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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

For over a thousand years, Berber and Arabic have been in contact. This
contact takes place in a large zone, stretching from the Atlantic Ocean in
the west to the Libyan/Egyptian border region in the east. This region is
known in Arabic as al-mayrib, i.e. ‘the west’, and as Maghrib or Maghreb
in western scholarly literature. The great majority of its inhabitants nowa-
days speak a variety of Arabic. Important groups of Berber speakers live
in Morocco, Algeria and Libya, and to a lesser extent also in Mauritania,
Tunisia and Egypt.

The history of Berber—Arabic linguistic contact has two sides. On the
one hand, native speakers of Berber played a major role in the develop-
ment of the modern Maghribian Arabic varieties, which have undergone
important substrate influence. On the other hand, during the long period
between the 7th century CE and today, Berber varieties have been influ-
enced by Arabic.

This book studies the Arabic influence on Berber in the Maghrib. It pro-
vides a picture of most realms of the language: phonology, morphology,
syntax, and lexicon. It focuses on the differences and similarities in con-
tact-induced developments between the Berber varieties; to some degree
it could be considered a dialectology of contact-induced change.

The Berber languages studied here have been subsumed under the label
northern Berber. This is to be understood as a purely geographic term,
referring to the parts of Africa north of the Sahara, as well as the northern
half of the Sahara. It includes all Berber varieties, except Zenaga, Tetser-
rét and Tuareg. The reason for this exclusion is that, on the one hand,
Tuareg and Tetserrét have undergone only slight influence from Arabic,
and therefore present an essentially different situation than the other Ber-
ber languages. Zenaga, on the other hand, has been strongly influenced
by Arabic. However, our present state of knowledge, which focuses on
the Berber part of the grammar and lexicon, makes it difficult to assess
this aspect of the language. Moreover, Catherine Taine-Cheikh, the great
specialist of Zenaga and Mauritanian Arabic is working on this subject at
the moment.

The large majority of speakers of Berber and Maghribian Arabic are
Sunni Muslims. Among Berber speakers, there is a smaller group of Ibadhi
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Muslims, who belong to the Kharijite group, an early secession in Islam.
They are mainly found in Mzab (Algeria), in Djerba (Tunisia) and in
Zuwara and Djebel Nefusa in Libya. In addition, there used to be impor-
tant Jewish communities in northern Africa, which have mostly moved to
Israel, France, Canada and other countries in the 20th century.

Language contact can be studied from a number of different angles.
The most important dichotomy is between a synchronic and a diachronic
account. Synchronic contact linguistics is concerned with the way lan-
guages interact in a multilingual society, and the production and usage
of the multilingual individual. Synchronic accounts focus on widely dif-
ferent subjects, such as processing of multiple languages in the bilingual
brain, mixing of languages in bilingual discourse, and the ways and rea-
sons speakers choose one out of several language options they have at
their disposal. In most synchronic contact studies, the presence of several
discrete linguistic systems is a premise, and the subject is the interaction
between these different systems.

Diachronic accounts have a different focus. They are mainly concerned
with the ways a single language changes under the influence of other lan-
guages. This also presupposes the existence of discrete linguistic systems.
Different from the synchronic accounts, diachronic research is interested
in changes within a single system, under the influence of others. Thus,
while synchronic studies consider several (basically changeless) systems
in multilingual usage, diachronic studies consider a single changing sys-
tem. Of course, nobody would doubt that the main triggers behind the
changes studied in diachronic contact linguistics are to be found in the
kind of processes described by synchronic contact linguistics. However,
there is no reason to assume that they present a simple mirror image of
it; what is found in synchronic multilingual usage is by no means always
transferred to the single system. As often remarked by Sarah Thomason
(e.g. 2008), diachronic contact linguistics is a sub-discipline of historical
linguistics.

Synchronic and diachronic research in language contact have their own
complications and simplifications. Synchronic research concerns an enor-
mous range of subjects, from psycholinguistics to the in-depth analysis of
language structures (as in much of code-switching studies), to sociolin-
guistics of different kinds. While taking into account the vast diversity of
contexts, it has to abstract away (as far as possible) from the diachronic
question of language-internal diversity, taking the different languages
basically as monolithic chunks. Diachronic research, which focuses on
one single system, basically abstracts away from usage, restricting itself to
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the same idea of a system (“langue” in Saussurian terms) which underlies
the actual usage of this system (“parole”). It does not, however, represent
this system as basically changeless, but is interested in the way it develops
and changes under the influence of the (socio)linguistic circumstances it
is subjected to.

This book deals exclusively with the diachronic side of language con-
tact, i.e., the way the Berber language(s) changed under the influence of
Arabic. This subject has not escaped the attention of the linguistic com-
munity. Already in the early days of Berber studies, scholars devoted
attention to it, e.g., René Basset (1906) and Hugo Schuchardt (1908). In
Berber studies, the identification of Arabic elements has always been
an important element in description, even though the synchronic one-
language focus of modern descriptive grammars, such as Bentolila (1981)
and Kossmann (1997) tends to marginalize the subject somewhat. There
are quite a few works that deal with Arabic influence on Berber on a local
scale. The most elaborate among these are the lexical studies by Miloud
Taifi on Middle Atlas Berber (1979) and by Rabah Kahlouche on Kabyle
(1992),! and the grammatical study by Lameen Souag on Siwa (2010). They
are supplemented by remarks and small-scale studies on other varieties.
Overviews of Arabic influence on Berber tend to be rather short (Boukous
1989, Ameur 2011), but valuable remarks can be found in these works and
in overviews focusing on Berber in general (e.g. Galand 2010).

The Berber situation of long-standing language contact has not found
much attention in the literature on language contact. There is one major
exception to this: Lameen Souag’s elaborate comparison of grammatical
borrowing in the Berber language of Siwa and in the Northern Songhay
language Kwarandzey in Tabelbala in Algeria (Souag 2010). Elements of
morphology were studied in Kossmann (2010a), which presents a cross-
linguistic study of one specific type of borrowing, while Kossmann
(2009a) studies lexical borrowing as part of the cross-linguistic survey by
Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009). This relative negligence is regrettable. Ber-
ber provides a text book example of longstanding language contact, in
which second language learners of Berber only played a minor role, if any.
Put otherwise, Berber provides an unequivocal example of contact-induced
change in the context of language maintenance (Thomason & Kaufman
1988), or to use the terms of Van Coetsem (1988, 2000), of recipient lan-
guage agentivity. Until recently, the prominent pattern in marriage was

1 Unfortunately, I have not been able to consult these unpublished dissertations.



4 CHAPTER ONE

endogamy, which makes that multilingual households were traditionally
rare. Thereby, Berber is basically different from some of the better-studied
cases of contact-induced change in situations of language maintenance,
such as the Vaupés linguistic area (Aikhenvald 2002).

Arabic influence on Berber provides an ideal situation for studying
divergence in language contact outcomes. It is found over a large array of
varieties, spoken in a very large area, many of which have been relatively
isolated from each other. There are therefore many more or less indepen-
dent, but similar, language contact situations. Berber itself is typologically
relatively homogenous, and the same is true for Maghribian Arabic. This
makes the linguistic premises of the contact more or less the same over
the whole area. Finally, there is little reason to assume that the basics of
the language contact situation were radically different regionally. Thus, as
remarked above, we seem to be dealing everywhere with cases of language
maintenance where mixed marriages do not play a role. The only investi-
gation that I know of that has a similar type of sample (although mine is
much smaller) is the Romani study by Elsik & Matras (2006), which also
concerns situations of language maintenance without intermarriage. The
basic difference with the Berber sample is that Romani languages have
been in contact with a wide array of typologically very different languages.
In the case of Berber, both donor and recipient language are relatively
homogenous.

While writing with an audience in mind that is interested in contact
linguistics, I have chosen a presentation that is not driven by theoretical
or general typological considerations. I prefer to give a descriptive analysis
of what is found in the Berber languages, which can be used—I hope—
in different theoretical frameworks and with different typological inter-
ests in mind. The presentation (with exception of some parts in the last
chapter) is therefore deliberately un-theoretical and un-typological, even
though my implicit viewpoints on these matters will no doubt be clear to
the informed reader. For more explicit viewpoints, one can refer to Koss-
mann (2010a), Kossmann (fc-a) and Kossmann (fc-b).

The present investigation aims at a presentation of contact-induced
change as found in all northern Berber varieties. In practice, such an aim
has many caveats. Documentation of Berber is dense in some regions,
and quite sparse in others. Thus we know much more about Kabyle than
about neighboring Chaouia, and for highly interesting varieties such as
El-Fogaha and Awdjila in Libya, our knowledge is based on a word list and
a few texts only. Moreover, subjects have been studied in different ways
and with different depth according to the regions. As a result, on certain
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subjects, data are unavailable for some regions, can only be deduced by
means of analysis of published texts for others, while for other regions
they are easily extracted from grammatical or lexical works. I have tried to
use as much the available literature as possible. Unfortunately, I had only
restricted access to the large corpus of “grey” literature, especially PhDs
and MA theses that were prepared at different universities in France,
Algeria and Morocco. There is no doubt that I have missed important
observations because of this. In my presentation, I try to treat all Berber
varieties on an equal basis. In practice, of course, the amount and nature
of available material put important restrictions on this. Moreover, my bet-
ter acquaintance with eastern Moroccan Berber, as well as the fact that
I have easy access to digital corpora for these varieties, has no doubt led
to some overrepresentation. In view of the highly interesting contact
phenomena found in this region, this is not necessarily a bad thing.

In order to relate to earlier, unattested, varieties of Berber, sometimes
reconstructed forms (marked by an asterisk) are provided. Such recon-
structions either refer to an earlier stage of the given form in the vari-
ety under consideration, or to Proto-Berber reconstructions. Context will
make clear which level of reconstruction is meant. Where Proto-Berber is
concerned, reconstructions are my own, following the principles set out in
Kossmann (19994, 2001). Other researchers have different reconstructions.
As the exact shape of the reconstructions hardly ever plays a role in the
analysis, I do not think my idiosyncrasies at this point have major impact
on the argumentation.

Variation within Maghribian Arabic is quite important. In this study,
I only refer to this variation where it is relevant to the analysis of the
contact phenomena in Berber. When statements are made about Arabic
which are true for all over the Maghrib, I tend to use Moroccan or Alge-
rian Arabic as the language of reference.

The book has the following structure. The next chapter introduces Ber-
ber and Maghribian Arabic and sketches the main lines of their common
history and the sociolinguistic background of the language contact. This
is followed by a chapter that surveys the pre-Islamic and early Islamic
history of Berber in contact. After this comes the main part of the book,
which focuses on the Arabic impact on Berber. As lexical borrowing is the
driving force behind many of the contact phenomena in phonology and
morphology, this part starts with the lexicon. This is followed by chap-
ters on phonology, morphology, and syntax. Many sections begin with a
contrastive presentation of the Berber and Arabic facts in order to give a
grounding to the analysis of contact-induced change. The final chapter
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gives a summary of the findings, an assessment of variation within Berber
as to contact phenomena and a general characterization of the Arabic
influence on northern Berber.

A NOTE ON TERMINOLOGY

In this book, I will use the term “Berber” in a consequent manner. In north-
ern Africa, nowadays the autonym tamaziyt or its French derivate langue
amazighe are used. I will stick to the term Berber, which is commonly
used in scientific productions, also those written by scholars who are
very active in the Berber cause, such as Salem Chaker. The term tamaziyt,
although wide-spread in the Berber-speaking world, is by no means tradi-
tional in all regions, and may sometimes have different connotations than
“Berber language” alone. Moreover, in scientific literature, it has been used
as a term for what is called here Central Moroccan Berber. Using the term
in a scientific context therefore runs the risk of confusion.

As for Arabic, I basically use the term Maghribian Arabic for all variet-
ies of Arabic spoken west of Alexandria. In practice, when making general
statements, the term may have more restricted meaning, referring mainly
to Algerian and Moroccan Arabic.

Written Arabic is referred to as Classical Arabic or as Standard Ara-
bic. Although the two are by no means identical, the differences are only
rarely relevant to the issues studied here. Therefore, I will use the terms
interchangeably, similar to the Arabic use of al-fusha, which can refer
to both.

ABBREVIATIONS, TRANSCRIPTIONS AND GLOSSES

Abbreviations of languages, varieties and sources have been kept to a
minimum. The main change lies in the omission of the element Beni, Ayt
(‘sons of’) in tribal names, e.g. ‘Iznasen’ instead of ‘Beni Iznasen’. Simi-
larly, I often use ‘Nefusa’ instead of ‘Djebel Nefusa’ and ‘Senhadja’ instead
of ‘Senhadja de Srair'. Different from many other authors, I have not used
European or Arabic adjectival forms to refer to language names; I rather
use the geographical name (‘Mzab’ instead of ‘Mozabite’, ‘Ouargla’ instead
of ‘Ouargli’) or the autonym (‘Tarifiyt’ instead of Riffian’, ‘Tashelhiyt’
instead of ‘Shilha’). The main exception to this is the use of ‘Kabyle’ for
the language of Kabylia.
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Transcriptions of Berber and Maghribian Arabic have been harmonized
to a large degree. My preferred transcription practice is somewhat more
phonetic than that of other researchers. It has not always been possible
to follow this line, as a number of major publications in the field use a
transcription that underrepresents (marginal) phonological contrasts. In
such cases, I had of course to stay with the original transcriptions. This is
the case, for example, of major studies such as Bentolila (1981) and Chaker
(1983), who do not write spirantization and schwa. A different, and more
awkward problem is posed by Italian transcriptions of Libyan varieties,
esp. those of the oases. These notations transcribe many shades of vowel
pronunciation. From the data, it is difficult to make out to what extent
these phonetic variants represent different phonemes, nor is it easy to
decide to which phoneme a certain vowel shade in a specific word should
be assigned. Van Putten (fc.) provides a detailed orthographic analysis of
the vowel notations in Paradisi’s materials on Awdjila (Paradisi 1960a;
1960Db). For the other dialects, esp. Sokna (Sarnelli 1924—25) and El-Fogaha
(Paradisi 1963), such an analysis does not exist, nor is it probable that the
much more restricted materials on these varieties would allow us to make
one. On the basis of what we know about Awdjila and Siwa, I have made
an educated guess of the phonemic (or at least broad phonetic) structures
the notations represent. For the original transcription, the reader can con-
sult the source. Stress is non-phonemic (if existent at all) in most northern
Berber varieties west of Tunisia. In eastern varieties it is relevant. I have
written stress in these varieties according to the sources. As verbs have
different stress patterns according to their aspect in these varieties, they
are not marked for stress when the citation form is provided.

I follow common berberological practice in calling the vowels /a/, /i/,
/u/ (and in some varieties also /e/ and /o/) “plain vowels”. Their quantity
depends on context, and is often half-long. The vowels 2 and d are called
“central vowels” or, where appropriate, “short vowels”.

Sentences are provided with a glossing line. The glossing system aims to
be practical. As such, I have chosen to underrepresent the wealth of mor-
phological marking found in the noun, except where this is relevant to the
argumentation. In glossing nominal morphology, the “state” difference is
mentioned when visible in the form. Number can mostly be inferred from
the translation gloss, while gender is not marked in the glossing line. In
this way, the glossing line remains reasonably short and easier to process.
Except where relevant to the presentation, I do not mark morphological
boundaries within the noun. Within the verb, hyphens are used to set
apart the subject inflection. Morphological boundaries within the verb
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stem are only marked when relevant to the presentation. Aspectual stems
are always glossed, also where the same form is used with different stems.
As the formation of aspectual stems is regulated by the formal shape of
the verb (e.g., having three consonants and no plain vowel), there is no
functional background to the merger of the stems in some cases, while
other verbs, with other formal structures, do not merge them. In some
cases, the Berber variety is not well-enough known to be sure about the
glossing; this is especially the case of the Libyan oasis dialects. I still did
my best to provide glosses in such situations.

I follow the same type of glossing for Arabic. For nouns, I only gloss
the Construct State. The Arabic Free State is not glossed except where
relevant to the presentation. For verbs, I gloss person/gender/number
marking, as well as the aspectual division.

The differentiation between affixes, clitics and unbound forms is a dif-
ficult matter in Berber and Maghribian Arabic. In large parts of northern
Berber and Maghribian Arabic, there is no word accent that could pro-
vide arguments for bound or non-bound status. I consider non-subject
bound pronouns and spatial markers on the verb clitics (different from,
e.g., Abdel-Massih 1971), while I consider the subject markers affixes to the
verb. Outside the verbal domain, bound pronouns are considered affixes,
i.e. when following a preposition or a noun. Deictic elements are written as
clitics when attached to nouns, but as affixes when attached to pronouns.
I write preverbal and postverbal particles, which mostly indicate mood,
aspect, or negation, as separate words. A few locally restricted elements
are also considered clitics, among others the resultative marker in Siwa
and Awdjila and the locative marker in Ghadames and Awdjila. All this is
to some degree arbitrary, and different choices would be defensible.

The following abbreviations are used:

AD the prospective particle ad (and allomorphs) (Berber)
ADDR addressee (in Siwa pronominal forms)
aka  also known as

ANP  anaphoric deictic clitic (Berber)

AO aorist (Berber)

Ar. Arabic

ARA  Arabic pronominal series (Berber)
BCE  Before Common Era (aka BC)

cou  counterfactual

CE Common Era (aka AD)

Ccs construct state (Arabic)



DEF
DEM
DIM
DIST
DO
EA
EL
ELAT

FOC
FR
FT
FUT
Gh

HYP
10
IPFT
IPFV
IPT
IPV
La
LOC

MAr.
Mor.

NEG
NEG2
NIPV
NP
NPV

PAST
PF
PFV

INTRODUCTION

Adagh (Tuareg)

definite article (Arabic)
demonstrative basis (Berber)
diminutive (Arabic, Ghomara)
distal deictic clitic (Berber)
direct object (Berber)

état d’annexion / annexed state (Berber)
état libre / free state (Berber)
elative (Arabic, Siwa)

feminine

female

focus particle (i, ay, etc.) (Berber)
free state (Arabic)

future (Ghadames, Awdjila Berber)
future marker

Ghat (Tuareg)

Ahaggar (Tuareg)

hypothetical

indirect object (Berber)
imperfect (Arabic)

imperfective pre-verbal particle (Berber, Arabic)
imperative

imperfective (Berber)

Laoust (1932)

locative (Ghadames, Awdjila)
masculine

male

MaghribianArabic

Moroccan

Naumann (2012)

negation

postverbal negation

negative imperfective (Berber)
Noun Phrase

negative perfective (Berber)
oblique (Arabic)

plural

past marker (Berber)

feminine plural

perfective preverbal particle
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PM
PN
PNG
PRED
PROH
PROX
PRTA
PT
PTC
PV

Q

Q
RC

REL
RESULT
S

S

SF
SM
VENT
VOC
\\%
War
WE
WWwW
Y

The hyphen stands for a morpheme boundary, = marks a clitic boundary.

The system of transcription as used here is basically the one generally used
in Maghribian studies. The following signs are different from standard
phonetic transcriptions, and/or from other systems used in the field.
Following standard transcriptions of Kabyle, the affricate ¢t is writ-
ten ¢t or ss depending on whether it constitutes a realization of /tt/ or a
strengthening of /ss/. For other Berber varieties where /t/ is pronounced

CHAPTER ONE

masculine plural

personal name
Person/Gender/Number
predicative particle (Berber)
prohibitive

proximal deictic clitic (Berber)
active participle (Arabic)

perfect (Arabic)

participle (Berber)

perfective (Berber)

Igofeiyon (aka Guelaia), a variety of Tarifiyt
yes/no question

relative clause

relative marker

resultative perfective (Siwa, Awdjila)
Souag (2010)

singular

feminine singular

masculine singular

ventive particle (“hither”) (Berber)
vocative particle

Iwellemmeden (Tuareg)

Ayt Waryaghel (Tarifiyt)

Eastern Iwellemmeden (Tuareg)
Western Iwellemmeden (Tuareg)
Ayer Tuareg

TRANSCRIPTION SYSTEM

[ts] (e.g. Figuig), /t/ has been written.
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sign IPA alternatives

(Arab studies)

alternatives (Berber studies)

o

A0 QL I O<IgT 1

= gacgQied O O

=1 == m<xom e T B e R

M NN R S

a, a a
e a
ax;, a

B

g

3

ds

3¢ d, z (only Classical)
e e
9 e
y-u §
J .
d3 j
h

i1 1
ir

S

15

o 0
r

1, 1 (Tarifiyt, Zayan)?

S

o8

ts: (only Kabyle)

I

0

S

ts: (mainly Kabyle)  tt, tt®
u, o u
u

] u
X h
J

78

3

< c
? ’

aa, a’, ar (all only for Tarifiyt)
b

ts, tc

d

d.d

o~

e

g gh

g

dj, dz, 1l (the latter only for
Tarifiyt)

ia, ea, i, ir (all only for
Tarifiyt)
k

tt

ua, oa, u’, ur (all only for

Tarifiyt)

h

2 The sound transcribed as <t> in Loubignac (1924).
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Berber and Maghribian Arabic sound systems are similar enough to be
written with the same transcription system. This is the reason that I choose
the Berberologist representation of the plain vowels (the vowels that are
mostly half-long, and that can occur in open syllables) with simple q, i,
u rather than the common Arabist representation, which writes them g,
t, u word-internally, and q, i, u in word-final position. Consequently, the
Arabic short vowels are written with a breve sign: 4, .

For transcribing Standard and Classical Arabic, I use Arabist conven-
tions in writing long vowels with a macron (g, ; &), short vowels without.



CHAPTER TWO

BERBER AND ARABIC

In this chapter, a basic introduction is provided to the linguistic and socio-
linguistic situation of Arabic and Berber in northern Africa. The first sec-
tion deals with the shared Afroasiatic heritage of Berber and Arabic, and
its relevance for the study of Arabic contact influence on Berber. The sec-
ond and third section provide an overview of linguistic and dialectal clas-
sification within Berber and Arabic. The following two sections deal with
the sociolinguistics of Arabic and Berber, while the last section tackles the
intricate problem of dating Arabic-influenced innovations in Berber.

2.1 THE AFROASIATIC HERITAGE

The Berber family is a separate branch of the Afroasiatic language family,
also known as Hamito-Semitic.! Afroasiatic includes the following other
branches: Chadic (a large group of languages spoken mainly in Nigeria,
Cameroon and Chad), Cushitic (mainly in northeast Africa), Ancient
Egyptian and Semitic; for a recent overview of Afroasiatic, see Frajzyngier
& Shay 2012. Most researchers now admit the existence of a sixth branch,
Omotic, a group of languages spoken in southern Ethiopia. Afroasiatic as
a language phylum has an enormous time depth, comparable to highly-
disputed groupings such as Nostratic (the language family that would
unite, among others, Indo-European and Altaic). Still, its existence is more
widely accepted than that of, for instance, Nostratic (e.g. Aikhenvald &
Dixon 2001:8).

1 Greenberg (1966:50—51) has rightly challenged binary terms such as Semito-Hamitic
and Hamito-Semitic, which suggest a relation of equality between Semitic on the one hand
and the other branches of the family (so-called Hamitic) on the other—a point of view
which was for some time also ideologically loaded (Meinhof 1912). Since Greenberg, hardly
any researcher has maintained the idea of a binary split between Semitic and the rest
(cf. however Vycichl 1981); however in French and Russian tradition, the term Hamito-
Semitic is still widely used. Greenberg's term, Afroasiatic, is hardly more lucky than the
earlier terminology, except for its lack of ideological connotations; only part of Semitic is
nowadays spoken in Asia, and all other language groups—as well as most modern Semitic
languages—are African (a similar critique of the term is given by David Cohen, Lonnet &
Mettouchi 2006:10).
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Berber itself is a close-knit language family, and the differences between
the different varieties do not exceed those found within the Germanic or
Romance language groups. Arabic is part of another branch of Afroasiatic,
the Semitic language family. As such it is more closely related to Semitic
languages such as Amharic, Hebrew and Akkadian than to Berber. Even
if one would propose a sub-classification of Afroasiatic in which Berber
and Semitic belong together, excluding any of the other branches at that
stage (reformulating Rossler’s “Semitic character of the Libyan language”,
Réssler 1952), the time span between the dissolution of Berbero-Semitic
and modern Berber and Maghribian Arabic would be enormous. Our earli-
est documentation of Semitic languages dates from the middle of the third
millennium BCE; the language of these documents is clearly an early stage
of Akkadian, and not Proto-Semitic. In order to reach the Proto-Semitic
stage, a very short chronology would have to add at least a thousand years
(probably more); one would need at least one more millennium in order
to reach a putative Berbero-Semitic node. All in all, this puts us in the
middle of the fifth millennium BCE for an ultra-short chronology; greater
time depth is certainly more probable.? This means that Berber and Ara-
bic have been separated for at least 6,500 years. If one compares this to
the putative date of Proto-Indo-European, which mainstream Indo-Euro-
pean linguistics puts somewhere between 4,500 and 2,500 BCE (Mallory &
Adams 2006:103), modern Berber and modern spoken Arabic are at least
as distant from each other in time as modern English and modern Hindi.

Nevertheless, Arabic and Berber present a number of similarities which
may be considered common Afroasiatic heritage. These similarities con-
cern in the first place lexicon, e.g., Classical Arabic dam ‘blood’ (well-
attested in Semitic) and Zenaga Berber addmmdn ‘blood (plurale tantum)’
(well-attested in Berber), Classical Arabic lisan ‘tongue’ (pan-Semitic),
Tuareg ilas ‘tongue’ (pan-Berber), also well-known elsewhere in Afroasi-
atic (Newman 1980:26). There are important similarities in other domains

2 Blazek (2012) cites time depths reconstructed independently by George Starostin
and Aleksandr Militarev that put proto-Afroasiatic around 10,000 BCE, and the split of
Semitic and Berber at 7710 BCE (Starostin) and 8960 BCE (Militarev), respectively. Lipinski
(2001:48) considers the split to lie somewhere in the middle of the fourth millennium BCE
or earlier. A late date is reached by the Automated Similarity Judgment Program (ASJP),
which puts Proto-Afroasiatic at 6016 BP (4066 BCE; Holman e.a. 2011), i.e. about 6,000
years later than Starostin and Militarev. The results of ASJP are at many points highly
problematic; thus South Semitic is put at 3804 BP (1854 BCE), while Semitic as a whole
would have split up in 3301 BP (1351 BCE), i.e. five hundred years later! The last date is
certainly wrong; the first texts in Akkadian are about 1,200 years older than the putative
date of Proto-Semitic.



BERBER AND ARABIC 15

too. Thus, Arabic and Berber verbal lexemes are both built on the basis of
(mostly) three consonants, while valency derivations and aspectual mark-
ing are to a large degree expressed by changes in the vowel schemes. In
northern Berber, this system has become opaque to a large degree, due
to the merger of all short vowels, but in those Berber varieties where this
merger did not take place it is still visible. Compare the morphological
structure of the Classical Arabic verb MLK ‘to own’ and Ghadames Berber
KRZ ‘to till the soil’ (exx. have the 3sF prefix):3

Classical Arabic: Imperfect active 3SF: t-amlik-
Imperfect passive 3SF: t-umlak-
Factitive derivation impf. active 3sF:  t-umallik-
Causative derivation impf. active 3SF:  t-umlik-

Ghadames Berber:  Aorist 3SF: t-dkroz
Perfective 3sF: t-akrdz
Imperfective 3SF: t-aokdrrdz

While the functions of the schemes are different in the two language
groups, the systems are formally quite similar.

The deep genetic ties between Arabic and Berber posit a methodologi-
cal problem in the study of their mutual influence. When certain features
are common to Arabic and Berber, should they be considered diffusion
through language contact or common heritage? Fortunately, this prob-
lem can be solved in most cases by taking recourse to languages that
have not gone through a period of intensive contact. In the case of Ara-
bic, non-Maghribian varieties and Classical Arabic can take this function.
While the status of Classical Arabic as the origin of the modern Arabic
“dialects” is debatable (see Owens 2006 for a recent polemics), it is suf-
ficiently related to modern Maghribian Arabic to serve as a source of ref-
erence. Its standardization took place at a period when northern Africa
had undergone arabicization only on a small scale, and therefore predates
the period when language contact between Berber and Arabic intensi-
fied. Moreover, being a variety based in the Arab Peninsula, there is little
chance of ancient contact influence from Berber.* The same is true, of
course, for the modern spoken Arabic varieties of the Middle East. Even

8 Normally the 3sM is used in paradigm examples; I refrained from this here because of
some low-level assimilatory processes concerning this prefix in Ghadames Berber.

4 Some Arabic lexicographers interested in the origin of weird and foreign terms in the
Qur'an posit the existence of Berber words in the Holy Book. The adduced words do not
bear any resemblance to attested Berber words, and the suggestion of Berber influence at
this early stage can therefore be discarded. E.g., Al-Suyuti (1967 edition, 105-120).
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in Nile Valley Arabic, there is little to no reason to believe that Berber had
any influence, and this is even more so the case in varieties spoken more
to the east.

For Berber, Tuareg plays a similar role to Middle Eastern varieties for
Arabic. Most Tuaregs live outside the sphere of influence of spoken Ara-
bic. Although there are Arabic-speaking groups in the southern Sahara,
their numbers and prestige are not important enough to play much of
a role in language contact. Classical Arabic does play a role as the lan-
guage of religion, and there are scores of loanwords to be found in Tuareg
that belong to this domain (Prasse 1986). Some of these seem to have
reached Tuareg through the medium of other languages, such as Hausa.
Thus one remarks the Niger Tuareg form dlwdlla ‘ablution’, which takes
up Arabic al=wada?a ‘purity’ in its Hausa form (alwaldd ‘ablution’). Arabic
words from other semantic fields have only occasionally been taken over
in Tuareg, and there is no reason to believe that Arabic exercized much
influence on the grammar of the language. Therefore, Tuareg can serve as
a contrast language to the other Berber languages: once a feature found in
northern Berber and Maghribian Arabic is also found in Tuareg and—Iet’s
say—Levantine Arabic, chances are high that they either constitute com-
mon Afroasiatic heritage or unrelated parallel developments. A contact
scenario is excluded here, except for some specific lexical items.

2.2 BERBER CLASSIFICATION

There exists a long tradition of treating Berber as one single language,
which started during the colonial period, e.g. in André Basset’s La langue
berbére (1952), and which was continued in much of North-African schol-
arship. To some degree, the reasons behind this are ideological: especially
now that a unitary Berber identity is proposed and lived by many people,
the unity of the language has become a central issue. Authors have stressed
the basic grammatical unity that would underlie all Berber varieties, and
have dismissed the differences as superficial and of little importance. This
could be called the unity-in-diversity argument. On the other hand, the
unitary view of Berber is related to the difficulties one encounters when
trying to define the different languages it would be constituted of. This
was the major point in Basset’s view, and the same argument has been
brought forward by Salem Chaker (1995:7-19). As much of Berber con-
stitutes a kind of dialect continuum, defining the borders of individual
languages is highly problematic. This could be called the continuum argu-
ment. In practice, the two arguments are often combined.
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Both argumentations are not without validity. However, the result is
misleading, as it suggests that the differences between Berber varieties
are much less than those within families that are commonly considered to
consist of different languages. Thus, in my feeling, the differences between,
say, Zenaga and Tarifiyt are certainly not smaller than those between
Romanian and French, and the differences between Tarifiyt and Figuig
Berber may be comparable to those between Spanish and Portuguese.

Other authors, mainly outside the French-inspired berberological tra-
dition, have—often quite naively—divided Berber into numerous lan-
guages. Ethnologue (Lewis 2009) has no less than 25 Berber languages,
including four different Tuareg languages and five different languages in
the Algerian oases of the northern Sahara. At several points, it suggests
that some of the languages should be split up even further. The criteria for
a classification as “dialect” or “language” are unclear in this source, espe-
cially as, different from Ethnologue’s findings in other parts of the world,
the classification is not based on mutual comprehension tests.

Aside from the question of defining languages, the historical subclas-
sification of the different varieties of Berber is highly problematic. This
is due to the fact that most of Berber constitutes a kind of discontinu-
ous continuum of varieties that are either neighbors, or are separated
from each other by Arabic-speaking regions. In the latter case, in spite
of the important geographical distances sometimes involved, the linguis-
tic continuum is still perceptible. In such a situation, there are no major
linguistic impediments to the spread of innovations (or the later spread
of old features, lost in one of the varieties), which makes the definition
of a linguistic border rather arbitrary. A number of features may serve
one subclassification, while other features may support a different clas-
sification. As subclassification is irrelevant to the purpose of this book,
I shall not further abide on it (see Kossmann 1999a and Kossmann fc.-c
for discussions).

In this study, I speak of Berber languages in plural, but I deliberately
remain vague about how many and which languages should be distin-
guished. Moreover, I do not make any use of historical subclassifications.
Instead, I follow a division into different blocks, which are differentiated
on geographical and linguistic grounds.

The Major Blocks of Berber Varieties

In the following, the major blocks of Berber varieties will be presented,
as well as some of the internal divisions within these blocks. The first
two blocks are separated linguistically and geographically from the other
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Berber languages. They are not part of a linguistic continuum and should,
in any definition of the term, be considered separate languages. The
other blocks are part of the continuum, and should not be equated with
“languages”—one may argue in some situations that one block consists of
several languages and the other way round.

In the presentation, I add the main references that were used for these
languages in the present study. The list is by no means exhaustive, and
many important works are left unmentioned. For general overviews of
Berber, one may consult A. Basset (1952), Galand (1988), Galand (2010),
Kossmann (2012a).

1. Zenaga of Mauritania and Tetserrét of Niger

This block consists of two parts:

A. Zenaga is the original language of Mauritania. Nowadays it is spoken
by about 3,500 persons in the southwestern part of the country. As
all speakers are over 40 years old, it is critically endangered (Taine-
Cheikh 2008:xviii). Reff. Taine-Cheikh (2008).

B. Tetserrét is the in-group language of part of the Ayttawari Seslem and
the Kel Eghlal n Enniger in Niger, tribes that are ethnically Tuareg
and fully incorporated in the Tuareg social network. Like Zenaga, the
language, which may since long not have had much more than 2,000
speakers, seems to be highly endangered (Khamed Attayoub 2001,
Khamed Attayoub & Walentowitz 2000—2001). As shown conclusively
in Lux (201), Tetserrét is closely related to Zenaga, and much less so
to neighboring Tuareg varieties. Reff. Lux (20m1).

2. Tuareg

Tuareg (aka Tamasheq in anglophone literature) is a block of closely-
related varieties spoken by the Tuaregs in Mali, Burkina Faso, Niger, and
Algeria. Following ethnic divisions, the Tuareg varieties are normally
divided into a number of groups:

A. Adagh (aka Tadghaq, Tadaq), the Tuareg variety of the Adagh des
Ifoghas in Mali and of one of the tribes in Burkina Faso.

B. Taneslemt, the Tuareg variety spoken close to the Niger river near Tim-
buktu in Mali.

C. Iwellemmeden (aka Tawellemmett), spoken in eastern Mali, in Niger,
and by the Oudalan tribe in Burkina Faso.
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D. Ayer (aka Air, Tayert), spoken in the region around Agadez and more
to the east in Niger.

E. Ahaggar (aka Tahaggart, Hoggar), spoken in the Hoggar mountains in
southern Algeria. The variety of the Ajjer mountains in the Algerian-
Libyan border land is basically the same.

F. Ghat, the only Tuareg language spoken by traditionally sedentary peo-
ple, in the oasis of Ghat in western Libya.

Depending on the dialectal pronunciation of the word *ta-mazoy-t, the
dialects are also known as tdmasdq (encompassing A and B), tamazaq
(encompassing C and D) and tdmahdq (E). The Malian autonym is used
in some sources as a cover term for the whole group. This is not generally
accepted by speakers of other groups, and I will stick to the traditional
exonym Tuareg (cf. Aghali-Zakara 1984).

Tuareg is spoken by about 1,5 million people (cf. the calculation in
Kossmann 2o11a:1, note 1), mostly in Niger and Mali. Tuareg is a national
language in Niger, Mali and Burkina Faso. Reff. Foucauld (1951), Heath
(2005, 2006), Ritter (2009), Kossmann (2o11a) and literature cited there.

3. South-Central Morocco

Southern and Central Morocco are home to many different varieties,
which form a linguistic continuum which does not seem to be divided by
strong isogloss bundles. Still the differences between the extreme ends are
quite important. For geographical and ethnographical reasons, the region
is traditionally divided in two parts, which are considered two different
languages or, in another discourse, two different dialects.

A. Tashelhiyt (aka Sous-Berber, Shilha). This is the language of the mainly
sedentary population of the western part of the High Atlas, the Sous plains
and the Anti-Atlas in southwestern Morocco. The language is relatively
homogenous. There exists a continuous written tradition of Tashelhiyt in
Arabic script since the 16th century (van den Boogert 1997), and medi-
eval Moroccan Berber texts also seem to belong to this variety (van den
Boogert 2000). According to the figures of the 2004 census (HCPM), there
are over 3,250,000 Tashelhiyt speakers in the home area; one has to add
to this considerable numbers of speakers living outside the home region.
Thus it is reasonable to assume that the majority of Berber-speakers in
greater Casablanca, Rabat-Sale and Marrakech (together around 850,000
persons) speak Tashelhiyt. Together with emigrants in France and else-
where, an estimate of 4 million speakers is probably on the low side.
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The name Tashelhiyt is well-established, and in intellectual circles
always understood as referring to southwestern Moroccan Berber. The
term is derived from Moroccan and Algerian Arabic $alha “non-Arabic
indigenous language”, which can refer to any Berber variety, and even
to the Northern Songhay language of Tabelbala (Algeria, Souag 2010:31).
There are quite a number of other Berber populations that refer to their
language as Tashelhiyt (e.g. Ayt Seghrushen in the Middle Atlas, p.n.).
Reff. Destaing (1938), Aspinion (1953), Galand (1988). I did not have access
to Stroomer (fc.).

B. Central Moroccan Berber (aka Tamazight, Middle Atlas). This is the lan-
guage of the traditionally mainly semi-nomadic (transhumant) and sed-
entary populations of the eastern High Atlas, the eastern-Moroccan oases
of the Dades, Guir and Ziz region, and the Middle Atlas. The easternmost
varieties of Berber spoken in the Middle Atlas share many features with
Zenatic varieties more to the east. As they are quite different and as there
are important isogloss bundles separating these varieties from the other
Central Moroccan varieties, they are taken to be part of a different block
(see below). In the homeland, Central Moroccan Berber (including the east-
ern Middle Atlas) has way over 2 million speakers (census 2004, HCPM);
one has to reckon with important communities outside this area.

Central Moroccan Berber is dialectally very diverse. There are a number
of main groups that one can distinguish, but the exact borders are diffi-
cult to draw. In the first place there are the varieties immediately to the
north of the western High Atlas (Demnat region), which are quite close to
Tashelhiyt. A second group is constituted by the varieties of the eastern
High Atlas, such as Ayt Ayache, Ayt Hdiddou and Ayt Izdeg. A number of
tribes in the Middle Atlas also belong to this group, such as the Ayt Mguild
and the Ayt Ndhir. The dialects of the Dades, Guir and Ziz oases may also
belong here. Finally, there are a number of varieties on the northwestern
side of the Middle Atlas which are relatively different from the others, and
from each other, most notably those of the Zemmour and the Zayan.

Central Moroccan Berber is mostly known under the names Tama-
zight or Middle Atlas Berber. Both terms are misleading. Tamazight is
the autochthonous name of Berber among many different groups, also far
outside the Central Moroccan area. In modern political usage, Tamazight
is used for Berber in general, irrespective of its dialectal background, and
Berber has gained official recognition in Morocco and Algeria under this
name. Therefore, restricting the term to the Central Moroccan varieties is
bound to create ambiguity. The term Middle Atlas Berber, which is some-
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times used as an alternative, is unlucky for the simple reason that many
of the varieties described by this term are spoken in the High Atlas, or
even south of it. For this reason, I will use the term Central Moroccan
Berber. Reff. Laoust (1918), Loubignac (1924), Laoust (31939), Bisson (1940),
Willms (1972), Penchoen (1973b), Ennaji (1985), Taifi (1991), Sadiqi (1997),
Azdoud (2om).

4. Northwestern Moroccan Berber

Most of northwestern Morocco is Arabic-speaking. There are two Berber
varieties that are clearly different from neighboring Tarifiyt (see below)
which are spoken in this region. They have some features in common
with the south-central Moroccan block, but for the time being are best
regarded a block on their own.

A. Senhadja de Srair. This is the language spoken in the high mountain
region around Ketama. There is important dialectal variation within this
variety (cf. Lafkioui 2007 for data). Despite claims to the contrary (e.g.
Ethnologue, Lewis 2009), the variety is well-alive and does not seem to
be in immediate danger. The number of speakers may be around 70,000
(based on the 2004 census, HCPM). Reff. Renisio (1932), Ibafez (1959),
Lafkioui (2007).

B. Ghomara. This is the language of two tribes in the region west of El
Jebha. Recent research has shown that the variety is well-alive. The num-
ber of speakers is difficult to estimate, as the 2004 census data on Berber
are clearly too low in this bilingual region. El Hannouche (2008:21), after
a meticulous calculation, comes to a total of about 10,000 speakers. Reff.
El Hannouche (2008), Mourigh (fc.).

Northwestern Moroccan Berber will play an important role in the rest
of this study, as it displays a degree of influence from Arabic not found
elsewhere in Berber. In fact, under some definitions, it would not be unre-
alistic to call Ghomara Berber a mixed language (see 13.8).

5. Zenatic

The Zenatic group is a widely diffused group of varieties that share a num-
ber of salient linguistic characteristics (Destaing 1920b, Kossmann 1999a).
The internal diversity is great, and where they border on other blocks their
inclusion or exclusion from one or the other is to some degree arbitrary.
The Zenatic block has the following sub-groups:
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A. Tarifiyt (aka Rif Berber, Riffian). This is the language spoken in the
north-eastern part of Morocco. It has remarkable dialectal variation
(Latkioui 2007), and its westernmost varieties are not easily understood
by speakers of its easternmost varieties. In the home area, it has over
1,2 million speakers (2004 census, HCPM). There are large communities
of Tarifiyt speakers in the Netherlands and Belgium.

Two groups can be distinguished within Tarifiyt. The first group com-
prises the western-most varieties, spoken around Elhoceima, most impor-
tant of which is Ayt Waryaghel.5 The second group consists of the central
varieties, spoken around Nador, most important of which is Igaieiyon (aka
Guelaia). Reff. Biarnay (1917), Chami (1979), Lafkioui (2007), Kossmann
(20094, 2009b, personal notes).

B. Beni Iznasen (aka eastern Riffian, eastern Tarifiyt). This variety is spo-
ken in the extreme north-east of Morocco. It has about 100,000 speakers.
There are important communities in the Netherlands and Germany. Beni
Iznasen takes an intermediate position between Tarifiyt and the western
Algerian varieties. Reff. Renisio (1932), Kossmann (20004, personal notes).

C. Eastern Middle Atlas Berber. The eastern-most varieties of the Middle
Atlas present many similarities to Tarifiyt and other Zenatic varieties. Dif-
ferent from these, they also have clear links to other varieties of the Mid-
dle Atlas, and therefore take a kind of intermediate position between the
two blocks. The eastern Middle Atlas group consists of two major groups.
On the one hand there is the widely-diffused Ayt Seghrushen tribe, on the
other hand, there is a group of varieties spoken in the mountains south of
Taza, best-known of which is Ayt Warayn. Altogether, the eastern Middle
Atlas group may count between 150,000 and 200,000 speakers. Reff. Desta-
ing (1920a), Bentolila (1981).

D. Western Algerian dialects. The western Algerian group is a diffuse set
of varieties spoken in small patches all over the north-western part of
Algeria. The best-known groups are Beni Snous in the far west, Djebel
Bissa near Ténes, and Chenoua just west of Algiers. Other varieties for
which we have data are Beni Messaoud, Beni Menacer and Metmata, all of
which are spoken in the region west of Algiers. Reff. Destaing (1907, 1914),
Laoust (1912), Genevois & Reesink (1973).

5 Lafkioui (2009a) calls these varieties “central Tarifiyt”, because in her terminology
“western Tarifiyt” refers to the Senhadja de Srair varieties.
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E. Chaouia of the Aures (aka Tashawit, Shawiya). This is one of the main
varieties in Algeria, spoken in a large area south of Constantine. Ethno-
logue (Lewis 2009) has an estimate of 1,4 million speakers in 1993. Reff.
Penchoen (1973a).

F. Northern Saharan oasis dialects. In a number of larger and smaller
oases in the northern part of the Sahara, a relatively compact group of
varieties is spoken. They fall into different groups:

F1. So-called Sud-oranais dialects, which are spoken in oases in the west-
ern part of the Saharan Atlas in Algeria and along the Saoura and Zousfana
rivers. Most important is Figuig in Morocco (around 15,000 speakers). It is
difficult to estimate the number of speakers in the other oases, but all in
all there may be around 30,000 to 40,000 speakers. Reff. Kossmann (1997,
2010b), Saa (2010).

F2. Gourara (aka Taznatit), the variety of a large group of small oases in
western Algeria, best-known of which is Timimoun. Reff. Boudot-Lamotte
(1964), Bellil (2000).

F3. Tidikelt and Tuat, the variety of some larger and smaller oases further
to the south. It is unclear if these varieties still survive to the present day;
they are almost undocumented.

F4. Mzab, a confederation of seven oases in the north-central part of the
Algerian Sahara. The culture of the Mzab has been strongly influenced
by refugees from the Rostamid imamate in Tahert (present-day Tiaret in
northern Algeria). The Mozabites belong to the Ibadhi brand of Islam,
which is different from both the Sunna and the Shi'a. They have important
links to other Ibadhi communities more to the east, such as in Djerba
(Tunisia) and Djebel Nefusa (Libya) (Brugnatelli 2008a). According to
2008 census data, the municipalities in which these oases lie count about
250,000 inhabitants; presumably most of these have Berber as their native
language. Reff. Delheure (1984).

F5. Ouargla, an oasis in the northeastern Algerian Sahara, partly Ibadhi
and thence part of the large Ibadhi network. Reff. Biarnay (1908), Delheure

(1987).
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F6. Oued Righ, a group of oases north of Ouargla, most important of
which is Touggourt. There exists no reliable documentation on these vari-
eties, and their present state is unknown.

G. Tunisian Berber and Zuwara. The easternmost varieties of Zenatic are
spoken in a number of villages in mainland Tunisia, on the Isle of Djerba
and in the Libyan fishing port of Zuwara. Djerba and Zuwara are Ibadhi,
and therefore part of the greater Ibadhi network. These varieties are in
some respects quite different from Djebel Nefusa Berber (see under 7),
and on the other hand share many characteristics with it. Like in the case
of the eastern Middle Atlas varieties, their assignment to one or the other
block is somewhat arbitrary. Reff. Mitchell (2009).

6. Kabyle

Kabyle is the main Berber variety spoken in Algeria. Ethnologue (Lewis
2009) has an estimate of 2,5 million speakers in Algeria. The 1966 cen-
sus, which was the last one to include a question on language, had about
1,3 million speakers of Kabyle in Kabylia (Chaker 2004). According to
the population statistics of the 2008 census,® the two provinces in Alge-
ria which make up the bulk of Kabylia, Béjaia and Tizi Ouzou, have over
2 million inhabitants, without doubt in majority Berber-speaking. One can
add to this Kabyle speakers in neighboring provinces, as well as the large
Kabyle community in Algiers and in France. Chaker (2004) gives a higher
estimate of 5,5 million Kabyles in total: 3 to 3,5 million in Kabylia, and
2 to 2,5 outside Kabylia. To what extent these all still speak Kabyle as their
first language is difficult to assess.

Kabyle has important dialectal variation. Nait-Zerrad (2004) makes a
subdivision in four groups: Extreme-West, West, East and Extreme-East.
These are spread out over two regions, Greater Kabylia (“Grande Kabylie”,
province of Tizi Ouzou) in the west and Lesser Kabylia (“Petite Kabylie”,
province of Béjaia) in the east.” Especially the Extreme-East varieties are
very different from the rest. Reff. (among many others): Basset & Picard
(1948), Dallet (1982), Chaker (1983), Rabhi (1994).

6 From http://www.ons.dz/collections/, accessed March 9, 2012.

7 Some authors, including Nait-Zerrad, prefer “Eastern Kabylia” to the term “Petite
Kabylie”, felt to be pejorative. I have kept to the, in my feeling, less ambiguous “Lesser
Kabylia”, hoping that the English translation is felt to be less negatively loaden than its
French counterpart.
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7. Djebel Nefusa

This is a group of dialects spoken in the western mountains in Libya.
Somewhat arbitrarily assuming that half of the population in the regions
Djabal al-Gharbi and Nalut speak Berber, there would be about 200,000
people speaking Djebel Nefusa Berber. The variety of Djebel Nefusa is dif-
ficult to assign to one of the blocks, as it has many features in common
with Zenatic, but also with other blocks such as the Libyan-Egyptian oases
and Ghadames. There is important dialect variation within this group,
which is unfortunately hardly studied (Vermondo Brugnatelli, p.c.). Reff.
Beguinot (?1942), Provasi (1973).

8. The Libyan-Egyptian Oases

This block consists of the varieties of three eastern Saharan oases: Sokna
in de Al Djufra region and El-Fogaha on the northeastern periphery of the
Fezzan in Libya, and Siwa in western Egypt. The former two are probably
now extinct (see 2.4), Siwa Berber is still very much alive and spoken by
the great majority of the inhabitants of the oasis (about 15,000 people).
This block has a number of communalities with Zenatic, and less so with
Ghadames and Awdjila. Siwa Berber is characterized by some highly origi-
nal innovations, which makes it quite different from other Berber lan-
guages. Reff. Sokna: Sarnelli (1924-1925); El-Fogaha: Paradisi (1963); Siwa:
Laoust (1932), Vycichl (2005), Souag (2010), Naumann (2012).

9. Ghadames

This language is spoken in the oasis of Ghadames on the Libyan side of
the Libyan-Algerian border. It is very different from other Berber varieties,
although it shares a number of features with close-by Djebel Nefusa Ber-
ber. Reff. Lanfry (1968), Lanfry (1973). Kossmann (fc.-d) presents a gram-
matical sketch of Ghadames Berber based on Lanfry’s materials.

10. Awdjila (aka Augila)

This language is spoken in Awdjila, one of the oases in the Djalu region
in eastern Libya. While it has some retentions shared with Ghadames, it
is best considered an entity on its own. Reff. Paradisi (1960a). Van Putten
(fc.) presents a grammatical analysis of the language based on Paradisi’s
materials.
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2.3 MAGHRIBIAN ARABIC AND THE ARABICIZATION OF
NORTHERN AFRICA

The Islamic conquest of northern Africa did not only introduce the new
creed, but also lead to the introduction of Arabic as a language of com-
munication. Since William Margais (Marcais & Guiga 1925-1961:/xxviii ff;
W. Marcais 1956) the Arabicization of northern Africa is commonly viewed
as a two-step process. The first step was the establishment of Arabic as a
language of urban life and of trade networks, which took place between
the seventh and the twelfth century CE. According to Marcais’ model,
this stratum is still reflected in the Arabic varieties spoken nowadays (or
until recently) by three groups: the Muslims of a number of ancient cities
(among others: Fes, Tlemcen, Jijel, Cherchell); all Jewish varieties, as far as
they are different from those of the Muslims in a certain locality; a num-
ber of rural regions which were presumably arabicized from nearby urban
centers (mainly the Jbala in Morocco, the Traras in western Algeria, the
region of Jijel in Algeria, and the Tunisian coast). The second stratum was
introduced by the nomadic influx starting in the 11th century CE, which
lead ultimately to the arabicization of the northern Sahara as well as most
of the plains and High Plateaux. This stratum is mostly represented by
rural dialects. Referring to the importance of the nomadic tribe of the Bani
Hilal in the establishment of the second stratum, Marcais called the first
stratum “pre-Hilalian” dialects and the second stratum “Hilalian”; other
terminologies use “sedentary” vs. “nomadic”, which is a purely historical
characterization, as nowadays “nomadic” (= “Hilalian” = second stratum)
dialects are mostly spoken by sedentary rural and urban populations. In
the following, the terms “first-stratum dialects” and “second-stratum dia-
lects” will be used. The two dialect groups can be distinguished linguisti-
cally by a number of features. Some of these features have a background
in general characteristics of Arabic dialectology common to the east and
the west. In Arabic dialectology of the east, there is a basic distinction
between sedentary dialects on the one hand and nomadic dialects on
the other (cf. the recent overview in Vicente 2008). One important dif-
ference is found in the cognate of Classical Arabic /q/, which is voiced
[g], [6], in nomadic varieties, while it is voiceless in sedentary varieties:
[q], [?], etc. The first-stratum dialects of the Maghrib correspond to east-
ern Arabic varieties of the sedentary type, and typically have [q] or [?].
The second-stratum dialects correspond to eastern Arabic varieties of the
nomadic type and typically have [g] (at least in basic vocabulary). Other
differences between first- and second-stratum dialects are typical of the
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Maghrib. Thus, first stratum dialects tend to lose the difference between
second person singular feminine and masculine forms, while second stra-
tum dialects are more conservative in this respect.

While the basic distinction between the two strata stands beyond
doubt, there are a number of complications in applying it to the modern
situation.® In the first place, the chronological division between the two
strata only concerns their original implantation in the Maghrib. It does not
mean that all regions that have first-stratum dialects today were already
arabicized by the time the second stratum came in. Thus, Lévy (1998:12)
rightly points to the case of the Jbala in northwestern Morocco, which was
probably arabicized from neighboring cities such as Fes, Tetuan, Tangier
and Ceuta, all (presumably) first-stratum varieties. As a result, Jbala Ara-
bic is also a first-stratum variety. As the influence of these cities is a con-
stant factor in the region, there is no reason to date this arabicization to
a very early period. Similarly, due to historical factors, localities that had
a first-stratum variety at an early point in time may have changed to a
second-stratum dialect, or may have been re-berberized. Souag (2009a)
convincingly shows that Siwa Berber has borrowed extensively from a
first-stratum Arabic dialect, even though nowadays all speakers of Ara-
bic in the region speak a second-stratum variety. This is best understood
as the remnants of an early Arabic oasis dialect in Siwa, which in the
course of time was abandoned in favor of Berber. Similarly, Arabic loans
in Berber languages along the caravan trail from the coast to the cen-
tral Sahara suggest that there have been first-stratum Arabic dialects in a
region where nowadays only Berber and second-stratum dialects appear
(see 5.3.2.3). Finally, a number of ancient important cities, that probably
had first-stratum dialects at an earlier period, have lost their Arabic char-
acter altogether, as is the case of Nakir on the Tarifiyt coast, which does
not exist any more, and of Ceuta, which has been out of Arabic hands
since 1415. As a result of these factors, our present view of the extension
of first-stratum dialects before the advent of the second stratum may be
both too broad (disregarding later extensions) and too restricted (as it has
been lost at several places).

Moreover, the history of the Maghreb is characterized by many natural
and man-made catastrophes, and related movements of populations. As
a result, some regions were almost depopulated at a certain time, and
were resettled later by people from outside. This is true of a number of

8 The following discussion owes much to Lévy 1998.
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cities which were occupied for some time by European countries, and
which were resettled by people from the surrounding countryside after
their return to Muslim rule. Thus, after the English left in 1684, Tangier,
lying on the outskirts of the Jbala, acquired a first-stratum dialect from its
surroundings. Oran (finally relinquished by the Spanish in 1691) and Casa-
blanca (almost uninhabited in the late 18th century), took over second-
stratum dialects from their rural environment. Moreover, the large-scale
deportation of whole tribes, as happened for instance in Morocco under
Moulay Ismail (r. 1672—-1727), had important effects on the distribution of
Berber and Arabic dialects.

The history of Jewish Arabic has similar caveats. Where different from
Muslim varieties, Jewish dialects all belong to the first stratum. One is
tempted to consider them archaic representatives of the Arabic of the cit-
ies where they are spoken—archaic, because there was no major influx
of second-stratum Arabic speakers like with the Muslim population. How-
ever, as stressed by Chetrit (2007:431 and elsewhere), because of persecu-
tions, in Morocco Jewish life almost came to a stand-still between the
12th and the 14th centuries CE, with Jews either hiding their faith (and
thus probably not distinguishing themselves by their language), or tak-
ing refuge in the extreme south. The Jewish communities of many cities
therefore reflect later repopulation; their language either reflects southern
Jewish Arabic varieties, or derives from the Muslim language of the city as
spoken in the 15th century, and became distinctly “Jewish” only later due
to internal developments and due to the evolution of the Muslim variety.

In historical dialectology, the difference between the two strata is of
utmost importance. This should not distract us from the fact that most
first-stratum and second-stratum dialects have been in continuous con-
tact with varieties of the other stratum. As a result, large-scale conver-
gence has taken place, and many regional Maghribian features are not
specific to one or the other stratum. For example, the introduction of a
future marker in Moroccan Arabic is general for both, even though the
choice of the marker is different between the two types: masi (and vari-
ants) is found in some of the more old-fashioned first-stratum dialects,
while ya(di) is found in all second-stratum dialects and nowadays gain-
ing ground everywhere. In fact, the difference between the two types of
dialects seems to lie mainly in a relatively small number of highly salient
phonetic and morphological features. Their salience suggests that in many
regions the difference between the two strata is consciously preserved,
targeting features that would appear even in short conversations, such
as the use of [q], [?] vs. [g], or the absence of a gender distinction in the
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second person singular. Other features are transferred from one to the
other type, apparently without a problem. Thus, for example, Maghribian
Arabic dialects of the second stratum spoken by nomads tend to have a
two-vowel distinction in the short system between a2 and d (e.g. in the
vicinity of Mzab, Grand'Henry 1976), which corresponds to the situation
in many eastern Arabic nomadic varieties. These are varieties that have
little or no contact with first-stratum dialects. First-stratum dialects typi-
cally have a system with 2 and, more or less marginally, . The large major-
ity of rural second-stratum dialects in the Maghrib have a system with
2 and i, and apparently converged at this point with the first-stratum sys-
tem. As a result, Maghribian dialects of the two types are mostly easily
distinguished, but still very similar in many parts of their structure. Once
the need for differentiation is felt to be less, dialects of different types
can converge freely, resulting in a variety that can no more be defined as
belonging to one or the other stratum.

The most important synthesis on Maghribian Arabic is Ph. Marcais
(1977); Heath (2002) provides a detailed dialectal overview for Morocco.
More localized studies include, among many others, Caubet (1993), Maas
(2011) for Morocco; Boucherit (2002) for Algeria, Singer (1984) for Tunisia,
and Owens (1984) for Libya. Some of the main lexical resources are Harrell
(1966), Prémare (1993-1999), Iraqui-Sinaceur e.a. (1993), Beaussier (1931).

2.4 SOCIOLINGUISTICS OF BERBER-ARABIC CONTACT

The current sociolinguistic situation of Berber is regionally diverse. On the
macro-level, Berber (or a variety of it) is nowadays an official language in a
number of countries. Since independence, Tuareg has been practically or
officially treated as a national language in Niger, Mali, and Burkina Faso
(Elghamis 2o11). Language politics in these countries were and still are
very different from those in the north. Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso pres-
ent themselves as multilingual states, and foster an ideology in which all
national languages have equal status. Tuareg is just one of many different
languages in these countries, and its presence is not considered a problem
for the unity of the country (the presence of Tuaregs as an ethnic group
is another story). In the states of the Maghrib, the situation is different.
Many of these states ideologically adhere to Arabic nationalism, which
presents the Arabic world as a unity, and Arabness as a central element
of national identity. One of the foremost symbols of this unity is the (stan-
dard) Arabic language (Suleiman 1994). In such a context, the presence of
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other languages than Arabic, and especially of other native languages than
Arabic, is easily interpreted as a threat to national and pan-Arabic unity.
In the Maghrib, this feeling was strengthened by colonial policies which
treated Berbers (i.e. speakers of a Berber language) different from Arabs
(i.e. native speakers of Arabic), a policy which was interpreted as a colo-
nial machination to divide the country (cf. for a recent analysis focusing
on the Berber perspective, Wyrtzen 2011). After independence, Berber lost
the little status it had enjoyed during colonial rule in Morocco and Alge-
ria, and for a long time it became a politically undesirable subject. While
public manifestations of Berber were more or less severely suppressed,
no coordinated strategy was instigated to act on the actual usage of the
language in the rural domain (cf. among others Ennaji 1997). Rather than
considering this usage a problem, its existence was denied, either by call-
ing Berber “just a dialect of Arabic”, or by simply not mentioning it at all.
As a reaction to the official suppression of Berber, a nationalist move-
ment came into being, which demanded for official recognition of Berber
(Maddy-Weitzman 2o011), in addition to a number of other issues. After a
long political struggle, Berber finally gained this recognition. In Algeria,
Berber was declared in 2002 in a constitutional amendment a national
language in the same way as Arabic (“Tamazight is likewise [scil. like Ara-
bic, MK] a national language”). In Morocco, it appears in the reformed
constitution of 2011 as an “official language” (luya rasmiyya, langue offi-
cielle) of the state, being the “common heritage of all Moroccans without
exception”. During the first decade of the 21st century, both in Morocco
and in Algeria, experiments were started that introduced a standardized
version of Berber in primary education. While the success of these experi-
ments is debated, the recognition of Berber has certainly lead to a boost
in linguistic pride. Since 2000, the official Berber script, Tifinagh,® appears
more and more in the public domain. Its usage, still highly controversial in
the late 1990s, seems to cause much less sensitivity from non-Berbers than
before. A telling example is the Arabic/French weekly newspaper Tanger
Télégramme, published in the traditionally Arabic city of Tangier, which
has a Tifinagh version of its name on the Arabic title page (april 20m).
Tifinagh and the Berber cause do not play a role in the newspaper, and the
use of Tifinagh in the title is therefore hardly functional. The interesting

9 Moroccan and Algerian Tifinagh is based on the traditional script of the Tuaregs, but
greatly diverges from it. In Morocco and Algeria, it constitutes a cultural innovation, as
there was no continuous tradition of Tifinagh writing before. Cf. Elghamis 2011.
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point is that it is apparently not considered something that would dis-
suade the (majoritary) Arab readership from buying the newspaper.

In the other countries where Berber is spoken, the situation is different.
In Mauritania, Tunisia, and Egypt, Berber speakers constitute only small
minorities. In none of these countries Berber is a major political issue, and
no steps towards officialization or suppression have been taken. In Libya,
Berber used to be vehemently suppressed and banned from all public and
semi-public domains by the Ghadaffi regime. During the Libyan Revolu-
tion of 2011, Berber speakers played an important role, and marked their
resistance to the regime by a display of Berber nationalist markers, includ-
ing the use of Tifinagh. The present political situation in Libya does not
allow for predictions about the institutional future of Berber, but at least
at the moment the language has high visibility, and there is strong pres-
sure towards its recognition.!”

The number of Berber speakers in the different countries is difficult
to establish, as only few recent censuses include questions on language
use, and census results tend to be biased. Even for the colonial period,
when authorities were not necessarily unfavorable to Berber, census
results are to be used with caution. Thus, while according to figures from
1906 (Doutté & Gautier 1913), about 30% of the Algerian Muslim popula-
tion was Berber-speaking, the 1948 Algerian census had only 17% for this
group. Picard’s critique clearly shows that the difference between the two
figures is mainly due to different census techniques and not to a decrease
in the percentage of Berber speakers (Picard 1957a:199ft.). For example, in
the 1948 census the term “Kabyle” was used, which does not refer to all
speakers of Berber in Algeria. An educated guess by André Basset for the
late colonial period estimates that one third of the (Muslim) population
of Algeria and somewhat less than half of the Moroccan population spoke
Berber at that time (A. Basset 1952:4).

After independence, due to Arab ideology, only the 1966 census gave
figures for language use. According to these results, 17,8% of the Algerian
population would be Berber-speaking, which is certainly below the real
percentage (Chaker 1984:8). Until recently no further census data on
northern African countries have taken native language into account.
Estimates for most of the recent period tend to be based on figures from

10 Cf. the Constitutional Declaration of August 3, 2011, Article 1, in which Arabic is
declared the official language (luya rasmiyya), but where other languages are considered
national languages (luyat wataniyya). See https://www.temehu.com/NTC/tnc-constitu
tional-declaration-in-arabic.pdf (retrieved March 2012).
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the colonial period, extrapolation of these figures, or are simply more
or less (often less) educated guesses. Even if one trusts colonial figures,
their extrapolation to modern times is problematic. Before 1950, the large
majority of the population of Algeria and Morocco lived in the country-
side; this has changed considerably since. For example, in Algeria, in 1960
30,5% of the population lived in cities, fifty years later, this was the case
of 66,5%;! in Morocco, the urban population increased from 29,4% in
1960 to 56,7% in 2010. As traditionally Berber is a language of the rural
population, and speakers tend to shift to Arabic once they have settled
in an urban area (Abbasi 1977:101), urbanization certainly had impact on
the nation-wide percentage of Berber speakers (Hoffman 2006:150; Ennaji
2010:76). One has to keep in mind, however, that urbanization does not
by necessity immediately lead to language loss. It is telling, for instance,
that in the 1991 Algerian elections, which were won by the fundamentalist
FIS, parties with a strong embedding in Berber cultural groups (FFS and
RCD) gained 18,4% of the voters in Algiers (Fontaine 1992:157). Therefore,
one may well conclude that almost one fifth of the population of Algiers
felt enough connection to their Berber roots to make this influence their
voting behavior; this attachment could very well be related to language
maintenance. In fact, percentages are probably higher for Algiers, as many
Berber speakers undoubtedly voted for other parties, whose popularity
was not restricted to speakers of Arabic.

The only recent census that explicitly includes language is the 2004
census in Morocco. According to this census, Berber is spoken by 28% of
the population (HCPM). This figure is much lower than estimates of the
late colonial period and afterwards (e.g. Boukous 1997, Ennaji 1991, who
give an estimate of 40%, Ennaji 2010:74 even “approximately half of the
population”),!? and has been subject to severe criticism. There are cer-
tainly a number of caveats to the census data. In the first place, the figure
represents the answer to what language is used in daily life. It is thereby
less inclusive—especially in an urban setting—than questions about
which language is the first language of a person; moreover it is sensitive
to ideological pressure: as Arabic has higher status, a person who uses
both Arabic and Berber in his daily life may choose to give Arabic rather

I Data according to Perspective-Université de Sherbrooke: http:/[perspective.usher-
brooke.ca/bilan/servlet/BMTendanceStatPays?langue=fr&codePays=DZA&codeStat=SP
.URB.TOTL.IN.ZS&codeStat2=x); accessed March 2012.

12 The Wikipedia article “Languages of Morocco” (retrieved February 27, 2012) gives at
one point a staggering 50-65% of the population as Berber speakers.
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than Berber as an answer. In the second place, there were many problems
in the practicalities of the census; even though it was in principle carried
out as a house-to-house survey, data were sometimes provided by village
officials. Such a situation could lead to over-representation of Arabic for
the afore-mentioned reason; on the other hand, it may also explain the
extremely high figures for Berber in some areas, which amount to 100%
in quite a number of municipalities. There is no doubt that the census
hides Berber in some places; thus the linguistic island of Ghomara Berber
is invisible in the statistics. On the other hand, Hassaniya, the Arabic
variety of the Western Sahara and Mauritania, is registered as “Amazigh”
(i.e. Berber), thereby boosting the figures in favor of Berber.

The geographic distribution of municipalities in Morocco with large
percentages of Berber speakers according to the 2004 census corresponds
very well to data from the colonial period. Thus, what seems to have
happened in between is not so much language loss (or concealment by
the census) in the traditional areas where Berber is spoken, but a change
in relative weight of these areas vis-a-vis the over-all population of
Morocco.!® Therefore, while 28% may be on the low side, the strong
decrease in relative importance over the last fifty years may be realistic, as
an effect of urbanization (see above). This decrease in percentage conceals
two facts: first, that in its heartlands Berber only marginally lost ground,
and second, that there are many more speakers of Berber nowadays than
there were in the late colonial period. André Basset (1952:4) estimated the
number of Berber speakers in Morocco about 3 million; according to the
2004 census, there are almost 8,5 millions speakers of Berber.

For Libya, no population statistics are available. The most viable way
of estimating the Berber-speaking population is looking at the popula-
tion statistics of the regions where Berber is spoken on a large scale, i.e.
Nalut, the Western Mountains (Djebel Nefusa) and Zuwara. Neither of
these regions is exclusively Berber-speaking. Large parts of Nalut and the
Western Mountains are Arabic (e.g. Zintan), while one has to reckon with
many Arabic-speaking immigrants in the port town of Zuwara. If we—
arbitrarily—estimate that around half of the population in these two
regions speaks Berber, there would be about 300,000 persons, i.e., about
5% of the Libyan population.

13 Thus, Abbasi’s (1977:102) prediction is borne out: “The trend will continue to show a
relatively stable form of bilingualism in the rural Berber regions, and a less stable or tran-
sitional one in the cities where Arabic is taking over most societal domains.”
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Berber in Tunisia is confined to a number of villages, and Berber speak-
ers constitute less than 1% of the population. Their exact numbers are
not known, and estimates range from between 45,000 and 50,000 persons
(Gabsi 2011:142) to 60,000 (Hamza 2007:28) and 109,000 persons (Hamza
2007:67).14 In Egypt, Berber is only spoken in the oasis of Siwa, by approxi-
mately 15,000 people (Souag 2010:17).

Different from what is sometimes suggested, most Berber languages are
not immediately endangered. The Moroccan data from the 2004 census
are telling in this respect: large regions in the High Atlas, the Middle Atlas
and the Rif have over 95% of Berber speakers. The UNESCO Atlas of the
World’s Languages in Danger lists six endangered Berber languages. The
first among these is Judeo-Berber. While the endangerment of Berber as
spoken by Jews stands beyond doubt, it is questionable that it was very
different from neighboring Muslim Berber varieties except for religious
terminology; Chetrit (2007) even suggests that many alleged Judeo-Berber
communities were basically Arabic-speaking and used Berber only for
contacts with Muslims. A second endangered variety given by the Atlas is
Ait Rouadi Tamazight, a variety spoken in the Tadla plain west of the Mid-
dle Atlas. Again, there is no doubt about local language loss here (Bennis
2001:638, 2011),'5 but there is no reason to consider this variety a language
on its own; it is doubtful that it differs very much from surrounding, very
viable dialects. Figuig Berber is also counted as endangered; in this case,
the endangerment is highly questionable, as the local inhabitants of the
oasis are almost all Berber-speaking, and language shift seems to be rare.
Something similar is true for Senhadja de Srair, which has been declared
dead by several sources (e.g. Ethnologue, Lewis 2009), but which is well-
alive (Lafkioui 2007). The last case, Beni Iznasen is somewhat different.
The Beni Iznasen tribe is traditionally bilingual, i.e., certain fractions are
Arabic-speaking while others use Berber (already Voinot 1912). Over the
last decades, language shift is taking place at least in parts of the region (EI
Kirat 2001), and seems to be completed in the larger urban centers, such
as Berkane. Still, in many villages the language is spoken by the entire
population, including children and adolescents (Stanly Oomen, p.c.), and
El Kirat's dark view of its future may be too pessimistic. Finally, the status
of Ghomara Berber is unclear. Like in the case of Senhadja de Srair, the

14 The last figure may refer to Berber identity rather than to knowledge of the Berber
language.
15 In fact, the community has already shifted to Arabic entirely, Bennis 2o11.
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lack of linguistic studies on northwestern Moroccan Berber since inde-
pendence has given the impression that the language would be dead or at
least disappearing fast. Recent fieldwork in the area (El Hannouche 2008,
Mourigh fc.) shows that it is still spoken by many people of different age
groups. Mourigh (p.c.) observed that Arabic seems to prevail nowadays
among primary school children in the sea-side village of his fieldwork,
which could point to incipient language shift. To what extent this also
applies to the mountainous heartland of the language is impossible to say.

The situation seems to be less favorable in Algeria. While the great
blocks of Kabylia and the Aures are not in danger, the many small pock-
ets in central and eastern Algeria are definitely under pressure. Their
decrease has a long history: thus Picard (1957a:200—201) notes that small
Berber-speaking groups such as the Achacha of the Dahra, the Bel Halima
in the vicinity of Frenda and the Tarifiyt migrant community in the old
town of Arzew had already shifted to Arabic by the late colonial period.
There are no recent surveys of these regions, but observations by Lameen
Souag suggest that several communities are shifting now, and that Berber
is no more learned by younger speakers (Lameen Souag p.c.). It is impos-
sible to make out to what extent this tendency is general among these
language islands.

In Tunisia, the situation of Berber seems to differ from village to village.
Brugnatelli (1998) remarks that on the island of Djerba it is still widely
spoken in some villages, while it is increasingly rare in others. On the
mainland, the situation of Berber has been described in alarming terms
(Battenburg 1999, Gabsi 2011, Hamza 2007). The exact situation is not very
clear, however, and even a work like Hamza (2007), which has the death
of Berber in Tunisia as its subject, remains vague about the situation in
the villages. His statement that “superficially” transmission of Berber to
younger speakers has ceased in the 1980s pertains to immigrants in Tunis
(Hamza 2007:221); however, the same situation may (with a certain time
lag) be true for the villages too, where he observed a “significant decrease”
amongst the children younger than 10 years old (Hamza 2007:172).

In Libya, the recent resurgence of Berber activism clearly shows its
vitality in the Djebel Nefusa and in Zuwara. Elsewhere, things are less
clear. According to observations by Adam Benkato (p.c.), Awdjila Ber-
ber is still alive. Most male speakers seem to be over forty, but the situ-
ation among women is unknown. There is no information on the fate of
Ghadames Berber, but there is no reason to believe it has died out. In
the central Libyan oases of Sokna and El-Fogaha, Berber was apparently
abandoned in course of the 20th century. According to the cadi of Sokna,
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in the early 1920s only four or five people could still speak Berber (Sar-
nelli 1924-1925:3). In El-Fogaha, Umberto Paradisi only found three good
speakers of the language in the early 1960s (Paradisi 1961:294).

All over the Maghrib, most speakers of Berber also know Arabic, and, to
quote Ennaji (2010:125), “[m]onolingual Berbers are usually children, old
men and women living on the mountains or in the desert”. I am not aware
of any sophisticated sociolinguistic surveys on language use and knowl-
edge in Berber-speaking rural areas, but there seem to be two main types
of multilingualism in the countryside. In some regions, virtually all Berber
speakers can also communicate in dialectal Arabic. The fluency and qual-
ity of their Arabic varies from person to person and ranges from perfect
bilingualism to strong dominance of Berber. This seems to be the case in
many regions, such as, in Morocco, the Sous plains in the south (Hoffman
2006), the northern part of the Middle Atlas (Kossmann 2012b), Figuig
(Melhaoui & Kossmann 2006) and Tunisia (Hamza 2007:172). For other
regions, a difference between male and female practices is reported. Thus
Hoffman (2006) describes Tashelhiyt speaking women from the eastern
Anti-Atlas mountains as monolingual, while the male population speaks
both languages. In this region, most males stay only part of their life in
the village, and spend the other part in the city, while women tend to
remain in the home village. I would not be surprised if migration patterns
are more important here than gender (as far as they do not coincide).
In the 1990s I have met young male Berber-speakers from the region of
El Hoceima who told me they had had no knowledge of Moroccan Ara-
bic before they moved to an Arabic city. They acquired Standard Arabic
through education before they acquired Moroccan Arabic and initially
had considerable problems in coping with it. I heard similar anecdotes
about Berber speakers in Zuwara in Libya.

Bilingual speakers tend to use Berber in the domain of the village and
the family, and Moroccan Arabic in the outside domain. One example
of this is the situation in the northern Middle Atlas town of Imouzzar.
The Graz corpus of spoken Moroccan conversations built by Utz Maas!6
contains many Arabic outdoor conversations from this town featuring

16 In the framework of the project Arabisch im Mittleren Atlas at the universities of
Graz and Vienna, financed by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF), with the collaboration
of Abderrahmane Assini. Cf. for a description http://www.uni-graz.at/en/fzsaawww/
fzsaawww_forschung/fzsaawww_beschreibung.htm.
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only Berber native speakers. On the other hand, the same speakers con-
sider using Arabic at home to be disrespectful to their parents (Kossmann
2012b). Again, it should be noted that patterns of language use are strongly
determined by local and temporal constraints. Thus the northern Mid-
dle Atlas situation is in no way duplicated in the oasis villages of Figuig,
where Berber is the language of choice between Berber speakers, and Ara-
bic is only used in conversations with outsiders. As for the temporal axis,
I have been told by Berber migrants in Oujda, a large Arabic-speaking city
in eastern Morocco, that using Berber in a café was considered inappro-
priate in the 1970s and 1980s, but that this changed during the 1990s. In
this migration context, Tarifiyt speakers would use Berber more in public
than people coming from Figuig. The official recognition of Berber by the
Moroccan government will undoubtedly strengthen this tendency.

Besides such anecdotal information, there are only few studies that
quantify (reported) language use concerning Berber and Arabic. One of
these is Brahimi & Owens (2000), who study 147 Algerian Berber speak-
ers. Among these, g reported only little or no (!) knowledge of Berber, 39
considered themselves to speak Berber “rather well”, and 37 to speak it
“well”. Seven out of 147 Berber speakers reported to have no knowledge
of dialectal Arabic, while 35 spoke “a little” dialectal Arabic. The research
was done both in a Berber-speaking area (Tizi Ouzou in Kabylia) and in
an Arabic-speaking city (Oran). 29 out of 144 Berber respondents (3 were
“missing” in the statistics) came from Oran. Unfortunately, the overview
article in which these figures were published does not specify the results
according to place of residence or age of the respondents.

Bentahila & Davies (1992), basing themselves on a questionnaire com-
pleted by over 200 young “fluent Berber-Arabic bilinguals” in Morocco,
observe a strong decay of Berber usage in the family domain, especially
between siblings. This is exemplified in the table below:

Table: Language usage with siblings of young Berber-Arabic bilinguals in
Morocco (adapted from Bentahila & Davies 1992:200)

speakers with speakers with speakers with total
monolingual  bilingual parents bilingual
parents and and monolingual parents and
grand-parents grand-parents grand-parents
Berber only 76% 32% 28% 48%
Berber + Arabic 20% 25% 28% 22%

Arabic only 4% 42% 44% 29%
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These figures suggest a situation of language shift, especially given that
only few young people are monolingual (which would have kept them
outside the sample). However, the interpretation of the data is compli-
cated by the fact that Bentahila & Davies do not differentiate between
urban and rural speakers (people from both groups took part in the sur-
vey), nor between speakers who moved away from their home region and
those that stayed there. Therefore, it is impossible to make out to what
extent these factors co-predict language choice.

Bilingualism is often depicted as a threat to the maintenance of Berber
(already so in Bernard & Moussard 1924), and even authors that do not
consider the language to be endangered immediately point to the “con-
traction” of the language to the local domain (e.g. Hoffman 2006). In fact,
contraction may be the wrong term. Before the colonial period, Berber was
essentially a rural language, spoken by farmers and transhumant nomads.
The “inside” and the “outside” domains basically coincided. Urbanization,
mass education and improvement of infrastructure greatly expanded the
“outside” domain, and created new contexts of language use. Thus the
kind of street corner conversations in which Imouzzar youngsters use
Arabic are a relatively new context; one hundred years ago, the local Ber-
ber populations had little to do with urban centers like Imouzzar (which
hardly existed). Seen from this angle, Berber did not so much contract, but
rather failed to expand into new domains.

Among the many subjects that are understudied in Berber linguistics,
code-switching stands out. In Maghribian linguistics in general, code-
switching is among the most thoroughly studied subjects, and many anal-
yses have been made, taking different angles of research. With very few
exceptions, this research concerns one out of two contact situations. In
the first place the interaction between the diglossic “Low” language dia-
lectal Arabic and the “High” languages Standard Arabic (Boussofara-Omar
2006) and French (Abbasi 1977, Bentahila & Davies 1983, 1995, Heath 1989,
and many others) is studied.!” A few studies concern Berber and one of the
“High” varieties, most notably Mettouchi’s analysis of Berber-French code-
switching in a rural Kabyle setting (Mettouchi 2008). In the second place,
code-switching in emigration contexts has been a subject of research. This
concerns the interaction between Moroccan heritage languages (mostly
Moroccan Arabic) and the dominant language of the country. Especially

17 Cf. already the short note on Arabic-French code-switching among Jews in Algiers
in M. Cohen 1912:12.
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in the Netherlands, this type of code-switching has been studied in consid-
erable depth (esp. Nortier 1990, Boumans 1998). Code-switching between
Berber and dialectal Arabic is almost consistently neglected. The most
important exception is Hamza (2007), who has an elaborate section on
code-switching between Tunisian Berber and Tunisian Arabic, Standard
Arabic, and French. His data suggest that this is pervasive in these small
communities which are mostly isolated from each other. A different situ-
ation is presented by Tigziri (2008), basing herself on an unpublished MA
thesis from Tizi-Ouzou (Kebbas 2002), showing examples from the high
city of Tizi Ouzou, a community which is traditionally Arabic-speaking,
but where Berber is much used as a second language. It is ironic that one
of the rare pieces of explicit data on code-switching involving Berber and
dialectal Arabic outside Tunisia concerns the highly marked situation of a
community of Arabic speakers that use Berber as a second language.

One reason for this lack of research may be that Berber-dialectal Ara-
bic code-switching is much less pervasive than with the “High” languages
French and Standard Arabic, and therefore provides less interesting
material for the theoretical study of code-switching. The Graz corpus of
spoken Moroccan conversations brings interesting insights at this point.
Among the conversations recorded in Imouzzar in the northern Middle
Atlas, most are uniquely in Arabic without any switches to Berber. This is
remarkable, as most of the speakers involved are bilingual, and even many
people raised in Arabic are able to understand Berber. Switches to and
from Moroccan Arabic without any clear functional explanation are rare.'®
Apparently, in this community, the usage contexts of Moroccan Arabic
and Berber are kept apart well-enough to make code-switching less likely
or interesting to the speaker (Kossmann 2012b).

It is impossible to say to what extent these observations are represen-
tative for the usage of Berber speakers outside Imouzzar. It is very well
possible—even likely—that code-switching patterns differ according to
the region and to the social setting (e.g. rural vs. urban), and that other
Algerian and Moroccan Berber communities have the same pervasive
code-switching as found in Tunisia.

Generally speaking, Berber-Maghribian Arabic bilingualism is asym-
metrical: Berber speakers learn Maghribian Arabic as a second language,

18 In the corpus, there are hardly any intrasentential switches within Arabic discourse
towards Berber. switches. There are more intrasentential towards Arabic within Berber
discourse, most of them, however, to Standard Arabic rather than to the vernacular (Koss-
mann 2012b).
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or as a second first language, while native speakers of Arabic typically
do not learn Berber. While this is true on the macro-level, on the micro-
level the situation is somewhat more subtle. In the first place, in small
Arabic-speaking communities enclosed by Berber communities, it is not
rare to find native speakers of Arabic who have learned to speak Berber.
This is what I observed in the small town of Driouch in the Rif, where the
original population is a small group of Arabic-speaking Beni Oukil surafa’,
while the entire surrounding population speaks Berber. It is also what is
witnessed by Tigziri's account of language usage in the high city of Tizi
Ouzou in Kabylia. It may be much more general than is often assumed,
and in some instances it may have lead to full-fledged berberization of
Arabic-speaking regions. For Béjaia in Algeria, Philippe Marcais remarked
in the 1950s that “I'élément kabyle a repris assez compleétement possession
de Bougie pour faire de cette vieille capitale, centre médiéval de culture
arabe, une cité berbérophone” (Ph. Margais 1957:226).

Arabic-speaking individuals can become bilingual because they move
into a Berber-speaking community. This seems to be rare among civil ser-
vants (which is a major source of discontent among Berber speakers), but
may be more general with people who have other reasons, e.g. when run-
ning a small store.

Because of the long tradition of endogamy among rural populations,
marriage is not among the major forces in bilingualism. Thus in Morocco,
in 1995, one third of married rural women was married to a relative, half
of them with a full cousin, while according to figures from 1986, in Algeria,
40% of the women was married to a relative (Population et développement,
1998:115). However, in pre-colonial society, another practice integrated
many Arabic-speakers into Berber communities, adoption. Adoption of
an adult person or a group of persons implied that they were protected by
the tribe, but did not immediately mean full integration (cf. for a recent
account, Venema & Mguild 2003). Not only persons could thus be inte-
grated, whole sub-fractions might change allegiance in this way.!® One
may assume that the gradual integration of such foreign elements often
lead to linguistic integration. In the case of speakers of Arabic, this would
mean bilingualism in Berber and subsequent loss of Arabic. It is very well
possible that such incorporated speakers of Arabic were to some degree

19 Tt is instructing in this regard to read the abbreviated genealogies of Beni Iznasen
fractions and esp. sub-fractions given by Voinot (1912:193ff.).
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instrumental in the introduction of Arabic elements into Berber (Kahl-
ouche 2001:31).

All authors agree that the modern linguistic situation cannot be pro-
jected on earlier periods. It seems that the restriction of Berber monolin-
gualism to women is something that took place during the last century.
In fact, many regions that are now bilingual were described as monolin-
gual in the early colonial period. Thus Destaing describes the situation in
Imouzzar in the Middle Atlas, now a bilingual town, as follows:

Chez les A. Seghrouchen d’Imouzzer, les femmes et les enfants ne parlent
que le berbere; ceux des hommes qui sont bilingues (berbere et arabe) sont
en petit nombre, ils ont appris le peu d’arabe qu'ils savent au contact des
Arabes voisins, notamment sur les marchés. (Destaing 1920a:Ixxi)

Similar observations have been made in south-western Morocco, e.g. by
Jean Podeur, describing the situation with the Ayt Souab in the Anti-Atlas
in the late 1940s:

Seul le dialecte berbére est employé en tribu, tant sur les marchés que dans
la vie sociale. Sur 12 chefs de fraction, 5 ne parlent ni comprennent I'arabe
et, fait remarquable, le commercant ou l'ouvrier revenus en tribu pour y
séjourner définitivement oublient tres vite 'arabe qu'ils ont pu apprendre
ou utiliser auparavant. (...) Les femmes, sauf de tres rares exceptions (quel-
ques filles de marabouts), ne parlent que le berbére. (Podeur 1995:23)

The same situation is described by Hanoteau in the 1850s for Kabylia:

Parmi ces populations [i.e. of Algeria, MK], plusieurs sont restées consti-
tuées en groupes trés compacts, sans mélange d’éléments étrangers, et, par
leffet de leur isolement, 'idiome berber est encore dominant, quelque fois
méme exclusivement parlé dans leur pays. Tels sont, par exemple, les Kaby-
les du Jurjura. Quelques-uns d’entre eux, qui voyagent pour leur commerce,
apprennent bien a parler l'arabe; leurs tolba étudient dans cette langue, la
science du droit et des traditions islamiques; mais la masse du peuple, tou-
tes les femmes, sans exception, et les hommes qui vivent sédentaires, ne
parlent et ne comprennent que le kabyle. Pendant la derniere expédition
de M. le Maréchal Randon, la tribu des Beni Iraten avait fourni soixante-
trois otages pris parmi les gens les plus influents de tous les villages et, sur
ce nombre, deux seulement pouvaient s'exprimer en arabe d’'une maniére a
peu preés intelligible. (Hanoteau 1858:xvii—xviii)

The situation was not the same everywhere, though, and other early
accounts attest to a strong percentage of bilinguals, e.g. Destaing on the
Beni Snous in western Algeria and Voinot on the Beni Iznasen, their
neighbors on the Moroccan side of the border:
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Tous les habitants de la tribu savent parler 'arabe (Destaing 1907:xxviii)

Les éléments fixes de chacune des deux races [scil. Arabs and Berbers, MK]
ont conservé 'usage de leur langue propre, mais tous les Berbéres connais-
sent aussi la langue arabe qui est treés répandue. (Voinot 1912:179)

It is impossible to reconstruct the pre-colonial language situation on the
basis of such observations alone; one can only conclude that monolin-
gualism was much more wide-spread than it is now, but that bilingual
communities also existed, and did not all emerge as a result of the social
upheavals of the colonial and post-colonial period.

For earlier periods, we know even less about the sociolinguistics of
Berber. It is not unlikely that the early colonial accounts reflect a long-
standing stable situation, but there is nothing to prove it, nor is there any
reason to exclude the contrary assumption.

Diglossia

Northern Africa (and the Arab world in general) is characterized by High-
Low diglossia. This means that several varieties (languages) are used
within one community and that their choice is governed by a functional
split between domains of usage. In Northern Africa the Low domain is occu-
pied by Berber and Maghribian Arabic, while the High domain is occupied
by Standard Arabic. The place of French in such a division is somewhat
complicated, but it is certainly closer to the High domain than to the Low
domain. In the theoretical literature on diglossia, there exist different
opinions about the degree of linguistic similarity which is needed in order
to consider a situation diglossic. In the original definition by Ferguson
(1959), only an interaction between linguistically related codes could be
called diglossia. Later studies have extended this to cover sociolinguis-
tically similar cases where the languages are far apart linguistically (e.g.
Fishman 1967). In the case of Northern Africa, the restrictive definition
of diglossia does not make much sense. In this definition, Maghribian
Arabic would be in a diglossic relation to Standard Arabic, while Berber,
which has a similar sociolinguistic relation to Standard Arabic in the same
countries, would be entirely different. More inclusive approaches have a
tendency to consider any functionally compartmentalized use of different
linguistic systems diglossia. This definition may be over-inclusive, and a
more restrictive approach seems to be preferable. I therefore follow Hud-
son (2002:5) in considering the linguistic relatedness of the two varieties
as less determinant for the characterization of diglossia, and the existence
of the High-Low discontinuum as the main point.
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An important characteristic of diglossia is that it is not defined in terms
of social status of the individuals. In a diglossic community, all speakers
use the Low variety in the appropriate situations. Thus, any speaker of
Maghribian Arabic, whatever his or her social class, will use this in the
context of informal conversation; using Standard Arabic would be utterly
inappropriate, and deemed ridiculous. Usage of the High variety of course
depends on the access the speaker has to this variety. Standard Arabic is
acquired through schooling. In countries with high percentages of illiteracy,
such as Morocco with 43% of illiterates among inhabitants of 10 years and
older (2004, HCPM), this means that a large proportion of the population
has only very limited access to the High variety. They can therefore only
marginally participate in those realms of communication where Standard
Arabic is demanded and used. Functional illiteracy is much higher than
actual illiteracy, and not so many people are able to use the High variety
in all its functions.

As High vs. Low is not an indicator of social class in itself (although
access to High is), the terms are somewhat delusive, as they attach social
values to different domains of usage. In the Maghribian situation, the dif-
ference is not essentially one of prestige, but one of the written vs. the
spoken domain. Standard Arabic is used in the written domain, which
includes read-aloud written communication, such as news bulletins,
speeches, and sermons. Maghribian Arabic and Berber belong to the spo-
ken domain. Consequently, Standard Arabic is basically a language used
in one-sided communication, while Maghribian Arabic and Berber are
typically used in (but not restricted to) interactive communication. As
writing and the domains for which writing is used (including religion),
have high prestige, Standard Arabic is also a high-prestige language. The
result is an interesting clash between prestige and communicative func-
tion in medialized conversation, such as found in television talk shows.
While the prestige of mass media demands for the use of the high-prestige
language, Standard Arabic, the dialogic nature of conversation entails the
use of the Low variant. This clash is resolved by a type of discourse that
uses the linguistic structures of the Low variety, but boosts it by the inser-
tion of large amounts of vocabulary and idioms from Standard Arabic.
This has been analyzed as an intermediate language system on its own
(Mitchell & Al-Hassan 1994, Youssi 1992), but recent analyses consider it
a code-switched discourse, in which a Maghribian Arabic matrix is filled
with code-switched insertions from Standard Arabic (Boussofara-Omar
2006, Bassiouny 2009). As will be illustrated in section 4.1.4, a similar type
of speech is sometimes encountered in the much rarer context of Berber
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in mass media, in which Berber is the matrix, and Standard Arabic the
inserted language.

Standard Arabic is a prototypical High language, being confined to the
written domain and its derivates. In the Maghrib, it is nobody’s native lan-
guage, and it is hardly ever used in face-to-face interaction. The situation
of French is somewhat different. In the modern-day Maghribian states
(except for Libya), French plays an important role as a language of pres-
tige. It is the most common language in interaction with foreigners, and
it continues to play an important role in the teaching of many subjects
in school and at university (Grandguillaume 1983). Like Standard Arabic,
it is fully entrenched in the written domain, and literary and scientific
written production are as least as often in French as in Standard Arabic.
Still its domains of usage are different from that of Standard Arabic. It is
perfectly possible for those who master French to carry out a conversation
in this language. This is neither considered extremely unnatural, nor felt
as inherently inappropriate. The relatively strict compartmentalization
between the written and the spoken domain does therefore not apply to
French. Moreover, French functions as a first language for some groups.
This has been shown for parts of the Moroccan Jewish community (Ben-
tahila & Davies 1992), and anecdotal evidence points to similar behavior
among some elite Muslim families in Morocco. Furthermore, the continu-
ing contact with France enhances the naturalness of French as a language
of spoken interaction. It therefore does not fit the domain-specific defi-
nitions of diglossia, and rather functions as a language of prestige with
wider functions.

The present situation is very different from that during the colonial
period. In pre-independence Algeria, the use of Standard Arabic was
strongly discouraged, and mainly restricted to the religious and the nation-
alist domain. French was not only the language of colonial administration,
but also the native language of 1% of the Algerian population (Weiler
1957:143). After independence, Standard Arabic became the official lan-
guage of the new state and the French-speaking non-Muslim population
almost completely left the country. The situation was less extreme in Tuni-
sia and Morocco, where Standard Arabic was less severely suppressed, and
where the European population was much smaller. Still, in both countries
Standard Arabic gained much importance after independence.

The function of other European languages in the Maghrib is relatively
marginal. Spanish is still an important language of communication with for-
eigners in northern Morocco. This may be partly a heritage of the colonial
period (northern Morocco was a Spanish protectorate from 1912 to 1956),
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but is strengthened by relations with neighboring Spain, and especially
the Spanish enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla. Italian does not play much of
a role in Libya anymore.

2.5 DIGLOSSIA AND THE ARABIC INFLUENCE ON BERBER

Diglossia with Standard and Classical Arabic has a long history in the
Maghrib, and one may assume that some kind of diglossia was already
installed shortly after the first wave of islamization. Therefore, one has to
reckon with the possibility of Standard Arabic influence on Berber vari-
eties, not mediated by Maghribian Arabic. The evidence for this kind of
influence is very weak, however. I am not aware of any structural influ-
ence of Arabic on Berber that would be accounted for by Standard Ara-
bic only. On a lexical level, it is more difficult to exclude Standard (or
Classical) Arabic influence. For example, the take-over of verbs implies to
such an extent introduction into Berber word patterns (which are more
similar to those of Maghribian Arabic than to Standard/Classical Arabic)
that it is often impossible to distinguish a Standard/Classical item from a
Maghribian Arabic item. Our knowledge of the history and development
of dialectal lexicon is so restricted that is in most cases impossible to
identify lexemes as Standard/Classical Arabic loans with certainty. With
nouns one would expect less problems, as their form is much more free
in Berber and Standard/Classical lexemes should be recognizable. This is
indeed the case with obviously recent introductions postdating the colo-
nial period (Kossmann 2009a). For earlier periods, it is almost impossible
to find unambiguous instances of Standard Arabic loans. In other word
classes the same obtains; the only possible case I know of is the introduc-
tion of the numeral tnayan ‘two’ in a number of northern Moroccan and
western Algerian varieties, while all neighboring Arabic vernaculars have
a different lexeme, Zuz (see 9.3.1). All in all, there is little to no evidence
of immediate influence by Standard/Classical Arabic on Berber. It may
however be that a more detailed analysis of the etymology of Arabic loans
would yield some more results.

2.6 THE DATING OF ARABIC-BASED BERBER INNOVATIONS

Arabic has been a constant factor in northern Africa for over a thousand
years. Due to the spread of bilingualism over the past hundred years (see
above), its importance within Berber speech communities has increased
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considerably. Therefore, it is a legitimate question to what extent the
contact-induced changes treated in this work are recent innovations or
elements with a longer history.

There is no doubt that the influence of Arabic on the Berber language
is gradually expanding. In Figuig, for example, younger speakers use Ara-
bic loans that are not accepted as “good” Berber by speakers of the older
generation. Thus, in Lower Figuig, the original term iyran ‘palm garden’
is being replaced by Arabic lyabat ‘palm garden’. Working with younger
speakers in the 1990s, I was given lyabat, although iyran was mentioned as
a possibility. However, I was criticized by an older speaker of the language
because of my insertion of the word lyabat in the lexicon of Kossmann
(1997), as this was the Arabic word, and iyran was the correct Berber term.
The same older speaker had no problem with many other Arabic loan-
words (including the use of Arabic pronouns with sammoar- ‘never’, see
9.1.1), so his critique seems to reflect actual language change rather than
etymological purism. Similarly, speakers are able to mention words that
elderly people use, but for which younger speakers would use the Arabic
term instead. The same is undoubtedly true for other regions as well. Thus
Souag (2009b:240) points to the gradual decrease in use of Berber-based
numerals in a couple of varieties, apparent from the sources.

While there is no doubt about this gradual process over the last cen-
tury, this does not mean that the main lines of Arabic influence on Ber-
ber are recent, and a result of the social changes that accompanied the
advent of colonialism and subsequent modernization. The colonial histo-
ries of Algeria and Morocco are very different. Algeria was colonized from
1830 onwards (Greater Kabylia since 1857), while in Morocco colonization
started only in the first decades of the 20th century. The Ayt Atta of the
Djebel Saghro surrendered in 1934, only 22 years before Morocco regained
its independence. The preparation of the conquest, and the subsequent
installment of colonial administration everywhere in northern Africa lead
to a great demand for scientific studies, and, especially for Morocco, we
have quite dense and competently carried-out linguistic documentation
from the late pre-colonial and the first years of the colonial period. Thus,
for example, Edmond Destaing gathered the materials for his study on Ayt
Seghrushen Berber of Imouzzar (Destaing 1920a) in 1915, at a time when
Imouzzar was not yet under French rule, while other detailed descriptions
were published only a few years after colonization. The linguistic data in
these works therefore reflect pre-colonial usage. For Algeria, early works
on Kabyle also document pre-colonial usage. Thus Brosselard (1844) is a
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very early dictionary of the Berber of Lesser Kabylia.2® Hanoteau (1858) is
a grammar of Kabyle based on data collected when Greater Kabylia had
not yet surrendered to French rule.

More time depth can be reached by studying Berber manuscripts.
Northern Berber manuscripts fall into two types: Islamic treatises and
admonitions, and vocabularies. The analysis of Arabic influence in such
texts is often problematic. In Islamic treatises and admonitions, the text
genre entails the usage of much Arabic vocabulary. Some of this is no
doubt genuine borrowing, while others are necessary insertions in order
to express concepts not nameable otherwise. There are also many terms
that seem to be inserted from Arabic, even though there are Berber forms
available. Gutova (2011:203) notes that certain salient terms that are given
only in Arabic in one Kabyle manuscript are presented with Berber trans-
lations in another manuscript from roughly the same period. This prob-
ably does not reflect a difference in the spoken language, but different
pedagogic tools. One writer chose to teach the technical terminology
in Arabic (no doubt explaining them orally in Berber), while the other
chose to use a Berber equivalent in order to be understood without oral
explanation. Word lists have different difficulties. Word lists were meant
to explain Arabic words to a Berber readership. As there is rarely need to
explain an Arabic word that is represented by a loan in Berber, such lists
mainly contain Berber vocabulary. As such they constitute an invaluable
tool for Berber lexical studies, but provide only restricted information on
borrowing.

