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Restructured or archaic?
The hunt for shared morphological
innovations involving Egyptian

Lameen Souag

1 Introduction

The existence of a relationship between Egyptian, Semitic, Berber, Cushitic, and Chadic has been
generally accepted in various forms for well over a century, with the precise boundaries of the
phylum finally established by Greenberg' under the new name of Afroasiatic. While no consensus
reconstruction of their common ancestor has so far been possible?, the striking matches in core
grammar and functional morphemes across these five families cannot plausibly be explained by
coincidence or contact’, and a sparser set of apparent cognates in basic vocabulary further supports
the hypothesis of common ancestry. The boundaries of these five branches are unambiguous;
however, no consensus exists on whether some of these five are more closely related to each other
than to other branches.

Where, then, does Egyptian fit within Afroasiatic? Assuming a basically arborescent model — not a
trivial assumption, but one that may be justified by the profound differences between Afroasiatic
subgroups — the appropriate method for determining the answer is to look for shared innovations.*
Shared sound shifts would be useful, but genuine cognates are so rare across Afroasiatic as to make
them difficult to identify. At the time depth of Afroasiatic, shared innovations within core
morphology and functional items seem to be more useful.

Implementing this in practice is more difficult. Convergent drift can yield apparent shared
innovations that in fact developed independently of one another, such as the the loss of grammatical
gender in Afrikaans and English. Borrowing and calquing in an areal contact situation can allow
innovations to spread between speech varieties that are already only distantly related, producing a
misleading impression that the innovation must have emerged at an early period; the Arabic elative,
for instance, has been borrowed into Neo-Aramaic and Modern South Arabian®. Genuine
genetically shared innovations in core morphology — some of the most valuable cladistic indicators
— can be irretrievably obliterated by subsequent changes; Indo-European was recognized as a family
in large part thanks to the rich verbal agreement and case morphology shared by Sanskrit, Latin, and
Greek, but this system has left only minimal traces in languages like English or Bengali.

For much of Afroasiatic — especially the Chadic and Cushitic branches — directly attested historical
data is minimal until the last few centuries, aggravating all of these problems. Early attestation,

1 Greenberg 1963.

2 Ratcliffe 2012.

3 Pending further work on their history, I see no similarly compelling reason to conclude that the Omotic languages
(whether or not they constitute a valid family) are related to Afroasiatic, and will not discuss them further here.

4 Campbell 1991; Jacques and List 2019.

5 Souag ms.



however, is no guarantee of archaism: despite being attested from as early as the third millennium
BC, Ancient Egyptian morphology appears strikingly innovative in many respects. An examination
of potential shared innovations linking Egyptian with some branches of Afroasiatic to the exclusion
of others suggests that the pitfalls discussed above are widespread; the evidence for Egyptian
grouping more closely with any other subgroup of Afroasiatic is weak and contradictory.

2 Uninformative shared features

2.1 Prefix conjugation

Semitic, Berber, and Cushitic share a set of subject agreement markers (with 2sG = 3FSG) that on its
own would suffice as compelling evidence for their mutual relationship, illustrated in Table 1. As
Satzinger® cogently argues, this prefix conjugation appears likely to be the oldest surviving verbal
conjugation in Afroasiatic: of all the systems attested, it is the hardest to link to the independent (or
even oblique) pronouns. In Semitic it continues to be widespread, especially in imperfectives.
Within Cushitic, it remains productive only in Beja and Saho-Afar, but survives residually in other
languages, such as Somali, within a number of synchronically irregular verbs’. In Berber, it remains
productive everywhere but, except in the so-called “future” forms of Ghadames and Sokna®, has
been partially remodelled using affixes borrowed from the suffix conjugation. In the 3™ person,
even Chadic may preserve some traces of the same system, although the interpretation of the data is
controversial. The distribution of 3™ person markers across Chadic yields no compelling Chadic-
internal motivation for projecting Hausa's contrast between 3MSG subject marker ya and 3MSG
independent pronoun shi back to proto-Chadic; nevertheless, similar forms are sporadically attested
in other Chadic languages, and there is no convincing Chadic-internal scenario for the development
of Hausa ya from an independent pronoun either®.

Table 1. The prefix conjugation in Semitic, Berber, Cushitic, and Chadic.

Source 3MSG 3FSG |2SG |1SG 1pL
Arabic (Semitic) (personal knowledge) y- t- t- ?- n-
Somali (Cushitic) Saeed 1999, 108-118. | y- t- t- - n-
Ghadames (Berber) Kossmann 2013, 91. y- t- t- a- n-
Hausa (Chadic, West) Newman 2000, 591. ya ta ka in/na \mu
Luri (Chadic, West) Caron 2004, 195. yaa yaa go 2d ma
Mbara (Chadic, Biu-Mandara) | Barreteau 1985. a ti ki mi mu
West Dangla Peust 2014, 221. nd ta ki na ~|ni

no

Whether or not traces of the prefix conjugation survive in Chadic, nothing of the sort is attested in
Egyptian. In this branch, such remnants of subject agreement as survive are strictly suffixal, while
the main paradigm for verbal subject marking perfectly matches pronominal possessive markers and
— like those markers — is in complementary distribution with overt noun phrase subjects: wbn.f “he
rose” vs. wbn r‘ “the sun rose”, like nb.f “his lord” vs. nb !.wy “lord of the two lands”.

Satzinger 2003.

Zaborski 1975.

