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0.0. INTRODUCTION.
0.. In a previous article [STAROSTIN 2003] I have argued that a reasonable
first step towards reconstructing Proto-Khoisan, or, in fact, towards ascertaining 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 theories 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 correspondences that would allow us to adequately determine cognation), the
procedure still managed to yield what I would consider as rather significant results. In regard to the genealogical tree of Khoisan (see Fig. ), 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-ǃWi), and Central (Khoe) families, as well as
the more recent split of the latter two into, respectively, the Taa and ǃWi
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. p~åÇë’ works on the subject [SANDS 998,
998a] — 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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Fig. 1. Khoisan genealogy according to glottochronological calculations.
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(a) the lack of a joint «West Central Khoisan» group, suggested by
R. sçëëÉå [VOSSEN 99]; 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 calculations are in full agreement with the previous classification;
(b) positioning of Eastern Hoan (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. 3 % of common
matches with Zhu’hoan within the 00-wordlist as compared to, say, 29 %
with ǃXóõ or 2 % with Nama). This actually agrees with H. eçåâÉå’s inclusion of Hoan into the Zhu family [HONKEN 9; HONKEN 988, p. 59], although 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, 3 %
between Zhu’hoan and ǃXóõ as compared to 22 % between Zhu’hoan and
Naro). The Central Khoisan, or Khoe, group is thus shown to be a distinctly elder relative of these two subgroups, and this result finds extra confirmation when we compare the morphological systems of the three subgroups — for instance, there is nothing like the relatively complex systems
of Khoe verbal and pronominal morphology in either Zhu or Taa-ǃWi,
while, on the other hand, the class system of South Khoisan (and its scattered 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 importance 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 ǃXóõ 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 00-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. , or — at worst — deemed non-existent.
The first choice is paradoxical: the simpler the system of correspondences 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 ǃXóõ 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 languages 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. tÉëíéÜ~ä’s well-known position on the subject [WESTPHAL 962,
963, 965, 9, 9]. However, there is hardly any need to cling to such a
rigid and radical conclusion once we admit the possibility that phonetic correspondences between North, South, and Central Khoisan languages may, in
fact, be more complex and less easy to identify than the ones postulated according to the «one-to-one» principle. For instance, Zhu’hoan items with a
palatal click often correspond to ǃXóõ items with a palatal click; however,
careful analysis reveals that they also frequently appear in items where ǃXóõ
displays a lateral click. As for the ǃXóõ 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 coincidental. Once all of this data has been taken into account, the resulting glottochronological picture starts looking reasonable, yielding major (but not overwhelming) time depth accompanied by complex phonological change.
The basic idea behind this line of reasoning can actually be formulated in just two words: «clicks change». Within each of the three main
subgroups of Khoisan, these changes are relatively small, but they do occur. Often, the change is from click to non-click (such as the already mentioned development * > *ć in East Central Khoisan), but occasionally it involves actually shifting the articulatory position of the click without changing the manner of articulation, such as the development of retroflex click
to lateral in the Northern dialects of ǃXũ. Cf. also, for instance, in the ǃWi
subgroup of South Khoisan: Khomani ʔu «two», but Xegwi ʔu id. (alveolar click in the first case, lateral click in the second). Even more frequent 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 unrealistic about the idea that, given bigger time depth, changes within click systems could have been far more drastic than anything that we witness today with the relatively young North, South, and Central subgroups. The
fact that today these systems look so much alike can be explained by certain common tendencies of development, no doubt emphasized by the constant 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 inclusion of both — about the same depth as the Nostratic family), consisting, for the most part, of several bunches of closely related languages
and/or dialects, with phonetic correspondences that are relatively understandable within the smaller bunches, yet extremely complicated in between 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 phonetically 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 additional problem: not only are we devoid of «ancient» language material, we
are also experiencing serious difficulties when it comes to «modern» material 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 extensive 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 numerous 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 comparative Khoisan within the Evolution of Human Languages project.
In accordance with lexicostatistical calculations and the ensuing genealogical 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-Hoan (PNH; this includes
PNK and the closely related Eastern Hoan);
c) Proto-South Khoisan (PSK; a.k.a. Proto-Taa-ǃWi);
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 ProtoKhoekhoe [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 «ProtoSouth 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 article is to demonstrate how intermediate reconstructions may be used as a
tool to uncover valid phonological oppositions in the respective protolanguages that have either been completely lost in modern dialects or crop
up only occasionally as valuable archaisms; everything else really lies beyond 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 mentioning, is that this article, unlike [STAROSTIN 2003], is not primarily dedicated to proving the fact of genetic relationship between the various Khoisan
subbranches. Rather, it assumes such a relationship as a given and proceeds 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,
dêÉÉåÄÉêÖ’s ‘mass comparison’, and B. p~åÇë’ various methods of testing; b) if, after having amassed the preliminary evidence, it can be shown
that conducting proper comparative work on Khoisan and Macro-Khoisan, based on the rigorous application of the comparative method, is possible, 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 analysis. 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 comparisons below will inevitably raise a lot of questions concerning the validity 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-
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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 kxa ‛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. dêÉÉåÄÉêÖ’s comparative data [GREENBERG 966]. That
approach has been justifiedly criticized, among others, by E. tÉëíéÜ~ä
[WESTPHAL 9], who, for instance, mentions dêÉÉåÄÉêÖ’s comparison of
North Khoisan xo ‛elephant’ with Hadza bek″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, dêÉÉåJ
ÄÉêÖ is quoting the form according to the old transcription of D. _äÉÉâ, the
only one available at the time of writing; in reality, as has been shown with
recent fieldwork by B. p~åÇë and others, the actual Hadza form is be-kʔau,
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 ǯu and ǃOǃKung ǯu, both meaning
‛black’. However, while the ǃOǃKung form is indeed very similar to its PNK
source (*ǯo), 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 nǯu, all stemming from Proto-ECK *nǯu [VOSSEN 99, p. 88]; in its
turn, PECK *nǯ- 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 reconstructed as the original protoform. Once again, the similarity turns out to be
deceptive; it cannot, of course, be excluded that PNK *ǯo 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 Hietšware tšee and ǃOra
kxʔara ‛to spit’ are, on the surface, even more dissimilar than the above forms
for ‛elephant’. Once, however, a careful investigation of the peculiarities of

Г. Сттин. Значимость промежуточных реконструкций для пракойсанского 35

Central Khoisan phonetics has been conducted by R. sçëëÉå, it can be established that (a) Hietšware tšee, in S. Dornan’s old transcription, corresponds to
Kua and Tsua cʔe (in R. sçëëÉå’s transcription); b) Kua and Tsua cʔ- < ProtoNon-Khoekhoe kxʔ-, with subsequent affricativisation of the click influx and
loss of the «velar» feature of the click efflux [VOSSEN 99: 92–93]. These developments, as well as the transition *-e- > *-a- in Proto-Khoekhoe, can easily
be established on the basis of this and several other examples.
In the appendices to [SANDS 998], 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 oddities as separating ǃXũ gà ‛rain’ from Zhu’hoan gà id. (p. 238), even if the
two forms obviously belong together, and the correspondence is further
supported by numerous other examples (see section .2. below); both
forms are then compared with different forms from ǃXóõ (ài ‛persistent
rain’ and qhàa ‛water’), as if they really constituted different North Khoisan lexemes. It is true that such a rigid approach was chosen by p~åÇë deliberately, in order to maximally formalise the procedure of evaluating genetic relationship between the compared languages (and also true that the
possibility of a more «lax» approach, allowing for non-trivial correspondences, 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 etymological 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 phonetic 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-kʔau connection 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 kʔ —
examples that, when placed next to the ‛elephant’ etymology, would constitute 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 etymologies illustrating a single phonetic correspondence as possible. Obviously, this approach is severely undercut by such obstacles as lack of ma-
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terial; poor or uncertain quality of transcription; morphonological variations obscuring the root’s original form; and the relative scarcity of quite a
few phonemes and phoneme combinations in many of the compared languages. 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 correspondences will always be less reliable than the ones confirmed by other examples 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 correspondences with reconstructed proto-phonemes. Multiple sets of such correspondences seem to suggest that early ancestors of modern day Khoisan languages boasted phonological systems even more complex than their descendants, and that some of the early phonological oppositions could have been
lost forever several millennia ago. Considering our complete lack of typological 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. *1 in .2., etc.)
rather than place too much emphasis on the possibility of irregular development through the so-called «lexical diffusion» (on the advocation of the principle for Khoisan see, for instance, [ARGYLE 99, pp. 30–3]).
One other extremely important detail is the necessity to pay proper
attention to differences in root semantics. With a system of phonetic correspondences as complex and twisted as in the Khoisan family, where phonemes 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 catastrophic consequences. This is why in demonstrating the possible correspondences 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 Khoisan subbranches has been proven and the basic phonetic correspondences already 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 minimum, 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 transcription throughout, with two major exceptions:
a) material quoted from [BLEEK 956] remains mainly unchanged, because the general quality of the transcription is unreliable and unifying it
would mean going beyond pure technical conventions and assuming extra 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 (= xaru).
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); ◎ = labial (in Hoan and SK);
click effluxes (using  as an example):  = zero efflux (usually = k in [BLEEK
956]); ʔ = glottal stop efflux (usually =  in [BLEEK 956]); g = g = voiced efflux;
n = n = nasalised efflux; ʔn = preglottalised nasal efflux; x = velar fricative efflux;  = voiced velar fricative efflux (= gx); kx = velar ejective affricate efflux
(= kxʔ = xʔ); gx = voiced velar ejective affricate efflux (= gkx = gkxʔ); h = aspirated efflux (= kh in [BLEEK 956]); ʔh = aspirated glottal stop efflux (= h in
[BLEEK 956]); nh = nasal aspirated efflux (= nh);  = voiceless nasal efflux;
affricates: c = voiceless hissing (= ts); ʒ = voiced hissing (= dz); č =
voiceless hushing (= tš, tc); ǯ = voiced hushing (= dž); cʔ, ʒʔ, etc. = ejective
affricates; ch, ʒh, etc. = aspirated affricates; š = voiceless hushing fricative; ž =
voiced hushing fricative;
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uvular consonants and click effluxes: q = voiceless stop; = voiced stop;
qh, h = aspirated stops; χ = voiceless fricative (never actually met in documentally attested languages, but possible on some proto-levels); qʔ = ejective stop;
lateral consonants:  = voiceless stop (affricate);  = voiced stop; ʔ =
ejective stop;  = voiceless fricative;
vowels: ,  = open variants of e, o (with possible phonemic status on
some levels); , , etc. = pharyngealised vowels; a, o, etc. (= ah, oh, etc.) =
breathy vowels; aᵑ, oᵑ, etc. = nasalised vowels; ā, á, à, â, aˇ, , ȁ = vowels with
marked tone (tonal distinctions are not significant for the current article; see
.2..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).
.. 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 Northern cluster of these dialects from the Central and South clusters (see [SNYMAN
99] for more details). Lexicostatistical calculations show around 80 % common basic vocabulary between these clusters, which sets the approximate
date for their separation around the middle of the st millennium .
The only NK dialect so far to boast an extensive vocabulary is Zhu’hoan, today represented by the dictionaries of J. påóã~å [SNYMAN 95]
and especially P. aáÅâÉåë [DICKENS 99]. 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. _äÉÉâ on Auen (in her terminology — N),
ǃKung (N2), and ǃOǃKung (N3), published in [BLEEK 956]. 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. _äÉÉâ’s
own recordings of ǃOǃKung and of C. açâÉ’s recordings of an apparently
Central dialect of ǃXũ (also available in [DOKE 925]);
(b) J. påóã~å’s description of Angolan ǃXũ [SNYMAN 980], with a
short comparative vocabulary with Zhu’hoan;
(c) J. påóã~å’s priceless comparative data on a dozen NK dialects,
collected in [SNYMAN 99];
(d) T. eÉáââáåÉå’s data on the ǃXũ spoken in Ovamboland [HEIKKINEN 986].
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.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 99, pp. 0–
]; [SNYMAN 90, pp. 3–65]). However, additional dialectal data forces
us to make certain important modifications.
.2.. Click influxes. Zhu’hoan demonstrates the «standard four» principal
click articulations: dental (), palatal (), alveolar (), lateral (). Elsewhere, however [STAROSTIN 2003; STAROSTIN 2005], I have already argued in favour of reconstructing 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 *ga ‛rain’ > Auen ga, Zhu. gà, ǃXũ (Ll.) ga,
ǃOǃKung ga; acc. to påóã~å’s data — Tsum. gà, Ok. gà, Leeu. gà; PNK *xui
‛tail’ > Auen khwi, Zhu. xúí, ǃXũ (Ll.) khue, ǃOǃKung kwe; acc. to påóã~å’s
data — Tsum. xúi, Ok. xóe, Leeu. xòe, 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 _äÉÉâ’s vocabulary), but, given sufficient data, it is always possible to distinguish between cases of the PNK alveolar click (stable alveolar articulation 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 *ghaiᵑ
‛to wipe the mouth’ > Zhu. ghàìᵑ, Ok., Leeu. ʔhàiᵑ, Mpu. háiᵑ, but Cui.
ʔhaiᵑ, Cnd. ʔhàíᵑ; PNK *khuni ‛elbow’ > Zhu. húní, Kavango ghúní,
Leeu., Mpu. húni, but Ok. húrú, ǃXũ (açâÉ) guni; PNK *hare ‛eye-tooth’
> Zhu., Leeu. ʔháré, but Mpu. ʔhàré, Cui., Cnd. ʔhàlé; PNK *hò ‛to plug,
stuff’ > Zhu., Leeu. ʔhò, but Ok., Mpu., Cnd. ʔhò. For the alveolar click:
PNK *hà ‛to scrape open (coals of fire)’ > Zhu., Cnd. ʔhà, but Tsin. ʔhà;
PNK *nhau ‛to frown’ > Zhu. nháú, but Tsin. nʔhau. 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 influxes. However, since the majority of dialects always agree with Zhu’hoan on the matter, the NK reconstruction in all these cases should follow the Zhu’hoan form and not be affected by these irregularities.
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.2.2. Click effluxes. For the most part, the Zhu’hoan system of click effluxes 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 >
kx, * > *x in Angolan ǃXũ, as in PNK *gxoro ‛dry leaf’ > kxoro, PNK * uᵑ
‛to lay down’ > xuᵑ, 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. eÉáââáåÉå [HEIKKINEN 986] 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, ʔnùᵑ ‛between, in the middle’ (East
nùᵑ) vs. nùᵑ ‛to take’, etc. Since this is the only case when preglottalisation 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 overzealous 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 200], shows that the relations between the effluxes of Ovamboland ǃXũ and those of Hoan are far from arbitrary. Cf. the following evidence: Zhu. náí, Ov. ʔné (W), né (E) ‛head’ — Hoan
ʔm◎uᵑ (< *ʔ◎nuᵑ) id. (on the click influx correspondences see 2.2.); Zhu. náng,
Ov. ʔnáŋ (W), níŋ (E) ‛to sit’ — Hoan ʔna id.; Zhu. nm, Ov. ʔnm (W), nm
(E) ‛springhare’ — Hoan ʔnm id.; Zhu. nhàᵑ, Ov. ʔnè (W), nhàᵑ (E) ‛aardvark’ — Hoan ʔna ‛ant-eater’; Zhu. nuù, Ov. ʔnùú (W), nùú (E) ‛middle’ —
Hoan ʔnoᵑ id. There is only one known case when this correspondence appears to be violated: cf. Zhu. nàʔm, Ov. nàʔ ‛to strike, hit’, but Hoan ʔnam
id.; however, given the presence of an inlaut glottal stop in NK, one might suppose 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 eÉáââáåÉå, 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
eÉáââáåÉå is relatively small, we have no clue as to what should be reconstructed 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 dialectal correspondences for what is known as the Zhu’hoan nasal aspirated
click (-nh-). Here there is an amazing variability in J. påóã~å’s data, with
the exact correspondences practically impossible to determine; especially
random-natured are reflexes that påóã~å marks as -nh- (simple nasal aspirated) and -nʔh- (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. nhàᵑ ‛aardvark’ — Mpu. ʔhàáᵑ, Cui. ʔhè, Cnd. hè; Zhu. nhàí
‛laughter’ — Mpu. ʔhí, Cui., Cnd. hí; Zhu. nhuì ‛mouse’ — Mpu., Cui.,
Cnd. ʔhùiᵑ; Zhu. nhaoh ‛to walk’ — Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ʔhāo; Zhu. nhám ‛to
hook (springhare)’ — Mpu. ʔhám, Cui., Cnd. hám (< *nham); Zhu. nhòbá
‛to speak a foreign language’ — Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ʔhóbá;
but Zhu. nhuì ‛to take (pl. action)’ — Mpu., Cnd. nʔhùi, Cui. nhuì; Ok.
nʔhàí ‛to know’ (the Zhu’hoan form for this root is unavailable) — Mpu.,
Cui., Cnd. nʔhāì; Zhu. nhaò ‛to fall, descend’ — Cui., Cnd. nʔhàó; Zhu. nhaì
‛lion’ — Mpu., Cui., Cnd. nʔhàé; Zhu. čhì-nháᵑ ‛to shoot’ — Mpu., Cnd. čhīnʔhá, Cui. čhíᵑ-nʔhá; Zhu. nhʔòrù ‛aloe’ — Cui. nòlú, Cnd. nlù.
These two sets of correspondences are anything but coincidental. There
is little reason to doubt the quality of J. påóã~å’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. påóã~å’s data on
Angolan ǃXũ, published earlier [SNYMAN 980], seems to reflect the same opposition: cf. ʔhàa ‛aardvark’, ʔhòi ‛laughter’, but nʔhui ‛to take’, nʔhāo ‛to fall’,
nʔhāè ‛lion’ (there is, however, one exception: nʔhào ‛to walk’). It is also interesting to note that there are actual lexical minimal, or quasi-minimal, pairs
involved, such as nhuì ‛mouse’ — nhuì ‛take’, or nhaoh ‛walk’ — nhao` ‛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 aspirated click: simple aspirated (*-h-) and glottalised aspirated (*-ʔh-), still well
distinguished in Zhu’hoan and other dialects. In this case, by superimposing the nasalisation feature, we respectively get PNK *-nh- and *-nʔh-,
although it is not exactly clear which of the two possible effluxes corresponds to which of the cases described above. [Note: while this opposition
is, phonetically, exactly the same as described by J. påóã~å for his recordings of Zhu’hoan — see [SNYMAN 90] — these two cases are, in fact,
quite different. påóã~å’s n’h, n’h, n’h, n’h actually correspond to both
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PNK *nh- (*nh-, *nh-, *nh-) and PNK *nʔh- (*nʔh-, *nʔh-, *nʔh-); as for
påóã~å’s nh, nh, nh, these are for the most part secondary formations,
caused by the superimposition of the root vowel’s breathiness onto the click
influx: cf. naùh ‛to strike of lightning’ (aáÅâÉåë) — nheu id. (påóã~å) <
PNK *nau; nah ‛tooth’ (aáÅâÉåë) — nha id. (påóã~å) < PNK *na, etc.].
c) 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 nasal click (ʔnè in the Western area), and the preglottalisation is confirmed
externally by the Hoan form ʔna. On the other hand, practically all the
other NK dialects agree in that the nasal click in this root is aspirated (cf.
Zhu. nhàᵑ, Ang. ǃXũ ʔhàa, East Ovamboland nhàᵑ, Ok. ʔháᵑ, Leeu. nʔháᵑ,
etc.). This may point to a PNK form like *ʔnhaᵑ.
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 påóã~å), which significantly decreases the probability of our dealing
with random irregularities and/or transcription errors.
.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. aáÅâJ
Éåë, the Zhu’hoan inventory is as follows.
Hissing: c (= D. ts; voiceless affricate); cʔ (= D. tz; voiceless ejected affricate); ʒʔ (= D. ds; voiced ejected affricate); ch (= D. tsh; voiceless aspirated
affricate); ʒhʔ (= D. dsh; prevoiced ejected aspirated affricate); s (= D. s;
voiceless sibilant); z (= D. z; voiced sibilant);
Hushing: č (= D. tc; voiceless affricate); čʔ (= D. tj; voiceless ejected affricate); ǯʔ (= D. dc; voiced ejected affricate); čh (= D. tch; voiceless aspirated affricate); ǯhʔ (= D. dch; prevoiced ejected aspirated affricate); š (= D.
c; voiceless sibilant); ž (= D. j; voiced sibilant);
Clusters with velar fricative -x-: cx (= D. tsx), ʒx (= D. dzx), čx (= D.
tcx), ǯx (= D. djx).
Despite the seeming hugeness of the system and, in particular, its distinct 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 (ʒ, ǯ) is exceedingly strange
and begs for the conclusion that Zhu’hoan z, ž actually < *ʒ, *ǯ (to which
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they indeed correspond in many other dialects). There is, however, no
evidence whatsoever for a z/ʒ, ž/ǯ phonological opposition in PNK.
b) The triple ejective opposition cʔ — ʒʔ — ʒhʔ, čʔ — ǯʔ — ǯhʔ is noticeably incomplete. Additional light may be shed on the problem if we
consider cases like Zhu. ʒhʔìí ‛hole’ — Ang. ǃXũ chì, Ov. chí (E), sí, shí (W)
as opposed to, for instance, Zhu. ʒhʔàú ‛woman’ — Ov. ʒháo (W), sháo (E).
The first case may represent PNK *chʔ (which in Zhu’hoan has merged
with *ʒhʔ), while the second one clearly goes back to PNK *ʒhʔ.
c) Ejective affricates in Zhu’hoan often — but not always — correspond
to ckx-/ʒgx-type clusters in other dialects. Cf. the following examples: Zhu.
cʔààᵑ ‛to run away from’ — Ov. cʔàáᵑ, ckxàáᵑ id.; Zhu. ǯʔàá ‛to steal’ — Ov. cʔà,
ckxà id.; Zhu. ǯʔì ‛wet, moist’ — Ov. ʒgxái, Mpu. ckxài, čkxài id., etc.; on the
other hand, cf. Zhu. cʔá ‛to sleep’ — Ov. cʔá, Mpu. cʔá id., etc. This could evidently indicate yet another old opposition lost in Zhu’hoan (*Cʔ, *Ckx >
*Cʔ), especially considering that Zhu’hoan does indeed lack ckx- and čkxlike clusters while at the same time possessing clusters like tkx- and dgx-.
d) In some cases Zhu’hoan displays an unusual variation between sand ch-, reflected in several other dialects as well: cf., for instance, Zhu. sì,
chì ‛to laugh’ — Ov. sì, Ok. šī, Leeu., Mpu. sī, Cnd. sī, čhī, sì, šì, Lister chi;
Zhu. súᵑ, chúᵑ ‛to fart’ — Tsin. cháng, Ok. šíᵑng, Leeu., Cui. chúᵑ, Cnd. čhúᵑ,
súᵑ, chúᵑ, Lister chúᵑ id.; Zhu. síᵑ, chíᵑ ‛younger brother’ — Ov. chàŋ (E), sàŋ,
shàŋ (W), Tsin. chíᵑ, Ok. šìᵑng, Cnd. čhàᵑng, chè id. This fluctuation, although 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 *ʒ *ch *cʔ *ʒʔ *chʔ *ʒhʔ *cx *ʒx *ckx [*ʒgx] *s

*sh

Hushing *č *ǯ *čh *čʔ *ǯʔ [*čhʔ] *ǯhʔ *čx *ǯx *čkx [*ǯgx] *š [*šh]

