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EGYPTIAN NUMERALS 

§1. Basic data concerning Egyptian cardinals including the most recent 
attempts of their vocalization are concentrated in the Table 1: 

Egyptian (Wb.) Coptic Vycichl (DELC) Loprieno 1995:71 Schenkel 1990:54 
1 m wf/w.'(1:273-276) S cry*. AF oyc *wT}Bw(229,518) * 'wuTTuw 
f wTjt S oyene) *wu??0w"t 

2m snwj(4: 148) S CtULY *siny-0Sy (192) *sfnuwwaj 
f snlj S cirre 

B CNOY+ 

*s(ni.l-Sy 
*sinya.t-By 

*s(nt~l, *iirdt'! 

3m bmt(w) (3: 283) S cyoftfr, A giMT *b.amtaw (264) *'X*mtaw *himt'w 
f Ijmtt S cyoMTe, A giMTe *hamta.t *jiimt't 

4 m fdw (1:582) S qrooy. A qT*Y *ifdaw (281,518) *jif'daw *l'ftiw 
f fdl S qTocex A qroe *iflat 
5 m djw (5:420) S t ° Y •<flW«y(223,519, *'di:jaw *tfi'w 
f djt S f e •rfiwi.f 424) *tfl'l 

6 m sjsw (4: 200) S COOY , AF CJLY *susiw (200) *'sa?saw 
f sjst SA coe, A ccoe, 

S cx 
isiw 
*i~rf&t> *i"Iiit 

7m sfhw(4: 115) S cxcyq. A c i ^ q •M/&aiv (203) *'saf%aw 
f sfht S ca.cpt|e. A cxgqe *safha.t 

8 m hmnw (3: 264) S qpMOYN. A {MOYN 
B aptM 

(264) * Xa'ma.n&w 
°u.naiv(1986: 

'hamin'w 

f hmnt S cyMoyNe. B cpMM 1308) *hamin"tt 

9m psdyv (1:588) SB <Jrr, S +IC (248) *pi 'si:jaw *pi&l~ w 
f psdj S +rre & <|nce *pitff~ t 
10m mrfw(2: 184) SB KWT •m&few (124) *'mu:jaw *mud"w 
f mil S MHTe, B Ktff *mSd.a.t *mOC" t 
20 m *dwlj (5: 552) S XOYOTT , B xtxrr (333) *ja'wa:taj 
f S JCOfyo)YtuTe 
30 mfW (2: 47) S MAA.B, B KUTT (108) *'ma?bVR 

40 SB 2M6 (299) *hV 'mew 

50 S TA(6)IOY. B° TCBI * -Ty-u (223) *'dijjaw 
60 SB ce *si3s(.t[\%l) *sa?"sew 

70 *saf 'xew 
80 S ZMBNe, B gJJT^e *hamSniya.lu 

(301) 
*Xam'new 

90 S ncTiiOY 
B tncreoY 

(248) *pis'j ijjaw 

1CP *i(n)t (4: 398, 
497) 

SB eye, F OJH (254) *ii(nju)t 
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Egyptian (Wb.) Coptic Vycichl (DELC) Loprieno 1995:71 Schenkel 1990:54 
*!<n).tj "200" SB cytrr *!inju:taj 

1)3 (3: 219-20) SB cyo, A jo . F <px *ha3 (255) 
10* <fW(5: 565-66) S TBJL, F eax (210) 

10J hfh (3: 74) 
10« W?(3: 152-53) Sz^Z "multitude" (320) 

§2. Any correct comparative-etymological analysis is unthinkable without 
knowledge of regular phonetic correspondences. The traditional system of the 
most hopeful responses among consonants of (some) Afroasiatic branches or 
languages is compiled in the Table 2: 

Afroasiatic * Semitic * Egyptian Berber* Beja Agaw * East Cushitic * Dahalo 
b b b bib. b/-w- *<-/) b 6-1 -b-

P P P f f f f f 
P? plb por /7 f i o r p ? 
ft P / f f f / 
d d d d dirtf) d d d-1 -d-
t t t t t t t t 
t ( dlt 41,-tt d d d t 

4 d zld lid dl-y- 3 z ri 1 
I t s s s s s tsl 1 
f i d *I4 4 c f t 1 
3 z z z dl-y- z z d \ 
c s zors-1 s s 

f d z 4 c 9 V 1 
£ S z X s ! n i 

i zld d c c 1 
s |; s s(~!) s s i Is 
n I f ? h K - f l *(-*) f L 
s Is S s(-S) ! S I 

K gldli/u] g *(-*?) * ( - * ) 
x h k k k/tli/u] k k * ( - * ) k Ik | 

* k k yl-qq- k klql k Ik 

r i. r * r r 1 
h h h h \ 
r f r H-l-y- 7 7-1-0 
h h M > A ) H-l-y- h 7-1-0 h \h 
h h h *./*, h 7-1-0 h \h 
7 ? 31110 7 0/y-l 7-1-0 ? 1? 

y y y/t ylil y y y ij 
w w w/yT/1 wlul \wl-f. w w Q w [ 
m m m m m m/f> m i m [ 
n n n n n n n In I 
I I nlnrlH3l! I I 1-l-rC- / 1/ [ 
r T rl 3///[f] r r lr | r | 

file:///wl-f
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§3. An alternative interpretation of Afroasiatic (Egyptian — Semitic) 
comparative — historical phonology as proposed by Rossler (1971) on the 
basis of incompatibility, appears in Table 3: 

Egyptian 3 I f w b P f m n r h h h h. z s i k k g t L d d 
Semitic r ? d w b P b m n I h h 8 b t i b 1 k g t k t q 

I y A P I r r b s i I $ g 
i z s f 
8 d 4 
8 

Quoted after Satzinger 1996. 

§4. Comparative — etymological analysis 
1. Eg (OK) wYjw m. & wfjt f. "1" (Edel 1955/64: 167), together with the 

verb wfy "to be alone" and the noun wTTw "Alleinsein" (Wb. 1: 277) = 
*waTTrtaw (DELC 229), reflect the root *w-T~y. 

a) Hopeful cognates appear probably in Guanche (Tenerife ?) been, veen < 
*wayn (Militarev p.c; Woelfel 1954: 21-22 reconstructs *ven) and in the Ber­
ber counterparts: (W) Zenaga iwn m. [yiwn, yun ?], dw9& f. < *t-iwa&, (N) 
Tamazight iggan < *iyy9n < *yiyan < *yiw9n, representing pBe *yiw-an, -at, 
besides (E) Augila twin < *iwin, Ghadames yon m./ ydt f., Siwa agan I sgat, 
Nefusi ugun [= *9ggun ?] < *syyun < *oyyan < *(y)iyan, (N) Kabyle yiwon I 
yiwst, Tashelhit yan / yat, etc., (S) Tahaggart iyan I iyat. Ghat iyyan I iyyot etc., 
reflecting pBe *ylw-ant -St. Reconstructing these archetypes, Prasse (1974: 
403-04) sees in them a participle of the root *yiw- "to be alone, unique", com­
parable with Eg wfy id. (cf. already Zyhlarz 1931: 135). A regular Berber 
corresondence to Semitic * f is probably *y alternating with a zero-reflex 
(Vycichl 1991: 383-86). Vycichl (DELC 518) found a convincing cognate in 
the Semitic root *w-?-y > Ar waTi "rassembler, reunir sur un seul point, etre 
gu6ri (se dit d'un os fracture' dont les eclats se reunissent); to collect, gather", 
He yaTah "ramasser, balayer; to sweep together and cany away" (Klein 1987: 
261). On the other hand, the comparison of Eg *wi?y- with Se *wahid-
(Zyhlarz 1931: 135) is improbable because of its phonetic and structural in­
compatibility. 

b) Being a representant of the Rdssler's school, Schenkel (1990: 55) com­
pares directly the Eg root *w?T.w and Ar wShidun. He assumes a regular cor­
respondence between Eg f = *x vs. Se *h on the one hand, and Eg *$* vs. Se *d 
on the other hand. 

2. Reconstructing the development of m.*siny-u-ay > *sini-ww-ay > CoS 
CHXY and of f. *sini.t-ay > *s(nt-iy > CoS C N T e besides *sinya.t-ay > 
*sini.t-ay > CoB C N O y i " , Vycichl isolates the root *siny-, a plural marker *-
0- and a dual marker *-Sy (Vycichl 1957: 364; 1959: 64; 1974: 62; D E L C 
192). In his contribution presented at the Congress of Coptic Studies at Miin-
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ster in 1996, Satzinger proposed his solution: m. *siniwai > *sni'w > CNXy, 
f. sinStai > *snato > CNOYT- T h e vowel is supported by a cuneiform tran­
scription Si-na known from El-Amama tablets (Albright; quoted after Dolgopol-
sky 1992: 68, #81). 

It was already Brugsch who compared this numeral with its Semitic 
counterpart (cf. Erman 1892: 118), cf. Ak Sinan m./ Sittan f., Ugaritic trim I ttm 
[tinami I tittemi], Hb Siniyim I Sittiyim, Ar ifriani I itnatani & lintani, Sabaic 
tny I tnty etc. (Brugnatelli 1982: 133-141). Dolgopolsky (p.c.) reconstructs 
pSe m. *tfn-a-ni, acc.-gen. *tfn-ay-ni and f. *tfn-at-a-ni, acc.-gen. *tfn-at-ay-ni, 
segmenting the numeral into the root *tin-, a dual marker *-a- (nom.), *-ay-
(acc.-gen.), a feminine exponent *-at- and a determiner *-ni-, not appearing 
before nouns. 

An evident cognate also appears in the Berber numeral "2": Guanche 
(Gran Canaria ?) smetti [=sinetti], smattamarava"12", (Tenerife ?) sijn "2", 
sinir marago "12" (Woelfel 1954: 3, 22-23); (E) Siwa son mJsonot f„ Sokna 
son I sont, Fodjaha son I snot, Ghadamsi son I sonat, (N) Kabyle sin I snat, 
Wargla sin I sent, Zayan sin I sant etc., (S) Tahaggart ossin I sanat, (W) 
Zenaga Sinan I Senanet etc. Prasse (1974: 403-04) reconstructs pBe *sln & 
*hissln m. vs. *sinat f. 

The numeral "2" reconstructive on the A A level as *ciny-, *din-ay-, is the 
only numeral attested safely in three A A branches. The attempts to find rela­
tives in other branches are not convincing: Dolgopolsky (1973: 111) also seeks 
parallels in CCu (=Agaw) and SCu. But it was already Reinisch (1887: 306) 
who recognized an Ethio-Semitic borrowing in Bil in, Qwara & Dembea sona 
"Gleichniss, Ebenbild, Art; (gleich)wie", cf. Geez son?(a) "peace,-agreement, 
harmony; like-minded", son?ow "equal, agreeing" etc. (Leslau 1987: 504-05). 
Iraqw dangi "twins" together with related Alagwa irangayo "twin", reflect 
pSCu *?idaij- (cf. Ehret 1980: 166), a form very probably incompatible with 
A A *din(y)- "2" for phonetic reasons. A much more convincing cognate to 
SCu "twin" appears in WCh *$anV "twins" > Angas & Ankwe jfan; Sha (Ron 
group) i a n 'suppletive pi. to 'awullawiil "twin"' (Stolbova 1987: 195, #465), 
sometimes also derived from A A *ciny- "2" (so e.g. Dolgopolsky 1992: 69, 
#81). 

