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Two more contexts for Ge‘ez *u > u
and three for *a > 2

Benjamin D. Suchard

Leiden University/KU Leuven
benjamin.suchard@gmail.com

Abstract:

The main Ge‘ez (Classical Ethiopic) verbal adjective is characterized by
an a-u vowel melody. Based on cognate evidence, the most basic form
of this adjective, 0,-stem 122u3, derives from a *1a2w:3- pattern and
thus shows assimilation of *aCw: > aCu. This assimilation does not op-
erate in a set of specialized numerals shaped like 1d2u3, which should
be reconstructed as *1a2u3- with short *u. Short *u also yields Ge‘ez
u in the nonaccusative case of the masculine cardinal numerals, like
Hala:Otu > Sdldstu ‘three’; this ending goes back to the Proto-Semitic
diptotic nominative. The assimilation of *aCw > aCu, on the other hand,
also affected the personal pronoun *hw?a-twz: > wa’atu, the perfect of
fientive verbs like *gabarw: > gdbru ‘they did’, and the jussive of stative
verbs like *yitrapu: > yoatrafu ‘may they remain’. @ was leveled to other
parts of these paradigms, solving several longstanding problems of Ge‘ez
morphology.

Keywords: Semitic, Ethiosemitic, passive participle, historical phonol-
ogy, historical morphology

Ge‘ez (go‘z, Classical Ethiopic) is a Semitic language of the Ethiose-
mitic subfamily, spoken in present-day northern Ethiopia and Eritrea
during the first half of the first millennium CE and used there as a
liturgical and scholarly language up to the present day.! The most
common Ge‘ez verbal adjective is shaped like 152u3 in the basic form
of the verb, known as 0,.% Its semantics are mediopassive, expressing

1 The research for this article was funded by Dutch Research Council (NWO)
grant number VI.Veni.191T.023. As always, I am very grateful to Marijn van Putten
for his comments on an earlier draft. I also thank the editors and anonymous review-
ers for their comments. On the transcriptions of Ge‘ez and other languages used here,
see the final section.

2 This article follows the convention of using 1, 2, and 3 to abstractly represent
the three radicals of triconsonantal roots. C stands for any consonant, regardless of
root structure. The terms for verb classes like 0, refer to the morphological absence
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the state associated with the related verb, as in gatul ‘killed’, nabur
‘sitting’, no’us ‘small’, or ’ahuz ‘possessing’ (examples taken from
Tropper 2002: 98) corresponding to qdtdld ‘to kill’, ndbdrd ‘to sit’,
na’sd ‘to be small’, and ’dhdzd ‘to seize’. In the absence of related
adjectives with the expected *1u2u:3- pattern elsewhere in Semitic,
these adjectives are commonly derived from a reconstructed *1a2u:3-
pattern based on the correspondence in meaning to certain adjectival
patterns in other Semitic languages (e.g. Fox 2003: 200), such as
Biblical Hebrew 1d2u3, e.g. §amur ‘preserved’, zdkur ‘mindful’, ‘drum
‘clever’. This implies that the Ge‘ez pattern shows a conditioned
sound change of *a > 3 before *u:. As the verbs cited above (e.g.
*qatala) show, this differs from the usual development, *a > d. This
vowel pattern has been extended to other verb stems, e.g. gaddus
‘holy’ from 0, gddddsd ‘to sanctify’. In verbs with a lengthened first
stem vowel like 0, bardkd < *baraka ‘to bless’, the verbal adjec-
tive is shaped like buruk < *bwrwk- ‘blessed’. This shows that the
2 in the first syllable of the other verbal adjectives derives from *u:
*la2w:3- > *1u2w3- > 122u3. In other words, *a has undergone
conditioned assimilation in quality to the following *w:. Contrary to
what we might expect, no such assimilation of *a > *i seems to have
taken place before *i, as is clear from the numerous *1a2i:3- > 1d2i3
adjectives like ‘dbiy ‘big’, ddqiq ‘small’, and ndkir ‘strange’ (Tropper
2002: 56) and the absence of a 122i3 pattern.?

