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A retrospective account on past comparative research on Afro-Asiatic (AA) or Semito-Hamitic / Hamito-
-Semitic (SH / HS, resp.) phonology (first of all consonantism, also root structure) and lexicon, segmented
into episodes according to diverse (often overlapping in time) trends is now under way and will be presented
part by part in a series of papers. The present paper contains the first ever direction of this research, labelled
“Semito-Hamitology” covering studies seeking, in their conception, the “African”, i.e. “Hamitic” kinship of
Semitic.
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1.5. M. Cohen’s Essai comparatif (1947) can only be regarded as epochal in the sense
of finally closing some century’s endlessly long, mostly waste and very vague march
towards realizing the common Semito-Hamitic root stock. In a way, it may even be
viewed as the culmination of this trend by containing all the uncertainties, vacillation of
the whole era. Although Marcel Cohen was the éléve of the “classical Hamitological”
era, his researches were embedded in and stimulated, on the one hand, by the “old school”
of Egypto-Semitic and, on the other hand, by the fruitful “post-Meinhofian” Viennese
achievements of SAA inter-branch comparison. M. Cohen’s SH research turned in its
more intensive phase in the academic year 1934/5 shortly after the GLECS had been
established 1931.! Tt must have been due to the Zeitgeist that, as we could see above,

* Continued from Lingua Posnaniensis 64/1 (2022).
! Prior to that turning point around 1930, as confessed by Cohen (1947: X), his SH comparatistic research
had stayed at the minimum among his commitments: “Pour le sémitique comparé et le chamito-sémitique, je
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precisely this era witnessed a sort of organized renewal of SH studies in all three endur-
ing cradles: first of all, the first serious results in the field of comparing Egyptian (with
Semitic in the background) with its African AA kindred, Berber, Beja and Hausa prima-
rily thanks to the outstanding efforts of two pragmatical giants of SH etymology, sprung
from the Viennese school: E. Zyhlarz and W. Vycichl. It was the essence of this kind of
moderate approach that culminated then in the Essai comparatif, a milestone concluding
(even if not definitely closing) the era of post-classical Semito-Hamitology. On the other
hand, the foundation of both the GLECS (1931) and the first “Department of Semito-
-Hamitic Studies” ever on earth just in Leningrad (1933) signified the emergence of new
circles of interested scholars hosting new cradles of comparative SH in both ex-
-imperial capitals. But why has the first SH vocabulary come to being just in Paris and
not in Vienna or perhaps in Petersburg? After all, even the state-of-the-art of Semitic com-
parative studies had been desperate in France.> Hard to reply now. At any rate, Vienna
could have certainly been a by far more logical site with its much deeper and several
decades older roots in the descriptive-comparative SAA domain. Honestly speaking, per-
sonally, one would have better expected, in addition, W. Vycichl himself, in spite of
being quarter of a century younger than M. Cohen, to venture such an enterprise in the
light of his utterly strict comparative methodology and many-sided SH skills, beside
Hebrew and Arabic, also in Berber, Bedja and Hausa, as well as his persistance in his
researches during “toute une vie consacrée aux langues chamito-sémitiques” (A. Vycichl
2002b: 17). Only several other reasons had kept him far away from active research on
such a project for some until the late 1940s, let alone that, soon after the war, he left
Vienna forever (as so many in SH) for Paris and then Geneva.> On the other hand, how-

n’ai pu mettre au point et publier que quelques articles, communication de congrés, conférences, ainsi que
des comptes rendus. En 1930, ... déchargé de I’enseignement de 1’amharique et pourvu d’une chaire de
comparatisme, j’ai pris diverses mesures pour poursuivre néanmoins les études chamito-sémitiques, en contact
avec un public: création en 1931 du Groupe linguistique d’études chamito-sémitiques [GLECS] et instauration
de cours aux Hautes Etudes, en dehors et a c6té de mes services. ... C’est en 1934-5 que j’ai pu reprendre
sérieusement 1’é¢tude du vocabulaire comparé, avec l’assistance d’un groupe d’auditeurs fideles, aussi bien
jeunes savants en cours d’étude que vétérans pourvus d’enseignements; j’ai pu alors réviser et nourrir le
fichier, enfin en 1938-9 commencer le classement phonétique.”

2 As described by Cohen (1947: VII): “Au cours de I’hiver 1904-1905, ... A. Meillet, dont j’étais 1’é1éve
depuis un an, m’a suggéré d’étre de ses disciples qui s’occuperait du comparatisme sémitique, négligé en
France depuis la mort de Renan.”

3 First of all, he was all too young in the late 1930s when, having just defended his ph.d. thesis on the
comparison of Hausa and Egyptian (1932), published 2 years later (Vycichl 1934), he spent 5 seasons (1934-
-1938) in Luxor. When he returned to Vienna, as his wife, A. Vycichl (née Barsamian) (2002b: 15-16) is
telling us in a brief biography of her husband, “il rejoint I'université de Vienne, mais la guerre va bientot
interrompre ses travaux de recherche. En 1947, il se marie avec Arméne Barsamian, francaise d’origine
arménienne. Un an plus tard, ils sont a Paris ou il fréquentera assidiment la Biblioth¢que nationale et com-
mencera a faire paraitre ses premiers articles”. Elsewhere, A. Vycichl (2002a: 15-16) wrote a bit more detailed
on these decades: “De retour a Vienne en 1939, il poursuit ses recherches a 1’Université, a 1’aide de ses notes
consignées dans les précieux cahiers qu’il a ramenés de Louxor. La seconde guerre mondiale va brusquement
interrompre sa carriére (se profilait pour lui une chaire d’arabe a Berlin), et ses nombreux projets de recherche
restent en suspens pendant six longues années. En 1947, il rencontre (chez les M¢khitaristes de Vienne) et
épouse peu apres, a Aspang, Armeéne Barsamian ... Un an plus tard, les jeunes mariés choisissent de s’installer
a Paris ... Pendant la décennie parisienne (1948-1959), Werner Vycichl met a profit la Bibliothéque Nationale
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ever determined the SH circle headed by N.V. JuSmanov and A.P. Riftin was, the cir-
cumstances in Soviet Leningrad, e.g., the accessibility of all the sources, did not facilitate
undertaking the work for a SH root lexicon. Paris, with a wide range of SH scholars
united in the GLECS, even in spite of the war, has proved to be cradle most capable for
the epochal task.

In terms of quantity, its dictionary part is certainly impressive with 521 numerated
(in fact, all in all, 525) entries (100 from all the 4 branches, 185 based on 3 branches,
250 on two branches). Semitic was represented in 450 entries, Egyptian in 370, Cushi-
tic in 340, Berber in 235, Hausa in 61.* Even so, this score, regarding the matter in
a purely quantitive way, remained far below the potential amount that the field research
had offered by his day. The ultimate task was immense already that time. M. Cohen
(1947: XI) himself declared not being able to devote more time for these studies and
offered the Essai comparatif unfinished, offered for being continued by the future gene-
rations.” He repeatedly stressed that, being aware of the insufficient conditions, his aim
was not to compose a SH etymological dictionary.® Revealing is the personal detail of
his announced retirement from SH to return to his primary field of interest in Romance
philology and general linguistics.” All this speaks all too obviously for failing to fulfil
under those circumstances on the path his era has determined for his SH also.

Whether M. Cohen has brought about something essentially new also in terms of
quality compared with the overall output of his predecessors in this domain, is hard to
say in absolute terms. Certainly, its novelty lies in the re-arrangement of the old ideas,
which, however, was not ripen into a synthesis in relative terms. Anyhow, the first Semito-
-Hamitic comparative dictionary both in its day was and today is a true mirror and

pour ses nombreux travaux de linguistique comparée. Sa production scientifique de I’époque est riche de plus
de 50 titres; il publie dans les revues les plus prestigeuses avec un régularité et une fidélité qui forcent
I’admiration.”

* Which was corrected by N. Pilszczikowa (1960: 99): “Dans son ouvrage Marcel Cohen a pris en con-
sidération 63 (et non pas 61) comme I’indique I’auteur) termes haoussa.”

5 Cohen’s (1947: XI) volume “est intitulé Essai. Je le propose en effet comme tel, avec le regret de n’avoir
pu consacrer a cette matiére plus d’années, plus de connaissances et de meilleures facultés. Mais, si j’ai décidé
de le rédiger et désiré le publier, c’est que j’estime qu’il peut étre utile en marquant une étape de la recherche.
Jespére que d’autres la continueront dans de meilleurs conditions que celles qui m’ont été imparties.”

® Cohen (1947: 58): “Encore une fois, il ne s’agit nullement d’un dictionnaire étymologique du chami-
to-sémitique. C’est, pour un domaine encore insuffisamment défriché, 1’établissement d’une trés longue suite
d’examples qui peut permettre 1’é¢tude des racines et de leurs composantes phonétiques.”

7 Cohen (1947: XI): “En ce qui concerne le travail scientifique, mon temps disponible sera dorénavant
plus consacré au frangais, que j’avais di cantonner précédemment dans certaines semaines des vacances, et
surtout a la linguistique générale qui m’intéresse principalement.” Moved by this painful announcement,
C. Brockelmann (1950: 61) quasi said farewell not just to an outstanding researcher of SH but in a way also
to an era his in so many ways incomplete and methodologically so vague Essai represents: “Der Vorrede des
Verf.’s muss man mit Bedauern entnehmen, dass er dies Buch als seinen letzten Beitrag zur semitischren
Sprachwissenschaft ansieht. Er kiindigt seine Absicht an, in Zukunft seine Kraft ganz der Romanistik zu
weihen ... Man kann zwar verstehn, dass er sich damit einem dankbareren Arbeitsfeld zuwendet, muss aber
auf das Lebhafteste bedauern, dass die semitische Sprachwissenschaft, die in den letzten Jahrzehnten immer
mehr vernachléssigt ist und damit, wie mehrere neuere Publikationen zeigen, mit dem Stillstand zugleich dem
Riickschritt vierféllt, einen ihrer erfolgreichsten Mitarbeiter verliert.”
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attestation of the long and etymologically mostly fruitless and misguided era of “Hami-
tology” as well as the half as short period of the Egypto-Semitic “old school”. Even if
Cohen luckily denied the special status of Semitic as opposed to the “Hamitic” branches®
and even if he was an evident adherent of the sister-family (‘equipotential branches’)
model (proposed a century before him),” Cohen’s research also suffered from a certain
impact of “Hamitology”, first of all, from the aversion towards Hausa and even more
against its Chadic kindred in general'® despite the fundamental studies of J. Lukas (in

8 J.H. Greenberg (1962: 84): “The fundamental view of Marcel Cohen that Semitic has no special status
as against all the others usually known as Hamitic was maintained. ... The traditional term ‘Hamito-Semitic’
is seen to have no linguistic validity.”

® What in his review on M. Cohen’s Essai comparatif, E. Cerulli (1951: 505) states: “Era comune ac-
cezione sino a qualche anno fa I’esistenza di una famiglia linguistica camitica divisa almeno nei tre gruppi:
egiziano, cuscitico e libico-berbero e collegata da un particolare legame di affinita col semitico. Questo legame,
del resto, era piu asserito che praticamente valutato o precisato; sicch¢ qualche scarsissima citazione del
‘camitico’, che appariva negli studi di grammatica comparata di semitico, aveva un carattere piu di curiosita
erudita che di dato storico. Sondaggi erano stati fatti da vari autori circa i legami che riconnettevano col
semitico I’'uno o I’altro dei gruppi detti ‘camitici’, ma mancava un lavoro di insieme e mancava sopra tuttola
stessa prova che un ‘camitico’ esistesse come famiglia linguistica. ... entro una sola famiglia linguistica
camito-semitica i quattro gruppi (semitico, egiziano, libico-berbero, cuscitico) hanno raporti storici reciproci in
quanto collegati da un unico vincolo genealogico, senza che tali rapporti siano particolarmente intensi tra i tre
gruppi gia isolati sotto il nome di ‘camitico’. La nuova ipotesi di lavoro: di una famiglia comprendente quattro
gruppi, ognuno dei quali nella sua storia interna rappresenta stadi differenti di sviluppo ed ¢ in combinazione
di grado diverso con sostrati a loro volta differenti ¢ ceramente feconda di risultati e dara un nuovo quadro
degli stessi aspetti diacronici del semitico (come degli altre tre gruppi) ...” J.H. Greenberg (1962: 83-84) duly
admitted that “Semitic was but one branch of a larger family in which the various ‘Hamitic’ languages ...
constituted each a further separate branch. This view of Hamito-Semitic was first advanced in the modern
period by ... Marcel Cohen in 1924. [footnote omitted] It is formulated again ... in 1947, Essai comparatif
... Here Egyptian, Semitic, Berber and Cushitic are treated as four coordinate branches of the same family.
Hausa is occasionally brought into the comparison but its status is presented as uncertain.” As Greenberg
(1962: 84) stressed, in his 1955 classification, “... each of the other suggestions of Meinhof was rejected by
the presentation of evidence for their inclusion in other language families of Africa.” This view of Hamito-
-Semitic H.-J. Sasse (1981: 135, §2.3), listing the authors of “Die Schwesterfamilien-These” (proposed as
early as Beke 1845!) as opposed to “Die hamitische These” (§2.2, pp. 132-135), mentioned a M. Cohen also
to have the same idea a century later: “Die schon 1933 von M. Cohen vorgetragene These iiber die vier
gleichberechtigten Unterfamilien des Afroasiatischen wird hier wieder aufgegriffen; in einigen Féllen wird auch
das Hausa (Tschadisch) verglichen, ohne daf seine Zugehorigkeit voll akzeptiert wird”, which is why A. Za-
borski (1998: 24) was not fully precise: “... ¢’est a Marcel Cohen que nous devons I’arbre généaologique de
la famille chamito-sémitique avec ses branches ‘paralleles ...” Or, as A. Zaborski (1998: 23) stressed (in a way,
certainly rightly): “I’un des résultats les plus importants de Marcel Cohen était de rejeter 1’hypothése chamite
(ce que certains attribuent injustement a Joseph Greenberg ...)” One can, by the way, hardly agree with H.G. Mu-
karovsky’s (1981: 521) assessment that since “kein giiltiger, morphologischer Gesichstpunkt eine Zusammen-
fassung der verglichenen Sprachgruppen zu Unterzweigen des gemeinsamen Sprachstammes erlaubten,” for
Cohen just as well for Greenberg a decade later, “entspreche die Bezeichnung ‘hamitisch’ eigentlich keiner
bestimmten linguistischen Einheit, sondern einer groben Zusammenfassung der ‘Weiflen’ Afrikas.”