3. Eg *hamt- "3" has no evident cognates among A A numerals. The com­
parison with Semitic *£a/a£- / *sala~t- "3" proposed by Albright is rather forced 
(1918: 91 hmt < *hnt < *Snt < *Slt < *O10 !). A comparison with Semitic 
*bamiS- "5" (so Sethe 1916: 23 and Ember 1917: 88, fn. 1) is not a better so­
lution (Loprieno 1986: 1315-16, fn. 18 reacts: "Die Aquivalenz ag. hmt "3" = 
semitisch hmS "5" ... vermag ich weder phonologisch noch semantisch zu ver-
stehen"). 

But it was already Zyhlarz 1931: 135-36 who discovered a hopeful cog­
nate in Guanche (Gran Canaria ?) amelotti "3", amierat-marava "13", 
(Tenerife ?) amiet, amiat "3", amiago "30" (Woelfel 1954: 4-6). It is accepted 
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skeptically by Woelfel I.e., but positively by Rossler (1966: 228; 1971: 284) 
and Schenkel (1990: 56). In the case of semantic identity the validity of the 
etymology depends only on phonetic corresondences. Concerning Berber(-
Guanche) correspondences to Egyptian *h, there is not common opinion. The 
best substantiated is the correspondence to Berber *y proposed by Zyhlarz 
1934: 113; cf. Eg hr "bei, von, zu" (Wb. 3: 315-16) and Berber: (S) Tahaggart 
yur "chez", (N) Kabyle (Mangellat) yur "chez", yer "vers" (Dallet), Tamazight 
(Ayt Ndhir) yor, (before pronoun) yur "to, toward" (Penchoen), (E) Ghadames 
cur "chez" (Lanfry) etc. (Edel 1955/64: 2; Prasse 1972: 229). Another corre­
spondent can be Berber *h (sometimes an allophone to *y), cf. Tuareg eh&lbes 
"papillon" vs. Eg (nK) hnms and (med, xviii) hnws "moustique" (Wb. 3: 295, 
290; D E L C 260-61). Militarev (1991: 167-68) demonstrated that Berber *y 
l*b corresponds to Guanche j [x], x, ch, h, g (probably only orthographic vari­
ants of the same sound) and also 0. It means that the initial correspondence 
can be regular. The second question is the correspondence of the third radicals. 
There are two possibilities: (i) The most conservative are the forms amiat, 
amiet (Tenerife), corresponding one-to-one with Eg *hamt-. The final -at, -et 
in Guanche probably represents a marker of feminines or abstract nouns. On 
the other hand, Eg -t- looks as a part of the triradical root. The only possibility 
is also to assume a frozen marker of abstract nouns in this -t-, hence *hamt- < 
*him\ya]t- "Dreiheit", where the second syllable would be reduced under the 
influence of gender markers *-aw I *-at. (ii) If the forms from Gran Canada 
preserving a liquid are more archaic, the Guanche-Egyptian isogloss is not so 
unambiguous. The liquid *-/- or *-r- has no counterpart in Egyptian. The -n- in 
Sahidic cpoMNT is 'parasitic'. It appears automatically in more Sahidic words 
before T, frequently between M and T (Vycichl 1990: 223-25). Let us add that 
later Zyhlarz (1950: 407) changed his sagacious etymology, reconstructing the 
Guanche numeral "3" z&*ametho<f "der anderer Zeiger" = "Mittelfinger", cf. 
the Berber verb "zeigen", e.g. Tahaggart amel "indiquer", Kabyle mol 
"montrer" (Cohen 1947: # 9). 

Meinhof 1912: 233 and Zyhlarz 1931: 136 also compared the Eg numeral 
"3" also with its Beja (North Cushitic) counterpart, varying in dialects: 
Halenga mahiy, Arteiga mhky, Bisharin emhay (Hudson). It implies a syllable 
metathesis *hamiy > mahiy, perhaps caused by alliteration with the preceding 
numeral mhaloo- "2" (Hudson). This cognate is also possible, although not 
safe. 

4. The numeral "4" has been reconstructed with initial alif on the basis of 
the abstract noun ifd.t "Vierheit", Middle Babylonian cuneiform transcription 
ip-ta'-u (Kammerzell 1994: 169 tries to demonstrate that a reading pi or pe is 
also possible) and CoA -a.<fre in MNT-a.qTe "14" and CoS -a.cfre in 
JCOYT-a.c|Te "24". Vycichl (1940: 83) mentions the Coptic feminine form 
<|Toe, deriving it from *fd"ww'.t and further *fcT3w~.t < *fdo3wet, similarly 
as Me "lieben" < *me3jet < *mirjet (*mirya.t in D E L C 106 ) or pne 
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"Tempel" < *r3-pe3jew < *-pirjew (*ra3 pirya.t in D E L C 176). If one accepts 
the preceding thoughts, could the numeral be reconstructed as *fida3wa.t or 
*ifda3wa.t < *fidarwa.t or *ifdarwa.t ? 

Convincing cognates appear in the North and East branches of Cushitic 
languages, almost in all languages of the Omotic family (with the exception of 
Gatsama recorded by Conti Rossini, Yemsa, Dizoid and Mao groups) and 
Chadic family (here with the only exception of the South Bauchi group). 

Beja faDig (Hudson; D is retroflexive), fadig (Roper, Almkvist), fadig 
(Reinisch) "4", fAdiga "4th" can reflect older *fa[rd/d]ig(a), oi. old records 
compiled by Almkvist 1885: v) faddeg (Kremer), fardik (Krockow), ferdik 
(Lucas) vs. Beni Amer farig (Reinisch). Beja fuda & furda "Molo, Ankerplatz" 
borrowed from Arabic furda(t) "anchorage, sea-port" (Reinisch 1895: 82) can 
demonstrate that the development *-rd > *-d is possible. Zyhlarz (1933: 167) 
recognized the plural (and dual) ending -ga (Roper 1928: 183) in final -g(a). 
Probably also -d(i)- does not belong to the root. It could be a numerative de­
rived from da "thing" (Reinisch) or related to d(a)?i "alone" (Roper). Other 
possibilities are discussed below. 

With the exception of Highland East Cushitic, Dullay and Yaaku groups, 
related forms are attested in all East Cushitic languages (cf. Zaborski 1987 
with bibliographical data): Maiferey, gen. affara (Parker & Hayward), Saho 
Afar (Plazikowsky-Brauner); Somali: Digil Afar, Benadir, Darod affAr 
(Moreno), Af-Garre afar, afur (Lamberti), Jiddu afAr (Banti), Boni Afar 
(Heine), Rendille Affar (Galboran & Pillinger), Bayso Afar (Hayward); Konso 
afur-[i], ord. arf-atta, D'irayta afur, pi. Arf-a, ord. arf-iyyA (Black), Mussiye 
afurii (Tanaba-Wedekind), Oromo: Borana afuri, ord. abranu, Maca afur, ord. 
Arfanu, arffe (Leus); Arbore ?afur (Hayward), Elmolo Afur (Heine), Dasenech 
laffur (Sasse). The difference in vowels between *?af(f)ar- vs. *?af(f)ur- re­
sembles that of patterns of broken plurals known in Saho, e.g. arah "road", pi. 
Aruh (Welmers) and Afar dinan "donkey", pi. dSnun (Colizza), see Zaborski 
1986: 45. The suffix -ey in Afar {-oy and -ay too) probably represents a col­
lective, frequently followed by a singulative -tu or -ta (cf. fereyta "a game with 
four players") — see Zaborski 1973-74: 27. On the other hand, Afar nom. 
ferey vs. gen. affara (fire vs. affa'ra after Bliese) allows to isolate a preforma-
tive *?a- with a primarily adjectival and abstract function, known not only 
from the Cushitic (e.g. Rendille abur "big"), but also from the Semitic and 
Chadic languages (Zaborski 1974: 81-87). The preceding analysis indicates the 
primary root *far-. 

The Omotic numerals were studied by Zaborski 1983. The following 
overview is based on the most recent records: 

Aroid: Aari ?oid( (Hayward), Ubamer, Galila oyddi, Hamar-Banna oydi, 
Dime uddu (Fleming); 

Gonga: Shinasha AwddA (Rottland), Wembera Pawdda (Alga & Wede-
kind), Mocha awiiddo (Leslau), Anfillo auddo (Grottanelli), Kafa awude, 
awudo (Habte); 
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Gimira: Benchnon od (Breeze), She od (Conti Rossini), "Gimira" ottu 
(Toselli); 

Chara: obdi (Aklilu Yilma), cf. ourtontsS "40" (Cenilli); 
Ometo (proper): (W) Basketo, Doko oyddi (Fleming); (S) Male lo'ido 

(Siebert); (C) Wolayta oydda, Gofa, Gamo, Dorze, Kullo ?oydda 
(Alemayehu), Dorze oyDa, Malo oydda, Oyda oyddi (Fleming), Zala oidda 
(Moreno) ; (E) Zayse ?oydd (Hayward) = ?oit, Zergulla hoid, Ganjule '?ood, 
Gatsama ?ooidu, Koyra ?odde (Siebert-Hoeft), Mezo woydi (Chiomio) etc. 

On Proto-Omotic level an archetype *?afiurd- or sim. could be expected. 
The three branches (W, C, E) of the vast Chadic family can be classified 

into 27 groups. With the exception of South Bauchi there are related forms of 
the numeral "4" in all groups. The forms without any source are quoted after 
Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994, II: 152-53. 

Western Chadic *firadu (Stolbova 1987: 160, # 136) 
1) Hausa: Hausa hikfii Ifikfti, Gwandara puru,furut hum (Matsuhita); 
2) Angas -Ankwe *fiir (Stolbova) > Sura, Chip ftir, Goemai (=Ankwe) 

Peer, Tal, Montol fei, Yiwom (= Gerka) pro?; cf. Angasfiir (Foulkes); 
3) Ron: Fyer ptit, Daffo pu?, Kulere^iW, Shafikf, ? Bokkos 6&i&s; 
4) Bole *fiardu (Stolbova) > Dera pits'u, Karekare fecfu, cf. Bolewa pordo 

(Koelle) = foddo Bele foddo, Ngamo hbdb, Kirfi f&dau, Gera, Gemma fudii, 
Galambu p&ryi (all Schuh), Tangale Bil i r i fadou, Pero pedtyu (Kraft), Maha 
padu (Newman) etc.; 

5) North Bauchi *(bi-)fUdV (Stolbova) > Warji fidi, Tsagu, Mburku fkf$, 
Kariya, Miya fudii, Pa'&fidu, Jimbin/ft/Y, Diri fidil, Siri bQfkfi (Skinner); 

[6) South Bauchi: Geji wupsi, Buli wustu, Jimi iskwo etc.; these forms are 
probably unrelated;] 

7) Bade-Ngizim: Ngizim fudii, cf. Bade fsdu (Kraft), Duwai fudu 
(Koelle); 

Central Chadic: 
8) Tera: Tera vat (Newman), Pidlimdi vddi, Gabin fivadd, Hwona fadi 

(Kraft); 
9) Bura-Margi: Margi jbdu, Chibakfikfuu, cf. Bura fwaf, Kilba j&du, Hildi 

fwoodu etc. (Kraft); 
10) Higi: Higi fw&re, Higi Ghye fwad, Fali Kiria Jwadii' (Kraft), Bana 

fidS, Kapsiki uf&d (Wente-Lukas) etc.; 
11) Bata: Bata fwgt, Nzangi fwat (Mouchet), Bachama fwaf (Carnochan), 

