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LingAeg 1 (1991), 201-226

Focus, mood, and negative forms:
Middle Egyptian syntactic paradigms and diachrony

Antonio Loprieno, Los Angeles

1 Introduction

In many languages, negative constructions exhibit the tendency to become "fixed" phrases
that cannot be further segmented into their original constituents, thus providing a useful
insight into the history of a linguistic system: they often show the permanence of synthetic
structures that have otherwise been superseded in the corresponding positive paradigms.
This diachronic trend can be easily observed in Hamito-Semitic: e. g., Classical Arabic lam
yaqum# "he didn't stand up," but no positive form *yaqum# "he stood up," the Protosem.
Preterite *ydqum having been superseded in the positive paradigm by the suffix
conjugation Perfect gama; or laysa "not to be," "not to exist," without any positive
counterpart from Protosem. *yt / *y§ "there is, there was," for which the verb kdna is
used!; Amharic negative copula aydolldm "it is not," etymologically the negative form (al-
...-m) of the imperfect of an obsolete root *dbl > *dwl2, etc. Egyptian examples of the
conservative nature of negative compounds are offered by well-known phenomena such as:
(1) the permanence throughout the history of the language of the obsolescent perfective
form sdm.1=f in the negative construction nj sdm.t=f ( > bw-jr.t=f-sdm > ¥in A2TYCOTH);
(2) the maintenance in MEg of the OEg negative particle #j in the compound nj wn.t even

1 Cf. Brockelmann, Grundriss II » §8 56 ff. Similar phenomena can be observed in some Arabic dialects as
well, e.g., Egyptian lissa ma ga-§ "he has not come yet," with lissa "still, yet" < *li-’s-sa‘a "to the
present time” (I thank H. Satzinger for this information) and ma ga-§ "he has not come," ma gi-§ "they
have not come," without imala resp. suffix -m, as opposed to the positive gih, geh "he came" resp. gum
"they came," with ik, eh < a’. Cf. Mitchell, Teach Yourself Colloquial Arabic, 97, 108; Woidich, in:
Handbuch der arabischen Dialekte, 220.

2 Cf. Leslau, Etymological Dictionary of Gurage, 3, 14-15 s.v. ddabbel.
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202 A. Loprieno

after the emergence of nn, cf. nn wn3, and of the OEg "indicative" sdm=f in the negative
past nj sdm=f (3) the morphologization of the otherwise not productive verb p3w "to have
done" in the LEg negative past bw-pw=f-sdm; (4) the endurance of the Negatival comple-
ment of jrj (*jarew) down to Coptic FTIWP, etc. A theoretical treatment of this issue has
been presented by E. S. Meltzer4, who — expanding on S. Groll's observations> — discri-
minates between the three categories of "free," "fixed," and "bound" negatives: originally
free negative constructions, in which a negative morpheme (e.g. nj) modifies a positive
string of the language (e.g. sdm=f), tend to become syntactically fixed constructions once
the negative particle and the VP are perceived as representing a new syntactic unit, different
from the mere juxtaposition of its two components (MEg nj-sdm=f # OEg nj + sdm=f),
and eventually prosodically bound, in which case the original morphological components
often no longer survive as productive units within the synchronic system of the language
(nj-sdm=f > bw-pw=f-sdm, but *pw=f sdm; nj-sdm.t=f > FN2TICOTH, but *sdm.t=f,
*»TGcwWTHM). This diachronic process can often result in a lexicalization, as in MEW2K (<
bw-rh=k < nj rh=k) "perhaps."6

But fixed negative constructions are not the only structure to exhibit the tendency to
syntactic conservatism: the same feature is shared by the so-called "thetic" sentence, in
which — other than in the "categorical" sentence — there is no actual Predicate affirming or
denying a quality of a well-defined and recognized Subject: rather, an entity or a state of
affairs are presented as a whole: "there is water," "it rains," Peas. Ry zj pw wn.w, etc.’
From a semantic or pragmatic viewpoint, while categorical sentences display a subject or
topic about which some state of affairs is predicated, thetic sentences are simple assertions
containing one global message, rather than a subject qualified by a predicate, or of a topic
followed by a comment. However, the surface structure of these sentences will perforce
have to exhibit all the necessary syntactic components of a well-formed unit of the
language: hence, in some languages, the presence of semantically or pragmatically irrelev-
ant units such as "there," the dummy "it," etc. A clear example of the conservatism of thetic
constructions in Egyptian is offered by the survival of the LEg Cleft sentence NP p3/13/n3-

3 Edel, AdG, § 979A.
4 Meltzer, in: L'Egyptologie en 1979, 1, 49-51.
5 Groll, Orientalia 44 (1975), 126-128.

6 For a similar type of lexicalization in Semitic cf. Akkadian ul idi, Ge‘ez énda‘i, Amh. "énga "(it is) not
my knowledge" > "perhaps": Brockelmann, Grundriss I, § 253; Grundriss II, §§ 21 £.

7 The best recent treatment of this question is by Sasse, Linguistics 25, 3 (1987), 511-580, who offers a
theoretical analysis as well as many examples drawn from different languages: cf. especially 511-530 for the
historical and terminological discussion. For a typological application cf. Pennacchietti, forthcoming (in:
Atti della 5. Giornata Comparatistica Nazionale, Perugia 1989).
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Focus, mood, and negative forms 203

j.sdm(=f) in the Coptic grammaticalized "simple survivance"8 0YC2\M€ TENTXCM00YTT]
"it is a woman who killed him."? Generally, the pw-insertion represents in Egyptian the
most typical syntactic device of a thetic sentence, from the simple Pred-pw structure to the
very complex embedding of an AdvS as Pred of a bipartite sentence with "dummy" pw10;
‘in these cases, it is the whole sentence that represents something pragmatically new, and
not just the comment of an informationally known topic, as in the case of categorical
statements. This is why our translations make recourse to paraphrases such as "What
happened is that ...," "C'est que ...," "Es ist ndmlich so, daB ...," or to the use of an
adverbial actualizer, which emphasizes the cotextual unpredictability of the posited entity or
eventll:

(1 pWestcar 6, 5-6 nh3w pw nj mfk3.t m3.t hr.w hr mw
"What happened is that a jewel of new malachite has fallen into the water," or else "A
jewel of new malachite has just fallen into the water."

2) Urk. V 53, 1-2 wnn §w pw hr jrj.t jmj.t-prw n gbb
"Cela signifie que Shou est en train de faire un acte de transfert en faveur de Geb."12

3) Pyr. 763 c-d  h3 NN pw ‘h* NN pn hr ns.t=k pnt ‘nh.w §.t=k pw jr h3t(j).w=sn
"Ho, King NN! You shall sit on your seat in front of the living: this means that your
ruthlessness will be at their hearts."13

The thetic nature of the pw-sentences is also the reason why they appear so frequently in
mythological and medical texts: aetiologies and diagnoses constitute in fact global judg-
ments rather than categorical statements about defined subjects:

4) CTIV 286a-28%  zj pw mjw 3 r‘w pw ds=f
dd.n.t(w) mjw r=f m dd sj3 r=f
jn mjw sw m nn jrr(.w)=f

8 Polotsky, Orientalia 31 (1962), 413-430. Cf. now the complete theoretical setting in id., Grundlagen
des koptischen Satzbaus, 105-127.

9 Cf. the recent discussions by Satzinger, in: Studies Polotsky, 480-505 and Callender, Studies in the
Nominal Sentence, 61ff. I shall return to this problem below.

10 Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 37 ff.

1 Cf. Sasse, Linguistics 25, 3 (1987), 519: "On the whole, all languages can be shown to use strategies
which help diminish the grammatical predicativity of thetic sentences by nominalization, incorporation,
intonation, and similar devices which blur the strict subject-predicate division of corresponding categorical
sentences.” In this respect, jw a typical categorical, and not thetic marker in Egyptian (pace ibid., 576): cf.
§ 5 below.

12 vernus, in: L’Egyptologie en 1979, 1, 85.

13 Allen, in: Crossroad, 14.
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204 A. Loprieno

bpr rn=f pw n(j) mjw
"Who is this great cat? — It is Ra himself. He was named 'cat' when Sia said about him: 'Ts
he (really) a cat in what he does?' This is how his name of 'cat' came about."14

(5)  pRamesseum IV C 18-19 jir g3‘=f st m(w)t=f pw jr [ ‘m=f] st ‘nh=f pw
"Wenn er es erbrechen wird, so bedeutet es, daf3 er sterben wird; wenn [er] es [schlucken
wird], so bedeutet es, daf er leben wird."

