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INDO-EUROPEAN NUMERALS

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-, Prakrit ikka,
igga, éa, Hindi ek, Oriya eka besides e (cf. Prakrit €a), Sindhi eku etc.,
Kashmin akh, Shina &k, Phalura ak, Torwali ek, é, Tirahi, Kalasha, Dameli ek,
Bashkarik, Maiyan ak, Shumashti yik, Wotapuri yek, Gawar yak, Waigali ék,
ew, Kati ev, Ashkun a¢, Pashai, Khowar 7 (cf. Prakrit €a). 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, Sog-
dian (Buddhistic) 'yw, (Manichean) ‘yw, (Christian) yw, Yaghnobi i, Pashto
yau, Yidgha, Mundjan, Ishkashim yd, Wakhi fu, Shugni yi(w), Sarikoli i{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‘a “alone”, Sanglechi wok,
yak, Yazgulam yii(g) “1” and further Khotanese §siika- “alone”, Parthian ‘wg
id.), Modemn Persian dial. yaw, Zaza yau, Talysh i; cf. also Old Indic adv. evd
“just s0”, exactly corresponding to Avestan aéuua “so”, Khotanese 7 “indeed”.
The seemingly deviating forms, such as Khotanese ssau “1”, Tumshuq Saka
So, Ormuri §&, ¥a, Parachi 7@, represent probably the compound *wiswa-aiwa
“all” & “one” attested e.g. in Old English eall-dna “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)

B. *sem-/*sip-

*sémi- > Old Indic samf adv. “half” (EWAI II: 725)
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*somHo- > Old Indic samd- “equal, the same”, Avestan hama- “equal”,
OId Persian hama- “one and the same”, Khotanese hama-, Zoroastrian Pahlavi
and Modemn Persian ham “the same” (Bailey 1979: 457; EWAI II: 703)

*smp- “one”- in compounds like *sg-k"rt “once” > Old Indic sakf? ; Av-
estan hakarat “once”, Khotanese hatirra- “once” (*ha-kptna- 7, contamined
with the homonym meaning “former” < *fratara-), Old Persian hakaram-ciy
“jemals, wenn immer” (*haky ' -), Zoroastrian Pahlavi hk(w)I& (*hakarc), Middle
Persian (Turfan) hgry¢ (*hagriz), Modem Persian hargiz “ever” (*hakyt + cid).

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

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

(Bailey 1979: 457; Beekes 1983: 202-03; in EWALI II: 703 Mayrhofer re-
constructs *smmo-)

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

(EWAI II: 779; KEWA 1III: 547, 548; Hahn, Language 18[1942]: 94 com-
pared it with Greek uéra, Gothic mip “with™)

C. *per-/*pro-

Indo-Iranian *pra-t(h)ama- > Old Indic prathami- “id., vordester, friihes-
ter”, Pali pathama-, Prakrit padhama-, pudhuma- (*pythama-), Sinhalese
palamu, Shina pumii-ko and Iranian *par@ama- > Zoroastrian Pahlavi pahlom
“id., better, excellent”, Parthian Parthama- (in personal names) besides Av-
estan fratoma-, Old Persian fratama- “vordester”.

In the suffix *-t(h)ama-, Emmerick (1992b: 318) sees a contamination of
two forms for “first”: *pratha- (with *-tha- as in caturthd-, paficathd-, sasthi-
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
superlative in *-rama-. A parallel formation *partaka- continues in Khotanese
padaa- “1st”, Zoroastrian Pahlavi fradag, Modern Persian farda “early, next
morning”.

Iranian *parwiya- > Gatha-Avestan paouruiia-, Younger Avesta paoiriia-,
Old Persian adv. pr'uv'iyt, a derivative of *parwa- > Avestan pauruua- “prior”,
Buddhistic Sogdian prw’y¢k “former”, Khotanese piriya “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: 42-46; the reconstruction of the multiplicative suffix is
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based on 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 *dm).

B. *sem-/*sm-

*smp-yo- (?) > 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”, $3a-ni-ya §i-wa-at-t{i]
“on one and the same day”, $a-ni-ya p(-di “at one and the same place” (Eichner
1992: 45). Hittite 45ma “firstly, on the first occasion” (always written a-a3-ma)
also probably belongs here; following Neu, Eichner 1992: 43-44 derives it
from *G-smg, 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 mentioned”, 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 pariyanalla/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 "Uparhuwala- “a functionary having to do with garments”, cf.
KBo 21.82 iv 17: 1 ™ BAR.SI “°pér-hu-wa-la-a¥ pai “the p.-man supplies one
turban (?)” and KBo 22.157:6-8: “par-hu-u-wa-la-a[§..] / *Vis-kalli[$3ar... 1/
[(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, prijimi/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, foremost, 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” (Pokormny 1959: 286)
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B. *sem-/*sm-

*smiH, “1” (f) > Armenian mi “1” (Winter 1992c: 148 and Kortlandt
1994; 253; Meillet 1936: 99, 185 and Solta 1960; 454 reconstruct *smiyo-);
the unstressed variant me- appearing in metasan “11” and mekin “single”, can
be derived from *mea- < *miya- < *smiya-. Similarly mén “each one” reflects
*miya- + -in. The alternative form min “1” can be analyzed as *(i)m-in <
*sem-, originally perhaps m.-n. stem (Winter 1992: 348). The suffix -in
probably appears 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) iyyia - eic. dpiot
(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).

*smpHV- > Armenian amén(-ayn) “all” (Pokomy 1959: 903). Mann 1984—
87: 1126 adds also amol(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 araj “before” which is de-
rived from *prH- (Winter 1992: 354). The origin of the suffix -in was sought
in the analogical formation verjin “last” vs. verj “end” (Brugmann 1892: 467,
Kortlandt 1994: 253). Meillet 1936: 76 derived it from *-ino-. The origin of -J-
remains open. Winter 1992: 354 speculated about its locative origin. Hamp
1972: 470-72 proposed another solution. He derives the pair araj : arajin from
the heteroclitic paradigm *prH,-wr-iH, /-wen- > *parwarya- /-wen- >
*(p)arg“arya /-g"in- > *arrag’ya / *arragin, supporting the development of
*.wy- by analogy with ofj “entire”, reflecting more probably *solwyo- than
*solyo-. The form *pfHwo- 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
Dionysos”, lit. “Einschritt”, cf. §piaufoc & &189paupos “Drei-, Vierschritt”.
The first component *{ a)- 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
st, Gothic si etc. (Brugmann 1911: 390). More probable seems to be the tradi-
tional point of view, connecting {a with the anaphorical pronoun or the root of
the numeral “1” *oy-. This solution can be supported by Cretan izrov: &v
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(Hesychius), remodelled after dirrdg, 1pirrdg from *i{o)- (Schwyzer 1939:
588 with older literature).

Greek:

A. ¥oy-

*oy-no-/-4 > Greek m. oivdg (Poll.), f. oivn (Achae., Zen.) “one (on a
die)”; cf. also oiviletv * 10 povd{erv rara yAdooav and oivddvra - yovipn
(Hesychius);

*oy-wo- > Greek ofog (Hom., Hsd.), dat. olrw: (Cypr.) “alone”, further
olétnc (Hom.) “eines Alters” < *oiro-ferns and probably Mycenaean o-wo-
we = olrdrnc “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 >
Attic-Ionian &fg, Doric g, Gortynian v dikadde® (*evg &), n. v, dat. évi,
but Mycenaean e-me = heuei

*smiH, nom. f. “1” > Greek uia.

*sémi- “half” > Greek 7jut- “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 appears in duaAdg “equal”, but the Latin and Old Irish parallel forma-
tions are derivable from *smH,el-; that is why Beekes 1983: 228 proposed
that the original form was *dauaddg, influenced by dudg.

*smp- in *smHo- > Greek duo-6ev “irgendwoher”; *sm- (in compounds) >
a-, d-: &dnaf “once”, dniols “single, simple”, &zepog (Doric, Aeolic; Myce-
naean a,-te-ro), repog (Ionian-Attic) “one” or “the other (of two)”; ddeApdg
“brother”, lit. “‘of the same wamb, couterus” with the change & > a caused by
the Grassmann’s law. The same prefix develops in a different way in com-
pounds with initial laryngeals; so udvvé “with a single (= uncloven) hoof” is
derivable from *sm-H,nog'- (Beekes 1971: 140). It is tempting to speculate
about an anmalogical formation in Armenian efungn “fingemail, claw, nail,
hook”, if it reflects *en-ong- + -n (cf. ot-n “foot”, ak-n “eye” etc. — see Beckes
1969: 47) < *sem-H,ong'-. Indo-European *¢ has been preserved in Armenian,
but before nasal *¢ gives i (Meillet 1936: 41). A passable solution could con-
sist in the assumptiom that the dissimilation *n...n > l...n preceded the change
*éN > iN. Finally, Hittite sanku(wa)i- “fingernail” with a puzzling s-, can rep-
resent 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 assibilation of the expected laryngeal (so Josephson 1979: 100-01)
appears to be quite unconvincing. On the other hand, the compound *sm- &
*H.e/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’.
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(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 zmpditog; cf. also Mycenaean
personal names Po-ro-to = Ilpdtog (7) and Po-ro-te-u = Ipwteig (7);

(b) Northwest Greek, Donic, Boeothian nzpdzrog.

Their origin is not sufficiently explained. Not all scholars accept even their
compatibility.

So Schwyzer 1939: 595 discussed the reconstruction *mpdatog <
*apdFaroc (Brugmann 1892: 466) indicating the original form *apwrog
comparable with Old Indic piirva-, while for Doric etc. mpd@rog he preferred
*pito- < *prHto-. Rejecting the hypothetical protoform *spdazos because it
would give @ in Doric, Beekes 1969: 215 reconstructed * mpafo- rog, in which
*aparo- would correspond to Old Indic pirvd- (cf. also Lejeune 1972: 264,
fn. 2 and Szemerényi 1996: 228). This solution implies the laryngeal recon-
struction *prH,wo- (cf. Beekes 1995: 214). Alternativelly, Beekes 1969: 215
admits the metathesis of length in Doric: *spoarog < *mpwarog , justifying
the reconstruction *mparo "< *prH,wo-. Hamp 1972: 471 finds a support for
the originality of *prH wo- in Greek in its probable derivatives zp@pa “prow,
the foremost part of a ship” and zpdv “jutting rock™ (i.e. “forward project-
ing”), deriving them from *mpdrapia- & *npdrow-. It is evident that this pair
forms an ancient heteroclitic paradigm (with its feminine counterpart member)
*prH-wr-iH, vs. *prH,-won- (cf. Armenian counterparts). Finally Waanders
1992: 378 reconstructs *proH,-to- “Ist” (m.) > mpdroc and *preH,(e)H,-to-
“1st” (f.) > mpdrog, interpreting the *H, -extension as an instrumental, hence
*“by the frontside”. Confronting the presented opinions with external evi-
dence, the solutions leading to the starting point *prf,,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 *#4(nV) > Geg njin-i, Tosk njér-i “(the) one” (cf. Geg
tin(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”, &vrp “the day
after next”, Old Latin enim “fiirwahr”, later “denn, ndmlich” 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 *njg <
*(s)mjd < *sm-i(e)H,, assuming the change *mj > nj. (Hamp 1992: 903 re-
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jects it, quoting a counter-argument in gime “single strand of hair” < *-mia,
def. gimja). Huld 1984b: 60, 65 finds support for his point of view in the
Greek and Armenian counterparts to njézet “20” = “l1 x 20", namely (East)
Greek *érikoot < *se-wi-kgzti and Armenian k‘san < *[sem]s-wi—]?tpt- “1 x 20”.
C. *per-/*pro-
*prH-wo- “1st” > Albanian (i) paré (Hamp 1992: 904 identified *H = *H,,
cf. also Huld 1984: 150).

Italic:

A. *oy-

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

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

B. *sem-/*smp-

*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 1 1531), simul “at the
same time” (usually compared with isolated Gothic simle “once upon a time”;
instead of the traditional view seeking a counterpart of Gothic mél “time” in
the second part — see Wackemagel, KZ 30[1890]: 316; Coleman 1992: 415-
16, 440, fns. 84, 85, 86 prefered a compound of *sem-/*sm- and the verbal
root *H,el- “to go”, continuing in Greek £A6eiv, Latin ex-il-ium etc.), cf. fur-
ther Umbrian sumel “at the same time”.

*smiH, > *(s)mi- in *(s)mi-g'eslT “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. prT “before”), extended by comparative and superla-
tive 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, Comish onan “alone” (Vendryes 1960: O
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10-11). The innovation *oyno-m-eto- “1st” > Old Irish oinmad appears only in
combination with tens, cf. also Medieval Welsh unuet ar dec “11” (Hamp,
ZCP 45[1992]: 85).

B. *sem-/*smp-

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

*smHo- “alone” (7) > 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]: 264—65) does not appear to be probable in the light of the quoted
compounds where rix means “king”, ralus “front”.

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

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

*smyo- in Celtic *kon-smjo- > Old 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 quentaff “the first”, and OIld 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 bor-
rowings: Finnish aino(v)a, Karelian ainuo, Vot ainago, Estonian ainua, Livo-
nian 4inagi; Lule Lappish aeina, -u “alone”. On the other hand, Gothic ainakls
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“standing alone”, Old Swedish &nkill “widower”, Dutch, Low German enkel
“simple, single”, can represent a compound *oyno-gnH,o- with dissimilation
n...n > n...l (cf. Gothic niuklahs = Greek veoyvdgc "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 *Iiban
“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 ifa “1” is explained from ‘ainata, n. of ains. Hamp as-
sumed an ‘emphatic’ compound *ita-aina “that one” (with following loss of
aina-), cf. Slavic *ed-inp (see Lehmann 1986: 128).

(Lehmann 1986: 16-17; Ross & Berns 1992: 559-60, 593-96, 656)

B. *sem-/*sm-

*sem- > Germanic *sin- (in compounds) > Gothic adj. f. sinteina “daily”,
sinteino “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.;

*sqiHo- > Germanic *sum- > Gothic sums “anyone”, suman “once, for-
merly; 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 pat-
tern of the suffix *-uma-, cf. Szemerényi 1996: 228), Old Saxon forme, Ol
Frisian forma, furma, Old English forma; b) Germanic *furista- > Old Ice-
landic 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 de-
rivatives of Germanic *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.
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Old English forwost, forwest “the first” can reflect *prHwo- plus superla-
tive 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,
Yatwingian an/ (= ains 7) (Toporov 1975: 62—64; Zinkevi¢ius 1984: 9);

*wV-oyno- > East Baltic *veina- > Lithuanian m. vienas, f. viena; Lithua-
nian ie may reflect *ey/*ay/*oy; the proof for the diphthong *-ey- has been
sought in the compound vic-veinelis “a single” (Trautmann 1923: 3). Hamp
1973: 4 tries to demonstrate the origin of Lithuanian -ie- in the contraction:
*wV-'oyno- > *v' dina 9 > *v 'éna-. Latvian m. viéns, f. viena has to be based
on the feminine *wV-'(o)ynd > *(V)in'a > *vén'd. The first component proba-
bly represents a zero- grade of the pronominal stem known from Old Church
Slavonic ovp — ovp “O¢ pev — 0g 8¢€”, ovi “GAAror”, Old Polish owo “ecce” and
Old Persian ava- “jener” (cf. Trautmann 1923: 20).

The nil grade in the root vocalism appears in Latvian vip§ “he” (*vinjas)
with the same pronominal prefix, and without it in Lithuanian inas “true, real”
(Trautmann 1923: 3).

Lithuanian vientolika “11” represents the original form *[deSimtis] vieniio
liekiio “[ten] with one extra”, consisting of a sociative-instrumental of the
numeral “1” and liékas “odd”, changed subsequently to vientiolika under influ-
ence of the higher teens with -lika (Comrie 1992: 763-64).

In Lithuanian the same pattern is used for all teens, while a similar forma-
tion in Germanic is limited only to “11” and “12"”. It is remarkable that Old
Lithuanian uses only liekas in the sense “11th”. In the rare phrase deSimtas
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. pir-
moi, 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.*edinb & *edbns, f. *edbna & *edsna (and n. *edino & *edpno) “one; sin-
gle”; (b) *ino- “one-" in compounds, *ins “other”. These forms are attested as
follows:

a) Old Church Slavonic m./f. (j)edins/(j)edina and (j)edsns/(j)edsna, Bul-
garian edin/ednd, 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/jand (loc.),
Slovincian jédén, Old Russian odin®/odina, Russian, odin/odnd, Ukrainian
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odyn/odnd, Byelorussian adzin/adnd (Blazek, Pettdz & Erhart, ESJS 5: 276-77,
Trubadev 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. vs ing ‘“semper”, inoleds “povoyevig”’, inomyslens
“povotpomog”, inoroge  “povokepog”  etc., besides inojezycChniks
“ttepoyroocog”, inoplemenbniks “aAL6@UAAOG” etc., and further in® “some;
other”, Bulgarian in, Serbo-Croatian in, ini, Slovak iny, Czech jiny, Upper
Sorbian hiny, jiny, Lower Sorbian hyny (arch.), Slovincian jini, Old Polish iny,
Polish inny, Byelorussian infy, dial. inny, Ukrainian infyj, dial. yn(n)yj, Rus-
sian indj, dial. in(n)yj “other” (Havlova & Valédkova, 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 s-forms reflect the old distinction between m. and f.., namely m. *(j)ed-
in® vs. f. *(jled-bnd < *-eyno- vs. *-ini. He offers a tempting solution based
on the influence of the ¢/& vocalism of m. *sem-/. *smiH, (unattested in
Slavic). But he does not explain the e-diphthong in *ino- “povo-" and *ins
“other; some”. 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” : tot “that” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 283).

A deictic/emphatic function was probably also characteristic for the parti-
cle *ed- appearing in the form (a): Old Church Slavonic (j)ed(s)va “scarcerly,
hardly” (-va corresponds to Lithuanian vés id.), Latin ecce “behold” (*ed-ke
7), ecquis “some, any”, Siculish [e]d (Pisani, IF 48[1930]: 238), Oscan ekkum
“idem”, Hittite dat.-loc. edi “ei”, abl. ediz “ab eo”, dat. pl. etas “eis”, Lydian
eds “this” (Pokormny 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-bns < *e-ino-).

B. *sem-

*som(H)o- “self, alone, single” > Slavic m. *samz (f. -a, n. -0) > Old
Church Slavonic sams, Bulgarian, Macedonian sam, Serbo-Croatian, Slove-
nian sdm, Slovak, Czech sém, Upper & Lower Sorbian, Polish, Byelorussian,
Ukrainian, Russian sam.

(Vaillant 1958: 471-73)

C. *per-/*pro-

*prH-wo- “1st” > Slavic *psrve(js) > Old Church Slavonic prevs, prevyi,
Bulgarian prsv, prrvi, Macedonian prvi, Serbo-Croatian pivi, Slovenian pivi,
Slovak, Czech prvy, Upper Sorbian pjerwy, Lower Sorbian perwy, Polabian
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pir{wly, Old Polish pierwy, Old Russian perve, Ukrainian, Russian pérvyj.
There are also extended forms *psrvessjp > Slovak dial. pryfSy (Gemer), pru-
J§t (Liptov), pir§i (Bardejov), Slovincian pjiersi, Modem Polish pierwszy,
Ukrainian pérdyj and *pervjenje > Bulgarian and Macedonian dial. prev#i,
Old and Modemn Czech prvni. Both the forms represent comparatives (1lli¢-
Svity¢ 1963: 81-84).

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

Tocharian:
B. *sem-/*smp-
The most relevant forms of the numeral

“l"

in Tocharian are as follows:

m. f.
A B A B
nom. sg. s5as (sas-ak “alone”) (ses-ke “alone™) sim sana/somo
sa- in $4k sapi “11”  se
obl.sg. som seme som sanai/somo
nom. pl. some semi somam somona

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;
Hilmarsson 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
reconstruction *som-s (Van Windekens) is probably wrong.

*smiH, (Hamp, Pinault) = *smyA (Winter) = *smijo (Hilmarsson) “1”
nom. sg. f. > *sdmyad > Common Tocharian *sdnZ > A sdm, B sana. The re-
construction *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
Sk sapi *“11”. The following teens sdk wepi “12” and sk tiryapi “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
assumes an influence of the nom. *séms. On the other hand, Hilmarsson 1986:
92 reconstructs acc. (> obl.) sg. m. *semp. Accepting the same starting point,
Adams 1988: 122 proposes a rebuilding on the basis of a thematic derivative
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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 *sdm < *sémo-). Alternatively Hil-
marsson admits even a borrowing from Sanskrit samd- “like”.

C. *per-/*pro-

*prH-wo- “1st” > Tocharian B pdrwesse with adj. suffix -esse (= A -asi) <
*.oskyo-; further cf. adv. parwe “first, at first” and yparwe “first, firstly” <
Common Tocharian *yin parwe “at first” < *H,en prHwom. The correspond-
ing form in East Tocharian is pdrwat “first-born, elder” with a ¢-suffix com-
mon for ordinals, cf. wét “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
*0y- plus one of the following three suffixes: a) *-k"’o- (Indo-Aryan), b) *-wo-
(Indo-Iranian, Greek), c) *-no- (? Anatolian, Armenian, Greek, Albanian,
Italic, Celtic, Germanic, Baltic, Slavic). The original functions of these suf-
fixes can be determined on the basis of the following examples: a) Old Indic
dvika- “consisting of two”, mamaka-, tavaka- “my”, “thy”, Old High German
sweiga “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); c) *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; Lam-
bert 1994: 114-15), *sol-no- > Old Latin sollus, Oscan sullus “omnes”, Welsh
holl “whole, all”, *p/H,-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
neutralization of all laryngeals before *o (Beekes 1972: 117-31), the determi-
nation 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,/*smyg, 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. *som(s), acc. sém-m or *som-m, gen. *séms or *sm-0s,
dat. *sm-éy, loc. *sémi, but his example having to support the form *som,
namely Slavic *sams “alone, self”, reflects o-stem *sémo- and represents
doubtless a later formation. The lengthening is typical for the whole class of
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Slavic adjectives, e.g. *mals “small”, *nags “naked”, *slabp “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-tero- “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” = “former” or
“foremost” — see Cowgill 1970: 123) or innovations (Hittite hantezzi-; Celtic
*kintu-), there was probably the only form inherited from the proto-language,
namely *prf-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.

Sg. Ipl.

qm. . n. m. f. n.
Szemerényi *s  |* Xd *eyes |*iyds |*T
Kortlandt *e 7 *id *ei *as *3
Beekes *He |*H, |*d *H,ei |*iH,es|*H,
Hamp *ei |*i-eH, |*id *ei-es *-H,

In agreement with Hamp Mayrhofer (EWAI I: 103) reconstructed m. sg.
*[H,lei, 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 reinter-
pret 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)wd(u) could originate via a
contraction from *duwoyH,u where the final *-u was named ‘dual collective’
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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 development *-6u < *-ow? < *-0i? (? = H,) under the influence
of the gen.-loc. in *-ow(s) and the nom. pl. m. in *-6s < *-0-es.

b) Carruba 1979: 199 assumes a pronominal base *o- plus deictic *-i-,
finding the same *-i- in the following numerals *du-i- “2”, *tr-i- “3”. This
etymology is unconvincing. The evidence for the pronominal base *o- is rather
doubtful (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.

c) 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"o-, 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 *ay- in Latin (cf. also aemulus “rival”) is thinkable only in case of the
ablaut *H,oy- vs. *H,ey-. Such a laryngeal excludes any relation with the
anaphora proposed in a).

d) The neglected idea of Holmer (1966: 23-25), connecting *oy- “1” with
“egg”, is unconvincing not only semantically, but also phonetically, cf. the
recent detailed analyses of Schindler, Sprache 15[1969]: 14467 (*0-hui-om
“egg” = *“das beim Vogel Befindliche” vs nom. *hudj-s, gen. *huj-és “bird”;
b = H,) and Rasmussen 1989: 72 (*o-h(a)uiH,-6m).

B. The etymon in question is evidently related to the preverb/preposition
*sem/*som/*sq “together” > Old Indic sam’/sa’, Avestan ham “together”,
Khotanese ham-jsam- “to assemble”, Ossetic &n-byrd “assembly” etc. (EWAI
II: 702, Bailey 1979: 446), Dakish san- in Sanpaeus rivus = Lithuanian lake
Sarfipe (Duridanov 1969: 61), Messapic sa- (Haas 1962: 218), Lithuanian sarfi-
das, sam-da “hire, rent” (*som-d'H,-eH, *“Zusammenlegung”, cf. Old Indic
sahé, Avestan hada “together with” — see Rasmussen 1989: 218-19), Old
Church Slavonic s3 “with”, sodp “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; Sze-
merényi 1996: 222).

C. Brugmann (1906: 206) opines that the suffix *-wo- forming *prH-wo-,
extends an original adverb. It should be identified in the prepositions *prH,ds
“before” (originally gen.) > Old Indic purds, Greek mdpog, *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 purd “formerly”, Gothic faura “in front (of)” (Beekes 1995:
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221; Brugmann 1911: 880-87). The starting point could be sought in an unat-
tested noun *preH, “front, face” or sim. (cf. the hysterodynamic paradigm
reconstructed by Beekes 1995: 182) or *perH, id. (cf. the proterodynamic
paradigm reconstructed by Hamp, IF 93[1979]: 1-7). Alternatively, 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. *pfH-ii- — *perHwo-, see e.g. Hamp 1991:
117). In any case the etymology proposed above solves the question 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 Pok-
orny 1959: 813 also reconstruct the variant *pré).

§4. External parallels:

A. Mgoller 1909: 2 compared Latin aiquos, aequus “even, level” and
aemulus “rival” with Geez Paydy “aequalis, par, socius”, ra-Payaya “to be
equal, comparable, paired”. Leslau 1987: 51 adds 7ayaya “to be/make equal,
even out”, Payawi and Poyuy “equal” etc. and further Tigre Payaya “relative,
kinsman” and Syrian 23wé (?-w-y) “agreeing, in concord”. If the identification
of *H, (> Latin a-) = § and *H, = ? is correct (cf. Beekes 1995: 148) and if
these sounds correspond to their Semitic (Afroasiatic) counterparts one-to-one,
the regular Indo-European correspondent to the Semitic root *7-w-y/*?-y-y is
*H, oy .

Regardless of the determination of the laryngeal there are remarkable
Uralic and Altaic parallels: Samoyedic *oj-/*3j- “1” (Helimski 1986: 136) ///
Tungus: Oroch ojoke “some, one” (TMS II: 9) // Korean oi, 6 “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) samma, (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
hannah “one” with the numerative na (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, Korean), the protoform *som- is also thinkable. Similarly in
Manchu, the development sonio < *somio is also admissible. The alternatively
reconstructed proto-Altaic *somjV “one (of pair); single” is fully compatible
with Indo-European *sem-/*som-/*sm-. It is legitimate to see in Altaic and
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Indo-European numerals for “one” the forms inherited from a common proto-
language (Nostratic).

C. If the identification *H, = f is acceptable (and *H, = f” - 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
ordinal usage in ym.prf “the first day”) or “chief; excellent, the best”
(Aistleitner 1965: 261), Hebrew peraf “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.)”, furrat “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-iwe-) “first-bom” = OIld Indic
piirva-sii- 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,0y “one [of two]”, *sem- “one” = “unity, togethemess” and *prH,-wo-
“first” = “frontal”. The promising external parallels confirm that the analyzed
words belong to the most archaic part of the Indo-European lexicon.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “two”

§1. The numeral “2” is well attested in all Indo-European branches. The
most important forms of this numeral and its basic derivatives can be pro-
jected in the following partial reconstructions allowing their deeper analysis.
For the first approximation the ‘Brugmannian’ reconstructions are used.

Indo-Iranian:

*d(u)wd “2” m. > Vedic nom.-acc. m. dvd & duvd, besides dvdu & duvdu
reflecting *d(u)wow (dv- 9x, duv- 35x in RV, always after a long vowel or a
consonant or initially in the line — see Emmerick 1992a: 165), instr.-dat.-abl.
d(u)vabhyam, while gen.-loc. d(u)vdyos reflects the stem *d(u)woy- + *-ous;
Prakrit do, Hindi, Panjabi etc. do; Avestan nom. m. duus, cf. duud-éina
“irgend zwei”, while oblique cases are derived from the stem *dwoi-: gen.
duuaiid (*-6s), dat. duuaéibiia (*-b'y6), Khotanese d(u)va m., Khwarezmian
(’)éw(’) m., Manich., Buddh. Sogdian (’)éw’, ’ 6w, Yaghnobi du, Pashto dwa,
Sanglechi dou etc., Ossetic Digor duw(w)z / Iron dywwa, duwz, Middle
Parthian dw, Zoroastrian Pahlavi, Baluchi dé, Kurdic, Modemn Persian du etc.;
also in the compound *dwo-dekm “12” > Old Indic dvddasa, Avestan
duuadasa, Sogdian &w’ts, Khotanese dvasu, Khwarezmian 'ow’s, Pashto
d(w)olas, Ossetic Digor duwadzs / Iron dywwadis, Middle Persian (Turfan)
dw’zdh, Zoroastrian Pahlavi dwazdah, Modem Persian davazdah.

*d(u)way “2"” f. > Vedic nom.-acc. f. dvé & duvé, Nepali, Bengali, Assa-
mese, Oriya dui besides Prakrit b&, Apabhramsa bi (*db-); Kati du, Waigali
dii, Khowar ji etc. (*dyu- < *dui); Avestan acc. f. duiie (*duue), Khotanese
dvi f., Khwarezmian ’' éwy f.

*d(u)wéy “2” n. > Vedic nom.-acc. n. dvé & duvé; Avestan nom. n. duuaé-
&a, Khotanese dvr n.

*dwoy-d- or *dwoi-yd- “double” > Old Indic dvay4-, Pali dvaya- (Beekes
1995: 216 reconstructs *dwoyHa-).

*dwo- is preserved only in *dwo-ko- > Old Indic dvakd- “zu zweien”.

*dwi- in derivatives as *dwi-s “twice” > OId Indic dvis, Avestan bi§ and
*dwi-tlyo- “2nd” > Old Indic dvifiya-; Old Persian d"uv'itiy-, Avestan (Gatha)
daibitiia-, (Young) bitiia-, Buddh. Sogdian &y)B&y, Zoroastrian Pahlavi
dudigar, Modem Persian digar (*dvitlya- & *kara- “time”) besides *dwi-to- >
Tumshuq Saka Zidd(na), Khotanese §4ta-, Pashto bal, Parthian byd, Zoroastrian
Pahlavi did or compounds as Old Indic dvi-pdd- “two-footeed”, Sogdian
dyfp’ 6 'kw, Khotanese sivda, Middle Persian dwp’y, Modern Persian do-paye
etc., but Avestan bi-zangra- id.

? *du- in *du-tiyo- > Pali dutiyam, Prakrit duio “for the second time”; cf.
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also Prakrit (Asoka) dupada- “two-footed” (Gonda 1953: 4546 is sceptical,
quoting e.g. Prakrit duha vs. Old Indic dvidha “in two ways”).

*wﬂ}gti-/*wﬁonti- (7 > Indo-Iranian *vicati- &*vicanti- (7) > *visati- &
*pinsati- > Old Indic vimisati-, Pali visati, visarh, Prakrit virhsadi, visai, visd
etc., Gujarati, Marathi vis, Hindi bis etc.; Kati vici, Waigali, Ashkun wisT, Pa-
shai wast etc.; Avestan visaiti (the form visata- in v’.gdiia- “a length of twenty
paces” is remodelled after Orisata.gaiia- “a length of thirty paces™) and visas <
vidants, Khotanese bistd, Chr. Sogdian wyst-(myq), Khwarezmian 'wsyc
(*aséc), Wanetsi $wi, Pashto w$al, Sanglechi wist, Yidgha wisto, Ossetic Di-
gor insey / Iron yssa&3 (cf. Scythian or Sarmatian name from Olbia
'Ivoalayos = Vicentius; *vins’® as in Old Indic ?), Parachi yu3t, Ormuri jistu,
Parthian wyst, Zoroastrian Pahlavi wistz, Modemn Persian bist, dial. also vist(a),
vissa, Balochi gist etc.; cf. Old Persian or Median*vistaxva-ka reconstructed
according to Elamite mi-i¥-du-ma-ka¥ ‘the denotation of the silver coin repre-
senting '/, Kr¥a’ = ‘a half of a silver shekel’ and *vistaxvya- = mi-i§-du-ya
“'/m” (Hoffmann 1965: 300; Hinz & Koch 1987: 925-56; Henning 1965: 43,
fn. 3 sees in *-n- a substitution of *d in *dkmti).

(Abaev I: 385 and IV: 276-78; Bailey 1979: 162-63, 293, 399; Berger
1986: 27, 35; Debrunner & Wackemagel 1930: 34143, 366-67; Emmerick
1992a: 165-66, and 1992b: 302, 305-06, 320; EWAI I: 762-63 and II: 550-51)

Anatolian:

*duw(e/o)nt- > Hieroglyphic Luwian nom.-acc. pl. ruwa"zi (Meriggi 1980:
283; in 1962: 136, 164, 1966: 59 and 1967: 128 Meriggi transcribed ‘tu-wa-i ),
cf. I tu-wa/i-zi from the inscription Marag IV (Meriggi 1967: 128 and tab. N’
32), further II-zi and Il-zi-i etc. (Meriggi 1967: 125 and 134 resp.). The -nt-
extension is in full agreement with the hypothesis of Eichner who sees in Hit-
tite 2-e nom.-acc. pl. n. of the -ns-stem (1992: 47-50), hence *2-ante.

*du-yo- (Puhvel 1978: 99) or *dwi-yo- (Eichner 1992: 61) > Hittite or Lu-
wian duyanalli- “officer of the second rank™ (cf. Latin secundanus “second in
rank™), consisting of the ordinal suffix -ana- and the derivative suffix -alli- as
another military title rarriyanalli- “third-in-command” (Watkins 1961: 7;
Puhvel l.c.). Shevoroshkin (1979: 186) added the following personal names:
Lydian Tvioc and Cilician 7Btog.

*dwoyo- > Hittite d/ta- in the compound d/taiuga-, tauga-, diiga- “two-
year-old”, cf. yuga- “yearling” = Old Indic yuga- “age, generation” (Cowgill
followed by Eichner 1992: 56-57; Tischler 1991: 29-31 with older literature).
A corresponding compound appears in Lithuanian dveigys “two-year-old”.
The same component 3- is attested in 13-UD-ti = ta-*$iwarti “on the second
day” (Puhvel 1978: 99).

*dwoyom “twice; for the second time” (orig. nom.-acc. sg. n.) > Hittite
adv. d/tan “a second time, secondly, once again, over again, back again, in
return” (Puhvel 1978: 99; Melchert 1994: 128 reconstructs *dwdyom while
Eichner 1992: 56 prefered *doyom after Greek dotdv). For Hieroglyphic Lu-
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wian fu-wa-na Meriggi 1962: 135 and 1966: 59 proposed the meaning
“secundum” or “duplicem”. Eichner 1992: 60 saw here a continuation of
*dwoyom or *dweyom.

*dwoyomoi- > Hittite dam(m)ai-, tamai-, tama- “second, other” with pro-
nominal declension besides the adj. dam(m)eli-, tameli- *“of another kind, dif-
ferent, alien” (Eichner 1992: 57-58; he identifies the same suffix in such the
formations as *med’yo-mo- “middle”, *upo-mo- “uppermost”). The other so-
lutions seem to be less probable: (i) *dwomo-(i-) (Carruba 1974: 590; Kronas-
ser 1966: 206 sees the ordinal suffix *-mo- here, although *-mo- in Old Indic
paficamd- “5th” is analogical with dasam4- “10th”; on the other hand, Puhvel
1978: 103, fn. 15 quoted the phonetic complements like 11-ma through 14-ma
vs. the preceding ordinals 2-anna, 3-anna, 4-in, 5-na through 10-na — see also
Watkins 1961: 7-12); (i1) *dwoydsmoy (Puhvel 1978: 102-07, assuming the
same intemnal structure as in Old Indic any4-, Gothic aljis, dat. sg. anydsmai &
aljamma resp.).

*dwoyo-g™o- > Hittite *tagai¥ / *takif “other, second” > dat. sg.
takiya...takiya “der eine...der andere” (Eichner 1992: 59-60 assumed here the
same suffix as in *mon-o-g'o- “many” > Gothic manags). The alternative suf-
fixation in *-g- is also possible, cf. Germanic *ainaka- > Icelandic einka
“only”, Norwegian einkom “alone” etc. and *twik- > Norwegian tvika “to be in
doubt”, Swedish rveka “to be doubtful” besides West Frisian twake “two
(eggs)”, trijke “three (eggs)” (Ross & Berns 1992: 657-58).

*dwi-(y)o- in Lycian nom.-acc. sg. n. kbi, nom.-acc. pl. n. kbija
“(an)other”, kbijéti “double, paired” (Melchert 1993a: 33-34); in compounds
e.g. Lycian kbisitdta “12” or “20” (*dwi-Eyt—ont.i — see Melchert 1993a: 34;
Hajnal 1995: 159, fn. 172) or kbisiine/i- “two-year-old” (Oettinger 1994: 323;
Melchert 1994: 315; the second member corresponds to Hittite zéna- “autumn”).

*dwisu > Lycian kbisu = Milyan thisu “twice” = ? Luwian 2-§u (Melchert
1993b: 298), cf. also Milyan ¢risu, Luwian 3-5u and Hieroglyphic Luwian
tarisu “thrice” (Eichner 1992: 61-62 reconstructs *dwis-wé or *-won analogi-
cally to Avestan biZuuat < *dwis-wpt or Old High German zwiro “twice” - all
derivatives of *dwis “twice”, maybe hidden in Hittite 2-i¥).

*dwi-p(e)lom “twofold, double” (?) > Milyan thiplé with a multiplicative
or distributive function. Shevoroshkin 1979: 182 derives Lycian loc. pl. rup-
fiime “twofold, pair” (Melchert 1993a: 81) from *du-pJ-mo-.

Armenian:

*dwo “2” > Armenian -kow in erkow “2” with er- after erek' “3” (so
Bugge; Fr. Miiller sees here a Kartvelian influence, cf. Svan jéru “2” - see
Brugmann 1892: 469); erko- in erko-tasan “12” and erko-k‘ean “both” corre-
sponds to Greek §vo.

*dwi- > Armenian -kir in erkir “twice” (*dwis) and -kin in krkin “twofold”
(*dwis-dwisnV- *“twice-double” > “twofold”) besides compounds as erkeam
“two years old” (*dwi-somH-) etc.
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*dwoi- > Armenian -ke- in erkeriwr “200” (hariwr “100”) and kés “half”
(*dwoiko-, cf. Old Indic dvikd- “consisting of two pairs” with velar *-k-).

*Pwikpti > *Pgisan(t) > Armenian k‘san (Huld 1984b: 59-67 proposed a
compound of *sems “1” as in Albanian njézer “20” (lit. “1 x 20”) and *wi-i
*kmt-i, metanalyzed in *(sem) + swi-kmt- > k'san; *sw > k' regularly, cf.
k‘own “sleep” < *swop-no- etc.).

(Kortlandt 1994: 253, 255; Meillet 1936: 99-101; Winter 1992: 348, 351, 355)

? Phrygian:

*dwoy- in the name of the Phrygian twin-god doidg (*dwoypt- ), brother
of *Axuav (Fick 1907: 347), and doiovtog nediov ‘two lowlands in Phrygia’
(Haas 1966: 162). Polomé 1986: 186 mentioned a possibility of a Greek ori-
gin, cf. the Greek gloss doidg “duality”.

7 Macedonian:

*dwi- in the compound known from the gloss Sizavds: rovg Sidduovs
yeyevnuévovg (Hesych.) (*dwi-pawid-n’ “of two children”, cf. Greek maidvdg
— see Blumenthal 1930: 19, fn. 2).

Greek:

*duwo (indecl.) “2” > Chalkidian 690, Homeric, Attic, Ionic, Doric &vo;
cf. the derivative dvoords “half” remodelled after £ ixoordg “20th™.

*duwé “2” (du.) > Homeric m.f.n. 9w (by duals of the o- & 4-stems) be-
sides Aetolian d9¢e€, Laconian dde with the dual ending -£ of the third declen-
sion. The monosyllabic variant *dwé continues in dédexa “12”. Mycenaean
dwo “2” (PY Eb 338, Eo 278, Ub 1315) is ambiguous (*d(u)ws), while the
instr. du-wo-u-pi (= duwou-phi; PY Ep 704 — see Kazanskij 1986: 98) corre-
sponds fully to Old Indic duvdu — see Beekes 1969: 147). .

? *dwdu-tero- “2nd” > *dweu-tero- > Greek devtepog (Meier-Briigger
1993: 141, quoting the analogical assimilation in Greek &zepog “one of two”,
but Mycenaean a,-te-ro, Doric d&zepog; formally the same derivative appears in
augorepor pl. “both™). The traditional arguments against the derivation of
devtepog from *d(u)wo(u) was presented by Brugmann 1881: 298-301.

*dwi- in *dwis “twice” > Greek di¢ etc. and in numerous compounds as
oumAdg “double” ( = Latin duplus), dirovg “two-footed” etc.

*dwoiyo- > Greek dotdg “twofold”, pl. doroi, du. doid “both”, cf. the My-
cenaean man’s name Du-wo-jo & Dwo-jo (PY Jn 750; KN V 492, X 8126) =
*Aroiog *“Twin” (Kazanskij 1986: 169; 154).

*du-mo- > Greek -dyuoc appearing in the expressive reduplication didvuog
“twofold”, pl. “twins”, attested already in the Mycenaean man's name Di-du-mo
(KN X 5751, MY Oe 129) = dat. Didumoi (Kazanskij 1986: 92) and in the com-
pound duei-dvuog “twofold”, analogically also pf-dvuoc “three-fold”.

*ewﬂiyti *“20” > Proto-Greek *ewikati > North-West Greek, Doric, Boeo-
thian, Thessalian 4'xar, Pamphylian pixar;, Herakleian reixar:, Hesych.
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Peixan, Thera hixdg, hixadt vs. Homeric, Ionic, Attic, Arcadic, Lesbic
eixoon besides Homeric éeixoot (= & xoo1 ) with o after -xovra forming the
tens 30-90. Huld (1984b: 60) proposed a different solution based on the possi-
bility to project Proto-Greek *ewikati into *se-wi-kmti “1 x 20" (cf. Albanian
njézet “20” = “1 x 20” and Armenian k‘san “20” with Huld’s analysis above)
where the first syllable has to correspond to & in éxazév “100”, usually ana-
lyzed *se(m)-ligtom “1 x 100",

(Chantraine 1968: 287, 301-02; Frisk I: 424-25; Kortlandt 1983: 100;
Lejeune 1972: 81-82, 206; Schwyzer 1939: 588-89, 591; Waanders 1992:
370-71, 374, 383-85)

Albanian:

*dwow “2” > *dou > *dii > Albanian dy. The feminine dy (e.g. Dush-
mani) could originate as follows: *dii + f. ending -ds > *dii(w)3 > *dyé > dy.
So called ‘ablative’ *dys is probably formed as an original loc. pl. of o-stems
in *-o0i-su (cf. Beekes 1995: 191), i.e. dy¥ < *dyé§ < *dii(w)isu < *duwisu <
*duweisu < *duwoi-su.

*d(u)wi-to- “2nd” > *dii(w)i-to- > *dyét- > *dyt- > South Geg i dyti,
North Geg (Gusi, Crna Gora) i dyti etc.

*wikgitr “20” > *wigatt > *§'aff > *§'ati > Albanian -zet in njé-zet “20”,
dy-zet “40”, tri-zet 60", lit. *1 x 20”7, “2 x 20", “3 x 20” respectively. (N.B.:
Hamp, the author of this etymology, reconstructed *-m1-. Huld 1984b: 65 pro-
posed a more traditional and a less hopeful etymology: njé-zet < *(s)mya-wi-
hpt-oi, assuming a substitution of the m. pl. ending *-oi for the original dual.
Quite improbable is the assumption of Cabej connecting the root -zer with late
Greek verbal adj. {svxtds “joined” — see Huld 1984a: 134).

(Hamp 1992: 853, 905-06, 919 and 1997: 95-96; Huld 1984a: 56-57,
133-34 wifh an survey of older etymologies; Kortlandt 1983: 101)

? Illyrian:

*dwi- in composited place names as Di-mallum, At-udAn *“two moun-
tains” or di-BoAdia = Greek *d1-pviia, cf. Tri-bulium = Greek Tpt-pviia
(Krahe 1955: 101, 104, 107).

*dwi-to- “2nd” > Illyrian personal name Ditus *“Secundus” (Mayer, KZ
66[1939]: 108).

Messapic:

*dwd “2” > Messapic doa .

*dwi-to- *2nd” > Messapic ditan “alteram”, ditais-si “aliisque”; cf. also
the gentile name DiBehaihi, gen. of *Ditiaos ***Secundus” ?

(Haas 1962: 53, 72, 90, 122, 202, 212-13)

Italic:

*duwé “2" m. > Latin nom.-acc. duo m., n. (with iambic shortening, cf.
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Sommer 1902: 493) represents the last relic of the dual inflection; for the other
forms (gen. duorum, dat.-abl. duobus) including the neuter dva (CIL III: 138)
the plural inflection is characteristic. The plural inflection is also characteristic
for all known Umbrian forms: acc. n. fuva corresponds perhaps to Latin n. dva.
Nom. m.-f. dur can be derived from *duiir < *duos = Latin nom. pl. duds.
Acc. m.-f. tuf reflects *duo- + -ns (common gender) rather than ‘dui- + -ns
(f.). Dat.-abl. ruves, tuver-e, duir < *dueis < *duois (Buck 1905: 86; Coleman
1992: 392).

*duway “2” f. >> Latin duae f. (with the ending of nom. pl. of the 3-stems,
cf. the substantival gen. form dud rum).

*dwi- in *dwis “twice” > Old Latin duis (Cic. Or. 153), Latin bis, and
*dwisno- > Latin bini “in twos”, besides numerous compounds with the first
member *dwi-: Old Latin dui-déns “bidens”, gloss. diennium *“biennium”
(*dwi-arnyo-) and dimus “bimus™ (*dwi-himos), bipés “two-footed” etc.

*du- in *dut(i)yo- > Umbrian acc. sg. n. duti “a second time” (/g 6B63),
*du-b'i *“on two sides” > Latin dubius “doubtful”, besides numerous com-
pounds as Umbrian dat.-abl. pl. dupursus “biped, men” (Ig 6B10) < *dupodufs
< *du-pod-b'os, *du-plo- “twofold” > Latin duplus “double”, Umbrian acc. pl.
f. dupla (Ig 6B18), abl. pl. m. tupler (Ig 5A19), *du-p]H,k- > Latin duplex
“twofold”, Umbrian tuplak “two-pronged (fork)” etc.

*wi-&gt—i “20” > *widgpet > *wigentT > Latin vigint.

(Buck 1905: 86-87; Coleman 1992: 390-92, 397-98, 404405, 416, 419,
422-23; Sommer 1902: 493; WH I: 104-06, 375-76, 381-84)

Celtic:

Cowgill (1985: 22-25) reconstructed the protoforms for the Celtic numeral
“2” as follows:

*duwo “2” m. > Goidelic *duva > Early Irish *dou > OId Irish d4u, later
do & proclitic da // Brythonic *dou m. > Old Welsh dou, Middle Welsh deu,
New Welsh dau, Middle Comnish dow, dew, Old Breton dou, dau, Middle
Breton dou, daou, Modem Breton daou (Cowgill 1985: 24 admits that the re-
construction of Goidelic *duvé < *duwéu is also possible, but he prefers a
different solution for the limitation of the forms terminated in *-6u).

*duweH,iH, “2” f. > Celtic *duwai > *duvi > Brythonic *dui > Welsh
dwy, Old Cornish dui, Middle Cornish dyw, dew, Breton diou // Old Irish di;
Gaulish (La Graufesenque) doedo “in two parts” (= Old Indic d(u)vi-dha, dvé-
dha “in two ways, in two parts, twofold, divided”, Old English rwaede
“doubled, containing two of three parts of a whole; two parts of three” — see
Fleuriot, Etudes celtiques 17[1980]: 120).

*dwi- in *upo dwis > Old Irish fo di “twice” (cf. also Greene 1992: 521);
but the perfectly corresponding Gaulish (Larzac) uo-dui < *upo-dwi does not
indicate the final *-s (see Lambert 1994: 167 and 1996: 74 where he recon-
structs *upo-dwi, seeing in *dwr a feminine; similarly Koch 1996: 37-39 who
interpreted the passage ...uo- dui-uo.derce lunget “...in two manifestations
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maintains”, referring to Welsh goliwng, Old Irish foloing “supports, main-
tains” and fodirc “visible”; on the other hand, Meid 1996: 42—44 rejected this
reading, preferring another transcription uo dunoderce).

Vendryes & Lambert 1996: D-6 present a different solution:

*dwow >*dwiu > Old Irish ddu; Old Welsh dou etc. for m. (cf. Greene
1992: 505);

*dwi > Old Irish di, but *dwei > Welsh dwy, etc. for f.

*dwoy- in oblique cases: gen. *dwoyu > Goidelic *dwéyu > proto-Irish
*d¢ > Old Irish da" (Kortlandt, Eriu 37[1988]: 92 derives gen. da from
*dawos, remodelled after nom ddu < *dawii in his reconstruction); dat. *dwoi-

’yem > Goidelic *dwébyen > Old Irish deib”, dib" (Greene 1992: 506; Ven-
dryes-Lambert 1996: D-6).

*dwei- in *dwei-plo- > OIld Irish diabol *“double”. Cf. Old Brythonic
Aovnxaldndoviog (Prolemy 1I3,1; VII 5,2; VIII 3,2, see Cowgill 1985: 21).

*dwei-ko- or *dwi-ko- > Old Irish dechenc “couple, group of two persons”
(Vendryes & Lambert 1996: D-31).

Concerning Old Irish dias', gen. de(i)sse “two persons” and déde” “two
things”, Hamp (1982: 178) found a tempting solution, reconstructing the col-
lective *dwis-ad- in Celtic, formally corresponding to Greek duvdg, gen.
dvdidog “pair, couple”, which continues in *dwisad-s, gen. *dwisad-os > (Fer)
Diad, lit. “(man) of pair”, a foster-brother and later a rival of Ci Chulainn.
Further dias", gen. de(i)sse “two persons” < *dihassa < *dwisad-ta and déde"
“two things” < *dihadiyan < *dwisad-ion.

*wikpef > Old Irish fiche, gen. fichet, dat. fichit (Thurneysen 1946: 247,
Pokorny 1959: 1177 reconstructs *wihpts); Middle Welsh ugeint, New Welsh
ugain, Comish ugens, Breton ugent. Pokomy l.c. explains the substitution
*gwy- >> u- under the pressure of the compound *dou-viceint “2 x 20” >
Welsh deugaint “40”. But the infuence of the numeral “1” (Welsh, Comish,
Breton un) appears to be more probable: the vigesimal system in Brythonic
(Middle Welsh deugeint “40” = “2 x 20, triugeint, trugein “60” = “3 x 20",
Welsh pedwar ugain “80” = “4 x 20”) implies that “20” represents a unit,
hence “1 x 20”.

In the Gaulish personal names Bocontius, Bocontia, Vocontius and the eth-
nonym Vocontii, the numeral “20” can be hidden, if *voconti < *(d)wo-kont-i
with *(d)wo- instead of expected *(d)wi- after the (unattested) cardinal and
*-kont- instead of expected *-kant- < *-kpt- under the influence of the higher
tens “30-90", e.g. tricontis “30” (de Bernardo Stempel 1987: 110).

(Cowgill 1985: 22-25; Vendryes & Lambert 1996: D-6, 65, 66, 69 )

N “t

Germanic:

The most detailed analysis of the Germanic numeral “2” (and Germanic
numerals at all) was presented by Ross & Bems (1992: 562f):

*dwow ‘2" nom.-acc. m. > Germanic nom.-acc. pl. n. *twau > Old Ice-
landic ruau, Modem Icelandic tvd, Faeroese tvey, Modern Norwegian tvau;
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*dwo “2"” nom.-acc. m. > Germanic nom.-acc. pl. n. *wé > Old Icelandic
tit, Old Swedish, Old Danish g, Old English #7. Under the influence of the
definite article (Gothic acc. m. pans and nom.-acc. f. pos < *poz), analogical
forms of the numeral “2” originate: acc. m. *twanz > Gothic twans, Old Ice-
landic rud and nom.-acc. f. *twéz > Gothic twos, Old Icelandic ~var, Old
Saxon rmwé & twé, Old High German zwi & zwé etc. Scandinavian *#J + *tegu-
“10” (< *dekri ) > Scandinavian *tutigu “20” > Ol Icelandic tiogo, Old
Norwegian tiugu, Old Swedish riughu etc., with haplological loss of the first
syllable. Old Icelandic tottago, Old Norwegian also rurtugu, tutigu “20” have
perhaps origin in a form corresponding to the unattested Gothic acc. *twans
tiguns.

