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0.0. INTRODUCTION.

0.1. In a previous article [STAROSTIN 2003] I have argued that a reasonable
first step towards reconstructing Proto-Khoisan, or, in fact, towards ascer-
taining whether Proto-Khoisan exists in the first place, would be to run
the attested lexical evidence through a general lexicostatistical test, bound
by certain maximally formalised restrictions. My idea was that not only
would such a test be useful in confirming (or refuting) our current theor-
ies of the genetic classification of Khoisan languages, but that it could also
clarify our understanding of the nature of phonological correspondences
between the various Khoisan subgroups, and thus provide us with a few
practical clues on how to proceed with the actual reconstruction.

Despite several obvious problems with applying glottochronology to
Khoisan material (such as the extreme scarcity of data on rare and extinct
languages, as well as the lack of a well-established system of phonetic cor-
respondences that would allow us to adequately determine cognation), the
procedure still managed to yield what I would consider as rather signific-
ant results. In regard to the genealogical tree of Khoisan (see Fig. 1), it was
shown that the resulting classification closely follows some of the already
existing conceptions, if not in terms of absolute dating of the subbranches
then at least as to their relations to each other.

Thus, glottochronology confirms the old subdivision of Khoisan into
the North (Zhu), South (Taa-IWi), and Central (Khoe) families, as well as
the more recent split of the latter two into, respectively, the Taa and Wi
subgroups, and the Khoekhoe and Non-Khoekhoe subgroups. It also shows
Sandawe as having separated from the rest of the bunch at least a couple
millennia earlier, and Hadza even way before that. This positioning of
Hadza as the earliest offshoot of Khoisan, in particular, may resolve the
dilemma still left open after B. SANDs” works on the subject [SANDS 1998,
1998a] — whether Hadza is actually a member of «Khoisan» or not.

The three major differences between this tree and previously held views
are as follows:
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(a) the lack of a joint «West Central Khoisan» group, suggested by
R. VosseN [VOSSEN 1997]; there does not seem to be enough lexicostatistic
evidence to put the ||Ani-Kxoe subgroup, on one part, and the Naro-|Gwi
subgroup, on the other, into one subdivision. This may, however, yet turn
out to be a slight calculation error, caused by the incompleteness of some
of the lists. Note that for the East Central Khoisan languages, whose unity
is seriously supported by a series of common phonological innovations
(such as the affricativisation of the palatal click), glottochronological cal-
culations are in full agreement with the previous classification;

(b) positioning of Eastern tHoan (which will be simply called $Hoan
from now on), earlier considered a separate branch of Khoisan, closer to
the North Khoisan (Zhu) branch than anything else (cf. 43 % of common
matches with Zhu|'’hoan within the 100-wordlist as compared to, say, 29 %
with X066 or 12 % with Nama). This actually agrees with H. HONKEN’s in-
clusion of tHoan into the Zhu family [HONKEN 1977; HONKEN 1988, p. 59], al-
though both the results of lexicostatistics as well as historical phonological
considerations demonstrate that {Hoan must have separated from North
Khoisan significantly prior to the disintegration of modern NK dialects;

(c) an extremely high level of lexical matches between North and South
Khoisan languages as compared to the Central group (cf., for instance, 37 %
between Zhu|'hoan and !X66 as compared to 22 % between Zhu|'hoan and
Naro). The Central Khoisan, or Khoe, group is thus shown to be a dis-
tinctly elder relative of these two subgroups, and this result finds extra con-
firmation when we compare the morphological systems of the three sub-
groups — for instance, there is nothing like the relatively complex systems
of Khoe verbal and pronominal morphology in either Zhu or Taa-'Wij,
while, on the other hand, the class system of South Khoisan (and its scat-
tered remnants in Zhu) finds little analogy in Khoe.

Out of these three conclusions, the first one is questionable; however,
the latter two, as I am going to try to show below, are of crucial impor-
tance to the historical phonology of Khoisan languages.

Another important outcome of Khoisan lexicostatistical calculations is
that it becomes possible to show that any reasonable classification of Khoisan
necessarily involves postulating a set of complex rather than simple phonetic
correspondences between various subgroups. The phonological systems of all
modern Khoisan languages, with the exception of Hadza and Sandawe, are
fairly similar in terms of inventory; yet if we assume that this similarity
somehow reflects the original system, and all we need to do is postulate a
one-to-one system of correspondences (in which, for instance, the Zhu|'hoan
dental click always corresponds to the X466 and the Nama dental clicks and
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vice versa), we find ourselves left with such a minuscule proportion of
matches within the 100-wordlist that genetic relationship between the various
Khoisan subgroups would have to be either pushed back five or six thousand
years compared to the results in Fig. 1, or — at worst — deemed non-existent.

The first choice is paradoxical: the simpler the system of correspon-
dences that we assume for Proto-Khoisan (e. g., the one argued for in [EHRET
2003]), the wider the chronological gap between its subgroups. This is not
very probable; normally, we should expect quite the opposite. It is, indeed,
hard to believe that a language like X660 could have lasted ten to twelve
thousand years, right up to the XXIst century, without undergoing almost
any significant changes in its click system at all, while other Khoisan lan-
guages like Nama and Zhu|’hoan have merely simplified the system a little,
losing old phonological oppositions wherever possible. A situation like this
would simply have no analogy in the history of long range comparison.

As for the second choice, there is, of course, nothing intrinsically wrong
about the possibility of Khoisan languages being non-related; cf., for instance,
Prof. E. WEsTPHAL's well-known position on the subject [WESTPHAL 1962,
1963, 1965, 1971, 1974]. However, there is hardly any need to cling to such a
rigid and radical conclusion once we admit the possibility that phonetic cor-
respondences between North, South, and Central Khoisan languages may, in
fact, be more complex and less easy to identify than the ones postulated ac-
cording to the «one-to-one» principle. For instance, Zhu|’hoan items with a
palatal click often correspond to !X66 items with a palatal click; however,
careful analysis reveals that they also frequently appear in items where X606
displays a lateral click. As for the X0 lateral click, besides the Zhu['hoan
palatal one, it often corresponds to the Zhu|'hoan lateral or alveolar click, with
sufficient data to show that these correspondences are more than coincid-
ental. Once all of this data has been taken into account, the resulting glotto-
chronological picture starts looking reasonable, yielding major (but not over-
whelming) time depth accompanied by complex phonological change.

The basic idea behind this line of reasoning can actually be formu-
lated in just two words: «clicks change». Within each of the three main
subgroups of Khoisan, these changes are relatively small, but they do oc-
cur. Often, the change is from click to non-click (such as the already men-
tioned development *# > *¢ in East Central Khoisan), but occasionally it in-
volves actually shifting the articulatory position of the click without chan-
ging the manner of articulation, such as the development of retroflex click
to lateral in the Northern dialects of !X#. Cf. also, for instance, in the 'Wi
subgroup of South Khoisan: fKhomani ?u «two», but |[Xegwi [?u id. (al-
veolar click in the first case, lateral click in the second). Even more fre-
quent and more obvious are multiple shifts in click effluxes (accompany-
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ing consonants or consonantal features), which often find themselves in
complex interaction with the prosodic features of accompanying vowels.

With all this in mind, there should be nothing surprising or unrealis-
tic about the idea that, given bigger time depth, changes within click sys-
tems could have been far more drastic than anything that we witness to-
day with the relatively young North, South, and Central subgroups. The
fact that today these systems look so much alike can be explained by cer-
tain common tendencies of development, no doubt emphasized by the con-
stant interaction between the various San and Khoe population groups;
the similarity alone does not prove that the «Proto-Khoisan» system was
little or no different from what we find in modern languages.

To summarize everything that has been discussed above, what we are
left with at this preliminary stage is a linguistic family of an impressive,
although not really overwhelming, time depth (without the inclusion of
Hadza/Sandawe — about the same depth as the Altaic family; with the in-
clusion of both — about the same depth as the Nostratic family), consist-
ing, for the most part, of several bunches of closely related languages
and/or dialects, with phonetic correspondences that are relatively under-
standable within the smaller bunches, yet extremely complicated in be-
tween them. This is as far as lexicostatistics gets us, at this time.

Considering the lack of any Khoisan language material whatsoever
that would be older than the late XIXth century (not to mention phoneti-
cally reliable language material, which, for Khoisan, is even younger), one
reasonable way to get on with this situation is now to tackle the methodics
of intermediate reconstruction. A direct comparison of, for instance, Zhu-
'hoan material with Nama material would almost certainly fail to take
into account at least several important phonological changes that have
taken place since these languages’ respective separation from North and
Central Khoisan (e. g. the merger of the retroflex click with the alveolar
click in Zhu|'hoan or the loss of distinction between the zero and the
voiced effluxes in Nama), not to mention changes that must have taken
place even earlier, on the Proto-North and the Proto-Central stages. Only
a gradual, step-by-step reconstruction, involving a detailed analysis of all
the attested phonological oppositions and developments within as many
Khoisan languages and dialects as possible, can qualify as a true attempt
to penetrate into the nature of «Proto-Khoisan».

The intermediate reconstruction method by itself is not at all unusual; it
is frequently employed by historical linguists whenever they have to deal
with a language family of significant depth that also happens to be lacking
in attested ancient stages of any of the languages (everything from Altaic to
North Caucasian to Afroasiatic, etc.). In the Khoisan case, however, when it
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comes to intermediate reconstruction, we are faced with a serious addi-
tional problem: not only are we devoid of «ancient» language material, we
are also experiencing serious difficulties when it comes to «modern» mate-
rial as well. Out of all the enormous variety of Khoisan languages that must
have once been spread across Southern Africa, we are only familiar with
around thirty of them; moreover, out of these thirty, only a small proportion
can boast a more or less adequate quality of phonetic transcription, with the
rest having been given only approximate phonetic descriptions in the first
half of the XXth century and having since then completely died out. Finally,
even out of those languages that were lucky to be described on an adequate
level of linguistic competence, only a tiny portion is represented by exten-
sive vocabularies (see below for more details).

Because of such severe limitations, intermediate reconstruction in
Khoisan is predictably hampered. New data on «rare» languages usually
comes in bits and pieces, often providing valuable clues but rarely giving
any kind of full picture, whereas older data can only be used with numer-
ous reservations about transcription quality. Nevertheless, even with all
these extra problems, the amount of publicly available Khoisan material
(both reliable and not too reliable) today allows us to make significant
progress in tracing the prehistory of every major Khoisan subgroup, and
the main goal of this paper is to try and summarize this progress, with the
main emphasis on results obtained in the course of my work on compara-
tive Khoisan within the Evolution of Human Languages project.

In accordance with lexicostatistical calculations and the ensuing genealo-
gical tree of Khoisan, the paper will be structured «from bottom to top», i. e, I
will start with the lower levels and advance from there in the following order:

a) Proto-North Khoisan (PNK, a.k.a. Proto-Zhu);

b) Proto-North Khoisan II, or Proto-North-fHoan (PNH; this includes
PNK and the closely related Eastern Hoan);

¢) Proto-South Khoisan (PSK; a.k.a. Proto-Taa-IWi);

d) Proto-Peripheral Khoisan (PPeK, including PNH and PSK. The term
is of my own making, emphasizing the geographical distribution of NK
and SK languages in relation to Central Khoisan);

e) Proto-Central Khoisan (PCK, a.k.a. Proto-Khoe, comprising Proto-
Khoekhoe [PKK] and Proto-Non-Khoekhoe [PNKK]);

f) Proto-Khoisan (PK, a.k.a. «Proto-South-African Khoisan» — I am not
a huge supporter of this term, since it can easily get confused with «Proto-
South Khoisan»; the family itself comprises PPeK and PCK);

g) Proto-Macro Khoisan (PK + Sandawe and Hadza).

It should be noted that the summaries and examples of phonological
correspondences provided below by no means qualify as actual reconstructions
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of the respective language families, but should rather be taken as guidelines for
further work in this department. Detailed reconstructions would require far
more space than is presupposed by the scope of this work, and far more
data analysis than has so far been accomplished. The main goal of this arti-
cle is to demonstrate how intermediate reconstructions may be used as a
tool to uncover valid phonological oppositions in the respective proto-
languages that have either been completely lost in modern dialects or crop
up only occasionally as valuable archaisms; everything else really lies be-
yond its scope. For all we know, a large part of the etymologies proposed
and discussed below, as well as linguistic conclusions based upon them,
may turn out to be incorrect in the nearest future; there will be absolutely
nothing wrong with that, under condition, of course, that the incorrectness
is proven by showing how they may be replaced by different etymologies,
more satisfactory from both the phonetic and the semantic points of view.

A final point, probably obvious, but one that I still feel is worth men-
tioning, is that this article, unlike [STAROSTIN 2003], is not primarily dedi-
cated to proving the fact of genetic relationship between the various Khoisan
subbranches. Rather, it assumes such a relationship as a given and pro-
ceeds from there. This may sound like a bold statement, considering that a
general consensus on the issue has not been reached, but, when taken in
relation to the goals of the article, it should be viewed as a methodological
convenience rather than a categoric statement. The logics is as follows: a)
there exists significant linguistic evidence for Khoisan and Macro-Khoisan,
accumulated through lexicostatistical calculations, typological analogies,
GREENBERG'S ‘mass comparison’, and B. SANDSs’ various methods of test-
ing; b) if, after having amassed the preliminary evidence, it can be shown
that conducting proper comparative work on Khoisan and Macro-Khoi-
san, based on the rigorous application of the comparative method, is pos-
sible, this may in itself serve as the ultimate proof of genetic relationship.

0.2. Note on the principles of search for cognation. It is obvious that even
the most “formulaic’ application of the comparative method to Khoisan
material will inevitably have to deal with certain restrictions imposed on
it by the nature and quality of the linguistic material subject to our analy-
sis. Therefore, before proceeding to the main part of the work containing
actual language data, I find it necessary to say a few words about what
seems to me the optimal methodology of looking for potential cognates
within Khoisan. This is particularly appropriate since many of the com-
parisons below will inevitably raise a lot of questions concerning the va-
lidity of phonetic correspondences between them.

In my previous paper on the subject I have indicated that one of the
main problems of comparative research on Khoisan is that too often, em-



344 G. StarosTIN. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

phasis is placed on similarity of the forms compared. Naturally, there are
different degrees of similarity. Extreme cases — when the two forms are
phonetically identical, e. g. Naro [kxa and $Hoan [fkxa ‘to wash’” — obviously
represent either cognation or borrowing. They, however, are quite rare
compared to cases of partial similarity, and this is when the comparison in
question becomes highly subjective and intuitive, as is frequently evident
from, for instance, J. GREENBERG’s comparative data [GREENBERG 1966]. That
approach has been justifiedly criticized, among others, by E. WEsTPHAL
[WESTPHAL 1974], who, for instance, mentions GREENBERG's comparison of
North Khoisan /xo ‘elephant’ with Hadza beflk"au id. as a typical example of
overrating similarity. Indeed, while upon first glance the two forms appear
to «resemble» each other, the «resemblance» is, in fact, limited to (a) both
forms displaying labialised vocalism and (b) both forms having a click —
although both the influx and the efflux of the click are quite different. (The
be- element in Hadza is presumably a fossilized prefix). Moreover, GREEN-
BERG is quoting the form according to the old transcription of D. BLEEK, the
only one available at the time of writing; in reality, as has been shown with
recent fieldwork by B. SANDs and others, the actual Hadza form is be-k?au,
with an ejective velar stop, and does not contain any clicks at all.

Another inherent flaw of exclusive reliance upon similarity is that it leads
to ignoring results of intermediate reconstructions. For instance, it would be
very tempting to compare forms like Kua 31 and !O'Kung 3u, both meaning
‘black’. However, while the !O/Kung form is indeed very similar to its PNK
source (*30), the Kua form should first be compared with its nearest East
Central Khoisan relatives, such as Deti and Cara yu, Tsua du, Danisi ndu, and
[Xaise n3u, all stemming from Proto-ECK *n3u [VOSSEN 1997, p. 488]; in its
turn, PECK *n3- is known to be a regular reflex of the PCK nasalised palatal
click (undergoing regular affricativisation like all palatal clicks), and, in fact,
all the other CK languages have the same root as #nu, which is safely recon-
structed as the original protoform. Once again, the similarity turns out to be
deceptive; it cannot, of course, be excluded that PNK *50 and PCK *#nu,
through some kind of early development similar to the one suffered by PECK
several millennia later, do go back to the same Proto-Khoisan source, but it is
already highly dubious that anyone would want to make such a positive
statement without adducing further data in its support.

Likewise, just as looking for cognates based on the similarity principle
can result in establishing heaps of false etymologies, so is it able to make us
overlook quite a few authentic ones. Thus, forms like HietSware tsee and !Ora
tkx?ara “to spit’ are, on the surface, even more dissimilar than the above forms
for ‘elephant’. Once, however, a careful investigation of the peculiarities of
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Central Khoisan phonetics has been conducted by R. VosseN, it can be estab-
lished that (a) HietSware tSee, in S. Dornan’s old transcription, corresponds to
Kua and Tsua c?e (in R. VOssEN’s transcription); b) Kua and Tsua c?- < Proto-
Non-Khoekhoe #kx?-, with subsequent affricativisation of the click influx and
loss of the «velar» feature of the click efflux [VOSSEN 1997: 492-493]. These de-
velopments, as well as the transition *-e- > *-4- in Proto-Khoekhoe, can easily
be established on the basis of this and several other examples.

In the appendices to [SANDS 1998], the principle of similarity is, to a
certain degree, made absolute, with the basic rule being that click influxes
in compared languages must always match, regardless of any other factors,
while click effluxes may be different. This leads, for instance, to such oddi-
ties as separating !Xa [ga ‘rain’ from Zhu|'hoan /ga id. (p. 238), even if the
two forms obviously belong together, and the correspondence is further
supported by numerous other examples (see section 1.2.1 below); both
forms are then compared with different forms from !X66 ([ai ‘persistent
rain’ and /ghaa ‘water’), as if they really constituted different North Khoi-
san lexemes. It is true that such a rigid approach was chosen by SANDs de-
liberately, in order to maximally formalise the procedure of evaluating ge-
netic relationship between the compared languages (and also true that the
possibility of a more «lax» approach, allowing for non-trivial correspon-
dences, is admitted by the author in the main body of the work); there is,
however, always the risk of mistaking this «testing» method for true ety-
mological research, with which it actually has little in common.

It thus turns out that what we should be looking for is not so much
similarity between the forms involved, but rather regular patterns of pho-
netic correspondences — provided, of course, that we assume Khoisan
languages to behave like any other «normal» languages in that respect
(and there is no clear reason why we should not). The xo — be-k?au con-
nection should be rejected not because the two forms are «dissimilar»,
which should not be considered an argument by itself, but because there
are no other examples of North Khoisan /x corresponding to Hadza k? —
examples that, when placed next to the ‘elephant’ etymology, would con-
stitute a regular pattern for all to see. Even if we dissect the click and
compare its two parts separately (which is actually quite recommendable
when dealing with high level comparisons), North Khoisan -x- cannot be
shown to correspond to the glottalised articulation in Hadza in any way.

Basically, this means that in order to prove — or, at least, support —
any given etymology, we have to be able to come up with as many ety-
mologies illustrating a single phonetic correspondence as possible. Obvi-
ously, this approach is severely undercut by such obstacles as lack of ma-
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terial; poor or uncertain quality of transcription; morphonological varia-
tions obscuring the root’s original form; and the relative scarcity of quite a
few phonemes and phoneme combinations in many of the compared lan-
guages. It can also hardly be determined exactly how many comparisons
are necessary for a certain correspondence to become «acceptable» —
some of the correspondences below are illustrated by dozens of examples,
while others are limited to two or three. Nevertheless, the demand of
regularity is essential in that it, from the very beginning, places us upon
much firmer ground than we normally stand upon.

Exceptions from the regularity principle can only be made for the
most rare of phonemes, such as, for instance, the labial click in {Hoan and
South Khoisan, or some of the rarer types of affricates. In these cases we
often have no choice but to rely on similarity; naturally, such correspon-
dences will always be less reliable than the ones confirmed by other ex-
amples belonging to the same pattern. That said, if it can be shown that
they actually form an integral part of a larger, well-coordinated system of
correspondences, sometimes even one example may be enough.

Certain problems arise at the stage of summarising the attested corre-
spondences with reconstructed proto-phonemes. Multiple sets of such corre-
spondences seem to suggest that early ancestors of modern day Khoisan lan-
guages boasted phonological systems even more complex than their descen-
dants, and that some of the early phonological oppositions could have been
lost forever several millennia ago. Considering our complete lack of typologi-
cal experience when it comes to click systems outside of the Khoisan areal,
some of these oppositions can only be guessed at, or logically deduced on the
basis of indirect evidence. Judging, however, from the classic comparativist
point of view, it is certainly more correct to postulate phonetically unclear, but
phonologically relevant «unknown» oppositions (such as *| vs. *|; in 4.2.1, etc.)
rather than place too much emphasis on the possibility of irregular develop-
ment through the so-called «lexical diffusion» (on the advocation of the prin-
ciple for Khoisan see, for instance, [ARGYLE 1991, pp. 30-31]).

One other extremely important detail is the necessity to pay proper
attention to differences in root semantics. With a system of phonetic corre-
spondences as complex and twisted as in the Khoisan family, where pho-
nemes number in multiple dozens and are frequently limited to just a tiny
handful of lexical items, being too licentious in one’s semantic comparisons
at the stage of identifying phonetic correspondences can eventually lead to cata-
strophic consequences. This is why in demonstrating the possible corre-
spondences below I will be strictly limiting myself to either exact semantic
matches between compared items or etymologies where only a very slight,
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or a typologically common and understandable, shift of meaning has taken
place (although even these should often be taken with a grain of salt); for
instance, the shift ‘giraffe’ <> ‘springbok’ (= ‘big ungulate’) would be far
more acceptable than a shift like ‘giraffe” <> ‘lion” (= 'big animal’).

I firmly believe that bringing in semantically distant comparisons can only
become acceptable after the genetic relationship between the various Khoi-
san subbranches has been proven and the basic phonetic correspondences al-
ready established, as has been the normal procedure with Indo-European and
other long-recognized language families. Therefore, since the present article is
entirely dedicated to finding these correspondences rather than building upon
them, for the time being, it is necessary to keep semantic looseness at a mini-
mum, thus allowing for less subjectivity in our choice of etymologies.

0.3. Note on transcription. The material, analyzed and discussed below,
comes from a number of sources, many of which use their own individual
transcription systems. In order to avoid confusion, especially among those
not familiar with Khoisanology, I have attempted to unify the transcrip-
tion throughout, with two major exceptions:

a) material quoted from [BLEEK 1956] remains mainly unchanged, be-
cause the general quality of the transcription is unreliable and unifying it
would mean going beyond pure technical conventions and assuming ex-
tra responsibility for the phonology of the described languages;

b) Hottentot Nama forms are quoted in standard Nama orthography,
although in a few cases «unified» forms can accompany standard ones for
convenience, e. g. Nama /kharu (= Ixaru).

Elsewhere, the transcriptional conventions are as follows (variants in
parentheses represent the spelling of the corresponding phonemes in
other sources):

click influxes: [ = dental; = palatal; / = alveolar; || = lateral; // = retroflex
(in NK); 0 = labial (in {Hoan and SK);

click effluxes (using [ as an example): [ = zero efflux (usually = /k in [BLEEK
1956]); [? = glottal stop efflux (usually = [ in [BLEEK 1956]); [¢ = ¢/ = voiced efflux;
[n = n| = nasalised efflux; ?Jn = preglottalised nasal efflux; [x = velar fricative ef-
flux; [y = voiced velar fricative efflux (= gfx); fkx = velar ejective affricate efflux
(= [kx? = [x?); [gx = voiced velar ejective affricate efflux (= glkx = glkx?); [h = aspi-
rated efflux (= [kh in [BLEEK 1956]); [?h = aspirated glottal stop efflux (= [z in
[BLEEK 1956)); [nh = nasal aspirated efflux (= nfh); n = voiceless nasal efflux;

affricates: ¢ = voiceless hissing (= ts); 3 = voiced hissing (= dz); ¢ =
voiceless hushing (= t3, tc); 5 = voiced hushing (= dz); c?, 37, etc. = ejective
affricates; ch, 3h, etc. = aspirated affricates; § = voiceless hushing fricative; Z =
voiced hushing fricative;
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uvular consonants and click effluxes: g = voiceless stop; ¢ = voiced stop;
gh, ch = aspirated stops; x = voiceless fricative (never actually met in document-
ally attested languages, but possible on some proto-levels); 47 = ejective stop;

lateral consonants: A = voiceless stop (affricate); £ = voiced stop; A? =
ejective stop; A = voiceless fricative;

vowels: ¢, 0 = open variants of ¢, o (with possible phonemic status on
some levels); g, o, etc. = pharyngealised vowels; a", o", etc. (=ah, oh, etc.) =
breathy vowels; a7, 07, etc. = nasalised vowels; 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4 = vowels with
marked tone (tonal distinctions are not significant for the current article; see
4.2.4.3).

The remaining transcription signs are more or less self-evident; for
more details on pronunciation, please check the referred sources.

1.0. PROTO-NORTH KHOISAN (PNK).

1.1. Overview. The North Khoisan (NK) subgroup consists of a bunch of
closely related and, to a large extent, mutually intelligible dialects; the most
serious phonological and lexical divisions are those that separate the North-
ern cluster of these dialects from the Central and South clusters (see [SNYMAN
1997] for more details). Lexicostatistical calculations show around 80 % com-
mon basic vocabulary between these clusters, which sets the approximate
date for their separation around the middle of the 1st millennium 2D.

The only NK dialect so far to boast an extensive vocabulary is Zhu-
|'hoan, today represented by the dictionaries of J. SNYMAN [SNYMAN 1975]
and especially P. Dickens [DICKENS 1994]. However, additional dialectal data,
available in smaller quantities, amply demonstrates that Zhu|'’hoan should
by no means be treated as the equivalent of PNK, because it contains a
certain amount of phonological and lexical innovations that become clear
through comparison. The principal additional sources are as follows:

(a) data compiled by D. BLEEK on [|Aullen (in her terminology — N1),
'Kung (N2), and !O'Kung (N3), published in [BLEEK 1956]. These materials
are, of course, fairly variable in both quality and quantity; my experience
shows that the most valuable information can be gotten out of D. BLEEK’s
own recordings of !O!Kung and of C. DokE’s recordings of an apparently
Central dialect of !X{ (also available in [DOKE 1925]);

(b) J. SNYMAN's description of Angolan !X{i [SNYMAN 1980], with a
short comparative vocabulary with Zhu|hoan;

(c) J. SNYMAN's priceless comparative data on a dozen NK dialects,
collected in [SNYMAN 1997];

(d) T. HEIKKINEN’s data on the !X@i spoken in Ovamboland [HEIKKI-
NEN 1986].
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1.2. Phonology. Any reconstruction of NK phonology must inevitably
use Zhu|'hoan as the starting point, since it is currently the best described
representative of NK (for a detailed description see [DICKENS 1994, pp. 10—
17]; [SNYMAN 1970, pp. 13-65]). However, additional dialectal data forces
us to make certain important modifications.

1.2.1. Click influxes. Zhu|'hoan demonstrates the «standard four» principal
click articulations: dental (), palatal (), alveolar (/), lateral (/). Elsewhere, how-
ever [STAROSTIN 2003; STAROSTIN 2005], I have already argued in favour of re-
constructing a fifth click influx for PNK — the retroflex one (/). In Zhu|'hoan,
as in most other dialects of the Southern cluster, the retroflex click merges with
the alveolar one; in the Northern cluster it becomes the same with the lateral
click; and only in the Central cluster does it regularly preserve the original
articulation. (The fate of the retroflex click can thus be considered one of the
most important phonological isoglosses separating the three dialect clusters).

Cf., for instance, PNK *llga ‘rain’ > |Aulen /ga, Zhu. ga, 'Xa (LL) /ga,
IO'Kung [jga; acc. to SNYMAN's data — Tsum. /ga, Ok. [lga, Leeu. llga; PNK */lxui
‘tail’ > [[Aullen khwi, Zhu. Ixiti, Xt (LL) [khue, !OKung [kwe; acc. to SNYMAN’s
data — Tsum. /xiii, Ok. [xde, Leeu. Ixoe, etc. (a complete list of roots for which
we have to reconstruct PNK *is given in [STAROSTIN 2005]). The articulation
is not always stable (there is considerable variation within Snyman’s data, not
to mention BLEEK's vocabulary), but, given sufficient data, it is always possi-
ble to distinguish between cases of the PNK alveolar click (stable alveolar ar-
ticulation throughout), the PNK lateral click (stable lateral articulation
throughout), and the PNK retroflex click (variation between the three types).

Elsewhere Zhu|'hoan seems to have preserved the original system.
The only other more or less systematic discrepancy in dialectal data is a
certain confusion between the alveolar (occasionally retroflex) and the
palatal click before aspirated effluxes. Cf. for the palatal click: PNK *#ghai?
‘to wipe the mouth’ > Zhu. #ghai’, Ok., Leeu. #?hai’, Mpu. #hdi?, but Cui.
Rhaiv, Cnd. Rhair; PNK *#khuni ‘elbow’ > Zhu. fhini, Kavango #ghini,
Leeu., Mpu. thiini, but Ok. 'hiiri, X (Doxke) /lguni; PNK *#hare ‘eye-tooth’
> Zhu., Leeu. #?hdré, but Mpu. Pharé, Cui., Cnd. halé; PNK *tho ‘to plug,
stuff’ > Zhu., Leeu. #?ho, but Ok., Mpu., Cnd. ?ho. For the alveolar click:
PNK *ha ‘to scrape open (coals of fire)’ > Zhu., Cnd. Pha, but Tsin. 2ha;
PNK *mnhau ‘to frown’ > Zhu. Inhdii, but Tsin. n?hau. These developments
are sporadic (most roots with initial *#h, *#kh, etc., behave normally in all
dialects) and may be confined to specific idiolects, but should nevertheless
be paid attention, as should every example of articulation shift for click in-
fluxes. However, since the majority of dialects always agree with Zhu-
['hoan on the matter, the NK reconstruction in all these cases should fol-
low the Zhu|'hoan form and not be affected by these irregularities.
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1.2.2. Click effluxes. For the most part, the Zhu|'hoan system of click ef-
fluxes seems to preserve the phonological oppositions of NK; the majority
of the changes takes part in the Northern cluster of dialects, where some
of the more complex effluxes tend towards simplification (e. g. PNK */gx >
Jkx, *ly > *|x in Angolan !X, as in PNK */gxoro ‘dry leaf’ > [kxoro, PNK *[u?
‘to lay down’ > [lxu?, etc.). However, there is significant evidence to believe
that at least in one area, namely, the nasal efflux subset, Zhu|hoan has
undergone a series of mergers.

a) T. HEIKKINEN [HEIKKINEN 1986] records the existence of a special
set of preglottalised nasal clicks, distinct from the regular nasal clicks, in
the Western area of the dialect he describes (in the Eastern area there is no
such opposition); cf., for instance, ?fni” ‘between, in the middle’ (East
tnu?) vs. fnn “to take’, etc. Since this is the only case when preglottalisa-
tion of the nasal click is being set up as a distinctive phonological feature
for any NK dialect, one might seriously doubt its validity; cases of over-
zealous hypercorrection in transcribing Khoisan are not unprecedented
(although, of course, it is the opposite trend that is far more common).

However, a brief external comparison of these preglottalised items with
NK’s closest relative, Eastern {Hoan, which also displays preglottalised nasal
clicks as part of its inventory [BELL-COLLINS 2001], shows that the relations be-
tween the effluxes of Ovamboland !X and those of $Hoan are far from arbit-
rary. Cf. the following evidence: Zhu. [ndi, Ov. ?fné (W), né (E) ‘head” — $tHoan
?mOu? (< *?0nu”) id. (on the click influx correspondences see 2.2.1); Zhu. [ndng,
Ow. ?lndn (W), [niy (E) “to sit’ — $Hoan ?fna id.; Zhu. nom, Ov. 2nom (W), [nom
(E) ‘springhare’ — $Hoan ?fngm id.; Zhu. fuha?, Ov. 2né (W), [nhav (E) ‘aard-
vark” — $Hoan ?fna ‘ant-eater’; Zhu. fnuu, Ov. ?fnuit (W), fniii (E) ‘middle’ —
fHoan ?#no? id. There is only one known case when this correspondence ap-
pears to be violated: cf. Zhu. #na?m, Ov. fna?m “to strike, hit’, but $Hoan ?#ngam
id.; however, given the presence of an inlaut glottal stop in NK, one might sup-
pose a non-trivial development (either a glottal stop metathesis in $Hoan, or,
if the preglottalised nasal efflux is original, dissimilation of two stops in NK).

This can only mean that not only has the preglottalised nasal click
been correctly noticed by HEIKKINEN, but it also has to be reconstructed
for the PNK level, having been preserved exclusively in one dialect of that
subgroup (or, to be more correct, having been attested exclusively in that
one dialect). Unfortunately, since the amount of lexical items collected by
HEIKKINEN is relatively small, we have no clue as to what should be re-
constructed in a vast number of cases when Zhu['hoan has a nasal click
and the corresponding Ovamboland item is missing.
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b) Further difficulties are experienced when trying to establish dia-
lectal correspondences for what is known as the Zhu|’hoan nasal aspirated
click (-nh-). Here there is an amazing variability in J. SNYMAN’s data, with
the exact correspondences practically impossible to determine; especially
random-natured are reflexes that SNYMAN marks as -nh- (simple nasal as-
pirated) and -n?h- (nasal aspirated with glottal stop). There is, however, a
certain parameter according to which all these cases can be separated in
two different groups, and that is lack or presence of nasalisation in the
Mpu.-Cui.-Cnd. dialect cluster. Cf. the following cases:

Zhu. [nha? ‘aardvark’ — Mpu. [fhad?, Cui. [?he, Cnd. [hé; Zhu. [nhai
‘laughter’ — Mpu. [?hi, Cui., Cnd. [hi; Zhu. [nhui ‘mouse’ — Mpu., Cui.,
Cnd. [?hui’; Zhu. $nhaoh “to walk” — Mpu., Cui., Cnd. #?hdo; Zhu. Inhdm “to
hook (springhare)’ — Mpu. [?him, Cui., Cnd. [him (< *!nham); Zhu. Inhoba
‘to speak a foreign language’ — Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ?hdbd;

but Zhu. [nhui “to take (pl. action)’ — Mpu., Cnd. [n?hiti, Cui. [nhui; Ok.
tn?hai “to know’ (the Zhu|'hoan form for this root is unavailable) — Mpu.,
Cui., Cnd. #n?hai; Zhu. fnhao ‘to fall, descend” — Cui., Cnd. #n?haé; Zhu. nhai
‘lion” — Mpu., Cui., Cnd. m?haé; Zhu. ¢hi-[nhd? ‘to shoot” — Mpu., Cnd. ¢hi-
[n?ha, Cui. chir-|[n?hd; Zhu. |[nho?orn ‘aloe’ — Cui. [nolii, Cnd. [nol.

These two sets of correspondences are anything but coincidental. There
is little reason to doubt the quality of J. SNYMAN's transcription when it comes
to marking the presence or absence of nasalisation, especially when several
different dialects seem to be in agreement over the issue. SNYMAN’s data on
Angolan !X, published earlier [SNYMAN 1980], seems to reflect the same op-
position: cf. [Phaa “aardvark’, Phoi ‘laughter’, but [n?hui ‘to take’, fn?hdo “to fall’,
In?hae ‘lion” (there is, however, one exception: #n?hdo ‘to walk’). It is also inter-
esting to note that there are actual lexical minimal, or quasi-minimal, pairs
involved, such as [nhui ‘mouse’ — [nhui ‘take’, or #nhaoh ‘walk’ — #hao fall’.

All of this suggests that PNK had two types of the «nasal aspirated»
click, distinguished by something like a ‘strong’ nasalisation (preserved in
Mpu. et al.) and a ‘weak’ nasalisation (lost in these dialects). This fits in
rather well with the idea of PNK having two types of the non-nasal aspi-
rated click: simple aspirated (*-h-) and glottalised aspirated (*-?h-), still well
distinguished in Zhu|'hoan and other dialects. In this case, by superim-
posing the nasalisation feature, we respectively get PNK *-nh- and *-n?h-,
although it is not exactly clear which of the two possible effluxes corre-
sponds to which of the cases described above. [Note: while this opposition
is, phonetically, exactly the same as described by J. SNYMAN for his record-
ings of Zhu['hoan — see [SNYMAN 1970] — these two cases are, in fact,
quite different. SNYMAN’s n/'h, n#'h, nl’h, n’h actually correspond to both
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PNK *[nh- (*fnh-, *Inh-, *|lnh-) and PNK *[n?h- (*tn?h-, *n?h-, *|n?h-); as for
SNYMAN's n#h, nlh, njh, these are for the most part secondary formations,
caused by the superimposition of the root vowel’s breathiness onto the click
influx: cf. fnauh ‘to strike of lightning’ (DICKENS) — ntheu id. (SNYMAN) <
PNK *fnau®; [nah ‘tooth’ (D1ckeNs) — nfha id. (SNYMAN) < PNK *[na”, etc.].

¢) Finally, it is not excluded that preglottalised nasal clicks in PNK
could also be aspirated, although there is only one example that speaks
strongly in favour of this hypothesis — the root for ‘aardvark’ (see above).
On one hand, Ovamboland material definitely shows a preglottalised na-
sal click (?/né in the Western area), and the preglottalisation is confirmed
externally by the {Hoan form ?/na. On the other hand, practically all the
other NK dialects agree in that the nasal click in this root is aspirated (cf.
Zhu. [nha?, Ang. X1 [?haa, East Ovamboland [nha?, Ok. [?hd?, Leeu. [n?ha?,
etc.). This may point to a PNK form like *?[nha?.

Note that all of the suggested reconstructions are based only on the
joint evidence of at least two sources (such as the agreement between
Ovamboland and $Hoan data, or between several of the dialects described
by SNYMAN), which significantly decreases the probability of our dealing
with random irregularities and/or transcription errors.

1.2.3. Non-click consonants. Here the main attention should be paid to
the affricate and sibilant sub-system, which is, unsurprisingly, the most
complex among all the known Khoisan languages. According to P. Dick-
ENS, the Zhu|'hoan inventory is as follows.

Hissing: ¢ (= D. ts; voiceless affricate); c? (= D. tz; voiceless ejected af-
fricate); 37 (= D. ds; voiced ejected affricate); ch (= D. tsh; voiceless aspirated
affricate); 3h? (= D. dsh; prevoiced ejected aspirated affricate); s (= D. s;
voiceless sibilant); z (= D. z; voiced sibilant);

Hushing: ¢ (= D. tc; voiceless affricate); ¢? (= D. #j; voiceless ejected af-
fricate); 3? (= D. dc; voiced ejected affricate); ¢h (= D. tch; voiceless aspi-
rated affricate); 3h? (= D. dch; prevoiced ejected aspirated affricate); s (= D.
c; voiceless sibilant); Z (= D. j; voiced sibilant);

Clusters with velar fricative -x-: cx (= D. tsx), 3x (= D. dzx), ¢x (= D.
tcx), 3x (= D. djx).

Despite the seeming hugeness of the system and, in particular, its dis-
tinct preservation of the hissing/hushing opposition (which in many other
NK dialects gets neutralised in either the ‘only hissing” or ‘only hushing’
direction), some additional observations need to be made.

a) The absence of simple voiced affricates (3, 3) is exceedingly strange
and begs for the conclusion that Zhu|'hoan z, Z actually < *3, *5 (to which
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they indeed correspond in many other dialects). There is, however, no
evidence whatsoever for a z/3, Z/5 phonological opposition in PNK.

b) The triple ejective opposition ¢? — 32 — 3h?, &2 — 32 — 3h? is no-
ticeably incomplete. Additional light may be shed on the problem if we
consider cases like Zhu. 3h?ii *hole’” — Ang. !Xt chi, Ov. chi (E), si, shi (W)
as opposed to, for instance, Zhu. 3h%41 ‘woman’ — Ow. 3hdo (W), shdo (E).
The first case may represent PNK *ch? (which in Zhu|'’hoan has merged
with *3h?), while the second one clearly goes back to PNK *3h?.

c) Ejective affricates in Zhu|'hoan often — but not always — correspond
to ckx-/3gx-type clusters in other dialects. Cf. the following examples: Zhu.
c?aq? ‘to run away from’ — Ow. c?ad?, ckxad? id.; Zhu. 5%ad ‘to steal’ — Ow. c?a,
ckxa id.; Zhu. 3?1 ‘wet, moist’ — Ov. 3gxdi, Mpu. ckxai, ckxai id., etc.; on the
other hand, cf. Zhu. c?i ‘to sleep” — Ov. 24, Mpu. c?d id., etc. This could evi-
dently indicate yet another old opposition lost in Zhu|'hoan (*C?, *Ckx >
*C?), especially considering that Zhu|hoan does indeed lack ckx- and ckx-
like clusters while at the same time possessing clusters like tkx- and dgx-.

d) In some cases Zhu|'hoan displays an unusual variation between s-
and ch-, reflected in several other dialects as well: cf., for instance, Zhu. si,
chi ‘to laugh” — Ow. si, Ok. 51, Leeu., Mpu. si, Cnd. si, ¢hi, si, i, Lister chi;
Zhu. su?, chii? ‘to fart’ — Tsin. ching, Ok. §i'ng, Leeu., Cui. chii?, Cnd. chu,
su?, chu, Lister chii? id.; Zhu. s17, chi? ‘younger brother” — Ov. chay (E), say,
shay (W), Tsin. chi’, Ok. sing, Cnd. cha'ng, che id. This fluctuation, al-
though not entirely regular, is confined only to several roots, and may
point to yet another older phoneme, presumably an aspirated *sh, which
then merged either with the non-aspirated *s or the aspirated affricate *ch.

The resulting system would look something like this:

Hissing |*c|*3|*ch|*c?|*32| *ch? |*3h?|*cx|*3x | *ckx | [*3gX] | *s | *sh
Hushing | *¢ | *5 | *¢h | *€2 | *32 | [*¢h?] | *3h? | *Ex | *3x | *¢kx | [*3gx] | *S | [*Sh]

with the following secondary developments in Zhu|'hoan: a) *3 >z, *3 >
Z; b) *ch? > 3h?; ¢) *ckx > c?, *Ckx > ¢?; d) *sh > s~ch. In most other dialects the
system has undergone far more significant changes, often resulting in the
complete loss of either the hissing or the hushing series.

1.2.4. Vocalism. Here there are two things that require special investiga-
tion: the fate of PNK "¢, *i and the status of the so-called «syllabic nasals».

a) In Zhu|'hoan, the vowels e and i, when not forming part of a diph-
thong, are rather frequently met after non-click consonants (primarily
dentals and affricates); cf. ti" *heavy’, ci ‘to come’, zé ‘new’, etc. By con-
trast, they are never encountered after clicks, and judging by Zhu|hoan
evidence alone, we would have to assume the same for PNK. A thorough
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comparison with evidence provided by other dialects, however, shows
that this situation is most probably secondary.

Cf. for PNK *e: Zhu. [ndi *head’ — Ow. ?[né (W), [né (E), Tsin. [nae, Ok.,
Leeu. [ne, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. [ne, North Om., Lister [ndi; Zhu. nhai ‘lion” —
Tsin. e, Ok. In?hae, Leeu., South Om. nlde, Mpu., Cui. n?haé, North Om.,
Kam., Lister n?hai; Zhu. lgdi *puff-adder” — Tsin. llgde, Ok. [gaé, Leeu. lgaé,
Mpu., Cui., Cnd. [ga¢, North Om., Lister /gdi, Kam. /gae.

These and several other examples display a semi-regular alternation
between e, ai, and ae, with Zhu|'hoan always choosing ai and the Ok.-Mpu.
cluster leaning towards the ge — e variants. All of these cases should
clearly be separated from instances of original *ai and *ae, diphthongs that
are regularly preserved in all dialects (cf., for instance, PNK *[lze ‘to hold” >
Zhu. [laé, and fjae in all of SNYMAN's dialects; PNK *[hdi ‘to pull, smoke’ >
Zhu. [[hdi, and [hdi in all of SNYMAN’s dialects). The most reasonable solu-
tion here is to postulate PNK e and assume a subsequent diphthongisa-
tion in most of the dialects, including Zhu|'hoan.

For PNK *i the situation is quite similar. Cf.: Zhu. [hdi ‘rhinoceros’ —
Om., Lister [hdi, but Tsin., Ok., Leeu. [hi; Zhu. [nhai ‘laughter’ — Om.,
Kam., Lister [n?hdi, but Tsin. [n?hi, Ok., Mpu. [?hi, Cui., Cnd. |hi; Zhu. fai"
‘malaria’” — Om., Kam. #ai, Lister #1i, but Leeu., Cui., Cnd. #ii, etc. Again,
these examples can be contrasted with the original *ai, preserved
throughout the entire area, cf. PNK *kxdi ‘foot’” > Zhu. [kxdi, Tsin., Ok.,
Om. [kxdi, Leeu., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. [xdi, etc.