(6) pBerlin 3038, 194 jr d‘=s nj msj=s pw
"Wenn sie Winde 148t, so bedeutet es, daf3 sie nicht gebidren wird."15

It is the compound of predicate and subject that constitutes here the scope of the thetic
diagnosis, as opposed to a categorical sentence like nj msj=s, in which a specific relation
between a predicate (msj)) of a recognized subject (=s) is denied (nj). One may compare the
structural similarity between the pw- (thetic) and the jn- (cleft) sentencel®, both belonging
to the it is...that-type, the main difference being that in the latter the presupposition appears
as an essential semantic component of the sentence, whereas in the former the message
stands alone, covering the whole sentence — except for the semantically insignificant, but
grammatically required dummy subject. Hence the difficulty of Egyptologists in dealing
with the markedness of the pw-constructions: because of the structural similarity with the
unmarked nominal sentence, the bipartite thetic judgment will be treated as a type of regular
Pred-Subj structure at the syntactic level, but as a special predicate-only resp. focus-only
structure at the semantic resp. pragmatic level. The marked pw-sentence is a thetic sentence
in which the conveyed message is in fact the unexpected identity between two NPs — cf.
example (3): ['=]prea [INN, hrw prj m §nt]Arguments — Whereas in the jn-sentence the
focalization invests the subject of a deep-structurally verbal, or better categorical sentence.
Obviously, their pragmatic performance turns out to be relatively similar, but by no means
identical.l”

In this paper I would like to speculate on the contribution that the study of OEg and
MEg negative and thetic constructions can offer to a better understanding of two seemingly
unrelated problems of Egyptian grammar: a morphological one, i.e., the relationship

14 Cf. Doret, RAE 41 (1990), 55.
15 Westendorf, GMT, §§ 205, 346.
16 A detailed analysis of this problem is offered by E. Doret in this same volume.

17 Cf. Sasse, Linguistics 25, 3 (1987), 571-573 on the difference between a sentence with focalized subject
(Eg. jn), where the predicate is still required, although pragmatically presupposed, and a thetic statement
(Eg. pw-actualizer), in which the subject itself is cotextually new within the communicative whole. A very
fine Egyptological analysis of this difference can be found in Satzinger, in: Studies Polotsky, 497, who
underscores the fact that focalization with jn invests the subject of a "deep-structurally verbal” (I would
prefer the term: categorical) sentence.
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Focus, mood, and negative forms 205

between Prospective and Subjunctive, and a syntactic/pragmatic one, i.e., the presence or
absence of focal stress in the AdvP of a Complex Adverbial Sentence.

2 Leftward movement

Although the monolithic view which does not allow for any major typological layers in the
emergence of the Classical system is still defended, sometimes with apodictic vigor!8, it
seems to me relatively clear that by the end of the OK the Egyptian verbal system under-
went two interrelated evolutions: (a) a more or less significant reduction of its grammatical
inventory — explicit evidence being offered, e.g., by the merging of "Prospective" and
"Subjunctive” into the MEg "prospective sdm=f"1% and by the obsolescence of the
"indicative" sdm=f20; (b) the systematic transposition of verbal forms into nominal resp.
adverbial functions with the dramatic decrease of non-transpositional VPs — what we are
now accustomed to call the "Polotskyan" or "Standard Theory". Historically and
typologically, it is difficult to decide whether (a) precedes (b), (b) precedes (a), or the two
are concomitant?!: influenced as I am by Givén’s theory of syntacticization as a diachronic
process?2, whereby tight syntax finds its origin in discourse constraints, I tend to view
these progressive constraints on syntactic freedom as the cause eventually leading to a
reduction of morphological variety. Ideally, in classical literary Egyptian the choice of a
specific verbal form becomes predictable solely on the basis of its corresponding syntactic
function. But as I have tentatively discussed elsewhere, the global "standardization" of
Egyptian syntax and the distribution of verbal forms in nominal vs. adverbial is a
progressive phenomenon that is likely to have found its origin in one specific opposition,
namely the alternation between marked and unmarked sdm=f, because this is the only
manifest one at the morphological level 23

18 Shisha-Halevy, Orientalia 58 (1989), 251; Satzinger, WZKM 79 (1989), 202 ff.
19 Schenkel, BiOr 42 (1985), 485 ff.
20 Kammerzell, GM 102 (1988), 41-57.

21 For a discussion cf. Harris, in: Recent Developments in Historical Phonology, 159-172. Hock,
Principles of Historical Linguistic, 366 ff. applies the teleological concept of simultaneous "conspiracy"
of more than one factor in explaining syntactic change.

22E.g., Givén, On Understanding Grammar, 207 ff.

23 I have recently observed that this is also the approach taken by current research in historical linguistics;
e.g. Hock, Principles of Historical Linguistic, 378: "The sweeping generalizations which we can so often
notice by comparing different chronological stages of a given language seem to result from a sometimes
very long and complex series of extensions, none of which, taken by itself, is really 'sweeping'." Cf.
example (48) in § 5 below for an analogically motivated non-paradigmatic reduplication.
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206 A. Loprieno

A certain number of phenomena of Egyptian language history document the trans-
ition involved in this process. Consider, e.g., sentences (7) - (9), which are cases of
apparent inversion, with a focalized AdvP occupying a syntactic position that in the
paradigm of the classical language belongs to a NP24, as opposed to the regular patterns
(10) - (12), in which the focalization invests the comment of an AdvS:

(7)  Pyr.562 a-cN jw m dd.t hnw.t=j mrw.t NN sm.t NN

jw m dd.t haw.t(=j) sm NN jm3.t NN m h.t n(j).t ntr.w
"In your very act of giving, 0 my mistress, resides the love of the King and the help of the
King; in your very act of giving, o my mistress, resides the help of the King and the
graciousness of the King in the company of the Gods."2

®) Pyr. 671 a-b 1w ttw tnj Sm=k ‘h* n NN
"Serpent, serpent, where are you going? Wait for the King!"

9) Pyr. 681 a-b  tn(j) hrw prj m $nt

mk NN NN pw hrw prj m $nt
"Where is Horus who escaped from the serpent?
Here is the King: He is Horus who escaped from the serpent.”

(10) Pyr.560c wnm NN jr dd=k
"The King eats according to your giving."

(11)  Pyr.914cN  Sm=ktnj §m NN jrp.t
"Where are you going? The King is going to heaven."

(12) Ti111 jw b3.t(j) tn(j)
"Where is the shepherd?"”

How are we to explain the leftward movement of the AdvP in cases such as (7) - (9)? We
can of course invoke "emphasis," but this term has come to indicate so many contradictory
concepts in Egyptological linguistics that one would feel compelled to specify each time
what type of emphasis (topical, focal, etc.) we are referring to. Moreover, in the standard
analysis of an AdvS the rhematic AdvP is supposed to be the element upon which the
attentional stress is laid anyway: what need is there to "emphasize"” it via thematization?

- An answer to this question can be reached by observing the syntactic behavior of
the only Egyptian binary construction in which a pragmatic stress unequivocably lies upon
the first of the two components, i.e., the Cleft sentence, both the variety introduced by jn /

24 Cf. the examples and the discussion by Allen, Inflection of the Verb, §§ 219, 243 and n. 158 p. 523.

25 The presence of the vocative hnw.t=j immediately following the verbal form makes it less likely for
mrw.t NN sm.t NN to be the object of dd=¢ (according to the jw-@-AdvP pattern).
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Focus, mood, and negative forms 207

independent pronoun and the LEg variety with copula p3, for which structural antecedents
in the classical language can be established (s. infra). In these patterns, the first element is
the Focus, i.e., the pragmatically promoted element of the utterance, whereas the second is
presented as its Presupposition, i.e., its pragmatically demoted component2S. Example (9)
is particularly interesting: the NP NN pw in the answer is in paradigmatic relation with the
focal adverb n(j) in the question. Hrw prj m $nt "Horus who escaped from the serpent,"”
is clearly a presupposition already stored in the experience of the speaker, rather than a
simple subject, which would have probably been resumed by a pronoun in the second
hemistich. Ergo, the first element of the sentence (i.e., "Where" in the question and "the
King" in the answer) is the pragmatic Focus, not simply the syntactic predicate of the
sentence — an identification which is by no means automatic2? and is in fact reversed in the
following example?8:

(13) CTI44a-b prim$ntt prjm3ntt hrw pw prj m §nt.t
"Come out from the dispute, come out from the dispute, for even Horus came out of the
dispute!"

