Wurm or Greenberg (with Greenberg the favourite), but 

it did neither. Indeed, the absence of any clear fault lines within the New Guinea languages was striking, 
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and it was this that necessitated the compilation of the second set of crib sheets (doubling the 35 or so 
lexical items to 70-odd). Even then the confusion was only partially alleviated. However, neither 
Greenberg nor Wurm were confirmed by the second set of data, any more than they were by the first. My 

preliminary conclusion was that the subgrouping of Indo-Pacific would turn out to be much more 
complex than the (apparently) zonal scheme proposed by Greenberg, with subgroups arranged in ribbon¬ 

like patterns, sometimes even linking groups found on opposite sides of New Guinea. The distribution of 
South Bird’s Head, Kolopom and Eleman scattered along the south coast is typical of such patterns. 

One other obvious deficiency of this process is that it does not take into account possible links to 

non-New Guinea families. However, my object in the first instance was not to subgroup Indo-Pacific, but 
merely to boil it down into few enough chunks to be used in global comparisons that may or may not 

confirm (and sub-group) Indo-Pacific as part of a global classification. 

This methodology goes a long way towards explaining these unorthodox findings, and the reason 
lies as much in what I did not do as in what I did. I did not look at either Greenberg’s or Wurm’s or 

anyone else’s work while I was trying to identify patterns within the mass of data. I also avoided looking 
at the map until I was confident that I had begun to make up my own mind. Indeed, it may be that a 

proposal such as Coastal South Papuan could not have been conceived by anyone who had looked at the 
map first. My global comparisons have followed this same principle, of comparing everything against 

everything else regardless of geography. 

Because the human language family is unique and finite, such thoroughness seems obvious. After 
all, with only one set of languages to classify, the job only has to be done once. And, once everything has 

been compared to everything else, it will no longer be possible for others to object that evidence linking 

particular groups of languages could be matched by equivalent evidence linking various of these language 
groups with different language groups, since we can then say with confidence that we have looked for 
such equivalent evidence and not found it. 

Obviously such all-mclusive comparisons may throw up a range of chance resemblances, but this 

is no bad thing. People talk readily of “junk hits,” but no one ever takes the trouble to lay all the “junk” 
out for inspection, and so no one ever comes to understand what '“junk” really looks like. But for us not to 

do it would be like an archeologist denying the necessity of dirtying his boots down some hole because 

there’s nothing down there but dirt. 

The Whitehouse Method (2): Presentation 

Here also, what I did not do is as significant as what I did. The method outlined above is clearly 
designed for the initial stages of classification, the generation of hypotheses. As such it has been a great 

success, but that does not necessarily mean that the hypotheses themselves are equally successful, nor that 

the method described is as good for validating hypotheses as for generating them. 

The first thing that would strike the reader (if s/he had a copy of the CSPap etymologies to read) 
IS that they are preliminary in nature. In some cases they are no more than collections of words whose 

CVC patterns match crudely according to shared points of articulation. The purpose of this was to allow 

me find recurrent sound correspondences. Beyond a couple of blindingly obvious cases, 1 made no 

attempt either to identify those correspondences or to edit (and discard) accordingly. Thus the 
etymologies include a great many putative cognates that are unlikely to be valid, if not inlierently invalid. 

My argument has always been that it is the rubbish that makes the gems shine out, but in 

retrospect this is only once they have been cleaned and polished. Otherwise, the response of the reader is 

more likely to be, “Gee, look at all that rubbish!” 

In addition to the unrefined primary data, I also included those reconstructions from Austronesian 

and its subgroups that seemed to offer an alternative, plus the corresponding words in Motu, which is 
widely used in southern New Guinea as a lingua franca. The purpose of this was to address the possibility 

of shared forms being the result of borrowing from some common source. The underlying statement was, 

“This is the best alternative I could find. If no alternative is offered, it is because I could not find one. If 
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you think these are unconvincing, you should see the ones I discarded.” In practice, however, this is more 

likely to confuse the reader, who never quite knows whether the author is suggesting that these are 
supposed to be cognate or not. 

My intention was to offer the reader sufficient options from which to choose and enough 
information with which to make up his own mind, rather than simply telling him what to think. Perhaps 
this was a mistake. As Tim Usher pointed out to me, having examined the case for CSPap in detail, the 
trouble with weak data is that people stop reading it very quickly. 

I have already touched upon the question of sound correspondences, but in addition to expanding 

upon this there are some other issues to consider first. 

Semantic Histories 

Every word that appears as part of a wider set must, ipso facto, be a retention from the ancestral 

language of the subgroup to which it belongs. This sounds obvious, but it has implications that are often 
overlooked. Firstly, every time an etymology includes a single word from one of the component families, 

that word is an etymology in its own right and by implication it belongs in any collection of etymologies 
for that component family. 

This is important because if we do not, we may later be tempted to use a different word from a 
different member of the component family in some other wider etymology. Logically these would both 

have to be retentions from the ancestral language, yet neither would appear in the collection of 

etymologies for the component family as typically presented. The danger here is that we may lose track of 

just how many different retentions we are postulating for a single lexical slot. This raises the question of 

how many synonyms are allowable for a proto-language, and also what is the relationship between these 

synonyms at different stages of language history. 
Continuity is the key. Words put forward as retentions from the ancestral language must always 

have been there, along side whatever other words have also been put forward as retentions from the 

ancestral language, at all stages of its development. Each must justify its place along side all the others; 

we must have reasons for accepting all of the alternatives. If we are not able to construct satisfactory 

semantic histories to account for all of the words being put forward as retentions from the ancestral 

language, it must give rise to the suspicion that one or other of the alternatives is a chance resemblance 

and not a true cognate. 

Insofar as the etymologies for Coastal South Papuan and its component families, which appeared 

as four separate appendices, were originally arranged (and examined) as a single collection, this problem 
was to some extent accounted for. 

I also attempted to analyse the cases where Greenberg used single attestations in his evidence for 

Indo-Pacific and its subgroups, suggesting CSPap alternatives that might imply that the Greenberg 

examples might be borrowings. Insofar as this was valid, it was undermined by the failure on my part to 
give the data that would demonstrate different relationships, both for the component families of CSPap 

and for the families from which I sought to separate them. One reason is that I had not yet been able to 

complete the detailed work necessary, the other is that there would not have been room for it here. 

This sort of problem bedevils Indo-Pacific classification, with many of the sub groups having 

more than one possible affiliation, though it may also be seen wherever else the industry practice of 

publishing “inclusive-only” evidence (as followed by Greenberg, for instance) means that data can only 

ever be presented out of context. 
What it does do is highlight the difficulties inherent in presenting negative evidence. The problem 

may be insoluble as long as there is no opportunity to publish every possible link between every possible 

pair of families, but it may at least make linguists more inclined to bear in mind what has not been 

included. 
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Glottochronology and Lexicostatistics 

It was largely on the basis of mathematical techniques that Wurm arrived at his classification of 
the non-Austronesian languages of the New Guinea area. This is mostly successful for delineating the 
lowest level relationships, but it also makes some relationships look closer than they appear when you 

look at the evidence in a more traditional way (the placing of Kayagar, Asmat-Kamoro etc). 

Unfortunately it is only at the time depths where these mathematical analyses break down that taxonomy 
really becomes interesting. 

Wurm postulated 21 coordinate branches for his Trans-New Guinea phylum; to address this 

proposal consistently would require me to present and discuss the evidence linking SBH, Eleman and 

Kolopom to each of these other 18 families, but even if I had done the work, there would not be room to 
fit it all into a paper like this. 

Typology and the Trans-New Guinea Phylum 

So far as I understand it, the higher level classification(s) published by S. A. Wurm are in fact as 
much typological as lexicostatistical, even though neither of these are satisfactory guides to deep-level 

relationships. Yet it is on the basis of typological criteria that SBH is removed from the West Papuan 

groups variously put forward by Cowan and Greenberg, while the proposed affiliation of Eleman with the 

East New Guinea Highland Group seems to be based mostly on oral tradition (Franklin, in Wurm 1975, 

pp.859-862). 

I cannot help thinking that when a linguist has recourse to typology and substratum influences it 
is a sure sign that they are too daunted by the complexities of the phenomena before them to do the work 

properly. Arguments of this kind merely confirm that typology generates bad taxonomy, and it is only 
when linguists get to grips with specific correspondences of sound and meaning (whether borrowed or 

inlierited), and recognise that substratum influence ultimately involves specific exchanges between 

identifiable pairs of languages, that the true relationships will ever be identified. 

Sound Correspondences 

Sound laws are like cognate sets insofar as linguists habitually only present the evidence that fits 
the theory and leave out the rest, thus discouraging the investigation of alternative explanations. More 
than an3d:hing else they provide an excuse for readers not to look beyond the evidence presented, but here 

too they require us to ask how far we can trust another linguist to have done our looking for us. Another 

problem is, of course, that our ability to identify sound laws is limited by the amount of data available. 

The best sound laws come from the most obvious relationships; one might almost say that the better the 

sound laws, the less we need them. Certainly sound correspondences only really become useful beyond 

the point where it starts becoming really difficult to identify them. 

The identification of sound correspondences even within the three component families under 

review here is made difficult by the limitations of the data available. For instance, it is often hard to know 
what are the Purari and Tate reflexes of quite common correspondences within Eleman simply because 

the Purari and Tate equivalents are not cognate. Sometimes, for the really important correspondences, 
there is only one match, and a single sound correspondence intrinsically can not be recurrent. 

Unfortunately this sort of bad luck is inlterent in the comparison of languages (like Tate and Purari) that 
are relatively remote from their closest relatives. Sometimes, the arbitrary nature of language change 

means that languages with, say, 20% vocabular}' in common can produce better sound correspondences 

that languages with 30% or 40% in common. We can only hope that we will one day be able to obtain 

word lists long enough for us to fill in the gaps. 

This limitation affects all three families. For instance, my appendices included far too many cases 

where the sole attestation in SBH is Weriagar, or the sole attestation within Eleman is Orokolo, simply 
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because these are the only languages in which my word lists include the lexical item concerned. We 

particularly need longer lists for Konda, Yahadian, Duriankere and Tate. 
But also bear in mind that these are deficiencies you would not be aware of if 1 had not told you 

of them. 
I must also admit that my respect for sound correspondences is much greater now that it was 

before I began looking for them, and the failure to address those correspondences that were identifiable 
resulted in the inclusion of many comparisons whose deficiencies made my overall case weaker than it 

might have been. 

Health Warning 

This part of the workshop paper addressed the possibility that because the comparative exercise 

from which this paper was drawn was still far from complete, I may have to modify these proposals at 

some stage — and so it has turned out. Tim Usher has produced a detailed commentary on my paper 
based on work that is more advanced than mine, which 1 have not yet steeled myself to examine in equal 

detail. All 1 would say at this stage is that if anything of Coastal South Papuan survives Tim’s onslaught, 

it really will have to be taken seriously. 
It also goes without saying that, however valuable not looking at other linguists’ work may be at 

the early stages of hypothesis formulation, there comes a time when it can no longer be put off. That 

moment should, by rights, come before the publication of a proposal like Coastal South Papuan, not after 

it. 

Conclusions 

So where does this leave us in our search for the optimum balance between inclusion and 
exclusion? For the moment it looks as though the limitations of space, both on the page and in the short¬ 

term memory of the neurologically typical linguist, will continue to oblige is to maintain a narrow focus. 

It is questionable whether this situation will ever change. In the meantime, we will just have to try to 

remain alert to our own blind spots, both individually and as a discipline. 
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Lexica Nostratica Addenda 

Vaclav Blazek 
Institute of Linguistics, Faculty of Arts 

Masaryk University 
Bmo, Czech Republic 

The following list of Nostratic etymologies was compiled during the summer and autumn of 
1989. After the fundamental change of ancien regime in my country in November 1989 1 did not return 

to it for more than thirteen years. Stimulated by two conferences devoted to the problems of distant 
linguistic relationship organized by Sergei Starostin and Murray Gell-Mann at the Santa Fe Institute, 
New Mexico (Oct 2002, Jan 2003), I took advantage of hospitality of the Netherland Institute of 
Advanced Study in Wassenaar to choose those etymologies that were not published in my previous 
articles (e.g. 1992, 2002), with the exception of significant supplements. 

Concerning the basic correspondences in consonantism, I follow Ilhc-Svityc (1971), naturally 
taking into account progress in reconstruction of particular proto-languages, especially Afroasiatic and 
its branches. In reconstruction of the Nostratic vocalism I am inspired by the ideas of Sergei Starostin, 
Anna Dybo and Oleg Mudrak, as applied to their reconstruction of proto-Altaic. The title reflects a 

continuation of my previous articles devoted to the additional material in the Nostratic lexicon (Blazek 
1989, 1990). 

la. *’in(A)si "man / people // woman" 

AA: Sem *’inas- "man"; Hbr ’anos "man, mankind", Aram (Syr) ’nas-a, Arab ’ins "man", ESA ’ns, Jibbali 

ensi "human, not jinn", Tigray enas "homme" | Om (N) Mao nuuse "husband" | Serb: Tuareg of Ahaggar a- 

ynos "young man" (from data presented by A. Militarev at 5th International Hamito-Semitic Congress, Vienna 

1987) 

U *inse "Mensch" (SKES 102; UEW 627-28: without Samoyed data); 

Note: See Koskinen 1980, 130-31: Sem + U; 

cf. lb. Sem "‘nisw- "woman": Aram n'sayy-a, Syr nese, Arab nisw-at | Cush: (E) Jiddu na’as, Boni nasa 

"woman" (Dolgopolskij 1973, 289) | Ch: (C) Tera nusu id. (Newman), Pidlimdi nusu, Glavda niisa id. (Kraft) 

U: FV *nis3 "Weib, Frau" (UEW 708). 

Are these forms related or different? 

2. *^efA "rainy cloud" 

AA: Cush; (C) Awngi ari "rain" (Hetzron) | (E) Afar ~ '^er "smoke" (Parker & Hayward), Somali ‘^iiro 

"fog, cloud" (Reinisch), Arbore ’in (Hayward), Elmolo iri (Heine), Dasanech ’ir "rain" (Sasse), Harso-Dobase 

irawwo, Gollango-Gawwada irrawo "rain" (AMS), Tsamay ’arro id. (SLLE) | (Om: (N) Wolayta, Zala, Gofa, 

etc. ira (Cerulli), Kullo lira, Dache iyra, Zayse, Zergulla, Gidicho lira, Yemsa iiro, Dizi iiru. Shako, Nao iru, 

etc. "rain" (Bender) - see Dolgopolskij 1973, 143 | Ch: (W) Ron: Daffo-Butura ri’ "cloud", Sha ’are "cloud, 

sky" (Jungraithmayr); (C) WMargi ’yar, Kilba ’er "smoke" (Kraft) 

D *61;- "cloud" (DEDR 849). 

3. *badu ~ "‘badi "many" 
AA' Cush: (E) Saho bad- "to be rich", Som badi "to be numerous" (Reinisch) | Om. (N) Kafa bad "to become 

rich" (it is not excluded that some of these forms have Ethio-Semitic origin, cf Tigre bit "to be rich"; see 

Dolgopolskij, Jazyki Afriki, M. 1966, 52); (S) Ubamer, Galila bedi, bako bcdimi "many" (Fleming); Ehret 

(1980, 320) adds Alagwa (SCush) bar-is- "to grow (of plants)" 

Kartv *bed- "fate, luck" (Fahnrich, Georgica 4, 1981, 92) 

IE *b''od''-: Welsh bodd "goodwill, consent". Middle High German bat "help, use" (Maim 1984-87, 88) 
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A: Tk *ba5u-"to become big, high; to grow", cf. Turkish dial, bed "many" (VEWT 67; Sevortjan II, 288) | 

Mong biidiigiin "grob, dick" (KW 66) | Tg *badi- "still more / better" (TMS I, 63). 

4. ’•'budi "ashes" 

AA *bud- "ashes" (SISAJ I, 49-50); Om *bud-(in-); (S) Dime bindo, Ari bindi, Banna blddini, Karo bidini, 

Hamer bidini etc. "ashes" (Bender / Fleming); (N) Malo budo, Dokka buda (Fleming), Basketo buda, Wolayta 

bidinta, Kullo bidlntsa, Oyda buudo, Dorze buddu. She ben, Yemsa bedno etc. id. (Bender) | Ch: (W) 

Hausa habdii, Karekare butaw, Diri biitii, Ngizim bebed, etc.; (C) Yedina buden, Masa budu, etc ; (E) 

Dangla biitii, Migama bitti, Birgit buti, etc. "ashes" (Jgib 4-5) 

D *poti "dust; become pulverized" (DEDR 4481) 

?A: WrMong bujar "dirt; dirty" (KW 64; cf. TMS I, 103). 

5. *buhrA ~ *burhA "lake / river / brook / marsh" 

AA: Sem *bahr- "sea, river" (Cohen 1970, 56) 

IE *b''6r-: SI *bara "brook, marsh, pool" (ESSJ 1, 153-55); cf also Gmc *br6ka- "brook; swamp", etc. 

(Kluge 1975, 103) 

U: BF: Finnish pure "Bach", Karelian purakko id. (SKES 655) 

D *piir- "river" (DEDR 4318) 

A: Tg: Evenki buruk "whirlpool" (TMS 1, 114). 

6. *butl "louse" 
AA: Cush: (C) *b3t- "louse" (Appleyard) 

D *putir-kV "louse, gnat,, midge" (DEDR 4203) 

A: Tk *bijt "louse" (VE^^T 76). 

Note: Dolgopolskij, Voprosy jazykoznanja 1964/2, 61: CCush + Tk. 

7 *cilu"all" 

U FP *cil3 "alles; ganz" (UEW 613) 

A: WrMong culu, Kalm tsul“ "ganz" (KW 433). 

8. *cajku "back" 
AA *cVkVm-: Sem ‘takam-: Ug tkm "Nacken mit schulter", Hbr sokain "shoulder, nape of the neck, back" 

(SED 1,251-52) 

IE *(s)teig"’-: Arm t’ekn "Schulter, Achsel, Arm", pi. t'ikunk* "Schultern, ROcken, Hinterteil, Seite"; Olr 

toeb, toib "Seite", Welsh tu id. (P 1018) 

A: Tk *caikan- "ell" (VE:WT 96, 107; Dybo 1996, 169-72) || Tg ♦caxa(n) "ell, arm-pit" (TMS II, 378, 380; 

Dybo 1996, 311). 

9. ’dar^^a? "ashes" 
AA: Cush: (E) ’dar'^- "ashes" (Sasse 1979,16) | (S) Iraqw da'^arito’, pi. da'^ara id. (Whitley) 

D *tarampu "ashes" (DEDR 3092). 

10. *garCi "louse; flea" 

AA: Cush: (E) *’azgir-; Som, Rendille injir, Jiddu ’ajjere, Bayso iggir, Arbore ’ingir, Elmolo iggir, 

Dasanech izire, Oromo injiran, Konso ikkirteeta, Dirayta ikkiret, etc. "louse" | Om; (S) Dime garso id 
(Bender), (N) Gofa aggarco "sp. insect" (Fleming) | Ch: (C) Muzgu ngorsa "louse"; (E) Kwang ngorsa, 

Mokilko gerse id. (Mukarovsky 1987, 249) 

Kartv *grcqil- "flea / Pulex irritans" (Klimov 1964, 65). 

11. *gok‘a "top (of head)" 
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U: FU *kokka "etwas Hervonstehendes, Spitze" (UEW 171-72) | Yukaghir koka "Kopf (Bouda, Ung. Jb. 20, 

1940, 76; FU + Yukaghir) 

D *kukk- "head, extremity" (DEDR 1630) 

?A *g6ki(dV) "high, peak"; Mong ♦gogde (KW 137) | Tg *gugda "high" & Manchu gukdu "peak, hill" (TMS 
I, 166, 169) I MKor *k6kai |pJp *kuki (AED). 

12, *gona)A "kill" 

AA: Sem Vg-n-y/ Akk genu "stossen", Hbr-Aram gn’ "concussit" | Eg gn.t "wound, slit" ( Cush; (E) Som 

gan- "tirar con arco", Sidamo, Hadiyya gan- "to beat" (cf. Dolgopolskij, Problemy afrikanskogo jazykoznanija, 

Moskva: Nauka 1972, 211; Bomhard 1984, 244) 

IE *g'''‘en- "to kill" (P 491-93) 

A: Mong gonen "die Tbten" (KW 138). 

13 *gori "long / far / high" 

AA; Ch. (W) Ngamo gara. Bole garan "long"; (C) Bachama guragura, Nzangi girgir id. (Mukarovsky 1987, 

248) 

Kartv *gr3el- "long" (Klimov 1964, 65) 

?IE: WGmc *grauta- "big" (Kluge 1975, 272) 

U: FV *kork3 "hoch" (UEW 672) 

A *gure: Tk ’giir "thick, broad" (VEWT 310-11) | Mong *gur "wide, broad" | Tg *gora "far, long" (TMS I, 
161-62) 1 MKor *kurk- "thick" (AED). 

14. *gubi "to bum, fry, cook" 

AA; Sem: Akk gubbubu "to roast" (cf Dolgopolsky 1983, 132: Akk+ECush) | Cush: (E) *gub- "to burn" 

(Sasse 1979, 17) 

Kartv *gab-/*gb- "to cook" (Klimov 1964, 58) 

?IE *g'*’'‘ob^''^-: Old Lithuanian gabija & gubija "fire" (in a noble speech), Gabija "fire-goddess" (Lasicki, 

1615), and maybe Latin faber "smith", Gaulish (Alise-Sainte-Reine) dat. pi. gobedbi, Welsh gof, Olr goba(e) 
"smith" 

U: FP *kupe(-n3) "Funke" (UEW 665) 

A *gube: Tk *gubec "frying pan" | Tg *guw-: Evenki gi- "to fume, smoke", gTvun "furnace, stove", Manchu 

guva-xan id. (TMS 1, 147, 165) | MKor *kup-ta "to bake, fry" | pJp *kuju-r- "to smoke, fume" (AED), 

15. *gudi "guts / bowels / belly / inside" 

AA: Cush (E) *gidd-/ *gudd- "inside, centre, middle" (Sasse 1979, 16, 18; Dolgopolskij 1973, 239) 
U; FU *kut3 "Mitte, Zwischenraum" (UEW 163) 

D ♦kut- "bowels, intestines" (DEDR 1652) 

A *giodV: WrMong gede-stin | Tg *gudige "belly, stomach" (TMS I, 167; AED). 

16. *gU5ija ~ *gijar)U "day- or night-light" 

U *kuge "Mond; Monat" (UEW 211-12) | Yukaghir S kmi3e, N kin3e id. 

A *gi6jhu "dawn, daylight": Tk *guh(ar) "sun; day" | Mong *gege-Yen "dawn, daylight" (KW 132) | Tg 

*giaham "dawn" (TMS I, 145) | MKor *kui "dawn" | pJp *kal (AED) 

Esk *qar)U: Greenland qaummat "moon", EEsk qau- "to be daylight" (Bergsland, JSFOu 61, 1959, 13). 

17. *guri "mountain, hill / rock, stone" 

AA: Sem: ESA grb "campus montanus consitus; saxum rude, lapis ruber" (Conti Rossini) | Cush (C) Qvvara 

gara "rock" (Reinisch); (E) Som guuro "peak", Oromo of Tulama gaaraa "mountain", Sidamo gaaroo id , 
Burji gori id.; (S) Iraqw gara, pi. gadu "forest" (Whitley) | Om: (N) Shinasha guuroo, Anfillo gura 
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"mountain" (Dolgopolskij 1973, 61) | Ch: (W) Mburku giri "stone, rock"; () Munjuk gorhoyo "stone"; 

Migama gurbu id., Dangla girpi "rock" (Mukarovsky 1987, 357) 

Kartv *gora- "hill" (Klimov 1964, 64) 
A: Mong giiri, giirii "grosser Stein" (KW 139) || Jp isi-koro "stone, pebbles" : isi "stone", cf. Mong gurii- 

cilayu "pebble" (Miller, R.A., The Japanese Language, Chicago 1980, 71-73). 

Note: U/FP *kur3 "Hiigel, Anhohe, Landriicken" (UEW 677) and D *kur- "hill country" (DEDR 1844) can 

belong here too, or to IE *g''erH- "mountain" & AA: Sem: ESA kwr "hill", ARAB of Hadramawt kawr 

"mountain" ] Cush: (N) Beja kaar "hill"; (E) *kor-/*knr- "mountain, highland", e.g. Elmolo kboran 

"mountain" | Ch: (C) Nzimgi kurbmo "mountain", indicating Nostr *kurA. 

18. *gulA "fight / destroy" 

AA: Sem: Arab V g-w-1 "to kill, perish", etc., ESA gll "be filled with hatred" (Biella 1982, 395) | Cush: (E) 

"war" (Sasse 1979, 21; Dolgopolskij 1973, 162) 

IE *Hwol-: Hit hullai- "to smite, destroy"; Greek okkum "I destroy"; Lat ob-oIe6 id. (P 777) 

D *ul- "to ruin, perish, be wasted" (DEDR 671). 
Note: Bombard 1984, 58: AA+IE. 

19. *hila "moon / light" 

AA: Sem Vh-1-1: Ug hll "Neumondsichel", Hbr helel "morning-star", Arab hiial, Geez helal "Neumond" 

(Aistleitner 1963, 89; Cohen 1970f, 415-17) | Berb: Tuareg of Taitoq, Ahaggar tallit, pi. tilil "new moon" | 

?Cush: (E) Saho-Afar alsa "moon, month" (Reinisch) 

?IE: Cuneiform Luwian halli- "day". Hieroglyphic Luwian hali- "day, time" 

D *el "light, sun" (DEDR 829) 
A: Tg ♦ila- "(to) light" (TMS I, 303-04). 

20. *HanHa(tA) "sp. duck" 

IE *H2enH2t- "duck" (P 41-42) 

U*ar)aid. (UEW 13) 

A *agatV "sp. duck": Tk *ag(k)rt (VEWT 21) | Mong *aggir | Tg *(x)andi (TMS I, 43) | pJp *anti (Starostin 

1991, 71, AED). 

21. *Hari "pond, tank" 
AA: Sem: Akk harm "watercourse" | Cush: (E) *har- "pond, brook, river" (Sasse 1982, 91) 

IE *H2eri-: Armenian air "spelonca, grotta, caverna", Hittite hari- "valley" (B. Cop, Indouralica I, Ljubljana 

1974, 32: IE + FU) 

U: FU *ar3 "wasserige, sumpfige Stelle" (UEW 17) 

D *eri "tank, lake" (DEDR 901). 

22. *Hu1a "all" 

IE *ol- "each, all" (P 24; M 872); Welsh, Breton oil "great, ample". Old Irish oil "great, ample" (*olno-), 

comp, (h)uilliu "amplius" (*ol-y6s), Gaulish ollon nom./acc. sg. ntr. "large, grown up", Goth alls "all" (*olno- 

), ala-mans "all men" (*olo-); cf Toch B olya "more" (comparative *ol-y6s) 

U *ul3-(j3) "viel, gross; sehr" (UEW 543-44); cf Nenets gulT’ "sehr, iiberaus; ganz" 

A *ulu/o "big; many; good": Tk *ulug "big" (VEWT 513, 520) | Mong *olon "many" (KW 285) | Tg *ule- 

"good" (TMS II, 260-61) | MKor *6r- (AED). 

23. *homa "bad" 

AA: Cush: (E) *ham-/*hum- "bad" (Sasse 1979, 38) | (S) Burunge ham-, Alagwa hamu "hardship, distress" 

(Ehret 1980, 379, 334) 
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IE *aumo- or *ounio-: OIc aumr "arm, elend", Toch B aume "misere" (Van Windekens 1976, 154, 334-35, 

539) 

U; FU *oma "weak, old; evil ghost" (UEW 337) 

D *um- "dumb" (DEDR 746) 

?A: Mong: Kalm omun "weich" (KW 286) 

Nivkh um-la, -ra "bose, zornig" (Bo\iA3l, Anthropos 55, 1960, 109). 

24. *jerQ)u? "river" 

AA; Berb: Zenaga tiert "river" (Basset: Vy-r) | Om: (N) Anfillo yuro "water" (Bender) | Ch: (C) Muzgu ere' 

"fleuve" (Mouchet) 

?IE: Balt *yeurio- "sea": Lith jdres, jurios pi., OLatv juri-, Prussian acc. iurin, pi. iuriay (P 81) 

D *yaru "river" (D 5159) 

A: Tk *jiirmak "Fluss, Strom" (VFWT 202: Mong irmaG "Kante, Rand, Ufer"), cf. East Turkic iren "water", 

Osman dial, irim "bay", yran "fl'.nving", etc. (Sevortjan I, 664-65). 

25. *kana "feather / wing" 

?AA: Sem *kanap- "wing" (EDE 130-31) | Cush: (C) *kanf- "wing, feather" (Dolgopolskij 1973, 65) 
D *kent- "feather, hair" (DEDR 2002) 

A. Tk *kanat "Feder" (VEWT 230) | Mong kana "grosse Feder" (KW 165) 

26. *kaC’A ~ *k‘az/3A "cold" 

AA: Sem: Akk kasii "cold" (*c/c/6) | ?Cush: (C) Bilin qaz-qaz, Khamir qaz-qaz, Qwara xexez "cold" 

(Reinisch) | (E) *qiiz- "cold" (Sasse 1979, 49) 

U: FP *kac3 "kalt werden, sich erkMten" (UEW 648). 

Note: Regressive or progressive assimilation according to glottalization? 

27. *k^‘*oli "long, far" 

D *k6lu "long, large" (DEDR 2239) 

A ♦k<‘>iolo: Mong *kolo "far" (KW 182) | MKor ’kir- "long" (AED). 

28. *k6rA "grass" 

AA: Ch: (W) Hausa kooree "green", Tangale kofok "grass" 

D ’"klr- "greens, vegetable, herb" (DEDR 1617) 

A: Tk *k6rar) "Riedgras / carex Hava" (VEWT 292). 

29. *kul/rA "ashes" 

IE *geulo- "coal": Irish gual id., Gmc *kula(n)- id. (P 399), Toch B soliye "ohniSte" (*geulu-Hien-) (Adams 
1999, 635) 

U: FU *ku5’m3 "Asche" (UEW 194) 

A: Tk *kul "Asche" (VEWT 307) | MKor *klri-m "soot" (AED). 

30. *kuma"black / coal" 

AA: Sem: Aramaic ukkama id. (Calice) | Eg km "black" 

U: FW *kuma "heiss, gltihend; Fieber" (UEW 675-76) 

D *kam- "be singed, burnt" (DEDR 1230) 

A *k(i)ume: Tk ‘komiir "coal" (VEWT 289) | OKor (Koguryo) ksmor "black" (Ki-Moon Lee 1977, 38), 

MKor *k5m- "black" (AED). 
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31. ♦k‘awk/ga "high/long" 
IE *kouko-: Gmc *hauha-/*hauga- "high" (Kluge 1975, 312), maybe Toch A koc, B kauc id. (Adams 1999, 

209) 
U: FU ♦kawka "long" (LEW 132). 

32. »k’ibA "cold" 

AA: Eg qb(b) "cold" | Cush; (C) ♦kaNb- "cold" | (E) *qab- "cold" (cf. Dolgopolsky 1983, 135) | Om; (N) Kafa 

kabo "fever", Shinasha kuppo id. | ?Ch: (E) Kwang kabar "wind" (Lukas) 

D *klv- "cold, cool" (DEDR 1618). 

33. *k‘oni(dA)? "belly" 

AA: Eg qnj "bosom, embrace" (Wb. V, 50), Demotic qn "lap", Copt kun "bosom" (Cemy 1976, 59) | Om: 

Dache kance, Sezo kaaiii "belly" (Bender) | Ch: (W) Hausa kundu "bird's stomach", Ngizim kwunu. Bade 

kiina-an id. 

U: FU '"kona "belly" (UEW 208) 

?D *kunt- "heart, kidney, chest" (DEDR 1693). 

34. *k‘on(y)A "back" 

AA '"kayn- (*kawin-?): Sem: Akk qinnatu "Hinterbacke", Arab qaynat "Ilinterteil", Tigre qen "unterer oder 

hinterer Teil" (Christian, WZKM 1959, 168-70) | Cush: (E) Oromo qintii "spine" (Gragg) | Ch: (W) Hausa 

kaniya "anus"; (C) Gava kwinda, Bokwa kunja, Gboko kunj "Nacken" (Buchner) 

D: Tamil kunti "buttocks", Kuwi kuna "buttock" (DEDR 1693A). 

35. *k‘uma ~ *k‘amu "night / cloud" 

AA; Cush: (C) Awngi kemana "evening" (Conti Rossini) | Om: (N) Wolayta kama, Kullo kamma, Koyra 

kaama, Gidicho kaammani "night" (Bender) | Ch: (C) Wandala, Hurzo kumba "cloud" (Mouchet) 

IE: Hit kammara- "Rauch, Dunst, Qualm, Wolke", Gr KEp.p.epo(; • (B. Cop, Indouralica I, 1974, 99) 

U: FU *kum3 "Wolke" (UEW 204-05), 

A: MKor kimi- "become dim, hide (of moon)" | OJp kumor- id., cf pJp ’kiimua-N "cloud" (AED). 

36. *lis(H?)a "meat / flesh" 

Kartv: Georgian lesi "flesh, meat" 

U: BF *lisa?: Fi liha "meat, flesh", Lappish T liske "body, corpse" (SKES 292). 

37. "Towk’A "lake, (reservoir of) water" 

AA: Om: (S) Ubamer etc. luka / loya, Galila lu-ga / lo-ga "water" (Fleming), Banna no:qo. Dime noryo id. 

(Bender) | Ch: (C) Kotoko *lVyVm- "river" (Porxomovskij) 

IE *laku- ~ *loku- "lake" (P 653) 

U *rowkk3 "Loch, Grube" (UEW 252; Cop,y4L//24, 1974, 98-99: IE + U) 

38. ’•'muk'* *a ~ *mak "neck" 

AA *m(u]k-; Eg mkh3 "Hinterkopf (Wb. II, 163), cf h3 "nape" | Cush: (N) Beja mook "neck" (Reinisch) | 

(C) Bilin mokk^a "buttocks" | (E) Afar makuh, mukoh "spine, spinal cord" (Parker-Hayward), Boni mukks 

"buttocks" (Heine), Yaakumuk "lower side of body" (Ehret) 

?IE: Iranian of Pamir: Shugni, Wakhi mak, Sarikoli mok, Ishkashim mak "back of the neck, nape" 

(Morgenstierne) - a Dravidian-like substratal influence? 

U *muka "Rtlcken" (Janhimen) 

D *mak(k)- "neck" (DEDR 4622) 

A *iniak‘u "neck": MTk bakan "Halsband" (VEWT 58) | Tg. Evenki muka "skin of the deer’s neck" (TMS I, 

551) I MKor ''‘mok "neck, throat" | pJ *muk- (AED). 
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39. *naKuri "river / lake" 

D *nakiiri "river" (DEDR 3636) 

A Mong nayur, Kalm niir "See, Teich" (KW 282) | OKor (Silla) *narih, MKor nayh "river" (Ki-Moon, Lee 

1977, 80). 

40. *na3i(r) "sun / midday / summer" 

D *nacir- (DEDR) = *nesir (G. Starostin) "sun" (DEDR 2910) 

A *na3i(-r?) "midday / summer": Tk *jaj "spring, summer" (VEWT 179) | Mong *na3ir "summer" | MKor 

*nac (AED). 

41. *p/bisa "green/bile" 

AA: Cush: (E) *bis- "color; flower" (Sasse 1982, 37) 

IE *bis-(t)li- "bile" (P 102) 

U *pisa "Galle; griin, gelb" (UEW 384-85) 

D *pac- "green", cf. Kolami payt "bile" (DEDR 3821) 
Note: Dolgopolskij, Etimologija 1964[65], 266: IE + U; Tyler, Language 1968, 807: U + Dr. 

42. *p<‘^oht "flow" 

IE *pleu- "to flow" (P 835-36) 

U: Ugr *pt13 "quellend fliessen" (UEW 881) 

D *pol- "to was" (DEDR 4549) or *pul- "(to) float" (DEDR 4321) 

ChuK: Chu pylyl "rasche Stromung; fliessen, stromen" (Bouda, Lingua 4, 1954-55, 301: Chu+Hu) 

43. *p‘‘*utA "bird / feather" 

IE: Balto-Slavic *put-: Lithuanian putytis "young animal/bird", Latvian putns "bird"; Church Slavonic pita 

id. (VT III, 398) 

D *put- "feather" (DEDR 4278). 

44. *pAnA(-CA) "louse; mosquito" 

AA: Ch: (C) Chibak pinzu, Bura, Ngwaxi pinju, WMargi pinju "mosquito" (Kraft) 

U: Mordvinian pan^am "ant"; Nenets pansie, panze "louse" (Schrader, Zeitschrift fur Indo-Iranistik 3, 1925, 

93: U + D) 

D *pen "louse" (DEDR 4449). 

45. *p’elA "ashes" 

IE ♦pel-(en-) "ashes" (P 802) 

U: FP *pelme/*perme "Schmutz, Staub, Asche" (UEW 728) 

46. *p’idA "long" 

AA: Om: (N) Bench paad. She pad "long" (Bender) 

U *pi5e & *pi5ke "hoch; lang" (UEW 377) 

D *pot- "long, tall, high" (DEDR 4484). 

47. *p‘ojamu "snake" 

?AA: Ch: (W) Sura pupwap; Fyer pupwap "fish" (Jgib 140) 

D *pam- "snake" (SD *pamb-) (G. Starostin) 

A *p‘(6]jamV "snake, worm": Tk *uman; Chuvash Ionian "worm" | *Mong jamu "worm" (KW 214) | Tg 

*pujmur "dragon, monster" (TMS I, 466) | MKor *pa jam "snake" | pJp *paimpV "snake" (AED). 
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48. *p‘oli "louse / flea / fly" 

AA: Sem: Arab fala "to remove lice", faliyat "sorte d'insecte semblable au scarabee", Harsusi felo "to 

delouse"; cf. also Akk uplu "Kopflause" | Eg pj "flea" | (C) NAgaw *rilut-/falat-/f3l3t- "flea"; (E) Dullay 

*fillay- "flea" (AMS) | Om; (N) Kafa p/pillo "flea, bedbug" (Reinisch), Wombera pela "locust" (Fleming) | Ch 

(W) Bokkos bwele "lice"; (C) Gulfei felei, Musgu aflli, Mbara fulay "mosquito" (EDE II, 411-12) 

U pala "horsefly" (UEW 416) 

A *p‘ioli "fly, midge": Mong *hilayan (KW 206) | Tg *pulmi-kte (TMS 11, 348) | MKor ’pa'rh (AED). 

49. *p’u1a "grass" 

D *pul "grass" (DEDR 4300) 

A *p‘ole: Tk *61 "wet" (VEWT 371) | Tg *pul-: Even hul (bot.) "horse-tail" (TMS II, 342) | MKor pi'rh 

"grass", OKor (Koguryo) *pa(l)lol "green" (AED) 

50. *p’u1a "ashes / dust" 

AA: Ch: (W) NBauchi *puli "ashes" > Miya pali, Warja pwoleena, etc. (cf. Stolbova 1987, 248; Jgib 4) 

IE *pelw- "dust" (P 802) 

U: BF: Fi poly "dust", Vepsian polii id. (SKES 696) 

D: Tamil puli "dust, holy ashes", Tulu poyye "sand" (Mayrhofer II, 512) 

A *p/p‘ulhe "ashes": Mong *hune-su id. (KW 458) | Tg *pulhe- id. (TMS II, 347; reconstructions after AED) 

51 *sawina "know" 

AA: Sem: Hbr soninah "something which is knowing or told everybody", Arab sunna "tradition" | Berb Vw-s- 

n: Tuareg of Ahaggar essen, caus. s-us$en "to know" | Eg svvn "to recognize", later "to know", Copt sown "to 

know" (Cerny 1976, 168) | Ch: (W) *sayn- "to know" (Stolbova 1987, 178); (C) Margi sani; Mafa sun, sin, 

Gidar san; Logone san, Ngala seg, Yedina hin id. (Greenberg 1963, 58) 

IE *swen- "tonen" (P 1046), cf Persian xonja "Musik, Melodic, Gesang", xvandun "rufen, lesen". Old Irish 

son "Laut", Welsh hanes "history". Old English swinn "Musik, Gesang", Olc svinna "wisdom" (Mann 1984- 
87, 1346) 

A. Mong *sonos- "to hear" (KW 331). 

52. *Sir(j)u ~ *Surja "(top of) hill, mountain" 

?AA: Cush: (E) Saho saray, Som saray "Oberseite, Hohe” (Reinisch) 

Kartv: Georgian seri "hill", Laz serti "top of the hill" (cf Tailleur, Lingua 12, 1963, 401) 

IE: Hittite sir "above", Cuneiform Luwian sarri, Lycian hri id.; ?Greek ‘piov "Berghohe, Vorgebirge", 

Mycenaean ri-jo indicating •sriyo- and not *wriyo- (Heubeck, Orbis 13, 1964, 266) 

U: FV *surja "Seite, Kante, Rand" (UEW 779) 

D *c6r- "hill, mountain" (PEDR 2887) 

A *sira/u: Tk *sirt "mountain ridge” (VEWT 419) | Mong *siru/o j Tg *sirk-: Evenki sirkun "cape" (TMS II, 

95. AED). 

53 *tir)ka(lA) "moon" 

IE *dng''-(lo-) : Gmc *tungla- n.: Olc tungl "moon", himin-tungl "constellation", OSax tungal, OHG himil- 

zungal "constellation", Goth tuggl id., maybe comparable with Lith dinga man "es dilnkt mich" (de Vries 

1977, 601) 

D *tihkal "moon" (DEDR 3213). 

54. *t‘arwi~ *t‘awri "leg" 

AA: Berb: Siwa tar, Ghadames adar, Iznacen dar, Zenaga gda’r'', Tuareg of Ahaggar adar "leg, foot" (A. 

Militarev 1991, 260-61) | ?Om: (S) Karo, Banna rro. Dime dooto "foot" (Fleming & Bender) 
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Kartv: Georgian tor- "paw" 

D *tar ~ *tal "leg, stem" (DEDR ) 

A *t’iure; Tk *dir "knee" (VEWT 482) | Mong *tureji "Stiefelschaft" (KW 415) | Tg ’tiire-kse id. (IMS II, 

238-39) I MKor *tari "leg" (AED). 

55. *t‘igu(nA) "hear" 

AA *tig’"-(n-); Cush (E) *deg-/ *dog- "to hear; ear" (Sasse 1982, 61) | Ch: (W) NBauchi *n-dukw/y-; Bade 

dugwS "to hear" (Stolbova 1987, 252); (C) Tera toki id.; Masa togor "ear"; (E) Kwang tugum "ear", Dangla 

dengei, Jegu ’uduije id., doj-, Sumray doy, Mubi jige, Lele deegli "to hear" (Dolgopolskij 1973, 55, 257; Jgib 

184-85). 

A *t‘io-: Tk *tir)- "to hear, listen" | Mong *cii)na- "to listen" (VEWT 478; Sevortjan III, 236-37). 

56. *t‘ut‘i "ashes / smoke" 

AA: Ch: (W) Dera duda "ashes"; Ron: Kulere ’a-toto id. (Jungraithmayr) 

Kartv *tuta- "ashes" (Klimov 1964,183) 

A *t‘ut‘i "smoke": Mong ’tiit-un, -siig | MK titkir/ tithir (AED). 

57. *wejCA "all" 

AA: Om: Dokko (Fleming) wayci, Basketo (Bender) woica "all" 

IE: Balto-Slavic *wiso-: Lith visas "ganz", Latv viss "ganz, all(es)", Pruss wissa "all(erlei)"; SI *vbS'b "all" 

(VT I, 304-05) 

U *we(h)cE "ganz, all" (UEW 568) 

D *vic- "all" (DEDR 5387). 

Abbreviations 

A Altaic; AA Afro-Asiatic; Akk Akkadian; Arab Arabic; Aram Aramaic, Arm Armenian; Berb Berber; BF 

Balto-Fennic; Ch Chadic; Chu Chukcki; ChuK Chukchi-Kamchatkan; Copt Coptic; Cush; D Dravidian, E 

East; Eg Egyptian; ESA Epigraphic South Arabian; Esk Eskimo; Fi Finnish; FP Fenno-Permian; FU Fenno- 

Ugric; Gmc Germanic; Gr Greek; Hbr Hebrew; Hit Hittite; Hu Hungarian; Ic Icelandic; IE Indo-European; 

Kahn Kalmyk; Kartv Kartvelian; Kor Korean; Latv Latvian; Lith Lithuanian; M Middle; Mong Mongolian; N 
North; Om Omotic; F*russ Prussian; S South; Sem Semitic; SI Slavic; Som Somali; Syr Syriac; Tg Tung; Tk 
Turkic; U Uralic; Ug Ugaritic; W West; Wr Written. 
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Notes on Basque Comparative Phonology^ 

John D. Bengtson 
Association for the Study of Language in Prehistory, 

Santa Fe Institute 

The genetic classification of the mysterious Basque language has been a topic of vigorous 

discussion throughout the Twentieth Century, and this discussion continues to the present day. 

Some of the latest exchanges in this discussion are found in the journals Mother Tongue 
(especially issues I and V) and Dhumbadji! (see References). Impelled both by justified criticism 
and encouragement (see, e.g., Bla^k 1995, Starostin 1996), I have worked intermittently for 

several years at establishing regular phonological correspondences between Basque and the 

languages that are most closely related to it," namely the (North) Caucasian languages, and 
Burushaski. In several articles published previously I have used the terms “Macro-Caucasian” or 

“Vasco-Caucasian” for this hypothetical language family.^ In the present paper comparisons will 

primarily be made within the Macro-Caucasian family (Basque + Caucasian + Burushaski). 

Lexical comparisons involving only Caucasian and Burushaski (and not Basque) will be set aside 

for the time being. 

The Sound System of Basque 

A common Basque consonant inventory is as follows (modified from Hualde, 1991): 

labial__dental/alveolar^*_ palatal_velar 

p t c k 

b d J g 

f § s w 

s X 

c c c 

m n n 

1 A 

r 
r 

In standard Basque orthography the phonemes /p, t, k, b, d, g, f, m, n, n, 1, r/ are written with the 

corresponding Latin or Spanish letters: p, t, k, b, d, g, f m, n, S, I, r. The remaining phonemes are 

represented as follows: 

’ This paper consists of excerpts from a much longer paper written for the Workshop: “Basque Phonology 
in a Dene-Caucasian Context” (75 pp). 
^ Based on lexical and morphological evidence, only a small part of which is presented here. 
^ I consider Macro-Caucasian to be a sub-group of the larger family (macro-family) “Dene-Caucasian” 
(Starostin’s “Sino-Caucasian”) that also includes the Sino-Tibetan, Yeniseian, and Na-Dene families. There 
is substantial evidence that the Salish and Wakashan language families may also be part of Dene- 
Caucasian. (See Vitaly Shevoroshkin’s article, “Salishan and North Caucasian,” in this issue.) 

It, d/ are dental; /I, n, r, fl are alveolar; Is, cl are dorso-alveolar (= lamino-alveolar); Is, 6/ are apico- 

alveolar. 
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c =tt as in ttipi 'very small, tiny’ (dim. of tipi) 

=dd as in onddo ‘toadstool, fungus’ 

s = z as in zazpi ‘seven’ 

c = tz as in hotz ‘cold’ 

s = s as in sei 'six’ 

c = ts as in huts ‘fault, empty’ 

s = X as in xexen ‘small bull’ (dim. of zezen) 

c - tx as in txitxar ‘grasshopper, cicada’ 

A = 11 as in hello ‘hot’ (dim. of hero) 

r = rr as in harri ‘stone’ 

X =j as in jan ‘to eat’ (but only in western Basque, mainly Gipuzkoa) 

Elsewhere the letter / is pronounced [dz] (Bizkaia), [j] (Alto Navarro), [j] (Lapurdi, Basse 

Navarre), [z] (Zuberoa), or even other variants.^ 

Northern (“French” Basque) dialects (Lapurdi, Basse Navarre, Zuberoa) also have a 

phoneme /h/, generally corresponding to orthographic h. These same dialects lack the phoneme 
/x/, and also tend to have aspirated consonants, such as Zuberoan phiper ‘pepper’ (but BN, L 
hipher), thu ‘spit’, khedarre ‘soot’, anhua ‘provisions’, inhar ‘a little’, alhaha ‘daughter’, urhe 

‘gold’, etc. 
The voiced obstruents written b, d, g have stop [b, d, g] or fricative [p, 8, y] allophones, 

depending on their position in the word or phrase.^ Trask (1997) prefers to call the latter 

“continuants” (approximants with no audible friction). 
The Basque vowel system is a simple 5-vowel system: /a, e, i, o, u/. Only the Zuberoan 

(Souletin) dialect differs in also having the front-round vowel /u/. Zuberoan and Roncalese also 

have a contrastive set of nasal vowels /a, e, I, o, u, (ii)/. 

The Sound System of Proto-Caucasian 

In this paper the Proto-Caucasian (PNC) reconstruction by Nikolayev and Starostin is 

accepted as a baseline, while recognizing that some details are open to correction or modification. 

Nikolayev and Starostin (1994: 40) postulate the following consonant phonemes:^ 

Occlusives Fricatives Resonants Glides 
voiceless voiced glottalized voiceless voiced 

labial p b P f w m u 

dental t d t r n j 

c 3 c s z 

^1. r 

c 
r 

3 c 
r 

s 
r 

z 

* See the map presented by Trask (1997, p. 86). 
® This pattern is similar to, but not identical with, the pattern in Castilian Spanish. (See Hualde 1991.) 

