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1. Introduction

The subject to be dealt with in the present coutitim is closely connected with that of the paper
presented during the first Barcelona Symposium omgarative Semitics in November 2004. In this
paper, now published as Kogan 2005, an attemptmate to outline the possibilities of reconstructing
non-grammatical (or lexical) vocalism of Proto-Seeniln spite of many difficulties, such a reconstr
ion was found both theoretically justified and pieally achievable. The problem to be discussedwés
considerably more ambiguous in its methodologicanpses and practical realization. It has been
surprisingly rarely touched upon in scholarly l#emre and the two basic solutions known to me knest
diametrically opposite.

The first approach is embodied by Pelio Fronzagtioneering studies of the sixties, notably his
well-known articleSull’elemento vocalico del lessema in semifit®3) as well as a series of contribut-
ions to PS lexical reconstructio8t(idi sul lessico comune semitid®64-1972). As repeatedly emphas-
ized in Kogan 2005, Fronzaroli's studies are ofapayunt importance for the vocalic reconstruction of
primary nominal and verbal roots of Proto-Semitfes for the derived nouns, their Proto-Semitic
background does not seem to be explicitly discusseBronzaroli, although even a cursory look on the
reconstructions proposed 8tudiis sufficient to convince one that such a possjbitas in fact envisaged
by the author.

What follows is an alphabetically arranged list@onstructed nominal derivates which | was able
to glean from Fronzaroli's articles. Reconstrucsioregarded by me as likely or possible (and,
consequently, treated in more detail in the mairt pithe present contribution) are boldfaced, welasr
those for some reasons considered unacceptabeiefly commented upon in notes:

*Dajir- ‘altro’ (1963:124), *baris~ ‘fetido’ (1972:629), basil- ‘pronto per I'uso alimentare
(cibo)’ (1972:636), Hahim ‘scuro’ (1965a:145) *dawiy- ‘sofferente’ (1964:39), dibh- ‘sacrificio’
(1965b:265), #ars- ‘seme’ (1969:26), gamil ‘maturo’ (1972:629), *hamim- ‘caldo’, *humm-

* My work on the present contribution was carriedt an the framework of the project 06-04-00397a psufed by
RFH/PTH®. | am grateful to this foundation for its finanicieelp. My gratitude goes to Dr. S. Loesov who &ahg read a draft
vesion of thes article and provided valuable altiemarks.

1. No evidence beyond Hiiahér (KB 35) whose structure, moreover, most probablglies gemination of .

2. The Arb. parallel adduced for Akéla’mu (fem. da’imtu) is the Perfectdahima(alsodahama ‘survenir‘al’improviste et
surprendre gn.’ (BK 1 743), hardly acceptable seioalty.
3. No evidence for this reconstruction.
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‘calore’ (1965a:147), hamis- ‘acido’ (1972:635), hakkat- ‘scabbia’ (1964:41) *halil- ‘libero’
(1965b:262), *harim- ‘coperto; interdetto’ (1965b:262) *hamir- ‘alterato, in quanto fermentato’
(1972:635), *hig2- ‘errore’ (1965b263), kasi?- ‘pieno di cibo’ (1972:630) *kadim- ‘anteriore®,
*kudm- ‘parte anteriore’ (1965b:265),kadis- ‘santo™, *kud$ ‘santitd, cosa sacra’ (1965b:262),
* karir- ‘freddo (a.)*!, *kurr- ‘freddo (s.)’ (1965a:147),ay?- ‘vomito’ (1964:39}% *laban- ‘bianco;
latte’ (1963:124), tamid- ‘domestico, come sottomesso’ (196938 mari?- ‘grasso’ (1964:472,
*mari§- ‘malato, penoso’ (1964:38) mawit- ‘morto’, *mawt ‘morte’ (1964:38), hugh ‘splendore’
(1965a:145Y,  *nawir- ‘luminoso’ (1965a:144%, *nawim ‘addormentato leggermente’ndwmat-
(1964:38§" ‘sonno leggero’, tayib- ‘affamato’ (1972:629F, *rahim- ‘compassionevole’ (1964:47)
*sapiw- ‘limpido, in quanto filtrato’ (1972:635), * sakir- ‘ebbro’ (1972:632, *3alim- ‘intatto’, *$alam-
‘salute’ (1965b:263), samin- ‘grasso’ (1964:475, *§abis- ‘sazio’ (1972:630), 3ayib- ‘canuto®, *sayb-

4. Syr.heklota ‘scabies’ (Brock. 230) and Arthikkat ‘fricatio; scabies’ (Fr. | 410) are not easilynspatible with Akk.
ekketu'scabies’ (CAD E 69, AHw. 195), more likely fédkkat- than < hikk-at-.

5. No evidence for this reconstruction.

6. Based on the comparison between the base &fetiectharima ‘to be illicit’ in Arabic and the Akkadian adjgee armu
(harmu) ‘enclosed’, which is not self-evident either seizally or phonologically. Moreover, the vowel thie second syllable of
Akk. armu (harmu) is apparently unknown (cf. CAD,292).

7. No evidence for this reconstruction. Termsviame like Arb. zamr- or Hbr.hamar on which it seems to be based do not
exhibit any trace of an original bivocalic struaur

8. No evidence for this reconstruction.

9. No evidence for this reconstruction.

10. The evidence for the this reconstruction idigomous. Akk.kasdu, fem. kadistu is compared by Fronzaroli to Himadés
‘he was sacred’ (in fackadas, the &form being attested only in the plural in pawsﬁiés“ﬁ). Needless to sajc;idé/svﬁ is a verbal
form rather than an adjective, whose normal fornébrew iskados (as forkadés < *kadis, it means ‘male cultic prostitute’).
Sure enough, neither Geaddus nor Arb.kuddis-, nor Syr.kaddisz (all adduced by Fronzaroli under this heading) lbarsaid
to support the reconstructiohadis-.

11. No evidence for this reconstruction.

12. No evidence for this reconstruction: the Habdata (&?), ki?)) are contradictory and at any rate are not coiileat
with Arb. kuya?- and Gez.kaya?. Akk. qd is not listed in modern dictionaries and the moipgical structure behind this
contracted form is fully uncertain.

13. No evidence for this reconstruction outdig@ecd in post-Biblical Hebrew.

14. No evidence for this reconstruction outsidé&.ARrar(, fem. marfu.

15. The meaning of Akkaizgu ‘joy’ is too distant from that of Hbmeagah ‘shining’ to allow one to postulate a reliable PS
reconstruction.

16. No reliable evidence behind this reconstructiskk. nawruy, fem. nawirtuis compared to Artmayyir- which, it seems,
may go back to bothrfawir- and *hawir- (Fleisch 1961:129). As for Hbma (likely < *nawir-), it is a substantive rather than an
adjective.

17. No evidence for the first reconstruction algsihe Perfeatama— nimtuin Arabic. As for the second one, the similarity
between Arbnawmat and Syrnawnata is probably not sufficient for a reliable recomnstion even on the proto-Central Semitic
level since Hbrnama apparently reflects a different pattern.

18. The reconstruction is based on the compatiepneen the Perfecdyiba in Arabic and the adjective’’éb in Hebrew.

19. Apparently no evidence outside the Penf@gima in Arabic.

20. No evidence for this reconstruction.

21. No evidence for this reconstruction outsidb.Aakir- ‘tout a fait ivre’ (BK 1 1114). The vowel of tremcond syllable of
AKK. sakru seems to be unknown.

22. No evidence for this reconstruction outside. &bnen.

23. As recognized by Fronzaroli (1964:50), therfer reconstruction is based on ABbu only.
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at- ‘capelli canuti’ (1964:37), fariy- ‘irrigato’ (1969:24%*, *sayn(at-) ‘urina’ (1964:39%°, *zalim- ‘scuro’
(1965a:145), fami?- ‘assetato’ (1972:629),df¢-at- ‘sudore’ (1964:39%, *wald- ‘progenie’ (1964:37),
*wagin ‘addormentato’, in-at- ‘sonno’ (1964:38Y.

In sum, no less than 25 among Fronzaroli's recan8tms are acceptable. This impressive
collection is not to be disregarded, and Semitisésgreatly indebted to Prof. Fronzaroli for hisrgering
efforts in this field of research. At the same tirtteere are reasons to believe that this colleadn be
understood as the beginning rather than the emdiroivay to understand the nature of the Proto-Semit
nominal derivation. First of all, Fronzaroli proeid virtually no theoretical or methodological suggor
his reconstructions of derived nouns (thus, ingltantrast to the well-develloped theoretical psssifor
reconstructing primary nominal and verbal rootscdssed in much detail throughout Fronzaroli'sistud
and, in my opinion, fundamentally valid up to thigy). What is a derived noun? What is the source of
derivation? When did the derivation take place? aivhkind of comparanda are acceptable for their
reconstruction and which are nStThese and a few other fundamental questions areely touched
upon in Fronzaroli's articles. In such a contekisinot surprising that almost 30 individual reswoct -
ions proposed by Fronzaroli appear fully or pantihacceptable.

As far as | know, the problem of Proto-Semitic noabiderivation did not attract any serious
attention until 1996 when J. T. Fox’s dissertatitdemitic Noun Patterns” became known to the
specialists (published in book format in 2003). 'Bapproach to the problem is radically differernf
Fronzaroli's. For Fox, a methodologically sound alaxreconstruction presupposes a clear-cut distimc
between primary (“isolated”) and derived nounsthi@ former case, the original vocalism can beeae¢dl
at least potentially; in the latter case, thislieast never possible. In Fox’s words, “the patteohshe
derived nouns, as opposed to those of the isolataths, rarely match in enough languages for
reconstruction. In other words, it is rare that fimel a derived noun with a common reconstructed, roo
pattern, and meaning in several sufficiently distdamitic languages. With the methodology presented
here, then, these nouns cannot be reconstructediirentirety to PS®.

At first sight, Fox’s conclusion may seem paradakié&s he himself rightly observes, the pattern-
and-root system is so typical of all classical Senlanguages that its fully developed presencehen
Proto-Semitic level cannot be denied. Furthermiiregcause many cognate roots are found in a vaoiety
languages, they too may be reconstructed; and beaaany cognate patterns are found in widespread
languages, also these may be reconstructed” (889l. Nevertheless, “the reconstructions do not fit
together: root and pattern can rarely be recornsttutogether in the same noun, and so entire ebkriv
nouns can rarely be reconstructed for PS” (ibiByt why? Fox’s excellent monograph provides no
answer to this question, although it is abundacidar that his reluctance to reconstruct derivaghsdor
Proto-Semitic has more than one serious reasomdbéhi

In my opinion, such reasons can be roughly subdd/iidto morphological and phonological.

24. The reconstruction is based on the compatisiween AkkSar( (3ariu) ‘rich’ and the Perfectzariya ‘to be rich’ in
Arabic.

25. The evidence behind this reconstruction is tdatg it is only Hbr.8&en-e-hdmthat unambiguously points tgayn (cf.
SED I No. 77).

26. No evidence for this reconstruction outside. A a.

27. As pointed out in SED | No. 82he nominal form is much more widely attestechtktze verbal root, there- fore one
cannot exclude thasin-at- is a primary noun and the verbal root is denomina

28. This question is particularly acute, as thevalbanalysis of Fronzaroli’'s examples demonstrates. example, what is the
legitimate West Semitic comparandum for the AkkadtaCfC- adjectives ? The adjective? Or the PerfectBdiin?

29. Fox’s approach is shared by Huehnergard (2@94.hich does not prevent him from successfuliging back to PS

such common deverbal nouns a&h-, *Simg-, *tikl-, * urk- andmurr-.
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The following obstacles ahorphological nature deserve to be mentioned.

