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Abstract 

This th esis deals with Semitic word s found in Tigrinya but n ot Ge'ez. It 

conta ins four ch a p te rs : cha p ter one is genera l introduct ion, cha pter two 

meth odology, ch a pter three analys is of th e data a nd ch a p ter four is 

conclusion. The results s h ow that there a re indeed some s u ch words, 

inclu ding basic vocabulary, but not many. Th is provides a lexical 

perspective on th e question of how close Ge'ez was to proto-Ethiopic : very 

close, but not iden tical. 
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Language Abbreviations 

Akk Akkadian 
Amh Amharic 
Arab Arabic 
Arab. Eg. Egyption Arabic 
Arab. Magh . Maghrebi Arabic 
Arab. Malt . Maltese Arabic 
Arab . Or. Oriental Arabic 
Aram Aramaic 
Aram . Anc. Ancien t Aramaic 
Aram. Jp . J ewish Palestinian Aramaic 
Aram . Talm. Talmudic Aramaic 
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\ 
b 

Gaf Gafat 
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\ 
b 

Gur Gurage 
Hbr Hebrew 
Jib Jibbali 

\ Jud Judaic Aramaic 
Mh r Mehri 

\ Min Minaean 
Sab Sabaean 

\ SAr South Arabian 
Sod Soddo 

\ Soq Soqotri 
Tgr Tigre 
Tna Tigrinya 
Ugr Ugaritic 
Wol Wolane 

11 



Chapter one: Introduction 

1.1 General Introduction 

Th is study attempts to address the fo llowing quest io n: what are the Semitic 

" 'ords or roots found in T igri nya but not in Ge'ez? By Semitic words I mean 

words with clear Semitic cognates. 

The background objective behind th is sLUdy is to make a lex ical contr ibution 

to the ques tion , is Ge'ez the proto-language of Ethi o-Semitic? My intention 

is certainl y not to resolve this question, but to add new data that are re levant 

to it. Therefore , the goal of th is research is to co llect Semitic words fou nd in 

Tigri nya but not in Ge'ez. 

From the beginn ing Semitic linguists have examined the status of Ge'ez 

\\'ithin Ethio-Semitic, that is to say, ho w archaic Ge'ez is in relation to the 

va rious modern Ethio-Sem itic languages. One can approach thi s question 

from both a lexical and a grammatica l perspective. Regarding the position of 

Ge 'ez, different linguists have forwa rded their argument in different ways . 

In somc respects, for example in sy ntax, Ge'ez is certa inly arc haic. Hetzron 

prcsents his argument as foll ows: 

The question whelher Cushilic influenced Pi"Oto-Ethiopic syntax 

dllring the common stage or later influenced each cluster separately remains 

open Ge 'ez is the on/1 ' Ethiopian language which preserved the old Semitic 

syntax and was but superficially affected by this influence. The northernmost 

living language, Tigre. is much less rig id in word order than the rest, and it 

lIIay optionally have either the Semit ic paflern or the Cushitic one. All the 



remaining languages have exclusively a Cushitic-type word order system. 

This suggests that the Cushitic influence affecting syntax came later and was 

independent in the different branches of Ethiopian. (1972: 19) 

But we can also ask , are th ere ways in which the various modern Ethio­

Sem itic lang uages appear to be more archa ic than Ge'ez? 

Les lau has presented ma ny archa ic features that occur in some south Ethio­

Semitic lang uages (but not Amharic) in his article entitled "Archa ic fea tures 

in south-Ethiopic" ( 195 1). These features, however, are a lso found in Ge'ez, 

so they are not mo re arc ha ic than Ge'ez. 

J-Ietzron, however, does g l ve some grammatical features whereby some 

modern Ethio-Semiti c languages do appear to be more archa ic than Ge'ez . 

Specifically, he argues that T igre and Tigrinya are not descended from 

Ge'ez. The fo ll owing grammatical evidence, except the fi na l point, is taken 

directly from H etzron's book Ethiopian Semitic (pp. 19-21). (The list is not 

intended to be complete). 

• Pron o llll s of th e t hird persoll 

Ge' ez T igl'e gloss 

' he' 

'she' 

In these words Ge'ez has lost the Semi tic g lotta l frica ti ve Ihl and rep laced it 

by the g lotta l stop. The Ihl is preserved not on ly in Tigre but even in some 

Sou th Elh io-Sem itic la nguages . 
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• The preposition 'from' 

This is one piece of grammati ca l evidence that makes Ge'ez innovative. 

Tigre has the archai c form lII;)n, whi ch is very close to Hebrew and Arabic 

min. Ge'ez has ;)111;)nnQ or ;)/11- . 

• Infinitive 

As Hetzron (1972: 2 1) mentions, citing Cohen (1931: 33), most of the 

modern Ethiosemitic languages, and also other non-Ethiopian Semitic 

languages, have infiniti ves based on the prefix 111 V-. Ge'ez does have many 

deverbative nouns with a preformative 111 V- , but they do not have the 

grammatica l status of infini tives. 

