
1. Generalities 


The “Arabic-Ethiopic Glossary” is a lexical list compiled, according to its heading, by the Yemeni sultan of the Rasulid dynasty al-Malik al-Afḍal al-ʕAbbās in 776 H. (1374/75 A.D.). The Glossary is a part of a manuscript which originally belonged to the private library of this ruler and contains more than 140 texts, glossaries and tables dealing with various scholarly subjects such as agriculture, medicine, geography, grammar, astrology, astronomy, etc. A faximile of the manuscript has been published by D.M. Varisco and G.R. Smith as The Manuscript of Al-Malik Al-Afḍal al-ʕAbbās b. ʕAlī b. Dāʔūd b. Yūsuf b. ʕUmar b. ʕAlī Ibn Rasūl. A Medieval Arabic Anthology From the Yemen (Warminster, 1998). The present location of the manuscript is not publicly known.
The Glossary occupies 3 sheets (1,5 folio), which are numbered as 217, 218 and 219 in the 1998 edition. Each sheet represents a table consisting of twelve paired columns with the headings ʕarabiyy- (‘Arabic’) and ḥabašiyy- (‘Ethiopic’). In F.-Ch. Muth’s edition of 2009–2010 (for which see below in this section) each pair of columns is designated with a letter of Latin alphabet (from A to F). Thus, each pair of Arabic and Ethiopic terms can be provided with an identification number, which consists of the page number, the letter of the column, and the number of the line.
 This system has been adopted in the present work as well. References to the Arabic entries of the pairs are accompanied with the word “Arabic”, whereas references to the Ethiopic terms have no special marking.
The Arabic lexemes written in the cells of the “Arabic” columns are referred to as “Arabic entries”. Their Ethiopic equivalents, written in Arabic script in the cells of the “Ethiopic” columns, are referred to as “Ethiopic glosses”. 
From 219 A 9 to 219 A 29, the Arabic entries are written in the column with the heading ḥabašiyy-, and the Ethiopic glosses, in the column with the heading ʕarabiyy-.
One Arabic lexeme sometimes corresponds to two or three Ethiopic glosses (v. below, Section 7). Sometimes a separate line is assigned to the second/third gloss (and the accompanying Arabic entry, which usually runs as wa-yuqālu ‘and it is said’), or it is written in the margin to the left or above the main gloss, or else one cell of the Ethiopic column contains two different terms (in the latter case, the Arabic entry often contains the remark luġatāni ‘two words’). Second/third glosses written on the margin have the same identification number as the first glosses, but with an additional letter A or B, as, for example, 217 A 1 vs. 217 A 1A. Two terms written in the same cell (and corresponding to one Arabic entry) have the same identification number, but are distinguished by the additional numbers (1) and (2): 217 A 16 (1) vs. 217 A 16 (2). On page 217, two glosses for “woman” are written in the margin over the column A (each of them placed below its Arabic counterpart). Since there is no corresponding gloss with a regular number, the numbers 217 A 0A and 217 A 0B have been assigned to them. The cells with the number 219 D 21 contain two pairs of Arabic and Ethiopic terms, separated from each other with a horizontal line. They have been assigned the numbers 219 D 21A and 219 D 21B. 

All in all, the Glossary contains 475 Arabic and 525 Ethiopic terms. The entries are grouped thematically. Most sections have headings, such as ʔasmāʔu l-wuḥūši wa-s-sibāʕi ‘Names of wild animals and beasts of prey’. Some Ethiopic terms occur twice, in different thematic groups. They can then correspond to one and the same Arabic term, or to two different terms (v. below, Section 7). In some cases, one or two terms seem to have been copied erroneously: cf. 219 B 10 (presumably a copy of 219 E 28), 219 C 26 (where the Ethiopic gloss is probably copied from 219 C 22), 218 F 25 (where the Ethiopic gloss is probably copied from 218 D 23), 219 F 25 (where the Arabic gloss may be a copy of the Ethiopic gloss in 219 F 24). 

The principles behind the internal organization of the Glossary are not always easy to detect. From the modern scholarly point of view, its 34 sections can best be presented in the following semantically oriented order:
man and human body parts (217 A 0A — 217 B 24)
terms pertaining to childbirth and related subjects (219 A 27 — 219 B 11)
names of diseases and related terms (219 A 19 (title), 219 A 20  — 219 A 26)
names of wild animals (217 B 25 (title), 217 B 26 — 217 C 6)
names of insects and small animals (218 C 16 (title), 218 C 17 — 218 D 9)
names of edible domestic animals (217 C 7 (title), 217 C 8 — 217 C 30)
names of non-edible animals (domestic and wild) (217 D 1 (title), 217 D 2 — 217 D 13)
names of cereals (217 D 14 (title), 217 D 15 — 217 E 3)
names of vegetables (217 E 4 (title), 217 E 5 — 217 E 11)
names of wild plants, trees and fruits (217 E 12 (title), 217 E 13 — 217 F 2) 
names of foodstuffs and traditional dishes (218 F 3 (title), 218 F 4 — 218 F 14)
names of drinks (218 F 15 (title), 218 F 16 — 218 F 23)
terms pertaining to calendar and meteorological phenomena, numerals (217 F 3—6 (title), 217 F 7 — 218 A 23)
names of primary elements (218 A 24 (title), 218 A 25 — 218 A 29)
terms pertaining to fire and stone (218 E 26 (title), 218 E 27 — 218 F 2)   
names of metals (218 B 28 (title), 218 B 29 — 218 C 2)
types of dung (219 C 3 — 219 C 4)
types of earth and dust (219 F 11 — 219 F 15)

names of agricultural and other tools (218 C 3 (title), 218 C 4 — 218 C 15)
names of pieces of jewelry (218 D 10 (title), 218 D 11 — 218 D 17)
names of kitchenware (218 D 18 (title), 218 D 19 — 218 E 25) 
names of weapons (218 F 24 (title), 218 F 25 — 219 A 7)
names of musical instruments and terms pertaining to leisure and spiritual life (219 F 16 — 219 F 29)
names of textiles and clothes (218 B 1—2 (title), 218 B 3 — 218 B 27)
names of ropes (219 B 25 — 219 B 26)
names of carpentry items (219 B 27 — 219 C 2)
names of pieces of furniture and parts of a house (219 B 19 — 219 B 24) 
names of settlements and buildings (219 B 12 — 219 B 18)
designations of people possessing various types of knowledge or practicing sorcery (219 C 10 (title), 219 C 11 — 219 C 26)
designations of craftsmen (219 C 27)
names of dignitaries and officials (219 C 28 — 219 D 3)  
a list of basic verbs (219 D 4 — 219 F 10)
kinship terms (219 A 8 (title), 219 A 9 — 219 A 18)
color terms (219 C 5 — 219 C 9)
The manuscript is unlikely to represent the original of the Glossary: it was probably copied from the — now lost — original (or even from another copy). Indeed, the writing of some entries (218 A 3, 218 F 5, 219 C 5 Arabic, 219 F 9, etc.) can only be explained in terms of copyist’s errors resulting from misreading of the original manuscript. 

The first Ethiopianist who turned his attention towards this priceless piece of evidence on the Ethiopian languages of the 14th century has been Franz-Christoph Muth. He carried out the first analysis of the Glossary and published his results in a special article (Muth 2009–2010). Many elements of Muth’s decipherment of the Glossary are persuasive and betray a keen and penetrating understanding of both the Arabic and Ethiopic facts. Not infrequently, however, Arabic and Ethiopic words qualified as illegible by Muth are, upon a closer inspection, rather well understandable. Furthermore, in many cases alternative readings can be proposed which appear to be superior to Muth’s in terms of both paleography and semantics. In the present work, new
 readings for 163 Ethiopic glosses (31% from the total number of Ethiopic glosses) and for 44 Arabic entries (9% from the total number of Arabic entries) have been proposed.
All in all, of the 525 Ethiopic glosses, for 438 glosses reliable interpretations are available. Of the rest, for 83 glosses tentative interpretations (sometimes several concurrent ones) have been offered. Only four Ethiopic glosses and one Arabic entry remain virtually non-understandable. 

2. Paleography
The Glossary is written in a poor and irregular handwriting. The shapes of many letters are distorted and have to be guessed. Letters which are expected to be joined to the preceding graphemes only are sometimes connected with the following ones as well (cf. e.g. 218 A 21 Arabic, 218 C 19 Arabic, 218 E 7 Arabic; cf. van Donzel 1986:76 for a similar phenomenon in another, much more carefully written, Yemeni manuscript). This phenomenon frequently involves the final hāʔ (218 A 21 Arabic, 218 B 22 Arabic, 218 C 19 Arabic, 218 С 26, 218 F 13 Arabic). Another peculiarity of the final hāʔ is that it is sometimes written as a small notch attached to the penultimate grapheme (218 B 19 Arabic, 218 D 20 Arabic, 218 E 10 Arabic).
The sheet are covered by numerous blots and scratches which are not always easy to distinguish from regular diacritical dots and vocalization signs. 

The diacritical dots and vocalization signs are not always present. Moreover, diacritical dots are sometimes misplaced. For instance, final bāʔ is often written with two superscript dots (217 A 1, 217 A 3, 217 A 8, 217 F 13, 218 E 22, 219 E 2, 219 E 4); ḥāʔ can appear with a subscript dot (217 B 23 Arabic,  217 F 1 Arabic, 217 F 25 Arabic, 218 A 11, 218 B 19, 218 C 25, 218 C 28, 218 E 29 Arabic, 218 F 20 Arabic, 218 F 23, 218 F 28, 219 A 8 (title), 219 D 6, 219 D 14, perhaps 218 E 16 Arabic). It is more difficult to tell whether some vocalization signs are misplaced or rather represent some hitherto unknown variant with specific vocalization (cf. e.g. 217 A 4 Arabic).  
Sometimes the diacritical dots and/or vocalization signs are more numerous than the linear graphemes (e. g. 218 E 8). One has to assume, in such cases, that either some of the signs are unintentional blots, or the scribe put dots and vocalization signs in these words at random, wherever he could find free space.

