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VACLAV BLAZEK

INDO-EUROPEAN “ONE” AND “FIRST”

For Eva Havlov4, the first lady of Czech etymology

§1. In Indo-European languages the numeral “one” was formed from one of
two roots: A. *oy-, B. *sem-. The ordinal “first”, usually derived from the root
*per-/*pro-, meant originally “fore, foremost”. The most important forms can be
projected in the following partial reconstructions allowing their deeper analysis.

Indo-Iranian:

A. *oy-

*oy-ko- “1” > Indo-Aryan *aika- > Mitanni Aryan aika- in a-i-ka-wa-ar-ta-na
“one turn” (Puhvel 1984: 14), Old Indic éka-, Pali eka-, ekka-, Praknt ikka, igga,
€a, Hindi ek, Oriya eka besides e (cf. Prakrit £a), Sindhi eku etc., Kashmiri akh,
Shina é&k, Phalura gk, Torwali ek, &, Tirahi, Kalasha, Dameli ek, Bashkarik,
Maiyan ak, Shumashti ydk, Wotapuri yek, Gawar yak, Waigali €k, ew, Kati ev,
Ashkun a¢, Pashai, Khowar 7 (cf. Prakrit é2). Let us mention that the alternative
reconstruction *oy-k"o- (Waanders 1992: 370) is also quite legitimate.

*oy-wo- “1” > Iranian *aiwa- > Avestan aéuua-, Khwarezmian éw, Sogdian
(Buddhistic) 'yw, (Manichean) ‘yw, (Christian) yw, Yaghnobi i, Pashto yau,
Yidgha, Mundjan, Ishkashim yd, Wakhi 7w, Shugni yi{w), Sarikoli f{(w), Ossetic
Digor ew, Iron iw, Old Persian aiva-, Zoroastrian Pahlavi év, évak (*aivaka, cf.
Modern Persian yak “1” and yekom “1st”, already in Zoroastrian Pahlavi ékom
“1st”, Baluchi éyok “single”, evak‘d “alone”, Sanglechi wok, yak, Yazgulam
yi(g) “1” and further Khotanese §siika- “alone”, Parthian ‘wg id.), Modern Per-
sian dial. yaw, Zaza yau, Talysh /; cf. also Old Indic adv. evd “just so”, exactly
corresponding to Avestan aéuua “so”, Khotanese 7 “indeed”. The seemingly de-
viating forms, such as Khotanese §sau “1”, Tumshuq Saka so, Ormuri §€, 55,
Parachi #, represent probably the compound *wiswa-aiwa “all” & *‘one” at-
tested e.g. in Old English eall-ana “alone”, cf. Khotanese bissa- “all”.

(Abaev I. 557-58; Bailey 1979: 31, 404; Berger 1986: 26-27; Emmerick
1992a: 165 and 1992b: 291-92; EWAI I: 262-63, 270; Gonda 1953: 76-80)
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B. *sem-/*smp-

*sémi- > Old Indic sami adv. “half” (EWAI I1: 725)

*somHd- > Old Indic samd- “equal, the same”, Avestan hama- “equal”, Old
Persian hama- “one and the same”, Khotanese hama-, Zoroastrian Pahlavi and
Modern Persian ham “the same” (Bailey 1979: 457, EWAI II: 703)

*sm- “one”- in compounds like *sm-k"rt “once” > Old Indic saks? ; Avestan
hakarat “once”, Khotanese hatdrra- “once” (*ha-krtna- ?; contamined with the
homonym meaning ‘“former” < *fratara-), Old Persian hakaram-Ciy “jemals,
wenn immer” (*hakr ‘ -), Zoroastrian Pahlavi hk(w)I& (*hakar¢), Middle Persian
(Turfan) hgry¢ (*hagriz), Modern Persian hargiz “ever” (*hakst + Cid).

(Bailey 1979: 448; Emmerick 1992b: 328-29; EWAI II: 683; KEWA III: 411)

*smHo- > Old Indic sama- “anyone, every”, pl. same “all”, Avestan hama-
“jeder beliebige”, Khotanese hama- “all”, Middle Persian hamag id., hamé
“always” etc.

(Bailey 1979: 457; Beekes 1983: 202-03; in EWAI II: 703 Mayrhofer recon-
structs *smmo-)

*smo- > Old Indic sma, sma ‘enclitic’, more probably ‘emphatic particle’,
orig. *“in the same way”; smdt “together, jointly”, in compounds also sm4d-;
Avestan mat “together, with, always”.

(EWAI II: 779, KEWA III: 547, 548; Hahn, Language 18{1942]: 94 com-
pared it with Greek uére, Gothic mip “with”)

C. *per-/*pro-

Indo-Iranian *pra-t(h)ama- > Old Indic prathamd- “id., vordester, frithester”,
Pali pathama-, Prakrit padhama-, pudhuma- (*prthama-), Sinhalese palamu,
Shina pumil-ko and Iranian *parfama- > Zoroastrian Pahlavi pahlom “id., better,
excellent”, Parthian Parthama- (in personal names) besides Avestan fratoma-,
Old Persian fratama- “vordester”.

In the suffix *-r(h)ama-, Emmerick (1992b: 318) sees a contamination of two
forms for “first”; *pratha- (with *-tha- as in caturthd-, paficathd-, sasthd- etc.
“4th”, “5th”, “6th™) x *prama- (cf. Umbrian promom). Mayrhofer (EWAI I:
179) prefers to see here a contamination of the ordinal suffix *-tha- and super-
lative in *-tama-. A parallel formation *partaka- continues in Khotanese padaa-
“1st”, Zoroastrian Pahlavi fradzg, Modern Persian farda “‘early, next morning”.

Iranian *parwiya- > Gatha-Avestan paouruiia-, Younger Avesta paoiriia-,
Old Persian adv. pr'uviyt, a derivative of *parwa- > Avestan pauruua- “prior”,
Buddhistic Sogdian prw’y¢k “former”, Khotanese pirdya “former” (but pirma-
“first” resembles suggestively Lithuanian pirmas id.) besides Old Indic piirva-
“prior”.

(Bailey 1979: 240; Bartholomae 1907-08: 95-116; Berger 1986: 58;
Emmerick 1992a:178-79 and 1992b: 318-19; EWAII: 157, 179)

Anatolian:

A. *oy-

? *oy-pki > *ayanki > Hittite 1-an-ki = a-an-ki (KUB IV 2 IV 36, 38) “once”
(Eichner 1992: 4246; the reconstruction of the multiplicative suffix is based on



INDO-EUROPEAN “ONE” AND “FIRST” 7

an exact parallel in Greek — see Benveniste 1962: 70; cf. e.g. Cretan audxig
“once”). Unaccepted remains the attempt of Shevoroshkin (1979: 178) deriving
Lycian B (= Milyan) uni translated “this only...” (Melchert 1993: 127 does not
translate this word at all) and Hittite un(i) “that one” from *oyn’ (Melchert
1994: 187 admits a development from *om).