Kossmann 2000; Souag 2017.
Voigt 1986.
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At first blush, this absence of the prefix conjugation might seem to constitute evidence that
Egyptian was the first to branch off, with all the rest constituting a separate branch. A recent
endorsement of this hypothesis, motivated primarily by the early attestation of Egyptian, comes
from Peust": “I therefore assume that the prefix conjugation represents a common innovation of all
branches of Afroasiatic but Egyptian, which means that we have to posit a common subnode
covering all these branches.” However, most Egyptian verbal forms seem to be originally deverbal
nominal forms (infinitives, participles, etc) reinterpreted as finite verbs, possibly from participles'’,
but potentially exemplifying the process of “insubordination”'?. Only the stative conjugation and
the imperative remain as relics of the situation prior to this development. The lack of similarly
conjugated finite forms elsewhere in Afroasiatic, except where they have arisen secondarily,
suggests that this verbalisation of nominals was an Egyptian-specific innovation with no deeper
history; the wide spread of the prefix conjugation suggests that it was present prior to the expansion
of insubordination in pre-Egyptian'®. The absence of the prefix conjugation thus provides no
convincing evidence on the subgrouping of Egyptian within Afroasiatic. While the stative and the
imperative can be compared directly with finite forms in other languages, all other Egyptian verbal
forms must rather be compared with the somewhat less stable domain of verbal nouns and
participles elsewhere.

2.1 Suffix (stative) conjugation

The suffix conjugation is a more promising domain for comparison. Unlike the prefix conjugation,
this is shared by earlier stages of Egyptian with all branches except Chadic, as illustrated by Table
2. Tts only Egyptian reflex, the stative conjugation, came to be used as a resultative and, especially
for motion verbs, as a perfect'®. In West Semitic, it developed a perfective sense; in Berber, where
present, it is limited to stative verbs describing qualities. Cushitic preserves only arguable traces,
notably with copulas and adjectives.

Table 2. The suffix conjugation across Afroasiatic.

Egyptian Akkadian Kabyle Ghadames | Afar Somali
Allen 2013, 67. | Buccellati 1997. | Kossmann 2009. Banti 2004b.
1sg kj -aku -3y -as -iy-0 -i
1pl .nw -anu -it -it -in-o -in
2msg |.tj -ata -ad -at -it-0 -id
2fsg -ati
2mpl |.twnj -atunu -0t -it -it-0-n -idin
2fpl -atina
3msg | .j g g (7 7] 7]
3fsg |4 -at -at -t
3mpl |.wj -U -it -it @-o0-n
3fpl  |.g -a

10 Peust 2012, 241.
11 Satzinger 2015.
12 Evans 2007.
13 Satzinger 2003.
14 Oréal 2009.




While Chadic langages too occasionally show suffixed object agreement, the 2sg marker in such
cases is velar rather than coronal”. Such cases are more probably to be interpreted as reflecting
direct grammaticalisation from postverbal weak pronouns rather than a paradigm directly
comparable to the Afroasiatic suffix conjugation. It is thus not excluded that the existence of the
suffix (stative) conjugation is a shared innovation of these four branches in which Chadic never
participated. But loss in Chadic is an equally plausible explanation, all the more so given that this
conjugation is known to have been lost in later Egyptian and in many Berber and Cushitic
languages.

The form of this conjugation might have been expected to provide evidence relevant to subgrouping
in this domain. Unfortunately, as can be seen from Table 2, it seems not to. Innovations such as the
merger of plural forms in Berber to -it or (probably) the loss of 3™ person forms in Cushitic are
specific to single subgroups rather than being shared by more than one subgroup. The only relevant
connection uniting a subset of subgroups that could be drawn here is between Egyptian 3f.pl. -tj and
Berber pl. -it, and this is hardly convincing, since the t in the Egyptian form seems more likely to be
marking the feminine.

2.3 Imperatives

Singular masculine imperatives across Afroasiatic tend to be identical to a bare stem of the verb.
Egyptian does not distinguish gender in imperatives in any way discernible in writing — although
Coptic shows such a distinction in one suppletive verb (“come”, m.s.g amou, f. sg. amé), matching
suggestively well with Semitic f.sg. *-1'°. Berber and Cushitic’” show no gender distinctions in
singular imperatives (indeed, Berber shows no such distinctions in singular subject agreement in
general). The apparent exception of Beja, which has m. sg. -a vs. f. sg. -i, is synchronically a
manifestation of allocutive agreement'® rather than of subject agreement. It is possible to interpret
the Beja, Coptic, and Semitic evidence as suggesting common inheritance of a feminine singular
imperative suffix *-i, probably lost early on through phonetic change in Berber (which has no
suffixes of the form -V, and no final short vowels). Chadic languages rarely distinguish gender in
singular imperatives; nevertheless, the singular suffix -i, probably reconstructible for proto-West
Chadic according to Schuh', may be compared to this feminine singular elsewhere.

Plural imperatives were probably formed with a suffix *-(C)a: cp. Cushitic *-Ca*, West Chadic *-
a*', and Semitic f.pl. *-a. In Berber m. pl. *-dwdt (-at / -wat / -at) and f.pl. *-madit, factoring out a
shared suffix -dt suggests a previous m. pl. **-dw which could speculatively be analysed as a
combination of this suffix with an element w comparable to the Semitic m.pl. *-ii. If the latter is
borrowed from the external plural of nouns in both cases, then this would constitute a plausible
shared innovation between Berber and Semitic. The absence of vocalisation makes it difficult to
see exactly where Egyptian pl. -j fits into this picture, but once again it shows no secure shared
innovations with other branches.