A particularly interesting case is the NK root for ‘go out; come out,
rise (of sun)’, that seems to display a directly opposite set of correspond-
ences: Zhu. [gii, Tsin., Ok., Leeu., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. [gdi, Om., Kam., Lister
/gi. It should be noted that the SNYMAN transcription for this root [SNY-
MAN 1975] in Zhu['hoan also looks like [¢i, differing from the more predict-
able [gdi in DickeNs’ dictionary. Whether we have to reconstruct PNK */¢f,
*|eai, or something else in this particular occasion still remains to be seen.
In any case, this does not prevent us from safely reconstructing *i in roots
like */?hi ‘rhinoceros’, */nhi ‘laughter’, etc.

b) Zhu|'hoan is usually described as possessing at least two syllabic
nasals, m and g (actually, only the latter is «fully» syllabic; i is only met in
conjunction with a preceding first vowel, thus accounting for phonological
oppositions like -am — -am, -om — -om). Since their nature is phonological,
it is natural to reconstruct syllabic nasals for PNK whenever one is en-
countered in Zhu|'hoan. However, it seems that there are at least several
occasions where Zhu|’hoan does not have a syllabic nasal, yet it is still nec-
essary to postulate one for the PNK level. Cf. the following examples:



I. CraPOCTUH. SHAUUMOCHTL HPOMEXYIMOUHBLX PeKOHCHpYKUUTL OA npaxoticatickozo 355

Zhu. [au ‘green’ — Lister fau? id., but Tsum. [ang, Tsin., Ok., Leeu.
lang, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. [arig, Om. Jang, Kam. Jang id.; Zhu. /gai" ‘chin’ —
Tsum., Lister /gai” id., but Ov. [jgan, Tsin., Ok. [gang, Leeu. llgang, Mpu.,
Cui., Cnd. [gang, Om., Kam. /gang id.

These and a few other similar examples show mostly the same corre-
spondences: an ai- or au-type nasalised diphthong in Zhu|'’hoan vs. a syl-
labic nasal (marked as 7 by HEIKKINEN and ng by SNYMAN) in the other
dialects. Again, these cases should be kept separate from nasalised diph-
thongs as such (cf. PNK *fkxau? ‘a k. of snake’ > Zhu. [kxau?, also [kxau? in
most of SNYMAN’s dialects), as well as from «plain» syllabic y (which al-
ways stays the same in Zhu|'hoan). Presumably these cases reflect PNK
combinations «diphthong + syllabic nasal», i. e. PNK *auy and *aiy respec-
tively. The complete system of such combinations, including the ones with
the bilabial syllabic vowel, should look as follows:

syllabic bilabial: *-am, *-om;
syllabic velar: *-ay (= *-5), *-auy, *-aiy.

1.3. Lexics. Just as it would be unwise to rely on Zhu|'hoan as the only
source of our knowledge of PNK phonology, it is also imprudent to con-
sider the vocabulary of Zhu|'hoan fully representative of PNK lexical in-
ventory. This is, indeed, where the massive data archive of [BLEEK 1956]
turns out to be especially useful. Since Zhu|’hoan speakers have for a long
time been in tight contact with the Khoekhoe-speaking peoples, Nama
elements have penetrated into almost every lexical area, including the ba-
sic lexicon as well, and it often takes some effort to tell between a lexical
item that must have been already present in PNK and one that must have
been borrowed into Zhu|’hoan at a much later date.

For instance, the difference between Zhu. kxam and Zhu. c?i id., both
meaning ‘mouth” in P. DickeNs’ dictionary, is that for kxam, no other par-
allels can be found in related NK dialects, while ¢?i is well confirmed as a
PNK root (cf. [Aullen tsi, !XT si (LL), !O'Kung tsi, Ov. c?i, etc.). Likewise,
Zhu. fao ‘heart’ is isolated within NK, while Zhu. kx4 id. finds parallels in
|Aullen ka, !Xt 2a (DokE), kxa (L), Ov. lkxd, etc. Zhu. kxam and fao thus
can be viewed as borrowings from Khoekhoe (cf. PKK *kxam ‘mouth’ >
Nama am-s id., !Ora kxam “gate’; PKK *fa0 ‘heart’ > Nama fgao-b, |Ora #i6-b
id.) and excluded from any etymological applications of NK material.

On the other hand, while Zhu. im ‘sun” at first glance also looks like a
possible Khoekhoe borrowing (cf. PCK */dr1 “sun, day’), the root turns out to
be well represented throughout NK — cf. also ||Aullen [kam, Xt [kam (LL),
OKung [kam; also among SNYMAN's dialects — Tsin. fim, Leeu. im, etc. Addi-
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tionally, within Khoekhoe itself the root does not even have the meaning ‘sun’;
Nama /gam normally means ‘to heat up, become hot’. Given the fact that there
are no other NK roots with the meaning ‘sun’, there is no reason whatsoever
to suggest a borrowing from Khoekhoe, despite the phonetic similarity.
Unfortunately, for quite a large number of Zhu|'hoan roots the situa-
tion is far less clear. Since dialectal information is so scarce, it is impossible
to establish the «age» of, for instance, Zhu. oré ‘rough-leafed raisin bush’
and determine the exact probability of it being borrowed from Nama [gore-
s id. The final decision on all these cases has to be postponed until the exact
phonetic correspondences between PCK and PPeK have been ascertained.
Finally, there are numerous cases when a certain root, although present
in multiple dialects, has obviously been lost (or, at least, left unattested) in
Zhu['hoan; sometimes these roots turn out to have valuable external parallels,
which would have remained undiscovered if all our attention were concen-
trated exclusively on Zhu|'hoan. Cf., for instance, PNK *|gai ‘tortoise’ > X1
llgai (LL), \OKung (lgai-Sa, Ov. [lgdi, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. [gdi; PNK *3a ‘to wear’” >
Tsin. 34, Ok., Mpu., Cui. 34; PNK *lnoa ‘reed’” > ||Aullen nwa, X0 [noa, [nua
(LL), Ov. [noar. Many of these roots are isoglosses separating the Northern
dialect cluster of NK from the Central and Southern clusters; this fully agrees
with glottochronological calculations and places a particular emphasis on data
from these dialects, such as collected in [HEIKKINEN 1986] and [SNYMAN 1980].

2.0. PROTO-NORTH-+HOAN (PNH).

2.1. Overview. A proper reconstruction of PNH, comprising PNK and
Eastern tHoan, is, first and foremost, hindered by the extreme scarcity of
published data on the latter. So far, the following data sources have been
considered:

a) A. TRAILL’s article [TRAILL 1973], which contains the first significant
wordlist for Hoan (unfortunately, the quality of transcription is some-
what less than adequate);

b) studies on several aspects of {Hoan grammar by ]J. GRUBER [GRUBER
1975] and C. CorLiNs [COLLINS 1998, COLLINS 2001, COLLINS 2001a, COL-
LINS 2001b];

c) a brief description of $Hoan click inventory in [BELL-COLLINS 2001];

d) lexical data on $Hoan, publicly available at the Cornell University
site on Khoisan syntax (http:|ling.cornell.edu/Khoisan).

Even this severely limited amount of information, however, is suffi-
cient not only to establish a close affinity between tHoan and PNK, but
also to draw several important conclusions about the historical evolution
of both subgroups after the disintegration of PNH.
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2.2. Phonology.

2.2.1. Click influxes. The four principal click influxes seem to have un-
dergone no serious changes in either PNK or Hoan, both subgroups usu-
all agreeing with each other. Cf. the following examples:

for the dental click: Zhu. 20 ‘to be dry’ — $Hoan [q?au id.; PNK *2/ny
‘to sit’ — $Hoan ?/na id.; PNK */i* ‘aardwolf’ — #Hoan [i id.; PNK *nhui
‘mouse’ — tHoan [nge id., etc.;

for the palatal click: PNK *fu ‘star’ — tHoan fo? id.; PNK *#yai
‘scorpion” — {Hoan #xai id.; PNK *#2ai ‘to ladle, scoop’ — tHoan #4%ai ‘to
take (pl. action)’; PNK *#25 ‘to think’” — $Hoan #?e id., etc.;

for the alveolar click: PNK *u ‘name’ — $Hoan /o id.; PNK *mnhe
lion” — $Hoan /ha?e id.; PNK *ai ‘mortar’ — $Hoan lailai id.; PNK *no?o
‘fast’” — $Hoan ki-/no ‘to run’, etc,;

for the lateral click: Zhu. [[nhara ‘camelthorn tree’ — $Hoan [ala id.;
PNK *[lhai “to pull; to smoke” — $Hoan [hai ‘to pull’; PNK *[Phubu ‘foam” —
$Hoan [[ho?obu id.; PNK *[[kxu ‘to smell’ — $Hoan [kxo, etc.

The situation becomes far more complex when it comes to subbranch-
exclusive clicks. For the PNK retroflex click {Hoan yields at least three dif-
ferent correspondences:

a) alveolar click: PNK */lga?ama ‘to enter’ — $Hoan /gam ‘to enter (pl.)’;
PNK *llge ‘puff-adder” — #Hoan lgai, gi id.; perhaps also PNK */u?uru
‘fingernail’ — tHoan /0?0 id. (although lack of the inlaut resonant is some-
what puzzling);

b) labial click: PNK */lxui ‘tail’ — fHoan Oxui id.; perhaps also PNK
*Roa? “to kill (pl.)’ — $Hoan Ooa id. (the etymology is somewhat problem-
atic because of the glottal stop efflux in PNK);

¢) hushing fricative (sic!): PNK */lzi ‘to die’ — $Hoan $i” id.; PNK */lgau
‘hand’ — fHoan $iu id.; Zhu. lgaii ‘to dig’ (< PNK *leau?) — tHoan $iu id.;
PNK *llea ‘rain’, *!lgu ‘water’ — $Hoan Zo ‘water’.

While correspondence (a) might suggest that the regular development
for the PNH retroflex click in Hoan was to merge with the alveolar one (i.
e. *Il > ), just as it happened in so many modern NK dialects, correspon-
dences (b) and (c) are far trickier. Correspondence (c), in particular, seems
to reflect a very specific phoneme (or several phonemes?), the exact ar-
ticulation of which is undeterminable without bringing in external data.
Given that in some NK dialects there seems to exist a specific link between
the retroflex click and lateral articulation (see [TRAILL-VOSSEN 1997: 37]),
and taking into consideration the possible parallels in CK and Sandawe
(see below), we may assume that the correspondence «PNK */ — Hoan
§~2» goes back to PNH *1 (a non-click lateral affricate or fricative).
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Correspondence (b), meanwhile, can only be judged in conjunction with
the other NK correspondences for the {Hoan labial click. These are not easily
established given the scarcity of $Hoan items with the initial labial click;
however, the most frequent seems to be PNK */. Cf. the following examples:

PNK *Pau *duiker’ — $Hoan 0?u id.; PNK */na?a? ‘sky” — $Hoan ?0noa
id.; PNK *[ngni ‘brain’ — $Hoan ?0noa id.; PNK *?/ne *head” — $Hoan 20nu?
id.; PNK *[ne?e ‘one’ — $Hoan Onu? id. (vocalic correspondences should
not be too surprising, since in Hoan the labial click is always accompa-
nied by a labialized vowel — an obviously secondary situation).

One might therefore make a valid assumption that PNH *0 > {Hoan 0,
but > PNK */. This, however, would leave unexplained the cases for ‘tail
and 'kill’, pointed out above; there are also a few other interesting examples
where PNK displays still other click influxes, e. g. {Hoan Qoa ‘tortoise’ —
PNK *[o?a id. Some of these might be dismissed as chance resemblances;
however, in the light of a similar situation in the case of comparison be-
tween SK labial clicks and their equivalents in PNH, it seems more likely to
suggest that there is no single correspondence for {Hoan @ in PNK. This, in
turn, implies one of the three following alternatives: (a) {Hoan 0 goes back
to PNH *0, while in PNK this influx could merge with at least three (if not
more?) different «standard» influxes, probably depending on the root’s con-
sonantal and vocalic context; (b) {Hoan 0 is always secondary; it is PNK
that preserves the original situation, whereas in $Hoan a certain set of lexi-
cal items has undergone secondary labialization; (c) a combination of (a)
and (b), i. e. some of the tHoan items with 0 — for instance, those that have
PNK * as their correlate — are primary, while others are secondary.

Out of these three hypotheses, (b) seems to be the most reliable at the
present stage. Were we to assume variant (a), it would be expected that the
$Hoan labial click would have at least a small amount of external confirma-
tion. It, however, does not; the only fHoan root with an initial labial click that
has a fully reliable 0-parallel in X66 (the only well-described SK language
with a sufficiently large amount of attested roots with an initial labial click)
is O?u ‘duiker” — X606 Ohdn id. On the other hand, the very fact that, for in-
stance, both the numerals for ‘one’ and ‘two’ have labial clicks in fHoan
(Onu? and Ooa respectively) — no other Khoisan language has anything even
remotely resembling a labial click or consonant in these two items, regard-
less of how many of the actual forms are genetically related — seems to be
an indirect hint at the secondary character of this particular labialization. The
exact reason for this change is at the present stage impossible to formulate
precisely; most probably, it has to do with some old influencing factor, for
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instance, a particular type of labial articulation after the click (either the click
itself or the following vowel could be strongly labialized).

We can thus sum up the main developments from PNH to PNK in-
volving click influxes as follows: a) PNH *!> {Hoan /; b) PNH *% > PNK */,
tHoan $~z; ¢) PNH *[I][*] > PNK *[I], tHoan 0, where £ = some kind of lat-
eral non-click, [I] — click influx, [*] — additional labializing factor.

2.2.2. Click effluxes. The Hoan click efflux system is notably richer than the
corresponding NK system, primarily because fHoan distinguishes between
velar and uvular effluxes, while in NK this opposition has never been noticed
in any of the dialects. Some of the possible correspondences are as follows:

for $Hoan -(n)c-: a) PNK *-¢- (tHoan [ncui ‘weaver bird’ — Zhu. [giif ‘red-
billed quelea’); b) PNK *-nh- (fHoan [ncai ‘to laugh’ — PNK *fuhi laughter’);

for {Hoan -q?-: a) PNK *-?- (Hoan /g% ‘blood” — PNK *y id.; $Hoan
l[g?au *dry, to dry up’ — Zhu. [?0 ‘to be dry’; tHoan [jg?%0 ‘warmth’ — PNK
*IPur *warm’; $Hoan #g?ai ‘to take (pl.)) — PNK *#ai ‘to ladle, scoop’); b)
PNK *-kx- ({Hoan /g20n *heart’ — PNK */kxa id.);

for Hoan -gh-: a) PNK *-?h- ({Hoan [ghoe ‘ear” — PNK *?hui id.; {Hoan
lgho? “steenbok” — PNK *fhu? id.); b) PNK *-h- (fHoan fghoni ‘elbow’ —
PNK *thuni id.).

Although the currently available Hoan material is hardly sufficient to
make adequate conclusions (notably, it has so far been impossible to find reli-
able NK parallels for the least marked $Hoan uvular efflux -4-), it can be seen
that for the most part, where tHoan has a uvular efflux, NK either presents a
corresponding velar one (-G- : -g-) or simply drops it altogether, replacing it
with zero (-g¢- : -?-) or secondary glottalisation (-gh-: -?h-). The latter corre-
spondence might, in particular, help to explain the NK phonological opposi-
tion of the simple aspirated efflux (-h-) vs. the glottalised aspirated efflux (-?h-),
not present anywhere else in Khoisan. Given that, for the most part, PNK *-h-
always corresponds to tHoan -h- (cf. PNK *hu ‘horn” — $Hoan /o id.; PNK
*huv “to kill’ — $Hoan /hov id.; PNK *hui ‘rope’ — $Hoan /hui id.; PNK *[[hai ‘to
pull’ — $Hoan [hai id.; PNK *#hi ‘many, much’ — $Hoan #hi ‘wide, big), it is reas-
onable to suggest that PNH *-gh- > PNK *-?h-, whereas PNH *-h- > PNK *-h-.

The lone exception, PNK *#huni / {Hoan {ghoni ‘elbow’, might actually
have featured a different click efflux in both PNH and PPeK, given its pecu-
liar behaviour in NK dialects (cf. Ov.,, North Om. f¢huni, with an unclear
voicing), as well as the peculiar X606 correlate gfghiili (= fchuli). Since {Hoan
seems to be lacking the voiced uvular aspirated efflux (*-ch-), it is possible
that the correspondence PNK *-h-~*-gh- : {Hoan *-gh- goes back to PNH *-ch-.
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As for what concerns the other isolated examples quoted above (fHoan
-G- — PNK *-#nh-, Hoan -4?- — PNK *kx-), these can only be verified by ad-
ditional data from tHoan; at the present time, however, it is too early to
firmly reject them as chance resemblances, since similar correspondences
occasionally crop up between PNH and PSK as well (see below).

Apart from the uvular ones, most of the other effluxes in {Hoan and
PNK normally display stable, one-to-one correspondences; even the tHoan
preglottalised nasal efflux, as we have seen in 1.2.2, is now revealed as an
archaic trait of PNK, still preserved in one dialect at least.

One noticeable phenomenon that will become much more prominent
when we examine the relations between PNH and PSK is the occasional
alternation between lack and presence of voiced articulation. Cf., for ex-
ample, PNK */ou ‘stomach, belly’ — $Hoan /o id.; PNK */ga?a ‘eye’ — tHoan
Ooa id.; PNK *lge? ‘red’ (?; cf. also the form ga”?a” in [DOKE 1925]) — $Hoan
Ia?a id.; PNK *llga?ama ‘to enter’ — $Hoan lgam id., vs. such ‘regular’ cases
as PNK */gai" ‘wildebeest’ — $Hoan /g(a)i id.; PNK */gui ‘wood” — $Hoan
[gui ‘forest’, etc. At the present stage it does not seem possible to offer any
satisfactory explanation for this discrepancy; perhaps it is caused by the
work of a hitherto undisclosed prosodic factor.

2.2.3. Non-click consonants.

Unlike NK, tHoan actually boasts three series of affricates — in addi-
tion to the hissing (c, 3, etc.) and the hushing series (¢, 3, etc.), there is also
a series of palatal affricates which, depending on the dialect and the type
of transcription used, are occasionally marked as hissing ¢, 5 [TRAILL 1973;
TRAILL 1980], palatalised dentals ty, dy [TRAILL 1980; TRAILL 1986], or
palatalised velars ky, gy [COLLINS 2001; GRUBER 1975]. The original articu-
lation for this series is unquestionably dental, as can be amply demon-
strated by such parallels as tHoan Cchichibi ‘butterfly’ — PNK
*dhadhama~*dhadhaba id.; fHoan ¢éxui “bullfrog’ — PNK *dxai id.; $Hoan ¢xo?
‘kinship term’” — PNK *fxu? id.; $Hoan 3oba ‘leaf” — PNK *dora id. (proba-
bly the same root with different suffixes); $Hoan 3ue ‘smoke” — Zhu. doe
‘to smoke out bees; to inhale smoke’; tHoan 3¢ ‘mother’ — PNK *de
‘female’. Although a certain tendency to palatalise dental consonants can
be found throughout the entire Khoisan region (cf., for example, in CK:
|Gwi té, |Gana té ‘to stand’ [in R. VOSSEN’s transcription] — but the same
root as |Gwi ki, |Gana kie(na) ‘to be’ [in J. TANAKA's transcription]),
tHoan — or at least some of its dialects — seems to be the only Khoisan
language to have carried this tendency to its logical conclusion, having
completely eliminated dental consonants from the system.
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As for the hissing-hushing opposition, for the most part it corre-
sponds to the same opposition in PNK, cf. the following examples (most
of these are quoted from [HONKEN 1988]): tHoan chgma ‘bird’ — PNK
*c?ama id.; ¥Hoan ca ‘to hear’ — PNK *ca?a id.; $Hoan c?i ‘louse’ — PNK
*c?y id.; $Hoan c?iu ‘tooth’ — PNK *c?au id., but $Hoan ¢z ‘to come to” —
PNK *¢a ‘to go and fetch’; $Hoan ¢a? ‘fat’ — PNK *¢iy~*Siy id.; $Hoan ¢hi ‘to
shoot’ — PNK *¢hi ‘arrow’; $Hoan ¢ibo ‘kaross’ — PNK *¢g?abu id.; $Hoan
¢o ‘medicine’ — PNK *¢o id. Occasional irregularities, like PNK *chu ‘to
vomit’ — $Hoan ¢o id., are extremely limited in quantity.

Voiced affricates in $Hoan normally seem to be developing into frica-
tives, just the way it happens in modern NK dialects (see 2.1.3): cf. Hoan
zoe ‘to fly (straight)’ — Zhu. zoi” (< *30i"?) ‘to swarm (of bees)’; tHoan za
‘new’ — PNK *3¢ id.; $Hoan za ‘to tease’ — PNK *3a ‘to swear, insult’; $Hoan
Za ‘husband” — PNK *5u “person’; however, Hoan Ziu ‘wife’ — PNK *3h?au
‘woman’ (irregular hushing-hissing correspondence). Occasionally, how-
ever, we seem to be witnessing the same fluctuations of voicing as are evid-
ent in the click efflux subsystem: cf. PNK *3¢xi ‘wet, moist’ — $Hoan ¢?i id.

One interesting feature of Hoan is the apparent lack of initial s- in the
inherited lexicon; closer comparisons with PNK show this to be the reason
of a late-period merger of both *c- and *s- into one phoneme (at least in
some positions). Cf.: PNK *s(h)y ‘to see” — $Hoan ci id.; PNK *si ‘3rd person
pronoun’ — $Hoan ci id. On the other hand, PNH *ci-, *¢i- > {Hoan $i-: cf.
PNK *c?i ‘mouth’ — $Hoan §i7 id. (if both words are related to !X60 si?i ‘to
bite’, then both go back to PNH *ci?i); PNK *¢i ‘thing” — $Hoan $i “place’.

A couple interesting examples may hint at an original third row of af-
fricate correspondences for PNH, or at least at some kind of non-trivial
initial clusters: cf. PNK *fgm ‘to throw, pour (pl. action) — tHoan dégm ‘to
throw away (many things)’; Zhu. tg7 ‘to skin” — $Hoan ¢?u ‘skin’ (the latter
example is not very convincing per se, but becomes much more reliable
with the addition of SK forms like !X66 tum, Masarwa f2ym, [Xam tu?,
#Khomani gjo [= do] ‘skin’). Cf. also, perhaps, #Hoan ¢?e0 ‘to do’ — Zhu. di
‘to do, make, cause’ (remembering the fluctuations in voicing).

Correspondences between initial velar stops and affricates are more
or less predictable (cf. Hoan gu ‘flower” — PNK *¢o id.; {Hoan khora ‘to
unroll” — PNK *khora ‘to untie, release’; fHoan kxa ‘earth” — PNK *kxa id.).
However, for the few $Hoan words with the initial uvular g- it has so far
been impossible to find reliable NK correlates (although they do have
some in SK, see below).

For the most part, then, it looks like the $Hoan consonantal system in
general is far more innovative than the PNK one, even if it does retain the
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important distinction between hissing and hushing series as well as at
least some of the initial uvulars.

2.2.4. Vocalism. Here again, the NK system overall looks more conser-
vative than the $Hoan one. Immediately noticeable in the latter is the lack
of syllabic nasals, in most cases replaced by simple or nasalised vowels:

a) -i-: PNK *?y ‘blood” — tHoan [4?i id.; PNK *c?y ‘louse’ — $Hoan c?i
id.; PNK *s(h)y ‘to see’ — tHoan ci id.;

b) -e(?)-: PNK *#2y ‘to think’ — fHoan #?%? id.;

c) -a(’)-: PNK *¢iy~*Siy ‘fat’ — $Hoan ¢a” id.; PNK *?/ny “to sit’” — $Hoan
?fna id.

For the syllabic *-m-, no correspondences have been found so far, ex-
cept for PNK *?m ‘to eat’” — $Hoan ?am id., suggesting a similar treatment
of the two syllabic (or «semi-syllabic») resonants in that language.

PNH vowels also tend to depend far more on their consonantal sur-
roundings in $Hoan than they do in NK. The obligatory labialization of all
vowels after the labial click has already been mentioned (see 2.2.1); to this
we could add a similarly obligatory transition *au > iu after initial affri-
cates and fricatives, cf. Siu ‘hand” — PNK *lgau id., c?iu ‘tooth’ — PNK
*c?au id., Ziu ‘woman’ — PNK *3h?au id., whereas, on the other hand, lau
‘to move house’ — PNK *lau id. Although there are no examples of a
similar contextually determined transition *ao > eo that could be confirmed
by NK data, one may safely assume such a transition based on external
data; cf. 3e0 ‘road’ — X606 (SK) dao id.

Another interesting detail is the correspondence pattern between NK
and tHoan labial vowels, with NK *1 mostly present where Hoan has o,
and vice versa. Cf.:

PNK *gu ‘stomach’ — $Hoan lo; PNK */hu *horn” — $Hoan /ho id.; PNK
*huv “to kill’ — $Hoan /ho? id.; PNK *#u" ‘star’ — $Hoan o7 id.; PNK *[?hu?
‘steenbok’ — tHoan [gho? id.; PNK *txu? ‘kinship term” — fHoan ¢xo? id.;
but PNK *lxo ‘elephant’ — $Hoan /xu-i id.; PNK *go ‘flower’ — $Hoan gqu
id.; PNK *kxo ‘pot’” — tHoan kxu id.

Direct correspondences (PNK *u : $Hoan 1, PNK *o : {Hoan o) are, on
the other hand, mostly met in specific contexts — such as parts of diph-
thongs or bisyllabic roots with a second labial vowel — or in cultural lex-
ics items commonly met in Khoisan languages and representing potential
«Wanderworts», such as PNK *gu, $Hoan gu ‘sheep’.

Unfortunately, at the present stage it seems impossible to determine
which of the two subbranches more adequately reflects the original situation.
External data does not help us either, since IX60 parallels for these roots con-
tain either -u- or -o- without any obvious signs of distribution (see below).
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2.3. Lexics. An isogloss between PNK and $Hoan might not obligato-
rily serve as an argument in favour of their tight genetic connection — like
the above-mentioned *qu ‘sheep’ and other similar cultural items that are
also found in «donor» languages like Nama. However, there are currently
at least 50 isoglosses between these two subgroups without any obvious
parallels in any other Khoisan language, most of them belonging to the
basic layer of the vocabulary (out of which the following 7 are found in
the Swadesh 100-wordlist: ‘ear’, ‘horn’, ‘louse’, ‘not’, ‘see’, ‘sleep’,
‘tooth” — this is, of course, not counting numerous other matches for
which parallels are found either in SK or CK, as well as partial matches
with different semantics). Given the extreme scarcity of currently avail-
able tHoan material in the first place, this should be considered ample
proof for our grouping PNK and $Hoan together.

Apart from the parallels already quoted above, cf. the following inter-
esting PNK-Hoan isoglosses: PNK *fe ‘self” — tHoan [?e id.; PNK */u ‘to in-
sert, put in’ — $Hoan [?0 ‘to put in, enter’; PNK *?fnha? ‘ant-eater’ — $Hoan
?Ina id.; PNK *[nao" ‘bow” — $Hoan [[nao id.; PNK *Soe ‘to take out, take off (pl.
action)” — tHoan sui ‘to drop off’; PNK *fu-i" ‘to rise’ — Hoan ¢u id., etc.

3.0. PROTO-SOUTH KHOISAN (PSK).

3.1. Overview. Strictly speaking, this section should be consisting of at
least two subsections, dedicated to intermediate reconstruction perspectives
of the two main subbranches of PSK — Taa and Wi (taa is the main word
for ‘person’ in !X60, fwi — in [Xam, the main representatives for each of the
respective groups). The number of 100-wordlist matches between [Xam and
X606 is around 50%, which places the bifurcation of PSK somewhere
around 1000 BC. This is clearly a much earlier date than the split of PNK,
meaning that independent intermediate reconstructions of Proto-Taa and
Proto-!Wi would certainly be useful for us in order to arrive at PSK proper.

However, in the case of SK languages we are faced with even graver dif-
ficulties than in the case of comparing NK dialects. The Taa group, for in-
stance, apart from X606 (for which the excellent dictionary of A.TRAILL
[TRAILL 1994] serves as main reference), is only represented by a seriously
limited number of items from two languages, marked in [BLEEK 1956] as SV
(Masarwa or Sesarwa) and SVI ([Nullen), with the data being highly unreli-
able in terms of transcription. Given the major disproportion between the
quantity and quality of X606 material, on one side, and the scarcity and poorly
documented state of the rest of the dialects, on the other, there is very little
probability of any version of «Proto-Taa», should it ever appear, being in any
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way different from X80 itself. (This, of course, does not mean that we do not
have to take BLEEK's SV and SVI data into account — for one thing, they fre-
quently preserve important lexical archaisms that X606 appears to have lost).

As for the !Wi group, [BLEEK 1956] still remains the most common source
of data on its languages, despite the presence of a small number of other de-
scriptive works that could not have been incorporated in BLEEK's dictionary
for chronological reasons ([LANHAM & HALLOWES 1956, 1956a], [ZIERVOGEL
1955]; [WESTPHAL 1965] includes an important list of Wi items from his col-
lection as well). Recent fieldwork, conducted by N. CRAWHALL, B. SANDs, and
other researchers, with the last remaining speakers of the Nju (also known as
Nlhuki or $Khomani) language, may shed some serious light on the historical
phonology of the Wi branch; however, the data remains as of yet largely un-
published, except for detailed 100-wordlists collected from all of the available
informants [CRAWHALL 2004]. For now, any Proto-!Wi reconstruction should
be primarily based on BLEEK's dictionary — which makes it an exceedingly
hard task, given the additional necessity of establishing a certain «reliability
coefficient» for each of the language sources, since we can never fully trust
any given form, especially when it comes to click effluxes. It is well known,
for instance, that not a single data source on Khoisan until at least the 1970s
distinguishes between velar and uvular articulation; the only hint at some-
thing ‘uvular-related’ may come from occasional fluctuations between simple
velar consonants/effluxes and the velar ejective affricate kx (such as [Nusan,
!Géalne [ka ‘hand’, but [Xam, [Kulle, |Auni fkxa id. — cf. Nfu [g?aa id.), but, since
such fluctuations can also sometimes occur in cases of original *kx, these cor-
relations can by no means be judged diagnostic.

Another problem with rigidly separating SK into Taa and !Wi has to
do with the still somewhat unclear classification of the latter. Glottochro-
nological calculations for Wi (only those languages for which it has been
possible to assemble more than half of the items from the 100-wordlist are
included) present us with the following percentages of matches:

[Ng | Nlu | [Xegwi | |Auni | |Haasi
[Xam 0.79 | 0.69 0.63 0.61 0.46
[Ng 0.80 0.67 0.64 0.50
Nlu 0.71 0.71 0.60
[Xegwi 0.66 0.58
|Auni 0.69

This would suppose three main clusters of !Wi: a) the [Xam-|Ng-Nju
cluster (actually, the language referred to as «|[Ng» in [BLEEK 1956] and de-
scribed in [BLEEK 2000] seems to be basically the same as MAINGARD’s
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[MAINGARD 1937] and DokE’s [DOKE 1936] fKhomani, as well as CRAWHALL's
Nlu, although, of course, with serious dialectal varieties; see [CRAWHALL
2004] for more details); b) [Xegwi; c) the [Auni-[Haasi cluster as the earliest
offshoot of !Wi. However, these calculations are very rough; they are based
on incomplete wordlists from most languages, and where the correspond-
ing word has been located, it is very often unreliable and approximate both
semantically and phonetically, not to mention that some of the proposed
matches may eventually turn out to be look-alikes. Given that the percent-
age of matches between [Xam and X460 (obviously a Taa language) cur-
rently stands at 52% — more than the number of matches between [Xam
and |Haasi! — it cannot be excluded (and, in fact, has been proposed by
several researchers) that [Haasi should actually constitute a branch of its
own, although in reality the relatively low percentages for [Haasi should be
explained by the incompleteness of the list. The same cannot be excluded
for |Xegwi, considering this language’s significant differences from [Xam
and Nlu in quite a few respects other than just basic lexicon.

It thus turns out that reconstructing «Proto-Taa», without any doubt a
true subbranch of PSK, would be theoretically possible, but not very practi-
cal; whereas a reconstruction of «Proto-Wi», while perhaps useful per se,
might turn out to be completely fictitious. Keeping that in mind, we will
concentrate on pointing out key moments in SK historical phonology with-
out trying to specifically classify them into «Taa-related» and «!Wi-related».

All the lexical material on !X60 is, naturally, taken from [TRAILL 1994];
the rest comes from [BLEEK 1929] and [BLEEK 1956], with the sole exception
of a handful of additional sources listed above. I have also consulted some
of the original sources for [BLEEK 1956], such as [DOKE 1936] and [MAIN-
GARD 1937] for tKhomani, [MEINHOF 1929] for [|[Kxau (another poorly de-
scribed Wi dialect, also known as {Unkwe) and [STORY 1999] for |Haasi.

3.2. Phonology.

3.2.1. Click influxes. In many cases, all SK languages are found in com-
plete agreement with each other on the matter. Cf.:

X606 Oaje, Mas. Opwe, [Nullen Opwi, [Xam, [Ng Opwai, N|u Ohoi, [Xegwi
Oa, |Auni Opwe ‘meat’; 1X60 [chua?, Mas. [kwani, [Haasi 5, [Xam [ku, |[Ng
[khu, Nfu [khuke, |Xegwi [khu?, |Auni [kho ‘hair’; X606 #2dn, [Xam fenn, |[Ng
fer ‘to think’; !X60 lgde ‘tortoise shell container’, [Xam Igoe, |Ng Igwe
‘tortoise’, $Khomani /go?i ‘sand tortoise’; X060 [aha ‘to set alight, torch,
singe’, Mas., [Nullen, |[Xam, |[Ng [ka ‘to burn’, [Xegwi, [Auni fka ‘to cook’.

There are, however, numerous instances when roots that are quite
probably related in different languages contain different influxes. Some of
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these differences can be ascribed to poor transcription; but even more of-
ten the differences are too crucial or too systematic to be ignored. Below I
shall try to illustrate all the known types of such «irregularities», choosing
X0 as a starting point.

3.2.1.1. Labial clicks. Words with initial 0- in X80 are relatively scarce,
which severely limits the number of reasonable common SK etymologies.
Apart from the usual correspondence (Taa *0 — Wi *0), however, there is
a small set of cases which might point at a more complicated picture. Cf.:

X606 Oxaa ‘elder brother” — [Xam [ka?, [Ng [kay, [kau?, tKhomani [ka?,
[Xegwi [ga?, |Auni [ka-s[i], [Nusan [jga? id.;

X606 Ogda ‘child’ — |[Xegwi [la-le, |Auni [ha, [ha-sa, |Haasi [ha-sa id. (?
cf. also [Xam !koa id.); not to be confused with X606 Gaa ‘young, small,
child’, for which cf. [Xam Oua, [Ng Opwa, Nju Oun id., etc.);

X606 Ogxii ‘to chew’ — [Xam [kwei, [khwai id.

All of these cases may turn out to be chance resemblances; however, at
the present moment there are no other available etymologies for these roots,
especially for ‘brother’. Note also some of the possible external correlates:
a) in {Hoan, the root for ‘child’ is [[go?e (reflecting the same influx as Wi,
but the same efflux as Taa); b) in PNK, both the root for ‘elder brother’
and for ‘child, son” display retroflex influxes (*/o and *"ha” respectively).
The probability of cognation is therefore rather high; as for the problem of
whether it is the labial articulation of the click that is primary or some
other one (retroflex?), it is very similar to the one described in 2.2.1.

3.2.1.2. Dental clicks. In a few cases, [Xam shows an obvious affricate
where !X406 has a dental click; cf. X606 [gg- ‘small’ — [Xam s’e- id.; X6 [qPii-sa
‘backwards, behind, rear’, Mas. [i-8a id. — |[Xam ts’e?, ts’i?. Note that in both of
these cases, X460 also displays a uvular efflux, while the [Xam affricate is
glottalised; this is in good agreement with some of the click/affricate corre-
spondences between SK and NK (see 4.2.3). (There is a third possible parallel
of the same type: X606 ?[nghn ‘to wink’ — [Xam ts'un id.; however, X606 does
not have a uvular efflux here, which makes the comparison less effective.)

In another group of cases, the correspondence «/X66 ?fn — [Xam d» is
observable: X060 ?fndma ‘to blink, wink’ — [Xam dabba ‘to wink’; !X60
?[nohlo “to limp’ — |Xam durru “to limp, walk slowly, painfully’; X606 ?fniim
‘throat’ — |[Xam domm, {Khomani dom id. The latter case is particularly
interesting, since the word for ‘throat’ regularly appears as *dom in both
PNK and PCK (cf. Zhu. dohm, Nama dommi, etc.), and one could easily
mistake the !X66-[Xam pair as a coincidental match, if only it did not fit so
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well into a regular SK pattern. As it is, !X60, along with $Hoan ?/ngo id.,
seems to be preserving the more archaic form of the root.

On the other hand, no reliable examples of the Taa (X60) dental click
corresponding to any other type of click in any of the !Wi languages have
been detected, which makes it overall the most stable type of click articu-
lation in SK.

3.2.1.3. Palatal clicks. Correspondences involving the [X60 palatal click are
inarguably the most complicated of the whole bunch, and therefore require a
somewhat more detailed analysis. By all means, the palatal influx is the least
stable of all influxes in SK; its presence in the !Wi family ranges from com-
plete disappearance (in [Xegwi) to being severely limited in use (in [Xam).
This, however, does not mean that we have to automatically assume that it is
X606 that preserves the original situation; chances of secondary palatal ar-
ticulation in that language — in at least some cases — are also rather high.

The main types of correspondences are as follows (note that I do not
rely upon the Masarwa and |[Nullen data given in [BLEEK 1956], due to an ex-
treme confusion of variants which cannot be explained by poor transcription
alone — most probably, the forms represent several different dialects):

a) IX66 # — #in all IWi languages (a relatively rare type, actually), cf.:

IX66 #dn ‘to think’ — [Xam fenn ‘to know’, [[Ng #e’ ‘to think’,
tKhomani #i7 ‘thoughts’; X606 #naha ‘to twitch, jerk’” — [Xam, fKhomani
na, |[Ng #naa ‘to kick’; possibly also !X60 #xii-a ‘elephant’ — [Xam #xoa, [Ng
[xwa, $Khomani fkxoa (the dental click in |[Ng may have been a transcrip-
tion error);

b) X606  — [Xam, |Ng, |[Kulle ! — $Khomani, |Auni, |[Haasi  — [[Xegwi
[; cf.:

X80 #ghai *dog’ (Mas. #xai, Ixai, lkai, #gi, #xi; [Nullen #khi id.) — [Xam /kwip,
[Ng kwiy, [Kulle iy, tKhomani #21n, [Haasi thay, |Auni #ko7, |[Xegwi [kwi id.;
X860 #nitha ‘ear’ (Mas. Inwa, [Nulen #nu-sa id.) — [Xam mu-ntu, |Ng nwe,
tKhomani fnui, |[Haasi fnaa- id.; X606 fkxau? ‘neck’ (Nullen fku? id.) — [Xam
Ikau, khou, |Ng ku, Nfu fquu, |Auni tkoi? id.; X606 tghite ‘wind’ (Mas. [khuwe,
[Nullen tkhwe id.) — [Xam kwe, |[Ng khwe, $Khomani fkhwe, |Auni tkwe id.;
IX60 #x0i” ‘bad, ugly’ — [Xam hxwi?, [|[Ng lxe, [Xegwi [xoa? id.; also $Khomani
tko, but [ Xegwi [ko ‘man, male’ (no parallels in Taa languages); possibly also
X600 fguiar ‘egg’ (Mas. [gwa, [Nullen lqwoi? id.) — [Xam /kaui, |Ng !hau?,
tKhomani fgwi, |Auni fui? id. (acceptable if the |Auni form really = *fui?);

) 1X66 + — [Xam ! — |Ng, tKhomani, [[Kulle, [Xegwi [ — !Auni #~] —
[Haasi #:
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X060 #iar “one’ (Mas. lkw?e, [Nullen loe id.) — [Xam kwai, [Ng [kwe, Nju
[oe, [Kulle [k”oa, [Xegwi [ka, |Auni #u?, [Haasi n-k'a ‘one alone’; X8 #ni?
‘foot” (Mas. #no, [no, [Nulen #nu) — [Xam /noa, |[Ng [na id., [Haasi ka fny
‘fingernail’ = IX60 fkxaa fni1? “front hoof, paw’; X606 #27 ‘rib” (Mas. /ga, [Nullen
llgan id.) — [Xam !au?, |[Ng [lau? id.; 'X60 fa? ‘bone” — [Xam kwa, (?) [Xegwi ka
id.; X0 fche? ‘breast, milk’ (Mas. fxe, Ixe, [Nullen fge? id.) -[Xam /khwei, |[Ng
[lke(?) “breast, milk’, [[Kulle [kway ‘milk’, |Auni [kei?-si ‘breast’, [Haasi {ge ‘milk’.

A completely unique case (so far) is the SK numeral for ‘two’: X460
tnii-m (Mas. [[num, Inum, [Nullen num) — [Xam ku, |[Ng 'ku, 'u, ${Khomani,
[Kulle Ru, |Auni lu, |[Xegwi [ku, [u id. (with |[Xegwi standing on its own in
displaying a lateral click).

The systematic and recurring character of these patterns makes it ob-
vious that we are dealing with several sets of real correspondences, re-
flecting authentic phonetic developments rather than errors in transcrip-
tion. The problem, then, lies with the interpretation of these series. It can
be noticed that the relatively rare series (a) only includes words that can
also be found in more or less the same meaning in Khoekhoe: cf. Nama
fan (< PCK *#2an) ‘to know, think’ (also Nama #di < PCK *#2i” ‘to think’);
xo0a-b ‘elephant’; tna ‘to dance’. We can, therefore, make a reasonable con-
clusion that all such cases actually either represent old borrowings from
the Khoe family or have undergone Khoekhoe influence later on.

The same cannot be said about series (b) and (c), where next to no items
can be seen as results of borrowing from or contact with Central Khoisan.
Drawing upon certain external evidence (see below), we may suggest that
series (b) truly reflects the original palatal click (*#). However, for series (c),
distinguished from series (b) by a much more widespread occurrence of the
lateral reflex, there can be no explanation other than postulating a separate
click efflux (*;). Its further development in SK, then, marks an interesting
phonetic isogloss between X606, [Xam, and the |[Auni-|Haasi cluster, on one
hand, and [[Kulle, [Xegwi, and the [Ng-tKhomani (N[u) cluster, on the other.

The phonetic nature of this «sixth» click is, of course, impossible to
establish. In his work on [[Kxau, C. MEINHOF [MEINHOF 1929] actually
mentions a sixth type of click in it, which he calls «palatal» (as opposed to
the «alveolar» # and «cerebral» !, according to older terminology) and
which by its description reminds one of the retroflex click in NK (see
1.2.1). However, in his little vocabulary MEINHOF only records three words
as possessing that click, none of which fit into the (c) series of correspond-
ences. (That said, some of [|Kxau evidence does further support the pho-
nological distinction between *# and *#;; cf. [Kxau thuni ‘dog’, thoe ‘wind’,
fo ‘man, male” < PSK *#-, but ?oe ‘one’, ria-xuri ‘leg’, ke-tn ‘bone’” < PSK *#;-,
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i. e. *#1- gets lost in [[Kxau the same way the alveolar click - gets lost in
[Xegwi or certain subgroups of CK). Furthermore, there is no evidence
whatsoever to suggest any specific relation between PSK *#; and PNK */I. It
is most likely that an adequate interpretation will be impossible to offer
until the problem of complex correspondences between click influxes has
been decided on a higher (PPeK) level (see below).

As for what concerns series (b), some additional questions are raised by
adding LANHAM & HALLOWES' limited, but extremely important data on |[Xeg-
wi into consideration [LANHAM—HALLOWES 1956]. It actually turns out that the
regular [[Xegwi correspondence for PSK*#- is not the lateral click [-, but rather
the lateral non-click affricate A- (= k- in LANHAM & HALLOWES' notation),
with such transcriptions as kl’oo (= Ao) for ‘male” and tlweng (= Ae??) for ‘dog’.

To this we should also add the following !Wi-only items (comparisons
taken from [TRAILL-VOSSEN 1997: 41]: [Xegwi Aolo ‘moon’ (klolo in [BLEEK
1956]) — [Xam /ka-kauru, [Ng korre, kurru id., fKhomani 2ro, [Kxau foro id.;
[Xegwi Aini “small’ (Jkxeni in [BLEEK 1956]) — [Xam ferri, |[Ng #i%, Nlu #i, fe?;
[Xegwi Ae, Aeu ‘person’ — [Xam ke, k?e ‘people (pl.), [Ng k?e, fe id., |Auni fe
‘person, people’, [Haasi fe ‘person’. There is nothing surprising about the fre-
quent confusion between the lateral click and the lateral affricate in [BLEEK
1956], given the phonetic proximity of the two phonemes; it is, however, no-
table that the one certain case of series (c) in [[Xegwi, the numeral «one», defi-
nitely has a lateral click, confirmed by LANHAM & HALLOWES ([ka).