’ “Two more very rare voiced fricatives are reconstmcted for PEC (lateral L and velar y), as well as the 

supposedly interdental fricatives 0 and 0:. These phonemes have no correspondences in PWC, and their 
existence in PNC is dubious.” (NCED, p. 41) 
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hushing c 3 c s z 

lateral X L 1 X 1 t 

velar k g k X 

uvular q G q Z K 

laryngeal ? h fi 
emphatic 7 h 
laryngeal 

(For explanations of the phonetic symbols see Appendix A.) 

Nikolayev and Starostin (NCED, p. 72) reconstruct 9 vowels for Proto-Caucasian, each 
of which may be short or long: 

i ii i u 

e 00 

a a 

1. Vowel Correspondences between Basque and Proto-Caucasian 

Although some details remain to be resolved, numerous examples verify the usual 
correspondences. 

Basque /a/ regularly corresponds to Caucasian *a (*a, *a): 

1.1. Basque (h)a-, -a (article, demonstrative) ~ PEC *ba demonstrative stem (NC 436) 

1.2. Basque xare, sale ‘net, grate; stockade’ ~PEC ‘enclosure, fence’ (NC 343) 

1.3. Basque hatz ‘finger, paw’, be-hatz ‘toe, thumb’ ~ Avar ‘paw’, etc. < PNC *kwanVce 
(NC704) 

1.4. Basque (B) apo ‘hoof ~ Bezhta, Hunzib ap 'a ‘paw’, etc. < PNC *HapV(^C 545) 

1.5. Basque (BN, Sal) udagara ‘otter’ ~ PEC *darqwV > Audi darc'^a ‘weasel, marten’, etc. (NC 

399) 

1.6. Basque izar ‘star’, etc. ~ PNC *2wahrl ‘star’ > Tindi c:aru, etc. (NC 1098) 

1.7. Basque xoAe/ ‘belly, stomach’ ~PNC *^abV ‘kidney, liver’ (NC 1106) 

1.8. Basque lasto ‘straw’ ~ PEC *Mca ‘leaf; a kind of plant’ (NC 773) 

1.9. Basque lamika-tn, lamizka-ia. ‘to lick’ ~ Andi lam- ‘to lick’, etc. < PEC *iamVQiC 754) 

1.10. Basque sagu ‘mouse’ ~PNC *cargwl ‘weasel, marten, mouse’ (NC 322) 

1.11. Basque (B, G) apal ‘shelf ~ PEC ’“Pap ‘pole; board, cover’ (NC 202) 

1.12. Basque hari, Hal- ‘tluead’ ~ PEC *xaiV"sm&vi, thread’ > Chechen;ifa/, etc. (NC 1067) 
1.13. Basqa&handi ‘big, great’ - Proto-Circassian *k>"^a(n)d9 ‘much, many’ (Kuipers 1975) 

1.14. Basque tak-oi(n) ‘heel (of a shoe)’ ~ PNC *dHagwA ‘back of head’, etc. (NC 399) 

1.15. Basque (R) atze ‘tree’-PNC *Ha(r)^wI ‘tree’ > Khwarshi aza, etc. (NC 549) 

1.16. Basque gar(7z)/ ‘thin’ - PEC ’“igwar//K‘narrow’ (NC 933) 
1.17. Basque har, (R) dr ‘worm’ - PEC *RabarV "v/oxm" (NC 508) 

1.18. Basque goM ‘night’ - Proto-Lezgian > Agul;j;aw-aq ‘evening’, etc.* 

* Lezgian forms from the Starling Caucasian Database (companion disk to NCED). *x' represents a tense 

voiceless pharyngealized uvular fricative (NCED). 
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1.19. Basque ar(h)e ‘harrow’ ~ PEC = harrow’ (NC 477) 

1.20. Basque haga ‘long pole’ ~ PEC *hakwV > Karata hak’^’a ‘branch’, etc. (NC 485) 

1.21. Basque har-tu ‘to take, receive’ ~ Archi kar- 'to take with’, etc. < PNC *-ikAr(NC 632) 

In several cases Basque laJ corresponds to Caucasian *e, in the environment of a liquid or 

(original) lateral affricate. Note some convergent forms (*e > a) in Caucasian languages: 

1.22. Basque belarri (be-larri) 'ear’ ~ Proto-Nakh *lari ‘ear’, etc. < PNC *ieHie ‘ear’ (NC 756) 

1.23. Basque (Z) k(h)arats ‘bitter’ ~ Archi q 'ala ‘bitter’, etc. < PNC *qe/}lV (NC 912) 

1.24. Basque zahar ‘old’ ~ PNC *swerho 'old, year’ (NC 968) 

1.25. Basque/7.3m ‘stone’ — PEC small stone, gravel’ (NC 1073) 

1.26. Basque larri ‘sadness, anguish’ ~ PNC *L\verV"\r^LX^i, severe, stern’ (NC 792) 

1.27. Basque (Z) lape 'shelter of a shed’ — Chechen laha shed, peak of cap’, etc. < PEC *^pV 

(NC 777) 

1.28. Basque laino, lanbro 'fog, mist’ - PEC *renIix'V'cloud, fog’ (NC 947) 

1.29. Basque (1.) hardo, (c) arda- ‘tinder’ — PEC *?weXV'a kind of grass’ (NC 230) 

Basque Id corresponds to Caucasian *e and *a: 

1.30. Basque (BN,L) bek(h)o ‘forehead, beak’ ~ PEC *bekwo ‘part of face, mouth’ (NC 289) 

1.31. Basque leka ‘bean pod, husk’ ~ PNC dekV'sQtd, grain’ (NC 744) 

1.32. Basque bel(h)ar ‘grass, hay’ — PEC nettle, burdock’ (NC 1013) 

1.33. Basque erdi ‘half, middle’ - PNC *=eXE ‘half, middle’ (NC 412) 

1.34. Basque el(h)e ‘speech, word’ - PEC *leHwV ‘word’ (NC 744) 

1.35. Basque negar (— nigar) ‘tear(s), weeping’ — PEC *newqu ‘tear, pus’ (NC 848) 

1.36. Basque gc'se ‘hunger, hungry’ - PNC ‘hunger’ (NC 431) 

1.37. Basque hahe ‘pillar, beam’ - PEC *hwebe ‘post, pole, tower’ (NC 497) 

1.38. Basque save, sale ‘net, grate; stockade’ - PEC *cRate ‘enclosure, fence’ (= 1.2) 

1.39. Basque zeiai ‘field, meadow’ - PEC *ja/K‘plain, plateau’ (NC 1092) 
1.40. Basque (B-arc) ze ‘not’® — PEC *ja ‘not’ (NC 1101) 

1.41. Basque lema ‘radder’ - PEC *^w?V'TOor (NC 777) 

1.42. Basque hern ‘inhabited place, people’ — PNC ‘people, troop’ (NC 249) 
1.43. Basque behi ‘cow’ — PEC ^bharc’wV ‘cattle’ (NC 296) 

1.44. Basque/7eg/ ‘ridge’ - PEC ‘mountain ridge’ (NC 536) 

Basque Id also corresponds to the infrequent Caucasian phoneme *u: 

1.45. Basque beso ‘arm’ — PEC *\vusV'\mid, finger’ (NC 315) 

1.46. Basque abere / abel- ‘cattle’ — PNC horned animar(NC 314) 

Basque /i/ corresponds to Caucasian *z and *i: 

\A1. Basque hi! ‘dead; die; kill’ - PNC *=yw^‘die; kill’ (NC 661) 

1.48. Basque bizar ‘beard’ - PEC *6/7jlZ‘beard’ (NC 303) 

1.49. Basque ipini, imini ‘to put’'° — PEC *?ima(n) ‘to stay, be’ (NC 210) 

® Common Basque ez ‘not’ (negative particle). 
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1.50. Basque izeba ‘aunt’ ~ PEC *=TIcwi ‘girl, woman’ > Tsakhur ici ‘girl’, etc. (NC 952) 

1.51. Basque bi-zi ‘life, alive’ ~ Lak s:ib ‘breath, vapor’, etc. < PNC *slHwV(HC 961) 

1.52. Basque zikiro ‘castrated ram’ ~ Karata c ':ik ':er ‘kid’, etc < PNC *ji^t^‘goat, kid’ (NC 

1094) 

1.53. Basque hitz ‘word’ ~ Chechen =Tc- ‘to tell’, etc. < PNC *=[7]mcU(HC 642) 

1.54. Basque (BN,L) miko ‘little (bit)’ — PEC *mjkwV'smaW, young one’ (NC 821) 

1.55. Basque tipi ‘little, small’ - Avar hit'ina-b ‘small’, etc. < PNC *tiHV/ *HitV(HC 1001) 

1.56. Basque lizun ‘moldy, musty, mustiness’ - PEC *KwilcwV"A\r\.', bog, marsh’ (NC 770) 

1.57. Basque itzuli ‘to turn, turn over, return’, etc. ~ PEC *=IrcVI ‘to twirl, turn round’ (NC 649) 

1.58. Basque zimitz, zimintza ‘bedbug’ - PNC *mi2A/ *2imi2A ‘stinging insect’ > Dargwa 
(Chirag) zimizal ‘ant’, etc. (NC 823) 

1.59. Basque tximitxa [cimica] ‘bedbug’ - PEC *C7/Z7 Pc V‘butterfly’ (NC 379) 

1.60. Basque hiri ‘village, city’ - PNC ‘farmstead, hut’ (NC 692) 

1.61. Basque Hindi, ilhinti ‘firebrand’ - PEC *Aw7>7£fE‘firewood’ (NC 764) 

1.62. Basque (G) lirdi ‘drivel, saliva’ - PEC *Awirdi ‘manure, pus’ (NC 763) 

1.63. Basque (BN,L) k(h)ino ‘bad odor’ - PNC *kwtnhV ‘smoke’ (NC 738) 

1.64. Basque ihintz ‘dew’ - Tindi hic.u ‘bog, marsh’, etc. < PEC *xwjii7icw} (NC 1065) 

1.65. Basque (B,G,L) lirain ‘slender’ - PNC *=/.^/l“thin’ (NC 639) 

1.66. Basque ahizpa ‘sister (of a woman)’ - PNC *=ici ‘sister, brother’ (NC 669) 

1.67. Basque (h)osin ‘depth of water’ - PEC *?wmcV < *?wicinV‘-wQ\\, spring’ (NC 232) 

Basque /o/ corresponds to Caucasian *o. also to Caucasian *e, *9, *i, and *i (in labial 

environments). Note the convergent developments (> o) in some Caucasian languages; 

1.68. Basque oso ‘whole, complete’ - PNC *=/?ocK‘full, fill’ (NC 525) 

1.69. Basque atso ‘old woman’ - PNC *cwq/V‘woman, female’ (NC 374) 

1.70. Basque *khola in (BN) gar-kola, gar-khora ‘nape’ - PEC *qHwoiwV ‘neck, collar’ (NC 
894) 

1.71. Basque ontzi (- untzi) ‘vessel, container; boat, ship’ - PEC *6o77j(^w)V‘vessel’ (NC 311) 

1.72. Basque zor(h)i, (B) zoli ‘fortune, luck’, etc. - PNC ‘^jo7‘P'‘healthy, whole’ (NC 1095) 

1.73. Basque hobi ‘gum(s) (of mouth)’ - PNC *ddinGwi‘throat, mouth’ (NC 526) 

1.74. Basque sor- ‘body’ (in compounds) — PEC *cdrxV‘\}oAy‘ (NC 346) 

1.75. Basque otso ‘wolf - PNC *bherci'•wolT > Audi boc’o, etc. (NC 294) 

1.76. Basque or, (Z) hor, ho ‘dog’ — PEC ‘dog’ > Budukh ;^or, etc. (NC 1073) 

1.77. Basque erdoil, erdoi ‘rast’ - PEC *Awei?e ‘mould’ (NC 770) 

1.78. Basque gogor ‘hard’ ~ PEC *GwerV‘stone,' (NC 467) 

1.79. Basque (B) txorru [cofu] ‘root of hair’ - PEC *chwarV‘hair' > Avar c’or, etc. (NC 378) 

1.80. Basque (G) alon-tza ‘mixture of grain’ - PEC *Xwin?i ‘seed’ > Avar xon (NC 1021) 

1.81. Basque txori [cori] ‘bird’ - PEC *cHwIlV > Chamalal c’or ‘bird’, etc. (NC 388) 

1.82. Basque aho ‘mouth’ (< *o-x”'o) — PNC ‘’^^7-777(^1^K‘mouthful’ > Khinalug (NC 

1082) 

1.83. Basque ol(h)o ‘oats’ - PNC ‘^lw7Vl/‘millet’ > Chechen ho?, etc. (NC 763) 

Basque /u/ (Zuberoan /ii/) corresponds to Caucasian *u, *wV, *Vw. Note the convergent 
developments (> u) in some Caucasian languages; 

Standard ipini, (AN, B, G) ipihi, (B, BN, Sal) imihi ‘to put, place’. Cf Burushaski man- ‘to be, become’, 
etc. 
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1.84. Basque zumar 'elm’ ~PEC *3RumV 'bush, quince’, etc. (NC 1107) 

1.85. Basque zu 'you' (polite) ~ PNC *zwe'you' (plural) > Lak zu, etc. (NC 1086) 

1.86. Basque (Z) mutho ‘petite colline, eminence, butte' ~ PEC *mu/ia]V ‘mountain’ > Archi mul, 

etc. (NC 834) 

1.87. Basque (BN) punpula ‘tear’, etc. ~ PNC *pHulqi'dixi: secretion in the eye’ (NC 871) 

1.88. Basque (B,R) un, (L) fuifi 'marrow, pith’, (Z) him ‘brain, marrow’ ~ PEC *hwe?nV ‘blood’ 
(Avar ‘meat’) > Lak u, etc. (NC 496)“ 

1.89. Basque zur, (B) zul 'wood, timber, lumber’ ~ PEC *jiv/e7/7'twig, rod, sheaf > Avar zul 

'broom, besom’, etc. (NC 1103) 

1.90. Basque (h)ezur 'bone’ ~ PEC *rlniswe (*mswTre) 'rib > side' > Agul sur, etc. (NC 954) 

1.91. Basque ahuna 'kid’ ~ PEC *kwi'?m'ram’ > Audi kun, etc. (NC 710) 

1.92. Basque (Z) hur, (c) ur 'water’ ~ PEC */}wtJV‘rivsi, reservoir’ > Lezgi htil, etc. (NC 537) 

1.93. Basque (B) zuzun ‘poplar, aspen’ - PNC *swtne > Lak sunu, ‘pomegranate’ (NC 971) 

1.94. Basque gtirifn) ‘butter, faf - PEC 'fat, meat’ > Tabasaran etc. (NC 1081) 

1.95. Basque (AN) zurzulo ‘nape’ - PEC gullet’ > Dargwa (Akushi) surs (NC 337) 

1.96. Basque gi(/7c ‘place, space’ - PNC *Gwm?V 'village, house' > Tsez qun, etc. (NC 471) 

1.97. Basque tiintun ‘Basque drum’ - PNC *dw3n?V'Amm’ (NC 406) 

1.98. Basque luia 'adverse wind’*' - PNC *Xw§i?V 'wind, breeze’ > Lezgi ful, etc. (NC 762) 

1.99. Basque ahur 'hollow of hand, palm’ - PEC *kHw3rV ‘pit’ > Dargwa kur, etc. (NC 691) 

1.100. Basque zm/o ‘hole, burrow’ — PEC *swotV> Avar iw/u 'pipe’, etc. (NC 978) 

1.101. Basque tutu ‘tube, pipe’, etc. - PEC *dfiwodwo "tube, pipe’ > Lak dudu, etc. (NC 400) 

1.102. Basque bul(h)ar 'chest, breast’ - PEC *GwaI/ie‘uMer, breast’ (NC 465) 

1.103. Basque idulki ‘block of wood’ — PEC *dwajT'si\ek' > Dargwa t. ult. a 'tree’ (NC 405) 

1.104. Basque el(h)ur ‘snow’ - PEC ^AvVK'snow’ (NC 684) 

2. Lateral Affricates 

It is clear that lateral alfricates existed in Proto-Dene-Caucasian (PDC), and indeed are 

some of the most characteristic sounds of Dene-Caucasian. They are definitely reconstructed for 
Proto-Caucasian (where some languages retain them to the present) and for Proto-Na-Dene 

(where almost all languages retain them).'^ The original pattern, which is still found in many or 

most Na-Dene languages,''^ was a contrast of voiceless or fortis [ti] with glottalized [ti’J 

and voiced or lenis *2 [dl]. In Basque the reflexes of all three fall together, though patterned in an 

interesting way: 

In initial position all PDC lateral affricates > Basque III 

In medial position all PDC lateral affricates > Basque /rd/ [fd] 

In final position all PDC lateral affricates *^,*^\*A > Basque /!/ 

“ Basque words of the type muin ‘marrow, brain’ (q.v.) are of separate origin (PEC *mahnu‘brain, head’), 
but in Basque have been associated and contaminated with this word. The semantic series ‘blood - flesh - 
marrow - brain - kernel’ is well documented. 

A rather obscure word used by the Basque writer Oihenart. 

Peiros & Starostin (1996) also reconstruct a lateral affricate for Proto-Sino-Tibetan. 

In some Caucasian (mainly Avar-Andi-Tsezian) languages lateral affricates are retained, but not in the 

original ~*k' -*k pattern. Akhwakh, for example, has a fourfold contrast based on the features ± tense 

[:] and ± glottalized [’]: [.7i - k: - k’ - k’:]. 
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This pattern is structurally similar to that of Basque reflexes of PDC */, q.v., where the contrast 

between /!/ and /Ih/ only occurs between vowels. It is also structurally similar to the pattern of 
reflexes in Burushaski:'^ 

In initial position all PDC lateral affricates %*?l > Burushaski /t/, /d/ 

In medial position all PDC lateral affricates > Burushaski /It/, /Id/ 

In final position all PDC lateral affricates > Burushaski /!/ 

PDC > Basque initial /!/: 

2.1. Basque lizun (c) ‘moldy, musty, mustiness’, (AN,B,G) ‘dirty, untidy’ ~ PEC *KwiIcwV"diin.', 

bog, marsh’ > Andi ienc ’:u ‘bog, marsh’, etc. (NC 770) 

2.2. Basque limuh (Z) ‘humid’, (Z, Sal) ‘slippery’, (AN, G) ‘soft, smooth’, etc. ~PEC *^wemV 

‘liquid’ > Avar.^.a/w/-ja-b ‘liquid’, Dargvva (Chirag) sgm-zt ‘wet, liquid’, etc. (NC 768) 

2.3. Basque (B, Sal, G) laino, laino, (Z) lanhu, (AN-Baztan, BN-Aldude, G, L) lanbro ‘fog, 

misf'^ ~ PEC *renXwV ‘cloud, fog’ > Chechen doxk ‘fog’, Khinalug unk’ ‘cloud’, etc. (NC 947) 

~ Burashaski haralt ‘rain, cloud’ 

2.4. Basque (B,G) loki, (R) lokun, lokune ‘temple (of head)’ — PEC *j^rqwe> KhwarshiZ’o^’o 

‘forehead’, Avar t'a/ur ‘cap’, etc. (NC 775) 

2.5. Basque lasto ‘straw (of wheat, etc.)’ - PEC *^cd ‘leaf; a kind of plant’ > Akhwakh A’acn 

‘a kind of edible plant’, etc. (NC 773) 
2.6. Basque (B, G, L) lirain ‘slender, svelte, lithe’ (‘esbelto [de personas y animales]’) - PNC 

*=;.^/C‘thin’ > Avar t’erena-b, Khinalug k’ir ‘thin’, etc. (NC 639) - Bumshaski (H, N) tharen- 

um ‘narrow, tight (of clothes)’ 

2.7. Basque (c) lerro ‘line, file, row’ - PEC a‘boundary’ > AvarA’.-er ‘garden bed, 

terrace, row, rank’, Dargwa jara ‘furrow’, etc. (NC 782) 

2.8. Basque (Z) lape ‘shelter under the eaves of a shed’ - PEC *MpV ‘stone plate or shed’ > 

Chechen laba ‘shed, peak of cap’, etc. - Burushaski (H, N) tdpi ‘(smaller) stone terrace’ 
(= 1.27) 

2.9. Basque (L) laz ‘beam, rafter’ -PEC *XVcV'\og, pole’ > AkhwakhZ’.-ec’a ‘log’, etc. (NC 

781) 

2.10. Basque (AN, B, G, L) lema ‘mdder’ (< ’•'board, plank’) - PEC *^m?V^TooT > Karata 

rame ‘roof, etc. (NC 777) 

2.11. Basque (BN, L) lahar, (AN, B, G) laar, (AN, G) lar, (Z) nahar, (Sal) naar, (R) nar 

‘bramble, creeping plant’ - PNC *Awir?V'\Qar > AndiZ’o//, Dargwa fc'a ‘leaf, etc. (NC 784) 

2.12. Basque (c) larru, (B) narru ‘skin, hide, leather’ - Dargwa (Akushi) guli ‘skin, sheepskin’, 

AsaxA’-.er ‘color’ (< ‘*skin’) < PNC *L6li (NC 789) - Burashaski tor-ii) ‘skin bag’ 

2.13. Basque (B) larri ‘sadness, anxiety, anguish; sad, anxious, worried’, etc. — Chechen lilra 

‘severe, dangerous’, Bezhta =iAaro ‘hard’, etc. < PNC %werVA\axd, severe, stem’ (NC 792) 

See Bengtson 1997a. 

Assuming metathesis: Basque lanbro matches well with a metathesized PEC *^nwrV. It is not entirely 
clear that laino, lanhu, and lanbro are one and the same word. Aulestia & White (1992) have separate 

entries for laino ‘fog, mist’ and lanbro ‘dense fog’. If the Burashaski word belongs here, it may be an old 
compound (? *ha- + *ralt), ox influenced by hard- ‘to piss’. 
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2.14. Basque (c) lehia, leia ‘want, wish, desire, eagerness, zeal, haste’ ~ PEC *=inLwV 'to love, 
want’ > Chechen la?- ‘to want, wish’, Avar =o?{’:- ‘to love, want, wish’, Archiif’.au ‘to love, 

want’, etc. (NC 644) 

PDC > Basque medial/rd/ [rSj: 

2.15. Basque (B) erdu ‘come!, come yei’ ~ PNC *=arXO ‘to go, walk, enter’ > Archi a=i?/- ‘to 

come’, Lak ulu ‘let’s go!’, etc. (NC 422) 
2.16. Basque erdoil, erdoi ‘rust’ (of plants: AN, G), ‘rust’ (of iron: AN,BN,L,R,Z) ~ PEC *^we}?e 

‘mould’ > Akhwakhxa/i ‘mould’, Lezgix'^’e/ ‘boil, fumncle’, etc. (NC 770)’’ 

2.17. Basque (c) adar (a-dar < *a-rdar) ‘horn’’* ~ Avar ddar, Chechen kiir ‘horn’, etc. < PEC 

*lwtrV{HC 771) ~ Burushaski (H) -Itiir, (Y) tur ‘horn’ 

2.18. Basque (c) erdi ‘half, middle’ ~ PNC ^=e^’‘half, middle' > Bezhta =u2io ‘middle’, =a?io- 

kos ‘half, Lak =ac’i ‘half, etc. (NC 412) 

2.19. Basque (c) ardai, arda-, (L) hardo, (Z) ardai, (Alava) erdai, etc. ‘tinder (made from a kind 

of dried fungus)’ ~ PEC ‘a kind of grass’ > Chechen jol ‘hay’, Lezgi weq ’ ‘grass’, etc. 

(NC 230)’® 
2.20. Basque (AN, BN, L) herde, erde, (B, BN, L, R, Z) helder, elder ‘drivel, drool’ ~ PNC 

*MmM ‘sweat’ > Tindi hanla, Lezgi heq ’ etc. (NC 509)^° 

2.21. Basque (c) izerdi, (B) izardi ‘sweat’, (AN,BN,R also) ‘sap’ ~ PEC *caLwV> Chechen c’ij 

‘blood’, Avar c’dgo-b ‘alive’, etc. ~ Burushaski (Y) cel, (H,N) chil ‘water; sap (of trees)’, etc. (NC 

376) 
2.22. Basque urdail (AN, B, G, L) ‘stomach’, (B) ‘abomasum’, (B, G) ‘womb, uterus’"’ ~ PEC 

*=iraL K’stomach, abomasum, rennet’ > Tindi b-eZ’. w, Archi b-al, etc. (NC 670) ~ Burushaski - 

id abdomen, bowels’ 
2.23. Basque erdera, erdara'^ ‘foreign (of language)’ / (combinatory form) erdel-, erdal-, as in 
erdel-dun, erdal-dun ‘non-Basque-speaker, foreigner’ ~ Khwarslii Mr ‘guest’, Chechen lula-xb 

‘neighbor’, etc. < PEC *L5JV(NC 790) 
2.24. Basque mardo (Sal, R-Uztarroz, Z) ‘soft, smooth’, (B, Sal, R, Z) ‘robust, plump’, niardul (B- 
Izpazter, G) vigorous, strong, exuberant / robusto, rollizo, lozano, sustancioso’, mardul-tasnn 

‘fertility, luxuriance’ ~ PEC *morLV> Chechen mar ‘husband’, Kryz miyil ‘male’, Archi meKle 

‘male’, etc. (NC 830) 

” The Basque word presupposes the development *erdoLi < *e-i{oii, or the like. *e- is thought to be a 

fossilized prefix (see, e.g., Bengtson 1995b.). 

'* The dissimilation of *ardar > adar is the same as in adore ‘courage’ < Latin ardor, ardore- (Trask 1997, 
p. 145). For Basque adar ‘branch’ (a homonym) see 3.2.b. 
19 

Basque hardo, arda- is contaminated in some dialects with words derived from Latin cardu(u)s ‘thistle’. 
For both phonetic and semantic reasons it is clear that hardo, arda- ‘tinder’ and Basque words such as 
kardu, gardu ‘thistle’ are of entirely distinct origins. 

The Basque word (h)elder above is easily confused and contaminated with Basque lerde, lirdi ‘drivel, 
saliva’, q.v., of a quite separate origin ~ PEC Hwirdi (LDC #19). Note also Basque (G) hilder (bi-lder) 

‘drivel’, which apparently incorporates an old class marker (*hi-/be-) + helder. 

Caucasian has *=iraL V, so assimilation or dissimilation is assumed. Lak darlu ‘kidney’ requires 

metathesis (< PEC *~^3rVJ, and assimilation would produce PEC *=iLalV, close to the Basque form. The 

Basque word also has the fossilized class prefix u-. 

^ Generally, erdera / erdel- to the south and west of Basque country, erdara / erdal- to the north and east. 
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PDC * A,* A *A > Basque final /!/. At present I can cite only two secure examples. 

2.25. Basque (BN, L, Z) oihal, (AN, B, G, R) oial 'cloth, fabric’ (< *o(i)-xal) ~ Bezhta 

'trousers, breeches’, Lak har&ala ‘cuff, trouser leg’, etc. < PEC *xwiJLVQ^C 1081) 

2.26. Basque (c) hil, il ‘dead, death, die’ ~ PNC *=;vi'.^‘to die, kill’ > Chechen =«/- ‘to die’, 
Bezhta -;A’- ‘to kill’, etc. (NC 661) 

In the following cases we find the unusual (non-trivial) correspondence of Basque III = 

Bumshaski It/ (~ /th/): 

2.27. Basque limuri (Z) ‘humid’ ~ Bumshaski tarn del- ‘to bathe’, etc. ~ PEC *XHwem ^'liquid’ 
(= 2.2) 

2.28. Basque lirain ‘slender’ ~ Bumshaski (H) tharen-um ‘narrow’ ~ PNC *=/yS^/K‘thin’ (= 2.6) 

2.29. Basque (Z) tape ‘shelter under the eaves of a shed’ ~ Bumshaski tdpi ‘Felsterrasse’ ~ PEC 

*MpV ‘stone plate or shed’ (= 2.8) 

2.30. Basque larru ‘skin, leather’ ~ Bumshaski mr-iri ‘skin bag’ ~ PNC *LoIi ‘skin, color’ (= 

2.12) 
2.31. Basque leku, lekhti ‘place’ ~ Bumshaski tik ‘earth, ground; mst’^^ 
2.32. Basque larre (AN,BN,G,L,Z), larra (B) ‘grassland, pasture’, also (BN) ‘heath’ - Bumshaski 

(Y) ter ‘summer pasture’ (Berger: ‘Hochvveide, auf die das Vieh im Sommer etrieben 
wird. ’) 

In five of the six cases there is evidence from other Dene-Caucasian languages that the original 

initial consonant was a lateral affricate. In the sixth case (2.32) the pattern of correspondence 
suggests that the original initial was a lateral affricate, though 1 have found no direct evidence of 

one, since I do not know of any cognate in Caucasian or Na-Dene. 

3. Basque Homonyms 

We are dealing with comparisons between a language with a relatively simple phonetic 
system (Basque), and languages that are much more complex (Caucasian; especially as regards 

consonants). As seen at the beginning of this paper, Basque has about 23 consonant phonemes, 
while Proto-Caucasian had about twice as many. It is thus to be expected that some words that 
have phonetically merged in Basque would correspond to words that are distinct in Proto- 

Caucasian, and this is indeed the case, according to my findings. The examples discussed here are 

Basque bel(h)ar ‘forehead’ : bel(h)ar ‘grass, hay’; adar ‘horn’ : adar ‘branch’; eho ‘grind’ ; eho 

‘beat’ : eho ‘weave’; hobi ‘gum(s)’ : hobi ‘grave’. The distinct origins of these homonyms are 

shown by the comparisons below: 

3.1. a. Basque (BN, Sal, Z) belhar ‘forehead’ (< *belha-r) ~ Rutul bal, Lezgi p:el, Kiyz bel, 

Budukh belij ‘forehead’, Archi bat ‘horn’, Tindi bala ‘edge, end, comer’, etc. < PEC *b?ifhb 

(NC 285)^'* ~ Bumshaski bal ‘wall’(< “‘‘edge’) 
3.1. b. Basque (BN, L, Z) belhar ‘(first mowing of) hay’, (AN, G, L) belar ‘grass, hay’, (B, G) 

berar, (B) bedar ‘grass, hay’ - Lezgi werg ‘nettle’, Archi urk:i ‘burdock’, etc. < PEC *uelyV 

(NC 1013) 

Cf also: PST *?i[ia]k ‘iron’ > Tibetan Icag-s ‘iron’, etc. (ST 111:68); Na-Dene: Haida (A)}iak ‘land, 
place’, {S)2i[ga ‘land’; Tlingit2i’e;t’&w - ^’dx’kw ‘soil’; Sarsi ‘earth’). 

NCED proposes the reconstracted meaning ‘edge, end’, whence 'forehead, hom’ in some languages. 
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3.2. a. Basque adar (a-dar < *a-rdar) ‘horn’*^ ~ Avar X:ar, Chechen kur ‘horn’, etc. < PEC *Xwi 

''rV (NC 771) ~ Bumshaski (H) -Itur, (Y) tur ’horn’ 
3.2. b. Basque adar "branch’ (< ~ Avar TarX’. el ‘branch, bough’, Tsez aX’iru "pod’, etc. 

< PEC */ialXVfV (NC 508) ~ Burusliaski (H, N) ydltar ‘the upper leaJfy branches of a tree’ 

3.3. a. Basque (c) eho, (B) eio ‘to grind’, (c) eihera "mill’, etc. ~ Ingush ah- ‘to grind’, hajra 

"mill’, Andi ?ix^o-((i- ‘to grind’, etc. < PNC *HemxwVXo grind’ (NC 559) 

3.3. b. Basque (c) eho ‘to beat’, (Z) ‘to kill; put lights out’, (AN) eo ‘give (someone) a thrashing, 
beat (someone) soundly’, (B) eio ‘to get very tired, get fatigued’, etc. ~ Avar =ux- ‘to beat, hit’, 

Rutul =1X0- ‘to beat, hit’, etc. < PNC *HhjA (NC 581) 

3.3. C. Basque (c) eho, ‘to weave’, ehun ‘to weave; cloth’, (B) eio "to braid’ ~ PEC *=irxwVn ‘to 

knit, weave, spin’ > Chamalal ^T'/n- "to spin’, Dargwa =imx-/=umx- ‘to plait, weave’, Agul rux- 

‘to knit’, etc. (NC 655) 

3.4. a. Basque (BN, L, Z) hobi, (B, G) oi "gum(s) (of mouth)’ ~ Akhwakh oq ':o ‘throat’, Tsez 

haqii "(inside of) mouth’, Circassian ‘mouth’, etc. < PNC *[iomGwi (NC 526) 

3.4. b. Basque (c) hobi ‘grave, tomb’ ~ PEC *fhvi ‘grave’ > Avar xob, Tindi hoba, Lak haw, etc. 

(NC 428) 

In the case of 3.2.a. and 3.2.b. both words are preserved in all three Macro-Caucasian branches, 

but only in Basque do the words merge phonetically 

[3.2.a. Basque adar ‘horn’ : Avar X:ar ‘horn’ . Bumshaski -Itur ‘horn’] 

[3.2.b. Basque adar ‘branch’ : Avar ^arX’iel ‘branch’ : Bumshaski ydltar ‘branches’] 

Conclusions 

Luis Michelena (1961, et al.) provided us a tremendous service in cataloguing the diverse 

phonetic forms of the Basque dialects, and giving us some direction in understanding the changes. 

Michelena did not accept the relationship between Basque and Caucasian, and thus could not 

apply external comparison to the problems of Basque phonology. In Michelena’s defense 1 would 

point out that in his lifetime the Basque-Caucasian comparisons that had been published were 

very uneven in quality and haphazard, and even the available materials on Caucasian languages 

were very sparse, with no deep reconstmctions. We now have a significant advantage because of 
new sources and reconstmctions of Caucasian languages that are now available (e.g., Nikolayev 

& Starostin 1994, Chirikba 1996). For Bumshaski we now have the definitive books by Berger 

(1974, 1998). With these materials we now have a solid basis of what to compare from the 
Caucasian and Bumshaski side. 

This essay is only a begiiming. The extensive comparisons involving consoncmts will be 

published separately.^’ (Only the reflexes of PDC lateral affricates were discussed in depth here.) 

However, I suggest that the evidence presented here is already strongly indicative that the 

The dissimilation of *aydar > adar is analogous to that in Basque adore ‘courage’ < Latin ardor, ardore- 

(Trask 1997, p. 145). 
There is also a Basque variant with /b/, abar ‘branch’, which is difficult to explain. 
These would add about 60 pages to this paper. 
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proposed genetic relationship between Basque and Caucasian is highly probable, and that it can 
be verified by numerous recurrent phonological correspondences.^* 

Abbreviations 

AN Alto Navarro = Nafarroa Garaia = High Navarrese (Basque dialect) 
arc archaic 
B Bizkaia = Biscayan (Basque dialect) 
BN Basse Navarre = Nafarroa Beherea = Low Navarrese (Basque dialect) 
c common (Basque) = Euskara Batua 

CWC Common West Caucasian = Chirikba 1996 
DC Dene-Caucasian = Sino-Caucasian 
G Gipuzkoa = Guipiizcoa (Basque dialect) 
H Hunza (Bumshaski dialect) 
L Lapurdi = Labourdin (Basque dialect) 
LDC “Lexica Dene-Caucasica” = Blazek & Bengtson 1995 

N Nagiri, Nagari (Burushaski dialect); northern (Basque) 
NC North Caucasian; in reference citations = NCED 
NCED North Caucasian Etymological Dictionary = Nikolayev & Starostin 1994 
PA Proto-Athabaskan 
PDC Proto-Dene-Caucasian 
PEA Proto-Eyak-Athabaskan 
PEC Proto-East Caucasian (= Proto-Nakh-Daghestanian) 
PNC Proto-(North) Caucasian 
PND Proto-Na-Dene 
PST Proto-Sino-Tibetan 
PWC Proto-West Caucasian (= Proto-Abkhazo-Adygean) 
PY Proto-Yeniseian 
R Roncalese = Erronkari (Basque dialect) 
S southern (Basque) 
Sal Salazarese = Saraitza (Basque dialect) 
SSEJ “Sravnitel’nyj slovar’ enisejskixjazykov” = Starostin 1995 
ST (A Comparative Vocabulary of Five) Sino-Tibetan (Languages) = Peiros & Starostin 1996 
Y Yasin(i) = Werchikwar (Burushaski dialect) 
Z Zuberoa = Souletin (Basque dialect) 
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Appendix A: 
Key to Phonetic Characters 

nasal vowels 

tense obstruents 

glottalized obstruents (NCED c k A p t, etc.) 
f r r 

hissing-hushing affricates (NCED c c 3) 

hushing affricates (NCED £93) 

voiced dental fricative: e.g., Basque adar [a6af] ‘horn’, 

erdi [ef8i] ‘half, middle’ 

voiced uvular stop 

voiced velar fricative (Caucasian, Na-Dene); 

voiced uvular fricative (Burushaski) 

voiced uvular fricative (NCED \5) 

voiceless emphatic laryngeal fricative 

voiced laryngeal fricative 

lateral resonant or glide (in PNC and PST reconstructions) 

voiceless lateral fricative (NCED 1) 

voiced lateral fricative in NCED (= fe) 

voiced lateral affricate (NCED) 

voiceless lateral fricative in NCED (= 4) 

voiceless lateral affricate 

palatalized voiceless lateral affricate 

glottalized voiceless lateral affricate (NCED X) 

palatalized glottalized lateral affricate 

palatalized lateral resonant 

voiced lateral fricative (NCED L) 

palatalized rhotic resonant 

rhotic trill (= Basque rr) 

voiced uvular fricative (= Burushaski y) 

voiceless hissing-hushing fricative 

voiceless hushing fricative 

voiceless retroflex fricative (Burushaski) 

voiceless retroflex stop (Burushaski) 

labial glide (in Caucasian reconstructions) 

voiceless uvular fricative (Burushaski); 

voiceless velar fricative (Caucasian, Na-Dene) 
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X voiceless uvular fricative (= Burushaski x) 

X pharyngealized voiceless uvular fricative (NCED 

y retroflex velarized spirant (Burushaski) 

3 voiced hissing affricate (= 

3 voiced hissing-hushing affricate (= ) 

3 voiced hushing affricate (= ^) (= Burushaski /) 

? glottal stop 

? glottalized emphatic laryngeal stop (Caucasian) 

y voiced emphatic laryngeal fricative 

Appendix B: 
Index of Basque Words Cited 

Words are generally cited in their common Basque {euskara batua) form, following 

Aulestia & White (1992). Some dialectal forms, especially Bizkaian and Zuberoan, are also cited 

with a cross-reference to the common Basque form {e.g., aizta see ahizpd). Phonemic /h/ that is 

pronounced in northern Basque dialects but not found in standard Basque spelling is shown as 

(h), e.g., k(h)arats ‘bitter’, ol(h)o ‘oats’. 

a-, -a see ha-0 
abere domestic animal(s), cattle’ 1.46 
adar ‘branch’ 3.2.b 
adar ‘horn’ 2.17,3.2.a 
ahizpa ‘sister (of a woman)’ 1.66 
aho ‘mouth’ 1.82 
ahuna, ahune ‘kid’ 1.91 
ahur ‘palm, hollow (of hand)’ 1.99 
aizta see ahizpa 
al(h)o see ol(h)o 
alontza mixture of grain’ 1.80 
apal ‘shelf 1.11 
apo ‘hoof 1.4 
ardai tinder’ 1.29,2.19 
ar(h)e ‘harrow, rake’ 1.19 
atso ‘old woman’ 1.69 
atze tree’ 1.15 
aundi see handi 

beharri see belarri 
behatz toe, thumb’ 1.3 
behi cow’ 1.43 
bek(h)o ‘forehead’ 1.30 
belarri ‘ear’ 1.22 
bel(h)ar ‘forehead’ 3.1.a 
bel(h)ar ‘grass, hay’ 1.32,3.1.b 
beso arm’ 1.45 
bilder see elder 
bizar ‘beard’ 1.48 
bizi to live; alive; life’ 1.51 
budar see bul(h)ar 
bul(h)ar ‘breast, chest’ 1.102 
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edur see el(h)ur 
eho ‘to grind’ 3.3.a 
eho ‘to beat’ 3.3.b 
eho, ehun ‘to weave’ 3.3.c 
eihera ‘mill’ 3.3.a 
eio see eho 
elder, erde ‘drool, drivel’ 2.20 
el(h)e ‘speech, story, word’ 1.34 
el(h)ur ‘snow’ 1.104 
erde see elder 
erdera. erdara ‘foreign language’ 2.23 
erdi ‘half, middle’ 1.33, 2.18 
erdoil ‘rust’ 1.77, 2.16 
erdu ‘comeye!’ 2.15 
ez ‘not’ 1.40 

fuifi see (h)un, hiin 

gar(h)i ‘thin’ 1.16 
garkola, garkhora ‘nape’ 1.70 
gau ‘night’ 1.18 
gogor ‘hard’ 1.78 
gor(h)i see gurin 
gose ‘hunger, hungry’ 1.36 
gune ‘place, space’ 1,96 
gurin, gur(h)i, gor(h)i ‘butter, fat’ 1.94 

ha-, -a article, demonstrative 1.1 
habe ‘pillar, beam’ 1.37 
haga ‘long pole, rod’ 1.20 
handi ‘big, great’ 1.13 
har ‘worm’ 1.17 
hardo see ardai 
hari ‘thread, string, wire’ 1.12 
hard ‘stone, rock’ 1.25 
har-tu ‘to take, receive’ 1..21 
hatz ‘finger’ 1.3 
hegi ‘edge, ridge’ 1,44 
helder, herde see elder, erde 
herri ‘town, people, nation’ 1.42 
hezur ‘bone’ 1.90 
hil ‘die; dead; death’ 1.47, 2.26 
hiri ‘village, city’ 1.60 
hitz ‘word’ 1.53 
hobi ‘grave’ 3.4.b 
hobi ‘gum(s)’ 1.73, 3.4.a 
hor, ho see or 
hosin see osin 
(h)un, hiin ‘marrow, pith, brain’ 1.88 
hur see ur 

idulki ‘block of wood’ 1.103 
ihintz ‘dew’ 1.64 
il(h)inti, Hindi ‘firebrand’ 1.61 
imini see ipini 



ipini 'to put, place’ 1.49 
itzuli to turn’ 1.57 
izar star’ 1.6 
izardi see izerdi 
izeba aunt’ 1.50 
izerdi 'sweat, sap’ 2.21 

k(h)arats ‘bitter, sour’ 1.23 
k(h)ino ‘bad odor, bad taste’ 1.63 

lahar ‘bramble’ 2.11 
laino ‘fog, mist’ 1.28, 2.3 
lamika-tu to lick’ 1.9 
lanbro see laino 
lapc ‘shelter’ 1.27, 2.8, 2.29 
larre, larra ‘grassland, pasture’ 2.32 
larri ‘worried, serious’, etc. 1.26, 2.13 
larru "skin, leather’ 2.12, 2.30 
lasto straw, hay’ 1.8, 2.5 
laz ‘beam, rafter’ 2.9 
lehia ‘diligence, laboriousness’, etc. 2.14 
leka ‘bean pod, husk’ 1.31 
lek(h)u ‘place’ 2.31 
lema ‘rudder’ 1.41,2.10 
lerde ‘drivel, drool’ 1.62 
lerro ‘line, file, row ’ 2.7 
limuri ‘slippery; humid’ 2.2, 2.27 
lirain ‘slender, svelte’ 1.65, 2.6, 2.28 
lirdi see lerde 
lizun ‘mold, mildew’ 1.56,2.1 
loki, lokun ‘temple (of head)’ 2.4 
luia ‘adverse wind’ 1.98 

mardo ‘luxuriant, vigorous; soft, smooth’ 2.24 
mardul robust, healthy, strong’ 2.24 
miko a little bit’ 1.54 
muin, mun ‘pith, marrow, brain’ cf 1.88 (footnote) 
mul(h)o ‘heap, mound’ 1.86 

negar, nigar ‘weeping, tears’ 1.35 

oi see ohe, hobi 
oihal ‘cloth’ 2.25 
ol(h)o ‘oats’ 1.83 
ontzi ‘vessel’ 1.71 
or ‘dog’ 1.76 
osin ‘well, depth’ 1.67 
oso ‘whole, complete’ 1.68 
otso ‘wolf 1.75 

punpu(i)l(l)a ‘tear, blister, bubble’ 1..87 

sabel ‘belly’ 1.7 
sagu mouse’ 1.10 
sare, sale ‘net(-work)’ 1.2,1.38 
sor- ‘body’ 1.74 

38 



sor-balda ‘shoulder’ 1.74 

takoin ‘heel (of shoe)’ 1.14 
tipi ‘little, small’ 1.55 
tuntun ‘Basque drum’ 1.97 
tutu ‘tube, pipe’ 1.101 

tximitxa ‘bedbug’ 3.53,8.17,9.59 
txori ‘bird’ 1.81 
txorru ‘root of hair’ 1.79 

udagara ‘otter’ 1.5 
ugabere, ugadara, ugadera see udagara 
un see (h)un 
une see gune 
untzi see ontzi 
ur ‘water’ 1.92 
urdail stomach, abomasum, womb’ 2.22 
urde ‘(male) pig’ 8.100 
uri see hiri 
urin see gurin 

xori see txori 

zahar ‘old’ 1.24 
ze ‘not’ 1.40 
zelai ‘meadow, plain’ 1.39 
zik(h)iro castrated ram’ 1.52 
zimitz, zimintza ‘bedbug’ 1.58 
zoli see zor(h)i 
zor(h)i ‘luck; mature’ 1.72 
zu ‘you’ 1.85 
zulo ‘hole, burrow’ 1.100 
zumar ‘elm’ 1.84 
zur, zul ‘wood, timber, lumber’ 1.89 
zurzulo, zurzuil ‘nape’ 1.95 
zuzun ‘poplar, aspen’ 1.93 
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Introduction 

Salishan [Sa] languages are represented in this paper in the following way (data used in 
this paper are taken from the appropriate dictionaries or published word lists): 

Tsamosan [Ts]: Upper Chehalis [UP], 

Interior Salish [IS]: Thompson River Salish [Th], Shuswap [Sh], Colville-Okanagan 
[CO], Moses-Columbian [MC], Spokane [Sp], Montana Salish [MS]. 

Central Salish [CS]: Lushootseed [Ls] (=Puget), Sechelt [Se], Squamish [Sq]. 

Bella Coola tNiixalk) [BC]/[Nu]. 

I also occasionally use North Wakashan [NWk] language data as provided by N. Lincoln and J.C. 
Rath in their North Wakashan Comparative Root List (Ottawa 1980); abbreviations; Haisla = Ha; 
Heiltsuk = He; Kwakiutl (=Kwakvvala) = Kw; Oowekyala = Oo. - Note also: Wakashan = Wk; Makah = 
Ma; Nitinat = Ni; Nootka = No. 

North Caucasian [NC] languages are cited after A North Caucasian Etymological 

Dictionary by S.L. Nikolaev and S.A. Starostin (Asterisk Publishers, Moscow 1994) [NCED], 

and occasionally also after S.A. St[arostin]'s papers “Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian” (in 
Explorations in Language Macrofamilies, Bochum 1989: 42-66) [St. '89] and “On the Hypothesis 
of a Genetic Connection between the Sino-Tibetan Languages and the Yeniseian and North- 
Caucasian Languages” {in Dene-Sino-Caucasian Languages, Bochum 1991: 12-40) [St. '91]. Note 
relevant abbreviations: Northeast Caucasian = NEC = EC; Northwest Caucasian = NWC = WC; Sino- 
Caucasian = SC; Yeniseian = Yen; Sino-Tibetan = ST; Nostratic = N. 

Abbreviations of NC daughter language designations follow the pattern adopted in 

NCED; in addition, I provide abbreviations of designations of some especially important NEC 

and NWC daughter languages in the text of this paper. 

Sa languages show a remarkable uniformity of their sound systems,' making shallow the 

existing PSa reconstruction and "elevating" archaic languages (which have preserved retracted 

sounds, and did not palatalize k k' x) practically to the level of PSa.^ 

' Sa stops pick k'^ q q'* have glottalized counterparts; this is also valid iox m n r 1 y w. - 

Stops k k'^ q have also appropriate fricative counterparts x x" x x'^, voiced: y (velar?), t 

(either voiced uvulars or pharyngeals). - There are also i X' h ?. - On some occasions, Sa voiced 

consonants z z' y ^ seem to match NC voiced consonants (see examples below). 

^ PSa had at least three vowels as well as tlieir retracted counterparts: a a i j u u [These vowels 

participate in an old ablaut a /; a/ir, etc.; cf. ablaut in the NC languages; Sa i is considered the 
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1. Ways to Compare Salishan (and Wakashan) 

Languages with North Caucasian Languages 

Both Sa and Wk languages show many very strong genetic ties witli NC languages (a 

relationship which seems much more intimate than that between NC on the one hand, and both 
Yen and ST on the other).^ 

It is totally inappropriate to deny mutual genetic relationship between Sa and Wk just 
because there exist many borrowings from Wk to Sa, and vice versa. There are many identical, or 
semi-identical, Wk-Sa word pairs that belong to the most stable lexicon (first and second person 
pronouns; some body part denotations, etc.); these root correspondences caimot be considered 
borrowings, simply because such words are not subject to borrowing. Such correspondences 

indicate deep genetic relationship. 

This paper deals primarily with Sa - NC cognates; some Sa - Wk, Wk - NC, and Sa - Wk 
- NC cognate sets are also present. 