In quite a number of glosses, an unusual arrow-like symbol is found (sometimes pointing to the left and sometimes to the right), mostly written above this or that letter (in 217 D 7, 217 D 13, 217 E 14 Arabic, 217 E 15, 218 F 9, 219 E 18 it appears below the letter). Quite often, this sign is seen alongside the regular vocalization signs and, thus, there is no possibility of interpreting it as a distorted vocalization sign (217 A 4, 217 B 19, 217 B 27, 217 C 4, 217 C 9, 217 C 22, 217 C 26, 217 D 8, 217 D 12, 217 D 23, 217 D 24, 217 E 1, 217 E 7, 217 E 20, 217 E 23 Arabic, Ethiopic, 217 F 17, 218 E 12 Arabic, 219 E 27). Similarly, the arrow-like symbol is unlikely to represent a distorted vocalization sign when it is found above the letter expected to be vocalized with kasra (218 A 8 Arabic, 218 A 9 Arabic, 218 A 10 Arabic, 218 B 20 Arabic, 219 E 1 Arabic). Such a distortion, however, cannot be excluded when the arrow-like symbol appears instead of the expected fatḥa (217 A 22 Arabic,  217 A 25 Arabic, 217 B 27 Arabic, 217 C 16, 217 E 26, 217 E 28, 218 E 16 Arabic, 218 E 25 Arabic, 219 A 18, 219 E 9, 219 E 25, etc.), or — much less frequently — ḍamma (217 B 4 Arabic, 219 C 28 Arabic) or sukūn (217 B 22 Arabic, 217 B 28 Arabic, 217 E 13 Arabic, 218 D 3, 218 D 12). 

Some letters have a subscript dot although they are not expected to have diacritical marks at all. This feature is especially frequent with dāl (both in Arabic and Ethiopic glosses: 217 A 1 Arabic, 217 A 1A, 217 A 12, 217 A 13, 217 A 20, etc.) and ṭāʔ  (217 A 1A, 217 A 10, 217 B 11, 217 E 26), but also occurs with ʕayn (217 D 16 Arabic, 217 E 21, 218 C 24) and rāʔ (217 E 21 Arabic, 218 B 14). The dot apparently indicates that these letters are indeed dāl, ṭāʔ, ʕayn and rāʔ rather than their homographs with superscript diacritical dots (cf. Deroche 2006:221–222, with fn. 72, especially on the use of this system in Yemen; cf. also van Donzel 1986:76). At least once, this marker is put erroneously: in 218 C 19 we observe a dot beneath ḏ̣āʔ (remarkably, in the Arabic entry, which must have been well understandable to the scribe). 

In some cases, the letters ṭāʔ (219 A 22, 219 A 26, 219 D 10) and ḥāʔ (219 E 1, 219 F 12) are accompanied with subscript miniature versions of the same letters. This is, apparently, an alternative device to show that ḥāʔ and ṭāʔ are intended, rather than their homographs with diacritical marks (cf. Deroche 2006:221–222). This practice is registered on the third sheet only.
The shape of some letters is distorted, either due to the scribe’s negligence or to his misunderstanding of the original manuscript. Thus, the stroke of lām is sometimes too short. As a result, the whole letter rather resembles an undotted bāʔ, tāʔ, nūn or yāʔ (217 A 1A Arabic, 217 E 11, 218 F 6 Arabic, 219 A 27 (1), 219 B 9). And vice versa, taʔ and nūn are sometimes written with a lengthened stroke, rather like a lām (217 F 9, 219 A 9 (1)). In 218 F 5, a clearly written lām is visible instead of the expected bāʔ, apparently due to the copyist’s misinterpretation of the original letter with a lengthened stroke. Likewise, in 219 F 9, a dotted nūn is written instead of a lām. 

3. The Arabic language of the Glossary

The Arabic lexemes found in the Glossary are not always identifiable on the basis of Classical Arabic lexicography. Quite a few Arabic entries contain terms absent from standard lexicographical works of Classical Arabic, but found in works on various (primarily, Yemeni) Arabic dialects: 217 C 6, 217 C 24, 217 D 24, 217 D 27, 217 D 29, 217 E 1, 217 E 15, 218 B 24, 218 C 5, 218 C 18, 218 C 19, 218 D 6, 218 D 15, 218 E 1, 218 E 9, 218 E 15, 218 E 17, 218 F 7, 218 F 9, 218 F 21, 219 D 9, 219 D 14, 219 F 14 (cf. also 217 F 28, attested in Lane’s dictionary, but known to be a Yemeni local form). In some other cases, the Arabic lexemes are present in the Glossary with dialectal meaning: 217 C 12, 217 E 22, 218 B 13, 219 A 25. Thus, no less than 5 % of the Arabic lexemes found in the Glossary are of clearly dialectal origin. Besides, of considerable interest are post-Classical lexical items present in Dozy’s compendium, but missing from the standard lexicographic sources (217 E 21, 218 D 21, 218 D 29, 218 E 5, 218 E 10, 218 E 16, 218 F 10, 219 A 3, 219 F 18).
 The shapes of some Arabic words are similar, but not identical with the forms attested in the available dictionaries of Classical or post-Classical Arabic (218 E 16, 218 F 19).


Some dialectal features can be observed in the domain of grammar. Thus, in quite a few nominal lexemes, a final sukūn is distinctly written, instead of the expected ḍamma of Classical Arabic (217 A 5, 217 D 16, 217 D 6, 217 D 7, 217 E 16, 217 E 19, 217 E 22, 217 E 23, 217 F 13, 218 B 9, 218 B 20, 218 C 18, 218 C 24, 218 D 14, 218 F 20, 219 A 5, 219 B 17). Final sukūn also appears in a number of verbal forms instead of the expected fatḥa (219 D 29, 219 E 11, 219 E 14, 219 E 19, 219 E 25) or ḍamma (219 F 8). The fall of final short vowels is a well-known trait of Arabic vernaculars (Fischer–Jastrow 1980:41). 

Several Arabic forms of the Glossary exhibit the post-Classical form of the dual -ayn- (rather than -ān-, Fischer–Jastrow 1980:41): 217 A 11, 217 A 15, 217 B 14. Note, however, the Classical dual form in 218 A 2, 218 A 12, as well as in the frequent remark luġatāni ‘two words’.


The form ﺛﻤﺎﻥ ﺳﻨﻴﻦ | ṯamāni sinīna ‘eight years’ in 218 A 8 (instead of the Classical ṯamānī sinīna) may likewise be explained as a dialectism (Fischer–Jastrow 1980:43 on the shortening of unstressed word-final long vowels).

Another dialectism is the form غَنِّى | ġannī ‘sing!’ in 219 F 22, which finds parallels in written forms widespread in modern Yemen (but note the correct اعط  |  ʔaʕṭi ‘give!’ in 219 D 4).

4. Presentation of the material 
In the current edition, the material of the Glossary is presented as a sequence of separate entries, each of them dealing with a pair of Arabic and Ethiopic terms (written in the table of the Glossary or on the margin).
Each entry of the edition consists of the following sections.
(1) Identification number (see Section 1 above).
(2) Arabic entry. This label introduces the Arabic term, first in Arabic letters and then, after a vertical stroke |, in transliteration, accompanied with translation and reference to lexicographical sources.
The representation in Arabic letters is intended to be as close as possible to the writing of the Glossary: diacritical dots and vocalization signs are present only if they are discernible on the photo, and extra dots (often with unclear function) are preserved. Presence of other signs, difficult to convey in a printed text, is indicated in the notes (introduced with (), which may also contain other types of supplementary information about the graphic shape of the entry (presence of blots, unusual shape of some letters, etc.).
The transliteration is interpretative: being based on the Arabic writing, it takes into account the lexical identification adopted by the present authors. Thus, it ignores the misplaced dots and reconstructs the missing ones. For example, in 217 B 6 ﺍﻟﺼﻠٮ  is transliterated as ʔaṣ-ṣulb- ‘back-bone’ in spite of the absence of the dot beneath the last grapheme, whereas in 217 B 23ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻴَﻪْ  is reliably interpreted as ʔal-liḥyat- ‘beard’ in spite of the clearly written dot beneath the fourth grapheme.
(3) Ethiopic gloss. This label introduces the Ethiopic term. The principles of representation are the same as for Arabic terms in the preceding section. For example, in 217 A 1 the Arabic string ﺳﺖ is transliterated as sb rather than st, following the suggested identification with the ES terms for “man” (such as Tna. säb).  
(4) Reconstruction of the Ethiopic gloss. This section displays our reconstruction of the phonetic shape standing behind the Arabic representation of the Ethiopic gloss (see below, Section 5).
(5) Comparable Ethiopic forms. This section lists the lexemes which could be the source of the Ethiopic gloss or could be related to such a source, as well as their cognates from other Ethiopic languages. 
Each lexeme is provided with a translation, unless most of the comparable forms share the same meaning (in which case the translation is given for the first cognate only). If the meaning of a term coincides with that of the preceding lexeme, the abbreviation id. is used. After the translation, references to the relevant lexicographic tools are given. For Amharic and Harari, the available sources for the earlier stages of these languages (referred to as “Old Amharic”
 and “Ancient Harari”) have been systematically consulted. The Old Amharic lexemes are represented in transliteration, while the transcription of the Ancient Harari lexemes follows that of the available glossaries (in Cerulli 1936 and Wagner 1983). For Argobba, distinction between two main varieties was drawn, following the dictionary by Girma A. Demeke (AAD): one is referred to as the Argobba of Aliyu Amba, which subsumes the Aliyu Amba and Šäwa Robit varieties, and the other, as the Argobba of Ṭollaha, which subsumes the Ṭollaha and Šonke varieties. A simple reference to Argobba indicates that the relevant term is common to both dialects or that the dialectal affiliation is unspecified. The few lexemes belonging to the (now extinct) South Argobba variety (after Leslau 1997) are noted as such.
Most of the adduced lexemes come from Ethio-Semitic languages. Whenever the pertinent ES words are of Cushitic origin, this is indicated in the notes, and comparable Cushitic terms are quoted when possible. If the shape of the Cushitic term(s) is especially close to the gloss, the Cushitic language in question is included among the potential source languages. On the whole, no consistent perusal of either Cushitic or Omotic lexicographic tools has been undertaken. 
(6) Possible source of the Ethiopic gloss. This section enumerates possible source languages for a given gloss, which means that the shape of the respective cognate term(s) is close or identical to the one reconstructed for the Glossary (v. below, Section 6.2).
(7) References. The sign š introduces bibliographic references. This involves the article by Muth (2009–2010) as well as the Semitic Etymological Dictionary (SED I and II) where etymological background of some of the pertinent ES terms can be found. References to Muth 2009–2010 are given without comments when his identification of the Ethiopic gloss is in agreement with ours, but provided with brief annotations when serious discrepancies are in evidence.
 

