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PREFACE 

This first edition of Dnghuôs A Grammar of Modern Indo -European , is a renewed effort  to 

systematize the reconstructed phonology and morphology of the Proto-Indo -European language into a 

modern European language, after the free online publication of  Europaio: A Brief Grammar of the 

European Language  in 2006.  

Modern Indo -European is, unlike Latin , Germanic or Slavic, common to most Europeans, and not 

only to some of them. Unlike Lingua Ignota, Solresol, Volapük, Esperanto, Quenya, Klingon, Lojban 

and the thousand invented languages which have been created since humans are able to speak, Proto-

Indo -European is natural , i.e. it evolved from an older language ï Middle PIE  or IE II , of which we have 

some basic knowledge ï, and is believed to have been spoken by prehistoric communit ies at some time 

roughly  between 3000 and 2500 BC, having itself evolved into different dialects  by 2500 BC ï spoken 

until the split up of proto -languages in 2000 BC ï, either from  IE IIIa, like Proto-Greek and Proto-

Indo -Iranian , or from IE IIIb , like Europeôs Indo-European. 

Proto-Indo -European has been reconstructed in the past two centuries (more or less successfully) by 

hundreds of linguists, having obtained a rough phonological, morphological, and syntactical system, 

equivalent to what Jews had of Old Hebrew before reconstructing a system for its modern use in Israel. 

Instead of some inscriptions and oral transmitted tales for the language to be revived, we have a 

complete reconstructed grammatical system, as well as hundreds of living languages to be used as 

examples to revive a common Modern Indo -European. 

This grammar still  focuses on the European Union ï and thus the main Proto-Indo -European dialect 

of Europe, Europeôs Indo-European  ï, although it remains clearly usable as a basic approach for the 

other known PIE dialects spoken at the time, like Proto-Anatolian for Turkey, Proto -Greek for Greece 

and Proto-Indo -Iranian  for Western and Southern Asia, respectively. In this sense, Proto-European 

might be the best lingua franca  for the Americas, while Proto-Aryan is probably the best for Asia. 

The former Dean of the University of Huelva, Classical Languagesô philologist and Latin expert, 

considers the Proto-Indo -European language reconstruction an invention; Spanish Indo-Europeanist 

Bernabé has left its work on IE studies to dedicate himself to ñsomething more seriousò; Francisco 

Villar , professor of Greek and Latin at the University of Salamanca, deems a complete reconstruction of 

PIE impossible; his opinion is not rare, since he supports the glottalic theory, the Armenian Homeland 

hypothesis, and also the use of Latin instead of English within the EU. The work of Elst, Talageri and 

others defending the óIndigenous Indo -Aryanô viewpoint by N. Kazanas, and their support of an 

unreconstruct ible and hypothetical PIE nearest to Vedic Sanskri t opens still more the gap between the 
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mainstream reconstruction and minority views supported by nationalis t positions. Also, among 

convinced Indo-Europeanists, there seems to be no possible consensus between the different óschoolsô 

as to whether PIE distinguished between Ʈ and Ł (as Gk., Lat. or Cel.) or if those vowels were all initial 

Ł, as in the other attested dialects (Villar), or if the Preterites were only one tense (as Latin 

praeteritum ) with different formations, or if there were actually an Aorist and a Perfect.  

Furthermore,  José Antonio Pascual, a member of the Royal Spanish Academy (RAE), considers that 

ñit is not necessary to be a great sociologist to know that 500 million people wonôt agree to adopt 

Modern Indo -European in the EUò (Spa. journal El Mundo , 8th April 2007 ). Of course not, as they wonôt 

agree on any possible question ï not even on using English, which we use in fact ï, and still the 

national and EUôs Institutions  work, adopting decisions by majorities, not awaiting consensus for any 

question. And i t was probably not necessary to be a great sociologist a hundred years ago to see e.g. that 

the revival of Hebrew under a modern language system (an ñinventionò then) was a utopia, and that 

Esperanto, the óeasyô and óneutralô IAL, was going to succeed by their first World Congress in 1905. 

