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SBORNIK PRACI FILOZOFICKE FAKULTY BRNENSKE UNIVERZITY
STUDIA MINORA FACULTATIS PHILOSOPHICAE UNIVERSITATIS BRUNENSIS
A 46, 1998 ‘

VACLAV BLAZEK

INDO-EUROPEAN ,,TWO*
Dedicated to Professor Radoslav Veclerka
in the year of his 70th birthday

§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 projected 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 & duvid resp., besides dvdu & duvdu
reflecting *d(u)wdw resp. (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)woi- + *-ous;
Prakrit d6, Hindi, Panjabi etc. do; Avestan nom. m. duua, cf. duud-&ina ,,irgend
zwei“, while oblique cases are derived from the stem *dwoi-: gen. duuaiii
(*-0s), 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)& / Iron dywwa, duwa, Middle Parthian dw, Zoroas-
trian Pahlavi, Baluchi do, Kurdlc, Moderm Persian du etc.; also in the compound
*dwé-dekm ,,12 > Old Indic dvddasa, Avestan duuadasa Sogdlan ow’ts, Kho-
tanese dvasu, Khwarezmian ’&’s, Pashto d(w)élas, Ossetic Digor duwadzs /
Iron dywwadis, Middle Persian (Turfan) dw’zdh, Zoroastrian Pahlavi dwazdah,
Modern Persian davazdah.

*d(u)wai 2“ f. > Vedic nom.-acc. f. dvé & duvé, Nepali, Bengali, Assamese,

Oriya dui besides Prakrit bé, Apabhramsa bi (*db-); Kati diu, Waigali di,

Khowar ji etc. (*dyu- < *dui); Avestan acc. f. duiie (*duue), Khotanese dvr f.,

Khwarezmian *dwy f.

*d(u)woi ,,2* n. > Vedic nom.-acc. n. dvé & duvé; Avestan nom. n. duuae-é’a,
Khotanese dvi n.

*dwoy-6- or *dwoi-yd- , double” > Old Indic dvayé-, Pali dvaya- (Beekes 1995:
216 reconstructs *dwoyHo-).

*dwo- is preserved only in *dwo-ko- > Old Indic dvakd- ,,zu zweien“.
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*dwi- in derivatives as *dwi-s ,, twice* > Old Indic dvis, Avestan bi§ and *dwi-
tiyo- ,2nd“ > OId Indic dvitiya-; Old Persian d*uviitiy-, Avestan (Gatha)
daibitiia-, (Young) bitiia-, Buddh. Sogdian &y)f&y, Zoroastrian Pahlavi dudigar,
Modern Persian digar (*dvitlya- & *kara- ,,time*) besides *dwi-to- > Tumshug
Saka Zidi(na), Khotanese §ita-, Pashto bol, Parthian byd, Zoroastrian Pahlavi
did or compounds as Old Indic dvi-pdd- ,two-footeed”, Sogdian dyfp’ S "kw,
Khotanese fivaa, Middle Persian dwp’y, Modem Persian do-pdye etc., but Av-
estan bi-zangra- id.

? *du- in *du-tiyo- > Pali dutiyam, Prakrit duio , for the second time*; cf. also
Prakrit (A$oka) dupada- , two-footed* (Gonda 1953: 45-46 is sceptical quoting
e.g. Prakrit duha vs. Old Indic dvidha ,,in two ways").

*wiﬁgti-/*wﬂ?onti- (7 > Indo-Iranian. *vidari- &*vicanti- (7) > *visati- &
*vinsati- > Old Indic virfisati-, Pali visati, visarn, Prakrit vimsadi, visai, visa etc.,
Gujarati, Marathi vis, Hindi bis etc.; Kati vici, Waigali, Ashkun wis7, Pashai
wast etc.; Avestan visaiti (the form visata- in V0. gaiia- ,a length of twenty
paces* is remodelled after Orisata.gaiia- ,,a length of thirty paces*), Khotanese
bistd, Chr. Sogdian wyst-(myq), Khwarezmian *wsyc (*dséc), Wanetsi $wf, Pa-
shto w¥al, Sanglechi wist, Yidgha wisto, Ossetic Digor inszy / Iron yssa3 (cf.
Scythian or Sarmatian name from Olbia 'Ivoalayog = Vicentius; *vins? as in
Old Indic ?), Parachi yust, Ormuri jistu, Parthian wyst, Zoroastrian Pahlavi wist,
Modern Persian bist, dial. also vist(a), vissa, Balochi gist etc.; cf. Old Persian or
Median *vistaxva-ka reconstructed after Elamite mi-i$-du-ma-ka§ ‘the denotation
of the silver coin representing !/, Kr§a’ = ‘a half of a silver shekel’ and
*vistaxvya- = mi-i3-du-ya ,,'/,,* (Hoffmann 1965: 300; Hinz & Koch 1987: 925-
56; Henning 1965: 43, fn.3 sees in *-n- a substitution of *d in *dk mti).

(Abaev I: 385 and IV: 276-78; Bailey 1979: 162-63, 293, 399; Berger 1986: 27,
35; Debrunner & Wackernagel 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. tuwa”zi (Meriggi 1980: 283;
in 1962: 136, 164, 1966: 59 and 1967: 128 Merigi transcribed *fu-wa-i ), cf. Il
tu-wa/i-zi from the inscription Marag IV (Meriggi 1967: 128 and tab. NO. 32),
further II-zi and II-zi-i etc. (Meriggi 1967: 125 and 134 resp.). The -nt-
extension is in a full agreement with the hypothesis of Eichner who sees in Hit-
tite 2-e nom.-acc. pl. n. of the -nz-stem (1992: 47-50), hence *2-ante.

*du-yo- (Puhvel 1978: 99) or *dwi-yo- (Eichner 1992: 61) > Hittite or Luwian
duyanalli- , officer of the second rank" (cf. Latin secund3nus , second in rank"),
consisting of the ordinal suffix -ana- and the derivative suffix -alli- as another
military title tarriyanalli- , third-in-command“ (Watkins 1961: 7; Puhvel l.c.).
Shevoroshkin 1979: 186 adds the following personal names: Lydian Tvtog and
Cilician TBiog.