• T he nega tive morpheme 

Tigri nya and T igre of Bogos have the negative ay-, corresponding to South 

Ethi opic al-, w hich is of Semitic orig in. On the other hand, Ge'ez and Tigre 

of Mensa have the negative i- in both perfect and imperfect. 

• Presentative par'ticle 

Tigrinya has a presentati ve particle ';)nl1dh- ' here it is', with pronominal 

endings. This partic le is cognate to Hebrew hinne, Arab ic inl7a, both of 

which a lso take pronominal endings and are si milar in meaning . In Ge ' ez it 
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exists only in the form 

comm unication] 

'an-ka 'so then! ' [Orin Gensler, personal 

The above discuss ion focu ses on grammar. My concern in this thesis is with 

lexicon: Is there any lexical evidence that Tigrinya (or any modern Ethio­

Semitic language) is morc archaic than Ge'ez? In concrete terms : are there 

words of Semitic origi n in Tigri nya wh ich do not occur in Ge'ez? Very little 

work has been done especia lly on Tigrinya in this respect, a lthough Leslau 

has looked at Amharic in this way. Les lau in his book Amharic Cognates in 

Hebrew ( 1969: 2-3) states that " It is interest ing to note that there is a 

considerable number of Amharic roots with Hebrew cognates but without a 

correspondence in Ge'ez". For example: 

Amharic g loss Hebrew g loss 

homtatt a 'sour' home!? 'v inegar' 

l{'ayya 'wait ' qiwwa(h) ' wait fo r ' 

masa lal ' ladder' su llam ' ladder, stai r' 

(The Hebrew sound q corresponds to the ejectivized velar l} k' In 

Amharic.) 

In genera l, if a word is attested in other Semitic languages including 

Tigrinya but not in Ge'ez, why? Perhaps it is on ly an accidental omission 

frol11 the attested Ge 'ez corpus; or perhaps it reall y didn 't exi st in Ge'ez at 

a ll. Often we have no way of knowing which of these is ri ght, and no way to 

answer the question "why')" Sometimes one poss ibl e answer is because 

Ge'ez is a rel ig ious ly or iented language . Many of the words found in Ge'ez 

have to do w ith re ligion, I ike blessing, cu rsing, pray ing. We would expect a 
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religiously oriented language like Ge'ez to be lexica lly impoverished in 

semantic field s having to do with techn ical detai ls of (for example) farming, 

hunt ing, warfare, metal manufacture, carpentry, etc. Nor would such a 

language have a rich vocabulary of onomatopoeic words and intetjections. 

This, at least, wou ld be true for written Ge'ez as we know it; we have no 

access to spoken Ge'ez. 

On the other hand , it turns out that there are some very everyday, non­

reli gious words in Semitic (basic vocabu lary) which do not occur in Ge'ez. 

That is , the concept wou ld be expected to occur in Ge'ez and it does occur in 

Ge'ez, but Ge'ez expresses the concept with a different word-form. Here 

Ge' ez seems to have truly innovated, by losing the old word and creating a 

ne\\' one . "Accidental omissions" in the attested corpus seem unlikely for 

basic vocabulary. 

1.2 Literatu" e Review 

I don't know of any li terature which directly addresses my problem. There 

does ex ist literature which is indirectly relevant. As already mentioned, 

some scholars argue that there are some grammatical and lex ical elements 

where Ge'ez appears to be innovative compared to modern Ethio-Semitic 

languages, as has been mentioned above. In I-1etzron 's book Ethiopian 

Semitic (1972), there are about eight grammatica l features which support the 

argument aga inst Ge'ez as the proto-Eth iopic language (see be low). Leslau, 

in his article "Archa ic features in South Ethopic" (1951), tri ed to show that 

the modern Eth io-Semitic languages, espec iall y south Ethio-Semitic 

languages, appear to be as archaic as Ge 'ez. In addi tion, several descriptive 

works have been done on the grammar of Tigrinya; probably the best 
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description is sti ll Les lau (1941). On the other hand, less work has been 

done on the comparat ive lexicon of Ethio-Semiti c, notably Kogan (2005), 

Les lau (1987) from the v iewpoint of Ge'ez, and Leslau (i 969) focusing on 

Hebrew and Amharic cognates, as well as the lexical palt of the discussion 

in severa l Ethio-Sem itic articles by Les lau (e.g. 1943 , 195 1). 

In a project like this one, dictionar ies are obv iously indispensable. 

Fortunately, good dictionari es are (partly) ava ilable. There are large 

dictionari es ofGe'ez by Dillmann ( 1865) and Leslau ( 1987) and a very large 

dictionary for Tig rinya by Kane (2 000), w hi ch I bel ieve is the best lexical 

source for Tigrinya so far. There are also etymolog ica l dictionari es of Harari 

(Les lau 1963) and Gurage (Les lau 1979), but these were not rel evant to thi s 

thesis. 