Such learned opinions are only that, opinions, just as if Hebrew and Semitic experts had been 

questioned a hundred years ago about a possible revival of Biblical Hebrew in a hypothetic new Israel. 

Whether MIE ôs success is more or less probable (and why) is not really important for our current 

work, but a hypothesis which might be dealt with by sociology, anthropology, political science, 

economics and even psychology, not to talk about chance. Whether the differ ent existing social 

movements, such as Pan-Latinism, Pan-Americanism, Pan-Sanskritism, Pan-Arabism, Pan-Iranism, 

Pan-Slavism, Pan-Hispanism, Francophonie , Anglospherism, Atlanticism , and the hundred different 

pan-national ist positions held by different sectors of societies ï as well as the different groups 

supporting anti -globalization, anti -neoliberalism, anti -capitalism, anti -communism, anti -

occidentalism, etc. ï will accept or reject this project remains unclear.  

What we do know now is that the idea of reviving Europeôs Indo -European as a modern language for 

Europe and international organizations  is not madness, that it is not something new, that it doesnôt 

mean a revolution ï as the use of Spanglish, Syndarin or Interlingua ï nor an involution  ï as 

regionalism, nationalism, or the come back to French, German or Latin  predominance ï, but merely 

one of the many different ways in which the European Union linguistic policy could evolve , and maybe 

one way to unite different peoples from different cultures , languages and religions (from the Americas 

to East Asia) for the sake of stable means of communication. Just that tiny possibility is enough for us 

to ñloseò some years trying to give our best making the main Proto-Indo -European dialects as usable 

and as known as possible. 
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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION  

According to Dutch sociologist Abram de Swaan, every language in the world fits into one of four 

categories according to the ways it enters into (what he calls) the global language system .  

Å Central : About a hundred languages in the world belong here, widely used and comprising about 

95% of humankind.  

Å Super central : Each of these serves to connect speakers of central languages. There are only 

twelve supercentral languages, and they are Arabi c, Chines e, English, Fren ch, German, 

Hindi, Japanese, Malay, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish  and Swahili .  

Å Hyper central : The lone hypercentral language at present is English. It not only connects central 

languages (which is why it is on the previous level) but serves to connect supercentral languages as 

well. Both Spanish and Russian are supercentral languages used by speakers of many languages, 

but when a Spaniard and a Russian want to communicate, they will usually do it in English.  

Å Peripheral : All the thousands of other languages on the globe occupy a peripheral position 

because they are hardly or not at all used to connect any other languages. In other words, they are 

mostly not perceived as useful in a multilingual situation and therefore not worth anyone ôs effort 

to learn.  

De Swaan points out that the admission of new member states to the European Union brings with it 

the addition of more languages, making the polyglot identity of the EU ever more unwieldy and 

expensive. On the other hand, it is clearly politically impossible to settle on a single language for all the 

EUôs institutions. It has proved easier for the EU to agree on a common currency than a common 

language.  

Of the EUôs current languages, at least 14 are what we might call a órobustô language, whose speakers 

are hardly likely to surrender its rights. Five of them (English, French, German, Portuguese and 

Spanish) are supercentral languages that are already widely used in international communication, and 

the rest are all central.  

In the ongoing activit y of the EUôs institutions, there are inevitably shortcuts taken - English, French 

and German are widely used as óworking languagesô for informal discussions. But at the formal level all 

the EUôs official languages (i.e. the language of each member state) are declared equal.  

Using all these languages is very expensive and highly inefficient. There are now 23 official languages: 

Bulgarian , Czech, Danish, Dut ch, English, Estonian, Finnish, Fren ch, German, Greek, 

Hungarian, Irish Gaeli c, Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, Portuguese, 

Romanian, Slovak, Slovene, Spanish  and Swedish , and three semiofficial  (?): Catalan , Basque  

and Gali cian . This means that all official documents must be translated into all the member sô 
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recognized languages, and representatives of each member state have a right to expect a speech in their 

language to be interpreted. And each member state has the right to hear ongoing proceedings 

interpreted into its own language.  