*dwoyo- > Hittite d/t3- in the compound d/t3iuga-, tauga-, diiga- ,two-year-
old“, cf. yuga- , yearling = Old Indic yuga- ,age, generation* (Cowgill fol-
lowed by Eichner 1992: 56-57; Tischler 1991: 29-31 with older literature).
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A corresponding compound appears in Lithuanian dveigys , two-year-old“. The
same component t3- is attested in t3-UD-ti = 13- *§iwarti ,,on the second day*
(Puhvel 1978: 99).

*dwoyom ,twice; for the second time* (ong. 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 prefers *doyom after Greek dotdv). Meriggi 1962: 135 and 1966: 59
proposes for Hieroglyphic Luwian ru-wa-na the meaning ,secundum® or
,»duplicem*. Eichner 1992: 60 sees here a continuation of *dwoydm or *dweyom.
*dwoyomdi- > Hittite dam(m)ai-, tamai-, tima- ,second, other* with pronominal
declension besides the adj. dam(m)eli-, tameli- , of another kind, different,
alien* (Eichner 1992: 57-58; he identifies the same suffix in such the forma-
tions as *med"yo-mo- , middle“, *upo-mo- ,,uppermost“). The other solutions
seem to be less probable: (i) *dwomo-(i-) (Carruba 1974: 590; Kronasser 1966:
206 sees the ordinal suffix *-mo- here, although *-mo- in Old Indic paficami-
,»3th* is analogical to dasama- ,, 10th*; on the other hand, Puhvel 1978: 103, fn.
15 quotes the phonetic complements like 11-ma through 14-ma vs. the preced-
ing ordinals 2-anna, 3-anna, 4-in, 5-na through 10-na — see also Watkins 1961:
7-12); (ii) *dwoydsmoy (Puhvel 1978: 102-07, assuming the same internal
structure as in Old Indic anyd-, Gothic aljis, dat. sg. anydsmai & aljamma resp.).
*dwoyo-gho- > Hittite *ragai§ / *takis ,,other, second” > dat. sg. rakiya...takiya
»der eine...der andere* (Eichner 1992: 59-60 assumes here the same suffix as in
*mon-o-gho- ,,many* > Gothic manags). The alternative suffixation in *-g- is
also possible, cf.- Germanic *ainaka- > Icelandic einka ,only“, Norwegian
einkom ,,alone* etc. and *twik- > Norwegian tvika ,to be in doubt”, Swedish
tveka ,,to be doubtful“ besides West Frisian twake ,.two (eggs)“, trijke , three
(eggs)” (Ross & Bemns 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
kbisrtata ,,12* or ,,20% (*dwi-l?gt—onté — 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” = 7 Luwian 2-§u (Melchert
1993b: 298), cf. also Milyan trisu, Luwian 3-§u and Hieroglyphic Luwian rarisu
»thrice” (Eichner 1992: 61-62 reconstructs *dwis-wé or *-won analogically to
Avestan biZuuat < *dwis-wnt or Old High German zwiro ,,twice* — all deriva-
tives of *dwis ,,twice”, maybe hidden in Hittite 2-i5).

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

Armenian: ' :

*dwé ,2“ > Armenian -ku in erku ,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* corresponds to Greek dvo.
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*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.

*dwoi- > Armenian -ke- in erkeriwr ,,200“ (hariwr ,,100) and kés , half*
(*dwoil?o-, cf. Old Indic dvik4- ,,consisting of two pairs* with velar *-k-).
*Pwikpti > *Pgisan(t) > Armenian k‘san (Huld 1984b: 59-67 proposes the
compound of *sems , 1 as in Albanian njézet ,,20* (lit. ,,1 x 20*) and *wi-i
*Ihpt-i, metanalyzed in *(sem) + swz'-li'zyt- > k'san; *sw > k‘ regularly, cf. k*oun
»sleep” < *swop-no- etc.).

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

? Phrygian:

*dwo: in the name of the Phrygian twin-god doidg (*dwoyyt- ), a brother of
Axuwv (Fick 1907: 347) and Adofovrog mediov ‘two lowlands in Phrygla (Haas
1966: 162). Polomé 1986: 186 mentions a possibility of a Greek origin, cf. the
Greck gloss douds ,,duality*.

? Macedonian:

*dwi- in the compound known from the gloss diravds: tovs Sidvuovg
yeyevnuévovg (Hesych.) (*dwi-pawid-n0 ,,of two children”, cf. Greek maidvig
— see Blumenthal 1930: 19, fn. 2).

Greek:

*diiwo (indecl.) ,,2* > Chalkidian 50, Homeric, Attic, Ionic, Doric 8vo; cf.
the derivative dvoordg ,half remodelled after £ 1xoords ,,20th*.

*duwé ,,2* (du.) > Homeric m.f.n. §9@ (by duals of the o- & a-stems) besides
Aetolian &9, Laconian d0¢ with the dual ending -€ of the third declension.
The monosyllabic variant *dwé continues in dadexe ,,12%. Mycenaean dwo ,,2%
(PY Eb 338, Eo 278, Ub 1315) is ambiguous (*d(u)wd), while the instr. du-wo-
u-pi (= duwou-phi; PY Ep 704 — see Kazanskij 1986: 98) corresponds fully to
Old Indic duvdu — see Beekes 1969: 147).

? *dwdu-tero- ,2nd" > *dweu-tero- > Greek devrepog (Meier-Briigger 1993:
141, quoting the analogical assimilation in Greek &zgpog ,,one of two*, but My-
cenaean a,-te-ro, Doric drepog; formally the same derivative appears in
au@orepor pl. ,both*). The traditional arguments against the derivation of
devtepos from *d(u)wo(w) was presented by Brugmann 1881: 298-301.

*dwi- in *dwis ,,twice* > Greek Jig etc. and in numerous compounds as §17A6g
»double* ( = Latin duplus), dimovg ,,two-footed" etc.