There arc also two major comparat ive dictionaries of Semitic, both 

incomplete. O ne is by Militarel" and Kogan; it is organized according to 

semantic fields, and tl\O volumes (I : Body parts (2000), II: Animal s (2005» 

have appeared so far. The other, in French, is by a team of scholars headed 

by David Cohen ( 1994-1999). Jt is arranged by roots in standard Semi tic 

alphabetical order; 8 fasc icles (' -z, corresponding to £i dal il-H in abugida 

order) have appeared so far . In addition, Fronzaroli has publi shed small er 

Semiti c lexica l works, in two I'e rsions, that is, Italian ( 1964-1971) and 

Engl ish ( 1975). When Fronzaroli c ites Ethio-Semitic words, he almost 

always mean s Ge'ez, and accordingly hi s work was not very useful in thi s 

proj ec t. 
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Chapter two: Methodology 

2.1 Qualitative procedure 

In this work, it was necessary to use Semitic etymologica l dict ionaries, or 

arti cles on comparative Semitic lexicography, in order to determine that a 

certain root is a Semiti c root. The problem, though, is that there is still no 

ru ll etymo logica l dictionary of Semitic . As menti oned above, two different 

Semitic etymolog ical dictionaries were used. Neither is complete. The first 

is by Militarev and Kogan (MK), and is organized by sema nti c fi el ds. T wo 

vo lumes have been publi shed so far: the word s are a rranged in Latin 

alphabetica l order. The second one, a lso incomplete, is by Davi d Coh en 

(DC). It is in French and has eight fascic les. Apparently the in tention was to 

cover the entire Semitic alphabet, but only eight fascicles ha\·e appeared so 

l'a r, the last one in 1999. As mentioned, their a lphabetica l orde r is from '-Z 

according to the tradi tional Sem it ic order or abugida, wh ich is onl y about 

the first one-third of th e Semitic alphabet. I also consulted another 

comparati ve Semitic lexicon by Fronzaroli , whi ch has two versions, that is, 

in Ita li an and in E ng li sh . The Ita li an vers ion (by far the larger one) is much 

smaller than MK and D C; it appeared in in stallments as a series of journal 

a l·tic les. The Engli sh vers ion is o nly 60 pages long. But I found al most 

nothing in these two sources. The French lex icon (DC) is basically a lexica l 

li st, with re lati vely littl e di sc uss ion. U nder a given root , there are usuall y 

severa l homonymous entries -roots that sound the same but have very 

d iffe rent meanings. In such cases, the ma in entry is c learly di v ided into 

subentries, o ne subentry for each meaning. In my lex ica l search , I treated 
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each subentry as a di st inct unit, com plete ly separate from other subentries 

for the g iven root. (see further sec. 3.2) 

Having collected these \\ 'ords (Semitic words found in Tigrinya but not 

Ge'ez) I checked them in the foll owing large dictionaries: Kane Tigrinya­

Engli sh, Leslau Ge'ez-English an d August Dillmann Ge' ez-Engli sh. 

Furthermore, 1 also used Professor Orin Gensler ' s he lp with the translations 

in French, Ita lian, German especial ly with the Sem itic languages like 

Hebrew, A rabic, South Arabian , Aramaic and the Hebrew Bible 

concordance as we ll. Thi s he lp was unavo idable; I could not have done the 

project otherwise . 

Thi s is a qual itative approach. I wanted to find a ll the words possible that fit 

the g iven crite ria . While I was coll ecting these data, however, I had some 

puzz les, in vo lving things like reg ionali sms, probl emat ic etymologies, 

onomatopoeia and intelj ections. These will be di scussed in chapter three . By 

their very natu re, such cases are weaker evidence than the non-problematic 

items. I will d iscuss these problematic types in deta il. 

2.2 Qua ntitative p.·ocedure 

There a re not many Tigrinya words whi ch passed the test for inc lusion in 

th is thes is. Si nce there are so few, it is important to get a non-impressionistic 

statement of thi s sca rcity. Hence I took a look at the data quantitatively. 

Th ere a l'e t\\ ·o volu mes in .\!J K. The first one is about anatomy of man and 

an imals. It has 382 entri es. Out o f these entries, [ found just 7 good cases 
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that include Tigrinya words but no Ge 'ez words, and six "problematic" cases 

(see di scuss ion below) . The second volume is about animal names. It has 

255 entries. There are fo ur good cases that have Tigrinya but not Ge'ez 

words, and three probleillat ic cases. 

For the French dictionary of David Cohen (DC) I counted the entries in just 

one representative fascicle , fascic le 7. This fascicle has 384 entries, and 

these include only two good words that ex ist in Tigrinya but not Ge'ez. 

There are several other entries that have been left out (onomatopoeic words 

and regio na l words). 