10°A. Zaborski (1998: 24): “Il faut reconnaitre que Marcel Cohen a pris une attitude trop critique envers
I’hypotheése sur I’appartenance des langues tchadiques a la famille chamito-sémitique. ... Marcel Cohen fai-
sait autorité¢ dans le milieu des chercheurs francais a tel point qu’encore dans les années soixante-dix en France
on soutenait des réserves en ce qui concerne la classification des langues tchadiques en tant que chamito-sémi-
tiques et méme dans les ‘Langues dans le monde’, les langues tchadiques ... ont apparu dans le volume
consacré exclusivement aux langues de 1’Afrique et non pas dans celui consacré exclusivement a la famille
chamito-sémitique (David Cohen 1988).”
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the 1930’s) who had discovered the SH heritage in the Lake Chad languages.!"! As for
Hausa (the biggest Chadic language), even Cohen (1947: 44-45) did not fail to advance
the usual “Hamitological” argument around its ex/inclusion.'? Besides, by using the label
“Hamitic” (even if this was deprived of its misleading collective signification by him
also), M. Cohen’s authority, however strange and ironic this is, also contributed to its
survival for such a long period of time in the post-Greenbergian era.'* All in all, Cohen’s
output, as compared to his own era, can be be regarded as an interim summary of the
“post-classical Hamitological” root research at the best, where he too firmly maintained
a few out-dated theses of the old “Hamitological” conception.'

1.5.1. The reaction to M. Cohen’s magnum opus was many-sided."

Of course, on the one hand, some scholars duly recognized it as a ground-breaking
tool filling out a gap at that time. It was welcomed, e.g., by R.H. Pfeiffer (1948: 186)
as “the first comprehensive work of its kind ...” E. Cerulli (1951: 506), too, celebrated
it as the hallmark of a new era in general.'® Regarding it in terms of quantity and not
really engaged by questions of comparative methodology, W. Leslau (1949: 316) enthu-
siastically released just an all too optimistic appraisal of the SH state-of-the-art.'” He
praised even Cohen’s reservation and self-criticism in general'® and justified some of his
weaker equations arguing with the great time depth dividing the comparanda."

" Lukas 1933: Mubi, Kajakse, Masmaje; 1936a: Logone, 1937: Karbo, Sokoro, Barein, Somrai, Gabri,
Nangire = Nancere, Dormo, Kaba = Kabalai, Gulei, Modgel, Masa, Kera, Fali, Higi-Baza, Wandala = Man-
dara, Paduko, Bana, Banana, Kulung, Lame, Muzgu, Muzgum, Kuseri, Gulfei, Shoe, Mubi; 1939a: Buduma;
1941: Musgu. Revealing is that Cohen (1947: 25) had to say but one sentence on these epochal steps (“J. Lu-
kas a envisagé avec le haoussa les langues apparentées de la région du Tchad et il a lancé le terme du
tchado-chamitique.”), which did not hinder him in excluding Chadic as a whole from his comparisons — ironi-
cally — except for Hausa.

12 Cohen (1947: 44-45): namely, “si on ne considére que les caractéristiques personnelles” (sic), which, in
his view, was the condition it depends on that “Il s’imposait donc de ne pas exclure le haoussa d’une recherche
lexicale”, since “le houssa et son groupe présentent des concordances frappantes avec le chamito-sémitique”.

3 P. Newman (1980: 5, fn. 6 quoted in Kaye-Daniels 1992: 431 also): it is “M. Cohen, who more than
anyone else had fought against the idea of a Ham(itic). family, [who] unwittingly contributed to the survival of
the concept by his use of the term ‘chamito-sémitique’ in his many publications in the field and in the title of
his organization in Paris, Groupe linguistique des études chamito-sémitiques, founded in 1931 and still meeting.”

!4 That was properly summed up by J.H. Greenberg (1962: 83) as follows: “Semitic is probably related
to the Hamitic languages of Africa and is thus part of the Semito-Hamitic family. The membership in Hami-
tic (sic) is not clearly defined, but Egyptian, Berber and Cushitic must certainly be included. The various
further extensions of the family by Meinhof are to be rejected or are at best highly speculative. Of these
additional languages, the strongest case can be made for Hausa, but its inclusion in Hamitic (sic) cannot be
regarded as proved (sic).”

15 For a list of reviews cf. the belated rejoinder by N. Pilszczikowa (1960: 98, fn. 5).

16 Cerulli (1951: 506): “il fatto che per merito di Marcel Cohen abbiamo per la prima volta una visione
pit ampia del problema camito-semitico e si apre cosi davvero una nuova fase per gli studi.”

17 Leslau (1949: 316): “... he has succeeded in a masterly way in solving many obscure problems in H-S
phonology and vocabulary.”

18 Leslau (1949: 313): “The author preserves a critical attitude toward the whole problem, and cautiously
calls his book Essai comparatif. He is well aware that not all of his etymologies can be accepted.”

! Leslau (1949: 316): “Some of the comparisons ... might seem improbable at first sight. If we consider,
however, that in Hamito-Semitic we operate with some languages documented for nearly 6000 years (Egyptian
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This is in sharp contrast, on the other hand, with the rather critical lists of addenda
et corrigenda by two other reviewers, Cantineau (1948: 177-179) and Hintze (1951: 74-
-87). By the way, already J. Quéméneur’s (1948: 219-220) brief review stressed (quoting
Cohen’s own words) the fact that the Essai comparatif is not yet a real comparative
dictionary but rather just as an attempt at drawing outlines of a comparative phonology.
Only few reviews, esp. those by J. Cantineau (1948), C. Brockelmann (1950) and F. Hin-
tze (1951) were based on thorough critical analyses of the materials and only they have
bravely addressed some heavy methodological problems behind the multitude of the ety-
mological entries, such as:

e 1.5.1.1. An all too liberal ad hoc acceptance of problematic comparanda with di-
verse (sometimes even more than one each) deviant features at a time, e.g., changes like
“flottements a I’intérieur des séries phonologiques”, “croisements”, “contaminations”,
“racines mélangées”, “racines abrégées” that are explicitly even addressed in the theore-
tical introduction (Cohen 1947: 55-71).

e 1.5.1.2. Root doublets arbitrarily assumed to be related. This free variation of root
doublets is where Cohen was a forerunner to C.T. Hodge’s “consonant ablaut” theory
(elaborated in 1986) and H. Satzinger’s Wurzeldubletten (first massively put forward in
1999), both of which permitted them an unleashed, unlimited freedom of arbitrarily con-
necting any look-alike root at random. We all know, of course, how important rdle root
variation played in Semitic and especially in Arabic lexicon, which was thoroughly
examined by S.S. Majzel’ and whose AA setting was established by his grandson,
A.Ju. Militarev (1983). The only question is: whether one is able to observe some para-
digms of the phenomenon.

e 1.5.1.3. Several entries suffer from being overloaded by different roots stemming
apparently from diverse, phonologically incomparable, etyma, forced together, where ap-
parently a contamination, i.e., Cohen’s (1947: 66-67) “croisement” is meant.*

e 1.5.1.4. Root pattern theory: Cohen hastily projected the Semitic triliteralism back
onto PAA,?! without having demonstrated this on a large scale and solely arguing with
an alleged domination of triliteral roots even in Egyptian, Berber and Cushitic.”> He was

and some of the Semitic languages) while others (like Berber and Cushitic) are known only for the last
200-300 years, we realize the difficult task which awaits the Hamito-Semitist”. To support this, Leslau adduced
a “few examples ... to show that many H-S etymologies would be more plausible if we had all the missing
links in the phonetic development.”

20 Cohen (1947: 66): “En ce qui concerne les racines, 1’association de deux termes de compositions dif-
férentes avec la méme idée eut amener le transfer dans une racine d’un élément radical d’une autre racine,
soit par addition, soit par une modification inattendue qui contrarie les combinaisons phonétiques normales,
soit enfin par substitution ... Il est donc fort possible que beaucoup des variantes de racines qu’on peut ob-
server notamment en sémitique soient dues a des croisements”.

2l Cohen (1947: 59): “On pouvait se demander si en reculant dans le temps au moyen de la comparaison
chamito-sémitique on ne recontrerait pas ce stade bilitére. Il n’en est rien. L’état connu par le sémitique est
aussi 1’état chamito-sémitique.”

22 Cohen (1947: 59): “Les spécialistes ont d’ailleurs reconnu que chacun pour leur part 1’égyptien, le
berbére, le couchitique ont en majorité des racines trilitéres ...”
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only able to figure an original biliteralism in the far pre-PSH past.* He attributed bili-
terals in the latter two branches to consonantal erosion.** But where is a convincing mass
of its etymological evidence and what about Egyptian, where the biliterals are by no
means due to phoneme erosion, let alone for a significant number of triliterals that
emerged via pre-/postfixes?

e 1.5.1.5. Comparing roots purely on the ground of their homophony in spite of their
semantical distance with no reasonable common ancestral meaning has been correctly
rejected.

® 1.5.1.6. Onomatopeia are not excluded from the comparison, as Cohen (1947: 55-57)
declared it in his chapter on the “insertion des onomatopées”.

e 1.5.1.7. Wanderwdrter penetrating through the leaking filters of Cohen’s files.

e 1.5.1.8. The representation of the individual SH branches in the cognate sets by far
did not exploit the lexical treasures of his day in the compared languages as M. Cohen
himself also admitted:*® a poorly presented Berber branch (misleading one as if it were
only distantly related) as opposed to the a strong case of Egypto-Semitic to which both
Cushitic would appear to lie at an equal distance, while the status of Hausa, arbitrarily
extracted from its Chadic setting that had been basically recognized by J. Lukas (already
in the 1930s),” was treated as a dubious case and was not even evaluated within

2 Cohen (1947: 59): “Si donc un stade bilitére était a envisager, ce serait pour un état antérieur a celui
que permet reconstituer a la comparaison chamito-sémitique.”

24 Cohen (1947: 59): “... les bilitéres berbéres et couchitiques apparaissent en général comme dus a la
réduction des trilitéres par altération de certaines consonnes. C’est ce que confirme 1’ensemble des rapproche-
ments examinés.”

2 Cohen (1947: 63): “Une grande difficulté parait provenir du fait que le travail comparatif est insuf-
fisamment poussé a I’intérieur des groupes.”