There is, however, another correspondence (or even subset of correspon-
dences) for PSK *- in [[Xegwi, namely, its replacement by the hushing affri-
cate series. Cf. the following: X0 fghite ‘wind’ — [[Xegwi swee (Suwe in [BLEEK
1956]) id.; IX00 fnuha? ‘ear’ — |[Xegwi dswe id.; also [Xam /kwa?, |[Ng kwa?,
|Auni #koa? *pot’ — || Xegwi dzwaa (tSwa? in [BLEEK 1956]) id. This means that in
certain cases, PSK *# undergoes secondary palatalisation in || Xegwi, again,
not unlike the one regularly taking place in the East Central Khoisan sub-
group. However, the limited evidence available to us gives no clue whatso-
ever as to the possible distribution between the lateral and hushing reflexes.
A few examples from BLEEK's [Kulle recordings (such as %0 ‘man, male’, {?2lo
‘moon’, but de ‘ears’ [?? = de]; see also below on other sources of initial d- in
[Kulle) may indicate that this splitting was not limited to the [Xegwi area;
however, postulating yet another archaic opposition based on so little [[Xegwi
and ||Kulle material would be somewhat far-fetched. Still, the problem stands.

3.2.1.4. Alveolar and lateral clicks. In sharp contrast to the palatal click (or,
rather, the «two» palatal clicks), alveolar ! and lateral || seem to behave quite
normally in most of SK languages — with the exception of | Xegwi, where in
the absolute majority of cases * > 0; cf. [Xam /kui, [Ng kwi, [Kxau /ui ‘man,
person’ — |[Xegwi kwi id.; [Xam Igwa-xu, |Ng la-xu, ka-xu, $Khomani /ga
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‘sky” — |[Xegwi gata-gu, dza?a-gu id.; [Xam /khwa, [Ng kha ‘rain” — || Xegwi gaa
id.; [Xam /kwa, khwa, |[Ng kha, lha, N[u lghaa, etc. ‘water” — [[Xegwi gha id. The
few cases of |[Xegwi /, either in [BLEEK 1956] or in the LANHAM & HALLOWES
data, mostly correspond to other clicks (such as /ka ‘bone” — !X66 #a” id.) and
should probably be considered dialectal (or misheard) variants.

Despite the scarcity of data on |[Kulle, it is important to observe that
most of the cases of Proto-IWi *- also seem to yield a non-click reflex in that
language, although, unlike |[Xegwi, [|[Kulle does not merely drop the click,
but undergoes the development *- > d-: cf. [Xam /kau-gen ‘stone, mountain’,
[Ng kau id. — |[Kulle d?5 ‘rock’; [Xam /goe ‘tortoise” — |Kulle doa? id.; [Xam
lewaxu ‘sky’ — |Kulle doaxu id.; [Xam Mmwanna ‘three’, [Ng nona id. — |Kulle
dwene id.; [Xam mu? ‘black wildebeest’ — |Kulle do7 id. This type of devel-
opment, which seems to happen regardless of the nature of the click efflux,
is rarely met in Khoisan, and should be taken into special consideration.

3.2.2. Click effluxes. This is, inarguably, the weakest point in the SK
comparison. On one hand, TRAILL’s description of !X&0 presents it as the
most «efflux-rich» language, with no less than 17 phonological oppositions,
including a whole subset of uvular effluxes. On the other hand, most of the
data that we currently possess on other SK languages displays, on the av-
erage, not more than 9 or 10 different effluxes (often even less). If we also
take into consideration all the innumerable cases of pattern-less efflux va-
riation (cf. /ka, lha, kha for ‘water’ in [[Ng; [kau, [xau, [khau for ‘to fly’ in
[Xam, etc.), the perspective of finding a SK click efflux opposition on the
basis of some other language rather than X606, not to mention one that is
not actually reflected in !X0, becomes extremely unprobable.

The only descriptive work on the !Wi family which might seem of re-
lative interest here is C. DokE’s essay on $Khomani (Nfu) phonetics [DOKE
1936], in which he, among others, postulates such interesting efflux oppo-
sitions as -kh- vs. -?h- and -#- (= -n-) vs. -nh-, typical of North Khoisan but
never mentioned by TRAILL in relation to X640 (although quite possibly pre-
sent in other SK languages as well, see [TRAILL 1995: 517-518]. Unfortu-
nately, there is so little lexical material to illustrate these oppositions that
no conclusions about their validity can be drawn. Hopefully further de-
scriptive work on Nfu will make the situation clearer; until then, we will
assume that IX40 is reflecting the PSK situation.

3.2.3. Non-click consonants.

Normally, the same problems that apply to click effluxes also apply to
non-click consonants (i. e., unmarked dialectal variation and poor transcrip-
tion quality). The following details, however, should be noted specially:
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a) where !Wi languages have an initial affricate, X606 usually shows a
fricative: cf. X0 si?i “to bite” — [Xam, |[Ng tsi, tsi, [[Xegwi, [Nusan #s? id., ex-
cept for cases of correspondence between |[Xam fs” and !X60 [ (see 3.2.1.2);
the source of X060 initial c-, on the other hand, still remains unclear;

b) in [BLEEK 1956] there are occasional cases of initial #?- for Masarwa
and |[Nullen, as in Mas. 2ym, [Nullen f2um ‘skin” — X466 tum id. This could
indicate that glottalisation in initial consonants could be more widespread
on the PSK level than is evident from the X606 material (where glottalised
consonants, especially dental ones, are extremely rare);

¢) uvular consonants, presumably well preserved in !X60, display some
rather peculiar correspondences as far as the Wi subgroup is concerned. Cf.
the two best examples: X0 gii-je ‘ostrich” (|[Nullen koi id.) — [[Ng kue, but
[Xam toe, toi, fKhomani fwe, tjwe, toi, |[Kxau toe, tue, |[Kulle toe, |Auni toi; X6
qait ‘beautiful, pretty, nice’ (Nullen [xai ‘pretty’) — [[Ng kiai ‘good’, |Auni
xwe, xwoi id., but [Xam twai-i”, |[Nusan toai id. Note that similar variation
between dental and velar reflexes — albeit with a somewhat different dis-
tribution — is often seen in the case of original dentals (as in [Xam ta ‘to lie
down, |[Ng tia, kia id., N|u ki? ‘to lay down’, |Auni foa ‘to lie down’; [Xam #u?
‘skin’, |[Ng tu?, twa?, $Khomani gjo id.), but never with original velars. Dental
consonants supposedly undergo that kind of shift due to their original
strongly palatalised character (a feature common to the entire Khoisan
areal — cf. palatalisation of dentals in $Hoan as well as various CK lan-
guages), which eventually brings the articulation backwards (see, for in-
stance, the description in [DOKE 1936: 71]); by analogy the same could be
supposed for the uvular series — although that still leaves the exact reason
for palatalisation affecting uvulars instead of velars rather unclear.

3.2.4. Vocalism. Despite numerous cases in which !Wi and Taa are in
perfect agreement with each other as far as vowel articulation is con-
cerned, there are also numerous instances where the original phoneme is ex-
ceedingly hard to determine. This often has to do with the fact of strange
vowel alternations in these subgroups, mostly in verbal roots — cf., for in-
stance, variants like [na, [ne, [nei?, na?a for the verb ‘to see’ in $Khomani
([MAINGARD 1937: 252]) — and has even led some previous researchers to
suggest that the reason may lie in ‘the relative imprecision of Bushman
speech’ ([IBID.: 253]). Today, observations made by A. TRAILL on the class
system of X606 make it rather obvious that what we are dealing with in
most of these cases has nothing to do with ‘speech imprecision’, but rather
with traces of a class agreement system, which often obscure the original
vocalism of the stem, replacing it with secondary developments of the
«root vowel + class suffix» combination; considering that in Khoisan the
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root always has a vocalic auslaut, this makes it almost impossible to de-
termine the original situation in !Wi languages without a detailed and
precise analysis of the respective languages’ morphonemic and morpholo-
gical structures, which, unfortunately, is hardly available for any of them.

Nevertheless, this situation only reaches an extreme point with a lim-
ited set of verbal roots, such as *[nV ‘see’, *sV ‘come’, *tV ‘lie down’, *kV ‘to
say’, *[lghV ‘to be not, to refuse’, etc. In nominal roots, the correspondences
are usually far less chaotic, with less variation within any one given lan-
guage. It is roots like these that allow us to notice what might be really
non-trivial vocalic correspondences between Taa and !Wi rather than
morphonemic differences. Cf.:

(a) X80 [au? ‘name’, pl. [a?: Mas. [kau?, [Nuflen [ka’, but [Xam, [|Ng,
|Auni [ke? id.; X606 a7 ‘fire’: Mas., [Nullen ja” id., but [Xam, [Kulle i, fe, [Ng,
[Auni |Haasi [i, {Khomani [?i id.; X606 [a-li ‘blue wildebeest’: Mas. [kari,
[Nuflen [gare id., but |[Ng, tKhomani, |Auni [ke, |[Kxau fke? id.; X660 [qa-
‘small’, but [Xam ts’e- id.;

(b) X606 Igd-e ‘tortoise shell container’, but |[Xam Igoe, |Ng Igwe
‘tortoise’, tKhomani /go?ei ‘sand tortoise’; X0 ga ‘father’: Mas. ga, [Nullen a
id., but |[Xam, ||Kulle, |[Nusan oz id. (although [[Ng, [Xegwi a id.); IX60 tgha-i
‘dog”: Mas. fxai, fxi, [Nullen #khi id., but [Xam, |[Ng kwin, Nlu fkhon, |[Kxau
thuni, |Kulle hwiy, Seroa kuenia, |Auni #ko? id. (although |Haasi fhan), etc.

These as well as other examples demonstrate a curious tendency for
X606 (and Proto-Taa) a to correspond not only to Proto-!Wi *a, but *e and
*0 as well. At the same time correspondences between Taa *¢, *o and Wi
*e, *o (more frequently, *u) are also available: cf. IX60 fche? ‘breast, milk’ —
[Ng f[ke? id., |Auni [kei’-si ‘breast’; !X60 ?[noha? ‘malevolent spirit(s)’ —
[Xam [nu ‘dead, departed, spirit’, etc.

It is, of course, possible that these differentiations are also secondary,
having arisen from the same root being represented by different suffixal ex-
tensions in both subgroups. In that case, we would probably have to treat all
the 'Wi forms in group (a) as former structures of the [Ca + €] type, i. e. roots
ending in -a- that have at one point received the extension *-e-, after which
*-ge- > -e-, presumably on the Proto-!Wi level already, whereas the Taa sub-
group retains the more archaic look of the root. The same approach hardly
works for group (b), though, where the «secondary» apparition of a labial-
ized vowel in !Wi is much harder to explain, especially since the vowel -o- is
not known to function as a suffixal extension or class marker in any of SK.

An alternate — and, at the present stage of knowledge, somewhat more
adequate — solution would be to suggest that groups (a) and (b) represent
separate vocalic phonemes, namely, open vowels *¢ and *5, which, in PSK,
were quite separate from *e and *o. Later on, their open character caused
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them to merge with *z in Taa, whereas in !Wi they merged respectively with
*e and *o (provided they did actually merge; there can be no guarantee that a
subtle phonetic difference like that could not have gone unnoticed by some
of the BLEEK-era researchers — many of whom, moreover, did distinguish
between e/e and 0/5, although based on the records of individual languages
alone, this differentiation cannot be proven to be phonological).

Whatever might be the final solution, one thing is clear: the vocalism
of IX60 can in no way be fully relied upon as representing the PSK state of
affairs. Its archaicness is, at best, dubious in the case of group (a) and, at
worst, impossible in the case of group (b): for instance, with forms like
Nlu #khon and [[Kxau #huni, there is absolutely no way that the PSK root for
‘dog’ could have contained a simple *a on the PSK level — a fact further
confirmed by external evidence (see below).

Additional vocalic discrepancies can also be noticed on lower levels,
such as within Wi itself. A few of these have been described by R. Hast-
INGS [HASTINGS 2001]; the most interesting one is the apparent «insertion» of
the glide -w- in [Xam in a large amount of items which lack it in the other
languages: cf. [Xam kwei ‘breast’ — |Auni [kei?-si id.; [Xam khwa ‘water’ —
|Auni ka id.; [Xam k"wa? ‘to cry’ — |[Auni k”a id., etc. The glide in question,
apart from [Xam, is frequently seen in |Kulle (fkway ‘milk’ = ‘breast’) and oc-
casionally in $Khomani (kx?a, kx?wa ‘cry’), but hardly anywhere else. Unlike
the e and o vowels, however, [Xam -w- can be quite reasonably judged as an
innovation; thus, it seems to appear almost automatically after the initial
ejective affricate kx- (k”-) as well as former uvular consonants or effluxes
(for ‘breast’, cf. IX60 fchev id.; for ‘water’, cf. X608 Igha id.; cf. also [Xam twai-
i7 ‘good” — X80 gdi? id.). There are some cases that do not fall under this
condition — like [Xam [noay ‘liver’ vs. |[Ng [nain, X606 [na-m id. — but they
are too few to suggest a special phonological opposition based on [Xam evi-
dence alone. (Besides, some of them could be accounted for by the already
postulated opposition between *o and *»; if PSK ‘liver” = *[no, then Proto-IWi
‘liver’ = *|[no-a- > |Xam [noa-, but Proto-Taa ‘liver’ = *[na-a- > X0 [[na-).

3.3. Lexics. As has been pointed out earlier, X406 is the only Taa language
that boasts an extensive and presumably well-transcribed vocabulary. More-
over, unlike Zhu|'hoan, X606 seems to have incorporated a significantly smaller
amount of CK lexics, which makes the material overall more reliable for ex-
ternal comparison. Nevertheless, any X606 form that can be confirmed with
extra Taa or Wi data, be it from BLEEK's dictionary or from other sources, is
automatically more treasurable than those forms that do not find their
equivalents in those sources. Thankfully, the number of such parallels is rea-
sonably high, although major work still has to be done about the extraction of
valuable /Wi material from BLEEK's dictionary and its proper etymologization.
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Among the 100-word list the following items present us with [Wi-Taa
only isoglosses: ‘all’, ‘blood” (|[Xam, |[Ng [xau, |Auni [xau?u; not attested in
X608, but cf. Mas. [[xau”), ‘bone’, ‘breast’, ‘ear’, ‘foot’, ‘horr’, ‘lie’, ‘liver’,
‘neck’, ‘not’, ‘one’, ‘tooth’, ‘two’.

4.0. PROTO-PERIPHERAL KHOISAN (PPeK).

4.1. Overview. As we arrive at the significantly deeper level of Peripheral
Khoisan, comprising the two main branches of Proto-North-fHoan (PNH)
and Proto-South Khoisan (PSK), the situation immediately becomes both
easier and more complicated at the same time. Easier, because we finally
have the «right» to compare material from at least two major dictionaries,
one from each branch — the Zhu|hoan vocabulary of Dickens and the X406
vocabulary of TRAILL; this significantly enlarges our capacity for building up
an impressive comparative lexicon as well as permits us to check all of the
available data against at least two phonetically well-validated sources. More
complicated, because the increase in time depth also increases the discrepan-
cies between compared families, and thus diachronic phenomena that were
only occasional and disjointed on the lower levels assume an almost threat-
eningly systematic character on the higher ones.

It is, however, exactly the complicated system of correspondences
between NK and SK that ultimately serves as the best argument for the
close genetic ties between the two families. With the amount of material
available, there is certainly very little reason to doubt the existence of the
correspondence «<PNH */ — PSK */» (dental click); however, there is almost
always a slight possibility that the words demonstrating that correspon-
dence have been borrowed from one family into another, or, even more
probable, that they have penetrated into both of them from a third source
(CK?). Yet if we also manage to demonstrate the validity of the correspon-
dence «PNH */ — PSK *#», the probability of borrowing is eliminated
completely, which, of course, still leaves us with the problem of separating
traces of contact from true cognates, but at least we can say for certain that
we are dealing with two offshoots of a former proto-language.

Glottochronological evidence for postulating a family like PPeK has
been discussed in details in [STAROSTIN 2003]; since then the lion’s share of
my work on comparative Khoisan has been dedicated to creating an ety-
mological database for PPeK and establishing patterns of possible corre-
spondences for that family, and it is only fair that the main part of this work
should be dedicated to that intermediate reconstruction as well. At the pre-
sent time I even do not exclude that PPeK is as far as we are really able to go
about reconstructing the earliest stages of Khoisan with sufficient precision
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(although I still hold out hopes for the PPeK-PCK comparison; see 5.0). This
makes the work on PPeK an object of particular importance.

Note on etymology sources: many of the comparisons listed below have
been suggested earlier, particularly those where the phonetic resem-
blances between NK, SK, and $Hoan are especially strong. Out of all the
works involving etymological comparison between those branches, the
most important are [EHRET 1986], [HONKEN 1988], and [HONKEN 1998];
somewhat more chaotic, but nevertheless noteworthy is the list presented
by J. ARGYLE [ARGYLE 1991]; [SANDS 1998] and [TRAILL 1986] also list mul-
tiple parallels, although the aims of these two works do not include estab-
lishment of systematic phonetic correspondences.

4.2. Phonology.

4.2.1. Click influxes. The system of click influx correspondences be-
tween PNH and PSK can be briefly summarized as follows:

PPeK| PNH | PSK
"] "] "
*l] >(-! >(-|
i i i
“h | +
*| *| *|
*, *| >(-"
| | *|
1, ol |
I I il
*Ih i il

(Note: this table does not take into consideration any occurrences of
the labial click either in PSK or in $Hoan; this matter will be discussed
separately, in section 4.2.1.13).

The PPeK reconstructions in the table are, of course, highly provisional.
Basically, they just show that the number of click influx correspondences that
can be established with sufficient reliability between PNH and PSK is twice
as high as the number of click influxes in PNH, which, in turn, means that
either all of these correspondences represent different PPeK phonemes (not
very likely) or that the subscript «1» in those reconstructions actually stands for
some kind of extra distinctive feature that must have been present in PPeK but
got neutralised in its daughter languages — significantly affecting click influx
articulation in the process (in different ways, depending on the subbranch).
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As is obvious from this table, neither the PNH nor the PSK system can
be deemed to be more archaic than the other. Different mergers and split-
tings have afflicted both of them, and no matter how much we «rearrange»
the phonetic interpretations in PPeK, it will be impossible to realign the ta-
ble so that one influx in PNH would always have but two corresponding
influxes in PSK, or vice versa; the evidence firmly speaks against it. It is,
however, interesting to notice that this table is indirectly confirmed by sta-
tistical evidence. The most frequent click influx in Zhu|'’hoan is the alveolar
! (appr. 480 cases with the most obvious CK borrowings extracted from the
list), which does indeed figure in 5 out of 10 cells in the above table (in-
cluding the correspondences for the retroflex click, which in Zhu|’hoan
merges with the alveolar one). In X606, on the other hand, the alveolar click
is only second in frequency (appr. 430 cases) to the lateral click (appr. 460
cases) — whereas in Zhu|'hoan, on the other hand, the lateral click is sig-
nificantly more rare (appr. 315 cases; the amount of counted lexical items is
more or less equal in both dictionaries); this also perfectly corresponds to
the data in the table, where the lateral click in is found in 4 cells in PSK, yet
only in 1 cell in PNH. (See the diagrams in [TRAILL 1994a] for more details
on statistics for classes of phonemes in Zhu|'’hoan and X69).

The list of illustrative data that follows is by no means complete, but
hopefully sufficient to demonstrate the validity of the correspondences. Since I
am quite deliberately comparing click influxes and effluxes independently of
each other, any commentary on the obvious discrepancies between click effluxes
will be relegated to the corresponding section (4.3) with its own examples.

4.2.1.1. PPeK *.

[1] PNH */i ‘aardwolf’” ({Hoan [i; Zhu. [aih Yackal sp.’; X@ (LL) [gi
‘antbear”) — X066 [ahi ‘aardwolf’.

[2] PNH */u?i ‘thin, small’ (fHoan [kxui ‘narrow, small’; Zhu. [0i?i ‘thin
/of paper, etc./’) — 1X60 [P *small’.

[3] PNH */g?U ‘(to be) dry” (Hoan [g2au; Zhu. [20) — PSK *[?o (X060 [foo;
[Xam [ko-wa ‘dry’; |[Xegwi [ko-wa ‘thirsty’).

[4] PNH */cui ‘a k. of bird’ (Hoan [(n)cui ‘weaver bird’; Zhu. [giii ‘red-
billed quelea, finch’) — X460 [cuii ‘redheaded finch'.

[5] PNH *na?ni ‘to refuse’ ({Hoan [ni?ni; Zhu. [nani-jnani ‘to dis-
suade’) — X060 [nd?ni kV “to reject, refuse’.

[6] PNH *?/nom ‘springhare’ (tHoan ?[ngm; Zhu. [nom; ||Aullen [nam; IXa
(LL) Jnomm; Ov. 2lnom (W), [nom (E)) — PT *nu- id. (1X60 [ngi; [Nullen [noe).

[7] PNK *laup ‘green, blue’ (Zhu. Jauh?; |Aullen [kau?, [gau?; !XT (L1.)
fkuv, [kav; 1OKung [ka’y) — PSK *lga’- id. (X060 [gahi; Mas. [gai; [Xam [kain,
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[kain-ya; |Ng [ka-la “yellow’). Whether $Hoan zg?1 ‘green, yellow” has any-
thing to do with this etymology is yet to be established (see ex. 24 in sec-
tion 7.2.2 for more on the subject).

[8] PNK */ga ‘to marry; wedding’ (Zhu. [¢d ‘wedding’; !O'Kung [ga ‘to
marry; wife’) — PSK *?/n[h]a- ‘to marry; spouse’ (X0 ?[nan ‘spouse’, 2ahna
?[nana ‘to marry’; [Nuflen [ha *husband’; [Xam fha? id.; $Khomani [yau, [ou
‘to marry’; [Xegwi [han id., [ha *husband’; |[Auni [haa? ‘to marry’, |ha, [ha?
‘consort”).

[9] PNK */gui *hyaena’ (Zhu. [guih ‘spotted hyaena’; Xt (DOKE) [gwi
‘brown hyaena’; !O!Kung [gwi? id.) — !X60 ?/nit? ‘brown hyaena’.

[10] PNK */hi ‘rhinoceros’ (Zhu. [hdi; |Aullen [xi; 'Xa (L1.) [khi) — X606
|ghdi “buffalo’.

[11] PNK */kxoa? ‘phlegm, cold’ (Zhu. [kxoa’; Tsum., Tsin., Ok. [kxoa?,
etc.) — X606 [coe ‘phlegm’.

[12] PNK *mnam ‘to dance (of women) (Zhu. [namm; Tsum., Tsin.
[nanim, etc.) — 1X60 [nahm ‘to play with, joke with; to hold a curing dance’.

[13] PNK *nom ‘to bewitch; medicine’ (Zhu. from; |Aullen [nu, fnum ‘medi-
cine man’; !O'Kung [num k”au id.; Ov. [nom “curse’) — PSK *?nlU- ‘spirit’ (IX60
?[nohay “spirits of an individual (malevolent)’; [Xam fnu ‘dead, departed, spirit’).

[14] Zhu. [n4?6 ‘barn owl” — X060 Jgho id.

[15] Zhu. [gani-laelaece ‘Karoo scrub robin’ — X668 [gani-sé ‘Kalahari
robin’.

[16] Zhu. [ghd ‘to shelter (from the weather)’ — X640 [gda kV id.

[17] Zhu. [gha ‘to hang, lay out (meat)’ — X060 [gah?a? ‘mat of branches
(e. g. for meat)’.

[18] Zhu. [hai ‘young, green” — X0 [ghé” ‘raw, fresh’.

[19] Zhu. [horé ‘Corallocarpus sp.” — X0 [ghi?lu-kii *Corallocarpus
bainesii’. See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[20] Zhu. [gx0r6 ‘brown hyaena’” — X606 [chili id.

[21] $Hoan Joma ‘large snake” — X80 [iima ‘python’.

[22] Hoan Joa *hare’ — |Xam Joa” id.

[23] $Hoan [ga ‘to try’ — X060 [gaha kV “to try, exert oneself’.

[24] {Hoan [go?e ‘chest (of animal)” — X80 [guii *breastbone’.

[25] tHoan [gha ‘women’ — PSK *[a- id. (!X60 [aa”; [Nullen [gai?; Proto-
Wi *[a-i-ti ‘woman, girl’ > [Xam [aiti; |[Ng [aiti, |aiki, [gaiki, [gaiti; $Khomani
[Pai-tie, [Pai-tfi, [kei-ki; |[Kxau [ka-ti; |Kulle [a-ti; |[Xegwi [a-ze; |Auni [ge-ki).

4.2.1.2. PPeK *|,.

[26] PNH *lu ‘name’ (Hoan lo; Zhu. /i; |Aullen ku, khu; X0 (LL) ku,
lgu; '1O'Kung ku; Ov. i) — PSK *[e[u]? (IX60 [au?, pl. [a7; Mas. [k”au?; |Nullen



378 G. StarosTIN. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

Jkav; [Xam, [Ng [ke?; Nlu [iv, [e7; |Auni [ke, [ke’n). The comparison is acceptable
if PNH *-u- < PPeK *-e-u- (where -u- = former suffixal extension).

[27] PNH */[g]u ‘belly, stomach’ (Hoan lo; Zhu. /gii; 'X@ (LLoyp, DOKE)
leu; 10'Kung Igu) — PSK */o["] ‘stomach’ (X606 [oh-a?; [Xam, |[Nusan [ko-a;
[Xegwi [ku-bwa).

[28] PNH */gai ‘wildebeest’ (fHoan /g(a)i; Zhu. !gaih; |Aullen Ige’; X
(LL) g7; '1O'Kung /ge, Igei) — PSK *[g id. (X80 [a-1i; Mas. [ka-ri; [Nullen [ga-re;
[Ng, |Auni [ke; Nfu Je; [Kxau [ke?).

[29] PNH *kxV~*lg?V ‘heart’ (Hoan /q?on; Zhu. lkxd; |Aullen 'ka; Xt
(L) Ixa, Ik’'a, (DoxkE) Ra; !O'Kung ka; Ov. lkxd) — PSK *[g?e- id. (IX60 [g2an,
pl. [g?a7; Mas. [i; |[Nullen [gay; [Xam [i7; [Ng [gai, [ge; N|u [ii; $Khomani [ke-kji;
[Kxau [kae; |Kulle [e7; |Auni [¢, Je; [Nusan [e?).

[30] PNK *lo["Jm ‘dew’ (Zhu. lohm; X@ (LL) kumm) — 1X68 fith-li id.

[31] PNK *lgam ‘to hide’ (Zhu. lgdm; ||Aullen lgam; !Xt (LL.) Igam) —
IX60 [gah?o / [gah?BV “to hide, conceal’.

[32] PNK *kxui ‘hair’ (Zhu. kxii; |Aullen k™we; !Xt (LL) k"we, (DOKE)
kex?wi; 1OKung kwi, kwi) — PSK *[chu- id. (1X60 [chita?; Mas. [kwa-ni; [Xam,
[Ng fku, [khu; Nlu huu-ke; tKhomani [khu, [khu-ke; [Xegwi [khu?; |Auni [kho;
[Haasi [»; Khatia [koo; [Nusan [hu?).

[33] PNK *mUm ‘stone, mountain’ (Zhu. mom; |[Aullen num; X (LL)
Inum, Inom, (DOkE) lnum; 'O'Kung mum; Ov. Inom) — PSK *nu- id. (IX60 [nii-
le, pl. nii-n; Mas. [nu-n ‘mountain’, [ny-le ‘stone”). Curiously enough, HEIkk1-
NEN distinguishes between Ov. nom ‘stone’ and ?/nom *hill’; so does DOKE,
who places the differentiation on the tone (/niim ‘stone’, miim ‘mountain’). If
these are indeed two etymologically different roots, then cf. also X806 ihm
*hill, niche for trees’ as an alternate etymology for the second one.

[34] Zhu. I ‘to ask for” — 1X60 [iih-i kV ‘to beg, request, ask for’.

[35] Zhu. /11?1 to be constipated” — !X [gi?-ni, [gi?-1i id.

[36] Zhu. /ga?a? ‘bitter, sour” — X80 ?/nd?m ‘bitter tasting’.

[37] Zhu. Iga?anii ‘to be stiff (of body) — X606 [cali ‘pins and needles,
cramp, numbness’.

[38] Zhu. lgni?ni? ‘to watch’” — X0 [g-a id.

[39] Zhu. lgdrii ‘to gnaw, scrape’ — X606 [gxu?le ‘to gnaw meat off a
bone’ (not very reliable due to differences in vocalism).

[40] Zhu. Ino6 ‘to yearn for, mourn, wish’ — X80 [ndo kV ‘to desire
someone intensely’.

[41] Zhu. nom ‘sex, promiscuity’ — !X60 ?[nyi-a? ‘sex, over-sexed per-
son, behaviour’.

[42] Zhu. mo?6md ‘to blink’ — PSK *?fngma id. (IX66 ?fndma; [Xam
dabba).
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[43] Zhu. Ing-i” ‘to limp” — PSK *?fng-ro id. (1X60 ?nohlo; [ Xam durru).

[44] Zhu. Ino?m “to suck” — X606 ?[nom “to hold pips in the mouth’.

[45] $Hoan ?lane ‘buttock” — X80 ?[ndi kV ‘to insult someone by rais-
ing the leg and showing off the anus’.

4.2.1.3. PPeK *4.

[46] PNH *fam ‘spoon’ ({Hoan fam; Zhu. nhai-fam) — X606 fgahm id.

[47] PNH *#ghuni ‘elbow’ (#Hoan #ghoni; Zhu. thini; |Aullen foni; Xa
(LL.) kwonni, fxwonni, (DOKE) louni; |OKung #kuni, tkoni, lkuni; Ov. #ghii-
ni) — PSK *#GuRV (X806 fchiili; [Nullen fgunni; [Xam k?unni; |Auni foni-ke).
See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[48] PNK *fgho- ‘dog’ (Zhu. ghii-it, $gho-d; IXa (LL.) kwe, (DOKE) #hwi;
0IKung fkwe; Ov. #ghde) — PSK *#gho- (X060 #qha-i, pl. tgha-ba-té; Mas. fxai,
txi; [Nullen fkhi; [Xam, |Ng kw-iy; Nlu tkho-n, tkhu-in; |Kxau thuni; |Kulle
lw-iy; Seroa ku-enia; | Xegwi (BLEEK) [kw-i, (LANHAM & HALLOWES) tlweng;
|Auni #ko7; |[Haasi than).

[49] PNK *#ghui ‘rotten egg’ (Zhu. fghii; Tsum. fghiii, Tsin., Ok., Leeu.
fohiii, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. #21i, etc.) — PSK *#gu- ‘egg’ (X0 #gui-a7, dimin. ki-
feuiu-bé; [Nullen gwo-i7; [Xam 'kaui[?]; |[Ng 'hauv; $Khomani fgwi ‘ostrich
egg’; |Auni /ui” id.). See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[50] PNK *fkxumi ‘to mix” (Zhu. tkxiimi; Tsum., Tsin., Ok., Leeu. fkxii-
mi, etc.) — X0 fkxiimi sV id.

[51] PNK *#nu(”) ‘to travel by night’ (Zhu. fnuh?; Xt (L1.) fnu) — X606
fnui” id.

[52] PNK *#2au ‘care, slowness’ (Zhu. f2dii-si; Tsum., Leeu. #2au; Tsin.,
Ok. fause) — X0 #94?u kV “to be careful, conserve, do gently”).

[53] PNK *f2ui ‘caracal’ (Zhu. #?ui; |Aullen fwi; Tsum., Tsin., Ok. {2ui,
etc.) — PSK *fu- id. (X806 ghda #2ui; $fKhomani #kui ‘rooikat’). See [HONKEN
1998: 181].

[54] Zhu. fg?abe ‘shiny” — 1X60 faba id. Cf. also $Hoan fg?ana ‘white’; if
the etymology is correct, the root must have had two different suffixal
extensions on the PPeK level.

[55] Zhu. #a?f ‘springbok’ — 1X60 fai id.

[56] Zhu. #3?0 ‘to be dented, dent’ — !X60 #gdo kV ‘to crush, squash
between the fingers, dent’.

[57] Zhu. #04 ‘reed mat’ — X80 fiia ‘sleeping mat’. See [HONKEN 1998:
180].

[58] Zhu. fom ‘to divide, share out’ — X060 fquim-fqiim ‘to disperse or
go off in numbers’.

[59] Zhu. #uh? “ant-lion” — X0 fegha? thdi id. (The comparison is ac-
ceptable if the X606 form < *Go™).
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[60] Zhu. #go?m “to strangle, throttle” — X6 #go?la “to throttle’.

[61] Zhu. thoana ‘to stretch out’ — X606 fghona kV “to straighten’. See
[HONKEN 1998: 176].

[62] Zhu. thii ‘banded spitting cobra” — X060 either #gii-e ‘cape cobra’
(better semantically) or #ghiiu ‘small python’ (better phonetically).

[63] Zhu. #?hdri ‘to become chipped (of enamel) — !X60 fghdvle
‘chipped, flaked, have a blemished surface’.

[64] Zhu. #?hoo ‘womb’ — X606 #ngoho ‘ovary, womb’. See [HONKEN
1998: 176].

[65] Zhu. fxiibi ‘shoulder joint’ — X606 #xibi ‘radius and ulna’. (Cf.
also [Xam #xui? ‘inner bone of forearm, ulna’ for a potentially different suf-
fixal extension).

[66] Zhu. nori “to stir (liquid)” — X606 #nghli sV “to stir up the coals’.

[67] Zhu. #24dbi ‘to lift up (something flat)’ — X8 #habi ‘to be raised
up; to raise (pl.)".

[68] Zhu. f2an ‘to go ahead, be first’' — 1X60 #ha? ‘ahead, first’. See
[HONKEN 1998: 176].

[69] Zhu. #26md ‘to kiss’ — X0 #2imar kV id.

[70] Zhu. #?%6ré “biceps’ — X80 #26lo “bicep, upper arm muscle’.

[71] Hoan fgole ‘to be blind” — X6 #gole ‘blind’.

[72] $Hoan #kxau ‘black” — PT *fa[?] id. (X606 #d?-1a; [Nullen tka-na).

[73] $Hoan #gama ‘wing’ — 1X60 tcahma id.

[74] $Hoan #[g]hoan ‘tHoan person’ — X80 #ghiia? ‘south’.

[75] tHoan #qhui-fghui ‘gray’ — X060 fchiii ‘yellow’.

[76] tHoan #q?ui ‘wind’ — PSK *#ghu- ‘wind’ (1X60 fghuie; Mas. [khwe,
[k'we; |Nullen tkhwe, fkwe, fxe; |[Xam kwe, lkhwe; |[Ng khwe; fKhomani fkowe,
tkhwe; | Xegwi suwi; |Auni tkwe).

[77] tHoan fcoe ‘to whistle’ — X060 fcii-ni id.

[78] $Hoan ?#ng ‘right (hand)’ — X406 ?fngu? ‘right side’.

4.2.1.4. PPeK *4,.

[79] PNH *|ghu? ‘steenbok’ (Hoan [gho?; Zhu. [?hi?; ||Aullen [ho?; IXa
(DoxkE) [ku?; 10'Kung [hum) — Proto-!Wi *f2uli]’ id. (|Xam ’kuiy; |Ng 'koiy;
tKhomani f?un; |Auni tko?).

[80] PNH */nhui ‘mouse’ (Hoan [nge; Zhu. [nhui; 'Xa (L1.) [nuhi, (DOXE)
[nhwi) — X060 #nil-je ‘mouse, muscle’.

[81] PNK *[ani ‘to shake’ (Zhu. [ai’-Jani; Ang. !XT [ani) — X0 fgani ‘to
tremble (of a limb), shake’.

[82] PNK *Jo ‘gall’ (Zhu. Jo; Ang. !X [0) — X060 fgdu ‘bile’.

[83] PNK *yu ‘African wild dog’ (Zhu. [yii; Tsin., Ok., Leeu. [kxui,
etc.) — 1X60 #yii-i *hunting dog’.
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[84] PNK */nu?u? ‘to swallow with difficulty, choke” (Zhu. [ni17; X
(LL) [nuiir) — X060 #cghnu [717 kV “to choke on food’.

[85] Zhu. [ahm ‘to pour out, to leak very much’ — X606 #gha? [hii” “to
leak, drip’.

[86] Zhu. [aboh ‘to pile things on top of each other” — X6 fcabo kV ‘to
pile up’.

[87] Zhu. Jari ‘umbrella thorn tree, Acacia heteracantha’ — X060 fcahli
‘sp. of thornbush, Acacia Fleckii’.

[88] Zhu. [g? “armpit’ — X060 fcah?m kV ‘to hold under the arm’.

[89] Zhu. [u?n? “to tighten (knot)” — X80 #guini ‘knot'.

[90] Zhu. [gam ‘a k. of grass (Hermannia sp.)” — !X60 f#qatn~tqan ‘Her-
mannia aethiopica’.

[91] Zhu. [noi ‘to drown’ — X6 #g?20ni sii ‘to be enveloped, drown’
(assuming a metathese of nasality in Zhu|'hoan).

[92] Zhu. 74 ‘foot-prints, hoof-prints’ — X606 #2ia kV ‘to run after,
follow tracks while running’.

[93] tHoan [gbe ‘belly’ (TRAILL 1973) — PT *fcgba (X606 fcaba ‘wall of
the stomach’; [Nullen [jgaba-n ‘belly’).

[94] +Hoan Joe ‘shoulder’ — !X40 fiii ‘collar bone’.

[95] {Hoan [ui, [fui ‘fat’ (TRAILL 1973) — X060 #i?i ‘fat on the waist’.

4.2.1.5. PPeK *!.

[96] PNK *la7 ‘to wait’ (Zhu. la7; X4 (L1.) /ka(?); Tsum., Tsin., Ok., Leeu.,
Mpu., Cui., Cnd. a7, etc.) — PSK *la? id. (X606 /a7; [Xam /ka(?); |Auni k?a7).

[97] PNK *lai ‘mortar’ ({Hoan lailai; Zhu. lai; ||Aullen ke; !Xt (L1.) ke,
Ikhe; \O'Kung !gai, lkai, lke) — X80 !gdi id.

[98] PNK *la?0 ‘cheetah’ (Zhu. /a?0; X@ (Ll.) /kau ‘hunting leopard’) —
X606 lqahii “cheetah’. Cf., perhaps, also $Hoan /gu? id. (although *g- would
be really expected).

[99] PNK *lge ‘to hunt’ (Zhu. lgé; | Aullen ggi, lkai) — X060 lqahe id.

[100] PNK *lorn ‘cheek’ (Zhu. lomm; Xt (LL) kumm, (DOKE) llqum) —
1X60 lguim jaw muscle’.

[101] PNK *u-u “assegai’ (Zhu. hilis; |Aullen kuku, kuku ‘knife’; X@ (LLoyp,
Doke) kulku; 'O'Kung kulku) — PT *lo *knife’ ('X60 /60; Mas. !go, ko, Ikho).

[102] PNK */go *heel’ (Xd (DoxE) /go?0; Ang. X1 /g0/g0; cf. also Zhu.
80g0r0?) — X606 Igo-ba-kii id.

[103] PNK *Mao ‘to load’ (Zhu. Inao; ||Aullen mau, maua) — X606 naho
kV *to load up’.

[104] PNK *ny ‘inside’ (Zhu. Indng; 'X{ (DOKE) l1) — 1X66 Mhan ‘inside,
centre’.
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[105] PNK *nhae ‘to dodge, duck, escape’ (Zhu. mhae; Ang. 'Xi
m?hae) — 1X60 mg?m — Ing?BV ‘to avoid, evade; to watch out for, fear’.

[106] PNK *Poa? ‘to yawn' (Zhu. R0a?; ||Aullen loa?; Xa (LLoyDp, DOKE)
lkoa?; Ov. ?m-R0a7) — X606 'hila id. — Proto-'Wi */goa id. ([Xam !goa-ken; N|u
Igoa). (No PSK reconstruction is provided because the exact click efflux is
hard to establish). See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[107] PNK *Rui? ‘to take care of’ (Zhu. 2417; Xt (L1.) kwi?) — 1X60 iy
kVid.

[108] Zhu. /a?a *dry season” — !X60 li-e ‘cold dry season, winter’.

[109] Zhu. laboh ‘tracks of many people together” — !X66 /qaba kV ‘to
follow in the spoor, tracks; retrace one’s tracks’.

[110] Zhu. /ai *wild pear, Ochna pulchra’ — X066 /ah-la id.

[111] Zhu. laih? ‘to shake something out of container’ — !X0606 lahi? kV
‘to beat (as a blanket)’.

[112] Zhu. /au ‘bag (from springhare, steenbok or duiker skin)” — X606
laov “large sack, bag made from two steenbok skins’.

[113] Zhu. loo-1o ‘toktokkie beetle” — X606 /6o-lbo id.

[114] Zhu. /ob6 ‘red-billed francolin’ — X6 /obo ‘quail’.

[115] Zhu. lo?017 “vein, artery’ — X606 loho? id.

[116] Zhu. lo?0ru ‘trachea’” — X060 Igiinu id.

[117] Zhu. i ‘back apron’ — X066 lgiu ‘front apron’. (Cf. also tHoan
guu ‘apron’, although the loss of click influx is puzzling).

[118] Zhu. Igohm *bottom, buttock” — X606 /ite, pl. lum-té ‘buttocks’.

[119] Zhu. !xam “to make porridge’ — X060 xdm kV ‘“to stir (e. g. mealie
meal)’.

[120] Zhu. kxdébé ‘to heal, be healed, cool down (of food) — !X60
Ikxoba “to cool down (of sun in the afternoon)’.

[121] Zhu. Indm ‘space, room, opening’ — !X66 ndm ‘clearing, clear
place’.

[122] Zhu. Inahm “to reconnoitre, spy out’ — X80 /ng- ‘to notice, inves-
tigate’.

[123] Zhu. noa? ‘to wade, walk in water” — X606 oni ‘to flow’ (alter-
natively, cf. in NK: Ang. !X /nga ‘to swim” — or is that the same root?).

[124] Zhu. Inom “to be cripple, lame” — X606 ?nima ‘limp’.

[125] Zhu. Inu?u? ‘to throw away’ — X460 mghu? ‘to remove, move off’.

[126] Hoan /a” ‘to sit (legs straight)” — X060 /a? ‘to be straight’.

[127] tHoan lani “to carry’ — X80 lin id. Cf., perhaps, also PNK */e id.
(if the original root form is */a-)?

[128] tHoan gam “left side” — X6 Igahm id.
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[129] tHoan Igome ‘bent around’ — !X6d Igoo ‘hunched, stooped,
crouched’.

[130] tHoan /(n)cgma ‘chest (of human)’ — X406 lcahma ‘sternum’.

[131] $Hoan /hgna ‘to snore’ — X606 mghna id. (Unclear if PNK *yunV
id. belongs here as well, but see section 6.1 on more details).

[132] Hoan na ‘bowl’ — X066 Maa ‘container’.

[133] $Hoan nori ‘to destroy’ — X606 Indli “to spoil, waste’.

[134] Hoan a-e ‘outside’ — X6 Ran-ti, ar-ni ‘outside, out’.

4.2.1.6. PPeK *!;.

[135] PNK */a* *bird sp. (korhaan)’ (Zhu. lah ‘red-crested korhaan’; X
(LL) ka ‘a bird’; O/Kung ’ka ‘bustard’) — X80 [ja-ba, pl. [lam-ki-té “black
korhaan’.

[136] PNK *lo[-ma] ‘short’ (Zhu. loma; ||Aullen /go; X0 (LL.) koma; !O/Kung
lko-Tko) — 1X60 [6h?m ‘light, soft, insubstantial in weight'. (The etymology is
sonewhat dubious due to both semantic and phonetic reasons. The PNK root
is clearly just *lo, with *-ma interpreted as the frequent nominal/adjectival
diminutive suffix; whether the final -m in X606 reflects the same suffix or has
a different origin is unclear. However, the forms are comparable even if NK
*ma and SK *m are proven to be of a different nature. As for the semantic
shift, cf. also the possibly related PCK form *[om ‘short’).

[137] PNK *lgo?a “chest’ (Zhu. !g0?4; |[Aullen lgwa) — X80 [lgriu id. (if the
PNH form really = */lgo?a, the comparison should rather be filed under 4.1.8).

[138] PNK *yoa ‘knee’ (Zhu. lyoa; |Aullen kwa-[ni; X (L1.) lkoa, khoa,
(Doke) Ixwa) — PSK *[[yU- id. (X80 [ly1i?-[nan; Mas. [ko?-|nay; [Nullen [[gu?-
[ni; |Auni [koe). In all Taa dialects the root is always used as first compo-
nent within the compound *[yU?-[nV, which can be compared to the re-
spective [|Aufen form !kwa-/ni. (The meaning of the second component,
however, remains unclear).

[139] PNK *gxo ‘to be pregnant’ (Zhu. /gxo6; Xt (DOKE) R0, n/?0; Ang.
Xt fkxoo) — X0 [[gxéu — [gxoV ‘to be pregnant’ (also with the meaning ‘to
put a skin across the shoulder for gathering” — two omonymous roots?).

[140] PNK *?mu? ‘to stand’ (Zhu. 7, ||Aullen u; Xa (L) Mu(v);
'O!Kung mw-a; Ov. 2ty (W), niiv (E)) — PT *[hu? id. (X606 [hit’; Mas. [ku?,
[lko?, [hu?; [Nullen [hu, [ku).