*dwoiyo- > Greek doidg twofold”, pl. dotof, du. doid ,both®, cf. the Myce-
naecan man’s name Du-wo-jo & Dwo-jo (PY In 750; KN V 492, X 8126) =
*Aroiog ,,Twin“ (Kazanskij 1986: 169; 154). -

*du-mo- > Greek -dvuog appearing in the expressive reduplication oidvuog
~twofold”, pl. ,twins“, attested already in the Mycenaean man’s name Di-du-mo
(KN X 5751, MY Oe 129) = dat. Didumoi (Kazansluj 1986: 92) and in the
compound duei-Sdvuog twofold*, analogically also zpi- -6vuoc ,three-fold*.
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*ewikpti ,, 20" > Proto-Greek *ewikati > North-West Greek, Doric, Boeothian,
Thessalian 4 xar:, Pamphylian @ixar, Herakleian feixari, Hesych. feixari,
‘Thera hixdg, hixadt vs. Homeric, Ionic, Attic, Arcadic, Lesbic eixoo: besides
Homeric éeixoot (= &xoot ) with o after -xovra forming the tens 30-90. Huld
1984b: 60 proposes a different solution based on the possibility to project Proto-
Greek *ewikati in *se-wi-kmti ,,1 x 20* (cf. Albanian njézet ,, 20" =,,1 x 20 and
Armenian k‘san ,,20* with the Huld’s analysis above) where the first syllable has
to correspond to & in éxardv (100, usually analyzed *se( m)-l?gtom »l 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. Dushmani)
could originate as follows: *di + f. ending -as > *di(w)a > *dyé > dy. So
called ‘ablative’ *dys is probably formed as an original loc. pl. of o-stems in
*-0i-su (cf. Beekes 1995: 191), i.e. dyf < *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.

*wikyitr ,,20% > *wigati > *§4atf > *§4iti > Albanian -zet in njé-zet ,,20, dy-zet
40, tri-zet ,,60%, lit. ,,1 x 20, ,2 x 20, ,,3 x 20" respectively. (N.B.: Hamp,
the author of this etymology, reconstructs *-m1-. Huld 1984b: 65 proposes
a more traditional and a less hopeful etymology: njé-zet < *(s)myé-wi—l}g?t-oi,
assuming the substitution of the m. pl. ending *-oi for the original dual. Quite
improbable is the assumption of Cabej connecting the root -zet with late Greek
verbal adj. {evntdg ,joined” (see Huld 1984a: 134).

(Hamp 1992: 853, 905-06, 919; Huld 1984a: 56-57, 133-34 with overview of
older etymologies; Kortlandt 1983: 101)

? lllyrian:

*dwi- in composited place names as Di-mallum, At-udAn *“two mountains* or
Ai-Bolia = Greek *d1-pvlia, cf. Tri-bulium = Greek Tpi-pvAia (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 Diehaihi, 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. Sommer
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1902: 493) represents the last relic of the dual inflection; for the other forms
(gen. dudrum, dat.-abl. duobus) including the neuter dva (CIL III: 138) the plu-
ral 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 < *dués = Latin nom. pl. duds. Acc. m.-f.
tuf reflects rather *dué- + -ns (common gender) than *dui- + -ns (f.). Dat.-abl.
tuves, tuver-e, duir < *dueis < *duois (Buck 1905: 86; Coleman 1992: 392).
*duwai ,,2“ f. >> Latin duae f. (with the ending of nom. pl. of the a-stems, cf.
the substantival gen. form duarum).

*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-atnyo-),
dimus ,,bimus* (*dwi-himos), bipés ,two-footed* etc.

*du- in *dut{(i}yo- > Umbrian acc. sg. n. duti ,,a second time* (Ig 6B63), *du-bhi
*‘on two sides” > Latin dubius , doubtful besides numerous compounds as
Umbrian dat.-abl. pl. dupursus ,,biped, men* (Ig 6B10) < *dupodufs < *du-pod-
bhos, *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*, Um-
brian tuplak ,,two-pronged (fork)“ etc.

*wi-dkpt-T ,,20" > *widgpti > *wigenti > Latin viginf.

(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 reconstructs the protoforms for the Celtic numeral ,,2 as
follows:

*duwo ,,2“ m. > Goidelic *duva > Early Irish *dou > Old Irish ddu, later do &
proclitic da // Brittonic *dou m. > Old Welsh dou, Middle Welsh deu, New
Welsh dau, Middle Comish dow, dew, Old Breton dou, dau, Middle Breton dou,
daou, Modem Breton daou (Cowgill 1985: 24 admits that the reconstruction of
Goidelic *duvé < *duwou is possible too, but he prefers other solution for the
limitation of the forms terminated in *-6u).

*duweH,iH, ,2" f. > Celtic *duwai > *duvi > Brittonic *dui > Welsh dwy, Old
Cornish dui, Middle Comish dyw, dew, Breton diou // Old Irish di.

*dwi- in *dwis > OId Irish fo di ,,twice” (cf. also Greene 1992: 521; but per-
fectly corresponding Gaulish (Larzac) uo-dui < *upo-dwr does not indicate the
final *-s — see Lambert 1994: 167).

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

*dwou >*dwau > Old Irish ddu; Old Welsh dou etc. for m. (cf. Greene 1992: 505);
*dwi > Old Irish di, but *dwei > Welsh dwy, etc. for f.

*dwoi- in oblique cases: gen. *dwoyu > Goidelic *dwéyu > proto-Irish *dé >
Old Irish dal (Kortlandt, Eriu 37[1988]: 92 derives gen. da from *dawds, re-
modelled after nom ddu < *dawi in his reconstruction); dat. *dwoi-byem >
Goidelic *dwébyen > Old Irish deibN, dibN (Greene 1992: 506; Vendryes-
Lambert 1996: D-6).
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*dwei- in *dwei-plo- > Old Irish diabol ,double“. Cf. Old Brittonic
dovnraindovioc (Cowgill 1985: 21).