% J. Lukas, the first great field researcher of the Chadic languages had already (1933, 1934) isolated and
distinguished the diverse language groups of the Lake Chad area, among which he found one akin to both
Hausa and “Hamitic” (Lukas 1936¢: 332): ... the existence of a Hamitic group in the Sudan is rather a sur-
prise, and the inclusion of the respective languages in a special group, which seems to have resulted from
a collision of a Hamitic and an older African world (the latter being perhaps to the Mandara Group of to-day)
is a necessary adjustment ...”, which he surmised to be due to an admixture (Lukas 1937-1938: 181): “... um
einen Ausdruck von Ernst Zyhlarz zu gebrauchen, diese Sprachen nicht als ‘genuine’ Hamitensprachen anseh-
en, sondern als Ergebnis einer Mischung hamitischen Sprachgutes mit dlteren Sprachgiitern, die nicht hamitisch
gewesen sind, jedoch als solche Mischungen, deren ‘tragende’ Sprachschicht hamitisch ist.” Thence Lukas
(1936¢: 344-346) has isolated “the Chado-Hamitic group”, classed by Lukas (1936¢c: 344-345) as follows:
(1) “Western Sub-group” (in the west of Bornu, east of Kano province): Bolewa, Karekare, Ngamo, Bade,
Nogzom (= Ngizim), (2) “Middle Sub-group”: dialects of Kotoko (called Magari by the Kanuri, today glossed
as Makeri, “phonetically the most richly developed”, its phonetic system was set in a table on p. 346), Budu-
ma (lake Chadic islands dwellers), Muzgu, (3) “Eastern Sub-group”: Mubi, Kajagise (= Kajakse) and Mas-
maje (Lukas: “all three peoples can undertsand one another”). From these “subgroups” Lukas (1936c: 347-348)
has still separated the Mandara group (“languages spoken by old tribes south of Bornu”): Bura and Pabir (in
and around Biu), Kilba, Margi, Chibbak, Gamargu, Bura. Lukas (1936¢: 345) isolated some AA isomorphs in
Chadic: “Grammatical gender is common to all these languages. ... The pronominal elements show in many
respects the known Hamitic forms. In the Middle and Eastern Subgroups broken plurals occur.” Lukas (1936d:
582-587; 1937-1938) gave an even more detailed update of some common grammatical features of Chadic
(as implosives, ejectives and laterals, grammatical genders, broken plural) shared with other SH branches,
although neither of his papers launched into dealing with the lexical evidence except for the word for “bone”
in Chadic (Hausa kasi) vs. Eg. qs (misquoted as kr$) (Lukas 1937-1938: 292) and the numeral “4” in Chadic
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SH/AA.?” Cohen could not get rid of the impact of “Hamitology” fully, even if he fol-
lowed the sister-branch model, which, first of all, did not change a bit about his neglec-
tion of Hausa and its Chadic kindred in general,”® which is fairly awkward a whole
decade having passed by that time since Lukas had observed the SH heritage around the
Lake Chad and described a number of Chadic languages (in the 1930s).” When Brockel-
mann (1950: 61) had determined exploring general common and deviant individual traits
of the AA branches perfectly rightly and correctly as “Die wichtigste Aufgabe der sem.-ham.
Sprachvergleichung”,* the researchers of the individual AA branches post-Greenbergian
era (following the post-Meinhofian one from the 195/60s)*' had sooner or later realized
it and have greatly fulfilled it. So far, it has already become clear that, e.g., the mostly
favorized Egypto-Semitic tandem is but a myth both in terms of basic vocabulary
and morphology and the isomorphs make within the whole AA family Semitic and
Berber obviously the closest-standing two branches as the hard core of NAA,* while

(Hausa fadu, Muzgu pudu, Mubi fada) and Beja fadig, Eg. fd.w (Lukas 1937-1938: 298). Ignoring Lukas’
earlier publications on this matter, even J.H. Greenberg (1962: 83) substantially postdated his discovery: “In
1938, Johannes Lukas pointed to the fact that Hausa could not be considered in isolation, but belonged to
a much larger group of languages in West and Central Africa, to which he gave the name Chad-Hamitic.”

27 Curiously, Cohen (1947: 25) spared his words of recognition on the significant discoveries by Lukas
who “a envisagé avec le haoussa les langues apparentées de la région du Tchad et il a lancé le terme de
tchado-chamitique. Tout en marquant des points de contacts septentrionaux, avec le berbére semble-t-il, il pose
surtout la théorie d’une extension du couchitique vers 1’Ouest ...” Due to Cohen’s decisive reluctance in
accepting its supposed SH bases, Chadic had to wait another two decades to come for its wider integration
in comparative AA studies thanks to J.H. Greenberg.

2 A. Zaborski (1998, 24): “Il faut reconnaitre que Marcel Cohen a pris une attitude trop critique envers
I’hypothése sur I’appartenance des langues tchadiques a la famille chamito-sémitique.” What is more, unfor-
tunately, M. Cohen’s authority has prevented the admission of Chadic into the AA family even in some later
French works as Zaborski (ibidem) confirms: “Marcel Cohen faisait autorité dans le milieu des chercheurs
francais a tel point qu’encore dans les années soixante-dix en France on soutenait des réserves en ce qui
concerne la classification des langues tchadiques en tant que chamito-sémitiques et méme dans les ‘Langues
dans le monde’, les langues tchadiques ... ont apparu dans le volume consacré exclusivement aux langues de
I’Afrique et non pas dans celui consacré exclusivement a la famille chamito-sémitique (David Cohen 1988).”
Cf. Manessy (ed.) 1981 and Perrot (ed.) 1988.

¥ Lukas 1933: Mubi, Kajakse, Masmaje; 1936: Logone, 1937: Karbo, Sokoro, Barein, Somrai, Gabri,
Nangire = Nancere, Dormo, Kaba = Kabalai, Gulei, Modgel, Masa, Kera, Fali, Higi-Baza, Wandala = Man-
dara, Paduko, Bana, Banana, Kulung, Lame, Muzgu, Muzgum, Kuseri, Gulfei, Shoe, Mubi; 1939: Buduma;
1941: Musgu.

3 Namely, Brockelmann (1950: 61) formulated the need “festzustellen, welche gemeinsamen Ziige als fiir
den Typus dieser Sprachen charakteristisch zu gelten haben, und wie weit diese in den einzelnen Sprachen
bewahrt oder umgebildet sind. Die Afrikanistik wird vor allem die Zusammenhédnge des Berber. und des Kus.
mit den sudanischen und nilotischen Sprachen zu untersuchen haben, die Semitistik wird den Einwirkungien
des selbst érst genauer festzustellenden hurritischen Substrats im Kanaan. und Aram. nachgehn miissen. Einge-
hende Untersuchung verlangt noch die Frage nach dem Verhéltnis der fiir das Semit. charakteristischen Wur-
zelgestalt im Vergleich mit seinen afrikanischen Verwandten. Das sie beherrschende Gesetz der drei Radikale,
das die aus einer dlterien Schicht erhaltenen zweimdikagen Nomina und Verba mehr und mehr umg.estaltet,
ist im Aegyptischen noch nicht so vollstdndig durchgedrungen ...”

31 Analyzed in a forthc. Episode VIII of this new series of papers by the present author.

32 A fact that had already been surmized by Zyhlarz (1932: 72), who formulated this in the “Hamitolo-
gical” phraseology of his era “Der historisch reinste (sic) Vertreter des hamitischen Sprachtypus ist Berbe-
risch ...” Later in the 20th century, the diverse classification attempts of the AA branches according to the
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the basic pharaonic lexicon can simply not be understood without Cushitic, Omotic and
Chadic.*

e 1.5.1.9. Cohen’s (1947: 68-71) vision of the historical consonantism, as witnessed
by his chapter on the “Etat phonologique présumé du chamito-sémitique ancien”, hardly
relies upon the regularities of a comparative phonology elaborated from the really reliable
cognates as a whole.

e 1.5.1.10. The method of filing the lexemes for comparison according to selected
semantic items, as summed up by Cohen (1947: 46-48) in the chapter on “Etablissment
d’un fichier comparatif’,** although it has only been sporadically and superficially ad-
dressed by the reviewers,* should also be dealt with below as it belongs to the very core
of almost all of the problems listed above. First of all, this way of collecting data ab
ovo substantially delimits the quantity of comparable materials and decreases the chances
of finding real cognates. Why not to start a comprehensive search for all possible cognate
candidates according to the initial radicals? Cohen reasoned by his aversion to ,,fishing”
in the AA dictionaries, but why he despised this way of research as uncertain was not
argued for.*® Secondly, he even excluded all convincing lexical matches ahead that had
already been established in other etymological works, most importantly in the GASW by
F. von Calice, if those lied beyond the range of Cohen’s a priori restricted semantical

isomorphs have commonly resulted in grouping Semitic and Berber together in a NAA block where Egyptian
is a mosre loosely related satellite, cf. the most recent overview by G. Takacs (2015) on these scores.

3 Cf. the overwhelming outcome of a whole series of studies devoted to etymologiacally identifying the
diverse “Layers of the Oldest Egyptian lexicon” whose part I (Egyptian anatomical terminology for part of
the head) appeared in Rocznik Orientalistyczny (Warszawa) 68/1 (2015), 85-139; part II (parts of the head
and the neck), which is forthcoming in Rocznik Orientalistyczny (Warszawa) 69/1 (2016), 59-124; part 111
(upper torso) in Folia Orientalia (Krakow) 53 (2016), 275-325; part VI (back parts of the body) in Folia
Orientalia (Krakow) 55 (2018), 269-306; VIII (numerals) in Journal of Language Relationship (Moscow) 14/2
(2016), 119-151.

3% Cohen (1947: 46-47): “Un plan a donc été constitué, comprenant les noms des objets les plus importants
et des actions usuelles ... L’ensemble comprend environ 500 articles ... On a chance ainsi d’atteindre les
termes fondamentaux de chaque langage, et de se tenir en général en dehors des groupes de mots empruntés.
Les expressions chamito-sémitiques correspondant aux mots francais de la liste ont été recherchées dans les
dictionnaires, d’abord pour les langues principales, les plus riches et les mieux connues, séparément et sans
procéder a aucune comparaison. Ceci en utilisant les instruments de travail les plus commodes et a portée. ...
Le fichier ainsi constitué s’est ensuite norri, au long du travail d’élaboration, ou tous les mots ont été con-
frontés afin d’examiner si de groupe a groupe ils se présentaient des ressemblences sensibles.”

3 Quéméneur (1948: 219): “Pour procédér a I’établissement de cette liste on n’est pas allé, selon I’expres-
sion de l’auteur, «a la péche» dans les dictionnaires, mais on est parti de notions simples: objets importants,
actions usuelles.”

36 Cohen (1947: 46): “pour éviter la « péche » dans les dictionnaires, et les rapprochements de sens forcés
ou contestables, il a paru que le seul procédé sir était de partir des notions. En particulier ... ’opportune
parution du travail de Calice, fournissant la somme des comparaisons égypto-sémitiques antérieurement
proposées ... Les vues admises dans le présent travail n’ont pas toujours ét¢ les mémes que celle de Calice,
quant a la valeur des comparaisons et a leur caractére (pour les emprunts présumés); un certain nombre de
rapprochements qui paraissent bons n’ont pas été repris ici, surtout lorsqu’il s’agit de notions qui ne retrent
pas dans le cadre adopté.”
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categories.’” Therefore, plus in the light of the elaboration of the comparative phonolo-
gical parts of the Essai comparatif, it is easy to figure how abundantly and convincing-
ly could Cohen’s files attest to regular consonantal concordances.*® At this point, may we
confront the scenic failure of Cohen’s (1947: 70, 166-167, §E.1) semantical file catalogue
system with the enigma of Eg. p vs. f and the small, although epoch-maker, study by
J.H. Greenberg (1958) first exploiting the lexicon of the Angas-Sura group (West Chadic)
with the same set of *p vs. *f where he has managed to directly identify one-to-one
Eg.-AS lexical matches demonstrating this labial dichotomy as an inherited common PAA
trait retained by both geographically distant sides which, by the way, a whole series of
recent studies by the present author has multiply corroborated.”® While Cohen, a priori
excluding Chadic as a whole, was desperately searching the resolution of the puzzle at
random in Ethio-Semitic, while Greenberg collected all possible AA sources, among
others, those of AS also which had aready been available by the 1940s,* thoroughly
scanned them through, inter alia AS also, for an Egyptian problem, which ended up in
finding real cognates and regular correlates just there in Chadic. I have always been
astonished by the comfortable attitude of many Egypto-Semitic researchers when they
are satisfied by arbitrarily searching just these two branches without scanning any other
branch.*! It was simply because, I am afraid, both these branches are the best known in
their ancient forms in the whole AA macrofamily, which has misguided so many in this
field to assume some tight cognacy or even to speak of Egyptian as a Semitic language
ever since their ultimate cognacy became apparent. But what if an Egyptian puzzle can
only be understood in the light of such little-exploited AA branches like Omotic or Chadic?
Or, is restricting our search within AA to some preferred semantical categories warranting
safe cognates as secure basis for a desired AA comparative phonology? The question is:
which approach is more effective? It is not about the superiority of this or that. Not
important what one does but how one does it. At any rate, | am afraid, being just a fisher-
man scanning through all the AA waters can bring forth more fish by far ...

A brief overview of the reviews highlighting some typical points, ohne Anspruch auf
Vollstindigkeit:

37 Cohen (1947: 48): “A ce stade du travail, un secours sérieux pour 1’étendue et la rapidité des recherches
a été fourni par les travaux étymologiques déja réalisés (voir ci-dessus 1’Apergu).”

3% Cohen (1947: 48): “Ces fiches ont été faites en raison de la comparaison des mots en consonnes, en
les répétant autant de fois qu’il y avait de consonnes, soit une a quatre fiches, généralement trois. Une premicre
réduction a répété de méme tous les exemples.”

3 Cf. Takécs 2004b: 131-144 (AS *b- = Eg. b-); 2006b: 121-138 (AS *p- = Eg. p-); 2011a: 148-152
(AS *b- = Eg. b-, AS *p- = Eg. p-, AS *f- = Eg. f-); 2011c: 273-289 (AS *f-).