*dwoy “2” nom.-acc. f.-n. > Germanic nom. pl. m.*twae > Gothic twai;
Ol Icelandic rveir, Runic Swedish fuaiR, Old Swedish rwé(r), Old Gutnic
tueir etc.; Dutch dial. ( Maastricht, Goerse) twie etc. Ross & Berns 1992: 567
also reconstruct *twaeu (with adjectival -u) > Old High German zwei, Old
Saxon twé, Old Frisian, Old English twa; Gothic twa with -a, instead of the
expected *wo, is due to analogy with the adjectives. Germanic gen. *twajo"
(reflecting rather gen. pl. *dwoyom than gen. sg. *dwoyous — in contrary
Beekes 1995: 565) continues in Gothic twaddje (with gen. pl. m.-n. in -e
forming numerous nouns, adjectives and pronouns, cf. Voyles 1987: 490, fn.
9), Old Icelandic tveggja, Old Saxon rweio, Old High German zweiio, zweio
etc. and dat. *twaimiz, twaemuz, -az > Gothic twaim, Old Gutnic tuaim, Old
Icelandic tveim(r), Old Swedish twém, Old High German zwém/n, Old Saxon
twém/n, Frisian twim, Old English tw#&m. Only dat. twaim tigum is known for
“20” in Gothic (the unattested nom. *twai tigjus < Germanic *twae tegewes
“two tens”), while in West Germanic it is a common form reconstructible as
*rwaimteg, -tig, -tug > Old High German zweinzug, Middle High German
zweinzéc,-zic, Old Saxon rwentig,-teg,-tich,-tech, Dutch twintig, Old Frisian
twintich, -tech, Old English rtwéntig.

Cf. further Germanic *twa-liba & *-lifa “12” (lit. “two left”) > Gothic
twalif, gen. twalibe, dat. twalibim (but Crimean Gothic thune-tua “12” = “10 +
2"), Old High Germanic zwelif, Old Saxon tuuelif, Old English twelf, Old Ice-
landic tolf etc. besides the abstract *rwalifti- > Old Icelandic rylft “dozen”, Old
Swedish ryipt.

*dwi- in *dwis “twice” continuing probably in its gen.-loc. du. *dwiswous
(perhaps contamined with *dwis-wéro-) > Germanic (i)*twiswauz > Old Ice-
landic tysuar, Old Swedish twiswar; (ii) *twizwauz > Old High German zwi-
ror; (iii) *twizwaus > Old High German zwiro besides Ingvaeonic *twiwé >
Old English ¢(w)uwa, Old Frisian twi(i)a, Old Saxon twio etc., and with adver-
bial -es in Middle Low German twiges & tweyes, early Modern Frisian tweis,
English rwice; *dwisno- > Germanic *twizna- > Old Icelandic tuipr & tuinnr,
Old Swedish twinni “two”, besides an umlauted form *twezna- > Old Ice-
landic tuepr, Icelandic tvennr, Swedish tvenne “of two kinds”, Old English ge-
twinn “twin” etc.; *dwist(H)- > Germanic *twist-an- > Old (West 7) Germanic
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Tuisto (Tacitus, Germania 2.2); further in compounds like Old English rwi-fére
“two-footed”, Old High German zwi-houbit “two-headed” etc. The isolated
Old Icelandic tuitdn “20” (*twi-t€xan with the second member forming teens,
cf. e.g. siautdn “17”, drtidn “18”) could perhaps be remodelled under the influ-
ence of *twi- via *wi-yanpr (cf. the tribe name Tuihanti attested in two altar-
inscriptions, found near Housesteads by Hadrian’s wall, dedicated to Deus
Mars by Tuihanti, described in one as Germani, in the other as cunei Frisiorum
— see Szemerényi 1960: 170-71, finding the closest parallel in the Gaulish
tribal name Vocontii) from *wikont (-o- according to the higher tens like in
Vocontii — see above).

*dwei- in *dweikno- > Germanic *twixna- > Gothic nom. pl. m. tweihnai
“two each”; Proto-Norse *rwéxnR > *twénR > Old Icelandic tuénn “double”,
Old Frisian twine “two, of two kinds, double”, cf. also Old English dat. pl. be
.. twéonum, English between; *dwei-plo- > Germanic *twifla- “doubt” >
Gothic tweifl(s), Old High German zwifal, Old Frisian twifel etc.

Like in the case of the Celtic numeral “2”, Cowgill (1985: 13f) proposed
the best founded alternative solution:

*duwo “2" (uninflected) > Gothic nom.-acc. n. twa, Crimean Gothic tua;
Cowgill 1985: 14 opines that Old Icelandic nom.-acc. n. tvau belongs here too,
explaining tvau from *rva plus *-u < Germanic *-6 of polysyllabic neuter plu-
rals (so already A. Kock, PBB 15[1890]: 250f ).

*duwoyH, *2” n. du. > Germanic *twai > Old Saxon tnvé, Old English, Old
Frisian tw#, Old High German zwei (with -i taken from gen. zweiio and dat.
zweim).

Balto-Slavic:

*d(u)wé “2" m. > East Baltic *d(u)viio > Lithuanian nom.-acc. m. *d(v)io
> di1, Old Latvian *duo in duokart, duoreiz (Adolphi 1685), dii (1732), while
modern Latvian m. divi was remodelled according to f. divi; Yatwingian duo /
Slavic *diiva m. > Old Church Slavonic d»va, Bulgarian, Macedonian dva,
Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian dvd, Czech, Slovak dva, Upper Sorbian dwaj,
Lower Sorbian, Polish dwa, Polabian ddvo, Old Russian d(®)va, Russian,
Ukrainian, Byelorussian dva. *Dzva plus *deseti, the dual of *desets, form the
numeral “20” in Slavic: Old Church Slavonic dsva deseti, Old Czech dvadcéti,
Upper Sorbian dwaceci, Russian dvddcar etc.

*d(u)wai “2” f. > East Baltic *d(u)vdi > Latvian nom. f. *duvi > divi,
Lithuanian nom.-acc. f. *dvie > dvi // Slavic *diivé f.-n. > Old Church Sla-
vonic dsvé & dsvé, Bulgarian, Macedonian dve, Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian
dvé, Slovak dve, Czech dvé, Upper & Lower Sorbian dwé, Polabian didve, Po-
labian dwie, Old Russian dvé, Russian dve, Ukrainian dvi, Byelorussian dzve.

*d(u)woi “2” n. (7) > Prussian dwai acc. m. (Toporov 1975: 395 judges
that n. was generalized).

In Lithuanian the expected nom.-acc. n. *dvie could be recognized ‘in
*dvie-li(e)ki(e) “12", remodelled in dvylika after trylika *“13" (Stang 1966: 281
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following MaZiulis). Slavic *diivé n. merged with f. Cf. also *diivé siit¢ “200”
> Old Church Slavonic, Old Russian dsvé suré, Czech dvésté, Upper & Lower
Sorbian dwéséé, Polish dwiescie etc.

*d(u)woi- in oblique cases: *d(u)woy-ou(s) > Old Church Slavonic gen.-
loc. dsvoju, Lithuanian adv. dvieau(s) “in two”, *d(u)woi-m(é) > Old Church
Slavonic dat.-instr. devéma, Lithuanian dat. dvfem, instr. dviém, and with
*.yo- extension in Slavic *diivojs,-ja,-je m./f./n. “double” > Old Church Sla-
vonic drvoi / dsvoja / dbvoje etc.

*d(u)wei- with *-yo- extension in Lithuanian collective-distributive dveji,
Latvian divéji “je zwei”, dvéja “two kinds of”, dvéjetas “duality” and in the
derivative *dweig”0- > Lithuanian dveigys // Serbo-Croatian dviz “two-year-
old” (Trubalev 1978: 189-90 rejected a compoud corresponding to Hittite
dayuga- “two-year-old”, where yuga- means “yearling” — see above; he prefers
the comparison with Greek dioodc & ditrrdg “double” < *Jr1y166, while the
compound *dwi- & *yugo- continues undoubtedly in Slovincian dvjige “yoke
for two oxen” = Latin bigae < *dwi-yugai).

*dwi- in derivatives as Lithuanian dvynas, dvynys, Latvian dvipi “twin”//
Old Russian dvina “couterus” (extended in *-fno-/-a, cf. Stawski 1974: 120-
23) and in compounds like Lithuanian dvideSimt, Latvian div(i)desmit “20”,
Prussian dwigubbus, Lithuanian dvigubas “double” (but Old Church Slavonic
dsvogubsns “duplus, geminatus”, Slovenian dvogiib “double” etc.), dvikdjis
“two-footed” etc.

(Comrie 1992: 731-35, 774; Fraenkel I: 107-08; Karulis I: 220-21; Stang
1966: 277; Toporov 1975: 395-96; Trubadev 1978: 185-93; Vaillant 1958:
621-26; Zinkevicius 1984: 11-12)

Tocharian:

*dwow “2” m. > A m. wu,

*dway “2" f. >A f. we, B m. & f. *wai > wi (after antapi “both”; the old
diphthong could be preserved in wai “and”, originally perhaps gen.-loc. du. of
the numeral *“2”, cf. Van Windekens 1976: 540, Klingenschmitt 1994: 341).
On the other hand, Adams 1988: 38 reconstructed *dwoy.

*dwi- in *dwito- “2nd” > A wiét, B wate, wite, and in compounds like B
wi-pew “two-footed” (*dwi-pedwent- 7).

*dwist(H)o- in adv. *dwist(H)a, orig. nom.-acc. pl. n. > A wist, B wasto,
wisto- “double” (Cop saw here abl. or instr. sg. in *-6(d) — see Hilmarsson
1986: 154).

*dweist(H)o- + adverbial suffix *-6r > distributive suffix -ar continues in
B yéstar “je das Doppelte” (Van Windekens 1979: 283; Klingenschmitt 1994:
325-26).

*wil}gti “20” > A wiki & wiki, B ikim & fkdm. One would expect A
‘wikddc, B ‘ikific (Van Windekens 1976: 572 who assumed *wikmyr). As for
the puzzling termination, Werner (1992b: 116-17, 139—40) saw in it a con-
tamination with the ordinals A (unattested) *wikiiici, B ikante (*ikificte) and a
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following back-formation consisting in a separation of -dci and -te resp. Ad-
ams (1991: 39, fn. 50) solves the problem of the termination by reconstructing
proto-Tocharian *w'ikinn < *w'ikint < *wi(d)kq:tf. Kortlandt (1991: 8) pre-
sented another, less convincing solution. He assumed a loss of the expected
final *-i (the inanimate dual marker) in analogy to *del?gzt “10”, while - in A
wiki is supposed to be a copy of the particle -pi in such instances as wiki sapi
“21”.

(Adams 1988: 15, 19, 137; Van Windekens 1976: 585-86; Wemer 1992b:
103-04, 116-17

§2. Reconstruction and internal analysis

1. The analyzed material allows to reconstruct an uninflected o-stem
*d(u)wo. Among the inflected forms representing the dual of an o-stem for m.
& n. and (= eH,)-stem for f., only nom.-acc. and gen.-loc. are hopefully re-
constructible (Oettinger 1988: 356-59; Adams 1991: 22-23; the reconstruc-
tion *-H,(i)H, was already anticipated by Risch 1975: 253, fn. 15 and Watkins
1975: 368):

] masculine | neuter I feminine

Bru ian |laryngealistic |Brugmannian |laryngealistic |Brugmannian Jlaryngealistic
nom.-acc. | *d(u)wéw *d(u)woH,w  |*d(u)woy *d(u)woiH, *d(u)wai *dweH,iH,
gen.-loc. |*dwoyou(s) *dwoy(H )ou(s) |= m. =m. *dwel,iH,ou(s)

Beekes (1995: 194) differentiated gen. and loc., reconstructing *-H,e/oHs
(> Avestan -4) vs. *-H,ou ( > Avestan -6) resp: He also tried to take care of
the problem of b'- and m-endings in dat./instr./abl., postulating dat.-abl.
*.me/oH vs. instr. *-b"iH,, and their later contamination. Elsewhere (p. 212) he
reconstructed loc. *dwoyHous on the basis of the Germanic forms with
*Verschiirfung’ (Gothic twaddje, Old Icelandic fveggja). Adams (1991: 23)
explained the presence of the laryngeal in some forms by assuming their re-
building on the basis of locative duals in non-thematic stems. The most im-
portant difference between Beekes on the one hand and Adams & Oettinger on
the other hand consists in the reconstruction of the nom.-acc. Beekes 1995:
212 reconstructed only m. *dwo-H, vs. f.-n. *dwo-iH, (Kortlandt 1991: 5 sees
in *-iH, a contamination of two originally different markers of dual: animate
*-H, and inanimate *-i). Beekes admitted that he was not able to explain satis-
factorily the final -u in Old Indic dvdu and the uninflected Greek d90. Holli-
field (1980: 48) and Eichner (1992: 47-48) analyzed the final *-6w < *-0-H,-
w. Oettinger (1988: 358, fn. 15) mentioned the variant *-o0-H,-u (quoted also
by Eichner l.c.) giving Indo-Aryan *-3u due to the Brugmann’s law. Accepting
the ‘Brugmannian’ reconstruction of nom.-acc. m. *d(u)wow (with a regular
sandhi variant *d(u)wa) and gen.-loc. m. *dwoyou(s), Adams (1991: 20) iden-
tified here a ‘dual collective’ *-(o)u-. If we separate it, we reach uninflected
*d(u)wo and inflected dual with the minimum paradigm nom.-acc. *d(u)wé vs.
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obl. *dwoy. It is tempting to mention a parallel situation for the Semitic nu-
meral “2” reconstructible only in dual (*-ni represents ‘nunation’, i.e. the de-
terminer characteristic for the dual which is missing before a noun):

__|m. f.
nom. *tin-a(-ni) |*tin-at-a(-ni) | (Moscati 1964: 94;
acc.-gen. |*tin-ay(-ni) |*tin-at-ay(-ni) | Dolgopolsky 1995, p.c.)

This remarkable parallelism between the Indo-European dual of o-stems
and the common Semitic dual was mentioned e.g. by Cuny (1930: 41-42 and
1946: 251, 254) or Levin (1990: 155-57, 1992a: 252). Levin (1992b: [17)
tries to find an exact correspondent to the Indo-European nom.-acc. dual end-
ing *-6w in such the Hebrew dual forms as yrhw “two months” (Gezer calen-
dar inscription) or w-ydw “and [a man’s] hands” (1x in Ezekiel 1:8). On the
other hand, in his review of Cuny 1930, Kofinek, Listy filologické 61[{1934]:
201-07 asked, why just the dual of o-stems corresponds to the common dual
in Semitic. Let us add an analysis of Egyptian m. sn.wj, Coptic CNAY “2”
vocalized and analyzed by Vycichl (1957: 363) as follows: *s(i)niww’j <
*siniwwaj < *siny- -0- -dy , i.e. ROOT + PLURAL + DUAL. For support Vy-
cichl quoted convincing examples demonstrating the derivation of the dual
from the plural stem, e.g. Arabic ?anta “thou” : Pantum “you” : Pantum-3
“both you”. Vycichl’s analysis ailows a suggestive identification of the Indo-
European and Egyptian markers: *-oy- / *-3y- (dual) and *-u / *-&-
(collective // plural) (1.c. 365).

Villar (1991: 136-54) isolated the pure root *du, while the forms
*dui/*duoi/*duei and *dud(u) are interpreted as plural and dual respectively. It
can be supported by the following paradigm of the masc. demonstrative stem
*so-/*to- “this, that” (Brugmann 1911: 374-75; Beekes 1995: 204):

Sg. pl. du.
nom. |*so *toi *o(u)
acc. |*tom *tons = nom.

gen. |*o-syo |*toi-/*te-som |*toy-(H)ous
dat. |*to-sm-Gi |*toi-m®'us |?
loc. [*o-sm-i |*toi-su *toy-(H )ou

The o-grade *dwoi- extended in *-yo- (or *-Ho- according to Beekes 1995:
216) forms an adjective with a collective meaning. The form *dwi- appears
frequently in compounds (e.g. *dwi- + ped-/ pod- *“two-footed”). There are
very old derivatives as *dwis “twice”, *dwisno- “twofold” (in Anatolian “two-
year-old” ?), *dwi-pl(o)- (besides *du’ and *dwei’) “twofold”. Besides the
very archaic ordinal *dwi-yo- (or *du-yo- 7) attested only in Anatolian there
are innovations in -t- (*dwi-to-/-tyo-/-tiyo-) in Indo-Iranian, Albanian, Illyrian,
Messapic, Umbrian, Tocharian (cf. the most recent innovations in German
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zweite and Bulgarian dveki for *dveti, i.e. cardinal dve + ordinal suff. -¢-, see
Comrie 1992: 735) and probably in *-tero- in Greek. The same suffix forms
the ordinal “2nd” (orig. “other”) in some other branches: *H,en-tero- > Old
Indic 4ntara- “far, various, other”, Avestan antara- “other, second”, Khotanese
handara-, Ossetic Digor a&ndzr “other’; Armenian andra- “back, again”;
Gothic anpar, Old Icelandic annarr “other, second”, Prussian anters,-ars,
Lithuanian afitras & afitaras id., 7 Old Church Slavonic vators, Upper Sorbian
wutory “second”, cf. Czech itery “thuesday”, vs. *H,en-yo- > Old Indic any4-
other, various, foreign”, Avestan ariiia-, Hittite han-ti “anderswo”, Armenian
ayn “ille” (Pokorny 1959: 37; Mann 1984-87: 27, EWAI I: 80) and *H,el-
tero- > Latin alter “other”, Middle High German alder “or, else” besides
*H,el-yo- > Celtic *alyo- “second” > Gaulish (Coligny Calendar) *alio-
“second” (Olmsted 1988: 268, 293-95), Old Irish aile “second, other”, further
Armenian ayl, Greek &Adog, Latin alius, Gothic alja-, Tocharian A alya-k
“other” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 25-26). Let us mention a remarkable paralle] in
Semitic: Ugaritic I “second” (Segert 1984: 196). Is it an accidental coinci-
dence, a result of an areal influence or even a common heritage?

At first sight the numeral “20” seems quite ambiguous. In the first ap-
proximation it can be reconstructed as *wﬂ?yu' (Szemerényi 1960: 23-25), in
the laryngealistic projection as *H,wiH/kptiH, = *?wi-?kgt’. This reconstruc-
tion allows us to assume an original compound *dwi-dkyt—iH, “two-ten-DUAL
with a following dissimilation *dwidk® > *Pwidk’® and with a further assimila-
tion in *Pwi?k® (cf. Kortlandt 1983: 100). Less probable, because inconsistent
appears to be the point of view of Brugmann (1911: 11), identifying in *wi-
the root *wi appearing in Old Indic v/ “auseinander”, vi-sva- “nach beiden
Seiten”, u-bhaii “both” etc. (cf. yet Hollifield 1980: 48 who reconstructs
*H,wiH, -dRq:t-iH,, seeing in H,w a numerical element meaning “2").

§3. Etymologies and their comments

1. Stewart (1906: 234) derived the numeral “2” from the root Vdii “in die
Ferne gehen”, comparing the semantic development to Klamath spélui¥ “index
finger”, related to spélsna “to put it forward”. Similarly Schmid (1989: 12-13)
and Lehmann (1991: 135 and 1993: 254) derived the numeral “2” from the
root *dew- “distant, further”, assuming the primary semantics *“that one far-
ther away”.

But the correct reconstruction should be *dweH, — with the probable pri-
mary meaning “to withdraw, retire” (EWAI I: 739), cf. Old Indic diird- “far”,
ddviyas- “farther”, davistha- “farthest” = Old Persian duvaista-, Hittite radwan
“far” (*dweH,m with the regular loss of *H, — see Hollifield 1980: 48), Arme-
nian erkar “long, slow”, Greek adv. énpdg, Doric é@pdg “for a long time”,
Greek d1v, Doric &o)dv “far”, Old Church Slavonic davé “at one time” etc.
(Pokorny 1959: 219). It is evident that neither the numeral *d(u)wé(u) “2” nor
its bare root *du- are derivable from *dweH,-. On the other hand, the opposite
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development is more plausible phonetically, morphologically (conceming
*.e¢H,-extension — see Kronasser 1966: 422-32, esp. 430; Watkins 1969: 158)
and also semantically (cf. Middle Persian of Turfan dwdy “ferner, dann” <
Iranian *dvit(y)a- “second” — see Emmerick 1992b: 320).

2. There are various attempts to divide the numeral into two parts: *dV-
plus the rest.

Blankenstein (1907: 110) analyzed the numeral “2” in *de & *we, identi-
fying the first member, a proper bearer of the meaning “2”, with the first syl-
lable of *del?gt “10” (= “2 hands™), and the second member with *wé& “or”
(why ) (Pokorny 1959: 75).

3. Separating the dual ending *-6(u), Erhart (1965: 19-33, 1970: 90-94
and 1982: 139) reconstructed *d(u)w-(o0) < *d’H"o- and found a bearer of duality
in *-H"o (*H, = *H" as the dual marker is besides Erhart reconstructed probably
only by Cowgill 1985: 27, fn. 1: *duwoH)). Like Blankenstein, Erhart assumes
the same origin of the initial dental of the numerals “2” and “10”, but contrary
to him, he expects its meaning to be “one”. Hence *d(V)-H"o = “1 x 2” and
*de-&gt =“1 x 10”. The Erhart’s identification *d(V)- = “1” was independently
supported by Olzscha (1968: 146), who deduced from the dual *dw-é “2” the
singular *du **1”. He found an unexpected evidence in Etruscan Gu “1”. Holmer
(1966: 25-26) separated *d- and also found it in *deksm “10”, while the primary
bearer of the meaning “2” would be *-w- (~ Basque bi “2” < *wi 7!).

The original meaning of this *dV- seems to be more probably deictic than
numerical, cf. Slavic *ed-in® “one”, orig. “that one”, and perhaps Crimean
Gothic ita “one”, derived by Hamp from the unattested compound *ita-aina-
(Lehmann 1986: 208). If we accept the deictic function of *dV-, it could be
identified with the anaphoric pronoun attested in Prussian acc. din “him”, dien
“her” etc. and Avestan, Old Persian acc. dim “him, her” (Brugmann 1911:
391). The most serious objection consists in vocalism. In the case of *di- +
*H"0, one could assume an irregular development *diwo > *duwo. But how to
explain *di- (“that” ?) + *Egt (“hand”) > > *delfgt “10”? Why the meaning is
not “5” or why is *]I'gt not in dual ? The further serious objection concerns the
determination of the laryngeal marker of the dual: it was probably *H, and not
*H, (cf. Hollifield 1980: 48; Oettinger 1988: 356-59; Adams 1991: 22-23;
Beekes 1995: 194-95).

4. In agreement with his premise that the Indo-European counting system
was based on fingers beginning with left little finger, Fay (1910: 416) tried to
identify the “left ring-finger” in “2”. But his attempt to find a source of the
type Greek dvn “miseria”, eventually Old Indic dv-is- “odisse” (“in view of
the weakness of that finger”), was not convincing even for him and so he ad-
mitted a different derivation.

5. There are various attempts to find external cognates:

5.1. Semitic *tau?am “twin” with two variants: (i) *tdufam > Arabic
tau?am “one of the twins”, Hebrew pl. t67dm-im; (ii) *tuPdm > Arabic tu?am
“twins, a twin, something double”, Hebrew pl. ta?6m-im, Judeo-Aramaic
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fjom, Syriac tama (> Gaudg, 3x called “didvuog” in John’s gospel 11.16,
20.24, 21.2), Akkadian ri(?)amu(m), New Assyrian ru?ii (Brockelmann 1908:
79; AHw 1364; Klein 1987: 688), cf. Brunner 1969: 81; Levin 1992a: 255-56
(Semitic + Greek didvuot “twins”). This comparison implies an *-m- exten-
sion.in Semitic (cf. Cuny 1924: 413-14).

Brockelmann (1908: 384) and Cuny (1924: 361, 396) tried to demonstrate
that it is derived from the root ‘/w-?-m, cf. Arabic wa?ama “he agreed mutu-
ally, imitated”. Dolgopolsky (p.c.; Jan 1999) does not agree with them.

5.2. Balto-Fennic *to-rice “second” (with the ordinal suffix *-rice) > Fin-
nish toinen, gen. toisen, Estonian teine ~ tGine, Livonian "oy, gen. f"oyz etc.
(SKES 1327-28), cf. Menges 1964: 27 inspired by Schott 1936: 90 (Indo-
European + Balto-Fennic).

Maijtinskaja (1979: 182) derived this word from the demonstrative root
*tY.

5.3. There are remarkable Altaic parallels:

Turkic *dii “equal”, *[d}ip “pair” // Mongolian *$i(w)rin “2” (about
women) // Tungus *3owi(-dr) “2” // Old Korean *tiip3r ~ *tiif5r “2” > early
Middle Korean tufuri, Middle Korean turh // Old Japanese ture “companion”
(BlaZek 1997: 44, 55, 63), cf. Koppelmann 1933: 54 & Kofinek 1935: 272, fn.
1; Menges 1964: 25-27 (Indo-European + Korean + Tungus + Balto-Fennic).
Accepting the relationship of Altaic and Indo-European numerals “2”, Sta-
rostin 1991: 33 reconstructed proto-Altaic *diiwV “2”.

But there are certain discrepancies. In agreement with the ‘Moscow Nos-
tratic school’, proto-Altaic *d- corresponds to Indo-European *d'-, not to *d -,
while a regular correspondent of Indo-European *d- should be proto-Altaic *s-
(111i&-Svity¢ 1971: 147). On the other hand, it is generally accepted that Altaic
*d- > Turkic *j-. Elsewhere I tried to demonstrate that the initial dentals / af-
fricates of the common Altaic numeral *“2” represent regular responses of the
proto-Altaic *#- in a palatalizing environment (BlaZek 1997: 45; independently
Dolgopolsky p.c.). The modified proto-Altaic reconstruction *téwi ~ *tiiwi is
fully compatible with its Indo-European counterpart.

5.4. It was already F. Bopp (1840) who mentioned a remarkable similarity
between the Indo-European *“2” and Austronesian *Duwa or *DewHa “2”; cf.
lastly Dyen 1970: 436, # 35.

The comparison appears to be really suggestive, but it is quite unique
within the set of hopeless parallels collected by Dyen (l.c.).

5.5. The same can be said about the comparison of the Indo-European “2”
and Ainu ru “2” (Naert 1958: §129). Among various attempts to classify the
isolated Ainu language, the solution of Gjerdman (1926) comparing the Ainu
with Austronesian and Austro-Asiatic languages appears to be the most hope-
ful. From this point of view it is natural to connect Ainu tu and Austronesian
*Dywa “2” (Gjerdman 1926: 63).

5.6. Sino-Tibetan *Tir “pair” > Archaic Chinese *dur “each (of a pair)”,
Written Tibetan dor “a pair (of draught cattle)” (Peiros & Starostin 1996: 182,
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# 672), cf. further Sbalti dor “a pair, couple (of things)”, Magari nis-tor “pair”
(nis “2”) and without the final -r Written Tibetan do “a pair, a couple”, Maru
dau “to be like, resemble” etc. (Shafer 1963: 34-35 comparing Sino-Tibetan &
Indo-European).

5.7. Reinterpreting the Indo-European “2” according to the glottal theory
(*d- = *'-), Knobloch (1995: 382) sought a cognate in Cherkes (= Adyghean) r'd
*2”. He opined that it represents a durative participle of the verb ¢’ 9-n “spalten”.

Adyghean and Kabardean f'a (sic) “2” with closest cognates in Ubykh
t¢"a and Abkhaz §*-bd id. are inherited from West Caucasian *rgl:"A ‘2",
which together with the East Caucasian counterparts, e.g. Avar ki-go, Ginukh
gono, Tabasaran ¢lu, Khinalug ku etc., are derivable from North Caucasian
*(t)gHwa “2” (NCED 924). 1t is evident that the direct relationship proposed
by Knobloch is improbable. Starostin (1989: 121, # 180) offers a solution
shifting the relationship of the Indo-European and North Caucasian numeral
“2” to the hypothetical genetic unity of the predecessors of the Indo-European
and North Caucasian proto-languages, i.e. the proto-languages of the Nostratic
and Sino-Caucasian macro-families respectively.

§4. Conclusion

1. The bare root of the numeral “2” was probably only *du. First it was
extended by ‘the dual collective’ in *-u- (Adams 1991: 20). The second exten-
sion has supposed to express the gender distinction: m.(-n.) *duw-o, originally
perhaps with an individual meaning, vs. f. *duw-eH,, originally perhaps with a
collective function. The third extension had to emphasize duality: m. *duwo-
H, or only *duwé (?), obl. *d(u)w-oy-, n. *duwo-iH, , f. *duw-eH,-iH, The
facultative final *-u appearing in nom. du. m. of o-stems can again represent
the ‘dual collective’ proposed by Adams l.c., perhaps when the ‘first’ *-u- lost
this function and merged with the root of the numeral.

2. Alternatively, the analysis can be based on the oblique stem *d(u)woy-.
Erhart (1982: 139 and p.c.1997) assumed an identity of the segment *-oy-
(*H Al in his reconstruction) and the root of the numeral “1”, namely *(H)oy-
(extended in -no-/-wo-/-ko-), proposing that the primary meaning was **one of
two”. If this starting point is acceptable, the numeral “2” could be analyzed
*du-(u)-(H)oy- “the second of two”. In further development *duwoy- was de-
termined by the dual marker *-H, and finally perhaps under the influence of
the facultative ‘dual collective’ *d(u)woyH,u, contracted in *d(u)wéu. Ana-
lyzing the inconsistence of the dual inflection of o-stems, Georgiev (1973: 48)
derived the puzzling masculine ending *-6w < *-ow? < *-0y? (? = H,), with -
w- under the influence of gen.-loc. du. in *-ow(s). The parallel ending *-6 had
to be created after the nom. pl. in *-65 < *-0-es.

3. None of the internal etymologies presented in §3.1-4 can be accepted.
Among the external parallels only Altaic *towi ~ *tiiwi “2” (usually extended
by the dual or collective ending *-4¥) appears to be a safe cognate inherited
from a common source: Nostratic *fu or *fuwi (Starostin l.c. reconstructed
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*u?V, Dolgopolski p.c. *fii?[o], but the Semitic parallel with *-?- cannot be
taken in account). On the other hand, the dual inflection in Afroasiatic, namely
the Semitic dual endings nom. *-7 vs. obl. *-ay (cf. also the parallel plural
ending *-ay in Semitic — see Brockelmann 1908: 453-54), and the plural
marker *-i- forming the dual stem together with the dual ending (Egyptian),
correspond suggestively with their Indo-European counterparts including even
the order: Indo-European obl. *du-w-oy- (= “2” + ‘COLLECTIVE’ + DUAL
or “one of two”) = Egyptian *siny-3-3y (= “2” + PLURAL + DUAL).

Like the discrepancy in the dual endings of the masculine o-stems in Indo-
European the difference nom. du. *-7 vs. obl. du. *-ay in Semitic (Arabic)
should also be explained. Vycichl (1957: 359-60) offers the following solu-
tion: nom. du. -4 < *-@y-u, acc.-gen. du. -ay < *-3y-i. Besides the external
comparison (Egyptian, Hausa; Zaborski 1992: 429 added Beja) he found a
support for his reconstruction in such examples where *-3y was preserved also
in the nom. du. in Semitic: Medieval Arabic (office language) tultay “’/,”,
humsay “*1,” and further Qatabanian sm-y “both they” vs. sm “they”, Sabaic
hm-y vs. hm id., but Arabic hum-a vs. hum id.

If the alternative analysis of the Indo-European numeral “2” presented in
§4.2. and Vycichl’s proto-Semitic dual paradigm are correct, the paralelism in
formation of the numeral “2” between Semitic/Afroasiatic and Indo-European
is more than suggestive.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “three”

§1. The numeral “three” is well documented in all Indo-European branches
including ‘Restsprachen’. The most important forms can be projected into the
following partial reconstructions, allowing their deeper analysis:

Indo-Iranian;

*tréy-es *“3” m. > Old Indic nom. trdyas “3” and trdyo-dasa “13”, Pali tayo,
Lahnda of Khetrani #ré, Sindhi {ré, Panjabi tare, Old Sinhalese te, Waigali #ré,
Shina ¢é€ etc. “3”, besides forms with length as Buddhist Sanskrit rrayastrimsa-
“33”, Lahnda trde, trai, Panjabi of Bhateali trai, Dameli trd, Torwali c3 etc.
and Iranian *@ayah “3” > Avestan 6rdiié besides 6Oraiias-ca (cf. Caffaro vs.
CaBfaras-Ca “4”), Khotanese drai, Pashto dre, Wakhi rridi, Yaghnobi tiray,
Sogdian ’dry = *@ré, Ossetic (&)rtae, Khwarezmian Sy, Parthian hry = *hré,
Middle Persian (Turfan) sh = *sé, Modern Persian sih, Baluchi sai etc., be-
sides Pashto dydrlas, Middle & Modern Persian-sézdah “13”; cf. also pre-
classical (Kathaka-Sarhhita) gen. frdyapdm, Avestan @raiigm “3” (orig.
*tréy-dm).

*tri- in oblique cases: acc. *tri-ns > Old Indic trin, Avestan @i, loc.*tri-
s > Old Indic trisi, instr. *tri-bhis > Old Indic tribhis etc. besides com-
pounds as Old Indic tri-pdd- “dreifiissig”, Avestan 6ri-pada- “drei Fus-
slingen”, Pashto darbalar “tripod” etc., cf. also Mitanni-Aryan ti-e-ru-u-ur-ta-
an-na = *tri-vartana- “Dreier-Runde”.

*ri-H, “3” n. > Old Indic (only RV, SB) #, later tripi, but Ashoka #
(Girnar); Avestan &7; Middle & Modern Indo-Aryan forms are mostly based
on the form tripi: Pali tipi, Prakrit tippi, Old Gujarati trippi, Panjabi tinn,
Hindi #in etc.

*tri-sr- “3” f. > Indo-Iranian *tisr- > Old Indic nom.-acc. tisras, loc.
tisfsu, instr. tisfbhis etc., Pali tisso; Avestan nom. #3r6, gen. tidrgm; Avestan
ti§ro sata “300” corresponds to Middle Persian (Turfan) tyryst or tylyst, early
Modern Persian tirist and maybe Pashto tér si.

*tri-s “three times” > Old Indic tris; Avestan @ris;, cf. @risuua- “third”, Old
Persian *¢ifuwa- id.

*triH,-(d)l?ont- “30” > Indo-Iranian *tri-cant- > Avestan 6risas (*@ri-sant-
s) besides the forms remodelled according to *catam “100”: Old Indic rrims4t-
f. (-f1- according to vimSsati- ““20”), Pali rimsa(ti)-, Prakrit tfsam, tisa, tisaim,
Hindi, Marathi #fs, Panjabi tih, Gujarati #(r)is, Bengali tris etc.; the same nasal
insertion can be recognized in the ‘shepherds’ dialect of Ossetic: Digor @rtin,
Iron &rtyn, if they continue *@rinsat- (Abaev II: 427-28); Avestan nom.-acc.
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n. Orisatom of Grisata- attested in °4Bom “‘thirty times”, 0.gaiia- “a length of
thirty paces”; the earlier athematic form is preserved in 6risa@-fant-
“thirtyfold” and continues in the middle and perhaps modern Iranian lan-
guages: Khotanese dirsd < *dirsi (by analogy with bdstd “20” < *bistd) <
*drisi < *@risat-, Manichean Sogdian & Khwarezmian §ys, Zoroastrian Pah-
lavi & Middle Persian (Turfan) syh, Modern Persian s, Parthian hryst, Parachi
Sus, Ormuri $istu, Sanglichi r3s etc.

*treyo- or *troyo- “threefold” > Old Indic trayd-, Avestan 6rdyé id.; Os-
setic Iron “rtzjz “in threes”.

*tr-tfyo- “3rd” > Old Indic tytiya-, Pali taflya-, Prakrit taia, tiijja, Punjabi 17
()4, Hindi rija etc. besides Ardha-Magadhi racca- (*tstya-); cf. also Waigali
dtor “iibermorgen” (*3-trta- 7) or Ashkun, Kati nutri “vorgestern” (*anu-
trtiyam).

*tri-tiyo- “3rd” > Iranian *@ritfya- > Avestan @ritiia-, Buddhist Sogdian
'§ty-, "tdrty-, &ty-, Manichean Sogdian (°)$tyk, Middle Persian (Turfan) sdyg,
Parthian hrdyg (*6@riffyaka-), cf. Khwarezmian fraction ’rcy ’d(y)k “third part”
(*6ritf [ya)-yataka-) and Avestan @ritim “three times”, Old Persian ¢itiym “zum
dritten mal”.

*tri-to- “3rd” > Iranian *6@rita- > Khotanese didda-, Tumshugq dritana-, cf.
Avestan proper names Orita- and Oriti- (= Zarathustra’s second daughter, i.e.
his third child) and maybe the Rgvedic deity Tritd-, although it has been ex-
plained as a shortened form for *tri-tavana- *“of triple strength” comparable
with Avestan Braétaona-, son of Aéfiia-, corresponding to Aptyd-, the epithet
of Tritd- (EWAI I: 680-81).

(Berger 1986: 27-28, 37, 59-60; Emmerick 1992a: 166-67, 179-80 and
1992b: 293-95, 30608, 321; EWAI I: 664-665, 675-78)

Anatolian:

*tréy-es (or *tery-és 7) > Hittite nom. 3-(i)-e-es, cf. gen. in te-ri-ia-as UD-
a¥ “(a distance) of three days”. Dat. 3-ta-af reflects the -nt-stem, appearing
probably also in Hieroglyphic Luwian *#(a)rizzf (Meriggi 1962: 164 and 1967:
136; his transcription III-i-(a) has to be changed in III-zi(-i) in agreement with
the contemporary development of our knowledge — see Hawkins, Morpurgo-
Davies & Neumann 1974: 50 or Wemer 1991: 76, 80; Eichner 1992: 67 of-
fered the reading *t(a)rinza(/i), mentioning that the phonetic value of the sign
III is not only zar, but also rara and rari — see Werner 1991: 82). Lycian pos-
sessive adj. terihe “of a third” contains a gen. sg. ending *-so (Melchert 1994:
324; Hajnal 1995: 73). There is a remarkable derivative of the Anatolian nu-
meral *teri- “3” in Hieroglyphic Luwian tariwana-, the epithet of a ruler inter-
preted as “righteous judge”, i.e. “impartial person, arbitrator”, etymologically
“the third” (cf. Russian tretij “3rd”, used also in the sense “arbiter, judge”),
extended by the same suffix as Hittite hanniltawan(a)- denoting both the liti-
gators before a court and kutruwan- “witness”, orig. perhaps “the fourth one”
(Eichner 1992: 80-81).
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*t(e)ri-(y)o- “3rd” > Anatolian *teriya- > Hittite teriya- in nu a-pa-a-af te-
ri-a¥-mi-i$ = nu apas terias-smis “that one is their third” (KBo XVI 49 IV 2')
and its derivatives in *-(o)no- as adv. teriyanna “at/for the third time” or in
*.(0)lo- as teriyala- “mediator” = “third [person]”.

*t(e)ri-su “‘thrice” > Hieroglyphic Luwian rar(a/i)-su-u = *t(a)risi “thrice”
or “three times” (Meriggi 1962: 165 and 1967: 28 with tab. Ne. 10: A 6), Ly-
cian B (= Milyan) trisu “thrice” (Melchert 1993a: 126); cf. also Luwian dis-
tributive 3-5u (Melchert 1993b: 298). Eichner 1992: 61, 74, 93 derives the
termination *-su from *-s-wé, determining here an endingless loc.

*f(e)ri- in compounds: Lycian tri-siine/i- “three-year-old” (cf. Hittite zéna-
“autumn” — Oettinger 1994: 323, fn. 71 & 72 and Melchert 1994: 315 - both
after Neumann) and Lycian B trpplé “thrice” or “threefold” (*tri-p(e)lom, cf.
thiplé “twofold, double” < *dwi-p(e)lom). The meaning “threefold” of Lycian
trppeme remains uncertain (Melchert 1993a: 79).

*tr-yo- > Hittite (or Luwian — see Melchert 1993b: 298; Eichner 1992: 71—
72 preferred a protoform *feryo- in the case of Luwian) tarriyanalli- “of the
third rank, be found in the third place; of third quality”. Cf. also Hittite
tariyala- “‘a drink consisting of three ingredients”.

(Eichner 1992: 64-74; Laroche 1992: 356; Shevoroshkin 1979; 183-87,
Tischler III: 320-28)

Armenian:

*frey-es *3” m. > Armenian nom. erek’ (e- is prothetic).

*fri- in oblique cases as acc. eris (*trins); in compounds as eric‘s “three
times, for the third time” (*trisko-), eream “three year old” (*tri-somHo-),
errord *3rd” (*erir-ord < *tris & k¥ort-).

*tri-s > Armenian erir “3rd” (*s > Armenian r after *r, *u, *i, cf. efat‘iw
“consisting of three numbers”, efanun “having three names” with -7~ < *-rs-).

*triH,-dkontH, “30” > *tria-konta > *eria-sonta > Armenian eresown.

(Kortlandt 1994: 253, 255; Meillet 1936: 164—65; Winter 1992c: 349, 351,
355-58)

Phrygian:

*ri- in compounds: fpiaufoc “Kulttanz in Dionyskult” < *tri-ang¥os
“three-step”, cf. {auPos and S18vpauPos “one-step” and “four-step” resp.
(Haas 1966: 158, 164-65).

Greek:

*trey-es “3"” m. > Attic-Ionian zpeig, Doric (Thera) zpfis, Cretan (Gortys)
éeg 3’ m.-f.

*tri- in oblique cases: acc. *tri-ns > 1pig, Cretan (Gortys) zpfivs, gen.
*tri-om > goudv, dat. 7piof = Mycenaean ti-ri-si etc. besides compounds as
tpimovg = Mycenaean ti-ri-po “tripod” etc.

*tri-H, “3” n. > Greek 7pia.
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*tri-s > Greek 7pic “three times”, cf. Mycenaean fi-ri-se-ro-e = dat.
Tpio(h) fipawher the name of a (semi-)divine being, lit. “Thrice-lord”. The other
extensions are unambiguous, e.g. Goive “trident” < *trisn-ak- *“with three
points” (Kretschmer) or fpiov “leaf of fig” < *triswo- (Sommer; cf. Frisk I:
684-86). _

*triH,-dkontH, “30” > *tria?konta > Greek rpzéxovra. Ionian zpi7ixovra
(Coleman 1992: 433, fn. 16 mentioned Latin neuter trid “3” as a parallel to
1pd- < *tri-eH,-).

*tri-to- “31d” > Greek pirog (but Lesbian téprog and the Hesychius’
gloss wépra - 1} ity ; Homeric tpitatog represents an evident infuence of
tépatog & téraprog “4th”, eivarog “Oth”, déxarog “10th™), probably al-
ready in Mycenaean proper names: Ti-ri-fo ‘man‘s name’

(Kn Dv 1386) = Tpitog or Tpitawv, Ti-ri-to ‘place name’ (KN Da 1238, Db
1232; cf. Tpira, old name of Knossos), Ti-ri-ti-jo/-ja ‘ethnic adj.” (KN 88) etc.
(Chadwick 1973: 586).

*tre- 7> Boeotian 7pé-nedda (Brugmann 1892: 470).

(Chantraine 1977: 1131; Schwyzer 1939: 589, 592, 595; Waanders 1992:
371, 375, 379, 385)

Thracian:

*tri- in compounds, e.g. personal name 7Tpi-xevriog, probably “[having]
three children”, tribal name Tp:-BalAoi etc. (Detschew 1957: 522-27; Geor-
giev 1977: 84).

Illyrian:

*tri- “3” in compounds: personal name Tp:-tevra f. ‘name of chieftain,
mother of the king Pinnes’, lit. “(of) three tribes”, the place name Tri-bulium
= Greek Tpi-pviia etc.; cf. also Messapic potamonym fri-gonosoa “[river]
with three curves” ?

*tri-to- “3rd” in personal names: Trita-nerus (“the third man/hero”),
Tpir-paidog etc. (Krahe 1955: 55, 61, 102, 104, 107).

Albanian:

*trey-es “3” m. > *trees > common Albanian tre m. (so e.g. Buzuku 1555;
Blanchus 1635).

*tri-H, “3” n. > *tri + f.pl. *-3(s) > *rié > common Albanian #r7 f. (e.g.
Buzuku 1555 trii, trij; Blanchus 1635: trij)

? *tri-sr-es “3” f. > *tisres > *tires > *tir > *tir-~ > *tér-" in compounds
as terfoiene “trifolium” (Blanchus 1635) or Tosk (Barile) it “3” (= “3 tens”)
(Hamp 1992: 876-77, 907).

*tret(y)o- “3rd” > common Albanian *tret- (e.g. Buzuku 1555 hi treti,
Blanchus 1635 i treti); Hamp (1992: 907) also accepts alternative derivations
from *trt(y)o- > *trit- > *tret- or from a feminine *trita > *treta > *tret-.

(Hamp 1992: 906-07; Huld 1984: 117).
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Venetic:
*tri- in compounds: Tribus.iiati.n ‘theonymical epithet’ (e.g. from Lagole),
a derivative in *-ati- from *Tribus.iio- (Lejeune 1974: 85, 102, 280).

Italic:

*trey-es “3” m. > Latin trés m.-f., Oscan tris f.

*tri- “3” in oblique cases: acc. m.-f. *tri-ns > Latin ¢tris, Umbrian trif, tref,
tre, gen. m.-n. *tri(y)-om > Latin trium, dat.-abl. m.-n. *tri-b%os > Latin tri-
bus, Umbrian *trifos > *trifs > tris besides such compounds as Latin triplex,
triplus “threefold”, Umbrian abl. pl. m. tripler or Latin tribus “tribe”, Umbrian
gen. sg. trifor (*tri-bhu- *“‘consisting of three parts”, cf. Umbrian acc. sg. difue
“double, in two parts”) etc.

*tri-eH, “3” n. > Latin ¢rid “3” n. (*-3 from the thematic paradigm ? — but
cf. Greek zpi- in gpraxovra “30” - see Coleman 1992: 432-433), Umbrian
triia id. besides

*triH, -dkgteH, “30” > *ri-genta > Latin triginta.

*tri-s “thrice” > *ters > Latin terr (Pl. Ba. 1127) > ter.

*trisno- > Latin trinus “threefold”, while terni “three each™ can reflect
simply *tri-no-.

*tri-tyo- “3rd” > *tertio- > Latin tertius, Preneste Trtia, Umbrian rertiama,
cf. terti(m) “‘a third time” < *tertiom (n. acc. sg. of the ordinal), cf. Latin tertium.

*tri-stH,o0-/-stH,i- *the third standing by” > Oscan trstus “testés”,
tristaamentud “testaimentd”, Latin festis “witness”, lit. “standing as the third
person to the disputans” (cf. Russian tretij *“3rd”, used also in the sense
“arbiter, judge”).

(Coleman 1992: 393, 400, 409-10, 416, 423; WH II: 676-77, 702-08)

7 Lusitanian:

*tri-to- “3rd” in the personal name Tritaius (Schmoll 1959: 47). The
agreement with Pintaius, probably a derivative of “5”, indicates more probably
a Lusitanian rather than Gaulish origin, cf. the Gaulish ordinal *pinpeto-
“5th”. In the case of other Old Hispanian proper names derived from the Indo-
Europen numeral “3” (e.g. Tirdaius, Tritalicum, Tirtalico, Tirtanos etc. — see
Schmoll 1.c.), it is difficult to determine the Lusitanian, Celtiberian or Gaulish
origin.

Celtic:

*tri- in oblique cases: acc. m. *tri-ns > Celtic *tris > Hispano-Celtic
(Botorrita) tiris = *tris; Old Irish nom.-acc. m. #rf h (the form *tre h- quoted by
Watkins in Eriu 18[1967]: 97 as a continuant of an expected nom. *treyes does
not exist), Old Welsh rri; gen. m.-n. *triy-om > Goidelic *triyan > Ogam TRIA,
Old Irish tre”; dat. m.-n. *tri-btis > Goidelic *trib > Old Irish m.-n. dat. trib.

*ri-H, “3”’ nom.-acc. n. > Celtic *t77 > Old Irish #7 (or an influence of m. ?7),
but the seventh-century Cambrai’s tre indicates *treya < *triy-a (cf. Latin 1ria).
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*(r)éy-sor nom./ *t(r)i-sr-fs acc. “3” f. > Insular Celtic *tésir({-es) /
*tésur-as > Old Irish teiiir, téoir / téora h-; Middle Welsh, Breton teir, Cor-
nish ter, tyr; Gaulish (La Graufesenque) tidres = *tidres < *tisres (Thurneysen
ZCP 15[1925]: 380; cf. Lambert 1994: 144).

*triH,-(d)konts > Celtic *trikonts > Gaulish-Latin (Gélignieux) dat. trl-
contis omnibus “in all [months] with 30 [days]” (CIL 13: 2494) and
*trioconto- reconstructed on the basis of the abbreviation TIOCO- used in the
Coligny Calendar (Olmsted 1988: 294); Old Breton tricont, Middle Breton
tregont (e < i < *f after the ordinal trede); Old Irish tricho, -a, acc. trichait,
gen. trichot, -at.

*tri[sjno- > Celtic *trianon (Pokomy 1959: 1092) “a third” > Old Irish
tridn, Old Welsh trean; Gaulish (La Graufesenque) acc. pl. trianis (*trianins)
“thirds” (a measure of capacity) (Thumeysen, ZCP 15 [1925]: 350-51; Lam-
bert 1994: 144). Greene (1992: 521) would like to derive it from *triy-ono-, a
form compatible with Hittite reriyanna- “at / for the third time”. But he admits
that the Celtic *-a- remains problematic.

*tri- in compounds: Hispano-Celtic (Botorrita) tiri- = *tri- in tiricantam =
*tri-kantam “territory”, lit. “Dreilidndereck” (Meid 1993: 120); Gaulish tri- in
trinanto “three valleys” (Endlicher’s glossar — see Lambert 1994: 203), TRINO
& TRINVX (Coligny Calendar) restored in *tritio-noux “the third night” by
Olmsted (1988: 293) or *trino[xtion], *trinux(tion] “[fest] of three nights” by
Billy (1993: 148); further TRIC-IOMO- (Coligny Calendar) restored in
*trideciomo- “13th” (Olmsted 188: 294-95 derives it from *trés-dek-omo-);
Breton trywyr “three men”; Old Irish triar “three persons” < *tri-wirom etc.

*tri-to- “3rd” > Gaulish names as Tritos, Tritus, Trita etc. (Billy 1993:
148) and Hispano-Celtic personal names (rock inscription of Ibiza) Tirranos,
Tirtu (Schmidt 1992: 48).

*tri-tiyo- “3rd” > Gaulish (La Graufesenque, Coligny Calendar)
*trlit(i)os] and *tri[tio-] resp., restored after personal names, e.g. Tritius (CIL
13: 1683), Trittia ‘a goddess’ (CIL 12: 255), Old Welsh tritid, Welsh trydydd,
Breton rrede.

*tri-stH,o0-/-stH,i- 7 “the third standing by” > OId Irish tres(s), tris(s)
resp., dat. sg. triuss “3rd”, cf. Latin testis (*tristis) and Oscan trstus “witness”,
orig. “the third standing by”.

(Eska 1989: 111; Hirunuma 1988: 40; Greene 1992: 507-08, 511, 515,
539, 542; McCone 1993:53-73; Meid 1993: 121; Schmidt 1992: 48—49; Thur-
neysen 1946: 242-50; Vendryes 1978: T-139-44)

Germanic:

*trey-es “3” m. > Proto-Germanic nom. m.*priyiz > Common Germanic
*briz > Icelandic prir, Runic Danish priR, Old Swedish pri (r), Old High
German dri, Modern High German drei, Dutch dial. drij, with adj. ending Old
Saxon thria, Dutch drie, modified in early West Saxon prie and Old English

brio.
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*tri- in oblique cases: acc. m. *brins > Gothic m.-f. prins, but Old Ice-
landic m. pré vs. Old Norwegian f. préar etc., gen. *prijé > Gothic prije (-e
after gen. twaddje “2”), Old Swedish prigjja, Old High German thriio & drio
etc. and nom.-acc. f. *prijoz > Northwest Germanic (Tune, Norway, 400 AD)
brijoz, Icelandic prjdr, Old Saxon threa, Old High German drio etc.