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

Concerning Old Irish diasl, gen. de(i)sse ,,two persons* and dédeN ,.two things*
Hamp 1982: 178 has found a tempting solution, reconstructing the collective
*dwis-ad- in Celtic, formally corresponding to Greek dvdg, gen. dvddog ,.pair,
couple®, which continues in *dwisad-s, gen. *dwisad-os > (Fer) Diad, lit.
»(man) of pair*, a foster-brother and later a rival of Cid Chulainn. Further diasL,
gen. de(i)sse ,,two persons* < *dihassd < *dwisad-td and dédeN ,two things“ <
*dihadiyan < *dwisad-ion.

*wikpti > Old Irish fiche, gen. fichet, dat. fichit (Thurneysen 1946: 247; Pok-
omy 1959: 1177 reconstructs *w:kzpts) Middle Welsh ugeint, New Welsh
ugain, Comnish ugens, Breton ugent. Pokorny l.c. explains the substitution *gwy-
>> u- under the press of the compound *dou-viceint ,,2 x 20“ > Welsh deugaint
,40%. But the infuence of the numeral ,,1* (Welsh, Cornish, Breton un) looks
more probably: the vigesimal system in Brittonic ( Middle Welsh deugeint ,.40*
=,,2 x 20%, triugeint, trugein ,,60* = ,3 x 20“, Welsh pedwar ugain ,.80“ = ,4 x
20) implicates that ,,20* represents a unit, hence ,,1 x 20, '

In the Gaulish tribal names Bocontius, Bocontia, Vocontius, pl. 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- (cf. the variant Vocantii) < *-kpt- under the influence of the higher tens
»30-90%, cf. tricontis , 30" (Bemardo Stempel 1987: 110).

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

Germanic:

The most detailed analysis of the Germanic numeral ,,2“ (and Germanic numer-
als at all) was presented by Ross & Berns 1992: 562f:

*dwow ,,2“ nom.-acc. m. > Germanic nom.-acc. pl. n. *wau > Old Icelandic
tuau, Modemn Icelandic tvg, Faeroese tvey, Modern Norwegian tvau;

*dwo ,,2" nom.-acc. m. > Germanic nom.-acc. pl. n. *wo > Old Icelandic #,
Old Swedish, Old Danish i, Old English fi. 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 Icelandic tud and
nom.-acc. f. *twoz > Gothic twos, Old Icelandic tvar,” Old Saxon wid & o,
Old High German zwd & zwé etc. Scandinavian *fi + *regu- ,, 10 (< *delhjz ) >
Scandinavian *tutigu ,,20“ > Old Icelandic tiogo, Old Norwegian tiugu, Old
Swedish tiughu etc. with haplological loss of the first syllable. Old Icelandic
tortogo, Old Norwegian also tuttugu, rutigu ,, 20" have perhaps origin in a formn
corresponding to the unattested Gothic acc. *twans tiguns.

*dwoy ,2“ nom.-acc. f.-n. > Germanic nom. pl. m.*twae > Gothic twai; Old
Icelandic tveir, Runic Swedish tuaiR, Old Swedish twé(r), Old Gutnic tueir etc.;
Dutch dial. ( Maastricht, Goerse) twie etc. Ross & Berns 1992: 567 reconstructs
also *twaeu (with adjectival -u) > Old High German zwei, Old Saxon twé, Old
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Frisian, Old English twa; Gothic twa with -a instaed of expected *two 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 tyeggja, Old Saxon
tweio, Old High German zweiio, zweio etc. and dat. *twaimiz, twaemuz, -az > .
Gothic twaim, Old Gutnic ruaim, Old Icelandic tveim(r), Old Swedish twém, Old
High German zwém/n, Old Saxon twém/n, Frisian twdm, Old English tw&m.
Only dat. rwaim tigum is known for ,.20* in Gothic (the unattested nom. *twai
tigjus < Germanic *twae tegewes ,two tens*), while in West Germanic it is
acommon form reconstructable as *twaimteg, -tig, -tug > Old High German
zweinzug, Middle High German zweinzéc,-zic, Old Saxon twentig,-teg,-tich,
-tech, Dutch twintig, Old Frisian twintich, -tech, Old English twéntig.

Cf. further Germanic *rwa-libg & *-lifg ,,12“ (lit. ,two left) > Gothic rwalif,
gen. twalibe, dat. twalibim (but Crimean Gothic thune-tua ,,12* = ,,10 + 2), Old
High Germanic zwelif, Old Saxon tuuelif, Old English twelf, Old Icelandic tolf
etc. besides the abstract *rwalifti- > Old Icelandic tylft ,,dozen®, Old Swedish
tylpt.

*dwi- in *dwis ,twice" continuing probably in its gen.-loc. du. *dwiswous
(perhaps contamined with *dwis-wéro-) > Germanic (i)*twiswauz > OIld Ice-
landic tysuar, Old Swedish twiswar; (ii) *twizwauz > Old High German zwiror;
(iii) *twizwaus > Old High German zwiro besides Ingvaeonic *wiwé > Old
English #(w)uwa, Old Frisian twi(i)a, Old Saxon twio etc. and with adverbial -es
in Middle Low German twiges & tweyes, early Modern Frisian tweis, English
twice; *dwisno- > Germanic *twizna- > Old Icelandic tuipr & tuinnr, Old
Swedish rwinni ,two* besides the umlauted form *twezna- > Old Icelandic
tuepr, Icelandic tvennr, Swedish tvenne ,,of two kinds“, Old English ge-twinn
»twin® etc.; *dwist(H)- > Germanic *twist-an- > Old (West ?) Germanic Tuisto
(Tacitus, Germania 2.2); further in compounds as Old English rwi-féte ,two-
footed*, Old High German zwi-houbit ,,two-headed” etc. The isolated Old Ice-
landic tuftdn ,20* (*twi-téyan with the second member forming teens, cf. e.g.
siautdn , 17, 4ttidn ,,18%) could be perhaps remodelled under the influence of
*twi- via *twi-yanpi (cf. the tribal 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: 17071, finding the closest parallel in the Gaulish tribal name
Vocontii) from *wikonti (-o- after the higher tens as in Vocontii — see above).
*dwei- in *dweikno- > Germanic *twixna- > Gothic nom. pl. m. tweihnai ,,two
each”; Proto-Norse *twéxnR > *twénR > Old Icelandic ruénn , double*, Old
Frisian rwine ,,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 ) proposes the
best founded alternative solution: o

*duwo ,,2" (uninflected) > Gothic nom.-acc. n. twa, Crimean Gothic rua; Cow-
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gill 1985: 14 judges that Old Icelandic nom.-acc. n. tvau belongs here too, ex-
plaining tvau from *tva plus *-u < Germanic *-6 of polysyllabic neuter plurals
(so already A. Kock, PBB 15[1890]: 250f ).