Mwulyen fwad, Gudu fwid, Fali Mucela fwad, Gude 'unjwad, Fali Jilbufway 
(Kraft); 

12) Lamang: Hidkala uf&di, Alataghwa ufada, Vizik, Turu ufat, Lamang 
uf&db (Wolff) =fowad. Hide mafad (Colombel); 

13) Mandara: Wandala uf&dt, Glavda ufad, Guduf (w)ufAd, Dghwede (= 
Truade) ftdl, Ngwashi iif&dii, cf. also Paduko wofad (Colombel), Nakatsa 
wdfada (Kraft); 

14) Sukur: Sukurfwat; 
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15) Matakam *ma-facf (Rossing 1978: 346, #289): Mafa fad, Mofu riifad, 
Muktele iifad, cf. also Mada wafad, Hurzo fawdaw (Colombel), Gisiga mufad 
(Lukas), Muturua tnuf&t (Strumpell), Baldamu mboviinll (Seignobos & 
Tourneux); the same prefix forms also the numeral *ma-kar, see Rossing 
1978: 346, #739); 

16) Daba: Daba food, Musgoy fwgd, Kola f"od, cf. also Hina fa 
(Strumpell); 

17) Gidar: Gidar p$do (Mouchet); 
18) Kotoko *yadi < *kV-fadi (?): Yedina (= Buduma) hiiyay, cf. also Lo-

gone gide, Shoe gade, Gulfei gaande, Kuseri Made (Lukas), Affade wagaade, 
Ngala kaadi, Makeri gaade (Barth); 

19) Muzgu: Muzgu poodu (Barth), pom (Decorse), puddu (Overwegg), 
fuudi (R6der), Mulwi, Mbara piiddu (Toumeux); 

20) Masa: Masa fidi, Banana, Misme (Zime) fidi. Lame fudi?i, Lame 
(Peve) fiidii (Kraft), Dari fudi (Lukas); 

East Chadic: 
21) Kera: Kera waade, Kwang (= Modgel) wiidaay; 
22) Lai: Lele pooriiy, Kabalai pari, cf- also Nancere pori, Gabri, Dormo 

porin (Adolf Friedrich), Darbe pudi (Bruel), Chire porbu (Barth); 
23) Sumray: Sumray wAAdaa, Ndam wditii, Tumak wari, cf. Sumray 

woyti, Ndam wayti (Barth), Gulei uori (Alfred Friedrich), Miltu wedi, Sarwa 
we (Decorse); 

24) Sokoro: Sokoro piida (Nachtigal) = faada (Barth), cf. Barein fudu 
(Lukas); 

25) Dangla: Dangla pbbt, pbbd, Migama p66di, cf. also Bidiya paadai) 
(Alio); 

26) Mokilko: Mokilko p\di; 
27) Mubi: Mubi fidi, Birgitfbodl, Jegu food; 
Newman 1977: 26, #54 reconstructs pCh *f"ada. The approach of Stol-

bova to the reconstruction is probably more fruitful. She explains the irregu­
larity in WCh *-d- vs. Angas-Ankwe *-r- instead of the expected *-t-
(Stolbova 1987: 70-71) as a result of the cluster *-r(V)d-. This idea should 
be generalized for all the Chadic family. Her WCh reconstruction *firadu (p. 
160, #136) can be inspirative for proto-Chadic reconstruction. The modifi­
cations like *faridu (> *firdu > *fidu > *fudu or sim.) or *farudi (> *fuardi 
> *fwadi or sim.) perhaps agree better with the concrete forms. The same 
suffix *-di probably also forms the numeral "3" in some groups, e.g. North 
Bauchi *kundi > Jimbin ka"ndt, Siri bukudde; Masa: Zime-Batna hlndziPi, 
Masa hidi; Mandara: Glavda xkarda (-r- < *-n-) etc. (Jungraithmayr-
Ibriszimow 1994, I: 168 and II: 326-27). This *-d[i\ can be hypothetically 
connected with Kotoko *di "thing" > Yedina, Logone, Affade di, Ngala ndi, 
cf. Affade (Lebeuf) dipal "the first" vs. pal "one" (S61ken 1967: 77). If we 
accept the preceding analysis, the root *far[i]- or *far[u]- can be determined 
in the Chadic numeral "4". 
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After partial reconstructions in individual families a projection on the 
proto-Afroasiatic level should follow. The forms reconstructed above are com­
patible assuming the following hypothetical scenarios in internal reconstruc­
tions: 

pEg *fida[r]wa.t < *faridwa.t ? 
pBeja *fa [rd]ig < *fari-da-g(a) ? 
pEast Cushitic *far- & derivative *?afif)ar-, pi. *?af(f)ur- ? 
pOmotic *?a\fi]urd- ? 
pChadic *fori~du or *faru-di ? 
It is evident that the numeral "4" consists of the root *far- plus rf-extension 

(with the exception of ECu), eventually with *?a- (*?i- ?) prefix (ECu, Om, ? 
Eg). The most hopeful etymology seems to start from A A "far- "finger" at­
tested in East Cushitic, Omotic (?) and Chadic (Blaiek 1990: 29; Kammerzell 
1994: 174). Black 1974: 117 reconstructs L E C u *fer- "finger" on the basis of 
Afar feera, pi. feeraari (Parker & Hayward), Saho fera (Reinisch), Somali, 
Boni far (Heine), Rendille fir, pl.farrd (Galboran & Pilgrim), Bayso fer, Ar-
bore farro (Hayward), Elmolo farr (Heine). Bil in gwsnda-fdldra "thumb" = 
"thick finger" {gwond- "be thick" — see Reinisch 1887: 154) seems to be the 
cognate in Central Cushitic (= Agaw). In Omotic, Koyra partaa and Chara 
hartsaa "finger" (Cerulli) are probably related. The position of the counter­
parts with the initial voiced labial (Wolayta biraddiya, Kullo birrade id.) is not 
clear. On the other hand, the Chadic parallles are more convincing: (W) Hausa 
farcee, pi.firautaa "fingernail", (Sokoto) "finger", Gwandara apiradi; Kofyar pi. 
furapsir; (E) Dangla ptcrtnt, Mubi fieri "finger", Jegu fillo "fingernail", M i -
gama piirrun id., etc. (Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994, II: 136, 247). A possi­
ble cognate appears perhaps also in Berber, cf. Izayan if den, pi. ife"dnan 
(Loubignac), Iznacen, Rif tafdent (Renisio), Ghadames tafadont (Lanfry) "toe". 
The Be *-d- (but why Ghadames -d- ?) reflects probably not only A A *-t -, but 
also *-rd-, cf. (E) Siwa it, Augila awd, Fodjaha ayid,. Ghadames Iked ; (S) Ta-
haggart ehod, Ayr ehad, Ghat ihsd; (W) Zenaga id; (N) Semlal Id, pi. adan, 
Iznacen ed, Gurara id etc. "night" (collected by A . Militarev) vs. Chadic: (W) 
Sura, Angas par, Karekare btedi, Dera bin; Kulere md-fixf; Guruntum viiru; 
Ngizim di-vitf; (C) Tera vitf-ki; Bura-Pela viri; Gude vida; Lamang vtdi; Guduf 
vide; Sukur vat; Mafa vid; Daba viidu; Gidar difda; Kotoko: Logone vide; (E) 
Sokoro bidum id. (Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994,1: 128-29; II: 256-57). 
Newman 1977: 29, #92 has reconstructed pCh *bodi; a better solution is perhaps 
presented by Stolbova (1987: 154, #91), reconstructing pWCh *bardi (cf. also 
Fali Gil i of Higi group (CCh) virdi recorded by Kraft). 

Besides the possibility described above concerning the dental component 
of the numeral "4", i.e. a numerative originally perhaps meaning "thing", there 
are other no less tempting solutions: (i) a compound *far[ul]-yad..."fingers of 
a hand (i.e. without thumb)"; (ii) a compound "finger-span", where the second 
component can be related to Ak utu(m), in As l x Itu(m) "Spanne, Halbelle" 
(AHw 1447). Eg d corresponds to Se t regularly; in Beja an alternative proto-
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form *fardig is also possible, similarly in Chadic the reconstruction can be 
modified in *faridu or sim. The weakest aspect of this etymology is an uncer­
tainty about the original initial consonant of the Akkadian word. Vycichl 
(1985: 173) collected the following 'candidates', giving regularly a zero-reflex 
in Akkadian: ?, f, h, h, g, y and w. Only the 'glides' ?, y & w satisfy; the 
laryngeals and pharyngeals would be preserved in Egyptian. 

In his brilliant study devoted to the Egyptian numeral "4", F. Kammerzell 
presents important data supporting the 'finger'-etymology. He mentions the 
similarity of the numeral "4" and the verb fd "herausreissen, auslosen" in 
Egyptian (1994: 173); cf. also Angas (WCh) fiir "to scrape with fingers" vs. 
fiir "4" (Foulkes 1915: 177). It is evident that just the "finger" represents the 
semantic bridge connecting the meanings "4" and "scrape, scratch". 

There are also attempts to connect the Semitic and Berber numerals "4" 
with the Egyptian, Cushitic, Omotic and Chadic counterparts. The Semitic 
numeral "4" reconstructed by Dolgopolsky (p.c.) *?arb4T-u(m) f. and 
*?arbaT-it-u(m) m. agrees with the Eg-Cu-Om-Ch isogloss "4" only in the 
consonant r. Dolgopolsky (1973: 231-32; 1983: 125) assumes a metathesis in 
Semitic comparable with the Oromoid cardinal *afur- vs. ordinal *arf-. But he 
is not able to explain the difference/: b between East Cushitic and Semitic. F. 
Kammerzell 1994: 180 reconstructs pre-Eg *fitt&- (in agreement with the 
Rossler's reinterpretation of Egyptian consonantism) < *firti- < *firda- and 
compares it with Se *?-r-b-T, assuming a metathesis *(?-)b-r-T."4" (1994: 
180). In the initial syllable *?a-, a preformative can be identified, cf. the ordi­
nals *rabuT- (Akkadian), *rabl?- (Hebrew-Aramaic), *rabiT- (Arabic, Geez) 
(Gray 1934: 71). The idea of Kammerzell identifying the hypothetical cluster 
*-rd- in Eg & Ch with the segment -r-T- or -f-r- in Semitic, was formulated 
already by Stolbova (1987: 96-97). The same process is described in the ECu 
language D'irayta, where the cluster *-rf- changes regularly in -rd-, cf. kard 
"belly" vs. Bussa kar?-a, Gawwata kart-itto, Arbore gere? < L E C u *gar?-
(Black 1974: 207). In spite of the attractivity of this solution, the difference/: 
b remains unexplained. Zyhlarz 1931: 136 rejects the comparison of the nu­
meral "4" in Egyptian and Semitic, because the Se root r-b-T implies Eg **rfb. 
This idea is based on an (irregular) correspondence between Eg sfh and Se 
*sabf-u(m) f. "7". Let us add that the hypothetical pre-metathesized form 
without the preformative *?a-, namely *b-r-T, remarkably agrees with Oromo 
of Wellega bartuu "palm of hand" (Gragg) and eventually with the Omotic 
words denoting finger quoted above (*birad- < *birf- as in D'irayta ?). Stol­
bova 1987: 68 proposes a different etymology, comparing the Semitic numeral 
"4" with WCh *rabu "2" > Hausa ribl "half; Tangale rap "2"; Diri r$6M\ 
Wangday rwap, etc.; cf. Tera (CCh) rap "2" (Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 
1994, II: 332; but they seek an origin in Jarawan Bantu, cf. I: 171). Finally, 
there is a possibility of an internal Semitic etymology based on the verb at­
tested in Geez rab(a)ba "to stretch (out), extend, spread out", Ar rabba "to 
arrange" (Leslau 1987: 460-61) and the hypothetical root *F.., known from Eg 
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f "arm, hand", T.t "member (of body)" (Wb. I: 156, 160). Lacau 1970: 17 
finds its Semitic cognate in the preposition "with" attested in Ar ma?a, He, 
Aramaic Tim, Syrian Jam, Sabaic $m (Brockebnann 1908: 498), cf. Eg mdj 
"with, by" (Wb. II: 145), orig. "in hand" (DELC 145) and formally corre­
sponding m-T "in hand; together with, because of, from" (Wb. I: 156; Cat-
lender 1975: 19). The primary meaning of the hypothetical compound *r-b & 
*?.. could be *"stretched hand" > "4". If we accept one of these etymologies, 
the only conclusion is possible: the Semitic numeral "4" is not related to its 
counterparts in the other A A branches. 