These seven positions need not always be filled. Thus, some Arabic entries or (much more often) Ethiopic glosses are marked as “uncertain” or “unknown”. The former means that the interpretation proposed in the present work is tentative (in many of such cases, several alternative interpretations are at hand). The latter means that no interpretation at all could be proposed.
Table I presents the results of our analysis in a condensed form: for each pair of cells, the Arabic term with transcription and translation and the Ethiopic term with transliteration and reconstruction are adduced.
5. Reconstructed Ethiopic forms
The reconstructions are based on the Arabic writing and on the etymological data, which generally supplement each other. The reconstruction of vowels is based on the assumption that the vocalization signs were correctly copied and faithfully reflect the vowels of the source lexeme. This is apparently true for many glosses, but, most probably, not for each and every one. The uncertainty remains whenever the reconstruction based on the vocalization of the Glossary contradicts the data of modern ES languages: there is always a possibility that the Glossary reflects an early variant of the relevant lexeme which was eventually lost or is not recorded in the available lexicographic tools. Thus, in 217 B 12 the form compatible with *ʔangər of the Glossary could have existed in some SES idioms at the time of the creation of the Glossary, but is not actually attested in any extant lexicographic work.
  

Whenever the vocalization signs contradict the etymological data, an alternative form is given in the annotations. See, for instance, 218 B 24: 
Ethiopic gloss:
لِمْد        |   limd 
Reconstruction of the Ethiopic gloss: *ləmd
( The comparative data rather suggest *lämd.

Since SES languages are the most prominent in the Glossary (v. Section 6.2), the vowels are usually reconstructed as elements of the proto-SES vowel system (except for those cases when the source language is manifestly North Ethio-Semitic). In neutral contexts, fatḥa is usually interpreted as ä (< Proto-ES *a), whereas ʔalif is thought to represent a (< Proto-ES *ā).
 Before a word-final hāʔ, fatḥa is usually interpreted as a (ä is reconstructed only if supported by the etymological data). Besides, the influence of gutturals on the choice between a and ä, best known from Gəʕəz, Təgre and Təgrəñña, is taken into account (thus, fatḥa after a guttural is interpreted as a). Kasra is analyzed as ə (or i, if supported by the etymological data), and yāʔ as i (the reconstruction of e is adopted only if supported by the etymological data; in one gloss — 219 E 3 — yāʔ seems to be used as a hamza carrier and, thus, corresponds to ʔ in the reconstruction). 
The phonetic values of these elements are, needless to say, far from certain. The fact that long vowels of Arabic are typically chosen to represent the historically long vowels of ES makes one wonder whether length was to some extent preserved in 14th-century SES. As a matter of fact, vocalic length is a distinctive feature in some SES languages (yet the synchronically attested long vowels of SES do not always have etymological value). Nevertheless, both long and short vowels of SES are rendered as short in the reconstruction. It also ignores the phonetic difference between ə (< *ə) and its equivalent i (< *ə) in Harari/East Gurage: both are rendered as *ə. 
If the comparative data suggest a final *a, but the Ethiopic gloss lacks a final ʔalif or hāʔ, the reconstruction does not reflect the final vowel. If, however, some of the cognates have a final *ä rather than *a (which is only to be expected since the shift of a final a to ä is known as a regular phonological process in some SES languages, v. Section 6.1.11), the final vowel is reconstructed as *ä (the same reconstruction is proposed when the Ethiopic gloss has a fatḥa above the final grapheme). 

The situation with the gutturals is more complicated. Among the ES languages, ʕ and ʔ are distinguished in Gəʕəz (of the Aksumite period), Təgre, Təgrəñña and the Argobba of Ṭollaha. The historical *h, *ḥ and *ḫ are preserved as distinct phonemes in early Gəʕəz. In Təgre, Təgrəñña and the Argobba of Ṭollaha, *ḥ and *ḫ have merged into ḥ, which is opposed to h. In the rest of ES, there is no distinction between the reflexes of *h, *ḥ and *ḫ. Thus, there is no evidence of *ḫ being preserved as a distinct phoneme in any ES language by the time of the creation of the Glossary.
 Conversely, the distinction between the historical *h and *ḥ/*ḫ on the one hand and *ʔ and *ʕ on the other is expected to be carried out in the Glossary. At the same time, since some obvious cases of *ʔ  > ʕ  and *h > ḥ are observed in the Argobba of Ṭollaha, the writing of the Glossary, even if contradicting the etymological data, may actually reflect the true pronunciation of the source lexeme at the moment of the creation of the Glossary (v. below, Section 6.1.1, part c). 
In view of these considerations, our reconstructions render ʕayn as ʕ, hāʔ as h, and ḥāʔ as ḥ. The reflex of ES *ḫ is reconstructed as ḥ (even in 218 A 15, where the Arabic grapheme is explicitly marked with an upper dot).
 Initial ʔalif is reconstructed as ʔ, whereas word-internal ʔalif is thought to render either the glottal stop ʔ or the vowel a (which often marks the loss of a guttural phoneme in SES).
If the Ethiopic cognates contain phonemes which cannot be adequately transmitted in the Arabic writing (such as the ejective affricates ṣ and č̣, absent from the Arabic phonological inventory), the reconstruction relies more heavily on the etymological data. Thus, in 217 A 15 ﺣِﻨْﻄ    
|  ǧinṭ is reconstructed as *gənč̣ because no form with final ṭ is found among the ES cognates. Since the Arabic alphabet has no special letter for č̣, one can well suppose that ṭāʔ is used here to render Ethiopic č̣. Similarly, since there is no Arabic grapheme which would exactly correspond to the ES ejective affricate ṣ (the Arabic ṣād stands for a pharyngalized sibilant), one cannot exclude that ṭāʔ (as well as ṣād) could be used to render ES ṣ (cf. 218 B 6). Sometimes the compiler apparently uses combinations of graphemes to represent non-Arabic sounds. Thus, the combination nūn + yāʔ often appears to represent ñ (v. Section 6.1.3, part d).
A few cases of qāf corresponding to ES č̣ or ṣ are in evidence: 217 F 22, 219 C 6, 219 D 27, 219 F 28 and, possibly, 218 B 7. For most examples, it seems reasonable to assume a back-formation from palatal č̣ (v. 217 D 2 on ḳ > , as well as 217 D 9 where an actually attested example of such a back-formation in ES is mentioned). However, this solution cannot be applied to 219 F 28, where the ES cognates display ṣ. Thus, one has to assume that qāf could be chosen to represent ṣ and č̣, most probably because no glottalized affricate corresponding to either of the two phonemes is present in the phonemic inventory of Arabic.
The combinations fatḥa + wāw and fatḥa + yāʔ are thought to represent o and e respectively, whenever this is supported by the etymological data (cf. 217 A 6, 217 C 17, 217 C 23, 219 C 15, 219 C 19, 219 C 22).
The difference between sīn and šīn does not always correspond to the etymological data. If the diacritical dots are absent, it has been assumed that the intended grapheme could be either sīn or šīn (for the frequent absence of diacritical dots in the Glossary v. above, Section 2), so that the reconstruction has been based on the etymological data. Conversely, the explicitly marked three dots have been regarded as a token of šīn, even if such a reading is not supported by the etymological data. In most of such cases, the Glossary likely reflects an otherwise unattested form with palatalization s > š. The discrepancy between the Glossary and the actually attested cognates has been acknowledged in the notes.
A fairly frequent feature of the Glossary is the correspondence between the final tāʔ of the Ethiopic gloss to a final vowel (mostly a or ä) of the ES cognates. The reliable examples are 217 A 16 (1), 217 B 16, 217 F 28, 218 C 8, 218 C 27, 218 E 2 (2), 218 F 26. Since the rationale behind this practice remains to be established, it has been decided to preserve the t in our reconstructions. 
The use of the Arabic graphemes in the Glossary is summarized in Table II, which contains all reliable interpretations for each grapheme, provided with references to the relevant glosses.
6. The source languages
The lexical items introduced under the heading “Ethiopic” cannot belong to one single language. This conclusion derives from two facts. On the one hand, the forms reconstructed as the source lexemes are not homogeneous in what concerns their characteristic phonological features. On the other hand, the distribution of the attested cognates points towards different source languages. 
6.1. The source languages: phonological evidence 
6.1.1. The gutturals
The guttural phonemes *ʔ, *ʕ, *h, *ḥ, *ḫ are preserved in Gəʕəz, Təgre and Təgrəñña,
  but lost in most of SES, their only trace being the special quality of the adjacent vowel. The SES languages which do preserve some of the gutturals are Old Amharic, Argobba and Harari, to some extent also West Gurage. In the Argobba of Ṭollaha, the phonological distinction between the gutturals is the same as in Təgre and Təgrəñña (Wetter 2010:29). In Harari, the gutturals are reduced in number (*ʔ and *ʕ > ʔ; *ḫ, *ḥ and *h > ḥ), but still usually preserved (EDH 7).
 In some West Gurage idioms (certainly in Ǝndägañ and Ǝnnämor), ʔ going back to *ʔ or *ʕ is preserved intervocalically (EDG lxvi). Apart from being lost, a guttural may change its quality, which involves weakening of pronunciation (*ʕ > ʔ, *ḫ > ḥ, *ḥ > h) or other alternations (*ʔ > ʕ, *h > ḥ, *ʔ > ḥ, *ʕ > ḥ). Finally, a diachronically secondary guttural may emerge in certain positions. 
a. Preservation of gutturals
The etymologically expected pharyngeals *ʕ and *ḥ are widely represented in the Glossary.