This quantitative survey revea ls two things. First, there do indeed exist 

Semi tic word s that are not attested in Ge'ez but are found in Tigrinya, 

including terms of basic \ocabu lary; here Ge'ez has innovated by losing the 

old Seillitic word. But second, there are not many such words . This supports 

th e cOllllllon view of most linguists: if proto-E thio-Sem itic was not Ge'ez, it 

was very close to it. 
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Chapter Three: The data 

3.1 Good data and problematic data 

In dem onstrating Semiti c words or roots found in T igrinya but not in Ge'ez, 

I have co ll ected so-ca ll ed "good words" as well as probl ematic words. By 

good words I mean words that show good sound correspondences across the 

languages and good agreement in mean ing; many of the good words are 

basic ordinary nouns or verbs. Although th is se t of data is very small , the 

pl'esence in it of bas ic lex ica l items makes the data interesting, because these 

lex ical meanings a re found (almost) everywhere, th at is to say, in almost all 

human languages spoken in the world. Such words tend not to be eas ily lost 

or borrowed. Yet Ge'ez c learl y d id lose some inherited Semit ic words, even 

basic word s, for reasons th at are unknown. 

Words whi ch are q uest iona bl e or probl emat ic fa ll into severa l types, First, 

the words may show good sound correspondences, but not show good 

semantic agreement. The oppos ite can al so happen: the semantics is good 

bu t the sound correspondence is not. The thi rd poss ibil ity concern s 

regionali sms. Some of the words in this paper are regional words, that is to 

say, they occur on ly in a geographically restricted area (Yemen and 

Fthi op ia) and so could represe nt a borrowing from one another o r an area l 

lea tu re. With such words it is diffi cult to te ll ifit is an old Semi tic lexeme or 

a regional word. The fourth point is obvious: if the word is attested onl y in 

Lthi o-Scmitic but not elsewhere in Semitic, I of course did not in c lude it. 

The fi ftb type co ncerns onomatopoeic words and inteljections. As is we ll 

kno wn, these lex ica l items are common in every human language, and by 
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their very nature they often sound similar in unconnected languages . 

Onomatopoeic words imitate real-world sounds; inteljections often have a 

physiological basis (e.g. a scream when you are frightened, a sigh "uff' 

sound when you sit down, a sigh "aah" when you are relaxed and happy). 

Hence these words, even if they have a similar sound in two languages, are 

not a very good indicator of any hi storical kin relation of the languages. The 

sixth and last type concerns words which may possib ly have a cognate In 

Ge'ez, but where the cognacy is not obvious or straightforward. 

Let us look at these problem types in a li ttle more detai l (for non-standard 

phonetic symbol s, see sec . 3.2 below): 

By regionalism I mean that if a word is only found in Ethio-Semitic, South 

Arabian and Yemeni Arabic, then the word might be a reg ional word (an 

area l feature), that is to say, it cou ld be a borrowing, because it is not found 

in other Semitic languages. 

For exampl e : 

Arab. Dathina l}antar 'clitori s' MK I: 148 

Tna. 

Amh . 

Soq . 

l):<l nt<lr, l):anti rat 'cli toris, female genital organ ' 

l}int<lr ' clitoris' 

l}anthir 'vul va' 

This lexeme is only found in Ethio-Semitic, South Arab ian and Yemeni 

Arab ic (Dathina); therefore, it is an exa mpl e of a regionalism. Note that if a 

wo rd occurs on ly in Ethio-Semitic and in (general, non-Yemeni) Arabic, I 
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wi ll no! ca ll it a regionali sm. The reason is clear:Yemen is geographical ly 

very close to Ethiopia, and the ancient and political contact between the two 

regions is a well-attested fact. By contrast, Arabic in general is spread over 

an immense area, and even in its origina l territory it does not seem to have 

had any specially close contact with Ethiopia. 

On the other hand , there are words where it is difficult to tell if they are 

general Semitic or regional words. 

For exampl e : 

Sab. 'ws ' plague, pesti lence ' MK I: 27 

Min. 's 

Tgr. 'aso 'aso ' fever malaria ' , , 

Ina. ' aso ' fever ' 

Jib . ' ayOs E . Jib. ' Os ' cold in the head ' 

Aide asCi ' a di sease (affec ting the head , vision , etc.)' 

Here the question is whether the Akkadi an is realy cognate to the others, or 

just an accidental resemblance. 

Another probl em concerns data sets whi ch show regularity of sound 

co rrespondences, but where semantica ll y the words are not cl early re lated to 

each other. For exampl e : 
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*tIllm, * ' tm ' to be deaf and mute, to stop up, block' 

Akk. tummumu 'deaf 

Rbr. ' tm 'stop up (ears, etc.), 

MK I: 330 

Tna. tamama 'c lose the eyes and mouth of dead person' 

Here the semantics is not very c lose; to block one' s ears (be deaf) and to 

close a corpse's eyes and mouth are qu ite di ffere nt actions involving 

di ffe rent body parts. 

On the other hand , there are al so words that are semantically re lated, but that 

lack the expected sound co rrespondences. 

For exampl e : 

Arab. misfalat- 'stomach (of animal, bird)' MK 1: 243 

Tgr. , Tna. s;;> n f;;> II a ' ruminant's (second) stomach' 

Gog., Sad. 

Mhr. hM;;>1 'be lly, stomach ' 

Arabic s should correspond wi th Ethio-Semit ic s (UJ) , but not w ith s; the 

sound cOITespondence here is irregular. 