with the following secondary developments in Zhu’hoan: a) *ʒ > z, *ǯ >
ž; b) *chʔ > ʒhʔ; c) *ckx > cʔ, *čkx > čʔ; 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.
.2.. Vocalism. Here there are two things that require special investigation: the fate of PNK *e, *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 diphthong, are rather frequently met after non-click consonants (primarily
dentals and affricates); cf. ti ‛heavy’, ci ‛to come’, zé ‛new’, etc. By contrast, 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. náí ‛head’ — Ov. ʔné (W), né (E), Tsin. nàe, Ok.,
Leeu. nè, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ne, North Om., Lister nái; Zhu. nhaì ‛lion’ —
Tsin. nē, Ok. nʔhae, Leeu., South Om. nāe, Mpu., Cui. nʔhàé, North Om.,
Kam., Lister nʔhài; Zhu. gáí ‛puff-adder’ — Tsin. gáe, Ok. gàé, Leeu. gàé,
Mpu., Cui., Cnd. gāè, North Om., Lister gái, Kam. gāè.
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 ae — 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 *àe ‛to hold’ >
Zhu. àè, and àe in all of påóã~å’s dialects; PNK *háí ‛to pull, smoke’ >
Zhu. háí, and hái in all of påóã~å’s dialects). The most reasonable solution here is to postulate PNK *e and assume a subsequent diphthongisation in most of the dialects, including Zhu’hoan.
For PNK *i the situation is quite similar. Cf.: Zhu. háí ‛rhinoceros’ —
Om., Lister hái, but Tsin., Ok., Leeu. hí; Zhu. nhàí ‛laughter’ — Om.,
Kam., Lister nʔhái, but Tsin. nʔhí, Ok., Mpu. ʔhí, Cui., Cnd. hí; Zhu. aì
‛malaria’ — Om., Kam. āì, Lister àì, but Leeu., Cui., Cnd. īì, etc. Again,
these examples can be contrasted with the original *ai, preserved
throughout the entire area, cf. PNK *kxái ‛foot’ > Zhu. kxáí, Tsin., Ok.,
Om. kxái, Leeu., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. xái, 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 correspondences: Zhu. gáí, Tsin., Ok., Leeu., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. gái, Om., Kam., Lister
gi. It should be noted that the påóã~å transcription for this root [SNYMAN 95] in Zhu’hoan also looks like gi, differing from the more predictable gáí in aáÅâÉåë’ dictionary. Whether we have to reconstruct PNK *gi,
*gai, 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 *ʔhi ‛rhinoceros’, *nhi ‛laughter’, etc.
b) Zhu’hoan is usually described as possessing at least two syllabic
nasals,  and  (actually, only the latter is «fully» syllabic;  is only met in
conjunction with a preceding first vowel, thus accounting for phonological
oppositions like -am — -a, -om — -o). Since their nature is phonological,
it is natural to reconstruct syllabic nasals for PNK whenever one is encountered 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 necessary to postulate one for the PNK level. Cf. the following examples:
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Zhu. auᵑ ‛green’ — Lister auᵑ id., but Tsum. āng, Tsin., Ok., Leeu.
āńg, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. àńg, Om. ang, Kam. àng id.; Zhu. gaiᵑ ‛chin’ —
Tsum., Lister gaiᵑ id., but Ov. gàŋ, Tsin., Ok. gàng, Leeu. gàng, Mpu.,
Cui., Cnd. gāng, Om., Kam. gàng id.
These and a few other similar examples show mostly the same correspondences: an ai- or au-type nasalised diphthong in Zhu’hoan vs. a syllabic nasal (marked as ŋ by eÉáââáåÉå and ng by påóã~å) in the other
dialects. Again, these cases should be kept separate from nasalised diphthongs as such (cf. PNK *kxauᵑ ‛a k. of snake’ > Zhu. kxàùᵑ, also kxàuᵑ in
most of påóã~å’s dialects), as well as from «plain» syllabic  (which always stays the same in Zhu’hoan). Presumably these cases reflect PNK
combinations «diphthong + syllabic nasal», i. e. PNK *au and *ai respectively. The complete system of such combinations, including the ones with
the bilabial syllabic vowel, should look as follows:
syllabic bilabial: *-a, *-o;
syllabic velar: *-a (= *-), *-au, *-ai.
.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 consider the vocabulary of Zhu’hoan fully representative of PNK lexical inventory. This is, indeed, where the massive data archive of [BLEEK 956]
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 basic 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. cʔí id., both
meaning ‛mouth’ in P. aáÅâÉåë’ dictionary, is that for kxam, no other parallels can be found in related NK dialects, while cʔí is well confirmed as a
PNK root (cf. Auen tsi, ǃXũ tsi (Ll.), ǃOǃKung tsi, Ov. cʔí, etc.). Likewise,
Zhu. ao ‛heart’ is isolated within NK, while Zhu. kxá id. finds parallels in
Auen ka, ǃXũ ʔa (açâÉ), kxa (Ll.), Ov. kxá, etc. Zhu. kxam and ao thus
can be viewed as borrowings from Khoekhoe (cf. PKK *kxam ‛mouth’ >
Nama am-s id., ǃOra kxam ‛gate’; PKK *ao ‛heart’ > Nama gao-b, ǃOra áó-b
id.) and excluded from any etymological applications of NK material.
On the other hand, while Zhu. ám ‛sun’ at first glance also looks like a
possible Khoekhoe borrowing (cf. PCK *áḿ ‛sun, day’), the root turns out to
be well represented throughout NK — cf. also Auen km, ǃXũ kam (Ll.),
ǃOǃKung km; also among påóã~å’s dialects — Tsin. àm, Leeu. ám, 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 situation is far less clear. Since dialectal information is so scarce, it is impossible
to establish the «age» of, for instance, Zhu. orè ‛rough-leafed raisin bush’
and determine the exact probability of it being borrowed from Nama gores 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 concentrated exclusively on Zhu’hoan. Cf., for instance, PNK *gai ‛tortoise’ > ǃXũ
gai (Ll.), ǃOǃKung gai-ša, Ov. gái, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. gái; PNK *ʒa ‛to wear’ >
Tsin. ʒá, Ok., Mpu., Cui. ǯá; PNK *noa ‛reed’ > Auen nwa, ǃXũ noa, nua
(Ll.), Ov. nòaᵑ. 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 986] and [SNYMAN 980].
2.0. PROTO-NORTH-HOAN (PNH).
2.. Overview. A proper reconstruction of PNH, comprising PNK and
Eastern Hoan, 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. qê~áää’s article [TRAILL 93], which contains the first significant
wordlist for Hoan (unfortunately, the quality of transcription is somewhat less than adequate);
b) studies on several aspects of Hoan grammar by J. dêìÄÉê [GRUBER
95] and C. `çääáåë [COLLINS 998, COLLINS 200, COLLINS 200a, COLLINS 200b];
c) a brief description of Hoan click inventory in [BELL–COLLINS 200];
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 sufficient not only to establish a close affinity between Hoan 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.. Click influxes. The four principal click influxes seem to have undergone no serious changes in either PNK or Hoan, both subgroups usuall agreeing with each other. Cf. the following examples:
for the dental click: Zhu. ʔò ‛to be dry’ — Hoan qʔau id.; PNK *ʔnŋ
‛to sit’ — Hoan ʔna id.; PNK *i ‛aardwolf’ — Hoan i id.; PNK *nhui
‛mouse’ — Hoan ne id., etc.;
for the palatal click: PNK *uᵑ ‛star’ — Hoan oᵑ id.; PNK * ai
‛scorpion’ — Hoan xai id.; PNK *ʔai ‛to ladle, scoop’ — Hoan qʔai ‛to
take (pl. action)’; PNK *ʔŋ ‛to think’ — Hoan ʔe id., etc.;
for the alveolar click: PNK *u ‛name’ — Hoan o id.; PNK *nhe
‛lion’ — Hoan haʔe id.; PNK *ai ‛mortar’ — Hoan aiai id.; PNK *noʔo
‛fast’ — Hoan ki-no ‛to run’, etc.;
for the lateral click: Zhu. nharà ‛camelthorn tree’ — Hoan ala id.;
PNK *hai ‛to pull; to smoke’ — Hoan hai ‛to pull’; PNK *ʔhubu ‛foam’ —
Hoan hoʔobu id.; PNK *kxu ‛to smell’ — Hoan kxo, etc.
The situation becomes far more complex when it comes to subbranchexclusive clicks. For the PNK retroflex click Hoan yields at least three different correspondences:
a) alveolar click: PNK *gaʔama ‛to enter’ — Hoan am ‛to enter (pl.)’;
PNK *ge ‛puff-adder’ — Hoan gai, gi id.; perhaps also PNK *uʔuru
‛fingernail’ — Hoan ʔo id. (although lack of the inlaut resonant is somewhat puzzling);
b) labial click: PNK *xui ‛tail’ — Hoan ◎xui id.; perhaps also PNK
*ʔoaᵑ ‛to kill (pl.)’ — Hoan ◎oa id. (the etymology is somewhat problematic because of the glottal stop efflux in PNK);
c) hushing fricative (sic!): PNK *ai ‛to die’ — Hoan šiᵑ id.; PNK *gau
‛hand’ — Hoan šiu id.; Zhu. gàú ‛to dig’ (< PNK *gau?) — Hoan šiu id.;
PNK *ga ‛rain’, *gu ‛water’ — Hoan žo ‛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. * > ), just as it happened in so many modern NK dialects, correspondences (b) and (c) are far trickier. Correspondence (c), in particular, seems
to reflect a very specific phoneme (or several phonemes?), the exact articulation 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 99: 3]),
and taking into consideration the possible parallels in CK and Sandawe
(see below), we may assume that the correspondence «PNK * — Hoan
š~ž» goes back to PNH * (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 *ʔau ‛duiker’ — Hoan ◎ʔu id.; PNK *naʔaᵑ ‛sky’ — Hoan ʔ◎noa
id.; PNK *nni ‛brain’ — Hoan ʔ◎noa id.; PNK *ʔne ‛head’ — Hoan ʔ◎nuᵑ
id.; PNK *neʔe ‛one’ — Hoan ◎nuᵑ id. (vocalic correspondences should
not be too surprising, since in Hoan the labial click is always accompanied by a labialized vowel — an obviously secondary situation).
One might therefore make a valid assumption that PNH *◎ > Hoan ◎,
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 ◎oa ‛tortoise’ —
PNK *oʔa id. Some of these might be dismissed as chance resemblances;
however, in the light of a similar situation in the case of comparison between 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 ◎ goes back
to PNH *◎, while in PNK this influx could merge with at least three (if not
more?) different «standard» influxes, probably depending on the root’s consonantal and vocalic context; (b) Hoan ◎ is always secondary; it is PNK
that preserves the original situation, whereas in Hoan a certain set of lexical items has undergone secondary labialization; (c) a combination of (a)
and (b), i. e. some of the Hoan items with ◎ — 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 confirmation. It, however, does not; the only Hoan root with an initial labial click that
has a fully reliable ◎-parallel in ǃXóõ (the only well-described SK language
with a sufficiently large amount of attested roots with an initial labial click)
is ◎ʔu ‛duiker’ — ǃXóõ ◎hán id. On the other hand, the very fact that, for instance, both the numerals for ‛one’ and ‛two’ have labial clicks in Hoan
(◎nuᵑ and ◎oa respectively) — no other Khoisan language has anything even
remotely resembling a labial click or consonant in these two items, regardless 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 involving click influxes as follows: a) PNH * > Hoan ; b) PNH * > PNK *,
Hoan š~ž; c) PNH *[I][!] > PNK *[I], Hoan ◎, where  = some kind of lateral 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 Hoan 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) -: a) PNK *-g- (Hoan n ui ‛weaver bird’ — Zhu. gúí ‛redbilled quelea’); b) PNK *-nh- (Hoan n ai ‛to laugh’ — PNK *nhi ‛laughter’);
for Hoan -qʔ-: a) PNK *-ʔ- (Hoan qʔi ‛blood’ — PNK *ʔ id.; Hoan
qʔau ‛dry, to dry up’ — Zhu. ʔò ‛to be dry’; Hoan qʔo ‛warmth’ — PNK
*ʔuᵑ ‛warm’; Hoan qʔai ‛to take (pl.)’ — PNK *ʔai ‛to ladle, scoop’); b)
PNK *-kx- (Hoan qʔon ‛heart’ — PNK *kxa id.);
for Hoan -qh-: a) PNK *-ʔh- (Hoan qhoe ‛ear’ — PNK *ʔhui id.; Hoan
qhoᵑ ‛steenbok’ — PNK *ʔhuᵑ id.); b) PNK *-h- (Hoan qhoni ‛elbow’ —
PNK *huni id.).
Although the currently available Hoan material is hardly sufficient to
make adequate conclusions (notably, it has so far been impossible to find reliable NK parallels for the least marked Hoan uvular efflux -q-), it can be seen
that for the most part, where Hoan has a uvular efflux, NK either presents a
corresponding velar one (- - : -g-) or simply drops it altogether, replacing it
with zero (-qʔ- : -ʔ-) or secondary glottalisation (-qh- : -ʔh-). The latter correspondence might, in particular, help to explain the NK phonological opposition of the simple aspirated efflux (-h-) vs. the glottalised aspirated efflux (-ʔh-),
not present anywhere else in Khoisan. Given that, for the most part, PNK *-halways corresponds to Hoan -h- (cf. PNK *hu ‛horn’ — Hoan ho id.; PNK
*huᵑ ‛to kill’ — Hoan hoᵑ id.; PNK *hui ‛rope’ — Hoan hui id.; PNK *hai ‛to
pull’ — Hoan hai id.; PNK *hi ‛many, much’ — Hoan hi ‛wide, big’), it is reasonable to suggest that PNH *-qh- > PNK *-ʔh-, whereas PNH *-h- > PNK *-h-.
The lone exception, PNK *huni / Hoan qhoni ‛elbow’, might actually
have featured a different click efflux in both PNH and PPeK, given its peculiar behaviour in NK dialects (cf. Ov., North Om. ghuni, with an unclear
voicing), as well as the peculiar ǃXóõ correlate gqhúli (=  huli). Since Hoan
seems to be lacking the voiced uvular aspirated efflux (*- h-), it is possible
that the correspondence PNK *-h-~*-gh- : Hoan *-qh- goes back to PNH *- h-.
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As for what concerns the other isolated examples quoted above (Hoan
- - — PNK *-nh-, Hoan -qʔ- — PNK *-kx-), these can only be verified by additional data from Hoan; 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 Hoan
preglottalised nasal efflux, as we have seen in .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 example, PNK *gu ‛stomach, belly’ — Hoan o id.; PNK *gaʔa ‛eye’ — Hoan
◎oa id.; PNK *geᵑ ‛red’ (?; cf. also the form gaᵑʔaᵑ in [DOKE 925]) — Hoan
aʔa id.; PNK *gaʔama ‛to enter’ — Hoan am 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, Hoan actually boasts three series of affricates — in addition to the hissing (c, ʒ, etc.) and the hushing series (č, ǯ, 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 c, " [TRAILL 93;
TRAILL 980], palatalised dentals ty, dy [TRAILL 980; TRAILL 986], or
palatalised velars ky, gy [COLLINS 200; GRUBER 95]. The original articulation for this series is unquestionably dental, as can be amply demonstrated by such parallels as Hoan ćhićhibi ‛butterfly’ — PNK
*dhadhama~*dhadhaba id.; Hoan ćxui ‛bullfrog’ — PNK *dxai id.; Hoan ćxoᵑ
‛kinship term’ — PNK *txuᵑ id.; Hoan "ba ‛leaf’ — PNK *dra id. (probably the same root with different suffixes); Hoan "#e ‛smoke’ — Zhu. de
‛to smoke out bees; to inhale smoke’; Hoan "e ‛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 tê ‛to stand’ [in R. sçëëÉå’s transcription] — but the same
root as Gwi kiè, Gana kiè(na) ‛to be’ [in J. q~å~â~’s transcription]),
Hoan — 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 corresponds to the same opposition in PNK, cf. the following examples (most
of these are quoted from [HONKEN 988]): Hoan chma ‛bird’ — PNK
*cʔama id.; Hoan ca ‛to hear’ — PNK *caʔa id.; Hoan cʔi ‛louse’ — PNK
*cʔ id.; Hoan cʔiu ‛tooth’ — PNK *cʔau id., but Hoan ča ‛to come to’ —
PNK *ča ‛to go and fetch’; Hoan čaᵑ ‛fat’ — PNK *či~*ši id.; Hoan čhi ‛to
shoot’ — PNK *čhi ‛arrow’; Hoan čibo ‛kaross’ — PNK *čʔabu id.; Hoan
čo ‛medicine’ — PNK *čo id. Occasional irregularities, like PNK *chu ‛to
vomit’ — Hoan čo id., are extremely limited in quantity.
Voiced affricates in Hoan normally seem to be developing into fricatives, just the way it happens in modern NK dialects (see 2..3): cf. Hoan
ze ‛to fly (straight)’ — Zhu. ziᵑ (< *ʒiᵑ?) ‛to swarm (of bees)’; Hoan za
‛new’ — PNK *ʒe id.; Hoan za ‛to tease’ — PNK *ʒa ‛to swear, insult’; Hoan
ža ‛husband’ — PNK *ǯu ‛person’; however, Hoan žiu ‛wife’ — PNK *ʒhʔau
‛woman’ (irregular hushing-hissing correspondence). Occasionally, however, we seem to be witnessing the same fluctuations of voicing as are evident in the click efflux subsystem: cf. PNK *ǯgxi ‛wet, moist’ — Hoan čʔi 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) ‛to see’ — Hoan ci id.; PNK *si ‛3rd person
pronoun’ — Hoan ci id. On the other hand, PNH *ci-, *či- > Hoan ši-: cf.
PNK *cʔi ‛mouth’ — Hoan šiᵑ id. (if both words are related to ǃXóõ síʔi ‛to
bite’, then both go back to PNH *ciʔi); PNK *či ‛thing’ — Hoan ši ‛place’.
A couple interesting examples may hint at an original third row of affricate correspondences for PNH, or at least at some kind of non-trivial
initial clusters: cf. PNK *tm ‛to throw, pour (pl. action)’ — Hoan čm ‛to
throw away (many things)’; Zhu. tᵑ ‛to skin’ — Hoan čʔu ‛skin’ (the latter
example is not very convincing per se, but becomes much more reliable
with the addition of SK forms like ǃXóõ t#m, Masarwa tʔym, Xam ttuᵑ,
Khomani gjo [= $o] ‛skin’). Cf. also, perhaps, Hoan čʔeo ‛to do’ — Zhu. dù
‛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 *go id.; Hoan khora ‛to
unroll’ — PNK *khora ‛to untie, release’; Hoan kxa ‛earth’ — PNK *kxa id.).
However, for the few Hoan words with the initial uvular q- 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.. Vocalism. Here again, the NK system overall looks more conservative 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 *ʔ ‛blood’ — Hoan qʔi id.; PNK *cʔ ‛louse’ — Hoan cʔi
id.; PNK *s(h) ‛to see’ — Hoan ci id.;
b) -e(ᵑ)-: PNK *ʔ ‛to think’ — Hoan ʔeᵑ id.;
c) -a(ᵑ)-: PNK *či~*ši ‛fat’ — Hoan čaᵑ id.; PNK *ʔn ‛to sit’ — Hoan
ʔna id.
For the syllabic *--, no correspondences have been found so far, except for PNK *ʔ ‛to eat’ — Hoan ʔam 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 surroundings in Hoan than they do in NK. The obligatory labialization of all
vowels after the labial click has already been mentioned (see 2.2.); to this
we could add a similarly obligatory transition *au > iu after initial affricates and fricatives, cf. šiu ‛hand’ — PNK *gau id., cʔiu ‛tooth’ — PNK
*cʔau id., žiu ‛woman’ — PNK *ʒhʔau id., whereas, on the other hand, au
‛to move house’ — PNK *au 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. "eo ‛road’ — ǃXóõ (SK) dào id.
Another interesting detail is the correspondence pattern between NK
and Hoan labial vowels, with NK *u mostly present where Hoan has o,
and vice versa. Cf.:
PNK *gu ‛stomach’ — Hoan o; PNK *hu ‛horn’ — Hoan ho id.; PNK
*huᵑ ‛to kill’ — Hoan hoᵑ id.; PNK *uᵑ ‛star’ — Hoan oᵑ id.; PNK *ʔhuᵑ
‛steenbok’ — Hoan qhoᵑ id.; PNK *txuᵑ ‛kinship term’ — Hoan ćxoᵑ id.;
but PNK *xo ‛elephant’ — Hoan xu-i id.; PNK *go ‛flower’ — Hoan gu
id.; PNK *kxo ‛pot’ — Hoan kxu id.
Direct correspondences (PNK *u : Hoan u, PNK *o : Hoan o) are, on
the other hand, mostly met in specific contexts — such as parts of diphthongs or bisyllabic roots with a second labial vowel — or in cultural lexics 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 ǃXóõ parallels for these roots contain 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 obligatorily serve as an argument in favour of their tight genetic connection — like
the above-mentioned *gu ‛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  are found in
the Swadesh 00-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 available Hoan 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 interesting PNK-Hoan isoglosses: PNK *ʔe ‛self’ — Hoan ʔe id.; PNK *ʔu ‛to insert, put in’ — Hoan ʔo ‛to put in, enter’; PNK *ʔnhaᵑ ‛ant-eater’ — Hoan
ʔna id.; PNK *nao ‛bow’ — Hoan nao id.; PNK *šoe ‛to take out, take off (pl.
action)’ — Hoan šui ‛to drop off’; PNK *tu-i ‛to rise’ — Hoan ću id., etc.
3.0. PROTO-SOUTH KHOISAN (PSK).
3.. 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 ǃWi (taa is the main word
for ‛person’ in ǃXóõ, wi — in Xam, the main representatives for each of the
respective groups). The number of 00-wordlist matches between Xam and
ǃXóõ is around 50 %, which places the bifurcation of PSK somewhere
around 000 . This is clearly a much earlier date than the split of PNK,
meaning that independent intermediate reconstructions of Proto-Taa and
Proto-ǃWi 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 difficulties than in the case of comparing NK dialects. The Taa group, for instance, apart from ǃXóõ (for which the excellent dictionary of A. qê~áää
[TRAILL 99] serves as main reference), is only represented by a seriously
limited number of items from two languages, marked in [BLEEK 956] as SV
(Masarwa or Sesarwa) and SVI (Nuen), with the data being highly unreliable in terms of transcription. Given the major disproportion between the
quantity and quality of ǃXóõ 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 ǃXóõ itself. (This, of course, does not mean that we do not
have to take _äÉÉâ’s SV and SVI data into account — for one thing, they frequently preserve important lexical archaisms that ǃXóõ appears to have lost).
As for the ǃWi group, [BLEEK 956] still remains the most common source
of data on its languages, despite the presence of a small number of other descriptive works that could not have been incorporated in _äÉÉâ’s dictionary
for chronological reasons ([LANHAM & HALLOWES 956, 956a], [ZIERVOGEL
955]; [WESTPHAL 965] includes an important list of ǃWi items from his collection as well). Recent fieldwork, conducted by N. `ê~ïÜ~ää, B. p~åÇë, and
other researchers, with the last remaining speakers of the Nu (also known as
Nhuki or Khomani) language, may shed some serious light on the historical
phonology of the ǃWi branch; however, the data remains as of yet largely unpublished, except for detailed 00-wordlists collected from all of the available
informants [CRAWHALL 200]. For now, any Proto-ǃWi reconstruction should
be primarily based on _äÉÉâ’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 90s
distinguishes between velar and uvular articulation; the only hint at something ‘uvular-related’ may come from occasional fluctuations between simple
velar consonants/effluxes and the velar ejective affricate kx (such as Nusan,
ǃGãǃne ka ‛hand’, but Xam, Kue, Auni kxa id. — cf. Nu qʔaa id.), but, since
such fluctuations can also sometimes occur in cases of original *kx, these correlations can by no means be judged diagnostic.
Another problem with rigidly separating SK into Taa and ǃWi has to
do with the still somewhat unclear classification of the latter. Glottochronological calculations for ǃWi (only those languages for which it has been
possible to assemble more than half of the items from the 00-wordlist are
included) present us with the following percentages of matches:
Xam
Ng
Nu
Xegwi
Auni

Ng
0.9

Nu
0.69
0.80

Xegwi
0.63
0.6
0.

Auni
0.6
0.6
0.
0.66

Haasi
0.6
0.50
0.60
0.58
0.69

This would suppose three main clusters of ǃWi: a) the Xam-Ng-Nu
cluster (actually, the language referred to as «Ng» in [BLEEK 956] and described in [BLEEK 2000] seems to be basically the same as j~áåÖ~êÇ’s

Г. Сттин. Значимость промежуточных реконструкций для пракойсанского 365

[MAINGARD 93] and açâÉ’s [DOKE 936] Khomani, as well as `ê~ïÜ~ää’s
Nu, although, of course, with serious dialectal varieties; see [CRAWHALL
200] for more details); b) Xegwi; c) the Auni-Haasi cluster as the earliest
offshoot of ǃWi. However, these calculations are very rough; they are based
on incomplete wordlists from most languages, and where the corresponding 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 percentage of matches between Xam and ǃXóõ (obviously a Taa language) currently 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 Nu 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 practical; whereas a reconstruction of «Proto-ǃWi», 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 without trying to specifically classify them into «Taa-related» and «ǃWi-related».
All the lexical material on ǃXóõ is, naturally, taken from [TRAILL 99];
the rest comes from [BLEEK 929] and [BLEEK 956], with the sole exception
of a handful of additional sources listed above. I have also consulted some
of the original sources for [BLEEK 956], such as [DOKE 936] and [MAINGARD 93] for Khomani, [MEINHOF 929] for Kxau (another poorly described ǃWi dialect, also known as Unkwe) and [STORY 999] for Haasi.
3.2. Phonology.
3.2.. Click influxes. In many cases, all SK languages are found in complete agreement with each other on the matter. Cf.:
ǃXóõ ◎àje, Mas. ◎pwe, Nuen ◎pwi, Xam, Ng ◎pwai, Nu ◎hoi, Xegwi
◎a, Auni ◎pwe ‛meat’; ǃXóõ  huaᵑ, Mas. kwani, Haasi , Xam ku, Ng
khu, Nu khuke, Xegwi khuᵑ, Auni kho ‛hair’; ǃXóõ ʔán, Xam enn, Ng
eᵑ ‛to think’; ǃXóõ g´e ‛tortoise shell container’, Xam goe, Ng gwe
‛tortoise’, Khomani gʔei ‛sand tortoise’; ǃXóõ āha ‛to set alight, torch,
singe’, Mas., Nuen, Xam, Ng ka ‛to burn’, Xegwi, Auni ka ‛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 often 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
ǃXóõ as a starting point.
3.2... Labial clicks. Words with initial ◎- in ǃXóõ are relatively scarce,
which severely limits the number of reasonable common SK etymologies.
Apart from the usual correspondence (Taa *◎ — ǃWi *◎), however, there is
a small set of cases which might point at a more complicated picture. Cf.:
ǃXóõ ◎xàa ‛elder brother’ — Xam kaᵑ, Ng kaŋ, kauᵑ, Khomani kaᵑ,
Xegwi gaᵑ, Auni ka-s[i], Nusan gaᵑ id.;
ǃXóõ ◎qˆa ‛child’ — Xegwi a-le, Auni ha, ha-sa, Haasi ha-sa id. (?
cf. also Xam koa id.); not to be confused with ǃXóõ ◎àa ‛young, small,
child’, for which cf. Xam ◎ua, Ng ◎pwa, Nu ◎un id., etc.);
ǃXóõ ◎gxâi ‛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 qoʔe (reflecting the same influx as ǃWi,
but the same efflux as Taa); b) in PNK, both the root for ‛elder brother’
and for ‛child, son’ display retroflex influxes (*o and *haᵑ 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..
3.2..2. Dental clicks. In a few cases, Xam shows an obvious affricate
where ǃXóõ has a dental click; cf. ǃXóõ q- ‛small’ — Xam ts’e- id.; ǃXóõ qʔìi-sà
‛backwards, behind, rear’, Mas. ī-ša id. — Xam ts’eᵑ, ts’iᵑ. Note that in both of
these cases, ǃXóõ also displays a uvular efflux, while the Xam affricate is
glottalised; this is in good agreement with some of the click/affricate correspondences between SK and NK (see .2.3). (There is a third possible parallel
of the same type: ǃXóõ ʔn'hn ‛to wink’ — Xam ts’un id.; however, ǃXóõ does
not have a uvular efflux here, which makes the comparison less effective.)
In another group of cases, the correspondence «ǃXóõ ʔn — Xam d» is
observable: ǃXóõ ʔnˆma ‛to blink, wink’ — Xam dabba ‛to wink’; ǃXóõ
ʔnhlo ‛to limp’ — Xam durru ‛to limp, walk slowly, painfully’; ǃXóõ ʔn(m
‛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 ǃXóõ-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, ǃXóõ, along with Hoan ʔno id.,
seems to be preserving the more archaic form of the root.
On the other hand, no reliable examples of the Taa (ǃXóõ) dental click
corresponding to any other type of click in any of the ǃWi languages have
been detected, which makes it overall the most stable type of click articulation in SK.
3.2..3. Palatal clicks. Correspondences involving the ǃXóõ 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 ǃWi family ranges from complete 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
ǃXóõ that preserves the original situation; chances of secondary palatal articulation 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 Nuen data given in [BLEEK 956], due to an extreme confusion of variants which cannot be explained by poor transcription
alone — most probably, the forms represent several different dialects):
a) ǃXóõ  —  in all ǃWi languages (a relatively rare type, actually), cf.:
ǃXóõ ʔán ‛to think’ — Xam enn ‛to know’, Ng eᵑ ‛to think’,
Khomani ʔiᵑ ‛thoughts’; ǃXóõ nàha ‛to twitch, jerk’ — Xam, Khomani
na, Ng naa ‛to kick’; possibly also ǃXóõ xū-a ‛elephant’ — Xam xoa, Ng
xwa, Khomani kxoa (the dental click in Ng may have been a transcription error);
b) ǃXóõ  — Xam, Ng, Kue  — Khomani, Auni, Haasi  — Xegwi
; cf.:
ǃXóõ qhai ‛dog’ (Mas. xai, xai, kai, gi, xi; Nuen khi id.) — Xam kwiŋ,
Ng kwiŋ, Kue wiŋ, Khomani ʔn, Haasi haŋ, Auni kᵑ, Xegwi kwi id.;
ǃXóõ nùhaᵑ ‛ear’ (Mas. nwa, Nuen nu-ša id.) — Xam nu-ntu, Ng nwe,
Khomani nui, Haasi naa- id.; ǃXóõ kxàuᵑ ‛neck’ (Nuen kuᵑ id.) — Xam
kau, khou, Ng ku, Nu quu, Auni koiᵑ id.; ǃXóõ qhùe ‛wind’ (Mas. khwe,
Nuen khwe id.) — Xam kwe, Ng khwe, Khomani khwe, Auni kwe id.;
ǃXóõ xóiᵑ ‛bad, ugly’ — Xam xwiᵑ, Ng xe, Xegwi xoaᵑ id.; also Khomani
ko, but Xegwi ko ‛man, male’ (no parallels in Taa languages); possibly also
ǃXóõ gúaᵑ ‛egg’ (Mas. gwa, Nuen gwoiᵑ id.) — Xam kaui, Ng hauᵑ,
Khomani gwi, Auni uiᵑ id. (acceptable if the Auni form really = *uiᵑ);
c) ǃXóõ  — Xam  — Ng, Khomani, Kue, Xegwi  — ǃAuni ~ —
Haasi :
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ǃXóõ ʔûaᵑ ‛one’ (Mas. kwʔe, Nuen oe id.) — Xam kwai, Ng kwe, Nu
ʔoe, Kue k″oa, Xegwi ka, Auni uᵑ, Haasi n-k’a ‛one alone’; ǃXóõ nùᵑ
‛foot’ (Mas. no, no, Nuen nu) — Xam noa, Ng na id., Haasi ka ny
‛fingernail’ = ǃXóõ kxàa nùᵑ ‛front hoof, paw’; ǃXóõ ʔāᵑ ‛rib’ (Mas. ga, Nuen
gan id.) — Xam auᵑ, Ng auᵑ id.; ǃXóõ aᵑ ‛bone’ — Xam kwa, (?) Xegwi ka
id.; ǃXóõ  hèᵑ ‛breast, milk’ (Mas. xe, xe, Nuen geᵑ id.) -Xam khwei, Ng
ke(ᵑ) ‛breast, milk’, Kue kwaŋ ‛milk’, Auni keiᵑ-si ‛breast’, Haasi ge ‛milk’.
A completely unique case (so far) is the SK numeral for ‛two’: ǃXóõ
nû-m (Mas. num, num, Nuen num) — Xam ku, Ng ku, u, Khomani,
Kue ʔu, Auni u, 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 obvious that we are dealing with several sets of real correspondences, reflecting authentic phonetic developments rather than errors in transcription. 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
an (< PCK *ʔan) ‛to know, think’ (also Nama âi < PCK *ʔiᵑ ‛to think’);
xoa-b ‛elephant’; na ‛to dance’. We can, therefore, make a reasonable conclusion 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 (*1). Its further development in SK, then, marks an interesting
phonetic isogloss between ǃXóõ, Xam, and the Auni-Haasi cluster, on one
hand, and Kue, Xegwi, and the Ng-Khomani (Nu) cluster, on the other.
The phonetic nature of this «sixth» click is, of course, impossible to
establish. In his work on Kxau, C. jÉáåÜçÑ [MEINHOF 929] 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
.2.). However, in his little vocabulary jÉáåÜçÑ only records three words
as possessing that click, none of which fit into the (c) series of correspondences. (That said, some of Kxau evidence does further support the phonological distinction between * and *1; cf. Kxau huni ‛dog’, he ‛wind’,
ọ ‛man, male’ < PSK *-, but ʔo)e ‛one’, n˙a-xun˙ ‛leg’, ke-tn ‛bone’ < PSK *1-,
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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 *1 and PNK *. 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 i~åÜ~ã & e~ääçïÉë’ limited, but extremely important data on Xegwi into consideration [LANHAM–HALLOWES 956]. It actually turns out that the
regular Xegwi correspondence for PSK*- is not the lateral click -, but rather
the lateral non-click affricate - (= kł- in i~åÜ~ã & e~ääçïÉë’ notation),
with such transcriptions as kl’oo (= o) for ‛male’ and tlweng (= eᵑ?) for ‛dog’.
To this we should also add the following ǃWi-only items (comparisons
taken from [TRAILL–VOSSEN 99: ]: Xegwi olo ‛moon’ (klolo in [BLEEK
956]) — Xam ka-kauru, Ng korre, kurru id., Khomani ʔr, Kxau ʔọrọ id.;
Xegwi ini ‛small’ (kxeni in [BLEEK 956]) — Xam erri, Ng iᵑ, Nu iᵑ, eᵑ;
Xegwi e, eu ‛person’ — Xam ke, kʔe ‛people (pl.)’, Ng kʔe, e id., Auni e
‛person, people’, Haasi e ‛person’. There is nothing surprising about the frequent confusion between the lateral click and the lateral affricate in [BLEEK
956], given the phonetic proximity of the two phonemes; it is, however, notable that the one certain case of series (c) in Xegwi, the numeral «one», definitely has a lateral click, confirmed by i~åÜ~ã & e~ääçïÉë (ka).
There is, however, another correspondence (or even subset of correspondences) for PSK *- in Xegwi, namely, its replacement by the hushing affricate series. Cf. the following: ǃXóõ qhùe ‛wind’ — Xegwi šwee (šuwe in [BLEEK
956]) id.; ǃXòõ nùhaᵑ ‛ear’ — Xegwi dʒwe id.; also Xam kwaᵑ, Ng kwaᵑ,
Auni koaᵑ ‛pot’ — Xegwi dʒwaa (tšwaᵑ in [BLEEK 956]) 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 subgroup. However, the limited evidence available to us gives no clue whatsoever as to the possible distribution between the lateral and hushing reflexes.
A few examples from _äÉÉâ’s Kue recordings (such as tʔo ‛man, male’, tʔlo
‛moon’, but de ‛ears’ [?? = $e]; see also below on other sources of initial d- in
Kue) may indicate that this splitting was not limited to the Xegwi area;
however, postulating yet another archaic opposition based on so little Xegwi
and Kue material would be somewhat far-fetched. Still, the problem stands.
3.2... 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 * > +; cf. Xam kui, Ng kwi, Kxau ui ‛man,
person’ — Xegwi kwi id.; Xam gwa-xu, Ng a-xu, ka-xu, Khomani g
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‛sky’ — Xegwi gaʔa-gu, dʒaʔa-gu id.; Xam khwa, Ng kha ‛rain’ — Xegwi gaa
id.; Xam kwa, khwa, Ng kha, ha, Nu qhaa, etc. ‛water’ — Xegwi qha id. The
few cases of Xegwi , either in [BLEEK 956] or in the i~åÜ~ã & e~ääçïÉë
data, mostly correspond to other clicks (such as ka ‛bone’ — ǃXóõ aᵑ id.) and
should probably be considered dialectal (or misheard) variants.
Despite the scarcity of data on Kue, it is important to observe that
most of the cases of Proto-ǃWi *- also seem to yield a non-click reflex in that
language, although, unlike Xegwi, Kue does not merely drop the click,
but undergoes the development *- > d-: cf. Xam kau-gen ‛stone, mountain’,
Ng kau id. — Kue dʔ ‛rock’; Xam goe ‛tortoise’ — Kue doaᵑ id.; Xam
gwaxu ‛sky’ — Kue daxu id.; Xam nwanna ‛three’, Ng nona id. — Kue
dwene id.; Xam nuᵑ ‛black wildebeest’ — Kue dᵑ id. This type of development, 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, qê~áää’s description of ǃXóõ presents it as the
most «efflux-rich» language, with no less than  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 average, not more than 9 or 0 different effluxes (often even less). If we also
take into consideration all the innumerable cases of pattern-less efflux variation (cf. ka, ha, 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 ǃXóõ, not to mention one that is
not actually reflected in ǃXóõ, becomes extremely unprobable.
The only descriptive work on the ǃWi family which might seem of relative interest here is C. açâÉ’s essay on Khomani (Nu) phonetics [DOKE
936], in which he, among others, postulates such interesting efflux oppositions as -kh- vs. -ʔh- and -ŋ- (= -n-) vs. -ŋh-, typical of North Khoisan but
never mentioned by qê~áää in relation to ǃXóõ (although quite possibly present in other SK languages as well, see [TRAILL 995: 5–58]. Unfortunately, there is so little lexical material to illustrate these oppositions that
no conclusions about their validity can be drawn. Hopefully further descriptive work on Nu will make the situation clearer; until then, we will
assume that ǃXóõ 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 transcription quality). The following details, however, should be noted specially:
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a) where ǃWi languages have an initial affricate, ǃXóõ usually shows a
fricative: cf. ǃXóõ síʔi ‛to bite’ — Xam, Ng tsi, ts’i, Xegwi, Nusan tsʔi id., except for cases of correspondence between Xam ts’ and ǃXóõ  (see 3.2..2);
the source of ǃXóõ initial c-, on the other hand, still remains unclear;
b) in [BLEEK 956] there are occasional cases of initial tʔ- for Masarwa
and Nuen, as in Mas. tʔym, Nuen tʔum ‛skin’ — ǃXóõ t,m id. This could
indicate that glottalisation in initial consonants could be more widespread
on the PSK level than is evident from the ǃXóõ material (where glottalised
consonants, especially dental ones, are extremely rare);
c) uvular consonants, presumably well preserved in ǃXóõ, display some
rather peculiar correspondences as far as the ǃWi subgroup is concerned. Cf.
the two best examples: ǃXóõ qû-je ‛ostrich’ (Nuen koi id.) — Ng kue, but
Xam toe, toi, Khomani twe, tjwe, toi, Kxau toe, tue, Kue toe, Auni toi; ǃXóõ
qáiᵑ ‛beautiful, pretty, nice’ (Nuen xai ‛pretty’) — Ng kiai ‛good’, Auni
xwe, xwoi id., but Xam twai-iᵑ, Nusan toai id. Note that similar variation
between dental and velar reflexes — albeit with a somewhat different distribution — is often seen in the case of original dentals (as in Xam ta ‛to lie
down’, Ng tia, kia id., Nu kiᵑ ‛to lay down’, Auni toa ‛to lie down’; Xam tuᵑ
‛skin’, Ng tuᵑ, twaᵑ, 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 languages), which eventually brings the articulation backwards (see, for instance, the description in [DOKE 936: ]); 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.. Vocalism. Despite numerous cases in which ǃWi and Taa are in
perfect agreement with each other as far as vowel articulation is concerned, there are also numerous instances where the original phoneme is exceedingly hard to determine. This often has to do with the fact of strange
vowel alternations in these subgroups, mostly in verbal roots — cf., for instance, variants like na, ne, neiᵑ, naʔa for the verb ‛to see’ in Khomani
([MAINGARD 93: 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. qê~áää on the class
system of ǃXóõ 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 determine the original situation in ǃWi languages without a detailed and
precise analysis of the respective languages’ morphonemic and morphological structures, which, unfortunately, is hardly available for any of them.
Nevertheless, this situation only reaches an extreme point with a limited set of verbal roots, such as *nV ‛see’, *sV ‛come’, *tV ‛lie down’, *kV ‛to
say’, *qhV ‛to be not, to refuse’, etc. In nominal roots, the correspondences
are usually far less chaotic, with less variation within any one given language. It is roots like these that allow us to notice what might be really
non-trivial vocalic correspondences between Taa and ǃWi rather than
morphonemic differences. Cf.:
(a) ǃXóõ auᵑ ‛name’, pl. aᵑ: Mas. k’auᵑ, Nuen kaᵑ, but Xam, Ng,
Auni keᵑ id.; ǃXóõ ’aᵑ ‛fire’: Mas., Nuen aᵑ id., but Xam, Kue i, e, Ng,
Auni Haasi i, Khomani ʔi id.; ǃXóõ -li ‛blue wildebeest’: Mas. kari,
Nuen gre id., but Ng, Khomani, Auni ke, Kxau keᵑ id.; ǃXóõ q‛small’, but Xam ts’e- id.;
(b) ǃXóõ g--e ‛tortoise shell container’, but Xam goe, Ng gwe
‛tortoise’, Khomani goʔei ‛sand tortoise’; ǃXóõ /a ‛father’: Mas. a, Nuen a
id., but Xam, Kue, Nusan oa id. (although Ng, Xegwi a id.); ǃXóõ qhà-i
‛dog’: Mas. xai, xi, Nuen khi id., but Xam, Ng kwiŋ, Nu khon, Kxau
huni, Kue wiŋ, Seroa kuenia, Auni kᵑ id. (although Haasi haŋ), etc.
These as well as other examples demonstrate a curious tendency for
ǃXóõ (and Proto-Taa) a to correspond not only to Proto-ǃWi *a, but *e and
*o as well. At the same time correspondences between Taa *e, *o and ǃWi
*e, *o (more frequently, *u) are also available: cf. ǃXóõ  hèᵑ ‛breast, milk’ —
Ng keᵑ id., Auni keiᵑ-si ‛breast’; ǃXóõ ʔnòhaᵑ ‛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 extensions in both subgroups. In that case, we would probably have to treat all
the ǃWi forms in group (a) as former structures of the [Ca + e] type, i. e. roots
ending in -a- that have at one point received the extension *-e-, after which
*-ae- > -e-, presumably on the Proto-ǃWi level already, whereas the Taa subgroup retains the more archaic look of the root. The same approach hardly
works for group (b), though, where the «secondary» apparition of a labialized vowel in ǃWi 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 *, which, in PSK,
were quite separate from *e and *o. Later on, their open character caused
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them to merge with *a in Taa, whereas in ǃWi 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 _äÉÉâ-era researchers — many of whom, moreover, did distinguish
between e/ and o/, 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 ǃXóõ 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
Nu 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 ǃWi itself. A few of these have been described by R. e~ëíJ
áåÖë [HASTINGS 200]; 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 keiᵑ-si id.; Xam khwa ‛water’ —
Auni ka id.; Xam k″waᵑ ‛to cry’ — Auni k″a id., etc. The glide in question,
apart from Xam, is frequently seen in Kue (kwaŋ ‛milk’ = ‛breast’) and occasionally in Khomani (kxʔa, kxʔwa ‛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. ǃXóõ  hèᵑ id.; for ‛water’, cf. ǃXóõ qha id.; cf. also Xam twaiiᵑ ‛good’ — ǃXóõ qáiᵑ id.). There are some cases that do not fall under this
condition — like Xam noaŋ ‛liver’ vs. Ng nain, ǃXóõ na-m id. — but they
are too few to suggest a special phonological opposition based on Xam evidence alone. (Besides, some of them could be accounted for by the already
postulated opposition between *o and *; if PSK ‛liver’ = *n, then Proto-ǃWi
‛liver’ = *n-a- > Xam noa-ŋ, but Proto-Taa ‛liver’ = *na-a- > ǃXóõ na-).
3.3. Lexics. As has been pointed out earlier, ǃXóõ is the only Taa language
that boasts an extensive and presumably well-transcribed vocabulary. Moreover, unlike Zhu’hoan, ǃXóõ seems to have incorporated a significantly smaller
amount of CK lexics, which makes the material overall more reliable for external comparison. Nevertheless, any ǃXóõ form that can be confirmed with
extra Taa or ǃWi data, be it from _äÉÉâ’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 reasonably high, although major work still has to be done about the extraction of
valuable ǃWi material from _äÉÉâ’s dictionary and its proper etymologization.
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Among the 00-word list the following items present us with ǃWi-Taa
only isoglosses: ‛all’, ‛blood’ (Xam, Ng xau, Auni xauʔu; not attested in
ǃXóõ, but cf. Mas. xuᵑ), ‛bone’, ‛breast’, ‛ear’, ‛foot’, ‛horn’, ‛lie’, ‛liver’,
‛neck’, ‛not’, ‛one’, ‛tooth’, ‛two’.
4.0. PROTO-PERIPHERAL KHOISAN (PPeK).
.. Overview. As we arrive at the significantly deeper level of Peripheral
Khoisan, comprising the two main branches of Proto-North-Hoan (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 aáÅâÉåë and the ǃXóõ
vocabulary of qê~áää; 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 discrepancies between compared families, and thus diachronic phenomena that were
only occasional and disjointed on the lower levels assume an almost threateningly 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 correspondence 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 correspondence «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 etymological database for PPeK and establishing patterns of possible correspondences 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 present 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 resemblances between NK, SK, and Hoan are especially strong. Out of all the
works involving etymological comparison between those branches, the
most important are [EHRET 986], [HONKEN 988], and [HONKEN 998];
somewhat more chaotic, but nevertheless noteworthy is the list presented
by J. ^êÖóäÉ [ARGYLE 99]; [SANDS 998] and [TRAILL 986] also list multiple parallels, although the aims of these two works do not include establishment of systematic phonetic correspondences.
.2. Phonology.
.2.. Click influxes. The system of click influx correspondences between PNH and PSK can be briefly summarized as follows:
PPeK
*
*1
*
*1
*ǃ
*ǃ1
*
*1
*
*1

PNH
*
*ǃ
*
*
*ǃ
*ǃ
*
*
*
*

PSK
*
*
*
*
*ǃ
*
*ǃ
*
*
*

(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 .2..3).
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 «» 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).