Sa (and Wk) sounds cither match NC sounds directly, or in a way which shows that Sa 
sounds are "reduced" representations of NC sound combinations (a given Sa sound may represent 
several sounds of a much larger sound system; original sounds may disappear; original clusters 

ma\ be reduced to simple consonants, or eliminated in the following way: *CC > CVC, or *CC > 
C...C). Relatively frequent metatheses of Sa roots, as compared with NC roots, are similar to 

frequent metatheses of NC roots. (This may be reflected in reconstruction of 2 variants of a given 

root, or a given NC root may be metathesized in appropriate daughter languages). 

There is no sufficient reconstruction of PSa; the existing reconstructions of NWk roots in 
many cases seem to be incorrect. On the other hand, both Sa and Wk languages have clearly 

preserved many features of the underlying sound system; cf preservation of q q' q'^ q''^\ x x 

x'^ x'^\ 1 r i X [Wk only] [Wk only] (etc.). There are no significant differences between 

genetically related roots in various Sa (or, for that matter, Wk) languages. 

Scholars agree that there were inherited voiced consonants in Sa; they seem to be best 

preserved in IS;Th: z 3 y (cf also Wk). The following examples 1-4 seem to show that 

Sa voiced consonants may match NC voiced counterparts in genetically related roots/words: 

stablest vowel]. Historically, retraction indicates a back articulation in the original root. Several 

consonants have retracted counterparts: sell' vs sell'. Always retracted are r r' and z z'. 

Most Sa languages show no retraction; most languages lack consonants r r' z z'. 

^ When comparing languages on a broader scale, - i.e., not just Sa (or Sa-Wk) vs NC, but Sa, 

Wk, Ath[apascan] (etc.) vs SC (or Yen, or ST, for that matter) vs N (or Kartvelian, for that 

matter), - one can use SC data even in cases where there are no NC cognates, - for instance 

(N.Kmglyj-Enke, Moscow 2000 Conference on deep reconstruction): FIRE, BURN: Sa *p'ix('^) 

'fire, burn' // SC *piHwV'heaV {*p < *p) U N *p'a/iyxwV'fke'. In the present paper such broad 

comparisons appear very seldom. 
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(1) STINGING INSECT: IS:Th mQZ-Zmaze 'flies'; mac'-Zmac'e 'bees, hornets, wasps' // NC 

*mi2.A 'stinging insect'. [Alternations of the type c/z are typical also for VVk], 

(2) LYNX (etc.): PSa *mVYaw? (Kuipers: *(s-)mYaw(?) 'feline, coyote') > IS:Th 

maYsw', Sh s-wysw? // NEC *inHarGV\vV 'tom-cat' (> Lezg. *'marq:iaw > Ag. 

*maElaw / Tsez. *maK:ur, also with [Cf. NWk:He mauxwa 'bob-cat']. 

(3) WORM: IS:CO m'a^-mla? (metathesis + partial redupl.?) // NC *inHilaGwV. 

(4) GREASE: IS:Th (root) // NEC *maIiwV, etc.. 

The above examples show that a relatively close genetic relationship between Sa and NC may be 
seen rather clearly even if we take only one Sa language and compare it to NC. [Naturally, when 
we deal with several Sa languages (which have preserved a given root) the comparison will look 
more solid]. 

In example 5 a PSa root is represented by several Sa languages; the NEC match is exact. 

Example 6 shows only one Sa language, which is archaic (actually, it is more archaic in this case 

than even NEC which has lost initial *t- (NEC *q'HwS)\ this *r- is still present in NWC). Both 

examples 6 and 7 show semi-identical matches between MC (an archaic Sa language) and NWC 
Example 8 provides a precise match between Sa (UC), Wk (Kw), and NEC languages: 

(5) DRINK: Ts:UC q'^o-? (from PSa; cf. Th ?u-q'^e?, Ls q^?, etc.) // NEC *?u-gwV. 

(6) TWO: IS:MC tq'aw’-s (cf. t'q''''maw'-s-3n 'together') // NC *tq'Hwa > NWC *tql':'''A 

(> Ubykh tq"'a). [Sa may show a typical vowel-insertion: CVC for CC] 

(7) TREE: IS:MC c'a/ H NWC *cala < NC *c'S/diV. 

(8) DIRT: Ts:UC ciq'^-i- // NWk cq\ zq^--, c'q^- 'dirty'; cf. Kw seq^a 'dirt' // NEC 

*cHiq'wA. 

In Sa - NC comparison, some existing reconstructions (mostly proposed by A. Kuipers; 
cf Lingua v. 57, 1982: 93-100) can be used, but we may note that important phonetic elements 
(which still appear in some remnants of underlying consonants or consonant clusters) may be 
absent in these reconstructions. Unfortunately, the number of the existing reconstnictions is very' 

small; on occasion, these reconstructions are not satisfactory from the point of view of 

comparative and diachronic semantics. (There is a very strong tendency among linguists working 

on Sa and, especially, Wk languages to genetically unite different, though phonetically somewhat 
similar, roots, however improbable such a tie-in may be from the point of view of historical 
linguistics and semantics.) 

Nevertheless, many existing PSa reconstructions are quite acceptable; it is not by chance 
that these reconstructions often match NC roots in a very precise manner: 

(9) NECK, THROAT, GOITRE: PSa *qanu/ax'^ 'throat, gullet' (Kuipers) // NEC 

*q'^i/enwV 'goitre, Adam's apple'. [Cf. NWk:He q''^u-q'”'um 'neck'. - Wk may reflect a 

process of simplification: *q'^ > q'/q'^ > q, cf. Sa g in all languages; some NEC 

languages show q'\. 

(10) HAIR (on the head; meaning 'head' is not original): PSa *q'"'um as in: IS:MC 

q''^um-q3n 'head' (='hair + head'; cf.Th lex. suff =qin 'head') : MS q'"'om-qan / CS:Sq 5- 

q''^um-ay 'hair', etc. '/ NC *g'('^)3in?3 'plait, mane; hair'. [NB sound correspondences: Sa 

*q''^ : NC *g'\Y umlaut: Sa *u : NC *a\ 
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(11) DEER, etc.: MC ^■“a7('9 'buck' ; Sp x'^ii id. / CS:Ls x'^el 'deer': Sq x'^i? II NEC 

*Gw'ala 'doe, hornless goat'. (On spirantization Sa x" < *Gw see below). - Possibly 

related to Sa *x'^i?c' 'mountain goat' (Kuipers), as in Se s-x'^i^'-ay. 

(12) COLD: PSa *cu/al H NC *c'wErHV. [Pre-Sa *rH is indicated by vowel retraction], 

(13) WASH: PSa // NC lex. suff. *=HacwA [Metath. in pre-Sa?]. 

(14) GROW(TH): PSa *li:'ax”', as both in IS:Th and CS:Ls, not just *^'ax (Kuipers); this 

latter is a root variant with a lost [w]) 'grow(th), old'. - PSa root var. *^'ax appears in 

IS:CO ^'x, MC ^'9X - CS:Se ^'ax-ax “"'grown up' > 'old person' // NEC 

'sprout'. [Sa *a (<*a, *d) in both main branches: IS:CO, CS:Ls (o is secondary in Sa 

languages); note x'^ : *rxw\. 

(15) HARD: IS:Th vs CS:Sq ^'ax'^! Ts:UC A^'af / BC A'ax”' II NC *EwerV. Note 

typical transfer of *w from L-type sound to in pre-Sa: [w] shifts to the right, to a 

more "comfortable" position, after *r turns to [ r/xj. 

(16) BOY: PSa *t(a)wiH [not *taw '(small and) growing up'; Sa has two similar roots: 

one for 'boy', another for 'small, little'; see below] // NEC *dwirxE 'child, son'. 

Both IS:MC and CO show the root tw'i- 'boy, child', cf. also CS:Ls tawix'*' 'child'. - A different 

root (with the meaning 'little') is present in MC r'af"", co t?iw-. Accordingly, Kalispel shows /- 

t9taw'i-t 'youth, young boy' vs cew 'little'). 

For the meaning 'small, little', cf. NC *t’iHV (which may be *t'iHU). Contamination of 

both roots ('boy' and 'little') seems possible in some Sa languages. 

There is a tendency to lump together two PSa roots; *k'Vm(l)- '(take a) handful', as in Sh 

k'm- (:NEC *k'eni V 'annfiil, handfiil') and a phonetically similar root *k'anil which means 'bite'. 

There is a tendency to lump together two unrelated PSa roots: *iaw 'leave (behind)' and 

*iup' (as in Se; cf. N parallels) 'peel off. 

A reconstruction *p'alan(?) 'tree bark' (Kuipers) does not reflect a rather archaic structure 

CVCCVfn) of this root as represented by CS:Se p'el'an, IS:Th p'a?yan (y < 1, etc; we may 

reconstruct PSa *p'aHlan / *p'alHan 'bark', or the like). 

As mentioned above, Sa - NC comparisons seem valuable, even if we deal not witii PSa 

reconstructions but with certain forms that appear in individual Sa languages. When comparing 

pronouns of the 1st and 2nd p. (most stable elements in any language) we may cite either Sa 
proto-forms or existing Sa fonus: there is practically no difference: 

(17) PERSONAL PRONOUNS: 1st sg. -n (:NEC *nE)\ -ca/-s (:NC *zd)\ 

2nd sg. -xr"'(:NEC *Bw\y, -w (:NC *uo); 

1st p. pi. -/ 'we' (:NEC *La). 

[Note that NC *zwe 'you (pi.)' has an exact parallel in Wk *-zu (related to 2nd sg.). - 

Note also Ath 2nd pi. (subj.) -*x'''-, which is comparable with Sa -x”' : NEC *ifwV, 2nd 

sg]- 
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The above-mentioned Sa root with the meaning 'two' exists only in one language (MC); still, its 

comparison with NC reveals some archaic relationship between Sa and NC: 

(18) TWO: IS:MC tq'aw'-s 'two' (cf. t'q''^maw'-s-9n 'together') // NWC *tqr:'''A (> Ubykh 

tq'''a) (:Kartv[elian] *t'q'ub 'twins', a borrowing?) vs NEC *q'H\v§ 'two'. This latter also 

appears in *qHamVhwV 'one of several wives' (Starostin). We rnay compare Sa:MC root 

t'q'^maw'- (in 'together', above) with NC *tq'Hwa-mVLwV, on which the above NEC 

*q'HamVhwV is based. - Cf. Tsez qiuAu 'pitchfork' with the uvular (not velar) initial, 

possibly influenced by qia-no 'two' (Starostin) (:Sa in Ts;UC q"^3X 'fork; split, divide'; 

q"*3y9^' 'cut in two' ?); see NWk q'- ?ch- in ex. 19. 

We may consider Sa numerals 'two' (above) and 'three' (next) as genuine proto-language 
inheritance since both these numerals have parallels in NC. (Some synonymous numerals in Sa 
may have been borrowings from Penutian, which belonged, along with Sa, to an old North 
American Sprachhund). 

(19) THREE: CS:Ls: fix'^ II NC *M{e (:NWk: Ha q'-^h- 'six', *'two triads' (?), see ex. 

18). - Sa frequently reshapes underlying roots as CVC. 

[For root structure CVC in Sa vs a different, older stmcture in NC, cf. also: a) HEAR: 

CSrLs luh H NC *=e^u > NWC b) CS:Ls jix^ 'first // NEC *cwi 'in front, 

before'; c) CS:Ls x'^v-I 'near' // NC xwE 'together, close to'; d) IS:MS x'^uy 'go' // NEC 

lex. suff. *=ijwV 'go'; e) IS:Sp k"^i? 'burnt' (etc.) // NEC lex. suff. *=ik'wV 'burn, set on 

fire', - etc.]. 

It may be rational to compile lists of comparisons between representatives of various Sa 

language groups (such as Ts, IS, CS) and NC. At some point, we may add Wk cognates to our 

sets. 

We deal with stable roots, meuiy of which are not subject to borrowing; besides, any 

plausible Sa-NC or Wk-NC cognate set is of interest to us. This short comparison may confirm 

our thesis that Sa languages are very stable from the standpoint of historical phonetics and that Sa 
(and Wk) languages easily reveal deep genetic ties with NC languages. 

Note that we deal almost exclusively with words/roots that have the same meaning both 
in Sa (also in Wk) and in NC. [NC data are from the above-mentioned NCED (with a few 

corrections from Starostin's materials as presented at the Moscow 2000 Conference on deep 
reconstruction)]. 

ANGER/ANGRY, ANT, ARROW, BEND, BLACK, BLOOD/BLEED, BLUE, BONE, 

BOY, BRANCH, BREAK, BURN, BUTTOCKS, CHILD. CHIP. CLOSE (adverb). COLD, 

CRAWL, CROWD, DARK, DEW, DIRT, DOG, DRINK, EAGLE, EAR, EYE, 

EYEBROW, FAT, FLASH (verb), FLOW, FRESH, FOREHEAD, GREASE, GROW, 

HAIR (on the head). HAND, HANDFUL, HARD, HEAD, HIDE (noun). HORN, I, 

JOINT. LEAF, LEG. LITTLE, MAKE, MALE, MILK, MOUNTAIN GOAT, MOUTH, 

OLD, OPEN (verb), POINT (verb), PULL OUT, QUICK, RETURN. RIPE, ROCK, RUB, 

SCATTER, SCOOP, SCRATCH. SEARCH, SEW, SHARP, SHARPEN, SHORT, 

SHOULDER, SKIN, SLIP, SNOW, SPEAK, STICK (noun), STINGING INSECT, 

SWALLOW (verb), THOU, THREE, THROW, TIE, TREE, TURN AROUND. TWO, 

WAR, W^ARM, WASH, WE, WEAVE, WHITE, WOMAN, YOU (pL). 
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II. A Short Preliminary List of Sa - NC Cognate Sets 

The following comparison covers three groups of languages; 1) Ts:UC; 2) IS:MC / MS / 
Th; 3) CS.Ls / Se. The order of the first (and the second) consonants in Sa roots (capital cons. = 

Cons, class, for instance, Q = q q' q'*' q"^\ X - x x x'^ x'*' S = s z, L = 

i I etc.) is as follows: K O X ?// C S T n // r L y // P in w. 

1. A Few Comparisons Between Sa:Ts (represented by UC) and NC Languages 

ITsiUC vs NCI 

(1) BURN: UC kOsw- H NEC lexical suffix *=ogwV. [Sa k" < *k'" or *g'^. 

(2) BE AFRAID; UC q'^anu- // NEC lex. suff. *=Ha-GwVn. [Sa q" < *q'^ ox *G\ 

(3) DRINK; UC q”'o-? (from PSa; cf. Th ?u-q'^e?, Ls q^'u?, etc.) NEC *?u-gwV. 

(4) BARK: UC q''^it- 'cedar bark' // NEC *q'waiV 'bark'. 

(5) (?) ARROW: UC X3lxa7s (< *X3l?a- ?) // NEC *IiwafilV (also -/-) (> Tsez. *hel). 

(6) SPEAK: UC xaw-aq'- // NEC *=ixwA (lex. sf). [Note Sa yen - : NC *-xw-\ cf. ex.l 

above ]. 

(7) DIRT; UC ciq'^-i- 7 NC *c'Hiq‘wA. 

(8) SUCKLE (etc.): UC c'am-i- 's.' (<PSa *c'ani') H NEC '^=A-'l >?7- 'gnaw, chew' (AvA 

*caw-) 

(9) DEW: UC 53;!:"''wet, dew' (from PSa *sVx'^ // NC *hxw\ 

(10) HORSE, DONKEY; UC tiqiw'- 'h.' (from PSa) // NEC (Lak.-Darg.-Lezg.) *dHogwa 

'd.'. [This word seems to originate from NC *t’HogwV'hoofed animal'; cf. related NC 

*t’ugV '(young) male goat' (also 'young animal' in NWC]. 

(11) LEAF, PLANT: UC Xac'- 'grow' (of plants) [a <*a ?] / NEC *Xac/ca {l-e) 'leaf 

('plant' in some lang.) (Cf. NEC: Lezg. *Aaca 'stem, stalk, leaf, grain'). 

(12) LOOK (FOR): UC Xi 'evidently' (:MC and Sp Xe7 'look for') // NEC ?ihV 

'look'. 

(13) (?) DEER (etc.): UC Xalas 'deer' // NEC *^'apf§ 'lamb'. [This latter doesn't match 

N *t'alV 'young (of animals)' (St. '89, no. 197); for N, cf. Sa:CS:Ls (s-X'i-t'ala? 'young 

(fawn, calf, colt)']. 

(14) WOMAN; UC ianay\ lex. suff. =in(?) [:CS:Ls iadey? fd<ii)\ NEC (Darg.-Lezg.) 

*XmRV. 

(15) STEAM: UC />3v" (;Th /jpy"''spray with mouth') // NC *pHaxA’- [NC -V - -U ?]. 

(16) HANDFUL: UC '(take a) handful' (cf. mo'-ini 'take a handful'; -mi to NEC 

*mar[X]o 'handful') // NEC (Tsez.-Lezg.) *mH6xi-> Tsez. *nioxX 

(17) PAY: UC mux"] II NC *mVxwV 'price, pay' (> AvA *wix"y 'pay'). 
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2. A Few Comparisons Between Sa:IS and NC Languages 

nS.MC vs NCI 

(1) HAND: (?) MC kalx // NEC *kwiPi. 

(2) BONE(S): MC k'^'gn' 'bones for stick game' (root) // NC *k'(\v)inV 'smk[\ bone'. 

(3) HORN: MC qax-min (root + instrum, suff.) // NC *qwirh\’. [Late delab. in Sa; cf. 

NEC:Lak qi 'horn']. 

(4) CRAWL: MC q'aw'-t // NC *HV-g(w)V. [Note Sa CVw- vs NC -Cw-\ 

(5) MALE: MC s-xal-wi? 'husband' // NC *xol?i 'male' (human/nnimal). 

(6) BONE: MC (root; from PSa) // NEC *Hc'wejm3 'leg bone'. [:Eyak-Ath *c'em?\ 

(7) TREE: MC c'al (root) // NWC *cela 'tree' < NC *c’3/d{V 'branch, tree’. 

(8) STAND UP: MC c'alix (not related to ex. 7) // NEC *=Vw-c'Vr. 

(9) DARK: MC c'el' 'shadow, dark', c'ak 'shady' // NEC *Hc'olV 'black' (Lezg. *c'olV 

'black; dark berry' = raspberry, etc.). 

(10) TWO: IS:MC tq'aw'-s (cf. t'q'^'maw'-s-an 'together') // NC *tq'HwS > NWC 

*tql':'*'A (> Ubykh tq"'a). 

(11) (?) ROT, PUS: MC na?q' 'rotten meat' // NEC *newq'u 'pus' (> Lezg. *nawq:) [:ST 

*nOk/^. 

(12) BREAK (etc.): MC hq''^- 'break, smash' ;/ NEC *HldgVii- destroy, break, scatter'. 

[Note Sa -q"^ vs NC *-gV, possibly *-gU ?]. 

(13) (?) (TELL) A STORY: MC may'x (root) 'tell a story' // NEC *mhAarxwa 'tale'. 

riS:MS vs NCI 

(14) PLENTY: MS g"’o/ey 'rich, plenty' // NC *g'(w)a/eje 'things, possessions'. 

(15) GO: MS x'^uy 'go' // NEC lex. suff. *=i^V. 

(16) SPARK: MS c?ik'^ Q.cik'^ 'shine') // NWC *cV(je)k^a < NC *c'wijVkw6 'brand, 

spark'. 

(17) SHEEP, LAMB: MS /ox“''sh.' (:Sp iu?) NC =>^ilxU. 

riS.Th vs NCI 

(18) DRINK: IS:Th ?u-q'^e? (:Ts:UC q'^o?) // NEC *?uqwV ox “‘?6gwV. 

(19) JOINT: Th q''^3t-x''3in' Q.nA stem: 'lump') // NC *q'Hw3ntV'V.nee, elbow'. 

(20) (?) ELK, GOAT (etc.): Th t3x'^aq"^- (root) in t3x'^aq'^-i?pe 'doe' // NC *dVrq'wV 

'he-goat'. 

(21) BEND: Th iaq^^-sw-t 'bend over' // NC *=iIg'wV({). 
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(22) ROCK: Th Mx'^- /' NEC *A'wehru (or -lu). [jy-transfer in pre-Sa?] 

(23) GATHER; HANDFUL: Th muq, woq"'- 'gather' // NEC *wdg'V' 'handful' (also 

'handle, hilt') (> Tsez. *moq). 

(24) SWALLOW, THROAT (etc.): Th maq' 'satiate', maq'*' 'hold in mouth' (:Ls baq' 

'put/hold in mouth, swallow'; b < m) H NEC *mVg'ViV 'throat, larynx' (> Tsez. *muq' 

'throat'). 

(25) WHITTLE, etc.: Th max 'wh.; sliver' 7 NEC *m[a]nxwV 'sickle' > Lak mirx (etc.). 

[NC also shows meanings 'plough', 'reap' in different languages]. 

(26) SNOW: Th max" (:Sp mx"'- 'to snow') NEC *marxaIV > Lezg.:Tab. maif"'al. 

(27) GREASE: Th mi^'"'- (root) , NEC *inaIiwV. [Voiced cons, both in Sa and NC]. 

(28) LYNX, CAT: Th mayew' '1.' // NEC *mHarGVwV 'tom-cat'. [As above], 

(29) STINGING INSECT(S): Th mazVmaze 'flies'; mac'-/mac'e 'bees, hornets, wasps' // 

NC *mi2A stinging insect. 

(30) MOUNTAIN, HILL, PILE: Th mol 'pile up (dirt or snow)' // NEC *muHalV 

'mountain' > Lezg.: Arch, mul, etc. (In Tsez. also 'hillock, knoll'). 

3. A Few Comparisons Between Sa:CS and NC Languages 

rCS:Ls vs NC] 

(1) BURN: Ls k'"'a-s 'burned' (cf. IS:Sp. k'"'i? 'burnt') // NEC *=ik'wV. 

(2) (?) GREEN (etc.): Ls q"'ac 'yellow, (light) green, pale' // NEC *Go3V 'green color, 

dirt'. 

(3) THOU: Ls -ax"' II NEC *awV. 

(4) SCATTER: Ls x"'as (5 from x) II NEC *=Hex\vV. 

(5) SHARP: Ls x"'ac H NC *fiii2wA > Tsez. *?ac-. [w-transfer (from C to A) in Sa?]. 

(6) (?) EAT: Ls x"'uA' [:NWk ^'x"'-, metath.?] // NEC *=PwVl (metath. in Lezg.:Archi 

lah- < *li?"'a-). 

(7) BLOOD: Ls cai H NEC *c'aLwV. [There is no PSa *cay 'blood' (7 < *fy, for Sh 

Th c?i^"', 'bleed' (Sq root ci?/x"), cf. Naklr. cegi, Lezg.Tab. ciwi (same NEC root)] 

(8) CHILD: Ls tawix"'- (root) // NEC *dwirxE. [Note Sa CVC- vs NC CC-]. 

(9) ACROSS: Ls t'af '(put) crossways, across', t'ai=us-an 'beam' // NEC *t'wel?e 

'(cross)beam'. 

(10) WE: Ls -aii II NEC *La. 

(11) MUCUS, SALIVA: Ls hbc' 'm.' {b < m) / NEC (AvA-Tsez.) *MmVc'V {/x-) 

'saliva, pus'. 
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(12) (YOUNG) HORNED ANIMAL: Ls s-wi?-qa? 'buck deer' (root *wi?) // NEC *wMwV 

'sheep, lamb, young (horned) animal'. 

rCS:SevsNC1 

(13) HIDE, STEAL: Se k'^al- 'h.' // NEC *=igwVi 's.'. [Sa k'^' < *k'^ or *g\ 

(14) BEND, CURVE: Se k''^uc'- 'bend' (v.) // NEC *kie'wi- (also *c'vkwV) 'curved'. 

(15) (?) LUMP (body): Se 'lump of ankle' // NC *q'amq'(w)a 'knee, leg-bone'. 

(16) GOAT: Se x'^i^'ay 'mountain goat' // *Gwaia 'doe, hornless goat' (> AvA k'^bIV > 

Tlan. / Tsez. > Gin. h'^U, etc.). [NB: Altern.: NC ilyU. (Metath. *x'^il?- 

in pre-Sa?)]. 

(17) (?) DRIP, DRIZZLE: Se c'iq"^- 'drip' // NEC *cdwqf- 'drizzle'. 

(18) WASH: Se c'ax" I. NC *=HacwA. [Metath. and '^'n'-transfer in pre-Sa?]. 

(19) LOOK, EYE: Se c'il- 'look for' // NEC *c'i}V 'eye' [sic! Not 'eyelash, eyebrow']. 

(20) GIVE: Se yat- (from *=it- ?) // NC *=VtV. 

III. Selected Wk - NC Cognate Sets 

Phonetically, Wk languages are more archaic than Sa [a higlier frequency of laterals 

(close to that of NC); a higher frequency of inherited voiced consonants, etc.). We may use the 

following data. 

(1) WIDE: Wk:No, Ni ?aq-, NWk:He [?Aqa] II NC *fiarq’^. \-q- < RQ as in Sa]. 

(2) HOLE: WTc:Ni kux^'-ak H NEC *kHw§rV. [Wk x < *r, as in Sa?]. 

(3) KNIFE, SCRAPE: NWk kus- 'scrape off with a knife, shave' // NEC *k[i]swV 

(cutting tool). [Transfer of *w in pre-Wk ?]. 

(4) SEE; VISIBLE: Wk:No k'^a-hi, M. (=Ma?) k'^a-xi 'v.' ,/ NEC lex. suff. *=agwV 'see'. 

(5) DUST, DIRT: NWk: 'dust, powder' // NEC ^^^AworV’'dirt, turf. 

(6) NECK, THROAT, GOITRE: NWk:He q'"'u-q'^mi 'neck' NEC *q'wmV 'goitre, 

Adam's apple'. 

(7) BUTTOCK(S): NWk:Kw xim'a H NEC *xfiwimxV (also 'cheek') > Lezg. *xli(ni)X^- 

'buttock'. 

(8) DIRT: NWk cq"'-, zq'^-, c'q'^- 'dirty'; cf. Kw geq'^a 'dirt' [:Sa:UC ciq'^-i- 'dirt'?] // NC 

*g'Hiq'wA {/-G-). 

(9) SLIP: NWk ca?x- (as in Kw ce?xa 'slippery') // NEC *citx^vV. [Delab. in pre-Wk?]. 

(10) (?) FLOW: N^^'k:Kw caxis 'flowing down' // NEC *cHax^’- 

(11) FLOW, POUR; WASH: NWk cx'^- (as in Kw cx”'Ia 'overflowing') may, or may not, 

relate to NWdc c'ux"- > Kw c'ux'^'a 'wash' [cf. in Sa: UC c'ax^- and MC c'aw' 'wash' vs 

MC c'ax'^ 'pour out'] U NC lex. suff. *=Ha-cwV 'pour, wash'. 
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(12) FAT: NWK cnx^- ii NEC *c’enxwV 

(13) SHAKE: NWk:K\v culixa 'shatter' // NC *=e2wEl 

(14) SHORT: NWk c'k\ Kw [c'eA''“a] // NC jiftVF. 

(15) SCOOP: NWk c'iq- // NEC *caq'wa. [Cf. next, for Wk q (etc.) vs NC q'fv]. 

(16) NARROW, TIGHT: NWk c'/q'-, c'iq"^- (also with q, H NEC *c'jq'wV 'tight 

plait'. 

(17) (?) POLE, STICK: NWk c'wax-, Kw c'ux^- 'insert (pole)', c'x'^- 'stab'; zux'*'- 'log, 

pole' // NEC *c'wexV 'stick'. 

(18) ARROW: No c'ihat, Ma c'ixat (Wk root *c'ix- ?) // NC *c'anHV 

(19) FRESH: NWk:Oo c'uta (<*c'w- ?) // NC *=Vc'wV 'good, fresh, new' > NWC *c'"a. 

(20) BLACK: NWk c'ui- [:Sa:BC c'u- 'grey' ?] // NEC *Hc'dIV. 

(21) (TO) POINT: NWk c'm- 'idex finger; to point' [:Ci77-^ 'stand on tiptoes'] // NEC 

*c'umV 'tip, point'. 

(22) PLANT: NWk zm- (Kw zmi?, etc.) // NEC *c'amhV. 

(23) SHARPEN: NWk *zux'^- // NC *m3wA. [Metath. and w-shift in pre-Wk?]. 

(24) MILK: NWk: Kw, Oo zam'-a '(suck at the) breast'; *zm-x'''- 'milky' (in Oo) // NC 

*=am30 

'to milk, to drink'. [Wk underlying root *zm- from metathesized *zVmV'T\. 

(25) CROOKED, CURVED: NWk:Oo si?k-la 'crook-ed' // NEC *c'ukwV 'be hooked, 

curved; cook' 

(26) (?) MOUTH: NWk sms-, Oo sm-yat 'have mouth' // NEC *3wemV. [For phonetics, 

cf. Wk -s/zu 'you' (pi.) : NC zwe id.; Sa s/ca T : NC zd id. ?]. 

(27) CUT: NWk few- (in Kw verb fewik'^ // NC *=afwV. [Wk CVC vs NC CQ. 

(28) I: Kw -en\ cf. nus. He nfs 'be mine' [cf. Sa] // NC *nfr 

(29) DIRT: NWk niq”'- (Kw, Oo niq^'a 'dirty') // NEC *neq'wf 

(30) THROW: NWk:Kw nep'-id 11 NEC *l(H)ap'V / Urartu nap'- (as in nap'-ay- 

'overthrow'). [Wk n < *1(H) ?]. 

(31) SHOULDER: N^Vk n'ik'^- 'carry on the sh.' [:NWk nix- 'act with hand'?] // NC 

*nHiwGA 'arm, shoulder'. 

(32) (?) BERRY: NWk n'ux'^- (Kw n'ux'^a 'small blueberry') // NEC *niwGV. 

(33) SWALLOW (verb): NWk n'q'^- (Kw a'q'^a) // NEC *=HV-g'\vVn. [Metath. in Wk?]. 

(34) (?)MOUNTAIN GOAT: NWk n'ax- (He n'axa) // NEC *llEanxV. [NB Wk CVC : 

NC -CC-l 
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(35) FLASH: NWk:Ha I'pa 'flash a light' // NEC *l/iapV 'glitter, flash'. 

(36) BRIGHT: NWk:Kw iis-a 'fair (complexion)' // NC ^/ojT 'bright metal > Lezg. 

*lac:V- 'white', etc. (Lezg. languages shift the original meaning 'bright metal' to 'bright, 

white'). 

(37) (?) KIN: NWk.’Kw lul'i? 'nephew, cousin' (etc.) // NC Hi-^'fwV-iV (> NWC 

'seed, kin, clan, people'). 

(38) HARD: NWk: He k'ax- and Kw (etc.) ?c'ax- 'stiff, regid' [:Sa:LJC MC 

hard'] // NEC *l>werV 'hard', [^w-loss in Wk; ^w-transfer in pre-Sa?]. 

(39) (?) SKIN: NWk X'is- H NEC *^wajc'a 'skin, bark'. 

(40) (ACT WITH) HAND: NWk:Kw ^'ol- 'feel, grcpe with hand': NEC *^'6rS 'hand'. 

(41) DOG: NWk:Kw w'ac' 11 NC *gwaje > Darg. *k:'^ac:a (etc.). 

rv. Direct Comparison Between Sa and NC Daughter Languages 

Since the Sa proto-language is not yet sufficiently reconstructed, and since the existing 

reconstructions are fully, or almost fully, identical to roots in individual Sa languages (see above), 

we may compare roots of individual Sa languages directly to NC daughter languages (first of all, 
to reconstructed languages - ancestors of NC language groups). Predictably, roots/words of 

individual Sa languages are, on many occasions, identical or almost identical to roots/words in 
NC daughter languages. 

If we consider the following three cognate sets we may see that the closest link between 
Sa and NC languages is neither Sa-to-NC nor Sa-to-NEC but that between Sa and a certain NC 
daughter language, such as Nakh; 

(1) EYE: Ts:UC co-- (as in co-g'^a 'tear' = *'eye+water') / CS:Se ca- // Nakh. *ca- (< 

NEC *c'alV > Darg. *-cah, with preservation of the’NEC *-!-). 

(2) DOWN: Ts:UC lix'^i- 'walk downward' // Nakh. Nayu-a (cf. Chechen loya 'low', laya 

'down, below'; lay-alar 'descend, come down', etc.) < NEC (Nakh.-Lak.) *l/fVyV 'low'. 

[Note Sa -x'^- : Nakh. 

(3) GATHER, HANDFUL: IS:Th mug, mog"' 'gather' ? Nakli. *mug (< NC *mdg'V 

'handful, handle') / Tsez. *inogV. 

Now we may look through four short lists of cognate sets, namely, Sa vs AvA; Sa vs Tsez.; Sa vs 
Lezg.; Sa vs NWC. Occasionally, Wk - NC cognate sets are listed as well. 

1. A Few Comparisons Between Sa and Avar-Andian Languages 

The following list includes some comparisons between Sa languages and NC daughter 
languages. On occasion, Wk-to-NC cognate sets also appear in the list. 

(1) EYES, LOOK: / Ts:UC lex. suffixes =us-i- 'face, eye', -al-us 'eye' (:CS:Sq =us 'eyes' 

in c'ip'=us 'shut the eyes') // AvA *-us- 'to search' (> -us- in modern AvA 1-ges) < NEC 

*=HiinsV 'to look'. - The above comparison may be summarized as follows: 
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[=1] Sq =us 'eyes', UC =us(-i)- And. -us- < AvA *-us- 'search' < NEC *=HinisV 'to look' 

(2) TO SCRATCH: IS:Th and MC qas // AvA *qas:- < NEC *qalsV. 

(3) WHITE, BLUE: Ts:UC q'^a/ux"'- 'vvh.', q''^ix 'b,' // And. q:'^oj'h.' (<PAnd. *?V-q:'^'o-ji- 

< AvA *q:o?i- 'wh., b.' < NEC *=eQwA 'yellow'). 

(4) COLLAR-BONE: lS:Sp -q'wl- (root) // AvA *q''nu (< NEC *qHwdiwV 'neck, 

collar'). [Note Sa q'C) vs NC *qH(w)\. 

(5) LUMP, BUTTOCK(S): Ts:UC x'^um- 'lump' (in compounds, meaning 'elbow', 

buttocks'; cf. also IS;Th q''^9t-x'*'9ni' 'joint' vs NEC *q'Hw3ntV 'knee/elbow') // Wk:Kw 

xun'a [note delab. v] // AvA *x:'^[i]ni(V)xV i:'Lezg.*xli(ni)Xi') < NEC *xfiwmxV 

'buttock, cheek'. [NB *-mx- > -*-mVx^- 

(6) FAT: NWk cnx'^- (in Kw cnx'^i?, etc.) // NEC (AvA-Darg.) *c'enxwV. 

(7) SUCKLE, CHEW: (?) Ts:UC c'am-i- 's.' (<PSa *c'am' ) // AvA *cam- < NEC 

*=ec'Vm- 'gnaw, chew'. 

(8) POUR, WASH: IS:MC c'ax'*' 'pour', c'aw' 'wash' : Sp caw {:ca^"), c'ew' 'wash' // 

AvA *c:Vb- (b < *w) < NC *=Ha-cwA. 

(9) GROW(TH): IS:Th, CS:Ls X'ax'" // AvA *Xix:^j < NEC *X'6rxwV. [NB absence of 

pre-consonantal *r both in Th, Ls, - and in AvA; note also preservation of labial 

elements in these languages]. 

(10) LOOK FOR: IS:Sp X'e? / Ts:UC X'a? (etc.) (from PSa) // AvA X:V- < NEC *?ihV 

'to look'. [Metathesis in pre-Sa?]. 

(11) MUCUS, SALIVA: CS:Ls hbc' 'm.' {b < m) II AvA *Aaac:V and *A/AanjcV < 

NEC (AvA-Tsez.) *XaiiiVc'V (/x-) 'saliva, pus'. 

(12) PAY: Ts:UC mux'll- // AvA *mix'A^ 'pay' (> Av. mux) < NC *mVxtvt^ 'price, pay'. 

2. A Few Comparisons Between Sa and Tsezian Languages 

(1) SMOKE: Ts:UC q'^o-7 and q'^ux'^l; CS:Ls q'^as {s < x) Tsez. *q% *qo < NC 

*kyvuihV. [Sa 9“'matches Tsez. *q\ 

(2) JOINT: Ts:UC x"ut' 'bent up' IS:Th q'”'at-x'^am' h Tsez. *qotV and *qontV < NEC 

*q'HwantV 'knee/elbow'. [Note Sa -t' : Tsez. -t- and -nt- < NC *-ut-\ 

(3) STICK (noun): Ts:UC xac' 'stick' / IS:Th xac and xic 'wooden' // Tsez.:Gin. xi^^ < 

NEC *GHwalcV 'stick, board'. 

(4) ARROW: Ts:UC xalxa?-s (< *xal?a- ?) // NEC *fiwaRlV (also -/-) > Tsez. *hel / 

Lezg. *hal(:) (etc.). [Sa shows x vs *fiw (similar: NEC languages Tsez. and Lezg.). - Sa 

also seems to show 1 ... ? (from *? ... 1 ?) vs cluster *R1 in NEC]. 

(5) SHARP: CS:Ls x'^ac H Tsez. *?ac- < NC *Ru3wA. [w-transfer (from C to A) in pre- 

Sa?]. 
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(6) GROW(TH): IS:MC CO A'x / CS;Se (etc.) ' Tsez. *:^ex(:) < NEC 

*A'dixy^V- [NB preservation of [x] but loss of [w] both in CO, Se, - and in Tsez.]. 

(7) GATHER, HANDFUL; IS:Th mug, mog"'w- 'g.' // Tsez. *mogV (:Nakh. *mug) < 

NC *mdg'V 'h.' (also 'handle'). 

(8) SWALLOW, THROAT (etc.): IS:Th mag' 'satiate', mag'^ 'hold in mouth' (:Ls bag' 

'put/hold in mouth, swallow'; b < m)\ from PSa // Tsez. *mug 'throat' < NEC 

*/nV^'V7F'throat, larynx'. 

(9) HANDFUL: UC mo-?i- // Tsez. *moxV < NEC (Tsez.-Lezg.) *mH6xiT 

(10) HANDFUL: UC mo-i //. NEC *mar[^]a/o 'handful, armful' (> Tsez.rGin. me^eu 

'handful', etc.). 

3. A Few Comparisons Between Sa and Lezgian Languages 

(1) ANGER: Ts:UC gahx- 'angry' / Lezg. *gial(:) > Lezgi gel (:Nakh. *get) < NEC 

*Gwaiho 'gossip, offence, anger' (etc.). [Sa seems to show simplified g vs NEC *Gw 

(similar: Nakh.; Lezgi). - Besides, Sa shows a typical restructuring of the CVCCF-type 

root into CVCVC\. 

(2) DAY: Ts:UC g'ix- H NEC *Hwig'V > Lezg. *g:i 'today' < *Hwg't. [Metath. in pre- 

Sa?]: 

[=2] UC g'ix- 'day' Lezg. *g:i 'today' < *Hwg'r < NEC *Hwig'V 'day' 

(3) DRINK: Ts:UC g^o?! IS:Th ?u-g'^e? I CS;Se gV // Lezgi g’*'a- < Lezg. *?og'^a 'suck, 

drink' < NEC *?ugwV or *?ogwV 'drink'; actually a Lezg.-Tsez. isogloss (cf. also NEC 

lex. suff. *=VgV 'suck'). 

(4) (?) LOOK: Ts:UC ?ax- 'see' // Lezg. *?'^Vr (> Arch, hara-, in compounds; cf AvA 

*ha/orV) / Darg. *her < NC *^werV, noun and verb (an archaic root). 

(5) DARK: IS:MC c'eV 'shadow, dark' H Lezg. *c'oIV 'black; dark berry' (= raspberry, 

etc.) < NEC *Hc'dlV 'black'. 

(6) EYE: CS:Se c'il- 'look for' // Lezg. *cil- in *ci]-cim [sic!] 'eyelash' > Tab[asaran] 

cil-cim / Tsez. *ci(l)-c(im)- id. (to NEC *c'ilV 'eye'). - Se (Sa) and Lezg. (NEC) show 

an archaic feature; preservation of the 2nd root cons. *1. 

(7) BLINK THE EYES / EYELASH: BC c'im-ui 'blink the eyes' [:UC c'im-alis- 'open 

and shut the eyes; squint'] // Lezg. *cil-cim > Tab. cil-cim 'eyelash' (:Drav. *cimV 'blink, 

wink; eyelash'). - See above. 

(8) (?) ROT(TEN), PUS: IS:MC na?g' 'rotten meat' // Lezg. *nawg > Lezgi aajf'" (:Tsakh. 

naif) < NEC *newg'u 'pus'. 
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(9) LEAF, PLANT: Ts:UC A'ac'- 'grow' (plants) [a <*a ?] // Lezg. *^ca 'stem, stalk, 

leaf, grain' < NEC *A'ac/ca (l-e) 'leaf ('plant' in some lang.) [Lezg. glottalization pattern 

equals Sa]. 

(10) WOMAN: Ts:UC ianay', lex. suff. =]n(?) / Cs:Ls iaday? (d < n) // Lezg. *X:m:(ol) < 

NEC (Darg.-Lezg.) 

[Sa:UC word seems to match Lezg. root precisely: UC -ay- matches Lezg. *-ol, etc.]. 

(11) SNOW: IS:Th and MC mox'^'- : Sp mx(u) 'to snow' // Lezg.:Tab. mav'*al < NEC 

*marxal/iV. (12) MOUNTAIN, HILL, PILE: IS:Th mol 'pile up (dirt or snow)' // 

Lezg.:Arch, mul < Lezg. *muhlVl or *wu?IVJ < NEC *muHaIV 'mountain', etc. (In 

Tsez. also 'hillock, knoll'). 

(14) EYE: CS:Se wi]/’- 'peep, peer', BC -ui 11 Lezg. > Lezgi wil. Tab. ul / Darg. 

*huli. 

4. A Few Comparisons Between Sa and NWC Languages 

(1) STICK (etc ); CS;Ls q'^(9)iay? 'stick, log' // NC *q'w9l?a 'board' > Lezg. *qula 'board, 

shelf, lid, small plank' NWC *C'^3 'board, post, pole, stake'. [Non-glott. Sa 9"^matches 

NWC *G\ 

(2) SPARK: IS:MS clik"' (:ciXr‘'''shine'; cf. Th,Sp c'eA'"* 'shine, shiny') // NWC *cVk'^a / 

*cVj9k'^a < NC *c'wfjVkw6 'brand, spark, brilliance': 

[=2] Sp c'eAr'"''shiny' Tsez. *cak3 'fire-brand' WC 'spark, fb’ | 
_1 

< NC *c'w^Vkwd 

(3) FRESH: NWk:Oo c'uta i<*c'w- ?) // NWC *c'^3 < NC *=Vc'wV 'good, fresh, new'. 

(4) TWO; IS:MC tq'aw'-s (also C’q"^- in this root) // NWC *tql':''''A > Ubykh t'q''^a. 

(5) DO, MAKE: Ts;UC wi // NWC *W3 < NC *=ahwV(r) [ablaut *a/i\ (> NEC:Tsez. 

*=Vw-'). 

V. Genetically Related Compounds 

in Salishan and North Caucasian Languages 

We may identify CS:Se ca-cum(-an) 'eyebrow' with Nakh. *ca-c^Vm 'eyebrow'; this 

compound apparently consists of a word for 'eye' + word for 'hair' (;ST *cham)\ this latter 

component appears as *-c'Rweme in NEC (in 2 compounds, both for 'eyebrow' <'eye+hair'): 

(1) EYEBROW: CSSe ca-cum-an / Ts;UC cum-ay'is (*''hair' + 'eye') // (NEC *c'aIV- 

c'Rweme [rather than *c'ilV-c'Iiweme\ >) Nakh. *ca-c7 Vrn 'eyebrow'; cf. next ex. where 

the component 'eye' is different. 

(2) EYEBROW: BC -ui 'eye' + Se, UC cum in 'eyebrow' (ex. 1) // (NEC 

*c'Rweme >) Lezg. *?wjl('j)-c^em > Tab. ul-^i/am (eye+*hair). Cf. 'eye': (Lezg.>) Lezgi 

wil\ (Darg.>) Al:. hull. 

The NEC component *c'alV and/or *cilV means only 'eye'; gloss ''*c'ilV 'eyelash'" in NCED 

seems incorrect; when this root appears in compounds with the meaning 'eyelash' then the 2nd 
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comvonent is seneticallv different from the above *-c'fiweme {>'HzAsh. Lezg. *-c'*'em 

etc.) 

Accordingly, in a synonymous compound *^wn?i-*c’f\weme the 1st comvonent means 

only 'eve', not 'eyelash'. The 2nd component {-*c'f\weme) is used only in words for 'eyebrow', 

not in words for 'eyelash' (or 'eyelid') [cf. Sa:UC cum ay'is 'eyebrow' (*'hair' + 'eyes'); not to 
c'im- 'blink']. 

As we have seen, NEC compound *^wiPj-*c'Jiwenie 'eyebrow' > Lezg. *?'*'il(i)-c'^ein 

'eyebrow' is the underly ing form for Tab. ul-ci/am id.; labial element fw] in the 2nd component 

indicates that it originates from NEC *-c'fiweme. In Sa. wil-/wi’- (CS:Se) means 'peep, peer', 

and a related form -ui means 'eye(s)' (ace. obj. in BC c'im-ut)\ Sa cum is used only in words for 

'eyebrow'. 

It is incorrect to reconstruct the NEC word for 'eyelash', using the 2nd component 

derived from NEC *c'fiweme\ this latter always means 'eyebrow', never 'eyelash': so, there is no 

" *cil-6'^^em 'eyelash'" in Lezg.:Tab. cil-cim 'eyelash'. This root -cirn (Lezg. *-cim > Tab. - 

cim) is etymoloeicallv different from i/am (< Lezg. *-c'^em) in the word for 'eyebrow': ul- 

^i/am above. 

[In Sa, dim- means 'blink; contract; open and shut' (+ obj. 'eyes' in BC {-ut) and 

UC (-aJis-)). In NC we have Lezg. *-cim in Tab cil-cim 'eye-lash', and Darg. *cimi-cali- 

'eye-lash' (in Ak.). - In Drav. *cim- means 'wink, blink, twinkle; eyelash, eyelid'. - In 

Kartv. *c'am- means 'instant' [typologically matching Russ, mig vs. migat\ a verb]; 

*c'am-c'am 'eyelash(es)'. Old ablaut *i/a in N *c'imV/*c'amV [Dolg.: *c'-'\ 'blink the 

eyes; eyelid' reminds us of *-i/a in NEC *c'iJV/*c'alV 'eye'. 

We may add that NC shows only nominal meanings for the above words ('eye', 

'eyelash' etc.); Sa shows only nominal meanings for ca-, -ui 'eye(s)' but only verbal for 

Se c'il- ('look for'), wil/’- ('peep, peer'). - Drav. {*cim-) is used both as verbal and 

nominal stem. - Kartv. *c'am- means both 'instant' (verbal origin very likely) and 

'eyelash' {*c'am-c'am-\ verbal origin likely)]. 

It is incorrect to assert that words for 'eyelash' in many Lezs. lansuases "are completely 

distorted": they rather belong to different roots: Tab. Khiv. mic-mic may originate from the 

above *cim-\ Khl. cep-cep-^ 'eye-lash' (from *'cover-cover for/of eye'?), Kryz cap id.. 

Fit. cip-cip id. may match IS:MC cop- I- -ay/ 'eyelash(es), eyelid'; Ls cip-I-il 'shut the 

eyes', CS:Sq cip'-us id., etc. (Note NEC;Khl. -aj vs IS;MC -ay\ probably, *'eye, face'). 

Note also that words of the type Tsez. 'eyebrow, eyelash' *cic > Tsez. and Gin. ce-c 

(as stated in NCED) seem to contain {*cil- > *ci - >) ce- *'eye' + the 1st sound of the 

2nd component (apparently, < *-Vm- judging from the oblique base Cez. ce-cmo-). We 

may add that the 2nd component may be *'hair' in words for 'eyebrow', but in words for 

'eyelash' the root may be different (possibly *cim(V)- used in words for 'eyelash'; a 

homonym). 

We have, both in Sa and in NEC 
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(a) Ts:UC cd- 'eye' / CS:Se cj- // NEC *c'aJV > Nakh. *ca- Darg. -*cali 'eye' 

(b) CS:Se c'iJ- 'look for' // (NEC *c'ilV 'eye' >) Lezg. *cil- 'eye' / Tsez. *ci- 'eye' 

(c) CS:Se wil- 'peer' ' BC -ui 'eye' // (NEC >) Lezg. 'eye' > Tb ul- 

'eye', etc. 

(d) : r*'hair' in 'eyebrow'] Ts:UC cum- / CS:Se ca-cum-. Ls cub-ad // Lezg. *-c"’em in 

Tab. ul-S'i/am 

(e) BC c'im-ui 'blink the eyes' (Lezg. >) Tab. cU-cim 'eyelash' : Darg. *ciini-cali id. 

VI. Some Other Roots and Compounds Designating Body Parts 

There are many forms in both in Sa and NC, describing body and its functions. (Sa 

compounds of the type 'elbow-joint' relate to words, meaning 'twist, bend' (etc.), or 'lump' [note 

Sa variants with g 

(1) FINGER: IS:MC =aks-t // NC *k'asi/a (very archaic) 

(2) SMALL BONE: IS:MC s-k'"an'-k''^an’ 'bones (for stick-game)' // NC *k'(w)inV 'small 

bone' (also about small bones for playing dice). 

