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Introduction

This essay compares two historical lexical formations that rise from low material action into higher vocab-

ularies of creation, condition, and relation. The Indo-European field gathered here under sk- begins among

acts of scraping, shaving, digging, splitting, hollowing, clipping, and shaping. The Semitic field gathered here

under b–r begins among acts of paring, delimiting, clearing, making sound, and binding. In both cases the

real question is not the existence of a single root in the strictest reconstructive sense, but the historical coher-

ence of a lexical complex: a field broad enough to survive branch division, yet tight enough to rise toward the

same upper semantic zones. The lower Indo-European dossier can be tracked across the root groups *(s)kep-,

*(s)kop-, and *(s)kab- [1]. The Semitic dossier is best read against branch distribution rather than a single

lexical slot [9].

The comparison becomes strongest when one asks how each complex climbs. In the sk- material, the

lower world is a world of worked matter. Wood is scraped, a surface is shaved, an object is split or hol-

lowed out. In the b–r material, the lower world is one of finishing and valid condition. Something is pared,

cleared, made sound, released from defect, set into force. From there both fields rise: the one toward shap-

ing, creating, constitution, and structured state, as seen especially in gesceap [jeˈʃæːɑp] [4]; the other toward

creation, soundness, acquittal, covenant, and alliance, as seen in בָּרָא [baːˈraːʔ] [10], برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa] [11], and

the Aramaic-Syriac bry cluster [13].

The pages that follow reconstruct the two complexes on their own terms, trace the textual and institutional

regimes in which they thicken, and then ask where their upper results can in fact be translated into one another.

The comparison is therefore philological in the strict sense: rooted in branch distribution, textual use, semantic

stratification, chronological thickening, and the exact points at which different lexical histories begin to touch.

The sk- Complex

The lowest layer of the sk- field is the world of worked matter. Gothic 𐍃𐌺𐌰𐌱𐌰𐌽 [ˈskaβan], “to scrape”, [3]

Old Norse skafa [ˈska.va], “to shave, scrape, or plane”, [5] Old English sceafan [ˈʃæɑ.vɑn], “to shave, scrape,

plane away”, [4] and Old High German scaban [ˈska.ban], “to scrape”, [2] all inhabit the same tactile scene.

Roughness is taken off. A surface is worked toward use. An object acquires contour because something has
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been removed from it.

Greek and Latin preserve the same lower pressure. Greek σκάπτω [ˈskap.tɔː], “to dig” or “cut into the

ground”, [1] and σκέπαρνον [ˈske.par.non], “axe, adze”, [1] keep visible the incising and instrumental side

of the field. Latin scabō [ˈska.boː], “to scratch, roughen, abrade”, [1] preserves its abrasive face. Germanic,

then, is not a local accident; it is simply the branch in which the whole vertical span is most transparent.

Baltic and Slavic make the lower material dossier both broader and harder. Lithuanian skobti [ˈskɔbtʲɪ], “to

scrape, hollow out”, [7] skabyti [skɐˈbʲiːtʲɪ], “to pluck, pick, tear away”, [7] skopti [ˈskɔptʲɪ], “to cut out”, [7]

and skapóti [skɐˈpoːtʲɪ], “to chop, snip repeatedly”, [7] show that the field is not one single action but a family

of subtractive procedures. The Slavic evidence is equally broad. Russian скоблить [skɐˈblʲitʲ], “to scrape”,

[8] Russian скобель [ˈskobʲɪlʲ], “scraper, drawknife”, [8] Russian скрести [skrʲɪˈsʲtʲi], “to scrape, scratch”,

[8] Polish skrobać [ˈskrɔbat͡ɕ], “to scrape”, [6] Serbo-Croatian škrabati [ʃkraˈbati], “to scratch”, [6] Russian

щепить [ɕːɪˈpʲitʲ], “to split, cleave”, [6] Polish szczepić [ˈʂt͡ʂɛpʲit͡ɕ] [6], Czech štěpit [ˈʃcɛpɪt] [6], and Russian

скопец [skɐˈpʲets], “castrate, eunuch”, [8] all preserve a world in which contour or separation emerges by

scraping, shaving, clipping, splitting, or cutting off. The complex is therefore not merely “about shape”. It is

about the production of form through the working away of resistance.