*duwoyH, ,,2* n. du. > Germanic *twai > Old Saxon #vé, Old English, Old Fri-
sian twd, 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 >
di, Old Latvian *duo in duokart, duoreiz (Adolphi 1685), dii (1732), while
modern Latvian m. divi was remodelled after f. divi; Yatwingian duo // Slavic
*diiva m. > Old Church Slavonic dzva, Bulgarian, Macedonian dva, Serbo-
Croatian, Slovenian dvd, Czech, Slovak dva, Upper Sorbian dwaj, Lower Sor-
bian, Polish dwa, Polabian ddvo, Old Russian d(»)va, Russian, Ukrainian, Bye-
lorussian dva. *Dsva plus *deseti, the dual of *desgtp, form the numeral ,,20* in
Slavic: Old Church Slavonic deva deseti, Old Czech dvadcéti, Upper Sorbian
dwaceci, Russian dvddcat etc.

*d(u)wai ,,2 f. > East Baltic *d(u)vdi > Latvian nom. f. *duvi > divi, Lithua-
nian nom.-acc. f. *dvie > dvi // Slavic *diivé f.-n. > Old Church Slavonic dsve
& devé, Bulgarian, Macedonian dve, Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian dvé, Slovak
dve, Czech dvé, Upper & Lower Sorbian dwé, Polabian dive, Polabian 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. *dvfe could be recognized in *dvie-
li(e)ki(e) ,,12*, remodelled in dvylika after trylika ,,13“ (Stang 1966: 281 fol-
lowing MaZiulis). Slavic *diivé n. has merged with f. Cf. also *diivé suzé ,,200%
> Old Church Slavonic, Old Russian dsvé saté, Czech dvésté, Upper & Lower
Sorbian dwéscé, 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(6) > Old Church Sla-
vonic dat.-instr. devéma, Lithuanian dat. dviem, instr. dviém.and with *-yo- ex-
tension in Slavic *diivojs,-ja,-je m./f./n. ,,double” > Old Church Slavonic dsvoi
/ dvvoja / dpvoje etc.

*d(u)wei- with *-yo- extension in Lithuanian collective-distributive dveji, Lat-
vian divéji ,je zwei", dvéja ,,two kinds of*, dvéjetas , duality” and in the de-
rivative *dweig(ho- > Lithuanian dveigys // Serbo-Croatian dviz ,,two-year-old*
(Trubadev 1978: 189-90 rejects a compoud corresponding to Hittite dayuga-
Jwo-year-old“, where yuga- means ,yearling" — see above; he prefers the
comparison with Greek dto0dg & 6i117dg ,,double” < *Jr1y10g, while the com-
pound *dwi- & *yugo- continues indoubtedly 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-/-3, cf. Stawski 1974: 120-23) and
in compounds as Lithuanian dvide§imt, Latvian div(i)desmit ,20%, Prussian
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dwigubbus, Lithuanian dvigubas ,double* (but Old Church Slavonic
dbvogubbns ,duplus, geminatus“, Slovenian dvogub ,,double* etc.), dvikdjis
»two-footed* etc.

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

Tocharian:
*dwow ,,2 m. > A m. wu. .
*dwai ,2" f. >A f. we, B m. & f. *wai > wi (after antapi ,,both“; the old diph-
thong 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 reconstructs *dwoy.
*dwi- in *dwito- ,,2nd" > A wit, B wate, wite and in compounds as B wi-pew
~two-footed” (*dwi-pedwent- 7): .
*dwist(H)o- in adv. *dwist(H)a, orig. nom.-acc. pl. n. > A wiést, B wasto, wisto-
,double* (Cop saw here abl. or inst. sg. in *-6(d) — see Hilmarsson 1986: 154).
*dweist(H)o- + adverbial suffix *-6r > distributive suffix -ar continues in B
yistar ,je das Doppelte” (Van Windekens 1979: 283; Klingenschmitt 1994:
325-26).
*wil?nu »20% > A wiki & wiki, B ikim & tkim. One would expect A *wikiric, B
+ikific (Van Windekens 1976: 572 who assumes *wi‘fapt) In the puzzling ter-
mination Werner 1992b: 116-17, 13940 sees a contamination with the ordinals
A (unattested) *wikifici, B ikante (*ikdficte) and a following back-formation
consisting in a separation of -pci and -te resp. Adams 1991: 39, fn. 50 solves the
problem of the termination reconstructing proto-Tocharian *w'ikinn < *w'ikint
< *wi(d)l?tomf. Kortlandt 1991: 8 presents another, less convincing solution. He
assumes a loss of the expected final *-i (the inanimate dual marker) analogically
to *defupt ,10%, while -i in A wiki has to be a copy from 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 inflected forms representing the dual of o-stem for m.& n. and &(= eH,)-
stem for f. only nom.-acc. and gen.-loc. are hopefully reconstructable (Oettinger
1988: 356-59; Adams 1991: 22-23; the reconstruction *-H,(i)H, was anticipated
already by Risch 1975: 253, fn. 15 and Watkins 1975: 368):