*tri-eH, nom.-acc. n. > *tri(y)a > Germanic nom.-acc. n. *prijé > Gothic
prija & Crimean Gothic tria, Icelandic prjii (but Old Icelandic prjé), Modern
Norwegian trju, Old Swedish pry etc., Old Frisian thriu, Old English prio &
préo, Old Saxon thriu, thrio, thria, Old High German driu etc.

*trisnd- > Germanic *prizna- > Old Icelandic prinnr “triple”, Modem
Norwegian trinn “threefold” etc.

*tris- extended in Old Icelandic prisuar, Old Norwegian prysudr, Old High
German driror “thrice”. It can reflect a compound *tris- & *wéro — (cf. Old
Indic pafica-varam “five times”), how e.g. Loewe thought. It is parallel with
Old Icelandic tysuar “twice”, but not with Old High Germanic zwiro “twice”
reflecting Germanic *rwizwaus < gen. loc. du. *dwis-wdus. Although the dual
ending makes sense only with “twice”, the influence of “thrice” is quite natu-
ral (Ross & Berns 1992: 648-50).

*tri-tyo- “3rd” > Germanic *pridja- > Gothic pridja (and Crimean Gothic
treithyen *“30” 7), Old Icelandic pripe, Old Saxon thriddio, Old Frisian
thredda, Old English pridda, Old High German drit(t)io etc. Peeters (1983:
202-03) proposed an alternative stem formation reconstructing *pridjo. The
numeral “30” represents an innovation in Germanic in confrontation with the
preceding branches. Gothic acc. prins tiguns & gen. prije tigiwe and Old Ice-
landic prir tiger and West Germanic *pri-tegu- > Old Saxon thritig, Old Fri-
sian t(h)ritich, Old English pritig, Old High German driz(z)ug etc. consist of
the numeral “3” and the form *fegu-, a secondary u-stem usually explained as
a back formation to the dat. n. *tegum(m-) < *tegundm- < *dekgt-m".

(Lehmann 1986: 365-66; Mironov 1963: 351, 383, 384, 394-96; Ross &
Berns 1992: 575-77, 613-14, 626)

Balto-Slavic:

*trey-es “3” m. > Balto-Slavic *frijes (heterosyllabic *-ey- gives *-ij-
regularly only in Slavic; in Baltic an influence of the zero grade *tri- or neuter
*yT must be supposed) > Lithuanian #zrys, Latvian tris, Yatwingian rrif
(Zinkevicius 1984: 19); ? Prussian *zris probably appearing in the place-name
Triskaym; Slavic *treje m. > Old Church Slavonic trije, Slovenian trijé, Old
Slovak tré, Old Czech tFie, Upper Sorbian tfo, Lower Sorbian tso, Polabian
tdri = *twre (cf. ddvo “2"), Old Polish #rze, Old Russian trie; in other Slavic
languages the gender distinction m. *trsje vs. f.-n. *tri is lost. Nom. f. *tri is
originally an acc., while the original nom. was like the nom. m. The original
vocalization is preserved in Prussian gen. *treon, attested in the place-name
Treonkaymynweysigis “trium villarum pratum” (cf. the Indo-Iranian gen.
*treydm also in full grade).
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*tri- in oblique cases: acc. *#ri-ns > Lithuanian #ris, Latvian tris (merged
with nom.), Common Slavic *tri; loc. *tri-su > Lithuanian dial. zrisa; Old
Church Slavonic trexs etc.

*tri- in compounds: Lithuanian trigubas, Russian Church Slavonic
trogubs “threefold” etc.

*tri-H, n. > Balto-Slavic *#r7 > Slavic f.-n. *tri > Old Church Slavonic tri,
Slovenian ¢ri, Old Czech and Upper Sorbian ¢/, Lower Sorbian ¢si, Old Rus-
sian tri; merging with contracted m. *trpje, in most modern languages the
form *tri is generalized: Bulgarian & Macedonian ¢ri, Serbo-Croatian ¢ri, Slo-
vak tri, Czech tFi, Polish trzy, Ukrainian & Byelorussian try, Russian ¢ri. In
Baltic a regular continuant appears in Lithuanian try-lika “13".

*treyo- “3"” (collective) > Balto-Slavic *treja- > Lithuanian m. treji, f.
tréjos pl. “3”, the old neuter is preserved in tréja tfek “dreimal so viel”, Lat-
vian m. treji, f. trejas; Old Church Slavonic m. pl. troji, Old Russian m. troji,
n. troje. In the o-vocalization an influence of collectives *oboje, *dBvoje was
seen (Smoczyniski 1989: 63). Comrie (1992: 808) speculated about an ablaut
variant here.

*tr-tiyo- “3rd” > Baltic *tirtija- (Trautmann 1923: 328) or, accepting
metathesis, *tri-tiyo- > Baltic *tritija- (Smoczyniski 1989: 65) > Prussian
nom. m. tirt(i)s, tirts, acc. m. tirtin, nom. f. tirti, acc. f. tirt(i)an, tirti(e)n.

*tre-tiyo- “3rd” > Lithuanian trécias, Latvian tres; Slavic *tretpjp indef.
& *tretsjpjp def. > Old Church Slavonic tretii & tretpii resp. Vaillant (1958:
654) assumed a substitution i — e under the influence of the collective attested
in Lithuanian treji. Smoczyniski (1989: 64) derived the isolated *re-tiyo- (but
cf. Albanian *ftret- “3rd” < *tret(y)o-) from (also isolated !) *trei-tiyo-. On the
other hand, Porzig (1954: 203) thought that the forms in *tre- represent a pe-
ripheral archaism.

Besides Germanic the Balto-Slavic numeral “30” is also represented by
innovations in confrontation with other branches: Lithuanian trisdesimt
(juxtaposited indeclinables), earlier trys désimtys (nom. pl. m. + nom.-acc. pl.
f.), Latvian trisdesmit (with indeclinable -desmit besides -desmits in dialects,
which can be declined); Old Church Slavonic frideseti represents an acc.,
while the expected nom. would be *trije desgte < *trsje desgte (nom. m. +
nom. pl. of the consonant declension).

(Comrie 1992: 737-41, 772-75; Fraenkel 1962-65: 1114-16, 1125;
Smoczyriski 1989: 62-66, 94-95; Vaillant 1958: 62627, 654-55)

Tocharian:

*troy-es “3” (orig. collective) > Common Tocharian *treya > Tocharian
m. A tre, B trai

*tri-H, “3” n. > Common Tocharian *forya > Tocharian f. A tri (tirya-),
B tarya (tirya-).

*triH,-(d)frgtHz (Winter) or -(d)konts > *triyakos (Klingenschmitt 1994:
404 and fn. 159) > Common Tocharian *zoryaka “30” > Tocharian B tiryaka;
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A rary3k instead of expected *tdryak(V) originated under the influence of
Stwarak *40”.

The ordinal attested in A trit and B trite & trite cannot be directly derived
from *tri-to- (so Van Windekens 1976: 514; contra Winter 1992b: 135-36);
more probably it represents a transformation of a hypothetical primary ordinal
*triy-o- on the model of *dwi-to- (Hilmarsson 1986: 325).

(Hilmarsson 1986: 325, 329, 337; Van Windekens 1976: 513-14; Winter
1992b: 104-06, 118, 135-36 and 1994: 191).

§2. Reconstruction and internal analysis:

The numeral “3” was inflected as an i-stem in plural (Beekes 1995: 212),
distinguishing gender:

m.: nom. *treyes, acc. *trins, gen. *treyom, loc. *trisu etc.

n.: nom.-acc. *tri-H,, in some dialects innovated in *tri-eH,.

The feminine represents a compound of the forms *trey-/*tri- “3” and
*H,ésor, gen. *H,srés “woman” (cf. Oettinger 1986: 116-28), simplified via
dissimilation in *téy-sor / *ti-sp-.

With the exception of the innovations in Germanic and Balto-Slavic, the
numeral “30" was inherited in the form *triH,-(d)EontH,/—(d)lEytH, or
*_(d)konts.

Further, a collective adjective *treyo- “triple” and an adverb *tris “thrice”
(orig. perhaps loc. *tri-si/-su — see Szemerényi 1990: 243) can be recon-
structed. The form *trisn(o)- “triple, threefold” also appears in more branches.
It has been usually segmented in *tris-n(o)-, but the Anatolian evidence per-
mits an alternative solution *tri-sn-. The ‘ideal’ ordinal *tri-o- is directly at-
tested probably only in Anatolian *teriya-. In other branches it was remodelled
under the influence of other ordinals in *tri-to-, *tr-tiyo- etc.

Benveniste (1962: 86-87) identified the opposition between the bases
I(*ter-y-) and Il (*tr-ey-) in Anatolian *teriya- vs. *trey-es/*tri- in other
branches, separating the root *ter-. There is not any unambiguous explanation
for the extension in *-i-/-y-. Fay (1910: 416) assumed a locative origin of it.
Carruba (1979: 199) saw here a deictic particle extending “1” (*o-i-), “2”
(*du-i-) and “3” (*tr-i-). In *-i-, Villar (1991: 138f) identified a pronominal
plural marker hence *treyes = *tre + i + es, similarly as e.g. the pronoun
*wey(e)s “we” = *we + i + (e)s, i.e. ‘root’ + ‘pronominal plural’ + ‘nominal
plural’. On the other hand, the variants *dwo(u) and *dwoi/*dwei/*dwi of the
numeral “two” have to represent dual and plural respectively (ibid.).

§3. Etymology:

1. Brugmann (1892: 464) thought that *rer- & *tr-i- “3” meant originally
“middle (= protruding) finger”, quoting Old Indic tdr-man- “the top of the
sacrificial post” and Greek zépfpov “tip, end”. This idea was developed by
Fay (1910: 416-17), who reconstructed *tri-sthos (= -stH,os) “tip-finger”. In
the first component he identified loc. *tr-f- “on-tip”, while the second member
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(*“stander”) has also to form the other finger names, e.g. Old Indic angusth4-
“thumb” (Avestan angusta- “toe”) and kanisthd- “little finger” (usually inter-
preted as a superlative to kdniyas “lesser, younger”). Let us add Lithuanian
pifstas and Old Church Slavonic prests “finger” < *pr-stH,o0- = *“hervorste-
hend” (Pokorny 1959: 813).

2. Erhart (1970: 99) and Carruba (1979: 199) derived the numeral “3”
from the root *terH- / *treH- (= *terH,- / *treH,-) “to go through, cross,
pass” (Old Indic tdrati, tirdti “crosses over, passes over, overcomes”, Latin
intrare “to enter”, trans “through”), assuming an original meaning
“overcoming [the first pair]”. This interpretation implies a binary base of
counting in the Indo-European proto-language (cf. Erhart 1970: 101-02). The
idea deriving “3” from trans etc. was proposed already by Safafik (1865: 631),
who also included here the comparative suffix *-tero-. Having the same start-
ing point (Old Indic tirds “away; beyond, over, through”) Lehmann (1991:
135-36 & 1993: 254) postulated the original meaning *“that yonder, even
further”, in agreement with his interpretation of the numeral “two” = *“that
one farther away” based on the root *dew- “further”. He finds a suggestive sup-
port in Welsh trim-uceint “30”, which has to represent “[the decad] beyond 20”.

3. Studying the Indo-European model of the tripartite order of the universe
and its reflexes in mythology, Toporov (1979: 20) developed the “protruding”
etymology of the numeral “3”. He admitted the presence of the root *rer- also
in *H,en-ter “between” (Pokorny 1959: 313).

4. Fay (1910: 416) proposed an alternative semantic motivation “Reibe-
Finger”, based on the synonymic root *fer- “to rub” (Pokomy 1959: 1071).

5. Holmer (1966: 28-29) saw a semantic starting point for the numeral “3”
in the verb *terk-/ *tork- “to turn, wind” (Pokorny 1959: 1077), comparing
Basque (h)iru(ijn “to spin” vs. (h)iru(r-) “3”.

6. There are also attempts to find external parallels. E.g. Cuny (1924: 478)
speculated about a connection of *fri- etc. to Semitic *faldf- and Berber *karad
(D) “3”. Yet less hopeful is the attempt of Levin (1992: 261, fn. 9) to compare
it with Syriac toreyn m. “2” (1), in reality dissimiled from *in-ay-ni.

Returning to the old idea of Bopp, Dyen (1970: 436) compared *rri- with
Austronesian *felu “3”.

§4. Discussion:

Ad 1. There is an excellent parallel in Dravidian *mipn- “3” (DEDR
#5052), probably derived from *mupn- “before” (DEDR #5020) > Tamil mun
“in front”, Toda min *“sharp point, top of hill”, Parji mini “tip, point”, Brahui
mon “front” etc. (Andronov 1978: 241-42).

Ad 2. A formal parallel supporting the idea *“three” = “over two” can be
found in Welsh trim-uceint “30”, consisting of uceint *“20” and the intensive
prefix trim- (= Irish trem-), hence “30” = “super-twenty”, cf. Old Irish mdr-
séser “‘seven persons”, lit. *“big-six persons” (Stokes 1894: 130). On the other
hand, the absence of any laryngeal in the root of the numeral “3” excludes the



195

derivation from the root *terH,- / *treH,- indicated by the examples quoted by
Erhart, Carruba & Lehmann. There is a more hopeful candidate in the bare
root *ter- extended in -i- (= loc.?) like the Celtic preposition *trei “through”,
continuing in Old Irish tré, trf, tria (in contrast to tar “beyond, over” <
*trH, 0s), Old Welsh frui id., besides the intensive particle *#ri- > Gaulish tri-,
Old Irish tri-, Welsh tri-, tre- (Stokes 1894: 130; Vendryes 1978: T — 125f).
From the point of view of functions of this preposition / prefix, a primary se-
mantic motivation could be *“super [-finger]” = “middle finger”. In this case
the etymologies 1 & 2 are fully compatible.

Ad 3. Brugmann (1911: 178) classified the preposition *H,en-ter
“between, inside” as an endingless locative. Separating the preposition *H,en-
“in”, we get the root *fer- forming not only adverbs, but also pronouns and
numerals like *k*o-tero- “who of two”, *H, en-tero-/*H,el-tero- “alter”, Greek
drepog “one of two” etc. (Brugmann 1906: 326). If *ter- was originally an
independent word, it would be natural to expect a locative *#(e)r-i with the
same meaning as *H,en-ter. This account allows us to propose the primary
meaning *“[finger] in the middle” for the numeral “3”. It is not accidental that
most denotations of the “middle finger” are based on its middle position be-
tween fingers. The weakness of this etymology consists in a probable com-
pound character of this suffix (cf. Fay 1910: 407).

Ad 4. This idea can be supported by the (only existing) etymology of
Common Berber *karad “3” = “scratching [finger]”, cf. Common Berber *k-r-
d “to scratch” > Kabyle (Dallet) ekred, Tuareg of Ahaggar (Foucauld) ekred
(Zyhlarz 1950: 408). Cf. also Toporov (1979: 20), finding an interesting sup-
port in Slavic folklore (the puzzle based on the identity of Russian tri 1)
“three”; 2) “rub!”).

Ad 5. Holmer finds a support of his etymology in the apparent connection
of the verbs twine & twist and the numeral two. But it is generally accepted
that these verbs are derived from the numeral and not vice versa (Hoad 1986:
510-11).

Ad 6. The quoted external parallels are unconvincing for phonetic, struc-
tural, historical and geographical reasons.

§5. Conclusion:

Confronting the presented etymologies, I prefer the etymologies 1 & 2
based on the same Indo-European root *ter- including the locative function of
the i-extension. The primary semantic starting point could be more probably
“protruding [finger]” than “overcoming [two]”. The etymologies 3 & 4 appear
as less hopeful. The external comparisons (5, 6) cannot be taken seriously at all.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “four”

§1. With exception of Anatolian there is only one inherited denotation of
the numeral “4” common for all Indo-European branches. But in Anatolian
hopeful traces of this numeral may also be found. The most important forms
can be projected into the following partial reconstructions, allowing their
deeper analysis:

Indo-Iranian:

*kwetwdres “4” m. > Old Indic nom. pl. catviras, Pali cartaro, Sinhalese
satara (the Modern Indo-Aryan forms as Old Gujarati cyari, Old Hindi, Mara-
thi cyar, Hindi car, Old Bengali ciari etc. reflect unattested Middle Indo-Aryan
*cayari), Kati &wd, Prasun &“pid, Waigali Cati, Ashkun daza; Iranian
*fawarah > Avestan nom. pl. cagfaro, Middle Persian (Turfan), Zoroastrian
Pahlavi ¢h’r, Modern Persian ahar, Kurdic ¢avar, Baluchi ¢iar, Khotanese
tcahora, Tumshuq tsahari, Pashto calor, Sogdian ¢&tf'r, Yaghnobi tifor,
Parthian, Khwarezmian cf r, Ossetic Digor cuppar, Iron cyppar, Shugni cafor,
cavor, Wakhi cabiir etc. The Indo-Iranian long *-3- represents probably a con-
sequence of Lex Brugmann, although it could reflect an influence of the neuter
(Emmerick 1992b: 296).

*kwéte/osres “4” f. > Old Indic nom.-acc. pl. cdtasras; Iranian *¢atahrah >
Avestan acc. pl. catapro.

*kwerwor “4” n. (= coll.) > Old Indic nom.-acc. pl. catvdr-i (the secondary
-i < *-H, extends the words in *-6C, cf. Hardarson 1987: 96-97); Avestan acc.
Catura follows acc. m. caturs. Old Indic catvarimsdt f. “40” consists probably
of ntr. catvari “4” & -$at, forming also other decads (30, 50) — see Debrunner
& Wackemagel 1930: 365. An unexpected nasal appears in “40” and “30”
under the influence of vimsdri.

*kwetur-/*k*etwp- > Old Indic (m.) acc. pl. catiras, instr. pl. catirbhis,
gen. pl. caturnim and Avestan (m.) acc. pl. ¢atur3, gen. pl. ¢aturam; Old Indic
adv. catir “four times” (*k¥etur-s), besides Avestan caérus id. (*k¥etwr-s); cf.
also the innovated ordinals in Old Indic caturthd- (AV), Pali catuttha, Prakrit
caiittha, Hindi cauth(a) etc., besides Iranian *¢aéruma- > Khotanese tciirama-,
Parthian éwhrm, Zoroastrian Pahlavi & Middle Persian (Turfan) ftswm and
fractions attested in Avestan ¢aéfrusuua- “quarter”’, Old Persian *caguiuwa- >
*caguwa- id. Prakrit caiiré and the Dardic forms, like Dumaki faur, Bashkarik
¢or, Phalura ¢&ir, Kashmiri ¢or, caur etc. “4”, represent the weak base carur-,

*(k™)tur(T)yo- “4th” > OId Indic turiya- (RV), nirfya- “a quarter” (AV),
turyd- “consisting of 4 parts” (AV of Paipalada review) etc.; Kalasha toriyas
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“three days ago” < *ruriya-vasa- “the fourth day”; Avestan tdiriia- “4th”, 3-
xtiirim “four times” < *a-kturijam, cf. 4-6ritim “three times”.

*kvetwgH-(d)kpt- “40” > Iranian *CaOwdrsat- > Avestan nom.-acc. ntr.
Ca@farasatom (the original athematic form is also preserved in caffarosaé-
fant- “fortyfold”) probably shortened as ca@firasca vs. ca@faro “4”;, Khotan-
ese fcaholsd, Christian Sogdian S$tfrs, Pashto calwésr “40”, Ossetic Digor
c&pporse, Iron cyppiirs “Christmas”, lit. “forty-day fast™ etc. The West Iranian
forms like Zoroastrian Pahlavi &h(h)l, Modern Persian &ehel, Baluchi &,
Kurdic (Kurmanji) ¢l “40” were regarded as continuing a hypothetical Old
Persian *Caéwréat- (Bartholomae, IF 42[1924]: 140) or *CaOwar@at- (Szeme-
rényi 1960: 51-52).

(Abaev I: 322-23; Bailey 1979: 137-38; Beekes 1995: 212; Berger 1986:
28; Emmerick 1992a: 167-68 and 1992b: 295-98, 308-09, 331-32; EWAI I
526-27, 657; Hoffmann 1965: 251)

Anatolian:

In the Anatolian branch the numeral *k*emdr “4” was replaced by *méyu-,
continuing in Hittite pl. nom. mi-e-(ya-)wa-a$, acc. mi-e-ii-us, gen. mi-i-ii-wal-
a$] “member of a group of four; four?” (Giiterbock 1957: 1-3; Neu 1987: 176
77, 186, fn. 48, 55; Eichner 1992: 76), Luwian mauwa/i- in ma-a-u-wa-(a-)ti
pa-[a-a]r-ra-a-ti instr. pl. “of / with the four sides”, mawalla/i- “four-span”
(Eichner 1992: 78; Melchert 1993b: 145), Hieroglyphic Luwian *mawinza,
reconstructed according to the record IIII-za with the sign IIII bearing the
syllabic value md/mi (Eichner 1992: 79; Laroche 1992: 356), ? Lycian dat.-loc.
pl. mupmiime “fourfold”, cf. tuprime “twofold” (Shevoroshkin 1979: 183;
Melchert 1993a: 44). The etymology of *méyu- is not unambiguous. The most
hopeful solution proposed by Heubeck (1963: 201-02) explains it as a sub-
stantivized adjective “little (hand)”, derived from the root *mei- “to lessen”
(Pokorny 1959: 711), cf. Greek ueiwv, Mycenaean me-wi-jo “less”, Gaulish
(Chamaliéres) meion “little” or “weak” (Meid 1989: 27), Old Icelandic mjér
“slim, narrow”, Tocharian B maiwe “young, little” etc. Lehmann (1991: 137)
mentions a suggestive semantic opposition *meyu- “4” = “less hand” vs.
*penkve “5” = “the whole hand” (Polomé). Perhaps a more convincing se-
mantic motivation could be based on “little finger”, cf. e.g. Aghu (Papuan
language) sigiane “4”, lit. “little finger” (Gvozdanovié¢, ms. 1995). Ivanov
(1980: 21) mentions the subtractive principle forming the numeral “4” in Latin
and Lycian scripts, namely IV. Hence **“[5] minus [1]”? This semantic moti-
vation is undoubtedly possible, cf. examples from Papuan languages: Kube
kembong kpac, Tobo kembem kpagap “4” = “thumb without” (Smith 1986: 78,
86). Carruba (1979: 195) presented an alternative etymology based on an op-
posite semantic motivation: he started from the Hittite verb mai-/miya- “to
grow (up), reach ripeness or maturity, increase, be plentiful, abundant, pros-
per” (CHD I: 113), interpreting the numeral “4” as “cresciuto, molto”. Topo-
rov (1983: 117, 119) added a wider semantic field of relatives, e.g. Anatolian
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*muwa- “power”’, Latin mundus “world” etc. (Hamp 1994-95: 61-62) pro-
posed an intriguing etymology deriving meyu- “4” from *meH,-u “measure”.
Ivanov (1980: 21) sought a source of the Anatolian numeral “4” in some North
Caucasian dialect, cf. Lak mugqg “4”.

There are also promising traces of *k*etwdr in Anatolian. It was A. Torp
who first speculated about Lycian teteri as an equivalent of *k¥etwores. Later
Laroche defined the meaning with more precision in “city”. It was confirmed
on the basis of a trilingua discovered in 1973 in Xanthos, where the equiva-
lence teteri = ndAig was definitely demonstrated (Gusmani 1975, cf. Toporov
1983: 111 with citations). Carruba (1974) tries to prove that the meaning
“city” is compatible with *“four”, cf. the image of a city as “square” (e.g. Roma
quadrata by Plutarch). An alternative etymology was proposed by Hajnal
(1995: 24), who connected “city” with Hittite kuera- “field”, starting from
kuer- “to cut”. Hajnal assumes the same origin for tere- “army”.

Carruthers (1933: 152) first mentioned Hittite kurruwan-/kutruwen-
“witness” (nom. sg. kutruwas, nom. pl. kutruwanes / kutru(w)enes — see Oettin-
ger 1982: 176 and Puhvel 1982: 182, fn. 6) as a possible derivative of *k"tru-
(< *k*etwr-). The uncommon difference in semantics is not invincible. So
Latin testis “witness” is derivable from *sristis “standing as third person to the
disputans”, cf. Oscan trstus “test€s” (*tri-stHo-), tristaamentud “testamentd”
(WH I: 676-77). In Anatolian tradition the “third position™ is apparently occu-
pied by the “judge”, i.e. “the third (= impartial) person” (Russian tretij “third”
was also used in the sense of “arbiter, judge”, similarly the longer phrase
tretejskij sud’ja — see Carruthers l.c.), cf. the very common Hieroglyphic Lu-
wian epithet of the rulér tariwana- interpreted as “righteous judge”, i.e.
“impartial person, arbitrator”, etymologically “the third” (Eichner 1992: 72-73).
On the other hand, both litigators before a court were denotated as hanniral-
wan(a)- in Hittite (derived from hann(a)- “to take legal action, litigate™) .
Eichner (1992: 80-81) also mentions a suggestive agreement in the suffixal
extension forming the word-range: hannitalwan(a)- (both litigators), tariwana-
(*tri-wo-n(o0)- “the third one” = “judge”), kutruwan- (*k*tr-won- < *k*twg-wo-n-
“the fourth one” = “witness”). Recently Oettinger (1995: 47) has found an
important cognate in Hittite kutris- n. “Zahl” (after Laroche, earlier “Kiirzer”),
identifying here es- or is-stem (cf. nepis “heaven” vs. Luwian happis-
“member” resp.). Now he admits an alternative etymology of Pedersen (Archiv
orientdinf 5[{1933]: 177f), connecting kutruwan- with Lithuanian gudris “wise,
clever”, in spite of his former preference of Carruther’s etymology (1982: 174).

Sommer, IF 59[1949]: 205-07 proposed that Hittite "'Jduyanalli-, a title of
a palace-official parallel to rariyanalli-, is derived from *fuyana-, and further
from a presumed ordinal*rurya- “4th”, hence “man of the fourth rank”. Al-
though Giiterbock (1957: 1-3) rejected it, demonstrating its derivation from
the numeral “2”, Sommer’s etymology has penetrated into handbooks perhaps
definitely (cf. Szemerényi 1960: 80; Lehmann 1986: 113; even Schmidt, IF
9711992]: 204, 204, recent discussion — see Tischler III: 422-23).
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Armenian:

*kwetwores “4” > *kwetores (Pisani assumed a dissimilation *k%...tw >
*kw...t like in Doric téropeg — see Szemerényi 1960: 20, while Pedersen, KZ
39[1906]: 396 proposed a refashion according to f. *k*etosres; Szemerényi
1960: 21, fn. 99 mentioned that one would expect © here) > *&ework
(Szemerényi 1960: 21; his derivation of *-ork‘ < *-ores based on k‘ork‘ <
*swesores, pl. to k‘oyr < *swesor “sister”, looks very convincingly) or *¢‘eyor
+ k' (Schmitt 1981: 64; Stempel 1994: 299) > Armmenian ¢&ork’ “4”, cf.
C‘orek‘tasan “14”. The other solutions seem to be less probable, e.g. *ktwores
postulated by Meillet 1936: 54 or *k*etwores > *k‘(i)york‘ > &*ork‘ proposed
by Winter 1992c: 349, rejecting the direct change *k*e- > Armenian &V- (but
cf. DZaukjan 1967: 168; Schmitt 1981: 64) .

Besides the innovations ¢&‘orir and &‘orrord (*¢‘orirord) “fourth”,
&orek'(r)kin “fourfold”, the other derivatives of the numeral “4” are based on
the form *k‘af-: k*afasown “40”, k‘aford “4th”, k*arajik* “team of four horses”
(i “horse”), k'arapatik “fourfold”, k‘arameay “four years old” (am “year”).
Brugmann (1892: 497) proposed k‘af- < *k*twi-. Meillet (1936: 100), fol-
lowed by Schmitt (1981: 131) assumed k‘af- < *twr -. Szemerényi (1960: 21)
derived k‘afa(sown) from *k*etwf{kont-), starting again from a dissimilative
loss of *-w- in *k%etar- > *kwatar- > *k“ayar- > *k‘ar-. But nobody from
them explains -7- (usually *-rs-). That is why Winter (1992c: 354) started from
*ketwrs, assuming the following development in a similar way like Szemeré-
nyi. Finally, Kortlandt (1994: 255), would expect *k¥twr- > *k‘ar-, explaining
-F- by analogy with k‘arameay “quadrennial”, efameay “triennial” (am “year”
< *somHo-). Both preceding solutions are compatible: k‘ar- (derivable from
the adverb *k*etwys) could also have influenced the expected *k‘arasunta “40”
< *kWetw;H-(d)l?omH,. Then the closest cognate appears in Attic zerrapd -
xovra (Winter 1992c: 353).

Phrygian:

*kwetur- > *k¥(i)tur- (cf. Aeolic miovpeg) > *t idur- *> *@dur- > Phry-
gian *di6ur- reconstructed after diftpaufos ‘Kultlied des Dionysos’, lit.
“Vierschritt”, cf. Pollux, On. IV, 104: rypfaciav déxalovv 10 dpynua 1o
d18vpaupfixov (Haas 1966: 164-65 *k*etur-ang*o-, cf. Old Indic cdtur-arnga-
“viergliedrig”).

*kwerwp-/*k¥etru- > *kvitra-/*k¥itru- > *t"idra-/*t"idru- (cf. Greek
tétpa-) > *@dra-/*6dru- > Phrygian Gidpas, idpaxiv, Godpdxiov, fpidaé,
Gpodat, Gpédat “Huflattich”, cf. Athenaeus II 69 D: ‘Irxdvaxta tetpaxivny
mi)v Gpidaxa xadeiv Iigupiios év yAdooais gnoi KAeitapyogs ¢ Ppvyas
obro xaieiv (Haas l.c. *“viereckig”, cf. Old Indic catur-asra- id.).

Thracian (7).
*kwer(w)ri- (7) > Thracian *ketri-, reconstructed after personal names such
as Ketwpe-{ep(1g) ‘male name from the inscription discovered at Odessos
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(Vama)’ = Greek Tezpd-yep or Kepi-nopis “(having) four sons™ etc.
(Detschew 1957: 243; Georgiev 1977: 85, 101). The i-termination of the stem
of the numeral “4” is also attested in Greek regpimodag xai tpimodag
(Schwyzer 1939: 590, fn. 2).

Greek:

In Greek dialects the cardinal “4” is attested in more forms representing
apophonic variants *k*etw(e/o)r-/*k*(e)tur- plus *-es in m. & f. (vs. *-a in ntr.):

*kwetwores > Homeric téooapeg, Attic térrapeg, Boeotian merrapeg
(Lejeune 1972; 83, 105);

*kwerweres > Ionic, Arcadian téooepeg (Lejeune 1992: 105);

*kwetures > Lesbian méo(c)vpeg (Hesychios) (Lejeune 1972: 208);

*k¥ ‘tures > Homeric (< Aeolic) miovpeg (Waanders 1992: 372);

*kwet(w)ores > Doric téropeg . This form resembles Armenian &*ork’, if
one accepts the loss of *-w-. On the other hand, the expected *-77 (< *-tw-)
could have been simplified under the influence of such the forms as dat.
tétpaot etc. (Schwyzer 1939: 590).

*(kw)tur-to- “4th” 7 > *riprog, reconstructed after the name of the Laco-
nian poet Tuypraiog, interpreted as “[born on] the fourth [day)” (Bechtel) or
“fourth child” (Kluge). Influence of *fri- may explain zpv- in PvV-pdicia
“helmet (with four pdAor ‘crest-holders’)” instead of the expected *rup-
(Waanders 1992: 372).

*kwétr-to- “4th” > West Greek métparog, Attic-Ionic 7ézaprog, Arcadian
téroptog, Boeotian mérparog (-pa — instead of expected *-po- under the influ-
ence of the cardinal z€érrapeg).

kve)tr- > tetpa-/metpo-, cf. Mycenaean ge-fo-ro-po-pi = instr.
*xwegpomongt “quadrupeds”, besides fpdrela, Mycenaean fo-pe-za “table”,
lit. “four-legged” (Waanders 1992: 372).

*kWeturH-(d)kontH, “40” > Attic terrapdrovra, Boeotian metrapdxovra
etc. The first component, formally a neuter, corresponds to its counterparts in
Indo-Iranian. West Greek tegpdxovra is more problematic. Among various
solutions discussed by Waanders (1992: 375-76), the explanation first pro-
posed by J. Schmidt (1889, cf. also Schwyzer 1939: 592) looks as the most
promising. Starting from *k™et(w)or- as the first component, it is possible to
accept a metathesis in *k*etro- under the influence of *k“etr- in compounds.
In principle, this solution is also compatible with the traditional explanation
(Baunack) operating with the influence of (Ionic) dyddxovra “80” (= 2 x 40
7). On the other hand, e.g. Brugmann 1892: 489) sees in zezpdxovra a regular
counterpart of Latin quadriginta, reconstructing *k‘*’etwf-l?omta (similarly
Szemerényi 1960: 15-16).

Illydan (?):
*kvetor- or *kwetr- > lllyrian *katar- in the place name Katarbdtés
(Trubagev, ESSJ 4: 97).
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Albanian:

The most detailed analysis of the Albanian numeral “4” was presented by
Hamp (1992: 907-10). Rejecting the premise that the numeral is borrowed
from Latin, he offered the following arguments:

The initial syllable ka- in all forms of the numeral “4” excludes the se-
quence *k¥e-. It implicates a generalization of the zero-grade, expected for the
ordinal:

*wtur-to- “4th” > *kWatur-to- > *k¥atru-to- > Common Albanian *kdtrét-.

So, Common Albanian m. *kdtér can be derived from *k*atwor-es or
*kwatwr-, while f. *kdtéré can reflect *katér-as, perhaps derivable from
*k¥atesr-es.

The e-vocalism with palatalization is probably preserved in shrazé
“animal”, if it is derived from the compound *k*et(w)dr-pdya “quadruped”, cf.
Old Indic c4tus-pad- etc. (Huld, KZ 98[1985]: 101).

Venetic:

*(kw)tru- > *tru- in the theonymic epithet trumus.iiatin (Lejeune 1974: 85,
102,145). The form gvartio is borrowed from Latin, cf. Quartius (Lejeune
1974: 102, 338).

Italic:

*kwetwor- “4” > Oscan petora (= ntr. pl. *k%etwora/a), known thanks to P.
Festus 226: after glossing petoritum as Gallicum vehiculum, so called a nu-
mero quattuor rotarum, continues alii Osce quod hi quoque petora uocant
(Coleman 1992: 394). Bammesberger (1995: 213-219) convincingly demon-
strates that Latin quartuor with unexpected -a- and -#¢- can be derived from the
same protoform. He starts from the familiar change -Vir- < *-Vr- | ie.
quattuor < *quatuor. The length is explainable by the influence of the ordinal
quartus. The expected Latin protoform could have been *quetuor/*quotuor,
reflecting either *k“etwores or *kVetwor.

*kwetwr-to- “4th™ > *que(t)worto- > *quoworto- (cf. Praenestine Quorta,
CIL 1.328) > *quaworto- (cf. lavare “to wash” < *lowa-) > Latin quartus
(Coleman 1992: 410; Bammesberger 1995: 219).

*kwetur- > Umbrian petur-pursus “quadripedibus” (Ig 6B 11), cf. Old In-
dic cdtus-pad-, Sogdian (Buddhistic) &rd 'p’dw “quadruped” (EWAI 1. 526—
27) etc. Oscan abl. petiru-pert “four times” with anaptyctic i reflects
*pet(u)rid < *keturia “group of four” (the assumption of Coleman 1992: 394
reconstructing *k*¢- is not necessary) & *-k¥ert. Latin quater “four times” can
be derived from *k*etrus < *k*etwr-s (EWAI I: 527; Coleman 1992: 417 as-
sumes *k*turs). The distributive quaterni may reflect *k¥etrus-no- <
*k~etwrs-no- (Coleman 1992: 420). On the other hand, Umbrian abl. sg. f.
petrunia-pert and Paelignian ptruna can be derived from *k*etru- (Coleman
1992: 424).

*(k¥)tur-to- “4th” > Oscan trutum “quartum” ?, trutas “‘quirtae” ?
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*k“’etwg'H-dlEgteH, “40” > *kwet(w)ragenta > *quedragenti (distant as-
similation *....g > d...g 7) > Latin quadraginta (a-vocalism after “4”/*4th”).

The forms with -d- are used in compounds as quadruplus, quadrupes vs.
quadriiugus, quadriennis etc. besides quadrans “quarter”. Its origin remains
unclear. Hamp (Studi clasice 17 [1977]: 151) assumed a regular character of
the change *-twr- > -dr-.

Celtic:

*kwetwores “4” m. > Brythonic *petwares > Old Welsh perguar-id,
(Middle) Welsh pedwar, Cornish peswar, Old Breton petguar, (Middle) Bre-
ton pevar, cf. Old Brythonic HHerovapia ‘town of the Parisii’ (Ptol.) and
Gaulish (La Graufesenque) PETUAR[ios] “4th”. Old Irish nom. m. cethair “4”
reflects *k¥etwores rather than *k™etwores; nom.-acc. ntr. cethair’ can be de-
rived from *k™etwori, cf. Old Indic catvdri (Greene 1992: 508). The Old Irish
composition form cethar-* (cethr- before vowels) reflects Goidelic *k*etwaro-,
which is compatible with Gaulish petor-ritum “four-wheeled vehicle” <
*petworo-ritum (de Bemardo Stempel, ZCP 46 [1994]: 23, fn. 56).

*kwetesres “4” f. > Old Irish nom. f. cethoir, cethéoir, Middle Welsh
pedeir, Comish peder, pedyr, Breton peder (Cowgill 1957: 33, rejecting the
traditional reconstruction *k¥etesor-; McCone 1993: 71 reconstructs nom.
*kwéte-sor vs. acc. *k™te-sr-is ).

*kwetwor-iyo- “4th” > Brythonic *petwariyo- > Old Welsh f. petguared,
Middle Welsh m. petwerydd / f. pedwaredd, Old Breton petguare, Modem
Breton pevare, cf. Old Brythonic Herovapia ‘town of the Parisii’ (Ptol.);
Gaulish (La Graufesenque) PETVAR[ios] (Vendryes 1987: C-87; Greene
1992: 542; Lambert 1994: 131), (Coligny) PETVORIV “from the fourth”,
PETIVX = petuorio-noux *“fourth night”, cf. TRINVX = tritio-noux “third night”
(Olmsted 1988: 293). This same suffixal extension in the Indo-Iranian ordinal
*turiyo- confirms its originality. On the other hand, Goidelic *k*etrametos “*4th”
> Old Irish cethramad is an innovation remodelled after *sextametos “7”, where
*.etos was abstracted from *¥enk™etos “5th” (Greene 1992: 515).

*kwetru- > Gaulish (Latinized inscription of Gélignieux, cf. Hiranuma 1988:
39) petrudecametus (CIL 13.2495) = Middle Breton peuardecuet “14”; Gaulish
proper names Petru-corius (CIL 12.275), Petru-corii (Sulpicius Seurus, Chron-
ica II: 45,7), Petru-cor{ii] (CIL 13.972) etc., lit. “{people of] four tribes” or
“[possessing] four armies” (Billy 1993: 119), Welsh pedry- “vierfach”.

*kwetru-(d)kont- “40” > Old Irish cethorcho, cethorchae (nt-stem)
(Thurneysen 1946: 247, Szemerényi 1960: 18 reconstructs Celtic *k“etrakont
< *k"'etgfont- ).

Germanic:

*ewetwores m.-f. /  *kverwdorH, ntr. “4” > early Germanic
*ywepworiz / *)*epwora > Germanic *fédwor (f- after *fimf “5”) > Gothic
fidwor, Crimean Gothic fyder (Lehmann 1986: 113-14); North Germanic
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*fedur- (with the subsequent changes: i. loss of J before r compensated by
lengthening of the preceding vowel or diphthong, ii. § > £ between a back-
vowel and u): nom. m. *feduréR > *fjodrir > Icelandic fjdrir etc. besides
*feduriR > *iudrir > *figrir > Old Swedish fyri(r), Old Danish (Skénsk)
Aidiri, fyri, firi; nom.-acc. ntr. *feduré > *fedur > *fegur > Old Icelandic fio-
gor, Modern Icelandic fjogur, Old Norwegian fiogor, fiugur, Modern Norwe-
gian fjogo, Old Swedish fiughur, Old Gutnic fiugur, Old Danish fiughur > fiar
etc. (Ross & Berns 1992: 579-80 with more details); West Germanic
*fegwariz (from *y*exwdriz with -yw- after the first syllable or the hypotheti-
cal *feny+e “5” 7) > nom. m.-f. ¥fewariz, nom.-acc. ntr. *fegwuro > *fewuru
> *fe(w)ur / *fi(w)ur; the concrete forms represent a contamination of these
starting-points: Old High German feor, fior, fiar, fier, Middle & Modern High
German vier, Old Saxon fior, fiar, Middle Low German vér, vir, Dutch vier,
Old English feor besides Old Saxon fiuwuar, fiuuar, Old Frisian fiéwer /
fiiiwer, Modern Frisian (West) fjouwer, viower, (East) fjau(w)er, fjuur (Sylt &
Helgoland; recent even shtjuur !), Old English ffower, Modern English four
(Mironov 1963: 351-52; Ross & Berns 1992: 583-84; Beekes 1987: 219 sees
in pre-Germanic *k*etwores an original sg. *k*erwor plus a plural ending *-es).-

*kvetwor-dekifi “40” > Germanic *fedwor-tegu- > Gothic acc. fidwor
tiguns; Old Icelandic fidrer tiger besides fiorutigi, Modem Icelandic fjorir
tugir, Old Swedish fidritighi etc., Old High German fiorzug, Old Saxon fiortig,
fiartig, fiertich, Dutch veertig, Frisian fjirtich, Old English feortig etc. (Ross &
Bems 1992: 615).

*kwetur-/*k*etwr > Germanic *fedur- “4” (in compounds) > Gothic fidur-
dogs “four days”, fidur-falp “fourfold” etc., Old Swedish fioper-tiugher
“containing forty”, Old English fyper-féte, Salish-Frankish fitter-thuschunde
“four thousand” (Lehmann 1986: 113).

*kwetursno- > Germanic *fedurzna- > West Norse *fedrRnR > *feRnR >
Icelandic nom. pl. fernir “in sets of four” (Ross & Bems 1992: 647).

*kwetwr-to- “4th” > Germanic *fedurpa- > 7 Gothic *fidurda reconstructed
after Crimean Gothic furdei-thien “40”; with loss of *-3- described above
North & West Germanic: Old Icelandic fiorpe, Modern Icelandic and Faeroese
fjordi, Norwegian fjorde, Old Swedish fiorpe, fiarpe, fizzrdhe, Modem Swed-
ish fjirde, Old Danish fiarthi, fiarpa, fizzrdhe, Modern Danish fjerde (Ross &
Berns 1992: 627).

Balto-Slavic:

*kwetur- “4” > Baltic *ketur- > Lithuanian m. keturi, f. kéturios, declined
as a jo/ja stem adjective (cf. nom. pl. m. didis vs. nom. pl. f. didZios “big” —
see Vaillant 1958: 627) with the exception of the acc. m. kéturis < *keturins <
*kweturps, representing one survival of the original r-stem declension; Lat-
vinian fetri instead of the expected *ceturi has changed its anlaut under the
influence of Russian fetyre, cf. the unchanged anlaut in old records as cettre,
coetr; the lost *-u- is yet preserved in Ceturis, Ceturiem (instr. in some dialects)
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or in old records as czeturkort (1753 - see Smoczyriski 1989: 98, fn. 10). Yat-
wingian teter “4” can reflects *cet{vler, cf. cit “other” vs. Lithuanian kitas,
Latvian cits (Zinkevitius 1984: 19, 11). Slavic: Old Church Slavonic m. cetyre
/ f.-ntr. Cetyri, Bulgarian &étiri, Macedonian Cetiri, Serbo-Croatian ¢étiri,
Slovenian (Archaic) Cetfrje / &etiri, (Modem) 3tfrje / $tiri, Slovak $tyria / Styri,
Old Czech é&tyFie / &tyFi, Czech étyFi, Upper Sorbian $tyrjo / Styri, Lower Sor-
bian styrjo / styri, Polabian citér (*¢étyr), Slovincian $téFej(i) / $téré, Polish
czterej (older cztyrze) / czterzy, Byelorussian ¢aryry, Ukrainian cotyry, Russian
Cetyre. Common Slavic m. *Cetyre and f.-ntr. *&etyri ( *-i < *-I 5 < *-ins, orig.
acc.) are derivable from *k*etiires and *k™etilrgs resp., with the exception of
West Slavic & Slovenian, where the initial cluster reflects *¢5z-, sometimes
interpreted as an allegro-form, but in principle derivable from a zero-grade
*kwt- (Hamp, IF 85[1980]: 40). The most complicated question is still the
origin of *-3-. Vaillant (1958: 628) thought that the alternation *-wo- : *-u-
(*kwetwor : *kwetur-) was replaced by *-wé- : *-i- in Slavic, giving *-va- :
*.y- (kvas® : kys-; so already J. Schmidt). Hamp (IF 85[1980]: 41) assumed
here an implication of the Sievers — Edgerton law, proposing syllabification
*ktuyr — > *ktuur- > *kitdr-. An original solution was presented by Kort-
landt, who found a starting-point in the form *kwetur-sr-es (see Beekes
1987: 216), corresponding to the feminine known from Indo-Iranian and
Celtic.

The numeral “40” represents a simple compound of the cardinals “4” and
“10”: Lithuanian kéturiasdeimt (acc. pl. f. of keturi plus indeclinable desims —
se Stang 1966: 281) and Common Slavic *Cetyre desete (nom. pl. of *desets —
see Trubacev 1977: 98).

*kwetwer-/*k*etwor- “4” (collective) > Lithuanian m. ketveri, f. kétverios;
Old Church Slavonic detvors, Serbo-Croatian fetvoro, éetvero, Slovenian det-
vér, Czech Ctvero, Lower Sorbian stwdry, Polabian citvdrd, Polish czworo, Old
Russian Cetvero, Cetvero, Russian, Ukrainian ¢étvero, Byelorussian ¢acvéra.

*kwetwr-to- *“4th” > Balto-Slavic *ketvirta- > Lithuanian ketviftas
(Latvinian cetuitais is remodelled after an unattested cardinal *ceturi), Prus-
sian kettwirts; Common Slavic *¢etvbrts > Old Church Slavonic fetvrets,
Bulgarian etvirti, Macedonian Cetvri(i), Serbo-Croatian &étvrti, Slovenian
Cetrti, Slovak $tvrty, Czech ¢tvrty, Upper Sorbian $twdrty, Lower Sorbian
stworty, Polabian cit’orté, Kashubian ¢vdrti, Slovincian ¢vjdrri, Old Polish
cztwarty, Polish czwarty, Byelorussian ¢acvérty, Ukrainian Cetvértyj, Russian
Cetvértyj.

(Comrie 1992: 741-45; Smoczyiiski 1989: 6669, 98-99; Stang 1966:
278-85; Trubaev 1977: 93-98; Vaillant 1958: 627, 64344, 654-55; Val¢dk-
ov4, ESJS 2[1990]: 104-05)

Tocharian:
*kwetwores “4” > Common Tocharian *sSatwera > A m.-f. stwar, B m. st-
wer (swer).
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*kwetworH, “4” ntr. > Common Tocharian *$§atwara (a-umlaut) > B f.
Stwéra. '

*kwetwy-to- “4th” > *kvetr-to- > Common Tocharian *$arorte > A stért, B
Starte.

*kvetwrH-(d)kptH, (Winter) or *-(d)konts (> *-kés see Klingenschmitt
1994: 329) “40” > Common Tocharian *$otwaraka > A stwarak, B stwirka .

(Van Windekens 1976: 489; Winter 1992b: 106, 118, 136 and 1994: 191)

§2. Reconstruction
The most complete reconstruction of the numeral “4” systematized in the fol-
lowing basic paradigm was proposed by Beekes (1987: 219 and 1995: 212-17):

sg. nom. *k¥et-wér |pl. nom. *k~ét-wor-es |f. *k™et-ur-sr-es
acc. *k*r-wér-m acc. *k>ir-wér-ps (sic) |(but Hamp 1979: 45 *k~turms)
gen. *k~t-ur-os gen. *k%t-ur-ém

The alternation -e- : -i- in the root vocalism resembles the reduplicated
stemns of the type *b'éb'r, gen. *b'ib"rés “beaver” (Beekes 1995: 171, 190).

The collective in *-er-o- (*k¥etwero- “fourfold”) was derived from the ac-
cusative stem.

As a compound the zero-grade *k*tur- was originally used; but it was usu-
ally restored in *kvetur-V-/ *kvetwr-C- ( > *kvetru-).

The ‘ideal’ ordinal *k¥rur-d- is not attested anywhere. The closest form
appears in Indo-Iranian *k™tur-(f)yo-, cf. also p-Celtic *k*etwor-iyo- and the
Baltic cardinal and collective in -ja/ja-. The most widespread form of the ordi-
nal is *k*etwr-to-.

Besides the Balto-Slavic and Germanic innovations, there is a common
protoform "‘kWetng-(d)lEont( ¢)H, “40”. Kortlandt and Beekes identified *-H-
= -H,- = 7, seeing its origin in a substitution of the lost *d by its glottal com-
ponent , i.e. *dk > *?k. On the other hand, Hardarson (1987: 97) convincingly
demonstrated a regular substitution *-6r > *-r-H,, which implies *-H- = *-H,.

§3. Etymology

Perhaps for no other numeral so many etymologies have been presented.
Although some of them seem to be rather bizarre, seeking the most probable
solution, it will be useful to analyze them.

1. The most pessimistic point of view is proposed by Lehmann (1991:
137), concluding that the CVCV pattern of the numeral “4” is not Indo-
European, rather that of Hurrian or Caucasian language. He preferred to see
the original numeral “4” in the Anatolian counterpart *meyu-, forming the pair
“the lesser hand” vs. *penk¥e “S” = “the whole hand”.

2. Quite isolated and quite unconvincing is the attempt of Shields (1991:
265-72), analyzing the numeral as follows: *kwe- “that one” + *-t ‘non-sg.
marker’ + *-u ‘non-sg. > du. marker’ + *-or ‘non-sg. collective marker’.
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3. Bremer (1924: 20) proposed that *k*etwdr- “4” and *oktov- “8” are re-
lated, deriving both from *ok- (sic) “eye”. He reconstructed *oketo-
“Augenheit” = “2 eyes”, which is supposed to form *okétowdres consisting of
*oket- + *dwo “2” + *res “thing” !?

4. Muller (IF 44[1927]: 137-38) also tried to connect the numerals “4” &
“8”, reconstructing *oketo- “set of points ( = fingers)”, du. *ok‘t6* “8”, while
“4” is supposed to be a compound *oket(0)+*wdro- “set of points” + “series”,
cf. Old Indic vara-, Lithuanian vora “series”. In the following development he
expected the labial assimilation in *k*etwdr- etc.

5. Cop (1972: 170-71) saw in *-wér- a parallel suffix to *-(e)sr-, forming
feminine of “3” & “4”. If the latter suffix is derived from the word *H,ésor,
gen. *H,srés “woman” (cf. Oettinger, IF 91{1986): 116-28; on the contrary
Normier, IF 85[1980]): 4748 tried to exclude the presence of the feminine
suffix, segmenting the Aryan-Celtic ‘feminine’ forms as *tris-(o)r- and
*kwetrus-(o)r; similarly Snyder, KZ 84[1970]: 2-4), it is quite natural to ex-
pect a masculine counterpart in *-wdr-. Cop sought a verification in *-wér,
representing the second component of *deH,ywér “husband’s brother”. It is
tempting to compare the paralle]l masculine formations in the Old Irish per-
sonal collective nouns as ¢triar and cethrar etc., “threesome” and “foursome”
resp., usually derived from *tri-wiro-m and *k“etru-wiro-m “[group of] three /
four men” (Thumeysen 1946: 243—44; McCone 1993: 71).

6. Giintert (Wéorter und Sachen 11[1928]: 141) assumed the original se-
mantics “die Spitzen eines Kreuzzeichens”, relying on Latin triguetrus adj.
“three-cornered”; n. “triangle”, cf. Old English pri-fedor “triangle”
(Holthausen, IF 48[1930]: 254).