[141] Zhu. lgdnii *hipbone” — X606 [ganu id. See [HONKEN 1978: 174].

[142] Zhu. Igo?i" ‘ochre, red stone’ — !X60 [jga?i ‘red oxide’. See
[HONKEN 1998: 174].

[143] Zhu. lgu?ibii “to swell, be bloated” — X660 [iih?bu “to swell up’.

[144] Zhu. Iga ‘to belch, burp’ — X6 [gaha ‘to belch’. See [HONKEN
1998: 173].
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[145] Zhu. Igxarii ‘monitor lizard, leguan’ — X80 [lcghni-ka ‘sp. of lizard'.

[146] Zhu. Ing?i ‘crowned plover’ — X606 [nde? id. See [HONKEN 1998: 175].

[147] Zhu. Ing?ii ‘mongoose species’ — X0 [[ngh-be ‘yellow mongoose’.

[148] $Hoan /o ‘to be afraid” — PT *[Ju ‘to fear’ (X0 [u-a?; Mas. [kwo-i).

[149] $Hoan ki-Ino ‘to run’ — X80 [[niu id. Cf., perhaps, also Zhu. /0?0
‘to do fast’.

4.2.1.7. PPeK *!II.

[150] PNH *l[gla?dm- ‘to enter’ (Hoan lgam ‘to enter (pl. action)’; Zhu.
lea?ami ‘to enter’; X1 (LL.) ligabba, [|gabba; |O'Kung [gaba; Ok. [gabd) — 1X60
led?o [ Iga?BV “to put in; to enter (pl. action)’.

[151] PNK *Mna?- ‘big’ (Zhu. ma?a’; |Aullen na; IXa (L1.) [ne-a ‘to be
large’, (DoxE) /m?a ‘big’; 'OKung [na; Ov. [nata) — PSK *?na?- ‘big, to
grow’ (X606 ?ah?-ni “to grow physically, mature’; [Ng nai, Ine ‘big, many’;
[Kxau /nai ‘big’, Inai-n ‘many’).

[152] PNK */Iny ‘to put down, sit down’ (Zhu. Indng; !Xt (L1.) Iniv, [[ni;
0Kung [lni, [y) — X606 ?aha? “to lay horizontal’.

[153] PNK *flgxa ‘rough; thorn’ (Zhu. Igxa; 'X@ (LL.) nfka ‘rough’; Ang.
X1 [kxaa ‘be coarse’) — X060 Ichae?, Icha? *quill, straight thorn’.

4.2.1.8. PPeK *!;.

[154] PNH *lu?uru ‘fingernail’ (Zhu. li?iiri; |Aullen [kuru; Xa (LL) [kury;
'OKung [konu, [kulu; cf. also Hoan lo?o id. — is Hoan preserving the old
suffixless form here?) — PSK *[lqu[rV] id. (IX60 [qi-le, pl. [lgii-n-sd; [Xam
[kuru; |Ng [kurisi; tKhomani (Mg.) [koro-[si]; [Xegwi [kola; |Auni [korasa).

[155] PNK *lligoV" ‘shoe’ (Zhu. Igoah ‘footwear’, Igoeh ‘shoe, sandal,
footwear’; [[Aullen /gwa ‘shoe’; !X (LL.) [goa, [gua; Ang. !XT [goé) — 1X60
[lgti?a “to put on sandals, shoes’. See [HONKEN 1998: 175].

[156] PNK *Ixo ‘to be unlucky’ (Zhu. xo; Ov. [x0 ‘bad luck’) — X0
[lxoo ‘to be out of luck’.

[157] PNK *noa ‘reed’ (||Aullen mwa; Xt (L) [noa, [nua; Ov. [noa?) —
[Xam /noa ‘reed, arrow’.

4.2.1.9. PPeK *|.

[158] PNH *|[nh]a-ra ‘camelthorn tree’ (#Hoan [ala; Zhu. [[nhara) —
X6 [lda id.

[159] PNH *[ha- ‘to show’ (Hoan [fha; Zhu. [haélhaé; Ang. !XT [ha; Ov.
[hadry — X066 [lghaa kV id.

[160] PNH */ho?bu ‘foam’ (Hoan [ho?obu; Zhu. [Phubi; Ang. !Xt
[Phubi) — X606 [lohbu ‘froth, spray’. (Cf. also such forms as Ov. [nhuri
id. — indicating that *-bu may be just one of several possible PPeK exten-
sions). See [HONKEN 1998: 176].
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[161] PNH *|[h]o?ro ‘whirlwind’ (#Hoan [ho?olo; Zhu. [loro; Mpu. [uri
‘wind’) — X6 2Jnoh?lo id.

[162] PNH *nVbV ‘stork’ (}Hoan [no-|lnobe; Zhu. |[nibd) — X0 [niithe id.

[163] PNH *|xaba ‘shoulderblade” ({Hoan [lxaba ‘point between shoulder
blades’; Zhu. [xaba "hump; shoulderblade’) — X606 [lghdba ‘thoracic vertebra’.

[164] PNH *[kxu ‘to smell’ (}Hoan [kxo; Zhu. [kxi; ||Aullen [k”o; Xa (LL)
[ku, (DOXE) [lku-sa; Ang. X [kxu ‘to stink”) — X80 [kxdu? ‘smell, scent (n.)'.

[165] PNK *[la" ‘hat, cap’ (Zhu. [ah; ||Aullen, X (LL), Ang. !Xt [ka) —
X80 flaa ‘to put on (a hat, a necklace)’. See [HONKEN 1998: 181].

[166] PNK *[a” “to appeal to, beg for’ (Zhu. [la?; IXa (LL.) fka ‘to ask for
by speaking’) — !X60 [jga? ‘to beg for’.

[167] PNK *[abe ‘to be hungry; hunger’ (Zhu. [abe; |Aullen [kabe) —
IX60 [lahba ‘deprivation, hunger’.

[168] PNK *[lgma~*|aba ‘to wear, get dressed’ (Zhu. [ama; ||Aullen
[kamma, [kamma; X0 (L1.) [kaba, [kabba ‘to sling on’, (DOKE) [ava ‘to dress’;
0IKung [kaba ‘to wear’) — X0 [lgghm — [|gahBV “to tie onto the body (e.
g. a skin, blanket)’.

[169] PNK *[oe” ‘still” ({Hoan [loe; Zhu. [loeh té ‘but, but in fact’) — X606
[Joe “still’.

[170] PNK *[?haba ‘to walk briskly’ (Zhu. [Phaba; Ov. [haba
‘hurriedly’) — X660 [ngba ‘to walk briskly’. See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[171] PNK *|?hy “a k. of snake’ (Zhu. [?hang ‘mole snake’; IXa (L1.) [hivi
‘a k. of snake’; IO!Kung [kau? ‘a snake”) — 1X60 [ndna ‘sp. of snake’.

[172] PNK *[no?orV ‘bark’ (Zhu. [no?oro; 'O'Kung [nali, Inuli id.; Ov.
[nuri “peel or bark’) — PSK *[eurV id. (X606 [cuile ‘to peel, strip, remove
bark’; Mas. [igole ‘bark’).

[173] PNK *[nho?oru ‘aloe’ (Zhu. [nho?oru; Tsin. [n?hiri; Leeu. [n?hiri;
Cui. [nolii; Cnd. [[noli; North Om. [norii) — PT *[lcorV (X606 [lcolu “a sp. of
aloe’; Mas. Igolo “acacia’).

[174] PNK *fxa ‘again’ (Ang. X [xaa; Ov. [xid) — IX65 [xd-le id.

[175] PNK *|xai ‘to sweep’ (Zhu. [lxdi; ||[Aullen [xi) — !X60 [xdi kV “to
clear, sweep’.

[176] PNK *|xau ‘to set a trap’ (Zhu. [xdiu; |Aullen [kau; 'O'Kung [kau;
Ov. [xdo) — X0 [xdu kV ‘to snare, trap’. See [HONKEN 1998: 181].

[177] PNK *[xui ‘to ignore, belittle’ (Zhu. [xui; Ang. Xa [xui ‘to
hate’) — X0 [xii? — [lxuV ‘to berate, criticize, find fault with’.

[178] PNK *[kxa ‘to be satiated’ (Zhu. [kxd; |Aullen [a7; !XT (DOXE)
fla) — X606 [kxa? “to finish’. (Some of the NK forms may be influenced by
or directly borrowed from Nama [[i < PCK *[kxa” id.).
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[179] PNK *[kxom ‘to punch (with fist)" (Zhu. [kxom; !Xt (DoxE) [kom;
Ang. X1 [kxom) — 1X60 [kxiim — [kxuBV “to bore, drill; to hit, punch’.

[180] PNK *|lgxanV ‘gristle, cartilage’ (Zhu. [jgxani; Tsum. [jgxatini;
Tsin., Leeu. [jgkxani, etc.) — X0 [kxtinu “bridge of the nose, nasal bone’.

[181] PNK *[lgxom ‘upper arm’ (Zhu. [gxém; ||Aullen [gum; Tsin., Cui.
[kxém, etc.) — PT *[lkxo- id. (X80 [kxo-a ‘upper arm, humerus’; Mas. [Jxo-i
‘upper arm’).

[182] PNK *[[no?obo ‘to wade’ (Zhu. [[no?0bo; Ang. !Xt [nobo) — X606
[nd?ba kV “to walk on something wet'.

[183] PNK *[faba “to step over’ (Zhu. [Paba; Ov. [fabd) — X060 [leatbu kd id.

[184] PNK *[2y “to tie up’ (Zhu. [Pang; [|Aullen fe?, feir, [li7; IXii (LL) [iri,
(DoxE) [, fky; '1OKung [ei’; Ang. Xt [fang) — X606 ?[ndha? “to bind, tie,
knot'.

[185] Zhu. [lala ‘to warm (one’s hands) at the fire’ — PSK *[la["] ‘to burn’
(X060 [laha “to set alight, set on fire’; Mas. [fka ‘to burn’; [Nullen [ka “to tattoo,
burn’; [Xam, [Ng [ka, [ke ‘to burn’; [Kulle fka id.; [Xegwi, |Auni [ka ‘to cook’).
186] Zhu. [lai *well, good’ — X8 [lim *well, nicely’.

187] Zhu. [la?1 *Cape lilac, Ehretia rigida” — !X [jgdu id.
188] Zhu. [oar-na ‘francolin’ — X0 [Joa-[oa-sé ‘red-billed francolin’.
189] Zhu. [lgad” ‘to spend the day’ — X060 [lga” id.

[190] Zhu. [ga?ini ‘spotted, piebald’ — X80 [jgaa kd sii ‘flecked, spot-
ted, striped’.

[191] Zhu. [jgubi ‘to pull between the legs’ — X606 [goh?bi kV ‘to put
between the legs’.

[192] Zhu. [[x0a? ‘to breathe heavily, pant’ — PT *gho?a ‘to breathe’
(X0 [lghd?ar; Mas. [koa).

[193] Zhu. [kxai ‘to be wrinkled” — X060 [jgxdi ‘wrinkled (of skin or
berry)’.

[194] Zhu. [kxiibi ‘to shake (a person), twitch (of the skin)” — X0 [lcobi
sV ‘to shake up aliquid’.

[195] Zhu. [[nang ‘tuber of the morama bean’ — X6 ?[nghn ‘morama
nut creeper’.

[196] Zhu. [noboh ‘to beckon, call towards oneself’ — X060 [[nobo ‘to
talk softly, murmur, talk to oneself’.

[197] Zhu. [nubi “to peel (of one’s skin)” — X0 [[yo?bu ‘to peel off, be-
come separated’.

[198] Zhu. [[nhahng “to scrape, sharpen (blade) — X606 [nghn sV ‘to
sharpen, file’. See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[199] tHoan [obo ‘to jump over’ — X066 [ohbo id.

[
[
[
[
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[200] tHoan [jggi in gri-|lgai ‘woman’ — PSK *|gg- ‘female’ (X0 [/gdi;
tKhomani [jgai-fka ‘girl’; Seroa [ei-kje *‘woman, female”).

[201] $Hoan [jgo?0a ‘black beetle’” — X0 [jgitha ‘long horn beetle’. Cf.,
perhaps, also Zhu. [[goni jewel beetle’?

[202] $Hoan [lxao ‘dense bush’ — 1X66 [xdu ‘bushy area without heavy
sand’.

[203] $Hoan [Jxou ‘bushpig’ — X0 [xéu ‘warthog'.

[204] tHoan [fkxao ‘to chop’ — X80 [aa, pl. [ao? id. (Cf., perhaps, also
PNK *[ho id.?).

[205] Hoan [jga ‘dry, treeless plain” — X040 [gda ‘drought; dry area’.

[206] $Hoan [jgau ‘ice, cold” — X060 [lgd? ‘ice, frost’.

[207] $Hoan [lghori-ga ‘to be amazed” — X060 [jghiili kV ‘to be surprised,
disappointed’.

[208] $Hoan [g?0a ‘to be open’ — X0 [6?a tV “to open’. (Cf., perhaps,
also Zhu. foah? ‘to open, uncover’; the form can be easily compared to the
SK one, in which case the etymology should be grouped in 4.1.6, but dis-
agrees with the lateral click in $Hoan).

4.2.1.10. PPeK *|;.

[209] PNH *#U” ‘star’ (fHoan fo”; Zhu. fuh?; | Aullen #goe; !Xa (LL) #ko?,
tkuv, (DokE) tku?); !1O'Kung #tku?) — PSK *lo[n]- (!X60 [ona; Mas. [gwana-te
‘stars’; [Nullen [ana-te id.; |Ng [kw-e-sa, [kw-ai-sa ‘star’; fKhomani [Pw-ai-
kje; |Kulle [kante ‘stars’). Many of the SK forms can be explained as prod-
ucts of secondary diphthongization: *[on-a > *|loan-a > *|wana-, *|lana-.

[210] PNH *#hi ‘big, many’ (#Hoan #hi ‘wide, big’; Zhu. #hdi ‘many, much’,
|Aullen #khi, X (L1) #xi, (Doke) #2hi, |OKung #khi, etc.) — PSK *[la- ‘many, big’
(X80 [[d-li *many, big’; Mas. [ka-ri id.; [Nullen [ka-nte ‘many’, [ka-rri ‘big, all’;
[Xegwi [xa-in ‘many, all’; |Auni [kani, [ka?i id.). The comparison is acceptable if
PSK *[la- is really *[le- (the diagnostic forms in [Xam are not attested).

[211] PNH *#yai ‘scorpion’ (tHoan fxai; Zhu. fyai; [|Aullen fxai; Xt (L1.)
txi) — PT *[a- id. (X0 [lde?, pl. [l3-ma-té; |Nullen [kai).

[212] PNK *a?[u] ‘cold” (Zhu. fa?i; X (L) fkao, fka-ao id.; cf. also
tHoan #g id.?) — PSK *[a?[u] id. (X0 [ld?u?; Mas. [kKau; |Nullen [k?au?; cf.
also [Xam [fxwe, |Auni [xau id.).

[213] PNK *foa" ‘giraffe’ (Zhu. foah; |Aulen #koa; Xa (L1) tkoa, tkwa,
(DOKE) fgoa; Ang. X1 foa) — PT *[lu-a ‘springbok’ (X660 [ii-a, pl. [iim; Mas.
[kwa). Cf., perhaps, also Hoan fcoa ‘gemsbok’ (although the click efflux
correspondence would be rather unique).

[214] PNK *#ga" “old (of things) (Zhu. gah; ||Aullen #ga; !XT (LL.) fga?,
(DOKE) #¢?%2; Ang. X1 fgaa) — X060 [jaha? ‘old, mature’.

[215] PNK *fgau ‘to roast’ (Zhu. fgdu; Tsin., Ok., Leeu. #gio, etc.) —
IX66 [ldo “to heat up, roast, bake’.
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[216] PNK *#kxobo ‘to trample, pound’ (Zhu. #kxébd; Ok., Mpu. #kxabo;
Lister #20bo) — X060 [Jxtim — [xuBV ‘to flatten, trample, squash’. (The ety-
mology is somewhat dubious since the efflux correspondence NK *-kx- :
SK *-x- is highly irregular.)

[217] PNK *#ngm ‘small frog’ (Zhu. tngm; !Xt (L1.) fngmm; Tsin., Leeu.,
Mpu. fnam, etc.) — X066 ?fnahm id.

[218] Zhu. fabe “loincloth, underpants’ — X606 [gdbi ‘woman’s rear apron’.

[219] Zhu. fau ‘giraffe’ — X606 [lghii?, dimin. [lghiiu-bd id. (Etymology
somewhat dubious due to the lack of aspiration in Zhu|hoan).

[220] Zhu. foa ‘pelvis’ — 1X60 foho ‘male G-string of skin’.

[221] Zhu. fge ‘young man, youth’ — PSK *|qule] ‘new, young, fresh’
(X606 [lquV; Mas. [xwe; [ Xam [kwe).

[222] Zhu. 92070 ‘to urinate’ — X0 [lala ‘to have diarrhoea’.

[223] Zhu. #i-#1i ‘sp. of black ant” — 1X60 [ur-[li7 “sp. of grasshopper’.
(The semantics is not ideal, but note the reduplication in both cases).

[224] Zhu. $g06?6a? *devil thorn” — X0 [jd-ba id. (the comparison is ac-
ceptable if the PPeK vowel is *o > PNK *o, PT *a).

[225] Zhu. fgo?0ro ‘arrow-marked babbler’ — X860 [lguilu kd [ihm-se
‘giant eagle owl’ (fiihm = ‘owl’, i. e. ‘[[gtilu-like owl’).

[226] Zhu. ghao “to fall asleep” — X80 [gao ‘to be dizzy, giddy’.

[227] Zhu. #xiii ‘to brush aside, brush away’ — X066 [xi1? — [xuV ‘to
throw away, discard’. (Note the interesting minimal pair — for !X66 —
that this PPeK root constitutes with Zhu. [xii ‘ignore” — !X60 [xuV ‘berate,
criticize’).

[228] Zhu. fyabii-fyabi “‘to twitch, flutter” — X060 [fithbu kd “to flutter (as
bird in snare)’.

[229] Zhu. fyomm ‘to lose leaves in autumn’ — X0 [yd?m [?¢7 ‘to be
leafless’.

[230] Zhu. #nd ‘to throw (liquid) away’ — X060 [[ng-i sV ‘to throw out,
get rid of, spill out’.

[231] Zhu. fngng ‘plate-thorn acacia, Acacia fleckii’ — X606 [naha?
‘candle acacia, Acacia hebeclada’.

[232] Zhu. #nubih ‘to swing one arm while running’ — X606 ?|nibi
tshoe ‘armpit’ (lit. ‘the inside of ?|ngbi’, where ?|[niibi possibly = ‘arm’).

[233] $Hoan fgui ‘ant-eater” — X0 [gi?m, dimin. [gu?u-ba ‘pangolin’.
(Cf., perhaps, also PNK *#nhgi ‘pangolin’?).

4.2.1.11. To these correspondences I would feel tempted to add one
more series, that of PNH */ corresponding to PSK *#. It does not fit too well
into the already proposed scheme, and the examples are significantly less
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numerous; however, dismissing them completely would not be reasonable
at this preliminary stage. Perhaps some of these examples can be looked
upon as occasional irregular (dialectal?) variants of PPeK *#.

[234] PNH *IxU- ‘elephant’ (Hoan /xui; Zhu. /x6; [|Aullen xo; Xa (LL.)
Ixo; 10Kung x0) — PSK *fxu- id. (1X60 #xii-a; [Xam fxoa; $Khomani #kx?oa).
Cf., however, above (3.2.1.3) on the SK forms of this root and how they
could actually represent borrowings from CK. It is not excluded that what
we are dealing here is cognation between PNH */xU- and PCK *fxoa on a
higher level, while the SK forms are secondary.

[235] PNK *mo?m ‘navel’ (Zhu. mo?m; ||Aullen mum; Xt (DOKE) n?m;
Ang. !Xt Inom?m) — X606 tnin id.

[236] Zhu. /g?m “penis, sting’ — X060 f2an id.

[237] Zhu. Igo?m ‘vagina’ — X060 fga?a’ ‘woman’s sexual organs’.

Speaking of the palatal click, it would certainly be of interest to check
if there are any reliable external confirmations for the SK opposition of #;
and #, (see 3.2.1.3); unfortunately, fully reliable parallels [ex. 48, 76] can
only be found for SK *#;, which in both cases < PPeK *#; as of now, it re-
mains unclear if PSK *#, < PPeK *; or if the SK opposition is «local» and
has nothing to do with the earlier stages of development.

4.2.1.12. It can be easily seen that in general, «one-to-one» correspon-
dences with well-matching semantics are more numerous than «non-trivi-
al» ones. At first glance, this could throw suspicion upon at least some of
the latter, causing us to raise the question whether we are not actually
taking isolated chance resemblances and passing them off for cognates.
This, however, can be easily refuted through the following considerations.

a) Since we are still lacking a formal method of separating genuine cog-
nates from results of contacts and borrowing, a large part of the lexical examples
grouped under the «one to one» sections may, in fact, turn out to represent
such contacts and nothing else. This is particularly actual for cases where the
segmental structures of compared forms match completely and find phonetic-
ally identic parallels outside PeK, most notably, in Khoekhoe or other CK lan-
guages. Cf., for instance, [203], which is obviously tied in with PCK *[xu ‘wart-
hog’ — yet the nature of this connection cannot, at present, be fully ascer-
tained. Needless to say, examples on «non-trivial» correspondences are much
safer when it comes to strict filtering through the «potential borrowings» sieve.

b) If the «non-trivial» correspondences presented above really were
chance resemblances, we would expect to be able to construct similar «series»
for every possible click influx correspondence between Zhu|hoan and X,
or, wider, PNH and PSK; that is, «series» involving at least 10 to 15 different
examples boasting strong semantic ties, and with at least a couple of them
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belonging to the Swadesh 100-wordlist as well. This, however, has so far
proved impossible. There is, for instance, no such connection between PNH */
and PSK *[, nor are there any good examples on PNH *# corresponding to
PSK */ or *!. In other words, the correspondences presented above should not
by any means give one the idea that «any North Khoisan click can correspond
to any South Khoisan click», which is clearly not the case.

c) Finally, one has to consider the fact that the somewhat smaller pro-
portion of «non-trivial» correspondences may simply indicate that the
clicks marked as |;, #;, etc.,, were considered as more highly marked in
PPeK (possessing an «extra» phonological feature) and were therefore less
frequently used.

Out of all the above series, only 4.2.1.7 and 4.2.1.8 (involving retroflex
clicks in NK) stand out as very scarcely represented; this is, however, illu-
sive, since practically every etymology under 4.2.1.5 and 4.2.1.6 in which
the Zhu|’hoan form is not confirmed by HEIKKINEN’s or SNYMAN’s dia-
lectal data can be regarded as potentially containing a retroflex click in-
stead of an alveolar one; should there happen to be any additional data
with lateral or retroflex reflexes for these etymologies, they will be imme-
diately transferred to subgroups 4.2.1.7 and 4.2.1.8 respectively. It is inter-
esting to note that items with retroflex clicks yield exactly the same re-
flexes as the ones with alveolar clicks in PSK; note also, however, that
PPeK */; always yields */in PNK, never a retroflex /..

4.2.1.13. Correspondences involving labial clicks.

PSK, and even !X060, etyma containing labial clicks are extremely
scarce when compared to the rest of the click-containing material; never-
theless, they often represent important roots from the basic lexicon, in-
cluding even such Swadesh 100-wordlist items as ‘meat’, ‘tree’, and
‘sleep’, and most probably go directly back to PPeK. Yet so far, no at-
tempts to find just a single working correspondence for these roots in
PNH have been successful.

Out of the 50-something roots with initial 0- in X0, around 15 can be
offered semantically reliable and phonologically reasonable correlates in
either NK or $Hoan, which is more or less proportionate with the amount
of parallels for all the other clicks. The problem, however, is that, unlike all
of those, the X606 (PSK) labial click truly seems to be able to correspond to
almost every other click influx in the North Khoisan II subgroup. Cf.:

a) IX6d 0-: PNH */-:

[238] Zhu. [aa? ‘wild cucumber, Coccinea rehmannii’ — PT *0nV- ‘a k.
of cucumber’ (IX60 Ongde, pl. Onfim ‘edible cucumber (Coccinea rehman-
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nii)’; Mas. Onoa?e ‘edible fruit of the Coccinea Rehmannii’; |[Nullen Omwai
‘onion, cucumber’).

[239] Zhu. [thoa? ‘true, real’ — X606 ?0ndha? ‘body, trunk; true, pure,
very’. Cf,, in particular, the possible root-for-root match between Zhu. Zu-
[thoa? ‘the Zhu|'hoan, lit. the true/real people’ and X80 tiiu ?0nahn-si? “the
1X60, lit. the pure people’. (On the Zu — tfiu connection see below).

[240] tHoan [207 ‘tree’ — PSK *?0no- ‘tree, wood’ (X606 ?0na-je; Mas.
Omoe, Omoi; |Nullen 0?a; [Xam Oho; |[Ng Obo, Obs, Oho; $Khomani 0go; [[Kxau
Oo; [ Xegwi Oho; |Auni Obwaa, Obwasa, Opo; |Haasi Oboei).

b) X606 O- : PNH *#-:

[241] Zhu. #gad ‘omasum’ — X606 Od?i ‘abomasum’.

[242] Zhu. #hiré ‘to peel’ — X606 Oghdla “to chip, peel, remove seeds
from a pod’.

[243] Zhu. fng ‘louse’” — PSK *Ony- id. (X606 Ony?, pl. Onar-té; [Xam
Omwin, Omoen; |[Ng Omoinja). See [EHRET 1986: ex. 174].

[244] Zhu. nho ‘to take a pinch of smth.” — X606 Oni?lu ‘squash be-
tween the fingers’, Onilu kV ‘squash, collapse’.

c) X606 0- : PNH *-:

[245] PNK *mnhoba ‘to speak a foreign language’ (Zhu. nhobd; Ov.
Inhéba) — X066 Ongm — OnoBV ‘to misunderstand, speak at the same time’.

[246] Zhu. Igom-3é ‘edible hairless caterpillar” — X606 0go?.

[247] Zhu. kx1i “happy, lucky” — X606 Okxiim ‘delicious, nice’.

[248] Zhu. !naroh ‘to learn, teach, educate’ — !X60 Oyale ‘to instruct,
teach’ (also in the meaning ‘to twirl (as an eggbeater)’; probably two omo-
nymous roots).

d) IX66 0-: PNH *II-:

[249] PNK *lha ‘meat’ (Zhu. 'hd; ||Aulen ka, 'kha, [ka; Xa (L1.) kha,
[kha, (DoxE) !kha, [ka; \O'Kung [kha, [ka; Ang. X [ha; Ov. [hi) — PSK *0OV
id. (X606 Oa-je; Mas. Opwe; [Nullen Opwe, Opwi; |Xam, |[Ng Opwai; Nju Ohoi;
tKhomani Okwoe; [ Xegwi Oa; |Auni Opwe; [Haasi Owi).

[250] PNK */?hav ‘son, child’ (Zhu. Phdin; ||Aullen 'ha?; Xt (LL.) /hav, ha,
[ha?, [Ja?; 'OKung [ha?; Ang. !X [Pha?; Ov. [[?hd?) — X606 Ogda “child’. (See
also 3.2.1.1 about further possible SK — and even {Hoan — cognates).

[251] PNK *!lgoa? ‘Kalahari raisin bush, Grewia retinervis’ (Zhu. /goan?;
Ow. [lgoa?) — X606 Ochu? *sp. of bush (wild currant or Kalahari sand raisin)’.

[252] PNK *llgu" ‘to sleep, be sleepy’ (Zhu. lguh; Xt (LL) [jgu; 'O'Kung
llgu, [go; Ov. [git *be ill, be sleepy’) — PSK *0o-[i]n ‘to sleep’ (X606 Odn; Mas.
Opwoi?, Opwoin; [Nullen Opwoin; [Xam Qoen; |[Ng Opoey, Opwoiy, Opwoen; Nju
Ounn; tKhomani Okun ka?a ‘to dream’; |Kxau Oan; |Xegwi 0i; |Auni
Opwa?ai("); |Haasi Owa ai).
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Not a single one of these four groups is really ‘preferable” over the
other one, unless it becomes possible to prove that examples [246-248]
actually represent PNK */- and group (c) is thus left represented by only
one example. It might be argued that group (d) presents a slightly better
case, since it contains at least two stable 100-wordlist items; moreover,
having as many as four cases of potential cognation between the most
statistically rare North Khoisan click (retroflex) and the most statistically
rare South Khoisan click (labial) is certainly extremely noteworthy. Nev-
ertheless, this does not automatically invalidate the other series.

In order to put forward a trustworthy hypothesis, we should probably
compare this situation with the one observable within PNH itself, i. e. those
cases where we have the labial click in Hoan corresponding to non-labial
clicks in North Khoisan proper. As has already been shown in 2.2.1, the pre-
vailing NK correspondence here is the dental influx [; however, there are also
those dubious cases where {Hoan 0 can be shown to potentially correspond
to NK */ and maybe even *| as well, meaning that essentially the situation is
quite similar to the one observable for Peripheral Khoisan overall.

It should also be noted that, although both Hoan and PSK have the
labial click (in more or less the same proportions), tHoan 0- and X606 0-
almost never correspond to each other. The only case where such a correspon-
dence is possible is as follows:

[253] PNH *0?U ~ *f?U ‘duiker’ (}Hoan 0?:; Zhu. [2du; X4 (L1.) Jou,
(DoxE) [fau; 'O!Kung [au) — PT *OhV ‘a k. of antelope’ (1X60 Ohdn ‘duiker’;
Mas. Oho ‘steenbok’, Opyn ‘duikerbok’; [Nullen 0ho ‘duiker’).

The other two possible PPeK etymologies involving the labial click in
tHoan are:

[254] PNH *20ne ~ *2[ne ‘head’ (fHoan ?mQu-n; Zhu. [ndi; |Aullen [ne;
Xt (LL) /ne, (DOKE) [ne, [nai; 'O!Kung [ne; Ov. ?[né) — PSK *na- id. (1X60
[nan; Mas. [na; |Nullen [nany; [Xam, |[Ng, $tKhomani, |[Kxau, [|[Kulle, Seroa,
[Xegwi, |Auni [na).

[255] PNH *@o?a ~ *[lo?a ‘tortoise” ({Hoan Ooa; Zhu. [j0?4; !Xt (L1.) [koa,
[K'oa, (DOKE) [o?a; Ang. X@ [lgo?a; Ov. [go?a) — PSK *[co- id. (1X6d [coh?a
‘plastron of a tortoise, sternum’; [Xam [go ‘tortoise’; |[Ng [igo ‘large moun-
tain tortoise’; tKhomani [[gou ‘tortoise’; |Auni [jgo ‘tortoise-shell’).

Finally, it is interesting to note the anlaut parallelism in the following
two cases: {Hoan Ou ‘an edible nut’ — X606 nim, dimin. #nyj-ju ba ‘Morama
nuts’; #Hoan Ooa ‘two’ — X060 #niim id. Whether or not, however, the last
two comparisons are justified, one thing is clear: there is no systematic
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connection whatsoever between the labial clicks in $Hoan and !X60, and
most probably, $Hoan 0- has got numerous correspondences in X0 just as
it has numerous correspondences in Zhu|'hoan — and just as the X606 la-
bial click has numerous correspondences of its own in Zhu|'hoan as well.

All of this begs for an obvious conclusion — namely, that most, or, quite
possibly, even all occurrences of the labial click, both in $Hoan and SK, are an
innovation, and that Proto-Peripheral Khoisan, despite having been an ex-
tremely «click-abundant» language, never had any labial clicks. What it could
have, for instance, is a set of click-containing roots distinguished from the
rest through extra «strong» labialization, e. g. a -w-like glide in between the
click and the main vowel. Later on, depending on the vocalic (or prosodic?)
environment, some of these roots had transferred this labialization onto the
click influx itself, with the process happening independently in «Proto-
tHoan» and Proto South-Khoisan. The labial click would thus turn out to be
a relatively recent development, which accords well enough with external
evidence — such as the complete and utter lack of labial click articulation
beyond the borders of Peripheral Khoisan, be it the rest of the Khoisan fam-
ily or Khoisan-influenced Bantu languages that had «adopted» clicks.

In North Khoisan proper this «extra» labialization has seemingly
vanished without a trace. There is, however, one specific root where it
might have been preserved due to outstanding circumstances. Cf.:

[256] PNK *ma ‘little one, child; dim. suffix’ (Zhu. ma; |Aulen ma; Xt
(LLoyp, DokE) ma; |OKung ma) — PSK *0a id. (X606 Oaa ‘young (of ani-
mals); child’; Mas. Opa ‘grandson, granddaughter’; [Xam Owa, Opwa ‘little,
young’; [Ng Opwa ‘little’; [Xegwi Oo? ‘son’; |Auni Opa, Opwa, Opwon ‘son’,
Opwoe, Opwa-xe ‘daughter’; |[Haasi Opxwa ‘child’).

The correspondence here is completely unique and therefore rather
questionable. However, it gets additional semantic confirmation due to
the frequent use of the morpheme as a diminutive suffix in both NK and
SK; cf. even such bimorphemic correlations as Zhu. /hdma ‘animal’ < PNK
*Iha-ma (lit. ‘meat-small’) — X060 Oaje Oaa id. (for the first part of the com-
ponent see [249]). If the original phoneme here was a «labialized» click, it
is this function of the morpheme as a semi-auxiliary one that may have
triggered the irregular development into a labial nasal in NK; since the
root was mainly used in the intervocal position, it would be rather natural
for it to undergo a «declickification» process. (Cf. also the facultative vari-
ant -ba in !X60, e. g. 20naje-Oaa, ?20naje-ba “little tree”).

The main practical problem tied in with the hypothesis of secondary
labialization, of course, is that this solution gives us way too much free-



394 G. StarosTIN. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

dom in etymologizing the available labial click-containing material. This
makes it all the more important not only to pay closer attention to seman-
tics, but also to trace down the possible patterns of click efflux correspon-
dences in order to filter out at least some of the multiple etymologies that
can be thus offered for !X66 and fHoan words beginning with 0-.

4.2.2. Click effluxes. Correspondences between PNH and PSK click ef-
fluxes are even more complex and variegated than those between click in-
fluxes, and it can be stated with certainty that even after careful analysis
of the available material from Zhu|'hoan and X606 some of them still re-
main to be ascertained.

As far as we can tell, there are two main factors responsible for this
tremendous diversity. One is that there may have been click effluxes in
PPeK that have not been preserved — or, rather, attested — in any of the
modern languages. Cf.: “When we consider the wide variety of click ac-
companiments that do occur, then a number of other possibilities must be
considered as just accidental gaps that might have occurred but are not
attested. Combinations using additional phonation types would be possi-
ble. We should also consider other airstream mechanisms that might be
used... We must constantly remember that although the world’s languages
contain, from our ethnocentric point of view, many unusual sounds, there
are many other possible sounds that have not been found — yet.” [LADE-
FOGED-TRAILL 1994, p. 62]. It is quite possible that certain non-trivial efflux
correspondences established between PNH and PSK can be shown to
have at one time filled some of the ‘accidental gaps’ mentioned in LADE-
FOGED and TRAILL’s overview of the existing click systems.

The other factor — an extremely important one, although studied only
very superficially so far — is influence on the part of the surrounding vocal-
ism. Concerning click influxes, it has so far been impossible to demonstrate
any potential connections between them and the root vocalism — all of the
correspondences presented above demonstrate few, if any, traces of distribu-
tion depending on the following vowel. Click effluxes, however, come into far
more direct contact with the vowel, and numerous examples amply demon-
strate how influxes and vowels are capable of «trading» phonological features
between each other. At their most extensive (like in X80), Khoisan vowels can
pack up to four extra distinctive features (rarely met all at the same time,
though), and all of these can, to certain extent, influence the original character
of the efflux. Thus, nasalised vowels (a7, 0%, u, etc.) can «force» the efflux to
become nasalised; pharyngealized vowels (g, o, u, etc.) — to become “uvular-
ized’; breathy vowels (4", 0" u", etc.) — to become aspirated; glottalised vow-
els (a?, 07, u?, etc.) — to develop an extra glottal stop.
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The exact rules are often extremely hard to formulate, since the devel-
opments involved can theoretically belong to either one of at least four cate-
gories: a) vocalism influencing the efflux, with preservation of features eve-
rywhere (e. g. *fa? > *fna”); b) vocalism influencing the efflux with subse-
quent dissimilation, i. e. the vocalic feature gets «transferred» onto the con-
sonant (e. g. *#a? > *fna? > *fna); c) efflux influencing the vocalism, with pres-
ervation of features (e. g. *fna > *fna’); d) efflux influencing the vocalism with
dissimilation (e. g. *#na > *fa’). Moreover, different developments can occur
separately in both subbranches, further obscuring the original situation.

A particularly actual question is whether it is fully justified to treat click
effluxes as entities completely independent from the accompanying click in-
flux; to be more precise — whether it can be up to the click influx to influence
the articulation of the efflux (and do that in several different ways depending
on the subbranch). The answer is that so far, I have not been able to perceive
any obvious signs of complementary distribution between any of the corre-
spondences below that could be attributed to assimilative or dissimilative in-
fluence of the influx (although certain patterns do indeed occur more fre-
quently with some types of click influxes than with others; see below). This
means that, although on the synchronous level the click efflux forms a tight
unity with the first part of the click, diachronically click effluxes are far tighter
connected to the following segments of the root, i. e. its vocalism.

Below I am listing several types of correspondences and potential de-
velopments between the click efflux systems of PNH and PSK. It should,
however, be noted that this list is by no means exhaustive; with all the
possible types of efflux/vowel interaction, we may be sure that further
correlations will eventually be brought to light as well. The following list,
then, only includes the most frequently encountered correspondences that
can be grouped into patterns, with emphasis on the non-trivial ones.

4.2.2.1. «Trivial» correspondences (identical effluxes in NK and SK). This
is the most frequently encountered group of correspondences, accounting
for about an entire half of the material presented above. Again, though, it
should be noted that a certain part of this material, especially the one where
the influxes are identical as well, may actually represent cultural lexicon
that has recently penetrated into both NK and SK from a third source (such
as Central Khoisan). Another factor is that «trivial» correspondences are
much more easily seen than «non-trivial» ones, meaning that future, more
detailed, research will probably yield more of the latter than of the former.

«One-to-one» correspondences involve practically every click efflux
that is commonly shared by PNH and PSK. Most numerous are cases in-
volving the zero efflux, the voiced efflux (-g-), and the nasal efflux (-n-); the
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rare PNH effluxes *-gh- and *-nh- correspond to simply *-¢- and *-u- in X0
(although it is unclear whether the aspiration disappeared on the PSK level
already or is only characteristic of !X80). Surprisingly enough, cases of
«one-to-one» correspondences for the glottal stop efflux (-?-) are extremely
rare, considering its rather high frequency. Somewhat more reliable are the
velar fricative (*-x-, *-y-) and affricate (*-kx-, *-gx-) accompaniments.

Uvular and preglottalised nasalised effluxes are, of course, only iden-
tifiable in PNH if the corresponding tHoan etymon is present. It should be
noted, however, that preglottalisation of the nasal efflux in tHoan and
X606 do not always match (see below).

Zero efflux: PNH *i — X606 Jahi [1]; $Hoan Joma — X6 [iima [21]; $Hoan
Joa — |Xam foa? [22]; PNH *lu — PSK *le[u]” [26]; PNK *o["]Jm — X606 [ah-li
[30]; Zhu. fii v — X606 [ih-i [34]; Zhu. fg?abeé — X80 faba [54]; Zhu. #a?i — 1X60
tai [55]; Zhu. foa — X060 #ia [57]; Zhu. Jahm — X606 faha? [85]; $Hoan Joe —
1X60 fiii [94]; PNK *a7 — PSK *la? [96]; PNK *lulu — PT *lo [101]; Zhu. /a?2 —
1X60 ld-e [108]; Zhu. lai — X606 lah-1a [110]; Zhu. lathy — X606 lahiv [111]; Zhu.
lan — 1X060 laov [112]; Zhu. loo-Io — X066 loo-loo [113]; Zhu. l6b6 — X0 lobo
[114]; Zhu. lo?u? — X606 lohov [115]; #Hoan a7 — X606 !y [126]; $Hoan lani —
1X66 lin [127]; PNK *la" — X606 [ja-ba [135]; PNK *lo[-ma] — X603 [6h?m [136];
tHoan lo — PT *[lu [148]; PNK *[a" — X060 [laa [165]; PNK *[labe — X0 [ahba
[167]; PNK *Jloe" — X606 [loe [169]; Zhu. [lafa — PSK *[ja(") [185]; Zhu. [ldii —
X060 [lam [186]; Zhu. [oa’na — X606 [oa- [188]; tHoan [lobo — X6 [lohbo [199];
PNH *#U7 — PSK *o[n]- [209]; PNK *fa?[u] — PSK *|ja?[u] [212]; PNK *foa" —
PT *|u-a [213]; Zhu. #oa — X6 [Joho [220]; Zhu. #020r0 — X600 [lala [222]; Zhu.
fufii — X060 [urfuy [223].

Voiced efflux: Zhu. [gani — X80 [gani- [15]; Zhu. [ghd — X6 [gda [16];
Zhu. [gha — X606 [gah?av [17]; Hoan [ga — X060 [gaha [23]; $Hoan [go?e —
X606 [gui [24]; PNK *lgam — X060 [gah?BV [31]; PNK *#ghui — PSK *fqu-
[49]; Zhu. #g0?m — X606 tgo?la [60]; Hoan fgole — X606 #gole [71]; PNK
*loo — 1X60 Ig0-ba-kii [102]; $Hoan Igam — X606 Igahm [128]; Hoan /gome —
X6 Iggo [129]; PNK *go?a — 1X60 (guu [137]; Zhu. Igdni — X606 |ganu
[141]; Zhu. lgo?in — X060 [ga?i [142]; Zhu. Igg — X060 [gaha [144]; PNK
*lgoVh — 1X68 [lgii?a [155]; Zhu. [gad? — 1X66 [lgar [189]; Zhu. [|gazdni — X6
llgaa [190]; Zhu. [gubi — 'X60 [goh?bi [191]; $Hoan [gai — PSK *[lga- [200];
tHoan [jgo?0a — X8 [lguha [201]; Zhu. $g0?0r0 — X060 [gilu [225]; Zhu.
fghao — 1X60 [lgao [226]; tHoan fqui — 1X60 [lgu?m [233]; Zhu. Igo?m — X060
fea?ay [237]; Zhu. Igomse — X606 Ogo? [246].

Nasal efflux: PNH *na?ni — X606 [nd?ni [5]; PNK *nam — X606 [nahm
[12]; PNK *mUm — PSK *nu- [33]; Zhu. mod — X606 [néo [40]; PNK
*au(1) — X608 fnui? [51]; Zhu. fnori — X606 #nghli sV [66]; PNH *nhui —
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X606 #nii-je [80]; PNK *nao — X606 maho [103]; PNK *nhae — X606 ndem
[105]; Zhu. mim — X606 mdam [121]; Zhu. mahm — X606 ng- [122]; Zhu.
noa? — X466 moni [123]; Zhu. nu?iy — X606 muhuy [125]; tHoan na — X466
Inaa [132]; fHoan nori — X606 Mdli [133]; Zhu. ng?i — X606 [nde? [146]; Zhu.
Ing?ii — X060 [ngh-be [147]; $Hoan ki-lno — X608 [nitu [149]; PNK *fmoa —
[Xam !noa [157]; PNH *[nVbV — X606 [nii?be [162]; PNK *|no?obo — X0
[nazba [182); Zhu. [[noboh — X606 [[nobo [196]; Zhu. [nhahng — X606 [nghn
[198]; Zhu. fnd — X606 [ngi [230]; Zhu. fnang — X606 [nahar [231]; PNK
*Ino?m — 1X66 #nin [235]; Zhu. #ng — PSK *0nU- [243]; Zhu. #nho — 1X66
Onii?lu [244]; PNK *nhoba — 1X66 0noBY [245].

Preglottalised nasalised efflux (only #Hoan-X66 matches): $Hoan
Phane — X060 ?ndi [45]; $Hoan ?fng — X060 ?fnau? [78].

Velar fricative: Zhu. #xiibi — X6 #x1ibi [65]; Zhu. lxam — X606 xdm [119];
PNK *ixo — X5 [xdo [156]; PNK *[xa — 1X66 [xd-le [174]; PNK *[xai — 1X66
Jxdi [175]; PNK *[xau — X606 [xdu [176]; PNK *[xui — X060 [xuV [177]; $Hoan
Jxao — X606 [xdu [202]; $Hoan [xou — X606 [xéu [203]; Zhu. #xiii — X060 [xuV
[227]; PNH *xU- — PSK *xu- [234]; PNK *lyu — 1X66 #yit-i [83]; PNK *yoa —
PSK *JyU- [138]; Zhu. #yomm — 1X66 [yd2m [229].

Velar affricates: PNK *fkxumi — !X60 fkxiimi [50]; Zhu. kxébé — X606
Tkxoba [120]; PNH *fkxu — 1X66 [lxdur [164]; PNK *[kxa — X606 [kxar [178];
PNK *[kxom — 'X66 [kxiim [179]; Zhu. kxii — 'X60 Okxum [247]; Zhu.
loxdrii — X80 [gxui?le [39]; PNK *lgxo — X606 [lgxdV [139].