15 Schuh 2017, 192, 281-286; Prickett 2012, 87.
16 Allen 2013, 109.

17 Banti 2004a.

18 Antonov 2015.

19 Schuh 2017, 208.

20 Banti 2004a.

21 Schuh 2017, 208; Newman 1990.



2.4 Causative morphology

The formation of causatives or factitives with a prefix s- is a well-known Afroasiatic feature, widely
found in Egyptian (s-nh “cause to live”*?), Semitic (Ugaritic $-§rb “cause to enter”*’), Berber (Siwi
sa-zwar “cause to get big”**), and Cushitic (Beja si-ngad “cause to stop”®). For Chadic, no s-
causative is reconstructible at all: the Hausa direct causative suffix -s/-r™*° is isolated within the
family, and the best candidate for a causative suffix is instead something like *-d”’. However, in
many languages outside Chadic the s-causative has been obscured by later developments: thus
Central Semitic weakened causative *s- to *h- and finally *?- (with the latter disappearing
altogether in many Arabic dialects), most Cushitic languages turned *s- into a suffix as their verbal
lexicon came to be dominated by what were originally nouns followed by a light verb “say”, and
Egyptian gradually replaced productive s-causatives with a periphrastic causative based on the verb
(r)dj “to give”, becoming a t-prefix®®. In light of its instability in other branches, the Chadic
situation can plausibly be seen as reflecting an early loss, rather than causative *s- being a common
innovation everywhere else.

3 lllusory shared innovations resulting from drift

3.1 Feminine -t on nouns

All branches of Afroasiatic show traces of a feminine singular marker t, variously making its
appearance in demonstratives, articles, adjectives, nouns, and relative markers. Only three
branches, however, show clear evidence for this ¢ being lexicalized as a suffix attached to most
feminine nouns. The difference may be illustrated by the word for “daughter”: Egyptian z’-t, Arabic
(Semitic) bin-t, Kabyle (Berber) wal-t, Tamasheq (Berber) wdld-t vs. the consistently t-less forms
found in Cushitic (e.g., Bilin 2ak’*ra*®, Oromo ilm-ee*, Iraqw das-i*') or Chadic (e.g., Hausa ’ya,
Mafa ddm®). At first sight, this suggests a “Boreafrasian®” subgrouping of Egyptian, Semitic, and
Berber, neatly separated from the sub-Saharan branches.

However, a closer look at the evidence makes this more questionable. Within Cushitic and Chadic,
no feminine suffix *-t can be reconstructed, but several languages have independently begun
developing it through grammaticalization of what appear to be former articles: thus Beja (Cushitic)
distinguishes indefinite 2o:(r)=t “daughter” from definite t=2o:r “the daughter”*, and Hausa
(Chadic) indefinite yarinya “girl” from definite/anaphoric ydrinyd? < *yarinya-t “the
(aforementioned) girl”®*. This reveals that a lexical feminine *-t suffix can easily be developed
from functional morphemes inherited from proto-Afro-Asiatic, whether independently or by
calquing similar developments in neighbouring languages, and hence that the presence of this

22 Rubin 2004, 477.

23 Sivan 2001.

24 Souag 2013, 177.

25 Vanhove 2017, 83.
26 Jaggar 2017.

27 Schuh 2017, 287.

28 Allen 2013, 95.

29 Appleyard 2007.

30 Stroomer 1995.

31 Mous 1993.

32 Barreteau and Le Bléis 1990.
33 Ehret 1995, 483-485.
34 Vanhove 2017, 58.
35 Newman 2000, 145.



innovation is not a reliable guide to subgrouping. Its absence must be treated with similar caution:
Hebrew, colloquial Arabic, and Coptic all show a phonological loss of original *-t in the feminine
singular suffix, and some Berber varieties (notably Chaoui*®) show a similar tendency to drop *t- >
*h- > (@ in feminine prefixes.

3.2 Analytic genitive with n

Egyptian, Berber, and Chadic all form genitive constructions using a particle n (possessed n
possessor): Egyptian nsw nj Kmt “king of Egypt”, Kabyle (Berber) agollid n tizgi “king of the
forest”, Hausa (Chadic) sarki-n Gombe “king of Gombe”, Kera (Chadic) hargd n-am-ti “your
goat”™. No such construction appears reconstructible for Cushitic, which — unusually for
Afroasiatic — typically shows pre-nominal genitives, nor for Semitic, whose possibly cognate
preposition */- “to, for belonging to” is not typically used in adnominal genitives. This gives the

impression of a possible subgrouping of Egyptian with Berber and Chadic.

However, such a conclusion would be obviously indefensible. All three branches show clear
evidence for a construction using direct juxtaposition, as in proto-Semitic: Egyptian: z’ r‘ “son of
Ra”, Kabyle (Berber) ag-ma “brother” < “son-mother”, Ngamo (Chadic) oso b6 “jaw” = “bone-
mouth”, Gude (Chadic) sok hérﬁn “fish stomach”®. Conversely, within historical times, some
Semitic languages have developed analytic genitives with reflexes of *I-, such as Western Neo-
Aramaic (e.g., maroy-la krita “inhabitants of the village”*). The presence of this construction in
multiple branches is thus best explained as reflecting common developments from an old
determiner or preposition, with no implications for subgrouping.

4 Arguable shared innovations involving Egyptian

4.1 Mediopassive | reciprocal morphology

Three Afroasiatic subgroups show a productive nasal prefix forming mediopassives or reciprocals:
Semitic, Berber, and Cushitic. In Semitic, this prefix is consistently *n- (e.g., Arabic in-fataha
“open up”). Berber and Cushitic, however, both witness a form in *m- (dissimilated in Berber to
*n- before roots historically containing labials), e.g., Tahaggart m-dkras “be bound together’*, Beja
am-garam “be enemies to one another”*. Egyptian shows possible traces (not very productive) of a
diathesis strategy comparable to the Semitic one; a prefix n- seems to have been used to form
certain types of non-agentive intransitives*, while the use of n- in the formation of quadriliteral
verbs closely parallels Akkadian and Geez*. Nothing similar to either is found in Chadic, probably
due to independent loss given the massive reshaping of verbal morphology there.