1. The inventories of patterns typical of particu@mitic languages are not identical. Each Semiti
language tends to employ a relatively restrictechimer of patterns to express a few basic meanings,
whereas other patterns are marginal or hardly tatteAdjectival patterns are those which are most
heavily affected by this process. Thus, adjectivith a short vowel in the second syllable §C/C-)
are common in Akkadian and Hebrew (Huehnergard 2@)6rare in Aramaic and Arabic and practically
unattested in Ethiopian. And conversely, adjectiwéh a long7in the second syllable are ubiquitous in
Aramaic, Arabic and Ethiopian, relatively rare ireltlew and practically absent from Akkadian.
Substantives are also affected by this kind of igfieation, although to a more limited extent. Thus
derived substantives with the patternsa@C- and *@GCaC- are widespread in West Semitic (notably, in
Arabic) but almost absent from Akkadian, whereu®C- and especially *CC- are common. Such
objective restrictions drastically reduce the nunddepotentially comparable derived nouns.

2. As a corollary factor, a serious danger of angittically opposite nature emerges: when a certain
pattern is known to be very widespread and prodedti a given pair of languages, it becomes rdihed
to tell whether we are dealing with a derivate enied from the common ancestor of these languages
with independent developments having no value Hier groto-language reconstruction. Thusa®C-
adjectives being very common in both Akkadian ardbtdw, how can one be sure that, say, Akny,

fem. salimtu and Hbr.sal &n ‘healthy, sound’ are to be traced to the commanagbype *alim- rather than
explained as unrelated derivations in each ofwtelanguages?

3. It is not always easy to establish the way oivdéon (deverbal nouns viz. denominal verbs). As
convincingly demonstrated by Fox, denominal deidratusing consonantal elements extracted from
primary nominal roots (as illustrated Ingker ‘herdsman’ <bakar ‘cattle’ in Hebrew) was certainly a
feature of Proto-Semitic. Accordingly, some denaahiverbs may have been produced already at this
early stage. The pertinent nominal forms are tleebet treated as primary rather than derived. Acglpi
controversial example of this kind igafm- ‘taste’, treated as a PS derived noun in Fronz&8y1:607
but listed among primary (isolated) nouns in FOR207°.

4. Finally, dialectal variety within a given langy@amay be an obstacle for a proper evaluation of
the forms under comparison. Thus, a few adjecthage different vocalic patterns in the Assyrian and
Babylonian dialects of Akkadian: Assaris- vs. Bab.marus sick’, narib- vs. Bab.narub ‘moist’, Ass.

rak- vs. Bab.rik- ‘empty’, Ass.s/sabis vs. Bab.s/'sabus ‘angry’ (Kogan 2006:207-8). The origin of this
variation is obscure, as are its implications foe tomparison between these forms and their Semitic
cognates.

Distinction between various proto-patterns canteored by regular or semi-regugdronol ogical
processes in particular languages which seriousmtygder the reconstruction of concrete derived naumns
the Proto-Semitic level.

A paradigmatic example of this category can be doim Ethiopian Semitic. Due to the regular
phonological merger of PSu*and % into 2 in these languages, a considerable number ob-patterns
became fully or partly indistinguishable. Furthermasince the phonological difference betweend @
in Ethiopian has been seriously weakened (foptimpose of the present investigation, practicatin-
existent), a few additional pattern oppositionsenbgen lost.

Merger of original %atl- and *itl- is typical of Hebrew. In principle, the distinati between these
morphological structures should be preserved mltdniguage atl- > katal, karf-o; *kitl- > kéal, kifl-

0), but in fact PS #itl- often shifts tokaral. The original vowel is thought to reappear whem skllable

30. In my opinion, the relatively wide spread lné tverbal root and the rather abstract meaningeohbun speak in favor of
Fronzaroli’s approach, but no certainty in thisl aimilar cases seems to be possible.
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becomes closed (Fox 2003:115), but sometimes éverist not the case (cf. Arbis- ‘foot’ vs. Hbr.
ragal, suff. ragl-o). Furthermore, precisely in this position the mseeprocess can often be observed,

namely PS katl- shifting tokizl- (Hbr. bazan, suff. bimn-o ‘belly’ vs. Arb. barn-). These processes represent
a very serious obstacle as they affect a langudgehvis both very rich from the lexical point olew and
otherwise very conservative as far as the preservaf the PS vocalism is concerned.

Vocalic syncope in Akkadian may not look a criticdistacle since the original vowel is normally
restored in certain morphological positions. Howeter many relatively rare lexemes such positiare
not attested. Furthermore, it is not always thginal vowel that is restored (note, for example kAk
karsu ‘belly’, st. constrkaras in spite of the fairly reliable PS prototypkatris-, Fox 2003:166).

Which of the two approaches to the problenfrronzaroli's or Fox’s- is to be preferred? The
answer depends, as so often in comparative Seputicthe quantity and the quality of relevant exsp
As we have seen above, Fronzaroli's positive amtraa exemplified by a high number of convincing
examples, but quite a few among his reconstructidasnot appear well-founded. Fox’s negative
conclusion derives from very reasonable theoreticgiments but concrete examples in their supaort
rarely be found on the pages of his dissertation.

In such a context, a comprehensive and systemadiysas of all evidence potentially pertinent to
the problem of the Proto-Semitic deverbal derivati@s thought to be of paramount importance. Tadra
the readers’ attention to this evidence is the npairposeof the present contribution. The data adduced
below derive from a systematic perusal of the steshdexicographic tools for Akkadian, Hebrew, Sgria
and Geez, subsequently confronted to each othevetisas to the Classical Arabic data. With rare
exceptions, Modern South Arabian evidence has eehlaken into consideration in view of the well-
known difficulties of the diachronic analysis oEtMSA vocalism.

For each pattern, a chronological stratificatiors baen attempted, mostly in agreement with R.
Hetzron’s widely accepted pattern of classificatjeng., Hetzron 1974). A hypothetic common degwat
considered Proto-Semitic when it is present in Alda and at least in one West Semitic languagey (onl
bilateral Akkadian-Aramaic examples have not beetuded because of the high danger of borrowing or
influence). Proto-West Semitic examples are thefleated in both Central and Ethiopian Semitic ¢her
again, bilateral Ethiopian-Arabic comparisons haeen generally avoidetl) Finally, Central Semitic
examples are those attested in Hebrew, Arabic asdilpy Aramaic (bilateral Hebrew-Aramaic and
Aramaic-Arabic examples have been excluded). Irh es|ction, examples are listed in the alphabetic
sequence of the PS reconstructions.

2. Possible deverbal derivates: comprehensive evidence
2.1. ClaC2C3'

211 PS

AKk. zeru, OA zaru (CAD Z 89, AHw. 1521; OAKK. on), Hbearal” (KB 282), JBAzaria (Sok.
B 421), Syr.zarfa (Brock. 207), Arbzar- (Fr. Il 233), Tgr.zar? (LH 496), Tna.zar/i (K Tna 1975)
‘seed’ > PS #ar¢-.

# In spite of a number of phonological irregulastig instead of the expectetindd in Arabic and
Aramaic respectively? instead of¢" in Ethiopian), the morphological structure of #A8 reconstruction

31. Due to phonological factors outlined abovevei as to the very high degree of pattern systeratdn in Ethiopian,
evidence coming from this branch is rarely deeisis a result, the proto-West Semitic stratunaiber poorly represented.
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seems relatively certain.

Akk. ereby erbu ‘setting of sun’ (CAD E 258, AHw. 233; OB on), Higi&rab ‘sunset, evening’
(KB 878), Arb.yarb- ‘coucher du soleil; le couchant, I'ouest’ (BK420) > PS yarb-, *¢arb-.

# The Akkadian term is almost exclusively attestethe combinatiorereb SamsSisunset’ where
the quantity ofe in the second syllable cannot be ascertained. Mewve shore is clearly implicit in
matam iStusitiSa ana etbi-3a ‘the country from East to West' in an OB letteorfr Mari (hardly a WS
usage). Therefore, both CAD and AHw. are correctligtinguish between the substanterée)bu and the
infinitive erebum

AKK. kabru (CAD Q 17, AHw. 888; OB on), Hbiéabar (KB 1064), JBA kabra (Sok. B 982),
Syr. kabra (Brock. 644), Arbkabr- (BK 2 658), Tgrkébor (LH 249), Tnakébri (K Tna 978) ‘grave’ >
PS *kabr-.

Akk. miztu (CAD M, 316; OA, OB on), Hbrmawat (KB 563), JBAmota (Sok. B 651), Synnawti
(Brock. 378), Arb.mawt (BK 2 1165), Gezmot (LGz. 375), Tgrmot(LH 135), Tnamot (K Tna. 473)
‘death’ > PS mawt.

AKk. parsu ‘rite, ritual; divine authority, power, office; thoritative decision, command, decree’
(CAD P 195, AHw. 835; OAKk. on), Arlfard- ‘précepte, loi, disposition de la loi, d’obligati divine
prescrite positivement par le Coran; loi, codek(B574) > PS pars-.

# As a possible source of this admittedly adventsin@construction one could suggest the verbal
root *prs ‘to break through, to cut, to split’ (v. concretarhs in LGz. 167), with a well-known semantic
shift from ‘to break, to cut’ > ‘to decide, todmr’. Arb.frd combines both meanings (BK 2 573) and cf.
further KB 1844 under Biblical Aramag»zéra.

AKk. remu ‘Planungsfahigkeit, Verstand, Anweisung’ (AHw. B38Hbr.fafam ‘taste’ (KB 377),
JBA rafama ‘taste’ (Sok. B 510), Syrafma ‘gustus’ (Brock. 283), Arbrafm- ‘godit, saveur; appétit’ (BK
2 84), Geztafm ‘taste, flavour’ (LGz. 583) > PSagm-.

# For the verbal root#m ‘to taste’, presumably lost in Akkadian but weltested almost
throughout WS, v. LGz. 583.

2.1.2. PWS

Hbr. rakab ‘broad space, expanse’ (KB 1212), Arazb- ‘ampleur (BK 1 835), Geztahb
‘breadth’ (LGz. 466) > PWSrahb-.

Hbr. sala¢ ‘limping, stumbling’ (BDB 854), Arb.dal¢- ‘clochement’ (BK 2 138), Gezsal{
‘abscess, wound, ulcer, sore’ (LGz. 554), Tsgta¢ ‘wound’ (LH 633) > PWS jal§-.

# For the PWS verbal rootl¥ ‘to limp, to be lame’ v. SED | No. {8

Hbr. yalad ‘boy’ (KB 412), Syr.yalda (pl.) ‘liberi’ (Brock. 301), Arb.wald- ‘né, procrée, enfanté
(BK 2 1602), Gezwald ‘son, child, boy’ (LGz. 613), Tgwalod- ‘son, young man’ (LH 430) > PWS
*wald-.

# A different pattern Wwalad- is reflected in Arbwalad ‘enfant, petit (d’homme ou d’animal) (BK
2 1602), Gezwalatt < *waladt ‘daughter, girl’ (LGz. 613), Tgwalat < *waladt id. (LH 431).

2.1.3.PCS:

Ugr. ab-du (DUL 138), Hbr.fabad (KB 774), JBAfabdi (Sok. B 839), Syrfabdi (Brock. 504),
Arb. fabd (BK 2 150) ‘servant, slave’ > PC%abd (Huehnergard 2005:190).

Hbr. hamad ‘loveliness, beauty’ (KB 325), Arbhamd ‘éloge, louange; bonté, clémence’ (BK 1
488) > PCS hamd-

Hbr. lakam‘bread’ (KB 526), JBAaima ‘food, bread’ (Sok. B 622-3), Sylaima ‘panis’ (Brock.
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364), Arb.lazm- ‘viande, chair’ (BK 2 978) > PC3ahm-.