B. *sem-/*sm-

*sm-yo- (7) > Hittite sani- “one and the same, a single one” attested e.g. in
$a-ni-ia u-it-ti “in the same year” or “in the first year”, §a-ni-ya $i-wa-ar-t[i] “on
one and the same day”, $2-ni-ya pi-di “at one and the same place” (Eichner
1992: 45). Hittite a§ma “firstly, on the first occasion™ (always written a-a3-ma)
also probably belongs here; following Neu, Eichner 1992: 4344 derives it from
*5-smd, lit. “at the one”, comparing the preposition with Vedic 4 “to, around”.
The form *sem or *som can be also found in adverbs such as kissan “thus, in the
following way”, kenissan “thus, in this way”, enissan “thus, in the manner men-
tioned”, apenissan “thus, in that way”, annisan “formerly”, kussan “when?”
(Eichner 1992: 46). On the other hand, he rejects the relationship of the other
forms proposed by Shevoroshkin (1979: 177), namely sannapi sannapi “each for
itself, separate, scattered”, sannapili- “empty, alone; not impregnated”.

C. *per-/*pro-

Shevoroshkin (1979: 179-82) has collected various derivatives of the root
*per-/*pro-, assuming that they mean “first”. But his interpretations are not
generally accepted: Luwian pdriyanalla/i- is really built like Hittite duyanalli-
“officer of the second rank”, but its meaning is “of the beyond” > “future”
(Melchert 1993b: 169). There is another hypothetical cognate in the Anatolian
titles: Hittite “*parhuwala- “a functionary having to do with garments”, cf. KBo
21.82iv 17: 1 "*BAR.SI “Upar-hu-wa-la-a¥ pai “the p.-man supplies one turban
(7" and KBo 22.157:6-8: “par-hu-u-wa-la-a[§..] / " Vif-kalli[$5ar... ] / [(and)]
a pé[dai] “the p.-man [...] brings in a torn garment [...]" (CHD 1995: 148). The
title parhuwala- can be derived from *prH, wo-lo-. But the semantic motivation
connected with the meaning “first” (“the first valet” ?) cannot be proved. Lycian
przze/i- does not mean “first”, but “front-, foremost™ (Melchert 1993a: 57). The
Lycian B (= Milyan) examples quoted by Shevoroshkin, namely pirli, predi,
prijami/e, prijé, prijelije-, pruwa-, remain untranslated (Melchert 1993a: 122-
23). In Hittite and Luwian the ordinal “first” is derived from Anatolian *hant-
“forehead”: Hittite hantezzi(ya)- “first, forward, front, first-born, earliest, fore-
most, first-rank”, Luwian hantili- “first” (Puhvel 1991: 108-12; Eichner 1992:
92; Melchert 1993b: 52).

Armenian:

A. *oy-

*oy-no- > Armenian én “God”, lit. “the one”, so-in “derselbe hier”, do-in
“derselbe da”, no-in “derselbe dort”, andrén (*andre-yn) “ebendort”, astén
(*aste-yn) “ebenhier” (Pokorny 1959: 286)

B. *sem-/*sm-

*smiH, “1” (f.) > Armenian mi *“1” (Winter 1992¢: 148 and Kortlandt 1994:
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253; Meillet 1936: 99, 185 and Solta 1960: 454 reconstruct *smiyo-); the un-
stressed variant me- appearing in metasan “11” and mekin “single”, can be de-
rived from *mea- < *miya- < *smiya-. Similarly mén “each one” reflects *miya-
+ -in. The alternative form min “1” can be analyzed as *(i)m-in < *sem-, origi-
nally perhaps the m.-n. stem (Winter 1992: 348). The suffix -in probably ap-
pears in araj-in “1st”. Kortlandt (1994: 253) presents an alternative solution,
interpreting min as acc. of mi.

The synonymes mu and ez remain without convincing etymologies (Winter
1992c: 148). The interpretation of Pedersen (/F 39[1906]: 414) who proposed ez
< *sem-g'o- and compared it with Greek (Cypriote) iyyiax - el Tdgiol
(Hesychius) < *&v-yia (Solmsen, KZ 45[1913]: 333 finds the same suffix in
Gothic adv. ala-kjo “all”), cannot be accepted without any explanation of the
difference in aspiration.

*som- > Armenian omn “some” (Meillet 1936: 90, 189; Strunk 1974: 380).

*smHV- > Armenian amén(-ayn) “all” (Pokorny 1959: 903). Mann 1984-87:
1126 also adds samol(k‘) “pair”, perhaps derivable from *smH,ol-, cf. Latin
similis, Old Irish samail < *smH, eli- “equal, even” (see below).

C. *per-/*pro-

Armenian araj-in “1st” is evidently related to afaj “before” which is derived
from *prH- (Winter 1992: 354). The origin of the suffix -in was sought in the
analogical formation verjin “last” vs. verf “end” (Brugmann 1892: 467; Kort-
landt 1994: 253). Meillet 1936: 76 derived it from *-ino-. The origin of -j- re-
mains open. Winter 1992: 354 speculated about its locative origin. Hamp 1972:
470-72 proposed another solution. He derives the pair afaj : arajin from the het-
eroclitic paradigm *prH,-wr-iH, /-wen- > *parwarya- /-wen- > *(p)arg"arya /-
g'in- > *arrag®ya / ‘*arrag’in, supporting the development of
*-wy- by analogy with ofj “entire”, reflecting more probably *solwyo- than
*solyo-. The form *prHwo- continues in Armenian haraw “south”; cf. Avestan
pouruua-, pauruua- “‘primary, frontal south” (Djahukian, Annual of Armenian
Linguistics 11{1990]: §5).

Phrygian:

In Phrygian the numeral “one” can be identified in iaufog “Kulttanz fiir Di-
onysos”, lit. “Einschritt”, cf. fpiaufos & Si168vpoupfog “Drei-, Vierschritt”. The
first component *i{ &r)- corresponds to Greek Lesbian, Thessalian i« f. “ein und
dieselbe/derselbe” (Haas 1966: 702). Beekes (1995: 212) derives it from *siH,
corresponding to the feminine personal pronoun e.g. in Old Irish si, Gothic si
etc. (Brugmann 1911: 390). More probable seems to be the traditional point of
view, connecting I¢r with the anaphorical pronoun or the root of the numeral “1”
*oy-. This solution can be supported by Cretan iz7rov- €v (Hesychius), remodelled
after S1r7dg, piTrdg from *f0)- (Schwyzer 1939: 588 with older literature).