40 Cf, e.g., the vocabulary of Angas by G. Ormsby (1912-1914) and H.D. Foulkes (1915), cf. also by
F.W.H. Migeod (1911: 383-386), or that of Goemai by E. Sirlinger (1937) and that of a number of other
daughter languages in the wordlists by W.F. Gowers (1907), J.F.J. Fitzpatrick (1910-1911).

4 This prejudice recalls a joke: a man in the dark street saw another one near the lamppost searching
something on the ground. Having been asked what he was looking for and where he lost it, he says it were
his keys a couple of blocks away, which surprised the other: “Then, why are you searching just here?” The
desperate person cried: “Because here is light!”
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1.5.2. J. Cantineau (1948) was especially critical about the unleashed method of
assuming C, root extension or metathesis at will.** After having passed some comments
(list of addenda et corrigenda, pp. 177-179) on the individual dictionary entries (accept-
ing just a modest share thereof), he allowed himself a very critical but just comment®
on Cohen’s (1947: 68) table of comparative phonology and, at the same time, on the
very modest output of the whole era Cohen’s Essai comparative was only summing up
and closing. This one single sentence tells everything of the epochal retardation of our
state-of-affairs of the Semito-Hamitic domain failing to cope with the neo-grammarian
methodology as compared with the Indo-European. Cantineau, just like F. Hintze (below)
was fully rightly upset by Cohen’s (1947: 67) statement trying to legitimize the omni-
comparatistic way of comparison.*

1.5.3. E. Cerulli (1948: 53), a frequent attendant of the GLECS circle, focused in his
very brief review on the merits of the dictionary.* Not going into any details in another,
just a bit longer review, Cerulli (1951: 506) celebrated Cohen 1947, in turn, as the hall-
mark of a new era in general.*® It is a pity that no mention is found here to what extent
Cohen has merely reproduced and summarized the preceding phase of the Semito-
-Hamitic Wurzelforschung instead of better renewing it by offering something substan-
tially new and methodologically radically different, which, I am afraid, did not take place.

42 Cantineau (1948: 176): “Cette situation ne facilite pas la comparaison des vocabulaires: elle la rend au
contraire plus délicate: 1’existence de racines apparentées par un ou deux éléments consonantiques ou par
métathése de ses éléments, et présentant des sens voisins, multiplie énormément les possibilités de rapproche-
ments et doit rendre le comparatiste trés difficil dans leur choix. Ce qui est intéressant, ce n’est pas la pos-
sible, ..., mais le probable, autrement dit les rapprochements pour lesquels il y a plus de 50% de probabil-
ités que les mots ou les racines envisagées remontent a un ancétre commun. C’est seulement dans ce cas que
les rapprochements peuvent étre employés avec quelque stireté pour établir des correspondences phonétiques.”

4 Cantineau’s (1948: 180) exclamation is more revealing about the fundamental deficiencies of compar-
ative SH linguitics than any of the detailed analyses deal with here: “Mais quel contraste avec les admirables
résultats qu’a fournis la comparaison des languages indo-européennes!”

4 Namely, Cohen’s (1947: 67) disputable statement (horribile visu), that “un rigorisme trop stricte serait
un obstacle illégitime (sic!) a la comparaison’”, on which Cantineau (1948: 176-177) reacted deservedly
harshly: “... pour ma part je ne le crois pas et je pense qu’a I’inverse un laxisme trop accueillant stérilise les
résultats de la comparaison. Les oppositions entre sourdes et sonores, entre emphatiques et non emphatiques
... On ne peut donc pas ... raisonner comme si cela n’était pas et comme si ... ces oppositions n’avaient pas
été pertinentes. La méme remarque voidrait pour ’ordre des consonnes de la racine, ordre qui est pertinent
dans la plupart des cas ... Mais je crois qu’il n’est pas prudent d’admettre dans chaque cas plus d’une diver-
gence: divergence dans I’une des consonnes de la racine, divergence dans I’ordre des consonnes de la racine,
légere divergence de sens. Dés qu’on admet dans un méme cas plus d’une divergence, deux par example, un
mathématicien n’aurait pas de peine a montrer que la probabilité d’un archétype commun aux deux mots ou
aux deux racines considérées risque de tomber en dessous de 50%, c’est-a-dire que cet archétype devient
improbable et que le rapprochement devient sans utilité pour établir des correspondances phonétiques.”

4 Cerulli (1948: 53): “La comparazione consente cosi nei suoi risultati un primo disegno della fonologia
camito-semitica. Il libro ¢, dunque, assai piu e meglio che un colpo di sonda; anzi ¢ gia una solida base
dalla quale si potra procedere per tutto un nuovo lavoro. ... E non si puo non aggiungere che tanto maggio-
re e piu degna ¢ la benemerenza dell’Autore verso la scienza quanto piu si considerano le terribili circonstanze
nelle quale egli viveva, quando ha cercato e trovato rifugio spirituale in queste severe ricerche.”

4 Cerulli (1951: 506): “il fatto che per merito di Marcel Cohen abbiamo per la prima volta una visione

pit ampia del problema camito-semitico e si apre cosi davvero una nuova fase per gli studi.”
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1.5.4. R.H. Pfeiffer (1948: 186) welcomed Cohen (1947) as “the first comprehensive
work of its kind, and secondly because of the rich collection of materials, including an
annotated bibliography down to 1945 (pp. 3-42), incomplete after 1939.” His main con-
cern was the representation of the individual SH branches in the cognate sets (e.g., a poor
Berber one, a strong case of Egypto-Semitic to which both Cushitic appeared at an equal
distance).?’ Pfeiffer missed Cohen’s all too general self-criticism about the visible level
of comparison in several entries.*®

1.5.5. J. Quéméneur’s (1948: 219-220) brief review is mostly descriptive and contains
not too much of a sovereign assessment and specified not much of the problems. Still,
he scattered remarks stressing, very politely, some warning nuances. Thus, he directed
the attention (with Cohen’s own words) to the fact that the Essai comparatif cannot be
viewed as a comprehensive lexicon stricto sensu but just as an attempt at drawing some
outlines of a comparative phonology,* which by far did not fully exploit the treasures in
the lexical stock of the compared languages.”® Quéméneur’s final word (p. 220) thus
rightly stressed how much provisory and initial the phase of research is Cohen tried to
summarize.’! This valid demand can only be approved especially as for a substantially
more intimate etymological exploration of Cushitic.

1.5.6. W. Leslau (1949), a regular participant the GLECS in the 1930s before leaving
Europe for the States, gave us a long and pretty original list of addenda and corrigenda
to Cohen’s entries (Leslau 1949: 314-316), albeit he was not really engaged by questions
of comparative methodology. He was even praising Cohen’s reservation and self-criticism
in general® and even justified or legitimized, so to say, some of Cohen’s weaker equations
furnishing a theoretical argument of the great time depth.*® The very polite descriptive

47 Pfeiffer (1948: 186-187): “It appears from these lists that Berber has the least relations with other
languages, while Egyptian and Semitic (as might be expected a priori) disclose the closest relationship. Cushi-
tic is as close to Egyptian as to Semitic, while for Hausa, ‘la question est a reserver,’ (sic) although it seems
that it is but remotely, if at all, related to the other languages. It should ... be remembered in appraising these
results, that for Egyptian and Semitic we have very early documents of similar antiquity, while Berber and
Hausa are modern languages, the phonemes of which have obviously evolved far from their unknown early
stages.”

4 Pfeiffer (1948: 187): “The author admits that much in his list is merely tentative, but apparently forgot
to say so in a number of cases ...”

¥ Quéméneur (1948: 219): “L’essentiel du présent travail ... est une liste-lexique ordonnée dans le cadre
phonologique. Si elle «ne comprend que des termes appartenant a plus d’un groupe, c’est qu’elle a un but de
comparison phonétique intérieure (sic) et n’est pas proprement un lexique étymologique».”

0 Quéméneur (1948: 219): “Pour procédér a 1’établissement de cette liste on n’est pas allé, selon 1’ex-
pression de 1’auteur, «a la péche» dans les dictionnaires, mais on est parti de notions simples: objets importants,
actions usuelles.”

St Quéméneur: “Reste en effet, a procéder encore a I’intérieur des groupes, berbére et couchitique en
particulier, a un travail comparatif plus poussé qu’il ne I’a été jusqu’ici.”

52 Leslau (1949: 313): “The author preserves a critical attitude toward the whole problem, and cautiously
calls his book Essai comparatif. He is well aware that not all of his etymologies can be accepted.”

53 Leslau (1949: 316): “Some of the comparisons ... might seem improbable at first sight. If we consider,
however, that in Hamito-Semitic we operate with some languages documented for nearly 6000 years (Egyptian
and some of the Semitic languages) while others (like Berber and Cushitic) are known only for the last 200-
300 years, we realize the difficult task which awaits the Hamito-Semitist”. To support this, Leslau adduced
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review, skipping to discuss Cohen’s multicomparatistic tendencies, ended up (p. 316)
enthusiastically releasing an all too optimistic appraisal of the situation: “What is more,
he has succeeded in a masterly way in solving many obscure problems in H-S phonology
and vocabulary.” If this were really so, why was Cohen’s comparative method repeatedly
targeted by other reviewers?

1.5.7. C. Brockelmann (1950), the leading authority of Semitic philology and com-
parative linguistics at that time, author a few convincing articles on SH etymology, was
equally critical pointing out a number of valid methodological deficiencies. Having sur-
veyed Cohen’s HS isomorphs, Brockelmann (1950: 59) sided with Cohen’s preference of
comparative lexicon as the main proof of the HS cognacy.’* For some reason (just by
referring to Mdoller 1924 leaving his arguments unspecified), he too, agreed on the close-
ness of Egyptian and Berber but, at the same time, he stressed it not to be sensible from
a lexical standpoint.”> The relation of Cushitic vs. Semitic was for Brockelmann a matter
of later areal contacts®® just as was the common Egypto-Semitic vocabulary which he
was reluctant to derive from an inherited HS parental stock.’” He did not exclude with
E. Littmann so strictly all onomatopeia from comparison (esp. in case of those very
ancient ones supposed to have been derived this way still in the Ursprache) though, but
remained rightly rather reserved against Cohen’s all too liberal use of them in cognate
sets.®® So at once more than 30 of Cohen’s entries are lost. Equally just ist Brockelmann’s

a “few examples ... to show that many H-S etymologies would be more plausible if we had all the missing
links in the phonetic development.”

3 Brockelmann (1950: 59): “Den Hauptbeweis fiir die Verwandtschaft dieser Sprachen findet er in den
Uebereinstimmungen ihres Wortschatzes. Mit Recht betont er, dass ein wahlloser Vergleich von Wértern aus
allen vier Sprachstimmen nicht so iiberzeugend wirkt, wie der Nachweis, dass die verglichenen Worter einem
fiir die wichtigsten Bediirfnisse des Gedankenaustausches unentbehrlichen Begriffskreis angehdren. Als solche
bezeichnet er S. 46 die Korperteile des Menschen, Alter, Verwandtschaft und soziale Gliederung, Tiere, Pflanze,
Mineralien, den Himmel, die Jahres- und Tageszeiten, die wichtigsten Handlungen und Eigenschaften des
Menschen, die Lage im Raum und Ausdriicke fiir die Gesamtheit. Leider hat Verf. es vorgezogen, das von
ihm gesammelte Vergleichsmaterial nach den Lauten zu ordnen, sodass jene Sachgruppen nicht in Erscheinung
treten.”

55 Brockelmann (1950: 59): “Dass zwischen Aeg. und Berb. besondere historische Beziehungen bestanden
haben (s. G. Moller ZDMG 73, 36 ff), darf als ausgemacht gelten, und es muss auffallen, dass diese im
Wortschatz nicht stirker hervortreten.”

¢ Brockelmann (1950: 59): “Das Verhéltnis des semit. zum kusch. Wortschatz muss besonders untersucht
werden; vielfach handelt es sich dabei um Entlehnungen nach beiden Seiten, die Ref. in den demnédchst in
den Sitzungsber. der Sdchs. Akademie erscheinenden Abessinischen Studien erdrtert hat.”

57 Brockelmann (1950: 59): “Aber auch der nur den Semiten und den Aegyptern eigene Wortschatz darf
nicht ohne weiteres als Beweis fiir eine gemeinsame Herkunft aus einer sem.-ham. Ursprache erwertet werden,
da ja zwischen den Nillindern und Vorderasien viele Bezichungen bestanden, an denen das weitere Afrika
nicht teilhatte.” What he immediately added, though, is controversial, at least regarding his own agenda: “Mit
Recht aber betont Verf., dass von seinen Vergleichen solche Worter nicht ausgeschlossen werden diirfen, die
nur in einer einzigen semitischen Sprache belegt sind, da solche sehr wohl dem Wortschatz der Grundsprache
angehort haben konnen.”

