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Was Ancient Egyptian really a primitive language?

Christopher J. Eyre, Liverpool

As Egyptologists all know, everything was once done for the First Time. Language too has
its origins, and a potential archaeology. Yet language is also felt to reflect mental capacity,
and to be what distinguishes man from the beasts — a hominid from other primates. This
invests any discussion of language evolution with sensitive cultural implications. The
problem of physical capacity for language, phrased in anatomical terms, is a respectable
and important part of the study of primatg behaviour and the evolution of early man, but the
gap between the early palaeolithic and the most "primitive" of modern man is immense. For
language this missing link is a huge problem.

A crude evolutionism can assume that the older a language, or the earlier the stage
of a language, the more primitive it is likely to be, so that evolutionary change might be
described from historical data. This evolution would consist of diversification from an "ur-
language" into individual languages, and then continuing diversification and development
within each language (or language family).! There is an intuitive perception that primitive-
ness means a state of greater simplicity, and that evolutionary change is from "lower" to
“higher" and more complex forms. For the evolution of language, therefore, one would
have to posit a series of simple developmental equations. These are based on the assumpt-
ion that language development is socially conditioned, in the context of behavioural needs:

co-operation --> naming + urging = origins of language/communication
communication --> simple sentences = primitive language

discussion --> grammar = underdeveloped language

ratiocination --> complex highly marked syntax = developed language

1 Cf. the remarks of Darwin, The Origin of Species, 406 stressing clearly that a genealogical model for
language classification is by definition evolutionary, and that he at least took such a view of language
development; cf. also p. 97.
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98 Ch. Eyre

For such equations to be of practical value there must be access to less evolved languages.
These would have to b€ sought in "tribal" languages, or in early written languages such as
Egyptian, Sumerian, Akkadian, or Hebrew. It must then be assumed that such languages
can be projected back to even more "primitive" stages. The necessary techniques would be
lexical and grammatical reduction, modelled on the patterns and order of language
acquisition and development in children, if this can be accepted as a parallel to true histor-
ical evolution. The result should then provide the missing link between observable origins
of language in animal studies, and the structures of the "evolved" languages we can study.

The fallacy in this argument is over-simplification. Mere historical change and vari-
ation become defined as qualitative "evolution" under the influence of an underlying
"diffusionist” assumption.2 The disreputability lies in its pseudo-academic use to justify
crude assertions of the cultural (and therefore intellectual) superiority of Western Europe,
and in particular the claims to priority made for classical Greek culture and language. At
best insulting and at worst racist, this over-simplification equates:

different = simpler = primitive = inferior

At a superficial level the whole argument is falsified by the simple fact that all funny
"primitive" languages — indeed all natural languages — are far from simple to learn, describe
or use. Criteria of linguistic complexity cannot be applied in a simple way, since even the
simplest human societies have very complex social and communicative structures.3 One is
compelled to the minimal assumption that truly primitive language ceased with the meso-
lithic, where it cannot be studied in the flesh, since the most primitive surviving peoples,
and the earliest or most primitive recorded languages, are to be classed as at least neolithic.

This explicit line of argument has been distasteful to the main stream of Western
liberal academic tradition for a long time. Yet the issues raised, and many of the basic
perceptions remain real. If man has evolved, then language and culture have also evolved
with him. In practice much work in linguistics absorbs and makes use of these perceptions
in more indirect ways. Language typology and developmental linguistics flourish, without
the evolutionary tag, and it is now an open question how far developments in general
linguistics, and related issues in psychology and physiology, may once again make a more
sophisticated form of the evolutionary hypothesis useful. For instance, the intensive
modern interest in pidgin languages involves an assumption that the communicative min-
imum required for any one language should help to define the essence of language itself.
This depends on the apparently universal way in which we try to communicate in an
unfamiliar language, using only roots and intonation, without serious attempt at inflection

2 Greenberg, Essays in Linguistics, 58-9. The fallacy is that typical of "social Darwinism", cf. Burrow's
introduction (p.44-5) to Darwin, The Origin of Species.

3 Which is not to underestimate the complexities of social and communicative behaviour among primates.
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Was Ancient Egyptian really a primitive language? 99

or syntax. This is the classic origin assumed for pidgin languages, but also the way we
tend to speak to small children, assuming a parallel order in the initial acquisition of
language. This assumption is essentially the old definition of language evolution from the
simple to the complex.

In the different ideological climate of the Soviet Union a more explicit evolutionary
formulation remained on the agenda. In a recent article Chetveruchin? argues that Egyptian
jn "say(s)" should be derived from two proto-bases j and n. It is claimed that both have
essentially deictic meaning, and that both lie at the root of other key Egyptian vocabulary:
exclamatory j "Hey!"; prepositional n "to"; the verbal infixes # and jn; the various demon-
strative and relative words beginning with #; but also, and crucially, the words meaning
"is" — jw and wn. Behind the argument are the old assumptions about the origins of
language: that some types of language are more primitive than others, and that access to the
very ancient typological structure of afro-asiatic can be gained through Egyptian.5 His
conclusion — for which he claims glotto-chronological support in the work of Diakonoff —
is that "the forms in question started to diverge as early as in the mesolithic period, if not
earlier", when pre-proto-Afrasian "might have possessed the pre-active typology, formally
being akin to languages of the isolating type, or marginal between those of the isolating and
agglutinative morphological type."® He doesn't put it quite so crudely, but what he envis-
ages is that the mesolithic "missing-link" communicated by pointing, and going "yu" (j) or
"nu" (n). From these primitive afroasiatic morphemes a variety of words would evolve in
different ways across the spectrum of the afroasiatic language group.

This is of limited practical use, until it is acknowledged just how deep these cultural
assumptions pervade all attempts to explain rather than just describe linguistic change.” For
instance, within Egyptology the pose of neutrality is impressively carried off by Ariel
Shisha-Halevy3 in his review article on Papyrus Vandier. His overt conclusion is that the
text is written in early early-Demotic rather than late Late Egyptian. He displays ferocious
gnomic severity in an extraordinary assembly of detail, and in this way he clarifies very

4 GM 104 (1988), 75-88.

5 Ibid., 82, summary. To look at "survivals of an utmost ancient lexico-grammatical stratum" he must turn
to "a language of isolating type, preferably an old-established literary language". The comparative argument
for afroasiatic languages is therefore justified by the claim that a similar evolution can be detected in
Chinese. Cf. also Diakonoff, in: Studies Jacobsen, 116-8.

6 Chetveruchin, GM 104 (1988), 81-2. The argument belongs within an active and productive Soviet
school, whose works (exemplified in his footnotes) I am neither competent nor minded to examine in detail,
but the implicit intellectual foundation is the work of Schleicher, Die Darwinistische Theorie und die
Sprachwissenschaft, which is to say the foundation explicitly rejected in the West; cf. Greenberg, Essays
in Linguistics, 58-60; Kalmdr, in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 149.

7 Cf. Givén, On Understanding Grammar.

87405 109 (1989), 421-35.
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100 Ch. Eyre

greatly the order and timing of important linguistic changes. Yet there remains a certain
hollowness about his pointed refusal to discuss this change as more than a list of objective
documentable facts. Despite his observation that in dealing with diachrony "the Saussurean
dualities must be replaced by the diasystemic reality"?, he fails to do this, and treats the dia-
chronic flow as a series of "synchronic diasystems" and "Spezialgrammatik" snapshots
rather than living frameworks for discourse. And even here a quasi-evolutionary element
creeps in through the back door. In an aside, he notes Griffith's comment that "the best
style of Egyptian speech was that which immediately preceded Coptic" because of its "pre-
cision", in order to qualify this with a spirited case for the superiority of early Coptic.10

The clash between synchronic and diachronic study is particularly acute for Egypt-
ian, because the linguistic continuum exists, but synchronic evidence is always severely
limited, and no single stage can be properly understood except in its historical perspective.
It is difficult to exclude a degree of qualitative assessment, which naturally tends to attribute
greater linguistic sophistication to later stages of the language. There is also a common
assumption (or rule?) in historical linguistics: that behind syntactic change and the develop-
ment of a new construction lies an older more basic construction, which has a full lexical or
syntactic force. This force weakens or diversifies over time, until the new construction
emerges, with its different grammatical and semantic force.!! Yet Old Egyptian is clearly
not just a simpler, earlier, or less evolved version of Middle Egyptian. The relationship is
much more complex, between two related but in important respects different verbal
systems. In many respects Old Egyptian verb forms and usage create severe difficulties for
analysis of the "prehistory" of Middle Egyptian forms and syntax.12 For instance, the Old
Perfective: is it really in origin a sort of nominal sentence: sdm.kwj "I <am> heard"? It is
equally difficult to describe the sdm=f without discussion of its structure. The synchronous
"What?" only seems explicable in terms of the diachronic "Why?" or "How?" Yet these
issues are not directly clarified by Old Egyptian usage, and problems of origin or etymo-
logy take us back into the safe but abstract territory of the prehistory of the language. Of
course nobody seriously claims that it is possible to reconstruct the prehistory of a language
by projection backwards from the known state. This process is no more possible than
predicting its future development forwards from the known state.

9 Ibid., 422; cf. Givén, On Understanding Grammar, 4.
10 The same attitude is implicit in, e.g., Polotsky, in: Lingua Sapientissima, esp. 16.
11 Again the assumption is evolutionary in a Darwinian sense.

12 But, if anything, more difficulties for reconciling structural analyses of Middle Egyptian with a historic-
ally oriented approach.
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Was Ancient Egyptian really a primitive language? 101

Our host here, Antonio Loprieno!3 circumvents this difficulty by an analysis that
derives the Egyptian verbal system from an afroasiatisches Sprachgut, which is explicitly
not a real ur-afroasiatic language. His theory claims to be typologically-genetic and not
historic-genetic. He categorises forms as typologically (not historically) primary and
secondary; earlier and later. This is of course fraudulent. It admits that the real historical
forms of a real language cannot be reconstructed, but implies that the significant morph-
emes can. He merely avoids the pretence that individual features can be dated, whether by
syntacto-chronology or by glotto-chronology. This fraud is, however, no more than the
normal and necessary working hypothesis of comparative linguistics: the procedure where-
by the comparable features in related languages are reduced down to their lowest common
denominator, which immediately takes the study out of the documentable, and into an
unknown and undocumentable "prehistory"” or "deep structure”. In the study of specific
language groups this reduction can very easily seem to imply that an underlying ur-
language consisted only of the sum of common denominators, and was therefore essen-
tially simple, or typologically primitive.

The vice of seeking out the lowest common denominator, and classifying it as typo-
logically primary, is not restricted to historic-genetic grammar. It is a vice of all compar-
ative linguistics, and especially of the search for language universals!4. The archaeological
approach, digging for ur-forms in syntax and semantics, is not much different from
digging for deep structure and the strata that connect it to surface structure.!5 The question
is how "historical" the evolutionary framework may be as an explanation of language
change, and how properly this may be documented in the complex "surface" structure of
any specific language. More likely we are dealing with powerful myths of the community
of linguists, that gives a metaphorical context for discussion but are not open to literal
investigation.16 In this same sense, transformational-generative grammar has more of a
mythological than "objective" or "historical” truth. Both styles of linguistics provide
powerful frameworks for the documentation of linguistic change, but not explanations.

13 Verbalsystem; review by Eyre, BiOr 45 (1988), 5-18.
14 Cf. Kalmar, in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 151.

15 Such an approach, typified in Egyptology by the work of Friedrich Junge, looks to define the typolog-
ical simplicity (equivalent to primitiveness); and then to explain all complex constructions as
transformations from these structures. For Egyptian the diagnostic feature is typically an insistence on the
nominal nature of verb-forms (equivalent to a typological priority of nouns). To my mind, there is little
difference in the underlying procedures or assumptions, between working from an abstract "deep structure”
or abstract "primary" forms, although individual approaches are besed on radically different attitudes.

16 I do not mean myth here in any loose sense, but in the sort of technical or structuralist sense a cultural
anthropologist would use. Like all good myths, those of linguists are contradictory because they are partial,
and not to be taken as objectively true. If treated as such they create more heat than light; cf. pCh. Beatty I,
6-9.
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102 Ch. Eyre

The concepts "typologically primary" and "typologically secondary" run very deep
through our understanding of Egyptian: as deep as the basic parts of speech. The Semitic
root provides too easy and too tempting a route, through reduction of grammatical and lexi-
cal structure, to a primitive simplicity of purely nominal and exclamatory forms. In Egypt-
ian we find various encouragements. Virtually all prepositions seem to derive directly from
nouns, implying that the class of preposition is "typologically secondary" to that of noun.
Adverbs are a restricted and lexically unimportant class of word, again apparently secon-
dary to nouns. We tend to view the verbs as having in origin "nominal" forms and "nom-
inal" syntax, which then develop to include adverbial forms and syntax. This tends to go
with an assumption that aspect has priority over tense, and that the marked passive voice
and future tense are secondary, almost historical creations. There is also the problem of
subordination, which in classical Egyptian is more an issue of "adverbial transformations"
than surface marking. This all finds its syntactic focus in the general recognition of a
structural identity in the patterns of verbal and non-verbal sentences.

Our obsession with non-verbal sentences can be put down to a feeling that they are
the simplest — or most primitive — form of syntax. They seem to represent most clearly the
most basic forms of linguistic opposition: subject and predicate; topic and comment; theme
and rheme; foreground and background; focus and presupposition. The absence of the verb
"to be" makes the nominal sentence look intrinsically primitive, simpler and pidgin-like. It
can be taken to represent the most basic model,!7 and provide the key to various proced-
ures of substitution or transformation, which can then be claimed to explain the structure of
complex syntactic patterns in Middle Egyptian. On this basis it should be possible to map
out lines of historical development, from the earliest forms of Egyptian into an almost
modern language in Coptic. The historical development of syntax would therefore be from
purely nominal (prehistory or the very deepest of deep structure), through adverbial to
verbal syntax.!8 While "structuralist" grammarians of Egyptian would rightly regard this as
a travesty of their approach, my case is that their practice is in fact rooted in such implicit
assumptions.

An explicitly evolutionary approach to linguistic complexity is only meaningful
within some wider explanatory context. In recent years attempts have been made to invest-
igate the influence of literacy on linguistic complexity; that is, its possible role as catalyst or
concomitant to evolution. The question is straightforward: "whether .... languages like
English have not adapted to the appearance of writing, that is whether they have not
evolved as a result of literacy"19. Kalmdr poses this question explicitly in terms of Givén's

17§ g., Malinowski, in: The Meaning of Meaning, 332.

18 cf, Junge, "Emphasis” and sentential meaning, 39-41, but also the conclusions of Allen, GM 32
(1979), 7-15.

19 Kalmir, in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 153.
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Was Ancient Egyptian really a primitive language? 103

distinctions between pragmatic mode and syntactic mode in language:20 a distinction that
some of us have been trying in a desultory way to explore for Egyptian grammar over
recent years.2! Pragmatic mode is defined as primary, simpler and historically earlier than
syntactic mode: pidgin versus creole, child versus adult, and informal versus formal
language.

To simplify: Givon envisages a basic pragmatic mode that is without morphology
or syntax, and which is universal. In contrast a syntactic mode is characterised by morph-
ology and grammar, and therefore provides wide scope for diversity and individual
variation, as well as precision. Since, however, both modes are common to all known
natural languages, he hesitates over whether this dichotomy reflects the actual evolution of
human language, or is rather an evolutionary-like but historically cyclical and universal
process of language development.22 Many of the characteristics typifying pragmatic
mode?? are of immediate interest when considering the structure of Middle Egyptian, and
historical trends in Egyptian syntax. Specifically these include a predominance of topic-
comment over subject-predicate structure; word order governed by pragmatic principle, and
not varied to signal semantic case functions; an absence of grammatical morphology; a
short and simple unit of discourse.24 Finally loose conjunction is used and not tight sub-
ordination.