Greek:
A. *oy-
*oy-no-/-d > Greek m. oivdg (Poll.), f. oivn (Achae., Zen.) “one (on a die)”;
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cf. also oivileitv - 70 povdlerv xara yAdooav and oivdvra - povipn
(Hesychius);

*0y-wo- > Greek ofo¢c (Hom., Hsd.), dat. ofrw: (Cypr.) “alone”, further
oiétng (Hom.) “eines Alters” < *oiro-£erng and probably Mycenaean 0-wo-we
= oirdFng “with a single handle”. | ’

(Brugmann 1892: 465; Frisk II: 364, 367; Schwyzer 1939: 588; Waanders
1992: 370) '

B. *sem-/*sm-

*sem-s nom. m., *sem nom. n., *semei dat. m.-n. “1” > Greek m. *£vg > At-
tic-Ionian &g, Doric 7jg, Gortynian ev Sixadded (*evg &), n. £v, dat. évi, but
Mycenaean e-me = heuei

*smiH, nom. f. “1” > Greek uic.

*sémi- “half” > Greek 7ju:- “half-" in compounds.

*somHo- > Greek dudg “equal; one and the same” (the reconstruction of the
laryngeal after Indo-Iranian data — see EWAI II: 703). The same root vowel ap-
pears in duaAds “equal”, but the Latin and Old Irish parallel formations are de-
rivable from *smH,el-; that is why Beekes 1983: 228 proposed that the original
form was *dauaidg , influenced by dudg.

*sm- in *smHo- > Greek dyo-6ev “irgendwoher”; *sm- (in compounds) > a-,
a-. draé “once”, drlodg “single, simple”, drepog (Doric, Aeolic; Mycenaean
a,<-te-ro), £repog (lonian-Attic) “one” or “the other (of two)”; ddeApds
“brother”, lit. “of the same wamb, couterus” with the change & > & caused by
Grassmann’s law. The same prefix develops in a different way in compounds
with initial laryngeals; so udvvé “with a single (= uncloven) hoof” is derivable
from *sm-Hnog'- (Beekes 1971: 140). It is tempting to speculate about an
analogical formation in Armenian efungn “fingernail, claw, nail, hook”, if it
reflects *en-ong- + -n (cf. ot-n “foot”, ak-n “‘eye” etc. — see Beekes 1969: 47) <
*sem-H.ong'-. Indo-European *¢ has been preserved in Armenian, but before
nasal *¢ gives i (Meillet 1936: 41). A passable solution could consist in the as-
sumptiom that the dissimilation *n...n > [.n preceded the change *éN > iN.
Finally, Hittite sanku(wa)i- “fingemnail” with a puzzling s-, can represent the
same compound. In the case of “s-mobile” ([*s+]H,ong"y“ after Eichner 1985:
165) one would expect Hittite “ishanku’ (Beekes 1969: 47). The idea of assibi-
lation of the expected laryngeal (so Josephson 1979: 100-01) appears to be
quite unconvincing. On the other hand, the compound *sm- & *Hae/ong"-u-
would give Anatolian *sanhangu® or *sananku’ (accepting the loss of all
laryngeals before *o in Anatolian — see Beekes 1988: 80-81) and further via
haplology Hittite sanku’.

(Chantraine 326-27; Frisk I: 471-72; Schwyzer 1939: 588; Waanders 1992:
369-70)

C. *per-/*pro-

The ordinal “1st” is represented by two variants in Greek dialects:

(a) Attic-Ionic, Arcado-Cypriotic, Lesbian mpdrog;, cf. also Mycenaean per-
sonal names Po-ro-to = ITpdtog (?) and Po-ro-te-u = Hpwtevg (?);

(b) Northwest Greek, Doric, Boeothian mpérog.
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Their origin is not sufficiently explained. Not all scholars accept even their
compatibility.

So Schwyzer (1939: 595) discussed the reconstruction *zpdarog < *zpdraroc
(Brugmann 1892: 466) indicating the original form *zpwfog comparable with
Old Indic piirva-, while for Doric etc. mpdrog he preferred *pito- < *prHto-.
Rejecting the hypothetical protoform *mpdarog because it would give o in
Doric, Beekes 1969: 215 reconstructed * zmpaso-zog, in which *zpaso- would
correspond to Old Indic pirvd- (cf. also Lejeune 1972: 264, fn. 2 and Szemeré-
nyi 1996: 228). This solution implies the laryngeal reconstruction *prH,wo- (cf.
Beekes 1995: 214). Alternativelly, Beekes (1969: 215) admits the metathesis of
length in Doric: *zpoarog < *mpwatog , justifyiag the reconstruction *zpwro —
< *prH wo-. Hamp (1972: 471) finds a support for the originality of *prH,wo-
in Greek in its probable derivatives modpa “prow, the foremost part of a ship”
and mpdv “jutting rock” (i.e. “forward projecting”), deriving them from
*npayapia- & *mpdror-. It is evident that this pair forms an ancient hetero-
clitic paradigm (with its feminine counterpart member) *prH,-wr-iH, vs. *prH,-
won- (cf. Armenian counterparts). Finally Waanders (1992: 378) reconstructs
*proH,-to- “1st” (m.) > mpditog and *preH,(e)H,-to- “1st” (f.) > mpdrog, inter-
preting the *H, -extension as an instrumental, hence *“by the frontside”. Con-
fronting the presented opinions with external evidence, the solutions leading to
the starting point *prH, wo- also seem to be most hopeful for Greek.

Albanian:

A. *oy-

*eni- & *oy-no- “that one” > proto-Albanian *(V)ni-ain- > *ni-én > common
Albanian *fii(nV) > Geg njin-i, Tosk njér-i “(the) one” (cf. Geg tdn(é), Tosk
téré “all” < *tod oynoN, lit. “the single”) besides Geg njd and Tosk njé “1”. The
North Geg indefinite article nji can be derived diretly from *eni-, a proclitic
postulated on the basis of Greek évior “some”, £vn “the day after next”, Old
Latin enim “fiirwahr”, later “denn, namlich” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 320), cf. also
Messapic ennan “illam” < *enjam (Haas 1962: 95, 177; cf. Hamp 1966: 113).

(Hamp 1973: 2-6 and 1992: 903-04)

(B. *sem-)

Huld 1984a: 101 tries to prove the origin of njé, nji in the feminine *nja <
*(s)mja < *sm-i(e)H,, assuming the change *mj > nj. (Hamp 1992: 903 rejects
it, quoting a counter-argument in gime “single strand of hair” < *-mii, def.
gimja). Huld 1984b: 60, 65 finds support for his point of view in the Greek and
Armenian counterparts to njézet “20” = “1 x 20”, namely (East) Greek *£sixoo:
< *se-wi-kmti and Armenian k'san < *{sem]s-wi-kmr- “1 x 20”.

C. *per-/*pro-

*prH-wo- “Ist” > Albanian (i) paré (Hamp 1992: 904 identified *H = *H,,
cf. also Huld 1984: 150).