There are three main traditions of Northern Berber manuscripts:?! the
Kabyle tradition, the Ibadhi tradition of Tunisia and western Libya, and
the Tashelhiyt tradition. The Kabyle tradition is relatively recent. All
known manuscripts date from the 18th or 19th century (Gutova 2o011:9),
and therefore only slightly predate (if at all) the outburst of colonial stud-
ies on Kabyle in the 1840s and 1850s. The Ibadhi tradition of Tunisia and
Libya is mainly known from one single manuscript, the translation by Aba
Zakariya’ al-Ifrani (Brugnatelli 2o11a:30) of the Mudawwana of Abit Ganim
al-Hurasani. The date of its execution is unknown, but the fact that in the
16th century a glossary was compiled of Berber terms that had gone out

20 Venture de Paradis (1844) is much less useful, as it combines elements from different
Berber languages in a “purist” way, using as little Arabic materials as possible.

21 In addition, there is the largely unstudied Tuareg manuscript tradition, cf. among
others Norris (1982), Elghamis (2011), Kossmann & Elghamis (fc.).
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of usage (Bossoutrot 1900) puts it way back in the Middle Ages (Ould-
Braham 2008:56, Brugnatelli 2011a:30). No edition of this huge text (some
versions have almost goo pages, Brugnatelli 2011a:29) exists up to now, so
the exact impact of the text on our understanding of Berber linguistic his-
tory is not yet clear. The Tashelhiyt tradition is much more diverse. It falls
into two main periods. The most recent period starts in the 16th century,
and stretches well into the 20th century. During this period a huge num-
ber of original works were written on all kinds of Islamic subjects (van
den Boogert 1997). The language is clearly an archaic version of modern
Tashelhiyt, and, while sometimes unusual from a southwestern Moroc-
can perspective, holds little surprises to the Berberologist. This tradition
seems to be based to some extent on an older tradition. Only two texts
of this older, medieval, tradition survive with certainty. One of them is
the Arabic-Berber vocabulary Kitab al-’Asma’ by Ibn Tunart, compiled in
1146 CE, containing over 2,500 Berber words and phrases (van den Boogert
2000:359). The other is a fragment consisting of one leaf from a manu-
script possibly dating from the 14th century CE, now held in the Leiden
University Library (van den Boogert 2000:359). Unfortunately, there is no
edition of these texts up to now.

In order to give an impression of the time depth of Arabic influence
on Berber, two cases will be presented. In the first place, I compare the
Kabyle lexical materials contained in Dallet (1982) and Chaker (1984) with
those in Brosselard (1844), concerning words for basic items, using as a
data base the terms studied in chapter four. Among the dozens of Arabic
loans in this set, only very few are Arabic in the newer sources and Berber
in Brosselard (1844).22 Brosselard’s dictionary is based on Kabyle only, and
in fact may basically reflect usage around Béjaia.2 The only word in this
set where a Berber term has been substituted by an Arabic term after 1844
is ‘onions’. Brosselard (1844) provides two forms, that can be interpreted
as the Arabic loan lobsal and an ancient Berber term azlim. Later sources
only have the Arabic term, lobsal, and azlim seems to have been lost. All
in all, Arabic material in this type of lexicon seems to be stable, and no

22 There are some dialectal differences between the Greater Kabylia data in Dallet
(1982) and Chaker (1984) and the basically Lesser Kabylia data in Brosselard (1844). Cf.
also Brahimi (2000:376-377) for a similar study of sixteen words in Kabyle.

28 Thus, for example, the dictionary has in a consequent way ¢ for ¢, which reflects east-
ern Kabyle usage. One of the members of the committee responsible for the compilation of
the dictionary was the imam of Béjaia, Sidi Ahmed ben el Hadj Ali (Brosselard 1844:i).
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major changes can be deduced. Clearly, the bulk of Arabic elements in
the Kabyle basic lexicon was already present before the beginning of the
colonial period.

The second feature is the morphology of unintegrated Arabic nouns. As
will be shown in chapter six, Arabic nouns are often taken over in a quasi-
Arabic form. In this form, no Berber affixes are used. Instead, the Arabic
article is preserved (without function), as are Arabic plural formations. In
the feminine singular, the Arabic ending -a is represented by -a¢, which is
neither clearly Berber, nor clearly Arabic in origin. Cf. for example Figuig
zzang-at ‘street’, which comes from Arabic z=zang-a ‘the street’. This fea-
ture is found in the great majority of Berber languages. The study of writ-
ten sources shows that this borrowing pattern is very old, as it is amply
attested in medieval manuscripts (see 6.3.1).

The language itself provides only little evidence that could lead to a
chronology of the borrowings. The set of early Islamic terms is clearly
discernable, and may be dated to a very early period, when spoken Ara-
bic only had marginal importance in Berber societies (see 3.4). For later
periods, Berber only rarely gives clues to the chronology of borrowings,
and mostly only on a very local scale. It is telling that the introduction of
Arabic loan phonemes such as the voiced pharyngeal fricative ¢ is already
attested in medieval sources, as witnessed by the Mudawwana form leurat
‘woman’.

Clearly the major lines of Arabic influence on Berber were already in
place before the French, Spanish and Italians took power. This puts us in
an awkward position when it comes to the relationship between social
setting of language contact and effects of contact-induced change, as we
lack detailed information on this from before the colonial period. One
remarks the early attestation of some of the more salient features of this
contact influence, such as the parallel systems in noun morphology (Koss-
mann 2010a), which are found in medieval texts from different corners of
the Berber-speaking world. Therefore, one should be extremely cautious
when commenting upon the social circumstances under which Berber
languages acquired Arabic features. As mentioned above, it seems to be
generally true that language shift by Arabic speakers to Berber has never
been more than a marginal phenomenon, so the situation can be roughly
subsumed under the heading “language maintenance” in the Thomason
& Kaufman (1988) framework. It is unlikely that there was wide-spread
bilingualism in Arabic among Berber speakers at an early date, although
there may have been important differences between communities.
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Moreover, the integration of Berber warriors in the armies of basically
Berber reigns such as the Almoravides, the Almohads and the Merinids
may have lead to more knowledge of Arabic than found in later periods,
when many Berber groups were outside the worldly power of the rulers.
But in the end we simply do not know.



CHAPTER THREE

BERBER IN CONTACT:
THE PRE-ISLAMIC AND EARLY ISLAMIC PERIODS

Although the focus of this book is on the influence of Arabic on Berber,
it is relevant to look at what we know about the pre-Islamic contact his-
tory of Berber. In order to do so, first a short introduction into the earliest
reconstructible history of the language group is given. After this, pre-
Roman (mainly Punic) and Latin lexical borrowings are studied. Finally,
I shall discuss evidence for a set of early Islamic terms, coined by mission-
aries who apparently used Berber in the teaching of the new creed.

3.1 PROTO-BERBER

Berber languages belong to the Afroasiatic phylum. As the cradle of Afroa-
siatic is normally not posited in the Maghrib, it must have been introduced
to this part of the world at a certain moment in time. In the absence of
any positive evidence, it is impossible to establish this date, and the only
thing about which we can be reasonably sure is that it predates the Proto-
Berber stage.

Following the mainstream model of historical linguistics, most scholars
interested in the historical evolution of Berber posit the former existence
of an entity called Proto-Berber, i.e., a largely unitary language from which
all modern Berber varieties derive (Kossmann 1999a). The speech com-
munity using this language should be definable in time and in space—
the date being roughly the moment when the entity started to split up; the
space being the place where this happened or—if the split-up was the effect
of geographical diffusion (whether linked to demic expansion or not)—the
place where the language was spoken just before this diffusion.

There exist several suggestions for a dating of Proto-Berber (as defined
above). Louali & Philippson (2004a) put their equivalent of what I call
Proto-Berber in the first millennium BCE. This agrees with my personal
impression that the differences between different varieties of Berber recall
those between Germanic or Romance languages, which suggests a date
between 500 BCE and the beginning of the Christian era (similarly Murcia
2011:1/351-2). Lexicostatistic research carried out by Vaclav Blazek, using
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the calibrated glottochronological method, also has a date in the first mil-
lennium BCE (680 BCE) (Blazek 2010). Other datings are much earlier.
Ehret (1999) posits an early northern Afroasiatic settlement in Tunisia and
eastern Algeria, corresponding to the Capsian culture. Proto-Berber would
have evolved in this region, and started to diffuse over most of north-
ern Africa in the third millennium BCE. The author does not provide any
evidence, and the sketched scenario looks rather arbitrary. It was taken
up by the archaeologist Jean-Loic Le Quellec (1998:483ft.), who points to
several problems in Ehret’s reconstructions (e.g. 495ff.), but unfortunately
fails to see the general lack of convincing argumentation. Malika Hachid
(2000:26ff) also basically follows Ehret, but considers the Neolithic Cap-
sian culture to be Berber from the beginning. Blench (2001), pointing to
the lack of archaeological evidence for later dispersal (183—4), comes to a
date around 4500 BCE, associating Proto-Berber with the introduction of
livestock in the later phases of the Neolithic Capsian culture.! He explains
the high degree of similarity between modern Berber varieties from lack
of differentiating innovations because they would have been “highly
mobile populations already speaking closely related languages, constantly
encountering one another in open terrain” (184). Put otherwise, Berber
speech communities would have remained in contact over wide stretches
of territory for a long period of time; as a consequence linguistic differen-
tiation would have been much less prominent than in speech communi-
ties which develop in relative isolation from each other. While the model
as such is interesting, its application to northern Africa is not that evi-
dent. Most of the territories nowadays populated by speakers of Berber
are of a mountainous type. Whatever kind of nomadism took place in
the mountains, it probably did involve high mobility, and even less so
frequent encounters in open terrain. Of course, one could save the story
by assuming that for the first few thousand years Proto-Berber speakers
were centered in the plains. This, however, fails to explain the absence of
archaeological evidence for a later dispersal into the mountains, which,
after all, was the main reason for positing the early date.

Blench points to the reconstructibility of a number of terms for live-
stock (similarly Louali & Philippson 2004a). This would suggest, accord-
ing to him, that the introduction c.q. spread of Berber was related to the

1 As remarked by Blench, “Capsian” refers to different cultural complexes; Hachid
(2000) seems to refer to an older complex, as she puts the date of linguistically differenti-
ated Berber several millennia earlier than Blench.
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introduction of livestock in northern Africa. It may be relevant in this
context that the reconstructible terminology concerns as much primary
livestock terminology (terms for animals) as terms for secondary products
(i.e. products other than meat) and their usage,? e.g. *andu ‘to be churned
(milk)’, *ayVb ‘buttermilk’, *dzzag ‘to milk’, *ta-Pdub-t ‘wool’, *dllom ‘to
spin’, *dzda? ‘to weave'. Moreover, a number of agricultural terms are also
reconstructible (Chaker 2006:240): *t-umg-en ‘barley’, *i-rd-an ‘wheat,
*azzu ‘to plant’.

The link with Capsian, made by most authors with an early chronology
is mainly based on the idea that Capsian (rather as a whole than only
the Neolithic phase) would be an introduction from the east.3 This view
has been contested by archaeologists (Linstddter 2008:47 with reff.), and
a local development seems to be the preferred analysis nowadays. More-
over, northern Moroccan cultures from the same period (and even a little
earlier) had animal husbandry too, as well as cereals (Kahf Taht El-Ghar in
Morocco, around 4500 BCE, Ballouche & Marinval 2003; Linstddter 2008).
Recently, Daugas & El Idrissi (2008) have suggested that these cultures
are to be linked to Saharan complexes rather than to European Mediter-
ranean cultures. As a consequence, if one wants to posit an early date for
proto-Berber, these Moroccan (and Saharan?) cultures would constitute
equally probable candidates as the Capsian.

The most important problem, however, lies in the idea that reconstruct-
ibility of livestock terminology in a proto-language indicates a link between
this proto-language and the introduction of livestock, as formulated by
Blench: “If some livestock terminology can be reconstructed ... then it is
at least more probable that the spread of Berber speech was related to the
diffusion of livestock production and can thus be assigned to the ‘Capsian
Neolithic’” (Blench 2001:178). Reconstructible agricultural terminology of
course strongly suggests that proto-Berber flourished in a culture which
had animal husbandry and some crop growing, and thus provides us with
a terminus post quem. However, for resolving the question whether to take

2 Tt is not certain, however, that all these words originally refer to the handling of ani-
mal products; weaving is of course also possible with plant material.

8 The choice of Capsian is sometimes related to arguments pertaining to physical
anthropology (explicitly so, Hachid 2000). According to an analysis which has been popu-
lar for some time, but which is not uncontested, the Capsian human type would be an
intrusion from the east, superseding and eventually ousting the “older” Mechtoid human
type. Genetic analysis does not confirm this scenario; modern Berber-speaking popula-
tions show clear affinities with European populations (Coudray e.a. 2006; Coudray e.a.
2009).
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an early neolithic origin for proto-Berber or a much later date, the argu-
ment is irrelevant. If proto-Berber is dated around 500 BCE, one expects
it to be replete with cattle terms, as nobody would doubt that North-
Africans had livestock by then.

The “homeland” of Proto-Berber is even less studied than its probable
dating and, as far as I know, no proposal has been put forward using lin-
guistic arguments. Of course, an identification with the Capsian automati-
cally implies a homeland in eastern Algeria and Tunisia, which is where
this archaeological culture is found. Based on the idea that differentia-
tion is larger in the home area than in the zones the language spread to
later, one could indeed defend an origin in the eastern part of the present
extension of Berber, e.g,, in modern-day Libya. Some of the most aber-
rant languages, Ghadames and Awdjila, are spoken there. Moreover, both
Tuareg and Zenatic probably have their roots in western Libya or Tunisia,
while Kabyle, which represents quite a different type of language, is spo-
ken not far away from it. The argument is inherently weak in principle
when dealing with dialect continua which have undergone thousands of
years of convergence and (demic) movement. It is further weakened by
the fact that the most aberrant Berber language of all is Zenaga, the most
likely candidate for a first branching off the Berber family (cf. Blazek 2010).
This language is spoken nowadays in south-western Mauritania, at the
opposite end of the present-day Berber-speaking territory.

In the context of Berber studies, the idea of a reconstructible entity
“Proto-Berber” is not generally accepted. A number of scholars have sug-
gested that Berber is in fact a mixture of a Semitic language and some-
thing else. In the case of Werner Vycichl, this model implied the demise of
the idea of Afroasiatic, and the reintroduction of the earlier point of view,
which has a primary split between Semitic and the other branches (called
Hamitic). Vycichl considered Berber a blend of a Semitic and a Hamitic
stratum. Durand (1991, esp. 97, 114, 124), following up on suggestions by
Giovanni Garbini, has a similar scenario, but refrains from identifying the
non-Semitic stratum. Models of this type suffer from many problems. In
the first place, the argumentation only has a small basis, largely the issue
whether roots are basically triliteral (which would be the Semitic stratum)
or biliteral (which would represent the other stratum). As there exists a
fierce debate in Semitic linguistics about root structure (cf. also Durand
1991), while researchers on other branches of Afroasiatic have no problem
in identifying at least some triradical roots, this part of the argumentation
is rather problematic. Moreover, Berber (whatever its history) has had
enough time to lose radicals; in fact some of the categories adduced by
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Durand as original bilateral roots can now be shown to have contained a
third radical in an earlier stage of the language (Taine-Cheikh 2004, Koss-
mann 2001, Prasse 2om). Finally, the mixing scenario seems to be intro-
duced too light-heartedly. Language mixing is not a very common thing in
the history of languages, and most reported cases show compartmental-
ization between lexicon and grammatical structure (e.g. Ma’4, Media Len-
gua, Old Helsinki Slang) or between different parts of grammar / lexicon
(e.g. Michif with French nouns and nominal morphology and Cree verbs
and verb morphology). The free mixing of everything with everything as
implied in Durand’s and Vycichl's proposals does not seem to be attested
anywhere.

A much more basic piece of critique to the concept of proto-Berber has
been provided by Lionel Galand. Commenting on Kossmann (1999a:20),
who proposes a largely uniform, but not necessarily variation-less proto-
Berber entity, he remarks: “Mais si I'on admet la possibilité (...) de
telles différences, que reste-t-il de I'uniformité? Comment pourra-t-on la
mesurer et dire qu'elle est plus grande dans le proto-berbére que dans
le pan-berbere?” (Galand 2010:14). Abstracting away from the more basic
theoretical issue at stake (what do we mean by “proto-language”?), this
remark inspires one to rethink the whole issue of the uniformity of “recon-
structed” proto-Berber. There exist a number of apparently ancient fea-
tures in Berber that seem to be unrelated to any geographical factors,
and do not in any way cluster into sub-groups; such as the pronunciation
¢ rather than d (see 5.3.2) and the devoicing of y in final position (except
when part of a root) (cf. Kossmann 1999a:20; 239—240). This suggests that
the proto-Berber reconstructed in Kossmann (1999a) may have been an
amalgam of different dialectal groups, which were brought together and
split up later into new groups with a different distribution. This opens the
road to a view of “proto-Berber” suggested by Murcia (2011:1I/359-360),
which considers it the result of koineification, in which many different
Berber varieties converged, without necessarily reaching uniformity. Ber-
ber languages, because of their similarity and geographical proximity, are
in a continuous dynamics of convergence and divergence, and the pro-
posed early Berber koiné would constitute an early and decisive factor
in the relative unity of the modern Berber lects. Murcia dates the forma-
tion of this koiné somewhere in the period between 500 BCE and 500 CE.
The earliest date for this koineé lies in the same period as where Louali &
Philippson (2004a) posit “proto-Berber”, which would allow us to converge
the two (probably better called Common Berber). However, the study of
Berber words attested in Greek and Latin sources (Mtrcia 2011) shows that
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a number of pan-Berber sound changes must have occurred at a much
later time. Thus, antique sources transcribe the modern Berber sound /y/
in a consequent manner as /c/, which suggests a plosive pronunciation;
similarly the Berber sound /f/ is often rendered by a plosive /p/. From
an Afroasiatic point of view, it is reasonable to assume that Berber */y/
goes back to */q/, while */f/ represents earlier */p/. The antique evidence
suggests that, at least in parts of the Berber speaking area, plosive pro-
nunciations of these phonemes were still in use during Roman times.
This implies that the pan-Berber fricativization of these phonemes had
not yet been completed in that period, and is better considered part of the
koineization process than a proto-Berber sound change.

Assuming a koineization process somewhere in Antiquity, followed
by large-scale population movements (amply described in Ibn Khaldtin’s
works) and subsequent convergence processes, leaves us with little evi-
dence to distinguish between a proto-Berber inheritance and a koine
generalization. In such a model, proto-Berber would still be the ancestor
of the pre-koine Berber languages/dialects; however, as we have no idea
about the extent and the nature of the pre-koineé linguistic variation, only
very little can be said about it. As a consequence, any dating for proto-
Berber becomes elusive, and there is no more reason to keep with a late
dating in the first millennium BCE than to adhere to neolithic or earlier
scenarios.

The idea of a koiné rather than a proto-language as the basis of mod-
ern Berber has not yet been worked out in detail. In this study, the term
“proto-Berber” will be maintained; however, its reference may be rather to
the antique koiné rather than to a reconstructible proto-language.

3.2 PRE-ROMAN LOANS IN BERBER

Before the first writings on northern Africa by Greek authors, remarkably
little is known about the history of Berber. Sources from pharaonic Egypt
hardly provide any evidence for a linguistically definable Berber entity.
Two pieces of evidence have been presented in the past to show that a
Berber language was spoken in the vicinity of the Nile. In the first place,
a stela from the last century of the 3rd millennium BCE, set up in honor
of the XIth Dynasty ruler Antef, shows a number of royal dogs and their
names. Two of these names have been associated with Berber etyma
(R. Basset 1899, Maspéro 1898), which suggests that at that time Berber was
present at the borders of the Egyptian empire. Unfortunately, the evidence
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for the linguistic identification of the names is rather weak—one term
is only attested in Tuareg and seems to be a Tuareg-internal innovation
post-dating pharaoh Antef by several millennia, while the other presents
numerous other problems (Kossmann 2o11b). It seems wiser to discard
the “evidence” provided by this stela altogether. The other piece of evi-
dence comes from the alleged presence of Berber loanwords in Nobiin, a
Nile Nubian language (cf. for a summary Blazek 2000). As shown in Jakobi
& Kossmann (fc.), most of the proposed loans do not stand the scrutiny
of Berber and Nubian historical linguistics, and only one etymon, aman
‘water, Nile’ (the same in Nobiin as in Berber), provides a really strong par-
allel. It is not very probable that such a basic term would have been bor-
rowed as the only term in a contact situation, and the similarity between
the two is best considered coincidence. Nobiin has a number of other
terms for basic concepts that are not found elsewhere in Nubian; none of
these seems to have a Berber correlate.

Based on the evidence deconstructed above, authors have identified
the different tribes of the western desert with Berbers (e.g. Behrens 1981,
1984-1985, Bechhaus-Gerst 1989). While this identification cannot be
excluded on the forehand, there is no positive evidence for it.

Ancient Egyptian contributed only little to the Berber language. Two
Egyptian loanwords have been identified with some certainty: *te-bdyne
‘date’ from ancient Egyptian bnr(.), bnj(.t), Coptic bnne, beni (Vycichl
1951:71, Kossmann 2002b) and *a-sban ‘loose woody tissue around the palm
tree stem’ from ancient Egyptian $nj-bnr.t, Coptic snbnne (also attested
without n following §) (Kossmann 2002b). They clearly reflect the intro-
duction of date palm cultivation from Egypt.

Much more influence was exerted by the Phoenicians, originally a peo-
ple from modern-day Lebanon. From the beginning of the first millen-
nium BCE they started a trade network throughout the Mediterranean,
and founded trading colonies along the Mediterranean coast. With the
foundation of Carthago, according to legend in 814 BCE, an important
Phoenician political entity on the African mainland was established,
which used Punic (the local variant of Phoenician) as its official language.
Carthago was in close contact with its indigenous neighbors, and Punic
influence on the local culture has been considerable. Punic as a language
lost its official status when Carthago became part of the Roman empire.
As a spoken language, it continued to exist well into Roman times, as
witnessed by the presence of Punic inscriptions in Latin script, found
in military establishments in Libya, which date at earliest to the second
century CE (Kerr 2007). Later authors, among others Augustine, attest to
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the survival of Punic into late Antiquity; however, Mtrcia (2011:1/616ff.)
suggests that at least some of these testimonies may point to Berber
speakers rather than to Punic—the term lingua Punica being used for any
indigenous African language.

The lexical impact of Phoenician and Punic on Berber was a major item
in Berber studies during the first decades of the 20th century. Both Hans
Stumme (1912) and Hugo Schuchardt (1912) contributed to the issue, and
made a large number of proposals (see also Colin 1927:88-89). It should
be noted, however, that many of these are highly speculative. This may
be illustrated by one example from Schuchardt, who relates Kabyle idmim
‘hawthorne’ to Hebrew p Padamim ‘red’ (p of ?adom) (Schuchardt 1912:164).
Indeed, the fruits of the hawthorne are red, but this does not immediately
relate the Hebrew plural adjective to the Berber plant name (if the exten-
sion to the plant name would have been attested in Hebrew, the identi-
fication would be less elusive). Moreover, as Schuchardt himself admits,
Berber idamman ‘blood’, which he does not consider a loan, presents a
good alternative derivation.

Werner Vycichl (1952; 1958; 2005) took a critical look at the proposed
evidence, and retained about twenty Punic loans which, according to him,
are certain (“nur sicheres Material”, Vycichl 1952:199). As far as I know,
no further original research has been undertaken in the matter (cf. how-
ever van den Boogert 1997:221—222). There are several analyses based on
Vycichl's work (Murcia 2011:1/328ff., Malaskova & Blazek 2011), as well as
a somewhat uncritical compilation from earlier sources by Haddadou
(2008).4

All in all, there are a dozen or so reasonably convincing Punic loans

in Berber. They are all nouns and concern mainly the following semantic
fields:

— cultivated plants (see also 12.6.5), e.g. Tashelhiyt (etc.) agalim ‘onion’;
Central Moroccan Berber (etc.) ayassim ‘cucumber’; Nefusa (etc.) armin
‘pomegranate’; Ahaggar Tuareg dhatim ‘olive’; Tashelhiyt (etc.) ayanim
‘reed’; Djerba adfu ‘apple’. Possibly also Lesser Kabylia agusim ‘walnut’;
Ghadames asasid ‘almond’.

4 Haddadou, for example, includes Punic “loans” which are mentioned in Schuchardt
(1912) because they end in -im, but which are not compared by Schuchardt (nor by Hadda-
dou) to Semitic forms.
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— cultural objects, e.g. Central Moroccan Berber (etc.) agadir ‘wall,
embankment’; Tashelhiyt amadir ‘hoe’; Iznasen (etc.) amasmir ‘nail’;
Ghadames (etc.) ener ‘lamp (in earthenware)’; Iznasen (etc.) afdis ‘ham-
mer’. Possibly also Central Moroccan Berber (etc.) agalzim ‘small hoe'.

— mineral resources (see also 12.6.4): Central Moroccan Berber (etc.)
agarif ‘alum’. more problematic (see below) is Tashelhiyt anas ‘copper’,
Awdjila anis ‘nickel’, Sokna nas ‘copper’.

Punic loanwords are attested all over the Berber world, except in Zenaga
of Mauritania.® Their absence in the latter variety may be due to historical
circumstances (maybe the ancestors of the Zenaga were not in contact
with the Carthaginians), but the incompatibility of most of the terms with
Sahelian nomadic life is a more probable explanation, combined with the
high influence of Arabic on Zenaga lexicon.

The lexical impact of Punic on Berber is quite weak; one of the reasons
may be that the heartland of the Punic empire lies in a region that is now-
adays fully arabicized. Moreover, the identification of Punic loanwords is
complicated by a number of circumstances. In the first place, Phoenician
and Punic lexicon is only sparsely known, and for many of the adduced
loanwords no direct correlate is known from these languages. Instead, one
has to rely on attestations in Hebrew, which is closely related to Phoeni-
cian, and assume that the word also existed in its northern neighbor. Sec-
ond, Phoenician and Hebrew are themselves related to Arabic, and share
many roots with this language. The reasons to assume a Punic basis for
certain etyma are manyfold. In the first place, there are a number of nouns
which incorporate the non-Arabic plural marker -im, which would betray
a Punic origin (Stumme 1912, Schuchardt 1912). Second, in some words, the
Berber vowels do not correspond to those in Arabic, but mirror the vowel
in Punic. This is the case, for example, of armun ‘pomegranate’, which fits
Hebrew rimmon better than Arabic rumman. A similar argument applies
to amasmir ‘nail’ (Vycichl 1958, Hebrew masmeér, Arabic mismar), ener
‘lamp’ (Hebrew nér, Arabic nur lamp’) and adfu ‘apple’ (Hebrew tappuh,

5 Awdjila ¢ often derives from *a. Marijn van Putten (p.c.) plausibly suggests that the
well-attested Berber form t(a)nast ‘key’ could be related to this term.

6 Malaskova & Blazek (2011) point to Zenaga agadri ‘parquet, sol’, which would be cog-
nate to agadir ‘wall’. This was already proposed and rejected by Francis Nicolas (1953:304).
The word, which is also used in Hassaniya Arabic, is not given in Taine-Cheikh 2008. The
semantic development is not impossible but certainly not evident. I have no idea what
meaning of French ‘parquet’ is intended by Nicolas, as the normal meaning ‘parquet floor’
does not make sense in a Sahelian nomadic environment.
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Arabic tuffah). In all these examples, the Punic geminate is represented
by a simple consonant in Berber, something which never happens with
a loan from Arabic. In the third place, while the root may be attested
both in Phoenician/Hebrew and in Arabic, the semantics of the Berber
word sometimes corresponds better to Punic than to Arabic, e.g. azarif
‘alum’, as compared to Hebrew sarif ‘alum’ and Classical Arabic sirf ‘pure’,
sarafan ‘copper, lead’. Similarly, Berber afdis hammer’ seems to belong
to Hebrew pattis rather than to Arabic forms of the root.” Finally, a Punic
history is assumed in loans which lack certain foreign consonants that
one would expect to be preserved in loans from Arabic. This is the case
of Tashelhiyt anas ‘copper’ as compared to Arabic nuhas (cf. the amply
attested Arabic loan nnhas elsewhere in Berber). The argumentation is
circular in this case (“as Arabic pharyngeals are always preserved, cases
where they are absent cannot be Arabic”); moreover Hebrew has a differ-
ent vowel: nahoset ‘copper, bronze’.

Apart from the problem of distinguishing between Arabic and Phoeni-
cian items, the possible impact of Hebrew also demands reflection.® Juda-
ism has long been an important religion in Northern Africa, and influence
from Hebrew or Aramaic, as languages of the Scriptures, should not be
excluded on the forehand. The clearest case of this is the well-attested
Berber verb *d/mad ‘to learn’, which Vycichl considers a Punic loanword.
While this is not impossible, another source could be Hebrew lamad
‘to learn’, a highly salient item in Jewish culture, which puts high value
on formal learning. Similarly, there is no reason to consider the verb yar
‘to read, to shout’ a loan from Punic rather than from Hebrew gara(?)
‘to read’. More probably the similarity in form is due to common Afroa-
siatic inheritance, and merely the extension of the meaning to reading
was influenced by Hebrew, which uses a single verb for reading aloud
and calling.

An interesting problem is posed by the numerals 5-9 in those Berber
languages that have not introduced the Arabic terms (see 9.3). While the
numeral ‘two’ (e.g. Tashelhiyt sin) looks like Semitic ¢ny, and probably
constitutes an Afroasiatic inheritance, the numerals ‘three’ and ‘four’ are

7 The Classical Arabic noun fittis ‘a great hammer such as is used by a blacksmith’ (Lane
1863-1893:2417) is badly attested (it is absent, e.g. from Bélot 1860) and may be a loanword
itself.

8 As there has been a continuous presence in northern Africa of Judaism, and therefore
also of Hebrew, loans from Hebrew need not be very old (cf. Vycichl 1972). Moreover, some
of them may have been mediated by (Judeo-)Arabic.
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very different from Semitic, cf. Tashelhiyt krad ‘three’ and kkuz ‘four’ as
compared to Classical Arabic talat ‘three’ and ‘arbae ‘four’. The numerals
5-9, on the other hand, are quite similar to Semitic forms, compare:

Tashelhiyt Classical Arabic

5. smmus xams

6. sdis sitt (cf. the ordinal sadis ‘sixth’)
7. ssa sabe

8. tam taman

9. tza tise

‘Ten’ is very different again: Tashelhiyt mraw vs. Classical Arabic easar.
The concentration of Semitic-like numerals in the higher half of the
decade makes an analysis as an Afroasiatic inheritance less likely, and
one is tempted to posit a Semitic background to the Berber numerals.
The forms suggest a language different from both Arabic and Punic; in
Punic, for example, the ancient Semitic root sds ‘six’ was assimilated to s
(Friedrich & Rollig 21970:120), cf. Hebrew $es, while Berber “preserves” the
dental stop. Moreover, in Hebrew and Punic *f has become §, while the
Berber form tam would imply a plosive interpretation of *t.9 Thus, Van
den Boogert’s proposal to consider them loans from Punic or Phoenician
(van den Boogert 1997:221) cannot be maintained, although a different
Semitic background remains an intriguing possibility.

Berber also has a number of pre-Roman Wanderwdorter, i.e., words that
are attested in many different languages of different stocks and that seem
to have spread together with the commodities they designate. The origin
of such words is notoriously difficult to establish, and due to the differ-
ent possible mediating languages (many of which are unknown to us),
correspondences can be highly irregular and unexpected. Such travelling
words are especially found in Berber metal names (cf. R. Basset 1896). Thus
one remarks the similarity between Hebrew barzé! ‘iron’ and generally
attested Berber uzzal ‘iron’ (Ghadames wdzzal). In view of the irregularity
of the correspondence, an immediate loan from Punic is improbable; we
are rather dealing with the same item, mediated by different languages.
Similarly, the Berber forms for ‘lead’, buldun ‘lead’ (Mzab, Ouargla), aldun
‘lead’ (Tashelhiyt Central Moroccan Berber, Kabyle, Zenaga,!° Tuareg WE),

9 Remark that the (probably regular Afroasiatic) correspondent of Semitic *¢ is s in
the case of “two”.

10" aldun; the shape of the noun, with its two long vowels, suggests it is loan from north-
ern Berber or a reborrowing from Hassaniyya Arabic. The initial long vowel could repre-
sent the same as the consonant 4 in Ahaggar Tuareg ahdllom, however.
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tildunt (Awdjila: ‘tin’), aldom ~ aldon (Tuareg WE, Y), ahdllon (Tuareg H),
show highly irregular reflexes in the first syllable. At this point they
resemble the many similar but irregular forms found in Indo-European
languages, such as Latin plumb- and Greek mdlubd- lead’ (Boutkan &
Kossmann 1999:92).!! Undoubtedly a Wanderwort is Berber azraf ‘silver,
relatives of which are also found in Germanic and Slavonic languages,
and which may have an Iberian source (Boutkan & Kossmann 2001). In
another sphere, the Berber word abaw ‘faba bean’ (with irregular reflexes
such as Siwa awdw [N] and Ouargla aw) seems to be related somehow to
(pre-?)Indo-European forms (cf. Kuipers 1995) but is clearly not a direct
loan from Latin faba (cf. already the doubts expressed by Schuchardt,
1918:24). Boutkan & Kossmann (1999a; 2000; 2001) have pointed to Ber-
ber parallels to words in Indo-European languages that probably have a
substratum origin there. While the presented forms are certainly not suffi-
cient to conclude that a Berber-like language used to be spoken in Europe
at an early time, nor that Berber and parts of Indo-European share the
same substratum, the results are tantalizing.

A Wanderwort from the east seems to be represented by one of the Ber-
ber terms for ‘onion’: Tuareg (H) efileli, Ghadames aflelo, Sokna afalilu, El-
Fogaha ifalélon (probably a plural); Siwa afallii [N]. This can be compared
to Nile Nubian forms such as Nobiin fillee (Jakobi & Kossmann fc.).

3.3 LATIN LOANS IN BERBER

Massive Roman influence on northern Africa started with the fall of
Carthago in 146 BCE, and the integration of the colony Africa (basically
modern Tunisia and western Libya) into the Roman empire. More west-
ern parts of Northern Africa were reduced to vassal states, which, in the
course of the following centuries were annexed to the empire. From
44 CE (annexation of Mauretania) until the end of the Roman empire,

11 Schuchardt (1918:14ff.) derives the Berber word from Spanish latén ‘brass’. The origin
of the Spanish term is debated. Corominas & Pascual (1980; VII:604) consider it a loan
from Arabic latin ‘brass’. They adduce some evidence that the Arabic term, which mainly
occurs in Maghribian and Spanish sources, also existed in the eastern Arabic world. Ull-
mann (1991; I1.2:762), on the other hand, considers the Arabic word a loan from Spanish.
In view of early Spanish forms which apparently have the Arabic article al- (e.g. allaton,
already attested in 852, Corominas & Pascual l.c.), it seems that an Arabic origin of the
word is preferable. Whatever the direction of transmission in Arabic and Spanish, the Ber-
ber forms with their irregular variation in the first syllable do not look like borrowings
from the Islamic period, and Schuchardt’s derivation must therefore be discarded.
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much of Northern Africa was under direct Roman control. The borders
of the Roman empire were basically the Atlas mountains in Morocco, the
High Plateaus in Algeria and the desert in Tunisia and Libya. From the
point of view of the modern distribution of Berber languages, it included
the territories of all modern groups, except for Zenaga, Tashelhiyt, parts
of Central Moroccan Berber, the northern Saharan oases, and Tuareg. Of
course, there is no reason to assume that in Roman times all modern lan-
guage (dialect) groups were to be found at the same place as today—if
they existed as groups at all.

Like anywhere in the Roman world, Latin spread as a language, first
of the elites and, later on, of the common people. However, different
from Europe, it does not seem to have replaced local languages entirely.
Thus Mrcia (2011) convincingly argues that Berber was spoken all over
northern Africa during the Roman period. While one can safely assume
that certain regions were basically Romance speaking (e.g. northern Tuni-
sia) with some influx of Berbers from elsewhere, many parts apparently
remained Berber-speaking.

The Latin influence on the Berber lexicon is more important than that
of Punic. It has been studied by a number of authors, esp. Schuchardt
(1918), Laoust (1920), Colin (1926, 1927, 1930), Brugnatelli (1999), Vycichl
(2005:16—-32) and Haddadou (2008). While many of the proposed deriva-
tions are quite hazardous, there is a core of about 40 words that constitute
reasonably certain loans from Latin and/or African Romance.!?

It is often difficult to keep loans stemming from the times of the Roman
empire apart from later Romance loans. In fact, it is theoretically useful to
make a distinction between four types of Latin/Romance loans:

a. Latin loans, i.e., loans dating from the time that northern Africa was part
of the Roman empire.

b. African Romance loans, i.e., loans taken over from Romance-speaking
populations in northern Africa after the fall of the Roman empire.

12 T exclude a number of well-known etymologies, such as the pan-Berber noun Tashel-
hiyt ifilu ‘thread’ (Nait-Zerrad 1998—-2002:556), which resembles Latin filum. As the noun is
related to the verb fal ‘to set up the loom’, I prefer considering this a chance resemblance.
Similarly, I leave out the Berber verb rgl ‘to close’ (with all kinds of nominal derivations)
even though it is similar to Latin régula ‘slat’. Finally, in spite of the fact that several terms
for parts of the plough have been borrowed from Latin, I am not convinced that azaglu
‘yoke’, well-attested in Algeria and Morocco, goes back to Latin iugulum (e.g. recently Brug-
natelli 1999:328). In this word, both the consonants and the vowels would show entirely
unexpected correspondences with the putative Latin source.
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c. Precolonial non-African Romance loans, i.e., words taken over from
Romance languages spoken outside of northern Africa; this includes the
lingua franca, the Romance-based Mediterranean pidgin that was spoken
until 1830 by enslaved European prisoners in cities such as Algiers.

d. Colonial and post-colonial Romance loans.

In many (if not most) cases, non-African Romance loans have been trans-
mitted through the medium of Maghribian Arabic. As African Romance
may have persisted for some time after the Islamic conquest (Lewicki 1953,
Murcia 2011:1/462ff.), transmission of African Romance forms through the
medium of Arabic should not be excluded either.

We do not know how African Latin and Romance developed, so it is
difficult to differentiate between the loanwords of the first and second
stratum (Adams 2003:247; 2007:571ff.). Similarly, the difference between
African Romance and non-African Romance forms is not always clear. In
the case of domestic items, such as ‘bed’ or ‘lentil’, an African Romance (or
Latin) background seems a priori more probable—it is difficult to imagine
such loans being transmitted through Mediterranean trade networks. In
other cases there is no way to decide upon this.

In the following, I will lump together the words that I consider prob-
able loans from Latin or African Romance, with the exception of the Latin
month names (see 3.4). They will be summarized under the name “Latin
loans”.13

The way Latin loans are integrated into Berber is far from homogenous,
and it is worthwhile considering the possibility of a chronological stratifi-
cation on the basis of formal characteristics. There are a number of inter-
esting features which show variation. In the first place, the Latin ending
-us appears in two shapes.'* In a number of words, Berber has -us:!®

13 Latin forms are quoted according to Glare (1981) and, in the case of words that are
only attested in later Latin, Souter (1949).

14 The Latin ending is only rarely lacking altogether. This is one of the points that
make Brugnatelli’s interpretation of uday Jew’ from Latin iudaeus problematic (Brugna-
telli 2008b:471t.).

15 In the literature, a number of forms with -uz in Berber have been adduced, espe-
cially Central Moroccan Berber (Zemmour) ablaluz ‘asphodel’ (also attested elsewhere in
Morocco and Algeria), which would come from Latin asphodelus. The phonetic resem-
blance is far from perfect; moreover Central Moroccan variants without the repetition of
[ (e.g. Zayan abluz) suggest that ablaluz is an expressive reduplication from a basis abluz,
which resembles Latin even less. The other example, yulyuz ‘july’ < iulius, belongs to the
group of Romance month names and will be treated in section 3.4. One remarks however
the Tuareg (Y) variant angdloz ‘angel’ instead of more widely attested Tuareg angdlos.
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cattus ‘cat’ Ghadames takattust

asinus  ‘donkey’ Rif asnus ‘donkey foal’

pullus ‘chick’ Tashelhiyt afullus ‘chicken’

pirus ‘pear-tree’ Kabyle {firas ‘pear’

carduus  ‘thistle’ Chaouia kardus ‘fig in the stage that it will be

pollinated’ (A. Basset 1961:71, 72)

In other words, Berber has -u for Latin -us:

hortus ‘garden’ Iznasen urtu ‘field’

muarus  ‘wall’ Ouargla muru ‘wall’

saccus  ‘bag’ Iznasen asaku ‘double bag put on a donkey’
ulmus ‘elm’ Kabyle ulmu ‘elm’

carabus  ‘boat’ Iznasen ayarrabu ‘boat’

Sfurnus  ‘oven’ Tashelhiyt afarnu ‘oven’

One way to interpret this is that the group with -us preserves an older
form of Latin, in which the final s had not yet been lost. An alternative
explanation has the forms with -us taken over from the Latin nomina-
tive form, while the forms with -u would represent the Latin accusative
-um. Final m was already lost in spoken Latin during the classical period
(Vddndnen %1981:66), and Latin neuter nouns in -um are always taken over
in Berber with -u, never with -um, e.g. castrum ‘fortified post’ > Nefusa
yasru ‘castle’ (Colin 1927:93). It is well-known that the Latin accusative
functioned as the basis for many case-less forms in modern Romance, so
its use as the basis for Berber loans is not unexpected.

Apart from the nouns in -us, only few Latin loans in Berber allow us to
decide on the case of the original Latin form. The evidence is ambiguous.
On the one hand, there are a few forms which are undoubtedly nomi-
native, e.g. falco ‘falcon’ > Iznasen falku ‘bearded vulture’ (cf. the Latin
accusative form falconem; falco is only attested in late Latin). A few other
loans take a Latin oblique form as their basis: lens (Acc: lentem) ‘lentil’
> Tashelhiyt tilintit ‘lentil’; Latin merces (Acc: mercedes) ‘(divine) recom-
pensation’ > Ouargla amarkidu ‘type of alms given in order to thank God
for something’. It is interesting to note that corresponding to nominative-
based Iznasen falku (< falco), Medieval Tashelhiyt had accusative-based
afalkun (< falconem) (van den Boogert 1997:116).

The Berber interpretation of a number of Latin phonemes is variable,
and the variation may be (partly?) due to a difference in chronology. Latin
p is taken over in two shapes: fand b:

pirus ‘pear-tree’ Kabyle ffiras ‘pear’
puleium ‘pennyroyal’ Kabyle flaggu ‘pennyroyal’
pullus ‘chick’ Tashelhiyt afullus ‘chicken’
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pascha
pastinaca
patina

apium
peccatum

CHAPTER THREE

‘Easter’

‘parsnip’

‘shallow pan or dish for
cooking or serving food’
‘celery’

¢ )

s

Tashelhiyt tafaska ‘feast’
Ouargla tafasnaxt ‘carrot’
Tashelhiyt tafdna ‘cauldron’

Ouargla abiw ‘celery’
Tuareg abdakkad ‘sin’

One interpretation of the situation is that loans with fwere taken over at
a stage when Berber fwas still pronounced [p]; the loanwords would have
shared in the Berber phonetic innovation. At a later stage, when Berber no
more had a sound [p], Latin/Romance p was interpreted as b.

Latin ¢ is sometimes taken over as Y, sometimes as k:

ca, cua (not in clusters) > y

castrum
carabus
causa
siliqua

‘fortified post’
‘boat’

‘case’

‘carob’

ca, cua (not in clusters) > k

carta, charta

camisia
carduus

‘paper’

‘shirt’
‘thistle’

in clusters and when long > &

pascha

falco
furca

scala
lectus/m'®

merces
saccus

ce/cy/ci > k
celsa

cydonia
cicer

‘Easter’
‘falcon’
‘fork’
‘ladder’
‘bed’

‘recompensation’

4bagv

‘mulberry tree’

‘quince’

‘chick-pea’

16 Cf. Colin 1927:98.

Nefusa yasru ‘castle’

Iznasen ayarrabu ‘boat’

Tashelhiyt tayawsa ‘thing’
Menacer tasliywa, Iznasen tasliwya
‘carob (tree)’

Ouargla tkirda, tkurda ‘piece of
paper’

Tuareg (H) tekamest ‘shirt, gown’
Chaouia kardus ‘fig in the stage
that it will be pollinated’ (A. Basset
1961:71, 72)

Tashelhiyt tafaska ‘feast’

Iznasen falku ‘bearded vulture’
Iznasen tfurka ‘catapult’

Tashelhiyt taskala ‘ladder’

Iznasen aloktu ‘elevated part of the
bedroom’

Ouargla amarkidu ‘type of alms’
Iznasen asaku ‘double bag put on a
donkey’

Chaouia tkilsa ‘mulberry tree’
(A. Basset 1961:101)

Chaouia taktunya ‘quince’
Tashelhiyt ikikr ‘red pea’
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The only context in which Berber y < c is found is before Latin a and ua.
The plosive pronunciation £ is preserved where Latin ¢ precedes a palatal
vowel, while Romance languages normally have palatalization in this con-
text. This is even the case of mercés (Acc: mercédes), clearly a Christian
term.

Possibly, at an early stage, Latin ¢ was taken over as y (maybe at that
time still pronounced as plosive [q]) before low vowels, and as & before
high vowels. In a later stage—after *q had become y in Berber?—Latin
¢ would have been taken over as k before low vowels as well.

Latin /t/ appears in two forms: ¢ and d (or its long counterpart tt):

hortus ‘garden’ Beni Snous urtu ‘orchard’
lectus ‘bed’ Iznasen alaktu ‘elevated part of the
bedroom’
lens ‘lentil’ Tashelhiyt tilintit ‘lentil’
temo ‘plough beam’ Kabyle atmun ‘plough beam’
blitum ‘k.o. spinach, blite’ Kabyle blitu ‘chard’
peccatum ‘sin’ Tuareg abdkkad ‘sin’
carta, charta  ‘paper’ Ouargla tkirda, tkurda ‘piece of paper
patina ‘shallow pan or Tashelhiyt tafdna ‘cauldron’
dish for cooking
or serving food’
tabula ‘board’ Ghadames toddabla ‘board of wood for

making doors’

One suspects that abakkad, as a Christian term, is a relatively late borrow-
ing (see 3.4).

Our data are too scanty to allow for an integrated account of these
forms. One remarks that there are only two loans which have both p and
c in Latin. Among these, one has p > fand c >y (Ouargla tafosnaxt'? ‘car-
rot’ < pastinaca), while the other has p > fand c(4) > k (Tashelhiyt tafaska
‘feast’ < pascha ‘Easter’). This may reflect different moments of take-over,
but could also be due to different phonetic environments (intervocalic
position for ¢ in pastindca vs. part of a consonant cluster in pascha). Simi-
larly, forms in -us are not restricted to what one would suppose to be
the earliest stratum. Thus, the noun cattus ‘cat’ is only attested in late
Latin sources. In Berber it appears with different stem-initial consonants
takattust (Ghadames), yattus (Sened, Siwa), ayadus (Medieval Tashelhiyt),
qgattus (Nefusa). The noun also exists in Arabic dialects of the region,
probably borrowed from Berber, and forms with /q/ may in fact represent

17 'With assimilation yt > xt.
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reborrowings from Arabic (cf. Colin 1927:96—7; Kossmann 1999a:198). The
late chronology of this Latin word does not concur with an early chro-
nology of borrowings in -us.!® Similarly, in Chaouia kardus (< carduus)
the preservation of -us goes along with the reflex & for ¢ before a, which
might be a later variant, while earlier loans would have y < c. Concluding,
a chronological interpretation of the differences in reflexes is extremely

problematic.

Semantically, borrowings from Latin/African Romance cluster in a
number of domains (Schuchardt 1918, Haddadou 2008); the following

presents the more probable cases:

useful plants and trees:

apium
blitum
carduus
celsal®
cicer

cydonium

lens
pastinaca
pirus

puléium

rubia

siliqua

‘celery’

‘k.o. spinach, blite’
‘thistle’

‘mulberry tree’
‘chick-pea’

‘quince’

‘lentil’
‘parsnip’
‘pear-tree’

‘pennyroyal’

‘madder’

‘carob’

Ouargla abiw ‘celery’

Kabyle blitu ‘chard’

Chaouia kardus ‘fig in the stage that it
will be pollinated’ (A. Basset 1961:71, 72)
Chaouia tkilsa ‘mulberry (tree)’ (A. Basset
1961:101)

Tashelhiyt ikikr ‘red pea’

Central Moroccan Berber taktuniyt,
Kabyle taktunya, Chaouia taktunya
‘quince’ (Huyghe 1907:510)

Tashelhiyt tilintit, tiniltit ‘lentil

Ouargla tafosnaxt,2° Mzab tifasnaxt ‘carrot’
Tashelhiyt tafirast, Central Moroccan
Berber tafirast ‘pear(-tree)’ Menacer
tfirast, Kabyle ifiras ‘pear’, Chaouia tafirast
‘pear tree’ (A. Basset 1961:315)

Tashelhiyt fliyu, Central Moroccan

Berber flayyu, Snous fliyu Kabyle flaggu
‘pennyroyal’

Tashelhiyt tarubi, Central Moroccan
Berber tarrubya, Metmata awrubya, Figuig
trubya, Kabyle tarubya ‘madder’

Central Moroccan Berber tasliywa,
Iznasen tasliwya, Menacer tasliywa, Figuig
tasliwya, ‘carob (tree)’

18 On the Christian term angelus ‘angel’, found in Tuareg dngdlos (H, Ghat); dngdlos
(WE), dngaloz (Y), see section 3.4.
19" Only attested in late Latin, Souter (1949:45).
20 with assimilation yt > xt.
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other agricultural terms:

ager

hortus

iugum

temo

‘piece of land’

‘garden’

‘yoke, pair of
draught animals,
couple’

‘plough beam’

wild plants and trees

alga
taeda
ulmus

animals

asinus

cattus??

falco?3

pullus

‘sea-weed’
‘pine’
‘elm’

‘donkey’

«

cat’

‘falcon’

‘chick’

Tashelhiyt igr ‘field’ (generally attested in Moroccan
and Algerian dialects, see NZ I11:846)

Tashelhiyt urti ‘orchard’, Central Moroccan Berber
urti, urtu ‘orchard’ Rif uatu ‘fig tree’, Iznasen urtu
‘field (sic?)’, Snous urtu ‘orchard’, Menacer urtu
‘orchard’, Kabyle urti ‘orchard (esp. figs), Chaouia
urti ‘garden’ (only in toponyms) (A. Basset 1961:325)
Tashelhiyt tawgtt ‘pair’, tayug*a ‘pair of oxen’, Central
Moroccan Berber tayugg*a ‘pair of draught animals’,
Iznasen tyuya ‘pair’, Snous tiyuyya ‘pair of oxen’,
Metmata tiyuga ‘pair of oxen’, Mzab gu, tguga ‘pair’,
Ouargla tgugat ‘pair’, Kabyle tayuga, tayug*a ‘pair,
Chaouia tiug(g)a ‘pair’ (A. Basset 1961:291)

Central Moroccan Berber atmun, Kabyle atmun
‘plough beam’ (see Laoust 1920:286), Chaouia atmuni
‘plough beam’ (A. Basset 1961:52)

Zuwara talga ‘sea-weed’ (Serra 1970:43)%!
Central Moroccan Berber tayda ‘pine’
Kabyle ulmu ‘elm’

Tashelhiyt asnus, Central Moroccan Berber asnus,
Rif asnus ‘donkey foal’

Ghadames takattust Sened, Sened yattus, Siwa yattis
[N], Medieval Tashelhiyt ayadus (van den Boogert
1997:116), Nefusa gattis (possibly gattiis)

Iznasen falku ‘bearded vulture’, Rif farsu ‘bearded
vulture’, Kabyle afalku ‘k.o. bird of prey, falcon,
eagle? Chaouia falku ‘k.o. bird of prey’ (Huyghe
1907:200), Medieval Tashelhiyt afolkun (van den
Boogert 1997:116)

Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber afullus
‘chicken’, Iznasen afollus ‘chick’, Rif figgus ‘chick’,
Snous afullus ‘chick’, Menacer/Metmata fullus ‘chick’,
Figuig fullus ‘chick’, Mzab fullus ‘chick’, Ouargla ful-
lus ‘chick’, Chaouia fullis ‘chick’ (A. Basset 1961:104)

2 Cf. however Chaouia talga ‘partie de la tige de I'épi qui est coupé quand on récolte
l'orge pour les iyzan (i.e. part of the ear of a cereal)’ (Basset 1961:73). If this is somehow
related to the Zuwara term, the resemblance with Latin alga is probably due to chance.

22 QOnly attested in late Latin.

23 Only attested in late Latin, Souter 1949:144.



70

useful objects

furca ‘fork, Y-shaped
piece of wood’

lima ‘file’

patina ‘shallow pan or
dish for cooking
or serving food’

saccus ‘bag’

scala(e) ‘ladder’

subula ‘shoemaker’s awl’

tabula ‘board’

terms for parts of the house etc.

castrum ‘fortified post’
Sfurnus ‘oven’

gallinarium  ‘hen-house’

CHAPTER THREE

Iznasen tfurka ‘catapult’, Snous tfurkat ‘forked
branch’, Kabyle afurk ‘branch’, tafurka ‘two-
branched pitchfork’ (NZ III:627)

Tashelhiyt talima, Central Moroccan Berber
tilima, Iznasen tlima ‘file’24

Tashelhiyt tafdna ‘cauldron’, Central Moroccan
Berber tafina ‘cauldron’, Iznasen tafadna ‘iron
bowl’, Chaouia tafadna ‘big jug for cooking’
(Huyghe 1907:474)

Central Moroccan Berber asaku, Iznasen asaku
Metmata saku, Menacer saku Kabyle tasaku¢
‘double bag used as a donkey’s saddle’, Cha-
ouia sakku ‘double bag’ (A. Basset 196113). Cf.
Mzab sacu ‘kind of tapestry, often made from
rags'?®

Central Moroccan Berber taskala

Iznasen tissubla, Figuig tissubla, Mzab tisubla,
Ouargla tsubla, Tuareg tasubla (H'Y), tdsobla
(WEY), tasugla (H), subla (N) ‘awl’

Ghadames toddbla ‘board of palm wood for
making doors’

Nefusa yasri ‘castle’

Tashelhiyt afarnu, afrran ‘oven’, Central
Moroccan Berber aforran ‘oven’, Iznasen
afarran ‘overt, Figuig aforran ‘oven’, Kabyle
afarnu ‘big flame, oven’, Nefusa ufarnu ‘oven’.
The word is also well-attested in Maghribian
Arabic (Moroccan Arabic forran ‘public bread
oven’). Tuareg farno (D) ‘oven as used by sed-
entary people’ is probably a recent loan from
French fourneau (Ritter 2009:11-556)

Snous gannayru ‘hen-house™6

24 The Latin nature of this term is challenged by the Zenaga term téissa?yimt (< *tas(s)
a?lVmt) ‘wooden plane’, which looks like an instrumental derivation from the same root.
Especially the presence of a glottal stop in the Zenaga form goes against an interpretation
as a loanword from Latin (Kossmann 2012¢:250).

25 Note that donkey’s saddles are often woven from rags.

26 Behnstedt & Woidich (2012:364) point to similar forms in Arabic varieties of eastern
Algeria and Tunisia. They consider them “wohl aus regionalem ital. *gallinaro oder span.
gallinero...” It is difficult to see how a term like this would have spread from regional
Italian or Spanish to Algeria. Therefore a Latin or African Romance background seems to

be more likely.
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lectus/m ‘bed’ Tarifiyt 7astu ‘elevated part of the bedroom
where beddings are put, Iznasen aloktu ‘id.’
murus ‘wall’ Mzab maru ‘wall’, Ouargla muru ‘wall’

religious terms and terms related to learning

angelus ‘angel’ Mzab angalus ‘young child, vague supernatural
spirits’, Chnini (Tunisia) anglus ‘child’ (A. Bas-
set 1950:222), Ghadames angaliis ‘inspiration
(?) (only used in a fixed expression), Tuareg
angalos (H, Ghat); dngdlos (WE), dngdloz
(Y) ‘angel’, Ancient Nefusi <anaglusan>,
<wanaglusan> (Bossoutrot 1900:490, 494,
translated in Arabic as al-mala’ikah ‘angels’),
<'nglwsn> (Lewicki 1934:290)

carta, charta ‘paper’ Mzab tkirda, Ouargla tkirda, tkurda, Ghadames
takarda, Siwa tyartd ‘paper’ (Vycichl 2005:193),
Tuareg takarde (general exc. D)

daemon ‘evil spirit’ Ancient Nefusi <idaymunan> (Bossoutrot
1900:491, translated in Arabic as as-sayatin)
merces ‘wages, Ouargla amarkidu ‘type of alms given in order

recompensation’  to thank God for something’, Tuareg emdrked

(H D WEY) ‘divine recompensation’ Ancient
Nefusi <amarkidu> ‘divine recompensation’
(Ar. al-Pagr, at-tawab min Allah) (Bossoutrot
1900:491).

pascha ‘Easter’ Central Moroccan Berber tafaska ‘month of
the €id al-kabir, Ouargla tfaska ‘major reli-
gious celebration’, Ghadames tafaska ‘major
religious celebration’, Tuareg tdfaske ‘eid
al-kabir’ (general except D & Gh)

peccatum ‘error, sin’ Kabyle abakkadu ‘sickness (?)’ (only used in
a fixed formula), Tuareg abdkkad (general
except D) ‘sin’

others

carabus?’ ‘boat’ Central Moroccan Berber ayarrabu, Iznasen
ayarrabu ‘boat’

causa ‘case’ Tashelhiyt tayawsa, Central Moroccan Berber

tayawsa, Tashelhiyt tayawsa, Figuig tyawsa,
Mzab tyawsa, Ouargla tyawsa, Kabyle tayawsa,
Chaouia tyawsa (A. Basset 1961:2) ‘thing’.

27 Only attested in late Latin and considered a dialectal form, Souter 1949:39.
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The dialectal distribution of Latin loans over the northern Berber territory
is even. There are relatively few Latin loans in the easternmost languages;
this may be due to a difference in superstrate (Coptic or Greek rather than
Latin), but probably simply reflects the poor state of lexicography in the
region. In Tuareg, Latin loans are much less prominent than elsewhere,
probably due to the fact that most of the terms concern agriculture of a
type that is not practiced by the Tuaregs. Tuareg does preserve, however,
a number of Latin religious terms (see below). The same reasons related
to natural environment could explain the quasi-absence of Latin loans in
Zenaga (on pascha, see below). Moreover, Zenaga is nowadays spoken far
outside the former realm of the Roman empire.

In general, the Roman limes does not seem to have been a major
impediment to the spread of Latin vocabulary. One remarks the presence
of Latin loans in Tashelhiyt, spoken in a region that was never part of the
Roman empire. Still, it is remarkable that a number of loans only occur
in Chaouia, one of the Berber languages spoken closest to the heart of
Roman Africa, not far from southern Tunisia, where, as shown by Murcia
(2011:1/463ff.), Romance may have survived much longer than elsewhere.

The Names of the Solar Calendar

The Islamic calendar is based on a lunar calendar. There is a difference
in length of about half a month between the twelve months of the lunar
calendar and the solar year. As a consequence, the lunar months do not
coincide with natural seasons. This is unpractical in an agricultural set-
ting, where seasons are much more fundamental than the moon, and in
all Islamic cultures there exist solar calendars in addition to the religious
lunar calendar (see Drouin 2000 for overview and analysis). Traditional
rural Berber and Arabic varieties in the Maghrib use a set of month names
clearly derived from the Julian calendar (cf. also the Italian Wikipedia entry
‘Calendario Berbero’, mostly written by Vermondo Brugnatelli, accessed
March 2012; Ritter 2009:1/992—993). There does not seem to be a basic
distinction between Berber and Arabic forms of the names, but there is
some regional variation. In many sources only part of the month names
are given, often because informants do not know the entire sequence.
Thus, for example, for Figuig I could only elicit the names of the first eight
months, the other names were unknown to the speakers I consulted. The
following table presents a number of examples:
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Latin Middle Atlas ~ Kabyle Ghadames
ianuarius ~ annayr yannayar aydannar
februarius  fabrayar furar Sfurar
mars mars mayras

aprilis ibril yabrir ibrir
maius mayyu maggu (< *mayyu) mayo
unius yunyu yunyu

iulius yulyuz yulyu

augustus yust yust

september  $Sutanbir

october ktubor, stubar  tubar

november  annwanbir

december dduzanbir bugambar

There are a number of important locuses of variation in these forms. The
word January’ has in some varieties an initial sequence ya (> ¢), while oth-
ers lack it, e.g. the difference between nnayar in Central Moroccan Berber
and innayr in Tashelhiyt. Forms without y are mainly found in central
and northern Morocco as well as adjacent parts of Algeria. In the eastern
part of the Maghrib (Tunisia, Libya) we find forms ending in -ar instead
of -ayar, e.g. Ghadames aydnnar, cf. also Maltese jannar.

The term ‘February’ shows a lot of variation, especially in its first syl-
lable. In Berber and in Arabic a sequence of two labial consonants as in
feb- is unusual. Maghribian varieties have dealt with this problem in differ-
ent ways. In a number of languages, the sequence f~b was maintained, in
spite of the phonotactic problems, e.g. Central Moroccan Berber fabrayar,
Figuig fubrayar. Other western varieties have deleted the first syllable alto-
gether, e.g. Ntifa brayr, while still others have substituted the first con-
sonant by a non-labial fricative, e.g., Tashelhiyt xubrayr, Ayt Seghrushen
$brayal (Destaing 1920:215), Beni Snous $abrayr. In varieties more to the
east, the b of februarius was vocalized into u, e.g. Kabyle furar, Ghadames
furar. In Maltese, this u was lost, giving frar.28 Like in ianuarius, the word
ends in -ayar in western varieties, while it has -ar in the east, e.g. Gha-
dames furar.

The month March is normally mars (with or without pharyngealiza-
tion). In a number of dialects, a form mayras is found, which seems to
be the result of folk etymology, based on the Arabic verb yras ‘to plant’.

28 Apparently, in the predecessor of Maltese, the first vowel was short, while in the
predecessor of the Libyan forms it was long, i.e. *fiirar vs. *furar. In Maltese, short vowels
have undergone deletion in unstressed open syllables.
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The month name April shows different attitudes to the sequence r-/,
which is rare in Berber and in Maghribian Arabic. Many varieties keep
the sequence, others generalize r (Ghadames ibrir, Figuig yabrir, etc.). The
month names June and July have variants with and without final 4 (yunyu
and yunyuh) and z (yulyu and yulyuz), respectively. As shown by van den
Boogert (2002:150), these are mnemonic names, in which a numerically
used letter is added to the basis of the month name. This is possible with
all month names, but only became fixed as part of the name in the case
of the similarly sounding months yunyu and yulyu.

The month name August is yust almost everywhere. One remarks how-
ever the term awissu, attested in Berber and Arabic varieties in southern
Tunisia and western Libya (Paradisi 1964, esp. fn. 3), where it refers to
August, or more specifically to the hottest period of the year. The same
term appears in the Maltese month name awissu ‘August’. Both yust and
awi/ussu derive from Latin augustus.

The month names starting with September are less well-attested, and
will not be dealt with here in detail.

When studying the month names in the Maghrib a number of observa-
tions can be made. In the first place, there seems to be a split between
western and eastern systems, the western systems using forms in -ayr
for the first two months, while the eastern system has -ar (in Kabyle—
in between east and west—the two months are treated differently). This
coincides with the presence or absence of vocalization of 4 in the form
furar ‘February’. In the second place, the Latin month name Augustus
appears in two highly different forms: yust and awussu.

One might assume that the Latin month names are survivals of African
Romance forms that first entered Berber (Galand 2010:142) and then were
taken over in Arabic. Logical as it may seem, there are a number of caveats
to this assumption (Ritter 2009:1/993, citing earlier literature; Souag fc.).
The Maghribian month names contain a number of consonants that are
rare in genuine Berber words, and for which one may doubt their exis-
tence in pre-Islamic Berber. These are § (yust, sutanbir) and 2 (duzanbir).
This suggests that the names entered Berber from Arabic rather than the
other way round. Moreover, outside of the Maghrib Arabic varieties also
have Latin month names that, at least partly, share characteristic features
with the Maghribian type, cf. the month names in modern Cairene Arabic
(Hinds & Badawi 1986) and in Andalusian Arabic (Corriente 1997):
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Middle Atlas Berber

Cairene Arabic

Andalusian Arabic

annayar yanayir yannayr

fabrayar fabrayir fabrayr, fibrayr

mars maris mars(i), mars

ibril ?i/abril abril

mayyu mayu mayu(h)

yunyu yunya, yunyu yunyuh, yuniyyu
yulyuz yulya, yulyu yilyuh

yust ayustus ayust, ayust(uh)
SSutanbir sibtimbi/ar Sutanbar (etc.)

ktubor, Stubor ?uktobar uk/qtubar, uqtafar
annwanbir nufimbir nuw/banbar, nifanbar
dduzanbir disimbi/ar duzunbu/ir, duzanbar (etc.)
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There are a number of similarities, which do not seem to stem from the
fact that all forms ultimately go back to Latin, but point to a more recent
common source. Thus, the fate of the Latin ending -us is similar. In shorter
month names it is preserved as final -u: mayyu, yunyu, yulyu, while it is
lost in longer month names: nnayar, fobrayar. In Maghribian Berber and
Arabic and in Andalusian Arabic, yust ‘August’ is an exception. One also
remarks the use of forms with § and 2 in Andalusian in the same month
names where they are found in the Maghrib. Finally, both Egyptian and
Andalusian Arabic have the interpretation -ayVr from the sequence -arius,
also found in the western part of the Maghrib.

It looks as if the originally Latin month names reached the western
Maghrib through the medium of Andalusian Arabic, or that they have
the same common Arabic source. The situation in the east is a little bit
more complicated. The form furar ‘February’ is not attested outside the
Maghrib, and is also found in Maltese, which attests to its anciennity.
Moreover, in this region we find the form awi/ussu < augustus. This form
is certainly not a loan mediated by Arabic, which suggests that it was
taken over immediately from Late Latin or African Romance.

How can we interpret this situation? Maybe the following cautious
scenario is to be preferred. Before Islam, there were undoubtedly solar
calenders being used in the Maghrib. Documentation of genuine Berber
calenders is found in some Arabic manuscripts whose materials probably
go back to the gth century CE (van den Boogert 2002). In the calendars
described by van den Boogert, there is no trace of Latin influence. Appar-
ently, in the western Maghrib, the Latin/Romance solar calendar was
introduced through the medium of Arabic, possibly from Andalusia. More
to the east, one may assume that a Latin-based system existed, which
provided forms such as awi/ussu and possibly furar. However, during
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the Islamic period, this ancient Latin calender was partly substituted by
Latin/Romance names mediated by Arabic. A similar partial substitution
of month names is found in Maltese, which has both non-Italian forms
such as awussu and Italian forms such as marzu and april.

The Maghribian month names are also used in Tuareg and in Zenaga.
This is clearly due to secondary diffusion from the north.

3.4 EARLY ISLAMIC TERMINOLOGY

From the 7th century onwards, Islam started to spread over northern
Africa. We do not have a clear picture of the religious situation immedi-
ately preceding this spread. It is certain that there were sizeable Christian
and Jewish communities, as well as adherents to traditional religion(s).
The pace of spread of Islam over northern Africa is also difficult to ascer-
tain. It is generally assumed that Christianity remained an important fac-
tor until the Almohad persecutions of the 12th century CE; Lewicki (1967a)
has argued that traditional religion survived at least until the gth century
in northern Africa. Judaism survived the persecutions, and was reinforced
in the course of the 15th and 16th century by the immigration of refugees
from the Iberian peninsula.

The first centuries of Islamic northern Africa were characterized by
a lack of unity. Many regions were dominated by the Kharijite brand of
Islam, which, in its peaceful Ibadhi version, still survives in Mzab, Ouargla
(partly), Djerba, Zuwara and Djebel Nefusa. During Fatimid rule, there
is little doubt that Shiism played a role, although the extent of this role
is difficult to measure, and no traces of it remain today. Sunni Islam, to
which almost all inhabitants of northern Africa adhere nowadays, must
also have been an important factor from early times onwards. Finally, in
the course of the ninth century CE, a specifically Berber Islam-based creed
emerged among the Barghwata, a group living in western Morocco, with
a Berber Qur’an revealed to a Berber prophet. This “heresy” was fiercely
combatted and there are no surviving traces of it, except the relations by
Arab historians.

Whatever brand of Islam was embraced, there is no reason to assume
that conversion led to immediate language shift to Arabic, except maybe
in some urban areas. In order to convey the Message, there was need for a
Berber terminology for key concepts of Islam. The present distribution of
many specifically Berber terms for Islamic religious concepts suggests that
a uniform Berber Islamic terminology was consciously created in order
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to meet this need, no doubt by early missionaries. In later periods Arabic
became the main vehicle of Islamic communication, so the creation of
special non-Arabic lexicon is not expected in a later period. In this sec-
tion, words which may have been part of this early terminology will be
studied (cf. van den Boogert & Kossmann 1997).

Ideally, for a term to be attributed to the early stratum of Islamic termi-
nology, it should be well-attested all over Berber, and have a form which
is sufficiently un-Arabic to distinguish it from later borrowing. As in
Islamic societies Arabic is a constant factor, and therefore causes constant
replacement of “indigenous” terms by genuine Arabic terms, it is rare to
find non-Arabic Islamic terms which are attested all over the Berber ter-
ritory. As a result, there exist a number of terms which are badly attested
but which still may belong to the earliest stratum.

A second problem is the degree to which this early Islamic terminol-
ogy drew upon existing monotheistic resources. Many important concepts
are shared between Islam and Christianity, and it is only logical that mis-
sionaries would make use of these communalities, taking over Christian
terms and adapting their semantics to Islamic content. These Christian
terms may have been drawn from Berber (i.e. Berber loans from Latin or
Greek concerning Christian concepts), but they may also have been taken
immediately from African Romance.

There are three types of Islamic religious terms which are possibly part
of the earliest stratum of missionary activity:

— Newly coined terms or terms taken over from Berber, i.e., Berber-based
forms

— Ancient Christian of Jewish terms which were inserted into the Islamic
lexicon, mainly from Latin (or maybe Greek)

— Arabic terms

From the first group simple loan translations from Arabic should be dis-
carded, as they may have been coined at any point in time. Thus (archaic)
Nefusa dbrid ‘religion’ (originally ‘road’) (Brugnatelli 2005:131) is an obvi-
ous calque on Arabic tarig(a) ‘road, creed’, and must not stem from the
earliest stratum.

The third group is most problematic, as it is difficult to make a dif-
ference between earlier and later loanwords. In some cases, this can be
shown by the degree of phonological and morphological integration (see
below), while the lack of this integration betrays a later origin. However,
there are cases where it is impossible to decide. Thus, for example, the
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verb aman ‘to believe’ (< Ar. P7amana) could belong to the early stratum,
but there is no convincing evidence to prove this.

Newly Coined Terms

The most important group of newly coined terms are the names of the
daily prayers (van den Boogert & Kossmann 1997:320—321).

1. ‘midday prayer (salat ad-duhr). Figuig tizzarnin, Gouara tizzasnin
(Boudot-Lamotte 1964:529), Mzab tizzarnin, Ouargla tizilla n tazzarnin,
Zuwara tizzarnin (Mitchell 2009:326), Medieval Tashelhiyt tizwarn, Pre-
modern Tashelhiyt tizwarnin, Tuareg amud an tezzar (H D N WW), amud
an tazzar (Y), tezzar, tizzar (WE), Zenaga tezbaran. Derived from the Berber
verb zwar ~ zzar ‘to precede’. El-Fogaha has a local word for ‘noon’: myéri.

2. ‘afternoon prayer (salat al-easr). Gourara takzin (Boudot-Lamotte
1964:535), Mzab takk*agin, Ouargla takk“azin, Nefusa tuqzin (Provasi
1973:529), Zuwara tugzin (Mitchell 2009:326), Tashelhiyt tak¥gin, Tuareg
takkast (H), amud an takast (WE Y), amud an takkdst (D N WW), Zenaga
takkuzan. Derived from the numeral kkuz ‘four’.

3. ‘evening prayer (salat al-mayrib)'. This prayer is found in two variants:
Mzab tissmmasin, Ouargla tissmmasin, El-Fogaha tsamsin, is derived from
the numeral sammas, sammus ‘five’. Zuwara timutsu (Mitchell 2009:327),
Medieval Tashelhiyt tiwwutsi, pre-modern Tashelhiyt tinwutsi, tiwwutsi
and Zenaga tnut¥sa’n are derived from *ti n wutsi ‘those of eating’, pos-
sibly because it is the time of the day that fast is broken during Ramadan.
A number of other languages have transparent loan translations from
the Arabic meaning ‘prayer of sunset: Ghadames ammud n absnnaban,
Awdjila mnisiw, Tuareg amud n almaz (WY), etc.

4. ‘night prayer (salat al-eisa?)’. The following terms are attested: Figuig
tinyit, Mzab tinnidss, Ouargla tizilla n tinnidas, Zuwara tinidos (Mitchell
2009:327), Medieval Tashelhiyt tiyyits, Pre-modern Tashelhiyt tinyids, tiyyits,
Ghadames ammuid n tanédas, El-Fogaha tnitsst, Zenaga tonn’udasson. The
term is derived from *ti n yidas ‘those of sleeping’. Tuareg has transparent
terms: amud n tsotsen ‘prayer of going to sleep’, amud n dzuzag (H) ‘prayer
of the evening milking’.

There is no old term for the morning prayer (salat al-fagr); most Berber
languages use a loan from Arabic, others have a transparent construction
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with ‘(prayer of) sunrise / morning’, e.g. Ouargla tizilla n yabassa, Tuareg
amud n dzal (WE), Zenaga t(d)ndzzdtt. I do not know the background of
Zuwara talzi (Mitchell 2009:327).

Different from Arabic, all ancient Berber names for the canonical prayers
are plurals. There are a number of terms which do not have a broad diffu-
sion any more, but which may still belong to this early stratum:

5. ‘prayer, to pray’. Most Berber languages use an early loan from Arabic
(see below), tagallit. However, in a number of languages a different term
is found: Ghadames mud ‘to pray’ amud ‘prayer’, dlmiidu ‘mosque’; Awdjila
mud ‘to pray’, amud ‘prayer’, ammud ‘mosque’, Tuareg muhad (H), umad
(others) ‘to pray’, amud (general) ‘prayer’. The derivation of this word is
not clear; Kossmann (1999a:104) cites a proposal by Nico van den Boogert
(p.c.), which relates amud to verbs meaning ‘to do, to make’ (Gourara
mmud, Medieval Tashelhiyt amuwad ‘action’, Zenaga dnmurd ‘black-
smith’) and Saharan oasis verbs related to kitchen work: Figuig mmud ‘to
roll couscous’, Mzab mmud ‘to cook’, Ouargla mmud ‘to cook’. The seman-
tic link to prayers is not immediately clear.

6. ‘God’. Mainly attested in Ibadhi sources: Ancient Nefusi <yw$>29
(Bossoutrot 1900:490), yus (Lewicki 1934:282), yus ~ ayus (Brugnatelli
2010:61), Mzab Berber yus (Delheure 1984, only in a formulaic expression).
In the 11th century CE, also in an Ibadhi context, the form akus is attested
(Le Tourneau 1960:164).3% A similar form, yakus, yakus, yakus is given by
El-Bekri (Lewicki 1967b:227) as a term used by the Moroccan Barghwata
sect. More materials are given in Motylinski (1905). The background of the
term is unclear. Marcy (1936) provides a hasardous derivation from Latin
iesus ‘Jezus’, which has not found acceptation. Camps & Chaker (1986),
following earlier suggestions, derive the term from the verb ‘to give'. This
works well with forms such as Mzab yus (cf. the well-attested verb us ~
ws ‘to give’), but runs into difficulties in explaining forms with k. They
propose a link with modern Kabyle tuksi ‘gift’, and assume an ancient verb
root KS. As ws is probably derived from the same proto-Berber root as
Kabyle afk (Kossmann 19994, nr. 491), while the origin of tuksi is unknown,
this derivation is problematic (cf. also Brugnatelli 2010:62). One wonders
whether (y)akus could be an Arabic transcription of *yagus (cf. about the

29 Unvocalized in the manuscript.
30 The Arabic edition by Isma’il Al°Arabi has <’bykys$> (1979:82).
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spelling <k> for g in ancient representations of Berber, van den Boogert
2000:364).

Berber languages nowadays mostly use other terms (for an overview,
see Brugnatelli 2010). The presence of yus/(y)akus both in the eastern Iba-
dhi area and in Morocco, however, suggests that it was an ancient, gener-
ally used term.

7. ‘prophet’. This term is exclusively attested in an Ibadhi context. It
appears in Ibn Ghanim’s commentary on the Mudawwana (Bossoutrot
1900:490): <wisar> (Etat d’Annexion?), P <(’)isaran>. It is also attested in
an orally transmitted, originally 19th century (?), Nefusa poem by Abu
Falya (Brugnatelli 2005:131) in the forms isr-3nnay ‘our prophet’ (Serra
1986:527) and isar (Serra 1986:533).

There is nothing that indicates that this term was used outside the
eastern Ibadhi network. However, its Berber form (for which no clear
derivation exists) makes it a logical candidate for a creation by the early
missionaries. Its loss elsewhere is not unexpected, and mirrors the loss of
the term (y)akus$ in Moroccan Berber, which we would not have known
about without Arabic sources.

Re-utilized Christian Terms

The interpretation of Christian words as part of the early Islamic terminol-
ogy is hasardous. The reason they are presented here as such is that the
great majority of these terms have (or seem to have had formerly) a tech-
nical Islamic meaning. One cannot exclude the possibility, however, that
some of the terms under consideration are genuine survivals of Christian
words, which did not pass through the mould of the early Islamic mission-
aries. This is especially the case of terms which have a profane meaning in
modern Berber, such as Tunisian anglus ‘child’. There is no doubt that this
word has undergone a semantic shift from an earlier meaning ‘angel’; it is
difficult, however, to date this shift, and it could be pre-Islamic. Still, the
fact that the technical meaning ‘angel’ is also attested in Berber—which
points to reutilization in an Islamic context—makes it equally possible
that the semantic shift post-dates the introduction of Islam.

Most re-utilized Christian terms are found in the eastern Ibadhi network
and in Tuareg. Only one term is found all over northern Africa, tafaska.

1. ‘feast, eid al-kabir'. From Latin pascha ‘Easter’ we find Central Moroc-
can Berber tafaska ‘month of the €id al-kabir, Ouargla tfaska ‘major reli-
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gious celebration’, Djerba tfaska ‘major religious celebration’ (Brugnatelli
2001:170), Zuwara tfaska ‘eid al-kabir, eid as-sayir (Mitchell 2009:337), Gha-
dames tafaska ‘major religious celebration’, Tuareg tdfaske ‘cid al-kabir
(general exc. D & Gh). The equation of the ¢id al-kabir with the Jewish/
Christian pascha may be based on the element of slaughtering a sheep. In
Zenaga, an obviously related term is used, tfaskih (Taine-Cheikh 2008:164),
but here it means ‘springtime’. As remarked by Taine-Cheikh (l.c.), there
is no way to link these semantics immediately to the Islamic religious
feasts, which have no fixed moment in the solar year. I think, however,
that her proposal to compare tfoskih with forms such as tafsut ‘springtime’
in Tuareg and Tashelhiyt misses the point. I would rather suggest that the
Zenaga meaning is derived independently from pascha, focusing on the
time of the year rather than on the religious content. One remarks that
in Wolof and other languages of the region, the borrowed term tabaski
is used for the eid al-kabir. As other religious borrowings from Berber in
these languages have overt Zenaga characteristics, one wonders whether
the religious meaning was formerly also present in some Zenaga varieties.

2. ‘angel’. From Latin angelus we find Tuareg dngdlos (H, Ghat); dngdlos
(WE), dngaloz (Y) ‘angel’, Ancient Nefusi <anaglusan>, <wanaglusan>
(Bossoutrot 1900:490, 494, translated in Arabic as al-mal@’ika ‘angels’),
<'nglwsn> (Lewicki 1934:290). In a number of varieties, the term does not
refer to angels anymore, but the semantic development is unproblematic:
Mzab angalus ‘young child, vague supernatural spirits’, Chnini (Tunisia)
anglus ‘child’ (A. Basset 1950:222), Ghadames angalis ‘inspiration (?)
(only used in a fixed expression), and probably also Djerba anglusan kind
of illness’ (Brugnatelli 2001:171). It is not certain that the word was taken
over from Latin; Greek dngelos would be an alternative.

3. ‘divine recompensation’. From Latin mercés ‘wages, recompensation’
we find Ouargla amarkidu ‘type of alms given in order to thank God for
something’, Tuareg emdrked (H D WEY) ‘divine recompensation’, Ancient
Nefusi <amarkidu> ‘divine recompensation’ (Ar. al-?agr, at-tawab min
Allah) (Bossoutrot 1900:491).

4. ‘sin’. From Latin peccatum ‘error, sin’ we find Tuareg abdkkad (general
exc. D) ‘sin’ and Kabyle abakkadu ‘sickness (?)’, which is only preserved
in a fixed formula. It also appears in the Djerba compound expression
war-abakkadu ~ war-ibakkadon ‘angel, little child’, from a literal meaning
‘without sin’ (Brignatelli 2001:171).
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One more term is only attested in the framework of the eastern Ibadhi
network:

5. ‘evil spirit. From Latin daemén ‘evil spirit: Ancient Nefusi <idaymu-
nan> (Bossoutrot 1900:491), translated in Arabic as as-sayatin. As was the
case with angelus, it is not certain that the word was borrowed from Latin
rather than from Greek (daimon).

Early Loans from Arabic

A couple of loanwords from Arabic are unusual in the way they are inte-
grated into Berber phonology and morphology. As all of them refer to
basic Islamic concepts, it is logical to trace their insertion back to the first
missionary activities.

1. ‘prayer, to pray’ (Arabic salah ‘prayer’, salld ‘to pray’). In most north-
ern Berber languages, one finds a term ta-galli-t, p ti-gilla ‘prayer’ and a
corresponding verb A0 zzall, Pv zzull ‘to pray’: Tashelhiyt tazallit, p tizilla
‘prayer’, A0 zzall, Pv zzulli/a ‘to pray’; Central Moroccan Berber tazallit,
P tizulla ‘prayer’, A0 zzal, Pv zzulli/a ‘to pray’; Rif tzaggit ‘prayer’, Ao zzagg,
PV zgugg ‘to pray’; Iznasen, Beni Snous tzallit, p tizilla ‘prayer’, A0 zzall, Pv
gzull ‘to pray’; Kabyle tazallit, P tigilla ‘prayer’, A0 zzall, Pv zzull ‘to pray’;
Figuig, Mzab, Ouargla tzallit, p tigilla ‘prayer’, A0 zzall, Pv zzull ‘to pray’;
Nefusa3! dzallit, p dzalliwin ~ dzallitin ‘prayer’, Ao zall, v zall ‘to pray’; El-
Fogaha tagallit ~ tagallit ‘prayer’, Ao zdll, Pv ziilli/a ‘to pray’; Siwa tozallit,
P tozilla ‘prayer’, AO zall, Pv zall ‘to pray’ [La], Zenaga tarzalli’d ‘prayer’.

The term is unusual among Arabic loans for a number of reasons. In
the first place, the interpretation of Arabic § as z is very rare, and the
two most common examples are basic Islamic terms (see below and 5.2).
In the second place, the plural formation with apophony a > i (tizilla) is
highly marked in Berber; only Central Moroccan Berber tizulla has the
expected plural apophony a > u.32

The gemination in the noun can only be understood if it is considered
a verbal noun derived from gzall. Otherwise it would be very unexpected
to have single [ in Arabic taken over as /. The verb itself belongs to a rare

81 Beguinot (*1942:252) has notations with d, which could also be interpreted phono-
logically as dzallit, dzalliwin, dzallitin, zall, respectively.

32 The form tizilla also occurs in this region, e.g. Ayt Hdiddou tizilla (Azdoud
2011:554).
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verbal type in Berber, the type C C VC,C,. While the final geminate can be
understood from the Arabic geminate present in the stem II verb salla, the
initial geminate has no background in Arabic.

Van den Boogert & Kossmann (1997) suggest that the shape of the verb
was inspired by the Berber verb *g¥gall ‘to vow’, which belongs to the
same uncommon verb class, In view of the importance of vows in Berber
culture, this association has probably been intentional.

The many specificities of tazallit, zzall make the term entirely different
from other Arabic loans. This suggests that the adaptations took place in
a period before the bulk of Arabic loanwords came in. Therefore there are
good reasons to consider these terms part of the early missionary termi-
nological set.

One remarks, however, that a number of Berber languages have a dif-
ferent word for ‘prayer, pray’, based on a Berber verb, mud (see above).

2. ‘fasting, to fast’ (Arabic sawm ‘fasting’, sam ‘to fast’). Berber languages
all have forms with initial z: Tashelhiyt: agum (A0=pVv) ‘to fast’; Central
Moroccan Berber azum ‘fasting’, azum (A0=pv) ‘to fast’; Central Moroc-
can Berber (Ayt Hdiddou) ugum ‘fasting’, A0 ugum, pv agum ‘to fast’
(Azdoud 2011:506); Tarifiyt gum (A0=pPV) ‘to fast’; Iznasen agumi ‘fasting’,
gum (AO=PV) ‘to fast’; Beni Snous agum ‘fasting’, zum (A0=pV) ‘to fast’;
Beni Salah (Destaing 1914) ugum ‘fasting’, uzum (A0=pv) ‘to fast’; Kabyle
AO ugum, PV uzam ‘to fast’; Figuig tizumt ~ agum ‘fasting’, zum (A0=PV) ‘to
fast’; Mzab zum (a0=pv) ‘to fast’; Ouargla ugum ‘fasting’, ugum (A0=pV)
‘to fast’; Ghadames dzum ‘fasting’, A0 azgum Pv dzum ‘to fast’; El-Fogaha
uzum ‘fasting’, AO tizum, Pv uzum ‘to fast’; Awdjila zum ‘to fast’; Siwa [La]
izum ‘fasting’, zum ‘to fast’; Zenaga ugum ‘fasting’, A0 ugum pv agum ‘to
fast’; Tuareg dzum ‘fasting’, A0 ugam, pv dzgum (also dialectal forms: izam,
ozam, ezam) ‘to fast'.

The verb belongs in most languages to the class VCVC, and this seems
to be the original shape of the verb. Its vowels are not entirely clear, as
this is a class which has undergone important analogical reformations in
many varieties. For the time being, a reconstruction AO=PV uzum seems to
cover most of the attestations; however, other reconstructions are certainly
possible (e.g. A0 ugum pv agum). The medial vowel in the verb takes up
the imperfective vowel of the Arabic verb (y-asum) or, alternatively, with
monophthongization, comes from the Arabic noun sawm. The treatment
of the initial s and the introduction of the verb into a rare verbal class sug-
gest an early date for the integration of the word. Therefore, like with zzall,
it is logical to consider this part of the early missionary creations.
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3. ‘mosque’ (Arabic masgid). In most Berber languages, the word ‘mosque’
is clearly derived from Arabic, but has an unexpected reflex of Arabic g:
Tashelhiyt timzgida ‘mosque’, Central Moroccan Berber timazgida ‘mosque’;
Rif tamziyda ‘mosque’; Iznasen tamoazdiya (with metathesis) ‘mosque’;
Figuig tamoazgida ‘mosque’; Mzab tamoazgida, tamaggida, tamoidida
‘mosque’ (in Mozabite *g > *& in Berber words); Ouargla tamazgida
‘mosque’; Nefusa tmazgidd ‘mosque’; El-Fogaha tmazgida ‘mosque’; Siwa
amazdag ‘mosque’; Tuareg tamdzzZida (H), tamazgada (D), tamazgidda
(WE), tamazgadda (WW, WE, Y) ‘mosque’. Ghadames and Awdjila employ
derivations from the local word for ‘to pray’, Ghadames d/mudu ‘mosque’,
Awdjila ammud ‘mosque’, both probably from *anmud(u) ‘place for pray-
ing’. Other dialects have different loanwords from Arabic.

The Berber forms all look very similar, and all are quite different from
the Arabic original. In the first place, one remarks the interpretation g for
Arabic ¢. In Maghribian Arabic ¢ > g only occurs when there is a sibilant
later on in the word, e.g. Moroccan Arabic gazzar ‘butcher’ < gazzar. When
the sibilant precedes, g becomes 2, as in the default case, e.g. Moroccan
Arabic szZar ‘trees’ < sagar. In the case of timzgida, the ¢ is taken over as
g, even though the sibilant precedes the g, which shows it is of a different
kind. Moreoever, the Arabic consonant s always assimilates to g in the
Berber form. Although voice assimilations are quite common in Berber,
they tend not to be generalized all over the Berber speaking territory. Sec-
ondly, one remarks that, with the exception of Siwa Berber, the noun is
feminine in Berber, and ends in -a. Neither of these phenomena are found
in the Arabic original. It is interesting to note that Spanish has a similar
form, mesquita, which also has an irregular plosive realisation of g, and
which is also feminine. All in all, the term looks very different from other
Arabic loanwords in Berber, which allows us to integrate it in the group
of early Islamic loans.

In conclusion, the following terms are candidates for belonging to the
early set of Islamic terms. As remarked above, not all of them are well-
attested, and for a few terms there exist several options:
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new coinage Arabic loan Christian term
God yus, yak/qus
prophet isar
to pray mud zzall
midday prayer tizzarnin
afternoon prayer takkvzin
evening prayer tisammsin

tinwutsi
night prayer tinyids
to fast uzum
feast tafaska
mosque timazgida
angel angalus
evil spirits idaymunan
divine recompensation amarkid(u)

sin

abakkad(u)







CHAPTER FOUR

LEXICON

41 INTRODUCTION

Berber is a big lexical borrower among the languages of the world. In the
Leipzig World Loanword Database (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009), which
provides a comparison of borrowing in a ca. 1500 words data base of over
forty languages, Tarifiyt (Q) takes a second place with over 50% of bor-
rowings. Tarifiyt is a high borrower among Berber languages, but certainly
not the highest; a similar count for Ghomara would without doubt yield
a much higher percentage.

The analysis and presentation of lexical borrowing is not as straight-
forward as that of contact-induced change in phonology and grammar.
Phonology and grammar are normally presented as logical well-ordered
structures; if the order is pertubated, this is accounted for, or presented as,
an exception, thus implying the further coherence of the system. Coher-
ence in the lexicon is of a different nature and is impossible to describe
as a set of well-ordered rules. As a consequence, presentation of lexicon
mostly takes arbitrary forms, such as alphabetical order of words or roots.
Lexical investigations based on semantic fields invariably hurt upon the
problem of inclusion or exclusion of certain terms.

The study of lexical borrowing can take several points of view. In the
first place, it accounts for the way foreign lexicon is integrated into pho-
nology and morphology. In the present book, this is studied in the respec-
tive chapters on phonological and morphological interference. A second
point of view looks at the way lexical semantics change in borrowing. A
third point of view asks which lexical items are taken over and why. In
this part of the book, I shall take this third point of view. Questions of
semantic change automatically arise when considering the lexical distri-
bution of borrowing, and it will not be studied as a subject on its own.

The presentation of lexical borrowing in northern Berber takes the
following structure. In the first place, cases of functionally explainable
borrowing are studied. This concerns words in a number of semantic
fields of concepts absent in the pre-borrowing situation, as well as a less
well-defined class of words which are used to fill in gaps left by semantic
changes or tabooization of terms.
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Functionally grounded borrowings certainly constitute an important
group in Berber loanwords. There are, however, hundreds of loanwords
for which there is no easy functional explanation. In order to present this
problem, the impact of borrowing on so-called basic lexicon is studied,
using different “basic lexicon” word lists and different Berber languages.

Finally, borrowing and lack of borrowing will be studied in a number of
semantic fields that were certainly present in the pre-contact situation.

By this three-way method, I try to shed some light on the process of
lexical borrowing in northern Berber (see also Ameur 201 for a recent
overview). It does not add up to a single grand narrative, however. I very
much doubt that such a grand narrative is possible at all.

411 Core Borrowings vs. Cultural Borrowings

In the research on loanword typology a basic distinction is made between
core borrowings and cultural borrowings (e.g. Haspelmath 2009). Cultural
borrowings are newly introduced concepts, while core borrowings are
“loanwords that duplicate or replace existing native words” (Haspelmath
2009:48). It should be stressed that cultural borrowing does not happen
by necessity, that is, a language community may use different means than
borrowing to coin a name for the new concept. Moreover, language ide-
ologies sometimes consider borrowings inappropriate and there can be
institutional efforts to replace loanwords—often cultural borrowings—
with “native” new forms. One of the best-known cases of this is the Turkish
language reform of the 1920s (Lewis 1999), which, among others, led to the
replacement of many Arabic borrowings by “genuine” Turkish words. In
the context of the Berber national movement, such replacement of loans
by “genuine” Berber words has a long history (Achab 1996). Especially
since the introduction of Berber as a school subject in Morocco in 2003,
neologisms are propagated on a large scale, using, e.g. tinml for ‘school’,
aslmad for ‘teacher’ and asrrad for ‘soap’! For the time being, most of
these neologisms are used in writing-related contexts, i.e. in school books,
newspaper articles, and written literature, often explained by a translation
in French or Arabic in the text or by a word list elsewhere in the publi-
cation. With the exception of a few terms, such as azul ‘hello’ and tilalli
‘freedom’, they are only rarely used in spoken language, and most are not
understood by the majority of Berber speakers.

I Examples from the first lessons in the first-year primer Tifawin a tamaziyt (Rabat:
IRCAM 2003).
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The opposite of cultural borrowings are core borrowings, i.e. those bor-
rowings that express concepts that were already present before the bor-
rowing took place.

From a functional point of view it is preferrable to redefine the two
categories somewhat and look at the effect of the borrowing on the lexi-
con. Therefore, I will use the terms “additive” borrowing and “substitutive”
borrowing. Additive borrowing occurs when a concept is taken over for
which, at the time of the take-over, no appropriate term is available. There
is, so to say, a gap in the lexicon that has to be filled. Substitutive borrow-
ing, on the other hand, substitutes or creates an alternative to an exist-
ing term. A typical example of an additive (cultural) borrowing is Tarifiyt
ttumubin ‘car’ (< Arabic t=tumubil < French automobile); a typical example
of substitutive borrowing is Tarifiyt dhas ‘to laugh’ (< Arabic dhak), which
took the place of the common Berber verb ads ‘to laugh’.

412 Additive Borrowing

The most common type of additive borrowing is found when speakers of
a language are confronted with concepts that they did not consider rel-
evant before. Most trivial among these borrowings are those that denote
new types of objects. A community presented with new types of objects
will have to find a way of naming them. There are different possibilities
here. In the first place, one may extend the meaning of an existing word
in order to encompass the new object, i.e. the new item is inserted into a
pre-existing lexical category, e.g. English ‘pepper’, originally used for bays
of the Piper tree, also came to denote American plants belonging to the
Capsicum family, such as Chili pepper. A Berber example is Tarifiyt tagrut
‘battery’ for what originally only referred to ‘little stone’. In the second
place, a new term may be coined. One example of this seems to be the
Moroccan Arabic and Berber form xizzu ‘carrot’, whose etymology is a
mystery (see 4.6.5).

A third possibility is the borrowing of the term together with the object.
This type of borrowing is pervasive in northern Berber in certain lexical
categories. Among the somewhat arbitrary semantic categories imposed
by the schemes of the Loanword Typology Project (LWT, Haspelmath &
Tadmor 2009), Tarifiyt Berber has percentages of over 9o% borrowings
in the categories “religion and belief” and “modern world” (Kossmann
2009a:198). As expected, the category “modern world” contains many loan-
words from French and Spanish, some of which entered Tarifiyt through
Moroccan Arabic, while others were taken over directly from the source
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language. Similarly, it is no wonder that in an Islamic society the category
“religion and belief” is to a large extent occupied by loanwords from the
main language of religion, Arabic. In some cases, the large-scale borrow-
ing, paired with the absence of a native term elsewhere in northern Ber-
ber, may be the only reason to assume that a certain concept was new at
a time. Thus, almost all Berber languages use a loan for the verb ‘to fry’
(e.g. Tashelhiyt glu, Tarifiyt gFa, Kabyle agli < Arabic gla). Maybe this is
because the usage of frying meat in oil was introduced during the Islamic
period (in some regions of the Middle Atlas, it is still considered a new prac-
tice); however, as we only have the lexical evidence, this is far from certain,
and hardly anything is known about pre-Islamic Berber culinary usages.

A more subtle type of cultural borrowing is found when a concept has
a more detailed lexicalization in the contact language; put otherwise,
when what is expressed in one language by a single word is expressed in
the contact language by several words. Bilingual speakers may (but must
not) feel the urge to copy the conceptualization of the contact language
onto their native language, and borrow one or both terms. In such a case
the gap does not appear because the referent was not known before, but
because it was not expressed in sufficient detail to the mind of the bilin-
gual speaker. In Berber-Arabic contact, such cases are difficult to discern,
as we often do not know what the semantic structure of pre-contact Ber-
ber was; explanations of this type easily lead to circular argumentation.
One example could be the rather general take-over of the Arabic verb fag
‘to wake up’. In languages such as Tuareg, a single verb, ankar, is used for
‘to wake up’ and ‘to get up’. The two concepts are related, but certainly not
identical—one can easily wake up and not get up immediately. Maghrib-
ian Arabic, on the other hand, makes the difference: nad refers to getting
up and fag to waking up. Most northern Berber languages have kept the
original verb nkr, kkar in the meaning ‘to get up’, and introduced Ara-
bic fag in the meaning ‘to wake up’. Only Ghadames has preserved the
ancient situation (dnkar ‘to wake up, to get up’), while Tashelhiyt uses
a different Berber verb, duy ‘to wake up’, originally, it seems, a semantic
extension from a verb ‘to leap up, to wake up suddenly’ (still used in this
meaning in Central Moroccan Berber).

Other cases are less obviously additional borrowings, but may still
belong to this category. One remarks that in certain meanings, the ancient
word has become specialized, while a borrowing has taken over the gen-
eral meaning. This may be due to a contact-induced specialization. One
example of this is the verb ‘to choose’. In most northern Berber languages,
this is a loan from Arabic, e.g. Tashelhiyt xtar, Tarifiyt ixda, Nefusa axtar.
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In a number of languages, there is a Berber term (often alongside an Ara-
bic loan), afran (Kabyle, Mzab, Ouargla, Ghadames). The verb afran is well-
attested elsewhere, but there it has become specialized in the meaning
‘sort out’ (esp. cereals and the like), e.g. Tarifiyt fan.

Still more subtly, borrowing may occur when the contact language uses
a simple lexeme in order to express what is said by means of a phrasal
expression in the native language. In this case, one has to assume that
speakers acquired a feeling of need towards a lexematic way of saying
things, and felt a gap here, which was filled by means of the borrowing.?
As in the case of more detailed lexicalization, it is difficult to prove this
for Arabic loans in Berber without being circular. One possible case is the
verb ‘to sow’. Most basic agricultural actions (‘to plow’, ‘to harvest, ‘to
thresh’) have well-attested Berber expressions, which no doubt go back to
proto-Berber (see 4.7.4). However, the verb ‘to sow'—basic in the cereal-
based culture suggested by the reconstructability of words such as ‘barley’
and ‘wheat'—is never expressed by a Berber verb. Almost all northern
Berber languages have a loan from Arabic, azrae (or similar forms). Only
two languages use Berber expressions. In Ghadames, ‘to sow’ is expressed
by means of semantic extensions of other verbs, dbbas ‘to sprinkle, to
sow’ and dkraz ‘to cultivate, to sow’ (elsewhere this verb means ‘to plow’,
a meaning less relevant in an oasis context). In Tashelhiyt the phrasal
expression gr amud ‘to throw seeds’ is used.? It is quite possible that this
was the original state of affairs and that the introduction of a borrowing
elsewhere reflects a wish to be more concise, similar to the way the con-
cept is expressed in Arabic.