Kalmdr turns to the Inuktitut language for his detailed exemplification. Here writing
has only recently been put to a full range of uses. As yardstick for comparison, he turns to
the question of whether a language has overt surface structure subordination. He is expli-
cit? that in this context universal "deep" structure would be the equivalent to "primitive".
Therefore questions of language typology can only be asked where there is marked
differentiation in the surface structure. This means that semantic subordination does not
count. It is not enough that we would translate with a subordinate clause, or even that sub-
ordination is intended in some way by the speaker. It must be marked by specific and
exclusive features in the surface structure. With this proviso, Kalmér's definition is that

20 Givén, On Understanding Grammar, cf. 5, applied to an explicitly evolutionary discussion, ch. 7.

21 Explicitly in that terminology, eg., Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 41.

22 Givén, On Understanding Grammar, esp. 207-9; 232 where his hesitation about defining an
evolutionary framework is related to a vision of the potentially evolutionary changes as cyclical rather than
continuous in time. Pragmatic mode might also be classed as a variant definition of universal deep structure

were not Chomsky a central target of Givén's polemic in this work.

23 Ibid., 223.

24 On criteria distinguishing the spoken and written registers of language cf. Goody, Interface between
the Written and the Oral, 266-72.

25 Kalmdr, in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 157-8.
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104 Ch. Eyre

"primitive languages do not have subordinate clauses; instead they use a bound morpheme,
a word, or a phrase".26

By this definition Egyptian participles, relative forms, circumstantial forms, or
"that"-forms would not count as subordinate clauses. The Inuktitut participle is used as
equivalent to an English "who" clause, in exactly the same way as the Egyptian participle,
and Kalmdr explicitly denies it the status of subordinate clause.2” Conversely Egyptian nzy
or circumstantial jw are classed as "relativisations" in deep structure, on the same footing
as the participles. By Kalmadr's assessment they should be taken to witness the develop-
ment of true subordination in Egyptian surface structure.28

Other features of Inuktitut in which Kalmadr claims to detect the same trend towards
true subordination are of equal interest for Egyptian. They concern the ways in which a
clause of complement (a "that"-clause) might develop "surface" marking. He finds this
potential in structures for marking reported speech. Inuktitut makes no sharp distinction
between direct and indirect speech, and the marking is by morphemes that in both meaning
and use are highly reminiscent of the Egyptian use of dd=f, j.n=f, r-dd and so on (but not
of ntt or r-ntt). He finds similar potential in the marking of a nominalised verb with accu-
sative case, in order to use it in the role of object to a main verb.2? It is said that for Inuk-
titut these are newly documented constructions and that syntactic trends are at issue.
Kalmdr suggests that the status of newly written language lies behind their evolution from
an oral context where parataxis sufficed.

In an attempt to show what specific effects writing might have on language,
Goody30 lists a series of differences in style (both lexical and syntactic) that can be demon-
strated to exist between the written and spoken registers of a language.3! The list has much
in common with that of Givon. Goody claims that among the distinctive features of the
written register there is a tendency to increased nominalisation as against a preference for
verbalisation, this being related to a type of abstraction. There is a preference for elaborate
syntactic and semantic structures, especially nominal constructions and complex verb struc-
tures. There is a preference for subordinate rather than co-ordinate constructions. There is a
preference for subject-predicate instead of reference-proposition (i.e., topic-comment)

26 Ipid., 157.

27 Ibid., 162. And note p. 163, discussion of the use of the Inuktitut participle in a construction closely
comparable to that of the Egyptian adjectival sentence.

28 For the comparative typology of relative clauses cf. Comrie, in: Universals of Human Thought.
29 Kalmdr, in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 160-62; cf. below.
30 Interface between the Written and the Oral, ch. 11.

31 Ibid., 263-4. The basic studies are mostly on English, and all on European languages.
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Was Ancient Egyptian really a primitive language? 105

constructions. There is a preference for passive rather than active voice, and there is a need
to produce complete information or idea units, and make all assumptions explicit, so that
there is in general a tidier and tighter, more deliberate, non-spontaneous structure.32

A more polemic variation of this argument is put forward in the work of Have-
lock33 on the development of literacy in Greece between Homer and Plato. Where Chetve-
ruchin talks of primeval language in terms of deictic and performative features, on the
assumption that existential verbs developed out of a deictic base,34 Havelock defines the
same features in terms of his "general theory of primary orality". He merely redefines as
oral what earlier scholars called primitive.

To Havelock primary oral language is active, performative, behavioral and
dynamic. It deals with action, not theorising. It is not reflective, propositional or static.
Access to primary oral language is obtained through the poet, in particular Homer. Fully
developed, that is literate language, was achieved by Plato, on the back of the relatively
short history of Greek narrative writing and the literate creation of prose. Two features of
this argument are of special interest. It is claimed that the additive syntax of the poets —
parataxis not subordination — is a defining feature of primary orality.35 This makes it one of
the characteristic features of "the living body of the language", which is "a flow of sound,
symbolising a river of actions, a continual dynamism, compressed in a behavioral syntax,
or (if the language of modernistic philosophy is preferred) a 'performative’ syntax".36

Havelock argues that a restricted syntax of the verb "to be" is characteristic of this
orality. That is to say, the copula "is" is not used to attach a conceptual predicate to a con-
ceptual subject, but only "in its oral dynamic dimension, signifying presence, power, situa-
tional status, and the like".37 Indeed, an active formulation is characteristic, so that descrip-
tive definition typically uses "to behave" or "to become" instead of "to be". It uses "to do"
and not "to be".38 Havelock asserts that the use of the copula for stating historical "fact" is

32 As case study for feedback into the spoken language Goody (Interface between the Written and the
Oral, 268-9) quotes the work of Reder, in: The Psychology of Literacy on the Vai language.

33 Havelock, The Greek Concept of Justice; summarised and developed in Havelock, The Muse Learns
to Write, esp. 76-7; 94-6; 101-16.

34 Chetveruchin, GM 104 (1988), esp. 82.

35 Cf. Kalmir's agreement (in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 159) that Greek provides a typical
example of the development of subordination "which hardly existed in Homer, but was well developed in
the classics.”

36 Havelock, The Muse Learns to Write, 76.
37 Ibid., 94; cf. 110.

38 Ibid., 102; 104.
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106 Ch. Eyre

a gradual and qualitative change, that converts "oral vision" into "objective statement",39
and this he expresses as the claim that "the propositional idiom with the copula which we
continually fall into is precisely what Plato wished the Greek language to be converted to,
and he spent his entire writing life trying to do this. When he turns against poetry it is
precisely its dynamism, its fluidity, its concreteness, its particularity, that he deplores."40

This is just the old chestnut that savages don't use abstracts,*! although more
elegantly defined by Havelock as "the absence of any linguistic framework for the state-
ment of abstract principle” under primary orality.4? That is to say, discourse is merely
about agents, persons, things, whereas fully evolved (written) language deals with con-
cepts. Havelock's writing is extremely polemical, ethnocentric, and partisan. His central
argument is a claim to the historical priority (read superiority) of Athens, based on the claim
that a key feature of language evolution is to do with the development of the Greek alpha-
bet. The language of evolution is however avoided, for the change is presented as the deli-
berate and conscious development of language capacity: an achievement and not natural
selection.

The question posed here is how relevant these various theories and insights might
be to understanding Egyptian, or indeed whether they might be illustrated, substantiated or
refuted by our knowledge of Egyptian. The underlying argument is that qualitative differ-
entiation between spoken and written language can be viewed as a developmental process,
where the development of literacy would promote the use of more complex written
grammar. The habit of using more complex constructions would then feed back into more
complex and organised habits in spoken grammar. This would imply that writing can be
seen as the typical social context or catalyst for change from an "underdeveloped" stage of
language, as attested in known "primitive" societies, into the fully developed stage we
regard as a truly modern language.

Havelock's thesis represents an extreme standpoint, and its faults are obvious. His
definition of primary orality is a literary one, and his argument is wholly literary, suffused
with the assumption that everything worthwhile happened for the first time in Greek
literature. The orality of Homer, based on a form of non-spontaneous quasi-theatrical per-
formance, is treated as representative of orality in general, including speech. No allowance
is made for the artificiality of metrical style and the artificial poetic dialect in which it is
composed — a dialect in which people did not actually speak. Likewise he overstates the

39 Ibid., 110.
40 1pid., 96.

41 Cf. the discussion of Kalmdr, in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 150, and Finnegan, Literacy and
Orality, ch. 3.

42 Havelock, The Muse Learns to Write, 94.
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importance of narrative as opposed to description®3 or discourse, because he regards epic
as the natural poetic form. Thus he tries to justify the untenable view that "alphabetized
speech" was a precondition for creating the language of ratiocination,* claiming that it
transformed oral performance (i.e., Homer), through promoting the development of written
narrative. Then, by promoting the habit of abstract thinking and expression through written
argument and discourse, it finally served as catalyst for the new grammar.

"Orality" is more naturally defined as spontaneous speech, the extreme opposite of
which is private reading. A more reasonable theory of literary evolution might begin from
spontaneous speech, through prepared speech and rhetoric, to short texts that are memo-
rised and reused, particularly in a ritual or quasi-ritual context. The formal rhetorical
context of performance, and the value of mnemonic structures, serve as explanation for
"poetical" structures in non-spontaneous texts. From this there might develop a fully blown
"oral literature". The development of prose as a literary style can then be related to the
development of narrative and discourse in writing, as "literature" ceases to be the private
property of the "poets", and through writing becomes the property of the literate. Whether
or not developments in literary style and genre might serve as the catalyst for linguistic
development is a separate issue.

With a living language it is feasible to study the performance of ordinary spoken
language. For an ancient language this is out of the question. The study has to be literary.
If we try to look at Egyptian literature in the same sort of terms as Havelock, we see a
range of parallels but significantly different emphases. The point I am trying to make is that
we cannot expect to attain a full understanding of the realities of Egyptian grammar if we
work with texts on the basis that they contain the grammatical style of modern (or Latin)
written prose, nor indeed if we try to describe Egyptian as if it were an exotic spoken
language such as Inuktitut. Something more is required, over and above the normal
question of what features of grammar should be sought in a language, and which of these
happen to be grammaticalised in Egyptian. One should raise questions about the relation-
ship between the real language — what people actually say — and the deliberately artificial
and modified nature of the literary language in which they composed and wrote; how the
performance of the written or literary language might relate to the natural language of actual
speech; what might be the interaction between them over time; how this might relate to
linguistic change; and how important such analysis might be for linguistic description.4

Superficially it is the character of Egyptian grammar that is at issue here, in terms of
its oral or written context. At a slightly deeper level, the question is whether Egyptian texts

43 In Egyptian "naming" or listing provides the more natural poetic thread, a feature that it has in common
with much African oral literature.

44 1pid., 110.

45 Cf. Junge, in: Lingua Sapientissima.Cf. the approach of Diakonoff, in: Studies Jacobsen.
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present us with a "real"”, "natural" language, or whether we are not dealing with deliberately
formalised or "artificial” forms of the language. The role of grammatical archaism, accurate
or false, is familiar for the most prestigious literary composition of later periods of Egypt-
ian history, as is the way this archaism conditions the choice and use of constructions. The
role of literary formalism in conditioning the grammar of twelfth dynasty Middle Egyptian
is something we are less explicit about.

It is necessary to focus briefly on the problem of the sentence in Egyptian texts.46
Grammarians deal with sentences, by and large. Although we all know that we don't
actually speak sentences. It is a standard "myth" that the sentence is there in deep structure,
but not fully performed in surface structure. Yet we all write in sentences, and would tend
to regard a general absence of sentence structure as a primitive feature similar to that of the
absence of formal propositions. However, one of the most interesting features of the most
formal written Egyptian is that it does not write sentences in our normal sense of the term,
but writes what would more accurately be described as descriptive labels. Looked at from a
literary standpoint this style can be classed as what Havelock calls "oral vision"47 - an
essentially descriptive, performative, or nominal syntax.

The archetype form of labelling description is the so-called narrative infinitive. I
remember that as a beginner I was extremely puzzled reading the account of Hatshepsut's
Punt expedition in de Buck's Readingbook, until I realised that this was not a continuous
narrative at all, nor was it meant to be, since it is a set of captions: the archetype example of
a text presented without its necessary context, which are the pictures it was written to
accompany. The following lines label the the ships shown at the coast of Punt:

"Sailing on the sea. Making good progress(?) to the God's Land. Mooring
successfully at Punt, by the expedition of the Lord of the Two Lands, according to
the instruction of the Lord of Gods, Amon Lord of the Thrones of the Two Lands,
Foremost of Karnak, to bring to him the wonders of all lands, because of the great
extent to which he loves [his daughter Hatshepsut]." (Text A)

Worse, in a way, is the annual exercise in explaining to beginners the grammar and lingui-
stic structure of the autobiography of Ahmose son of Abana. This text is probably just a
third rate provincial composition, in both literary and grammatical terms. The author strives
for grandeur of effect through the use of standard forms such as the "narrative" infinitive,
but also by using wholly non-standard forms such as the "narrative" wn.hr=f. The text is
stylistically unspeakable. No doubt it could be performed with a certain uncouth rhetorical
grandeur, but it hardly works as simple narrative or as good reading, and it bears very little
resemblance to the way its author spoke. For example:

46 Cf. Callender, CdE 58 (1983), 83-96; id., in: Crossroad, 71-89; Junge, in: Crossroad, 189-254,

47 Havelock, The Muse Learns to Write, 110.
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"Then his person, Lp.h. [....]. His Person then raged48 about it like a panther. His
Person's firing his first arrow, it being stuck in the breast of that enemy. Then these
[rebels ....]." (Text B)

Probably this is the sort of context in which the classic "narrative" verb forms of Middle
Egyptian literature were developed: sdm.jn=f, sdm.hr=f, sdm.k3=f, ‘h‘.n, wn.jn. What-
ever their precise etymologies, it seems likely that their underlying syntax is nominal in the
same sort of way as the "narrative” infinitive. They are forms that do not belong to standard
speech, for their usage is deliberately formal and "literary". Even within that context, they
are particularly labelling forms in the sense of descriptive, or scene-setting forms.4? Yet,
whatever view one might take about the relationship of writing to the development of litera-
ture in Egypt, it is a reasonable assumption that any text with a pretence to being literature
was performable, in the sense of recitable. The use of the "narrative" infinitive can be
explained in the Deir el Bahari texts as simply the written labelling of pictures, but in the
autobiography of Ahmose it is a sort of descriptive scene-setting. It is a sort of narrative
labelling, that can be explained as an oral rhetorical style. Labelling in this sense is not only
a written style. It can also be a performative style or use of language. In this way an
underlying nominal syntax can represent both written and oral styles of labelling, for its
essence is formality.

It is impossible to weigh the relative influences of written as against rhetorical and
performative labelling on the development of Egyptian literary style as we know it. How-
ever, one may reasonably assume a degree of oral priority; a literary style created for oral
performance, and not entirely under the influence of habits of writing and reading. This has
important implications for assessment of both the style and the syntax of less "narrative” or
more "poetic" forms of literature. Take, for instance, the beginning of the Cannibal Spell in
the Pyramid Texts. The importance here is the sequence of bare suffix conjugations, not the
accuracy of my translation:

"Sky darkens; stars go out,

Vaults tremble; bones of Earth shake,

The moving (planets?) are stilled against them,

They have seen Unas, risen and numinous,

As God living on his fathers, feeding on his mothers." (Text C)

The passage is descriptive and scene setting. Compare also the description of the boat in the
story of the Shipwrecked Sailor:

48 Presumably a sdm.jn=f form rather than an impersonal passive or infinitive followed by jn + agent.

49 Cf. Depuydt, Orientalia 58 (1989), 1-27.
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"120 sailors (are) in it, the choice of Egypt,

They see the sky; they see the earth,

Their hearts are bolder than lions.