Italic:
A. *oy-



INDO-EUROPEAN “ONE” AND “FIRST” 11

*oy-no- “1” > Old Latin *oinos (acc. sg. oino CIL I’ 29, oenos Cic. leg. 3,3,9
etc.), Latin @nus, Umbrian unu “unum”. '

(Coleman 1992: 389-90; EM 1084-85; WH 321-23)

B. *sem-/*sm-

*sm- in Latin simplus, simplex “single”, semper “always” (cf. parum-per,
paulis-per), singulus “solitary” (simplified from *singnulus or dissimilated from
*singno- *“born together”, cf. bignae “twins” — see Coleman 1992: 419), semel
“once”, similis “similar, equal” (*semali- < *smH,eli- — see Beekes 1983: 228
who sees in *-el- the same, probably adjectival formation, as in Hittite sel, the
genitive of the anaphora), semol (CIL I 1531), simul “at the same time” (usually
compared with isolated Gothic simle “once upon a time”; instead of the tradi-
tional view seeking a counterpart of Gothic mél “time” in the second part — see
Wackernagel, KZ 30[1890]: 316; Coleman 1992: 415-16, 440, fns. 84, 85, 86
preferred a compound of *sem-/*sm- and the verbal root *H,el- “to go”, con-
tinuing in Greek £16giv, Latin ex-il-ium etc.), cf. further Umbrian sumel “at the
same time”.

*smiH, > *(s)mi- in *(s)mi-g esl “belonging to one thousand” > early Latin
*mihéli > *mihile > mille *“1000” (Rix 1991: 226).

*sémi- “half” > Latin sémi- in compounds, sémo “demigod” (Mann 1984-87:
1126).

C. *per-/*pri-/*pr-

*pri-yos- > Latin prior “first of two” and

*pri-is-mo- > Paelignian nom. sg. f. prismu, Latin primus “first” represent
the root *pri (Latin adv. pri “before”), extended by comparative and superlative
suffixes respectively. '

*prei-wo- > Umbrian abl. pl. m. prever “one at a time”, Latin priuus
“individual, peculiar”.

*pré-mo- > Umbrian adv. prumum, promom “primum”.

(Coleman 1992: 408, 416, 419)

Celtic:

A. *oy-

*oy-no- “1” > Old Irish oen, oin; Welsh, Cornish, Breton un besides Old Irish
oendn, Welsh, Breton unan, Cornish onan “alone” (Vendryes 1960: O 10-11).
The innovation *oyno-m-eto- “1st” > Old Irish oinmad appears only in combi-
nation with tens, cf. also Medieval Welsh unuet ar dec “11” (Hamp, ZCP
45[1992]: 85).

B. *sem-/*sm-

*sm- in *sgz-g"eslo- “one thousand” > *san-gles-to- > Hispano-Celtic
(Botorrita) san-CilisTara “1000th” (Lambert 1994b: 372; Szemerényi 1994: 98);
*sm-tero- “one of two” > Old Welsh hanther, Cornish, Breton hanter “half” (de
Bernardo Stempel 1987: 156);

*smHo- “alone” (?) > Gaulish Samo- in personal names: Samo, Samogenus,
Samorix, Samotalus etc. (Evans 1967: 252-53; Billy 1993: 131). The meaning
“summer” proposed for the component Samo- by Schmidt (ZCP 26 [1957]:
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264-65) does not appear to be probable in the light of the quoted compounds
where rix means “king”, talus “front”.

*smH- > OId Irish sam- “together”, saim “pair, couple, yoke” (Vendryes
1978: S 19-20)

Cf. also Old Irish samail “resemblance”, Welsh hafal “like, equal”, Old Bre-
ton -hemel (in personal names) < *samali- < *smH,eli- (Beckes 1983: 228 and
1988: 92).

*smyo- in Celtic *kon-smio- > OIld Irish cummae ‘equal, identical”
(Vendryes 1987: C 288-89).

*sémi- “half” > Gaulish semi-, simi- (Billy 1993: 135, 137).

C. *per-/*pro-

*prei-mo- “1st” > Gaulish *rémo- reconstructed on the basis of the tribal
name Rémi “les premiers”. The same name also appears on coins, namely
REMO and REMOS (Lambert 1994a: 34, 42, 183; cf. also Billy 1993: 124).
Formally identical forms are attested in Welsh rwyf “prince, chief” and Middle
Comish ruif “king” while Old Irish adv. riam “formerly” reflects *preisamo-
(Vendryes 1974: R 26-27). The *prei-derivative with the meaning “first” was
replaced by the innovation *kentu- attested in Gaulish (La Graufesenque) kin-
tux[ < *kintukso- (Lambert 1994a: 131) or *kintusko- (Vendryes 1987: C 83),
cf. Breton comp. kentoc’h “formerly”, and further in personal names Cintu-
gnatos, -us (= “Primigenitus”), Cintusmos (superl. *kintusamo-) etc., similarly
Welsh cyntaf, Middle Breton quenraff “the first”, and Old Irish cétnae id.
(*kentonyos). A promising cognate could be found in Thracian *kentho-, natu-
rally if its meaning was “first” (Polomé 1986: 185).

Germanic:

A. *oy-

*oyno- “1” > Germanic *aina > Gothic ains; Old Icelandic einn, Old Swedish
én, en, &n, in, Old Gutnic ann; Old High German ein, Dutch een, Old English
an, Old Frisian an, én; cf. the derivative in *-ko-: Gothic ainaha adj. “only”, Old
Icelandic einga, Old High German einac; cf. Balto-Fennic borrowings: Finnish
aino(v)a, Karelian ainuo, Vot ainago, Estonian ainua, Livonian Jinagi; Lule
Lappish aeina, -u “alone”. On the other hand, Gothic ainakls “standing alone”,
Old Swedish @nkill “widower”, Dutch, Low German enkel “simple, single”, can
represent a compound *oyno-gnH,o- with dissimilation n...n > n...I (cf. Gothic
niuklahs = Greek veoyvdg — see Rasmussen 1987: 218) assumed also for Latin
singulus — see Coleman (1992: 440, fn. 88) following Leumann & Hofmann.
The compound of *aina- (in Gothic *aini-) and *liban “to remain” forms the
numeral “11” (similarly “12”): Gothic dat. ainlibim; Old Icelandic ellefu; Old
High German einlif, Old Saxon elleban, Middle Dutch elleven, Old Frisian
andlova, allewa, elleve etc., Old English endlefan, Middle English alleven etc.

Crimean Gothic ita “1” is explained from ‘ainata, n. of ains. Hamp assumed
an ‘emphatic’ compound *ita-aina “that one” (with following loss of aina-), cf.
Slavic *ed-ins (see Lehmann 1986: 128).