This passage is interesting for two reasons: first, because in the second hemistich S10C
displays a variant with focal independent pronoun (swt hrw prj m $nt.t), thus offering
further cogency to the case for a paradigmatic relation between Jn- and (some) pw-
constructions; and second, because it exhibits a VP-predicate (i.e., the imperative prjm
Snt.r) demoted to the rank of presupposition in the immediately following portion of
discourse (i.e., the NS hrw pw prj m $nt.t), while still keeping of course, semantically,
full predicative function. Therefore, we are led to posit for the sentence pattern NN pw
sdm(.wl.t)=f of the early stages of Egyptian the same complementary distribution of
pragmatic "markedness" vs. "unmarkedness" that characterizes LEg NP p3/t3/n3-
j.sdm(=f)?%: both conceal either a Focus-copula-Presupposition (= Cleft Sentence) or a
Pred-copula-Subj (= Nominal Sentence) construction. A structurally opposite analysis is
called for by example (12): here we have an interrogative adverb, which should be an
emphasized AdvP (i.e., a focus) per definitionem, as predicate of a Jw-sentence, although

26 Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 48 ff. Cf. now Doret, RdE 40 (1989), 59 ff.

27 Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 28 ff. This has been an area of (sometimes mainly terminological) disagree-
ment between my friend F. Junge and me for some time, periodically emerging in written form: cf. now
Junge, "Emphasis" and sentential meaning, 42-79.

28 Cf. the discussion of this example and of the paradigmatic relation between the independent pronoun and
the Noun + pw construction by Doret, RAE 40 (1989), 58.

29 For a very insightful analysis see Satzinger, in: Studies Polotsky, 485 ff.
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208 A. Loprieno

this is not the expected norm in the classical language;3? in this syntactic surrounding, the
standard theory would rather predict the use of a wnn-form.3!

It appears, therefore, that in older Egyptian focalization is still — at least partially —a
free phenomenon, possibly conveyed by suprasegmental features in the case of an other-
wise unmarked syntactic structure like the nominal sentence Pred-Subj, or even by the
leftward movement of an AdvP in the case of an adverbial sentence Topic-Comment, an
extraposition which on the contrary is subject to severe restrictions in the classical paradigm
(see § 3 below). How not to recognize in this evolution the effects of a Systemzwang
whereby all AdvP — whether "background,” "comment," or "focus" — are progressively
confined to the rhematic position?

3 Focus

Let us now consider example (14), in which we observe another case of leftward move-
ment of a focal AdvP ("Why?"):

(14) CTOI2021  hr jsst jrj tm=k wnm(.w) hs zwr(.w) wzs.t n Swj.t hrw wd‘w
"Why don’t you eat faeces and drink urine for the emptiness of Horus and Seth?"

as opposed to the more regular pattern (15), a typical example of Complex adverbial
sentence:

(15) CTV93c-d wd=jsw jrf32 tn(w)
dd=k sw m wz§.wt=s
"Where should I put it? You should put it into her bilge-water."33

We encounter here another example of the phenomenon observed in § 2: that in older texts,
the interrogative adverb can undergo focal extraposition, adopting the Focus—Presuppo-
sition sequence of the Cleft Sentence:

30 Cf. Junge, Syntax, § 7.1.

31 Polotsky, Transpositions, § 3.8.3.3. Locus classicus is Sin. B 43-44 wnn jr=f t3 pf mj-m m-pmt=f
"How is this land without him?" But the counterevidence, although not frequent, is by no means
exceptional: for other examples of jw-sentences in which the predicate is an interrogative construction cf. P.
Vernus’ article in this same volume.

32 This is a "synchronically ananalizable morph" respresenting in the CT a particularly frequent constituent
of focal cotexts, such as the interrogative pattern and the Cleft sentence: cf. Shisha-Halevy, JAOS 106
(1986), 641-658, especially 650 for this example.

33 Cf. Polotsky, Orientalia 38 (1969), 474.
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(16) CTV8d-90aTiC jn-mjrfziy=fn=ndp.t pn (sic)
Jnn=k sd pw n(j) znmm.ty dj<.n>=k sw m ph.wj=s(j)
swt z3.y=f s(j)
""Who will protect for us this boat?' — 'Now, you shall fetch the tail of the znmm.ty-animal
and put it in her stern. This is what will protect her'."

This confirms the observation that in the linguistic stage from Pyr. through CT the pragm-
atic movement of focalization is still relatively free, the sequence Focus-Presupposition
being marked as opposed both to the unmarked Topic-Comment sequence of the AdvS — in
which case we have a structure AdvP-NP as in (14) instead of the regular structure NP-
AdvP as in (15) — and to the unmarked Pred-Subj sequence of the NS — in which case we
find the nominal Focus in thematic position as in (8), where the pattern is syntactically
identical to the unmarked sequence, or in (16), where the focalized Subj34 is extraposed.
That this analysis is correct is shown by the existence, down to the classical language, of
two different, yet related phenomena:

(a) the paradigmatic relation between patterns with and without jn, e.g. in the CT35,
which seems to point to the existence of either a type of Cleft sentence without jn and
without pw, marked just by the fronting of the focalized Subj, or to the non-focal character
of some of the jn-constructions, especially with independent pronouns in a hierarchy of
predictability36;

(b) the syntagmatic relation between a focalized AdvP and a following main
sentence, in cases in which extraposed prepositional constructions precede a non-
transpositional AdvS37, as in (17), or a VS, as in (18):

(17) Adm. 14,14 myj-m jrf zj nb hr sm3 sn=f
"Why then is everyone killing his brother?"

(18) Peas.B 1, 78-80 m mrr=k m3=j snb.kw
swdf=k sw ‘3 nn wib r dd.t(j)=f nb.t
Jjn-mrw.t wn=f hr dd

34 Cf. Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 49-50.
35 Cf. Loprieno, in: SAK. Beihefte 3 (1988), 77-98; Doret, RdE 40 (1989), 54 ff.

36 cf. e.g. CT V 102 a-b jn-m tr k(w) jj — jnk hk3.y "Who are you who have come?" — "I am a magi-
cian.” I am confident that not even Junge (pace Emphasis and sentential meaning, 21 ff.) would want to
interpret the pragmatic distribution of foci in this dialogue as "Who are you who have come?" — "The
magician, that's me."

37 The linguistic and philological difficulties of the concept of "adverbial transposition” within the frame of
the standard theory, especially as concerns substitution, is being revised by M. Collier in a series of
interesting articles: cf. Collier, JEA 76 (1990), 73-85.
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210 A. Loprieno

gr jh jnj.t(w) n=n mdw=f m zh3 sdm=n st
"If you really wish to see me happy, you shall keep him here without answering to any-
thing he may say; in order to keep him talking, be silent, and let his speech be brought to us
in writing, that we may hear it."

4 Mood

Let us now return to examples (14) - (16) and consider more closely the morphology of the
verbal forms exhibited in these sentences. Example (14) displays tm=k wnm(.w) hs
zwr(.w) wzs.t, negative counterpart of a nominal form; but in example (15), wd=j has to
be a "prospective" (wdj.w=/)38, whereas dd=k is clearly the present emphatic; in example
(16) both syntax (= Cleft sentence structure) and morphology (= the ending .y) concur to
characterize the form z3.y=f < z3j again as prospective.3® While on the one side the
similarity of function between the emphatic jrr=f and the prospective jrj.w=f, on the other
side the possibility of independent uses of the subjunctive jw.r=f have been established0,
the prospective being inter alia the perfective counterpart of the emphatic as nominal
transposition4!, the subjunctive the 1st and 3rd person counterpart of the imperative42,
there are still many problems that await clarification:

(a) the semantic relation between prospective and subjunctive;

(b) the relation between the two OEg paradigms (prospective / subjunctive) and the unitary
MEg prospective sdm=f;

(c) the existence of autonomous future circumstantial transpositions.