The original Berber numeral "4" is attested in all branches, cf. (E) 
Ghadames aqquz, (S) Tahaggart dkkoz, (W) Zenaga akkutb, (N) Semlal qquz, 
Baamrani kkoz etc. including Guanche (Gran Canaria) acodetti (collected by 
Militarev, p.c; cf. also Woelfel 1954: 6). Prasse 1974: 403, 405 reconstructs 
pBe *hakkaz. It is evident that the Berber protoform *?fz proposed by Jun-
graithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994,1: 73 as a cognate to Chadic and Egyptian data 
is not well-founded and consequently the comparison is impossible. On the 
other hand, there is a more hopeful cognate in Berber. Skinner 1994: 106 adds 
Tahaggart afod "to multiply" and Sfad "innumerable quantity; million" < 
*hifid (Prasse 1974: 407). The semantic dispersion is comparable with the 
semantic field of the Semitic root r-b: *r-b-b "to be numerous" > He rafc, Ar 
rabba, Ak rababu "to make big" vs. He rebaba, Ug rbt, Aramaic ribbabtS 
"10.000" (Aistleitner 1965: 286-87) & *(?-)r-b-T "4" (if related, it represents 
the fourth possibility to etymologize the Semitic numeral "4"). 

5. The numeral "5" (m.) has been vocalized *dfyaw or sim. (Edel, Osing, 
Schenkel, Loprieno). But Vycichl (1985: 176) mentions that the unaccented 
final -aw disappears in Coptic. He derives CoS m. "t"°Y & f- T e from *diwiy 
& *diw£.t. In the case of the abstract numeral ("pentade") attested in Eg dj-w.t 
and CoS -TH he reconstructs *dawlya.t > *daylya.t. A satisfying solution can 
probably be found in the influence of the numeral "50" (unattested in Egyp­
tian): CoS TX(e)iOY (besides irregular B° TSBl instead of Teoyi ) . The same 
termination forms the numeral TTCTAIOY "90". Reconstructing *-Ty-u > *-Tw-
0, Vycichl sees here an old plural comparable with A r hams-un "50" vs. 
hamsat "5" (DELC 223). Accepting the preceding explanation, there is no 
reason to reject the old identification of the numeral "5" and the word "hand", 
reconstructed on the basis of the 'hand'-hieroglyph with the phonetic value d 
and the preposition mdj "by" (MK), lit. "in hand"; cf. CoS NTa.-q "by him"). 
Lacau (1970: 12) assumes the original form *ld, comparing the word ibh 
"tooth" with the sign bh, depicting "tusk". Vycichl (1985: 177) presents the 
vocalic reconstruction *yadly-u "hand" and *ma-yadiy-u-fi "in-hand-his" > 
*medT-fi > *med(f > *md(f > NTaiq. The reconstruction of the initial syllable 
*ya- is motivated by the suggestive cognate in the Semitic word for "hand": 
Ak idu(m) "arm, side, power", Ug, Ph yd, He yad. "hand", pi. (orig. du.) 
ySdiyim, Aramaic yod-S, Syrian Tii-a "the hand", A r yad "hand, arm", pi. 
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?aydiy, Sabaic yd "hand", Geez Fad "hand, arm, handle, haft, part, side, 
place", pi. Fodaw & FaFdaw, Tigrinya Fid, Amhara agg "hand", Soqotri led, 
du.Fidi, pLFedhiten, Sheri Fed "hand", Mahri hayd "hand, arm, armpit", pi. 
hadoten (ha- is a prefix with the article function) etc. (Leslau 1987: 7). Conti 
1990: 172 also finds this word in Eblaite: ma-u9 i-da or ma-wu i-da-a = Imayu 
yiday(n)/ "water for hands" (du.). Vycichl (1985: 174) proposes a triradical 
root y-d-y, probably *yadly-u. 

An evident genetic connection of the numeral "5" and the word "hand" 
also appears in Beja: ey "5" vs. ayi, eyi "hand, forearm" (Roper), ay, ay "5" vs. 
ay "hand, (fore)arm" (Reinisch). These forms could be even related to the Se-
Eg isogloss "hand" & Eg "5" analyzed above, if the loss of -d- before -y- is 
regular. A satisfying example supporting this change can perhaps be found in 
gwedi "eye", pi. gwey (Almkvist). 

Rbssler 1971: 285-86 presents a different comparanda to Se *yad... "hand" 
in Egyptian, starting from his reinterpretation of the Egyptian historical pho­
nology. He sees a cognate in Eg f "arm, hand, side", cf. the parallel forms in 
Eg r - f "bis hin zu, neben" vs. Ar lada (l-dy) id. On the other hand, Knauf 
1982: 29-39 finds a Semitic cognate to Eg d (*hand'-hieroglyph) in Ak utu & 
Ttu "Spanne, Halbelle". The meanings are, in principle, compatible. Eg d cor­
responds regularly to both Se *d and *t. Only the question of the anlaut re­
mains open. In Egyptian the 'weak* consonants 3, /, y, w can be expected. In 
Akkadian all the Semitic laryngeals, pharyngeals and glides (*?, *y and 
mostly *w) with the only exception (h ) dissappear. It means that Zeidler's 
comparison with CSe *bawit- "thread, fibre" > A r hayt, He hut (Gottinger 
Miszellen 72 [1984]: 39-47) cannot be valid. The same development as in the 
case of pSe *yiwam- "day" > A r yawm-, Geez, He ydm, Akk umu(m) 
(Dolgopolsky 1992: 44, #54) can perhaps be assumed, i.e. Ak utu (& Ttu) < 
*y&wat-. If this eplanation is valid, the comparison of Eg d (*id after Lacau 
1970: 12-13) "hand" (or "a part of hand") and pESe *yi wat- > Ak utu (& ttu) 
"Spanne, Halbelle", is plausible. 

6. The most archaic form of the Eg numeral "6" is preserved in M K srs 
"six-veawe linen" (Wb. IV: 200; cf. also p. 40 and Edel 1955^64: 169). The 
following scenario is probable (for m.): 

*sirs£w (only Loprieno 1986: 1308 and 1995: 71 reconstructs *-a- in the first 
syllable) > *siisiw > *iissiw (cf. alliteration with sw — see Cemy 1976: 167 
and M B a cuneiform transcription Sa-u) > Co *cux>Y (DELC 200). CoS xce. in 
*f»arra.ce "96", originally abstract, reflects *itssat (Edel 1955-64: 176; Sethe 
1916:18 reconstructs * 'itfet). CoSB c e "60" can be derived from a collective 
*si3sit < *sirsti (DELC 182); cf. also the alliteration with s(3wy) (Cerny 1976: 
167). Loprieno 1995:71 reconstructs m. *sjs.w (*sa?sew) "60". 

The numeral "6" has usually been compared with its counterparts in Semitic 
(Brugsch, see Erman 1892: 117), Berber (Zyhlarz 1931: 134, 137) and Hausa 
(Vycichl 1934: 77). Let's analyze the concrete forms: 
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Se *$(d[u]t-u(m) f- & *Sid[u]t-it-u(m) m. (orig. a collective) (Dolgopolsky 
p.c, cf. 1992: 237) > Ak ? / SeSSet, OAs SediStum ord. Se/iSSu(m) I OBa 
SeduStum, OAs sediStum (AHw 1220), Ug ft / tff, ord. &f£ = *£jff- / *fitfaf-; 

(Segert 1984: 53), Ph ss I sist = *SeS I *SiSt, He st. abs. Ses I SiSSa, st. 
constr. SeS I SeSet, Aramaic Sit (Set) I Sitta, Ar sitt I sittat, ord. sadis, EpSAr 
S\dt, sit I s{dtf, sttt, Geez sassu I sadastu, g. com. sods, Tigre sas, Tigrinya 
saddasta, Amhara saddast, Harari siddisti, Gurage sadast, Soqotri hite, 'fte, 
yite I hyat (Leslau), y(h) aft I hya?tah, Mahri het I yatet, Harsusi hattah I 
yatet, Sheri Set I Stat (Johnstone) (Brugnatelli 1982: 133-41; Leslau 1987: 
486-87). 

Be (i) *sudas (or *sudus ?) > (E) Ghadames suz (*suzz < *suds) m. / 
sudsat f., (W) Zenaga SudoS. 

(ii) *sadTs > (S) Tahaggart sadis I sadisat, Taitoq sadis I sadisat etc., (N) 
Semlal sdis I sdist, Tazerwelt sddis I sddist, Demnat saddis, sdis I saddist, 
Mzab saz I sassot; Guanche (Gran Canaria ?) sesseti; cf. sesatti-marava "16" 
(Prasse 1974: 403,405; Woelfel 1954:7). 

Ch: (W) Hausa sh(d(d)a, Gwandara Sida; NBauchi: Tsagu STca; Ngizim 
sedu (Koelle) = zidii (Schuh), Bade azdii (Kraft), 'Kallaghee' zoodoo 
(Bowdich) (Stolbova 1987: 176, #288 reconstructs pWCh *sidu), (E) Kwang 
(= Modgel) sidee, Mokilko zot (Lukas) = zdo(t) (Jungraithmayr). There are 
also hopeful cognates in CCh: Gidar serre (Striimpell) = dirre, Sire (Mouchet), 
Musgu *§aara- > saara (Decorse), saara (Krause), Munjuk slAara (Seignobos 
& Tourneux), Mbara tiri (Tourneux) etc. The lateral sibilant represents a 
regular common Central Chadic innovation corresponding to pCh *s (Newman 
1977: 16, § 3.9.). The medial -r- can be derived from *-d-, cf. Gidar birya, 
Mbara/re "monkey" < pCh *badi (Newman 1977: 29, #85). 