Uvular effluxes (only Hoan-IX6d matches): $Hoan [lga — X060 [qda
[205]; $Hoan [lqgau — 'X60 [lqd? [206]; $Hoan fqhoan — X606 #qhiar [74];
tHoan [lghori-ga — X80 [lghiili [207]; $Hoan fcoe — X606 fci-ni [77]; $Hoan
I(n)cama — X460 !cahma [130].

Glottal stop: PNK *f2ui — PSK *#2u- [53]; Zhu. #26mi — X600 f2iima?
[69]; Zhu. #26ré — 1X60 #20lo [70]; Zhu. 211 — X606 #2ua [92]; PNK *Ruiv —
1X66 Rii7 [107]; $Hoan Rae — X460 Ran- [134].

4.2.2.2. Random behaviour of the voiced/voiceless feature. The most fre-
quent «non-trivial» type of correspondences involves a large group of
cases in which PNH displays a voiceless efflux as opposed to a respective
PSK voiced one. The reverse situation is also encountered, although much
more rarely. This does not merely concern the «zero — -g-» opposition,
but almost every single other efflux that distinguishes between voiced and
voiceless variants as well, namely, uvulars (*-g- — *-c-), aspirated uvulars
(*-gh- — *-Gh-), and velar affricates (*-kx- — *-gx-). Cf.:

PNH voiceless — PSK voiced: PNK *auy — PSK */ga’- [7]; Zhu. 11?2 —
1X60 [gi?- [35]; PNH *fam — X606 fgahm [46]; PNH *fghuni — PSK *fchuRV
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[47]; tHoan tqama — X606 tcaghma [73]; $Hoan tghui — X606 g#ghiii [75]; PNK
*lani — X606 fgani [81]; PNK *Jo — X060 fgdu [82]; Zhu. [u?i? — X606 fgiini
[89]; $Hoan [abe — PT *fcgba [93]; PNK *lai — X066 Igdi [97]; PNK *lom —
X606 Igum [100]; Zhu. lo?ortt — X80 Iguinu [116]; Zhu. it — X606 Iguiu [117];
tHoan lgam — X066 /ga?BV [150] (but cf. PNK *lga?ama); PNK *la? — 1X60
llgar [166]; PNK *[lama~*[laba — 'X60 [lgahBV [168]; Zhu. [Ja?u — X606 [gdu
[187]; Zhu. [lkxai — X060 [|gxai [193]; Zhu. fabe — X060 [|gdbi [218].

PNH voiced — PSK voiceless: PNK */gu — PSK *jo[h] [27] (but cf.
tHoan /0); PNH */gai — PSK *l¢; Zhu. Igu?ii? — X606 [ii-a [38]; Zhu. lgohm —
X606 lue [118]; Zhu. Igu?ibii — X606 [iih?bu [143]; PNK *[gxanV — X606
[kxtinu [180]; PNK *|gxom — PT *kxo- [181]; PNK *fga" — X606 [aha? [214];
PNK *fgau — X060 [ldo [215]; Zhu. #g620a? — X80 [d-ba [224]; Zhu. {ga6 —
X606 0dri [241]; PNK *llgu — PSK *0o-[i]n [252].

The reason underlying this strange variation is unclear. Seemingly ir-
regular alternations between voiced and voiceless variants occasionally
crop up on the lower levels as well (see 2.2.2, as well as isolated cases like
Zhu. [o?i ‘tortoise” — Ang. X1 [[go?a id.; not to be confused with the regu-
lar devoicing of certain effluxes in a series of NK dialects, such as *-gx- >
*-kx-, etc.). However, it is only on the PPeK level that this phenomenon as-
sumes almost «epidemic» proportions. It would be tempting to try to re-
late it to certain prosodic features of the roots involved, most importantly
tones (which are typologically often tied in with the laryngeal features of
the root; in fact, occasional connections between tone registers and initial
voiced/voiceless consonants have been noticed for Khoisan — Nama, in
particular, is known to have replaced the original voiced/voiceless efflux
opposition by tonal distinctions [BEACH 1938, p. 251]; see also [HONKEN
1998: 184-188]), but neither !X66 nor Zhul'hoan, the only PeK languages
with a more or less adequate tonal system description, provide us with
any clues on the matter. The validity of this type of correspondences, how-
ever, will be further confirmed when we arrive at the correspondences for
non-click consonants, where the fluctuation between voiced and voiceless
variants is even more obvious.

4.2.2.3. Preglottalised nasalised clicks. In most cases, the !X60 preglottal-
ised nasalised efflux corresponds to simple nasalisation in PNK. Cf.:

PNK *mom — PSK *2[nU- [13]; Zhu. mom — X606 ?[ni-a? [41]; Zhu.
mo?6md — PSK *2fngma [42]; Zhu. Ing-i? — PSK *2/no-ro [43]; Zhu. no?m —
1X60 ?fngm [44]; Zhu. mom — X860 ?muma [124]; PNK *Ima?- — PSK *?la?-
[151]; PNK *lnyy — X060 ?naha? [152]; Zhu. [nang — X606 ?flnahn [195]; PNK
*nam — X0 2nahm [217]; Zhu. fnubih — X0 2|nibi [232].
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Note that the Ovamboland [HEIKKINEN 1986] form for many of these
NK etyma is unknown; however, where it is actually present, it does not
feature preglottalisation: [nom [13], mom [41], [na?a [151], etc. This means
that preglottalisation in PNH must have eventually stemmed from a dif-
ferent source than in X606 (SK), and the occasional coincidence (as be-
tween tHoan and !X60 in examples [45] and [78]) is just a coincidence, as
far as that element of the phonetic structure is concerned. This can be
further demonstrated by several examples which — vice versa — demon-
strate preglottalisation in PNH (Hoan and Ov.), but not in X9, cf.:

PNH *2fnom — PT *[nu- [6]; PNH *?0ne~*?[ne — PSK */na- [254].

4.2.2.4. «Extra» nasalisation. A consistently emerging pattern is one
where PNH seems to replace whatever efflux there has been in PSK with a
nasalised release — or, occasionally, vice versa. Cf. the following:

PNH «+nasalisation» — PSK «-nasalisation»: Zhu. [ng?6 — X606 [Gho
[14]; PNK *nu?u? — X606 fcuhnu [84]; Zhu. [ngi — X0 #g?omi [91]; PNK
*Iny — 1X60 'han [104]; PNK *2mu? — PT *|huv [140]; PNH *|[nhla-ra — X0
flaa [158]; PNK *[no?orV — PSK *|lcurV [172]; PNK *|nhoforu — PT *|lcorV
[173]; Zhu. [[nubir — 1X60 [yo?bu [197]; Zhu. Inaroh — X606 Oyale [248].

PNH «-nasalisation» — PSK «+nasalisation»: Zhu. f2hgo — X606 #ndho
[64]; $Hoan /hgna — X606 mahna [131]; PNK *|Phaba — X6 [[naba [170]; PNK
*I’hy — X606 [ndna [171]; PNK ¥y — X606 ?fnahav [184]; Zhu. [aa? — PT
*OnV- [238]; $Hoan [207 — PSK *?20no- [240].

In the majority of these cases, the most plausible explanation is assimi-
lation under the influence of an inlaut nasal. Sometimes this assimilation
takes on the form of a metathese (f19%0ni > $1n047%i > [noi), but more often we
see the final form containing two nasal segments — either a nasal efflux and
an inlaut nasal consonant (X606 mghna < *hgna, [ngna < *|[?hy) or a nasal ef-
flux and an inlaut nasalised vowel (PNK *nu?u? < *lcunu, 2lmu? < 2lihu?, etc.).
The degree of regularity of this process has yet to be established.

In another number of cases, however, the nasal efflux seems to be crop-
ping up for no apparent reason ([14], [158], [172], [173], [197], [248], [64], [170]).
For [64], we may suggest metathesis of aspiration in Zhu. (see below), resulting
in *no'- > *fho-, 1. e. the original efflux articulation gets replaced by the former
vowel breathiness. This leaves us mostly with «extra» unmotivated nasaliz-
ation cases in NK rather than SK, and their origin has yet to be established.

«Extra» nasalisation factor may actually explain some of the intricate cor-
respondences involving preglottalised nasal effluxes as described in the previ-
ous section. Thus, one can easily see that the absolute majority of the examples
listed there involve a nasal consonant and/or nasalised vowel in the inlaut po-
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sition. It is therefore possible that some of these words, in fact, originally con-
tained just a glottal stop as the efflux, while the nasal release has been devel-
oped later under the influence of this inlaut segment. Others, however, may
actually reflect an «authentic» preglottalised nasal click, inherited from PPeK.

4.2.2.5. PNH *-g- — PSK *-?-n-. A small, but interesting, group of cases
is one where the preglottalised nasal efflux of PSK seems to correspond to
a voiced efflux in PNK. Cf. the best examples:

PNK *jga — PSK *?n[h]a- [8]; PNK *gui — PSK *?[nuv [9]; Zhu.
lgatay — X606 ?nd?m [36].

Note that in all three cases, PSK has an inlaut nasal consonant or na-
salised vowel (the X606 form in [8] is actually ?/nan). This does not constitute
an exhaustive explanation all by itself, since there are numerous cases in X606
when the voiced efflux is followed by a nasalised vowel without any assimi-
lative tendencies; moreover, assuming a simple assimilation *-g- > *-n- would
not account for the preglottalisation. The correspondence may thus point to a
special kind of efflux, not preserved in daughter languages, e. g. something
like a glottal stop with prevoicing — (so the forms could be reconstructed as
*ofPa, *gffu-, etc., with subsequent nasalisation in X606 before nasal phonemes).
This kind of articulatory mechanism is theoretically possible, considering that
prevoicing in X606 and other languages does not always predetermine the ex-
act quality of the efflux itself (cf., for instance, X80 clicks like gfx, gfx, repre-
senting a voiceless velar fricative efflux paired with prevoicing).

4.2.2.6. Loss of uvular articulation in PNK. As has been already stated in
2.2.2, PNK lacks both uvular effluxes and consonants, which implies that they
must have been simplified sometime after the split between PNK and tHoan.
Indeed, in an absolute majority of cases PSK and X466 uvular effluxes corre-
spond to PNK and Zhu|'hoan simple velar effluxes (voiced or voiceless, based
either on the «trivial» subset of correspondences or the seemingly irregular al-
ternation of both variants as described in 4.2.2.2). Cf. the following examples:

Simple voiced/voiceless uvular effluxes: Zhu. [g1ii — X0 [cuii [4]; Zhu.
leatanty — 1X60 [cali [37]; Zhu. #g20 — X606 #gdo [56]; Zhu. fom — X606 fqum
[58]; Zhu. fuh? — X060 #caha? [59]; Zhu. Jaboh — X606 fcabo [86]; Zhu. Jari —
X606 fcahli [87]; Zhu. [g?¢ — X80 fcah?m [88]; Zhu. [gam — 'X60 #ga?n [90];
PNK *a?0 — X066 lqahit [98]; PNK *lge — 1X60 lgahe [99]; Zhu. laboh — X060
Igaba [109]; PNK *Mu?uru — PSK *|lqulrV] [154]; Zhu. foe — PSK *[qule] [221];
PNK *IPhar — 1X60 Oqda [250]; PNH *Qo?a~*[o?a — PSK *lco- [255].

Aspirated effluxes: PNK *fhi — X606 [ghdi [10]; Zhu. [hai — X606 [ghéy
[18]; Zhu. [horo — X060 [ghi?lu- [19]; PNK *#gho- — PSK *#gho- [48]; Zhu.
thoana — X060 fqhona [61]; Zhu. #hdri — 1X60 #ghd?le [63]; PNH *[ha- —
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X060 [lghda [159]; Zhu. #an — X606 [qhi? [219]; Zhu. thiré — X606 Oqhila
[242]; PNK *llgoa? — X606 Ochu [251].

In a few cases, like [255] and [159], {Hoan surprisingly demonstrates a
non-uvular efflux as well, despite generally preserving uvular articula-
tion; the scarcity of these cases, however, makes it impossible to deter-
mine whether these are just occasional (dialectal?) irregularities or if there
is some kind of pattern to be found here as well.

Note that in all but one or two cases, X060 -gh- is regularly represented
in PNK by simple aspiration (*-h-) rather than aspiration with glottal stop
(*-?h-); since phonetically [k, #h, etc. = [kh, #kh, etc., this is in perfect agree-
ment with the development of the non-aspirated uvular efflux, i. e. all the
uvular effluxes in PNK merge with the corresponding velar effluxes rather
than «regress» into glottal stops. In one obvious case of exception [63], the
glottal stop efflux can be explained as metathesis (*#gha?Ri > *#kha?Ri >
*#2hari); in yet another example [219], if the etymology is correct in the first
place, we may be dealing with a case of irregular aspiration in IX6d.

4.2.2.7. PNH *-x- — PSK *-gh-. This correspondence appears in two reli-
able cases: PNH *[lxaba — X060 [lghdba [163]; Zhu. [[xoa? — PT *|gho?a [192]. A
third one can possibly be seen in Zhu. [xara ‘to plant, cultivate” — X606 [lghala
‘field for cultivation, garden’, although this lexeme is clearly a cultural term;
it is obviously connected with PCK *[hara ‘field, garden’, but whether
through borrowing or genetic relationship is hard to say (the X606 form
positively looks like a borrowing, but the Zhulhoan form, with its velar
fricative efflux, is harder to explain that way). In any case, it is quite probable
that this correspondence is systematically tied in with the next one.

4.2.2.8. PNH velar affricate (*-kx-, *-gx-) — PSK uvular stop (*-g-, *-47-,
*-G-, *-Gh-). There is a relatively small, but important group of cases where
PNH velar affricates can correlate with PSK uvular effluxes. Cf. the fol-
lowing examples:

PNK *fkxoa? — PSK *[coe [11]; Zhu. lgxarii — X060 [lcahni-ka [145]; Zhu.
[kxubi — X80 [lcobi [194]; Zhu. [gxoré — X6 [chdli [20]; PNK *lkxui — PSK
*lchu- [32]; PNK *lgxa — X606 Icha(e)? [153]; PNH *lkxa — PSK */g?e- [29]
(but cf. $Hoan /g20n).

In [STAROSTIN 2003], where I have briefly discussed cases [29] and [32]
due to their belonging to the 100-wordlist, it was suggested that NK velar
affricates may turn out to be the only phonemes to correspond to such
rare X060 effluxes as -g?- and -Gh-. Since then, however, new material has
cropped up showing that this kind of correspondence is not actually lim-
ited to these two effluxes, but also involves material with X0 -G- at least
(whereas it would normally be expected for X606 -G- to correspond to
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PNK *-0- or *-g-, see 4.2.2.6). All of this means that what we are dealing
with here possibly represents yet another PPeK click efflux (or even subset
of click effluxes), one that can be realized as a velar affricate or a uvular
stop depending on the subbranch. In PPeK, this could have, for instance,
been a uvular fricative, voiceless (*-x-) or voiced (*-&-).

4.2.2.9. PNH glottal stop — aspiration in PSK. It has already been noted
above that «one-to-one» correspondences for the glottal stop efflux are
surprisingly rare in PeK.Even more rare are «one-to-one» correspon-
dences for simple (non-uvular) aspiration. One of the reasons is that in a
group of cases aspiration in X80 actually corresponds to *-?- in PNH. Cf.:

Zhu. #2dbi — X606 thabi [67]; Zhu. #2a7 — X606 tha? [68]; PNK *Roa? —
X066 'hita [106]; PNH *0?U~*f?U — PT *OhV [253].

We may conclude that normally, PPeK *-h- > X066 (PSK) *-h-, but >
PNK *?-; in this case, all, or most of the material with *-h- and *?h- in
PNK probably go back to roots with uvular effluxes (see 4.2.2.6) or «pre-
metathesis» forms (see 4.2.2.10). This makes somewhat difficult the posi-
tion of tHoan #g?ui — PSK *#ghu- [76], where the main release is uvular,
but the basic opposition stays the same; however, it is but one example
and needs to be further investigated.

4.2.2.10. «Metatheses». Some of the most interesting examples on non-
trivial correspondences are provided by roots in which a formerly vocalic
feature seems to have «shifted» towards the beginning of the word,
eventually ushering out the original efflux. One such feature — nasal-
ity — has already been discussed in 4.2.2.4; two others are glottalisation (>
glottal stop efflux) and breathiness (> aspirated efflux). Cf.:

Glottal stop vs. zero: PNH *u?i — X606 [?1i [2]; if $Hoan [kxui belongs
here as well, one might suppose an original */kxu?i witsh subsequent dis-
similation in Zhu|'hoan (since the velar affricate is always phonetically
ejective, *fkx?u?i > *lku?i) and assimilation in !X66 (*fkx?u?i > *[Pu?i); {Hoan
[Pui — 1X606 #i?i [95]; Zhu. la?m — X060 #2a7 [236].

Glottal stop vs. uvular stop: PNK *f2au — 1X606 #gd?u [52] (normally
we would expect PNK *#a?u (or *#ga?u), but the glottal stop has shifted to
efflux position); PNK *faba — X606 [lci?bu (same type of correlation);
tHoan [g?0a — X060 [|6?a [208].

Aspiration vs. breathiness: PNH *[ho?bu — X066 [ohbu [160]; PNH
*Ih]o2ro — X6 2flnoh?lo [161]; Zhu. [Phoa? — 1X66 20naha? [239].

In most cases it is difficult to establish which form is the primary one;
the relatively complex individual structure of most of the roots involved
also prevents us from finding out the degree of regularity of these changes.
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(It is not even excluded that the PPeK form of some or all of them con-
tained the feature in question in both the efflux and the vowel — i. e. what
we are dealing here is PPeK *#:2u?i, *#qa?u, *||ho"(?)bu, etc. — in which case
the witnessed process is dissimilation rather than «metathese»). That said,
the connection between click effluxes and vocalic features is obvious, and
further research may yet bring more precise results and reconstructions.

4.2.2.11. To sum up, one may say that, although upon first sight the
general picture may look absolutely chaotic, with everything in the efflux
series corresponding to everything else, a stricter analysis reveals certain
unmistakable patterns, which may be used as a basic foundation for fur-
ther research. These patterns are as follows:

a) «One-to-one» correspondences between PNH and PSK are numerous
and involve items from all the levels of the lexicon. Therefore, an item whose
click effluxes show an exact match between PNH and PSK may well go back
to an old PPeK root rather than constitute a cultural borrowing from a third
source. That said, words with «one-to-one» correspondences still need to
undergo a very serious «borrowing check» each time one is encountered.

b) The feature of voice can, and, in fact, should be overlooked in our search
for PPeK etymologies, at least, until a solid enough etymological base has
been built up in order for us to be able to look for prosodic and other patterns
which could explain the «juggling» of this feature between NH and SK.

¢) On the other hand, such inlaut consonants/vocalic features as nasal
consonants/nasalised vowels, glottal stops/glottalised vowels, and aspira-
tion/breathy vowels, should never be overlooked, since they might often
provide an explanation for a particularly non-trivial efflux correspondence;
particularly in those cases where the correspondence in question does not
seem to be forming a pattern, but the etymology still looks reliable (4.2.2.10).

d) Finally, not every efflux can correspond to any other efflux. There are
certain types of potentially real correspondences that are practically never en-
countered (except in case of really poor transcription). The most important
rule is that a glottalised efflux can never correspond to a «simple» efflux, un-
less, of course, there is «extra» motivation for it like an inlaut glottal stop (as
in case [2]); the only exception is PNH *-?- — PSK *-h-, but, since X060 at least
does not distinguish between *-h- and *-?h-, we may suggest that historically
the aspiration simply followed the glottal stop before finally replacing it.

The final results may be summed up in the following table (preglot-
talised nasals, «extra» nasalisation, and «metatheses» have been excluded
due to their secondary nature):
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PPeK PNH PSK
*-0- | *-g- *-P- [ *-g- *-0- | *-g-
*_n- *_n- *_n-
*_x-/ *_Y_ *x- | *_Y_ *x- /| *_Y_
*kx- / *-gx- *kx- [ *-gx- *-kx- [ *-gx-

. . *-q- / *-G- ({Hoan) . .
/e Y *.g- (PNK) /e
*.gh- / *-ch- ah/ h_'G(};'N(Ig{"””) .qh- / *-Gh-
* 7. * 7 *_7.
*_h- * 7. *_h-
*_g?_ *_g_ *_2n-
*_:X__ / *_K_ *_X_ / *_kx_ / *_gx_ >(-_q_ / *_G_ / *_qh_ / *_Gh_

4.2.3. Non-click consonants. For correspondences involving non-click
consonants, it will be convenient to set up two sub-sections: one involving
non-click consonants corresponding to non-click consonants in both sub-
branches of PPeK, and one in which non-click consonants in PNH corre-
spond to clicks in PSK, and vice versa. The first group should naturally be
regarded as representing the non-click consonant inventory of PPeK; in
the second group, the situation is more difficult, since there is reason to
believe that development from PPeK could include processes of secondary
«clickification» as well as «declickification».

Note that this section is dedicated exclusively to the word-initial con-
sonants of PPeK. Unlike clicks, non-click consonants are not restricted to
the anlaut position in any Khoisan language; however, the inventory of
allowed inlaut consonants is always extremely limited, and there is reason
to believe that this reflects the original situation. It is, therefore, preferable
to briefly touch upon the problem in the section dealing with PPeK vocal-
ism and root structure problems (4.2.4).

4.2.3.1. Non-click consonants in both subgroups.

4.2.3.1.1. Labials. It is well known that initial labial consonants are ex-
tremely rare in both PeK and CK languages, and in most cases are found
only in external borrowings from Bantu or European languages. In par-
ticular, phonemes like *p- or *b- cannot be reconstructed for PPeK. There
is, however, a small group of cases speaking in favour of an initial *m-, cf.:

[256] Zhu. mani ‘to turn, answer, change’ — X606 mili kV ‘to turn, re-
turn, answer’.
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[257] PNK *mgnV ‘to speak a non-click language’ (Zhu. mgni; Tsum.
mani; Tsin., Ok. mana; Leeu. [with metathesis] nama) — X606 mdn ‘to speak
Kgalagadi’, mgni ‘to speak a non-Khoisan language’.

[258] Zhu. mdni “to spark (of fire, electricity)’ — X606 ?midla lightning and
thunder, flash of lightning’. (In the latter case, provided the X606 preglottaliz-
ation is archaic, we would have to set up a PPeK *?m-, if only for just one root).

Yet another etymology involving initial labials should also draw our
attention:

[259] PNK *ba ‘father’ (Zhu. bd; |Aullen ba; !Xt (L1.) bba, ba, (DOKE) ba;
I0!Kung ba; Ang. Xt pa) — PSK *pa id. (X606 ga; Mas. ga; [Nuflen a; [Xam
oa; [Ng a; [|[Kulle oa; Seroa a7w; | Xegwi a; [Nusan oa).

Here, a certain labial element in SK (reflected as initial o- in [Xam and
[Kulle and vowel labialisation in Seroa) is paired with initial *b- in PNK;
this could hint at a PPeK form like *wa-. The root is, of course, fairly wide-
spread in the area (as well as elsewhere in the world), but there is nothing
inherently wrong about supposing straightforward genetic relationship
between the forms above.

4.2.3.1.2. Dentals.

Normally, dental consonants in PNH correspond to dentals in
PSK. One thing that is immediately noticeable, however, are the seem-
ingly random correspondences between voiced and voiceless variants —
rendering the system more loose than one would wish for, but also per-
fectly correlating to the same type of correspondences between click ef-
fluxes (see 4.2.2.2). Cf. the following examples for PPeK *t~*d (as well as
initial clusters *tx~*dx and *tkx~*dgx).

«One-to-one» correspondences:

[260] PNK *ta? ‘to win, beat, conquer’ (Zhu. tadh?; Tsum., Tsin., Ok.
taa’, etc.) — 1Xo60 taha kV ‘to be overcome by, baffled by’.

[261] Zhu. ta?m “to feel (like)” — X606 t3? ‘to intend; to resemble’.

[262] Zhu. tao ‘to be shy, ashamed’ — X0 tah?o kV ‘to calm, console,
pacify, scold’.

[263] tHoan éam ‘near’ — !X60 tahm chde ‘in front of, vicinity of’. (Cf.,
perhaps, also PNK *to?ma ‘near’, although the vocalism is unclear).

[264] Zhu. txémd ‘to thread closed, darn’ — !X&6 txéom — txoBV ‘to
space regularly, i. e. thread (beads)’.

[265] PNK *dg ‘striped mongoose’ (Zhu. dg; !Xt (LL) da ‘polecat’) —
1X60 da? ‘striped polecat’.
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[266] PNK *dxoro ‘to peel, remove beans from pod’ (Zhu. dxoré; Tsum.
dxoro ‘thresh grain’) — !X60 dxé?la “to strip off berries, leaves’.

«Reverse» correspondences:

[267] PNK *ta" ‘Bushman orange, Strychnos pungens’ (Zhu. tah; Tsum.,
Tsin. ta; Ok., Mpu. tda, etc.) — !X60 daha? *Kgalagadi domestic melon’.

[268] PNK *ta[b]u" ‘to be slack (of rope) (Zhu. taih; Ang. !X tabo) —
1X606 dahbu ‘to be slack, loose’.

[269] Zhu. f¢ ‘non-stinging honey-making bee sp.” — X606 dah-be [choo
‘mudwasp’.

[270] Zhu. txoan ‘stretch-marks (from pregnancy) — !X60 dx6?a
‘stretch marks on breasts or thighs’.

[271] PNH *da-~*dg- ‘child’ (Hoan 3gm; Zhu. da?a-ma, pl. da?i-bi;
|Aullen daba; Xt (LL) daba; 'O'Kung daba; Ang. !Xa da?aba) — 'X60 tah?a?
‘young of, infant, weakling’.

Equally «unstable» is the additional feature of aspiration; since aspirated
dentals are quite rare in NK and even more rare in SK, only a couple reliable
examples can be found, and even these are contradicting each other, cf.:

[272] PNK *thui ‘boil, abscess’ (Zhu. thii; Tsum. thiii; Ok. thiii, etc.) —
PSK *thu- ‘wound, sore’ (X460 thiia-té ‘pox, sores, leprosy’; Mas. twi
‘wound, sore’; [Xam twi, twi id.); but

[273] PNK *thara ‘flash of lightning’ (Zhu. thdrd; ||Aullen tara ‘to
lighten’; !Xt (LL) tara, tarra, (DOKE) thaRa ‘lightning’; Ang. !X thala) —
IX66 tali lightning’.

In addition to the more or less expected ‘dental vs. dental” type of corre-
spondences, however, comparison of NK material with possible cognates in
SK yields several more patterns. Cf., first of all, the following comparisons:

[274] PNK *ta ‘alone, apart’ (Zhu. tda; Ang. !X@ ta; Tsum., Tsin., Ok.
taa, etc.) — X80 ?da ‘to be alone, distinct, separate’.

[275] PNK *thuru ‘to slough’ (Zhu. thuri; Tsum. thuru; N. Om., Kam.
thiri) — X606 huli kV “to cast off skin, change into another creature’.

[276] Zhu. to?6roto?oro “to stand on tip-toes to reach something” — X0
hdlo “to stand on tiptoe’.

[277] Zhu. tazdbi ‘to peep under, lift something up” — X80 ahbi tV ‘to
lift the edge of something and peep under it’. See [HONKEN 1998: 175].

In each of these cases, initial - or th- in Zhu|’hoan corresponds to a zero-
type or h-type reflex in X60. (The only dubitable case is PNK *thuru, whose
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phonetic similarity to PCK *thuru “to skin, plume, shed skin’ may hint at bor-
rowing — even in that case, however, the X606 form would have to stay as a
possible cognate with the PCK form on a higher level). This «lenition» of the
initial consonant might, of course, be perceived as a semi-irregular dialectal
feature, but even more probable is that this correspondence may go back to
PPeK glottalised *t?- — especially considering such supporting evidence as
the presence of a «leftover» glottal stop in Zhu|’hoan in cases [276] and [277],
as well as the possible *#?- > (- development in Nama (see 5.0), which is quite
analogical to the one that must have taken place in !X40.
Next, it would be useful to consider the following group of cases:

[278] PNK *txom ‘to pull closed (e. g. a slip-knot)’ (Zhu. txom; Tsum.,
Tsin., Ok. txom, etc.) — X060 3xa?m kV “to tie by drawing closed, tighten’.

[279] PNK *txuru ‘to pull loose (a knot)" (Tsum. txuru; Tsin, Mpu.
txuri, etc.) — X606 3x0li kV tam “to undo, loosen the noose, pull out’.

[280] Zhu. txitxubi ‘to submerge (e. g. a bottle to fill it)’ — !X66 cxobu
filu “to slosh into’.

[281] Zhu. txatxabé ‘to be irritated (of eyes)’ — X060 3xi?a ‘to experi-
ence stinging or burning pain’.

[282] PNK *tkxona “to fold, twist’ (Zhu. tkxoana ‘fold into (e. g. a seam
of clothing)’; Ang. !X tkxoana ‘twist around’) — X060 3gxini ‘compacted,
tight’, 3gxdni kV “twist, wring out, tighten’.

[283] Zhu. tkxam ‘to soak” — X060 ckxda ‘soaking wet'.

[284] Zhu. dxo ‘to skewer (esp. meat on a stick)” — X0 3x6?ni ‘to stick
something into, spec. into one’s hair’.

[285] Zhu. dxubu ‘bald, featherless” — X80 cxiim — cxuBV ‘to pluck,
rip off hair’.

In each of these, we find a PNK dental-plus-velar cluster (*tx-~*dx-, *tkx-)
paired with a !X60 affricate-plus-velar cluster (cx-~3x-, ckx-~3gx-). However,
they cannot reflect either PPeK *#(k)x~*d(g)x (presumably reflected in exam-
ples [264] and [266]) or PPeK *c(k)x~*3(g)x (see 4.2.3.1.3); one has to assume
that they are pointing to a different series of PPeK phonemes, for instance, a
special «palatalised dental» series like *cx, *3x, *¢kx, *3gx, which had later on
merged with the simple dentals in PNK, but with the affricate series in PSK.

It is, of course, rather strange to postulate a special consonantal series
consisting exclusively of clusters; however, the fact remains that there is
much more material with PNK *tx, *tkx, etc. corresponding to !X60 items
with cx, ckx, etc., than there are instances of PNK *#, *d corresponding to
1X60 ¢, 3. The only interesting example that could hint at the latter is
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[286] PNK *du?u” ‘to bleed from the nose’ (Zhu. du?i?; Tsum., Tsin.
du?iy, etc.) — IX60 34u” kV id. See [HONKEN 1998: 172] (although H. Hon-
KEN himself dismisses the comparison as too unreliable).

Future research may yet throw additional light on this problem; run-
ning a little ahead, one may note that, although not a single example of
IX66 c corresponding to PNK *t or *d is available so far, this does not actu-
ally enlighten us on the subject of the origins of X606 c anyway, since there
are next to no instances of it corresponding to PNK affricates either.

Initial *n- is almost as rare in PPeK as initial labials, but the number of
reliable cognates is still somewhat higher, cf.:

[287] Zhu. nari ‘creamy, fatty, greasy’ — !X60 ndli ‘smooth, soft (of
hair) .

[288] Zhu. ng?a-be ‘to beckon, lure” — X060 nahni tV ‘to beckon’.

[289] Zhu. nau? ‘to be how?, do how?” — X806 naBV ‘to appear, seem
to be, be like’.

[290] Zhu. ne ‘to be which one, what kind of” — X606 né? ‘like this, be
this way’.

[291] Zhu. noah? ‘to expose one’s glans penis, pull back the foreskin” —
IX60 na’ “to leave the genitals exposed’.

In addition, cf. the following examples:

[292] PNK *dgle]? ‘gums’ (Zhu. dae’-dge’; Ang. 'X@ dang) — X0
nahn-?nahn-té id.

[293] [|[Aullen dgni ‘a plant (tragia duoica) of which the berries are eaten’ —
1X60 ?ngn ‘a sp. of plant (Cassia italica)’.

[294] PNK *da?a ‘fire’ (Zhu. da?d; |Aullen da; 'Xa (L1.) da, dd?a, (DOXE)
da?a; \O'Kung da; Ang. X1 da?a) — X606 ngh?-ni-ka ‘flame’.

The first two forms [292] obviously belong together (cf. even the same
reduplication in both subgroups) and suggest the correspondence «PNK *d :
PSK *?n» < PPeK *?n. The second example is a little vague semantically (and
for NK is only attested in [BLEEK 1956]) but is nevertheless in perfect pho-
netic agreement with the first one. Finally, the last example can also belong
here if one suggests a late-period dissimilation in !X60: *?ngh?-ni > *ngh?-ni.

4.2.3.1.3. Affricates.
A detailed analysis of the patterns of correspondences between Khoi-
san affricates has already been conducted by H. HoNkEN [HONKEN 1988].
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His main purpose, however, was to use these patterns as evidence for the
general relationship between all branches of Khoisan rather than just PeK,
with particular emphasis placed on the fate of the series in Hadza and
Sandawe; this, of course, means that certain «local» parallels between NK
and SK have been neglected.

In general it can be said that the !X60 affricate system has been greatly
simplified from the PPeK level; moreover, even the PSK system seems to
have been relatively more complex than the !X40 one (see 3.2.3; detailed
correspondences between !X66 and the other SK languages have yet to be
studied). This simplification can be said to have taken place along two main
lines: a) the merger of hissing and hushing consonants in one series; b) deaf-
fricativisation (*c, *¢ > s). The following correspondences can be established:

PNH *c~*3 — PSK *s (< PPeK *¢):

[295] PNK *ci ‘to come’ (Zhu. ci; |[Aullen tsi, t5i; IOKung tsi, tsi; Ov.
cf) — PSK *sV id. (IX66 sti — saV; Mas. se, si; [Nullen sa, se, si; [Xam sa, se;
[Ng sa, se, si; {Khomani sa, si; [Kxau sa, se; [|[Kulle sa, si; [Xegwi sa; |Auni sa,
se, si; |Haasi s7i).

[296] PNK *3a ‘to wear’ (Tsum. zd; Tsin. 34; Ok., Mpu., Cui. 34; Leeu.
34, etc.) — X606 sd?a? — sa?V ‘to wear, put on (blanket, shirt)’.

[297] Zhu. cunih ‘to flow out (of blood) — X606 suni ‘to flow (of wa-
ter)’. See [HONKEN 1998: 173].

[298] PNK *c?i ‘mouth’ (fHoan §i7; Zhu. c?i; ||Aullen tsi; !X (L1.) tsi;
0IKung tsi; Ov. ¢?i) — PSK *si?i ‘to bite’ (X606 si?i; |[Nullen tseja [kai; [Xam,
[Ng tsi, tsi; Nlu ts7%; fKhomani #s?ii; |[Xegwi ts?; [Auni ts?i; [Haasi tsi). The
original form here is probably either *ci?i or *si?i, with subsequent reduc-
tion of the first syllable — this explains the affricate in SK languages other
than 1X606: *si?i > *s?i > *c?i.

PNH *3 — PSK *3 (< PPeK *3):

[299] PNH *3a ‘to swear, insult’ ({Hoan za ‘to tease’; Zhu. zd; !Xt (L1.)
3a? ‘to curse’; Ov. zd ‘revile’) — X80 3da kV ‘to illtreat, be disrespectful’.

[300] PNH *30¢(”) “to fly’ (fHoan zge ‘fly straight’; Zhu. zgin ‘to swarm
(of bees, etc.)’) — PSK *30¢" ‘to fly’ (IX60 3ghi?; Mas. 30i7, 3we ‘to fly away’;
|Auni ze ‘to fly’).

PNH *cx — PSK *cx/*3x (with the usual fluctuation of the voice fea-
ture) (< PPeK *cx/*3x):

[301] Zhu. cxana ‘diarrhoea” — PT *cxaN- ‘dung, excrement’ (IX60 cxa?;
Mas. tsane).

[302] Zhu. cxaiv-Igasi ‘fork” — 1X60 3xai? ‘to be in a fork’.



410  G. StarosTIN. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

PNH (PNK) *c — PSK *c? (only one case) (< PPeK *c? ?):
[303] PNK *ca’ ‘to taste’ (Zhu. caah?; X0 (Ll.) shasha’, tchaVtcha?) —
1X00 c?an kV id.

PNH (PNK) *s — PSK *s (surprisingly enough, also only one case, and
not very reliable at that) (< PPeK *s?):

[304] PNK *sal[u] ‘to set a dog on someone’ (Zhu. sg; Ov. saif) — X6
sdu kV id.

PNK *sh — PSK *3h (< PPeK *sh):
[305] PNK *shu? ‘to fart’ (Zhu. su?, chii7; Tsum. chi?; Tsin. chdng; Ok.
si'ng; Leeu. chii?, etc.) — 1X60 3hda ‘to secrete a substance, break wind, fart’.

PNH *¢ — PSK *s (< PPeK *¢):

[306] PNH *¢a ‘to come to’ (tHoan ¢a; Zhu. ¢d “to go and fetch’; Ov. cd
id.) — X80 sda ‘to go’.

[307] PNH *¢y ‘fat’ ({Hoan ¢a”; Zhu. $17, ¢17; |Aullen t$i7; Xt (L1.) tchay,
dzhay, (DoxkE) Say; |OKung t5i7; Ang. !Xt dang) — PSK *sge? (1X060 sd”; Mas.
$aa”; [ Xam soey; [Ng soa, syn; $#Khomani soe?; | Xegwi swi?; |[Haasi tswaa).

[308] PNH *Cg?abu ‘a k. of bag’ (#Hoan c¢ibo ‘kaross’; Zhu. ca?abu) —
1X60 sd?bi ‘blanket, pelt, kaross’.

[309] PNH *¢i ‘thing; place’ ({Hoan i *place’; Zhu. & ‘thing’; [|Aullen #5i id.;
X1 (L1.) tchi; I1O'Kung tsi; Ov. i) — X80 sii *generic locative, side, place, it'.

[310] PNH *¢o ‘medicine’ ({Hoan ¢o; Zhu. ¢o; Ov. co “practice magic’) —
1X60 soo ‘medicine, potent forces’.

[311] PNK *¢a” *gravy, sauce’ (Zhu. ¢a7; Ov. cad?’) — X0 sa? ‘gravy, soup’.

[312] PNK *¢u ‘yellow-billed hornbill’ (Zhu. ¢u; Ov. cii) — X0 siiu?
‘red-crested korhaan (Eupodotis ruficrista)’.

[313] Zhu. ¢am “to sip (a hot liquid)” — X066 sam kV id.

[314] Zhu. ¢amcam ‘to wag the tail (of dog)” — X606 sam-sam kV “to flick
the tail (as a lion)'.

[315] Zhu. ¢oa? ‘to eat ritually” — !X060 soo kV ‘ritual feeding’.

[316] Zhu. ¢oni ‘to peel’ — X606 sii? kV ‘to flay, skin’.

PNH *¢h — PSK *ch (< PPeK *¢h):
[317] PNK *Choa ‘to begin’ (Zhu. ¢hoachoa; Ov. choachoa) — X606 choa id.

PNH *3 — PSK *3 (< PPeK *3):

[318] PNH *3gni ‘helicopter toy’ (fHoan zini; Zhu. Zgni; Tsum. Zgni;
Leeu. dzgni, etc.) — X606 3ani id.

[319] PNK *3gm ‘thin’ (Zhu. Zgm; |Aullen 3gm; 'Xa (L1.) zshamm, (DOKE)
3am; Ang. X 3gm) — X0 34ba ‘emaciated, thin’.
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[320] PNK *350%0ma ‘millipede’ (Zhu. Zo?oma; ||Aullen tsuma;, 'Xa
(Wilhelm) dzuba) — X606 3i?ma? ‘snouted harvester termite’.

[321] Zhu. Zabi “to rotate, spin’ — X060 34bi td ‘to turn round suddenly
while moving'.

PNK *i? — PSK *3h (< PPeK *3h):

[322] PNK *3h?u? ‘to blow (with the mouth)’ (Zhu. 5h?ui7; [|Aullen dsu?,
tsuv; Xt (LL.) dzhu, tchuv; |O'Kung tsu?;, Ang. !Xt chu?, chu?) — PSK *3hu-
id. (X060 shiim; Mas. dsum; [Xam su?; [Haasi ts?u ‘to blow into’).

[323] Zhu. 3h?01i7 ‘to bump, knock” — X606 3hohu? kV ‘to bash into, to
punch’.

PNK *3¢x — PSK *c? (< PPeK *¢?/3? ?):

[324] PNK *3¢xa ‘to steal’ (Zhu. 3?24d; |Aullen t5a; IX@ (LL) tcha, (DOKE)
nts?a; '10Kung ts?a; Ang. !Xt ¢?aa; Ov. c?a, ckxa) — X060 c?aa ‘to hide away,
conceal, steal’.

PNK *$§ — PSK *s (< PPeK *3):

[325] Zhu. sabi ‘to turn, spin, revolve’ — X80 sami ‘to spin (e. g. a
top)’.

[326] Zhu. sua ‘to fall (of rain) — !X060 sdu laa ‘to fall (of the first
rains)’.

[327] PNK *sui ‘swelling’ (Zhu. sui; Mpu. sui; Cui. sui, etc.) — X80 sui
‘wart’.

PNK *s — PSK *ch (< PPeK *$h?):
[328] PNK *3a0 ‘wide, broad’ (Zhu. sa0; Ang. !X sa0) — X606 chao id.

Obviously, these correspondences do not present us with the full pic-
ture; more details will be evident in the «non-click to click correspondences»
section (see 4.2.3.2), and still others remain completely obscure, since the af-
fricate inventory of PNK is so large that many of the phonemes/clusters are
only represented by a few items for which there remain no correlates in
modern day !X60. Still, one may draw several important conclusions:

a) The differentiation between the hissing affricate *c and the hissing
fricative *s is, at best, vague. Initial *s- in PNK is rather rare and has al-
most no correlates in IX60; the exact same thing can be said about X606 *c,
whereas the other SK languages seem to have positionally conditioned re-
flexes of ¢ and s. There is, therefore, a strong possibility of the two pho-
nemes not having been distinguished in PPeK.
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b) No evidence whatsoever seems to suggest that X460, or any other
SK language, have at one point known the difference between the hissing
and hushing series; this opposition must have been eliminated already on
the PSK level.

¢) Correspondences involving PNH glottalised affricates; aspirated af-
fricates; and initial clusters with velar fricatives and affricates, are ex-
tremely rare ([301], [302], [317], [324]), despite the relative importance of
some of these phonemes in that subbranch (well represented in the basic
lexicon, etc.). It is therefore not unreasonable — and, in fact, necessary —
to look for their correlates elsewhere.

Finally, there is one very specific correspondence between PNK and
PSK that needs to be discussed separately. Cf.:

[329] PNK *30 ‘black, dark’ (Zhu. Z6; ||Aullen 30; !X (LL) dzho, zho;
I0'Kung d3o, d5u; Ang. !Xa 30; Ov. z0) — !X60 toho? “to be dark’.

[330] PNK *5u ‘person’ (Zhu. zu; |Aullen 3u; X (LL.) dju, dzhu, zhu,
(Doke) d3u; |OKung dsu, 3u; Ang. !Xt 3it; Ov. ztt) — PSK *tu “person’ (IX60
tilu “people’; Mas. tu; [Nullen tu; [Xam tu-ken «males»; |[Ng tu, tu?; |[Auni tu-
ke ‘men, boys’).

[331] Zhu. Zoba ‘to be shortened” — X606 tu?m-tu?m ‘to have contrac-
tions, tighten (of sphincter)’.

[332] Zhu. Zom ‘paw, fist' — X060 tah-i, pl. tah-ba-té ‘pad (of lion or
dog), ball of human foot’ (Zhu. o : X606 a < PPeK *3).

[333] Zhu. Zomm “to roll, wrap up’” — Mas. tom-ke, tum-ke ‘to wrap’.

While the latter three comparisons may be found somewhat problem-
atic (semantic reasons in [331], phonetic in [332], underrepresentation in
[333]), the first two, especially the parallelism between PNK *5u and X606
tilu, constitute extremely powerful evidence in favour of this correspon-
dence. That said, it hardly fits into any of the «slots» left open in the sys-
tem presented above (especially since there is some evidence for PPeK *3
regularly > PNH *3, PSK *3).

Note that X060 tiu is the plural form; the suppletive singular stem is
tda. If this alternation represents some kind of archaic ablaut-like grada-
tion and both forms originally stem from this root, then it is also worth
noticing the other parallels for tda: X606 dialectal lda; Mas. da, la, lg; [Nullen
da; |Auni da, de; and perhaps also — outside PSK — {Hoan za ‘*husband’.
(According to [WESTPHAL 1965, p. 139], the form Ia?a is typical of the dia-
lect he calls thiia, and the form tg?a for what he calls N|amani).
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Initial lateral I- in words of obviously Khoisan origin is practically
unique for this root, yet it may turn out to be an extremely important ar-
chaism, preserved in a few dialects due to the root frequency. This does
not necessarily mean that the five forms above have to be reconstructed
with PPeK *I-; it may have, with equal probability, been a lateral fricative
(*A-) or some kind of retroflex resonant. In any case, this phoneme’s affri-
cate-like character in PNK is most probably secondary.