38 vs. "emphatic" wdd=j and "subjunctive" dj=j: for the morphology of this verb cf. Allen, Inflection of
the Verb, §§ 164 ff., 390.

39 Cf. Schenkel, BiOr 42 (1985), 488-490.

40 Polotsky, Transpositions, § 2.7 and Allen, Inflection of the Verb, §§ 364 ff. for a detailed analysis of
the distribution of inflected forms.

41 Incomprehensible remain to me the arguments of Satzinger, BiOr 44 (1987), 619; WZKM 79 (1989),
207 against my view (Loprieno, Verbalsystem) that prospectivity is a subcategory of perfectivity, a con-
nection that I am by no means alone in seeing perspicuously documented both in Egyptian and in many
other languages. The fact that perfectivity inevitably contains the closure marker is exactly the reason why
this concept can englobe prospectivity as one of its subcategories, the latter displaying the closure marker at
its beginning rather than at its end.

42 Allen, Inflection of the Verb, §§ 255 f. Cf., e.g., Pyr. 1160b-61Y" dd dd ntt jm=k dd(.w) jw.tt bwt ntr
znt maw(.w) j.nd.i(j)=j jm=k dd(.w) wj jnk z3=k jnk jw‘w "Speaker, say what exists, but do not say
what does not exist: God abominates doing violence to the words. I shall be greeted: do not speak of me, for
I am your son, I am the heir." The close connection between Subjunctive and Imperative is also very
evident in the negative forms, cf. § 5 below.
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Focus, mood, and negative forms 211

These three questions are closely interrelated, and in the light of the former paragraphs I
would like to argue that allowing for a more complex interplay of syntactic and pragmatic
functions in earlier stages of Egyptian as opposed to the more rigid syntactic codification of
the classical literary language can take care of some of these problems. First of all, the
category of non-realized perfectivity (as opposed to the theoretical 1:1 correspondence in
the "imperfective") seems to have plenty of nominal, but no autonomous adverbial forms:
apparently, the unmarked (circumstantial) sdm=f is used for all tenses, whereas circum-
stantial uses of both prospective and subjunctive are somewhat opaque, being limited for
the former to the one PT-example in a jw-sentence, and for the latter to the clause of
purpose, whose adverbial character looks very clear at the theoretical level43 but requires
supplementary comments because of its negation with #m in Classical Egyptian®. While it
is of course possible to allow for a NP with adverbial function (one need only think of the
use of nouns as AdvPs), prospective and subjunctive themselves have primarily nominal,
but also independent functions:

NOMINAL FUNCTIONS INDEPENDENT USES
PROSPECTIVE (a) as NP of complex AdvS (a) after negative nj
(b) in balanced sentences (b) as passive form

(c) in Cleft sentences

(d) as object of verbs of
wish (e.g., mryj)

(e) after prepositions

SUBJUNCTIVE (a) as object of verbs of (a) after negative nj (zp)
command (e.g., rdj)
(b) in clauses of purpose (b) in optative/jussive
(negation with jm, cf. § sentences (negation with
5) jm, cf. § 5)

43 Cf. the discussion of purpose clauses as "oblique” (i.e., adverbial) clauses in Palmer, Mood and
Modality, 172 ff.

44 Allen, Inflection of the Verb, §§ 285-290; Edel, AdG, §§ 1108, 1116; Gardiner, EG, § 347, 4. Cf.
also § 5 below.
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Thus, the label "nominal" appears insufficient to describe the full range of their functions as
well as their reciprocal connection with the nominal form par excellence, i.e., the emphatic
sdm=f, the more so since some features, like the negation with jm, are common to both
nominal and independent uses. Each of the following tentative hypotheses is meant to
suggest the possibility that other oppositions (beside the syntactic — "nominal" vs. "adver-
bial" — and the temporal/aspectual — "unmarked" vs. "prospective") played a role in the
paradigm of these forms in the earlier stage of Egyptian:

(a) The Prospective is more "presuppositional” than the Emphatic, and tends to be
preceded or followed by a Focus (in the future Cleft sentence resp. in the Complex AdvS);
the Emphatic is more "topical" than the Prospective, and tends to be followed by a
Comment. Let us consider this CT-passage43:

(19) CT V 92 f-g "To what should I fasten it? — To the haunches that separate the
shanks." :

T1C  s:mny(=j) sw jrf hr jS§st - hr mn.tj wp.K(j) hnd.wj
Sqi1Sq s:mn.w(=j) sw jr(j) hr jist - hr mn.tj wp.t(j) hnd.wj
SqaSq scmnw(=j) sw jr(j) hr jS[...couuueenen. Ip.t(j) hnd.wj
SqiC s:mu.y[eees ... Jhr jSst - Ar[eieieiiieenenans 1, VSs.

MC  s:mn(=j) sw jrf hr j$st - smn=k sw hr wp.t hnd.y

In the variants with AdvP-Focus, in which the focus-only answer consists of an AdvP, the
verbal forms display the prospective w-suffix; on the contrary, in the only case in which
the answer is represented by a complete topic-comment sentence, the verbal form does not
display the w-suffix and is probably to be analyzed as emphatic sdm=f.

(b) Being more presuppositional, the Prospective appears more often in marked
(e.g., interrogative) sentences (with a sequence Focus-Presupposition if Focus = NP as in
T1C, vs. Presupposition-Focus if Focus = AdvP as in T;Be, cf. however § 3)46, the

Emphatic in categorical statements (as in the answer to this question, preserved only in
T1C)472

45 Cf. Polotsky, Orientalia 38 (1969), 473.

46 In this context it is interesting to note that interrogative sentences in Egyptian also display a formal
marker of their focal character, i.e., the introductory particle jn: Loprieno, in: SAK. Beihefte 3 (1988), 77
ff.

47 As is frequently the case in the CT, answers do not always semantically correspond to the preceding
questions in the same coffin. As I have already written in the case of another contrastive analysis based on
CT-testimonies (Loprieno, in: SAK. Beihefte 3 [1988], 77 ff.), I am of course aware of the fact that plain
mistakes have indeed abundantly intervened into the transmission of the CT, but I think that in many cases
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(20) CT V 90 e-f48

T:C  jn-m jrf jn(j.w)=f n=k 5(j) hn‘=j "Who should bring her to you with me?"
SqiC  jnn=j n=k s(j) jrf hn‘-m "With whom shall I bring her to you?"
TiBe jn(j.w)=j n=k s(j) jrf hn‘-m "With whom should I bring her to you?", wvs.

T1C  jan=k s(j) hn* nfr ntr.w "You shall bring her with the best of the Gods."
SqiC jnn=k n=j s5(j) hn* nfr ngr.w "You shall bring her to me with the best of the Gods."
TiBe jnn=k n=js(j) hn’ nfr ... "You shall bring her to me with the best ..."

(¢) The relative frequency of a Prospective in the (1st person) question as opposed
to an Emphatic in the (2nd person) answer — cf. examples (15) - (19) - (20) — and the
paradigmatic relation between Subjunctive and Imperative as independent VPs would
suggest that modality*® may be originally a relevant category in the alternation between
Prospective, Subjunctive and Emphatic. In the classical system, where all forms are
syntactically bound, Prospective and Subjunctive merge as "grammatical” mood (i.e.,
determined primarily by the syntactic environment) in what we call the MEg "prospective
sdm=f" (whose morphological paradigm also represents a juxtaposition of the two, comb-
ining prospective — e.g., the sporadic w > y-suffix in the 3.inf. — and subjunctive features
— e.g., the z-suffix in jnj and jwj). Here are some grammatical elements whose presence
suggests a “modal" reading of the early opposition between Subjunctive and Empbhatic:

(aa) Questions are per definitionem more modal than answers3%: in the history of
Egyptian one can detect persuasive examples of this higher "modality," e.g., in the
functional evolution experienced by the Greek particle p in its adoption in Coptic (MH): it
represents in Greek the modal counterpart of o0 (x), being used with imperative, subjunct-
ive and optative’!; in questions it is used whenever a negative answer is expected, but in
Coptic it looses its modal features, becoming a sheer marker of rhetoric question’2,

(bb) Prospective and Subjunctive are used as objects of different types of verbs: of
wish for the former, e.g., mrj vs. of command for the latter, €.g. rdj, thus showing their

the testimonies, even if philologically incorrect, can provide useful insights into the linguistic categories of
the language, since in many instances the resulting text is (re)organized within a new specific cotext.