If the m- and n- forms really are cognate, then Egyptian's use of n would appear to be an innovation
shared with Semitic; the correspondence can more easily be explained as a shift from *m > *n
following place assimilation to the following consonant, reanalysed as involving the default nasal n
(*mC > *nC), than vice versa. However, given that the *m-morphemes are primarily reciprocal, a
value never found in Semitic or Egyptian *n-, it is also possible that the two are historically distinct.

36 Guedjiba 2012, 222.
37 Schuh 2017, 524.
38 1Ibid., 509, 518.

39 Arnold 1989, vol. 1.
40 Prasse 2010.

41 Vanhove 2017.

42 Vernus 20009.

43 Rubin 2004, 478.



If so, this isogloss would provide no good evidence for innovation; the *n could be a proto-
Afroasiatic feature lost in Cushitic and merged with reflexes of m- in Berber.

4.2 Verbal nouns

Non-stative Egyptian verbs show no agreement with their subjects; rather, if the subject is
pronominal, they take suffixes identical with those used to mark pronominal possession on nouns.
These suffixes appear to be cognate to those used elsewhere in Afroasiatic to mark pronominal
possessors, as discussed above. It thus appears plausible that these verbs derive from verbal nouns,
and therefore that their forms should be compared to verbal nouns elsewhere in Afroasiatic. Their
vocalisation is of course not transcribed in hieroglyphic materials, but some relevant data is
available. Middle Babylonian transcriptions of Egyptian names give na-pa for nfr “be beautiful”*,
and Coptic evidence supports the reconstruction of three vocalisation classes of triliteral stems:
CdCaC, CaCdC, and CiCiC, the latter two being reserved for intransitives only®. Prima facie,
these appear strikingly similar to the Arabic verbal noun forms CaCC (e.g., hart “ploughing”),
CaCacC (e.g., hasad “harvest”), and CiCC (e.g., fi‘l “action”). All three of these can safely be
projected back to proto-Semitic*. Berber similarly makes highly productive use of reflexes of
*CdCaC (e.g., Siwi a-ktar “carrying” < aktor “carry”, Tahaggart a-farag “fencing” < afrag “fence
(v.)”), and regularly forms *CaCaC from quality verbs (Kabyle ta-CCaC, e.g., to-mlal “whiteness” <
imlul “be white”; in forms such as Tahaggart ta-CCaC-e, e.g., to-mayr-e “greatness” < imyar “be
big”, the -e suffix is cognate to Semitic *-ay*’); however, it shows nothing obviously comparable to
Egyptian CdCaC or Semitic CaCC. In Cushitic, the vowels of verbs are typically lexical rather than
being templatically assigned; Beja has vocalic templates for verbal nouns®, but its triliteral template
CiCuuC is hardly relatable — although its rarer miCCaaC could reasonably be linked to CaCacC.
Chadic makes little use of triliterals, making it all the more difficult to discern potential cognates. If
Egyptian CaCaC is indeed cognate to Semitic CaCC, then this could be taken to suggest a
subgrouping of Egyptian with Semitic; the distribution of *CiCC and *CaCaC would then suggest a
more distant link with Berber and, at a further remove, Cushitic. Once again, however, nothing
proves that the templates CaCC and CiCC are innovations rather than retentions.

4.3 Broken plurals

The expression of nominal plurality is strikingly variable across Afroasiatic, with many languages
showing great morphological complexity in this domain, often including several different internal
(“broken”) plural templates. While some kind of internal-a plural seems a good candidate for
proto-Afroasiatic, much of the wildly diverse plural morphology found in specific languages cannot
securely be reconstructed back very far. Even forms shared across branches are not always
reconstructible further back. For instance, the plural template CvCC-an is shared by Berber (e.g.,
Kabyle a-brid “road” > i-bard-an) and, not very productively, Arabic (e.g., katib “dune” > kutb-an).
However, in the absence of any comparable attestation anywhere else in Semitic despite its long
written history (the -an- plurals of Akkadian cannot convincingly be linked), this may well
constitute an Arabic innovation within Semitic*®, whose resemblance to Berber would thus be
coincidental.

Unfortunately the consonantal nature of the Egyptian hieroglyphic script makes it difficult to get a
full picture of its plural marking system, although later data from Coptic indicates the presence of at

44 Vycichl 1991.

45 Allen 2013, 99.

46 Kogan 2015, 158.

47 wvan Putten 2018.

48 Vanhove 2017, 103-105.
49 Ratcliffe 1998, 240-242.



least some internal marking. Nevertheless, while the preferred plural marking strategy of Egyptian
is external, it does yield some evidence for an internal plural in *-ii-, attested by words such as
*abad “month” vs. *abud(-aw) “months”, yielding Coptic ebot vs. ebét*. A priori, this appears
comparable to southern Semitic broken plurals in -ii-, e.g., Arabic qalb “heart” > quliib, Geez kalb
“dog” > aklub®', based on which Ratcliffe® reconstructs a plural template *CvCu(u)C- for proto-
Semitic nouns of the singular form *CaCC. In Cushitic, the closest match that he finds is Afar
plurals in CaCooCa, corresponding to CaCaC singulars?; this template, however, is isolated within
the family>, making its development difficult to reconstruct. All these cases seem to share a vowel
polarity shift from a low vowel in the singular to a high one in the plural. Berber, despite its wealth
of internal plural forms, does not offer any good comparisons to these forms (the ablaut plural -u-...-
a-, e.g., Kabyle a-mayag “jaw” > i-muyag “jaws”, is characterised by imposing a in the last syllable
and high vowels everywhere else in the word irrespective of vowel quality or word length, and can
hardly be taken as directly cognate.) Likewise, in Chadic, Newman’s> survey of plural morphology
reveals some evidence for internal-a plurals but none for internal-u.