masculine neuter feminine
Brugmannian |laryngealistic |Brugmannian |laryngealistic |Brugmannian |laryngealistic
nom.-acc. |*d(ujwoéw *d(ujwoHw |*d(u)woi *d(u)woiH, *d(u)wai *dweH iH,
Lgm.-loc. *dwoyou(s) *dwoy(H)ou(s)] =m. =Mm. ' *dwell,iH ou(s))
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Beekes 1995: 194 differentiates gen. and loc., reconstructing *-H,e/oHs ( >
Avestan -4) vs. *-H,ou ( > Avestan -6) resp. He tries also to take care of the
problem of ‘b#- and m-endings in dat./instr./abl., postulating dat.-abl. *-me/oH
vs. instr. *-bfiH, and their later contamination. Elsewhere (p. 212) he recon-
structs loc. *dwoyHous on the basis of the Germanic forms with ‘Verschirfung’
(Gothic twaddje, Old Icelandic tveggja). Adams 1991: 23 explains the presence
of the laryngeal in some forms assuming their rebuilding on the basis of locative
duals in non-thematic stems. The most important difference between Beekes on
the one hand and Adams & Oettinger on the other hand is in the reconstruction
of the nom.-acc. Beekes 1995: 212 reconstructs 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 admits that he is not
able to explain satisfactorily the final -# in Old Indic dvdu and the uninflected
Greek év0. Hollifield 1980: 48 and Eichner 1992: 47-48 analyze the final *-ow
< *.0-H-w. Oettinger 1988: 358, fn. 15 mentions the variant *-o0-H -u (quoted
also by Eichner l.c.) giving Indo-Aryan *-du thanks to the Brugmann's law. Ac-
cepting the ‘Brugmannian’ reconstruction nom.-acc. m. *d(ujwow (with a
regular sandhi variant *d(u)wé) and gen.-loc. m. *dwoyou(s), Adams 1991: 20
identifies here a ‘dual collective’ *-(o)u-. Separating it, we get uninflected
*d(u)wo and inflected dual with the minimum paradigm nom.-acc. *d(u)wo vs.
obl. *dwoy. It is tempting to mention the parallel situation for the Semitic nu-
meral ,,2" reconstructable only in dual (*-ni represents ‘nunation’, i.e. the de-
terminer characteristic for the dual which is missing before noun):

m. f.
nom. *tin-a(-ni) |*tin-at-a(-ni) | (Moscati 1964: 94,
acc.-gen. |*in-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, Levin 1990: 155-57, 1992a: 252. Levin 1992b: 117 tries to find an
exact correspondent to the Indo-European nom.-acc. dual ending *-6w in such
the Hebrew dual forms as yrhw ,,two months*“ (Gezer calendar inscription) or
w-ydw ,,and [a man’s] hands“ (1x in Ezekiel 1:8). On the other hand, in his re-
view of Cuny 1930 Kofinek, Listy filologické 61{1934]: 20107 asks, why just
the dual of o-stems corresponds to the common dual in Semitic. Let us add the
analysis of Egyptian m. sn.wj, Coptic CNAY ,,2* vocalized by Vycichl (1957:
363) as follows: *s(i)nfww?j < *sinfwwaj < *siny- -i- -3y , i.e. ROOT +
PLURAL + DUAL. For support Vycichl quotes convincing examples demon-
strating the derivation of the dual from the plural stem, e.g: Arabic ?anta ,thou*
: Pantum ,;you" : Pantum-3 ,both you". The Vycichl’s analysis allows a sugges-
tive identification of Indo-European and Egyptian markers: *-oy- / *-3y- (dual)
and *-u // *-#- (collective // plural) (cf. p. 365).
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Villar 1991: 136-54 isolates the pure root *du, while the forms
*dui/*duoi/*duei and *duo(u) he interprets as plural and dual resp. 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 *10i *16(u)
acc. |*om *tons = nom.

gen. |*to-syo  |*toi-/*te-som |*toy-(H)ous
dat. |*0-sm-3i |*toi-m/Bus |?
loc. {*o-sm-i |*toi-su *toy-(H )ou

The o-grade *dwoi- extended in *-yo- (or *-Ho- after Beekes 1995: 216)
forms the adjective with a collective meaning. The form *dwi- appears fre-
quently 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 ar-
chaic ordinal *dwi-yo- (or *du-yo- 7) attested only in Anatolian there are inno-
vations in =¢- (*dwi-to-/-tyo-/-tiyo-) in Indo-Iranian, Albanian, Illyrian, Messa-
pic, Umbrian, Tocharian (cf. the most recent innovations in German zweite and
Bulgarian dveki for *dveti, i.e. cardinal dve + ordinal suff. -z-, 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 &ndzr , other"; Armenian andra- , back, again*; Gothic anpar, Old Ice-
landic annarr ,, other, second*, Prussian anters,-ars, Lithuanian afitras & ajitaras
id., ? Old Church Slavonic vstors, Upper Sorbian wutory ,,second”, cf. Czech
litery ,,thuesday*, vs. *H en-yo- > Old Indic anyd-“other, various, foreign*, Av-
estan aritia-, Hittite han-ti ,,anderswo", Armenian ayn ,,ille* (Pokomy 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 dAAdog, Latin alius,
Gothic alja-, Tocharian A alya-k ,other* etc. (Pokorny 1959: 25-26). Let us
mention a remarkable parallel in Semitic: Ugaritic f/ ,,second* (Segert 1984:
196). Is it an accidental coincidence or a result of an areal influence or even
a common heritage? '

At first sight the numeral ,,20" seems quite ambiguous. In the first approxi-
mation it can be reconstructed *wﬂ?;m' (Szemerényi 1960: 23-25), in the laryn-
gealistic projection *H wiH kptiH, = *?wi-?kpr. This reconstruction allows to
assume the original compound *dwi-&yt-iH, »~two-ten-DUAL with following
dissimilation *dwidk® > *Pwidk® and with further assimilation in *PwiPk® (cf.
Kortlandt 1983: 100). Less probable, because inconsistent looks the point of
view of Brugmann 1911: 11 identifying in *wi- the root *wi appearing in Old
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Indic v ,, auseinander®, vi-sva- ,,nach beiden Seiten®, u-bhai ,,both* etc: (cf. yet
Hollifield 1980: 48 who reconstructs *H,wiH,-dkmt-iH, seeing in H,w a numeri-
cal element meaning ,,2*; in contrary to the tradition we prefer to reconstruct
two variants of the numeral ,,10*: *dekm and *dekpt-; the reasons are explained
in a special article).