7. Machek (1957: 95) reconstructed *ke(to)-twor-es “‘(zwei) Paarbildun-
gen”, where the second component is related to Slavic *tvoriti “to form™.

8. Erhart (1970: 94-97) analyzed the numeral “4” as follows: *k*et- “pair”
+ *H%o ‘dual marker’ + r-termination of heteroclitic nouns. Let us mention
that the same idea was proposed by Safafik already in 1848 (see 1865: 631-32),
including a comparison of Russian Ceta “pair” with Hungarian ket, kerto “2”.

9. Cohen (1984: 3-6) assumed an original reduplication *kwet+kwet
“2+2”, leaning on ‘Fenno-Ugric’ *kwet (!) “2”. He admitted that “the origin of
the -r in *kwetw(o)r- is unclear”.

10. Schmid (1989: 23-24) isolated a suffix *-wér- and connected it with
*-wr- forming the Greek neuters in -ap . The bare root *kvet- itself is com-
pared with Lithuanian késti, pres. keditl, pret. keciali (*k*etj6) “ausbreiten,
ausspannen, entfalten, 6ffnen” (Fraenkel 1962-65: 246). Schmid assumed the
semantic starting-point “Hand ausbreiten” = “Vier-Finger-Breite”, illustrating
this semantic motivation by the words for “span”, frequently analyzable as
“stretched [fingers]”. The idea connecting *k*etwdr with Lithuanian késti was
proposed already by Toporov 1983: 130. Let us add Tocharian B krakir “finger
gesture, spreading of the fingers”, perhaps derived (reduplication?) of AB kit-
“to scatter, spread” (Hilmarsson 1996: 186; 10809 otherwise).
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11. Hopkins (AJPh 13[1892]: 85-86) segmented the numeral in *k%e-tur-
“[1] plus 3”, not explaining the difference between *rur- and *rri- “3” (cf.
already Safatik 1865: 633). Cuny (1924: 8f) tried to solve it by postulating that
the undesirable *-w- is an infix (!). Accepting this segmentation, Fay (AJPh
31[1910): 417-18) proposed *k¥e- “et” + *twdr-/*tur- “potens”; similarly
Camoy (Muséon 59{1946]: 564f). Van Windekens (1982: 9) also separated the
copula *k¥e used between numerals, while in *-twor- he saw the same root as
in Lithuanian wvérti “fassen, greifen”, turéti “halten, haben”, ap-tvaras
“Gehege, Zaun”, i.e. “[four] grasping [fingers]”.

§4. Discussion _

Ad 1. The Hurrian & Caucasian forms for the numeral “4” are quite differ-
ent from *k¥etwor-: Hurrian *tumn- “4” (tumn-adi “group of four”, cf. perhaps
related tamra- “9” — see Wilhelm, Orientalia 61[1992]: 134-35); East Cauca-
sian *hémgi “4” > Chechen -i?, Bats fiw?; Avar unggo, Ginukh ugi-no; Lak
mug; Agul of Chirak ap*al; Rutul jugu-d, Tabasaran jugu-b, Archin bugi, Udin
bip; Khinalug unk etc. and West Caucasian *pX’s (Nikolaev & Starostin 1994:
488-89); Kartvelian *otxo- (Fihnrich), or *o(§)tx(w)- “4” (Gamkrelidze),
probably represents a borrowing of (late) Indo-European *okto- or early Indo-
Iranian *ocfo- > *asta-, continuing in Avestan ati- “breadth of four fingers”,
cf. du. *okto(u) “8” (BlaZek, Georgica 21[1998]). There is one possibility in
Etruscan hud, if it really meant “4”. The strongest argument for it was pro-
posed by Ostir (1921: 34) and supported by Kretschmer (Glotta 11[1921]: 277
and 18[1930]: 110f). They found a confirmation of the identification hué8 =
“4” in the pre-Greek name ‘Ytinvia of the city Tetrapolis in Attica, cf. the
witness of Stephanus Byzantius Abtn (1 Attixn) Tetphnoiig mpdtepov
éxaolelto ‘Yrrnvia (further discussion see e.g. Vetter, Sprache 8 [1962]:
133-34).

Ad 2. Shields’ etymology is apparently artificial. At least one of his ideas
could be developed, namely a hypothetical presence of the interrogative stem
*kwe- (Avestan Caiti “wie viele?, wie vielfach?”, Breton pet dez “quot dies”,
petguez “quotiens” < *k¥eti-). There are some k¥- derivatives indicating se-
mantic proximity with the numeral “4”, e.g. *k¥o-tero-/ *k*u-tero- “which of
two”, Latin quantitas “quantity, amount, number, sum”, maybe Tocharian A
kas, B kes “number”, derivable from *t¥oti- (Mann 1984-87: 1049). The
question of internal structure remains open.

Ad 3 & 4. Both etymologies are unconvincing phonetically and especially
semantically.

Ad 5. Cop’s attempt is doubtless legitimate. The weakest point of his ety-
mology is the absence of a direct proof for the masculine function of the root
*wdr- (Cop added an external parallel, namely Fenno-Ugric *wara > Komi
veres “husband”, pi-ver “brother of man”, where pi “son, boy” etc.).

Ad 6. As a primary motivation Latin -querrus “comer” appears to be very
suggestive. But its technical, i.e. cultural meaning, indicates that the direction
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of the semantic development could be opposite, cf. e.g. Spanish cuarto “room”
(“fourth” > “four-comered”) or Arabic rabbfa “to square” (Holmer 1966: 29-30).

Ad 7. It is apparent that this construction is quite artificial.

Ad 8. Erhart’s premise of a geometrical succession *H%o ‘dual marker’/
*kwet- “pair” (= 21), *k¥et-H¥o-r “4” (= 22), *H"o-kt-oH" “8” (= 23) can be
supported by existing numerical systems. So e.g. Werchikwar dialect of Bu-
rushaski from Yasin (Hindukush) uses altdn “2”, wéltu “4”, altimbu “8"
(Berger). Similarly in Haida, an Amerindian language from North-West Can-
ada, there are stid “2”, sta'nsifi “4”, sta'nnsaficha *8” (Swanton). The main
problems are in phonology. The sequence *-f- + *-H- would cause aspiration
in Indo-Aryan. The assumed dissimilatory change *-k*¢- > *-kz- has no anal-
ogy within Indo-European. Also the dual has been used only suffixally, never
prefixally (it would be solvable if we admit the reduplication *k*et(o)H"(0)-
kvetoH» “4” + “4" > *HwoKtoH* “8”). In spite of these objections the ety-
mology should not be rejected without any deeper analysis. The etymology is
based on the existence of *k¥et- “pair”, continuing practically only in Slavic:
(i) *¢ets m. > Bulgarian cet “number”, Old Czech fer “multitude; number”,
Slovak cet “even number”, Polish dial. cot id., Old Russian fers, Russian &ét,
Byelorussian ¢ot, Ukrainian ¢it; (ii) *Cetbns > Bulgarian ¢éten “even”, Mace-
donian ceten “ordinary”, Serbo-Croatian letni, Slovenian céten id., Czech
Cetny “numerous”, Slovak cetno adv. “what is even”, Polish cetno i licho
“even and odd”, dial. cotny “even, in pair”, Russian &étnyyj; (iii) *¢eta f. > Bul-
garian &éta “train, company”, also “pair” (Gerov), Macedonian Jeta “train,
division, troop”, Serbo-Croatian ceta “division”, Slovenian ¢¢ta id., Czech Ceta
id., Old Russian ¢eta “division, train, community, congregation”, Russian dial.
Ceta “pair, equal”, Byelorussian detd “part, equal, pair”; (iv) ? *¢ets > Old Rus-
sian Cetp, Russian, Ukrainian Cef “quarter, fourth part of arable land” — more
probably shortened from cetvsrs “quarter” than ‘an archaism how e.g. R. Jak-
obson, IJSLP 1/2[1959]:275 judged, cf. Trubalev 1977: 92-97. The etymol-
ogy is not safe. The most natural derivation from Slavic *Cisti : *Cbtg (*keit-tei
: *kit6) “to count, think, read” (Trubalev, l.c.) agrees perfectly in semantics,
but the difference in vocalism remains problematic. The traditional compari-
son with Latin caterva “troop”, Umbrian kateramu *congregamini”’, Old Irish
ceithern “troop” (Stokes 1894: 76) is doubtful for more reasons. So WH I:
181-82 accept the derivation from *kates-owa, related to caténa “Kette” <
*kates-na. The Irish word can be derived from cath (WH l.c.), unless it is bor-
rowed from Latin quaternié “troop consisting of four men” (Vendryes 1987:
C-58-59). Umbrian k- excludes the reconstruction *k*-. Finally, from the
point of view of semantic typology, the development “pair/couple/number” >
“several” > “troop” etc. is undoubtedly natural, but not vice versa.. The closest
parallel corresponding also in the ‘paired’ meaning appears in Ossetic czed
“team of two oxen” (Abaev I: 293). The preceding analysis allows to recon-
struct *kweto- (or *keto- ') “pair, couple” and / or “number” (cf. also Hittite
kutris- “number” !). Since it is an o-stem, the dual would have the form
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*(wvetd(w) “two pairs”. With the collective marker we get *k*etwdr. So the
Erhart’s (and already Safafik’s) etymology can be reinterpreted.

The Hungarian attrib. kér and subst. kertg “2” represent palatal variants
*kektd and *kektd-ki resp., typical for Ugric (*-ka/*-kd is the dual suffix — see
Xelimskij 1982: 118-18; Fenno-Ugric reconstructions follow P. Sammallahti),
while in Fenno-Permic the form *kakfa can be reconstructed. There are no
traces of labial vocalism in Fenno-Ugric. On the Indo-European side, only the
alternative *ket- is compatible with Fenno-Ugric data, but only if there was a
very early metathesis *kakta < *kat-ka = “two-DUAL” (caused perhaps by
analogy to *iikte “1”), cf. Indo-European *dwo-H, (Beekes 1995: 212). We
can accept that the hypothetical Fenno-Ugric archetype *kat-ka /*ket-kid *2”
and the Slavic-Ossetic isogloss *ket- “pair” are related, but the numeral
*,wetwdr “4” is not derivable from *ket-.

Ad 9. Cohen’s ‘Fenno-Ugric *kwet- “2”" has no real basis (cf. the preced-
ing comments). On the other hand, the alternation in the root vocalism (see §2)
indicates a possibility of a reduplication of the type *k"e(t)-k"t- + -0r : *k"i(t)-
k't- + -ér" > *etwdr : *k"itwér’ or sim.

Ad 10. There are more body part names formed in *-wr, e.g. *sneH,-wy
“sinew” (Hittite ishunawar, Tocharian B sior), *kreH,-wg' “horn” (Hittite
karawar, Tocharian A kror). The form *k¥et-wy proposed by Schmid, if de-
rived from a verb continuing in Lithuanian késti “ausbreiten, ausspannen, ent-
fallen, 6ffnen; die Hand gegen jmd. erheben” (Fraenkel 1962-65: 246-47),
could denote “span” (Schmid 1989: 23 convincingly demonstrates that just
this semantic motivation is typical for various denotations of “span” in Indo-
European languages). This solution opens a further room: developing the ideas
of Carruba and Hamp, it is possible to imagine a compound *meH,u-k¥etwr
“big span” or “measure span” resp. > “4”, reduced in Anatolian in *meyu- and
in non-Anatolian in *k™etwr . On the other hand, there is an alternative se-
mantic starting-point, cf. Lithuanian ketéti “vorhaben, beabsichtigen, sich an-
schicken, gedenken”, késti, kéti: “heftig wiinschen”, késintis “sich vermessen”,
késlas “Vorhaben, Plan, Absicht” etc. (Fraenkel 1962—65: 247). Mann (1984-
87: 1029, 1655) also quoted Lithuanian ketas “aim, intention” and added
Welsh pedw ‘“completion; square” (!). It means that the primary meaning
could be “number” (cf. Hittite kutris- “number”). It is remarkable that the se-
mantic dispersion of the Slavic words *Cers, *Cera (“pair” — “number”) allows
to derive them from both semantic patterns. The third modification of
Schmid’s solution could be based on the semantics “finger(s)” (= “stretched
[part of] hand™ ?), if the final *-6r in *k¥erwor really represents a collective
suffix. On the other hand, a compound of the type *meyu-k*etwy “little finger”
is in principle also possible here (cf. the etymology of Heubeck explained
above). But the primary meaning could be directly “little finger”, cf. Avestan
kutaka- “little”, Middle Persian kotak “geringfiigig; Kind”, Modern Persian
koda “Kind” (Bartholomae 1904: 472) and maybe French & Catalonian petit
(pititus Tth cent.), undoubtedly of Gaulish origin (Lambert 1994: 197). In this
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case Anatolian *meyu- (Heubeck) and non-Anatolian *k*erwy would represent
synonymes. At least an undirect support for the ‘little finger’-etymology can
be represented by Greek (Oppianus Anazarbensis) uvwy “little finger” (see
Pott 1847: 288), if it is compatible with the Anatolian *meyu- “4”, originally
*mey-u- “little”.

Let us add that Terentjev (1972: 77) presented an attempt to prove the
primary meaning “forefinger” for *k*etwdr-, relying on the external compari-
son with Fenno-Ugric *kut(t)i- “6”. He saw an explaination of the semantic
difference in the way of counting on one hand, known in more traditions of
Northern Eurasia: bent little finger = “1”, ... bent forefinger = “4”, thumb =
“5”, stretched forefinger = “6” etc. Elsewhere I tried to demonstrate that
Fenno-Ugric *kut(t)i- “6” is derived from Uralic *kutti- “back”, like Samoyed
*mdktut “6” from *m3k4 “back”, hence “6” = “beyond [5])” (BlaZek, Philolo-
gia Fenno-Ugrica 2-3[1996-97]: 7).

Ad 11. For all the solutions identifying an enclitic copula *k%e in the first
syllable, a common problem exists: an unconvincing semantic motivation of
the second component *-twdr, *-tur etc. One would expect some ‘bearer of
quaternity’, but none of the etymologies quoted in § 3.11 offer any similar
semantic motivation. The following solution fulfils this condition.

Hamp (1986: 253) studies Celtic *durno-/a continuing not only in Welsh
dwrn m. “knob, handle”, dyrnfedd ‘“four-inch handbreadth”, Breton dorn
“hand” and Irish dorm “fistful”, but also in Romance borrowings such as Me-
dieval Latin durnus *3 digitos”, Old Provensal dorn, Old French dor “mesure
contenant 4 doigts”, French dial. (Annecy) tour “mesure de la grosseur des
porcs qui se fait au moyen du poing fermé et du pouce étendu”. The closest
cognate appears in Latvian dire, diiris “fist”, while the other parallels col-
lected by Pokorny (1959: 203), such as Greek ddpov “Handfliche, Spanne der
Hand (Léngemass)”, dp@déapov “der Abstand von der Handwurzel zur Fin-
gerspitze”, are compatible only if they reflect *dwér-. It would also be tempt-
ing to add Tocharian B trau, pl. traunta “measure of capacity” (*dur-o-unt(s)/-
went-) and Hittite or Luwian taraw(a)r, abl. tarawana(z] “handful” > “measure
of capacity” (Melchert 1993b: 211 connected it with farawi(ya)- “to hand over,
deliver”, cf. also Hittite adv. tarrawa *“‘der Linge nach, ausgebreitet”, a deriva-
tive of rarru- “ausgedehnt; michtig” — see Tischler III: 154). The development
of the sequence *dwo- > Hittite 7a- has an analogy in the derivatives of Indo-
European numeral “two”, e.g. d/tamai- “other” < *dwoyosméi (Puhvel, IF
92[1978]: 103). If we accept this solution, we get the pair *d[w]ér-wr vs.
*dur-n-. Regardless of the position of the Tocharian & Anatolian words, we
have found a good candidate expressing the quaternity on the basis of body
parts. Of course, there is a significant difference between *d- and the expected
*¢-. It seems that this irregularity may be explained as due to the pressure of
analogy characteristic for the neighboring numerals “3” & “4”, hence *oy-
*dwoH, *tri-*k"e *dur- *pen(gh?)-*kwe = “1”, “2”, “3” plus, “4”, “5” plus,
giving *oy- *dwoH, *tri- *k¥etur- *penkve ?
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There are remarkable external parallels supporting the reconstruction
*dur-, *dwor- etc. in Altaic *tor-/*tiir- (Starostin): Turkic *dért (Dybo) “4” //
Mongolian *dér-ben “4”, *dér-igii “four-fingers-wide”, *do[rtlin “40” // Tun-
gus *duj-gin “4” (see BlaZek, Studia Etymologica Cracoviensia 2[1997]: 37,
47, 56; the first scholar presenting this comparison was probably A. Trombetti
1923: 152).

§5. Conclusion

It seems that the most promising solution is the etymology proposed by
W.P. Schmid with the modifications analyzed in §4.10. It is not possible to
decide, whether the primary semantic motivation was “(big) span”, “(little)
finger” or “number”. The alternative solution separates the enclitic copula
*kwe and determines the bare root *dur- (> *tur- after *trey- “3”). It fits se-
mantically better and can be supported by external parallels. Its weakest point
is its phonetic irregularity.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “five”

§1. The numeral “5” is common for all branches of the Indo-European
language family. The attested forms can be projected into the following partial
reconstructions, allowing their deeper analysis.

Indo-Iranian:

*pénkve “5” > Mitanni-Aryan pa-an-za-(wa-ar-ta-an-na) “fifth (turn)”, Old
Indic (RV) pdiica “5”, later (AV) also paficd after saptd, Pali pafica, Prakrit
pariica, Sindhi pafija, Sinhali paha, adj. pas, Kati pu¢, Ashkun ponc, Prasun
wucu, Gawar ponc, Shumashti pon, Shina of Gilgit poi, Kashmiri p3nc etc.;
Avestan panca, Old Persian *pancauva- “Fiinftel” (reconstructed according to
Elamite pan-su-ma-i§ — see Hoffmann 1965: 249), Khotanese pamjsa, Tum-
shuq pamtsi, Khwarezmian pnc, Sogdian pné, Yaghnobi pan3, Ossetic fon3,
Pashto pinza, Shugni pin3, Ishkashim pun3, Parachi pon&, Ormuri pénc, Mid-
dle Persian of Turfan pnz, Parthian pnj, Modem Persian panj, Kurdic panj,
Baluchi pancetc.

*penkvti- “set of five, Fiinfzahl, Fiinfheit” > Old Indic (RV) pankti- &
paiiti- id., also “crowd, flight, herd, group”, Pali panti- “‘series”, Avestan *papti-
reconstructed after paptap’ha- “fiinffach”.

*ppk*tHo- “5th” > Indo-Iranian *pakthd- > Old Indic pakthé (RV x.61.1
pakthé dhan “on the fifth day”); Iranian *puxfla- (with -u- after *xsusta- “6th”
or secondary labialized, cf. Avestan -puxda- “cooked”, but Khotanese paha-
id.) > Avestan puxda-, Khotanese piitha-. The other forms of ordinals are later
and secondary: Old Indic (AV) paficamd- “5th”, Gawar pancama “on the fifth
day” and Middle Iranian *pancdama- (Buddhist Sogdian pncm(yk), Khwarez-
mian pncym, Ossetic Iron fenzam, Middle Persian of Turfan pnzwm, Parthian
pnjwm, Zoroastrian Pahlavi, Modern Persian panjom ) are remodelled after
*saptama- “Tth”; Old Indic (Kathaka) paficathd- is doubtless secondary in spite
of a formal similarity to Celtic counterparts reflecting *penk¥e-to- (Emmerick
1992a: 181); in pastha-vdh- “five-year-old steer” an influence of sasthd- “6th”
is evident.

*penk“’é&gt- “50” > Old Indic (RV) padcasdt- f., Pali paifidsa; Avestan
pancasat- f., Khotanese pamjsiasd, Sogdian pnc’s, Partian pnj’st, Ormuri
panjastu, Pashto panjos, Middle and Modern Persian panjah etc.; the termina-
tion of Ossetic fen3ai was influenced by zvdai “70”, @stai “80” (Abaev I:
445). The medial vowel was really *-é- (cf. Greek & Armenian). It could not
have been caused by the collective marker *-H, (Brugmann 1892: 490), be-
cause the sequence *-eH, would have been *-3. In agreement with Kortlandt
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(1983: 97-104; cf. also EWAI II: 67), it is possible to assume the following
development: *penkve-dkpt- > *penkverkgt- = *penkveH,kpt- > *penkvekpt-
> Indo-Iranian *pancacat-.

(Abaev I: 478; Debrunner & Wackernagel 1930: 354; Emmerick 1992a:
168-69, 180-81 & 1992b: 298, 309-10, 322; EWAIII: 61, 63-67)

Anatolian:

The only hopeful evidence of the numeral *penk¥e “5” or its derivative is
known from Hieroglyphic Luwian, judging from the phonetic complement of
the ideographically written numeral “5”: acc. sg. 5-wa-si-pa- “fivefold”
(Meriggi 1962: 165, Id. 1966: 59 & Id. 1967: 138 and tab. 38; Eichner 1992a:
82). Separating a suffix *-as(am)pa- /*-as(a®)pi-, probably with ordinal or
multiplicative function (Meriggi 1966: 59; Eichner 1992: 93), the initial
segment 5-w(a)- can reflect a form of the type *parku or sim. (Eichner
1992a: 83).

Recently Hawkins (1995: 39—40) presented a promising, although hypo-
thetical identification of the toponym Tapapanuwa and the oronym
(MONS)IUDEX QUINQUE, i. e. “(Mount) Five- Labarnas™ taken logographi-
cally, attested in the hieroglyphic inscriprion of the Sacred pool complex at
Hattusa.

Shevoroshkin (1979: 188-89) tried to identify a continuant of the Indo-
European “5” in Lycian pinuta- (*ppk™to- 7), attested in the epitaph from
Xanthos: trijatrbbahi : piinutahi : uhahi... “[at the time] of the third day of the
fifth year”, and in the proper names Piinuteh and Carian [Tavvaooig,- 1i¢
“Quintus™ ? (*ppk™tjo-). It is not generally accepted (Melchert 1993a: 55).

The attempt of Bossert to identify the continuant of *penk“e or *penkvto- /
*pok*to- in Hieroglyphic Luwian pa“ra (1950: 123-25; attested e.g. in the text
Allgc, fr. 16 analyzed by Meriggi 1967: 68; today transcribed pa-tas-d) was
also rejected, cf. already Friedrich 1953: 138, fn. 6.

Armenian:

*penk¥e “5” > Armenian hing. The final *-e is preserved in the compound
form hngetasan “15” and the ordinal hingerord “5th” (Winter 1992c: 349).

*penkwékontH, > *finxisun > *fixisun > *fiyisun > *yiyisun > *yayosun
> Armenian yisown “50” (Winter 1992c: 353; the origin of *-&- was analyzed
above). Kortlandt (1994: 255) proposed yisown < *hinsun < *penk*dkomt-. H.
Eichner kindly informed me that y- represents an inverse spelling; hence also
for “50” the original k- can be expected.

Phrygian (?):

*penk%ta > *pipta > Phrygian female name Pounta “Quinta” (?) with a
regular development *-in- > -oun- attested in inscriptions; cf. the female name
ITivrrf ] from Cilicia (Haas 1966: 146, 170, 208).
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Greek:

*pénkve “5” > Greek mévre, Aeolic méure ; the same base might be pres-
ent in the Mycenaean personal names Pe-ge-u (Knossos & Pylos) and Pe-ge-
ro-jo (Pylos).

*pénkvto- “5th” > Greek méurnrog, in Gortynian #€vrog an influence of the
cardinal is evident, while Arcadian méumorog was remodelled after déxorog
“10th”.

*penkvekontH, “50” > Greek mevriixovra (the origin of -7+ was analyzed
above).

(Schwyzer 1939: 590, 592; Waanders 1992: 372, 375, 379, 385;)

Albanian:

*pénkve “5” > *penk¥e + -as (marked plural) or *-om (neuter collective) >
Common Albanian *pésé > South Geg pés, Arvanitika (Sophiké of Korinthia)
pésé, lit. Albanian (Tosk) pesé. Traditionally (beginning with Meyer), this
numeral has been derived from *penk®ti-. But it was already Pedersen (1900:
307) who demonstrated the regularity of the change *k* > s before front vow-
els. Huld (1984: 102-03) sought a compromising solution in a merger of two
competing forms *penk“e & *ppk>ti-.

*penk¥eto- “5th” > Common Albanian *pésér- > Buzuku (1555) hi pesti,
abl.sg. m. ende e pesét, Arvanitika (Sophiké of Korinthia) i péséti, Elbasan
Tosk (indef.),e néog .

There is not a common form for “50”. E.g. in Arbéresh of Piana (Palermo),
four different forms are described: pesdhjet (5 x 10), dizet e dhjet (2 x 20 +
10), katrzet e djet (4 x 10 + 10) and even gims-Kindje (1/2 of 100), see Hamp
1992: 884-85.

(Hamp 1992: 835-921)

Illyrian (7):

*ppk¥to(n)-/-tjo-/a “Sth” > Illyrian personal names such as Pantia an.
XX Placida ma(ter) (CIL 11I: 9253), Fundania Pantia (CIL V: 1224) etc.
and Dazomenus et Panto filio suo (CIL I1I. 9024), Panto Madoci f. viva (CIL
III: 2786), Aurelia Pantoni (CIL I11: 6349), etc.

(Meyer 1957: 256-57; Mann 1977: v).

Messapic (?):

*penk¥e “5” > Messapic *penke reconstructed on the basis of proper
names: (i) a female name in the inscription from San Cataldo: deivas penkeos
teotin[.1h [... “deae Pompeiaeae Teutinii uxoris™ and (ii) a gentilic name in the
inscription from Gnathia: bosat penkaheh “Busyt Penkaei (uxor)”, formally
comresponding to Oscan Pompeius (Whatmough, Language 3 [1927]: 226;
Haas 1962: 4546, 125, 217).
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Venetic (7):

*penk*to- “Sth” > *k¥enk*to- > Venetic anthroponym Kvi.(n.)to “Quintd”
(a borrowing from Latin Quintus is not excluded, cf. Qvartio vs. Latin
Quartius).

(Vetter, Glorta 23 [1935]: 198f; Lejeune 1974: 101-02, 106, 14344, 338)

Italic:

*penk¥e “5” > Italic *k~enkve (assimilation *p...k* > *kv...k* and/or allit-
eration to *k¥erwdr “4”) > Latin *quinque (cf. quique in CIL 6.25962,
10.4407) with a regular change *ep > *ip as in lingua etc., most frequently
quinque (7 after quintus “5th”) besides dissimilated cinque (CIL 6.17508,
10.5939); Oscan-Umbrian *k*onk¥e > *pompe, cf. Oscan piimperiais
“quincuriis”, Umbrian pumperias; the o-vocalism is also preserved in Oscan
pomtis “quinquiéns”, representing a contamination of cardinal and ordinal
forms.

*pokvto- or *penk¥-to- “5th” > ltalic *k~enk*to- > Latin *quenqutos >
quinctus (CIL 1.1215, 6.873, cf. also [Q]ueinctius — see CIL 1.1547) with a
regular lenghthening of vowel before -nc- + consonant (cf. jiinctus vs. jungo
or sanctus vs. sancio — see Sommer 1902: 135) > quintus; Oscan-Umbrian
*pomptos > Oscan [Tourrieg, Puntiis “Quintius”, Paelignian Ponties; Um-
brian nom.pl. puntes, abl.pl. puntis, referring to a group of priests, attested in
the Iguvinian Tables (I11.9,10/1[1.4), is usually translated “quiniones” (Buck
1905: 86), but Polomé established perhaps a preferable meaning “all” or “the
whole group” (1966: 233).

*penk“'etﬂ‘(yteHz “50” > *penk™edgpta > ltalic *k™enk%e?genta > Latin
*quinquéginta > quinqudginta (according to quadraginta *40”).

(Buck 1905: 86; Coleman 1992: 395, 401, 411; Walde & Hoffmann 1954:
407-08; cf. Eichner 1992b: 70-72)

Lusitanian (7):

*penk¥t(i)o- “5th” > Lusitanian *pent(i)o- in personal names Penti{us],
Pentouius, Pentauius, Pentouiecus, Pentili, Pentilia etc., ethnonym Pintones,
toponyms Pentanes, Pintia etc., besides anthroponyms Pintamus, Pintameus
remodelled after *septamos “7th” (Schmoll 1959: 47-48; Szemerényi 1960:
71, fn. 15; Tovar 1958: 8; Villar 1991: 461 and 1994: 234-64)

Celtic:

*penkve “S” > Celtic *k*[e]nkve > Hispano-Celtic (‘Res’-bronze) kuekue-
in kuekuetikui (de Bemnardo-Stempel 1996: 226-27, fn. 69; otherwise Meid
1996: 30); Gaulish *pinpe in pinpe-donum, var. penpi-dulum (*pinpe-dulum)
“quinquefolium” (Herbarius, see Billy 1993: 120), Pinpe-dumni, var. Pinpe-
dunni 'people from western Pyrenees' (Pliny IV: 108); Old Welsh pimp, Mid-
dle Welsh pymp, pump, Comish pymp, Breton pemp; Goidelic *k*onk*e > Old
Irish cdic, Middle Irish ciiic, Modern Irish ciig, Scots Gaelic coig, Manx
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queig; cf. also Gaulish moumédovia, var. moumedoviid, movyaidovia (!)
“nevia@uAlov” (Pseudo Dioscurides, see Billy 1993: 121), and POC “5”
attested in the famous Coligny Calendar, reconstructed as *coc < *conce <
*quonque by Olmsted 1988: 296, iterpreting this word as an archaic relic of
Gaulish language (Sequanian ?) of the Coligny Calendar (cf. the preservation
of *k+ in EQVOS, QVTIO & CVTIO, QVIMON). Cowgill offered a revolution-
ary solution of the problems with vocalism, assuming a starting-point *k*pgkve
(cf. Vendryes 1987: C-143). On the other hand, Schrijver is convinced that the
development of *k¥enkwe > Goidelic *k¥ink¥e > *kwigwe > *kiige > cdic is
completely regular.

*penkveto- “S5th” > Celtic *k*[e]lnk™eto- > Gaulish pinpetos (La Graufe-
senque; cf. Lambert 1994: 131); Middle Welsh pymhet, Comish pympes, Mid-
dle Breton pempet; Old Irish cdiced, having also the meaning “one of five
provinces of Ireland” (ciic cdicidh Erenn), cf. cdicedach “chief of province”.
It can reflect an old Indo-European heritage in the fivefold organization of the
people, cf. Old Indic (RV) pdica jdnas, pdiica carsanis, pdiica krstayas
(Lehmann 1970: 6-7; Crevatin, Incontri linguistici 4/1 [1978]: 7-11) and per-
haps Hittite panku- “all, complete, every” and “multitude, the people, the
masses” (CHD 1994f: 88-92), probably also “tribe” (Haudry 1994: 45).

? *penk¥t[i]- > Celtic *kwen(k*)ti- > Hispano-Celtic personal name
Quentianus (Tovar 1958: 8, 11).

*penkvekont- “50” > *kvenkwekont- or *kwpkwekont- > *k™enk¥ont- or
*kwpkwont- > Old Welsh pimmunt, Modern Welsh pymhwnt, Old Breton pim-
mont, Old Irish cofco, gen. coicat, Modem Irish caoga. Altemnatively, Schri-
jver (1993: 45) proposed coico < *kwagos < *kwénk-kont-s < *pgkw-komt-.

(Thurmneysen 1946: 246-50; Greene 1992: 509, 511, 515; Vendryes 1987:
C-142-44)

Germanic:

*pénkwe “S” > pre-Germanic *feny™e (cf. Voyles 1987: 493, fn. 13) >
Germanic *fimf or *fimfi- > Gothic fimf, Crimean Gothic fyuf /= fynf /; Old
High German fimf (till Tatian), later finf (beginning Otfrid), Old Saxon, Old
English, Old Frisian fif, Dutch vijf; the vocalism of Old High German (Notker)
Jfunf, Middle High German vumyf, funf is explained by the influence of the ordi-
nal *fumfta-, while the umlauted forms, such as Middle High German fiimf,
fiinf, Modern German fiinf supposedly represent a contamination of *fumf and
*fimf{i-) (Ross & Berns 1992: 584-85; on the contrary Szemerényi 1960: 71-
73 sees in u-vocalism a secondary labialization). The assimilation *fimf >
*fimm appears in Scandinavian languages: Old Icelandic fim(m), Faeroese
Jimm, Swedish, Danish fem.

*penk¥to- “5th” > pre-Germanic *feny*ta- > Germanic *fimfta- > Gothic
*fimfta- in fimfta-tdihunda “15th”; Old Icelandic fimte, Faeroese fimti, Swed-
ish, Danish femte; Old High German fimfto, finfto, Old Saxon fifio, fifta, vifthe,
Dutch vijfde, Old Frisian fifre, Old English fifta etc. The u-forms as Old High
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German *funfto (1x dat. sg.m. funftin in Notker’s translation of psalms), Mid-
dle High German funfte, Swabian fuft can reflect the nil-grade *fumfta-
(Brugmann 1892: 472; Ross & Bemns 1992: 628), but they are limited only to
the Upper German area and can be explained by the secondary labialization
(Szemerényi 1960: 72). Similarly, Upper German (dial.) fuchtsén “15”, some-
times derived directly from unattested Old High German *filhto < Germanic
*funywta- (Hirt 1932: 110; Prokosch 1939: 287), reflects more probably an
influence of sechszehn “16” (Ross & Bems 1992: 600).

*penk™ti- > Germanic *fimfti- > Old Icelandic fimt “number five; five-day
time”.

*penkvedektp “50” > Germanic *fimf-tegu- > Gothic acc. sg. fimf tiguns;
OId Icelandic fimm tiger, Modern Icelandic fimm tugir besides Old Icelandic
fimftiu, Old Danish femtiugh; Old High German fimfzug, funfzug, Old Saxon
fiftich, Dutch vijftig, Old Frisian fiftech, Old English fiftig, dat. fiftegum etc.

(Mironov 1963: 348—-402; Ross & Berns 1992: 58485, 616-17, 628)

Baltic:

*penkve “5” > Baltic *penke > East Baltic *penki (remodelled according
to *keturi “4” > Lithuanian keruri) > Lithuanian penki, Latvian pieci; Yat-
wingian pank (Zinkevi¢ius 1984: 16).

*penk¥to- “5th” > Baltic *penkta- > Lithuanian pefiktas, Latvian piektais;
Prussian penckts (I), pyienckts (1), piéncts m., pienckea f. (III).

(Comrie 1992: 752; Smoczynski 1989:61-108; Stang 1966: 276-85)

Slavic:

*penk™ti- “5” > Slavic *perti > Old Church Slavonic pers, Macedonian
pet, dial. pent, Serbo-Croatian pét, Slovak pift, Czech pét, Polasian pat, Polish
pieé, Russian pjar etc.

*penk™to- or *ppk¥to- “5th” > Slavic *perni > Old Church Slavonic pets,
Slovak piaty, Czech pdty, Polabian poté, Polish piaty, Old Russian pjars etc.

(Comrie 1992: 752-54; Vaillant 1958: 632-636, 655)

Tocharian:

*penk¥e “5” > Common Tocharian *p'anso (Winter 1992b: 107 and 1994:;
191) > Tocharian A *pads > A pdd (Winter 1992b: 109 explains the loss of
the expected final *-§ by sandhi in the sequence *pdds — sik “5” — “6”); B pis
(p1s).

*penk™to- “5th” > Common Tocharian *p'ankte > A pint, B pinkte.

*penk“’é]iytHz or %kontH, (Winter) “50” > early Common Tocharian
*p'onsékonta > *p'ons€ka > *p'on Sdka (a-umlaut) > B p(i)sdka; A pfidka was
remodelled after paid *“5”. Klingenschmitt (1994: 329, 349) reconstructed
*penk”&konts > *pen[klékas > *pin'ak'a.

(Van Windekens 1976: 18, 132, 360-61; Winter 1992b: 107-08, 119-20,
135-36)
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§2. Reconstruction

The cardinal “5” can be almost safely reconstructed as indeclinable
*pénk*e. There was an abstract noun *pénkvtis, gen. *ppkvtéis “set of five”
(Szemerényi 1960: 114; Eichner 1985: 166). The starting-point for “50” was
something like *penk¥e-dkontH, or *-cﬂ?gtHz. The most problematic is the
reconstruction of the ordinal. The form *penk*to- with a full-grade vocalism
continues in most of languages. The expected zero-grade vocalism (*pgk¥ro-)
is transparently attested only in Indo-Iranian, but in principle reconstructible in
Latin, Goidelic, West Germanic, Slavic and maybe in Illyrian. The “ideal”
ordinal *ppkvd- (Beekes 1995: 214, 216) is not attested anywhere. Szemerényi
(1960: 85-92) offered probably the most convincing explanation of the ordinal
suffix *-to- arising from metanalysis of IE *dekpt-o- > *dekp-to- “10th”.

§3. Etymology

1. The most popular etymology connects *pénk*e with West Germanic
*funsti- (Old High German, Old Saxon fiust, Middle High German
(Alemannic) vunst, pl. viinst, Old English fyst, Old Frisian fest, Dutch vuist), if
it is derivable from early Germanic *funysti- < *ppk-sti- (Brugmann 1892:
465; Kluge & Seebold 1989: 205). Slavic *pe¢ s tp “fist” and Lithuanian kimsré
id. have been usually quoted as cognates (Saussure 1892: 93). Szemerényi
1960: 114 assumed a variation between the full and nil grades typical for the
*-ti-stems: *penk™sti- vs. *ppk*stei-. Later he reconstructed IE *penk- “fist”
(1990: 237, fn. 10). Let us mention that Latin pugnus “fist” can also be related, if
it is really derived from *ponk*nos (Isebaert & Seldeslachs 1994: 174, fn. 13).

2. Pedersen (1893: 272) found the origin of the numeral “5” in the se-
quence *k¥etwdres pen k¥e “four-one-and”, proposing *pen- = “one” and / or
“thumb”. Fay (1910: 418-19) assumed that the expected, but unattested word
for “thumb” was derived from the root *peng-, continuing in Latin pinguis
“thick, fat” (*ppgu-), hence *penk’e “5" < *penK- + *-k'e “thumb and”.
Pisani (1929: 41) agreed about the interpretation of *k%e as a conjunction
(Pokorny 1959: 635-36), while he considered the root *pen- to have been the
proper bearer of the meaning “5”.

3. Fay (1910: 419) and Carnoy ( Muséon 59[1946]: 565), followed by Van
Windekens (1982: 11-12), accept the identification of the enclitic copula
*.k%e, but they connect the root *pen- with the verb *(s)pen- “to stretch”
(Pokorny 1959: 988; Van Windekens 1976: 360), assuming that the primary
meaning was “stretched fingers” > “five”.

4. Horowitz (1992: 411-19) tried to prove that the original meaning of
*penk¥e was “hand”, and only its incorporation into the numerical system as
“5” led to its replacement by other words. To traditionally quoted Germanic
*fingra- (*penkvrd- 7) he added Greek méunw “I send, convey”, ‘developed
out of a more specific prototype of “guide on a journey”, esp. associated with
Hermes as the conductor of the spirits of the dead on their journey to Hades. In
this sense the verb may be interpreted as “take by the hand”, and so can be
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assumed to be a denominative verb based on the root of *pénk¥e’. The zero-
grade can be recognized in marxdw “1 handle” (*ppk~- after Horowitz 1992:
417, fn. 6). In Latin he found cognates in propinquus *“near” and pignus
“surety”, deriving them from *pro penquel/o- *“before the hand” (so already
Fay 1910: 418, fn. 4) and *penk¥nos *“something left in hand” respectively,
cf. Greek yydc “near” and £yydn “surety”, consisting of £v “in” & deriva-
tives of yviov“limb, hand” (l.c. 414-15). Finally, Horowitz assumed an origi-
nal consonant stem *penk™-, which could also function as a verbal root. Later
it was extended in an ordinary o-stem. The form *penk*e has to be ‘simply the
case-less stem, the form taken by a noun used outside of a syntactic structure.
Such a form was most typically encountered in the so-called “vocative case”,
but was to be expected likewise when numerals were employed in counting’
(lc., 416-17, fn. 2).

5. Polomé (1968: 99-101) offered an original solution based on Hittite
panku- “all (of), entire, complete, every, general; multitude, the people, the
masses, (worshipping) assembly, congregation, the totality of the king’s reti-
nue”, cf. pa-an-ga-u-e (dat.-loc. used adverbially) “in totality” (CHD 88-92).
Quoting suggestive typological parallels from African languages, e.g. North-
ern Sotho (Bantu) mphetsa “5”, lit. “completion (of counting the fingers of on
hand)” or Nama (Central Khoisan) géro “3”, lit. “whole”, he assumed an
analogical primary meaning “completion of counting the fingers of one hand”.

6. There are more or less promising attempts to find external parallels.

Trombetti (1923: 549) saw a possible external cognate in Uralic *pip3 >
Finnish pivo, dial. pi(j)o “hand, palm of hand, handfull, fist”, Estonian pihu,
pe(g)o “palm of hand”; Samoyed *pep “palm of hand” > Nganasan feap, Enets
feo, Nenets (Tundra) pe?, (Forest) piép‘, Selkup pipga, Kamasin phep (UEV
384; Janhunen 1977: 121).

Cuny (1924: 6-8, 472-73), deriving *pen-k¥e < *pem- & *-k¥e, compared
*pem- with Semitic *ham- (< *fam !), reconstructed on the basis of Arabic
hamr “5th”, a variant of regular b2 mis-.

Bomhard (1984: 243), starting from the Italo-Celtic form *k*enk>e, sepa-
rated the root *k#an- (sic) and compared it with East Cushitic *ken- “5” and
Chadic *kwan- “3” (!). Let us add that this comparison does not appear in the
monumental monograph of Bomhard & Kerns 1994.

Schuhmacher (1977: 186-87) proposed that *-k*e in *penk“e represents a
substitution of ‘Common Caucasian’ *x*a “5”, reconstructed by Klimov on
the basis of Kartvelian *xu(s,)r- and West Caucasian *(f)x°a. The author did
not try to explain the first part *pen- of the numeral.

The same author (l.c.) proposed a comparison with ‘Tibetan’ pa-nga “5”. It
is incorrect, in Classical Tibetan the form Ipa is attested, while the forms with
the labial prefix appear in other Sino-Tibetan languages: Lushai pa-pa, Trung
pa-pa, Garo, Dimasa bo-pa etc. (Peiros & Starostin 1996: 136, #501; they
reconstruct Sino-Tibetan *piH “5”). The labial prefix also forms other numer-
als, cf. Lushai pa-ruk “6”, pa-riat “8” etc.
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Starostin (1988: 119) saw in *penk¥e (< *k¥enk¥e !) a substratal word bor-
rowed from a source related to East Caucasian, where he reconstructed
*Xwink'wV “fist”, attested e.g. in Bagvalal hunka, Akushi of Dargwa yunk,
Archi yxik etc. Later he changed the reconstruction into *fimkwV (NCED
428).

§4. Discussion

Ad 1. There are also altemative solutions. Hamp (1970: 292-93) assumes
an opposite semantic motivation “5” > “fist”, deriving the Germanic-Slavic-
Baltic isogloss “fist” from the ordinal *ppk“td-, hence *ppk”r-ri- “fist” = “that
which is comprised of 5” (the same semantic shift appears e.g. in Kabyle
ahénsim “fist”, representing a borrowing from some Semitic source, cf. Arabic
Bhamsa(t) “5" — see Vycichl 1951: 202). On the other hand, the attempt of
Walde (WP 1I: 84) and Kluge (1975: 187) to derive the Germanic (and Slavic)
“fist” directly from *ppsti- is not acceptable. In this case one would expect
German ‘Funst (I owe Prof. H. Eichner this note; cf. also Szemerényi 1960:
113, fn. 190). Finally Smoczyriski (1989: 71-73 and 1992: 17-23) presented
quite different internal etymologies for both the Slavic and the Lithuanian
forms. He analyzed *pests as a nomen actionis from the verbal root *peis-
/*pis- “to press” (> *pexati ) with a nasal infix (cf. Latin pinsé “I stamp, beat
down”). Lithuanian kimsté “fist” is a variant of more frequent kamsté (cf. Old
Lithuanian kims$¢ia,-os). Smoczyriski saw here a deverbative stem *kums-ti-,
cf. pa-kumsti “to knock by fist” : kim3&ia as nésti “to bear” : néscid “gravid
woman”, and derived it from the verb su-kunst, -kusti “to touch” (cf. Slavic
*kosnoti id.).

If we accept the reconstruction *funyti-, the Germanic “fist” can be de-
rived from Germanic *fapxan “to seize” (Pokorny 1959: 839 and 787-88).
Horowitz’ reconstruction of the verbal root *penk®-, continuing in the zero-
grade in Greek (Etymologicum Magnum) zamde “I handle” (1992: 417, fn. 6),
implies that the Germanic “fist” can be a natural derivative just of this verb.

Ad 2. The weakest point of this etymology is missing evidence for the ex-
istence of the root *pen-, regardless of its meaning *“one / thurnb” or “five”,
perhaps with the exception of the solution of Fay, connecting the denotation of
“thumb” with Latin pinguis. The identification “5” = “thumb” implies the
counting system beginning with the “little finger” = “1”. B. Comrie (1995 ms.)
found a convincing representant of this pattern e.g. in the Papuan language
Haruai where the following system is described: “1” = agidobé “little finger”,
“2" = agiiobd rol-yobo “ring finger”, lit. “little finger above”, “3” = wdloml
“middle finger”, lit. “long [finger]”, “4” = kofio ng-b “forefinger”, “5” =
“momd “thumb” etc.; similarly in other Papuan languages analyzed by
Gvozdanovi¢ (1995 ms.), e.g. Kombai: “1” = raga, “2” = ragaragu, “3” =
wororagu, “4” = woro, *5” = abalo, all representing the finger names begin-
ning with “little finger” and ending with “thumb”. These typological parallels
really allow us to identify “5S” = “thumb” < “thick”. But they impliy that the
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numeral “4” should be based on the “forefinger”. Untill now no evidence for
this conclusion within Indo-European language family has been provided.

The attempt of Holmer (1966: 21-22) to derive Toch B pii “5” from
*pene without *-k¥e is unconvincing.

The final *-ke has been identified with the enclitic copula. But there is an
alternative possibility based on the emphatic particle forming some adverbs,
e.g. Old Indic firas-ci “quer durch”, Avestan tarasa “durch-hin, iiber-
hinweg”, Gothic patrh, Old High Germanic durh “through”, cf. also Gothic
inu-h vs. inu, ubu-h vs. uf etc. From this point of view the form *pen-k“e
could represent an adverb *“quite, in totality” or sim., cf. Latin penitus
“vollig, ginzlich, ganz und gar”, Greek z#dvv “ganz und gar” etc. (Sabler
1892: 278-79). This interpretation fully agrees with the etymology analyzed
sub §3.5 & §4.5.

Ad 3. There are derivatives of the root *(s)pen- with the meaning “span”:
Germanic *spanno and Slavic *peds (Pokorny 1959: 988). The “span” means
a distance between two fingers, therefore connecting “span” with “five” is
problematic.

Ad 4. The solution of Horowitz concerning the puzzling final *-e in
*pénkve, namely the “vocative case”, cannot be accepted. On the other hand,
his identification of the verbal root *penk®- *“to take in hand, handle” could
represent a key to solution. Winter (1989: 35 and 1992a: 15) mentions that the
problematic final *-e is comparable to *-e of the third person singular perfect.
These two ideas are compatible, but with one objection. The Indo-European
perfect tense had an accented *-6- in the root in the singular, a zero-grade in
the plural (Beekes 1995: 237, 239). If we interpret the numeral “5” as the third
person singular perfect, we would expect *ponk¥-e ! Although there are some
forms allowing this reconstruction (Oscan-Umbrian, Goidelic), they most
likely represent results of their internal development. But in the proto-
language verbal system, the ending *-e is also reconstructible for the third
person singular in the thematic present characterized by the *-¢- vocalization
of the root (Beekes 1995: 228, 233). If we accept the preceding thoughts, the
numeral “5” could represent just the thematic present *pénkw-e “takes, han-
dles, keeps [all fingers ?]” or sim.

Ad 5. The idea “5” = “completion [of fingers of one hand]” was also sup-
ported by other authors. Stewart (1906: 238, fn. 3) also found the semantic
motivation “5” = “all” in the Shoshonean group. Brock (1972: 272-73) added
Toch A puk “all, totality”, deriving it from *pgkvts. In spite of her separation
of Toch AB pont- “all” (< *pepn-t- ?7), Schwartz (1992: 423) connected both the
stems, deriving the latter from *ponk»t-. Hamp (1973: 169-70) tried to prove
arelationship of Lat cunctus “all, whole”, assuming the following develop-
ment: cuncto- < *kwonkto- < *kwenkwto- < *p nkwto- < *pnKwto-, but de-
riving both the Latin form and Hittite panku- from a verbal base *penk- or
*peng-, different from *pénk”e. If we accept Polomé’s reinterpretation of Um-
brian puntes, puntis as “all, the whole group” (cf. above), it is possible to pro-
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pose a common Italic *kwonkwto-, reflecting *ponk*to- with *-o-vocalism
(Meyer 1993: 43). Conceming Greek *mavr- “ganz, all, jeder” (mdg <
*wdvrg, gen. ravrdg, rare in compounds mavro-; Arcadian etc. #dvoa, Aeo-
lic maioa etc.), Schwartz (1993: 423) assumed a hybrid form *pank¥t-, arising
from a contamination *ponk™t- and *ppk¥t- > *pak*t-. Meyer (1993: 44-45)
added Greek azaé “(only) once, once for all”, deriving it from *draxvs <
*sm-ppk*u-s “one-all”. Ivanov (p.c., Sept 1997) means that Hittite panku- is
related to Luwian pina- “all” or “totality”, piinata/i- “all” (Melchert 1993b:
178-79), cf. the sign HH 430 interchangeable with the syllabic value pu, used
in the meaning “all” (Hawkins 1995: 25-26). It is perhaps possible to assume
the development *pgKwo- > *ppwo- > *pwp(w)o- > piina- (cf. Melchert
1994: 260-61). Ivanov is also ready to rehabilitate Shevoroshkin’s comparison
of Lycian pinutahe/i- (see above) with this etymon.

Ad 6. Concerning comparisons with the Semitic or Afroasiatic, Kartvelian,
North Caucasian, Sino-Tibetan and Uralic language families, probably only
the last one, viz. comparison with Uralic *pip3 “palm of hand”, can be taken
seriously. But accepting a common Nostratic heritage, in agreement with the
phonetic laws formulated by both Illi¢-Svity¢ followed by Moscow school and
by A. Bombhard, one would expect *pipk3 as a regular counterpart to the Indo-
European form in Uralic, or on the contrary, to the Uralic form *pengh- in
Indo-European (the most natural internal reconstruction of Germanic *fingra-
“finger” is *penghro-, cf. Sabler 1892: 279-80). There is perhaps only possible
bridge between hypothetical *pengh- (*peng*t- or *pengt-) and *penkvwe “S”,
namely *pengh- & *-k¥e (enclitic copula).

§5. Conclusion

Among the etymologies presented in §3 and analyzed in §4, the solutions 4
and 5 look as the most promising. They may not even exclude one another.
The meanings “to take, handle, keep” and “to complete, assemble, gather”
besides “entirely, all” are doubtless compatible. A suggestive illustration for
a similar semantic field can be found e.g. in Arabic gamafa “gathers, keeps
together, assembles” with derivatives gamaf “entirely, all”, gamf “crowd,
assembly; sum, total”, gam§ al-yad “fist”, lit. “total of the hand” (!) besides
simple gum§ “fist”, gumaf “gathering; handful” etc. (Wehr 1958: 121-22;
Steingass 1988: 245). It is evident that the meanings “fist” = “total of the
hand” or “handful” lead directly to the numeral “five”.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “six”

§1. The numeral “6” is common for all branches of the Indo-European
language family with exception of the Anatolian branch where no traces of
this numeral are known. The attested forms can be projected into the following
partial reconstructions, allowing their deeper analysis (the symbol *K means
an unspecified velar; the brackets [..] signalize an uncertain reconstruction; the
brackets (..) indicate an alternative reconstruction).