The distribution alone does not provide good evidence on whether or not -ii- plurals are innovative.
They would have to be if they are taken to derive from incorporation of the external plural suffix
(Semitic nominative *-ii, Egyptian .w), but that assumption provides no obvious way to explain
their association with low-vowel singulars. If they are innovative, then the presence of -ii- plurals
in Egyptian might suggest an Egyptian-Semitic subgroup, potentially also including Cushitic. Even
in that case, however, the distribution — centered on the Red Sea coast — is worryingly suggestive of
the possibility of diffusion through contact.

4.4 Dual

Both Egyptian and Semitic attest to a dual, respectively reconstructible as *-a(y) (orthographic <j>;
m. .w-j, f. .t-/°°) and nom. *-@ / obl. *-ay. No other branch of Afroasiatic bears witness to a
comparable dual ending or indeed to an unambiguous dual at all, excluding occasional lexeme-
specific instances of the borrowing of Arabic duals into heavily Arabic-influenced languages.
However, the ancient Egyptian dual had disappeared by the Coptic period, and became
unproductive in many Semitic languages, even in relatively early attestations such as Geez*’. The
dual thus appears diachronically rather unstable in the families where it is attested; its apparent
absence outside of Egyptian and Semitic should not be given much weight for subclassification.

4 Shared innovations not involving Egyptian

4.1 Imperfectives

Alongside the prefix conjugation, Berber, Semitic, Cushitic, and Chadic all famously share an
imperfective in -a- / -a; cf. Greenberg>, Voigt™, etc. The passage from suffixation to infixation
appears likely to have taken place independently within Chadic®, and as such is not a strong

50 Loprieno 1995, 59-61.
51 Ratcliffe 1998, 167.
52 1Ibid., 221.

53 Ratcliffe 1992, 547.
54 Zaborski 1986.

55 Newman 1990, 48-51.
56 Allen 2013, 61; Spiegelberg 1909.
57 Heide 2006.

58 Greenberg 1952.

59 Voigt 1987.

60 Newman 1977.



argument for subgrouping. Only Berber and Semitic, however, securely share an imperfective
formed by combining a-ablaut with geminating the middle consonant of a triliteral verb — a very
striking shared innovation going far beyond chance, and as such a strong argument for grouping
Berber and Semitic together®. Unfortunately, the restructuring of the verbal system on the basis of
nominal forms implies that we should not expect to find traces of these features in Egyptian, even if
vowels and gemination had been adequately transcribed in hieroglyphic writing; the original form
of the imperfective would have been replaced.

Source pf. impf. caus. pf. caus. impf.
Akkadian |Huehnergard 2011, |iprus iparras usapris usapras
“cut” 623.
Mehri Johnstone 1987, | (ya-brek) ya-borak (va-hdbrak) ya-habrok
“kneel” 52.
Zenaga Taine-Cheikh 2008, | y-irkdy i-rakkay y-dassirkdy y-assdrkdy
“be dirty” |443.
Tamasheq |Prasse and ag-|i-Imdd i-limmad i-ssalmad i-sdlmad
“learn” Sidiyan 1985.
Siwi cf. Souag 2013,|y-almad i-lammad ya-ssalmad i-salmad
“learn” 188.
Beja Bubenik 2017, 124. |i-dbil danbiil i-s-dabil i-s-dabiil
“gather”
Mubi Jungraithmayr filik filéék - -
“alter” 1997.

4.4 Possessive pronouns

The possessive pronoun series — also typically found following prepositions, and

functions as well — is a classic pan-Afroasiatic isogloss:

often in other

Egyptian Akkadian Kabyle Beja Hausa Lamang
Allen 2013,|Huehnergard |Nait-Zerrad |Vanhove |Newman Lukas 1964.
65. 2011, 84. 2001, 45. 2017, 48. 2000, 481-—
482.
1sg -j -1, -ya i-w -i: -d, -wa -da (-i)
1pl -n -ni nn-ay -o:n -mu -mani
2msg -k -ka i-k -0k -ka -gha
2fsg -t -ki i-m -ki
2mpl -tn -kunu n-wan -0:kna -kt -ghani
2fpl -kina n-k*ant
3msg -f -Su I-S -0 -sa -ni
3fsg -S -Sa i-s -ta

61 Rossler 1950, 479; Kossmann and Suchard 2018.



3mpl -sn -Sunu n-san -su -ta

3fpl -Sina n-sont

In this paradigm, a possible shared innovation between Berber and Chadic may be observed: first
person singular with w (Egyptian enclitic 1sg wj is presumably comparable, but serves a different
function). However, no plausible shared innovations seem to involve Egyptian itself.