Hbr. magad‘excellence (of gifts of nature)’ (BDB 550), Judagd: ‘precious ware, fine fruit’ (Ja.
726Y? Syr.magdi ‘fructus’ (Brock. 373), Arb.masd- ‘gloire, illustraion’ (BK 2 1064) > PCSmagd-.

Hbr. rakab ‘group of chariots, war-chariot troop’ (KB 1233¢b. rakb- ‘troupe de cavaliers de dix
et au deld montés sur des chevaux ou sur des chanueaavane, cavalcade, cortege’ (BK 1 913) >SPC
*rakb-.

Hbr. séb ‘greyheadness; old age¢hab ‘the grey hair; advanced age’ (KB 1318), J8Ah det.
sybth ‘old age, grey hair’ (Sok. 571), Sysayhiza (pl.) ‘crines albi’ (Brock. 469), Arb3ayb-‘canitie,
cheveux blancs’ (BK 1 1294) > PCsay(-at)-.

# Gez.sibat ‘grey hair' (LGz. 539) and related Ethiopian formeflect *ib-at- whereas the
background of Akksibtu ‘grey hair’ (CAD S 386, AHw. 1228; Mari, SB) cannot be establishethwi
certainty.

2.2. C1iC,Cs-

221.PS

Akk. zibu ‘food-offering’ (CAD Z 105, AHw. 1525; OB on), Hbrzaba:, with suff. zibk-i
‘communal sacrifice’ (KB 262), JBAlibka ‘sacrifice’ (Sok. B 277), Syrdebha ‘sacrificium, victima’
(Brock. 138), Arbdibk- ‘victime que I'on égorge’ (BK 1 763), Gezabh ‘sacrifice’ (LGz. 631) > PS
*dibh- (Huehnergard 2004:149).

# Ugr.da-ab-hu ‘sacrifice, offering’ (DUL 262) may suggest thaetpattern underlying Hbraba:
is to be reconstructed withrather than.

Akk. zikru ‘discourse, utterance; mention; name, fame’ (CAD12, AHw. 1526; OAkk. on), Hbr.
zekar ‘mention’ (KB 271), Arb.dikr- ‘réminiscence, souvenir; mention’ (BK 1 776),Z5ekr ‘record,
memorial, mention’ (LGz. 636), Tnakri ‘recollection, memory, rememberance’ (K Tna 2086ikr -
(Blau 1961:81).

AKk. hisbu ‘abundant yield, produce’ (CADM 202, AHw. 348; OB on), Arbhisb- ‘fertilité,
abondance des produits de la terre’ (BK 1 580PS>*hisb-.

AKk. hitu ‘fault, harm; act of negligence; damage; sin, €ifCAD H 210, AHw. 350; OB on),
Hbr. ker(?) ‘offence, guilt’ (KB 306), JBALit?a ‘sin’ (Sok. B 448), Arb. hit?- ‘erreurr; faute commise
volontairement’ (BK 1 591) > PSiit?-.

AKk. Kkisru ‘knot; contigent of soldiers; joint of the humanaimal body’ (CAD K 436, AHw. 488;
OAKk. on), JBAFkirra ‘knot, node’ (Sok. B 1012), Sykerra ‘vinculum, nodus, articulus’ (Brock. 662),
Gez.k"asr ‘band, knot’ (LGz. 450) > PSkiyr-.

AKk. libSu ‘garment, clothing’ (CAD L 181, AHw. 551; OB), Arlibs- ‘vétement, habits’ (BK 2
959), Gezlabs ‘clothes, garment, apparel’ (LGz. 305), Thibos ‘large garment’ (LH 38), Tndabsi
‘dress, garment’ (K Tna 97) > P8bS-.

Akk. milu ‘seasonal flooding of the rivefd’(CAD M, 69, AHw. 652; OB on), Arbmil?- ‘ce qui
remplit une mesure’ (BK 2 1142), Gewmal? ‘fullness, that which fills’ (LGz. 342), Tgnwla? ‘fulness’ (LH
108) > PS mile-.

32. Alsomigdz (ibid.), onlymigdi in JBA (Sok. B 663).
33. A number of expressions unconnected with flogdlike mil irti ‘pride’, mil libbi ‘high spirits’) are attested, which
justifies von Soden'’s translation ‘Hochwasser; &iill
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Akk. mislu ‘half; midpoint, center, middle’ (CAD M126, AHw. 661; OA, OB on), Arbmil-
‘ressemblance, image de...’ (BK 2 1061), Geesl ‘likeness, similarity, form, figure, image, parapl
proverb’ (LGz. 365), Tnarusli ‘resemblance, image’ (K Tna 384) > RS8iil-.

Akk. niklu ‘ingenuity; trick, deception’ (CAD N231, AHw. 789; SB, NA, NBY, Hbr. *nekél (in
nikl-e-ham) ‘deceitfulness’ (KB 699), JBAikla ‘deceit’ (Sok. B 751), Symeklz ‘dolus, fraus’ (Brock.
429) > PS nikl-.

AKk. nikru ‘split wood or reed’ (CAD N 252, AHw. 792; OB), Judnikra ‘cleft’ (Ja. 935), Syr.
netra ‘fragmentum’ (Brock. 448), Arbnikr- ‘creux qui traverse le noyeau de la datte dansrsgueur’
(BK 2 1323) > PSriikr-.

Akk. pifru “fissure, split; undoing; separation’ (CAD P 44%w. 871; OB on), Arbfisr- ‘rupture
du jeliné (BK 2 611) > PSiyr-.

AKk. sikru ‘dam, weir; seclusion, cloistering’ (CAD S 259, M11043; OB on), Arbsikr- ‘digue;
endiguement’ (BK 1 1113) > PSikr-.

AKk. sirpu ‘red dyed wool (or fabric); colored spot’ (CA® 208, AHw. 1092; OB on), Arkxirf-
‘espéce de couleur rouge avec laquelle on teirddasroies des chaussures’ (BK 1 1333) > k2.

Akk. Siklu ‘shekel (a measure of weight)’ (CAR 96, AHw. 1248; OAKkk. on), Hbs&al, pl. constr.
Sikle ‘weight, weightiness, a specific weight, a shek€B 1643), JBAtikla ‘weight, shekel’ (Sok. B 1206),
Syr.tekla ‘onus’ (Brock. 831), Arkxikl- ‘fardeau, charge, tout ce qui est pesant;¢BK 1 230) > PS
*fikl-.(Huehnergard 2004:12),

Akk. wildu ‘offspring, progeny’ (CAD | 71, AHw. 1496; OB onArb. wild- ‘né, procréé,
enfanté’ (BK 2 1602) > PSfild-.

2.22.PWS:

Hbr. heram ‘ban, what is banned’ (KB 354), JBArma ‘ban’ (Sok. B 459), Syrermy ‘interdictio,
detestatio’ (Brock. 257), Arkhirm- ‘action défendue, illicite’ (BK 1 414), Gezorm ‘forbiden thing’
(LGz. 242), Tnaharmi ‘illicit, forbidden or prohibited thing’ (K Tnal85) > PWS hirm-.

Hbr. kapal du.kipl-ayim ‘doubling; the double’ (KB 493), JPRyplh ‘double’ (Sok. 266), Arb.
kifl- ‘le double; part, portion, lot’ (BK 2 916), Gekafl ‘part, portion, share, lot’ (LGz. 276), Tnifli
‘portion, share, part’ (K Tha 1691), Amkefal ‘part, room’ (K 1460) > PWSKipl-.

Hbr. sétar ‘covering, protection, secrecy’ (KB 772), JB#Mra ‘secrecy’ (Sok. B 1033), Sysetia
‘secretum’ (Brock. 502), Arbsitr- ‘voile, rideau; abri, protection’ (BK 1 1049), Tgwtor ‘the hiding’
(LH 186), Tnasostri ‘mistery’ (K Tna 712), Selsotar ‘hidden place’ (LGur. 566) > PWSitr-.

Hbr. &ma’ ‘report, news’ (KB 1575), Judsimia ‘report, fame’ (Ja. 1599), Sygenfa ‘auditus,
fama’ (Brock. 786), Arbsim{- ‘audition, réputation, bon nom’ (BK 1 1140), Gezm¢ ‘rumor, news,
testimony’ (LGz. 501) > PWSSims- (Huehnergard 2004:149).

2.2.3.PCS:

Hbr. ¢ébar ‘the one of the two opposing sides; side, edgak’b@gkB 781), JBA {ibra ‘side, bank’
(Sok. B 851), Syrfebra ‘transitus, ripa ulterior’ (Brock. 508), Arlsibr- ‘rive, bord, rivage’ (BK 2 153) >
PCS ¥ibr-.

Hbr. hépés ‘joy, delight; wish; matter, business’ (KB 340)rlA hifd- ‘attention, vigilance; soin’
(BK 1 460) > PCS #ipt-.

34. Better attested mskiltu ‘ingenuity, skillful work; trick, cunning, decetn’ (CAD N, 220, AHw. 788).
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Hbr. &pal ‘lowliness, humiliation’ (KB 1632), SyrSepl ‘humiliatio’ (Brock. 795), Arb.sifl-
‘abaissement, humilité’ (BK 1 1102) > PCSigl-.

2.3. C4iC,Cs-at-

2.3.1. PWS

Hbr. kin?a ‘zeal’ (KB 1110), Jud.kin?ata ‘jealousy, envy, passion’ (Ja. 1388), Syend?)ta
‘studium’ (Brock. 675), Gezkonrat ‘jelousy’ (LGz. 433§, Tgr. kon?at ‘jelousy, envy’ (LH 252), Har.
kifat ‘envy’ (LHar. 127) > PWSEin?z-at-.

2.4, C1UC203-

24.1. PS

Akk. uklu ‘Verpflegung’, ukultu ‘Verpflegung, Lebensmittel, Kost’ (AHw. 1406; O&B on), Hbr.
2okal, Pokla ‘food, nourishment’ (KB 47), JBARukla ‘food’ (Sok. B 88), Syr2ukla ‘cibus’ (Brock. 17),
Arb. Pukl- ‘tout ce qui se mange: aliment, nourritur&iklat- ‘morceau, bouchée’ (BK 1 43), Gekl
‘food, bread, corn, fodder’ (LGz. 15, with referesdo other Eth.) > PSukl-, *2ukl-at-.

AKk. urku ‘Lange’ (AHw. 1431; OAkk., OA, NA), Hbr2orék ‘length’ (KB 88), JBA Purka id.
(Sok. B 96), Syr?urka ‘longitudo’ (Brock. 49) > PS2Aurk-. (Huehnergard 2004:149).

AKk. bu’Sy, bizSu ‘stench’ (CAD B 352, AHw. 143; SB), Hbbo?68 ‘stench’ (KB 107), Arbbu’s-
‘malheur, adversité’ (BK 1 79) > PR&rS-.

AKk. kudmu‘early times, early existence; front (in prepasithl use)’ (CAD Q 295, AHw. 926; OB
on), Hbr. pB.kodam ‘before’ (Ja. 1324), Syrkudmz ‘pars primaria; ante, coram’ (Brock. 647), Arb.
kudm ‘le devant, la premiere lignekudmd ‘devant’ (BK 2 690), Gezkadm ‘beginning, front, start,
precedence’kadma‘before, in front’ (LGz. 421), Tnaadmi ‘front, front part; before, prior to’ (K Tna.
1035) > PS kudm-.