Since each of the twenty one languages needs to be interpreted/translated into all the rest of the 

twenty, 23 x 22 (minus one, because a language doesnôt need to be translated into itself) comes to a total 

of 506  combinations  (not taking on accound the ósemiofficial ô languages). So interpreters/translators 

have to be found for ALL combinations.  

In the old Common Market days the costs of using the official languages Dutch, English, French, and 

German could be borne, and interpreters  and translators could be readily found. But as each new 

member is admitted, the costs and practical difficulties are rapidly becoming intolerably burdensome.  

The crucial point here is that each time a new language is added, the total number of combinations isnôt additive 

but multiplies: 506 + one language is not 507 but 552, i.e. 24 x 23, since every language has to be 

translated/interpreted into all the others (except itself).   

It is not hard to see that the celebration of linguistic diversity in the EU only lightly disguises the 

logistical nightmare that is developing. The EU is now preparing for more languages to come: 

Romanian  and Bulgarian  have been recently added, with the incorporation of these two countries to 

the EU; Albanian , Macedonian , Serbian , Bosnian and Croatian  (the three formerly known as 

Serbo-Croatian, but further differentiated after the Yugoslavian wars)  if they are admitted to the EU as 

expected; and many other regional languages, following the example of Irish Gaelic, and the three semi-

official  Spanish languages: Alsatian , Breton , Corsi can , Welsh , Luxemburgish  and Sami  are 

likely candidates to follow, as well as Scottish Gaeli c, Occitan , Low  Saxon , Venetian , 

Piedmontese, Ligurian, Emilian , Sardinian , Neapolitan , Sicilian , Asturian , Aragonese , 

Frisian , Kashubian , Romany , Rusin , and many others, depending on the political pressure their 

speakers and cultural communities can put on EU institutions. It will probably not be long before 

Turkish , and with it Kurdish  (and possibly Armenian , Aramaic  and Georgian  too), or maybe 

Ukrainian , Russian  and Belarus ian , are other official languages, not to talk about the eternal 

candidatesô languages, Norwegian  (in at least two of its language systems, Bokmål  and Nynorsk ), 

Icelandic , Romansh , Monegasque  (Monaco)  and Emilian -Romagnolo (San Marino) , and this 

could bring the number of EU languages over 40. The number of possible combinations are at best 

above 1000, which doesnôt seem within the reach of any organization, no matter how well -meaning. 

Many EU administrators feel that to a great extent this diversity can be canceled out by ever-

increasing reliance on the computer translation that is already in heavy use. It is certainly true that if we 

couldnôt count on computers to do a lot of the translation óheavy liftingô, even the most idealistic 

administrator would never even dream of saddling an organization with an enterprise that would 
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quickly absorb a major part of its finances and energy. But no machine has yet been invented or 

probably ever will be  that is able to produce a translation without , at the very least, a final editing by a 

human translator  or interpreter . 

The rapidly increasing profusion of languages in the EU is quickly becoming intolerably clumsy and 

prohibitively expensive. And this doesnôt even count the additional expense caused by printing in the 

Greek alphabet and soon in the Cyrillic (Bulgarian and Serbian). Everyone agrees that all languages 

must have their óplace in the sunô and their diversity celebrated. But common sense suggests that the EU 

is going to be forced to settle on a very small number of working languages, perhaps only one, and the 

linguistic future of the EU has become the subject of intense debate.  