48 Polotsky, Orientalia 38 (1969), 473.

491 rely on the recent analysis by Palmer, Mood and Modality.
30 Ibid., 30 £., 81.

31 Ibid., 41 f.

52 Cf. the discussion by Horn, Untersuchungen, 137.
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potential syntactic independence as VPs33. This is not the case with the Emphatic, which
cannot be the direct object of such a verb4, while it can indeed, needless to say, represent
the substantivization of a jw-sentence3. A short explanation may be in order here: js,
much like pw (§ 3), is a marker of theticity rather than of modality. In fact, "explanation" is
one of the most typical domains for thetic expressions®®, in which both subject and
predicate convey cotextually new information and are actualized via a pronoun (>
eventually conjunction) such as wnt/ntt or a particle such as js:

(21) CTI128c-29a B1P sdm=sn dd.t=f nb.t nfr m hrww pn

ntt swt js Sw.t tw pw wbn.t m 13-ntr
"May they hear all the good things he says on this day, i.e., that he owns this feather which
appears in God's land."57

(22) Pyr. 1862 a-bN dd=tn hr r‘w wnt=f jj(.w) m ntr
"You will say to Re that he has come as God."

53 Cf. the distribution of iubeo + Indicative vs. impero + subjunctive in Latin.

54 Loprieno, GM 102 (1988), 68 ad Doret, Narrative Verbal System, 49-50. 1 do not understand any of
the arguments by Satzinger, WZKM 79 (1989), 217 {. against my generalization that in all cases in which
an Emphatic appears to be used as object of a verb of wish or command, it is in fact the complex AdvS that
represents its object:

(1) we would definitely not expect js in a sentence like Urk. I 301, 3-6, since this particle introduces only
"assertive" object sentences introduced by verbs such as rh or dd: cf. Gilula, JEA 57 (1971), 16 £.; Allen,
GM 32 (1979), 8-9; id., in: Crossroad, 17-18. Therefore, js is a metalinguistic operator: dd=j "X" vs.
wd=j X. Cf. Horn, A Natural History of Negation, 379-82.

(2) as far as the "inhaltliche Auffassung” is concerned, I believe that by now it should be opinio communis
that the presence of a marked form is dictated in the classical literary language by the syntactic presence of
an AdvP as rheme, and surely not always by its actual pragmatic focality: Urk. I 301, 3-5 jw wd.n hm(=j)
srr=f jrr=f qd m zp3.wt (j)ptn bft wd=k jrr=f m whm(.w)=k "My Majesty commanded that he become an
official and that he acquire a good reputation in these nomes in accordance with your command that he be
your herold," i.e.:

(@) wd + [S4]

(b) [S1] - [srr=f, jrr=f qd m zp3.wt jptn]NP [hft wd=k + [S2]]AdvP
(©) [S2] - [rr=fINp [m whm.w=k]AdvP

(3) for a possible answer to Satzinger’s question about the (semantic?) reason for the presence of an
Emphatic jrr=fin this example cf. (cc) below.

55 E.g. Urk. 1 61, 14 sk hm rh.t(j) mrr(=j) tw « *sk hm rh.tj [jw mrj=j tw]. For a somewhat different
approach cf. J. Allen's article in this same volume.

56 Sasse, Linguistics 25, 3 (1987), 566.

57 Doret, RAE 40 (1989), 59; cf. also id., RdE 41 (1990), 50.
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(23) Pyr. 1490 a dd=k wnn js NN <p>nm ‘b=sn
"You will say that this King will be among them."

But with epistemic or deontic verbs>® such as wd, mrj, rdj, etc., the embedded sentence
represents itself the scope of the modal verb: it does not need any actualizer nor is it
introduced by js59.

(cc) In the formation period of the literary language, the Emphatic progressively
becomes syntactically bound as NP, but it still keeps clear memories of early modal
functions:

(24) Urk.1223,17 - 224,3 Jrmt.w nb Sm.w m-hd jw(.w) m-hnt ‘nh n=tn nzw
‘nh n=tn ntr ni(j) tn pr=f dd=tn n(=j)  h(n)q.t m ntt m-‘=tn_f331=tn] m ‘wj=tn
wdn=tn m r'=tn

"0 everyone who goes north or who comes south, as the King lives for you, as the god
whom you worship lives for you, give me bread and bier from your possession, whether
you bring it with your hands or you offer it orally."60

(25) Heqanakhte I, 5 dd=sn st jm gr
"They shall also use it there" (with 3rd person jussive)

(26) HeqanakhteI, 17 dd=k n=f hq3.t 8 m jtj-mhj n 3bd
"You shall give him 8 /g3.t of lower Egyptian barley a month," and even

(27) Heqanakhte I, vs. 15 dd=j-wg n=k hr-jh
"Why do I have to punish you?" (with 1st person "compulsive"61), down to the famous

(28) Sin. B 236 jrr hm=k m mrr=f
"Let Your Majesty act as it pleases him" (with 2nd person "hortative.")

(dd) An opposition between a "mood of command" (Subjunctive) vs. a "mood of
wish" (Prospective) is suggested by the different behavior of these two forms with passive.

58 Palmer, Mood and Modality, 51 fE. resp. 96 ff.
59 Cf. Gardiner, EG, § 442.1.

60 Edel, AdG, § 505 already noticed: "Varianten zu dieser Formel [scil.: with emphatic sdm=f] haben
ddk3tn m r’tn wdnw m “tn [...], ersetzen also die geminierende Form durch die sdmk3f-Form bezw. durch
den Imperativ.”

6l cf, contrastively the "advisory" use of the 1st person Prospective in example (15) above.
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While in the latter, which is per se a perfective form, diathesis remains predictably
unmarked, passivity being itself, like prospectivity, a subcategory of perfectivity®2:

(29) Pyr. *1969b-1970b s:p3.w (j)r=f NN m j$st
jnj.k3.t(j) n=k [hn]w (...) s:p3=k jm
""With what will the King be caused to fly?' — Let the hnw-bark be brought to you (...). It

ro1n

is with it that you shall be caused to fly'.

the former undergoes the #j- > tw-insertion, thus showing its closer connection with active
"factuality" or "factivity" as opposed to the diathetically more neutral "wish" or "expect-
ation" typical for the prospectives3:

(30) Pyr. 1160b-61F dd dd ntt jm=k dd(.w) jw.tt bwt ntr zn.t mdw(.w)

j.nd.(j)=j jm=k dd(.w) wj jnk z3=k jnk jw‘w
"Speaker, say what exists, but do not say what does not exist: the God abominates doing
violence to the words. I shall be greeted: do not speak of me, for I am your son, I am the
heir.”

(31) Pyr. 1253M dj=t ‘‘wj=t(j) jr NN hms NN jmjw.t(j) ntr.wj 3.w(j)
hant s.wt NN
Szp.t(j) ‘=f jr sh.t htp  hms NN m-m sb3.w jmj.w p.t
"May you give your arms to the King, that he may sit between the two Great Gods, his
places being to the front; let his arm be taken to the Field of Offering, that the King may sit
amongst the stars of the sky."

In examples (30) and (31) the Subjunctive is used as an independent form.

(32) Pyr. 392b Jj.n NN hr=t j.dj%* jwn.tj n=f nw
"The King has come to you: let these be opened for him."

(ee) An evolution of the expression of modality similar to the one I suggest for
Egyptian, from a pragmatically free to a syntactically bound mood, is documented in other
languages as well: one might think of the evolution of the subjunctive in some Indo-
European languages, e.g., from a true mood in Ancient Greek and Latin, where it primarily
appears in main sentences, to sheer indicator of syntactic subordination in Modern Greek
and Romance; or of the Central Sem. prefix conjugation form in -a (*yaqtula), from

62 For this discussion cf. Loprieno, Verbalsystem, 38 ff.

63 Cf. Allen, Inflection of the Verb, §§ 485-562. Allen is much more informed (and prudent) than the
present writer, and does indeed offer isolated examples showing deviations from the tendency I have just
discussed, but I would tend to find alternative analyses for cases of, say, prospective passive sdm.w.tj=f or
of a verb of wish followed by a subjunctive sdm.tj=fin the PT.