*ʕ: 217 A 20, 217 A 23, 217 C 9, 217 C 26, 217 E 22, 217 F 28, 218 A 1–10, 218 A 14, 218 A 17, 218 A 20, 218 A 21, 218 A 22, etc.


*ḥ: 217 A 16 (1), 217 B 14, 217 B 18, 217 C 4, 217 E 6, 217 E 11, 217 F 10, 217 F 11, 217 F 12, 217 F 22, etc.


The etymologically correct representation of the laryngeal spirant *h (a rare phoneme in the comparative Semitic perspective) is safely attested only once (217 D 28).


The preservation of *ʔ in the Glossary cannot be securely established since the letter ʔalif may represent the consonant ʔ or the vowel a. As a result, a form with the consonantal ʔ preserved is expected to be spelled in the same way as a form where the vowel a is the only reflex of the lost ʔ (such is the case with 219 E 14, 219 D 21B, 219 E 14, 219 E 19, 219 E 20).
 In the same way, the final yāʔ may indicate a vocalic Auslaut or rather a word-final iʔ (as in 219 F 24).

While most modern SES idioms are characterized by the loss of the gutturals, the data of the Glossary point to their wider preservation. In principle, most of the glosses with explicitly indicated etymologically correct gutturals can derive from Təgre, Təgrəñña or Gəʕəz, but at least one gloss (219 F 11) with an etymologically correct ḥ must go back to an early Amharic lexeme (whose modern continuant has lost the guttural). Less convincing are a few further cases, where Amharic is likely the source lexeme, but the etymological correctness of the guttural cannot be confirmed. This involves two cases with ʕ (217 D 13, 217 E 21) and one with ḥ (219 A 23). There is also one case with final ʕ (etymologically uncertain) likely originating from Amharic or Gafat (219 D 15).
Besides, the Glossary contains some further examples of gutturals not confirmed by modern cognates (but some of them corroborated by the spelling of the Old Amharic, as in 217 E 14).


All in all, it is reasonable to believe that the loss of gutturals in the 14th century was restricted to fewer languages than today and in some of them did not involve all the guttural phonemes. This is why, in the present work, the preservation of a guttural in a gloss is not considered an argument against including into its potential sources those SES languages which have lost these phonemes on the modern stage of their development.
 
b. Loss of gutturals


The loss of gutturals as reflected in the Glossary is an important piece of evidence for dating this process in SES. Below, the evidence for the loss of each of the Proto-ES gutturals is presented, with a discussion of the conclusions that can be drawn from it.
  


Loss of *ʔ: 217 B 2, 217 C 1, 219 B 7, 219 B 21, 219 D 18, 219 D 19, 219 D 23

In 219 B 21 we apparently deal with elision of ʔ in Harari (note that the variant with ʔ is preserved as a by-form up to now). In the rest of the glosses, the list of cognate lexemes is quite extensive, but it is noteworthy that Amharic can be regarded as the source language for each of them. Indeed, in Amharic the etymological *ʔ might have been lost by the 14th century: pertinent examples are found in the ninth of the “Royal Songs”, dedicated to Emperor  ʕAmdä Ṣəyon, such as yəzära ‘he sows’ (IX:1.8, Guidi 1889:63),
 going back to Proto-ES *zrʔ (CDG 642). Reliable examples are found in other “Royal songs” as well, e. g. the first and second one, dedicated to Emperor Yəsḥaḳ (15th century): siwäṣ ‘while he goes out’ (I:21, Guidi 1889:54), going back to Proto-ES *wṣ̂ʔ (CDG 605), or gäzzəwaččo ‘heresp. submitted them’ (II:96, Guidi 1889:57) and ʔalgäzzawaččom ‘heresp. did not submit them’ (II:97, Guidi 1889:57) going back to *gzʔ (CDG 210).
 

Loss of *ʕ: 217 A 21, 217 D 24, 218 C 27

In all these cases, Soddo is present among the potential sources, and it is the only potential source language for the last gloss. Thus, one can postulate the loss of *ʕ in the 14th century forerunner of this idiom. 

There are four examples (217 B 27, 217 C 13, 218 C 8 and 219 E 22) in which *ʕ has lost is original quality, either shifting to ʔ or being dropped (v. under a above in this section). Since the fourth case (219 E 22) apparently originates from Amharic, it may be considered a piece of evidence for *ʕ disappearing from the phonological inventory of this language at the moment of the creation of the Glossary.


Loss of *h: 218 C 20, 219 E 15 (1), (2), 219 F 2–3

One of the lexemes in question, present in the glosses 219 E 15 (1), (2) and 219 F 2–3, is the reflex of proto-ES *bhl ‘to say’, well known for its unique development throughout ES: in the reflexes of this root, the loss of h is observed in both North and South ES languages. For the second one (218 C 20), the potential source languages include Amharic, Argobba, Gafat and most of the Gunnän-Gurage languages. Obviously, no solid conclusions on the distribution of this phenomenon on the 14th century linguistic map of Ethiopia can be drawn from this piece of evidence.


Loss of *ḥ: 217 E 8, 219 E 26 (1)

Of interest is the second case, where the possible sources are Amharic, Wolane and Səlṭi. For Amharic, there is substantial evidence in favor of the preservation of *ḥ in this early period (Girma Demeke 2014:24–27). It is noteworthy that many of Girma Demeke’s examples have no direct correspondence in Gəʕəz, so that influence from the traditional Gəʕəz orthography can be safely excluded. Moreover, one example of *ḥ preserved in a lexeme of likely Amharic origin is found in the Glossary (219 F 11). At the same time, examples of omitted *ḥ are also found in the earliest samples of Old Amharic, such as ʔəndisära ‘so as to make’ (< *srḥ, CDG 513) in the eighth of the “Royal songs”, dedicated to ʕAmdä Ṣəyon (VIII:21, Guidi 1889:62; cf. also Girma Demeke 2014:24). One has to conclude that the loss of *ḥ in early Amharic was at best sporadic.

While Amharic cannot be completely excluded from the source languages for the lexeme in question, the Wolane and Səlṭi cognates appear to be more likely candidates. If the source lexeme indeed belongs to one of these languages, we deal with the first documentation of the loss of *ḥ in East Gurage.
 

A less certain case of a lost *ḥ is 218 D 8, where the historical presence of the guttural is suggested by the ancient spelling in Amharic and the Harari cognate (with metathesis). It remains unclear which language was the source of this Ethiopic gloss.  


Loss of *ḫ: 217 E 26

This example is not informative since the potential source languages (Amharic, Argobba, East Gurage, Gafat, Soddo) are scattered over all SES branches. 

c. Changing of the quality of gutturals

Whenever the etymological *ḫ is involved, it has been interpreted as having shifted to ḥ (v. the discussion above, Section 5):


217 F 21, 218 A 5, 218 A 15, 219 A 11, 219 E 10


Other changes of quality among the gutturals are sporadic:

– one case of non-etymological h instead of the expected ḥ (219 C 9)

– one case of non-etymological medial ḥ instead of the expected h (218 E 12)

– three cases of non-etymological ʕ instead of the expected ʔ (218 C 21, 219 C 24, 219 D 29)

These spellings likely reflect the confusion of guttural phonemes in the source language(s). Sporadic weakening of the original ḥ to h is known in modern Təgrəñña (ḥeǧǧi/ḥezi/hezi ‘now’, TED 289; ḥanäṣä/hanäṣä ‘to build’, ibid. 35) and the Argobba of Ṭollaha (harräd ‘schlachten’, Wetter 2010:84, AAD 274 < *ḥrd, cf. 219 D 6). In fact, such a process might have preceded the total loss of gutturals in most SES languages. Strengthening of h into ḥ is regular in Harari (EDH 7), but is also sporadically found in Argobba (bärräḥ ‘leuchten’ < *brh, Wetter 2010:87, CDG 103–104). Strengthening of the original ʔ into ʕ is also found in modern ES languages. In Təgre, free variation between ʕ and ʔ is observed in roots containing ejectives (Raz 1983:5). In the Argobba of Ṭollaha, ʕ is sometimes found instead of the etymological *ʔ: ʕassär ‘binden’ (Wetter 2010:84) < PS *ʔsr (CDG 44).
In fact, all glosses with non-etymological gutturals quoted above have parallels in modern ES. In 219 C 9, h instead of the expected ḥ is supported by the cognate in Argobba. In 218 E 12, ḥ instead of the expected h is also in agreement with the Argobba cognate. In 218 C 21, the form with ʕ instead of ʔ is attested in Təgre; in 219 C 24, the non-etymological ʕ is present in the Təgre, Təgrəñña and Argobba cognates; in 219 D 29, the non-etymological ʕ is present in the Argobba cognate.
All in all, most glosses displaying irregular reflexes of *h, *ḥ and *ʕ in the Glossary have exact correspondences in Argobba, and one is tempted to interpret the corresponding lexemes as originating from this language. In 218 C 21, the non-etymological ʕ of the Glossary finds a precedent only in Təgre, which, however, is not a likely source language.
 Rather, one is inclined to assume that a similar strengthening occurred in a SES source language, but the pertinent form has not survived into modern times or is accidentally missing from the lexicographic sources. 