They predict a storm before it comes; a tempest before it happens." (Text D)

The passage again is descriptive. Here we evidently have sdm=f forms that serve as
complete utterances in themselves, parallel to complete utterances that fit our conceptions of
proper sentences: a standard adverbial and a standard adjectival sentence. Any attempt to
deny the independence of these sdm=f forms as utterances by fitting them into a larger
sentence pattern — a Wechselsatz — breaks down, because it conflates discourse structure
with syntax.

The application of discourse and contextual analysis to Egyptian texts and grammar
is made more difficult by prevailing structuralist analysis of the patterns of Egyptian
sentences. The "standard theory", inspired by the work of Polotsky,50 assumes that all
standard Egyptian sentence patterns can be reduced to a propositional structure of A + B,
which equals subject + predicate.>! The assumed structure is, indeed, that of an identity
sentence. However long or complex the actual sentence, it must be fitted to this underlying
pattern by the procedures of transformation, although allowance is made for sequences of
multiple predicates. The patterns themselves are uncontroversial enough, when they appear
in simple or even moderately complex examples. A nominal(ised?)52 verb form stands as
"subject"”, and is followed by an "adverbial" predicate:

"Now, why (PRED.) should-I-give (SUBJ.) you trouble?" (Text E)

"You-give (SUBJ.) these rations to my people, (while-)they-are-working (PRED.)"
(TextF)

In the most sophisticated treatment of this sort, Junge33 reduces the semantic force inherent
in the "predication” of such sentences to a minimum. He treats the analysis as, in effect,

50 Junge, in: Crossroad, 189-90; id., "Emphasis” and sentential meaning; Depuydt, OLP 14 (1983), 13-
54.

51 And with a tendency to treat this as the standard word order in Egyptian. For the complex issues of
standard word order, word order change, and the role of pragmatic and syntactic mode in such change, see
Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 26-57.

52 The problem with the term "nominalised” is that it implies linguistically a transformation from some
non-nominal form. Although in reality this need be nothing more than the completely neutral form — the
root — the term is inseparable from its structural baggage, and promotes woolly thinking.

53 In: Crossroad, 189-254, expanded and clarified since in id., "Emphasis” and sentential meaning. No
issue is taken here with Junge's discussion of meaning and emphasis, which is extremely 2ccurate, but only
with the structuralist insistence that the patterns of discourse are to be treated as syntactic structure; cf.
Eyre, in: Crossroad, 119-43, and the issues focussed on by Allen, GM 32 (1979), 7-15.
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explanation of a structural peculiarity of Egyptian belonging to the "transpositional and
sentential frame", since in any meaningful sense "the predicate in Egyptian is .... mostly
represented by the semantic notion of what is called a 'verb™.54 However, if the terms
subject and predicate are to be used, there has to be the assumption of a predicative nexus
of some sort between the two. For a nominal sentence this means the equivalent of the
English copula "is". This assumes that the sentences have a propositional frame,33 so that a
literal representation of the structure should in English include the copula "is".5¢ To show
what I mean, I will quote a passage from Sinuhe, discussed by Junge.>” The layout is
Junge's, but I distort his translation to introduce the copula.

hq3 pn ‘mw-s3-nns rdj.n=f wj r hp.t=f
‘h'n jnj.n=j jha=f

h3q.n=j mnmn.t=f
k3.t.n=f jrj.t st r=j jrj.n=j st r=f
This ruler NN (is) he took me in his arms.
Then (is)  Icarried off his goods
(and) (is)  Iseized his cattle.
What he had meant to do to me (is)  Idid it to him. (Text G)

Transformationally (or "transpositionally") the suffix conjugations here are considered to
serve as nouns and adverbs, or noun and adverb phrases. Indeed, the basic "proof™ that the
suffix conjugations are "nominal">® in form and syntax depends on their transformational
parallelism with the infinitive. As a superficial objection to this style of analysis, one might
point out that the sentence structure using sdm=f is then difficult to distinguish from that
with a narrative infinitive, as quoted above in text A. There also the explanatory adverbial
adjuncts could perfectly well be declared as propositional predicates:

54 Junge, in: Crossroad, 211.
55 Havelock's (The Muse Learns to Write, 94) "conceptual subject attached to a conceptual predicate."

56 This is obviously, at one level, a mere illustrative device, but the issue goes deeper than that. It is the
English "literal” illustration of Junge's insistence that the underlying structure is genuinely propositional
(cf. Junge, GM 33 [1979], 75-6). The question is that of whether such sentence patterns are based on an
identity relationship; cf. Schenkel, BiOr 45 (1988), 282-4. One should note that the declarative sentence as
such is more typical of the written register than the spoken (cf. Goody, Interface between the Written and
the Oral, 267). The structuralist or "syntactic mode" tends very much to treat the declarative or identity
patterns as basic. My argument is that by doing so it is tending to treat written and not spoken language as
basic, and the distinction should not be passed over as unimportant.

57 In: Crossroad, 211-2.

58 That is to say, not fully "propositional” statements, capable of serving alone as a complete utterance.
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sqd m w3id-wr
Ssp tp-w3t nfrt r 13 ntr
awris m htp

r h3st Pwnt

jn m$‘ n Nb-3wy
bft tpt-r n Nb-ntrw

Sailing (was) on the sea

Making good progress (was) to the God's land

Mooring (was) successful

(and) (was) to the land of Punt

(and) (was) by the army of the Lord of the Two Lands
(and) (was) according to the order of the Lord of Gods.

Such an explanation would patently be ridiculous.

The difficulty is to assess the extent to which this precise sort of syntactic subject-
predicate relationship, implicit in Junge's analysis, corresponds to the intention of the
Egyptian speaker-writer-poet in creating each ordinary narrative or descriptive sentence.
For instance, any adverbial adjunct in any sentence provides "new" information. On any
semantic hierarchy of "subjectivity" or "predicativity" — "givenness" or "newness" — the
adverbial adjunct is of necessity "predicative" if simply conveying "newness" is the
definition of "predication".5% The information provided is typically "new" and not "given".
Where the verb form itself is classed as "adverbial" there can be no surprise that its role is
"new" or "predicative" in this limited informational sense.

Junge himself makes clear that the structures he analyses as "predicative" have an
essentially discourse function, and that they were not "predicated” for the purpose of
"emphasis" or (emphatic) "focus". Callender®® demonstrates even more clearly that it is just
these "sentence predicates" that carry the line of discourse in a "paragraph".6! One may
reasonably question the structuralist insistence that the informational frame is simply that of
a propositional subject and predicate. Egyptian sentences are typically built up through the
connection between "thematic" and "rhematic" phrases, and there are real advantages in
treating their relationship as pragmatic and relatively unmarked: more as the "bricolage" of

59 As, cf. ] unge, "Emphasis"” and sentential meaning.
60 In: Crossroad, 71-89.

61 Although stressing that this is not necessarily true of every such "sentence predicate.”
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speech and performance than the abstract propositional structure of written didactic
prose.52

The structural approach — the "standard theory" — tacitly assumes that Middle
Egyptian works in what Givén calls "syntactic mode". The approach of Gardiner described
the language in something much more like "pragmatic mode". The difference between the
approaches is worth exploring, not because one or the other is objectively or exclusively
right, but because the very argument itself can help throw light on the historical develop-
ment of Egyptian sentence patterns, and on the meaning intended by an Egyptian speaker
when he used one construction in preference to another. For instance, it is fairly clear that
in origin the Egyptian suffix conjugations are words (or phrases), and not independent
clauses or sentences. The etymology of the sdm=f is not based on a simple propositional
relationship between subject and predicate. Yet it is not necessary for every grammatical
utterance to consist of a syntactic, or even "logical" proposition. Nor does the non- propo-
sitional origin of a construction mean that it could not, over time, come to be used in a pro-
positional way. That is to say, in classical Middle Egyptian the semantic interpretation of
jw sdm=f seems quite clear: =fis the subject "he"; sdm is the predicate "hears"; jw is a
"modal” marker of the "indicative" or "factual assertion".63 Such is an essentially pragmatic
analysis, but it seems more likely to resemble the way an Egyptian speaker thought about
his utterance. A structural analysis, in which the jw is explained as a relatively neutral
"subject”, and the sdm=f as an "adverbial predicate" (a circumstantial form), is clearly a
more plausible attempt to explain the origin of the construction. Indeed, such an approach
is probably necessary to explain the complementary distribution of forms in Middle Egyp-
tian. Despite, however, claiming to be structural, it is an approach that is close to the histo-
rical in the way it takes explicatory refuge in an abstraction of the language, and the claim
that it represents syntax.

In assessing whether syntactic or pragmatic mode is predominant in the sentence
structure of classical Egyptian, a variety of features are potentially more diagnostic than
mere structural patterns in discourse. Morphology is as always a difficulty, although the
nominal or nominalised forms of the Egyptian verb must always be of great comparative
interest. If the syntactic mode is predominant, we might expect there to be a genuine
morphological differentiation of forms in different syntactic positions. Especially we might
expect the clear marking of subordinate forms or constructions, and in particular the sub-
junctive form used as "object" of another verb, which does seem to be marked morpholo-
gically in Middle Egyptian. On the other hand, the construction jw=sn hr jrjt k3t in Text F
above can be defined as a subordinate adverbial clause by the standard rules of transposi-

62 Cf. Eyre, in: Crossroad, 129-33; 140-1.

63 cf, Junge, "Emphasis” and sentential meaning, esp. 103-8. The immediate discussion goes back
through Allen, in: Crossroad, 27-31; 33; 39 to Junge, in: Festschrift Edel, 263-71.
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tion. If, however, we do not consider it marked as subordinate in surface structure, but
merely subordinate by parataxis, then we are closer to a pragmatic mode of construction.

The question of syntactic distinctions in the verbal morphology of Middle Egyptian
remains obscure. The force of gemination in the sdm=f is clearly not syntactic in origin,
and it is obscure how far it may in practice have become a marker of syntactic function by
the Middle Kingdom. Likewise the suggestion that different syntactic uses of the suffix
conjugation might have been marked by different case endings on the verbal root® remains
no more than an elegant theory.> Subordination in surface structure is problematic in gene-
ral for Middle Egyptian.66 An adequate treatment of this issue would require, at the same
time, a better analysis of the related problem of how "embedding" functioned as a process
in Egyptian syntax.67

The real context of literary Middle Egyptian is descriptive oral performance. We
have to visualise the texts performed in a semi-theatrical way: ritual performance for the
Pyramid Texts, and entertainment for the literary texts. The "theatrical” (or "performative")
context cannot be expected to show the full propositional form that we tend to treat as the
essence of the grammatical category of "sentence". This is simply a matter of degree in
Egyptian literature. There is, shall we say, a relative indifference to the "sentence" as
opposed to the flow of descriptive "discourse" in literature for performance. This shows in
the importance of parataxis, the relative lack of marked subordination, and even perhaps the
indifference to the copula "is" in Egyptian literary style. Insistence on an essentially propo-
sitional syntax is likely to distort the literary form.

In this context the letters of Hekanakhte take on a special importance. More than
any other Middle Egyptian texts®® they do seem to record actual speech. They seem to have
been written to dictation; and a dictation rare in its unselfconsciousness. The scribe appears
to have represented the actual flow of words without editing or normalisation. Without
detailing here the case for this view, it is worth focussing on a couple of specific passages.
My translation reflects of course my view of the context of their writing:

64 Callender, AAL 2/6, 1975; Eyre, in: Lingua Sapientissima, 38; id., in: Crossroad, 139-40; Ray in this
volume.

65 But cf. above the discussion of Kalmar's suggestion (in: Literacy, Language and Learning, 160-2) that
Inuktitut might be developing a "that"-form along these lines, through marking a nominalised verb with
accusative case for use as a "subjunctive."

66 For instance, there is a good case for arguing that the n sdmt=f form, as in the quotation from the
Shipwrecked Sailor, is a marked subordinate (=adverbial) form and not merely subordinate by parataxis, but
in the example quoted it is clearly the nouns "storm" and "tempest" that are qualified, and the n sdmt=fis
not here "predicative" to the sentence.

67 Loprieno, JAAL 1 (1988), 35-41; cf. the remarks of Givén, On Understanding Grammar, 222,

68 Including other letters, documents, or the "address to the living."
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"Well, anyway, I have come here, travelling south, (and) you have made the
account®? for me of the rent of the field of 13 arura in just barley. Be very careful.
Guard against your making free with the barley, (even) a khar, there, as(?) one
who deals with barley of his own, because you have made the rent in respect of it
(financially) painful to me, in just barley; and also (there is the matter of) its seed
grain. Well, anyway, as for one who deals with barley, as for 65 khar of barley in
a field of 13 arura is’0 5 khar in a field of 1 arura; well it is not a painful quota(?)."
(Text H)

Hekanakhte's style is evidently spontaneous.’! However, his partner in conversation is
only the scribe's reed pen, that copies but does not reply. The series of instructions and
questions therefore become quite complex forms of explicit and thoughtful discourse, with
an unselfconscious element of rhetoric. Particularly interesting is Hekanakhte's use of
particles and conjunctions, in light of the reasonable assumption that conjunctions are asso-
ciated with formal subordination and written narrative, whereas particles are associated
with parataxis, speech, and oral usage.’? Hekanakhte makes free use of both. In this
passage he uses the subordinating conjunctions hr-nzt and jr where the context and phra-
sing of his argument is clearly thought out and less spontaneous. He uses the paratactic
particles mk grt where the tongue seems to be leading the mind. A second characteristic of
Hekanakhte's language, that seems striking for so historically early a stage of the Egyptian,
is his use of composite verb forms containing the auxiliaries wn and jrj. This allows him
explicitly to mark complex forms of tense and mood. For instance, where he is complain-
ing about the quality of the food grain sent to him:

"If you should have sent me old barley in order to conserve the new barley, what
should I say? It is very proper!" (Text I)

69 For the most recent discussion of the "syntactic" problem of sequence of tenses here see Junge, in:
Crossroad, 216; id., "Emphasis” and sentential meaning, esp. 51-60, and cf. the similar sentence pl. 5, 4.

70 The apparent change of construction in mid-sentence, a feature of reflective speech or of dictation where
the speaker has to stop and wait for the writer to catch up is particular clear also in pl. 6 line 55.

71 Take for example Hekanakhte's use of jrj m jt mh "one who does with barley" in criticism of his
correspondent’s profligacy as consumer. Then, having the phrase in his mind, he repeats it in a slightly
different sense with the jrj referring to the activity of the farmer. Thereby he provides the transition back to
discussion of the profitability of the transaction.

72 Superficially this is the difference between the spoken version of this paper, for which most of the
subordinating conjunctions were crossed out, and particles and gestures added in an ad hoc way as I went
along, and the written version with subordinating constructions restored for the sake of precision.
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It is perhaps relevant that narrative is first attested in written Egyptian in the formal context
of tomb autobiography,’? where it can be categorised as descriptive and labelling. A more
informal "story-telling" style only appears in written literature at a later date. Yet the more
relaxed style, as found in letters and stories, has in many ways a more "evolved" style of
grammar, despite evidently being more colloquial. It is more up-to-date, and has less con-
cern for the prestige of the archaic. Insofar as Egyptian develops the propositional use of a
verb "to be", and as it comes to mark subordination more clearly, this is attested in the
introduction of apparently colloquial forms into written prose, both narrative and discurs-
ive. In both contexts the uses of the words jw and wn are particularly diagnostic.