(3) ARM, EMBRACE (etc.): CS:Sq q'ac' [c' < *rC’ ?] ,7 Lak. and Khosr. gac 'shoulder' 

< NEC *qarc'wV 'shoulder, arm'. 

(4) HORN: (I) IS:Th q"ay' < *q"a'ir' (?) [y may originate from *1, *r\ / (II): IS:MC qax- 

, qx- (+ stressed "instrum." suff. -min), Sp and MS qx- (also with suff.) / NC 

*qwTrhV [// N *kErV (NB Sa stem II); St. '89 # 86]. 

(5) BREAST: \Vk *xud (or sim.) : No hu-(?c) NC *GwaUie 'udder, breast' (> AvA 

if'^arHV > Kar. Kori, etc.;. 

(6) HAIR (on the head): IS:Th q'^um 'head', MC q'^^um-gan 'head' (’'"hair' -I- 'head'; cf. 

Samish qan 'head', loc.) : MS q'"om-qan / CS:Sq s-q''''um-ay 'head hair' // NC *Q'(w)am?a 

'plait, mane; hair'. Cf. compounds: Sa:MC q''^'um-qan 'head' < *'hair on the head' vs 

NEC *q'(w)ain-cV 'hair on the temples'. 

(7) JOINT: IS:Th q"^at-x'^am' (*'elbow/knee [=joint]' -I- *'lump'?) / Ts:UC x'^ut' 'bent up' // 

Tsez. *qo(n)tV < NEC *q'HwantV 'knee/elbow'. [Note Sa -t' : Tsez. -t- / -nt- : NC *-nt- 

]. - See next. 

(8) (?) *LUMP: Ts:UC s-x'^um=ac'a 'elbow' (*'lump -i- arm'?), s-x"'um=mc 'buttocks, hips' 

("*lump + leg'?) // Wk:Kw xiin'a 'buttocks' // NEC *xkiwmixV 'cheek, buttock'. 

(9) COLLAR-BONE: lS;Sp (s-c'ini-)ai-q'^I-C (root <7'"'/-) 7 NEC *qHwofwV 'neck, collar' 

(> AvA *q^ilu). 

(10) (?) HEAD: NWk:K\v xum-s NEC hq'weml''horn, head'. 

(11) BODY: IS:CO =ic'a? H NEC *cdrxV 
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(12) FAT: NWk:Kw cnx'^-i?, noun > Kw c6nx'^a?i (noun) // NEC (And.-Darg.) *c'enxwV 

(also *c'enXV), adj. 

(13) HEAD: CS:Se c'aq' (root; from *c'iq'- ?) // NVVC *sql'a / Yen *ciGV {*c < *c) 

[Cf. NWk:Kw saq'a 'above'; cf. also Ath -ci?, etc.]. 

(14) MOUTH: NWk:Kw sem-s 11 NEC *3weinV\. 

(15) ARM, SHOULDER: CS:Ls dax 'arm' {d < n) : Sq nix id. '! NAVk n'ik'^- in He 

n'ik'^-Ia 'carry on the shoulder' // NC *nHiwGA. 

(16) FOREHEAD: Ts:UC X'ox'^'-s // NEC (AvA and Tsez.) *X'arq'we > AvA *Xaq'^ara (> 

Av. tayur) / Tsez. *Xoqo forehad, cap'. [Sa -x'^- may match Av. -jt;-; Sa *X:' < *X\ Sa o 

< *a]. 

[=16] UC /koi’"- 'fhd' Av. ta^-ur < *Xaq'*'ara Tsez.*Xaqo 'forehead' < NEC *X'arq'we id. 

(17) HIDE: IS:Th 7e;r'*''patch' : CO 'dress' : Sp MS ^x^ 'skin, clothes' // 

NEC 4e?/?wni- 'skin (of an animal)'. 

(18) EAR: IS:MS les-n' 'hear' {<*lex)\ Ka les-an 'hear' / CS:Ls luh 'hear' // NC *-leHle/i 

or *ieHe. 

(19) FAT, GREASE: IS:Th Z7?/T'‘f- 'grease' // NEC *ma[iwV. 

(20) HEAD, FACE: Ts:UC matin 'head' // NEC *mat'e/i 'face' [// N *niEt()a 'head, 

top']. 

(21) HORN: Ts:UC winaw' (i may originate from *i/e/e/S); cf. CS:Se wenaFaw // 

NWk:Kw weX'ax 'horn, antler' // NEC *wenX'V 'beak, horn; head'. [*-nX'- > Wk -X'- : 

Sa -nfVJF- ?]. 

VII. Shift of |w] in Pre-Salish When Compared with NC 

Sa often shows labials g'*', q"^, x'^, ?'^ where NC has no [w]. Appropriate NC 

words contain *Cw, *Lw. A pre-Sa methathesis may have simplified tlie pronunciation; it 

was easier to use [w] as a part of q'*', q'\ x'^, 7“'than as a part of *C'^, *L'^, so [w] 

shifted from [C, L] to [q, x]. 

(1) BEND, CURVE: CS:Se k''*'uc'- 'bend' (v.) // NEC *ki€'wf- (also *c'ukwV) 'curved'. 

(2) SHARP: CS:Ls x'^ac // NC *m3wA > Tsez. *?ac-\ Lezg. *fec:'^a-. 

(3) FLOW, POUR, WASH: IS:MC c'aw' 'wash' : Sp c’ew’, caw 'wash' / Ts:UC and 

CS:Se c'ax"'- 'wash' // NWk cx'*'- in Kw cx'^Ja 'overflowing' etc. // NC lex. suff. 

*=HacwV 'pour, wash' (> *6waHA ?). [Note that *w shifts from to ^ in Sa, and to 

X in Wk]. 

(4) (?) POLE, STICK: NWk c'wax-, Kw c'ux^- 'insert (pole)', c'x'*- stab' (cf. NWk zux'^- 

'log, pole') / NEC *c'wexV 'stick, chip, piece of wood, beam". 

(5) SHOULDER: NWk n'ik''- 'carry on the sh.' // NC *nHAvCA. 
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(6) BERRY; NWk n’ux"- (Kw n'ux'^a 'small blueberry') NEC *jmvGV. 

(7) ROCK: IS:Th ^'ix" 'rocY, gravel' H NEC A'wehru (/-/-) 'rock, cliff [pv-shift; Sa -x’^: 

(8) HARD: Ts:UC (:xa^'e-- id.) / IS;MC (note shift of glottalization to f"'; 

note : y, y < *L) / Ts;UC ;^'ax'^ / CS:Sq / BC ;^'ax'^ H NC, *twerV. 

[*fv shifts from left to right, after turns to x]; MC f may originate from *r, and y 

from *L]. 

Vin. Sporadic Spirantization of the Underlying Uvulars 

*Gw, *GHw, *q'w, in Salish 

Spirantization of uvulars, especially labiouvulars, is rather widespread both in NC and 

Sa, but this process is much more frequent when the voiced uvular *Gw is involved: 

(1) IS:Th q''^3t-x'^am' 'joint' vs Ts;UC x'^'ut' 'bent up' / Tsez. *qa(n)cV < NEC *qHw3ntV 

'knee/elbow'. [Note unstable pre-cons, nasal in NEC languages vs possible loss of *n in 

pre-Sa]. 

(2) IS:MC q"''ic'- 'twist' vs. IS:Sh, CS:Sq x'^ac’-x'^ac' 'joints' : CS:Se x'^ac'-q"''-uya 'wrist' / 

Ts:UC x'^'uc' 'bent up' / NEC:AvA-Lezg. *qHwemcV 'hook, curved' with unstable *-in- 

in Lezg. g/1a(n2^cF'bend, elbow, tip, point'. [NEC *q'- doesn't undergo spirantization; 

cf. also next ex.]. 

(3) STICK: IS:Th xac, xic 'wooden' / CS:Ls s-xac // Tsez his < TsKh *Xiesu, < 

NEC *GHwalcV 'stick, board; bolt'. [Spirantization and delabialization both in Sa and 

Tsez.]. 

(4) DEER: IS:MC x^aip- 'buck' / CS:Ls x'^el 'deer' // Gin. k'^H doe' < Tsez. < 

NEC *Gwala 'doe, hornless goat' (> AvA *ix'^'alV 'hornless goat ram'). [Spirantization both 

in Sa and in NC daughter languages (Nakh., AvA, Tsez.)]. 

(5) (?) ASK: Ts:UC ?o-x*'as (/ < x) li NEC (AvA-Lezg.) *Hreq\vA(r) > Lezg. *?erx'^a. 

(6) EAGLE: Ts;UC A'ixin / CS:Ls yax%)ala? [NB j < 4:] / Lezgi hq, Ag. liq! < Lezg. 

*Iiql^ < NC *lHig'wA 'eagle', etc. > NWC *la(r)q^'a (> Abaz. Iah''a, Ub. dax'^a). [Note 

delabialization in Ts:UC vs NEC:Lezgi-Ag., and spirantization x"'m CS:Ls vs A “'in Abaz. 

(and Abkli.), and x'^ Ubykh]: 

UC ^'ix-,hs yax'^ Lzg. leq < *liql'^ A lah"'a U dax”'a < WC *la(r)q'^a < NC *IHrg'wA 

(7) SEW; IS.’MC iax'^- : MS ix”' II NC *=ilg'wVn 'stick into, sew'. 

We may compare a case (ex. 8) where Sa -w- matches NC *-Gw-, indicating a shift *Gw > *}'fv 

> w (cf shifts of the type x'*' > w in Sa languages); 

(8) IS:Th maw-e 'gossip' (< Sa *maYW- ?) // NC *maG\vV 'word, sound, song'. - Cf. Sa 

Y < *(r)G, ex. 9. - Altern.: Th mawe : NEC *mharxwa 'tale' > Lezg. *max''', etc. 
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(9) IS:Th uigyew' 'l}'nx' // NEC *mHarGVwV 'tom-cat' (> Lezg. *marq:law > Ag. 

marRu). - Cf. NWk;He mauxwa 'bob-cat'. 

IX. Reduction of Underlying Clusters in Salish; 

-VC < *-VRC- (*R = n/w, 1, f) 

On many occasions, Sa shows reduction of prehistoric intervocalic clusters to single 
consonants; the cluster itself may be a reduced fonn of an underlying sequence -CVC-: 

(1) [f < *Jit] IS:Th q''^3t-x^3m' 'joint' (cf. Ts;UC 'bent up') // NC *q'Hw3ntV 

'knee/elbow'. 

(2) {k < *nk] GOOD: NWk:Kvv ?ik // NEC *mkwV 'right, good'. 

(3) [c' < *mc\ MOUNTAIN GOAT: NWk:Ha c’aG (< *Gac' ?) U NEC (AvA-Darg.) 

*Gainca > Darg. *q:aca (with c: in some dialects). 

(4) [c < *Nc < *mVc] ANT: BC qac-qH / NEC:Nakh. *qec j- AvA *Eamca < NC 

*q/GamVc'V (also 'grasshopper'). [Cf., in North America: Tsimshian s-gans-gojinxt 'ant'. 

- Note also N *K'[u]c'\' 'ant'] 

(5) [/ < *in^ MOUNTAIN GOAT: NWk:Kw p'lx (root) /, NEC *bHewU 

(6) [c' < *rc] ARM, EMBRACE (etc.): CS:Sq q'ac' // NC *qarc'wV 'shoulder, arm' 

(7) [c < *Ic\ STICK: IS:Th xac, xic 'wooden' / CS:Ls s-xac // NC *GHwalcV 'stick, 

board' 

(8) [s < *Is] TO SCRATCH: IS:Th and MC qas- // NC *qa}sV (> AvA. *qas:-, Darg. 

*qars:-) 

(9) [i/r < *rH\ COLD: IS:MC c'q{- : Sp e'er II NC *c'wErHV. 

(10) [q”^ <*rq'w\ DIRT: NWk:He miq'^a 'dirty, muddy' / NC mHirg'wV 'dirt, rust' 

(Lezg.:Kryz meq). 

X. A Few More Examples of Simplification of the Underlying Roots in Salishan 

Table I shows nine cases of simplification of original clusters in Sa: Underlying *c'w- 

/*c'fiw-/*Hc'w- becomes c'- (and c- in a compound) in Sa; becomes Sa m-, *q'Hw- 

becomes Sa q'\ etc. 

TABLE I 

a EC *Hc' wej mo leg-bone 

PSa *(s-) c' u/a m' bone 

b EC *-c’R we me eyebrow 

CS:Se -c u m- eyebrow 

c NC *c' a jiHV arrow 

No c' i- h- arrow 

d EC *c' wi iRV stick, branch 

IS:MC c' a /, MS c' i 1 tree 

e EC *Rwm a Rwa moist,pool 

IS:Sp 777 o flow 

f EC *q'Hw e meV curved 

IS:MC q"^ i c’- twist 

59 



g EC *q'Rw6lV cow, mare 

IS:MS q"^ey-q''^ay bison, buff. 

h EC *M1wemV liquid (adj.) 

CS:Sq rain, hm? de.w 

i EC *mh a IV warm (/-n-) 

IS:CO a 1 {:ina^l) warm 

[To ex. a: Cf. Eyak-Ath *c'em? 'bone' [] b; EC root is preceded in this compound by *c'ilV- 

'eye' (:CS:Se c'il- 'look for') [] c; Altern.; NEC *6'^ V 'reed, cane; arrow' [] d: Cf. WkrNo c'ai- 

aq 'branching out' [] g: Cf. Th q^is-p [devoicing] [] h: N *LaHm u, 'marsh, silt, wet' (St. 

'89#106) [] i: Cf. NEC:Ts. moH:V\ 

Cf. some other examples of simplification of the underlying roots in Sa (end of the underlying 

roots seems to be lost): 

(1) EAR, HEAFL: IS:MS les-n' 'hear' {<*Iex): Kalispel les-an 'hear' / CS:Ls luJ: 'hear' (cf. 

Ts:UC s-lix-n 'ear-lobe') // NC *ieH4e/i {*i because of Hurr. lela 'ear') or *-ieHe (if Hurr. 

-h is a suff.). 

(2) HIDE (Sa has both a regular word and a lex. suffix); IS:Th fex'patch' ; CO 4x'^ 

'dress' ; Sp =elx'^: MS 'skin, clothes' // Lezg. *le? 

'skin' < NEC ie?/?wiH 'skin of animal'. 

(3) SWALLOW, THROAT (etc.); lS;Th rang''satiate', rang"''hold in mouth' (:CS;Ls baq' 

'put/hold in mouth, swallow'; b < m) . NC *mVg'ViV \hroal, larynx' 

XI. Some Salishan CFCFC-type Roots and their NC Cognates 

In many cases Sa roots of the type CVCFC seem to have developed the part -CVC from 
underlying clusters -CC-. Some roots show late suffix-like additions. 

Example 1 seems to show -CVC from -CC-, as well as a reduction *Gw > q, possibly, in 

an unstressed position. Sequence -x'^aq"*' (secondary labialization in (f?) in example 3 

seems to match NC *-rq'w-. Sequence -qiw in example 4 may relate to NC *-gw-\ cf. - 

saw- vs *-sw-\ in example 5 (note here also y vs *i). For the process -CVC < -CC- in 

pre-Sa, cf. AvA;Lak. ciniq < NEC *c'ang'V 'lynx, panther' (etc.). 

(1) ANGER (etc.); Ts:UC qai(9)x- NEC *Gwaiho/3 'gossip, offence, anger' (UC x : 

NEC *h). 

(2) (?) WAR; CS;Ls xiHx // NEC *he{V. [Sa may show x vs NC Z,-type cons.; same in 

NC]. 

(3) (?) ELK, GOAT (etc.): IS;Th cax'^aq’'^- (first stem in 'doe') /.■ NEC *dVrq'wV 'he- 

goat'. 

(4) HORSE, DO.NKEY: Ts;UC tiqiw 'h.' ' CS:Sq s-taqiw 'h.' // NEC *dhogwa 'd.' < (?) 

NC *t'HdgwV 'hoofed animal' (covering also NC *t'ugV 'he-goat'). 

(5) TREE: Cs:Ls yesawi 'alder' // NC *raswe 'tree, wood'. 

In examples 2 and 6, auslauting consonants ma)' represent a relatively late addition. Sa word in 

ex. 2 {xilix) seems to show structural and phonetic symmetiy', typical for Yokuts (Penutian). 
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(6) EAGLE: / TsrUC *^'ixin (?) (:CS:Ls yax'^ala?) // NC *lHig'wA (also with *iH-, *-g-) 

> Lezg. *liq'l'^ > Lezgi leg'! Darg. *7ixi-Hq'an, loss of labialization, as in TsrUC?. 

(7) LAND, EARTH: CS:Ls 4alil 'to go ashore, to land' // NC ^IhemLm 'earth'. [The 

underlying cluster *-mLw- is probably simplified to -I- in Sa; CV'CVC-status is acquired 

by adding -(V)!]. 

Example 8 shows CVCVC becoming a CECC’-root, but it still behaves as a two-vowel root, 

namely, CVC[V]C, - othertvise it would lose tlie nasal {*-VmC- > -VC-). - Example 9 is usually 

interpreted as root-type CCVC, it is still pronounced as CVCVC. 

(8) CS:Ls iobc'- 'mucus' {b < ni) 11 NEC *MmVc'V (/x-) 'saliva, pus' > AvA *?ta(m)c:V 

'saliva' 

(9) IS:Th msyew' 'lynx' // NC *mHarGVwV 'tom-cat' [Cf. WkrHe mauxwa 'bob-cat']. 

Xn. Salishan Roots that Match N(E)C Lexical Suffixes 

N(E)C lexical suffixes frequently match both Sa roots and Sa lexical suffixes. NC lexical 
suffiixes show genetic links to Sa much more frequently than "regular" N(E)C roots do. N(E)C 

lexical suffixes may correspond either to lexical suffixes or to regular roots in N(E)C daughter 

languages. 

We may deal with pre-Sa metathesis in examples 1-4. 

(1) [Type C'^Vy in Sa vs =iCwV in NEC] GO: 1S:MS x^u, x''uy 'go' // NEC lex. suff. 

*=iXwV 

(2) [Type C”'Vw in Sa vs =VCwV (-V = -U 1) ] BURN: Ts:UC kaw, k'^aw II NEC:East 

Dag. *=dgwV (> Lezg. *?ok:% / Kliin. =ek:- / k:-). 

(3) [Type C'^VC(V) in Sa vs =iCC\vV in NC (> =iCVC ?)] RIPE(N): Ts:UC q''^ali 'ripe' 

i<*ilq''^a, with 1 from *r ?) // NC *=rrq'wA 'ripen' > NEC:AvA *=iq(-Vl)- 'ripe(n)'. [Cf. 

frequent 1 < *r in Sa; pre-Sa *q'wirV ?] 

(4) [Type CVw' / CVH”' in Sa vs (? CwVHV <) =HVCwV in NC (> CVw)] POUR, 

WASH: IS:MC c'aw' : Sp c'ew' 'wash' / CS:Se c'ax"' / Ts:UC c'ax"' [from underlying 

*c'waHAl] 11 NC *=HacwA 'pour, wash', or *=HacAw > AvA *c:Vb-. shifts from 

c- to X-. - Note that both Sa and AvA CVC matches NC root type =HVCVw (rather 

than =HVCwV)]. 

(5) [Type in Sa vs =iCCwV m NC] DIE, KILL: IS:Th k'ax" 'cripple' : MC 

'die, kill' / (?) CS:Ls hx'^- 'hunt' (also IS:MS /, NEC *=iI/wV- {l-qw-) 'die' vs 

*=iIXwV- 'kill'. [Note sound symbolism in NEC]. 

[=5] Sa:MC 'die, kill' ? Ls 4ax'^- 'hunt' NEC *=ilxn'V- {l-qw-) 'die'; *=ilxwV- 'kill' 

(6) [Type =VCwV in NEC] WHITE, BLUE: Ts:UC q'^a/ux'^- 'wh.', q''^ix- 'b.' // NEC 

*=egwA 'yellow' > AvA *q:o?i- 'wh., b.' >Av. q:aha-b 'wh.', Chad, qaha-b 'wh.'. And. 

q:”'oj'h.' (PAnd. *?V-q:'^o-ji-). 
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(7) [Type C^VC(u) in Sa vs =HV-CwVC in NEC] FEAR: Ts:UC q'^anu- // NEC (AvA 

and Lezg.) *=Ha-GwVn 'tremble, be afraid' > AvA *=ijfVn- / > Cham. Kiirin-, 

Tind. aman- / Lezg. ?aq:l ”'Vn- > Arch. e=ql "in-. 

(8) [Type CVC"' in Sa vs =iCCwVC in NC; altern.; Sa CVC"' is a metath. of CwVC\ 

SEW: IS:MC : MS II NC *=il^wVn. - Pre-Sa may represent a metath. of the 

old *q'wil-. 

(9) [Type wVC in Sa vs =ViyCn'V in NEC] TO OPEN: Ts:UC wal-a- II NEC 

*=ewX(w)V > Lezg. *?awXi-'un\oc]si'. - (Cf Ts:UC wax- 'open (eyes)' // NEC *=ewX(w)V 

> Darg. *?awx:- > ?abx:- 'to open'). 

(10) [Type CVC"*'in Sa vs =iCCwV(C) in NC] BEND: IS:Th laq'"3w-t 'bend over' // 

NC *=ilg’wV(i). 

(11) [Type CV in Sa vs =VCwV(C) in NC] DO, MAKE: Ts:UC wi II NC *=ahwV(r) 

[ablaut *a/i\ > NEC:Tsez. *=Vw- / NWC *W9. 

[=11]UC wi- do, make Tsez. *=Vw id. WC *W3 id. < NC *=ahwV(r) id. 

(12) [Type CVC(V) in Sa vs =VCVC in NEC (> CVq] SUCKLE, CHEW: Ts:UC c’am- 

i- 'suckle' // NEC *=ecVni- 'gnaw, chew' >AvA *cVm- 'chew' ! Darg. *calin-. 

(13) [Type CV in Sa vs =VCCV in NC (> VCVQ] SPEAK, TELL, TALK: Ts:UC cu-t, 

cu-n (<PSa) // NC *=[i]incU > AvA *=ocVn- / WC *c:^a 

[=13] UC cu(-n) <PSa AvA *=oc Vn- 'talk' ! WC *c:'^a 'talk' < NC *=[i]mcU 'talk' 

(14) E')'E, LOOK: Ts:UC =us-i- 'face, eye', -al-us 'eye' // NEC *=HimsV 'to look' (> 

AvA *-us- > -us- 'to search' in modern AvA 1-ges) [cf. NEC *c’il- 'eye' : Sa 

[=14] Sq =us 'eyes',UC =us(-i)- -us- < AvA *-us- 'to search' < EC *=HimsV 'to look' 

(15) [Type yVC in Sa vs =iCCwV in NC] (TURN) AROUND; IS:Sp yir (and a 

borrowed yal ?) / Ts:UC yal (1 < *f) 'around' // NEC *=:jrifwV 'roll, turn around'. 

(16) [Type yVC in Sa vs =iCVC in NC] SPIN, WEAVE: CS:Ls yiq'- 'weave, knit, spin' 

/ Ts:UC ysq'^- 'twist, spin' // NC *=iqar 'weave' (verb preserved only in WC and 

E.Daghestan languages) > NEC *wiqVrHV > *qwVrHV '(smthg) woven' > Darg. *q'^alr > 

Chir. qulr 'horse-cloth' (etc.). 

(17) [Type yVC in Sa vs =iCwV in NC] RETURN: Ts:UC yac'- 'turn back, turn around 

and come back' // NC *=icwE 'come, return'. 

(18) [Type ?iC(C) in Sa vs =/CwVC in NEC] EAT; Ts:UC ?Hn - NEC *^i?wVl 'feed 

on, eat' (> Tsez. *he n- *hell-). 

(19) [Type 7VC"‘'in Sa vs =iCwV m NEC (> =VCn'V)] GO; CS;Ls ?ux”' II NEC *=ixwV 

/ *=igwV 'go, come, enter' (> Tsez. *=ux:'^- 

(20) [Type ?VC in Sa vs HVCCV(C) in NEC (> =VQ-] SEE: Ts:UC ?9X, ?a-?xn // NEC 

*=Harg'V(n) 'see, find' (> Tsez. *=^- / Darg. *=ahl-). 
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(21) [Type CVC'^ (with redupl.?) vs =VCV in NEC (> CVCV with redupl.)] QUICK: 

Ts:UC 'quick, hurry' // NEC *=axV 'quick, sv\’ift' (>AvA > Cham. X'^X'^ 

id., Cham. Gig. X-^X-^ 'quickly'; similar in other AvA languages). [Sa almost equals 

AvA]. 

[=21] UC xax"' 'quick' Cham. X-iX-’J 'quickly' < AvA *X-IX-X- < EC *=axV 'quick' 

Xni. NC Words with *r and Their Cognates in Sa Languages 

One of a few significant changes from PSa to individual Sa languages is the evolution of 
the underlying */• and its variants. Even in conservative Sa languages, the reflexes differ, being 

realized as r, 1, /, y, (in many cases:) x, r consonants x, x, r 7 may be 

labialized ([w] represents a neighboring labial vowel or an underlying labial consonant). 

(1) DIRT: Ts:UC g'ax- 'mud, smear, paint' // NC *q'are {*r > x '\n Sa?). 

(2) BANK: MC xar'-xar'-t 'steep bank' (root metath.?) A NEC *reGV. 

(3) DAY: Ls lax i: NC *ribV. [Sa 7 may originate from *i]. 

(4) HARD: PSa *;^'a^^/x'^- > Ts:UC / CS:Sq Hk'ax'^ / BC (Nu) A'ax'^l^'af vs IS:MC 

// NC *hwerV ([w] shifts to the right, to a more "comfortable position", after *r 

turns [x]; there is also a shift of glottalization from L' - H to Y - H). 

(5) WOOD: CS:Ls yesawi 'alder' // NC *raswe 'tree, wood' (Sa y- < *r, *-Sw- 

becomes -saw-). [(6) BREAK: IS:Th ma^': CO : MC ma^'" ■. Sp maw' // SC:ST 

*muar 'bite' vs N *murV, St. '89 #127 (shift of the type *mwar > *marw in pre-Sa?)]. 

[(7) (BE) VERY SICK, DIE: IS:Sp mix" \ MS mix" CS:Ls mix"'{< [mIx/rU]?) // N 

^marV] 

There are many other Sa roots that can be linked to Kartv.. some of them may indicate old SC 

borrowings to Kartv., but most forms seem to reflect genetically related, inherited roots. 

The following examples cover the shift from an underlying cluster of the type *X(w)r to 

Sa (labio)uvular sounds, velar sounds (including y), ? (> '); relatively seldom \q r - i - y. 

(This is similar to the development of *r in Sa) 

[(8) OLD: IS *kix 'close elder fern, relative' // SC:ST *Kri H N *kirHA (St. '89 #50)]. 

(9) HORN: (I) IS:Th q"'ay' (j may originate from sonorants of the type y, 7, 7, X', r, -' 

in -y' may indicate an underlying *H) / (II): IS:MC qax-, qx- (+ stressed "instmm." 

suff. -min\ loss of [w] in an unstressed root in a compound CCV)C-CVQ : Sp and MS 

qx- (with suff.) // NC *qwirbV (Sa stem I *q"'a/ir' seems to match NC) // N *kErV (NB 

Sa stem II); St. '89 # 86. 

(10) COLD: IS:MC c'af 'cool off : Sp e'er, c'al\ cf. Ts:UC c’ix, etc. II NC *c'wErHV. 

(11) BOY: IS: CO t-twi-t : MC tw'i-t : MS t-t'wi-t : Th tawi-t (dimin. t?u-t 'little boy' 

may come from a Sa root for 'little') / CS:Ls tawix"- 'child/offspring' (root in pi. form 

'children') // NEC *dwirxE 'boy, son'. - As for IS:MC t'af’"'- 'little', Th t?u- (etc.), cf. 

NC *t'iHV 'small, little' (possibly = NC *t'iHU > AvA *t'VH"’V-). 
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(12) (?) GROW(TH): PSa *^'ax‘^ (as both in IS and CS) ’grow(th), old' > CS:Ls *A'ax'^ 

'grow(th)' - Also IS:CO A'x : MC A'sx- (root) 'grow up' / CS:Se ^'ax-ax *'grown up' > 

'old person' // NEC ^■A.'brxwV 'sprout'. (Sa *a is shown by both mam branches: IS:CO 

and CS:Ls). 

(13) ROCK: IS:Th A'rock, gravel' // NEC ^'wehru (i-J-) 'rock, cliff [Note '"'w'-shift, 

from left to right in pre-Sa]. 

(14) (?) INTESTINE: MC p'i?-p'i? 'guts, int-s' // NEC *bfier^'V 'large intestine'. 

(15) LYNX (etc.): IS:Th m(3)Ysw // NEC mHarCVwV 'tom-cat'. 

(16) TELL A STORY: lS:CO m'ay?-, m'ay'a?- : malxa? 'lie' (a different root?) , MC 

may'- (root) 'tell a story, confess' // NEC harxwa 'tale'. [CO m'- seems to match NC 

Conclusion 

The Salishan(-Wakashan) languages seem to originate from a prehistoric language (or 
languages) that was (or were) very similar to North Caucasian (being later "tom away" as a result 

of some prehistoric migration, ending up in northwestern America?). Salishan languages may or 

may not be a part of the North Caucasian language family [as represented by NCED]; on occasion 

they show close parallels either to Avar-Andian, or to Lezgian, or to Northwest Caucasian 

languages: for instance, Sa:Sq i9m(?) 'dew' (cf t3in?-x'^ 'rain') matches easily AvA *A:imV- 

'liquid' (as in And. X:emi) and Lezg. *X:alma- (but not Lak. and Darg ), as well as the more 

complex proto-form NEC *^HwemV 'liquid' (adj ): tliis cannot be a coincidence, there are too 

many such precise correspondences, (cf also numerous Wk-NC exact matches, such as He 

q''^en-G'^a- 'throat'vs AvA *q:'*'an-q:'^a < NEC *Gwan-Gwa 'throat'; or NWk = Kwcnx‘L 'faf 

vs NEC = AvA-Darg. *c'enxwA 'faf; or No k'^ith- 'tap, knock' vs AvA *k'^irta 'hammer' [> 

Tind. kota, etc.]/NWC *k:3t'^V'axt'). 

We would expect such a state in a separate group(s) of languages that are closely related 

to the languages in question (i.e., NC). Lexico-granunatical material of Salishan languages - 

which connects these languages witli NC - is enomious. 

Besides the Salishan-Wakashan languages there are several other languages in North 

America that are related to the North Caucasian (or, more broadly) Sino-Caucasian languages of 

Eurasia; first of all, some language isolates: Chemakum, Kutenai, etc.; Eyak-Athapaskan, Tlingit, 

Haida, Algic (and possibly also Keresan and Siouan), and others. 
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Toward Reconstructing Proto-South Khoisan (PSAK) 

Christopher Ehret 

University of Califomia/Los Angeles 

My goal in this article is to accomplish two things. The first is to report on a work in progress, a 

comparative historical reconstruction and etymological dictionary of South Khoisan (Southern African 

Khoisan), and on the preliminary sound correspondences and sound shift rules that can be formulated 

from that data. The second is to raise some very strong points on the full applicability of the comparative 

method to Khoisan and on how well it appears from the available evidence to work for the Khoisan 

family. 

A work in progress 

The year before last I undertook the task of building up a systematic phonological reconstruction 

of the proto-South (proto-Southem African) Khoisan (SAK), drawing on the materials available in new 

first-rate dictionaries of key languages from the Zhu and Taa-!Ui branches of Southern African Khoisan 

family (Dickens 1994; Traill 1994), as well as on the insights and new discoveries of Rainer Vossen’s 

reconstruction of the Khoe branch (Vossen 1997). In the spring of 2002,1 put these materials together in 

the form of a preliminary draft etymological dictionary of 1500-plus proposed roots, in order to present 

them for discussion at a workshop at the Santa Fe Institute held in the summer. 

Late in 2002 I went back through the draft dictionaiy, correcting mistakes, removing re¬ 

dundancies and unsustainable cases, and adding a number of further etymologies. The draft dictionary as 

it now stands also includes two kinds of supplemental information, which I have added at hundreds of 

points in the dictionary: 

1. At the summer workshop meeting, I had presented proposed sets of old verb and noun 

suffixes in Khoisan. Some remain productive in modern-day languages. Others are no 

longer productive but can be postulated through either internal or comparative reconstruction. 

Wherever the reflexes of these suffixes appear to be present in the proposed cognate of the 

etymological dictionary, a notation to this effect has been added to the relevant entiy. 

2. In addition, I have entered semantic explanations in the etymological dictionaiy wherever the 

semantic connection did not seem transparent. 
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This is not the time or place to present the currently 325-page-long etymological dictionary. I am 

hoping to turn it into a completed monograph with text by the end of 2003. For the present, however, we 

can preview something of the directions of research the etymological dictionary permits us to pursue. 

The comparative data contained in the dictionary allow us to propose rigorously regular sound 

correspondences among the well-studied languages—in the segmentary phonology to a virtually 

neogrammarian standard—despite the great time depth that separates the branches of SAK from each 

other. The most probable archaeological correlation of the initial spread of SAK languages with the 

Wilton archaeological horizon places this time depth at around 8,000-9,000 years (Ehret 1997, 2000). 

There are strong internal indications of the overall validity of the scheme of SAK phonological 

reconstmctlon; 

a. The consonant correspondences as revealed in the etymological dictionary allow one to 

construct general sound shift laws, along natural directions of sound change, that explain the 

consonant outcomes in systemic, ordered, and parsimonious ways. 

b. The vowel sound correspondences normally follow fully regular patterns as well, although 

with sporadically free-variant outcomes for the set of reconstructed front-vowel-final 

diphthongs. 

One pair of vowel outcomes remains to be fully explained at this point: Usually PSAK *o > !Xo6 (Taa- 

!Ui) u /C_C[+labial]. But in a significant minority of cases involving this particular environment, PSAK 

*0 remains /o/ in !Xoo. The governing environments of these alternative outcomes apparently need 

further specification. 

The proto-South Khoisan (PSAK) language was surely tonal, just as are its modern-day 

descendants. With great tentativeness one can propose a system of four tones in roots of two or more 

morae. Each mora of a word in this system carried a tone. For now, five tone distinctions are needed to 

account for tonal correspondences in single-mora roots, but we may well eventually be able to identify 

conditioning factors allowing us to simplify the tones to four in those roots, too. 

The patterns as revealed in the etymological dictionary leave one big problem as yet unresolved, 

namely the correspondences among the secondaiy articulatory features of vowels in early SAK: nasal, 

pharyngeal, breathy, laryngeal, and sphincteric. One proposal I will be investigating is that the instances 

of non-regularly correspondng secondary features in stem vowels originated as features belonging to the 

vowels of suffixal mor|)hemes added to the stems, with these secondaiy features of the suffixal vowels 

then spreading leftward to the stem vowels. This proposition would make phonetic sense because it is 
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characteristic of the secondary features in SAK languages to occur right across the vocalic morae of the 

word. 

Consonant sound correspondences and sound shifts 

PSAK had very complex array of consonant articulations, including numerous word-initial, 

complexly articulated consonants as well as numerous word-initial consonant clusters. We will first lay 

out the systematic sound correspondence patterns among the three well known SAK languages—!Xo6 for 

the Taa-!Ui branch, Ju-/Hoan (often shortened to “Ju” here) for the Zhu branch, and Nama for the Khoe 

branch. Subsequently we will go on to propose sound shift histories and to consider the question of 

which of the multiply articulated items might be single consonants and which might be clusters. 

Table 1 lays out click consonant correspondences, which Table 2 performs the same service for 

the non-click consonants. A double asterisk notation (**) in the tables indicates a reconstruction that 

would fit an empty slot in the systemic array, but is not attested as yet by any actual cases, or else has 

possible reflexes from only one of the three branches. A blank space means no instances of the item have 

yet been identified in the relevant language. In those instances in Table 2 where the Nama non-click 

consonant differs from its reconstructed proto-Khoe etymon (in Vossen 1997), the proto-Khoe etymon is 

placed in parentheses following the Nama reflex. 
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Table 1. Regular Correspondence of the Click Consonants and Consonant Clusters in SAK 

PSAK !Xoo$ lu Nama PSAK !Xoo$ Ju_ Nama 

*! / / /kh ♦/q" /qh /’h /h 

*# # # #kh *#q'' #qh #’h #h 

*! ! ! !kh *!q'’ !qh !’h !h 

*// // // //kh *//q'' //qh //’h //h 

*e © ! /kh *0q'' 0qh !’h /h 

*/q /q / /kh *g/h Ig g/h /h 

*#q #q # #kh *g#h #g g#h #h 

*!q !q ! !kh *g!h !g g!h !h 

*//q //q // //kh *g//h Hg //h 

*eq 0q ! **g0h 

*/g /g gJ Ig ^g/q" g/qh /g 

**g #g g* *g *g#q" g#qh g# #g 

*!g !g g! !g ♦glq" g!qh g! !g 

♦//g Hg gj! H ^g/Zq" g//qh //g 

*0g ©g g! Ig **g©q'' g0qh 

*/G /G gj Ig 

* 
era

 

/q gJ /g 

*#G . #G g# *8 **g#q 

*!G !G g! '■g *g!q !q g! !g 

*//G IIG g)l llg ♦g//q //q gJ! Hg 

*0G 0G g! Ig **g0q 

*/h /h /h /h ♦/G" G/qh gJ Ig 

*#h #h #h #h 

*!h !h !h !h ♦IG" G!qh g! 

*//h //h //h //h ♦//G" G//qh gJ! Hg 

♦0h 0h !h /h ♦♦©G" 
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PSAK !Xoo$ lu Nama 

*/x lx lx /kh 

*#x #x #x #kh 

*!x !x !x !kh 

*/lx l/x llx //kh 

*ex ©X /kh 

*g/x g/x g/x /kh 

*g#x g#x g#x #kh 

*g!x g!x g!x !kh 

*g/lx g//x gllx //kh 

*gQx g©x g!x /kh 

*/x’ /kx’ lx’ / 

*#x’ #kx’ #x’ # 

*!x’ !kx’ !x’ ! 

*//x’ //kx’ llx // 

*©x’ ©kx’ !x’ 

*/q’ /q’ lx' / 

**#q’ 

*!q’ !q’ !x’ ! 

*//q’ l/q llx’ II 

**eq’ 

*g/x’ g/kx’ g/x’ 

*g#x’ g#kx’ g#x’ H 

*g!x’ g!kx’ g!x’ !g 

*g//x’ g//kx’ g//x’ 

*g©x’ g©kx’ g!x’ 

PSAK !Xoo$ Tu Nama 

*g/q’ /q' g /g 

*g#q’ #q’ g#x’ #g 

**g!q’ 

*g//q’ //q’ (g//) //g 

**g©q’ 

*/’ /’ /’ / 

*#’ #’ #’ # 

*[’ !’ !’ ! 

*//’ //’ //’ // 

*©’ ©’ !’ / 

♦/n /n In 

*#n #n n# #n 

*!n !n n! !n 

*//n //n nil 

*©n ©n In 

*/n /n n! In 

*#n #n n# #n 

*!n !n n! !n 

*lln //n n// //n 

*©n ©n n! In 

*’/n ’/n n/ In 

*’#n ’#n n# #n 

*’!n ’!n n! !n 

*’//n ’//n nil //n 

*’©n ’©n n! In 
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PSAK !Xoo$ lu Nama PSAK !Xoo$ lu Nama 

*n/h /n n/h /n 

*n#h #n n#h #n 

*n!h !n n!h !n 

*n//h //n n//h //n 

*neh n0h /n 

Table 2: Regular Coirespondences of the Non-click Consonants and Consonant Clusters in SAK 

(2.A. Non-sibilant obstruents) 

PSAK !Xoo$ Tu Nama PSA !Xoo$ Tu Nama 

*b 0(bA/J b b(*b) *g g g g~k (*g) 

*b'’ bh (*P) *G G k g~k 

*P 0 p (!Ora^/) (*p) *gh gkh gb kh 

*pit 0 ph P 
♦G>> Gqh g (*g) 

*P’ 
> 

P (*P) *k k k g~k (*k) 

**px’ p’kx’ *q q k g~k (*q) 

*k'' kh kh kh 

— — — *qh qh kh kh 

*d d(lA^J d d~t (*d) *k’ k’ 0 (*’) 

dth dh d~t (*d) *q’ 
1 

q k 0 (*’) 

*dx dx dx d~t (*d) *x’ kx’ kx [x’] 0 (*’) 

*dx’ dt’kx’ dx d~t (*d) *gx’ gx’ 0 (*’) 

*t t t d~t (*t) *x X X X 

*t>. th th ts (*th) 

t’ t d~t (*t) — 

*tx tx tx d~t (*t) * 0 0 (*’) 

*tx’ t’kx’ tx’ d~t (*t) *h h h h 
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(2.B. Alveolar and palatal spirants) 

PSAK !Xoo$ Tu Nama PSA !Xoo$ lu Nama 

*s s s s *s s s s 

♦s" ts s ts tsh s ts 

*’s s ts ts *’s s tc s 

*z dz z s dz z s 

*ts s ts s *c ts tc ts 

*dz dz ds s dz dj ts 

*ts'' tsh tsh ts *ch s tch ts 

*dz'’ dtsh dsh s dtsh dch ts 

*ts’ ts’ ts’ s *c’ ts’ c’ ts 

*tsx tshx tsx ts *cx tshx tcx ts 

*dzx dtshx dzx s *jx dtshx djx ts 

*tsx’ ts’kx’ tsx ts {*tsx’) *cx’ tshx’ tcx ts (*tsx 

*dzx’ dts’kx’ dzx s *jx’ dts’kx’ djx ts 
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Ordering sound change histories 

Despite the relative surface complexity of the correspondences, systemic pattemings appear in the 

sound changes that one can propose to account for the differences. These allow relatively elegant and 

parsimonious formulations of the underlying sound shifts. The naturalness of the changes that 

characterize the formulations is in itself a strong indirect suggestion that the correspondence patterns laid 

out in the etymological dictionary are for the most part valid. 

!Xoo consonant sound changes 

!Xo6 has been apparently the most conservative in relation to consonant sound change of the 

three primary languages cited in the dictionary. For the click consonants and clusters, a sequence of two 

rules can be proposed to account for the attested outcomes. The symbol Q will be used to indicate the 

click component of a consonant; 

1. PSAK [+voice] > !Xo6 [-voice] /#Q_q(’): 

2. PSAK [+apirate] > !Xo6 [-aspirate] /QC_, where C = [+voice]. 

Many of the non-click consonants of PSAK seem to have been preserved in !Xo6, but two 

portions of that inventory that have undergone major changes. For the sibilant fricative and affricate 

consonants and clusters (Table 2.B), four shifts of limited scope, followed by a systemic de-palatalization, 

can be proposed to account for the attested outcomes of these elements in modern-day !Xo6: 

3. PSAK*c''>s; 

4. PSAK*s‘‘>c: 

5. PSAK *’S > *S (S = *s and *s); 

6. PSAK*z>*dz: 

7. [-i-palatal] :> [-f-alveolar]. 

Most interestingly, !Xo6 dropped all labial obstruent consonants in word-initial position (only [b] persists, 

and only in intervocalic position). A sequence of two sound changes is sufficient to explain this result: 

8. PSAK [+labial/-Haspirate] > [+labial]; 

9. PSAK [n-labialZ-t-obstruent] > 0 /#_. 

As a consequence, PSAK *b, *b'', *p, and *p'' > 0, but *p’ > ’ ([?]), preserving the feature [-i-glottal] even 

as it lost its labial locus of articulation. 
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Julhoan consonant sound changes 

The sound changes one must propose to account for the Ju/hoan click consonants and consonant 

clusters are only a few more than for !Xo6, but the effects of these rules on the systemic distribution of 

elements was considerably more far-reaching. The major effect was the merging of the uvular feature, 

both in the click and non-click consonants, with the velar. A de-aspirating shift of very restricted effect, 

along with a stop de-glottalization shift, can be proposed to have been followed by a general uvular 

deletion shift. One other very restricted shift of uncertain ordering with respect to the rest would have 

created the system of click consonants and clusters of present day Ju: 

1. PSAK [-i-ingressive/-i-voice/+aspirate] > [+ingressive/+voice/-aspirate] 

(PSAK *QG'' > PZh *QG, ♦gQq" > PZh *gQq): 

2. PSAK [-continZ-eglottal] > [-contin/-glottal] (*t’ > t, *q’ > q, presumably *k’ > k, and 

*’nQ > *nQ): 

3. PSAK [-i-uvular] > [+velar] (encompassing both clicks and non-clicks]; 

4. PSAK*nQ>*nQ. 

In contrast to the major shifts that took place in the spirants in !Xo6 and in the Khoe branch of 

SAK, Ju/hoan underwent just two small sound changes eliminating PSAK *s'' and *§'’ and also *’s and 

*’s'', but otherwise apparently preserving the inherited PSAK array of sibilant fricatives, affricates, and 

clusters: 

5. PSAK *S'’ > S (i.e., *s'* > s and *§'' > c ([s]); 

6. PSAK *’S > equivalent affricate (i.e., *’s > ts and *’s > tc ([c]). 

Nama and Khoe consonant sound changes 

A much more sweeping recasting of the consonant system took place in proto-Khoe and in its 

daughter language Nama than in either of the other two branches of SAK. The principle direction of 

change was toward a loss of articulatory complexity and a greatly simplified inventory overall. 

A series of at least seven sound change rules are needed to reduce the PSAK inventory to the 

proto-Khoe array of click and non-spirant consonants. 

1. PSAK *Qg^ > PKhoe *Qh, 

*g*' > PKhoe *kh; *5** > pre-PKhoe *p'’; 

2. PSAK [-I-uvular] > PKhoe [-i-velar] in click consonants; 
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3. PSAK [-egressiveZ+glottal/-velar] > PKhoe [-egressiveZ-glottal/-velar] (this shift 

would remove the ejectives other than *Q’, Qx’, *k’, *x’, *tsx’, *dzx’, *cx’, and *jx’ 

from pre-proto-Khoe); 

4. PSjAK *(Q)[+obstruentZ-glottal] C > PKhoe *(Q)[-)-obstruentZ-glottal]; 

5. PSAK *Q ([*Qk] > PKhoe *Qx 0Slama orthography: Qkh); 

6. PSAK *QN > PKhoe *Qn. 

Probably also, although the evidence is inadequate for us to be sure, 

7. pre-PKhoe *p'' > *p. 

Most striking of all, the 26 sibilant fricatives and affricates of PSAK were reduced to perhaps five 

or six in proto-Khoe, *s, *ts, fts*", *tsx, and *tsx’, and possibly *dz, and to two in Nama, *s and *ts. The 

broad pattern is for the reflexes of most PSAK palatals to have Nama *ts, and most alveolars, Nama *s. 

But a number of exceptions need to be accounted for. A variety of paths of change could lead to this 

result. One possible sequences of change would have the following stages: 

8. PSZkK *’s > pre-PKhoe *c ’ (this shift would have to have preceded #3 above): 

9. PSAK *(t)s^ *§'' > pre-PKhoe *c^ *tsx’ > pre-PKhoe *cx’; 

10. pre-PKhoe *ts > PKhoe *s: 

11. pre-PKhoe [-i-palatal] > [+alveolar] (i.e., *c > PKhoe *ts, *j > *dz, *s > PKhoe *s, 

etc.). 

In the proto-Khoekhoe daughter language of PKhoe, 

12. pre-PKhoe *dzZ*z > proto-Khoekhoe *tsZ*s (devoicing shift); 

13. PKhoe *ts^' > *ts (de-aspiration of affricates): 

14. remaining [-t-uvular] > [+velar]: 

15. *k’ > *x’ (unless this shift dates to PKhoe). 

Also proto-Khoekhoe created a click from a non-click consonant: 

16. *tsx’ > *Zx’. 

Nama, a descendant of proto-Khoekhoe, had notable consonant shifts of its own: 

17. *(Q)x’ > (Q)’ ([(Q)?]): 

18. *t'' > ts: 

19. neutralization of the remaining voicedZvoiceless distinctions in non-click obstruents. 
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Tone in PSAK 

Tentative and preliminary suggestions about tonal correspondences rest at this point on the fragile 

basis of evidence comparing two SAK languages, !Xo6 from the Taa-!Ui branch and Ju/hoan from the 

Zhu branch. In single-mora words, five recurring correspondence pairings have been found, yielding a 

possible reconstruction of a five-tone PSAK system: 

!Xo6 Ju 

17. * (and in one case. ”) 

18. * — — 

19. * - (and in one case. ") 

20. * ' 

21. * " - 

In words of two moras, four tones account for the better part of the evidence, providing we 

attribute a separate tone to each mora. In !Xo6 one tone—high, low, mid, or falling— continues through 

both moras: in Ju/hoan irregular matchings of different tones of the two moras appear. The putative 

reconstructed tones in the left column are no more than highly speculative notions for further 

investigation: 

!Xo6 Ju 

1. *■' 

2. *" ' 

3. *" 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. *' ' 
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8. s*:- ' — 

9. *" 

10 *-- 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. ' 

a. Ju super-high tone occurs only in a limited set of stem shapes; in click words of the shapes 

*Cu, *Cau, and *Cai (with one exception, g#d); and in non-click words of the shape Ci, where C is only 

*ts, *ts’, or *c (as far as is yet known). It seems therefore most likely a limited, environmentally 

conditioned development in the Ju group, changing certain reflexes of the reconstructed high tone to 

super-high; it took place in Ju after the falling tone had merged with the high tone, as the one example of 

the falling tone going to super-high in Ju reveals. 

b. Three unexplained instances of !Xo6 high tone corresponding to Ju low tone in single-mora 

stems have been noted; otherwise this particular correspondence occurs in cases where morphological op¬ 

erations, usually in !Xo6, are evident or suspected. 

c. Several other infrequent correspondence patterns have been noted, but their attestations are all 

in cases where morphological operations can be suspected to have caused tone shift. 