4.2.3.1.4. Velars. Correspondences involving PNH and PSK velar stops
are generally fairly predictable; note only the usual «randomness» be-
tween voiced and voiceless reflexes. It is interesting to note, however, that

a) only very few Zhu|'hoan items with initial k- are involved in these cor-
respondences, despite initial k- being much more frequent in Zhu|'’hoan than
it is in !X60; this is explained by Zhu['hoan k- actually resulting from several
extra sources, including uvular stops and «declickification» (see below);

b) the few examples that we have of aspirated kh- regularly display aspi-
ration in both PNH and PSK (unlike the situation in, say, the dental series).

Cf. the following material:

[334] PNH *kaRe ‘to want, wish’ (fHoan kini; Zhu. kare; Tsum. kare; Ok.
kale, etc.) — X0 kane/kini kV ‘to want'.

[335] PNK *gani ‘to roll’ (Zhu. gani; Xt (L1.) ganne, ganni, (DOKE) gani;
I0'Kung gale; Ang. !Xt gare) — X80 gani kV id. See [HONKEN 1998: 181].

[336] PNK *ge ‘to stay, remain, be (in a place)’ (Zhu. ge; [[Aullen ge, ga;
Xt (Lroyp, DokE) ge; 'O!Kung ge) — PSK *kV ‘copula (to be)’ (X606 kV;
[Ng, [Xegwi, |Auni ki; {Khomani kja, kje, kjo).

[337] Zhu. gdbd ‘to walk with feet turned toward each other’” — X606
gdba ‘to walk pigeon toed’.

[338] Zhu. gird ‘to lie in a curled up position” — PT *garo ‘to knead
into a lump, clench as fist’ (X606 galo kV; Mas. garu-ba).

[339] Zhu. ga?iré ‘to drink too little” — !X66 gélo ‘to drink or eat an in-
adequate amount to still one’s hunger’.

[340] Zhu. gam ‘to wake someone up’ — X606 gdh?n — gah?]V id.

[341] Zhu. goarah ‘erect (of hair)” — X80 kohla “to erect the dorsal crest
of hair (of a springbok)’. See [HONKEN 1998: 176].

[342] Zhu. gobd ‘navel” — X606 gobo ‘umbilical cord, navel'.

[343] Zhu. gui ‘to hold up (weapon) in threatening attitude” — X0
Qui kV “to lift up’. (Cf. also |[Xam ui ‘to lift'?).

[344] Zhu. guruguru ‘sty of the eye’ — X80 gule ‘to be irritated (of
one’s eyes)’.
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[345] tHoan kala ‘to fly’ — X066 kila ‘to go round, circle as vultures’.

[346] PNH *khora ‘to untie, release’ (Hoan khora ‘to unroll’; Zhu.
khédrd; | Aullen kwara; Ang. 'X@ khiila) — X060 khala “to separate, divide’.

[347] PNK *khobo ‘sweat’ (Mpu., Cui., Cnd. khobo) — X606 khiitbu id.

For the velar fricative *x- cf. examples like:

[348] PNK *xau? ‘to singe, scorch’ (Zhu. xau?; Tsum., N. Om. xau?;
Leeu., S. Om. xdo0; Tsin., Ok. xa0?, etc.) — X060 xd?0? ‘to cause a burning
sting, irritation’.

[349] PNK *xoro ‘to hang (of fruit)” (Zhu. xoro-xoro ‘to hang heavily (of
fruit on branch)’; Ang. X xoloxolo ‘be laden with fruit’) — !X66 x6?lo ki
‘to hang, lower the head’.

[350] Zhu. x0ia? ‘to grind” — X606 xdi kV id.

[351] Zhu. x6mxom ‘to dry one’s hands with sand” — X606 x0?bo ‘dry
sand’.

[352] Zhu. x0 ‘temple (of head) — Proto-!Wi *xu ‘face’ ([Xam, |Ng,
tKhomani xu; [Xegwi, |[Auni xu *head’; [Haasi xo *head”).

When it comes to correspondences for the velar affricate kx-, the
situation gets more complicated. Out of all the available material, only
two examples speak in favour of a direct correspondence between PNK
*kx and PSK *kx, cf.:

[353] PNK *kxa[i] ‘first’ (Zhu. kxdi-$¢; |Aullen k'eise; !Xa (LL) k'eiya;
Ang. X1 kxakxake) — X0 kxam id.

[354] PNK *kxan ‘red sky (at sunset or sunrise)’ (Zhu. kxau?; Tsin.,
Ok., Leeu. kxaé, etc.) — X0 kxao ‘pre-dawn’. See [HONKEN 1998: 181].

Given that at least one of these cases can be a Khoekhoeism (cf. Nama
ai-, 10ra kx?ai-si ‘first’), it becomes rather evident that we must look else-
where for possible correspondences. Three of the most «basic» common SK
roots with initial *kx- display rather interesting matches within PNK, cf.:

[355] PNK *¢hi(") ‘to drink’ (Zhu. ¢hi; ||Aullen #si; !XT (LL) shiy, tchiy,
(Doke) sn; !O'Kung t5i7; Ang. XU chang, chi'y; Ov. chiy (East), ssiy, shiy
(West)) — PSK *kx(o)e? id. (IX60 kxaha?; Mas. k'n?, k'e, [k'a”; |Nullen k'aa,
Kauv; |[Xam k'wa?, k'oa?; ¥Khomani kx?wa?, kx?we?, kx?a?, kx?ei’; |Kulle kwa?,
[lk'waiv; Seroa oa’w; |[Xegwi k'a, [k'e”; |Auni k'a, k'e?, [k'a; |Haasi k'a).

[356] PNK *&i7 ‘to cry’ (Zhu. ¢?i%; |Aullen tsiv, tsi, t$i7; X (L1.) tchiy,
tchu?, (DOkKE) ts?77; !O!Kung tsin; Ang. !Xt ¢ang; Ov. 3241) — PSK *kx(o)a id.
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(X0 kxda; Mas. [k'a; INullen k'a; [Xam k'wa, k'oa; |[Ng k'a; $Khomani kx?wa,
kx?a, kx?eija; | Xegwi k'a; |Auni k).

[357] PNK *shi ‘to laugh’ (Zhu. si, chi; [[Aullen tsi; X (L1.) ssi, si, tsi,
(Doke) si; Ov. si) — PSK *kx(o)ei(?) (IX60 kxdi; Mas. [k'ai, [k'ei?; |Xam k'ein-
Kein, k'we?; |[Ng k'ni?a?; fKhomani kx?ai?, kx?wei).

All of these roots are also present in CK (PCK *kxa ‘to drink’, *kxe ‘to cry’,
*kxai? “to laugh’), however, there is little reason to suppose borrowing of any
kind, since all three are so well represented in most SK languages and are
clearly archaic. Instead, the CK forms seem to indicate that the velar affricate is
original here, and if the NK forms are indeed related, we have to assume that
some sort of palatalisation must have taken place in that subbranch, with PPeK
*kx- merging with several different affricates/fricatives, probably depending
on the vocalic context. (Speculatively, the aspiration in *¢hi? may reflect the
former breathy vowel, still evident in X606, while the ejectiveness in *¢?i¥ may
represent the ‘default’ ejective character of the former velar affricate). Running
slightly ahead, we may support this evidence with a fourth root, not present
in SK, but preserved in CK: NK *chi? liver’ (Zhu. ¢hi?; | Aullen tsi; 'OKung #517;
Ov. sdn) — PCK *kxei? id. (Nama 4di-; !Ora kxai?-b; Naro kxdi’, etc.).

This, of course, does not account for the origins of initial kx- in PNK
and Zhu|'hoan; as shall be shown below, some of these roots owe their
existence to click loss, while still others are probably not original, having
penetrated the language due to Khoekhoe influence.

Finally, in order to complete the picture we should probably take a
closer look at two roots for which it may be possible to reconstruct an ini-
tial velar nasal *#- (in the second case, possibly a preglottalised *?-):

[358] PNH *m- ‘I (}Hoan ma; Zhu. mi; |Aullen m, me, mi; X (L) me,
mi, m, (DOKE) m, mi; \O'Kung m, me, mi; Ang. Xt ma, mi) — PSK *y id.
(X606 71; Mas. n, na, nja; [Nullen 5, na; [Xam, [|Ng #, n; {Khomani #, n, na;
[Kxau n, #; [|[Kulle n, nie; | Xegwi n, 1, an; |Auni n, 1, an, na, ne; |Haasi n, n).

[359] PNH *?m ‘to eat’ ({Hoan ?2am; Zhu. ?m; ||Aullen m; Xt (L1.) mm,
emm, (DOKE) ?m; |O'Kung m; Ang. !X ?m) — PSK *?¢” id. (1X60 ?47; Mas. a?,
a, ¢; [Nullen a7, e7; | Xam a¥, ha?; |[Ng a?, e7; tKhomani a’; [Kulle e7; [Xegwi a7,
e’; |Auni ha; |Haasi a).

The development *#- > *m- is typologically possible and has been attested
in several other language families (an especially amusing detail is that in one
language family at least, namely, Yenisseian, it has been postulated for the 1st
person pronoun as well, where Proto-Yenisseian *#- > Ket *m- > b- in the an-
laut position). It is noteworthy that for [358], the variant *m- is also reconstruct-
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able on the PSK level already, since in most SK languages the 1st person pronoun
assumes the form of m- before any forms beginning with a labial consonant.

4.2.3.1.5. Uvulars. The absolute majority of PNK or Zhu|hoan corre-
lates for X606 items with initial uvulars show a predictable shift from uvu-
lar to velar articulation. Since $Hoan normally preserves uvular conso-
nants, this development must have taken place on the PNK rather than
PNH level. However, it must also be noted that at the present stage of re-
search NK-!X66 (numbers 360 to 370] and tHoan-!X66 [numbers 371 and
372] etymologies with non-click uvular consonants do not overlap, thus, it
cannot be excluded that the actual correspondences between the major and
minor subbranches may turn out to be more complicated. Cf. the material:

[360] PNK *ka" ‘to do in secret’ (Zhu. kaah?; Tsum., Tsin., Leeu. kaa?,
etc.) — IX60 gaha ‘cleverness, slyness, dishonesty, cunning, stealth’.

[361] PNK *kU ‘to say’ (Zhu. ko; X (L1.) kue) — X806 quima, qiiba, goma,
q6ba ‘it is said’.

[362] PNK *go?a ‘to open the mouth’ (Zhu. go?4; !Xt (LL) goa; Mpu.,
Cui., Cnd. g0?3) — PSK *ga id. (X0 gaa kV ‘to open the mouth, gape’; |[Ng
kaan “to inhale”).

[363] PNK *gog ‘long ago’ (Zhu. gog[ha]; |Auflen goa ‘yesterday’) —
X660 gda long ago’.

[364] PNK *gom ‘to swallow’ (Zhu. gom; !X (LL.) ggomm; Tsum., Tsin.,
Ok. gom; Leeu., Mpu. gém, etc.) — X060 giim “to suck out (and swallow)’.

[365] Zhu. kad “already, now, a little while ago” — X80 gam ‘near past
or future, yesterday’.

[366] Zhu. kgia? ‘annoy, torment, gossip” — !X60 gai ‘painful’.

[367] Zhu. ka?m ‘to suck’ — X066 gidm “to suckle, kiss’.

[368] Zhu. ka?iid ‘to take carefully’ — !X60 gdo? ‘gently, calmly’.

[369] Zhu. kog-e ‘let, allow (interjection)’ — X060 gida ‘can be’. (Cf. also
|Xam ka “particle of probability’).

[370] Zhu. go?m ‘gum, glue’ — X0 g4? ‘gum, latex’.

[371] {Hoan ga?ana, gana “salt’ — X606 gd?na id. (Cf. also Mas. Ixane id.).

[372] Hoan ghaen ‘good” — PSK *qai(?) id. (X606 gdi? ‘beautiful, pretty,
nice’; |[Nullen [xai ‘to be pretty’; [Xam twai-i?, toai-i ‘good’; |Ng kiai; Seroa
tae; |Auni xwe, xwoi; [Nusan toai).

Apart from the usual fluctuation between voiced and voiceless reflexes
(this time, only in NK), it is important to observe the frequent rate of pharyn-
gealized vowels in this type of roots. Items [363], [365], and [366] have pha-
ryngealisation in both NK and SK, which means that it should probably be
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reconstructed on the PPeK level; on the other hand, in the case of items [367],
[368], and [369] this extra feature is only present in NK. A plausible explana-
tion is that in these roots, pharyngealisation represents a trace of the former
uvular consonant. (As for the other cases where we should also expect pha-
ryngealisation in NK but in which it does not appear, there might have been
certain contextual restrictions — for instance, secondary pharyngealisation does
not appear after a voiced reflex, nor is it interpolated onto a breathy vowel).

Finally, two more cases present evidence for the correspondence
«PNK *x : X80 uvular»; although rare, it presents a perfect correlation to
the respective click efflux correspondence (see 4.2.2.7). Cf.:

[373] PNK *xana" ‘marihuana’ (Zhu. xanah; !Xa (LLoyp, DOKE) xana) —
1X60 ghana id.

[374] PNK *xuru ‘larynx, Adam’s apple’ (Zhu. xuiry; Tsum., Tsin., Ok.,
Leeu. xiiri, etc.) — !X60 Golo “‘muscles of the tongue, pharynx’.

Note, as usual, the lack of correlation between voiced/voiceless re-
flexes [374]; aspiration in !X60 ghana may have something to do with the
breathy vowel in Zhu|'hoan xanah. Of course, this evidence is somewhat
insufficient for the reconstruction of a separate PPeK phoneme (e. g.,
uvular fricative *y, normally only attested in a few Khoisan dialects as a
free variant of x, cf. [CHEBANNE 2000, pp. 25-26]), but the final decision
will ultimately have to be postponed until the discovery of further data.

(Cf., in this respect, the curious transcription gxana for the same word
in Naro, given by R. VosseN [VOSSEN 1992: 384]; H. Visser simply puts the
form down as kxana in his dictionary. Unfortunately, no other examples of
this «uvular affricate» have been encountered, but if it turned out to re-
flect an actual phonemic entity, it would be a wonderful way to explain
the velar vs. aspirated uvular contrast in PeK).

4.2.3.1.6. Laryngeals. Initial aspirated *h- is potentially reconstructible
in a handful of cases, such as:

[375] PNK *huni ‘to stir’ (Zhu. huni; Tsin., Leeu., S. Om. huni, etc.) —
X060 huini sV ‘to mix in, stir in’.

[376] PNK *hui ‘to help’ (Zhu. hui; Xt (LL.) wwi) — |[Xam hhui id.

[377] PNK *hg?are ‘to fetch water’ (Zhu. ha?iré; |Aullen are; Ang. !Xt
hare) — [Nullen hare id.

[378] PNK *ho “to find, get’ (Zhu., |Aullen, Xt (DokEe), Ang. !Xt ho) —
PSK *ho “to bring, take’ (Mas., [Nullen, |Auni ho; [Xam ho, hho, hoa). See [EH-
RET 1986: ex. 39].

[379] Zhu. ham ‘to take a bite’ — |Xam hamm, hemm ‘to eat devour’.
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Some of these roots (*huni, *hui, *hare) are well represented in Khoe-
khoe, meaning that there is a high possibility of borrowing; however, the
possibility of these forms going back to Proto-Khoisan common proto-
forms with initial *h- is hardly any less. No other correspondences for
PNK *h- have been attested, although !X60 h- does occasionally result
from «lenition» of initial dentals (see 4.2.3.1.2).

4.2.3.2. Click consonants in SK (NK) vs. non-click consonants in NK (5K).

The phenomenon of clicks corresponding to non-clicks within closely
related Khoisan languages, most often belonging to the Khoe (Central Khoi-
san) branch, has been well studied by specialists in the field (see, for in-
stance, [TRAILL 1986a]; [TRAILL-VOSSEN 1997]). Most often, these correspon-
dences are assumed to be conditioned by dynamic change factors such as
«click loss», when the original click influx becomes eliminated and the origi-
nal click efflux assumes full consonantal status (e. g. PCK */¢a ‘needle, nail’ >
Naro /ga, but Buga ga, etc.); and «click replacement», when the original click
influx shifts articulation and itself becomes a non-click consonant, usually an
affricate (e. g. PCK *#go ‘springhare’ > HietSware 3o, etc.). In both cases the
original consonant is naturally assumed to have been a click, with non-click
reflexes being secondary. The opposite process, i. e. the secondary formation
of a click from a non-click consonant or consonant cluster, is much more
rare, but it can nevertheless be seen in such cases as [Ora [kxa ‘sharp’, Nama
Ja (< *[kx?a) id. < PCK *c?e (cf. Naro c?e, etc.), where the glottalised affricate is
definitely primary, since clicks with velar affricate effluxes are fairly com-
mon in all CK languages and do not normally evolve into affricates.

There is ample reason to believe that processes quite similar to the
ones observed in CK languages, as well as a few other tendencies of sec-
ondary click replacement/formation with no direct analogies, were also
typical of both subbranches of PPeK. A detailed analysis of those will
certainly help fill in quite a few obnoxious gaps in the system of corre-
spondences between PNH and PSK, as well as help us find etymologies
for a lot of lexical material that would otherwise unjustly remain outside
the borders of our comparison. Below I will present some evidence for the
most obvious of click to non-click correspondences; it may well be that
there are still others waiting to be uncovered.

4.2.3.2.1. PNH glottalised hissing affricate (*c?, *ch?) — X606 dental click.

[380] PNH *c[hj?ama ‘bird” ({Hoan chama; Zhu. c?ama; |Aullen tsama;
Xt (LL.) tsaba, (DOKE) ts?ava; !OKung tsaba, tsama; Ov. c?ima) — X606
lqah?m “sp. of bird’.
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[381] PNK *c?e[-ma] ‘small’ (Zhu. c?¢-ma; |Aullen tse-ma; !Xt (L1.) tsema,
(DoOKE) dema, ts?ema, (VEDDER) tse, (WILHELM) tsema, tse; !O'Kung deme,
tsema; Ov. c?ema) — X0 qa- id. — |[Xam ts'e-tten, tse-rre id.

[382] Zhu. c?iv ‘to walk along’ — X606 [ghii ‘to walk (pl.), regularly
walk about (sg.)".

[383] PNK *c?u? ‘nose’ (Zhu. c?i17; [[Aullen tsuv; Xt (L1.) ssu?, tsu?, tsay,
(Doxke) tsu’; l1O'Kung tsuy, tsay) — PSK *nu- id. (X606 [nith-1a; Mas. [nu,
[nu-tsa; |Nullen [nusa; [Xam [nutu, [nu’tu; $Khomani [yuty; |Kxau, |[Kulle
[nutu; |[Xegwi [nu; |Auni [nu, [no?; [Haasi [nu).

This situation is fairly similar to the one in Khoekhoe, where PCK *c?-
> *[kx?-. Three out of four examples feature !X60 [g-, which gives us a very
good idea of the nature of this development: PPeK *c?- (or maybe even
*cgq-) > IX60 *|g-, with secondary «clickification». The opposite develop-
ment, i. e. «click replacement» in NK, is much less probable, since there
are examples of X060 [g- and [gh- corresponding to NK clicks, whereas
PNK *c?- seems to always correspond to clicks in [X40.

Since the fourth case [383] deviates from the formula, the etymology
is somewhat less reliable, as we would expect X606 */qu"- rather than a na-
sal efflux. Nevertheless, it should not be rejected unless in favour of a
better one, considering the possibility of «extra» nasalisation such as de-
scribed in 4.2.2.4; note, above everything, that in SK the root frequently
operates in conjunction with some kind of nasal suffix — [nuh-fia, [nu-
ntu — which may have acted as catalyst for the efflux replacement.

4.2.3.2.2. PNK palatal influx — X606 dental/affricate cluster.

[384] Zhu. fkxa-fkxa ‘termite sp.” — X606 dgxam id.

[385] Zhu. fkxara ‘to flatten by hammering, hammer flat" — X606
tkxala-tkxala kV “to pat flat (e. g. the sand)’.

[386] Zhu. #gx06-fgxoré ‘to empty out (dregs) — !X60 tkxiila ‘to push
out, squeeze out’.

[387] Zhu. #gxii ‘hairy pubic area” — X606 tkxdu ‘to have intercourse,
copulate’.

[388] PNK *tkxao ‘damp; dew’ (Zhu. #kxao; !Xa (LL) fou; Tsin. #2ao;
Leeu., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. #2a0) — X060 39xdu-3gxdu ‘to rain lightly’.

[389] Zhu. fkxam “to be tired” — X6 39x0om ‘to feel unwell, enervated’.

[390] Zhu. fkxdi-fkxdni ‘to be very wet (esp. of clothes) — X606 ckxani
‘to be wet, rain heavily’.

[391] Zhu. fgxam ‘to squeeze, hug, embrace’ — X606 ckxdli kV ‘wring
out by twisting’, ckxdm sV ‘squeeze out (something wet)’.
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[392] Zhu. $gxo?m ‘milky sap’ — X060 ckxoa ‘froth, bubble, milky sap’.

Again, the click variant (this time in PNK) seems to be secondary, since
there are reliable examples of PNK *#kx corresponding to PSK *#x (< PPeK
*#kx; cf., for instance, [50]). For cases [388] to [392] it is therefore reasonable to
suggest PPeK *ckx~*3gx (voiced and voiceless reflexes are, as usual, scat-
tered). Cases [384] to [387], then, have to be interpreted as representing PPeK
*tkx~*dgx; remember that these should be distinguished from PPeK *fkx~*dgx
(see cases [282], [283], where PNK *tkx corresponds to X606 ckx~3gx).

4.2.3.2.3. PNK affricate cluster — X606 palatal influx.

[393] PNH *35xom~*¢xom ‘to hide’ (}Hoan ¢xoam ‘to hide’; Zhu. 3xomd
‘to creep, crawl, hide’; Tsin., Ok. 30md) — !X60 fyii?m ‘to withdraw from
social contact, hide away from people, disappear’.

[394] PNK *3xani ‘to dance’ (Zhu. 3xani; |Aullen tsanne; 'XG (DOXE)
nt$?xani, txani, sxani) — X460 fxala ‘initiation dance for the female initiate’.

[395] PNK *3xo0- ‘to push, wear under the belt’ (Ov. 3xom ‘fix, tuck’,
3x0e ‘put in under one’s belt’; Tsin., Leeu. 3xom ‘wear under the belt’;
S. Om. 3xom id.; Ok., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ¢xde id.) — X606 #yd? kV ‘to push
something into the belt, socks, hat'.

[396] Zhu. ¢xoa-Cxoara ‘to fall down, tumble (e. g. out of a tree)’ —
IX60 #yu?li tiu “to slip’.

[397] PNK *3xom ‘Pleiades’ (Zhu. 3x6m; |Aullen tsom) — X606 fear-té id.

[398] Zhu. 3x01 ‘a k. of bird” — X0 #6di ‘blackchested prinia’.

In this little group, the situation is reversed: North Khoisan demon-
strates an affricate, while X606 has a ubiquitous palatal click. Note, how-
ever, that this group is strictly limited to items with NK initial *¢x- and
*$x-. As in the previous case, reconstruction of PPeK *#x is excluded (cf.
case [65] for an example of PPeK *#x > PNK *#x, PSK *fx), which means the
NK variant is probably more archaic. Note, however, that PPeK *cx~*3x
apparently preserves affricate articulation in X606 (see [301], [302]); there-
fore, the «clickification» of *¢x~*$x must have taken place before the general
merger of the hissing and hushing series in PSK.

Cases [397] and [398] have to be considered separately; the compari-
sons are acceptable, since NK velar elements can sometimes correspond to
uvulars in PSK (see 4.2.2.8), and the common etymology for ‘Pleiades’
looks especially promising. However, it is hard to propose a straightfor-
ward interpretation; the direction could be either from click to affricate
(PPeK *#5- > PNK *3x-) or, if one suggests a special type of cluster in PPeK,
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vice versa (PPeK *3k- > IX40 fc-). In any case, more material is needed to
verify the suggested etymologisation.

4.2.3.2.4. Click loss in PNK. In a few cases, most of them involving the
palatal (occasionally, the lateral) click, there is ample reason to suggest ir-
regular elimination of click influx in PNK. Similar behaviour is observed
in a number of CK languages, most notably for the alveolar click in West
Khoe languages and the lateral click in East Khoe languages; no precise
rules of distribution for the preservation of the original phoneme have
been formulated yet, and it is not excluded that they never will be, due to
the exceedingly random character of the phenomenon. That said, addi-
tional research may yet help us at least establish clearer patterns, as well
as limitations that are applicable to this development.

Thus, it is interesting to note that out of the six etymologies presented
below with supposed «click loss» in PNK, five have uvular effluxes in
IX60, suggesting that the uvular efflux after a palatal click may have acted
as catalyst for its elimination. Cf.:

[399] PNK *goru ‘lizard, gecko’ (Zhu. goru; Xt (LL) goru, ngoru) —
1X66 #6dlo ‘bushveld lizard’.

[400] PNK *gui ‘salt’ (Zhu. gui; !Xt (LL.) gwi; !O'Kung gwi; Ang. X
Qui) — X606 feuih-a? *salt lick’.

[401] Zhu. gim ‘to be dented, dent’ — !X60 #ca?m ‘to squash, crush,
dent’.

[402] Zhu. kobu ‘to cook (skin or hide) — X606 #gho?bu ‘to scorch (of
living skin)’.

[403] Zhu. ko?6bii ‘blister’ — X606 fghdtbu-sé id.

[404] Zhu. kunh?-$¢ “pimple, spot” — X060 fi17 “abcess, boil .

Loss of the lateral click is far less frequent, with but two obvious ex-
amples:

[405] PNK *koa ‘to fear’ (Zhu. kog; |Aullen koa; !Xt (LL) koa; !O!Kung
koa) — X6 [uav id. Cf. also $Hoan o id.; although, if the form belongs
here, not only do we have to reconstruct the root as *10-, but we will also
have to assume that click loss could happen on the PNK level already af-
ter the split of the {Hoan subbranch.

[406] Zhu. kxiiri louse” — 1X60 [gxéni id. The etymology is acceptable
if the Zhu|'hoan form is not a Khoekhoeism (< PCK *kxuri id.); even if it is,
however, the click loss problem is still actual for the comparison between
PCK and !X60.
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Two more interesting cases are provided by the Hoan-X66 comparison,
where $Hoan initial uvular g- is pitted against the lateral click in X66. It
should be noted, though, that both {Hoan forms are quoted according to [TRAILL
1973], and it is not clear whether the initial g- in that source is really a non-click
consonant or a poorly transcribed lateral click. In the latter case, both com-
parisons should be grouped together with the regular patterns for PPeK *J-.

[407] +Hoan ga?e” ‘springbok” — !X60 [ga?a’ ‘lone male springbok or
hartebeest’.
[408] tHoan gae? ‘three’ — X060 [ide id.

All of the above examples only feature click loss in subbranches of the
PNH family. It is not yet clear if the process was in any way characteristic
of the PSK subbranch; so far, the only interesting example of a possible
«irregular» click loss in !X60 is

[409] Zhu. Igxaii-Se “pied babbler’ — X606 gxami id.

However, even if click loss was ever allowed in !X60, it must have
been much more seriously restricted than in PNH. This also finds indirect
confirmation in the statistical frequency of non-click consonants in both
families: initial velars occur far more often in Zhu|’hoan than in !X68, and
relatively extensive click loss is definitely one of the main factors respon-
sible (along with the merger of former velars and uvulars into one series).

4.2.3.2.5. The fate of PPeK Iaterals. In section 2.2.1 we have already dis-
cussed the curious correspondence between the PNK retroflex click and
the hushing fricatives s-, z- in {Hoan, with a preliminary hypothesis that
this correspondence may reflect a separate old PNH consonantal series —
like, for instance, the lateral one. Proposed reconstructions included roots
like *Aai “to die” (PNK */lai — tHoan $i%); *Aau ‘*hand (PNK *lgau — $Hoan
Siu); *Aau “to dig’ (Zhu. lgaii — tHoan $iu); and *Aa~*AU ‘water, rain” (PNK
*llga ‘rain’, *llgu ‘water” — $Hoan Zo ‘water”).

Out of these roots, ‘die’, ‘hand’, and ‘dig’ do not seem to have any re-
liable parallels in IX60. The word for ‘water’, however, is quite possible to
etymologise, cf.:

[410] PNK *llga ‘rain’ (Zhu. Iga; |Aullen ga; !X@ (LL) /ga, [lga; !O/Kung
llga; Ov. [lga); PNK *lou ‘water’ (Zhu. gii; |Aullen [gu, lqu; X (LL) [gu,
(DokE) llgu”; 10Kung [lgu, [go; Ov. [lgif) — $tHoan Zo ‘water’ — PSK *gha
‘water” (IX60 lghaa; Mas. kha, Ixa; [Nullen kha; [Xam kwa, khwa; |Ng 'ha,
lkha, [kha; $Khomani /kha; | Xegwi gha; |Auni [kha; [Haasi ka).
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Assuming the hypothesis that PPeK *1 undergoes «clickification» in PSK,
with the regular development being PPeK *A > PSK */g(h)-, we may examine
the rest of X606 material with initial /gh- and see if there are any further possible
etymologies to be found. At least two more seem to confirm this pattern, cf.:

[411] PNK *llgo?0 ‘to cough’ (Zhu. 50?6; || Aullen /go; X@ (LL.) Igoo, [0,
[koo; Ov. [g026) — X066 Ilghda kV “to cough up and expectorate’. Unfortu-
nately, the {Hoan equivalent is missing, but if the PNK retroflex does in-
deed go back to *A, the root can be possibly reconstructed as PPeK *Aa?0.

[412] tHoan $u ‘to give’ — PT *lgha id. (X60 lghd? — lghaV; Mas. Ixe, Ixa).
Here, PNH is only represented by the {Hoan form, but the consonantal cor-
respondences are nevertheless exactly the same; discrepancies in vocalism
may be due to «vocalic ablaut» (fossilized root vowel + class marker fu-
sion) that so often obscures vocalic correspondences within PSK roots.

Further evidence for the «lateral hypothesis» will be found on the
Proto-Khoisan level (see below).

4.2.3.6. Alternations between dental consonants and nasalised dental clicks.
Finally, mention should be made of two cases which display a peculiar
«scattering» of d-type and [?]/n-type reflexes in between the major and
even minor branches. These are:

[413] PNK *do"m ‘throat’ (Zhu. dohm; ||Aullen dom; Xt (Ll.) ddomm,
(DoxkE) dom; 'O!Kung dom) — $Hoan ?[ngo id. — PT *?fnym id. (X060 ?[nyim;
Mas. #m; [Nullen fum) — Proto-'Wi *dom (|Xam ddomm; $Khomani dom; but
cf. [Haasi Joem id.).

[414] PNK *dhari ‘tongue’ (Zhu. dhari; |Aullen tari; Xt (LL) terri,
(Doxke) nthali; \O'Kung tali; Ang. Xt thari) — $Hoan cela id. — PT *2fng- id.
('X60 ?fnan; Mas. [nan; [Nullen [ani) — Proto-'Wi *2e- id. (|Xam [erri, [enni;
[Ng fe7; [Kxau [fa-nansi; |Auni [a?ri).

It can be seen that the correspondences are not the same in the two
cases; namely, the Proto-'Wi form in [414] definitely contains a click,
whereas the one in [413] has an initial *d- just like the one in PNK, and
only the [Haasi variant deviates from the standard and is actually closer to
PT *?[num. This may possibly be explained by the influence of the com-
mon PCK form *dom ‘throat’; in fact, one might go as far as to suggest that
all of the !Wi forms with initial d-, as well as PNK *do"m, have penetrated
into Peripheral Khoisan from a CK source. This is, however, not very
probable, since there are next to no other examples of such an important



424  G. StarosTIN. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

sector of the basic lexicon as body parts being borrowed into Peripheral
Khoisan at such an early age. (It is interesting to note, though, that {Hoan
has both ?/ngo ‘throat’ and 30am < *dom ‘river bed’; the latter meaning is
commonly met as secondary meaning for both PCK *dom and PNK *do"m.
The obvious explanation for the «doublet» in $Hoan is that ?/ngo is the ori-
ginal form, while joam is a recent borrowing from a CK source).

More reasonable is the suggestion that PSK *?fu- > Proto-IWi > *?Jn- >
|[Haasi -, but [Xam-fKhomani *d- (an interesting phonetic argument in favour
of treating [Haasi — or, perhaps, |Auni-[Haasi — as the oldest branch to split
from Proto-!Wi, which is in perfect agreement with glottochronological cal-
culations); the development PSK *?fn- > [Xam d- is, in fact, supported by ad-
ditional data (see 3.2.1.2). Unfortunately, the same development does not ap-
ply to [414], where all the !Wi forms share a dental click with no initial d-.
Likewise, $Hoan in this instance has initial ¢- instead of the expected ?/n-.

The two examples, therefore, do not share a single pattern, and case
[414] is particularly «aggressive» in its overall irregularity. Nevertheless, I
would not abandon the etymology, mainly because the word ‘tongue’ is
commonly known for its ‘erratic’ behaviour in language families all over
the world, and, in fact, it offers hard to explain surprises at the individual
subbranch level as well; note, for instance, the fluctuation of voiced/voice-
less — aspirated/non-aspirated variants in NK, or, outside PeK, such vari-
ants of the root as Nama nam-mi, lam-mi, tam-mi (but NOT *dam-mi, which
would be the expected form given the Proto-Non-Khoekhoe correlate *dam-).

4.2.3.3. Summary. The fairly extensive non-click consonant system of
PPeK can be preliminarily sketched in the following table.

PPeK PNH PSK
*m *m *m
*w [?] *b *w~*2
*t~*d *t~*d *t~*d
*tx~*dx *tx~*dx *tx~*dx
*tkx~*dgx *hx~*tgx *tkx~*dgx
*t(h)? *t(h) *?~*h
*n *n *n
*n *d *?n
*c~*s *c *s

*C? *C? *Iq
*sh [?] *sh *zh
3 3 3
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PPeK PNH PSK
*ex~*1gx *ex *ex~*13x
*ckx~*3gx *thx~*tgx *ckx~*3gx
*¢ *¢ *s
*3 *3 *3
*EX~*BX *EX~*3X X~y
*%h *%h? *zh
*$ *$ *s

*$h [?] *$ *ch
*é~*3’ [’?] >(-d *3
*EX~*8x *tx~*dx *ex~*1x

*Ckx~*3gx *thx *ckx~*3gx
*A *A (> PNK *llg, *Igh
tHoan $~7)

*A(*2?) *Z *t~*1
*kN*g *kN*g *kN*g
*X *X *X
*kx *€2~*Ch; *kx (?) *kx
>(-1,J *m *IJ

*qN*G *k~*g *q

*x [?] *y *q[h]*'*G

*h *h *h

The numerous question marks, variations, and systematic lacunae
found in the table should not, in our opinion, invalidate the overall results,
but rather act as pointers indicating locations around which further research
should be indicated. Some of the most important tasks would include:

a) an attempt to establish conditions responsible for the «random»
behaviour of voiced and voiceless reflexes throughout the system;

b) more detailed reconstruction of the affricate system with extensive
use of data from NK dialects and $Hoan;

¢) finding more evidence for such «tricky» developments as the pala-
talisation of *kx- in NK or that of the supposedly lateral non-click conso-
nants in PNH and PSK.

4.2.4. Vocalism. The vocalic systems of all Peripheral Khoisan languages
are generally nowhere near as complex as the consonantal ones, and the
same was evidently true of PPeK. That said, there are at least two significant
factors presenting rather large difficulties for an adequate reconstruction of
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PPeK vocalism. First is the vocalic «interaction» with the word-initial conso-
nant or click efflux, with the two segments «trading» features between each
other (see 4.2.2); normally this only applies to the «extra» distinctive features
of the vowels, such as pharyngealisation or breathiness, but in certain cases
we do witness qualitative assimilation, such as in {Hoan words with the la-
bial click, all of which either contain a labial vowel or a labialised diphthong.

The second factor is of a morphological nature. There is ample reason
to believe that the structure of the PPeK nominal and verbal stems was
more or less akin to the one witnessed in !X060, i. e. the average stem con-
sisted of a monosyllabic root joined with a vocalic class suffix, which
could differ depending on the form’s syntactic and morphologic features.
Later on, with the gradual decay of the class system, some of these suf-
fixes became fossilized, with the process happening independently in dif-
ferent languages. Already within SK we frequently encounter the same
roots with different suffixes in different languages: cf., for instance, [Xam
fku “hair” (zero suffix) vs. X80 [chi-a id.; |[Ng u-e ‘ear’ vs. X80 #nith-a?
id.; [Xam no-a ‘foot’ vs. X6 #nu-7 id., etc. Naturally, when we bring in
comparative material from more distant relatives, such as NK, this varia-
tion can be expected to be extended to a significant part of the lexicon.

The implication of all this for PPeK vocalism is that, while the «main»
system of vowels can be reconstructed with relative ease, there is very lit-
tle certainty when it comes to such a major part of Khoisan vocalic inven-
tory as diphthongs. In NK, diphthongs normally function the same way as
monophthongic vowels, i. e. form part of the root. In !X66, however,
whenever one sees a diphthong, it can always be expected to disappear in
certain morphological contexts. Cf., for instance, X606 #yiii ‘hunting
dog’ — pl. fyiia-té; tqhde ‘sp. of bush’ — pl. fqhiam; [au? ‘name” — pl. [a?, etc.

This tendency alone cannot serve as proof of the fact that PPeK did not
have diphthongs as part of the root, and that, whenever we see a diphthong
in any PeK language, we have to immediately «split» it into the final root
vowel and a former class suffix. But it certainly takes away a lot of credibility
from the diphthongs, and makes it possible for us to compare forms like Zhu.
la?-a and 1X60 li-e [108], or PNK *#ghu-i and X606 fgui-a7 [49] without necessar-
ily being hindered by the obvious incompatibility of the vocalic auslauts.

Quite often, the latter do match, as in PNK *#ghu-i? and Proto-!Wi
*#kho-in ‘dog’ (cf., however, X660 fgha-i without the nasal, as well as the
plural fgha-ba-té); in these cases, it is possible to suggest the presence of an
original PPeK stem with the suffix *-iy (*-i”) as one of the main variants of
the root. However, this is far from the general rule, and overall, it is only
the first element of the «vocalic core» of the root that we can rely upon
during comparative research on PeK.
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4.2.4.1. The basic system. For PPeK, there is little reason to reconstruct
anything more extensive than the system already proposed for PSK, i. e. the
classic five-vowel system (*a, *e, *i, 0, *u) increased by the two additional
open vowels (¢, *3). The latter two, in addition to being ‘carried over’ to PPeK
from those PSK items in which they have to be reconstructed, would also ac-
count for all the cases in which Zhu|’hoan e-coloured (somewhat rarely) and
o-coloured (much more frequently) vowels correspond to -a- in X6, such as
PNK *c?ema — PT *Jqa- id. [381]; Zhu. fyomm — X0 [[yd?m [229], etc.

The detailed correspondences between the vowels are not always of
the «one-to-one» variety; PeK vocalism is subject to various kinds of as-
similations and vowel harmony tendencies, acting in different ways on
every level from PPeK to modern NK and SK dialects. Many of these
changes are obvious from the data presented above; since, however, none
of them give any hints at important PPeK phonological oppositions that
we may have missed, a detailed description will not be given here.

4.2.4.2. «Extra» features. For PeK, as has already been mentioned in 4.2.2,
these constitute nasality, breathiness, and pharyngealisation (found in both
PNK and PSK), as well as superimposition of any of these (breathy pharyn-
gealised vowels, called ‘sphincteric’ by A. TRAILL, are only attested in !X60).

As of now, no exact system of correspondences between NK and SK is
available when it comes to tracing these features back to PPeK. The fea-
tures are rarely stable (see, for instance, the NK material in [SNYMAN 1997],
where pharyngealisation often appears to behave in extremely random
ways); more or less reasonably transcribed only in a few languages like
Zhu|'hoan, tHoan, and !X66; and, moreover, we cannot always be sure
about the transcription — thus, breathiness can often be confused with the
aspirated efflux, and vice versa. Nevertheless, certain tendencies can be
traced, even if they rarely apply to the entire amount of material. Let us
illustrate this on the example of the ‘pharyngealised” or ‘pressed” vowels
and their fate in Zhu|'’hoan and !X66 ({Hoan, which also has this feature,
shall be left out of the discussion due to insufficient data).

There are five main groups of correspondences involving vocalic pha-
ryngealisation, namely:

a) Pharyngealised vowel in Zhu|hoan — pharyngealised vowel in 'X46:
PNH *2fnom — PT *nu- [6]; Zhu. Ing?omd — PSK *2fngma [42]; Zhu. no-iv —
PSK *?lnp-ro [43]; Zhu. fatabe — 'X60 taba [54]; Zhu. [gam — X606 fqa?n~tqan
[90]; PNK *lgo — X80 lg0-ba-kii [102]; Zhu. Ing?i — X606 [nde? [146]; PNK *[ng?o-

rV — PSK *[leurV [172]; Zhu. [la?i — X060 [lgdu [187]; Zhu. foe — PSK *[qule]
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[221]; Zhu. fo%0r0 — X0 [ala [222]; Zhu. fng — PSK *Ony- [243]; PNK *mg-
nV — X606 mdn [257]; PNK *dg — X606 dg? [265]; Zhu. t926r6to?oro — X606 hélo
[276]; Zhu. éoni — 1X60 s [316]; PNK *3gm — 1X60 3dba [319]; PNK *goa — X0
qda [363]; Zhu. kai — X606 gam [365]; Zhu. kaia? — X606 qai [366]; Zhu. 3x0i —
1X060 f64i [398]; PNK *goru — 1X60 t6glo [399]; PNK *koa — 1X60 [fia? [405].

b) Simple vowel in Zhu['hoan — pharyngealised vowel in !X66: PNK
“lauyy — PSK *jgg"- [7]; PNH *igai — PSK *J¢ [28]; Zhu. Igi2ii? — IX68 Ji-a
[38]; Zhu. om — X606 ?fny-a? [41]; Zhu. no?m — X606 ?nom [44]; PNK
*Inhui — X606 #nii-je [80]; PNK *ani — X606 #gani [81]; Zhu. Igohm — X606 lie
[118]; Zhu. nahm — X606 Ing- [122]; Zhu. moa? — X606 noni [123]; PNK
*[Phaba — 1X68 [naba [170]; PNK *Phy — 1X66 [ndria [171]; Zhu. [gatdni —
X606 [lgaa [190]; Zhu. [kxiibi — X606 [gbi [194]; Zhu. [noboh — X636 [ngbo
[196]; Zhu. g626a7 — 1X68 [ld-ba [224]; Zhu. #ghiao — X5 [gdo [226]; Zhu.
g — 1X60 [ng-i [230]; Zhu. tnubilh — 1X66 2fnibi [232]; PNK *fno?m — 1X66
tnim [235]; Zhu. Jaa? — PT *OnV- [238]; PNK *mhoba — X686 OngBV [245];
PNK *I?ha? — 1X66 Ogda [250]; PNK *ba — PSK *a [259]; Zhu. tizm — 1X60
tir [261]; PNK *du?u? — X606 33u” [286]; Zhu. nari — 1X66 ngli [287]; Zhu.
cunih — X606 suni [297]; PNH *¢y — PSK *sge? [307]; Zhu. Zabi — X606 3dbi
[321]; PNK *sui — X0 sui [327]; Zhu. gurngurn — 'X60 gule [344]; PNK
*xuru — 1X60 colo [374]; PNK *ce- — 1X60 [qa- [381]; PNK *5xom — 1X60
fcar-té [397]; PNK *do"m — PT *2fnum [413]; PNK *dhari — PT *?ng- [414].

c) Pharyngealised vowel in Zhu|['hoan — ‘sphincteric’ (i. e. pharyn-
gealised + breathy) vowel in !X66: Zhu. [na?6 — 'X60 aho [14]; Zhu. #2hoo —
X060 fnoho [64); Zhu. fnori — X606 nahli [66]; Zhu. Jari — X060 tcahli [87];
Zhu. gt — X060 [[ngh-be [147]; PNK *[ama~*|laba — X606 [gahBV [168];
Zhu. to — X606 dah-be [269]; Zhu. ng?a-be — 'X60 nghni [288]; PNK
*dale]? — X060 2nahn- [292]; PNH *30e(7) — PSK *30¢"- [300].

d) Simple vowel in Zhu|’hoan — ‘sphincteric’ vowel in X66: Zhu. fuh? —
1X60 fcaha? [59]; PNK *nu?u? — X060 feiihnu [84]; Zhu. Jahm — 1X60 fahay [85];
Zhu. i v — X060 nghuy [125]; Zhu. lgxarii — 'X60 [eghni-ka [145]; Zhu.
[nang — 1X66 ?lnghn [195); Zhu. [nhahng — X60 [lnghn [198]; PNK *a[bJu" —
1X66 dahbu [268]; PNK *da?a-ma — X060 tgh?ay [271]; PNK *data — X606 ngh?-ni-
ka [294]; Zhu. 3h?uii 7 — 1X60 3hohu? [323]; PNK *c?ama — X603 [qah?m [380].

e) Pharyngealised vowel in Zhu|['hoan — simple vowel in !X66: Zhu.
lea?anis — 1X60 [cali [37]; Zhu. #a?i — 1X60 fai [55]; Zhu. #a20 — 1X68 #qdo
[56]; Zhu. #go?m — 1X68 #go?la [60]; PNK *Jo — X6 #edu [82]; Zhu. Jaze —
1X60 #cah?m [88]; Zhu. [noi — X85 #q2omi [91]; PNK *ige — X85 lgahe [99];
Zhu. lp?ny — X606 loho? [115]; Zhu. lo?ori — X606 Igunu [116]; Zhu. Igo?i7 -
IX60 [ga?i [142]; Zhu. Iga — X606 |gaha [144]; PNK *[nho?oru — PT *|corV
[173]; PNK *[lng?obo — X606 [[nd?ba [182]; PNK *fngm — X606 ?[nahm [217];
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Zhu. fnang — X060 [nahav [231]; Zhu. catabu — X606 sd?bi [308]; PNH
*3ani — X606 3ani [318]; Zhu. gam — X060 gdh?n [340]; Zhu. ka?m — !X60
giam [367]; Zhu. ka?iid — X606 gdo? [368]; Zhu. koa-e — X606 gda [369]; Zhu.
kobii — X606 #gho?bu [402]; Zhu. ko?6bii — X606 #ghd?bu-sé [403].