The problem of how the grammar of Hekanakhte relates to that of other stages of
the Egyptian language is complex, but it seems to highlight the specialness of literary
Middle Egyptian. I personally come more and more to believe that this "classical" Egyptian
is, in origin and fact, an artificial "poetic" dialect, and not simply the written representation
of some particular spoken dialect.” In this precise sense I view it as the "Homeric" dialect
of Egyptian.” The grammar of Hekanakhte is neither more primitive nor simpler for being
speech, in comparison to the grammar of the Eloquent Peasant or Sinuhe. Nor is it in any
way "primitive", in terms of an inability or a preference against making explicit "evolved"
features of language. In fact Hekanakhte makes tense and subordination more explicit than
is general in literary texts, by his use of complex composite verb forms, by his extensive
and clear use of conjugations and particles, and in the way he phrases propositions clearly
as such. He does not have the same descriptive allusive style as literary texts, where the
connection relies much more on simple juxtaposition. Indeed, in this way his sentence
structure might seem more "syntactic" and less "pragmatic” than that of roughly contempo-
rary literature.

In reality, the features discussed here involve normal distinctions between the
spoken and the written register.”6 Many of the features that Goody notes as distinctive of

73 Assmann, in: Schrift und Geddchtnis, 64-93.

74 On the problem of "dialect” in this context cf. Loprieno, GM 53 (1982), 75-95; on the issue of norms,
cf. Junge, in: ZDMG. Supplement VI, 17-34; on the relationship between dialects and norms in the
specific context of writing, cf. Haugen, in: Sociolinguistics, esp. 109.

75 A limited literary argument of this kind has been put forward by Foster, RdE 34 (1983), 27-52, but in
such a trivialising way, and with such a lack of rigour, as to discredit the approach. Foster's arguments
about the nature and meaning of forms depend almost entirely on what he thinks is fine as translation,
rather than a production of translations depending on analysis of the structure of Egyptian grammar. The
argument here is intended to illustrate an explicatory frame, in which to place the grammatical analysis, and
does not rely simply on ad hoc analysis of individual passages. I should stress that I do not mean that the
structures of "poetry” promote the use of grammatically "simple” constructions (as Foster seems to
believe). "Pragmatic” is not meant to mean "simple", any more than structuralist analyses of the basics of
deep structure imply that the manifestations of surface structure are grammatically simple.

76 Cf. Goody, Interface between the Written and the Oral, 267.
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the written register (cf. above) are also to a degree typical of formal prepared speech or
recitation, and are therefore also to be found in the language of oral literature or rhetoric.
The converse is that spoken sentences tend to be longer and more rambling than written
sentences. Hekanakhte's letters may thus seem to be less in a performative mode than
formal literature, although on the face of it they are more "oral" and spontaneous. They
merely have the untidiness of spontaneous speech, as against the tidy sentence structure of
non-spontaneous language. The important feature is not whether it is written or spoken. It
is the explicatory, discursive, or argumentative register, compared to the labelling, descrip-
tive, performative register of literature. The expository context, whether spoken or written,
is likely to promote the use (even development) of more precise and less allusive modes of
expression. A key issue, whether for spoken, recited or written language, seems to be the
extent to which the "speaker" perceives himself to be creating a "sentence”, and conscious-
ly gives it propositional form (= syntactic mode), or whether he is satisfied with making his
utterance (= pragmatic mode).

The extent to which syntactic mode might evolve in a language, or rather the
balance between the two modes, seems largely sociological: to what extent is communi-
cation limited to performative contexts, or to what extent are the merits of particular courses
of action the subject of reasoned debate. That is to say, the equations quoted at the
beginning of this paper, relating "co-operation”, "communication”, "discussion" and "ratio-
cination” to different types of syntax, have a degree of reality in the way they relate
sentence structures to language usage in particular social contexts. The vital question is
whether they have any developmental or evolutionary value, or whether they are simply
stylistic variations. Thus, for instance, the changes that Kalmér detects in Inuktitut do not
just relate to extensions in the use of writing. They are part of a context of social change, as
the originally hunter-gatherer band becomes embroiled in the bureaucracy of modern
government, with its appetite for impersonal decontextualised explication, as against highly
contextual personal communication. I am saying the obvious: the more complex a society
the more complex its communication is likely to be.”’ Havelock's basic argument about the
role of literacy in linguistic evolution is defective, because it attributes to users of literacy an
intention and consequences that relate to the whole social context within which the use of
writing developed. In assessing the evidential value of his data he fails to consider properly
social limitations on the sorts of language written down at different dates.’® Yet even
Goody's much more sophisticated discussion of the role of literacy pays insufficient
attention to the different social contexts for language use or performance. For Egypt we are
fortunate in having an apparently wider variety of types of writing for apparently more
primitive stages. This means we can glimpse greater varieties of linguistic style, and so
should be able to avoid the worst pitfalls of the evolutionary framework.

77 Greenberg, Essays in Linguistics, 65.

8 ¢t Goody's criticism (ibid., 105-7) of the style of approach he typifies.
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I am trying to argue here that things which look "primitive" or more "structured"” in
classical Egyptian are actually that way because they are written in a poetic and perform-
ative "dialect”, which is more a style than a dialect properly speaking. That despite being
"written", they seem more "typologically primitive" in their syntax or structure than the rare
examples of "colloquial" writing.” This is because they derive from rhythmic and recita-
tional patterns, not because they are genuinely simpler or more primitive. They may, how-
ever, seem more structured than ordinary speech, because they are formally and delibera-
tely structured for literary purposes. In this way oral poetry may seem to relate more
closely to the "syntactic" mode, which is the mode of sentence structure assumed for
modern written languages,30 than to a much looser and more pragmatic mode.

In this sense "syntactic mode" would mean little more that the deliberate structuring
of sentences or utterances: an explicit consciousness of the value of structured language for
clarity of communication. This is the sense in which the development of written prose — for
reading not recitation — can perhaps be argued to have an influence on grammar and
language use. The writing of philosophy, history, or the novel,8! but even of letters and
reports, is likely to promote a different consciousness of syntactic structure, compared with
the more pragmatic attitudes of natural speech. The structures of recitational poetry, while
highly formal, retain something more of the pragmatic patterns of "utterances" than the
syntactic patterns of "sentences".

As with Homer, so with Middle Egyptian literature,32 one has a poetic form; a
performative style closely connected with the recitational context for which the texts were
composed. This is reflected in a special "poetic" syntax and discourse structure. That is to
say, the characteristic balance and parallelism in the lines of Egyptian literature are reflected
very closely in the syntax of these texts. Phrase length and sentence length are structured to
the short length of the "metrical" unit. The pragmatic structure of topic and comment, or the
paratactic juxtaposition of utterance, is closely connected with "artistic" purpose. In other
words, the features that are most "primitive" and lead us to "geometrical", algebraic, prag-
matic, pidgin-like, structuralist analyses of Egyptian are probably as much to do with the
“poetic” nature and style of classical Middle Egyptian as with the true syntactic structure of
the Egyptian language. Thus the features classed by Havelock as "primitive orality" might
be better classed as a sort of artificial step backwards in "primitiveness", to serve a poetic
context. The apparent "logicality", or "geometry", or "primitiveness”, that gives us an

79 To a limited extent a similar argument can be put forward for the linguistic differences between the
Pyramid Texts and the contemporary tomb autobiographies.

80 Where the issue of prescriptive grammar certainly has a degree of influence

81 For the claim that the invention of the novel and the prose romance can be placed in Egypt not Greece
cf. Griffiths, in: Studies Lichtheim, 360.

82 Which includes the Coffin and perhaps the Pyramid Texts.
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excessively concrete feel for Egyptian syntax, are something of a red herring. It is more the
"geometry" of a poetic literary style than an underlying "geometry" of syntax.83

I am not quite sure myself, in presenting this argument, whether I have been
influenced by certain rather out-of-the-way theoretical approaches,34 or have merely been
attracted to them by the desire to find meaningful context for the texts I read. My discussion
is largely based on a revulsion against mechanical, quasi-mathematical or formalist-logical
approaches to the analysis of Egyptian, and a conviction that at present something nearer to
a form of literary criticism seems the most promising way of improving our understanding
of the native use of Egyptian. By this I mean the attempt to discuss in a "pragmatic" way
the strategies of the Egyptian speaker in creating sentences; what the Egyptian was trying to
achieve by using a specific word order or construction, and how this helped his meanin gin
the context in which he used it.

I think it is fairly clear that where an Egyptian tongue began a new section of
discourse with jw he was probably just thinking "Er — statement and off we go". When he
began it with a bare sdm.n=f he was thinking ahead to some further argument. He makes
the verbal statement firmly, clearly, sometimes perhaps emphatically or "focussed", but he
makes it also as the first part of an information structure. It is a sort of "topicalisation”, and
in an "utterance" pattern that is incomplete without further information. An insistence on the
syntactic mode of this pattern is, however, questionable and limiting. In simple terms, I am
questioning whether the basic sentence pattern sdm.n=f + ADVERB really represents a
marked syntactic structure: English "That he heard was yesterday". There remain good
reasons to treat it as an essentially pragmatic structure: English "He has heard, yester-
day".85 It can help break such bounds to ask how far Egyptian texts are better dealt with in
a pragmatic rather than a syntactic mode. This is regardless of whether an evolutionary
hypothesis is sound. If we are going in the end to make sense of Egyptian texts, we have to
think a lot harder about how and why the individual text was composed, how it was going
to be "performed”, and how the author chose his form according to the context of his
communication.

83 On the central importance of studying performance as well as text cf. Finnegan, Literacy and Orality,
125. For something of the background to descriptions of Egyptian as a "logical" or "geometrical” language
cf. the comments of Polotsky, in: Lingua Sapientissima, 19-21. The same issues have arisen in discussion
of Hebrew, because Biblical Hebrew has the same literary and performative background as literary Egyptian;
cf. O'Connor, Hebrew Verse Structure, 7: "Yet one finds that an astute Semitist and a serious literary
theorist agree that Hebrew, as reflected in its verse, is "highly logical" [...]. We not only do not regard
Hebrew (or texts written in it) as intrinsically simpler or more logical than other languages and texts; we
similarly do not expect to find them freer or more vigorous."

84 Although these may be linguistic byways, they are byways where the scenery seems terribly familiar to
the student of Egyptian texts. Cf. also the approach of Assmann, GM 11 (1974), 59-76.

85 cf. Eyre, in: Crossroad, 119-43.
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The ordinary speaker does not think too hard about structure, and certainly not
about the history of the language, whereas the poet may and the commentator must. To
refer to classic discussions within Egyptology: this involves something beyond the mere
separation of literary and non-literary texts to obtain synchronic purity of the parole (after
éern}’f). As Junge86 so cogently argues, classical literary Egyptian is the central and proper
sphere of study, but it needs to be dealt with at a higher level than the individual clause, and
with explicit analysis of use or performance. This goes beyond the distinction between
Rede and Erziihlung 87 Tt needs to go beyond the definition of the rules of metricality,33
which do not in themselves constitute more than an element of literary criticism. It involves
a thorough-going application of "discourse analysis",8 that lays emphasis on the role of
individual forms. This concerns syntactic patterns within both their immediate and their
wider contexts,%0 but also consideration of forms and patterns in the context of their
designed or expected performance.

The grammar of an Egyptian text, or group of texts, is not just the list of forms, but
also their context. That is to say, grammar must include style and context, not merely form.
Without sensitivity to style even the relatively straightforward becomes untranslatable in
any meaningful sense. The deadness of Egyptian literature is brought home more
forcefully, the more one is able to perceive a little of what was genuinely appreciated in the
context to which it belonged. This means attempting to visualise the lost reality of the
linguistic performance. Even though the full force of the sounds are irrecoverable, it is
possible to visualise the effect of rhetorical quasi-theatrical recitation in the passage quoted
above from the Pyramid Texts. Or in the passage quoted from the Shipwrecked Sailor,
where the couplet begins and ends on m3: at the beginning "see" and at the end "lion".
Without a consciousness of the performative context, any attempt to analyse the sentence
structure is highly problematic. There is a serious danger of categorising "literary"” style
under the heading of syntactic form.

In an important sense the central task in writing Egyptian grammar is the attempt to
define "Basic Egyptian" — the essential core necessary for communication with and under-
standing of a "Middle Egyptian". A secondary test is then whether that "Middle Egyptian”
would recognise the detail of our description of his language. In practice his language was
a written language, as used by a very small group. It is a formal literary "dialect” that they

86 Syntax, 15-6.

87 After Hintze, Untersuchungen zu Stil und Sprache neudgyptischer Erzihlungen.
88 After Fecht, "Prosodie", in: LA IV, 1127-1154.

89 See Callender, in: Crossroad, 71-89.

90 Cf. Junge, in: Crossroad, 189-254; id., JEA 72 (1986), 113-132; id., "Emphasis” and sentential
meaning.
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used, strongly under the influence of poetic style, because that was the form in which the
classical literature was created and written. This does not represent natural speech, and it
was not necessary suitable in its patterns and structure for all classes of text, and especially
not for letters or documents. It does not then matter that our view of "Basic Egyptian" is
defined by literary and poetic texts, since this was treated by the Egyptians as their written
norm. It is, however, helpful in defining strategies for classification, and it is necessary for
language typology, to make this point explicit.

My argument here is that analysis of Egyptian grammar has never been sufficiently
explicit about the nature of its texts. This has tended to lead first to an oversimplification:
classifying the subject-predicate or identity structure of non-verbal sentences as a sort of
universal logical-syntactic relationship underlying all sentence patterns. Then it has lead to
overelaboration, in order to justify this structuralist interpretation through all manifestations
of surface structure and all sentence patterns. This style of analysis has been very produc-
tive for the last 30 years or so, but it now seems rather worked out. More profitable lines of
enquiry now seem to lie in explicit investigations of the discourse rather than syntactic
structure of Egyptian. This should examine the changing balance between parataxis and
marked subordination, and the historical changes in word order that relate to new styles of
verbal structure. The most interesting of these is the change from the order VSO in the
suffix conjugation to that of SVO in compound verb forms.

The attempt to relate such change and variation to a putative universal evolution
from "pragmatic” to "syntactic mode" provides at least an interesting framework for
assessing Egyptian data within the comparative frameworks of language typology and
development, and it allows this discussion to be dealt with in the framework of the
relationship between language and writing. In such ways Egyptology has much to offer to
linguistics, as well as much to take.%! It provides a case study, where data can be assessed
for a language with a long and natural internal development that was very little influenced
by outside influences, cultural or linguistic, over a very long period of time.

91 ¢, Polotsky, in: Lingua Sapientissima, 16.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 97-123 o
Eyre, Christopher J.: Was Ancient Egyptian Really a Primitive Language? _
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



122 Ch. Eyre

ANTEBARE#PFIS 1T ha o
0= @QM%%%Méﬁm‘;ﬂ /ww\'t?ﬂcﬁq Bl =

P > =1

2o AT NS ) S T B S ]

Il 2l a maa e
Urk. I 3272, 5-13

UV MBS 2 o 2 s
el & = B e T VT8 L YR ]
Urk. IV 8, 1I-16

O B <o IR TR A 00F IR 221 R= o4

B2 ElS e L @®@ & 2ATTA 11 =)
BEOS®r r- 3934 -390

HCSD\:Q*&QM}&“&M = hp'uaﬁ&nmqp

izt

&vaﬂlllo-®~k3?;€l”:hﬁ lllb\?wﬂq_/\
Ly =N ﬁjéﬁ v—%?&f 2’;\ 35 27-32 (=93-8)

O NS T8RP 2. 85218 Hek b4 wl5

e_n""“”? K& %l\lMé""énl\'&QQ{]m%l?E:& HekPLS)Zq‘?)O

© ?éniw&%mmmm«@p“moéa&mm&
eo'lﬁﬁ L_“}V&f_n

hm ! e e faF e
. Sin B 1L2-5

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 97-123

Eyre, Christopher J.: Was Ancient Egyptian Really a Primitive Language?

© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Was Ancient Egyptian really a primitive language? 123

= Z 0 RURATR T ) ES R e e
el 7 RS P 25 B =F o R
A o So S RIB R RS0 R0

co TE 2 STl FR XN T ImED

of\o@h& Oqogé‘% DamThRRIZ TR

T RRL 2T pond s Sar et rrdl] [t PN HeLp.l-Z,‘iH

¢ ao%zg@“%ﬁ@an&%ma*&n\%;&é&?,@

Jefla g t=Rl WL 43 .3-L

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 97-123
Eyre, Christopher J.: Was Ancient Egyptian Really a Primitive Language?
© Seminar fur Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://www.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography

Allen, J. P, "Is the 'Emphatic’ Sentence an Adverbial-Predicate Construction?,” GM 32
(1979), 7-15.

---, "Synthetic and Analytic Tenses in the Pyramid Texts," in: L'Egyptologie en 1979, 20-
27.

---, The Inflection of the Verb in the Pyramid Texts. BA 2, Malibu 1984.

---, "Features of non-verbal predicates in Old Egyptian," in: Crossroad, 9-44.

---, "Tense in Classical Egyptian," in: W. K. Simpson (Ed.), Essays on Egyptian Gram-
mar. YES 1, New Haven 1986, 1-21.

Allen, T. G., A Handbook of the Egyptian Collection of the Art Institute of Chicago,
Chicago 1923.

---, "Independent uses of the Egyptian qualitative," JAOS 49 (1929), 160-67.

Andersen, F. 1., The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the Pentateuch. JBL Monograph
Series 14, Nashville 1970.

Assmann, J., Liturgische Lieder an den Sonnengott. MAS 19, Berlin 1969.

---, "Agyptologie und Linguistik," GM 11 (1974), 59-76.

---, Agyptische Hymnen und Gebete, Ziirich-Miinchen 1975.

---, "Ewigkeit," in: LA 11, 47-54.

---, "Personlichkeitsbegriff und -bewuBtsein," in: LA IV, 963-78.

---, "Schrift, Tod und Identitit. Das Grab als Vorschule der Literatur im alten Agypten,” in:
A. und J. Assmann - Chr. Hardmeier (Hgg.), Schrift und Geddchtnis. Archiologie
der literarischen Kommunikation 1, Miinchen 1983, 64-93.

---, Re und Amun. Die Krise des polytheistischen Weltbilds im Agypten der 18. - 20.
Dynastie. OBO 51, Freiburg 1983.

---, Agypten. Theologie und Frommigkeit einer frithen Hochkultur. Urban-Taschen-
biicher 366, Stuttgart 1984.

---, "Verkldarung," in: LA VI, 998-1006.

---, "State and Religion in the New Kingdom," in: W. K. Simpson (Ed.), Religion and
Philosophy in Ancient Egypt. YES 3, New Haven 1989, 68-82.

---, "Egyptian Mortuary Liturgies," in: Studies Lichtheim, 1-45.

Baer, K., "A Deed of Endowment in a Letter of the Time of Ppjj 12," ZAS 93 (1966), 1-9.

Bally, Ch., "L'expression des idées de sphere personnelle et de solidarité dans les langues
indo-européennes,” in: F. Frankhauser - J. Jud (Eds.), Festschrift Louis Gauchat,
Aarau 1926, 68-78.

---, Linguistique générale et linguistique francaise, Bern 41965.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



428 Bibliography

Bakir, A., Ancient Egyptian Epistolography. BAE 48, Cairo 1970.

Barns, J. W. B., The Ashmolean Ostracon of Sinuhe, London 1952.

Barta, W., Die Bedeutung der Pyramidentexte fiir den verstorbenen Kénig. MAS 39,
Miinchen 1981.

---, "Das Personalpronomen der wj-Reihe als Proklitikon im adverbiellen Nominalsatz,"
ZAS 112 (1985), 94-104.

---, "Das Erstnomen des A B pw-Satzes," GM 88 (1985), 7-9.

von Beckerath, J., "Die 'Stele der Verbannten' im Museum des Louvre," RdE 20 (1968),
7-36.

---, "Zeiteinteilung, -messung," in: LA VI, 1371-72.

Belova, A., "Sur la reconstruction du vocalisme afroasiatique: quelques correspondances
égypto-sémitiques,” in: H. G. Mukarovsky (Ed.), Proceedings of the Fifth Inter-
national Hamito-Semitic Congress 1987. Vol. 2, Beitrige zur Afrikanistik 41, Wien
1991, 85-93.

Behnk, F., Grammatik der Texte aus El-Amarna, Paris 1930.

Benveniste, E. Problémes de linguistique générale, vol. 1, Paris 1966.

---, Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes, vol. 1, Paris 1969.

---, Problémes de linguistique générale, vol. 2, Paris 1974.

Berlev, O., "The Date of the 'Eloquent Peasant'," in: Festschrift Fecht, 78-83.

Birkenmaier, W., Artikelfunktionen in einer artikellosen Sprache. Studien zur nomina-
len Determination im Russischen. Forum Slavicum 34, Miinchen 1979.

Blackman, A. M., The Rock Tombs of Meir, Part 1-3. 3 vols., London 1914-15.

---, "Some Notes on the Story of Sinuhe and Other Egyptian Texts," JEA 22 (1936), 35-
44.

Blumenthal, E., Untersuchungen zum dgyptischen Konigtum des Mittleren Reiches 1.
ASAW 61, Berlin 1970.

---, "Die Textgattung Expeditionsbericht in Agypten," in: Fragen an die altdgyptische
Literatur, 85-118.

---, "Ptahhotep und der 'Stab des Alters'," in: Festschrift Fecht, 84-97.

Bolinger, D., Intonation, Harmondsworth 1972.

van den Boorn, G. P. F., "Wd‘-ryt and Justice at the Gate," JNES 44 (1985), 1-25.

---, The Duties of the Vizier. Civil Administration in Early New Kingdom. Studies in
Egyptology, London/New York 1988.

Boretzky, N., Einfiihrung in die historische Linguistik. rororo Studium 108, Reinbeck
1977.

Borghouts, J. F., ""Iw sdm.f in Late Egyptian," JNES 28 (1969), 184-91.

---, "A Special Use of the Emphatic sdm.f in Late Egyptian," BiOr 29 (1972), 270-76.

---, Ancient Egyptian Magical Texts. Nisaba 9, Leiden 1978.

---, "Prominence Constructions and Pragmatic Functions," in: Crossroad, 45-70.

Bossong, G., "Variabilité positionnelle et universaux pragmatiques,"” BSLP 75 (1980), 39-
67.

Bosticco, S., Museo archeologico di Firenze. Le stele egiziane. Vol. I: dall'Antico al
Nuovo Regno, Rome 1959.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 429

Brockelmann, C., Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der semitischen Sprachen.
2 Bde, Berlin 1908-13.

Brunner, H., Die Geburt des Gottkénigs. AgAbh 10, Wiesbaden 1964.

---, "Personliche Frommigkeit," in: LA IV, 955

Brunner-Traut, E., "Altdgyptische Sprache und Kindersprache. Eine linguistische Anre-
gung," SAK 1 (1974), 61-81.

Bruyere, B., Mert Seger a Deir el-Médineh. MIFAO 58, Le Caire 1930.

Buccellati, G., "An Interpretation of the Akkadian Stative as a Nominal Sentence," JNES
27 (1968), 1-12.

---, "The State of the 'Stative'," in: Y. L. Arbeitman (Ed.), Fucus. Current Issues in
Linguistic Theory 58, Amsterdam 1988, 153-89.

de Buck, A., "Some New Interpretations on Sinuhe," in: Studies Presented to F. LI.
Griffith, London 1932, 57-60.

---, Egyptian Readingbook, vol. 1, Leiden 1948.

Callender, J. B., "Grammatical Models in Egyptology," Orientalia 42 (1973), 47-77.

---, "Afroasiatic cases and the formation of Ancient Egyptian constructions with possessive
suffixes," Afroasiatic Linguistics 2/6, Malibu 1975.

---, Middle Egyptian, Afroasiatic Dialects 2, Malibu 1975.

---, Review of Schenkel, Suffixkonjugation. BiOr 34 (1977), 305-7.

---, "Grammatical Models and 'Middle Egyptian," JEA 69 (1983), 154-58.

---, "Sentence initial position in Egyptian," CdE 58 (1983), 83-96.

---, Studies in the Nominal Sentence in Egyptian and Coptic. NES 24, Berkeley/Los
Angeles 1984.

---, "Discourse and sentence structure in Egyptian," in: Crossroad, 71-89.

Caminos, R. A., Late Egyptian Miscellanies, London 1954.

---, "Brief," in: LA 1, 855-64.

Capart, J., Une rue de tombeaux a Saqqarah, Bruxelles 1907.

Carr, D., Time Narrative and History. Bloomington/Indianapolis 1986. -

éemi, J., "Le caractere des Oushebtis d'apres les idées du Nouvel Empire. I. — Les tablet-
tes Rogers et McCullum. II. — Sur un passage du chapitre supplémentaire 166 du Livre
des Morts," BIFAO 41 (1942), 105-33.

---, Répertoire onomastique de Deir el-Médineh. DFIFAO 12, Le Caire 1949.

o Coptic Etymological Dictionary, Cambridge/New York 1976.

Cerny, J. - A. H. Gardiner, Hieratic Ostraca, Oxford 1957.

(Vlern)'/, J. - S. 1. Groll, A Late Egyptian Grammar. Studia Pohl: Series Major 4, Rome
31984.

Chaine, M., "La forme P> du verbe \P\," RdE 2 (1936), 35-6.

Chassinat, E., Le quatriéme livre des entretiens et épitres de Shenouti. MIFAO 23, Le
Caire 1911.

Chetveruchin, A. S. "Unexpected linguistic interpretation of JN 'say(s), said'," GM 104
(1988), 75-88.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



430 Bibliography

Chomsky, N., "Deep Structure, Surface Structure, and Semantic Interpretation,” in: D. D.
Steinberg - L. A. Jakobovits (Eds.), Semantics: An Interdisciplinary Reader in
Philosophy, Linguistics and Psychology, Cambridge 1971, 183-216.

Christopherson, P., The Articles: a Study of their Theory and Use in English. Copen-
hagen/London 1939.

Cifola, B., "Ramses III and the Sea Peoples: A Structural Analysis of the Medinet Habu
Inscriptions," Orientalia 57 (1988), 275-306.

Clere, J. J., "Une stele familiale abydénienne de la XII® Dynastie," BIFAO 85 (1985), 77-
87.

Clere, J. J. - J. Vandier, Textes de la premiére période intermédiaire. BAe 10, Bruxel-
les 1948.

Collier, M., "The circumstantial sdm(.f)/sdm.n(.f) as verbal-forms in Middle Egyptian,"
JEA 76 (1990), 73-85.

Comirie, B., "The formation of relative clauses," in: B. Lloyd - J. Gay (Eds.), Universals
of Human Thought: some African evidence, Cambridge 1981, 215-33.

Coseriu, E., Synchronie, Diachronie und Geschichte, Miinchen 1974.

---, Sprachtheorie und allgemeine Sprachwissenschaft, Miinchen 1975.

Couper-Kuhlen, E., "A New Look at Contrastive Intonation," in: R. J. Watts - U. Weid-
man (Eds.), Modes of Interpretation. Essays Presented to Ernst Leisi on the Occa-
sion of His 65th Birthday. TBL 260, Tiibingen 1984, 137-58.

Crossroad. Chaos or the Beginning of a New Paradigm. Papers from the Conference on
Egyptian Grammar (Helsinggr 28-30 May 1986), ed. by G. Englund and P. J. Frand-
sen. CNI Publications 1, Copenhagen 1986.

Crum, W.E., "Verbalprifixe im Koptischen," ZAS 65 (1930), 125-27.

---, A Coptic Dictionary, Oxford 1939.

Culler, J., Structuralist Poetics, London 1975.

Danes, F., "A three-level approach to syntax," TLP 1 (1964), 225-40.

---, "Order of Elements and Sentence Intonation," in: To Honor Roman Jakobson. Essays
on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday, vol. I, The Hague 1967, 499-512.

Darwin, Ch., The Origin of Species, London 1859 [repr. Harmondsworth 1985].

Davies, N. de G., "Akhenaten at Thebes," JEA 9 (1923), 132-52.

---, The Tomb of Ken-Amun at Thebes. PMMA 5, New York 1930.

Davis, V. L., Syntax of the Negative Particle bw and bn in Late Egyptian. MAS 29,
Miinchen 1973.

von Deines, H. - W. Westendorf, Worterbuch der medizinischen Texte. 2 Bde, GMAA
7, Berlin 1961-2.

Depuydt, L., "Coffin Texts 414 J-K: Aspects of Syntax," GM 58 (1982), 15-25.

---, "The Standard Theory of the Emphatic' Forms in Classical (Middle) Egyptian: a
Historical Survey," OLP 14 (1983), 13-54.

---, "A propos de la notion de mouvement en copte et en égyptien," CdE 60 (1985), 85-93.

---, "The Emphatic Nominal Sentence in Egyptian and Coptic," in: Crossroad, 91-117.

---, "The Emphatic Nominal Sentence in Egyptian and Coptic," Orientalia 56 (1987), 37-
54.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 431

---, "New Horizons in Coptic and Egyptian Linguistics," CdE 63 (1988), 391-406.

---, "The Contingent Tenses of Egyptian,” Orientalia 58 (1989), 1-27.

Derchain, Ph., "Sinouhé et Ammounech," GM 87 (1985), 7-14.

---, "A propos de performativité. Penser anciens et articles recents,” GM 110 (1989), 13-
18.

Diakonoff, I. M., "Ancient writing and ancient written language: pitfalls and peculiarities in
the study of Sumerian," in: S. J. Lieberman (Ed.), Sumeriological Studies in Honor
of Thorkild Jacobsen. Assyriological Studies 20, Chicago 1976, 99-121.

Doret, E., "A Note on the Egyptian Construction Noun + sdm.f," JNES 39 (1980), 37-45.

---, "La premi€re personne du passé dans les textes narratifs de I'Ancien Empire," BSEG 7
(1982), 17-31.

---, The Narrative Verbal System of Old and Middle Egyptian. Cahiers d'Orientalisme
12, Geneve 1986.

---, "Sur une caractéristique grammaticale de quelques sarcophages d'El-Bersheh," BSEG
13 (1989), 45-50.

---, "Phrase nominale, identité et substitution dans les testes des sarcophages (premicre
partie)," RdE 40 (1989), 49-63.

---, "Phrase nominale, identité et substitution dans les textes des sarcophages (seconde
partie)," RdE 41 (1990), 39-56.

Edel, E., Untersuchungen zur Phraseologie der dgyptischen Inschriften des Alten
Reiches. MDAIK 13.1, Wien 1945.

---, Altdgyptische Grammatik. 2 Bde, AnOr 34/35, Rom 1955-64.

---, "Zur Etymologie und hieroglyphischen Schreibung der Préipositionen MN und NTE€,"
Orientalia 36 (1967), 67-75.

---, Hieroglyphische Inschriften des Alten Reiches. ARWAW 67, Opladen 1981.

Edgerton, W. F., "On the origin of certain Coptic verbal forms," JAOS 55 (1935), 257-67.

---, "Stress, Vowel Quantity and Syllable Division in Egyptian," JNES 6 (1947), 1-17.

Edgerton, W. F. - J. Wilson, The Historical Records of Ramses III: The Texts in
Medinet Habu. Vols. I-1I, SAOC 12, Chicago 1936.