Being Rigorous in Comparative Khoisan Reconstruction 

The consonant reconstructions, in particular, raise two central issues with respect to previous, and 

very possibly with respect to ongoing, comparative historical work on the South Khoisan (Southern 

African Khoisan) languages. These issues relate specifically to the establishing of regularity of sound 

correspondence between click consonants. 
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One issue relates to the recurring tendency in works on Khoisan relationships to fail to demand 

full regularity of click correspondences. Somehow, it is thought, clicks might not behave like other 

consonants and so may have gone through sporadic and individual changes here and there in people’s 

speech. But there is no reason for us to think this way, except for the fact that we are still in the 

exploratory stage of discovering what the regular correspondences really are. We see partial 

resemblances between a pair of forms of identical meaning in different languages, and we are tempted to 

identify them as cognates even though in other cases a different correspondence seems called for. 

In number of cases, scholars can find seeming alternate forms of a word in a single language, 

differing only in their click consonant and thus seeming to give credence to the idea of sporadic click 

sound change. In each case where I have been able to trace the sources of such forms, it turns out that 

two separate PSAK roots can be argued to lie behind them. Nama has, for example, two words, Igabo 

and #gabo, glossed as “to droop.” The first can be traced to a root *!Gabo “to be on the verge of falling”; 

the second to a root *#gabo “to bend, curl.” Each meaning depicts an aspect of drooping. They can be 

understood to be cases of mutual semantic influence between words partially resemblant in pronunciation. 

They constitute a case like that of parameter snA perimeter in English. Parameterhas been semantically 

influenced by the similar-sounding perimeter anA so is coming in general parlance to mean the “limits or 

extent of something” rather than identifying a “variable of measurement” relating to that something. In 

comparative historical reconstruction elsewhere in the world we encounter many examples just like this. 

They do not constitute grounds in Khoisan, any more than they do elsewhere, for thinking that the 

requirement of fully regular correspondences can be disregarded in this case. The default assumption 

when we encounter instances such as these should always be that we just have not yet identified the 

separate sources of the seeming variants. 

A second issue has to do with how we view clicks phonologically. There often seems to be an 

underlying presumption that clicks form a grouping of sounds like that of labial consonants or velar 

consonants. Thus sound shifts from one click to another should be relatively common. But in fact clicks 

have distinctive points of articulation. The distinction between clicks is like that between two stops of 

different articulatory placement in the mouth. If we encountered, hypothetically, a word in one branch of 

SAK pronounced *gai and a second word *dai in a different branch of SAK, both with the same meaning, 

our first inclination would not be to assume that they were cognates. There would have to be some 

special conditioning factor present before this idea would attract our attention. 

Having the same click point of articulation in cognate words in two distantly related Khoisan 

languages is thus not a trivial correspondence. We expect most often in non-click consonants to find 

correspondences in position: for example, a labial consonant in a proto-language would more often than 

not be expected to give labial reflexes in daughter languages. Why should we expect the usual outcomes 
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for click positions to be any different? Just as an original *b might give /v/ in one language and /p/ in 

another, so a PSAK click consonant such as *!q would be expected to give different consonants, but 

consonants most likely still pronounced in the same part of the mouth, such as !x (spelled /kh), as it 

becomes in Nama, and plain *! ([!k]), as it becomes in Ju/hoan. 

Consider, in contrast, the case of PKhoe *!x’ao “neck" and !Xo6 #kx’ao "neck." It is highly 

tempting to Jump to the conclusion that these are cognates because the vowels and the click release seem 

so similar. But we have here clicks of different points of articulation in the mouth, one alveolar and the 

other palatal. We can find numerous cases supporting the regular correspondence of PKhoe *!x’ to !Xo6 

!kx’, and numerous cases of PKhoe *#x’ matching up with !Xo6 #kx’, but only this case so far of 

seeming !x’ and #kx’. Are there any special conditioning factors here that might explain such a shift in 

the point of articulation? Each language has both of these consonants, so there is no gap in the consonant 

system to be filled by the shift. The vowel environment is not a palatalizing one. So our default 

assumption here must be that we have a chance resemblance in this Instance, and that these words more 

likely than not had distinct origins. 

In addition, a lot of examples are now available of what does happen when clicks change 

articulation. In general, they do not shift to a different point of click articulation, but instead cease to be 

clicks. The palatal clicks tend to produce non-click affricates, as Kwadi and East Khoe examples show, 

and as do Khoisan loanwords into Southern Cushitic in East Africa (Vossen 1997; Ehret, forthcoming). 

The alveolar clicks most commonly, it appears, drop out, leaving just their velar effluxes behind (e.g., per 

examples in Vossen 1997 and also in the Taa-!Ui language, //Xegwl, where, for instance, the root *!ui 

“person" > kwi). 

There is one kind of history, though, where we can legitimately expect a click to change its point 

of articulation, and that is where the inherited system of points of click articulation has been contracted 

through consonant merger. The original PSAK system had at least five points of articulation—labial, 

dental, alveolar, alveolar lateral, and palatal—and it may have had a sixth point, alveolar retroflex. (The 

first five are taken into account in my etymological dictionaiy.) The notable case in point is the labial 

position, which was lost in the Zhu and Khoe branches. Different mergers seem to have taken place in 

the two groups, with the labial going to alveolar (*© > *!) in Zhu and to dental (*0 > /) in proto-Khoe. 

If there were once also an alveolar retroflex click in early SAK, as seems very possible (see 

Starostin in this issue), the most likely merger for it would have been one that maintained the position of 

articulation—for the simple reason that there were two other alveolar clicks in Zhu and proto-Khoe, *! 

and *11, for it to fall together with. The case of Ju/hoan glxoa and Nama //goa-s, both meaning “knee,” 

may attest to just such a process, with the retroflex click going to *! in Zhu and to *// in Nama. Ac¬ 

cording to the rules laid out previously, underlying *gQx yields Nama Qg, but is maintained as *g!x in 
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Zhu. The vowel sequence *oa is maintained unchanged in both groups (the vowel rules are not given 

above). So the correspondences are regular in everything but the point of click articulation, and we now 

have a potential new regular sound correspondence to check out against further examples. 

What these cases do not give us is a license to weaken the demands of the comparative method. 

They are examples indicative, after all, of regular sound change. Undoubtedly irregular sound changes do 

occur in language history. But they are a small minority within the overarching regular patterns of shift, 

and even then they are normally fully explainable on the basis of word-specific conditioning factors or 

linguistic interference. Whether we are dealing with click or with non-click consonants, the requirement 

is the same—that we demand fully regular sound correspondence from our evidence. There is no basis 

for treating Khoisan as different in this respect from all the rest of the world’s families. 
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Appendix: Proposed proto-South Khoisan (PSAK) consonants and consonant clusters 

(click consonants and clusters) 

*eg */g *!g */tg *#g 

**0gh */gh *//g» 

*0 */ *! *11 *# 

*0h */h *!h *//h *#h 

*0’ *r *1’ *ir *r 

*0G */G *!G */IG *#G 

**0Gi' */G'' =^!Gh *//Gh **#G' 

*0q */q *!q *//q *#q 

*0q'' Vq'' *!q'’ *//q^ *#q'' 

**0q’ */q’ *!q’ *//q’ **#q’ 

*0n */n *!n *//n *#n 

*0n */n *!n *//n *#n 

*0n'’ */n'’ *!n'' *//n'' *#n'’ 

*’0n *Vn *’!n *-//n *’#n 

*g0x *g/x *g!x *g/lx *g#x 

*0x */x *!x */lx *#x 

*g0x’ *g/x’ *g!x’ *gl/x *g#x' 

*0x’ */x’ *!x’ *//x’ *#x’ 
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(non-click consonants) 

*b *d *dz *j *g *G 

♦b** *dh *dz'’ *.h *gh *G'' 

*P *t *ts *c *k *q 

*ph 
*ts'’ ^c- *qh 

*t’ *ts’ *c’ *k' *q’ 

*Z 

*s *s *x 

♦s” 

*’s * s *x’ 

*n 

♦m’’ 

*’m *’n 

(non-click consonant clusters) 

*dx *dzx *jx 

*tx *tsx *cx 

*dx’ *dzx’ *jx’ 

**px’ *tx’ *tsx’ *cx’ 

(additional possible click consonant clusters in need of further testing) 

**g©q*' **g0q’ **g0q 

♦g/q** *g/q’ *g/q 

*g#q'' *g#q’ **g#q 

*g!q'’ **g!q’ *g!q 

♦g/Zq** *g//q’ *g//q 

81 





A Lexicostatistical Approach towards 

Reconstnictmg Proto-Khoisan 

George Starostin 

Russian State University for the Humanities 

I. latrodadion. 

I.l. The current state of "Proto-Khoisan". Despite all the obvious progress that comparative 

Khoisan linguistics has undergone over the last half century, no Khoisanologist would deny that crucial 

questions in this field still remain unanswered. (Basic answers to these questions actually serve as the 

starting point in any particular area of comparative linguistics.) Not only are we still deprived of a strict and 

fully credible set of phonological correspondences among the present-day Khoisan languages, we do not 

even seem sure about whether a genetically related "Khoisan" family actually exists, and whether the 

"Khoisan" family is any more than a fantasy of some people deluded by the peculiar phonological closeness 

of most of these languages. 

The extreme point of view on this problem, propagated chiefly by the late Ernst Westphal in works 

such as [Westphal 1965] and [Westphal 1980], is not very popular today, for obvious reasons. While these 

and other works rightly emphasize the current lack of substantial evidence proving the existence of a 

genetic relationship between the several established groups of’Bushman’, this by no means gives Westphal 

a right to claim that such a relationship definitely does not exist. Furthermore, such an approach can hardly 

be called constmctive when it comes to actually explaining what evidence there is. This is well understood 

by modem day scholars; therefore an approach of "moderate scepticism" rather than "decisive denial" is 

much more popular in Khoisanology today. The difference between the two approaches is summarized well 

in [Traill 1986], an article in which Anthony Traill both presents the reader with a good selection of 

comparative material and explains the problems related to its interpretation. 

Indeed, if we assume that Khoisan languages are not related, we will be left with a great number of 

"similarities" between the lexicons of North, South, and Central Khoisan groups (and, to a lesser extent, of 

Hadza and Sandawe), all of which - including similarities in the basic lexicon and apparent similarities in 

the morphological inventory - will have to be explained as borrowings or chance resemblances. The number 

of these similarities may be overrated by some, and there is always a possibility that some of them are 

indeed the result of lexical diffusion through cultural exchange, but how would that explain, for instance, 

the use of the same unique form for the 2nd person singular pronoun (PNK *a, PSK *a, PCK *c-a (masc.), 

*s-a (fern.; *c- and *s- are gender maricers)) in all the three major "subgroups" of Khoisan? 

On the other hand, assuming there is a genetic relationship between these languages, we are faced 

with the responsibility of establishing the degree of this relationship for every individual subgroup, as well 

as (more importantly) a system of strict phonological correspondences between the languages supposed to 

be related. Here there is no consensus among researchers and, in fact, not much work has been done so far in 

either of these directions. The existence of the so-called "North Khoisan" (or "2u"), "South Khoisan (or 

"Taa-!Wi"), and "Central Khoisan" (or "Khoe") language families is hardly debatable, considering the 

numerous isoglosses and grammatical similarities within each of the three; but the ’arboreal’ coruiections 

between these three families are not easily defined, not to mention their ties with Khoisan "isolates" - Hadza, 
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Sandawe, #Hoan, and Kwadi. Even assuming that all these branches go back to a common Proto-Khoisan 

ancestor, are they all equally distant from PK or can they be first reduced to several larger families? 

As for the problem of sound correspondences, what little work has so far been done on this problem 

should mostly be credited to Henry Honken. In several articles (see especially [Honken 1988] and [Honken 

1998]) he has made quite a few interesting observations on the possible types of sound correspondences in 

Khoisan. His classification of these correspondences into "sporadic," "quirky," "conservative," and 

"classical" ([Honken 1998]), which might look like a joke in theory, should actually be taken very seriously. 

In fact, the main point of this classification - namely, that phonological correspondences between Khoisan 

languages are much more complicated than the overall similarity of the existing phonological systems 

suggests - turns out to be cmcial in understanding the very essence of Khoisan historical phonetics. On the 

down side, Honken offers no stable system of correspondenees for Khoisan, and the prineiples he uses for 

comparison are altogether unclear. As useful as his works are, they present no more than isolated snippets 

of what could possibly be called "reconstmction of Proto-Khoisan," and differing in quality at that. Thus, 

the compared material often drastically alternates between "basic" lexicon and "cultural" lexicon, meaning 

that quite a few comparisons could easily be discarded as potential borrowings, especially if they are not 

confirmed by similar correspondences in the basic vocabulary. 

Christopher Ehret, who is currently working on a comparative dictionary of Khoisan, suggests a 

somewhat different approach. (An early sketch of his ideas on Proto-Khoisan can be fotmd in [Ehret 1986], 

and a much more exact :ind detailed description of Proto-Khoisan phonetics is present in the current volume 

[Ehret 2003]). Unlike Honken, Ehret has a work-in-progress system of correspondences between North, 

South, and Central Khoisan, which is largely based on the "one-to-one" principle, i.e. a system where 

phonemes correspond to each other in a strict and simple way (dental clicks to dental clicks, alveolar clicks 

to alveolar clicks, etc.). Only where a feature or a set of features is distinctive of only one branch are 

"non-trivial" correspondences allowed, and even then the historical processes are more or less predictable 

(i.e., the development of uvular effluxes into regular velar effluxes in North and Central Khoisan - where 

uvular effluxes are not foxmd - as opposed to their preservation in South Khoisan). As rigorous and formal 

as the ensuing results are, this inevitably means neglecting a lot of work conducted by Honken, for example, 

automatically discarding all of his "sporadic" and "quirky" correspondences as mere chance resemblances. 

Another problem is that the tighter the phonological limitations on possible correspondences, the looser we 

find the semantic criteria of data selection. Among Ehret’s comparisons only a minor handful actually 

comprises "one-to-one" semantic matches among the basic lexicon, which inevitably raises the question of 

possible oversights in the compared material. 

All in all, while both Honken and Ehret’s contributions to comparative Khoisanology must 

necessarily be taken into account by anybody interested in reconstmcting Proto-Khoisan, it cannot at the 

present time be said that either of these gives us a clear perspective on the nature of the former. One of the 

main reasons for that appears to be the lack of a proper "starting point" for delving into Proto-Khoisan. 

Before dealing with a hinguage family as such (i.e., a group of languages historically descended from one 

common ancestral language), one needs to prove that such a language family actually exists. Traditionally, 

a language family is said to be proved if we have a regular set of phonological correspondences working on 

a large percentage of the basic vocabulaiy of all the languages in the said family, preferably supported by 

similarities in the languages’ morphologieal systems as well. Nothing of the kind has been proposed so far 

either by Honken orEhtet; of the two, Ehret comes closer to fulfilling these demands, but given the extreme 

semantic fluctuation of a large part of his comparisons, one can have serious doubts about the validity of 
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many of the suggested correspondences, or, at least, one may reasonably assume that there may be a large 

number of additional correspondences that have not been spotted by Ehret. 

I. 2. Lexicostatistical principles of analysing Khoisan data. This article will try, in a way, to 

combine both the formal approach chosen by Ehret and the "observationist" approach of Honken by using 

both in a lexicostatistical analysis of available Khoisan data. It is normally assumed that lexicostatistics 

should be conducted after the establishment of the system of correspondences, not before, but occasionally 

it helps to reverse the procedure, since lexicostatistics can be an important tool in deciding upon the 

possible correspondences - that same "starting point" that we are looking for. Using the strict 

lexicostatistical approach, we can single out cases of possible correspondences with less risk of confiising 

them with results of borrowing, and then verify their status by trying to find data outside the Swadesh 

100-wordlist that confirms them. It should be noted that although such an approach does not exclude the 

possibility of taking chance resemblances for regular correspondences, limiting ourselves to the 

100-wordlist severely limits this possibility. And, of course, the lexicostatistical test will at the same time 

help us build a more detailed classification of Khoisan. 

So far, a serious lexicostatistical analysis of Khoisan has only been conducted by Bormie Sands in 

[Sands 1998], where it serves as one of the several methods of evaluating Khoisan lexical data on the 

subject of possible genetic relationship. Apart from the problem of Sands choosing an alternate 

100-wordlist, specially "adjusted" for Khoisan realities (with words such as ’elephant’ and ’giraffe’ making 

the list among others), the main flaw of her approach is an exaggerated demand for similarity; thus, only 

words where click influxes in different languages coincide are counted among possible correspondences. 

Yet no one has ever proved that clicks cannot change from one branch of Khoisan to another; in particular, 

such an approach would be in direct opposition to whatever results Honken has achieved in his latest works. 

In fact, if it were to be found out that clicks never correspond directly to one another (i.e. North Khoisan 

dental clicks never correspond to South or Central Khoisan dental elicks, ete.), such an approach would be 

downright wrong. 

The following limitations will be imposed on the lexicostatistical analysis data below to make it 

more reliable: 

1) For smaller language groups whose existence is usually not contested (namely, North Khoisan, 

the two subgroups of South Khoisan and the two subgroups of Central Khoisan) I will try to give the 

proto-form instead of concentrating on one or two languages. This is practical in that for many individual 

languages, especially extinct Southern Khoisan ones, the 100-wordlist is far from available, yet collective 

analysis of available data can still yield a possible intermediate proto-form. Sometimes such an approach 

can lead to excessive synonymity (more than one possible proto-form for one word), but a limited amount 

of synonymity can actually be permitted in lexicostatistical/glottochronological calculations. On the other 

hand, it helps avoid such "uncomfortable" synonymity as, for instance, met in 2u|’hoan designations of 

body parts, where we often meet two terms for one part - one an original North Khoisan root {Ikxa "heart", 
y y y y 

c?i "mouth") and the other most probably a Khoekhoe borrowing (#ao "heart", kxam "mouth"), confirmed 

by the fact that while the former roots yield numerous parallels in other North Khoisan dialects, the latter 

are rather a peculiarity of 2u|’hoan and are, for instance, totally absent among North Khoisan forms in 

Dorothea Bleek’s comparative vocabulary. Thus, even if based exclusively on 2u|’hoan lexical data we 

cannot state with certainty what the main 2u|’hoan words for "heart" or "mouth" are, we can definitely 

assert that the Proto-North-Khoisan roots were *!kxa and *c?i 
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2) The most important thing, of course, is to determine what exactly constitutes a match in the 

100-wordlist and what does not, i.e., a proper method of setting up possible phonetic correspondences 

between languages. Here the following mles will be proposed: 

(a) word A in liinguage X will be considered a match with word Ai in language Y if their segment 

structures (apart from possible minor vocalic differences) coincide, unless it can be provedihaX. at least one 

of the direct correspondences between A and A, does not really exist, or it can be proved, at least in an 

indirect way, that word A is a borrowing from Y or vice versa. Example. Proto-North-Khoisan *lam "sun" 

will be considered as a match with Proto-Central-Khoisan *lamid., since the two words match in consonant 

structure; it has not been proved that the two cannot correspond; and finally, there is no significant evidence 

that the North Khoisan proto-form was borrowed from Central Khoisan, or vice verse, 

(b) if the segment structures of A and A| do not coincide, they will still be considered a match if 

there is at least some significant evidence that they might possibly correspond to each other. This evidence 

has to consist of a certain number of additional examples (B/Bi, C/C|, etc.) containing the same 

correspondences as found between A and A|. (This number may range from one to several, depending on 

the relative frequency of the involved phonemes and the supposed level of proximity between the languages 

in question.) In order to drastically reduce the possibility of chance similarities, this evidence has to belong 

to the basic lexicon section and boast strong semantic correlations between the compared forms (preferably 

cases where the meanings of B and B,, etc., fully coincide); one or two strong supportive examples of that 

kind can often be more convincing than a dozen weak examples with dubious semantic shifts. Example. 

Proto-North-Khoisan *iia?u "cold" corresponds to Proto-Taa *//a?u id., because of the existence of such 

other examples as PNK *#nam "frog" - PT *?//n^m id., etc. (for more of these, see II. 15); 

(c) considering the huge number of clicks in many of the compared languages, it is wiser to treat 

click effluxes and influxes separately when dealing with possible correspondences. A particularly rare click, 

like the ones with effluxes -Gh- or -n- in !Xoo, might not yield any obvious correspondences in other 

languages when taken all by itself; yet separating it into the efflux and influx part and trying to determine 

separate correspondences for each will most certainly produce better results, as this effectively provides us 

with more possible comparative evidence for every type of sound. Thus, word A with the stracture lEV 

(where I = click influx, E = click efflux, V = the rest of the stem) in language X is a match for word Aj with 

the stmcture IjEiV (where ft and Ei are a click influx and a click efflux differentirom I and E) in language 

Y, if it can be shown, on the basis of supporting evidence, that I is a possible match for Ij and E is a possible 

match for E|, even if there is no other convincing example of the correspondence lE/IjEi. Example. 

Proto-North-Khoisan *Ju?uru "claw, nail" corresponds to Proto-Taa *//qurV'\A., even if there are no other 

examples of the correspondence "PNK PT *//ci'. There are, however, examples of the correspondence 

"PNK *!- PT *//' and the correspondence "PNK zero efflux - PT *-q- (see II. 13); 

(d) "tentative" matches can be established if the suggested correspondence is not confirmed by 

additional data, yet is not contradicted by any other correspondence. Thus, click efflux E in language X can 

be said to correspond to click efflux E| in language Y even if there is only one word with click efflux E in 

language X corresponding to one word in language Y, provided that no other efflux of language Y, besides 

El, can correspond to efflux E. Note, however, that in order to have a relatively high probability of 

relationship, efflux/phoneme E must not be too phonetically divergent from efflux/phoneme Ej. 

Considering the hugeness of the phonological inventory of Khoisan languages, this is a very important 

addition, which can certainly mean having several erroneous comparisons, but also allows us to track down 

multiple isoglosses that would be "lost" otherwise. Example. Proto-Taa *lq?an "heart" can be matched with 
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Proto-North-Khoisan *!kxa id., because no other correspondences in North Khoisan to PT *-9P-have been 

established (at least, no other correspondences with strong semantic resemblance), and the two effluxes are 

quite close phonetically (both are ejective, and in addition. North Khoisan possesses no uvular effluxes 

whatsoever); 

(e) if neither of the four rules above can be shown to apply to the word pair A vs. Ai, they do not 

constitute a match, no matter how close their phonetic likelihood may be. Example: PCK *//?o "to die" 

cannot be matched with Sandawe Aa-si id. despite the presence of a lateral consonant in both words, 

because no other convincing examples with the same correspondence have been found. This is a very 

important addendum, since, for instance, the presence of the same click influx in two roots of different 

subgroups often gives a potentially misleading impression of genetic relationship - even if the efflux and the 

rest of the stem cannot be proven to match at all. 

This means that the important thing for us in this procedure is not so much likelihood as it is 

correspondence confirmed by supporting material. (As I am going to show, quite often the compared forms 

are not going to look similar at all.) Note, however, that "correspondence" does not necessarily presuppose 

"one-to-one correspondence"; such a presumption would obviously be biased, and might prevent us from 

recognizing many important matches within the 100-wordlist. This work, then, is being done based on a 

presumption of probable non-simplicity - i.e. that we are by no means forced to limit ourselves to 

comparing material of the rule (a) variety when looking for potential correspondences. It should be 

emphasized once again here that the main goal of this work is notio establish a self-sufficient system of 

regular correspondences, which is at the present time a near-impossible task; the main goal is to use a more 

or less formalized method to track down and fix as many types of potential correspondences as possible, 

which will be systematized and categorized later on the basis of additional data. 

I. 3. Data sources. For space reasons, I will refrain from indicating the exact data source for every 

Khoisan form quoted below; the absolute majority of the data actually comes from a list of predictable 

sources quoted in this section. To avoid any confusion, I have also chosen, where possible, to unify the 

transcription, which sometimes means significantly changing the graphic inventory of certain sources; a list 

of transcription signs used in this article can be ftnmd at the end. The only language with "non-unified" 

transcription is Nama, since it is the only Khoisan language that currently has something at least remotely 

resembling a commonly accepted orthographic norm. Abbreviations listed below will be used throughout 

the work, with the preceding P standing for Proto (e.g. NK = North Khoisan, PNK = Proto-North-Khoisan). 

North Khoisan (NK). The 2u|’hoan form is quoted according to [Dickens 1994], with unified 

transcription (Dickens’ designation of the 2u|’hoan affricate system can be particularly baffling, even for 

those familiar with the field). The major source for other dialects, such as //Au//en and lOlKung, is [Bleek 

1956]; of more recent publications, [Snyman 1997] is of exceptional interest, but, unfortunately, it only 

provides a very limited amount of data. 

South Khoisan (SK). This subgroup is traditionally assumed to be subdivided into two relatively 

distant branches, Taa (T) and !Wi (Kw), and since there are some really interesting (and complex) lexical 

differentiations between the two even within the lOO-wordlist, I have preferred to deal with them separately. 

For Taa, the main source is Anthony Traill’s near-exhaustive dictionary of !Xoo [Traill 1994], as well as 

additional Masarwa and |Nu//en data from [Bleek 1956]. For !Wi, a supposedly extinct language branch, 

the only major source is [Bleek 1956], with a few additional forms from [Bleek 1929]. 

Central Khoisan (CK). Again, this large group shows a clear split into a "Khoekhoe" (KK) branch 
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(Nama and !Ora) and a "Non-Khoekhoe" (NKK) branch (everything else), with big lexical differentiations 

between the two. They are thus treated separately. Central Khoisan is the only division of Khoisan for 

which we have an "official" reconstruction of the phonological system, published in [Vossen 1997] (the 

older reconstruction by Kenneth Baucom [Baucom 1974] has to be considered obsolete); thus, where 

possible, I cite Rainer Vossen’s reconstructions for both Proto-Khoekhoe and Proto-Non-Khoekhoe forms. 

In several cases where Vossen does not provide a reconstruction, I offer one myself based on other data 

sources, such as [Haacke 1998] for Nama, [Meinhof 1930] for !Ora (Korana), [Barnard 1985] for Naro, 

[Tanaka 1978] for |Gwi and //Ganakwe, and [Doman 1917] for Hietsware. 

#Hoan. The data on this supposedly isolated Khoisan language still remains largely unpublished; 

however, unlike the other "isolate", Kwadi, #Hoan has at least been seriously studied by several researchers, 

and some #Hoan data, enough to fill in about three quarters of the lOO-wordlist, can be found in works such 

as [Bell-Collins2001], [Collins 2001], [Collins 2001a], [Collins 200lb], [Gmber 1975], [Traill 1973], and 

others; large chunks of #Hoan lexical data, collected by Chris Collins and others, can also be found at the 

site maintained by Cornell University at http://instructl.cit.comell.edu/courses/ling700/. 

Sandawe. The main source is [Kagaya 1993]; for additional safety, most of Kagaya’s data have 

been checked by me against Otto DempwolfPs earlier vocabulary of Sandawe [Dempwolff 1916]. 

Hadza. No major Hadza vocabulary is yet available, unless one counts Dorothea Bleek’s data in 

[Bleek 1956] (which is usable, but has always to be checked against newer, more phonetically exact sources 

for safety). For lexicostatistical comparison, of crucial importance is the Hadza lOO-wordlist provided by 

Bonnie Sands in [Sands 1998]; some of the words that are not present in her version I have managed to 

discover browsing through unpublished field materials collected by Archibald Tucker and Derek Elderkin 

(courtesy of H. Fleming). 

I. 4. Notes on intennediate reconstructions. As I have already mentioned above, the present work 

uses intermediate reconstructions rather than separate languages for lexicostatistical analysis. This does not, 

of course, apply to "isolates" like #Hoan, Hadza, and Sandawe, and in a couple of cases the "reconstruction" 

in question is little more than a possibly slightly modified - or not modified at all - form of one major 

representative of the group, depending on the number of languages and on the degree of their proximity. 

Speaking in individual terms, this is what must be mentioned specifically: 

a) North Khoiisan. This is obviously a very young language branch, with a high level of mutual 

intelligibility between all of its speakers. The dialect data presented in [Snyman 1997] clearly shows that 

there are few phonetic differences between the actual dialects (at least on the segment level; Khoisan 

tonology and prosodies are so complex and vary so seriously between even closely related languages that 

we do not have the time, nor the ability to raise that issue here). The main differences are to be found in the 

affiricate/fi'icative system, which is very large in NK (apart from Hadza, it is the only branch of Khoisan that 

differentiates between the hissing and the hushing series), and apparently rather unstable, judging by the 

extremely non-systematic and numerous correspondences. The exact number of affricates in PNK, and their 

reflexation in daughter dialects, is yet to be established; Snyman’s examples are too few to base any 

decisive conclusions upon them. For the moment, we are taking the 2u(’hoan system as described by 

Patrick Dickens as a h5'pothetic "substitute" for the Proto North Khoisan one. 

One extremely important thing about North Khoisan is what could be called the "fifth click 

problem". It has been noted by several researchers, including Snyman himself, that some North Khoisan 

words beginning with the alveolar click ! tend to preserve it in all the dialects, while certain other words 
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tend to substitute it - either with the lateral click //, or with a special type of click articulation, for which C. 

M. Doke had much earlier proposed the term "retroflex" [Doke 1925, p. 148]. The 

"retroflex'Valveolar/lateral trifurcation of the click seems to be more or less regular, depending on the 

particular dialect (according to Snyman, Northern dialects tend to have the lateral variant, Southern dialects 

tend to have the alveolar variant, and Central dialects fluctuate between the retroflex and lateral variants), 

but the reasons for this trifurcation are still obscure; Snyman’s attempt [Snyman 1997, p. 35] to explain it 

through prosodic influence ("retroflexization" before a high tone) can hardly be called satisfactory, both 

because of a large number of countercases and the unclear character of the mechanism of phonetic change. 

The problem, however, can be successfully eliminated - on the Proto North Khoisan level at least - 

if we suppose that the "retroflex" articulation of the "trifurcated" click is actually original. Reconstruction 

of five, instead of four, clicks for North Khoisan, at this point seems not only the best, but the onlyv/ay to 

deal with the problem based on the classic comparative method. The original alveolar click, then, remains 

unchanged in all NK dialects, while the original retroflex click is preserved in but a few, having merged 

with either the alveolar one or the lateral one in most others in a general simplification-of-the-system 

process. We can even define quite a few minimal pairs for PNK, such as *!gu "belly, stomach" (//Air/Zen !gu, 

Jul’hoan !gu, lOlKung !gu) vs. *Jgu "water" (//AuZ/en !gu, //gu, IKungy^r/, Zu|’hoan !ga, lOlKung //gu), 

etc. Obviously, the downside of this decision is that it "burdens" us with yet another opposition to be 

explained on the Proto-Khoisan level, but on the other hand, it might just as well provide extra insight into 

the original phonological system. 

The hypothetical PNK form, then, can be described as "The Zu|’hoan form with the alveolar click 

replaced with a retroflex where necessary and possible". Unfortunately, too often the only form in our 

possession is the Zu|’hoan one, and since Zuj’hoan always replaces the original retroflex articulation with 

the alveolar one, without additional dialectal data it is impossible to determine whether it goes back to *.'or 

*!. 

b) South Khoisan. The genetic unity of this branch is quite obvious and can easily be seen from 

WestphaTs lexical data in [Westphal 1965]; a detailed study of the problem with positive results can be 

found in [Hastings 2001]. The Proto-Taa form is essentially the !Xoo form as given in [Traill 1994], 

possibly with a trimmed derivational suffix to emphasize the exact form of the root; Bleek’s data on 

Masarwa and |Nu//en add little, and what little differences there are can actually be due to errors in 

transcription. The same problem, but in a much worse form, arises when we attempt to reconstruct 

Proto-! Wi: there is not one fully reliable (in terms of transcription) source of data for any of the languages in 

this subgroup, and any hypothetic reconstruction of a Proto-I Wi form, based primarily on |Xam, #Khomani, 

and Batwa (//Xegwi) material, would have to be "twice hypothetic" because of poor transcription quality. 

Yet, as will be seen below, this data should not be neglected altogether, as in certain cases it can provide 

valuable insight into some of the processes in Khoisan historical phonetics. However, out of all the 

reconstructions below, the Proto-i Wi one is, without a doubt, the most questionable one. 

c) Central Khoisan. As mentioned above, most of the intermediate reconstructions of both PKK and 

PNKK are either taken directly from [Vossen 1997], or based upon the correspondences set up by Rainer 

Vossen in that work. The few cases of disagreement with or modification of Vossen’s correspondences (e.g. 

the treatment of uvular effluxes, etc.) will be discussed specially. 
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n. Lexkostatisidcal data with commentaiy. 
Preliminary notes. Obviously, these wordlists do not pretend to be a hundred percent correct. For 

some subgroups in some cases it is impossible to reconstmct any proto-form, due either to laek of data or to 

the existence of too many candidates for one position. In most cases, however, we can come up with a rather 

clear idea of what the proto-form (or two synonymous proto-forms) actually looked like. For suppletive 

verbs with different singular and plural stems in PNK, PT, PKw, #Hoan, and Sandawe, the singular action 

stem is taken as the default one. 

II. 1. "ALL": 

A)PNK *wV{,IIAu. wasi,i\i. w^-si, we-se, !0. wesese);PKK *boa(NamaJjoa, !OraAoa); PNKK 

'^(wefNaro we-, |Gwi we-ha, //Gana we-kae)', Hadza wsais, B) PT *^7(1X00 kdoka?^, Masarwa kuki)\ 

PKw *ka (|Xam ku, //Ng kw-a, Seroa An); C) Sandawe cbia. 

Notes. The NK, CK, and Hadza roots constitute a match according to rule (a), if we suggest that 

Hadza -na is an affix. It is unclear whether the initial aspiration in Khoekhoe is original (and the PK root 

should look something like *hwe-) or prothetic, but it is hardly dubious that it belongs together with the rest 

of Central and North Khoisan forms. The stracture is actually unusual, as there are very few roots in any 

Khoisan branches (outside of Hadza and Sandawe) starting with a labial w-, and the root for "all" is the only 

one that shows this feature in several branches at once, confirming the connection. It is theoretically not 

excluded that SK *kU< *(h)wV, but this assumption is unverifiable, so no sure match can be postulated 

here. 

11.2. "ASHES": 

A) PNK *tQ {HAa. to, 2u. to, !0. taotio)-, PKK ^t&8£>(Nama tsao-b, !Ora thao-b)-, PNKK *tJim 

(Naro, //Gana, #Haba, Danisi thau)', B) PNK *^fgoa{\0. ffgwa)-, PT ‘'S^jo«(!Xoo #goa. Mas. //gwa)-, PNKK 
y y yy yy yy y yy yy y 

*#goa (//Ani ffgoa, Buga #noa, |Ganda #noa, |Gwi #gua, //Gana ^goa, |Xaise, Kua joa, Cara goa, Tsixa, 

Danisi djua, Tsua gua. Hie. goaf, C) PKw *Au(IXam, #Kho. /a/); D) Sandawe ITigAa, E) Hadza .Ao-po. 

Notes. Two different Proto-Khoisan roots are obvious here; judging by the fact that the meaning of 

the first one tends to develop into "flame" (in //Ani and Kxoe in particular), while the second one often 

means "clay, mud" (Niima #goa-b, etc.), it is possible that the original differentiation had been along the 

lines of "hot ashes" and "cold ashes, dust". The correspondence between PNK *rand PCK *th is surprising 

(considering that both distinguish between aspirated and non-aspirated phonemes), but cf. also cases like 

PNK *tama(h)v%. PCK *thawa "tsamma melon" which show this is possible. 

Root (b) serves as the regular form for "ashes" in lOIKung (the "North" cluster of NK dialects); in 

2u. the meaning of ttgoah is ’soap’, with a possible influence of (or even direct borrowing from) Khoekhoe. 

One caimot theoretically exclude that PKw *'i//and Sandawe !?uphaaxe related, but apart from the 

same click influx there is little to support that hypothesis, which leaves unexplained the lack of glottal stop 

efflux in PKw and, especially, the second syllable in Sandawe. 

11.3. "BARK (of tree)": 

A) PNK */AiQ?OTV{tu. //no?oro, !0. //nuli, !nuli)', B) PT ^jb(!Xoo gule, pi. gun. Mas. gule, 

|Nu. Igurn)-, (?) PKw *(l)go (//Ng .(go); PNKK *gu-ie QGWi gure, //Gana gure. Hie. gore)-, C) PKK *sozo 

(Nama soro-b, !Ora soro-b); D) PNKK *//kx^ (//Ani, Kxoe, |Ganda //kx\f, Buga //kxt?, Naro //kxif, 

#Haba //?iP, |Xaise, Cara, Tsixa, KuaE) Sandawe.^, F) Hadza 
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Notes. The only root here that has a fairly wide distribution is *gu or *go, possibly *gurV\f the 
r ^ 

suffix alternation in !Xoo is a secondary morphological process cutting across the original root structure. 

However, the root is rather local in CK (only a few languages), and its presence in ! Wi languages is equally 

dubious (although there are certain cases in Bleek’s dictionary where clickless roots are being transcribed 

with "false" initial clicks, the main problem here is that the root is only found in one language). 

On the other hand, it is the only root, apart from the isolated PCK *//kxiP, that cannot be traced 

back to a different meaning; PNK *yVj7gForVbegs for comparison with PT *//GuIV''io peel, strip, remove 

bark", while PKK *soro goes back to PCK *coro "shell, pod". The Sandawe and Hadza forms look slightly 

similar, but there is no serious evidence confirming the X - fir correspondence, not to mention any possible 

ties with the other languages’ data. 

II.4. "BELLY": 

A) PNK *lg^ [Zu. !gu, !0. !gu, //Au. !gu "body"); #Hoan la, B) PT *IbSiaa (!Xoo Uiuma)- C) (?) 

PKw *lautu (|Xam lautu)-, D) PKK *lna (Nama !na-b, !Ora !na-b)\ E) PNKK *lar^*laa (//Ani fna, Kxoe, 

Cara, Danisi, Cua fa, Buga ja, |Ganda, |Xaise, Kua [a, Naro, |Gwi, //Gana fna, #Haba fna, Deti, Tsixa, Tsua 

/a); F) Sandawe AsA&rt; G) Hadza boSa. 

Notes. A good match between NK and #Hoan; the correspondence "NK voiced efflux - #Hoan zero 
y A ^ 

efflux" can be found in at least several other good examples, e.g. PNK *!ga?ama "to enter" - #Hoan !aam 

"to enter (pi. stem)", etc. On the other hand, tracing a match between NK and the several isolated SK forms 

would be more risky. Theoretically, |Xam !autu and !Xoo !huma might be related, but that would require 

explaining the different suffixes. 

It is also tempting to compare the Khoekhoe and Non-Khoekhoe forms, but no sufficient evidence 

exists to suppose a click replacement from dental to alveolar (or vice versa) within CK. We will have to 

assume that the two roots are unrelated. 

II.5. "BIG": 

A) PNK *Jna?a (//Au. !na, IKung !!n?a (Doke), 2u. !na?^, !0. //nd)-, B) PT *lxa (!Xoo !xaV, 

Mas. !xa-i)\ C) (?) PKw ♦Aif (|Xam .'uf-a); D) itHoan/Zoam, E) PKK ^tai(Nama kai, !Ora kafy, PNKK *ka 
rr y'/' 

(Naro kai, Deti kai)-, F) Sandawe ba?e, Hadzapab^Ta. 

Notes. The NK and #Hoan forms are possibly related, but so far no other convincing examples of 

the PNK *J-#Hoan ^//correspondence have been found (rurming ahead, I should note here that click influx 

correspondences between NK and #Hoan, apart from those involving the #Hoan labial click, happen to be 

extremely stable, with the retroflex click regularly corresponding to the #Hoan alveolar click). The CK 

forms are obviously connected with !Xoo kai''\a grow". 

The Hadza and Sandawe forms are obviously related (the Hadza form looks like a composite, with 

the second root the same as pa(?)a "great, old"), although the voicing (or devoicing) is unclear. Strictly 

speaking, it could be discredited due to "irregular" correspondences, but the root *PV meaning "big" or 

"many" is more or less a global etymology, and this gives additional support to this particular matching. 

II.6. "BIRD": 

A) PNK *c?amaillAu. cama, Za. c?ama, !0. caba, cama)-, #Hoan nhgnut, B) PT *^{\Xoo [guIiFu, 

|Nu//en si-jkou, (?) Mas. si-//gu)-, PKw *la-i (|Xam, //Ng jwi, //Kxau jhwP)-, C) PKK *kxani (Nama 

ani-, !Ora kxani-i)-, D) PNKK *3aia (//Ani, Buga, Naro, #Haba, Danisi ja/a, Kxoe jada, |Ganda, |Gwi jara. 

91 



//Gana jara, |Xaise, Tsua jera, Deti jara, Tsixa jy/a, Kua jera. Hie. zera); E) Sandawe tihui, Hadza UuUd-. 

Notes. Another clear match between NK and #Hoan (it is quite possible that the preglottalization of 

the affricate in NK correlates to the pharyngealized vowel in #Hoan; aspiration can be neglected because of 

frequent variation of aspirated/unaspirated variants in North Khoisan dialects). Some Taa dialects display a 

strange composite form for bird (*si-lgu), but the main root is obviously the same for most SK languages. 

The original PCK root for "bird", *jara, was replaced in PKK by *kxani, originally "vulture" as 

shown by Non-Khoekhoe data. 

Hadza and Sandawe forms closely match in the consonantal structure; the Hadza form is most 

certainly a reduplicated stem, possibly with the reduction of the original diphthong (*thuithui- > thithi-). 

11.7. "BITE": 

A) PNK *lnai{liAa. !ne, 2u. !nai, !0. .'/7a/); B) PT si?i, (?) |Nu//en tseja//ai)\ PKw *c?i 

(|Xam, //Ng, #Kho. ci~c?i)\ Sandawe I?f4cbe, C) #Hoan Igar, D) PKK *Pa (!Ora 6a); PNKK *pa{IIAxi\, 

Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, |Gwi, //Gana, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua pa. Hie. pha)', E) Hadza 

Notes. As much as the NK and #Hoan forms are similar, it is very hard to explain the nasal efflux in 

PNK - there is no other clear-cut example where it would appear so thoroughly unmotivated. Instead, I 

strongly suspect that #Hoan !gai is the same root with .'^a/"snake", corresp. to PNK ^.'ga/"puff-adder", a 

meaning shift all too common in other Khoisan branches. 

This shift is, in fact, present in Proto-Taa, where the root *5/P/means both "to bite" and "snake"; 

and similarly, Sandawe l?f-khe "to bite" looks very much like a derivation from l?P "snake". The 

resemblance between PSK *c?i and Sandawe l?P is obvious, and the correspondence between the SK 

affricate and the Sandawe dental click reappears one more time in the list (item 11.16), which makes the 

probability of the forms being related even higher. This is, then, a definite match. 

11.8. "BLACK": 

A) PNK *zo [//Au. zo, Zu. zo, !0. jo); B) PT *i(faf-^aaJ(\Xoo ^a?na, (?) Mas. /kxa, |Nu//en #ana)\ 

#Hoan ^kxaa, C) PKw ♦/£fe(|Xam !ue-n, //Ng .'oe); D) PKK <l®Hr(Nama #nu, !Ora #nu)\ PNKK 

(//Ani, |Gwi, //Gana ^nu, Kxoe, |Ganda, Tsixa ^u, Buga ^u, Naro ^nu, |Xaise nju, Deti ju, Cara ju, 

Danisi ndu, Kua ju, Tsua du. Hie. ju-nje); E) Sandawe ia^pfaus; F) Hadza 

Notes. The match between PT and #Hoan, with an "extra" velar affricate efflux in #Hoan, is 

possible; cf examples lil<:e #Hoan //kxao "to chop" - PT *//a, pi. action *//ao id; also "small" (11.77). If the 

mysterious Masarwa fonn (jkxd) belongs here indeed, with an incorrectly transcribed click influx, it may 

represent an earlier variant of the PT form. 

Unfortunately, no other matches are foimd. The resemblance between forms like !0. 30 and Hie. 

^-nje turns out to be false, as the latter goes back to the regular *#nu proto-form, with secondary 

affncativization of the palatal click; no such development can be established forNK. It is interesting to note 

that both the Sandawe and the Hadza form may be reduplicated {kagkam < *kaikara, tici-< *cici-), but that 

does not mean their segment structure is actually comparable. 

11.9. "BLOOD": 

A)PNK *l?^{IIA.Vi.lP,lM.I?py,moa.n/q?i,VKK 7Pao(Nama/ao-6, !Ota/Pau-A);PNKK ♦/f5»o(all 

languages exc. Kua, Tsua, and Hie. have I?a6)\ B) PT *!n§ (!Xoo !naa. Mas., |Nu//en Inaa)-, C) PKw *//iau 



(|Xam //xau-ken, //Ng //xau, |Auni //xau?ii)\ D) Sandawe/Tfl^ E) Hadza TsOtaTmar. 

Notes. The SK forms are unclear (unless by some chance PKw *//xau can be related to Sandawe 

//?eka, but it is hardly possible to prove that). However, there is a eertain, if at first sight unnotieeable, 

match between NK and #Hoan. The glottalized uvular efflux is lost in PNK, like in 11.93; the voealic 

correspondences are very similar to the ones in 11.72 (syllabic nasal developing to in #Hoan). The match 

with PKK and PNKK is actually harder to demonstrate; both the click influx and efflux are the same, but the 

correspondence PNK *-t)-= PCK *-ao- is not met anywhere else in this exact form. Cf., however, PNK *s^ 

"to be fat" (2u. sP, !0. eg, etc.) and PCK *cau(//Ani cau, Naro cau, etc.) id.; it is possible that the -o-/-u- 

element in CK derives from an earlier detachable class marker. With some caution, we may suggest a match 

here. 

11.10. "BONE": 

A) PNK *l?a (//Au., !0. !?u, Im. !?u)-, B) PT (!Xoo Mas. //a, |Nu//en #a®); PKw *!(o)a 

(?*i^» (|Xam !wa, Batwa '.way, C) #Hoan 090, D) (?) PKK *#xo (Nama #kho-by, E) PNKK *l?o^ 
^ .r 1 ^ x-i 

(almost all languages have l?o^, exc. Deti, Kua l?od', Tsua l?osP, Hie. /gwa)-, F) Sandawe It, G) Hadza 

miXa. 

Notes. The PT and PKw forms are the same, considering the frequent tendency to transcribe the 

palatal click as the alveolar one in !Wi data. Apart from that, no forms present any clear matches - not 

surprising considering the high "mobility" of the word for "bone" in Khoisan (thus, PKK *#xo is 

hypothetical, since in !Ora the same root means "fruit kernel", while the actual word for "bone" is unknown; 

PNKK *l?oaP, on the other hand, is comparable with 2u. /Poa^ "leg", etc.). 

11.11. "BREAST (chest)": 

A) PNK *lgo?a(jlh.\x. !gwa, 2u. !go?ay, PT ♦y^^^(!Xoo //guii)\ PNKK *//ga{llkm, Naro, |Xaise, 

Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua//gu, Tsua //u, //Gana //giiy, B) PKw */Aw[ef (|Xam //noain-tu, //Ng //nwoeg, 

IIKvJle //goin-tu)-, C) #Hoan Iggma, D) PKK ^^Sal(Nama //khai-b)-, E) Sandawe aata, F) Hadza TuBm-. 

Notes. Case (A) is the first one in the wordlist where we actually meet with a possible 

correspondence of one click influx in one language branch to a different click influx in other branches - 

namely, NK /vs. SK and CK //. As can be easily demonstrated, this is a rather frequent correspondence. Cf, 

for instance: PNK *!?oiP "to open" - PT *//o?a id.; PNK *!oma "short" - PT *//oh?m "light, short, 

insubstantial in weight" - PCK *//om "short"; PNK *!gu?ubu "to swell" - PT *//iP?bu id.; PNK *!ga "to 

belch" - PT *//g^a id.; PNK *!xo "to be unlucky" - PT *//xd id.; PNK *!gxoo "to be pregnant" - PT 

*//gxoVid.; PNK *.'/7aP/"crowned plover" - PT *//bab’id., etc. To be precise, it must be noted that some of 

these PNK forms are postulated on the basis of 2u. evidence alone, and so may actually contain a PNK 

retroflex click instead of the alveolar one; however, such a correspondence (PNK *J- PT, PCK *//^ also 

exists, as will be demonstrated below. 

11.12. "BURN (tr.)": 

A) PNK *ka?a{/IAa. kou, IKung (Doke) ku?u, 2u. ku?u)', B) PT *0f^(!Xoo 0?aa, Mas. 9pwa 

"to make a fire"); C) PT *//Pta (!Xoo //i‘a "to set alight, singe". Mas., |Nu//en //a "to bum"); PKw *//a 

(|Xam, //Ng, //Ku//e //a. Bat., |Auni //a "to cook"); D) #Hoan Oat, E) PKK *dao (Nama, !Ora dad)-, PNKK 
^ ^ y'l 

*dao {IIAm, Buga, Tsua dao, Kxoe, Naro dao, |Ganda, Deti, Cara, Danisi dao, |Gwi, #Haba dio, //Gana, 

jXaise, Tsixa, Kua dao. Hie. dhau)-, F) Sandawe lams; G) Hadza mofr-. 
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Notes. Proto-T,3a has two different roots. *//a, functioning as the main root for "bum" in Masarwa 

and |Nu//en, is obviously related to PKw *//a, however, a match between PT *0?a and #Hoan 0ui'\% hardly 

possible, not so much because of the vocalism but rather because there is no evidence for the 

correspondence "PT glottal stop efflux - #Hoan zero efflux" (not to mention that - running ahead - #Hoan 

and SK labial clicks practically never correspond to each other). 