(Lehmann 1986: 16—-17; Ross & Berns 1992: 559-60, 593-96, 656)
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B. *sem-/*sm-

*sem- > Germanic *sin- (in compounds) > Gothic adj. f. sinteina “daily”, sin-
teino “allways”, Old Saxon sin-nahti “eternal night” etc. (Lehmann 1986: 305);
extended in *sem(H)lom > Gothic adv. simle “once, formerly”; Old High German
simblum, simble(s), Old Saxon sim(b)la, Old English simbel, sible(s) “always”;

*sémi- “half” > Old High German sami-, Old English sam- in compounds;

*somH-6- > Gothic sama “the same one”, in compounds e.g. sama-leiko
“similarly”, Old Icelandic samr, sami, Old High German samo ‘“the same” etc.
(Lehmann 1986: 294-95; the reconstruction of the laryngeal is based on the
Indo-Iranian *samd- “equal” where the absence of laryngeal would cause
a lengthening in agreement with Brugmann’s law — see EWAI II: 703).

*sm-t(e)ro- > Gothic sundro adv. “alone, apart”, Old Icelandic sunder
“asunder”, Old High German adv. suntar “separated from, apart, alone” etc.;

*smHo- > Germanic *sum- > Gothic sums “anyone”, suman “once, formerly;
in part”, Old Icelandic sumr “some, any”, Old High German, Old Saxon sum
“some, any”’.

(Beekes 1983: 202-03; Lehmann 1986: 304; 328-29)

C. *per-/*pro-

*prH- plus ‘comparative’ suffix *-mo- (a), superlative suffix *-isto- (b), their
mixture (c): a) Germanic *furma- > Gothic fruma (modified on the pattern of
the suffix *-uma-, cf. Szemerényi 1996: 228), Old Saxon formo, Old Frisian
Jorma, furma, Old English forma; b) Germanic *furista- > Old Icelandic fyrstr,
Danish forste, Old High German, Old Saxon furisto, Old Frisian ferist, Old
English fyr(e)st, Middle English first, furst, frist, frust, frest, c¢) Germanic
*furmista- > Gothic frumists, Old Frisian formest, Old English fyrmest, Middle
English furmest. The extensions (a) and (b) also form the derivatives of Ger-
manic *air “early” (Gothic air, Old Icelandic 4r) with the meaning “first™: (a)
Old English @&rra, Middle English e(a)rre etc.; (b) Old High German éristo, Old
Saxon érista, Old Frisian ér(e)st(a), Old English £rest etc.

Old English forwost, forwest “the first” can reflect *prHwo- plus superlative
suffix *-isto- (Pokorny 1959: 815; Ross & Berns 1992: 624-25)

Baltic:

A. ¥oy-

*oyno- “1” > West Baltic *aina- > Prussian m. ains, acc. ainan, f. aina, Yat-
wingian anf (= ains 7) (Toporov 1975: 62-64; Zinkevi¢ius 1984: 9);

*wV-oyno- > East Baltic *veina- > Lithuanian m. vienas, f. viena; Lithuanian
ie may reflect *ey/*ay/*oy; the proof for the diphthong *-ey- has been sought in
the compound vi¢-veinelis “a single” (Trautmann 1923: 3). Hamp (1973: 4) tries
to demonstrate the origin of Lithuanian -ie- in the contraction: *wV-'oyno- >
*y ' Zina — > *v 'éna-, Latvian m. viéns, f. viena has to be based on the feminine
*wV-(o)ynd > *w(V)in'a > *vén'é’. The first component probably represents
a zero- grade of the pronominal stem known from Old Church Slavonic ovs —
ovs ““0g pev — 6g 8¢”, ovi “&AAor”, Old Polish owo “ecce” and Old Persian ava-
“jener” (cf. Trautmann 1923: 20).
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The nil grade in the root vocalism appears in Latvian vins “he” (*vinjas) with
the same pronominal prefix, and without it in Lithuanian inas ‘“true, real”
(Trautmann 1923: 3).

Lithuanian vienuolika “11” represents the original form *[defimtis] vienio
liekiio “[ten] with one extra”, consisting of a sociative-instrumental of the nu-
meral “1” and /iékas “odd”, changed subsequently to vientiolika under influence
of the higher teens with -lika (Comrie 1992: 763-64).

In Lithuanian the same pattern is used for all teens, while a similar formation
in Germanic is limited only to “11” and “12”. It is remarkable that Old Lithua-
nian uses only liekas in the sense *“11th”. In the rare phrase defimtas liekas the
numeral “one/first” is also deleted (Hamp, Baltistica 8.1[1972]: 55-56).

C. *prH-mo- “1st” > Baltic *pirma- > Prussian m. pirmas, pirmois, f. pirmoi,
Lithuanian m. pirmas, f. pirmdji, Latvian pifmais, pirmais, dial. (East) pyfms.

(Comrie 1992: 729-30; Fraenkel 1962—-65: 597-98; Trautmann 1923: 220)

Slavic:

A. *oy-

There are two forms representing the continuants of *oyno- in Slavic: (a)
m. *ediny & *edsns, f. *edena & *edrna (and n. *edino & *edsno) “one; sin-
gle”; (b) *ino- “one-” in compounds, *in® “other”. These forms are attested as
follows:

a) Old Church Slavonic m./f. (j)edins/(j)edina and (j)edons/(j)edsna, Bul-
garian edin/edni, Macedonian eden/edna, Serbo-Croatian jédan/jédna, Slove-
nian éden/édna, arch. j-, dial. én/éna, Slovak, Czech, Polish jeden/jedna, Upper
Sorbian jedyn/jedna, Lower Sorbian jaden/jadna, Polabian jadin/jani (loc.),
Slovincian jddén, Old Russian odin®/odina, Russian, odin/odni, Ukrainian
odyn/odnd, Byelorussian adzin/adnd (BlaZek, Petidz & Erhart, ESJS 5: 276-77,
Trubagev 1979: 11-12)

b) Old Church Slavonic derivatives: inoks “solitary; monk”, inogs “wild
boar” (cf. French sanglier id.), later “gryph” (sometimes derived via haplology
from *ino-nogs “one-footed™), adv. inako “otherwise” etc., besides numerous
compounds: adv. v® ing “semper”, inolednr “povoyevig’, inomyslbns
“povotpomog”, inorogp “povoxepog” etc., besides inojezycbniks “ttepbyhoo-
c0¢”, inoplemensniks “aAAO@UALOG” etc., and further in® “some; other”, Bul-
garian in, Serbo-Croatian In, ini, Slovak iny, Czech jiny, Upper Sorbian hiny,
Jjiny, Lower Sorbian hyny (arch.), Slovincian jini, Old Polish iny, Polish inny,
Byelorussian /nsy, dial. inny, Ukrainian nsyj, dial. yn(n)yj, Russian indj, dial.
in(n)yj “other” (Havlova & Val4kovd, ESJS 4: 244-45).