d. Innovative gutturals

Non-etymological initial gutturals (h or ḥ) are sometimes found in SES languages, such as Səlṭi (harat/arat ‘four’, EDG III lxiv; ālč̣it/hālč̣it ‘leech’, SAED 586), Argobba (ḥarʕətt ‘four’, Wetter 2010:269; also henṭ ‘mouse’ in 218 C 25, hangät ‘neck’ in 217 A 17), Old Amharic (ḥayṣ ‘mouse’ in 218 C 25, ḥangät ‘neck’ in 217 A 17, as well as ḥənd-/ʔənd- ‘while, as’, Littmann 1943:483, cf. modern Amh. əndä-, AED 1236). This process is best interpreted as the insertion of a consonantal onset before a vowel (V- > HV-) rather than the shift of the original *ʔ or *ʕ to h/ḥ. Such an approach is confirmed by the fact that initial h/ḥ may appear before a prosthetic vowel — thus, in a position where no *ʔ has ever existed: Arg. ḥərguz = Amh. rəguz/ərguz ‘pregnant, gravid’ (AAD 313, AED 417), thought to be related to Gez. rgz ‘to pierce’ (CDG 465). 
As far as the evidence of the Glossary is concerned, there is one reliable case of an innovative initial guttural, which, however, is ʕ: ʕafr ‘mouse’ in 218 C 24 (cognates with prosthetic vowel are found in ES, but not in languages where ʕ is a distinct phoneme).
 To the best of our knowledge, secondary ʕ before the initial vowel is not attested anywhere else in ES.
In 217 D 7 (ḥurkum) the guttural ḥ (supported by Old Amharic spelling) is to be considered innovative if one accepts Leslau’s analysis of Amh. ərkum, rəkum as a borrowing from Arb. raḫam- ‘Egyptian vulture’. 
In 218 C 25 (ḥayṭ/ḥanṭ ‘mouse’), the initial ḥ of the Glossary is confirmed by the cognates in the Argobba of Ṭollaha and Old Amharic (the — ultimately — innovative character of the guttural in this case is suggested by the forms with initial *ʔ in North ES). In 218 C 26 (ḥanṭwah), we deal with a cognate to 218 C 25, also demonstrating initial secondary ḥ, but no convincing candidate for the source lexeme is at hand.

In the following three examples, the initial ḥ may be due to a similar secondary insertion, albeit there is no reliable evidence for its non-etymological character: 217 D 7 (the spelling of the Glossary is supported by the Old Amharic spelling), 217 A 30 (the spelling of the Glossary is supported by the cognates in the Argobba of Ṭollaha and Old Amharic), 218 F 28 (the spelling of the Glossary is supported by the Argobba cognate). 

We may conclude that, alongside with numerous reliable examples of preservation of the gutturals, the Glossary displays several clear cases of their loss and confusion, as well as a few lexemes with innovative word-initial gutturals. All alternations involving gutturals find precedents in the Argobba of Ṭollaha, which is, therefore, a likely source for the corresponding glosses. Word-initial innovative gutturals apparently point to (Old) Amharic or Argobba as the potential source languages. Preservation of gutturals in the Glossary suggests that in the 14th century these phonemes were still present in a number of SES languages, from which they disappeared on a later stage. There is, notably, one reliable case of *ḥ preserved in Amharic. At the same time, one gloss points towards *ʕ changed to ʔ (or lost) in a lexeme taken from Amharic. One is tempted to assume that while ḥ was still an independent phoneme in early Old Amharic, ʕ was already on its way towards disappearance.


6.1.2. The fate of *rn

The shift *rn > nd is evidenced by the following glosses: 217 A 12, 217 D 15, 217 A 13, 217 A 20, 219 C 2.

The shift is well attested in Amharic (Podolsky 1991:51, cf. already Praetorius 1879:78–79, Cohen 1931:380–381), while some examples are found also in Argobba and Gafat. Among the pertinent lexemes found in the Glossary, only one case (217 A 12) can be safely attributed to Amharic.

In 217 A 8 and 217 A 21, the sequence *rn shifts to r, which points to Harari or Gurage origin.


6.1.3. Palatalization

Palatalization of dental-alveolars and velars is widespread in SES. Palatalization of dental-alveolars is, to a certain extent, attested also in Təgrəñña and Təgre.

All types of palatalization are well represented in the Glossary. Sometimes palatalization is found in lexemes whose attested ES cognates display non-palatalized counterparts.


a. Palatalization of dentals

t > č

supported by ES cognates: 219 B 9 (-ti > -č in the plural ending)


not supported by ES cognates: 217 A 0B

d > ǧ

217 A 22, 218 D 19, 218 D 25, 218 E 3, 219 A 12, 219 B 9, 219 C 9 (all supported by ES cognates)


ṭ > 

supported by ES cognates: 217 A 10A
not supported by ES cognates: 218 C 9

b. Palatalization of dental-alveolar sibilants and the affricate ṣ

ṣ > č̣

217 A 16 (1), 217 E 8, 218 C 11, 218 C 29, 218 E 27, 219 A 4 (all supported by ES cognates)

Since diacritical dots are sometimes put erroneously in the Glossary, there is no fully reliable  evidence for palatalization s > š. Potential cases (none supported by etymological data) include 217 F 7, 218 E 16 and 219 C 14. 


For palatalization z > ž/ǧ v. fn. 24.

c. Palatalization of velars
Palatalization k > č is well attested in SES (Podolsky 1991:46). The Glossary contains one reliable case illustrating this process (217 B 10, supported by the ES cognates). In one case (217 E 16), the palatalized consonant in the gloss has no precedent among the attested ES cognates (which all display a non-palatalized k instead).
In one gloss  (217 E 10), the Arabic kāf corresponds to č in most of the attested cognates. Still another similar case (218 E 2) is less certain since the Təgre cognate does display a non-palatalized variant.
There is one instance of palatalization ḳ > č̣: 217 D 2 (supported by the ES cognates).
d. Palatalization of dental-alveolar nasal n

The Glossary contains several examples of the sequence nūn + yāʔ corresponding to ñ in the ES cognates (217 C 27, 217 F 27, 219 C 27, 219 D 16 (1), 219 E 24, 219 F 4, 219 F 5). In one case (218 D 8), it is the reverse letter sequence (yāʔ + nūn) that corresponds to ES ñ.
 The simplest assumption is that these combinations render the palatal nasal ñ, absent from the Arabic consonantal inventory. One can, alternatively, interpret such sequences at face value (that is, as rendering biphonemic combinations ny or yn): palatalization n > ñ does usually take place in the vicinity of the front vowel i or the consonant y, and the Glossary may reflect the situation before the palatalization took place.


e. Palatalization l > y
The Glossary contains two reliable examples of l palatalized into y (both supported by ES cognates): 219 C 7 and 218 F 21. The shift is restricted to SES.
f. Palatalization g > gʸ
In 218 F 12, the combination ǧīm + yāʔ can be interpreted as the palatal gʸ. The palatal velars are peculiar of Gurage (EDG xxvi). For an alternative analysis v. fn. 25.

6.1.4. Spirantization of k 


Spirantization of postvocalic k is an obligatory feature of Təgrəñña and a frequent phenomenon of SES. As far as other positions are concerned, in modern ES languages spirantization of k is sporadic.

In the Glossary, spirantization k > ḫ is attested in all positions, being especially prominent word-initially. This is compatible with the Old Amharic evidence, which suggests that spirantization of k was more widespread at an earlier stage of the development of this language, and perhaps of its SES siblings (Podolsky 1991:30–33).

The shift k > ḫ is attested in the following glosses.
Word-initial
supported by ES cognates: 218 A 2, 218 A 12, 218 A 22, 219 C 3, 219 F 9, 219 F 16
not supported by ES cognates: 217 A 11, 217 A 20, 217 A 21, 217 A 27, 217 A 27A, 217 B 20, 217 E 17, 218 D 26, 218 E 29, 219 B 13, 219 C 21, 219 F 19

Intervocalic

supported by ES cognates: 217 B 13, 217 D 19, 218 D 2, 218 F 19

not supported by ES cognates: 217 C 28, 219 C 9
Word-final (?) postvocalic
219 F 3, 219 F 4 (supported by ES cognates)

Post-consonantal 

218 D 23 (not supported by ES cognates)


6.1.5. Weakening of b into w

Spirantization b > ḇ is widespread in Təgrəñña (Kogan 1997:425), Amharic (Leslau 1995:17) and Gurage (Ǝnnämor and Gyeto: EDG xxix). A further change into w (sometimes with subsequent monophthongization) is a frequent feature in SES (v. Wetter 2010:58 for the Argobba of Ṭollaha). In the Glossary, only two attestations of this phenomenon are found: 217 A 0B and 217 A 27 (in the latter case, monophthongization may also be involved). Elsewhere, postvocalic b remains unchanged (217 D 18, 217 E 13, 217 E 23, etc.).

6.1.6. Intervocalic sonorant alternations 

a. ll > n(n)

The intervocalic ll shifting to n(n) is a well-known phenomenon of Gunnän-Gurage (except Soddo), v. Hetzron 1977:40. In the Glossary, two safe examples are 217 C 24 and 219 E 3.

b. rr > n(n) 

The intervocalic shift rr > n(n) is well known for West Gurage (Hetzron 1977:40). It is once attested in the Glossary (219 D 26).

6.1.7. De-ejectivization

In the Gunnän-Gurage languages, loss of ejectivity is a fairly frequent phenomenon (EDG lxxiii). It also sporadically occurs in Amharic (Leslau 1995:20). In the Glossary, we find the shift ṭ > t in 217 F 9 and 218 D 20. In both cases, Amh. ṭəḳit/təḳit ‘little, few, some; small amount’ is involved. 

6.1.8. Alternation ñ ~ y

The alternation between ñ and y is well attested in Amharic (Podolsky 1991:44; cf. also Zelealem Leyew 2007:451, 454) and Gurage (EDG lxiii). In the Glossary, there is one reliable attestation of yāʔ in the Ethiopic gloss corresponding to ñ in the attested ES cognates (218 A 19). 

6.1.9. The shift m > w in the prefix mV- with roots containing labials


The Glossary contains the following examples of the shift m > w in the prefix with roots containing labials, a well-known phenomenon attested throughout SES (Leslau 1995:228, EDG xxxiii): 217 A 10A, 218 E 10, 218 E 24.
 In the lexemes with no labial in the stem, the prefix mV- is preserved intact: 217 F 8, 218 B 12, 218 C 11, 218 D 25, 218 E 3, 218 E 16, 218 E 17, 218 E 25. 