64 For the augment j as marker of "transitivity" and "activity" cf. F. Kammerzell’s article in this volume.
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syntactically independent indicator of mood in the Heb. Cohortative (egreld) to syntactic-
ally bound subordination morpheme in the Arab. Subjunctive (yaqrula).

One might, therefore, establish the following distribution of the tendency of the
four early Egyptian "moods" to appear in discourse®S:

COMMAND WISH

(resp. main sentence) (resp. dependent clause)
1ST PERSON Subjunctive Prospective
ZNb PERSON Imperative Emphatic
3RD PERSON Subjunctive Prospective/Emphatic

5 Negative forms

However, if we accept the possibility of a broader intervention of modality into the
structure of an Egyptian sentence in the early stages of its development, we need to partially
revise the list of sentence types admitted within the Standard theory. Specifically, we shall
have to posit the existence, in the same syntactic structure, e.g., the Complex AdvS, of an
"unmarked" Topic-Comment vs. a "marked" Presupposition-Focus sequence: does the
sentence Pyr. 475b zh3 NN m db‘ wrj express an unmarked "The King writes with the big
finger," or rather a marked "It is with the big finger (the implication being: "and not with
the little one") that the King writes"? In this last paragraph of my paper I will argue that the
study of negative forms can prove very useful in this respect, since the Egyptian negative
system grammaticalized pragmatic oppositions conveyed by the same syntactic structure in
their positive counterpart.

As a transition from the last paragraph, let us begin with the verbs tm and jm,
which represent two modal negators, the first being "existential," the second "deontic":
while in the PT their use is primarily dictated by modal oppositions, as can be seen from
the use of zm in assertive6 and conditional clauses, but of Jjm in the clause of purpose, in

65 This system tends to be progressively superseded by the syntactically bound "standard system," in which
Prospective and Subjunctive have merged into the sdm=f "prospective" function, whose morphology
partakes of both older forms, and in which Emphatic is only syntactically determined by the presence of an
AdvP-comment/focus.

66 Pyr. 998 m=tn nw dd(.w).n=tn ntrw tm NN wnn(.w) m hnt=tn m=tn NN mn(.w) m hnt=tn m jmnw
n sm3 "Look at what you said, gods, namely that the King would not be at your head: look, the King is
now established at your head as a victorious bull."
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MEg it solely depends on the syntactic surrounding: jm appears in the imperative and other
independent jussive sentences, #m in any dependent clause (whether conditional, causal,
temporal, of purpose, etc.). For the early difference between the two, let us consider a

passage like:
(33) Pyr.696e-gT hdn.wt hdn.wt
(j)m jn(j.w) syj hdn=t (j)r NN
tm.hr=t jn(j.w) stj hdn=t (j)r NN
"Hdn-plant, hdn-plant!

Do not bring the smell of your hdn-plant to the King!
You should not bring the smell of your hdn-plant to the King!"

While the first sentence, having a negative Imperative, is syntactically a clear VS, the
second sentence displays contradictory indications: the use of the "contingent Aorist"
sdm.hr=f57 would point to an analysis as independent VP, while the combined appearance
of the negative verb tm and of a more or less emphasized AdvP jr NN would recommend
its interpretation as Complex AdvS®3. But such an analysis has one major drawback, i.e.,
the problematic scope of the negation®. In a sequence of negative sentences in climax of
emphasis, one would only expect the scope of the negation, and no other component of the
sentence, to receive pragmatic Nachdruck in the second statement:

(34) (a) Don’t bring the smell to the King!
(b) Don’t bring the smell to the King!

But the negation would semantically affect in this case the focalized AdvP, not the verbal
form, which would become a (positive) presupposition. In other words, while the scope of
the negation is ambiguous in (a), being either the predicative nexus (2nd person, bring),
the object NP (the smell), or the AdvP (to the King), it has been inevitably narrowed to
AdvP in (b), although in one of the possible surface structures of this sentence in English,
namely (b), the negative indicator (don’f) is added to Pred (bring)’°. But Egyptian already
has a grammatical pattern for this type of focal negation, i.e., the discontinuous morpheme
n..Js:

67 Depuydt, Orientalia 58 (1989), 1-27, especially 10 f. for a discussion of example (33) under a different
perspective, namely the discourse implication of the use of this contingent tense. Within my "dynamic”
view of the formation of MEg, I find it symptomatic that of all examples discussed by Depuydt, this OEg
sentence is the only case in which the analysis as a contingent tense is not co(n)textually cogent.

68 Polotsky, Orientalia 38 (1969), 472 f.

69 For the theoretical frame cf. now the monumental Horn, A Natural History of Negation, from whose
insights I have largely profited in conceiving this paragraph. I therefore see no need to refer here to separate
portions of this important book.

70 Byt cf. a semantically and pragmatically identical solution of the type: "Not to the King you should
bring the smell.”
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(35) Pyr.475b-c zh3 NN m db‘ wrj
nj zh3=f js m db‘ §rr

"The King writes with the big finger;

it is not with the little finger that the King writes."

Here it is evident that Pred is positive: "the King writes," the negated element being the
focal AdvP: "but only with the big finger, not with the little one." This also allows us to
give a temporary answer to the question at the beginning of this paragraph, Pyr. 475 b
emerging per viam negationis as a clear example of Cleft sentence. This type of negation
is known among semioticists as "contrary." For Egyptological purposes, let us formalize it
in the following way:

Rel(Topic, Comment)g vs. Rel(Presupp, Focus)pj...js

which means that in a sentence with n .. js, the scope of the negation is its pragmatic
Focus. In the preceding paragraphs, we have seen that there are basically three pragm-
atically marked structures in Egyptian, i.e., (a) the subject-focused Cleft sentence with jn,
including the formally identical Participial sentence, (b) the thetic statement with pw,
including the formally identical Nominal sentence, and (c) the AdvS with focal AdvP,
including the formally identical Complex AdvS with marked rhematic VP (whether
circumstantial form or complementary Infinitive). These are precisely the constructions
negated by nj.. js71. A

Ad (a):

(36) Pyr. 1324 aP nj jn js NN pn dd nn jr=tn ntr.w?2
"It is not this King who tells you these things, o Gods!"

37) CT VI 18 w-y nj jnk js m(w)t hm r’=f jnk rh tpj-t3=f sh3 jmn.t
"I'am not a deceased of unknown reputation: I am someone who is well known amon g his
descendents and remembered by the West."73

Ad (b):

1 Cf. Gilula, JEA 56 (1970), 208 ff. I shall discuss below a few conceptual problems in Gilula’s analysis,
which has become communis opinio in Egyptology.

72 In later texts, such as the CT, the redundant focality marker nj jn js appears replaced by the simpler
constructions nj NP js or even nj js NP, as shown by Doret, RdE 40 (1989), 60 ff.

73 This is a good example of the pressure of formal patterns as opposed to pragmatic yield: in example (37)
the subject jnk is certainly not focal, since the nominal predicate conveys in both cases new information
within the flow of discourse (not a deceased of unknown reputation, but on the contrary a well known one),
and yet this sentence type is negated by #j .. js because of its formal identity with focalized patterns.
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(38) Pyr. 1233 bP NN pw dhwtj nd tn nj NN js pw sth jtj s(j)
"The King is Thoth-who-protected-you, he is not Seth-who-took-it-away."

(39) Urk. 1250, 10 nj gmj.t.n=(=j) js pw m-* hrj-tp wn m sp3.t tn tp-‘.wj
"This is something that I have not found by any nomarch who had been in this nome
earlier" < * nj jh.t js pw gmj.t.n=j etc., with deletion of the indefinite antecedent jhz.

(40) pBM 10059, 25¢ Jr rnow=sn m3‘ nn rh.tw=f js pw
"As far as their true names are concerned — this cannot possibly be known."

Westendorf’4 correctly perceived the problem posed by the lack of congruence between the
plural topic (rn.w=sn) and the coreferential singular suffix (=f), connecting this anomaly
with the cases in which a plural noun followed by rb is treated as a singular in its pronomi-
nal congruence. But while the semantic nature of the quantifier nb provides a good explana-
tion for its syntactic tendency to privilege singular conguence, this does not seem to be the
case here. I would suggest that the irregularity is motivated by the focus-only, i.e., thetic
nature of this sentence, in which pw serves as "dummy" Subj: "there is (pw) no way
(nn...js) of knowing such a thing (rh.tw=f)."