There are more etymological interpretations of these two words. The older
etymologies — see the discussion in ESJS. The following ideas have not yet
penetrated in the etymological dictionaties. So Hamp 1973: 4 opined that the i-
and 5-forms reflect the old distinction between m. and f.., namely m. *(j)ed-ins
vs. f. *(j)ed-snd < *-eyno- vs. *-ini. He offers a tempting solution based on the
influence of the ¢/& vocalism of m. *sem-/A. *smiH, (unattested in Slavic). But
he does not explain the e-diphthong in *ino- “povo-" and *in® “other; some”.
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A key to the solution should be sought in the reconstruction *¢yno-, supported
by the intonation in Serbo-Croatian In (Trautmann 1923: 3). The long diphthong
can reflect *e + *oy where *e probably represents the same deictic particle as *e
in Greek éxeivog “that”, Oscan eco “hic”, Russian étot “this” : fot “that” etc.
(Pokorny 1959: 283).

A deictic/emphatic function was probably also characteristic for the particle
*ed- appearing in the form (a): Old Church Slavonic (jed(s)va “scarcerly,
hardly” (-va corresponds to Lithuanian vés id.), Latin ecce “behold” (*ed-ke ?),
ecquis “some, any”, Siculish [e]d (Pisani, /F 48[1930]: 238), Oscan ekkum
“idem”, Hittite dat.-loc. edi “ei”, abl. ediz “ab eo”, dat. pl. etas “eis”, Lydian eds
“this” (Pokorny 1959: 284; Tischler 1983: 118). The preceding thoughts imply
the internal structure (a) *ed-e-oyno- “just/only this one” (cf. van Wijk, IF 30
[1912]: 383; Gonda 1953: 51) and (b) *e-oyno- “this one” (a similar idea was
already proposed by Osten-Sacken, IF 33[1913-14]: 271 who assumed Slavic
*e-pnb < *e-ino-).

B. *sem-

*som(H)o- “self, alone, single” > Slavic m. *sam% (f. -a, n. -0) > Old Church
Slavonic sam®, Bulgarian, Macedonian sam, Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian sim,
Slovak, Czech sim, Upper & Lower Sorbian, Polish, Byelorussian, Ukrainian,
Russian sam.

(Vaillant 1958: 471-73)

C. *per-/*pro-

*prH-wo- “1st” > Slavic *perva(jp) > Old Church Slavonic prsve, prevyi,
Bulgarian prsv, psrvi, Macedonian prvi, Serbo-Croatian pivi, Slovenian pivi,
Slovak, Czech prvy, Upper Sorbian pjerwy, Lower Sorbian perwy, Polabian
par[w]y, Old Polish pierwy, Old Russian pprvs, Ukrainian, Russian pérvyj.
There are also extended forms *perveseje > Slovak dial. pryfSy (Gemer), prujsi
(Liptov), pirsi (Bardejov), Slovincian pjier$i, Modemn Polish pierwszy, Ukrain-
ian pérsyj and *pervjenjp > Bulgarian and Macedonian dial. prevsii, Old and
Modern Czech prvni. Both the forms represent comparatives (Illi&-Svity¢ 1963:
81-84).

(Comrie 1992: 729-30; Vaillant 1958: 652-53)

Tocharian:
B. *sem-/*sm-
The most relevant forms of the numeral “1” in Tocharian are as follows:

m. f.
A B A B
nom. sg. |sas (sas-ak “alone™) |(ses-ke sdm sana/somo
sa- in $dk sapi “11” |“alone™)
se

obl. sg. |som seme som sanat/somo
nom. pl. |some semi somam |somona
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Cf. also A sam, B sam “equal, like”, A soma-pacir “having one [and the
same] father” etc.

There are more detailed analyses studying the Tocharian numeral “1” which
have appeared recently (Hamp 1971; Van Windekens 1976: 415--16; Hil-
marsson 1984 = 1986: 77-93; Pinault 1989: 60; Winter 1992: 98-103).

At least in the case of some forms they are in agreement:

*sém-s (Hamp, Hilmarsson; also *sém-(s) after Adams 1988: 122) or *sem-s
(Winter) “1” nom. sg. m. > A sas “1”, sas-ak, B ses-ke “alone”. The reconstruc-
tion *som-s (Van Windekens) is probably wrong.

*smiH, (Hamp, Pinault) = *smyA (Winter) = *smijo (Hilmarsson) “1” nom.
sg. f. > *simya > Common Tocharian *sina > A sim, B sana. The reconstruc-
tion *s mi (Van Windekens) does not explain the change *m > *n and it is also
without any external support.

*sem (Winter) = *sém (Hilmarsson) “1” nom. sg. n. > B se “1”, A sa- in §dk
sapi “11”. The following teens §ik wepi “12” and §dk tdryapi “13”, contain
nonmasculine forms of *“2” and “3”. Winter (1992: 99) concludes: “...it is rea-
sonable to assume that A sa- is a reflex of the old neuter nom.-acc. PIE *sem”;
the generalization of the neuter in B se has an analogy in B wi “2”.

Hamp (1971: 440) and Winter (1992: 100) derive other cases including plural
from *sém(o)-. Winter sees here an intra-Tocharian development, Hamp as-
sumes an influence of the nom. *séms. On the other hand, Hilmarsson (1986:
92) reconstructs acc. (> obl.) sg. m. *semm. Accepting the same starting point,
Adams (1988: 122) proposes a rebuilding on the basis of a thematic derivative
to *som(H)om. A sam, B sam “like, equal” can be derived from *somHo-, but
they do not correspond mutually. West Tocharian should have preserved the
thematic vowel; hence B sam could be a borrowing from A sam (so Van
Windekens 1976: 415 who reconstructs A *sam < *sémo-). Alternatively Hil-
marsson admits even a borrowing from Sanskrit sam4- “like”.

C. *per-/*pro-

*prH-wo- “lst” > Tocharian B pirwesse with adj. suffix -esse (= A -asi) <
*.oskyo-; further cf. adv. parwe “first, at first” and yparwe “first, firstly” <
Common Tocharian *yédn pirwa “at first” < *H,en prHwom. The corresponding
form in East Tocharian is pirwat “first-born, elder” with a r-suffix common for
ordinals, cf, wit “2nd” etc.

(Hilmarsson 1991: 189; Van Windekens 1976: 366 and 1979: 135; Winter
1992: 132)

§2. Reconstruction:

A. The most widespread Indo-European numeral “1” is formed by the root
*oy- plus one of the following three suffixes: a) *-k™o- (Indo-Aryan), b) *-wo-
(Indo-Iranian, Greek), ¢) *-no- (? Anatolian, Armenian, Greek, Albanian, Italic,
Celtic, Germanic, Baltic, Slavic). The original functions of these suffixes can be
determined on the basis of the following examples: a) Old Indic dvika-

9 ¢,

“consisting of two”, mamaka-, tavaka- “my”, “thy”, Old High German sweiga
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“wealth” < *swoy-ko- “proper” besides Gothic ainaha adj. “only”, Old Church
Slavonic inoks “solus” etc. > (Brugmann 1906: 482, 493); b) *sol-wo- “whole,
total”, *wik-wo- “every, all” etc. (Brugmann 1906: 202); ¢) *al-no- > Oscan
allo “entire”, Gothic alls “all, every, whole”, cf. also Gaulish (Coligny) ci-allos,
(La Graufesenque) ci-alli “the other” (Hirunuma 1988: 40-41; Lambert 1994:
114-15), *sol-no- > OIld Latin sollus, Oscan sullus “omnes”, Welsh holl
“whole, all”, *pJH,-no- “full” etc. (Brugmann 1906: 257). In Albanian, Baltic
and Slavic (plus Crimean Gothic ?) various deictic prefixes precede the stem
*oyno-.