Indo-Iranian:

*Ksweks “6” > *kswacs is best preserved in Avestan xSuuas$. The other
forms represent various grades of simplification:

*ks(w)acs “6” > Pashai cha, Khowar choi; Old Indic sat /sas- (-t as in vit <
*vits < *wiks);

*ksacs “6” > *ksad > Pali cha(l V..), Hindi cha etc.; Iranian *x§a§ > Kho-
tanese ksita’, Khwarezmian 'x, Ossetic &xs#z, cf. Sarmatic *ksas (cf.
Saraksasos “with six heads” ? — personal name from Olbia); Zoroastrian Pah-
lavi $a§, Modemn Persian Jef, Kurdic $§33, Baluchi §a$;

*(-)swacs> *suvats > Prasun wis(u) “6”, Shina sva, Ashkun su, etc.,
Gypsy (European) fov; Parthian $wh, Pashto $paZ,

*kwacs- > Iranian *(-)xwaf(-) > Sogdian (Christian) xw$w, (Buddhistic)
wywsw, Munjan 4x$a, Yaghnobi wxs$, Yidgha ux$o, Sanglechi-Ishkashimi xua] etc.

*Ksuks-to- “6th” > Iranian *x$usta- > Avestan xStuua- (cf. Hoffmann
1965: 254; *u-vocalism influenced by Avestan puxda- “Sth” ?;, Szemerényi
1960: 77, fn. 46 reconstructs *x§vasta- > *xfastva- > x§tuua-). Hoffman &
Forssman (1996: 103) also admit a starting-point *'§ta- corresponding to the
Prussian ordinal uschts.

*Ksweks-t(H, )o- “6th” > *ks(w)acs-t(H)a- > Old Indic (AV) sasthd-, Pali
chaftha, Hindi chattha (*a-vocalism under the influence of Old Indic pakths-
“5th”).

*Ksweks-mo- “6th” > *ks(w)acs-ma- > Pali chatthama, Marathi chatham(a);
Khotanese ksei’ ma, Buddhistic Sogdian wy Smy(k), Parthian $hwm etc.

*Ksweks-[dlkptH, “60” > *ks(w)acs-Cati > *ksat-sati > *satsati > Old In-
dic sasti, Pali satthi etc.; Iranian *x$wa3-sati > Avestan xSuuasti-, Khotanese
ksastd, Khwarezmian ’xyc, Ossetic &xsai (*xsac / *xsa3), Ormuri §ii$tu, Pashto
Spéta, Parthian §§t, Zoroastrian Pahlavi and Modern Persian Sast etc.

There is an alternative point of view seeing here an abstract noun in *-#i-,
i.e. *Ksweks-t{- “Sechsheit” (cf. EWAI II: 681; Hamp 1992: 913; Debrunner
& Wackernagel 1930: 369).
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(Abaev IV: 233, 223; Berger 1986: 28, 60; Debrunner & Wackernagel
1930: 354-56; Mayrhofer KEWA III: 407409 and EWAI II: 680-82;
Emmerick 1992a: 169, 175, 181 and 1992b 298, 310, 322-323; Hamp 1978:
81-84 and 1983: 102; Szemerényi 1960: 61)

Anatolian:

? > > > Hittite 6-az “6” (Eichner 1992: 52: 617/p II 10'ff. ma-a-a n 2-az-ma
(11") [KASKAL-az na-as-ma) 3-az 4-az 5-az 6-az T-az KASKAL-az; cf. abl.sg.
damedaz “other”) (67)-an & 6-na “6th” (Eichner 1992: 83).

So far the real form of the numeral “6” in Anatolian is unknown. There are
only hypothetical possibilities to interpret similar forms in some non-IE lan-
guages as probable borrowings from an Anatolian source:

(a) Hurrian Seefe “6” (graph. Se-e-$i-e¢) (Wilhelm, Orientalia 61, 1992:
134); there are several probable IE / Anatolian borrowings in Hurro-Urartean
(Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 883). On the other hand, a borrowing from Ak-
kadian $i/es¥um “6” looks more convincingly (Neu 1989: 298, ftn. 12).

(b) Kartvelian *ek$w- “6” has been compared with IE “6” beginning with
F. Bopp (1847). Now it is generally accepted that *ek§w- represents a bor-
rowing from some IE source (Klimov 1967: 308 and 1991: 331).

Considering that there are some mutual borrowings between Kartvelian
and Anatolian (Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 897-898), the latter one could
belong among the candidates for the donor language — besides Armenian and
Indo-Aryan or even Indo-Iranian. The Indo-Aryan /-Iranian candidature can be
supported by the exact correspondence in the initial cluster *Ksw- /*(-)kSw-
and independently by the Kartvelian *o($)txo- “4” (Klimov 1977: 162-163),
remarkably corresponding to Indo-Iranian *acta- (giving in dual “8”), recon-
structed on the basis of Av as?i- “four fingers breadth” (Henning 1948: 69).

(c) Etruscan $a has been usually translated “4” (cf. e.g. Bonfate 1983: 78-
79), although there are serious arguments preferring that it means “6”, e.g. the
lowest frequency of the numeral “6” in confrontation with “4” and *“5” in vari-
ous languages, corresponding with the lowest frequency of sz within the triad
huB, may, sa representing the numerals “4”, “5”, “6” regardless of the concrete
values (Mariczak, Glotta 61[1983]): 103-05), or with the results of the statisti-
cal analysis of the age of death, documenting the correlation between the
highest frequency of death of quinquagenerians and the numeral muvaly,
hence “50”, while the second position occupied by sexagenerians indicates the
value *“60” for sSealy, the second most frequent numeral expressing age
(Stoltenberg). On the other hand there is an important evidence supporting the
identification of the value “4” with the numeral hub, cf. the witness of Stepha-
nus Byzantius..ADtn (i} Artikn Tetpdnodig) npdtepov éxareito ‘Yrrnvia
(see OStir 1921: 34; cf. the discussion of Vetter, Sprache 8[1962]: 133f). If we
accept the meaning *“6” for Etruscan sa, it is legitimate to think about possible
relations to its Indo-European counterparts. It is evident that among the known
forms there are no outstanding resemblances. And so independently on the
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interpretation of the Etruscan-Anatolian relations (cultural / areal / genetic) the
unknown Anatolian forms offer a certain chance.

But there is also a possibility of an internal evidence, namely in Hittite
metrology. There are the following length units: gipessar (“ell”) = 2 sekan-
(“span”) = 12 waksur. It means that waksur represents one sixth of sekan-. On
the other hand, the term waksur also served as a measure of capacity and even
of time (Friedrich 1952: 110, 189, 242; Hoffner 1967: 57-58). This polyfunc-
tionality would be natural, if waksur was derived from some numeral or frac-
tion, e.g. '/, as Latin sextarius.

These thoughts are tempting, but they remain on the level of mere specu-
lations.

Armenian:

*sweks “6” > *-hwec' > Armenian vec* (medially and in sandhi Arm v can
be derived from *sw, cf. Hamp 1978: 84—85).

*sweks-[d}k H, “60” >> Armenian vat‘sown; the numeral vestasan “16"
with the apparently different medial cluster reflects another development —
Huld (1997: 129) derived it from a metathesized form *.wesk-dekam > *wes-
decam > *wes-tesan.

(Kortlandt 1994: 254-56; Meillet 1936: 40; Winter 1992c: 349-352; cf.
Pedersen, KZ 38[1905]: 229)

Greek:

*sweks “6” > *wheks > Dorian (Crete, Delphe, Heraclea) ££& Myc we- in
we-pe-za “‘six-legged” = *whés-pedya, Attic &£, in sandhi also &x- or £o=:
éxxaidexa, Boeotic Eoxedexdre “16(th)”.

*Kse(K)s (7) > Eéopié xp101p -1y éEdoriyos. Kvidiow (Hsch.) (cf. Osthoff,
IF 8[1898]: 13; Chantraine 2: 353 reconstructed *&£-orpif; see also Sarmatic
*ksas quoted above); cf. also &éozng “measure of capacity” corresponding to
Latin sextdrius (Chantraine 3: 765).

*swek-to- “6th” > Dorian (Crete) réxrog, Homeric etc. &xrog (the ex-
pected * -kst- should have resulted in *-76-).

*sweks-[dlkontH, “60” > *sweksH,kontH, > *wheksékonta > reiixovra
(Argive, Laconian) or &€rjxovra (the length from smeveijxovia < *penkWe-
HkontH, — see Kortlandt 1983: 98f).

(Lejeune 1972: 134-135; Chantraine 1968-80: 353)

Illyrian (?):
*seks-to- “6th” > *sesto- > Sestus (personal name)
(Hamp 1961: 52)

Albanian:
*seks-ti- f. “6” > *sés-1d > *gYigsta > gjashté.
(Hamp, Word 17 [1961]: 102; Id. 1978: 86-87 & 1992: 913)
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Venetic (7):

*sek-to- > *sekto- + *-yo(n) > Se.g.tio ‘Sextius’ (personal name from the
vase from Cadore).

(Lejeune 1974: 101, 142, 230; cf. also Szemerényi 1960: 77-78, fn. 48,
who used the older transcription Se.x.tio. Viredaz 1997: 143—44 would prefer
to see a Latin borrowing in this name, referring to other borrowed personal
names derived from Latin ordinals: Qvartio, Kvito)

Italic:

*seks “6” > *seks > Latin sex, Oscan *sehs in sehsimbriis “bomn.in the
sixth month” < *seksembrios, cf. Latin September < *septumo-méns-ri-.

*seks-to- “6th” > *seks-to- > Latin sextus, Umbrian sestentasiaru (Ig. 3.2)
“bi-monthly, i.e. '/, -yearly” < *sekstent-dsia-som (Hamp 1978: 86).

*seks-[d]l?yt( e)H, “60” > *seks[elgenta > sexdginta (& according to
quadraginta; i from uiginti).

(Coleman 1992: 395, 401, 411, 426)

Celtic:

*sweks “6” > *sweks > Old Irish sé h- (gen. s¢"), cf. seiss-er “6 men” (-er
< fer < *wiros), mor-fess-er “T men” = “an increased six men” (cf. Old Indic
mahaparkti- “seven verse line”, lit. “big five” — see Greene 1992: 517-518 <
Watkins), Welsh chwe & chwech (< *swekse like *penkWe), Cornish whe &
whegh, Breton (Old) hue, Middle) huech, (Modern) c’ houec’h;

? Hispano-Celtic (Botorrita) sues’ (Eska 1989: 102-103; rejected by Meid
1993: 116-117); cf. Gaulish proper names Zoveo-zdoiov (Ptolemy, Geogr.
2.6.64), Suessiones (Caesar, BGall 2.3.4.) etc.

*sweks-o- “6th” > *sweksos > Gaulish (La Graufesenque) suexos
(Vendryes, BSL 25 [1925]: 37; Meillet, BSL 29 [1928]: 34; Hirunuma 1988: 43
admitted a shortening from *suexetos).

*sweks-eto- “6th” > *sweksetos > Hispano-Celtic *suesser- (tribal name
Suessetani — see Schmoll 1959: 48; he also quoted the personal name Setus
derivable from Celtic *sextos < *sekstos); Old Irish sessed; Welsh chweched
besides *sweksametos > Comnish wheffes, Breton ¢’houec’hvet (remodelled
after *sextametos “7th” and *dekametos “10th™).

*swek sw/a-[d}kont- “60” > *sweksw/3-kont- > *sessuw/a-kont- > OId Irish
sesca, gen. sescot & sescat, dat. sescait.

(Greene 1992: 510-511, 515, 539-540; Vendryes 1974: S-59,97)

Germanic:

*seks “6” > *seys > Gothic saihs, Crimean Gothic seis; Old Icelandic sex;
Old Saxon sehs, ses etc.

*sek(s)-to- “6th” > *sexsta- > Gothic safhsta, Old Saxon sehsta/o, Old
Icelandic sexti, Norwegian sekste etc. besides *seyra- > Old High German
séhto, Old Icelandic sétti (cf. sétt “Sechzahl”)

(Lehmann 1986: 290-91; Ross & Bemns 1992: 585, 617, 628-629)
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Balto-Slavic:

*Kls[wleks “6” > *[K]se§ > *5e§ > Lithuanian $esi, Latvian sesi; Yat-
vingian sziasz (ZinkeviCius 1984: 18-18); Common Slavic *§esti (with the
abstract suffix *-ti- or remodelled according to the ordinal ?) > Old Church
Slavonic fests, Serbo-Croatian $ést, Slovak Sest’, Czech $est, Polabian sist,
Polish szes¢, Russian Sest’, in 14th-18th cent. gen. 3ti < *$sti < *3bst’ etc.,
Slovak obl. Siest’, Upper Sorbian $€s¢, Ukrainian §ist’ < *§ést’.

(Comrie 1992: 754-55; Hamp 1978: 83-84; Smoczyriski 1989: 73-75,
101, fn. 20 reconstructed *s{wles > *§Tw]e§ > *Fef etc., assuming the same
development as in Indo-European *swekuro- > Baltic *swefura- > *Swesura-
> Lithuanian $é§uras; cf. also *swesor > Lithuanian sesud, Old Church Sla-
VORic sestra).

If both processes (*Ks > *(K)§ and *Swe- > *Se-) are regular, there is no
reason not to accept the original complex cluster *kswe-. The presence of *-w-
is indirectly confirmed by the ordinal in zero-grade *(-)uks- + -o-/-to-.

*([K]s)uks-o- “6th” > *([K])H)usa- > *ufas > Lithuanian (dial.) usés “the
six weeks of lying-in” (Hamp 1984: 61-63 rejects the traditional view sup-
posing a borrowing from Old Prussian).

*([K]s)uks-to- “6th” > *([KIH)ufta- > *ust(a)s = Prussian vschts &
wuschts, acc. vschtan. Comrie (1992: 755) thought that -3- reflects *-sj- ex-
pected in an unattested cardinal (cf. Lithuanian nom. f. $€ios).

* K)s[wleks-to- “6th” > Lithuanian 383tas, Latvian sestais (derived from
the cardinals); Old Church Slavonic Sest», Bulgarian $ésti, Slovak Siesty,
Czech Sesty, Polabian sesté, Polish szdsty, Russian §esrdj etc.

(Comrie 1992: 755; Smoczyriski 1989: 73-77; Szemerényi 1960: 111 re-
constructed the development *(k)seks “6” > Slavic **$e and *(k)sekstos “6th”
> Slavic *Sests, thus demonstrating the influence of the ordinal on the remod-
elling of the cardinal)

Tocharian:

*seks “6” > Common Tocharian *$akos > A sik(k), B skas(s), skass-o,
skis(s).

*seks-to- “6th” > Common Tocharian *fokastV > A skist, B skaste &
skdste.

*seks-[d)kptH, “60” > Common Tocharian *Sokoska > B skaska & skiska,
A séksik.

(Winter 1992b: 108, 120, 137; Hilmarsson 1991: 152 tried to prove that
the development *swe- > A si- is regular; Klingenschmitt 1994: 329 recon-
structed *konts > *-kés > Common Tocharian *-k3 for tens).

§2. Reconstruction:
There are various attempts to reconstruct the original protoform. The fol-
lowing reconstructions represent the minimum (1) and the maximum (5) forms
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and their compromise (2) together with their laryngealistic (3), or lateral sibi-
lant (4) reinterpretations:

(1) cardinal *weks vs. ordinal *ukso- (Szemerényi 1960: 78 with lit.;
Beekes 1990: 255);

(2) *sweks (Brugmann 1892: 476 besides other possibilities; Mayrhofer
1986: 168 quoting also so called Sievers-Lindeman’s variant *suweks; Viredaz
1997: 112-50);

(3) *sH e ks (Erhart 1970: 97-99);

(4) *5ek™s > *sWek™s (Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 845, 849);

(5) *ksweks (Hamp 1978: 87; cf. already Vaillant, BSL 44/2[1947-48]:
129) or *ksweks (Fay 1910: 419)

§3. Etymology:

There are also some rather outdated etymological attempts; their value is
only historical:

(i) Stewart (1906: 242) derived the numeral “6” from the root *sed'- “to
overcome” etc. Semantically it is acceptable, but this solution does not explain
the presence of *w at least in some dialects, and the fact that the cluster *¢'s
continues in Avestan 7, cf. vazanti “sie ziehen” vs. aor. uz-uuazat “fahren”, and
further Old Indic vdhati “drives, rides, guides” vs. aor. conj. vaksati, Greek
(Pamphylian) £eyéro “soll bringen” vs. aor. conj. (Cypriote) é&refe
(Mayrhofer KEWA III: 178 and 1989: 9).

(ii) Fay (1910: 419) reconstructed *ksweks, but he based his analysis on
the ordinal *kswekstho- < *ksu-eks-stHo- “co-ex-stans”, cf. Greek vy “co-",
Latin ex “out”. It was supposed to designate ‘the second thumb’. But the
author himself admitted that ex originated from *eg’s (cf. Greek Locr. €y606c).

Let us analyze the etymologies implied by the reconstructions collected
in §2:

(a) Probably the most popular etymology derives the numeral “6” from the
root *H,weks- “to grow, increase” (Old Indic vaks- & wks-, Avestan vaxs- &
ux3-, Greek dééw), consequently “6” = “the increase” after the first “hand”
(Szemerényi 1960: 79, ftn. 55; the first proponent of this solution was proba-
bly A. Nehring in his course given in Wintersemester 1928-29). Semantically
it is fully acceptable, cf. e.g. Beja (Cushitic) asa-gwol/r “6” vs. gal/r ““1” where
asa- forms the numerals 6-9. Reinisch 1894: 7, § 145b interpreted it as a parti-
ciple of the verb as- “to be/become/go up”. Similarly Dravidian *caru “6” can
be analyzed in *cdl-tu where *-tu is the neuter marker and the root proper
corresponds with *cal- “to be abundant, full, enough” (Andronov 1978: 245)
or Umbundu (Bantu) epandu “6” vs. panda “to proceed, advance, approach”
etc. (Hoffmann 1952-53: 65). But there are phonological problems. If we ac-
cept the Greek example, traces of the initial laryngeal *H, — > Greek ao-
(Beekes 1969: 89) would also be expected in the case of the numeral “6”
(**d{ e 7). Indo-Iranian and Balto-Slavic examples indicate unambiguously
the satem reflexes of *-ks differing from the velar in *H,weks-, orig.
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*H,wegs-, cf. another apophonic grade *H,eug- > Latin auged, Gothic aukan,
Lithuanian augti etc. (Beekes 1969: 89). Both discrepances imply an incom-
patibility of *(s)weks and *H,weks- < *H,wegs-.

An alternative solution can be found in Lithuanian ve§éti “to grow vigor-
ously, thrive; prosper, flourish”, ar-vafa & at-us$d “sprout, shoot”, Latvian
atvasa id. (Fraenkel 1962-65: 23) < *wek(s)-/*wok(s)-/*uk(s)-, perhaps com-
parable with Slavic *vysoks < *ik(s)-ok-o- (Smoczynski 1989: 101, ftn. 19;
but his derivation of Lithuanian -§- & Slavic -s- from the clusters *-ks- or *-gs-
is doubtful; *-ks- gives Lithuanian ks & Slavic *§/x while *-ks- & *-gs- continue
in Lithuanian -§- and Slavic *-s-, cf. Lithuanian ldukiu “I expect”, fut. lduksiu or
Old Church Slavonic rekg “I speak”, aor. réxs, 3pl. réfe vs. Lithuanian asis, Old
Church Slavonic oss “axis” < *aksi- < *H,eg-si- , see Vaillant 1950: 84-85).

The unstable *s- is explained as a result of the influence of the following
numeral *septm “7” (Szemerényi 1960: 78; Nehring 1962: 130-131). Fol-
lowing the example from Beja (“one going up”), it is plausible to expect a
similar semantic structure. A bearer of the meaning “1” could be just the
“movable” *s-, if the development *sm-weks “one grows” > *swweks >
*sweks is possible. But it cannot be proved. Perhaps the demonstrative stem
*s0- could represent the first member of the syntagm *s(o)-weks “that grows”
or sim., but it remains doubtful.

(b) Erhart (1970: 97-99) reconstructed two basic variants which differ
only in the order of their components:

*ks-H'e “3 x 2” and *H'e-ks “2 x 3"
supposing their mutual contamination or even a merger in their later develop-
ment. A similar multiplicative principle is rather rare; a good example can be
Yukaghir (Kolyma) ya’loi “3” vs. ma’lyiyaloi “6” where the first component
corresponds with malyur “on both sides” (Tundra dialect) (Jochelson 1905:
113; Krejnovi¢ 1982: 114-117). The weakest point of this elegant hypothesis
is that the meaning “3” of the component *kes- is not attested.

(c) The lateral sibilant *$§- hypothesized by Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984:
845, 849 on the basis of the fluctuation *sw/*s/*w opens an unexpected solu-
tion: a borrowing from a source related to North-West Caucasian (=Abkhazo-
Adygean) *sofco > Abaza c-, Abxaz f-, Ubykh fa, Circassian xa “6”
(Colarusso 1994: 17, #76). Let us mention that Nikolaev & Starostin (1994:
219) reconstructed *A"V. In this connection Kartvelian *ek§w- “six”
(Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 878) analyzed above should also be mentioned.
It is probably a borrowing from some early Indo-European dialect (Klimov
1967: 308; Id. 1991: 331).

(d) Sometimes the most complex reconstruction *Ksweks raises fears by its
monstrosity (Winter 1992a: 14). But there are further similar creatures among IE
etymons, e.g. “tear”, “tongue” etc., successfully analyzable as original com-
pounds. Let us try to analyze our *Ksweks in a similar way. Accepting the iden-
tification of the component *-weks with the root *weks- “to grow” as discussed
above (a), it is natural to seek the sense of the first component *Ks-.
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Probably the first who speculated about “6” as the compoud “hand” &
“increase”, was Merlingen (1958: 50, 67), reconstructing *xes-weks. His as-
sumption, from the point of semantics undoubtedly plausible, was very sharply
criticized (Szemerényi 1960: 79, fn. 55 “M's extravagant assumptions are not
helpful”; cf. also Nehring 1962: 129). Their criticism is certainly justified
concerning the first component *xes- postulated by Merlingen. It is really a
pure invention without any comparative etymological basis. The same can be
said about his comparison of "xes- with Akkadian hamsu, hassu etc. “5”. His
last example — Hittite kessar “hand” — is more promising, although it cannot be
derived from any ‘xes-. The generally accepted etymology connects Hittite
kessar with Luwian issari, Lycian izri, Armenian jern, Greek yeip, Tocharian
A tsar, B sar < *§'es-y /-or and Old Indic hésta-, Avestan zasta- etc. < *g'es-
to-. The hypothetical compound would have had the form *#'(e)s-weks. If we
accept the loss of the initial consonant, a “compromise” protoform (2) appears.
But there is also *KX- reconstructible in Indo-Iranian, Greek and perhaps Balto-
Slavic (if the traces of the initial velar were not caused by the influence of *k*
of preceding numeral *penk“e “5” in sandhi). The reduced group *g's would
really give Indo-Aryan *ks and Greek & [ks], cf. Old Indic vdhati “drives,
rides, guides” : aor. conj. vaksati and Greek (Pamphylian) £eyézo “soll brin-
gen” : aor. (Cypr.) éreée (KEWA III: 178). The situation in Iranian is more
problematic. The initial cluster preserved in Av x5 and perhaps Greek £ can
probably reflect only *ks (Beekes 1988: 79), while *ks changes in Avestan §
(Beekes 1997: 10). On the other hand, *&'s gives regularly Avestan 7, cf. aor.
uz-uuazat “fahren” (Mayrhofer 1989: 9), but also 3. cf. vafara “er wird fahren”
(Hoffmann & Forssman 1996: 96). It is not accidental that £ is practically ab-
sent in the initial position. Bartholomae (1904: 1717) quoted only Zgar- “to
flow” — a variant of yZar- id., besides Znav- & Znu- “knee” with a variant
(x)$nav- and Znarar- “knower” — a derivative of x$na- “to get to know” - in
both cases x- is prothetic before the cluster -sn- (Beekes 1997: 11). A similar
tendency probably appears before the cluster (-)§m-: xfma- “euch” < *usm4-
(Hoffmann 1965: 254). The absence of the initial cluster *3uu’ in confronta-
tion with the well documented cluster xsuu’ implies that also here x- is
prothetic (Hoffmann & Forssman 1996: 103).

Accepting these rules, the assumed starting point *g"s-weks could changed
into *ksweks continuing in (some) historical records, perhaps via palatal dis-
similation through*g"sweks, in agreement with the rule not allowing the pres-
ence of two occlusives of the some series in the same root / stem (Gamkrelidze
& Ivanov 1984: 18, 96-98). The change *g's > Avestan x¥ (and Old Indic ks)
is documented, cf. gah- “toeat” vs. reduplicated perf. jax§- (Hoffmann &
Forssman 1996: 234)

§4. External parallels:
There were also attempts to find external parallels. Some of them were
discussed above (see the Anatolian section). They probably represent Indo-
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European borrowings in some neighboring languages. It remains to analyze
the remarkable similarity between some Indo-European forms (Old Indic
nom.-acc.-voc. sdt, instr. sadbhis “6”, sodhd “sechsfach”, Lithuanian $esi “6”)
and their Semitic counterparts (Arabic sitt “6”, sddis “6th”, Hebrew §é§ “6™") —
see e.g. Moller 1909: 117 and already Safafik 1848[65]: 634; recently also
Dunant, Archiv Orientdinf 56[1988]: 353. But if we compare the reconstruc-
tions, specifically Indo-European *Ksweks (< *g’(e)s-weks) and Semitic *$idt-,
their incompatibility is evident.

§5. Conclusion:

In spite of certain phonetic problems the modified etymologies (a) and (d)
leading to the primary form *g'(e)s-weks “hand-overgrowing” seem to be the
most promising.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “seven”

For Professor Karl Horst Schmidt to his 70" birthday on May 31, 1999

§1. The numeral “7” is well attested in all branches of Indo-European lan-
guages. The most important forms of this numeral and its basic derivatives can
be projected into the following partial reconstructions allowing their deeper
analysis.

Indo-Iranian:

*septri *“7” > Old Indic saptd, Pali sarta (cf. “Mitanni-Aryan” $atra in Kik-
kuli’s text), Hindi etc. sat ; Kati sur, Waigali sot, Ashkun sit, Prasun sété,
Khowar sot, Kashmiri sath etc.; Avestan hapta, Khotanese hauda, hoda, Pashto
owa, Sogdian 'Bt(’) = *avd, Yaghnobi avd, aft, Alanic afiéa [in 'Apdd féa , lit.
“(city) of seven gods”, the proper name of the city of Theodosia], Ossetic avd,
Yidgha 4vdo, Shugni (w)iivd, Wakhi hiib etc., Parachi hot, Zoroastrian Pahlavi,
Modern Persian haft, Kurdic (Kurmanji) hdvr, Baluchi apt etc.

*septmmd- (perhaps °fp + -d-) “Tth” > Old Indic (AV, YV and exclusively
in classical Sanskrit) saptam4-; Khotanese haudama-, Khwarezmian ’Sdym,
Sogdian ’frm(yk) = *avdamik (cf. personal names ’ApOdiuaxoc,
' Ap@eipaxos known from Tanais — see Abaev 1979: 290), Ossetic Iron
&vdam, Parthian hftwm, Zoroastrian Pahlavi haftom, Modern Persian haftum.

*septrfit(H)o- “Tth” > Old Indic (only RV) saptitha-; Avestan haptaba-.
Emmerick (1992a: 182) sees in saptitha- the secondary form based on a rein-
terpretation of sasthd- “6th” as a cardinal plus suffix -thd-. Elsewhere he dif-
ferentiates the Indo-Iranian suffixes *-tha- : *-ra-, interpreting them as the
specific opposed to the general respectively (1992b: 323). Schmidt (1992:
198) takes into account the identity of the suffix of the Old Indic ordinals “4”,
“57”,“6", “7” and of the superlative, assuming their common pronominal origin.

*septmiti- “70” (orig. “Siebenheit”; cf. Debrunner & Wackemagel 1930:
369, 419; Mayrhofer 1996: 681 for sasti- “60”) or *septtp-(d)l}gtHz >
*saptdéati- (cf. Szemerényi 1960: 60, 62) > Old Indic saptati-; Avestan
haptaiti- (but haptai®iuuapt- “seventyfold”), Khotanese hauddti, Manichean
Sogdian ’Br’t, Khwarezmian ’fd’c, Pashto awia, Ormuri awaitu, Middle Per-
sian (Turfan) hpt'd, Zoroastrian Pahlavi, Modern Persian haftad etc.

(Abaev 1958: 82-83, 196-197; Bailey 1979: 498-499; Berger 1986: 29;
Emmerick 1992: 169-170, 175, 181-182; Id. 1992b: 299, 310, 323; Mayrhofer
1976: 431; Id. 1996: 700; Morgenstieme 1927: 13).
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Anatolian:

*septmiyo- or *septm-yo- > Hittite siptamiya- “a liquid consisting of seven
ingredients”, cf. 3-ya-al-la 7-mi-ya Sipantanzi doubtless corresponding to $i-ip-
ta-mi-ya te-ri-ya-al-la Sipandanzi “‘sie libieren siptamiya und triyalla”, i.e. lig-
uids consisting of seven and three ingredients resp. (Kronasser 1966: 169,
365). Eichner (1992: 85) explains the change *e > i by i-umlaut. He finds a
formal parallel concerning *-(i)yo- extension in the Roman name Septimius.
The form siptamiya- is a derivative of an original ordinal *siptama- <
*septmd- (Eichner 1992: 84; let us mention an alternative reconstruction
*septmmo-). The unextended o-stem is probably preserved in the Cappadocian
female name $a-dp-ta-ma--ni-ga, which has been interpreted as “the seventh
sister”. The a-vocalism most likely indicates a Luwian source, cf. Luwian
sap(pa)tammimmali- “sevenfold” (??), interpreted as a participle of an unat-
tested denominal verb sa(pa)tammiya- “to multiply by seven” (Melchert 1993:
188). Shevoroshkin (1979: 190) tries to add Milyan sejtamiu, attributive to
qirzé (acc. sg.) “share”, identifying it on the basis of other attributes thiplé
“double” and trpplé “triple” with Hittite siptamiya-. The irregular change *-pz-
> -jt- can be explained by the influence of aitdta “8”.

*septip(t-) >*selipt]an- > Hittite 7-an “7” (Eichner 1992: 83-84).

Armenian:

*septmp *“7” > Armenian ewt‘n. In the variant eot‘n < *eawt‘n, a contami-
nation of ewt‘n and the dialect form *awr‘n may be suspected (Winter 1992c:
350). Kortlandt (1994: 254) prefers to see in it “..a reduced grade vowel,
which replaced zero grade vocalism in the ordinal and was later introduced
into the cardinal.”

*septtp-(d)kontH, “70” > *ewt'an-sown > *ewt‘asown > Armenian
ewt'anasun. Winter (1992b: 352-353) assumes that -n- was introduced from
“7” and the cluster *-wr‘n- was reduced in complexity by an inserted -a- be-
fore -n-. Kortlandt (1994: 255) saw in -asown (also in k‘afasown ““40”) a pho-
netic reflex of *dkont- (he reconstructs *dkomt-) after a syllabic resonant.

Greek:

*septif “7” > Greek éntd.

*septmo- “Tth” > *sebdmo- > Ionian-Attic é8douog (with -o- inserted un-
der the influence of 6ydd(f)oc “8th” 7), Delphian, Cyrenaean, Aetolian
&Bdepog (-&- is puzzling — see Waanders 1992: 380). Szemerényi (1960: 8, 12,
93) reconstructed a different development: *septmmos > *énrauos >
*éfoayoc (with -f5- after “70”) > &Bdouog (with -o- after “8”). The Homeric
alternative form £8dduarog perhaps follows tégparog (besides réroprog)
“4th” < *k™etr-to- similarly as girarog “3th™.

"‘sepnp—d{ontH, “70” > *septtpH,kontH, > *éfdunxovra > Greek
EBdourixovra, Delphian, Heraclean £8deurixovra (Waanders 1992: 375, fol-
lowing Kortlandt 1983: 98-99; Beekes 1995: 214 accepted the originality of -a
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< *-H, as against Kortlandt & Waanders). Sommer (1951: 23) opined that -é-
was introduced through “60” from “50”. Kortlandt l.c., starting from the glot-
tal theory, explained -7 in meverixovra “50” by compensatory lenghtening as
follows: *penk¥e-dkont- > *penk¥e-'kont- > *penk¥e-Hkont- >
*penkveekont- > *penk*ékont- (cf. also Waanders l.c.).

Dacian:

*septm > Dacian *sipta & -ak(o)s > *siptoax > sipotax & sipoax; cf.
Pseudoapuleius 1: “A Graecis dicitur amoglossa, alii arnion, alii probation, alii
einoglossa, alii eptapleuron (= éntérievpov after Dioscurides), Galli tarbi-
dolotius, Spani tetharica, Siculi polineuron, [alii] tirsion, profetae ura egneu-
monos, Aegyptii asaer, alii thetarion, Daci sipoax (var. scinpoax, simpeax,
sipotax), Itali plantago maior, alii septenervia” (Detschew 1957: 560; Geor-
giev 1977: 196-197; as a formal parallel in word formation he quotes Bulgar-
ian sedmdk “seven years old animal”).

Albanian:

*septfi-ti- > *septd-ti- > *se(p)td-td (the replacement of *-ri- suffix
forming numeral abstracts by *-t3 > -té — see Hamp 1992: 912) > *§(&)ed-1é
(the form §ét- is preserved in Lakonia and Triphylia Arvanitika in e $étiné
“Saturday”, normally e shtuné — see Hamp 1992: 894) > Albanian shraté “7”
(Hamp 1992: 914). Mann (1977: V) finds in the Illyrian (?) proper name
Stataria a possible reflex of pre-Albanian numeral “7".

Italic:

*septmp “7” > Latin septem.

*septmpmo- (from °m + -0-) “Tth” > Latin septimus, earlier septumo (CIL
1.2519). Cf. also the personal names reflecting *septm-yo-: Latin Septimius,
Marsian Setmiu]s, Setm{ius (Slunecko 1992: 89).

*septp-dkpteH, 10" > *septm-dggteH, > *septmHgnteH, >
*septmagenta > *septumaginta > Latin septudginta.

(Coleman 1992: 395-396, 401402, 411-412).

Celtic:

*septmn “7” > Goidelic *sextem > Old Irish secht”; Gaulish-Brythonic
*sextam (with irregular *s- instead of expected *h-) > Middle Welsh seith,
Comish seyth, syth, Breton seiz; Gaulish sextaN in Pagus Sextan-mandulus]
(CIL XIII 3149 — cf. Lambert 1994: 132),

*septm-eto- “Tth” > Gaulish (La Graufesenque) sextametos (< *sextam +
*_etos after pinpetos “5th™), Middle Welsh seithvet, Cornish seythves, Breton
seizved; Old Irish sechtmad. The expected Celtic ordinal *sextamo- can be
reflected in the Hispano-Celtic place name Siétamo (Schmoll 1959: 48).

*septqzmo-(d)&onts “70” > Old Irish sechtmogo.
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(Thurneysen 1946: 250; Lewis & Pedersen 1954: 235, 239; de Bernardo
Stempel 1984: 140; Greene 1992: 510, 515, 540).

Germanic:

*septrfit “7” (with -t after the ordinal *septrfito- 7) > *seprfit > Germanic
*sebun > Gothic sibun, Crimean Gothic sevene; Old High German sibun, Old
Saxon sibun, sivon, Old Frisian sigun, ségun, sowen etc., Old English seofo(n),
seofun, siofu(n), sifu etc.; Old Icelandic sjau, Old Swedish sjii, Danish syv etc.;
the preservation of -¢- in septun (Lex Salica) is explained by Latin influence.
Hamp (1952: 138) assumed the following development: *septm : *septmto- >
early Germanic *seftu : *sibundaz and after leveling of cardinal on analogy to
ordinal *sibun : *sibundaz. Szemerényi (1960: 35) proposed an original solu-
tion, explaining the loss of *-z- by a metathesis *seftun- > *sefunt-.

*septifito- “Tth” > Germanic *sebunda- > Old High German sibun, Old
Saxon sibondo, Old Frisian sigunda, Old English seofopa; Old Icelandic
sjaundi, Old Swedish siundi etc.

*septm-dékpe- or -dékpt- *70” > Gothic sibuntehund (Ross & Berns 1992:
609).

Among other explanations (cf. Lehmann 1986: 301; Shields 1992), the
solution of Szemerényi (1960: 33-35) is undoubtedly the most sagacious:
*septifikont- > *seftunyanp- > *seftunhund (after the operation of Lex Verner
and the influence of *yunpan “100”) > *seftunéhund (after *fimfé-hund *50”)
> *sefuntéhund.

*septm-dekifi “70” > Germanic *sebun-tegu- > Old Saxon sibuntig, Old
High Germanic sibunzug, sibinzig etc. Old Icelandic siau tiger, Old Danish
siutiugh, Old Swedish siutighi etc. (Ross & Berns 1992: 602-609, 617).

The specific reconstructions *dekm and *dekpt are explained elsewhere.
The other, more complicated forms (Ross & Berns 1992: 618) are not impor-
tant for our purpose when studying the numeral “seven”.

Baltic:

*septm “7” > Baltic *septin + -yo-flexion > East Baltic *septin-ia- (*-i-
after *-0- in the following numeral astuoni “8” — see Stang 1966: 279) >
Lithuanian septyni, Latvian septipi, dial. septini (Smoczyfiski 1989: 84 as-
sumed a change -1 < *-7, quoting Old Lithuanian pati “wife, female” < *pari,
cf. Old Indic pdni “lady” — pp. 98-99, fn. 15). Yatwingian geptif “7”, cor-
rectly probably *feptif (Zinkevifius 1984: 12), can reflect *septins.

*septmo- > Baltic *septma- > Prussian septmas (II, Il 1x), . septmai (111,
1x), sepmas (lI1, 1x); East Baltic *setmas > Old Lithuanian sékmas (the sub-
stitution *-tm- > -km- can be illustrated e.g. by $dlkmétés “mentha piperita” <
*$dlt-méteés or by dukmonas “boss” < German Hauptmann — see Smoczyriski
1989: 84), Sekminés “Whit, Whitsunday” (Fraenkel 1962-65: 772). Smoc-
zyfiski lc. starts from *septqpmo- “7th” > Balto-Slavic *septima- (or
*septuma-), syncopated in *septma-.
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*septmto- “Tth” > East Baltic *septinta- (after *devinta- “9th”) > Lithua-
nian septifitas (an innovation appearing only in the end of 18th cent.), Latvian
septitais.

Slavic:

*septmo- “Tth” > pre-Slavic *sebdmii > West & South Slavic *sedmp &
East Slavic *sems. The cardinal *sedms was remodelled after the ordinal
*sedm®p which replaced the expected, but unattested **setp or **sete, a regular
continuant of Balto-Slavic cardinal *septin (Lamprecht 1987: 121-122). Com-
tie (1992: 756-757) offered an alternative solution consisting in coalescence
of cardinal *setp < *septin < *septm and ordinal *semb < *septmo- , giving
*setmb > *sedms. The unique Kashubian forms sétdm, sétmo with voiceless --
are explained as a result of regular devoicing before -m (Comrie 1992: 756).

Tocharian:

*septm “T” > *Sopat(aN-) > A *sipt(@N-) > pl. sédptintu, in compounds
sipta-, after metathesis spdt; B *siwdt > *swit > *sut > sukt after okt “8”
(Winter 1992b: 109). Van Windekens (1976: 461) presented a traditional ex-
planation of the B form: *septm > *siptim > *siptu > *siktu (after *aktu >
okt “8”) >, *sukt.

*septmito- “Tth” > *$apatoNtV > A siptént, B suktante & suktinte (Winter
1992b: 137-138; he notices a formal identity of Lithuanian septifitas).

*septtp-(d)kgtH; “70” > *sopatoNka > A sidptuk (with -u- after oktuk
“80”), B suktarika (Winter 1992b: 121) or *.(d)konts > *-kos (Klingenschmitt
1994: 329, 404).

§2. Reconstruction and etymology

2.0.The preceding analysis confirms the traditional reconstruction of the
indeclinable cardinal *séptm (Beekes 1995: 215; the accent shift in Aryan-
Greek-Albanian-Germanic *septzji reconstructed by Brugmann 1892: 478, was
probably caused by the influence of the numeral “8” — see Debrunner &
Wackemagel 1930: 356 with older literature; Schwyzer 1939: 590), and of the
ordinal *septmimd- (and / or *septmo-, probably both the forms from *septm-
+ the ordinal suffix -6- , cf. Schmidt 1992: 211-12). The other reconstructions
do not respect the facts, e.g. *sepyt is acceptable only for Germanic (Voyles
1987: 492; cf. also Shields 1992: 89, 97). In his reconstruction *sequdm <
*seque “apart” & *duo “2”, Mann (1984-87: 1129-1130) assumed a change
k¥ > p not only for p-Celtic, Osco-Umbrian and post-Mycenaean Greek, but
for all Indo-European branches!

There are more etymological attempts:

2.1. Fay (1910: 420-22) derived the numeral “7” from the root *sap- “to
taste” (Pokorny 1959: 880), explaining the semantic motivation “7” = “[right]
forefinger” = “taster”, cf. Greek Aiyavdg “forefinger”, lit. “licker”, Lithuanian
liius id. (Pott 1847: 288, 292). Although the semantic aspect of this etymol-
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ogy is plausible, there are serious problems in phonology and morphology.
The late Indo-European vowel *-a- probably reflecting *-H- is hardly com-
patible with *-e- in the numeral “7”. And how to understand the termination in
*-tmmo-, i.e. a superlative, together with a presumed meaning of the seventh
finger, a “taster” ? The author’s alternative solution based on the root attested
in Latin sopio “mentula”, and Old Indic sdpa- id. plus superlative belongs
rather in the sphere of pornography...

2.2. In spite of the tempting possibility that in the final *-m the accusative
of the consonant stem *sept- (“heptad” ?), or only of the root *sep- + z-suffix
may be identified, the numeral “7” remains etymologically unanalyzable
(Winter 1992a: 12; the attempt of Schmid 1989: 13—14 to see here a *-fi- deri-
vation from the root *sep- with the original meaning **“Pferde mit Hand und
Ziigel zusammenhalten”, cannot be accepted for semantic reasons; similarly
already Stewart 1906: 243).

2.3. In the first version of this chapter, the following conclusion was pro-
posed (BlaZek 1997: 21): “It is very difficult to analyze the cardinal *seprm
from the point of view of Indo-European ‘Stammbildung’”. But this rather
pessimistic point of view is not quite valid for the ordinal *septgimo-. If we
segment this formation into *sep- & *-tpmo-, in the latter part the superlative
can be identify (cf. the detailed discussion of this problem presented by Cow-
gill 1970: 117-18, 146-47). It remains to explain the function of the root *sep-.
There is essentially only one possible etymon in the Indo-European lexicon,
namely *sep-, reconstructed on the basis of Old Indic sdpati “fosters, seeks
for, caresses, deals with, honours, respects”, Avestan hap- “halten, hegen”,
Greek &nw “besorge, betreibe, verrichte”. Pokorny (1959: 909) proposed the
primary semantics “sich in etwas abgehen, in Ehren halten”. This latter
meaning may represent a key to the semantic motivation of the numeral. The
solution *septmmo- (or “mHo- after Beekes 1995: 199) = *“the most honor-
able”, corresponds to the prominent position of the numeral “7” among Indo-
Europeans (this idea could be borrowed from the Semitic world). The creation
of the cardinal *septm can be desribed as the ‘ordinal’ minus the ‘ordinal suf-
fix *-6-*, fully in agreement with the cardinal / ordinal opposition character-
izing other numerals.

Despite of the quoted solutions (and numerous other attempts — see De-
brunner & Wackemagel 1930: 356) none of the etymologies is fully satisfac-
tory. Studying the systems of numerals in various language families, I am
convinced that it is almost always possible to determine an original motivation
of all higher numerals beginning with “5”. For the case of a missing etymol-
ogy the following rule can be formulated: If a numeral x in a language A has
no hopeful etymology and there is a similar numeral x’ in a neighboring lan-
guage B where x’ is analyzable, the question of the borrowing x < x’ is quite
legitimate. It is remarkable that the numeral “7” in most language families in
the neighborhood of Indo-European languages really resembles the form
*septmp analyzed in §1.
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§3. External parallels

A. Uralic languages

a) Fenno-Permic *Seficemd (Joki 1973: 313; Rédei 1988: 773),
*$e(e)s/¢Vmi (Sammallahti 1988: 553), *sejécem (Honti 1993: 100-102; he also
admits *5-), *Sec(c)em(3) > *sécem(3) > *sejcem(3) (Napolskikh 1995: 126):

Balto-Fennic *sejccen, *sejécéemd- (after Honti 1993: 102) > Finnish & In-
grian seitsemin, dial. seitsen, Carelian seittSemen, seittfimi, seit§en, Olonets
seittde(i), Weps seitSmen, seicmen, Wote seitsé, gen. seitsmé, Estonian seitse,
gen. seitsme etc.

Lappic *¢ééem > Inari ¢i¢cam, Norwegian iefd, Notozero &ihéem etc.
(Lehtiranta 1989: 24).

Mordvin *sisom (Keresztes 1986: 143).

Merian *SeZum / *$iZum (TkaCenko 1989: 121).

Mari *3i¥5m (Bereczki 1992: 61-62).

Permic *siZim (Lytkin & Guljaev 1970: 255).

The numeral has no hopefull internal etymology. In agreement with the
rule formulated in §2.3 it is natural to seek its source outside Fenno-Permic
languages. Among the Indo-European branches in contact with the Fenno-
Permic languages, there are two candidates (already Serebrennikov 1963: 221
thought about some Balto-Slavic source):

i) Baltic: Old Lithuanian sékmas “7th” allows to speculate about the source
of the type *sekma- > *sekema- > *sec(¢)em. The hypothesis of an East Baltic
origin can be supported by the existence of Baltic hydronymy on a vast area
between the Baltic sea and the Volga and by the presence of Baltic borrowings
not only in the Fenno-Volgaic languages but also in the Permic branch
(Gordeev 1985: 113f).

ii) Slavic: TkaGenko (1989: 121) and Napolskikh (1995: 125-126) saw the
origin of the Fenno-Permic numeral “7” in Slavic, but it is evident that the
hypothetical source cannot be East Slavic *sems. It should be a form very
close to *sermsp discussed above, perhaps better with a fill-vowel *setsms (cf.
Comrie 1992: 757), which had to be transformed into **set'éimi (Napolskikh
l.c.). The closest parallels in Slavic could be Kashubian sétim, sétmo and
maybe the Polabian ordinal sidim. The earliest contact of the Slaves and
Fenno-Permians indicated by archeology is dated to the end of the 4th cent.
A.D. (Sedov 1994: 8). A direct contact of these first Slavic immigrants to the
North with the basin of middle Vistula is also attested (Sedov 1994: 10; cf.
Zaliznjak 1988: 176 concerning the linguistic evidence). The main problem
remains in chronology. The end of the 4th cent. A.D. is too late for any influ-
ence on the common Fenno-Permic proto-language. Sammalahti (1988: 520)
put it between the disintegration of the Fenno-Ugric proto-language (3500-
3000 B.C.), and the introduction of the Battle Axe culture (2500-2000 B.C.).
The only solution would be an independent influence of an early Slavic dialect
(or more dialects) on the Fenno-Permic branches, including the possibility of
mutual borrowings among them.
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iii) The hypothesis of Ross (1941: 1), reconstructing the borrowed Indo-
European archetype in the form *s/Sekstm, a mixture of the numerals “6” and
7", should be also taken into account.

b) Ugric *sdptd or *sdptd (Joki 1973: 313), *0dpt3 (Rédei 1988: 844; Honti
1993: 103), *Sapt (Napolskikh 1995: 124; the symbol *S is used for incom-
patible *s/3¥ > proto-Khanty *¢ & Hungarian & and *§ > proto-Mansi *s) >
Ob-Ugric *Bdpet (Sammallahti 1988: 504), *0dpor (Honti 1982: 138) >
Khanty *adpor (Honti 1982: 138); *a- < (Ob-)Ugric *¥- < Fenno-Ugric *s- &
*3-. The corresponding sound to Khanty *aA- is Mansi *t-, but there is Mansi
*sit3 (Honti 1982: 138), where *s- reflects Fenno-Ugric *s-. In Hungarian one
would expect *¢r. The really attested form hét has its unetymological A- under
the influence of hat “6”.

Traditionally the donor-language has been sought in Iranian (Korenchy
1972: 70; Joki 1973: 313 with lit.). But Iranian *hapta could have been a
source only for Hungarian. The protoform *9dpt3 common for Khanty and
Hungarian with *9- < *s- (or *3-), apparently resembles better the Indo-Aryan
/ Indo-Iranian form *sapta (cf. Abaev 1981: 85, 89, who rejected the specula-
tions about “early Iranian”, preceding the typical Iranian change *s > *h).
There are more borrowings, esp. in Ob-Ugric, bearing typical Indo-Aryan
features, e.g. Mansi LM 3d5wé, T 3i8é'p “hare” vs. Old Indic §as4-, Phalura
Safiak etc., but Avestan *sapha-, Khotanese saha- etc. id. (BlaZzek 1990a: 42).
The expected cultural contact can be localized in time and space: the bearers
of the Andronovo cultural complex, very probably speakers of an early Indo-
Aryan language (“Sauma-Aryans” according to Parpola 1994: 156), or even of
an Indo-Iranian (Kuz’mina 1994) dialect, and the proto-Ugrians were neigh-
bors in the contact area of southern Siberia during the 2nd mill. B.C. But the
Indo-Aryan hypothesis does not explain the different Mansi anlaut (s- < *s-).

For the vacillation between *§- < *s-/*§- and *s- < *§- within Ugric, an
alternative solution can be found in the hypothesis of a Tocharian origin (cf.
Joki 1973: 313 “..Zur Klirung des letzteren [= Mansi s < * §] kann toch.
Isdpta-/ wohl nicht herangezogen werden: toch. A siptint- “siebenter”; Jan-
hunen 1983: 120 said: “..an early Proto-Iranian source is normally assumed
[for the Ugric “7”], but the phonological details could perhaps be better ex-
plained by the assumption of a Proto-Tocharian origin”). Napolskikh (1995:
124-125) reconstructed the consonant stem *Sapt for the Ugric numeral “7”,
following Xelimskij (1979: 121, 125). He also prefers to see in it a borrow-
ing from the ancestors of Tocharians. Proto-Tocharian *$opot “7” (Winter
1992b: 109; see above) really appears to be a more probable source of both
Ugric forms for “7” than Indo-Aryan *sapta. Concerning the other evidence of
the Tocharian-Ugric connections, cf. Ivanov about phonological paralelism
(1986: 11-14) and Napolskikh, summarizing the Tocharian — Fenno-Ugric
parallels (1994: 37-39). Napolskikh tried to identify the Tocharian influence
with the so-called Seima-Turbino archaeological phenomenon (17-16th cent.
B.C.), deriving it from the Afanasievo culture (Napolskikh 1994a), localized
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at the Altai mountains from the beginning of the 3rd mill. BC. (Mallory
1992: 62, 225).

c) Samoyed *sejt’wd (~ *sejkwd 7) “7” (Janhunen 1977: 139; # = c/k/s/t)
Nganasan saiba, saibiia, Enets se’o, cf. Yurak (= early Enets) tet-sit “mensis”
(4 x 7), Nenets (Tundra) §if , cf. ordinal si”ivmdej, (Forest) se”ef; Selkup
sel¢i; Kamassin seighu, sei'buu, Koibal sseigbe, Mator keipbe, Taigi kéibii,
Karagas gydby.

In spite of the incompatibility of inlaut consonantism, Honti (1993: 106),
following the scholars like e.g. Castrén, Gombocz, Collinder, admits a rela-
tionship to Fenno-Permic *$ejcécem.

Janhunen (1983: 119) modified the reconstruction into *sejprd, assuming a
borrowing from proto-Tocharian. This solution was accepted by Napolskikh
(1995: 119-121). He saw its most probable source in early Tocharian B, pre-
senting his own view on the phonetic development: B sukt < early B
*siwk(")t3 > proto-Samoyed *sewktwd > *sejktwd > *sejkwd / *sejtws.
Again, the hypothetical contact of the ancestors of the Tocharians and Samoy-
eds can be localized in space and time. The dominant Tocharian ethnicity of
the creators of the Afanasievo culture, occupying the territory between the
upper Yenisei and the Altai mountains in the 3rd mill. B.C. (beginning even ¢
3500 B.C.) is generally accepted (Mallory 1995: 379-382). The most detailed
survey of the facts localizing the proto-Samoyed homeland (3rd-1st mill. B.C.)
was made by Xelimskij (1988: 13-14). He specified it as a territory between
the Ob and the Yenisei, in the tetragon Narym-Tomsk- Yeniseisk-Krasnoyarsk,
inclusive of the North Altai and Sayany mountains. It means, that during the
3rd mill. B.C., the bearers of the Afanasievo culture (= the ancestors of Tochari-
ans ?7) and the ancestors of Samoyeds were probably neighbors. The Afanasievo
culture was replaced by the Okunievo culture, in the beginning of the 2nd mill.
B.C. probably representing the Samoyed ethnos (Vadeckaja 1990: 73). Let us
mention that the oldest Europoid mummies from Xinjiang in Northwest China
(early Tocharians ?) are dated ¢ 2000 B.C. (Mallory 1995: 381-382).