Words which are a lm ost onomatopoeic are one of the problems [ had in this 

sllldy. 
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For example: DC 2: 50 

Arab. biiga, tabawwaga 'to dazzle, flash' 

Tna. bagg, bogg, bagbag, bogbog ba la 'shine, flash ' 

Amh . bogg ala, boggbogg ala 'shine, flash ' 

Here the words appear to be "sound symbo li c" (although not strictly 

onomatopoeic): a certain sound sequence (here bVg) may tend to be 

associated with a particular semantic fie ld in a particular language family. 

Intelj ections are another problematic case. For exampl e: 

Hbl'. h6, h6h6 (laughter sound) DC 5:382 

SAl'. Soq . hoho 

Tna., Amh. hoho 

Intelj ections often have a physiological basis. In an intuitively clear sense, 

they are not qu ite "rea l words". 

The fev,! examples mentioned above are just to illustrate the problems I had 

in coll ecting data for this paper, and that is the reason why I did not give 

more exa mpl es here . In general, Ill any words were not included in this study 

because of the reasons Illentioned above. Most importantly, many words are 

excluded because they only ex ist in Ethio-Semitic languages, although 

Greenberg and M . Cohen (cited below) suggest that even this seemingly 

obvious criterion is not foolproof. 
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' In order to gIve a quantitative answer to the question: " What can be 

reconstructed of the ... Iexicon of the proto- language?", it is first necessary 

to lay down some principle of se lection, in add ition to the formal and 

semantic criteri a which enable us to establi sh the ex istence of a common 

word. Whi le the presence of a word in most of the Semitic languages is a 

good indication that it belongs to the common lexicon, and its presence in 

two languages may be considered positi ve evidence of its Semitic character 

(for exampl e Greenberg 1950 , 168), the fact tbat it is attested in only one 

language or d ial ect is not itself a proof of the contrary. The problem has 

been di scussed, in its rel atio n to etymological dictionaries, by M . Cohen 

(1947, 52 ff.) , who is in favo ur of including words attested in only one 

language, prov iding that they are not obvious borrowings or innovations . At 

the opposite extreme we have the list drawn up by Bergstriisser (1 982), who 

includes only words attested in a ll the fi ve main groups (Akkadian, Hebrew, 

Aramaic, South Arabian-Ethiop ic and North Arabic' (Fronzaroli 1975: 43). 

The words included in thi s study a re words that exist in at least one branch 

of Semitic bes id es Ethio-Semitic , in order to avo id or minimize borrowings, 

inno\'ations or co in cidences. Most of the words occur in at least 3 branches. 

Finally, there were a few word s where a Ge'ez cognate may poss ibly ex ist, 

but the situa ti on is not cl ear. An example is H-L-L "be crazy; mock". Ge'ez 

does not have a semanti cally s imilar form from this root, but it does have 

the wo rd hawliiyii "to mock" . Th is might represent the same root ind irectly, 

or a related root. But Ge'ez also has hiibliiyii " to mock". The change b>13>w 

wo uld be very natura l; but if so . then hiiw liiyii would not be re lated to a 

root [-I-L-L at a ll. Thi s is an unsolved puzzle. 
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3.2 Format of presentation of the data 

Al most a ll of the words below are taken from the two Sem itic etymological 

dictionaries, that is, from MK and DC. These works have different formats 

and different abbrev iations of language names. In MK, the proto-Semitic 

form is given with its meaning in English; in DC, the roots as such are not 

assigned a meaning. In DC, a proto-Semitic root is usua lly arranged into 

different sub-entries, each sub-entry having a different meaning and labeled 

in the di ctional'y w ith a di st inct number (e.g. GLT-4, GLT-5); each sub-entry 

can be considered an accidental homonym, unrela ted to the others. Thus 

words belonging to sub-entry x are ignored completely in examining sub­

entry y. for example, my data includes an item W'L-2 'be useful'; here I 

ignore words like Tigrinya wa 'ala 'spend the day' because it is li sted under 

W·L-3. For some roots, however, all the cognate words fall into one single 

sematic group' , in which case no sub-entri es are used. In MK, the proto­

form is fully vocalized; in DC, the roots are gi\"en on ly in consonants. In this 

study the words are organi zed the way they are organ ized in MK. 

Addit ionally, I have often given only a subset of the full lexica l data to be 

found in MK or DC-enough to show the word's distribution in Semitic. I 

have made minor changes to the DC abbreviations of some languages like 

'CAN. h.' to ' Hebrew,' ' Oug.' to ' Ugr. ', to make DC consi stent w ith MK. 
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In the data presentation below, the tran scription mostly follows the 

transcription in the dictionaries, to which the reader is referred. Usually the 

symbol s should be self-ev ident. Note the following, however: 

i? = emphatic s (ejective or velarized) 

( = emphatic t (ejective or ve larized) 

lj: = emphatic velar luv ular (ejective k ' or plain uvul ar) 

o = "open 0 " (J) 

r have used these symbol s here for typographical convenience. 