36 d. pí~êçëíáå. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

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 splittings have afflicted both of them, and no matter how much we «rearrange»
the phonetic interpretations in PPeK, it will be impossible to realign the table 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 statistical evidence. The most frequent click influx in Zhu’hoan is the alveolar
 (appr. 80 cases with the most obvious CK borrowings extracted from the
list), which does indeed figure in 5 out of 0 cells in the above table (including the correspondences for the retroflex click, which in Zhu’hoan
merges with the alveolar one). In ǃXóõ, on the other hand, the alveolar click
is only second in frequency (appr. 30 cases) to the lateral click (appr. 60
cases) — whereas in Zhu’hoan, on the other hand, the lateral click is significantly more rare (appr. 35 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  cells in PSK, yet
only in  cell in PNH. (See the diagrams in [TRAILL 99a] for more details
on statistics for classes of phonemes in Zhu’hoan and ǃXóõ).
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 (.3) with its own examples.
.2... PPeK *.
[] PNH *i ‛aardwolf’ (Hoan i; Zhu. aìh ‛jackal sp.’; ǃXũ (Ll.) gi
‛antbear’) — ǃXóõ āhi ‛aardwolf’.
[2] PNH *uʔi ‛thin, small’ (Hoan kxui ‛narrow, small’; Zhu. ùʔí ‛thin
/of paper, etc./’) — ǃXóõ ʔûi ‛small’.
[3] PNH *qʔU ‛(to be) dry’ (Hoan qʔau; Zhu. ʔò) — PSK *ʔo (ǃXóõ ʔòo;
Xam ko-wa ‛dry’; Xegwi ko-wa ‛thirsty’).
[] PNH * ui ‛a k. of bird’ (Hoan (n) ui ‛weaver bird’; Zhu. gúí ‛redbilled quelea, finch’) — ǃXóõ  ùi ‛redheaded finch’.
[5] PNH *naʔni ‛to refuse’ (Hoan niʔni; Zhu. nàní-nanì ‛to dissuade’) — ǃXóõ náʔni kV ‛to reject, refuse’.
[6] PNH *ʔnm ‛springhare’ (Hoan ʔnm; Zhu. nm; Auen nm; ǃXũ
(Ll.) nomm; Ov. ʔnm (W), nm (E)) — PT *n#- id. (ǃXóõ n,i; Nuen noe).
[] PNK *au ‛green, blue’ (Zhu. auhᵑ; Auen kauᵑ, gauᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.)
kuᵑ, kaᵑ; ǃOǃKung kaᵑŋ) — PSK *g- id. (ǃXóõ g0hi; Mas. gi; Xam kain,
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kain-ya; Ng k-la ‛yellow’). Whether Hoan zʔa ‛green, yellow’ has anything to do with this etymology is yet to be established (see ex. 2 in section .2.2 for more on the subject).
[8] PNK *ga ‛to marry; wedding’ (Zhu. gá ‛wedding’; ǃOǃKung ga ‛to
marry; wife’) — PSK *ʔn[h]a- ‛to marry; spouse’ (ǃXóõ ʔnàn ‛spouse’, ʔàhna
ʔnàńa ‛to marry’; Nuen ha ‛husband’; Xam haᵑ id.; Khomani ŋau, ŋou
‛to marry’; Xegwi han id., ha ‛husband’; Auni haaᵑ ‛to marry’, ha, haᵑ
‛consort’).
[9] PNK *gui ‛hyaena’ (Zhu. guìh ‛spotted hyaena’; ǃXũ (açâÉ) gwi
‛brown hyaena’; ǃOǃKung gwiᵑ id.) — ǃXóõ ʔnùᵑ ‛brown hyaena’.
[0] PNK *hi ‛rhinoceros’ (Zhu. háí; Auen xi; ǃXũ (Ll.) khi) — ǃXóõ
qhái ‛buffalo’.
[] PNK *kxoaᵑ ‛phlegm, cold’ (Zhu. kxòàᵑ; Tsum., Tsin., Ok. kxòaᵑ,
etc.) — ǃXóõ  òe ‛phlegm’.
[2] PNK *na ‛to dance (of women)’ (Zhu. namm; Tsum., Tsin.
nām¯, etc.) — ǃXóõ nāhm ‛to play with, joke with; to hold a curing dance’.
[3] PNK *nom ‛to bewitch; medicine’ (Zhu. nom; Auen nu, num ‛medicine man’; ǃOǃKung num k″au id.; Ov. nȁm ‛curse’) — PSK *ʔnU- ‛spirit’ (ǃXóõ
ʔnòhaᵑ ‛spirits of an individual (malevolent)’; Xam nu ‛dead, departed, spirit’).
[] Zhu. n/ʔó ‛barn owl’ — ǃXóõ `ho id.
[5] Zhu. ganì-àèàècè ‛Karoo scrub robin’ — ǃXóõ gàni-sè ‛Kalahari
robin’.
[6] Zhu. ghá ‛to shelter (from the weather)’ — ǃXóõ gâa kV id.
[] Zhu. ghà ‛to hang, lay out (meat)’ — ǃXóõ gàhʔaᵑ ‛mat of branches
(e. g. for meat)’.
[8] Zhu. hàì ‛young, green’ — ǃXóõ qhéᵑ ‛raw, fresh’.
[9] Zhu. hóró ‛Corallocarpus sp.’ — ǃXóõ qhúʔlu-kú ‛Corallocarpus
bainesii’. See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[20] Zhu. gxòró ‛brown hyaena’ — ǃXóõ  háli id.
[2] Hoan oma ‛large snake’ — ǃXóõ ûma ‛python’.
[22] Hoan a ‛hare’ — Xam aᵑ id.
[23] Hoan ga ‛to try’ — ǃXóõ gàha kV ‛to try, exert oneself’.
[2] Hoan goʔe ‛chest (of animal)’ — ǃXóõ gúi ‛breastbone’.
[25] Hoan qha ‛women’ — PSK *a- id. (ǃXóõ `aᵑ; Nuen gaiᵑ; ProtoǃWi *a-i-ti ‛woman, girl’ > Xam aiti; Ng aiti, aiki, gaiki, gaiti; Khomani
ʔai-tje, ʔai-tji, kei-ki; Kxau ka-ti; Kue a-ti; Xegwi a-ze; Auni ge-ki).
.2..2. PPeK *1.
[26] PNH *u ‛name’ (Hoan o; Zhu. ú; Auen ku, khu; ǃXũ (Ll.) ku,
gu; ǃOǃKung ku; Ov. ű) — PSK *[u]ᵑ (ǃXóõ auᵑ, pl. aᵑ; Mas. k″auᵑ; Nuen
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kaᵑ; Xam, Ng keᵑ; Nu iᵑ, eᵑ; Auni ke, keᵑn). The comparison is acceptable
if PNH *-u- < PPeK *--u- (where -u- = former suffixal extension).
[2] PNH *[g]u ‛belly, stomach’ (Hoan o; Zhu. gú; ǃXũ (iäçóÇ, açâÉ)
gu; ǃOǃKung gu) — PSK *o[] ‛stomach’ (ǃXóõ ōh-aᵑ; Xam, Nusan ko-a;
Xegwi ku-bwa).
[28] PNH *gai ‛wildebeest’ (Hoan g(a)i; Zhu. gaih; Auen geᵑ; ǃXũ
(Ll.) gi; ǃOǃKung ge, gei) — PSK * id. (ǃXóõ /-li; Mas. kā-ri; Nuen g-re;
Ng, Auni ke; Nu e; Kxau keᵑ).
[29] PNH *kxV~*qʔV ‛heart’ (Hoan qʔon; Zhu. kxá; Auen ka; ǃXũ
(Ll.) xa, k”a, (açâÉ) ʔa; ǃOǃKung k″a; Ov. kxá) — PSK *qʔ- id. (ǃXóõ qʔàn,
pl. qʔaᵑ; Mas. i; Nuen gaŋ; Xam iᵑ; Ng gai, ge; Nu ii; Khomani kē-kji;
Kxau kae; Kue ᵑ; Auni , e; Nusan eᵑ).
[30] PNK *o[]m ‛dew’ (Zhu. ohm; ǃXũ (Ll.) kumm) — ǃXóõ ùh-li id.
[3] PNK *gam ‛to hide’ (Zhu. gám; Auen gm; ǃXũ (Ll.) gm) —
ǃXóõ gàhʔo / gahʔBV ‛to hide, conceal’.
[32] PNK *kxui ‛hair’ (Zhu. kxúí; Auen k”we; ǃXũ (Ll.) k”we, (açâÉ)
kxʔwi; ǃOǃKung kwi, k”wi) — PSK * hu- id. (ǃXóõ  hùaᵑ; Mas. kwa-ni; Xam,
Ng ku, khu; Nu huu-ke; Khomani khu, khu-ke; Xegwi khuᵑ; Auni kho;
Haasi ; Khatia koo; Nusan huᵑ).
[33] PNK *nUm ‛stone, mountain’ (Zhu. nòm; Auen num; ǃXũ (Ll.)
num, nom, (açâÉ) num; ǃOǃKung num; Ov. nòm) — PSK *nu- id. (ǃXóõ nūle, pl. nū-n; Mas. nu-n ‛mountain’, ny-le ‛stone’). Curiously enough, eÉáââáJ
åÉå distinguishes between Ov. nòm ‛stone’ and ʔnȁm ‛hill’; so does açâÉ,
who places the differentiation on the tone (nūm ‛stone’, nûm ‛mountain’). If
these are indeed two etymologically different roots, then cf. also ǃXóõ ùhm
‛hill, niche for trees’ as an alternate etymology for the second one.
[3] Zhu. ùᵑ ‛to ask for’ — ǃXóõ ūh-i kV ‛to beg, request, ask for’.
[35] Zhu. ùʔí ‛to be constipated’ — ǃXóõ gūʔ-ni, gūʔ-li id.
[36] Zhu. gàʔàᵑ ‛bitter, sour’ — ǃXóõ ʔnâʔm ‛bitter tasting’.
[3] Zhu. gʔànù ‛to be stiff (of body)’ — ǃXóõ  àli ‛pins and needles,
cramp, numbness’.
[38] Zhu. gùʔúᵑ ‛to watch’ — ǃXóõ (-a id.
[39] Zhu. gxárú ‛to gnaw, scrape’ — ǃXóõ gxùʔle ‛to gnaw meat off a
bone’ (not very reliable due to differences in vocalism).
[0] Zhu. nòó ‛to yearn for, mourn, wish’ — ǃXóõ nóo kV ‛to desire
someone intensely’.
[] Zhu. nom ‛sex, promiscuity’ — ǃXóõ ʔn(-aᵑ ‛sex, over-sexed person, behaviour’.
[2] Zhu. nʔómá ‛to blink’ — PSK *ʔnma id. (ǃXóõ ʔn6ma; Xam
dabba).
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[3] Zhu. n-iᵑ ‛to limp’ — PSK *ʔn-ro id. (ǃXóõ ʔnhlo; Xam durru).
[] Zhu. noʔm ‛to suck’ — ǃXóõ ʔn7m ‛to hold pips in the mouth’.
[5] Hoan ʔnne ‛buttock’ — ǃXóõ ʔn6i kV ‛to insult someone by raising the leg and showing off the anus’.
.2..3. PPeK *.
[6] PNH *am ‛spoon’ (Hoan am; Zhu. nhàì-àm) — ǃXóõ gàhm id.
[] PNH *qhuni ‛elbow’ (Hoan qhoni; Zhu. húní; Auen ni; ǃXũ
(Ll.) kwonni, xwonni, (açâÉ) guni; ǃOǃKung kuni, kni, kuni; Ov. ghűn8 ) — PSK * uRV (ǃXóõ  húli; Nuen gunni; Xam kʔunni; Auni ni-ke).
See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[8] PNK *gho- ‛dog’ (Zhu. ghú-íᵑ, ghó-á; ǃXũ (Ll.) kwe, (açâÉ) ʔhwi;
ǃOǃKung kwe; Ov. ghóe) — PSK *qh- (ǃXóõ qhà-i, pl. qhà-ba-tê; Mas. xai,
xi; Nuen khi; Xam, Ng kw-iŋ; Nu kho-n, khu-in; Kxau huni; Kue
w-iŋ; Seroa ku-enia; Xegwi (_äÉÉâ) kw-i, (i~åÜ~ã=C=e~ääçïÉë) tlweng;
Auni kᵑ; Haasi haŋ).
[9] PNK *ghui ‛rotten egg’ (Zhu. ghúí; Tsum. ghúi, Tsin., Ok., Leeu.
ʔhúi, Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ʔúi, etc.) — PSK *gu- ‛egg’ (ǃXóõ gú-aᵑ, dimin. kâgúu-bê; Nuen gwo-iᵑ; Xam kaui[ᵑ]; Ng hauᵑ; Khomani gwi ‛ostrich
egg’; Auni uiᵑ id.). See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[50] PNK *kxumi ‛to mix’ (Zhu. kxúmí; Tsum., Tsin., Ok., Leeu. kxúmi, etc.) — ǃXóõ kxúmi sV id.
[5] PNK *nu(ᵑ) ‛to travel by night’ (Zhu. nuhᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) nu) — ǃXóõ
nùiᵑ id.
[52] PNK *ʔau ‛care, slowness’ (Zhu. ʔáú-sí; Tsum., Leeu. ʔāù; Tsin.,
Ok. ’āušè) — ǃXóõ qáʔu kV ‛to be careful, conserve, do gently’).
[53] PNK *ʔui ‛caracal’ (Zhu. ʔùì; Auen wi; Tsum., Tsin., Ok. ʔùi,
etc.) — PSK *ʔu- id. (ǃXóõ qhāa ʔùi; Khomani kui ‛rooikat’). See [HONKEN
998: 8].
[5] Zhu. ʔàbè ‛shiny’ — ǃXóõ /ba id. Cf. also Hoan ʔana ‛white’; if
the etymology is correct, the root must have had two different suffixal
extensions on the PPeK level.
[55] Zhu. /ʔí ‛springbok’ — ǃXóõ ài id.
[56] Zhu. ʔò ‛to be dented, dent’ — ǃXóõ qáo kV ‛to crush, squash
between the fingers, dent’.
[5] Zhu. òà ‛reed mat’ — ǃXóõ ûa ‛sleeping mat’. See [HONKEN 998:
80].
[58] Zhu. òm ‛to divide, share out’ — ǃXóõ qúm-qùm ‛to disperse or
go off in numbers’.
[59] Zhu. uhᵑ ‛ant-lion’ — ǃXóõ  `haᵑ hái id. (The comparison is acceptable if the ǃXóõ form < * ᵑ).
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[60] Zhu. gʔm ‛to strangle, throttle’ — ǃXóõ gōʔla ‛to throttle’.
[6] Zhu. hòànà ‛to stretch out’ — ǃXóõ qhòna kV ‛to straighten’. See
[HONKEN 998: 6].
[62] Zhu. hú ‛banded spitting cobra’ — ǃXóõ either qù-e ‛cape cobra’
(better semantically) or qhúu ‛small python’ (better phonetically).
[63] Zhu. ʔhárí ‛to become chipped (of enamel)’ — ǃXóõ qháʔle
‛chipped, flaked, have a blemished surface’.
[6] Zhu. ʔhò ‛womb’ — ǃXóõ nho ‛ovary, womb’. See [HONKEN
998: 6].
[65] Zhu. xúbí ‛shoulder joint’ — ǃXóõ xúbi ‛radius and ulna’. (Cf.
also Xam xuiᵑ ‛inner bone of forearm, ulna’ for a potentially different suffixal extension).
[66] Zhu. nrì ‛to stir (liquid)’ — ǃXóõ n/hli sV ‛to stir up the coals’.
[6] Zhu. ʔábí ‛to lift up (something flat)’ — ǃXóõ hābi ‛to be raised
up; to raise (pl.)’.
[68] Zhu. ʔàn ‛to go ahead, be first’ — ǃXóõ hàᵑ ‛ahead, first’. See
[HONKEN 998: 6].
[69] Zhu. ʔómá ‛to kiss’ — ǃXóõ ʔûmaᵑ kV id.
[0] Zhu. ʔóré ‛biceps’ — ǃXóõ ʔólo ‛bicep, upper arm muscle’.
[] Hoan gole ‛to be blind’ — ǃXóõ gōle ‛blind’.
[2] Hoan kxau ‛black’ — PT *a[ʔ] id. (ǃXóõ áʔ-ńa; Nuen ka-na).
[3] Hoan qma ‛wing’ — ǃXóõ  /hma id.
[] Hoan [q]hoan ‛Hoan person’ — ǃXóõ qhūaᵑ ‛south’.
[5] Hoan qhui-qhui ‛gray’ — ǃXóõ  húi ‛yellow’.
[6] Hoan qʔui ‛wind’ — PSK *qhu- ‛wind’ (ǃXóõ qhùe; Mas. khwe,
k″we; Nuen khwe, kwe, xe; Xam kwe, khwe; Ng khwe; Khomani kowe,
khwe; Xegwi šuwi; Auni kwe).
[] Hoan  oe ‛to whistle’ — ǃXóõ  ū-ni id.
[8] Hoan ʔn ‛right (hand)’ — ǃXóõ ʔn/uᵑ ‛right side’.
.2... PPeK *1.
[9] PNH *qhuᵑ ‛steenbok’ (Hoan qhoᵑ; Zhu. ʔhúᵑ; Auen hoᵑ; ǃXũ
(açâÉ) kuᵑ; ǃOǃKung hum) — Proto-ǃWi *ʔu[i]ᵑ id. (Xam kuiŋ; Ng koiŋ;
Khomani ʔun; Auni koᵑ).
[80] PNH *nh#i ‛mouse’ (Hoan ne; Zhu. nhuì; ǃXũ (Ll.) nuhi, (açâÉ)
nhwi) — ǃXóõ n:-je ‛mouse, muscle’.
[8] PNK *ani ‛to shake’ (Zhu. àìᵑ-anì; Ang. ǃXũ ānì) — ǃXóõ g/ni ‛to
tremble (of a limb), shake’.
[82] PNK * ‛gall’ (Zhu. ; Ang. ǃXũ ) — ǃXóõ gáu ‛bile’.
[83] PNK * u ‛African wild dog’ (Zhu.  ùú; Tsin., Ok., Leeu. kxùù,
etc.) — ǃXóõ  ū-i ‛hunting dog’.
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[8] PNK *nuʔuᵑ ‛to swallow with difficulty, choke’ (Zhu. nù’úᵑ; ǃXũ
(Ll.) nuúᵑ) — ǃXóõ  (hnu ʔúᵑ kV ‛to choke on food’.
[85] Zhu. ahm ‛to pour out, to leak very much’ — ǃXóõ /haᵑ hûᵑ ‛to
leak, drip’.
[86] Zhu. aboh ‛to pile things on top of each other’ — ǃXóõ  àbo kV ‛to
pile up’.
[8] Zhu. rì ‛umbrella thorn tree, Acacia heteracantha’ — ǃXóõ  /hli
‛sp. of thornbush, Acacia Fleckii’.
[88] Zhu. ʔè ‛armpit’ — ǃXóõ  āhʔm kV ‛to hold under the arm’.
[89] Zhu. uʔùᵑ ‛to tighten (knot)’ — ǃXóõ gúni ‛knot’.
[90] Zhu. g/m ‛a k. of grass (Hermannia sp.)’ — ǃXóõ q/ʔn~q/n ‛Hermannia aethiopica’.
[9] Zhu. ní ‛to drown’ — ǃXóõ qʔòni síi ‛to be enveloped, drown’
(assuming a metathese of nasality in Zhu’hoan).
[92] Zhu. ʔú ‛foot-prints, hoof-prints’ — ǃXóõ ʔùa kV ‛to run after,
follow tracks while running’.
[93] Hoan be ‛belly’ (TRAILL 93) — PT * ba (ǃXóõ  0ba ‛wall of
the stomach’; Nuen gāba-n ‛belly’).
[9] Hoan oe ‛shoulder’ — ǃXóõ úi ‛collar bone’.
[95] Hoan ui, ʔui ‛fat’ (TRAILL 93) — ǃXóõ úʔi ‛fat on the waist’.
.2..5. PPeK *ǃ.
[96] PNK *aᵑ ‛to wait’ (Zhu. àᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) ka(ᵑ); Tsum., Tsin., Ok., Leeu.,
Mpu., Cui., Cnd. àᵑ, etc.) — PSK *aᵑ id. (ǃXóõ àᵑ; Xam ka(ᵑ); Auni kʔaᵑ).
[9] PNK *ai ‛mortar’ (Hoan aiai; Zhu. àì; Auen ke; ǃXũ (Ll.) ke,
khe; ǃOǃKung gai, kai, ke) — ǃXóõ gâi id.
[98] PNK *aʔò ‛cheetah’ (Zhu. aʔò; ǃXũ (Ll.) kau ‛hunting leopard’) —
ǃXóõ qāhû ‛cheetah’. Cf., perhaps, also Hoan uᵑ id. (although *q- would
be really expected).
[99] PNK *e ‛to hunt’ (Zhu. è; Auen gi, ki) — ǃXóõ qāhe id.
[00] PNK *o ‛cheek’ (Zhu. omm; ǃXũ (Ll.) kumm, (açâÉ) gum) —
ǃXóõ gùm ‛jaw muscle’.
[0] PNK *u-u ‛assegai’ (Zhu. úù; Auen kuku, kuku ‛knife’; ǃXũ (iäçóÇ,
açâÉ) kuku; ǃOǃKung kuku) — PT *o ‛knife’ (ǃXóõ ōo; Mas. g, ko, kho).
[02] PNK *g ‛heel’ (ǃXũ (açâÉ) goʔo; Ang. ǃXũ gg; cf. also Zhu.
gògòró?) — ǃXóõ g-ba-kú id.
[03] PNK *nao ‛to load’ (Zhu. nàò; Auen nau, naua) — ǃXóõ nàho
kV ‛to load up’.
[0] PNK *n ‛inside’ (Zhu. náng; ǃXũ (açâÉ) ;ˆ) — ǃXóõ hàn ‛inside,
centre’.
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[05] PNK *nhae ‛to dodge, duck, escape’ (Zhu. nhàè; Ang. ǃXũ
nʔhāè) — ǃXóõ 6ʔm — 6ʔBV ‛to avoid, evade; to watch out for, fear’.
[06] PNK *ʔoaᵑ ‛to yawn’ (Zhu. ʔòàᵑ; Auen oaᵑ; ǃXũ (iäçóÇ, açâÉ)
koaᵑ; Ov. ʔm-ʔȁaᵑ) — ǃXóõ hûa id. — Proto-ǃWi *goa id. (Xam goa-ken; Nu
goa). (No PSK reconstruction is provided because the exact click efflux is
hard to establish). See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[0] PNK *ʔuiᵑ ‛to take care of’ (Zhu. ʔúíᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) kwiᵑ) — ǃXóõ ʔúiᵑ
kV id.
[08] Zhu. aʔà ‛dry season’ — ǃXóõ á-e ‛cold dry season, winter’.
[09] Zhu. abòh ‛tracks of many people together’ — ǃXóõ qàba kV ‛to
follow in the spoor, tracks; retrace one’s tracks’.
[0] Zhu. àì ‛wild pear, Ochna pulchra’ — ǃXóõ àh-la id.
[] Zhu. aìhᵑ ‛to shake something out of container’ — ǃXóõ àhiᵑ kV
‛to beat (as a blanket)’.
[2] Zhu. àù ‛bag (from springhare, steenbok or duiker skin)’ — ǃXóõ
āoᵑ ‛large sack, bag made from two steenbok skins’.
[3] Zhu. oò-ò ‛toktokkie beetle’ — ǃXóõ óo-ôo id.
[] Zhu. óbó ‛red-billed francolin’ — ǃXóõ ōbo ‛quail’.
[5] Zhu. ʔùᵑ ‛vein, artery’ — ǃXóõ òhoᵑ id.
[6] Zhu. ʔòrù ‛trachea’ — ǃXóõ gúnu id.
[] Zhu. ù ‛back apron’ — ǃXóõ gúu ‛front apron’. (Cf. also Hoan
guu ‛apron’, although the loss of click influx is puzzling).
[8] Zhu. gohm ‛bottom, buttock’ — ǃXóõ ,e, pl. ,m-tê ‛buttocks’.
[9] Zhu. xàm ‛to make porridge’ — ǃXóõ xâm kV ‛to stir (e. g. mealie
meal)’.
[20] Zhu. kxóbó ‛to heal, be healed, cool down (of food)’ — ǃXóõ
kxòba ‛to cool down (of sun in the afternoon)’.
[2] Zhu. nám ‛space, room, opening’ — ǃXóõ nám ‛clearing, clear
place’.
[22] Zhu. nahm ‛to reconnoitre, spy out’ — ǃXóõ n- ‛to notice, investigate’.
[23] Zhu. nòàᵑ ‛to wade, walk in water’ — ǃXóõ nni ‛to flow’ (alternatively, cf. in NK: Ang. ǃXũ na ‛to swim’ — or is that the same root?).
[2] Zhu. nòm ‛to be cripple, lame’ — ǃXóõ ʔnùma ‛limp’.
[25] Zhu. nùʔúᵑ ‛to throw away’ — ǃXóõ n,huᵑ ‛to remove, move off’.
[26] Hoan aᵑ ‛to sit (legs straight)’ — ǃXóõ āᵑ ‛to be straight’.
[2] Hoan ani ‛to carry’ — ǃXóõ án id. Cf., perhaps, also PNK *ae id.
(if the original root form is *a-)?
[28] Hoan gam ‛left side’ — ǃXóõ gàhm id.
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[29] Hoan gme ‛bent around’ — ǃXóõ g=o ‛hunched, stooped,
crouched’.
[30] Hoan (n) ma ‛chest (of human)’ — ǃXóõ  āhma ‛sternum’.
[3] Hoan hna ‛to snore’ — ǃXóõ n/hna id. (Unclear if PNK * unV
id. belongs here as well, but see section 6. on more details).
[32] Hoan na ‛bowl’ — ǃXóõ nàa ‛container’.
[33] Hoan nori ‛to destroy’ — ǃXóõ nóli ‛to spoil, waste’.
[3] Hoan ʔa-e ‛outside’ — ǃXóõ ʔàn-tí, ʔàᵑ-ní ‛outside, out’.
.2..6. PPeK *ǃ1.
[35] PNK *a ‛bird sp. (korhaan)’ (Zhu. ah ‛red-crested korhaan’; ǃXũ
(Ll.) ka ‛a bird’; ǃOǃKung ka ‛bustard’) — ǃXóõ ā-ba, pl. ām-ká-tê ‛black
korhaan’.
[36] PNK *o[-ma] ‛short’ (Zhu. òmà; Auen go; ǃXũ (Ll.) koma; ǃOǃKung
ko-ko) — ǃXóõ ôhʔm ‛light, soft, insubstantial in weight’. (The etymology is
sonewhat dubious due to both semantic and phonetic reasons. The PNK root
is clearly just *o, with *-ma interpreted as the frequent nominal/adjectival
diminutive suffix; whether the final -m in ǃXóõ 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’).
[3] PNK *goʔa ‛chest’ (Zhu. gòʔá; Auen gwa) — ǃXóõ gúu id. (if the
PNH form really = *goʔa, the comparison should rather be filed under ..8).
[38] PNK * oa ‛knee’ (Zhu.  oa; Auen kwa-ni; ǃXũ (Ll.) koa, khoa,
(açâÉ) xwa) — PSK * U- id. (ǃXóõ  úᵑ-nàn; Mas. koᵑ-naŋ; Nuen guᵑni; Auni koe). In all Taa dialects the root is always used as first component within the compound * Uᵑ-nV, which can be compared to the respective Auen form kwa-ni. (The meaning of the second component,
however, remains unclear).
[39] PNK *gxo ‛to be pregnant’ (Zhu. gxòó; ǃXũ (açâÉ) ʔo, ŋʔo; Ang.
ǃXũ kxòo) — ǃXóõ gxóu — gxóV ‛to be pregnant’ (also with the meaning ‛to
put a skin across the shoulder for gathering’ — two omonymous roots?).
[0] PNK *ʔnuᵑ ‛to stand’ (Zhu. núᵑ; Auen nu; ǃXũ (Ll.) nu(ᵑ);
ǃOǃKung nw-a; Ov. ʔnȕᵑ (W), nűᵑ (E)) — PT *huᵑ id. (ǃXóõ hûᵑ; Mas. kuᵑ,
koᵑ, huᵑ; Nuen hu, kuᵑ).
[] Zhu. gánú ‛hipbone’ — ǃXóõ gànu id. See [HONKEN 98: ].
[2] Zhu. gʔíᵑ ‛ochre, red stone’ — ǃXóõ gàʔi ‛red oxide’. See
[HONKEN 998: ].
[3] Zhu. gùʔúbú ‛to swell, be bloated’ — ǃXóõ úhʔbu ‛to swell up’.
[] Zhu. g/ ‛to belch, burp’ — ǃXóõ gàha ‛to belch’. See [HONKEN
998: 3].
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[5] Zhu. gxàrú ‛monitor lizard, leguan’ — ǃXóõ  /hni-kà ‛sp. of lizard’.
[6] Zhu. nʔì ‛crowned plover’ — ǃXóõ 6eᵑ id. See [HONKEN 998: 5].
[] Zhu. n/ʔú ‛mongoose species’ — ǃXóõ n/h-be ‛yellow mongoose’.
[8] Hoan  ‛to be afraid’ — PT *# ‛to fear’ (ǃXóõ #-aᵑ; Mas. kwo-i).
[9] Hoan kí-nò ‛to run’ — ǃXóõ nûu id. Cf., perhaps, also Zhu. noʔò
‛to do fast’.
.2... PPeK *.
[50] PNH *[g]àʔám- ‛to enter’ (Hoan am ‛to enter (pl. action)’; Zhu.
gàʔámá ‛to enter’; ǃXũ (Ll.) gabba, gabba; ǃOǃKung gaba; Ok. gàbá) — ǃXóõ
gâʔo / gaʔBV ‛to put in; to enter (pl. action)’.
[5] PNK *naʔ- ‛big’ (Zhu. naʔàᵑ; Auen na; ǃXũ (Ll.) ne-a ‛to be
large’, (açâÉ) nʔa ‛big’; ǃOǃKung na; Ov. nàʔà) — PSK *ʔnaʔ- ‛big, to
grow’ (ǃXóõ ʔnāhʔ-ni ‛to grow physically, mature’; Ng nai, ne ‛big, many’;
Kxau nai ‛big’, nai-n ‛many’).
[52] PNK *nŋ ‛to put down, sit down’ (Zhu. náng; ǃXũ (Ll.) niᵑ, niᵑ;
ǃOǃKung ni, ŋ) — ǃXóõ ʔnàhaᵑ ‛to lay horizontal’.
[53] PNK *gxa ‛rough; thorn’ (Zhu. gxà; ǃXũ (Ll.) nka ‛rough’; Ang.
ǃXũ kxàa ‛be coarse’) — ǃXóõ  hàeᵑ,  hàᵑ ‛quill, straight thorn’.
.2..8. PPeK *1.
[5] PNH *uʔuru ‛fingernail’ (Zhu. ùʔúrú; Auen kuru; ǃXũ (Ll.) kuru;
ǃOǃKung knu, kulu; cf. also Hoan ʔo id. — is Hoan preserving the old
suffixless form here?) — PSK *qu[rV] id. (ǃXóõ qû-le, pl. qû-n-sâ; Xam
kuru; Ng kurisi; Khomani (Mg.) koro-[si]; Xegwi kla; Auni korasa).
[55] PNK *goV ‛shoe’ (Zhu. goah ‛footwear’, goeh ‛shoe, sandal,
footwear’; Auen gwa ‛shoe’; ǃXũ (Ll.) goa, gua; Ang. ǃXũ gòė) — ǃXóõ
gùʔa ‛to put on sandals, shoes’. See [HONKEN 998: 5].
[56] PNK *xo ‛to be unlucky’ (Zhu. xò; Ov. xò ‛bad luck’) — ǃXóõ
xōo ‛to be out of luck’.
[5] PNK *noa ‛reed’ (Auen nwa; ǃXũ (Ll.) noa, nua; Ov. nòaᵑ) —
Xam noa ‛reed, arrow’.
.2..9. PPeK *.
[58] PNH *[nh]a-ra ‛camelthorn tree’ (Hoan ala; Zhu. nharà) —
ǃXóõ áa id.
[59] PNH *ha- ‛to show’ (Hoan ha; Zhu. hàèhàè; Ang. ǃXũ hà; Ov.
hàáᵑ) — ǃXóõ qhāa kV id.
[60] PNH *hoʔbu ‛foam’ (Hoan hoʔobu; Zhu. ʔhúbú; Ang. ǃXũ
ʔhùbu˙) — ǃXóõ ōhbu ‛froth, spray’. (Cf. also such forms as Ov. nhùrű
id. — indicating that *-bu may be just one of several possible PPeK extensions). See [HONKEN 998: 6].
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[6] PNH *[h]oʔro ‛whirlwind’ (Hoan hoʔolo; Zhu. orò; Mpu. ùri
‛wind’) — ǃXóõ ʔnòhʔlo id.
[62] PNH *nVbV ‛stork’ (Hoan no-nobe; Zhu. nábá) — ǃXóõ nûʔbe id.
[63] PNH *xaba ‛shoulderblade’ (Hoan xaba ‛point between shoulder
blades’; Zhu. xàbà ‛hump; shoulderblade’) — ǃXóõ qhába ‛thoracic vertebra’.
[6] PNH *kxu ‛to smell’ (Hoan kxo; Zhu. kxú; Auen k″o; ǃXũ (Ll.)
ku, (açâÉ) ku-sa; Ang. ǃXũ kxu ‛to stink’) — ǃXóõ kxâuᵑ ‛smell, scent (n.)’.
[65] PNK *a ‛hat, cap’ (Zhu. ah; Auen, ǃXũ (Ll.), Ang. ǃXũ ka) —
ǃXóõ àa ‛to put on (a hat, a necklace)’. See [HONKEN 998: 8].
[66] PNK *aᵑ ‛to appeal to, beg for’ (Zhu. àᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) ka ‛to ask for
by speaking’) — ǃXóõ gàᵑ ‛to beg for’.
[6] PNK *abe ‛to be hungry; hunger’ (Zhu. àbè; Auen kabe) —
ǃXóõ àhba ‛deprivation, hunger’.
[68] PNK *ma~*ba ‛to wear, get dressed’ (Zhu. /mà; Auen
kmma, kamma; ǃXũ (Ll.) kba, kabba ‛to sling on’, (açâÉ) ava ‛to dress’;
ǃOǃKung kaba ‛to wear’) — ǃXóõ g0hm — ghBV ‛to tie onto the body (e.
g. a skin, blanket)’.
[69] PNK *oe ‛still’ (Hoan oe; Zhu. oeh tè ‛but, but in fact’) — ǃXóõ
ōe ‛still’.
[0] PNK *ʔhaba ‛to walk briskly’ (Zhu. ʔhàbà; Ov. hȁbȁ
‛hurriedly’) — ǃXóõ n/ba ‛to walk briskly’. See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[] PNK *ʔh ‛a k. of snake’ (Zhu. ʔhàng ‛mole snake’; ǃXũ (Ll.) hiᵑn˙
‛a k. of snake’; ǃOǃKung kauᵑ ‛a snake’) — ǃXóõ n6ńa ‛sp. of snake’.
[2] PNK *nʔorV ‛bark’ (Zhu. nʔòrò; ǃOǃKung nli, nuli id.; Ov.
nùrì ‛peel or bark’) — PSK * #rV id. (ǃXóõ  #`le ‛to peel, strip, remove
bark’; Mas. gole ‛bark’).
[3] PNK *nhʔoru ‛aloe’ (Zhu. nhʔòrù; Tsin. nʔhùrù; Leeu. nʔhùrú;
Cui. nòlú; Cnd. nlù; North Om. nrú) — PT * orV (ǃXóõ  ólu ‛a sp. of
aloe’; Mas. golo ‛acacia’).
[] PNK *xa ‛again’ (Ang. ǃXũ xàa; Ov. xà) — ǃXóõ xâ-le id.
[5] PNK *xai ‛to sweep’ (Zhu. xáí; Auen xi) — ǃXóõ xái kV ‛to
clear, sweep’.
[6] PNK *xau ‛to set a trap’ (Zhu. xáú; Auen kau; ǃOǃKung kau;
Ov. xáo) — ǃXóõ xáu kV ‛to snare, trap’. See [HONKEN 998: 8].
[] PNK *xui ‛to ignore, belittle’ (Zhu. xùì; Ang. ǃXũ xùi ‛to
hate’) — ǃXóõ xûᵑ — xuV ‛to berate, criticize, find fault with’.
[8] PNK *kxa ‛to be satiated’ (Zhu. kxá; Auen aᵑ; ǃXũ (açâÉ)
a) — ǃXóõ kxāᵑ ‛to finish’. (Some of the NK forms may be influenced by
or directly borrowed from Nama â < PCK *kxaᵑ id.).
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[9] PNK *kxom ‛to punch (with fist)’ (Zhu. kxòm; ǃXũ (açâÉ) km;
Ang. ǃXũ kxòm) — ǃXóõ kxúm — kxuBV ‛to bore, drill; to hit, punch’.
[80] PNK *gxanV ‛gristle, cartilage’ (Zhu. gxànú; Tsum. gxàʔánú;
Tsin., Leeu. gkxàní, etc.) — ǃXóõ kxúnu ‛bridge of the nose, nasal bone’.
[8] PNK *gxom ‛upper arm’ (Zhu. gxóm; Auen gum; Tsin., Cui.
kxóm, etc.) — PT *kxo- id. (ǃXóõ kxō-a ‛upper arm, humerus’; Mas. xo-i
‛upper arm’).
[82] PNK *nʔobo ‛to wade’ (Zhu. nʔòbò; Ang. ǃXũ nbo) — ǃXóõ
áʔba kV ‛to walk on something wet’.
[83] PNK *ʔaba ‛to step over’ (Zhu. ʔàbà; Ov. ʔàbá) — ǃXóõ  àʔbu kâ id.
[8] PNK *ʔ ‛to tie up’ (Zhu. ʔàng; Auen eᵑ, eiᵑ, iᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) in˙,
(açâÉ) ŋ, kŋ; ǃOǃKung eiᵑ; Ang. ǃXũ ʔang) — ǃXóõ ʔnāhaᵑ ‛to bind, tie,
knot’.
[85] Zhu. àà ‛to warm (one’s hands) at the fire’ — PSK *a[] ‛to burn’
(ǃXóõ āha ‛to set alight, set on fire’; Mas. ka ‛to burn’; Nuen ka ‛to tattoo,
burn’; Xam, Ng ka, ke ‛to burn’; Kue ka id.; Xegwi, Auni ka ‛to cook’).
[86] Zhu. áú ‛well, good’ — ǃXóõ ám ‛well, nicely’.
[8] Zhu. ʔù ‛Cape lilac, Ehretia rigida’ — ǃXóõ g-u id.
[88] Zhu. òàᵑ-nà ‛francolin’ — ǃXóõ òa-òa-sè ‛red-billed francolin’.
[89] Zhu. gàáᵑ ‛to spend the day’ — ǃXóõ gàᵑ id.
[90] Zhu. gàʔání ‛spotted, piebald’ — ǃXóõ g`a kâ sīi ‛flecked, spotted, striped’.
[9] Zhu. gùbí ‛to pull between the legs’ — ǃXóõ gōhʔbi kV ‛to put
between the legs’.
[92] Zhu. xòàᵑ ‛to breathe heavily, pant’ — PT *qhoʔa ‛to breathe’
(ǃXóõ qhôʔaᵑ; Mas. ka).
[93] Zhu. kxàì ‛to be wrinkled’ — ǃXóõ gxāi ‛wrinkled (of skin or
berry)’.
[9] Zhu. kxùbì ‛to shake (a person), twitch (of the skin)’ — ǃXóõ  =bi
sV ‛to shake up a liquid’.
[95] Zhu. nàng ‛tuber of the morama bean’ — ǃXóõ ʔn0hn ‛morama
nut creeper’.
[96] Zhu. noboh ‛to beckon, call towards oneself’ — ǃXóõ nbo ‛to
talk softly, murmur, talk to oneself’.
[9] Zhu. nùbù ‛to peel (of one’s skin)’ — ǃXóõ  óʔbu ‛to peel off, become separated’.
[98] Zhu. nhahng ‛to scrape, sharpen (blade)’ — ǃXóõ n0hn sV ‛to
sharpen, file’. See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[99] Hoan obo ‛to jump over’ — ǃXóõ ōhbo id.
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[200] Hoan gi in ri-gi ‛woman’ — PSK *g- ‛female’ (ǃXóõ g-i;
Khomani gai-ka ‛girl’; Seroa ei-kje ‛woman, female’).
[20] Hoan gʔoa ‛black beetle’ — ǃXóõ g,ha ‛long horn beetle’. Cf.,
perhaps, also Zhu. gnì ‛jewel beetle’?
[202] Hoan xao ‛dense bush’ — ǃXóõ xáu ‛bushy area without heavy
sand’.
[203] Hoan xou ‛bushpig’ — ǃXóõ xóu ‛warthog’.
[20] Hoan kxao ‛to chop’ — ǃXóõ /a, pl. /oᵑ id. (Cf., perhaps, also
PNK *ho id.?).
[205] Hoan qa ‛dry, treeless plain’ — ǃXóõ qáa ‛drought; dry area’.
[206] Hoan qau ‛ice, cold’ — ǃXóõ q-ᵑ ‛ice, frost’.
[20] Hoan qhori-ga ‛to be amazed’ — ǃXóõ qhúli kV ‛to be surprised,
disappointed’.
[208] Hoan qʔoa ‛to be open’ — ǃXóõ óʔa tV ‛to open’. (Cf., perhaps,
also Zhu. ʔoahᵑ ‛to open, uncover’; the form can be easily compared to the
SK one, in which case the etymology should be grouped in ..6, but disagrees with the lateral click in Hoan).
.2..0. PPeK *1.
[209] PNH *Uᵑ ‛star’ (Hoan oᵑ; Zhu. uhᵑ; Auen goeᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) koᵑ,
kuᵑ, (açâÉ) kuᵑ); ǃOǃKung kuᵑ) — PSK *o[n]- (ǃXóõ ōna; Mas. gwana-te
‛stars’; Nuen ana-te id.; Ng k″w-e-sa, kw-ai-sa ‛star’; Khomani ʔw-aikje; Kue kante ‛stars’). Many of the SK forms can be explained as products of secondary diphthongization: *on-a > *oan-a > *wana-, *ana-.
[20] PNH *hi ‛big, many’ (Hoan hi ‛wide, big’; Zhu. háí ‛many, much’,
Auen khi, ǃXũ (Ll.) xi, (açâÉ) ʔhi, ǃOǃKung khi, etc.) — PSK *a- ‛many, big’
(ǃXóõ á-li ‛many, big’; Mas. ka-ri id.; Nuen ka-nte ‛many’, ka-rri ‛big, all’;
Xegwi xa-in ‛many, all’; Auni kani, kar˜i id.). The comparison is acceptable if
PSK *a- is really *- (the diagnostic forms in Xam are not attested).
[2] PNH * ai ‛scorpion’ (Hoan xai; Zhu.  àì; Auen xai; ǃXũ (Ll.)
xi) — PT *a- id. (ǃXóõ âeᵑ, pl. â-ma-tê; Nuen kai).
[22] PNK *aʔ[u] ‛cold’ (Zhu. àʔú; ǃXũ (Ll.) kao, ka-ao id.; cf. also
Hoan  id.?) — PSK *aʔ[u] id. (ǃXóõ âʔuᵑ; Mas. k″au; Nuen kʔauᵑ; cf.
also Xam xwe, Auni xau id.).
[23] PNK *oa ‛giraffe’ (Zhu. oah; Auen koa; ǃXũ (Ll.) koa, kwa,
(açâÉ) goa; Ang. ǃXũ ōa) — PT *u-a ‛springbok’ (ǃXóõ û-a, pl. ûm; Mas.
kwa). Cf., perhaps, also Hoan  a ‛gemsbok’ (although the click efflux
correspondence would be rather unique).
[2] PNK *ga ‛old (of things)’ (Zhu. gah; Auen ga; ǃXũ (Ll.) gaᵑ,
(açâÉ) gʔa; Ang. ǃXũ gàà) — ǃXóõ àhaᵑ ‛old, mature’.
[25] PNK *gau ‛to roast’ (Zhu. gáú; Tsin., Ok., Leeu. gào, etc.) —
ǃXóõ âo ‛to heat up, roast, bake’.
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[26] PNK *kxobo ‛to trample, pound’ (Zhu. kxóbó; Ok., Mpu. kxàbò;
Lister ʔòbò) — ǃXóõ xùm — xuBV ‛to flatten, trample, squash’. (The etymology is somewhat dubious since the efflux correspondence NK *-kx- :
SK *-x- is highly irregular.)
[2] PNK *nm ‛small frog’ (Zhu. n/m; ǃXũ (Ll.) nmm; Tsin., Leeu.,
Mpu. n/m, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʔnāhm id.
[28] Zhu. àbè ‛loincloth, underpants’ — ǃXóõ gábi ‛woman’s rear apron’.
[29] Zhu. àù ‛giraffe’ — ǃXóõ qhūᵑ, dimin. qhùu-bâ id. (Etymology
somewhat dubious due to the lack of aspiration in Zhu’hoan).
[220] Zhu. òà ‛pelvis’ — ǃXóõ òho ‛male G-string of skin’.
[22] Zhu. e ‛young man, youth’ — PSK *q#[e] ‛new, young, fresh’
(ǃXóõ q#V; Mas. xwe; Xam kwe).
[222] Zhu. ʔòrò ‛to urinate’ — ǃXóõ /la ‛to have diarrhoea’.
[223] Zhu. ú-ú ‛sp. of black ant’ — ǃXóõ úᵑ-úᵑ ‛sp. of grasshopper’.
(The semantics is not ideal, but note the reduplication in both cases).
[22] Zhu. góʔóàᵑ ‛devil thorn’ — ǃXóõ --ba id. (the comparison is acceptable if the PPeK vowel is * > PNK *o, PT *a).
[225] Zhu. goʔòrò ‛arrow-marked babbler’ — ǃXóõ gúlu kâ ùhm-sè
‛giant eagle owl’ (ùhm = ‛owl’, i. e. ‛gúlu-like owl’).
[226] Zhu. ghàò ‛to fall asleep’ — ǃXóõ g/o ‛to be dizzy, giddy’.
[22] Zhu. xúí ‛to brush aside, brush away’ — ǃXóõ xûᵑ — xuV ‛to
throw away, discard’. (Note the interesting minimal pair — for ǃXóõ —
that this PPeK root constitutes with Zhu. xùì ‛ignore’ — ǃXóõ xuV ‛berate,
criticize’).
[228] Zhu.  àbù- àbù ‛to twitch, flutter’ — ǃXóõ ùhbu kâ ‛to flutter (as
bird in snare)’.