Ad (c):

(41)  Pyr. 333a-cT m=k NN pr(jw) m=k NN jw=f

nj jw.n=f js ds=f jn jpw.wt=tn jn(j.w)t sw
"Look, the King has come! Look, the King comes!
But he has not come spontaneously: your messages have fetched him!"

(42) Pyr. 134aN h3 NN nj Sm.n=k js m(w)t.tj
Sm.n=k ‘nh.t(j)
resp. Pyr. 833a h3 NN pw §m.n=k ‘nh=k

" nj Sm.n=k js m(w)i=k’>

(43)  Pyr. *1947 Ntb h3 NN pw nj m(w)t.n=k js m(w)t.t
‘nh.n=k ‘nh.t m ‘b=sn 3hjw j.hmw-sk(j.w)

74 Westendorf, GMT, §§ 128cc, 351e. Within this model, it becomes easy to solve the author's difficulty
in dealing with the difference between a nj- and a tm-negation of the pw-sentence, cf. § 346 "ob daher pw zu
streichen ist?" ad example (6) above: in pEbers 855 e jr ‘md jb tm mdw.t h3.tj pw (ibid., § 363) the scope
of the negation is not a prospective (i.e., VP), but an emphatic (i.e., NP) sdm=f: "this means that the heart
does not speak." Consequently, while nj msj=s is by itself a well-formed sentence, transformed by means of
pw into a "diagnosis," into a "thetic judgment," *tm mdw.t h3.tj is not: pEbers 855 e is an example of a
"simple" bipartite pw-sentence, whereas pBerlin 3038, 194 offers an example of a complex embedded
structure, which itself of course can be an AdvS with an emphatic sdm=f as subject: cf. ibid., § 226.

75 Cf, CT 1 187e.
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"O King, you haven’t really died,;
you have become alive together with them — the imperishable stars."

Rather than a propositional negation, contrariety is in fact a term negation, affecting the
predicate (better: the focus) itself rather than the relation between a subject and a predicate,
i.e., what in logics and in linguistics (but not in Egyptology) is called the predicative -
nexus, or simply the "nexus."” This is ultimately the reason why the relation of contrariety
tends to be marked (focal, thetic, etc.). The unmarked, "categorical" negation is expressed
by a different type of opposition, called "contradictory": the scope of the negation is here
the nexal relation between a predicative base and a predicate. In Egyptian, the contradictory
negation is expressed by the basic negative particle #j, the resulting structure being widely
recognized as the negative counterpart of a jw-sentence’6:

Rel(Subj, Pred);y, vs. Rel(Subj, Pred)p;

(44) Pyr.2117-2118aN Jw h3.n(=j) tw nj s:mh.w(=j) tw
"I have mourned you, I shall not forget you."

(45) Ptahhotep 13-14 r’ gr(.w) nj mdw.n=f
Jb tmw nj shi.n=f sf

"The mouth is silent, and cannot speak;

the heart is dumb, and cannot remember yesterday."

(46)  Pyr. 1931b-cNa 3h.k(j) n=k nj wzt(=j) n=k
"I am useful for you! I am not useless to you!"

A few explanatory words are required here. While the difference in use between simple nj
and nj.. js, thanks mainly to Gilula's work, has been very well understood for some time,
our Egyptological conceptual frame has remained somewhat opaque: followin g Gilula, we
now mistakenly call "sentence nexus" the relation between a NP ("logical subject") and an
AdvP ("logical predicate") negated by nj.. js77, whereas everyone else defines in this way
the propositional relation between (categorical) subject and predicate. We could of course
decide that we want to ignore what happens "in some quarters of linguistics"78, namely
among the insignificant minority of linguists who are not Egyptologists as well, if this did
not have an unfortunate Egyptological consequence as well, i.e., the fact that nj is then

76 polotsky, T ranspositions, §§ 4.1.
77 Pars pro toto Allen, Inflection of the Verb, § 338.

78 1 borrow this plastic description from Junge, “"Emphasis” and sentential meaning, 41 n. 9. By the way:
I never took the term "logical predicate" to be used in Egyptology in the same "unfortunate" way as in
some quarters of linguistics; I know very well that this is not the case. But I think it should be the case,
and on the whole I advocate the use of a less idiosyncratic terminology in Egyptological linguistics.
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inevitably taken to be the term negator’9, which is obviously wrong: this would make nj
the focal negator and destroy its functional symmetry with the prototype of a sentence-
marker, namely jw. In this respect, an interesting example is offered by

(47) Pyr. 232a swt jj (j)r NN nj Sm NN (j)r=f
"He is the one who came against the king: the king didn’t go against him"

which brings us back to two observations contained above: (a) that the Cleft sentence is a
subject-focus, deep-structurally verbal sentence, as is shown by the use of a categorical VS
nj Sm NN jr=f as negative counterpart of swt jj jr NN80; (b) that the scope of the particle
nj is the propositional nexus between a subject (NN) and a predicate (Sm jr=f).

Let us return now to example (33). We have just seen that in a pragmatically
marked negative sentence the scope of the nj..js-negation is the focus, the presupposition
keeping its positive character: the King does indeed write, but not with the little finger, he
has indeed come, but not on his own, etc. On the other side, we know that the tm-
negation, being the nominal negation par excellence, is in a way functionally symmetrical
to nj...js: it is used in sentences where the adverbial focus is positive (example: "Why?"),
the scope of the negation being the presuppositional VP, as in the locus classicus of
pWestcar 6, 5 (tm=t hnj.w hr-m)

Rel(Theme, Rheme)g vs. Rel(Presupp, Focus)m,

But in (33) neither is it possible to take jr NN as focus, in which case it would inevitably
be the scope of the negation and thus negated by nj...js, nor is it likely for tm.hr=t jnj.w
stj hdn=t to be a negative presupposition, because sdm.hr=f is usually a VP. The solution
appears once more to be a recourse to modal oppositions: if we go back to our diagram
containing the tentative distribution of early Egyptian moods in discourse, we could ascribe
Jm to the category of Command > syntactic independence (Subjunctive / Imperative), and
tm to the category of Wish > syntactic dependence (Prospective / Emphatic): "Don’t bring
the smell of the hdn-plant to the King, please don't!"

The use of the sdm.hr=f-form provides syntactic autonomy as VP, the opposition
between jm and tm being originally parallel to the one between Subjunctive / Imperative on
the one side and Prospective / Emphatic on the other. With the reorganization of the verbal
system at the end of the OK and the emergence of "standard" MEg, Subjunctive and

79 Gilula, JEA 56 (1970), 208: "The great difference between the negative n ... is and the negative n is that
n negates the word to which it is adjacent whereas » ... is does not. n ... is is the negation of the predicative
nexus in the following patterns [...]"

80 To be sure, the distribution of information foci is not identical in the positive vs. the negative part of
this discourse segment, the former being cleft, the latter being unmarked. An equal pragmatic distribution
between the two would have probably required a negative counterpart of the type *nj NN js pw $m jr=f,
whereas a focal Nachdruck on AdvP would have yielded *nj $m NN js jr=f.
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Prospective merge into one paradigm, thus breaking the old "solidarity" between the former
and Imperative resp. the latter and Empbhatic; jm is used only in independent VPs, #m in all
cases of syntactic dependence, as nominal transposition but also in dependent clauses —
which also explains why VP in the clause of purpose is circumstantial but tm-negated:
circumstantial because of its function within the "second verbal system,"8! mm-negated
because of its original modality and its syntactic dependence82.

This interpretation of the evolution of #m clarifies in my opinion a few irregularities
exhibited by the syntax of the "balanced sentence." While it is known that this syntactic
structure consists of two nominal transpositions (emphatic or prospective$3), the behavior
of its negative counterparts is more difficult to formalize84:

(48) CTV326gh Jw=k r=j dd=j r=k

tmm=k jw(.w) r=j tm=j dd(.w) n=k
"If you come to me, I shall speak to you,
but if you don't come to me, I shall not."