The above cases had addition of concepts or conceptualizations. There
is a second type of additive borrowing: borrowing that occurs when, for
some reason or another, a native term becomes less appropriate for the
concept it originally denoted. This has been called “therapeutic borrowing”
by Martin Haspelmath (2009:50), i.e. borrowing when the original word
has become inavailable. There are two types of therapeutic borrowing.
The first has to do with avoidance. Thus the rather common substitution
of the Berber word for ‘fire’ (probably timassi) by an Arabic euphemistic
term (leafiyt < Arabic [=eafya ‘fire’, itself a euphemism meaning literally
‘well-being, forgiving’) is due to the connotation of ‘fire’ with Hell-fire.

2 Of course, one could also consider this substitutive borrowing, as the phrasal expres-
sion is substituted by the borrowed lexeme.
8 Tuareg and Zenaga do not provide much evidence, as both are nomadic varieties.
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Similarly, the enormous variation in terms for ‘tail’, both borrowed and
unborrowed, may be related to the widespread association of the tail with
the penis, thus causing a continuous cycle of substitution, as the associa-
tion is not with the word but with the meaning. Taboo avoidance of a
similar type is probably the cause for the many lexical substitutions found
in the term ‘egg’, which is also used for ‘testicle’, even though in this case
borrowing is not a common solution.

In one part of the lexicon, avoidance patterns are particularly clear. This
is the part concerned with (little) children (cf. Galand 2002a [1970]:382).
The use of avoidance words seems to be motivated by the wish to keep
malevolent creatures (such as djinns) from taking interest in the child.#
Tarifiyt is amongst the most creative languages in this respect, cf. the fol-
lowing dialectal forms (see Lafkioui 2007, map 121 for their distribution):

ahanzia ‘boy’, seemingly an expressive modification from Arabic xanzir ‘pig’
ahhram  ‘boy’, from Arabic haram ‘forbidden’
ahamus ‘boy’, from Arabic haram ‘forbidden’ with the expressive suffix -us

afrux ‘boy’, from Arabic forx ‘young bird’; this usage is also found in eastern
Arabic dialects, cf. Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:42.
anibu ‘boy, baby’, from a Berber word meaning ‘guest’ elsewhere.

In addition, there are forms such as lbazz ‘children’, which probably comes
from an onomatopoea meaning ‘making lots of buzzing noise’, and arba
which is related to the verb rbu ‘to carry on the back'.

Similar formations are found elsewhere in northern Africa, cf. for exam-
ple Figuig laewart ‘boy’ < Arabic eawra ‘shame’, Mzab buraxs ‘children’
(elsewhere, buraxs refers to crickets); maybe also Beni Snous afdid ‘4—5
years old child’ (< afdid ‘tick’?).

A second type of motivated borrowing in basic lexicon disambiguates
words that have become homonyms due to phonological developments.
One case of this is found the general borrowing of the meaning new’ in
Moroccan and Algerian Berber. This is probably due to the increasing
similarity of four frequent verbs: ini ‘to say’, “anbay ‘to see’, *dnay ‘to ride,
to mount’ and *dynay ‘to be new’. In northern Berber (except Ghadames
and Awdjila), phonological rules would lead to forms such as *ini ‘to say’,
*nay ‘to see’, *nay ‘to ride’ and *ynay ‘to be new’. Final gy has become i in
many Berber varieties. In Berber, ini ‘to say’ and nay ‘to drive, to mount’
mostly remain unchanged; *dnbay ‘to see’ was lost in many varieties, and

4 Little children are considered to be very vulnerable to attacks by evil spirits, cf. Wes-
termarck 1926/I:273ff.
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otherwise the Imperfective form was generalized (e.g. Tashelhiyt anni ‘to
see’, see Kossmann 1999:78, nr. 117; 99, nr. 203). Finally, *ynay has been
substituted by a loan from Arabic.

It should be stressed that the avoidance of homonymy is by no means
a general process. Thus, the great majority of Berber languages retain two
homonymous verbs (at least in the Aorist), both describing basic actions
typically performed by the women of the household: zd ‘to weave’ and zd
‘to grind’. Morphologically these two verbs belong to different classes, even
though the distinction has become blurred in quite a number of varieties.
Moreover, languages which have ¢ instead of d show that the pharyngeal-
ization of d in ‘to weave’ is a feature of the root (thus we get forms of the
type zt), while the pharyngealization in ‘to grind’ is due to assimilation to
the underlyingly pharyngealized z, and does not correspond to ¢. A recon-
struction of the two verbs would be something like *dzda? ‘to weave’ vs.
*dgad ‘to grind’.® The point made here is that these two verbs, which have
no etymological relation to each other, have become largely homopho-
nous, but that they are still maintained in most languages.

Another type of therapeutic borrowing occurs when phonological rules
render a form so weak that it becomes less acceptable as a full word. This
may have happened in the case of *a?bu ‘smoke’. Northern Berber pho-
nology makes the glottal stop disappear and changes *b. In a number of
varieties, the result of *b in the position *VbV is gg(*) or bb(*) (Kossmann
1999:100); in such varieties, the item is typically preserved, e.g. Tashelhiyt
aggu, Kabyle abbu ‘smoke’. In other varieties, the regular correspondence
is w(w) (cf. Tarifiyt tawwuat ‘door'< *taburt). Here, **aw(w)u ‘smoke’ has
been substituted by an Arabic word.

Therapeutic borrowing explains a number of basic items that are fre-
quently borrowed in Berber languages. For many other items, such an
explanation cannot be given. Thus I see no clear reason why the Berber
verb represented by Tashelhiyt aggug ‘to be far’, and attested in a num-
ber of other varieties (Tuareg ugag, agag, Tarifiyt agg*az, Zenaga ubbug
~ abbug), has been supplanted by an Arabic form in more than half of
the languages studied here. Similarly, there is no obvious reason for the
substitution of common Berber tisant ~ tesamt ‘salt’ by an Arabic word in
varieties of northern Morocco and northern Algeria.

5 Or: *az?ad, cf. among others Prasse 1972—74, Louali & Philippson 2004b.
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4.1.3  Substitutive Borrowing

While a large number of borrowings can be understood as additive bor-
rowings, whose take-over is motivated by their earlier absence (tempo-
rarily or not) in the recipient language, there are many borrowings for
which such an analysis does not make sense. Thus, Taifi remarks upon
the borrowing of terms related to dairy products in Ayt Mguild (Central
Moroccan Berber): “en ce qui concerne les produits laitiers, les mots ara-
bes empruntés ne répondent a aucun besoin linguistique. La langue d’ac-
cueil est dotée déja d'un lexique adéquat, ne présentant aucune case vide
qui nécessiterait 'emploi d’'un signifiant étranger” (Taifi 1979:338-339,
cited in Ameur 2011:570).

This type of borrowing is called here substitutive borrowing, i.e., the
borrowings take the place of (or are used in variation with) native words.
The reason behind such substitutions is difficult to grasp, and fundamen-
tally ununderstood. Explanations do rarely go beyond the following state-
ment by Haspelmath (2009:48): “Here it seems that all we can say is that
speakers adopt such new words in order to be associated with the pres-
tige of the donor language”. As the author himself admits, this is close to
circular argumentation: only the fact of the borrowing shows the wish to
be associated with the prestige. This is clearly shown in our Berber sam-
ple. Ghadames Berber uses considerably less substitutive borrowing than
other northern Berber languages. Does this mean that the inhabitants of
Ghadames felt less need to associate with the prestige of Arabic? There
is no reason to assume that Ghadames is basically different in its cultural
association to Arabic from, for example, Siwa, another Islamic oasis. Still,
Ghadames is by far the lowest borrower in our corpus, while Siwa is a
very high borrower, even on a global scale. The prestige argument is also
problematic for another reason. In largely bilingual communities there is
always the option of language shift, i.e., if the speakers felt such a need to
associate with Arabic culture that they took over words for head and nose
(like in Ghomara), why didn't they shift to Arabic alltogether? Finally, the
central problem of the prestige argument is that it does not explain why
certain words are borrowed and others not. Why is there no Berber lan-
guage that borrowed ‘to forget’, but has ‘to remember’ be borrowed in a
quite a few varieties of Berber?

4.1.4 Diglossic Insertion

In addition to additive and substitutive borrowing, it is important to dis-
tinguish a third category, which I shall baptize diglossic insertion. The
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distinction between the two borrowing types on the one hand and diglos-
sic insertion on the other is related to the sociolinguistic status and usages
of northern Berber languages (the same is true for Maghribian Arabic).
Northern Africa is characterized by multiglossia, i.e. different languages
are used in different communicative situations (see 2.5). This concerns
in the first place different types of communication: Berber and Maghrib-
ian Arabic are used in face-to-face conversations and derived forms of
this (e.g. telephone calls, internet chatting). Standard Arabic is typical for
the realm of writing and reading aloud.® Standard Arabic is rarely used
for face-to-face conversation, although some users may be relatively pro-
ficient when the need appears, e.g., in conversations between speakers
from different countries with whom they only have Standard Arabic in
common. This difference in communicative context leads to an associa-
tion of one or the other language with certain topics. Topics which are
strongly associated with the spoken domain (e.g., emotions or traditional
life) are associated with Berber and spoken Arabic, while topics associ-
ated with newspapers, school books or Islamic learning, have an associa-
tion with Standard Arabic. While there exists some terminology belonging
to these fields in Berber (e.g., Figuig aZallid ‘king’), most of the technical
terms have no traditional equivalent, and one could say that a lot of lexi-
con is simply lacking in the language. In order to talk about such topics,
one takes recourse to a pool of Standard Arabic and French terms, which
can freely be inserted into the Berber (or Maghribian Arabic) discourse.
The following excerpt from a Tarifiyt television interview with a Berber
activist about the detention of another Berber activist, Chakib Al Khiyari,
illustrates this type of discourse; Standard Arabic insertions are in capi-
tals; names and “genuine” borrowings are in italics. Etymologically Berber
words are in normal font type. Because of the insertions, the text is only
understandable to a speaker of Tarifiyt if he also knows Standard Arabic.

yaeni tuya=t d izz L-FATRA SAEBA, g umazwaru=nni, shhh, ttuya=nay nassin
XARIZ L-?ASWAR, ttuya yanoy MAEARAKA a nassen sakib Lxiyari mani igga,
manbaed THARRUKAT yaeni n MUNDAMMAT DAWLIYA d WATANIYA d
L-?2IELAM L-WATANI U D-DAWLI, nufa YANNA-HU ohhbh, yoffoy BALAY
n N-AWZIR D-DAXILI PANNA [dak] yessiwet BI-?ANNA sakib [xiyari aq=t
MUZUD di ddar-lbida U aq=t di #ahbas n eugasa.

6 All this is of course grossly simplified, and does not take into account, for instance,
the existence of poetic genres in Berber and in Maghribian Arabic.
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well, it was a DIFFICULT TIME, in the beginning, ehh, and we were OUT-
SIDE THE WALLS, we had a BATTLE to know where Chakib El Khiyari was,
after PRESSURE well of INTERNATIONAL and NATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS
and NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL MEDIATIZATION, we found out
THAT HE, ehhh, a MESSAGE came out from THE MINISTER OF INTERIOR
THAT [xxx] it spoke THAT Chakib El Khiyari was PRESENT in Casablanca
AND was (held) in the prison of Okacha.”

In this short fragment all complementizers and almost all nominals
are Standard Arabic: disregarding names, only the temporal phrase g
umazwar=nni ‘in that beginning’ and the “genuine” loan 7ahbas ‘prison’
represent normal Tarifiyt nouns. On the other hand all verbs and verb-like
forms (the “pseudo-verbs” ttuya and agq, cf. Kossmann 2000a) are Berber.

The Standard Arabic insertions® are to a large degree similar to the
diglossic code-switching described by Boussofara-Omar (2006) and
Bassiouny (2009) for the mixed discourse of vernacular Arabic and Stan-
dard Arabic. In such discourse, insertion draws relatively freely from the
pool of Standard Arabic lexicon and phraseology. There is considerable
variation as to the degree of phonological integration of the insertions.
This variation is also found in our Berber/Arabic text, which stretches
from pure (Moroccan-type) Standard Arabic pronunciation such as xariz
[-Paswar ‘outside the walls’ to less standard pronunciations, such as
tharrukat (instead of taharrukat) and dawli (instead of duwali). The less
standard pronunciations are more similar to Moroccan Arabic than to
Tarifiyt Berber: thus one has tharrukat rather than Tarifiyt-like tharrukat.

On the other hand, Standard Arabic insertions in this type of texts also
have features typical of conventional borrowings: they are mostly the only
way to express certain concepts, and they can occur repeatedly.

They are different from other words (borrowings or not) in the sense
that they are felt by the speaker to belong to the standard language, and
in the sense that they are often part of expressions that would not be used
by speakers without knowledge of the standard. On the structural level,

7 Amsawal ag Amin El Khiyari 1/2. AmazighTV, May 5, 2011. Retrieved November 17,
2011 from http://www.martv.net/uitzending/2845_amsawal-ag-amin-el-khiyari-1-2*.html.
I wish to thank Khalid Mourigh for his help in the transcription and interpretation of the
fragment.

8 It should be noted that Berber language planners have put much effort into the devel-
opment of a Berber lexicon that could be used in stead of such diglossic insertions from
Arabic, as well as for “genuine” borrowings. This standard Berber language stands so far
from actually spoken Berber varieties that it is close to presenting a diglossic High variety.
Usage of standard Berber words can therefore be considered as another instance of diglos-
sic insertion.
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one remarks that diglossic insertions are often noun phrases including
genitival or adjectival modifiers, rather than bare nouns.

Therefore, I propose to consider them insertions of a special kind, which
will be called here diglossic insertions (“conventional code-switches”
would be an alternative). One may look at this in the following way. In
diglossia-bound languages, parts of the lexicon have not been developed
in the same way as in languages that cover the full range of communica-
tive functions. In order to be able to communicate about subjects that are
not covered by the conventional lexicon, one may freely take elements
from the other language(s) in the diglossia. Such insertions are therefore
very similar to code-switches, but are different in that they are neces-
sary for the communication of the intended content. Archetypical code-
switching, as it is normally described, is not governed by needs for the
content, but rather by other factors, including bilingual processing and
expression of identity (Gardner-Chloros 2009). Distinctions between code-
switching and borrowing are blurry, and definitions are highly arbitrary.
This is even more so the case where the distinction of diglossic insertion
vis-a-vis “genuine” (i.e. fully conventionalized) borrowing and “genuine”
code-switching is concerned.

4.2 QUANTITATIVE APPROACHES

The overview of borrowing types given above is basically qualitative, ask-
ing why a certain term has been borrowed. One can also ask quantitative
questions: how many borrowings are used in a language? To what extent
are percentages different among Berber varieties? What is the amount of
borrowing in comparison with other languages of the world?

The quantitative study of lexical borrowing can take two axes. In the
first place, one can look at the relative frequency of borrowings in run-
ning texts, a type of study undertaken, for example, for Standard Arabic
in Issawi (1967). In the second place, one can look at the frequency of
borrowings in the lexicon. The emphasis in this investigation lies on core
borrowings, i.e., borrowings that concern objects and actions that were
already part of the speakers’ environment before the coming of Arabic
to northern Africa. This includes terminology for items universally pres-
ent, such as body parts, but also cultural terms referring to the traditional
environment of the speakers, such as domestic animals and crops.
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4.3 TEXT FREQUENCY OF ARABIC BORROWINGS

There exist hardly any studies of Arabic influence on Berber quantifying
the occurrence of Arabic loanwords in texts.” A methodologically sound
approach to this problem would be based on a large text corpus incorpo-
rating different genres (oral narrative, spoken interaction, religious dis-
course, etc.). Moreover, one would like to have an idea about the dialectal
variation in this respect, demanding thus for a replication of the same
procedure for several varieties. In the framework of the present study,
such a research has not been undertaken, due to lack of data and time.
However, in order to gain some insight into the question, a small-scale
pilot study was carried out, featuring only a small number of languages
and texts.

To achieve this, a specific genre was chosen, traditional fictional oral
narratives (also known as fairy tales). This is a genre relatively immune to
diglossic insertions, as it basically refers to traditional life. It is therefore
considered to be indicative to some degree of the impact of borrowing on
old-fashioned speech about traditional subjects.

The first text studied is from Figuig. It is a traditional oral narrative
about the hero Nnayar Bugram, told in 1990 by a middle-aged blind woman
from the village of Zenaga, well-known as a story-teller. There is no reason
to believe that she used more Arabic loans than other speakers would do.
The story consists of exactly 1900 words;!® due to certain stylistic features
of Figuig-Berber story telling, part of the fixed phrases in the story are
in Moroccan Arabic (cf. Kossmann 2000b:81-87); these phrases were not
counted, nor were personal names, leaving a total of somewhat less than
1750 words of running Berber text.

Among these 1750 attestations in the text, 385 are from Arabic, i.e., 22%
of the tokens.!! When looking at the different words represented by these

9 The main exception are works by Rabah Kahlouche and Fadila Brahimi on Kabyle.
Kahlouche counted that 46% of the lexemes were Arabic loans, using a corpus a five-hour
recording of a monolingual Kabyle speaker (Kahlouche 2001, 2005:208); Brahimi (2000:373)
found 22.7% loanwords (tokens) in a 6,000 words corpus. One remarks that these percent-
ages are almost identical to those found in Figuig.

10 Pronominal and deictic clitics were not counted as separate words, thus forms like
inna=yas=t=id ‘he said it to him’ and argaz=u ‘this man’ are counted as single words.

11 T did not take into account to what degree these words were integrated into the Ber-
ber system. For instance, causative derivations from Arabic roots were counted as Arabic
loans.



LEXICON 99

attestations'>—366 types in total—, Arabic loans constitute slightly under
45% of the corpus. Among verbs, about 40% are borrowings, while among
nouns, about 55% are borrowings.

There is a clear frequency effect here: the more frequent a word, the
less chances that it is a borrowing. Among the 25 most frequent words,
which account for over 50% of the text, only two are borrowings (iwa
‘well’, rah ‘to go’). Disregard the first 5 most frequent words, (all from Ber-
ber: n ‘of’, ini ‘to say’,'® d ‘predicative particle’, i ‘to, when’ and i ‘to be;
auxiliary’), and about 30% of the tokens in the text are loans from Arabic;
if one disregards the 25 most frequent words, 40% of the tokens in the
text are loans from Arabic.

A count based on three stories in nearby Beni Iznasen (Bezzazi & Koss-
mann 1997, stories 5, 6, 7) yielded similar percentages: among 1710 tokens,
about 24% have an Arabic background. Among 338 different words rep-
resented in the corpus, 42% are loans from Arabic.

A similar procedure was undertaken for a Tashelhiyt text collected by
Hans Stumme and reedited by Harry Stroomer in Stroomer (2002b) as text
nr. 16. Using the same word boundary definitions as for the other texts
(but different from the one used in the edition), this text has well over
3600 words. Among these, 17% have an Arabic background. When count-
ing different words (469 in total), about 36% are from Arabic. A similar
difference between nouns and verbs was found as in Figuig: 31% of the
verbs are from Arabic, while 45% of the nouns have this background.'®

As a fourth corpus, Ghadames was chosen. Two traditional stories
about heroes dealing with ogresses (text 17 and 18 in Lanfry 1968) were
taken as a basis. Disregarding names and the occasional Arabic formula,
these texts count 1635 words in total. Among these 1635 attestations, 112
are words of Arabic or sub-Saharan origin,'6 i.e. 7%. When looking at the
different types attested in the sample, there are 355 words, among which
61 have an Arabic origin, while 2 have a sub-Saharan background. This

12 Counting inflectional forms as variants of one single word, but derivational variants
as different words.

13 The narrative character of the studied text is responsible for the high frequency of
this word.

14 T wish to thank Harry Stroomer, who kindly gave me access to a digital version of
this text.

15 These counts were made excluding a number of words whose Arabic background
was not established beyond doubt. Including these, they would be 18% for the total words
in the text; 38% for the different words in the text, and among these 34% of the verbs and
46% of the nouns.

16 Disregarding 26 attestations, representing four words, whose Arabic origin is doubtful.
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represents 18% of the total. Again, among verbs percentages are lower
than with nouns: 17% and 25%, respectively.

From the preceding, one sees a clear difference in impact of borrowings
in texts between Ghadames on the one hand and the eastern Moroccan
varieties of Beni Iznasen and Figuig on the other. Tashelhiyt takes a place
somewhat in between, but is closer to the Moroccan varieties than to
Ghadames. Note that a similar result is reached when using a completely
different count, that of the impact of Arabic on basic lexicon, as shown by
the percentages of borrowings in a list of basic basic lexicon, the Leipzig-
Jakarta-1o0 list (see 4.5.2):

Ghadames Tashelhiyt Iznasen Figuig

% of all words in text 7 17 24 22
% of different words in text 18 36 42 44
% in LJ-100 1 6 11 9

It is difficult to compare the percentages obtained from the analysis of
the Berber texts with languages outside the Maghrib, esp. when consider-
ing the percentage of the total of the words in a text. Linguistic systems
differ to such an extent that the amount of information provided by a
single word is highly variable. For example, in the above data, pronominal
clitics were not counted as separate words, and a form like Ghadames
t-dxabbdr=az=d (3SF-tell:Pv=35:D0=VENT) ‘she told him (hither)’ was con-
sidered to be one single word, borrowed from Arabic, as the verb dxabbdr
has an Arabic background. In languages that treat pronominal reference
differently, the equivalent of this single word would be three words, as in
the English translation.’” As personal pronouns are hardly ever borrowed
(see 9.1), this skews the percentages to a large extent. The problem is less
acute when counting different lexemes used in the text. In this case, the
central question is how to find a text that is representative of the same
genre as the Berber texts that were analyzed. In order to solve this, Harry
Stroomer’s English translation of the Tashelhiyt story was taken. This text

17 For example, in the faithful English translation of the Tashelhiyt text about 2000
more words are used than in Tashelhiyt, mainly because of the frequency of words such
as a, the, he, him.
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aims at a faithful representation of the Berber text and uses a narrative
style similar to the original.

In the English text, among 656 different words used (note that this
is a considerably higher number than in the Berber corpora), 183 have
a Romance origin, i.e., 28%.!8 Thereby, English has a score of Romance
borrowings which is clearly lower than the score of Arabic borrowings in
Tashelhiyt, but which lies above the Ghadames percentage. The scores in
the Figuig and Beni Iznasen texts are about 50% higher than the English
score.

4.4 BORROWING FREQUENCY IN THE LEXICON: THE LWT SAMPLE

Hardly any study has been made about rates of borrowings in any Berber
language (cf. however Chaker 1984).

There is only one study that deals with Arabic loans in a Berber vari-
ety in a quantitative fashion, and which studies a large part of the lexi-
con, Kossmann (2009a) on Tarifiyt (Q) Berber. This was carried out in the
framework of the Loanword Typology Project at the Max-Planck-Institut
fiir evolutiondre Anthropologie in Leipzig, and organized by Martin
Haspelmath and Uri Tadmor. In this project, borrowing rates were estab-
lished on the basis of a list of 1460 “meanings”, defined in English, but not
always meant to cover the full semantics of the English term. Collabora-
tors could add “meanings” where they thought this was appropriate, and
choose to fill in blanks where the language had no appropriate expres-
sion for the concept, mostly because it did not belong to the cultural rep-
ertoire of the language speakers. Of course, several translations for the
same “meaning” could be given. This list was filled in and analyzed as to
borrowing histories for 41 languages, one among which was Tarifiyt (Q).
The Tarifiyt data base was completed with the help of one single speaker,
Mr Khalid Mourigh, who uses the urban variety of Nador.

For Tarifiyt, among 1526 meanings in the data base, 789 were repre-
sented by loanwords (51,7%), which puts the language at second posi-
tion in the LWT sample (only the Romani language of Selice has a higher

18 There are also 6 words that come from Arabic, due to the type of the text. I did not
count Scandinavian loans.
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percentage).!® The loanwords were divided up among donor languages as
follows (slightly adapted from Kossmann 2009a:198):

Dialectal Arabic 41.7%
Classical/Standard Arabic  3.2%
Spanish and French 6.3%

total: 51.7%

Differentiating according to the semantically defined word categories
established by LWT (which do not necessarily follow the categorization
of the language) the following figures for borrowings appear:

total of borrowings borrowings from dialectal Arabic

“nouns” 56.1% 41.9%
“verbs” 441% 40.9%
“adjectives” 52.7% 48.5%
“adverbs” 40.0% 40.0%
“function words”  39.5% 35.4%

While there is clearly some difference according to word category, this
difference is relatively small in the dialectal Arabic part of the loanwords.
Thus “nouns” and “verbs” have almost the same percentages. There is an
interesting difference here with the situation in European and Standard
Arabic loans. Among these groups, “nouns” are strongly dominant: 13.2%
of the “nouns” belong to these languages, while only 2.7% of the “verbs”
goes back to them.

LWT divided the sample into 24 fields associated with semantics and
context of usage. Percentages of loans differ greatly as to these fields, cf. the
percentages in the following table (adapted from Kossmann 2009a:198):

19 Tt is questionable whether all language samples are comparable. Thus it seems that
for many languages borrowings related to wider knowledge of the world, which are often
expressed by internationalisms in European languages, have been filled in by a blank. For
example, the Ceq Wong data base only contains 862 “meanings”, slightly more than half
of the meanings filled in for Tarifiyt. Of course, this is the type of lexicon where borrow-
ing occurs frequently, and the percentages in the two languages may therefore not be
comparable.
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Miscellaneous function words 21.7 - - - 21.7
The body 28.9 0.5 - - 29.5
Kinship 28.0 1.2 1.2 - 30.5
Spatial relations 29.7 1.3 1.3 2.5 34.8
Animals 27.2 7.0 4.4 0.9 39.5
Sense perception 36.7 4.2 - - 40.9
The physical world 38.1 - 3.7 - 41.8
Motion 37.8 6.1 2.4 - 46.3
Food and drink 40.4 7.5 1.1 - 49.0
Basic actions and technology 42.6 4.7 2.4 - 49.7
Agriculture and vegetation 38.7 6.3 4.7 1.6 51.3
Emotions and values 55.0 3.7 1.8 - 60.6
Speech and language 52.0 4.8 4.8 - 61.7
Law 48.2 4.7 9.4 - 62.4
Possession 55.0 6.0 2.0 - 63.0
Social and political relations 59.1 - 5.2 - 64.3
Time 62.0 3.7 - - 65.7
Quantity 55.0 6.9 4.6 - 66.4
Cognition 51.8 8.1 8.6 - 68.5
The house 51.3 15.3 2.2 2.2 70.9
Warfare and hunting 56.4 10.3 5.1 - 71.8
Clothing and grooming 60.5 12.5 1.8 - 74.8
Modern world 40.6 41.4 8.0 3.2 93.1
Religion and belief 66.2 3.9 22.1 3.9 96.1
all words 41.7 6.3 3.2 0.5 51.7

These percentages are not always easy to interpret, as the choice into
which semantic field a certain term is included is often quite arbitrary;
their main value is to offer a basis for comparison with other languages
(for which, see Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009). One remarks that Tarifiyt
is the only language in the sample that has over 20% loanwords in all
semantic fields defined by LWT.

It would be interesting to fill in the same sample for other Berber lan-
guages. This has not been done yet, so it remains unclear to what extent
Tarifiyt is representative for Berber as a whole.
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4.5 BORROWING FREQUENCY IN THE LEXICON: CORE VOCABULARY

In the following, borrowing in “core vocabulary” will be studied in detail,
using different lists and selected semantic fields. In order to do so, fifteen
Berber varieties are studied in some detail. The study was based on the
sources given in parentheses:

Morocco: Tashelhiyt (Destaing 1938), Ghomara (Mourigh p.c.), Senhadja
(Ibanez 1959, Lafkioui 2007), Tarifiyt (Kossmann 2009b),2° Beni Izna-
sen (Kossmann field notes), Figuig (Kossmann 1997).

Algeria:  Beni Snous (Destaing 1914), Kabyle (Chaker 1984; Dallet 1982), Mzab
(Delheure 1984), Ouargla (Delheure 1987).

Libya: Ghadames (Lanfry 1973), Djebel Nefusa (Beguinot 21942, Provasi 1973),
El-Fogaha (Paradisi 1963), Awdjila (Paradisi 1960a).
Egypt: Siwa (Laoust 1932, Naumann 2009, Souag 2010).

The choice was determined by the availability and accessibility of the lexi-
cal data. For most of the chosen varieties there exist dictionaries translat-
ing a term from a European language (French, Italian or Spanish) into
Berber, or I had a searchable digital file at my disposal. This does not only
facilitate the job of finding the words, but has the great advantage that
the words given represent the most basic translations of the European
terms. As “universal” word lists always have the format “how is concept
X expressed in language Y, this is very practical. In a number of cases,
I had to rely on French-Berber indexes to Berber-French dictionaries (Lan-
fry 1983, Delheure 1984, Delheure 1987; Dallet 1985). Of course the words
found in these indexes were checked in the dictionaries, and irrelevant
entries were not taken into account. Still, it is often difficult or impos-
sible to make out from the dictionary entries which Berber term is the
least marked translation of the French term. This was less of a problem in
smaller dictionaries, such as those for Ghadames, Mzab and Ouargla, but
constitutes a huge problem in the case of Kabyle, which is blessed by a
very extensive dictionary, and in which a single French term is normally
translated by numerous Berber terms. In order to circumvene this prob-
lem to some extent, I took the 200—word list of Chaker (1984:219—225) as a
first basis, and supplemented it by terms from Dallet (1982). For a number
of important Berber varieties no easily searchable material was available.
This is the case, for instance of Chaouia, for which only the hand-written

20 Unfortunately, I did not have access to Serhoual (2002).
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Berber-French dictionary by Huyghe (1971) is available.?! The same is true
for the Middle Atlas. Unfortunately, the elaborate dictionaries by Taifi
(1991) and Azdoud (2o011) lack a French-Berber index, and the online dic-
tionary by Amaniss (2009) avoids citing Arabic loans. Therefore I keep
these languages out of the corpus, and focus on the fifteen languages for
which data are more easily accessible.

The choice of varieties being determined by the availability of source
materials, the sample is biased towards certain regions. Thus the north-
ern Moroccan and northwestern Algerian dialects are represented by five
varieties (Ghomara, Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Beni Iznasen and Beni Snous). As
this is a region with a high incidence of borrowing, this bias may be an
advantage rather than a disadvantage. It means, however, that any general
statistics on the basis of our sample should be treated with the utmost
caution.

4.51  Borrowing Lists of Basic Vocabulary

In comparative linguistics, pre-determined lists words constitute an impor-
tant research tool. A major function of such lists is that they allow the user
to make a quantitative analysis of lexical similarity between languages.

Most of such lists use “basic” words, i.e., items that refer to concepts
which are considered to be relevant to all human communities in the
same degree;?? thus, for example, ‘dog’ is more “basic” than ‘camel’,
because dogs are prominent among domesticated animals in most parts
of the world, while camels are only relevant to inhabitants of arid regions
in Africa and Asia. Of course camels are also known outside these areas,
but their role in human society is entirely different.

Mostly, “basic word” lists are used for establishing and fine-tuning
genetic relationships between languages. The best-known specimina of
this type are the lists established by Morris Swadesh for glottochronologi-
cal purposes. Glottochronology takes as its basic assumption that lexical
change (i.e. the substitution of one lexical item by another for referring to
a certain concept) takes place at a regular pace in time, as long as the sub-
stitution does not have cultural reasons. In order to quantify this, Swadesh

2 The copy I have of Ounissi (2003) lacks the letters K-Q, which seems to be a basic
error in the printing the manuscript rather than a binding problem (the section R starts
after section J and is headed by K). Especially the lack of the letter L, which contains many
Arabic loans, makes it useless for the purpose of this study.

22 “Basicness” could be and has been defined differently, looking for example at which
words are first acquired by children.
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established two lists, first a list of 200 words, later an improved list of
100 words, which he considered to have a regular pace of substitution—
i.e. to be uninfluenced by cultural change. These word lists do not neces-
sarily only include items that are immune to change, but rather items
that—according to Swadesh’ thoughts and findings—are independent of
cultural innovation in their pace of change.

A number of other “basic” word lists have been proposed, mostly with
important overlap with the Swadesh lists. Different from Swadesh, they
explicitly focus on stable material, i.e. words that tend to remain the same
over a long span of time. Such lists are used to establish deep relationships
between languages and language families, which are less visible to the
naive observer. One important list of this type is the Yakhontov-35 list,
which provides a subset of words in the Swadesh 200 and 100 lists that are
considered to be especially stable. Another list of this type is the 40-word
list used by the Automated Similarity Judgment Program (ASJP) project,
aiming at the automatic establishment of genetic relationships, using a
list of particularly stable items (Brown e.a. 2008).

The Swadesh list has been challenged and altered at many reprisals.
Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009) present a new list, based on the cross-
linguistic investigation of borrowings in basic and non-basic lexicon in the
Loanword Typology Project (LWT). This list, baptized the “Leipzig-Jakarta
list” (hence LJ-100), presents the words they found to be most stable in
their corpus, focusing on borrowability, universal presence, and ancien-
nity of the concepts and words. The list is different from the Swadesh lists,
and includes 38 items which were not included by Swadesh. Moreover,
different from Swadesh, the words are presented in a hierarchical order,
number 1 on the list being considerably more stable than number 100.

In the framework of the present study, lexical stability among languages
is only relevant in that it should counter-act borrowing. Put otherwise, the
prediction is that borrowing is less likely among stable (or stable-rate chang-
ing) words. In order to assess the impact of borrowing on a global scale,
establishing borrowing rates in lists of stable words may be revealing.

Lexical stability in word lists has never been studied in detail for Berber.
A few studies include the Swadesh list (e.g. Penchoen 1973b), but none
of them undertakes a comparative study. The only effort at providing a
comparative study of rates of borrowing in Berber is provided by Salem
Chaker (1984:216—229). Chaker established a list of 200 items, including
both concepts which have a high probability of borrowing, such as religious
terminology, and such that are considered to be less easily borrowed, such
as body part terms. His main goal is to quantify the general impression
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that borrowing is less substantial in some Berber languages than in oth-
ers, taking Kabyle, Tashelhiyt and Tuareg as comparees. His figures are
as follows:

Kabyle 38% borrowings from Arabic
Tashelhiyt 25% borrowings from Arabic
Tuareg 5% borrowings from Arabic

As remarked above, the Chaker-200 list is not a “basic” word list in the
sense that it focuses on stable lexicon, even though it focuses on less spe-
cialized meanings.

In the following, I shall first present a comparison of borrowing rates in
a number of univerally defined “basic word” lists, using a restricted sample
of Berber languages. After this, I shall take the Leipzig-Jakarta list—the
only list which explicitly includes the study of borrowing—and look in
more detail at rates of and reasons for borrowing among the items on
this list.

4.5.2  Borrowing Rates in a Number of Standard Lists

Among the standard basic word lists, the following were chosen for
comparison:

Swadesh-100 (Swadesh 1971)
Leipzig-Jakarta-100 (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009)
AJSP-40 (Brown e.a. 2008)
Yakhontov-3523

Dolgopolsky-152+

In the following table, borrowing rates are presented for a number of
Moroccan Berber lects. Only words that are clearly borrowings have been
counted. This excludes:

1. Items both represented by a non-borrowing and by a borrowing

2. Words which look like a borrowing (e.g. because of phonological char-
acteristics), for which no clear basis in Arabic could be found

3. Words which could be borrowings or retentions from proto-Afroasiatic
(see the discussion on isam ‘name’ below).

4. Words that are Berber borrowings in Maghribian Arabic, and which
could be original or reborrowed.

23 From http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Swadesh=list. Retrieved March 2012.
24 From http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dolgopolsky=list. Retrieved March 2012.
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On the other hand, loans that have undergone important semantic devel-
opments during the borrowing process (or afterwards?) have been counted
as borrowings, as long as their Arabic origin stands beyond doubt.

Translations are given on a semantic basis; for example, in cases where
the translated language has a verb while the language of the list has a
noun or an adjective, the verb was chosen.2?

Swadesh-100 LJ-100 AJSP-40  Yakhontov-35  Dolg-15

Tashelhiyt 8% 6% 10% 9% 0%
Figuig 16% 9% 10% 11% 7%
Iznasen 16% 11% 15% 11% 7%
Tarifiyt (Q) 9% 10% 10% 9% 7%
Ghomara 34% 37% 28% 29% 20%

Swadesh-100 has in most cases a similar or higher percentage of borrow-
ings than the Leipzig-Jakarta list, which seems to enhance the latter’s
claim that it is more sophisticated in this matter. Except for Ghomara,
the two medium-sized lists (AJSP-40 and Yakhontov-35) have similar or
even higher rates than the Leipzig-Jakarta list.

Compared to other languages, the Berber scores are certainly on the
high side: a well-known borrower such as English has only five Romance
borrowings in the L]-100 list—less than any of the Moroccan Berber vari-
eties; moreover, one remarks that Ghomara Berber outscores any of the
LJ-100 borrowing percentages in the sample of 41 languages in Haspelmath
& Tadmor (2009).

4.5.3 Borrowing in the Leipzig-Jakarta List: Quantitative Results

In the following, the Leipzig-Jakarta list will be taken as a basis for a more
general assessment of borrowing in the basic lexicon in Berber and in
comparison with other languages. The Leipzig-Jakarta list was established
on the basis of a sample of over 1500 semantically defined items (the LWT
list). These items were studied in a sample of 41 languages, including one
Berber language, Tarifiyt. On the basis of these data, scores were estab-
lished taking into account four different factors (Tadmor 2009):

25 In a few cases, meanings have been taken together where the intended meaning of
the list was unclear. Thus my countings of LJ-100 ‘to suck’ includes the verb used for babies
drinking from their mothers’ breast.
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1. Borrowability: to what extent is the meaning expressed by borrowings
in the languages of the sample?

2. Monomorphemacity: Is the concept expressed by a single morpheme
or by a compound word or an (idiomatic) expression?

3. Representation in the corpus: to what extent has the semantic category
been attested in the languages under consideration (thus excluding
culturally or linguistically less universal meanings)?

4. Age: how long has the word been in the language?

The ideal stable meaning/word would never be borrowed, always be
morphophonematic, be represented in all languages of the corpus and
be as old as can be traced. These factors were weighed identically,?6 and
the composite score leading to the Leipzig-Jakarta ranking is the score of
these four factors multiplied. The identical weighing is not unproblem-
atic; this may have serious implications for the list.2”

In the end, any list of “basic” words is to some extent arbitrary, because
of the definitions of the semantic elements, and because one is bound to
make a choice of languages. In any case, the Leipzig-Jakarta list presents
100 words which clearly belong to the set of concepts which are reason-
ably universal and reasonably resistant to change. Taken as such, com-
paring borrowing in this set can be considered indicative of borrowing in
basic vocabulary.

In this section, first the quantitative borrowing data in LJ-100 in Ber-
ber will be presented. After this, the individual borrowed concepts will be
studied in more detail.

The quantification of borrowing only makes sense with relatively com-
plete sets of lexical data. The establishment of such sets is not without
caveats, however. In the first place, there are quite a number of Berber
varieties for which only part of the L]-100 list was recorded. Where only a
few items are missing, this hardly represents a problem. However in the
case of Libyan dialects, which are quite important in the study of Arabic
influence on Berber, the data sets comprise less than 95% of the LJ-100 list.
Moreover, at least in the case of Awdjila, the word list is biased towards

26 Note that the weighing of the borrowing score was different from the simpler method
used above and elsewhere in this study in establishing the borrowing scores for Berber, as
it includes meanings for which both borrowed and un-borrowed words exist.

27 When, for example, “monomorphematicity” and “representation” are taken together
(i.e. the average of the two scores), an item like ‘not’ rises from the 56th place on the list
(composite score 0.726) to the 12th place (composite score 0.786). Similar changes in com-
putation may make words now not represented enter the list.
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non-borrowed lexicon, as explicitly stated in Paradisi (1960a:157);28 a sim-
ilar bias may have played a role in the establishment of the El-Fogaha
vocabulary by the same author (Paradisi 1963). In these cases the percent-
age obtained for the attested part of the list may be considerably lower

than what we would have had with a complete list.

The following scores were obtained for different Berber languages,

using the criteria outlined in 4.5.2:

country language percentage of borrowings  attestation n =
Morocco  Tashelhiyt 6% 99
Ghomara 37% 100
Senhadja 17% 100
Tarifiyt (Q) 10% 100
Figuig 9% 98
Iznasen 11% 100
Algeria Beni Snous 12% 100
Greater Kabylia 7% 99
Mzab 7% 99
Ouargla 10% 99
Libya Ghadames 1% (1 item) 94
Djebel Nefusa 13% (12 items) 92
El-Fogaha 9% (7 items) 82
Awdjila 3% (3 items) 92
Egypt Siwa 26% 100

Studying these scores, one may define three groups of borrowing
percentages:

Low percentage: 0—5%.

In the northern Berber corpus this concerns two languages: Ghadames
(1%) and Awdjila (3%). Six meanings in the LJ-100 list are not known for
Ghadames, while 13 meanings are unknown for Awdjila. The Awdjila list is
biased against Arabic loanwords, and the percentage is possibly higher.

Medium percentage (6-15%).

This is found in the majority of northern Berber languages. There is no major
difference between Tashelhiyt on the one hand, and Tarifiyt and Kabyle on
the other. Apparently, while borrowing in non-basic vocabulary is stronger

28 “Il materiale lessicale qui riportato ¢ limitato alle sole voci di orgine berbera”. In
practice, Paradisi sometimes cites loanwords which he considered interesting for some
reason. Moreover, I profited from Marijn van Putten’s painstaking effort in adding all

words attested in the texts (van Putten fc.).
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in Tarifiyt and in Kabyle than in Tashelhiyt (cf. the text counts in section
4.3), the situation is similar in the three languages as far as basic vocabulary
is concerned.

High percentage (over 15%).

This concerns in the first place Ghomara (37%) and Siwa (26%). Senhadja
de Srair, spoken in the vicinity of Ghomara, has 17%. Moreover, in Senhadja,
there are no less than 13 items that are translated in the source by both an
original Berber word and an Arabic loan; according to the principles out-
lined above, these were not counted as borrowings. As Ibafiez (1959) is based
on two different dialects (Zarkat and Beni Ahmed), without distinguishing
them in the dictionary, some of this variation may be due to dialectal prefer-
ences. If this is true, the percentage would be higher if the borrowings were
counted on the dialectal level.

Some of the Libyan varieties may belong to the high percentage bor-
rowers too: Djebel Nefusa has 13 loans and eight unattested items, while
El-Fogaha has seven loans and 18 unattested items. Thus maximum scores
could be up to 21 (Djebel Nefusa) and 25 (El-Fogaha) if the unattested items
were all loans. As mentioned above, some of these publications are probably
biased towards unborrowed words.

There are not many comparative studies of loanwords in the basic lexi-
con. In order to get some impression of this, the L]-100 precentages in the
40 non-Berber languages covered in Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009) were
calculated following the same criteria as given above for Berber. Those
items that were considered to be “clearly borrowed” or “probably bor-
rowed” by the authors of the chapters in Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009),
and for which no alternative non-borrowed items were provided, count as
borrowings. Note that the language data in Haspelmath & Tadmor were
the basis of the LJ-100 list, even though the reflection of the borrowing
percentages in this list is rather complicated.

Among these 40 languages, 31 have percentages of 5% or lower. Thus,
even the medium percentages found in Tashelhiyt and Tarifiyt are higher
than those found in over three quarters of the languages in the LWT cor-
pus. Four languages have percentages that put them on a par with the
medium borrowers within Berber, such as Tashelhiyt, Kabyle and Tarifiyt:

Vietnamese 7%

White Hmong 7% (a language of China)

Archi: 9% (an eastern Caucausian language of Russia)
Ceq Wong: 13% (an Austroasiatic language of Malaysia)

Five languages have percentages that put them in the category of high
borrowers, even though none of them reaches the level of Ghomara:
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Malagasy: 19% (an Austronesian language of Madagascar)
Selice Romani: 20% (an Indo-Arian language of Slovakia)
Kildin Saami:  21% (a Finno-Ugric language of Russia)
Gurindji: 27% (a language of Australia)

Saramaccan: 33% (an English-based creole of Suriname)

These percentages are not necessarily comparable. The historical recon-
structions in some of the languages studied in LWT cover a much longer
time-span than the recoverable time-span in Berber. In Berber languages,
only Arabic, Latin, and Punic borrowings can be identified. One may
assume that at a certain moment in time—possibly up to the Roman
period—there were more indigenous languages present in northern Africa
than Berber alone. As we do not know anything about these languages, it
is impossible to identify possible loans from them.

This difference is important in comparing two of the high borrowers in
the LWT sample with Berber. For Selice Romani of Slovakia, one can make
a reasonable temporal differentiation between loans from the time before
the ancestors of the speakers came into contact with European languages,
and later loans. The first contact with European languages (Greek) may
have happened around the tenth century CE (Elsik 2009:269), which gives
us a time-span of 1000 years, (very) roughly corresponding to the time-
span of Berber-Arabic contacts. Among the 20% borrowings in the Selice
Romani LJ-100 list, 13% are borrowings from the European period.??

Similarly, due to the high quality of historical linguistic studies on
Saami and its main contact languages, the Kildin Saami database (Riefiler
2009) covers a loanword history of about 5000 years. Only 8 out of 21 loans
in the LJ-100 list date from after the proto-Saami period.

The situation is different in the other languages. In Malagasy (Adelaar
2009) only one out of 19 loans in the LJ-100 list seems to post-date the Aus-
tronesian expansion from present-day Indonesia to Madagascar, which
happened from the 8th century onwards. The 18 other loans are from lan-
guages of Indonesia, mainly Malay. This suggests that the time frame of
the borrowing was similar to that for Arabic loans in Berber, even though
it lies in a different, earlier, period.

The two highest borrowers in the LWT corpus are Gurindji and Sara-
maccan. Both have a specific history, which explains their unusual behavior

29 The situation may be different in Domari, another “Gypsy” language, which has 43%
to 47% of borrowings in the Swadesh-200 list, according to Matras “primarily from its
contemporary contact language, Arabic” (Matras 2009:166).
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as to borrowing to some extent. Among Australian languages, Gurindji is
one of the highest borrowers (Bowern e.a. 2o11). Gurindji, as an Austra-
lian language, is subject to the well-known Australian taboo-substitution
of (basic) words. In societies such as Gurindji, there was a taboo on the
pronunciation of the name of a deceased person (Dixon 1980:28). In addi-
tion, words similar to these names were ousted from the spoken language.
Instead, often loans from neighboring languages were taken. Although the
effect may have been less spectacular than sometimes assumed (McCon-
vell 2009:797), it certainy affected basic vocabulary to some degree. In
addition, there are indications that Gurindji has undergone important
substratum effects (Bowern e.a. zom).

Saramaccan is a Maroon creole language which was formed in the
course of the late 17th, early 18th century. Different from other creole lan-
guages, in its formation two European languages played a role, English,
the main lexifier, and Portuguese. The exact way this formation took place
is difficult to make out.

Concluding, among the five high borrowers in the LWT database, two
have very different histories from Berber, leading to a distinctive increase
in loanwords. The high percentages found among two other languages
are partly due to the historical depth of the analysis provided in LWT,
which covers a much larger time span than is possible for Berber. Only
one language, Malagasy, with 18 out of 19 loanwords from the same pre-
Madagascar period, can be considered a high borrower in the same cat-
egory as Siwa and Ghomara Berber.30

In order to provide insight into the two highest borrowers in the Ber-
ber corpus, all LJ-100 items that were borrowed in one of them are listed
below. The numbers in the left-most clumn indicate the ranking on the
JL-list. Ghomara data all come from Khalid Mourigh (fc.), while the Siwa
data come from a number of sources, mainly Naumann (2012) [N] and
Souag (2010) [S]; to a lesser extent also from Laoust (1932) [La] and Vycichl
(2005) [Vy]. Like elsewhere, only meanings for which no Berber alterna-
tive was found are listed.

30 Of course, one expects more high borrowing percentages to come up when the data
base is extended to languages outside the LWT sample. Tadaksahak (Christiansen 2010),
a northern Songhay language, has 20% borrowings (n=95) in LJ-100.
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Ghomara Siwa Siwa source3!

1. fire leafya

2. nose alxnafor

9. root alearq N/La
12. breast bazzuna

13. rain lohwa

15. name ssmiyyat S
18. flesh/meat llham

21. night it llelat S (p.c.)
24. far beid abeid S
25. to do/make gommar La
28. bitter mmar

31. hair ssear Ssear N
34. who? skun

36. to hit/beat dugq N/Vy
38. fish amalah tisamkat N
42. black khoal

46. back tthar

46. to bite cat

48. wind lbewan lahwd N
49. smoke dduxxan duxan N/La
50. what? swa

51. child (kin) agayyal

52. egg tabtowt N
53. new zdid

53. to burn (intr) anhraq S

56. not ma la S
56. good mazyan akwayyas N
59. sand rrmoal rrmal S
64. leaf twargat S
64. red hmar

66. liver lkabda

67. to hide xabbae

67. skin/hide 2Zald

70. to carry rowwah

71. heavy tqil atqil N
74. old qdim aqdim, saraf (man) S
76. thick ylit atxin S

81 As Naumann (2012) is phonologically the most sophisticated source, his notations
have been cited where available. The other sources are used when Naumann does not give
the word. In such a case, precedence was given to Souag (2010) over Laoust and Vycichl.
Notations like “N/Vy” indicate that the word is attested in a different form (e.g. plural
instead of singular) in Naumann (2012), and that the form given here corresponds to the
one provided by the second source.
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Table (cont.)

Ghomara Siwa Siwa source

78. long twil atwil N
79. to blow dnfax N
81. to fall hsal

84. tail amoaebus N
89. sweet hlu ahlu S
91. shade/shadow ddall

91. salt mmlah

91. small ahkik, ahbkkik N
96. wide wasae aerit S
97. star nnzam

99. hard qasah gasay N

A number of forms look Arabic but have no clear etymology. This is the
case of Ghomara tarhabt ‘soil’ and, with an unexpected semantic shift,
Ghomara hsal ‘to fall' (cf. Arabic hsal ‘to get stuck’), rowwah ‘to carry’ (in
Arabic, among others, ‘to come back’ or ‘to take home (esp. a bride)’) and
amalah ‘fish’ (cf. Arabic malah ‘salted’).32 In one case, the Arabic etymol-
ogy is contested, and different explanations have been adduced, Ghomara
axyam ‘house’ (see 4.5.4). Finally, some forms could be Berber loans in
Arabic that were re-borrowed in Ghomara, e.g. sut ‘to blow’ and agannit
‘tail’, but could also be ancient in the language. The forms with a special
semantic development were included in the count, the other cases not.
In comparing these two sets from the two opposite ends of the Berber-
speaking territory, one remarks a relatively strong overlap. Siwa Berber
shares 16 out of 26 borrowed meanings with Ghomara; only 10 meanings
are represented by a borrowing in Siwa and by a Berber word in Ghomara.
As 37% percent of the basic words are taken over from Arabic in Gho-
maran, one would have expected about ten percent shared borrowings
between Siwa and Ghomara if the distribution were entirely arbitrary.

4.5.4 Borrowing in the Leipzig-Jakarta List: Detailed Lexical Study

Most northern Berber languages are medium borrowers of basic lexicon,
i.e. they have in between 6% and 15% of borrowings in the LJ-100 list. In

32 Apparently the meaning ‘fish’ derives from the commerce in salted fish in the moun-
tain regions. This shows that the word did not originate in the coastal region whence our
data come, as the typical fish there is not salted. malah is not used in local Arabic in the
meaning ‘fish’ (Mourigh, p.c.).
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the following, the borrowed meanings will be presented one by one. Gho-
mara and Siwa, for which the borrowings have been listed above, are only
mentioned when the meaning is also borrowed in other Berber languages,
or when there are reasons for a more elaborate discussion.

Where possible, Standard Arabic equivalents of the borrowed items are
given in order to indicate the wider use of the form in Arabic, thereby
excluding inverse influence.

fire [JL rank: 1]; borrowed 3x

The noun ‘fire’ is borrowed in a number of Moroccan Berber languages:
Tashelhiyt leafit, Ghomara leafya, Senhadja leafya, Figuig leafayt. The
reason is euphemism. In Berber, like in Arabic, ‘fire’ is the same term as
‘Hell'. Therefore, borrowing may be used as a way to avoid a loaden term.
In Moroccan Arabic, normally the euphemism eafya (basically: ‘good
health’) is used. This euphemism was taken over by a number of Berber
languages.

StAr: eafiya ‘(good) health, well-being, vigor, vitality’

nose [JL rank: 2]; borrowed 2x

A loan from Arabic is only found in two languages. In Ghomara the local
Arabic term alxnafor has been introduced. In the Tashelhiyt of the Ida
Usemlal, the basis of Destaing’s vocabulary (1938), tinxrt is found. which
looks like a blend of Berber tinzrt (attested elsewhere in Tashelhiyt) and
Arabic manxar.

StAr: manxar ‘nostril, nose’; xanfara ‘to snuffle, snort’. Cf. Bahrayn Arabic
xanfur ‘nose’ (Behnstedt & Woidich 2o11:111).

to go [JL rank: 3] borrowed 6x

The meaning ‘to go’ is often expressed by a loan from Arabic. Less telic, or
more specifically telic meanings, such as those corresponding to English
‘to walk’ and ‘to enter’, are normally not borrowed. Attestations: Tarifiyt
(Q) ruh, Figuig rah, Iznasen ruh, Beni Snous ruh, Ouargla ah, rah, Siwa
hh, ruh. Awdjila eadd correponds to eaddi in Eastern Libyan Arabic
(Benkato fc.).

StAr: rah ‘to go away’

blood [JL rank: 7] borrowed 1x
Senhadja addam. Other Berber languages normally have the plural form
idamman, which is a common Afroasiatic heritage rather than a loan from
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Arabic damm. The Senhadja form, which is also found in some neighbor-
ing western Tarifiyt varieties is clearly a loan in view of the inclusion of
the Arabic article. Ghomara adam could be a (berberized) form of Arabic
domm or a rare attestation of a singular of the old Berber form idammon.
StAr: dam ‘blood’

root [JL rank: 9] borrowed 2x

This borrowing only appears in the eastern varieties: Djebel Nefusa lagirg,
Siwa alearq [La], P laeriq [N]. The meaning ‘root’ is not attested in El-
Fogaha; in Awdjila a Berber word is used (twarzit).

StAr: €irg ‘root’

rain [JL rank: 13] borrowed 2x

A borrowing is attested in Ghomara lohwa and El-Fogaha almtr (next to
the descriptive aman s innz ‘water from above’).

StAr: hawa? ‘air’, matar ‘rain’

name [JL rank: 15] borrowed 3x

The most generally used Berber word is isam. The similarity to Arabic
ism ‘name’ is mostly considered to be due to an ancient Afroasiatic heri-
tage. However, isam could also be an early loan from Arabic, which has
to do with the change of proper names which typically takes place when
people convert to Islam. In that case, it could belong to the first stratum
of Islamic loans (see 3.4). If so, all Berber languages have borrowed the
word. In a number of languages, ancient isam (whether a loan or not) has
been substituted by forms that are conspicuously Arabic: Figuig lasam,
ttasmayyat, Beni Snous lisam, Siwa ssmiyyat [S].

StAr: ism ‘name’, tasmiya ‘naming, appelation’

fly [JL rank: 20] borrowed 1x

Only one attestation: Awdjila dabbdn. Other Libyan varieties have Berber
forms.

StAr: dibban ‘flies’

night [JL rank: 21] borrowed 5x

Loans for the meaning ‘night’ are concentrated in northern Morocco: Gho-
mara llil, Senhadja allil, Tarifiyt (Q) ggirat (< *llilat), Beni Iznasen lilat.
Siwa llelat (Souag p.c.) is the only borrowing outside this region.

StAr: layla ‘night’
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far [JL rank: 24] borrowed 9x (mostly ‘be far’)

The Arabic verb bead or the adjective beid have been taken over in most
northern Berber languages:

Ghomara beid ‘far, Senhadja bead, Figuig bead, Beni Snous bead, Kabyle
abead, Mzab abead, Ouargla abead, Nefusa abead ‘to be far, Siwa abeid
‘far’ [S]. Old Berber forms are Tashelhiyt aggug, Tarifiyt (Q), Beni Iznasen
agg*az. The term is not attested in the other Libyan languages.

StAr: baeid ‘far’

house [JL rank: 26] unclear

There are several words commonly used for ‘house’ in Berber. One of
them is taddart, tiddart which has a similar shape to Arabic dar house’ (cf.
A. Basset 1959:159). This is a chance resemblance, as taddart is a derivation
from the Berber verb ddar ~ idir ‘to live’. Another word commonly used is
axxam, axyam. This is similar to Arabic xima (< xayma) ‘tent’. The mean-
ing ‘tent’ rather than ‘house’ is attested in a number of Berber languages,
e.g., Central Moroccan Berber axam ‘tent’. In other languages, it is special-
ized in the meaning ‘room’, and it seems that the meaning ‘house’ is an
extension of this. The Arabic background of axxam is strongly contested
(Laoust 1920:21), both for semantic and for phonetic reasons. Semanti-
cally, the spread from ‘tent’ to ‘room, house’ is problematic, especially
when dealing with populations which have been sedentary as long as his-
tory remembers. Phonetically, the development xy > xx is not attested
with other words, and seems to be odd. An alternative explanation con-
nects axxam (and maybe also axyam) to the Berber root GhYM ‘to sit,
to stay’ (Laoust 1920:21),33 as attested among others in Tarifiyt ggim. The
main problem with a Berber derivation is that x does not appear in widely
attested words of Berber origin except in some specific contexts (conso-
nant clusters with a following voiceless consonant and in final position
with monosyllabic words, Kossmann 1999a:236—242). Otherwise, x is a loan
phoneme from Arabic (see 5.3.2.4). For the counting, axxam, axyam was
disregarded; however for the sake of completeness its attestations in the
meaning ‘house’ will be given here: Ghomara axyam, Senhadja axxyam,
Beni Iznasen axxam, Beni Snous axxam, Kabyle axxam.

StAr: xayma ‘tent’

33 Laoust (L.c.) also mentions Tuareg ehdn and Zenaga in ‘tent’ as cognates, which is
highly improbable.
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hair [JL rank 31] borrowed 3x

Ghomara ssear, Senhadja assaer, Siwa $$edr [N].

Senhadja uses the Berber term anzad for a single hair; for the collective
designating all the hair of the head, the Arabic term is also attested else-
where in Berber.

St Ar: Saer ‘hair’

who? [JL rank: 34] borrowed 3x
Ghomara skun, Senhadja askun, Kabyle asu. See for a discussion, section
9.2.1.

horn [JL rank: 38] borrowed 1x

El-Fogaha alguirn. Somewhat surprising form, as El-Fogaha Berber is only
in contact with forms of dialectal Arabic where one would expect g < g.
All other Libyan varieties have a Berber form. Most Berber languages have
a form corresponding to Tuareg isak. Figuig has the odd form agallue,
whose etymology is unclear. One imaginative derivation would be from
the Arabic verb gloe ‘to uproot’.

StAr: garn ‘horn’

fish [JL rank: 38] borrowed 5x

Ghomara amalah, Mzab lhut, lhawt, Ouargla lhut, Nefusa alhut, Siwa
tissmkat [N]. Not attested in Ghadames, El-Fogaha and Awdjila. The use
of a loan in the dialects of the oases Mzab, Ouargla and Siwa is hardly
remarkable. While small fish occur in Saharan oases, edible fish mainly
come from outside. This is one concept for which the universality claim
of LJ-100 is problematic. The use of a loan in Ghomara and Djebel Nefusa
is less expected.

StAr: hat ‘fish’, samak ‘fish’, malih ‘salty’

yesterday [JL rank: 41] borrowed 1x
Awdjila sbat. Paradisi (1960a:167) marks this as a loan from Libyan Ara-
bic. I have not been able to track the etymology, but follow Paradisi.

navel [JL rank: 42] borrowed 1x
Only borrowed once: El-Fogaha strra.
StAr: surra ‘bag, purse, bundle’

to bite [JL rank: 46] borrowed 4x
Ghomara eat, Senhadja eattas, barram, Beni Iznasen zeaf, Beni Snous zeaf-
zeafis also used in Tarifiyt (Q), where is has a Berber alternative, mmamas.
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In Moroccan Arabic, zeaf normally means ‘be angry’, but it seems to have
taken a more restricted meaning in the Berber varieties of the Algerian-
Moroccan borderland (possibly based on angry biting dogs).

StAr: eadd ‘to bite’, zaeaf ‘to kill instantly’

back (body part) [JL rank: 46] borrowed 2x
Ghomara tthar, Figuig ddhar.
StAr: dahr ‘back’

wind [JL rank: 48] borrowed 4x

Tashelhiyt rrih, Ghomara lsewan, El-Fogaha drwah, Siwa lahwd [N]. In
Tashelhiyt, the common Berber form adu has become specialized in the
meaning ‘breeze’. The Ghomaran form loewan takes up the well-attested
Maghribian Arabic and Berber form ewin ‘breeze which helps the win-
nowers, lit. the helper’.

StAr: rih ‘wind’, hawa? ‘air, wind’

smoke [JL rank: 49] borrowed 9x

This meaning is represented in many northern Berber languages by a loan
from Arabic: Ghomara dduxxan, Senhadja adduxxan, Tarifiyt ddaxxan,
Beni Iznasen ddaxxan, Beni Snous dduxan, Figuig ddaxxan, Mzab dduxxan,
Ouargla dduxxan, Siwa duxan [La], P ddxaxin [N]. The original form was
something like *a?bu (Kossmann 1999:No 206, Taine-Cheikh 2008:5, Koss-
mann 2012¢). The problems involved in the two weak consonants */?/ and
*Ib/ (leading to forms such as awwu) may have constituted a reason for its
substitution by the Arabic form.

StAr: duxan ‘smoke’

what? [JL rank: 50] borrowed 2x
Ghomara swa, Kabyle asu. See section 9.2.1.

egg [JL rank 52] borrowed 1x

There are many different Berber terms for ‘egg’, most of them of a descrip-
tive nature: tamoallalt ‘the white one’, taglayt ‘the round one’, tazdalt ‘the
ponded one’. One northern Berber term is underived: Ghomara tawfalt.
Only one cognate of this term was found, tofalt in Tetserrét, a language
of Niger with strong ties to Zenaga (Lux 2011).34 In view of its geographical

34 As a loan from Berber, the term also appears in the Northern Songhay language
Tadaksahak: taafult (Christiansen 2010:291).
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distribution and underived form, this is most probably the original word in
Berber. In Arabic, the term bida is also related to the meaning ‘white’, and
it is conceivable that the Berber forms of the type tamallalt are calques on
Arabic usage. The only attestation of a direct loan is Siwa tabtowt [N].
StAr: bayda ‘egg’

new [JL rank: 53] borrowed 11x

This term is taken over from Arabic in all northern Berber languages of
Morocco and Algeria: Tashelhiyt [2did, Ghomara Zdid, Senhadja aggid,
Tarifiyt 22did, Beni Iznasen gdid, Beni Snous lo2did, Figuig azdid, Mzab
azdid, Ouargla aZdid, Kabyle azdid, Nefusa aZdid. Only in the east a Berber
term is used: El-Fogaha trar, Awdjila atrdr, Siwa atrar. The term is not
attested in Ghadames.

Tuareg and Zenaga have forms which point to a root *yny~*ynt (e.g. Mali
Tuareg iynay ‘to be new’, Zenaga dyndh ‘to be new’). It also occurs in medi-
eval Djebel Nefusa Berber (Brugnatelli 2011:33). Possibly, the substitution
by an Arabic loan was triggered by the near-merger of this form with other
high-frequency words, such as ini ‘to say’ and *anbay ‘to see’ (cf. 4.1.2).
StAr: gadid ‘new’

to burn (intransitive) [JL ranking: 53] borrowed 2x

Senhadja ahraq, Siwa anhraq [S]. Awdjila alham looks very much like a
loan from Arabic, but I have not been able to determine its etymology.
StAr: haraq ‘to burn’

good [JL ranking: 56] borrowed 8x

The meaning ‘good’ is often represented by loans from Arabic, in many
cases alongside Berber forms. As there are many shades of meaning to
‘good’, it is not always easy to establish which forms in the individual lan-
guages are equivalent. In the following languages all common translations
for ‘(be) good’ are Arabic loans: Ghomara mazyan (adjective), Senhadja
asbah (verb), Beni Iznasen usbih (adj.), Beni Snous awahdi (adj.), Mzab
asloh (verb), abha (verb), awahdi (noun), Ouargla wata (verb), uslih (adj.),
awahdi (adj.), Ghadames samah (verb), eazib (verb), Siwa akwayyas [N]
(adj.). Kabyle has the verbs lhu and $hah, which Chaker (1984) counts as
loans from Arabic, even though the exact basis of lhu is unclear.

StAr: sabih ‘pretty, beautiful’, salah ‘to be good’, baha ‘to be beautiful’,
samah ‘to be generous’, wahid ‘alone, exclusive’, eagib ‘wonderful’, wata
‘to be favorable’, kuwayyis ‘nice’, zayan ‘beautiful’.
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sand [JL ranking: 59] borrowed 5x

Especially in desert regions, the meaning ‘sand’ can be represented by sev-
eral lexemes, differentiating between different types of sand; often one of
them is a loan from Arabic. In establishing borrowings, where possible the
most general term was chosen; however not all languages seem to have a
general term for ‘sand’. Loans are: Ghomara rrmal, Senhadja arrmal, Beni
Snous arramlat, Nefusa: arramal, Siwa rrmal [S].

StAr: raml ‘sand’

to laugh [JL ranking: 61] borrowed 3x

This item has only been taken over in north-eastern Moroccan varieties
and their immediate neighbor on the other side of the border: Tarifiyt
dhas, Beni Iznasen dhak, Beni Snous adhas.

StAr: dahik ‘to laugh’

leaf [JL ranking: 64] borrowed 3x

The meaning ‘leaf of a tree’ is represented by a borrowing in a number
of languages: Beni Snous alwarg, Nefusa alwsrqg, Siwa twargat [S]. Berber
languages often differentiate between ‘leaf of a tree’, ‘leaf of a vegetable
(e.g. cabbage)’, and ‘very small leaves, e.g. for tea’.

StAr: waraqa ‘leaf’

to hide (transitive) [JL ranking: 67] borrowed 3x

In the following languages a loanword is used: Tashelhiyt Adu, Ghomara
xabbag, Mzab ahba, astor. hda and xabbae are well-attested Maghribian
Arabic verbs meaning ‘to hide’. Mzab ahba seems to take up xabba ‘to
hide’, with irregular substitution of x by 4.

StAr: satara ‘to hide’

skin, hide [JL ranking: 67] borrowed 2x

Only in the northwestern Moroccan varieties a loan is found: Ghomara
ZZald, Senhadja a22ald. In Siwa, aggald refers to a sheep skin, while ilom
is a human skin.3%

StAr: gild ‘skin, hide, leather’

35 Lameen Souag in http://lughat.blogspot.nl/2012_o5_o1_archive.html.
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to carry [JL ranking: 70] borrowed 2x

This is one more JL-100 meaning which corresponds to scores of Berber
verbs. In many cases these are much more restricted than the English verb
‘to carry'. It is doubtful whether all Berber languages have a general verb
‘to carry’. Languages in which only borrowings were translated as general
‘carry’ verbs are: Ghomara rowwah, Mzab Sammar. Possibly Ouargla should
be added to this list; Delheure translates both Arabic sammar and Berber
awi by ‘to carry’; in most languages, awi rather means ‘to bring’.

StAr: Sammar ‘to gather up, to lift’

heavy [JL ranking: 71] borrowed 6x

This meaning is represented by a borrowing in a number of languages
from all over northern Berber: Ghomara tqil (adjective), Senhadja adgal
(v.), Tarifiyt dgar (v.), Beni Iznasen dqal (v.), Nefusa atqal (v.), Siwa atqil
(n.) [N].

StAr: taqil ‘heavy’

old [JL ranking: 74] borrowed 2x

Most Berber languages make a difference between ‘old’ in describing
people and ‘old’ in describing things or usages. The latter term is more
often borrowed than the former, e.g. Figuig agdim, agbur ‘old (mainly of
things, usages...)’ from Arabic (qdim, kbir) vs. awassar ‘old person’. Only
in Ghomara and Siwa a borrowing is used in both meanings: Ghomara
qdim, Siwa aqdim, $araf (man) [S].

)y X~

StAr: gadim ‘ancient’, sarif ‘old (camel mare)’

thigh []] ranking: 76] borrowed 1x
Borrowed once: El-Fogaha: alfdxd.
StAr: faxid ‘leg (of mutton)’

thick [JL ranking: 76] borrowed 5x

Ghomara ylit (adjective), Senhadja asha (v.), Tarifiyt gda (v.), Beni Iznasen
qdor (v.), Siwa atxin (n.) [S]

StAr: yalid ‘thick’, saha ‘to regain consciousness, to recover’ and sihha
‘health’, gadar ‘to possess strength’, taxin ‘thick’

long [JL ranking: 78] borrowed 4x
Ghomara twil, Senhadja ¢wil, El-Fogaha tawil, Siwa atwil [S]
StAr: tawil



124 CHAPTER FOUR

to blow [JL ranking: 79] borrowed 1x

The normal Berber word is ssud, a denominal derivation from adu
‘wind’. As this verb was taken over in many Maghribian Arabic varieties,
it is not always possible to decide whether it was retained in Berber or
re-borrowed; such cases were not counted as borrowings. The only variety
which has an unequivocal Arabic loan is Siwa: anfax [N].

StAr: nafax ‘to blow’

to fall [JL ranking: 83] borrowed 3x

Ghomara /Asal, Beni Iznasen huf, Beni Snous huf. The form hufis derived
from Maghribian Arabic haf ‘to descend'.

StAr: hasal ‘to happen’

tail [JL ranking: 84] borrowed 4x

The meaning ‘tail’ is represented by a large number of etyma, some of
which are borrowings from Arabic. It is quite possible that euphemis-
tic substitution has played a role. One noun, zantita, is well-attested in
Moroccan Arabic and in Moroccan Berber; its origin is not clear. However,
in Berber languages which have no ¢ in inherited words (see 4.3.2.2), forms
such as tagantit (Tarifiyt) point to a borrowing. The following languages
have borrowings: Tarifiyt tanowwat, tazantit, akannas, Nefusa afattdl, El-
Fogaha addél, Siwa amaebus [N]. Forms such as fottala and baebus are
attested in local Arabic varieties, and do not seem to have a Berber back-
ground. Tarifiyt tanawwat seems to take up Arabic nawwar ‘flowers’, but
may in fact be an alteration of nawwasa ‘tail’, a term found in Arabic of
Mauritania and the western Sahara. Cf. also the discussion in Behnstedt
& Woidich (2011:331ff.).

StAr: nuwwar ‘flowers’, kanndas ‘sweeper’, day! ‘tail’

dog [JL ranking:84] borrowed 1x?

The only variety which uses a term for ‘dog’ based on Arabic is Senhadja,
which has ahardan ‘dog’. The noun is probably derived from dialectal Ara-
bic hrad ‘to chew noisily, to devour, to beat, to rip violently’. The nominal
formation and the meaning ‘dog’ have not been attested in dialectal Ara-
bic, and are probably Berber-internal developments. Lafkioui (2007:260—
261) reports a variation between ahardan and Berber aydi, in which the
latter term is restricted to generic, expressive or literary contexts. Ibafiez
(1959) only gives ahardan.



LEXICON 125

to see [JL ranking: 89] borrowed 1x
Only in Nefusa the normal equivalent of ‘to see’ is a loanword: ashah (well-
known in Libyan Arabic).

sweet [JL ranking: 89] borrowed 6x

Ghomara hlu (v.), Figuig hla (v.), Mzab mihlaw (adj.), Ouargla ahlu (v.),
Nefusa ahlaw (v.), Siwa ahlu (adj.) [S].

StAr: halu ‘to be sweet’

shade, shadow [JL ranking: 91] borrowed 3x
Ghomara ddall, Figuig ttall, Nefusa attll
StAr: dill ‘shadow, shade’

bird [JL ranking: 91] borrowed 4x

Senhadja afrux, Figuig abardal, Kabyle afrux, Nefusa attir. abardal is origi-
nally the word for ‘sparrow’, which has been extended semantically to
designate any bird. The wide-spread Maghribian Arabic form bartal goes
back to Spanish pardal.

StAr: farx ‘young bird’, tayr ‘bird’

salt [JL ranking: 91] borrowed 5x

Ghomara mmlah, Tarifiyt tamaggaht, Beni Iznasen [malh, Beni Snous
Imalh, Kabyle lmalh

StAr: milh ‘salt’

wide [JL ranking: 96] borrowed 5x

Tashelhiyt useu (v.), Ghomara wasae (v.), Mzab awassae (adj.), Ouargla
usae (v.), Siwa aerit (adj.) [S]. Not attested in Figuig, Ghadames, Nefusa
and El-Fogaha.

StAr: wasuea ‘to be wide’

star [JL ranking: 97] borrowed 2x
Ghomara nnzam, Awdjila ngum (p) (Paradisi 1960b:82/VIII-5).

hard [JL ranking: 99] borrowed 5x

Ghomara gasah (adjective), Senhadja agsah (v.), Tarifiyt gsah (v.), Beni
Iznasen gsah (v.), Siwa gasdy (n.) [N]. The term is not attested in any of
the Libyan varieties. Most other Berber languages use the verb ggar (etc.)
‘to be dry’ also in the meaning of ‘to be hard’; for the more specific mean-
ing loanwords are used.

StAr: gqasaha ‘to be hard’, gasa ‘to be dry and hardened’
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4.6 BORROWINGS IN CORE VOCABULARY: A SAMPLE SURVEY IN NOUNS36

In order to gain more insight in the matter of core borrowings, a number
of semantic fields were chosen which denote relatively concrete concepts
that were already available to speakers of languages in northern Africa
before the coming of Islam. The assumption is that Proto-Berber had ways
of expressing these concepts, and that any borrowings in these sets substi-
tute for earlier expressions. In the following, first three sets of nouns are
studied that concern culture-independent items: body parts, basic natu-
ral phenomena, and insects and other small non-vertebrates. After this,
four more sets of nouns will be studied, which concern culture-specific
semantic fields: metals, crops and fruits, domestic animals, and kinship
terminology.

The survey takes the same fifteen-language sample as used above as
its basis; where this was deemed interesting, data from other northern
Berber languages are adduced.

4.61  Body Parts

Body parts are generally considered to be highly resistant to borrowing.
An exception must be made for body parts that are subjected to taboos,
such as, in a European or northern African context, terms referring to
genitalia, to the anus, and to buttocks.

From the semantic field of non-tabooized body parts, 37 terms were
chosen,3” and compared for fifteen languages. Among these, 16 were not
borrowed anywhere: ‘mouth’, ‘tongue’, ‘tooth’, ‘ear’, ‘eye’, ‘neck’, ‘shoul-
der’, ‘hand’, ‘finger’, ‘fingernail’, ‘belly’, ‘knee’, ‘foot’, ‘toe’, ‘heart’, ‘bone’. A
loanword for ‘knee’, rrakbat, has been attested in some Kabyle varieties
(A. Basset 1929a:91).

36 As no full-scale reconstruction of proto-Berber vocabulary is available, I normally
refrain from presenting reconstructions. Instead, typical instances are presented, not
unlike what would be considered “pan-Berber” forms in another discourse (on pan-Berber
and proto-Berber, see Kossmann 1999a:15ff.).

87 This comprises 19 body part terms included in the LJ-100 list, plus four terms which
are part of the Swadesh-100 list, but not of LJ-100, as well as a more or less arbitrary choice
from other body-part words that are commonly expressed by underived forms in Berber
languages, and which are reasonably attested. The term ‘lung’ (mostly tarut or the like)
was left out as it is quite close to Maghribian Arabic forms such as riyya (Classical Arabic
ri?ah). This similarity is certainly accidental or due to common Afroasiatic inheritance. In
practice it is not always easy to distinguish native Berber forms from loans in this specific
case. For a dialectological overview of a number of these terms, see Brugnatelli 1982.
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Looking at the other body part terms, nineteen out of the other twenty
body part terms investigated were only occasionally represented by bor-
rowings in the corpus (for comments on the elements included in the
L]-100 list, see 4.5.4):

‘blood’
‘skin’
‘hair’
‘head’
‘forehead’

‘eyebrow’

‘eyelash’

‘nose’

‘cheek’

)

‘lip

‘beard’

‘arm

‘thumb’

Senhadja addom

Ghomara Z2ald, Senhadja azzald

Ghomara $sear, Senhadja as$aer, Siwa $$ear [N]

Ghomara ddmay

Nefusa aZZ5bhat. Ghomara has non-Arabic atallih next to asondil,
which seems to be somehow related to Arabic forms such as santiha
(cf. Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:96). Senhadja has taken over this Ara-
bic form as asanduh and santih (Latkioui 2007:251).

Ghomara (hazab, Nefusa alhdzab. The same loan in Beni Messaoud
(W. Algeria) lhawazab. In a number of languages, the Arabic loan is
used alongside a Berber term: Iznasen (hazab ~ timmi, Siwa lhagab
[N] ~ tammawin (p) [La]; in parts of Kabylia the Arabic terms $sfar
and leyun are used (A. Basset 1929a); Senhadja has logyun and lasfar
(Lafkioui 2007:249).

Beni Snous lasfar, Siwa lohdub, rrmus (both p) [N]. Arabic loans are
also used in Kabyle alongside the Berber term: assfor ~ irgal. Senhadja
has lasfar (Latkioui 2007:249).

Tashelhiyt tinxrt, Ghomara alxnafor. The Tashelhiyt form is highly
dialectal and seems to be a blend of Arabic maonxar and Berber
tinzrt.

Ghomara tarummant, Beni Snous lhank, lodyan, Kabyle lhank,38 Siwa
alxadd [N], sdux [La].

El-Fogaha a$$drab, Siwa $sardb [N, La]. Beni Menacer (W. Algeria)
also has an Arabic loan, §Sirab, while in Beni Snous as$$irab is used
alongside non-Arabic tasnaft and ansus. Ghomara has asalgum and
$$affa, both of which have an Arabic background (Behnstedt & Woi-
dich 2011:136), alongside afontut, which has no obvious link to Arabic.
Senhadja asandur has no Arabic etymology, but is not obviously Ber-
ber either.

El-Fogaha [5hyat. In Senhadja, Arabic loans are attested alongside
Berber tamart: alohyan and (probably expressively derived from Ara-
bic lbhya) talhiht.

Ghomara ddrae, Senhadja addrae. In a number of languages, the Ara-
bic loan is used alongside a Berber term: Kabyle ddrae ~ iyil, Siwa
ddrued (P) [N], addrae [La] ~ ayil [La].

Kabyle adabbuz. In Kabylia, variants such as ddabbue, ddabbuz,
ttabbuz are also attested; the general Berber form ikmaz is attested in
some southern varieties of Kabyle (Basset 1929a).

38 Note however non-Arabic amayag ‘half of the face, incl. the jaw’.
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‘(female) breast’ Ghomara bazzuna.

‘navel’ El-Fogaha surra.

‘back’ Ghomara (thar, Figuig ddhar. Mzab uses addahar alongside
Berber ti¢ormin.

‘thigh’ El-Fogaha alfaxd.

‘heel’ Beni Snous lagdom, Siwa learquib [N], leargub [La].

‘liver’ Ghomara lkabda.

‘kidney’ Ghomara lkalwa.3?

‘intestines’ El-Fogaha < &lmus”'n >. Kabyle has the Arabic loan lofwad

alongside native agrom, while Senhadja has non-Arabic
tamaswadat alongside tamfwadat. The latter form seems to be
a blend of tamaswadat and Arabic fwad.

A number of the studied languages stand out because of a relatively large
amount of borrowings in this domain:

Ghomara 11 borrowings (36 attested meanings): 30%
Senhadja 7 borrowings (36 attested meaning):  19%
El-Fogaha 5 borrowings (28 attested meanings): 18%
Siwa 5 borrowings (37 attested meanings): 14%

No borrowings were found in the following languages of the set: Tarifiyt
(Q), Iznasen, Ouargla, Mzab, Ghadames and Awdjila.

As for the permeability of body part lexicon, there is a clear difference
between the terms that are part of LJ-100 and Swadesh 100 and those that
are not. Among the 23 items that are part of the basic word lists, only 10
had a borrowing in one (or more) of the languages of the corpus. Among
the 14 additional meanings, 11 had a borrowing in one (or more) of the
languages of the corpus (‘shoulder’, ‘toe’ and ‘finger’ being the meanings
without borrowing). This strengthens the claims of impermeability of the
lexicon included in basic word lists (as opposed to those not included).

Borrowed forms do not seem to cluster strongly with certain meanings.
Only for one item, ‘cheek’, more than three languages in the corpus use a
borrowing. Borrowing does not seem to correlate strongly with variability
within the Berber lexeme. Thus, on the one hand, ‘heel’ and ‘eyebrow’
have relatively stable forms in Berber (inarz ~ awarz and timmi, resp.),
but have been borrowed in a number of languages. On the other hand,
a term like ‘neck’ is represented by many different etyma in Berber, but
never by a loan.

39 This is the term for the human body part. For animals the original Berber term is
used: tagzalt.
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4.6.2  Natural Phenomena

In order to study the semantic field of natural phenomena, twelve mean-
ings were chosen from the LWT list: ‘sun’, ‘moon’ (where relevant ‘full
moon’ as opposed to ‘crescent moon’), ‘star’, ‘thunder’, ‘lightning’ (mostly
including ‘bolt of lightning’), ‘wind’, ‘rain’, ‘snow’, ‘ice’, ‘mud’, ‘dust’, and
‘sand’. The relative stability of elements in this semantic field is shown
by the inclusion of four of them in the LJ-100 list: ‘star’, ‘wind’, ‘rain’ and
‘sand’. Five of them are part of the Swadesh-100 list: ‘sun’, ‘moon’, ‘star’,
‘rain’, ‘sand’.

From this list, only a few nouns prove to be immune to borrowing. There
are no borrowings attested for the meanings ‘sun’, ‘moon’ and ‘ice’. With
the exception of Ghomara nnazma, Awdjila ngum (p) ‘star’, the names for
the main celestial bodies are not borrowed. Note however the borrowed
forms Ghomara (hilal and Siwa lahlal [La] ‘crescent moon’, which are
opposed to the general terms aywar (Ghomara) and tazir{ (Siwa) ‘moon’.
The item ‘ice’ is not attested in any of the Libyan varieties, nor in Siwa and
Ghomara. The semantically closely related item ‘snow’ has a similar low
attestation, especially in the dialects of the oases, where snowfall is rare.
For this meaning, Arabic loans are attested twice: Mzab attalz and Siwa
attalz [La]. In Ghomara, this category is highly influenced by Arabic with
borrowings for ‘crescent moon’, ‘star’, ‘thunder, ‘lightning’, ‘wind’, ‘rain’,
‘mud’, ‘dust’, ‘sand’, and only three Berber items: ‘sun’, ‘moon’, and ‘snow’.
The same is true for Siwa, which has borrowings for ‘crescent moon’,
‘thunder’, ‘lightning’, ‘wind’, ‘snow’, ‘dust’, ‘sand’, and only four Berber
items: ‘sun’, ‘moon’, ‘star’, and ‘rain’. For the following meanings, borrow-
ings are not that rare:

‘thunder’ Ghomara rread, Beni Snous rriead, Kabyle arreud,*® Mzab
arroed, Ouargla rraed, Siwa rraed [N]. In Figuig, normally rraed
is used; an archaic form is Berber adZaz. Also Beni Menacer
(W. Algeria) loreud.

‘lightning, bolt Ghomara bbrag, lsbbrag, Senhadja lbarg, lbaraq, Tarifiyt fabrug

of lightning’ (~ assam < Berber), Iznasen lobrug, Beni Snous [lbarq, Kabyle
lobraq,* Figuig lbarg (~ usman < Berber), Mzab albarg, Ouargla
labrag, Siwa albaeq [La]. Also Metmata (W. Algeria) lbarg.

‘wind’ Ghomara leewan, Senhadja arrih (~ asammid < Berber) Tashel-
hiyt rrih, Iznasen rrih (~ asammid < Berber), El-Fogaha drwah,
Siwa lahwa [N]

40 Brosselard (1844) has both Arabic-derived roed and non-Arabic tanzilt.
41 Brosselard (1844) already has Arabic-derived barug.
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‘rain’  Ghomara lohwa, Beni Salah annuwat, Kabyle lohwa*? (~ agffur < Berber),
El-Fogaha almtar. Also Beni Messaoud (W. Algeria) lamtar, nnabwat, Beni
Menacer (W. Algeria) nnuwat.

mud’ Tashelhiyt lyis, Ghomara alyays.

‘dust’” Ghomara lyabra, Senhadja lyabira, laczaz, Tarifiyt taeazZast, tayabbat,
Beni Iznasen fyabrat, losZaZ (~ imaryad < Berber), Beni Snous lyabrat,
tayabbart, Kabyle ay*abbar,*® Mzab lyubrat, Ouargla loybart, Siwa loybdr

[N].4* Also Beni Salah (W. Algeria) loybar, Beni Messaoud (W. Algeria)
laybar, Metmata (W. Algeria) loybar.

‘sand’ Ghomara rrmal, Senhadja arrmal, Iznasen rramlat (~ iZdi < Berber), Beni
Snous arramlat, Figuig rromlat (~ abarda < Berber), Nefusa arramal, Siwa
rrm*al [S]. Also Beni Menacer (W. Algeria) arramal, Beni Messaoud
(W. Algeria) arramal, Metmata (W. Algeria) arramal.

4.6.3 Insects and other Small Non-Vertebrates

The semantic field of insects and small non-vertebrates is a category
where substratum influence is expected. Many small animals are mostly
spoken of in informal, domestic conversation (e.g. mothers speaking to
their children about ticks and lice); as a consequence, even speakers with
a good command of the lexicon of a foreign language may be at a loss
when this type of terms is called for. In cases of language shift, it is thus
no wonder that words for insects and small animals are transferred from
the original language of the shifting speakers to their new tongue. Indeed,
small animals constitute a part of the lexicon where important influence
from Berber on north-African Arabic is found, e.g. Jijel arazz ‘wasp’, azordi
‘weasel’, tagarfa ‘crow’ (Ph. Margais 1956:302ff.), Moroccan and Algerian
Arabic tata ‘chameleon’ (Behnstedt & Woidich 1911:372).

On the other hand, following the same argumentation, one does not
expect much interference from Arabic in the Berber lexicon in this seman-
tic field, except with recently introduced species, such as the cockroach
(originally from the Americas).

This expectation is, to some degree, borne out. Words such as ‘louse’,
‘nit’, ‘tick’, ‘wasp’, ‘scorpion’, have not been borrowed in any Berber lan-
guage, and several among them can be reconstructed for proto-Berber
with confidence. A number of species are almost always Berber, but show
a few cases of borrowing from Arabic, e.g. Siwa assiis ‘worm’, Awdjila

42 Already in Brosselard (1844).
43 Already in Brosselard (1844).
44 Naumann (2012) also has Berber-based igdi ‘dust, powder’.
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dabban ‘fly’, Beni Snous tag“rat, Metmata tag*rat (~ gurmal < Berber)
‘sheep louse’.

On the other hand, with some other species one remarks the presence
of an important number of loans. These do not seem to be less salient in
daily life than those that hardly ever get borrowed. Thus, several Berber
languages have loans for ‘flea’ (incidentally, a badly attested item in Ber-
ber lexicography), ‘(bed) bug’, ‘spider’ and ‘mosquito’. This is shown in
the following:

‘flea’ Mzab albaryutat, Siwa lbaryut [N].

‘bug’ Iznasen (bagq, Beni Snous lbagq, Kabyle lbagq,*> Nefusa albsqq, Siwa
albagq [La]. Also, in Western Algeria, Beni Menacer lbagq, Metmata
lbagq. Berber terms are rare, and have unexpected nominal shapes:
Tashelhiyt fugs, Ghadames bazbiz (?).

‘spider’ Ghomara rtila, Iznasen rrtila, Beni Salah rrtila, Nefusa arrtilat
(~ ulalli < Berber). Cf. also the Senhadja forms saeid lbannay (< Ara-
bic, lit. ‘Said the builder’) and the enigmatic nanafufu.

‘mosquito’ Ghomara nnamus, Tarifiyt nnamus,*¢ Beni Snous nnamus, Siwa
nnamus [N]. In Western Algeria: Beni Salah nnamus, Beni Messaoud
nnamus, Metmata nnamus.

Loans also abound in names for ‘cricket’, ‘grasshopper’ and ‘locust’; the
data are more difficult to evaluate, as there are many types of these ani-
mals, and local categories may not overlap with European ones, nor may
every lexicographer be equally precise in his identification. As a result it is
basically impossible to make out whether certain terms given in word lists
represent general terms (if there are any), or only concern more specific
types. In the word lists the following loans were encountered:

‘grasshopper, cricket, locust’

Beni Snous taZratt ‘grasshopper (unity noun)’ (~ abarru ‘grasshopper (collec-
tive); amrad ‘criquet’ < Berber).

Western Algeria: Beni Salah [lazrad ‘grasshopper(s), Beni Messaoud lozrad
‘grasshopper(s)’, Metmata tagrat (coll: lagrad) ‘grasshopper’ (~ Arabicized
Imarrad ‘cricket(s)’ < Berber).#”

Kabyle aZrad*® ‘criquets, grasshoppers’, imag*ra$ ‘type of grasshoppper (cf.
abarragqu ‘common type of grasshopper’, which does not seem to have
an Arabic etymology).

45 Cf. already in Brosselard (1844:480): bagq.

46 tizit (lit. ‘small fly’) refers to the sandfly or gnat.

47 This is a case where a Berber noun has been introduced into the collective-unity
noun opposition and therefore gets the Arabic article in the collective, see 6.3.2.

48 Already attested in Brosselard (1844:535).
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Figuig $skur izzayon ‘small thick type of grasshopper’,*® ttayar adordur ‘young
(sic?) cricket’0 (cf. tmuryatt ‘grasshopper’, buraxs ‘large grasshopper’,
amard ‘young (sic?) grasshopper’; tibazbass ‘cricket’ < Berber).

Ouargla loghiz locust’ (cf. akabb, tmuryi ‘grasshopper’; akrad, tmagya ‘cricket’
< Berber).

Siwa alxangard [N] ‘grasshopper’ (also tamaryi [La] ‘grasshopper’; tmaryi large
criquet’ [N]; tkabbdn ‘small criquets’ [N] < Berber).

Different from what might be expected, borrowings occur among unpro-
ductive insects and other small non-vertebrates. Clearly, some of these are
easier borrowed than others. Thus, for some unknown reason, loanwords
abound in the denomination of the bed bug. The erratic attestation of
some of the relevant terms makes it difficult to give a dialectally informed
overview. There are hardly any loans in this domain in Ghadames and
Tashelhiyt (except for specific species or types), and numbers are quite
low in the Moroccan/Algerian oasis dialects. More important Arabic influ-
ence is found in northeastern Morocco and northwestern Algeria, e.g.
Beni Snous tag*rat ‘sheep louse’, lbagg ‘bug’, nnamus ‘mosquito’, tazratt
‘grasshopper’. Siwa also displays many loans: lbaryut ‘flea’, albagq ‘bug’,

7vq

nnamis ‘mosquito’, lfasfas ‘sandfly’, alxanyard ‘grasshopper’.

4.6.4 Metals

Metals are on the one hand basic goods, as people are surrounded by
metal objects. On the other hand, they have a clear commercial associ-
ation, as only very few metals are produced locally in northern Africa,
so the materials have to be acquired through trade. As anywhere in the
world, metal demands for skilled labor, and most metal work was (and is)
produced by specialists.

The main metals must have been known to speakers of Berber before
the coming of Islam. A number of ancient Berber metal names (cf. also
R. Basset 1896) are Wanderwdrter, with possible cognates all over Europe
and the Middle East, apparently deriving from shared unknown sources
(see 3.2). Probable cases of this are aldun ‘lead’ (Boutkan & Kossmann
1999) and agraf ‘silver’ (Boutkan & Kossmann 2001).

There are not many indications for Punic influence on metal names.
An often-mentioned case is uzzal ‘iron’, which is compared to Hebrew
barzil. While there is good reason to believe that the forms are somehow

49 Identification uncertain. izzayan means ‘thick’.
50 Lit. ‘deaf bird’, using an Arabic word for bird.
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related, there is no reason to assume that Punic was the direct imput
for the Berber form. They rather derive from the same unknown source
that would be responsible for the irregularity of its reflexes in Semitic.
This would explain why the word in Berber deviates so strongly from the
Semitic form. Another metal name which has been traced back to Punic
(Vycichl 1952) is Tashelhiyt anas ‘copper’, Sokna nas, Awdjila nis ‘nickel’.5!
This form is quite similar to Classical Arabic nuhas ‘copper’, but lacks the
pharyngeal fricative. This suggests an earlier loan from Semitic; the main
problem is that Hebrew nahoset, probably close to the Punic form, has o,
which should have been represented by u in modern Berber (i.e., **anus
rather than anas). Therefore, a direct borrowing from Punic is improb-
able, and one has to reckon either with an irregular loan from Arabic, or
with a different Semitic source. Only one metal name has a Berber deri-
vation: uray ‘gold’ is clearly related to the verb root wry ‘to be yellow’. No
loans from Latin are found in this set.

In spite of the existence of earlier terms, Arabic loans abound. This will
be shown on the basis of six current metals: iron, copper, lead (impor-
tant for bullet-making), tin, gold and silver. Two of the studied languages
have taken over the full set from Arabic: Ghomara and Siwa. All other
languages have preserved one or more terms of the ancient set.

‘iron’

Most languages preserve the Berber form uzzal.5? Arabic hdid appears in
Ghomara alhdid, Senhadja lohdid, Figuig lohdid, Siwa lohdid [N]; Iznasen
uses lohdid alongside uzzal.

‘copper’

Almost everywhere the Arabic word nhas appears: Ghomara nnhas, Sen-
hadja annahas, Tarifiyt nnhas, Iznasen nnhas, Kabyle annhas (already
in Brosselard 1844), Figuig nnhas, Ouargla nnhas, Nefusa annahds, Siwa
nnhds [N]. Also in western Algeria, nnahas (Beni Salah, Beni Messaoud,
Metmata). As mentioned above, Tashelhiyt anas and Sokna nas lack the
pharyngeal fricative; no doubt there is a link to Awdjila nis ‘nickel’. Beni

51 Marijn van Putten (p.c.) convincingly suggests that one well-attested Berber terms
for ‘key’ is related to anas, e.g. Figuig tnast, Ghadames tonest.

52 This is the basic form of most Berber varieties. Exceptions are Ghadames wdzzal,
Awdjila zzil (with frequent *a > i and loss of the initial vowel); Tuareg has tdzole, which is
probably not cognate with the northern Berber form.
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Snous uses a derivation from ‘lead’: aldun awray, lit. ‘yellow lead’. Note
however that in this variety, the noun aldun is no more used for ‘lead’.

‘lead’

In a number of languages, ancient forms of this word are preserved:
Senhadja andun (also: laxfif < Ar.), Kabyle aldun, Mzab buldun, Ouargla
buldun. Also in western Algeria: Metmata aldun; cf. Beni Salah (Western
Algeria) aldun ‘tin’, Awdjila tildint ‘tin’. The Arabic term rsas is attested in
Tashelhiyt rrsas, Beni Snous arrsas, Kabyle arssas, arsas (~ aldun) (Arabic
loan already in Brosselard 1844), Siwa arsas [La]. In northern Morocco, a
euphemism is used, based on the Arabic adjective xfif ‘light (of weight)”
Ghomara alxfif, Senhadja loxfif (~ andun), Tarifiyt Faxfif, Iznasen loxfif.
‘tin’

In a number of languages, the term used elsewhere for ‘lead’ has been
attested in the meaning ‘tin’: Beni Salah (Western Algeria) aldun, Awdjila
tildunt. Ouargla has an otherwise unattested, highly enigmatic form: wiz.
Elsewhere, ‘tin’ is a loan from Arabic: Senhadja algasdir, Tashelhiyt lgzdir,
Beni Snous [lgazdir, Metmata (Western Algeria) lgozdir, Siwa algazdir
[La].

‘gold’

The majority of Berber languages preserve ancient uray ‘gold’. In a number
of languages an Arabic loan is used: Ghomara ddhab, Senhadja dhab, Beni
Snous addahab (~ uray), Kabyle ddhab (already Brosselard 1844), Nefusa
addahsb, Siwa tabar [La]; in Western Algeria also addohab (Beni Salah,
Beni Messaoud, Metmata).

‘silver’

The ancient term agraf is attested in Beni Snous and Metmata (Western
Algeria); it used to have a broader distribution (van den Boogert p.c.). Most
modern northern Berber languages have a derivation from Arabic fadda or
niiqra: Tashelhiyt nqqrt, Ghomara nnugra, lfidda, Senhadja annuqra, Tari-
fiyt nnuqat, Iznasen nnugrat, Figuig lfadda, Mzab [faddat, Ouargla lfaddat,
Kabyle [fatta (already Brosselard 1844), Ghadames dlffittdt, Sokna alfaddat,
Siwa alfattst [N]. Nefusa alfoZrat is also no doubt a loan from Arabic, but
its background is not clear.
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4.6.5 Cultivated Plants>3

The agricultural history of the Maghrib is not known very well; as a result,
borrowings in the realm of cultivated plants may reflect introductions
from the east (i.e. additive borrowing of the cultural type), or have come
in place of earlier terms. Such substitutions may be unmotivated; however
it is in many cases conceivable that the substitution took place with the
introduction of new sub-types of the plant, and therefore ultimately con-
stitutes an additive borrowing.

There are a number of plants which were certainly present in the
Maghrib before the Arabic conquest, and which are referred to by a bor-
rowing from Arabic in many varieties. A case in point is the onion. In Ber-
ber, two ancient terms for onion exist, exemplified by Tashelhiyt azalim
and Ghadames aflelo, well-attested in the eastern part of the Berber ter-
ritory (Ahaggar Tuareg efaleli, Ghadames aflelo, Sokna afalilu, El-Fogaha
ifalélon, Siwa afollit). Azalim is a loan from Punic (see 3.2), and therefore
predates the Arabic period with certainty; aflelo may be an early Wan-
derwort from the east, cf. Nubian forms such as Nobiin fil({)ee, fille, feli,
Kenzi/Dongolawi bil({)ee, bilee, belee (Jakobi & Kossmann fc.). Both terms
may be borrowings, and undoubtledly antedate the Islamic period. Still, a
majority of northern Berber varieties uses a loan from Arabic, e.g. Tarifiyt
robsar (< Ar. [=absal).

In the following, a number of cultivated plants will be presented. The
presentation is far from exhaustive.

Cereals

There are four terms for cereals that go back to Proto-Berber. Tashelhiyt
may reflect the original situation (cf. Laoust 1920:263ff.):

tumgin ‘barley’

irdn ‘(durum) wheat’

imndi  ‘cereals (general term referring to both barley and wheat)’
illan ‘pearl millet’

The system as found in Tashelhiyt seems to be the basis of most other
attested systems; however, some uncertainty as to the exact referents of
the different terms sometimes remains, as lexicographers are not always

53 For clarity of reference, sometimes Latin plant names are given in addition to their
English equivalents. These names are not given by the sources, and therefore constitute a
(re)construction of the meaning by the present author.
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specific in their definitions. In the following I will first focus on the terms
tumzin, irdn and imndi, and treat the ‘millet’ terms later.