[229] Zhu.  òmm ‛to lose leaves in autumn’ — ǃXóõ  áʔm ʔêᵑ ‛to be
leafless’.
[230] Zhu. ná ‛to throw (liquid) away’ — ǃXóõ n/-i sV ‛to throw out,
get rid of, spill out’.
[23] Zhu. nng ‛plate-thorn acacia, Acacia fleckii’ — ǃXóõ nàhaᵑ
‛candle acacia, Acacia hebeclada’.
[232] Zhu. nubih ‛to swing one arm while running’ — ǃXóõ ʔn(bi
tshôe ‛armpit’ (lit. ‛the inside of ʔn(bi’, where ʔn(bi possibly = ‛arm’).
[233] Hoan gui ‛ant-eater’ — ǃXóõ gūʔm, dimin. gùʔu-bà ‛pangolin’.
(Cf., perhaps, also PNK *nhí ‛pangolin’?).
.2... 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 *.
[23] PNH *xU- ‛elephant’ (Hoan xui; Zhu. xó; Auen xo; ǃXũ (Ll.)
xo; ǃOǃKung xo) — PSK *xu- id. (ǃXóõ xū-a; Xam xoa; Khomani kxʔoa).
Cf., however, above (3.2..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 *xoa on a
higher level, while the SK forms are secondary.
[235] PNK *noʔm ‛navel’ (Zhu. nòʔm; Auen num; ǃXũ (açâÉ) nʔm;
Ang. ǃXũ nòʔm) — ǃXóõ n:n id.
[236] Zhu. ʔm ‛penis, sting’ — ǃXóõ ʔàn id.
[23] Zhu. gòʔm ‛vagina’ — ǃXóõ gàʔaᵑ ‛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 1
and 2 (see 3.2..3); unfortunately, fully reliable parallels [ex. 8, 6] can
only be found for SK *1, which in both cases < PPeK *; as of now, it remains unclear if PSK *2 < PPeK *1 or if the SK opposition is «local» and
has nothing to do with the earlier stages of development.
.2..2. It can be easily seen that in general, «one-to-one» correspondences with well-matching semantics are more numerous than «non-trivial» 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 cognates 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 phonetically identic parallels outside PeK, most notably, in Khoekhoe or other CK languages. Cf., for instance, [203], which is obviously tied in with PCK *xu ‛warthog’ — yet the nature of this connection cannot, at present, be fully ascertained. 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 ǃXóõ,
or, wider, PNH and PSK; that is, «series» involving at least 0 to 5 different
examples boasting strong semantic ties, and with at least a couple of them
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belonging to the Swadesh 00-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 proportion of «non-trivial» correspondences may simply indicate that the
clicks marked as 1, 1, 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 .2.. and .2..8 (involving retroflex
clicks in NK) stand out as very scarcely represented; this is, however, illusive, since practically every etymology under .2..5 and .2..6 in which
the Zhu’hoan form is not confirmed by eÉáââáåÉå’s or påóã~å’s dialectal data can be regarded as potentially containing a retroflex click instead of an alveolar one; should there happen to be any additional data
with lateral or retroflex reflexes for these etymologies, they will be immediately transferred to subgroups .2.. and .2..8 respectively. It is interesting to note that items with retroflex clicks yield exactly the same reflexes as the ones with alveolar clicks in PSK; note also, however, that
PPeK *1 always yields * in PNK, never a retroflex *.
.2..3. Correspondences involving labial clicks.
PSK, and even ǃXóõ, etyma containing labial clicks are extremely
scarce when compared to the rest of the click-containing material; nevertheless, they often represent important roots from the basic lexicon, including even such Swadesh 00-wordlist items as ‛meat’, ‛tree’, and
‛sleep’, and most probably go directly back to PPeK. Yet so far, no attempts to find just a single working correspondence for these roots in
PNH have been successful.
Out of the 50-something roots with initial ◎- in ǃXóõ, around 5 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 ǃXóõ (PSK) labial click truly seems to be able to correspond to
almost every other click influx in the North Khoisan II subgroup. Cf.:
a) ǃXóõ ◎- : PNH *-:
[238] Zhu. aàᵑ ‛wild cucumber, Coccinea rehmannii’ — PT *◎n- ‛a k.
of cucumber’ (ǃXóõ ◎n6e, pl. ◎n:m ‛edible cucumber (Coccinea rehman-
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nii)’; Mas. ◎noaʔe ‛edible fruit of the Coccinea Rehmannii’; Nuen ◎mwai
‛onion, cucumber’).
[239] Zhu. ʔhòaᵑ ‛true, real’ — ǃXóõ ʔ◎nāhaᵑ ‛body, trunk; true, pure,
very’. Cf., in particular, the possible root-for-root match between Zhu. žuʔhòaᵑ ‛the Zhu’hoan, lit. the true/real people’ and ǃXóõ tùu ʔ◎nāhn-sâᵑ ‛the
ǃXóõ, lit. the pure people’. (On the žu — tûu connection see below).
[20] Hoan ʔoᵑ ‛tree’ — PSK *ʔ◎n- ‛tree, wood’ (ǃXóõ ʔ◎nà-je; Mas.
◎moe, ◎moi; Nuen ◎ʔa; Xam ◎ho; Ng ◎bo, ◎b, ◎ho; Khomani ◎go; Kxau
◎o; Xegwi ◎ho; Auni ◎bwaa, ◎bwasa, ◎po; Haasi ◎boei).
b) ǃXóõ ◎- : PNH *-:
[2] Zhu. gàó ‛omasum’ — ǃXóõ ◎áʔi ‛abomasum’.
[22] Zhu. háró ‛to peel’ — ǃXóõ ◎qhâla ‛to chip, peel, remove seeds
from a pod’.
[23] Zhu. n/ ‛louse’ — PSK *◎nṵ- id. (ǃXóõ ◎n(ᵑ, pl. ◎nàᵑ-tê; Xam
◎mwin, ◎moen; Ng ◎moinja). See [EHRET 986: ex. ].
[2] Zhu. nhò ‛to take a pinch of smth.’ — ǃXóõ ◎núʔlu ‛squash between the fingers’, ◎nûu kV ‛squash, collapse’.
c) ǃXóõ ◎- : PNH *-:
[25] PNK *nhoba ‛to speak a foreign language’ (Zhu. nhòbá; Ov.
nhóbá) — ǃXóõ ◎n7m — ◎nBV ‛to misunderstand, speak at the same time’.
[26] Zhu. gòm-šè ‛edible hairless caterpillar’ — ǃXóõ ◎gòᵑ.
[2] Zhu. kxú ‛happy, lucky’ — ǃXóõ ◎kxúm ‛delicious, nice’.
[28] Zhu. naròh ‛to learn, teach, educate’ — ǃXóõ ◎ àle ‛to instruct,
teach’ (also in the meaning ‛to twirl (as an eggbeater)’; probably two omonymous roots).
d) ǃXóõ ◎- : PNH *-:
[29] PNK *ha ‛meat’ (Zhu. há; Auen ka, kha, ka; ǃXũ (Ll.) kha,
kha, (açâÉ) kha, ka; ǃOǃKung kha, ka; Ang. ǃXũ ha; Ov. há) — PSK *◎V
id. (ǃXóõ ◎à-je; Mas. ◎pwe; Nuen ◎pwe, ◎pwi; Xam, Ng ◎pwai; Nu ◎hoi;
Khomani ◎kwoe; Xegwi ◎a; Auni ◎pwe; Haasi ◎wi).
[250] PNK *ʔhaᵑ ‛son, child’ (Zhu. ʔhán; Auen haᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) haᵑ, ha,
haᵑ, aᵑ; ǃOǃKung haᵑ; Ang. ǃXũ ʔhàᵑ; Ov. ʔháᵑ) — ǃXóõ ◎q6a ‛child’. (See
also 3.2.. about further possible SK — and even Hoan — cognates).
[25] PNK *goaᵑ ‛Kalahari raisin bush, Grewia retinervis’ (Zhu. gòànᵑ;
Ov. gòaᵑ) — ǃXóõ ◎ hùᵑ ‛sp. of bush (wild currant or Kalahari sand raisin)’.
[252] PNK *gu ‛to sleep, be sleepy’ (Zhu. guh; ǃXũ (Ll.) gu; ǃOǃKung
gu, go; Ov. gȕ ‛be ill, be sleepy’) — PSK *◎-[i]n ‛to sleep’ (ǃXóõ ◎ân; Mas.
◎pwoiᵑ, ◎pwoin; Nuen ◎pwoin; Xam ◎oen; Ng ◎poeŋ, ◎pwoiŋ, ◎pwoeŋ; Nu
◎unn; Khomani ◎kun kaʔa ‛to dream’; Kxau ◎an; Xegwi ◎i; Auni
◎pwaʔai(ᵑ); Haasi ◎wa 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 [26–28]
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 00-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. Nevertheless, 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., the prevailing NK correspondence here is the dental influx ; however, there are also
those dubious cases where Hoan ◎ 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), Hoan ◎- and ǃXóõ ◎almost never correspond to each other. The only case where such a correspondence is possible is as follows:
[253] PNH *◎ʔU ~ *ʔU ‛duiker’ (Hoan ◎ʔú; Zhu. ʔáú; ǃXũ (Ll.) ou,
(açâÉ) ʔau; ǃOǃKung au) — PT *◎hV ‛a k. of antelope’ (ǃXóõ ◎hán ‛duiker’;
Mas. ◎ho ‛steenbok’, ◎pyn ‛duikerbok’; Nuen ◎hoᵑ ‛duiker’).
The other two possible PPeK etymologies involving the labial click in
Hoan are:
[25] PNH *ʔ◎ne ~ *ʔne ‛head’ (Hoan ʔm◎u-n; Zhu. náí; Auen ne;
ǃXũ (Ll.) ne, (açâÉ) ne, nai; ǃOǃKung ne; Ov. ʔné) — PSK *na- id. (ǃXóõ
nàn; Mas. na; Nuen nŋ; Xam, Ng, Khomani, Kxau, Kue, Seroa,
Xegwi, Auni na).
[255] PNH *◎oʔa ~ *oʔa ‛tortoise’ (Hoan ◎oa; Zhu. òʔá; ǃXũ (Ll.) koa,
k″oa, (açâÉ) oʔa; Ang. ǃXũ gòʔa; Ov. gòʔà) — PSK * o- id. (ǃXóõ  ōhʔa
‛plastron of a tortoise, sternum’; Xam go ‛tortoise’; Ng g ‛large mountain tortoise’; Khomani gou ‛tortoise’; Auni go ‛tortoise-shell’).
Finally, it is interesting to note the anlaut parallelism in the following
two cases: Hoan ◎u ‛an edible nut’ — ǃXóõ n:m, dimin. n(-ju bà ‛Morama
nuts’; Hoan ◎oa ‛two’ — ǃXóõ nûm 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 ǃXóõ, and
most probably, Hoan ◎- has got numerous correspondences in ǃXóõ just as
it has numerous correspondences in Zhu’hoan — and just as the ǃXóõ labial 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 extremely «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 «ProtoHoan» 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 family 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. mà; Auen ma; ǃXũ
(iäçóÇ, açâÉ) ma; ǃOǃKung ma) — PSK *◎a id. (ǃXóõ ◎àa ‛young (of animals); child’; Mas. ◎pa ‛grandson, granddaughter’; Xam ◎wa, ◎pwa ‛little,
young’; Ng ◎pwa ‛little’; Xegwi ◎oᵑ ‛son’; Auni ◎pa, ◎pwa, ◎pwn ‛son’,
◎pwoe, ◎pwa-xe ‛daughter’; Haasi ◎pxwa ‛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. háma ‛animal’ < PNK
*ha-ma (lit. ‛meat-small’) — ǃXóõ ◎àje ◎àa id. (for the first part of the component see [29]). 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 variant -bà in ǃXóõ, e. g. ʔ◎nàje-◎àa, ʔ◎nàje-bà ‛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-
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dom in etymologizing the available labial click-containing material. This
makes it all the more important not only to pay closer attention to semantics, but also to trace down the possible patterns of click efflux correspondences in order to filter out at least some of the multiple etymologies that
can be thus offered for ǃXóõ and Hoan words beginning with ◎-.
.2.2. Click effluxes. Correspondences between PNH and PSK click effluxes are even more complex and variegated than those between click influxes, and it can be stated with certainty that even after careful analysis
of the available material from Zhu’hoan and ǃXóõ some of them still remain 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 accompaniments 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 possible. 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.’ [LADEFOGED–TRAILL 99, 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 i~ÇÉJ
ÑçÖÉÇ and qê~áää’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 vocalism. 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 distribution depending on the following vowel. Click effluxes, however, come into far
more direct contact with the vowel, and numerous examples amply demonstrate how influxes and vowels are capable of «trading» phonological features
between each other. At their most extensive (like in ǃXóõ), 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 (aᵑ, oᵑ, uᵑ, etc.) can «force» the efflux to
become nasalised; pharyngealized vowels (, , #, etc.) — to become ‘uvularized’; breathy vowels (a, o, u, etc.) — to become aspirated; glottalised vowels (aʔ, oʔ, uʔ, etc.) — to develop an extra glottal stop.
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The exact rules are often extremely hard to formulate, since the developments involved can theoretically belong to either one of at least four categories: a) vocalism influencing the efflux, with preservation of features everywhere (e. g. *aᵑ > *naᵑ); b) vocalism influencing the efflux with subsequent dissimilation, i. e. the vocalic feature gets «transferred» onto the consonant (e. g. *aᵑ > *naᵑ > *na); c) efflux influencing the vocalism, with preservation of features (e. g. *na > *naᵑ); d) efflux influencing the vocalism with
dissimilation (e. g. *na > *aᵑ). 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 influx; 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 correspondences below that could be attributed to assimilative or dissimilative influence of the influx (although certain patterns do indeed occur more frequently 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 developments 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.
.2.2.. «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 involving 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 *-g- and *-n- in ǃXóõ
(although it is unclear whether the aspiration disappeared on the PSK level
already or is only characteristic of ǃXóõ). Surprisingly enough, cases of
«one-to-one» correspondences for the glottal stop efflux (-ʔ-) are extremely
rare, considering its rather high frequency. Somewhat more reliable are the
velar fricative (*-x-, *- -) and affricate (*-kx-, *-gx-) accompaniments.
Uvular and preglottalised nasalised effluxes are, of course, only identifiable in PNH if the corresponding Hoan etymon is present. It should be
noted, however, that preglottalisation of the nasal efflux in Hoan and
ǃXóõ do not always match (see below).
Zero efflux: PNH *i — ǃXóõ āhi []; Hoan oma — ǃXóõ ûma [2]; Hoan
a — Xam aᵑ [22]; PNH *u — PSK *[u]ᵑ [26]; PNK *o[]m — ǃXóõ ùh-li
[30]; Zhu. ù ᵑ — ǃXóõ ūh-i [3]; Zhu. ʔàbè — ǃXóõ /ba [5]; Zhu. /ʔí — ǃXóõ
ài [55]; Zhu. òà — ǃXóõ ûa [5]; Zhu. ahm — ǃXóõ /haᵑ [85]; Hoan oe —
ǃXóõ úi [9]; PNK *aᵑ — PSK *aᵑ [96]; PNK *uu — PT *o [0]; Zhu. aʔà —
ǃXóõ á-e [08]; Zhu. àì — ǃXóõ àh-la [0]; Zhu. aìhᵑ — ǃXóõ àhiᵑ []; Zhu.
àù — ǃXóõ āoᵑ [2]; Zhu. oò-ò — ǃXóõ óo-ôo [3]; Zhu. óbó — ǃXóõ ōbo
[]; Zhu. ʔùᵑ — ǃXóõ òhoᵑ [5]; Hoan aᵑ — ǃXóõ āᵑ [26]; Hoan ani —
ǃXóõ án [2]; PNK *a — ǃXóõ ā-ba [35]; PNK *o[-ma] — ǃXóõ ôhʔm [36];
Hoan  — PT *# [8]; PNK *a — ǃXóõ àa [65]; PNK *abe — ǃXóõ àhba
[6]; PNK *oe — ǃXóõ ōe [69]; Zhu. àà — PSK *a() [85]; Zhu. áú —
ǃXóõ ám [86]; Zhu. òàᵑnà — ǃXóõ òa- [88]; Hoan obo — ǃXóõ ōhbo [99];
PNH *Uᵑ — PSK *o[n]- [209]; PNK *aʔ[u] — PSK *aʔ[u] [22]; PNK *oa —
PT *u-a [23]; Zhu. òà — ǃXóõ òho [220]; Zhu. ʔòrò — ǃXóõ /la [222]; Zhu.
úú — ǃXóõ úᵑúᵑ [223].
Voiced efflux: Zhu. gani — ǃXóõ gàni- [5]; Zhu. ghá — ǃXóõ gâa [6];
Zhu. ghà — ǃXóõ gàhʔaᵑ []; Hoan ga — ǃXóõ gàha [23]; Hoan goʔe —
ǃXóõ gúi [2]; PNK *gam — ǃXóõ gahʔBV [3]; PNK *ghui — PSK *gu[9]; Zhu. gʔm — ǃXóõ gōʔla [60]; Hoan gole — ǃXóõ gōle []; PNK
*g — ǃXóõ g-ba-kú [02]; Hoan gam — ǃXóõ gàhm [28]; Hoan gme —
ǃXóõ g=o [29]; PNK *goʔa — ǃXóõ gúu [3]; Zhu. gánú — ǃXóõ gànu
[]; Zhu. gʔiᵑ — ǃXóõ gàʔi [2]; Zhu. g/ — ǃXóõ gàha []; PNK
*goV — ǃXóõ gùʔa [55]; Zhu. gàáᵑ — ǃXóõ gàᵑ [89]; Zhu. gàʔání — ǃXóõ
g/a [90]; Zhu. gùbi — ǃXóõ gōhʔbi [9]; Hoan gi — PSK *g- [200];
Hoan gʔoa — ǃXóõ g,ha [20]; Zhu. goʔòrò — ǃXóõ gúlu [225]; Zhu.
ghàò — ǃXóõ g/o [226]; Hoan gui — ǃXóõ gūʔm [233]; Zhu. gòʔm — ǃXóõ
gàʔaᵑ [23]; Zhu. gòmšè — ǃXóõ ◎gòᵑ [26].
Nasal efflux: PNH *naʔni — ǃXóõ náʔni [5]; PNK *na — ǃXóõ nāhm
[2]; PNK *nUm — PSK *nu- [33]; Zhu. nòó — ǃXóõ nóo [0]; PNK
*nu(ᵑ) — ǃXóõ nùiᵑ [5]; Zhu. nrì — ǃXóõ n/hli sV [66]; PNH *nh#i —
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ǃXóõ n:-je [80]; PNK *nao — ǃXóõ nàho [03]; PNK *nhae — ǃXóõ 6ʔm
[05]; Zhu. nám — ǃXóõ nám [2]; Zhu. nahm — ǃXóõ n- [22]; Zhu.
nòàᵑ — ǃXóõ nni [23]; Zhu. nùʔúᵑ — ǃXóõ n,huᵑ [25]; Hoan na — ǃXóõ
nàa [32]; Hoan nori — ǃXóõ nóli [33]; Zhu. nʔì — ǃXóõ 6eᵑ [6]; Zhu.
n/ʔú — ǃXóõ n/h-be []; Hoan ki-nò — ǃXóõ nûu [9]; PNK *noa —
Xam noa [5]; PNH *nVbV — ǃXóõ nûʔbe [62]; PNK *nʔobo — ǃXóõ
áʔba [82]; Zhu. noboh — ǃXóõ nbo [96]; Zhu. nhahng — ǃXóõ n0hn
[98]; Zhu. ná — ǃXóõ n/i [230]; Zhu. nng — ǃXóõ nàhaᵑ [23]; PNK
*noʔm — ǃXóõ n:n [235]; Zhu. n/ — PSK *◎nU- [23]; Zhu. nhò — ǃXóõ
◎núʔlu [2]; PNK *nhoba — ǃXóõ ◎nBV [25].
Preglottalised nasalised efflux (only Hoan-ǃXóõ matches): Hoan
ʔnne — ǃXóõ ʔn6i [5]; Hoan ʔn — ǃXóõ ʔn/uᵑ [8].
Velar fricative: Zhu. xúbi — ǃXóõ xúbi [65]; Zhu. xàm — ǃXóõ xâm [9];
PNK *xo — ǃXóõ xōo [56]; PNK *xa — ǃXóõ xâ-le []; PNK *xai — ǃXóõ
xái [5]; PNK *xau — ǃXóõ xáu [6]; PNK *xui — ǃXóõ xuV []; Hoan
xao — ǃXóõ xáu [202]; Hoan xou — ǃXóõ xóu [203]; Zhu. xúí — ǃXóõ xuV
[22]; PNH *xU- — PSK *xu- [23]; PNK * u — ǃXóõ  ū-i [83]; PNK * oa —
PSK * U- [38]; Zhu.  òmm — ǃXóõ  áʔm [229].
Velar affricates: PNK *kxumi — ǃXóõ kxúmi [50]; Zhu. kxóbó — ǃXóõ
kxòba [20]; PNH *kxu — ǃXóõ kxâuᵑ [6]; PNK *kxa — ǃXóõ kxāᵑ [8];
PNK *kxom — ǃXóõ kxúm [9]; Zhu. kxú — ǃXóõ ◎kxúm [2]; Zhu.
gxárú — ǃXóõ gxúʔle [39]; PNK *gxo — ǃXóõ gxóV [39].
Uvular effluxes (only Hoan-ǃXóõ matches): Hoan qa — ǃXóõ qáa
[205]; Hoan qau — ǃXóõ q-ᵑ [206]; Hoan qhoan — ǃXóõ qhūaᵑ [];
Hoan qhori-ga — ǃXóõ qhúli [20]; Hoan  oe — ǃXóõ  ū-ni []; Hoan
(n) ma — ǃXóõ  āhma [30].
Glottal stop: PNK *ʔui — PSK *ʔu- [53]; Zhu. ʔómá — ǃXóõ ʔûmaᵑ
[69]; Zhu. ʔóré — ǃXóõ ʔólo [0]; Zhu. ʔú — ǃXóõ ʔùa [92]; PNK *ʔuiᵑ —
ǃXóõ ʔúiᵑ [0]; Hoan ʔae — ǃXóõ ʔan- [3].
.2.2.2. Random behaviour of the voiced/voiceless feature. The most frequent «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 (*-q- — *- -), aspirated uvulars
(*-qh- — *- h-), and velar affricates (*-kx- — *-gx-). Cf.:
PNH voiceless — PSK voiced: PNK *au — PSK *g- []; Zhu. ùʔí —
ǃXóõ gūʔ- [35]; PNH *am — ǃXóõ gàhm [6]; PNH *qhuni — PSK * huRV
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[]; Hoan qma — ǃXóõ  /hma [3]; Hoan qhui — ǃXóõ gqhúi [5]; PNK
*ani — ǃXóõ g/ni [8]; PNK * — ǃXóõ gáu [82]; Zhu. uʔùᵑ — ǃXóõ gúni
[89]; Hoan be — PT * ba [93]; PNK *ai — ǃXóõ gâi [9]; PNK *o —
ǃXóõ gùm [00]; Zhu. ʔòrù — ǃXóõ gúnu [6]; Zhu. ù — ǃXóõ gúu [];
Hoan am — ǃXóõ gaʔBV [50] (but cf. PNK *gaʔama); PNK *aᵑ — ǃXóõ
gàᵑ [66]; PNK *ma~*ba — ǃXóõ ghBV [68]; Zhu. ʔù — ǃXóõ g-u
[8]; Zhu. kxài — ǃXóõ gxāi [93]; Zhu. àbè — ǃXóõ gábi [28].
PNH voiced — PSK voiceless: PNK *gu — PSK *o[h] [2] (but cf.
Hoan o); PNH *gai — PSK *; Zhu. gùʔúᵑ — ǃXóõ (-a [38]; Zhu. gohm —
ǃXóõ ,e [8]; Zhu. gùʔúbú — ǃXóõ úhʔbu [3]; PNK *gxanV — ǃXóõ
kxúnu [80]; PNK *gxom — PT *kxo- [8]; PNK *ga — ǃXóõ àhaᵑ [2];
PNK *gau — ǃXóõ âo [25]; Zhu. góʔóàᵑ — ǃXóõ --ba [22]; Zhu. gàó —
ǃXóõ ◎áʔi [2]; PNK *gu — PSK *◎-[i]n [252].
The reason underlying this strange variation is unclear. Seemingly irregular 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. òʔá ‛tortoise’ — Ang. ǃXũ gòʔa id.; not to be confused with the regular 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 assumes almost «epidemic» proportions. It would be tempting to try to relate 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 938, p. 25]; see also [HONKEN
998: 8–88]), but neither ǃXóõ nor Zhu’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, however, 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.
.2.2.3. Preglottalised nasalised clicks. In most cases, the ǃXóõ preglottalised nasalised efflux corresponds to simple nasalisation in PNK. Cf.:
PNK *nom — PSK *ʔnU- [3]; Zhu. nom — ǃXóõ ʔn(-aᵑ []; Zhu.
nʔómá — PSK *ʔnma [2]; Zhu. n-iᵑ — PSK *ʔn-ro [3]; Zhu. noʔm —
ǃXóõ ʔn7m []; Zhu. nòm — ǃXóõ ʔnùma [2]; PNK *naʔ- — PSK *ʔnaʔ[5]; PNK *nŋ — ǃXóõ ʔnàhaᵑ [52]; Zhu. nàng — ǃXóõ ʔn0hn [95]; PNK
*nm — ǃXóõ ʔnāhm [2]; Zhu. nubih — ǃXóõ ʔn(bi [232].
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Note that the Ovamboland [HEIKKINEN 986] form for many of these
NK etyma is unknown; however, where it is actually present, it does not
feature preglottalisation: nȁm [3], nȁm [], nàʔà [5], etc. This means
that preglottalisation in PNH must have eventually stemmed from a different source than in ǃXóõ (SK), and the occasional coincidence (as between Hoan and ǃXóõ in examples [5] and [8]) 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 — demonstrate preglottalisation in PNH (Hoan and Ov.), but not in ǃXóõ, cf.:
PNH *ʔnm — PT *n#- [6]; PNH *ʔ◎ne~*ʔne — PSK *na- [25].
.2.2.. «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. n/ʔó — ǃXóõ 6ho
[]; PNK *nuʔuᵑ — ǃXóõ  (hnu [8]; Zhu. ni — ǃXóõ qʔòni [9]; PNK
*n — ǃXóõ hàn [0]; PNK *ʔnuᵑ — PT *huᵑ [0]; PNH *[nh]a-ra — ǃXóõ
áa [58]; PNK *nʔorV — PSK * #rV [2]; PNK *nhʔoru — PT * orV
[3]; Zhu. nùbù — ǃXóõ  óʔbu [9]; Zhu. naròh — ǃXóõ ◎ àle [28].
PNH «-nasalisation» — PSK «+nasalisation»: Zhu. ʔhò — ǃXóõ nho
[6]; Hoan hna — ǃXóõ n/hna [3]; PNK *ʔhaba — ǃXóõ n/ba [0]; PNK
*ʔh — ǃXóõ n6ńa []; PNK *ʔ — ǃXóõ ʔnāhaᵑ [8]; Zhu. aàᵑ — PT
*◎nV- [238]; Hoan ʔoᵑ — PSK *ʔ◎n- [20].
In the majority of these cases, the most plausible explanation is assimilation under the influence of an inlaut nasal. Sometimes this assimilation
takes on the form of a metathese (1qʔoni > 1noqʔi > ni), but more often we
see the final form containing two nasal segments — either a nasal efflux and
an inlaut nasal consonant (ǃXóõ n`hna < *hna, n6ńa < *ʔh) or a nasal efflux and an inlaut nasalised vowel (PNK *nuʔuᵑ < * unu, ʔnuᵑ < ʔ1huᵑ, 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 cropping up for no apparent reason ([], [58], [2], [3], [9], [28], [6], [0]).
For [6], we may suggest metathesis of aspiration in Zhu. (see below), resulting
in *n- > *h-, i. e. the original efflux articulation gets replaced by the former
vowel breathiness. This leaves us mostly with «extra» unmotivated nasalization cases in NK rather than SK, and their origin has yet to be established.
«Extra» nasalisation factor may actually explain some of the intricate correspondences involving preglottalised nasal effluxes as described in the previous 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 contained just a glottal stop as the efflux, while the nasal release has been developed later under the influence of this inlaut segment. Others, however, may
actually reflect an «authentic» preglottalised nasal click, inherited from PPeK.
.2.2.5. PNH *-g- — PSK *-ʔ-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 *ga — PSK *ʔn[h]a- [8]; PNK *gui — PSK *ʔnùᵑ [9]; Zhu.
gàʔàᵑ — ǃXóõ ʔnâʔm [36].
Note that in all three cases, PSK has an inlaut nasal consonant or nasalised vowel (the ǃXóõ form in [8] is actually ʔnàn). This does not constitute
an exhaustive explanation all by itself, since there are numerous cases in ǃXóõ
when the voiced efflux is followed by a nasalised vowel without any assimilative 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
*gʔa, *gʔu-, etc., with subsequent nasalisation in ǃXóõ before nasal phonemes).
This kind of articulatory mechanism is theoretically possible, considering that
prevoicing in ǃXóõ and other languages does not always predetermine the exact quality of the efflux itself (cf., for instance, ǃXóõ clicks like gx, gx, representing a voiceless velar fricative efflux paired with prevoicing).
.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 Hoan.
Indeed, in an absolute majority of cases PSK and ǃXóõ uvular effluxes correspond to PNK and Zhu’hoan simple velar effluxes (voiced or voiceless, based
either on the «trivial» subset of correspondences or the seemingly irregular alternation of both variants as described in .2.2.2). Cf. the following examples:
Simple voiced/voiceless uvular effluxes: Zhu. gúí — ǃXóõ  ùi []; Zhu.
gʔànù — ǃXóõ  àli [3]; Zhu. ʔò — ǃXóõ qáo [56]; Zhu. òm — ǃXóõ qum
[58]; Zhu. uhᵑ — ǃXóõ  /haᵑ [59]; Zhu. aboh — ǃXóõ  àbo [86]; Zhu. ri —
ǃXóõ  /hli [8]; Zhu. ʔè — ǃXóõ  āhʔm [88]; Zhu. g/m — ǃXóõ q/ʔn [90];
PNK *aʔò — ǃXóõ qāhû [98]; PNK *e — ǃXóõ qāhe [99]; Zhu. abòh — ǃXóõ
qàba [09]; PNK *uʔuru — PSK *qu[rV] [5]; Zhu. e — PSK *q#[e] [22];
PNK *ʔhaᵑ — ǃXóõ ◎q6a [250]; PNH *◎oʔa~*oʔa — PSK * o- [255].
Aspirated effluxes: PNK *hi — ǃXóõ qhái [0]; Zhu. hài — ǃXóõ qhéᵑ
[8]; Zhu. hóró — ǃXóõ qhúʔlu- [9]; PNK *gho- — PSK *qh- [8]; Zhu.
hòànà — ǃXóõ qhòna [6]; Zhu. ʔhárí — ǃXóõ qháʔle [63]; PNH *ha- —
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ǃXóõ qhāa [59]; Zhu. àù — ǃXóõ qhūᵑ [29]; Zhu. háró — ǃXóõ ◎qhâla
[22]; PNK *goaᵑ — ǃXóõ ◎ hùᵑ [25].
In a few cases, like [255] and [59], Hoan surprisingly demonstrates a
non-uvular efflux as well, despite generally preserving uvular articulation; the scarcity of these cases, however, makes it impossible to determine 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, ǃXóõ -qh- is regularly represented
in PNK by simple aspiration (*-h-) rather than aspiration with glottal stop
(*-ʔh-); since phonetically h, h, etc. = kh, kh, etc., this is in perfect agreement 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 (*qhaʔRi > *khaʔRi >
*ʔhari); in yet another example [29], if the etymology is correct in the first
place, we may be dealing with a case of irregular aspiration in ǃXóõ.
.2.2.. PNH *-x- — PSK *-qh-. This correspondence appears in two reliable cases: PNH *xaba — ǃXóõ qhába [63]; Zhu. xòàᵑ — PT *qhoʔa [92]. A
third one can possibly be seen in Zhu. xàrà ‛to plant, cultivate’ — ǃXóõ qhàla
‛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 ǃXóõ form
positively looks like a borrowing, but the Zhu’hoan 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.
.2.2.8. PNH velar affricate (*-kx-, *-gx-) — PSK uvular stop (*-q-, *-qʔ-,
*- -, *- h-). There is a relatively small, but important group of cases where
PNH velar affricates can correlate with PSK uvular effluxes. Cf. the following examples:
PNK *kxoaᵑ — PSK * òe []; Zhu. gxàrú — ǃXóõ  /hni-kà [5]; Zhu.
kxùbi — ǃXóõ  =bi [9]; Zhu. gxòró — ǃXóõ  háli [20]; PNK *kxui — PSK
* hu- [32]; PNK *gxa — ǃXóõ  hà(e)ᵑ [53]; PNH *kxa — PSK *qʔ- [29]
(but cf. Hoan qʔon).
In [STAROSTIN 2003], where I have briefly discussed cases [29] and [32]
due to their belonging to the 00-wordlist, it was suggested that NK velar
affricates may turn out to be the only phonemes to correspond to such
rare ǃXóõ effluxes as -qʔ- and - h-. Since then, however, new material has
cropped up showing that this kind of correspondence is not actually limited to these two effluxes, but also involves material with ǃXóõ - - at least
(whereas it would normally be expected for ǃXóõ - - to correspond to
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PNK *-+- or *-g-, see .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 (*-χ-) or voiced (*-C-).
.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» correspondences for simple (non-uvular) aspiration. One of the reasons is that in a
group of cases aspiration in ǃXóõ actually corresponds to *-ʔ- in PNH. Cf.:
Zhu. ʔábí — ǃXóõ hābi [6]; Zhu. ʔàᵑ — ǃXóõ hàᵑ [68]; PNK *ʔoaᵑ —
ǃXóõ hûa [06]; PNH *◎ʔU~*ʔU — PT *◎hV [253].
We may conclude that normally, PPeK *-h- > ǃXóõ (PSK) *-h-, but >
PNK *-ʔ-; in this case, all, or most of the material with *-h- and *-ʔh- in
PNK probably go back to roots with uvular effluxes (see .2.2.6) or «premetathesis» forms (see .2.2.0). This makes somewhat difficult the position of Hoan qʔui — PSK *qhu- [6], 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.
.2.2.0. «Metatheses». Some of the most interesting examples on nontrivial 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 — nasality — has already been discussed in .2.2.; two others are glottalisation (>
glottal stop efflux) and breathiness (> aspirated efflux). Cf.:
Glottal stop vs. zero: PNH *uʔi — ǃXóõ ʔûi [2]; if Hoan kxui belongs
here as well, one might suppose an original *kxuʔi witsh subsequent dissimilation in Zhu’hoan (since the velar affricate is always phonetically
ejective, *kxʔuʔi > *kuʔi) and assimilation in ǃXóõ (*kxʔuʔi > *ʔuʔi); Hoan
ʔui — ǃXóõ úʔi [95]; Zhu. ʔm — ǃXóõ ʔàᵑ [236].
Glottal stop vs. uvular stop: PNK *ʔau — ǃXóõ qáʔu [52] (normally
we would expect PNK *aʔu (or *gaʔu), but the glottal stop has shifted to
efflux position); PNK *ʔaba — ǃXóõ  áʔbu (same type of correlation);
Hoan qʔoa — ǃXóõ óʔa [208].
Aspiration vs. breathiness: PNH *hoʔbu — ǃXóõ ōhbu [60]; PNH
*[h]oʔro — ǃXóõ ʔnòhʔlo [6]; Zhu. ʔhòaᵑ — ǃXóõ ʔ◎nāhaᵑ [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 contained the feature in question in both the efflux and the vowel — i. e. what
we are dealing here is PPeK *1ʔuʔi, *qʔaʔu, *ho(ʔ)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.
.2.2.. 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 further 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.
c) On the other hand, such inlaut consonants/vocalic features as nasal
consonants/nasalised vowels, glottal stops/glottalised vowels, and aspiration/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 (.2.2.0).
d) Finally, not every efflux can correspond to any other efflux. There are
certain types of potentially real correspondences that are practically never encountered (except in case of really poor transcription). The most important
rule is that a glottalised efflux can never correspond to a «simple» efflux, unless, of course, there is «extra» motivation for it like an inlaut glottal stop (as
in case [2]); the only exception is PNH *-ʔ- — PSK *-h-, but, since ǃXóõ at least
does not distinguish between *-h- and *-ʔh-, 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 (preglottalised nasals, «extra» nasalisation, and «metatheses» have been excluded
due to their secondary nature):
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PPeK
*- - / *-g*-n*-x- / *- *-kx- / *-gx*-q- / *- *-qh- / *- h*-ʔ*-h*-gʔ*-χ- / *--