58 Brockelmann (1950: 59): “In seine Liste hat C(ohen). auch die sogen. Onomatopoetika aufgenommen
(S. 55), die er sonst treffender mots expressifs nennt, wihrend E. Littmann diese von der Vergleichung aus-
schliessen wollte. Es ist zuzugeben, dass nicht alle Versuche, Schallempfindungen in Sprachlauten wieder-
zugeben, zu allen Zeiten als solche aufgefasst sind, dass fiir manche verba namentlich, bei deren Schopfung
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(1950: 60) criticism about the Wanderworter penetrating through the leaking filters of
Cohen,*” whereas his phonologically all too subjective and vague etymologies resulted in
discarding some 73 further entries in this review.®* One disturbing reason is how generous
Cohen was handling alleged homorganic root varieties (doublets) in Semitic where
Brockelmann would have better sticked to S. Fraenkel’s strict position demanding expli-
cit arguments for such cases (of which Brockelmann listed quite a lot here) to avoid
a chaotic multicomparativism.®! The review correctly rejected other cases because of
comparing Egypto-Semitic roots purely on the ground of homophony in spite of their
semantical distance with no reasonable common ancestral meaning.®* Having sorted out
a great deal of items on these grounds, Brockelmann ended up regarding but just 188 items
as sure ones he would retain of Cohen’s total of more than 500 examples.”® This solid
share of the common HS lexicon with all its so reminded the reviewer of a “primitive”
society,* which appears to contradict to the fact that Brockelmann, at the same time,
admitted here a number of terms presupposing a neolithic culture.% Perhaps the biggest
achievement of the Essai comparatif was how it convinced, irrespective of all its blunders,
even such a sceptical authority as Brockelmann about the kinship of the four branches®
even if he kept maintaining to assume here some other model than an ultimate genetic
one.”” The review’s valid and objective statements make Cohen’s (1947) fundamental

die Sprachgemeinschaft Klangwirkungen zu erzielen suchte, diese den Nachfahren nicht mehr zum Bewusstsein
kamen. Andrerseits ist nicht zu verkennen, dass Schalleindriickre in sonst nicht verwandten, aber typologisch
einander nahestehenden Sprachen dhnliche Formen herrvorrufen, wie sem. gurab, altn. hrafn, corvus, xdpal
usw. gegeniiber tiirk. qaq. Daher empfiehlt es sich doch von solchen Wortern abzusehn, wenn man den
gemeinsamen Wortschatz einer grosseren Sprachgemeinschaft festzustellen wiinscht.”

% Brockelmann (1950: 60): “Mit Recht schliesst C(ohen). alle nachweisbaren Entlehnungen von seiner
Liste aus. Doch auf diesem Gebiet ist das Urteil nicht immer mit Sicherheit zu féllen; es scheint daher geraten,
auch noch eine Anzahl von Wanderwortern, die er in seine Liste auf genommen hat.”

% Brockelmann (1950: 60): “ein subjektives Urteil iiber die Moglichkeit ungewodhnlicher Lautvorgdnge
auszuschalten. Bei einer Reihe von Vergleichen hat Verf. schon selbst Zweifel an ihrer Richtigkeit gedussert.
Ref. kann aber auch seine Bedenken gegen die Zuldssigkeit andrer, von C. angenommener Etymologien nicht
unterdriicken und muss daher nicht weniger als 73 seiner Zeugen fiir eine sem.-ham. Verwandtschaft ablehnen.”

8 Brockelmann (1950: 60): “Die Labilitdt der sem. Wurzeln ist allgemein bekannt, da sie durch Analo-
giebildung und sekundére Angleichung vielfach umgrestaltet werden. ... Aber schon S. Fraenkel hat BASS III,
60 ff. gegen J. Barth mit Recht betont, dass alle solche Annahmen irgendwie begriindet sein miissen, um nicht
der Willkiir Tor und Tiir zu 6ffnen.”

62 Brockelmann (1950: 60): “Ofter wird man auch #hnlich klingende Worter wegen giinzlich verschiedener
Bedeutung ablehnen miissen.”

6 Brockelmann (1950: 60): “Nach Abzug der zweifelhaften und der nur einen Teil des zur Untersuchung
stehenden Gebietes deckenden Etymologien bleiben 188 Nummern {ibrig, die mit mehr oder weniger Sicher-
heit auf reine sem.-ham. Grundlage zuriickweisen.”

¢ Brockelmann (1950: 61): “Es ist also ziemlich der gesamte Umfang des Interesses und der Betitigung
einer primitiven Gesellschaft in einem gemeinsamen sem.-ham. Wortschatz vertreten.”

% Brockelmann (1950: 61): “Unter den Tieren stehn 6 Namen fiir Haustiere (43, 181, 189, 200, 279, 517)

Fiir Pflanzen und ihre Teile finden sich 5 Namen ... neben den fiir Weizen (122) und Gerste (280) ...”

% Brockelmann (1950: 61): “Man wird daher den Ofter auch vom Ref. gedusserten Zweifel an einem
sem.-ham. Grundstock aufgeben miissen.”

7 Brockelmann (1950: 61): “Doch muss das Verhéltnis zwischen den beiden Hauptgruppen (sic) und den
vier historisch bezeugten Sprachstimmen anders gefasst werden als das einer direkten genealogischen Ver-



LP LXII (2) Semito-Hamitic or Afro-Asiatic consonantism and lexicon... (Part 2) 191

failure clear as one badly misses here at least an elementary elaboration of some princi-
pal rules of comparative phonology within the individual branches in the first step.®® When
Brockelmann (1950: 61) determined “Die wichtigste Aufgabe der sem. -ham. Sprachver-
gleichung” in exploring general common and deviant traits of the branches,” the Green-
bergian era (Episode VIII in the present series of paper) has greatly fulfilled it. Still, this
demand (extending to syntax etc.) is far misplaced in the review of a comparative lexicon
which can first of all made responsible for failing in carefully adapting onto SH the
comparative methods of the Neo-Grammarians elaborated in Indo-European and Uralic
by that time.

1.5.8. M. Rodinson (1950), in spite of a fundamental enthusiasm,” criticized Cohen,
all too carefully and in a forgiving manner though, for missing the required rigor in his
comparative method but even doing so, he remained tolerant as for the so many dubious
equations as suggestions worth being re-examined by later research.”

wandtschaft. “It is with surprise that one reads right here Brockelmann’s formulation “zwischen den beiden
Hauptgruppen” — a great step backwards right for him! — instead of sg. like “among the 4 branches” knowing
how firmly and rightly he stood for the sister-branches model and against the misleading traditional dichoto-
my of Semitic branch vs. an ill-founded “Hamitic” unity. As for the new model of HS relations, Brockelmann
(1950: 61) mentions that “A. Meillet hat BSL 1935, 4/6 mit Recht darauf hingewiesen, dass Sprachver-
wandtschaft nicht {iberall gleich zu bewerten ist. Die Sprachen sind ja nicht biologische Einheiten, die sich
nach genetischen Tendenzen weiter entwickeln, sondern Erscheinungsformen des Gesellschaftslebens, die im
Lauf der Geschichte durch Wanderung und Verkehr der Stimme unter einander iibernommen und ausgetauscht
wierden. ... Aehnliche Zustinde sind im Leben der Afrikasprachen zu beobachten. Daher ist es um so hoher
zu bewerten, wenn man zwischen Semiten, Aegyptern, Berbern und Kuschiten, obwohl sie seit Jahrtausenden
ohne jede direkte Gemeinschaft gelebt haben und erst in spiteren Zeiten wieder in liangere Berithrung mit
einander getreten sind, noch Spuren ehemaliger Zusammengehorigkeit aufweisen kann, die zwar nicht notwen-
dig auf die Abstammung von reinem gemeinsamen Urvolk, wohl aber auf eine frithere engere Beriihrung ihrer
Lebenskreise hinweisen.”

% Although, as Brockelmann (1950: 61) also stressed, “Cohens Interesse gilt in erster Linie dem Nachweis
eines gemeinsamen Lautstandes der von ihm untersuchten Sprachen”. Therefore, one can agree with Brockel-
mann (1950: 61) that “Es hétte sich vielleicht empfohlen, die phonologischen Systeme der einzelnen Sprachen
doch einmal im Zusammenhang mit einander zu vergleichen. Dabei wire u.a. die Tatsache, dass das Berber.
keine Laryngalen mehr besitzt, stirker hervorgetreten; unter seinem Einfluss hat auch das Punische diese
Lautgruppe eingebiisst ...”

% Namely, Brockelmann (1950: 61) formulated the need “festzustellen, welche gemeinsamen Ziige als fiir
den Typus dieser Sprachen charakteristisch zu gelten haben, und wie weit diese in den einzelnen Sprachen
bewahrt oder umgebildet sind. Die Afrikanistik wird vor allem die Zusammenhinge des Berber. und des Kus.
mit den sudanischen und nilotischen Sprachen zu untersuchen haben, die Semitistik wird den Einwirkungien
des selbst érst genauer festzustellenden hurritischen Substrats im Kanaan. und Aram. nachgehn miissen. Einge-
hende Untersuchung verlangt noch die Frage nach dem Verhéltnis der fiir das Semit. charakteristischen Wur-
zelgestalt im Vergleich mit seinen afrikanischen Verwandten. Das sie beherrschende Gesetz der drei Radikale,
das die aus einer élteren Schicht erhaltenen zweiradikalen Nomina und Verba mehr und mehr umgestaltet, ist
im Aegyptischen noch nicht so vollstindig durchgedrungen ...”

7 Rodinson (1950: 151): “C’est bien une ceuvre de comparatiste prenant pour modéle la grammaire
comparée indo-européenne, monument bien fait pour susciter a la fois 1’admiration et I’émulation”.

' Rodinson (1950: 158): “Cependant, on reprochera peut-étre a Marcel Cohen d’avoir cité un certain
nombre de faits peu probants. Il y a tout avantage a se montrer trés strict aux yeux de 1’opinion publique des
linguistes. Mais une trop grande rigueur peut parfois aller au détriment des véritables intéréts de la
science (sic!) quand elle détourne d’avancer des probabilités et des plausibilités. Si elles-ci sont bien indiquées
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1.5.9. LJ. Gelb (1951: 61) managed to add almost nothing to our discussion but
common places about Cohen’s dictionary praising its “very useful bibliography and
history of the relationships of the Semitic and (sic) Hamitic languages”.

1.5.10. F. Hintze (1951: 65-87) published the most detailed and abundant evaluation
I know of, which thoroughly examined the individual etymological entries of Cohen’s
comparative dictionary (Hintze 1951: 74-87), introduced by a justly critical appraisal of
the predominantly ad hoc and all too arbitrary comparative methodology in Cohen’s
lexicon (Hintze 1951: 68-73)7 and, at the same time, also in the works almost by the
whole “old school” of Egypto-Semitic comparison (see Episode II of this series of papers),
namely: (1) free use of look-alikes without applying the necessary neo-grammarian rigor,”
where (2) he only arbitrary assumed ad hoc changes;™ (3) free variation of root doublets.”
Hintze (1951: 69) rightly refuted Cohen’s explicit self-justification on these matters.”
Regarding our state-of-the-art even 75 years after the Essai comparatif, Hintze’s (1951
70-71) cautious and warning thoughts are still to be long remembered, I am afraid, as
a comprehensive AA historical phonology in all its aspects has until now not been

comme telles, elles ne peuvent induire personne en erreur. Elles peuvent, le cas échéant, étre plus tard vérifiés,
controlées, confirmées ou infirmées, par de nouvelles recherches ...”

2 Which W. Vycichl (1957, 38) conceived otherwise: “M. Cohen’s Essai comparatif ... (1947) was se-
verely criticized by F. Hintze (1951).”

7 Hintze (1951: 69): “Manchmal geniigt C(ohen). Schon ein bloBer Anklang der Worter bei gleicher
Bedeutung ... ”

™ Like “flottements & intérieur des séries phonologiques”, “croisements”, “contaminations”, “racines
mélangées”, “racines abrégées” (Cohen 1947, passim). A justification was established by Cohen (1947, 66) as
follows: “En ce qui concerne les racines, 1’association de deux termes de compositions différentes avec la
méme idée peut amener le transfert dans une des deux racines d’un ¢lément radical d’une autre racine, soit
par addition, soit par une modification inattendue qui contrarie les combinaisons phonétiques normales, soit
enfin par substitution.”

> Hintze (1951: 69): “Nun nimmt C(ohen). aber ausdriicklich eine Reihe von phonetischen Verdnderungen
der Wortgestalt zu Hilfe, die zwar je fiir sich mdoglich sind, die jedoch bei gehdufter Anwendung schlieBlich
jede Vergleichung ermdglichen. So rechnet C(ohen). etwa mit ‘flottements a ’intérieur des séries phonologiques’
(67), mit ‘croisements’, ‘contaminations’, ‘racines mélangées’ (66) und ‘racines abrégées’”. In this respect, he
was a forerunner to C.T. Hodge’s “consonant ablaut” theory (elaborated in 1986) and H. Satzinger’s Wurzel-
dubletten (first massively put forward in 1999), both of which permittem them an unleashed, unlimited free-
dom of arbitrarily connecting any look-alike root at random. Thus, Hintze’s (1951: 69) warning is still pain-
fully actual even seven decades later: “... es liegt ndmlich die Versuchung nahe, auch bei bloBer lautlicher
Ahnlichkeit der Entsprechungen in den einzelnen Sprachen etymologische Zusammengehdrigkeit anzunehmen;
dies umso mehr, wenn man in der Ansetzung der Lautentsprechungen und der einzelsprachigen Entwicklung
der “Wurzeln’ einigermallen groBziigig ist. Manchmal geniigt C(ohen). schon ein bloBer Anklang der Worter
bei gleicher Bedeutung ...”