4.5 Free and enclitic pronouns

Alongside free pronouns, Old Egyptian has a distinct but closely connected enclitic pronoun series,
used for direct objects as well as for subjects of non-verbal predicates. The best comparisons across
Afroasiatic for these forms do not consistently derive from the same paradigms. For the first
person, comparison is relatively straightforward, and provides little information on subgrouping;
third person forms are more diverse across Afroasiatic, but likewise suggest no particular
subgrouping. In the second person, however, an isogloss can be observed separating Semitic and
Cushitic on the one hand from Egyptian, Berber, and Chadic® on the other — namely, the former’s
use of 2™ person free pronouns matching the endings of the suffix conjugation:

Egyptian |Akkadian |Kabyle Kemant Somali Hausa Mafa
Allen Buccellati | Nait- Appleyard | Saeed Newman | Barreteau
2013, 69-/1997, 84. |Zerrad 1975. 1999. 2000, 476—|and Le
70. 2001, 45— 477. Bléis 1990.
48.
2msg.free |twt atta kacc anta adi-ga kai ka
2fsg.free |tmt atti kamm ke
2mpl.free |(later) attunii kunwi antdndiw |idin-ga ki kina
2fpl.free ()nt-tn attind kunnamti
2msg.acc |kw kati -ik ku ku ka ka
2fsg.acc tm kati -ikam ki
2mpl.acc  |tn kuniiti -ik*an antd idin ku kiné
2fpl.acc kinati -ikvant

5 Conclusions

Among the inherited core morphological features that Egyptian shares with other branches of
Afroasiatic examined here, not a single one can confidently be identified as a post-proto-Afroasiatic
innovation. This - like the lexically based results of Peust® — tends to suggest that Egyptian was
part of the first set of branches to separate from the rest.

On the other hand, it is striking that all four of the possible but uncertain shared innovations
involving Egyptian unite it with Semitic. While this result is suggestive, it should not be given too
much weight. For one thing, Semitic is the only branch whose available attestations are
contemporary with Old/Middle Egyptian; even if all five branches separated at the same time, we
would thus expect shared retentions to be more frequent between Semitic and Egyptian than

62 Blazek 1995.
63 Peust 2012.



between any of the other branches, whose earliest attestations are considerably later. For another
thing, the only really clearcut and compelling shared morphological innovation observed, the
imperfective template, links Semitic with Berber (as does the imperative plural, less securely),
suggesting a somewhat different tree. Other plausible shared innovations show an interlocking
distribution difficult to reconcile with a tree model, and the massive reshaping of Chadic and to a
lesser extent Egyptian morphology leaves open the possibility that they once shared some of these
innovations.

In general, the changes shared between different branches seem to be dwarfed by those specific to
each, suggesting that the bulk of each branch's development happened after its linguistic separation
from all the rest. The traditional five-branch model thus remains an imperfect but relatively good
approximation of the linguistic history of Afroasiatic.

References

Allen, James P. 2013. The Ancient Egyptian Language: An Historical Study. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Antonov, Anton. 2015. “Verbal allocutivity in a crosslinguistic perspective”. Linguistic Typology 19
(1): 55-85.

Appleyard, D. L. 1975. “A Descriptive Outline of Kemant”. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and
African Studies, University of London 38 (2): 316-350.

Appleyard, D. L. 2007. “Bilin Morphology”. In Morphologies of Asia and Africa, ed. by Alan S.
Kaye (Winona Lake, Ind: Eisenbrauns), 481-504.

Arnold, Werner. 1989. Das Neuwestaramdische I. Texte aus Bax'a. Vol. 1. Semitica Viva 4.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Banti, Giorgio. 2004a. “Comparative notes on the Cushitic imperative”. In Studia semitica et
semitohamitica - Festschrift fiir Rainer M. Voigt anldfBlich seines 60. Geburtstages am 17.
Januar 2004, ed. by Bogdan Burtea, Josef Tropper, and Helen Younansardaroud (Miinster:
Ugarit-Verlag), 55-91.

Banti, Giorgio. 2004b. “New Perspectives on the Cushitic Verbal System”. In Proceedings of the
Twenty-Seventh Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society (March 22-25, 2001) —
Special Session on Afroasiatic Languages, ed. by Andrew Simpson (Berkeley: Berkeley
Linguistics Society), 1-48.

Barreteau, Daniel. 1985. “Du Mbara au Mofu-Gudur : approche comparée des systémes verbaux”.
In Langues tchadiques et langues non tchadiques en contact en Afrique centrale, ed. by
Jean-Pierre Caprile and Herrmann Jungraithmayr (Lacito Documents Afrique (FRA) 10,
Contacts de Langues et Contacts de Cultures 5; Paris: SELAF), 37-60. Available at
<http://www.documentation.ird.fr/hor/fdi:010022407>. Accessed 11 April 2018.

Barreteau, Daniel, and Yves Le Bléis. 1990. Lexique mafa : langue de la famille tchadique parlée
au Cameroun. Paris: ORSTOM / Geuthner. Available at
<http://www.documentation.ird.fr/hor/fdi:34119>. Accessed 9 April 2018.

Blazek, Véaclav. 1995. “The microsystems of personal pronouns in Chadic, compared with
Afroasiatic”. In Studia Chadica et Hamitosemitica : Akten des Internationalen Symposions
zur Tschadsprachenforschung, Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universitdt, Frankfurt am Main,
6.—8. Mai 1991, ed. by Dymitr Ibriszimow and Rudolf Leger (K6In: Riidiger Képpe), 36-57.

Bubenik, Vit. 2017. Development of Tense/Aspect in Semitic in the Context of Afro-Asiatic
Languages. Current Issues in Linguistic Theory 337. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Buccellati, Giorgio. 1997. “Akkadian”. In The Semitic Languages, ed. by Robert Hetzron (London:
Routledge), 69-99.

Campbell, Lyle. 1999. Historical Linguistics: An Introduction. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.