In laryngealistic reconstruction the root *oy- = *Hoy-. Regarding the neu-
tralization of all laryngeals before *o (Beekes 1972: 117-31), the determination
of the ‘color’ of the laryngeal remains open.

In opposition to *sem- which has to express “togetherness, inclusion”, the
original meaning of *oy- has been determined as “separateness, isolation”
(Coleman 1992: 389).

- B. Three genders *sems m., *smiH,/*smiyg, f., *sem n. are fully recon-
structible only in Greek and Tocharian; the relics in other branches confirm
their at least late Indo-European age. In *sems Szemerényi (1996: 222) sees
an innovation for older *sém. Beekes (1983: 225 and 1995: 190) reconstructs
the whole paradigm: nom. *sém(s), acc. sém-m or *sdm-m, gen. *séms or
*sm-ds, dat. *sm-éy, loc. *sémi, but his example having to support the form
*som, namely Slavic *sams “alone, self”, reflects o-stem *s6mo- and repre-
sents doubtless a later formation. The lengthening is typical for the whole
class of Slavic adjectives, e.g. *mals “small”, *nags “naked”, *slabs “weak”
etc. (Machek 1956: 34 and 1971: 11 assumes an expressive lengthening, but it
looks like a regular process of the type Lex Brugmann). Other reconstructible
derivatives: *sm- “one-” in compounds, also *sm-fero- “half” = “one of two”,
*sémi- “half”, originally probably locative of “one” (Beekes 1995: 190),
hence “in one [of two]”, *somHo- “equal, the same”, *smHo- “anyone”, and
others.

C. Besides evident comparatives or superlatives (“first” = “formet” or
“foremost” — see Cowgill 1970: 123) or innovations (Hittite hantezzi-; Celtic
*kintu-), there was probably the only form inherited from the proto-language,
namely *prH-wo-. The laryngeal was *H, or *H,, depending on the interpreta-
tion of Greek data.

§3. Etymology:

A. The root *oy- (*Hoy-) has been etymologized in various ways:

a) The most popular solution identifies the root *oy- with Indo-European
anaphora (Pokorny 1959: 280-86; Sihler 1973: 111; Schmid 1989: 10; Hamp
1992: 904; Lehmann 1993: 254). There are various attempts to reconstruct the
paradigm of the anaphoric pronoun. Let us confront the most recent recon-
structions of the nominative according to the following scholars: Szemerényi
1996: 207; Kortlandt apud Beekes 1983: 209; Beekes 1995: 205; Hamp 1986:
398.
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sg. pl.
m. _|f n. -~ |m. I n.
Szemerényi *s ¥ *id |*eyes |*iyas |*7
Kortlandt T * N *d |*ei |*3s  |*F
Beekes *He |*H, |*d ' |*Hei |*iH,es|*iH,
Ha}np *ei |*i-eH,|*id *ei-es *-H,

In agreement with Hamp, Mayrhofer (EWAI I: 103) reconstructed m. sg.
*[H,)ef, f. sg. ¥{H,)iH,, n. sg. *[H,}i-d. It seems that the reconstruction *H,ey
conforms to the facts better than the others. The e-vocalization also implies the
initial laryngeal *H, for the numeral “1”’ (*H,0y-), naturally if they are related.
And just it is not quite sure. The root of the numeral “1” is represented by the
diphthong *oy, while in the paradigm of the anaphora, there is none of forms
with *o. Naturally, the ablaut ey : oy is regular, but if the oy-forms do not ap-
pear in the paradigm of the anaphorical pronoun, the structural mechanism of
this change is unclear..

Erhart (1982: 139) and p.c. (1997) proposes a tempting idea assuming for
*(H)oy- (*HAI in his reconstruction, cf. Hamp 1973: 3 reconstructing *H ei- =
*H ey-) an original meaning “one of two”. This idea also allows to reinterpret
‘the numeral “2”. Erhart speculated about *dV-HAI “1x2". I prefer the following
solution: obl. *dwoy- < *du + (H,)oy “two” x “one of two”, hence *“the second
of two” or sim. The nom. du. *d(u)wé(u) could originate via a contraction from
*duwoyH,u where the final *-u was named ‘dual collective’ by Adams (1991:
20). Georgiev (IF 78[1973]: 48) also tried to eliminate the discrepancy between
the nom. du. m. in *-6u vs. nom.-acc. du. n. in *-0iH,, assuming the develop-
ment *-6u < *-ow? < *-0j? (? = H,) under the influence of the gen.-loc. in
*.ow(s) and the nom. pl. m. in *-6s5 < *-0-es.

b) Carruba 1979: 199 assumes a pronominal base *o- plus deictic *-i-, find-
ing the same *-i- in the following numerals *du-i- “2”, *tr-i- “3”, This etymol-
ogy is unconvincing. The evidence for the pronominal base *o- is rather doubt-
ful (Pokorny 1959: 280). The idea of the common origin of the *-i- is also more
than problematic. So Villar (1991: 136-38) opines that the *-i- in “2” and “3”
represents a pronominal plural. It automatically excludes the same interpretation
for “1”. On the other hand, the forms *dwi- & *tri- are typical for compounds,
but they are hardly primary.

¢) The comparison of Indo-Aryan *ajka- and Latin aequus “even, level”, also
aiquos, aequos etc. (EM 16) was proposed already by Bopp (1829) and others
(e.g. Brugmann 1892: 466 and 1911: 332, fn. 1). It implies the suffix
*-k“0-, perhaps identical to *-(H,)k"o- with an individualizing function (cf.
Hamp, BSLP 68[1973]: 77-92). The correspondence of *oy- expected in Indo-
Aryan in agreement with the vocalization in other Indo-European branches and
*gy- in Latin (cf. also aemulus “rival”) is thinkable only in case of the ablaut
*H,o0y- vs. *H,ey-. Such a laryngeal excludes any relation with the anaphora
proposed in a).
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d) The neglected idea of Holmer (1966: 23-25), connecting *oy- “1” with
“egg”, is unconvincing not only semantically, but also phonetically, cf. the re-
cent detailed analyses of Schindler, Sprache 15[1969]): 144-67 (*6-hui-ém
“egg” = *“das beim Vogel Befindliche” vs nom. *hudj-s, gen. *huj-és “bird”; h
= H,) and Rasmussen 1989: 72 (*o-h(a)ujH,-6m).