The sound change *aCw > *uCu: is phonetically plausible, but
also ad hoc. Beyond these verbal adjectives, it is not generally recog-
nized as operating in Ge‘ez. In this paper, we will consider two more
contexts where *a yields 2 in syllables preceding u, namely, the third
person singular independent pronouns and the 0, verb. In both of
these paradigms, 2 has spread beyond its original conditioning envi-
ronment, while *a has frequently been restored in the verb. Before
examining these changes, we must confront a category that appears

(0) or presence of a derivational prefix (A for °d-/-a-, T for td-/-t-, Ast for ’dstd-
/-astd-) or lengthening in the stem (, for no lengthening, , for lengthening of the
second root consonant, , for a lengthened stem vowel following the first root conso-
nant). 0, is thus a morphologically unmarked verb class, with no derivational prefix
(0) and no lengthening in the stem (,).

3 *a does shift to a before gutturals, as in lohiq ‘old’, but this happens before all
vowels and is hence not an assimilatory change (Tropper 2002: 36-7).
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to form an exception to the assimilation of *aCw: to *uCuw:, namely,
that of the numerals patterned like 1d2u3.

Lack of assimilation in 1d2u3 < *1a2u3-

Ge‘ez has a set of numerals used exclusively to refer to indications of
time, especially days (Tropper 2002: 83-4). These are formed with
the otherwise quite rare 1d2u3 pattern:* sdlus ‘third, three (of days/
nights etc.)’, rabu‘ ‘four(th)’, and so on up till ‘G@Sur ‘ten(th)’. *ohud
‘first, one’ shows raising of *a, but this is due to the following gut-
tural and not directly conditioned by the following u (see Footnote
3). Sdnuy ‘second, two’ preserves the Proto-Semitic root for ‘two’
(cf. Classical Arabic Oa:niy- ‘second’ etc.), which has otherwise been
replaced in Ethiosemitic (apart from sanay ‘the next day’); contrast
the more common cardinal kale(tu/ti) ‘two’ and the ordinals kala’,
dagom, ka‘b, and ba‘ad, all ‘second’ (Tropper 2002: 83). This preser-
vation suggests that the 1d2u3 numerals are archaic.

The archaism of the 1d2u3 numerals is confirmed by cognates in
other Semitic languages. In Old Babylonian, the usual form of the
ordinals ‘third’—‘tenth’ reflects *1a2u3-, e.g. Salus- ‘third’, rebu- <
*rabu§- ‘fourth’, hamus- ‘fifth’ (Huehnergard 2011: 240). Old Assyrian
attests vestiges of this pattern in rabii-t-um ‘the fourth (f.)’, rabii-ni
‘our fourth witness’, hamus-ni ‘our fifth witness’, hamus-t-i ‘one fifth’,
and, significantly, a period of time known as a hamus-t-um (Kouwen-
berg 2017: 281-286). The same pattern underlies Biblical Hebrew
‘@sor ‘tenth (day), ten (days)’ (Koehler & Baumgartner 1994: 741).
Various Arabic dialects like Sanaani (Qafisheh 1992: 144) and Urban
Hijazi (Omar 1975: 67) attest words like ?2a0-6alu:0 ‘Tuesday’ and
2ar-rabuw:§ ‘Wednesday’.® Finally, Modern South Arabian attests a full
set of separate numerals used for counting days like Omani Mehri
Sila6 ‘three’, riba ‘four’, haymoah ‘fifth’ (Rubin 2018: 300-301). These
derive from a pattern like *1a2U3-, where *U stands for any high
vowel, long or short (Dufour 2021).

4 The only other example mentioned by Tropper (2002: 56) is hdsur ‘fenced-
in place, wall’. Based on the sound correspondence identified below, it is plausible
to connect this with the Biblical Hebrew place name hdsor and derive both from

*ha@’ur- (cf. the Arabic verb hadara ‘to fence’ from the same root for the identity of
the second consonant).