In a few cases, m in the prefix is preserved in spite of the presence of a labial in the root: 218 C 15, 218 E 12, 219 C 11, 219 F 26. For all these lexemes, cognates resisting the sound change under scrutiny are widely attested in SES. In nearly every case, a borrowing from Gəʕəz is certain or probable, which likely accounts for the absence of the m > w shift.
6.1.10. The shift y > ǧ 

In one gloss, the shift y > ǧ, peculiar for Gafat, seems to be attested (217 C 23; cf. Leslau 1956:9). There is, however, an alternative reading which does not involve any palatalized consonants at all.

6.1.11. Shortening of the final vowel

Some of the Ethiopic glosses exhibit a final sukūn contrasting with the final vowel in all or most of the attested ES cognates. In a few other cases, the final a of the ES cognates is not marked in the Ethiopic gloss (that is, neither ʔalif nor hāʔ are written word-finally). While the vocalization signs are not a reliable feature in the Glossary (v. above, Section 2), the absence of an overt marker of a is more disturbing and suggests that we are faced with the shortening of final vowels.
 On the one hand, this phenomenon is well known for East Gurage, where final ā shifts to ä (v. Meyer 2005:54–55 for Zay, 2006:36–37 for Wolane).
 The diachronic shift (*ā >)  *a > ä can be observed word-finally in some Gunnän-Gurage languages,
 although its distribution and degree of regularity remain to be clarified. On the other hand, sporadic omission of final vowels is attested in Old Amharic poetic compositions: säkkär instead of säkkärä ‘he was drunken’, wäräwwär instead of wäräwwärä ‘he threw’, täkkʷär instead of täkkʷärä ‘he was always cautious’ (XI:12.13.14, Guidi 1889:65). It is also known from early Gəʕəz: sobe gafʕan (instead of gafʕa(n)na) waḳatal (instead of waḳatala) nagādi. ‘when he oppressed us and killed a trading caravan’ (RIÉ 188:7). In 3 sg. m. of the perfect paradigm, the Argobba of Ṭollaha regularly exhibits loss of the personal marker in word-final position (Wetter 2010:173).

The pertinent examples from the Glossary are listed below (including those in which the shortened form of the Glossary finds parallels in East Gurage languages).


a. in nouns

217 B 2, 217 C 22, 217 D 4, 217 B 27,
 217 C 3, 217 D 8, 218 C 19, 218 E 3 (final sukūn against a/ä in ES)

218 C 23, 219 B 17, 219 B 23 (final sukūn vs. ES a)

217 D 9, 218 D 9 (sukūn against final ä in the ES cognates)


217 C 9 (absence of final ʔalif/hāʔ vs. final a/ay found in most ES cognates) 

217 D 10, 218 D 16 (absence of final ʔalif/hāʔ vs. final a in the cognates), 217 E 24, 219 A 22, 219 B 29, 219 C 4, 219 F 13 (absence of final ʔalif/hāʔ vs. final a/ä in the cognates)

218 F 28 (sukūn against final e)


217 E 1, 218 E 14, 218 E 16 (sukūn vs. final e/i)


b. In verbs, 3 sg. m. of the perfect

Several Arabic entries represent 3 sg. m. of the perfect, and it is reasonable to expect the corresponding Ethiopic glosses to have the same form.
 Some of these forms exhibit final sukūn instead of the expected fatḥa:


219 D 29, 219 E 4, 219 E 21, 219 E 17, 219 F 7

Remarkably, not all of these forms can be traced back to Argobba — the only ES language where the loss of the final vowel is a regular feature of 3 sg. m. of the perfect.

c. In 3 sg. f. of the imperfect
In the gloss 219 B 3, the final sukūn appears instead of the expected a in 3 sg. f. of the imperfect. The closest parallels are apparently found in Wolane, where the corresponding forms likewise lack the final vowel (Meyer 2006:53). Cf. also the corresponding verbal type in Zay, which has the final ə in the imperfect (Meyer 2005:109).
d. In the imperative

In 219 D 23 and 219 D 18, the Ethiopic glosses exhibit final sukūn, whereas most of the ES cognates suggest final a. The closest forms are likely found in Zay, where the corresponding verbal type either has a consonantal Auslaut or a final ə in the imperative (Meyer 2005:110). The imperative forms with final ä in Wolane are also compatible with the Ethiopic glosses under scrutiny (Meyer 2006:53).
6.2. The source languages: the evidence of lexicographic data
The data presented below are based on the contents of the sections “Possible source of the Ethiopic gloss” in the entries of the edition, for which see above, Section 4 under (6). Each section lists the languages in which one finds cognate lexemes whose semantics and phonological shape are compatible with the corresponding Ethiopic glosses. 
Both semantic and phonological compatibility have been understood rather loosely. To begin with, the vocalic correspondences have been generally ignored because of the low degree of their reliability (v. above, Section 2). The absence of gutturals in ES cognates has not been considered a serious obstacle for comparison since, by the time of the creation of the Glossary, the gutturals could still persist in the potential source languages. Likewise, ḫāʔ in the Ethiopic gloss has been often admitted as equivalent to k in the living languages; the correspondence of šīn to s (and, vice versa, sīn to š) has been allowed, as well as the correspondence of ṭāʔ to ṣ or  (v. Section 5), and ṣād to ṣ or ṭ. 
Due to the intensive interaction between the ES languages after their split, lexical borrowings between various ES languages are quite common. Loanwords have not been discarded as potential source lexemes for Ethiopic glosses. Only Amharisms in Gəʕəz have been usually left out of consideration in view of the fact that Gəʕəz is, in any case, not a probable source language for the Glossary (see below in this section). 
If one or several terms among the cognate lexemes appear more promising as the source word(s) for a given Ethiopic gloss than the remaining ones, this fact has been acknowledged in the annotations.
In some cases, there is no concrete ES idiom which could be considered a possible origin of the gloss: the reconstruction neither coincides with any attested lexeme nor can be regarded as a direct predecessor of any attested form (217 A 0B, 218 C 25, 218 D 8, 218 F 12, 219 A 9, etc.).

Most Ethiopic glosses cannot be attributed with certainty to one single language due to the similarity in phonological shape between the cognates attested in two or more idioms. It is worthwhile, therefore, to list the ES subbranches from which the Ethiopic glosses may originate, leaving out those which can be attributed to any particular subbranch within ES, as well as those whose origin is either ES or non-Semitic. 
There are only 11 lexemes supposed to originate from Gəʕəz, Təgre or Təgrəñña: 217 A 3, 217 B 24, 217 E 6, 218 A 9, 218 A 20, 218 B 10, 218 B 18, 218 C 9, 218 F 23, 218 F 27, 219 F 6. 
193 glosses reflect lexemes of SES origin. Among these, the origin of 84 glosses cannot be further specified. 79 glosses go back to Transversal SES;
 23 represent the vocabulary of Peripheral SES. Furthermore, seven glosses must belong to the Gurage cluster, a more specific attribution being impossible.
With 48 glosses reliably attributed to it, the Amharic-Argobba branch is the best represented in the Glossary. 

18 glosses have their sources in the Harari-East Gurage branch. Of these, six glosses represent the specifically East Gurage vocabulary.
Of the 23 glosses going back to Peripheral SES, two represent Gafat lexemes, and 19 are Gunnän-Gurage lexemes. Of these, five are specifically West Gurage. 

For a number of glosses only one possible source lexeme has been found in the available dictionaries. These glosses are as follows.  

South Ethio-Semitic

26 glosses from (Old) Amharic (217 A 12, 217 A 19 (2), 217 B 15, 217 C 6, 217 D 7, 217 D 13, 217 D 16, 217 E 21, 217 F 9, 218 A 27, 218 B 6, 218 B 7, 218 B 14, 218 B 19, 218 C 1, 218 D 16, 218 D 20, 218 E 18, 218 F 20, 218 F 26, 219 A 10, 219 A 23, 219 A 27 (2), 219 D 8, 219 E 22, 219 F 11)
three glosses from Argobba (217 C 10, 218 F 14, 218 F 28)


six glosses from Harari (217 C 27, 217 D 4, 219 A 4, 219 B 4, 219 B 21, 219 E 15 (1))
one gloss from Səlṭi (219 C 1) 
one gloss from Wolane (217 D 17)


two glosses from Zay (217 A 10, 219 D 27)

two glosses from Gafat (217 D 9, 219 C 27)
two glosses from Soddo (218 C 27, 219 A 27 (1)) 


one gloss from Muḫər (219 A 25)

North Ethio-Semitic

four glosses from Təgrəñña (217 E 6, 218 B 10, 218 B 18, 219 E 15 (2))


two glosses from Gəʕəz (218 C 9, 218 F 27)


one gloss from Təgre (219 F 6)

Cushitic (Highland East Cushitic)


one gloss from Hadiya (217 E 2)

Omotic (North-Omotic)


one gloss from Kafa (217 D 25)

For several reasons, the above data are to be taken with a great deal of caution. 

First and foremost, many ES languages remain poorly described from the lexicographic point of view. This means that the potential source lexemes may be found in more languages than the dictionaries suggest. Thus, albeit Gəʕəz has been conventionally indicated as the source language for two lexemes, such a label certainly does not reflect the true state of affairs since Gəʕəz was no more spoken at the time of the compilation of the Glossary. Instead, we must be faced either with Geezisms in modern ES or with common ES lexemes presumably attested not only in Gəʕəz, but also in some contemporary language(s), yet absent from the dictionaries. This is especially likely in the case of 218 F 27, where the pertinent Gəʕəz lexeme, attested in post-Aksumite period only, is itself likely a borrowing from a contemporary language. 


Similarly, a semantic divergence between the Ethiopic gloss and its cognate in a modern language, preventing one from considering this cognate a source lexeme, may result from the limitedness of the available lexicographic tools, which do not always register all the meanings of a given lexeme. 