B. Kartvelian languages

Kartvelian *$wid- “7” is reconstructed on the basis of (Old) Georgian
Swid-i, Megrelian $kwit-i, Laz $k(w)ir-i, Swan i-Sgwid, i-$giid, ord. mé-sgwd-e
(Klimov 1964: 216-217; Fahnrich & Sardshweladse 1995: 429). It was al-
ready Bopp (see Klimov l.c.) who, reconstructing *$iwd-, connected this nu-
meral with Indo-European *septm. Much more hopeful is the solution of Illi¢-
Svity¢ (1964: 7; accepted by Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 875), who found
the most probable source in Semitic, cf. Akkadian sibittu “7” (see below). It
was accepted by Klimov (1967: 308). Later (1985: 206) he speculated about a
modified disyllabic proto-form *$iwid-.

Klimov (l.c.) collected more words of Semitic origin in Kartvelian in-
cluding numerals (besides “7” also “8”, “9”, “10”/'100”; Manaster Ramer
1995: 16-17 adds “5”). The Kartvelian-Semitic contact can aiso be docu-
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mented archaeologically. In the Maikop culture from northern Caucasus (26th-
23rd cent. B.C.) Safronov (1989: 242-258) identified genetic links to the Up-
per Euphratian culture related to the Ebla civilization. Consequently he con-
cluded that the authors of the Maikop culture were the Semites.

C. Afroasiatic languages

a) The numeral “7” is attested in the Semitic languages as follows: Ak-
kadian sebe, seba // sebet(tum), sibittu etc., besides Old Assyrian 3abe; Uga-
ritic $bY // 5bSt, Phoenician $bS (= *3ib(a?)f-) // $bSt, Hebrew $ébaf // 5ib§a,
Old Aramaic 3bf, Jewish Aramaic Sobaf // $abfo, Arabic sabf- // sabfat-,
Sabean 3bY // 5b§t, Geez sab¥, sabf // sabfatri, Jibbali s6f // s3b$3t, Harsusi
hoba /| h3bayt, Mehri hoba I/ y3bayt, Soqotri yhob3f /| hvabfah etc.
(Brugnatelli 1982; Dolgopolsky 1992: 34). The quoted forms formally repre-
sent m. and f. respectively, but in congruence they are used in the gender op-
posite to that of noun which follows in the gen. pl.; this inversion of gender
also operates when the numeral appears without any accompanying noun
(Moscati 1964: 116). Dolgopolsky, an author of these reconstructions (p.c.,
Oct 1995) mentioned that the feminine suffix is normally unaccented; he ex-
plains the function of the feminine-like marker *-4¢-, determining the Semitic
numerals 3 — 10 and accompanying the masculine nouns, as an original col-
lective marker. The quoted forms reflect at least three protoforms: (i) *sibf-
u(m) // *sibf-at-u(m) (Akkadian); (ii) *5bS-u(m) // *5ibf-dt-u(m) “7" (Hebrew
& Phoenician); (iii) *5abf-um // *3abf-ar-u(m). The s-form in Akkadian is
probably old; only the old s- in the numeral “7” can éxplain the surprising s- in
samdne “8” instead of the expected 3- < *f-. It seems that the difference in the
initial syllables *si- / *$i- / *§a- could have been caused by the influence of the
preceding numeral *$id[u]¢- “6”: in the sequence *§i... “6” *sa... “7” the sec-
ond member was changed into si.. in Akkadian, §i... in Hebrew & Phoenician
and $a... in the other languages. Thus, the oldest proto-Semitic form should
have been *s4bf-u(m) // *sab§-dt-u(m). Such root vocalism agrees with the
vocalisation of the Egyptian counterpart known from a Middle Babylonian
transcription. The Semitic *s reflects Afroasiatic *c-.

b) Egyptian sfhw // sfbt “7”, m. // {. resp., vocalized *safhaw // *safhat ac-
cording to Middle Babylonian transcription $ap-ba and Coptic (Ahminic) sahf
/I sahfe, (Sahidic) sasf // saffe m. // f. (Vycichl 1983: 203). Egyptian h instead
of the expected § probably originated as an alliteration to the following nu-
meral himnw // hmnt = *hamanaw // *hamanat “8”. One would expect a spiran-
tization *-bh- > *-fh-, but the cluster -bh- exists e.g. in sbh “to mix” or in sbh.z
“a kind of amulet” (Vycichl 1983: 249, 185). It was perhaps caused by some
combinatorical change; cf. the pair Asf vs. hsb “to succeed in protecting” (Edel
1955: 51). Vycichl (1983: 203) presented an alternative solution, assuming the
following chain of substitutions: *-bf- > *-by- > *-fy- > *-fh-. Finally
Schenkel (1990: 56) saw regular reflexes of Afroasiatic *p in Egyptian f vs.
Semitic *b; Egyptian b and Semitic *§ should represent the continuants of
Afroasiatic *y,/*y,.
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c) Berber *sdh, (*hisséh, ?) // *-at “7”, m. // f. (Prasse 1969: 19, 89; Id.
1974: 403, 405) > Ghadames s3 // sat; Ghat sa // sahat, Ahaggar 9ssa // assahit,
Ayr ossa // assayat, Awlimmiden sah // sahat; Zenaga o5¥oh // 955dat; Mzab sa //
sat, Semlal sa // sét etc. and Guanche (Gran Canaria ?) sarti, (Tenerife 7) sa(z).

d) ? Chadic (Central): Gwendele, Hurzo ciba “7" (de Colombel; see
BlaZek 1990: 31) = Hurzo ci64 (Rossing).

There are two possible etymologies which may not exclude one another:

(a) The primary semantic motivation could be based on “forefinger, in-
dex”, cf. Arabic sababat, sibbat, sabbahat id. Perhaps the same biradical nu-
cleus s-b appears in Arabic saba’a “to take by hand”. Outside Semitic the
closest cognate is Somali safab “palm of hand with fingers” (*sabf- like
gafan “hand” < *ganf-). Concerning semantics, cf. Zulu (Bantu) isikhombisa
“7” and “forefinger” (Hoffmann 1952-53: 72) or Malay tuduh “7” derived
from Austronesian *tuZuq “forefinger”, orig. “to point” (Dahl 1981: 50).

(b) The Afroasiatic numeral “7” could be formed by the numeral “3”. In
Chadic there are two basic forms of the numeral “3”: (i) *kanu and *kan(u)di
in West & Central branches; (ii) *suba ~ ?*sabu (or *c- ?) in East branch:
Mubi siba, Birgid sdubt, Jegu sup // sub, Migama sibba, Dangla siibba, Sok-
oro subbd, Tumak stib, Ndam siip, Sumrai sibu, Lele subu, Kabalai siap, Kera
soope, Kwang suupdy (Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994: 327). And in some
of these languages the numeral “7” is formed just on the basis of the numeral
“3”: Sumrai (Nachtigal) déna sibu “7° = *“three [bent] fingers” (dénum,
dunum “finger”), Ndam (Decorse) wo subo “7” = woro “4” + supu “3”; cf. also
Tumak (Caprile) dag-saub “7” : saub “3”, Gulei (Lukas) dag suba “7” : cuba
“7”, Miltu (Bruel) laksup “7” : sobo “3”. The glottalized *-b- (> Mubi -6-) can
reflect the cluster *-bf- regularly. It would mean that the Semitic-Egyptian-
Berber (-Chadic) isogloss *sabf-u “7” and the East Chadic numeral *suba //
*sabu “3” are fully compatible — phonetically as well as semantically. The
more primitive meaning of the East Chadic numeral “3”, and the transparent
structure of its derivative representing the numeral “7”, allow us to conclude:
the numeral “7” attested in Semitic, Egyptian, Berber and maybe, Chadic,
could be formed from the numeral “3”. It implies the following two patterns
based on the numeral “3”: (i) subtractive, i.e. “7” = “[10 -] 3" (cf. Sumrai
above); (ii) additive, i.e. “7” = “[4 +] 3” or “3 [+ 4]” (cf. Ndam above, and
numerous other examples, e.g. in West Chadic: Gerka (Migeod) praukum “7” =
prau “4” + kun “3” or Fyer (Jungraithmayr) piiriwon “7” = piit “4” + yoon *3”).

A similarity of Indo-European *séptm “7” and esp. of the Semitic form
*$ibfdrum “7” (with mimation expressing definiteness) is apparent. It was
already Meller (1909: 124) who connected these numerals (incl. the Egyptian
counterpart), interpreting them as a common heritage. The same approach has
been applied in the works of Bomhard until recently (1994 & 1996: #188). A
more realistic solution seems to be a borrowing of the Semitic numeral into
Indo-European:

*sab ‘atum > *sdbfatum (after *sdbSum) > *sdbfotum >> *séptp
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(Illi¢-SvityE 1964: 7; Gamkrelidze & Ivanov 1984: 875; Dolgopolsky
1988: 16).

Supported by other Indo-European words borrowed from Semitic, it repre-
sents a strong argument for an early contact between these families. The most
natural explanation seems to be a neighborhood of the Semitic and Indo-
European families, implying a Near Eastern localization of the Indo-European
homeland. Conceming the chronology, this borrowing should have preceded
the disintegration of the Indo-European family, usually dated before 4000 B.C.
(e.g. Mallory 1992: 127, 276 presented an estimation that the disintegration
began about 4500 B.C.).

D. Etruscan

Etruscan sem@-(-5) “7” and sem@aly- (-Is) *“70” (d’Aversa 1994: 47, 64)
resemble both the Indo-European and the Semitic numerals “7”. A borrowing
is probable.

E. Basque

Basque zazpi /saspi/ *“7” resembles very suggestively Coptic (Sahidic) sasf,
saffe, (Bohairic) $asf, *3affi m., f. “7” (Gabelentz 1894: 98-99; Lopelmann
1968: 1075). There are more lexical parallels between Basque and Coptic or
late Egyptian, collected esp. by Gabelentz (cf. Basque sei “6” vs. Coptic sow
m., soe f. “6” 7). Any direct contact between Basque and Coptic // late Egyp-
tian seems to be improbable. But the fact that in southern Spain some Egyptian
hieroglyphic signs were discovered (Anderson 1988: 31), can support a certain
kind of contact, perhaps mediated by the Phoenicians.

§4. Conclusion

The analyzed data can be summarized as follows:

1) There is Arabic sababat, sibbat, sabbdhat ‘forefinger, index” and the
Afroasiatic root *fV “hand” (Egyptian § “hand, arm” and Semitic preposition
“with”: Arabic mafa, Hebrew fim, formally corresponding to Egyptian mdj
“with, by”, lit. “in hand”). A hypothetical compound **sab.. + £V could have been
preserved in Somali safab “palm of hand with fingers”, derivable from *sabf-.

2) East Chadic *suba ~ *sabu “3” may reflect Afro-Asiatic *s/cabf-u,
originally perhaps a finger-name related to the Semitic/Arabic “forefinger”.

3) Semitic-Egyptian-Berber(-Chadic) isogloss *cabf-u(m) “7” may repre-
sent 1) the compound “hand” + “forefinger” or b) a formation based on “3”,
perhaps a subtraction “7” = “[10 -] 3" ?

4) Semitic *sabf4tum “Siebenheit” was borrowed into Indo-European in
the form *séptm “7”.

5) The unintelligible borrowing (its ordinal form *septm[ o-) was reinter-
preted as a superlative “the most honorable”.

6) Kartvelian *3[i]lwid- “7” was borrowed from a Semitic source close to
Akkadian sibittu (Eblaic 7).
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7) Fenno-Permic *se(j)écem > *Sejééem *“1” was borrowed from a Baltic
source close to Lithuanian sékmas “7th *.

8) Ugric *9dpt(3) and/or Mansi *sit(3) “7" were borrowed from Indo-
Iranian *sapta or from proto-Tocharian *sapat.

9) Samoyed *sejpt3 “7” was borrowed from proto-Tocharian *s$apar; the
alternative reconstruction *sejkw3d // *sejtw3 indicates a source in some form
preceding Tocharian B sukt.

10) Etruscan semg@- “7” could have been borrowed from some Indo-
European (Anatolian ?, Italic ?) or Semitic source.

11) Basque zazpi “7” was probably borrowed from a late Egyptian source
close to Coptic (Sahidic) sasfe, (Bohairic) *3asfi f. “7”.
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INDO-EUROPEAN ‘“eight”

For Professor Johann Knobloch to his 80" birthday on January 5, 1999)

§1. The numeral “8” is attested in all branches of the Indo-European lan-
guage family. The most important forms of this numeral and their basic de-
rivatives can be projected into the following partial reconstructions allowing
their deeper analysis. For the first approximation the ‘Brugmannian’ recon-
structions are used.

Indo-Iranian:

*ok13(u) “8” > Old Indic nom.-acc. asti & astdu, Pali attha, Hindi etc. ath;
Dameli ast , Khowar ost etc.; Avestan asta, Buddhistic Sogdian ’§t," Yaghnobi
ast, Khotanese hasta, Tumshuq Saka hasti, Afghan ato, Ossetic Digor ast,
Shugni wagt, Yidgha as¢o, Ormuri ast, Parachi 6%, Zoroastrian Pahlavi and
Modem Persian hast etc. (with k- after Iranian *ha pta- *“7”).

*oktomd- “8th” > Old Indic astamd-; Avestan astoma, Sogdian ’stm,
*§tmyk, Ossetic Iron @&stzm, Khotanese hastama-, Modern Persian hastom etc.
with -m- after Indo-Iranian *saptama- ‘“7th” and *navama — “9th” instead of
expected **a¢tava- (Emmerick 1992b: 182).

*oktoti- > Iranian *adtati- “80” > Avestan astaiti-, Christian Sogdian 5t’t ,
Khotanese hastatd, Yazgulam astod, Afghan aria, Ossetic Iron @staj, Zoroas-
trian Pahlavi hatat etc. In this Iranian form a recent secondary innovation is
seen in confrontation with its Indo-Aryan counterpart (Emmerick 1992a:174
assumed an influence of the numeral “60”, in Avestan xSuuasti-, reinterpreted
in xSuua¥ “6” + -ti-).

Old Indic asTri- “80”, perhaps more archaic, represents a serious problem.
There are more attempts to explain it, but none of them is sufficiently con-
vincing.

Sommer (1951: 83) and Mayrhofer (1956: 59) assume the dissimilation
from *oktati- > *astiti- > asiti-. But *oktati- would give Indo-Aryan **asthiti-,
cf. Old Indic sthiti- “Standort” (but Avestan stati- “Stand”) and Greek ordoig
“Standort” < *stg,ti-. The final shape of the numeral would be *asthiti-. The
cluster -sth- is known, there is no dissimilative loss even when the syllable -ti-
follows, cf. ni-sthita- “being in or on, fallen from the hand, grow forth, com-
plete, perfect, firm, fixed” etc. (Monier-Wiliams 1899: 563). It means that the
expected change *asthit{- > > *asiti- cannot be a result of any similar dis-
similation.
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Hamp (1982: 37-38) proposed the following development: *oktati- >
*ogda,ti- > *aidit(- > *aZit{- > Old Indic asTti-. The postulated voicing of the
originally unvoiced velar stop had to be caused by the neighboring voiced
laryngeal, similarly as in Greek 8yd0oc “8th” (Winter 1980: 489) and probably
in Anatolian (Lycian) too (Hajnal 1995: 140).

In Old Indic asiti-, Brugmann (1892: 480) identified an original dual *oki-
similarly as in *ok®7 “2 eyes”. In that case the difference between Indo-Aryan
and Iranian forms looks like the difference between dual of i- and o-stems
respectively (cf. Beekes 1995: 194).

Analyzing older etymologies including Brugmann’s assumption (fn.101),
Szemerényi (1960: 60-62) presented his own scenario. He derived asTti- via
haplology from *as7-sati-, similarly as sast(- “60” from *$as-sati. The vowel -I-
is explained by the influence of “30” and *“40”, which are reconstructed as
*trisant- & *catvarifant- > trihsat & catvarimsat resp. The primary Indo-
Aryan form was *asti-sant- according to Szemerényi. He also assumed a loss
of -t- via dissimilation, referring to the dissimilative loss of dental in some
Germanic forms: *septmitos > Germanic *sebundaz “7th” or Low German
tachentig “80” < *tachtentig .

Nobody from among the scholars quoted above, mentioned the facts of
modern Indo-Aryan languages. Hindi, Lahnda, Panjabi assi, Bengali asi,
Sindhi as7 etc. reflect *assTri-, while Gujarathi £s7 and Marathi €T represent an
original form with epenthesis *aisiti- (Berger 1986: 49). These archetypes
probably indicate a compound *asti-sati- with the Caland-form *asti- (to nil-
grade *astu- 7; cf. Szemerényi 1960: 60). It is quite natural to expect a simpli-
fication of two s(-)¢’s, perhaps in *asisati- and further *assiati- > *as(s)iti-. On
the other hand, Hamp’s solution is perhaps compatible with the original gemi-
nate, viz. *aZditi- > *aZZiti > *assiti > astti- or sim., too.

(Abaev 1: 77, 190-91; Bailey 1979: 472-73; Berger 1986: 29; Debrunner
& Wackernagel 1930: 357-59, 370, 408; Mayrhofer 1986: 137, 142-43)

Anatolian:

*okt[ Jonta > *ogd[ lonta > Lycian aitata “8” (or “80” 7) (Melchert 1993:
3; Id. 1994: 313 speculated about a specially conditioned change *-kt- > *-yt-,
but y/i can be a regular reflex of IE *§ (#) — cf. Melchert 1994: 303). Hajnal
(1995: 13940, 159, 160) supported the following development: *okt5-nta >
pre-Anatolian *ogdo-ntd > common Luwian *aytanta > early Lycian *eiténta >
(after a-Umlaut) Lycian aitdta “8”. The suffix *-nta, forming also other nu-
merals, determines individualized plurals with a collective function (Hajnal
1995: 140). Hittite cardinal 8-ta-af also represents rather the -nt- stem and
not a direct reflex of IE *okz3 (Eichner 1992: 85). Kimball (1987: 185-92)
and Melchert (1994: 72, 305) assume that Lycian probably differentiated
initial *H, and *H,, giving x/q vs. & respectively. But they quote only Ly-
cian eperije- “sell” vs. Hittite happariye- id. to support this suggestion. The
zero reflex of *H,- in Lycian does not agree with the almost generally ac-
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cepted reconstruction *H,ewi- “sheep” (Beekes 1988: 81), continuing in
Lycian yawa- id. (Melchert 1994: 286, 297, 307, 328 reconstructs pre-
Anatolian *Héw-). The most rational solution seems to assume that all
laryngeals followed by *o were probably lost in the Anatolian languages
(Beekes 1988: 80).

*olkt}Swontilo — > Hieroglyphic Luwian 8-warzi/a (Eichner 1992: 85;
Meriggi 1962: 165 has read 8-wa-a-T “acht(fach)”, but Hawkins, Morpurgo
Davies & Neumann 1974: 192 have proved that the real phonetic value of the
sign previously read “7”, is “za” ).

Armenian:

*okt5 > *opto (according to *septm “7” as Elean 671 ) > *owt* > Arme-
nian ut‘ “8” (Brugmann 1892: 480, following Bugge; Solta 1960: 111-12 with
older literature; Kortlandt 1980: 103; Winter 1992c: 350). Kortlandt (1994:
255) says that “...the absence of initial aspiration shows that it adopted the
zero grade vocalism of the ordinal.” This rather artificial explanation is moti-
vated by an aprioristic assumption that ‘Brugmannian’ *okt5(u) reflects
‘laryngealistic’ *H,ekteH,. But Beekes and Kortlandt are silent concerning an
alternative possibility that *o- is derivable from any laryngeal followed by *-o-
(Beekes 1988: 76).

Phrygian:

*oktowo- > *ottuwo- > Old Phrygian dat.sg. ofuwoi wetei “in the 8th year”
(Meister 1911 — cf. Pokomny 1959: 775; Neroznak 1978: 83 with older litera-
ture; Woudhuizen 1993: 13 prefers the internal reconstruction *oktuwo-).
Phonetically, this interpretation remains rather ambiguous, cf. Old Phrygian
wanaktei “&vaxt”, where the cluster -kz- (< *-gt-) is preserved (Kodderitzsch
1985: 23).

? Macedonian:

*okt6- > *otto- > Macedonian place name (acc.) Otto-lobum (Liv. XXXI
36, 6), interpreted already by Pape-Bensler as ’Oxt®-Aogog (Blumenthal
1930: 19; Kédderitzsch 1985: 31).

Greek:

*oktd > Greek Homeric, Ionic-Attic dxrd “8”, Boeotian dx7d, Lesbian
oxro (after 6vo), Elean 6nth, Heraclean hoxtd (after éxzdr “7”) (Schwyzer
1939: 590; Chantraine 1968: 790-91; Waanders 1992: 373).

*oktdwo- > *ogdBwo- > Greek Homeric ydooc “8th”, cf. Ionic ydét and
especially Old Corinthian [67]66£a (Schwyzer 1939: 595). There are various
attempts to explain the unexpectedly voiced cluster -5 -: Schwyzer l.c. saw in
it an influence of the preceding ordinal &88ouog (cf. also Waanders 1992:
380). Sommer (1951: 25) speculated about regressive assimilation, starting
from *oktwos, where *-w- caused the voicing of the complex *ktw- in
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*SySroc > Oydf)og , similarly as in *septmos > *EBSuog > &Bdouog “7”. On
the other hand, he rejected as unfounded the protoform *oktmos > *678uog >
*JydFog , reconstructed by Endzelin (KZ 65[1939]: 137). Winter (1980: 489)
assumes a presence of o-coloring voiced laryngeal, causing the voicing of the
cluster *-kz- via regressive assimilation, hence *oktowos = *OekteO[wlos >
*0kt,0[w)os > *ogdo(w)os (*O = *H,). An alternative solution based on the
voicing character of *H,could be as follows. If we accept the zero-grade pat-
tern of ordinals (Beekes 1995: 214, 216), the numeral “eighth” can be recon-
structed as *H,kt(o)wo-. If the symbol *H, reflects the voiced fricative pha-
ryngeal £ (Beekes 1994: 450 and 1995:126), it is quite natural to expect pro-
gressive assimilation, i.e. *f*ktwo- > *fwgdwo- > *ogdo(w)o- . Let us add
that in languages where the laryngeals & pharyngeals are familiar (e.g. Se-
mitic), the rules of incompatibility exclude a presence of two §’s in one stem.
Attic Jydorjxovra, Heraclean hoydornxovra “80" are formed after
revrijxovra “50” on the basis of the ordinal stem (cf. £8dourixovra “707).

Albanian:

*okto + -ti- > *a(k)to + -ta > Albanian teté “8” (Hamp 1992: 915-16 as-
sumed that the suffix *-ti-, originally forming numeral abstracts, was replaced
by feminine suffix *-za ). Georgiev (1977: 205) connected the loss of initial
*3., *0- with the Dacian ingredient in Albanian. The same feature typical for
Rumanian has a natural explanation in the Dacian substratum in this language.
Mann (1977: v) quoted some proper names from the western part of the Bal-
can peninsula such as Tattu, Tato, Tatus, seeing in them possible Illyrian (?)
reflexes of the numeral “8”.

Italic:

*okt > Latin oct6 “8”. In compounds also octi- & octu-.

*oktowo- > Italic *oktduo- > Latin octduus “8th”, Oscan Uhtavis ‘Octavius’.
The unexpected 4 instead of *o appears in the same sequence, e.g. in flauus,
grauus, prauus (cf. Coleman 1992: 412, 439 with other explanations).

*oktodknpta > *oktGdgpta > Latin octogint “80”.

? Lusitanian:
*oktowo- “8th” > Lusitanian (or Hispano-Celtic ?) personal name Otaui
(Schmoll 1959: 48).

Celtic:

*okto >> *oktm (after *septm > Old Irish secht" “7”) > OId Irish ochr”
“8”. Cf. also ochtmoga, gen. ochtmugat “80” < *oxtamu-kont- (Thumeysen
'1946: 245, 247; Greene 1992: 510-11).

*okti > Old Breton eith, Middle Welsh wyth “8” (Brugmann 1892: 480 de-
rived the final vowel *-1 from *-i < *-6). Old Breton eithnec “18” < Brythonic
*oxtiindekan preserves the final nasal (Greene 1992: 540).



267

*oktG- or *oktu- + *-m- (after Celtic *sextumeto- “Tth”) + *-eto- > Gaul-
ish (La Graufesenque) oxtumeto[ ], Welsh wythfed, Old Irish ochtmad “8th”
(Lewis & Pedersen 1937[54]: §335; Thumeysen 1946: 250). There is perhaps
an older ordinal form OCIOMYV “from the eighth” (the Coligny calendar), if it
reflects *octiomo- and further *okto-omo- like *deciomo- “‘10th” (Olmsted
1988: 293-95).

*oktG-(d)kpt.. > Celtic *oktokant.. > Gaulish (the Coligny calendar)
ox[..]Jantia “80” (Olmsted 1988: 296).

Germanic:

*oktou > Germanic *aytau > Gothic ahtau, Crimean Gothic athe; Old
Icelandic 4r1a; Old Saxon ahto, ahta, Old High German ahto, besides inflected
*ahtouui (emended from hatouui), dat. ahtowen etc. (Ross & Berns 1992: 588~
589).

*oktdto- > Germanic *aytopan- > Old High German ahtodo (or ahtédo)
“8th”;

*okt6t6- > Germanic *aytédan- > Gothic dat.sg. ahtudin (with u written for
o) “8th”; common Scandinavian *attude > Old Icelandic drte id., besides Ice-
landic 4ttundi, Middle Low German achtende, Old Frisian achtunda etc. “8th”
with -n- after *sebunpan- / *sebundan- “7th” (Ross & Berns 1992: 629-30).

*okt5-dé kpt- > Gothic ahtautehund (Ross & Berns 1992: 609); Liihr, MSS
59 [1979]: 65 derived -tehund from *1é/*t6 yundar and interpreted it as “eight
{decads] to hundred”.

*okto-dekrfi > Old Saxon ahtedeg, High German ahtozug (besides ahtoda
and ahtozo resp.); Old Icelandic 4tta tiger besides drtatiu etc. (Ross & Berns
1992: 60209, 618 with discussion of other forms).

Balto-Slavic:

*okt6 > (East) Baltic *a3tG + -nf (after *septin-T “7" and *devin-1 “9” - cf.
Smoczynski 1989: 79) > Lithuanian astuoni, Latvian astudni “8”.

*oktmo- > Balto-Slavic *as(f)ma- > Old Lithuanian &5mas “8th”, cf. Lat-
vian dial. asmite “the eighth part of acre”, Prussian nom. asmus = /asms/ <
*asmas, cf. acc. asman; Old Church Slavonic osmz “8th” and the secondary
cardinal osms. It is quite legitimate to assume a primary archetype *okt(o)wo-,
similarly as in the case of the Indo-Iranian ordinal. The irregular change *-w-
> *-m- can be explained by ‘pressure’ of the preceding numeral *seprm “7"
(Szemerényi 1960: 110-11; Smoczyriski 1989: 90).

*oktonto- > East Baltic *astontas > Lithuanian aStuontas & astufitas, Latvian
astudtais can be explained as innovations forrned according to “7th” and “9th”
(Lithuanian septifitas and devifitas resp.), cf. also the parallel forms in Germanic,
e.g. Old Frisian achtunda (Trautmann 1923: 15; Smoczyriski 1989: 91-95).

77 *okt- > Yatwingian akif “8” (Zinkevi&ius 1984: 8-9 thought about a
borrowing from German, not excluding a mistaken record instead of the ex-
pected *aftif, or even a ‘centum’ dialectism of the type kuo vs. Lithuanian §ué
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“dog”). The termination -if can be also explained per analogiam to geptif “7”
(= /septins/ 7).

Tocharian:

*okt5(u) > Common Tocharian *zktu > *oktu (u-umlaut) > A okit, B ok(f)
“8” (cf. Hilmarsson 1986: 213). The internal reconstruction of Cop (1975: 71)
*oktom with -m after *septm “1” and *neum “9” is in principle possible (cf.
Goidelic), but unsubstantiated. In B okt instead of expected *ekr Van
Windekens (1976: 331) assumed an influence of the A language.

*okto(u)-N-to- > A oktint, B oktante & oktunte “8th” (Winter 1992b:
138). The nasal appears perhaps under the influence of the neighboring nu-
merals A saptint “Tth”, B funte “9th” (Van Windekens 1976: 331).

*ol?té(u)—(d)&gtgz (Winter) or *-(d)konts > *-kés (Klingenschmitt 1994:
329) > A oktuk “80”, while the inserted nasal in B oktarika, oktamka, oktamka
id. appears under the influence of the neighboring numerals: B suktarika “70”
and Awika, fumka “90” (Winter 1992b: 121).

§2. Reconstruction and etymology

There are various possibilities of reconstruction, implying different ety-
mological solutions:

a) *H,oktoH (Mayrhofer 1986: 142)

b) *H, ektoH, (Waanders 1992: 373)

c) *H,ekteH, vs. ord. *H,ektH,wo- (Beekes 1995: 214; cf. Winter 1980:
489)

d) *(p)oktéa,(u), vs. ord. *(9)okta,ug,0- (Rix 1976: 172, in contrast to dual
ending *-0g, — see Cowgill 1985: 26)

e) *okdé(w) (Mann 1984-87: 871).

Most scholars identify the termination of the numeral “8” as the ending of
dual of o-stems (Brugmann 1892: 480; Pedersen, KZ 32[1891-93]: 271-72). It
implies the existence of an independent word *okto- meaning “4” or an object
for which quatemnity is characteristic (cf. Hirt, IF 17[1904]: 78). This conclu-
sion is supported by both external and internal arguments:

Common Kartvelian *otxo- “4” (Georgian otx-i, dial. otxo, Laz o(n)txo,
otxu, Mingrel otx-i, Svan wostxw) can represent a borrowing from some Indo-
European source of a ‘centum’ type (Klimov 1977: 162-63; 1985: 206-207).
On the other hand, the alternative reconstruction *os;txw/o- resembles a
source of a ‘satom’ type (Manaster-Ramer 1995: 16-17). The opposite direc-
tion of borrowing proposed by Pisani (1980: 47) is improbable for phonologi-
cal and chronological reasons. Olzscha (JF 73 [1968]: 150) found support of
an existence of *okto- “4” in Etruscan hu#, traditionally interpreted as “6”
(Torp). Olscha, following O3tir (1921: 34), preferred the meaning “4”, relying
on the gloss of Stephanus Byzantius Abtn (= 7 ’Artikn Tetpanolis)
npoteEpOV Exareito ‘Yrnvia.



269

The most convincing internal evidence is seen in the Avestan unit of
length asti-, corresponding to Greek maAaiorii “four fingers’ breadth, palm”
(Henning 1942: 235; 1948: 69). Bartholomae (1904: 262) translated
alti.masah- “von der Grosse einer a.” [Vidévdat 13.30] = Zoroastrian Pahlavi
astak masak; cf. also Avestan uz-asti- “super-a$ti-" = igon 8 angust “von 8
Fingerbreiten” [Frahang i oim 27; see Bartholomae 1904: 410]. Henning
(1942: 235) has found a counterpart in Greek diydg¢. Later Henning (1948: 69)
admitted that the difference between an o-stem in expected *okto- > Iranian
*a31a- and the really attested i-stem in Avestan asti- remains unsolved; asti-
can be derived from both *ok-ti- and *ok-sti-. The same suffixal extension
also forms other length units in Indo-Iranian, cf. Old Indic disti- id., Avestan
disti- “short span (thumb and forefinger)”, Ossetic disny / izesta or Old Indic
vitasti-, Avestan vitasti-, Afghan wlest, lwest, Ossetic wydisn(y) / uzeste, Per-
sian bidast, Baluchi gidist etc. “span (thumb and little finger)” — see Abaev 1:
364 and 4: 113 resp.

Another and more serious objection was presented by Bailey (Asia Major
7{1959]: 23; Id. 1979: 473; cf. recently Schmid 1989: 14—15 and Emmerick
1992a: 174-75), connecting Avestan afti- with formally corresponding Old
Indic 4sti- “reaching”, an evident derivative of nas- “to reach” < *H,nek- :
*H, enk- : *H,g&- (Mayrhofer 1992: 27-28; the etymology of the numeral “8”
based on this verb was proposed already by Benfey and Pott in the 19th cent. -
see Debrunner & Wackernagel 1930: 357 and Emmerick 1992a: 174-75).

It is evident that the numeral “8” and the root *H,enk- are not related. On
the other hand, the etymology of Avestan asti- “breadth of four fingers” can
represent a ‘bridge’ between the numeral “8” and the root *ok-. “pointed,
sharp”, playing an important role in some previous etymologies, beginning
with Fick (1891) and Prellwitz (1892), cf. Walde & Hoffmann II: 200. Later
Muller (1927: 137-38) postulated a hypothetical singular *okerom
“Spitzenreihe” = “Spitzen der vier Finger”. He saw in it the same suffix as in
*(de)km-tom “Zehnreihe” = “100”. Perhaps a better solution could be found in
the collective in *-efo-, attested in Lithuanian dvéjetas “group of two” (Old
Lithuanian dvetas), similarly abéjetas, tréjetas, kétvertas, peiiketas concerning
‘both, three, four, five' resp.; cf. also kéletas “quelques-uns” vs. keli
“quelqu’un”. Vaillant (1958: 670-71) found parallel suffixes in Latvian dial.
divatd “by twos” and Slavic, e.g. Czech jednota “unity” (*-ota). Vaillant saw
them as variant formations of the type Old Indic dasdtam “‘decade”. The same
suffix also forms ordinals, e.g. *penk™eto- “5th” > Old Indic paficathd-, Alba-
nian ipeséte, Gaulish pinpetos, Old Irish cdiced (Pokorny 1959: 808). Muller
l.c. and Kretschmer (Glotta 19[1931]: 211) found a relative also in *oketd
“harrow”, which can be interpreted as a plural, i.e. “Spitzenreihen”. This word
is attested only in western Indo-European languages, cf. Latin occa (*otikd <
*otekd < *oketa 7); Old Welsh ocet; Germanic *agidé > Old High German
egida etc., besides the ‘centum’ forms in Baltic: Old Prussian nom.pl. aketes,
Lithuanian akédios and Ossetic adeg id. (Toporov 1975: 67-68 with older
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literature). Bory$ (1984: 57-63) found a Slavic counterpart in *osets (*okeri-)
> Russian dial. oser “bam, threshing floor”, Ukrainian (Polesje) oser “‘a place
where sheaves are dried”, Byelorussian asec’ “a kind of drying room with kiln
and platform formed by poles” and Polish jesiec¢ “riddle”. An original meaning
“a construction consisting of poles or rods” is in principle compatible with
“harrow”, i.e. originally “a construction consisting of pointed branches” (cf.
Schrader & Nehring 1917-23: 213). The preceding etymological attempts lack
a demonstration of an evident semantic connection between the meanings
“fingers” on the one hand and “pointed” on the other hand. This ‘missing link’
in semantics can be found e.g. in the Greek denotations of ‘fingers’ and ‘toes’
dxpa yeipes and dxpor mwédeg (Herodot I, 119), i.e. “points of hands and
feet” resp. (see Schrader & Nehring 1917-23: 638); cf. also Old Breton acer-
uission “mit spitzen Fingern” (Pokorny 1959: 20).

The acceptance of the derivation of *okté(u) “8” from *ok- “pointed,
sharp” opens a possibility to reconstruct correctly an archetype of the numeral.
The root *ok- is reconstructed on the basis of Greek Jdxpic “jagged point,
prominence”, dxpiderg “pointed”’, Latin ocris “mountain peak”, Marrucian
ocres “montis”, Umbrian ukar, gen. ocrer “arx, mons”, Middle Irish och(a)ir
“edge”, Old Breton ocerou pl. “sharp, spiky” (Pokorny 1959: 20-21), cf. also
Hispano-Celtic (Pefialba de Villastar) OGRIS = ocris “point” (Meid 1996: 17).
There are evident relatives with an a-vocalization: Greek dxpig “hill-top,
mountain”, dxpog “pointed”, Latin 3cer “sharp”, Oscan akrid “acriter”, Gaul-
ish Axro-talus “with high forehead”, Old Irish ér “high” (*akro-) while in
other languages there is no distinction between *o- and *a-, e.g. in Old Indic
4sri- “corner, angle, edge”, Lithuanian a$(f)ris, Old Church Slavonic ostrs
“sharp”. Other extensions are also known, e.g. in -n-: Old Indic asdni- “point
of arrow”, Avestan asonga- “stone”, Greek dxaiva “point, spine; measure of
length (!)” etc.;

in -¢-: Old Indic apdsthd- “the barb of an arrow” (RV X, 85.34) < *apa-
asthd- besides apastha- “the end or point of the hook for driving an elephant
(Pan. VIII, 3.97), Avestan a$taii- “arrow” (Bartholomae 1904: 261), Greek
dxtr} “cap, promontory, elevation” etc.;

in -o0-/-a : Greek axij “point”, Tokharian A ak, B ake “end, edge, point,
peak” < *ak-os etc.;

in -i-/-y-: Greek dxig, - idog “point, thorn, spine”, Old Saxon eggja “point,
edge” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 18-22).

The *a-/*o- ablaut is compatible with the standard apophonical pattern e /
o owing to the laryngealistic reinterpretation in *H,e-/*H,o0-. Hence *ak- /*ok-
= *H, ek- /*H, o0k- “pointed, sharp” (Beekes 1972: 130; 1995: 138).

The preceding data allow us to reconstruct *H,oktoH,(u) “8” (*-oH,(u)
after Eichner 1992: 48, 85; the reconstruction was presented by Klin-
genschmitt 1994: 387, fn. 130). A striking parallel to the internal structure “8”
= ‘dual of “4"™ appears in the Ugric languages where the numeral *iy/3y “8”
(Ob-Ugric *ijlay, Hungarian nyolc with -c after kilenc “9”) probably repre-
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sents the numeral “4” (Ob-Ugric *ii /3, Hungarian négy < Fenno-Ugric *nelji
or *relja) plus the dual suffix *-y < Fenno-Ugric *-ka (Gulya 1976: 314; the
Ob-Ugric reconstructions follow Honti 1982: 171).

There are also other etymological solutions:

Erhart (1970: 95-96) proposed a geometric succession 2, 22, 23 , formed
by a dual element *H"o and *k¥et- (or *ket- !) “pair” (besides Russian ceta
“pair” there is also Ossetic ced(&) “pair of oxen” — see Abaev 1958: 293):

*kwetwor “4” < *kvet(e)- “pair” & *H%o- & -r

*okt5(u) “8” < *HvoktoHv < (dissimilated from) < *H"o-k*(e)t-oH" .

This model looks rather artificially but a similar system is used e.g. in Bu-
rufaski (the examples are from the dialect Werdikwar of Yasin): altdn *“2” :
wéltu “4” : altdmbu “8” (it was already Hamp 1969: 340 who mentioned the
resemblance of the Buru$aski binary pattern with that of Indo-European). On
the other hand, there are phonological and morphological reasons against this
tempting hypothesis: (i) It is generally accepted that the bearer of the dual
meaning is the e-coloring laryngeal *H, (Beckes 1995: 194-95). (ii) The dual
was used only suffixally, never prefixally. (iii) The supposed dissimilatory
change *-k®t- > *-kt- has no analogy within Indo-European.

Mann (1984-87: 871) presented an original, although rather problematic
solution, identifying the numeral *dwé(x) “2” in *ok16(u) “8” < *akd(w)d(u).
Unfortunately, explaining *ok-, he was too laconic, writing only “..cf. *ek-
(*ok-)". The root *of- probably means *eks, *ek(s)to- “out (of)”, attested in
Armenian 2st “out, beyond”, Greek £, éx “out”, éxrdg “outside”, Albanian
jashté id., Latin ex, Gaulish ex- “out”, Old Irish acht “except” (Mann 1984-87:
236-37; usually reconstructed *H,egh(s), cf. Pokorny 292-93; Beekes 1995:
221). The only possibility seems to be a hypothetic existence of an adverb in
o-grade (cf. Greek &m “on” vs. dmife “in the rear”), perhaps *ok tos “outside”.
The compound *okto-dwa(w) “outside two” = “eight” is semantically quite
transparent . At the same time it allows to explain the distinction *ok3(w) “8”
vs. *ofdowd- “8th”, probably via a haplology *oktod(w)a(w) > *oktote (w) >
*aktd(w) vs. *oktod(w)ow-6- > *okdowd- > *ofddwd-. The ablaut *e- / *o-
would indicate an initial *H,-.

Fay (1910: 422) proposed a close reconstruction *ok-dw-oyos, interpret-
ing it as “tip-2-goes™.

The internal structure of the numeral “8” (and “9”) based on a subtractive
pattern is recognizable in more languages, e.g. Ainu tu-pes “8”, sine-pes “9”
vs. tu-p “2”, sine-p “1” resp. (Hamp 1969: 337-39), Mikir (c Sino-Tibetan)
ner-kep “8” = “two from ten”, cf. ser-kep “9” vs. kep “10” (Hodson 1913: 327)
and others. The same structure is analyzable in the Fenno-Volgaic and Per-
mian languages. Traditionally the numerals are analyzed as follows: Fenno-
Volgaic *kakteksan “8” and *iikteksd ““9” consist of *kaksa “2” and *iikte “1”
resp., plus *-e-k-sd(-n) = ‘negation-verb’ *e- + ‘modal-reflexive conjugation
suffix’ *-k- + ‘3rd pers. sg. marker’ *-sV- + ‘dual suffix’ *-n (only for “8”) —
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see UEW 643. On the other hand, Honti 1993: 156-59 reconstructed Permian
*kikja-min(3)§ “8” and *ok-min3s 9", where *kik and *ok mean “2” and “1”
resp. For *-min3s Honti assumed the meaning “10”. Recently Napolskikh
demonstrated a proof of a common intemnal structure of the Fenno-Volgaic and
Permian numerals “8” & “9”. It is based on an abessive suffix *-tkak-/ *-tkek-
or its Permian variant *-t(k)em- for adjectives and adverbs, plus a nominal
derivational suffix *-s3/*-se. Hence Fenno-Volgaic *kakteksa(n) “8 < *kakta-
tkak-s3 “(consisting of) without two”, *iikteksd *9” < *iikte-tkek-se
“(consisting of) without one” and analogically Permian *kik-tem-es & *ok-tem-
es (cf. Blazek 1996-97: 14). If we accept this elegant solution, it is evident
that the old attempts to identify an Indo-European borrowing in the presumed
*-deksan **10” in Fenno-Volgaic numerals “8”, “9” (already Europaeus 1853
— see Honti 1993: 108-09; cf. Szemerényi 1960: 143) are hopeless. The same
can be said about the derivation of Fenno-Volgaic numeral “8” from Germanic
(so Diefenbach 1851 — see Joki 1973: 22), or even from proto-Indo-European
(Nilsson 1994: 55-56, assuming a substitution *H,0- > *ka- in agreement with
the conception of Finnish as a ‘language preserving laryngeals’ of J. Koivule-
hto; cf. a critical analysis of E. Xelimskij 1995).

Pisani (1980: 47), referring to Brugnatelli, connected the dual *okt6u “8”
with the Berber numeral “4”, quoting Tuareg (Ahaggar) 6kkoz and Guanche
acod/t. Prasse (1974: 405) reconstructed proto-Berber *hakkiiz. The really
attested Guanche forms are acodetti “4”, acodat-marava “14” (Gran Canaria 7)
and acot “9” (Tenerife ?), probably an ellipse from *sumus-acot “5+4”
(Woelfel 1954: 1, 6, 14, 26). The dental stop d/t represents undoubtedly an
imperfect record of a sound, corresponding to the Berber emphatic *-z- . The
closest cognate seems to be the numeral “9” in some West Chadic languages,
analyzable as “4+5”: Miya kuciya, Sini bu-kaduwi and esp. Ngizim kidkuvdi <
*kud[ 1badu, cf. Ngizim vaad “5” etc. (Stolbova 1987: 208, 151; BlaZek 1990:
39). The Berber-Chadic isogloss *ku¢- “4” is very probably incompatible with
the Indo-European numeral “8” (nor with “4”).

Seeking a support for the comparison of *okt5(u) “8” and Arabic fasru’
“10” (Moller), Pedersen (IF 22[1907-08]: 345) speculated about an apparently
artificial syntagm *ok-t6y en-un *“zehn, zwei (und) eins fehlend”.

§3. Conclusion:

The analyzed data can be summarized as follows:

1) The most probable reconstruction of the Indo-European numeral “8” is
*H, oktoH,(u).

2) This form represents a dual of o-stem *H,okto-, perhaps syncopated
from the original neuter *H,oketom “a set of points (of one hand)” = “fingers
(without thumb)”. The plural *H,oketeH, > *oketa “sets of points” was rein-
terpreted into “harrow”.

3) The primary etymology starts from the root *H,ok-/*H,ek- “pointed,
sharp”.
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INDO-EUROPEAN *“nine”

§1. The numeral “nine” is safely attested in all IE branches including some
‘Restsprachen’. The most important forms can be projected into the following
partial reconstructions allowing their deeper etymological analysis. The sym-
bol *N/N is used when the reconstruction *m/m or *n/p is ambiguous.

Indo-Iranian:

*néwlN “9” > Mitanni-Aryan *nava- in na-a-wa-ar-ta-an-na, na-wa-ar-ta-
an-ni < *nava-vartana- “ninth turn”; Old Indic ndva, Pali nava, Hindi nau, dial.
nam, Sinhalese namaya, Bashkarik num & nab, Kashmiri nau, nav, nam, Kati
noh, nu, Wotapuri nau, Ashkun no etc.; Avestan nauua, Khotanese nau, Sog-
dian nw’, Yaghnobi, Wakhi naw, Mundji nau, Yidgha nou, Yazgulami nu(w),
Pashto na(h), Zoroastrian Pahlavi n6h, Modern Persian nuh (-h according to
dah “10”), Kurdic Kurmanji nih, Zaza nau, Baluchi no, Talysh nav etc. In
Ossetic and Khwarezmian it is attested only in compounds and derivatives, cf.
Digor *nzw in new-dzs, Iron nii-des and Khwarezmian nw'és “19”, while the
numeral “9” was replaced by innovations, concretely Ossetic farast (“beyond
eight”; cf. Avestan paro “further”) and Khwarezmian "3 (Henning derives it
from *frad- “to increase” > Avestan frad-, see Emmerick 1992b: 300). In Old
Persian the form *navauva “Neuntel” can be reconstructed on the basis of the
Elamite transcription nu-ma-u-mas (Hoffmann, KZ 79[1965}: 247-48).

*newN-mo- “9th” > Old Indic navamd-, Pali navama-, Avestan naoma-,
nauma- (*nauuoma-), Old Persian n-v-m- [navama-], Khotanese nauma-, Sog-
dian nwm’y, Middle Parthian (Tum3uq) nwwm, n(h)wm, Zoroastrian Pahlavi
nahom , Modem Persian nuhum, etc.

*newlN-ti- “90” > Old Indic navati-, Pali navuti-, Avestan nauuaiti-, Kho-
tanese nautd, Sogdian nw’r, Khwarezmian nw(y)c [nawic], Ossetic newa3(x),
Pashto nawé, Ormuri niwé, Middle & Modern Persian nawad, Kurdic not, etc.

(Abaev 1973: 173-74; Bailey 1979: 192; Emmerick 1992a: 163-184; Id.
1992b: 290-325; in EWAI II: 24-25 and KEWA II: 141-144 Mayrhofer iden-
tifies “90” = “Neunzahl” < “Neunheit” while Szemerényi 1960: 62 recon-
structs *nawa(n)sant- “90” in agreement with other IE tens)

Anatolian:

*newlN “9” > Anatolian *newan- > ? Hittite 9-an “nine(fold)” (?) (cf. 7-an
= *septan 7; on the other hand the record 6-an gives evidence that the com-
plement -an is not limited only to the stems where the nasal auslaut is ex-
pected; cf. Eichner 1992: 83-84 who prefers to see here the nt-stems); Com-
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mon Luwian *nuw(y)an- + -za > Hieroglyphic Luwian *nuwi’za “ninth share”
or “that of nine” reconstructed on the basis 9-wa/i-i-za/i (2x Karkamis: A 13 d,
11.3, 4) and 9-za/i (2x Karkamis: Al a, 1.2) and the syllabic value nu of the
numerical sign “9” (Morpurgo Davies & Hawkins 1987: 294, fn. 61); cf. also
Cuneiform Luwian (nom.-acc. neuter) 9-un, 9-za, 9-un-za (Melchert 1993b:
298; Morpurgo Davies & Hawkins 1987: 294 reconstruct *nun- + acc. pl.).
Lycian nom.-acc. pl. nuitdta “9” (or *90” ? — cf. Melchert 1993b: 298) should
reflect Anatolian *néwantonta (Hajnal 1995: 159-60, fn. 172 & 232, fn. 296;
following Melchert he found a plural formation in the ending *-ont(3)). In
Hittite the nt-stem can be identified in both the cardinals, cf. 9-an-ti (dat. sg.)
happe¥ni “to/on the nine limbs”, dat. pl. 9-an-da-a¥ happesnas Ser “‘on the nine
limbs” etc., and the ordinals, cf. 9-an-ti-ma KASKAL-§ “but at the ninth
time” and maybe 9-ti-[ma 7] MU-ti “[but] in the ninth year” (Eichner 1992:
86). In the latter example Morpurgo Davies & Hawkins (1987: 286, 294) saw
only a r-extension, quoting also Hieroglyphic Luwian 9-ti-sa ANNUS-sa, -si-
sa-" “the ninth (month) of the year” besides 9-ta “nine times” (both examples
are from the text from Hisarcik). In Hittite there is also another ordinal 9-na
(KBo V 2 III 8'). Eichner (1992: 87) speculated about a direct formation
‘stem’ + ‘thematic vowel’, i.e. *newn-d- > Anatolian *nuns-. But the phonetic
complement -na (also 10-na “10th”) represents probably a shortened version
of the ordinal suffix -anna- recognized already by Sommer in 1932 (cf. 5-na
vs. §-anna, 6-na vs. 6-anna, 7-na vs. T-anna — see Friedrich 1952: 303; Eichner
1992: 82-84), and convincingly analyzed by Watkins (1961: 7-12). Watkins
demonstrated a parallelism between the ordinal suffixes *-ro- (Indo-European)
vs. -anna- (Hittite) and the adjectival suffixes *-fo- (Indo-European) vs. *-e/ono-
(passive participles in Germanic & Slavic, denominal adjectives in Palaic).
(Eichner 1992: 86-87; Tischler 1991: 294)

Armenian:

*H,newN “9” > *enewp > *enewan > *inowan > *inown (continuing in
the pluralized variant in(n)ownk” < *nes, gen.-dat.-abl. in(n)ow(n)c") vs. inn,
cf. the pluralized variant tasownk® vs. nom. tasn “10”.

(Szemerényi 1964: 113-14; Winter 1992c: 350)

Peters (1991: 302) rejected Winter’s solution for the regular change *-owa-
> *-oga-, cf. Olsen 1986: 51-56. Eichner (1978: 152, fn. 35) solved this
problem assuming a restructuralization *enwp > *enun under the influence of
the ordinal *enun-o-; similarly Kortlandt 1994: 255. Peters (1991: 304) offered
another solution consisting in the loss of *-w- yet before its change in -g-, i.e.
*endwan > *endan > *endn > inown’. Normier (p.c., July 1998) proposes the
following scenario: *H,néwp > *H,énwp > *enwun > *inun > *inown’.

Greek:
*H,(e)n(V)néwN “9” > Common Greek *en(V)néwa > lonian-Attic évvéa,
Heraclean hevvéa (thh h- after éntd). The presence of -£- is safely con-
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firmed by the Mycenaean data: nom. sg. f. e-ne-wo pe-za (PY 239), nom. du.
e-ne-wo pe-70 = ennewo pedza | pedzo “with nine feet” (about a table) (Aura
Jorro 1985: 219). The final -o is a regular continuant of syllabic nasals. The
symbol V was used for a hypothetical vowel which should be presumed be-
cause of its presence in the numeral “90”.