PNH
*- - / *-g*-n*-x- / *- *-kx- / *-gx*-q- / *- - (Hoan)
*- - / *-g- (PNK)
*-qh- / *- h- (Hoan)
*-h- (PNK)
*-ʔ*-ʔ*-g*-x- / *-kx- / *-gx-

PSK
*- - / *-g*-n*-x- / *- *-kx- / *-gx*-q- / *- *-qh- / *- h*-ʔ*-h*-ʔn*-q- / *- - / *-qh- / *- h-

.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 subbranches of PPeK, and one in which non-click consonants in PNH correspond 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 consonants 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 vocalism and root structure problems (.2.).
.2.3.. Non-click consonants in both subgroups.
.2.3... Labials. It is well known that initial labial consonants are extremely rare in both PeK and CK languages, and in most cases are found
only in external borrowings from Bantu or European languages. In particular, 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. mànì ‛to turn, answer, change’ — ǃXóõ mâli kV ‛to turn, return, answer’.
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[25] PNK *mnV ‛to speak a non-click language’ (Zhu. m/nì; Tsum.
mànì; Tsin., Ok. mànà; Leeu. [with metathesis] nàmà) — ǃXóõ m-n ‛to speak
Kgalagadi’, m-ni ‛to speak a non-Khoisan language’.
[258] Zhu. mání ‛to spark (of fire, electricity)’ — ǃXóõ ʔmála ‛lightning and
thunder, flash of lightning’. (In the latter case, provided the ǃXóõ preglottalization is archaic, we would have to set up a PPeK *ʔm-, if only for just one root).
Yet another etymology involving initial labials should also draw our
attention:
[259] PNK *ba ‛father’ (Zhu. bá; Auen ba; ǃXũ (Ll.) bba, ba, (açâÉ) ba;
ǃOǃKung ba; Ang. ǃXũ pa) — PSK *a id. (ǃXóõ /a; Mas. a; Nuen a; Xam
oa; Ng a; Kue oa; Seroa aᵑw; Xegwi a; Nusan oa).
Here, a certain labial element in SK (reflected as initial o- in Xam and
Kue 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 widespread 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.
.2.3..2. Dentals.
Normally, dental consonants in PNH correspond to dentals in
PSK. One thing that is immediately noticeable, however, are the seemingly random correspondences between voiced and voiceless variants —
rendering the system more loose than one would wish for, but also perfectly correlating to the same type of correspondences between click effluxes (see .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 *taᵑ ‛to win, beat, conquer’ (Zhu. taàhᵑ; Tsum., Tsin., Ok.
tāàᵑ, etc.) — ǃXóõ tàha kV ‛to be overcome by, baffled by’.
[26] Zhu. tàʔm ‛to feel (like)’ — ǃXóõ t6ᵑ ‛to intend; to resemble’.
[262] Zhu. tàò ‛to be shy, ashamed’ — ǃXóõ tāhʔo kV ‛to calm, console,
pacify, scold’.
[263] Hoan ćam ‛near’ — ǃXóõ tàhm chôe ‛in front of, vicinity of’. (Cf.,
perhaps, also PNK *toʔma ‛near’, although the vocalism is unclear).
[26] Zhu. txómá ‛to thread closed, darn’ — ǃXóõ txóm — txoBV ‛to
space regularly, i. e. thread (beads)’.
[265] PNK *d ‛striped mongoose’ (Zhu. d; ǃXũ (Ll.) d ‛polecat’) —
ǃXóõ d/ᵑ ‛striped polecat’.

06 d. pí~êçëíáå. Mod. Khoisan to Proto-Khoisan: the Value of Intermediate Reconstructions

[266] PNK *dxoro ‛to peel, remove beans from pod’ (Zhu. dxòró; Tsum.
dxoro ‛thresh grain’) — ǃXóõ dxóʔla ‛to strip off berries, leaves’.
«Reverse» correspondences:
[26] PNK *ta ‛Bushman orange, Strychnos pungens’ (Zhu. tah; Tsum.,
Tsin. tā; Ok., Mpu. tāa, etc.) — ǃXóõ dāhaᵑ ‛Kgalagadi domestic melon’.
[268] PNK *ta[b]u ‛to be slack (of rope)’ (Zhu. taùh; Ang. ǃXũ tābò) —
ǃXóõ d0hbu ‛to be slack, loose’.
[269] Zhu. t ‛non-stinging honey-making bee sp.’ — ǃXóõ d/h-be  hòo
‛mudwasp’.
[20] Zhu. txòàn ‛stretch-marks (from pregnancy)’ — ǃXóõ dxôʔa
‛stretch marks on breasts or thighs’.
[2] PNH *da-~*d- ‛child’ (Hoan "m; Zhu. daʔà-ma`, pl. dàʔá-bí;
Auen daba; ǃXũ (Ll.) daba; ǃOǃKung daba; Ang. ǃXũ dàʔabà) — ǃXóõ t/hʔaᵑ
‛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.:
[22] PNK *thui ‛boil, abscess’ (Zhu. thúí; Tsum. thúi; Ok. thúi, etc.) —
PSK *thu- ‛wound, sore’ (ǃXóõ thúa-tê ‛pox, sores, leprosy’; Mas. twi
‛wound, sore’; Xam twi, ttwi id.); but
[23] PNK *thara ‛flash of lightning’ (Zhu. thárá; Auen tara ‛to
lighten’; ǃXũ (Ll.) tara, tarra, (açâÉ) thaRa ‛lightning’; Ang. ǃXũ thala) —
ǃXóõ tāli ‛lightning’.
In addition to the more or less expected ‘dental vs. dental’ type of correspondences, however, comparison of NK material with possible cognates in
SK yields several more patterns. Cf., first of all, the following comparisons:
[2] PNK *ta ‛alone, apart’ (Zhu. táà; Ang. ǃXũ ta; Tsum., Tsin., Ok.
tàa, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʔáa ‛to be alone, distinct, separate’.
[25] PNK *thuru ‛to slough’ (Zhu. thúrú; Tsum. thuru; N. Om., Kam.
thúrú) — ǃXóõ húli kV ‛to cast off skin, change into another creature’.
[26] Zhu. tʔórótʔòrò ‛to stand on tip-toes to reach something’ — ǃXóõ
hDlo ‛to stand on tiptoe’.
[2] Zhu. tàʔábí ‛to peep under, lift something up’ — ǃXóõ āhbi tV ‛to
lift the edge of something and peep under it’. See [HONKEN 998: 5].
In each of these cases, initial t- or th- in Zhu’hoan corresponds to a zerotype or h-type reflex in ǃXóõ. (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 borrowing — even in that case, however, the ǃXóõ 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 *tʔ- — especially considering such supporting evidence as
the presence of a «leftover» glottal stop in Zhu’hoan in cases [26] and [2],
as well as the possible *tʔ- > +- development in Nama (see 5.0), which is quite
analogical to the one that must have taken place in ǃXóõ.
Next, it would be useful to consider the following group of cases:
[28] PNK *txom ‛to pull closed (e. g. a slip-knot)’ (Zhu. txòm; Tsum.,
Tsin., Ok. txòm, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʒxàʔm kV ‛to tie by drawing closed, tighten’.
[29] PNK *txuru ‛to pull loose (a knot)’ (Tsum. txùrù; Tsin., Mpu.
txùrú, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʒxòli kV tàm ‛to undo, loosen the noose, pull out’.
[280] Zhu. txútxùbí ‛to submerge (e. g. a bottle to fill it)’ — ǃXóõ cxōbu
:lu ‛to slosh into’.
[28] Zhu. txàtxàbé ‛to be irritated (of eyes)’ — ǃXóõ ʒxâʔa ‛to experience stinging or burning pain’.
[282] PNK *tkxona ‛to fold, twist’ (Zhu. tkxoànà ‛fold into (e. g. a seam
of clothing)’; Ang. ǃXũ tkxoana ‛twist around’) — ǃXóõ ʒgxáni ‛compacted,
tight’, ʒgxáni kV ‛twist, wring out, tighten’.
[283] Zhu. tkxam ‛to soak’ — ǃXóõ ckxâa ‛soaking wet’.
[28] Zhu. dxò ‛to skewer (esp. meat on a stick)’ — ǃXóõ ʒxôʔni ‛to stick
something into, spec. into one’s hair’.
[285] Zhu. dxùbú ‛bald, featherless’ — ǃXóõ cxūm — cxuBV ‛to pluck,
rip off hair’.
In each of these, we find a PNK dental-plus-velar cluster (*tx-~*dx-, *tkx-)
paired with a ǃXóõ affricate-plus-velar cluster (cx-~ʒx-, ckx-~ʒgx-). However,
they cannot reflect either PPeK *t(k)x~*d(g)x (presumably reflected in examples [26] and [266]) or PPeK *c(k)x~*ʒ(g)x (see .2.3..3); one has to assume
that they are pointing to a different series of PPeK phonemes, for instance, a
special «palatalised dental» series like *ćx, *"x, *ćkx, *"gx, 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 ǃXóõ items
with cx, ckx, etc., than there are instances of PNK *t, *d corresponding to
ǃXóõ c, ʒ. The only interesting example that could hint at the latter is
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[286] PNK *duʔuᵑ ‛to bleed from the nose’ (Zhu. dùʔúᵑ; Tsum., Tsin.
duʔúᵑ, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʒ6uᵑ kV id. See [HONKEN 998: 2] (although H. eçåJ
âÉå himself dismisses the comparison as too unreliable).
Future research may yet throw additional light on this problem; running a little ahead, one may note that, although not a single example of
ǃXóõ c corresponding to PNK *t or *d is available so far, this does not actually enlighten us on the subject of the origins of ǃXóõ 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.:
[28] Zhu. nàrì ‛creamy, fatty, greasy’ — ǃXóõ n6li ‛smooth, soft (of
hair)’.
[288] Zhu. nʔà-be ‛to beckon, lure’ — ǃXóõ n0hni tV ‛to beckon’.
[289] Zhu. nàùᵑ ‛to be how?, do how?’ — ǃXóõ naBV ‛to appear, seem
to be, be like’.
[290] Zhu. nè ‛to be which one, what kind of’ — ǃXóõ nêᵑ ‛like this, be
this way’.
[29] Zhu. noahᵑ ‛to expose one’s glans penis, pull back the foreskin’ —
ǃXóõ nāᵑ ‛to leave the genitals exposed’.
In addition, cf. the following examples:
[292] PNK *d[e]ᵑ ‛gums’ (Zhu. d/èᵑ-d/èᵑ; Ang. ǃXũ d/ng) — ǃXóõ
ʔn/hn-ʔn/hn-tê id.
[293] Auen dni ‛a plant (tragia duoica) of which the berries are eaten’ —
ǃXóõ ʔn6n ‛a sp. of plant (Cassia italica)’.
[29] PNK *daʔa ‛fire’ (Zhu. dàʔá; Auen da; ǃXũ (Ll.) da, ddʔa, (açâÉ)
daʔa; ǃOǃKung da; Ang. ǃXũ dàʔa) — ǃXóõ n/hʔ-ni-kà ‛flame’.
The first two forms [292] obviously belong together (cf. even the same
reduplication in both subgroups) and suggest the correspondence «PNK *d :
PSK *ʔn» < PPeK *ʔn. The second example is a little vague semantically (and
for NK is only attested in [BLEEK 956]) but is nevertheless in perfect phonetic agreement with the first one. Finally, the last example can also belong
here if one suggests a late-period dissimilation in ǃXóõ: *ʔnhʔ-ni > *nhʔ-ni.
.2.3..3. Affricates.
A detailed analysis of the patterns of correspondences between Khoisan affricates has already been conducted by H. eçåâÉå [HONKEN 988].
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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 ǃXóõ affricate system has been greatly
simplified from the PPeK level; moreover, even the PSK system seems to
have been relatively more complex than the ǃXóõ one (see 3.2.3; detailed
correspondences between ǃXóõ 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) deaffricativisation (*c, *č > s). The following correspondences can be established:
PNH *c~*ʒ — PSK *s (< PPeK *c):
[295] PNK *ci ‛to come’ (Zhu. ci; Auen tsi, tši; ǃOǃKung tsi, tši; Ov.
c8 ) — PSK *sV id. (ǃXóõ sīi — saV; Mas. se, si; Nuen sa, se, si; Xam sa, se;
Ng sa, se, si; Khomani sa, si; Kxau sa, se; Kue sa, si; Xegwi sa; Auni sa,
se, si; Haasi tsʔi).
[296] PNK *ʒa ‛to wear’ (Tsum. zá; Tsin. ʒá; Ok., Mpu., Cui. ǯá; Leeu.
ʒ0, etc.) — ǃXóõ sáʔaᵑ — saʔV ‛to wear, put on (blanket, shirt)’.
[29] Zhu. cunih ‛to flow out (of blood)’ — ǃXóõ s,ni ‛to flow (of water)’. See [HONKEN 998: 3].
[298] PNK *cʔi ‛mouth’ (Hoan šiᵑ; Zhu. cʔí; Auen tsi; ǃXũ (Ll.) tsi;
ǃOǃKung tsi; Ov. cʔ8 ) — PSK *siʔi ‛to bite’ (ǃXóõ síʔi; Nuen tseja kai; Xam,
Ng tsi, ts’i; Nu ts’i; Khomani tsʔii; Xegwi tsʔi; Auni tsʔi; Haasi tsi). The
original form here is probably either *ciʔi or *siʔi, with subsequent reduction of the first syllable — this explains the affricate in SK languages other
than ǃXóõ: *siʔi > *sʔi > *cʔi.
PNH *ʒ — PSK *ʒ (< PPeK *ʒ):
[299] PNH *ʒa ‛to swear, insult’ (Hoan za ‛to tease’; Zhu. zá; ǃXũ (Ll.)
ʒàᵑ ‛to curse’; Ov. zá ‛revile’) — ǃXóõ ʒáa kV ‛to illtreat, be disrespectful’.
[300] PNH *ʒe(ᵑ) ‛to fly’ (Hoan ze ‛fly straight’; Zhu. zin ‛to swarm
(of bees, etc.)’) — PSK *ʒ ‛to fly’ (ǃXóõ ʒ0hiᵑ; Mas. ʒoiᵑ, ʒwḛ ‛to fly away’;
Auni ze ‛to fly’).
PNH *cx — PSK *cx/*ʒx (with the usual fluctuation of the voice feature) (< PPeK *cx/*ʒx):
[30] Zhu. cxànà ‛diarrhoea’ — PT *cxaN- ‛dung, excrement’ (ǃXóõ cxàᵑ;
Mas. tšane).
[302] Zhu. cxàìᵑ-gáúsì ‛fork’ — ǃXóõ ʒxāiᵑ ‛to be in a fork’.
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PNH (PNK) *c — PSK *cʔ (only one case) (< PPeK *cʔ ?):
[303] PNK *caᵑ ‛to taste’ (Zhu. caàhᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) shaᵑshaᵑ, tchaᵑtchaᵑ) —
ǃXóõ cʔán kV id.
PNH (PNK) *s — PSK *s (surprisingly enough, also only one case, and
not very reliable at that) (< PPeK *s?):
[30] PNK *sa[u] ‛to set a dog on someone’ (Zhu. s; Ov. sàű) — ǃXóõ
sáu kV id.
PNK *sh — PSK *ʒh (< PPeK *sh):
[305] PNK *shuᵑ ‛to fart’ (Zhu. súᵑ, chúᵑ; Tsum. chúᵑ; Tsin. cháng; Ok.
šíᵑng; Leeu. chúᵑ, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʒháa ‛to secrete a substance, break wind, fart’.
PNH *č — PSK *s (< PPeK *č):
[306] PNH *ča ‛to come to’ (Hoan ča; Zhu. čá ‛to go and fetch’; Ov. cá
id.) — ǃXóõ sâa ‛to go’.
[30] PNH *č ‛fat’ (Hoan čaᵑ; Zhu. šìᵑ, čìᵑ; Auen tšiᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) tchaŋ,
dzhaŋ, (açâÉ) šaŋ; ǃOǃKung tšiᵑ; Ang. ǃXũ čàng) — PSK *seᵑ (ǃXóõ s/ᵑ; Mas.
šaaᵑ; Xam soeŋ; Ng soa, syŋ; Khomani soeᵑ; Xegwi swiᵑ; Haasi tswaa).
[308] PNH *čʔabu ‛a k. of bag’ (Hoan čibo ‛kaross’; Zhu. čʔàbù) —
ǃXóõ sáʔbi ‛blanket, pelt, kaross’.
[309] PNH *či ‛thing; place’ (Hoan ši ‛place’; Zhu. čí ‛thing’; Auen tši id.;
ǃXũ (Ll.) tchi; ǃOǃKung tši; Ov. c8 ) — ǃXóõ sīi ‛generic locative, side, place, it’.
[30] PNH *čo ‛medicine’ (Hoan čo; Zhu. čò; Ov. cò ‛practice magic’) —
ǃXóõ sòo ‛medicine, potent forces’.
[3] PNK *čaᵑ ‛gravy, sauce’ (Zhu. čàᵑ; Ov. càáᵑ) — ǃXóõ sāᵑ ‛gravy, soup’.
[32] PNK *ču ‛yellow-billed hornbill’ (Zhu. čù; Ov. cȕ) — ǃXóõ sûʔuᵑ
‛red-crested korhaan (Eupodotis ruficrista)’.
[33] Zhu. čàm ‛to sip (a hot liquid)’ — ǃXóõ sàm kV id.
[3] Zhu. čámčàm ‛to wag the tail (of dog)’ — ǃXóõ sām-sām kV ‛to flick
the tail (as a lion)’.
[35] Zhu. čòàᵑ ‛to eat ritually’ — ǃXóõ sōo kV ‛ritual feeding’.
[36] Zhu. čnì ‛to peel’ — ǃXóõ s'iᵑ kV ‛to flay, skin’.
PNH *ˇčh — PSK *ch (< PPeK *čh):
[3] PNK *čhoa ‛to begin’ (Zhu. čhòàčhòà; Ov. choachoa) — ǃXóõ chōa id.
PNH *ǯ — PSK *ʒ (< PPeK *ǯ):
[38] PNH *ǯni ‛helicopter toy’ (Hoan zini; Zhu. žnì; Tsum. žnì;
Leeu. dž0nì, etc.) — ǃXóõ ʒàni id.
[39] PNK *ǯm ‛thin’ (Zhu. žm; Auen ʒm; ǃXũ (Ll.) zshamm, (açâÉ)
ʒam; Ang. ǃXũ ǯm) — ǃXóõ ʒ´ba ‛emaciated, thin’.