Systems with three different terms for barley and wheat are also attested
in a number of other Berber languages:

Central Mor.  timgzin ‘barley’, irdon ‘wheat’, imandi ‘cereals’

Beni Snous timgin ‘barley’, irdon ‘wheat’, imandi ‘cereals’
Djebel Nefusa tomzin ‘barley’, ysrdon ‘wheat’, mandi ‘cereals’ [Provasi 1973:525]
El-Fogaha tumgin ‘barley’, ysrdan ‘wheat’, méndi, mysndi ‘cereals’

The same is probably true for Figuig, where there are also three terms,
timzin ‘barley’, irdan ‘wheat’, imandi ‘wheat’. The source (Kossmann 1997)
is unreliable in botanic identifications and imandi has probably broader
reference than wheat only.

For other Berber languages only two terms out of three are attested. In
some cases this may be a mere omission by the lexicographer, but in other
cases it constitutes a genuine simplification of the system. The following
systems are attested:

a. tumgzin ‘barley’ | irdan ‘wheat’>*
Senhadja  timzin ‘barley’, irdan ‘wheat’
Kabyle timgin ‘barley’, irdan ‘wheat’
Mzab timzin ‘barley’, irdan ‘wheat’
Ghadames tamgén ‘barley’, ydardan ‘wheat’
Awdjila  tamzin ‘barley’, irdan, yrdan ‘wheat’
Siwa tumgen ‘barley’, irdon ‘wheat’ [La, partially based on René Basset]

b. tumgzin ‘barley’ | imondi ‘wheat’
Ouargla  timgzin ‘barley’, imandi ‘wheat’

c. imandi ‘barley’ [ irdan ‘wheat’
Senhadja imandi ‘barley’, irdon ‘wheat’>®
Tarifiyt imandi ‘barley’, iadon ‘wheat’
Iznasen imoandi ‘barley’, irdon ‘wheat’>®

Arabic influence on terms for wheat and barley is only found in Ghomara
Berber. In this variety, the ancient Berber tripartite structure is preserved,
but with introduction of borrowed terms:

54 For a number of other varieties, these two terms are the only attested, but the type
of source makes it possible that the third term, corresponding to Tashelhiyt imndi was
simply omitted. This is the case of Sokna and the western Algerian varieties Beni Menacer
and Metmata.

55 Ibaiiez (1959:100) has both imandi and timzin for ‘barley’. This may reflect a dialectal
difference within Senhadja.

56 Renisio (1932:386) gives Iznasen timast, pl. timzin ‘grain of an ear’.
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Ghomara  [habb ‘barley’ (< Ar.)
irdon ‘wheat’
lflaha, zzrae (both < Ar.) ‘cereals’

The study of ‘pearl millet’ is complicated, as sources do not always make
a clear distinction between (pearl) millet and sorghum (sorghum bicolor),
which in French can both be referred to by mil, millet and sorgho. It seems,
however, that northern Africa languages make the difference almost every-
where. While there is a well-attested ancient Berber term for pearl millet,
there is no clearly reconstructible term for sorghum. The Berber term for
pearl millet is based on a consonant sequence NL or LN, which can be
assimilated. It is attested in the following languages:

Tashelhiyt anili, aynli (Laoust 1920:268, not in Destaing 1938)

Ntifa illan (Laoust 1920:268)
Kabyle ilni
Ouargla inalli

Ghadames alele
El-Fogaha  andl elli
Awdjila i, élli
Tuareg endle
Zenaga i?lldn

The term is already mentioned in the 14th century by Ibn Battouta,5” who
cites it as a crop in the Sahel. His use of a Berber word, rather than Ara-
bic, suggests that he did not know it from his own (Arabic) Tangier back-
ground, but this may be overinterpretation.

Some authors have related the term to Latin milium ‘millet’ (e.g. Laoust
1920:268 “sans doute pas sans analogie avec le latin milium”). A place
assimilation of m to a following [ is very unusual in Berber, and there is
no trace of the last syllable of the Latin word; therefore this resemblance
is probably accidental. Moreover, milium refers to sorghum rather than to
pearl millet (Cancik & Schneider eds. 1996—2003, sub Getreide).

I have not encountered any Berber language in which the term for pearl
millet has been borrowed from Arabic; one notes however that our docu-
mentation on this term is less complete than for other cereals, and it is,
for example, not attested in Ghomara, Senhadja, or in Siwa.

Sorghum and pearl millet are hardly ever referred to by the same term
in Berber. An exception is Ida Usemlal Tashelhiyt (Destaing 1938), which
has asngar abldi (lit. ‘native millet’) for ‘pearl millet’ and asngar amasri

57 T wish to thank Harry Stroomer who pointed out this attestation.
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(lit. ‘Egyptian millet’) for ‘sorghum’. As elsewhere in Tashelhiyt, asngar
also refers to maize.

Native terms for sorghum are not very common, and some of them may
refer to wild plants rather than to cultivated sorghum. This is the case of
tafsut (which also has a wider meaning ‘grass, springtime’), which refers
to a wild species in Ida Usemlal Tashelhiyt, while tafsut, afsu in Central
Moroccan Berber and tafsawkt in Beni Iznasen (Renisio 1932:298) refer to
cultivated species; locally the Berber term is also used in Moroccan Arabic
(Prémare 1993-1999).

Another native term that may originally have designated sorghum is
Tashelhiyt asngar. In modern Tashelhiyt, this mostly refers to maize, a
crop introduced from the Americas. However, the term is ancient in the
language, as shown by the mention of fields of asangar in the memoirs of
Al-Baydagq in 12th century (Lévy-Provencal 1928:232). As mentioned above,
according to Destaing (1938), in Ida Usemlal Tashelhiyt the term is used
both for sorghum and for pearl millet. Elsewhere in Tashelhiyt pearl millet
is referred to by forms such as anili, illi, which suggests that the earliest
meaning of asngar was sorghum.>® A little bit more to the north, maize
is referred to as amzgur (Ntifa, Laoust 1920:266), and, as a Berber loan,
mazgur in the Arabic variety of Marrakech (Prémare 1993-1999). This
term also appears in the memoirs of Al Baydaq (Lévy-Provencal 1928:232:
amazzigur), which proves that it originally referred to something different
than maize. Lévy-Provencal translates the term as ‘sorgho’ (which may
refer to sorghum or pearl millet), and suggests that it is “sans doute pas la
méme variété” as asngar. An alternative explanation is that in Al Baydaq’s
times asangar and amaz(za)gur were regional terms for the same plant,>®
similar to their present-day use for maize. In that case, we would have two
alternative Berber terms for sorghum. Tuareg uses an entirely different
term for sorghum, dbora. Other attestations of the term are derived from
dialectal Arabic: Kabyle lbasna, Ouargla lbasna.

Terms for other cereals are much less well-attested. One may mention
‘rye’, which is i$nti in Tashelhiyt and tiSontit in Senhadja and in Western
Tarifiyt (Ibafiez 1959:102, Renisio 1932:349), which comes from Romance
(e.g. Spanish centeno, Colin 1926:70), possibly through the intermediary of
Andalusian Arabic $.ntiyya (Corriente 1997:292).

58 The use of the term for sorghum to designate maize is well-known elsewhere, e.g.
Maghribian Arabic dra ‘maize, sorghum’. Cf. also Blench, Williamson & Connell 1994 on
similar origins for maize terms in Nigeria.

59 Conceivably based on the same root with metathesis and assimilations, e.g.
*a-s-mga/ur > *a-msga/ur. There could be a relation with the verb MGR ‘to harvest'.
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Vegetables

There are four types of beans and peas for which Berber terms are
attested. Among these, one is almost consistently Berber, ‘faba bean’. Most
languages in Morocco and Algeria use the form abaw and its phonetic
correlates: Tashelhiyt abaw, Ghomara abaw, Senhadja abaw, Tarifiyt baw,
Iznasen baw, Snous baw, Kabyle abaw, Figuig baw, Mzab abaw. More to
the east, the first consonant is sometimes lost, or corresponds to Proto-
Berber *b (different from the spirantization of *b, as found in Tarifiyt and
Kabyle): Ouargla aw, Awdjila biw, bbiw, Siwa awdw [N]. Ghadames and
Tuareg have reduplicated forms: Ghadames abdbba and Ahaggar Tuareg
dabawbaw. The reconstruction of the term is problematic, but it is clearly
not a recent loan. Some scholars have pointed to the similarity of the term
to Latin faba, but already Schuchardt (1918:24) did not consider it a loan
from Latin. There may indeed be some relation to Indo-European forms,
but as these may be substrate items in the respective languages, the direc-
tion of the loan remains unclear (Berber influence on Indo-European?
shared substrate?). Arabic loans are not used for faba bean, except for
Nefusa alfiil and El-Fogaha alfiil.

For cowpea (Ar. lubya), black-eyed pea (Ar. Zalbana), lentil (Ar. eads)
and chick-pea, loanwords abound, even though some older terms also
appear:

‘cowpea (pisum sativum, dolichos)’
< Arabic < Berber or earlier loan
Tashelhiyt  llubya
Senhadja  Zubya
Tarifiyt llubayyat (Q),

ggubayyat
Iznasen llubyat
Snous llubyat
Kabyle llubya, llubyan
Ouargla llubya tadlaxt
Ghadames taddlldxt
Sokna tadalldxt
El-Fogaha dalldyin (probably a plural)
Zenaga dadyagi
Tuareg®® tadallag (< ta-dallay-t), taddllag

60 Ahaggar and Mali. The term is identified as from Tuat Berber (Zenatic sedentary oasis
dialect) in Foucauld (1951:1-197). The identification with cowpea follows Heath (2006:79).
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‘black-eyed pea’ (lathyrus)

Tashelhiyt
Senhadja
Tarifiyt
Iznasen
Snous
Kabyle
Figuig
Ouargla

‘lentil’ (lens)

Tashelhiyt
Senhadja
Iznasen
Snous
Kabyle
Figuig
Ouargla
Ghadames
Tuareg

< Berber or earlier loan
tinift, ikikr (lathyrus cicera)
tinifit

tinifott

tinifott

tinifin (P)

< Arabic

tazalbant
ggalban
zzalban
2Zalbana®!

< Berber or earlier loan
tilintit, tiniltit

< Arabic

leadas

laedas

leadas

leads

laedas

leads

tanifet

alyadas

‘chick-pea’ (cicer)

Tashelhiyt
Senhadja
Tarifiyt
Iznasen
Snous
Kabyle
Figuig
Ouargla
Ghadames
Siwa

Arabic terms abound, but a number of non-Arabic terms also appear.
Among these, one is clearly Berber in origin: tinift ‘black-eyed pea’. The
Ghadames meaning ‘edible lentil’ may be a semantic extension or an erro-
neous identification. One other term, tadlaxt, tadallaxt (< tad(al)layt) is
more problematic. Where attested, it refers to ‘cowpea’ and other bean-
like plants. Only in Mzab Berber, it has a somewhat different reference:
tadalloxt ‘fresh faba bean sprout, cowpea sprout’. The form is similar to
Greek ddlichos, which refers to the same plant. The identification is diffi-

< Arabic
lhimz
lhimas
Fhimaz
lhimoag
tahmist
lhammaz
lhimag
lhamm™az
dalhimmaz
alhamaz [La]

81 tinifin here refers to a wild species.
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cult for a number of reasons. In the first place, Greek loanwords in Berber
are extremely rare, apart from those mediated by Arabic. In the second
place, the stem -d(al)lay- has a different vowel from Greek; moreover,
there is no trace of the Greek nominal ending. If the term had been taken
over in a similar way as Latin loans, one would have expected something
like **ta-dalxu(s)-t or **ta-dulxu(s)-t. In this case, there is no reason to
assume that ddlichos is a shared substratum word, as the Greek word has
a good etymology (Beekes 2010). So the question of the relation to ddlichos
remains unsolved. Another problem with this term is the relation to Zen-
aga ddydgi, which derives from an earlier form *adlaga? (cf. also Hassaniya
adldgan, Taine-Cheikh 2008:121). The presence in this word of g in Zenaga
instead of ? < y makes it difficult to put the two terms together.

‘Lentil’ and ‘chick-pea’ are almost entirely covered by Arabic terms (on
the phonology of lhimz, see 5.3.2.1). However, one remarks the existence
of two Latin loans in Tashelhiyt, tilintit (metathesized also tiniltit) ‘lentil’
from Latin lens and ikikr ‘red pea’ from Latin cicer ‘chick-pea’. The pres-
ence of these Latin terms outside the limes of the Roman empire strongly
suggests that Latin terms existed earlier also in other Berber varieties, but
were substituted by the Arabic terms.

Finally, the term for carob (tree) is represented by a loan from Arabic
or by an earlier loan from Latin siliqua ‘carob’; only Tashelhiyt takida has
no obviously foreign origin.

‘carob’
< Arabic < Berber or earlier loan
Tashelhiyt takida
Ghomara  taxarrubt
Senhadja  [xarrub

Iznasen tasliwya, tisliwya
Snous [xarrub

Kabyle axarrub

Figuig tasliwya

Some other Vegetables
As noted above, the term for onion has both Arabic and non-Arabic forms:

‘onion’
< Arabic < Berber or earlier loan
Tashelhiyt azalim
Senhadja  [labsal
Tarifiyt Fabsar
Iznasen labsal
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Snous labsal

Kabyle lobsal62

Figuig labsal

Mzab zalim
Ouargla galim
Ghadames aflélo
Nefusa bsal

Sokna afalilu
El-Fogaha ifalélon (probably a plural)
Awdjila bzalim
Siwa afalli [N]
Tuareg (H) efaleli

In addition to the Arabic forms, a loan from Punic appears: agalim, based
on basalim or something similar. The absence of the initial 4 is not unex-
pected, as b is an instable consonant in early Berber (cf. Kossmann 1999).
Its presence in Awdjila (with b rather than b) is unexpected, though. One
might consider the (re)introduction of 6 a blend with Arabic, which has
bsal (a cognate of the Punic term). The other term is found in Libyan and
Egyptian Berber as well as in adjacent northern Tuareg varieties. Nobiin
(Nile Nubian) fillee fits the Berber forms quite well, and the resemblance
may be linked to caravans that went from the Nile westward. The wide
distribution of non-Arabic terms strongly suggests that the take-over of the
Arabic term in the northern Moroccan and Algerian regions was a matter
of substitution, and not related to the introduction of a new plant.

The history of the term for carrot is highly complicated. It seems that
the spread of domesticated carrots from Iran happened during the Islamic
period. However, there is no doubt that terms for other plants or plant
parts may have been used to refer to the new species. This is clearly
what happened in the case of Ouargla tafasnaxt which derives from Latin
pastinaca ‘parsnip’ (cf. Colin 1927:94). There are many regional terms for
carrot in Arabic, most of which do not seem to have a Berber background.
One term, however, is generally assumed to be a Berber loan in Moroccan
Arabic, xizzu (e.g. Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:467). While it is evident that
the word has no etymology in Arabic, the Berber side is problematic. In
many Berber languages, xizzu is a noun without the nominal prefix, which
makes it quite different from other nouns. Moreover, x is not a recon-
structible phoneme in Berber (Kossmann 1999), and therefore a term with

62 Brosselard (1844) gives two forms, the Arabic loan and something transcribed ezlim,
possibly azlim.
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initial x can hardly be old in the language. One remarks that the distribu-
tion of xizzu in Berber and in Arabic is more or less the same (Morocco),
which means that it could have spread either way. The attested terms in
Berber are the following (for Maghribian Arabic, see Heath 2002:98, 438ff.,
Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:467ft.):

‘carrot’
< Arabic < Berber or earlier loan <?

Tashelhiyt Xizzu
Ghomara  gaeda
Senhadja Xizzu
Tarifiyt Xizzu
Iznasen xizzu
Snous xizzu
Kabyle zzrudayya, zzrudagga
Figuig zzrudayya
Mzab tifasnaxt
Ouargla tafasnaxt
Ghadames assinaka
Nefusa tfisndyt [Provasi 1973:527]

Finally, the terms for cabbage and egg plant are always loans from Arabic.
In the case of the egg plant, this is to be expected, as it spread during
Islamic times. In the case of cabbage, such a reason is less clearly present.
The Berber terms reflect the many slightly different Arabic terms in use:

‘egg plant’ (cf. Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:461ff.; Heath 2002:436ft.)
Tashelhiyt bitlzan, budonzal, Iznasen donzZal, Snous ddsnzal, Metmata
badsnzal, Kabyle batangal, Mzab badsnza, Ouargla badanza, Siwa labganza,
labganga (Laoust).
Senhadja (baranya, lznasen (l)braniya (Oomen p.c.) < dialectal Arabic
braniya, baraniya (Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:463).

‘cabbage’ (cf. Behnstedt & Woidich 2011:482ff.)
Tashelhiyt (krumb, Senhadja lokrumb, Snous lokrum, Metmata lkrumb,
Kabyle lok¥romb, lag¥ramb,%® Figuig [lokrurab, Mzab acromba, Ouargla
akramba, tizizwat (lit.: green stuff), Tarifiyt qulis < Spanish col(es).

Fruits

Berber horticulture revolves around two trees, the fig tree and the date palm.
Both trees and their fruits have specific Berber names of great anciennity.

63 Brosselard 1844:109 has forms that point to akrambit with unexplained final ¢ (cf. the
plural ikranbitan).
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The basic term for date, tiyni < *te-bdyne is a loan from Ancient Egyptian
or Coptic and was probably introduced together with date cultivation
(Kossmann 2002b). The basic term for fig, tazart, is an original Berber
term, obviously related to terms for wild berries (Chaker 2006:241), e.g.
Central Moroccan Berber tazart ‘figs, fig trees’, azar ‘berry of the wild
jujube tree’. More to the east, a different term is used, based on a form
reconstructible as *a-madk? or something similar:6* Mzab amassi, Ouargla
amassi, Ghadames dlmdtk,5> Nefusa < motk >, Sokna amic¢, El-Fogaha
makkin (< *mac¢in?), Siwa imatsan (p).66

Loanwords are relatively rare in basic terms for these fruits: Senhadja
attamar, Metmata ttmar, Kabyle aftmoar (already in Brosselard 1844) ‘date’
come from regions where dates are not grown. Awdjila lhabb ‘date’ is a
specialization of the more general Arabic term fabb ‘grain, fruit'. Loan-
words for ‘fig’ are based on the term bakur, basically the (Arabic) name of
a type of fig, the first figs of the season, which was generalized to refer to
figs in general: Figuig (dialectal) bakur, Iznasen [bakur (also tazart) Snous
lbakur. While there are few loans for the basic terms, fig and date cultivars
often bear Arabic names.

All Berber languages studied in the corpus use a Berber term for grape.
There are two basic terms: adil (and phonetic variants), used in Morocco
and in the Algerian oases, and a form going back to tigzwart or something
similar, attested more to the east: Snous tigurin (simlarly the other western
Algerian varieties), Nefusa dzurin (Provasi 1973:530), Siwa tazrin (Laoust).
Kabyle has both terms: adil and tizwart. The latter noun has a similar form
as the term for root (or vein), e.g. Kabyle azar, Figuig azwar. The semantic
link between ‘root’ and ‘grape’ is not obvious, however.

The term for melon is more complicated. In many varieties, the Ara-
bic term battix ~ battih has been taken over (cf. Behnstedt & Woidich
2011:5141f.): Tashelhiyt (bttih, Senhadja [battix, Tarifiyt abattix, Iznasen
lbattix, Snous lbattix, Kabyle abattix, Nefusa abattix. Laoust (1932) gives
tabattuxt for Siwa, but this probably refers to the watermelon. In Egypt,
battix is a watermelon and Souag (2010:81) has a form tamuksa referring

64 In view of the Ghadames and Nefusa forms, Chaker’s derivation of amassi from the
verb ac¢ ‘to eat’ cannot be maintained (Chaker 2006:241).

65 The Arabic article dal- is here a marker of the collective, applied to a Berber etymon,
cf. 6.3.2.

66 Brugnatelli (1994) argues that another term for ‘fig’, Kabyle tanaq™ls¢¢, could go back
to a Mediterranean substratum term. Although he is right in pointing to the problems of
an Arabic etymology of this word, the presence of single g—not a proto-Berber sound—
seems to contradict his cautious proposal.
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to melon.®” There are a number of non-Arabic terms referring to melon, it
seems. The first term is represented by Ghadames tamdksa, Siwa tamuksa,
possibly also Awdjila taksdymt (‘watermelon’). In Ouargla the cognate term
tamisa refers to a type of squash. Another term is Tuareg teldgazt, eldgdz,
‘melon’. This is probably related to Ghadames dlgazez ‘watermelon’ (see
below). A further term is represented by Ntifa /mnun, Figuig amlul, Mzab
amlun, Ouargla amlul. This may be a direct French loan into Berber, but
one would have expected to find the term in Maghribian Arabic too. It
could also be a much earlier loan, from Latin meélo (Acc. mélonem). Finally,
there is a possible link with the common Berber root MLL ‘to be white’.

The study of melon terms is complicated by lack of precision in the
botanic identification. Thus the French term ‘melon vert’ (‘green melon’)
apparently refers sometimes to a cucumber-like plant; similarly it is very
well possible that some of the terms refer to squash-type of plants rather
than to melons.

In Berber, watermelons are normally differentiated from (honey)
melons—there is some confusion in the cognates for Awdjila (on Siwa see
above) which has taksaymt for watermelon rather than for melon. In Gha-
dames a term dlgazez (probably connected to Tuareg eldgdz ‘melon’) is
found, which looks like a loan from Arabic,® although I could not estab-
lish its source. All other varieties use a variant of Arabic dallah ~ dallas
(cf. Heath 2002:106, 439; Behnstedt & Woidich 2o011:51ff.): Tashelhiyt
ddllah, Senhadja addallah, Tarifiyt ddallie, Iznasen ddallie, Snous ddallica,
Kabyle ddallae, Ouargla tadallast, Nefusa addullde. The vocalisation with
/i/ in some varieties could be influenced by lbattix ‘melon’.

A number of fruit terms alternate between Punic and Latin loans on
the one hand and loans from Arabic on the other. Here we can be sure
that the introduction of the fruit predated the Islamic period; however,
it is very well possible that locally the introduction of the fruit was later.
In such cases, the introduction of the Arabic term could still be a case of
additional borrowing.

The fruits in question are apple, pomegranate, quince and pear. Most
languages use a loan from Arabic for apple: Tashelhiyt tffah, Senhadja

67 Laoust gives tamaksa in the meaning ‘watermelon’. Laoust did most of his research
in Morocco and Algeria, so it is understandable that he made an error in interpreting the
Egyptian terms, which are the inverse of those in Algeria and Morocco, especially if he did
so by eliciting a word list.

68 Not only the Arabic article points to this, but, more convincingly, the presence of
/g/ rather than /g/. In Ghadames, the phoneme /g/ seems to be restricted to loans from
Arabic (Kossmann fc.-d).
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ttaffah, Tarifiyt ttoffah, Iznasen ttaffah, Snous taffah, Kabyle ¢taffah, Figuig
ttfah, Ghadames attuffah, Nefusa ttaffih, Siwa taffah [N]. The Punic form—
ultimately from the same Semitic root—has /d/ instead of /t/ and /u/
instead of /ah/: Chaouia adfu, Djerba adfu (Vycichl 2005:11). Moreover, in
a number of languages there seems to be a blend of the two forms, which
has d instead of ¢ (like in the Punic loan), but ends in a/ (like in Arabic).
This is mainly found in the unity nouns, while the collectives have t¢-:
Tarifiyt tadaffaht, Kabyle tadaffaht, Ouargla tadaffaht.

A similar story can be told about the ancient Punic loan armun ‘pome-
granate’. The Punic term is found in Chaouia armun (Huyghe 1907:69),
Mzab armun, Ouargla armun, Nefusa armin, Ghadames armun and Siwa
armun (Souag 2010:65). Arabic ramm™an is used elsewhere: Tashelhiyt
rrmman, Senhadja arraman, Tarifiyt arromman, Iznasen rramman, Snous
arramm™an, Kabyle rramman, Figuig rramman.

The term for pear has a similar variation between a term based on Latin
and loans from Arabic (cf. Behnstedt & Woidich 2011, Heath 2002:102ff,,
435). The Latin term is still used in Tashelhiyt tafirast, Central Moroc-
can Berber tafirast ‘pear(-tree)’, Senhadja tafirast (collective: arabicized
lfiras), Tarifiyt tafirast, Menacer tfirast, Kabyle ifiras ‘pear’, Chaouia tafirast
‘pear tree’ (A. Basset 1961:315). Arabic terms are Snous langYas, busawidat,
bugawida, Figuig nnzaz, Mzab langas, Siwa aleanzas (Laoust, sic?).

In a number of varieties we find a term for quince derived from Latin
cydonium: Central Moroccan Berber taktuniyt, Kabyle taktunya, Chaouia
taktunya (Huyghe 1907:510). Other languages have a loan from Arabic
(itself originating in Greek): Tashelhiyt sfrZl, Senhadja sforzal, Figuig
ssfarzal, Mzab assafarzalt.

The almond is almost invariably referred to by the Arabic term /luz
(cf. Heath 2002:97) or a phonetic alteration of it, such as Tarifiyt gguz
(Lafkioui 2007:74).59 Ghadames has a completely different term, asasid.
Vycichl (2005:10) derives this from Punic sgd ‘almond’. As shown in Vycichl
(1990), Ghadames § may correspond to y elsewhere in Berber (e.g. tomarse
‘locust’ as compared to tamuryi elsewhere), and in Berber y may represent
voiceless consonants of contact languages (see 3.2, 3.3).

The term for olive is highly interesting. On the one hand there exists a
native term, azammur, which in a number of varieties is the designation of

69 Note the unexpected Ouargla form (Zuzat, which seems to be cognate to Standard
Arabic gawz ‘walnut’. Maybe this is due to the tendency in Ouargli to pronounce z as 2,
thus creating confusion between lluz [lluz] and [£uz, cf. Biarnay (1908:8—9).
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the cultivated olive tree and its fruit: Kabyle, Ghadames, Nefusa and Siwa.
The same term also exists elsewhere in north-African Berber (Tashelhiyt,
Central Moroccan Berber, Tarifiyt, Iznasen, Snous and other western Alge-
rian varieties), but there it refers to the wild olive (French: oléastre), a
species indigenous to Northern Africa.”® Dictionary entries suggest that it
can be used to designate any wild-growing olive tree. In these varieties,
an Arabic loan is used for the domesticated species: Tashelhiy zzit, Cen-
tral Moroccan Berber zzitun, Ghomara zzaytun, Senhadja azzitun, Tarifiyt
tazitunt, Iznasen zzaktun, Snous zzitun, Figuig zzitun, Mzab zzitun, Ouargla
zzitun El-Fogaha zzetun. The story is complicated by the Ahaggar Tuareg
term dhatim ‘olive’, which is a reflex of Punic zétim (h < *z).” One way of
understanding the history of the term is the following. Azammur first sim-
ply referred to the wild north-African species. When olive cultivation was
introduced (by the Phoenicians?), either the Phoenician term was taken
over (as still attested in northern Tuareg), or the name of the wild species
was extended to the domesticated one. Finally, the Arabic term spread
over a large number of varieties, substituting the Phoenician form.

Finally, there are a number of fruits, which are always referred to by a
loan from Arabic. This is the case of apricot, prune and peach. It is pos-
sible that they were introduced during the Islamic period; however as
shown by terms such as ‘almond’, where only one single variety maintains
a non-Arabic form, this argument is not entirely compelling.

Conclusion

The in extenso study of terms for cultivated plants shows that there is a
major difference between the main crops on the one hand—cereals, dates
and figs—, that are only rarely borrowed from Arabic, and other culti-
vated plants, where Arabic loans are frequently found. In many cases it
is evident that the Arabic term constitutes a substitution of a pre-existing
Berber term (sometimes itself a loan from Punic or Latin).

70 An alternative term for this tree is azibur, attested in Beni Menacer (Western
Algeria).

7L Cf. also the Tuareg term alew ‘type of wild olive tree’, which has been unconvincingly
linked to Latin oleo (Laoust 1920:446). The botanic background of the Saharan species is
not entirely clear, but it is not necessarily an importation from the north. The fruits of alew
have no nutritional value, cf. Benchelah, Bouziane & Maka 2006:216—217.
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4.6.6  Domestic Animals

Berber languages have a rich array of reconstructible terms for different
types of domestic animals (cf. Blench 2001, Louali & Philippson 2004).
There is no doubt that early Berber had terms for donkeys (cf. Blench
2000), horses, mules, (woolly) sheep, goats, cows, camels (Kossmann
2005:27-50), and dogs. Arabic influence on the major terms in this domain
(i.e., excluding specific races) therefore implies the introduction of a term
for a referent already present in the environment of the Berber speakers.

Like in English, domestic animals may have several basic terms, one
for the male animal, one for the female animal. To this, one for the child
can be added—with some species several age-groups are distinguished
by means of underived nouns. Berber has regular gender derivation, so
gender can be indicated without changing the lexeme, e.g. Iznasen ayyul
‘male donkey’ vs. tayyult ‘female donkey'. Still, many terms have supple-
tive forms for the male and the female. In the following, when speaking of
different terms for male and female, this suppletion is meant; the regular
gender derivation is considered to concern one and the same term.

Arabic influence is found in all three basic uses (male/female/child),
sometimes in a rather complicated way. A case in point are terms for the
horse in Chaouia, as documented in the Algerian Berber dialect atlas by
André Basset (1936). Concerning horses, one has to distinguish four terms:
‘stallion/horse’, ‘mare’, ‘mares (suppletive plural)’ and ‘foal’. In a few vari-
eties, male and female foals are differentiated. For these terms, Arabic
loans occur widely in Chaouia, but there is not a single variety where all
terms are loans. The distribution Arabic loan/non-Arabic term is different
according to the subdialect, e.g.:

point 4257 stallion mare mares foal

term yis leawda (t)iyallin amharun

origin Berber Arabic Berber Arabic

point 371 stallion mare mares foal (M) foal (F)
term zzimal leawda (t)iyallin ayadwi (t)azdsunt
origin Arabic Arabic Berber Berber Arabic
point 362b stallion mare mares foal

term zzimal leawda (t)iyallin azdeun

origin Arabic Arabic Berber Arabic

72 Point 425: Gosbat (Bariha, western Chaouia); point 371: Tlidjen (Tébessa, south-east-
ern Chaouia); point 362b: B. Barbar, Ras el Oued (Souk Ahras, north-eastern Chaouia).



LEXICON 149

In the following, some of the main terms for domestic animals will be
studied, and the influence of Arabic in the system will be laid out.

Donkey

There are two basic terms for donkey in Berber, ayyul and eyzed ~ ezyad
(cf. Kossmann 1999a:230ff. for forms and reconstruction).”® They have
different geographical distribution, and there seems to be no semantic
difference involved originally. Both stems refer both to male and female
donkeys. Blench (2000) suggests that the terms ultimately go back to
local terms for the wild ass, a species indigenous to northern Africa. The
only case of an Arabic term designating adult donkeys is Figuig tahmart
‘female donkey’. In this language, the Berber term ayyul is restricted to
the male donkey.

The term for donkey foal is more often than not a derivation from Ara-
bic gahs. Donkey foals apparently give rise to expressive terms, and both
the Arabic and the Berber denominations have often undergone expres-
sive changes (on which see 5.4). The following terms are attested:

< Arabic Zohs  Kabyle azhih, azhis, azhud and variants (A. Basset 1936), Chaouia
azhih (A. Basset 1936), Figuig aZahhus, ZZhas, Ouargla ilZahs, Gha-
dames a2Zdhs

<non-Arabic  Tashelhiyt asnus, Central Moroccan Berber asnus, Senhadja
asnus, Tarifiyt asnus
Nefusa akarsun, Sokna akarsun, Siwa akaréun
Metmata agarzud (probably an expressive formation related to
ezyad ‘adult donkey’)
Central Moroccan Berber asnid
Iznasen azeuq, Snous azeuq

The most widely attested non-Arabic forms are asnus (Morocco) and
akarsun (Libya and Siwa). The term asnus comes from Latin asinus (see
3.3); the etymology of akarsun is unclear; the presence of §, ¢ is not sug-
gestive of a very old Berber term (cf. Kossmann 1999).

Horse

Terms for the horse are more often borrowed from Arabic than terms for
donkeys. The original Berber system probably consisted of three or four

73 Preliminary reconstructions. In addition, there is the term amaktdr (Sokna), maktdr
(El-Fogaha), which is geographically restricted to central Libya. I am not aware of an Ara-
bic etymology for this term.
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terms: ayis ‘stallion, horse’, tagmart ‘mare’, tiyallin ‘mares’”* and possibly
ayadwi ‘foal.”> Analogical reformations have changed this system in many
languages, e.g. by introducing a regular singular—plural pair in the femi-
nine, e.g. Figuig sg. taymart, p tiymarin with generalization of the singular
stem vs. Mzab sg. tyallot, P tiyallin with generalization of the plural stem.
More rarely the system has evened out male and female as in Ghadames
agmar—tagmart, or Central Moroccan Berber tagmart ‘mare’, agmar
‘male horse (for working)' as opposed to iyyis ‘horse for riding’.

Arabic influence is found in all four meanings. Only very few varieties
have lost the Berber terminology alltogether; cf. however Ghomara, which
has akaydar ‘stallion, horse’, leawda ‘stallion’ (regular plural: leawdat) and
ddhisa ‘foal’, all from Arabic.

Arabic terms for adult horses come from different Arabic bases, most
important of which are eawd(a) (cf. Schuchardt 1908:360) and kitar (on
the etymology, see Colin 1930:126):

< gawd(a) Ghomara leawda ‘mare’; Senhadja leawda ‘mare’, Iznasen leawda
‘mare’ (P leowdat); Kabyle asawdiw ‘stallion, horse’; Chaoui leawda
‘mare’; Ouargla leawad ‘stallion, horse’

< kitar, kidar ~ Tashelhiyt akitar ‘stallion’, Rif akida (= yis < Berber) ‘stallion,
horse’; takidat ‘mare’; Ghomara akaydar ‘stallion, horse’. The
term is known elsewhere in a depreciative meaning, e.g. Central
Moroccan Berber akidar ‘nag’, Senhadja akidar ‘pack horse’, Snous
asidar ‘low quality horse’, cf. for a similar situation in Moroccan
Arabic, Heath 2002:101.

others Snous [fahal ‘stallion, horse’; Chaouia (dialectally) zzimal, Ouargla
lahsan ‘stallion, horse’

Terms for foals are less consistent over the Berber territory. One Berber
term is attested in quite distant regions and may therefore represent a
proto-Berber form: Chaouia ayadwi, Sokna aydwi. It is not impossible
that Zenaga o7d”i (< *aydi? ?) ‘horse’ reflects the same term. Some other
non-Arabic terms are restricted to a few Algerian varieties. Interestingly,
these varieties have suppletive masculine and feminine forms, e.g. Met-
mata arus ‘male foal’, tbugdi, ‘female foal’. The latter term is also found as
tbuydi, thugyi, tbudyi and others (cf. A. Basset 1936 for more precise infor-
mation). The terms are restricted to western Algeria, except for Ouargla

74 Tuareg has an entirely different stem, ebdge, which is used for both male and female
horses, and which is used both in the singular and in the plural. In addition to this, the
masculine-only term ayas, ayis is used.

75 Schuchardt’s derivations of ayis from Arabic hisan (1908:371), of ayadwi from Arabic
gadae (1908:366) and of tagmart from Latin sagmaria (1918:41) cannot be maintained.
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tbudit female foal’. Siwa has another term, which does not seem to be
Arabic in origin either: aflaw [La].

All other varieties have Arabic loans, mostly based on 2a/s (originally
‘donkey foal’) and 2dae.

< Zohs Ghomara ddhisa, Kabyle azhih, Ouargla ilZahs

< Zdoe Tashelhiyt azdae, Senhadja iZdae, Tarifiyt azeud (~ afaxan), Izna-
sen izdae, Snous azdas

Other forms: Tarifiyt afaxan, Chaouia amahrun

Mule

The fruit of breeding a horse and a donkey is referred to by the Berber term
asardun in the western part of the Berber-speaking territory (Tashelhiyt,
Central Moroccan Berber, Ghomara, Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Iznasen, Snous,
Kabyle, Figuig). Arabic terms are used elsewhere: Mzab labyal, Ouargla
labyal, Nefusa albaysl, Siwa labyal [La]. Ghomara makes a difference
between asardun ‘male mule’ and Arabic-based bbhima ‘female mule’.

Cow

There are many Berber terms for bovines. In this section, only three terms
will be studied, ‘cow’, ‘ox’, and ‘bull’. The general term for ‘cow’ or ‘female
bovine’ is only rarely borrowed. El-Fogaha has albiigra, while Beni Mes-
saoud (Western Algeria) has a form tacarrumt (in other varieties a heifer,
cf. A. Basset 1939). Otherwise, two Berber terms are found. The most
common term is tafunast (and phonetic variants), which is the feminine
counterpart to widely attested afunas ‘ox, male bovine’. This is found all
over northern Berber with the exception of Ghomara. A different term is
only sparsely documented, but has a wide distribution which attests to
its anciennity: Ghomara tasa, P tisaktan, Kabyle P tisita ~ tistan ‘cows’ (sg.
tafunast), Tuareg tesut, P tisita (Ahaggar), tdass, p citan (< titan) (Ayer),
tass, P iwan (Mali), Zenaga tassi, pl atsi?da?n. The term apparently consists
of a singular *tasa? and an irregular plural”® *tisa?tan or something simi-
lar, and may have cognates elsewhere in Afroasiatic (Louali & Philippson
2004a). Finally, Senhadja and some western Tarifiyt dialects have tamwa
alongside tafunast.

76 One would have expected the feminine plural marker *-en (> -in) instead of -an,
which is otherwise restricted to masculine nouns. Moreover the presence of stem-final (or
suffix-initial) /t/ in the plural is unexpected.
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The general term for ‘male bovine (castrated or not)’ has not been bor-
rowed from Arabic in any of the studied languages. Commonly, afunas
(and phonetic variants) is found: afunas (Central Moroccan Berber, Sen-
hadja, Rif, Iznasen, Snous, Figuig, Mzab, Ouargla, Ghadames, Awdjila),
funds (Nefusa, Siwa [N]). Another well-attested term is Tashelhiyt azgr,
Central Moroccan Berber azgar, Ghomara azgar, Senhadja azgar, Kabyle
azgar, Tuareg azgdr (Ayer), Zenaga dzgor. In Central Moroccan Berber,
the latter term refers to both oxen and bulls, while afunas is restricted to
oxen. Other terms are Senhadja (rare) amwa and Western Algerian ayyug
(Beni Salah, Beni Menacer), yug (Metmata), which goes back to Latin
iugum ‘yoke, oxes attached to the yoke'.

More specific terms for ‘bull (uncastrated adult male bovine)’ are mostly
from Arabic: Ghomara alfhal, Senhadja acazmi (elsewhere: ‘calf’), Iznasen
lafhal, acazmi (elsewhere: ‘calf’) Kabyle aramul, asarrum. Tashelhiyt uses a
euphemism: aellus n zzawit or azgr n zzawit, i.e. ‘calf/ox of the zawiya’.

I shall not go into the different terms for young bovines. As shown
in A. Basset (1939), there are many systems for bovine ages, which are
quite different from dialect to dialect, both in the number of age grad-
ings that are distinguished and in the meaning of the specific terms. Thus,
for example, in part of Chaouia, agazmi designates the youngest category
of calves, while in other varieties of the same language the term is used
for calves over one year old. Except for the discussion of northern Alge-
rian terms in A. Basset (1939), sources tend to be vague about different
age groups, which makes the study of this terminology quite hazardous.
Moreover, there is much overlap between Berber terms and (some) locally
attested Arabic terminology. In some cases, Berber is clearly the donor
language, as in (localized) Moroccan Arabic ganduz ‘calf’, which comes
from a well-attested northern Berber term aganduz (and phonetic vari-
ants) ‘calf (in most varieties: less than one year old)’ (Central Moroccan
Berber aganduz, Iznasen ayanduz, Snous ayanduz, Beni Menacer aganduz,
Kabyle aganduz). The etymological background is more difficult to estab-
lish for shared terms which in Arabic are restricted to (some) Maghribian
varieties, but which on the other hand show clearly un-Berber phonologi-
cal features. This is the case, it seems, of forms such as acazmi ‘bullcalf’
and tacazmit ‘heifer’ (also used for calf or bull more in general, see above).
Finally, there are terms which look quite Arabic, but have no clear etymol-
ogy, such as Ghomara aeabbiz, Senhadja abasuz (Renisio 1932).



LEXICON 153

Goat

In goat terminology, Arabic influence terminology is rather restricted. The
term for the female is almost never borrowed from Arabic. One mainly
finds the singular term tayatt (< ta-yad-t), which tends to have an irregular
plural tiyattan. This plural is exceptional because it has a masculine plural
suffix (*-an) with a feminine noun (one would have expected *-en), e.g.
Tashelhiyt tiyittn ~ tiyattn, Central Moroccan Berber tiyatton. In a num-
ber of languages, the regular plural suffix has been introduced, e.g. Mzab
tiyattin, Figuig tiyattin ~ tiyidad. In Ghadames, the term wulli, normally
used as a collective for goats and sheep together (see below), has become
specialized as a plural of tesat ‘goat’. Siwa iyed (M), atyatt (F) seems to
take up the term iydyd for the young goat (see below). Finally, Zenaga
has a suppletive plural: s ta?dd (< *tayadt) P tullidan.”” The terminology
is quite consistent in northern Berber. The main exceptions are languages
in which the term tiysi ‘sheep/goat’ has become specialized (or is reported
so0) in the meaning ‘goat’ (Ouargla tixsi, Sokna tixsi, El-Fogaha tixsi, Ahag-
gar Tuareg teyse). Borrowing of this term is only found in the plural in Sen-
hadja de Srair, which uses the Arabic term loksiba (elsewhere in the Rif:
sheep and goats) (Lafkioui 2007:105-106) and lebhaym (Ibafiez 1959:84).

Terms for the male goat are more diverse. Most generally attested is
azalay ~ azulay, which is probably the original term: Tashelhiyt azalay
‘young male goat with horns that are about three inches long’, Nefusa
zaldy (Provasi 1973:529), Sokna zdlay ‘young male goat’, Awdjila azdlag,
Siwa zaldq [N], Tuareg dholay (Ahaggar), azolay (Ayer), Zenaga aZayi
(< *azalay). Other non-Arabic terms are Central Moroccan Berber abarrid,
Ghadames agur (cf. Mali Tuareg dgorh ‘castrated goat’), Kabyle agalwas.
In several varieties kid’ and ‘he-goat’ have become mixed up: Ouargla
iyid, iyayd, El-Fogaha ayid. One well-attested term probably has an Arabic
background, even though the Arabic term is only attested in the Maghrib
(Heath 2002:100): Central Moroccan Berber aeatrus, Senhadja aetorus,
Rif agatrus, Iznasen aeatrus, Snous aeatrus, Figuig aeatrus, Mzab aeatrus.
Other Arabic terms—sometimes with expressive reformations—are Izna-
sen acanzuq ‘male goat’ (cf. Arabic eanzi, Heath 2002:100-101), Kabyle ahuli
‘young male goat’, Beni Salah, Beni Messaoud (Western Algeria) aZdae
(cf. Arabic 2di ‘kid’ and Zdae ‘foal’, cf. Heath 2002:100).

77 This could come from *tiballa/dten or *tiwalla/daten. If the second reconstruction is
right, there is obviously a relationship to northern Berber walli ~ ulli ‘ovines’; in the first
case, a relationship with *tebdle ‘ewe’ is possible.
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The young goat is almost invariably referred to by the Berber term
iyayd, which is similar to, but still different from, the adult term tayadt.
The main exceptions are Zenaga, which has dygad ‘young kid’ (possibly
< *alkad or *aykad), aydydr (< *agalar or *agayar) ‘6 months old kid’
and Senhadja imzi (probably /imzi/ from the root MZY ‘to be small’), and
tamiyant (next to iyayd and iyaZd). The only Arabic term attested for ‘kid’
is Siwa rabe.

Sheep

Sheep terminology has a similar system as used with horses: a male term,
a female term with a suppletive plural, and a term for the young animal.

The female term can be reconstructed as *tebdle (> tili in most of North-
ern Berber), P *tibat(t)dn (> tattan in most of Northern Berber). The plural
is special not only because it is suppletive, but also because it seems to
include the masculine plural marker *-dn rather than the expected femi-
nine plural marker *-en. Some languages have regularized the plural, e.g.
Figuig tili, p tiliwin. A few languages have different terms, mainly due to
semantic change: thus El-Fogaha dzamdrat and Siwa tizmoart (m. izmor)
correspond to a term meaning ‘lamb’ elsewhere, and the Tarifiyt, Iznasen,
Kabyle word tixsi ‘sheep’ is used as a more general term for ‘female sheep
or goat’ elsewhere. Senhadja uses, among others, tikarrit, which is a female
derivation from ikarri ‘ram’. Tashelhiyt tahruytt is interesting because of
its similarity to Tuareg terms such as Iwellemmeden ehdre ‘flock, herd’,
Zenaga iri ‘herd of camels’. Note however that Tashelhiyt £ normally does
not correspond to Tuareg 4. One also remarks a number of terms with
initial b used in north-western Morocco: Ghomara tabarrakt (correspond-
ing to male abarray), Senhadja abaceas (P tattan, Lafkioui 2007:111) and
tabeazt (P tibeazin, tatton, Ibafiez 1959:263). At least the Senhadja term
could be based on an onomatopoea (bace is a well-attested Maghribian
way of imitating the sound of a sheep). In a number of languages, the
term tixsi (P ulli), referring elsewhere to both goats and sheep has become
specialized in the meaning ‘sheep’, e.g. Central Moroccan Berber tixsi
(p ulli—with the same specialization from sheep/goat to sheep only),
Tarifiyt tixsi, Iznasen tixsi, Snous tixsi, Kabyle tixsi (P ulli).

Arabic influence is found in only two varietes: Mzab annaezat and
Awdjila tahdlit (according to Paradisi more used than the Berber term
tabal, p thittin).

There are several Berber terms for the male sheep. Best-attested is
the following: Senhadja ikarri, Tarifiyt iSarri, Iznasen ikarri, Snous isarri,
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Kabyle ikarri, Ouargla ikarri, Nefusa akrdr, Tuareg ekrdr (Ahaggar), akar
(Ayer), Zenaga agrdr. More restricted is the distribution of Figuig ufris,
Mzab ufri¢, Kabyle (unusual) ufrik. In eastern Berber, a different term is
attested: Sokna alggi, Awdjila alszzi.

In a number of varieties, the word for lamb’ has semantically changed
to ‘adult male sheep’; its masculine form then refers to the male sheep:
Tashelhiyt izimr, Central Moroccan Berber izimr ~ izimmar, Ghadames
agomdr, El-Fogaha zamdr, Siwa izmor. The same is true for a possible
loan from Arabic Beni Menacer aeallus (fem. agallust ~ tixsi). Arabic loans
occur alongside Berber terms: Central Moroccan Berber ahuli (~ izimar),
Tarifiyt ahuri (~ tixsi), Iznasen ahuli (~ tixsi), Kabyle axarfi, afoxli (cf. ikarri
‘castrated ram’).

The most common Berber terms for ‘lamb’ is represented by Central
Moroccan Berber izimr ~ izimmor (‘ram, lamb’), Senhadja izimmar, Tari-
fiyt izma, Iznasen izmar, Snous izmar, Kabyle izimar, Figuig izmar, Nefusa
zumdr, Tuareg (Ayer) aZemar, Zenaga iZi?mdr. The same term is used for
‘ram’ in other languages (Tashelhiyt, Ghadames, El-Fogaha, Siwa), and
it is difficult to make out the original meaning of the word. Other non-
Arabic terms are Tashelhiyt algqay (probably related to the verb ilwiy
‘to be soft’), tayla ‘young ewe’, Beni Salah, Beni Messaoud, Beni Menacer
(Western Algeria) abzim, Kabyle abacraras (~ izimar). Arabic loans are
Central Moroccan Berber aellus (~ izimar, izimmar), Mzab aeallus, Ouargla
agallus (cf. Tashelhiyt aellus ‘calf’); Tashelhiyt ahuli ‘one year old sheep’,
Siwa Auli lamb’ [N]; Sokna afdim (cf. Classical Arabic fatam ‘to wean’).

General Terms for Sheep and Goat

In addition to specialized terms for goats and sheep, most Berber lan-
guages also have terms that can refer to both species. The most common
Berber pair is singular tixsi vs. collective walli ~ ulli, which are both well-
attested all over Berber. The singular element became specialized for
either goats or sheep in a number of languages (see above). The collective
has sometimes been replaced by Arabic terms: Tarifiyt #mar (< Ar. [=mal
‘property’), Ouargla loylom (~ ulli, walli), Nefusa alheywdn. Lanfry (1973)
gives only ‘sheep (collective)’ for dlyandm for Ghadames.

Camel

The Berber term for camel is very well-attested and goes back to something
like *alyam or *alayam (for attestations and etymology, see Kossmann
2005:27-55). Only very few languages use another term, most prominently
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Tashelhiyt aram ~ aream, which has no clear etymology. Northern Berber
languages have a single term for male and female camels, using gender
derivation to mark the difference. This is different from Tuareg, where
different terms are used (cf. Ritter 2009:11-397—400 for more information).
Ghadames has taken over the words for camel and female camel from
Tuareg: aldm ‘male camel’, amali ‘camel stallion’, taladmt ‘female camel’.
Only one language adopted the Arabic word for camel: Ghomara algmal.
There are no camels in the region where Ghomara is spoken.

The term for ‘young camel’ is not very well attested in northern Berber,
which may be due to a lack of special terminology, esp. in regions where
camels are not that frequent. Most common is the Arabic loan ageud
(Figuig, Ghadames), algeud (Siwa [La]). Other terms are Tashelhiyt abzaw
and Ouargla akoelus, both of unclear origin. The Tuareg/Zenaga term
awdra (Ayer Tuareg), dwarrdh (Zenaga) is not attested in the north.

Dog

The terms for ‘dog’ are almost consistently of Berber origin. The ancient
term was something like aydi, p iydan, with an irregular change of /d/ into
/d/. The feminine is based on the same word by means of regular gen-
der derivation. In a number of varieties a term which probably originally
meant ‘young dog’ now designates the adult dog, often in competition
with the aydi etymon: Tarifiyt agzin, Beni Messaoud (Western Algeria)
agzaw, Awdjila gzin; cf. also the pejorative term agzZun in Kabyle. This
term has undergone considerable expressive reformations, cf. section 5.4.
Only one variety has a different non-Arabic term: Siwa ag*srzn{ [N]. An
Arabic background may be assumed for Ghomara arakkal (~ ayda), which
could be based on the verb rkal ‘to kick’, itself a loan from Arabic. Sen-
hadja has ahardan, which may be related to a dialectal Arabic verb hrad
‘to chew noisily, to devour, to beat, to rip violently’. Terms for puppies
mostly use the form ikzin (> a/igzin) or an expressive derivation from this
(e.g. Beni Snous agzin, Beni Messaoud aquzan). Other terms are rare, cf.
however onomatopeic Ouargla ahabhab. Only Kabyle akalbun ‘puppy’ is a
loan from Arabic.

Chicken

There are a number of terms for adult chicken in Berber. Most common is
ayazid ~ agazid ~ awazid ~ azid, which in most languages has regular gen-
der derivation. Other terms are Awdjila tokaZit ‘chicken’ (cf. Ayer Tuareg
tekazit), which is opposed to male aqazit (< agazid?) ‘rooster’. In a number
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of varieties, a loan from Latin pullus is used: Tashelhiyt afullus, Central
Moroccan Berber afullus, Ghomara afulus. This may originally have meant
‘chick’ rather than adult ‘chicken’ (see below). While the female chicken is
always referred to by a non-Arabic term, roosters are sometimes referred
to by a loan from Arabic: Ghomara aforruz, abaddik (cf. Arabic dik)
(~ afulus), Snous haqul (~ yazid). In a number of varieties, ‘rooster’ is
an onomatopoea: Iznasen aealeul (~ yazid), Beni Salah, Beni Messaoud
(Western Algeria) agagqug. The etymology of Metmata (Western Algeria)
giedar ‘rooster’ and Senhadja abarrug ‘rooster’ is not clear.

The chick is referred to by several terms. In the first place, the Latin
term pullus is often used referring to the young animal: Senhadja (local-
ized) afullus, afillus (Latkioui 2007:262), Tarifiyt figgus, fuggus (Lafkioui
2007:262), Iznasen afallus, Beni Menacer, Metmata (Western Algeria) ful-
lus, Figuig fullus, Mzab fullus, Ouargla fullus. Other terms are Tashelhiyt
akiyaw, Nefusa bibslyu (Provasi 1973:524), Awdjila taktitt, Siwa attitaw
[La]. Quite commonly a reduplicative term is found, which imitates the
sound of young chicken: Senhadja i$awsow (Lafkioui 2007:262), Iznasen
iSawsaw, Snous $isu, Kabyle iCowcaw, El-Fogaha swasiwat, Awdjila aziZiw,
asisiw. Outside our realm of investigation, note Tuareg ekdart (Ahaggar),
akorat (Iwellemmeden), akrew (Mali).

Arabic loans are also found for the young of the chicken: Ghomara
afrux, Senhadja afarruz, aettuq (f. tasttuqt) (~ afullus), Iznasen afarruz
(~ isawsaw, afallus), Kabyle afrux, aforruz (both apparently somewhat
broader than the chicken-only term icawcaw).

Conclusions

Arabic loans are relatively rare in the denomination of adult domestic
animals, especially for the females. The only animals for which one reg-
ularly finds borrowings in the adult terminology are the horse and the
mule. Adult male terms are occasionally taken over, esp. with ‘rooster’,
‘male goat’, ‘male sheep’, and terms referring explicitly to the uncastrated
bull. The situation with young animals is somewhat different. In spite of
the existence of Berber terms in other varieties, one often finds Arabic
loanwords for the youngs of the donkey, the horse, the sheep, the camel
and, to a lesser extent, the chicken. Arabic loanwords for young dogs and
young goats are rare. The greater propensity to borrowing in terms for
young animals is also visible in the take-over of Latin asinus ‘donkey’ as
asnus ‘donkey foal’; a similar case is Latin pullus ‘chicken’ which is at the
basis of Berber afullus ‘chick (in some varieties: chicken)'.
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4.7 VERBS

Verbs are borrowed on a regular basis. The LWT database for Tarifiyt has
40.9% Maghribian Arabic loanwords among what LWT identifies as verbal
concepts (Kossmann 2009a:198). This is almost the same percentage as
with nouns (41.9%).

On the basis of a set of 129 verbal concepts?® that are relevant to tradi-
tional rural life in Northern Africa and that I consider impressionistically
as relatively unspecialized, percentages of borrowing-only verbs were
calculated for a number of languages. While the percentages themselves
are not that revealing (the set of verbs being arbitrary), the differences in
borrowing rates between varieties are interesting. In the following table,
the borrowing rates in verbs are compared to those in the LJ-100 word list;
note that there is an overlap of 25 items between the two lists. The languages
are put in ascending order relative to borrowings in the LJ-100 list.

language LJ-100 129-verbs number of attested forms
(129-verbs list)

Ghadames 1% 6% n=114
Awdjila 3% (n=92) 15%7° n=91

Tashelhiyt 6% 18% n=128
Greater Kabylia 7% 21% n=128
Mzab 7% 25% n=129
Figuig 9% 21% n=126
El-Fogaha 9% (n=82) 12% n=81

Tarifiyt (Q) 10% 24% n=124
Ouargla 10% 25% n=128
Iznasen 11% 23% n=120
Beni Snous 12% 23% n=123

78 The following concepts were included: accompany; ask; be afraid, fear; be cured; be
hungry; be ill; be jealous; be thirsty; beg/ask f. sth; begin; bend; betray; bite; blow; borrow;
break; build; burn (intr); bury; buy; carry; choose; churn; close; comb; come; cook; count;
crush/grind; cry/weep; cut; dance; die; dig; do/make; draw water; dream; drink; eat; fall;
find; flee; fly; fold; follow; forget; fry; give; go; go down; go in; go out; go up; grill; hang;
harvest; hate; hear; help; herd; hide; hire; hit/beat; hunt; invite; kill; kiss; knead; know;
laugh; learn; lick; lie; measure; milk; open; plait; plant; play; plow; pound; pour; pull; read;
remember; rise; roast; rub; run; say; scratch; see; sell; sew; shows sit; skin; slaughter; sleep;
sneeze; sow; spin; spit; split; stand; suck; swear; sweep; swim; take; tear; think; thresh;
throw; tie; turn around; understand; untie; wake up; walk; want; wash; wear (clothes);
weave; weigh; winnow; wipe; work; write.

79 Must use was made of the analysis and wordlist in van Putten (fc.), which also
accounts for attestations in Paradisi’s text corpus.
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Table (cont.)

language LJ-100 129-verbs number of attested forms
(129-verbs list)

Djebel Nefusa 13% 32% n=98

Senhadja 17% 32% n=120
Siwa 26% 35% n=110
Ghomara 37% 49% n=112

Overall, the ordering is similar between the two lists: Ghadames is on the
lower end of the lexical borrowers. Tashelhiyt is the lowest in a long row
of similar percentages (between 6% and 12% in L]-100 and between 18%
and 25% in the verb list). Siwa, Senhadja and Ghomara are the biggest
borrowers in both lists. The only major discrepancy between the LJ-100
ranking and the 129-verbs ranking is found with El-Fogaha. In this case,
our lacunary documentation is unevenly distributed among the two lists:
while 82% of the LJ-100 items are attested, only 63% of the 129 verbs are
known to us. As the source (Paradisi 1963) is biased towards native Berber
lexicon, this may account for the discrepancy in ranking.

The percentages in the 129-verb list show a number of things. In the first
place, borrowing of (relatively basic) verbs is unproblematic in Berber. In
the second place, the high percentages of borrowings in the LJ-100 list for
Ghomara and Siwa correspond to high percentages in a different data-
base too. This suggests that Ghomara and Siwa are indeed high borrowers,
not only with “ultra-basic” words, but also within a larger sample.

4.71  Verbs in Basic Word Lists

Both the LJ-100 and the Swadesh-100 list contain verbs. Twenty-five verbs
are part of LJ-100. About half of these are not represented by a borrow-
ing in any of the languages studied, even though the presence of Arabic
alternatives is sometimes to be noted: ‘come’, ‘say’, ‘drink’, ‘stand’, ‘give’,
‘know’, ‘hear’, ‘suck’, ‘take’, ‘eat’, ‘cry/weep’, ‘tie’, ‘crush/grind’. The other
meanings, for which some borrowings are attested, have been treated in
section 4.5.4 and will not be repeated here.

There are eight verbs that occur in the Swadesh-100 list and do not
occur in LJ-100. Among these, five are not represented by borrowings in
our corpus: ‘sleep’, ‘die’, ‘kill’, ‘fly’, ‘walk’. The other three are:

to swim 10x in Berber
This term is almost consistently a loan from Arabic, mostly eum (Tashel-
hiyt, Ghomara, Tarifiyt, Iznasen, Snous, Kabyle, Figuig, Mzab, Ouargla),
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also eawwam (Kabyle). Awdjila has sabbah (attested in Paradisi’s texts, van
Putten fc.), which is also a loan from Arabic. Figuig uses, next to sum,
also zzall ‘to pray’. As swimming is a common way of performing the full
ablution (known as yus! in Islam), this semantic shift is less problematic
than it might seem on first sight. Senhadja has aftak (= /afteh/), which
probably comes from the Arabic verb ftah ‘to pronounce the first sura of
the Qur'an’, with a similar semantic path as in the case of zzall. The only
language which has a form which is not from Arabic is Siwa, where syaf
[N] is found. We have no attestations from Libyan dialects for this term.

to lie 1x in Berber
While there are quite a number of different terms in use in Berber, only
once a borrowing is found: Ghomara warrak, madd.

to sit 1x in Berber
This term is mostly represented by the Berber verb ggim. Only in Djebel
Nefusa Berber we find a loan from (Tripolitanian) Arabic, gaemaz.

4.7.2  Verbs according to Activity Types and Contexts

In the following, a number of activity types and contexts are defined, and
verbs from the 129-list belonging to these contexts are studied. This study
does not concern all verbs in the list. The activity types and contexts have
been defined on basis of intuition and are arbitrary to a certain degree.
Contexts could have been defined differently, and some verbs could have
been assigned to another category.

4.7.3  Verbs of the Household Context

The verbs of this activity context denote frequent tasks in the household,
typically concerning the preparation of food and the making of clothes.
Among the verbs concerning food preparation, a number are not bor-
rowed at all: ‘draw water (from a well, a river)’, ‘milk’, ‘pound (in a mor-
tar)’, ‘grind, crush’; others are only rarely borrowed: ‘churn’ (only Mzab
amxad), ‘cook’ (only Nefusa tayyab). More substantive borrowing is found
in the following terms:

knead: The best attested Berber term is gg* (Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Iznasen,
Snous, Kabyle, Figuig (Saa 2010), Mzab, Siwa; Awdjila: ww, Ahaggar Tuareg
dgg). In addition to this there is Tuareg (W) arbaz ‘to massage, to knead’,
Ghadames ssadbu ‘to knead’. Arabic loans are found in a number of lan-
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guages: Tashelhiyt e2n, Ghomara rfas, Kabyle aezan, aerak, eattsal, Figuig
eZon (Saa 2010; ~ kk*), Mzab aegon (~ agg™), Ouargla aeZon, adlas, adlak.

roast/grill/fry: Proto-Berber probably had a single term for preparing meat
by means of fire: aknaf. The reflexes of this etymon are found all over Ber-
ber, translated as ‘roast’ or ‘grill’; it never occurs in the meaning ‘fry’.

There are a number of Arabic loanwords that appear in this semantic
field, basically swa (Arabic: ‘roast’), sawwat (Arabic: ‘burn meat by over-
cooking, roast’), gla (Arabic: ‘fry’). While the Arabic meanings clearly dif-
ferentiate between preparing meat over a fire and preparing it in fat or oil,
the Berber loans are sometimes less specific. Thus Mzab uses aqla (also agla)
for ‘roast’, ‘grill’ and ‘fry’, while Ouargla and Ghomara use the same verb for
both ‘roast’ and ‘fry’: Ouargla aqgla (also more specifically aswa ‘roast’), Gho-
mara Saowwat. Something similar may be the case in Awdjila agal.

The study of these terms is hindered by lack of precision in the diction-
aries. For instance, many Berber languages make a difference between
roasting meat and roasting other things (mainly grains, but also coffee
beans and the like). There is a well-attested Berber term for the latter
activity, arf, araf (e.g. Tashelhiyt, Tarifiyt, Iznasen, Snous, Figuig, Mzab,
Nefusa). I have only encountered one loan which seems to regard this
type of roasting specifically, Ghadames hammas. The only other Berber
term I found is Senhadja aggaz ‘fry’.

Among the verbs concerning household-bound fabrication, there is a sim-
ilar dearth of loans. All languages under consideration (as far as attesta-
tions go) have native terms for ‘plait’ and ‘weave’. The term ‘spin’ is only
borrowed in Ghomara ( f#al, lowwi, barrom—the Arabic background of ftal
is not certain) and Siwa (ayza/ [La]). Among the terms studied here, only
one was regularly borrowed: ‘sew’. For this concept, there exist two Berber
terms, dgnab and dgmoak ~ dzmay, the latter being attested mainly in the
eastern part of the Berber territory. Many Berber languages have taken
over the Arabic term: Ghomara xayyat, Senhadja xiyad, Tarifiyt xayyad,
Snous xayyad, Kabyle xid.

Generally speaking, Arabic influence in basic verbs of the household
context is not very strong. It mainly occurs with verbs involving the
preparation of meat. Roasting and grilling are of another type than other
culinary activities, as they take place relatively rarely. In the first place,
in traditional Berber society (esp. when sedentary), meat is not eaten on
a daily basis; moreover, in many north-African recipes, meat is cooked
rather than roasted or (only) fried. There are also verbs that concern
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standard activities in the household, and still show a certain propensity
for being borrowed. These are ‘knead’ and ‘sew’. I have no explanation
why these terms, for which good Berber words exist, should be more bor-
rowable than terms like ‘grind’ and ‘weave’.

4.7.4 Verbs of Agriculture

There are quite a number of verbs that denote basic activities in agri-
culture. Among these the following are denoted everywhere by a native
word: ‘harvest’, ‘thresh’, ‘winnow’. The verb ‘to plow’ is normally a native
Berber word, but is represented by Arabic loans in Ouargla (ahrat) and
Mzab (ahrat, sakk). Plowing is not very common in oasis agriculture, which
may render this verb less basic in these varieties. The verb ‘to plant’ is also
mostly expressed by a Berber word (almost everywhere agzu), but in a few
languages an Arabic loan is found: Ouargla astal, arsok, asrak, Mzab ankal,
Siwa yarras. Although all these cases are from an oasis context, this hardly
explains the loan, as planting is as common there as elsewhere.

One single verb in this field is almost consistently represented by a
borrowing: ‘to sow’: Ghomara azrae, Senhadja zarae, Tarifiyt zae, Snous
azrag, Bayle azrog, Figuig zroe, Mzab azrae, Ouargla azroe, Siwa azzrae [La].
Tashelhiyt uses an idiom gr amud, lit. ‘throw seed’, while Ghadames and
El-Fogaha allow the use of dkraz (elsewhere: ‘to plow’) in the meaning of
‘to sow’. As remarked above (4.1.2), one can explain the strong influence
of Arabic in this specific item by assuming that originally Berber used a
compound expression, and that bilingualism with Arabic led to a wish for
expressing the concept by a single verb. Otherwise the preponderance of
Arabic, as opposed to other agricultural terms, has not explanation.

4.7.5 Verbs of the Market Context

The following verbs were studied as occurring typically (though of course
not exclusively) in a market context: ‘buy’, ‘sell’, ‘measure’, ‘weigh’, ‘count’.
Among these, the two basic terms for commercial transaction, ‘buy’ and
‘sell’ are never borrowed. Somewhat unexpectedly, ‘sell’ is basically intran-
sitive, i.e. ‘be sold’, the action being expressed by the causative derivation,
e.g. Tarifiyt anz ‘be sold’, zzanz ‘sell’. The verb ‘buy’ appears in two forms:
on the one hand ay (e.g. parts of Central Moroccan Berber and Kabyle),
a verb with lots of other meanings (‘take’, ‘take fire’, and others). On the
other hand, most Berber languages use say ‘buy’, which is synchronically
underived, but historically probably a causative derivation from ay. One
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wonders whether originally this was a underived—causative pair like anz
and zzanz, which was shaped in different ways in different languages.

The other three verbs are borrowed on a regular basis. There are sev-
eral verbs translated by ‘to measure’ in English. Measuring of length and
distance (e.g. cloth) is mostly represented by the Arabic verb ebar (and
phonetic variants): Tashelhiyt, Ghomara, Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Iznasen,
Snous, Figuig. Other borrowed verbs are Kabyle giss, eabbar, Mzab qas,
and Ghadames dgas, gas (also meaning ‘compare’). Measuring content
(esp. of cereals) is more often represented by a Berber word. Two Berber
terms are found: Tarifiyt azZu, Iznasen aggaw, Snous aggu and Metmata
izad, Ghadames azbad. The latter term is also attested in Ouargla (izad),
Mzab (izad) and Awdjila (2bat). For Ouargla and Awdjila, it is not clear
whether the term only refers to cereals, or also to measuring of length
and distance. Only for Mzab Berber, the examples in the dictionary clearly
show that izad can be used for non-content measuring. Arabic terms for
the measuring of cereals are found, for instance, in Ghomara (kayyal), Sen-
hadja (kiyal), Kabyle (kil, kayyal, aktil) and Siwa kiyal [La]). Measuring of
cereals is not necessarily a typical market term, as it is part of the division
of the harvest between owners and workers (cf. the description of the
ritual in Ghadames by Lanfry, 1973:410—413).

The verb ‘to weigh’ is borrowed from Arabic wzan in all varieties for
which it is attested, incl. Ghadames, e.g. Tashelhiyt uzn, Tarifiyt wzan,
Kabyle awzan, Ghadames ozan. The verb ‘to count’ is also everywhere a
borrowing from Arabic, mainly from the verb hasab, e.g. Tashelhiyt hasb,
Tarifiyt sisab, Kabyle ahsab, Ghadames dhsab. In the east, a different Arabic
loan is sometimes found: Nefusa eudd, Siwa eadd [N].

4.7.6  Movement Verbs

Verbs of movement are well-represented in the LJ-100 and the Swadesh-100
word lists. The following verb meanings are always reprented by native
words: ‘come’, ‘fly’, ‘walk’, ‘go out, ‘go in’, ‘go up’. Verbs meanings in this
group which have borrowings include a number of verbs in the LJ-100 and
Swadesh-100 lists: ‘go’, ‘fall’, ‘run’, ‘swim’, which have been studied above.
The verb ‘go down’ is problematic. In a number of languages, Maghribian
Arabic hawwad appears (Senhadja, Ouargla, Snous) as an alternative
to a Berber verb. The Berber alternative is arss, ars, in Senhadja and
Ouargla, respectively, which has the more general meaning of ‘being put
on something’. Maybe the translation ‘go down’ in these varieties repre-
sents a dialectal development, but it could also be the effect of translation:
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in other languages, a bird landing on a branch will be depicted as ars, but
the use of the verb refers rather to the landing and the resultant posi-
tion than to the downward direction of the movement. The etymology
of Arabic howwad is unclear. In a number of Berber languages, there is a
verb Awa ‘go down’, and one way to explain ~awwad would be to consider
it Berber hiwa + the deictic element dd ‘hither’, interpreted in an Arabic
verbal frame, i.e. ~Awa=dd interpreted as a triliteral stem HWD. The main
problem with this interpretation is that the origin of the Berber term Awa
is unclear. The presence of & suggests a non-Berber (or at least a rela-
tively recent) origin. The inverse reinterpretation of triliteral 4(sw)wad as
a clitic-final form hwa=dd is conceivable, although unusual, but leaves the
Arabic original unexplained.

4.7.7  Verbs of Cognition and Emotion

Among verbs of cognition and emotion, some meanings are never repre-
sented only by a borrowing: ‘forget’, ‘know’, ‘cry, weep’. Most verbs have
some borrowings, some of them on a massive scale.

think. The verb ‘think’ is only rarely attested in a Berber shape: Figuig
swangam, Ghadames snasgom. This seems to be an old derived form, cf.
also Zenaga aznazgam ‘think’. Mzab kaka stands alone in Berber, and
has no etymology. Other languages use one or more Arabic loans, mainly
xammam (Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Kabyle, Ouargla, Mzab, Nefusa, Awdjila) and
afkar, fokkar (Ghomara, Ouargla). Destaing (1938) gives Tashelhiyt ini d
ugayyu (lit. ‘say with the head’) as the translation of ‘think’.

remember. There is a well-attested Berber verb for ‘remember’, basically
aktay, but often with the medial derivation: Tashelhiyt kti, Figuig mmitay
(< mm-aktay), Iznasen moaktay (Destaing 1914), Snous mmastay, Kabyle
mmokti, Ghadames dktat, Awdjila ammakt, mmokti. Quite a number of
varieties use a loan from Arabic: Senhadja fakkar, Tarifiyt egor, Iznasen
[fokkar (~ mmaktay) Figuig dokkar, eqal (~ mmitay), Ouargla ahqal (< aggal),
eaggal, Mzab afkar, ahkal, asfi, acqal, Nefusa aftokor, Siwa y-affokkar (3sm;
Souag 2010).

understand. Like in many Islamic societies, the verb ‘understand’ is a loan
from Arabic everywhere: afham. No doubt, the fact that questions about
understanding are very frequent in school contexts (“do you understand?”)
plays a major role in this borrowing.
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learn. The most common form for ‘learn’ is /mad, which is probably of
Semitic origin (Punic or Hebrew, see 3.2). The verb is not attested in Ara-
bic; Arabic tilmid ‘pupil’ is a loan from Aramaic using the same stem. In
a number of languages, the term has been substituted by an Arabic word:
Ghomara teallam, Senhadja eallom, Kabyle ahfad, Nefusa ahfot. In view of
the strong associations with school setting, the preservation of the earlier
term in the majority of the Berber varieties is more remarkable than the
borrowing of the term in others.

laugh. See section 4.5.4.

be afraid. The verb ‘to fear’ is almost always represented by a Berber word.
Only Awdjila arwae is reported to be of Arabic origin (Paradisi 1960a).

be jealous. The Berber verb asam ‘be jealous’ is well-attested: Tarifiyt asam,
Iznasen asam, Snous asam, Kabyle asam, Mzab asam, Ouargla amas. In
addition there is Siwa ngay [Souag 2010]. In most of these languages the
Berber term is doubled by one or more Arabic terms. In a number of lan-
guages, only Arabic terms are used: Tashelhiyt hsad, hsid, Ghomara abyad,
Senhadja ahsad, Figuig yar, hsad, Nefusa ahsad. The etymological back-
ground of Ghadames denad is not clear.

hate. Berber terms for ‘hate’ are rare. Within our corpus only Ghadames
has a Berber form: dksan. The same term is known from Zenaga dkson and
Tuareg aksan. Maybe the term also appears in Kabyle iksin ‘be responsible,
do something against one’s liking’. Arabic terms are used everywhere else:
Tashelhiyt krh, Senhadja akroh, Ghomara krah, Tarifiyt $ah, Iznasen krah,
Snous sarh, Kabyle akru (with irregular loss of final 4), Figuig nkar, Mzab
ahgad, Ouargla abyad, Siwa kdrh-ax=t ‘I hate him’ [N]. The preponderance
of Arabic terms may be due to the importance of the concept karah in
Islam.

4.7.8  Transitive Actions with (Normally) Inanimate Objects

A final group of activities that will be studied here are verbs pertaining to
actions on inanimate objects. Only three of these verbs do not have any
borrowings: ‘break’, ‘take’ and ‘tie’. Among the others, two are part of the
LJ-100 list: ‘do/make’ and ‘carry’. As shown in section 4.5.4, there is only
one language in which ‘do/make’ is exclusively expressed by means of a
loanword: Siwa gammor [La]. The other verb, ‘carry’, is also only rarely



166 CHAPTER FOUR

expressed by a loanword: Mzab, Ouargla $ommar (Mzab also has awi,
which in most languages means ‘bring’) and Ghomara rawwah, whose
Arabic background is not certain.

cut: In a number of languages, ‘cut’ is only expressed by a loanword: Gho-
mara gassas, Sagqa, Senhadja gass, gaddar, Iznasen gass, Nefusa quss, Siwa
gtam [N]. The Berber terms for this concept vary widely, and in many
languages an Arabic term exists side by side with a Berber term.

dig: The most widely attested Berber term is yaz. One also remarks Gha-
dames dbrak. Quite a number of languages only use an Arabic loan: Gho-
mara ahfor, Senhadja ahfar, Mzab ahfor, Nefusa ahfor, Siwa abhat [N].

fold: Two different Berber terms occur for this meaning: ddfss: Senhadja
adfas, Rif adfas, Snous adfas, Kabyle snafdas (S-M derivation with meta-
thesis), Figuig dfas, Mzab adfas, adfoz, Ouargla adfos, Ghadames dtfas; *adab
(or *a?dab) (Kossmann 1999:No 152): Tashelhiyt snudu (S-M derivation),
Mzab adi, Ghadames odab. In a few languages, a loan from Arabic appears:
Ghomara affu, Iznasen twa; Arabic loans are used alongside Berber forms
in more languages, e.g. Snous atna, Figuig twa.

hang: Most Berber languages use ayal (either underived or as a causative
derivation). In northwestern Morocco, Arabic loans appear instead: Gho-
mara, Senhadja allog. Arabic loans are not unusual elsewhere, used along-
side to the Berber form, e.g. Tarifiyt asag, Snous eallag, Kabyle eallaq.

pour: There are quite a number of Berber words used for ‘pour’: dnyal
(Tarifiyt anya#, Kabyle, Figuig, Mzab, Ouargla, Nefusa anya/, Ghadames
dllan < dnnal < dnyal, cf. the Imperfective form andqqal), affay (Tashelhiyt
i, Iznasen ffay, Snous ffay, Awdjila affok), as well as other verbs (Iznasen
ar, Kabyle smir, ssurag, Mzab, Ouargla afsa, Mzab anfss, El-Fogaha suti). In
a number of languages, a loan from Arabic is used: Ghomara kabb, forray,
Siwa (Action Nouns) aforrdy, asalldg [N]. In many other languages, Arabic
terms are used in variation with Berber verbs: Tarifiyt farray, kabb, Iznasen
forray, Kabyle forray, Ouargla kubb.

pull: The basic action ‘pull’ is expressed by means of a loan from Arabic
in most languages in Morocco and Algeria: Senhadja a2bad, Tarifiyt azbad,
Iznasen 2bad, Snous azbad, astaf, Kabyle azbad, Figuig Zbad, Mzab azbad,
kkarkar, kkar, antar, Ouargla aZbad. In the far east, Siwa has borrowed the
same verb agbad [La]. Berber terms are attested in Tashelhiyt /di and in
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the Libyan varieties: Ghadames dnzay, Nefusa anzay, El-Fogaha anzay,
Awdjila anZay. While the general action is often expressed by a loan, most
languages have a special Berber verb for ‘drag over the ground’, zzuyar. In
Ghomara, the verb zzuy*ar is described as meaning ‘pull’; probably the
more specialized meaning ‘to drag’ is meant.

tear: The meaning ‘tear’ is represented by a borrowing in a number of lan-
guages: Ghomara ¢arrag, Senhadja sarrag, Tarifiyt sarrag (also Berber yas),
Iznasen Sarrag (also Berber ssayras, abzal), Kabyle sarrag, xarraq, xazzaq
(also Berber afii, ssaqras, ssayras), Figuig xarraq, Mzab $arrag, Ouargla
mazzag, Sarrak, axrak. The background of Tashelhiyt sxirri, skirri is unclear.
Other non-Arabic forms are Beni Snous sarwad, Nefusa akkas, El-Fogaha
akkas. One common Berber word seems to have been (ss-)ayras. This is the
same verb as the most common form for ‘slaughter’, dyras (+ dative com-
plement). It is very well possible that ‘slaughter (i.e. cut the throat) and
‘tear’ are basically the same term, slaughtering being described as ‘tearing
(the throat with regard) to an animal’. One can imagine that the polysemy
was considered unfortunate, and that the wide-spread borrowing of the
term ‘tear’ is a way of annulating the ambiguity.

throw: Arabic loans for ‘throw’ are found in northwestern Morocco: Gho-
mara sayyab, Senhadja siyyab, armi. Elsewhere Berber terms are preferred,
although Arabic forms often coexist with the Berber forms. In Awdjila,
only the loan ahdaf is attested.

untie: The meaning ‘untie’ is often expressed by verbs with the more gen-
eral meaning ‘open’, such as Senhadja, Snous argam, Ouargla ar, Nefusa
ar. A more specialized Berber verb seems to be dfsay ~ dfsaw, as found in
Tashelhiyt fsi, Tarifiyt fsi, Kabyle afsi, afsu, Mzab afsu, Ouargla afsu. There
is sometimes homonymy (or polysemy?) with the verb ‘to melt’, e.g. Tari-
fiyt fsi. This may be the reason that some Berber languages prefer loans
from Arabic: Ghomara fsax, Senhadja afsax, Snous afsax, Figuig fakk, Mzab
also facc.

Borrowings occur in all domains that were studied. In-group contexts,
such as household activities and agriculture, however, show less influ-
ence from Arabic than an out-group context such as the market place.
Regarding less context-bound verbs, such as verbs of cognition, move-
ment verbs and transitive actions, movement verbs (except ‘go’) seem to
be less affected by borrowing than the other categories. I would not know
an explanation for this.






CHAPTER FIVE

PHONOLOGY

Berber phonology has been influenced in several ways by Arabic phonol-
ogy. This is especially visible in the consonantal system, where Berber has
taken over a number of foreign phonemes, while in other cases ancient
Berber phonemes with low frequency have become enhanced into high
frequency consonants due to the influx of Arabic loanwords. The intro-
duction of new phonemes is mostly a side-effect of lexical borrowing.
However, one also remarks the use of foreign phonemes in certain forms
of word creation, especially in adding expressive value to pre-existing
word stems. The influence of Arabic on other parts of phonology is less
easily studied, as Berber and Maghribian Arabic have undergone a num-
ber of parallel developments in vocalic and syllabic systems, for which it
is impossible to determine the starting point,

The chapter starts with a short overview of the phonlogical systems of
Berber and Maghribian Arabic, and with the main internal developments
these have undergone. After this, the strategies of phonological integra-
tion and non-integration of Arabic borrowings are studied, followed by
a section about Arabic phonological influence upon the Berber part of
thelexicon.

51 PHONOLOGICAL SYSTEMS OF BERBER AND ARABIC

The phonological systems of ancient forms of Arabic (as attested in Classi-
cal Arabic) and Berber (according to reconstructions by Prasse and Koss-
mann) have many similarities, due to common heritage.

Vowels
In the vocalic system, Classical Arabic has a three-vowel system with
length opposition:
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In addition to this, Classical Arabic has two diphthongs, ay and aw. It is
very well possible that other pre-Islamic Arabic varieties had monoph-
thongs instead, i.e. ¢ and 60 (Drewes 1985), similar to many modern forms
of Arabic.

The vocalic system of proto-Berber (Prasse 2003) consisted of two or
three short vowels! and at least four long (also called: plain) vowels:

(1) u i u

The evidence for a ternary contrast in the short vowel system is not very
strong. Those languages that preserve a qualitative contrast in the short
vowel system (Tuareg, Ghadames and Zenaga) only provide compelling
evidence for a binary contrast (*s vs. *4). The evidence for a ternary con-
trast comes from the presence of labialization of velar consonants as found
in a number of northern Berber varieties (Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan
Berber, Ghomara and Kabyle). There are good reasons to believe that this
labialization is the historical residue of an ancient rounded short vowel
(Kossmann 1999a:42—59). However, is cannot be excluded that rounding
of the high short vowel was automatic in the vicinity of velars, and there-
fore not opposed to an unrounded variant.

The evidence for *e is stronger. It is found in a number of languages—
Tuareg, Ghadames and Siwa (Naumann 2012).2 As shown by Prasse (1984),
many of the Tuareg cases of /e/ and /o/ are due to vowel harmony. How-
ever, as argued by the same author in 1990 (Prasse 1990), this does not
explain all instances of /e/, nor do the vowel harmony processes explain
/e/ and /o/ in Ghadames and Siwa. In all languages that preserve /e/, it
appears in a number of well-attested morphemes, viz. the nominal femi-
nine plural morpheme *en, the marker of the negative perfective -e- (as
in *wdr yakrez ‘he did not plough), the plural form of the participle *nen
(in some varieties of Tuareg also -nin), and the non-low-vowel prefix of

1 Possibly the difference was qualitative rather than quantitative, as claimed for mod-
ern Tuareg by Louali (2000). Note however that Tuareg metrics put CvC syllables on a par
with Cv syllables, while treating Cv as a category on its own, suggesting that quantity is as
much a feature of the opposition as quality (Prasse 1972-1974:1, 126ff.).

2 It also appears in Tetserret (Lux 2011), but here it corresponds in most cases to *a,
while the reflex of *e appears to be i.
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the singular noun *e- (as in *e-ydf ‘head’).® Finally, one set of direct object
pronouns have e in Tuareg.

There is no compelling evidence for reconstructing *o. Tuareg o is
mainly the result of vowel harmony. Ghadames o, which appears under
entirely different circumstances, seems to be due either to a phonetic rule
*aw > o, or it is the regular outcome of stressed *a? (see Kossmann 2001
for details).

In the course of time, both Maghribian Arabic and northern Berber
have changed their vocalic systems considerably. These changes are to
some degree parallel, and have the following characteristics:

1. Reduction of the short vowel system
In all northern Berber varieties except Ghadames, the short vowels have
merged into one single element, schwa. Because of some of the develop-
ments sketched below, the oppositional value of schwa is low, and it is
in most cases (in Tashelhiyt always) predictible from the structure of the
word.

In Maghribian Arabic west of Tunisia, different mergers have occurred:

a. Merger of @ and { into 2. The vowel i is preserved in a number of cases,
especially, but in many dialects not exclusively, in the vicinity of velar
and uvular consonants (see below). This situation is found in most
Moroccan and Algerian dialects.

b. Merger of / and u into a single vowel ; retention of the opposition o—
d. This situation is typical for dialects spoken by Bedouins in Algeria
and, to a lesser degree, Morocco. Large-scale merger of the short high
vowels is attested in Bedouin dialects elsewhere in the Arab world (e.g.
Sinai, de Jong 2000:70—74), and the situation reflects more general pat-
terns in Arabic dialectology.

c. In a few dialects, all short vowels have merged into one single short
vowel; this has been shown convincingly for Jijel in Algeria (Ph. Mar-

¢ais 1956:35).

2. Transfer of rounding to adjacent velars and uvulars
According to the analysis by Kossmann (1999a), who follows the same
lines as other authors, labialization of velars and uvulars in Berber would

8 In Tuareg, this e could be the result of vowel harmony. This is not the case of the
Ghadames forms.
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be the historical consequence of the transfer of vocalic rounding to an
adjacent consonantal element, i.e. a form such as y-ak¥ar ‘that he steal’
would come from an ancient form *y-akiir.

A similar development is attested in Maghribian Arabic, where a short
rounded vowel in an open syllable is deleted (see below), but transfers
its rounding to an adjacent velar or uvular consonant. Thus forms such
as *yiraf ‘raven’ become y“raf (Tlemcen, cf. W. Margais 1902). Many
researchers extend this analysis to all cases of & in Maghribian Arabic,
pointing to the strong correlation between the presence of velar and
uvular consonants and the maintenance of *i (e.g. Voigt 1996, Heath
2002:192ff., Chtatou 1997, Elmedlaoui 2000). This is problematic in many
dialects, where u also appears in contexts not adjacent to a velar or a
uvular consonant, e.g. eting ‘neck’ and fiimm ‘mouth’ (Heath 2002:194; cf.
also the discussion in Behnstedt & Benabbou 2002, n. 30).

3. Loss of short vowels in open syllables and consequent resyllabification
As shown by the evidence from Tuareg, Ghadames and Zenaga, proto-
Berber allowed for short vowels in open syllables, as long as they were
not word-final, e.g. Iwellemmeden Tuareg tokabankabat ‘may she cover
entirely’. In northern Berber of Morocco and Algeria, schwa is not allowed
in open syllables; the situation in eastern Berber is less clear. Siwa Ber-
ber does not allow for schwa in open syllables (cf. Naumann 2012), while
Awdjila certainly does (van Putten fc.). Notations for El-Fogaha and Djebel
Nefusa Berber are difficult to interpret at this point, but suggest that a
short vowel is possible in open syllables in these languages too. In Zuwara,
short vowels are allowed in open syllables when they carry the accent,
otherwise they cannot appear, e.g. 33/ ‘go! (1pT:S)" vs. 3flat ‘go! (1PT:P)
(Mitchell 2009:37). The deletion of short vowels in open syllables some-
times leads to clusters with three consonants, that are considered unfor-
tunate in the language. In such situations, schwas are inserted in order to
simplify the cluster. Because of these processes, the position of schwa is to
a large degree predictable in Berber, and according to most researchers, it
is not phonemic in northern Berber (Galand 2010:76, Chaker 1983:43, etc.).
Kossmann (1995) points to difficulties with this analysis in all languages
except Tashelhiyt (which has an entirely different way of making syllables,
cf. Dell & Elmedlaoui 1985), and proposes phonemic status.

A different question, both relevant to Berber and Maghribian Arabic, is
whether it is fortunate to speak of a “vowel” schwa. More often than not,
in natural speech (but also in slower variants), the majority of schwas in
a sentence are not pronounced as a vowel (A. Basset 1952:8, Durand 1995,



PHONOLOGY 173

etc.). Still, speakers have a strong feeling for where a schwa should be, and
tend to note it with the vowel sign fatha in Arabic transcriptions. I have
observed consequent writings of fatha for schwa with speakers who had
never written Berber before. Thus, what is called schwa here is probably
best understood as a place in the word where schwa is possible (or, in
a different formulation, where the consonant is syllabic). Scientific and
naive native transcriptions tend to write this position by means of a vowel
sign; it it feasible to use other transcriptions, which may lead to a more
sophisticated analysis (e.g. Maas 2001, 2011:31—46). Still, the basic lack of
predictability of the place of these potential schwas remains the same,
and whatever the analysis that is used to describe the phenomenon, it
should account for this fact.

In Maghribian Arabic, similar constraints appear, which forbid the
presence of short vowels in open syllables. Different from Berber, how-
ever, there is little reason to doubt the phonemic status of schwa (or con-
sonantal syllabicity, Durand 1995), as its placement is a highly productive
way of distinguishing perfect verb forms from nominal forms (cf. Maas
2001:681f.), e.g. frag ‘he separated’ vs. forg ‘difference’. The deletion of short
vowels in open syllables leads to long clusters of consonants. Such clusters
are treated in different ways in different dialects. While in some dialects
they seem to be kept as such, other dialects have insertion of schwa, thus
giving the impression of a metathesis of the short vowel.

The main aim of this somewhat lengthy discussion is to show on the
one hand the degree of similarity between the Berber and the Arabic sys-
tems, and on the other hand to show that in both language groups the
present state is the result of innovation. It has often been claimed that the
developments in Maghribian Arabic are due to Berber substratum (Elmed-
laoui 2000, Chtatou 1997, cautiously Diem 1979:55). This is a vacuous claim
as long as we have no idea about the chronology of the developments in
Berber. It seems equally possible to consider the developments sketched
above as parallel developments, due to the close connections between
speakers of the two language groups (Maas 2002). In such a scenario, it
is impossible to determine in which language the development started.

In the long vowel system, both Arabic and Berber have undergone only
minor reshufflements. In most Maghribian Arabic dialects, the Classical
diphthongs are represented by monophthongs, ay by i and aw by a. Dia-
lects with a strong Bedouin flavor have ay (or dy) and aw (or aw), respec-
tively. Northern Berber, except Siwa and Ghadames, has merged ancient e
with i, leading to a tripartite system g, i, u. In Ghomara, ancient e seems to
have merged with a rather than with , as witnessed by forms such as the
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nominal feminine plural suffix -an < *en and asan ‘tooth’ < *esen (Tuareg
esen) (Mourigh fc.).

The development towards a three-vowel system in the long/plain series
may be considered parallel between Maghribian Arabic and northern Ber-
ber: as other Arabic dialects which have monophtongs instead of diph-
thongs rather use mid vowels (e, 0), the Maghribian situation stands out as
unusual. Northern Berber has merged ancient e and {, and one can specu-
late that an early variety of Maghribian Arabic had e and o, and that the
raising happened in connection with the Berber development.

Phonetically, the vowel systems of Maghribian Arabic and Berber are
similar. Thus the strong backing of full vowels in the vicinity of a pharyn-
gealized consonant is shared by both language groups, and the highly flex-
ible pronunciation of schwa, depending on phonetic context, is also found
in Berber and Arabic. Phonetic length is also a point of convergence. At
least in Morocco, full vowels are pronounced with similar length in Berber
and Arabic, with long to half-long variants in word-internal position and
shorter variants in word-final and/or utterance-final position.

When it comes to central (or short) vowels, the main difference lies in
the presence of & in Maghribian Arabic, which is not found in any Berber
language. It seems that this phoneme is normally taken over as schwa
in loanwords, and, in the vicinity of velars and uvulars, possibly also as
consonantal labialization. In some verbal types (see 7.3.1.2), Arabic short
u is sometimes represented by plain u in Berber. In most Maghribian Ara-
bic and Berber varieties, the place of schwa is only to a certain extent
predictable from syllable structure. Berber varieties of this type have no
problem with the take-over of unpredictable schwa in Arabic words. Only
in Tashelhiyt, the place of schwa (or rather consonantal syllabicity) is
entirely predictable. In this variety, Arabic loans undergo exactly the same
syllabification processes as Berber nouns, and consonantal syllabicity is as
predicable in Arabic loans as in Berber.

Consonants

While the vocalic systems of ancient Arabic and proto-Berber were quite
similar, there were important differences in the consonantal system. One
should note, however, important similarities too. Both systems oppose
long consonants (in other terminologies geminate or tense consonants)
to short consonants (in other terminologies simple or lax consonants).#

4 There exist important debates as to the status of these oppositions. As phonetically
the opposition seems to be carried mainly (but not exclusively) by consonant length, the
term long consonant will be used here. Cf. Galand 2002a [1997]:147-164.
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Another parallel is found in the existence of pharyngealized (also described
as uvularized or emphatic) consonants in both language groups. This fact
poses some thorny historical questions. It is widely assumed that Semitic
originally had ejective consonants, and that these developed into pharyn-
gealized consonants in Arabic. In Berber, some arguments (albeit not very
strong) have been brought forward for an ancient ejective pronunciation
(cf. Kossmann 1999a:218, fn. 57). Whatever the solution to this question,
language contact does not seem to provide the key. In Arabic, the pha-
ryngealized pronunciation is found in all regions, and is therefore geo-
graphically and chronologically independent from contact with Berber.
In Berber, pharyngealization is also found everywhere, including Tuareg,
which has undergone only slight influence from Arabic. Moreover, the
inherited Berber set of pharyngealized consonants (d and z) is different
from the Arabic set, which makes a contact scenario highly improbable.

The ancient Arabic system had the following consonants (based on
Classical Arabic):

=

lab dent
stop +v —ph b
-v —ph
+v +ph
-v +ph
fric +v —ph
-v —ph f
+v +ph
-v +ph s
nasal n
rhotic r
lateral [
semivowel y w

v pal vel uvu  phar glottal®
j ?

g
k q

) N'N-&H&m
“c
=
=

QI

3

The Classical pronunciation given here may not represent (every) pro-
nunciation practice in the ancient Arabic world. Thus, ¢ may have been a
lateral fricative [%] (Steiner 1977). This pronunciation may have existed
in Andalusian Arabic (as witnessed by its reflexes in Spanish), but there
are no indications that it also occurred in northern Africa.

The proto-Berber system has been reconstructed as follows (basically
Kossmann 1999a with additions). Phonemes between brackets only had
restricted incidence:

5 The abbreviations used in this and the following table are as follows: alv = alveolar,
dent = dental, lab = labial/labiodental, pal = palatal, ph = pharyngealized, phar = pharyn-
geal, v = voiced, vel = velar.
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lab dent alv. pal vel uvu phar glottal

stop +v —ph (b) d g’ g ?
-v —ph t k> k

+v +ph d

-v +ph

fric +v —ph b z () y
-v —ph f s (s)

+v +ph Z

-v +ph

nasal

rhotic r

lateral l

semivowel y w

There is little evidence for the phonemes b, £ and s ; it is very well pos-
sible that they should be discarded from the proto-Berber inventory. The
opposition g¥/k¥ < > g/k is neutralized in pre-consonantal position. Pos-
sibly a deeper analysis would show them to be derived from one and
the same phoneme; the palatalization might have come from an ancient
adjacent [ (if such existed in the proto-language). The reconstruction of
the glottal stop is assured by Zenaga evidence (Taine-Cheikh 2004, Koss-
mann 2001). The evidence from Berber in pre-Islamic sources (esp. Latin
transcriptions of names) suggests that originally fwas pronounced [p], y
was pronounced [q] (transcribed c), and w was pronounced [g] ([g"]?)
(cf. the data in Murcia Sanchez 2011). The long counterparts of y and w
are stops in most varieties, gg and gg*, respectively. From the transcrip-
tion of Berber names in Arabic it is clear that the pronunciations f y and
w were already current at the time of the Islamic invasion. The element
reconstructed here as b has the reflex 4 in Tuareg and 6 in Ghadames. On
this consonant, see section 5.3.2.4.

Phonetically, the pronunciation of /t/ as assibilated [t*] is common to
many Berber and Arabic varieties; it is impossible to decide in which lan-
guage this pronunciation originates.

5.2 THE EARLIEST STRATUM OF LOANWORDS

The earliest stratum of Arabic loanwords consists of terms related to
Islam. They belong to a set of terms which were apparently forged by Ber-
ber missionaries at an early moment in the diffusion of the new creed (see
3.4). These loanwords show much stronger adaptation to Berber phonol-
ogy than other strata, and may reflect different pronunciation traditions
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of Arabic than common later on. The following three loanwords belong
to this stratum:

uzum ‘to fast’ < Arabic sam
zzall ‘to pray’ < Arabic salla
tamazgida ‘mosque’ < Arabic masgid

Few as they are, they show a number of remarkable correspondences. In
the first place, Arabic s is represented by z, something quite rare in other
words (see 5.3.2.1). In the second place, in tamazgida Arabic g is repre-
sented by g. This is different from what happens otherwise, where *g is
taken over as £ or g, reflecting the common Maghribian Arabic pronuncia-
tion. The pronunciation g of Arabic g is well-known from Egyptian Ara-
bic, as well as from some Yemenite dialects (Behnstedt 1985, map 2), and
seems to be old in the language (Woidich & Zack 2009). Its appearance in
this early loanword may therefore either reflect the pronunciation used by
the early missionaries in northern Africa or a Berber interpretation of the
unknown or uncommon sound [g].

5.3 LATER LOANWORDS

There are no convincing arguments for determining further chronologi-
cal strata in Arabic loanwords. As argued in section 2.6, degree of mor-
phological integration is not directly linked to anciennity of the loans.
The case for phonological arguments is somewhat stronger. One might
assume that loanwords that have undergone certain phonetic changes
that were also undergone by the Berber part of the lexicon would rep-
resent an older stratum than those that have not. Thus, the Figuig Ber-
ber development g > y is found in the loanword yszzar ‘to slaughter’
(< Moroccan Arabic gazzar), which would represent an older stage than a
loanword such as lgafalt ‘caravan’ (< Moroccan Arabic [=gafla), where g is
retained. While basically plausible, there are some complications. In the
first place, bilingualism with Arabic is wide-spread in Berber societies. As
a consequence, Arabic loanwords in Berber may remain associated with
their source, and therefore be excepted from the Berber development (or
swiftly replaced by the original). The contrary is also possible: when a
certain Berber development has been applied in a consequent manner
to Arabic loanwords, new loans can be taken over according to similar
patterns. Le., even after the completion of the sound shift, speakers are
able to establish correspondences between Arabic loans in their language
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and the original form of these forms. When an Arabic word is taken over,
it is easily “berberized” according to these conventional correspondences,
and recent loanwords may be subjected to ancient sound laws without
phonological necessity. Thus, as shown by Chaker (1984) and others, in
those Berber varieties where short stops have become fricatives (so-called
spirantization), there is an exceptional group of non-spirantized short
stops. For example, in addition to the regular contrast d — dd in Kabyle
there also exist words which have single d. The historical background of
such forms is diverse—a major source are ancient long consonants which
have lost their length. As a consequence, the phonemic system has a triple
contrast d — d — dd. When an Arabic word with d is taken over in such a
language, it would be easy to keep the original form, as d is already a pho-
neme of the language. This opportunity is normally not seized, and most
Arabic loanwords have their d being taken over as ¢ in Kabyle.

The phonological criterium is therefore less strong than one might
expect. In the following there will be no attempt at a general stratifica-
tion of Arabic loanwords.

The presentation in the following is divided in two parts. First, the way
Arabic elements undergo Berber-internal innovations will be shown. In
the second part, the fate of those Arabic consonants that did not occur in
proto-Berber will be sketched.

5.31 Arabic Loans and Berber-Internal Innovations

The road from the proto-Berber system to modern varieties has been
long, and in the meanwhile many local phonological innovations have
occurred. Some of these are probably pre-Islamic in nature, e.g. the devel-
opment *» > b [_C, a development from which only Zenaga, Ghadames
and Djebel Nefusa are exempted (Kossmann 1999a:114). Others are very
local. The application of Berber-internal innovations to Arabic loans may
hide the Arabic origin to a certain degree. Thus, it may not be immedi-
ately clear to a superficial observer that Tarifiyt ggifat ‘night’ has to do
with Arabic layla (Moroccan Arabic lila), nor that tabift ‘stepdaughter’
represents Arabic rabiba (Moroccan Arabic rbiba).