Here both nominal transpositions are predictably negated by the corresponding emphatic
form of the verb zm followed by the negatival complement. The non-paradigmatic reduplic-
ation in tmm=k is probably the result of analogic pressures or Systemzwang, whereby
reduplication was perceived as being the most specific feature of topical VPs; similar cases
are documented for the stative as well85. And in fact, the first correlate of a balanced
sentence is indeed more "topical” (or "nominal") than the second, as one can observe in
examples (49) - (50), in which the first of the two forms is negated by tm, whereas the
second is treated as an independent VP:

(49) CTV323h-i Jw=k r=j dd=j r=k
B,L tm=k jw(.w) r=j nn dd=j r=k
B17C tm=k jw(.w) r=j dd=j r=k

"If you come to me, I shall (not) speak to you" (prospective), vs.

(50) Pyr. 412 pW.T mrr=f jrr=f msdd=f nj jr.n=f
"If he likes (it), he acts; if he hates (it), he doesn't" (emphatic)

81 polotsky, Transpositions, § 3.6.

82 Cf. Palmer, Mood and Modality, 174 ff. (‘Implicated’ clauses).
83 Cf. Allen, Inflection of the Verb, §§ 223-225.

84 Polotsky, Orientalia 38 (1969), 471.

85 Gardiner, EG, § 310; cf. Loprieno, Verbalsystem, 98 f. This shows once more that in the history of
Egyptian there is a definite diachronic pattern pointing towards the progressive juxtaposition of the
Emphatic form and the NP-function.
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Can we really speak here of "balanced sentence," or are these structures to be taken as
examples of "standard" complex AdvS? Once more, I would solve the problem from a dia-
chronic viewpoint: defining the character of the two VPs of a balanced sentence as "nomi-
nal" is correct only within the perspective of the syntactic system of classical MEg, but
inadequate when referring to its functional development. The balanced sentence is original-
ly a conditional sentence whose two correlates ("protasis” and "apodosis" in the traditional
terminology, functionally corresponding to "topic" and "comment") tend to be structurally
identical. It is hardly surprising, therefore, that both correlates display either the emphatic
or the prospective form, since these two forms belong to the same modal category
(generally labelled WISH in my diagram above). The negation by #m is perfectly under-
standable within this modal category, which does not autonomously survive after the
reorganization of the verbal system in the literary language, whereas the negation of the
comment by means of nj sdm.n=fresp. nn sdm=f represents the non-modal option. The
balanced sentence becomes a bound structure, a "singularity" only in the classical system,
in which the distribution of VPs is dictated solely by their syntactic environment (plus a
relatively scanty temporal paradigm) and in which reduplicated forms are always topical,
nevel focal. But that this was not the case in earlier stages is shown by occurrences of
"free" balanced sentences, in which the negated comment is extraposed:

(51) Pyr. 499 b-cW nj Sp NN d=k sw m kkw

nj jd=f tm=f sdm(.w) hrw=k
"(Even) if you put the King in darkness, he is not blind; (even) if he does not hear your
voice, he is not deaf." (rather than "*If the King is not blind, you put him in darkness; if he
is not deaf, he does not hear your voice.")

The conditional clauses (protasis, topic) are here undoubtedly d=k sw m kkw resp. tm=f
sdm(.w) hrw=k, the main sentences (apodosis, focus) nj Sp NN resp. nj jd=f. Their left-
ward movement (due perhaps to focalization? Cf. § 3) would not be possible in the classic-
al language any longer.

A final point, which brings us back to the beginning of this paragraph: throughout
the history of Egyptian, a distinction is kept between different treatments of negated AdvP
rheme. We just saw that the focus is negated by nj...js. On the other side, Allen and
Doret86 have substantiated Gunn’s case for the analysis of the sdm=f after ny ( > MEg nj-
Js sdm=f) as circumstantial:

(52) Pyr. 1021 b-cP jjn 23(=j) NN m hip — j.t jn nw.t —
njj hr ndh hr s3=f njj br (j)b.t dw.t hr “wj=f{j)

86 Allen, Inflection of the Verb, § 340; Doret, Narrative Verbal System, 36 ff., 92. Kammerzell, GM
117/118 (1990), 181-202 has discovered the common functional pattern underlying the use of an adverbial
suffix w/y in the Old Egyptian stative (as opposed to the perfect).
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""My son the King has come in peace' — says Nut — 'not with a whip falling upon his back,

tn

and not with anything evil falling upon his arms'.

(53) Tb 125y, 28 nn dj=n ‘q=k hr=n — j.n bni.w n(j.w) sb3 pn — nj-js
dd.n=k rn=n
"'We shall not let you in through us' — say the jambs of this gate — 'unless you have pro-

e

nounced our name',

(54) Tb26,2 nj-js wam=j $‘.tt n(j).t wsjr
"unless I eat Osiris' food."

(55) pKahun 30, 11-13  nj grt sdm.n jmj-r’ $n.t jt3 nj-js ndr.t m-‘=f
"The judge cannot try a thief unless he has got the appropriate documents" (lit. "unless the
documents are in his possession"), with non-verbal AdvS.

This structure, however, appears in complementary distribution with nj ( > MEg nn) +
Infinitive, which is used when the two verbal forms have the same subject®’ and clearly
has a "backgrounding,” rather than a focal function:

(56) Pyr. 789cP wnm=ft hn‘=k nj nwr nd.td.t
"He will eat bread with you, without ceasing forever and ever."

(57) Urk.1181,10 qd 3'w nj dr z3.wt
"The structure was built without damaging the flooring."

This state of affairs suggests the generalization that #j...js resp. OEg ny > MEg nj-js negate
in fact two possible types of rhematic VP, i.e., the "focus" resp. the "background." The
opposition between focus and unmarked rheme appears neutralized in what I would call a
"contrastive" function when nj-js follows a positive AdvP (possibly deleted in the surface
structure) and is followed by a prepositional AdvP:

Rel(Theme, AdvP-Rheme)g vs. Rel(Theme, AdvP-Rheme)y_js

(58) Urk.I147, 3: "[I caused myself to be buried in one tomb together with this
D ‘W]Theme, [in order that I be with him in one place]rheme 1, [and not because I would not
have been able to build two tombs]" (nj-js n tm(=j) wan(.w) hr-* n jrj.t jz Sh.Wj)Rheme 2-

(59) pWestcar 8, 16: "His Majesty said: 'Is the rumor true that you can join a
severed head?' — Djedi answered: 'Yes, I can, o sovereign, my Lord!' Then His Majesty
said: 'Have a prisoner brought to me from the prison, that he may be executed.' Then Djedi
said: [[ I can indeed do this]Theme [t0 any animal,|Rneme UPresupp '[but not to any human

87 Cf. Gunn, Studies, 155 ff., 187.
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being] (nj-js n rmt.w nb)Rneme 2, O sovereign, my Lord! Look, it is forbidden to do such a
thing to the Noble Cattle!"

The evidence seems to me to make a strong case for a hierarchy of pragmatic focality in the
Complex adverbial sentences, the VP- or AdvP-focus being negated by the discontinuous
morpheme nj...js, the non-focal VP or AdvP (either "comment" or "background") being
negated by the morpheme ny > nj-js, or else by aspectual (nj sdm.t=f) or modal (nj
sdm.n=f) verbal forms. The two different pragmatic patterns are of course formally undis-
tinguishable in positive statements, and we might posit the existence of diacritic supra-
segmental features. And once more, it is the corpus of the CT that displays the evidence of
different typological layers, as in our last example, in which each of the three testimonies
displays a different solution for the negation of a non-focal adverbial VP: (a) the aorist nj
sdm.n=f; (b) the perfective nj sdm.t=f38; (c) the circumstantial ny sdm=f:

(60) CTI1280e-f S3s=krn’.twrjt
ToC  nj ndr.n tw 3kr.w
TiC  nj ndr.t tw 3kr.w
Sq3C ny ndr tn 3<k>r.w
"You shall travel to the Great City, for the Earth-gods cannot detain you."

88 For a discussion on the progressive tendency nj sdm.t=f > nn sdm=f in égyptien de tradition (cf. pBM
10188, 26, 22 “§3 hpr.w m prj m r'=j nn hpr p.t nn hpr 13 "There were many forms which came out of my
mouth, before the heaven existed, before the earth existed") see my forthcoming study in: Festschrift Peter
Behrens.
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