Akk. muttu ‘sweetness’ (CAD M 302, AHw. 688; SB), Hbmaték id. (KB 656) > PS mutk-.

Akk. Suplu‘depth’ (CAD S; 324, AHw. 1280; OB on), Sy&upk ‘humilitas’ (Brock. 795), Arb.
sufl ‘abaissement, humilité§ufliyy- ‘bas, inférieur’ (BK 1 1102) > PStipt.

AKk. sulmu ‘black spot, blackness’ (CAB 240, AHw. 1110; OA, OB on), Ark{ulm ‘obscurité,
ténébres’ (BK 2 140), Tgsalom ‘blackness, darkness’ (LH 632), Tealmi ‘blackness’ (K Tna 2542) > PS
*ulm-,

24.2.PWS
Hbr. rohar ‘clearness; purifying’ (KB 370), Arkxuhr- ‘état de pureté d'une femme’ (BK 1 114),
Gez.tahr ‘purity, chastity’ (LGz. 589) > PWS&dhr-.

2.4.3.PCS:
Hbr. {omék ‘depth’ (KB 849), JBAfumka ‘depth’ (Sok. B 847), Syrfumka ‘profunditas, altitudo’
(Brock. 531), ArbSumk- ‘profondeur (d’un puits etc.)’ (BK 2 369) > PCSumk-*.
Hbr. fonag ‘pleasure’ (KB 851), Arbyunz- ‘agaceries, oeillades, minauderies’ (BK 2 510)PES
*
yung-.

35. The variantan’at is qualified as rare in LLA 445.
36. This is one of the very few common derivatisdsitted as reconstructible by Fox (2003:62).
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Hbr. hodas ‘new moon’ (KB 294), Arb. Audt- ‘tout événement nouveau, réce@K 1 390) >
PCS *hudz-.

Hbr. hosar‘'want’ (KB 338), Arb. ausr ‘perte, dommage qu’on éprouM@K 1 571) > PCS *husr-.

Hbr. kodas ‘something holy’(KB 1076) JBA kudsa ‘holiness’ (Sok. B 989), Syr. kudsa ‘sacrum
sanctitas(Brock. 649), Arb. kuds- purete samteté(BKz 687) > PCS *kuds-.

# Gez. kWods ‘sanctuary, JerusalenLGz. 423) must be borrowed from Arabic as suggested by
Leslau.

Hbr. néfam ‘kindness’ (KB 706), Arb. nufm- ‘vie menee dans l'abondance et les plaisirs;
prospérité, bonheur; plaisiBK 2 1298) > PCS *nu fim-.

Hbr. yosar ‘straightness, honestyKB 450), Arb. yusr- ‘facilité de caractérelouceur’ (BK 2 1628)
> PCS *yusr-.

2.5, C1uC,Cs-at-

251 PWS:

Hbr. korha ‘bald patch’ (KB 1141), JPAwrhh, det. kwrhth ‘baldness’ (Sok. 484), Sykurhota
‘calvitium’ (Brock. 694), Arb. kurhat- ‘petite tache blanche au front d'un cheval’ (BK7R27), Gez.
kWarhat ‘clipping, shaving, tonsure’ (LGz. 441) > PWEgUfhat-.

252.PCS:
Hbr. §obf4a ‘satiation’ (KB 1304), Arb.subfat- ‘ce qui suffit pour rassasier gn. en une seuls, foi

morceau suffisant’ (BK 1 1185) > PC8ub fat-.
2.6. C;aC,aCs-

26.1. PS:

AKk. katnu fem. katantu ‘thin, fine, narrow’ (CAD Q 173, AHw. 908; OAKk.n), Hbr. katan
‘small’ (KB 1092) > PS karan-.

Akk. wakru, fem. wakartu ‘rare, in short supply, scarce’ (CAD ,207, AHw. 1461; OAkK. on),
Hbr. yakar ‘scarce, precious, valuable’ (KB 432) > P8akar-.

AKk. isaru ‘normal, regular, straight’ (CAD | 224, 392; OAkkn), Hbr. yasar ‘straight; level,
smooth; proper, right’ (KB 450) > Pyd&Sar-

2.6.2a. PWS (substantives):

Hbr. rasab ‘hunger’ (KB 1257), Arbrayab- ‘désir, penchant irrésistible pour quelque eh@BK
1 887), Gezrahab ‘hunger, famine’ (LGz. 468), Tguahab ‘hunger’ (LH 147), Tnarahab id. (K Tna.
544), Amh.rabid. (K 392), Harrahabid. (LHar 134) > PWSrayab-.

2.6.2b. PWS (adjectives):
Ugr. la-ba-nu ‘white’ (DUL 490), Pholabon (in the plant namabiblabon Friedrich-Réllig-Guzzo

1999:40), Hbr/aban ‘white’ (KB 517), Arb.labart ‘lait, lait aigre’ (BK 2 962), Mhr.eowbaon ‘white’ (JM

251), Hrs.olbonid. (JH 83), Jib/anid. (3J 159), Sodirbehonid. (LS 228) > PWSlaban-.
# As pointed out in Bulakh 2004:270, the semartiét from ‘white’ to ‘milk’ in Arabic is likely.
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Reconstruction of the proto-MSA adjective ‘whites &aban appears justified (for Sodibehon <
*|laban cf., e. 9., dikehon ‘beard’ < *dakan-), yet not entirely certain.

2.6.3a. PCS (substantives):

Hbr. famal ‘trouble, labour, toil’, JBA famla ‘work, income’ (Sok. B 870), Syrfamia ‘labor,
fructus laboris’ (Brock. 530), Arlfamal ‘ouvrage, travail, occupation’ (BK 2 370) > P&&mal®’.

Hbr. masal ‘saying, proverb’ (KB 648), JBAnat/a ‘parable’ (Sok. B 721), Syrmat/a ‘simile,
parabola’ (Brock. 409), Arbmatal- ‘semblable a un autre, pareil, pair; ressemblamsage, similitude;
allégorie, parabole, proverbe’ (BK 2 1061) > PQ@%xal-.

# Tgr. masal ‘proverb, parable’ (LH 118) is likely an Arabism.

Hbr. yagas ‘product of labour’ (KB 386), Arbwazaf- ‘douleur, mal qu’on éprouve’ (BK 2 1492)
> PCS wagd-.

Hbr. yarak ‘greens, vegetables’ (KB 440), JB#irka ‘vegetables’ (Sok. B 543), Syyarka ‘olera’
(Brock. 309), Arbwarak- ‘feuilles, feuillage (d’arbre)’ (BK 2 1522) PCS *warak-.

2.6.3b. PCS (adjectives):

Hbr. hadas ‘new, fresh’ (KB 294), JBAhadat, det. hadta ‘new’ (Sok. B 433), Syrhatta ‘novus’
(Brock. 217), Arb hadat- ‘jeune homme; nouveau, jeune’ (BK 1 390) > PGSda->°.

# AKK. essu does not yield any decisive evidence about the giemowel: as is well known, the
usual feminine form of this adjective isser. The very fewe-DI-IS-tu(m) forms listed in CAD E 374,
AHw. 258, 1555 can perhaps be read-af-esis-7u(m), cf. Fox 2003:170.

Hbr. hakam ‘skilful; clever, experienced; wise’ (KB 3132?) Arb. hakam- ‘juge, arbitre; viellard’
(BK 1471) > PCShakam-

2.7. Cla.CzaC3'at'

2.7.1. PWS

Hbr. boraka ‘blessing’ (KB 161), Arbbarakat ‘bénédiction de Dieu; félicité, bonheur’ (BK 27)1
Gez.barakat'blessing, benediction’ (LGz. 105) > PW8Barak-at-.

# A chain of culturally determined borrowings canbhe excluded. In Aramaic the original word-
structure has been altered, cf. JP#kota (Sok. 114), Syrburkota (Brock. 96).

2.7.2. PCS:

Hbr. nesama ‘movement of air; breath, breath of life; livingpeing’ (KB 730), Syr.nosamta
‘spiritus, anima’ (Brock. 451), Arbnasam-‘léger souffle du vent; souffle de la vie, espntsaux;
homme, genre humainhasamat- ‘respiration; souffle de la vie; asthme’ (BK1253) > PCS

*nasan(-at)-.

37. For this comparison cf. Fox 2003:160, 164.

38. For this comparison cf. Fox 2003:164, 170s lincertain whethere- in the st. absider in Syriac indeed points to an
original *i as one may infer from Fox 2003:17@<is by far the most frequent epenthetic vowel fibrogiginal *CVC(V)C-
patterns in Syriac, Noldeke 1904:63). AdmittedlgxHists Syr.hatta under both *GaC,aCs- and *GaC,iCs-.

39. For early precedents ja-ka-[ ma-]am, ha-[Kla-muumin OB Mari (ARM 14 3:15, Durand 2006:28), in my ojoin,
almost certainly West Semitisms (cf. Streck 200aL20
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2.8. Cla.Czi Cg'

28.1. PS

Akk. bisu ‘malodorous; of bad quality; evil’ (CAD B 270, AHw 31; Boghazkéy, SB, NB, LB),
JBA bis, det. bisz ‘bad, evil, foul’ (Sok. B 206), Arbbaris- ‘accablé de malheurs, misérable’ (BK 1
80) > PS bhans-.

AKK. basiu, fem. basiitu ‘ripe, mature (fruit and animals); cooked, prepareoiled’ (CAD B 140,
AHw. 111; MB on), Hbr.sasél ‘boiled’ (KB 164), Jud bas/z ‘boiled’ (Ja. 199° > PS basil-

AKk. emsu, fem. emistu ‘'sour’ (CAD E 152, AHw. 215; OB on), Hbhamés ‘leavened’ (KB 329) >
PS *hamis-.

Aﬁhk' kabtu fem.kabittu‘heavy’ (CAD K 24, AHw. 418; OA, OB on), Hbkabedid. (KB 456) > PS
*kabid-""

AKk. (Ass.Y? marsu, fem. maristu ‘sick, diseased; difficult, inaccessible, sevé@AD M; 291; OA
on), Jud.mora¢ ‘sick, suffering’ (Ja. 845), Syrmarfa ‘aegrotus, debilis’ (Brock. 405), Arkmarid-
‘malade’ (BK 2 1091) > PS maris-.

AKk. mafd, fem. malitu (CAD M; 173, AHw. 596; OAKk. on), Hbrmal/& 7) (KB 584), Jud.meli,
det. malya (Ja. 789), Symmvle(?) (Brock. 388), Arbmali?- (BK 2 1143) ‘full > PS tali?-.

AKK. mitu, Ass.métu (CAD M, 140, AHw. 663; OAKK. on), Hbrxnét (KB 562), Syr.mét (Brock.
378), Arb.mayyit (BK 2 1166) ‘dead’ > PSmawit-.

AKK. salmu, fem. salimtu ‘healthy, sound’ (CAD S; 256, AHw. 1149; OA, OB on), Hbra/em
‘intact, complete’ (KB 1538), JBAso/em ‘complete’ (Sok. B 1150), Syrsolem, det. salma ‘sanus,
integer’ (Brock. 782) > PS5alim-.

AKK. saplu, fem. sapiitu ‘low, lower, nether; lowly person’ (CAB, 468, AHw. 1174; OAKK.
on), Hbr.sapél ‘low’ (KB 1632), Syr. sope/ ‘humiliatus, humilis’ (Brock. 795), Arbsafil- ‘vil, bas,
ignoble’ (BK 1 1102) > PS&apil.

AKK. sebu, fem. sebitu ‘sated’ (CADS, 251; OB onf®, Hbr. §abéas ‘satiated, safisfied’ (KB 1304),
Syr. sabfa ‘satiatus’ (Brock. 456) > PCSdabis-.