5 I thank Maarten Kossmann and Fahad Alsharif for alerting me to these forms.
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At first glance, the Ge‘ez gdtul numerals would seem to go back to
*1a2w:3-, matching the forms in dialectal Arabic. Ge‘ez u normally
reflects *w:, which would rule out a reconstruction with short *u like
that in Akkadian and Hebrew. If so, these numerals violate the sound
law we are investigating, *aCw > aCu.

In some environments, however, Ge‘ez u goes back to short *u.
Al-Jallad (2014) convincingly argues that this is the regular devel-
opment in originally word-final position. Thus, the first-person sin-
gular perfect ending *-ku develops into -ku, not **-k(3). U is also
preserved in the normal form of the cardinal numerals used with
masculine nouns (excepting kal’e ‘two’, which retains an old dual
ending), like °dhdd-u/d ‘one’, $dldst-u/d ‘three’, ’drba‘t-u/d ‘four’,
etc.; in each example, -u is the nonaccusative ending and -d is the
accusative ending. Similarly, feminine ‘six’-‘ten’ show uninflecting -u,
as in sassu ‘six’ (with contraction in *@amaniy-u > sdmani ‘eight’).
Tropper (2002: 80-81) attributes the retention of the Proto-Semitic
nominative ending *u in the numerals to the fact that it is stressed,
but this does not explain why the ending was lost in ‘three’—‘five’
when used with feminine nouns, e.g. Sdlas ‘three (nonaccusative)’.
Tropper & Hasselbach-Andee (2021: 121) add the possibility that the
-u is “a reflex of the common abstract marker -ii attested throughout
Semitic”. As noted by Brockelmann (1908: 415-6), however, this
putative suffix only occurs in combination with the following fem-
inine suffix *-t-; one may also wonder why a numeral would be
formed with an abstract marker.” Finally, we may think of the use of
the third person masculine singular possessive suffix -u as a marker
of definiteness (as suggested by a reviewer of this paper), as in ddbr-u
‘the mountain’ (Tropper 2002: 163-4). But -u follows the numerals in

6 The different treatment of the numerals up to five and those from six upwards
is reminiscent of the traces of a base-five number system identified in Awngi (South-
ern Agaw) by Hetzron (1967: 170). This may well be a contact feature in Ge‘ez,
which shows a fair number of other features that can be attributed to Agaw influence
(Appleyard 2015).

7 Tropper & Hasselbach-Andee (2021: 234) write that “[a]n exception to the
proposed analysis of -u in cardinal numbers as a reflex of the original nom. marker
might be W7 kantu ‘nothingness’, where the acc. in -o indicates that the final u
might be the original vocalic ending of the noun”. This seems to be an additional
argument against the numerals’ -u deriving from an abstract suffix *-w:-, as it alter-
nates with an accusative in -d and not in -0, but I am not sure of the authors’ intent
here.
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both definite and indefinite contexts. Moreover, the possessive suffix
-u becomes -0 in the accusative, while in the feminine numerals ‘one’
and ‘three’-‘five’, nonaccusative -u interchanges with accusative -d.
We might also expect feminine ‘eight’ to appear not as sdmani but as
**sdmanihu if the final -u of the other numerals were the same as the
possessive suffix, as -hu is the shape of that suffix after historically
long vowels like i (e.g. ba’asi-hu ‘his man’).

Following Al-Jallad’s rule, we may instead reconstruct the
numerals used with masculines with a Proto-Semitic diptotic inflec-
tion of nominative *-u, oblique *-a. This matches the shape of the
numerals when used to refer to abstract numbers in Classical Arabic,
as in sittat-u ?akBaru min hamsat-a ‘six (nominative) is more than
five (oblique)’ (Fischer 1972: 72).8 The preservation of word-final
*-u in *ala:6-t-u > $dlds-t-u then contrasts with its centralization and
ultimate loss before a consonant in *#ala:0-um (cf. Arabic Oala:6-un)
> *$dlas-am > Sdlas.