The Celtic edge is consistent with the same lower band. Old Irish scerdaid [ˈsʲkʲeɾðaðʲ], “peels, scrapes

off”, Middle Irish scripaid [ˈsʲkʲrʲibaðʲ], “scratches”, and the *skolta [ˈskolta] material behind Middle Irish

scoilt [sˠkoiltʲ], “splitting”, widen the subtractive dossier further [18]. Celtic does not preserve the same upper

architecture with equal transparency, but it thickens the lower and medial spread of the field.

The Germanic branch matters because it carries that same material field upward with unusual semantic

clarity. Old English scieppan [ˈʃiep.pɑn] and scyppan [ˈʃyp.pɑn], “to shape, appoint, create”, [4] together

with Gothic 𐌲𐌰𐍃𐌺𐌰𐍀𐌾𐌰𐌽 [ɡasˈkapjan], “to create, form”, [2] show the transition from worked matter to

made object, and from making to creating. Bosworth–Toller’s examples make the ascent concrete rather than

schematic: Ælmihtig fæder þe ða scíran gesceaft sceópe and worhtest and God gesceóp ealle gesceafta both

place the creation verb directly in theological use [4]. In Cædmon’s Hymn, heofon to hrofe, halig Scyppend

names the Creator in a poem whose very force depends on the continuity between shaper and maker [17].

The noun gesceap [jeˈʃæːɑp] completes the ascent. Bosworth–Toller gives not only “shape” and “form”,

but also “creation”, “nature”, “condition”, “constitution”, and “fate”. [4] In that upper zone, form has ceased

to be a surface alone. It has become what a being is, how it is disposed, and what kind of state belongs to it.

The lower material gesture has not disappeared; it has been transformed into a language of constitution.

At the highest level, the same field becomes overtly morphological. Proto-Germanic *-skapiz [ˈska.piz] [2],

Old Norse -skapr [ˈskɑpr] [5], English -ship [ʃɪp], German -schaft [ʃaft], Swedish -skap [skɑːp], Norwegian

-skap [skɑːp], and Danish -skab [skæːb] continue the upper formative force of the field as state-forming suffixes.

The stems to which they attach are irrelevant here. What matters is the suffixal operation itself. Across the

Germanic languages this morphology yields constituted condition, office, rank, relation, and mode of being.

This is the upper consequence of the sk- complex: relation itself is cast as constituted state.

The b–r Complex

The b–r field begins from another kind of material act. Its lower logic lies in paring, delimiting, clearing,

finishing, and bringing something into proper condition. Hebrew בָּרָא [baːˈraːʔ], “to create”, stands at the
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classical creation pole of the field [10]. In Priestly usage that verb becomes highly concentrated and theo-

logically marked [14]. Arabic برََى [baˈraː], by contrast, means “to pare”, “to sharpen”, “to fashion by cutting

away”. [11] The two words do not need to be identical in order to matter for one another. What unites them

is a shared formative logic: a thing is brought properly into being by a finishing act that separates, trims, or

defines it.

Arabic preserves that lower act with exceptional clarity. برَُايةَ [buˈraːja], “shavings” or “parings”, names

what falls away in the act of shaping [11]. The Cairo Academy’s modern lexical dossier on the same family

keeps the whole neighborhood visible: الاختراع براءة البرَاءةُ، البارئُ، أبرأَ، ،َ りبرَُو برَِئَ، برََأَ، [baˈraʔa, baˈriʔa, baˈruʔa,

ʔabˈraʔa, alˈbaːriʔu, albaˈraːʔatu, baˈraːʔat alixˈtˤiraːʕ] are grouped together [27]; البرُاءُ [albuˈraːʔ] is defined

there as نحُِتَ أو برُِيَ ما كل من تساقط ما [maː tasaːqatˤa min kull maː buriya ʔaw nuħita], what falls away from

anything pared or carved [27]. The lower material logic of the b–r complex is therefore not conjectural. It is

lexically explicit.