6 Cohen (1947, 69): “En ce qui concerne les racines, 1’association de deux termes de compositions dif-
férentes avec la méme idée eut amener le transfer dans une racine d’un élément radical d’une autre racine,
soit par addition, soit par une modification inattendue qui contrarie les combinaisons phonétiques normales,
soit enfin par substitution ... Il est donc fort possible que beaucoup des variantes de racines qu’on peut ob-
server notamment en sémitique soient dues a des croisements”.
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elaborated as yet.”’ These exact words by Hintze as well as his overall negative conclusion”
fit in well in general also to be regarded a sort of farewell of a turbulent and confused
era of “Hamitological” comparative studies, whose characteristic expression and
culmination we can indeed see in the Essai comparatif, although he had doubts even
about this ranking holding F. von Calice’s (1936) more precise and minimalistic GASW
complemented by J. Vergote’s (1945) equally epochal Phonétique historique in higher
esteem.” Hintze’s sharp-minded determination of the most urgent tasks in this domain,
such as consonantal and lexical reconstruction of the neglected SAA sub-levels (branches,
groups)® has only partially and all too modestly been fulfilled in the past 7 decades, so
these precisely cover even our recent agenda esp. in Southern Cushitic, the poorly charted
Omotic and Chadic groups.

But the firm fact, that the enterprise of Essai comparatif had ab ovo been doomed to
failure, is fundamentally by far not the guilt of M. Cohen alone but was due to the very
poor state-of-the-art of his own “Semito-Hamitological” era substantially retarded far
behind the Indo-European domain in the preceding experimental century described in Part
1. What is even more painful, every single AA dictionary of the recent decades (SISAJa,
HCVA, HSED, Ehret 1995) had to equally fail, I am afraid. The job of reconstructing

7 Hintze (1951: 70-71): “Aus diesen vielfiltigen Moglichkeiten fiir die Verdnderungen der Wurzeln zieht
C(ohen). den Schluf3: ‘Dans ces conditions, un rigorisme trop stricte serait un obstacle illégitime (sic!) a la
comparaison’ (67). Hier scheint mir nun unbedingt das Gegenteil richtig zu sein: gerade wenn C(ohen).
recht hat mit der Annahme einer so groffen ‘Labilitdt’ der hamitosemitischen Wurzel und so vielfiltiger pho-
netischer Entwicklungen, die insbesondere auch wegen des oft erheblichen zeitlichen Abstandes der einzelnen
Formen weitgehende Verdnderungen bis zur vélligen Unkenntlichkeit moglich erscheinen lassen, so muf3 bei
allen Vergleichungen um so mehr mit ganz besonderer Vorsicht vorgegangen werden, denn sonst schwindet
jeder sichere Boden unter den Fiilen. Es gilt zuniichst einmal, die normalen Lautentsprechungen der
hamitosemitischen Sprachen festzustellen; dazu konnen aber nur sichere oder wenigstens moglichst zwei-
felsfreie Gleichungen als Grundlage dienen. Hier niitzen zehn sichere Gleichungen mehr und geben ein
klareres Bild als hundert unsichere, fragliche oder nur unter vielen Einschrankungen mogliche. Alle Abwei-
chungen von den als zweifelsfrei angenommenen Entsprechungen bediirfen einer Erklirung durch Fest-
stellung der jeweiligen besonderen Bedingungen und Voraussetzungen. Jeder dieser nur moglichen oder
fraglichen Fille erfordert cine ecingehende Untersuchung, eine genaue und sorgfiltige Diskussion der fiir
die Abweichungen verantwortlich zu machenden Ursachen. ... So ist es denn auch nicht bewunderlich, daf3
die Bemerkungen, die C(ohen). zur hamitosemitischen Lautlehre macht, recht allgemein und farblos bleiben.
Irgendwelche Tabellen der Lautentsprechungen werden nicht gegeben — dies wire in der Tat nach dem von
C(ohen). zusammengestellten Material kaum moglich.”

8 Hintze (1951: 87): “Zusammenfassend 1468t sich sagen, daB das Werk von Marcel Cohen fiir die ver-
gleichende Hamitosemitistik wohl keienen sehr groflen Fortschritt bedeutet.”

 Comparing the virtues of the threee tools, Hintze (1951: 87) states: “Jedenfalls ist das Werk Franz
Calices dadurch in keiner Weise iiberholt, denn dieses ist durch die besonnenere Art der Darstellung und die
kritische Sichtung des Stoffes (und auch durch die jeweiligen Literaturangaben) ein wirklich brauchbares und
— trotz einzelner Irrtiimer — recht verldfliches Handbuch, dessen Wert jetzt durch die phonetische Aufgliederung
seines Inhalts durch J. Vergote [footnote omitted] wesentlich erhéht wurde.”

% Hintze (1951: 87): “Die wichtigste Aufgabe der vergleichende Hamitosemitistik diirfte fiir die ndchste
Zukunft aber doch weniger die umfassende Wortvergleichung sein, ..., als vielmehr die genaue und exakte
Durcharbeitung der einzelnen Gruppen und Untergruppen des Hamitosemitischen: es fehlt zurzeit noch an
berberischem, kuschitischen, ja semitischen vergleichenden Worterbiichern, Grammatiken und Lautlehren. Ehe
die notwenigen Vorarbeiten hier nicht weiter gediehen sind, wird sich ein wirklicher Fortschritt auf diesem
Gebiet kaum erreichen lassen.”
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all possible SAA diachronic layers and groups for an ultimate comparison was and is
still now enormous (if not right impossible) and things will certainly stay as they are
until the research strategy substantially changes in our literally endangered small
comparative domain instead of global AA etymologies in favour of a careful step-by-step
reconstruction of every single SAA group and only then the proto-phonologies and
-lexicons of the three SAA branches, which is a sine qua non of PAA. Anyhow, the first
Semito-Hamitic comparative dictionary both in its day was and also today is a true mirror
and attestation of the long and etymologically mostly fruitless era of “Semito-Hamitology™.
Painfully, the publication of all of the existing AA lexicons was by far premature and
ill-founded to various degrees in each case, but the scholarly dispute over their blunders
and imperfections, after all, has greatly inspired and enriched our domain.

But all this criticism was, as a matter of fact, just what prepared a fertile soil for
definitely reckoning with the rest of the anachronistic “Hamitological” deficiencies Cohen
could not overcome. In fact, the Essai comparatif plus the profound critical analyses from
the 1950s altogether mark the end of a century-long era. Without the needed comparative
infrastructure and a diachronically neatly cultivated SAA material, the task of M. Cohen
within that couple of decades of his own research could eo ipso only be and was thus
even in the best case supposed to be just re-arrangig the obscure wild jungle of
a desperately neglected domain that had clearly been more than a century retarded behind
the state-of-the-art of IE in his day. The Essai comparatif can thus only be regarded as
epochal in the sense of finally closing some century’s endlessly slow, mostly waste,
disoriented and very vague march towards realizing the common Semito-Hamitic root
stock. In a way, it may even be viewed as the culmination of the only known and usable
AA comparative trend of its day by containing all the uncertainties, vacillation of the
whole era. The vast materials accumulated by M. Cohen served in the subsequent decades
as a starting point for a re-thought strategy. He prepared in the jungle a plot of fertile
soil for definitely reckoning with the rest of the anachronistic “Hamitological” deficiencies
that Cohen alone could not have overcome anyway. Thus it could be exploited for a later
(re)starting point of the Greenbergian and Diakonovian approaches with more carefully
selected materials and revised comparative methods.

1.5.11. The after-life of Cohen’s Essai comparatif in the mirror of its more recent
appraisal by a number of authors even a half of century later may well signify the
importance of this first reference tool of its kind, but may also be due to the unhappy
lack of any new AA comparative dictionary thereafter for some three or four decades to
come. The significant divergence as to its assessment in the following decades is revealing
about the distinct trends in our greatly atomized field of research where a communis
opinio was hardly attained in any of the principal issues.

1.5.12. N. Pilszezikowa (1960), puzzled about which way to follow in evaluating
Cohen’s comparative method,’! was satisfied by sharing the position of M. Rodinson

81 Pilszczikowa (1960: 99): “Marcel Cohen lui-méme a maintes fois souligné ces difficultés, et les savants
qui ont rendu compte de son Essai en ont fait autant. Fallait-il adopter le point de vue de J. Cantineau [foot-
note omitted] que dans des comparaisons de ce genre il ne peut y avoir plus d’une divergence sur les trois
possibles: ‘divergence dans 1’une des consonnes de la racine, ... dans I’ordre des consonnes de la racine et
‘divergence des sens’ ou suivre Marcel Cohen qui reteneit des comparaisons avec plus d’une divergence et
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(1950) and at that point abandoned dealing with these “difficulties”, which is why her
paper is not to be regarded as a review stricto sensu, and she focused better on furnishing
further Chadic materials: in the first part of her “review”, she complemented Cohen’s
entries with new Hausa comparanda (pp. 104-125), while the second part (pp. 125-130)
offered addenda from some other West Chadic languages also.

1.5.13. C. Goufté (1969-1970) offered for the GLECS session of the 17 Dec. 1969
an impressive quantity of Hausa lexical contribution to the entries of M. Cohen’s dictionary
on the occasion of its reprint®> which overlapped with the first SH Congress.** Duly
admitting how reluctant Cohen was about including Hausa in his research,’ Gouffée
carefully skipped theoretically re-examing this very problem itself.* Then, he took due,
albeit mechanical notice of the progress of Chadic comparative linguistics without hardly
any comments (Gouffée 1969-1970: 28): J.H. Greenberg’s (1955: 1963) inclusion of
Hausa in Chadic and in SH/AA as well as a long description of N. Pilszczikowa’s (1960)
article, where only remarked some of her Hausa comparanda as being all too risky,*
whereas beside the first attempt at a comprehensive phonological reconstruction of Proto-
-Chadic by P. Newman and R. Ma (1966) whose ignorance about Cohen 1947 he
considered unjust,’” he left a parallel enterprise for the Proto-Chadic initial labials by
V.M. Illi¢-Svity¢ (1966) without a mention. Gouffé (op.cit., pp. 29-30) then lengthily
described the new Hausa-Egyptian establishment by C.T. Hodge (1966) and finally his
own paper (presented at the Paris SH Congress in 1969) on Hausa-Twareg matches
be these cognates or be these loans.®® But the reviewer’s new Hausa parallels are meant
to be inherited.

auquels certains critiques ont reproché d’étre trop libéral dans le choix de ses examples? ... Mais sur ce point
je crois juste I’avis de Maxime Rodinson: © ... On reprochera peut-étre & Marcel Cohen d’avoir cité un certain
nombre de faits peu probants. ... Mais une trop grande rigueur peut parfois aller au détriment des véritables
intéréts de la science (sic!) quand elle détourne d’avancer des probabilités et des plausibilités.” ...”

8 Esteemed by Gouffé (1969-1970: 27) as a “réimpression si longtemps attendue”.

8 Gouffé (1969-1970: 27): the reprint “a coincidé, de la fagon la plus opportune, avec la tenue a Paris,
en juillet dernier (i.e., 1969), du Congres International de Linguistique ... Chamito-Sémitique.”

8 Gouffé (1969-1970: 27): M. Cohen “se montre trés réservé sur le point de savoir si le haoussa devait
étre inclus de plein droit dans I’ensemble chamito-sémitique; d’autre part, divers arguments ... lui interdisaient
d’exclure les données haoussa a sa disposition lexicale présentées dans le corps de 1’ouvrage”.

8 Gouffé (1969-1970: 27) did not intend “de reprendre la discussion de ce probléme, mais seulement de
verser quelques faits nouveaux au dossier, sous la forme de rapprochements complémentaires concernant le
haoussa”.

8 Gouffé (1969-1970: 29): “Mon propos n’étant pas de me livrer ici a un examen critique decette étude,
je dirai simplement que, s’il est incontestable qu’elle apporte parfois d’utiles complments a 1’Essai compara-
tif, elle avance aussi un certain nombre de rapprochements hasardeux, dont il convient de laisser la respons-
abilité a ’auteur.”

8 Gouffé (1969-1970: 29): “On peut se montrer surpris que nulle part — et pas méme dans 1’assez copieuse
bibliographie termine I’article — la moindre allusion ne soit faite au livre de M. Marcel Cohen. Sans soute
les auteurs ont-ils tenu a se limiter, en toute rigueur, aux seules données intra-tchadiennes, que M. Marcel
Cohen n’envisageait effectivement pas en 1947.”