It is evident that in order to accept the relationship of the Egyptian nu­
meral "6" with the quoted counterparts in Semitic, Berber and Chadic, it is 
necessary to explain the irregular correspondence Eg *-r- vs. *-d- (*-d-) in the 
other branches. It is interesting that a similar irregular change appears in the 
Omotic group Gonga, borrowing the numeral "6" from some Ethio-Semitic 
source (see above) with a substitution *-d- > -r-\ Kaffa Sirittoo, Mocha siritto, 
Shinasha Siritte, siirta (Zaborski 1983: 384). Rossler (1966: 221) demonstrated 
that Eg r substitutes Se d in Egyptian transcription of Semitic proper names. 
Does it mean that the Egyptian numeral "6" was borowed from Semitic? In 
spite of the traditional point of view connecting both Semitic & Egyptian "6"'s 
genetically, it is not possible to exclude it. But there is still another solution: 
the Egyptian "6" on the one hand and the forms in Semitic, Berber & Chadic 
on the other hand can be unrelated. 

The closest cognate of pEg *sirs- (*sars- after Loprieno 1986: 1308) "6" 
can be found in phonetically fully corresponding Se *tala~t-u(m) "3" (with the 
variant *sal§t-u(m))\ The Semitic forms are as follows: Ak SalaS I SalaSat, Ug 
titt I tltt, Ph SIS I SISt, He SSloS I SaloSa, Aramaic tala~t(a), Ar plat I talatat, Ep­
SAr tit I tiff, s2lt I s2ltt. s2ls} I 52/*3f, Old Ethiopic slst, Geez salas I Salastu, 
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Tigre salas, Tigrinya salaste, Amhara sost, Harari Si?iSti, STSti, Gafat swosta, 
Soqotri iile I faTteh, Mahri iholit I sa&yt, Harsusi tela'ys' I satayt & safiyt, 
Sheri ihalit I iatit (Johnstone) (Brockelmann 1908: 236: dissimilation t-l-L > 
S-l-t, Brugnatelli 1982: 133-41; Leslau 1987: 529-30; Blazek 1990: 39: Eg + 
Se). The Eg form, i f vocalized *sirs-, corresponds to the Se pattern qitl at­
tested e.g. in A T tilt "je den 3. Tag", He SilSom "vorgestem" (Brockelmann 
1908: 492). The root t-l-t probably reflects an apocopated reduplicated forma­
tion £-/—£-/. Grande 1972: 307 connects the primary root £-/ with the Arabic 
verb 0a (£-w-/) "to gather", cf. the derivatives: taul "crowd, swarm of bees", 
tawTlat "bundle of herbs", tultulan "hay", tullat, pi. tulal "troop of people"; the 
mechanism of apocopy is described e.g. by Eilers 1987: 513 on the example of 
the Ar biradical nucleus s-l: sala "to flow", tasalsula "to flow down", salsal 
"sweet, cold water" vs. salas I salasat (cf. "3" !) and sail "river, stream". A l ­
though Grande's etymology is semantically too vague, the separation of the 
root t-l is fully acceptable. Its semantic motivation in Semitic remains open, 
but there are promising possibilities in other branches: Eg s3h "toe" (Wb. 4: 
20); ECu: Somali suul "thumb, big toe", Jiddu, Bayso suul "Fingernail" 
(Lamberti) and Dahalo tsoolo "claw, nail" (Tosco). ECu & Eg 5 correspond 
regularly to Se *l reflecting p A A *c. The primary meaning "thumb" can quite 
naturally serve to denotation of the numeral "6", cf. Bantu forms quoted by 
Hoffmann (1952-53: 71): Zulu isithupha "thumb; 6", Swazi sitfupha id. 

The Semitic numeral "6" is analyzable at least in two ways: 
(i) An apocopy of a fully reduplicated stem *$idSid- (dissimilatory *SidS.. 

> *!idt- or vice versa *tdt > *Sdt- as Eilers 1984-86: 93 speculates ?). Did the 
original form mean a sum "3 + 3" ? 

(ii) A n apocopy of a compound *Sid-tin- "3 x 2" ? 
An expression of the numeral "6" on the basis of the numeral "3" is known 

e.g. in Ug tltfm "twice three" (du.) or f/ff w tltt "3 + 3" (Gordon 1965: 503). On 
the other hand, the multiplication "3 x 2" has an analogy e.g. in Ngala (Kotoko 
group of Central Chadic) kingi ti kisang "6", where kinga = "3" and kisang = 
"2" (Migeod, see Solken 1967: 174). 

Both solutions identify the meaning "3" in *Sid-. An independent support 
of this hypothesis can be found in the Ak length measure SIzum, sizu "Drittel-
Elle", Sizat = i / 3 uttat {uttat = "wheat") (AHw 1254). But Ak -z- reflects pSe 
*-&• or *-z-. The first possibility allows a modification of the reconstruction of 
the numeral "6" in *$idi- < *Sidrlin-. The Ak form can be projected in pSe 
*$idjC-u(m), where C=w,y, ?, h, h, f, g. Esp. the hypothetical form *sidjh- has 
a suggestive cognate in ECu *Sizh-l Sazh-I *sazih- "3" (Sasse 1976: 138; ECu 
*z corresponds regularly to both Se *z and *d, cf. Dolgopolsky 1983: 139-40) 
> Afar sidoh, gen. sidiiha (Parker & Hayward), Saho Tadoh (< *aszVh); So­
mali Isaq saddeh, Benadir sidddh, Jiddu seye, Boni stddeh, Rendille seyyah, 
Bayso seedi; Oromo: Wellega sadii, Waata s4edi, Konso sessaa (Black), sezi 
(Trento), Mashile sessa (Lamberti); Arbore seezze (Hayward), Elmolo seepe 
(*-w- < *-y- < *-z-), Dasenech seddi; Gawwada isih, Gollango izzeh, Harso 
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ezzah, Dobase siseb, Tsamakko zeeb; Sidamo, Gedeo sase, Hadiya saso, Kam-
batta sasu, Burji fadiya (f- after foola "4") (Zaborski 1987: 331-42). The final 
*-h- determines some body part names in East Cushitic (and Afroasiatic in 
general), cf. *bidb- and *kelb- "left side/hand", *fanb- "gap (between teeth)" 
vs. HECu *fan- "open", *malb- "pus", *math- "head" etc. The original mean­
ing of ECu *Siz-(b)- should be a denotation of any part of body connected with 
tripartity. Perhaps Konso sett-eetta "instep, top of foot" (maybe related to Afar 
sido "sole of foot" < *sid(d)- or *siz(z)-) could be a plausible candidate, if the 
semantic development "top of foot" "top of hand" =^ "middle finger" or 
sim. is possible. For completeness, the ECu numeral can also represent a Nilo-
Saharan borrowing, cf. Kunama saate. Hit satte; Berta sittijini, Berti (East Sa-
haran) soti "3" (Bender). On the other hand, there is even an Asiatic candidate 
for the source of the hypothetical form *Sid- or *Sid- "3" in Semitic, namely 
Elamite zi-ti "3" (Hinz & Koch 1987: 1305)! 

The reconstruction of the numeral "6" in Berber is not evident. Besides 
the forms with alternating vocalism *sudas (*sudus) in E & W branches vs. 
*sadis in S & N branches, there are NBe forms, where geminated -dd- appears 
instead of emphatic -d-. The geminate is probably original, judging upon the 
patem with a medial geminate characteristic for *hakkuz "4", *sammus "5", 
*tizzah "9" and the long variants of simple stems in *hissln "2", *hissah "7", 
*hittam "8" (Prasse 1974: 403-405). The skeleton s-d-s of the Berber numeral 
"6" corresponds regularly to Semitic, not regarding the reconstruction *sidk, 
*SidS- or even *Sidt-. On the other hand, it is not excluded that Berber "6" (if 
not all the numerals "6-9") is borrowed from Semitic. 

Concerning the Chadic (Hausa) numeral "6", Skinner 1994: 233 presents 
an inner Chadic etymology based on Hausa sha used in (goma) sha cfaya "11", 
igoma) sha biyu, lit. "(10) plus 1", "(10) plus 2", etc.; hence shidda < (biyarli) 
sha guda "(5) plus unit" ? A more transparent structure appears in Karekare 
(Bole group of WCh) bbcodi "6" < b3dl-*si-w3di "5 plus 1", bbcibblu "7" vs. 
belu "2" (after Kraft). A remarkable evidence is attested in Bade. Kraft quotes 
dzdu "6", but Koelle recorded badsodi "6" = "5 + 1", consisting of badu "5" & 
g-Ade "1". The same pattern is recognizable in ECh, e.g. Migama blzgidyi "6" 
= biedyA "5" + kAdyl "1" (Jungraithmayr) or Dangla bidigedy "6" = bttdy 
"5" + keedy "1" (Lukas). A l l the quoted examples can demonstrate the crea­
tion of the shortened form of the type S-D "6", originally "5 + 1". 

7. It is generally accepted to vocalize the Eg numeral "7" *safh-, cf. also 
M B a transcription Sap-ha (DELC 203). It was already Brugsch, followed by 
Erman (1892: 118), who mentioned the similarity of the Semitic counterpart. 
Here Ak forms sebe, seba I sebet(tu) "7", sebiat, selabat, sebltum "Siebentel" 
(*sib?-, but OAs Sabe "7" !, cf. A H w 1033) differ from the forms in other 
Semitic languages, reflecting *SAb?-u(m) f., *SabT-At-u(m) m.: Ug Sbf I Sbf -
*SabT-1 *Sab?at-, Ph Sb? = *Sib(a ?)f- / SbTt, He S6b_a I SibTa, Aramaic tefeaf / 
SibSi, A T sab?-1 sabfat-, EpSAr sxbT I sxb$t, Geez sabT(u) I sabfattu, Tigre 
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sabu?, Tigrinya Sob?atte, Amhara sabat, Endegefi sabo?at, Harari satti, Soqotri 
yhobe? I hyob?ah, Mahri hoba I ysbiyt, Harsusi hoba I hab&yt, Sheri So? I 
Sba?6t (Brugnatell 1982: 133-41; Leslau 1987: 482-83; mSAr forms after 
Johnstone). The Akkadian j-form is probably old; only an old s- in the nu­
meral "7" can explain the surprising s in samane "8" instead of the expected S-
< *{-. It seems the difference between the initial syllable *si- in Akkadian vs. 
*Sa- in other languages originated as a result of the influence of the preceding 
numeral "6": the sequence *Sid[u]t- "6", *sab?- "7" caused the change of the 
root vowel in ESe *sib?-, while in the other Semitic languages the initial con-
sonsant was changed in *Sab?-. If this explanation is acceptable, the original 
root of the Semitic numeral "7" was *sab?-. Se *s, reflecting A A *c, is com­
patible with Eg s. But the irregular correspondence between the clusters -fh-
and *-b?- remains unexplained. The following solution can perhaps be plausi­
ble: The original form was *sab?- "7" in Egyptian, comparable with the Se­
mitic counterpart. The following numeral is *haman- or *hamun- "8" in Egyp­
tian. In the sequence "7".. "8", it is quite legitimate to expect sandhi *sab?-
*hamVn- > *sabh- *hamVn-. One would expect the spirantization *-bh- > *-

fb-, but the sequence -b(-)b- exists e.g. in 3bh "to mix" or in sbh.t "a kind of 
amulet" (DELC 249, 185). It was perhaps some combinatorical change con­
nected with the presence of -s-, that operated here, cf. the pair hsf vs. hsb "to 
succeed in protecting" (Edel 1955-64: 51). Vycichl assumes an analogical 
development in Eg wsb "to be wide" vs. Ar wasi?a id. (DELC 240). Schenkel 
1990: 56 sees regular reflexes of A A *p in E g / v s . Se *b (similarly Dolgopol-
sky 1996, p.c.!); Eg h vs. Se *? have to reflect A A *y{ I *y2. 