The next layer of the field turns that logic toward soundness and intact condition. Hebrew בָּרִיא [baˈriːʔ],

“healthy, sound”, [10] and בְּרִיאותּ [bəʁiˈʔuːt], “health”, [10] move the cluster toward bodily and social in-

tegrity. Modern Hebrew retains the field not only in technical health vocabulary but even in ordinary bene-

diction: the Academy’s page on לבְִרִיאותּ [livʁiˈʔuːt] explains the modern expression and notes that it is an

established blessing said to a person who sneezes [26]. Arabic برَِيء [baˈriːʔ], “free, clear, innocent”, [11]

and برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa], “freedom from guilt, liability, or claim”, [11] carry the same field into juridical and moral

clearance. In the Cairo Academy’s entry, البراءة [albaˈraːʔa] explicitly extends into modern legal-administrative

use through phrases such as الاختراع براءة [baˈraːʔat alixˈtˤiraːʕ] [27]. The movement is exact: finishing and de-

limiting become soundness, acquittal, and valid standing.

Aramaic and Syriac make the internal architecture of the field much richer than a simple Hebrew-Arabic

contrast. The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon records within the bry cluster not only bārē, bāryā “creator”,

but also biryəṯā / brīṯā “creation, creature”, brīrū, brīrūṯā “cleanness, purity”, bāryū, bāryūṯā “strength”, and

bryt “covenant”. [13] This matters because the article no longer needs to say vaguely that creation, purity,

soundness, and covenant “belong together”. In the Aramaic-Syriac material they are present inside one branch-

distributed lexical neighborhood. Syriac strengthens the case further. Payne Smith records ܒܪܝܐ [barˈjaː],

“creator”, [12] and Syriac Genesis opens withܐܪܥܐ ܘܝܬ ܫܡܝܐ ܝܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܒܼܪܐ ܒܪܝܫܝܬ [bəreːˈʃiːt braː

ʔaˈlaːhaː jaːt ʃmajˈjaː wəjaːt ʔarˈʕaː], “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth”. [24]

The highest institutional register of the field appears in Hebrew בְּרִית [bəˈriːt], “covenant”. [15] Here the

field culminates not in a shape produced by labor, but in a bond placed in force, recognized, and maintained.

Genesis 17:10–11 articulates that force in ritual form: ובֵּיניֵכםֶ בֵּיניִ בְּרִית לאְותֹ והְיָהָ ... ּ תִּשְׁמְרו אֲשֶׁר בְּרִיתִי זאֹת

[zoːʔt bəʁiˈtiː ʔaˈʃer tiʃməˈʁuː ... wəhaˈjaː ləˈʔoːt bəˈriːt beːˈniː uveːneˈχem], “This is My covenant ... and it

shall be the sign of the covenant between Me and you”. [22] Modern Hebrew keeps the same institutional

line active. The Hebrew Academy’s diplomacy resource records בְּרִית [bəˈriːt] as both covenant and alliance

[26]; it records בְּרִית בַּעלַ [baʕal bəˈʁiːt] as ally [26].

At the wider Northwest Semitic edge, the picture is suggestive but must remain disciplined. The SAHD on

בְּרִית [bəˈriːt] notes possible brt material in Ugaritic and, more importantly, points to wider Semitic associa-

tions between the cluster and purity, honesty, and freedom from obligation [25]. That evidence is best treated

as peripheral thickening rather than as the center of the argument. Its value lies in widening the horizon of

the field without forcing the article to pretend that every Semitic branch preserves the cluster equally.

The trajectory of the b–r complex can therefore be stated with confidence. It begins in paring, delimiting,
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and finishing; it rises into creation; it moves into soundness, purity, strength, acquittal, and valid standing; and

it culminates in covenant and alliance. If the sk- field produces form as fabrication, the b–r field produces

form as integrity.