Г. Сттин. Значимость промежуточных реконструкций для пракойсанского 

[320] PNK *ǯoʔoma ‛millipede’ (Zhu. žoʔòmà; Auen tšuma; ǃXũ
(Wilhelm) džuba) — ǃXóõ ʒūʔmaᵑ ‛snouted harvester termite’.
[32] Zhu. žàbì ‛to rotate, spin’ — ǃXóõ ʒ´bi tâ ‛to turn round suddenly
while moving’.
PNK *ǯhʔ — PSK *ʒh (< PPeK *ǯh):
[322] PNK *ǯhʔuᵑ ‛to blow (with the mouth)’ (Zhu. ǯhʔùúᵑ; Auen dʒuᵑ,
tšuᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) dzhuᵑ, tchuᵑ; ǃOǃKung tsuᵑ; Ang. ǃXũ čhùᵑ, chùᵑ) — PSK *ʒhuid. (ǃXóõ ʒhúm; Mas. dʒum; Xam suᵑ; Haasi tsʔu ‛to blow into’).
[323] Zhu. ǯhʔùúᵑ ‛to bump, knock’ — ǃXóõ ʒhhuᵑ kV ‛to bash into, to
punch’.
PNK *ǯgx — PSK *cʔ (< PPeK *čʔ/ǯʔ ?):
[32] PNK *ǯgxa ‛to steal’ (Zhu. ǯʔàá; Auen tša; ǃXũ (Ll.) tcha, (açâÉ)
ntšʔa; ǃOǃKung tšʔa; Ang. ǃXũ čʔàa; Ov. cʔà, ckxà) — ǃXóõ cʔàa ‛to hide away,
conceal, steal’.
PNK *š — PSK *s (< PPeK *š):
[325] Zhu. šàbì ‛to turn, spin, revolve’ — ǃXóõ sàmi ‛to spin (e. g. a
top)’.
[326] Zhu. šùà ‛to fall (of rain)’ — ǃXóõ sáu làa ‛to fall (of the first
rains)’.
[32] PNK *šui ‛swelling’ (Zhu. šùì; Mpu. sùí; Cui. šùí, etc.) — ǃXóõ s(i
‛wart’.
PNK *š — PSK *ch (< PPeK *šh?):
[328] PNK *šao ‛wide, broad’ (Zhu. šàò; Ang. ǃXũ šào) — ǃXóõ chào id.
Obviously, these correspondences do not present us with the full picture; more details will be evident in the «non-click to click correspondences»
section (see .2.3.2), and still others remain completely obscure, since the affricate 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 ǃXóõ. 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 almost no correlates in ǃXóõ; the exact same thing can be said about ǃXóõ *c,
whereas the other SK languages seem to have positionally conditioned reflexes of c and s. There is, therefore, a strong possibility of the two phonemes not having been distinguished in PPeK.
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b) No evidence whatsoever seems to suggest that ǃXóõ, 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.
c) Correspondences involving PNH glottalised affricates; aspirated affricates; and initial clusters with velar fricatives and affricates, are extremely rare ([30], [302], [3], [32]), 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 *ǯo ‛black, dark’ (Zhu. žó; Auen ʒ; ǃXũ (Ll.) dzho, zho;
ǃOǃKung dʒo, dʒu; Ang. ǃXũ ǯo; Ov. zó) — ǃXóõ tòhoᵑ ‛to be dark’.
[330] PNK *ǯu ‛person’ (Zhu. žù; Auen ʒu; ǃXũ (Ll.) dju, dzhu, zhu,
(açâÉ) dʒu; ǃOǃKung dʒu, ʒu; Ang. ǃXũ ǯù; Ov. zù) — PSK *tu ‛person’ (ǃXóõ
tûu ‛people’; Mas. tu; Nuen tu; Xam tu-ken «males»; Ng tu, tuᵑ; Auni tuke ‛men, boys’).
[33] Zhu. žoba ‛to be shortened’ — ǃXóõ tùʔm-tùʔm ‛to have contractions, tighten (of sphincter)’.
[332] Zhu. žom ‛paw, fist’ — ǃXóõ tàh-i, pl. tàh-ba-tê ‛pad (of lion or
dog), ball of human foot’ (Zhu. o : ǃXóõ a < PPeK *).
[333] Zhu. žomm ‛to roll, wrap up’ — Mas. tom-ke, tum-ke ‛to wrap’.
While the latter three comparisons may be found somewhat problematic (semantic reasons in [33], phonetic in [332], underrepresentation in
[333]), the first two, especially the parallelism between PNK *ǯu and ǃXóõ
tûu, constitute extremely powerful evidence in favour of this correspondence. That said, it hardly fits into any of the «slots» left open in the system presented above (especially since there is some evidence for PPeK *ǯ
regularly > PNH *ǯ, PSK *ʒ).
Note that ǃXóõ tûu is the plural form; the suppletive singular stem is
tâa. If this alternation represents some kind of archaic ablaut-like gradation and both forms originally stem from this root, then it is also worth
noticing the other parallels for tâa: ǃXóõ dialectal lâa; Mas. da, la, l; Nuen
da; Auni da, de; and perhaps also — outside PSK — Hoan ža ‛husband’.
(According to [WESTPHAL 965, p. 39], the form laʔa is typical of the dialect he calls hũa, and the form tʔa for what he calls Namani).
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Initial lateral l- in words of obviously Khoisan origin is practically
unique for this root, yet it may turn out to be an extremely important archaism, 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 *l-; it may have, with equal probability, been a lateral fricative
(*-) or some kind of retroflex resonant. In any case, this phoneme’s affricate-like character in PNK is most probably secondary.
.2.3... Velars. Correspondences involving PNH and PSK velar stops
are generally fairly predictable; note only the usual «randomness» between 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 correspondences, despite initial k- being much more frequent in Zhu’hoan than
it is in ǃXóõ; 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 aspiration in both PNH and PSK (unlike the situation in, say, the dental series).
Cf. the following material:
[33] PNH *kaRe ‛to want, wish’ (Hoan kini; Zhu. kàrè; Tsum. kàrè; Ok.
kàlè, etc.) — ǃXóõ káne/káni kV ‛to want’.
[335] PNK *gani ‛to roll’ (Zhu. gànì; ǃXũ (Ll.) ganne, ganni, (açâÉ) gani;
ǃOǃKung gale; Ang. ǃXũ gàrè) — ǃXóõ gàni kV id. See [HONKEN 998: 8].
[336] PNK *ge ‛to stay, remain, be (in a place)’ (Zhu. gè; Auen ge, ga;
ǃXũ (iäçóÇ, açâÉ) ge; ǃOǃKung g) — PSK *kV ‛copula (to be)’ (ǃXóõ kV;
Ng, Xegwi, Auni ki; Khomani kja, kje, kjG).
[33] Zhu. gábá ‛to walk with feet turned toward each other’ — ǃXóõ
gába ‛to walk pigeon toed’.
[338] Zhu. gáró ‛to lie in a curled up position’ — PT *garo ‛to knead
into a lump, clench as fist’ (ǃXóõ gàlo kV; Mas. garu-ba).
[339] Zhu. gàʔáró ‛to drink too little’ — ǃXóõ gólo ‛to drink or eat an inadequate amount to still one’s hunger’.
[30] Zhu. gm ‛to wake someone up’ — ǃXóõ gáhʔn — gahʔJV id.
[3] Zhu. goarah ‛erect (of hair)’ — ǃXóõ kòhla ‛to erect the dorsal crest
of hair (of a springbok)’. See [HONKEN 998: 6].
[32] Zhu. góbá ‛navel’ — ǃXóõ góbo ‛umbilical cord, navel’.
[33] Zhu. gùí ‛to hold up (weapon) in threatening attitude’ — ǃXóõ
gúi kV ‛to lift up’. (Cf. also Xam ui ‛to lift’?).
[3] Zhu. gùrùgùrù ‛sty of the eye’ — ǃXóõ g,le ‛to be irritated (of
one’s eyes)’.
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[35] Hoan kala ‛to fly’ — ǃXóõ kála ‛to go round, circle as vultures’.
[36] PNH *khora ‛to untie, release’ (Hoan khora ‛to unroll’; Zhu.
khóárá; Auen kwara; Ang. ǃXũ khùlà) — ǃXóõ khàla ‛to separate, divide’.
[3] PNK *khobo ‛sweat’ (Mpu., Cui., Cnd. khòbò) — ǃXóõ khúʔbu id.
For the velar fricative *x- cf. examples like:
[38] PNK *xauᵑ ‛to singe, scorch’ (Zhu. xàùᵑ; Tsum., N. Om. xàuᵑ;
Leeu., S. Om. xào; Tsin., Ok. xàoᵑ, etc.) — ǃXóõ xáʔoᵑ ‛to cause a burning
sting, irritation’.
[39] PNK *xoro ‛to hang (of fruit)’ (Zhu. xòrò-xòrò ‛to hang heavily (of
fruit on branch)’; Ang. ǃXũ xòloxòlò ‛be laden with fruit’) — ǃXóõ xôʔlo kâ
‛to hang, lower the head’.
[350] Zhu. xòìàᵑ ‛to grind’ — ǃXóõ xái kV id.
[35] Zhu. xómxòm ‛to dry one’s hands with sand’ — ǃXóõ xòʔbo ‛dry
sand’.
[352] Zhu. xò ‛temple (of head)’ — Proto-ǃWi *xu ‛face’ (Xam, Ng,
Khomani xu; Xegwi, Auni xu ‛head’; Haasi x ‛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. kxái-šè; Auen k″eiše; ǃXũ (Ll.) k″eiya;
Ang. ǃXũ kxàkxàkè) — ǃXóõ kxâm id.
[35] PNK *kxàùᵑ ‛red sky (at sunset or sunrise)’ (Zhu. kxàùᵑ; Tsin.,
Ok., Leeu. kxàó, etc.) — ǃXóõ kxāo ‛pre-dawn’. See [HONKEN 998: 8].
Given that at least one of these cases can be a Khoekhoeism (cf. Nama
ai-, ǃOra kxʔai-si ‛first’), it becomes rather evident that we must look elsewhere for possible correspondences. Three of the most «basic» common SK
roots with initial *kx- display rather interesting matches within PNK, cf.:
[355] PNK *čhi(ᵑ) ‛to drink’ (Zhu. čhì; Auen tši; ǃXũ (Ll.) shiŋ, tchiŋ,
(açâÉ) šn); ǃOǃKung tšiᵑ; Ang. ǃXũ čhāng, chīᵑŋ; Ov. chȁŋ (East), ṣṣȁŋ, ṣhȁŋ
(West)) — PSK *kx(o)ᵑ id. (ǃXóõ kxāhaᵑ; Mas. k″aᵑ, k″e, k″aᵑ; Nuen k″aa,
k″auᵑ; Xam k″waᵑ, k″oaᵑ; Khomani kxʔwaᵑ, kxʔweᵑ, kxʔaᵑ, kxʔeiᵑ; Kue kwaᵑ,
k″waiᵑ; Seroa oaᵑw; Xegwi k″a, k″eᵑ; Auni k″a, k″eᵑ, k″a; Haasi k’a).
[356] PNK *čʔiᵑ ‛to cry’ (Zhu. čʔíᵑ; Auen tsiᵑ, tsi, tšiᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) tchiŋ,
tchuᵑ, (açâÉ) tšʔŋ¯; ǃOǃKung tšiŋ; Ang. ǃXũ čàng; Ov. ʒʔŋ) — PSK *kx(o)a id.
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(ǃXóõ kxāa; Mas. k″a; Nuen k″a; Xam k″wa, k″oa; Ng k″a; Khomani kxʔwa,
kxʔa, kxʔeija; Xegwi k″a; Auni k″a).
[35] PNK *shi ‛to laugh’ (Zhu. sì, chì; Auen tsi; ǃXũ (Ll.) ssi, si, tsi,
(açâÉ) si; Ov. sì) — PSK *kx(o)i(ᵑ) (ǃXóõ kxái; Mas. k″ai, k″eiᵑ; Xam k″eink″ein, k″weᵑ; Ng k″aiʔaᵑ; Khomani kxʔaiᵑ, kxʔweiᵑ).
All of these roots are also present in CK (PCK *kxa ‛to drink’, *kxe ‛to cry’,
*kxaiᵑ ‛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 *čhiᵑ may reflect the
former breathy vowel, still evident in ǃXóõ, while the ejectiveness in *čʔiᵑ 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 *čhiᵑ ‛liver’ (Zhu. čhíᵑ; Auen tši; ǃOǃKung tšiᵑ;
Ov. sŋ) — PCK *kxeiᵑ id. (Nama âi-; ǃOra kxaiᵑ-b; Naro kxáíᵑ, 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 initial velar nasal *ŋ- (in the second case, possibly a preglottalised *ʔŋ-):
[358] PNH *m- ‛I’ (Hoan ma; Zhu. mí; Auen m, me, mi; ǃXũ (Ll.) me,
mi, m, (açâÉ) m, mi; ǃOǃKung m, me, mi; Ang. ǃXũ ma, mi) — PSK *ŋ id.
(ǃXóõ n¯; Mas. n, na, nja; Nuen ŋ, na; Xam, Ng ŋ, n; Khomani ŋ, n, na;
Kxau n, ŋ; Kue ŋ, nie; Xegwi n, ŋ, aŋ; Auni n, ŋ, an, na, ne; Haasi n, ŋ).
[359] PNH *ʔm ‛to eat’ (Hoan ʔam; Zhu. ʔm; Auen m; ǃXũ (Ll.) mm,
emm, (açâÉ) ʔm; ǃOǃKung m; Ang. ǃXũ ʔm) — PSK *ʔᵑ id. (ǃXóõ ʔâᵑ; Mas. aᵑ,
a, e; Nuen aᵑ, eᵑ; Xam aᵑ, haᵑ; Ng aᵑ, eᵑ; Khomani aᵑ; Kue eᵑ; Xegwi aᵑ,
eᵑ; Auni ha; Haasi a).
The development *ŋ- > *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 st
person pronoun as well, where Proto-Yenisseian *ŋ- > Ket *m- > b- in the anlaut 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 st person pronoun
assumes the form of m- before any forms beginning with a labial consonant.
.2.3..5. Uvulars. The absolute majority of PNK or Zhu’hoan correlates for ǃXóõ items with initial uvulars show a predictable shift from uvular to velar articulation. Since Hoan normally preserves uvular consonants, 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 research NK-ǃXóõ (numbers 360 to 30] and Hoan-ǃXóõ [numbers 3 and
32] 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 *kaᵑ ‛to do in secret’ (Zhu. kaahᵑ; Tsum., Tsin., Leeu. kaàᵑ,
etc.) — ǃXóõ qāha ‛cleverness, slyness, dishonesty, cunning, stealth’.
[36] PNK *kU ‛to say’ (Zhu. kò; ǃXũ (Ll.) kue) — ǃXóõ qúma, qúba, qóma,
qóba ‛it is said’.
[362] PNK *goʔa ‛to open the mouth’ (Zhu. gòʔá; ǃXũ (Ll.) goa; Mpu.,
Cui., Cnd. gòʔā) — PSK *qa id. (ǃXóõ qàa kV ‛to open the mouth, gape’; Ng
kaŋ ‛to inhale’).
[363] PNK *go ‛long ago’ (Zhu. go/[hà]; Auen goa ‛yesterday’) —
ǃXóõ q6a ‛long ago’.
[36] PNK *gom ‛to swallow’ (Zhu. gòm; ǃXũ (Ll.) ggomm; Tsum., Tsin.,
Ok. gòm; Leeu., Mpu. góm, etc.) — ǃXóõ qûm ‛to suck out (and swallow)’.
[365] Zhu. k/á ‛already, now, a little while ago’ — ǃXóõ q/m ‛near past
or future, yesterday’.
[366] Zhu. k/íàᵑ ‛annoy, torment, gossip’ — ǃXóõ q0i ‛painful’.
[36] Zhu. k/ʔm ‛to suck’ — ǃXóõ qâm ‛to suckle, kiss’.
[368] Zhu. k/ʔúá ‛to take carefully’ — ǃXóõ qáoᵑ ‛gently, calmly’.
[369] Zhu. ko-e ‛let, allow (interjection)’ — ǃXóõ qâa ‛can be’. (Cf. also
Xam ka ‛particle of probability’).
[30] Zhu. gòʔm ‛gum, glue’ — ǃXóõ qáᵑ ‛gum, latex’.
[3] Hoan qaʔana, qana ‛salt’ — ǃXóõ qáʔna id. (Cf. also Mas. xane id.).
[32] Hoan qhaen ‛good’ — PSK *qai(ᵑ) id. (ǃXóõ qáiᵑ ‛beautiful, pretty,
nice’; Nuen xai ‛to be pretty’; Xam twai-iᵑ, toai-iᵑ ‛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 pharyngealized vowels in this type of roots. Items [363], [365], and [366] have pharyngealisation 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 [36],
[368], and [369] this extra feature is only present in NK. A plausible explanation is that in these roots, pharyngealisation represents a trace of the former
uvular consonant. (As for the other cases where we should also expect pharyngealisation 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 : ǃXóõ uvular»; although rare, it presents a perfect correlation to
the respective click efflux correspondence (see .2.2.). Cf.:
[33] PNK *xana ‛marihuana’ (Zhu. xanah; ǃXũ (iäçóÇ, açâÉ) xana) —
ǃXóõ qhàna id.
[3] PNK *xuru ‛larynx, Adam’s apple’ (Zhu. xúrú; Tsum., Tsin., Ok.,
Leeu. xúrú, etc.) — ǃXóõ lo ‛muscles of the tongue, pharynx’.
Note, as usual, the lack of correlation between voiced/voiceless reflexes [3]; aspiration in ǃXóõ qhàna 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 *χ, 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 qxana for the same word
in Naro, given by R. sçëëÉå [VOSSEN 992: 38]; H. sáëëÉê 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 reflect an actual phonemic entity, it would be a wonderful way to explain
the velar vs. aspirated uvular contrast in PeK).
.2.3..6. Laryngeals. Initial aspirated *h- is potentially reconstructible
in a handful of cases, such as:
[35] PNK *huni ‛to stir’ (Zhu. hùní; Tsin., Leeu., S. Om. hùní, etc.) —
ǃXóõ húni sV ‛to mix in, stir in’.
[36] PNK *hui ‛to help’ (Zhu. hui; ǃXũ (Ll.) wwi) — Xam hhui id.
[3] PNK *hʔare ‛to fetch water’ (Zhu. h/ʔáré; Auen re; Ang. ǃXũ
h/rè) — Nuen hare id.
[38] PNK *ho ‛to find, get’ (Zhu., Auen, ǃXũ (açâÉ), Ang. ǃXũ ho) —
PSK *ho ‛to bring, take’ (Mas., Nuen, Auni ho; Xam ho, hho, hoa). See [EHRET 986: ex. 39].
[39] 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 Khoekhoe, meaning that there is a high possibility of borrowing; however, the
possibility of these forms going back to Proto-Khoisan common protoforms with initial *h- is hardly any less. No other correspondences for
PNK *h- have been attested, although ǃXóõ h- does occasionally result
from «lenition» of initial dentals (see .2.3..2).
.2.3.2. Click consonants in SK (NK) vs. non-click consonants in NK (SK).
The phenomenon of clicks corresponding to non-clicks within closely
related Khoisan languages, most often belonging to the Khoe (Central Khoisan) branch, has been well studied by specialists in the field (see, for instance, [TRAILL 986a]; [TRAILL–VOSSEN 99]). Most often, these correspondences are assumed to be conditioned by dynamic change factors such as
«click loss», when the original click influx becomes eliminated and the original click efflux assumes full consonantal status (e. g. PCK *ga ‛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’ > Hietšware ǯo, 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 ǃOra kxa ‛sharp’, Nama
a (< *kxʔa) id. < PCK *cʔe (cf. Naro cʔe, etc.), where the glottalised affricate is
definitely primary, since clicks with velar affricate effluxes are fairly common 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 secondary 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 correspondences 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.
.2.3.2.. PNH glottalised hissing affricate (*cʔ, *chʔ) — ǃXóõ dental click.
[380] PNH *c[h]ʔama ‛bird’ (Hoan chma; Zhu. cʔàmà; Auen tsama;
ǃXũ (Ll.) tsaba, (açâÉ) tsʔava; ǃOǃKung tsaba, tsama; Ov. cʔámà) — ǃXóõ
q/hʔm ‛sp. of bird’.
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[38] PNK *cʔe[-ma] ‛small’ (Zhu. cʔè-mà; Auen tse-ma; ǃXũ (Ll.) tsema,
(açâÉ) dema, tsʔema, (sÉÇÇÉê) ts’e, (táäÜÉäã) tsema, tse; ǃOǃKung deme,
tsema; Ov. cʔema) — ǃXóõ q- id. — Xam ts’e-tten, tse-rre id.
[382] Zhu. cʔíᵑ ‛to walk along’ — ǃXóõ qhíi ‛to walk (pl.), regularly
walk about (sg.)’.
[383] PNK *cʔuᵑ ‛nose’ (Zhu. cʔúᵑ; Auen tšuᵑ; ǃXũ (Ll.) ssuᵑ, tsuᵑ, tsaŋ,
(açâÉ) ts’uᵑ; ǃOǃKung tsuŋ, tsaŋ) — PSK *nu- id. (ǃXóõ nùh-ńa; Mas. nu,
nu-tša; Nuen nuša; Xam nutu, nuᵑtu; Khomani ŋutu; Kxau, Kue
nutu; Xegwi nu; Auni nu, noᵑ; Haasi nu).
This situation is fairly similar to the one in Khoekhoe, where PCK *cʔ> *kxʔ-. Three out of four examples feature ǃXóõ q-, which gives us a very
good idea of the nature of this development: PPeK *cʔ- (or maybe even
*cq-) > ǃXóõ *q-, with secondary «clickification». The opposite development, i. e. «click replacement» in NK, is much less probable, since there
are examples of ǃXóõ q- and qh- corresponding to NK clicks, whereas
PNK *cʔ- seems to always correspond to clicks in ǃXóõ.
Since the fourth case [383] deviates from the formula, the etymology
is somewhat less reliable, as we would expect ǃXóõ *qu- rather than a nasal efflux. Nevertheless, it should not be rejected unless in favour of a
better one, considering the possibility of «extra» nasalisation such as described in .2.2.; note, above everything, that in SK the root frequently
operates in conjunction with some kind of nasal suffix — nuh-ńa, nuŋtu — which may have acted as catalyst for the efflux replacement.
.2.3.2.2. PNK palatal influx — ǃXóõ dental/affricate cluster.
[38] Zhu. kxà-kxà ‛termite sp.’ — ǃXóõ dgxām id.
[385] Zhu. kxàrà ‛to flatten by hammering, hammer flat’ — ǃXóõ
tkxāla-tkxàla kV ‛to pat flat (e. g. the sand)’.
[386] Zhu. gxòó-gxòró ‛to empty out (dregs)’ — ǃXóõ tkxúla ‛to push
out, squeeze out’.
[38] Zhu. gxú ‛hairy pubic area’ — ǃXóõ tkxáu ‛to have intercourse,
copulate’.
[388] PNK *kxao ‛damp; dew’ (Zhu. kxàò; ǃXũ (Ll.) ou; Tsin. ʔào;
Leeu., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. ʔào) — ǃXóõ ʒgxáu-ʒgxáu ‛to rain lightly’.
[389] Zhu. kxàm ‛to be tired’ — ǃXóõ ʒgxòm ‛to feel unwell, enervated’.
[390] Zhu. kxáíᵑ-kxání ‛to be very wet (esp. of clothes)’ — ǃXóõ ckxàni
‛to be wet, rain heavily’.
[39] Zhu. gxàm ‛to squeeze, hug, embrace’ — ǃXóõ ckxáli kV ‛wring
out by twisting’, ckxám sV ‛squeeze out (something wet)’.
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[392] Zhu. gxòʔm ‛milky sap’ — ǃXóõ ckxōa ‛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 *kx (< PPeK
*kx; cf., for instance, [50]). For cases [388] to [392] it is therefore reasonable to
suggest PPeK *ckx~*ʒgx (voiced and voiceless reflexes are, as usual, scattered). Cases [38] to [38], then, have to be interpreted as representing PPeK
*tkx~*dgx; remember that these should be distinguished from PPeK *Ikx~*$gx
(see cases [282], [283], where PNK *tkx corresponds to ǃXóõ ckx~ʒgx).
.2.3.2.3. PNK affricate cluster — ǃXóõ palatal influx.
[393] PNH *ǯxom~*čxom ‛to hide’ (Hoan čxoam ‛to hide’; Zhu. ǯxòmá
‛to creep, crawl, hide’; Tsin., Ok. ʒmá) — ǃXóõ  ūʔm ‛to withdraw from
social contact, hide away from people, disappear’.
[39] PNK *ǯxani ‛to dance’ (Zhu. ǯxàní; Auen tšanne; ǃXũ (açâÉ)
ntšʔxani, txani, ʒxani) — ǃXóõ xāla ‛initiation dance for the female initiate’.
[395] PNK *ǯxo- ‛to push, wear under the belt’ (Ov. ʒxòm ‛fix, tuck’,
ʒxȁe ‛put in under one’s belt’; Tsin., Leeu. ǯxóm ‛wear under the belt’;
S. Om. ǯxòm id.; Ok., Mpu., Cui., Cnd. čxóe id.) — ǃXóõ  ôʔe kV ‛to push
something into the belt, socks, hat’.
[396] Zhu. čxòà-čxòàrà ‛to fall down, tumble (e. g. out of a tree)’ —
ǃXóõ  ūʔli tûu ‛to slip’.
[39] PNK *ǯxom ‛Pleiades’ (Zhu. ǯxóm; Auen tšm) — ǃXóõ  /ᵑ-tê id.
[398] Zhu. ǯxí ‛a k. of bird’ — ǃXóõ  0i ‛blackchested prinia’.
In this little group, the situation is reversed: North Khoisan demonstrates an affricate, while ǃXóõ has a ubiquitous palatal click. Note, however, that this group is strictly limited to items with NK initial *čx- and
*ǯx-. As in the previous case, reconstruction of PPeK *x is excluded (cf.
case [65] for an example of PPeK *x > PNK *x, PSK *x), which means the
NK variant is probably more archaic. Note, however, that PPeK *cx~*ʒx
apparently preserves affricate articulation in ǃXóõ (see [30], [302]); therefore, the «clickification» of *čx~*ǯx must have taken place before the general
merger of the hissing and hushing series in PSK.
Cases [39] and [398] have to be considered separately; the comparisons are acceptable, since NK velar elements can sometimes correspond to
uvulars in PSK (see .2.2.8), and the common etymology for ‛Pleiades’
looks especially promising. However, it is hard to propose a straightforward interpretation; the direction could be either from click to affricate
(PPeK *C- > PNK *ǯx-) or, if one suggests a special type of cluster in PPeK,
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vice versa (PPeK *ǯC- > ǃXóõ  -). In any case, more material is needed to
verify the suggested etymologisation.
.2.3.2.. Click loss in PNK. In a few cases, most of them involving the
palatal (occasionally, the lateral) click, there is ample reason to suggest irregular 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, additional 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
ǃXóõ, suggesting that the uvular efflux after a palatal click may have acted
as catalyst for its elimination. Cf.:
[399] PNK *gru ‛lizard, gecko’ (Zhu. grú; ǃXũ (Ll.) goru, ngru) —
ǃXóõ  7lo ‛bushveld lizard’.
[00] PNK *gui ‛salt’ (Zhu. gúí; ǃXũ (Ll.) gwi; ǃOǃKung gwi; Ang. ǃXũ
gui) — ǃXóõ  ùh-aᵑ ‛salt lick’.
[0] Zhu. gám ‛to be dented, dent’ — ǃXóõ  àʔm ‛to squash, crush,
dent’.
[02] Zhu. kbú ‛to cook (skin or hide)’ — ǃXóõ qhóʔbu ‛to scorch (of
living skin)’.
[03] Zhu. kʔóbú ‛blister’ — ǃXóõ qhóʔbu-sé id.
[0] Zhu. kuùhᵑ-šè ‛pimple, spot’ — ǃXóõ ùᵑ ‛abcess, boil’.
Loss of the lateral click is far less frequent, with but two obvious examples:
[05] PNK *ka ‛to fear’ (Zhu. kò`; Auen ka; ǃXũ (Ll.) ka; ǃOǃKung
koa) — ǃXóõ (aᵑ id. Cf. also Hoan  id.; although, if the form belongs
here, not only do we have to reconstruct the root as *1-, but we will also
have to assume that click loss could happen on the PNK level already after the split of the Hoan subbranch.
[06] Zhu. kxúrí ‛louse’ — ǃXóõ gxóni 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 ǃXóõ.
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Two more interesting cases are provided by the Hoan-ǃXóõ comparison,
where Hoan initial uvular q- is pitted against the lateral click in ǃXóõ. It
should be noted, though, that both Hoan forms are quoted according to [TRAILL
93], and it is not clear whether the initial q- in that source is really a non-click
consonant or a poorly transcribed lateral click. In the latter case, both comparisons should be grouped together with the regular patterns for PPeK *-.
[0] Hoan qaʔeᵑ ‛springbok’ — ǃXóõ gàʔaᵑ ‛lone male springbok or
hartebeest’.
[08] Hoan qaeᵑ ‛three’ — ǃXóõ âe 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 ǃXóõ is
[09] Zhu. gxàú-šè ‛pied babbler’ — ǃXóõ gxàmi id.
However, even if click loss was ever allowed in ǃXóõ, 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 ǃXóõ, and
relatively extensive click loss is definitely one of the main factors responsible (along with the merger of former velars and uvulars into one series).
.2.3.2.5. The fate of PPeK laterals. In section 2.2. we have already discussed the curious correspondence between the PNK retroflex click and
the hushing fricatives š-, ž- 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 *ai ‛to die’ (PNK *ai — Hoan šiᵑ); *au ‛hand (PNK *gau — Hoan
šiu); *au ‛to dig’ (Zhu. gàú — Hoan šiu); and *a~*U ‛water, rain’ (PNK
*ga ‛rain’, *gu ‛water’ — Hoan žo ‛water’).
Out of these roots, ‛die’, ‛hand’, and ‛dig’ do not seem to have any reliable parallels in ǃXóõ. The word for ‛water’, however, is quite possible to
etymologise, cf.:
[0] PNK *ga ‛rain’ (Zhu. gà; Auen ga; ǃXũ (Ll.) ga, ga; ǃOǃKung
ga; Ov. gà); PNK *gu ‛water’ (Zhu. gú; Auen gu, gu; ǃXũ (Ll.) gu,
(açâÉ) guᵑ; ǃOǃKung gu, go; Ov. gű) — Hoan žo ‛water’ — PSK *qha
‛water’ (ǃXóõ qhàa; Mas. kha, xa; Nuen kha; Xam kwa, khwa; Ng ha,
kha, kha; Khomani kha; Xegwi qha; Auni kha; Haasi ka).
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Assuming the hypothesis that PPeK * undergoes «clickification» in PSK,
with the regular development being PPeK * > PSK *q(h)-, we may examine
the rest of ǃXóõ material with initial qh- and see if there are any further possible
etymologies to be found. At least two more seem to confirm this pattern, cf.:
[] PNK *goʔo ‛to cough’ (Zhu. gòʔó; Auen go; ǃXũ (Ll.) goo, go’o,
koo; Ov. gòʔó) — ǃXóõ qháa kV ‛to cough up and expectorate’. Unfortunately, the Hoan equivalent is missing, but if the PNK retroflex does indeed go back to *, the root can be possibly reconstructed as PPeK *ʔ.
[2] Hoan šu ‛to give’ — PT *qha id. (ǃXóõ qháᵑ — qhaV; Mas. xe, xa).
Here, PNH is only represented by the Hoan form, but the consonantal correspondences are nevertheless exactly the same; discrepancies in vocalism
may be due to «vocalic ablaut» (fossilized root vowel + class marker fusion) 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).
.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 [ʔ]n-type reflexes in between the major and
even minor branches. These are:
[3] PNK *dom ‛throat’ (Zhu. dohm; Auen dom; ǃXũ (Ll.) ddomm,
(açâÉ) dom; ǃOǃKung dm) — Hoan ʔno id. — PT *ʔn#m id. (ǃXóõ ʔn(m;
Mas. ūm; Nuen um) — Proto-ǃWi *dom (Xam ddomm; Khomani dom; but
cf. Haasi oem id.).
[] PNK *dhari ‛tongue’ (Zhu. dharì; Auen tari; ǃXũ (Ll.) terri,
(açâÉ) n)thali; ǃOǃKung tali; Ang. ǃXũ thārì) — Hoan cela id. — PT *ʔn- id.
(ǃXóõ ʔn/n; Mas. nān; Nuen āni) — Proto-ǃWi *ʔ- id. (Xam erri, enni;
Ng eᵑ; Kxau ʔa-nansi; Auni aᵑri).
It can be seen that the correspondences are not the same in the two
cases; namely, the Proto-ǃWi form in [] definitely contains a click,
whereas the one in [3] 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 *ʔn#m. This may possibly be explained by the influence of the common PCK form *dom ‛throat’; in fact, one might go as far as to suggest that
all of the ǃWi forms with initial d-, as well as PNK *dom, 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
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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 ʔno ‛throat’ and "oam < *dom ‛river bed’; the latter meaning is
commonly met as secondary meaning for both PCK *dom and PNK *dom.
The obvious explanation for the «doublet» in Hoan is that ʔno is the original form, while "oam is a recent borrowing from a CK source).
More reasonable is the suggestion that PSK *ʔn- > Proto-ǃWi > *ʔn- >
Haasi -, but Xam-Khomani *d- (an interesting phonetic argument in favour
of treating Haasi — or, perhaps, Auni-Haasi — as the oldest branch to split
from Proto-ǃWi, which is in perfect agreement with glottochronological calculations); the development PSK *ʔn- > Xam d- is, in fact, supported by additional data (see 3.2..2). Unfortunately, the same development does not apply to [], where all the ǃWi forms share a dental click with no initial d-.
Likewise, Hoan in this instance has initial c- instead of the expected ʔn-.
The two examples, therefore, do not share a single pattern, and case
[] 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/voiceless — aspirated/non-aspirated variants in NK, or, outside PeK, such variants 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-).
.2.3.3. Summary. The fairly extensive non-click consonant system of
PPeK can be preliminarily sketched in the following table.
PPeK
*m
*w [?]
*t~*d
*tx~*dx
*tkx~*dgx
*t(h)ʔ
*n
*ʔn
*c~*s
*cʔ
*sh [?]
*ʒ