Edwards, I. E. S., "The Bankes Papyri I and II," JEA 68 (1982), 126-33.

L'Egyptologie en 1979. Axes prioritaires de recherches. Tome 1. Colloques internatio-
naux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique 595, Paris 1982.

Elanskaia, A. I, "The t-causativa in Coptic," in: Studies Polotsky, 80-130.

Eliade, M., Traité d’histoire des religions, Paris 1964.

Erichsen, W., Demotisches Glossar, Kopenhagen 1954.

Erman, A., Die Flexion des @gyptischen Verbums. SPAW, Phil.-Hist. Cl. 1900, 317-
53.

---, Zauberspriiche fiir Mutter und Kind. Aus dem Papyrus 3027 des Berliner Mu-
seums. APAW, Phil.-Hist. Cl., Berlin 1901.

---, Agyptische Grammatik. Porta Linguarum Orientalium 15, Berlin 21902.

---, Neudgyptische Grammatik, Leipzig 21933.

---, Die Religion der Agypter. Ihr Werden und Vergehen in vier Jahrtausenden, Berlin
1934.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



432 Bibliography

Even-Zohar, L, "Polysystem Studies," in: Poetics Today 11.1, Durham 1990.

Eyre, C.J., "Approaches to the analysis of Egyptian sentences: syntax and pragmatics,” in
Crossroad, 119-43.

---, "Speculations on the structure of Middle Egyptian," in: Lingua Sapientissima, 22-46.

---, "Egyptian and Semitic conjugation systems in diachronic perspective," BiOr 45 (1988),
5-18.

--, "Tense or aspect in Middle Egyptian?," in: Akten des Vierten Internationalen Agyp-

tologen-Kongresses. Beihefte SAK 3 (1988), 51-65.

Fairclough, N., "Register, power and socio-semantic change," in: D. Birth - M. O'Toole
(Eds.), Functions of Style, London 1988, 111-25.

Faulkner, R. O., "The Installation of the Vizier," JEA 41 (1955), 18-29.

---, A Concise Dictionary of Middle Egyptian, Oxford 1962.

---, The Ancient Egyptian Pyramid Texts. 2 vols., Oxford 1969.

---, The Ancient Egyptian Coffin Texts. 3 vols., Warminster 1973-78.

Fecht, G., "Die i-Klasse bei den anfangsbetonten koptischen Infinitiven starker dreiradika-
liger Verben," Orientalia 24 (1955), 288-95. '

---, Wortakzent und Silbenstruktur. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der agyptzschen
Sprache. AF 21, Gliickstadt 1960.

---, "Prosodie," in: LA 1V, 1127-54.

---, "Cruces Interpretum in der Lehre des Ptahhotep (Maximen 7, 9, 13,14) und das Alter
der Lehre," in: Hommages a Frangois Daumas. 2 vols., Montpellier 1986, 227-51.

Finnegan, R., Literacy and Orality: Studies in the Technology of Communication.
Oxford 1988.

Fischer, H., "The Nubian Mercenaries of Gebelein during the First Intermediate Period,"
Kush 9 (1961), 44-80.

---, "Sh3-sn (Florence 1774)," RdE 24 (1972), 64-71.

---, "Some Early Monuments from Busiris, in the Egyptian Delta," MMJ 11 (1976), 5-24.

---, "Two replies," GM 49 (1981), 25-31.

Fischer-Elfert, H.-W., Die satirische Streitschrift des Papyrus Anastasi I. KAT, Wies-
baden 1983. .

Form und Mass. Beitrdge zur Literatur, Sprache und Kunst des Alten Agypten. Fest-
schrift fiir Gerhard Fecht zum 65. Geburtstag am 6 Februar 1987. AAT 12, Wies-

baden 1987. &
Foster, J. L., "The sdm.f and sdm.n.f Forms in the Tale of Sinuhe," RdE 34 (1982-83),
27-52.

---, ""The Shipwrecked Sailor'": Prose or verse?," SAK 15 (1988), 69-109.

Foucault, M., Les mots et les choses: une archéologie des sciences, Paris 1966.

Fragen an die altdgyptische Literatur. Studien zum Gedenken an Eberhard Otto. Hg.
von J. Assmann, E. Feucht und R. Grieshammer, Wiesbaden 1977.

Frandsen, P. J., An Outline of the Late Egyptian Verbal System. Copenhagen 1974.

---, "On the Relevance of Logical Analysis," in: Crossroad, 145-59.

Frankfort, H. - J. Pendlebury, The City of Akhenaten II. EES Memoirs 40, London 1933.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 433

Fries, U., "Theme and Rheme Revisited," in: R. J. Watts - U. Weidman (Eds.), Modes of
Interpretation. Essays Presented to Ernst Leisi on the Occasion of His 65th Birth-
day. TBL 260, Tiibingen 1984, 177-92.

Gamer-Wallert, 1., "Baum, heiliger," in: LA I, 655-66.

Gardies, J. L., Esquisse d'une grammaire pure. Paris 1975.

Gardiner, A. H., Egyptian Hieratic Texts I, Leipzig 1911.

---, Review of Polotsky, Etudes de syntaxe copte. JEA 33 (1947), 95-101.

---, Ramesside Administrative Documents, London 1948.

---, "A Pharaonic Encomium," JEA 42 (1956), 8-20.

---, Egyptian Grammar, being an introduction to the study of Hieroglyphs, Oxford
31957.

Gardiner, A. H. - T. E. Peet - J. éernﬁ, The Inscriptions of Sinai II, London 1955.

Gardiner, A. H. - K. Sethe, Egyptian Letters to the Dead, London 1928.

Geach, P. T., "Subject and Predicate," Mind 49 (1950), 461-82.

Gelb, L. J., Sequential Reconstruction of Proto-Akkadian. Assyriological Studies 18,
Chicago 1969.

Gilula, M., "An Adjectival Predicative Expression of Possession in Middle Egyptian,”
RdE 20 (1968), 55-61.

---, Review of Satzinger, Die negativen Konstruktionen. JEA 56 (1970), 205-14.

---, "Coffin Texts Spell 148," JEA 57 (1971), 14-19.

---, "An Unusual Nominal Pattern in Middle Egyptian,” JEA 62 (1976), 160-75.

---, "Sinuhe B 255," JNES 35 (1976), 25-28.

---, "Shipwrecked Sailor, lines 184-85," in: E. F. Wente and J. H. Johnson (Eds.),
Studies in Honor of Georges R. Hughes. SAOC 39, Chicago 1976, 75-82.

---, "The stative form of the verb sdm 'to hear'," JARCE 14 (1977), 37-46.

---, "Does God exist?," in: Studies Polotsky, 390-400.

Givén, T., On Understanding Grammar. Perspectives in Neurolinguistics and Psycholin-
guistics. New York/San Francisco/LLondon 1979.

Goedicke, H., "Untersuchungen zur altdgyptischen Rechtsprechung I. Die altdgyptischen
Ausdriicke fiir 'richten'," MIO 7 (1963), 333-67.

Goldwasser, O., "A Late Egyptian Epistolary Formula as an Aid to Dating Ramesside
Texts," in: S. 1. Groll (Ed.), Pharaonic Egypt, Jerusalem 1985, 50-56.

---, "On the Choice of Registers — Studies on the Grammar of Papyrus Anastasi I," in:
Studies Lichtheim, 200-240.

Goody, E. N. "Towards a Theory of Questions," in: E. N. Goody (Ed.), Questions and
Politeness: Strategies in Social Interaction, Cambridge 1978, 17-43.

Goody, J., The Interface between the Written and the Oral, Cambridge 1987.

Graefe, E., "Morgenstern," in: LA 1V, 206.

Grapow, H., Von den medizinischen Texten. GMAA 2, Berlin 1955.

---, Die medizinischen Texte in hieroglyphischer Umschreibung autographiert. GMAA
5, Berlin 1958.

Green, M., The Coptic Share Pattern and its Egyptian Ancestors: A Reassessment of
the Aorist Pattern in the Egyptian Language, Warminster 1984.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



434 Bibliography

Greenberg, J. H., "The Afroasiatic (Hamito-Semitic) Present," JAOS 72 (1952): 1-9.

---, Essays in Linguistics, Chicago 1963. )

Gregory, M., "Aspects of varieties differentiation," Journal of Linguistics 3 (1967), 177-
198.

Greimas, A. J., On Meaning, London 1987.

Griffith, F. L1, Hieratic Papyri from Kahun and Gurob, London 1898.

---, Demotic Graffiti from the Dodecaschoenus, Oxford 1935.

Griffiths, J. G., "Love as a disease," in: Studies Lichtheim, 349-64.

Grimal, N.C., Emudes sur la propagande royale égyptienne I: La stéle triomphale de
Pi(‘ankh)y au Musée de Caire, JE 48862 et 47086-47089. MIFAOQO 105, Le Caire
1981.

Groll, S. 1., Non-Verbal Sentence Patterns in Late Egyptian, London 1967.

---, "Iw sdm f in Late Egyptian," JNES 28 (1969), 184-91.

---, The Negative Verbal System of Late Egyptian, London 1970.

---, Review of Davis, Syntax of the Negative Particles. Orientalia 44 (1975), 126-28.

---, "The Literary and the Non-Literary Verbal Systems in Late Egyptian," OLP 6/7
(1975/1976), 237-46 (Fs Vergote).

---, "A Ramesside Grammar Book of a Technical Language of Dream Interpretation” in: S.
L. Groll (Ed.), Pharaonic Egypt, Jerusalem 1985, 71-118.

---, "The sdm.n.f Formations in the Non-literary Documents of the 19th Dynasty," in:
Crossroad, 167-79.

---, "A Sense-equivalence Translation of Ostracon Gardiner 5 (OG 5)," in: Studies
Lichtheim, 365-421.

Guillaume, G., Le probléme de l'article et sa solution dans la langue francaise, Paris
1919.

Gunn, B.,"The Religion of the Poor in ancient Egypt," JEA 3 (1916), 81-94.

---, Studies in Egyptian Syntax, Paris 1924.

---, Review of Sander-Hansen, Die religiosen Texte auf dem Sarg der Anchnesnefer-
ibre. JEA 28 (1942), 71-76.

---, "The Decree of Amonrasonther for Neskhons," JEA 41 (1955), 83-105.

Habachi, L., "Graffito of the Chamberlain and Controller of Works Antef at Sehel," JEA
39 (1953), 50-59.

---, The Second Stela of Kamose. ADAIK 8, Gliickstadt 1972.

---, Sixteen Studies of Lower Nubia, Cairo 1981.

---, Elephantine IV. The Heqaib Sanctuary in Elephantine. 2 vols., Archdologische
Veroffentlichungen 33, Mainz 1985.

Hagege, C., La structure des langues, Paris 1982.

---, L'homme de paroles, Paris 1985.

Halliday, M. A. K. - R. Hasan, Language, Context, and text: aspects of language in a
social-semiotic perspective, Oxford 1989.

Hamp, E. - F. Householder - R. Austerlits, Readings in Linguistics. 2 vols., Chicago
1966.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 435

Harries-Delisle, H., "Contrastive Emphasis and Cleft Sentences,” in: J. H. Greenberg
(Ed.), Universals of Human Language. Volume 4: Syntax, Stanford 1978, 419-86.
Harris, M. B., "The interrelationship between phonological and grammatical change," in:
J. Fisiak (Ed.), Recent Developments in Historical Phonology. Trends in Linguistics

- Studies and Monographs 4, The Hague/Paris/New York, 159-72.

Hasan, R., "Code, Register, and Social Dialect," in: B. Bernstein (Ed.), Class, Codes, and
Control. Vol. 2. Applied studies towards a sociology of language, London 1973, 253-
92.

Hassan, S., Excavations at Giza 1930-1931, vol. II, Cairo 1936.

Haugen, E., "Dialect, language, nation," American Anthropologist 68 (1966), 922-35
[reprinted in: J. B. Pride - J. Holmes (Eds.), Sociolinguistics, Harmondsworth 1972,
97-111].

Havelock, E. A. The Greek Concept of Justice from its Shadow in Homer to its Sub-
stance in Plato, Cambridge, Mass. 1978.

---, The Muse Learns to Write. Reflections on orality and literacy from antiquity to
the present, New Haven/London 1986.

Hawkes, T., Structuralism and Semiotics, London 1986.

Hawkins, J. A., Definiteness and Indefiniteness: a Study in Reference and Grammati-
cality Prediction, London 1978.

Hayes, W. C., Ostraka and Name Stones from the Tomb of Sen-Miut (No. 71) at
Thebes. PMMA 15, New York 1942,

Helck, W., Historisch-biographische Texte der 2. Zwischenzeit und Neue Texte der
18. Dynastie. KAT, Wiesbaden 1975.

---, "Die Weihinschrift Sesostris' I. am Satet Tempel von Elephantine," MDAIK 34
(1978), 69-78.

---, Die Lehre des Djedefhor und die Lehre eines Vaters and seinen Sohn. KAT,
Wiesbaden 1984.

Hewson, J., Article and Noun in English. Janua Linguarum Series practica 104, The
Hague 1972.

Heyer, G., "Generic Descriptions, Default Reasoning, and Typicality," Theoretical Lin-
guistics 12 (1985), 33-72.

Hickerson, N. P., Linguistic Anthropology, New York 1980.

Hintze, F., Untersuchungen zu Stil und Sprache neudgyptischer Erzdhlungen. VIO 2, 6,
Berlin 1950-52.

Hock, H. H., Principles of Historical Linguistics. Trends in Linguistics - Studies and
Monographs 34, Berlin/New York/Amsterdam 1986.

Horn, J., Untersuchungen zu Frémmigkeit und Literatur des christlichen Agypten: das
Martyrium des Viktor, Sohnes des Romanos, Diss. Gottingen 1981 [1988].

Horn, L. R., A Natural History of Negation. Chicago/London 1989.

Hornung, E., Das Am-Duat. Die Schrift des Verborgenen Raumes. 3 Bde, AgAbh 7,
Wiesbaden 1963.

---, Texte zum Amduat, vol.1. Aegyptiaca Helvetica 3, Gengéve 1987.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



436 Bibliography

Israeli, S., "A Grammatical Analysis of the First 23 Pages of the El Amarna Texts: Biblio-
theca Aegyptiaca VIIL," in: S. 1. Groll (Ed.), Papers for Discussion. Presented by
the Department of Egyptology, Hebrew University, Jerusalem. Volume I: 1981-82,
Jerusalem 1982, 279-304.

Jakobson, R., Selected Writings, vol. 2, The Hague 1971.

James, T. G. H., The Mastaba of Khentika called Ikheki. ASE 30, London 1953.

---, The Hekanakhte Papers and Other Early Middle Kingdom Documents. PMMA 19,
New York 1962. :

Janssen, J. J. "Two Personalities,”" in: R.J. Demarée - J. J. Janssen (Eds.), Gleanings
from Deir el-Medina, Leiden 1982, 109-31.

Jensen, H., Altarmenische Grammatik. Indogermanische Bibliothek 1, Heidelberg 1959.

Jespersen, O., The Philosophy of Grammar, New York 1965.

Jéquier, G., Fouilles a Saqqarah. Les pyramides des reines Neit et Apouit, Le Caire
1933.

Johnson, J. H., The Demotic Verbal System. SAOC 38, Chicago 1976.

---, "NIMS in Middle Egyptian," Serapis 6 (1982), 69-73.

---, "The Use of the Particle mk in Middle Kingdom Letters," in: Festschrift Westendorf,
71-86.

---, "Focusing on Various Themes," in: Crossroad, 401-10.

---, "The Use of the Articles and the Generic in Demotic," in: S. P. Vleeming (Ed.),
Aspects of Demotic Lexicography, Leiden 1987, 41-55.