Institution, Rite, and Poetic Elevation

The difference between the two complexes becomes much sharper when one asks not only what their words

mean, but in what textual regimes they thicken. In the sk- field, the decisive thickening is poetic and mor-

phological. In Cædmon’s Hymn the creator appears as halig Scyppend [17], and the poem’s force depends

on the fact that the creator is lexically still the shaper. The same is true in the Bosworth–Toller examples

under scyppan [ˈʃyp.pɑn], where the verb ranges from making to divine creation [4]. The later nominal layer

— *-skapiz [ˈska.piz], -skapr [ˈskɑpr], -ship [ʃɪp], -schaft [ʃaft], -skap [skɑːp], -skab [skæːb] — then fixes the

same force morphologically as constituted state. Proto-Germanic *-skapiz [ˈska.piz] is the historical pivot

here [2]. Old Norse -skapr [ˈskɑpr] shows the same upper layer within the medieval North [5].

In the b–r field, the decisive thickening is scriptural, juridical, and ritual. Genesis 1:1 places בָּרָא [baːˈraːʔ]

at the head of creation discourse: אֱלהֹיִם בָּרָא בְּרֵאשִׁית [bəʁeːʔˈʃiːt baːˈʁaːʔ ʔeloˈhiːm], “In the beginning God

created” [22]. Psalm 51:12 turns the same verb inward and poetic: אֱלהֹיִם ליִ בְּרָא טָהורֹ לבֵ [leːv tˤaːˈhoːʁ

baˈʁaːʔ liː ʔeloˈhiːm], “Create forme a pure heart, OGod” [22]. Qur’an 9:1 places ورََسُولهِِ َّهِ ٱلل نَ مِّ ٌ برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔatun

mina‿ɫˈɫaːhi waɾaˈsuːlihiː] in a legal-declarative frame [23]. Genesis 17 ritualizes בְּרִית [bəˈriːt] as a sign-

bearing covenant in the body [22]. Syriac Genesis carries the creation line into another branch of the same

tradition [24].

The result is more than lexical. One field rises most clearly through shaping, making, and the morphology

of constituted state. The other rises most clearly through creation texts, legal declarations, covenantal rites,

and branch-distributed scriptural usage. That is why the two fields continue to differ even where they reach

comparable semantic heights.

Zones of Convergence and Translation

Placed beside one another, the two complexes remain distinct, but they meet at several decisive semantic

heights. The clearest meeting-point is creation language. Old English scyppan [ˈʃyp.pɑn] and especially the

poetic title Scyppend [ˈʃyp.pend] name the creator in a native shaping vocabulary [4]. Hebrew בּורֵֹא [boːˈʁeːʔ]

names the creator from the b–r side [10]. Syriacܒܪܝܐ [barˈjaː] carries the same height into another branch

of the Semitic scriptural tradition [12]. The lower histories differ sharply, but the upper result is close enough

to sustain direct translation at the theological level.

A second meeting-point lies in subtractive shaping. Gothic 𐍃𐌺𐌰𐌱𐌰𐌽 [ˈskaβan] names scraping [3]. Old

Norse skafa [ˈska.va] retains shaving and planing [5]. Polish skrobać [ˈskrɔbat͡ɕ] keeps the same band in a

living Slavic verb [6]. Lithuanian skobti [ˈskɔbtʲɪ] adds the hollowing and gouging side of the field [7]. Finnish

kaapia [ˈkɑːpiɑ] shows the same tactile operation inside the northern contact layer [21]. Arabic برََى [baˈraː]

occupies the neighboring office on the Semitic side: it is the act by which an edge, reed, or object is brought

into form by paring away what is excess [11].