PNH
*m
*b
*t~*d
*tx~*dx
*kx~*gx
*t(h)
*n
*d
*c
*cʔ
*sh
*ʒ

PSK
*m
*w~*
*t~*d
*tx~*dx
*tkx~*dgx
*ʔ~*h
*n
*[ʔ]n
*s
*q
*ʒh
*ʒ
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PPeK
*cx~*ʒx
*ckx~*ʒgx
*č
*ǯ
*čx~*ǯx
*ǯh
*š
*šh [?]
*ć~* [?]
*ćx~*x
*ćkx~*gx
*
* (*ž?)
*k~*g
*x
*kx
*ŋ
*q~*G
*χ [?]
*h

PNH
*cx
*kx~*gx
*č
*ǯ
*čx~*ǯx
*ǯhʔ
*š
*š
*d
*tx~*dx
*tkx
* (> PNK *g,
Hoan š~ž)
*ž
*k~*g
*x
*čʔ~*čh; *kx (?)
*m
*k~*g
*x
*h

PSK
*cx~*ʒx
*ckx~*ʒgx
*s
*ʒ
*x~*
*ʒh
*s
*ch
*ʒ
*cx~*ʒx
*ckx~*ʒgx
*ǃqh
*t~*l
*k~*g
*x
*kx
*ŋ
*q
*q[h]~*G
*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;
c) finding more evidence for such «tricky» developments as the palatalisation of *kx- in NK or that of the supposedly lateral non-click consonants in PNH and PSK.
.2.. 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 consonant or click efflux, with the two segments «trading» features between each
other (see .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 labial 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 ǃXóõ, i. e. the average stem consisted 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 suffixes became fossilized, with the process happening independently in different languages. Already within SK we frequently encounter the same
roots with different suffixes in different languages: cf., for instance, Xam
ku ‛hair’ (zero suffix) vs. ǃXóõ  hù-aᵑ id.; Ng nu-e ‛ear’ vs. ǃXóõ nùh-aᵑ
id.; Xam no-a ‛foot’ vs. ǃXóõ nù-ᵑ id., etc. Naturally, when we bring in
comparative material from more distant relatives, such as NK, this variation 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 little certainty when it comes to such a major part of Khoisan vocalic inventory as diphthongs. In NK, diphthongs normally function the same way as
monophthongic vowels, i. e. form part of the root. In ǃXóõ, however,
whenever one sees a diphthong, it can always be expected to disappear in
certain morphological contexts. Cf., for instance, ǃXóõ  ūi ‛hunting
dog’ — pl.  ūa-tê; qháe ‛sp. of bush’ — pl. qhám; àuᵑ ‛name’ — pl. àᵑ, 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.
aʔ-à and ǃXóõ á-e [08], or PNK *ghu-i and ǃXóõ gú-aᵑ [9] without necessarily being hindered by the obvious incompatibility of the vocalic auslauts.
Quite often, the latter do match, as in PNK *ghu-iᵑ and Proto-ǃWi
*kh-in ‛dog’ (cf., however, ǃXóõ qhà-i without the nasal, as well as the
plural qhà-ba-tê); in these cases, it is possible to suggest the presence of an
original PPeK stem with the suffix *-iŋ (*-iᵑ) 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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.2... 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, *o, *u) increased by the two additional
open vowels (*, *). The latter two, in addition to being ‘carried over’ to PPeK
from those PSK items in which they have to be reconstructed, would also account for all the cases in which Zhu’hoan e-coloured (somewhat rarely) and
o-coloured (much more frequently) vowels correspond to -a- in ǃXóõ, such as
PNK *cʔema — PT *q- id. [38]; Zhu.  òmm — ǃXóõ  áʔm [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 assimilations 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.
.2..2. «Extra» features. For PeK, as has already been mentioned in .2.2,
these constitute nasality, breathiness, and pharyngealisation (found in both
PNK and PSK), as well as superimposition of any of these (breathy pharyngealised vowels, called ‛sphincteric’ by A. qê~áää, are only attested in ǃXóõ).
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 features are rarely stable (see, for instance, the NK material in [SNYMAN 99],
where pharyngealisation often appears to behave in extremely random
ways); more or less reasonably transcribed only in a few languages like
Zhu’hoan, Hoan, and ǃXóõ; 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 ǃXóõ (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 pharyngealisation, namely:
a) Pharyngealised vowel in Zhu’hoan — pharyngealised vowel in ǃXóõ:
PNH *ʔnm — PT *n#- [6]; Zhu. nʔómá — PSK *ʔnma [2]; Zhu. n-iᵑ —
PSK *ʔn-ro [3]; Zhu. ʔàbè — ǃXóõ /ba [5]; Zhu. g/m — ǃXóõ q/ʔn~q/n
[90]; PNK *g — ǃXóõ g-ba-kú [02]; Zhu. nʔi — ǃXóõ 6eᵑ [6]; PNK *nʔorV — PSK * #rV [2]; Zhu. ʔù — ǃXóõ g-u [8]; Zhu. e — PSK *q#[e]
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[22]; Zhu. ʔòrò — ǃXóõ /la [222]; Zhu. n/ — PSK *◎nṵ- [23]; PNK *mnV — ǃXóõ m-n [25]; PNK *d — ǃXóõ d/ᵑ [265]; Zhu. tʔórótʔòrò — ǃXóõ hDlo
[26]; Zhu. čni — ǃXóõ s'iᵑ [36]; PNK *ǯm — ǃXóõ ʒ-ba [39]; PNK *ga — ǃXóõ
q6a [363]; Zhu. k/á — ǃXóõ q/m [365]; Zhu. k/íàᵑ — ǃXóõ q0i [366]; Zhu. ǯxi —
ǃXóõ  0i [398]; PNK *gru — ǃXóõ  7lo [399]; PNK *ka — ǃXóõ (aᵑ [05].
b) Simple vowel in Zhu’hoan — pharyngealised vowel in ǃXóõ: PNK
*au — PSK *g- []; PNH *gai — PSK * [28]; Zhu. gùʔúᵑ — ǃXóõ (-a
[38]; Zhu. nom — ǃXóõ ʔn(-aᵑ []; Zhu. noʔm — ǃXóõ ʔn7m []; PNK
*nhui — ǃXóõ n:-je [80]; PNK *ani — ǃXóõ g/ni [8]; Zhu. gohm — ǃXóõ ,e
[8]; Zhu. nahm — ǃXóõ n- [22]; Zhu. nòàᵑ — ǃXóõ nni [23]; PNK
*ʔhaba — ǃXóõ n/ba [0]; PNK *ʔh — ǃXóõ n6ńa []; Zhu. gàʔání —
ǃXóõ g/a [90]; Zhu. kxùbi — ǃXóõ  =bi [9]; Zhu. noboh — ǃXóõ nbo
[96]; Zhu. góʔóàᵑ — ǃXóõ --ba [22]; Zhu. ghàò — ǃXóõ g/o [226]; Zhu.
ná — ǃXóõ n/-i [230]; Zhu. nubih — ǃXóõ ʔn(bi [232]; PNK *noʔm — ǃXóõ
n:n [235]; Zhu. aàᵑ — PT *◎n- [238]; PNK *nhoba — ǃXóõ ◎nBV [25];
PNK *ʔhaᵑ — ǃXóõ ◎q6a [250]; PNK *ba — PSK *a [259]; Zhu. tàʔm — ǃXóõ
t6ᵑ [26]; PNK *duʔuᵑ — ǃXóõ ʒ6uᵑ [286]; Zhu. nàrì — ǃXóõ n6li [28]; Zhu.
cunih — ǃXóõ s,ni [29]; PNH *č — PSK *seᵑ [30]; Zhu. žabì — ǃXóõ ʒ-bi
[32]; PNK *šui — ǃXóõ s(i [32]; Zhu. gùrùgùrù — ǃXóõ g,le [3]; PNK
*xuru — ǃXóõ lo [3]; PNK *cʔe- — ǃXóõ q- [38]; PNK *ǯxom — ǃXóõ
 /ᵑ-tê [39]; PNK *dom — PT *ʔn#m [3]; PNK *dhari — PT *ʔn- [].
c) Pharyngealised vowel in Zhu’hoan — ‛sphincteric’ (i. e. pharyngealised + breathy) vowel in ǃXóõ: Zhu. n/ʔó — ǃXóõ /ho []; Zhu. ʔhò —
ǃXóõ nho [6]; Zhu. nrì — ǃXóõ n/hli [66]; Zhu. ri — ǃXóõ  /hli [8];
Zhu. n/ʔú — ǃXóõ n/h-be []; PNK *ma~*ba — ǃXóõ ghBV [68];
Zhu. t — ǃXóõ d/h-be [269]; Zhu. nʔà-be — ǃXóõ n0hni [288]; PNK
*d[e]ᵑ — ǃXóõ ʔn/hn- [292]; PNH *ʒe(ᵑ) — PSK *ʒ- [300].
d) Simple vowel in Zhu’hoan — ‛sphincteric’ vowel in ǃXóõ: Zhu. uh ᵑ —
ǃXóõ  /haᵑ [59]; PNK *nuʔuᵑ — ǃXóõ  (hnu [8]; Zhu. ahm — ǃXóõ /haᵑ [85];
Zhu. nùʔú ᵑ — ǃXóõ n,huᵑ [25]; Zhu. gxàrú — ǃXóõ  /hni-kà [5]; Zhu.
nàng — ǃXóõ ʔn0hn [95]; Zhu. nhahng — ǃXóõ n0hn [98]; PNK *ta[b]u —
ǃXóõ d0hbu [268]; PNK *daʔa-ma — ǃXóõ t/hʔaᵑ [2]; PNK *daʔa — ǃXóõ n/hʔ-nikà [29]; Zhu. ǯhʔùú ᵑ — ǃXóõ ʒhhuᵑ [323]; PNK *cʔama — ǃXóõ q/hʔm [380].
e) Pharyngealised vowel in Zhu’hoan — simple vowel in ǃXóõ: Zhu.
gʔànù — ǃXóõ  àli [3]; Zhu. /ʔi — ǃXóõ ài [55]; Zhu. ʔò — ǃXóõ qáo
[56]; Zhu. gʔm — ǃXóõ gōʔla [60]; PNK * — ǃXóõ gáu [82]; Zhu. ʔè —
ǃXóõ  āhʔm [88]; Zhu. ni — ǃXóõ qʔòni [9]; PNK *e — ǃXóõ qāhe [99];
Zhu. ʔùᵑ — ǃXóõ òhoᵑ [5]; Zhu. ʔòrù — ǃXóõ gúnu [6]; Zhu. gʔiᵑ —
ǃXóõ gàʔi [2]; Zhu. g/ — ǃXóõ gàha []; PNK *nhʔoru — PT * orV
[3]; PNK *nʔobo — ǃXóõ áʔba [82]; PNK *nm — ǃXóõ ʔnāhm [2];
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Zhu. nng — ǃXóõ nàhaᵑ [23]; Zhu. čʔàbù — ǃXóõ sáʔbi [308]; PNH
*ǯni — ǃXóõ ʒàni [38]; Zhu. gm — ǃXóõ gáhʔn [30]; Zhu. k/ʔm — ǃXóõ
qâm [36]; Zhu. k/ʔúá — ǃXóõ qáoᵑ [368]; Zhu. ka-e — ǃXóõ qâa [369]; Zhu.
kbú — ǃXóõ qhóʔbu [02]; Zhu. kʔóbú — ǃXóõ qhóʔbu-sé [03].
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/ of the material presented. The rules are as follows (in
starred forms,  stands for pharyngealised vowel,  — for ‛sphincteric’).
[I] PPeK * ⇒ PSK *, but PNK *V. This is the «default» rule, most
evident from examples like [28] and the like, where the situation is completely 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 * ⇒ PSK *, but PNK *. ‛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 *K (where Q = uvular consonant or click efflux). This rule explains quite a few cases in group (e), where ǃXóõ has a
simple vowel, such as [3], [56], [9], [99], etc. In other words, uvular articulation is normally reflected as vowel pharyngealisation in NK. A large
group of exceptions is one in which ǃXóõ displays a uvular aspirated efflux (see the respective examples under .2.2.6).
[IV] PPeK *ʔV ⇒ PNK *ʔV. I. e., pharyngealisation is normally preserved if the vowel forms part of a bivocalic sequence separated by a
glottal stop; see examples [2], [5], [6], etc.
[V] Early PNK *#, *# ⇒ PNK *u(). Zhu’hoan allows for no pharyngealisation in the upper vocalic row, whereas in ǃXóõ both the pharyngealised and the sphincteric #, #h are fairly common. Obviously, ǃXóõ is
more archaic in that respect. This accounts for numerous exceptions from
rule [II], such as in cases [59], [8], etc.
[VI] Early PNK *--b- ⇒ PNK *-V-b-. Zhu’hoan shows a near-total
lack of pharyngealised vowels before an inlaut -b-, unlike ǃXóõ. This explains case [268].
[VII] On the contrary, both inlaut and anlaut *m seem to have a tendency to «protect» pharyngealisation; see [6], [25], etc. A direct rule cannot be formulated, though, because occasionally we find breathiness in its
place ([85], [8], etc.).
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[VIII] Early PNK *kx-, *gx- ⇒ PNK *kxV-, *gxV-. This rule does not
actually apply to the original PPeK velar affricates and velar affricate effluxes, since these are never met in conjunction with pharyngealised vowels. However, it does apply to those cases in which NK velar affricates
correspond to SK uvulars, like [5] and other examples.
[IX] Early PNK *cʔ- ⇒ *cʔV- ([380], [38]). This and the previous rule
both follow the ban on «ejective consonant + pharyngealised vowel» sequences.
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 occasionally assume morphological value (cf., for instance, ǃXóõ nà-n ‛head’,
pl. nà-ᵑ), which radically distinguishes it from the other «extra» features.
.2..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 reason for that. It is reasonable to assume that PPeK must have been a click language, 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. Likewise, 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 available for ǃXóõ 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 becomes evident from the dialectal data collected in [SNYMAN 99].
All the 00 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 characteristics, 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 *àò ‛buffalo’ is
tonally stable, since every single NK dialect, including Zhu’hoan, shows
the low tone on both morae. On the other hand, *ʔne ‛head’ is tonally unstable — cf. the high tone in Zhu. náí, Ov. ʔné, N. Om., Lister nái, but the
low tone in Tsin. nàe, Ok., S. Om., Kam. nè. 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 påóã~å’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 interpretations, 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 phonetical 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 ǃXóõ 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 reconstruction of segmental phonology has been effectuated. It is not excluded that there are areas of PPeK consonantism which are tightly linked
with tones, such as, for instance, the «random shift» of voiced and voiceless reflexes of PPeK click effluxes and non-click consonants (see .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.
.3. Lexics. Apart from the  lexical parallels between PNH (PNK,
Zhu’hoan, Hoan) and PSK (PT, ǃXóõ, Proto-ǃWi) presented above, the
comparative PeK database currently includes about 00 more parallels
that have not been presented for various reasons, such as lack of space;
additional phonological problems that make the etymologies highly dubious 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-ǃXóõ isoglosses), (b) are completely or almost completely identical as to their phonetic structure, and (c) are also present in
that same form in Proto-Central Khoisan, Proto-Khoekhoe, or Nama, meaning 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 languages with around 35–3 % of matches within the 00-wordlist. With the
perspectives of seeing more lexical material from Hoan and Nu published
in the near future, and not having yet exhausted the seemingly inexhaustible resources of D. _äÉÉâ’s comparative vocabulary (granted, the latter cannot be relied upon for phonetic precision, but is nevertheless an invaluable
means of supporting — or refuting — the antiquity of Zhu’hoan-ǃXóõ isoglosses), the database is bound to become much larger in the near future.
In my opinion, there are two main criteria to define the representativeness of a certain etymological lexicon — semantic and phonetic. The
semantic criterion means that the lexicon should necessarily include numerous basic items as well as a certain amount of cultural lexics, preferrably 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 *cʔ has a reliable match in ǃXóõ q-, the reconstructed system, and the etymological lexicon in general, becomes
much more satisfactory. Overall, it can be said that for an absolute majority of both Zhu’hoan and ǃXóõ phonemes, we now have at least some idea
where they are coming from. (One notably mysterious exception is ǃXóõ
c-, for which not a single fully reliable Zhu’hoan parallel is available).
The most serious problem connected with etymologising PeK material still remains distinguishing potential cognates from external borrowings. 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 intermediate reconstruction has already not merely been sketched, but given a detailed justification and laid out in terms of informative tables of phonetic cor-
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respondences and numerous etymologies ([VOSSEN 99]; for an earlier, far
more brief and much less successful attempt, mainly due to relying on insufficient and inadequately transcribed data, see [BAUCOM 9]). 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 dictionaries (for Nama — [RUST 969] and [HAACKE 998]; for ǃOra — [MEINHOF
930] and [WURAS 969]; for Kxoe — [KILIAN-HATZ 2003]; for Naro — [BARNARD 985] and [VISSER 200]; for Gwi and Gana — [TANAKA 98]), as well as
impressive collections of field data, amassed by R. sçëëÉå 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. sçëëÉå in his monograph, I
will simply reproduce the original system as postulated for PCK (in
R. sçëëÉå’s terminology, Proto-Khoe), without too much commentary:
a) Clicks:
*
*g
*n
*x
*kx
*h
*ʔ

*
*g
*n
*N (?)
*x
*kx
*ʔ

*ǃ
*
*ǃg
*g
*ǃn
*n
*ǃN (?)
*ǃx
*x
*ǃkx
*kx
*ǃh
*h
*ǃʔ
*ʔ

b) Non-clicks:
*p
*b

*t
*th
*d

*m

*s
*n

*c

*cʔ

*k
*kh
*g
*kxʔ
*x

*ʔ

*h

c) Vowels: *i, *u, *e, *o, *a; nasal — *iᵑ, *uᵑ, *aᵑ.
d) Diphthongs: *ai, *ae, *ao, *au, *oe, *oa, *ui; nasal — *aiᵑ, *auᵑ, *oaᵑ, *uiᵑ.
In addition to this, the phonemic inventory of Proto-Non-Khoekhoe
displays several extra phonemes, which R. sçëëÉå 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: *h, *q,
*ch, *ʒ, *cx, *tʔ, *y. Furthermore, a number of Non-Khoekhoe languages
show a full subset of clicks accompanied by the uvular efflux -q-, most
notably the ones in the Kxoe subgroup (Ani, Buga, Ganda) and the Shua
subgroup (Danisi, Cara); according to [VOSSEN 992], 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 disappearing, leaving its original efflux as a new initial consonant. Another
branch — Khoekhoe, including Nama — has demonstrated a tendency to decrease 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 >
g; *ʔ, *kx > ʔ, etc.). On the other hand, numerous West Central Khoisan languages, 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 calculations show that the first splitting — between Khoekhoe and NonKhoekhoe — must have taken place around the same time that PSK became divided into Taa and ǃWi, and the separation of Non-Khoekhoe languages 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 speakers 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 determining 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 straightforward 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
uni-b ‛elbow’ — PNKK *huni- id.; PKK *ʔubu ‛egg’ — PNKK *ʔubi id.;
PNKK *noru ‛back’ (in R. sçëëÉå’s reconstruction, *nadu; however, I do not
feel that the lone Ani form ᵑnádú 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 sufficient to postulate a new opposition for PCK (* vs. *1?) 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 *om id.;
PKK *ho ‛placenta’ — PNKK *ho~*o id. (e. g. Naro has hoˇ, but Buga and
Ganda have o; Ani even has ᵑnoˇ, with an unexplained nasality — would
it not be interesting, however, to compare these forms with their potential
cognates in PeK: Zhu. ʔhò, ǃXóõ nho ‛womb’, which seem to be experiencing the same kind of problems?); Nama hom ‛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 scattered 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. sçëëÉå 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) actually 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 qábà ‛new’, Naro kba id., Nama kawa id.; Ani qáń ‛to
cover (with sand)’, Kxoe qàń ‛sand’, Gwi qàn` ‛to bury’ — Nama kan ‛to
cover with hot ash’; Proto-Kxoe *qoara ‛to peel’ — PNKK *kora id.; ProtoKxoe *que ‛tired’ — Nama gui id.; PNKK *qáè ‛marrow’ — PKK *ae id.;
PNKK *qara ‛a k. of acacia’ — Nama gara-s ‛quiver tree’; Ani qòḿ ‛to
rinse (the mouth)’ — Nama gom ‛to rinse (calabash)’, etc.
Moreover, examples like PNKK *qon ‛to stir’ — PKK *gon ‛to stir; to
move’; Gana qáè (< *qáè) ‛darkness’ — PKK *xae id. may even hint at
more than one uvular consonant/efflux on the PCK level; the first of these
can easily be reconstructed as * on, with a voiced uvular, while the second
one could point to a protoform like *qhae. 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 beginning with *k-, *g-, *-, etc., so that Naro forms like kba 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 .2..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 consonants reconstructed «exclusively» for PNKK into the inventory of PCK,
unless not only the phonemes themselves but also the lexical items containing them happen to be exclusive for PNKK as well.
Thus, PNKK *tʔ-, observable, among a few other cases, in PNKK *tʔu
‛pus’ (Ani, Tsixa tʔú), may simply have been dropped in Khoekhoe — cf.
Nama ū-b id.; perhaps also PNKK *tʔuiᵑ~*tʔoeᵑ ‛good, pretty’ — Nama iᵑ
‛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 initial *kx- — that the etymology should not be discarded). Again, such a development would be quite similar to the one observed in ǃXóõ in .2.3..2.
Likewise, for PNKK *ʒiᵑ ‛foot’, with an initial voiced affricate, cf.
Nama tsî-s ‛big toe’ (cf. also the meaning ‛toe’ for Ani ʒê), suggesting that
the regular development could have been devoicing: *ʒ > *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 allophones (e. g., in the Ani language, see [VOSSEN 986, p. 33]), but in others, like Kxoe, the phonological opposition is quite transparent (cf. ʔe
‛fire’ — ʔ ‛a k. of bush’, etc.); moreover, diphthongic pairs like oe — o,
ue — u always form clear oppositions as well (cf. Ani óé ‛to lie down’ vs.
óK ‛knee’), and a situation where two vocalic segments are phonologically
distinctive only within dipthongs would be typologically strange.
According to R. sçëëÉå, 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):

2
3

5
6

Nama
e
ai
ai
a/ei
oa
oa

Ani
e
ai
e

o
u

Naro
e
ai/ei
e
e
oe
ue

For series (), R. sçëëÉå reconstructs *e; series (2)-() 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 99, pp. 3, 33–3].
It seems, however, that this scheme can be somewhat reduced. First of
all, series () is practically illusive. The only roots for which R. sçëëÉå reconstructs PCK *e, with reflexes evident in all of the three languages in question,
are: *hàré ‛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 suspicious 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 ()), but does not translate at all onto a higher level.
Second, in series () only Nama a should count as a real correspondence. The only case of Nama ei (actually, ai, since the quoted form is from
oìëí’s vocabulary, which regularly transcribes Nama ai as ei) correspond-
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ing to Ani  is Nama khai ‛be absent’ — Ani cK ‛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 oìëí as ei and by e~~ÅâÉ
as ai, but ai (3) is actually ae, transcribed by oìëí as ai and by e~~ÅâÉ as ae.
The adjusted and corrected system would therefore look thus:

2
3

5

Nama
ai
ae
a
oa
oa

Ani
ai
e

o
u

Naro
ai/ei
e
e
oe
ue

The first two of these five series can now safely be reconstructed as
PCK *ai () and *e (2), with subsequent diphthongisation in Nama and
ǃOra — quite analogous, we should note, to the development *e > ai in
some NK dialects (see .2.). (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 opposition between e and  could, in fact, have been phonological already on the
PCK level. In that case, series (3) represents PCK *, series () — PCK *o,
series (5) — PCK *u, as opposed to PCK *e (series (2)) and *oe (> oe in all
languages; no examples of PCK *ue as opposed to *u 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 ǃOra PCK * > a in all possible contexts, exactly
the way it must have happened with Taa languages (see 3.2.).
Cf. the following examples:
PCK *e: *e ‛gnu’ (Nama gae-b ‛gemsbok’; Ani, Naro é); *e ‛ear’
(Nama gae-b; Ani, Naro é);
PCK *oe: *khoe ‛person’ (Nama khoe-; Ani khóé; Naro khóè); *oe ‛to lie
down’ (Nama goe; Ani, Naro óé);
PCK *: * cʔ ‛sharp’ (Nama ā; Ani cʔˆ; Naro cʔê); *y ‛hole’ (Nama ā-s;
Ani ʔ˘); PCK *kx ‛spit’ (Nama ā-b; Ani kx˘); PCK *s ‛to take’ (Nama sā
‛to gather, pick up’; Ani sˆ);
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PCK *o: PCK *kxo (Nama oa; Ani kxó`; Naro kxóé); PCK *o ‛knee’
(Nama goa-s; Ani óK);
PCK *u: PCK *nu ‛porcupine’ (Nama noa-; Ani núK; Naro núé).
(Ani has been chosen as a typical representative of Non-Khoekhoe,
due to its being somewhat better described than other closely related languages, such as Buga or Ganda (apart from [VOSSEN 99], cf. also the
data in [VOSSEN 986] and [VOSSEN 2000]); there is, however, ample reason
to think that the same opposition is quite valid for many other CK languages 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 comparison 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 ǃWi 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 (according to glottochronology — around 3000 ). 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 between PCK and PPeK, i. e. attempt a reconstruction of «Proto-Khoisan» proper.
6.0. PROTO-KHOISAN (PK).
6.. Overview. The borrowings issue. This and the section on «MacroKhoisan» 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 reconstruction, one that would bring together material from PPeK and PCK
and bind it with a system of regular correspondences, would be distin-
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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 anything, 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 — ǃXóõ 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 becomes necessary to include CK material into the comparison. Out of the 2
contact zones between speakers of different Khoisan languages, counted
by B. p~åÇë (see [SANDS 200: 200–20]), all 2 include an NK or SK participant, 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. qê~áää [TRAILL 986]. The word for
‛road’ has the form dao in most CK languages (Nama dao-b, Kxoe dáó, Deti
dáó, etc.). It is also found, in the exact same form, in ǃXóõ (dào) and Hoan ("eo
= deo); qê~áää also mentions Zhu’hoan dao, although the word is not present
in aáÅâÉåë’ 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 ǃXóõ, Hoan, and Zhu’hoan (if the Zhu’hoan form exists) independently from a variety of CK sources (cf. the contacts between Zhu’hoan and
Khoekhoe; Hoan and Gui; and ǃXóõ, Gui, and Naro). Neither solution
looks more preferrable without bringing in additional considerations.
qê~áää’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  could just
as easily turn out to be old loanwords as the items in Appendix 2 — *dao
‛road’, in particular, is taken from Appendix . In addition, one particularly
discomforting feature is how seriously underrepresented the 00-wordlist
is: two words in Appendix  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 extensive contact with the CK family — particularly representatives of the
ǃWi subgroup, which is why bringing in material from D. _äÉÉâ’s dictionary 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 ǃXóõ entries;
and ǃXóõ-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 *xu ‛warthog’, etc.). These are not always 00 % certain borrowings, 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 borrowed, especially if it denotes a cultural term. However, if within PPeK
the item in question is known to demonstrate non-one-to-one correspondences, 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 *čo, ǃXóõ
sòo ‛medicine’ [30] are somehow related to PCK *co ‛medicine’ (Nama,
ǃOra so, Ani, Buga, Ganda, Naro, Gwi, Gana, Haba co). It is possible to
suspect that the ǃXóõ form may be borrowed from PCK, since we know
that PPeK *c > ǃXóõ 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 č would be extremely strange; NK has a hissing c 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 č. Therefore, PNH *čo cannot be a CK borrowing,
and, since the correspondence «PNH *č : ǃXóõ s» is perfectly legitimate,
there is no necessity to suspect a borrowing in ǃXóõ 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 *gauᵑ-ua
> Zhu. gàòàᵑ; Auen gauᵑwa; ǃXũ (Ll.) gaŋʔa; ǃOǃKung gauᵑa; Angolan ǃXũ
gàᵑuwà ‛God’. The exact same root is also met — with an equally wide distri-
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bution — in CK: cf. Nama gâua-b ‛Devil’; Naro gàùᵑá ‛spirit (ancestral)’; Ani,
Ganda gáúᵑà id.; Buga gáúᵑá 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 ǃXóõ word for the same notion, which is kxúᵑ, pl. kxúaᵑnî. 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 comparative material collected so far suggests the existence of a regular correspondence 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 ǃXóõ kxúᵑ belongs here indeed, it is not in a relation of being cognate with PNK *gauᵑ-ua.
On the other hand, there may well be a possibility of ǃXóõ *-kx- (i. e.
PPeK *-kx-) regularly corresponding to PCK *-g-, and, while I have not
systematically explored this possibility, examples like ǃXóõ *kxaBV ‛to
chew’ — Nama gae id.; ǃXóõ *kxúnu ‛bridge of the nose’ (see ex. [80]) —
Nama nunu id. (very possibly through assimilation out of < *gunu) support 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 correspondences» rule supposes that we should also be looking for such correspondences 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 ǃXóõ n/hna ‛to
snore’ and Nama kharu (= xaru) id. Once additional material is brought in,
though, it becomes probable that what we are dealing with here is a nontrivial correspondence case. The Nama form goes back to PKK *xaru and
should be compared with PNKK *xunu 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 ǃXóõ
form belongs together with Hoan hna (in A. qê~áää’s transcription, nna)
and, quite possibly, PNK * unu id. The unclear question here is how could
the original velar fricative efflux be «driven» out of the ǃXóõ and Hoan
forms — perhaps additional vocalic features such as sphincteric articulation 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
ǃXóõ -n- (or, rather, zero efflux, since -n- clearly represents secondary nasalisation), 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 «nontrivial» developments.
6.2.. CK correspondences to PPeK «split» influxes. Below is a short list of
PPeK roots whose influxes are provisionally reconstructed as *1, *1, 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 99]):
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [26] PNH *u, PSK *[u]ᵑ ‛name’ — PCK *kxón` id.
(Nama on-s; Kxoe kxóŋ; Naro kxoèᵑ; Deti ʔúń; Kua ʔún`); [28] PNH *gai,
PSK * ‛wildebeest’ — PCK *é ‛blue wildebeest’ (Kxoe é; Naro é; Deti é;
Kua é; cf. also Nama gae-b ‛gemsbok’); [32] PNK *kxui, PSK * hu- ‛hair’ —
PCK *ʔûᵑ id. (Nama û-b; Kxoe ʔûᵑ; Naro ʔûᵑ; Detiʔûᵑ; Kuaʔûᵑ); [33] PNK
*nUm, PSK *nu- ‛stone, mountain’ — PCK *ʔúí id. (Nama ui-; Deti ʔúí);
[2] Zhu. nʔómá, PSK *ʔnma ‛to blink’ — Nama gami id. (hence also
Nama gami-ro-s ‛star’); [] Zhu. noʔm, ǃXóõ ʔn7m ‛to suck’ — PCK
*óḿ~*úḿ id. (Nama gom; Kxoe óḿ; Naro úḿ; Deti úḿ); [5] Hoan ʔnne,
ǃXóõ ʔn6i ‛buttock, anus’ — Nama nunu ‛to slide on one’s buttocks’.
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [80] PNH *nh#i, ǃXóõ n:-je ‛mouse’ — PCK *núní id. (Naro nne; Danisi ńúní; note the pressed vowel in Naro); [8] Zhu.
rì, ǃXóõ  /hli ‛a k. of acacia’ — PCK *kxaro ‛a k. of thorn tree’ (Nama aro‛buffalo thorn’; Naro kxárò ‛Zizyphus mucronata’).
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [86] Zhu. aboh, ǃXóõ  àbo kV ‛to pile up’ — PCK
*gabV id. (Nama gawo; Naro gàbà).
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [36] PNK *o[-ma], ǃXóõ ôhʔm ‛short; light’ — PCK
*ó ‛short’ (Kxoe oḿ; Naro ú; Deti ó; Kua ó); [3] PNK *goʔa,
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ǃXóõ gúu ‛chest’ — PCK *guˇ id. (Naro guˇ; Deti guˇ ‛flank of body’; Kua
guˇ); [38] PNK * oa, PSK * U- ‛knee’ — PCK *ó` id. (Nama goa-s; Deti
òé; Kua ùì); [5] Zhu. gxàrú, ǃXóõ  /hni-kà ‛sp. of lizard’ — Nama nâre-b
‛monitor lizard’, Naro nno ‛common skink’.
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [] Zhu. g/, ǃXóõ gàha ‛to belch’ — PCK *ai id.
(Nama gai; Naro àì).
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [5] PNK *uʔuru, PSK *qu[rV] ‛fingernail’ —
PCK *órò id. (Nama goro-s; Naro oro; Deti óró; Kua órò).
PPeK *1 — PCK *: [209] PNH *Uᵑ, PSK *o[n]- ‛star’ — Naro nò id.;
[2] PNH * ai, PT *a- ‛scorpion’ — Nama khâi-b (= xaiᵑ-) ‛yellow scorpion’.
PPeK *2 (?; the potential correspondence is PNK * — PSK *) — PCK
*x: [23] PNH *xU-, PSK *xu- ‛elephant’ — PCK *xóà id. (Nama xoa-b;
Kxoe xóà; Naro xòá; Deti ćxóá; Kua ćxóà).
PPeK *2 — PCK *: [235] PNK *noʔm, ǃXóõ n:n ‛navel’ — PCK *um
id. (Naro ù; Deti ù).
PPeK *2 — PCK *: [236] Zhu. ʔm, ǃXóõ ʔàn ‛penis’ — PCK *am id.
(Kxoe kaˇm; Naro à; Cua káḿ).
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 * U-, and PCK *ó` 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 consonants) 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 possible to find PK etymologies for fourteen CK items with uvular articulation. Cf.:
PCK *qae ‛marula tree’ (Kxoe qàé; Buga qáé; Kua qáè) — Zhu. k/é id.
(pharyngealised vowel indicates possible uvular articulation in the past).
PCK *qá ‛to hold (liquid) in mouth’ (Nama kam ‛to take a sip’; Ani,
Buga, Ganda qá ‛to hold in the mouth’) — cf. [36] (Zhu. k/ʔm ‛to suck’,
ǃXóõ qâm ‛to suckle, kiss’).
PCK *qan ‛to cover (w. sand, ashes)’ (Nama kan ‛to cover with hot ash’;
Kxoe qàń ‛sand’; Gwi qàn` ‛to bury’) — cf. ǃXóõ -n ‛hot sand of a fire’.

Г. Сттин. Значимость промежуточных реконструкций для пракойсанского 5

PCK *qárí ‛good, pleasant’ (Buga qárí; Gwi qárè; Tsua qárí) — cf. [32]
(Hoan qhaen ‛good’ — PSK *qai(ᵑ) id.).
PCK *qora ‛to peel’ (Nama kora; Kxoe qwaˇrá; Buga, Ganda qwárá) — cf.
either [2] (PNK *nʔorV ‛bark’, PSK * #rV ‛bark; to peel, strip’) or ǃXóõ
qʔúli kâ ‛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’ — ǃXóõ gxóni id.
PCK *qhUn ‛to itch’ (Nama xon, xen; Ani qûᵑ; Buga, Ganda qûᵑ ‛to
hiccough’) — cf. ǃXóõ  '-e ‛omen, sign, portent (such as itchy glabella, hiccoughs)’.
PCK *qô ‛vertical’ (Nama gō ‛vertical, upright’; Ani, Buga, Ganda
qô ‛to re-erect (plants)’) — cf. [6] (Zhu. hòànà ‛to stretch out’, ǃXóõ qhòna
kV ‛to straighten’).
PCK *qháré ‛to break apart’ (Nama khare ‛to chip, burst, split’; Kxoe,
Buga, Ganda qáré ‛to break, peel, thresh’) — cf. [63] (Zhu. ʔhárí ‛to become chipped’, ǃXóõ qháʔle ‛chipped, flaked’).
PCK *qàúᵑ ‛cheetah’ (Buga qáúᵑ; Naro /#´ᵑ; Hie. khao) — cf. [98] (PNK
*aʔò — ǃXóõ qāhû id.)
PCK *qárà ‛a k. of acacia/aloe’ (Nama gara-s; Kxoe qárè; Naro árà;
Kua árà) — cf. [3] (PNK *nhʔoru ‛aloe’, PT * orV).
PCK *qom ‛to rinse’ (Nama gom; Ani qòḿ) — cf. PNK *ʔm ‛to rinse
(the mouth)’ (Zhu. ʔmʔmà; Ang. ǃXũ ʔm-m); pharyngealisation
may go back to an initial uvular if the word is cognate with ǃXóõ  Dm kV
‛to stuff the mouth with food’.
PCK *qho- ‛to open’ (Nama kho-wa; Buga qù-d ‛aufdecken’; Kxoe
quˇ-d; Naro xòbé; Gana kxóbè; Deti xòré; Kua xóré) — cf. [208] (Hoan
qʔoa ‛to be open’, ǃXóõ óʔa tV ‛to open’). The PCK reconstruction is not
quite clear; R. sçëëÉå reconstructs the original form as *xo(-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 *qh- is here postulated arbitrarily.
PCK *qúì ‛tired’ (Nama gui ‛to get tired of’; Kxoe qwê ‛tired’; Buga,
Ganda qúè id.) — cf. PSK *hu- id. (ǃXóõ húu; Auni hu-bu).
PCK *qáḿ ‛to wrap up’ (Nama gam; Ani, Kxoe qáḿ; Buga, Ganda
qàḿ) — cf. PNK *am ‛to wrap around, twist’ (Zhu. ám; Auen kam; ǃXũ
(Ll.) kam), ǃXóõ ám-àm ‛to take a cirCui.us route, creep away from’.
Out of these  roots, the first 2 show either a uvular consonant in
ǃXóõ or pharyngealisation (possible sign of former presence of a uvular
consonant) in NK — certainly a much more significant number than 3,
found in [TRAILL 986]. We can try to explain some of the forms away as
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potential borrowings; e. g., the form k/é 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 different in order to constitute recent borrowings; certainly PSK * #rV cannot
be seen as a borrowing from *qora, 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 ǃXóõ than in any CK language, and that, therefore, if
uvular consonants/effluxes constituted a part of the PK phonemic inventory, a large part of them must have merged with simple velar segments
on the PCK level already anyway. (Cf., for example, PCK *órò ‛fingernail’
vs. PSK *qu[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 material 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:
Hoan šiu ‛hand’ — Ani chàú id.; Hoan šiu ‛to dig’ — Ani chàó id. Borrowing (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 *gau ‛hand’ and *gau (~ *gau) ‛to dig’ as going back to a single
PPeK prototype (*au). It is, therefore, reasonable to extend this hypothesis to CK and suggest that the phoneme was represented on the ProtoKhoisan level as well, with regular affricativisation in CK (* > *ch-).
Moreover, the root for ‛dig’, reconstructed as *chàó on the PNKK level,
has also been compared with Khoekhoe *khao id. (Nama, ǃOra khao). If this
etymology is correct, and what we are dealing with here is not chance resemblance, the correspondence «PKK *kh — PNKK *ch» can be perfectly explained 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 ǃOra.
Apart from ‛hand’, the most important root with a «lateral» to be reconstructed for PNKK is the one for ‛water’ ([0]). Conveniently enough,
the main PCK root for ‛water’ is reconstructed as *cha (Ani, Buga chaˇ; Kxoe
caˇ; Ganda, Naro chà, etc.). This word is not represented in Khoekhoe either;
the most natural parallel would be Nama tsā-b ‛saliva’, although, if we accept the etymology, we will have to drop the *khao — *chàó 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 *V ‛to give’ [2] with the archaic Nama
form khā ‛give’ (e~~ÅâÉ marks the form as ‘obs.’; oìëí gives the meaning
‛zum Brautgeschenk geben’).
No other etymologies are available; however, given the extreme rarity
of both PPeK *- 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. Nevertheless, 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 considerations we must state the following:
a) PCK and PPeK are genetically related. The relationship is established on the basis of lexicostatistical calculations and can be demonstrated in terms of at least some regular phonetic correspondences, including 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 NonKhoekhoe languages fully cleared out.
c) 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 occasionally — 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 limited to one part of the comparative lexicon, demonstrating «one-to-one» correspondences. 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).
.. 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/Sandawe material)1 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 ProtoKhoisan proper. Apart from dêÉÉåÄÉêÖ’s highly speculative — and often
based on erroneous transcription — list of parallels [GREENBERG 966], the
most important contribution so far belongs to C. bÜêÉí [EHRET 986], who offers a list of some 80 parallels based on either direct similarity or provisional
correspondences. Valuable parallelisms have also been spotted by H. eçåâÉå
[HONKEN 9; HONKEN 988], 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. p~åÇë [SANDS 998],
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 features 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, p~åÇë
still gives a bunch of Hadza items that, according to her opinion, could look
like potential correlates to similar words in other Khoisan languages.
1

It was only upon completion of the present article that the author became aware
of recent works by T. dΩäÇÉã~åå and D. bäÇÉêâáå [GÜLDEMANN 200], [GÜLDEMANN–ELDERKIN], in which it is proven beyond a reasonable doubt — primarily
due to the authors’ access to E. tÉëíéÜ~ä’s hitherto unpublished fieldnotes — that
Kwadi is not only Khoisan, but demonstrates particularly strong lexical and grammatical ties with the Central (Khoe) group.
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Altogether, the evidence collected by dêÉÉåÄÉêÖ, eçåâÉå, bÜêÉí,
p~åÇë, myself (see [STAROSTIN 2003]), and other researchers, the way I see
it, may well be interpreted in terms of genetic relationship. If so, the question 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 correspondences between multi-language families and language isolates (especially
those that must have had a very long period of independent development), glottochronology, at the present time, offers only the most approximate of results. It does, however, agree with B. p~åÇë’ observation about
Sandawe being, in a way, «more Khoisan» than Hadza; Sandawe seems to
generally yield more matches with PPeK and PCK (around  % and 8 %
respectively) than Hadza (around 0 % 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 expect 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 detailed 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 between Hadza & Sandawe (HS), on one part, and Khoisan proper (PK), on the
other (for a more detailed discussion, see [EHRET 986]). (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 systems. 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.
c) 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
ǃXóõ (approximately 3/ of the entire lexicon) vs. that in Sandawe (approximately /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 hoʔo «to fill up»; Hadza
khwaa «to vomit»). In PK this is strictly prohibited; clicks are always restricted 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 common among consonants, and labial stops and all kinds of resonants are frequent in the word initial position, a thing unimaginable for most of the PK representatives. 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. eçåâÉå 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 affricates/fricatives can be found in [HONKEN 988: 62–65]. This, however, obviously 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».
.2. The hypothesis of secondary click formation. It has already been noticed that, apart from the differences in phonemic inventory, one other important 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 exceptions, 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 number 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. bÜêÉí [EHRET 986] to the hypothesis that some of the PK monosyllabic roots could have originally developed 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. bÜêÉí was not quite able to give this hypothesis the
full etymological support it requires (at least, not in the 986 article). Thus, out
of the 3 examples supposed to illustrate this development only 3 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 bÜêÉí’s examples allow for a different interpretation. Cf., for instance,
ex. 58: San. ʒwáxé ‛female not yet bearing young’ — ǃXũ chao, Zhu. ʒhʔau
(PNK *ʒhʔau) ‛woman’ — even if the two forms are related, there is no obvious evidence that the NK forms actually go back to a form like *ʒwxV-; we
might as well suppose regular lenition and elimination of the inlaut *-x-. Finally, some of the comparisons should be altered in the light of recent work
on Khoisan historical phonology — thus, San. cʔúkʔà, Had. cʔikʔo ‛smoke’ (ex.
3) are supposed to undergo «clickification» in Khoisan, but the compared
form, CK *kxʔan ‛smoke’, is now reconstructed by R. sçëëÉå as *cʔan-, 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 (labial, dental, hissing affricates, lateral, velar) plus one more in Hadza (hushing affricates). Likewise, there are five series of clicks in PPeK (dental, palatal, 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 intermediate 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 [KAGAYA 993]; a few other forms, collected by D. bäÇÉêâáå, are taken from [EHRET 986]. Hadza items are taken from [SANDS 998]; in a few cases unpublished material from B. p~åÇë’ collection has also been used. Some of the data
have been cross-checked according to [TUCKER 9] and [ELDERKIN 983]).
.2.. 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 3 examples in bÜêÉí’s article (although I would exclude 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 inherent 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 variation 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 2 or  millennia of independent development separating PPeK
from Sandawe. Cf., however, the following examples:
() San. ana ‛horn’ — PCK *nâ id. (Nama nâ-b; Naro nâ, etc.); PSK
*aeᵑ id. (ǃXóõ āeᵑ; Xam keᵑ; Auni keiᵑ, etc.). Development: *ana > *na >
*na. See [EHRET 986: ex. 65].
(2) San. aki ‛to lack; not to have’ — PSK *qhV ‛not’ (ǃXóõ qhúa; Xam
k″au; Ng ku, ke, etc.). Development: *akV > *kV > *q[h]V (although the
uvular efflux is, of course, unclear).
(3) San. ʔakume ‛shoe, sandal’ — PCK *[nh]ábò id. (the efflux displays
strange variation in all the subgroups, see 5.0; Nama hawo-; Naro nàbó;
Kua ábò, etc.); PNK *gaba ‛to put on shoes’ (Zhu. gábá; Auen, ǃOǃKung
gaba, etc.). Development: *akV- > *kV- > *h- ~ *g-. It is not excluded
that San. -me is actually the same element as PCK *-bo, PNK *-ba. Cf., perhaps, also Had. kwaʔa ‛shoes’ (metathese < *ʔakwa?).
() San. ʔaŋga ‛lizard’ — PCK *na- id. (Nama nâ-re-b, nâ-si-b
‛leguan’; Naro n-no ‛common skink’). Development: *aŋa > *ŋa > *na.
If the PCK root really belongs with PPeK [5], this means that what has
been provisionally reconstructed above as PPeK *1 (> PNK *, PSK *) actually had a lateral articulation in PPeK. Cf., perhaps, also Hadza laŋguʔé‛lizard’, although the initial consonant is not a stop.
(5) San. ʔaxe ‛to peck; to cut with axe’ — PCK *kxáó ‛to chop, hack’
(Naro kxáó; Kua ʔáó, etc.) — PPeK *[kx]ao id. [20]. Development: *axV
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> *xV > *kxa-. The ejective efflux *-kx(ʔ)- 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. ʔaŋ ‛mongoose’ — PPeK *1n- ‛mongoose sp.’ [] (Zhu.
n/ʔú — ǃXóõ n/h-be ‛yellow mongoose’). Again, the ǃXóõ variant seems to
be primary.
() San. akʔa, akʔe ‛(be) similar’ — Khoekhoe *xa id. (Nama khā; ǃOra
xa). Development: *aka > *ka > *xa. Could the velar fricative efflux in
Khoekhoe somehow reflect the original fricativeness of the anlaut lateral?
(8) San. uba ‛lungs’ — PSK *U(ʔ)- id. (ǃXóõ úʔńa, pl. úʔn-tê; Ng koi(ᵑ);
Kxau ʔoŋu; Auni koᵑnuke). Development: *VBV > *BV > *U-. There is a
slight chance that Hoan xau ‛lung’ also belongs here, although the correspondence «PSK *-+- : Hoan *-x-» is not attested anywhere else; if so, cf. the
previous case and the possibility of correlation between * and *x.
(9) Had. ʔakwe ‛girl’ (Eld.) — PCK *gae ‛female’ (Naro gae; Kua gae,
etc.); PPeK *g-[i] id. [200]. Development: *ake > *ke > *g[a]e.
(0) Had. ʔakwa ‛to carry in arms’, San. ā ‛to carry (pl.)’: PNK *a-e ‛to
hold, carry, keep’ (Zhu. àè; Auen kai, ke, etc.). Development: *- > *-,
or, if the Hadza bisyllabic form is a more direct correspondence, *aka- >
*ka- > *a- (phonetically = *ka-).
() Had. kweʔè- ‛jackal’ — PCK *ʔá ‛bat-eared fox’. If the situation in
Had. is the same as in (2), i. e. kweʔe- < *ʔekwe- with metathesis, then the
development is: *VkV > *kV > *ʔV- (glottal stop as another reflexation of
ejectiveness?). Alternatively, it is not excluded that inlaut lateral consonants could influence the articulation of the newly-produced click as well.
(2) San. omo ‛to buy’ — PCK *ʔámà id. (Nama ama; Naro ʔámá).
Here the development is somewhat different: *VmV > *ʔama instead of
the expected > *mV > (?) *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 .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 languages. And indeed, what we find is two excellent examples (3, ) and several more with limited distribution, but nevertheless quite acceptable:
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(3) San. ʔwa(ᵑ) ‛rain’ — cf. PPeK *V ‛rain; water’ [0], PCK *chaˇ
‛water’.
() San. ʔuᵑ ‛hand’ — cf. PPeK *au ‛hand’ (PNK *gau; Hoan šiu),
PCK *chàú id.
(5) San. a-si ‛to die; death’ — cf. PPeK *[a]i- ‛to die’ (PNK *ai;
Hoan šiᵑ). Cf., perhaps, also Had. owa ‛to kill’.
(6) San. ʔa ‛to take (pl.)’ — cf. PPeK *V ‛to give’ [2].
() Had. uʔu- ‛to dig up roots’ — cf. PPeK *au ‛to dig’ (Zhu. gau;
Hoan šiu), PNKK *chàó id.; in the light of Hadza semantics, cf. also San.
ʔaku ‛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 ʔaku, all of the Sandawe
stems are monosyllabic (-si in a-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. ()-(2).
.2.2. Affricates vs. dental clicks. Sandawe and Hadza both yield numerous cases of items with affricates corresponding to similar items in PK as well;
a list of such items can be found in [HONKEN 988] and will not be fully reproduced 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.:
(8) San. cʔaŋkʔe ‛guinea-fowl’, Had. chʔako id. — PCK *xani id. (Nama
khena-s, khina-s (with vowel metathesis); Naro xáné).
(9) San. cʔima(ᵑ) ‛mosquito’ — Naro ma id.; ǃXóõ qómi, qúmi id.
(20) San. cʔimaᵑ-kʔoe ‛to glitter, shine’ — PCK *áḿ ‛sun, day’ (Nama
gam ‛to heat up’; Naro, Kua áḿ ‛sun, day’, etc.); PNK *am id. (Zhu. ám;
Auen km, etc.).
(2) San. cʔini, cʔwini ‛bee-sting’, Had. cʔuna- ‛a k. of bee’ — cf. either
PNK *ʔnuiᵑ ‛mopani bee’ (Zhu. nuìᵑ; Ov. ʔnùiᵑ ‛insect sp.’) or PT *qhu ‛bee,
honey’ (ǃXóõ qhū-je; Nuen khu), or maybe both, although correspondences within PPeK are unclear.
(22) San. cʔumbu ‛navel’ — PCK *um id. (Naro, Deti ù, etc.).
(23) San. chawa ‛cold’ — Naro haàᵑ ‛coldness’; Hoan aba ‛cold’, Zhu.
àbò ‛to shiver’, perhaps also ǃXóõ àma ‛to shiver, tremble’.
(2) San. ʒaŋga ‛green’ — Naro caᵑ, zaᵑ id., but PNK *au, PSK *gid. 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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zaʔa ‛green, yellow’, which does not fit into the PPeK scheme of correspondences 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, different from the one described in .2.. 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 «reduction pressure». Conversely, whenever we encounter a *cVkV-type structure 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. cʔúkʔà, Had. cʔikʔo ‛smoke’ — PCK *cʔán[i] id. (out of an earlier *ckxani?; Kxoe cʔánì; Naro cʔínì; Deti cʔání, but Nama anni-s; ǃOra
kxan); ǃXóõ ckxâ-je id. See [EHRET 986: ex. 3]; [HONKEN 988: 63].
(26) San. cʔikʔa ‛sap’ — PPeK *ckxo- ~ *ʒgxo- ‛sap, froth’ [392].
.2.3. Dentals vs. palatal clicks. This possible correlation can be best
demonstrated upon the following example:
(2) San. thukʔa ‛spit, spittle’ — PCK *kxě id. (Nama ā-b ‛spittle’; Ani
kxˇ; Deti cʔě; Kua cʔê ‛spittle’, etc.). Development: *t(h)ukʔV > *tkʔV > *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 *kxaro ‛a k. of thorn tree’ (Nama
aro ‛buffalo thorn’; Naro kxárò ‛Zizyphus mucronata’); PPeK *1 ri ‛a k.
of acacia’ [8].
(29) San. tukʔu ‛to take away, take off (clothes)’ — cf. Naro kxòó ‛to
take out’.
(30) San. tekele ‛hyaena’ — cf. Nama hīra-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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.2.. 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 consonants; 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:
(3) San. khoᵑkora ‛elbow’ — PCK *úrù ‛knee’ (Naro, Haba úrù; Buga,
Ganda kúrù). Curiously, the East Khoisan subgroup also has this root in a
reduplicated variant, just like HS — Xaise, Deti kúkúrù. Hadza has a very
similar form in guruŋguri- ‛knee’, but in this case we probably deal with a
Cushitic borrowing (cf. Iraqw guruŋgura id.).
(32) San. kheʔe ‛to hear, listen’, Had. kaʔa-sa ‛to notice’ — PCK *ʔaᵑ ‛to
know, hear’ (ǃOra ʔaᵑ ‛to hear’; Naro ʔáᵑ ‛to know’, etc.), PNK *haᵑ ‛to
know’ (Zhu. ʔhàᵑ; Auen haᵑ, 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.
.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. sçëëÉå and A. qê~áää for the CK languages and the one postulated in
this work for the NK subgroup (see .2.3.2.). Cf. the following examples:
(33) San. gawa ‛mountain’ — Naro ábí id.
(3) San. gwara ‛forefinger’ — PCK *órò ‛fingernail, claw’, PNH
*uʔuru ‛fingernail’ [5].
(35) San. koba ‛wing’ — Nama gawo-b id.; PNK *nabu id. (Zhu. nabù;
ǃXũ (açâÉ) khavu, ŋkhavu).
(36) San. kuru ‛tortoise’, Had. kʔoloʔa id. — Nama xuri- id.
(3) San. ne ‛this here’ — PCK *na ‛that; this’ (Nama naᵑ ‛that’; Naro
nà ‛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, usually only analysed in relation to PK languages, could also be typical for Hadza and Sandawe. From a theoretical point of view, this looks quite reasonable, considering the long time periods which these two languages have
spent next to their non-click neighbours of the Afrasian and Niger-Cordofanian 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.
.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 986], [HONKEN 988], and the appendices to [SANDS
998]. The emphasis here was rather on finding non-trivial differences between 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 MacroKhoisan 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 intricate 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. ʔaxe ‛to chop’ has been carried over into PCK *kxao (= *kxʔao) id.,
whereas the ejectiveness in ʔaŋga ‛lizard’ was lost in PCK *na-.
An additional problem is posed by the results of our PPeK reconstruction. Most of the compared material involves either CK items or
those PK items that do not feature «split» click reflexes (only examples (),
(6), and (28) feature PPeK *1, *1, and *1, respectively). It is therefore impossible 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 reflexes on the grounds of Hadza and Sandawe data.
From a purely theoretical standpoint, such a process as «click bifurcation» certainly could have something to do with secondary click formation.
One possibility is that the original *C1V1C2V2 root structure, being reduced to
*C1C2V2 on the PK (PPeK) level, actually retained certain features of the
original V1 by «incorporating» them within C1; e. g., «early» clicks could be
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labialised if V1 originally was labial, or palatalised (frontalised?) if V1 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 speculation. Yet with only two languages (not even forming one subbranch) at our
disposal on one side of the comparison, supporting examples become a luxury that is extremely hard to afford. bÜêÉí’s paper presents us with  etymologies; discarding the semantically questionable ones and adding about
00 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 bÜêÉí’s and
eçåâÉå’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 .2. 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 nature — to present several examples of how it is possible to apply the classic 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 theoretical conclusions as well. These are as follows.
a) The methodics of intermediate reconstruction, when applied to Khoisan, 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, ǃXóõ) rather than low-level reconstructions (PNK, PSK); how-
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ever, very often even «minor» Zhu’hoan-ǃXóõ 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 intricacies 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 Khoisan languages for evidence of genetic relationship. Conversely, «nontrivial» correspondences, if based on a significant number of semantically
close etymologies, are much more reliable, since the possibility of borrowing for items with such correspondences is more limited.
c) 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 numerous similarities between «non-trivial» correspondences within PPeK and
PCK, such as click articulation shifts; the development tʔ- > +-; 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 applied, i. e. by building up collections of etymologies based on regular correspondences, on the strength of available data. Thus, comparison between PK languages shows that one can not only delineate the main types
of phonetic change, but trace specific contextually determined developments 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. h∏ÜäÉê between Kxoe and Zhu’hoan [KÖHLER 93], 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. _äÉÉâ’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 Khoisan 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 *ʔaᵑ ‛to fight’, PCK *ʔaᵑ id., and San. ʔaŋ-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 «clickification» scheme described in section .2 in order to make an attempt at finding 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 Sandawe, may actually be connected with non-click consonants in non-Khoisan 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 nonclicks 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 articulation 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 986]) and without it (as in [ARGYLE
99]) — yet, as I have argued in .2..3, there is actually a fair chance of the
labial clicks representing an independent innovation in both Hoan and PSK;
c) a major obstacle is «irregular» click loss, observable on practically
every level of Khoisan, from modern day languages to Macro-Khoisan
(.2.5). 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 completely «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. dΩäÇÉã~åå, how well clicks can actually be integrated with non-click consonants within a single system on the
synchronous level [GÜLDEMANN 200]; likewise, diachronic research gradually 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 technical 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. bÜêÉí, H. eçåâÉå, B. p~åÇë, A. qê~áää, R. sçëëÉå and others, 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 inapplicable to linguistic families of such profound time depth as the Khoisan one.
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Abbreviations
(P)CK
(P)ECK
(P)K

(Proto)-Central-Khoisan
(Proto)-East-Central-Khoisan
(Proto)-Khoisan
(or Khoisan proper as opposed to Macro-Khoisan)
(P)KK
(Proto)-Khoekhoe
(P)NH
(Proto)-North-Hoan
(P)NK
(Proto)-North-Khoisan
(P)NKK (Proto)-Non-Khoekhoe
(P)PeK
(Proto)-Peripheral-Khoisan
(P)SK
(Proto)-South-Khoisan
Ang. ǃXũ Angolan ǃXũ [SNYMAN 980]
Cnd.
Cuando dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
Cui.
Cuito dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
Had.
Hadza
Kam.
Kameeldoring dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
Leeu.
Leeunes dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
Ll.
Lucy iäçóÇ’s records of ǃXũ [BLEEK 956]
Mas.
Masarwa (Sesarwa)
Mpu.
Mpunguvlei dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
N. Om.
North Omatako dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
Ok.
Okongo dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
Ov.
Ovamboland ǃXũ (as in [HEIKKINEN 986])
S. Om.
South Omatako dialect of NK [SNYMAN 99]
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В статье суммированы результаты пятилетней работы автора над материалом койсанской семьи языков в сравнительно-историческом освещении. После
краткого изложения основных проблем, связанных с койсанской реконструкцией
(недоказанность существования койсанской семьи как таковой; уникальность фонологических систем современных койсанских языков; нехватка новых языковых
данных и неадекватная транскрипция старых), автор приходит к выводу, что только тщательная реконструкция ряда промежуточных праязыков (северно-койсанский, южно-койсанский, центрально-койсанский и т. п.) может позволить приблизиться к окончательному ответу на вопрос о возможном родстве всех языков
этой предположительной макросемьи.
Большая часть статьи посвящена описанию предварительных результатов,
полученных как лично автором, так и западными койсанологами при попытке
осуществления таких промежуточных реконструкций, а также рекомендациям по
дальнейшей работе над материалом. Один из основных выводов заключается в
том, что, несмотря на внешнее типологическое сходство между фонологическими
системами разных койсанских подгрупп, перспективным в сравнительно-историческом плане является исключительно установление между ними много-многозначных фонетических соответствий, т. к. в противном случае велика опасность
того, что за признаки генетического родства будут на самом деле приняты многочисленные межъязыковые контакты.