Jones, D., A Glossary of Ancient Egyptian Nautical Titles and Terms. Studies in
Egyptology, London/New York 1988.

Junge, F., Studien zum mitteldgyptischen Verbum, Diss. Goéttingen 1970.

---, "Einige Probleme der sdm.f-Theorie im Licht der vergleichenden Syntax," Orientalia
31 (1972), 325-38.

---, Syntax der mitteldgyptischen Literatursprache, Mainz 1978.

---, "Emphasis by anticipation' im mitteldgyptischen Verbalsatz," RdE 30 (1978), 96-100.

---, "Der Gebrauch von jw im mitteldgyptischen Satz," in: M. Gorg - E. Pusch (Hgg.),
Festschrift Elmar Edel, Bamberg 1979, 263-71.

---, "Adverbialsatz und emphatische Formen, Nominalsatz und Negation. Eine 'Gegendar-
stellung'," GM 33 (1979), 69-88.

---, "Nominalsatz und Cleft sentence im Agyptischen," in: Studies Polotsky, 431-62.

---, "Uber die Entwicklung des #gyptischen Konjugationssystems," SAK 9 (1981), 201-
11; id., "Uber die Entwicklung des #gyptischen Konjugationssystems. Ein Ersatz fiir
Fahnenkorrekturen bei SAK 9," GM 60 (1982), 93-96.

---, "Form und Funktion dgyptischer Satzfragen," BiOr 40 (1983), 545-59.

---, "Sprache," in: LA V, 1176-1211.

---, "Sprachstufen und Sprachgeschichte,” in: ZDMG. Supplement VI, Stuttgart 1985, 17-
34.

---, "Das sogenannte narrativ/kontinuative jw=f hr (tm) sdm," JEA 72 (1986), 113-32.

---, "A Study on Sentential Meaning and the Notion of 'Emphasis’ in Middle Egyptian,” in:
Crossroad, 189-254.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 437

---, "Morphology, sentence form and language history," in: Lingua Sapientissima, 47-56.

---, "Emphasis” and Sentential Meaning in Middle Egyptian. GOF 1V/20, Wiesbaden
1989.

Kalmdr, I. "Are there really no primitive languages?," in: D.R. Olson - N. Torrance - A.

'Hildyard, Literacy, Language and Learning. The nature and consequences of read-
ing and writing, Cambridge 1985, 148-66.

Kalverkaemper, H., Textlinguistik der Eigennamen, Stuttgart 1978.

Kammerzell, F., "Norm, Relikt oder Fiktion? Zweifel an den Existenz einer morphologisch
-syntaktischen Kategorie 'indikativ-perfektisches sdm=f im Mig.," GM 102 (1988),
41-57.

---, "Funktion und Form. Zur Opposition von Perfekt und Pseudopartizip im Alt- und
Mitteldgyptischen," GM 117/118 (1990), 181-202.

---, "Grammatische Relationen und Paradigmenbildung. Subjekteigenschaften und die Ent-
stehung der Opposition Perfekt versus Mediopassiv im Agyptischen," in: P. Berrettoni
(Ed.), Atti della Quinta Giornata Comparatistica Nazionale, Perugia 1991,
forthcoming.

Kawagachi, J., "Le concept de personne,"” in: G. Serbat (Ed.), E. Benveniste aujour-
d’'hui, vol.1, Louvain 1984, 119-25.

Keenan, E. L., "Towards a universal definition of 'subject’,” in: Ch. N. Li (Ed.), Subject
and Topic. New York 1976, 303-33.

Kees, H., "Agypten," in: A. Bertholet (Hg.), Religionsgeschichtliches Lesebuch 10,
Tiibingen 1928.

---, "Sargtexten und Totenbuch," in: HdO 1, 1, 2, Leiden 1952, 39-47.

Kitchen, K. A., Ramesside Inscriptions, Historical and Biographical, Oxford 1968-.

Korostovcev, M. A., "Kategorija perexodnosti i neperexodnosti v egipetskom jazyke," in:
Vestnik drevnej istorii 106 (1968.4), 109-18.

---, Grammaire du Néo-égyptien, Moscou 1973.

Kroeber, B., Die Neudgyptizismen vor der Amarnazeit. Studien zur Entwicklung der
dgyptischen Sprache vom Mittleren zum Neuen Reich, Diss. Tiibingen 1970.

Kruchten, J. M., "Un emploi intéressant du morphéme de substantivation wnn et deux
exemples de la forme rare bw sdm.n.f (Pentaouer, §§ 114-116)," GM 89 (1986), 61-
65.

---, Le grand texte oraculaire de Djéhoutymose. Monographies Reine Elizabeth 5,
Bruxelles 1986. ,

---, "Une nouvelle édition des textes biographiques de la période libyenne," BiOr 45
(1988), 489-99.

Kuno, S., "Subject, Theme, and the speaker’s Empathy - a Reexamination of Relativiza-
tion Phenomena," in: Ch. N. Li (Ed.), Subject and Topic, New York 1976, 417-44.

Kuno, S. - E. Kaburaki, "Empathy and Syntax," Linguistic Inquiry 8 (1977), 127-72.

Kurylowicz, J., Esquisses linguistiques, Wroclaw-Kracéw 1960.

Labov, W., "Rules for Ritual Insults," in: D. Sudnow (Ed.), Studies in Social Inter-
action, New York 1972, 120-69.

Labov, W. - D. Fanshel, Therapeutic Discourse, New York 1977.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



438 Bibliography

Lacau, P., "Les verbes 2 troisi¢me radicale faible [l (l) ou j (w) en égyptien," BIFAO 52
(1953) 7-50.

Leclant, J., "A la pyramide de Peepi I, la paroi Nord du passage A-F (antichambre-
chambre funéraire),"” RdE 27 (1975), 137-49.

Lefebvre, G., Grammaire de I égyptien classique. BAE 12, Le Caire 21955.

Lesko, L. H., Index of the Spells on Egyptian Middle Kingdom Coffins and Related
Documents, Berkeley 1979.

---, A Dictionary of Late Egyptian I, Berkeley 1982.

Leslau, W., Etymological Dictionary of Gurage (Ethiopic). 3 vols., Wiesbaden 1979.

Levinson, S., Pragmatics, Cambridge 1983.

Lichtheim, M., Ancient Egyptian Literature. 3 vols., Berkeley/Los Angeles 1973-80.

Lingua Sapientissima, edited by J. D. Ray. A seminar in honour of H.J. Polotsky organ-
ised by the Fitzwilliam Museum, Cambridge and the Faculty of Oriental Studies in
1984, Cambridge 1987. '

Logan, Th. - T. Westenholz, "sdm.f and sdm.n f forms in the Pey (Piankhy) Inscription,"
JARCE 9 (1971-72), 111-19.

Loprieno, A., "Methodologische Anmerkungen zur Rolle der Dialekte in der &gyptischen
Sprachentwicklung," GM 53 (1982), 75-95.

---, Das Verbalsystem im Agyptischen und im Semitischen. Zur Grundlegung einer
Aspekttheorie. GOF 1V/17, Wiesbaden 1986.

---, "Egyptian Grammar and Textual Features," in: Crossroad, 255-87.

---, "Der dgyptische Satz zwischen Semantik und Pragmatik: die Rolle von jn," in: Akten
des Vierten Internationalen Agyptologen-Kongresses. Beihefte SAK 3 (1988), 77-
98.

---, "On the Typological Order of Constituents in Egyptian," JAAL 1 (1988), 26-57.

---, Topos und Mimesis. Zum Ausldnder in der dgyptischen Literatur. AgAbh 48,
Wiesbaden 1988.

Lutz, H. F., Egyptian Tomb Steles and Offering Stones of the Museum of Anthropology
and Ethnology of the University of California, Leipzig 1927.

Lyons, J., Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics, Cambridge 1968.

---, Semantics. 2 vols., Cambridge 1977. ‘

Malaise, M. "La conjugaison suffixale dans les propositions conditionnelles introduites par
ir en ancien et moyen égyptien," CdE 60 (1985), 152-67.

Malinowski, B., "The problem of meaning in primitive languages. Suppl. 1," in: C.K.
Ogden - LA. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, London 1923 [101966], 296-336.

Maspero G., "Notes sur quelques points de grammaire et d'histoire,” RecTrav 2, 105-20.

---, Etudes de mythologie et d archéologze égypnenne vol. II. B1b110theque égyptolo-
gique 2, Paris 1893.

McDowell, A., Jurisdiction in the Workmen's Commumty of Deir el-Medina. Egyptolo-
gische Uitgaven 5, Leiden 1990.

Meeks, D., Année Lexicographique. 3 vols., Paris 1980-2.

Meltzer, E. S., "Remarks on bound negative constructions in Egyptian and their develop-
ment," in: L'Egyptologie en 1979, 49-51.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 439

---, Review of Simpson (Ed.), Essays on Egyptian Grammar. JARCE 24 (1987), 148-51.

Mitchell, T. F., Teach Yourself Colloquial Arabic, London 1962.

Moller, G., Hieratische Lesestiicke fiir den akademischen Gebrauch. 3 Hefte, Leipzig
1909-10.

Miiller, D., A Concise Introduction to Middle Egyptian Grammar (Ms.), Lethbridge 1975.

Miiller, H.-P., "Wie alt ist das jungsemitische Perfekt? Zum semitisch-dgyptischen
Sprachvergleich," SAK 11 (1984), 365-79 (Fs Helck).

Miinster, M., Untersuchungen zur Géttin Isis. MAS 11, Berlin 1968.

Navailles, R. - F. Neveu, "Une ténébreuse affaire: P. Bankes I," GM 103 (1988), 51-60.

Neu, E., "Das frithindogermanische Diathesensystem. Funktion und Geschichte," in
Schlerath, B. (Hg.), Grammatische Kategorien. Funktion und Geschichte. Akten der
VII. Fachtagung der Indogermanischen Gesellschaft, Wiesbaden 1985, 275-95.

O'Connor, M., Hebrew Verse Structure, Winona Lake 1980.

Oikawa, H., "The Papyrus Sallier's Understanding of sdm.n.f in the Battle of Qadesh," in:
L'Egyptologie en 1979, 53-55.

Osing, J., Die Nominalbildung des Agyptischen. 2 vols., Mainz 1976.

---, Der spdtdgyptische Papyrus BM 10808. AgAbh 33, Wiesbaden 1976.

---, "Zur Syntax der Biographie des Wnj," Orientalia 46 (1977), 165-82.

---, Review of Brunner, Die Geburt des Gottkonigs. OLZ 74 (1979), 116-18.

---, "Die Partizipien im Agyptischen und in den semitischen Sprachen," in: Festschrift
Fecht, 337-60.

Otto, E., Das dgyptische Munddffnungsritual. AgAbh 3, Wiesbaden 1960.

Palmer, F. R., Mood and Modality, Cambridge 1986.

Parker, R. A., "The Durative Tenses in P. Rylands IX," JNES 20 (1961), 180-87.

---, "The Orthography of Article plus Prothetic r in Demotic," JNES 33 (1974), 371-82.

Peet, T.E., "Two Eighteenth Dynasty Letters. Papyrus Louvre 3230," JEA 12 (1926), 70-
74.

Pennacchietti, F. A., "Le forme verbali pseudo-relative nel Semitico sud-occidentale e nel
Curdo settentrionale," in: P. Berrettoni (Ed.), Atti della Quinta Giornata Comparati-
stica Nazionale, Perugia 1992, forthcoming.

Piccione, P. A., "On the Use of the sdm.n.f in the Historical Texts of Ramesses III at Me-
dinet Habu," Serapis 6 (1982), 103-16.

Plank, F. (Ed.), Objects Towards a theory of grammatical relations, London 1984

Polotsky, H. I., Etudes de syntaxe copte. Le Caire 1944.

-, "The 'Emphatic' sdm.n.f Form," RdE 11 (1957), 109-17.

---, "Zur Neugestaltung der koptischen Grammatik," OLZ 54 (1959), 453-60.

---, "The Coptic Conjugation System," Orientalia 29 (1960), 392-422.

---, "Zur koptischen Wortstellung," Orientalia 30 (1961), 294-313.

---, "Nominalsatz und Cleft Sentence im Koptischen," Orientalia 31 (1962), 413-30.

---, "Agyptische Verbalformen und Ihre Vokalisation," Orientalia 33 (1964), 267-85.

---, Egyptian Tenses. IASHP 2/5, Jerusalem 1965.

---, "Zur altdgyptischen Grammatik," Orientalia 38 (1969), 465-81.

---, Collected Papers, Jerusalem 1971.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography

© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



440 Bibliography

---, "Notre connaissance de 1'€gyptien," in: Textes et Languages de l’lfgypte Pharao-
nique, vol 1. BAE 64/1, Le Caire 1972, 133-41.

---, "Les transpositions du verbe en égyptien classique," I0S 6 (1976), 1-50.

---, "The Sequential Verb Form" in: S. I. Groll (Ed.), Pharaonic Egypt, Jerusalem 1985,
157-61.

---, "Verbalaspekte im Koptischen," GM 88 (1985), 19-23.

---, "Egyptology, Coptic studies and the Egyptian language," in: Lingua Sapientissima, 5-
21.

---, Grundlagen des koptischen Satzbaus. 2 vols., ASP 27-29, Decatur 1987-90.

Posener, G., "La complainte de 1'echanson Bay," in: Fragen an die altdgyptische Lite-
ratur, 385-97.

Posener-Kriéger, P., Les archives du temple funéraire de Néferirkaré-Kakai (Les
papyrus d’Abousir), 2 vols. BdE 65, Le Caire 1976.

Pottier, B., "L'absence de l'article en frangais et sa motivation," RLR 26 (1962), 158-62.

Pritchard, J. B. (Ed.), Ancient Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old Testament,
Princeton 31969.

Ranke, H., Die dgyptischen Personennamen, vol.1, Gliickstadt 1935.

Reder, S., "The written and the spoken word: influence of Vai literacy on Vai speech," in:
S. Scribner - M. Cole (Eds.), The Psychology of Literacy, Cambridge, Mass. 1981,
187-99.

Redford, D.B., "The Coregency of Thutmosis III and Amenophis ILI," JEA 51 (1965),
107-22.

Roccati, A., "Una tomba dimenticata di Asiut," OrAnt 13 (1974), 41-52.

Roeder, G., Agyptisch: praktische Einfiihrung in die Hieroglyphen und die dgyptische
Sprache mit Lesestiicken und Worterbuch. Clavis linguarum semiticarum 6, Miinchen
1913.

---, Urkunden zur Religion des Alten Agypten, Jena 1915.

---, Inschriften des Neuen Reiches. Staatliche Museen zu Berlin. Agyptische Inschriften
2, Leipzig 1913-24.

von Roncador, M., Zwischen direkter und indirekter Rede, Tiibingen 1986.

Rosén, H. B., Struktural-grammatische Beitrdge zum Verstindnis Homers. Amsterdam
1967.

Rossi, M., "L'intonation prédicative dans les phrases transformées par permutation," Lin-
guistics 103 (1973), 64-94. |

Rowton, M. B., "The use of permansive in Classic Babylonian," JNES 21 (1962), 233-
303.

Sander-Hansen, C. E., Die religiésen Texte auf dem Sarg der Anchnesneferibre, Kopen-
hagen 1937.

---, Agyptische Grammatik, Wiesbaden 1963.

Sandman, M., Texts from the Time of Akhenaten. BAe 8, Bruxelles 1938.

Sasse, H. J., "The thetic/categorical distinction revisited," Linguistics 25.3 (1987), 511-
80.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 441

Satzinger, H., Die negativen Konstruktionen im Alt- und Mitteldgyptischen. MAS 12,
Berlin 1968.