A third meeting-point lies in condition. Old English gesceap [jeˈʃæːɑp] can mean constitution, condition,
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or nature [4]. Hebrew בְּרִיאותּ [bəʁiˈʔuːt] names health [10]. Arabic برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa] names cleared standing or

freedom from liability [11]. Modern Hebrew לבְִרִיאותּ [livʁiˈʔuːt] keeps the same upper zone alive in ordinary

benediction [26]. Modern English be in good shape preserves the old crossing from contour into condition

[28]. In both complexes, form has become a state that may be inhabited, repaired, improved, or recognized

as valid.

The fourth meeting-point lies in relation and standing. The Germanic upper morphology of -ship [ʃɪp],

-schaft [ʃaft], -skap [skɑːp], and -skab [skæːb] casts a base into constituted state, office, rank, or relation.

Proto-Germanic *-skapiz [ˈska.piz] is the historical hinge of that operation [2]. Hebrew בְּרִית [bəˈriːt] reaches

the neighboring height as covenant or alliance [26]. Hebrew בְּרִית בַּעלַ [baʕal bəˈʁiːt] names the ally as the

bearer of that bond [26]. Ottoman berat [beˈɾat] thickens the same upper domain on the juridical side, where

standing is no longer merely lived but formally recognized [31].

These correspondences do not erase the difference between the two histories. The sk- side continues

to imagine higher form as shaped or constituted state. The b–r side continues to imagine it as soundness,

clearance, covenant, and valid force. The point of translation is not identity, but exact neighboring function

at the upper semantic levels.

Historical, Areal, and Contact Profiles

The two complexes rise differently in time and in areal distribution. The sk- field is broadest in its lower zone

and vertically most explicit in Germanic. Germanic alone preserves low tactile verbs, higher creation verbs,

and upper state-forming morphology together in one visible chain. Proto-Germanic and its daughters show

the vertical continuity most clearly [2]. Baltic and Slavic preserve the lower material field with remarkable

width— scraping, scratching, splitting, clipping, hollowing, severing—but do not preserve the upper nominal

layer with equal clarity [7]. Greek and Latin preserve harder relics of the incising and abrasive zone [1]. The

historical picture is therefore asymmetrical by branch: the field survives most broadly below and rises most

fully in Germanic.

That picture becomes sharper once chronology, territory, and contact are restored to the dossier. The

lower sk- material belongs to an old Indo-European craft-language of scraping, cutting, and surface-working.

What Germanic does with it is historically later and institutionally specific: it lifts a tactile shaping vocabulary

into Christian creation-language and then fixes the resulting force morphologically. Cædmon’s Scyppend be-

longs to a world in which vernacular poetic diction has already been recruited into Christian cosmology [17].

The Germanic ascent is therefore chronological, generic, and institutional at once: from worked matter into

vernacular theology.

At the Celtic edge, Old Irish scerdaid [ˈsʲkʲeɾðaðʲ] and Middle Irish scripaid [ˈsʲkʲrʲibaðʲ] keep the subtrac-

tive band active, while the *skolta [ˈskolta] material behind Middle Irish scoilt [sˠkoiltʲ] widens the dossier

toward splitting and fissure [18]. Celtic does not preserve the same upper architecture with equal transparency,

but it thickens the lower and medial spread of the field.

North of the Baltic, the history of the sk- complex enters a contact zone. Kallio’s survey of prehistoric

Germanic loan strata in Finnic argues that Germanic and Finnic were both present in the Baltic Sea region

during the Bronze Age [19]. One relevant case is the Finnic family represented by Finnish kaapia [ˈkɑːpiɑ],

Estonian kaapima [ˈkɑːpimɑ], Karelian koapie [ˈkoɑpie], Veps kabita [ˈkabitɑ], and Livonian kǭpšõ [kɔːpʃɤ̃],

which Finnish etymological resources compare with Germanic *skabaną [21]. The point is not to move
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the word-family out of Indo-European inheritance, but to register a historical transfer: the lower tactile and

subtractive band of the sk- field proved portable across a real prehistoric contact regime. Aikio’s work on

Germanic-Saami contacts provides the wider northern frame by showing how deep and early Germanic lexical

influence on Saami could be [20].