Upon first sight, everything seems to correspond to everything else.
However, careful analysis of the evidence leads to the emerging of patterns,
and these, in turn, allow us to formulate a set of rules that would account
for more than 3/4 of the material presented. The rules are as follows (in
starred forms, V stands for pharyngealised vowel, V" — for ‘sphincteric’).

[I] PPeK *V = PSK *V, but PNK *V. This is the «default» rule, most
evident from examples like [287] and the like, where the situation is com-
pletely transparent, with no additional factors whatsoever influencing the
change. This rule covers all of group (b), which also happens to be the
most numerous of all.

[II] PPeK *V*" = PSK *V*, but PNK *V. ‘sphincteric’ vowels are absent
in NK, but, unlike simple pharyngealised vowels, they normally end up
preserving their ‘pressed’ quality in that subgroup. This accounts for all of
group (c).

[III] PPeK *QV = PNK *KV (where Q = uvular consonant or click ef-
flux). This rule explains quite a few cases in group (e), where !X60 has a
simple vowel, such as [37], [56], [91], [99], etc. In other words, uvular ar-
ticulation is normally reflected as vowel pharyngealisation in NK. A large
group of exceptions is one in which !X66 displays a uvular aspirated ef-
flux (see the respective examples under 4.2.2.6).

[IV] PPeK *V?V = PNK *V?V. L. e., pharyngealisation is normally pre-
served if the vowel forms part of a bivocalic sequence separated by a
glottal stop; see examples [42], [54], [146], etc.

[V] Early PNK *y, *u" = PNK *u("). Zhu|'hoan allows for no pharyn-
gealisation in the upper vocalic row, whereas in !X66 both the pharyn-
gealised and the sphincteric u, yh are fairly common. Obviously, X606 is
more archaic in that respect. This accounts for numerous exceptions from
rule [II], such as in cases [59], [84], etc.

[VI] Early PNK *V"-b- = PNK *-V-b-. Zhu|'hoan shows a near-total
lack of pharyngealised vowels before an inlaut -b-, unlike !X66. This ex-
plains case [268].

[VII] On the contrary, both inlaut and anlaut *m seem to have a ten-
dency to «protect» pharyngealisation; see [6], [257], etc. A direct rule can-
not be formulated, though, because occasionally we find breathiness in its
place ([85], [118], etc.).
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[VII] Early PNK *kxV-, *¢xV- = PNK *kxV-, *¢xV-. This rule does not
actually apply to the original PPeK velar affricates and velar affricate ef-
fluxes, since these are never met in conjunction with pharyngealised vow-
els. However, it does apply to those cases in which NK velar affricates
correspond to SK uvulars, like [145] and other examples.

[IX] Early PNK *c?V- = *c?V- ([380], [381]). This and the previous rule
both follow the ban on «ejective consonant + pharyngealised vowel» se-
quences.

After all of these rules have been applied, surprisingly few exceptions
are left; these may be explained by additional contextual developments that
have not been spotted, dialectal irregularities, inadequate transcription,
or — at worst — occasionally incorrect etymologisation. It is most probable
that similar rules can be formulated for breathy and glottalised vowels; less
certain is the position of nasalised vowels, since nasalisation often seems to
come and go «at random» even within a single PeK language, as well as oc-
casionally assume morphological value (cf., for instance, X606 [na-n ‘head’,
pl. [na-7), which radically distinguishes it from the other «extra» features.

4.2.4.3. Tones. So far, nothing has been said about the tonal contrasts in
any of the subbranches of PPeK and their place in the system. There is a rea-
son for that. It is reasonable to assume that PPeK must have been a click lan-
guage, given that both PNK and PSK possess click systems fairly reminiscent
of each other; however, as it eventually turns out, the PPeK system of clicks
also must have been significantly different from the PNK and PSK ones. Like-
wise, it is reasonable to assume that PPeK was a tonal language — since all of
its offspring have tonal systems. However, just because these tonal systems
are also reminiscent of each other does not guarantee that the PPeK system of
tones will eventually come to be modelled exactly after one of them.

Indeed, tones are so far the shakiest element in Khoisan phonetics,
and tonal characteristics are even less reliable than click effluxes. Out of
all PeK languages, adequate description of the tonal system is only avail-
able for X606 and Zhu|'hoan. Given that these two languages provide the
bulk of material for our comparisons, we could try to compare their tones
directly, without resorting to intermediate reconstructions. The results,
then, would be very complicated — a detailed look at the comparative
data presented above reveals an enormous number of possible patterns
without any clear distribution — and, above all, a priori dubious, as be-
comes evident from the dialectal data collected in [SNYMAN 1997].

All the 400 or so NK etyma for which dialectal data are available in
that source can be loosely divided in two groups: «tonally stable», in
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which all or almost all of the dialects are in agreement on the tonal char-
acteristics, and «tonally unstable», in which there are at least two or three
different tonal patterns scattered throughout the dialects, with little hope
of detecting any kind of distribution. For example, PNK *a0 ‘buffalo’ is
tonally stable, since every single NK dialect, including Zhu|'’hoan, shows
the low tone on both morae. On the other hand, *?ne *head’ is tonally un-
stable — cf. the high tone in Zhu. [ndi, Ov. ?[né, N. Om., Lister [ndi, but the
low tone in Tsin. [nde, Ok., S. Om., Kam. [né. Statistically, «tonally stable»
items are somewhat more frequent than the second group, but not by
much; and there is, of course, no guarantee that whenever we fall upon a
«tonally unstable» item, the Zhu|'hoan variant is going to be primary. (In
fact, outside of the items represented in SNYMAN’s short list, we do not
even have any idea which NK roots are «tonally stable» in the first place).

The phenomenon of ‘tonal unstability’ may have two different interpre-
tations, but each one is rather pessimistic. First, it may represent inadequate
transcription, in which case we will have to admit that even today, there is no
reliable methodology of recording Khoisan tonal oppositions. Hopefully, this
is not the case; but if so, and if «tonally unstable» items are indeed a phoneti-
cal reality, the assumption must be made that tone as such is not very rigid in
PeK languages, and that tonal characteristics may easily shift due to various
circumstances — vocalic and consonantal context, frequency of usage, maybe
even some kind of morphemic or phrasal samdhi. In this case, of course, any
direct comparison of Zhu|hoan and X6 tones will be extremely suspicious.

I would, therefore, postpone a serious discussion of tonal oppositions
in PPeK (and, in fact, in Khoisan overall) until a more or less acceptable re-
construction of segmental phonology has been effectuated. It is not ex-
cluded that there are areas of PPeK consonantism which are tightly linked
with tones, such as, for instance, the «random shift» of voiced and voice-
less reflexes of PPeK click effluxes and non-click consonants (see 4.2.2.2).
On the whole, however, such interaction has not been shown to be very
tight in any of the modern day Khoisan languages, and there is so far no
reason to think the situation were to be any different in the proto-language.

4.3. Lexics. Apart from the 414 lexical parallels between PNH (PNK,
Zhu|'hoan, tHoan) and PSK (PT, X405, Proto-!Wi) presented above, the
comparative PeK database currently includes about 400 more parallels
that have not been presented for various reasons, such as lack of space;
additional phonological problems that make the etymologies highly dubi-
ous until further evidence has been found; questionable semantics; and
numerous items that are (a) scarcely represented in daughter languages
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(mostly Zhu|'hoan-IX46 isoglosses), (b) are completely or almost com-
pletely identical as to their phonetic structure, and (c) are also present in
that same form in Proto-Central Khoisan, Proto-Khoekhoe, or Nama, mean-
ing that the probability of borrowing from those sources is very high.

Nevertheless, the amount of comparative material is still inspiring —
especially keeping in mind that the bulk of it comes from only two lan-
guages with around 35-37 % of matches within the 100-wordlist. With the
perspectives of seeing more lexical material from $Hoan and N|u published
in the near future, and not having yet exhausted the seemingly inexhausti-
ble resources of D. BLEEK's comparative vocabulary (granted, the latter can-
not be relied upon for phonetic precision, but is nevertheless an invaluable
means of supporting — or refuting — the antiquity of Zhu|’hoan-!X66 iso-
glosses), the database is bound to become much larger in the near future.

In my opinion, there are two main criteria to define the representa-
tiveness of a certain etymological lexicon — semantic and phonetic. The
semantic criterion means that the lexicon should necessarily include nu-
merous basic items as well as a certain amount of cultural lexics, preferra-
bly from as many semantic fields as possible. This requirement appears to
be fully satisfied. The phonetic criterion means that the compared
phonological systems must be analysed as thoroughly as possible, with no
significant gaps left unaccounted for. It would, for instance, be very
strange if the glottalised affricates of Zhu|'’hoan were not to be represented
in the table of correspondences for PPeK — now that it has been shown
that at least the hissing affricate *c? has a reliable match in !X66 /g-, the re-
constructed system, and the etymological lexicon in general, becomes
much more satisfactory. Overall, it can be said that for an absolute major-
ity of both Zhu|'hoan and !X66 phonemes, we now have at least some idea
where they are coming from. (One notably mysterious exception is X80
c-, for which not a single fully reliable Zhu|'hoan parallel is available).

The most serious problem connected with etymologising PeK mate-
rial still remains distinguishing potential cognates from external borrow-
ings. Since, however, it is even more closely tied in with the problem of
establishing cognates between PPeK and PCK, it will be appropriate to
discuss the question at length in the corresponding section.

5.0. PROTO-CENTRAL KHOISAN (PCK).

This is the only major subbranch of Proto-Khoisan for which an interme-
diate reconstruction has already not merely been sketched, but given a de-
tailed justification and laid out in terms of informative tables of phonetic cor-
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respondences and numerous etymologies ([VOSSEN 1997]; for an earlier, far
more brief and much less successful attempt, mainly due to relying on insuf-
ficient and inadequately transcribed data, see [BAUCOM 1974]). A major reason
for this is the relative abundance (at least, in comparison with NK and SK) of
well-preserved CK languages, and availability of at least several major dic-
tionaries (for Nama — [RUST 1969] and [HAACKE 1998]; for !Ora — [MEINHOF
1930] and [WURAS 1969]; for Kxoe — [KILIAN-HATZ 2003]; for Naro — [BARN-
ARD 1985] and [VISSER 2001]; for [Gwi and ||[Gana — [TANAKA 1978]), as well as
impressive collections of field data, amassed by R. Vossen and others.

Since both the supportive lexical material and a detailed description
of the reflexes of PCK phonology in daughter subbranches and individual
languages have already been provided by R. VossiN in his monograph, I
will simply reproduce the original system as postulated for PCK (in
R. VosseN’s terminology, Proto-Khoe), without too much commentary:

a) Clicks:

"] “t 1 I

*lg **g >(-|g >(-||g

*In *n *In *In

N (?) *IN (?)

*Ix *+x *Ix *|Ix

*kx *#kx *Ikx *lkx
*Ih *th *h

*? oy R 2

b) Non-clicks:

*p *t *C *k *’z
*th *kh
*b *d *g
*? *kx?
*s *X *h
*m *n

c) Vowels: *i, *u, *e, *o, *a; nasal — *i9, *u?, *av.
d) Diphthongs: *ai, *ae, *ao, *au, *oe, *0a, *ui; nasal — *aiv, *au?, *oa?, *ui?.

In addition to this, the phonemic inventory of Proto-Non-Khoekhoe
displays several extra phonemes, which R. VosseN does not postulate on
the PCK level, either due to lack of lexical evidence that would prove the
original character of the items containing these phonemes, or because he
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suspects that they might represent later innovations. These include: *#, *g,
*ch, *3, *cx, *#?, *y. Furthermore, a number of Non-Khoekhoe languages
show a full subset of clicks accompanied by the uvular efflux -g-, most
notably the ones in the Kxoe subgroup (|Ani, Buga, |Ganda) and the Shua
subgroup (Danisi, Cara); according to [VOSSEN 1992], these are most likely
to have been local innovations in these languages.

The general impression seems to be that Central Khoisan phonology has
not changed too much since the original proto-state. One branch — East
Central Khoisan — has undergone a major «declickification» process, with
the palatal click turning into an affricate and the alveolar click mostly just dis-
appearing, leaving its original efflux as a new initial consonant. Another
branch — Khoekhoe, including Nama — has demonstrated a tendency to de-
crease the number of click efflux oppositions, culminating in Nama’s drastic
reduction of the system to but five of them (the actual developments are *|, *[g >
Ig; *?, *lkx > [?, etc.). On the other hand, numerous West Central Khoisan lan-
guages, such as Naro, have preserved the original system in an almost intact
state, and various archaic features can be traced within other branches as well.

None of this is particularly surprising, since Central Khoisan is, on
the whole, a relatively «young» language family; glottochronological cal-
culations show that the first splitting — between Khoekhoe and Non-
Khoekhoe — must have taken place around the same time that PSK be-
came divided into Taa and 'Wi, and the separation of Non-Khoekhoe lan-
guages even much later than that. This must be always kept in mind
whenever one wishes to speculate about the possible ways of evolution of
Khoisan phonology by using the CK family as an example: essentially, it is
too young to have ever really had the possibility to undergo any kind of
major «click shift» like the one that must have been going on during the
period in which PNH and PSK became two different language families.
We should also remember that the last two thousand years for CK speak-
ers have passed under the sign of intense cultural and language contact
with the Bantu, at times bordering on ‘linguistic union’ between the
two — this constant interaction may have been an important factor in de-
termining the main tendency of development of CK phonetics, i. e. in the
direction of simplifying the click system, stripping it of its ‘excesses’,
rather than preserving all the old oppositions and ‘refreshing’ them by
undergoing the kinds of processes characteristic of PPeK.

Nevertheless, I would like to stress that, no matter how straightfor-
ward and non-ambivalent the results of the CK reconstruction may seem
to be, it is definitely not free from quite a few questionable moments —
and that some of these questionable moments are oddly reminiscent of
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similar questionable moments when it comes to reconstructing PPeK. Not
having analysed these in enough detail, I will limit myself to merely
naming some of them and speculating on the possible solutions.

(a) CK click influxes, as has already been said, usually either drop out
completely or evolve into affricates. However, I suspect that in at least a
very limited number of cases, there may have been actual shifting of click
articulation in between PKK and PNKK. Cf., above all, such cases as Nama
luni-b “elbow” — PNKK *thuni- id.; PKK *Rubu ‘egg’ — PNKK *#ubi id.;
PNKK *#noru ‘back” (in R. VOsSEN’s reconstruction, *fnadu; however, I do not
feel that the lone [[Ani form #/nddii is enough to justify an inlaut *-a-) —
Nama (with an obvious semantic shift) /noro-s ‘back of head’. A detailed
study might reveal more of these cases, although whether they will be suffi-
cient to postulate a new opposition for PCK (*f vs. *#?) remains to be seen.

(b) CK click effluxes are overall more stable than the ones in PPeK, but
certainly less stable than click influxes. Many problems are evident with the
aspirated efflux (*-h-); cf. such cases as PKK *hom ‘locust’ — PNKK *fom id.;
PKK *fho “placenta’” — PNKK *#ho~*fo id. (e. g. Naro has #1d, but Buga and
|Ganda have fo; [[Ani even has /10, with an unexplained nasality — would
it not be interesting, however, to compare these forms with their potential
cognates in PeK: Zhu. #h0o, X606 noho ‘womb’, which seem to be experi-
encing the same kind of problems?); Nama fhom ‘to chop’ — Naro [om id.,
etc. This is not a regular correspondence, yet it crops up relatively often to
be dismissed as occasional irregularity or chance coincidence.

(c) «Extra nasality», so typical of PPeK, also shows up from time to
time — apart from the ||Ani form above, cf, for instance, PKK *au ‘to
show” — Proto-Kxoe *[au id. — but PECK */nau id.; PKK *[habo ‘shoe’ —
PWCK *|[nabo id. — PECK *[abo id., etc. These and other cases are too scat-
tered in order for patterns to be detectable, but these may eventually emerge
with the addition of new material. They are also tightly linked with the
problem of the second nasal efflux, raised by R. Vossen due to the presence of
this binary opposition in a large group of CK languages, but not yet resolved.

(d) There is no real evidence for uvular effluxes (and consonants) ac-
tually being innovations in West and East Central Khoisan languages other
than their not being represented elsewhere (most notably, in Khoekhoe). A
strong argument would consist of demonstrating, for instance, that words
with uvular segments in Buga, Kxoe, Naro, etc., do not have any parallels
at all outside the «uvular areal» — in which case we might think of them as
remnants of some kind of old substrate. Instead, they are frequently found
in Nama — with velar consonants replacing uvular ones.
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Cf.: |Gwi, |Gana gdba ‘new’, Naro kgba id., Nama kawa id.; ||Ani gdn ‘to
cover (with sand)’, Kxoe gan ‘sand’, |Gwi gan ‘to bury’ — Nama kan ‘to
cover with hot ash’; Proto-Kxoe *qoara ‘to peel’ — PNKK *kora id.; Proto-
Kxoe *lque ‘tired” — Nama [gui id.; PNKK *#gd¢ ‘marrow” — PKK *fae id.;
PNKK *[lgara ‘a k. of acacia’ — Nama [jgara-s ‘quiver tree’; [[Ani [jgom ‘to
rinse (the mouth)” — Nama [[gom “to rinse (calabash)’, etc.

Moreover, examples like PNKK *gon ‘to stir” — PKK *gon ‘to stir; to
move’; |Gana gde (< *lgde) ‘darkness’ — PKK *lxae id. may even hint at
more than one uvular consonant/efflux on the PCK level; the first of these
can easily be reconstructed as *con, with a voiced uvular, while the second
one could point to a protoform like */ghae. Unfortunately, occurrences of
such correspondences are very restricted to pronounce final judgement.

The only alternative explanation for all these phenomena is to relate
them all to the influence of pharyngealised vowels — i. e. postulate these
for the PCK level and assume that uvularisation is secondary in forms be-
ginning with *kg-, *¢g-, *la-, etc., so that Naro forms like kgha would turn
out to be actually archaic. However, it is not quite clear why languages
like |Gwi or |Gana, where pharyngealised vowels are quite common,
should ever wish to transfer their ‘pressed’ character onto the preceding
velar consonant — while at the same time retaining it after all the other
ones. Besides, such a development would be without any local parallels —
whereas the reverse process, i. e. «uvular consonant» = «pharyngealised
vowel», has only just been described for North Khoisan (see 4.2.4.2).

(e) As far as non-click consonants are concerned, the PCK system is
obviously much poorer than the PPeK one (or, in fact, that of either PNK
or PSK). However, once again, there is little reason not to include the con-
sonants reconstructed «exclusively» for PNKK into the inventory of PCK,
unless not only the phonemes themselves but also the lexical items con-
taining them happen to be exclusive for PNKK as well.

Thus, PNKK *#?-, observable, among a few other cases, in PNKK *#?u
‘pus’ (|Ani, Tsixa #?1), may simply have been dropped in Khoekhoe — cf.
Nama #-b id.; perhaps also PNKK *tZui’~*t2oe” ‘good, pretty’ — Nama 77
‘pretty, handsome’ (the vocalism would be a little hard to reconcile here, but
there are so few cases of initial diphthongs in Nama — at least, ones dating
back to Proto-Khoekhoe, not being the result of the recent dropping of ini-
tial *kx- — that the etymology should not be discarded). Again, such a de-
velopment would be quite similar to the one observed in X606 in 4.2.3.1.2.

Likewise, for PNKK *3i% ‘foot’, with an initial voiced affricate, cf.
Nama tsi-s ‘big toe’ (cf. also the meaning ‘toe’ for [|Ani 3é), suggesting that
the regular development could have been devoicing: *3 > *c.
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(f) The opposition between open and closed vowels, so important for
SK and PPeK languages in general, is often encountered in CK in regard
to front row vocalism at least; e and ¢ find themselves regularly opposed
in quite a few CK languages, most notably the (generally archaic) Western
subbranch of PNKK. In some of them the two sounds are considered allo-
phones (e. g., in the ||Ani language, see [VOSSEN 1986, p. 337]), but in oth-
ers, like Kxoe, the phonological opposition is quite transparent (cf. [ee
‘fire” — [?e ‘a k. of bush’, etc.); moreover, diphthongic pairs like oe — og,
ue — ue always form clear oppositions as well (cf. |Ani [6¢ ‘to lie down’ vs.
[0¢ ‘knee’), and a situation where two vocalic segments are phonologically
distinctive only within dipthongs would be typologically strange.

According to R. VosseN, this opposition is probably secondary. He
notes the following series of correspondences for e-type monopthongs and
dipthongs (we will choose Nama, [[Ani, and Naro as the most typical
cases, with most reflexes in other languages deductible from these three):

Nama |[Ani | Naro
1 e e e
2 ai ai ai/ei
3 ai e e
4 a/ei € e
5 oa (of3 oe
6 oa ue ue

For series (1), R. VOsseEN reconstructs “e; series (2)-(4) represent PCK
*ai, with unclear distribution; series (5) and (6) are left without a concise
explanation, most probably representing either variations on PCK *oa
(which, under normal conditions, > oa in all languages) or contractions of
an original sequence *oai [VOSSEN 1997, pp. 311, 313-317].

It seems, however, that this scheme can be somewhat reduced. First of
all, series (1) is practically illusive. The only roots for which R. VosseN recon-
structs PCK ", with reflexes evident in all of the three languages in question,
are: *haré ‘to fetch water’, where the vowel is present in the second syllable and
should therefore be judged separately; and *be ‘to run away’, a rather suspi-
cious case, being one of the very few common CK roots with an initial labial
stop. Clearly, the correspondence works well within NKK languages (as part of
series (3) rather than series (1)), but does not translate at all onto a higher level.

Second, in series (4) only Nama a should count as a real correspon-
dence. The only case of Nama ei (actually, ai, since the quoted form is from
Rust’s vocabulary, which regularly transcribes Nama ai as ei) correspond-
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ing to |Ani € is Nama khai ‘be absent’ — ||Ani c€ ‘to send’, also dubious for
a whole bunch of reasons, such as (a) semantics, (b) rare correspondence of
Nama [kh (= [x) to PNKK *c (one of only two cases), (c) the fact that out of
all WCK, only ||Ani has ¢ here, whereas Buga, |Ganda and the rest all have
closed e, meaning that the situation in |Ani may be secondary.

Finally, it should be noted, that Nama ai in series (2) and (3) are by no
means the same ai; ai (2) is really ai, transcribed by RusT as ei and by HAACKE
as ai, but ai (3) is actually ae, transcribed by RusT as ai and by HAACKE as ae.

The adjusted and corrected system would therefore look thus:

Nama |[Ani | Naro
1 ai ai ai/ei
2 ae e e
3 a € e
4 oa (o} oe
5 oa ue ue

The first two of these five series can now safely be reconstructed as
PCK *ai (1) and *e (2), with subsequent diphthongisation in Nama and
!Ora — quite analogous, we should note, to the development *¢ > ai in
some NK dialects (see 1.2.4). (Reconstructing *ae for series (2) is out of the
question, since PCK *ae > ae in all languages).

As for the remaining three series, in our opinion, the problem of their
origin becomes completely eliminated once we suggest that the opposi-
tion between e and ¢ could, in fact, have been phonological already on the
PCK level. In that case, series (3) represents PCK *e, series (4) — PCK “og,
series (5) — PCK *ug, as opposed to PCK *e (series (2)) and *oe (> oe in all
languages; no examples of PCK *ue as opposed to *ue have been found so
far, although a few cases of seemingly irregular alternation between oe
and ue might indicate that PCK *ue has simply merged with oe in most
languages). In Nama and !Ora PCK *¢ > g in all possible contexts, exactly
the way it must have happened with Taa languages (see 3.2.4).

Cf. the following examples:

PCK *e: *le ‘gnu’ (Nama [gae-b ‘gemsbok’; |Ani, Naro [¢); *fe ‘ear’
(Nama fgae-b; | Ani, Naro #6);

PCK *oe: *khoe “person’ (Nama khoe-; |Ani khdé; Naro khée); *[oe “to lie
down’ (Nama [goe; [|Ani, Naro [6é);

PCK *e: * c?¢ ‘sharp’ (Nama |4; [[Ani c¢?é; Naro c?é); *ye *hole” (Nama 4-s;
|Ani 2¢); PCK *fkxe ‘spit’ (Nama #3-b; [|Ani #kx¢&); PCK *se “to take’ (Nama s
‘to gather, pick up’; [[Ani sé);
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PCK *oe: PCK *fkxoe (Nama foa; ||Ani [kxée; Naro [kxéé); PCK *[oe “knee’
(Nama [jgoa-s; [|[Ani [6¢);

PCK *ue: PCK *lnue ‘porcupine’ (Nama /noa-; ||Ani 'niié; Naro /niié).

(lAni has been chosen as a typical representative of Non-Khoekhoe,
due to its being somewhat better described than other closely related lan-
guages, such as Buga or |Ganda (apart from [VOSSEN 1997], cf. also the
data in [VOSSEN 1986] and [VOSSEN 2000]); there is, however, ample reason
to think that the same opposition is quite valid for many other CK lan-
guages as well, although the contrast between Nama and ||Ani alone, in
my opinion, is quite sufficient to postulate it on the proto-level, rather
than think of irregular developments in either Nama or [|Ani).

Note that all of these differentiations mostly arise on the level of compar-
ison between Khoekhoe and Non-Khoekhoe, and are much less characteristic
of closer subgroupings. As has been indicated above, the separation of these
two branches had to take place at about the same time as the separation of the
Taa and !'Wi branches of PSK — and, in fact, the discussed problems are oddly
similar: occasional, relatively infrequent, but noticeable discrepancies within
click influxes, more noticeable discrepancies within click effluxes, etc., with
an overall situation that can be characterised as the last «faint turbulences» of
a system that had just finished undergoing a major overhaul. Unfortunately,
since PCK is younger than PPeK, it reaches us in an already «overhauled»
state, and there is no way we can get a look at the phonology of «early PCK>»
or «pre-PCK» that would be dated by the same time period as PPeK (accord-
ing to glottochronology — around 3000 BC). The best guess, so far, is that it
probably looked quite a bit different from «classic» PCK; however, the only way
to place this on firmer ground would be to effectuate a direct comparison be-
tween PCK and PPeK, i. e. attempt a reconstruction of «Proto-Khoisan» proper.

6.0. PROTO-KHOISAN (PK).

6.1. Overview. The borrowings issue. This and the section on «Macro-
Khoisan» will be much briefer than the one on Peripheral Khoisan, mainly
because there is very little yet to account for — no reconstruction of PK,
much less PMK, will make much sense before we have in our possession a
proper PPeK reconstruction, based on an exhaustive analysis of available
lexical material. Nevertheless, it will probably do no wrong to vote a few
preliminary considerations on the subject.

Arguably the most serious problem on the way to an adequate PK re-
construction, one that would bring together material from PPeK and PCK
and bind it with a system of regular correspondences, would be distin-



440 G. StarosTIN. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

guishing between genuine cognates and later period cultural contacts and
borrowings. Within PPeK, this issue is not quite as crucial; there is little, if
any, evidence for «recent» cross-borrowings between NK and SK (if any-
thing, both families’ geographical positioning would prevent them from
any such opportunity), and the only items that could raise suspicion are, as
has already been stated, those that are scarcely represented in PPeK (mostly
Zhu|'hoan — X040 isoglosses) but well-represented in CK, i. e. could have
been independently borrowed into both NK and SK from a CK source.
While such items are quite numerous, even their total exclusion will not
prevent us from being not only able to prove genetic relationship between
NK and SK, but formulating sets of phonetic correspondences as well.

The situation, however, becomes much more difficult when it be-
comes necessary to include CK material into the comparison. Out of the 12
contact zones between speakers of different Khoisan languages, counted
by B. SANDs (see [SANDs 2001: 200-201]), all 12 include an NK or SK par-
ticipant, on one part, and a CK participant on the other; of course, this is
only counting historically attested contacts — one might imagine just how
many more of these ‘zones’ there could be in the distant (or even not so
distant) past. Given the general similarity of the phonological systems of
the compared families, the issue might look practically irresolvable.

Let us, for instance, consider a random example of parallelism between
CK and non-CK brought forward by A. TRAILL [TRAILL 1986]. The word for
‘road’ has the form dao in most CK languages (Nama dao-b, Kxoe ddd, Deti
ddé, etc.). It is also found, in the exact same form, in X066 (dao) and tHoan (3e0
= deo); TRAILL also mentions Zhu|'hoan dao, although the word is not present
in DickeNs’ dictionary. This may certainly indicate an original PK form *dao,
preserved as it was in so many languages — or it may have been borrowed
into X606, Hoan, and Zhu|'hoan (if the Zhu|hoan form exists) independ-
ently from a variety of CK sources (cf. the contacts between Zhu|'hoan and
Khoekhoe; $Hoan and |Gui; and 'X606, |Gui, and Naro). Neither solution
looks more preferrable without bringing in additional considerations.

TrRAILL's data has been presented in the form of two appendices — 28
items which are «widespread» in both CK and non-CK languages, and 52
more in which the distribution among non-CK languages is more limited.
The truth, however, is that the differentiation between the two appendices
is not very important. Most of the non-CK items in Appendix 1 could just
as easily turn out to be old loanwords as the items in Appendix 2 — *dao
‘road’, in particular, is taken from Appendix 1. In addition, one particularly
discomforting feature is how seriously underrepresented the 100-wordlist
is: two words in Appendix 1 and but eight more in Appendix 2. In the light
of all this, perspectives for CK/PeK comparison are rather feeble.
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That said, such a comparison is still possible if we try to follow two
principal guidelines. These are:

a) Representability. The better the PK word is represented in various
subbranches of the family, the more chances there are of it being inherited
from PPeK rather than being borrowed. The best cases are those when
some equivalent is found in the languages least likely to have been in ex-
tensive contact with the CK family — particularly representatives of the
Wi subgroup, which is why bringing in material from D. BLEEK’s diction-
ary is so important. The worst cases, then, are those when the word is
found in Zhu|'hoan but not in any other NK language; lone !X60 entries;
and !X60-Hoan isoglosses not backed up by data from other SK or NH
languages (*dao; out of the above PPeK material, cf., for instance, case
[203] vs. PCK *[lxu ‘warthog’, etc.). These are not always 100 % certain bor-
rowings, but it would not be recommendable to rely heavily on these
comparisons for the establishment of the PK phonological system.

b) Reliance on non-trivial correspondences. Even extensive representation
of a certain root does not fully exclude the possibility of its being bor-
rowed, especially if it denotes a cultural term. However, if within PPeK
the item in question is known to demonstrate non-one-to-one correspon-
dences, independent borrowing into SK and NK from an outside source is
obviously excluded. We could, at best, speak of some kind of contacts
between PPeK and «pre-PCK», but that would be taking the borrowings
issue somewhat too far. For instance, there is no doubt that PNH *¢o, !X606
soo ‘medicine’ [310] are somehow related to PCK *co ‘medicine’ (Nama,
!Ora so, ||Ani, Buga, |Ganda, Naro, |Gwi, |Gana, $Haba co). It is possible to
suspect that the X460 form may be borrowed from PCK, since we know
that PPeK *c > X80 s-, and presumably this process may have been active
in the language until the most recent times. However, the idea of PCK *c
being, for some reason, reflected in modern NK dialects as ¢ would be ex-
tremely strange; NK has a hissing ¢ of its own, and, as far as we know,
there is not a single CK language or dialect that regularly substitutes the
phoneme for a hushing ¢. Therefore, PNH *¢o cannot be a CK borrowing,
and, since the correspondence «PNH *¢ : IX60 s» is perfectly legitimate,
there is no necessity to suspect a borrowing in X060 either.

Sometimes, on the contrary, it is the lack of a particular correspondence
that gives us a hint at how we are supposed to resolve the borrowings issue.
There is, for instance, a root in NK with a distribution wide enough to have it
reconstructed for the PNK level, meaning ‘spirit, ghost, devil’: PNK *|lgau?-ua
> Zhu. [gaoa; [|Aullen [gaurwa; X (LL) [lgan?a; 'OKung [gau’a; Angolan Xt
llgaruwa *God’. The exact same root is also met — with an equally wide distri-
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bution — in CK: cf. Nama [gdua-b ‘Devil’; Naro [jgau?d ‘spirit (ancestral)’; |Ani,
|Ganda [gdiva id.; Buga [lgdiva id., etc. Since the word is so frequent, one could
suggest that the PCK and PNK forms are genetically related. The situation is
certainly suspicious — the word is a cultural (religious) term, naturally prone
to borrowing and diffusion, and the forms match each other so perfectly,
down to the rare bisyllabic structure of the stem, that it is very tempting to
postulate a case of borrowing (even if the direction of the borrowing remains
unclear) and consider the case closed. However, from a formal point of view,
there is no definitive argument here to prefer one solution over the other.

The situation, however, becomes somewhat more transparent once
we consider the X665 word for the same notion, which is fkxu?, pl. [kxiia?-
ni. The click influx and the vocalism (as well as the semantics, of course)
indicate that this might be the very same root. However, none of the com-
parative material collected so far suggests the existence of a regular corre-
spondence like «PNK voiced efflux *-g- : PSK velar ejective affricate *-kx-»
or even, if we consider the ‘randomness’ of the voicing, «PNK zero efflux :
PSK *-kx-». Therefore, if X80 [kxii” belongs here indeed, it is not in a rela-
tion of being cognate with PNK *|gau?-ua.

On the other hand, there may well be a possibility of X656 *-kx- (i. e.
PPeK *-kx-) regularly corresponding to PCK *-g-, and, while I have not
systematically explored this possibility, examples like X606 *[kxaBV ‘to
chew’” — Nama [gae id.; X606 *[kxiinu ‘bridge of the nose’ (see ex. [180]) —
Nama [nunu id. (very possibly through assimilation out of < *[lgunu) sup-
port it at least indirectly. If the existence of such a correspondence is
proved by further examples, the problem can be considered solved: what
we have, in that case, is genetic relationship between CK and SK forms,
whereas all of the items in NK should be considered as borrowings from a
CK source, either independently of each other or already on the PNK level.

Consequently, another application of the «reliance on non-trivial cor-
respondences» rule supposes that we should also be looking for such cor-
respondences between PPeK and PCK rather than merelywithin
PPeK. Considering the complexity of correspondences between NK and
SK, it is only logical to expect a similar (if not bigger) complexity between
these families on a higher level.

For instance, it is hard to spot any relationship between X606 /nghna “to
snore’ and Nama /kharu (= Ixaru) id. Once additional material is brought in,
though, it becomes probable that what we are dealing with here is a non-
trivial correspondence case. The Nama form goes back to PKK */xaru and
should be compared with PNKK *Ixunu id. (the -r-/-n- alternation, although
not entirely formalised, is rather frequent in CK; as for the vocalism, the
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PKK form is more archaic, while the PNKK one is assimilated). The X606
form belongs together with Hoan /hgna (in A. TRAILL's transcription, Ingna)
and, quite possibly, PNK *}unu id. The unclear question here is how could
the original velar fricative efflux be «driven» out of the !X66 and $Hoan
forms — perhaps additional vocalic features such as sphincteric articula-
tion and nasality may have had something to do with that. Nevertheless,
this at least gives us a certain direction in which we can proceed, e. g.
looking for more cases of potential correspondences between PCK *-x- and
X606 -n- (or, rather, zero efflux, since -n- clearly represents secondary na-
salisation), instead of simply looking at phonetically identical forms like
dao or [xou and wondering whether they really are cognate or not.

6.2. Phonology. At the present time, no comprehensive list of possible
correspondences between PPeK and PCK is available. Certain hypotheses,
however, can nevertheless be formulated about the relations of the two
systems, most importantly, on potential PCK correlates to PPeK «non-
trivial» developments.

6.2.1. CK correspondences to PPeK «split» influxes. Below is a short list of
PPeK roots whose influxes are provisionally reconstructed as *[;, *#;, etc.,
with their potential correlates in CK (actual CK lexical material is given
from only a few languages — complete etymologies can usually be easily
located in [VOSSEN 1997]):

PPeK *|; — PCK *|: [26] PNH *Mu, PSK *[e[u]” ‘name’ — PCK *fkxé# id.
(Nama Jon-s; Kxoe [kxéy; Naro [kxoev; Deti [iis; Kua [fun); [28] PNH *lgai,
PSK *[¢ ‘wildebeest’ — PCK */¢ ‘blue wildebeest’ (Kxoe [¢; Naro [¢; Deti [¢;
Kua /¢ cf. also Nama [gae-b ‘gemsbok’); [32] PNK *kxui, PSK */chu- *hair’ —
PCK *Pi7 id. (Nama [ii-b; Kxoe [?4i7; Naro [?47; Detif?i7; Kuaf?ii); [33] PNK
*mUm, PSK *lnu- ‘stone, mountain’ — PCK *if id. (Nama [ui-; Deti [?1ii);
[42] Zhu. ng?6md, PSK *?fngma ‘to blink’ — Nama [gami id. (hence also
Nama [gami-ro-s ‘star’); [44] Zhu. Ino?m, X656 ?ngm ‘to suck’ — PCK
*om~*im id. (Nama [gom; Kxoe [611; Naro [im; Deti [im); [45] $Hoan ?2/nane,
1X66 ?ndi ‘buttock, anus’ — Nama [nunu ‘to slide on one’s buttocks’.

PPeK *#; — PCK *#: [80] PNH */nhui, X606 #nil-je ‘mouse’ — PCK *#nii-
ni id. (Naro #ngne; Danisi fiiini; note the pressed vowel in Naro); [87] Zhu.
Jari, X060 #cahli ‘a k. of acacia” — PCK *#kxaro ‘a k. of thorn tree’ (Nama faro-
‘buffalo thorn’; Naro tkxdro *Zizyphus mucronata’).

PPeK *#1 — PCK *|: [86] Zhu. [aboh, X606 tcabo kV “to pile up’ — PCK
*leabV id. (Nama [gawo; Naro [gaba).

PPeK *; — PCK *||: [136] PNK *lo[-ma], X606 [6h?m ‘short; light’ — PCK
*lom ‘short’ (Kxoe [orit; Naro [fim; Deti [Jor1; Kua [[ém); [137] PNK */go?a,
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X606 [lgtiu “chest” — PCK *[lgui id. (Naro [jgu; Deti [gui ‘flank of body’; Kua
[lgu); [138] PNK *yoa, PSK *[yU- ‘knee” — PCK *[6¢ id. (Nama [goa-s; Deti
floé; Kua [fui); [145] Zhu. Igxari, X80 [lcahni-ka “sp. of lizard” — Nama [[ndre-b
‘monitor lizard’, Naro [nano ‘common skink’.

PPeK *; — PCK *: [144] Zhu. lga, 1X63 [giha ‘to belch’ — PCK *lai id.
(Nama /gai; Naro /a1).

PPeK *ll; — PCK *[: [154] PNK *lu?uru, PSK *[qu[rV] ‘fingernail’ —
PCK *[l6ro id. (Nama [jgoro-s; Naro [Joro; Deti [oré; Kua [loro).

PPeK *; — PCK *: [209] PNH *U”, PSK *[o[n]- ‘star’ — Naro fono id.;
[211] PNH *#yai, PT *|la- ‘scorpion’ — Nama #khdi-b (= fxai’-) ‘yellow scorpion’.

PPeK *#, (?; the potential correspondence is PNK */ — PSK *f) — PCK
*fx: [234] PNH *IxU-, PSK *#xu- ‘elephant’ — PCK *{xda id. (Nama #xoa-b;
Kxoe #xda; Naro fxod; Deti ¢x6d; Kua éxoa).

PPeK *#, — PCK *[: [235] PNK *mno?m, X606 #niin ‘navel’ — PCK *lum
id. (Naro [un; Deti [um).

PPeK *, — PCK * [236] Zhu. lg?m, X606 f2an “penis’ — PCK *lam id.
(Kxoe kam; Naro lani; Cua kdm).

One definite tendency is that PCK generally tends to side with PSK in its
choice of the reflexation. Opposite examples, in which PCK stands closer to
PNK, are much more rare, although their presence should not go unnoticed
either. The important thing is that this tendency is very hard to explain in
contact terms. There have certainly been more contacts between CK and NK
than there have been between CK and SK, and thus, there does not seem to
be any other reasonable explanation for the similarities between, e. g., PNK
*oa, PSK *[lyU-, and PCK *[6¢ except for genetic relationship (unless, of
course, we are still willing to raise the question of chance resemblance).

6.2.2. Uvular effluxes. The establishment of provisional correspondences
between the hypothetical PCK uvular effluxes (as well as non-click conso-
nants) and PPeK would serve a double purpose: prove, or refute, the archaic
character of these segments in CK, and provide one more strong argument in
favour of genetic relationship between PCK and PPeK. So far, it has been pos-
sible to find PK etymologies for fourteen CK items with uvular articulation. Cf.:

PCK *gae ‘marula tree’ (Kxoe gaé; Buga gdé; Kua gdé) — Zhu. kgé id.
(pharyngealised vowel indicates possible uvular articulation in the past).

PCK *gdm ‘to hold (liquid) in mouth’ (Nama kam “to take a sip’; [|Ani,
Buga, |Ganda gdm ‘to hold in the mouth’) — cf. [367] (Zhu. ka?m ‘to suck’,
X606 gidm ‘to suckle, kiss”).

PCK *gan “to cover (w. sand, ashes)’ (Nama kan ‘to cover with hot ash’;
Kxoe gan ‘sand’; |Gwi gan “to bury’) — cf. X80 cdn *hot sand of a fire’.
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PCK *gdri ‘good, pleasant’ (Buga qdri; |Gwi gdre; Tsua qiri) — cf. [372]
(tHoan ghaen ‘good” — PSK *qai(?) id.).

PCK *gora ‘to peel” (Nama kora; Kxoe quwdrd; Buga, [Ganda quwdrd) — cf.
either [172] (PNK *|[ng?orV ‘bark’, PSK *|curV ‘bark; to peel, strip’) or X460
llq?ili ki “to peel, remove a cover’. Both variants presuppose an old click
loss in PCK, completely identical to the one seen in PCK *kxuri/*kxuni
‘louse’ — 1X0 [lgxoni id.

PCK */ghlUn “to itch’ (Nama [xon, [xen; |Ani [gi7; Buga, |Ganda [q1i” ‘to
hiccough’) — cf. X80 [cii-e ‘omen, sign, portent (such as itchy glabella, hic-
coughs)’.

PCK *#q0 ‘vertical’ (Nama #g0 ‘vertical, upright’; ||Ani, Buga, |Ganda
190 “to re-erect (plants)’) — cf. [61] (Zhu. thoana ‘to stretch out’, IX60 tghona
kV ‘to straighten’).

PCK *fghiré ‘to break apart’ (Nama fkhare ‘to chip, burst, split’; Kxoe,
Buga, |Ganda fgdré ‘to break, peel, thresh’) — cf. [63] (Zhu. #?hdri ‘to be-
come chipped’, X406 #ghd?le ‘chipped, flaked’).

PCK *gau? ‘cheetah’ (Buga gdii7; Naro lay7; Hie. khao) — cf. [98] (PNK
*la?o — X060 lqahil id.)

PCK *|lqdra “a k. of acacia/aloe’ (Nama [gara-s; Kxoe [[gdré; Naro [ldra;
Kua [dra) — cf. [173] (PNK *|nho?oru ‘aloe’, PT *|lcorV).

PCK *|lgom “to rinse” (Nama [jgom; ||Ani [gorr) — cf. PNK *[o?m ‘to rinse
(the mouth)’ (Zhu. [o?m[lo?ma; Ang. IXa [ori?m-[om); pharyngealisation
may go back to an initial uvular if the word is cognate with X6 [cgm kV
‘to stuff the mouth with food’.

PCK *gho- ‘to open’ (Nama [kho-wa; Buga que-de ‘aufdecken’; Kxoe
qué-de; Naro [xobé; |Gana [fkxébe; Deti [lxoré; Kua [Jxoré) — cf. [208] (#Hoan
[lg?oa ‘to be open’, X606 [6?a tV ‘to open’). The PCK reconstruction is not
quite clear; R. VosseN reconstructs the original form as *[lxo(-ba), but it is
clear that there must have been some uvular articulation present, judging
by the Kxoe and Buga forms as well as the irregular velar affricate reflex
in |Gana. The variant *|lgh- is here postulated arbitrarily.