Last but not least, it is only Amharic that has a relatively old written tradition, with some of the texts datable to the 14th century
 and thus roughly contemporary with the Glossary. For the majority of the living ES languages, we possess data on the modern stage only, and one can well assume that some of the phonological processes characteristic of these idioms were not in force at the time of the creation of the Glossary. It is only to be expected that the shape recorded in the Glossary is not always identical with the forms actually attested in the languages of Ethiopia. To some extent these considerations have been taken into account while listing the potential source languages, but in fact the semantic and phonetic discrepancy between the actually attested lexemes and their 14th century forerunners may be greater that we surmise.


While the above list is not to be always taken at face value, coupled with the evidence presented under 6.1 it makes patent the linguistic diversity of the Ethiopic material presented in the Glossary. Its sources include Təgrəñña, Təgre and all major subbranches of SES. At least two terms go back to non-Semitic languages of Ethiopia: one to Hadiya (Highland East Cushitic) and one to Kafa (Omotic). The SES languages are in a clear majority as the source languages, and among these, the Amharic-Argobba branch is apparently the principal source.
7. Multiple glosses and related features
The Glossary contains 48 Arabic lexemes which are rendered by more than one Ethiopic gloss. 44 lexemes are rendered by two glosses, and in four cases three glosses correspond to one Arabic entry. 
One can discern at least three types of motivation behind the multiple representation of Ethiopic material in such cases.
(1) By far the most prominent strategy is to adduce lexemes from different Ethiopic languages. Reliable cases, where clear-cut exclusive dialectal distribution of the ES source lexemes is at hand, are 217 A 10 — 217 A 10A, 217 A 19 (1–2), 217 A 29 — 217 A 30, 217 B 15 — 217 B 16, 217 D 9 — 217 D 10, 217 D 16 — 217 D 17, 217 E 2 — 217 E 3, 217 F 22 — 217 F 23, 218 A 19 — 218 A 20, 218 B 9 — 218 B 10, 218 C 24 — 218 C 25, 218 E 2 (1–2), 219 A 27 (1–2), 219 E 7 (1–2), 219 E 15 (1–2). In a number of cases, the lists of the potential sources for the two glosses overlap, but the probability of two different origins is still high.     

(2) At least once, the compiler seems to have rendered the Arabic entry with two quasi-synonymous words: in 219 D 13 (1), the gloss to Arabic ʔakala ‘he ate’ is blʕ, the well-known pan-ES basic exponent of the meaning ‘to eat’, whereas the gloss (2), ǧrs, is identified with Amh. gʷärräsä ‘to take a mouthful’ and its cognates with similar semantics.

(3) Finally, in 219 E 26 (1) the two Ethiopic glosses appear to render two different meanings of the Arabic verb ʔaslama: ‘to deliver’  and ‘to submit oneself’.
The Glossary contains several pairs of Ethiopic glosses which are either identical or very close in shape, probably representing one and the same source lexeme or two source lexemes cognate to each other. Sometimes they render different Arabic entries (which likely means that the relevant ES terms were polysemic):
217 B 12 ʔanǧir and 217 B 22 ʔanǧur (= ʔal-qadam- ‘foot’ and ʔar-riǧl- ‘leg’)

217 D 13 ʔanǧāǧaʕal and 218 D 6 ʔnšāš ḥlh (= ʔummu ḥubaynin ‘chameleon’ and ʔal-baram- ‘lizard’)
218 D 25 mādǧǧh and 218 E 3 mdāǧ (=ʔal-kūr- ‘a blacksmith’s fireplace’ and ʔal-kānūn- ‘a fire-place’)
218 F 17 ṭǧǧ and 219 F 29 ṭǧ (= ʔan-nabīḏu l-ʕasaliyyu ‘mead’ and ʔal-ḫamr- ‘wine’)


219 B 11 wazan and 219 F 27 wzn (=ʔan-nafs- ‘soul’ and ʔal-qalb- ‘heart’)

In the following two pairs of glosses, the semantic discrepancy is more conspicuous: 

217 A 4 ṭiǧr and 218 B 3 ṭaǧūr (=ʔaš-šiʕr- ‘hair’ and ʔal-muḫmal- ‘a garment having nap on its surface’; cf. also 217 B 21 (a))

217 A 11 ḫanfar and 217 B 20 ḫanfar (=ʔaš-šafatayni ‘lips’ and ʔal-farǧ- ‘pudendum’)

In two cases, both the Arabic and Ethiopic elements coincide (fully or partly):


218 A 26 and 219 F 15 (ʕafar = ʔat-turāb- ‘dust, earth’)

219 E 19 ṭafā and 219 E 20 ṭaffā (the Arabic entries are haraba ‘he fled’ and hirāb ‘escape (noun)’)


Some pairs represent derivatives from the same root: 
217 A 10 nafiṭ and 217 A 10A wfnǧah, both from *nfṭ ‘to blow one’s nose’ (SED I No. 48v)
219 D 16 (1) ʔinyaʕ  and 219 E 24 ʔltnyaʕ, basic stem and t-stem of the SES verb *ʔəññaʕa ‘to sleep’

Of more interest are pairs of glosses which represent reflexes of the same Proto-ES or Proto-SES lexeme, but with different shapes (and sometimes with certain semantic discrepancies), presumably due to different source languages within ES. These include the reflexes of Proto-ES *kʷərnāʕ ‘elbow; forearm’ (217 A 20 ‘upper arm’ vs. 217 A 21 ‘elbow’); *ḳərnəb ‘eyelash; eyelid; eyebrow’ (217 A 8 ‘eyebrow’ vs. 217 A 13 ‘eyelids’); *nṣḥ ‘to be white’ (217 E 8 and 219 C 6); *ʔanṣawā ‘mouse’ (218 C 25 and 218 C 26). Cf. also the common ES names of aerophone musical instruments ʕəndər/ʕənzirā  (218 C 8 ‘trumpet’ vs. 219 F 18 ‘flute’).

Finally, the Glossary contains two identical Arabic entries (corresponding to different Ethiopic glosses): 218 F 4 and 218 F 12 for ʔal-ḫubz- ‘bread’.
8. Morphological and syntactic features in the Glossary
While the compiler of the Glossary must have been primarily interested in lexical items, the presence of different, quasi-paradigmatic forms for one and the same lexeme in a handful of cases can be taken as an attempt to catch a glimpse of the Ethiopian Semitic grammar as well. Besides, what can be labeled “the verbal section” is not uniform as far as the form of the glosses is concerned: it can be 2 sg. m. imperative, 3 sg. m. perfect or, rarely, 1 sg. perfect and 3 sg. m. imperfect. In one case, the Ethiopic noun (as well as its Arabic counterpart) is marked for the plural, and there are two examples of nouns with the 1 sg. possessive pronominal suffix.

All in all, the following information on the morphology and syntax of the ES source language(s) can be gleaned from the Glossary.

8.1. The plurals suffix -ač is found in 219 B 9. In modern ES, the suffix -ač is found in Argobba and Harari. Besides, it is well attested in Old Amharic, yet absent from Gəʕəz, Təgre, and Təgrəñña. It must be considered, therefore, a strong argument for the predominantly SES nature of the Glossary.

8.2. The Glossary contains two Ethiopic glosses (bāluḫ in 219 F 3 and ʔaǧanyuḫ in 219 F 4), which are best identified with the Zay forms of 1 sg. of the perfect: while the ending -uḫ finds exact correspondences in Zay (Meyer 2005:94) and Wolane (Meyer 2006:108), the lexical root of the 219 F 4 gloss lacks a cognate in Wolane, and thus, Zay remains the most likely candidate for the source language. One has to admit that this identification is based on the vocalization of the Glossary, which, on the whole, is rather unreliable (v. above, Section 2). At the same time, it is supported by the fact that the verb “to say” in 219 F 3 employs the stem *bāl, which is rarely attested outside East Gurage (only in Gafat and Soddo).

8.3. The Glossary contains one example of the 2 sg. m. ending ‑ḫ of the perfect (219 E 3). This form is common to SES.

8.4. The only example of a 3 sg. f. perfect ending is found in 219 F 6 (not matching the grammatical form of the Arabic entry). The recorded ending -at is apparently a North ES feature, which is corroborated by the fact that the gloss under scrutiny finds an exact phonological and semantic parallel only in Təgre.

8.5. The Glossary contains four verbal forms which are best interpreted as the (simple) imperfect forms: 3 sg. m. yḥāy (219 E 28), 3 sg. f. tāṭb (219 B 3), 1 sg. ʔsʕim (219 B 8) and ʔimḥaṭ (219 E 1).
 The use of simple imperfect forms as quotation forms (and the concomitant absence of compound imperfect forms) is noteworthy, especially since the first gloss is clearly of Amharic or Argobba origin. As is well known, in Amharic, Argobba, Harari and East Gurage the simple imperfect has been replaced by the compound imperfect (simple imperfect + conjugated auxiliary *hallawa) in the main clauses. As claimed by R. Hezron (1972:38–40), this feature is a shared innovation of the languages indicated above and, thus, an argument in favor of their genealogical unity. However, there is enough evidence to believe that this isogloss has no subgrouping significance, having spread, at a later period, across several SES branches (Wagner 1999:166–167, Bulakh–Kogan 2014:604–606).
 

8.7. In one gloss (219 D 24), we find a reliable example of *ʔas- as the causative prefix. In modern ES, this is an exclusive feature of Amharic and Argobba.

8.8. The Glossary contains two examples of compound verbs: 219 E 15 (1) and 219 E 15 (2), both glosses to Arb. sakata ‘to be silent’. Compound verbs are present in all ES languages (but only sparsely in Gəʕəz).


8.9. In 219 A 9 (1) and 219 A 10, the final yāʔ likely reflects the 1 sg. possessive suffix, being compatible with the form -e attested in Transversal SES.

8.10. The 1 sg. object suffix is found in ʕawiqiny ‘he knew me’ in 219 F 5. Although the graphic evidence does not exclude the possibility of the reconstruction *-ni, compatible with the North ES forms, it has been identified with SES -ñ in view of the lexical distribution (the root ʕwḳ is not attested in either Təgre or Təgrəñña).