11.13. "CLAW (fingernail)"; 

A) PNK *Ju?a.Ta{IIA.\i. //kum, 2u. !u?uru, !0. //kulii)\ PT *//qa[rVJQ.Xoo //qule, pi. //qun-sa)-, 

PKw */AjrV(|Xam //uru, //Ng //urisi, #Kho. //oro. Bat. //ola, |Auni //orasa); (?) #Hoan /gfa, PKK 

(Nama //goro-s, !Ora //6i6-b)-, PNKK *//oiO (Naro //oro "finger, toe", |Gwi, //Gana (Tanaka )!ore, Deti 

//oro, Cara, Kua //oro, Danisi //aro)', B) PT */^ga?!in (!Xoo //ga’m); PNKK (//Ani, Tsixa, Danisi //a, 

Buga, Cara //a, jXaise //ha)', C) Sandawe cwa?a\ D) Hadza baXa. 

Notes. This is one of the most stable roots in the wordlist - found in all the main branches of 

Khoisan except for Sandawe and Hadza. The correspondences, however, need some explanation. For PNK 

*J vs. #Hoan ! and SK/CK *//, cf. 11.54 ("moon"); PNK *Jxom "river" - PCK *//xom id.; PNK *Jnabu 

"wing" - PCK *//abo id. (Nama //gawo-b, etc.); some of the examples in II. 11 can also belong here if the 

corresponding NK etyma have a retroflex click in PNK. For the uvular efflux in PT (and possibly PKw, 

since no recordings of! Wi languages mark the uvular consonants in that group), cf. PNK *!a?o "cheetah" - 

#Hoan !aif id. - PT *!q^ id.; PNK *!ae "to hunt" - PT *!qa^ id.; whether the glottal stop in PNK *Ju?uru 

and the phaiyngealization in #Hoan !g?o have anything to do with PT -q- remains to be established. 

The #Hoan fonn is surprising in its lack of an inlaut resonant; it is possible that the matching is 

wrong, but considering the stability of the root almost everywhere, it is more likely that #Hoan either 

preserves the suffix-less root or features a peculiar development, e.g. *!o?ro> !q?o, with the resonant lost 

after a glottal stop. 

There is also a possible second root, *//a-or *//ga-, found in PT and PNKK; the difference between 

the two is not quite clear, but some meaning nuances in !Xoo suggest it could have been an early opposition 

between "a person’s fingernail" and "hoof. 

11.14. "CLOUD". 

There is no special root for "cloud" in any of the major branches of Khoisan; it is usually denoted 

by composite forms like Zu. !ga-!kxui or !Xoo !qbaa /Ghua (both literally meaning "rain-hair"). It is 

interesting to notice that the same root composition (see below the entries for "hair", "rain", and "water") is 

used in both NK and SK , yet for safety reasons we will not propose any root matches here. Occasionally we 

meet isolated obscure forms like Nama !au-s, etc.; also Sandawe has Xagga and Hadza has mabmdi-, but 

none of these forms have any reliable Khoisan etymologies. 

11.15. "COLD": 

A) PNK ^^(IKung #ao, Zu. #a>i/); PT ♦/^fto(!Xoo #a?iP, (?) Mas. /kxau, |Nu//en /A?aif)-, (?) 

#Hoan j^, B) #Hoan /aba, C) PKK ♦/xa/(Nama /kba/l lOra /xa/); PNKK */q6ai(Naro !xaj, //Gana qai. Hie. 

hah); D) Sandawe cbams; E) (?) Hadza /Aiata [uncertain]. 

Notes. The most important thing about this item is the match between NK and PT - the Zu. 
f ^ 

and !Xoo forms, in particular, coincide fully but for the click influx. The resemblance is hardly coincidental; 
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the correspondence PNK *# - PT *//is confirmed by multiple examples, such as: PNK *#g^ "old (of 

things)" - PT "old, mature"; PNK *#kxobo "to trample" - PT *//xuBV\A:, PNK *#au "giraffe" - PT 

*//qhiF id.; PNK *#oe "young" - PT *//quV "nsw"-, PNK *#nain "frog" - PT *?//n^in id.; PNK *#nQ 

"Acacia fleckii" - PT *//na’^ "Acacia hebeclada", etc.; cf. also 11.80 from the wordlist. It is, however, 

unclear what is the corresponding click in CK languages, as no reliable matches in either PKK or PNKK 

have been found for any of these examples. 

It should be noted that the PNKK form is reconstructed by me as *!qhai, with a uvular aspirated 

efflux, based on the data of //Gana (uvular articulation) and Naro (aspiration). Vossen’s reconstruction does 

not include uvular consonants/click effluxes for PCK, and he is more inclined to treat occasionally met CK 

uvulars as innovation [Vossen 1992], but since the exact reason for such an innovation has not yet been 

determined, I find it reasonable to mark the presence of uvular reflexation in daughter languages by 

postulating uvular phonemes in the protolanguage, at least hypothetically. 

11.16. "COME": 

A) PNK *a (//Au. ci, Zu. ci, !0. ci, cj); PT *si/*sV{\iioo sTi, sa-. Mas. se, sr, |Nu//en sa, se, sj); 

PKw ♦irV'dXam sa, se-, //Ng, Bat., |Auni sa, se, si; #Kho., //Ku//e sa, si); Sandawe /f, B) #Hoan or, C) PKK 

*ba (Nama *ha, !Ora ha); PNKK ffts (//Ani, #Haba, |Xaise, Cara, Danisi ha, Kxoe ja, Buga, Naro, |Gwi, 

//Gana, Tsixa, Deti, Kua, Tsua Aa, Hie.ya); D) Hadzajs-. 

Notes. The NK and SK forms match perfectly (the correspondence of NK *c to SK *s is quite 

frequent, as demonstrated in [Honken 1988] and [Honken 1998]). The match with Sandawe is suggested on 

the same grounds as in II.7. #Hoan ca, however, is much more probable to belong together with PNK *ca 

(Zu. ca "to go and fetch"), despite the same root structure (afficate+vowel). Whether PCK *ha?ind Hadza 

ja- have anything to do with the NK/SK forms remains to be established; at present, there is no solid 

evidence to confirm a possible relationship. 

11.17. "DIE": 

A) PNK *Ju(llhVi. #ei, !Kungya/(Dk.), Zu. !ai, !0. //d); #Hoan §f ; B) PT *l?£(\Xoo l?aa. Mas., 

|Nu//en/Pa); PKw ♦/Pa (nearly all languages have/Pa); C) PKK 1^7o(Nama/b, !Ora/PPo);PNKK *//?o{&VL 

languages have //?o, exc. Tsua ?6, Hie. oo); D) Sandawe Xsbb; E) Hadza tan//?i-. 

Notes. The comparison of PNK *Jaiand #Hoan sP may seem dubious at first. However, a careful 

investigation of the data shows that there is indeed a very probable correlation between several lexical items 

containing a retroflex click in NK and an initial hushing fricative (voiced or voiceless) in #Hoan. This 

ineludes such cases as "hand" (11.37); #Hoan siu "to dig" - Zu. !gau(^ < PNK *Jgau) id.; and "water" (11.94). 

Additional #Hoan data (only about a dozen etyma with initial s- or z- have been published) would help clear 

this connection further. 

Many other sub-branches display some kind of lateral articulation in the root (CK and Hadza lateral 

cliek, Sandawe lateral affricate), but currently there is no significant evidence to relate PCK *//(?) to 

Sandawe X; likewise, while the correspondenee PNK *J - PCK *// does exist (see 11-13), there are no 

examples of the PNK zero efflux corresponding to an "unwarranted" glottal stop efflux in PCK, so that we 

cannot propose a match between (A) and (C). 

11.18. "DOG": 

A) PNK ((?) //Au. !o, IKung if?hwi (Dk.), Zu. ffghuP, ^ghoa, !0. ihve); PKw 
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(|Xam, //Ng !uf, #Kho. #?Vn, //Kxau #hmi. Bat. //ui)', (B) PT {\Xoo #qhai. Mas. #xai, |Nu//en 

#khi)\ C) #Hoan ce[a]nm, D) PKK *ai (Nama ari-, !Ora ?ari-b)\ PNKK *arV{IIAxii ?eri-ku, |Gwi hamgu, 

#Haba hanigu); E) PNKX (Kxoe ?apa, Buga, |Ganda ?apa, //Gana, |Xaise, Cara, Kua, Tsua ?aba, Deti, 

Tsixa, Danisi ?aba. Hie. aba)-, F) SandawelaSs; G) Hadza/^?5uio-. 

Notes. !Xoo has two several roots for dog, one "main" {^qha) and one specifically meaning 

"hunting dog" (#gxu). Their phonetic resemblance (palatal click + "complex" velar/uvular efflux) makes it 

hard to determine the exact relationship between these two roots and other subgroups’ data. Yet the most 

probable solution is that PNK *i¥ghU-anA PKw *;^((^t//(reconstmction veiy uncertain) are actually related 

to !Xoo #gxu, both because of the vocalism (although this is not a decisive argument) and the voiced 

articulation in both PNK and PT (the exact efflux in PKw is, as in most cases, impossible to determine). 

Outside of the ;MK/SK areal, however, there are no matches. #Hoan ce[a]ma (< *tema) has no 

etymology, while the CK forms may be either expressive in origin, or old borrowings from Bantu (cf 

proto-Bantu *-£»ua-dog). 

11.19. "DRINK": 

A) PNK ci. In. chi, !0. cf); PT *kx^’ (!Xo8 kx^”. Mas. kx^, |Nu//en kxa); PKw 

*kx(o)tf (|Xam kxwd', kxod’, //Ng kxa, kxa", #Kho. kxweP, Bat., |Auni kxi); #Hoan ca, PKK *kxa (Nama 

a, !Ora kxi); PNKK *kxa (all languages have kxa or, in case of East Central Khoe, k?a); B) Sandawe ce, C) 

Hadza 

Notes. The SK and CK forms are clearly related acc. to principle (a). Less obvious is their 

connection with the affricate-containing roots in NK and #Hoan. Cf., however, the following supporting 

evidence: PT *kxa, PCK *kxe"Xo cry, sound" - PNK *c?f id.; PT *kxai, PCK *kxaP "to laugh" - PNK 

*si~*chi id.; and particularly "liver" (11.48). The variation between the affrieates in NK (*c?, *ch, *ch) is 

certainly questionable, but since a proper reconstraction of the PNK affnc ate/fricative system is still a task 

for the future, this carmot be a sufficient argument for rejecting the comparisons. Of special interest is the 

contrast between SK and CK, on one hand, agreeing on many PK items with initial kx-, and the near-total 

lack of good parallels with initial kx- in NK; it is very probable that the initial *kx- was palatalized in all 

contexts, while NK kx- itself originates from different sources. 

This treatment makes it impossible to track Sandawe ceto the same source as the NK root - if PNK 

*chf < *kxV, the Sandawe root obviously does not belong in the same group of etyma and has to be 

considered isolated. 

11.20. "DRY"; 

A) PNK 7iMB’(!Kung {QoV€)J?au, tn. !kxau); B) PT ♦/fo(!Xoo /Poo); PKw *l(?)o(\Xnm jowa. 

Bat. jowa "thirsty"); #Hoan lq?au, PKK */Po(Nama /o "to become dry (of cow)", !Ora l?o); PNKK *l?o 

(Naro, Kua, Tsua/Po); C) PT ♦/^(!Xoo //ua); PKw *//o{\Xam //o); D) PNKK *//xo{IIAm, |Gwi, //Gana, 

#Haba, Tsixa, Danisi //xo, Buga, Deti //x6); E) Sandawe jof-. 

Notes. There is a solid isogloss here between SK and CK (*/^o), with #Hoan jq?au very likely 

belonging here, acc. to the same correspondence pattern as in II.9 and 11.93. On the other hand, while there 

is a certain level of resemblance between PNK *Jkxau, PT *//u, and PCK *//xo, there is no evidence to 

support such a correspondence between click effluxes. 2u. does have both //xo "dryness (of the ground)" 

and /Po "to be dry", not found in any other North Khoisan dialects; whether these are genetically related to 

the corresponding CK forms or are both old borrowings from CK carmot be determined at this point. 
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11.21. "EAR": 

A) PNK *lbm (//Au., !0. jwi, 2u. /Au/); PT *#n^‘ (!Xoo ffnuhd’. Mas. !nwa, |Nu//en #nu-sa, pi. 

#nu-i-te)\ PKw ^^faodXam Inu-intu, //Ng !nwe, !nwe-ntu, #Kho., |Au. #nu-i, |Nusan !nu-du)\ #Hoan f^oe, 

B) PKK (Nama #gae-b)-, PNKK [//Ani, Kxoe, |Ganda, Naro, #Haba, Tsixa #e, Buga, |Gwi, UGana 

#e, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Danisi, Cua ce, Kua, Tsua kje. Hie. ciee); C) Sandawelafee; D) Hadza 

Notes. The match between PNK [hui and #Hoan /qhoe is obvious (cf. for another example PNK 

*lhiP "steenbok" - #Hoan jqhcf id.). The match between PNK and the SK forms, however, is only possible 

if the -n- efflux in SK is secondary - for instance, due to assimilation with subsequent nasal elements, such 

as the suffix *-ntu in PKw or -a" in IXoo. Such cases are indeed met rather frequently, if without an obvious 

regular pattern (cf, for instance, Zu. !a ’ami "to be in a circle" - PT *!na?m "to go round"; #Hoan !hana "to 

snore" - PT *!na na id.). As for the correspondence PNK *!- PT *#, cf the following examples: PNK *lnui, 

#Hoan Inge "mouse" - PT *#nu, PCK *#nu-ni id.; PNK *labo'' "to pile up" - PT *#Gabo id.; PNK ’^jari 

"Acacia tortilis" - PT ’‘#<7?//"Acacia fleckii"; PNK *Iq "bile, gall" - PT *#gk id.; PNK *la?e "to hold 

under the arm" - PT *#G^?m id.; PNK *lnQi "lo drown" (metathese from *lQni) - PT *#q?oni id.; PNK 

’*lnu?iJ’ "to choke" - PT *#GiJ'nu id., etc. 

The CK forms thus match the NK/SK forms as far as the click influx, but the efflux (zero) and 

vocalism are crucially different, so no match can be postulated. Sandawe keke can theoretically be 
x x ^ 

compared with PCK *#e(< *#ke< *cke< *ceke< *keke, acc. to the same syllable reduction principle as in 

11.41), but the phonetic development is too complex to be taken for granted without supporting evidence. 

11.22. "EARTH": 

A) PNK ffcis(//Au., !0. kxa, Zu. kxa)-, #Hoanl*8; B) PT *jtt3naD(!Xoo #kxum. Mas. !um, //um, 

//kxom, |Nu//en fom-sa); C) PKw (*^-) (|Xam, //Ng //Kxau !?aif, (?) Bat. //wa-Io "ground", 

|Nusan !?oiP)-, D) PKK ffltaiOJama, !Ora !hu-b)-, E) PNKK *xom [HAxii, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, Naro, //Gana, 

#Haba, |Xaise, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua xom, |Gwi xoam, Deti xom. Hie. horn "sand"); E) 

Sandawe ITuwa, F) Hadza jamur. 

Notes. Another clear match between #Hoan and NK; outside of this isogloss, no definite parallels. 

Even the PKw form, while theoretically comparable with PT, cannot be fully understood (no trace of the 

velar affricate efflux anywhere). Likewise, a comparison of PKK with Sandawe /Pu/na would require 

more examples of the PKK *-h-- Sandawe -P-correspondence, which are absent. 

11.23. "EAT": 

A) PNK ♦an(//Au. m, Zu. Pm, 10. m); PT ♦«?(!XoS ?d>. Mas., |Nu//en aO; PKw V~V(|Xam, 

#Kho. //Ng, Bat. d); #Hoan ?aai; B) PKK *#?if (Nama #6, lOra #Pi/); PNKK (//Ani, Kxoe, 

|Ganda, Naro, //Gana, #Haba #?iP, Buga, Tsixa #?iP, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Danisi, Kua, Tsua ?jiP, Hie. njod)\ 

C) Sandawe mancha, D) Hadza sane-. 

Notes. The same root is present in PNK and #Hoan; SK *?d'~*?d does not display the same 

consonant stmcture, but in case *?d < *P/7, this case is remarkably similar to the opposition between NK 

and SK Isg personal pronoun (11.42), thus providing a solid match. The -m-vs. -^-opposition, however, is 

still an important phonological isogloss between NK and #Hoan, separating them from SK. 

11.24. "EGG": 

A) PNK *lm (//Au., 10. !nu, Zu. ’.nii)-, B) PT *tiga (!Xoo ffgu-d. Mas. //w-a, |Nu//en !ga-oF)\ 
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PKw !auu#Kho. ;^w'-/"ostrich egg", |Auni /o-Zid.); C) #Hoan cxui, D)PKK *!7uba(*lkx^ 

(Nama !uwu-s)\ E) PNIGC *#?&i (//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, Naro, |Gwi, //Gana, #Haba #?ubi, Deti ?jubi, Cara 

?jibi, Tsixa #?ubi, Kua, Tsua ?ibi. Hie. ibi)\ F) Sandawe difa, G) Hadza TuXe-. 

Notes. Considering that PT distinguishes between several roots similar in both semantics and 

phonetics (apart from *^gu, there is also *#if "empty ostrich egg" and #giP "sterile (of ostrich eggs)"), it is 

possible that some of the forms assigned to PKw belong to a different root, as there would practically be no 

possible way to distinguish between all these roots given the inferior quality of! Wi data transcription. It 

also makes any attempts at matching forms (A), (B), (D) and (E) extremely risky, even if some of them do 

look similar. Besides, there are serious phonetic problems here: Khoekhoe *!?- can hardly correspond to 

Non-Khoekhoe *#?-, and while some examples confirm that the correspondence PNK *! - PT *# is 

potentially valid (cf PT *#xu-a "elephant" - PNK *!xo id.; PT *#nun "navel" - PNK *!nU?w id.; PT *^?an 

"penis" - PNK *!a?m id., with glottal stop metathesis in one of the forms), this leaves totally unexplained 

the nasal efflux in PNK; as mentioned in 11.21, secondaiy nasal articulation in the efflux is practically 

always motivated in some way. 

11.25. "EYE": 

A) PNK 7^V(//Au., !0. Iga, 1m. Iga?a)\ #Hoan Oos, B) PT Vfuf-f] {\Xoo !?6P)\ C) PKw 

*c?axtt (|Xam c?axau, /<TMg caxu, #Kho. c?ax(a)u, //Kxau c?axo. Bat. caxu, cau, |Auni c?axu)-, D) PKK 

*nBf mu-s, !Ora miP-b)\ E) PNKK Buga, |Ganda, //Gana, #Haba ^ai, Kxoe, Naro, 

|Gwi #XGi, |Xaise cai^ Deti, Kua, Tsua cxaU Cara, Danisi, Cua cxai. Hie. caii)\ F) Sandawe jwe^ G) Hadza 

Takbwar. 

Notes. PNK 7is one of the two possible correspondences for #Hoan for more examples cf. PNK 

*l?au "duiker" - #Hoan G?u id.; PNK *lna?^ "sky" - #Hoan ?Onoa id.; and "head" (11.38). The efflux 

correspondence was spoken of earlier in II.4. Apart from this match, nothing definite can be suggested. 

PKK *imP is a secondaty derivation from PCK *tniP "to see" (see 11.72); PNKK should be compared 

with PNK *#xai "to walce up", esp. since the PNKK root also has the same additional meaning in many 

languages. The PKw root is very xmusual due to its peculiar bisyllabic structure (is -xurelated in any way to 

PKw *xu "face"?), but that in itself does not shed any light on its origin. 

11.26. "FAT (n.)": 

A) PNK 7®^{//Am., !0. Ini, 1m. Inafy, B) PT *s^ (!Xoo s^. Mas. PKw so(e^ (|Xam, #Kho. 

sod’, //Ng 5oa); Sandawe duf -, Hadza C) #Hoan l(?)ai, D) PKK *//aai(Hama, !Ora //nui-b)\ PNKK 

*/Ami (//Ani, #Haba, |Xaise //'nui, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, Naro, |Gwi, //Gana, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua 

//’ui, Tsua //’ui). 

Root (B) is one of the most fi-equently used illustrations of the genetic relationship between all 

Khoisan sub-branches; to the PT, PKw, Sandawe, and Hadza forms must be added PNK *si), #Hoan cd’, 

and possibly PCK *cau "(to be) fat (adj./vb.)". For a more detailed account of the possible affricate 
yv' 

correspondences in Khoisan see [Honken 1988]. It is possible that#Hoan corresponds to PNK *lnai, 

given at least several other examples of "secondaiy" arisement of #Hoan -u- (cf., for instance, PNK *j?a, 

PT *c?a, PCK *c?^ "to steal" - #Hoan ki-cu?u id.); however, the word is only found in an uncertain 

transcription in [Traill 1973], and until the click efflux is established properly, no final decision can be 

made. 
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11.27. "FEATHER". 

Practically none of the major Khoisan subgroups have a root for "feather" that would be separate 

from the root for "hair", with the exception of PKK ♦/Pflai(Nama !awmi,\Ora !anmia)and Sandawe 

possibly also HadzajSs-/"feather, wing", found in [Bleek 1956]. None of these three roots have any evident 

connections; the rest will be discussed below in 11.36. 

11.28. "FIRE": 

A) PNK *da?a(JIAM., !0. da, Zu. r&Pa); B) PT */Pa(!Xoo j?^. Mas., |Nu//en /a^; PKw 7»'(|Xam, 

//Ng, #Kho., //Kxau, |Auni, |Nusan /Prj Bat. /e, /r); PKK *l?laeQiama lae-s, !Ora l?ae-by, PNKK *l?e{IIAm, 

Buga, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi /Pe, Kxoe, |Ganda, Naro, |Gwi, #Haba, Kua, Tsua /Pe, //Gana /?e. Hie. /Pe); C) 

#Hoan Ogos, D) Sandawe //?f -, E) Hadza pc^x)-. 

Notes. The match between SK and CK is obvious (the original vocalism is most probably *-e-, with 

regular diphthongization in PKK and a regular *-e-> -a- in PT, where -e-vocalism is extremely rare). PNK 

*da?a may be related to PCK *dao "bum" (see II. 12), serving as a replacement for the original root. #Hoan 

Ggoa is unclear. 

11.29. "FISH": 

A) PNK //?au, !0. //Pan); PCK *//?aaQiama //au-b, !Ora //?au-by, PNKK 

Buga, |Ganda, Naro, |Gwi, //Gana, #Haba, Tsixa/PPau, Kxoe //?eu, |Xaise, Deti, Cara ?au, Danisi Pau); B) 

Hadza /?!ama. 

Notes. Although PNK and PCK belong together according to criterion (a), this is one of the cases 

where a direct borrowing from CK is veiy probable. The word for "fish" is not generally widespread in 

either NK or SK (for SK, no reconstruction is given because the word is not available for any of the major 

SK languages, including !Xoo!); even in Sandawe, sotnba "fish" is a Bantu borrowing (Proto-Bantu 

*-comba). The only thing that still makes me - for now - count this as a possible match is the presence of 

//?au in at least two out of three clusters of NK dialects; however, a direct borrowing into PNK from PCK is 

not excluded either. 

11.30. "FLY (vb.)": 

A) PNK *Iao[-m] {IIKo.., !0. !no-a, Zu. Inoniy, B) PT *^~^ge(\Xoo yahf. Mas. goP, jwe); 

#Hoan zge, C) PKw *//m (|Xam //au, //Ng //ouy D) (?) Hadza Jfefc [Bleek 1956]. 

Notes. A special root for "fly" is not reconstmctible for PKK or PNKK (in most cases, the meaning 

is expressed by a root originally meaning "run", "move", "flee", etc.). Despite the general ’weakness’ of the 

item, it still manages to yield a good isogloss between PT and #Hoan. 

11.31. "FOOT": 

A) PNK *lkxa{IIAvi. je, jxe, Zu. fkxai, !0. /fcre); B) PT ^ia}{lXoo ^niP, Mas. ^o, |Nu//en #nuy, 

PKw *S«i^o>(|Xam !noa,//Ng //na)-, C)#Hoan lga?a, D) PKK ♦y#%/(Nama #ai-b, !Ora #?ai-by, E) PNKK 

♦j5pan?(//Ani Pnare, Kxoe kare, Buga, Tsua kare, |Ganda, Kua kari, Naro !nare, Cua kare. Hie. karee)\ F) 

PNKK (Buga, |Xaise, Deti, Tsixa, Danisi jP, Cara jp)-, G) Sandawe//bata:, H) Hadza Ptgmkwar. 

Notes. The root seems to be very unstable. PNK *lkxai '\s possibly related to PSK *lkxa ’hand’ (see 

11.37), assuming the original meaning ’limb’; no better etymology can be provided. PKK *^?aigoes back to 

a PCK root with the meaning ’to kick’; the areal root *jp, meaning ’foot’ in one major subgroup of East 
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Central Khoisan, probably has the original meaning ’toe’ (cf. Nama tsi-s "big toe"). As it is, no matches can 

be found between subgroups. 

11.32. "FULL": 

A) PNK *!ga^f (//Au. Igd", 2u. !ga?h B) PT *l?drV{}.Xoo l?dlay, C) PKw ♦y«a/(|Xam laif-, 

//Ng !xVg, |Auni //aif "to fill"); D) PKK *lkxoa (Nama /oa, !Ora Ikxoa)-, PNKK *fkxoe (//Ani, Buga, 
/'i X/' y'y' » 1 y'l /"I 

|Ganda jkxoe, Kxoe, |Gwi jkxoe, Naro, Danisi jkxoe, UGam. jkxoe, #Haba jkxoe, |Xaise, Kua l?oe, Deti, 

Cara, Tsua /Poe, Tsixa l?oe. Hie. /we-Aa); E) Sandawe Id-', F) Hadza (?) *//?noso-. 

Notes. None of the forms (apart from PKK and PNKK, of course) seem to match. Even assuming 

that PT *l?5rV< ■yPo with a secondary suffix, the correspondence between PT efflux *-F-and PCK efflux 

*-kx- is not supported by any outside data. 

11.33. "GP/E": 

A) PNK *1?^ (VAu. jaf’), 2u. /Pa®, !0. /a); PT ^V’(!Xoo jnaa "dative formative", |Nu//en Jni 

"give"); PKw ^4ia (|Xam, //Ng /na, |Aimi jna, /oo); B) PT !qha-. Mas. !xe, !xa)-, #Hoan Sa, C) 

PKK *nia (Nama wa, !Ora /na); PNKK Ima (Kxoe, Naro, //Gana /na®, |Gwi, #Haba /na. Hie. /naa); D) 

Sandawe ie, E) Hadza JtwCa)-. 

Notes. Of the two roots for "give" in PT, *lnV is easily comparable with PNK */^a® (either 

secondary nasalization in PT because of the nasal vowel or dissimilation in PNK). As for PT *!qha vs. 

#Hoan su, cf. the strikingly similar case in 11.94; apparently this correspondence fits in the same category as 

II. 17, i.e. #Hoan fricative s-Zz-va. retroflex/alveolar click in PNK/PT. The vocalism discrepancy is not a big 

problem considering that PT *!qha can be < *!qho (another hypothesis is some kind of old ablaut as found 

in other verbal roots). 

11.34. "GOOD": 

A) PNK *Iu (/Au. !aP, lu. !a}-si); PKw */ef (|Xam /ef, //Ng /af-Ja); PKK */af 

(Nama !gai, !Ora !af)-, PNKK (|Ganda, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua kaf, Naro !aF, 

Hie. Aa/ie"agreeable,nice,pretty");B)PNK fia?’(!Kung Ja(Doke),2u.za^; C)PT *qaf{}^OQ ^a/®);PKw 

*ttai (|Xam twai, //Ng kiai, Seroa tae, jNusan toai)\ #Hoan qbaea-, PNKK *t?lfp]a (//Ani, Buga, //Gana, 

|Xaise, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua t?uf, Kxoe tfoii, |Ganda t?on, Naro t?u^, Deti t?uf)\ D) Sandawe jl^ E) 

Hadza cfi'?e?e4U. 

Notes. All the major subgroups have at least two roots for "good", with next to no differentiation in 

meaning. The first of these, the root *!aif) is very well traced in NK, !Wi, and CK, without any serious 

phonetic disagreements between the groups. 

The PKw root *tiai'\s clearly related to PT *qap-, cf. such a similar case as !Xoo gA/ye "ostrich" vs. 

|Xam toe, //Ng kue, #Kho. twe, etc.; note also that out of all the ! Wi languages, //Ng shows a stable reflex k- 

in both cases as opposed to the rest. The PKw phoneme is postulated (as opposed to a regular *t> t- 

eveiywhere) to account for this correspondence. The exact character of this phoneme, as well as the 

mechanism of its development into q-/k-, becomes more clear when we compare it with PNKK *t?U[i]n\ a 

glottalized t?- can easily shift into a velar/postvelar position through partial assimilation with the glottal 

stop. So, while the match is not perfect, it is postulated on the following grounds; a) phonetic closeness of 

PT and #Hoan; b) confirmed correspondence between PT and PKw; c) phonetic closeness of PKw and 

PNKK. 
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11.35. "GREEN": 

A) PNK *la(uf (//Au. jgaif, 2u. !0. /sP)-, PT *lg§{\Xoo jgahi. Mas. /gai)-, PKw *laf (|Xam 

lain, lain-ja)', B) #Hoan zii?fr, Sandawe jaggtt, C) PKK *lkxam (Nama !am, !Ora ikxani)-, D) Hadza (?) 

//nawex. 
yy 

Notes. For the correspondence "PNK zero efflux - PT voiced efflux" cf. also PNK "mortar" - 

PT *!ga[i]\A:, PNK *//d "to beg for" - PT *//gd id.; PNK *//ama~*//aba'\o wear" - PT *//gdBV"Xo tie 

onto the body (skin, blanket)"; PNK *//a?u "Ehretia rigida sp." - PT *//gau id., etc. More difficult is the 

possible connection between NK/SK forms, on one hand, and #Hoan za?a, on the other. There is at least one 

other possible case where #Hoan z- is descended from a click: zana "chin", cf., PNK *!gaP’’, PCK *!gan[i] 
y 

id. However, the PT parallel there is *3ani, while the root for "green" also has a click reflex in PT; the two 

cases are thus far from being the same (not to mention that the latter one concerns a retroflex/alveolar click, 

whereas the former only concerns a dental one). For the moment, then, until we have more data on #Hoan, 

we will have to consider the two forms unrelated. #Hoan za?a is, however, very similar phonetically to 

Sandawe jaijga, and we can hypothetically match these two on the basis of rule (a). 

For PNKK we do not have enough data to even suggest a possible proto-form, atlhough Naro ca 

"blue, green" certainly suggests a possible affinity with the #Hoan-Sandawe isogloss (the other Naro 

form, !am "dark green" is an obvious borrowing from Nama !ani). 

11.36. "HAIR": 

A) PNK *Ikxm (//Au. !kxwe, 2u. !kxui, !0. !wi)', PT *IC3m(\Xoo /Ghud, Mas. jwa-ni)-, PKw 

*flcba{^am, //Ng ju, jkhu, #Kho. Ikhu[ke], Bat., |Auni jkhoy, PKK ♦/fli'(Nama /u-b, !Ora l?ijP-b); PNKK 

*1?^ (all languages have /Pt/' exc. for Cara l?if, Tsixa /PtP', Hie. /Aoo); B) #Hoan j^inr, C) Sandawe cc, D) 

Sandawe /fir, D) Hadza A^Xe. 

Notes. Despite the lack of immediate similarity between NK, SK, and CK forms, this is one clear 

example of how the assumption of "more-than-one-to-one" correspondences can shed additional light on 

Khoisan etymology. The most questionable correspondence here is PNK */ - PSK */> but there exists 

sufficient evidence to confirm it (and, as usual, where additional data exists, #Hoan sides with PNK, while 

PCK sides with PSK). Cf the following examples: PNK */na/"lion" - #Hoan !ha?eid., but PT *la id.; PNK 

"wildebeest"-#Hoan !g(a)iid.,huX^'Y */aid.,PCK */eid.;PNK *(gr/"belly,stomach"-#Hoan .'oid., 

butPT id.; PNK "dew" - PT Vr?id.;PNK *.'t/P/"constipated" - PT */^i7Pid.; PNK *!gxam'\o 

gnaw" - PT *lgxu?rV\d.-, PNK *!gu?if"io look" - PT *ju id.; PNK *!noo "to long for, desire" - PT *//70 "to 

desire intensely", etc.; cf also "heart" (11.40), "name" (11.57), "red" (11.66), and "stone" (11.81)- altogether 

five examples in the 100-wordlist (and 4 of them belonging to the ultra-stable 35-wordlist part). 

More complex is the problem of the click efflux. Normally, PNK *-kx- does not correspond to PT 

*-Gh- or PCK *-?- (the exact phonological nature of the PKw efflux is, of course, impossible to determine). 

However, the efflux *-Gh- itself is quite rare in PT, and its exact correspondences in other families are yet 
y 

to be determined; besides, !Xoo itself yields a dialect variant jqhud, so we cannot even be sure of the 

proper PT reconstruction. Elsewhere, PNK easily explained as an old fossilized class suffix {*!kxu-i)\ 

cf the same *-/in "head" (11.38). 

11.37. "HAND": 

A) PNK *Jgm (//Au. !gau, IKung Jgau (Doke), 2u. !gau, !0. //gau)\ #Hoan sia, PNKK *dau 

(//Ani, Buga, Cara, Danisi cAau, Kxoe feu, |Ganda, Naro, |Xaise, Deti, Tsixa, Kua, Tsua cau, |Gwi, //Gana 
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cau, #Haba cau. Hie. cau)-, B) PT *ltia (!Xoo /kxaa. Mas., |Nu//en /kxa); PKw ’^ftaa(|Xam, //Ng, #Kho., 

//Ku//e, Bat., |Auni /kxa, |Nusan /a)-, C) PKK *!Um (!Ora !um-ina\ possibly Nama lom-mi, but the latter 

form irregular - *!gommishould be expected); D) Sandawe E) Hadza Tukbwa. 

Notes. The correspondence between the NK retroflex click and #Hoan s-/z- has already been 

discussed in 11.17. We would probably expect #Hoan *ziu in view of the voiced efflux in PNK, but 

numerous examples given above seem to show that in many cases the voiced efflux may be secondary, due 

to reasons yet to be established. PNKK has *chau for hand, counted as a match with NK and #Hoan because 

of the striking similarity with the reflexation of "water" (11.96); add to this PCK *chao "to dig" - tu. !gau{p. 

< *Jgau) id. - #Hoan siu id., and the probability of chance resemblance moves close to zero. 

11.38. "HEAD"; 

A) PNK !0. /ne, 2u. /naj)-, PT ^(ias(!Xoo jnan. Mas. jna, |Nu//en InVgy, PKw (all 

languages have jna or jniP)-, #Hoan ?Onif \ B) PKK ♦ahns (Nama dana-s, dana-b)-, C) PNKK *nis(//Gana, 

Deti, Cara wa, |Xaise, Cua, Kua ana, Danisi ma. Hie. A/na); D) PNKK (//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, 
Z' Z’ Z' ^ ^ 

Naro #u\ Tsixa cii)\ E) Sandawe ce, F) Hadza Xoaas. 

Notes. The match between PNK and PSK is obvious. For the match with #Hoan, see 11.25, where 

the correspondence "PNK */- #Hoan 0' has been demonstrated in more detail; note that the exact same 

correspondence, down to the click efflux, is also found in PNK *lna?^ "sky" - #Hoan ?0noa id. #Hoan -u- 

is probably secondary, as most of the #Hoan words beginning with a labial click contain a labial vowel. 

None of the CK forms show any firm matches with NK/SK/#Hoan. It would be excellent if one 

could demonstrate a shift from *0n to *m in PNKK, thus bringing PNKK *ina into comparison, but, 

unfortunately, it would be the only example of its kind, given the extreme rarity of initial *m- in CKH. 

(However, cf. also PCK *ma "give" - PSK */nV'id.l No #Hoan form, though). 

11.39. "HEAR": 

A) PNK *caf^illAvi. ca, c?a, 2u. ca?a, !0. sa); #Hoan ca; B) PT ^ij^(!Xoo tf. Mas. td’, |Nu//en 

tdij)-, C) PKw ^(|Xam, //Ng, HVixan, |Auni tu, #Kho. tjhu. Bat. to); D) PKK ^^iiai/(Nama //nau, !Ora 

//naif)-, HadzaE) PNKK *kTfm ^//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, [Ganda, Deti, Cara kom, Naro, //Gana, #Haba, 
Z' ^ Z' r Z z' 

Tsbca, Danisi, Kua kum, |Gwi kuam, Tsua com. Hie. coni)', F) Sandawe kbefe. 

Notes. Despite the close resemblance ofPT and PKw, the former rather belongs together with PKw 

*td "to feel" (|Xam td, etc.); it cannot be, however, excluded that both go back to a single old stem with 

some kind of lexicalized ablaut. This question deserves a separate study; for now, we do not postulate a 

match here. Likewise, it would be tempting to put together PNK *ca?a and PT *ta, but we do not have 

additional supporting data to confirm this hypothetical affricativization of *t- in PNK. On the other hand, 
z 

we have a veiy interesting match between PKK *//naiP and Hadza //na?e-. 

11.40. "HEART": 

A) PNK *naa{IIAa. !a, 2u. !kxa, !0. kxa)-, PT *lq?a[n]{Woo /q?an. Mas. ji, |Nu//en Igaij)-, PKw (?) 

^t(|Xam //, //Ng Igai, jge, #Kho. je-kji, //Kxau jae, //Ku//e jd, |Auni je, |Nusan /d)-, #Hoan IqTmr, B) PKK 

(Nama #gao-b, !Ora kao-b)-, PNKK (//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, Naro, |Gwi, //Gana, #Haba, 
^ zzz ^ z-% z zzz zz z ^ 

Tsixa #ao, |Xaise coo, Deti cao, Cara, Danisi cao, Cua co, Kua kjo, Tsua kyo. Hie. cod)', C) Sandawe 

y^ids, D) Hadza nkolo-. 

Notes. PT and PKw are easily grouped together, despite some discrepancies in the vocalism (the 
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efflux -q?- could not have even theoretically been ma±ed in transcriptions of !Wi data). The #Hoan form 

matches PT according to the correspondence established in 11.36 (PNK *!- #Hoan !- PSK */- PCK *f). The 

PNK form is more problematic; there is no additional data to support the correspondence PNK *-kx--^T 

*-q?-. On the other hand, there are no other firm examples of words with PT *-q?- corresponding to 

anything in PNK (one such example, PT *^q?oni "to drown" - PNK */noi id., has a secondary nasalisation 

in PNK due to the metathesis of the inlaut nasal, obscuring the original reflexation); and the possibility of 

the development *-q?- > *-kx- (considering that phonetically, iar is an ejective affricate: kx = kx?) is quite 

high. We can therefore suggest a temptative match here according to rule (d). 

11.41. "HORN": 

A) PNK *Udm [//Au. !u, 2u. !khu, !0. Ikhu)', #Hoan Iba, B) PT *//a(e/ (!Xoo //Sd’, Mas. /A^n-sa, 

|Nu//en //aF)\ PKw *//ef (|Xam, Bat. //d, //Ng //aP, #Kho., |Auni //eP)-, PKK *//ad (Nama //na-b)-, PNKK 

*/Aa (all languages have /Pad)-, Sandawe Xans, C) Hadza Io?o-. 

Notes. The Sandawe/CK parallel (already present in [Ehret 1986]) is extremely interesting in that it 

shows one possible way for the secondaiy development of clicks in Khoisan out of consonant clusters 

formed through the reduction of original *CVCV > *CCV: *//na< *Xna< *Xana. This example is perhaps 

the most transparent of all; several more, although none of them with equally reliable phonology and 

semantics, can be found in [Ehret 1986]. To this root we might add PSK *//ad (^*//eP) assuming the 

possibility of a dissimilation in PSK (see the frequent fluctuations of the nasality in click effluxes discussed 

above). PNK and #Hoan show an isogloss of their own, in contrast to SK and CK. 

11.42. "I": 

A) PNK !0. m, me, mi, 2u. mi)', PT *n (!Xoo n. Mas. n, na, |Nu//en g, nd)-, PKw 

(all languages have n or ^); #Hoan mtt, Hadza (o)os, B) PKK (Nama ti[ra], !Ora ti-rem., ti-ta f.); PNKK 

*ti(IIPix\\, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, #Haba ti, Naro tija, lira, |Gwi tire, //Gana te, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Danisi ta, 
^ ^ ^ 

Tsixa ti, Cua tje, Kua kje. Hie. or); Sandawe d. 

Notes. When it comes to the 1 st person sg. pronoun, two types of forms are obviously distinguished 

- the form with a nasal (*m-, *n-) and the form with a dental/affricate (*t-, *c-). The question, then, is if they 

go back to no more than two roots or if this subgrouping does not reflect the actual historic situation. 

It is possible that PNK/#Hoan *m and SK *n/*r) go back to different stems (both of them, 

interestingly enough, frequently found in different macrofamilies of the world). However, there is some 

significant evidence in favour of their being descended from one source. Comparing these phonological 

discrepancies with the ones found in the root "to eat" (11.23), we find the exact same correspondence - NK 

mXo SK g. It is also necessaiy to notice that in many languages of the !Wi subgroup, the main pronoun ^(or 

li) has a regular allomorph m-, ma before words beginning with a labial consonant. Therefore we can 

suggest that the original form was *g, with a later transition to *m in PNK and #Hoan because of the loss of 

the ’unique’ root stmcture (no other Khoisan root has a velar nasal as an individual phoneme, at least in the 

anlaut position), possibly triggered by assimilation in the pre-labial position. The Hadza form can be easily 

linked to the same source. 

The alternate solution - i.e. treating PNK and PSK forms as descended fiom different roots - would 

look reasonable if there were at least some traces of both roots in both groups with a clear distinction of 

their possible functions (i.e. the opposition of direct/indirect stem, etc.). In SK, however, the variant with m 

is, as indicated above, in complete phonological distribution with the 77-variant. In NK we do find certain 
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traces of a -n-or -g- in the function of 1 sg personal pronoun. In 2u| ’hoan, there is a special "dative" form na 

"for me, to me", used postverbally or independently. Also, in [Bleek 1956] we occasionally find forms like 

na and g either in the function of the subject ("I") or in the function of a possessive pronoun ("my") in 

several !Kung dialects. However, not a single dialect has any clear functional opposition of the two roots; it 

may well be that we art: simply dealing with an archaic phonetic variant preserved in some places. 

The CK/Sandawe parallel is likewise not a hundred percent convincing, as there is no regular 

coirespondence "PCK *t-- Sandawe c-'. Yet there is nothing contradicting that correspondence, especially 

when it involves the sequence *ti-, i.e. an enviroiunent in which the original dental is easily prone to 

palatalisation (which, by the way, does take place in some of the East Khoisan languages, such as Kua or 

Cua - irregularly, it should be noted). It is, in fact, an extremely important isogloss, and a very important 

argument in favour of tlie genetic relationship between Sandawe and the rest of Khoisan, as the moipheme 

for 1st person singular seems to be exclusive for that family, at least within African borders (much 

unlike *n, *m, or *g, all of which have a fairly wide distribution across the world). 

11.43. "KILL": 

A) PNK ♦/ii^(//Au., !0. .'if. In. fkhif)-, #Hoan Buf , B) PT *qa[iJ(}.Xoo qai. Mas. //kxai'\o kill 

by a blow on the head"); C) PKw *JV (|Xam /a, ji, //Ng /a, ji, jkhi, #Kho. /fcra); D) PKK *!am 

(Nama '.gam, !Ora '.atii)\ E) PNKK (//Ani, Danisi fkxi?, Kxoe, Buga, Naro, |Gwi, //Gana, #Haba 

jkxiP, |Ganda jkxtf, |Xaise, Cara j?^, Tsixa j?^, Kua, Tsua jTif, Hie. jgooy, F) Sandawe kwe, G) Hadza 

Notes. The only obvious match here is between PNK and #Hoan. It would be tempting to join both 

of these forms with PNICK *lkxif, seeing as how the correspondence "PNK *.'- PCK */' was established 

earlier in 11.36. However, the same cannot be said about the correspondence "PNK *-kh- - PCK *-kx-\ for 

which no further evidence can be found. In fact, PCK *lkxu’ stands a better chance of finding a match in 

PKw *IV, in case the #Khomani form jkxa reflects a real -kx- efflux and the true PKw form is to be 

reconstructed as *lkxV. It is, however, hardly reasonable to draw such an important conclusion on the basis 

of one dubious form; besides, there is still the vocalism discrepancy to be explained. 

11.44. "KNEE": 

A) PNK *lYOa{IIA\x. .'wa-jm, 2u. .'yoa)-, PT *//ylf (!Xoo //yif /nan. Mas. //cP-/nag, |Nu//en //gif 

jni)', PKK *//oa (Nama //goa-s, !Ora //oa-by, PNKK *//oe (//Ani //oe, Deti //oe, Cara, Danisi, Tsua //oe, 

Tsixa /Aie, Kua //ui)-, B) PKw *lao (|Xam Ino-ag, jnu-ag, //Ng jncf. Bat. [nu-ma); C) #Hoan //gone, D) 

PNKK *tuia (Buga, |Ganda kuw, Naro, #Haba !um, |Xaise (ku)kuru, Cara (ku)kuru. Hie. kukimi)', Hadza 

ganmguri--, E) Sandawe kef). 

Notes. Root (A) is characterized by an alveolar/lateral initial click (see more examples of this 

correspondence in II. 11) and, according to both NK and SK evidence, a voiced velar fricative efflux. For 

more evidence on CK zero efflux corresponding to SK *-y- cf., for instance, PCK *//aif "to fence" - PT 

y/yaif "bush with hookthoms; to make a bush fence with hookthoms" - #Hoan Z/xaif "fence" (there is no 

voiced -y- in #Hoan). Curiously enough, both NK and SK demonstrate the same use of the root as first part 

of the composite V/yU-jn V, the second part may very well be the same as the main PKw root for "knee" 

(*lno^, but the exact status of both roots and their relationship within Proto-Khoisan remains unclear. 
^ y 

Another interesting observation here would be to compare Hadza gumgguri- with PNKK *'.uw, 

especially those forms that show a reduplicated stem, like Hie. kukuiu, etc. The exact phonological 

104 



processes taking place here are hard to establish, but the resemblance is exceptionally striking, to the point 

of allowing us to postulate at least a temptative match. 

11.45. "KNOW": 

A) PNK (//Au. !hd', 1m. !h^-, PNKK *1^ (IIAm, Deti, Tsixa, Danisi ?P, Kxoe, Buga, 

|Ganda, [Xaise, Cara, Kua, Tsua ?eP,Naro, |Gwi !?eP, //Gana Pa®, #Habak?^. Hie. an); B) PT *lganta('Xoo 

lgum^\ C) PKw *#?en (|Xam #eim, |Nusan #an); PKK ^PaB(Nama #an, !Ora #Pan); PNKK (|Gwi, 

//Gana, #Haba ff?an, jXaise, Deti, Danisi ?jan. Hie. njin "to think"); D) #Hoan ci?a^ E) Sandawe mans, F) 

Hadza caba-. 

Notes. PNK */can apparently eorrespond not only to PCK *// (see 11.13), but also to PCK apart 

from this example, cf. also PNK *(ga/® "chin" - PCK *!gan[i]\d..\Y^Y.. *(ga/"puff-adder"-PCK *!gai'v^.\ 

PNK *!xao "hippopotamus" - PCK *!xao id. The correspondence PNK *-h-- PCK *-?- is unsupported by 

additional data, but considering that there are no good matches in PCK for any other etyma with PNK *-h-, 

we may suggest a temptative match according to rule (d). 

The other widespread root is *#?an, present in almost the exact same form in !Wi and CK. In CK it 

functions as the main root for "know" in Khoekhoe; the main meaning in PNKK seems to have been "think". 
r ft IK 

On the other hand, *!?eP, the main PNKK root for "know", corresponds to Nama !a in ho-!a "to feel, 

perceive, learn", and probably to !Ora !?iP-b "head". 

11.46. "LEAF": 

A) PNK *dQa(llAm. dora, 1m. doara); HHomjgba, B)PT */gana(\Xoo /gana. Mas. jgana);PNKK 
^ r y y y 

*lgaaa (//Ani IgaP, Kxoe, |Ganda, Deti IgaF, Naro, Hie. /gana, //Gana jgana, |Xaise /gana, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi 

Igana)', Sandawe C) Hadza 

Notes. Since #Hoan j< *d, we can easily compare its form with PNK, separating the elements *-ra 

and *-ba as different suffixes. Outside NK/#Hoan the more widespread root is *lgana, found in the exact 

same form in PNKK and PT (in PKK *lgana > *jsP, with the meaning shift "leaf > "grass"; Nama 

Iga-b, !Ora /aP-b). A temptative mateh may also be suggested with Sandawe /a due to the same click influx; 

as for the voiced/voiceless character of the efflux, it fluctuates much too often between languages to form a 

serious objection. 