PCK *[qui ‘tired” (Nama [gui ‘to get tired of’; Kxoe [qwé ‘tired’; Buga,
|Ganda [gui¢ id.) — cf. PSK *hu- id. (X6 [hiiu; |Auni [hu-bu).

PCK *#gdm ‘to wrap up’ (Nama fgam; |Ani, Kxoe #qiri1; Buga, |Ganda
tqam) — cf. PNK *fam ‘to wrap around, twist’ (Zhu. #im; |Aullen tkam; !Xa
(LL) tkam), X606 #dm-tam ‘to take a cirCui.us route, creep away from’.

Out of these 14 roots, the first 12 show either a uvular consonant in
X606 or pharyngealisation (possible sign of former presence of a uvular
consonant) in NK — certainly a much more significant number than 3,
found in [TRAILL 1986]. We can try to explain some of the forms away as
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potential borrowings; e. g., the form kgé may have penetrated into Zhu-
'hoan from Kxoe, considering the attested contacts between these two
languages. However, much too often the forms are too drastically differ-
ent in order to constitute recent borrowings; certainly PSK *lcyrV cannot
be seen as a borrowing from *gora, or vice versa. Likewise, certain slight,
but important, differences in root semantics (cf. ‘itch, hiccough” vs. ‘itch,
hiccough (as omen)’; ‘cover with ash/sand’ — ‘hot sand’; ‘rinse’” — ‘stuff
into the mouth’, etc.) seem to confirm the idea that what we are dealing
with are not borrowings, but rather signs of distant relationship.

Of course, one should not forget that uvular consonants are generally
more widespread in X0 than in any CK language, and that, therefore, if
uvular consonants/effluxes constituted a part of the PK phonemic inven-
tory, a large part of them must have merged with simple velar segments
on the PCK level already anyway. (Cf., for example, PCK *[éro ‘fingernail’
vs. PSK *[lqu[rV] id., etc.). If so, once work on the PK reconstruction really
gets under way, we will be faced with the task of providing the historical
conditions for this two-way development. In any case, looking at the ma-
terial presented above, it is rather hard not to think of CK uvulars as a
«local archaism» rather than a «local innovation».

6.2.3. The «lateral» hypothesis. Finally, the last question I would like to
briefly touch upon in this section is the CK evidence that can be used to
prop up the provisional setting of a non-click lateral series for PPeK. Again,
any potential correlates for PeK roots with the so-called «lateral» consonant
would constitute a major argument in favour of old genetic ties between the
two subgroups.

Cf, first of all, the amazing parallelism between these two cases:
tHoan Siu ‘hand’ — [|Ani chai id.; Hoan siu ‘to dig’ — ||Ani chaé id. Bor-
rowing (at least recent) is naturally excluded, since we would expect a
closer phonetic resemblance; besides, {Hoan is not normally known to
borrow basic words meaning body parts from outside sources. As we
have suggested earlier, the {Hoan forms should be grouped together with
PNK *lgau *hand’ and *gau (~ */gau) ‘to dig’ as going back to a single
PPeK prototype (*Aau). It is, therefore, reasonable to extend this hypothe-
sis to CK and suggest that the phoneme was represented on the Proto-
Khoisan level as well, with regular affricativisation in CK (*A > *ch-).

Moreover, the root for ‘dig’, reconstructed as *chadé on the PNKK level,
has also been compared with Khoekhoe *khao id. (Nama, !Ora khao). If this
etymology is correct, and what we are dealing with here is not chance re-
semblance, the correspondence «PKK *kli — PNKK *ch» can be perfectly ex-
plained in terms of setting up an original lateral non-click stop for PCK as
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well, with affricativisation in PNKK and velarisation in PKK. The root for
‘hand’, unfortunately, has not been preserved either in Nama or in !Ora.

Apart from ‘*hand’, the most important root with a «lateral» to be re-
constructed for PNKK is the one for ‘water” ([410]). Conveniently enough,
the main PCK root for ‘water’ is reconstructed as *cha (|Ani, Buga chd; Kxoe
cd; |Ganda, Naro cha, etc.). This word is not represented in Khoekhoe either;
the most natural parallel would be Nama tsi-b ‘saliva’, although, if we ac-
cept the etymology, we will have to drop the *khao — *chaé comparison.

On the other hand, if we accept Khoekhoe *kh- as a regular reflexation
of an original «lateral», we may add yet another interesting etymology to
the pool by comparing PPeK *AV ‘to give’ [412] with the archaic Nama
form kha “give’ (HAACKE marks the form as ‘obs.’; Rust gives the meaning
‘zum Brautgeschenk geben’).

No other etymologies are available; however, given the extreme rarity
of both PPeK *A- and PCK *ch- (both reconstructed for half a dozen cases
at most), it would be a miracle if we were to have more of them. Never-
theless, future data may yet turn out to be holding a few surprises.

6.3. Conclusions. Based on all these, as well as a few additional consid-
erations we must state the following:

a) PCK and PPeK are genetically related. The relationship is estab-
lished on the basis of lexicostatistical calculations and can be demon-
strated in terms of at least some regular phonetic correspondences, in-
cluding non-trivial ones (like the ones for «laterals»).

b) The relationship is a distant one (according to glottochronology, PK
is no less than seven millennia old), which means that dealing with the
two families by comparing modern languages, although fruitful in a way,
cannot lead to a well-argumented reconstruction. Proper comparison
between the two families can only begin once the work on PPeK has been
more or less accomplished, and the relations between Khoekhoe and Non-
Khoekhoe languages fully cleared out.

¢) On the other hand, as is the common practice with distantly related
families all over the world, «external» comparison is occasionally useful in
that it can help clarify, confirm, or refute certain hypotheses that are hard
to validate while staying «within» one family (e. g. comparison with PPeK
provides extra support for the hypothesis of the archaic character of PCK
uvulars). There is, therefore, nothing inherently wrong with occasion-
ally — and with great care, so as not to be misled by «modern» forms —
drawing upon CK data for inner-PeK comparison, or vice versa.

d) It is dubious that we will ever be provided with a method that would
allow us to separate genetically related CK-PeK items from contact lexics
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fully and unequivocally. Nevertheless, any potential confusion is only lim-
ited to one part of the comparative lexicon, demonstrating «one-to-one» cor-
respondences. Moreover, the more material we add to our comparison, the
more any chances of such confusion are bound to decrease, since we will be
able to discern the possible patterns of borrowing much more clearly.

7.0. PROTO-MACRO-KHOISAN (PMK).

7.1. Overview. The status of the «Khoisan isolates», Hadza and Sandawe
(as well as Kwadi, of which, however, only a few dozen lexical items have
been published, as opposed to significant collections of available Hadza/San-
dawe material)' has been an important issue for numerous specialists in the
field. In a way, it has interested researchers even more than the question of
relations between the rest of Khoisan, if only because these two languages
are obviously so different from the «average» Khoisan language and yet
display no specific genetic ties with any other language family either.

For all the interest, however, precious little work has actually been done
about finding Khoisan etymologies common to Hadza, Sandawe, and Proto-
Khoisan proper. Apart from GREENBERG's highly speculative — and often
based on erroneous transcription — list of parallels [GREENBERG 1966], the
most important contribution so far belongs to C. EHRET [EHRET 1986], who of-
fers a list of some 180 parallels based on either direct similarity or provisional
correspondences. Valuable parallelisms have also been spotted by H. HONKEN
[HONKEN 1977; HONKEN 1988], whose research, however, has been limited to
just a couple of areas (such as the pronominal system and initial affricates).

A rigorous study has been also conducted by B. SANDs [SANDS 1998],
who, having run the available evidence through a series of lexicostatistical,
phonological, semantical, and other tests, eventually comes to the conclusion
that, while Sandawe definitely displays a significant number of shared fea-
tures with the rest of Khoisan, Hadza does not, and is therefore less probable
to be genetically related to these languages. Nevertheless, such a possibility
is not altogether dismissed, and in Appendix 2 to her monograph, SANDs
still gives a bunch of Hadza items that, according to her opinion, could look
like potential correlates to similar words in other Khoisan languages.

1t was only upon completion of the present article that the author became aware
of recent works by T. GULDEMANN and D. ELDERKIN [GULDEMANN 2004], [GULDE-
MANN-ELDERKIN], in which it is proven beyond a reasonable doubt — primarily
due to the authors” access to E. WESTPHAL's hitherto unpublished fieldnotes — that
Kwadi is not only Khoisan, but demonstrates particularly strong lexical and gram-
matical ties with the Central (Khoe) group.
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Altogether, the evidence collected by GREENBERG, HONKEN, EHRET,
SaNDs, myself (see [STAROSTIN 2003]), and other researchers, the way I see
it, may well be interpreted in terms of genetic relationship. If so, the ques-
tion should not be «are Hadza, Sandawe, and PK related?», but rather
«how tightly they are related», i. e. the main problem would be that of
time depth. Given the difficulties in establishing phonetic correspond-
ences between multi-language families and language isolates (especially
those that must have had a very long period of independent develop-
ment), glottochronology, at the present time, offers only the most approx-
imate of results. It does, however, agree with B. SANDs” observation about
Sandawe being, in a way, «more Khoisan» than Hadza; Sandawe seems to
generally yield more matches with PPeK and PCK (around 14 % and 18 %
respectively) than Hadza (around 10 % with each).

Whatever the exact numbers are, one thing is clear: adding Hadza
and Sandawe to the overall Khoisan comparison takes us back at least for
a matter of three or four millennia, and maybe much more than that. With
such a vast chronological differentiation, we would correspondingly ex-
pect to meet an equally vast distance between the phonological systems of
the compared subgroups, and indeed we do. In fact, it could be said that
the main reason which has always prevented researchers from doing de-
tailed work on Hadza/Sandawe vs. «Khoisan proper» comparison is that
they simply would not know where to begin comparing.

It would be appropriate to formulate here the main dividing lines be-
tween Hadza & Sandawe (HS), on one part, and Khoisan proper (PK), on the
other (for a more detailed discussion, see [EHRET 1986]). (Note that I am only
using the abbreviation HS to denote Hadza and Sandawe as two languages
not belonging to the Khoisan proper family; this should not by any means
imply that they form a language family of their own). These are as follows:

a) PK languages generally have a richer system of click influxes. The
majority of them distinguish between the alveolar click (/) and the palatal
click (#), while HS do not. Besides, only in PK do we actually encounter
the labial click and the retroflex click.

b) Likewise, PK languages have extremely flourishing click efflux sys-
tems. HS have nothing like the ten to fifteen number of effluxes typical for
PK, with their rich arrays of velar and uvular releases; both languages have
no more than five or six different influxes, all of them also represented in PK.

¢) The number of roots beginning with click sounds in PK is generally
much larger than in HS. Cf., for instance, the proportion of click words in
X606 (approximately 3/4 of the entire lexicon) vs. that in Sandawe (ap-
proximately 1/3 of the entire lexicon).
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d) On the other hand, in HS we can occasionally witness clicks in the
intervocal position (cf., for instance, Sandawe hof?o «to fill up»; Hadza
khwalla «to vomit»). In PK this is strictly prohibited; clicks are always re-
stricted to the word initial position.

There are striking differences in the non-click consonant systems as
well — the uvular series is not represented in HS, while, on the other hand,
lateral consonants, so rarely met in PK (and even then, reconstructed rather
than attested — see 6.2.3), are quite frequent. Glottalisation is much more com-
mon among consonants, and labial stops and all kinds of resonants are fre-
quent in the word initial position, a thing unimaginable for most of the PK re-
presentatives. Only the vocalic system looks more or less the same (basic five
phoneme opposition, extra features of pharyngealisation and tone), although
neither Sandawe nor Hadza seem to have the ‘breathy’ feature, so typical of PK.

With all these discrepancies, it is only natural that proper room for
comparison appears limited to but a few areas in which these systems
actually coincide. One such area happens to be word-initial affricates,
fortunately well-developed (well-preserved?) both in HS and PK, which
has provided H. HONKEN with a good opportunity to argue in favour of
the HS/PK genetic relationship; a relatively small, but nevertheless quite
impressive list of parallels with initial hissing and hushing affri-
cates/fricatives can be found in [HONKEN 1988: 62-65]. This, however, ob-
viously does not provide us with a systematic perspective on the issue,
and gives no clue as to where exactly we should proceed from here if we
ever wish to advance beyond the «affricate stage».

7.2. The hypothesis of secondary click formation. It has already been no-
ticed that, apart from the differences in phonemic inventory, one other im-
portant element of linguistic structure that separates HS from PK is that of
root structure; the HS structure is normally bisyllabic (CVCV), while the
PK structure is normally monosyllabic (CV). Both groups allow for excep-
tions, but monosyllabic roots in HS are simply not very frequent, whereas
in PK the second syllable of bisyllabic roots is only limited to a small num-
ber of combinations (usually b/m or n/r/l with a subsequent vowel) and in
many cases actually looks more like a fossilized suffix of some sort.

This observation, in particular, led C. EHRET [EHRET 1986] to the hy-
pothesis that some of the PK monosyllabic roots could have originally de-
veloped out of Macro-Khoisan bisyllabic roots. These would undergo
vowel reduction, after which the former anlaut and inlaut consonants
would merge, resulting either in a consonant cluster (like NK/SK tx-, tkx-,
cx-, etc.) or a click, with the influx reflecting the anlaut consonant and the
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efflux reflecting the inlaut. Such a hypothesis, were it to be true, would in
one flash explain most of the major differences stated above — from root
structure to the abundance of clicks in PK vs. their relative scarcity in HS.

Unfortunately, C. EHRET was not quite able to give this hypothesis the
full etymological support it requires (at least, not in the 1986 article). Thus, out
of the 31 examples supposed to illustrate this development only 13 actually
show how non-click consonants can become clicks, with the rest dedicated
exclusively to secondary consonant cluster formation. This looks somewhat
odd, since we would normally expect the opposite — aren’t clicks supposed
to be much more frequent in PK than consonant clusters? In addition, quite a
few of EHRET’s examples allow for a different interpretation. Cf., for instance,
ex. 158: San. 3wdxé ‘female not yet bearing young’ — !Xt chao, Zhu. 3h%au
(PNK *s3h?au) ‘woman’ — even if the two forms are related, there is no obvi-
ous evidence that the NK forms actually go back to a form like *3wxV-; we
might as well suppose regular lenition and elimination of the inlaut *-x-. Fi-
nally, some of the comparisons should be altered in the light of recent work
on Khoisan historical phonology — thus, San. c?ik?3, Had. c?ik?o ‘smoke’ (ex.
173) are supposed to undergo «clickification» in Khoisan, but the compared
form, CK *fkx?an ‘smoke’, is now reconstructed by R. VOsseN as *c?an-, with
the dental click representing only a recent Khoekhoe innovation.

One of the factors hindering further investigation of this hypothesis is
that it merely formulates the basic principle, but does not provide any exact
clues when it comes to actually comparing lexical material. If, over a certain
time period, a large number of lexical items with initial non-click consonants
have been transformed into items with initial clicks, it is obvious that we
should be able to establish at least certain correlative patterns between clicks
and non-clicks. There are five series of non-click consonants in Sandawe (la-
bial, dental, hissing affricates, lateral, velar) plus one more in Hadza (hush-
ing affricates). Likewise, there are five series of clicks in PPeK (dental, pala-
tal, alveolar, retroflex, lateral), plus, hypothetically, the labial one (if it is not
completely secondary). The optimal solution would be to be able to establish
one-to-one correspondences between the series, however, at the present time
this turns out to be an almost impossible task to accomplish, considering the
incompleteness of the PPeK reconstruction and the total lack of a PK one.

Nevertheless, once again, we may try to achieve at least some kind of
preliminary result by hauling out what seems to be the best evidence and
hope that in the future, additional data and further work on the interme-
diate reconstructions may add extra support to these comparisons. Note
that Sandawe generally seems to be of more help than Hadza, which can
be seen as an additional clue for regarding Hadza as, indeed, the furthest
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branch of «Macro-Khoisan» that certainly does not form a separate branch
with Sandawe — or, perhaps, not Khoisan at all.

(Lexical data on Sandawe is for the most part quoted according to [KA-
GAYA 1993]; a few other forms, collected by D. ELDERKIN, are taken from [EH-
RET 1986]. Hadza items are taken from [SANDS 1998]; in a few cases unpub-
lished material from B. SANDs’ collection has also been used. Some of the data
have been cross-checked according to [TUCKER 1977] and [ELDERKIN 1983]).

72.1. Laterals. Curiously enough, the best evidence for «clickification» in
PK comes from comparing the HS lateral series with the PK lateral click. This
pattern covers 8 out of 13 examples in EHRET’s article (although I would ex-
clude several of them for either semantic reasons or because of the presence
of better etymologies), and it is possible to add at least several more. The in-
herent weakness of these comparisons is, of course, that they are basically
selected on the strength of the correlation between just the initial phonemes,
but nothing better can be expected: given the grand scope of phonetic varia-
tion even within PPeK languages, we cannot even begin to surmise about all
the possible developments in the inlaut position that must have taken place
over at least 12 or 14 millennia of independent development separating PPeK
from Sandawe. Cf., however, the following examples:

(1) San. Aana *horn’ — PCK *[nd id. (Nama [nd-b; Naro [ni, etc.); PSK
*laev id. (X606 fjaer; [Xam [ke”; |Auni [kei?, etc.). Development: *Aana > *Ana >
*|na. See [EHRET 1986: ex. 165].

(2) San. Aaki ‘to lack; not to have” — PSK *[ghV ‘not’ (X060 [ghiia; [Xam
Kau; |[Ng [ku, [ke, etc.). Development: *AakV > *AkV > *|lq[h]V (although the
uvular efflux is, of course, unclear).

(3) San. A?akume ‘shoe, sandal’ — PCK *|[nh]abo id. (the efflux displays
strange variation in all the subgroups, see 5.0; Nama [hawo-; Naro [nabé;
Kua [ldbo, etc.); PNK *[lgaba ‘to put on shoes’ (Zhu. [gdbd; |[Aullen, !O'Kung
llgaba, etc.). Development: *AakV- > *AkV- > *[lh- ~ *|g-. It is not excluded
that San. -me is actually the same element as PCK *-bo, PNK *-ba. Cf., per-
haps, also Had. kwaA?a ‘shoes’ (metathese < *A?akwa?).

(4) San. A?anga ‘lizard’ — PCK *[na- id. (Nama [nd-re-b, [[nd-si-b
‘leguan’; Naro [[ng-no ‘common skink’). Development: *Aana > *Ana > *|na.
If the PCK root really belongs with PPeK [145], this means that what has
been provisionally reconstructed above as PPeK *; (> PNK */, PSK *|) ac-
tually had a lateral articulation in PPeK. Cf., perhaps, also Hadza laygu?é-
‘lizard’, although the initial consonant is not a stop.

(5) San. A?axe ‘to peck; to cut with axe’ — PCK *[lkxdé ‘to chop, hack’
(Naro fkxdo; Kua 240, etc.) — PPeK *|[kx]ao id. [204]. Development: *AaxV
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> *AxV > *[kxa-. The ejective efflux *-kx(?)- may have something to do with
the ejectiveness of the Sandawe lateral, although, as can be seen from the
rest of the examples, such a correlation is anything but obligatory.

(6) San. A?ay ‘mongoose’ — PPeK *ng"- ‘mongoose sp.” [147] (Zhu.
Ing?ii — 1X60 [nah-be ‘yellow mongoose’). Again, the X606 variant seems to
be primary.

(7) San. Aak?a, Aak?e ‘(be) similar’ — Khoekhoe *|lxa id. (Nama [kha; !Ora
[xa). Development: *Aaka > *Aka > *|xa. Could the velar fricative efflux in
Khoekhoe somehow reflect the original fricativeness of the anlaut lateral?

(8) San. Auba ‘lungs’ — PSK *[[U(?)- id. (X0 [itra, pl. [iitn-té; |[Ng [koi(?);
[Kxau [foru; |Auni [ko’nuke). Development: *AVBV > *ABV > *|U-. There is a
slight chance that tHoan [xau ‘lung’ also belongs here, although the corre-
spondence «PSK *-0- : t{Hoan *-x-» is not attested anywhere else; if so, cf. the
previous case and the possibility of correlation between *A and *[lx.

(9) Had. A?akwe ‘girl’ (Eld.) — PCK *[igae ‘female’ (Naro [gae; Kua [gae,
etc.); PPeK *[ga-[i] id. [200]. Development: *Aake > *Ake > *|g[a]e.

(10) Had. A?akwa ‘to carry in arms’, San. A4 ‘to carry (pl.)": PNK *a-¢ ‘to
hold, carry, keep’ (Zhu. [a¢; |[Aullen [kai, [ke, etc.). Development: *A- > *|-,
or, if the Hadza bisyllabic form is a more direct correspondence, *Aaka- >
*Aka- > *|la- (phonetically = *[ka-).

(11) Had. kweA?e- Yjackal’ — PCK *[?i ‘bat-eared fox'. If the situation in
Had. is the same as in (2), i. e. kweA?e- < *A?ekwe- with metathesis, then the
development is: *AVkV > *AkV > *[V- (glottal stop as another reflexation of
ejectiveness?). Alternatively, it is not excluded that inlaut lateral conso-
nants could influence the articulation of the newly-produced click as well.

(12) San. tomo ‘to buy’ — PCK *[?ima id. (Nama [lama; Naro [Pdma).
Here the development is somewhat different: *LtVmV > *[[fama instead of
the expected > *tmV > (?) *[na-. Considering the obviously «cultural»
status of the form, it is not excluded that the two forms are not in a state of
genetic relationship here, but are rather due to old lexical contacts (the
same kind that yields odd isoglosses like San. haka, PCK *haka ‘four’).

Speaking of laterals, it would, of course, be tempting to deviate from the
set course for a second and attempt to use Sandawe and Hadza evidence to
check the validity of the «lateral hypothesis» (see 4.2.3.2.5; 6.2.3), which so far
has been to a certain extent upheld by CK data. Since both these languages
have a full set of lateral consonants, we would expect that the few items for
which we have provisionally set up reconstructions with non-click laterals in
PPeK and PK would correspond to lateral-containing items in these lan-
guages. And indeed, what we find is two excellent examples (13, 14) and sev-
eral more with limited distribution, but nevertheless quite acceptable:
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(13) San. A?wa(?) ‘rain’ — cf. PPeK *AV ‘rain; water’ [410], PCK *chd
‘water’.

(14) San. A?u? *hand” — cf. PPeK *Aau ‘hand’ (PNK */lgau; tHoan siu),
PCK *chail id.

(15) San. Aa-si ‘to die; death’ — cf. PPeK *A[ai- ‘to die’ (PNK */lai;
tHoan $i). Cf., perhaps, also Had. Aowa ‘to kill’.

(16) San. A?a “to take (pl.)” — cf. PPeK *AV “to give’ [412].

(17) Had. uA?u- ‘to dig up roots” — cf. PPeK *Aau ‘to dig’ (Zhu. /gau;
tHoan siu), PNKK *chaé id.; in the light of Hadza semantics, cf. also San.
A?aku ‘to uproot’.

Considering just how few «lateral» roots can, with a certain degree of
probability, be set up for PK, it is nothing less than admirable that practically
all of them find some «lateral» equivalent in Sandawe (although only one can
be found in Hadza). Note that, with the exception of A?aku, all of the Sandawe
stems are monosyllabic (-si in Ag-si is a rather frequent verbal suffix), meaning
that in PK they could not undergo reduction and subsequent ‘clickification’,
which explains why the development is different from the one in ex. (1)-(12).

7.2.2. Affricates vs. dental clicks. Sandawe and Hadza both yield numer-
ous cases of items with affricates corresponding to similar items in PK as well;
a list of such items can be found in [HONKEN 1988] and will not be fully re-
produced here. However, a certain amount of evidence also shows that HS
affricates have a tendency to undergo «clickification» as well, in which
case the most regular correspondence in PK is some kind of dental click. Cf.:

(18) San. c?anyk?e ‘guinea-fowl’, Had. ch?ako id. — PCK */xani id. (Nama
[khena-s, [khina-s (with vowel metathesis); Naro [xdné).

(19) San. c?ima(?) ‘mosquito” — Naro [oma id.; X80 [gomi, [qiimi id.

(20) San. c?ima’-k?oe ‘to glitter, shine’ — PCK *[ir1 ‘sun, day’ (Nama
[gam ‘to heat up’; Naro, Kua [dm ‘sun, day’, etc.); PNK *fam id. (Zhu. [dm;
|Aullen [kam, etc.).

(21) San. c?ini, cfwini ‘bee-sting’, Had. c?una- ‘a k. of bee’ — cf. either
PNK *?[nui? ‘mopani bee’ (Zhu. [nui?; Ov. ?[niti? ‘insect sp.”) or PT *ghu ‘bee,
honey’ (1X60 [ghii-je; |Nullen [khu), or maybe both, although correspon-
dences within PPeK are unclear.

(22) San. c?umbu ‘navel’ — PCK *fum id. (Naro, Deti [um, etc.).

(23) San. chawa ‘cold” — Naro [haa? ‘coldness’; $Hoan [aba ‘cold’, Zhu.
Jabo “to shiver’, perhaps also X80 [ama “to shiver, tremble’.

(24) San. 3anga ‘green’ — Naro cga?, zga? id., but PNK */auy, PSK */ga"-
id. Colour-denoting lexicon in Khoisan should always be approached
with care, since it is extremely prone to being borrowed; cf. also $Hoan
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zata ‘green, yellow’, which does not fit into the PPeK scheme of corre-
spondences and may have penetrated into the language out of a CK
source. Nevertheless, the Sandawe affricate : PPeK dental click opposition
is still relevant from a genetic point of view.

It can be seen that the nature of this development is, however, differ-
ent from the one described in 7.2.1. Here, in most cases, the word does not
actually «fold» in two, but remains bisyllabic in PK; the affricate becomes a
click, but the second consonant does not become its efflux. Doubtless, this
has to do with the second consonant being in most cases represented by a
resonant — since this kind of bisyllabic structure is formally allowed in all
Khoisan languages, it generally has a better chance of withstanding the «re-
duction pressure». Conversely, whenever we encounter a *cVkV-type struc-
ture in Hadza or Sandawe, it corresponds to a *cxV- or *ckxV-type root in
PK, without undergoing clickification on the proto-level. Later on, of course,
the initial clusters can become clicks in individual languages. Cf.:

(25) San. c?uk?a, Had. c?ik?o ‘smoke” — PCK *c?in/[i] id. (out of an ear-
lier *ckxani?; Kxoe c?dni; Naro c?ini; Deti c?ini, but Nama [anni-s; |Ora
Jkxan); X80 ckxi-je id. See [EHRET 1986: ex. 173]; [HONKEN 1988: 63].

(26) San. c?ik?a ‘sap” — PPeK *ckxo- ~ *3gx0- ‘sap, froth’ [392].

7.2.3. Dentals vs. palatal clicks. This possible correlation can be best
demonstrated upon the following example:

(27) San. thuk?a ‘spit, spittle’ — PCK *tkx¢ id. (Nama #a-b ‘spittle’; || Ani
tkxé; Deti c?¢; Kua c?é ‘spittle’, etc.). Development: *t(h)uk?V > *tk?V > *#kxV,
with the ejective velar perfectly reflecting the original ejectiveness.

Further analysis of HS roots with similar structure yields several
more examples:

(28) San. degera ‘thorn tree’ — PCK *fkxaro ‘a k. of thorn tree’ (Nama
faro ‘buffalo thorn’; Naro #kxdro ‘Zizyphus mucronata’); PPeK *f6a"ri ‘a k.
of acacia’ [87].

(29) San. tuk?u ‘to take away, take off (clothes)” — cf. Naro #kxod ‘to
take out’.

(30) San. tekele ‘hyaena’ — cf. Nama #hira-s id.

Unfortunately, no other direct semantic/phonetic matches have been
found; this may be due to the relative scarcity of palatal clicks in both CK
and PK (at least, relative to the other click types) and too few bisyllabic
roots with initial dentals actually attested in HS.
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7.2.4. Velars vs. alveolar clicks? Considering the tentatively established
correlations, it would be natural to suppose that secondary alveolar clicks
in PK (when they actually are secondary) arise out of former velar conso-
nants; additionally, this is hinted at by their actual manner of articulation
as well as the tendency to «leave behind» a velar non-click consonant after
having been eliminated (as in numerous Central Khoisan languages).
However, only two examples can be produced to illustrate this possibility:

(31) San. khovkora ‘elbow’ — PCK *hiri ‘knee’ (Naro, {Haba liri; Buga,
|Ganda kiir). Curiously, the East Khoisan subgroup also has this root in a
reduplicated variant, just like HS — [Xaise, Deti kiikiiry. Hadza has a very
similar form in gurunguri- ‘knee’, but in this case we probably deal with a
Cushitic borrowing (cf. Iraqw gurungura id.).

(32) San. khe?e ‘to hear, listen’, Had. ka?a-sa ‘to notice’ — PCK *?a” ‘to
know, hear’ (IOra 727 ‘to hear’; Naro 247 ‘to know’, etc.), PNK *ha? ‘to
know’ (Zhu. Pha?; |Aullen hav, etc.).

As in the previous case, this is obviously not enough evidence to
make a definitive statement. Nevertheless, both examples fit well into the
overall scheme, are quite strong from the semantic point of view, and,
unless better etymologies are proposed for these items, the hypothesis
should be considered valid.

7.2.5. Click loss in HS. Along with the hypothesis of secondary click
formation in PK, it is important to point out that the discrepancies in click
frequency between PK and HS may also partially be due to yet another
factor — that of actual click loss in HS, similar to the one described by
R. VosseN and A. TrRaILL for the CK languages and the one postulated in
this work for the NK subgroup (see 4.2.3.2.4). Cf. the following examples:

(33) San. gawa ‘mountain’ — Naro [dbi id.

(34) San. gwara ‘forefinger’ — PCK *[éro ‘fingernail, claw’, PNH
*lu?ury fingernail” [154].

(35) San. koba ‘wing’ — Nama [gawo-b id.; PNK */nabu id. (Zhu. Inabi;
Xt (DoxE) Mkhavu, nlkhavu).

(36) San. kuru ‘tortoise’, Had. k?0lo?a id. — Nama [[xuri- id.

(37) San. ne ‘this here’ — PCK *|[na ‘that; this’ (Nama [na? ‘that’; Naro
[na ‘this’).

(38) San. ne ‘to stay, dwell (pl. action)” — PSK *[na ‘to be, stay’.

At this stage, it would be useless to even begin to discuss the factors and
conditions responsible for this process; however, these cases should certainly
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be noticed and considered important, because they show that click loss, usu-
ally only analysed in relation to PK languages, could also be typical for Ha-
dza and Sandawe. From a theoretical point of view, this looks quite reason-
able, considering the long time periods which these two languages have
spent next to their non-click neighbours of the Afrasian and Niger-Cordo-
fanian variety. However, the click loss factor could never be as high in HS as it
has been in CK, if only for the reason that there was less to lose in the first
place. Additionally, it is interesting to notice that all of the above examples
feature a lateral click in CK (and a retroflex click in two examples containing
NH material); presumably the other clicks were not subject to loss in HS at all.

7.3. Summary. The 38 examples given in this section do not by any means
exhaust the available evidence for a genetic relationship between HS and
PK. Thus, I have not listed a large number of «one-to-one» correspondences
(as far as click influxes and non-click initial consonants only are concerned,
of course) between these representatives of Macro-Khoisan; many of these
can be found in [EHRET 1986], [HONKEN 1988], and the appendices to [SANDS
1998]. The emphasis here was rather on finding non-trivial differences be-
tween the compared languages, ones that could somehow help to advance
the comparison rather than merely summarize the available etymologies.

That said, it is very unlikely that any attempt to produce a Macro-
Khoisan reconstruction will be highly successful. In order for a particular
reconstruction to be reliable, we need to be able to move beyond the stage
of rough, approximate correspondences and understand the more intri-
cate details of the processes underlying phonetic change in the compared
languages. For instance, we need to be able to tell why the ejectiveness in
San. A?axe ‘to chop’ has been carried over into PCK *[kxao (= *[kx?a0) id.,
whereas the ejectiveness in A?ayga ‘lizard” was lost in PCK *na-.

An additional problem is posed by the results of our PPeK recon-
struction. Most of the compared material involves either CK items or
those PK items that do not feature «split» click reflexes (only examples (4),
(6), and (28) feature PPeK */;, *;, and *#;, respectively). It is therefore im-
possible to say whether there is any specific correlation between HS and
PK in this matter, much less try to explain the PK «bifurcation» of click re-
flexes on the grounds of Hadza and Sandawe data.

From a purely theoretical standpoint, such a process as «click bifurca-
tion» certainly could have something to do with secondary click formation.
One possibility is that the original *C;V;C,V, root structure, being reduced to
*C1CGV, on the PK (PPeK) level, actually retained certain features of the
original V; by «incorporating» them within C;; e. g., «early» clicks could be
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labialised if V; originally was labial, or palatalised (frontalised?) if V; was
originally e or *i. In fact, we cannot even guarantee that «bifurcating» clicks,
if they do go back to simple non-click consonants, were clicks on the PK or
even the PPeK level. For all we know, they may have remained clusters for a
long time after the splitting of Macro-Khoisan and only gradually turned
into clicks in daughter subbranches, quite independently of one another.

However, despite the convenience of this scheme, without supporting
lexical evidence it, along with any other, is bound to remain an empty specu-
lation. Yet with only two languages (not even forming one subbranch) at our
disposal on one side of the comparison, supporting examples become a lux-
ury that is extremely hard to afford. EHRET’s paper presents us with 177 ety-
mologies; discarding the semantically questionable ones and adding about
100 more that had remained unnoticed, we will still arrive at no more than
200 — 250 comparisons. Needless to say, this is quite a laughable number,
particularly when dealing with a macrofamily of such impressive time depth.

Nevertheless, these 38 examples, as well as some of EHRET’s and
HoNKEN's etymologies, show one important thing: it is possible to discuss
the HS/PK relationship in terms of phonetic correspondences rather than
mere «similarities». The systematic examples on lateral clicks/consonants
in 7.2.1 alone cannot be explained away through chance resemblance. This
means that not only are the languages related, but the time depth between
them actually allows for occasional «direct» comparison. And this, in turn,
means that we can use Hadza and Sandawe evidence «actively» when
discussing such things as the origin of click sounds or even the possible
external relations of Khoisan languages.

8. CONCLUSION.

The goals of this article have primarily been of a purely practical na-
ture — to present several examples of how it is possible to apply the clas-
sic comparative method to Khoisan material by concentrating on regular
sound patterns and correspondences rather than chaotically hunting for
look-alikes. Nevertheless, the amount of examined material and the actual
results of the conducted work still allow us to offer a few general theoreti-
cal conclusions as well. These are as follows.

a) The methodics of intermediate reconstruction, when applied to Khoi-
san, works infinitely better than «mass comparison» within that family. It is
true that, due to a severe lack of material, deep level reconstructions such
as PPeK are still very much based on lexical items from modern languages
(Zhu|'hoan, !X60) rather than low-level reconstructions (PNK, PSK); how-
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ever, very often even «minor» Zhu|'hoan-/X6d parallels take on a different
look in the light of such reconstructions. On the other hand, placing our
emphasis on closely related languages helps us discover numerous intrica-
cies and non-trivial correspondences that could have been missed without
a systematic, detailed approach to the lexicon of the languages involved.

b) Absolute reliance on «one-to-one» correspondences brings on the
danger of mistaking numerous results of cultural contacts between Khoi-
san languages for evidence of genetic relationship. Conversely, «non-
trivial» correspondences, if based on a significant number of semantically
close etymologies, are much more reliable, since the possibility of bor-
rowing for items with such correspondences is more limited.

¢) Attempts to discover and describe «non-trivial» correspondences
lead us to believe that historical phonetical processes on the PPeK and
pre-PCK levels were generally of a different nature than the ones attested
and depicted for the lower levels. In particular, «click shifting» from one
type of articulation to another was a more common change than click loss
or replacement of clicks by non-clicks, although the latter two processes
were also moderately active. Later on, the priorities have swapped places,
with «declickification» becoming the primary tendency, possibly due to
influence on the part of non-click neighbouring languages.

d) The extreme similarity between click systems in modern day Khoisan
languages is illusive — while some of the features probably are inherited
from a common ancestor, many others must have developed independently
due to similar, but not same tendencies over a period of several millennia. On
the other hand, a detailed study of these processes within one subgroup of
Khoisan may seriously aid their study in the other branches (cf. all the nu-
merous similarities between «non-trivial» correspondences within PPeK and
PCK, such as click articulation shifts; the development #?- > -; elimination of
the open vs. closed vowel opposition; «irregular» click loss, etc.).

e) Up to a certain extent, it is quite possible to apply the comparative
method to Khoisan languages exactly the way it is supposed to be ap-
plied, i. e. by building up collections of etymologies based on regular cor-
respondences, on the strength of available data. Thus, comparison be-
tween PK languages shows that one can not only delineate the main types
of phonetic change, but trace specific contextually determined develop-
ments as well. It is on the higher levels, especially the Macro-Khoisan one,
that the perspectives of detailed reconstruction, backed by numerous
etymologies, become much more pessimistic.

In the light of these conclusions it becomes clear that future work on
the prehistory of Khoisan languages must inevitably be centered around a
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meticulous reconstruction of PPeK, PCK, and PK, with particular emphasis
on bringing in as much data from as many different languages and dialects
as possible. Binary language comparison, such as the one carried out by
O. KOHLER between Kxoe and Zhu|'hoan [KOHLER 1973], may be useful for
certain purposes, but is ultimately ineffective, not being able to offer us a
clear distributional picture of the compared lexics; same with comparison
between subbranches that are seriously distant from each other by means of
choosing one best described representative from each of them. This is why,
in particular, I would advocate for extensive use of D. BLEEK’s dictionary,
not so much for clarifying phonetic correspondences, an area in which that
source is relatively helpless, but for broadening our perspective in general.

A question often asked of researchers specializing in historical Khoi-
san phonetics is whether their work on internal Khoisan reconstruction can
offer any insight into the origins of the click system. The correct answer, as
it seems to me, would be «some, but definitely not enough». Some, in that it
is possible to demonstrate that there are numerous ways in which clicks
appear secondarily, as it happens (in small doses) in Nama, PNK, PSK, and
(in much larger doses) in PK itself, along with the transition from bisyllabic
to monosyllabic root structure. Not enough, because even after eliminating
all these cases we are still left with click-containing words in Hadza and
Sandawe, particularly the ones which also have click correlates in PK. A
comparison between PNK *[?a7 ‘to fight’, PCK *[?a” id., and San. [Pan-ki id.,
for instance, shows that this may be a very archaic root, and that the lateral
click in it may date back to the Proto-Macro-Khoisan period. However, we
still have absolutely no clue as to where that click actually comes from, and
such clues are not to be gotten through internal Khoisan reconstruction.

It is, of course, always possible to make use of the approximate «clickifi-
cation» scheme described in section 7.2 in order to make an attempt at find-
ing the «closest relatives» of Macro-Khoisan or in order to attach Khoisan
data to the so-called «global etymologies». This would mean, very roughly,
that we have to substitute dental clicks for hissing affricates, palatal clicks for
dentals, alveolar clicks for velars, and lateral clicks for lateral affricates.
However, there are so many immediate limitations that we would have to
append to this scheme that it becomes completely unreliable. For instance:

a) «primary» clicks, i. e. the ones already observed in Hadza and San-
dawe, may actually be connected with non-click consonants in non-Khoi-
san languages in a radically different way from «secondary» clicks. That
is, even if we can show that some lateral clicks in CK and PK languages
correspond to lateral non-clicks in Sandawe, this does not mean that lat-
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eral clicks in Sandawe itself have either evolved from earlier lateral non-
clicks or evolved into lateral non-clicks in non-Khoisan languages;

b) as has been shown through the PPeK reconstruction, without a deep
enough level of reconstruction we can rarely be sure that the actual articula-
tion of a given click is exactly the same as it was a few thousand years ago.
Typical case: that of the labial clicks, which are usually without further
thought assumed to be primary and compared to non-click labial consonants,
both within Khoisan (as in [EHRET 1986]) and without it (as in [ARGYLE
1994]) — yet, as I have argued in 4.2.1.13, there is actually a fair chance of the
labial clicks representing an independent innovation in both {Hoan and PSK;

¢) a major obstacle is «irregular» click loss, observable on practically
every level of Khoisan, from modern day languages to Macro-Khoisan
(72.5). In order to be able to successfully compare Khoisan material to
non-Khoisan languages, we would have to learn to deal with this situation
and to determine the conditions of such loss. Otherwise, it is not clear in
which cases we should simply «throw away» the click influx and compare
the rest of the word and in which cases we should substitute the influx
with an actual non-click consonant.

That said, it would be wrong to state that Khoisan languages are com-
pletely «incomparable» with any others. Click consonants are often thought
of as forming a completely autonomous system, without any systematic
ties to non-click consonants, but this is obviously not the case. It has been
recently shown, in an article by T. GULDEMANN, how well clicks can actu-
ally be integrated with non-click consonants within a single system on the
synchronous level [GULDEMANN 2001]; likewise, diachronic research gradu-
ally unveils more and more connections between the two «sub-systems».

On the whole it must be said that the possibilities of historical work on
Khoisan, both in terms of internal reconstruction and external comparison, are
not only far from being exhausted, but, in fact, have so far been barely tapped.
The majority of the problems associated with this work are of a purely techni-
cal nature — lack of linguistic data as well as not enough qualified specialists
in the field, rather than any substantial theoretical obstacles that would
somehow hinder the application of the classic comparative method to
Khoisan. Hopefully this article, expanding on the important results already
achieved by C. EHReT, H. HONKEN, B. SANDs, A. TRAILL, R. VosseN and oth-
ers, will serve as one more tiny step towards confirming this statement, as
well as help refute the widely held (and, in my opinion, severely erroneous)
notion that the traditional comparative method is almost completely inappli-
cable to linguistic families of such profound time depth as the Khoisan one.
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B cratbe cymmupoBaHbl pe3yAbTaThl ISITHAETHel pabOTHI aBTOpa Haj MaTepua-
A0M KOJVICAaHCKOM CeMbH SI3BIKOB B CpaBHUTeALHO-MCTOpudeckoM ocsereHnn. Ilocae
KPaTKOTO M3/0>KEHVSI OCHOBHBIX ITp00.AeM, CBSI3aHHBIX C KOMICAHCKOV PeKOHCTPYKIIVe
(HeA0Ka3aHHOCTD CYIT[eCTBOBAHII KOMCAHCKOM CeMbl KaK TaKOBOM; YHIKaAbHOCTE (o-
HOAOTMYECKUX CUCTEM COBPEMEHHBIX KOMCAHCKMX SI3BIKOB; HEXBATKa HOBBIX SI3BIKOBBIX
AAHHBIX U HeaJeKBaTHas TPaHCKPUIIIMS CTapbIX), aBTOP IIPUXOAUT K BBIBOAY, YTO TOAb-
KO TIjaTeAbHas PeKOHCTPYKI psja IPOMEXYTOUHEIX ITPas3bIKOB (CeBepHO-KOICaH-
CKUI, I0’KHO-KOVCAHCKMI, ITeHTPaAbHO-KOMCAHCKMUII U T. I1.) MOXKeT IO3BOAUTH IIpU-
0AM3NTBCA K OKOHYATEABHOMY OTBETY Ha BOIIPOC O BO3MOSKHOM POACTBE BCEX SI3HIKOB
BTOV IPEAIIOA0XKUTEeALHO MaKpOCEMbIL.

boapias gacTs cTaThy MOCBAIIEHa ONMCAHUIO ITpeJBapUTeAbHBIX pe3yAbTaToB,
IIOAYyYEHHBIX KaK AMYHO aBTOPOM, TaK U 3allaJHbIMM KOJCAHOAOTaMU IIPpM IIOIIBITKE
OCYILIECTBAEHIS TaKUX IIPOMEXXYTOYHBIX PEKOHCTPYKIIVI, a TAKXKe PeKOMEeHAALVIAM 110
AaabHerimer1 pabore Hag MarepuaaoM. OAMH M3 OCHOBHBIX BBIBOAOB 3aKAIOYaeTCs B
TOM, UTO, HECMOTPsI Ha BHEIIIHee TUIIOAOTMYECKOe CXOACTBO MeXAY (POHOAOTMYECKIIMU
CUCTEMaMM Pa3HBIX KOVMCAHCKMX MOATPYIIL, HePCIIeKTUBHLIM B CPaBHUTEALHO-UCTOPU-
YECKOM I14aHe SABASETCS MCKAIOYUTEAbHO YCTaHOBAEHME MeXAy HUMM MHOIO-MHOIO-
3HAYHBIX (POHETUYECKUX COOTBETCTBUIL, T.K. B IIPOTMBHOM CAydae BeAMKa OITaCHOCTh
TOTO, UTO 3a IIPU3HAKM TeHEeTUIEeCKOTO poACTBa OyAyT Ha CaMOM Jede IPUHATE MHOTO-
Y1ICA€HHBIE ME>K'bsI3bIKOBbIE KOHTAKTHI.