§3. Etymologies and their comments
1. Stewart 1906: 234 derives the numeral ,,2“ from the root Vil .»in die Ferne
gehen“, comparing the semantic development to Klamath spéluis ,,index fin-
ger®, related to spélsna ,to put it forward“. Similarly Schmid 1989: 12-13 and
Lehmann 1991: 135 and 1993: 254 derives the numeral ,,2* from the root *dew-
»distant, further”, assuming the primary semantics *“that one farther away*.
But the correct reconstruction should be *dweH, — with the probable pri-
mary meaning ,,to withdraw, retire“ (EWAI I. 739), cf. Old Indic dir4- , far",
ddviyas- ,farther®, davistha- , farthest* = Old Persian duvaista-, Hittite rdwan
»far (*dweH,m with the regular loss of *H, — see Hollifield 1980: 48), Arme-
nian erkar ,long, slow“, Greek adv. dnpdg, Doric dpdg ,for a long time“,
Greek 7jv, Doric &o)av ,far*, Old Church Slavonic davé ,at one time* etc.
(Pokorny 1959: 219). It is evident that the numeral *d(u)wo(w) ,,2" nor its bare
root *du- are not derivable from *dweH,-. On the other hand, the opposite de-
velopment is more plausible phonetically, morphologically (*-eH,-extension —
see Kronasser 1966: 422-32, esp. 430; Watkins 1969: 158) and semantically too
(cf. Middle Persian of Turfan dwdy ,,femer, dann“ < Iranian *dvit(y)a- , second*
— see Emmerick 1992b: 320).
2. There are various attempts to divide the numeral in two parts: *dV- plus the rest.
Blankenstein 1907: 110 analyzes the numeral ,,2* in *de & *we, identifying the
first member, a proper bearer of the meaning ,,2“, with the first syllable 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 reconstructs *d(u)w-(0) < *d°H¥o- and finds a bearer of duality in
*_H¥o (forming also the separated dual ending *-6(u) ; cf. Hollifield 1980: 48
ascribing the meaning ,,2“ to *-H w-, while *H, = *H* as the dual marker is be-
sides Erhart reconstructed probably only by Cowgill 1985: 27, fn. 1: *duwoH,).
Similarly as Blankenstein, Erhart assumes the same origin of the initial dental of
the numerals ,,2* and ,,10%, but in contrary to him he expects its meaning ,,one*.
Hence *d(V)-H¥o = ,,1 x 2* and *de-Eyt =,,1 x 10“. The Erhart’s identification
*d(V)- = ,,1“ was quite independently supported by Olzscha 1968: 146, who
deduces from the dual *dw-6 ,,2* the singular *du **1“. He finds an unexpected
evidence in Etruscan fu ,,1“. Also Holmer 1966: 25-26 separates *d- and finds
it in *delhp ,»10% too, while the proper bearer of the meaning ,,2“ would be *-w-
(~ Basque bi ,,2“ < *wi ).
The original meaning of this *dV- seems to be more probably deictic than nu-
merical, cf. Slavic *ed-in® ,,one", orig. ,that one* and perhaps Crimean Gothic
ita ,,one", derived by Hamp from the unattested compound *ita-aina- (Lehmann
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1986: 208). Accepting 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 se-.
rious objection consists in vocalism. In the case of *di- + *H*o one could as-
sume an irregular development *diwo > *duwo. But how to explain *di- (,,that*
7) + *kpt (,hand“) > > *dekgr , 10“. Why the meaning is not ,,5* or *kpr is not
in dual ? The second serious objectin concerns the determination of the laryn-
geal marker of the dual: it was probably *H, and not *H, (cf. 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 the left little finger, Fay 1910: 416 tries to identify
the , left ring-finger" in ,,2“. But his attempt to find a source of the type Greek
097 ,miseria”, or Old Indic dv-is- , odisse” (,in view of the weakness of that
finger*) was not convincing even for him and so he admits the opposite derivation.
5. There are various attempts to find external cognates:
5.1. Semitic *tau?dm , twin“ with two variants: (i) *td4u?am > Arabic rau?am
,one of the twins“, Hebrew pl. t67dm-im; (ii) *tu?im > Arabic ru?am ,twins,
a twin, something: double“, Hebrew pl. 1a76m-im, Judeo-Aramaic #j6m, Syriac
tama (> Gwudsg, 3x called ,,6idvuog” in John's gospel 11.16, 20.24, 21.2), Ak-
kadian ri(7)amu(m), New Assyrian rufi (Brockelmann 1908: 79; AHw 1364,
Klein 1987: 688), cf. Brunner 1969: 81; Levin 1992a: 255-56 (Semitic + Greek
didvuor ,twins*). This comparison implicates the *-m- extension in Semitic (cf.
Cuny 1924: 413-14). '
Brockelmann 1908: 384 and Cuny 1924: 361, 396 have convincingly demon-
strated that it is derived from the root \w-?-m, cf. Arabic wa?ama ,he agreed
mutually, imitated*”.
5.2. Balto-Fennic *to-rice ,,second* (with the ordinal suffix *-ri¢e) > Finnish toinen,
gen. toisen, Estonian teine ~ t6ine, Livonian oy, gen. oyz etc. (SKES 1327-28),
cf. Menges 1964: 27 inspired by Schott 1936: 90 (Indo-European + Balto-Fennic).
Majtinskaja 1979: 182 derives this word from the demonstrative root *1¥.

5.3. There are remarkable Altaic parallels:

Turkic *diiF , equal®, *[d]iip ,,pair* // Mongolian *3i(w)rin ,,2* (about women)
/I Tungus *3o6wi(-dr) ,,2“ // Old Korean *tiip3r ~ *tif3r ,,2* > early Middle Ko-
rean tufuri, Middle Korean rurh // 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). Ac-
cepting the relationship of Altaic and Indo-European numerals ,,2, Starostin
1991: 33 reconstructs proto-Altaic *diiiwV ,,2".