3.3 Presentation of results 

The results of thi s paper are presented below according to semantic field, 

that is, animal names, body parts, miscellaneous word s, and onomatopoeic 

words and intelj ections. For each field , good cognate sets are presented first, 

followed by more problematic cases . In several cases, the g iven word is 

found in H ebrew but not in Ge'ez; in such cases, I have tried (with Professor 

Orin Gensler 's help) to determine which Ge'ez word is used in the Ge ' ez 

Bible trans lati on to translate this Hebrew word. 

3.3.1 Animal names 

3.3.1.1 Good cognate sets 

*oarad- 'kind of in sect ' to 

Arab. za rad 'grasshopper ' 

MK II: 124 
DC 3: 182 

Tn a . garado 'a dark-colored spider the bite of whi ch is believed to 

be fatal' 
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Ji b. gerOd ' locusts ' 

[ In DC th is is palt of a much larger group, with an extremely broad 

semanti c range. I follow MK.] 

*~"VrVd-// *l}Vrd- ' tick ' MKII: 185 

Syriac l}arda 'a ti ck, louse (paras ite of sheep and cattle)' 

Arab. l}urd- ' tick ' 

Tgr. l}arad 'tick' 

Tna. l(;lrClid 'kind of small tick' 

*dVg- 'a kind of insect ' MK II: 100 

Arab. dayazan 'swarm of grasshoppers ' 

Tna. duga 'a kind of redd ish fly which affl icts cows' 

Mhr. ddgdlg ' insect like a grasshopper' 

*da'y(-at) ' bi rd of prey' 

Ugr. d ' iy ' raptor, conventionally "hawk'" 

MK II: 9 1-93 
DC 3 : 202 

!-fbr. da'a ' red kite ' [Ge'ez translates the Hebrew as g ip'p'a] 

Jud. daYYLlta ' name of several unclean birds' 

Arab. da'ya t- ( in ' ibnu da 'yat 'epithet of the crow') 

Akk. dill11tu 'a bird o r a locust' 

Tgr. dah (also 'adha') 'a bird' 
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Amh. dudute 'a kind of bird' 

Tna. duda 'a gregarious bird which feeds on mai ze and rar 

3.3 .1.2 Problematic cognate sets 

*g"'a(n)dVr- 'kind of worm ' MKII: 120 

Mhr. g;)d;) ret 'worm ' 

Tna. g"'andaran, g"'andara ' intestinal worm, earthworm ' 

-+ Regionali sm. 

*pVI(y)- 'kind of insect, louse' MK II : 23 1-233 

Aide uplu ' head louse ' 

.Iud. palya, pa lya be 'ari ' name of a locust on palm-trees ' 

Arab. Iali yat- ' kind of beetle ' 

Tna. 'afal ' insects or fl eas which li ve in grass' 

--. The se manti cs is good , but the phonologi cal correspondence is not 
perfect at the beginning of the words. 

*'arVr ' kind of bird ' MK II: 21 -22 

Aide arru ' bird used fo r decoy ' 

Tna. 'iri r, ' ;) rir ' bird which has an instinct to lead a honey gatherer to 

where there is honey' 

-+ A "cognate" attested onl y in ancient Akkadian and modern Tigrinya 

is not a re li abl e cognate. 
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3.3.2 Body parts (and bodily functions) 

3.3.2.1 Good cognate sets 

Akk. 

Jud. 

Hbr. 

Tgr. 

Wol. 

Tna. 

Mhr. 

MK I: 152-153 

ki§allu, ki§illu , ki sallu, kisillu ' ankle-bone ' 

l}:a rsulla, l}ar§ull a ' ankle ' 

l}:arsull ayim ' ankl es' [Ge 'ez trans lates the Hebrew 
as 'dgr] 

J}arso 'ankle-bone' 

dnJ}drsa ' ankle' 

1}drtdl11 at ' arthritis', 1$.arsama 'beat s.o. on feet ' 

J}dr§at ' knee-cap' 

[Note: Tigrinya semantics is di fferent; but Tigre is semanti cally a 

perfec t match.] 

'" 1'1 V 111l11( -at)- ' breast, stomach, entrails ' MK I: 108-109 

Akk· O) umandu ' part of human ins ides ' 

Arab. 11 a III III ailla l- ' area of the chest ' 

Tg r. Il dll1ll1dto "di sh of entrail s' 

Tna. I1 dl11 Jl1d to ' tri pe ' 

Soq. 1i8'" Jl1 ' lower bell y" 
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*warik (-at)- ' hip (-bone)' MK 1: 258-259 
DC 7: 628-629 (WRK -I) 

Akk. (w)arkatu ' rear side' 

Hbr. yarek 'thigh' [Ge'ez translates the Hebrew in different 

ways, e .g. ~;)rum , miinl):;)'t, 'iigiida, nalj:we] 

Aralll. Jp. yarek 'thigh' 

Arab. warik 'thi gh, hip ' 

Tgr. wii rkiit 'hip' 

Tna. wiiriikiit 'rump (of animal), pelvis' 