---, "sdmzt f 'SchlieBlich horte er',” JEA 57 (1971), 58-69.

---, Neudgyptische Studien: Die Partikel 'Ir. Das Tempussystem, Wien 1976.

---, "Nominalsatz und Cleft Sentence im Neudgyptischen," in: Studies Polotsky, 480-505.

---, "Attribut und Relativsatz im dlteren Agyptisch," in: Festschrift Westendorf, 125-56.

---, "On Tense and Aspect in Middle Egyptian,” in: Crossroad, 297-313.

---, Review of Festschrift Westendorf. BiOr 44 (1987), 617-28.

---, "Bemerkungen zum dgyptischen Verbalsystem gelegentlich zweier Neuerscheinungen,”
WZKM 79 (1989), 197-220.

---, "Anmerkungen zu jw.f sdm.f," GM 115 (1990), 99-102.

---, "Structural Analysis of the Egyptian Independent Personal Pronoun," in: H. G. Muka-
rovsky (Ed.), Proceedings of the Fifth International Hamito-Semitic Congress
1987. Vol. 2, Beitrdge zur Afrikanistik 41, Wien 1991, 121-35.

de Saussure, F., Cours de linguistique générale, ed. Tullio de Mauro, Paris 1972.

Sdve-Soderbergh, T., Einige dgyptische Denkmdler in Schweden. Arbeten utgivna med
understéd av Vilhelm Ekmans Universitetsfond Uppsala 52, Uppsala 1945.

Scharff, A., "Briefe aus Illahun," ZAS 59 (1924), 20-51.

Schenkel, W., "'Singularisches' und 'pluralisches' Partizip," MDAIK 20 (1965), 110-14.

~--, "Beitriige zur mitteldgyptischen Syntax," ZAS 92 (1965), 47-72.

---, "Das altdgyptische Pseudopartizip und das indogermanische Medium/Perfekt," Orien-
talia 40 (1971), 301-16.

---, Die altdgyptische Suffixkonjugation. Theorie der innerdgyptischen Entstehung aus
Nomina actionis. AgAbh 32, Wiesbaden 1975.

---, "sdm=f und sdm.w=f als Prospektivformen," in: Studies Polotsky, 506-27.

---, Aus der Arbeit an einer Konkordanz zu den altigyptischen Sargtexten. GOF 1V/12,
Wiesbaden 1983.

---, Zur Rekonstruktion der deverbalen Nominalbildung des Agyptischen. GOF IV/13,
Wiesbaden 1983.

---, "Fokussierung. Uber die Reihenfolge von Subjekt und Predikat im klassisch-agypti-
schen Nominalsatz," in: Festschrift Westendorf, 157-74.

---, "Zur Verbalflexion der Pyramidentexte," BiOr 42 (1985), 481-94.

---, "Zur Struktur des dreigliedrigen Nominalsatzes mit der Satzteilfolge Subjekt-Pradikat
im Agyptischen," SAK 14 (1987), 265-82.

---, "Aktuelle Perspektiven der dgyptischen Grammatik," BiOr 45 (1988), 269-89.

---, Materialien zur Vorlesung "Einfiihrung in die klassisch-dgyptische Sprache und
Schrift”, Wintersemester 1989/90, Tiibingen 1989.

---, Einfiihrung in die altdgyptische Sprachwissenschaft, Darmstadt 1990.

Schifflein, B. - E. Keenan - M. Platt , "Questions of Immediate Concern," in: E. N.
Goody (Ed.), Questions and Politeness. Strategies in Social Interaction, Cambridge
1978, 44-55.

Schleicher, A., Die darwinische Theorie und die Sprachwissenschaft, Berlin 1863.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



442 Bibliography

Schott, E., "Die Biographie des Ka-em-Tenenet," in: Fragen an die altdgyptische Litera-
tur, 443-61.

Schott, S., Mythe und Mythenbildung im Alten Agypten. UGAA 15, Leipzig 1945.

Searle, J. R., Speech Acts, Cambridge 1969.

---, "Indirect Speech Acts," in: P. Cole - J. L. Morgan (Eds.), Speech Acts. Syntax and
Semantics 3, New York 1975, 59-82.

Seiler, H. J., Possession as an Operational Dimension of Language. Language Univer-
sal Series 2, Tiibingen 1983.

Sethe, K., De Aleph prosthetico in lingua Aegyptiaca verbi formis praeposito, Diss.
Berlin 1892.

---, Das AZgyptische Verbum im Altegyptischen, Neuegyptischen und Koptischen. 3
vols., Leipzig 1899-1902.

---, Der Nominalsatz im Agyptischen und Koptischen, Leipzig 1916.

---, Agyptische Lesestiicke, Leipzig 1928.

---, Ubersetzung und Kommentar zu den altdgyptischen Pyramidentexten. 6 Bde,
Gliickstadt 1936-62.

Shisha-Halevy, A., "Protatic €4CWTHM: a Hitherto Unnoticed Coptic Tripartite Conjugation
Form and its Diachronic Connections," Orientalia 43 (1974), 369-81.

---, "Notes on Some Coptic Nominal Sentence Patterns," in: Festschrift Westendorf, 175-
89.

---, Coptic Grammatical Categories. AnOr 53, Rome 1986.

---, "("rf in the Coffin Texts: A Functional Tableau," JAOS 106 (1986), 641-58.

---, "Grammatical Discovery Procedure and the Egypto-Coptic Nominal Sentence," Orien-
talia 56 (1987), 147-75.

---, "Work-Notes on Demotic Syntax L," Orientalia 58 (1989), 28-60.

---, "The Narrative Verbal System of Old and Middle Egyptian," Orientalia 58 (1989),
247-54. :

---, "Papyrus Vandier recto: an early Demotic literary text?," JAOS 109 (1989), 421-35.

---, The Proper Name: Structural Prolegomena to its Syntax. A Case Study in Coptic.
WZKM Beihefte 15, Wien 1989.

Shore, A. F., "Votive Objects from Dendera of the Graeco-Roman Period," in: J. Ruffle et
al. (Eds.), Glimpses of Ancient Egypt. Studies in honour of H. W. Fairman, War-
minster 1979, 138-60.

Shorter, A. W., Catalogue of Egyptian Religious Papyri in the British Museum. Copies
of the Book Pr(t)-m-hrw from the XVIII*h to the XXXII"? Dynasty, London 1938.

Silverman, D. P., Interrogative Construction with JN and JN-JW in Old and Middle
Egyptian. BA 1, Malibu 1980.

---, "An Emphasized Object of a Nominal Verb in Middle Egyptian,"” Orientalia 49 (1980),
199-203.

---, "The Relative Past Future Form in Late Egyptian," in: Festschrift Westendorf, 191-
96.

---, "Verbal Nominal Clauses in Middle Egyptian," in: Mélanges Gamal Eddin Mokhtar
II. BdE 97, Le Caire 1985, 269-85.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 443

---, "Divinity and Deities in Ancient Egypt," in: B. Shafer (Ed.), Religion in Ancient
Egypt, Ithaca 1991, 75-87.

---, "Royalty in Literature," in: D. O'Connor - D. Silverman (Eds.), Ancient Egyptian
Kingship: New Investigations, forthcoming.

Simpson, W. K., "The Letter to the Dead from the Tomb of Meru (N 3737) at Nag* ed-
Deir," JEA 52 (1966), 39-52.

---, "The Memphite Epistolary Formula on a jar stand of the First Intermediate Period from
Naga Ed-Deir," in: W. K. Simpson - W. M. Davis, Studies in Ancient Egypt, the
Aegean, and the Sudan. Essays in Honor of Dows Dunham on the Occasion of his
90th Birthday, June 1, 1980, Boston 1981, 173-79.

Smith, H. S. - A. Smith, "A Reconsideration of the Kamose Texts," ZAS 103 (1976), 48-
79.

Smith, M., Demotic Papyri in the British Museum, vol. 3, London 1987.

von Soden, W., Grundrif3 der akkadischen Grammatik. AnOr 33, 47, Roma 1969.

Spalinger, A., "A Sequence System," RdE 39 (1988), 107-129.

Stricker, B. H., "De indeeling der Egyptische taalgeschiedenis,”" OMRO 25 (1944), 12-51.

Stubbs, M., Discourse Analysis, Chicago 1983.

Studien zu Sprache und Religion Agyptens zu Ehren von Wolfhart Westendorf iiber-
reicht von seinen Freunden und Schiilern. 2 Bde, Gottingen 1984.

Studies in Egyptology Presented to Miriam Lichtheim. 2 vols., ed. by S.1. Groll, Jeru-
salem 1990.

Studies Presented to Hans Jacob Polotsky, edited by D. W. Young, Beacon Hill 1981.

Szemerényi, O., Einfiihrung in die vergleichende Sprachwissenschaft, Darmstadt 31989.

Tesniére. L., Eléments de syntaxe structurale, Paris 1959.

Thacker, T. W., The Relationship of the Semitic and Egyptian Verbal Systems, Oxford
1954.

Tobin, V. A., The Intellectual Organization of the Amarna Period, Diss. Jerusalem 1986.

Tosi, M. - A. Roccati, Stele e altre epigrafi di Deir el Medina, Torino 1972.

Tresson, P., "L'inscription de Chéchanq I¢* au Musée du Caire: un frappant exemple
d'impdt progressif en matiere religieuse," Mélanges Maspero I. Orient Ancien.
MIFAO 66, Le Caire 1934, 817-40.

Tylor, J. - F. L1. Griffith, The Tomb of Paheri at el-Kab, London 1894.

Van Siclen, C. C. - W. Murnane, in: ARCE Meeting 1989 (Philadelphia: University
Museum). Abstracts, 41-42. ’

Vandier, J., Tombes de Deir el-Médineh. La tombe de Nefer-Abou. MIFAO 69, Le Caire
1935.

---, Mo‘alla. La Tombe d'Ankhtifi et la tombe de Sébekhotep. BAE 18, Le Caire 1950.

Vergote, J., De oplossing van een gewichtig probleem: de vocalisatie van de Egypti-
sche werkwoordvormen. Mededelingen van de Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie voor
Wetenschappen, Letteren en Schone Kunsten van Belgig, Kl. der Letteren, XXII, 7,
Brussel 1960.

---, Grammaire copte. 2 vols., Louvain 1973-83.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



444 Bibliography

---, "La vocalisation des formes verbales en égyptien. Des matériaux nouveaux?," BiOr 34
(1977), 135-39.

Vemus, P., "La stele C3 du Louvre," RdE 25 (1973), 217-34.

---, "Un texte oraculaire de Ramses VI," BIFAO 75 (1975), 103-11.

---, "La formule 'Le souffle de la bouche' au Moyen Empire,"” RdE 28 (1976), 139-45.

---, "Littérature et autobiographie. Les inscriptions de S3-Mwt surnommé Kyky," RdE 30
(1978), 115-46.

---, "Etudes de philologie et de linguistique,” RAE 32 (1980), 117-34.

---, "Deux particularités de 1'€gyptien de tradition: nty iw + Présent; wnn.f hr sdm narra-
tif," in: L'Egyptologie en 1979, 81-89.

---, Review of (vlernﬁ-Groll, LEG. Orientalia 50 (1981), 429-30.

---, "Formes 'emphatiques' en fonction non 'emphatique’ dans la protase d'un systtme
corrélatif," GM 43 (1981), 73-88. ,

---, Review of Silverman, Interrogative Constructions. CdE 57 (1982), 243-49.

---, "Sujet + sdm.f et sujet + pseudoparticipe avec les verbes de qualité: dialectique de
l'aspect et de 1'Aktionsart," in: Festschrift Westendorf, 197-212.

---, "Allusion au partage des acquets dans une autobiographie de la deuxieéme période inter-
médiaire," DE 6 (1986), 79-86.

---, "Aspect and Morphosyntactic Patterns in Middle Egyptian,” in: Crossroad, 375-88.

---, "Etudes de philologie et de linguistique (VI)," RdE 38 (1987), 163-81.

---, "L'instance de la narration dans les phases anciennes de 1'égyptien,” DE 9 (1987), 97-
111.

---, "Sur deux inscriptions du Moyen Empire (Urk. VII, 36; Caire JE 51911)," BSEG 13
(1989), 173-81.

---, "Entre néo-égyptien et démotique: la langue utilisée dans la traduction du Rituel de
repousser 1'Agressif (Etudes sur la diglossie I)," R4E 41 (1990), 153-208.

---, "La date du Paysan Eloquent," in: Studies Lichtheim, 1033-47.

---, Future at Issue. Tense, Mood and Aspect in Middle Egyptian: Studies in Syntax
and Semantics. YES 4, New Haven 1991.

Volten, A., Agypter und Amazonen. Eine demotische Erzihlung des Inaros-Petubastis-
Kreises aus zwei Papyri der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek (Pap. Vindob. 6165
und 6165A). Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussammlung der Osterreichischen National-
bibliothek 6, Wien 1962.

Vycichl, W., "A propos de la flexion nominale en égyptien et en sémitique," CdE 57
(1982), 55-64.

---, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue copte, Louvain 1985.

Wente, E. F., The Syntax of Verbs of Motion, Diss. Chicago 1959.

---, "A Note on 'The Eloquent Peasant' B I, 13-15," JNES 24 (1965), 105-9.

---, "A Late Egyptian Emphatic Tense," JNES 28 (1969), 1-14.

---, "Mysticism in Pharaonic Egypt?," JNES 41 (1982), 161-79.

---, Letters from Ancient Egypt. Writings from the ancient world 1, Atlanta 1990.

Werner, O., "Appellativa-Nomina Propria," in: Proceedings of the 11*h International
Congress of Linguists. 2 vols., Bologna 1974, 171-87.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



Bibliography 445

Westendorf, W., Der Gebrauch des Passivs in der klassischen Literatur der Agypter.
VIO 18, Berlin 1953.

---, "Die Wortstellung Nomen + sdm.f als grammatische Konstruktion," MIO 1 (1953),
337-43.

---, "Das geminierende passive sdm-f (mrr-f): imperfektisch oder emphatisch?," ZAS 84
(1959), 147-55.

---, Grammatik der medizinischen Texte. GMAA 8, Berlin 1962.

—--, "sdmwf = sadméf," ZAS 90 (1963), 127-31.

---, Koptisches Handwdérterbuch, Heidelberg 1965-1977.

---, Beitrdge zum altdgyptischen Nominalsatz. NAWG, Phil.-hist. K1. 1981, 3, 77-99.

---, "Der dreigliedrige Nominalsatz Subjekt-pw-Prédikat: konstatierend oder emphatisch?,"
GM 109 (1989), 83-94.

Wild, H., Le Tombeau de Ti, vol. 2. MIFAO 65, Le Caire 1953.

Wilson, J. A. "The Language of the Historical Texts Commemorating Ramses III," in: U.
Holscher - J. A. Wilson, Medinet Habu Studies, 1928/29. OIC 7, Chicago 1930.
Woidich, M., "Das Agyptisch-Arabische," in: W. Fischer - O. Jastrow (Hgg.), Handbuch

der arabischen Dialekte. Porta Linguarum Orientalium 16, Wiesbaden 1980, 207-48.
Zandee, J., Death as an Enemy According to Ancient Egyptian Conceptions. Studies in
the history of Religions 5, Leiden 1960.
---, "Sargtexte um iiber Wasser zu verfiigen," JEOL 24 (1975-76), 1-47.
Zemb, J.-M., "Le 'Satzgegenstand' en appel,"” BSLP 80 (1985), XXIV-XXYV.

LingAeg 1 (1991), p. 427-445
[Combined] Bibliography
© Seminar fiir Agyptologie und Koptologie, Universitat Gottingen http://mww.gwdg.de/~lingaeg/