But there are certain discrepancies. In agreement with the ‘Moscow Nostratic
school’ proto-Altaic *d- corresponds to Indo-European *d”-, not to *d -, while
a regular correspondent of Indo-European *d- should be proto-Altaic *¢- (Illi¢-
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 / affricates of
the common Altaic numeral ,,2“ represent regular responses of the proto-Altaic
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*1- in palatalizing environment (BlaZzek 1997: 45; independently Dolgopolsky
p.c.). The modified proto-Altaic reconstruction *téwi ~ *tiiwi is fully compati-
ble with its Indo-European counterpart.
5.4. Already F. Bopp (1840) has mentioned a remarkable similarity between the
Indo-European ,,2* and Austronesian *Duwa or DewHa ,2%; cf. lastly Dyen
1970: 436, # 35.

The comparison looks really suggestively, but it is ql.nte 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 Aus-
tronesian and Austro-Asiatic languages looks as the most hopeful. From this
point of view it is natural to connect Ainu fu and Austronesian *Duwa ,2“
(Gjerdman 1926: 63).
5.6. Sino-Tibetan *Tiir ,,pair* > Archaic Chinese *dur ,,each (of a pair)“, Writ-
ten Tibetan dor ,,a pair (of draught cattle)* (Peiros & Starostin 1996: 182, #
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: 3435 comparing Sino-Tibetan &
Indo-European).
5.7. Reinterpreting the Indo-European ,,2* according to the glottal theory (*d- =
*’.), Knobloch 1995: 382 seeks a cognate in Cherkes (= Adyghean) £’ ,,2. He
judges that it represents a durative participle of the verb £’ 9-n ,,spalten®.

Adyghean and Kabardean f*o (sic) ,,2“ with closest cognates in Ubykh {g*a
and Abkhaz §¥-b4 id. are inherited from West Caucasian *tql:*A ,,2“, which
together with East Caucasian counterparts, e.g. Avar ki-go, Ginukh gono, Taba-
saran ¢lu, Khinalug ku etc., are derivable from North Caucasian *(¢t)gHwé ,,2*
(NCED 924). It 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 ge-
netic unity of predecessors of the Indo-European and North Caucasian proto-
languages, i.e. proto-languages of Nostratic and Sino-Caucasian macro-families
respectively.

§4. Conclusion
1. The proper root of the numeral ,,2* was probably only *du. First it was ex-
tended by, ‘the dual collective’ in *-u- (Adams 1991: 20). The second extension
had to express the gender distinction: m.(-n.) *duw-o, originally perhaps with an
individual meaning, vs. f. *duw-eH,, originally perhaps with a collective func-
tion. The third extension had to emphasize the duality: m. *duwo-H, or only
*duwo (7), obl. *d(u)w-oy-, n. *duwo-iH,, f. *duw-eH -iH, The facultatlve final
*.u appearing in nom. du. m. of o-stems can represent the ‘dual collective’ pro-
posed by Adams l.c., perhaps when the ‘first” *-u- has lost this function and has
merged with the root of the numeral.
2. Alternatively, the analysis can be based on the oblique stem *d(u)woy-. Er-
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hart 1982: 139 and p.c.1997 assumes the 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 the primary meaning *“one of two*. Accepting
this starting point, the numeral ,,2* could be analyzed *du-(u)-(H)oy- ,,the sec-
ond of two“. In further development *duwoy- was determined by the dual
marker *-H, and finally perhaps under the influence of the facultative ‘dual
collective’ *d(u)woyH u contracted in *d(u)wou. Analyzing the inconsistence of
the dual inflection of o-stems, Georgiev 1973: 48 derives the puzzling mascu-
line ending *-6w < *-ow? < *-oy? (? = 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 *-0s < *-0-e5. )

3. None of the internal etymologies presented in §3.1-4 cannot be accepted.
Among the external parallels only Altaic *rowi ~ *tiiwi ,,2* (usually extended
by the dual or collective ending *-4F) looks as a safe cognate inherited from a
common source: Nostratic *fu or *tuwi (Starostin l.c. reconstructs *ru?V, Dol-
gopolski p.c. *ti?[o], but the Semitic parallel with *-?- cannot be taken in ac-
count). On the other hand, the dual inflection in Afroasiatic, namely the Semitic
dual endings nom. *-3 vs. obl. *-ay (cf. also the parallel plural ending *-ay in
Semitic — see Brockelmann 1908: 453-54) and the plural marker *-@- forming
the dual stem together with the dual ending (Egyptian), corresponds sugges-
tively with their Indo-European counterparts even including order: Indo-
European obl. *du-w-oy- (=,,2* + ‘COLLECTIVE’ + DUAL or ,,one of two*) =
Egyptian *siny-d-dy (= ,,2“ + PLURAL + DUAL). '

Similarly as the discrepancy in the dual endings of masculine o-stems in Indo-
European also the difference nom. du. *-Z vs. obl. du. *-ay in Sémitic (Arabic)
should be explained. Vycichl 1957: 359-60 offers the following solution: nom.
du. -3 < *-3y-u, acc.-gen. du. -ay < *-3y-i. Besides the external comparison
(Egyptian, Hausa; Zaborski 1992: 429 added Beja) he has found a support for
his reconstruction in such examples where *-ay was preserved also in the nom.
du. in Semitic: Medieval Arabic (office language) tultay ,,%/,", bumsay ,,2/," and
further Qatabanian sm-y ,,both they* vs. sm ,they", Sabaic hm-y vs. hm id., but
Arabic hum-a vs. hum id.

Accepting the alternative analysis of the Indo-European numeral ,,2* presented
in §4.2. and the Vycichl’s proto-Semitic dual paradigm, the paralelism in for-
mation of the numeral ,,2* between Semitic/Afroasiatic and Indo-European is
more than suggestive.
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