*hVr '/y- 'excrement dre as' 
~ , '" MK I: 123 

Akk. arau (erru, I~a raru) ' rot, discharge a putrid liquid, defecate' 

Ugr. I]r 'u 'excrement'; br' ' defecate ' 

Hbr. l'1a ra ' ll11 'excrement' [Ge'ez translates the Hebrew as 
k"dst1] 

Jud. li are, l'ia rayya 'excrement ' 

Arab. hur ' - 'excrement' 
~ 

Tna. l'i ar ' i 

Amh. ar 

Soq. liaryo moh 'exc rement ' 
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*gV(m)bVC/8 'hump (of animal) ' 

Akk. gipsu 'a deformat ion of pan of the exta ' 

Ugr. gb8t 'hump' 

Tgr. gab;)s ' crook-backed' 

Wol. gum bos ' hunchbacked ' 

Sod. gumbus, Gog. gumb;)s 

T na. g""ambas bala 'bow down' 

*sa(n)p-at- ! *ca(n)p-at- ' lip ' 

Akk. saptu ' lip ' 

Ebla ite sa-ba-tum 

Ugr. spt 

MK I: 77 
DC 2: 98,3 : 152 

MK I: 235-236 
MK II : 343 

Hbr. sapa [Ge'ez translates the Hebrew as kanfarj 

Arab . sa lat-." ' I·Jp' 

Tgr. san;)f ' mouth (of an ima ls)' 

Tna . sanfaf ' lip' 

*hry 'to be pregnant, conceive ' 

Akk. erQ (arQ) 'to be pregnant , conceive' 

E blaite 'a-ri-tu l1l !harltull1! 

Ugr. hry 'concei ve' 

MK I: 286, 
MK II: 345 

DC 5: 452-454 
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Hbr. hara ' to conceive, to be pregnant' [Ge'ez translates the 
Hebrew as §ansa] 

Tna. harayat ' to be pregnant (cow, ewe)' 

3.3 .2.2Problematic cognate sets 

' cl itori s' MK I: 148 

Arab. Dathina l):a l1 \ar ' cl itoris' 

Tna. l):dl1\dr, l}antirat ' c litoris, female genital organ' 

Amh . ~ i l1\dr ' c li to ri s ' 

Soq. l):an\hir ' vulva ' 

_ Regionalism 

"' pn m, * ' \m ' to be deaf and mute, to stop up, block ' MK I: 33 0 

Akk. t Ul11mumu ' deaf' 

Hbr. ' tm 'stop up (ears, etc.), 

Tna . \amama ' close the eyes and mouth of dead person ' 

_ Semantic match is not very close; and Ge ' ez has §amma 'be deaf' 
(related root §mm). 

*mV(, )n(-at)- 'tendon , sinew, mu scle' MK 1: 166 

Akk. 
- , . , 

Ill ananu s inews 

Syri ac menta 'hair, ne l"\·e; gut-stri ng' 

Arab. ma 'nat- ' region around the navel' 

Tn3. Ill dnat 'arm Illuscle' 
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- Semantic range is quite broad. 

* sV(n)p VI 'stomach (of animal, bird)' MKI: 243 

Arab . mi5falat- ' bird' s gizzard, crop' 

Tgr. , Ina., Amh. , Zway 5;;)nf;;)lla ' ruminant 's (second) stomach' 

Gog., Sod. 5;;)n f;;) I ' ruminant's stomach ' 

Mhr. h6t~ 1 'bel ly, stomach ' 

- Arab ic s should correspond with Ethio-Semitic s (1'1) , not s. 

':"aW/Y5 ' di sease (fever, head cold; pl ague) ' MK I: 27 

Sab. 'vvs ' pl ague, pestilence' 

Min. 's 

Igr. 'aso, 'aso 'feve r, malaria' 

Ina . 'aso' feve r' 

Jib. 'ayOs E. Jib. ' Os ' cold in the head' 

Akk . asu 'a d isease (affecting the head, vision, etc.)' 

- _. Is Akkadian trul y cognate? If not , regionalism. 

*Wo ' ' sweat' 

Akk. 

Hbr. 

Ugr. 

zu't-, zlit-, iZlit- 'sweat' 

DC 6 :507 
MK 1: 57-5 8 

ze ' ah , yeza' [Ge'ez tran slates Hebrew as hafJ 

d't 'sweat ' 
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Aram. Jp. 

Amh., Tna. waz 

Gaf. WdZa 

Gur. WdZ, Wdza'at 

Arab . \\aoa'a 'to flow (water), 

_ MK 1: 58 mentions Ge'ez zo'a as 'cognate'. But this is fro m the 

different root z-w- ' (DC 8: 707), whi ch in most Semitic means basically 

' shake, tremble'; on ly in Ge'ez does it (a lso) mean 'sweat' . A complex 

problem (see Leslau 1987: 645) . 