AKk. salmu ‘black (as a natural color); dark (as a morbidotrerwise abnormal discoloration)’
(CAD S 77, AHw. 1078; OAKk. on), Arbalim- ‘sombre, obscur’ (BK 2 141) > PZafim-.

AKK. samQ, fem. samitu (CAD S 95, AHw. 1081; OB on), Hbrsam&?) (KB 1032), Arb.dami?-
(BK 2 142) ‘thirsty’ > PSami?-.

40. Scarcely attested, likely a Hebraism.

41. This is one of the very few PS derivatives iigioh in Fox 2003 (e. g., “an adjective such kabid ‘heavy’, which exists
in a number of Semitic languages and so is reaoctsl for PS” on p. 61 of that study). As far asah see, languages
presumably preserving this hypothetic PS adjeaiecAkkadian and Hebrew only. However, there amesoeasons to suppose
that what Fox actually means is the substantkebid ‘liver’ (note that Hbr.kabed is translated as ‘heavy, liver’ on p. 43 of
Fox’s study whereaskabid ‘liver’ is missing from the list of isolated nosiron pp. 72-87). In my opinion, this automatic
identification of the well-reconstructible and ually pan-Semitic substantivekébid ‘liver’ with the rather poorly attested
adjective kabid ‘heavy’ is methodologically unwarranted.

42. In Babumarustu.

43. Interpreted asebu, sébituin AHw. 1207.
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2.8.2. PCS:

Hbr. 7asém ‘guilty’ (KB 96), Arb. 7atim- ‘criminel, coupable’ (BK 2 12) > PC@&im-.

Hbr. famél ‘burdened with grief; workman, worker’ (KB 845) s\ ¢amil- ‘qui travaille, qui fait un
ouvrage’ (BK 2 371) > PCSamil-.

Hbr. dawa ‘faint, sick’ (KB 216), Arb.dawi" ‘malade’ (BK 1 756) > PCSdawiy-.

Hbr. haréb ‘waste, desolate’ (KB 349), Arlgarib- ‘dépeuplé, dévasté, ruiné’ (BK 1 552) > PCS
* harib-.

Hbr. yagéaf ‘weary, striving, troubled’ (KB 386), Arbwaszif- ‘qui éprouve une douleur, des
douleurs’ (BK 2 1492) > PCSwagis-.

Hbr. yasén ‘asleep’ (KB 448), Arbwasin ‘qui est profondément endormi’ (BK 2 1539) > $C
*wasin-

Hbr. yabés ‘dried, dry’ (KB 384), Arb.yabis ‘qui a séché, devenu sec’ (BK 2 1622) > PCS
*yabist.

2.9. Cla.Czi Cg'at'

29.1. PS
AkKK. sapiltu ‘lower or inner part (of objects, parts of the PPdCAD S, 451, AHw. 1172; OA, OB

n), Hbr. sepéia ‘the low country on the western edge of the hilfsJudaea’ (KB 1633), Arbsafilat
‘pieds (ne se dit qu’en parlant de chameau)’ (BKL02) > PS Zapil-at-

2.10. ClaCZUCQ,'

2.10.1. PS:
Akk. kerbu, fem. kerubtu‘near, close, at hand’ (CAD Q 214, AHw. 914; OAB ©n), Hbr. karob
‘nearby, close’ (KB 1139) > PSk&rub-.

Akk. matcu, fem. matuitu ‘sweet’ (CAD M, 413, AHw. 633; OAKK. on), Hbrmatok id. (KB 656)
> PS ‘matuk-.

Akk. rasbu, fem.ragzubtu ‘moist, fresh, live’ (CAD R 218, AHw. 963; OB onibr. razob ‘in sap’
(KB 1223) > PStarub-.

Akk. warku, fem. waruktu ‘yellow, green’ (CAD A 300, AHw. 1470; OA, OB on), Hbivarok
‘greenery’ (KB 437), pB. ‘light-colored, yellow greenish’ (Ja. 595) > PSwaruk-.

211. C,aC,C,-

2.11.1. PS:
Akk. dakku ‘small (child); small’ (CAD D 107, AHw. 163; OAkkon), Hbr.dak ‘scarce, fine,

small’ (KB 229), JBAdakka ‘pupil’ (Sok. B 348), Gezdakk ‘little ones, children, sons’ (LGz. 140), Tna.
dakki ‘children’ (K Tna 2102) > PSdakk-.
Akk. eddu‘pointed’ (CAD E 23, AHw. 185; OB on), Hbfad ‘sharp’ (KB 291) > PS#add-

Akk. emmu‘hot’ (CAD E 150, AHw. 214; OB on), Hbtham, pl. hamm-im ‘hot’ (KB 325) > PS
*hamme-

AKk. kallu ‘light; of low standing; small, few, young' (CAD @2, AHw. 894; OB), Hbrkal ‘light,
nimble, rapid’ (KB 1100) > PSkall-.
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Akk. marru ‘bitter’ (CAD M, 286, AHw. 612; OB Mari on), Hbmarid. (KB 629) > PSrarr-.

Akk. rakku ‘thin, light, flat’ (CAD R 171, AHw. 958; OA, OB m), Hbr.rak ‘thin, gaunt’ (KB
1286), Arb.rakk- ‘mince, fin’ (BK 1 903) > PSrakk-.

AKk. sarru ‘mock, false; criminal, fraudulent’ (CAD S 180, 3@ OAKk. on), Hbr.sar ‘ill-
humoured’ (KB 768) > PSsarr-.

2.11.2. PCS:
Hbr. bar ‘pure’ (KB 153), Arb.barr- ‘bienfaisant; libéral, généreux; vrai; pieux’ (BK103) >
PCS “barr-.

2.12. C,aC,C,-at-

2.12.1.PS:

AKk. sartu, pl. sarratu ‘lie, falsehood, treachery; fraud, misdeed, crimhiact’ (CAD S 186, AHw.
769; OB on), Hbrsara ‘obstinacy; falsehood’ (KB 769) > PSdrr-at-.

AkKK. sallatu ‘plunder, booty, captives; capture, captivity, rdering’ (CAD S; 248, AHw. 1148;
OAKk. on), Arb.sallat ‘vol, larcin, soustraction faite sans bruit’ (BK1117) > PS&all-at-.

2.13. C1| Cng'at'

2.13.1. PS:

AKk. gizzatu'yield of wool or hair' (CAD G 116, AHw. 295; NBYizzu‘shearing, shearings’ (ibid.;
OB), Hbr. gez ‘fleece’ (KB 185),gizza ‘fleece, wool’ (ibid. 186), Judgizza, gizzota ‘fleece’ (Ja. 237), Syr.
gezza ‘tonsura’, gezzota ‘vellus’ (Brock. 111), Arb sizzat ‘tonte, laine provenant d'une tonte’ (BK 1 288)
PS *gizzat-, *gizz.

AKk. kippatu‘loop, hoop, tendril; circle, circumstance of ect@#; circumference’ (CAD K 397, AHw.
481; OB on), Hbr. pBkippa ‘arch, doorway, bow; skull-cap’ (Ja. 635), Skgppera ‘fornix, arcus’ (Brock.
339), Arb.kiffat- ‘tout object rond; rond en bois d’un tambourbdesque; cavité, orbite; filet (de chasseur)’
(BK 2910) > PSkipp-at-.

Akk. middatu‘measure (of capacity, time); measuring rod’ (CAD 46, AHw. 650; OB on), Hbr.
midda ‘measured length, measurement’ (KB 547), Judidota ‘dimension, measure’ (Ja. 733) > PS
*midd-at-.

# A different pattern in Arbmuddat ‘longueur, étendue’ (BK 2 1076) from which Tgnoddat
‘space of time, period’ (LH 141) is likely borrowed

2.14. C]_U C2C2'

2.14.1. PS:
Akk. ummu‘Hitze; Fieber’ (AHw. 1417; OB on), Hb#iom ‘warmth’ (KB 325), JBAAhumma ‘heat’

(Sok. B 439), Syrhumma ‘calor, aestus’ (Brock. 238), Arlauzmm- ‘chaleur brllante, excessive’ (BK 1 486)
> PS fiumm-,

2.14.2. PWS:

Hbr. kor ‘cold’ (KB 1128), JBA kurra ‘cold, frost’ (Sok. B 1002), Syrkurra (Brock. 689), Arb.
kurr- “froid, fraicheur’ (BK 2 700), GezZrr ‘cold, coldness’ (LGz. 443), Tnaorri id. (K Tna 929) >
PWS *kurr -.
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2.14.3. PCS:
Hbr. Aol ‘profane’ (KB 315), JBAAulia ‘weekday, unconsecrated food’ (Sok. B 438), Swilia
‘profanum’ (Brock. 231), Arbaul- ‘état habituel de la vie, oppos&@ram-' (BK 1 473) > PCS hull-.

Hbr. rob ‘quantity, wealth’ (KB 1174), Judubba ‘multitude, larger portion, majority’ (Ja. 1455),
Arb. rubb-a ‘souvent, il arrive souvent que...” (BK 1 799) BCS *ubb-.

2.15. CuuC,C,-at-

2.15.1. PWS:
Hbr. mora ‘bitterness’ (KB 633), Arbmurrat- ‘amertume’ (BK 2 1084), Gexrorrat ‘bitterness’

(LGz. 360), Tnamoerratid. (K Tna 362) > PWSrurr-at- (Huehnergard 2004:149).
# Note Akk.murru ‘bitter taste’ (CAD M 222, AHw. 676; SB) with no fem. marker.

2.16. CuCs-at-

2.16.1. PS:
AKk. bistu ‘embarrassment’ (CAD B 351, AHw. 143; OA, OB ohlbr. busa 'shame’ (KB 117),
bosat id. (ibid. 165) > PSbiaz-at-.

217. CuaCs-

2.17.1. PS:
AKk. fabu ‘schon, gut’ (AHw. 1378; OAkk. on), Hbrob ‘good’ (KB 370), Biblical Aramaig /b
(ibid. 1882, with references to other Arm.) > R&b-.

2.18. C]ﬁ.Czng'

2.18.1. PS:

AKk. asiru ‘prisoner of war, captive foreigner used as worK€AD A, 331, AHw. 74; OB on),
Hbr. 7asir ‘prisoner’ (KB 73), Arb.?asii- ‘prisonnier de guerre, captif (BK 1 32) > P@agr-.

# Gemination in Syr7assira ‘captivus’ (Brock. 37) may be due to a secondargoamodation to
the pattern @C,C,iCs-, extremely common in Aramaic.

AKk. dalilu ‘praise, fame, glory’ (CAD D 50, AHw. 154; OB orArb. da/il- ‘indice, signe; preuve,
argument’ (BK 1 721) > PSfalil-.

2.18.2. PCS:

Hbr. nafim ‘pleasant, lovely, delightful; happiness’ (KB 70%rb. nafim- ‘qui jouit de la
prospérité, d'une vie de délices’ (BK 2 1299) £3F*nafim-.

Hbr. patil ‘thread’ (KB 990), Arb.fati- ‘corde mince faite des fibres du palmier’ (BK 28%3> PCS
*patil-.

Hbr. safir ‘the smaller one, the younger one, little’ (KB)41), Syr.sefira ‘contemptus, turpis’
(Brock. 634), Arbsayir- ‘petit, chétif’ (BK 1 1342) > PCSshyir-.

Hbr. yadid ‘beloved’ (KB 390), Arb.wadid- ‘ami, amant, amoureux’ (BK 2 1506) > PQOS8add-.