The b–r field distributes itself differently. Biblical Hebrew preserves the creation and covenant poles in

unusually concentrated form. The creation verb is most sharply framed in priestly and biblical usage [14].

Covenant belongs to a larger treaty- and bond-language of the ancient Near East [15]. Arabic preserves

with equal clarity the lower act of paring and the higher state of juridical clearance. برََى [baˈraː] and برََاءةَ

[baˈraːʔa] belong to that arc directly [11]. The Cairo Academy shows the same family still active in modern

administrative usage [27]. Aramaic and Syriac are not decorative support but internal branches of the complex,

because the CAL bry cluster holds creation, creaturehood, purity, strength, and covenant together [13]. At

the Northwest Semitic edge, the possible Ugaritic witness remains peripheral and uncertain [25].

Chronology and institution sharpen that picture further. Hebrew בָּרָא [baːˈraːʔ] and בְּרִית [bəˈriːt] belong

to a biblical and ancient Near Eastern world in which cosmogony, treaty, sign, oath, and covenant are already

thick institutional categories [16]. Syriac carries the creation register into the late antique Christian scriptural

sphere [24]. Arabic برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa] thickens juridically in the Qur’an [23]. Later, in Imami theology, barāʾa

acquires a doctrinal life as dissociation from the enemies of the imams [30]. The history of the b–r complex

therefore passes through scripture, law, rite, doctrinal identity, and alliance.

Beyond the Semitic family proper, the outer spread of the field is institutional rather than genealogical.

Iranica’s account of Arabic elements in Persian emphasizes that after the Muslim conquest Arabic became

in Iran the language of religion and government administration, and that Arabic lexical influence in Persian

became massive from the early Islamic centuries onward [29]. In that Persianate and later Ottoman docu-

mentary world, the barāʾa / barāʾat family enters the administrative language of privilege, appointment, and

exemption. Ottoman berat [beˈɾat] functions as a patent, license, or concession document conferring recog-

nized legal standing [31]. Here again the historical point lies in the regime of use. The field travels outward

not as inherited cognacy but as legal and administrative force.

The two complexes therefore differ not only in semantic structure but in historical mode. The sk- field

spreads broadly at the lower material level, rises most fully in Germanic, and shows prehistoric territorial

transfer through the North Baltic contact zone. The b–r field concentrates early in scriptural and covenantal

institutions, preserves an internal network across Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, and Arabic, and later diffuses

outward through the juridical and administrative languages of the Islamic and Ottoman worlds.

Conclusion

The comparison of sk- and b–r brings into view two durable lexical strategies for producing form. One

works outward from abrasion, incision, splitting, hollowing, shaping, and making. The other works outward

from paring, delimitation, soundness, clearance, and covenantal force. Both rise into creation, condition, and

relation; they do so by different routes and with different upper textures.

That difference helps explain why languages do not imagine state and community in one uniform way.

One lexical history gives relation contour. Another gives it validity. One makes form by fabrication. Another

makes form by integrity. Those higher outcomes are historical products of specific semantic machines.
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Appendix A. Expanded Inventory of the sk- Field

Zone / branch Forms Dominant semantic band

Germanic, lower Gothic 𐍃𐌺𐌰𐌱𐌰𐌽 [ˈskaβan]; Old Norse skafa [ˈska.va];
Old English sceafan [ˈʃæɑ.vɑn]; Old High German scaban
[ˈska.ban]

scrape, shave, remove a
layer

Greek σκάπτω [ˈskap.tɔː]; σκέπαρνον [ˈske.par.non] cut into, dig, hew, axe/adze
field

Latin scabō [ˈska.boː] scratch, roughen, abrade
Baltic Lithuanian skobti [ˈskɔbtʲɪ], skabyti [skɐˈbʲiːtʲɪ], skopti

[ˈskɔptʲɪ], skapóti [skɐˈpoːtʲɪ]
scrape, tear away, clip, cut
out

Slavic, *skob- Russian скоблить [skɐˈblʲitʲ]; Russian скобель [ˈskobʲɪlʲ] scrape, plane, drawknife
field