If Ge‘ez preserved *u word-finally, it may also have done so in
some other environments, as in the 1d2u3 numerals. We can then con-
nect them with their cognates reflecting *1a2u3. Based on the shape
of the numerals, the relevant sound law can initially be described as

*CaCuC > CdCuC. *CaCuC does seem to have shifted to *CdCaC in
the perfect, e.g. *kabura (cf. Classical Arabic kabura) > *kdbard >
kdbrd ‘he was great’. Besides the preceding *a and syllable structure,
the relevant factor in *1a2u3- > 1d2u3 may be the following short
high vowels *u and *i in the nominative and genitive case endings,
vowels which never directly follow the perfect stem: the perfect stem
is either followed by a low vowel *a, a long vowel, or a consonant. If
so, u was preserved in the non-accusative case(s) of *1a2u3- words:
nominative *1a2u3-um and genitive *1a2u3-im > nonaccusative
1d2u3. U was then reintroduced to the accusative, where *1a2u3-am
should have yielded **1d23-d; this was replaced by 1d2u3-d.

Based on this reconstruction as *1a2u3, then, we can understand
why the 1d2u3 numerals did not participate in the assimilation to *u:
seen in the *1a2w:3- > 122u3 verbal adjectives: they did not contain
an *u: for *a to assimilate to in the first place.

8 This is probably a retention which has been restricted to this specific context
in Arabic. On the possibility of all nouns in *-at- originally having been diptotic, see
Van Putten (2017).
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The third person singular independent pronouns

The Ge‘ez independent personal pronouns of the third person sin-
gular are masculine wa’atu and feminine ya°ati. In the accusative, they
become wa’atd and ya’atd, respectively. They show a clear resem-
blance to the related pronouns in other Semitic languages, in par-
ticular the forms reflecting Proto-Semitic *sw?a, *si:?a and the ded-
icated oblique forms like Akkadian suati, Siati (as well as the West
Semitic cognates listed by Leslau 2006: 602). Their exact form in
Ge‘ez remains unexplained, however, especially as far as the second
a is concerned (Suchard 2019: 210); compare the same vowel in the
Tigre and Gafat pronouns hatu (m.), hata (f.) and wat (m.), yat (f.),
respectively, and the Tigrinya demonstrative atu ‘this’ (Leslau 2006:
602, 625). Brockelmann (1908: 303) explains this as assimilation to
the preceding 2 due to the intervening guttural, but as Rundgren
(1955: 188) and Voigt (1987: 50) point out, this assimilation oper-
ates the wrong way around: normally, *wa’dtu etc. should assimilate
to **wd’dtu. Rundgren (1955: 195) relies on dubious reconstructions
like *hu(:)-hu(:)-tw:, while Voigt connects the change of *a to a to
*mi2at- > ma’at ‘hundred’. As Ugaritic mit shows, however, the Ge‘ez
word goes back to a form with the short feminine suffix, *mi?t-: the
second 2 is merely epenthetic. No parallel sound change has there-
fore been identified so far.

Like the scholars mentioned in the last paragraph, I propose to
derive the Ge‘ez pronouns from the Proto-West-Semitic forms *hw:?a
and *hi:?a (for these reconstructions, see Suchard 2019: 211). In
these grammatical words, initial *h- was lost, followed by breaking
of *w?a and *i:?a to *wu?a and *yi?a.° These pronouns were suffixed
with the pronominal elements -tu (masculine) and -ti (feminine) also
seen elsewhere in Ge‘ez (cf. Leslau 2006: 569), e.g. in the singular
proximal demonstratives za-n-tu (masculine), zat-ti (feminine). These

9 Given the preservation of h in Tigre hatu, hata, and plural hatom, hatan (Elias
2014: 35), this loss of *h- may have postdated the addition of -tu and related devel-
opments described below. Additionally, an anonymous reviewer of this paper notes
that reconstructing the pronouns as *hu?a and *hi?a (cf. Huehnergard 2019: 53), as
may be supported by Classical Arabic huwa and hiya, allows for the arguably simpler
changes *hu?a > *wu?a and *hi?a > *yi?a, with *h changing to an approximant
matching the following vowel.
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developments closely resemble those proposed by Voigt (1987), but
we will now depart from his suggestion.