# Note Syr.yaddida ‘amatus’ (Brock. 296), with gemination possiblyedto adaptation to the
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widespread @C,C,iCs- pattern of adjectives.
Hbr. yahid ‘only, lonely, deserted’ (KB 406), JP#ayd ‘only, unusual’ (Sok. 238), Sywihida
‘unicus, solus’ (Brock. 300), Arbwahid- ‘unique, séparé des autres’ (BK 2 1493) > P@&iid-.

Hbr. yalid ‘'son’, yelid bayit ‘slave born in the house(hold)’ (KB 413), Arbalid- ‘né; enfant;
esclave né ala maison’ (BK 2 1603) > PQ@&lid-.

2.19. C]ﬁ.Cdeg'

2.19.1. PS:

Akk. salamu ‘health, well-being; welfare of a country, a cifCAD S, 206; in AHw. 1143 mostly
unseparated from the infinitive), Hbi/om ‘prosperity, success; intactness; welfare, sthtesalth’ (KB
1508), JBAso/am, det.solama ‘peace, well-being’ (Sok. B 1151), Syke/ama ‘pax, prosperitas, valetudo’
(Brock. 782), Arb.salam- ‘paix; état de celui qui est sain et sauf; sééution état, état de santé (BK 1

1131), Gezsalam ‘peace, salutation, safety’ (LGz. 499) > P&alim-.
# Neo-Ethiopian forms listed in LGur. 543 may berbwed from Arabic.

2.20. C,aC.aCs-at-

2.20.1. PCS:

Hbr. merora ‘gall-bladder, poison’ (KB 639), Syrmorareta ‘fel’ (Brock. 400), Arb. mararat
‘vésicule qui contient le fiel’ (BK 2 1084) > PC#arar-at-.

221. C,iCaCs

2.21.1. PS:

AKk. 7baru ‘a mark of discoloration on the skin’ (CAD | 1, AH 363; SB), Arb.aibar- ‘marque,
signe, trace de qch.” (BK 1 366) > Pibar-.

2.21.2. PCS:
Hbr. molo(?) ‘that which fills’ (KB 584), Jud.meia(?) ‘fulness’ (Ja. 787), Symneiara ‘plenitudo’

(Brock. 388), Arbumniia7?- ‘quantité nécessaire pour remplir gch.’ (BK 2 214> PCS milar-.
# Note Tnanwla ‘fullness, wholeness, entirety’ (K Tha 330).

2.22. C,iC.aCs-at-

2.22.1. PCS:

Hbr. Pagora ‘payment’ (KB 10), Arb. 75arar ‘récompense; salaire; prix de louage; gages d'un
domestique’ (BK 1 13) > PCS’tgar-at-.

Hbr. faboda ‘work, service, service of worship’ (KB 776), Arliibadar ‘servitude, esclavage;
obéissance; religion, culte’ (BK 2 151) > PQHé#d-at-.

Hbr. besora ‘tidings’ (KB 164), Arb. bisarat ‘nouvelle vraie, bonne ou mauvaise’ (BK 1 129) >
PCS *bisar-at-.

# A culturally-determined adoptation of the Arbot@srto the Hebrew nominal pattern cannot be

excluded, although it is noteworthy that no simflaimation seems to be present in Aramaic (whiege t
root as such is scarcely attested).
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2.23. C]_UCQﬁCg'

2.23.1a. PS (substantives):
AKk. su7alu ‘phlegm; cough with phlegm’ (CAD S 340, AHw. 1092B, SB), Syr.sofala ‘tussis’
(Brock. 793), Arbsufal ‘toux’ (BK 1 1093), Tnass>fal ‘tosse’ (Bassano 20%) > PS %usal-.

# Gez.safal (LGz. 481), Tgrsafalid. (LH 194) and Tnasafalid. (K Tna 761) may ultimately go
back to the same pattern with > a beforef.

2.23.1b. PS (adjectives):

AKK. dukaku ‘very small’ (CAD D 190, AHw. 177; lexical listsArb. dukak- ‘menu, fin, subtil,
mince’ (BK 1 715) > PS dukak-.

AKk. suharu ‘male child, adolescent’ (CAB 231, AHw. 1109; OA, OB on), Arbsuyar- ‘petit,
chétif (BK 1 1342) > PSguyar-.

2.23.2. PWS:
Syr. fotasa, fitasa ‘'sternutamentum’ (Brock. 521), ArSuzas- ‘éternument’ (BK 2 285), GeZotas
‘sneezing’ (LGz. 77) > PWSttizas-.

2.24, C]_U CgﬁCg'

2.24.1. PS:

AKK. pubiru ‘din’ (CAD H 220, AHw. 352; SB), Arbkubir- ‘joie, acces de gaité’ (BK 1 366) > PS
* hubir-.

AKk. /ubisu ‘clothing, wardrobe’ (CAD L 236, AHw. 561; OA, O8n), Hbr. /lobus ‘garment’ (KB
516), JBA/obiisa ‘garment, husk’ (Sok. B 616), Sykbiisz ‘vestis’ (Brock. 358) > PSlabas-.

# Arb. labis- ‘'vétement, habits’ (BK 2 960) reflects a diffetgrattern. It is tempting to suppose
that Arb. lubis-, attested as a broken plurallis- (BK 2 959), is an adaptation ofubis- as an early
collective (as apparently envisaged in KB 516).

AKk. rukabu ‘vehicle (boat, chariot); coneyance, riding’ (CA® 409, AHw. 994; OB on), Hbr.
rokuib ‘vehicle, chariot’ (KB 1236Y%, Hbr. pB. ‘coach, chariot’ (Ja. 1479), Judkaba id. (ibid.), Syr.
rokuba ‘animal ad equitandum; currus, vehiculum; equita¢Brock. 730), Arb.rukiab- (attested as the
masdar ofkb ‘monter (une monture), chevaucher’, BK 1 912)PS *ukib-.

2.25. C]_U CgﬁCg'at'

2.25.1. PCS:
Hbr. gobira ‘strength’ (KB 172), JPAgobira, det.gbwrth ‘might, mighty action’ (Sok. 119), Arb.
subirat- ‘orgueil’ (BK 1 248) > PCSdubir-at-.

2.26. C,aC,C.aCs-

44. Onlysafal in K Tna 761.
45. The only example attested in the Biblg{zb-oin Ps 104.3) is of course not diagnostic as fahasature of the vowel
in the first syllable is concerned.
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2.26.1. PCS:
Hbr. gribbor ‘manly, vigorous; hero’ (KB 172), JBA&ibbara ‘strong, important’ (Sok. B 277), Syr.

gabbara ‘vir fortis, heros; fortis’ (Brock. 103), Arbzabbar- ‘fort, grand et robuste; puissant; homme
violent, tyran’ (BK 1 248) > PCSgabhir-*.

2.27. C,awC,aCs-

2.27.1. PS:

AKk. kusartu ‘repair’ (CAD K 598, AHw. 1570, CDA 170; MB off) Ugr. ku-sar-ru [ kataru] first
element of the name of the god of magic and tecgydl(DUL 472), Pho.chousor [ kusor], chousarthis
[kisar-+] (Friedrich-Rollig-Guzzo 1999:135), Hbrkosaror ‘prosperity, happiness’ (KB 467), JPRwsr
‘propriety’ (Sok. 254), IBAkusra ‘vigor’ (Sok. B 567), Syrkusra *habilitas, sollertia’ (Brock. 350), Arb.
kawar- ‘the abundance’ (Ambros 2004:236) > Rawvrar(-at)-.

2.29. C4iC,CyiCs-

2.29.1. PCS:

Hbr. sa7asa?m ‘offspring, descendant’ (KB 993), Arla77di ‘racine, source; nombreuse postérité,
grand nombre d’enfants’ (BK 2 1) > PG&%i 7-.

# Note Gez.saXxa? ‘shoots’ (LGz. 147; also ‘abortion’, ‘costs, exges’), with a different
vocalism.

3. Evaluation of the evidence

The nature of the evidence presented above isthatlall kinds of conclusions will be of necessity
tentative and preliminary. Patterns of derived rsorgtonstructible to PS are relatively few in numdoed
all of them (with some remarkable exceptions) ara tertain degree preserved in all or most of Bemi
Accordingly, agreement in root and pattern for wegi derived noun between two or more Semitic
languages can always be discarded as accidentabmAmon sense nevertheless suggests, this caty hardl
be the case for each of almost 140 examples acateduhbove. This admittedly impressionistic claim
can be supported by two types of arguments.

1. Geographic spread. In some cases, we are faced with patterns thahare or less trivial for all
or most languages under consideration, but theeaget in form and meaning is so widely attestetlitha
is rather hard to assume that each language optedhis particular pattern independently. Thus,
*C1iC,Cs- substantives are relatively common in most Sendhguages (Fox 2003:141-55), but this
circumstance is hardly sufficient to justify suahvirtually unanimous agreement as that between Akk
zikru, Hbr. zékar, Arb. dikr- and Gezzkr (*dikr-). Similarly, C,2C,aC;- is well attested as a pattern of

abstract nouns and infinitives but a merely acdaesmgreement between AkKa/amu, Hbr. salom, JBA

46. This reconstruction is not unanimously acadpté Huehnergard 1992:222.
47. A nomalizationkisartu is preferable in view of the comparative datat@eattested (since OB) and semantically more

fitting is kusiru ‘success, profit (CAD K 599, AHw. 516) but the w@mtying pattern is not easily comparable with that
reconstructed here.
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Solama, Arb. salam- and Gezsalam (* salam-) is hard to conceivé | am aware that in a few cases the
spread might have been conditioned (or at leaditéded) by cultural influence. This may be we# the
case of Akkzitu, Hbr. héd?), IJBA hit7a, Arb. hit?- (> PS *it?-), whose ideologically important meaning
‘sin, crime’ was suitable for borrowing or influemcHowever, many of the relevant examples have no
obvious cultural connotations, restricting the jiuitisy of borrowing to a reasonable minimum.

2. Preservation of rare and non-productive patterns. In many cases, there is an agreement in
meaning and pattern between two or more Semitguages in spite of the fact that in some of thdma t
pattern in question is rare and non-productivesuoh cases, independent formations are very uwlikel
Rather, one has to suppose that such derived remensherited in their entirety from an older, pre-
historic stage of the development of the languagguestion, a stage shared by it with other langsiad
the Semitic family.

Perhaps the most striking example of this typeemeasented by the relatively numeroua@Cs-
nouns in Akkadian. As is well known, the unproduetinature of this pattern is a hallmark of this
language in comparison to West Semitic. Accordinglich nominal lexemes aar?u, erbu, kabru, fému
or parsu are more likely to be inherited from PS than pt within Akkadian. Unless considered

primary (which may be the case zdr?u or fému but rather unlikely in the remaining cases), sochns
must belong to a rather early stock of Proto-Semiéverbal derivates.

As far as West Semitic is concerned,afty C- adjectives in Aramaic and Arabic deserve special
attention. As already mentioned above, such adjestare rare and unproductive in these langdages
They are not entirely missing, however, and wheay thre attested, their structure is very oftentidah
to that of their etymological counterparts in Hebrand Akkadian: HbrAadas, JBA hadat, Arb. hadat-

(> *hadat-), Hbr. hakam, Arb. hakam- (> * hakam-), AKK. salmu, fem. salimtu, Hbr. saiém, JBA solém

(> *salim-), AKK. saplu, fem. sapiltu, Hbr. sapél, Syr. sepel, Arb. safil- (> *sapil-) etc. It lies at hand
to suppose that such adjectives are not internalm@aic or Arabic derivations but go back to a
relatively early stage of P$

A few patterns with vocalic length are worth mentigy in the present context. Thus, the use of

the C,uC,4C5- pattern to designate diseases is relatively a##sted throughout West Semitic (Fox
2003:229), so that Syrsefala, Arb. sufal- and Tna.sefal ‘cough’ are potentially explainable as

independent formations. However, no such functgkriown forC,uC,4Cs- in Akkadian whereu?alu
‘cough’ is nevertheless attested since Middle Baig". Similarly, the often postulated diminutive

48. This is duly acknowledged by a scholar othseweluctant to reconstruct derived nominal lexefoe®S: “an unusual
case is $alam- ‘well-being’, found in Akkadian, Arabic, AramaiGeez and Hebrew. Only rarely do non-isolated nourmsvsh
such consistency among the languages. The noumtthansolated, because the verb from the rodsis r@constructible on the
basis of comparative evidence” (Fox 2003:179-80).