Slavic, *skreb- Russian скрести [skrʲɪˈsʲtʲi]; Polish skrobać [ˈskrɔbat͡ɕ];
Serbo-Croatian škrabati [ʃkraˈbati]

scratch, scrape, abrade

Slavic, *ščep- Russian щепить [ɕːɪˈpʲitʲ]; Polish szczepić [ˈʂt͡ʂɛpʲit͡ɕ]; Czech
štěpit [ˈʃcɛpɪt]

split, cleave, chip

Slavic, *skop- Russian скопец [skɐˈpʲets] severing, cutting off
Celtic edge Old Irish scerdaid [ˈsʲkʲeɾðaðʲ]; Middle Irish scripaid

[ˈsʲkʲrʲibaðʲ]; Middle Irish scoilt [sˠkoiltʲ] / Proto-Celtic
*skolta [ˈskolta]

scrape off, scratch, split,
fissure

Finnic, contact
layer

Finnish kaapia [ˈkɑːpiɑ]; Estonian kaapima [ˈkɑːpimɑ];
Karelian koapie [ˈkoɑpie]; Veps kabita [ˈkabitɑ]; Livonian
kǭpšõ [kɔːpʃɤ̃]

scrape, hollow, work a
surface by removal; early
Germanic contact transfer

Germanic, upper
verbs

Old English scieppan [ˈʃiep.pɑn], scyppan [ˈʃyp.pɑn];
Gothic 𐌲𐌰𐍃𐌺𐌰𐍀𐌾𐌰𐌽 [ɡasˈkapjan]

shape, appoint, create

Germanic, upper
nouns

Old English gesceap [jeˈʃæːɑp]; Proto-Germanic *-skapiz
[ˈska.piz]; Old Norse -skapr [ˈskɑpr]; English -ship [ʃɪp];
German -schaft [ʃaft]; Swedish -skap [skɑːp]; Norwegian
-skap [skɑːp]; Danish -skab [skæːb]

constitution, condition,
constituted state

Appendix B. Expanded Inventory of the b–r Field

Zone / branch Forms Dominant semantic band

Hebrew, creation בָּרָא [baːˈraːʔ]; בּורֵֹא [boːˈʁeːʔ] create; creator
Arabic, lower act برََى [baˈraː]; برَُايةَ [buˈraːja]; البرُاء [albuˈraːʔ] pare, sharpen, shape by

removal; shavings
Hebrew, condition בָּרִיא [baˈriːʔ]; בְּרִיאותּ [bəʁiˈʔuːt]; לבְִרִיאותּ [livʁiˈʔuːt] healthy, sound; health;

blessing toward health
Arabic, juridical
state

برَِيء [baˈriːʔ]; برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa]; الاختراع براءة [baˈraːʔat alixˈtˤi-
raːʕ]

innocent, free, exempt;
clearance; patent certificate

Aramaic / Syriac
cluster

bārē, bāryā; biryəṯā / brīṯā; brīrū / brīrūṯā; bāryū / bāryūṯā;
bryt; Syriacܒܪܝܐ [barˈjaː]

creator, creation, purity,
strength, covenant

Hebrew, upper
relation

בְּרִית [bəˈriːt]; בְּרִית בַּעלַ [baʕal bəˈʁiːt] covenant, alliance, ally
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Zone / branch Forms Dominant semantic band

Persian / Ottoman
diffusion

Persian administrative barāʾat-type legal vocabulary;
Ottoman berat [beˈɾat]

juridical authorization,
privilege, concession, valid
standing

Northwest Semitic
edge

possible Ugaritic brt material peripheral covenantal hori-
zon

Appendix C. Textual Usage by Genre

Genre / zone Example Function

Old English poetry heofon to hrofe, halig Scyppend in Cædmon’s Hymn. poetic elevation of the
sk- field

Old English lexico-
graphic example

Ælmihtig fæder þe ða scíran gesceaft sceópe and worhtest. creation register
formed out of the
shaping field