Caron, Bernard. 2004. “Le luri. Quelques notes sur une langue tchadique du Nigéria”. In Langues et
cultures: terrains d’Afrique. Hommage a France Cloarec-Heiss, ed. by Pascal Boyeldieu
and Pierre Nougayrol (Afrique et Langage 7; Louvain: Peeters), 193-201. Available at
<https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00644514/document>. Accessed 11 April 2018.

Ehret, Christopher. 1995. Reconstructing Proto-Afroasiatic (proto-Afrasian): Vowels, Tone,
Consonants and Vocabulary. University of California publications in linguistics 126.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Evans, Nicholas. 2007. “Insubordination and its uses”. In Finiteness: Theoretical and Empirical
Foundations, ed. by Irina Nikolaeva (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 366—431.

Greenberg, Joseph H. 1952. “The Afro-Asiatic (Hamito-Semitic) Present”. Journal of the American
Oriental Society 72 (1): 1-9.

Greenberg, Joseph H. 1963. The Languages of Africa. Bloomington: Indiana University.

Guedjiba, Abdenacer. 2012. La situation linguistique dans le massif central de 1’Aures (étude
sociolinguistique). Doctoral thesis, Tizi Ouzou: Université Mouloud Mammeri. Available at
<https://dl.ummto.dz/handle/lummto/976>.

Heide, Martin. 2006. “Some Possible Traces of the Dual in Ga‘az”. In Proceedings of the XVth
International Conference of Ethiopian Studies, Hamburg July 20-25, 2003, ed. by Siegbert
Uhlig, Maria Bulakh, Denis Nosnitsin, and Thomas Rave (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz), 769—
776.

Huehnergard, John. 2011. A Grammar of Akkadian. Harvard Semitic Studies 45. Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns.

Jacques, Guillaume and Johann-Mattis List. 2019. “Save the trees: Why we need tree models in
linguistic reconstruction (and when we should apply them).” In Understanding language
genealogy: Alternatives to the tree model, ed. by Siva Kalyan, Alexandre Francois and
Harald Hammarstrom (special issue of Journal of Historical Linguistics 9 (1)), 128-167.

Jaggar, Philip J. 2017. The morphological-to-analytic causative continuum in Hausa: New insights
and analyses in a typological perspective. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.

Johnstone, T. M. 1987. Mehri Lexicon and English-Mehri word-list. London: School of Oriental and
African Studies, University of London.

Jungraithmayr, Herrmann. 1997. “Ablaut im Verbalsystem osttschadischer Sprachen”. In
Humanism, culture, and language in the Near East: studies in honor of Georg Krotkoff, ed.
by Georg Krotkoff, Asma Afsaruddin, and A. H. Mathias Zahniser (Winona Lake, Ind:
Eisenbrauns), 345-353.

Kogan, Leonid Efimovich. 2015. Genealogical classification of Semitic: the lexical isoglosses.
Berlin: De Gruyter.

Kossmann, Maarten. 2013. A Grammatical Sketch of Ghadames Berber (Libya). Berber Studies 40.
Koln: Riidiger Koppe.

Kossmann, Maarten. 2009. “Le flexion du prétérit d’état en berbere : Questions de morphologie
comparée”. In Etudes de phonétique et de linguistique berberes. Hommages a Naima Louali
(1961-2005), ed. by Salem Chaker, Amina Mettouchi, and Gérard Philippson (Louvain:
Peeters), 155-176.

Kossmann, Maarten. 2000. “Le futur a Ghadames et 1’origine de la conjugaison verbale en berbére”.
In Etudes berberes et chamito-sémitiques: Mélanges offerts a Karl-G. Prasse, ed. by Salem
Chaker and Andrzej Zaborski (Louvain: Peeters), 237-262.

Kossmann, Maarten, and Benjamin D. Suchard. 2018. “A reconstruction of the system of verb
aspects in proto-Berbero-Semitic”. Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 81
(1): 41-56.

Loprieno, Antonio. 1995. Ancient Egyptian: A Linguistic Introduction. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Lukas, Johannes. 1964. “Das Hitkalanci, eine Sprache um Gwoza (Nigerien)”. Afrika und Ubersee
48: 81-114.

Mous, Maarten. 1993. A grammar of Iraqw. Hamburg: H. Buske.



Nait-Zerrad, Kamal. 2001. Grammaire moderne du kabyle = Tajerrumt tatrart n teqgbaylit.
Dictionnaires et langues. Paris: Karthala.

Newman, Paul. 1990. Nominal and Verbal Plurality in Chadic. Dordrecht: Foris.

Newman, Paul. 1977. “The formation of the imperfective verb stem in Chadic”. Afrika und
Ubersee: Sprachen, Kulturen 60 (3): 178-192.

Newman, Paul. 2000. The Hausa Language : An Encyclopedic Reference Grammar. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Oréal, Elsa. 2009. “Same sources, different outcomes? A reassessment of the parallel between
Ancient Egyptian and Akkadian ‘stative’ conjugations”. Lingua Aegyptia (17): 183-200.

Peust, Carsten. 2014. “A morphological sketch of West Dangla (Chad)”. Folia Orientalia 51: 201—
255.

Peust, Carsten. 2012. “On the subgrouping of Afroasiatic, or: How to use an unrooted phylogenetic
tree in historical linguistics”. Lingua Aegyptia 20: 221-251.

Prasse, Karl-G. 2010. Tuareg Elementary Course (Tahdggart). Kéln: Riidiger Képpe.

Prasse, Karl-G., and Ekhya agg-albostan ag-Sidiyan. 1985. Tableaux morphologiques : dialecte
touareg de I’Adrar du Mali (berbere). Copenhagen: Akademisk Forlag.