Spirantization

The most conspicuous of all localized Berber sound shifts is the change of
short stops to (flat) fricatives, accompanied, where possible, by advanc-
ing the place of articulation. This development is known as spirantization
in Berber linguistics. It is found in a large area ranging from Morocco to
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Tunisia, in dialects spoken north of the 33rd parallel, as well as, to some
degree, in Mauritanian Zenaga. It is absent from Tashelhiyt (except for
some Anti-Atlas varieties, which may constitute independent innova-
tions), Tuareg and Libyan Berber, as well as in most Algerian oasis dialects.
Its geographical spread, in addition to some questions pertaining to the
interpretation of ancient inscriptions, have led some scholars to suggest a
very ancient history for this phenomenon (Vycichl 1975). As the extension
of the phenomenon cuts across any reasonable dialect groupings (Koss-
mann 1999a), I prefer to consider it a post-proto-Berber innovation. Still,
its spread over such a large territory suggests an early development, and it
is probably a pre-Islamic feature of northern Berber.6 The main develop-
ments in spirantization are as follows:

*b
*d
*t
*d
*k

*

9

(thereby reverting, a.o. the earlier development *b > 6 /_C)

V V. V V V V

QX1 T 1 IS

Some later developments locally lead to merger with other phonemes:

> h

$
v (locally also 2)

NSTRESEL

Spirantization does not apply to all consonants everywhere. It broadly fol-
lows an implicational hierarchy: VELARS > ALVEOLARS > BILABIALS, i.e. a
language which has spirantization of bilabials, also has spirantization of
alveolars and velars, etc. In parts of Morocco and western Algeria, velars
are spirantized, but the other consonants are not. This is the case of Figuig,
as well as of southern Central Moroccan Berber. Spirantization of b is least
common, but still widespread over the Middle Atlas, the Rif and Kabylia.

In Arabic loans, there is a remarkable difference between the treatment
of bilabial and alveolar stops on the one hand, and velar stops on the
other. In the relevant Berber varieties, alveolars and bilabials are regularly
spirantized in Arabic loans. Exceptions are rare, and mainly concern very
recent loans, it seems, although this is often difficult to prove. Examples:

6 One remarks the gross overlap between the extent of spirantization in Berber and
the realm of the Roman Empire in northern Africa. As the weakening of stops (esp. voiced
stops) is a well-known feature of vulgar Latin, this may not be coincidental.
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Kabyle dowwax
atboae
adhu
labraq

Tarifiyt rgaedat
rbit
deof

bnadam

CHAPTER FIVE

< dawwax
< thae
< dha
< l=abraq

< [=goeda
< [=bit
< deaf

< bnadam

‘to faint’

‘to follow’
‘to turn out’
‘lightning’

‘plateau’
‘room’

‘to be weak’
‘human being’

With velars, the plosive pronunciation is retained in many cases. In Kabyle
and in Tarifiyt, about half of the velar stops in borrowings undergo spiran-
tization, while the other half keep their original pronunciation, e.g.

Kabyle aksaf
akaddab
okru
agadd’ar

amkan
kassal
lkas

Tarifiyt mras
taseaft
sra
amsan
tayazzat

Fkattan
kayyaf
kta
kammar

< ksaf
< kaddab
< kra
< gozzar

< mkan
< kassal
< [=kas

< mlok
< kagba
< kra

< mkan
< gzira

< kattan
< kayyaf
< ktor

< kammal

‘to uncover’
‘liar’

‘to hire’
‘butcher’

‘place’
‘give a massage’
‘glass’

‘to marry’
‘ankle’

‘to hire’
‘place’
‘island’

‘cloth’

‘to smoke tobacco’
‘more’

‘to finish’

In Figuig, which only has spirantization of velars, spirantization of Arabic
loans is proportionally even weaker than in Kabyle or in Tarifiyt. Only
seven cases have been identified where Arabic £ is taken over as s; in all
other cases, £ is maintained (on g, see 5.3.2.3):

Figuig tasurt
tasrart
harras
amsan
Imaswas
ssbaras

< kura

< harrak
< mkan
< maswak
< barak

‘ball

‘carded wool not yet put in a spool’”
‘to stir’ (cf. Figuig harrak ‘to gallop’)
‘place’

‘tooth cleaner’

‘to go on a gratulating visit’

7 Cf. Egyptian Standard Arabic kurrariyya ‘spool, bobbin, reel’ (Wehr 31976:818).
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The seventh term has a more complicated history: Figuig asdif ‘rug’. With-
out the application of spirantization, the form would have been *-kdif.
This form, in turn, shows the common Berber substitution of Arabic ¢ by ¢
(see 5.3.2.2), and derives from an Arabic form £tifa, which, in turn, comes
from gtifa with voice assimilation. The nomadic Arabic form gtifa is cog-
nate with Classical Arabic gatifa ‘velvet'. Note that the Figuig spirantiza-
tion was applied to a loan from a nomadic dialect (otherwise g would
have been preserved), putting the loan after the advent of nomadic Arabic
in the region.

In addition to these seven terms with spirantization, Figuig Berber has
dozens of Arabic loanwords in which £ is maintained.

Local innovations

There are many phonological changes in Berber, which are more or less
strictly localized. In general, Arabic loanwords are subjected to the same
changes as Berber words. To some degree this may be due to the fact that
the loanwords were already present at the time the phonological change
occurred. This is not the only possibility. After the completion of a sound
shift, a bilingual speaker establishes correspondences between the shape
of Arabic loanwords in Berber and the shape of the corresponding items
in genuine Arabic. Such a correspondence may lead to the conventional
application of the sound change with new borrowings.

In order to illustrate this, one example will be given, Tarifiyt, which has
undergone major sound changes concerning *1 and *r. In their most com-
plete form (cf. Lafkioui 2007 and Kossmann 1999b for dialectal details),
the following has taken place:

> i8

1t > ¢

1 > 88

*r > r ([r]) when followed by a plain vowel

*r > vowel lengthening/lowering when not followed by a plain vowel
*rr > t ([r]) + changes in the quality and/or quantity of adjacent vowels

8 <> is an abstract notation of a consonant with many phonetic realizations in Tarifiyt.
In a number of dialects it is a rhotic approximant or fricative, in others it is a palatalized
tap, while in still others it is a rolled consonant, opposed to the tap which corresponds
to *r in pre-vocalic position. In still other dialects, the difference between *r and *1 in
pre-vocalic position is realized in the quality of the adjacent vowel rather than in the
consonant itself, cf. Lafkioui (2007), Louali (2002), Kossmann (1999b).
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exx.*lum > fum ‘straw’
*ayyul > ayyur ‘donkey’
*allun > aggun ‘tambourine’
*ultma > uéma ‘my sister’
*ali > ari ‘go up!” (pronounced, a.o. [eri])
*ru > ru ‘weep!
*ari > ari ‘esparto grass’ (pronounced [ari])
*frad > Jad ‘sweep!’
*Surdu > $odu ~Su‘du ‘flea’
*iSarri > isari ‘ram’

The dating of these changes is unknown. There are good reasons to assume
that at least part of them had already taken place by the mid-18th century.
They occur in the now-extinct Tarifiyt dialect spoken in the ancient city
of Arzew (Algeria), which probably represents an immigration in the mid-
18th century (Biarnay 1911:6). This is a good terminus ante quem, but no
terminus post quem has been established yet.

Arabic loanwords are regularly subjected to the rules above, e.g.

[=flus > raffus ‘money’

xalt-i > xaci ‘my maternal aunt’
Sfallah > afaggah ‘farmer’

l=luz > gguz ‘almonds’

hraq > haq ‘to burn’

[=abhar > Fabha ‘sea’

(=kursi > 7kasi, Fku‘si ‘chair’

This is also the case of many loanwords which post-date the 18th century,
such as loans that stem from the colonial period, e.g.

l=kuri > rkuri ‘stable’ (< French curée)
l=muyyi > rmuyyi ‘port’ (< Spanish muelle)
marmita > mamita ‘pot’ (< French marmite)
tambar > tamba ‘postage stamp’ (< French timbre)

However, in other cases, the original pronunciation is maintained, giving
,, Il in the case of the laterals, and 7 [r] in the case of Arabic and European
1 eg.

yallay > tayallast ‘kettle’

[=bala > lbala ‘shovel’ (< Spanish pala)
platanu ‘banana’ (< Spanish pldtana)

[=xatar > Ixatar ‘danger’
sarbisa ‘beer’ (< Spanish cerveza)
purki ‘because’ (< Spanish porque)

l=kar > lkat ‘long-distance bus’ (< French car)
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Sometimes doublets occur, in which the forms that preserve [ and r are
best interpreted as recent secondary borrowings as compared to the older
form, e.g. lkitab and Fastab ‘book’, in which the first one represents a faith-
ful borrowing from Standard Arabic, while the second shows a number of
Berber changes. Similarly, in Driouch, I was told that the word ‘panther’
could be pronounced nnmar (the same pronunciation as Moroccan Arabic
n=nmar) or nnma—the last one was considered typical for older people.?
In some cases, this has led to semantic specialization, as in the Arabic
word [=mal ‘possessions’, which occurs in two forms: /mal ‘possessions’
and #mar* ‘cattle’.

Biarnay (1917:506ff.) provides evidence for the existence of loanwords
which preserve [ in pre-colonial Tarifiyt. Many of his examples contain
l{lah ‘God’, a term which is only reluctantly altered in Islamic societies.
Among the other examples he gives, lla ‘no!, mlih ‘good’ and taxlast ‘tea
pot’ (corresponding to modern tayallast [Q]) are still in use. It seems
from his presentation, however, that the number of loanwords contain-
ing [ has increased over the last century. In fact, many of the loanwords
which nowadays have / in urban Nador Berber (Kossmann 2009b), derive
from Standard Arabic, and may have entered the language through formal
education.

This is only one example of a local sound change affecting loanwords.
Many others could be adduced, showing similar processes and problems.

5.3.2 The Integration of Foreign Phonemes

As shown above, Arabic has a number of phonemes that were foreign
to Berber when the languages first came into contact: s, ¢, x, g, & and .
In addition to this, § and 2 were (at best) rare in Berber, while 6 was
restricted mainly to pre-consonantal contexts in some dialects, and very
rare in other dialects (cf. Kossmann 1999a for details). In addition, Arabic
also has a number of long consonants that do not exist in Berber, viz. ss,
dd (or, in some dialects, dd), xx, yy, hh and ee. Most of these phonemes
have been taken over as such, and have thus been added to the Berber
phonemic systems.

9 It was added that the word was well-known in the region as it is also the name of a

type of matches.
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5.3.2.1 The Fate of's and ss

Proto-Berber only had one pharyngealized sibilant, z (long: zz).1° In
reconstructible Berber words, s only appears in a few words as a voice-
assimilated version of g, e.g. Tashelhiyt uskay (next to the rare form uzkay)
‘ereyhound’ (cf. Kossmann 1999a:182, N° 516).

In the earliest stratum of loanwords, Arabic s is taken over as z: zzall <
sala and ugum < sam. These two (very salient) loanwords have induced
many comments as to the “regular” substitution of § by z, e.g. Laoust
(1932:26): “[z] correspond ordinairement en Siwi, comme dans la plupart
des dialectes, au e des mots arabes passés au berbére”. In reality, the
number of other examples with § > z is extremely small.

Beyond the first-stratum loanwords, the main example is the word
‘chick peas’, which has z for s in a great number of Berber varieties: Cen-
tral Moroccan Berber lhimz, Tarifiyt #himz, Iznasen lhimag, Figuig lhimaz,
Kabyle lhommag, Ouargla lhomm™ag, Ghadames dlhimmaz, Siwa lhdmaz.
In Maghribian Arabic the word appears in a large number of forms, which
all have s. Corresponding to Classical Arabic himmis and himmas (Lane
1863-1893:1/2—643) there are forms with short vowels and gemination,
such as Marrakech hammas and Sidi Bel-Abbes hummiis (Madouni-La
Peyre 2003). These forms, which are most similar to those found in Egyp-
tian and Levantine Arabic, are typical of dialects belonging to the second
(Hilalian) stratum, cf. also Hassaniyya hammoas (Taine-Cheikh 1989—1III,
467). In first-stratum (pre-Hilalian) Arabic dialects, there are two types:
first, forms which have gemination and a full vowel, such as Fes hommus,
Chefchaouen hammaus ~ hammis ~ hitmmis (Moscoso 2003:314) and Tang-
ier httmmis, and, second, forms with a short vowel and no gemination, e.g.
Rabat hams, Tlemcen hums, Algiers (Jewish) hdms, Jijel hams (Ph. Marcais
1956:78), Tunis hiim’s (Singer 1984:509), and Takrouna Aums (W. Margais
& Guiga 1925-1961:11-936).!! The Berber forms basically reflect the Hilalian
type in Algerian and Libyan Berber, while they have a pre-Hilalian shape
in Morocco. The Moroccan Berber forms have the vowel ( (himz). At this
place of the word, the vowel is not attested in any Maghribian Arabic

10 In view of the pronunciations in Zenaga ([65]) and Tetserret ([s¥]) it may have been
voiceless in proto-Berber. In the region that concerns us, only the voiced pronunciation is
found. As Arabic s is normally not changed to 2, this sound change (if it happened at all)
must have taken place before the intensivation of Arabic-Berber contact.

11 If not noted otherwise, examples are from Prémare 1993-1999:11-225 or from W. Mar-
¢ais 1911:268.
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variety, but, assuming that Arabic short { was interpreted as a full vowel
in Berber, it corresponds to Andalusian Arabic hims (Corriente 1997:66,
138). The Andalusian link does not help us in understanding Berber z:
Although occasional voicing of s is attested in Andalusian Arabic (Cor-
riente 1977:50), there is no reason to posit it for this word. Moreover, 2
also appears in Berber forms with gz that do not go back to *Aims, such
as Kabyle lhammagz and Siwa lhamaz. Thus the origin of z in this word
remains unexplained. It is not possible to attach the word to the earliest
stratum of Arabic borrowings (let alone that chick-peas have no obvious
relationship to spreading the Islamic creed), as it retains the Arabic con-
sonant 4. However, as s is only taken over in Berber as z in a few words,
its presence over a large territory must be the result of diffusion rather
than of independent borrowing. One may assume that at a certain stage
Andalusian-type Arabic hims was taken over as lhimz (with irregular voice
assimilation?), and spread all over northern Berber. Eventually, in Algeria
and Libya, the word shape was partially adapted to the local Arabic vari-
eties, yielding lhammagz and the like, while the original, non-Maghribian
form was retained in Morocco.

Other examples of z < s are rare and, at least in some words, Arabic
dialects show the same change, as is the case of Siwa zaffor ‘to whistle’,
adduced by Laoust (1932:26), which appears in Jijel Arabic as zaffar (Ph.
Margais 1956:10).

Normally, s is taken over as such in Berber.!? As a result, it has become
a full-fledged phoneme in all northern Berber varieties. Examples:

Kabyle fassal ‘to cut into pieces’
subb ‘to go down’
asaggad ‘hunter, fisherman’
ashu ‘to be clear (sky)’
saffor ‘to whistle’

Tarifiyt sohh ‘to be healthy’
ssboh ‘morning’
saffa ‘to whistle’
xsa ‘to rot’
xaggas ‘to pay’

12 Tt may be clear, therefore, that there is little use in blaming Berber influence for the
voiced rendering of Arabic 2 in a number of loanwords from Andalusian Arabic in Ibe-
rian Romance, as proposed by Corriente (2002:108).



186 CHAPTER FIVE

5.3.2.2 The Fate of d and t and Their Long Counterparts

In their native part, most Berber languages have a single voiced phoneme
d (or d in spriantizing languages), which has a voiceless long counterpart
i, e.g..

Kabyle azd (Aorist)—zatt (Imperfective) ‘to weave, to plait’

In reconstructible native words, voiceless single ¢ only occurs as the result
of voice assimilation, e.g. Ghadames atkur (Aorist)—dokkur (Imperfective)
‘to fill'. This is different from most Maghribian Arabic varieties, which have
an opposition ¢ — dd (or d — dd according to the dialect)!® vs. ¢t — #¢, e.g.:

Mor. Ar. fdah ‘he revealed’ faddah ‘one who cannot keep a secret’
ftor ‘he took breakfast’ fattor ‘he gave s.o. breakfast’

The situation is complicated by the fact that a number of Berber varieties
have ¢ rather than d in their native lexicon. This is found in a wide scat-
tering of dialects, without much geographical concentration: the dialects
of the Dades (Central Moroccan Berber), Ghomara, some Eastern Middle
Atlas dialects, Lesser Kabylia, Djebel Nefusa, Awdjila and Siwa. The dis-
tribution cuts across all major dialect divisions in northern Berber, which
suggests that the variation predates the formation of the dialectal blocks
as found these days. Whatever the deeper historical background, it is
quite probable that the dialectal distribution of ¢ and ¢ has changed in the
course of time, and ¢ may have been more common than it is nowadays.
This is suggested by Arabic renderings of Berber tribal names, which have
t instead of the ¢ found in the modern Berber pronunciation, e.g. Ara-
bic Bni Mtir corresponds to Berber Ayt Ndir (a tribe in the Middle Atlas).
One also remarks the use of the Arabic letter ta? to write words which
nowadays have ¢ in the medieval orthography of Berber. Van den Boogert
(2000:363) explains that this is because, at that time, in the Maghreb Ara-
bic d was pronounced as an interdental or lateral fricative. This is very
well possible—Spanish loans from Arabic suggest that ¢ had a lateral ele-
ment in Iberian Arabic too, e.g. alcalde < al-gadi—but it could also be
that the variety of Berber represented by the medieval texts simply had ¢.

In a number of Maghribian Arabic dialects, d (< *d and *d) and ¢
have merged. This is found in first-stratum (pre-Hilalian) dialects: in Jijel

13 The ancient opposition ¢ - d (i.e. 42 vs. ) has not been preserved in any Maghrib-
ian Arabic variety.
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(Algeria) and its surroundings, in a less than regular fashion in north-
western Moroccan dialects (Tangier, Tetuan, Branes, Mtioua...) and in
the Jewish dialects of Sefrou (south of Fes) and Tafilalt (in the southeast)
(Heath 2002:159). The dialects in question are adjacent to Berber lan-
guages which also have ¢: Jijel borders on Eastern Kabylia, and northwest-
ern Moroccan Arabic on Ghomaran Berber. The Tafilalt dialect is not far
away from the Dades valley. There is no doubt that the phenomena are
connected; however, the nature of this connection is far from clear. Did
the Maghribian Arabic dialects take over the phenomenon from their Ber-
ber neighbors (but why this pronunciation in particular?) or do we have
Arabic influence on the Berber sound system here? In Andalusian Arabic,
there “are proofs of a pronunciation (...) as an unvoiced stop (...), at least
sometimes” (Corriente 1977:47). In addition, Corriente also points to “hints
of an alternative voiced pronunciation of /t/ within Sp[anish]Ar[abic]”
(Corriente 1977:39). In view of the philological difficulties involved, it is
impossible to assess the relevance of these phenomena to the northern
African situation.

An interesting, but difficult to interpret, piece of evidence is provided
by the pan-Moroccan Arabic loanword sifat ‘to send’. There exists no
doubt that this is a loan from Berber (Pellat 1950), cf. Central Moroccan
Berber ssifd ‘to send’. Heath (2000a) shows that in Muslim Arabic dia-
lects of Morocco the verb always has ¢. Jewish Moroccan Arabic dialects,
on the other hand, mostly have ¢, the exceptions being the northeastern
varieties (which are at many points closer to their Muslim neighbors than
elsewhere in Morocco) and the Jewish dialects of the Tafilalt, where ¢ is
the regular reflex of Arabic d. In the present state of affairs in Berber
and Arabic, this is highly remarkable. Why should ¢ be found in a loan from
a language which normally has d into a language which has an opposi-
tion between ¢ and ¢? One may construct several scenarios. The first is
that the pronunciation ¢ was formerly much more wide-spread in Berber
than nowadays, and that this Berber pronunciation was simply taken over
by dialectal Arabic (but why differently in Jewish dialects?). In another
scenario the merger of ¢ and d was formerly much more wide-spread in
Arabic, and Berber d was subjected to this merger in the same way as d in
Arabic words. Later, the influence of Arabic varieties with an opposition
between ¢ and ¢ pushed back the merged pronunciation to a few regions.
However, as sifoat had no Arabic form with ¢ to compete with, ¢ was
retained. The Jewish Arabic variants with ¢ then would represent dialects
that never underwent the merger d > ¢, or that were so intimately linked
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to Berber speakers that they undid the merger in this word according to
the same process that took place in the Arabic part of the lexicon.1*

In the Berber languages that have d (or d) in their native part, there exists
a strong tendency to replace Arabic single ¢ by d (or d), e.g. in Tarifiyt:

Tarifiyt axayyad < xayyat ‘tailor’
ggaqqad < l=loqqat ‘pincers’
edas < etas ‘to sneeze’
taqidunt < gitun ‘tent’
draq < tlag ‘to let go’
xda < xta ‘to miss’
rafdua < l=aftur ‘lunch’ (MAr: ‘breakfast, lunch’)

There are also loans which maintain ¢. In Tarifiyt, most of these seem to be
fairly recent, as shown by their lack of phonological integration elsewhere
in the word, e.g. [xatar < [=xatar ‘danger’ (instead of **7xada). As a result
there are a number of doublets, some with and some without semantic
differentiation, e.g.

Tarifiyt ylat ~ yrad < ylat ‘to make an error’
xtob < xtob ‘to preach the Friday sermon’
xdab < xtab ‘to ask the hand (of a girl)’

A similar situation is found in most other languages, e.g. in Kabyle which
has d as the normal rendering of Arabic ¢, even though a minority of forms
preserve ¢, e.g.

Kabyle adabbal < tabbal ‘tambourine player’
qgadrani < gatran ‘tar’
amyabad < mrabat ‘marabout’
due < tae ‘to obey’

The relative numbers of one or the other rendering differ from language
to language. For example, in Ouargla, { seems to be more frequent than ¢
as a reflex of Arabic ¢, e.g.

Ouargla dowwaf < towwaf ‘make s.o. go around’
tabas < tabas ‘to bend (the head)’
tohhar < tohhar ‘to perform the ritual ablutions’
tya <tya ‘to be arrogant’
tras < tros ‘to be deaf’

14 According to some authors, the majority of Jewish dialects would originally stem
from communities in the High Atlas, which took refuge there during the Almohad persecu-
tions, v. Chetrit 2007, Lévy 2009.
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The Arabic long consonant dd can become ¢t in loans, e.g.

Tarifiyt ttram < d=dlam ‘darkness’

Kabyle Ifotta < l=fodda ‘silver’
ttalom < d=dalom ‘wrong-doer’
ttmana < d=d(a)mana ‘security’

However, dd is not unknown, e.g. Kabyle ddig (~ ttig) ‘melancholy’.

In Berber languages that have ¢ in their native words, Arabic d (or d)
is often taken over as ¢. In the following examples from Nefusa (Beguinot
21942:20), which is not spoken in the vicinity of an Arabic {—dialect, one
must assume a process of substitution of Arabic d (or rather d in view of
its pronunciation in local Arabic) by ¢:

Nefusa albdeat < [=baed ‘some’
yantif < ndif ‘it is clean’
ahfat < hfad ‘to preserve’

As noted by Beguinot, Nefusa also has many loans which preserve d, e.g.

Nefusa ahdor < hdor ‘to be present’
dayyaf < dayyaf ‘to receive as a guest’

5.3.2.3 The Fate of Arabic q

In pre-Islamic Berber, g did not exist as a short consonant. Long gg, on the
other hand, was (and is) the regular long counterpart of short y. In Classi-
cal Arabic, g and gq are full-fledged phonemes, different from y and yy. In
Maghribian Arabic dialects, ¢ may undergo several changes. In dialects of
the first stratum (pre-Hilalian), its reflex is mostly ¢. In a number of these
dialects ? is found instead: Tlemcen, the Muslim city dialects of Tangier,
Tetuan, Fes, Meknes and Taza, as well as some rural northwestern Moroc-
can varieties (Heath 2002:142, Behnstedt & Woidich 2005:65 with map). It
is also typical of many Moroccan Jewish dialects. As shown by Behnstedt &
Benabbou (2002:55), the glottal stop variety is loosing ground to ¢ in
Morocco and may have been more common formerly. East of Tunisia and
west of the Nile, g is only regularly found in some of the Egyptian oases,
esp. in Farafra (Behnstedt & Woidich 2005:41). The second wave of Arabic
immigrants (the Hilalian stratum) spoke a dialect which had mainly g as
its reflex of g. Most present-day dialects of the Maghrib have lexically-
determined variation between g and g corresponding to Classical Arabic
g. Depending on the dialect, one of the two is more or less predominant, cf.
the discussion in Heath (2002:141ff.). Following Heath (2002), the abstract
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notion “cognate of Classical Arabic ¢” will be represented by Q, while g
stands for the pronunciation [q].

As in Berber gq is the long counterpart to y, one might have expected
that Arabic Q was taken over as y. There is hardly any evidence for this,
however. The only well-attested word that would be a candidate is yar ‘to
shout, to read’, which is similar to Classical Arabic gara? ‘to read aloud,
to read’. This verb is attested in virtually all Berber varieties, including
Tuareg. There is in fact little evidence that the word is a loan from Arabic.
In the first place, it belongs to a verb class which integrates only very few
Arabic words. In the second place, the basic meaning ‘to shout, to call’
does not correspond to the most general Arabic semantics, and does not
look like an extension of ‘to read (aloud)’ either. Therefore it is appropri-
ate to consider yar either an Afroasiatic heritage (i.e. a distant relative of
gara? rather than its offspring) or a loan from Punic or Hebrew (see 3.2).
If it is a loan from Arabic, it is best categorized under the early Islamic
loans.

Other cases of y < g are probably due to analogical reformation. E.g. in
Kabyle, the verb anyab (also angab) ‘to peck at’ comes from Arabic angab.
Apparently, y has been constructed on the basis of the Berber Imperfec-
tive form nagqgab, and the regular Berber pattern Perfective y—Imperfec-
tive gg has been implemented. The fact that the semantics of ‘to peck at’
entail usage in imperfective contexts rather than in perfective contexts
makes this analogical reformation understandable.

In (varieties of?) Tashelhiyt, the voiceless reflex of Arabic Q is merged
with the long consonant gq, which is part of the inherited phonemic
system. In this language, there is one phoneme which is normally pro-
nounced [q:], it seems (see however Galand 1988:215, who has ¢ and gq
as different phonemes in Tashelhiyt). This ambiguity is revealed in poetic
metres, e.g. in 18th century Tashelhiyt: while with all other consonants,
short and long consonants are treated differently in the metre, the pho-
neme q ~ gq can be counted both as a short and as a long consonant (van
den Boogert 1997:245—246).

All other Berber varieties oppose ¢ to gg, and thus have introduced the
foreign phoneme ¢ into the language.'

The different pronunciations of Q in Arabic have led to different
reflexes in Berber, although the pronunciation 7 is never found in bor-
rowings. At this point there exists a remarkable inconsistency between

15 The situation in Awdjila may be different, as ¢ also appears regularly in some native
words.
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the pronunciation prevalent in surrounding Arabic dialects and the forms
of the borrowing in Berber. With a number of exceptions,'¢ Berber variet-
ies are spoken in regions surrounded by second-layer Arabic dialects (i.e.
dialects which basically have g). In spite of this, in most Berber variet-
ies the reflex g is quite common in Arabic loanwords, cf. the following
loans in Ouargla Berber, a variety entirely surrounded by nomadic Arabic
dialects:

reflex g reflex g

Ouargla gaddad  ‘to cut in pieces’  agbal ‘to accept’
aglab ‘to turn over’ agda ‘to finish’
lgur ‘circle of people’  agla ‘to roast’
lagrab ‘wallet’ lgum ‘children’

To some degree, the presence of g instead of g can be understood as influ-
ence from citadine or classical Arabic, due to long-distance contact and
education, e.g. in words like Ouargla lgahwat ‘café’, lgandart ‘bridge’, lqgars
‘lemon’, lgayad ‘caid’. However, in most cases, there is no independent clue
to consider a certain term with ¢ a borrowing from a citadine dialect.

The use of g where one would have expected g is found in a large
number of Berber varieties. The following examples illustrate the fate of
the related verbs Qlob ‘to turn over’ and Qallob ‘to turn over’, which nor-
mally have g in Arabic second-layer dialects (cf. Oranais glab and gallab;
Madouni-La Peyre 2003:420):!7

Central Mor. qlab ‘to turn over, to plough’

Tarifiyt qrab ‘to turn’

Iznasen qlab ‘to turn over’

Beni Snous qlab ‘to plough’

Kabyle qlab ‘to turn oneself over, to return’
Figuig qlab ‘to turn over, to till the soil’
Gourara qlob ‘to turn over’ (Boudot-Lamotte 1964:542)
Siwa aqlab ‘the fact of turning’ (Souag 2010:432)
Tashelhiyt gltb ‘to turn over’

Mzab goallab ‘to turn over’

Ouargla aglab ‘to turn over’

For Siwa, Souag (2009a) has shown that the regular correspondent of
Arabic Q is g. This is unexpected for two reasons. In the first place, the

16 The main exceptions are Ghomara and Senhadja Berber, some western Tarifiyt vari-
eties, and Kabyle.

17 In the meaning ‘to search for’, gallob with g is common in all dialects, cf. Madouni-La
Peyre 2003:421; Heath 2002:143.
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surrounding Bedouin Arabic varieties all have g in a rather consequent
manner. In the second place, in urban varieties of Egypt, such as Alex-
andrian and Cairene Arabic, ¢ is not found as a reflex of Q. Instead, ?
is found in Cairene Arabic, while in old-fashioned Alexandrian speech
there is variation between 7 and g (Behnstedt & Woidich 2005:49). This
leads Souag to posit the former existence of a local Siwan Arabic dialect
which was characterized, among others, by the reflex ¢ for Q. He points to
the existence of ¢ in the Arabic dialects of the other Egyptian oases (esp.
Farafra and, to a lesser extent, Dakhla, Behnstedt & Woidich 2005:41).

The former presence of Arabic g—dialects in regions where g—dialects
are spoken nowadays could very well explain the frequency of ¢ as a reflex
of Arabic Q in other Berber varieties as well. However, different from Siwa,
there is little additional evidence for this, neither as regards the history
of the region, nor in the language. Historically, one may assume (with
Lévy 1998) that Arabic was spoken in several places along the major trade
routes where it has now been replaced by Berber or by nomadic Arabic
dialects. The introduction of ¢ in loanwords could be linked to this former
presence of first-stratum dialects.

Linguistically, there is one important additional piece of evidence: the
fate of the word ‘time’ (Ar. waQt) in Berber dialects of Morocco and West-
ern Algeria. In Maghribian Arabic, the cognate of Classical Arabic waqt is
normally waqt or wakt (< wagt). The g-variant is clearly dominant with this
word, irrespective of the further profile of the dialect. In north-western
Morocco, however, a variant with x instead of ¢ is found, e.g. Tangier
waxt ‘time’, fuyax (< fi Payy waQt) ‘when’ (W. Marcais 1911:419, 492; Heath
2002:481; Prémare 1993-1999:X1I-242). In Berber, (/=)waQt has been bor-
rowed as a noun, but also appears in adverbs expressing time, such as
‘now’ and ‘then’ (combined with deictic clitics), and conjunctions such
as ‘until the moment that’, e.g. Iznasen ilagg=u ‘now (moment=PROX)’;
ilagg=anni ‘at that time’ (moment=ANP); Figuig alaxt=ann ‘until (until.
time=ANP)’".

As expected, in many varieties the Q of /waQt has been taken over as
q or g, e.g. Figuig, Ouargla lwaqt ‘time’. However, in a number of Berber
varieties one finds forms with x:

Tarifiyt (War) Tux= ‘moment’

Tarifiyt (Q) Foxx= ‘moment’

Figuig alaxt=onn  ‘until’

Gourara uxt=inni ‘when’ (Boudot-Lamotte 1964:539)
Mzab llaxt, lwaxt  ‘time, moment’ (~ lwaqt)

Nefusa lwaxt ‘time, moment’ (~ lwaqt)
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In present-day northern Africa, Arabic forms with x are confined to the
first-stratum dialects of northwestern Morocco. Outside the Maghrib they
are attested in Anatolian Arabic (Jastrow 1978:40). This suggests that they
represent a dialectal feature brought from the east, and not a Maghrib-
ian innovation. The Berber forms occupy a much larger territory than the
Arabic forms, in a broad line stretching from the Rif towards the south-
east until reaching Gourara and the Mzab, as well as some dialects in
Tunisia and western Libya. x-forms are absent in the Tashelhiyt—Central
Moroccan continuum, and in the dialects of northern Algeria (including
Beni Iznasen, which has ilagg= ‘moment’). The presence of this form in
Berber varieties that are spoken thousands of kilometers away from the
present-day Arabic dialects which have it, strongly suggests that the type
of Arabic it represents used to be more wide-spread formerly. The waxt
forms occur in some of the most strictly first-stratum Arabic dialects in
northern Africa. Thus the presence of (/)waxt in Berber confirms the pres-
ence of first-stratum Arabic dialects in regions where they are no more
spoken today, especially in the Sahara. The preservation of the irregular
outcome of Q in waxt thus provides a link to the pronunciation of Q as g
in Berber varieties that are no more in contact with pre-Hilalian Arabic.

The former presence of first-stratum Arabic dialects does not explain
all instances of Berber g for Arabic Q. This is shown by the loanword gae
‘totally’. In many Berber varieties, this term has g¢:

C. Moroccan qqah ‘all, totally’
Tarifiyt (Q) qas ‘totally’
Iznasen qas ‘all, totally’
Figuig qas, qa ‘all, totally’
Gourara gag ‘entirely’
Mzab gag ‘all’
Ouargla gag ‘entirely’

This is remarkable, as in dialectal Arabic the word gae ‘entirely’ is typi-
cal of second-stratum dialects. It only appears in first-stratum dialects
when borrowed from a second-stratum variety, e.g., gae in Tlemcen. As a
consequence, in dialectal Arabic, the word only occurs with g and Arabic
**gae ‘entirely’ with g is unattested. The explanation for the Berber forms
with g mirrors the change in the type of Arabic surrounding the Berber
varieties. At a certain moment in time, Berber was in contact with first-
stratum Arabic, and took over words with g. When in the course of the
Middle Ages nomadic (second-stratum) Arabic came in and the relevant
first-stratum Arabic dialects were abandoned, Berber speakers noted that
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dialectal Arabic g was equivalent to g in borrowings in their language. In
view of the association of the g—pronunciation with Qur'anic reading, this
may have constituted a reason for pride among speakers of Berber. When
new Arabic words were taken over in the language, this equivalence was
extended to them, and Arabic g was substituted by g. A a result, in most
cases, it is not possible to distinguish genuine first-stratum loanwords
(where the source language had ¢) from later loans with substitution of
g by g, but in a case like gae the process shows up very clearly.

In addition to forms with g, there are also forms which show g. In most
languages these seem to be late, and often they have a strong nomadic
flavor about them, e.g. Figuig lgafalt ‘caravan’, gawwad ‘to guide’. The late
insertion of these terms is also shown by the fact that Berber g < Q rarely
undergoes the same phonetic changes as native g. This is especially clear
in Mzab and Ghadames. In these varieties, Berber g has mostly been pala-
talized, e.g. Mzab agni ‘to sew’ (< agni), igur ‘to walk’ (< igur). In Arabic
loans, ¢ is often found representing Arabic g (gim), but never representing
Arabic Q. In this case, the pronunciation is always g, e.g. Mzab garrab ‘to
approach’, agla ‘to roast’.

Similar arguments can be adduced for dialects more to the west, such
as Tarifiyt (Q) and Figuig, where Berber g has become y. With few excep-
tions (see below), Arabic g < Q is maintained, e.g. Tarifiyt 7goedat ‘plain’,
rgihh ‘pus’, asag ‘to hang up’ (cf. Classical Arabic rasaqa), ngaz ‘to jump’.

There is an important difference between the fate of g < Q and another
type of g, which is found in Moroccan Arabic. In this dialect, Z (maybe
at that stage still pronounced as ¢) was changed to g when followed by a
sibilant later in the word (cf. W. Marcais 1911:xiv), e.g. Classical Arabic gays
‘army’, Moroccan Arabic gis, Classical Arabic gazzar ‘butcher’, Moroccan
Arabic gazzar, Classical Arabic galasa, Moroccan Arabic glas (cf. Heath
2002:136ff.). In Tarifiyt and Figuig, borrowed words with g < ¢ may undergo
spirantization, e.g. Figuig ayszzar ‘butcher’ (< gozzar < gazzar), Tarifiyt
(Q) tayazzat ‘island’ (< *tagazzirt < gzira < gazira).

On the other hand, the great bulk of borrowings with g < Q in these dia-
lects do not undergo spirantization. There are a few terms that go against
this tendency. Above, the special case of Figuig asdif ‘rug’ < ktifa < gtifa
< gtifa was already studied. Another case is Qadra ‘earthenware pot’ (cf.
Classical Arabic gidra), which gave Tarifiyt (Q) tayduat ‘milk jug’ (Mourigh
p.c.), Beni Snous taydurt ‘pot’ and Figuig taydurt ‘earthenware pot’. There
are similar forms in dialects without merger of g and y, e.g. Central Moroc-
can Berber tagdurt and Kabyle tagdurt. The presence of g in the Kabyle
form is unexpected, as Arabic Q is represented in a very consequent
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manner by ¢ in this language. In some other varieties, forms with g are
attested, e.g. southern Central Moroccan Berber agduh (Azdoud 2011:78),
Gourara taqdiht (< *taqdirt) ‘pot’ (Boudot-Lamotte 1964:543; the vowel
i may come from the Arabic diminutive). The Berber form of the word is
unusual from another perspective too. In Arabic, the corresponding noun
is Qadra without a plain vowel. The plain vowel u only comes in in the
plural of the noun, i.e. Qdur. As a consequence, the history of this noun
is unclear—it seems to represent an early introduction of an Arabic word
on the basis of a variety with g for Q.

Both asdif and taydurt allow for an alternative explanation. In some
first-stratum Jewish Maghribian Arabic dialects Q regularly becomes
k (Lévy 2009:314ff., Heath 2002:142). The Figuig form asdif could come
immediately from such as form (i.e. a$dif < Ar. *ktifa), while taydurt would
represent regressive voice assimilation (ie. taydurt < tagdurt < takdurt
< Ar. *kadra). The main problem with these derivations is that there is
no further evidence for influence of Arabic dialects with g > k£ on Berber.

In some nomadic Arabic dialects in Algeria and southern Morocco,
Q becomes g and y becomes g, e.g. in nomadic dialects of the Mzab region
bga ‘to stay’ (Classical Arabic: bagiya), bga ‘to want' (Classical Arabic:
baya) (Grand’henry 197626, 100). In the Berber varieties spoken in the
same regions, the pronunciation g of *y never occurs in loanwords, i.e.
Arabic y always appears as y, e.g. Mzab Berber lyanim ‘sheep herd’, Mzab
nomadic Arabic gldm ‘sheep’ (Grand’henry 1976:16), Mzab Berber labyal
‘mule’, Mzab nomadic Arabic b°gal ‘mule’ (Grand’henry 1976:101).

In Tarifiyt and in Figuig one sometimes finds g representing Arabic x.
This is probably an instance of the use of ¢ in expressive substitution of
consonants (see section 5.4). Examples:

Tarifiyt agannin  ‘snot’ < Mor. Ar. xnuna ‘snot’
Figuig qbas ‘to claw’ < Mor. Ar. xbas ‘to claw’
Figuig tigasba  ‘plates of the palm tree’ < Mor. Ar. xasha ‘piece of wood’

A similar history may lie behind Figuig agbur ‘old’, no doubt representing
the Arabic root KBR ‘to be big’, cf. also Mzab akbur ‘old’.

Due to the native Berber correspondence between short y and long
qq, the long segment yy is not reconstructible for proto-Berber. It is dif-
ficult to trace the fate of Arabic yy in the Berber languages, as it only
rarely occurs in borrowed vocabulary. In these few cases, it seems that
yy remains yy, e.g. Kabyle tmayy¥al ‘have a certain illness because of lust
or jealousy (donkey, horse)'.
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5.3.2.4 The Fate of Arabic x, h and €

There was no phonemic correspondent in Proto-Berber to the Arabic con-
sonants x, £ and ¢, nor to their long counterparts. The pronunciation x
probably existed in Berber before the advent of Arabic as an allophone
of y before voiceless consonants (mainly s it seems) and in final position
(Kossmann 1999a:236—242); cf. the following assimilated native forms in
Beni Iznasen Berber:

Iznasen adaxs ‘colostrum’ (cf. Ayer Tuareg eddyds)
tixsi ‘ewe’ (cf. Ayer Tuareg teyse)
axs ‘to want’ (cf. Imperfective gqas)

The three Arabic consonants in question are always taken over as such
in the northern Berber varieties, as illustrated by the following loans in
Beni Iznasen:

Iznasen lbattix  ‘melons’  fuh ‘to smell’  iZdoe ‘foal’
ddaxxan ‘smoke’  lobhor  ‘sea’ asoseal  ‘big fire’
xdom ‘to work’  haff ‘to shave’ eum ‘to swim’

Only in one widespread borrowing ¢ has been lost. From Arabic bardaea ~
bardaea, which is the normal term for ‘donkey’s saddle’ (orginally it meant
‘cloth of a certain kind which is put beneath a certain type of camel’s
saddle’, Lane 1863-1893:1, 186), northern Berber varieties have: Central
Moroccan Berber tabarda; Tarifiyt (Q); Beni Iznasen tbarda; Beni Snous
tbarda (also: tibardast); Kabyle tabarda; Figuig tbarda; Ouargla tbarda;
Djebel Nefusa tabardd. Tuareg—normally not a great borrower from
Arabic—has a similar form: tdbarde ‘quilt’ (note that donkey’s saddles
often consist of quilt-like blankets). Ritter (2009:11, 147) cites Rossler with
a derivation from Latin tabardum. As far I can see, this word only occurs
in post-antique Latin in the meaning ‘tabard’. Both the meaning and the
late attestation of the term point against the Latin derivation.

5.3.2.5 Some Rare Berber Consonants Strengthened by Arabic
In addition to Arabic consonants which probably had no direct counter-
part in Berber, there are several consonant phonemes, which had a mar-
ginal existence in Berber, but were strengthened by the introduction of
Arabic loanwords. This concerns two sets of consonants, b and 4 on the
one hand, and § and £ on the other.

Proto-Berber had a consonant *b or *h, which in northern Berber has
been lost, but survives as 4 in Tuareg and as b in a number of Libyan
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varieties (Ghadames and Awdjila). According to the analysis in Kossmann
(1999a:131), the consonant would have been pronounced [f] (or some-
thing similar)!® originally. When immediately followed by a consonant, it
developed into b in most varieties (incl. Tuareg). Only in Ghadames and
Awdjila the original pronunciation b (or v) was retained, while in Zenaga
and Djebel Nefusa, *» became w before a consonant (for further details,
see Kossmann 1999a). In other positions, *b was lost or altered in north-
ern Berber, except Ghadames and Awdjila, even though different effects
on vowels according to the dialect sometimes betray its former presence.
The original pronunciation of the consonant is a matter of debate. While
Kossmann (1999a:131), following earlier analyses by Otto Rossler and Fran-
cesco Beguinot, argues that it must have been labial in nature, Karl-G.
Prasse (1969) reconstructs * in the contexts where Tuareg has /. Rossler
(1964) and others have pointed to the apparent complementary distribu-
tion of Tuareg 4 and b. In fact, there are only few cases of pan-Berber b in
other than pre-consonantal contexts—i.e. the contexts where *b would
have become [b] according to Kossmann (1999a). This puts a strain on the
reconstructibility of *b as a phoneme different from *b in Proto-Berber.
Kossmann (1999a:126-130) provides a number of exceptional b’s, which
shows that there are at least some words that reconstruct as *b rather
than *b.

b must have been rare in non-pre-consonantic position in Berber when
Arabic came in. As a result of large-scale borrowing from Arabic, b is now-
adays found in all positions.

The question of / is related to that of *b. As mentioned above, according
to Prasse (1969), the proto-phoneme in question would be reconstructible
as a glottalic rather than as a labial consonant. As £ is currently found in
Tuareg, whatever its reconstruction in Proto-Berber, it is very well possible
that the pronunciation 4 also existed earlier in (parts of ?) northern Berber.
There are a few arguments in favor of this. In the first place, 4 appears in a
few words of Berber origin, especially in northwestern Moroccan varieties,
e.g. Senhadja de Srair tahala ‘well.!® In the second place, Arabic transcrip-
tions of Berber words, as well as Arabic loans from Berber, often have the
consonant 4. When this happens in initial position (e.g. Moroccan Arabic

18 Louali & Philippson (cited in Lux 2011) reconstruct a voiceless bilabial fricative [¢].
There seems to be no reason to reconstruct a voiceless fricative, as Tuareg # is voiced [f]
phonetically.

19" Cf. also the north-eastern Middle Atlas toponym tahla (‘Tahala’), which probably
contains the same etymon.
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harkus for arkas ‘(old) shoe’), one may argue that 4 represents the softer
vocalic onset typical of Berber in comparison to Arabic ? (cf. also van den
Boogert 1997:127). In other positions, this argument does not hold. Thus
one finds forms such as salham ‘trousers’, sonhaza ‘tribal name’ (modern
Berber iznagsn and similar), which suggest that, at a certain moment in
time, or at certain localities, Northern Berber had 4 in post-consonantal
position. This feature may have been lost quite early. Ibn Khaldiin points
out the difference between the Arabic and the Berber form of the tribal
name sanhaza, and considers the presence of 4 a way of adapting the
word to the Arabic structure.2? As there seems to be no structural need in
Arabic for such an adaptation, it looks more promising to assume that the
form sanhaza reflects an earlier form of the Berber word. By the time of
Ibn Khaldan, / had been lost in the Berber form, and only survived in the
conventional Arabic rendering of the name. It is impossible to prove that
these medieval /'s represent *b. Most do not have a cognate in the vari-
eties where *b is still visible; where they do, the evidence is ambiguous.
harkus corresponds to Zenaga tarkdss ‘sandal’, with a long vowel, which
regularly corresponds to *b. However, in the same language, there is no
trace of *b in agnug (/aznag/) Zenaga person’ which is the same etymon
as Arabic sanhaza. Finally, Senhadja tahala, in a language where *b is nor-
mally not preserved intervocalically, corresponds to tala ‘type of well’ in
Ghadames, a language which preserves *b otherwise.

The phoneme £ also exists in Arabic, although it is not very frequent.
Berber languages take over this phoneme without much problems.

The problem of § and 2 is somewhat less complicated.?! As shown in
Kossmann (1999a:219—235), reconstructible words with § and 2 are rare.
Moreover, only few of these words are generally attested in Berber, and
most are shared by only a small number of varieties. Cases of $§ and 22 may
be analyzed as resulting from *sy and *zy, respectively, clusters otherwise
not found in proto-Berber. It is therefore doubtful that § and £ existed as
phonemes when Berber came first into contact with Arabic. The massive
influx of Arabic words with § and 2 (= ») established he phonemic char-
acter of these sounds in modern Berber beyond any doubt.

20 In de Slane’s translation: “Les Sanhadja sont les enfants de Sanhadj, nom dont la pre-
miére lettre doit recevoir dans la prononciation un léger mélange du son du z, et dont la
derniére lettre [le dj] est un k se rapprochant du g. Entre I'n et 'a du méme mot, les Arabes
ont inséré un A, afin de 'adapter au génie de leur langue” (Ibn Khaldoun 1852-1856:11, 2).

21 The situation in Awdjila is different, as in this language native s and z are often
represented by § and 2.
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5.4 THE USE OF ARABIC SOUNDS IN NON-ARABIC WORDS

The introduction of Arabic lexicon constitutes the main source of Ara-
bic sounds in northern Berber. In addition to this, numerous non-Arabic
words in northern Berber also contain Arabic sounds. This is connected
to expressive formations.?? In Berber, new expressive forms of words, or
new words with expressive connotations, often emerge on the basis of
existing vocabulary by the addition of consonants, or by the substitution
of a consonant by a more “expressive” consonant. Expressive elements
are mostly put in front of the non-expressive stem. Nait-Zerrad (2002)
provides a useful overview of the types of expressive prefixes attested.
Such prefixes mostly consist of a single consonant, or of a consonant fol-
lowed by [, r, n or &. Expressive prefixes are found everywhere in the Ber-
ber world. One feature of these prefixes is that they frequently contain
consonants that are either borrowed from Arabic (g, x, 4, €), or that were
rare in Berber before the beginning of Arabic-Berber contacts (b, §, 2). It is
difficult to say whether this is an effect of articulation place ( fand g are
also well-attested in expressive formations), or whether the foreignness
of the sound contributed to the intended expressive effect. The following
examples illustrate the use of the loan phoneme £ (alone or together with
other elements) in expressive formations in Kabyle:

Kabyle habruras ‘little hail’ cf. abruri ‘hail
ahasraruf ‘high rock’ cf. asruf ‘big rock’
shirzdal ‘to limp’ cf. rragdal ‘to limp’
ihantad ‘plants with sticking fruits’  cf. antad ‘to stick to’
hhizwar ‘to rivalize (in play)’ cf. zwir ‘to precede’
tihadmort ‘breast of small animal’ cf. idmaran ‘breast’

Different varieties may use different expressive consonants, as illustrated
by the noun aCVdar ‘somebody who limps’, derived from adar ‘foot’ (Nait-
Zerrad 2002:367): Tashelhiyt abidar; southern Central Moroccan Berber
abastar, agutar (Amaniss 2009); Central Moroccan Berber aZidar ‘person
with one or two amputated legs’; Tarifiyt ahida, Kabyle aqudar, aqudar.
By nature, expressive formations are not expected to occur in basic
lexicon. However, historical loss of expressive saliency sometimes leads to
the presence of expressive forms in non-expressive lexicon. This has hap-
pened on a large scale with nouns denoting the body parts ‘head’, ‘mouth’,

22 The term expressive is deliberately left vague.
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and those related to the trunk of the body, e.g. (mainly from Kossmann
1999a:247):

‘head’ < iri ‘neck?
Kabyle agarruy
‘mouth’ < imi ‘mouth’ (e.g. Tashelhiyt imi ‘mouth’)

Tashelhiyt axmum ‘face’, Central Moroccan agmu ‘mouth, snout’,
agammum ‘snout’, Senhadja agammum ‘mouth’, Tarifiyt agommum
‘mouth’, Iznasen agammum ‘mouth, throat, Snous agammum
‘mouth’, Figuig agammum ‘face’, Metmata agammum ‘mouth’,
Kabyle aqumum ‘snout’, Cf. also Moroccan Arabic gammuma,
gammuna ‘muzzle’, which is a loan from Berber.

‘back’ < arur(V) ‘back’ (e.g. Central Mor. aruru, Ayer Tuareg drori)
Central Moroccan aerur, Senhadja aerur, Tarifiyt asrua, Iznasen
agrur, Snous aerur, Kabyle aerur.

‘belly’ < adis ‘belly’ (e.g. Kabyle tadist ‘pregnancy’, Tashelhiyt adis, Figuig

tadist)
Tashelhiyt ahddassay (pej.), Central Mor. aeddas, aeddis, Senhadja
asaddis, Rif acaddis, Iznasen agaddis, Snous agaddis, Beni Menacer
agaddis, Metmata asaddis, Chaouia aeddis, Mzab acaddis, Ouargla
agaddis.

‘navel, stomach’ < abud ‘mavel' (e.g. Tashelhiyt abud ‘navel. Iznasen bud
‘lower part of a plant, bottom part’, Djebel Nefusa but ‘basis’)
Tashelhiyt ahbbud ‘stomach’, Central Mor. agabbud ‘stomach’,
tasacbutt ‘nmavel’, Senhadja tahabbut mavel, Tarifiyt tacabbutt
‘navel’, Iznasen taeabbutt ‘mavel, Beni Snous tagabbut ‘belly
beneath the navel’, Beni Menacer hacabut, hazeabut ‘navel’, Met-
mata tacebut ‘navel’.

‘hips’ < imaqqi (e.g. Medieval Tashelhiyt imqi, imaqqi ‘hipbone’)

Figuig tamaqqeayt ‘hip’.

Many non-borrowed words with borrowed consonants (e.g. £) do not
have a clear non-expressive counterpart in the language or in other vari-
eties, but still seem to convey expressive semantics, e.g.

=«

Kabyle hhaslulad,®® ahlussad, ahlussag, ahnussad, ahnissag ‘to be glibbery,
to slip’ ahdigar, hdibb™as, ahrirat, ahrittow ‘to be agitated’

The use of borrowed consonants in expressive formations sometimes
leads to morpheme-like properties of the expressive consonant (Galand-
Pernet 1987). This is illustrated by the following forms from Figuig (Koss-
mann 1997:121), where the preformative s- expresses “-ish”:

28 One may compare non-expressive forms such as Figuig lud ‘mud’.
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amoallal ‘white’ samlal ‘whitish’
adal ‘green’ sSadal ‘greenish’
awray ‘yellow’ Sawray ‘yellowish’
(cf. agakk*ay  ‘red’ lazway ‘reddish’)

The addition of a consonant is one way of achieving expressive effects.
Another way is the substitution of a consonant by another, more “expres-
sive” consonant. This involves especially the well-attested use of ¢ instead
of various other consonants, e.g. (exx. from Kossmann 1999a:243ff.):

Kabyle

Iznasen

Kabyle

Kabyle

nqugal ‘to sway’, cf. ngugal ‘id., taZgagalt ‘swing (for playing),
$$angal ‘to hang down’; Tashelhiyt ag*/ ‘to hang’.

gzizaw ‘to shiver (from cold)’, cf. rZiz ‘to tremble’.

aqzun ‘dog’ (gross word), Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Metmata: aqzin ‘dog’;
Seghrushen, Iznasen, Snous, Chenoua, Menacer agzin ‘puppy'. Else-
where this word is attested with g or £, e.g. Ghadames agzen, Tashel-
hiyt (Lakhsasi) igzin, Figuig agzin ‘puppy’.

agassad, agassud ‘firewood’, Iznasen agassud ‘stick, firewood’, Snous
aqssud ‘firewood’, Chenoua agsud ‘wood’, Menacer igssudan ‘wood’,
Metmata agssud ‘wood’, Figuig aqassud ‘wood’, Gourara aqassud
‘wood’, Siwa agsit, agattus ‘firewood’. Other languages have g or £,
e.g. Tashelhiyt akssud ‘stick, firewood’, Kebdana (Eastern Tarifiyt)
akassud ‘wood’, Chaouia agassud ‘small piece of wood'.






CHAPTER SIX

NOMINAL MORPHOLOGY

This chapter deals with the way Arabic nouns appear in Berber. It is shown
that they are partly integrated into pre-existing Berber patterns, and partly
form their own morphological class. This means that there exist to a large
degree parallel systems in nominal morphology, with Berber-morphology
nouns being treated differently from Arabic-morphology nouns. Much
of the chapter revolves around the question to what extent the paral-
lel morphologies interact. In the second part, elements of the semantic
distribution of integrated and non-integrated nouns are studied, and the
(marginal) presence of Berber nouns in the class of non-integrated Arabic
borrowings is indicated. The rather spectacular way that Ghomara Berber
borrowed Arabic diminutive patterns is treated elsewhere (section 8.4).

6.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE TWO SYSTEMS

The basic systems of nouns in Berber and Arabic present some isomor-
phism, which may be due to a common Afroasiatic heritage. In addition
to their lexical content. Maghribian Arabic nouns mark or contain the
following categories:

Gender

Like all varieties of Arabic, Maghribian Arabic has a binary opposition
between masculine and feminine nouns. The gender of a word can be
deduced from agreement in adjectives, pronouns, and verbs. Most femi-
nine nouns are marked by means of a suffix -a ~ -(2)¢ in the singular.

State

Classical Arabic has an opposition of state, distinguishing between a Free
State (FR) and a Construct State (cs). The cs is basically a device on the
head which signals that it is modified by a genitival suffix or phrase. In
Maghribian Arabic, Fr and cs are morphologically different in feminine
nouns with the suffix -a (FR) ~ -(2)¢ (cs) and in ancient duals in -in (FR) ~
-i (cs). The cs construction has become infrequent in many Maghribian
Arabic varieties, which prefer constructions with a genitival preposition.
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Number

Maghribian Arabic has a basic distinction between singular and plural.
This is partly expressed by means of suffixes, but mainly by means of
changes in the vocalic patterns of the noun. Plural formation is highly
irregular. A small number of nouns also have a dual form.

Definiteness
Maghribian Arabic nouns distinguish definite from non-definite nouns! by
means of the pre-cliticized article /=, which undergoes full assimilation to
following coronal consonants. Non-definite nouns are either unmarked,
or receive the indefinite element wahd al= (historically ‘one of the’).

The morphological structure of a Maghribian Arabic noun is as follows:

1. nouns with suffixal plurals:

(article) = Stem —  (suffix)
DEFINITENESS LEXICAL GENDER
NUMBER

STATE (mostly singular)

2. nouns with apophonic plurals:

(article) = Stem —  (suffix)
DEFINITENESS LEXICAL GENDER (only singular)
NUMBER STATE (only singular)
Examples:
kalb ‘male dog’ (STEM; FR=CS) kalb-a  ‘bitch’ (STEM-F:FR)
kalb-at  ‘bitch’ (STEM-FR:CS)

l=kalb ‘the dog’ (DEF=STEM) [=kalb-a ‘bitch’ (DEF=STEM-F:Fs)
klab ‘dogs’ (STEM:p; FR=CS) kalb-at ~ ‘bitches’ (STEM-F:P; FR=CS)
[=oklab  ‘the dogs’ (DEF=STEM:P) [=kalb-at ‘the bitches’ (DEF=STEM-F:P)

In Berber, the following categories are distinguished:

Gender

All Berber languages have a distinction between masculine and feminine
nouns. Feminine gender is expressed by means of initial - in the obliga-
tory nominal prefix, and in many words by means of a suffix -¢ (singular),
-in (plural). Gender is derivational: most nouns have a masculine and
a feminine form. For humans and higher animals, grammatical gender

1 For a thorough discussion, see Maas 2011:153ff.
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reflects natural gender, e.g. Iznasen ayyul ‘male donkey’ tayyult ‘donkey
ass’; in other cases it mainly reflects a difference in size. This is basi-
cally a relationship between neutral (masculine or feminine) forms and
diminutives (feminine) and augmentatives (masculine), e.g. Figuig mas-
culine fus ‘hand’, feminine tfussatt ‘baby hand’, feminine tmart ‘beard’,
masculine mar ‘enormous beard’. The gender of the neutral meaning is
lexically determined, and only the size meaning associated to the oppo-
site gender can be expressed; thus it is not possible to use gender deriva-
tion for expressing ‘little beard’, as the neutral term is feminine, while
one cannot speak of an ‘enormous hand’ by means of gender derivation
either, as the neutral term is masculine. In many cases, it is vacuous to
decide which pole of a size difference would be neutral, as in the case
of small and large pots, and the two forms seem to be lexicalized to a
certain extent.

“State”

Most Berber languages have a distinction between two forms. One is used
with non-topicalized subjects, after prepositions, and after a few pre-nom-
inal elements. This is called the Annexed State (état d’annexion, EA). The
other is called the Free State (état libre, EL), and used in all other contexts,
including citation. Some Berber languages, e.g. Kabyle, use the Annexed
State also with right-dislocated elements. In Ouargla and Ghomara, it is
only used after prepositions and numerals. There exists major debate on
the exact analysis of this opposition. Some scholars consider it an oppo-
sition of case, while others have a different analysis (cf. the overview in
Kossmann 2012a:67—71). The opposition of “state” does not exist in Zenaga
and Awdjila, and is not segmentally expressed in most Libyan varieties
and in Siwa. In several languages in the east, however, something similar
to the EA is expressed by accent shift (Brugnatelli 1986).

Number

Berber languages distinguish singular from plural. The opposition is
marked by two independent processes. First, many nouns have a change
in the vowel of the obligatory nominal prefix. Second, the rest of the
noun undergoes either vocalic changes, or suffixation, or a combination
of vocalic changes and suffixation.

The morphology of Berber nouns with the “state” opposition is basically
as follows. The situation is different in those dialects that do not have the
opposition, as well as in nouns lacking the opposition in dialects that have
it elsewhere.
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1. nouns with suffixal plurals:

Prefix — Stem —  (suffix)
GENDER LEXICAL GENDER
“STATE” NUMBER
NUMBER

2. nouns with internal plurals:

Prefix — Stem —  (suffix)

GENDER LEXICAL GENDER (only singular)
“STATE” NUMBER

NUMBER

Typical of Berber nouns is the presence of an obligatory nominal prefix,
that (ideally) encodes gender, “state” and number, e.g. Kabyle:

a-qgbayli ‘Kabyle’ (M; s; EL) ta-gbayli-t ‘Kabyle’ (F; s; EL)
w-agbayli ‘Kabyle’ (M; S; EA) t-aqbayli-t ‘Kabyle’ (F; s; EA)
i-gbayliy-an ‘Kabyles’ (M; P; EL) ti-gbayliy-in ‘Kabyles’ (F; P; EL)
y-aqbayliy-an ‘Kabyles’ (M; P; EA) t-aqbayliy-in ~ ‘Kabyles’ (F; P; EA)
a-yazid ‘rooster’ (M:S:EL) i-yuzad ‘roosters’ (M:P; EL=EA)
u-yazid ‘rooster’ (M:S:EA) i-yuzad ‘roosters’ (M:P; EL=EA)
ta-yazit-t ‘hen’ (F:S:EL) ti-yuzad ‘hens’ (F:P:EL)
tyazit-t ‘hen’ (F:s:EA) tyugad ‘hens’ (F:P:EA)

A special group of prefixed nouns is constituted by nouns which have a
zero-prefix (M) or simple ¢ (F) in the singular of the Free State, but else-
where have vowels where expected. Nouns of this type always start in a
single consonant followed by a plain vowel. They occur in Berber varieties
belonging to the Zenatic block, e.g. Figuig:

yazid ‘rooster’ (M; S; EL) t-yazit-t ‘hen’ (F; S; EL=EA)

u-yazid ‘rooster’ (M; S; EA)

-yazid-an ‘roosters’ (M; P; EL=EA)  ti-yazid-in ‘hens’ (F; p; EL)
t-yazid-in ‘hens’ (F; P; EA)

Such nouns are different from those which have no prefix at all (see
below).

Some elements in the prefix have a clearcut meaning, esp. ¢- ‘femi-
nine’, and a finer morpheme analysis of the prefix is possible (Kossmann
1997:71-75). Such analyses have to admit portmanteau elements (e.g. w-
‘masculine, annexed state, singular’), and their value is restricted in small
morphological units such as the Berber prefix. Therefore we shall remain
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here with an analysis in which the prefix is taken as a whole, and not
divide it into smaller components.

In addition to nouns with a (C)V- prefix with vowel changes according
to “state” and number, there exist nouns where the vocalic part does not
change. Penchoen (1973b:13) convincingly explains these cases as nouns
with initial stem vowels, e.g. Kabyle:

aggur ‘moon’ (M; S; EL) aggur-an ‘moons’ (M; P; EL)
w-aggur ‘moon’ (M; S; EA) w-aggur-an ‘moons’ (M; P; EA)
t-asa ‘liver’ (F; S; EL=EA)  t-asw-in ‘livers’ (F; P; EL=EA)

Most varieties in Libya and Siwa do not have “state” differentiation in the
prefix. In these varieties, a-forms of the prefix are quite frequent—in more
phonetic contexts than more to the west—, with dialect-specific lexical
and grammatical conditionings, e.g. in Djebel Nefusa, the prefix vowel is
usually absent in the feminine plural; however, the masculine plural usu-
ally has a prefix vowel (exx. from Beguinot 21942):

a-zuggdy ‘the red one’ (M; S)  i-zuggdy-an ‘the red ones’ (M; P)
u-fad ‘knee’ (M; S) i-fadd-an ‘knees’ (M; P)
ta-zuggdy-t ‘the red one’ (F; s) t-zuggdy-in ‘the red ones’ (F; P)
tu-nis-t ‘key’ (F; s) t-nas ‘keys’ (F; P)

yanim ‘reed’ (M; S) -yundm ‘reeds’ (M; P)

yass ‘bone’ (M; 8) i-ydss-on ‘bones’ (M; P)
t-maggi-t ‘ear’ (F; S) t-magg-in ‘ears’ (F; P)

Elsewhere in the east, other conditions for the absence of the prefix vowel
apply; e.g. in Awdjila, the vowel is also regularly absent in the M:p:

a-fus ‘hand’ (M; ) fiss-an ‘hands’ (M; P)

Berber nominal suffixes are portmanteau morphemes marking gender
and number. The main suffixes are: -t ~ -tt (F:s), -an (M:P), -in (F:P) and
the less frequent -an (M:P), e.g. Kabyle:

a-mallal ‘white’ (M; s; EL) i-mallal-an ‘white’ (M; P; EL=EA)
ta-moallal-t ‘egg’ (F; S; EL) ti-moallal-in ‘eggs’ (F; P; EL)
a-ly*am ‘camel’ (M; S; EL) i-loy¥m-an ‘camels’ (M; P; EL=EA)

6.2 INTEGRATED BORROWINGS

Berber languages have introduced lots of Arabic nouns. Morphologically,
borrowed nouns fall into two major classes: integrated borrowings, and
non-integrated borrowings (cf. already R. Basset 1906).
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Integrated borrowings have Berber prefixes and suffixes, and function
like any other Berber noun. Normally, only the Arabic stem is taken over.
The Arabic feminine suffix -a is substituted by the Berber feminine suffix
-t ~ -tt. The Berber prefix is attached to the stem and plural formation fol-
lows Berber patterns, as in the following Kabyle examples, deriving from
Arabic mahbus (M:S), mahbus-a (F:S), mahbus-in (P) ‘imprisoned’ and Ara-
bic s gadus (masculine) ‘tube’, p gwadas:

Masculine Feminine Masculine Feminine
S:EL a-mahbus ta-mahbus-t a-qadus ta-qadus-t
S:EA u-mahbus t-mohbus-t u-qadus t-gadus-t
P:EL i-mahbas ti-mahbas i-qudas ti-qudas
P:EA i-mahbas t-mahbas i-qudas t-qudas

‘male prisoner’  ‘female prisoner’  ‘tube’ ‘little tube’

Integrated borrowings function like normal Berber nouns. They differen-
tiate between Free State and Annexed State and they have derivational
gender, i.e. most masculine nouns have a feminine counterpart express-
ing natural gender or size, e.g. Figuig a-hbib ‘beloved (male)—ta-hbib-t
‘beloved (female) (< Ar. hbib, hbib-a); a-qdie ‘piece of meat'—ta-qdie-t
‘small piece of meat’ (Ar. gtie-a ‘small piece’); a-qlil ‘big type of can'—ta-
glil-t ‘smaller type of can’ (Ar. glil-a little can’).

6.21 Non-Integrated Borrowings: General Features

The second major category of borrowings from Arabic was called “non-
integrated” above. They do not receive Berber affixes (on the r:s suffix
see below), and keep their original plural formation. As in many Berber
languages borrowings of this type do not faithfully reflect Arabic patterns,
they have been coined “quasi-Arabic” in Kossmann (2009a). In the follow-
ing I shall remain with “non-integrated”, which also includes cases where
Arabic patterns have been taken over without major modifications.

The large majority of non-integrated borrowings include the Arabic
article /=. The forms of the article follow Arabic patterns, with assimila-
tion to a following coronal consonant, e.g.

Kabyle lofeal ‘fact, action’
[mal ‘cattle, riches’
ddheb ‘gold’
ttmana ‘security’
ssuq ‘market’

ssid ‘burned food’
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There is considerable variation in the treatment of £ and ¢, which may or
may not cause assimilation of the article, even within the same variety, e.g.

Central Mor. 22ib ‘pocket’
Zzud ‘generosity’
lzid ‘generous (person)’
zift ‘carrion’

Figuig zib ‘pocket’
[Zar ‘neighbor’
[Zammar ‘palm heart’
22has ‘donkey foal’
ZZarda ‘(public) garden’

In Arabic, the status of £ is ambiguous. In Classical Arabic the article
does not assimilate to /g/. In many Maghribian varieties, /g/ has become
coronal /z/, and, as a consequence, assimilation occurs in many dialects.
The exact background of the Berber vaccillation between assimilated and
unassimilated variants is difficult to explain.

In Siwa, assimilation also occurs with m, which may reflect a different
Arabic contact variety than the one spoken around Siwa nowadays (Souag
2009a),% e.g.:

Siwa ammayrab ‘Maghrib prayer
ammasrab ‘path’
ammarbat ‘rectangular bed in garden’

The Arabic article has no function in the Berber word and is best consid-
ered part of the word stem (see however below, section 6.7): Berber loans
of this type can have both definite and indefinite interpretation, e.g.

Central Mor. lbab  ‘a door, the door’ < Moroccan Arabic [=bab ‘the door’

In Maghribian Arabic, the majority of feminine nouns have the ending -a
(Free State), -(2)¢ (Construct State). Berber varieties have different ways
of dealing with this ending in non-integrated borrowings.

In Kabyle and Ghomara, feminine nouns of this type simply have the
ending -a. The non-integrated borrowing is identical with a definite Ara-
bic noun in the Free State, e.g.

2 Note that sporadic cases of assimilation to m and other non-coronal consonants are
attested eslewhere in Maghribian Arabic (Ph. Marcais 1977:162, Heath 2002:169).
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Kabyle

The other varieties regularly substitute the Arabic ending by a form -at ~

-t, e.g.

Tashelhiyt

Central Mor.

Tarifiyt

Figuig

Ouargla

Nefusa

Ghadames

Siwa

The ending -dt is also found in Tuareg loanwords from Arabic, although
-a is as least as common, e.g.

Ayer Tuareg

The choice of -(3)t in place of the Arabic suffix -a (FR) ~ -a¢ (Cs) also applies

ly*alta
ssabya
Ix*adma

lbhimt
[xdmt
[Ziht

leafit
loxdamt
ssaht

Fgaedat
Fxadmat
Fyabat

loksowt
[xadmat
leangrat

[musibat

Ixadmat
lagbalt

assalsalot
alyillat
azZamasat

dleaddt
dlhagat
azzawydt
ammarzunt
$Srafat

lagqablat
alqudrat
algissdt

CHAPTER SIX

‘error’

‘dark dye for hair, gall nut’

‘work’

‘pack animal’
‘work’
‘side’

‘fire’
‘work’
‘health’

‘plain’
‘work’
‘woods’

‘clothes’
‘work’
‘neck’

‘accident’
‘work’
‘prayer direction’

‘chain’
‘harvest’
‘assembly’

‘custom’
‘necessity’
‘Coranic school’

‘marriage basket’
‘old age’

‘prayer direction’
‘Omnipotence’
‘story, account’

to some grammatically masculine nouns, e.g.

Ar. [=bhima)3
Ar. [=xadma)
Ar. [=Ziha)

Ar. [=eafya)
Ar. [=xadma)
Ar. s=sahha)

Ar. [=goeda)
Ar. [=xadma)
Ar. [=yaba)

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(Ar. [=kaswa)
(Ar. [=xadma)
(Ar. [=¢tingra)
(Ar. [=musiba)
(Ar. [=xadma)
(Ar. [=qibla)

(
(
(
(
(
(

Ar. s=salsla)
Ar. [=yalla)
Ar. Z=Zmasa)

Ar. [=edda)
Ar. [=haZa)
Ar. z=zawya)

(CL Ar. al=qibla)
(CL Ar. al=qudra)
(CL Ar. al=qissa)

8 All Arabic forms cited according to Moroccan pronunciation.
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Figuig laewart ‘boy’ (Ar. eawra)*
Central Mor. loxlift ‘substitute’ (Ar. xlifa)

The substitution of -a by -(a)¢ is sometimes found where the Arabic final
a is not the feminine suffix, e.g.

Tashelhiyt ddunit ‘world’ (cf. Classical Arabic ad=dunya)

In spite of the preponderance of the ending -(2)¢ outside Kabyle and Gho-
mara, most variaties also have a minor category of loanwords where the
Arabic suffix is taken over as a. In Tarifiyt (Q), for example, loanwords
which can be proven to stem from the colonial period or later almost
always have -a. This is easiest shown in the case of European loan-
words which entered Tarifiyt through the medium of Arabic (Kossmann
2009a:204). Examples:

Tarifiyt Fbumba ‘bomb’

Zzarda ‘garden’
In other languages, it is more difficult to make such a historical stratifica-
tion, and the distribution of -a and -(2)¢ remains basically unclear.

The use of -at in combination with the Arabic article must be quite old
in Berber. This is shown by the wide distribution of the pattern, which
is found from the Atlantic coast to Siwa, and with Sunnite Muslims as
well as with Ibadhi groups. One cannot rule out that the pattern as such
was established during the early waves of islamization in the Maghrib. Of
course, this does not mean that every word with the pattern was borrowed
early; once a borrowing pattern is established, it can easily be applied to
new loanwords.

Early Berber sources suggest that the -a¢ + article pattern is indeed very
old. The unpublished 14th century Leiden fragment, from Morocco, has
(a)ttagat an ‘obedience to’ (Recto 1. 3). In the manuscript, the final ta?
marbita is accompanied by a sukin, proving it was realized with final [t].
The translation of the Mudawwana from Tunisia or western Libya (prob-
ably pre-dating the 16th century by several centuries) apparently writes
the Arabic ending as ¢a? or ta?, as shown in Brugnatelli’s interpretation
leurat ‘wife’, leurt=is ‘his wife’ (Brugnatelli 2011a:31), deriving from Arabic
al=eawra ‘the shame’. The most ancient source for Medieval Tashelhiyt,
the vocabulary by Ibn Tunart (also known as al-Qaysi, van den Boogert

4 The word takes up Arabic eawr-a ‘that part of the (human) body which in all modesty
should be covered (usually genitalia)’ (Harrell 1966:266). On the use of terms related to
shame for children, see p. 92.
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1997:103ff.), which dates from 1146 CE, is less clear. It has only few words
in non-integrated morphology—not unexpectedly, as the vocabulary was
geared towards the explanation of Arabic terms to a Berber audience. The
few relevant cases are ambiguous in their interpretation. Thus the term
which is [fsst lucerne’ in modern Tashelhiyt, and which has a dialectal
Arabic background, is written with normal Arabic tG? in some manu-
scripts (LA f. 14v.), but with ta? marbuta in other manuscripts (LQ f.24v.)
(van den Boogert p.c.). While plain ¢a? unequivocally transcribes ¢, ta?
marbuta may stand for -a or -(a)t. Both manuscripts postdate their source
by several hundreds of years, and even though they generally represent
medieval Berber orthography rather faithfully, one cannot rule out that
the plain ¢a? spelling represents a spelling change by the copyist. In any
case, one can be sure that the -at + article pattern dates back to at least
the 14th century CE.

The etymological analysis of the element -(3)¢ in non-integrated loans
is difficult. There are two candidates. In the first place, the Berber F:s suf-
fix -t comes to mind (Souag 2010:62). The problem with this identifica-
tion is its behavior in syllabification. The Berber suffix -t normally has
no schwa before it, and syllabification of the noun takes place as if the
suffix were not there, e.g. Figuig alyam ‘camel (male)—talyamt ‘camel
(female)’, not *taloymat. In non-integrated loans, the suffix almost always
has the shape -at, and -t only occurs after specific consonants, e.g. Figuig
lhasbat ‘pebbles’—not *[ahsabt. The element -at in non-integrated loans
cannot be identified with the alternative Berber F:s suffix -att, as is clearly
shown by languages with spirantization. In such languages, the Berber
suffix -a¢t is not spirantized (i.e. it remains -a¢¢ or is irregulary shortened
to -at), while the suffix -a¢ in non-integrated borrowings is spirantized (i.e.,
it becomes -at). The difference in behavior between -t and -at with respect
to syllabification is clearly shown by the presence or absence of certain
consonantal assimilations. For instance, in many Tarifiyt varieties, 7t (< lt)
becomes ¢, but no assimilation takes place when the two consonants are
separated by schwa (which is not always audible). As a result, feminine
nouns with Berber morphology show assimilation, while feminine nouns
with non-integrated morphology with -a¢, have unassimilated forms, e.g.

Tarifiyt tamaggac (< ta-maggar-t)  ‘egg’ (Berber morphology)
tizzad (< t-izggar-t) ‘kidney’  (Berber morphology)
ssansrat ‘spine’  (non-integrated)

(

ggirat ‘night’ non-integrated)
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The alternative etymology is the Arabic Construct State allomorph -t ~
-ot.5 As far as syllable structure is concerned, the Arabic Construct State
fits the Berber forms quite well. The basic form is -a¢, and forms without
schwa only appear under the influence of preceding consonants (e.g. r in
the case of Eastern Moroccan Arabic FR mra CS mart ‘woman’, FR matmura
cs matmurt ‘pit’), or, because of regular syncope, when the element fol-
lowing the suffix starts in a vowel (as, for example, with the 1S possessive
suffix -i).

This etymology suffers from a number of drawbacks. In the first place,
most Maghribian Arabic dialects only sparsely use constructions with
the Construct State, and prefer constructions with a genitival particle, in
which the Construct State does not appear. As we do not know what the
situation was in Maghribian Arabic at the time that this morphological
pattern was introduced in Berber, this may not constitute a major prob-
lem. The second problem is more serious. As shown above, non-integrated
loans from Arabic virtually always have the Arabic article. However, in
Arabic, the head of a Construct State genitival construction never takes
the article. Thus, Construct State and the article are in complementary
distribution, and there is no basis to the borrowing of a Construct State
form together with the article. One way to solve this problem is to assume
that in the Arabic variety from which Berber first took over this pattern,
final -¢ in feminine forms was still pronounced, similar to what is found
in Classical Arabic in non-pausal forms such as Classical Arabic as=silsila-
t-u ‘the chain (nominative)’. The main problem with this solution is that
preservation of -t in non-cs conditions is extremely uncommon in mod-
ern Arabic varieties: only in the region of Sa°da in Yemen one finds forms
such as ib=bagar-it ‘the cow’, an=sayyar-at ‘the car’, where the feminine
suffix is -t when combined with the article (Behnstedt 1987:54—55). There
is no trace of such behavior in the Maghrib, and reconstructing it on the
basis of Berber raises as many problems as it solves.

Therefore, one is tempted to consider the morphology of non-integrated
loans a blend of several Arabic forms (hence the term “quasi-Arabic” in
Kossmann 2009a). The choice for the Construct State form -at of the ¥:s
suffix, rather than the expected Free State form -a may have been strength-
ened by the existence in Berber of a F:s suffix -t. However, syllabification

5 This seems to be the analysis preferred by Galand (2010:144).
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clearly shows that it is not the Berber suffix which is simply added to the
Arabic stem, but that the suffix itself stems from Arabic.

Non-integrated loanwords keep their Arabic plurals in all Northern
Berber varieties. This way, a true parallel system (Kossmann 2o010a) has
evolved: words with Berber morphology have Berber plural patterns, and
words with non-integrated morphology have Arabic plural patterns. Some
examples:

Singular Plural
Tashelhiyt lbhimt lbhaym ‘pack animal’
lktab lktub ‘book’
ssuq laswaq ‘market’
Kabyle lhank lohnak ‘cheek’
lgadra lagdari ‘stem’
ssuq laswaq ‘market’
Ouargla lhaqq lohqug ‘right’
ssart ssrut line’
ssuk laswak ‘market’
Siwa almisdr lamwasir ‘saw’
azzild lozlud ‘hide’
ammaxzan lamxazin ‘granary’

Plurals of this type are of a different kind than the inherited Berber plural
patterns. Still, sometimes the plurals used in Berber are different from
those found with the same lexeme in neighboring Arabic dialects. Some
of these plurals may be Berber innovations using Arabic morphological
material. One remarks for example forms like:

Ouargla lbhsab lohsubat ‘kind of necklace’
lohsan lohsunat ‘horse’
lhorz lohruzat ‘amulet’

The combination of an Arabic broken plural with the suffix -at is not unat-
tested in Arabic dialects (Ph. Marcais 1977:135), e.g. Jijel gamh ‘wheat'—
gmuhat ‘lots of wheat’ (Ph. Marcais 1956:368). However, Philippe Margais
(1977) suggests that this type is less used in Beduin dialects (the most
probable basis for Arabic loans in Ouargla), and the plural formation is not
attested with the same lexemes in Arabic as in Ouargla. Thus the Ouargla
predilection for this type could be a Berber innovation—one wonders in
how far the Berber pluralic apohonic plural pattern u — a played a role in
this development.
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The retention of Arabic plurals is general all over Northern Berber. In
Tuareg, where Arabic loans of any type are much less frequent than else-
where, these loans receive the ending -(¢)dn (M:P), -(t)en (F:P), just like other
nouns which have no nominal prefix (cf. Kossmann 2011a:40—-41), e.g.

Ayer Tuareg s dalydadab P dlyddabdn ‘suffering’
S dlwdrdi P dlwdrditdn ‘rose water’

The use of Arabic plurals is already attested in Medieval Berber sources.
Ibn Tunart (11th century CE) has a phrase angaz an lomfasal ‘pain of the
joints’ (LQ fi4v., LA figv.,, van den Boogert p.c.), with the Arabic plural
form lomfasal joints’.

The Arabic dual, which is only used with a closed set of items in Maghrib-
ian Arabic, has been taken over in Berber together with these items. In
Berber, the dual only appears in adverbial expressions (see 9.3.1), e.g.

Figuig eamayan ‘(during) two years’
Sahrayan ‘(during) two months’

The use of the Arabic dual in such adverbial expressions has led to a rare
blend of a Berber lexeme with Arabic morphology in Kabylia, based on
the Berber lexeme abrid ‘road, time’ (exx. from Rabdi 2006:61-62, cf. also
Dallet 1982:42, Kahlouche 2005:213):

Lesser Kab. abrid ‘once’
bardayan ‘twice’
tlata ibardan  ‘thrice’

These Kabyle forms function as normal nouns, and are not restricted to
adverbial usage.

6.2.2 Paradigmatic Gender Relationship in Non-Integrated Borrowings

As a rule of thumb, there is no paradigmatic relationship between inte-
grated and non-integrated borrowings in Berber. That is to say, if a lexical
item belongs to the integrated set, all its forms will be according to Berber
morphology, and if a lexical item belongs to the non-integrated set, all its
forms will be according to non-integrated morphology. There exists, how-
ever, a major difference between Berber morphology and non-integrated
morphology, which causes friction in this respect. Berber morphology
(whether with native words or with borrowings) has derivational gender:
most words occur both in masculine and feminine forms, marking differ-
ences in natural gender or size. Maghribian Arabic only has derivational
gender with adjectives (where it marks agreement) and for natural gender
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(as far as this not achieved by means of suppletion). Therefore, with most
substantives, gender is lexically determined.

Pairs in which both masculine and feminne have non-integrated Ber-
ber morphology are extremely rare, even with nouns referring to humans
and higher animals. More commonly, there is a split in gender, in which
a masculine non-integrated form corresponds to a feminine integrated
form, e.g.

Kabyle lgar  ‘neighbor’ (M)  taZarat ‘neighbor (F)
lhag  ‘pilgrim’ (m) talhagt ‘pilgrim (F)’
Mzab alzar  ‘neighbor’ (M)  alZarat ‘neighbor (F)6

Elsewhere this is systematic in:

— masculine non-integrated collectives vs. feminine integrated and/or
non-integrated unity nouns

— masculine non-integrated neutral forms vs. feminine integrated
diminutives

— masculine non-integrated adjectives vs. feminine integrated and/or
non-integrated adjectives

While the first case is found in many Berber languages (cf. also Kossmann
2009c¢), the second case has only been documented for Figuig, Central
Moroccan Berber (e.g. Ayt Seghrushen) and Igefeiyon Tarifiyt (Khalid
Mourigh p.c.), while the last case is found in north-western Morocco, in
oasis dialects of Algeria and in western Libya.

Collectives vs. unity nouns

The difference between collectives and unity nouns (i.e. one or several
individuated entities) is basically expressed by a difference in gender,
both in Arabic and in Berber (which may have calqued the Arabic sys-
tem, see 8.2). Using inherited Berber morphology, this is found in a regular
fashion in Tashelhiyt and in Central Moroccan Berber, as well as in Siwa,
it seems. It also occurs in other languages, such as Kabyle and Figuig, even
though examples are sometimes difficult to find.

6 For unknown reasons, this is found in quite some varieties with the Arabic loan zar
‘neighbor’: Figuig, Ghadames, Mzab, Ouargla, Kabyle.
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Collective Unity noun
Tashelhiyt azalim ‘onions’ tagalimt ‘one onion’
ifift ‘peppers’ tiflflt ‘one pepper’ (< Ar.)
Siwa armin ‘pomegranates’ tarmunt ‘one pomegranate’
azammiir  ‘olives’ tazommurt ‘one olive’
Figuig umlil ‘white stones’  tumlilt ‘one white stone’
uttub ‘bricks’ tuttubt ‘one brick’ (< Ar.)
Kabyle abattix ‘melons’ tabattixt ‘one melon’ (< Ar.)
ifalfal ‘peppers’ tifalfolt ‘one pepper’ (< Ar.)

Collective—unity noun oppositions occur especially in terms for veg-
etables and fruits; as this is a semantic field in which lexical influence
from Arabic is very strong, the opposition is concentrated in loanwords
(see also sections 4.6.5, 8.2). This facilitated the development of a differ-
ent morphological pattern, which plays with the two types of loanwords.
In this pattern, collectives have non-integrated morphology, while unity
nouns have Berber morphology. This pattern is well-attested in many
languages, including Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Beni Iznasen,
Figuig and Siwa. It is the dominant pattern in Kabyle. In Tashelhiyt and
in part of Central Moroccan Berber, the Arabic article is retained in the
(Berber-morphology) unity nouns. Elsewhere the Arabic article is absent
when the noun changes to Berber morphology (see 6.7), e.g.

Tashelhiyt [msmas ‘apricots’ talmsmast ‘one apricot’
[xux  ‘peaches’ talxuxt ‘one peach’

Central Mor.”  [lluz ‘almonds’ (t)alluz(t) ‘one almond’
beux ‘peaches’ talxuxt ‘one peach’

Figuig lbatbut ‘kind of fritters’ tabatbutt ‘one fritter’

Imalwi  ‘kind of pancake’ tamalwit  ‘one piece of malwi’

Kabyle [xux  ‘peaches’ taxuxaff  ‘one peach’
Ix¥abz  ‘baker's bread’  tax“bizt ‘one piece of baker’s bread’

Nefusa alful ~ ‘broad beans’  tafulit ‘one broad bean’

Mostly—but not always—the unity nouns are feminine in gender; cf.
however Kabyle cases such as:

7 The Central Moroccan Berber forms are based on Azdoud’s 2on dictionary of the
Ayt Hdiddou variety of south-eastern Morocco, which is more consistent in citing derived
forms of nouns than other sources, such as Taifi (1991).
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Kabyle lhammagz  ‘chickpeas ahemmuz ‘one chickpea’
lgarmud  ‘tiles’ agarmud ‘one tile’

Sometimes both masculine and feminine unity nouns are possible. When
referring to animates, the gender of the unity noun reflects natural gen-
der, e.g.

Figuig lagnayan  ‘rabbits’ agnin ‘one male rabbit’
tagnint ‘one female rabbit’
lahbab ‘people close to sb.”  ahbib ‘beloved (man)’
tahbibt ‘beloved (woman)’

When referring to objects, the gender of the unity noun can reflect its size,
the masculine form normally being an augmentative, e.g.

Kabyle lguz ‘nuts’ taZuZat ‘one nut’
azuz ‘one very big nut’

Finally, in a number of varieties, collectives with non-integrated mor-
phology can correspond to unity nouns with non-integrated morphology.
This is found regularly in Figuig, especially with fruits and vegetables, and
seems to be the only option in Mzab Berber, where the opposition does
not seem to be very productive, however, e.g.

Figuig lafdam ‘palm fibres’ lafdamat ‘one palm fibre’
rromman  ‘pomegranates’ rrommanat  ‘one pomegranate’

Mzab azzitun ‘olives’ azzitunat ‘one olive’
annesam ‘ostriches’ anneamat  ‘one ostrich’

In Figuig, there is one case where the F:s suffix appears a -a in the collec-
tive, and as -a¢ in the unity noun:

Figui zzrudayya  ‘carrots’ zzrudayyat  ‘one carrot’

Diminutives

In nouns with Berber morphology referring to non-gendered entities,
feminine gender refers to entities which are smaller than their mascu-
line counterparts. Depending on the gender of the neutral form, feminine
may have diminutive interpretation, or masculine may have augmenta-
tive interpretation. This use of gender for marking size differences does
not exist in Arabic, which has a special diminutive formation. Therefore,
non-integrated loans normally do not distinguish size by changing gram-
matical gender. There are a number of varieties in Morocco in which a
non-integrated masculine form may correspond to an integrated feminine
form, marking smaller size. Plurals follow the morphological type of the
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singular. The phenomenon has not been studied in depth for most Berber
languages and may be more wide-spread than the examples below sug-
gest. The pattern is attested in Figuig:

masculine feminine
s p s P

Figuig lbidu labyada  ‘jerry-can’ tabidutt  tibida ‘bucket’
Imondif  lamnadaf ‘trap’ tamoandift timandaf ‘mousetrap’

ssqaq ssqayaq  ‘street’ tasqaqt  tisugaq ‘alley’

A similar situation is found in Tarifiyt (Q; Khalid Mourigh p.c.), where it
especially applies to household ustensiles:

masculine feminine

Tarifiyt rmaqra ‘frying pan’ tmagqrat ‘small frying pan’
rkas ‘glass’ thasast® ‘small glass’
ttabsi ‘dish’ tasobsast ‘saucer’

In some Central Moroccan varieties the pattern is productive. Different
from what was found in Figuig and Tarifiyt, it is also possible to have
masculine forms as augmentatives. This leads in some words to the triple
expression of size, the non-integrated form expressing neutral size, the
feminine and the masculine expressing marked size, e.g. Ayt Seghrushen
and Ayt Hdiddou (Azdoud 2011):

Seghrushen®  lkursi ‘chair’ (M) (neutral) [non-integrated morphology]
takursitt  ‘small chair’ (F) [integrated morphology]
akursi ‘very big chair'(M)  [integrated morphology]
ssnslt ‘chain’ (F) (neutral) [non-integrated morphology]
tasnslt ‘small chain’ (F) [integrated morphology]
asnsl ‘big chain’ (M) [integrated morphology]

Ayt Hdiddou (ks ‘glass’ (M) (neutral) [non-integrated morphology]
talkistt ‘glass’ (F) [integrated morphology]
alkis ‘big glass’ (M) [integrated morphology]
ttabla ‘table’ (F) (neutral)  [non-integrated morphology]
tattoblatt  ‘small table’ (F) [integrated morphology]

8 From t-kasay-t, ta-sabsay-t. In Tarifiyt (Q), *yt > st, cf. zzast ‘olive oil’ < zzayt.
9 Data from the variety of the province of Taza, courtesy Abderrahmane Assini
(Graz).
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Adjectives

In most Berber languages, borrowed adjectives and nouns of (human)
quality!® almost invariably have Berber morphology (see 6.6). In a few
varieties, there are also non-integrated adjectives and nouns of (human)
quality. As adjectives have gender-agreement, and nouns implying
(human) qualities can apply to both men and women, the problem of
gender-marking is obvious.

In Ouargla, one finds a curious blend of Arabic and Berber morphology
with a large number of adjectives and nouns of human quality. Mascu-
line nouns have non-integrated morphology. Feminine nouns have Berber
gender marking, but retain their Arabic plural, e.g.

masculine feminine
S P s P
Ouargla lfalas lfullas talfalast talfullas ‘ruined’

Ixadae Ixuddas  tolxadost  talxuddae  ‘traitor
lfaras lafwaras  talfarast talfwaras  ‘skilful

A derivational relationship between masculine and feminine adjectives
and nouns of (human) quality is found in a number of regions. In Mzab
Berber, it is mainly found with Arabic passive participles. The non-
integrated adjectival morphology is parallel to fully integrated adjectival
morphology in other words:

masculine feminine
S p S p
Mzab matluf  moatlufin  moatlufiyat  moatlufiyat  ‘lost’

moneul  moneulin  moneuliyat moaneuliyat ‘damned’
mastur ~ moasturin  masturiyat moasturiyat ‘hidden’

The feminine ending -iyat does not seem to reflect Arabic; one would
rather have expected *matluf-at from matluf-a. It may be a vestige of
the ancient Berber stative conjugation (see Kossmann 2009d for the -yat
form). It was apparently put on a par with the Arabic adjectival ending
-i(y), and therefore was able to survive in borrowed adjectives. It served as
a basis for the feminine plural, which has the Arabic ending -at combined
with -iy-.

The second region where full Arabic gender and number derivation is
found in adjectives is Ghomara. Here we have a strict etymological split

10" E.g. ‘one-eyed'—which may be used as an attribute, but is mostly used as a substan-
tive meaning ‘one-eyed person’. There is major debate about the word category status of
what are called adjectives here, see section 8.1.
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between adjectives of Berber origin, which are historically derived from
stative participles,! and adjectives of Arabic origin, which retain their
Arabic morphology. Contrast, for example, Berber mallul ‘white’ with non-
integrated ylit ‘fat’ and rgig ‘slim’ (El Hannouche 2008:66ff.)

masculine feminine
s P S P
Ghomara moallul moallulat mollulst ~ mollulst  ‘white’ (Berber)
ylit ylitin ylita ylitin ‘fat’
rqiq rqiqin rqiqa rqiqin ‘slim’

A similar situation exists in neighboring Senhadje de Srair; thus Lafkioui
(2007:225-6) gives the following Arabic-type forms for the ordinal number
‘fifth”:

Senhadja [xamas  [xamas Ixamsa Ixamas  ‘fifth’

A third region where this pattern is found is Zuwara in Libya. Mitchell
(2009:82) cites Arabic participles (on which see section 8.3) with full Ara-
bic morphology such as:

Zuwara ndkaz nakzin ndkza nakzdt ‘diminished’

Other adjectives have similar patterns, e.g. S:M forhdn ‘happy’ (Mitchell
2009:250) P:M forhanin (Mitchell 2009:208). Something similar seems to
be the case in Djebel Nefusa Berber, as suggested by Beguinot’s remark:
“Vi sono infine aggettivi derivati dall'arabo che si usano in berbero con
le terminazioni arabe del femminile e del plurale” (Beguinot 21942:126).
Unfortunately, Beguinot does not provide any examples. Djebel Nefusa
ordinal numbers, which are all taken over from Arabic (see 9.3.3), have
Arabic gender-number agreement (examples from Beguinot 21942:129):

Nefusa attdni ‘second (M)" attdnya  ‘second (F)
attdlat ‘third (M)’ attdlta ‘third (F)’
alhddas  ‘eleventh (M) alhddsa  ‘eleventh (F)’

While in these languages adjectives preserve their Arabic form and are
inflected according to Arabic patterns, in other varieties there are a few
cases where the Arabic shape is preserved, but which are not inflected
for gender or number. This way, they are different from both Arabic and

I Kossmann 2009d points to the etymological origin. As shown by El Hannouche (2008)
and Mourigh (fc.), the ancient verbal stative forms are now adjectives, which function syn-
tactically in the same way as borrowed adjectives. Similar forms in Senhaja seem to have
remained verbal in nature, Lafkioui (2009b:111).
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Berber. Instances of this are Tashelhiyt Zdid ‘new’, Tarifiyt 2Zdid ‘new’ and
Beni Iznasen 2zdid ‘new’, lomlih ‘good’. These adjectives have special syn-
tax. Normal attributive adjectives are simply put after the head, e.g.

Tashelhiyt afullus umlil ‘the / a white chicken’ (Aspinion 1953:198)
Tarifiyt ttumubin tazagg¥axt ‘the red car’ (El Hannouche p.c.)

With non-integrated adjectives, the adjective is linked to the head by
means of the genitival preposition n, e.g.

Tashelhiyt tigmmi [ [2did (< n [2did) ‘the | a new house’ (Aspinion 1953:200)
Tarifiyt ttumubin n zzdid ‘the new car’ (El Hannouche p.c.)

The lack of person-number morphology and the use of a genitival con-
struction make non-integrated adjectives similar to nouns, and one could
try to interpret 2Zdid and lomlih as ‘the new(ness) and ‘the good(ness),
respectively, i.e., Tarifiyt ttumubin n 2Zdid would literally be ‘the car of
good(ness)’. There are a number of reasons not to follow this lead. First —
in any case in Tarifiyt—, 22did and lomlih are not used in an abstract
meaning elsewhere in the language; neither is there any basis for such an
interpetation in Arabic. Second, Tarifiyt has different adjectival construc-
tions with definite and indefinite heads (cf. Kossmann 2000a:156). When
the noun phrase is indefinite, predicative constructions with the particle
d appear, e.g.

Tarifiyt g2 n wayaz d amaqqgran ‘a big man’
one of EA'man PRED EL:big

The same construction is found with ZZdid:

Tarifiyt 22 n tumubin d Zzdid  ‘a new car’ (El Hannouche p.c.)
one of car PRED new

If ttumubin n 2Zdid had been a normal genitival construction, one expects
it to occur in indefinite noun phrases too, cf.

Tarifiyt 28 n togduht (n) uyi ‘a receptacle of (= with) milk’
one of EAreceptacle (of) EA:milk

However, 2z n ttumubin n 2Zdid is ungrammatical, which confirms the
different status of ZZdid.
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6.3 INTEGRATED BORROWINGS WITH RETENTION
OF THE ARABIC ARTICLE

As described above, most integrated borrowings do not take over the Ara-
bic article. In a number of varieties, the loanword is sometimes integrated
with its article, e.g. Tashelhiyt (Aspinion 1953:66, Galand 2010:143):

Tashelhiyt alkas ‘a/the pot’ (EA: walkas)
cf. Moroccan Arabic [=kas ‘the glass’
talmsmast  ‘a/the single apricot’,
cf. Moroccan Arabic [=masmasa ‘the (single) apricot’

Integrated borrowings which include the article fall into a number of cat-
egories. In Tashelhiyt and in Central Moroccan Berber, as well as in Siwa,
the article appears mainly in unity nouns corresponding to non-integrated
collectives (see above). Examples:

collective unity noun

Tashelhiyt Imsmas talmsmast ‘apricot’
lugid talugitt ‘match’
ddllah taddllaht ‘watermelon’

Central Mor.12 Ixyar talxyart ‘cucumber’
beux talxuxt ‘peach’
llimun tallimunn ‘orange’

Siwa ammismis’®  tammismist ‘apricot’

In Central Moroccan Berber, plurals of such unity nouns have a morpho-
logical oddity: the prefix is ta- in the plural (instead of ¢-), but in the
Annexed State, the a behaves like a prefix vowel, i.e. it is lost, both in the
singular and in the plural, e.g. ‘a specific cucumber’:

Central Mor. S:EL talxyart S:EA tixyart
P:EL talxyarin P:EA tixyarin

In Siwa there are cases where both the collective and the unity noun have
integrated morphology, and still the Arabic article is retained, e.g. (Vycichl
2005:200):

Siwa alxox talxoxt ‘peach’
alloz tallozt ‘almond’

12 Examples from Taifi (1991).
13 In Arabic loans in Siwa, the article /- regularly assimilates to following m (Vycichl
2005:194—5, Souag 2009a).
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Retention of the article is also found in a more or less regular fashion in
other nouns with a derivational relationship between integrated and non-
integrated forms, e.g.:

Central Mor. lbab ‘door’ talbabt ‘little door’
lgamiza ‘shirt’ talgamizat  ‘small shirt’
Siwa labysl  ‘he-mule’ tlabyalt ‘she-mule’
lagziz  ‘old man’ tlagZuzt ‘old woman’
Kabyle lhag ‘pilgrim (man)’ talhagt ‘pilgrim (woman)’

At least in some varieties of Central Moroccan Berber (Ayt Hdiddou,
Azdoud 20n), this seems to be regular.