8 Gouffé (1969-1970: 30): “... une liste de 131 rapprochements, dont le mot «contactsy, choisi a dessein
pour le titre de ce premier sondage, indique suffisamment qu’il peut s’agir, dans certains cas, aussi bien
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1.5.14. G.W. Tsereteli (1970: 271) took M. Cohen’s (1947) comparative dictionary
and its conception on the classification (pretty out-dated almost quarter of a century
later!)® as practically the only (!) basis of his misguided investigation as to the nature
of kinship between Semitic and the African branches of AA,” although he in fact
examined only certain Cushitic groups where he expected to find in the Essai comparatif
regular matches. He then demonstrated this assumption by the example of how one only
fails to see the shared origins of the Semito-Cushitic numerals.”! It is a pity that he failed
to offer first a comprehensive survey of the Cushitic numeral systems (done later by
others).” Thence he was disposed to hastily conclude that there is no cognacy between
Semitic and Cushitic at all.”® It was misleading how he generalized the case of Ma’a
(Mbugu, a mixed language with a Bantu grammar but substantially Cushitic/AA lexicon)
for “many” other Cushitic languages whose evidence he did not present either.**
Fortunately, he himself had some doubts about such a daring distinction of Semitic vs.

d’emprunts plus ou moins anciens de 1’une a 1’autre langue que de termes issus d’'une méme base chamito-
-sémitique commune.”

8 E.g., Tsereteli (1970: 280) maintains in his summary that, in spite of the classification of 4 independent
branches + Hausa “recognized as generally accepted” (thus, ignoring the new Greenbergian classification,
which was at that time indeed generally used, now extended by the Omotic branch), “Special investigations
carried out by M. Cohen showed however that regular correspondences established for Semitic and the
so-called Hamitic languages are so meagre that there are hardly any grounds for taking of relationship in the
usual sense of the word.” One wonders if he had worked with the Cushitic or Chadic comparative materials
of J.H. Greenberg (1955 or 1963) by the time of writing his study, since he rushed to decide the question
otherwise: see appendix. Tsereteli (1970: 280): “On the other hand it is impossible not to admit there exist
definite spheres of correspondences both in vocabulary and also, what is more important, in the phonological
and morphological systems. The phenomenon is explained ... in the light of the allogenetic theory, according
to which in such cases we have bilateral genetic relations with different language families.”

% Tsereteli (1970: 272-273): “... eingehende Untersuchungen von M. Cohen [footnote omitted] selbst und
anderen Forschern zeigten, wie unbedeutend die regelmiBigen Ubereinstimmungen zwischen den semitischen
und anderen Sprachen dieser Gruppe sind, so dafl kein Grund besteht, hier von irgendeiner Verwandtschaft in
gewohnlichem Sinne zu sprechen.”

o1 Tsereteli (1970: 272): “So kann z.B. kaum eine gemeinsame Herkunft vorausgesetzt werden bei Zahl-
wortern fiir sem. ‘3’ ... und bedauye ..., sem. ‘5’ ... und bed. ...; sem. ‘8’ ... und bed. ... In der Bedauye-
sprache, wie auch in einigen anderen kuschitischen Sprachen, beruht die Bildung der Zahlworter nach ‘fiinf’
auf folgendem Modell: ‘finf” + ‘eins’ = 6, ‘finf” + ‘zwei’ = 7, ‘finf” + ‘drei’ = 8, in einigen Sprachen
sogar ‘eins’ + ‘Hand’ = 6, ‘zwei’ + ‘Hand’ = 7, usw. [footnote omitted] Ein derartiges Modell fiir die Bildung
von Zahlwortern ist den semitischen Sprachen fremd. AuBlerdem haben die Zahlwdrter einiger kuschitischer
Sprachen hinsichtlich des Sprachguts selbst in genetischer Hinsicht nichts gemeinsam mit den semitischen Zahl-
wortern. Dasseelbe trifft sogar fiir solche kuschitischen Sprachen wie das Bedauye zu, die zu den sogenannten
‘Orthodox’ [footnote omitted] Cushitic gehdren, d.h. die in der Konjugation ... und hinsichtlich der Pronomina
eine sichtbae Ahnlichkeit mit den semitischen Sprachen aufweisen ...”

%2 Which were later studied by A. Zaborski (1987) and V. Blazek (1999).

% Tsereteli (1970: 273): “Vieler der kuschitischen Sprachen haben aber nichts gemeinsam mit den semiti-
schen aufler einzelnen Elementen dessen, was A.N. Tucker Block pattern bzw. Interlocking pattern nennt.”

* Tsereteli (1970: 273): “So ist z.B. die Konjugation in der Ma’a Sprache (Mbugu) typisch fiir die Bantu-
-Sprachen. ... Es gibt vieler solche Fille in den sogenannten ‘Fringe Cushitic Languages’ (nach der Termi-
nologie von A.N. Tucker), und von einer gemeinsamen Herkunft der semitischen und kuschitischen Sprachen
kann hinsichtlich dieser Komponenten kaum die Rede sein.”
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Cushitic grammatical systems with so many genetically inherited common traits.”> But
Tsereleteli equally refrained from regarding the nature of relationship between Semitic
and the African branches mistreated here as one single “Hamitic” (!) unit in the traditional
family-tree model.”® Instead, he advances his own new, so-called allogenetic model®”’
(elaborated on the example of some western and central Asian languages),”® whose
principles were established by the author elsewhere.” As a result, he invented a model
of two originally distinct, albeit areally convergent families producing a mass of regular

% Tsereteli (1970: 273): “Andererseits ist es schwer, C. Brockelmann inseiner Meinung beizupflichten, die
semitischen und hamitischen Sprachen als einen gewohnlichen Sprachenbund zu kennzeichnen, der als Ergebnis
gegenseitiger Einwirkung urspriinglich unverwandte Sprachen entstanden sei. So kann man sich z.B. sich nicht
leicht vorstellen, daf das oben angefiihrte System der Konjugation der Bedauye-Sprache aus dem semitischen
entlehnt ist, denn es ist unwahrscheinlich, dafl die Konjugation des Verbs und des Personalpronomens aus
anderen Sprachen entlehnt worden waren, wiahrend die iibrigen Sprachgebiete (Lexik und dergleichen) nicht
beeinfluffit wurden.”

% He even misunderstood Brockelmann’s refusal of the Hamitic unity (Tsereteli 1970: 273): “Unserer
Meinung nach hatte C. Brockelmann recht, als er die Existenz einer einheitlichen hamito-semitischen Sprach-
familie bestritt: die Beziehungen dieser Sprachen zueinander als Sprachenbund in gewohnlichem Sinne zu
betrachten, scheint jedoch nicht méglich zu sein.”

97 Tsereteli (1970: 273): “Unseres Erachtens wire es am besten, das Problem der Beziehungen zwischen
den semitischen und hamitischen Sprachen im Lichte der allogenetischen Theorie zu betrachten, deren
Grundsétze” he laid down himself.

% Tsereteli (1970: 276-277): “So ist z.B. schon seit langem der zweigliedrige Charakter der armenischen
Sprache bekannt, der in gewisser Hinsicht einen echten indoeuropdischen Charakter aufweist ... aber nicht
frei ist von vielen Charakterziigen der Sprachen des kaukasischen und vorderasiatischen linguistischen Areals.”
Tsereteli’s model was thus neatly working in the ambiguous Sprachgeschichte of Armenian.

% See Tsereteli’s paper in the Russian journal Voprosy Jazykoznanija 3 (1968), 3ff. Its basic idea was outlined
in 1970 as follows (Tsereteli 1970: 273-275): Assuming “die Existenz zweier verschiedener Sprachen x und y
..., die, aufler einzelnen isomorphen Formen, nichts gemeinsam miteinander haben. Jede von ihnen kann wahrend
der Divergenz-Prozess in zwei verschiedene Gruppen, z.B. x > A, B und y > C, D zerfallen. Diese letzteren
zerfallen ihrerseits in E, F; G, H und weiter in E, E,; F, F; G, G,; H, H, usw., und andererseits zerfillt die
Sprachgruppe y durch C, D in K, L, M, N und dann entsprechend in K, K,; L,, L,; M, M; N, N,. ... Auf
einer gewissen Stufe des Entwicklungsprozesses kann die Sprache H, die Abzweigung der Sprache K -R stark
beeinflussen. Somit kann die Sprache R, als Ergebnis einer direkten Entwicklung Y > C > K > K| gleichzeitig
von dem Inventar H, iiberschichtet werden, welches iiber H), H und B zur Sprache X geht. Diese Sprache (R)
wird im Ergenis ... regelmdfBige Entsprechungen zu den Sprachen der Gruppe Y aufweisen, andererseits befindet
sie sich in einem bestimmten gesetzméfigen Zusammenhang [footnote omitted] mit den Sprachen der Gruppe X.
Auf dieser Entwicklungsstufe ... kann ... noch von keiner zweiseitigen Verwandtschaft dieser Sprache die Rede
sein. Spiteren Uberschichtungen, entlehnt aus der Sprache H,, konnen leicht vom urspriinglichen Inventar getrennt
werden, das zu Y flihrt ...” In his view (p. 275), this phase is reflected by “einige vom Arabischen stark beein-
fluBte tlirkische und iranische Sprachen, in denen die Zahl arabischer Elemente eine enorme Hohe erreicht; eine
langere und unmittelbare Einwirkung beeinfluite ebenfalls die Morphologie und Phonologie ... einiger
tadschikischer und turkmenischer Mundarten. Aber schon die ndchste Abzweigung der Sprache R in der zweiten
(S) und besonders der dritten (T) und den nachfolgenden (T, T,) Generationen wird ebenfalls bestimmte regulire
Beziehungen zu den Sprachen der Gruppe X an dem Tag legen, wenn der von der Sprache R entlehnte Stoff in
ihr erhalten blieb ... Diese Ubereinstimmungen aber werden einen ... diffusen und ... sporadischen Charakter
aufweisen im Vergleich zu dem Teil der Sprache, der zur Gruppe y fiihrt. Das Bild kann noch komplizierter
werden, wenn die Zwischenstufen der Entwicklung zwischen R —S — T und T, T, von seiten einer Sprachgruppe,
z.B. Z, beeinflult werden oder auch von seiten einer verwandten Sprache derselben Gruppe, z.B. L,.”
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and genetic-looking isoglosses.!” This is how he meant to render a number of akin traits
not explainable from the genetic comparison within the closer context of a language
family.'”! He was aware of the limits by how far the validity of this allogenetic model
reaches.!”? For the arising question of an allogenetic connection of the chosen languages,'®
Tsereteli (1970: 277) could obviously find no uniform answer. The only way was for
him to decide on individual basis.!® He classed the nature of linguistic connections in
a more complicated bipolar multi-branch model.'® Tsereteli (1970: 277) found his
allogenetic theory suitable for ambiguous or complex (semi-genetic, semi-areal) linguistic
ties between certain languages.'® The case of Hittite and the other languages of the
Anatolian branch, specially positioned within IE,'”” reminded Tsereteli (1970: 277)
precisely of the case Afro-Asiatic, conceived by him as a Sprachbund of Semitic vs. the

100 Tsereteli (1970: 275): “... Somit werden bei Sprachen, die direkt von einer bestimmten Gruppe
abstammen mit Hilfe einer konvergenten Entwicklung mit einer oder mehreren Sprachgruppen ebensolche oder
fast dieselben gesetzmiBigen Beziehungen entstehen wie auch mit der verwandten Gruppe. Diese Sprache
erhalten somit vielféltige genetische Beziehungen, die wir allogenetische ... nennen. [footnote omitted] Selbst-
verstandlich kann ein Teil des Inventars von Sprachen, die allogenetische Bezichungen zu zwei verschiedenen
Sprachgruppen aufweisen, einer Quelle entstammen, ein anderer Teil einer anderen Quelle. Manchmal kdnnen
sogar ein und dieselben Elemente zu verschiedenen Quellen gehen.”

101" As rightly observed by Tsereteli (1970: 276), “beim Studium jeder Komponente im Vergleich mit der
entsprechenden Sprache sehr oft Sprachgut iibrigbleibt, das zu keiner der angenommenen Quellen gerechnet
werden kann. Der Rest, der auf Grund zweier Komponenten nicht gedeutet werden kann, muf als Innovation
erklart werden, als das Ergebnis selbststdndigen Entwicklung oder als dritter Bestandteil, der einer unbekan-
nten Quelle angehort ...”

12 Tsereteli (1970: 276): “... die Sprachbiinde, die als Ergebnis von Kontakten und gegenseitiger Ein-
wirkung in bestimmten linguistischen Arealen entstehen, es nicht immer zu allogenetischen Beziehungen brin-
gen konnen. Von allogenetischen Beziehungen kann nur dann die Rede sein, wenn in einem bestimmten
Entwicklungsstadium zwischen den Sprachen T, und T, und den Sprachen der Gruppe X in einem Teil des
Sprachguts ein regelmifliger Zusammenhang auf verschiedenen Stufen linguistischer Hierarchie stattfindet und
wir gleichzeitig damit in einem anderen Teil ebensolche reguldren Beziehungen zu einer anderen Sprachgruppe
(Y) haben. ... Die Sprachbiinde konnen zu allogenetischen Bezichungen fiihren, sie konnen aber auch existie-
ren oder zerfallen, ohne daf3 dabei Sprachen mit zwei- oder vielseitigen Verwandtschaftsbezeichnungen gebil-
det werden konnen.”