There were various attempts to explain the double -vi- in the cardinal.
Wackernagel (KZ 28[1895]): 132-37) derived the numeral from *£ovéira,
identifying the preposition &g in *éc, cf. ¢ 7pig “ungefihr dreimal, gegen
dreimal” etc. On the other hand, the preposition is never merged with numer-
als. Sommer (1951: 27) and Szemerényi (1964: 118) assumed that the tauto-
syllabic *£w in *évra- remodelled the expected *£véra in *évvéra. Simi-
larly Hamp 1978: 61 saw the origin of the geminate in évva- (< *évra-)
which is used to form some compounds (évvaetrjpw “of nine years”).
Beekes (1995: 213) explained the double -vi- as follows: *H,n- = *?n- >
*?dn- (under the influence of *deR{Vt- “10”; similarly Balto-Slavic *devin) >
Greek *enn’.

*H,nwN- “9” (in compounds) > Common Greek *enwa- > Homeric £ivd-
eteg (*évpd-Feteg) “nine-year-long” etc.

*H,(e)nwN-to- “9th” > Common Greek *énwntos > lonian eivarog, Attic,
Boeotian &varog, Cretan, Argolic ffvatog, Lesbian &vorog. It is usually ex-
plained as an innovation instead of an ‘ideal’ *&vravog (cf. Sommer 1951: 30,
36; Szemerényi 1960: 89 and 1996: 228). On the other hand besides Greek,,
the *-to-suffix also forms ordinals in Albanian, Illyrian, Messapic, Germanic,
Baltic, Slavic and Tocharian.

There are numerous attempts to explain the numeral “90™: Ionian-Attic
dveviixovra, Heraclean heveviixovra, Homeric (Od. 19,174) évviixovra etc.
Therefore Wackernagel (KZ 25[1881): 260) reconstructed *évrevaxovra.
Brugmann 1892: 498 derived it from *&vgeviixovra . Sommer 1951: 36 re-
constructs *£y £)avijxovra, identifying a hypothetical ordinal *&vcavog in
the first part. Similarly Szemerényi (1964: 118) who proposed
*éveravaxovra > *évravaxovra and further *éveaviixovra under the influ-
ence of mevrixovra “50”, finally assimilated in *&vreviixovra . Hamp (1978:
61) and Kortlandt (1983: 99) assumed as a starting point *£vesvyf. None of
the quoted solutions is unambiguous. Hamp and Kortlandt do not explain how
*.g£- could have changed into -&-. In the preceding solutions the loss of -£-
without any compensation is tacitly accepted, although one would expect the
same development as in the case of the ordinal. The following reconstruction
should better agree with both Greek historical phonology and with the external
facts (cf. also §§2, 52) *H(ejnl InéwN-dkomtH, “90” >
"'I-I,(e)n[I-I,]néwa,l?ontHz > *en[elnéwaekonta > post-Mycenaean Greek
*enenéaekonta > Ionian-Attic éveviixovra etc. ("rixovra in decads 50-90 after
nmevrixovra - see Szemerényi 1960: 25).

(cf. Beekes 1969: 46; Id. 1995: 213-15; Chantraine 2: 349; Waanders
1992: 372-386)
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7 Macedonian:

*HpwN- “9” (in compounds) > *anwa- > *an[n)a- > ana- in 'Avd-
dpayiog (*dpayiog < *dpmyos) glossed ’Evvéa ddoi by Stephanus Byzantius
(Georgiev 1977: 24-25). Detschew (1957: 17) preferred the Thracian origin of
this toponym. Polomé (1986: 185, 187) remained sceptic concerning any Pa-
leo-Balcanian source of 'Ava-.

77 Thracian:

*H,newN > Thracian *enewa[}V] (?) > ENEA in the famous inscription from
Ezerovo POAIETENEAINEPENEATIATEANHEKOAPAZEAAOMEANTIAEZYITTAMIHEPAZHATA if
the interpretation of Blumenthal 1933: 113—130 is right:

Thracian; FoAlg Teveag vep EVEQ TIATEQY MOXD efc.
Greek: Polg Teveog Gpyav Evvéa 065GV el etc.

There are numerous other ihterpretations; only Detschew (1957: 566-82)
discussed 16 various solutions published in 1914-38.

Messapic:
*H,(e)nwNt-yo- > *enwatyo- > Messapic inotBes “nonus (dies)” (Haas
1962: 105, 214).

? lllyrian:
*newly-to- “Oth” 7 > *neunto- > personal name Neunt(i)us (Hamp, IF
81[1976]: 43-44).

Albanian:

*néwN-ti- abstr. *“Neunheit” replaced by f. *newN-12 > *niewatd >
(influenced by *ndndé, originally the ordinal form) > *nin(é)té “9” (Tetovo,
Sofiko, etc.) > néndé .

*newlN(0)-to- “9th” > *nén-t- > *nindé “9” (Ohrid, Arbanasi).

(Hamp, IF 81[1976]: 44; 1d. 1992: 915-916)

Italic:

*newN “9” > Old Latin neuen (early inscription from Ardea; -n can be ex-
plained as a sandhi change caused by the following word deiuo); Classical
Latin nouem.

*newlN-o- “9th” > Old Latin neuna (dat. sg. f.; Lanuvium) > *nounos (cf.
Faliscan proper name Nounis) > Latin nonus, Umbrian Noniar “‘of Nonia”.
Szemerényi 1960: 172, fn. 57 mentions de Saussure who followed Curtius in
deriving also the ordinal from *némus < *noumos.

? *newN—mo- > Umbrian (Ig II326) nuvime “for the ninth time"” or “for the
last time, latest newest, novissime”. The latter interpretation implies a deriva-
tion from the root *new- “new” (cf. Cowgill 1970: 137, fn. 63, 65).
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*newlN-dkpt-eH, «90” > *newNdgpteH, > *newpH,gnteH, > *neunagenta
> Latin nondginta.

(Coleman 1992: 396, 402, 412-13; Szemerényi 1960: 169 saw the reason
of the replacement of the expected *-kont- by *-l}gr- in the influence of
*+wikptt “20”, *kptom “100™)

Celtic:

*new1°V “9” > Goidelic *nowen > *noen > Old Irish nof"; Hispano-Celtic
*nowan in NouanTuTas = Latin Nouempopulania; Brythonic *nawan > Welsh
nau, Breton nao.

*newmq + -eto- “9th” > Goidelic *nowametos > Old Irish némad; Conti-
nental Celtic & Brythonic *nawametos > *nametos > Gaulish (La Graufesen-
que) namet{[os]; Middle Welsh nafwet, Middle Breton nauver. The specific
Celtic ordinal suffix *-efo- instead of the usual *-to- was created because of a
wrong division of the numeral “fifth”, Old Irish cdiced, Gaulish pimpetos,
Welsh pymhed (Szemerényi 1960: 90, fn. 108; Greene 1992: 515).

"‘new{y-&ont- “90” > *nowu-kont- or *nawa-kont- > Old Irish nocho.

(Greene 1992: 510-511, 540, 542, de Bernardo Stempel 1987: 131-132)

Germanic:

*newlN “9” > Germanic *newun > Common Nordic *neww/*niwu > Old
Icelandic nfu *“9”; *newun + -i- > *niuni- > Gothic niun, Crimean Gothic
nyne, Old High German niun; *ne3un + -i- > *nizuni- > *nizun > Old Saxon
nigun, nigon, Old English nigon, nigen > Middle English nizen > nien > Eng-
lish nine.

*neijI-to- “Oth” > *ne(w)unpa- > *niunpa- > Old English nioda
(Lindisfarne Gospels) // *nezunpa- > *nizunpa- > Old English nigopa, nigepa
besides *newN-t6- “9th” > Germanic *ne(w)unda- > *niunda- > Gothic ni-
unda, Old Icelandic nionde, Old High German niunte // *ne3unda- > *ni3unda
> Old Saxon nigunda.

*newNt(- “Neunheit” > Germanic *niundi- > Old Icelandic niund “set of
nine”.

*newN-dékge- “90” > Gothic niuntehund besides *newlN-dekm “90” >
Germanic “9” + *te3u[n] > Old Icelandic niu tiger, Old High German niunzug,
Old English (dat.) nigontigum besides the forms where *yunda- was prefixed:
OId English hundnigontig, Middle Low German tnegentich, Dutch tnegentig.

(Ross & Berns 1992: 589-590, 603-610, 619, 651)

Balto-Slavic:

*newN “9” > Balto-Slavic *nevin > East Baltic *devin (after *desimt “10”)
> Lithuanian devyni, Latvian devipi, dial. devipi (with long *-i- after *a§toni
“8” and with adjectival yo-declension); Slavic *deve- in some compounds:
*devesils “Huflattich” (lit. “Neunkraft”) > Bulgarian devestl, Serbo-Croatian
devésilj “Ferula L., Seseli rigidum, Atropa”, dial. also nevésilj, cf. early Lower
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Sorbian (1582) Newessellnyck = njewjeselnik ‘‘Pestilenwurz, Petasites”
(Schuster-Sewc 1981f: 199; in n- Machek 1971: 116 sees an archaism), Old
Czech (gloss.) devésil “omastellum, cardisonum, cardopacia, hermodactylus,
aggramen” (Prusik 1895: 161 also quotes Czech dial. nevésil “Huflattich™)
besides devétsil “Petasites officinalis”, dial. devésilé “Tussilago farfara”, Pol-
ish dziewigsif, Russian devjasil “Clematis recta”, Ukrainian dev’jasyl “Inula
helenium, Carlina vulgaris” etc. (Trubagev, ESSJ 4: 221; cf. Vaillant 1958:
634); *devezp > Upper Sorbian dZewjaz “Tussilago” (lit. “nine tongues”? — see
Trubalev, ESSJ 4: 225); *devesnto “90” > Old Russian devesto besides
*devenossto > Old Russian devgnosto, Russian devjandsto, Ukrainian
dev’jandsto, Byelorussian dzevjandsta, but Old Polish (1420) dziewietnosto. So
far the latter form has not been sufficiently explained (cf. recent overviews of
Honti 1989: 159-64; Trubagev, ESSJ 4: 220; Vasmer 1986: 492). One of
tempting solutions assumes the existence of an ordinal-like formation derived
by a thematic *-o- (or adjectival *-(e)no-, see Vaillant 1958: 645 and cf. Hit-
tite ordinals discussed above) directly from the cardinal, hence *newN-(n)o- >
Sl *devgno-. In a compound with *szto “100” it could mean “the nonal hun-
dred” in contrast to ‘usual’ “hundred” (Comrie 1992: 777 also mentioned
traces of the nonal counting in the East Slavic folklore, e.g. Russian tridevjar
zemel’ “27 countries”, v tridevjatom carstve “in the 27th kingdom” etc., where
“27” = “3 x 9”; cf. also the Turkic examples proposed by S&erbak 1977: 144,
e.g. Turkmen dial. ikki dokuz “18” = “2 x 9, Uzbek dial. ii¢ dokkiz “27" = “3
X 9” etc.). There are typologically comparable examples of the numeral “9”
expressed as “another ten” etc. in Samoyed languages: Samoyed *imdjtam/nd
“9” consisting of *imdj “other, second” & *fon “number” (Janhunen 1977: 19,
165), further Nenets yasawa-ju? “9”, lit. “man’s (= Nenets) ten” vs. lusa-ju?
“Russian ten”, similarly yasawa-jur? “90”, lit. “man’s hundred”, vs. luca-jur?
“Russian hundred” etc. (Honti 1993: 202, 206).

Although the anlaut assimilation *new)\..*deknt > *devin .. *deSiNt repre-
sents the most convincing explanation of this change, there are also other at-
tempts to explain this change: (i) dissimilation *n...*n > *d...*n comparable to
Bononia > Hungarian Bodon (Schulze, KZ 42[1909]: 27); *H,neund- “9th” =
*Pneund- > Balto-Slavic *deund- like *Hneb'- =*Pneb’- “cloud” > Baltic
*debes- (Hamp 1979: 144 and 1980: 44; cf. Beekes 1995: 213 quoted above in
the Greek section). But why Slavic do *nebo with n- and Greek vépog without
the ‘prothetic vowel’? IE *-ew- normally gives Slavic *-ev- heterosyllabically
before a front vowel, and *-ov- before a back vowel (Comrie 1992: 760).

*newlNti- abstr. “Neunheit” > Old Church Slavic cardinal devets “9”. The
substitution of an expected *devg for the abstract noun was undoubtedly also
stimulated by the ordinal *devgrs. Finally, the following numeral *desgts could
have influenced not only the anlaut, but also the auslaut, forming ‘Reimworter’.

*newlN-to- “9th” > Balto-Slavic *nevinta- > Prussian newints (Smoczyriski
1989: 81 assumed that Prussian n- need not be an archaism as it is usually
interpreted, and sought its origin in the influence of MHG niunde “9th”); East
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Bailtic & Slavic *devinta- > Lithuanian devifitas, Latvian devitais; Old Church
Slavic devers.

(Comrie 1992: 76061, 776-77, Smoczyriski 1989: 78-95; Stang 1966:
279-80; Szemerényi 1960: 64—66; Trubatev, ESSJ 4: 220-25)

Tocharian:

*newlN “9” > Common Tocharian *siowo > A fiu, B Ad, Au.

*newlN-to- *“9th” > Common Tocharian *iwante > B dunte.

*newzp-[d]l?ptH, (Winter) or *-[dlkonts > *-kos (Klingenschmitt 1994:
329, 404) “90" > *owomka > *fiwamka > B fAwika & Aumka, A nmuk (-uk
after saptuk “70”, oktuk “80").

(Winter 1992b: 112, 121-122, 129-132, 138-139)

§2. Reconstruction:

Brugmann (1892: 481 and 1911: 20, 57) reconstructed two variants: cardi-
nals *néwp & *énwp implying a primary *enewp; similarly ordinals *newgito-
& *énwpto-, besides *newpno- and *newmmo- (the latter form should be re-
modelled after *dekgmo-). Using laryngeals, the apophonic pair *H,newp vs.
*H,enwp can be postulated (cf. Coleman 1992: 396 following Benveniste
1935: 152). But there are serious arguments supporting the reconstruction of
final *-g: Latin novem, Indo-Iranian and Celtic ordinals, and especially To-
charian “90”, which cannot be explaind by analogy to *deEzp “10”, eventually
*septm “7” (Szemerényi 1960: 171-73). Kent (1929: 346) assumed a change
*.m > *-p by assimilation in the sequence ¥newm..*dekm > *newp.. *dekm.
The initial vowel in Greek and Armenian (probably also in Macedonian and
Messapic, hypothetically in Thracian) is explained as follows: (1) by metathe-
sis (Pisani, Ricerche Linguistiche 2[1951]: 49); (2) as a prothetic vowel
(Szemerényi 1960: 89 and 1964: 111); (3) as a vocalized laryngeal *H,-
(Beekes 1969: 45-46). Regarding the Greek numeral “90” (see above), the
maximum reconstruction *H,(e)n[ Jnew)N, perhaps *H,enH,newm, against the
minimum protoform *H,newm could be proposed. The abstract noun
*H,newmt{- “Neunheit” can also be reconstructed.

§3. Etymology:

3.1. Fay (1910: 422) assumed that the numeral “9” was named after the
“right ring-finger”. Old Indic 4namiki f. (& 4naman m.) “ring-finger” means
originally “nameless”. The same semantic motivation for the “ring-finger” is
very wide-spread in Northern Eurasia. Pott (1847: 284) collected e.g. Lithua-
nian bevardis pir3tas, lit. “a finger without name” (cf. also Russian bezymjdn-
nyj pélec id.), Finnish nimeton sormi (cf. also Mansi namtal tul’d) id., Tibetan
mingmed, lit. “nameless™ etc. In spite of these suggestive facts, Fay derived
this Old Indic finger name from the root *nem- > Old Indic ndmate “bows”,
hence 4ndmikd = “inflexible”. And still less probable is his conclusion: the
startform for the numeral “9”, primarily “right ring-finger”, was *ne-weno-
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*“pichtgewinnend”! Practically the same interpretation was proposed by Car-
noy, (Muséon 59[1946}: 568), viz. *ne-w(e)n = “doigt qui ne peut travailler, ni
atteindre” (cf. Szemerényi 1960: 173, fn. 60).

3.2. Also the attempt of Pisani (1932: 166, quoted after Szemerény 1960:
173, fn. 60) to derive the numeral “9” from the root *new- “to nod” (Pokomny
1959: 767) is not convincing esp. for semantic reasons.

3.3. According to the almost generally accepted point of view, the IE nu-
meral “9” is derived from *new- “new” (already Benary 1832 — see Debrunner
& Wackernagel 1930: 360). The semantic motivation is explained as “new” =
“following eight”. The numeral *oktd(w) (probably *H,oktoH,(u)) “8” is
really analyzable as a dual of *okto- (< *H,o&[e]to-) continuing in Avestan
asti- “4 fingers breadth” (Henning 1948: 69).

The most careful internal analysis of the numeral “9” was probably made
by Wemer Winter in his communication presented at the Jones’ conference
(Calcutta 1986, published in 1990, pp. 25-26), to appear further in Voprosy

Jjazykoznanija (1989/4: 34), and in his synthesis introducing thé compendium
Indo-European Numerals (1992a: 13-14). Winter reconstructed the old het-
eroclitic paradigm *newy (Armenian nor “new”, Greek veapds “youngster™)
vs. *newn “9”. This form is interpreted as an endingless locative of the type
Old Indic ud4n “in the water”. The presumed meaning “in the new” could have
been reinforced by preposing *en “in” appearing in Greek £vvéa and Arme-
nian inn. The assuption of an addition of *en provides a neat explanation for
the double -nn- of Greek évvéa, but as Winter openly admits, it does not ex-
plain the ordinal *&vrarog which seems to have replaced the expected
*évravog.

3.3.1. The main objection to the derivation of *H,newm “9” from *new-
“new” consists in the different anlaut. Following Peters, Mayrhofer (EWAI II:
25) tried to explain this discrepancy assuming a transmission of the anlaut
laryngeal from the preceding numeral “8”. But the most probable etymology
of the numeral “8” as a dual of *ok[e]ro- “set of points (= fingers without
thumb) of a hand” (Avestan asti- “the breadth of four fingers™), a derivative of
the root *ak-/*ok- “sharp, point” (e.g. Greek dxaiva & dxpa vs. dkpic
“point”; semantics cf. dxpai yeipeg “fingers”, dxpot nddeg “toes” in Herodot
I, 119), implies the laryngeal *H, (*H,ek-/*H,o0k-).

3.3.2. Perhaps the only attempt to find the semantic motivation “new” —
“9” outside IE concerns Egyptian psd “9” vs. psd(n).tjw “the new moon and its
festival” (Sethe 1916: 20; Loprieno 1986: 1308, 1316, fn. 30, 31). But the
“new moon” is more probably derived from the verb psd “to shine, aufgehen
(der Sonne)” while the numeral “9” can be connected with the homonymous
psd “back, spine” accepting the semantic motivation **(one) back (from ten)”
or *“(one) beyond (eight)”, cf. e.g. Ossetic farast “9” = “beyond 8”. It is
symptomatic, that the advocates of the relation “new” — “9” among Egyp-
tologists refer just to the widely quoted example of the similarity of IE *new-
“new” and *H,newp “9”. It is logical, a similar tautology cannot be accepted
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as a proof. On the other hand, just a typological study of semantic motivation
can represent a key to a convincing etymology.

§4. Analyzing the numeral systems in most languages of Eurasia and Af-
rica, there are two most frequent patterns forming the numerals “8” and “9™:
(i) additive, (ii) subtractive. The following examples can serve as illustrations:

(1) Sumerian ds(-su) “8” < *i-ewes “5+3” and i-lim “9” = “5+44”
(Diakonoff, Journal of the American Oriental Society 103[1983]: 84-92),

(ii) Finnish kahdeksan “8” < Fenno-Volgaic *kakteksan = *kakia “2” + *e
negative verb + *k modal-reflexive suffix + *sd Px3sg + *n dual suffix = “two
does not exist” and yhdeksan *9” < FV *iiktesd = *iikte “1” + *e + *k + *sd
“one does not exist” (UEW 643, 807). Recently Napolskikh proposed a rein-
terpretation of the preceding etymologies based on the abessive suffix *-rkak-
/*-tkek-, hence *kakteksa(n) < *kakta-tkak-s3a(n) “(consisting of) without two”,
*jikteksd < *iikte-tkek-s€ “‘(consisting of) without one” (see BlaZek 1996-97:
14). Independently on the chosen approach the Fenno-Volgaic numerals “8” &
“9” are formed on the subtractive basis.

The multiplicative pattern for “8” = “4x2” or “2x4” identified also in IE is
less common. The analysis of the following numeral “9” could be inspiring for
the etymology of the IE numeral “9”.

Both patterns appear e.g. in some Uralic languages (cf. BlaZzek 1996-97:
10):

(a) “8”: Khanty riiloy, Mansi riolow, Hungarian nyolc (the auslaut after
kilenc *9”) < Ugric *nialV-(kV-) < Ugric *dilji “4” & *kV “dual suffix”
(Szemerényi 1960: 145; Gulya 1976: 314) vs. “9”: Khanty *éj-érr-j5p “9” =
*“einer vor zehn”; Mansi *dnt-1al-13y “9” = *“eine randlose (ohne den Rand-
finger seiende) zehn” (Honti, Linguistica Uralica 26[1990]: 105 and 1993:
179); Hungarian kilenc “9” < *kilen-tiz# = *“zehn mit Ausnahme von eins”,
cf. kiviil, kiil “draussen, ausser” and iz “10” (MSzFE 2: 366; Honti 1993: 188—
92);

(b) “8”: Nganasan sitiddta, Selkup sitti tetti, Mator kiddingteitde, Karagas
kiddeng déite “8” < Samoyed *kita tettd “2x4” vs. “9”: Nganasan parhajcuma,
Kamassin amit‘un < *imijtam/n3 = *imdj “other” + *fon “number” (Janhunen
1977: 71, 19, 16S) or Selkup ukkir capki(n)til’-két = “one-missing-ten” and
Mator obde-nafta “one-missing” (Honti 1993: 210, 218; cf. Janhunen 1977:
28, 40-41).

There are also numeral systems forming “8” by way of reduplication
“444”, cf. examples from Baritu languages:

(c) “8”: Common Bantu *-na “4” : *-nana “8” vs. “9”: Nyang nénénidmdt
“9” = -nén “8” + -m3t “1”; Bemba pabula “9” : bula “not to be”; Mpongwe
enogomi *9” : igomi “10” (Hoffmann, 1952-53: 76).

On the basis of the preceding typological parallels, the following working
hypothesis can be formulated: If “8” is-derived from “4” (4+4/4x2/2x4), the
numeral “9” is more frequently based on subtraction “10 — 1”, or on any equivalent
pattern (“one missing” etc.), rather than on other models like “8+1” or sim.
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§5. This hypothesis based on typological premises should also be applica-
ble on the IE numeral “9”.

5.1. It is possible to imagine a syntagm *en-ewp “in lack” (endingless
locative 7) consisting of the preposition *en “in” and the noun *eun- > Greek
edvig, Old Indic dnd-, Avestan Jpa- “lacking”, Armenian ownayn “empty”,
Albanian i, gen. idni “hunger”, Latin vanus “empty”, Gothic wans “lacking”
(see Trombetti 1897: 31 who found an analogy in Old Iudic dnavirisati- &
ekonavimsati- “19”; cf. further Pedersen, IF 22[1907-08]: 345; the forms are
quoted according to Pokorny 1959: 345 & Mann 1984-87: 255). The weak-
ness of this etymology consists not only in morphology, but also in phonol-
ogy: the most hopeful laryngealistic reconstruction *H,uH,-n’ (Peters 1980:
51) is hardly compatible with the protoforms postulated for the numeral “9”.

5.2. The most promising solution was probably proposed by Holmer
(1966: 37), deriving the IE numeral “9” from IE *&neu “without” (Pokorny
1959: 318). Let us analyze this etymology. Gothic inu “without” reflects
*H,enu, while its Northwest Germanic counterparts represent the vyddhi grade
*H,énu: Old Icelandic 4n & on, Old High German 4nu, Old Saxon dno, Old
Frisian ane, oni (cf. Hamp 1982: 189). The closest cognates appear in Iranian
languages: Khotanese anau “without”, later and, cf. anavu “isolated”, Sogdian
nw-, Ossetic &nee, Middle Parthian of Turfan 'n’- “without” (Bailey 1979: 3—
4). Greek dvev “without” has usually also been included here, but there is no
unambiguous point of view on the phonetic prehistory of this word, cf. the
following survey of the most recent etymologies:

Hamp (1982: 189) reconstructed *H, pH, ew, interpreting it as an endingless
locative of the noun *H,enH,u- with a probable meaning “lack, want”. But one
would expect *&vev, cf. dpequdy “oar” < *H,rH,t" (Beekes 1988: 75).

Beekes (1983: 207-08 and 1995: 221) saw the closest cognate in Old Indic
sanu-tdr “away, off, aside”, reconstructing *(s)pH,eu besides *spH,i > Latin
*seni > sine “without”, Old Irish sain “separate”, Tocharian A/B sne/snai
“without”.

Dunkel (1988: 111) derived Greek dvev & dvig from *H, -, differentiat-
ing distant deixis in *-u vs. proximate deixis in *-i.

Fritz (1995: 199-203) returned to Brugmann's reconstruction *pneu, iden-
tifying a negative particle in p- (1911: 837). The second member of this syn-
tagm should be the root *new(H)- continuing in Greek vedw “(zu)nicken”,
Latin adnué “abwinken, verweigern, ablehnen” etc. (Pokorny 1959: 767).

It seems that the Greek word is compatible with its Germanic counterparts
only if we accept as the starting point ‘#vev. The change £> a could be caused
by the influence of the negative particle df v)- or by a contamination with dvig
“without” (Megara), perfectly derivable from *spHi- “without” quoted above.
The form with original *e- could be recognized in £vedg “dumb”, if it reflects
a compound *enewd-6s “mouthless” (similarly évedppwv “stupid”, lit.
“senseless”), cf. Old Indic an-dsa- “mouthless”, metaphorically “speechless”
(about Dasas, cf. RV V29.10: andso désyirir ammo vadhépa ni duryops
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avrpan mydhrdvacah “You slew the speechless Dasyus with the weapon, you
threw down into the bad place those who speak contempuously” — see Parpola
1988: 219).

If the preceding thoughts are correct, i.e. the starting point was *&vev (or
dvev is incompatible with Gothic inu), Hamp’s solution can be modified as
follows: the analyzed prepositions originate from a hypothetical noun “lack”,
probably with the hysterodynamic inflection, i.e. with nom. *H,énu(-s), acc.
*H,néwm . It is remarkable and perhaps not accidental that there is the anto-
nym inflected according to the same pattern: *pélH,u(-s) “much, many”, acc.
*plH,éwm (cf. Beekes 1985: 166). Let us mention that the minumum recon-
struction of the numeral “9” and the accusative of the noun “lack” recon-
structed above are identical: *Hynewm! The maximum reconstruction
*H,(e)nH,newm (> pre-Greek *enenéwa, syncopated in £vvéa) probably rep-
resents a syntagm consisting of the accusative *H,newm reinforced by the
preposition *H,en- “in”, hence “in lack” (cf. Winter’s assumption in §3.3.).
Similar formations can be analyzed e.g. in Greek £vavra “opposite, over
against” (*en-antm) or évidna “face to face” (*en-6k"m) etc.

§6. Conclusion:

The Indo-European numeral “9” should be reconstructed as *Hnewm &
*H,(e)n-H,newm (Greek, Armenian, ?Messapic). These forms can represent an
accusative of the noun *H,&nu(-s) probably meaning “lack” or “in lack”,
judging by the preposition “without” continuing in Germanic and Iranian,
possibly also in Greek dvevid., if the original form was *&vev (maybe preserved
in évedg “dumb”, évedppwv “stupid”). It implies that the semantical = arithmeti-
cal motivation of the numeral “9” was the subtraction “[one is] in lack™.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “ten”

§1. There is only one denotation of the numeral “ten” common for all IE
branches. The most important forms can be projected into the following partial
reconstructions allowing their deeper etymological analysis.

Indo-Iranian:

*dékm “10” > Old Indic d4sa, Pali dasa, Hindi das, Kati duc, Waigali do5,
Ashkun dus, Kashmiri da(h) etc.; Median *dasa- in *dasa-pati- “decurion”,
Old Persian *dafa, Pahlavi and Modemn Persian dah, Kurdic dih, Baluchi d3,
Semnani das, Ormuri das, Parachi dés, Old Avestan dasd, Khotanese dasau
with -au after nau “9” (Emmerick 1992b: 301), dasa- in compounds, Sogdian
0s(’), Yaghnobi das, Wakhi das, Sanglichi dos, Shugni diis, Yazgulami 6ds,
Yidgha los, Pashto las etc.

Some middle Iranian source is evident for Permian *das ~ *dds “10” and
Hungarian tfz “10” (Joki 1973: 257, 329-30; Honti 1993: 159, 192-93). On
the other hand, there is an old attempt (already Europaeus 1853 — see Honti
1993: 108 and quite recently still Szemerényi 1996: 148) to identify Indo-
Iranian (or Indo-European) “10” in Finnish -deksan separated from kahdeksan
“8”, yhdeksan “9”. This interpretation is wrong. The Finnish numerals “8” &
“9” are evidently formed by the cardinals kahte- “2” and yhte- “1” respec-
tively. If they are projected on the Fenno-Volgaic level, it is possible to recon-
struct *kakta eksin “8” and *iikte eksd “9”, interpreted as “two do not exist”
and “one does not exist” (cf. Honti 1993: 110). Recently (1997) V. Napolskikh
has proposed an alternative solution based on an abessive suffix *-tkak-/*-tkek-,
hence *kakta-tkak-s3 ‘‘two-without-consisting of”’ and *iikte-tkek-se¢ ‘‘one-
without-consisting of” (see Blazek 1996-97: 14).

*dél?git- > Old Indic dasdr- “decade” with an accent shift under the influ-
ence of decades (Emmerick 1992a: 194).

*deﬁ[tp]mé— “10th” > OId Indic dasam4-, Pali dasama-; Avestan dasoma-,
Khotanese dasama-, Ossetic Iron dazsam, Parachi dosumi, Middle Persian
(Tumshuq) dhwm, Modern Persian dahum (*daflama) besides Sogdian 6sm’yk,
Ossetic Digor desajmag (*dasamaka) etc.

*-[d]f(gt(-) > Old Indic -§4#(-), Avestan -sat(-) “ten” in decads 20-50;

*.[d)konts in Avestan Orisas “30”

(Abaev 1958: 359; Bailey 1979: 154; Emmerick 1992a: 170, 194f and
1992b: 301, 308, 324; EWAI I: 708-709; Szemerényi 1960: 68—69 assumed
that *dékm is probably a preconsonantal sandhi-form of *dekmt).
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Anatolian:

*dekyto— “10th” > *degpto- > *deyanta- > Hieroglyphic Luwian tinata-
“tithe” (Morpurgo Davis & Hawkins, Hethitica 8 [1987]: 283-288); cf. 10-1a
“tenfold” (Eichner 1992: 88).

*[d)kpt-a > Common Luwian *fant > Lycian sfita “10” (TL 112,6 &
149,9); cf. also *dwi-[d]l?pt-ont:i > Common Lycian twir'antenta > Lycian
kbisfitata “12” or “20” 7 (TL 111,3.4) (cf. Hajnal 1995: 159-60 and Melchert
1993: 64, 34; Melchert thought that sfta was abstracted from decades). There
is also the form tusfiti attested in the formulation fte ma[hjdnaha tusititi. In
the parallel Greek text it corresponds to dddexa feoig, it implies the meaning
“12” (following Laroche see Eichner 1992: 90-91 who reconstructs tu- <
*dwo-). On the other hand, following Shevoroshkin, Melchert 1993: 82 saw
here the iterative of the verb tuwe- “to place” in the 3rd person plural.

*(?nt- “10” > Hittite 10-an-ti-it kalulupit “the ten fingers” (Eichner 1992:
88).

Eichner (1992: 94) assumed that “the n¢-derivatives of the basic numerals
partly appear to have complex meanings (hence x-ant- = “a complex of x
parts”). Referring to Melchert, Hajnal 1995: 159-60 said: **/-nt(a)/ dient hier
zur Pluralbildung (bzw. Individualisierung) von Kollektiv-begriffen..

Let us mention that there was naturally also a special sign for the numeral
“10” among Luwian hieroglyphs, namely “ — ”, besides rare “X” (Meriggi
1962: 165-66, 233, ##379, 382).

Armenian

*deftgti— “10” > *tesan > Arm -tasan “-teen” in 11-16 (i-stem), tasn “10”
& “teen” in 17-19.

*_[d)kontH, > Arm -sown in decads ‘30-90".

(Winter 1992¢: 350-353; Kortlandt 1994: 255 reconstructed *dekmt, ex-
plaining the vocalism by “adoption of the reduced grade vowel which replaced
zero grade vocalism in the ordinal *dkmto-").

Greek

*dekm “10” > Greek déxa, cf. Arcadian Svddexo “12”.

*dekplt]- > Greek dextts “decad”, cf. acc.pl. dexddag < *dekpdps <
*dekptps (Coleman 1992: 433).

*dekpto- “10th” > Greek déxatog, Arcadian Séxorog, Mycenaean per-
sonal name De-ko-to(-jo) = Dekotos, cf. Lesbian meu[ mlexardéxorog “15th”,
oxroxaidéxorog “18th”.

*.[d)kpt- in pre-Geeek *écixant “20” > Aeolic (£)ixar:, Pamphylian
¢ xart, Heraclean fefxart, Laconian Beixari, Homeric deixoon etc.

*-[d]&ontH, “ten” in the decads 30-90 > Greek -xovra.

(Aura Jorro 1985: 165; Kazan. 1986: 151; Waanders 1992: 373-376, 382).

It is remarkable that the linear script B sign — “10” (Barton&k 1987: 72)
and its Hieroglyphic Luwian counterpart are identical.
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Illyrian ?

Kati¢ié (1976: 175) found a continuant of the ordinal *del?[q:]ma— in I-
lyrian personal names Dasimius, Dasumius, while Mann (1977: iii, v) com-
pares these forms with Albanian i dashés “loving”, identifying the numeral
*“10”, better said the ordinal “10th”, in the proper name Decomos).

Messapic
*dekpto-/5 “10th” in acc. *dekptim > dehatan “tithe, decimam, dexény”
(Haas 1962: 79, 85, 190, 212)

Albanian

*dékpt “10” > pre-Albanian *djeflat(V) > *djé0én(é) > *djééé) > dhjeté
(Hamp 1992: 916-17)

*[d}kgtiH, in Albanian -zer “20” < *$4iti < *w(i)gatf < *{dlwi-[d}kpt-iH,
(Hamp 1992: 919; cf. also Huld 1983: 60, 133).

Italic

*dehp “10” > Latin decem, Umbrian *deseN in desenduf “12”. Cf. also
Latin December < *decumo-mémbri- < *del?tp-ménsn’-.

*dekmmo- “10th” > Latin decumus, later decimus, cf. Faliscan decimatrils
“the tenth day after the Ides of the month”, and perhaps Latin decumanus
“tithed”, Oscan dekmanniiis “for those who have been tithed” or “at the De-
cember festival” (loc.).

*deEgt— > Oscan n.pl. degentasiis, dat.sg. deketasivi *‘*decentarii” <
*dekentasio-.

*-[d]&gtiH, s pre-Latin *uikenti > uiginti “20” (also wueiginti — CIL
1.1570.6 — < *{dlwoi- 7); cf. also uicensumam, uicensimus, rarely uigesimus
“20th” < *-kpe-tpmo-.

*-[d]&gtH, “ten” in decads ‘30-90’, the zero-grade probably according to
“20”.

*deku- > Lat decuria “group of ten”, Umbrian decurier, tekuries
“decuriis” (Ig 2B 1); the meaning of tekvias is doubtful, cf. perhaps Oscan via
Dekkviarim, where *dekuwio- could be explained from *dekumio- (cf. Gaulish
of the famous Coligny calendar [DECIOJMIV “from the tenth” restored by
Olmsted), while decu-plus was probably remodelled after du-plus “double”;
similarly centu-plus etc. Szemerényi (1985: 529-530) rejected the alleged u-
stem (similarly in Germanic) and saw here an analogical development like in
quinquria < *quinqueria < *quinque-wir-ia , cf. also Old Irish personal col-
lective numerals triar, cethrar, coicer etc. “group of 3/4/5 men”, compounded
from the numeral plus the word fer “man”. Recently Olmsted (1988: 293-95)
has found the closest cognate to Italic *dekuria in the Gaulish calendar from
Coligny where the form DECVORIV [dekuorio-] meant “from the tenth”. This
Italo-Celtic isogloss is perhaps comparable with Old Indic dasavara “10 times
repeated”.
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*dek- in *dek-(s)no- > Lat dénarius “ten asses”; The distributive déni
could be of the same origin or from *dekemni. Lat decennis “ten-year-old”
refects *dek-atmi- , but it could originate via analogy to biennis etc.

(Coleman 1992: 396-445; W-H I: 327-29).

The rather puzzling sign X used for “10” in ancient Italy is intelligible due
to Etruscan alphabet where this sign was read § (< Greek E = [ks]), while the
numeral “10” was sar- (Rix 1969: 853).

Celtic

*dehp “10” > Goidelic *dekeN > Old Irish deich”, in composition deich"
(with exception of the numeral substantive deichenbor “ten men”); the form
déek, déak used for teens ‘11-19’ is functionally equivalent to the gen. sg. of
decads; there are at least three etymological attempts:

(1) adv. *dwi-penk’om or gen. pl. *dwi-penk”om “twice five” (Pedersen
1913: 133) or dual dwei-penk”ou (Pokomny 1917: 13);

(2) *dekanos (gen. of Celtic *dekan) metathesized in *deankos (Cowgill
1970: 14546, fn. 1; cf. Greene 1992: 503);

(3) *dekm-k"e “and ten” > Celtic *dekank > Goidelic *dech&g > *deég >
OMd Irish déec (Hertz, Lexis 4[1955]: 66—69; Schrijver 1993: 181-84). This
solution seems to be the most convincing.

Brythonic *dekaN > Old Welsh dec, Welsh deg, Comish, Breton dek. In
Gaulish the cardinal *decam appears in the term decam-noctiacon “the fest
taking ten nights” (Lambert 1994: 132).

The ordinal represents a common Celtic innovation formed by the ending
*.ametos: Hispano-Celtic (Botorrita A10) TeCameTam f. acc. sg. (4-stem)
“tithe”, (A8) TeCameTinas f. acc. pl. “things pertaining to a tithe” (Eska 1989:
105-106); Gaulish (La Graufesenque) decametos *“10th”, (CIL XIII 191)
petrudecameto abl.sg. “14th”, Old Irish dechmad *“10th”, Middle Welsh
decvet, Old Breton decmet. Olmsted (1988: 293-95) found further two forma-
tions with the ordinal meaning in the famous Gaulish calendar from Coligny,
namely [DECIOIMIV = dek-iomio-, primarily *dek-omo-, and DECVORIV =
dekuorio- (cf. Italic *dekuria “a group of ten”). Untermann (TBB 156) pro-
poses to interpret the Hispano-Celtic personal name Teos (Botorrita,, [I-49) as
a shortened form of the ordinal “10th”.

*de&yt( 0)- > Old Irish (Ogam) MAQI DECCEDDAS < *Dekent-os, cf. the
tribal names dexdvrat (Scotland — see Ptolemy II 3, 8), Middle Welsh Dygent
(Arx Decantorum mentioned in 812 AD) (Szemerényi 1960: 169-170).

*deﬂ'yf- > Gaulish acc. dexavre/v “tithe” (Szemerényi, KZ 88[1974):
246-86, Prosdocimi 1986: 214-24 and Schrijver, Eriu 44[1993]: 34, fn. 2 re-
constructed an *-3-stem; according to de Bernardo Stempel 1987: 105, it rep-
resented a *-fi-abstract noun; otherwise Lambert 1996: 86-94).

"‘-[d]&yu'H, > Goidelic *wikent7 “20” > Old Irish fiche (nt-stem, cf. gen.
fichet, dat/acc. fichit); Brythonic *wikantT > *ukanti (remodelled according to
*dou uikanti > Old Welsh, Cornish douceint “40” = 2x20 — see Greene 1992:
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540, or influenced by the numeral “1” — Old Welsh un etc. — regarding the
vigessimal system in Brythonic) > Old Welsh uceint, Cornish ugens, Breton
ugent; the Gaulish ethnical name Vocontius, Vocontii, if it really reflects *vo-
conti “20”, is remodelled according to the higher decads, cf. the ethnic name
Tricontii (Szemerényi 1960: 171 quoting Vendryes); the older a-vocalism
was preserved in the variants Vocantii, Vocanti(s). (Plin. XXIX 54; Tac.,
Hist. 166, 5).

*.[dlkont(e)s > Gaulish trl-contis, Old Breton tri-cont, Goidelic *trikonts >
*trikons > *trixoh > Old Irish tricho “30” (see Schrijver, Eriu 44[1993]: 42) etc.

(de Bernardo Stempel 1987: 104-105, 110-111; Greene 1992: 503, 510-
511, 540-541).

Germanic

*de¢kpt *10” > Germanic *fexun > Gothic tathun, Old Icelandic tfu.

*dekont > Germanic *fexan > Old Saxon tehan, Old High German zéhan
“10”, Icelandic -tjdn “-teen” etc.

*de’l?yto- “10th” > Germanic *feyunda- > Gothic rathunda, Old Icelandic
tiunde and Germanic *teyunpa- > Old English réopa.

*dek;ito— “10th” > Germanic *fezunpa- > Old Saxon tegotho, Old Frisian
tegotha, tegatha etc.

*dékonto- “10th” > Germanic *teyanda- > Old Saxon tehando, Old High
German zéhanto etc.

*del}gtmis (dat. pl.-du.) > Germanic *tezundmiz > *te3um- (reinterpreted
in the ntr. u-stem) > *fe3u- > Gothic gen. pl. prije tigiwe “30”, dat. pl. saihs
tigum “60”, acc. pl. prins tiguns “30”, Old Icelandic turtugu, tottogo “20” and
-tigr, pl. tigir with all decads from 30 to 110, cf. tigr, tegr “group of ten”, Old
Saxon -tig “-ty” etc.

(Lehmann 1986: 339, 344; Ross & Bems 1992: 590-593, 602-620, 631-633).

Balto-Slavic

*defqm‘- “10” > Lithuanian deSimtis (besides indecl. désimt), Latvian
desmit, dial. desimt, Prussian dessempts, dessimpts (an insertion of -p- has an
analogy e.g. in wissambs’ = wissambt(i)s < *vizamtis < *vizantis < Middle
High German wisant / wisent — see Smoczyriski 1989: 85); Old Church Sla-
vonic desgts. The original cardinal *dekm, which would give Baltic *desin
(Smoczyniski 1989: 81, 92-95 ) and Slavic ‘desg (Szemerényi 1960: 111
would prefer *dess), was replaced by the abstract noun *dekyti- “decad” (cf.
Albanian above and Old Indic dasad f. “Zehnheit”). Among all Indo-European
languages only the Baltic data indicate *-m-. Its presence could result from a
contamination of *dekm and *dekpr’.

*deho]to- “10th” > Lithuanian defirfitas, Latvian desmitais, Prussian des-
simts & dessympts; Old Church Slavonic des¢ts.

(Smoczyfiski 1989: 77-96; Stang 1966: 280, 284; Trubacev 1977: 215-17).
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Tocharian

"‘dehp “10” > Tocharian A sdkk, B (s)sak, §ik (an alternation $ : ts [an ex-
pected reflex of the palatalized dental stop] appears in the same paradigm, e.g.
of the verb A suk “he drunk” vs. tsuko “drunk™).

*dekpto- “10th” > Tocharian A $kiint, B skante (skiinte), acc. skifice.

*-[d]&gt[iH,] > A wiki, B fkim *20”; cf. further ikinte “20th” (the final -m
could be derived from *-nti similarly as the 3rd person plural of present and
optative verb forms).

*.[dJkptH, (Winter) or *-[d}konts (Klingenschmitt 1994: 329, 349) > *-k5s
> *-ka > A -k, B -ka in decads 30-90, e.g. A taryak, B tAryaka *30”.

(Winter 1992b: 113, 116, 118, 139).

§2. Reconstruction

The traditional reconstruction *dekmt does not agtee with the rules of the
IE ‘Stammbildung’. It seems to be more purposeful to reconstruct two basic
forms: *dekg® and *dekpe. Their derivatives and apophonic variants can be
arranged in the following paradigm:

indeclinable [singular _|dual [plural ' collective
cardinal *dekm *deékpt  |*dVept-iH, |*ld)kpt-es or *{d}konts  |*[dWkdnt-H,
gen. *[dlkpr-6m

in *kptom “100" < *defept
dkptém *“decad of decads”

ordinal *dekm + -d- |*dekgt-o-
¢declinable)
abstract noun *dek pti-

(cf. Eichner 1985: 166167, who reconstructed the following paradigm:
indecl. *dékm : decl. nom. *dékonts, gen. *d kmtés “decad”, dual *t-iH,, plu-
ral *’r-es, comprehensive *t-,).

§3. Analysis of the existing etymologies

3.1. The most popular etymology of the IE numeral “10”, traditionally re-
constructed as *dekmt, is *de “2” & *komt- “hand” (Thurneysen, KZ 26{1883]:
310; Blankenstein, IF 21 [1907], 110; W-H 329; Szemerényi 1960: 69; Justus
1988: 533: *“two units/wholes” or even “half a unit”!; a parallel formation
appears in Ishkashim, a modern Iranian language from Pamir: dI diist “10” =
“two hands” - see Payne 1989: 435). Winter (1992a: 17) correctly mentioned
that “...the evidence for a set of forms for “2” without *-w- is at best shaky”.
Hittite t/dan “for the second time”, serving sometimes to prove an existence of
a hypothetical IE *do- “2” (Benveniste 1962: 78), probably reflects *dwoyom,
cf. Hieroglyphic Luwian fu-wa-na “secundum” or “duplicum” (Eichner 1992:
60). Similarly dammai- “second, other” is derivable from *dayammai <
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*dwoysmoy (Puhvel KZ, 92[1978): 103). Winter is also certainly right in his
objection that if *delhpt “10” meant “2 hands”, it ought to have a dual form
like that in the etymon for “8”, which means “2 four-finger spans™ (VJ 1989/4:
37; Id. 1992: 17; cf. Horowitz 1992: 415). On the other hand, the reconstruc-
tion *kom¢- is based only on Gmc *yanduz “hand” which has been compared
with Gothic -hinpan “to grasp” (Lehmann 1986: 176-177). But probably only
the reconstruction *k/&onti- is possible. Kent (1929: 343) demonstrated that
*.m-, followed by a dental stop, is preserved in Gothic, cf. ga-qumpi-
“assembly, synagogue”, Old High German cumft “arrival” vs. giman & coman
“to come”, or Gothic anda-numts “acceptance”, Old High German numft, nunft
vs. niman & neman “to accept” (cf. also Peeters, KZ 92[1978]: 27). The Ger-
manic “hand” need not be isolated. There is Albanian thua “finger- or toe-
nail”, derivable from *0od < *ként- (Huld 1983: 120). Toporov (1984: 290-
291) summarized the discussion concerning Prussian kuntis “fist”. Hilmarsson
(1989: 133-34, fn. 32) interpreted the Tocharian B hapax kontsai, perhaps
“hands”, as a dual of *kontso < *kont-yon, but later he expressed doubts about
this tempting etymology (“wortless” — see Hilmarsson 1996: 166).

3.2. W. Brandenstein (1936: 23) offered a quite elegant, but unprovable
solution “10” = “bis zur Vollstindigkeit” consisting of *de “bis...zu” & *km(t)
“zusammen”. '

3.3. A. Erhart (1970: 93) saw in it a compound *de-k(o)mt “1x10”, where
the original meaning of *komt was “Gesambheit der Finger”. It is in full agree-
ment with the higher decads:

"de-bp( t) “10” = 1x10 | cf. Indonesian |se-puluh
‘diwi-km-iH, |20” =2x10 dua-puluh
“tri,-komt-H, [“30" = 3x10 tiga-puluh
“Metur-koms-H, | 40" =4x10 empat-puluh

The first component *de was identified by Erhart also in the numeral “2”,
in his reconstruction *deH" = 1x2. It was originally no numeral but rather a
deictic particle (cf. Prussian din “he”, Avestan dim “him” etc. — see Toporov
1975: 343). The second component should be connected with Latin cum
“with”, Greek xdra “by, along” (and Hittite karta, Gaulish of Chamaliéres
canti, Old Welsh cant “with”), cf. also Greek xaoi-yvnroc “brother” = **bomn
together with” < *kpri- (Beekes 1995: 221).

3.4. Shields (1984: 75-80) reconstructed *dekpr, analyzing it as follows:
*de “two” + *-k ‘collective marker’ = “two together, pair” + *-n ‘non-sg.
suff.’ = “large pair” ---> “many”.

3.5. Fay (1910: 422-23) interpreted the numeral “10” as *de-km “to end”;
cf. Greek -d¢ “to” and Old Indic $é4m *(summum) bonum”. The ordinal
*dekmmo- supposedly represents a superlative “zu-Ende-meist”, cf. Gothic
hindumists “hindmost”, derived by the author from *kem-tqamo-. Fay thought
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that the meaning “hindmost” etc. is related to the right little finger, the last one
of the series. Cf. also Pisanj (RAL 6/8[1932]: 166 — see Szemerényi 1960: 69,
fn. 69) reconstructing *de-kom “ad finem”.

3.6. Brugmann (1892: 465, referring to Scherer 1878) and Pedersen (KZ
38[1905]: 410) proposed a connection with Greek déxouat “I accept”. Simi-
larly Bengtson (1987: 259) saw the origin of the numeral “10” in the root
*dek- “to take, receive, possess, get” (Pokomy 1959: 189-191; Mann 1984—
87: 137).

3.7. Horowitz (1992: 411-419) finds in the numeral “10” a pleonastic
compound *dek-ﬁzpt “right hand” signifying the completion of a left-to-right
progression in finger-counting. It is doubtless a very attractive hypothesis
regardless the reconstruction *-&mt or *-kpt (cf. 2.1.). There is an alternative
possibility — a compound *dek- & *mpt- “hand” (Pokorny 1959: 741 — only
Germanic), perhaps best explaining the alternation m : n. Let us mention that
Tichy (Glotta 54 [1976]: 83) deduced the primary s-stem *dék-6s f. “right
hand”, later adjectivized in *deks- “right”.

§4. Synthesis

The first step to a succesful etymology should be a morphological analy-
sis. From this point of view the indeclinable *dekm looks as an adverb, origi-
nally an accusative of a hypothetical root noun, perhaps *dék(s) or *d5k(s) (cf.
Greek zedd “nach” vs. zodg “foot” — see Brugmann 1911: 742; Beekes 1995:
189 reconstructed a static paradigm for this root noun: nom. *pdd(s) vs. acc.
*pédm). On the other hand, the form *de&gt could be interpreted as an nz-stem
typical for active participles as it was recognized already by Thumeysen, KZ
26[1883]: 310 (cf. the paradigm of ns-stems: nom. *CéC-pt, acc. *CC-ént-mp /
*CC-dnt-m, gen. *CC-pt-ds, with ntr. du. °iH, and pl. °H, _ see Beekes 1995:
178). The participle-like nt-suffix could express the elative function (cf.
Aitzetmiiller 1950: 289-96).

Alternatively, the ending *-nt could represent the 3rd person plural of the
verb *dek-. This solution remarkably agrees with the fact that *-e in IE
*pénk”e “S” can be identified with the 3rd person singular of the thematic pre-
sent (cf. Beekes 1995: 228, 233) of the verb continuing in Greek #durw
“I send, convey”, mardw “I handle” and maybe Germanic *fagyan “to seize”
(cf. Winter 1992a: 15; Horowitz 1992: 414, 417, fn. 6).

A more definite solution is hardly possible without a detailed semantic
analysis of the root *dek-. There is a wide semantic dispersion. All the fol-
lowing examples could serve as a source of the denotation of the numeral
“10™:

(1) Khotanese das(s)- “to accomplish, finish, cease”, cf. uspurra dasya
“completelly finished” (Bailey 1979: 157); Old Indic dasa “condition of life,
fate” (Ram.), dasanta- “end of life” (Raghuvarh$a).