A second group of nouns with retention of the article in integrated bor-
rowings are adjectives. In Ouargla, there are many cases where an Arabic
adjective has been taken over in non-integrated morphology in the mas-
culine, and in a more or less integrated form in the masculine plural and
in the feminine singular and plural (see above):

masculine feminine
Ouargla lkafor ‘infidel (man)’ talkafort  ‘infidel (woman)4
leagel ‘intelligent (man)’ tleagelt  ‘intelligent (woman)’

Similar forms occur in Djebel Nefusa, e.g.:

Nefusa S. lagma tlasmayt ‘blind’ [Provasi 1973:525]
P. ilasmdyan tlasmayin

In a number of forms, both the masculine and the feminine adjective have
integrated morphology with retention of the article, e.g.

Ouargla ilasmar tilasmart ‘brown’

iloewar tiloewart ‘one-eyed’

ilafhal tilafhalt ‘manly, audacious’
Mzab ilabraz tilabragt ‘leper’

ilaewar tilagwart ‘one-eyed’

There is a clear connection to Ghadamsi qualitative verbs (Ghadames
has no adjectives) based on Arabic adjectives, which also retain the arti-
cle e.g.

Ghadames lodhas ‘to be blind’
lasfor ‘to be yellow’
lazrag ‘to be blue’

14 On the treatment of plurals in this type of noun in Ouargla, see below.
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In addition to these two major categories, there are sporadic cases of
retention that fit neither category, e.g.

Tashelhiyt alkas ‘pot’
Central Mor. albrig  ‘coffee can’  talbrigt ‘small coffee can®
albus ‘big bottle’  talbust ‘bottle’
talfattast ‘oil lamp’
Ouargla talmahdort  ‘dancing session’
talmakhalt  ‘gun’
tilmasqalt  ‘trowel’
ilZohs  ‘foal (male)  tilzahsat ‘foal (female)’
Mzab talmasqalt  ‘trowel’

In most languages that sometimes retain the article in integrated borrow-
ings, these words behave morphologically like other Berber words, getting
Berber-type plurals, and allowing for “state” opposition. As already shown
above, Ouargla is unusual in that it retains Arabic plural morphology in
otherwise integrated feminine adjectives (and a few other nouns) derived
from non-integrated borrowings, e.g.

M:S M:P F:S F:P

Ouargla ddakar ddakur taddakart taddokur ~ ‘energetic’
lfaras lafwaras talfarast tolfwaras ~ ‘skilful’
Imarxuf  lomxarif talmarxuft tlomxarif  ‘relaxed’
lzar lZiran talzart talziran ‘neighbor’

This use of Arabic plural patterns in forms with Berber prefixes constitutes
a major break in the separation between Berber morphology (with Berber
affixes and plural patterns) and non-integrated morphology (with different
affixes and Arabic plural patterns). This break is not without functional
adavantages, though. Retention of the Arabic plural in the masculine and
imposition of the Berber plural in the feminine cause a strong element of
irregularity in the morphology of single lexemes. While in most words the
feminine plural has the same pattern as the masculine plural, in this cat-
egory two different plural patterns would be found with the same singular
stem. The choice for the Arabic plural pattern was facilitated by the fact
that many of the affected Arabic adjectives are of the the type C;aC,9Cs,
which in Arabic may have the plural pattern C,uC,C,aCs. This plural type,
taken over in Ouargla as C;uC,C,aCs, has the same vowels as the common

15 In albrig/talbrigt and in albus, the a functions as part of the stem, also in the Annexed
State. The behavior of talbust and talfattast in the Annexed State is not given in the source
(Taif1 1991); both have a plural in ta-.
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Berber apohonic plural pattern u — a (e.g. Ouargla anaggaru, p inaggura
‘last’); moreover, the Arabic plural ending -in, found in many adjectives,
is homophonous with the Berber F:p ending -in, e.g.

M:S M:P F:S F:P

Ouargla lkafor lkuffar talkafort talkuffar ‘infidel
lfaxar lfuxxar talfaxart talfuxxar ‘glorious’
[faham lfuhham tolfahamt  talfuhham ‘intelligent’
Ssahad ssuhhad tasSahadt tassuhhad ‘witness’
Imadlum  Imadlumin  talmadlumt  talmadlumin ‘oppressed’
Imumon  [mumnin talmumoant  talmumnin ‘believer’

6.4 NON-INTEGRATED BORROWINGS LACKING THE ARABIC ARTICLE

While the vast majority of non-integrated Arabic loans incorporates the
Arabic article, a small group do not start in [ or its allomorphs. Some lack
it without any clear reason, such as Figuig fartita ‘kind of pancake’. I have
no explanation for such forms; remark however that in some regions
European loanwords are also taken over without an article, e.g. Tarifiyt
(Q) yabyuta ‘sea-gull’ < Spanish gaviota.

Others are unintegrated adjectival forms without the article, see the
situation in Mzab and Ghomara treated above.

Finally there are borrowings which include an Arabic synthetic geniti-
val construction. In Arabic, the head of a synthetic genitival construction
has the Construct State and does not allow for the article. This is found
in loans such as Tarifiyt sragazzit ‘cockroach’ < Ar. sarraq az=zit ‘thief
of (the) oil' and general Northern Berber bnadom ‘human being’, based
on the Classical Arabic construction ibn PAdam ‘son of Adam’, which is
reflected in Maghribian Arabic as bnadam, where it is probably only mar-
ginally understood as a compositum.

Kinship terms

Arabic genitival constructions are also found in borrowed kinship terms. In
Berber, most basic kinship terms are inherently possessed. The basic form
of the term is automatically understood as having a first person singular
possessor, e.g. Tarifiyt uma ‘my brother. When possession is by another
person, pronominal elements immediately follow the basic form, e.g. Tari-
fiyt uma-s ‘your (M) brother’, uma-s ‘his/her brother’. When the possessor
is expressed by a noun, the third person pronoun is used in combination
with a genitival phrase containing the noun, e.g. Tarifiyt uma-s n Mimun
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‘the brother of Mimoun, lit. his brother of Mimoun’. This construction is
not possible with head nouns of a different type.

When kinship terms are taken over from Arabic, the form reflects the
Arabic noun with the 18 possessive pronoun. In Arabic, such forms have
the construct state and no article, e.g.

Figuig xali  ‘my maternal uncle’ < Ar. xal-i  (uncle-1s)
xalti  ‘my maternal aunt’ < Ar. xal-t-i (uncle-F:s-1S)

The Arabic 18 pronoun has become part of the stem, as shown by forms
such as xali-s ‘his maternal uncle’ and xalti-s ‘his maternal aunt’.

This is the pattern found in the majority of Berber languages (e.g.
Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Figuig, some Tarifiyt dialects,
Ouargla, Nefusa, Sokna, Awdjila). In some Tarifiyt varieties (e.g. Ayt Ouli-
chek, as documented in Kossmann 2003b), the Arabic 18 suffix functions as
a suffix, however. The fact that the Berber 15 suffix is identical (as shown
in forms with prepositions such as day-i ‘in me’, day-as ‘in him’) facilitated
this analysis, e.g.

Tarifiyt eziz-{  ‘my paternal uncle’ < Ar. eziz-i  (beloved-1s)
eziz-as ‘his paternal uncle’

This is different from Berber-based etyma ending in i e.g.

Tarifiyt yaggi ‘my daughter’ < Berber
Yyaggi-s ‘my daughter’

In Kabyle (at least At Manguellat), there also seems to be a difference
between the treatment of originally Berber kinship terms and of terms
with an Arabic background. Berber kinship terms have direct affixation
all over their pronominal paradigm, very similar to the forms found else-
where in Northern Berber (Dallet 1982:1026). From Dallet’s examples, one
gets the impression that the situation is different with borrowed Arabic
kinship terms (the literature is deceivingly unexplicit at this point). It
seems that they have the regular Kabyle possessive construction (initial
with singular pronouns, the preposition n with plural pronouns),!6 except

16 Note that both Dallet (e.g. xalti-m, 1982:913) and Nait-Zerrad (2001:47, xalti-k)
put hyphens after the i. In view of the plural, this seems to be incorrect, at least for At
Manguellat Kabyle. Chaker (1983:153) does not include Arabic borrowings in his list of
kinship terms taking possessive suffixes, which suggests that the At Manguellat situation
is more widespread.
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for the 18, which is - rather than expected -iw (exx. from Dallet 1982:913,
988):

Kabyle xal-i ‘my maternal uncle’ (not: *xal-iw)
xalt-i ‘my maternal aunt’ (not: *xalt-iw)
gamm-i ‘my paternal uncle’ (not *gamm-iw)
xalt-im ‘your (S:F) maternal aunt’
gamm an-san ‘their (p:M) paternal uncle’
xwal an-k¥ant ‘your (P:F) maternal uncles’

In Siwa (Vycichl 2005:218—9), masculine kinship terms are taken over
together with the Arabic 1s suffix, which has become part of the stem.
Possessive suffixes are as with Berber kinship terms, e.g.

Siwa sidi ‘my master’
sidi-tsan ‘their master’

However, feminine kinship terms are taken over with a final a, i.e. like
the Free State of the noun in Arabic. When possessed, the construction
with the preposition n is used, which is normal with all common nouns;
the only difference being that the kinship terms do not need a possessive
construction for the first person singular, e.g.

Siwa edmma ‘my paternal aunt’
eammd nn-ak ‘your (S:M) paternal aunt’

In some Berber languages (among others: Tarifiyt, Figuig, Beni Snous,
Western Algerian varieties, Kabyle), borrowed kinship terms have corre-
sponding Arabic plurals, e.g.

Beni Snous xali ‘my maternal uncle’ p: xwali
gammi ‘my paternal uncle’ P: emumi
xali ‘my maternal aunt’ p: xwalati
gomti ‘my paternal aunt’ P: eommati

In other varieties, the plural is formed by means of a Berber prenominal
clitic, which is used to pluralize nouns that pose problems to pluralization.

Central Mor.  xali ‘my maternal uncle’ p: id=xali
xalti ‘my maternal aunt’ P: (st=xalti
Mzab xali ‘my maternal uncle’ P: id=xali
xalti ‘my maternal aunt’ P: id=xalti
Ghadames xal ‘my maternal uncle’ P: oand=xali
xalat ‘my maternal aunt’ p: and=xaldat
Adverbs

Another category of nominal elements which are taken over without the
article are adverbial nouns. Both in Arabic and in Berber, there are many
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nouns which can be used as adverbs. Outside of prepositional phrases,
adverbial expressions come in two types: dedicated adverbs and nominals
used adverbially, e.g. in Arabic:

Moroccan Ar. Za bakri ‘he has come early’ (dedicated adverb)
za l=yum ‘he has come today’ (lit. ‘the day’) (adverbial noun)
bga yumayan ‘he stayed two days’ (adverbial noun)

Berber has the same distinction, e.g. Central Moroccan Berber zik ‘early’
vs. ass=a ‘today’, lit. ‘this day’.

In some borrowings, Arabic nouns that are regularly used adverbially
have become specifically adverbial in Berber. This is often the case in
temporal expressions. Faithful reflexes of their form in Arabic adverbial
usage, some of these items are borrowed without the Arabic article. Such
adverbial nouns often preserve different shapes for different numbers,
including the dual—a category otherwise absent in Berber. In many Ber-
ber languages, adverbial nouns from Arabic are doubled by a normal noun
in Berber, which may also occur in adverbial contexts, but mainly func-
tions as a normal noun, e.g.

Figuig asagg*as ‘year’ (normal noun, Berber origin)
isagg*asan  ‘years’ (normal noun, Berber origin)
eam ‘during a year’ (adverb, < Arabic)
eamayan ‘during two years’ (adverb, Arabic dual)
talt snin ‘during three years’ (adverbial construction, < Ar.)
tlatin eam  ‘during thirty years’ (adverbial construction, < Ar.)

Sometimes the Arabic noun has been taken over both as a normal noun
and as an adverb. In such cases, the normal noun has the Arabic article,
while the adverb has not, e.g.

Tarifiyt nnhq ‘day’ (normal noun)
nnhura ‘days’ (normal noun)
nha ‘during a day’ (adverb)

A more intricate possible case of an Arabic adverbial pattern implemented
in Berber without the article, is found in Ouargla. Here numerous manner
adverbs exist which are derived from nouns or adjectives. This is found
with nouns of Berber and of Arabic origin. When they have an Arabic ori-
gin, they lack the article. When they have a Berber origin, they omit the
Berber prefix. In both cases, a suffix -i is added to the form, e.g.

Ouargla bakkusi ‘in a dumb way, silently’ < abakkus ‘deaf-mute’ < Arabic
mahbuli ‘in a foolish way’ < amehbul ‘fool’ < Arabic
moaeduri ‘like a pregnant woman; < tamaedurt ‘pregnant’ < Arabic
moaezi ‘like a goat’ < Ar. maeza ‘goat’
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yaddari ‘in a treacherous manner’ < ayeddar ‘traitor’ < Arabic
earbi ‘like an Arab’ < asrab ‘Arab’ < Arabic

daryali ‘blindly’ < adaryal ‘blind’

kukmi ‘silently’ < kukam ‘silence’

mottuti ‘like a woman’ < tamoattut ‘woman’
yiwli ‘like a donkey’ < ayyul ‘donkey’

yruri ‘like a beam’ < ayrur ‘beam’

On a smaller scale, the same pattern is found in Mzab:

Mzab gallubi ‘turned over’ < gallab ‘to turn over’ < Ar.
limi ‘like an orange, of a bright orange color’ < llimat ‘orange’ < Ar.
zagrati ‘in length’ < zzagrat ‘to be long’

As shown by Brugnatelli (2006:59), similar forms occur in Kabyle and Cen-
tral Moroccan Berber. The Arabic background of this construction is not
certain, as there is no immediate counterpart of it in Arabic. However, Ara-
bic does have a special adjectival formation (the so-called nisba), which
consists, in Maghribian Arabic, of a suffix -;, e.g. waZda ‘Oujda’—wazdi
‘somebody from Oujda’. Maybe this affix was reinterpreted as an adverbial
marker in Ouargla and elsewhere. As such it became productive, and was
attached also to Arabic nouns which never have nisba-formations (such
as the past participles mahbul and maedur) and to words of Berber origin.
This seems to be the stance taken by Chaker (1995:36). On the other hand,
Brugnatelli (2006) argues that the absence of the prefixal vowel in these
forms is a remnant of a more ancient stage of the language; therefore the
suffix itself would not be a loan from Arabic. However, the absence of the
prefix vowel could also be accounted for as due to the absence of the Ara-
bic article in Arabic-based adverbs (reflecting Arabic syntax). Elsewhere
in the language the Arabic article seems to be equated with the Berber
prefix (see 6.7), so its absence could have led in Berber words to analogical
forms without the prefix.

6.5 THE DISTRIBUTION OF INTEGRATED AND NON-INTEGRATED
BORROWINGS OVER THE LEXICON

As was shown above, Arabic words can either be integrated into Berber
morphology or have their own non-integrated morphology. Thus one may
ask what governs their distribution.

Only a small part of the answer lies in chronology. The stratum of very
early Arabic loans, which were probably introduced during the first wave
of islamization (R. Basset 1906:440, van den Boogert & Kossmann 1997, see
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section 3.4), consists of heavily berberized forms, both in phonology and
morphology, e.g. tazallit ‘prayer’ < sala, tamazgida < masgid.

For later periods, there is no indication that integrated loans are older
than non-integrated loans (cf. already Schuchardt 1908:358). Both inte-
grated and non-integrated borrowings take over Arabic loan phonemes,
e.g. Beni Iznasen ahfir ‘hole’, a morphologically integrated borrowing dis-
playing the Arabic sound /. Already in the 11th century CE Berber glossary
by Ibn Tunart, non-integrated loans appear. Moreover, loanwords from
European languages sometimes receive integrated morphology,!” e.g.
Tarifiyt:

Tarifiyt S:EL Sapu P:EL iSupa ‘straw hat’
S:EA usapu  PEA iSupa

For similar reasons, there is no reason to believe that non-integrated mor-
phology is a stage in the borrowing process, which precedes full integration.
The sheer numbers of non-integrated borrowings, already in precolonial
sources, make such a hypothesis extremely problematic—over half of the
Arabic borrowings in Tarifiyt in Kossmann (2009) have non-integrated
morphology; moreover, comparing data from around 1900 with those col-
lected nowadays, does not reveal any clear tendency towards integration
of borrowings which were already present in the early data.

An alternative axis to look at is semantics. From the outset, it is clear
that such an endeavor can only reveal tendencies; there are many seman-
tic fields where both integrated and non-integrated nouns appear, cf.

Figuig tahmart  ‘donkey (fem.)’ < Ar. hmara (Berber morphology)
Iznasen leawda ‘mare’ < Ar. [=eawda  (non-integrated)
Tarifiyt tsasast ‘skull cap’ < Ar. $asiya (Berber morphology)
ttabus ‘fez (k.o. cap)’ < Ar, t=torbus (non-integrated)
Tarifiyt agassi ‘afternoon’ < Ar. gsiya (Berber morphology)
ssboh ‘morning’ < Ar. s=sboh (non-integrated)
Tarifiyt tandint  ‘town’ < Ar. mdina (Berber morphology)
ddsa ‘village’ < Ar. d=dasra  (non-integrated)

To my knowledge, there exist no studies of the semantic relationship
between integrated and non-integrated loanwords. An important fac-
tor seems to be countability. A rough analysis of 332 borrowed nouns

17 This clearly shows René Basset (1906) was wrong when he suggested that integrated
loans date from before the Hilalian immigrations in the XIth—XIIth century CE, while unin-
tegrated loans would be later.
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in Tarifiyt (Q, data from Kossmann 2009b),!® gives the following picture.
Among countable concepts, there is an even distribution of the two types
of borrowing. Among concepts which cannot be counted, or which are
very unlikely to be counted (in total about 120 words), 90% has non-inte-
grated morphology.’®

On a more detailed level, some interesting correlations are found. In
nouns expressing adjectival concepts, or (human) qualities and catego-
ries, there is a strong preference for integrated morphology, e.g.

Tarifiyt agaffan ‘bad’
abuhari ‘madman’
amehda ‘pupil’
amxazni ‘soldier’
ahdid ‘baby’
agazri ‘young man’
adbib ‘physician’

The difference between adjectival nouns and nouns of (human) quali-
ties and categories is vague (if relevant at all). Adjectival nouns can be
used both as a noun modifier and as the head of a Noun Phrase; nouns of
(human) qualities and categories are normally used as heads (‘the pupil’),
but—Ilike any noun—are not necessarily disallowed in attributive posi-
tion. These are typically nouns which need both masculine and feminine
forms, as gender morphology is the only way to express natural gender
(except, of course, suppletion) and adjectival agreement. In Tarifiyt,
the few nouns in these semantic categories which have non-integrated
morphology express categories to which, traditionally, only men or only
women belong,?0 e.g.

Fqahba ‘(female) prostitute’ (also integrated tagahbast)
fwazir ‘minister’

rqadi judge’

SSahad ‘witness’

18 A second count excluded adjectives and nouns of (human) quality, which almost
always have integrated morphology, as well as collectives/unity nouns—which, in Tarifiyt,
tend to have oppositional pairs of the different morphologies (see p. 217 ff.)—, and kinship
terms which have been integrated into the Berber paradigm of kinship terms. The results
were roughly the same as with the count including these items.

19 The alternative with size difference is the use of an adjective ‘big’ or ‘small’. This
alternative is regularly used with nouns referring to humans and higher animals, where
gender morphology expressed natural gender, both with nouns of Berber and of Arabic
origin. This use is easily extended to other nouns.

20 In addition, there are a few recent loans from Standard Arabic in this category,
which have non-integrated phonology and morphology. Such nouns have Standard Arabic
gender derivation, e.g. lmueallim ‘school master—/musallima ‘school mistress’.
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On the syntax of non-integrated adjectival concepts, see p. 222.

The preference for non-integrated morphology with non-countable
nouns has led to interesting developments in the realm of verbal nouns.
In Berber, like in Arabic, the great majority of verbs have a verbal noun for
action nominalization, i.e. ‘the fact of VERB-ing’ (Galand 2002b). Different
from many other languages in the world, Berber and Arabic verbal nouns
are not used in complementation of auxiliary verbs, and therefore strictly
nominal in character. Their morphology is quite irregular, and there exist
important differences between Berber varieties in their formation. Verbal
nouns are not inherently non-countable (cf. English deed—deeds), but their
abstract nature makes them less prone to counting than concrete nouns.

In spite of their association to the realm of the non-countable, in some
Berber languages action nominalizations of Arabic loan verbs mostly have
Berber morphology. Apparently, the derivational relationship to the verb
presents a pressure towards paradigmatic homogenization, irrespective
of the etymological origin of the word, e.g. in Figuig we finds the same
Berber Verbal Noun pattern a-CCaC with CCC verbs of Berber origin and
of Arabic origin, e.g.

Figuig frad  ‘to sweep’ afrad ‘the fact of sweeping’
dbas  ‘to follow’ adbag ‘the fact of following’ (< Ar.)
sbar ‘to be patient’  asbar ‘patience’ (< Ar.)

Similarly, the verbal noun pattern ta-CCCi is found with CCC verbs of
adjectival quality, both with a Berber and an Arabic background, e.g.

Figuig myar  ‘to be big’ tamayri  ‘the fact of being big’
gsoh  ‘to be active’ tagashi  ‘the fact of being active’ (< Ar.)

In addition to this, there are a few loan verbs in Figuig which have non-
integrated morphology in the verbal noun, e.g.

Figuig hla ‘to be sweet’ lohlawat ~ ‘the fact of being sweet’ (< Ar.)
walaf  ‘to get used’ lwalf ‘habituation’ (< Ar.)

Other languages are somewhat more open to non-integrated verbal nouns;
in Kabyle, many Arabic loan verbs allow for both an integrated and a non-
integrated action noun, e.g.

Kabyle ierid  ‘to be large’ action noun:  toerad (integrated)
leard (non-integrated)

eanad  ‘to imitate’ aganad  (integrated)
lomeanda (non-integrated)
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There may be subtle semantic differences between the two types of verbal
noun, cf. Mitchell (2009:141) for Zuwara.

The situation is radically different in Tashelhiyt. In this variety, there
is a strict divide between verbal nouns of Berber verbs, and verbal nouns
of verbs with an Arabic background. Verbs with an Arabic background
consistently have non-integrated morphology, e.g.

Tashelhiyt kru ‘to rent’  lkri ‘rent’ (non-integrated)
syl ‘to wok’  $sy™l ‘work’ (non-integrated)
bdu ‘to start’ libtida  ‘start’ (non-integrated)

Another interesting case is found in Siwa with de-adjectival nouns, i.e.
abstract nouns corresponding to adjectives. Such nouns have a regularized
non-integrated form (o-CCaC-at, e.g. (all examples from Souag 2010:162):

Siwa asmal ‘bad’ $$malat ‘badness’
akwayyis  ‘good’ lokwasat ‘goodness’
antif ‘clear’ nntafat ‘cleanness’

This pattern also applies to Berber adjectives:

Siwa awray ‘green’ lowrayat ‘greenness’
amallal ‘white’  lomlalat ‘whiteness’
azattaf ‘black’ zztafat ‘blackness’

6.6 COMPARING BERBER MORPHOLOGY AND
NON-INTEGRATED MORPHOLOGY

The system of Arabic loan nouns in Berber has led to parallel morpho-
logical systems in the sense of Kossmann (2010a): there are two sets of
morphological markers, the choice of which depends on the etymology
of the word. The first system—integrated morphology—includes words of
Berber and Arabic origin; the second set—non-integrated morphology—
contains words of Arabic origin only. Compartmentalization according to
etymological origin is only partial. Many Arabic loanwords are integrated
into Berber, and have the same morphological forms and behavior as
native Berber words; at this point there is no etymological divide. Non-
integrated morphology on the other hand is restricted to words with an
Arabic background. This is not without exceptions and there exist words
with non-integrated morphology for which an Arabic etymology is prob-
lematic. Most of these are limited to one single variety of Berber and seem
to be lexical innovations (i.e., new words). Apparently such new words



NOMINAL MORPHOLOGY 235

can be assigned to the class of non-integrated borrowings. Supra-dialectal
words with a mismatch between etymology and morphological class are
rare; one example is Figuig rrsal ‘wedding’, Beni Iznasen rrsil ‘wedding,
which has no basis in Arabic. Even in this example, the geographical dis-
tribution not very wide (eastern Morocco) and no clear Berber etymology
for the word has been found.

Sometimes non-integrated morphology is no more a lexically deter-
mined choice (the loan could also have integrated morphology), but
assignment to the non-integrated class is obligatory. In such cases, Berber
nouns may get attracted into the realm of non-integrated morphology.
This is found, for instance, with the formation of collectives. In languages
where there is a regular paradigmatic opposition between non-integrated
collectives and integrated unity nouns (see 6.3.2), Berber etyma also get
non-integrated morphology when used as collectives, e.g.

Beni Iznasen lkattuf?'  ‘ants (collective)’ (unity noun: akattuf, takattuft)

While these are all isolated cases, and otherwise the etymological
compartmentalization is strict, Siwa Berber has two morphological pro-
cesses, both related to adjectives, in which non-integrated morphology
surfaces with all members of the class, whether of Arabic or of Berber
origin. This is found in abstract nouns derived from adjectives (see 6.5),
and in degree adjectives (see 8.5). At this point, Siwa is unique in Berber.

A different question pertains to the equation of the two morphological
systems. Formally, the structures of integrated and non-integrated nouns
are quite similar:

Berber: PREFIX-STEM-(SUFFIX)
Non-integrated: ARTICLE.STEM-(SUFFIX)

There is no reason not to equate the suffix position of non-integrated
loans with the suffixes of Berber words; even though the gender opposi-
tion itself is not entirely equivalent in the two systems. The status of the
Arabic article is a different question. Like the Berber prefix, the article is
an inseparable part of the noun. However, unlike it, it does not express
any oppositional values—i.e. it does not add anything to the meaning

21 Note, however, that kattuf also exists as a Berber loan into eastern Moroccan Ara-
bic, and that the collective may therefore be considered a re-loan from Arabic (Yamina
Elkirat, p.c.). Similar forms are found in Beni Snous and probably also in Kabyle (Dallet

1982:853).
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of the word. The Berber prefix, on the other hand, has different forms
according to the gender, number and “state” of the noun. Morphologically
the two systems sometimes interact, i.e., the same lexical item sometimes
occurs in both systems. This provides us with a clue to what extent Ber-
ber prefix and Arabic article are equated in practice. Good examples are
found in the collective—unity noun opposition. Here we find different
relations in different varieties. In a number of varieties, e.g. Tashelhiyt, the
Arabic article of the collective reappears in the unity noun, e.g.

Tashelhiyt Coll: /m$mas  Unity noun: talmsmast ‘apricot’

In such a system, the Arabic article is clearly treated as part of the stem,
and no equation between the article and the Berber prefix has been
made.

In many other Berber languages, the Arabic article is absent in the Ber-
ber unity noun, e.g.

Kabyle Coll: Imasmas ~ Unity noun: tamasmast ~ ‘apricot’

In such languages, one can argue that the article is equated with the Berber
prefix and assume a similar morphological interpretation, e.g., [-masmas.
The value of the prefix [- could be defined as marking noun-ness, a mean-
ing which is also central to the Berber prefix.

Difficulties to such an analysis are posed by languages where both unity
nouns with retention of the article and without it are attested, e.g.

Central Mor. Coll: thimz Unity noun: talhimzt ‘chick pea’
Coll: lbsal Unity noun: tabsalt ‘onion’

An analysis in which lhimz has [ as part of its stem, while it is a prefix in
[-bsal does the job, but is hardly insightful, Moreover, there is no way to
decide what structure one has to assume in nouns which happen to have
no collective-unity noun opposition.
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VERBAL MORPHOLOGY

This chapter provides an overview of the way Arabic verbs are integrated
into northern Berber. In the large majority of northern Berber languages,
Arabic verb stems are inflected according to Berber morphology. Only one
language, Ghomara, also has a parallel morphological system, in which part
of the Arabic verbs are inflected according to Arabic morphology. Light
verb constructions, using an Arabic nominalized form and a Berber light
verb—according to a strategy well-known from other contact situations
(Wichmann & Wohlgemuth 2008)—do not seem to occur.! The chapter
studies the way this integration into Berber patterns is achieved, and the
ways the different apophonic patterns of Arabic are treated in borrow-
ing. It also tackles the intricate question of syntactic integration—to what
extent does the borrowing copy the argument structure of the original
Arabic verb, and to what extent does it follow non-Arabic patterns.

7.1 GENERAL MORPHOLOGICAL FACTS

Different from many other languages (Tadmor 2009:61ff.), Northern Ber-
ber languages have taken over scores of verbs, almost all from dialectal
Arabic. For example, in the over 1500 word corpus of Tarifiyt in Kossmann
(2009), 44% of the verbs in the data-base are loanwords. There is no rea-
son to assume that the borrowing of the Arabic verbs took place through
an intermediate stage of nominalization, a universal path suggested by
Moravcsik (1978).2 In fact, both Arabic and Berber display highly irregular
nominalization strategies, and nominalized Arabic forms are often taken
over as such (see 6.5). There is nothing that suggests that the Berber form
would be a verb based on a nominal form—rather, it corresponds fairly
well to its Arabic verbal counterparts.

1 They are, however, very common in code-switching among Maghribian immigrants
in Europe, in order to insert European verbs in Berber or dialectal Arabic discourse, cf.,
among others, Boumans 1998.

2 As an absolute universal, this claim has been proven wrong for many languages, cf.
Wichmann & Wohlgemuth 2008. It may still stand as a universal tendency.



238 CHAPTER SEVEN

The integration of Arabic loan verbs in Berber was undoubtedly facili-
tated by similarities in word structure, which are partly an inheritance of
proto-Berbero-Semitic (the consonantal root system), and partly due to
similar developments in Northern Berber and (Maghribian) Arabic, such
as reductions in the short vowel system (see 5.1).

Both Maghribian Arabic and Berber verbs are based on roots consisting
of a number of consonants and sometimes one position (rarely two) filled
by a plain vowel.3 Most verbs with three or more consonants have no
vocalic position, and can therefore be considered as lexically vowel-less,
as the short vowels do not play a role in the morphological structure of
the verb. In Berber, the number of verbs with lexical vowel positions and
three or more consonants is larger than in Arabic. Many verbs with two
consonants also have a plain vowel position, which may occur in initial,
medial, or final position. While the vowel position itself is lexically deter-
mined, the quality of the vowel is in many cases subject to apophonic
alternations. In Arabic and in the Berber languages that have maintained
a qualitative contrast in the short vowel system (for Berber Ghadames,
Tuareg and Zenaga), aspectual apophony also applies to short vowels. In
such languages, the position of the short apophonic vowels is, with few
exceptions, predictable in verb forms.

The broad similarities between the two systems are illustrated in the
following table, which features some basic structures in Arabic and Ber-
ber, together with the apophony between Imperfect and Perfect (Maghrib-
ian Arabic) and Aorist and Perfective (Berber). The examples come from
Moroccan Arabic and Kabyle.

Stem Moroccan Moroccan Meaning  Kabyle Kabyle
structure Arabic Arabic Aorist Perfective

Perfect Imperfect
CcCC gsom gsam to cut (up) mgar mger to harvest
VCC (?)amar (?)amar to order adar  udor to descend
CvC faq fig to wake up kad kad to worry
CCV bna bni to build bdu bda to divide

Arabic has a basic distinction between two aspectual stems, the Perfect
and the Imperfect. Northern Berber has more aspectual stems, ranging

3 The theoretical discussion whether in Arabic or in Berber these plain vowels should
underlyingly (or historically) be analyzed as consonants does not concern us here.
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from barely three in Siwa? to six in Ghadames. The Figuig system is repre-
sentative for many Berber languages and may be reconstructible to proto-
Berber: Aorist, Perfective and Imperfective, as well as two negative stems
(always used in combination with the pre-verbal negation marker): Nega-
tive Perfective and Negative Imperfective,® e.g.:

Positive stem Negative stem
Aorist asar - (Figuig)
Perfective usor usir
Imperfective ttasar ttisor

‘to steal’

In Northern Berber, a large proportion of the verbs have no formal differ-
ence between the Aorist and the Perfective; only very few verbs show no
difference between Aorist/Perfective and Imperfective.

Arabic verb stems are initially inserted in Berber as Aorist or Perfective
forms rather than in the Imperfective. This can be shown from the way
Arabic (underived) first and (derived) second stem CCC verbs are treated
in Berber. In Arabic, the underived stem (stem I) of the CCC verb has
the shape C,C,Cs, while the derived second stem (basically an argument-
adding device) has a geminated second consonant: C,C,C,Cs. In many
Berber languages, CCC-verbs have the form C,C,C; in the Aorist and the
Perfective, while the Imperfective has C,C,C,Cs. This is to say that the
gemination of the second consonant, which marks a derivational differ-
ence in Arabic, is part of aspectual apophony in Berber, e.g.

Moroccan Ar.  [sag ‘it is glued’ (stem I) Kabyle: y-amgar ‘he harvested’
lassag ‘he glued (sth.) (stem II) i-maggar ‘he harvests’

In borrowed Arabic first and second stem verbs, the Berber Aorist/
Perfective is the form corresponding to the Arabic form. This is clearly
shown by cases where both the Arabic first stem and the Arabic second
stem have been taken over in Berber, e.g. Kabyle:

Arabic stem 1 Arabic stem II
Aorist/Perf.: y-ahram ‘it is prohibited’ i-harram ‘he prohibited’
Imperfective: i-harram ‘it is always prohibited’ y-athorrim  ‘he prohibits’

4 Only in one verbal type the distinction between Aorist and Perfective is preserved,
Souag 2010:374ff.

5 While the Negative Perfective is found in the majority of Berber languages, the Nega-
tive Imperfective is much less common.
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The integration of the Arabic first-stem form as a Berber Aorist/Perfective
is expected, as CCC is not a possible shape for Imperfectives in Berber.
However, the insertion of the Arabic second stem as an Aorist/Perfective
is not that simple, as C,C,C,Cj; is extremely rare as a basic stem shape in
originally Berber verbs. In order to achieve the integration, the Imper-
fective formation dedicated to four-radical verbs, with a prefix ¢ and
(depending on the dialect), insertion of a full vowel, is applied to the Ara-
bic stem-II verbs (see 7.3.1.1).

In Berber, the Arabic stems are conjugated by means of Berber Person-
Number-Gender affixes, and there is nothing in their conjugation which
differentiates them from verbs with a genuine Berber background. Only
in Ghomara, a large group of Arabic loan verbs have retained their Arabic
Person-Number-Gender affixes; this will be treated in more detail in sec-
tion 7.4.

As already shown by the above examples, Arabic verbs are inserted
into Berber as stem forms, which then are subject to the apophonic pat-
terns of Berber Mood-Aspect-Negation marking. Thus, providing another
Kabyle example, the Arabic verb Pamar ‘to order’, once taken over as
amar, receives exactly the same morphological treatment as the Berber
verb ador ‘to descend’ (Kabyle examples):

VCC verb of Berber origin ~ VCC verb of Arabic origin

Aorist ador amar
Perfective udoar umar
Negative Perfective udir umir
Imperfective ttador ttamoay
‘to descend’ ‘to order’

7.2 ARABIC DERIVED FORMS IN BERBER

Arabic stems are regularly combined with Berber derivational morphol-
ogy, which consists of prefixes, e.g. in the following Arabic loan:

Kabyle basic form: hraq ‘to burn (sth), to be burnt’
S (causative): ss-ahraq ‘to burn (sth)’
MS (medial causative) m-s-ahrag  ‘to burn each other’

There seem to be no more impediments to the application of Berber deri-
vational devices to Arabic loanwords than to verbs of Berber origin.
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Except for Ghomara (see below), Arabic derivations are not taken over
as a system.® However, there exist many cases where verbs from different
derivational stems of the same Arabic root have been taken over, thereby
reflecting to some degree Arabic derivation, e.g.

Kabyle 1 hrom  ‘be prohibited’ II harrom  ‘to prohibit’
I hsab ‘to count’ III hasab ‘to account for sth.’

Cf. also the fate of the Arabic verb root RYH, which has been taken over in
a large number of forms; from the translations by Dallet (1982) not much
difference in meaning can be detected:

Kabyle I rayyah ‘se reposer’
VIII rtih ‘se reposer, étre tranquille, étre soulagé’
X+VIII  startih ‘reposer’
VI traha ‘se reposer, étre en paix’

Taking over several Arabic stem forms of one single Arabic root is by no
means rare. Thus, for example, in Kabyle, among 108 borrowings of stem III
(CaCC) Arabic verbs, 50 are also attested in another Arabic stem (mostly
I and/or II); 16 are attested in several other Arabic stem forms (figures
based on Dallet 1953). Still, there is no reason to assume that Arabic deri-
vation is taken over as a system. In fact, in Maghribian Arabic, the mean-
ing of the derivations is by no means uniform, and the relationships which
can be established on morphological grounds are often difficult to define
semantically. Put otherwise, in many cases the derived stem functions as
an entirely different lexeme from the non-derived basis. Thus, regarding
the Kabyle stem III loans (and especially those with an underived coun-
terpart in Kabyle), one has the impression that in most cases stem I and
stem III meaning are either equivalent (although the dictionary transla-
tion probably hides details of meaning difference), or very wide apart
from each other. In Berber, therefore, it is best to consider loans of differ-
ent derivational forms of the same Arabic stem as morphologically inde-
pendent lexemes, and not as a system of synchronically interconnected
derivational forms.

Even when three different stem forms from the same Arabic root have
been taken over, there is no impediment to applying Berber derivational

6 Cf. Mitchell (2009:5), whose position is not entirely clear, however. While on the one
hand treating forms such as ax/5s ‘be repaid (debt), die’ and x5/los ‘repay (debt)’ as “in prin-
ciple semantically separate”, he continues, saying: “Such differences are perhaps reflected
in some form of spoken Arabic but do not necessarily belong to Arabic generally and must
be regarded as distinctively part of Zuaran Berber”.
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devices to these words. This is illustrated by the following loan in Kabyle,
one of the unusual cases of loanwords where the Arabic derivational
meanings are relatively transparent:

I bead ‘be away’ S (causative): ss-abead ‘move sth. away’
ibeid ‘be away’ M (medial):  my-abead  ‘remain at a distance
from e.o.

II  boeead ‘move sth. away’ M (medial):  m-bagead  ‘remain at a distance
from e.o’

Il basad ‘go away from’  SM (causative ss-am-bagad ‘move two things
medial): away from e.o.

Arabic derivation have hardly exercized analogical influence on verbs of
Berber origin. Thus in Kabyle, the verb shape CaCC is almost exclusively
found with Arabic loans (108 out of 111); in only two or three cases, a Berber
verb has taken an Arabic derivational shape, as in the Berber root dfar ‘to
follow'—dafor (quasi-III) ‘to frequent, to approach’ and in naggas (quasi-
IT) ‘to jostle’—nagas (quasi-III) ‘to bump into, to jostle’, which, accord-
ing to Dallet (1982:556) could be related to Tuareg angas ‘to beat with
the head.” Similarly, the shape of the Arabic second stem is sometimes
used to make a denominal verb on the basis of a Berber stem, similar to
Maghribian Arabic (Ph. Marcais 1977:58). Thus Figuig has a verb maddad
(quasi-II) ‘take a meal in the afternoon’ derived from the noun tamadditt
(ta-maddid-t) ‘afternoon’. This is probably inspired by Arabic pairs (not
borrowed in Figuig) such as esa ‘evening’ - €assa ‘take the evening meal’,
but the fact that the original noun also contains a geminate may have
been another factor in the choice of the verb shape.

In Ghomara the situation is different (all data from Mourigh p.c.). In
this variety, only one Berber derivation survives, the causative S-deriva-
tion. In addition to this, the Maghribian Arabic passive with the prefix
¢(t)- is used. This morpheme is only used with verbs of Arabic origin, and
the verbs have Arabic inflection (see 7.4), e.g.

afloh ‘cultivate’ ttafloh ‘be cultivated’
ban ‘appear’ than ‘be appeared’
fokk» ‘rescue’ ttfakk ‘be rescued’

7 Or should one rather compare Moroccan Arabic mangus ‘jerk, slob’ (Harrell
1966:101)?
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When a passive of a verb with Berber etymology is needed, a suppletive
form is used, in which the passive is based on the Arabic equivalent of
the Berber verb, e.g.

kraz ‘plough’ (< Berber) ttahrat ‘be ploughed’ (< Arabic)
ZNnaz ‘sell’ (< Berber) thae ‘be sold’ (< Arabic)
say™ ‘buy’ (< Berber) tasra ‘be bought’ (< Arabic)

In Ghomara, the correspondence of a Berber underived verb to an Arabic
passive is systematic, and there is little doubt that they function within a
paradigmatic opposition.

7.3 THE INSERTION OF ARABIC VERB SHAPES INTO
BERBER MORPHOLOGY

Arabic verbs have different formal shapes (i.e. C/V templates), especially
due to the presence of “weak” radicals (leading to vowel positions in the
template), and to the presence of derivational devices.

Studying the way verbs of these shapes are integrated into Berber mor-
phology (i.e. in the Aorist/Perfective basis of the Berber verb) involves two
sub-questions:

a. To what extent are the Arabic shapes integrated into pre-existing Ber-
ber patterns, and to what extent do they receive special treatment

b. As in some Arabic verbs Imperfect and Perfect have different vowels,
the question is, which form is the one inserted into Berber

In the following the treatment of a number of frequent Arabic stem shapes
will be studied. This will be done on the basis of a number of Berber lan-
guages, for which enough lexical documentation is available to provide
more than anecdotal information. The languages in question are Tashel-
hiyt (based on El Mountassir 2003), Central Moroccan Berber (Taifi 1991),
Tarifiyt (Ibafiez 1944, 1949, p.n.),® Figuig (Kossmann 1997), Mzab (Del-
heure 1984), Ouargla (Delheure 1987), Kabyle (Dallet 1982), Djebel Nefusa
(Beguinot *1942), Siwa (Souag 2010), and Zuwara (Mitchell 2009).

8 I did not have access to the most important dictionary of Tarifiyt, Serhoual (2002).
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7.31 The Treatment of Verbs without a Plain Vowel in Arabic

The so-called “sound” verbs of Arabic, i.e., verbs with three or four surface
consonants, have no plain vowel as part of their stem structure. The most
common original shapes in Arabic loans into Berber are the following:

C,C,C4 (sound g-radical verb, stem I

C,C,C3C, (sound g-radical verb, stem I; sound 3-radical verb, stem VII, VIII)
C,C,C, (verb with identical second and third radical)

C,C,CyC4 (sound g-radical verb, stem II)

In Maghribian Arabic, verbs of these types occur in the following shapes,
depending on the aspect and on the lexical type (exx. from Moroccan
Arabic):

Perfect Imperfect
C,C,Cq CCaC skaf CCaC skaf sip blood
skat CCuC skut shut up
C,C,C3C,  CaCCaC bantar CaCCaC bantor paint
C,C,C, CaCC Sakk CaCC Sakk suspect
kabb cuccC kiibb pour out
C,CyCyC3  CaCCaC fokkar CaCCaC fokkar think

First stem (underived) Arabic verbs allow for two vocalizations in the
Imperfect. The vocalization is either schwa, or short . The short-it verbs
mostly correspond to Classical Arabic verbs with the vowel u in the Imper-
fect, but many Classical u-verbs have been transmitted to the schwa-class
in Maghribian Arabic. There is a clear east-west cline as to the number
of verbs remaining in the short-i class; while quite numerous in eastern
Algeria, they are relatively rare in western Morocco.®

7.31.1 CCC Verbs and Longer Stems

Among these four stem shapes, one stem shape corresponds exactly to
unproblematic Berber stem shapes: CCC. In verbs of Berber origin, this
stem shape is highly frequent. It seems that in all variants of Berber the
Arabic CCC verbs have been integrated into this group without further
adjustments.

9 The situation is different in the Arabic dialects of Tunisia and Libya, where more
vowel qualities are preserved than more to the west.
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Like with Berber verbs, the Arabic loans of this type have no differ-
entiation between the Aorist and the Perfective. The Imperfective of
Arabic-based CCC-verbs follows the Berber pattern in most varieties;
thus in Tarifiyt, Figuig, Mzab, Ouargla, Djebel Nefusa, one finds almost
exclusively the Imperfective with gemination of the second consonant
(e.g. Aorist fham, Imperfective fahham ‘to understand’ < Arabic fham). In
Kabyle and in Central Moroccan Berber, both the Berber and the Arabic
classes of CCC-verbs display a lexical variation between an Imperfective
with #-CCaC and an Imperfective with gemination of the second root
consonant, e.g. Kabyle Aorist kras, Imperfective ttokras ~ karras ‘to tie, to
knot’ < Berber; Aorist lsaq, Imperfective ttalsag ~ lassaq ‘to glue’ < Arabic
[sag. Tashelhiyt has a different and highly interesting distribution of these
two allomorphs: Berber-based verbs normally have an Imperfective with
gemination of the first or second radical (for the conditions governing this
choice, see Dell & Elmedlaoui 1988, Lahrouchi 2009), while Imperfectives
of loans from Arabic have the shape t#tCCaC.!° The etymological compart-
mentalization found with Tashelhiyt CCC-verb Imperfective structures is
also found in the formation of the verbal noun, which always has non-
integrated morphology with verbs of Arabic origin (see 6.5).

The stem shape C,C,C3C, closely resembles the common Berber stem
shapes C,C,C,C3C,4 and C,C,C3C,. Arabic loans mostly have no initial
gemination (note however exceptions such as Figuig nnaxloe ‘be afraid’
< naxlae ‘id.”), but further follow Berber morphology of four-radical verbs
closely.

The stem shape C,C,C,C; does not seem to have a long history in
Berber; in spite of a few verbs of this shape with a Berber background
(mostly denominal verbs from nouns with a geminate), one may assume
that it did not exist in Berber before the introduction of Arabic verb
patterns. As C,C,C,C3 is the shape of the Arabic second stem, which is
highly productive in Maghribian Arabic, it is now very frequent in North-
ern Berber (over 600 verbs in Kabyle, Dallet 1953).1! Like four-consonant
verbs, C,C,C,C3 verbs are taken over as such, and do not undergo further
modifications. Aspectual morphology follows the patterns of Berber four-
consonant verbs.

10 A few verbs with a Berber background also have this structure (see the list in Lah-
rouchi 2009:199). They all have roots without a sonorant. As shown by Lahrouchi (2009),
triconsonantal verbal roots of Berber origin without a sonorant are extremely rare.

1 Tt is interesting to contrast this figure to only 28 verbs of this stem type (mostly Ara-
bic loans) found in Ahaggar Tuareg, which has undergone much less lexical influence from
Arabic than Northern Berber (Tressan 1982:44—45).
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7.31.2  CGC,C, Verbs
In the group of verbs that have no plain vowel in Arabic, the C,C,C, class
has led to most complications in the process of borrowing.

In Classical Arabic, depending on the aspect and the person, verbs of
this type appear with a geminate (when followed by a vowel) and with
two identical consonants, dislocated by a vowel (when followed by a con-
sonant), e.g.

Classical Ar. fakk-a ‘he untied”  fakak-tu ‘T untied’

Maghribian Arabic (like most other Arabic dialects—Andalusian Arabic
constitutes a rare exception, Corriente 1977:112) has generalized the forms
with gemination. When the verb is followed by a consonant-initial suffix,
the vowel ( appears between the geminate and the suffix, probably by
analogy with verbs with a plain final vowel, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. fokk ‘he untied  fokki-t ‘I untied’

When introducing verbs of this type into Berber, only little support was
to be found in Berber morphology. Many Berber languages have a small
group of original verbs with a final geminate. These verbs come from
verbs with two identical last consonants, which originally were dislocated
by a vocalic element. This situation is still found in many varieties, a.o.
Zenaga, Tuareg, Ghomara, Kabyle (as a variant) and all eastern Berber
languages. Among the varieties that retain the original situation, many
allow for short vowels in open syllables, e.g.:

Ayer Tuareg y-abdad  ‘he stood’ abdad-an  ‘they stood’

In those languages where a short vowel is lost in open syllables, there is
variation between dislocated and geminated consonants according to syl-
lable structure, as attested in Igli (Sud oranais, Kossmann 2010b:71):

Igli i-bdad ‘he stands’ badd-an ‘they stand’

In most Northern Berber varieties, however, the form with gemination
was generalized, e.g. Figuig:

Figuig i-badd ‘he stands’ badd-an ‘they stand’

At a later stage, in some sedentary Saharan languages (Figuig, Mzab,
Ouargla), new C,C,0C, verbs emerged, as a consequence of a reshuffling
of the morphology of stative verbs; thus Figuig nowadays has i-badd ‘he is
standing’ (< *y-abdad), but also i-mlal ‘he is white’ (an analogical forma-
tion based on earlier forms such as the Aorist stem imlul).
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The number of original Berber C,C,C, verbs is quite small, and they
constituted a relatively weak analogical target for the integration of Ara-
bic verbs. As a consequence, the treatment of Arabic C,C,C, verbs is far
from unitary in Berber. One can distinguish the following types:

a. C,C,C,, similar to the Arabic Perfect, and to the treatment of original
Berber C,C,C, verbs in most dialects.

b. Insertion of a plain vowel (mostly u) between the first consonant and
the geminate. This leads to some similarity to the a-Imperfect of some
Arabic C,C,C, verbs.

c. Suffixation of a vowel after the geminate. This is similar (but not identi-
cal) to the presence of a vowel between the geminate and a consonant-
initial suffix in Arabic C,C,C, verbs.

d. Insertion of a plain vowel (mostly u) before the geminate combined
with suffixation of a vowel after the geminate, i.e., a combination of
device b and c.

a. The first type, which leads to most similarity with the Arabic shape, is
the regular solution in Tarifiyt, Figuig, Mzab, Ouargla and Siwa. In these
languages, it concerns the great majority of Arabic C,C,C, verbs; in Figuig
only one verb is treated differently (huss ‘to feel’), while in Mzab two
C,C,C, loan verbs with a different shape are attested (hussa ‘to feel’, dall
‘to look from above’). In Ouargla and Tarifiyt, numbers of other shapes
are somewhat higher (at about one third in Ouargla), but the majority
of C,C,C, verbs are integrated according to the Arabic Perfect without
further modifications.

On the other hand, in Kabyle—by far the best documented variety of
northern Berber, lexicographically speaking—, only 11 cases of the first
type are attested. Most of these verbs are in variation with similar verbs
with different shapes, either C;uC,C, or C,C,C,C, (i.e. the Arabic second
stem forms of C,C,C, verbs). It seems that at least some of the Kabyle
C,C,C, verbs are best considered variants of C,C,C,C, verbs. Their origin
lies in forms with a vowel-initial suffix in the verbal conjugation, which
causes the disappearance of the second schwa of the C,C,C,C, verbs. As
a result the geminate coalesces with the identical following consonant.
Thus, while there is an opposition between C,C,C, verbs and C,C,C,C,
verbs in the third person singular, the two forms are identical in the third
plural, e.g.

Kabyle 3SG:M i-hass VS. i-hassas
3PL:M hass-an = hass-an
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The C,C,C, shape in this context paves the way for a reinterpretation in
terms of C,C,C, in all contexts.

Elsewhere, the device is even more unusual. Taifi’'s Central Moroccan
Berber dictionary has only one example (¢azz ‘to be loved’),!? just like

Beguinot’s vocabulary of Djebel Nefusa Berber (4222 ‘to go on pilgrimage’).
No attestations of this way of integration were found in Tashelhiyt.

b. The second type is characterized by the insertion of a plain vowel
between the first consonant and the geminate. Without adjunction of
a post-root vowel (device d), this is the regular device in Djebel Nefusa,
where, with one exception, all Arabic C,C,C, verbs are taken over as
CuC,Cy, e.g. hutt ‘to put’; kubb ‘to kiss’ kurr ‘to drag’; quss ‘to cut’; sunn
‘to sharpen’; sudd ‘be enough’; suqq ‘to cleave’; sSumm ‘to smell’; tumm ‘to
be counted, to be finished’; zuzz ‘to shear’; dumm ‘to sweep’ (Provasi 1973:
524). The same situation applies in Zuwara, where, according to Mitchell
(2009:22) there are 46 examples with the shape C;uC,C,, and two exam-
ples with the shape C,iC,C,, not necessarily all from Arabic.!® In Awdjila,
the most common device seems to be insertion of the vowel u in com-
bination with gemination of the first consonant, e.g. addugg ‘to knock’,
ammudd ‘to extend’(van Putten fc.).

In Kabyle, vowel insertion is also by far the most generally attested
device. In this variety, several vowel patterns appear, some of which have
aspectual apophony (verbs of Berber origin are of course not counted).
For the sake of completeness, the forms without a plain vowel treated
above are also presented:

AOU—-PVU the most common, e.g. suzz — euzz ‘to cherish’ (over 45 cases)

AOa-Pva 2 attestations: hall — hall ‘to be suitable for’; gadd — gadd ‘to be
enough’ (~ gidd — gadd)

AOa—-PVU 5 attestations: mass — muss ‘to touch’; gass — quss ‘to bear a

vy o

grudge’; gass — gass ‘to swipe’ (~ quss — quss); xass — xuss ‘to
lack’; eass — euss ‘to guard'. Cf. also _fakk — fukk ‘to stop’ whose
Arabic background is questionable (cf. Dallet 1982:199).

AO[—PVa 5 attestations: dill — dall ‘to look at’; hibb — habb (~ hibb — hubb)
‘to love’; gidd — gadd ‘to be enough’ (~ gadd — qadd); girr — garr
‘to admit’; sibb — sabb ‘to injure’

12 This form is in variation with the stative verb shape eziz, which itself is derived from
the Arabic adjective eziz. This suggests that £azz could be a Berber-internal reformation on
the basis of the verb eziz rather than a direct borrowing of the Arabic verb eazz.

13 Mitchell’s examples of C,C,C, structures without a vowel suggest that this is the more
common way of treating Berber-based verbs, e.g. bddd ‘stand up’ (Mitchell 2009:20).
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AO[—PVU 1 attestation: hibb — hubb (~ hibb — habb) ‘to love’

AO @ — PV @ 11 attestations: pass — bass ‘to urinate’; darr — darr ‘to harm’
(~ durr — durr); hadd — hadd ‘to limit’ (~ hudd — hudd, haddad);
hass — hass ‘to cut grass’ (~ huss — huss); hall — hall (~ hallal) ‘to
implore’; hass — hass ‘to listen’ (~ hassas); harr — harr ‘to hold
back’; madd — madd ‘to hand over’ (~ mudd — mudd); $aqq —
$aqq ‘to split (wood)’ (~ Suqq — Suqq, saqqaq); Zadd — Zadd ‘to
be a grandfather’; eayr — earr ‘to be of low status’

Many verbs of these types show lexical variation between different vowel
schemes. Still, there are cases where the use of a different vowel corre-
sponds to different semantic content, e.g. hall - hall ‘to implore’ vs. hall -
hall ‘to be suitable for’ vs. hull - hull ‘to mix (with liquid)".

Outside Djebel Nefusa and Kabyle, the shape C,VC,C, is much less used
for integrating Arabic C,C,C, verbs. In Central Moroccan Berber it only
appears once (higg ‘to go on pilgrimage’, dialectally also other shapes),
and in El Mountassir’s verb list of Tashelhiyt (2003), it is also limited to
one occurrence: dukk ‘to drink while smoking’. In the Zenatic dialects,

which prefer the shape C,C,C,, some examples of C,VC,C, appear:

Figuig huss ‘to feel’
Mzab dall ‘to look from above’
Ouargla huzz ‘to be shaken’; huss ‘to feel’; kubb ‘to pour’; kurr ‘to drag’

Yy o«

yurr ‘to deceive’; russ ‘to water’; sukk (~ suk) ‘to kick out’; Sugg

‘to make a hole’; sull ‘to have an acute diarrhoea’; Sugq ‘to split

(wood)’; sarr ‘to be in good health’; hizZ ‘to go on a pilgrimage’
Tarifiyt!# bukk ‘to fester’; hudd ‘to threaten’; hukk ‘to rub oneself’; russ ‘to

vy

sprinkle’; sukk ‘to prick’; eugq ‘to vomit’; hibb ‘to love’; hizZ ‘to go
on pilgrimage’; gidd ‘to be enough’

c. The third device for integrating Arabic C,C,C, verbs consists of the suf-
fixation of a vowel after the geminate. By means of this method, the verbs
are integrated into one of the classes of vowel-final verbs. This device
may have been inspired by the use of vowel-final stem forms in dialectal
Arabic when a consonant-initial suffix is present (e.g. fokki-t ‘T untied’, see
p- 246).

Device (c) is mainly found in Central Moroccan Berber and in Tashel-
hiyt. In Central Moroccan Berber, the verbs are integrated into the class
with final -a (see below for more details on vowel-final verbs), e.g. halla
‘to be licit’, galla ‘to be rare’, $okka ‘to doubt’. Only one verb of this type

14 Forms according to Ibafez (1944). Q often has forms without a full vowel where more
western varieties have a full vowel.
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has been introduced into the class with final u in the Aorist: eaddu (pv
€addi/a) ‘to be numerous’.

In Tashelhiyt, on the other hand, all verbs of this type are integrated
into the class with final u in the Aorist, e.g. Allu (pv hlli/a) ‘to be licit’, gllu
(pv qlli/a) ‘to be rare’, Skku (pv $kki/a) ‘to doubt'.

d. The fourth device is a combination of the preceding two, i.e. the addi-
tion of a vowel before the geminate and suffixation of a vowel after the
geminate. Like device (c), this seems to be mainly a feature of Central
Moroccan Berber and Tashelhiyt, the only attestation outside this area
being Mzab hussa ‘to feel'.

In Central Moroccan Berber, the structure C;uC,C,a exists as a minor
pattern next to the forms without an internal vowel. There are five attes-
tations in Taifi's dictionary: dunna ‘to suppose’; fukka ‘to save’; hubba ‘to
love’; kubba ‘to pour’ (Zayan), and rus$Sa ‘to sprinkle’. In the southern
Central Moroccan dialect of the Ayt Izdeg, a number of verbs with the
shape CuC,C,u (apparently with AO=pPv -u) are attested. This may be the
dedicated dialectal form: dullu (pv dullu) ‘to be humiliated’, dunnu ‘to sup-
pose’, huggu ‘to go on pilgrimage’.!s

In Tashelhiyt, the minority pattern C,VC,C,u seems to be somewhat
more frequent than in Central Moroccan Berber. The final vowel is almost
always u (Pv i/a); the internal vowel is mostly u: fukku ‘to deliver’, hukku
‘to scratch’, hussu ‘to feel’, huzZu ‘to go on pilgrimage’, russu ‘to sprinkle’.
Once a is found: harru ‘to hurry’, and once a is combined with the final
vowel a: ggadda ‘to be enough’.

The different devices for inserting Arabic C,C,C, verbs into Berber pat-
terns are recapitulated in the following table. In the table, only those
devices accounting for over 10% of the attested verbs in the dialect are
presented. The + sign refers to the most frequent pattern in the dialect, +
to minority patterns (excluding hapaxes).

7.3.1.3 Arabic Aspectual Apophony in Borrowed Arabic Verbs without a
Plain Vowel

One major question is to what extent the shape of the verbs as taken over
in Berber corresponds to the Arabic Imperfect verb form rather than to

15 However, in the nearby Ayt Hdiddou variety, the scheme C,C,C,a (A0=PV) prevails,
like elsewhere in Central Moroccan Berber (Azdoud 2011).
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The integration of Arabic C,C,C, verbs

a.CCCy  b.CVCC, € CCCV  d. CVC,CoV

Siwa +
Djebel Nefusa
Zuwara
Kabyle
Ouargla

Mzab

Figuig

Tarifiyt
Central Morocco +
Tashelhiyt +

+ o+ o+ o+
I+ Ho+ o+ o+

+

the Perfect. In the case of CCC verbs and of the derived stems treated
above, this question cannot be answered, as the Arabic forms have been
integrated entirely into Berber patterns without plain vowels. However,
with C,C,C, verbs Berber adaptations with plain vowels exist, which allow
us to study this question.

In Classical Arabic, the Perfect almost always has the vowel a, while the
Imperfect occurs with three vocalizations, a, i and u. This suggests that
the frequency of u in Berber adaptations of Arabic C,C,C, verbs is due to
the take-over of the Arabic Imperfect form.

While alluring, this explanation is littered with problems. Even if one
would take Classical Arabic as the basis of borrowing (a highly improb-
able option), the vocalization of many verbs in Berber would not corre-
spond to Arabic. Thus, for example, Djebel Nefusa tumm ‘to be counted,
to be finished’ corresponds to a verb that has ¢ vocalization in Classical
Arabic, and 2 in local dialects of Arabic.16

On the basis of Maghribian Arabic, the explanation is even less attrac-
tive. In most Maghribian Arabic varieties the short vowel system has col-
lapsed into a two-term system consisting of 2 and ii. The vowel u is also
found as an Imperfect vowel in underived verbs, but there is great dialectal
variation as to its frequency. Many (in some dialects most) verbs which
have the Imperfect vowel u in Classical Arabic, have 2 instead of expected
u. The tendency to restrict the vocalization u to a small number of verbs
is especially strong in Morocco, but also appears in pre-Hilalian Algerian
dialects. Therefore, it is unexpected that in most Berber varieties—and

16 E.g. Tunis (Singer 1984:352); Tripoli (Griffini 1913:119); and Fezzan (Marcais 2001:160
ea.).



252 CHAPTER SEVEN

especially so in Morocco—C,uC,C,(V) is the most frequent type of inte-
grated Arabic C,C,C,verbs.

In many nomadic Maghribian dialects the short vowel opposition has
been reduced to a two-way opposition d vs. 3. One remarks that some of
the Berber varieties spoken in the Sahara (Figuig, Mzab, Siwa) only rarely
use the device in which a vowel is inserted. This could be considered a
result of the absence of short # in the surrounding Arabic dialects. This
does not, however, explain the similar outcome in Tarifiyt, which has dif-
ferent Arabic dialects as its neighbors.

This is not to say that the Imperfect vocalization has had no influence
on the Berber shape with some individual verbs. One remarks that the
Arabic verb rass ‘to sprinkle’, which has Imperfects with u attested as far
west as Morocco (Premare 1993—-1999; Harrell 1966 gives 2), is taken over
with u in most Berber varieties: Tashelhiyt russu, Central Moroccan Ber-
ber russa, Tarifiyt russ, Ouargla russ, the only exception being Figuig rass.
Similarly one wonders whether the fact that Kabyle hall ‘to be suitable’
corresponds to a Classical Arabic form with Imperfect i, while Kabyle Aull
‘to mix’ corresponds to a verb with Imperfect u in Classical Arabic is coin-
cidental. The choice of individual vocalizations may also stem from other
word forms, such as corresponding nouns. For example the Ouargli form
hizZ ‘to go on a pilgrimage’, used with a verb which has u vocalization in
Classical Arabic, is no doubt derived from the Classical Arabic noun Aigga
‘pilgrimage to Mekka’, appearing in Ouargli as lhizz.17

In spite of such individual cases, the Arabic Imperfect vocalization has
only been a minor factor in the choice of the Berber form. The choice of
the vowel is not dictated by the phonetic nature of the stem consonants
either. Thus in Kabyle, similar percentages of u and non-u vocalizations
are found with stems which contain a back consonant!® and stems which
do not. Only with stems that contain a labial consonant, u-vocalization is
more frequent than in other contexts; but even in this context, a series of
exceptions occur.

17 Dialectal Arabic normally has forms with a short vowel, such as hazZ or hdazZ. Direct
influence from Classical Arabic is of course not unexpected with this religious term.

18 Le. a velar, a uvular or a pharyngeal. In Kabyle, as well as in a number of other Berber
languages, these consonants can be labialized.
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7.3.2  The Integration of Arabic Verbs with a Final Vowel

7.3.2.1 First Stem Verbs

In Arabic, there exists an important group of verbs which have a vowel in
final position. Verbs of this type belong to roots which contain a final y or
w. In Maghribian Arabic, first stem verbs of these types can be classified
in a number of groups:

a. Perfect a Imperfect a, e.g. bda — bda ‘to begin’
b. Perfect a Imperfect i, e.g. bna — bni ‘to build’
c. Perfect a Imperfect u, e.g. hba - hbu ‘to crawl (child)

The third category, with Imperfect u, only appears in a few verbs. Like in
most other Arabic dialects, the great majority of verbs which in Classi-
cal Arabic belong to the III w group with u-vocalization in the Imperfect
have been inserted into the scheme of the i-verbs. The number of u-verbs
in Maghribian Arabic does not exceed five in any dialect (Jijel, Ph. Mar-
cais 1956:171, cf. also Heath 2000). Some of these verbs may be classicisms.
Thus Jijel efa — efu ‘to forgive’ may be based on the fixed classical formula
llahu yaefu ‘God forgive! (currently used in Eastern Morocco when some-
body lights a cigarette). For other verbs this kind of explanation does not
seem to hold. Philippe Marcais (1956:171) signals that most verbs have a
labial consonant, and suggests a phonetic background to the preservation
of u vocalization. Semantic factors may also have played a role: with the
exception of efa — ¢fu, treated above, all verbs Marcais cites refer to less
controlled actions, or to actions typical of little children: Jijel: ba — hbu
‘to crawl’, kba — kbu ‘to lower one’s head, to doze’, fsa - fsu ‘to fart’, Zya —
Zyu ‘to cry, wail (little child)’ (no clear Arabic etymology), elsewhere in
Algeria also: dba — dbu ‘to patter along’ and kea — keu ‘to march with dif-
ficulty’ (Ph. Marcais 1956:171, n. 2). One wonders whether u-vocalization is
somehow associated to the expressive domain, and thereby hindered the
analogical integration of these verbs into the major i verb class.

Andalusian Arabic, it seems, allowed for more u-verbs than any other
western Arabic dialect; in many cases, Corriente (1977; 1997) lists alternat-
ing forms with both ( and u (e.g. afsu vs. afst ‘to break wind without noise’,
Corriente 1997:399).

Berber languages have a verbal type of a similar structure as the Arabic
defective verbs, with a pattern CCV in the Aorist and the Perfective. There
exists an important dialectal divide between varieties in which Aorist and
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Perfective have different vocalizations in this verb type (among others
Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Kabyle, Ghadames) and those which
have the same vocalization in both aspects (among others Tarifiyt, Figuig,
Mzab, Ouargla, Djebel Nefusa, Siwa). The most common type has A0 u
and v i/a in Tashelhiyt (etc.) and i/a both in the Aorist and the Perfective
in varieties with merger of the two (except Siwa, which has unchanging u
in both aspects, Souag 2010:377). The alternating vowel is ( in the 1st and
2nd person singular, and a elsewhere (further details in Kossmann 1994),
e.g. with the verb bdu ‘to divide”

Tashelhiyt Tashelhiyt Figuig Figuig
Aorist Perfective Aorist Perfective
18 bdu-h bdi-h bdi-x bdi-x
28 t-bdu-t t-bdi-t t-abdi-d t-abdi-d
3SM i-bdu i-bda i-bda i-bda
3PM bdu-n bda-n bda-n bda-n

Even though this pattern is well-established in Berber, the number of
original Berber verbs which have it is relatively small.

In addition to this pattern, some Berber languages have further minor
patterns of vowel-final verbs, which will be presented where relevant. It
is important to note that Berber also has verbs with a final w or y. Arabic
vowel-final verbs are never integrated into these semivowel-final classes
(with the exception of some ambiguous cases which will be pointed to
where relevant), even in languages (such as Tashelhiyt), where the under-
lying final glide normally appears as a vowel.

Arabic stem I CCV verbs are almost invariably put into the Berber
CCu/a class. Compare the fate of the Arabic verb bda - bda ‘to start’ in a
number of languages:

Tashelhiyt AO bdu PV bdi/a
Central Mor. AO bdu PV bdi/a
Ghomara!® AO bdu PV bda
Kabyle AO bdu PV bdi/a
Ghadames AO abdu PV abde/a
Tarifiyt A0 bdi/a PV bdi/a
Figuig AO bdi/a PV bdi/a
Mzab AO bdi/a PV bdi/a
Ouargla AO bdi/a PV bdi/a

19" Only loan verbs with Berber inflection are taken into account.



VERBAL MORPHOLOGY 255

Nefusa AO bdi/a PV bdi/a
Zuwara AO bdi/a PV bdi/a
Siwa AO bdu PV bdu

Exceptions to this way of integration are quite rare. They fall into three

types:

a. Use of an Aorist form with final i :

Kabyle is the only language with more than one attestation of this type.
In this variety, some of the i-final loan verbs have Ao i pv i/a, others have
A0 i PV a (ie. also a before the 1st and 2nd singular):

Kabyle AO hsi PV hsi/a ‘to deceive’
AOyni Pvyni/a ‘tobe enriched ~A0ynu Pvyni/a‘enrich, be enriched’
AO eri Pveri/a ‘to be naked’ ~ A0 eru Pv eri/a
AOrhi Pvrhi/a ‘to be unhappy ~ Ao rhu pv rhi/a
AOrbi Pvrba  ‘to ask too high a price’ # A0 rbu pv rbi/a ‘take on
knee’
AOesi Pvesa  ‘to be strong’; cf AO esu PV esi/a ‘confront’
A0 bhi Pvbha ‘to be well-clothed’
AOeti Pveta  ‘to be vigourous’ ~ AO etu PV eti/a
AOxfi Pvxfa ‘to disappear
A0 lhi  Pviha  ‘to be busy with’

The relatively large number of cases in Kabyle may be simply due to the
high quality of Kabyle lexicography; thus against eleven verbs of the shape
CCi,20 there are 107 verbs with have CCu (mainly of Arabic origin). On the
other hand, different from other varieties, in Kabyle the vocalization i is
common in longer vowel-final verb types (see below), and this may have
exercized influence on the CCV verbs.

In the other languages, only single attestations of integration into this
type were found:

Tashelhiyt AO=PV $Wi ‘to grill’
Tarifiyt AO=PV Wi ‘to pinch’
Figuig AO=PV kri ‘to rent’

Mzab AO=PV (ri ‘to rent’
Ouargla AO=PV [wi ‘to get twirled’
Nefusa AO=PV okri ‘to rent’
Ghomara AO=PV qli ‘to fry’

In some of these languages, CCi could synchronically represent underly-
ing **CCy. This is not the case, however, in Figuig, where CCi and CCy are

20 Le. the above ten loans and one original Berber verb, §"ri — g*ra ‘to remain, to be
last’. Verbs with vocalization of final y and w are not included in the figures.
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kept well apart. The frequency of the Arabic verb kra — kri ‘to rent’ in this
list is remarkable. I have no explanation for this; Arabic nominal forms
have a (l=akra ‘the rent’), so there does not seem to be influence from a
non-verbal form.

b. Use of an Aorist form with final a in Berber varieties which normally
have u :

Tashelhiyt AO=PV hna  ‘to serve’ (the Arabic basis is not certain)
Central Mor. AO=PV gra ‘to read’

AO=PV swa ‘to be worth, have a value’

AO=PV sea ‘to obtain loot’

This implies introduction of the verb in the very minor class of verbs which
have a (without vowel change) both in the Aorist and in the Perfective.
The three Central Moroccan Berber verbs all belong to the Arabic a-type,
but one should note that other Arabic a-verbs have been integrated into
the Berber u-i/a class.

c. Use of forms with u in Berber varieties which normally have i/a both in
the Aorist and the Perfective:

Figuig AO=PV &fu ‘to forgive (subject: God)’
Mzab AO=PV deu ‘to wish for, to curse’
AO=PV hlu ‘to be sweet’
AO=PV &fu ‘to forgive’
Ouargla AO=PV sfu ‘to be clear (color)’
AO=PV deu ‘to invoke God’
AO=PV hsu ‘to introduce, to stuff’
Tarifiyt (Q) AO=PV gfu ‘to forgive’
AO=PV arxu ‘to let go’
AO=PV edu ‘to pass’

In these verbs, u is invariable between Aorist and Perfective. These are
varieties where original Berber verbs only rarely have final u. The Arabic
verbs in question all correspond to Classical forms which have Imperfects
with u. As the local Arabic dialects have all done away with the u-type of
the Imperfect in this verb class, the Berber forms seem to be connected
with Classical Arabic rather than with dialectal Arabic. This is hardly
problematic in the case of fu ‘to forgive (subject: God)’ and deu ‘to invoke
God’, which belong to the religious vocabulary; different from the others,
they have u correspondents in some western Arabic varieties: efu, rather
well-spread in Algeria, Morocco and Andalusia, dsu (varying with dei) in
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Andalusian Arabic (Corriente 1997). The reason behind the choice of u
with the other verbs is unclear: nothing in the semantics of the verbs sug-
gests that they have a Classical cachet, and they are not attested with u in
any western Arabic dialect.

7.3.2.2  Other Stem Forms

The Arabic verbs with a final vowel position also occur in derived stem
types. In the types that are most important to our discussion, stem II and
[T, Maghribian Arabic always has the same vowel apophony Perfective a,
Imperfective i, e.g. Moroccan Arabic (stem II) walla ‘he became’—i-walli
‘may he become’.

There are no well-established Berber verb types with a final vowel that
would correspond to these longer stem types. Therefore, one might expect
that the Arabic verbs of these types are simply inserted into the same
mould as the shorter vowel-final stem I CCV verbs.

This is in fact what happens in the Berber languages which have the
same final vowel in the Aorist and in the Perfective, such as Ouargla. In
these varieties, the Arabic final vowel is taken over as i/a in Arabic stem II
and stem III verbs. Stem III verbs do not undergo further modifications,

e.g.:

Ouargla dawa ‘to heal’

dawa ‘to give light’
Mzab wala ‘to be favorable’

wata ‘to be good, fitting’

cada ‘to consider somebody an enemy’
Nefusa dawa ‘to heal’

laga ‘to meet’

Stem II verbs also get final a. In the Saharan oasis varieties, most defective
stem II verbs are integrated in the form C;aC,C,a, with insertion of a full
a before the second root consonant, e.g.

Ouargla darra ‘to sprinkle’
manna ‘to desire’
naqqa ‘to cleanse’
samma ‘to name’
Mzab wassa ‘to recommend’
zakka ‘to give the legal alms’
eabba ‘to fill oneself with’
Figuig yazza ‘to do bad things intentionally’
rayya ‘to propose’

cazza ‘to offer one’s condolences’
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At this point, vowel-final stem II verbs function differently from sound
stem II verbs, which do not get an additional plain vowel.

Forms without a plain vowel are not attested in Figuig, with the excep-
tion of yanni ‘to sing’. In Mzab only one verb lacks the internal a : azza
‘to offer one’s condolences’. The number of verbs without internal a is
somewhat larger in Ouargla, but still constitutes a minority pattern, e.g.
hayya ‘to be ready’, wassa ‘to recommend’ and eazza ‘to offer one’s con-
dolences'.

Djebel Nefusa and Zuwara, on the other hand, have forms without an
internal plain vowel throughout, it seems,?! e.g. Nefusa yanna ‘to sing’ and
nazZa ‘to save’, Zuwara zdkka ‘give alms’ (Mitchell 2009:15). In the variet-
ies under consideration, only one derived defective Arabic verb does not
have final a, Figuig yanni ‘to sing’.

Among the Berber varieties which have different vowels in the Aorist
and the Perfective of the CCV verbs, only in Tashelhiyt derived defective
Arabic verbs get the same vocalic pattern as the CCV verbs. This treat-
ment is found with stem II verbs:

Tashelhiyt AO y$su PV ys$Si/a ‘to deceive’
AO nwwu PV nwwi/a ‘to intend’
AO rbbu PV rbbi/a ‘to educate’ éduquer
AO smmu PV smmi/a  ‘to name’
AO $qqu PV $qqi/a ‘to be difficult’
AO ussu PV ussi/a ‘to advise’
AO zkku PV zkki/a ‘to give the legal alms’

A few stem II verbs are treated differently, and are integrated into verb
types with an invariable final vowel: nZZa ‘to be save’, ynni ‘to sing’.

Defective stem III verbs, on the other hand, are all inserted into the
class of invariable a-final verbs, e.g. dawa ‘to heal’, gada ‘to terminate’
and Zaza ‘to give recompensation (God). With other verb stems, both
u-i/a and a-a occur, without clear distribution, e.g. thllu — thlli/a ‘to care
for' (stem V), tthnnu — tthnni/a ‘to be quiet’ (stem V) but tmnna ‘to wish’
(stem V) and ttudda ‘to wash oneself ritually’ (stem V).

In Central Moroccan Berber, the treatment of derived defective Arabic
verbs is entirely regular: all such verbs are put into the class with invari-
able final a, e.g.

2 From the transcriptions in Beguinot (*1942) it is not always clear whether schwa or
a is meant.
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Central Mor. stem II:  AO=PV monna  ‘to wish’
AO=PV gassa ‘to burglarize’
AO=PV somma  ‘to name’
AO=PV $atta ‘to spend the winter’
stem III:  A0=PV $afa ‘to heal (subject: God)’
AO=PV wata ‘to convene’

Kabyle is as regular as Central Moroccan Berber, but uses a different
device. In this variety, derived defective Arabic verbs are put into a spe-
cial apophonic class, which, as far as applied to final vowels, further only
appears in a few CCV verbs (see above), the class with the apophony
Aorist { — Perfective (stable) a. In stem III, non-final Aorist a is u in the
Perfective. Examples:

Kabyle stem II: AO yazzi PVyazza  ‘to punish’
AO barri PV barra  ‘to be interested in’
stem III: AO basi PV busa ‘to be sentenced’??
AO lagi PV luga  ‘to punish (subject: God)

A similar situation as in Kabyle is found in Ghomara??® (Mourigh fc.), e.g.

Ghomara stem II: AO ealli pveolla  ‘to make rise’
AOnaqqi  Pvnagqa ‘to make clean’
stem III: AO lagi PV laga ‘to make meat’
AO hadi PV hada  ‘to touch’

In addition to this, there are a few verbs which have i throughout: donni
‘blow on the fire’, lbwwi ‘to roll’.

7.3.2.3 Vowel-final Arabic Verbs and the Question of Imperfect
Vocalization

As with other forms with a plain vowel, studying the integration of vowel-
final Arabic verbs one has to deal with the question which Arabic aspec-
tual form is the basis of the borrowing.

In the case of CCV verbs, this question is a difficult one. As Berber
already had an original verb shape with CCV as its basis, albeit a rela-
tively small group, one can assume that the CCV template was simply
filled in in the Berber way. Otherwise stated, the whole Arabic verb class
was integrated into the structure of Berber and thereby received Berber

22 The verb probably goes back to French passer (en justice) (Brugnatelli 1999:326). It
also occurs, as a IlId stem, in Algerian Arabic.

23 Borrowings from Arabic stem II and III verbs always have Berber inflection in Gho-
mara (Mourigh fc.).
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apophony, regardless of the vowel in the original Arabic form. Another,
less abstract, account would be that the Perfect form of Arabic was taken
as a basis. In Berber varieties with a differentiation between Aorist u and
Perfective i/a, this meant the equation of the Arabic Perfect form with the
Berber Perfective, and then adding the Aorist form by analogy.?* Note that
the Aorist u in these verbs cannot stem directly from the Arabic Imperfect
vowel u, as the class includes both verbs with Classical Arabic Imperfect u
and verbs with the Imperfect vowel i or a. Moreover, in dialectal Arabic,
the Imperfect vowel u is almost absent in the CCV class of verbs.

In the derived forms of the Arabic defective verbs, one finds a more
complicated picture. The Berber Aorist=Perfective languages treat these
verbs the same way as their stem I counterparts. Tashelhiyt also does so,
but only for stem II verbs. For these forms, the same questions and solu-
tions are applicable as with stem I defective verbs.

Tashelhiyt (mainly stem III) and Central Moroccan Berber (all derived
verbs) put the derived verbs into a different apophonic class, viz. the class
with stable a. If one considers the Arabic vocalization relevant, this means
that the Arabic Perfect form is at the basis of the borrowing. In Kabyle,
finally, one finds a fine match between the Arabic vocalization pattern
Imperfect { — Perfect a and the Kabyle pattern Aorist { — Perfective a.
As the apophony i-a also appears elsewhere in Kabyle morphology (but
not with vowel-final verbs), there is no reason to consider the pattern
with derived Arabic verbs a simple borrowing from Arabic. However, the
Arabic pattern may very well have helped in the choice of this solution
in Kabyle. Ghomara has the same forms; in this case it is reasonable to
assume direct influence from Arabic, as this is also found elsewhere in
verb stem morphology (see below).

The integration of vowel-final Arabic verbs has led to great changes
in the frequency of stem types in Berber. Vowel-final stems must have
been relatively rare before the introduction of Arabic loanwords. Thus
the robust, but small, class of CCV verbs was greatly strengthened by the
introduction of the much more important group of Arabic defective verbs.
Similarly, in Tashelhiyt and Central Moroccan Berber, the marginal type
of verbs with final a both in the Aorist and in the Perfective became a
vigorous verb class because of the introduction of Arabic derived stems.
The Kabyle verb type with final i-a alternation seems to be confined to
Arabic derived stem borrowings. Nowadays it is a well-established verb

24 Later on, in Siwa the final u of the Aorist was extended to the Perfective, Souag
2010:377.
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class with about 50 members of a stem II type, and about 30 members of
the stem III type.

7.3.3 Integrating Arabic Verbs with an Initial or Internal Plain Vowel

Maghribian Arabic has a number of verb shapes with an initial or internal
plain vowel. Some of these are due to vocalization of w (e.g. ussa ~ wassa
‘to order’), and will not be treated here. Three major types appear:

a. Verbs which, in Maghribian Arabic, start with (?)a. In Classical Arabic,
these are verbs with an initial glottal stop.

b. CVC verbs. These verbs derive from the Classical type of Mediae Infir-
mae, i.e. stem I forms of verbs with w or y as the middle radical. A few
verbs with a medial glottal stop in the classical language also belong
to this group.

c. Other verb types with a medial vowel. This mainly concerns derived
verb forms, esp. stem III (structure: C;aC,Cs) and stem XI (structure
C,C,aC3(C3)), which is relatively frequent in dialectal western Arabic.

7.3.31 Verbs with Initial ?a

The small group of Arabic original I ? verbs which have initial 7a (with
plain a) in Maghribian Arabic is always integrated into the robust Berber
class of verbs with initial Aorist a, Perfective u. Arabic verbs of this type
are integrated into the Berber apophonic patterns, and also contrast Aor-
ist a to Perfective u, e.g.

Arabic 7adan ‘to allow’
Central Moroccan AO adan, PV udan, Kabyle A0 adan, Pv udan (infre-
quent form)
Arabic Pamoan ‘to believe’
Tashelhiyt A0 amn, v umn, Central Moroccan A0 aman, PV uman, Kab-
yle AO amoan, PV umon, Rif A0 amon, PV uman, Figuig A0 aman, PV uman,
Mzab A0 aman, Pv uman, Ouargla A0 aman, PV uman, Nefusa A0 aman.
Arabic Pamar ‘to order’
Tashelhiyt A0 amr, Pv umr, Central Moroccan A0 amar, Pv umay, Kabyle
AO amay, PV umar, Rif Ao ama, pv uma, Mzab Ao amar, Pv umar, Ouargla
AO amar, PV umar. Nefusa A0 amor, PV umor

The verbs in question all have initial glottal stop in Maghribian Arabic,
e.g. t’amon ‘may you believe’. This is a strong indication that they are
loans from Classical Arabic—something which is not unexpected in view
of the semantics of the verbs. Some other I ? verbs (Classical Paxada ‘to
take’ and Pakala ‘to eat’) have developed differently in Moroccan Arabic
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(cf. Heath 2002:379—386). As stem I forms of these verbs have not been
borrowed in any Berber language, they are irrelevant to our discussion.
One cannot exclude that adan ‘to allow’, aman ‘to believe’ and amar ‘to
order’ were taken directly from Classical Arabic into Berber; however, the
presence of the initial full a (instead of short a in Classical Arabic) sug-
gests dialectal mediation. The verb aman could in fact belong to the group
of early Islamic loans (see 3.4), as it is a central term in Islam. There is
nothing to prove or to disprove this, as the consonants m and n are shared
by Berber and Arabic, and would not be expected to change during the
borrowing process. There is one verb which has initial w in Arabic (often
vocalized into u), which has been integrated into the Berber a-u class:2°

Arabic whal ‘to be entangled, to be in an embarrassing situation’; wahhal ‘to get
stuck, to put in an embarrassing situation’
Tashelhiyt A0 ahl Pv uhl ‘to be disturbed’, Tarifiyt A0 ahar, PV uhar ‘to be
tired’, Figuig A0 ahal, Pv uhal ‘to be tired’, Mzab A0 ahal, Pv uhal ‘to be
embarrassed’, Ouargla A0 ahal, Pv uhal ‘to be embarrassed’, Nefusa A0 ahhal,
PV uhhal ‘to be tired’

Ghadames is different, because it has two well-established types of VCC-
verbs, one with Aorist-Perfective apophony a-u, one with a constant vowel
o (for the historical background of this distinction, see Kossmann 2o01).
The Arabic verb whal has been integrated into the type with constant o:
AO ohal PV ohdl ‘to be tired’. The verbal noun atihal follows the common
pattern of this verb class and shows that the initial w of Arabic whal has
been reinterpreted as a plain vowel, which is subject to apophony. None
of the other Arabic I ? verbs is attested as a borrowing in Ghadames.

7.3.3.2  Verbs with an Internal Vowel, Excepting CVC Verbs
The major group of verbs with an internal vowel, other than CVC, are
constituted by stem III sound verbs, which have the structure CaCC in
dialectal Arabic. In addition to this, Maghribian Arabic has a robust stem
XI group (structure: C,C,aC3(Cz)). Moreover stem VII, VIII and IX forms
of mediae w and y also belong to this group.

In Berber, the most frequently encountered borrowings of these types
are originally stem IIT verbs. Stem XI does not seem to be borrowed as
such: all these verbs are of stative-inchoative nature, and are inserted into

25 An exception is Central Moroccan Berber uhl ~ whal ‘to be tired’, which has kept the
original Arabic shape of the verb.
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different patterns (see 7.6). The number of examples of other stems is
relatively small. Therefore we shall focus in this presentation on stem III
verbs.

Berber verbs with an internal vowel often have aspectual apophony.
Thus, for example, in Kabyle one finds the following patterns:

Kabyle A0Oa Pvu AOggall pvggull ‘toswear
AO{ PVa AOgrirab PV grarab ‘to roll
AO U PVu AO bbuzan PV bbuzon ‘to be mixed, to be cooked as
tabazint’

In Ghomara, Central Moroccan Berber, as well as in the Zenatic dialects,
only the a-u apophony is regularly attested; internal { and u in the Aorist
remain the same in the Perfective.

In the integration of Arabic verbs with an internal vowel (except type
CVC), Kabyle behaves different from the other languages (on Tashelhiyt
see below). In Central Moroccan Berber, as well as in the other languages,
Arabic verbs with an internal vowel are taken over with the vowel a. This
vowel is not subject to Aorist-Perfective apophony, and therefore remains
the same, e.g.

Central Mor. AO=PV kabr ‘to make an effort’
AO=PV xtar ‘to choose’
Figuig AO=PV ganad  ‘to imitate’
AO=PV xtar ‘to choose’
Mzab AO=PV xasam  ‘to be involved in a lawsuit’
AO=PV xtar ‘to choose’
Ouargla AO=PV garab  ‘to get near’
AO=PV rtah ‘to rest’

In Kabyle, on the other hand, such verbs undergo aspectual apophony
between Aorist and Perfective, just like similar Berber verbs. Not unlike
their Berber counterparts, the great majority of these verbs have an apo-
phony a-u. This mainly concerns the sound stem III verbs, e.g.

Kabyle AO barak PV burak ‘to benedict’
AO egayan PV guyan ‘to try’

In Kabyle, stem III verbs with w as a second radical have been introduced
into the apophonic pattern i-q, e.g.

Kabyle AO giwan PV gawan ‘to help’

With CCaC verbs borrowed from Arabic (mainly stem VIII), i-a apophony
is normally found, e.g.
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Kabyle AO xtir PV xtar ‘to choose’
AO §tiq PV Staq ‘to desire’

The situation in Tashelhiyt is less clear, and there seems to be consider-
able dialectal variation. Aspinion (1953:142ff.) describes a situation quite
similar to Kabyle, with Aorist-Perfective apophony both in the (some?)
Berber and in the (some?) Arabic members of these groups of verbs, e.g.

Tashelhiyt A0 ggall PV ggulli/a  ‘to swear’
AO skirks PV skarks ‘to lie (tell a lie)’
AO ktur PV ktar ‘to be full’
AO zayd PV zuyd ‘to go on’ (< Arabic)
AO xtir PV xtar ‘to choose’ (< Arabic)

It seems that the number of Arabic-based verbs belonging to these classes
depends on the variety of Tashelhiyt. Stumme (1899:74) remarks that the
pattern A0 CaCC pv CuCC is very rare; similarly, Destaing (1938) gives apo-
phonic variation in some loan verbs (A0 zayd Pv zuyd ‘to augment’), stable
a in other verbs (A0=Pv eawn ‘to help’) and variation for still other verbs
(A0 xtar ~ xtir pv xtar ‘to choose’). El Mountassir (2003) gives only very
few verbs in this class where the Aorist and the Perfective are different.
Even the verb zayd ‘to augment’, which has pv zuyd in all other sources,
is marked as vaccillating between pv zuyd and pv zayd.

In Ntifa (southwestern Central Moroccan Berber), the situation resem-
bles to some degree Aspinion’s description of the state of affairs in Tashel-
hiyt. In this variety, Arabic stem III verbs either have a-u apophony, or
have a throughout, depending on the verb (Laoust 1918:138), e.g.

Ntifa AO zayd PV zuyd ‘to be born’
AO dalb PV dulb ‘to beg’
AO hasb PV husb ‘to count’
AO hadr PV hadr ‘to present oneself’
AO wazb PV wazb ‘to answer’

CCaC verbs normally have A0=pv forms both with Berber and with Arabic
words, e.g. AO=PV rwas ‘to resemble’ and A0=PV xtar ‘to choose’ (< Ar).
Summarizing, most Berber languages take over Arabic CaCC and CCaC
verbs (and correlated minor patterns) as such and do not apply Aorist/
Perfective apophony to them. This is related to the fact that such apo-
phony is also infrequent in Berber verbs of similar types. Kabyle and some
southern Moroccan varieties apply Aorist/Perfective apophony. Arabic
models of most of these verbs have no apophony between Perfect and
Imperfect: this is the case of all stem III verbs, as well as a number of CCaC
verbs, a.o. the widely borrowed term xtar ‘to choose’. The equation of the
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Arabic a-form with a Berber aspectual form follows the general tendency
in aspectual apophony in Kabyle, which has a as a marker of the Aor-
ist with CV- and C,C,V-initial verbs, but as a marker of the Perfective in
C,C,V-initial verbs; therefore Arabic barak ‘to benedict’ is interpreted as
an Aorist (with PV burak), while Arabic xtar is a Perfective (with Ao xtir).

7.3.3.3 CVC Verbs
In Maghribian Arabic, CVC verbs (verba mediae infirmae) belong to three
different apophonic classes:

Perfect a Imperfect a e.g ban - ban  ‘to appear
Perfect a Imperfect ¢ e.g. faq - fig ‘to wake up’
Perfect a Imperfect u e.g. gal — gul ‘to say’

The first group is rather small, the two other groups are of roughly similar
sizes.

In Berber, CVC verbs (without gemination of the first radical) are rather
rare. Original Berber CVC verbs may have internal apophony, e.g. Tashel-
hiyt Ao lal pv lul ‘to be born’, but others have a vowel which does not alter-
nate between Aorist and Perfective, e.g. Tashelhiyt A0=PVv las ‘to shear’.

Arabic CVC verbs have been introduced in great numbers. Two basic
questions appear in the treatment of these verbs. The first question per-
tains to whether the integrated Arabic verbs undergo apophony or not.
The second question concerns which vowel has been chosen, the Arabic
Perfect or the Imperfect vowel.

In most Berber languages, borrowed CVC verbs do not show vowel alter-
nations between the Aorist and the Perfective. The internal vowel remains
stable. There are two main exceptions to this, Ghomara and Kabyle.

In Ghomara Berber CVC verbs?6 have basically the same aspectual
apophony as their Arabic models. The Ghomaran Aorist form corresponds
to the Arabic Imperfect and the Ghomaran Perfective form corresponds to
the Arabic Perfect. The lexical distribution of Aorist CiC and CuC is the
same as in Arabic. The main difference with Arabic is that CuC verbs have
a variation between CuC and CaC in the Perfective in Ghomaran Berber.
There are no relevant examples of CaC loan verbs. Examples (Mourigh fc.):

26 Only those verbs which have Berber inflection are studied here; Verbs with Arabic
inflection are identical to Arabic morphology in all its facets.
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Ghomara AOu PVu~a AO eum PV eam ~ eum  ‘to swim’
AO sum  Pvsam ~sum  ‘to fast’
AO { PV a AO &i§ PV cas ‘to live’

AO fig PV faq ‘wake up’

In Kabyle the situation is different. Like elsewhere in the apophonic pat-
terns in Kabyle, verbs which have internal u in the Perfective also have
this vowel in the Aorist. Verbs with internal a normally do so too, but
there are a number of exceptions (A0 fat Pv fut ‘to pass’, AO han PV han ~
hun ‘to mistreat’, AO haz PV huz ‘to attain, touch’). Finally, verbs with Aor-
ist ¢ substitute this vowel by a in the Perfective (among doubtless bor-
rowed forms, the only exception is AO=PV kil ‘to measure’). Thus the basic
patterns are as follows:

Kabyle A0a Pva AO xan PVxan  ‘to conceal one’s opinion’
AOu PVu AO gum PVeum  ‘to swim’
AO[ PVa AO yit PV yat ‘to inflict, gratify’

However, most CiC verbs alternate with CaC verbs, i.e. the internal vowel
of the Aorist vaccillates between i and a, while the Perfective is g, e.g.

Kabyle AO riq ~ raq PV raq ‘to be touched (emotionally)’
A0 mil ~ mal PV mal ‘to bow’
AO ¢ib ~ gab PV gab ‘to be mutilated’

This state of affairs can be interpreted historically in two ways. In the
first place, in Kabyle CVC verbs apophony may be receding, and the vari-
ants with A0 a rather than ( represent an innovation. In that case, the
ultimate outcome of the process would be the abolition of the CiC class.
One can also construct a scenario taking the opposite direction. In such
a scenario, Arabic CVC verbs were borrowed originally as CaC (a similar
state of affairs is found in Mzab and Ouargla, see below). Due to pressure
from Arabic apophony (which has Imperfect i Perfect a), which matches
the common Kabyle apophonic pattern A0 i Pv a closely, verbs of this type
would have introduced an apophonic pattern. Pressure would have been
less (or contrary) in the case of the CaC pattern with u-verbs. While Ber-
ber apophonic patterns have A0 a Pv u, the Arabic pattern is the inverse:
Imperfect u, Perfect a.

27 0Of course the functions of the different aspects are not the same in Berber and Ara-
bic, but an equation of the Berber Aorist with the Arabic Imperfect (both used in impera-
tives and in contexts of modality and futureness) on the one hand, and Berber Perfective
and Arabic Perfect (both used to refer to past dynamic events) seems to be logical, and in
any case more logical than the inverse equation.
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Outside Ghomara and Kabyle, apophony is extremely rare in borrowed
CVC verbs; one may note however Figuig, which has A0=pv raf ‘to go’, but
an Imperative yuf ‘go!. Similar forms are attested in some Tarifiyt variet-
ies, e.g. Q: AO=PV rah ‘to go’; Imperative: ruh ; AO=pPV sar ‘to be located’;
Imperative: sur (Chami 1979:216).

The second question pertaining to the insertion of CVC verbs is the
choice of the vowel. There is a clear correlation between the Arabic Imper-
fect vocalization and the choice of the vowel.?8 Generalizing, one can say
that in borrowings Berber CuC verbs correspond to Arabic u verbs, while
CiC verbs correspond to Arabic / verbs. However, verbs of both classes
may also be represented by a in Berber.

The few Arabic verbs with a vocalization in the Imperfect are always
taken over as CaC verbs in Berber, e.g.

Moroccan Arabic Perfect ban Imperfect ban ‘to look, to appear, to seem’
Ouargla A0=PVv ban ‘to appear’, Figuig A0=PVv ban ‘to appear’, Kabyle ao=pv
ban ‘to seem, be evident’

Moroccan Arabic Perfect sal Imperfect sal (Classical saral) ‘to reclaim, owe’
Central Moroccan Berber A0=PVv sal ‘to question’ Ouargla A0=PV sal ‘to
demand, reclaim’, Mzab A0=pPv sal ‘to demand, reclaim’, Kabyle A0=pPv sa/
‘to ask, interrogate’

Verbs which have the vocalization u in Arabic are either taken over as
CuC verbs or as CaC verbs. In most varieties there is a strong preference
for CuC (e.g. in Central Moroccan Berber only one out of 13 Arabic u verbs
has been taken over as CaC, and in Mzab only one out of 12). In Ouargla,
however, half of these verbs fall into the CaC class (8 out of 16), and in
Figuig over a third (4 out of 1).

There are quite a number of Arabic u verbs that have been taken over
as CuC in more than one Berber variety:

Moroccan Arabic Perfect eam Imperfect eum ‘to swim’
Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig, Kabyle: A0=pv
egum ‘to swim’
Moroccan Arabic Perfect bar Imperfect bur ‘to be left over’
Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Kabyle: A0=pv bur ‘to lie fallow’
Moroccan Arabic Perfect dar Imperfect dur ‘to turn’
Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig: A0=Pv dur ‘to turn,
surround’

28 From the presentation in Mitchell (2009), it seems that in Zuwara all such verbs
have a vocalization.
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Moroccan Arabic Perfect dab Imperfect dub ‘to melt’
Tashelhiyt, Ouargla, Figuig: A0O=PV dub ‘to melt’

Moroccan Arabic Perfect fah Imperfect fuh ‘to diffuse a smell’
Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig, Kabyle: A0=Pv fuh ‘to dif-
fuse a (bad) smell’

Moroccan Arabic Perfect sag Imperfect sug ‘to drive’
Tashelhiyt, Ouargla, Mzab: A0=PV sug, sug ‘to drive’

Moroccan Arabic Perfect zar Imperfect zur ‘to visit’
Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig, Kabyle: A0=pv
zur ‘to visit (esp. a saint’s tomb)’

One Arabic u verbs has been taken over as CaC in all Berber varieties
where it is attested:

Moroccan Arabic Perfect fat Imperfect fut ‘to pass’
Tashelhiyt, Ouargla, Figuig: A0=PV fat
Kabyle Ao fat v fut ‘to pass’

With Arabic i verbs, the situation is different. In all varieties which were
studied, CiC presents a minority pattern, while mostly CaC is found. In
Ouargla and Mzab, there are no Arabic loan verbs in the CiC class. In
Kabyle, there is variation between forms with Aorist { and forms with Aor-
ist a. The Perfective always has a. Arabic borrowings with which CiC is
well-attested in Berber are the following:

Moroccan Arabic Perfect ea$ Imperfect i§ ‘to live’
Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Figuig A0=PV &i$; Kabyle: A0 &is PV eas
‘to live’
Ouargla, Mzab: A0=PV eas ‘to live’
Moroccan Arabic Perfect sab Imperfect $ib ‘to grey, get old’
Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber, Figuig: A0=Pv $ib ‘to grey’
Kabyle: A0 $ib pv sab ~ AO=PV sab ‘to grey’
Ouargla, Mzab: A0=PV sab ‘to grey’

Borrowings with CaC everywhere include:

Moroccan Arabic Perfect dae Imperfect die ‘to be lost, to be wasted’
Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig: A0O=PV dae ‘to be lost, to
be wasted’
Kabyle: A0=pPV dae ~ A0 die Pv dae ‘to be lost, to be wasted’

Moroccan Arabic Perfect fag Imperfect fig ‘to wake up, to become aware of’
Tashelhiyt, Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig, A0=PV faq ‘to become aware of’
Kabyle: A0=PV fag ~ AO fig PV faqg ‘to become aware of
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Moroccan Arabic Perfect yab Imperfect yib ‘to be absent’
Central Moroccan Berber, Ouargla, Mzab: A0=Pv yab ‘to be absent’
Kabyle A0=PV yab ~ A0 yib PV yab ‘to be absent’
Moroccan Arabic Perfect sar Imperfect sir ‘to become, start’
Ouargla, Mzab, Figuig: A0=PV sar ‘to happen’
Kabyle: A0=PV sar ~ AO sir PV sar ‘to happen’

CVC verbs are amongst the most interesting cases for the study of the
impact of Perfect and Imperfect vocalization in borrowings. Berber vocal-
ization is reasonably faithful to the original vocalization: verbs which have
CuC are almost invariably Arabic u verbs, and verbs with CiC are almost
invariably Arabic ( verbs. This proves—more than any of the arguments
adduced for other verb types—that the Imperfect vocalization of Arabic
plays a role in the form of the borrowing.