Despite their shared accusative form -td with short *a, -tu and
-ti probably go back to forms with long vowels, *-twz and *-ti:. The
feminine form can be connected with the Classical Arabic feminine
proximal demonstrative ti:, which also occurs as a suffix on the rel-
ative pronoun alla-ti: (cf. the masculine alla-di:) and with additional
elements following in the distal demonstratives ti:-ka (masculine da:-
ka) and, with vowel shortening in a closed syllable, ti-lka (masculine
da:-lika). Masculine *-twr in Ge‘ez then results from contamination
between *ti: and the nominative of the masculine demonstrative, *duw:.
The generalization of *-tw: for the masculine and *-ti: for the feminine
may well have been motivated by the same contrast in vowel quality
seen in the personal pronouns *(h)w:?a and *(h)i:?a, which also func-
tioned as distal demonstratives.

These considerations give us a reconstructed form *wu?a-tw: for
the masculine nonaccusative. According to the assimilatory sound
change seen in the 122u3 verbal adjectives, this regularly yields
*wu?u-twz > wa’atu. The a vowel was then analogically introduced to
the feminine at a time when the pronouns with and without suffixed
-tu, -ti coexisted: *wa’d : wa’a-tu = *ya’d : ya’s-ti. The accusative -td
was analogically modeled after the numerals once *-u and *-w had
merged into -u: Sdldstu : Sdldstd = wa’atu : wa’atd.'° Through one last
analogy, this also allowed speakers to derive the feminine accusative
form: *wa’d : wa’a-td = *ya’d : ya’s-td. After the more archaic forms
*wa’d and *ya’d had been lost, this leaves us with the full attested
paradigm: masculine wa’atu (nonacc.), wa’atd (acc.), feminine ya’ati
(nonacc.), ya’atd (acc.).

The 0, verb

West Semitic distinguishes between three patterns in the G-stem
verb, the basic verb class corresponding to the 0, stem in Ge‘ez (for
a detailed overview, see Aro 1964). The original system may be best
preserved in Classical Arabic, where we can distinguish between fien-
tive, stative, and adjectival verbs. Each class of verbs has a distinctive

10 Brugnatelli (1982: 63), on the other hand, believes that this analogy operated
in the opposite direction, maintaining case inflection in the numerals with -tu while
it was lost in the feminine numerals ending in -u.
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pattern of vowels in the perfect and jussive (also in the imperfect in
Central Semitic). This is illustrated in Table 1, where all forms are
cited in the third person masculine singular. Note that there are two
subclasses of fientive verbs and that phonologically conditioned var-
iant forms are not indicated.

Table 1. Different G-stem verb classes in Classical Arabic

tense fientive (u) fientive (i) stative adjectival

qtl ‘to kill’  srq ‘to steal’ Ibs ‘to wear’ kbr ‘to be great’
Perfect gqatala saraqa labisa kabura
Jussive yaqtul yasriq yalbas yakbur

Together with the generalization of 2 < *i in the jussive prefix,!!
the normal Ge‘ez sound changes of *a > d, *i and *u > 2 have
yielded two main patterns. The two fientive paradigms have merged,
as in qdtdld/yaqtal, sdrdqd/yasraq. In the perfect of the stative and
adjectival verbs, *i/*u > *a has been deleted; these classes have also
merged, with the stative form of the jussive mostly winning out, as in
labsd/yalbds, kdbrd/yakbdr. A relatively large number of verbs, how-
ever, show unexpected vowels. Some verbs are fientive in meaning
but stative in form, like gabrd/yagbdr ‘to do’. Others are stative in
meaning but can be inflected either as statives or as fientives, like
tarfd/yatrdf besides tdrdfd/yatraf ‘to remain’. Moreover, stative verbs
show d in the stem instead of expected 2 when the ending starts with
a consonant, which is in the first and second person: ldbds-ku ‘I wear’,
labds-kd ‘you (m.sg.) wear’, etc. This resembles Philippi’s Law in
Hebrew (cf. Suchard 2019: 141-67), but no such sound change can be
seen elsewhere in Ge‘ez.'? The mix-ups in verb class can be explained
in part by the ambiguity in the imperfect, which is inflected the same
for all classes: yaqdttal ‘he kills’, yaldbbas ‘he wears’, yagabbar ‘he
does’, yatdrraf ‘he remains’. But it is hard to see how this ambiguity in
the entire imperfect paradigm would have resulted in the transfer of