8.11. The Glossary contains two examples of negative verbal forms: one in the 3 sg. m. perfect (219 E 24) and one in 1 sg. imperfect (219 F 9). In the first case, the negative marker *ʔal- can be safely reconstructed. The negated form in the imperfect is less transparent, but the reconstruction of the element *ʔal- is not improbable. Both in the negated forms of the perfect and the 1 sg. imperfect, the element *ʔal- is a pan-SES feature. These glosses are thus compatible with the SES nature of the Glossary as far as the prefixed elements are concerned. At the same time, they lack the postfixal element -m, obligatory in modern SES, nor do they show -n, its functional equivalent in modern Təgrəñña (Bulakh 2012).

8.12. The Glossary contains four examples of fossilized genitive constructions (217 B 24, 217 D 22, 219 B 13, 219 C 2). The first gloss is identified with a Gəʕəz collocation, and preserves the Gəʕəz word order “head + dependent”. The third gloss represents a Gəʕəz borrowing attested throughout ES, and it is only to be expected that the Gəʕəz word order is preserved here as well. The second and the fourth glosses have no Gəʕəz prototypes (the fourth gloss is, in fact, of clearly SES origin), but the word order is again “head + dependent”. Moreover, in the last gloss the head noun has apparently the ending -ä, best compatible with the Gəʕəz marker of the head of genitive construction (-a). In all modern ES languages, “dependent + head” is the basic word order of genitive constructions.


Genitive constructions with the SES word order (“dependent + head”, but no genitive marker) are to be surmised for 217 B 6 and 218 B 25, yet the identifications are not certain. The same word order is apparently found in 219 B 21 (as well as in its Harari source).

8.13. In 217 E 8 and 218 D 19, we find the word order “modifier – modified” (adjective – noun), typical of all modern ES languages. The same word order can be suspected in 217 F 25 – 217 F 27, albeit the syntactic analysis of these collocations is rather uncertain.

8.14. In 218 A 2 – 218 A 10, 218 A 22 and 218 A 23 the constructions with numerals consistently employ the word order “numeral – counted noun”, typical of modern ES languages.
� Since some cells are occupied by the headings of the sections (on which see below in this section), the numbers of the glosses are sometimes interrupted: 217 B 24 is followed by 217 B 26, etc.








� That is, either those absent from Muth 2009–2010 or more attractive than those proposed there.


� Note also that references to Piamenta’s Yemeni dictionary often involve post-Classical written sources rather than modern ones. 


� Our main sources for Old Amharic are Littmann 1943 and Geta[t]chew Haile 1969–1970. Lexemes recorded in Ludolf’s Lexicon amharico-latinum are marked as “Old Amharic” only if their spelling deviates from that of modern Amharic. 


� As far as the Arabic entries are concerned, Muth’s readings are usually identical with ours so that no special reference to his article is given. In less trivial cases, however, the divergent interpretations proposed by Muth and the present authors are briefly discussed. 


� Since Argobba, the most likely source language in this case, is still poorly described from the lexicographic point of view, it is not to be excluded that such a variant exists until now, being simply missing from the available dictionaries.


� If the SES cognate lexeme exhibit the Inlaut a, but no ʔalif is present in the gloss (as in 217 C 2, 217 C 15, 217 D 21, 218 E 13, 218 C 9, 219 B 17, 219 B 22), the vowel ä is reconstructed, and a note on the discrepancy between the reconstruction and the comparative data is given.


� As the perusal of “Royal Songs” shows, in Old Amharic the grapheme ḫ is used indiscriminately for proto-ES *ḫ and *ḥ (the etymologically correct spelling prevails in terms which have cognates in Gəʕəz).


� In the rest of the relevant glosses (217 F 21, 218 A 5, 219 A 11, 219 D 14) the grapheme in question has no diacritical dots and, therefore, can be read as ḥāʔ. This is, however, not a solid piece of evidence since the absence of diacritical dots is common in the Glossary and, as a result, ḥāʔ and ḫāʔ are typically indistinguishable.  


� In the latter two languages, *ḥ and*ḫ have merged into *ḥ.


� For the phonemic status of the glottal stop in modern Harari v. Vizirova 2013.


� The guttural ḥ is also preserved in 219 D 14, where it is a reflex of *ḫ. 


� It remains unclear whether *h is preserved in 217 C 8.


� Similarly, in the case of the etymological *ʕ, one cannot decide whether the spelling reflects its ultimate loss or a shift to ʔ (presumably preceding this loss). Such is the case of 217 C 13 and 219 E 22 (in the reconstruction, the vocalic reading of the ʔalif has been preferred as best compatible with the actually attested lexemes).


� At the same time, the spelling of the Glossary is not always compatible with that of Old Amharic. Thus, in 217 C 15 the Old Amharic form displays an ʕ after g, which is not supported either by the etymological evidence (ʕ is absent from both the Təgre and Təgrəñña cognates) or by the spelling of the Glossary.


� Not all of the pertinent Ethiopic glosses exhibit gutturals safely reconstructed for Proto-ES. The spelling of the Glossary was treated in this section as etymologically correct unless contradicted by comparative data or any special arguments. 


� The rhyme in -ra confirms that we deal with the original pronunciation of the song.


� According to Girma Demeke 2014:30, ʔ is consistently preserved in Old Amharic in word-medial and word-final positions. Yet among the examples quoted by him, a great deal of spellings may be explained by the influence of the Gəʕəz orthography, whereas in one example (zäʔagä ‘it rusted’) *ʔ is not etymological, but rather weakened from *ʕ (cf. Tna. zäʕagä ‘to be, become damp, moist; to fall (dew, hoar frost)’, TED 2015). The only reliable example of an etymological *ʔ preserved in Old Amharic is tämättaʔ ‘he was hit’ (for the etymology v. 219 D 29). All in all, the data presented by Girma Demeke do not contradict the assumption that the loss of *ʔ could have started by the 14th century.


� Note that the only other 14-century source on East Gurage — Abū Ḥayyān’s paradigm of an “Ethiopian” verb ‘to strike’ — preserves ḥ: مَحَط maḥaṭ ‘he beat’, etc. (Bulakh–Kogan 2011). 


� Note also 217 D 8, where ʕ of the Glossary corresponds to ʔ in Təgrəñña (unless the Təgrəñña lexeme is an Amharism) and to ḥ in Argobba.


�  The only reliable case where Təgre does appear as the source language in the Glossary is 219 F 6.


� The ES lexemes likely go back to PS *paʔr- (SED II No. 170), but the etymological word-middle *ʔ  can hardly have any bearing on the issue under discussion.


� On gradual “delaryngalization” in ES v. Voigt 1983:360–361.   


� Cf. also 218 C 8 (not supported by ES cognates), where the source of palatal ǧ is either d or z.





� Another example may be found in 218 F 12, but here yāʔ can be alternatively interpreted as marking the palatalized pronunciation of the preceding consonant (v. in part f in this section).


� The vocalization of the Glossary suggests that we deal with word-final postvocalic position (v. Section 8.2 on further arguments in favor of this reconstruction). However, since the vocalization signs in the Glossary are not quite reliable, alternative interpretations cannot be ruled out (CkV in 219 F 3, VkV in 219 F 4).


� On rare examples of post-consonantal spirantization of k in ES v. EDG xxxvii.


� The same feature presumably underlies the forms listed under 218 D 23, but since their derivational source is obscure, they are best to be omitted from the present discussion.


� Absence of final wāw or hāʔ expected to render ES o (as in 217 A 6 or 217 C 28) could also be explained by the same phenomenon.


� The analysis adopted in Meyer’s Wolane grammar (2006) does not involve the rule of final vocalic shortening, but his Wolane evidence is not very much different from that of Zay. In fact, Meyer (2006:37) mentions the possibility of treating the final ä of nouns as a positional variant of ā, as well as the shortening of final ā or a to ä in loanwords. One may add that in biradical verbs the final ā also shifts to ä: bälä ‘he ate’ vs. bälā-t ‘she ate’ (cf. Meyer 2006:52–53, with a different analysis). 


� Cf. Gez. dammanā, Sod. dämmäna vs. Ǝnd. dawänä ‘cloud’ (CDG 134, EDG 209) or Čah. Eža Msḳ žanža, Ǝnm. Gyt. žānža vs. Ǝnd. žānžä, Muḫ. Gog. žanžä ‘inner part of the trunk of the äsät’ (EDG 722–723).


� The spelling of the Glossary may be influenced by the Arabic cognate (ʕanbas- ‘lion’).


� One should keep in mind, admittedly, that the Glossary does contain several obvious cases where the grammatical forms of the Arabic entry and the corresponding Ethiopic gloss do not correlate (such as 219 E 3).


� On some occasions, the attested ES lexemes are clearly related to the gloss, yet cannot be compared to it directly (e. g. a verb vs. a noun, as in 217 F 14). In such cases, too, no source language has been indicated.


� The term “Transversal SES” is used here as a cover designation for Amharic, Argobba, Harari and East Gurage (Wolane, Səlṭi, Zay), which constitute a linguistic area rather than a genealogical unity (Bulakh–Kogan 2013:604–606).


� This is the dating of some of the “Royal songs” (v. Nosnitsin 2003:238). Note, however, that these texts are preserved in younger manuscripts only.


� One is tempted to suspect here one more example of a quasi-paradigm (v. below, Section 8), but the interpretation of ṭaffā as a kind of verbal noun or infinitive finds no support in the comparative data (unless one ventures a direct comparison to the Gəʕəz infinitive ṭafiʔ).


� Cf. also 217 B 14 ‘the two testicles’ vs. 218 F 14 ‘egg’, both reflexes of a Proto-ES designation of “egg” (v. SED I Nos. 170 and 171).


� The interpretation of the 219 E 1 gloss as an imperfect form is not certain.


� One may add that the evidence of the Glossary corroborates the contemporary notes on “Ethiopic” (East Gurage) verbal conjugation by Abū Ḥayyān (Bulakh–Kogan 2011).


� Still, the element -ä does sometimes mark the first element in the fossilized genitive constructions in Amharic (Leslau 1995:248).
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