Old English lexico-
graphic example

God gesceóp ealle gesceafta. explicit theological
use of the same field

Hebrew Bible, cos-
mogony

אֱלהֹיִם בָּרָא בְּרֵאשִׁית [bəʁeːʔˈʃiːt baːˈʁaːʔ ʔeloˈhiːm], Genesis 1:1. concentrated creation
language

Hebrew Bible, lyric
/ prayer

אֱלהֹיִם ליִ בְּרָא טָהורֹ לבֵ [leːv tˤaːˈhoːʁ baˈʁaːʔ liː ʔeloˈhiːm],
Psalm 51:12.

creation applied to
inward state

Hebrew Bible, ritual
covenant

ובֵּיניֵכםֶ בֵּיניִ בְּרִית לאְותֹ והְיָהָ ... בְּרִיתִי זאֹת [zōʾt bərîtî ... wəhāyā
ləʾôt bərît bênî ûvênêḵem], Genesis 17:10–11.

institutional and ritual
thickening of b–r

Arabic lexico-
graphic usage

القلَمَ برََى [baˈraː alqalam], “he sharpened the pen”. shaping by cutting
away

Qur’anic legal-
declarative usage

ورََسُولهِِ َّهِ ٱلل نَ مِّ ٌ برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔatunmina‿ɫˈɫaːhi waɾaˈsuːlihiː], Qur’an
9:1.

juridical and declara-
tive clearance

Syriac scriptural
prose

ܐܪܥܐ ܘܝܬ ܫܡܝܐ ܝܬ ܐܠܗܐ ܒܼܪܐ ܒܪܝܫܝܬ [bəreːˈʃiːt braː
ʔaˈlaːhaː jaːt ʃmajˈjaː wəjaːt ʔarˈʕaː].

Syriac creation regis-
ter

Aramaic / Syriac
lexical cluster

creator, creation, purity, strength, covenant within the CAL bry
cluster.

branch-distributed
internal architecture
of b–r

Imami theological
usage

برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa] as dissociation from the enemies of the imams. doctrinal thickening
of juridical separation
into confessional
identity

Ottoman adminis-
trative usage

berat [beˈɾat] as patent, license, or concession document. documentary and
legal extension of
valid standing beyond
Semitic inheritance

Appendix D. Modern Translational Matrix

8



Semantic office sk- side b–r side

Creator-title Old English Scyppend [ˈʃyp.pend]; Old
English scyppan [ˈʃyp.pɑn]

Hebrew בּורֵֹא [boːˈʁeːʔ]; Syriac ܒܪܝܐ
[barˈjaː]

Shaping by removal Gothic 𐍃𐌺𐌰𐌱𐌰𐌽 [ˈskaβan]; Old Norse
skafa [ˈska.va]; Polish skrobać [ˈskrɔ-
bat͡ɕ]; Finnish kaapia [ˈkɑːpiɑ]

Arabic برََى [baˈraː]

Worked remainder Baltic-Slavic verbs of scraping, hollow-
ing, clipping, and shaving

Arabic برَُايةَ [buˈraːja]; Arabic البرُاء
[albuˈraːʔ]

Condition / sound
state

Old English gesceap [jeˈʃæːɑp]; English
be in good shape

Hebrew בְּרִיאותּ [bəʁiˈʔuːt]; Hebrew
לבְִרִיאותּ [livʁiˈʔuːt]; Arabic برََاءةَ
[baˈraːʔa]

Constituted relation Germanic state-forming morphology:
-ship [ʃɪp], -schaft [ʃaft], -skap [skɑːp],
-skab [skæːb]

Hebrew בְּרִית [bəˈriːt]; Hebrew בַּעלַ
בְּרִית [baʕal bəˈʁiːt]

Recognized standing Upper Germanic morphology as formal-
ized condition or rank

Arabic برََاءةَ [baˈraːʔa]; Ottoman berat
[beˈɾat]
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