11 This vowel occurred in the prefix of stative verbs, a distribution known as
the Barth-Ginsberg Law (see recently Kossmann & Suchard 2018; Schachmon & Bar-
Asher Siegal 2023). A has been generalized in Modern Standard Arabic and Classical
Arabic as commonly taught at Western universities, but some varieties of Classical
Arabic preserved i in the stative prefixes other than ya- (cf. Van Putten 2022: 36-38).

12 As Philippi’s Law only fully shifted *i to a during a late, historically attested

phase of Hebrew, the d in ldbdskd etc. and the a in ldbdstd etc. cannot simply be used
to reconstruct Proto-West-Semitic *a in these forms.
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just the first and second person forms from the fientive to the stative
in the perfect.

In the third person masculine plural, both the fientive perfect
*la2a3w: and the stative jussive *yil2a3u: (also second person mas-
culine plural *ti12a3w) present us with candidates for *aCw: > aCu
to operate. In the fientive perfect, this would have led to stem allo-
morphy, with the stem *1a2a3- in most persons alternating with
*1a2u3-u: in the third person masculine plural. Many verbs will have
reintroduced *a to the third person masculine plural, restoring the
inherited fientive paradigm. In verbs like gbr, however, *gabar-u: >
*gabur-u: seems to have extended *u to other parts of the paradigm,
specifically the rest of the third person: feminine plural *gabar-a > >
*gabur-a, masculine singular *gabar-a > > *gabur-a, and feminine
singular *gabar-at > > *gabur-at. This would have resulted in the
mixed paradigm attested in historical Ge‘ez; see Table 2. Based on
the shared pattern in the third person forms like *gabur-a ‘he did’
and kabur-a ‘he was great’, this mixed paradigm was extended first to
the adjectival verbs, and after the merger of *u and *i, to the stative
verbs.

Table 2. Developments leading to the stem alternation in some fientive and
all stative verbs in Ge‘ez

meaning 1. Proto- 2. *aCu: 3.third 4. exten- 5. exten-

West- > *uCu: person sion to sion to
Semitic stem adjec- stative
leveled  tival verbs
verbs

‘he killed’ *qatal-a  *gatal-a  *qatal-a  *qatal-a qatdl-d
‘T killed’ *qatal-ku *qatal-ku *qatal-ku *qatal-ku  qdtdl-ku
‘they *qatal-w:  *qatul-w:  *qatal-w  *qatal-w:  qadtdl-u
killed’

‘he did”  *gabar-a *gabar-a *gabur-a  *gabur-a  gabr-d
‘Tdid’ *¢abar-ku *gabar-ku *gabar-ku *gabar-ku gdbdr-ku
‘they did’ *gabar-w: *gabur-u: *gabur-w: *gabur-w:  gdbr-u
‘he was  *kabur-a *kabur-a *kabur-a *kabur-a  kdbr-d
great’

‘T was *kabur-ku *kabur-ku *kabur-ku *kabar-ku kdbdr-ku
great’
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‘they *kabur-w  *kabur-w: *kabur-w: “*kabur-w:  kdbr-u
were

great’

‘he wore’ *labis-a  *labis-a  *labis-a  *labis-a labs-d

‘T wore’ *labis-ku *labis-ku  *labis-ku  *labis-ku  ldbds-ku
‘they *labis-w:  *labis-w:  *labis-w:  *labis-u: labs-u
wore’