The position of the Berber numeral "7" is more problematic. It is attested 
in all branches: (E) Ghadames sa I sat; (S) Tahaggart assa I assahat, Ayr sssa I 
sssayat, Ghat sa I sahat, Tawlimidden sah I sahat; (W) Zenaga oSSoh I aSSddot; 
(N) Mzab sa I sBt, Semlal sa I sat, Tazerwalt ssa I ssat etc. and Guanche (Gran 
Canaria) satti, (Tenerife) sa(t) (Woelfel 1954: 9-10). Prasse 1969: 89 has recon­
structed the consonantal skeleton V/i,5/i2, later he presented the protoform *sah 
with a longer variant *hissah (1974: 403, 405). Rossler 1952: 142 explains the 
loss of *b through assimilation *-sb- > *-ss-, postulating a primary form 
*asba'u. But the gemination of the first (second in the Prasse's reconstructions) 
radical appears in "2", "4", "6", "7", "8"! A A *b has been sometimes lost in 
Berber, cf. (S) Taneslemt ulh, pi. ulhawan "heart", Tawlimidden ul, awal (Prasse 
1969: 76); (E) Augila ul, Siwa uli (Basset); (N) Ntifa ull etc.; (W) Zenaga ud & 
ujf, pi. ellun (Basset) < *wilih ? or *huluh ? (Prasse 1974: 72). Rossler 1952: 
134-35 postulates the following development: *ulh < Huh < *lub < *lubbu, cf. 
Eg lb II Se *libb- (Fronzaroli), *libw- (Vycichl) // ECu Hubb-, etc. The pBe 
reconstruction *syh "7" of Zyhlarz (1931: 137) is not well-founded. 

A hypothetical cognate can also be found in the Matakam group of CCh: 
Gwendele & Hurzo ciba "7" (de Colombel) = Hurzo cidk (Rossing 1978: 322, 
#621), if it is not a compound of ciyaw "2" & the numeral "5" of the type 
Mora tdUbi (Blaiek 1990: 31). 
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No convincing etymology of the numeral "7" has been proposed so far. 
The following two solutions can be presented: 

(i) A primary semantic motivation based on the meaning "forefinger, index", 
cf. AT sabibat, sibbat, sabbabat id. (Steingass 1988: 476-77). Perhaps the same 
biradical nucleus s-b appears in the verb sabaPa "to take by hand". Outside Se­
mitic, Somali saTab "palm of hand with fingers" (< *sabT- as gaTan "hand" < 
*ganT-, see Sasse 1982: 77) and eventually Beja sibta "wrist, wrist-joint" 
(Roper) can be related. There are typological parallels e.g. in Zulu isikhombisa 
"7" and "forefinger" (Hoffmann 1952-53: 72) or Malay tud'uh "7" derived from 
Austronesian *tuZuq "forefinger", orig. "to point" (Dahl 1981: 50 after Dyen). 

(ii) A primary semantic motivation based on the numeral "3", attested in 
ECh: Mubi sii6i, Birgid suubii, Jegu sup I sub, Migama subbi, Dangla subbi, 
Sokora subbi, Tumak sub, Ndam sup, cf. "Gulei" cuba (Lukas 1937: 94), 
Sumray subu, Lele subu, Kabalai sip, cf. "Kaba" sabu (Lukas 1937: 92), Kera 
soope, Kwang suupiy (Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994, II: 327). A Central 
Chadic cognate can perhaps be found in Baldamu (Matakam group) siabur 
"8" (Seignobos & Tourneux), if it represents the operation "3 + [5]". 

The numeral "7" created by "3" is not unusual esp. in Chadic: Sumray 
(Nachtigal) deni subu "7" = "three [bent] fingers", cf. dena men "9" {denum, 
dunum = "finger", mon, men "1") or Ndam (Decorse) wo subo "7" = worn "4" 
+ supu "3" (Blaiek 1990: 31). 

The etymologies (i) and (ii) may not exclude one another; it is natural if 
the word * [c]ab- meant "forefinger" in some dialects and "middle finger" (> 
"3") in others. 

8. Eg *bamin- (cf. the cuneiform transcription ba-ma-an; see D E L C 264) 
or *bamun- "8" has been usually compared with a Se counterpart (already 
Brugsch, cf. Erman 1892: 116; lastly Loprieno 1995: 71). The following forms 
are attested in Semitic: Ak samine f., As famine f. / Saminat m. (AHw 1017), 
Ug tmn I tmnt = \amini-1 *tamSnTt- (Segert 1984: 53), Ph smn(h) = *samdna, 
He SamonC I Samoni, Syriac famine I taminyi, Ar taminin I taminiyat, EpSAr 
tmn(y) I tjnn(y)t, Geez samini I saminitu, sammantu, Tigre saman, Tigrinya 
Sommante, Amhara, Gurage sammant, Harari sut (*sumn-t), Harsusi tamoni I 
tamanet, Mahri tamoni I tamanyet, Soqotri tamoni I ta"manih, Sheri tuni I tSnlt 
(Brugnatelli 1982: 133-41; Leslau 1987: 502; mSAr after Johnstone). The 
initial *t (< A A *(5) is incompatible with Eg A in spite of the attempt of A l ­
bright 1918: 92, proposing the development: hmn < *Smn < *tmn. The vacil­
lation b ~ $ is very rare in Egyptian. Edel 1955-64: 53 finds the only example 
in ib t "Sache" vs. iSt with possessive suffixes (Wb. I: 124 & 134). Vycichl 
1990: 68 quotes bnS "to stink" (Wb. I l l : 301) vs. nEg mw Sns "foul water" 
(Wb. IV: 517). The shift b > Coptic cp has taken place in all dialects except 
Ahminic where 2 is preserved (Vycichl 1990: 68). 

The Se numeral "8" was also compared with the Berber counterpart 
(Rdssler 1952: 143), reconstructed as *tim & *hittim (Prasse 1974: 405) on 

file:///amini-
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the basis of the following forms: (E) Ghadames tarn I tamat; (S) Ghat tarn I 
tamot, Tahaggart attim I ottimit; (W) Zenaga ittam; (N) Semlal t(t)am I tamt, 
Tazerwalt tarn I tamt, Mzab tarn I tamot, Djerba attam etc. and Guanche (Gran 
Canaria ?) tamatti "8" (Woelfel 1954: 10). But the regular correspondent of Se 
*t is Be *s (cf. §2; in spite to Rossler I.e., the response between Se *t & Be *t 
is based only on the unique example of the numeral "8"). From this point of 
view an only regular cognate to Se "8" appears in a puzzling form sam "8" 
recorded in Sus (of 'Amiln) by Klingenheben (see Woelfel 1954: 10). Rossler 
1966: 228 explains an irregular *t- instead of an expected *s- in Berber by 
alliteration to the following numeral *tizah & *tuzah "9". 

Besides this phonetically problematic comparison, there is one neglected 
etymology of the Eg numeral "8", deriving *hamVn- "8" quite naturally from 
*hamt- "3" (Holmer 1966: 35). The same connection is evident for ECu 
*sizheet-1 *sizhent-1 *sazhent- "8" > Hadiya sadento, Sidamo sette, Kambatta 
hezzetto, Burji hiditta (*bizzeet- < *hiszeet- < *sizbeet-); Somali siddeed, 
Oromo saddeet; Gollango sette, Tsamakko sezzen; Yaaku siite (Sasse 1982: 
95; Ehret 1990: #14), consisting of *slSizh- "3" (see above) & the numeral "5" 
attested in HECu *omut- > Burji umiitta, Sidamo onte, Kambatta onto etc. 
(Sasse 1982: 184; Haberland & Lamberti 1988: 136-37). It is necessary to 
emphasize that this solution ("8" = "3" [+ "5"]) excludes the etymology (ii), 
analyzing the preceding numeral as "7" = "3"[subtracted from "10"], where 
even a different form of the numeral "3" would be used. 

On the other hand, in the Se *tamSniy-u(m) I *taminay-at-u(m) "8", the 
internal structure is also analyzable. It is tempting to identify the three radicals 
t-n-y of the numeral "2" within four radicals t-m-n-y of the numeral "8". The 
primary shape of the numeral could be a syntagm *t&niy-ma or *tariiy-ma 
*"the second not" (cf. Ar mi "not"; see Blazek 1990: 31) or *taniy-l*taniy-
min-[?asar-] *"the second from [ten]", cf. the ordinal patterns *tamin- (Arabic, 
Ethiopic) or *tamin- (Hebrew, Aramaic) and the preposition *min "from" 
(Gray 1934: 71, 74). Let us add that Klimov 1985: 206 admits a connection of 
the Semitic numeral "8" and Human tumni "4"! 

Also in the case of the Berber numeral "8" there are alternative solutions: 
(i) Semitic borrowing. Besides evident Arabic loans as Tawlimidden 

taman (Basset) or Demnat f. tomunt there are biradical forms representing the 
nucleus t-m. Not speaking about the missing third radical, the borrowing could 
have been realized only from such a Semitic dialect, where the continuant of 
(AA *£ >) Se *£ was either £ (Ug, Ar, EpSAr, mSAr) or t (Aramaic), but not $ 
(Ak, He, Ph, Ethio-Semitic). A similar contact was really possible, probably in 
Delta, thanks to the massive movement of Semites of Syro-Palestinian region 
into Egypt, known as Invasion of Hyksoses (after 1700 BC). 

(ii) A derivative of one of the original Afroasiatic denotations of the nu­
meral "3" ("8" = "[5]+3"). This point of view can be supported only by South 
Cushitic data: Iraqw, Burunge, Alagwa tarn, Qwadza tami; ? Dahalo 
'(ttaantddni "third day after tomorrow" (Ehret 1980: 290; Blazek 1990: 31). 
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Besides the common East Cushitic form *lam- "2" (Sasse 1982: 133) there are 
rather enigmatic forms with initial t- in Konsoid: Mossiya tammo (Lamberti) = 
Bussa tarn (Bender) and Dullay: Dume tomme "7" (Conti Rossini) vs. the 
other Dullay *tahhan "7" < pDullay *tam-han "2 + 5"? The vacillation be­
tween the meanings "3" and "2" ("7") is perhaps explainable by the original 
"finger"-semantics. 

(iii) If Be *tiz(z)ih & *tuzah "9" can be derived from *t(V)-[k]Gz- "[5] + 
4", it is natural to expect in *tim "8" analogically *t(V)-[H]am... "[5] + 3", 
where the existence of a hypothetical segment *[H]am- "3" is supported by 
Guanche amiat etc. "3" and Eg *hamt- "3" (see above, n. 3) together with 
*hamVn- "8". 

9. Eg *pisfd- "9" (this vocalization is supported by M B a transcription pi-
Si-it, cf. D E L C 248) has again been compared with Semitic and Berber coun­
terparts, in spite of serious phonetic problems (Albright 1918: 92 assumed psd 
< *tsd < *tsg < *tsn < *tsT !; Rossler 1971: 303-04, 307 and Schenkel 1990: 
57 explain the irregular change p < *t via dissimilation of t against s (there is 
only one item representing the sequence t-s.., namely ts "a kind of bread", see 
Wb. V : 388); cf. also Loprieno 1986: 1308 and 1995: 71; on the other hand, 
Erman 1892: 111 agreed only hesitantly; Zyhlarz 1931: 137 would expect Eg 
*tsh vs. Se *t-S-T "7" as sfh vs. *s-b-T "7"). 