However, the choice between CaC and CuC/CiC vocalization is difficult
to understand. In the first place, there is a discrepancy between u verbs
and ( verbs, as the former are much more often taken over in their Imper-
fect vocalization than the latter. It is difficult to see how Berber patterns
should have played a role here: the Berber class of CVC verbs is rather
small, and CuC does not seem to be significantly more frequent than CiC.
An explanation could be that Northern Berber originally took over the
i verbs as CiC in similar percentages as they did with the u verbs as CuC,
but that they applied Aorist/Perfective apophony to it (like attested in
Kabyle). By this apophony, CaC (the Perfective vocalization) came to vary
regularly with CiC (the Aorist vocalization). Finally, the apophony was
abolished, and most CiC verbs shifted to the A0=pv CaC class. This would
match one scenario for the general Kabyle variation between CiC and CaC
(see above).

Still, even if one assumes this scenario, it remains unclear why in some
cases the Imperfect form is chosen and not in others. In specific cases,
one may assume that other forms of the root played a role in the choice.
Thus, the relatively strong presence of the CiC form in the verb &is ‘to live’
may be because of the existence of the cognate Arabic noun eisa ‘life’, and
similarly $ib ‘to grey’ can be understood from nouns such as sib ‘grey hair’
and sibani ‘old man’. Notwithstanding this, it is difficult to see why this
influence would not have been excerted by forms such as yiba ‘absence’
on the verb yab ‘to be absent’; and why—contrary to the tendancy to have
u verbs borrowed as CuC—fat ‘to pass’ was taken over as fat in all Berber
varieties where it is attested.
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7.4 TAKING OVER ARABIC INFLECTION

In Ghomara Berber, a large number of Arabic verbs are taken over together
with their verbal inflection. These include items referring to basic actions,
such as ‘to fish’ and ‘to meet’, and they often constitute the only way to
express a certain concept. Speakers have clear opinions about which
verbs should have native morphology and which should not, and such
opinions are stable when asked again and within the speech community
(Khalid Mourigh, p.c.). Arabic-inflected verbs are already found in the
Ghomara texts published by Colin (1929), and have been observed by sev-
eral researchers since then (EI Hannouche 2008; Mourigh fc.; Abdelaziz
Allati, p.c.). All this shows that Arabic-inflected verbs are a stable part
of the language system of Ghomaran Berber, and not instances of free
code-switching. Arabic-inflected verbs in Ghomara distinguish the same
categories as their Arabic originals. There is a binary formal opposition
between the Perfect and the Imperfect form, which have different stem
forms in some cases, and which have different suffix affixes. Compare the
forms of a native verb with native inflection with those of a borrowed verb
with Arabic inflection (Mourigh fc.):

Berber inflection Arabic inflection: Perfect Arabic inflection:
Imperfect

18 natg-ax ssadi-t n-assad
28 t-natg-at ssadi-t / ssadi-ti d-assad
3sM i-ntag ssad y-assad
3SF t-antag ssad-at d-assad
1P n-antag ssad-na / ssadi-na n-assad-u
2P t-notg-om ssad-tu(m) / ssadi-tu(m) d-assad-u
3P natg-an ssad-u y-assad-u
IPT:S (a)ntag (a)ssad
IPT:P natg-awat ssad-u

‘fly’ ‘hunt, fish’

The Arabic forms are taken over from the local Jbala variant of Arabic;
thence the absence of gender distinction in 25 and in the imperative,
and the unusual variant of the 2p suffix -tum. Arabic verbs maintain their
original apophony, e.g. Perfect sar Imperfect sir ‘to continue’, Perfect dam
Imperfect dum ‘to last’.
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The insertion of Arabic verbal paradigms provokes questions of integra-
tion. How are the equivalences made between the Berber verbal system,
which has a ternary opposition between Aorist, Perfective and Imperfec-
tive, and the Arabic system, which is morphologically a binary system,
opposing Perfect and Imperfect. The research into this question has not
yet been completed (Mourigh fc.), and any conclusions must be prelimi-
nary. It seems that the Arabic bare Imperfect (type n-assad) is used as the
equivalent to the Berber Aorist, while the Arabic Perfect (type ssadi-t) is
used as the equivalent to the Berber Perfective. The Berber Imperfective
is matched to Arabic Imperfect forms with the additional prefix ka- (type
ka-n-assad). The large degree of overlap between the Berber and the Ara-
bic systems facilitates these equations.

The take-over of Arabic inflections also involves the Arabic direct
object and indirect object clitics. They are taken over in the same form
as they have in Arabic, thus leading to a parallel system with equivalent
native Berber clitics as used with native-inflection Berber and borrowed
verbs, e.g.

i-tlaga=ni dar uxayyam
3SM-meet:PF=1S:ARA at EA:house

‘he will meet me near the house’ [El Hannouche 2008:116]
a n-fukk-u=kum Imuskil

AD L:ARA-SOlve-P:ARA=2P:ARA  problem

‘we will solve the problem for you’ [El Hannouche 2008:116]

In these sentences, the direct object clitics are Arabic: =ni instead of Ber-
ber =ay and =kum instead of Berber =awan.

The distribution of Arabic-inflection and Berber-inflection loan verbs
is partly governed by the Arabic derivation they belong to. With verbs
that are underived in Arabic, both Arabic-inflection and Berber-inflection
is found, and there are no clear conditions for this choice. With derived
forms, one finds a strict distribution. Arabic stem II and stem III verbs
always receive Berber morphology. Arabic passives with the prefix ¢t- (i.e.
the stems t-I, V, VI) or n- (i.e. stem VII) always have Arabic morphology.
The reasons behind this distribution are not clear. One could assume that
transitivity plays a role (stem II and III are normally transitives, while
the passives are not), but this is not the case for underived verbs, where
the two morphologies are found both with transitives and intransitives
(Mourigh fc.).
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7.5 LABILE VALENCY IN BORROWED VERBS

Verbal valency in Berber is characterized by the presence of a large group
of labile verbs, i.e. verbs that both function as a transitive verb, and as
an intransitive, where the subject of the intransitive construction cor-
responds to the direct object of the transitive construction—similar to
English constructions such as ‘he broke the glass’ vs. ‘the glass broke’ (for
a principled overview see among others Chaker 1995:63—82). In Berber,
the intransitive construction has a stative or resultative meaning; as these
meanings are expressed by the Perfective, the intransitive reading is also
restricted to the Perfective. Not all verbs are labile; there exist numerous
inherently transitive (e.g. any ‘to kill') and intransitive verbs (e.g. anz ‘to
be sold’). The semantic grouping of transitive vs. labile verbs has not been
studied in detail; the important discussion in Berberology about lability
focuses on syntax rather than on lexical semantics.

In Maghribian Arabic, labile verbs are much less common than in Ber-
ber; most verbs are inherently transitive or intransitive.?? Valency changes
can be perpetrated by means of derivation, typically stem II (gemination
of the second stem consonant) for transitivization, and adjunction of #-
(also n-) for passivization and intransitivization. Neither of these devices
is exclusively used for causation or passivization, and especially with
stem II, many other meanings are expressed, depending on the lexeme.

Berber languages have taken over verbs in great numbers, and many
loan verbs which have stable valency in Arabic are labile in Berber (cf.
Chaker 1995:65). One of the main questions here is, what valency frame in
Arabic corresponds to Berber labile verbs. As Berber labile verbs have both
a transitive and an intransitive reading, one could imagine Arabic intransi-
tives as well as transitives being inserted into the labile verb class. In spite
of some cursory remarks, this question has never been studied on a more
than anecdotal level. In order to gain some more insight, I have taken
a sample of over 100 items from Dallet’s dictionary of Kabyle, all Arabic
loan verbs with stable transitivity which are labile in Kabyle.3? The picture

29 The attested transitive/intransitive alternations may partly be due to different
ancient Arabic inputs; in most cases, there is no way to distinguish between an ancient
stem I verb and an ancient stem IV verb. In those verb types where this difference is still
to be seen we do indeed find attestations of both forms, e.g. Moroccan Arabic PT xfa 1PFT
xfa ‘to disappear’ (ancient stem I) vs. PT xfa IPFT xfi ‘to hide, to conceal’ (ancient stem IV),
cf. Aguadé 2012.

30 The sample—which aims to be complete—contains only verbs attested both in Kab-
yle and in Algerian Arabic (Beaussier 1931), and only those where the semantic correspon-
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presented by this survey is particularly clear: the overwhelming majority
of Arabic verbs with a Berber labile counterpart is transitive, e.g.

Kabyle adbay ‘to tan, to be tanned’

Algerian Ar. adbay ‘to tan’

Kabyle ohdom ‘to demolish, to be demolished’
Algerian Ar. ahdam ‘to demolish’

Kabyle baddal ‘to change, to be changed’
Algerian Ar. baddal ‘to change’

Kabyle Sokkam ‘to muzzle, to be muzzled’
Algerian Ar. Sokkam ‘to muzzle’

Only a few labile verbs come from an Arabic intransitive, e.g.3!

Kabyle alsaq ‘to glue sth., to be glued’
Algerian Ar. alsaq ‘to be glued’

There are several ways to explain the predominance of Arabic transi-
tives in the Berber labile class. One may simply stipulate that the seman-
tic domains which constitute the Berber labile class are mainly covered
by Arabic transitives; the fact that no intransitive derivations have been
taken as a basis may be related to a more general reluctancy to take over
Arabic derived stems other than stem II and III. As long as we have no
clear idea about which semantics are related to the Berber labile class,
nor to those related to the Arabic transitive class, this remains difficult
to prove. Galand (2002a [1987]:3181f.) has suggested a different analysis.
In his view of the labile verb class, these are basically transitives, which
get a resultative interpretation in their intransitive usage. One argument
in favor of this interpretation, according to Galand, is the fact that Arabic
transitive verbs get introduced into this frame. This is especially a strong
argument in cases where Arabic has both an underived intransitive and
a derived intransitive verb of the same root—in such cases, Berber had a
choice between an intransitive and a transitive verb.

dence is unproblematic. With two exceptions, all verbs belong to the Arabic stems I and
II. In establishing the basic correspondent in Arabic, semantics were a major argument;
in many cases, Arabic stem I verbs have radically different meanings from their stem II
correspondents. Cases where Arabic has verbal lability according to Beaussier have been
excluded from the sample.

31 The others are armal ‘to put / be put under earth’; aslom ‘to be [ keep unharmed’; azhu
‘to amuse (somebody), to amuse oneself’.



274 CHAPTER SEVEN

Kabyle labile verbs do not provide strong evidence for Galand’s hypoth-
esis, however. Only in a few labile verbs, Arabic provided a choice, i.e.
there were both an underived form (stem I) and a derived form (stem II)
at disposal, and the forms differed in their transitivity only, not in addi-
tional semantic values. These were the only unequivocous examples I
found:

Kabyle haddan ‘to be calmed down, to calm (somebody) down’
Algerian Ar. hdan ‘to become calm’
haddan ‘to calm (somebody) down’

Kabyle eallag ‘to hang something, to be hung’
Algerian Ar. elag ‘to be hung’
eallag ‘to hang something’

In addition there were some cases, where Kabyle took over both stem I
and stem II, but where the stem II form is labile, rather than transitive-
only:

Kabyle dux ‘to be dizzy’
dowwax ‘to be dizzy, to make dizzy’
Algerian Ar. dax ‘to be dizzy’

dowwax ‘to make dizzy’

Finally, among the few labile verbs based on an intransitive Arabic verb
one also finds:

Kabyle alsag ‘to glue (something), to be glued’
Algerian Ar. lsag ‘to be glued’
lassaq ‘to glue something’

More often, Arabic verbs which have intransitive stem I and transitive
stem II are taken over in both stems as intransitive-only and transitive-
only verbs. All in all, the evidence is inconclusive. There is a strong ten-
dency for Kabyle labile verbs to correspond to Arabic transitives, but the
cases where the language would have had a choice are conspicuously rare,
and the little material available does not point strongly into either direc-
tion. Only a deeper study of the lexical semantics of Kabyle labile verbs—
both those of Berber and of Arabic origin—could provide more insight
into this question.

Of course, there is no reason to assume that Kabyle is representative for
all Berber languages in this matter. Again, only more, and more elaborate,
empirical study of large corpora of etyma could provide insight into this.



VERBAL MORPHOLOGY 275
7.6  STATIVE VERBS AND ADJECTIVES

In Berber, state can be expressed in several ways. In the first place,
many—but not all (see 8.1)—Berber languages have adjectives, which are
a sub-class of the noun.32 In the second place, in all Berber languages the
Perfective can be used to express state.

In most Berber languages, a lexically defined group of verbs which are
typically used for the expression of permanent state have special mor-
phology. In many languages, they have a dedicated set of Person-Number-
Gender subject markers when used as statives, which is different from
other PNG-marking (cf. Kossmann 2009d for an overview). Moreover,
the aspectual apophony is often different from that found in other verbs,
compare for example a typical Kabyle dynamic triradical verb with a stat-
ive verb with the same number of consonants:

Kabyle Aorist: okSom imyur
Perfective aksom maqq¥ar
Imperfective kassom ttimyur
‘to go in’ ‘to be big’

In such verbs, which one could consider inherently stative, the Perfective
expresses a state (which may or may not be resultant), while the other
aspects have an inchoative reading.

In Maghribian Arabic, a somewhat different situation is found. Few
verbs are inherently stative; instead, participles and adjectives are used to
express state. There exists a dedicated verbal derivation, CCaC, which is
used to make inchoatives, correponding to Classical Arabic stem X, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. hmar ‘to become red’
hmoar ‘red’ (adjective)

bead  ‘to be become further (away)’
beid  ‘far away’ (adjective)

gsah  ‘to becomes hard/difficult (physically or mentally)’
qgasah ‘hard/difficult (physically or mentally)’ (present participle)

Berber languages have introduced many Arabic qualitatives. When intro-
ducing them into the Berber verbal system (on adjectives, see 8.1), they
are always integrated morphologically into this system. This means that
they receive Berber apophonical and inflectional devices, cf.

32 QOr, in a different interpretation, have property-indicating nouns that are frequently
used as an apposition to an other noun, see section 8.1.
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Kabyle Aorist: igsth ‘to be hard, rough’
Perfective qgassih (stative PNG markers)
Imperfective  {tigsih

They may be introduced into stative patterns, but also into regular non-
stative patterns, e.g., with the same verb:

Kabyle Aorist: qsah ‘to be hard, rough’
Perfective gassah (“normal” PNG markers)
Imperfective  ffagsah

As the membership of the morphological class of stative verbs is lexically
determined, and not all inherently stative verbs of Berber origin are part
of it, this vaccillation in allocation of the Arabic loan verbs is not aston-
ishing.

In the introduction of qualitative verbs and adjectives in Berber, both
Arabic verbs and adjectives have played a role. In many cases, it is impos-
sible to decide which Arabic form was at the basis of the introduction.
This is the case when both the verb and the adjective have native Berber
shapes. Take for example the Figuig Berber forms:

Figuig gsoh ‘to be very active’
uqsih ‘very active (adjective)’

These forms have shapes, which correspond to normal Berber verbal and
adjectival morphology, respectively, cf.:

Figuig lyas ‘to be bad’33
ulyis ‘bad’

There is no way to determine whether the Arabic word entered Figuig
Berber as a verb or as an adjective (or maybe both entered at the same
time), as both the borrowed verb and the adjective have been invested
with a Berber shape.

Sometimes, morphological oddities suggest one origin rather than the
other. Cf. the Kabyle pair:

Kabyle idyiq ‘to be narrow’
udyiq ‘narrow’

33 For its Berber etymology, cf. Ghadames alkuk ‘to be bad’, Ayer Tuareg alkay ‘to regress,
to be incapable’; the Figuig form has apparently undergone metathesis.
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The Maghribian Arabic forms are dag ‘to be narrow’ or dayyaq ‘narrow’. In
spite of the adaptation to the Berber pattern uCCiC, the presence of the
semivowel y suggests a background in the adjective.3*

Adjectives are a closed (sub-)class in Berber (see 8.1), and there are
many qualitative concepts which have only a verbal expression. It is there-
fore no wonder that there are many Arabic qualitatives which only occur
as a verb in Berber. A very interesting case is constituted by Arabic past
participles in Kabyle. In this language, Arabic past participles are regularly
inserted into the paradigm of the stative verb. Chaker (1983:117-118) cites
12 cases: madruy ‘to be embarrassed’, mahrum ‘to be forbidden’, makruh
‘to be hated’, magbul ‘to be accepted’, marhum ‘to be elected (by God)’,
maryub ‘to be abominable’ (not in Dallet 1982), mashur ‘to be well-known’,
mastuh ‘to be small’ (not in Dallet 1982), maedur ‘to be right’, magfun ‘to be
disgusting’, maezul ‘to be put aside’, musae ‘to be well-known’. These verbs
function in the same way as the perfectives of other stative verbs, and
take the same person-gender-number suffixes. Moreover, they are negated
by means of the verbal negation ur rather than by the nominal nega-
tion mac¢i. There is one important difference with normal stative verbs,
though. The Arabic passive participles only exist in the Perfective, which
is the aspect used to express a state. They have no Aorist or Imperfective
forms, which would express dynamic interpretations of quality (mainly
inchoative). Thus, while incontestably verbal in nature, they still do not
function fully in the verbal system of Kabyle.

In Ghadames, it seems that there are no genuine adjectives, attributive
and predicative functions being assumed by (stative) verbs. In some cases,
the basis of a borrowed qualitative verb can be shown to be the adjective,
as it was borrowed together with the Arabic article:

Ghadames AO allagfor  ‘to be yellow’ < Ar. [=asfor ‘the yellow one’
PV allasfar
IPV  attalasfor

Similarly Ghadames allazrag ‘to be blue’ (< Ar. [=azrag ‘the blue one’).
Interestingly, in spite of their basic qualitative meaning, these verbs do
not receive stative morphology in Ghadames.

34 Another possibility would be factitive dayyaq ‘to make narrow’. This seems less prob-
able, though, because of the semantics.






CHAPTER EIGHT

BORROWING OF MORPHOLOGICAL CATEGORIES

Berber and Maghribian Arabic are typologically quite close, and share
many categories. This is without a doubt one reason why Arabic morpho-
logical materials are so easily integrated into Berber patterns. At a number
of points, however, Arabic and Berber originally had different categories.
In this chapter, a number of possible cases where Arabic categories have
been introduced into Berber will be treated. The first two categories under
investigation, adjective and collective, are found in virtually all northern
Berber varieties. They function (at least partly) by means of Berber mor-
phological devices, and their Arabic background is therefore debatable.
The other categories, participles, diminutives and adjectival grading, use
Arabic morphological matter, and are much less widely attested.

81 ADJECTIVES

In Arabic and in most varieties of Berber, adjectives are a sub-class of the
noun.! They function as an attribute to a head, or as the head itself, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. l=wald  s=syir
DEF=son DEF=little
‘the little son’

had  s=syir, huwa  wald-i
this DEF=little he son-18
‘this little one (he) is my son’

wald-i bagi syir
son-18 still little
‘my son is still little’

I There exist important differences in the synchronic analysis of the adjectival class in
Berber. Some researchers consider them simple nouns which, because of their semantics,
tend to be used in direct apposition to a head; others, pointing to the difference between
adjectives on the one hand—which are very often used in attributive construction—
and other nouns—which only rarely occur in apposition—consider them a defineable
sub-class of the noun (cf. the discussion in Oomen fc., Chaker 1995:22-30, Galand 2002a
[1969]:199, Galand 2010:146). I follow here the opinion that their syntactic behavior is a
reason to consider them a sub-group of nouns, which I call adjectives.
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Tarifiyt mmi  amazgyan
son little
‘my little son’

amazzyan=a, d mmi
little=PROX  PRED son
‘this little one is my son’

mmi ead d amazgzyan
son still PReED little
‘my son is still little’

In addition to adjectives, Berber also uses verbs to express qualities. Thus,
for example, in Tarifiyt, there is no adjective corresponding to the verb
hma ‘to be warm’,2 and verbal constructions are used for attributes and
predicates, e.g.

Tarifiyt atay  y-ahma-n
tea PTC-be.warm:Pv-PTC
‘the warm tea (lit. the tea that is warm)’

atay=a y-ahma
tea=PROX  3SM-be.warm:pv
‘this tea is warm’

As a counterpart to the adjective as a simple noun (‘the young one’), such
verbally expressed concepts have to use a pronominal element with a
qualifying relative clause, e.g.

Tarifiyt w=anni y-ahma-n
DEM:SM=ANP  PTC-be.warm:pv-pPTC
‘the warm one (lit. the one that is warm)’

In fact, almost every concept for which there is an adjective available also
has a corresponding qualitative verb. The difference between the adjec-
tive and the corresponding verb is basically one between inherent state
(adjective) and resultant state (Oomen fc.), but in many situations both
can apply to the same situation, e.g.

Tarifiyt aryaz=anni asabhan
man=ANP good
‘this good man’ (adjectival construction)

2 This is, of course, well-known cross-linguistically, cf. Dixon 1982. The divide between
adjectives and qualitative verbs is not entirely semantic in nature, thus in Tarifiyt ‘warm’
is always expressed by a verbal construction, while there is an adjective for ‘cold’. See for
more information, Oomen (fc.).
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aryaz=anni  i-sabh-an
man=ANP PTC-be.good:PV-PTC
‘this good man’ (verbal construction)

While in Berber adjectives form a closed class, in Arabic it is possible to
derive an adjective from any verb. These adjectives, the present and the past
participle, can be used in the same functions as the other adjectives, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. atay [=hami ‘the warm tea’ (present participle)

Different from other adjectives, the present participle also plays a role in
the aspectual system of the language (Caubet 1993: II-221ff.).

In a number of varieties—in any case Tuareg and Ghadames—there
is no class of adjectives, and attributive constructions always use a verbal
form. Corresponding qualitative nouns—as far as they exist—cannot be
used in attributive constructions.

Historically the question is whether adjectives—as a type of nouns
which are prone to be used as attributes—are ancient in Berber. There
is no doubt about the anciennity of the form of some adjectives, e.g.,
amaqqran ‘big, old’ has a wide-enough attestation to be reconstructed
into proto-Berber (Chaker 1995:30); however, their use in an attributive
construction may be an innovation, i.e. they may originally have been
nouns of quality (‘the old one’), which could only marginally be used in a
qualifying construction (Prasse 2002:378).

The question of the origin of the attributive adjectival construction
is impossible to answer. One may envisage two scenario’s (cf. Chaker
1995:30, Galand 2009:146). In the first scenario, the situation found nowa-
days in Tarifiyt (and elsewhere) is original: attribution of qualificatives can
occur in two ways—either by means of a nominal form (the adjective),
or by means of a relative clause (i.e. a verbal construction). In Tuareg, as
well as in some other languages, the relative clause construction would
have been generalized, and the attributive use of the qualifying noun was
lost. In the second scenario, the Tuareg situation is old, and the attribu-
tive use of the quality noun constitutes an innovation. In this scenario,
the reasons behind the extension of the use of the quality noun may be
internal and external. The internal explanation is the generalization of an
originally marginal pattern of apposition, esp. with quality nouns, in order
to attain qualitative attribution. The external explanation, suggested by
Prasse (2002:378), is a calque on Arabic, which has a very alive system of
adjectives.> A combination of the two factors is probably the most likely

8 In principle, influence from Latin or African Romance could also do the job.
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explanation under this scenario: under influence of Arabic constructions,
a marginal appositional construction became generalized.

All in all, the reconstruction of the ancient situation in Berber is prob-
lematic. However, if one assumes, with Prasse, that the northern Berber
adjective is an innovation, it is logical to consider Arabic a major factor
in its development.

An interesting development is found in Ghomara. In this variety, almost
all adjectives have been borrowed from Arabic; only three Berber adjec-
tives remain. These Berber-based adjectives bear traces of the ancient
stative conjugation (Kossmann 2009d), and must have been verbal in
nature originally, e.g. (all exx. from Mourigh fc.)*

M:S natta ma  maqq¥ar Si
he NEG bigiMS  NEG2
‘he is not big’

F:S zr-ax madrasa maqqr-at
see:Pv-1S  school big-Fs

‘I saw a big school’

p irgazan maqq“r-at a d=i-da-n
men big:p FOC VENT=PTC-COME:PV-PTC
‘it is the big men who have come’

Nowadays, they function syntactically in exactly the same way as adjec-
tives borrowed from Arabic and have lost all verbal properties. The Ara-
bic-based group of adjectives retains Arabic inflections (see 6.4). Different
from most other Berber languages, Arabic active and passive participles
are generally used in Ghomara (see 8.3).

8.2 CoOLLECTIVE NOUNS VERSUS UNIT NOUNS

As shown in section 6.2.2, many northern Berber languages use gender
morphology in order to oppose a collective noun (i.e. referring to different
entities presented as a whole) to a unit noun (i.e. referring to individual
entities). Collective nouns are typically masculine, while unit nouns are
typically feminine, e.g.

4 Some neighboring Senhadja de Srair varieties also have stative(-based) forms. Their
syntactic behavior has not been studied in detail, see Latkioui 2007:165.
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Tashelhiyt agalim (M:S) ‘onions’ tagalimt (F:S)  ‘onion’
tizalimin (F:p) ‘(individual) onions’

The opposition is found in a number of semantic categories, such as fruits
and small insects. The same category is found in Maghribian Arabic, where
masculine collective nouns contrast with feminine unit nouns, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. bsal (M:s)  ‘onions’  bosla (F:s)  ‘onion’
baslat (F:P) ‘(individual) onions’

In Arabic, there is no doubt about the anciennity of this feature, which is
well-attested in the modern dialects, and also appears in Classical Arabic.
In Berber, the contrast is well-attested, but absent in Tuareg, while the
situation in Zenaga and Ghadames is unknown. In Mzab and Ouargla the
opposition is only scarcely present. This opens the road for an analysis
in which the present opposition is an innovation in Berber, inspired by
Arabic (Prasse 1972-74: IV-41, note 20; Kossmann 2008). In addition to its
absence in Tuareg, there are a number of other indications for this. In the
first place, with a number of very common and ancient fruits expressed
by Berber etyma, the opposition is lacking, or it is formally different. Thus
Figuig has no opposition for adil ‘grape(s)’, while with ‘date’ the opposi-
tion has the inverse use of gender: feminine in the collective (tjyni) and
masculine in the unit noun (ayniw). Similarly in Central Moroccan Ber-
ber, feminine tazart ‘figs’ is used only as a collective; the corresponding
masculine form azar refers to another fruit (the berry of the wild jujube
tree). In the second place, especially in the case of fruits, Arabic lexical
influence is very important (see 4.6.5). Arabic lexicon could have been
a mediator for the opposition to be introduced in Berber. Finally, in a
number of languages, the collective noun always has Arabic morphology
(see 6.2.2). This could be a later reformation, but in fact, there is nothing
to show that these languages ever used Berber morphology for both parts
of the opposition.

An Arabic background of the collective—unit noun opposition is quite
probable, at least regarding its regular gender-based expression. Its wide
geographical distribution in Berber, and the fact that in many languages
Berber morphological devices are used to express the opposition make
that one cannot be fully certain, however. As the Arabic opposition reflects
proto-Semitic usage, the presence of the opposition in Berber could also
be due to common Afroasiatic inheritance. As argued above, a calque on
Arabic seems to be the better solution, though.
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8.3 ARABIC PARTICIPLES

Arabic has two participles, the active and the passive, which can be used
in attributive and predicative constructions. Originally, they were close to
(maybe rather a type of ) adjectives, and this is still the case of passive par-
ticiples. In addition to this, the active participle has gained a more verby
status in most Arabic dialects, being used as a progressive with movement
verbs and as a resultative with other verbs (Caubet 1993). As such, the
active participle has become part of the verbal system, even though its
morphology remains nominal in structure and form. The use of the active
participle as a resultative is one of the main differences between the Ara-
bic verbal system and systems used in Berber.

In Berber, there is no equivalent to the active and passive participle of
Arabic. The so-called Berber participle is a verbal form, used in relative
clauses when the head functions as the subject in the relative (see 12.1).
When used with stative verbs, the Berber relative clause can be similar to
an Arabic modification with a participle (hence the terminology), but in
general the two constructions should be kept apart.

Arabic participles have been integrated in different ways into Berber.
As shown above (section 7.6), Kabyle has made passive participles into
stative verbs, thereby inserting them into the Berber system.

In Zuwara, one of the languages with Arabic inflection of participles
(see 6.2.2), participial syntax seems to be borrowed together with the form.
This surfaces in two constructions. When Berber or berberized adjectival
nouns are used as predicates they are preceded by the ubiquitous predica-
tive particle d, e.g.

thalt=ik d tasbiht  abzdyad
state=2SM PRED  good very
‘you look very well, lit. your state is very beautiful’ [Mitchell 2009:154]

However, when the predicate is an Arabic active participle, the particle d
is not needed, e.g.

d udm=ik nayar
and face=2sM  shine:PRTA:MS
‘and your face is shining’ [Mitchell 2009:154]

In the second place, in Arabic the active participle of motion verbs is regu-
larly used for expressing progressive aspect. In Zuwara, this use is attested
with at least two participles: Zay ‘coming’ and mdsay ‘going’. Cf. the fol-
lowing examples:
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d kall  yum  ind=butlyar —masy-in  Zayy-in.
and every day P=airplane  gO:PRTA-P come:PRTA-P
‘and planes are going and coming daily’ [Mitchell 2009:157]

aitu dfrux Zay s alZaridat n wdss=u
look  boy  come:PrRTA:MS with newspaper of day=PRrOX
‘here comes the boy with today’s paper’ [Mitchell 2009:159]

hotta  (a)lommi mdsay, t-alla t-atsur

even if gO:PRTA:MS  3SF-be:pv  3sF-be.full:pv

‘since even if he’s going, it (i.e. his car) will be full.” [Mitchell 2009:165]
lbmmi masay saloh?

when gO:PRTAMS PN

‘when is Salih going? [Mitchell 2009:104]

These two participles do not stand in a paradigmatic relationship to a bor-
rowed Arabic verb; their relationship is rather to the Berber verbs fal ‘to
go’ and asad ‘to come’. It is not clear to what extent Zay and mdsay are in
complementary distribution with f5/ and asad. One remarks however that
in Mitchell’s texts, the Imperfective ffal ‘go’ is only used in habitual and
negative contexts; progressive uses of ffal do not occur.

These two constructions show that they have found a niche in the
Zuwaran verbal system. Both the absence of d in predicative uses, and
the possibility of a progressive use show that they have verbal properties,
i.e. are part of the verbal system.

Ghomara is another language that has introduced Arabic participles in
large numbers, both passive and active. Research on their function is in
progress (Mourigh fc.), and it will be interesting to see to what extent their
introduction (esp. that of the active participle) implies the introduction of
a new aspectual category into the language. In Mourigh’s materials, only
very few verbs have both an active and a passive participle (note that with
derived verbs the difference does not show). In how far this is systematic
in the language is not yet known.

Morphologically, the introduction of participles has had great impact
on Ghomara Berber. With verbs borrowed from Arabic, the Arabic forms
are taken over as such, e.g.

Active Participle Passive Participle
qra qari ‘to read’
krah karah ‘to hate’
qli magqli ‘to bake’
ftal maftul ‘to spin’

yallab yallab myallab ‘to win’
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As the participle is foreign to the Berber system, etymologically Berber
verbs have no equivalent to them. In order to provide such verbs with the
necessary forms, suppletion takes place: the Arabic participle of a verb
with the same meaning as the Berber verb is used. In most of these cases,
using the Arabic lexeme as a normal verb would be considered wrong (or
a code-switch). Examples (Mourigh fc.):

Active Participle ~ Passive Participle

fyv xaraz ‘to go out’
ass wakal ‘to eat’
qqim galas ‘to sit’
kroz moahrut ‘to plough’
229G moahlub ‘to milk’
ssirad maysul ‘to wash’
ttu nasi mansi ‘to forget’

Arabic participles keep their original morphology (see 6.2.2), e.g. MS nasi,
FS nasya, P nasyin ‘having forgotten’.

8.4 DIMINUTIVES

Maghribian Arabic has a regular derivation of diminutives, which allows
it to derive a diminutive from virtually any noun where it is semantically
appropriate. This is different from Berber, where diminutives appear as
the result of size-related gender derivation—with objects and lower ani-
mals, a masculine noun refers to something larger than its feminine coun-
terpart. When the neutral form is masculine, this means that the feminine
is diminutive in meaning. In all other contexts—with humans and higher
animals, and with forms where the feminine is the neutral form—there is
no morphological device for making a diminutive, and recourse is taken
to adjectives such as ‘big’ and ‘small’. Thus, while in Arabic, it is easy to
make a diminutive of ‘man’, this is impossible in Berber:

Moroccan Ar. razal ‘man’
rwigal ‘little man’ (diminutive)
Figuig argaz ‘man’
argaz amazgyan  ‘little man’ (adjectival construction)

Similarly, Maghribian Arabic allows for diminutives of adjectives, while
no such derivation is possible in Berber (nor is there any clear translation
equivalent for it), e.g.
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Moroccan Ar. sxun ‘warm’
sxixan ‘somewhat warm’

Berber languages do not take over Arabic diminutive formation. The only
exception is Ghomara Berber, which has a regular diminutive derivation
based on Arabic apophony. This applies both to nouns of Arabic and of
Berber origin. Compare the following pairs of etymologically Arabic and
Berber nouns (all from Mourigh fc.):

Ghomara algirtas  ‘bullet’ DIM alqritas (< Arabic)
agalzim  ‘pick-axe’ DIM aglizam (< Berber)
Imagqas  ‘scissors’ DIM mgqiqas (< Arabic)
tasammort ‘sunny open space’  DIM tasmimart (< Berber)
nnass ‘half’ DIM nsiyyas (< Arabic)
ayass ‘bone’ DIM aysiyyas (< Berber)
lmus ‘knife’ DIM lomwiyyas (< Arabic)
azar ‘root’ DIM agwiyyar (< Berber)

8.5 ADJECTIVAL GRADING

In Berber, grading of adjectives (comparative, superlative) is not expressed
by morphological means. Prepositional phrases and degree verbs are used
to this effect, e.g.

Figuig y-if w=u nn-as
3SM-be.better:Pv DEM:MS=PROX  of-2sMm
‘it is better than yours’

Tarifiyt uma d amaqqran  zzay-i
brother PRED  EL-big from-18
‘my brother is older than I’

Arabic has degree morphology on the adjective, which expresses normal
degree as opposed to a comparative/superlative form, called elative in the
Arabist tradition. The difference between a comparative and an superlative
reading of the elative is inferrable from the syntactic construction, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. huwa kbir
he big
‘he is big’
huwa  kbar monn-i
he big:ELAT  from-18

‘he is bigger than I’
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huwa kbar-hum
he big:ELAT-3P
‘he is the biggest of them’

Arabic elatives have sometimes been taken over in Berber languages as
particles used in comparative constructions, e.g. Tarifiyt 4san ‘better”

Tarifiyt y-ufa lohwayazz=onni hson  zi  ti=nni yar-s
3sM-find:pv things=ANP better from DEM:FP=ANP with-3s
‘he found that these things were better than those he had’ [Koss-
mann 2003:70]

In Djebel Nefusa, dktar ‘more’ has become a general marker of elative, e.g.

Nefusa na¢  moaqqdr  dktar n atarrds=uh
I big:ms more of  man=PROX
‘I am bigger than this man’ [Beguinot 21942:126]

In Djebel Nefusa, Arabic elatives can also be used as such (Beguinot
%1942:126), e.g.

Nefusa a t-dfad dima  ugun aqwd nn-ak
AD 2-find:A0-28 always one:m stronger of-2sm
‘you will always find somebody stronger than you’ [Beguinot
11942144

This leads to a situation in which (etymologically and formally) Arabic
elatives can correspond to etymologically Berber adjectives, e.g.

Nefusa amaqrdn ‘big’ (< Berber)
kdabr=as ‘bigger than he’ (< Arabic dkbar ‘bigger’)

Something similar may be the case in Sened (Tunisia), cf. the following
example:

Sened tommurt on-nay akbar n  atmurt an-kum
ELwvillage of-1p  bigger of Eawillage of-2pMm
‘our village is bigger than your village’ [Provotelle 1911:44]

Siwa is the only Berber language which has taken over the full elative
system of Arabic (Vycichl 2005:212; Souag 2010). Comparatives are formed
according to the Arabic pattern, which is regularly CCaC, while superla-
tives have CCaC-Aum with the Arabic 3pM pronoun -Aum, e.g. (all data
from Souag 2010:158):

Siwa asmal ‘bad’
Smal ‘worse’ (comparative)
Smal-hum ‘worse’ (superlative)
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akwayyis ‘good’
kwas ‘better’
kwas-hum ‘best’

This pattern also applies to adjectives with a Berber background, e.g.

Siwa azawwar ‘big’
Zwar ‘bigger’
gwar-hum ‘biggest’

According to the presentation in Souag (2010), the pattern is regular, both
with Arabic and Berber adjectives.

The situation in Zuwara may be similar, although little is known about
it. Mitchell (1954:416) points to the existence of elative forms with Ara-
bic loans, but also provides an example with the Berber adjective asattaf
‘black’:

Zuwara w-uhanit d asattaf lakan w-uhanit asd(a)f-is
DEM:M:S-PROX PRED black but  DEM:M:s-PROX Dblacker-3s
‘this one is black, but this one is blacker’ [Mitchell 1954:416]






CHAPTER NINE

OTHER CATEGORIES: PRONOUNS AND QUANTIFIERS

In this chapter, contact influence in the realm of pronouns and quantifiers
is studied. While the Berber system of personal pronouns does not seem
to have undergone major influence from Arabic, in a number of variet-
ies there exists a parallel system of Arabic pronominal elements, mainly
occurring in combination with other borrowed elements. The system
of interrogatives is studied from two perspectives. In the first place, the
interrogative system is studied, especially the possible influence of Arabic
on the development of a scission between ‘who’ and ‘what’ interrogatives.
In the second place the important lexical influence of Arabic on inter-
rogatives is treated.

The second part of the chapter is concerned with the expression of
quantification. It focuses on two subjects: the influence of Arabic on
numerals, and the influence of Arabic on universal quantifiers. In both
cases, the focus lies on the lexical impact of Arabic. In many Berber variet-
ies, this impact is very high: in some of them, all numerals above ‘one’ are
loans. Similarly, the lexical impact of Arabic on universal quantification is
treated in some detail, and Gil’s (1996) universal borrowing scale on this
matter is tested and falsified.

9.1 PERSONAL PRONOUNS

The system of personal pronouns in Berber is maintained everywhere.
Systemic Arabic influence is very difficult to detect; occasional innova-
tions in Berber which match Arabic structures can easily be explained as
simplifications for which no Arabic model is needed.

For instance, many Berber languages distinguish a masculine and a
feminine form in the independent form of the first person plural, e.g.

Kabyle 1PM nak*ni 1PF nokk*anti
Iznasen 1PM nacdin 1PF nacdéinti
Tashelhiyt 1PM nukk¥ni 1PF nukk¥nti
Nefusa 1PM nbcééan 1PF nbcééant

In other languages, this difference is not made, e.g.



292 CHAPTER NINE

Figuig nasni 1P (masculine and feminine)

As Maghribian Arabic only has a single gender-neutral form for ‘we’, one
could hold Arabic influence responsible for the loss of the distinction in
Figuig and elsewhere. However, there is no reason why this should not
have been an internal development in these Berber varieties, all the more
since the distinction is not found anywhere in Berber in bound pronomi-
nal forms.

Influence of Arabic pronouns is found in a number of languages in the
sense of a parallel system: Arabic pronominal forms are used in specific
contexts, whereas Berber pronominal forms are used elsewhere. There are
three types of this:

— Arabic pronominal forms appear with (some) borrowed particles

— Arabic pronominal forms are used together with non-integrated Arabic
verbs (only Ghomara)

— Arabic pronominal forms are used in certain syntactic contexts

In the first two cases the pronominal elements are part of a larger bor-
rowed structure, i.e. particle+pronoun or verb form+pronoun.

9.1.1  Arabic Pronominal Forms with Borrowed Particles

The take-over of Arabic particles together with a paradigm of borrowed
particles is attested in quite a number of Berber varieties. A well-docu-
mented case is Figuig (Kossmann 1997:186-7), where this is found with
the particles eammar- ‘never’, wahd- ‘alone’ and mazzab- ~ wazzab- ‘don’t
mind’. These particles are always followed by a bound pronoun, and this
pronoun always belongs to the Arabic series, cf. the difference between
the forms used with eammoar- and those used with the Berber preposition
[ ‘towards™ (before pronominal suffixes: yar-):

‘never’ (Arabic pronouns) ‘towards’ (Berber pronouns)
Figuig 18 gammy-i yr-i
2SM  gammyr-ak yr-as
2SF gammy-ak yr-am
3SM  gommy-u ~ eammy-oh yr-as
3SF gammor-ha yr-as

1 The prenominal form [ is similar to Arabic [ ‘to’. This is accidental; Figuig / is probably
an abbreviation of earlier ya/ (cf. forms such as yal-da ‘towards here’); with [~r variation,
this is the same as the form before pronouns, yar-.
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1P £aMmar-na yar-nax

2PM  ammar-kum yar-wam ~ yar-wat
2PF gammoar-kum yar-samt

3PM  gommoar-hum yar-son

3PF  gammar-hum yar-sant

Not only the forms are different in the two rows, there are also important
systemic differences. While the Berber system makes a gender difference
in the 2nd person singular and plural, as well as in the 3rd person plural,
the Arabic system has gender-neutral forms. On the other hand, in the
3rd person singular, where the Berber pronouns are neutral to gender,
the Arabic pronouns distinguish masculine and feminine. There does not
seem to be any convergence between the systems. The following exam-
ples illustrate the use of Arabic pronouns in Figuig (the gloss ARA means:
pronoun of the Arabic series):

Figuig eommy-ak didd=t-anni-d
never-2S:ARA 1S:DO=2-5ay:NPV-2S
‘you have never told me’ [Kossmann p.n.]
gammar-ha t-affty
never-3SF:ARA  3SF-g0.0ut:NPvV
‘she has never gone out’ [Kossmann 1997:186]

Arabic pronouns are also found in some other Sud oranais dialects. They
are well-attested in Igli (notes by André Basset, Kossmann 2010b), with
the particles manyir- ‘except’ and eamr- ‘never’: 1S manyir-i, 3SM manyir-u,
3PM rmanyir-hum.

For Ghomara, El Hannouche (20102126ff.) gives the following particles
which are always followed by Arabic pronouns: fhal- ‘(his) way’, bast-
‘another’, buhd- ‘alone’, kulla- ‘all’, e.g. (exx. from El Hannouche 2010:115)

Ghomara ag'di i-dda Sfhal-u
EL:dog  3SM-go:PV  way-3SM:ARA
‘the dog went on his way’

sa wan=qqn-ax g bagt-kum

FUT  2P:DO=tie:A0-1S on  another-2pP:ARA
‘I will tie you (plural) to one another’

lohsam nn eammi  kulla-hum
children of wuncle all-3p:ARA
‘all the children of my uncle’

A similar situation is found with a few borrowed prepositions, e.g. bin
‘between’ (El Hannouche 2010:126). In spite of the high flight of parallel
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system borrowing in this variety, it is impossible in Ghomara to have
Arabic pronominal suffixes with borrowed nouns.
Central Moroccan Berber provides some more examples, e.g.:

Ayt Seghrushen (Taza Province variety, Eastern Middle Atlas)?
gommr-u i-rah
never-3SM:ARA  3SM-gO:NPV
‘he never went’ [Kossmann fc-e]

gammoar-hum rah-on
never-3P:ARA ZO:NPV-3PM
‘they never went’ [Kossmann fc-e]
Zemmour wahd-u ‘he alone’
wahd-kum ‘you (plural) alone’
wahd-hum ‘they alone’ [Laoust 31939:210]

Similarly in Libyan varieties:

Nefusa bagdt-kum bdeat ‘each other (2PM)’ [Beguinot 21942:122]
bagdt-hum bdeat  ‘each other (3pm)’
Awdjila maed bagdd-kum ‘with each other (2P)’ [Paradisi 1960b:79/1-6]

The use of Arabic pronouns is found in Ouargla with the particle madabi-
which translates as ‘like to, feel at ease’ (Delheure 1987:184), e.g.

Ouargla madabi-h y-axs ad y-agwa
easy-3SM:ARA  3SM-want:Pv.  AD 3SM-g0:A0
‘he should like to go’ [Delheure 1987:184]

In Ouargla, there is not always a formal difference between Berber and
Arabic pronouns; thus madabi-k (2sm) and madabi-kum (2PM) cannot be
assigned with certainty to one or the other background. This facilitated
the introduction of Berber forms in the corresponding feminine forms of
the second persons: madabi-m (2s¥) and madabi-kumt (2PF). The resulting
paradigm blends forms from both languages:

Arabic both Berber
Ouargla 18 madabi-ya
2SM madabi-k
2SF madabi-m
3SG madabi-h
3SF madabi-ha

2 In other Ayt Seghrushen varieties eammyu is invariable (Kossmann fc—e).
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1P madabi-na

2PM madabi-kum

2PF madabi-kumt
3PM madabi-hum

3PF madabi-humt (!)

The Berber morphological relation 2pM -kum 2PF -kumt has been trans-
ferred to the Arabic pronoun -Aum. While in many Maghribian Arabic
dialects -Aum is neutral as to gender, in Ouargla the distinction is made by
adjoining the Berber feminine marker ¢ to Arabic -hum: madabi-humt.

A similar solution is found in Zuwara with the particles madeil- (I) think’
and madabi- ‘(1) prefer (Mitchell 2009:110). All suffixes, except 2pF and
3PF are of Arabic shape and there is no gender differentiation in the 2nd
person singular. In the plural, blended forms are used:

Zuwara 2PM madeil-kam 2PF madeil-kmoat
3PM madeil-ham 3PF madeil-hmat

While -kmat has a clear Berber counterpart, -Amat is a blend of Arabic
-ham (Berber has -san instead) and the Berber feminine marker -t.

The same is found in the Mzab expression ‘each other’, bead-. Unfor-
tunately, Delheure did not include this word in his dictionary (Delheure
1984); the texts published by Delheure only have attestations of the 3rd
person (e.g. Delheure 1986:49, 1. 1 and 58, L. 41):

Mzab 3PM bead-hum 3PF bead-humoat

Arabic pronouns are also attested in Djerba Berber. Brugnatelli (2002:173)
provides forms with the particle ra- ‘there it/he is’, followed by an inde-
pendent Arabic pronoun:

Djerba 3SM ra-hu 3SF ra-hi

It is unknown whether this paradigm also extends to other persons and
to other particles.

Finally, Siwa uses Arabic pronouns with the particle msabb- ‘for X’s
sake, because of X’ (Souag 2010:43ff.), e.g.

Siwa uyi-x Ixdtam  dd-wok msabb-hd
buy:pv-1s  ring DEM:MS-DEM:MS-2SM:ADDR  because-SF:ARA
‘I bought that ring for her sake’ [Souag 2010:44]

msabb-ék slomd-y=asan i tarwdwen  ldhsab
because-2sm teach:pv-1s=3p:10 to  children arithmetic
‘for your sake I taught the children arithmetic’ [Souag 2010:43]
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Moreover, as shown in section 8.5, Siwa has taken over the Arabic superla-
tive construction using the elative of the adjective (whether of Berber or
of Arabic origin), followed by an Arabic pronoun, e.g. kwas-hum ‘the best
(lit. the best of them)'. Neither Vycichl (2005), nor Souag (2010) inform us
about the status of this element -Aum: is it invariable or does it allow for
differentiation according to person (e.g. kwas-kum ‘the best of you’)? In
view of the precision typical of Souag’s work, we may safely assume that
there is no differentiation.

9..2  Arabic Pronouns Bound to Borrowed Verbs

Ghomara Berber has maintained Arabic verbal morphology with many
loan verbs from Arabic. Object pronouns bound to such verbs also take
an Arabic shape. Examples were given in section 7.4.

9.1.3 Arabic Independent Pronouns after the Presentative Particle ha

In the Ayt Seghrushen dialect of the province of Taza (Kossmann fc—e),
Arabic third person independent pronouns appear after the presenta-
tive particle ha. They are followed by the Berber direct object pronomi-
nal clitics. With first and second person forms, only Berber pronouns are
allowed:

Berber origin Arabic origin
18 ha né ~ ha=yyi
2SM ha $kk(int)
2SF ha $m
3SM ha hawwa=t
3SF ha hiyya=tt
1P ha nénin
2PM ha $nnim
2PF ha snniwanti
3pMm3 ha huma=ton

9.1.4 Arabic Reciprocal Pronouns

In Berber, reciprocity is normally expressed in the verb by means of verbal
derivations. Some Berber languages have developed reciprocal pronouns
on a Berber basis, e.g. Ayt Wariaghel (Tarifiyt) aya uya ‘each other, lit.

3 The 3pF form was not elicited.
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this to this’. In Mzab, the Arabic expression with bead- has been taken
over, e.g.

Mzab thabba-n tibanziwin mbased-hum basd
kiss:tpv-3pM  heads each.other-3pM:ARA  each.other
‘they kiss each other’s on the head’ [Delheure 1986:49]

ad  gur-ont bead-humat
AD  visit:A0-3PF  each.other-3PF:ARA
‘they visit each other’ [Delheure 1986:58]

The same is found in Djebel Nefusa and Awdjila:

Nefusa trafg-sn d bagadt-hum baeat
befriend:pv-3pm  with  each.other-3pM:ARA  each.other
‘they became befriended with each other’ [Beguinot 21942:122]

Awdjila undu t-allumd-m iman n-okim maed basdd-kum
if 2-be.together:pv-2p self of2p  with each.other-2p:ARA
‘if you keep together with each other’ [Paradisi 1960b:79; I, 1. 6]

9.2 INTERROGATIVES

9.2.1 Interrogatives ‘who’ and ‘what’

Many Berber languages make no difference between person interrogatives
(‘who’) and object interrogatives (‘what’), e.g. Tashelhiyt has a pronoun
ma(d) used in both contexts:

ma i-krz-n igr=ad
who/what pTC:S-plough:Pv-PTC:S field=pPrROX
‘who has ploughed this field?’ [Aspinion 1953:180]

ma i-skr

who/what 3sM-do:pv

‘what has he done? [Aspinion 1953182]

The same situation is found in Central Moroccan Berber (e.g. Ayt Ndhir mi
‘who/what’) and in Niger Tuareg (ma ‘who/what’). The basic construction
is an interrogative element m, also found in other interrogatives, followed
by a pronominal element a(y) or i. The element a(y) is originally a pro-
nominal form neutral to definiteness, while ¢ refers to indefinites (Galand
1974). One may note the case of Ayt Seghrushen (Bentolila 1981), which has
an interrogative may ‘who, what', parallel to more restricted wi ‘who’.
Other Berber languages differentiate between ‘who’ and ‘what’, but do
so in many very different ways. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that
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the Tashelhiyt situation with only one interrogative is original, while the
differentiation is a dialectal innovation.

Idiatov (2007:579) has shown that the absence of differentiation
between ‘who’ and ‘what’ is typologically uncommon, but not really mar-
ginal in languages of the world: in a sample of about 1850 languages, he
found 7-9% “that (may) allow a lack of differentiation between ‘who?’
and ‘what?’”.

In Arabic—both Classical and dialectal—the difference between ‘who’
and ‘what’ is consistently made (Singer 1958). Even though Maghribian
Arabic has innovated the forms of the interrogatives, all varieties maintain
the difference.

One may therefore assume that the introduction of a differentiation in
Berber is inspired by Arabic. This is, of course, not necessary: according
to Idiatov (2007), many languages show an internally motivated develop-
ment from non-differentiation to differentiation. In the realm of Berber,
this is the case of some Tuareg varieties, which have specialized ma for
‘what’ and mi for ‘who’ (Mali, Heath 2005:650-652; northern Ayer, Koss-
mann 2o11a:135, Ahaggar, Prasse 1972—74:1-216), playing on the different
pronominal constituents. While the path of specialization is relatively
transparent in the case of Tuareg,% in the other languages it is much less
clear, and some elements have become specialized as a ‘who’ interroga-
tive in one language, and as a ‘what’ interrogative in the other, e.g.

Figuig manay- ‘what’
Chenoua manay- ‘who’

Northern Berber languages have innovated their interrogatives according
to different paths (Idiatov 2007:171-180). In the first place, pronominal ele-
ments with non-interrogative function may become specialized as inter-
rogatives. This seems to be the case of ‘who’-interrogatives originating in
an indefinite pronominal element wi ‘whoever’, e.g. Chaouia (Ayt Frah):

wi ttf-an ig-an=as laxdaggat
who take:Pv-3pM  do:A0-3PM=3S:10 fine
‘who(ever) they take they give him a fine’ [Penchoen 1973a:91]

wi ha  ny-ruh id-nay
who AD  PTC-go:AO  with-1p
‘who will go with us’ [Penchoen 1973a:206]

4 According to Prasse, Ghabdouane & Mohamed 2003:516, Ayer Tuareg has a difference
between ma ‘collective interrogative’ and mi ‘singulative interrogative’; from such a situa-
tion, a specialization of ma for ‘what’ and mi for ‘who’ is quite natural.
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The element wi has become the dedicated ‘who’ interrogative in Tarifiyt,
Ayt Seghrushen, Figuig, Mzab, Chaouia, as well as some Kabyle varieties
(At Manguellat, Vincennes & Dallet 1960:99).

A second path is a change of function from an attributive pre-nominal
interrogative (‘which’), into an interrogative pronoun. The original pre-
nominal interrogative was probably *man. It is reasonable to assume that
it is a composite of interrogative m followed by pronominal a, followed by
n of unclear origin.5 In most languages, it is followed by a noun in the Free
State, which is remarkable, as pre-nominal elements mostly govern a fol-
lowing Annexed State. As suggested by Idiatov, this may be an indication
of an appositional origin of the construction (Idiatov 2007:172). In some
languages, man has become the normal interrogative, e.g. man ‘what’ (Sen-
hadja, Lafkioui 2007:238). It is often followed by a second element, mostly
a short pronominal a(y) or i (Iznasen mani ‘what’, Awdjila mani ‘who’,
Djebel Bissa mana ‘who’); such forms can sometimes be analyzed as man
followed by a cleft marker i or a(y). More complex forms have man fol-
lowed by a pronominal element, which receives deictic clitics, e.g., Figuig
manay=ann ‘what’, Chenoua manay=a ‘who’, Harawat (Western Algeria)
manw=a ‘who’ (Destaing 1914:295), probably also Ouargla, Nefusa mammog,
Zuwara mammu (< man w=u) ‘who’. More complicated are forms such as
Iznasen manis w=u ‘who’ and Beni Snous magas ‘who’, Zekkara (Eastern
Morocco) maymas ‘who’, which incorporate the obsolete verb umas ‘to
be’ (cf. Akouaou 1978). Elsewhere maymas is used for the question ‘what
kind of’ (e.g. Figuig) or ‘which’ (Sened). In addition to man, Tarifiyt dia-
lects have min ‘what’ and mayan ‘what’ (for their distribution, see Lafkioui
2007:238). They look like an amalgam of interrogative m, pronominal { or
ay, and n, and would therefore represent basically the same construction
as *man, with different pronominal elements.

A third group of languages has the element matta, which represents
the ancient interrogative ma followed by an element tta. On the basis
of Central Moroccan Berber evidence, Idiatov (2007:190) concludes that
matta originated in non-verbal clauses, mainly with pronouns of the type

5 Idiatov (2007:171) suggests the genitival marker n. However, as he rightly observes, the
preposition n is always followed by a noun in the Annexed State, while in many Berber
languages man is followed by a Free State noun. He solves this problem by assuming that
man originally had the Annexed State, but that the final » had become “so integrated that
it cannot be construed as the equivalent of the genitive n ‘of” anymore” (Idiatov l.c.). As
pre-nominal elements are often followed by an Annexed State, it is unclear why the syntax
should have changed after the n had lost its genitival connotation. An alternative is to link
n in man to deictic elements such as -ann in some Berber languages.
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matta natta ‘who is he’ (Ayt Ndhir; Penchoen 1973b:81). Because of this, he
proposes an etymology ma ‘interrogative’ + ta ‘presentative’. This etymol-
ogy does not explain the fact that in most languages, matta has a gemi-
nate t. An alternative explanation derives matta from ma natta ‘what (is)
he’, quite similar to Maghribian Arabic phrases such as man-hu ‘who’, lit.
‘who (is) he'.

In most languages which have matta, it is used for ‘what’: in this use
it is found in a large number of non-Kabyle northern Algerian varieties,
among others: Chaouia (Ayt Frah), Chenoua, Djebel Bissa, Beni Snous. It
is also found in Ouargla, Zuwara and El-Fogaha and, with loss of the nasal
articulation, in Mzab (batta ~ matta) and Sened (bata). In Siwa, batta is
found after prepositions, meaning ‘what’, while an enlarged form battin
is used for ‘who’ (Souag 2010:452—3). In Ayt Ndhir (Penchoen 1973b:81),
matta is used for both ‘who’ and ‘what’.6

A different construction with (¢)ta is found in Siwa tanta ~ ta ‘what’
(Souag 2010:453). Probably, this construction consists of presentative ta
followed by the personal pronoun.

A few languages have forms without the element ma. This is mainly
found in Kabyle, e.g. At Iraten anwa (= an w=a) ‘who’ (Chaker 1983); other
examples are Ghadames anno (< an w=0) ‘who’ and possibly El-Fogaha,
Sokna ummi (< an wi ?) ‘who’. Idiatov (2007:195) suggests these m-less
forms could have originated “as conventionalization of independently
used headless relative clauses, when accompanied by an interrogative
intonation”.

Two Eastern Berber forms defy analysis: Ghadames ke ‘what’ and Awd-
jila di (also followed by a pronoun: di w=a) ‘what’.

The last way of developing a differentiation between ‘who’ and ‘what’ is
by the borrowing of Arabic forms. This is found in two regions: in north-
western Morocco and in Kabylia. In Northwestern Morocco, Senhadja de
Srair has Arabic skun, sku, asku ‘who’ alongside Berber mi ‘who’ (Lafkioui
2007:238); ‘what’ is expressed by Berber man. In Ghomara, only skun (in
some situations abbreviated to $k) is used for ‘who’. ‘What' is swa, which
combines the Arabic interrogative element (a)$ and an element wa, which
can be interpreted as a shortening of Arabic Auwa ‘he’ or as (Ghomaran)

6 A similar situation is suggested by Edmond Destaing’s notations for Beni Rached in
Western Algeria: matta k=y-uya-n ‘what happened to you’ (Destaing 1914:293) and matta
i k=id=i-wi-n da ‘who brought you here?" (Destaing 1914:295). One suspects, however, that
the last phrase was wrongly translated, and should be interepreted as ‘what brought you
here?.
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Berber w=a ‘the one that'. The Arabic etymology is strengthened by the
fact that in many Maghribian Arabic dialects, ‘what’ normally consists
of the interrogative element followed by an independent pronoun or a
shortened form of it. However, it seems that all Moroccan dialects which
have this, use an enlarged form (a)sn- rather than (a)s in this construction
(Heath 2002:477-81).

In most Kabyle dialects, the interrogative ‘what’ is (d)asu. This is a
direct loan from Algerian Arabic as-u ‘what’.” The initial d in some variet-
ies is the Berber predicative particle, which, amongst others, is used in the
first part of clefts where the noun is the clefted element. Its presence can
be explained as an effect of the similarity in construction between inter-
rogative clefts and noun clefts.

In Lesser Kabylia, in addition to asu ‘what’, Arabic also provided the
interrogative ‘who’, manhu. As a result, both meanings are covered by
loanwords, e.g. Aokas:

manhu i-ruh-an i dd=i-erat

who PTC-gO:PV-PTC AD  VENT=3SM-invite:AO
‘who has gone to invite (people)?’ [Rabhi 1994:116]

dasu awan=xadm-ay

what 2PM:10=d0:PV-18

‘what have I done to you? [Rabhi 1994:116]

Igli (Sud oranais) has borrowed manhu ‘who’, but retained Berber ma (i)
‘what’ (Kossmann 2010b).

Most often, the restructuring of the interrogative system has affected
the form in both meanings. Only in a few Northern Berber languages with
differentiation between ‘who and ‘what’, original ma(y) ~ mi occurs in one
of the meanings. If so, it has the meaning ‘what’ (Tahala, Sened, Nefusa,
Ouargla, Igli). One remarks that man-based forms occur both in the mean-
ings ‘who’ and ‘what’, depending on the variety, while wi only occurs in
the meaning ‘who’, and matta mainly occurs in the meaning ‘what’.

7 as$-u consists of the interrogative element as followed by the 3sm Arabic pronoun -u.
Reesink (1973:327) mentions an alternative analysis which considers -u a demonstrative
element of Berber origin. There are two demonstrative bases which come to mind. First,
-u is found in a large number of Berber varieties as the proximal demonstrative; as it does
not occur in Kabyle, it is hardly a candidate. Second, u is found as a pronominal basis in
Kabyle in forms such as u-kud ‘with whom’ (Basset & Picard 1948:179). The main problem
with this analysis is that in a$u the element u follows as.
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9.2.2  Adverbial Interrogatives

Berber adverbial interrogatives are of different kinds. There are two basic
adverbial interrogatives, which have an opaque structure: malmi (and
variants) ‘when’ and mani ‘where’. While both clearly contain the inter-
rogative element m, the origin of the second part is unknown. A number
of adverbial interrogatives basically consist of the ‘which’ interrogative,
followed by a noun, e.g. Tuareg man ammak ‘how, lit. which manner’, man
aket ‘how much, lit. which quantity’. Because of phonetic changes and the
loss of the second element as an independent word, forms have become
opaque in most languages, cf. Siwa mamak, Figuig manas ‘how’ and Siwa
mnet, Ouargla mannast ‘how many’. Many adverbial interrogations are
constructed with a ‘what’ interrogative or some special pronominal form,
followed by a prepositional relative clause (see below).

Arabic influence is especially strong in the form of the ‘how much’
interrogative. In a large number of varieties, a dialectal Arabic form has
been taken over:

kamm, kamma, s-kom8 Chaouia (Ait Frah), Nefusa, Sened

shal, ashal Greater Kabylia, Lesser Kabylia, Western Algeria, Tari-
fiyt (~mashar), Beni Snous, Figuig, CMB: Ayt Ayache
(~ msta ~ mashal), Ayt Seghrushen (~ msta ~ mashal)

mashal, mashal Beni Menacer, Tarifiyt (~ sha#) CMB: Zemmour, Ayt
Ayache (~ msta ~ $hal), Ayt Seghrushen (~ msta ~ shal)

One remarks the forms with initial m-, which is not part of the original
Arabic form. The introduction of m- may be a way to conform to the gen-
eral Berber pattern with m-initial interrogatives. However, prosthetic m is
also found with some other borrowed function words, e.g. Tarifiyt b/a ~
moabra ‘without'.

The interrogative ‘when’ has been borrowed in Tunisia, western Libya,
Lesser Kabylia and in northwestern Morocco. West of Tunisia, the Arabic
interrogatives are mostly compounds of an interrogative element (a, ay
‘which’) and the noun wagqt ~ waxt ‘time’, in northwestern Morocco pre-
ceded by the preposition f*in”:

lommi Tamezret [http://atmazret.com/], Zuwara, Nefusa
awgqat TIhbachen (Lesser Kabylia) [Rabdi 2004:132]
aywaq Aokas (Lesser Kabylia) [Rabhi 1994:165]

axs Senhadja [Lafkioui 2007:240]

8 With the instrumental preposition s, probably meaning ‘for how much’ (Sened, Pro-
votelle 1911:80).
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axs Senhadja [Lafkioui 2007:240
Y
faywax Ayt Bchir (Senhadja) [Lafkioui 2007:240]
aywak Ghomara [El Hannouche 2010:124
Lyw

Northwestern Moroccan Berber also has taken over Arabic layn
‘whither”:

lay Senhadja ‘what along’ [Lafkioui 2007:239]
layn Ghomara ‘whither’ [El Hannouche 2010:124]

Further borrowing of adverbial interrogatives is found in Ghomara liyas
‘why’. In this variety, only two adverbial interrogative lexemes of Berber
origin remain: amka ‘how’ and ani ‘where’. In El-Fogaha, finally, the adver-
bial interrogative kif ‘how’ has been borrowed from Arabic, e.g.

kif nk t-assan-at?
how NEG 2-know:pv-2s
‘how don’t you know?’ [Paradisi 1963:95, 1. 19]

Prepositional interrogatives in Berber are normally constructions with
an interrogative element, followed by a preposition. As interrogatives
are cleft-like constructions, which always have a relative clause follow-
ing them, and as in prepositional relative clauses the bare preposition
is fronted, they can be considered regular prepositional relative clauses,
similar to English phrases such as what is he talking about, e.g. Tashelhiyt

ma f i-srs tarikt

who/what on 3SM-put:pv  EL:saddle

‘on what has he put the saddle, lit. what (is it) on which he put the saddle’ [Aspin-
ion 1953:184]

The main difference with a normal relative construction is a high inci-
dence of ellipsis, leading to sentences consisting of only the interrogative
and the preposition:

ma
who/what on
‘on what?’ [Aspinion 1953:184]

In a number of varieties, a construction appears which has the preposi-
tion preceding the interrogative element, similar to English phrases such
as about what is he talking. This could be considered a calque on Maghrib-
ian Arabic, which has identical constructions, but could also easily consti-
tute an internal development, e.g.

Lesser Kab.: d wasu ‘with what' [Rabhi 1994:117]
g asu ‘in what' [Rabhi 1994:117]
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In Ghomara, Berber prepositions are followed by the Arabic pronominal
element man (after a vowel) ~ mman (after a consonant). This construc-
tion is partly a calque on and a blend with Maghribian Arabic, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. [-omman ‘to whom’ [Caubet 1993:173]
Ghomara i man ‘to whom’ [El Hannouche 2010:14]

However, different from Moroccan Arabic, Ghomara (m)moan can also be
used for questions about things, e.g.

Moroccan Ar. mea-yas ‘with what’ [Caubet 1993:172]
Ghomara s amman ‘with what’ [El Hannouche 2010:124]
{ man Imakla=yat

to who/what food=PrOx

‘for whom is this food?’ [El Hannouche 2010:125]

s ammoan a h-qate-at llham
with who/what FOC 2-cut:Pv-28 meat
‘what did you cut the meat with?’ [El Hannouche 2010:114]

This intriguing mismatch between the original and the calque can only
be understood from an earlier stage of the Ghomaran language, where
‘who’ and ‘what’ were still expressed by a single interrogative (see 9.2.1).
At this stage the Arabic word man was inserted in this construction, but
received similar interpretation as the single interrogative, i.e. both ‘who’
and ‘what’. Only afterwards, Ghomara introduced a difference between
‘who’ and ‘what’ in subject and direct object function, by borrowing the
Arabic forms. This was not carried over to the prepositional relatives,
maybe because the nature of the preposition largely predicts the inter-
pretation of (m)man as referring to a person or to a thing—for example,
a comitative preposition normally selects a person, while an instrumental
selects an object. As a result, the original lack of differentiation between
‘who’ and ‘what’ is only maintained in a construction which is to a large
degree a calque on Arabic, and which uses Arabic lexical material.

9.2.3 ‘Which’

Adjectival ‘which’ or its independent counterpart ‘which one’ have only
been borrowed in Senhadja de Srair and Ghomara. Two Arabic bases
appear: asman, the most commonly used form in Moroccan Arabic, and
$kun, the normal Arabic (and Ghomaran) expression for ‘who’:
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Senhadja asman, skun (Lafkioui 2007:161-3)
Ghomara skun (El Hannouche 2010:113)
Senhadja asmon  tomyart

which  EA:woman
‘which woman’ [Renisio 1932:103]

Ghomara Skun arg’az  ara yt=i-fk laflus
who/which EL:man AD 1S:10=3SM-give:AO money
‘which man will give me money?’ [El Hannouche 2010:113]

9.2.4 Yes/No Questions

Both Berber and Maghribian Arabic have dedicated markers of yes/no
questions. In Arabic, there is a major dialectal divide between languages
with phrase-initial markers, mainly west of Tunisia, and those with phrase-
final markers, as found in Tunisia and Libya (Singer 1984:722; Owens
1984:102). Berber languages west of Tunisia mostly have a phrase-initial
marker, often is (Tashelhiyt, Central Moroccan Berber) or ma (Tarifiyt,
Lesser Kabylia), but other variants exist. Senhadja ka (Lafkioui 2007:240)
and Ghomara ka (Mourigh p.c.) are remarkable, as they clearly come from
the term k(a)ra ‘thing’. Tarifiyt and Lesser Kabylia ma have the same form
as one of the reconstructible shapes of the ancient ‘who/what’ interroga-
tive. This makes ka and ma similar to Moroccan and Algerian Arabic was,
which originally (and in many dialects up till the present day) means
‘what’ (corresponding to Classical (wa) Payyu say?in), but which is widely
used as a yes/no question marker. The Arabic use does not seem to be due
to Berber influence, as it also occurs in Levantine dialects (Singer 1958).
On the other hand, the use of ma and ka in Berber could be a calque from
Arabic.

Phrase-initial Arabic forms have been borrowed in Sud oranais (Figuig,
Igli was) and in some Kabyle varieties (Irjen aeni). Probably all Berber lan-
guages allow to some extent for yes/no questions without a lexical inter-
rogation marker, the job being done by intonation only. Some languages
have no yes/no marker at all (At Iraten Kabyle, Chaker 1983:244).

In Berber east of Algeria, phrase-initial markers seem to be absent.
Published texts from Djebel Nefusa, El-Fogaha, Sokna and Awdjila sug-
gest that these languages have no dedicated interrogation marker, while
Siwa has final vowel lengthening (Souag 2010:452). Zuwara and Ghadames
have phrase-final markers, a (Zuwara), na (Ghadames), whose etymolo-
gies are unclear. Their phrase-final position corresponds to the phrase-
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final position of the markers in the regional varieties of Arabic. Tamezret
(Tunisia) has a post-verbal (or phrase-final?) interrogative marker =s, e.g.

i-gam=ak=$
3sM-lift:Pv=2sM:D0=Q
‘has he lifted you up? [http://atmazret.com/]

A similar use appears in the following sentence from Sened (Tunisia):

$ak, a hmoad,  t-as(s)an-at=§ manat  i-nya
youw:M voc NP 2-know:pv-2s=Q who 3sm-kill:pv
‘you, Ahmad, do you know who has killed? [Provotelle 1911:88]

This § corresponds to Tunisian Arabic i (Singer 1984:722); however, it
could also have a Berber source (< $ra ‘thing’)—in that case, one should
consider the construction a calque on Tunisian Arabic rather than a lexi-
cal borrowing.

9.3 NUMERALS

Northern Berber has undergone massive Arabic influence in its numeral
system. As shown by Souag (2009b), numeral systems that exclusively use
Berber materials are restricted to Tuareg and Zenaga. Other systems have
substituted some terms by Arabic, or use Arabic numerals as alternatives
to Berber forms.

9.3.1 Cardinal Numbers

High numerals (100, 1000) have been borrowed from Arabic everywhere
in northern Berber with a couple of exceptions. The first exception is
pre-modern Tashelhiyt, which occasionally used Berber forms (van den
Boogert 1997:286—287):

18th C. Tashelhiyt timidi (p timad) ‘hundred’
ifd (p afdan) ‘thousand’

They function as nouns, e.g. timidi w wafdan ‘hundred of thousands’ =
100.000), sdist tmad n [bit ‘six hundreds (= 600) of verses’. In pre-modern
Tashelhiyt they are used in variation with Arabic numerals, e.g. tseu-myya
n [bit ‘nine hundred verses’, and can even be used together with Arabic
numerals, e.g. xmsin n wafdan ‘fitfy of thousands = 50.000), which has
Arabic xmsin ‘fifty’ in combination with Berber afdan ‘thousands’ (van
den Boogert 1997:287). The medieval Ibadhi manuscript of Ibn Ghanim’s
Mudawwana also provides examples of these two numerals, e.g.
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Medieval Ibadhi ifad an wulli ‘1000 sheep’ [Brugnatelli 2011:38]

sant an tmad an yadriman
two of EAhundreds of EA:dirhams
‘200 dirhams’ [Brugnatelli 2011:38]

A further exception is El-Fogaha in Libya, which has a numeral tamit
‘hundred’ (Paradisi 1963:103). This is remarkable, because in the rest of its
system, El-Fogaha seems to retain only the Berber numerals 1—3. Finally,
the Tunisian variety of Tamezrett has amid ‘humdred’ and 2im ‘thousand’
(Paesano 2000:35).

These forms have good cognates in Tuareg and Zenaga: Mali Tuareg
temede (P timad) ‘hundred’, efdd (P afdddn) ‘thousand’; Zenaga tmadih
(p tmada?n) ‘hundred’, offad (P affadan, avdan) ‘thousand’.

While the Berber numerals 100 and 1000 have now been abandoned in
most northern Berber varieties, the situation with numbers between 1
and 9g is different. Tashelhiyt and Mzab have systems for the decades that
do not replicate Arabic forms immediately. Mzab and Ouargla form the
decades by means of an arythmetric (x * 10) description, e.g. Mzab sannat
tmarwin ‘two tens = 20; sat tmarwin ‘six tens = 60’. Digits in between the
decades are added by means of the preposition d ‘and’, e.g. mraw d yiggan
‘ten and one = 11’ (Delheure 1984:122). The basis of this system, timarwin
‘tens’, is a plural form of the noun tamrawt (Mzab), tamrawt (Ouargla)
‘ten (French: dixaine)’, which is related to the numeral mraw ‘ten (French:
dix)’. This system is the same as in Tuareg (Heath 2005:251). In Ouargla,
the Berber system is under strong competition from Arabic forms, which
seems to go partly along lines of gender and confession (Souag 2009b:241).
A similar system is attested in Ghadames. The main difference with Mzab
and Tuareg is that the numeral maraw ‘ten (dix)’ is used, rather than a
noun ‘dixaine’: e.g. san m maraw ‘two of ten = 20’; kdrad m maraw ‘three
of ten = 30". Note however kdrad and-maraw ad yon ‘three tens and one’,
which has the plural prefix and- and Motylinski’s notation <sinnet tem-
raouin> (Motylinski 1904:40) with a plural noun similar to that in Mzab
and Ouargla. The description by Lanfry suggests that the Berber numerals
are only rarely used, and that Arabic forms are more common (Lanfry
1968:378).

In Tashelhiyt the situation is different. The numbers 11-19 consist of
the digit followed by the preposition d ‘with, and’, followed by mraw
(F mrawt) ‘ten (dix)’, e.g. ttam d mrawt n tmyart ‘eight and ten of woman =
eight women'. For numbers above 19, the Arabic numeral easrin (F easrint,
MP id-easrin; FP id-easrint) ‘20’ functions as the basis. Digits and impair
decades are added by means of the preposition d ‘with, and’ (Aspinion
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1953:254ff,; Galand 1988:230), e.g. easrin d mraw ‘twenty and ten = 30’
easrin d yan d mraw ‘twenty and one and ten = 31; sin id-easrin ‘two
twenties = 40', kkug id-easrin d mraw ‘four twenties and ten = 9o’ (exx.
from Aspinion 1953:254). This vigesimal system is fundamentally different
from the decimal system found in Arabic.

As noted by most sources on Tashelhiyt, the Berber number system is
used alongside more Arabic-like systems. Thus, instead of easrin d mraw
‘twenty and ten = 30/, it is possible to use the Arabic loan tlatin ‘thirty’.
This concerns not only the decimal numbers, but may also implicate the
entire numeral (Galand 1988:230).

The other northern Berber languages consistently use the Arabic
numerals for numbers above ten.

Even in the first decade (1-10), Arabic influence is pervasive in most
Berber varieties. There is a remarkable lack of geographical and numerical
continuity in the number of Berber numerals preserved. On the one hand
there are languages that preserve the full decade (Ghadames, Ouargla,
Mzab, Tashelhiyt); Arabic numerals are not unknown in these languages,
but where they are used, Arabic and Berber forms coexist side by side.
The other languages only have systems with three Berber numerals or less.
There are no systems with 1—5 in Berber and >5 in Arabic or the like. There
may be cognitive explanations for this (Souag 2009b:240), but is remains
a remarkable distribution, especially when dialects which have the full
Berber decade and such that have only 1-3 form a linguistic continuum
otherwise, e.g. in the case of Tashelhiyt and Central Moroccan Berber.

Berber languages that do not retain the full decade have gender differ-
entiation with Berber numerals, but no gender differentiation with Arabic
numerals.® Languages that do not retain the full Berber decade fall into
three groups. The first group has retained the Berber numerals 1-3, and
uses Arabic numerals for numbers above 3. This is found in most Central
Moroccan dialects, e.g. Ayt Ndhir (Bisson 1940:166ff.):

Central Mor. L M yun F yut
2. M sin F snat
3. M srad F Srat
4. rbea (< Ar.)
5. xamsa (< Ar)
6. satta (< Ar)
7. sabea (< Ar)

9 In Ayt Seghrushen (Eastern Middle Atlas), only the numeral ‘one’ has gender differen-
tiation. The Berber numeral ‘two’ is invariable for gender, snat (Bentolila 1981:63).



OTHER CATEGORIES: PRONOUNS AND QUANTIFIERS 309

8. tmanya (< Ar.) (Taifi 1991: tmanya)
9. tsasa (< Ar.) (Taifi 1991: ttasea)
10. easra (< Ar.)

Not surprisingly, all numerals above ten are also direct loans from Ara-
bic, e.g.

Central Mor. 1L hadeas (< Ar.)
22.  tnayn-u-earin (< Ar.)
30. tlatin (< Ar.)

Outside Central Morocco, this system is attested in Gourara and in the
Libyan oases of Sokna and El-Fogaha. Boudot-Lamotte (1964), Provotelle
(1924—25) and Paradisi (1963) only provide the numerals 1-3 (and 100 in
the case of El-Fogaha) in their wordlists; in the Italian publications, other
numerals, when given, are marked “gergo” (argot), and do not belong to
the normal numerical system. The silence of these authors on numerals
>3 strongly suggest that they are borrowings from Arabic, which were not
considered interesting enough to be included in the publication.

The second group retains the Berber numerals ‘one’ and ‘two’, and uses
Arabic numerals for ‘three’ and higher. This is found in a large territory
stretching from Figuig and the Sud oranais to Metmata (western Algeria),
Kabyle, Chaouia, Djebel Nefusa and Siwa.

Finally, a group restricted to northern Morocco and some adjacent
Algerian varieties has only retained the numeral ‘one’. This is found in
Ghomara, Senhadja, Tarifiyt, Iznasen and Beni Snous. The same system is
probably present in Awdjila, where Paradisi remains silent on this numeral
in his word list (1960a), and where the Arabic form itnen is attested in the
texts, e.g.

Awdjila usa-n=iz=d itnén an  gottdeon
come:PV=3s:I0=come  two of thieves
‘two thieves came to him’ [Paradisi 1960b:82, text VII, 1. 2]

As remarked by Souag (2009b), the retention of ‘one’ in all Berber varieties
was facilitated by its corrolary use as a marker of indefiniteness (similar to
Maghribian Arabic and French); as such it is less of a dedicated numeral
than the others.

The forms of the borrowed numerals do not always correspond exactly
to those used in neighboring Maghribian Arabic varieties. For Siwa, Souag
(2009a) has pointed to the form satti ‘six’ instead of general Maghribian
and Egyptian Arabic satta. The form with raising of final a corresponds
to forms found in Arabic oasis dialects of the region and belongs to the
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first Arabic stratum in Siwa (Souag 2009a). In some Tarifiyt varieties,
‘eleven’ is hita$ rather than surrounding Arabic hadeas ~ hdas. This may
well represent a borrowing from an Arabic variety with d > ¢ (see 5.3.2.2).
Arabic varieties of this type are found to the west of the Rif, in the Jbala
region of northwestern Morocco. The geographical distribution of Aitas in
Tarifiyt greatly surpasses the region where such Arabic influence would
be expected, and one may assume that the form spread from one Berber
variety to the other.

More problematic than these phonetic irregularities is the form tnaysn
of the numeral ‘two’, found in Tarifiyt, Iznasen and Beni Snous. This form
corresponds to eastern Arabic forms such as Cairo itnén, Classical Ara-
bic itnani (oblique case: itnayni). However, it hardly occurs in Maghrib-
ian Arabic, which has forms related to Classical Arabic zawg ‘one of a
pair’, such as Moroccan Arabic Zuz. The correspondent of Classical itnayni
occurs in compounds such as Moroccan Arabic {nas ‘twelve’, tnayan-u-
tlatin ‘two and thirty = 32’ and in the ordinal tani ‘second’. As a normal
numeral, correspondents of itnayni are restricted to Hassaniya Arabic (cf.
Heath 2002:464) and varieties east of Tunisia. Thus there is a discrepancy
between the use of the ancient Arabic form in northern Moroccan Ber-
ber, and its substitution by another form in local Arabic. The solution
of the problem may lie in Andalusian Arabic, which had itnayn (Corri-
ente 1977:88; Corriente 1997:86). Apparently, Tarifiyt took over the term
from Andalusian immigrants, or the Andalusian form once also existed
as a variant in some of the northern Moroccan cities, but was gradually
ousted by the common Moroccan variant Zuz. The Andalusian connection
is irrelevant to the Awdjila form itnén. In this case, it is simply a loan from
eastern Libyan Arabic itnén (Owens 1984:52).

A number of Berber languages have a difference between non-bor-
rowed numerals used in a syntactic context, and borrowed numerals used
in listing, e.g. when one counts ‘one, two, three, four...’. Cf. (Kossmann
1997:210; Kossmann 2000a:160-161; Dallet 1982):

Figuig 1. normal:  idZan in counting:  wahad
2. sonn zug
Kabyle 1. normal:  yiwan wahad, wahad
2. sin Zug, zug
Iznasen 1. normal:  iggon wahad

Borrowed Arabic numerals normally have their “feminine” form, i.e. with
numerals below 11 the form ending in -a. In certain fixed borrowed phrases,
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“masculine” forms appear, which constitute a second series of numeral
forms. Such borrowed phrases mainly concern indications of time and
numeral expressions with ‘hundred’ and ‘thousand’. It is typical for these
expressions that ‘2 x’s’ uses the Arabic dual form.

The forms of this second series are the same as their Arabic models.
They mostly consist of simply the “feminine” form without the suffix -a.
In some cases, however, concomitant changes take place, e.g. Iznasen
tmanya ‘eight’ but tman shur ‘eight months’.

This doubling of the numeral series may exist in all northern Berber
languages. It is attested, among others, in Medieval Tashelhiyt (van den
Boogert 1997:286), in Central Moroccan Berber (Bisson 1940:170), in Tari-
fiyt, in Iznasen, in Figuig, in Kabyle, in Djebel Nefusa and in Siwa (Souag
2010:182). Examples (Kossmann 1997:210):

Figuig 2. normal: ssnn  with ‘day’ yumaysn (Arabic dual form)

3 tlata talt ayyam

4 rabea rabe ayyam

5. xamsa Xams ayyam

6. satta satt ayyam

7 sabea sabe ayyam

8 tmanya tmoan ayyam

9. tasea tsag gyyam

10. gasra esar ayyam

9.3.2 Fractions

Fractions are taken over from Arabic together with the Arabic article. Only
for ‘half’, there are often Berber terms. This is also true for varieties with
intact Berber number systems, such as Tashelhiyt (Aspinion 1953:257):

Tashelhiyt 1/2 nnss
1/3 telt
1/4 rrba
1/5 x¥ms
1/6 ssudus

There exist alternative constructions, e.g. in Kabyle by means of the
noun amur ‘part, portion’ followed by an ordinal construction, e.g. amur
wis rbea ‘quarter’. Alongside, Arabic fractions are also used (cf. Basset &
Picard 1948:54). Unfortunately, fractions are only reported for a small
number of Berber varieties, so the extent of this phenomenon is difficult
to establish.
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9.3.3 Ordinal Numbers

In most northern Berber languages, ordinal numbers are formed by means
of a regular Berber-based derivation with a pronominal element, e.g.

Kabyle M Wis sin F tissin  ‘second’
M wistlata F tis tlata ‘third’

In eastern Berber varieties, ordinal numbers are taken from Arabic
together with the Arabic article (see p. 221 for questions of morphology).
This is found in Djebel Nefusa (Beguinot 21942:129):

Nefusa attdni ‘second’
attdlat ‘third’
arrdbae ‘fourth’

alxdmas ‘fifth’

In Siwa the same is found; however sources differ as to the presence of
the Arabic article. Vycichl (2005:215) cites forms without the article (e.g.
xdamsa ‘five’), while Souag (2010) provides an example with the article:

Siwa Ixamsa t-aswa, ssatta g  aqasri
fifth:r 3sF-drink:pv  sixth:F  in  container
‘the fifth drank, the sixth is in the container. [Souag 2010:148]

Because of the lack of documentation on other eastern Berber varieties it
is impossible to assess the extent of this phenomenon.

9.4 UNIVERSAL QUANTIFIERS

In the following, two types of universal quantifier will be distinguished.
The first type is called general quantifier or collective quantifier; it marks
the entirety of an entity or a group of entities; English “all” is an instance
of this. The second type is distributive; it marks each single instance
within a group of entities. As argued by Gil (1994), collective quantifiers
tend to be used in a broader sense, sometimes overlapping with distribu-
tive quantifiers; therefore the term “general universal quantifier” may be
more fitting.

Within Maghribian Arabic, there are important differences in the
expression of these two relations. On the one hand, the distributive quan-
tifier is expressed in the same way all over the Maghrib, using an element
kull preceding a non-definite element (mostly a noun), e.g.
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ka=i-zi l=ahna  kill Zamea
IPFV=3SM:IPFT-come to=here all = week
‘he comes here every week’ [Harrell 1966:66]

eti [=kill  darri  wahad
give:IPFT:IPT:S to=all child onem
‘give every child one’ [Harrell 1966:66]

On the other hand, the collective quantifier has many variants. In a large
part of the Maghrib, it is based on the same element as the distributive,
kull, but has different syntax. There are various syntactic constructions
with this element, often more than one in a single variety:

X kiill-PRON kall I-X X kall lkull X
citadine + - - -
Moroccan
Tlemcen + - + +
Jijel + + + -
Marazig + - + -
Eastern Libyan - + - -
Examples (Jijel):
kan myassas  ael  ad=drari kall-hum
be:gs:pT  angry on DEF=children  all-3p
‘he was angry at all the children’ [Jijel; Ph. Marcais 1956:473]
hawwas-t fi kel ab=blad
walk-1S:PT in all DEF=country
‘I have walked through the entire town’ [Jijel; Ph. Marcais 1956:472]
ad-drari l=kall  i-xaf-u mn al=lil
DEF-children DEF-all 3:PT-be.afraid-p:PT from  DEF-night

‘all children are afraid of the night’ [Jijel; Ph. Marcais 1956:473]

Tlemcen:

an-nas kill-hum
DEF=people all-gp

‘all the people’ [W. Margais 1902:172]
al=bladat al=kull
DEF=countries DEF=all

‘all countries’ [W. Marcais 1902:172]
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al=kull an=nas
DEF=all DEF=people
‘all (the) people’ [W. Marcais 1902:172]

In many other Arabic varieties, including rural varieties of western Morocco
(and derived varieties such as Casablancan), the collective quantifier has a
different base, gas, e.g. Eastern Moroccan Arabic:

gae s=sahaba bqa-w sakt-in
all DEF=Companions  remain-3p:PT  be.silent:PTCA-P
‘all the Companions remained silent’ [Eastern Morocco; Bezzazi 1993:110]

Historically, gae derives from the noun gae ‘bottom, plain’—apparently
an expression such as “(until) the bottom (of the matter)” was reinter-
preted as a quantifier. Like elsewhere, prenominal kull is used for express-
ing distributive meaning, e.g.

w ddawi ela kill  mord
and Cure:PTCA:SM  on all illness
‘and it cures every illness’ [Eastern Morocco; Bezzazi 1993:242]

The collective universal quantifiers, and gae in particular, are fundamen-
tally adverbial, and take many places in the sentence; in negative sen-
tences they are best translated as “at all”; probably in general a translation
“entirely” fits the syntactic status of these elements better than “all”. The
distributive quantifier, on the other hand, always precedes the element it
quantifies. There are some highly frequent collocations with distributive
kill, such as kiill wahad “everybody, lit. every one”, kiill ($=)si “everything,
lit. every thing”, as well as temporal expressions such as kull yum “every
day”.

Berber languages all make a difference between collective and dis-
tributive quantification, either syntactically or lexically. There is only
one reconstructible universal quantifier morpheme in Berber, akk™. This
functions as a collective universal quantifier in Kabyle and in Central
Moroccan Berber (ak™),!° where it can precede or follow the quantified
element, e.g.

dda-n=d ak” s ieggadin
CoOme:PV-3PM=VENT all with  clubs
‘they all came with clubs’ [Middle Atlas; Taifi 1991:321]

10°An element ak is also attested in Tashelhiyt (e.g. Stumme 1899:100); however its
exact uses are not clear.
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lakin ismawn=agi yak¥ ttubaddal-an si lasal  an-san

but names=pPROX all  be.changed:pv-3pM from origin of-gpm

‘but all these names have been changed with respect to their origin’ [Kabyle,
Irjen; Basset & Picard 1948:274]

In other Berber languages, akk™ is a distributive universal quantifier,
which always stands in front of the quantified element: Chaouia Ait Frah
akk, Ouargla makk, Tuareg akk, Zenaga dkki, e.g.

akk isams  ttas-an=dd waman  dag-s
all turn  come:IPV-3PM=VENT EA:water in-3S
‘at every turn (for irrigation) the water comes into it" [Chaouia; Penchoen

1973a:21]

akk is nowhere used for both collective and distributive quantification;
there is always a different lexeme expressing the other quantifier of the
pair.

Apart from akk", there exists another Berber-based expression for dis-
tributive universal quantification. The basic construction is the element
“something” followed by a copular construction. This is found in Figuig

$(r)ad

sra d Ifolgat  tuy  t-selom din thanatt nn-as
some PRED clan PAST 3SF-have:pv there shop of-3s
‘every clan had its shop there’ [Figuig; Kossmann 1997:197]

Using a different choice of copula construction, the same is found in
Tashelhiyt kraygatt, from kra i-ga=tt “something is it"!! e.g. kraygatt ass
‘every day’ (Stumme 1899:100). Neighboring Ntifa has the construction ka
iga=t, which follows the same pattern (note however that “something” is
normally kra in this variety), e.g. ka iga=t tamyart ‘every woman’. In Ntifa,
instead of ka, also ma ‘what’ can be used, e.g. g ma igga=t tigmmi ‘in every
house’ (Laoust 1918:247).

It is possible that in an earlier stage Berber (or part of it) opposed col-
lective akk™ to distributive “something is X". However, in view of the well-
attested use of akk™ as a distributive quantifier, this is far from certain.

Otherwise, universal quantifiers are borrowed from Arabic. As should
be expected, depending on the local variety of Arabic, the collective uni-
versal quantifier can be taken over as gae or in a form with kull. Quantifi-
ers based on gae are found in the eastern varieties of Tarifiyt (gae),> Beni

I An alternative interpretation is suggested by Stumme (1899:100), involving the pred-
icative particle d, now obsolete in Tashelhiyt: kra i-ga=t d X.
12 As to the corresponence Arabic g, Berber g, see 5.3.2.3.
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Iznasen (qae), Figuig (gae), Ayt Seghrushen (qgah ~ kulsi, see below), Cha-
ouia (goee), Mzab (gae) and Ouargla (gae). In these varieties, the reflex
of gae occurs before or after the quantified element, like in Arabic. In a
number of varieties with g/gae, the Arabic distributive quantifier kull also
appears, among others in Iznasen and Mzab. In Tarifiyt a universal quan-
tifier marra is found (cf. Lafkioui 2007:223). This is a loan from Moroc-
can Arabic (mainly north-western Morocco, it seems), where marra ‘time
(French: fois)’ can be used in the sense of ‘all together’, while b-marra
‘at a time’ can be used for ‘entirely’ (Prémare 1993-1999/11: 168-169).13

Collective universal quantifiers borrowed from Arabic constructions
with kiill pose some more complications to integration, as they are obliga-
torily followed by a pronominal element in Arabic. Berber languages have
different solutions to this problem. In the first place, some languages gen-
eralize a frozen pronominalized form, e.g. Tashelhiyt kullu (< Ar. kiill=u
all=3sm). In Tashelhiyt it is possible to have kullu followed by a Berber
pronominal element, e.g. kullu=tn ‘they all’, showing the disappearance
of all pronominal functions in the form kullu itself. Tashelhiyt kullu ‘all’ is
opposed to distributive ku(l) ‘every’. Very similar constructions appear in
Ntifa (southwestern Central Moroccan Berber):

kullu irgazn = irgazn kullu=tn
all men = men all=gpM:DO
‘all the men’ [Ntifa; Laoust 1918:250]

ku (y) argaz
every EL:man
‘every man’ [Ntifa; Laoust 1918:247]

In Djebel Nefusa, the element kil lacks its Arabic pronouns, but there is
an opposition between collective [6kkul] (/okkul/ ?) and distributive kull.
[6kkul] derives from the Arabic form with the article (*al-kull > dak-kull)
and kull from the form without the article. Moroever, there is a difference
in position, collectives being possible in post-head and pre-head position,
distributives being only pre-head. The absence of any traces of Arabic pro-
nouns in the Berber forms is expected, as Libyan Arabic does not use the
pronominal strategy, e.g.

kull tarmunt di-s  attamén n alyaqut
all pomegranate in-3s eighth of  rubin
‘in each pomegranate there is an eighth of a rubin’ [Beguinot 21942:169]

13- A less probable derivation would be from the verb rru ‘to be many’, still used in
neighboring Beni Iznasen as a defective verb only appearing in the Perfective.
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da ydsru okkul — wi nn-ak Sak
and castle all DEM:SM of-2sM  you:M
‘and all the castle is yours’ [Beguinot 21942:166]

Gkkul iwassdran=uha  ilaemdyan

all old men=prox  blind

‘all these blind old men’ [Beguinot 21942:180]

i-kkar i-ssiwal alhaywanat  okkul
3SM-rise:PV 3sMm-speak:pv  animals all
‘he stood up and called all the animals [Provasi 1973:508]

In Awdjila, the same is found. The distributive quantifier is always kull;
Paradisi’s notations of the collective quantifier vaccillate between kkull
and kull (possibly due to a certain lack of precision in the notations), e.g.

u y-uy=itat kull  iwindn  s-yar-sin
and 3sM-take:Pv=3sF:po all one:M  from-at-3pM
‘and every one of them took it’ [Paradisi 1960b:79/I-2]

u y-aqqim i-ddahwar asal-i kkull
and 3SM-stay:PvV  3SM-tour:Ipv  country-LOC  all
‘and he started to tour in the entire country’ [Paradisi 1960b:82/VIII-1]

ufd-n amza id amziwan  arwil-in=a kkull
find:pv ogre and  ogres flee-3pM=RESULT all
‘they found that the ogre and the ogres had all fled’ [Paradisi 1960b:85/XV-49]

Middle Atlas varieties use two variants based on kiill in different mean-
ings. The examples provided by Taifi (1991:329—330, cf. also Laoust 31939)
suggest that (pre-nominal) ku is used for distributive meanings, and float-
ing kul for collective meanings, cf.

ku tigommi s tamzgida  n-s
every EL:camp with EA:mosque of-38
‘every camp has its mosque’ [Taifi 1991:329]

kul tigyyalin
all EL:women
‘all the women’ [Taifi 1991:330]

ixamn kul = ixamn kul n-san
tents all = tents all of-3pMm
‘all the tents’ [Taifi 1991:330]

Only the element kulsi ‘everything’ falls outside this order; it is best con-
sidered a direct loan from Arabic kull-si.

In Ayt Seghrushen, the element kulsi ‘everything’ functions as a collec-
tive universal quantifier, e.g.
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lla ttqn-n=as x kulsi lEwayh
IPFV close:pv-3pM=3s:10 on everything sides
‘they close it from all sides’ [Bentolila 1981:60]

kks-n=ax kulsi azzar
take.away:PV-3PM=1P:10 everything  EL:hair
‘they have shaved off all our hair’ [Bentolila 1981:60]

In a number of varieties, Arabic distributive complexes with kill, meaning
‘everybody’ and ‘everyone’, have been taken over as a whole, e.g. Mzab
mkull-hadd ‘everyone’. ‘Everything’ has been taken over as a whole in
many languages, e.g. Tashelhiyt (kullsi), Ouargla (kullas, kullsi), Beni Izna-
sen (kulsi), and, as shown above, Middle Atlas Berber (kullsi).

In Figuig, which normally has distributives with the “something is X”
construction, ‘everybody’, ‘everyone’ and ‘everything’ are expressed by
Arabic forms: kul-ha (lit. ‘all of her’), kul-hadd and kul-si, respectively.
Moreover, there is a series of distributive expressions with ku/ followed
by an Arabic noun, e.g. kul marra ‘every time’ and kul yum ‘every day’
(Kossmann 1997:295-296). While kul-ha and kul-si represent the only way
of expressing these concepts, Berber alternatives exist for other colloca-
tions, such as $§(r)a d ass ‘every day’ and $(r)a d idZan ‘everyone’.

Gil (1996) proposes a number of universal relations as to borrowing of
quantifiers:

Universal 2 states that simple universal quantifiers are more likely to be
native, while their distributive-key counterparts are more likely to be loan.
In doing so, it allows for three types of languages: with native simple and
distributive-key universal quantifiers (...); with native simple universal
quantifiers but loan distributive-key universal quantifiers (...); and with
loan simple and distributive-key universal quantifiers (hitherto unattested)
[Gil 1996:109].

It is interesting to set these expectations against the Berber sample.
Among the three expected systems, the system with only native elements
is relatively rare. This is the case in some Kabyle varieties: Irjen ak™ ‘all’,
kra n ‘every’ (~ borrowed kul etc., Basset & Picard 1948:271). Similarly
southwestern Central Moroccan varieties (Ntifa): ak™ ‘all’, ka iga=t ‘every’,
and maybe also Tashelhiyt.

The opposite situation, where both the general and the distributive
quantifier are loans is widely attested, among others in Beni Iznasen
(qae ‘all', kull ‘every’),'* Zemmour (kul ‘all’, ku ‘every’), Mzab (qae ‘all’, kull

14 Gil (19961109, note 5) is wrong in considering gae a native word.
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‘every’), Djebel Nefusa (<okkul> ‘all’, kull ‘every’) and Awdjila (kkull ‘all’,
kull ‘every’).

The situation with a native element for the general (collective) univer-
sal quantifier and a loan for the distributive quantifier is only found in Ayt
Seghrushen: akk ‘all’ (also the loans kul$i and gah) vs. kull ‘every’.