11.47. "LIE": 

A) PNK *sa(llAm., !0. su, 1m. su); B) PT ♦to(!Xoo tiiu. Mas., |Nu//en tu); PKw ^V(|Xam ta, td’, 

tP, //Ng da, //Kxau /a); C) #Hoan ^?r, D) PKK *//oe(Nama //goe, !Ora //oe); PNKK *//oe(IIAm, Kxoe, 

Buga, Naro, //Gana, #Haba, |Xaise, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua//oe, Deti //oe, Tsua z/t/e); E) Sandawe/iime; 

F) Hadza 
^ ft 

Notes. No matches, apart from the obvious one between PKK and PNKK. PNK *su and PT *tu do 

look suspiciously similar, but the *s- */correspondence is not supported by any other convincing data (on 

the other hand, there are at least several good examples of correspondences between PNK *5 and PT *d). 

11.48. "LfVER": 

A) PNK *3^ (IIAm. ci, !0. cf, 1m. chf)', PKK *kxaf (Nama ai-b, ai-s, !Ora kxaP-b)-, PNKK 

*kj^ (//Ani, Buga kxaP, Kxoe kxaP, |Ganda kxaf, Naro, Danisi kxaf, |Gwi, //Gana, #Haba, Tsixa k?aP, 

|Xaise k?P, Deti, Carak?aP,Cua c?f, Kua, Tsua c??. Hie. cie); B) PT */Aiam(\Xoo //nam, |Nu//en//n Vni)-, 
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PKw */Ai(o)^ (|Xam //nosP, //Ng //aain, (?) //Kxau tjarja)-, C) #Hoan Jcar, D) Sandawe thas(i)DO-, E) (?) 

Hadza //Theya^m. 

Notes. The correspondence between PCK *kx- and PNK *ch- fully matches the one described in 

11.19 (curiously enough, the NK development here is fully parallel to the palatalization in certain East 

Central Khoisan languages). On the other hand, the resemblance between these forms and #Hoan kui is 

probably accidental, since, as seen in II. 19, #Hoan should agree with PNK in this palatalisation process. It is 

theoretically possible that the palatalisation could be prevented in certain contexts, but until we have more 

data from both #Hoan and PNK/PCK, there is nothing else toillustrate such a suggestion. 

The Hadza fonn (acc. to Derek Elderkin’s data) is not compared with the SK forms, partially 

because of vocalism prablems, partially because it is somewhat suspicious (it is not quite clear what is 

actually the main word for ’liver’ in Hadza). 

11.49. "LONG": 

A) PNK *#gar^(,11 Km. jg^, IKung (Doke) #ga?i), 2u. #ga?P)\ B) PT */P«(!Xoo !?anis^., !?3’ 

pi.); C) PKw *l?a (//Ng, //Kxau /Pa); D) #Hoan ca?s, E) PKK *ga[i]3ni (Nama ga[i]xu, !Ora gaxu)\ F) 

PNKK *lao(IIJkn.i, Buga, Naro, #Haba, Kua, Tsua !ao, |Gwi !au, //Gana !au, Deti, Tsixa, Danisi kao, Cara 

kao)\ G) Sandawe magtmjs, H) Hadza dose-. 

Notes. All the branches and sub-branches seem to have a separate root for this word, frequently 

used also to denote "tall" and/or "deep". 

11.50. "LOUSE": 

A) PNK *3ibg(tu. #nay, B) PNK *c7^(l\i. cP/); #Hoan c?i, C) PT ^^^^(IXoo A?/, pi. 9n^-tS)-, 

PKw *QbU (|Xam Onuiij, //Ng Onoin-ja)-, Sandawe n^l?a, Hadza ffamaa-, D) PKK *kxun (Nama 

uri-, !Ora kxiin-b)-, PNKK *kxam(/IAm kxuni, Buga, |Gwi kxunU //Gana kxuni, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Kua, 

Tsua k?um, Tsixa k?uni\. 

Notes. The SK-Sandawe-Hadza comparison is another interesting example (see [Ehret 1986]) of 

the possible secondary development of clicks - in this case, the labial click in SK is explained through the 

influence of the original labial nasal. The Hadza form is thus the archaic variant, with PSK *0nV< *0mV 

< *jni V< *l?‘m U; the Sandawe form features a metathesis of the original structure. Of course, this is but a 

temptative match, but it perfectly agrees with the same model of development that was exposed in 11.41. 

The two PNK fo rms are very approximate, as 2u|’hoan is the only NK dialect for which the word 

"louse" is actually recorded, and there is no way of determining which form is the main one and which one 

is secondary. The form *^a bears a strong resemblance to PT *0nV, right down to the pharyngealized 

vowel, however, no other fully convincing examples of the correspondence "PT * 0-PNK have been 
r 

found (a much more probable correspondence is PNK *!, see 11.53). The other form, *c?P, is obviously the 

same as #Hoan c?i. 

In Zul’hoan there is also a form kxuri"sp. of louse", obviously tied in with PCK *kxu-[n/-ni] 

less obviously with PT *//gxoni”s'pec\es of louse". Regardless of whether the Zu|’hoan form is a borrowing 

from CK or related to it genetically, it seems to have a more restricted meaning and so cannot be taken into 

account. 

11.51. "MAN": 

A) PNK *lbo^(IIK\x. !wiP, Zu. !ho^, !0. B) PT *7ir(!Xoo taa. Mas., |Nu//en *da)\ C) #Hoan 
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grt, D) PKK *k3cao (Nama ao-b, !Ora kxao)\ PNKK (//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, Naro, |Gwi, #Haba kxao, 

//Gana kxao, |Xaise, Cara, Tsixa, Kua, Tsua k?ao, Deti k?ao)-, E) Sandawe maxe, F) Hadza Xeme. 

Notes. The PKw root for "man" is impossible to determine (most languages have their own 

individual way of expression, see [Bleek 1929]). Likewise, PT does not have a special root and uses the 

word for "person" instead; NK, #Hoan, and CK distinguish "man" from "person", but none of the forms 

appear to be related. 

11.52. "MANY"; 

A) PNK (//Au., !0. #khi, 2u. r¥khai)-, B) PT *//^- (!Xoo //ali. Mas. //ari, |Nu//en //ante, 

//am)-, C) #Hoan jm, D) PKK *#ai(Nama #gui)-, E) Sandawe de, F) Hadza ndago. 

Notes. Neither PKw nor PNKK yield a good candidate for the root; apparently, it was hardly stable 

at the Proto-Khoisan level either. #Hoan jua has, however, an interesting parallel in !Xoo jaa "multitude, 

crowd". 

11.53. "MEAT": 

A) PNK *Jiba{IIAn. !a, !kha, //a,2u. !kha, !0. //kha, //a); PT *&a(!Xoo 0aje, Mas. Owe, |Nu//en 

Owe); PKw *©«(|Xam, //Ng 0wai, #Kho. 0oi, Bat. 0iva, |Auni 0we); B) #Hoan//fe, C) PKK *ixo (!Ora 

kxo-by, PNKK *kxo (//Ani, Danisi kxo, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, Naro, #Haba kxo, |Gwi, //Gana kxo, |Xaise, 

Deti, k?6, Cara k?o, Tsixa, Kua, Tsua k?o. Hie. kohd)-, D) Sandawe fnar, E) Hadza maaa^. 

Notes. Out of all the possible alternatives, the NK retroflex click looks like the most promising 

correspondence for SK labial clicks. Cf., apart from this example, the following: PNK *!o "elder brother" - 

PT *0xa id.; PNK *Jh£P "son, child" - PT *0qa "child"; also, with either PNK alveolar or PNK retroflex, 

PNK *!gom ("edible caterpillar" - PT *0g^ id.; PNK *!go^ ( *!^ "Kalahari raisin bush" - PT *0GhvP 

id. More problematic is the aspiration in PNK, which makes the match less reliable; most of the time PNK 

*-kh- corresponds to PT *-h- or It is, however, possible that the SK root was contaminated with the 

ancestor of !Xoo 0aP "herd of eland, flesh, meat", and thus lost the original aspiration. 

11.54. "MOON": 

A) PNK !nwi, 2u. !nui, !0. //nwi)-, PNKK *//aw (//Ani //noE, Kxoe, Buga, Tsixa 

/Poe, [Ganda, Naro, Deti, Cara, Danisi, Kua /Poe, |Gwi, //Gana /Poe, #Haba /Pnoe, |Xaise /Pnoe, Tsua 

/Pue)-, B) PT *lgbm{]Xoo !qhan. Mas. !xVn, |Nu//en !xan); C) PKw (?) ♦#Paro(|Xam !a!auTU,in^% ’one, 

#Kho. #?oTo, //Kxau #?oto, IIYoille t?oIo, Bat. Jtolo)-, D) PKK (Nama //kha-b, !Ora //xsP-s)-, E) 

Sandawe la-biaa, F) Hadza seOor. 

Notes. The best match here is between PNK and PCK; see 11.13 ("claw") for more examples of the 

*J - *//correspondence. Whether PT *!qhan and PKK *//xd' have anything to do with each other still 

remains to be established. The PKw root is exceptionally interesting in that some of the languages, most 

notably Batwa (//Xegwi) have a lateral consonant instead of the click in the anlaut position; again, it is not 

yet clear whether this lateral should be reconstmcted for PKw or PSK, and if so, what are its origins and 

correspondences in other branches. 

11.55. "MOUNTAIN". 

In most major subgroups of Khoisan the word for "mountain" is the same as the word for "stone", 

with the following exceptions: #Hoan has Iha (probably related to !Xoo .’ifw "hill, niche for trees"); 
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Sandawe has^aws; and Hadza possibly has/^?lifc. None of these three words are related, and matches for 

the other languages will be discussed under "stone" (11.81). 

11.56. "MOUTH"; 

A) PNK !0. ci, 1m. c?i)\ B) PT ^ftr(!Xoo #u-e. Mas. !w-e, INu/Zen C) PKw *tu 

(|Xam, //Ng, #Kho., //Ku//e, Bat., |Auni tu, |Nusan du)\ D) #Hoan sf ', E) PKK *kxam (Nama am-s, !Ora 

kxam "gate"); PNKK *kxaa (all West CK languages have kxam, |Xaise, Cara, Tsixa, Cua k?am, Deti, Kua 

k?ani, Tsua k?am. Hie. #ani)\ F) Sandawe Imtm, G) Hadza ?swanikar. 

Notes. Unless there are some deeply hidden, complex correspondences in this root, none of the 

forms seem to match. PNK ’tP-never seems to reflect a palatalised *kx-, and even if it did, there would still 

be the vocalism and final -mto explain. Likewise, the resemblance of PNK and #Hoan is deceptive, since 

NK hissing consonants always correspond to #Hoan hissing ones (unless the transcription of the #Hoan 

word is actually incorrect). 

11.57. "NAME": 

A) PNK *lu (//Au., !0. !u, lu. fu); PT (!Xoo /ad’. Mas. /kxaif, |Nu//en jd’)-, PKw *lef) 

(|Xam /d, je, //Ng /d, |,4uni /e, /en); #Hoan /a, PKK *lkxon (Nama jon-s, !Ora jkxdnna)-, PNKK 

(//Ani, UGana jkxon, Kxoe /kxon, Buga, [Ganda, Naro /kxuf, |Gwi /kxoan, #Haba, Danisi jkxun, |Xaise, 

Cara l?on, Deti l?un, Tsixa l?on, Kua, Tsua l?un. Hie. /un, //un)-, B) SandaweC) Hadza ?akaaar. 

Notes. The word for "name", oddly enough, is often among the most stable elements of the 

100-wordlist, and Khoisan is no exception. PNK and #Hoan, as usual, are closer to each other phonetically. 

PT *la(u/f perfectly matches them according to the correspondence exposed in 11.36. As for the CK forms, 

there indeed is evidence for CK *-kx- sometimes corresponding to a zero efflux in NK/SK, cf., for instance, 

PKK *lkxau "dew, spring" - PNK PT *lu'' "dew"; PKK *#kxoni "worm" - PNK *#nu?if id. 

(secondary nasal efflux due to assimilation with the nasal vowel). PCK also shows some irregular 

fluctuations of the vocalism, including an unexplainable diphthongisation into either -ui- or -oa-, taking 

into account the PKw vocalism -e-, one might suggest that the original PK form contained some kind of 

diphthong, possibly *-eu-, which later gave rise to all the untrivial vocalic developments. 

Neither Sandawe nor Hadza, however, cannot be successfully linked to the PK root without making 

a handful of unverifiable assumptions. 

11.58. "NECK"; 

A) PNK 7a3'(//Au. !eP, lu. !af, !0. Z/^-, B) PT ’^«xsb'(!Xoo #kxaif, |Nu//en Zfif)-, PKw *#?aa 

(|Xam !au, Udiou, A'Ng !u, //Kxau d?u, |Auni dof)\ C) #Hoan cs, D) PKK *Ikxao 

(Nama !ao-b, !ao-s, !Ora !?ao-by, PNKK *Ikxao{IIPM\, Naro, #Haba !kxao, //Gana kxao, |Xaise k?ao, Deti, 
y r ^ ^y ^ 

Kua k?ao, Cara k?ao, Cua kZao)-, E) Sandawe iweff, F) Hadza futi-ja. 

Notes. PT *#kxaif and PCK *!kxao look extremely similar, but the correspondence "PT *#- PCK 

*r is not found anywhere else; for the moment we should consider this as a mere chance resemblance. 

11.59. "NEW": 

A) PNK *ZB (//Au. ze, lu. ze, !0. je); #Hoan za, Hadza yaaa, B) PT *//qsV[Z.y^oo Z/quV, Mas. 

Z/xwe)-, PKw ^^fe(|Xam Z/we)-, C) PKK *kaba(yiama. kawa)-, PNKK *q^ba(/Haro kaba, |Gwi, //Gana qaba); 

D) Sandawe ZZae. 
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Notes. A good match here between PNK and #Hoan, and we can furthermore add Hadza jana 

because of the phonetic resemblance. Sandawe and SK both have a lateral click efflux, but the resemblance 

ends there - and we would be expecting a bisyllabic root in Sandawe anyway, so as to account for the *//q- 

anlaut in PSK. 

11.60. "NIGHT": 

A) PNK *lgtt (//Au., !0. Igu, 2u. /gu)', B) PT (!Xoo /nue. Mas. /noe, |Nu//en /noe); C) PKw 

*//ga (|Xam, //Ng, Bat., |Nusan //ga, #Kho. /A’a, //ga, //Kxau //a, |Auni //gau, //gd)\ D) #Hoan c&ao; E) PKK 

*i(&H(Nama tsu-xu-b)', PNKK *Au{IIAn\, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi thu); Sandawe twe, F) 

Hadza ciS-. 

Notes. Most of the roots are unrelated. PNK *lgu and PT *lnu are quite similar, but there is nothing 

to explain the nasality in PT (or its loss in PNK?); as we have seen many times earlier, every time a nasal 

influx "irregularly" appears where it should not be expected, it can be explained by the influence of an 

ensuing nasal element, not present in this root. On the other hand, PCK *thu and Sandawe twe are quite 

similar and most probably belong together. 

11.61. "NOSE": 

A) PNK *c?^ (//Au. cif, lu. c?if, 10. cug)-, B) PT ♦^i?‘(!Xoo /nuhna. Mas. /nu, /nu-ca, |Nu//en 

fnusa); PKw *faa (|Xam jnu(n)tu, //Ng, #Kho., //Ku//e Inutu, Bat. jnu, |Auni jnu, /noP, |Nusan lnudu)\ 

Sandawe fnaAr, Hadza Tmdawe--, C) #Hoan lq?<f ., D) PKK (Nama #gui-s, lOra Pkii-b)\ PNKK *#m 

(//Ani, Buga, |Ganda, |Gwi, Tsixa #ui, Naro, #Haba #uj, //Gana #gui, |Xaise, Danisi, Cua, Kua, Tsua cui, 

Deti, Cara cui. Hie. cui). 

Notes. SK forms are grouped together with Hadza and Sandawe based on the presence of the 

combination "click+nasal" or "stop+nasal" in all three branches, quite typical for the word "nose" in 

macrofamilies all over the world. This last factor is the chief reason why it is reasonable to make an 

exception from the stricter rales described in the introduction; there are no other cases of Sandawe /in¬ 

directly corresponding to Hadza -nt(h)- (cf., however, a somewhat similar case in 11.80), or to PT *ln-, yet 

there is nothing to disprove such a correspondence either, and the meaning "nose" is hardly coincidental for 

these structures. It is not excluded that PNK and #Hoan actually belong here as well (the former through 

secondary affricativisation of the click), but this is a very feeble hypothesis so far unsupported by further 

evidence. 

11.62. "NOT": 

A) PNK *lo^(//Au. jwa, 2u. joa, !0. jwa, jwi, jwd)', #Hoan fboToa, B) PT *//^u^{\Xoo //qhua, 

M?is.//k?a, |Nu//en //u)\ PKw *//V(|Xam kxau (?), //Ng //u, //e, //au, #Kho. //e, //ai, //o, //w, C) PKK *tataa 

(Nama, !Ora tama)-, PNKK *ta (Naro -ta, -tama, //Gana tama, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Danisi, Kua, Tsua -ta, 

Tsixa -£a^; D) Sandawe -pe; E) Hadza a-iiFF(Bleek). 

Notes. Each major subbranch of Khoisan seems to have its own primary negative morpheme, 

except for PNK and #Hoan, which form an obvious match. (#Hoan -h- is a little problematic, but words of 

this category - frequently used particles, etc. - may allow for slight irregularities; also the exact #Hoan form 

probably needs verifying). Their vocalism often varies due to assimilation with juxtaposed words. 
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11.63. "ONE": 

A) PNK *laB?e{IIP>Xi. jne, lu. /ne?e, !0. jne, jnee)-, #Hoan Omf, B)PT *#?a('Xoo #?u-. Mas. !u?e, 

|Nu//en .'oe); PKw !wai, //Ng //we, #Kho. //oe. Bat. //a, |Auni #iF)\ C) PKK ‘^'(Nama 

jgui, !Ora jui)\ PNKK ^/i^(all languages have /u/); D) Sandawe ceace, E) Hadza fi^nc-. 

Notes. #Hoan and PNK match according to the correspondence laid out in 11.35 ("eye"); #Hoan 

vocalism is secondary here due to assimilation with the labial click. The SK forms are rather strange, 

displaying an untrivial variation of clicks rarely met elsewhere - such as the lateral click in //Ng, Batwa, and 
r ^ 

#Khomani vs. the alveolar click in |Xam and the palatal click in !Xoo and |Auni. This is not the same 

variation as when we deal with a simple palatal click, "yielding" supposedly alveolar reflexes (or, rather, 

supposedly transcribed as alveolar) in |Xam (see, for instance, 11.24), because here the #Khomani form, 

where the palatal click is regularly marked, contains a lateral click. Whether this points to a "fifth" click in 

PKw, like in PNK, is yet to be determined; for now the one thing that is certain is that the PKw root does 

seem to match the PT one. 

11.64. "PERSON": 

A) PNK *zu(JIAm. zu, 2u. zu, !0. ju, zu); PT ^(!Xoo taa, pi. tuu. Mas., |Nu//en da)-, B) PKw *!ai 

(|Xam, //Ng !wi, //Kxau /w/"man". Bat. kwi (?), |Nusan !gu, !gui)\ C) #Hoan *#?am-koe, D) PKK *kboe 

(Nama, !Ora khoe^-, PNKK *ib^(//Ani, Buga, |Ganda, |Gwi, jXaise, Deti, Cara khoe, Naro, //Gana, 

#Haba, Tsixa, Danisi khoe, Kua khoe, Tsua choe. Hie. cwa, eowe); E) Sandawe Inamc-', F) Hadza Tiinn-. 

Notes. Normally PNK *zcan be shown to correspond to PT *j(cf. PNK *zam "thin" - PT *jaba id., 

PNK *zabi "to turn round" - PT *3abi id., etc.). However, there is some evidence showing that the 

correspondence "PNK *z-PT *t' is also valid. Cf., besides "person" (where the discrepancy in vocalism is 

explained through an old, somewhat obscure ablaut, cf !Xoo plural tuu), PNK *zo "black" - PT *to'^ 

"dark"; PNK *zoni "paw, fist" - PT *ta'’ "footpad"; PNK *za?a "blood" (rare form, as opposed to the 

commonly widespread *l?i)) - PT "clotted blood". In this context it is interesting to note that the 

reconstruction *ta, with initial *t-, is made dubious because of the presence of a dialectal form la, found in 

Masarwa [Bleek 1956]. This, of course, reverts us to the question of possible SK laterals, first raised in 11.54. 

Lack of data from SK dialects, unfortunately, does not allow us to make any definite conclusions - but it is 

quite probable that PNK actually stems from two earlier phonemes, namely, ^(yielding PT *j) and 

either lateral ^or *2 (yielding PT *t). 

In #Hoan the second element of the composite used to denote "person" is obviously related to PCK 

*khoe, but it is the first element that should be used for comparison, and the root *#?ain- so far does not 

have any plausible etymology. 

11.65. "RAIN": 

A) PNK *Jlga {UKu. !ga, IKung //ga, !!ga (Lloyd), 2u. !ga, !0. //ga)-, PKw *lkb(o)a (|Xam Ikhwa, 

//Ng Ikha, //Kxau /Pa); B) PT *lkxoe (!Xoo Ikxoe, Mas. !we, |Nu//en !xwe)-, C) #Hoan co?^', D) PKK *ta 

(Nama tu-s, !Ora /u-a); PNKK *m (all languages have tu exc. for Buga, Deti ft/); Hadza ?atbi-, E) Sandawe 

Xwa?. 

Notes. The words for "rain" and "water" in Khoisan seem to be often related; the most obvious 

situation is in Hadza, where there exists only one word for both notions. In PT there seem to be two 

different roots (* Ikxoe for "rain" and *!qha for "water", see below); however, PKw, at least, according to 

the poorly transcribed data in our possession, does not differentiate between the two either. In this respect it 
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is interesting to compare the NK roots *Jga "rain" and *Jgu "water", the only difference between which lies 

in the vocalism - which, furthermore, can be explained by the same kind of ancient ablaut that we see in 

"person" (11.64). If this is so, the -a-foim of the root would have the primary meaning "rain", and then PNK 

and PKw are perfectly comparable; for more details on the problem, see 11.96 ("water"). 

The Hadza form has been compared with PCK before, and although the vocalism correspondences 

are unclear, this does not prevent us from postulating a temptative match according to mle (a) (total or near 

total identity of consonant structure). 

11.66. "RED"; 

A) PNK *Ig^ (//Au. !g^, 2u. !ga^, !0. !gai, !g£)', PT *^-oa (!Xoo fahna. Mas. lanja)-, 

#Hoan la?a; B) PKK *flacaba (Nama jawa, !Ora jkxaba)-, C) PNKK *Kn)oa{llhn\ fnoa, Buga, Deti foa, 

Naro, #Haba fnaa, |Gwi foa, //Gana ^noa, |Xaise, Cara, Danisi joi)', D) Sandawe buXr, E) Hadza tddse 

(Bleek), te^ (Elderkin). 

Notes. PNK matches with #Hoan and PT according to several correspondences already established 

above(forPNK vs. #Hoan zero efflux, cf II.4; for PNK and #Hoan *.'vs. PT */>cf. 11.36). Whether the 

root can further be compared with PNKK *l(n)oa is unclear, because there is still the nasality to be 

accounted for in PNKK, even if it appears and disappears somewhat sporadically. The PKw root for "red" 

cannot be established, as there are numerous forms in [Bleek 1929] and [Bleek 1956], with almost none of 

the languages agreeing with each other. 

11.67. "ROAD/PATH"; 

A) PNK (//Au., !0. (?) /a, 2u. #AAa); B) PT *a5«>(!Xoo dao. Mas. daii)-, #Hoan year, PKK 

*dao (Nama dao-b, !Ora da6-b)\ PNKK *dm (//Ani, Buga, Naro, //Gana, Tsixa, Danisi dao, Kxoe, |Xaise, 

Deti, Cara, Kua, Tsua dao, |Ganda dau, |Gwi, #Haba dio. Hie. dhau)-, C) Sandawe/^ D) Hadza jda. 

Notes. The most widespread root for "road" in Khoisan is *dao (no relation to modem Chinese!), 

present in all the branches except for PNK (and PKw, where again no proper reconstruction can be 

suggested). Unfortunately, there is no way so far to make sure it is not really a cultural borrowing from PKK 

into all the other families; however, for the time being we will make the assumption of genetic relationship 

between all these forms. 

11.68. "ROOT": 

A) PNK ♦/Jut(2u. //ari, //Au. //ari"rooi fibre", !0.//ale, //areid.); B) PT *&xa(\Xoo fkxai); C) 

#Hoan Igfai D) PKK ♦jftioni8(Nama !noma-b, lOra !n6iniP-b)-, E) Sandawe laf -, F) Hadza ira&'(Elderkin). 

Notes. A veiy poor, unstable item; language data shows that the word for "root" very frequently 

assumes a more localized meaning, e.g. "root of a particular plant" or "root fibre", and viee versa. For PKw 

and PNKK it is more or less impossible to suggest a protolanguage form, due to lack of data in general 

and/or lack of comparable forms. IXoo and #Hoan forms are similar, but the correspondence "PT *-kx- - 

#Hoan -^P-) does not exist, and the resemblance appears to be a chance one. 

11.69. "ROUND". 

No major Khoisan branch has anything even remotely approaching a protolanguage root for 

"round"; the closest would be PKK ♦/fbSF’(Nama !ubu, iOra !uni), which does not have any external 

parallels anyway. We will have to exclude this root from our calculations. 
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11.70. "SAND". 

In most Khoisan languages the word for "sand" is the same as the word for "earth", with no 

differentiation at all; thus, matchings for most branches are the exact same ones as for "earth" (11.22). 

Elde±in records cawa "sand" for Hadza, as opposed to jama- "sand", but this is not much help. 

11.71. "SAY": 

A) PNK *kU(!Kung kue (Lloyd), 2u. Aro); PKw ^V(|Xam ka, #Kho. ka, ku, kwa, //Kxau ku, 

|Auni ko)-, B) PT *j!am(!Xoo tam)-, C) PKK ^to^(Nama mi, !Ora mP)\ PNKK Kxoe, Naro 

mf, #Haba, Cara mi. H ie. /ne); D) Sandawe bor, E) Hadza. be-. 

Notes. Curiously enough, none of the recorded forms have any clicks, probably reflecting the 

frequency of their use and the semi-particle status of many of them. Despite this, only PNK and PKw forms 

actually agree in having *kVas the basic stmcture; PT prefers *tV{ci. also !Xoo tana "to talk, speak"); and 

CK languages have the extremely rare */77Fstracture. 

11.72. "SEE": 

A) PNK *sg{II.K\i. se, IKung 5/7(Doke), 2u. se, !0. siij, sj); #Hoan cr, B)PT ♦y4is(!Xoo jna'’. Mas. 

jna, |Nu//en //7e); PKw *laa~*^e(jKam jna, jniP, jne, jni, //Ng fna, fne, jni, #Kho. jna, jne, jnf, //Kxau, |Auni 

jna, //Ku//e jne. Bat. jna, jne)-, C) PKK *mif (jiama mu, !Ora milP)-, PNKK *naf{IIA.n\, Kxoe, Buga, |Xaise, 

Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua mif, Naro, #Haba mo, |Gwi, //Gana m. Hie. moo); D) Sandawe fa; E) 

Hadza Idi-. 

Notes. PNK *-[) is used here to denote the "i-tinged" syllabic nasal (which in some dialects 

alternates with -e- and -/-), as opposed to the "a-tinged" syllabic nasal found, for example, in *l?g "blood". 

The PNK form itself is obviously related to #Hoan ci, according to the same vocalic correspondence as 

found in "blood" (II.9); for the *s- c correspondence, cf. also PNK *5'/"they" - #Hoan c/id., etc. No other 

matches are found, although it is interesting to note that PSK has *//? while PCK has *m- - just like in 

"head" (11.38) and "give" (11.33); Sandawe /a can also be viewed only as a very hypothetical match with 

PSK, since the effluxes do not match. 

11.73. "SEED": 

A)PNK *//a?a{tvi.//a?a); B)PT *aaf{\Xoo C)#Hoan/an?D)PNKK *lxim{IIAn\, |Gwi, 

//Gana, #Haba, Deti, Cara, Danisi, Kua, Tsua jxuri, (?) Buga jxui, Naro jxuri. Hie. Ikhun); E) Sandawe boja, 

F) Hadza /o/i/(Bleek). 

Notes. Also a very weak root, only relatively stable in PNKK; for PKw and PKK it is 

unreeonstmctible, and even in PNK and PT not all dialects agree. Despite the huge variety of forms, none 

present any firm matches. 

11.74. "SIT": 

A) PNK *lag (//Au. /ni, 2u. Inij, !0. hj); #Hoan ?laat, PKK (Nama #nu, !Ora iflu); PNKK 

(//Ani, Kxoe, #Haba ifinif, Buga, jGanda, //Gana ^nu, Naro ifinuf), |Xaise, Kua nif, Deti mj’, Cara, 

Tsixa, Danisi nu, Tsua n'lf. Hie. njo); B) PT *cbu (IXoo chu. Mas. cu, |Nu//en su, cu); PKw *sof){\Xam, 

//Ng so, soeg, #Kho. sou, Bat. so, |Auni ssP, sacf); C) Sandawe bakic(i), D) Hadza baata. 

Notes. PNK does not distinguish between the preglottalized nasal efflux and the simple nasal efflux, 

which makes the match with #Hoan quite justified (cf also PNK *jnom "springhare" - #Hoan ?jnam id.. 
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etc.). Moreover, there is a good match with PCK - the correspondence "PNK, #Hoan */- PSK, PCK had 

previously been established in 11.21 ("ear"), and the effluxes correspond to each other directly. The same 

root is thus lacking only in both SK branches which instead display a root with an initial hissing 

fricative/affricate (Masarwa and |Nuy/en forms with hushing sounds are non-diagnostic since we also meet 

many cases where hissing and hushing reflexes appear to be in free variation), and in Hadza/Sandawe. 

11.75. "SKIN": 

A) PNK */ao {//Au., !0. /no, 2u. /no); B) PT (!Xoo turn. Mas. t?ym, |Nu//en tPom); PKw 

*tif (|Xam tif, //Ng ti/’, twsP, #Kho. gjo)-, #Hoan c?a, C) PKK Ifcfto (Nama kho-b, !Ora khd-b)-, PNKK 

*kbo (//Ani, Buga, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua kho, Kxoe kxo, |Ganda, Naro, |Xaise, Deti, Cara kho, |Gwi, 

//Gana, #Haba kho, Cua cho. Hie. do); D) Sandawe kelenabs, E) Hadza ?aba-. 

Notes. #Hoan c?u is counted as a match with PT and PKw for the following reasons: 1) all the 

forms bear strong phonetic resemblance; 2) no other correspondences for #Hoan dP- have been found so far; 

3) there exists evidence showing that the initial phoneme in PSK wasn’t merely a simple *t-, Masarwa and 

|Nu//en data are recorded with a glottalised phoneme, and #Khomani shows a rare reflexation gj-, only 

found in a few other cases (^>5/"what" < *Tisi, see "what") - so the glottalisation in #Hoan actually agrees 

with the SK data. 

11.76. "SLEEP": 

A) PNK *c?^{IIAvi., !0. ca, c?a, 2u. cPa); #Hoan es; B) PT *ea[tjn (!Xoo Oan, Mas., |Nu//en 

Owoiii)', PKw *0VaQXam 0oer7,//Ng Ooe/;, Owoiij, #Kho. 0?d',IIYow\ Oan, Bat. Oweni, |Auni 0wa?P, 

[Nusan Ouiii)', C) PKK *//?an (Nama //om, !Ora /A’uni)-, PNKK *//?6m (Naro, //Gana, #Haba //?om, |Gwi 

//?oain, Danisi //?um. Hie. //goni)', Sandawe/%r, D) Hadza 

Notes. PNK and #Hoan match exactly, apart from the unclear glottalisation in PNK; however, 

observe the same correspondence in "tooth" (11.89). Another exact match is found between PCK and 

Sandawe, a rare case of both click efflux and influx being the same. Hadza //upi-, however, caruiot be 

placed here for the time being, as the influxes do not match, and the bisyllabic character of the root requires 

additional explanation. 

11.77. "SMALL": 

A) PNK *c?ema (IIAm., !0. cema, 2u. c?ema); Sandawe ca, B) PT *l?ui(\Xoo l?ufy, #Hoan/bnif, 

C) PKK ^(Nama jga, !Ora /a); D) PNKK *lkxaie {Haro, |Gwi, #Haba jkxare, Deti, Kua, Tsua /Pare, Cara, 

Danisi /Pare, Hie. kaTe"a little"); E) HadzaImn^. 

Notes. Sandawe and PNK forms feature the same consonant structure (PNK *-ina is originally a 

diminutive suffix; the simple form cPeis also found in a couple of dialects) and thus form a possible match. 

As for the other roots, some of them find parallels in other branches: PT */Pt//and #Hoan jkxui (for the 

efflux correspondence cf. II.8) can be compared with PNK *lu?i "to be thin", while PKK *la finds a parallel 

in PT *lqa- "diminutive formative for pronouns". However, only PT and #Hoan present an exact wordlist 

match. The PKw form for the root carmot be suggested. 

11.78. "SMOKE": 

A) PNK *Sori^(llAm. sore, sori, 2u. /ore, !0. co/e, co//"tobacco"); B) PT *cIoafV(\Xoo ckxaj^-, 

PKK ^fccaB(Nama /annis, !Ora Ikxan)-, PNKK *c?aa^](llAni, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda c?ani, Naro, //Gana, 
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#Haba, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua c?ini, |Gwi c?ene, jXaise, Deti, Cara c?ani. Hie. cene)-, Sandawe ca^ 

Hadza dko-ws, C) #Hoan jffe. 

Notes. Root (b) is one of the most interesting cases in the woidlist; this comparison, already present 

in [Ehret 1986] and several other sources, is an exceptionally strong argument in favor of "macro-Khoisan" 

relationship. The basic root stmcture *cVkV, preserved in Hadza and Sandawe, develops into *ckV 

through regular reduction of the first syllable; this structure is clearly seen in PT *ckxa-jVmA PCK *c?a-ni 

- the latter form could also serve as an indirect argument in favour of interpreting the correspondence "PKK 

*lkx- PNKK *c?' as tlie eluster rather than the glottalised affricate *c? in Vossen’s reconstruction. 

There are, of course, no other firm examples of the same correspondence, but the supposed developments 

look perfectly logical and do not contradict any other established or hypothetical correspondences. 
Z' ^ Z' Z’ 

In PNK the original root was replaced by *sorV, with unclear connections. #Hoan jye (where j< 

*d) is obviously cormected with 2u. dge "to smoke out (bees), to inhale smoke". 

11.79. "STAND": 

A) PNK *la^ (//Au. !nu, 2u. .'nif, !0. Inw-a)-, PT (!Xoo //hif. Mas. //if, //cP, //hif, |Nu//en 

//hu, #huy, B) #Hoan ha, C) PKK (Nama ma, !Ora D) PNKK Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda feC 

Naro tf, |Gwi, Danisi, Kua te, //Gana te, Deti te, Cara, Tsua te, Tsixa ts. Hie. the)', E) Sandawe/imnie; F) 

Hadza ?£ka-. 

Notes. For the click influx correspondence between PNK and PT, see II. 11; the irregularity 

between the effluxes is again explained by the influence of the nasal vowel in PNK, leading to the 

secondary nasalisation of the efflux. It is tempting to compare the forms with Sandawe //nume, but there are 

too many problems witli this comparison - the nature of the second syllable in Sandawe, the question of 

whether the lateral or the alveolar manner of articulation is primary, and the question of the click influx (is 

assimilation with the following nasal element also characteristic of Sandawe? This question is practically 

impossible to answer for now). 

11.80. "STAR": 

A) PNK (//Au. /fgof, 2u. #d^, !0. #if)\ PT *//daa (!Xoo //dna. Mas. //gwana-teg\., |Nu//en 

//ana-te pi.); PKw *//oV (//Ng //kxwe-sa, #Kho. //?wai-kje, //Ku//e //an-te pi.); #Hoan #<f -, B) PKK 
Z^ ^ Z’ z* 

*l(n)amVro (Nama jnamiro-s, !Ora jamdro-b)', C) PNKK *lxam (//Ani, |Xaise jxani, Buga, |Ganda, Deti, 

Tsixa, Danisi, Kua jxani, Cara jxini, Tsua jxaini. Hie. Mha/ne); D) Sandawe jaowif -, Hadza iicfia. 

Notes. NK, #Hoan, and SK forms all match according to the correspondence established in 11.15; 

the efflux is zero in every case, and the nasalisation in PNK and #Hoan may reflect an earlier nasal 

consonant, still preserved in many SK languages. To these forms one should add Naro #oniT, although the 

root has a very scant distribution in CK, it can hardly be qualified as a borrowing from NK because of 

phonetic dissimilarities. 

Sandawe jnowf and Hadza ncha are joined together due to the similarity between this case and 

11.61 ("nose"); in both cases, Sandawe jn corresponds to a Hadza initial cluster "n + dentaPaffricate". 

Whether these forms have anything to do with PKK *l(n)amVioxemams to be seen. 

11.81. "STONE": 

A) PNK (//Au., !0. !num, 2u. !noni)-, PT ^4id(!Xoo jnule, pi. jnun, |Nu//en jnyle "stone", 

jnun "mountain"); B) PKw *Iai(\Xz.m !au, !au-ken, //Ng !au, //Kxau !ao, |Nusan !goii)\ C) #Hoan/®j^ D) 
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PKK ^/!fto'(Nania jui-, !Ora l?ui)\ PNKK */Mo& (//Ani //noa, Kxoe, Buga, panda, //Gana, Tsixa, Danisi 

//oa, Naro, #Haba //’nga, |Gwi //"oa, Kua //oa. Hie. //gwa)\ E) Sandawe dm, F) Hadza 

Notes. PNK and PT match according to the correspondence established in 11.36 (provided that PNK 

*-m is originally a detachable suffix). Apart from that, there are no matches, even if #Hoan //hoa is 

comparable with PNKK *//noa-, the nasal efflux in NKK, however, asks for additional explanation. 

11.82. "SUN": 

A) PNK *^n (//Au., !0. jVm, 2u. jam)-, PNKK [all languages have jam)-, B) PT *//?m(!Xoo 

//?£n. Mas., |Nu//en /A^n)-, PKw *//?Vo^//7\^ //of, //Ng //oe", //of, #Kho. //?uf, //Kxau //?oe. Bat. 

//of, //un); Sandawe //?aka^, C) #Hoan 3ia, D) PKK *sore (Nama sores, !Ora sore-b)-, Hadza ?So-. 

Notes. PNK and PNKK present a perfect match (note that in PKK the same root is also found, but 

only in the meaning "to heat up, be hot" - Nama jgam - which makes the idea of borrowing into NK from 

CK much less probable, since most of these borrowings are of Khoekhoe origin). 

There are also interesting isoglosses between Sandawe and SK, on one hand, and PKK *soTe and 

Hadza ?i-so-, on the other hand. In the latter case PKK -re- is detachable as a derivative suffix, and Hadza 

?i- is one of those "classificatory" prefixes whose function and usage are still not quite clear due to lack of 

an extensive description of the grammatical/derivational stmcture. #Hoan cha is unclear, but possibly 

connected with words like Nama tse-b "day", etc., all of Bantu origin. 

11.83. "SWIM": 

A) (?) PNK jxa); B) (?) PKw ♦iftra(|Xam &xuy, C) PNKK W(Nama tsa~, !Ora th^-, D) 

PNKK *Aairs (//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, Naro, Deti, Cara, Tsbca, Danisi baia, jXaise bara); Sandawe jdmdase, E) 

Hadza //o?o-. 

Notes. Apart from CK, this item is very poorly recorded in other branches - absent even in Traill’s 

extensive !Xoo dictionary. If the PNKK root is to be transcribed as *ba<Ja (*-d- and *-r- are in fi-ee variation 

in CK; I prefer to transcribe the consonant as *-r- simply because it agrees better with the ’classic’ scheme 

of the Khoisan disyllabic root as seen also in NK and SK material), it is easily comparable with Sandawe 

phudu-se. That said, one should note that initial *b- is a veiy rare phoneme in PCK, and most CK words 

beginning with this consonant (or the voicelessp-) are Bantu borrowings, either recent or going back to the 

PCK stage itself; this makes the comparison somewhat unstable. 

11.84. "TAIL": 

A) PNK *jlxm(llkw. Udiwi, 2u. !xui, !0. /Ve); (?) PKw (|Xam !khwi)-, #Hoan Qxm, B) PT 

*latf{]Xoo jaif. Mas. jaif, jgaif, |Nu//en jgaif)-, C) PKK ♦jap(!Ora sao-b, (?) Nama sao "to follow, go in 
yy yy ^ y 

single file"); PNKK *cao (all languages have cao except for Kxoe tgao^ #Haba cao, and Hie. cau)', Sandawe 

Hadza ca&7-. 

Notes. Root (C) is an important (and previously well-known) cognate not only between Hadza and 

Sandawe but also, as it seems, between them and CK. One could expect CK to have *e?-so as to fit in better 

with the Hadza/Sandawe fonns, but if PCK *c?- indeed = *ckx-, as has been demonstrated in 11.78, 

glottalisation in Hadza and Sandawe does not have an34hing to do with glottalisation in CK. 

The other match here, between PNK and #Hoan (possibly also PKw, although the form itself is 

only present in |Xam), looks extremely promising due to the near-total similarity between the two - 

everything coincides except for the click influx. PNK *J- is known to correspond to #Hoan /- (II. 13) and to 
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#Hoan hushing sibilants (II.l 7; 11.37; 11.94); its ties with the labial click were so far established only for SK 

(11.53), but cf also #Hoan Ooa "to kill (pi. action)" - PNK *!?o^ id.; apparently, in some cases the same 

correspondence also works for #Hoan. 

11.85,11.86. "THAT/THIS": 

A) PNK *To?a(lu. /o>/"that", IKung (Lloyd) doa "this, that", !0. doa "that"); PT *tV{}.Xoo 

tV?V'\Wi5'\ ta?a BVkV"thaX", Mas. ta, //"that", /e a, 7/e "this", |Nu//en //"that"); PKw W(//Kxau // 

"this", //Ku//e //"this, that", |Auni //"that"); #Hoan ^ "that"; B) PNK W(//Au. c/"this, that", !0. ci 

"this"); C-D) PNK Ae"this"); PT •;T'(!Xoo PPV'this, that"; PKw *(H)a/*(H)e //Ng, 

|Auni a "this, that", |Xam ha, he "this, that". Bat. ha "this, that", |Auni ha, A/"that"); #Hoan Aa "this"; PNKK 

*a "that" (//Ani ?a-te, ICxoe ?a, //Gana ?a-sea, #Haba ?a-sa-ha. Hie. a); PNKK *i (Kxoe ?i "that (fern.)", 

Naro ?i-si-ha "that", Deti hf "this", Cara, Danisi, Kua, Tsua / "this"); Sandawe ba "that", he "this"; Hadza 

ha "this"; E) PKK *ne "this" (Nama ne)-, PNKK ♦ySi^'this" (//Ani y"/?/"this", /'fle-Ze "that", Buga /'/re "this", 

Pne-ha "that", Kxoe, Naro, //Gana, #Haba, Tsixa fne "this", Kua, Tsua fni "this"); F) PKK */Aia "that" 

(Nama //n^', !Ora //na)-, PNKK *//iia (Kxoe /P’/ja "that", Naro //’na "this"). 

Notes. It is extremely hard to deal with Khoisan demonstrative pronounts separately - practically 

none of the subgroups seem to draw a sharp line between the bases for "this" and "that", either switching 

functions between two bases in what seems a thoroughly random fashion, or using one root for both, with 

the difference in meaning expressed with a suffix, vowel alternation, or, sometimes, merely a tonal 

opposition. In view of this, it will be more appropriate to discuss both words together. 

Apart from more "local" cases like the NK stem *cVor the CK stems *lne and *//na, Khoisan 

shows three distinctly opposed stems: *TV(NK and SK), *a (omnipresent), and *e/*i (also omnipresent). 

Note, however, that the latter two bases are often undistinguishable from each other - in !Xoo, for instance, 

the vowel quality in the demonstrative pronoun is dependent on the phonetic/morphologic characteristics of 

the adjacent noun. All of these three bases probably date back to Proto-Khoisan and were used to indicate 

various levels of deixis, but for now, it is hardly possible to assign them exact meanings, considering how 

little we know of the actual deictic system in the majority of Khoisan languages. External data from other 

language macrofamilies indicates that the stem *a is normally used for "that" and */ (*d) for "this" all 

around the world, and this is, in fact, the situation that we find in Sandawe; on the other hand, Sandawe 

seems to lack the */-fortn so widespread in other branches. 

The following conclusions are the most important to our lexicostatistical analysis: a) the */-stem is 

characteristic of NK, SK, and #Hoan, but no/any of the other branches; b) the two vocalic stems, whatever 

their exact meanings were, are definitely opposed in CK and Sandawe, but have most probably merged 

everywhere else; c) all the other stems are either innovations in respective branches, or have ceased to 

function as the main foims for "this" and "that" on the protolanguage level in the branches where they are 

not found. 

11.87. "THOU": 

A) PNK *s(//Au. a-hi, 2u. a, 10. a-hi, a); PT *A*(!Xoo Mas., |Nu//en a); PKw *a(|Xam, //Ng, 

#Kho.,//Kxau, Bat., |Auni, [Nusan a); PKK *sarC, ♦aa-a(Nama sa-tsim.), sa-s[f.), !Ora 5a-c(m.), sa-s{f)y, 

PNKK *ca "thou (m.)" (JIKm, Buga, jGanda, Naro, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Cua, Kua, Tsua ca, Kxoe /pa, 

|Gwi ci, //Gana, #Haba ca, [Xaise ca. Hie. ca); PNKK ^si^"thou (f.)" (//Ani, Buga, [Ganda haf), Kxoe haP, 

|Gwi si, //Gana, #Haba sa, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Cua, Kua, Tsua aa); B) #Hoan vr, C) Sandawe 
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bynr, D) Hadza te. 

Notes. PCK is the only language for which two different stems of the 2nd person sg. have to be 

reconstructed - masculine *ca and feminine *sa (Hadza also distinguishes between masculine and feminine 

forms, but only by means of an additional suffix - te m., te-ko £). A closer analysis shows that the same 

opposition ( *-c- for masculine, *-s- for feminine) is characteristie for a number of other pronominal forms, 

cf, for instance, //Ani com "we" (excl. masc. dual), som "we" (excl. fern, dual), etc.; it turns out that these 

are actually detachable gender prefixes, easily reconstractible on the PCK level. As for the PKK forms, they 

are obviously descended from *sa-caanA *5a-5a, with reduction of the second syllable; the initial *s'a-isthe 

"lull stem indicator" morpheme that gets lost, for instance, when the pronoun is used in the object position. 

In this way, PCK shows the same basic "pure" stem *-a- for the 2nd sg. pronoun as NK and SK. 

This is an extremely important isogloss and a very strong argument in favour of Khoisan relationship, as no 

other major language family in the world is known to have *a in this particular function. Within "South 

African Khoisan" only #Hoan shows a different stem - possibly influenced by the 2nd plural stem *u, found 

in SK. Whether the same *-a- is represented in Sandawe h-a-pu is unclear; however, considering that the 

indirect (enclitic) stem in Sandawe is simply -pV-, and that Aa-also functions as a potential prefix in other 

pronominal forms {ha-we "he", ha-su "she"), we cannot propose a match here. As for Hadza, it shows a 

definitely different stem, closer to Euroasiatic, in fact, than to any other macrofamily. 

11.88. "TONGUE"; 

A) PNK *dban(JIAxi. tari, 2u. dhari, !0. tali)-, PT *?laf{\Xoo ?lnan. Mas. jnan, |Nu//en /am)-, PKw 

*!?»-, *l?e-, *l?arRi (|Xam lerri, jenni, //Ng /e*', //Kxau l?anansi, |Auni /ePn)-, #Hoan ceb:, PKK *dlamV 

(Nama nammi, lammi, tammi, !Ora tamma)\ PNK *dain (//Ani, Buga, Naro, [Xaise, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, 

Danisi, Cua, Kua, Tsua dam, |Ganda dam, |Gwi g/am, //Gana, #Haba dam. Hie. dham); Hadza jaaSa^-, B) 

Sandawe Ibd>. 

Notes. The root "tongue" is known to behave irregularly in quite a few language families over the 

world, and it is hardly a pure coincidence that the irregular fluctuation of consonantism in Nama {nammi, 

tammi, lammi) is strangely similar to the one observed in, for instance, Latin {dingua, lingua)-, in both cases 

we may be witnessing either a unique consonant cluster in the protolanguage, or a specific irregularity 

characteristic of this particular word. Within Khoisan, the same peculiar behaviour can be observed for the 

root "throat" (PNK *do‘'m, PT *?lnumr, PKw *dom, #Hoan ?lnQO-, PCK *dom), although the reflexation of 

the original phoneme/cluster is slightly different. The lexeme is represented in NK, SK, and (possibly) 

#Hoan with a *-rV/*-n V/*-lVsuffix, as opposed to CK *-m, but the root itself is most probably the same 

everywhere - only #Hoan cela is dubious, considering that for "throat" #Hoan has f/n, just like !Xoo. Hadza 

jnatha- can also tentatively belong here due to a direct phonetic match with PT; Sandawe is the only 

language that clearly has a different root, as there is no way to link an initial !h- to all these other 

reflexations. 