(2) Khotanese das- “to receive (with honor), get (possessions)”, cf. Av-
estan dasa- “goods, possessions”, dasa@avant- “rich” (ibid.);
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(3) Khotanese ddsa- “collection, heap” : das- “to heap”, Ossetic Digor
dasun, dast “to collect, heap up” (ibid.);

(4) Hittite dakk- “to correspond, resemble, conform to”, cf. SU["*-]3a-pa
SU™* -a¥ tdk-kdn-zi “seine Hinde gleichen den Hiinden” (Tischier 1991: 31);

(5) Greek (Ionic, Aeolic, Cretan) déxouat, (Attic) déyoua: “nehme an”,
0éx6at “in die Hand nehmen”, (Homeric) déxro “nahm (ein Opfer) an™ (cf.
Tichy, Glotta 54[1976]: 77, 78);

(6) Gothic tewai (dat.) “order, arrangement”, cf. faihun-tewjam (dat.) “of
the ten series”; Langobardic zawa “association”, Old English &/ t2we “perfect,
sound” < Germanic *&yw- (Lehmann 1986: 340, 342);

(7) Old Enlish teohhian “to determine, judge”, teoh, gen. teohhe “race,
band, troop”; Old High German gizehon “to arrange”, cf. Middle High German
zeche “arrangement, order, society”, ge-zéch “arranged, joined” (Kluge &
Seebold 1989: 807).

The following semantic models are certainly imaginable:

(1) “accomplishing (number), accomplishment” (1) together with the hy-
pothetical adverb *deﬁzp “(ad) finem”; cf. Maya of Yucatan lah hun “10", lit.
“it finishes one [man]”, consisting of lah “the end, to end, the whole of any-
thing”, or Biloxi ohi “10”, lit. “completed, filled out” (Stewart 1906: 244, fn. 1).

(ii) “collection, series” — “(determined) number” (3)(6)(7), cf. Fenno-
Ugric *luka “10”, orig. “Gezihl, Zahl” (Honti 1993: 120-122), or Old Saxon
hunderod, Old Icelandic hundrad “100/120”, siaurepr (= siautogr) “70” etc.
(Schmidt 1970: 105) where the second component corresponds to Gothic rapjo
“account, count, number”, Middle Low German rar “row”, Latin ratié “reason,
respect, purpose, account”, Persian radah ‘“‘order, rank”, Ossetic Digor radid
“series” (Bailey 1979: 361), cf. also (new) Elamite ri-ur “tithe” < Iranian
(Hinz & Koch 1987: 1042-43);

(iii) “corresponding (hands)” = “hand” + “hand” (4), cf. OHG gerade “aus
zwei gleichen Zahlen bestehen” (Seebold & Kluge 1989: 259);

(iv) “(all) grasping” = “(all) fingers” ? (§5).

HLA

Appendix: Greek ddxrviog “finger, toe; measure”

Brugmann (1900: 284-87) reconstructed Proto-Greek *ddzxvlog on the
basis of Boeotian (Tanagra) daxxdAiog “ring, signet”. Rejecting the deriva-
tion from Jdéxouar he compared it with Old Icelandic zindr “prong, spike,
sting”, Old High German zinko id. < Germanic *tinkko < *tintké. Puhvel
(1976: 25-28) tried to demonstrate that Greek ddxrvAog is also derived from
the numeral “10”, accepting Brugmann’s reconstruction *darxvAog leading
via metathesis to the initial form *7xad-vAdg, where *rxad- (*d]?gd-) should
represent a more archaic apophonic ancestor of dexad °. The suffix -vA(o)-
forms diminutives (dpxrodog “bear-cub”), adjectives specializing in round-
ness (yoyyvAog “round”) or bendability (dyxvdog “crooked”; cf. dyxvin
“bend of the arm”). Puhvel assumes a primary meaning *“tenfoldy, (little) one
of a decad”. Even if the the grammatical analysis of Puhvel may be accepted,
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his semantic reconstruction is less plausible. The semantic development “[set
of] fingers” > “ten” is more natural than vice versa. If the original meaning of
the root *dek- (according to our analysis forming the numeral “ten”) was “to
reach”, it is legitimate to assume the same source for “finger”, primarily
“reaching” or sim. The same semantic development is imaginable for Latin
digitus “finger”, if it is derived from *decitos. Finally, Puhvel’s attempt to
derive the Hittite counterpart kalul-upa- “finger, toe” from *dkant-ul’ <
*dkmt-ul’ "tenfold-ness” is quite unconvincing. But if we reconstruct kalul’ <
*ka(n)d-ul’, there is a hopeful cognate in Greek xdvéviog ‘“Knichel,
Knochengelenk, geballte Faust”.

§5. Conclusion

The numeral “10” should be reconstructed in two variants: (a) *ddhp and
(b) *defcgt". The indeclinable form of the type (a) could be an adverb. The
termination *-mp indicates a frozen accusative of a root noun. The form (b)
resembles the nt-stems so suggestively that it is probably a nr-stem (active
participle with elative function ?). Both the conclusions imply the root *dek-.
Its prinary meaning, probably “to reach”, allows also to reconstruct the se-
mantic motivation of the numeral “10”: “reaching, accomplishing”, “what is
reached, accomplished” — “in the end”. It means that at the time of its crea-
tion, the numeral “10” was (became) the last numeral of its series.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “hundred”

For Mirek Cejka with cordial wish to his 100th birthday in 2029

§1. The most important forms of the numeral “100” can be projected into
the following partial reconstructions allowing their deeper analysis:

Indo-Iranian:

*ﬁyté- > Indo-Iranian *¢atd- n. > OId Indic sard- n., Pali sata-, Prakrit
sa(y)a, Bengali, Oriya sa, but Panjabi sau, sai, Hindi sau, Awadhi sau, pl. sai,
Old Gujarati saim, pl. saiim etc., Shina 33/, Mayan $al, Kashmiri hath; Av-
estan satom, stem sata-, Old Persian *@ara- in the province-name &ata-gus
@tg'u) “[land] of hundred cows” (contemporary Panjab), transcribed in
Elamite sa-ad-da-ku-i§ and Akkadian sa-at-ta-gu-u (cf. Old Indic satd-gu-
“possessed of a hundred cows”, sara-gv-in- “in hundert Rindern bestehend’),
further *@ara-patis “leader of hundred” (Hinz 1973: 154, 168), reconstructed
on the basis of Elamite sa-(ad-)da-bat-ti-i§ “centurion” (Hinz & Koch 1986:
1050, 1057), Scythian *sata- in personal name Zaraonns (Herodot) =
“[having] hundred horses”, Khotanese sata-, Tumshuq Saka sa, sada,
Khwarezmian syd, Sogdian (Manichean) s¢t’, (Christian) stw, Middle Parthian
of Turfan sd, Zoroastrian Pahlavi sat, Modern Persian sad (> Baluchi sad,
Kurdic sdd), Tajik sad (> Sarikoli, Yazgulam, Ro%ani etc. sad, Yaghnobi sad
& sat), Ormuri 56, si, Parachi s6, Sanglichi sad, Shugni fsid, Yidgha $6r,
Wanetsi s7, Pashto sal, Ossetin s&da, cf. Sarmatian *sada- attested in personal
names Zadarog, Zad ‘alog and Alanian *sada borrowed in Crimean Gothic
sada and Balkar sada.

The higher multiplications are formed as follows: Old Indic dvé saté =
Avestan duiie saite, Khotanese dvi satd “200” (neuter dual *dwoy fcgtoy)
besides dvisatdm “200” (neuter collective *“double hundred”), analogically
ral) etc.

(Abaev 1II: 53; Bailey 1979: 418; Berger 1986: 54, Emmerick 1992a: 176-
77 & 1992b: 314, 316; EWAI II: 606; KEWA III: 293)

Anatolian:

There is no safely interpreted form expressing “100” in Anatolian. Meriggi
(1936: 267) thought that Lycian sfita meant just “100”, but later this interpre-
tation was abandoned (Melchert 1993: 64 saw here a meaning “ten” abstracted
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from teens or decads, cf. kbisitata “20” or “12”; Hajnal 1995: 159 assumed
kbisfitata “20” < proto-Luwian *tyif'antenta < *dwi-kamt-ont3).

In Hieroglyphic Luwian, Hawkins reads CENTUM-ni usin “for 100
year(s)” (Anatolian Studies 30[1980]: 147).

Armenian:

The puzzling Armenian hariwr “100” is probably of Iranian origin. Bailey
1987: 1-3 has determined the most hopeful source in a middle Iranian word of
the type Zoroastrian Pahlavi harévdk, signifying a high number. The syllable
ha- supposedly reflects *sm- as in Avestan hazapra- “1000”, while the root *-
réva- probably represents the same as Greek dptfudg “number” etc. (Pokorny
1959: 60). In this sense Hamp (1955: 144—45) was right, but with a reservation
that the relation between Armenian “100” and Greek “number” is only indirect.
On the other hand, the attempt of Feydit (1986: 17-19) to demonstrate a bor-
rowing of the Armenian “100” from some “centum” source, starting from the
western variant hayrur < *hayrowr < *handrowr (cf. Armenian mayri “lair of
badger” vs. Greek udvdpa “stable”) < *k‘androtr or sim., cannot be taken
seriously.

Greek:

*se[m-]kytd- “100” (= “1x100”) > Greek éxardv (indeclinable), or *sm-
kgté- > Greek *dxardv with following change *d- > *&- under the influence
of év“1” (n.) (Brugmann, IF 21{1907}: 7). In the -o- in Arcadian hexotov, an
influence of the decads in -xovza has been seen. The alternative solution of
Kortlandt (1983:-97-98), who assumes *éxarov < *H,ﬁgtém < *d&qzto’m in
agreement with the glottalic theory, does not explain the forms such as
retpaxdrior “400” implying an existence of *xazdv. Another argument sup-
porting this reconstruction can be found in the month name Bovxdriog, used
in the calendars of Boeotia, Delphi, Doris, West Locris and Aetolia, and the
festival Bovxdtia known from Boeotia and Delphi, analyzable as *g"'ow-f(gto-
(plus *-yo/a -extension), corresponding to Old Indic gosatam “a present of a
hundred cattle”, gosatin- “possessing a hundred cows”. Puhvel (1964: 7-10)
saw a convincing support for this interpretation in parallel month names, viz.
‘Exaroufoidv known from Athene, ‘Exaroufetc from Sparta etc., derived
from the compound éxardufn “sacrifice [of hundred cows}’ (*éxardu-Br-a),
corresponding exactly to Old Indic saza-gu- “hundert Rinder besitzend"”.

(Brugmann 1892: 501-02; Risch 1962: 132; Schwyer 1939: 592,
Waanders 1992: 376-77)

Ttalic:

*knto- “100” > Latin centum; cf. also ducenti besides diicentum “200”,
reflecting probably du. n. *d(u)wloyl-kntoy and *dwi-kptom “double hun-
dred” respectively, cf. Old Indic dvé saté vs. dvisatim (Waanders 1992:
404). The r-derivative centuria “Hundertschaft” is probably formed after
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decuria (WH 1: 201). Albanian njé gind “one hundred” was borrowed from
Latin.

Celtic:

*Egto- “100” > Hispano-Celtic (Botorrita) cantom (Eska 1989: 54; Meid
1993: 90); Goidelic *kenton n. > Old Irish cér"; gen. céit; Welsh cant, Comish
cans, Breton kant; cf. also Gaulish Canto-bennicus > Chanturgue, lit. “[district
of] hundred homs”, and a surface unit preserved in Latin candetum < *cant-
edom, lit. “hundred feet” (Lambert 1994: 43, 202).

(de Bernardo Stempel 1987: 96; Greene 1992: 512; Thurneysen 1946: 245)

Germanic:

*l?gté- “100” > Germanic n. *yunda" > Gothic only pl.: nom.-acc. hunda,
dat. hundam, cf. hunda-faps “centurion, captain over 100 men” (= Old Indic
Satd-pati-); Old English, Old Saxon hund, Old High German hunt besides the
extension in *rada “number”: Old Icelandic hundrad “100” (h. tirett) or “120”
(h. tolfrort);, Old English, Old Frisian hundred, Old Saxon hunderod, Dutch
honderd, Middle High German hundert. Cf. also the derivatives in -r-: Old
High German hunteri m. “captain”, huntari n. “company” = Old Icelandic
hundari. Besides the regular continuant of the Indo-European numeral “100”,
there is a specific Germanic innovation which has been interpreted as “tenty”:
Gothic taihuntehund; Old Icelandic tio tiger, Modemn Icelandic tiutiu; Old
English hundtéontig, Old High German zéhanzug, zéhanzo, etc. The same pat-
tern appears in Polabian disangdisjungt /disg(t)disot/, undoubtedly under Ger-
man influence.

(Lehmann 1986: 194-95, 339; Mironov 1963: 367-72, 399; Ross & Berns
1992: 619-20)

Baltic:

Lithuanian Sirfitas, Latvian simts (both m.) “100” are supposed to represent
a convincing evidence for *m and not *p. Peeters (1978: 27-28) reminded that
they represent the only evidence. Already Kent (1929: 34246, esp. 345) tried
to prove that the ‘preservation’ of *-m¢- in Baltic is caused by analogy. He
reconstructed Baltic *$inta-, assuming the influence of the numeral “10”, i.e.
Lithuanian deSimtis, déSim(t)s, Latvian desmit(s), dial. desimt. Naturally, it
remains to explain the preservation of *-mt- in the numeral “10”. Here Kent
assumed an influence of the ordinal *del?tpmo-, although the really attested
Baltic forms reflect *de[’lpto-, cf. Lithuanian defirfitas, early Latvian
desimtais§, Prussian dessimts. Perhaps a more hopeful explanation consists in
the tendency of the Baltic languages to substitute -nt- > -mt- or -nd- > -md-,
probably via -mpt(s)- or -mbd(s)-, or by nasal dissimilation, cf. Prussian vari-
ants of “10”: dessimpts, dessempts vs. acc. dessimton and further wissambs’
“aurochs” = /wizamptis/ < Middle High German wisant/wisent id., Latvian
stumda “hour” < German Stunde id. etc. (Smoczyriski 1989: 85, 100).
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Uotila (1990: 137-38) speculated that the Baltic *Sinta- penetrated into
Fenno-Volgaic *$inta (or *Cinta) “price, value” (Finnish hinta > Lapp hadd,
Eston hind, Mordvin Erzya conda “Kaufpreis fiir die Braut” — see Keresztes
1986: 159). Unfortunately, Balto-Fennic and Mordvinian do not differentiate
the clusters *-mz- and *-nt-, hence also this promising parallel does not allow
us to decide the question. In any case, there is no safe evidence for the priority
of *-m- in Indo-European.

The r-derivatives appear in Lithuanian Simtérgis “hundred-year-old”, $im-
teridpas “hundertartig”. '

(Comrie 1992: 783-87; Fraenkel 1962-65: 984; Stang 1966: 382; Traut-
mann 1923: 305)

Slavic:

Common Slavic n. *sst0 “100” (Old Church Slavonic nom. sg. ssto, nom.
du. in dvvé sBté “200”, nom. pl. in tri spta “300”, gen. pl. in pets sutp “500”
etc., attested in all Slavic languages with exception of Polabian; borrowed in
Romanian suzd) is probably the most problematic form among Indo-European
denotations of “100”. The Slavic *snto reflects *kutom while the common
Indo-European form *kgtom implies Slavic *sgfo (Brugmann 1892: 502; Com-
rie 1992: 784), alternativelly *sgto (Lamprecht 1987: 120-21). There are vari-
ous attemnpts to explain this deviant vocalism (the following survey is based on
Vasmer & Trubacev IH: 762 and Szemerényi 1960: 60—65):

(1) A borrowing from an Iranian source (e.g. Mikkola 1913: 69). But the
really attested old Iranian forms reflect *satam which would give Slavic “soto
(Szemerényi 1960: 65; Comrie 1992: 784).

(2) Saxmatov thought that 5 appears first in dsvé sBté.

(3) Iljinskij saw here an influence of a Slavic equivalent of Lithuanian su-
tis “heap of stones”.

(4) Pisani assumed an u-stem of the type *(d)ku-to-.

(5) Szemerényi (1960: 64) proposed early Slavic *devinss(n) “90” (<
*newgl}ont-) which had to influence the following expected *sinto” “100”.

(6) Kieckers speculated about *sesefo = Greek éxarov “one hundred”.

Among these more or less problematic solutions two ideas deserve atten-
tion. The distant vowel assimilation of the type *diivé si "to > *diivé sii'to pro-
posed by Saxmatov is fully plausible. The following denasalization should
have been caused by allegro-pronunciation (Lamprecht 1987: 121; Comrie
1992; 784) or thanks to high frequency of the numeral (Smoczyiiski 1989: 64).
On the other hand, the Kieckers’ idea opens a tempting possibility to postulate
an exact parallel to the Greek counterpart. The following modification sup-
ports his solution: *sii-si"to *“‘one hundred” or “hundred together” > *siisii"to
and via haplology *siito. The prefix *su- means “together” (*sm-, see Pok-
orny 1959: 903), but also “good, right” (*H,su-, see Pokorny 1959: 1037-38;
EWALI II: 735-36). In this case the primary meaning of the hypothetical com-
pound *sii-si'to would be *“right hundred”, perhaps in opposition to *ty(s)si't-
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ja ~ -ont- (< *is-kpt" ~ -ont®) “1000” if it meant **(very) thick hundred” or
sim. (cf. South Lappish stuore lukkie or stuore tsiekkie “100” = “big ten” be-
sides proper tjuddie “100” and stuore tjuddie “1000” = “big hundred” - see
Honti 1993: 149-50, 280).

There are also r-derivatives: Old Church Slavonic adv. sztoricejo
“hundertfach”, Russian storica (Otrebski 1964: 130-33 assumed a common
origin of the *-er-/-or-derivatives in Slavic, Baltic and Latin).

(Trautmann 1923: 305; Vaillant 1958: 96-97, 645-46; Vasmer &
Trubacev III: 761, 767-68)

Tocharian:

*kpto- “100” > Tocharian A kint, B kante, kiinte with recent plural end-
ings: A kintant(u), B kintenma

(Van Windekens 1976: 204; Winter 1992b: 122)

§2. Reconstruction and internal structure:

The discussion of the Baltic data legitimate the reconstructions of both
*krptdm and *l}ytdm. A more definitive solution depends on its etymology.

The ending *-6m can represent (i) nom.-acc. sg. or (ii) gen. pl. of the neu-
ter o-stem.

The higher multiplications were formed in one of the following two ways:

(a) *d(u)woy Eytoy du. “200”, *triH, EgteH, pl. “300” etc.;

(b) *dwi-kptom “200”, *tri-kptom “300” etc., “double hundred”, “triple
hundred” respectively. These formations are more recent than tens because
there are no traces of the lengthening compensating the loss of *d- here in
contrary to tens (Brugmann 1892: 503; Coleman 1992: 404).

§3. Etymology:

1. The most natural solution assumes a relationship to the numeral “10”, in
our reconstruction *dekm (originally probably acc. sg.) & *dekpt- (originally
probably active participle). There are two possible patterns (cf. Coleman 1992:
403-04):

1.1. *kptém < *dkptom represents the gen. pl. of the neuter collective noun
*dl?gt- postulated for decads; *dlEgtém “100” would then be elliptical for ¢ﬂ‘(gt
dl?gtdm “a decad of decads”, cf. e.g. Old Church Slavonic pets desets “a pen-
tad of decads” or Bari (Nilotic) merya puék “100” consisting of pudk “10” and
merya, plural of the synonym mere “10” (Spagnolo 1933: 74).

1.2. *kptom < *dkpt-6-m “100” represents the neuter of a quasi-ordinal
form, used elliptically for *dkpr dkptdm “decad-tenth”, i.e. “tenth ten”.

The other attempts based on the numeral “10:

1.3. Szemerényi (1960: 139-40) would expect a starting point in
*d(e)kipikont, a formation characterizing tens, i.e. “tenty”. But it is not really
attested. That is why he reconstructed *(d)kikqitom “ten tens” or “a decad of
decads” (cf. 1.1.) and further by haplology *l?zptém. Later he returned to
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*d(e)kinkom: shortened to *krfikémt and further *kmkdm, from which *kmitom
should originate by dissimilation (Szemerényi 1996: 226; as an illustration of
the expected dissimilation he quoted German Kartoffel borrowed from Italian
tartuffolo). There is an interesting structural parallel in the Californian lan-
guage Yurok (Algonkin-Ritwan family) where werLerwitsi-werL “100” means
in reality “tenty”, cf. werLerwerit “10” and further e.g. merutsi-werL “50” vs.
meru “5”, qoxtseutsi-werL “60” vs. qoxtseu “6” etc. (Dixon & Kroeber 1907:
674). ,

1.4. Olzscha (1968: 149) analyzed *de-[upt “10” = “one decad”; the multi-
plication 10 x 10 had to be expressed *kmitkm > *kmt(o)m.

1.5. Accepting the same analysis of the numeral “10”, Erhart (1970: 94)
reconstructed *k(o)m lhp-t-am “Dekade der Dekaden”.

1.6. Maziulis (1956: 59) proposed that the neuter sg. *kmtém represents a
back-formation from the plural "‘hpﬁ', originally a collective simplified from
the juxtaposition *dekm dekpt(e)H,.

1.7. Jensen (ZfPh 6[1952]: 50-57) assumed a segmentation *Ihp-tdm, con-
necting *-t6m with Latin collectives in -tum, e.g. arbustum vs. arbor, carectum
vs. carex etc. MaZiulis 1956: 58 rejects his solution, because -tum is of a parti-
ciple origin.

2. Stewart 1906: 265 tried to etymologize the numeral “100” on the basis
of Old Indic sam- “to become tired, finish, stop, come to an end, rest, be quiet”
etc., interpreting Satd- “100” = “‘ended”. This etymology, semantically perhaps
acceptable, does not agree phonetically: the root is *kemH,- (EWAI II: 611),
the participle in the zero-grade *kmH-t6- would give “$atd- like jatd- “bom” <
*¢pH,-t6- (EWAI II: 568). Fay (1910: 422-23) developed the idea of Stewart,
seeking a source of *kmtém “100” in the root *kem- which supposedly contin-
ues in Old Indic $dm “(summum) bonum, welfare, prosperity” and Gothic
superl. (acc.) hindumisto “hindmost” < *K'em-nymo- (cf. Latin supremus “last”
and “topmost”). From his point of view, “10” is also related: *de-km “zu
Ende” (cf. Greek -d¢ “zu”™).

§4. External parallels:

4.1. The best known external parallel to the Indo-European “100” appears
in Fenno-Ugric *sata “100” (Finnish, Vote sata, Karelian, Lude sata, $ata,
Veps, Ingrian sada, Livon sadd, Estonian sada, (S) sata; Lappish (Norwegian)
Suotte; Mordvinian Erzya sado, Moksha sada; Mari $iida; Udmurt su, Komi so,
Su; Khanty sat, Mansi §3t, sat, Hungarian szdz — see Honti 1993: 124). Its Indo-
Iranian origin is generally accepted.

4.2. Fenno-Volgaic *$inta/*$§imta (~ *&-) “price, value” discussed in the
Baltic section above could have been borrowed from Baltic *$imra- (or *$inta-
7) *“100”, although the semantic shift is not trivial.

4.3. Basque e(h)un “100”, e(h)untari, -dari “centurion” could have been
borrowed from Germanic (Gothic ?, Alamanic ?) — see Naert 1963: 202 fol-
lowing Uhlenbeck (1894).
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4.4. Kuipers (1960) admitted that Adyghean & Kabardin §a “100” was
borrowed from an Indo-European dialect of the satom-provenance. But there
are close parallels in other West Caucasian languages: Ubykh 3“a, Abkhaz §'-
ko, Abazin §"-ka < West Caucasian *$"V, further probably related to East Cau-
casian counterparts (Trubeckoy): Avar-Andi *bifonV, Lak rturs;, Dargwa
*darss, Lezghin *walls “100” (Starostin & Nikolaev in NCED 587 recon-
structed proto-North Caucasian *Hlosweé).

4.5. Meller 1909: 61 compared *kpgfom “100” with Arabic hindu" “a hun-
dred camels, or any hundred, a hundred years (or a liftle more and a little less,
or two hundred)” (cf. also Pedersen, IF 22[1907-08]: 346). There are more
variants of the Nostratic hypothesis proposing a relationship of Indo-European
with other language families including Semitic. But nobody from the advo-
cates of this distant relationship assumes such the phonetic responses implying
a relationship of the Arabic word with the Indo-European “100”.

4.6. So far nobody has probably mentioned the possibility of a compatibility
of Indo-European *kytom and Egyptian ¥(n)t “100”. Egyptian § corresponds
regularly to Semitic *§ (Hebrew s, Arabic §). It was already Meller (1909: 62)
and recently Bomhard (1984: 225), who tried to demonstrate a regularity of the
correspondence of Indo-European *k and Semitic *$, cf. e.g. Indo-European
*keHr- “hair” (Old High German har, Lithuanian Sery’s “bristle”) vs. Semitic
*$if4r- id. (Hebrew $éfar, Arabic §af(a)r). The Egyptian numeral is probably
derived from $nj “to be round” (Loprieno 1986: 1309). In the case of a common
heritage the primary sound giving Indo-European *k and Afroasiatic lateral
sibilant *§ could be a lateralized fricative *tf (Bomhard 1984: 156, 183, 224
27). But the eventual relationship does not explain why the Indo-European and
Egyptian numerical systems agree only in the numeral “100”. The similarity
limited to higher numerals indicates a borrowing. Regarding a hopeful internal
etymology of the Egyptian numeral, the direction of the borrowing should be
Egyptian > Indo-European. If we accept it, one should reject the priority of cen-
tum-reflexes in Indo-European. We must admit that this isolated argument for
such a fundamental reinterpretation is too weak; on the other hand, the contra-
arguments appear be convincing: the evident relationship of the Indo-European
numerals “100” and “10”; there are practically no other Egyptian borrowings
that would have penetrated into the common Indo-European. The opposite bor-
rowing excludes the internal Egyptian etymology and implies a borrowing from
some satom-dialect. From the points of view of geography, chronology (the
Egyptian numeral is known beginning with the Middle Kingdom) it could be
Luwian. But the expected Proto-Luwian continuant *tsa(n)ta(n) is not too similar
to the Egyptian counterpart. It seems that the most simple solution consists in
rejecting both the relationship and the borrowing.

§5. Conclusion:
Analyzing various etymologies of the Indo-European numeral “100” (§3),
the solutions 1 and 2 appear to be the most convincing.
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Concerning the external parallels, the Indo-Iranian origin of Fenno-Ugric
*Sata “100” is generally accepted, the Germanic source of Basque e(h)un
“100” is probable, the Baltic origin of Fenno-Volgaic *$inta ~ *$imta (~ *¢-)
“value” is possible, the Indo-European origin of Adyghean & Kabardin sa
“100” is improbable. The similarity of the Indo-European and Egyptian
“100’s” is very probably only accidental.
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INDO-EUROPEAN “thousand”

§1. There are three various denotations of the numeral “1000” in Indo-
European languages. The most important forms can be projected in the fol-
lowing partial reconstructions allowing their deeper analysis:

A. The most widespread term *(sgn-)g'éslo- “(one) thousand”, or its de-
rivatives are attested in Indo-Iranian, Greek, Latin and Celtic (only Hispano-
Celtic):

Indo-Iranian:

*sqn-g'éslo- > Indo-Iranian *sa-§'dsra- n. > Old Indic sahdsra- “1000” n.,
Pali sahassa-, Prakrit sahassa, sahdsa, Old Awadhi, Old Gujarati sahasa, Sindhi
sahasu, Marathi, Hindi (poetic) sahas, Old Sinhalese jahasa(ka), Sinhalese dis,
daha (d- after the multiplication daha siya “10 x 100”), Maldivian hds, hahe,
Kashmiri, Shina sds; Iranian *ha-zahra- n. > Avestan hazapgra- n., Median
*hazara-pati- “chiliarch”, Old Persian *hadahra- (?), reconstructed on the
basis of the place name known from an Elamite transcription as Ha-da-ra-an ~
Ha-§4-ra-an (Hinz 1973: 32-33; Hinz & Koch 1986: 642), Scythian *hazahra-,
reconstructed on the basis of the name ’Alapiwv (Abaev 1979: 291 after
Vasmer), Khotanese ysara-, Tumshuq Saka zare, Manichean Sogdian z'r,
Khwarezmian, Middle Parthian (Turfan) hz’r, Zoroastrian Pahlavi hazar (>
Armenian hazar), Modem Persian hazar (> Shugni hazor, Yaghnobi hazor,
Yazgulam azor), Ghilani hazar, Kurdic (Kurmanji) hdzar, Baluchi azdr, Or-
muri azér, zar, Pashto zor, pl. zara, Alanian *azara- (reconstructed on the basis
of Caucasian borrowings: Avar azar, Lak azar, Tabasaran gazur, azur, Lezghin
agzur; Chechen, Ingush ezar “1000”’; Georgian Pshaw azari “hundreds animals
killed by hunter”; Hungarian ezér “1000” can also be of Alanian origin), Os-
setin (epic only) &rz# / £rie “immense number”.

Fenno-Ugric *Sasra (> *Sarsa) “1000”, continuing in Udmurt sur(e)s,
Komi surs (> Khanty Obdorsk s3ras etc.) and Mansi (North) sétor(a), (Pelym)
Sotar (Honti 1993: 126-27), is evidently borrowed from Indo-Iranian; it is
remarkable that it reflects *§'asra- without the prefix *sa- < *sm-.

(Abaev 1958: 187; Bailey 1979: 349-50; Berger 1986: 54, EWAI II: 719-
20; Emmerick 1992a: 176 and 1992b: 315; KEWA III: 451-52)

Greek:

*fesliyo- > Common Greek *K‘ehlijo- (Rix) or *K'eslio- (Lejeune)
“1000” > Aeolic: Lesbian yeAAdior, Thessalian yeddiag, Laconian -EAi5¢,
Ionian (Chios) -yfAtaw, :yetdiwv, Attic yiAtor. The absence of reflexes of
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*smp- is intelligible for the plural *yéoAdiot (Hamp 1968: 277). Frisk II: 1100
reminds us of the primary meaning of this prefix “zusammen mit” and not
“eins”. _

(Chantraine 1968-80: 1260; Frisk II: 1099-1100; Lejeune 1972: 122, 238;
Rix 1991: 226; Waanders 1992: 377)

Italic:

Latin mill¢ “1000”, abl. milli (Lucilius), pl. millia, later also milia (and
even meilia, CIL 1.638) has been interpreted in various ways:

Sommer (1902: 500) proposed *smi £'sli “ein Tausendheit” (originally f.,
later changed in n. under the influence of the numerals “200-900") > *milli
(cf. already Fay, AJPh 13[1892]: 226-27 and IF 11{1900]: 320-22; Sommer
1899: 216; further WH II: 88-89; Coleman 1992: 407 assumed “the replace-
ment of the anomalous nom. sg. f. *-7 by the regular i-stem neuter -i to form a
neuter noun *mil(l)i > mille and the innovation of a full plural paradigm
mil(l)ia ).

Szemerényi (1954: 39 and 1996: 227) reconstructed *smi-g'esii >
*(s)mihéli > *(s)mihfll > *mili > mille.

Hamp (1968: 274-78) saw the starting-point in the feminine *smi g'esli >
*miheslid > *mihehlif > *mihli¥ > milia, reinterpreted as pl. n. It implies the
sg. *mihli > mille (cf. the doubts of Coleman 1992: 437-38, fn. 61).

Rix (1991: 226) accepted the reconstruction of Szemerényi *smi &'esii (=
*smiH, §'esliH,), but he thought that the form *g'esii expressed the appurte-
nance of the type Old Indic rathi’ “Wagenkdmpfer” vs. rdthas “Wagen”. The
subsequent development should have been as follows: *smig'esli (in pausa
without lengthening) > *mihéli > *mihile (with -e < *-i like mare < *mari ) >
*mile (attested in pl. milia ) > mille, where -Il- is supposed to represent only a
graphic expression of palatal !/ (cf. already Meillet, BSL 19[1915]: 182 and
Szemerényi 1954: 40-41). Finally, Rix l.c. proposed a sagacious semantic
reconstruction **ein zu einem *@'eslo- Gehoriges”. Let us mention that al-
ready earlier Rix (1969: 850-51) presented a tempting deduction assuming an
existence of Old Italic *héli “1000” on the basis of Etruscan-Umbrian sign &
representing both the letter “h” and the numeral “1000”.

Markey (1984: 287) offered the reconstruction *meH-I-(y)-, which he de-
rived from *meH-(r /-n-) “hand, finger” (Latin manus, Old Icelandic mund
“hand” vs. Old Irish mér “finger”).

Latin “1000” was borrowed into various languages: (i) Albanian (njé)
mijé, cf. Arvanitika of Salamis fiie mille, Elbasan Tosk (Kristoforidhi) rié:
miljé etc. < Common Albanian *mif€é < Latin pl. milia (Hamp 1992: 866, 870,
920); (i1) Old Irish mile, Welsh, Breton mil, Cornish myl are also borrowed
from the Latin plural milia (WH II: 88; Greene 1992: 512, 541).

Celtic:
*sqi-g'esl- > *san-gles- > Hispano-Celtic (Botorrita) San-Cilis- /-klis-/ in
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acc. pl. sanCilisTara, the fraction in -to- “thousandth” (Lambert 1994: 372; cf.
also Szemerényi 1994: 98, fn. 2; Eska 1989: 92-93 proposed the translation “a
kind or unit of coinage”, which is compatible with the interpretation of Lam-
bert, cf. the context canTom $anCilisTara “one hundred §.”, i.e. “one hundred
coins” which bear the value “thousandth™).

B. There is a special term for “1000” common for the ‘Northwest block’,
i.e. for Germanic, Baltic and Slavic. The dispersion of attested forms does not
allow to reconstruct both a common ‘Northwest’ archetype and even an unam-
biguous Germanic protoform. The following alternative reconstructions de-
pend on the etymological approach:

Germanic:

(a) *tﬁso-lhpti “strong hundred” (Rix 1991: 225; Szemerényi 1996: 227) >
Germanic *piis(a)-xundi (the reconstruction *fisk® proposed e.g. by Pokorny
1959: 1083 and also by Comrie 1992: 792 would lead to Germanic 'pisk’;
Szemerényi l.c. demonstrated a regularity of the loss of the stem-final vowel
in disyllabic first members of compounds in Germanic, quoting e.g. Gothic
gud-his “temple”). This form is directly attested only in Old Icelandic
pushund, cf. also Old Swedish piishundrad (these forms have been sometimes
interpreted as innovations originated under the influence of “100™).

(b) *tii(s/t)-spt-/-sont-/-sent- “thick-being” (van Helten 1905-06: 120;
Feist 1939: 505-06; Pijnenburg 1989: 10403, both with rich references) or
*iis-pt-/-ont-/-ent-, a participle of the root *fis- “to swell” “ (Ross & Berns
1992: 621; the older literature — see Pijnenburg 1989: 100) > Germanic
*biisundjé- (Gothic pisundi, Old Icelandic piisund), *piisanda- (Old Swedish
pisand, Old Danish thusand, thusend), *pisinda- (Runic Swedish pisind, Old
Danish thusind) or their contamination: Old High German disent, thiisent,
later tiisent, Middle High German risent, tisunt, tiisant, Old East L.ow Franco-
nian thiisint, Saterland thusund, Middle Low German diisent, Middle Dutch
diisent, Dutch duizend, Old English piisend, Old Frisian thiisend, Modern West
Frisian tiizen, Old Saxon thiisundig with -dig after ahtedeg “80).

Balto-Slavic:

There are two sets of forms: (a) East Baltic, (b) Slavic & Prussian. Their
compatibility remains questionable; in the case of East Baltic, even the inter-
nal reconstruction is not without problems:

(a) East Baltic *tiszant- (Leumann 1942: 127; Hamp 1973: 172) > Old
Lithuanian gen. sg. tstanczios in Postilé 1599; Old Latvian ristuos-, besides
*fikstant- (Stang 1966: 282) > Old Lithuanian acc. sg. tuxtanti (1579), Old
and dial. Lithuanian gen. sg. tnikstanties, Modern Lithuanian tikstantis,
titkstantis besides older tuktantis (Bezzenberger), East Lithuanian tukstuntis
etc. (Fraenkel 1962-65: 1135), Latvian tikstuot(i)s besides High Latvian
(Kalniena) toukstuss, Latgal (Pilda) myitkstusa etc. (Pijnenburg 1989: 99-100;
Karulis II: 436-37).
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(b) *n'zsl?yt- > Prussian *fiisimtas (Nepokupnyj 1989: 280), reconstructed
on the basis of the acc. pl. tidsimtons (Il 37,) = *rdsimtans (MaZiulis 1981:
118, 320); Slavic *rysetji > Old Church Slavonic (Bulgarian & Old Russian
traditions) tysgsti, besides *tysotji (*-ont-) > tysesti known from the Old Ma-
cedonian & Serbo-Croatian traditions (Comrie 1992: 792-93 with overview
and analysis of other forms). The reconstruction *fispt- is excluded; it would
give *yx’ in Slavic in agreement with the RUKI-rule (Vaillant 1958: 647).
Trautmann (1923: 332) proposed Balto-Slavic *tisimtjd-, implying *tﬁl}qu.
This reconstruction is undoubtedly possible, but it does not allow to connect
the East Baltic and the West Baltic & the Slavic forms. The unique cluster -
mt- has been usually explained by the influence of an unattested *simta- “100”
and/or acc. sg. dessimton, acc. pl. dessimtons “10” (Vaillant 1958: 647), or by
nasal dissimilation in the accusative (Smoczyriski 1989: 100; he assumed a
borrowing of Prussian *fisint from Middle High German tilsent).

(c) There is a third reconstructible variant, namely on the basis of the
Fenno-Volgaic forms borrowed evidently from some Baltic source: Finnish
tuhat, stem tuhante- ( > Lappish Inari ruhhdadt, Kildin tuafant etc.), Weps tuha,
gen. tuhan, Livonian tuan, Estonian tuhat, gen. tuhande etc.; Mordvinian Erzya
foza, foZov, Moksha roZer; Mari (Orfum & East dial.) fiifem, (Hill dial.)
tofem. Because Mari preserved *-m- in positions *-mC- and *-m#, it is possi-
ble to reconstruct proto-Fenno-Volgaic *tufamte (Keresztes 1986: 170; Honti
1993: 126). But the shortened proto-Mordvinian *fuSa(m) and proto-Mari
*ii$dm need not be inherited from a common Fenno-Volgaic proto-language,
they can represent later borrowings from an early Balto-Fennic.

C. Tocharian:

*welso- n. > Tocharian A wilts, B yaltse “1000” (Winter 1992b: 124 re-
constructed a thematic derivative based on the stem noun *welos, gen. *wel-
es-os “greatness”; the development *-Is- > -lts- is regular — see Van
Windekens 1976: 102). Earlier Winter (1989: 39, cf. also 1992a: 20) assumed
that the suffix A -ts, B -tse meant “provided with”. Van Windekens (1976:
555) derived the numeral from the neuter *weltyo- (cf. also Hilmarsson 1986: 114).

D. Anatolian:

The reading of the numeral “1000” in Anatolian is not known, only Hittite
LI-IM-a§ KUR-e-a§ “of a thousand countries” (Eichner 1992: 88). Among
Luwian hieroglyphs there was a special sign for “1000” resembling C
(Meriggi 1962: 233, # 383; cf. Woudhuizen, JIES 23[1995]: 67).

§2. Etymology:

A. There are two mutually excluding etymological approaches:

(a) Following J. Grimm and F. Bopp, Brugmann (1907: 10-12) saw a
starting-point in the root *seg’- “to overcome”. From the es-neuter *seg’es-
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“strength, victory” (Old Indic sdhas-, Old Irish seg etc.) a *-lo-adjective
*s(e)f'eslo- could be formed. Brugmann assumed a syntagm *kmitom
s(e)f'eslom or *s(e)g'eslom kmtom *“strong hundred”. The missing o- in
Greek *yeoldio- instead of expected *agyeodio- should have been caused by
dissimilation, cf. raondAn< *oraorainetc. The main argument against the
interpretation of Indo-Iranian *sa- < *sm- consists in the existence of such
compounds as Old Indic cdtubisahasram “4000” or Avestan po'ru-hazapra-
“viele Tausende betragend”, instead of an expected ‘po’ru-zapra-. But Brug-
mann himself demonstrated that although it is not logical (from a contempo-
rary point of view), it was possible, quoting Greek rérrapes éxarovrddes. Let
us mention that the etymology based on *seg’- also excludes a relationship of
Latin mille. Finally, the Hispano-Celtic form *san-klis- supports very sugges-
tively the prefix *sip-.

(b) The most hopeful etymological analysis, today representing a commu-
nis opinio, was summarized by H. Rix (1991: 225-31, especially 226):

*sm-Z'eslo- n. “ein *§'eslo- habend” (Indo-Iranian, probably Hispano-
-Celtic, yet unknown to Rix)

*smi-g esli f. “ein zu einem *#'eslo- Gehoriges” (Latin)

*#'esliyo- adj. “zu einem *g'eslo- gehorig” (Greek) .

But concerning *sm- Rix (1991: 227, fn. 11) mentioned Frisk’s notice that
in compounds it meant “zusammen mit” (Frisk II: 1100).

In the stem *@'eslo- Rix l.c. identified the suffix *-lo-, probably corre-
sponding to the Tocharian gerundive (A waslam “anziehbar” <.*wos-e-lo-),
the Armenian participle (greal “gefunden” < *wid-e-a-lo-), the Slavic perfect
active participle (Old Church Slavonic byls “was” < *b"i-lo-), further to nomina
agentis in Greek (Sydog “Volkshaufe” < *wog'-lo-), Latin (figulus “Topfer” <
*d"ig"-lo-) and Germanic (Old High Germanic butil “Biittel” < *b"ud’-i-lo-).

Separating the suffix *-lo-, the root *g'es- remains. Its etymology is not
evident.

(1) Rix 1991: 228-31 supports the majorite view that it is related to the
word for “hand” attested in two suffixal extensions: *g'és-6r f., gen. *3'es-r-és
(Anatolian, Armenian, Greek, Albanian, Tocharian) vs. *@'es-to- (Indo-
Iranian, cf. also Latin praesté “gegenwirtig zur Hand” and Lithuanian pa-
Zastis “Achselhthle”). It is on the basis of this root etymology, that he tried to
give precision to his sermantic reconstruction:

*sm-g'eslo- “ein Hand habend”, i.e. “in eine Hand gehende Menge (von
Ko6émem) habend”;

*smi-g esli “ein zu einer Hand gehériges™ (= mit einer Hand fassbares), i.e.
*“Mass von Kérnern”;

*&'esliyo- “zu einer Hand gehirig(e Menge von Komern)”. But the pri-
mary meaning of the sm-prefix was rather collective than singulative (see the
Greek section above).

Following Lehmann, Mayrhofer (EWAI II: 719-20) quoted a clear exam-
ple of the semantic shift “hand/arm” — “high number”, namely East Turkic
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(modern Uyghur) kol “10.000” vs. Common Turkic *kol “arm” (Risinen
1969: 276).

The other etymological attempts are not so convincing:

(2) Pisani (1983: 96-97) derived *@'eslo- from *eg's- “out(side)” via
metathesis, assuming the primary meaning “ultimate, last”, cf. Greek éoyaros.

(3) Stepanov (1989: 68) saw the starting-point in the Slavic word
“password, motto” attested in Ukrainian hdslo, Polish hasto, Czech heslo id.
and Slovak heslo “sound”. Machek 1971: 165-66 postulated common Slavic
*¢5slo, which should be an [-participle of the verb *gwsnori, reconstructed
only on the basis of Czech dial. (Moravia) hesnouti “to utter a syllable” =
common Czech hlesnout id. with -I- after hlas “voice”. The Polish word is
borrowed from Czech (k- !), while the Ukrainian one is borrowed from Polish.
It is evident that the word “1000” and the Slavic *gnslo are incompatible:
besides the problematic semantics and root vocalism, the initial velar does not
agree either; one would expect *z-.

(4) BlaZek (ArOr 62[1994]: 454) tried to demonstrate an existence of a
cognate in Slavic *(d)zélp with a more primitive semantics, cf. Old Church
Slavonic dzélo “very, too, at most”, do dzéla “guite”, prédzéls “great”, Slove-
nian zelo “very, much”, Old Czech zielo “frequently”. Starting from *zéls, the
following development would be possible: *#&lo- < *Zeslo- < *g'eslo- with an
analogical simplification of the cluster *-si- as in Slavic *Zila “vein” <
*g™Isla, Lithuanian gysla, Latvian dzisla id., Latin filum “yamn” etc. (Pokorny
1959: 489). But the Slavic *dz is not a continuant of *§'; it originates from *g
before *¢ in Slavic (‘second palatalization’, see Vaillant 1950: 50; Lamprecht
1987: 46). So *dzéls has been usually derived from *g'oylo- “vehement, ea-
ger, rank” (Pokomny 1959: 452). It is possible to find more explanations, but
none of them is sufficiently convincing: (i) An influence of the ‘Reimwort’
*célp “whole, healthy, total”; (ii)) A secondary depalatalization of the type
Slavic *céva “spool” vs. Lithuanian Jeivd, $aivd “spool” (cf. Trubagev, ESSJ 3:
190-91); (iii) A ‘centum’ element.

(5) Also the hypothesis of a foreign origin cannot be a priori rejected (cf.
Specht, KZ 66[1939]}: 10f). Rix (1991: 227) added that this solution can be
proved only if a hopeful foreign source is identified. Such the source could be
found in Sumerian gif, gi¥, ges, gés “60” (written with the sign DIS), gef-u,
gis-u “600” = 60 x 10 (Dombrowski 1991: 346, 363). A starting-point could
have been in (unattested) *ge$-u lu “a quantity consisting of 600” or *ges-u li
“600 men”. Let us mention that in Sumerian, the numeral is normally given
after the noun, only in economic texts stands first (Thomsen 1984: 82). The
difference in semantics (“600” vs. “1000”) would represent a result of a trans-
formation of the Sumerian sexagesimal system into the Indo-European deci-
mal one (cf. BlaZek, ArOr 62{1994]: 454). On the other hand, the existence of
the Emesal counterpart mu-u$ (Dombrowski 1.c.) indicates the primary g and
its substitution by the Indo-European *g" seems to be less probable.
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B. The ‘Northwest’ numeral “1000” has been usually interpreted as
“thick/strong/big hundred” (Brugmann 1892: 50607 “Vielhundertheit”; Vasmer
& Trubadev IV: 133; Pijnenburg 1989: 100, all with ample references) or a par-
ticiple of the root *fiis- (Lithr 1993: 129f starts from the participle *riisptr *“An-
schwellende [Menge]”) or *it- + *spt-1, a participle of *es- “to be” (Pijnenburg
1989: 103-05; cf. also Erhart 1982: 138 and critically Liihr 1993: 118).

Every etymology should take into account the following facts: (i) the at-
tested forms really resemble participles; (ii) there are reamarkable traces of the
numeral “100” (Old Icelandic, Prussian) or at least of its influence (*-mr- in
Fenno-Volgaic); (iii) the RUKI - rule did not operate in Slavic.

The conditions (i) and (ii) are satisfied in the etymologies of Brugmann
(1911: 48-49) and Biiga (1959: 638; see also Nepokupnyj 1989: 280); Leu-
mann 1942: 127-28 and Hamp 1973: 172-78 respect sufficiently the third one.
A combination of both solutions could represent the most promising etymology:

Brugmann and Biga saw a starting point in the syntagm “swelling hun-
dred”, consisting of the participle of the root *fi- “to be strong, thick” ex-
tended in -s- (Pokorny 1959: 1080-84), plus the numeral “100”, which was
eliminated in most forms. Hence *ispf’ (~ -o/ent-) + *kpf > Germanic
*bisund® [*xund’], merged in Old Icelandic pishund, Old Swedish
piashundrad, besides an elliptic loss of the second member in the others.

Leumann and Hamp found a convincing explanation of the Slavic and
Baltic forms assuming the present participle *tiskont- (-pt- in weak cases). If
we combine it with the preceding solution, we get the following development
*iaskont® (~ -pt-) + *kpt° > Balto-Slavic *dissant’ [*5im/nf"], merged in Prus-
sian tisimf’, and in another way perhaps in the Fenno-Volgaic borrowing
*tuSamte, maybe also in Slavic *tysetji, if it is not only an apophonic variant to
*tysotji where the elliptic loss of the numeral is probable. The East Baltic
*ristant- corresponds formally to the latter Slavic form with the exception of
the specific development leading to the -sza-present. Brugmann (1892: 507
and 1911: 49) found the probable primary verb in Latvian tikstu “I become
fat, I swell”, inf. zdkt (more about -sta-present see Stang 1966: 341-49).
Gauthiot (IF Anz 21: 145-46) and Biiga (1959: 638) added Lithuanian tifkstas
“1000”, besides the innovation tumstas “1000” (A3mena), originally probably
“quantity”, cf. Lithuanian tuméti “gerinnen, konsistent werden”, ruma “Menge,
Masse, Triibheit”, fimtas “Schar, Haufe” etc. (Fraenkel 1962-65: 1139;
Gauthiot 1.c. reconstructed *tiis *“1000” while the form *tidszas > Lithuanian
titkstas should be the ordinal). There may also be a remarkable parallel in
Celtic: Gaulish (La Graufesenque) fufl(0)os translated as *groupe, masse, to-
tal” (Vendryes), “tally” (Whatmough), “Verteilung” (Thurneysen) — see Hi-
runuma 1988: 39, fn. 2, or “bordereau” (Billy 1993: 150; but according to
Lambert 1994: 131-33 “fournée, four”). Hamp (1989: 41) reconstructed
*tiifos < *tiitsos < *tids-to- *“a great or complete number”. It suggestivelly
corresponds to Lithuanian riikstas “1000” < *tidsto-.
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Concemning the participle-like -nt-suffix, a parallel formation can be found
e.g. in Gothic nefvundja m.n. “the nearest; neighbor” (Hirt 1896: 347; Brug-
mann 1911: 49), Lithuanian graZidtelis “very beautiful” vs. graZis *“beautiful”,
saldifitelis “very sweet” vs. saldiis “sweet” (*-pt- + dimin. *-eli-), Latvian
tievitis “‘ganz diinn”, viegliti§ “ganz leicht” (-iz- < *-gt-) or Russian bol’ Suscij
“very big”, rolstuscij “very thick” (*-ontyo-) besides rabotjascij “very hard-
working” (*-ptyo-), Old Czech béliic “ganz weiss” (*b"élontyo-), later used
with the same function in figura etymologica, e.g. leta letoucl “grosse Anzah|
von Jahren”, bida bédouci “grosses Elend” etc. (Aitzetmiiller 1950: 289-96;
he also assumed the same origin for the Greek superlatives in -afog and the
Hittite adjectives in -nt-, e.g. maklant- “thin”, warkant- “fat” etc., cf. also Ma-
chek, ArOr 17/2[1949]): 138f). These examples indicate an original elative
function (cf. Pijnenburg 1989: 103), hence “very strong hundred”.

C. Regardless of the concrete reconstruction, it is almost generally ac-
cepted to derive the Tocharian numeral “1000” from the root *wel- (cf. Van
Windekens 1976: 555 with older literature) continuing e.g. in. Old Church
Slavonic velii “big”, velbmi and velije “very”, Upper Sorbian wjele “many,
much”, Old English, Dutch wel “very, fully”, Irish feile- “very” etc., perhaps
also Modern Persian bali- “up”, balidan “to grow” (Mann 1984-87: 1509).

§3. Conclusion:

Confronting the various forms of the numeral “1000”, their reconstructions
and etymologies, the following solutions seem to be the most hopeful:

A. The most widespread and probably the oldest term can be reconstructed
as follows: Indo-Iranian and Hispano-Celtic *sm-g'éslo- (n.), Latin *smi-¢"esif
(f.), cf. also the adj. *g"esliyo- reconstructible for Greek. The original meaning
could have been “amount [e.g. of corn] that can be held together in hand(s)”
more probably than “..in one hand”.

B. In languages of the ‘Northwest’ block the numeral “1000” was probably
formed by participle-like formations *tiIsont- ~ -pt- (Germanic) or *tiiskont- ~
-pt- (Balto-Slavic) consisting of the root *ril- (= *fuH- ~ *tewH- etc.) “strong,
thick” extended in *-s- (Germanic) or *-sk- (Balto-Slavic) and the -nt-suffix
with elative function plus *Eyt-i/—yé , originally probably “belonging to hun-
dred” (later mostly omitted), hence “very strong [hundred]”.

C. In Tocharian the numeral “1000” could be derived from the neuter
*welos (es-stem) with the original meaning “greatness”.

Unfortunately, there are no traces of the numeral “1000” within Anatolian
which would help to estimate the age of the invention of this numeral in Indo-
European and possibly also the priority of the reconstructed proto-forms.
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