Se *t(S?-u(m) f. / *tiST-At-u(m) m. "9" (Dolgopolsky p.c.) continues in Ak 
tiSe I tileMlWum) (AHw 1362), Ug tS? I tS?t = *tfiST- I *tiSTat-, Ph tsT = 
*tiS(a 7)?-, He ttM I ttttf, Syriac toM I teSTi, Ar tisT-1 tisfat-, EpSAr » , f / 
tst?t, Geez tasfu I tosfatu, Tigre ssT, Tigrinya tas/STatta, Soqotri (t)seTeh I 
sah (Leslau 1938: 289), Mahri si I sit, Harsusi se I si?iyt, Sheri so? I saTiyt 
(Johnstone) (Brugnatelli 1982: 133-41; Leslau 1987: 580-81; Testen, BSOAS 
61[1998]: 314-17 assumes for the aberrant mSAr forms the merger *t + *S > s). 

Concerning etymology it is very remarkable that the numeral *ti$T- "9" 
and one of the Semitic numerals "1" *TaStay- (Ak iSte/Tn(um), iStianum I iStiat, 
iSte/Tt(um) "1", iStenSeret, poet. iSteneSret, Ug YSt ?Sr I fSt afSrh, He 
Tas'teTis'ir "11", EpSAr ?s{tn "1") differ only in the order of consonants. This 
fact can represent a key to the etymology. If metathesis served as a way of 
expression of semantic polarity (cf. the examples collected by MajzeF 1983: 
246 as A T ganul "fair, excellent" vs. lamlg "disfigured, ugly", etc.), it is possi­
ble to understand the opposite order of the radicals forming the numeral "9" 
just as the expression of "absence of one". An alternative possibility can be a 
radical simplification (haplology ?) of the hypothetical syntagm *Ta$tay-
YaXti/u Tasar- "1 from 10", cf. Ak iSt(um), e/uStu, nAs issu "from, o f (AHw 
401) and Eblaite AS-DU "out from", AS-TI "from" (Diakonoff 1988: 68 and 
1990: 28). It is evident that the Akkadian forms are incompatible with Geez 
wast "interior", Ar was(a)t "middle" for semantic and phonetic reasons. 

The following forms of the numeral "9" are attested in Berber: (E) 
Ghadames tosu m. / tasut f.; (S) Tahaggart tazza I tazzat, Ayr taza I tazayat, 
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Tawlimidden toza I tazayat; (W) Zenaga tutah\ (N) Semlal tza I tzat, Tazerwalt 
tzza I tzzat, Mzab tos I tossot etc. Rossler (1952: 143) derives it from 'Lybian' 
*tassa'u and sees here a cognate to Se *ti$T-. Prasse (1974: 403, 405) recon­
structs pBe *tizah with a variant *tuzah based on Zenaga. In spite of Rossler's 
categorical refusal "Entlehnung ausgeschlossen", the Semitic origin is quite 
possible (cf. § 8), esp. when there is no cognate in Guanche. In Guanche two 
forms of "9" are recorded: (i) aldamorana (Gran Canaria), (ii) acot (Tenerife). 
The form (i) consists of marava "10", while alda- can be identified with 
Shawiya ald(a) "jusque, jusqu'a", hence "9" = "up to 10" (Woelfel 1954: 11). 
The form (ii) corresponding undoubtedly to acodetti "4" recorded at Gran 
Canaria, represents probably an ellipse from *sumus akot "5 + 4" or sim., cf. 
e.g. Beja aSSaDig "9" = *as(a )-faDig (Woelfel 1954: 26), where *asa- is a 
participle of the verb as- "mehr machen" (Reinisch), hence "9" = "adding 4" 
or sim. The pattern (ii) opens a possibility to interpret the Berber numeral "9" 
in a similar way: *tuzah can be derived from *t(V)-[k]uzah "[5] + 4", cf. 
*hakkuz "4" (Blazek 1990: 31). The loss of *-k- has an analogy e.g. in Tahag-
gart tesamt, pi. tesmin "salt" vs. kussm "to be salt", ukssm "natron" (Vycichl 
1955: 312). The same structure is perhaps also analyzable in the numeral "8" 
(see #8). The same affixes *tV-...-a(h) probably form the Zenaga numerals 
tatendi "20" and tu karda "30" (Woelfel 1955: 27; Prasse 1974: 406). 

If the preceding arguments are correct, the Semitic and Berber forms of 
the numeral "9" are not related to the Egyptian counterpart, and even one an­
other probably also not. 

ft seems that there are no external parallels to Eg *pisfd- "9". Sethe 1916: 
20 and Loprieno 1986: 1308, 1306, fn. 30 propose an interesting internal ety­
mology, identifying an original meaning "new" in "9". But their arguments 
cannot be accepted without doubts. The root psd does not mean "new". There 
is only psd(n).tyw "Tag des Neumonds" (Wb. I: 559). The semantic connec­
tion "new moon" and "new" is certainly possible, cf. Ug hdt "new moon" vs. 
Ar hadat "new", but psd_(n).tyw is evidently a derivative of psd "leuchten, 
scheinen" (Wb. I: 556). Sethe and Loprieno also refer to Indo-European 
*neyqi "9", usually derived from *neu- "new". This argument may also not be 
valid, because the numeral has to be reconstructed with an initial laryngeal 
*H{neuip, but the adjective without it. And finally, from the point of view of 
semantic typology the neglected etymology of Holmer (1966: 37) deriving the 
Indo-European numeral "9" from the preposition *Hlenu "without" (Gothic 
inu) looks better. The preposition originates perhaps in a noun "lack". The 
numeral *Hlne}jqi can represent its accusative, hence "9" = "in lack" or sim. 

The etymology of Eg *pisfd- remains open. It can perhaps be derived from 
psd "back" (Wb. I: 556), i.e. "9" = "[1] back", or better from the synonymous 
verb "sich entfemen von", hence "[one] removed (away), [one] moved (back)" ? 

10. For semantic reasons Eg *mud- "10" (cf. M B a transcription mu-tu, see 
D E L C 124) can neither be directly connected with Eg md "to be deep" (Sethe 
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1916: 17) nor with Se m-d-d or m-t-t "lang Ziehen, ausdehnen" (Loprieno 
1986: 1316, fn. 33) because of phonetic incompatibility of Eg d and Se *dJ*t. 

Brockelmann 1908: 487 compared it with phonetically quite incompatible 
Se *mi?dt-u(m) "100". 

The same can be said concerning the comparison with Se *ma?d- "many" 
(Diakonoff 1988: 67) > Ak madu, Ug mid, He maPod (*ma?a~d, see Segert 
1984: 191). 

Behnk 1928: 139 connected mdw with Hausa goomaa "10". It is in princi­
ple possible, if metathesis operated. The Hausa numeral has cognates in all 
Chadic branches: (West) Iiwam gmbat; Dera gQm; Tsagu wiiuma; Ngizim 
guuma; (Central) Tera gwan; Margi kumu; Paduko junta; Buduma hS-kin; 
Musgu (Roder) gum; (East) Mokilko kddma(t) (Jungraithmayr-Ibriszimow 
1994, II: 320-21). But Hoffmann (1970: 12-14) demonstrated the Benue-
Congo origin of the Chadic numeral (cf. Benue-Congo *-kumi "10", see Jun­
graithmayr-Ibriszimow 1994,1: 165). 

It was already Meinhof (1912: 240) who found a possible cognate of mdw 
in Berber, concretely Tazerwalt meriu "10". Prasse (1974: 403, 405) recon­
structed pBe *mariw "10", continuing in (E) Ghadames maraw I marawet; (S) 
Tahaggart maraw I marawat, Ayr maraw I marawat etc.; (W) Zenaga morog, 
mori I morsgot ; (N) Semlal mraw I mrawt, Demnat mraw I msrawt, Mzab 
maraw I marawt etc. and Guanche (Gran Can aria) marava, (Tenerife) mar ago 
(Woelfel 1954: 12). This comparison was accepted by Zyhlarz (1931: 137 and 
1934: 104, 106), speculating about a special correspondence Eg d II Be *r. 
Vycichl (DELC 124) rejected this comparison just for the difference d vs. r. 
He also mentioned that -w represents an integral part of the root of the Berber 
numeral, while in the case of Egyptian it is only a masculine marker. Rossler 
1966: 227 modified the comparison, postulating the original forms *m3d-w for 
Egyptian and *m-r-?-w for Berber. The loss of medial 3 is nothing unusual in 
Egyptian. Edel 1955-64: 58 quotes e.g. zb vs. 'normal' z3b "jackal". It re­
mains to explain the correspondence of the third radicals in both forms. 
Rossler I.e. finds a regular correspondent to Eg d in unattested Be *? < *$". But 
A A *? has been preserved in Egyptian (Ember 1930: 32-33; Cohen 1947: 85-
90). There is a couple of examples to demonstrate the regularity of the corre­
spondence between Eg d and Se *f: sdm II *s-m-T "to hear", ndm II *n-T-m 
"sweet", nds "be small" // *n-T-S "be weak" (Albright 1918: 92, fn. 4; Ember 
1930: 111-12), although they are not unambiguous. Perhaps an easier solution 
could consist in a small modification of the Berber reconstruction in *maragw 
giving *mara(w)w in majority of the languages vs. *mara(g)g in Zenaga and 
Guanche of Tenerife. It is generally accepted that Eg d can originate from g 
palatalized before u or i . On the other hand, in Berber languages there is a 
regular change *-ww- > *-gg- and not vice versa (Prasse 1972: 64-64; Blaiek 
1998: 164). 

Finally, there are promising parallels in East Chadic: Sumrai mwkj 
(Jungraithmayr & Ibriszimow 1994, II: 321) = moj (Nachtigal) = moid (Adolf 
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Friedrich) = moet (Decorse), Gabri, Dormo moid (Adolf Friedrich), Tchiri 
modo "10" (Lukas 1937: 74, 87), although it remains to be proved the regular­
ity of the phonetic correspondences. In principle, also pBe *te-mihday, pi. "77-
muhad "100" (Prasse 1974: 406) can be related. Eg d and Be *d are compati­
ble i f they are continuants of A A *d or *£ (Militarev 1991: 242). 

Recently Takacs (1996a: 39-42 and 1996b: 441-48) has found probably 
the most convincing solution, comparing the Egyptian *mud- "10" with East 
Cushitic *mig-/*mug- "full(ness)", *-mg- "to f i l l " > Saho mig-e "fullness", 
-meg- "to f i l l" , Afar mig-i and -eng- (< *-emg-) id., mamga & manga "fulness, 
abundance", mango & maggo "to be many / much", Somali mug "multitude, 
fullness", Jiddu ammuug- "to be full", Rendille (Heine) mig, pi. amlge 
"strong", Bayso mig-i "full", Oromo mog-a "fullness", mij-uu "full", Konso 
immak-, D'irayta innak- "to fill", Yaaku mok "many" (Sasse 1979: 25; Haber-
land & Lamberti 1988: 127), Chadic: Musgu (Krause) rnggwa "high", 
(Overweg) mogo "long", (Roder) mogo, (Rohlfs) ana-mogo "big" (a-na "it is") 
and Tumak (Caprille) mag "etre beaucoup / capable; pouvoir", and perhaps 
Omotic: Mao of Didessa (Fleming) muk "all". It is also tempting to include 
here the isolated form for "10" in the Central Chadic group Higi (Kraft): Higi 
Nkafa miirjSy, Higi Futu miiQi, Fali Gi l i miiQ etc., perhaps from *mu-mg- (cf. 
Afar mamga "fulness) — see Blazek 1990: 41 and Takacs 1996b: 442). 