11.89. "TOOTH": 

A) PNK *c?au{IIAM. cau-si,2u. c?au, !0. can); #Hoan cm, B) PT (!Xoo //qh^. Mas. //xif, 

|Nu//en /Ain-te pi.); PKw *//kh^ (|Xam //kheP, //Ng //aP, //eP, #Kho., Bat. //eP)-, PKK *//if (Nama 

//gu-b, !Ora //tP-b)-, PNKK (Kxoe, |Gwi, //Gana, |Xaise, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Cua, Tsua //iP, Buga, 

Naro, Deti //iP, #Haba //ip, Kua /AP, Hie //goo)-, C) Sandawe ITakluP-, D) Hadza 

Notes. Another obvious match between NK and #Hoan here. The coimection between SK and CK 
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is somewhat less obvious because the vocalism correspondences are blurred, but on the other hand, the 

correspondence "PT *-q(h)- - PCK zero" is practically the same as in "claw" (11.13), which leaves no 

unresolved problems in the consonant area. 

11.90. "TREE": 

A) PNK {HAxi. !gaP, !gaP, 2u. !0. Igaif, !ga^; B)PT ♦flQM(!Xoo FOnaje, Mas. 

Onoe, |Nu//en PKw (|Xam, Bat. dho, //Ng dgo. Oho, #Kho. Ogo, //Kxau Qo, |Auni Ogoa, 0o); 

C) #Hoan /?if ; D) PKK. *fia/(Nama hai-i, !Ora hai-sa "bush"); PNKK *ji{IIAni, Kxoe, Buga, Naro, #Haba 

ji, |Ganda, |Gwi, //Gana, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi ji, |Xaise ji, Kua ji. Hie. hii)\ E) Sandawe &e, E) Hadza 

citi-. 

Notes. No matches between any of the major sub-branches, although the question of #Hoan l?d’ vs. 

the SK forms with the labial click needs further investigation - so far, it is only clear that #Hoan and SK 

labial clicks mostly stem from different origins and are not directly related to each other, but there is too 

little #Hoan data to uncover the real picture. Since #Hoan mostly agrees with NK in terms of click 

correspondences, it would be reasonable to assume that #Hoan /can correspond to PSK *0 if the same 

correspondence can be :Found between PNK and PSK; so far, however, the more frequent correspondence is 

PNK *Jio PSK *0. 

11.91. "TWO": 

A) PNK *c^ (//Au., !0. ca, ca, tu. c^; B) PT (!Xoo #num. Mas. //num, !num, 

|Nu//en !numy, PKw //Ng !u, !?u, #Kho., //Kxau, //Ku//e !?u. Bat. //u, //?u, |Auni !?ii)\ C) 

#Hoan &OS, D) PKK *jtua (Nama Igam, !Ora /am)-, PNKK *lam (all languages have jam)-, E) Sandawe ki, 

Idsoxo. 

Notes. No obvious matches here. It is curious, however, that this is the second time in the wordlist 

where PKw yields a peculiar alternation of alveolar and lateral clicks as a correspondence to PT *#, the first 

time was also a numeral ("one", 11.63), and in both cases the respective form in #Hoan begins with a labial 

click. Normally, we should expect PNK and PSK */where #Hoan has *0(cf 11.38), but since we do not 

exclude the possibility of more than one-to-one correspondences, this case is very much in need of further 

investigation, although it requires more #Hoan data, as well as a more detailed analysis of the !~// 

alternation in the !Wi subgroup. 

11.92. "WALK (GO)": 

A) PNK *u (//Au., !0. u, 2u. u)\ PT *u (!Xoo u-Iu "to enter, go into". Mas. u); PKw ^(|Xam, 

//Kxau u, //Ng u "to pass". Bat. u "to go away"); B) #Hoan caa, C) PKK *hf (Nama !gu, !Ora PNKK 

♦A? (//Ani, Kxoe, Buga, |Ganda, //Gana, #Haba, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Tsbca, Danisi, Kua, Tsua kiP, Naro, 

|Gwi !iP, Hie. kho)-, D) Sandawe bikr, Hadza bakar. 

Notes. The root *u "to walk, go, go away" is widely represented in both NK and SK, but does not 

seem to be present anywhere else. On the other hand, this is compensated by an interesting isogloss between 

Hadza and Sandawe - provided we can disregard "extra" glottalisation in Sandawe. 

11.93. "WARM": 

A) PNK (iu. //Fi^; #Hoan //gfa, PNKK (Kxoe //Fd, Buga, Naro, //Gana, #Haba //Fo); 

B) PT *Jajbi (!Xoo Jcubi); PNKK *kbobo (//Ani, Buga, |Ganda khobo, Kxoe kxobo, Naro khobo "to 
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sweat"); C) PKK ♦Aii»(Nama Inae-sa)-, D) Sandawe Actfa. 

Notes. The first root (*//q?U) is a good match between NK, #Hoan, and NKK, with the ejective 

uvular efflux lost in those branches where it is never actually found, predictably replaced by a glottal stop. 

There is also a more local click-less root, represented by !Xoo kubiznA West Central Khoe *khobo\ despite 

its limited distribution, the possibility of borrowing is rather low due to minor phonetic disagreements 

between branches. 

11.94. "WATER": 

A) PNK *Jl^(//Au. //gu, !gu, 2u. !gu, IKung (Doke) Jgif, !0. //gu)-, PT *!^ta (!Xoo !qhaa. 

Mas. !kha, !xa, |Nu//en Ikha)-, PKw *lkha (|Xam !kwa, Uchwa, //Ng !ha, !kha, #Kho. !kha. Bat. //kha, |Auni 

//kha, fa)', #Hoan za, PNKK *cba (//Ani, Buga, |Xaise, Deti, Cara, Tsixa, Danisi, Kua, Tsua cha, Kxoe qa, 

|Ganda, Naro cha, |Gwi, //Gana cha, #Haba cha. Hie. caa); Sandawe ca, B) PKK *//ami (Nama 

//gammi, !Ora //arnmi)-, D) Hadza ?a&i-. 

Notes. This root, once again, returns us to the problem of the correlation between #Hoan hushing 

sibilants, NK retroflex clicks, and CK affncates. It is veiy probably related to "rain" (11.65) - in SK the same 

form often has both meanings - and features correspondences similar to or coinciding with the ones 

established earlier in 11.17, 11.37, and 11.65, with the addition of Sandawe c- - provided the similarity 

between Sandawe ca and PNKK *cha is not coincidental; however, given the several satisfactory cases 

where CK has ch- corresponding to NK retroflex clicks, I actually feel even more inclined to group CK 

"water" with NK and #Hoan "water" rather than with the respective Sandawe item. That said, further data is 

necessary to confirm this particular grouping, particularly data on #Hoan z- and PNKK *c(h)-. 

11.95. "WE": 

A) PNK ^eexcl. (//Au. e, 2u. e, e-!a, e-ca dual, 10. e, ehij); PT (!Xoo /, Mas. i, |Nu//en 4 e); 

PKw *i incl. (|Xam, //Ng, //Ku//e, Bat., |Auni /); PKK ♦-©plural (Nama si-k-em. excl., etc.; !Ora si-tj-em. 

excl., etc.); PNKK ♦-©plural; B) PNK ^incl. (2u. w, m-!a, /w-cadual, 10. m, m-!a)\ #Hoan a-ZaP©; PKK 

♦-zndual (Nama si-kx-mm. excl., etc.; !Ora si-kha-mm. excl., etc.); PNKK ♦-zndual; C) PKw ♦jetexcl. 

(|Xam, //Ng, //Kxau, //Ku//e, |Nusan si, #Kho. si sa, |Auni si se); D) Sandawe sif; Hadza u-. 

Notes. Most Khoisan subgroups distinguish between exclusive and inclusive 1 st person plural/dual; 

both stems are included into comparison where present. The actual pronominal system can be extremely 

complex in this case, particularly in CK, where nearly every form of the 1 st person plural/dual pronoun 

consists of three distinct (or not so distinct) morphemes, one indicating the "full form" of the stem (which 

disappears in the object position), one marking the class/gender, and one actually serving as the main 

pronominal base; thus, in Nama si-kx-m si is the "full stem marker", -kx-\h.Q masculine gender marker, and 

-m the main pronominal stem for the dual number. This system, naturally, undergoes a lot of changes in 

different CK languages, and it is hardly possible to go into the details of these changes because of space 

limitations; a complete list of forms and paradigms, as well as ample historical commentary, ean be found 

in [Vossen 1997]. 

The most important detail of the CK system in general, however, is that one can firmly establish 

two main pronominal morphemes, *-ni for 1st p. dual and *-e for 1st p. plural. These bear a striking 

resemblance to, respectively, PNK *m "1 st p. inclusive" and PNK *e "1 st p. exclusive"; apparently, either 

the opposition "dual/plural" had been at one time reinterpreted in PNK as "inclusive/exclusive", or vice 

versa. A further clue here can be found in comparing PKw *5/"1st p. inclusive" with the PKK "full stem 
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marker" *si-, used only 'm 1st p. inclusive pronouns; this can indicate that originally it was the morpheme 

that was used to express the idea of "inclusiveness", while *-inanA were primarily differentiated by 

the category of grammatical number. This is why I am not counting Nama si-kx-m and PKw *sias an exact 

match - because if the morpheme *si- really goes back to Proto-Khoisan, it fiinctions rather as a special 

pronominal prefix than a true pronominal root. 

As for the rest of the forms (that is, the ones that are not */7J-type or *-e-/*-/-type), #Hoan n-!a ’eis 

probably related to PNK *in, with some sort of contextual sandhi before the pronominal suffix (which is 

common to both #Hoan and PNK), and both Hadza and Sandawe agree in having an u- stem that is absent in 

other Khoisan languages. 

11.96,11.98. "WHOAVHAT": 

A) PNK *((3ys(Zu. Aa-ibe"who", "what"); PKK f&»-(Nama Aam"who", lOraAam"which"); 

PT (!Xoo IV... eh "who, what"); B) PKw *d(j)e"'kho, what" (|Xam de, //Ng gi-si, ki-si, #Kho. gji-si, 

//Kxau dd)\ #Hoan ci«'"what"; PKK ♦TVlNama tari-?i"'who", ten?-P/"what", !Ora da- "who"); PNKK 

*(n)dVr/y"who", du "what", |Gwi b/"who", //Gana t//"who", bu "what", Deti du "what", Cara, 

Danisi ndu "what"); Hadza tama "who, what", da "who"; C) PNKK *iaaf) (//Ani, Buga ma "who", Kxoc 

"who", Naro m "what", |Gwi "what", //Gana ma "what", Deti, Cara, Kua ma "who", Tsixa, Danisi 

/77a(e/'who"); D) PNKK *nV{IIP^\, Tsixa ne"what", Buga na "which", Cara na "who", Kua na "who", na 

"what"); E) Sandawe Ao "who", Ao-co "what". 

Notes. Judging by the material, any opposition between the stems for "who" and "what" found in 

Khoisan should be judged secondaiy; the majority of the branches simply does not have two different stems, 

expressing the difference by means of affixation, tonal distinction (as in Kua), or not expressing it at all (as 

in !Xoo). Thus, the two items of the wordlist have to be discussed together, just as in the case of Khoisan 

demonstrative pronouns. 

NK and SK agree in showing a monovocalic interrogative base (*a~*e, the original vowel is 

impossible to determine, especially since the original vocalism could have been obscured by later 

assimilation processes caused by the morpheme’s clitical status), which, within CK, is only present in PKK. 

The other important morpheme is *TV, widely spread in !Wi and in all CK branches, but practically absent 

in NK and Taa languages (at least, according to recorded data). Apart from that, CK also boasts two 

additional interrogative morphemes, *ma and *n V, none of which have any direet correlates outside CK. 

Hadza and #Hoan seem to agree with !Wi and CK in having *TVa% the main stem (#Hoan cmi< *tV-ni)\ as 

for Sandawe ho, it remains yet to be seen if we can actually compare it to the NK/SK monovocalic stems, 

since there is no reason for a ’secondary’ labialisation. 

11.97. "WHITE": 

A) PNK *la?u (//Au., !0. !au, 2u. .tePw); PKw *!?u(i){\Xam lui-ta, #Kho. !?u-nja, //Kxau ZPr//); 

PKK *l?a-n (Nama fun)-, PNKK *I?u (Naro, |Gwi, //Gana, #Haba, Tsua !?u, Kua !?u)-, B) PT *bm 

(!Xoo !nu-na)-, C) #Hoan ^?ana, D) Sandawepba, E) Hadzapeda^. 

Notes. A good match between PNK, PKw, and both CK branches; the glottal stop efflux in CK is 

almost certainly related to the inlaut glottal stop in NK, which explains the formal lack of direct 

correspondence between effluxes, although it is rmclear which variant is primary here. Sandawe and Hadza 

cannot be counted as matches, since there is no further evidence for Hadza being a suffix of any sort. 
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11.99. "WOMAN"; 

A) PNK *^?au(JIA\i. jau, jou, 2u. jh?au, !0. cau); B) PKw *l?ai-^el?ai-^e, l?ai-ti, //Ng 

l?ai-ti, l?ai-ki, #Kho. t?ai-tje, //Kxau, //Ku//e la-ti. Bat. /a-ze, |Auni lge-ki)\ C) #Hoan //gai, TatiV/gar, PNKK 

*//gae, *//gae-iboe (//Ani //ge-, Kxoe //ge-, Buga, |Ganda, //Gana //ge-, Naro, |Gwi, #Haba, |Xaise, Deti, 

Danisi, Kua, Tsua, Hie. //gae-, Cara, Tsixa //ga-)-, D) PKK *taa (Nama,! Ora tara-s)-, Sandawe titame-ar, E) 

Hadza fakbwiti-. 

Notes. While some of the groups have a distinct root for "woman" (NK,! Wi), others either replace 

it with the root "female" (#Hoan //gai), or use the compound "female person", like PNKK. In the Taa 

subgroup the exact proto-form cannot be established, since some languages use the form *ta-qae (lit. 

"person-mother"), while others prefer *ta-//gae ("person-female"). #Hoan displays a rare case of agreeing 

with CK (rather than NK) in having //gaeas the main root for "woman". There is also an interesting possible 

isogloss between PKK and Sandawe (both -ra and -me can be seen as fossilized suffixes, as they’re 

frequently found in other nouns). 

II. 100. "YELLOW": 

Almost none of the sub-branches of Khoisan allow for a distinct root with the meaning "yellow" to 

be reconstmcted. Most languages either use the same word for "yellow" and "green", or, on the contrary, 

distinguish between several different shades of yellow, making it impossible to determine the "main" root; 

finally, in some groups/languages the word "yellow" has not even been recorded. We will have to exempt 

this particular item from the analysis. 

III. CONCLUSIONS. 
III. 1. Phonetic correspondences. It is practically obvious from this analysis that any attempt to 

reconstruct Proto-Khoisan based on a "one-to-one" correspondence system is bound to fail. Out of all the 

items in the wordlist, only a miserably small minority of cases demonstrates such correspondences (that is, 

when both click influxes and effluxes are taken into account) - and some of these cases, such as "fish," are 

highly suspicious in the first place. On the other hand, while some of the proposed "non-trivial" 

correspondences are supported by more data than others, it seems clear to me that the trae picture can be 

established only by attempting to go beyond the concept of "obvious resemblance." 

Let us list all the suggested click influx correspondences between the "main" branches of Khoisan, 

excluding Hadza and Sandawe (since PNKK and PKK data never disagree with each other about the click 

influx treatment, both will be joined here under PCK; same with PT and PKw, joined under PSK): 

(a) PNK *!- PSK */- #Hoan /- PCK 7(11.9,11.20,11.28,11.33,11.35,11.46,11.62,11.82); 

(b) PNK 7- PSK *#- #Hoan /- PCK ^#(11.21,11.74); 

(c) PNK 7- PSK 7- #Hoan 6> (11.25,11.38,11.63); 

(d) PNK *#-PSK *#-#Hoan#-PCK *#(11.2,11.8,11.18,11.45); 

(e) PNK *#-PSK *#-#Hoan#(II.15,n.80); 

(f) PNK *!- PSK *!-#Hoan .'- PCK *.'(11.4,11.34,11.41,11.43,11.97); 

(g) PNK *.'- PSK 7- #Hoan .'- PCK 7(11.36,11.40,11.57,11.66,0.81); 

(h) PNK *.'- PSK */'- PCK *//(II.l 1,11.44,11.79); 

(i) PNK 7- PCK *.'(11.45); 

(j) PNK 7- PSK *#- #Hoan .'- PCK *#'(11.13,11.54); 
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(k) PNK *J-- PSK *!-#Hoan s~z - PCK *ch (III 1,11.33,11.37,11.65,11.94); 

(l) PNK *!- PSK *0 - (?) #Hoan 0 (11.53,11.84); 

(m) PNK PSK #Hoan PCK *.^(11.13,11.29,11.41,11.89,11.93,11.99). 

Some of the "one-to-one" correspondences seem to be supported by a significantly bigger amount 

of data than others, but a closer look reveals that these are mostly cases of PNK vs. #Hoan correspondences, 

and these two branches never disagree with each other when it comes to click influxes, with the exception 

of the #Hoan labial click. Apart from that, practically every one of these correspondences finds at least 

some support from outside data, and the strict semantic criteria applied to data selection significantly 

diminish (though by no means liquidate) the probability of chance resemblances. 

Even from this limited amount of data we can already draw some conclusions. First, as has already 

been mentioned, is the peculiar "agreement" between PNK and #Hoan. These two branches, on the other 

hand, are obviously opposed by PSK and PCK, which only disagree when it comes to SK labial clicks and 

the "fricatives vs. clicks" correspondence (k). Which situation should be considered original - the 

PNK/#Hoan one or the PSK/PCK one - is, of course, an open question. Either the original PK system was 

preserved in PNK/#Hoan, with certain unknown factors contributing to the bi- and trifurcation of click 

reflexes in the other tvro branches, or, vice versa, the original system underwent radical changes in 

PNK/#Hoan, with factors that "forced" most of the clicks to merge in the alveolar one in a large part of the 

lexicon. 

It must be specially noted that the correspondences given above in no way violate the 

Neogrammarian demand of regularity of phonetic changes, for one simple reason: so far, 1 am not 

proposing any actual reconstructions of Proto-Khoisan phonemes that would yield an unexplained 

bifurcation of reflexes in daughter languages. All of these bifurcations have to have some kind of 

explanation - but it must be remembered that there might have been additional factors at work in 

Proto-Khoisan itself that have not survived in any of the daughter languages. There might have been tonal, 

prosodic, vocalic, or other reasons that have progressively become obscured over time; there might also 

have been additional factors of click articulation (for instance, "tense" and "lax" articulation, or 

labialized/non-labialized articulation) that have become neutralized in PNK, PSK, and PCK after the 

original split. In any case, a set of major phonological changes in sub-branches of Khoisan, taking place 

over a period of seven or eight millennia, seems to me a much more realistic probability than a set of minor 

"cosmetic" phonological changes in these sub-branches over an even longer period (which would have to be 

assumed based on glottochronological calculations according to the "one-to-one" correspondence 

principle). 

It could thus be argued, in terms of historical typology, that the situation with Khoisan historical 

phonetics might well be similar to that of, for instance, the Proto-West-Caucasian system. In the latter case, 

while the actual modem day phonological systems of West Caucasian languages such as Abkhaz and 

Adygh, already quite rich and complex by themselves, are quite close to each other, the correspondences 

between them are of an extremely complex nature and betray a proto-system even richer and more complex 

in oppositions than any of its daughter languages. (Cf, for instance, six distinct series of affricates based on 

the three oppositions of "hissing/hushing," "palatalized/non-palatalized," "labialized/non-labialized," not 

more than four of which survive in daughter languages.) This kind of interpretation currently seems to me to 

be the most promising one, and should indicate the direction of further smdies. 

We must also keep in mind another extremely important factor: the obvious "imperfection" of our 
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knowledge of Khoisan phonetics. So far, out of the three major subgroups of Khoisan only Central Khoisan 

languages have received a generally satisfactory description, and it is generally acknowledged among those 

who share the belief in Common Khoisan that Central Khoisan actually seems to simplify the original 

system to a much higher degree than the other branches. For North and South Khoisan, on the other hand, 

we only have exhaustive descriptions for one language/dialect per branch, and it is quite possible that, 

despite the complexity of their phonetic systems, there could be significant phonological oppositions that 

eventually became neutralized in these very languages (2u|’hoan and !Xoo). 

In fact, at least for 2u|’hoan this is exactly the case. As has been demonstrated above, this dialect 

has lost the important phonological opposition between the alveolar and the retroflex click. As for South 

Khoisan, let us not forget that the dictionary of Anthony Traill has more than doubled ihe number of click 

effluxes that had been identified by previous explorers of South Khoisan, and has also introduced click 

effluxes that nobody has everidentified before in any Khoisan language. 

Even for Central Khoisan the situation is far less clear than may be deemed at first. As has been 

shown in [Vossen 1992], for instance. Central Khoisan is not entirely devoid of uvular click effluxes, and it 

remains to be seen how well they correlate with uvular effluxes in other Khoisan languages. Vossen also 

postulates a newly found phonological opposition between the "voiced nasal click" (\^n, etc.) and the 

"voiceless" nasal click (Jn, etc.) in many Non-Khoekhoe languages; this opposition has not been taken into 

account in the present work yet, but it certainly deserves further attention. And in a relatively recent paper 

by Hirosi Nakagawa [Nakagawa 1996], yet another previously unheard of opposition is suggested for the 

language of |Gwi - between a simple glottal stop efflux {/?, etc.) and a "voiceless velar ejective" efflux {k/?, 

etc.), which the author claims is not only discernible acoustically and found in minimal pairs, but is even 

confirmed through external comparison with the language’s closest relative, //Gana. 

All of this goes to show that the "untrivial" correspondences, found by us among click effluxes as 

well as click influxes, may, in fact, not only reflect oppositions that have been lost in modem languages, but 

may actually reflect oppositions that have not yet been found. This is why further research and field work 

on poorly described Khoisan languages is of such crucial importance for any attempts to arrive at a 

reconstmction of Proto-Khoisan. 

III.2. Classification. The other important result of our lexicostatistical analysis is that it allows 

shedding more light on the problem of the relation between various branches of Khoisan. Calculation of the 

percentage of matches between these branches helps us affirm that at least some of these branches are, 

indeed, related, and that the Khoisan genealogical tree should be treated as a rather complex hierarchic 

stmctuie. Below I am listing some of the calculation results, going from higher numbers to lower ones to 

illustrate the various levels of relationship. 

(a) Level 1 (65-70% matches). This is the relationship between PKw and PT (68%); and PNKK and 

PKK (70%). These actual relationships have never really been put in much doubt, and 

lexicostatistics/glottochronology only further confirms what has been long before stated given the number 

of phonological, lexical, and grammatical isoglosses between these branches. The huge number of matches 

suggests that the actual split between the two main branches of South Khoisan, on one side, and Central 

Khoisan, on the other side, took place sometime in the 1st millennium B.C. 

(b) Level 2 (40-45% matches). This is the case of PNK vs. #Hoan (43%). The resemblance between 

#Hoan, on one hand, and different NK and SK languages, on the other hand, have been noticed long before 

(see, for instance, [Traill 1973], where this resemblance is reflected in the very name of the article); since 
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then, some researchers, chief among them Henry Honken, have preferred to link #Hoan more closely to NK, 

even including it directly in NK. As the above percentage shows, lexicostatistical analysis more or less 

confirms this hypothesis. #Hoan can be safely assumed to represent an "elder brother" of modem NK 

dialects, much more distant from them than they are from each other, but significantly closer to NK than 

anything else. According to glottochronological calculations, the split of "Proto-NK-#Hoan" must have 

taken place somewhere around the 2nd millennium B.C. 

(c) Level 3 (30-35% matches). PNK has 32% matches with PT and 34% matches with PKw; #Hoan 

shows 28% matches with PT and 21 % matches with PKw (the latter figure could be seriously erroneous due 

to the fact that PKw and #Hoan wordlists are the most incomplete and questionable of all). This confirms 

that NK and SK subgroups are actually more closely related to each other than to CK, an idea that is also 

supported by the fact that the grammatical systems of both groups share more similarities than any of them 

with CK, including more similar pronominal systems and a lack of complex verbal morphology, among 

other features. Glottochronology shows that the split between NK/#Hoan and SK must have taken place 

somewhere around the 4th millennium B.C. 

(d) Level 4 (20-25% matches). PNK has 19% matches with PKK and 26% matches with PNKK; PT 

- 15% with PKK, 23% with PNKK; PKw - 20% with PKK, 24% with PNKK. These figures might be 

slightly lower if we eliminated several possible loans from PCK into other branches, like "fish," etc. 

Nevertheless, the figures still suggest that what has often been called "Proto-South-Afncan Khoisan," i.e. 

the ancestor of modem day NK, SK, and CK languages, underwent its first split - into Proto-NK/SK and 

Proto-CK - some time around the 6th millennium B.C., i.e. is much older than, say, Proto-Indo-European, 

and should rather be compared in depth to deeper families such as Altaic. 

(e) Level 5 (8-12% matches). This is the case of Hadza and Sandawe. The actual number varies 

from as much as 14% (Sandawe and PT) to as little as 2% (Sandawe and #Hoan). However, this is 

obviously the weakest spot in all the calculations. Most of the ties between Hadza/Sandawe and other 

languages have been established based on resemblance rather than correspondence, and, although a few 

parallels (like Sandawe //- PNK *c/"come", Sandawe Xana - PCK *//na "hom", etc.) look quite promising, 

even these are only vaguely confirmed by additional data. One thing is for certain: even if the figures are 

approximately - which would put the split of "Proto-Khoisan" or "Proto-Macro-Khoisan" somewhere 

around the 8th or 9th millennium B.C. - and Sandawe and Hadza are indeed closer to the rest of Khoisan 

than to any other language family, our chances of arriving at a plausible reconstmction of this 

"Proto-Macro-Khoisan" look rather grim, comparable with, for instance, trying to reconstruct 

Proto-Nostratic on the basis of Proto-Altaic, modem day English, and modem day Hungarian. 

That said, the final answer to this question must be postponed until at least two things have been 

done: a) a careful lexicostatistical analysis of Hadza and Sandawe data vs. at least some of the otAer African 

language families, so as to be sure that their ties with Khoisan are indeed closer than with anything else, and 

b) a working reconstmction of "Proto-South-Afi-ican Khoisan". If anything, the results of these calculations, 

as well as the established correspondences, make me hope that such a reconstmction is, indeed, possible, 

and, given time and additional language material, will eventually appear. 

NOTES ON TK^NSCRIPTION 

There is no universally aceepted system of transcribing the extremely complex phonological 

inventories of Khoisan languages; apart from a general agreement about the symbols used to denote most 

click influxes, each researcher usually has his or her own preferences (and since new phonological 
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oppositions are being discovered or at least suggested regularly, these preferences also change from time to 

time). Keeping in mind that the present work might be of interest to specialists outside the general field of 

Khoisan linguistics, I have tried to unify all the numerous transcriptions as well as possible in order to 

relieve the reader of the necessity of consulting the original sources for explanations. 

It should be noted that the unification of transcription is far from an easy task, and in some cases is 

almost impossible to do, especially when dealing with older sources suffering from particularly imprecise 

phonological transcription. For example, Doman records the Hietsware form for the verb "kill" as Igoa, 

obviously, it is the same root with the general CK root for this verb, normally marked by Vossen as jkxif-, 

according to the laws of CK historical phonetics, the intermediate branch from which the Hietsware form is 

descended has it represented as l?if. The question, then, is whether the Hietsware form indeedhaA a voiced 

efflux -g- and denasalisation of the vowel, or if this was merely an error on Doman’s part. Since, upon 

further analysis, we note that where Kua and Tsua (Hietsware’s closest relatives) have -P-, Hietsware has 

either zero, -k-, -g-, or -A-, we may draw the conclusion that Doman’s transcription of click effluxes was 

essentially misguided, and they should not be taken into account. But does this give us a right to "rectify" 

his transcription? Unfortunately, no, because knowing that Doman could be wrong does not shed any light 

onto what was actually right. It could well be that in the dialect he was transcribing, the glottal stop efflux 

regularly developed into, say, an aspirated efflux, or merged with the voiced efflux, and we have no way of 

determining it. 

Therefore, any attempts to "unify" the transcription of older sources (mainly represented in [Bleek 

1956]) should only touch upon the purely graphic aspects of the systems used. One such important 

discrepancy between the transcription of Bleek and her sources, on one hand, and most newer sources, on 

the other, is that Bleek transcribes the so-called "zero efflux" as -.Ar-and the so-called "glottal stop efflux" as 

zero, while nowadays the zero efflux is usually transcribed as zero and the "glottal stop efflux" as -P-or 

Thus, Bleek’s NK jkam "sun" = my jam, and Bleek’s SK /a "to die" = my /Pa. 

Below I list all the most frequent transcription signs that require explanation, with additional 

comments where needed. 

Click influxes. 0 - labial click; | - dental click; # - palatal click;! - alveolar click; // - lateral click; j 

- "retroflex" click (in var. sources transcribed as !! orl). 

Click effluxes. Zero - "zero" efflux (phonetically with a slightly articulated -Ar-); ? - glottal stop 

efflux; h - aspirated efflux (in NK phonetically a combination of glottal stop plus aspiration, sometimes 

transcribed as 7h or Ti); kh - zero efflux with aspiration (only known to be phonologically opposed to in 

NK, sometimes transcribed as li);g - voiced efflux; n - nasal efflux; Q - aspirated nasal efflux (in NK) or 

voiceless nasal efflux (in SK); Tn - preglottalized nasal efflux. The rest of the effluxes (x, y, q, kx, etc.) 

represent combinations of clicks with various velar and uvular consonants. 

Affricates. The maximum number of affricate series is Khoisan is three, and it is only found in 

#Hoan, where the original Khoisan dentals developed into palatal affncates. This triple distinction is 

regularly marked according to the following principle: c - hissing series, c - hushing series, c - palatal series. 

Their correlates for other manners of articulation are, for all three series: voiced affricates (3,3,3), aspirated 

affricates (ch, ch, ch), aspirated voiced affricates (gih, 3h); for two series only - preglottalized affricates 

(c?, c?), preglottalized voiced affricates (3?, 3?), fricatives (s, S), voiced fricatives (z, z). 
Other consonants. Most of the other symbols used to transcribe consonants are self-explanatory. 

The uvular series is transcribed in the following way: q = voiceless stop, G = voiced stop, q = ejective stop, 

Gh = aspirated voiceless/voiced stops. Lateral consonants in Hadza and Sandawe are marked as 1. 
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(lateral fricative), JL (lateral voiceless stop), L (lateral voiced stop), and X (lateral ejective stop). 

Vowels. In most cases, the transcription is self-explanatory. Occasionally, especially in 

transcriptions of! Wi data, I use the signs e (open e) and o (open o) in the way they are used in the original 

sources, not being sure of their phonological status in those languages. Pharyngealized vowels are marked 

as 9, Q, etc. Aspirated vowels ("breathy voice") are marked as 8^ o^ etc. Finally, nasalisation is ma±ed as 

a®, o®, mainly for readability reasons, since otherwise the nasalisation marks could merge with tone marks. 

Note on Nama. Nama words are the only ones where the transcription has not been unified, as 

Nama is currently the only Khoisan language for which there exists an established orthographic norm. It 

should therefore be kept in my mind that what is maiked in Nama orthography as the zero efflux is actually 

the glottal stop efflux (i.e. ffan = *#?an); and that the circumflex sign is used in Nama to mark vowel 

nasalisation, not tone (i.e. a= d’, etc.). 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Hie. - Hietsware 

Mas. - Masarwa 

(P)CK - (ProtoVCentral-Khoisan 

PK - Proto-Khoisan 

(P)KK - (ProtoVKhoekhoe 

PKw - Proto-! Wi 

(P)NK - (Proto VNorth-Khoisan 

(P)NKK - (Proto)-Non-Khoekhoe 

(P)SK - (Proto)-South-Khoisan 

PT - Proto-Taa 

2u. - 2u|’hoan 

!0. - lOIKung 

#Kho. - #Khomani 

//Au. - //Au//en 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Barnard 1985 = Alan Barnard. A Nharo wordlist. with notes on grammar. Occasional publications 

from the Department of African Studies, no 2. Durban: University of Natal. Pp x, 238, 1985. 

Baucom 1974 = Kenneth Baucom. Proto-Central-Khoisan. In: Proceedings of the 3rd annual 

conference on African linguistics, 7-8 April 1972, pp 3-37. Ed(s): Erhard F[riedrich] K[arl] Voeltz. Indiana 

University publications, African series, vol 7. Bloomington: Research Institute for Itmer Asian Studies, 

Indiana University, 1974. 

Bell-Collins 2001 = Arthur Bell, Chris Collins. #Hoan and the typology of click accompaniments 

in Khoisan. In: Cornell working papers in linguistics, 18, pp 126-253,2001. 

Bleek 1929 = Dorothea F. Bleek. Comparative vocabularies of Bushman languages. Publications 

from the School of African Life and Language. Cambridge: University Press. Pp 94, 1929. 

Bleek 1956 = Dorothea F. Bleek. A Bushman Dictionary. American Oriental Series, vol. 41. New 

Haven, Connecticut, 1956. 

Collins 2001 = Chris Collins. Aspects of plurality in #Hoan. In: Language, 77 (3), pp 456-476, 

126 



2001. 

Collins 2001a = Chris Collins. Multiple verb movement in #Hoan. In: Cornell working papers in 

linguistics, 18, pp 75-104,2001. 

Collins 2001b = Chris Collins. VP internal structure in Jul’hoan and #Hoan. In: Cornell working 

papers in linguistics, 18, pp 1-27,2001. 

Dempwolff 1916 = Otto Dempwolff. Die Sandawe: lineuistisches und ethnoeraphisches Material 

aus Deutsch-Ostafrika. Abhandlungen der hamburgischen Kolonial-lnstituts, Bd 34. Reihe B: Volkerkunde, 

Kulturgeschichte und Sprachen, Bd 19. Hamburg: Friederichsen, De Gruyter & Co. Pp. 180, 1916. 

Dickens 1994 = Patrick J. Dickens. English-Ju|’hoan. Jul’hoan-English dictionary. Quellen zur 

Khoisan-Forschung/Research in Khoisan studies, Bd 8. Koln: Riidiger Kdppe Verlag. Pp 371, 1994. 

Doke 1925 = Clement Martyn Doke. An outline of the t?honetics of the language of the Chu: 

Bushmen of north-west Kalahari. In: Bantu studies and general South African anthropology, 2 (3), pp 

129-165, 1925. 

Doman 1917 = SamuelDoman. The Tati Bushmen (Masarwasl and their language. In: Journal of 

the Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland, 47, pp 37-112, 1917. 

Ehret 1986 = ChristopherEhret. Proposals on Khoisan reconstmction. In: African hunter-gatherers 

(international symposium), pp. 105-130. Ed(s).: Franz Rottland & Rainer Vossen. Sprache und Geschichte 

in Alfika, special issue 7(2). Hamburg: Helmut Buske Verlag, 1986. 

Ehret 2003 = Christopher Ehret Toward Reconstmcting Proto-South Khoisan. [In the current 

volume.] 

Gmber 1975 = Jeffrey S. Gruber. Plural predicates in #Hoa. In: Bushman and Hottentot linguistic 

studies, pp 1-50. Ed(s): Anthony Traill. Communications from the African Studies Institute, no 2. 

Johannesburg: University of the Witwatersrand, 1975. 

Haacke 1998 = Wilfrid Haacke, Eliphas Eiseb. Khoekhoegowab-English, 

English-Khoekhoegowab glossary. Windhoek: Gamsberg Macmillan Publishers. Pp 278,1998. 

Hastings 2001 = Rachel Hastings. Evidence for the genetic unity of Southern Khoesan. In: Cornell 

working papers in linguistics, 18, pp 225-245,2001. 

Honken 1988 = Henry Honken. Phonetic correspondences among Khoisan affricates. In: New 

perspectives on the study of Khoisan, pp 47-65. Ed(s): Rainer Vossen. Quellen zur Khoisan-Forschung, Bd 

7. Hamburg: Helmut Buske Verlag, 1988. 

Honken 1998 = Henry Honken. Types of sound correspondence patterns in Khoisan languages. In: 

Language, identity and conceptualization among the Khoisan, pp 171-193. Ed(s): Mathias Schladt. Quellen 

zur Khoisan-Forschung/Research in Khoisan studies, Bd 15. Koln: Rudiger Kdppe Verlag, 1998. 

Kagaya 1993 = Ryohei Kagaya. A classified vocabulary of the Sandawe language. Asian and 

African lexicon series, vol 26. Tokyo: Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa 

(ILCAA), Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, 1993. 

Meinhof 1930 = Carl Meinhof. Der Koranadialekt des Hottentottischen. Zeitschrift fiir 

Eingeborenen-Sprachen, Beiheft 12. Berlin & Hamburg: Verlag von Dietrich Reimer (Ernst Vohsen); C 

Boysen. Pp 152, 1930. 

Nakagawa 1996 = HirosiNakagawa. A first report on the click accompaniments of IGui. In: Journal 

of the International Phonetic Association, 26 (1), pp 41-54, 1996. 

Sands 1998 = Bonny Sands. Eastern and Southern African Khoisan. Evaluating claims in distant 

linguistic relationships. Ed(s): Rainer Vossen, Quellen zur Khoisan-Forschung/Research in Khoisan 

127 



studies, Bd 14, pp. 256,1998. 

Snyman 1997 = Jan W. Snyman. A preliminary classification of the !Xuu and Zhul’hoasi dialects. 

In; Namibian languages: reports and papers, pp. 21-106. Ed(s): Wilftid [Heinrich] [Gerhard] Haacke & 

Edward D[erek] Elderkin. Namibian African studies, vol 4. Cologne: Riidiger Koppe Verlag for the 

University of Namibia, 1997. 

Tanaka 1978 = Jiro Tanaka. A San vocabulary of the central Kalahari: Gllana and GIwi dialects. 

African languages and ethnography, vol 7. Tokyo; Institute for the Study of Languages and Cultures of Asia 

and Africa (ILCAA), Tokyo University of Foreign Studies. Pp xxvii, 158, 1978. 

Traill 1973 = Anthony Traill. "N4 or S7": another Bushman language. In; African studies, 32 (1), 

pp 25-32. Johaimesburg, 1973. 

Traill 1986 = Anthony Traill. Do the Khoi have a place in the San? New data on Khoisan linguistic 

relationships. In: African hunter-gatherers (international symposium), pp 407-430. Ed(s); Franz Rottland & 

Rainer Vossen. Sprache und Geschichte in Afrika, special issue, 7(1). Hamburg: Helmut Buske Verlag, 

1986. 

Traill 1994 = .Anthony Traill. A !Xoo dictionary. Quellen zur Khoisan-Forschung/Research in 

Khoisan studies, Bd 9. Kdln: Riidiger Koppe Verlag. Pp 292, 1994. 

Vossen 1997 = Rainer Vossen. Die Khoe-Sprachen. Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung der 

Sprachgeschichte Afrikas. Quellen zur Khoisan-Forschung/Research in Khoisan studies. Bd. 12. Kdln: 

Rudiger Koppe Verlag. Pp. 536, 1997. 

Vossen 1992 = Rainer Vossen. O in Khoe: borrowing, substrate or innovation?. In: African 

linguistic contributions (Festschrift Westphal), pp. 363-388. Edited by: D. F. Gowlett. Helmut Buske, 

Hamburg, 1992. 

Westphal 1965 = Ernst Oswald Johannes Westphal. Linguistic research in SWA and Angola. In: 

Die ethnischen Gmppen Siidwestafrikas, pp 125-144. Wissenschaftliche Forschung in Siidwestafrika, Bd 3. 

Windhoek: Siidwestafiikanische Wissenschaftliche Gesellschaft, 1965. 

Westphal 1980 = Ernst Oswald Johannes Westphal The age of’Bushman’ languages in southern 

Africa. In: Bushman and Hottentot linguistic studies 1979, pp 59-79. Ed(s): Jan Wpnston] Snyman. 

Pretoria; University of South Africa (UNISA), 1980. 

128 



Evolution of Human Languages Project 
Santa Fe Institute 
1399 Hyde Park Road 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

U.S.A. 

http://www.santafe.edu/ 

There are currently about 6,000 languages spoken on our planet, some of them used by millions 

and some only by a few dozen people. A natural task of the researchers is to provide a detailed 

classification of those languages, organizing them into a genealogical tree similar to the accepted 
classification of biological species. Since all representatives of the Homo sapiens species are presumably 
of common origin, it would be natural to suppose that all human languages also go back to some common 
source, although verifying this is a goal yet to be achieved. Most existing classifications, however, do not 
go beyond some 300 to 400 language families that are relatively easily observable. This restriction has its 
natural reasons: languages must have been spoken and constantly changed for at least 40,000 years (and 

quite probably more), while any two languages separated from a common source inevitably lose almost 

all superficially common features after some 6,000-7,000 years. 

Nevertheless, despite widespread skepticism and reluctance, there are a number of scholars who 

believe that these obstacles are not insurmountable. Research has been going on during the past several 
decades that appears to indicate that larger genetic sub-groupings are possible, and, indeed, quite 
plausible. It can be shown that most of the world's language families can be classified as belonging to 

about a dozen large groupings, or macro-families. Two sorts of evidence can be used for this purpose: 

1) Even a superficial analysis of the vocabulary of a large number of linguistic families reveals 

numerous lexical similarities extending far over the borders of smaller genetic units. They are 

frequently restricted to individual macro-families (such as Eurasiatic, Afroasiatic etc.), but a 

significant number of such matches is already found between macro-families themselves, 

pointing to the probability of common origin. 

2) Classical historical linguistics has developed a very powerful tool: the comparative method, 

which allows us to reconstruct unattested language stages, so-called “proto-languages.” It turns 

out that whereas modem languages may be very significantly changed, proto-languages in 

various cases tend to be much more similar to each other. This is the case, for example, with 
Indo-European, Uralic and Altaic: modem English, Finnish and Turkish may have almost 
nothing in common, but their respective ancestors - Proto-Indo-European, Proto-Uralic and 

Proto-AItaic - appear to have many more common traits and common vocabulary. This means 

that it is possible to extend the time perspective and reconstmct even earlier stages of human 

language. Much of this research has already been conducted. 

The amount of information that has to be processed in order to achieve a deep linguistic taxonomy is 

enormous, keeping in mind that one has to process thousands of languages and hundreds of linguistic 
families. Modem computer technology, however, provides some solutions for these problems. The first 
step that needs to be taken is a compilation of computer databases containing established matches 
between related languages (etymologies). The primary goal of the EHL research is, therefore, collecting 

and compiling such databases, and making them easily available: in today’s world it means making them 
available online. A large set of computer databases is already available, and many of them are already 
online. The databases provided by the EHL participants and freely browsable on the Web include: Altaic, 
Dravidian, North Caucasian, Yeniseian, Sino-Tibetan, Indo-European, Austroasiatic, Chukchee- 

Kamchatkan, and Semitic. For many other language families the databases are in the stage of preparation. 
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Etymological databases for several macro-families are also being compiled, and several of them - 

Australian, Eurasiatic (Nostratic) and Afroasiatic - are already near completion. Once an etymological 
database becomes available, it can be used to significantly simplify the task of searching lexical cognates 
and building up higher-level databases. Etymological databases can also be used (and are used) for a 
statistical evaluation of taxonomic correlations. The number of etymological matches between languages 
is a good measure of the distance between them, and can also be employed for evaluating the time depth 

of any linguistic family. In fact, so-called lexicostatistics is the only available tool for absolute linguistic 

dating, and its theoretical rationale and practical employment are among the central tasks of EHL. 

While the project is concentrated around building up a hierarchical system of etymological 

databases, reflecting the hierarchical taxonomy of the linguistic genealogical tree, it is also coneemed 

with collecting and putting online primaiy language wordlists, as well as existing etymological sources. 
The ideal etymological database system should be able to provide an etymology for any word of any 
modem or ancient language, tracing its origin as far as possible. The participants of the project have 
provided source wordlists for poorly explored language families like Indo-Pacific and Australian, where 
most of the comparative work is yet to be done. They have also scanned, recognized and converted to 

database format some of the major existing etymological dictionaries, such as Pokomy's Indo-European 

etymological dictionary. 

The ultimate goal of the system of databases as described above is to arrive at a stage where an 

absolute majority of the world's languages can be reduced to a minimum number of huge macro-families, 
which, in turn, can be traced back to a Proto-World stage, in case the databases provide enough evidence 

for the hypothesis of monogenesis. With the database system completed, and the basics of the Proto- 
World stmcture established, we can hope to come in possession of a vital tool for helping us understand 
the nature of language origin in itself. 

Sergei A. Starostin 
Russian State University for the Humanities, 

Santa Fe Institute 
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Linguistic Databases and Linguistic Taxonomy Workshop 
Santa Fe Institute 
January 6-10, 2003 

The Conference began on Januars' 6 with a welcome from the organizers, Murray Gell- 
Mann and Sergei A. Starostin. Nobel Laureate Murray Gell-Mann is a distinguished fellow at the 
Santa Fe Institute, and Sergei A. Starostin, a professor at Russian State University of the 

Humanities in Moscow, has been residing for periods of time at Santa Fe as part of the Evolution 

of Human Language Project (EHL). 
The general plan of the conference consisted of about six presentations each day. Each 

presenter was allotted an hour for the presentation and discussion. The presentations on Monday 

through Thursday were as follows; 

Jim Mason (Director of the Rosetta Project, San Francisco, CA) updated the conference 

on the progress of the Rosetta Project. See http://www.rosettaproiect.org/live 

Merritt Ruhlen (Stanford University and SFl) reported on “The Current State of 

Linguistic Taxonomy.” 
Paul Whitehouse, working in London for SFI, spoke on “Inclusion Versus Exclusion: The 

Problem of Negative Evidence.” 
Alexander Lubotsky (Leiden University) reported on the progress of the Leiden Indo- 

European Etymological Dictionary Project. 
See http://iiasnt.leidenuniv.nl/ied/index.html 

Sergei A. Starostin (Russian State University, SFl) reported on the extensive language 

database being compiled for the EHL. A compact disk containing the database was distributed to 
conference participants. See http://starling.rinet.ru/index2.htm 

Martine Robbeets (Leiden University) presented a report on her doctoral thesis, a 
thorough evaluation of the evidence for the hypothesis that Japanese is an Altaic language. 

Aima Dybo (Russian Academy of Science, Institute of Linguistics) reported on the 

historical contacts between the Ainu language of Japan and various Altaic languages. 
Aharon Dolgopolsky (University of Haifa) presented the paper “Proto-Nostratic: a 

synthetic or analytic language.” 

Harold C. Fleming (ASLIP and Boston University) reported on “The Grand Strategy” in 
the search for Mother Tongue. 

William Baxter (University of Michigan) reported on “New techniques for reconstructing 

the history of Chinese ‘dialects’.” 

John D. Bengtson (ASLIP and SFI) presented a paper on “Basque comparative 

phonology.” 

Vitaly Shevoroshkin (University of Michigan) reported on “Scilishan and North 

Caucasian.” 

Timothy Usher (Rosetta Project and SFI) reported on recent comparative work testing the 

validity of Greenberg’s Indo-Pacific hypothesis, and on the huge Indo-Pacific database being 
compiled. 

Ilya Peiros (Max Planck Institut and SFI) reported on the Intercontinental Dictionary 
Series and historical linguistics of Southeast Asia. 
See http ://ves 101 .uni-muenster. de/ID S 

Dmitry Leshchiner (SFI) presented the paper “Hokan Comparative Studies - Status and 
Prospects in Larger Amerind Context.” 

Luca Cavalli-Sforza (Stanford Uni\"ersity) reported on the latest information on the 
evolution of modem humans, according to population genetics. 
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Vaclav Blazek (Masaryk University and Bmo Institute of Linguistics) presented a report 

on Afro-Asiatic glottochronology. 

Christopher Ehret (University of California/ Los Angeles) presented his results on the 
reconstruction of the Proto-South-Klioisan and Proto-Khoisan proto-languages. 

George (Georgiy) Starostin (Center of Comparative Linguistics, Moscow, and SFI) 
presented a paper “Towards a Reconstruction of Proto South African Khoisan.” 

Alexander Militarev (Moscow Jewish University) reported on “Dating Proto-Afro- 

Asiatic.” 

Some others who did not have specific presentations but participated in organized and 

spontaneous discussions, or otherwise participated behind the scenes were Bernard Comrie (Max 
Planck Institute), William S.Y. Wang (City University of Hong Kong), Vittorio Loreto (La 
Sapienza University, Rome), Natalie Operstein (Los Angeles), Lisa Diamond, and Kurt 
Bollacker. 

This conference was a long-delayed sequel to the Symposium on Language and 

Prehistory, held at Ann Arbor in 1988. At least 11 of the participants at the Ann Arbor conference 
were re-united for the present conference. For some of the Russians in 1988 it was their first 

journey to the United States and a first taste of the freedom brought about by the fall of the Iron 

Curtain. Now, almost 15 years later, we can report on significant progress in the study of 

language in prehistoiy. Much of this progress was made possible by the contacts between 
Western and Soviet-Bloc scholars initiated by Hal Fleming and Aharon Dolgopolsky in the early 

1980’s. They (along with Gell-Mann, Starostin, Ruhlen, Wang, Comrie) deserve much of the 

credit and thanks for the state of the art in paleo-linguistics. 

John D. Bengtson 
Vice President 
Association for the Study of Language in Prehistoiy' 
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