49. “The function of theatgl patiens adjectives is obscured throughout mudvedt Semitic, where they have largely been
replaced by ¢atil andgati/ patiens adjectives” (Fox 2003:123). In the tabiepo 125, Fox qualifies Arb.dfatal as “rare”, Arb.
*gatil as “common”, Syr. gatal and *gatil as “very rare”. These qualifications look convitgialthough it is not clear on what
kind of statistic evidence they are based.

50. Note that Hbrhadas, Syr. hatta and Arb. hadat- are said to be “cognates” in Fox 2003:164 inespit Fox's general
reluctance to reconstruct derived adjectives. Tmesis true of the homonymous substantival patnnthe same page of his
study, Fox compares as cognates Hama/ ‘trouble, labour, toil’, Syrfamlz and Arb.famat.

51. Fox (2003:230) explains this form as a loamy@resumably, West Semitic) but this is rathedharprove:s instead of
the expected’is by no means unique in Akkadian (v., e. g., SEXXII-LXXIII) whereas the word is well attestedhia variety
of medical and other texts.
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function of C, uC,4Cs- is not productive either in Akkadian or in Araljovhich makes rather remarkable
such pairs as Akkdukaku and Arb. dukak- ‘small’ or Akk. suparu ‘child’” and Arb. suyar- ‘small’.
Finally, given the fact that th&, uC,iCs- pattern is certainly rare and unproductive inSainitic languages
except Arabic, it is tempting to suppose that suaits as Akkiubiru ‘din’ and Arb. Aubir joy’ > or Akk.
lubisu and Hbr./ebus ‘garment’ represent something more than mereljdaotal coincidences.

Finally, a most peculiar case is that of Akdsiru ‘prisoner of war, captive foreigner used as
worker’. This term, attested since Old Babyloniarninseparable from Hbrzasir and Arb. Pasir- with the

same meaning. However, aC,iC;- adjectives are extremely rare or even non-existeAkkadian (Fox
2003:187-8, Huehnergard 2006:10). Moreover, thismfshows no trace of theecoloring typical of its
hypothetic source-vertesru. No ready explanation for this strange examplatishand, yet three
possibilities suggest themselves. Similarly toAk&adian GaC,Cs;- substantives discussed above, it may
be a fossilized deverbal adjective inherited fro®. Ff accepted, this explanation would obviously
contradict the widespread (and not implausiblediaggion according to whic@i, aC,1C;- adjectives were
not lost in Akkadian but rather represent a Wesmige innovation (Huehnergard 2006:10, Fox
2003:123). An early West Semitic borrowing suggasteCAD A, 332 cannot be ruled out but is rather
hard to prove:asiru is not uncommon in OB sources (for a most recemtesuv. Stol 2004:790-1),
whereas an unquestionable West Semitism in the@Brékkadian is a rarity at best. Finally, one abul
tentatively postulate a sharin this word, not liable to the vocalic syncopedase of the following (for

a number of such examples v. Fox 2003:166). Thagestion does not explain why teeoloring did not
take place, whereas a total lack of syncopatedbwnd (as idabiru/labru ‘old’) is suspicious.

Appendix: Proto-Semitic deverbal derivateswith non-trivial semantic shifts?

Throughout this article, the semantic relatiopdbetween the hypothetic derived nouns and their
verbal sources has been rather straightforwarduaachbiguous: mi? ‘to be full’ > *mali?- ‘full’, * mil?-
‘fullness’, *dkr ‘to remember’ > #ikr- ‘memory’, *kbr ‘to bury’ > *kabr- ‘grave’ etc>* However, it is
tempting to suppose that less trivial semantitsstvere probably involved on some occasions. &gt
to demonstrate in Kogan 2005:153-62, a given sebaoff consonants was usually reserved for only one
semantic concept (nominal or verbal) in Proto-Siemif pair of reliable and sufficiently deep PS
reconstructions with homonymous consonantal setsatiser hard to find. That is why, when such
examples are actually discovered, Semitists arenofempted to avoid postulating true consonantal
homonymy, supposing that one of the two lexemesa(lysthe noun) is derived from the other through a
kind of less trivial semantic shift. A rich collemh of examples of this category can be collectedhfP.
Fronzaroli’sStudi

*dakar- ‘maschio’— *-dkur- ‘invocare’ (1964:37F, *mask- ‘pelle (totta dal corpo)- *-m3uk-
‘scuoiare’ (ibid. 413°, *pars- ‘capelli fluenti’ — *prag- ‘crescere’ (ibid. 43), *$inn- ‘dente’ — *3anin-

52. Cf. Fox 2003:229 (‘®utal is used for a few diminutives in many Semitic laages, although this use is neither
productive nor common”).

53. For this comparison v. Huehnergard 2003:104.

54. It was for that reason that, with few excemid found it justified to skip the relevant velrbaots from my presentation.

55. “Il rapporto fra il carattere rituale del ridare, espresso dad#ur-, e la definizione del maschio coméakar viene cosi
giustificato storicamente” (1964:20).

56. “Un altro sostantivo, questa volta secondariesk- che indicava la pelle staccata dal corpo attsavBoperazione di scuoiare
o tirare via, *msuk-" (1964:27).

57. “In quanto fluenti e sciolti sono indicati cona metafora presa dalla vegetazione rigoglii64:30).
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‘simile, opposto’ ibid. 45F, kabid(-at)- fegato’— kabid- pesante’ ibid. 47, diras- ‘braccio’ — -dras-
‘seminare’ (ibid. 48F, *kapp ‘mano incurvata *-kpup- ‘incurvare’ (ibid. 48§, *3ily-at- ‘placenta’,
*Sall- ‘embrione’— *8ly, *Sll ‘estrarre’ (ibid. 21), hahir- ‘narice’ — *nhr ‘forare’ (ibid. 30-31), basar-
‘carne’ — *bsr ‘portare una buona notizia’ (ibid. 52)k&bkab ‘stella’ — *kbb ‘ardere’ (1965a:138),
*gann(-at)- ‘orto’ — *-gnun- ‘coprire’ (1969:24¥, *burr- ‘grano’ — *barr- ‘puro’ (ibid. 27§3
*Sugar(-at)- ‘orzo’ — *$agar(-at)- ‘capelli’ (ibid. 27, 12-13), Palp- ‘bue’ — *?alip- ‘domestico, come
familiare’ (ibid. 28§*, *¢igl- ‘vitello’ — *¢agil- ‘veloce’ (ibid. 30), palg- ‘torrente, come fosso’
(1968:2885°, *wabl ‘torrente’— *-whbil- ‘portare’ (ibid. 288)* kil ap- ‘salice’ — *- hlup- ‘intrecciare’ (ibid.
291Y°, *muhr- ‘animale giovane- *mahir- ‘svelto’ (ibid. 292), #®ispur- ‘(piccolo) uccello’— *-spir-
‘cinguettare’ (ibid. 295), rfakk- ‘tartaruga’ — *rakik- ‘sottile’ (ibid. 296)’, *?akbar- ‘topo’ —
*kabir- ‘grande’ (ibid. 296%, *?arbay- ‘locusta’— *raby- ‘adulto’ (ibid. 2965°.

The immediate relevance of these examples for thie problem of the present investigation is not
in doubt. If one succeeds in demonstrating thah sioeins (most of which obviously belong to the @sép
levels of PS) are indeed derived from the verbalsm question, a substantial body of deverbakders
can be reconstructed for PS without much hesitafibie question is, therefore, whether these andasim
derivational hypotheses can be defended and ifeaayby what kind of arguments.

In my opinion, one’s evaluation of such hypotheas®s be guided by three criteria.

1. Spread and distribution of the verbal viz. the nominal roots. Most hominal roots in question
have an extraordinary wide distribution and with @bbability belong to the oldest and most deeply
rooted stock of PS basic lexicon. When the hypgattsource-verb has a comparable level of attestati
the derivational hypothesis cannot be excludedtgftien, however, its attestation is limited ttatieely
small areas or even just a couple of closely réldssmguages. It is of course undeniable that mesoases
the putative source-verb may have been lost in rnasjuages whereas the nominal root persisted
everywhere, but one should rather avoid exploitogoften this slender possibility.

2. Cross-linguistic probability of the semantic evolution. Ideally, every non-trivial semantic shift
should be justified by parallels from other lingidsareas. Indo-European, being extensively ingastd

58. “*sin indicasse in origine, piuttosto che il singolo@e i denti visti nel loro insieme, como due filee si oppongono”
(1964:31).

59. “Definito 'organo ‘pesante’ ” (1964:33).

60. “Il nesso semantico andra cercato nel gesguicadel seminatore, per cui seminare pud essdigitodecomo ‘stendere il
braccio™ (1964:34 and cf. 1969:9).

61. “Attestato su tutta I'area & anch@pp che definisce la mano incurvata e quindi laename circonda o rapisce; parallela € la
diffusione del verbo *pup ‘incurvare™ (1964:34).

62. “L'orto veniva cosi ad essere definito nomedl luogo recinto, ma come il terreno copeldoalberi che fanno ombra alle
altre colture” (1969:5).

63. “Parebbe avere indicato in origine il gréseparato” con la trebbiatura, cioe liberato dgliene” (1969:12).

64. “Domestico, nel senso di abituato, famili#@regso dallaggettivo di continuazione occidenta#gip-; in epoca comune dove
essere noto su tutta I'area, come mostra la diffussidel nome dei bovini domestici?atp-, che ne & derivato” (1969:15, cf. also
1969:20).

65. “L'esistenza in arabo di un tema verbale lfgdoacol significato di ‘fendere’, attestato andhearamaico con il significato piu
astratto di ‘dividere’, suggerisce che esso indiedsosso” (1968:273).

66. “Appare legittima l'ipotesi che il verbo/itup- sia stato connesso el lessico comue con lam®zointrecciare e che il salice sia
stato definito per la sua importanza industrialarstessa tecnica” (1968:278).

67. “Caratterizzata dalla corazza sottile almegimdicare dal significato dell'aggettivo corrisplate, Takik- ‘sottile™ (1968:285).

68. “Avrebbe dovuto originariamente riferirsi nalrtopo in generale ma a una singola specie” (2863:

69. “*Parbay pud essere confrontato con I'aggettivaby- ‘grande, adulto’, cio che si accorda con l'indicae dei testi che il
nostro vocabolo indicasse la locusta pienameritgopéta” (1968:286).
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and geographically contiguous, suggests itself @ashasource of this kind of cross-linguistic serti@an
comparanda.

3. Evidence from non-Semitic Afroasiatic languages. If the concrete meaning in question can be
detected among Afroasiatic cognates known for dhithat PS nominal root, its deverbal origin beceme
inherently unlikely, at least on the Proto-Semidgel. Needless to say, only fully reliable Afrcetsd
parallels are of value for this purpose.