Similarly, originally stative or adjectival forms like *yitrap-w:,
*titrap-w > *yitrup-w, *titrup-u: could either have been brought back
in line with the rest of the paradigm, resulting in an ordinary stative
verb like tdrfd/yatrdf, or have triggered the morphological shift of
the entire verb to the fientive paradigm, yielding forms like tdrdfd/
yatraf. Certain derived stem forms would also have undergone the
change of *aCu: to *uCu, such as the derived stem perfect forms like
0, *qaddasu: ‘they sanctified’ or 0, *barakw: ‘they blessed’, or jus-
sive and imperfect forms with the passive-reflexive t(a)- prefix like
T, *yitgatalu: ‘may they be killed’, *yitqattalu: ‘they are killed’. But
here, this would not have caused any confusion with other paradigms
where the *u was morphologically significant (as with 0, verbs), ena-
bling the transfer to another inflectional class (like fientive *gabara
becoming formally stative gdbrd). Hence, paradigm pressure could
easily have restored *a in such forms based on its retention in the
other person, numbers, and gender forms. Thus, the *aCw: > *uCuw
change explains some peculiarities of the Ge‘ez 0, verb, while its lack
of traces in the derived stems makes good morphological sense.

Summary

Based on the change of *1a2u:3- > 122u3 in the Ge‘ez verbal adjec-
tive, we have identified the same sound law *aCu: > 2Cu in the
personal pronoun *hw?a-tu: > wa’atu, the originally fientive third
person plural masculine perfect forms like *gabar-u: > gdbru, and
the originally stative jussive forms like *yitrap-u:, *titrap-u: > yatrafu,
tatrafu. The fact that this sound law did not operate on the 1d2u3
numerals, together with cognate evidence, suggests that they should
be reconstructed as *1a2u3-, providing another context where *u was
preserved as u besides the word-final context identified by Al-Jallad
(2014). We have also identified this preservation of *u in word-final
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position in the nominative of the regular numerals used with mascu-
line nouns like °dhdd-u ‘one’, Sdldst-u ‘three’, which should be recon-
structed as diptotes.

Transcription and abbreviations

Ge‘ez is transcribed here according to the following conventions,
based on those of Tropper (2002) with the exception of d and a for
the first and fourth order vowels, respectively (Tropper: a, @). Pho-
netic realizations are given in the International Phonetic Alphabet
(IPA) and should be taken as broad indications. On the transcriptions
wa’atu, ya’ati as opposed to wa’tu, ya’ti, cf. Bulakh (2016: 124-26).

Ge‘ez tran- reconstructed pronunci- | contemporary
script scrip- ation (early 1st millen- |received pronun-
(fidal) tion nium CE) ciation
v h [h] [h]

a l [1] (1]

h h [h] [h]

av m [m] [m]

w s [1] [s]

4 r [r] [r]

f s [s] [s]

+ q [k’] [k’]

n b [b] [b], [B]
+ t [t"] [t"]

g h [x] [h]

1 n [n] [n]

A ’ [?] zero, [j]
h k [k"] [k"]

o w [w] [w]

0 ¢ [€] zero, [j]
H 2 [z] [z]

\ y (] [j]

[4 d [d] [d]

1 g [g] [g]
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m t [t’] [t']

2 D [p’] [p’]

2 s [s’] [s’]

0 $ [¥] [s’]

4 f [f] [f]

T p [p"] [p"]

1st order |d [e] [e], [a], [2]
vowel

2nd order |u [u:] [u]

vowel

3rd order |i [i:] [i]

vowel

4th order |a [a:] [a]

vowel

5th order |e [jel [e]

vowel

6th order |2 [i] [il, [il, [u]
vowel

7th order |o [wo] [o]

vowel

Transcriptions of other Semitic languages follow established systems
(e.g. Lettinga 2012 for Biblical Hebrew), sometimes modified to more
closely approximate the IPA. Reconstructed proto-forms and proto-
phonemes are marked with an *asterisk while hypothetical forms
that contradict actually attested forms are marked with **two aster-
isks.

Abbreviations

acc. accusative

f. feminine

m. masculine
nonacc. nonaccusative
nom. nominative
pl. plural

sg. singular
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