The fourth logical possibility, which is excluded according to Gil’s pre-
diction, is that the general (collective) universal quantifier is a loan, while
the distributive quantifier is native. In fact, Berber provides quite a num-
ber of examples of this situation, thus counter to Gil's expectation, which
will be enumerated below:

general (collective) universal distributive universal
Zenaga kull (< Ar.) akki
Tuareg kallu (< Ar.) akk
Ouargla gae (< Ar.) makk (~ kull < Ar.)
Chaouia goce (< Ar.) akk
Figuig qae (< Ar.) Srad

Thus Gil's prediction is invalidated; in Berber, one of the predicted dis-
tributions is not very well attested, while its logical counterpart, which is
excluded by Gil, is quite common.






CHAPTER TEN

SYNTAX: SIMPLE CLAUSE

Arabic influence on Berber syntax is more difficult to point down than
phonological, morphological, and lexical influence. Generally speaking,
syntactic patterns are less arbitrary than morphological and lexical forms;
the number of possible forms is far smaller than, for instance for lexemes.
Especially in the case of languages that share many basic syntactic pat-
terns, one can easily have independent syntactic innovations leading to
similar structures. Another problem in establishing syntactic influence,
which is much less acute in morphology or lexicon, is the Berber influence
on Maghribian Arabic, and the possibility of related innovations. In the
case of Berber influence, the resulting similarity in structure is not due to
Arabic, and thus falls outside the scope of this study. In the case of related
parallel innovations, it is mostly impossible to determine the language
where the innovation originated.

Therefore, Arabic influence on Berber syntax can only be identified
when (1) the original Arabic and Berber structures were quite different
and (2) the existing Maghribian Arabic structures have not too much
evolved from the original. Even then, the possibility of an indepen-
dent innovation in Berber remains, and has to be studied for each case
individually.

As a result, the following chapter is a patchwork of different elements
of syntax, which happen to lend themselves to our purposes.

101 DEIXIS

Berber and Arabic have different ways of constructing nominal deixis.
In Maghribian Arabic, nominal deixis is achieved by means of preposed
determiners, which distinguish between proximal and distal. These deter-
miners are similar in shape to pronominal deictic elements:

Proximal Distal Proximal Pronoun Distal Pronoun
Moroccan Ar. sM  had dak hada hadak
SF  had dik hadi hadik
P had duk hadu haduk
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The determiner is always followed by a definite noun, which bears the
article, e.g.

Moroccan Ar.  had [=ktab  ‘this book (lit. this the book)’
duk [=ktub  ‘those books (lit. those the books)’

Northern Berber, on the other hand, uses post-nominal clitics for deixis.!
The number of deictic categories expressed by such clitics differs from
language to language, but most have a system with at least three catego-
ries: proximal, distal, and anaphoric (referring to something already men-
tioned, or inferrable from context), e.g.

Tarifiyt tamattut=a ‘this woman (here)’
tamattut=in ‘that woman (over there)’
tamattut=onni ‘the woman (just mentioned)’

Figuig and Zuwara®? have only two degrees, one for proximal deixis
(=u) and one for distal and anaphoric reference (=ann in Figuig, =din in
Zuwara). This reduction of the system may be due to Arabic influence,
especially since these two varieties have also undergone changes in their
deictic syntax (see below).

A number of Berber varieties use an innovative construction (cf. already
Loubignac 1924:118-119; Galand 2005:191), which consists of a neutral pro-
noun a(y) followed by a deictic clitic, followed by a genitival phrase, e.g.

Zayan®  ay=a usal’ham  ‘this gown, lit. this (of ) gown’ [Loubignac 1924:118]
ay=n uryaz ‘that man, lit. that (of ) man’ [Loubignac 1924:m8]
Figuig  ay=unurgaz ‘this man, lit. this of man’
ay=onn n urgaz  ‘the man, lit. that of man’
Zuwara  ay=u n tafruxt ‘this girl, lit. this of girl’ [Mitchell 2009:200]
a=din n tbusirin  ‘the girls, lit. that of girls’ [Mitchell 2009:202]

I Lionel Galand (e.g. 2010:155-6) considers these clitics pronominal forms (“supports de
détermination”) followed by a deictic element, e.g. Tashelhiyt a=d ‘PrROX’ and a=nn (‘DIST’).
It is not clear how this should explain synchronically or diachronically cases such as Figuig
=u ‘PROX’ and =ann ‘ANP'.

2 In Zuwara, there are different forms according to gender and number: PROX:S =uh
(~ =u), PROX:P =ih; DIST:SM =addin, DIST:SF =addint, DIST:PM =idin DIST:PF =idinat (Mitchell
1953:376—7).

8 A variety of Central Moroccan Berber spoken on the western slopes of the Middle
Atlas range. A similar usage is attested in the neighboring Zemmour dialect, where it
expresses an explicitly positive attitude to the referent of the noun, while the post-posed
deictics are more neutral (Fatima Boukhris, p.c.).
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Gourara and Mzab Berber have similar constructions which lack the deic-
tic element:*

Mzab ay n assagrat  ‘the (aforementioned) tree’ [Delheure 1986:309]
Gourara  ay an uyam ‘the (aforementioned) village’ [Bellil 2000:107]

The construction is also attested in Djerba (A. Basset 1952:35). In Zayan
and Figuig the construction is used alongside the old construction; in
Figuig the two constructions can be combined, e.g.

Figuig  argaz=u ‘this man’
Figuig  ay=unurgaz=u  ‘this man (lit. this one of this man)’

The construction with only ay=u n X or ay=ann n X is far more frequent
than the other constructions in this variety. In Mzab post-nominal deixis
also exists and appears with and without pre-nominal deixis, e.g.

Mzab argaz=an ‘that man’ [Delheure 1984:129]
argaz=anni ‘this particular man’ [Delheure 1984:129]
ay n wargaz=anni  ‘this particular man’ [Delheure 1984:241]

In Gourara, ay n is also attested in combination with post-nominal
deixis, e.g.

Gourara ay an srag=u=ihit ‘this very judgement here’ [Bellil 2000:103]

It is not clear which construction is most used in Mzab. In Zuwara, the
construction with ay=u or a=din is the only one allowed.

The construction under consideration is similar to the Maghribian
Arabic had | dak construction. Like in Arabic, a pronominal, or at least
pronoun-like, element bears the deictic load. This pronoun is linked to the
main noun in a construction which, at least formally, can be interpreted
as a genitival construction. This is evident in the case of Berber, which uses
the genitival preposition n, but only one out of several possible analyses
for the Arabic construction. In Arabic, one could also reasonably interpret
had (etc.) as an inherently definite element, which cannot bear the article;
however, formally an interpretation as a genitive is equally possible, and,
whatever the preferred analysis may be in the framework of Arabic, one

4 Alternatively, one could consider ay n as ay followed by the anaphoric deictic clitic
=an. The absence of a genitival marker between ay=an and the following noun is unex-
pected, but may have phonetic grounds. I here follow the analysis underlying Delheure’s
notations, where n is the genitival preposition. The Gourara examples with a proximal
deictic in combination with ay n (see below) clearly show that n is not deictic here.
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can very well understand an equation with a genitival construction from
the side of Berber speakers.

Put otherwise, the Zayan/Figuig/Zuwara construction ay=ann n urgaz
looks like a calque on Arabic dak r=razsl. In fact, there is not much rea-
son to assume it is not. The occasional presence of similar constructions
in other Berber varieties does not invalidate such an analysis—in the first
place, they could have a similar background; in the second place, they are
much more marginal than in Figuig or Zuwara.’ In his short paragraph on
this construction in Zuwara, Galand (2005191) remarks: “il n'y a pas lieu
de chercher la une influence étrangere. Par ce moyen sont associés un élé-
ment grammatical et un élément lexical qui ont tous deux le méme référent
extra-linguistique (...): on reconnait 1a un type de relation syntaxique dont
le complément explicatif (ou pseudo-sujet placé apres le verbe et dévelop-
pant le contenu lexical de ce dernier) n'est qu'un cas particulier”. I do not
see Galand’s point here: the fact that the construction is syntactically under-
standable in languages, and maybe has a (quite abstract) parallel in other
constructions in Berber, does not prove its anciennity. If it is an innovation,
it is strange to exclude influence from Arabic, which has a very similar con-
struction, and which has heavily influenced both Figuig and Zuwara Berber.
If it is not an innovation, one must explain its quasi-absence elsewhere. One
may add to this that—as remarked above—Figuig and Zuwara are the only
Berber languages which have reduced the number of deictic categories to
two; the resulting situation is therefore very close to Arabic.

In Siwa, a construction with post-nominal demonstratives is found, e.g.

us=i akbar  dnnaw  amollal  da-w-6k
give:AO:IPT:S=18:10 robe  ofus white DEM:SM-DEM:SM-2SM:ADDR
‘give me that white robe of mine’ [Souag 2010:262]

This construction resembles (Nile) Egyptian post-nominal demonstratives
to a large degree. This is probably accidental, and Souag (2010:261-267) pres-
ents a convincing argumentation in favor of an internal development.

10.2  NEGATION
Arabic and Berber have similar ways of expressing negation. Both lan-

guage families use preposed negators with verbs, strengthened dialectally

5 In fact, the Ahaggar Tuareg construction wa n dlos ‘this man’, cited in Galand (2005:191)
seems to be very marginal and does not feature in Prasse’s Ahaggar syntax (2008).
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by means of post-verbal elements. Both language families use various
ways of non-verbal negation, vaccillating between more and less verbal
structures. In this chapter, the various means of negation in Berber will
be contrasted with that of local Arabic, in order to pin down borrowings
and parallel developments.

10.21  Verbal Negation

Verbal negation in Maghribian Arabic has the structure NEG1 Verb
(NEG2). The first negative element is ma, irrespective of the aspect of the
verb e.g.

v

ma  za N ela  qgabl-ak
NEG come:3SM:PT NEG2 at  before-2s
‘he has not come for you’ [Casablanca, Adila 1996:103]

ma  n-kdab s eli-k
NEG 1S:IPFT-lie NEG2 at-2s
‘I don'’t lie to you’ [Casablanca, Adila 1996:103]

v

ma  ta=n-gabal § mea-h at=tlivisio
NEG IPFV=1S:IPFT-guard NEG2  with-3sM  DEF=television
‘I don’t watch television with him’ [Casablanca, Adila 1996:103]

An alternative element, la, is found in prohibitive contexts, as well as
in some other strongly injunctive contexts, such as oaths and warnings
(Caubet 1996:88—90). In addition to this it is regularly employed in coor-
dinated negations of the type ‘neither...nor' In prohibitives, both la and
ma appear, e.g.

la t-gul=li-h (s) as dor-ti
PROH  2SM:IPFT-say=to-3sM:0  (NEG2) what  do-2S:PT
‘don’t tell him what you did!" [Casablanca, Adila 1996:102]

ma t-ahdoar s mea ad=drari

NEG  2SM:PFT-speak NEG2 ~ with  DEF=children
‘don’t speak with the children!” [Casablanca, Adila 1996:103]

The use of a second element of the negation is typical for all Maghribian
dialects, with the notable exception of Hassaniyya (Caubet 1996:85). The
default element is, depending on the dialect, s, $i or Say, derived from the
word $i ~ say ‘thing, some’. Other elements also appear in order to convey
specific meanings, such as hadd ‘anybody’, yir ‘just’, walu ‘anything’ (Cau-
bet 1996:90) and other quantifiers (cf. the analysis of the situation in Tuni-
sian Arabic in Chaabane 1996:128ff.). Depending on the variety, the second
element of the negation must or may be absent in cases with objects of
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indetermined quantity and when the negation is followed by a relative
clause introduced by an interrogative element, as well as in a number of
other contexts (cf. Caubet 1996:86-88), e.g.

ma Za yir huwa

NEG come:3sSM:PT  just  he

‘only he came’ (cf. French ‘il n’est venu que lui’) [Casablanca, Adila 1996:107]
ma eand-i b=as n-aktab

NEG with-1s  with=what  1s:IPFT-write

‘I don’t have (anything) to write with’ [Casablanca, Adila 1996:107]

ma Sri-t xiibz, Sri-t al=gatu

NEG  buyus:r  bread  buyas:pT  DEF-pastry

‘I did not buy bread, I bought pastry’ [Morocco, Caubet 1996:87]

Berber languages have a similar structure as Maghribian Arabic: NEG1
VERB:NEG (NEG2) (cf. Mettouchi 2009).6 Under the influence of the first
negator, the verb takes a negative verb stem. The first element of the nega-
tion is in most languages a form derived from something reconstructible
as *wdr or *war. According to some analyses, this element is originally a
verbal form meaning ‘not to be’ (A. Basset 1940, Prasse 1972—74:11:11-12,
for different views, Brugnatelli 2011b, Galand 2010:280), which grammati-
calized into a pre-verbal particle. Traces of this verbal nature would still
be visible in some variants of the subject-relative form (“participle”, e.g.
Kossmann 2003a). This grammaticalization of *wdr is found in all Berber
languages, and no doubt pre-dates Arabic influence.

The element wdr [ war appears in many shapes in the different Berber
languages: ur, ud, ul, un, etc. In many languages, the final consonant is
lost before clitics, and in some languages before any consonant-initial fol-
lowing element.

In a few languages which make ample use of the second part of the
negation, wal is not obligatory. This is the case in some Senhadja dialects,
where forms without preverbal negator are found next to forms with ud
and la, e.g.

Senhadja  ud i-ffoy§  ‘he has not gone out’

= la i-ffay §
= i-ffay § [Lafkioui 2007:234]

6 This section is not meant to provide a full overview of all the intricacies of Berber
negation and their deeper analysis. Recent publications elaborating on this include Lafki-
oui (1996); Lafkioui (2011:62ff.) for Tarifiyt and numerous works by Amina Mettouchi on
Kabyle.
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Similarly in Awdjila, (w)ur ~ (w)ul is no more obligatory in verbal nega-
tion, and the main marker of the negation has become ka, the second
part, e.g.

Awdjila  wr n=dk=a ka?
NEG  say:1S=2SM:IO=RESULT  NEG2
‘didn’t I say to you?’ [Paradisi 1960a:170]
i-yalli ka
3SM-want:Pv = NEG2
‘he does not want’ [Paradisi 1960a:170]

t-dni-t kad
2-enter:A0-28  NEG2
‘do not enter!” [Paradisi 1960a:170]

In Sened (Tunisia), the preverbal negation seems to be absent alltogether,
and only § appears (note that it can also function as a marker of yes/
no interrogatives, see 9.2.4) (Provotelle 1911:73). The best studied case is
Zuwara, where both negations with and without the negative element
w are found. Mitchell (2009:100-103) provides some remarks about the
distribution of these constructions, but his account is, in his own words,
“somewhat inconclusive”, cf.

Zuwara ama Xxir a y-say izly w y-ssay §7?
Q better AD  3SM-buy:A0 or NEG 3SM-buy:IPV NEG2
‘is it better for him that he buys or that he doesn’t buy? [Mitchell
2009:100]
ama  xir a sy-ay izly ssay-ay §7?
Q better AD  buy:ao-1s  or buy:Pv-1s  NEG2

‘is it better for him that I buy or that I don’t buy? [Mitchell 2009:100]

Interestingly, although the postverbal negative marker s is very frequent
in Zuwara discourse (see Mitchell 2009:103-110), it can be omitted. It is
even possible to omit both the preverbal and the postverbal negation
marker; in such cases only the use of the negative Perfective and the pre-
verbal position of the pronominal clitics mark negation. It is not clear
from Mitchell’s account whether the omission of both markers is possible
in situations where no other marking of negation is available. Examples:

Zuwara  wsil-ay dohdnit  almmi  mmuit-ay
arrive:Npv-1s  here until die:pv-18
‘I nearly died getting here (lit. I didn’t get here until I died)’ [Mitchell
2009:105]
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ifla ficy lakon  tt=ufi-y
going  go:Pv-1s  but sm:po=find:NPV7-18
‘I certainly went but did not find him’ [Mitchell 2009:104]

A number of Berber languages have special forms for the prohibitive. Most
of these seem to be derived from war. In Mzab, in addition to general wal,
wal is used in prohibitives, e.g.:

Mzab  walyiss-ay ‘I don’t want’
wal ggar  ‘don’t say! [Delheure 1984:226]

In some Zenatic dialects of the eastern Middle Atlas, there exists an oppo-
sition between a generally empoyed form wr and a prohibitive form il
(Ighezran, Marmoucha) or u/ (Ayt Alaham), e.g.

Ighezran  ur tuta-n  ‘they will not fall’
il tutta ‘don’t fall” [Roux 1935:61]

Something similar is found in Northwestern Algeria, e.g.:

Metmata ul i-ffiy s ‘he has not gone out’
i tatt a8 ‘don’t eat’ [Destaing 1914:240]

In Central Tarifiyt the general negator wa (< war) is distinguished from the
prohibitive wir* (< *wil), as in

Tarifiyt ~ wir ggua, wir zokkwa  ‘don’t go, don’t cross (the sea) [Amazigh
2009:36]

Similarly, in Chaouia, the general negator ud is opposed to la (see the next
section), which is, amongst others, the only accepted negator in prohibi-
tives (Penchoen 1973a:56). Finally, outside the realm of our investigation,
a dedicated prohibitive particle ma or bo is used in Ayer Tuareg (Koss-
mann 2011a:98).

In Arabic, the difference between general and prohibitive negators goes
back to an old (but different) pattern, while it is quite erratic in Berber.
Therefore, one cannot exclude Arabic as a factor in the development of
special prohibitive particles in Berber. As the history of the Berber par-
ticles is obscure, this suggestion should be taken with caution.

In some eastern languages, the situation in negation is still more com-
plicated, and does not need to be treated here in detail; cf. for Ghadames
Lanfry (1968:340ff., Kossmann fc.-d).

7 Note that formally ufi-y can be both Perfective and Negative Perfective. In this exam-
ple only the preverbal position of ¢ marks it as negative.
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10.2.11  The Use of Arabic Pre-Verbal Negators in Berber

In a number of varieties, Arabic pre-verbal negators have been introduced.
The clearest case is Ghomara, which has introduced the Moroccan Arabic
preverbal particle ma. Verbal clitics remain in post-verbal position, e.g.

tamattut illa  ma h-afk=ay si Sflus
EL:'woman REL NEG  3SF-give:PV=1SI0 NEG2  money
‘the woman who didn’t give me the money’ [El Hannouche 2008:139]

The introduction of ma may have been facilitated by a period in which no
preverbal negator was used, similar to the current situation in neighbor-
ing Senhadja. Thus, one can reconstruct the following history:

stage 0. war X [reconstructible ancient Berber construction]

stage 1. wor X $i [general northern Moroccan Berber structure]
stage 2. X §i [situation found as a variant of stage 1 in Senhadja]
stage 3. ma X $§ [introduction of the Arabic particle ma]

In this scenario, the introduction of ma was facilitated by the identity
of the post-verbal negator $i with the post-verbal negator of Moroccan
Arabic.

Ma was also introduced in Chaouia, where it constitutes an expressive
alternative to ud (Penchoen 1973a:56ff.), e.g.

si Uiy ma gri-y taszirt t-laggom
since  be:Pv-1S NEG  see:Pv-1S  ELitree  3SF-be.grafted:pv
‘since I was born, I haven’t seen a grafted tree’ [Penchoen 1973a:57]

In Djebel Nefusa, a similar form, mo (from Arabic ma-hu?)® sometimes
occurs in interrogative negatives, e.g.

mo mli-y=ak?
QINEG  say:PV-15=2SM:10
‘didn’t I tell you?’ [Beguinot 21942:305]

In a number of Berber varieties, a preverbal particle la is found. This resem-
bles Classical Arabic (a, which is the default negator with the Imperfect (cf.
Souag fc.). In Maghribian Arabic, la is restricted to prohibitive and injunc-
tive contexts. In Siwa, la is the default negator in verbal sentences, e.g.

8 An alternative explanation is a amalgam of ma (yes/no interrogative) + wal (negation)
with loss of the final [. However, interrogative ma, which is well-known elsewhere, is not
used in Djebel Nefusa. More importantly, as the example shows, mo does not trigger clitic
fronting, while wal does.
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la gri-x hadd ssih
NEG see:Pv-1S  anyone  there
‘I didn'’t see anyone there’ [Souag 2009a]

la ga  n-usd=ak
NEG FUT 1P-COmMe:AO=2S:10
‘we won't come to you' [Souag 2009a]

la xabbar=asan
NEG tell:ipv=3P:I0
‘don’t tell them’ [Souag 2010:438]

In Sokna, it occurs once in Sarnelli’s texts instead of more common ingi:

ldlla-s la t-andzzdm a t-assdmbi san
mother-3s  NEG  3SF-be.able:rpbv  AD  3SF-give.milk:a0  two
‘his mother cannot give milk to two’ [Sarnelli 1924—5:34/IV:11]

In Chaouia, la regularly occurs in several different contexts. In the first
place, it is the only accepted preverbal element in prohibitives (A. Basset

1952:37):

la hon=dd=ttuca-t
NEG 2PM:DO=VENT=take.back:1pv-1pPT:P
‘do not take them back here’ [Penchoen 1973a:56]

La also occurs in other contexts, alongside ud and ma. Like ma, it is mainly
attested in sentences with a general (rather than a punctual) negation,
which explicitly or implicitly denote such concepts as ‘never’ or ‘nobody’,
cf. the following parallel examples:

hadd u yon=i-sall
somebody NEG 1P:10=3SM-hear:NpPv
‘nobody heard us’ (negation: ud) [Penchoen 1973a:51]

hadd ma  i-ssan ma=yaf
somebody NEG  3sM-know:Pv what=on
‘nobody knows why’ (negation ma) [Penchoen 1973a:56]

hadd la i-xaggb=it

somebody NEG  3sSM-send.away:PvV=3SM:DO
‘he did not send away anybody’ (negation la) [Penchoen 1973a:56]

A similar general scope of the negation is found in the following
examples:

la t-furrm=as akt tist
NEG 3SF-be.chipped.off:ipv=3s:10 with  one:F
‘not even one (of his teeth) was broken away’ [Penchoen 1973a:57]
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amnay=aya, si Uiy lah gri-y=t

EL:horseman=PROX  since  be:Pv-1S NEG see:PV-1S=3SM:DO

‘this horseman, as long as I exist, I have not seen him’ [Lafkioui & Merolla
2002:22)]

In part of the Senhadja de Srair dialects of Northern Morocco (Taghzut),
an element la or lah is used (Lafkioui 2007:234—235), alongside construc-
tions with the Berber negator u(d) or the absence of a preverbal negator.
Lafkioui’s examples show that la(h) is possible in simple affirmative sen-
tences, e.g.

la )itfay $(ay)
NEG  3SM-go.out:Pv  NEG2
‘he has not gone out’ [Lafkioui 2007:234]

Another variant, ula, is attested in another Senhadja dialect, Ayt Seddat.
Lafkioui (2007:234) suggests that this variant represents a fusion of Berber
u(d) and la.

In the take-over of la, there is an important difference between Cha-
ouia on the one hand and Siwa and (probably) Senhadja on the other. In
Chaouia, /a is mainly used in prohibitive contexts and in contexts with
general negation. At this point it is not unlike the use of Maghribian Ara-
bic la; the extension to general contexts (where it is not the only possible
variant) could be due to a stronger element of expressivity.

In Siwa and Senhadja, la is generally used, and does not imply any
special expressivity. Souag (2009a), speaking about the situation in Siwa,
points to the general problem that la has a much wider range of functions
than it has in Maghribian Arabic. In fact, Siwa la is much more similar in
its distribution to Classical Arabic than it is to any modern Arabic dialect.
Therefore he suggests that Siwan la is a borrowing from a now-extinct
Arabic dialect. This fits in well with his otherwise convincing argument
that Siwa Berber has undergone important influence from a first-stratum
Arabic dialect of a kind that is no more used around Siwa. However,
while the other features which he adduces are attested elsewhere in first-
stratum Arabic, the use of la as a general negator is not. This casts some
doubt on the analysis, the more because the take-over of la as a general
negator is not restricted to Siwa, but also occurs—clearly independent of
it—in Senhadja.

This opens the way to a gradual scenario, in which la was initially taken
over as a strong, categorical negation, which constituted an expressive
variant of the Berber negation. This would be the stage found nowadays in
Chaouia. Later on, the borrowed negator lost its expressive character and
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became a general negator, eventually ousting the Berber form in Siwa and
Senhadja. It is not impossible that in Siwa the phonetic similarity between
Berber wal® and Arabic [a facilitated the take-over.

10.2.1.2  The Second Part of the Negation

All Berber languages allow for negative expressions in which the negated
verb is followed by a quantifier which falls under the scope of the nega-
tion. This is comparable to forms like English ‘anybody’ in sentences such
as ‘T did not see anybody’. This is illustrated for Tashelhiyt below:

ur i-skir yat
NEG  3SM-DO:NPV  OneF
‘he hasn’t done a thing’ [Aspinion 1953:234]

nkki  ur ssin-y walu
I NEG  know:NPV-1s  nothing
‘I don’t know anything’ [Aspinion 1953:234]

In many Berber languages, a second element of the negation has become
common in contexts without quantification, or even where there is a direct
object. This seems to be the case in all Berber varieties under consider-
ation in this study with the exception of Tashelhiyt, Mzab, Ouargla, Gha-
dames, El-Fogaha and Siwa. Like in Maghribian Arabic, the second part of
the negation is absent when the object is a quantifier under the scope of
the negation, or in similar constructions. On more subtle grounds, it may
also be absent in other contexts. The exact conditions for its presence or
absence have only be studied in detail for a few languages (Latkioui 1996
for Tarifiyt and Penchoen 1973a for Chaouia), and may well be different
from variety to variety.

Like in Maghribian Arabic, the second part of the negation may have
several forms. In the following, only those forms which have an unmarked
meaning (similar to French pas) will be treated.

There exist quite a number of different elements. Among the elements
of Berber origin, most are abbreviation of the proto-Berber forms *k¥dra ~
(h)dra(t) ‘thing’. In part of Lesser Kabylia, ani is used as a second part of
the negation, which is derived from ani ‘where’ (Rabhi 1992).

9 It is probable that earlier Siwan had an /-final form of the pre-verbal negation, u/ or
wal. Siwa still has al ‘until’, instead of ar. Most varieties which have [-final forms in al ‘until’
also have /-final forms in wal. Negators with final / are found in other eastern Berber variet-
ies, such as Djebel Nefusa and—in variation with wur—in Awdjila.
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< Berber < Ar. Say?

ambiguous

Central Moroccan

Central Moroccan: Ayt Youssi [Galand

1988:222]

Ghomara

Senhadja

Tarifiyt (Boqqoya)

Tarifiyt (Waryaghel)

Tarifiyt (Q)

Tarifiyt (Metalsa)

Beni Iznasen

Figuig

Sud oranais: Tiout!”

Sud oranais: Bousemghoun
Sud oranais: Igli

Western Algeria: Beni Snous
Western Algeria: Chenoua
Western Algeria: Beni Salah
Western Algeria: Metmata
Western Algeria: Beni Menacer
Western Algeria: Beni Messaoud
Greater Kabylia

Lesser Kabylia (general)
Lesser Kabylia: Aokas

Lesser Kabylia: Ziana
Chaouia

Douiret / Tamezret / Guellala
Nefusa

Zuwara

Awdjila

sa

ka
Si
Say, §
Si, $ty, say
Si

sa
say
Say
Say
say

sa

k

k

ara

ani

ak, kra

sa

feql!

D <

©e < W <

ula

L i L ¢

In addition to this, quite a number of languages have a negator which is
derived from Arabic say? ‘thing’, which dialectally becomes $ay, $i or §.
The following table lists the different second negators attested and their
etymology. As in many Berber varieties single § could go back to Berber
*kYara (> $ra > $a > §) but also to Arabic say? (> say > $i > §), the origin of
these forms can often not be established.

10" Tjout, Bousemghoun and Igli according to the manuscript notes by André Basset
presented in Kossmann (2010b:94-95). In Tiout, i§ is used after consonant-final verb forms,

and say after vowel-final verb forms.

I In older sources, also kra or kira (Brugnatelli 1987:54).
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Unambiguous Arabic loans (such $i and say)!? are restricted to Northern
Moroccan and Sud oranais dialects. All other dialects either have unam-
biguously Berber forms, or have (i)$, which is ambiguous to its origin.

While in many cases the etymology of the second element of the nega-
tion is clear, the origin of the construction is more difficult to determine.
The geographical distribution of the unmarked use of a second part
of the negation in Berber—a large continuous block stretching from
central Morocco to eastern Libya, but not attaining more southerly dia-
lects (Tashelhiyt, Mzab, Tuareg, Zenaga) and Siwa—strongly suggests an
innovation within Berber. As the same construction is found in Maghrib-
ian Arabic—where it has a wider geographical distribution—the Berber
construction could very well constitute a calque on the dialectal Arabic
construction. On the other hand, the double negation is an innovation in
Maghribian Arabic too, and therefore the inverse direction of borrowing
could also be defended (Brugnatelli 1987). Lucas (2009) is to date the most
extensive discussion of the problem. He argues that the double negation
in northern African Arabic was introduced from Coptic, and that it spread
from Arabic into Berber. His work provides good evidence placing the
introduction of the second part of the negation in Arabic between the 8th
and the 11th century CE (Lucas 2009:56). His argumentation that Berber
did not have this type of negation around this time is less compelling. It
mainly comes from Medieval materials, which show negative forms with-
out the second part of the negation (Lucas 2009:63). This shows that, in
the 12th century, in some Berber varieties the second part of the negation
was not that common. As there are still Berber varieties that do not have
bipartite negation, this is hardly a convincing argument. The best argu-
ment for an Arabic origin is that in Arabic bipartite negation is found in
a continuous region stretching from the Atlantic Ocean into Egypt and
parts of Levantine Arabic. While all Berber varieties with bipartite nega-
tion are in immediate contact with Arabic, many Arabic varieties with
bipartite negation are not in contact with Berber. Thus, Berber influence
on Arabic could very well explain bipartite negation in Algerian Arabic,
but cannot be adduced for the same construction in Egyptian Arabic.

12 One anonymous reviewer suggests that forms such as i and say do not necessarily
betray an Arabic origin. It is not clear to me how the final i and ay should be interpreted
in a Berber fashion, however.
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10.2.2  Negation of Non-Verbal Predicates

In addition to verbal predicates, Berber languages, as well as Arabic,
have non-verbal predicates, i.e. predicates consisting of nouns, adjectives
(cf. 8.1), prepositional phrases, or adverbs. Positive non-verbal predicates
with a nominal head have a particle d preceding this head in many lan-

guages, e.g.

Tarifiyt nass  d ayaz nn-am

I PRED EL:man  of-2SF
‘I am your husband’

In some languages, such as Tashelhiyt and Tuareg, d is absent (cf. Galand
2009). In addition, all Berber languages have at least one copular verb, il
‘to be’. In some languages, there is a second copular verb, g ‘make, do, be’
(Galand 1965). The difference is often one between qualitative and loca-
tive sentences, g being used with qualitatives and i with locatives, but
there is important dialectal variation at this point.

In Maghribian Arabic, non-verbal predicates are found in the same
types of sentences as in Berber. There is no specific marker of nominal
predication such as d in Berber. There is a copular verb, kan, which is used
in non-present contexts—a present state is always expressed without a
copular verb.

In most Berber languages, the negation of non-verbal predicates basi-
cally makes use of similar negation markers as found with verbal predi-
cates, although syntax is not the same. In some languages the marker wor
(etc.) can be combined with the predicative particle (sometimes even in
languages that have lost the particle in most positive contexts), e.g. Figuig
u d say, Tashelhiyt ur d. In other languages, and in other constructions, the
negation triggers a verbal sentence with a form of the verb il ‘to be’.

In turn, this verbal construction often loses its verbal characteristics—
especially subject agreement—and functions as an invariable particle, e.g.
Tarifiyt uddzi sa (< *ulli Sa < ur illi $a ‘he is not’).

In Maghribian Arabic, negation of a non-verbal sentence is also
achieved using similar negative elements as with verbal predicates, but,
again, with different syntax. In Moroccan and Algerian Arabic varieties,
predicates with a noun (whether the head, or as part of a prepositional
phrase) are negated by a particle ma=si, consisting of the first and the
second element of the negation without anything in between. Predicates
with pronouns allow for two structures: either the same particle ma=si
is put before the pronominal element, or the pronoun (or the complex
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preposition+pronoun) is put between the two elements of the negation,
e.g. Moroccan Arabic:

r=razal ma=$i fi-h
DEF=man NEG=NEG2 in-3sm
r=razal ma fi-h=$
DEF=man NEG in-3SM=NEG2

‘the man is not in it’

In pragmatically marked contexts, ma=si is also possible with verbal pred-
icates, while on the other hand the bracketing ma-... =§ also occurs with
adjectives in polemic situations (Caubet 1996).

In Algeria, Tunisia and in Libya, non-verbal predicates with nouns are
most often negated using an element ma=PRONOUN=$, e.g. Tunisian
m=u=$.

In a number of Berber languages, the Arabic negative elements have
been taken over tel quel, especially in contexts with nouns, and are used
alongside with or instead of Berber-based expressions. This is the case of
Beni Iznasen masi (Lafkioui 2007:236), Senhadja masi (Latkioui 2007:236),
Djebel Nefusa mus (Beguinot 21942:65) and Siwa qacci ~ ?ac¢i (Souag 2009,
2010:436).

Beni Iznasen

not§  masi d amazgzyan

18 NEG PRED  EL:small

‘l am not small’ [Kossmann 2000a:172]

Nefusa

na¢  mu$  mamnun

18 NEG  happy

‘l am not happy’ [Beguinot 21942:65)

A special case is presented by Kabyle macci. The form does not have a
clear basis in Berber, but is quite similar to Arabic ma=si. However, the
geminate ¢¢ cannot derive immediately from Arabic §. A possible etymol-
ogy of this element is a blend of Arabic and Berber lexical material: ma d
$i > macci. In Algerian Arabic dialects, the basic structure of non-verbal
negation is ma + PRONOUN + §(i)—apparently in Kabyle the Arabic forms
were taken over, but the Berber element d was inserted in the position of
the pronoun.
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SYNTAX: COMPLEX SENTENCES

In the study of complex sentences, one has evidently to focus on construc-
tions where the original Arabic and Berber systems were clearly different.
Therefore a number of subjects were chosen. In the first place, coordina-
tion strategies are contrasted. While Arabic has a western European-type
of coordination, putting NP coordination and sentence coordination on
a par, and distinguishing it from comitative functions, most Berber lan-
guages have a different system, in which NP coordination and comitatives
are expressed in the same way, while sentence coordination is achieved
without segmental marking. In a number of languages, Arabic-inspired
innovations have changed the system, even though only rarely the Berber
system is a full calque on Arabic. The introduction of lexical borrowings
to mark additive, disjunctive and adversative coordination is studied and
compared to the cross-linguistic generalizations made by Matras (1998).

The second part of the chapter deals with subordination. It is shown
that the basic system of subordination in Berber is different from Arabic,
and that Arabic influence on the system is extremely rare. On the other
hand, lexical substitution of Berber conjunctions is shown to be quite
common.

111 COORDINATION

Unmarked, or additive, conjunction (‘and’), is different in Berber and in
dialectal Maghribian Arabic. Dialectal Maghribian Arabic has inherited
the ancient Arabic conjunction w ~ u (< *wa), which is used both in NP
coordination and in clausal coordination, e.g.

ednd-u wiild u bant
with-gsMm  boy and girl
‘he has a son and a daughter’ [Morocco; Caubet 1993: 1/223]

hiya tale-a [f=al=bir u hiya  ka=t-suf

she go.up:PTCA-SF  in=DEF=well  and she IPFV-3SF:IPFT-see
wahad  ad=dar

one DEF=house

‘(while) she was going up in the well she saw a house’ [Morocco; Caubet
1993:1/223]
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u hiya  ka=t-rfod dik al=beda
and she  IPFv=3SFiuPFT-takeup this:F  DEF=egg
u ka=t-drab bi-ha dak a...

and IPFV=3SF:IPFT-beat  with-3sF  this:m
‘and she takes up this egg and beats with it this ehhh’ [Morocco; Caubet

1993:1/223]

Maghribian Arabic also has a comitative preposition, mea ‘with’, e.g.

Za mea mrat-u
come:3sM:PT  with wife:cs-3sM
‘he has come with his wife’ [Morocco; Caubet 1993:1/209]

1,11 NP Coordination

Most Berber languages only allow for one type of unmarked conjunction,
which is used for NP coordination. To this end, the comitative preposition
d (followed by the Etat d’Annexion) is used, e.g.

Tashelhiyt atay d uyrum ‘tea and bread’ [Galand 1988:219]
Mali Tuareg  nakk d omidi nin ~ ‘me and my friend”  [Heath 2005:702]

The use of the comitative preposition d for NP coordination exists in the
great majority of Berber languages (A. Basset 1952:40). NP d NP construc-
tions may have singular as well as plural agreement. Kossmann (1997:339)
takes this as a test for differentiating comitative from coordinating con-
structions, but it may be better to consider it a difference between formal
(singular) and semantic (plural) agreement.

A few languages have a difference between the comitative and the NP
coordination. In Ouargla and Mzab, the Arabic preposition mea has been
introduced as a marker of the comitative, while d only functions as a coor-
dinator, e.g. Ouargla:

bbi-n illi-tson mea-san
take:pv-3pM  daughter-3pm with-3pm
‘they took their daughter with them’ [Delheure 1989a:158]

t-assars=as i uksis=u taxrit n tomzin
3SF-put:Pv=3s:10  to  EA:boy=PROX  bag of EA:barley
d ttobsi n thamzin d uzdu n tlustu

and plate of Eawcouscous and Eajar of cream
‘she presented this boy with a bag of barley, a plate of couscous, a jar of cream.. .’
[Delheure 1989a:160]

More subtly, Beni Iznasen, as well as some Tarifiyt varieties, have a dif-
ferentiation between akad ‘comitative’ and ¢ ‘coordinator’ (Kossmann
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2000a:103, 104). Elsewhere in the region, akad (also agad, ayad) functions
as a more emphatic variant of d in both functions, cf. Figuig:

Comitative use

t-alha day d UWazZWaz  nn-as
3SF-be.occupied:pv  only  with  EA:pain of-3sm
‘she was only occupied with her pain’ [Kossmann 2000b: 19]

i-mmlaqa agad  u=nn n thardant
3SM-meet:pv  with  EADEM=DIST of Easlave.girl
‘he met the slave girl' [Kossmann n.p.]

NP-Coordination

tuy t-isi agid-as  lkurdat  ayad  uxadmi
PAST  3SF-take:pv  with-3s  rope with EA:knife
‘she had taken with her a rope as well as a knife’ [Kossmann n.p.]

In Beni Iznasen, the two forms are functionally different, and can no more
be used in the same contexts, e.g.

agaleul d waqzin  qqim-an tlaya-n

ELrooster and  EA:dog  stay:PV-3PM  CIV:IPV-3PM

‘the rooster and the dog kept on shouting’ [Bezzazi & Kossmann 1997:14]
loyzal=anni  i-tarah akad walma-s

gazelle=ANP  3sm-stay:pv  with  sister-3s

‘the gazelle stayed with his sister’ [Bezzazi & Kossmann 1997:32]

The specialization of d as a coordinator clearly represents an innovation.
It is reasonable to posit Arabic influence here. In the case of Ouargla and
Mzab, this analysis is strengthened by the fact that the innovated com-
itative preposition is a loan from Arabic. The Beni Iznasen case is less
obviously calqued on Arabic. It can also be understood as a specialization
of an emphatic form to comitative function, while the semantically less
salient coordinative function is expressed by the non-emphatic form.

1.1.2  Clause Coordination

In most Berber varieties, there is no special marker for the coordination
of parallel and consecutive clauses like Arabic w or English and. Instead,
parataxis is the rule, and coherence is expressed by intonation and the use
of special sequential verb aspects (Galand 2002a [1987]:259—272). This is
stated emphatically in the literature: “le chleuh n’a pas de conjonction de
coordination « et » (...). Le moyen le plus simple d’établir un lien entre des
propositions est de les énoncer a la suite, en les séparant par des pauses
devant lesquelles I'intonation ne tombe pas” (Galand 1988:224); “There is
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no clausal ‘and’ conjunction” (Heath 2005:706), “(d) ne relie jamais deux
propositions” (Laoust 1918:296); “I'absence totale de la marque de conjonc-
tion” (Sadiqi 1997:207), etc.

There is no reason to doubt that the absence of a clausal conjunction
marker is a very old phenomenon in Berber. According to Galand (2002a
[1996]18), the restriction of d to NP coordination, and the absence of a
clause coordinator would have been present already in Libyco-Berber. It
is still in vigor in many Berber varieties, including Tuareg, Tashelhiyt and
Kabyle. In a number of varieties, some means of additive clausal conjunc-
tion are found, however. These can be classified in three types:

1. The conjunction w ~ u has been borrowed from Arabic.

2. Clause coordination is achieved by means of the element d, irrespec-
tive of the structure of the second clause.

3. Clause coordination is achieved by means of the preposition d, but
only so when the first element of the second clause is an NP

1.1.21  Borrowing of the Arabic Conjunction w ~ u
Borrowing of the Arabic conjunction is attested in Awdjila and in Sokna,
as well as in Tunisian dialects and Ghomara, cf.

Awdjila

marra gan  amddon amaqqardn u gorib a  y-ommut

time  there man big and near AD 3SM-die:FT

w iwin n Sf  llum amazzl  nn-as

and one:M of day 3sMm-gather:pv offspring of-3s

w ifk=isin alhdzmat n  toyariwin  w i-n=isin...

and give:rv=gpmito faggot  of sticks and  3SM-say:PV=3PM:IO

‘once upon a time there was an old man and he was on the verge of dying and
one day he gathered his children and gave them a faggot of sticks and said to
them...’ [Paradisi 1960b:79/I-1]

Sokna

y-assahadar=t assdltan wu  y-astdedr=as
3sM-make.appear:pv=3sM:p0  Sultan and 3sM-apologize:Pv=3s:10

wu  y-énn=ds

and 3SM-say:PV=3S:10

‘the Sultan made him come and he apologized and he said to him’ [Sarnelli 1924—
25:31/1-8]

In these languages, w ‘clause coordinator’ is opposed to (i)d ‘NP coordina-
tor / comitative’, e.g.
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Awdjila

a fk-d=k azit id toldba

AD give:rFT-1S=2sM:1I0 donkey with gown

I shall give you a donkey and a gown’ [Paradisi 1960b:81/V:14]

Sokna
i-sdr s2 yur-san zamiea oassuddn — da lohbas
3sM-come:Pv  from at-3pm  all Sudanese with Abyssinians

‘and from them stem all the Sudanese and Abyssinians’ [Sarnelli 1924—25:35/V-15]

The Arabic conjunction also occurs in the Tunisian dialects of Tamezret
and Sened, e.g.

Tamezret

affay-an u wal  rah-dn §
go.out:Pv-3pM and NEG getlost:NPV-3PM  NEG2

‘they have gone out and have not gone lost’ [http://atmazret.com/]

Sened

i-yars=as u i-tayyab=at!
gsm-slaughter:pv=3s:10 and  3sM-cook:Pv=3SF:DO
‘he slaughtered her and cooked her’ [Provotelle 1911:91]

One notes however its absence in the Tamezret texts collected by Hans
Stumme in the late 19th century (Stumme 1900). The conjunction u is also
found in Lesser Kabylia, where it is a less common alternative to juxtapo-
sition (Rabhi 1994:177, Rabdi 2004:121-2), e.g.

i-kar u y-ammadhar
3sM-steal:Prv and  3sMm-be.discovered:pv
‘he stole and was discovered’ [Aokas; Rabhi 1994:177]

Finally, u is frequently used in Ghomara for the expression of clausal coor-
dination. The Berber comitative preposition i(d) is used for the coordina-
tion of noun phrases and prepositional phrases (Mourigh fc.):

n-eallm=ahon u n-sak§m=ahan
1P-teach:pv=3P:D0 and 1pP-make.enter:Pv=3p:DO
‘we taught them and got them in’ [Mourigh fc.]

lograna i ukfer malkan
toad with EAtturtle marry:pv-3p
‘The toad and the turtle married’ [Mourigh fc.]

tsawal-an s alearbiyya i s $Salha
speak:ipv by Arabic with by Berber
‘They speak Arabic and Berber’ [Mourigh fc.]

! In the original text: <ir'erc-es ou it'ayyeb-et>.
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1n.1.2.2  Clause Coordination by Means of d

Clause coordination by means of the comitative preposition is found in
a number of languages. In El-Fogaha,? in Zuwara (Galand 2005:190) and
in Djebel Nefusa, this is very common, and it is easy to find examples in
texts, e.g.

El-Fogaha

ask=i=ttat d a  tuy-at imalldlon
make:AO:IPT:S=18:10=3SF:DO and AD 2-get:FT-2S money
‘make it and you will get money’ [Paradisi 1963:93/1-5]

y-asld si-s assaltan  d y-allaf=tat

3sM-hear:pv  from-3s  Sultan and 3sMm-divorce:Pv=3SF:DO

d y-uyd iggat  t-ayst

and 3smM-get one:F  Fs-other

‘the Sultan heard about it and divorced her and took another’ [Paradisi 1963:94/
12

Zuwara

n-ays=ak a t-qqim-ad dahanit
1P-want:Pv=2SM:I0  AD  2-stay:AO-2S  here

d a t-orr-ad mammi-k |  tmazgida

and AD 2-bringback:a0-2s  son-2sM  to school
‘we want that you to stay here and bring your son back to school’ [Galand
2005:190, citing Mitchell]

y-affay adbib  d y-afla
3sM-go.out:pv  doctor and 3SM-go:PV
‘the doctor went out and went’ [Galand 2005:190, citing Mitchell]

Djebel Nefusa

ssanzg-dy=tant dad  kasb-5y si-sant
sell:pv-1s=3PF:DO0  and  gain:pv-1S from-3pF

‘I sold them and gained from them’ [Beguinot 21942:174]
Zaccd ugur si-s in  assuq dad
tomorrow  go:AO:IPT:S  with-3s  to  market and
sarraf=tat

change.money:A0:1PT:S=3SF:DO

d awi=d si-s in ard nn-am
and  bring=vENT with-3s to  children of-2sF
‘tomorrow, go to the market and change it (for money) and bring by that to your
children (something to eat)’ [Beguinot 21942:176]

2 There is one case of u ‘and’ in the small El-Fogaha corpus: tagqim zdman u teffgg mdr-
rat tayad ‘she stayed some time and went out an other time’ [Paradisi 1963:95/V-7]
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lohkayat n  tobusilt dad  busil, dad  niyat ism dnn-as  Biha
story of girl and boy and she name of-3s PN
‘the story of a girl and a girl, and she, her name was Biha’ [Beguinot 21942:186]

di-s atorrds ism  bnn-as Sistw d  ayr-ds tmottit ism  4nn-as Taffd
in-33 man name of3s PN and with-3s woman name of-3s PN

‘there was a man whose name was Shishiu, and he had a wife whose name was
Taffa’ [Beguinot 21942:197]

In Siwa, clause coordination with d is a marked option, often implying
strong contrast (Souag 2010:468). Outside these eastern dialects, d some-
times occurs as a coordinator, but only in a very marginal way. It is pos-
sible to have long stretches of text without additive coordinator at all.
Some examples:

Ouargla
biha natta day  drus d u t-attattof akkat-as
because  he only few and NEG  3SF-take:NIPV  EL:place-3s

‘because it is only little and it does not take its place (i.e. it does not occur regu-
larly)’ [Delheure 1988:188]

Figuig

sat  t-algi-d aydi  (...). akidd sat t-algi-d id¢on n urgaz (...)
FUT 2-meet:AO-28 EL:dog (...) and FUT 2-meet:A0-28 one:M of EA:man
‘you will meet a dog (...) and you will meet a man (...)’ [Kossmann 1997:340]

Zayan

i-gim=as sudan  ur  yif-son i-hkim
3s-stay:Pv=3s:10  Sudan NEG On-3pM  3SM-Teign:NPV
d ur i-hkim xaf  alhabas

and NEG 3Sreigm:Npv  on  Abyssinia
‘remained for him only Sudan over which he did not reign and he did not reign
over Abyssinia’ [Loubignac 1924:254]

No doubt we are dealing in these cases with an extension of the comita-
tive preposition. The prepositional nature of the element d is shown when
the second clause starts with a noun, as in such cases the Etat d’Annexion
appears.

n.1.2.3 das a Clause Coordinator Only before NPs

A more restricted use of d is found in some other languages. Galand
(2005:190) remarks that in Berber (but maybe his remark is best inter-
preted as describing Tashelhiyt) “la préposition ne peut relier deux propo-
sitions, bien qu’a I'occasion (c’est relativement peu courant) on puisse la
trouver devant un nominal appartenant a la seconde proposition”, e.g.
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ar  ssflad-y i zzhrat d  taqqurt, d ugdrur  i-kka ignna
ipfv hear:iipv-1is to growling and noise, with ea.dust 3sg-pass:pv sky
‘1 heared growling and noise, and dust went to the sky’ [Galand 2002a
[1972]:365]

He adds that similar constructions are possible before morphemes with a
nominal background, such as the particle ad ‘non-real’ (Galand 2005:190).
The same is described for southwestern Central Moroccan Berber by
Ennaji (1985:261), who also points to the (marginal) possibility of clause
linking by d provided the second clause starts with a noun. He notes that
this seems to be easiest in clauses with elision of the verb in the second
clause, e.g.

ar i-tsxir Karim  ttinis d Samira  buli

IPFV  3SM-play:pv - PN tennis with PN volleyball

‘Karim plays tennis and Samira volleyball’ [Demnat region, Sadiqi 1997:209 fol-
lowing Ennaji 1985:259]

In most dialects, this is marginal, and very infrequent in texts. In the north-
ern borderland of Algeria and Morocco, it seems to have gained impor-
tance. In Beni Snous, d is regularly attested as a coordinator. The second
clause normally starts with a noun, which has the Etat d’Annexion, but a
few examples with verb phrases are found too, e.g.

i-susam ayyul i-qqim i-ggur;
3sM-be.silent:pv  EL(!):donkey  3sm-stay:Pv  3SM-go:IPV
d wussan, si i-samda g utsu  i-nna=yas...

and Eajackal when 3sMm-finish:pv in  food  3sM-say:pv=3s:10
‘the donkey shut up and walked on; and the jackal, when he had finished the
food, said...’ [Destaing 1907:253]

nacnin  ad  nmoarruh  yor  (Htomzin  d a n-amsama
we AD 1P-g0:AO  to  EAtbarley and AD 1P-be.together:ao
d a n-asad n-tazzal

and AD 1P-cOme:AO  1P-Tun:Ipv
‘we shall go to the barley and go together and come running’ [Destaing
1907:246]

The construction is regularly found between parallel clauses, as in the fol-
lowing example:

usson y-akkal i-sarwat,
ELjackal 3sM-spend.day:pv  3sm-thresh:rpv
d yansi y-akkal y-attas

and EAhedgehog 3sm-spend.day:1pv  3sm-sleep:pv
Yjackal spent the day threshing, and hedgehog spent the day sleeping’ [Destaing

1907:241]
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While not marginal in the language, the use of d as a clause-coordinator is
far from the default option. It is easy to find long stretches of Beni Snous
text in which only paratactic coordination is found.

This is different from neighboring Beni Iznasen, in which the coor-
dinative construction is a fully grammaticalized, frequent option.® Two
clauses of which the second clause starts with a noun may be linked by
means of the NP-linking preposition d. The noun following d has the Etat
d’Annexion. When this construction appears in a sequence of events,
the aspect of the second clause is NON-REAL + Aorist;* otherwise, the
expected aspectual form is used. Examples:

nottat ead  ur t-kammal awal
she stil  NEG  3SF-finish:Npv  EL:word
d wusson a ss-onni y-akk

and EAjackal AD  over.there=ANP  3SM-pass:AO
‘she had hardly finished her words and a jackal passed’ [Bezzazi & Kossmann

1997:12]

qqim-an twaqqr-an=t d bbYa-s a t=y-agg
stay:Pv-3PM leave.in.peace:1pv-3pM=3smM:D0 and father-3s AD 3sm:po=make:a0
notta d lomxiyar di  warraw nn-as

he PRED favorite in EaA:children  of-3s

‘they left him in peace and his father made him his favorite among his children’
[Bezzazi & Kossmann 1997:98]

nottat a  t-assiwal d wawal nn-as y-adwal d lwiz
she  AD 3sF-speak:a0 and EA:word of-3s 3sM-become:Pv PRED gold.coin
‘she would speak and her words became gold pieces’ [Bezzazi & Kossmann

1997:68]

Of course, Berber being basically a Verb-initial language, the presence of
a preverbal noun is not without meaning. In fact, the d + Clause con-
struction is mainly used in cases where the subject of the second clause
is different from the subject of the first clause. The informational content
of this preverbal element may be old or new. Thus, one may argue that d
is used as an explicit marker of coherence in constructions where there
is syntactic discontinuity. In cases with subject continuity, coherence is
pragmatically inferred (in the sense of a communicative implicature) and
no explicit marking of coherence is needed.

8 The usage described below is also found in the texts in Renisio (1932). It is not attested
in texts I recorded from the neighboring dialect to the northwest, Kebdana. Cf. Kossmann
2000a:104.

4 One wonders whether this is a remnant of the sequential use of the Aorist (without
non-real particle), which has been lost in Beni Iznasen.
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1.1.3  Conjunction of Subordinate Clauses

In the conjunction of two subordinate clauses, some languages tend to be
more explicit than in the conjunction of two main clauses. Thus Penchoen
(1973a:191) notes the exceptional use of d in Chaouia in this context, while
the coordination of two main clauses is not allowed (cf. also Kossmann
2000:192 for Beni Iznasen), e.g.

xaddam-an di  tmura yirat  t-ili loxdamt
work:IPv-3pM  in  EA:countries  while  3sF-be:a0  work
d yira ud i-hli s usugg»as

and while NEG 3sm-be.good:NPV  NEG2  EAwyear
‘they work in other places when there is work and when the year is not good’
[Penchoen 1973a:191]

The conjunction is not always d. In Ayt Ndhir, y is used in order to coordi-
nate two clauses which are subordinated by the same element, e.g.

adday  fadda-nt y ra-nt ad  eayd-ant
when be.ready:pv-3pF and  want:Pv-3pF AD  go.back:A0-3PF
‘when they are ready and want to go back’ [Bisson 1940:182]

In Figuig, the conjunction is anna in this context, a form which has no
other uses, e.g.

mikk  qa i-ttwattof kulsi  anna  i-qqgim=dd day idZon
when all 3sm-be.taken:pv all and  3SM-stay:PV=VENT only one:M
‘when all have been taken and only one remains..." [Kossmann 1997:346]

There is no reason to posit Arabic influence in these cases.

11.1.4 Conclusions on Coordination

The syntax of coordination is one of the structures where Berber and Ara-
bic present essential differences. While Berber has a comitative prepo-
sition that also functions as an NP coordinator, Arabic has a dedicated
coordinative particle, which is different from the comitative preposition.
In fact, at this point the Arabic and the Berber grammar of text coherence
are entirely different. Instead of the overt marking by means of a particle
found in Arabic, many Berber varieties use specialized verb forms (the
sequential Aorist) for this sake. Still, in a number of Berber languages,
mainly in Libya, coordinative constructions are common. The different
systems are summarized below:
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comitative NP coordination Clause coordination
Mor. Arabic mea w w
Tashelhiyt d d no linker
Awdjila d d w
Djebel Nefusa d, dad d, dad d, dad
Beni Iznasen akad d d (only before NP)

One remarks that, while there are Berber varieties that allow for fre-
quent explicit coordination of clauses, none of them is an exact copy of
the Maghribian Arabic system. The Awdjila/Sokna type has introduced
a difference between NP and Clause coordination, which is quite unlike
the Arabic system. In Djebel Nefusa, El-Fogaha and Zuwara, comitative
and coordinator are the same. Finally, while Beni Iznasen has the same
distinction between comitative and coordinator as Arabic, the clause
coordinator is restricted to NP-initial clauses.

The most common Berber pattern—the same element for the comita-
tive and NP coordination, and no neutral additive clause coordinator—is
clearly the old pattern. Arabic influence is obvious in the Awdjila/Sokna
type, where the Arabic form has been introduced together with the Ara-
bic construction. The role of Arabic is less obvious in the Djebel Nefusa/
El-Fogaha/Zuwara system and in Beni Iznasen. Galand (2005:190) consid-
ers the Zuwara system an internal development in Berber. Based on the
marginal use of d as a coordinator with NP-initial second clauses, this
structure would have spread to include eventually coordination of any
type of clause. While this is not an unreasonable reconstruction in itself,
influence of Arabic—which is very prominent in other areas of the syntax
of these varieties too—must have been at least a strengthening factor. In
the region, there are no varieties that would constitute the intermediate
stage in Galand’s scenario, with a bipartite clause coordination system, in
which one has robust use of d in coordination with an NP-initial clause
and no coordinator when the clause is verb-initial. A simple calque from
Arabic seems to be a much simpler solution.

The case of Beni Iznasen and Beni Snous is different. In these variet-
ies, the NP—initial constraint of Galand seems to hold to a large extent.
Thus, while the scope of its coordinative function has widened, d remains
faithful to its prepositional nature. While inspiration by Arabic structures
may have been a factor, the new structure clearly continues earlier Berber
structures. Moreover, due to its restriction to coordinating preverbal NP’s,
there is an essential difference with Arabic in the effect on text coherence.
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While Arabic has a general marker of text coherence, in Beni Iznasen it is
only used in cases where coherence is syntactically disrupted because of
a change in grammatical subject.

115 Disjunction

Almost all Berber language express disjunction (‘or’) mainly by a marker
of Berber origin. With few exceptions (e.g. Zuwara iziy), this marker has
the basic shape nay ~ (i)niy, which may undergo local reformations and
phonetic changes. It is clearly related to Tuareg mey, although the origin
of initial m in Tuareg is not clear. This marker is used in all kinds of dis-
junction, such as NP disjunction, PP disjunction and clause disjunction
(for an exhaustive overview of the syntactic possibilities in Chaouia, see
Penchoen 1973a:175ff.). Central Moroccan varieties allow for other forms,
which occur more or less parallel to nay (or a cognate form).> Thus in
Ayt Hassan (Demnat region), mad is used instead of nyd in questions and
other circumstances of doubt (Sadiqi 1997:211), e.g.

Fatima  nyd  Hmad Fatima mad  Hmad
PN or PN PN or PN
‘Fatima or Hmad.’ ‘Fatima or Hmad?' [Sadiqi 1997:211]

A similar distribution is found in other Central Moroccan varieties, such
as Ayt Ndhir, Zemmour, Ayt Seghrushen mad, mad (Penchoen 1973b:84,
Laoust 31939:230), Ayt Bouzid mid (Ennaji 1985:282) and probably Zayan
ma (Loubignac 1924:279). The historical origin of the interrogative disjunc-
tive particle is probably the yes/no interrogative ma followed (or not) by
the predicative marker d. In the present languages, however, mad and ma
d are syntactically kept apart (Bentolila 1981:190-1).

With the exception of Ghomara (see below), Arabic influence on clause
disjunction is very restricted. In Zayan the Arabic loan ul’a is one more
alternative, apparently mainly in questions and dubitatives, e.g.

ur assin-ay s i-dda uba  ur -ddi
NEG  know:NPv-1s  whether  3sm-go:pv  or NEG  3SM-gO:NPV
‘I don’'t know whether he has gone or not gone’ [Loubignac 1924:280]

5 Note the difference with neighboring Tashelhiyt, where nyd is also used in interroga-
tives, e.g. izd lhram=Ili illan y uzddar nyd lhlal=lli illan y uflla (what do you want,) the
forbidden (part) that is below or the allowed (part) that is on top? [Stroomer 2003:26].
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In Ayt Seghrushen, the Arabic loan wala ‘rather than’ is used meaning ‘or’
in interrogative and negative clauses (Bentolila 1981:372).6 The contexts
described by Bentolila have some overlap with mad, used in interroga-
tives (Bentolila 1981:190—2). From Bentolila’s examples, it seems that mad
is mainly found in yes/no interrogatives, while other kinds of interroga-
tion prefer wala, e.g.

ma-s ya t-isin-d legl  nn-s wala t-isin wi nn-§?
what-with AD 2-know:A0-2s mind of-3s rather 3sF-know:A0 DEM:SM of-2sM
‘how will you know her mind, or will she know your mind?’ [Bentolila 1981:372]
ulli t-tqdda at  t-igir lahl  nn-s, wala t-izir=t ntta
NEG 3SF-can:IPV AD 3SF-see:AO family of-3s rather 3sr-see:a0=3sM:DO he
‘she cannot see his family and does not see him either’ [Bentolila 1981:372]

ma  nna-n=as$ sa mad ur as=t=nni-n?

Q say:Pv-3pM=2sM:10  thing or NEG  2SM:I0=3SM:DO=say:NPV-3PM
‘did they tell you something or didn’t they tell it to you?’ [Bentolila 1981:191]

The same situation is found in Figuig, where wala (otherwise ‘also, even,
nor’) is used in negative and dubitative contexts,” e.g.

ul ssin-ax i-mmut wala  i-ddor
NEG know:NPV  3gsm-die:Pv  or 3sM-live:pv
‘I don’'t know whether he has died or is still alive’ (Kossmann 1997:345)

Similarly, in Chaouia-Ait Frah, Arabic-derived la is used instead of nay in
sentences depending on the particle innass ‘who knows, nobody knows, e.g.

innass ma yar-$ sa di leemor nn-as n hdaes la tnaes
whoknows if  with-3s thing in age of-3s of eleven or twelve
‘it is unknown whether he was eleven or twelve years old’ [Penchoen 1973a:186]

Ghomara Berber stands apart, as all disjunctive conjunctions come from
Arabic: (a)walla, aw (Mourigh fc.), e.g.

i-zzonz=at S tkemmist n  oalhebb walla s alxubza
3sM-sell:pv=gsm:po0  with Ea:handful of wheat or with  bread
‘He sold it for a handful of wheat or for one bread’ [Mourigh fc.]

ddbas  § a t=i-$§ awella  agdi

hyena FUT AD 3SM:DO=3SM-eat:AO  or EL:;jackal

‘the hyena will eat me or the jackal’ [Mourigh fc.]

6 In addition, there is one example of ula in this use in Bentolila’s corpus (Bentolila
1981:224).
7 This point was missed in Kossmann (1997:344-5).
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11.1.6  Adversative Conjunctions

Adversative conjunctions in Maghribian Arabic and Berber are relatively
rare in texts; thus in the entire Eastern Moroccan Berber and Arabic
corpus of traditional narratives in Bezzazi (1993), only five instances of
adversative conjunctions occur (4x lakin in Arabic texts, once hasa in a
Berber text). Still, both Arabic and Berber have conjunctions which are
mainly or exclusively used as adversatives. The most common adversa-
tive conjunctions in Maghribian Arabic are ultimately related to Classical
Arabic lakin(na) ‘but’. This conjunction appears in a number of variants,
many of which cooccur in one and the same dialect. Thus William Mar-
cais (1902:194) cites for Tlemcen Arabic lakanni, laynni, lamkan, lomkanni,
and lomkaynni. According to this author, laynni “s’explique peut-étre par
une chute du £”, while the other forms would be blended with other fre-
quent (but not adversative) particles. The final syllable of lakonni, laynni
goes back to the 1S pronominal suffix; in some dialects, the conjunction is
still conjugated (cf. Ph. Marcais 1977:229).

Most Berber dialects have taken over Arabic forms. More often than
not, the Berber variants of lakanni and laynni start with a syllable wa,
which reflects the Arabic conjunction w ‘and’. A few varieties have dif-
ferent adversative markers, most of which seem to derive from (or be
instances of) topic markers (e.g. Mzab amm™a, Ayt Atta atta, ntta, Willms
1972:232). Only one among these—without a clear etymology—has more
than a narrow regional distribution: masa ~ maka® ‘but’. It is attested in
the eastern part of Central Moroccan Berber: Ayt Sadden (A. Basset 1963);
Ayt Ndhir (Laoust 31939); Ayt Youssi of Enjil (Galand 2011:89); Ayt Izdeg
(Willms 1972:232); Ayt Ayache, (Abdel-Massih 1971:142); Ayt Seghrushen
(Abdel-Massih 1971:144); and all over Tarifiyt (Lafkioui 2007:227). Tashel-
hiyt has miss (Aspinion 1953:193). It is similar to Niger Tuareg mdsan,
misan (also bdsan) (Prasse, Ghabdouane & Mohamed 2003:562), Mali
Tuareg massan, musan (Heath 2006:444), Ahaggar bassan, but a link is
difficult to establish, as Tuareg $($) does normally not correspond to § in
northern Berber, and even less so to &. Prasse, Ghabdouane & Mohamed
(2003:562) derive the Tuareg form from (Classical) Arabic bi-sa?ni-hi [ min
$a?ni-hi ?an ‘but’, which, if accepted, would render the comparison with

8 Taifi (1991:414) gives maka; In most Central Moroccan varieties that have the etymon,
the actual form is masa. In Ayt Ndhir this can be the regular outcome of *4, but Ayt Sad-
den, Ayt Izdeg and Ayt Ayache also have forms with s, even though the regular outcome
of *k is k in these dialects. The form maka occurs in Ayt Youssi.
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northern Berber invalid (cf. Kossmann 1999:224). There is no reason to
assume a similar background for the Moroccan forms, as min sa?ni-hi ?an
has not lived on in Maghribian Arabic and as the form masa is not very
similar to it. One should rater think of a blend of the question marker ma
with the element sa ~ ka ‘(some)thing’, although the exact path of seman-
tic development remains unclear.

Other adversative conjunctions of Berber origin are not very common.
Instances are imil (Zemmour, Laoust 31939:281, Taifi 1991:416), and iziy
(Zayan, Loubignac 1924:281). The form imil is used in neighboring dialects
(Ntifa) for ‘then’ (Laoust 1918:295). Kabyle wan(n)ag (Dallet 1982:867, Bas-
set & Picard 1948:307, Chaker 1984:181 etc.) also looks like a Berber form.
One remarks however the variant wamma(g), and the form may ultimately
go back to Arabic amma ‘concerning’.

Most Berber languages exclusively use adversative conjunctions of
Arabic origin.

1.1.7 General Assessment on Types of Coordination

A number of sources have established universal borrowing hierarchies of
conjunctions. Most important amongthese are Matras (1998) and Matras
(2009:194), which establish a cross-linguistic hierarchy: ‘but’ > ‘or’ > ‘and’,
i.e., adversative conjunctions are more easily borrowed than disjunctive
conjunctions, which are more easily borrowed than coordinative con-
junctions. The Berber materials only partly corroborate this hierarchy.
The adversative conjunction ‘but’ is widely borrowed in Berber, and fits
perfectly into the Matras hierarchy. However, in its basic usage, the dis-
junctive conjunction ‘or’ is hardly ever borrowed in Berber. This contrasts
with the coordinative conjunction ‘and’, which is borrowed in a number
of languages when used for clause coordination. It is never borrowed for
NP coordination. All in all, one remarks that the take-over of the Arabic
form of the coordinative conjunction is restricted to some eastern Ber-
ber varieties and Ghomara. On the other hand the introduction of the
syntactic pattern of clause coordination by means of a conjunction is
wide-spread, and constitutes one of the most tangible results of contact-
induced change in Berber syntax.

11.2 SUBORDINATING CONJUNCTIONS

In their basic typological structure, Arabic and Berber have similar con-
structions for clausal subordination. In both language families, clausal
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subordination is either attained by juxtaposition (the so-called Arabic
hal sentences), or by means of subordinating particles. It depends on the
language, and no doubt also on received style, genre, and personal pref-
erences, whether subordinated clauses are frequent in texts, or whether
other types of text organization are dominant.

In the framework of Arabic influence on Berber, conjunctions are highly
interesting. On the one hand, there is large-scale lexical influence from
Arabic in the system of conjunctions. On the other hand, it seems that
syntactic influence of Arabic is rather restricted in the system of subordi-
nation. In order to show this, Berber and Maghribian Arabic systems will
be compared on two levels. In the first part, we shall focus on one subfield
of subordination, the organization of temporal and hypothetical subor-
dination. There exist only few adequate descriptions of these systems in
Berber, so at points a more detailed analysis based on text evidence will
be given. This part is mainly meant to show the lack of impact of Arabic.
In the second part, the lexical impact of Arabic on the Berber system of
subordination will be studied, an impact which in some varieties concerns
the great majority of subordinators.

121 The System of Temporal and Conditional Subordination

In this section we will look at five different meanings associated with tem-
poral and hypothetical subordination: temporal anteriority to the speech
act (‘when’), temporal posteriority to the speech act (‘when’), habitual-
ity (‘when’), factual conditional (‘if”) and counterfactual conditional (‘if”).
The following four examples from English and German illustrate these
four types of subordination:

Anteriority:
English:  when he came back, they had already eaten
German: als er zuriickkam hatten sie schon gegessen

Posteriority:
English:  when he will come back, they will eat
German: wenn er zuriickkommt werden sie essen

Habituality:
English:  when people eat couscous they become happy
German: wenn man Kuskus isst wird man gliicklich

Factual conditional:
English:  if you come back, you may eat as much as you like
German: wenn Du zurtickkommst kannst Du essen soviel Du machtest



SYNTAX: COMPLEX SENTENCES 353

Counterfactual conditional:
English:  if you would have come back, you could have eaten as much as you
like
German: wenn Du zuriickgekommen wdrest, hdttest Du soviel essen konnen,
wie Du mochtest

Of course, this five-term distinction does not cover all possible shades of
temporal and hypothetical meaning (one may think of meanings such as
‘until’), but the distinction is fitting for our purposes here.

In most Berber varieties, the choice of the subordinating particle deter-
mines the interpretation of the clause. Different from many European
languages, where such differences are to a large extent expressed in the
tense/aspect of the subordinated verb, the aspect of the subordinated
verb (mostly the perfective) only plays a minor role in the expression of
the major distinctions.

The situation is more complicated in Arabic than in Berber. Classical
Arabic had a relatively clear-cut four-member system of conjunctions,
making a distinction between two temporal relations: past event versus
non-past event, and two hypothetical relations: hypothesis versus coun-
terfactual.® The use of the aspects is to a large degree ruled by the subor-
dination marker, although there exists some freedom:

1. ‘when’ relating to a non-past event ?ida (also haytu and ma)
2. ‘when’ relating to a past event lamma, ?id

3. ‘if’ factual Pin

4. ‘if” counterfactual law

Arabic dialects have sometimes fundamentally different systems. In the
first place, in some dialects there are only two sets of subordinators: tem-
poral subordinators and conditionals. The difference between temporal
subordination referring to past events and subordination referring to
non-past events is expressed by using different aspectual forms (e.g. the
Cairo set (l)amma, sagit ma, yom ma, etc., Woidich 2006:383). In a similar
fashion, the difference between factual and counterfactual conditionals

9 The Modern Standard Arabic system is somewhat different, as 7ida is mainly used as a
conditional conjunction, but this is a post-Classical development. Temporal subordination
with reference to a past event is mainly achieved by means of the conjunctions einda-ma,
hina(-ma) and wagta Pan (cf. Badawi, Carter & Gully 2004:623). The conditional conjunc-
tion 7in has become marginal, except in some styles and functions (cf. Badawi, Carter &
Gully 2004: 636ft.), while its place has been taken by ?ida on the one hand, and law on the
other. By this extension in meaning, law is no more a specialized counterfactual.
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is expressed in the verb form, not in the subordinator (e.g. the Cairo set
iza, law, in, Woidich 2006:374ff.). In Maghribian Arabic, the restructur-
ing of the system has been less pervasive. Most dialects use the same
subordinator(s) for temporal conjunctions referring to past and non-past
events, expressing the difference by means of the aspectual form of the
verb. The difference between factual and counterfactual conditionals is
retained, although one remarks the intrusion of the counterfactual con-
ditional into the factual domain; on the other hand, factual conditionals
cannot be used as counterfactuals, e.g.

temporal ~ temporal past hypothetical counterfactual

non-past
Eastern Libyan  weénma, kef wenma, kéf  kan, lokan lokan
Tunis kif kif ida, ila, (Ditkan, ikan
(Ditkan,
Jijel yir, mnayan, ki yir, mnaysn, ida lu, lukan
ki
Oujda mnin mnin ila lukan
Tangier moalli malli ida, ila ka, lawkan,
lukan
Marrakech molli, mnin, ila  moalli, mnin ila kun, lukun

The most common system in Berber languages of Algeria and Morocco
is similar to the Classical Arabic system. Thus, for example, Ayt Ayache
(Central Moroccan Berber) has the following forms:

1. ‘when’ relating to a non-past event adday

2. ‘when’ relating to a past event Uiy

3. ‘if’ factual condition m$

4. ‘if’ counterfactual condition mr

(1)

adday nwi-n waman ad  emr-y atay

when  boil:pv-3pM  EA:water  AD  fill:A0-1s  EL:tea
‘when the water boils, I will make tea’ [Abdel-Massih 1971:141]

(2)

n-dda Uiy d=i-dda

1P-go:PV  when  VENT=3SM-go:PV

‘when he came we left’ [Abdel-Massih 1971:141]

Uiy da ssara-y Zme-y d eli
when 1pPFT  walkiapv-1s  meet:pv-is  with PN
‘while I was walking, I met Ali’ [Abdel-Massih 1971:141]
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(3)

ms dhr-r isignaw ad  i-wt ungar [original: adwit, sic|
iftHYP appear:Pv-3pM clouds AD 3sm-hit:A0 EArain

‘if clouds appear, it rains’ [Abdel-Massih 1971:150]

(4)

mr yur-i lli-n flus idlli, lla=syi-y igran n  eli

ificou at-1s be:NPv-3pM  money yesterday PFv=buy:pv-1s fields of PN
‘if T had had the money yesterday, I would have bought Ali’s fields’ [Abdel-Massih

1971:150]

Similar systems are found in many other Berber languages, e.g.

temporal past temporal hypothetical counterfactual

non-past
Kabyle (At Abbas)!® mti mi, imi ma (a)mmor,
(lDufan, lukan
Figuig mi(kk), imi(kk) i(kk), mta(k) aclak, amolli,
yud-ann ammi
Djebel Nefusal lommi si li, kan(a),  lukan
liakan(a)
Ntifa mkan ku ig mr
Tarifiyt (Q) umi, wami mi, ami, mara mri, maelak

xmi, Faxmi

The use of the aspects in the subordinated clause is only superficially
known. There is a general tendency to use the Perfective aspect in all four
cases. This is expected, as most ‘when’ and ‘if’ conjunctions imply that the
real, potential or imagined event given in the protasis will be completed
at the time that the real, potential or imagined event in the apodosis will
occur (Galand 1988:226). Most (if not all) Berber languages also allow for
other aspects, at least with some of the conjunctions studied here. In Tari-
fiyt, with the non-past ‘when’ conjunction, there is a difference between
clauses with habitual and with future reference, e.g.

10 Based on the texts in Allain (1976). Taifi (1993:216) is wrong when he states that
Kabyle has no difference between counterfactual and hypothetical subordination. All
Kabyle varieties seem to make this distinction: Irjen HYP ma, mayalla, cou lommar, lukan
(Basset & Picard 1948); Iraten, At Manguellat HYP ma cou lommar, limmar, mar, lukan
(Chaker 1983:165; Vincennes & Dallet 1960:1281f.); Aokas HYP ma, mayslla, cou lukan
(Rabhi 1994:169).

I Based on the texts in Beguinot (?1942) and Provasi (1973).
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xmi d=i-tas a n-trah a n-tsayyad isarman
when VENT=3SM-come:IPV AD 1P-go:IPV  AD  1P-huntiapv fish
‘(always) when he comes we go fishing’ [Q; K. Mourigh p.c.]

xmi d ya t-as-ad a n-ah a n-gyma
when VENT AD 2-come:AO-28 AD 1P-go:AO AD  1Pthunt:AO
‘when you come we shall go fishing’ [Q; K. Mourigh p.c.]

Somewhat unexpectedly, in Tarifiyt, even the past ‘when’ conjunction umi
is regularly combined with ad + Aorist,!2 e.g.

umi natta  d ya  y-amya i-qass=as ifassan
when  he VENT AD  3SM-grow.up:A0  3SM-cut:Pv=3s:10  hands
‘when he had grown up, he cut off her hands’ [Ayt Said, Kossmann 2003b:94]

An interesting situation is found with the counterfactual. In most
Kabyle varieties and in Middle Atlas Berber, the counterfactual conjunc-
tion (lom)mar is followed by a Negative Perfective rather than a positive
form, e.g.

mar t=y-ufi i-nya=t

ifcou  3sm:po=3sMm-find:NPv  gsm-kill:Pv=3sm:pD0O

‘if he had found (Negative Perfective) him, he would have killed (Perfective) him’
[Middle Atlas; Taifi 1991:426]

As convincingly argued by Taifi (1993), the particle mar includes the pre-
verbal negation war, which triggers the negative form of the verb.!3 In a
number of languages, the counterfactual conjunction is followed by the
non-realized ad + Aorist construction, e.g. in in Lesser Kabylia (Aokas,
Rabhi 1994) with lukan ‘if’ (counterfactual), e.g.:

lukan d  i-elom da ay t-alli-t, d ikk=ac¢

ifitcou AD 3sM-learn:A0 here DEM 2-be:Pv-2S AD 2SM:DO=[3SM]-eat:A0
‘if he would have known that you were here, he would have eaten you’ [Aokas;
Rabhi 1994:169]

The four-term system with two ‘when’s and two ‘if’s is relatively stable in
Berber. Occasionally there are unexpected usages in texts; thus, in Figuig
texts, mi sometimes appears in contexts where it clearly refers to a single
past occurrence and where one would have expected to find ..

12 In such contexts, both Perfective and Non-real aspect are allowed; there seems to be
a semantic difference, but it is not clear what exactly (K. Mourigh p.c.).

13 Picard (1957b) has a different explanation, which, in view of the history of mar, can
be abandoned.
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In the Tafoghalt subdialect of Beni Iznasen, lukan is used both as a
counterfactual and as a hypothetical conjunction (Kossmann 2000a:199).
The distinction factual / counterfactual is still maintained, as the hypo-
thetical conjunction malla cannot be used for counterfactuals. This is
similar to what is found in some Maghribian Arabic dialects.

There are a number of Berber varieties that have different systems.
Among the western varieties, Tashelhiyt has a tripartite system, without a
difference between habitual ‘when’ clauses and factual ‘if’ clauses, i.e.:

1. ‘when’ relating to a past or future event: /iy
2. ‘when’ relating to a habitual event, or hypothetical: iy
3. counterfactual: mra

The Tashelhiyt system deviates in a number of ways from the systems
found elsewhere in the western sphere of Northern Berber. In the ‘when’
conjunctions the scission lies between (i)lliy ‘past/future’ vs. iy ‘habitual’,
rather than ‘past’ vs. ‘non-past’ elsewhere.!> The temporal interpretation
of the clause with (i)lliy is conveyed by the choice of the aspect; with the
Perfective the reference is to a past event, in reference to a future event a
phrase using the Tashelhiyt-specific future particle ra(d) is used. Cf.

‘when’ (habitual)

iy i-swa wakal siggl-n mddn inttafn

when 3sMm-drink:pv  EA:earth  search:a0-3pM  people  ploughmen
‘(always) when the earth has become humid, people look for ploughmen’ [Aspin-
ion 1953:195]

‘when’ (past)

Uiy i-swa wakal siggl-n mddn inttafn

when  gsm-drink:pv  Eatearth  search:a0-3pm  people  ploughmen
‘when the earth had become humid, people looked for ploughmen’ [Aspinion
19531195]

‘when’ (future)

iy ra tftut s lbiru rat t-mun-t d  urgaz=ad
when FUT 2-go:a0-28 to office FUT 2-go.together:a0-2s with EA:man=pPROX
‘when you go to the office, you will go together with this man’ [Aspinion

1953:195]

14 Note however that Galand (1988:226) gives a non-past ‘when’ form kudnna, which is
only translated as ‘lorsque’ and not as ‘si’, while iy has both uses.

15 The system described by Galand (1988:226) for Ighchan Tashelhiyt suggests the more
common non-past vs. past-scission.
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‘if” (hypothetical)

iy i-lla ungar  bahra yass-ad rad krz-n azkka
if:HYP 3SM-be:Pv EArrain much today-PRoX FUT plough:a0-3pM tomorrow
‘if there will be a lot of rain today, they will plough tomorrow’ [Aspinion
19531194]

‘if” (counterfactual)

mra ufi-y igaridn  ikun  syi-y=t

ifcou  find:pv-is  money then  buy:Pv-1s=3sm:p0

‘if I had found money, I would have bought it’ [Aspinion 1953:303]

In Ghadames, a similar tripartite system is found, where one conjuction,
nkud, is used both in habitual and in hypothetical clauses, e.g.

nkud i-bro d i-wddoe,

when  3sM-want:pv  AD  3SM-say.goodbye:FT
asi-ndt=add taltawén  as=dgrdab-nin
Ccome:A0-3PF=VENT  women 3s:10=be.close:Pv-pTC:P

‘when he wants to say goodbye, the women that are close(ly related) to him come
there’ [Lanfry 1968:20; Kossmann fc.-d]

isalla, nkud  ad=y-dgqim askar s assahdt onnitk=in,
God.willing when VENT=3sM-remain:pv nail  from health ofis=Loc
kam=i-xayydr!

2SF:DO=3SM-harm:FT

‘God willing, if (only) a nail from my body remains, it will harm you! [Lanfry
1968:42, Kossmann fc.-d]

Past subordination is expressed by gad (also dag), which is also the comi-
tative preposition, while counterfactuals have ilam, e.g.:

god as=aslé-n, nna-n=d
when  gs:10=hear:pv-3pm say:PV-3PM=VENT
‘when they heard him, they said...” [Lanfry 1968:12, Kossmann fc.-d]

ilam da=i-krdz ilam anteni d i-mzdr
ifcou AD=3sM-sow:FT ificou PRED FUT  3SM-harvest:FT

‘if he would sow, if it were like that, he would harvest’ [Lanfry 1973:181; Kossmann
fc.-d]

In Lesser Kabylia (Aokas, Ayt Embarek), the ‘when’ conjunction mi can be
used in both past and non-past contexts, e.g.

‘when’ (future)

mi di wi-ay i dd=i-kf=iyi=dd

when  AD  arrive:A0-1S  AD  VENT=3SM-give:AO=1S:I0=VENT
‘when I arrive, he will give me ...’ [Aokas; Rabhi 1994:164]
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‘when’ (habitual)

mi di lfun i wxxam m bab al lears, kkat-on
when AD arrive:a0=3PM to EAthouse of master of wedding hit:1pv-3pM
albarud

shots

‘when they arrive at the house where the wedding is held, they fire shots’ [Ayt
Embarek; Genevois 1955:13]

‘when’ (past)

mi mfaraqg-an i-kkr=add urgaz=ann  [-nn=as

when separate:Pv-3pM  3sM-stand.up:PV=VENT EA:man=ANP 3SM-say:PV=3S:I0
‘when they separated, the man said to him’ [Aokas; Rabhi 1994:164]

In Aokas it is possible to differentiate the two by using specialized con-
junctions: asmi (< ‘the day that’) for past reference and migal for future
reference.

In some eastern varieties, there seems to be no difference between fac-
tual and counterfactual conditionals, at least in the choice of the subordi-
nator. This is the case in Sokna (kan, inkan), El-Fogaha (kan, inkan), and
Siwa:

‘if” (hypothetical)

inkan a t-5trok assonasat  dnn-ak a k=sbrrah

if AD  28-leave:FT  job of-2sM  AD  2SM:DO=release:FT:1S
‘if you leave your job, I shall free you’ [Sokna; Sarnelli 1924-25:33/11I-12]

kan  t-ysss-at a t-wéy-t sart nnu

if 2-want:pv-28  AD  2-take:FT-28  condition ofis

‘if you want, you must accept my condition’ [El-Fogaha; Paradisi 1963:95/V-5]

kan la xsi-¢ g usad did-i  ga h-ay iman annaw
if  NEG want:Pv-28 FUT come:AO with-1S FUT go:a0-1S self  ofas
‘if you don’t want to come, I shall go by myself’ [Siwa; Laoust 1932:137]

‘if” (counterfactual)

hdtta  kan  ebzzom-oan folla, a ma di-x abadsn
even if invite:Pv-3PM onis  AD NEG g0:A0-1S  ever

‘even if they would invite me, I would never go (back)’ [Sokna; Sarnelli 1924-25:33/
I1-13]

kan  tikl{ nnam  a ayad
if walking  of-2sr  like  night
algayat  a y-attaf=Som 5l a t-ammuit-at
paper AD  3sM-hold:FT=2sF:pO0  until AD  2-die:FT-28

‘if your walking would be like (the way you walked during) the night, the paper
might hold you (the paper clothes will suffice) until you die’ [El-Fogaha; Paradisi

1963:93/1-7]
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kan  yur-i lagrus g uy-ay agmar
if with-1s  money  FuT  buy:a0-1s  horse
‘if  had money, I would buy a horse’ [Siwa; Laoust 1932:137]

In Siwa, hypothetical condition can also be expressed by the non-past
temporal conjuction mak:

mak ‘when’ (non-past)

mak  i-xals-an g asansal  i-eammoar-an almulod n  Sidi  Sliman
when 3-end:pv-3p in threshing 3-do:pv?-3p birthday of Saint PN
‘when they have ended the threshing, they celebrate the birthday of Sidi Sliman’
[Siwa; Laoust 1932:153/VII-1]

mak ‘hypothetical

mak  oxsi-t talti g uzan-t=asn i yaran ann-as
when want:Pv-1S woman  FUT send:AO-2S=3P:I0 to parents of-3s
‘if you want a woman, you send a message to her parents’ [Siwa; Laoust 1932:153/
VIII-1]

In Siwa, there is a dedicated past temporal subordinator, afanni, e.g.

afonni  i-dwl-an y-if-on agban  nn-san i-nhadda

when 3-come.back:Pv-3p 3-find:Pv-3p house of-3s  3sm-be.destroyed-pv
‘when they came back they found that their house was destroyed’ [Siwa; Leguil
1986:28]

In Awdjila, hypothetical undu and counterfactual lukan, amur are kept
apart, e.g.

‘if” (hypothetical)

undi  y-angis=a iwinan  a uy-dx=tanat ka
ifHyr  gsm-lack=RESULT one:M AD  take:FT-1S=3PF:DO  NEG2
‘if one is lacking, I shall not take them’ [Paradisi 1960b:81/V-2]

‘if’ (counterfactual)

nok lukdn wa a mmuddn dbffor-i a  -Ce=it
I ififcou DEM:SM AD pray:FT-PTC  behind-1S AD  3SM-eat:FT=3SM:DO
aftw,  ma-edd-§ a mmud-dx s hiddan
fire, =~ NEG-already-NEG2 ~ AD  pray:Fr-1S  with  anyone

‘Me, if the fire would eat the one who prays behind me, I would no more pray
with anybody’ [Paradisi 1960b:80/I1-11]

amur  d-ZiZi-t s aluwal  axér-l-ok ka?

if 2-sell:pv-2s  with  first better-to.2S:ARA  NEG2

‘if you would have sold it first, wouldn't that have been better for you?' [Paradisi
1960b:80/11I-12]

As shown above, in Siwa there exists a distinction between past and non-past
(+ hypothetical) conjunctions. Unfortunately, the form of non-past temporal
subordination is not attested in Sokna, El-Fogaha and Awdjila. Thus, we do
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not know if the subordinator is different from that used in past reference
(Sokna: mani or lamma, Awdjila wenma), or from the conditionals.

Finally, in Ouargla (Eastern Algeria), a unique system is found. Analysis
of Ouargla texts shows that three different groups of ‘when’ conjunctions
are used, distinguishing between past contexts, future contexts and habit-
ual/iterative contexts. The difference between factual and counterfactual
conditionals is not expressed in positive clauses; in negative clauses, the
opposition is maintained. This is summarized in the table below:

When (past) ~ When  When (future) Factual Counterfactual

(habitual)
Positive  sagg, sagga, si makk  mmi, maka(n) matta (ha) matta
Negative matta (ha) mmi
Examples:
‘when’ (past)
sagga  fatr-on, sw-an latay,
when takelunch:pv-3pM  drink:A0-3pM  tea
y-anna=yas argaz=u i illi-s

3SM-say:Pv=3S:10  EL:man=PROX to  daughter-3s
‘when they had taken lunch and tea, the man said to his daughter’ [Delheure
1989a:22]

‘when’ (habitual/iterative)

makk i y-iwad imi n  nohtubat n iggat taddart,
whenever REL 3SM-arrive:Pv  door of threshhold of one:r Eahouse
ad  y-owat taylut

AD  3sM-hit:ao  EL:bag
‘every time he arrived at the entrance door of a house, he would beat the bag’
[Delheure 1989a:334]

‘when’ (future)

mmi t-dur lobyasat=u, ad  sson-a t-lowr-ad
when  3SF-turn:Pv = coin=PROX AD  know:A0-18 2-flee:pv-2s
maka u t-dur, ad ssan-a t-alli-d

when NEG  3SF-turn:NPV  AD know:Ao0-18 2-be:pv-2s
‘when this coin turns around, I shall know that you have fled, when it does not
turn around, I shall know that you are (still there)’ [Delheure 1989a:124]

if” (hypothetical)

matta Sommin n at uzanna, ini=yi

if YOW:F of those.of EA:above say:AO:IPT:S=1S:10

‘if you are from the people from above (i.e. humans), tell me (so)’ [Delheure
1989a:24]
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matta w ayi=t-umin-ad s wawal=iw, at  t-agr-ad
if NEG 1S:I0=2-believe:NPv-2s  with EA:word=1S AD 2-see:A0-2S
‘if you don’t believe my words, you will see’ [Delheure 1989a:22]

‘if’ (counterfactual)

matta  y-agr=ad rabbi, ad y-ass ula d nanna-s
if 3SM-throw:Pv=VENT Lord AD 3sM-eat:AO even PRED mother-3s
‘if the Lord had brought it, he would have eaten even his mother’ [Delheure
1989b:98]

ha mmi ul  li-y eadl-ay loflukat, ini u t-ttiwida-m

see if NEG be:NPV-1S make:Pv-1S boat then NEG 2-arrive:NIPV-2PM
nayr-as

to-3s

‘look, if I had not made the boat, you would not have arrived at his place’ [Del-
heure 1989a:198]

Structurally, the habitual element makk is different from the other con-
junctions, as it is followed by the relative marker i. This suggests that it is
an innovation based on a nominal construction. In fact, makk obviously
consists of two elements, the subordinating element m(i) and the quan-
tifier akk ‘all. The counterfactual shows an unexpected distribution of
morphemes also used for other purposes: the morpheme matta (counter-
factual in positive sentences) is also used to convey factual conditional
meanings (both in positive and in negative sentences), while mmi (coun-
terfactual in negative sentences) also functions as a temporal subordina-
tor with future clauses.

1.2.2  The Impact of Arabic

In spite of the presence of numerous borrowed subordinators (see below),
the impact of Arabic on the Berber systems is rather restricted. As shown
above, Maghribian Arabic systems typically have a merger of past and non-
past temporal subordinators, and often display hypothetical uses of the
counterfactual subordinator, but not the other way round. A large number
of Berber languages, among others Central Moroccan Berber, Tarifiyt and
most dialects of Kabylia, have a four-term system that resembles Classical
Arabic more than dialectal Arabic. I assume that this resemblance is not
due to borrowing.

The Tashelhiyt system bears some similarities to Maghribian Arabic
structures, and may have been inspired by these to some extent. Thus
the existence of a temporal subordinator with both past and future refer-
ence, temporal reference being expressed by differences in verbal aspect,
recalls the Maghribian Arabic system. However, the semantics of iy, which
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expresses both temporal habitual reference as factual conditional, has
no match in most Maghribian Arabic dialects. One notes that in some
Moroccan Arabic dialects there seems to be a scission between past and
non-past uses of the temporal conjunction (Heath 2002:497ff.); in such
cases the non-past element is ila or ida, i.e. the same as the factual condi-
tional; in Muslim dialects this is especially found in the southern half of
Morocco, but attestations have a larger geographical distribution in Jew-
ish dialects (Heath 2002:497). The link with Tashelhiyt is obvious. As the
phenomenon is found in roughly the same region (the southern half of
Morocco) in Berber and in Maghribian Arabic, it is impossible to deter-
mine the source of the innovation.

The situation in eastern Berber does not suggest Arabic influence
either, although more data, both on Berber and on the surrounding Ara-
bic varieties, may shed a different light on this. In Ghadames, only the
counterfactual has a unique subordinator; the other meanings can all be
covered by nkud, even though there exist alternatives. In El-Fogaha, Sokna
and Siwa, there seems to be only one conditional subordinator, which
covers both hypothetical and counterfactual contexts. Siwa distinguishes
between temporal subordinators with past and with non-past reference
(the last one also possible in hypothetic conditionals). This system con-
stitutes almost a mirror image of what is found in Eastern Libyan Arabic,
spoken close to Siwa. This variety of Arabic has a scission between hypo-
thetical and counterfactual conditionals, featuring a dedicated hypotheti-
cal subordinator kdn, as well as a good-for-all conditional lokdn, while
its temporal subordinators occur with both past and non-past reference
(Owens 1984a75ft.).

Lexical influence of Arabic on Berber subordinating conjunctions, on
the other hand, is relatively common. In most languages, at least some
subordinating conjunctions have been taken over from Arabic. The status
of these conjunctions is not everywhere the same. Some conjunctions are
only rarely used—instead other syntactic constructions are preferred, or
the relation is normally left unexpressed and established by pragmatic
inference. Such conjunctions will be called “marked”. Other borrowed
subordinating conjunctions constitute the preferred way of expressing a
certain relation. Such conjunctions will be called “common”.

The difference between “marked” and “common” conjunctions appears
very clearly in the temporal domain. “Common” conjunctions are the rela-
tively unspecific ‘when’ conjunctions treated above, as well as the ‘until’
conjunction. “Marked” conjunctions express anteriority and posteriority
(‘before’ and ‘after’), as well as simultaneity (‘while’). There is certainly
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dialectal variation as to the markedness of one or another conjunction.
Thus a number of varieties have a “common” conjunction for simultane-
ity (e.g. Figuig al), while others prefer constructions without a conjunc-
tion. In many cases, our data do not allow us to distinguish “marked” from
“common” conjunctions.

In addition to the ‘when’ and ‘until’ conjunctions, Maghribian Arabic
has temporal conjunctions which allow speakers to express (and stress)
anteriority, posteriority and simultaneity. Because of this, one could
assume that the “marked” conjunctions in Berber are in fact calques on
Maghribian Arabic usage. This is difficult to prove, as it is not at all evi-
dent that that Maghribian Arabic makes more use of these conjunctions
than Berber.

Lexical influence of Arabic among the “common” temporal conjunc-
tions is relatively low. For the ‘when’ (past) conjunction, a number of east-
ern Berber dialect use a loan from Arabic:

Awdjila  wenma (as well as unborrowed <mmog>)
Sokna  lamma (as well as unborrowed mani)
Siwa fhal (as well as unborrowed afonni and mak, L32)

For the ‘when’ (non-past) conjunction, only one possible loanword is
found: southwestern Central Moroccan Berber (mainly Ntifa), mkan. If
this is a loan, it could stem from Moroccan Arabic kan ‘if’ (counterfactual).
The semantic path from counterfactual to non-past ‘when’ is not evident,
however, and it would be worthwhile considering a Berber-internal expla-
nation (probably featuring the element ku, which in some neighboring
dialects can also be used for non-past ‘when’, e.g. Ayt Hasan, Ennaji 1985).
The other “common” temporal conjunction, ‘until’ is normally expressed
by the Berber preposition ar ~ al, sometimes followed by another particle.
Arabic loans are found occasionally:

Beni Salah  /oatt’a (Laoust 1912)
Senhadja  Ata, hatta (Lafkioui 2007:229, also as a variant in western Tarifiyt)
Ghomara  hatta (Mourigh fc.)

Sometimes a blend of Berber and Arabic is found, as in the western Tari-
fiyt variant htarmi, which is composed of Arabic Ata ‘until’, Berber al ‘until’
and Berber mi ‘when’ (Lafkioui 2007:229).

In a few cases, the historical background of the conjunction cannot be
identified, as in the Lesser Kabyle (Aokas) variant neilma (unidentified
nei + (@)l + ma) and El-Fogaha /3. Otherwise, the ‘until’ conjunctions have
a Berber background.
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Among the “marked” temporal conjunctions, loans from Arabic are
frequently found. Most languages that have a conjunction ‘before’6
use the loan gbal (or a variant). Similarly, ‘after’ is often expressed by
Arabic baed.

Simultaneity presents different facts. In quite a number of Berber vari-
eties, there is a dedicated Berber marker of simultaneity or durativity,
mostly based on ar ~ al (probably not related to the ‘until’ preposition/
conjunction) or ku. In these varieties, one can consider this a “common”
rather than a “marked” conjunction. In other varieties, no simultaneity
marker is attested. Only a few varieties have a loan from Arabic:

Iznasen:  binamma (also mahadd of unclear origin)
Mzab: madam (< Arabic madam ‘still’)

In some Moroccan varieties (Tarifiyt, Zayan), a conjunction mahadd,
mahaond is attested, which looks Arabic because of the consonant 4, but
which does not seem to have a basis in this language. Its origin remains
therefore unclear.

While in temporal subordination Arabic lexical influence is mainly
restricted to “marked” conjunctions, much more is found with condition-
als, especially counterfactuals:

Ghomara ka

Senhadja luk (< Arabic lukan)

Iznasen [lukan, maelok (< Arabic ma eli-k ‘don’t mind’) (also unborrowed malli)
Figuig  aelak (< Arabic ma eli-k ‘don’t mind’) (also unborrowed ammi, amalli)
Kabyle  [lukan (also unborrowed lommar)

Nefusa  [lukan

Awdjila  [ukan (also unborrowed amur)

Sokna  kan (also used as a hypothetical conjunction)

Ouargla matta'” (also used as a hypothetical conjunction, see 11.2.1)

Among factual conditionals, the following Arabic loans are attested:

Figuig mta, matta
Ghadames  ilam, lam (also unborrowed nkud, see 11.2.1)
Nefusa li, lyakana, kan, kana

El-Fogaha kan

16 Alternative expressions do not have a genuine conjunction, it seems. Thus Tashelhiyt
ur ta (Aspinion 1953) means simply ‘not yet’; sentences like ‘before he came, he washed his
hands’ should be understood as ‘he had not yet come and washed his hands’.

17 Possibly this is not a loan from Arabic, but composed of the Berber marker ma fol-
lowed by the pronoun ntta ‘he’.



366 CHAPTER ELEVEN

Sokna kan (also used as a counterfactual conjunction)
Mzab batta, awkan, awakan
Ouargla matta (also used as a counterfactual conjunction, see 11.2.1)

As shown above, there is no reason to assume that the Berber system
of conditionals has undergone much restructuring. Therefore we have
to do with simple insertion of a lexical element. This is also shown by
the aspectual implications of the counterfactual. As mentioned above, in
most Kabyle varieties and in Middle Atlas Berber, the counterfactual con-
junction (lom)mar is followed by a Negative Perfective, as it historically
incorporates the negative particle war. Apparently, the link with war was
forgotten, and the Negative Perfective became one of the markers of the
counterfactual; as a result, in many Kabyle varieties the borrowing lukan
is also followed by a Negative Perfective, e.g.

lukan  y-alhi lhal, y-ili ruh-ay

if 3SM-be.good:NPV  situation, = 3SM-be:a0  go:Pv-18

‘if the weather had been good (Negative Perfective), I would have gone’ [Kabyle,
At Manguellat, Dallet 1982:452)

Purposive constructions are easily expressed without a conjunction by the
use of the non-realized mode with the pre-verbal particle ad. Dedicated
co