The semantic development is quite natural, cf. Se *fa§ar-(at-) "10" (besides 
Arabic TaSTrat "association, company, tribe", Sabaic Ts/t "nomad group") and 
Eg S B "(to be) numerous; many" (Sethe 1916:17; Ember 1917: 88). 

11. The numeral "20" is not directly preserved, but thanks to the play on 
words known from the Leiden papyrus it is reconstructible as *dyvty (Wb. V : 
552). The Coptic data allow to vocalize m. *dawitay, f. *dawitat. 

Sethe 1916: 24 derived the numeral from *deb?otej, dual of *dpb?et "set 
of fingers" = "10", cf. Eg djbf "finger" (similarly Zyhlarz 1931: 137). But the 
difference w vs. b is not explained. 

Behnk 1928: 141 connected dyvt with Beja tig", digw, pi. tagiiug, Ha-
dendiwa also daguug "20" (Reinisch). The Beja numeral can be derived from 
tagiega "high" (Reinisch) or compared with East Cushitic data: Saho tagaa, pi. 
tiagoog "shoulder", common Boni *tagdg "lower arm" (Heine). There are also 
other similar forms for "20" in this area: Oromo digetam (Tutschek), digdama 
(Gragg) and Barea (= Nara) dokuta (Reinisch), cf. doko "1" ? Eg dwt is com­
patible with its Beja counterpart only if dwt could be derived from *ddwt. 

Dolgopolsky 1969: 300 compared Eg "20" with the numeral "2" in the 
Gonga group of the Omotic family: Kaffa, Anfillo guttoo, Mocha gutto, 
Shinasha gittaa, but these forms are probably borrowed from Ethio-Semitic, 
cf. Harari ko?ot gutti "centre, middle", lit. "the middle of two", ko?ot "2", 
Gogot fret "2" etc. (Leslau 1963: 76, 90). 

The most convincing solution was proposed by Loprieno (1986: 1309), 
restoring the numeral in the form *[mu]dawStay, orig. du. f. of *mddaw "10". 
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The same pattern appears in Se *T6sar-a "20", du. of *?a~sar-u(m) "10" 
(Brockelmann 1908: 490; reconstructions after Dolgopolsky p.c). 

12. In most languages with the decimal system the numerals "30" & "40" 
have been derived from "3" & "4" respectively. There are a few exceptions, 
e.g. Turkic ("30", "40"), Russian ("40"), Afar ("40") and also Egyptian. The 
form mfW "30" is apparently derived by m-prefix (nomen loci or nomen in-
strumenti) from the root Tb3. Loprieno 1986: 1309 assumes the primary 
meaning to have been "ausgestattet sein" for Tb3 and "Komplettheit" for 
m?b3. 

Albright 1918: 92 and Ember 1930: 33 connect Eg m?b3 "30" with He 
n&Tubbar "intercalculated". Albright assumes an original semantic motivation 
based on the lunar calendar. A remarkable support can be found in Djebel 
Nefusa (Zenatian group of NBe) uyor "30", originaly "moon, month" (Woelfel 
1954: 31 ;DELC 108). 

13. The numeral "40" is not directly attested. Thanks to the play on words, 
the form *hm.. can be reconstructed (Sethe 1916: 29; Wb. I l l : 82; D E L C 299; 
Loprieno 1986: 1309). It is supported by CoSB £M€ "40". Loprieno I.e. 
speculates about derivation from hmw "herstellen" or "kunstfertig sein" (Wb. 
I l l : 82f). 

14. The numerals *Si[nyu]t "100" and its dual *Si[nyu]tay "200" (Loprieno 
1995: 71) are probably derived from Sny "rund sein, umkreisen" (Wb. IV: 
489), hence "100" = *"runde [Zahl]" (DELC 254; Loprieno 1986: 1309). It is 
remarkable to mention the same semantic motivation in Berber: Mzab 
(Hanoteau) twinest, pi. twinas "100" vs. Proto-Tuareg *ta-wiynist, pi. *ff-
wuynas "ring, circle" (Prasse 1974: 53, 133) > Tahaggart tawinast, pi. tiwinis, 
Ayr tawoynast (Blazek 1998: 163). 

Beja See "100" represents probably a late Egyptian borrowing (Reinisch 
1895: 207 adds Ar Say? "quantitas"). 

15. Eg *ha3 "1 000" < *hal or *har (DELC 255; Loprieno 1995: 71) was 
derived by Albright (1918: 92) from the verb h3y "messen, wagen" (Wb. I l l : 
223). The sign "lotus" for the numeral "1000" is undoubtedly based on 
homonymy with h3 "leaf of lotus" (Wb. I l l : 218). Albright connects the latter 
word with Geez hollat "cane, reed, papyrus" (Leslau 1987: 261). The verb h3y 
is comparable with Se *h-l-y "to think, consider, ponder, decide" etc. (Leslau 
1987:' 262). Takacs (1997:217) seeks external parallels in the Bata group of 
Central Chadic: Nzangi hoard, Garwa hdarum etc. "100" (Striimpell). 

16. Eg *dj[u]bi? "10 000" (vocalized after Callender 1975: 57) is depicted 
by the sign of a "finger", written db? (Wb. V : 565). The principle of 
homonymy was probably used again, but "...Allerdings ist der semantische 
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Zusammenhang zwischen dem Ideogramm und dessen arithmetischen Bedeu-
tung nicht geklart" (Loprieno 1986: 1310). 

There are remarkable areal parallels in various languages of North Africa: 
West Chadic: Hausa diibuu, pi. dubbii "1000", Ngizim (Schuh) d$bu; Central 
Chadic: Gidar, Nzangi diibu, Mboku diibg, Hurza-Uzam diibu, Mada dsbu (all 
Mouchet), Gisiga (Lukas) dubu; Kotoko: Affade debbii, dubu, Makeri, Gulfei 
dubu, Kuseri dibit, diibu, Shoe debu; Saharan: Kanuri (Lukas) divu (Solken 
1967: 172, 181), Teda-Daza dubu; Central Sudanic: Bagirmi dubu, Sara duub-
etc. id. (Skinner 1994: 47) and further perhaps East Cushitic *dibb- "100" 
(Black 1974: 216; Sasse 1982: 47) > Oromo dibb-a, Konso dipp-a, D'irayta 
dipp; Arbore (Hayward) diib-i; Highland East Cushitic *tibb-e > Burji cibba, 
Sidamo, Kambatta, Hadiyya tibbe etc., although some of these forms can be 
borrowed from Oromo. 

17. Loprieno 1986: 1310 quotes three sets of Semitic comparanda to hfn 
"100 000": 

(i) A T haft "multitude" (Sethe 1916: 13-14; Albright 1918: 93); 
(ii) He hopnayim "beide hohle Hande"; Ar bafna "Hohlraum" (Loprieno 

1986: 1317, fn. 51); 
(iii) Se *?ilup- "1 000" (Loprieno 1995: 71). However this comparison 

seems to be the least probable, both for the semantic difference "100 000" vs. 
"1 000", and for the incompatibility of ? vs. h. 

18. Eg *hah "1 000 000, big number" continues in CoS Z*Z "multitude, 
many" (DELC 320). Albright 1918: 93 derived it from the verb bhy "to seek" 
(Wb. I l l : 151-52), extrapolating the original meaning of the numeral as 
•"what is sought for (but not attained)" => "inimitably great". 

Conclusion 
The preceding analysis allows us to formulate the following results con­

cerning the origin of Egyptian cardinals: 
1) For the numerals "1" & "2", there are exact cognates in Berber, "3" is 

probably related to its counterpart in Guanche, perhaps also in Beja. 
2) Among Semitic cardinals a perfect cognate appears only in the case of 

the numeral "2". The numerals "1" and "6" are comparable with Semitic data 
on the root level (in the case of "6" a borrowing from Semitic cannot be ex­
cluded). The same can be said about "5", if it is derived from "hand", but it is 
evidently an independent Egyptian innovation. 

3) The numeral "4" has a common origin with its counterparts in Beja, 
East Cushitic, Chadic and probably Omotic. 

4) The numeral "7" in Egyptian, Semitic and Berber can represent a com­
mon heritage in spite of irregular correspondences explainable by sandhi and 
combinatorical changes. An alternative solution assumes a borrowing, proba­
bly from a Semitic source where a promising internal etymology is possible 
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("index-finger"). But in this case the questions Where ? & When ? must be 
answered. 

5) The numeral "8" cannot be directly connected with its Semitic and Ber­
ber counterparts. The most natural etymology is based on the numeral "3" as 
in East Cushitic languages. A borrowing is not impossible either, but the 
substitution *t » *h has no analogy among identified Semitic borrowings 
in Egyptian. 

6) The internal etymology of the numeral "9" within Egyptian looks more 
naturally than the Semitic and Berber parallels, regardless of their genetic or 
areal character, because the substitution *t-S-.. > *p-s.. is again without any 
analogy. 

7) The numeral "10" is compatible with Berber "10" (accepting the devel­
opment *mud < *mu3d-) or with East Chadic "10" and Berber "100" or with 
East Cushitic *mig-/*mug- "full(ness)". 

The numerals reconstructive for a common Afroasiatic continuum (it 
means with continuants at least on a root level in three or more branches) are 
"1", "2", "3", "4", with certain problems "5", perhaps even "10". None of the 
numerals continue in five or even all six branches. It implies two alternative 
solutions: (i) These numerals were created only after the separation of the 
peripheral branches, i.e. Omotic and partly Cushitic and Chadic; (ii) In the 
Omotic, Cushitic and Chadic branches almost all the originally inherited nu­
merals ("1" — "5" ?) were replaced by borrowings from substratal languages 
or by local innovations. The answer (ii) looks more probable. If we investigate 
the semantic field of Afroasiatic numerals from the point of view of Afroasi­
atic dialectology, the closest set of numerals appears in Berber, followed by 
Semitic, further by Cushitic (Beja !) and Chadic, and finishing by Omotic. The 
irregular similarities of the numerals "6"-"9" in Egyptian, Semitic and Berber 
are more probably caused by areal influences rather than by chance. Their 
relationship is excluded. Deducing from the hopeful internal etymologies of 
the Semitic numerals, the diffusion could move from Semitic to Egyptian and 
Berber. It does not exclude the possibility that in Egyptian and Berber theree 
were higher numerals of their own. They could have been contaminated, ac­
comodated or almost totally substituted by imported forms. 

Abbreviations: 
A A Afroasiatic; Ak Akkadian; Ar Arabic; As Assyrian; Ba Babylonian; 

Be Berber; Bj Beja; Central; Ch Chadic; Co Coptic (A Ahminic, B Bohairic, F 
Fayyumic, S Sahidic); Cu Cushitic; E East; Eg Egyptian; Ep Epigraphic; Gu 
Guanche; H Highland; He Hebrew; K Kingdom; L Lowland; M Middle; m 
modern; n new; N North; O Old; Om Omotic; p proto-; Ph Phoenician; S 
South; Se Semitic; Ug Ugaritic; W West. 
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