Prickett, Davis. 2012. “The phonology and morphology of verb forms in Mubi”. Masters thesis,
Grand Forks: University of North Dakota.

van Putten, Marijn. 2018. “The feminine endings *-ay and *-ay in Semitic and Berber”. Bulletin of
the School of Oriental and African Studies 81 (2): 205-225.

Ratcliffe, Robert. 2012. “On calculating the reliability of the comparative method at long and
medium distances Afroasiatic comparative lexica as a test case”. Journal of Historical
Linguistics 2 (22): 239-281.

Ratcliffe, Robert. 1998. The “Broken” Plural Problem in Arabic and Comparative Semitic :
Allomorphy and analogy in non-concatenative morphology. Current Issues in Linguistic
Theory 168. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ratcliffe, Robert. 1992. The Broken Plural Problem in Arabic, Semitic, and Afroasiatic: A Solution
Based on the Diachronic Application of Prosodic Analysis. Ph.D. thesis, New Haven: Yale
University.

Rossler, Otto. 1950. “Verbalbau und Verbalflexion in den Semitohamitischen Sprachen: Vorstudien
zu einer vergleichenden Semitohamitischen Grammatik”. Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenléndischen Gesellschaft 100 (n.F. 25) (2): 461-514.

Rubin, Aaron D. 2004. “An outline of comparative Egypto-Semitic morphology”. In Egyptian and
Semito-Hamitic (Afro-Asiatic) studies in memoriam W. Vycichl, ed. by Gabor Takacs,
(Studies in Semitic languages and linguistics 39; Leiden: Brill) 454—486.

Saeed, John I. 1999. Somali. Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Satzinger, Helmut. 2003. “The Egyptian conjugations within the Afroasiatic framework”. In
Egyptology at the Dawn of the Twenty-First Century: Proceedings of the Eighth
International Congress of Egyptologists, Cairo, 2000, Vol. 3, ed. by Zahi Hawass and L. P.
Brock (Cairo: American University in Cairo Press), 392—400.

Satzinger, Helmut. 2015. “These strange, exotic Egyptian verbal formations”. In Fuzzy Boundaries.
Festschrift fiir Antonio Loprieno, ed. by H. Amstutz, A. Dorn, M. Miiller, M. Ronsdorf, and
S. Uljas (Hamburg: Widmaier), 243-255.

Schuh, Russell. 2017. A Chadic Cornucopia. Ed. by Paul Newman. Los Angeles: Department of
Linguistics, UCLA. Available at <https://escholarship.org/uc/uclaling chadic>. Accessed 5
April 2018.

Sivan, Daniel. 2001. A Grammar of the Ugaritic Language: Second impression with corrections.
Leiden: Brill.

Souag, Lameen. 2013. Berber and Arabic in Siwa (Egypt): A Study in Linguistic Contact. Berber
Studies 37. Koln: Riidiger Kdppe.

Souag, Lameen. 2017. “Le parler berbere de Sokna (Libye) a la lumiére de nouvelles données”.
Etudes et Documents Berberes 37: 147—-157.



Souag, Lameen. 2020. “When is templatic morphology borrowed? On the spread of the Arabic
elative”. Morphology 30 (4), 469-500.



Spiegelberg, Wilhelm. 1909. “Die Vokalisation des dgyptischen Duals”. Orientalistische
Literaturzeitung 12: 531-532.

Stroomer, Harry. 1995. A grammar of Boraana Oromo (Kenya): phonology, morphology,
vocabularies. Koln: Riidiger Képpe.

Taine-Cheikh, Catherine. 2008. Dictionnaire zénaga-francais : le berbere de Mauritanie présenté
par racines dans une perspective comparative. Berber studies v. 20. Kéln: Riidiger Koppe.

Vanhove, Martine. 2017. Le bedja. Leuven: Peeters.

Vernus, Pascal. 2009. “Le préformant n et la détransitivité. Formation nC1C2C1C2 versus
C1C2C1C2. A propos de la racine Vgm « notion de trituration »”. Lingua Aegyptia 17: 291—
317.

Voigt, Rainer M. 1986. “A problem of internal reconstruction: Is there a morphological change sa, Si
-> ya in Hausa?” Journal of West African Languages 16 (2): 49—-60.

Voigt, Rainer M. 1987. “The Two Prefix-Conjugations in East Cushitic, East Semitic, and Chadic”.
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London 50 (2): 330-
345.

Vycichl, Werner. 1991. “Vocabulary, Cuneiform Transcriptions of Prototypes of Autochthonous
Coptic”. In Coptic Encyclopedia, ed. by Aziz Suryal Atiya. New York: Macmillan.

Zaborski, Andrzej. 1986. The Morphology of Nominal Plural in the Cushitic Languages. Beitrage
zur Afrikanistik 28. Wien: Afro-Pub.

Zaborski, Andrzej. 1975. The Verb in Cushitic. Krakow: Uniwersytet Jagiellonski.



	1 Introduction
	2 Uninformative shared features
	2.1 Prefix conjugation
	2.1 Suffix (stative) conjugation
	2.3 Imperatives
	2.4 Causative morphology

	3 Illusory shared innovations resulting from drift
	3.1 Feminine -t on nouns
	3.2 Analytic genitive with n

	4 Arguable shared innovations involving Egyptian
	4.1 Mediopassive / reciprocal morphology
	4.2 Verbal nouns
	4.3 Broken plurals
	4.4 Dual

	4 Shared innovations not involving Egyptian
	4.1 Imperfectives
	4.4 Possessive pronouns
	4.5 Free and enclitic pronouns

	5 Conclusions
	References