1% Namely, “welcher Sprachgruppe kann die Sprache, die in allogenetischen Beziehungen zu zwei ver-
schiedenen Gruppen steht, zugeordnet werden, der Gruppe Y oder der Gruppe X?” (Tsereteli 1970: 277).

104 Namely, that there “muf hier in jedem Einzelfall eine besondere Entscheidung getroffen werden. Es
ist sehr wichtig zu kldren, inwieweit sich die Struktur einer Sprache, die lexischen Elemente miteinbezogen,
infolge der Kontakte verandert hat” (Tsereteli 1970: 277).

105 Namely, as follows: “1. Rein genetische Beziehungen ... in der Gruppe X oder Y, und eine direkte
Entwicklung im Rahmen der entsprechenden Gruppe. 2. Allogenetische Beziehungen der Sprachen, die einer-
seits direkt zu den Sprachen der Gruppe X fiihren, die aber anderseits in einem bestimmten Teil ebenfalls
reguldre Bezichungen aufweisen als Ergebnis der Verwandtschaft mit Sprachen einer anderen Gruppe (Y).
3. Reine Bundesbeziehungen , die dem Charakter nach verschiedenartige Sprachenbiinde bilden, die aber
gleichzeitig ... keine genetischen Beziehungen zu irgendwelchen bekannten Sprachen zeigen oder deren
Inventar keine regulidren Beziehungen zu anderen Sprachgruppen aufweist.” (Tsereteli 1970: 276).

106 Considered by Tsereteli (1970: 277) as “eine Erkldrung dafiir, weshalb ... Sprachen in einem Teil eine
regulidre Ahnlichkeit an den Tag lege, in anderen Teil aber so verschieden sind, daB die Wahrscheinlichkeit
einer gemeinsamen Herkunft fast ausgeschloBen ist.”

17 Which, according to Tsereteli’s (1970: 276) estimation, “in vielen Féllen weiter entfernt vom proto-
-indoeuropiischen Zustand befand als die frither bekannten indoeuropéischen Sprachen”.
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African (sic) branches (where he failed to recognize branches and kept mislabelling as
“Hamitic” in the worst “Hamitological” fashion in spite of lacking common traits for
such an alleged unity)'® In his conclusion (Tsereteli 1970: 278), he released but a bunch
of the most comfortable common places (as is so typical with such theoretical papers
promising or demanding further research due to lack of real work with real data).'” But
where is Tsererteli’s share in this work? One cannot see whether he has undertaken the
painstaking labour of thoroughly assessing Cohen’s and others’ (also!) Sem.-Brb./Cu./Ch.
isophones, -morphs and -glosses. Apparently, it did not even take place. No trace of it
is to be found in the paper in question. First praxis and then theoretical conclusions — this
principle has so comfortably been ignored throughout the whole history of AA studies.

1.5.15. H.-J. Sasse (1981: 135, §2.3), strangely, saw in the Essai comparatif a new
beginning due to two reasons: (1) Cohen’s support of the sister-family hypothesis,!'°
although a classificatory position can hardly compensate for the multitude of doubtful
comparanda (Hintze in §1.5.10 above); (2) Cohen’s being allegedly the first to elaborate
regular consonantal matches,!'" which is doubly untrue, since, on the one hand, the
primacy in establishing some phonological rules among the branches clearly belongs to
others like, most importantly, A. Erman in Egypto-Semitic and W. Vycichl in Egypto-
-Berbero-Cushito-Hausa, while, on the other hand, the way how the historical consonantism
is treated in the Essai comparatif is by far not to serve as a model (Hintze in §1.5.10
above) given the eclectic practice of regularly confusing several distinct roots pressed
together in one single entry hardly permitting to set up any solid rules. But ignoring all
such serious defects, was satisfied with a general hint on them.!"> He only blamed Cohen

198 Tsereteli (1970: 277): “In eben dieser Weise stellen wir uns die Wechselbeziehungen der semitischen
und sogenannten hamitischen Sprachen vor.”

1 Alo., Tsereteli (1970: 278) states that “alle Versuche z.B. der Feststellung von Beziehungen der kuschi-
tischen Sprachen (oder der hamitischen tiberhaupt (sic)) zu semitischen und anderen Sprachen kann erfolgre-
ich sein konnen, solange wir keine Charakteristik ihrer Struktur haben. ... erst nach Absonderung ihrer Be-
standteile konnen die Beziehungen zu verschiedenen Sprachen ... bestimmt werden. In dieser Hinsicht wird
dem strukturell-typologischen Studium der Sprache eine besondere Bedeutung beigemessen. ... die verglei-
chende Typologie hat ebenfalls grofe Bedeutung fiir die Festlegung struktureller Besonderheiten, die fiir ver-
schiedene Sprachsysteme kennzeichnned sind, unabhéngig von Zeit und Raum. Die vergleichende Typologie
gibt uns die Moglichkiet, die isomorphen und allomorphen Erscheinungen in verschiedenen Sprachgruppen ...
zu zeigen und die Beriihrungspunkte zwischen verschiedenen verwandten und nicht verwandten Sprachen
festzustellen.”

110 Sasse (1981: 135, §2.3): “Der eigentliche Durchbruch und damit der Beginn der modernen Epoche der
vergleichenden afroasiatischen Sprachforschung kam erst 1947 mit Marcel Cohens vielbeachteten Werk ‘Essai
comparatif ...”. Die schon 1933 von M. Cohen vorgetragene These iiber die vier gleichberechtigten Unter-
familien des Afroasiatischen wird hier wieder aufgegriffen; in einigen Féllen wird auch das Hausa (Tschadisch)
verglichen, ohne daf3 seine Zugehorigkeit voll akzeptiert wird.”

1 Sasse (1981: 135, §2.3): “...Anhand von 525 Wortzusammenstellungen versucht Cohen zum ersten
Mal regelméBige Lautentsprechungen zwischen den einzelnen Untergruppen festzustellen.” This is in contrast
to Sasse’s (1981: 136, §2.3) statement: “Fiir das Berberische und das Kuschitische macht sich der Mangel an
Kenntnis der historischen Lautlehre innerhalb der Gruppen schmerzlich bemerkbar. Damit féllt eine grof3e
Anzahl der vorgeschlagenen Etymologien, doch ist der verbleibende Grundstock an plausiblen Gleichungen
immer noch beachtlich.”

12 Sasse (1981: 135-136): “Wie jede Pionierarbeit ist Cohens Werk mit zahlreichen Méngeln behaftet.”
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for relying on the GASW in matters of Egypto-Semitic comparative phonology, whereas
he was researching the problem in other branches elsewhere.

1.5.16. W.A. Ward (1985: 243, §V), convinced that by “a wide chronological range
in the written evidence, we are presented with very dubious comparisons”, quoted as an
example from M. Cohen’s dictionary (1947: 175) the equation of Eg. bj3j “to remove
oneself” with Bed. bar “to leave, quit”, which Ward rejected for the alleged anachronism
of the implied “phonetic shift of Semitic 1/l to Egyptian 3, a shift which ceased to take
place shortly before the Eighteenth Dynasty (Ward 1976:157). This means that Bedja bar
would retain a form unattested before modern times which must be projected back at
least to the first half of the second millennium BC” and also “that either bar belongs to
the prehistoric stage of Afroasiatic or, if it is a North African word, that the shift of r
to 3 also operated there at some unspecified time in the past.” Still, for Ward, “these are
highly doubtful assumptions which make this equation impossible” (!). These hypercritical
arguments are ill-founded, since nothing suggests that we should conceive the Bedja verb
as a loan from Egyptian but on the contrary: their cognacy appears much more natural.

1.5.17. W. Schenkel (1990: 42) too, regarded Cohen (1947) as an entrée “der in der
Tat das ist, als was er sich im Titel vorstellt: ... eine Sondierung. Es ist ein mutiger,
perspektiven offnender Anstol3, kein AbschluB.” But why he thinks so, he failed to
specify. Which is why this kind of appraisal is no worth more than a typical common
place. How much this is a misconception becomes clear from the position taken by the
thorough appraisal by his Rdsslerian fellow, R.M.Voigt (2001: 1322, §5, below) who, by
his careful comparative analysis fully understood the signification of Cohen’s (1947) work
that only encompasses and summarizes, in a way, all the uncertainties, vacillations of his
long era in those many decades preceding 1947 when, for some mysterious reasons,
almost exclusively working purely without a rigorous neo-grammarian methodology was
a commonly accepted practice, so it can only be considered as a closing act, a culmination
of the eclectic era of multi- and omnicomparatistic “methods” with no strict rules opened
by L. Reinisch, C. Meinhof, E. Zyhlarz and others. If one knows their output in the
comparative AA lexicon, one can painfully and only come to realize that M. Cohen
yielded in his admirable magnum opus hardly anything essentially new in terms of
quality. This is what the Essai comparatif effectively accomplishes, which itself was
a huge task.

1.3.18. ML.L. Bender (1995),'3 in the handout to his university course (SIU) on the
outlines of AA, managed to offer a very brief and objective summary on Cohen 1947:
“... it presents comparisons, not reconstructions, and for Chadic, refers only to Hausa. It
is also not very good, having a Semitist bias and permitting rather loose phonological
and semantic correspondences (though, to be fair, Cohen often expresses skepticism about
these). ... In the class, I will present a few of Cohen’s best examples. These usually
include Berber, Semitic, Cushitic, and Egyptian, since he used only Hausa ... and did
not separate Omotic from Cushitic.”

'3 In a handout for the whole 1995 spring semester of his university course on AA linguistics, SIU,
Carbondale.
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1.5.19. C. Peust (1997: 251) too, was short in his evaluation unfairly demanding half
a century after Cohen’s Essai comparatif the presently available sources and methodological
standards known (???) today'* and not the sub-level reconstruction plausible in certain
branches (Berber, East Cushitic) on the basis of the sources accessible already in Cohen’s
day, let alone for the neo-grammarian IE comparative method sharp-sightedly demanded
by F. Hintze (1951) almost five decades earlier.

1.5.20. R.M. Voigt (2001: 1322, §5) was absolutely right in regarding the Essai
comparatif as the end of an era and in arguing why it can only be conceived in that
way:'"® (1) collecting a considerable part of the Egypto-Semitic and ‘“Hamitological”
equations can itself (2) hardly be regarded as a milestone due to its failure to elaborate
the expected rules of historical phonology for the available groups charted in the lexicon.
Perfectly correctly stated.

1.5.21. Possibly another far-reaching effect of the Essai comparatif working until the
present day and perhaps not yet isolated and examined specially in any of the histories
of SH comparative linguistics was to legitimize by its authority the survival of
omnicomparatistic methods without any peculiar sound laws or with rules permitting the
same attested in the AA etymological works by numerous authors (like C.T. Hodge,
Ch. Ehret, N. Skinner) from the second half of the 20th century discussed under the
Greenbergian trend (in Episode VIII of this series).

Abbreviations

AA: Afro-Asiatic, Akk.: Akkadian, Aram.: Aramaic, Ar.: Arabic, Eg.: Egyptian, GLECS: Groupe Linguis-
tique d’Etudes Chamito-Sémitiques, Hbr.: Hebrew, IE: Indo-European, NAA: North Afro-Asiatic,
AA: South Afro-Asiatic, Sem.: Semitic, SH: Semito-Hamitic, Syr.: Syriac.

14 Peust (1997, 251): “Cohen konnte nur einen Bruchteil der heute bekannten afroasiatischen Sprachen
auswerten, sein Material war hdufig unexakt, und die theoretische Basis geniigt heutigen Anspriichen nicht.”
But this is only natural and cannot eo ipso diminish the values of Cohen’s research. Not this is the problem
with his Essai comparatif.

115 Voigt (1988: 162, §1V): “Die Epoche der vergleichenden Semitohamitistik, die nach Meinhofs Hamiten-
buch einsetzt und sich durch Arbeit an Einzelproblemen auszeichnet, mdchte ich mit Marcel Cohen ...
abschlieflen lassen.” Voigt (2001: 1322, §5) almost literally maintained his own assessment more than a decade
later also: “Die Bedeutung dieses Werks liegt weniger in den vorgefiihrten Wortgleichungen als in seinem
programmatischen Charakter. Eine vergleichende Betrachtung des sh. Sprachschatzes erscheint von nun an als
lohnendes Ziel. Dabei hat Cohen die Aufgabe aber bei weitem unterschitzt, indem er nur verschiedene Glei-
chungen zusammenstellte, ohne die lautgesetzlichen Besonderheiten der Sprachgruppen zu beachten.” Only
the 1988 final remarks were not repeated in his 2001 evaluation: “Einige wenige Gleichungen aus lautlich so
verschiedenen Sprachgruppen wie dem Semitischen, Agyptischen und Kuschitischen begriinden keine Lautge-
setze, so lange nicht die lautlichen Besonderheiten der einzelnen Sprachen und Sprachgruppen bestimmt sind.”
Perfectly right.
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