B. The etymon in question is evidently related to the preverb/preposition
*sem/*som/*sm “together” > Old Indic sam’/sa’, Avestan hgm “together”, Kho-
tanese ham-jsam- “to assemble”, Ossetic &n-byrd “assembly” etc. (EWAI II:
702, Bailey 1979: 446), Dakish san- in Sanpaeus rivus = Lithuanian lake Saripe
(Duridanov 1969: 61), Messapic sa- (Haas 1962: 218), Lithuanian sarii-das,
sam-di “hire, rent” (*som-d' H,-eH, **Zusammenlegung”, cf. Old Indic sahd,
Avestan hada “together with” — see Rasmussen 1989: 218-19), Old Church Sla-
vonic sB “with”, sods “lawcourt” etc. Regarding the secondary creation of
prepositions/preverbs, the primary meaning was probably “one”, perhaps in the
sense “unity, togetherness” (Coleman 1992: 431, fn. 4; Szemerényi 1996: 222).

C. Brugmann (1906: 206) opines that the suffix *-wo- forming *prH-wo-,
extends an original adverb. The same root should be identified in the preposi-
tions *prH,ds “before” (originally gen.) > OIld Indic purds, Greek zdpog,
*preH,i “at the front” (originally loc.) > Oscan prai, Latin prae, Gaulish are-,
Old Irish air (the Celtic innovation *prH,-i remodelled after *prH,-os — see
Hamp, Eriu 33 [1982]: 181), Old Church Slavonic pré-ds, and *prH,-éH,
(originally perhaps instr.) > Old Indic pura “formerly”, Gothic faura “in front
(of)” (Beekes 1995: 221; Brugmann 1911: 880-87). The starting point could be
sought in an unattested noun *preH, “front, face™ or sim. (cf. the hysterody-
namic paradigm reconstructed by Beekes 1995: 182) or *perH, id. (cf. the pro-
terodynamic paradigm reconstructed by Hamp, IF 93[1979]: 1-7). Alterna-
tively, Demiraj (1997: 159-60) proposes a thematization of the ‘weak case’
*prH-u-, hence a u-stem in the zero-grade typical for adjectives (but one would
expect the e-vowel in thematized form, i.e. *prH-i- — *perHwo-, see e.g.
Hamp 1991: 117). In any case the etymology proposed above solves the ques-
tion of the laryngeal: *H = *H,. The same root, probably without the laryngeal
extension, is attested in *pro “before” (Beekes 1995: 221; Brugmann 1911: 873
and Pokorny 1959: 813 also reconstruct the variant *pro).

§4. External parallels:

A. Mpoller (1909: 2) compared Latin aiquos, aequus “even, level” and
aemulus “rival” with Geez Pay3y “aequalis, par, socius”, ta-?ayaya “to be equal,
comparable, paired”. Leslau 1987: 51 adds Payaya “to be/make equal, even out”,
Payawi and 2ayuy “equal” etc. and further Tigre Payaya “relative, kinsman” and
Syrian 2awé (?-w-y) “agreeing, in concord”. If the identification of *H, (> Latin
a-) = f and *H, = ? is correct (cf. Beekes 1995: 148) and if these sounds corre-
spond to their Semitic (Afroasiatic) counterparts one-to-one, the regular Indo-
European correspondent to the Semitic root *?-w-y/*?-y-y is *H,0y .

Regardless of the determination of the laryngeal there are remarkable Uralic
and Altaic parallels: Samoyedic *oj-/*3j- “1” (Helimski 1986: 136) /// Tungus:
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Oroch ojoke “some, one” (TMS II: 9) // Korean oi,  “only, a single”, oi-nun-
thopi “one-eyed person” (Ramstedt 1982: 134) // ? proto-Japanese *uja “the
same” (Starostin) — see BlaZek 1996-97: 3.

B. At first sight, the closest parallels appear in the Balto-Fennic languages:
Finnish, Eston, Veps, Vod sama; Lappish (Norwegia) s&mma, (Inari) sabma,
samma ‘“‘the same”. But their Germanic origin is generally accepted (Thomsen
1870: 169; SKES 959), cf. Gothic sama “the same one”, Old Icelandic samr,
sami, Old High German samo “the same” (Lehmann 1986: 294).

There are remarkable Altaic parallels: Old Turkic sipar “one of a pair” //
Written Mongolian sonduyai “odd” // Manchu sonio “one, a single”, sonixon
“single, not in pairs”, son son i “one by one, each for itself” // Middle Korean
hanndh “one” with the numerative n2 (in North Korean) meaning “piece, face”.
All the forms can be projected into proto-Altaic *sonjV (BlaZek 1997: 62-63).
Due to assimilation to the following velar (in Turkic) or dental (Mongolian, K o-
rean), the protoform *som- is also thinkable. Similarly in Manchu, the develop-
ment sonio < *somio is also admissible. The alternatively reconstructed proto-
Altaic *somjV “one (of pair); single” is fully compatible with Indo-European
*sem-/*som-/*stp-. It is legitimate to see in Altaic and Indo-European numerals
for “one” the forms inherited from a common proto-language (Nostratic).

C. If the identification *H, = { is acceptable (and *H, = §* — see Beekes
1995: 148), the form *prH, - corresponds one-to-one to the Semitic root *p-r-{:
Ugaritic pr{ “first” (Segert 1984: 198; Gordon 1965: 471 also mentions the or-
dinal usage in ym.pr{ “the first day”) or “chief; excellent, the best” (Aistleitner
1965: 261), Hebrew pera$f “chief” (cf. German Fiirst), Arabic farf “top (of
branch)”, faraf “the first foal of a camel or young of a sheep”, farfiyy “first-
born, first” etc. The third radical probably does not belong to the root (similarly
like the Indo-European *H,), cf. Arabic furr “the best (of men, camels etc.)”,
Sfurrat “the first part” besides farata “he was first or foremost” (it was already
Meller 1909: 110 who compared these Arabic examples with their Indo-
European counterparts).

There are also remarkable parallels in Kartvelian: Georgian pirw-el- “first”
(Klimov 1986:198), pirmSo- (*pir-m-§we-) “first-born” = Old Indic piirva-si-
id. (Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 597, fn. 2, 878). They have been explained as
borrowings from some unspecified Indo-European dialect (Klimov) or directly
from the Indo-European proto-language (Gamkrelidze).

§5. Conclusion:

The analyzed forms denoting “one” and “first” can be reconstructed as *H, oy
“one [of two]”, *sem- “one” = “unity, togetherness” and *prH,-wo- “first” =
“frontal”. The promising external parallels confirm that the analyzed words be-
long to the most archaic part of the Indo-European lexicon.
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