3.3.3 Miscellaneous common words 

3.3.3.1 Good cognate sets 

*W' L-2 DC 7 :577 

Hbr. h6'!1 'aid , help, serve ' 

Aram. Anc. Y'I 'usefulness' 

Tgr. 'a \\ 'a la 'save someone's life" 

Tna. wa'ala 'be useful , serve, aid, be fertile' 

*BDL-I DC 2: 45 

Hbr. ni- bda l ' be separated ' [Ge 'ez usua ll y trans lates the 

Hebrew with f- I-\; a lso h-r-y, m-H, etc,] 
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Aram. Talm ' bedal ' to refrain from ' 

Aram. Jp. 'abdalta 'separati on' 

Ugr. bdl (m) (p lur.) ' merchant(s) ' 

Arab. badala, 'abda la 'exchange' 

SAl'. bdlt 'expiat ion' 

Sog. bdl ' be changed ' 

Mhr. hebdul 'to change' 

Tna . baddala 'exchange, barter' 

*GLT-4 DC 3: 13-1 

Arab. ' igtal ata ' eat or drink , devour, eat to the bottom' 

Tna. gii ltawa 'drink to the bottom' 

Tgr. g;J ll iit ' lees' (sed iment at the bottom of a g lass of wine or 
beer) 

"GLT-5 DC 3: 134 
Arab. ga lata 'h it, beat' 

Amh. angii latta ' throw back and fo rth, shake' 

Tna. anga lata'ti 'throw back and fo rth ' (personal knowledge) 

*HLM-l DC 5: 4 17 

Ugr. hIm ' to hit ' 
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Hbr. halam 'to hit ' [Ge'ez translates the Hebrew in 

different ways, e.g. sabara, 1}:at1}:ataJ 

Tna. hallama 'to g ive a slap' 

3.3.3.2 Problematic cognate set 

*HLL-4 

Hbr. 

Aram. Syriac 

Arab. 

Tgr. 

Tna. 

*hala l 'be crazy, mad ' 

'ahlel 'to mock' 

'uhl(Il 'vanity, futility ' 

DC 5: 415 
MK I : 285-286 

halaw law 'unreasonable, insane; simple-minded' 

hallay 'unreasonable, insane; simple-minded' 

Ge'ez hawliiya "to mock" but a lso hablaya "to mock" 

--•• Does the Ge'ez word belong to thi s root') Unclear (see sec. 3.1) 

3.3.4 Onomatopoeia and interjections 

Al l such words are considered problematic. I have only g iven a fell · 

representative examples. 

*WPP-3 DC 7: 587 

Arab. Or. woff, Magh. waf 'a sigh of satisfaction' 

Tna . waf(f) bala ' to sigh with re lief' 



*WS(S)- Arab . Eg. wass 'to hum, buzz' DC 7 : 639 

Tna., Amh. wiiss(ii) 'a cry to dri ve donkeys' 

Our. wiiss, W;)SS (same) 

*GRMRM- Aram. Syriac. 'e tg"ramram 'get angry' DC 3: 188 

Tgr. , agriimriimii 

Tna . , ag" riimriimii 

Am h., Arg. , ag" ra marriimii 

----+ Almost onomatopoeic; sound symbolic. 

DC 2: 50 

Arab . baga, tabawwaga 'to dazzle, fl ash' 

Tna. biig, bagbiig, bogbog biil ii 'shine, flash' 

A mh. bogg a lii , boggbogg ala 

----+ Almost onomatopoe ic; so und symbo li c. 

*HMHM-2 DC 5: 422 

Arab. hamhama . mutter, murmu r' 

Tgr. hamhamii 'orowl ' moo howl'siah ' :::> , , , ~ 

Tna. hamhama 'make a no ise, ne igh ; roar' 

Am h. h;)m h;)m ala ' murmur, moan, coo, c rack, growl' 
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*I-fYS-5 

Arab. Malt. 

Tna. 

DC 5: 403-404 

hess, hi ess 'cry to drive oxen straight' 

his 'cry to drive oxen' 
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Chapter Four: Conclusions 

I tried my best to co llect Semitic words found in Tigrinya but not in Ge ' ez. 

This was a very time-consuming lexical project which yielded - and was 

expected to yield - onl y a small number of words. I found about 15 words of 

the type "Good cognates", and most of these belong to basic vocabul ary. 

Thus the results are highly interesting, as they show that 15 or so Semitic 

lexemes did not survive in Ge 'ez but did survive in Tigrinya . Thi s shows 

that Ge'ez is not identica l to Proto-Ethiopic, now from a lexical perspective. 

Even in basic vocabulary Ge;ez has lost some words that survive in 

Tigrinya . But the di fference is very small , since there are very few such 

words. The project is necessarily incomp lete, s ince both of the sources I 

have used, that is to say, MK and DC, are still works in progress; in DC 

fascicle 9 will be publi shed soon, and the MK volume on Plant Names is 

be ing prepared. 

Finall y, [ beli eve thi s thes is can be useful as a model for other researchers 

who want to conduct research on an anal ogous project for other modern 

Ethio-Semi tic languages vis-a-vis Ge'ez- "Semitic words found in Harar i 

but not in Ge'ez", etc. 
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