As a positive example satisfying each of the trodteria, *kabid-at)- ‘liver’ is to be mentioned.
Firstly, the distribution of the verbal rookbd ‘to be heavy’ is almost as wide as that of thecsihpan-
Semitic anatomic term (it is only in Aramaic in MSAat the noun is present but the verb is missing).
Secondly, the semantic development is conditioneddiural factors and cross-linguistic evidence for
liver designated as a heavy organ is not lackingckBL949:252). Finally, no reliable Afroasiatic cades
for this term have been discovered so far. Itéstivemphasizing once more that even if this déowas
accepted, it is to be projected to the deepest vES. Accordingly, formulations like “Hebrewabéd
‘liver’ is derived from Hebrewkbd ‘to be heavy”, so deplorably ubiquitous in Sertoical literaturé’,
are to be carefully avoided.

While a few other examples from Fronzaroli's lisincbe supported by cross-linguistic evidéhce
and have no obvious obstacles from the internalit®epr Afroasiatic point of view, doubtful or even
entirely unconvincing examples are by far more mame. Thus, the proposed derivation sfif- ‘tooth’

from *sanin- ‘similar, opposite’ does not satisfy any of theeth criteria mentioned above. On the one
hand, the nominal root, attested throughout Semiitic practically no exception, is opposed to tather
uncertain verbal reconstruction based on Afkanu ‘to become equal, to rival, to match’ and Gez.
tasannandto quarel, dispute, contend with’ (for its criicevaluation v. LGz. 505). On the other hand,
cross-linguistic evidence for this semantic devalept has never been adduced (and it must be stresse
thatonus probandin such cases is entirely on the authors of thihat derivational hypothesis). Finally,
many rather obvious cognates from various Afroastatanches (HSED No. 2250) make abundantly clear
that the meaning ‘tooth’ for this root is considdyeolder than PS.

Further unconvincing examples from the aboveitistude *?alp- < *?alip- (the nominal root is
attested in Akkadian and Soqotri, thus belongintheomost archaic stock of PS animal lexicon, where
the verbal root is not reflected outside Aramaid &mabic, see further SED Il No. 4)7&pur- ‘bird’ <

*spr ‘to whistle’ (the nominal root is much more widedytested than the verbal one; reliable Chadic
parallels with the meaning ‘bird’ are known, v. H3Ro. 432, SED II No. 212),rakk- ‘turtle’ < *rakik-
‘thin’ (the semantic evolution seems to be neamypassible to justify, note especially the paradaixic
contrast between ‘kleingchildkrote’ in AHw. 958 and ‘grande tortue’ in BK 1 90; sagther SED Il No.
190). Other innumerable examples scattered overitS8legical studies but reasonably omitted by
Fronzaroli from his compendia still await compresiga critical analysis.

Summing up: deverbal derivation implying less alvéemantic shifts was probably a feature of
Proto-Semitic. Accordingly, at least some nomimaits commonly regarded as primary may in fact de ol
derivates. The number of derived nouns that carirdeed back to PS can be, therefore, potentially
expanded. Every derivational hypothesis of thieetygy however, to be taken with utmost caution and
requires very serious justification before it isegoted.

70. Cf., e. g., KB 456 wherkabéd Il ‘liver’ is said to be “= 1" (i. e., identical tahe adjectivekabéed ‘heavy’).

71. Thus, for ‘skin’ as derived from ‘to tear, ¢at’ (admittedly, not ‘to draw'!) v. Buck 1949:20@pr ‘river, stream’ as
‘breaking’ v. ibid.:43 (uncertain).

72. Eilers 1973 for whom “die sogenannten Nomirimitiva der klassischen Semitistik gibt es katégomaRig gar nicht”
(p. 21) provides an ideal starting point for sunhrevestigation.
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Abbreviations of Languages and Dialects

Akk. — Akkadian, Amh.— Amharic, Arb.— Arabic, Arm.— Aramaic, Ass.— Assyrian, Bab-
Babylonian, Eth— Ethiopian, Gez-- Geez, Har- Harari, Hbr. (pB.)- Hebrew (post-Biblical), Hrs-
Harsusi,— JBA — Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, Jib.Jibbali, JPA- Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Jud.
Judaic Aramaic, LB- Late Babylonian, MB- Middle Babylonian, Mhr- Mehri, MSA— Modern South
Arabian, NA— Neo-Assyrian, NB- Neo-Babylonian, OA- Old Assyrian, OAkk— Old Akkadian, OB-
Old Babylonian, Pho- Phoenician, PCS Proto-Central Semitic, PSProto-Semitic, PWS Proto-West
Semitic, SB- Standard Babylonian, Sog.Soqotri, Syr— Syriac, Tgr— Tigre, Tna— Tigrinya, Ugr.—
Ugaritic, WS- West Semitic.

Abbreviations of L exicographic Tools

AHw. W. von SodenAkkadisches HandworterbucWiesbaden, 1965-1981.

Bassano F. da BassaMmcabulario tigrayitaliano e repertorio italianetigray. Roma, 1918.

BDB F. Brown, S. R. Driver, Ch. A. BriggsA Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old
TestamentOxford, 1951.

BK A. de Biberstein-KazimirskDictionnaire arabe-francaisVol. 1-2. Paris, 1860.

Brock. C. Brockelmanriexicon SyriacumHalle, 1928.

CAD The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institutine University of ChicagoChicago,
1956-.

CDA J. Black et alConcise Dictionary of AkkadiaWiesbaden, 2000.

DUL G. del Olmo Lete, J.Sanmartifa.Dictionary of the Ugaritic Language in the Alpledic
Tradition.Leiden-Boston, 2003.

Fr. G. W. Freytag.exicon arabicdatinum T. I-IV. Halle, 1833.

HSED V. E. Orel, O. V. StolbovaHamito-Semitic Etymological DictionaryMaterials for a
reconstruction Leiden—New York—Kaln, 1995.

Ja. M. JastrowA Dictionary of the Targumimthe Talmud Babli and Yerushalnand the
Midrashic Literature New York, 1996.

JH T. M. Johnstoné&{arsisi Lexicon Oxford, 1977.

JJ T. M. Johnstondibbali Lexicon Oxford, 1981.

JM T. M. JohnstonéMehri Lexicon London, 1987.

K T. L. Kane.Amharic-English DictionaryWiesbaden, 1990.

K Tha T. L. Kane. Tigrinya-English Dictionary. $pgfield, 2000.

KB L. Koehler, W. Baumgartnefhe Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testamen
Leiden-New York-Koéln, 1994-2000.

LGur W. LeslauEtymological Dictionary of Guragéethiopic). Vol. lll. Wiesbaden, 1979.

LGz W. LeslauComparative Dictionary of Gez(Classical Ethiopic). Wiesbaden, 1987.

LH E. Littmann, M. Ho6fner. Worterbuch der Tigre-Sprache. Tigre-deutsch-enplisc
Wiesbaden, 1956.

LHar. W. LeslauEtymological Dictionary of HarariBerkeley—Los Angeles, 1963.

LLA A. Dillmann. Lexicon linguae aethiopica&ipsiae, 1865.

LS W. Leslau.Lexique Sogwmi (Sudarabique moderh@vec comparaisons et explications
étymologiquesParis, 1938.

SED | A. Militarev, L. KoganSemitic Etymological Dictionary/ol. 1. Anatomy of Man

and Animals. Minster, 2000.

113



LEONID KOGAN

SED I A. Militarev, L. Kogan.Semitic Etymological Dictionaryvol. 2. Animal Names. Mnster,
2005.
Sok. M. Sokoloff A Dicitonary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaiterusalem, 1990.
Sok. B M. Sokoloff.A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian AramaiRamat-Gan—Baltimore—London,
2002.
References

Ambros, A. 2004. (in collaboration with S. Prochd@gkConcise Dictionary of Koranic Arabic.
Wiesbaden.

Blau, J. 1961. “Reste desmperfekts von ZKR, Qal'yT 11:81-86.

Buck, C.D. 1949A Dictionary of Selected Synonyms in the Principdb-European Languages
Chicago—London.

Bulakh, M. 2004. “Color Terms of Modern South AraiLanguages: a Diachronic ApproacBabel
und Bibell1:269-82.

Durand, J.-M. 2006. “Dictions et proverbes a I'épe@morrite” JA 294:3-38.

Eilers, W. 1973Die vergleichengemasiologische Methode in der Orientalistiesbaden.

Fleisch, H. 1961Traité de philologie arahévol. 1, Beirouth.

Fox, J.T. 2003Semitic Noun Pattern®Vinona Lake.

Friedrich, J- Rollig, W.— Guzzo, M.G. Amadasi. 199PhdnizischPunische GrammatilRoma.

Fronzaroli, P. 1963. “Sull’elemento vocalico deddema in semiticoRS038:11-29.

Fronzaroli, P. 1964. “Studi sul lessico comune siemi |. Oggetto e metodo della ricerca. Il. Amata e
fisiologia”, ANLRVIII/XIX/5-6:1-55.

Fronzaroli, P. 1965a. “Studi sul lessico comuneisem lll. | fenomeni naturali”, ANLR VIII/XX/3 —4:
135-50.

Fronzaroli, P. 1965b. “Studi sul lessico comuneigem IV. La religione”, ANLRVII/XX/5 —6:246-69.

Fronzaroli, P. 1968. “Studi sul lessico comune siemi V. La natura selvaticaANLR VIII/XXI/7 -12:
287-303.

Fronzaroli, P. 1969. “Studi sul lessico comune siemi VI. La natura domesticaANLR VIII/XXIV/7 —
12:1-36.

Hetzron, R. 1974. “La divison des langues sémitijua Actesdu premierCongresinternationaldelinguistique
sémitiqueetchamitesémitiqueParis 16-19juillet 1969 The Hague—Paris, pp. 181-94.

Huehnergard, J. 1992. “Historical Phonology andHlebrew Piel”, in Bodine, W.R., ed.jnguistics and
Biblical Hebrew Winona Lake, pp. 2029.

Huehnergard, J. 2003. “Akkadidgnand West Semiti¢”, in L. Kogan, ed. Studia SemiticdFS A.

Militarev) (Orientalia: Papers of the Oriental Institute,yscow,pp. 10219.

Huehnergard, J. 2004. “Afrésiatic’, in The Cambridge Enclyclopedia of the World's Ancient
LanguagesCambridge, pp. 138-159.

Huehnergard, J. 2005. “Features of Central Semitic’A. Gianto, Biblical and Oriental Essays in
Memory of William L. Morar{BibOr 48), Roma, .pp. 15203.

Huehnergard, J. 2006. “Proto-Semitic and Proto-Alida’, in Deutscher, G., Kowenberg, M.J.C. eds,
The Akkadian Language in its Semitic Context: $tidn the Akkadian of the Third and Second
Millennium BG Leiden, pp. £18.

Kogan, L. 2005. “Observations on Proto-Semitic Misca’, AuOr 23:13167.

Kogan, L. 2006. “Old Assyrian vs. Old Babylonianhel Lexical Dimension”, in Deutscher, G.,
Kowenberg, M.J.C. ed3he Akkadian Language in its Semitic Context: 8tdi the Akkadian of

the Third and Second Millennium BQeiden, pp. 177-214.
Noldeke, T. 1904Compendious Syriac Grammarondon.

114



ON PROTO-SEMITIC DEVERBAL DERIVATION

Stol, M. 2004. “Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft in Adttiylonischer Zeit”. in Charpin, edMesopotamien
Die altbabylonische Ze{fAnnaherungen 4), Fribourg—Gaéttingen, pp.-&Hb.

Streck, M.P. 2000Das amurritische Onomastikon der altbabylonischesit 2: Die Amurriter, die
onomastiche Forschung, Orthographie und Phonologieminalmorphologie(AOAT 271/1),
Minster.

115