Only in public numbers, the EU official translation/interp retation costs amount to more than 1.230 

Mú, and it comes to more than 13% of todayôs administrative expenditure of the EU institutions. There 

are also indirect costs of linguistic programmes aimed at promoting the learning of three or more 

languages since the Year of Languages (2001), which also means hundreds of millions of Euros, which 

havenôt been counted in the EUôs budget as linguistic expenditure, but are usually included in budget 

sections such as Cohesion or Citizenship. It is hard to imagine the huge amount of money (real or 

potential) lost by EU citizens and companies each day because of communication problems, not only 

because they canôt speak a third partyôs language, but because they wonôt speak it, even if they can. 

Preserving the strict equalit y is the EUôs lifeblood, and it is a very disturbing thought that the strongest 

candidate for a one-language EU  is the one with an established dominance in the world, English , 

which is actually only spoken by a minority within Europe. Latin and Artificial languages (as Esperanto, 

Ido or Interlingua) have been proposed as alternatives, but neither the first, because it is only related to 

romance languages, nor the second, because they are (too) artificial (invented by one person or a small 

group at best), solve the linguistic theoretical problems, not to talk about the practical ones.  

The Indo -European  language that we present in this work, on the contrary, faces not only the 

addressed theoretical problems - mainly related to cultural heritage and soci opolitical proud - but 

brings also a practical solution for the European Union , without which there can be no real integration. 

European nations are not prepared to give up some of their powers to a greater political entity, unless 

they donôt have to give up some fundamental rights. Among them, the linguistic ones have proven 

harder to deal with than it initially expected, as they are raise very strong national or regional feelings. 

Indo -European  is already the grandmother of the majority of Europeans. The first language of more 

than 97% of EU citizens is Indo-European, and the rest can generally speak at least one of them as 

second language. Adopting Indo -European as the main official language for the EU will not mean giving 

up linguistic rights, but enhanc ing them, as every other official language will have then the same status 
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under their common ancestor; it wonôt mean losing the own culture for the sake of unity, but recovering 

it altogether for the same purpose; and, above all, it will not mean choosing a lingua franca  to 

communicate with foreigners within an international organization, but accepting a National Language 

to communicate with other nationals within the same country. 

 

NOTE.  The above information is mainly copied (literally, adjusted or modif ied) from two of Mr. William Z. 

Shetter Language Miniatures , which can be found in his website: 

Á http://home.bluemarble.net/~langmin/miniatures/Qvalue.htm  

Á http://home.bluemarble.net/~langmin/miniatures/eulangs.htm  

o EU official expenditure numbers can be consulted here: 

Á http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/05/10&type=HTML&aged=0&la

nguage=EN&guiLanguage=en  

Á http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/library/publications/budget_in_fig/dep_eu_budg_200 7_en.pdf  

o Official information about EU languages can be found at: 

Á http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/lang/languages/index_en.html  

Á http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/lang/languages/langmin/eur omosaic/index_en.html  

 

  

http://home.bluemarble.net/~langmin/miniatures/Qvalue.htm
http://home.bluemarble.net/~langmin/miniatures/eulangs.htm
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/05/10&type=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/05/10&type=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en
http://europa.eu.int/comm/budget/library/publications/budget_in_fig/dep_eu_budg_2007_en.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/lang/languages/index_en.html
http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/lang/languages/langmin/euromosaic/index_en.html
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WHATôS NEW IN THIS EDITIO N 

This is A Grammar of Modern Indo -European, First  Edition , with Modern Indo -European Language 

Grammatical system in Pre -Version  4 , still  in ȁeta phase ï i.e., still adjusting some important  

linguistic questions , and lots of minor mistakes, thanks to the contributions of experts and readers.  

NOTE. A version number (N ) is given to full  revisions of the grammar, and each minor correction published 

must be given a different number to be later identified, usually ranging from N.01 to N.99. T his book includes a 

full correction of version 3, but is still Pre-Version 4, which means the correction was not finished, and it its 

therefore still 3.xx . Full revisions are driven from beginning to end, so there should be a comment marking  the 

end of the revised material. Since version 3.8x that note is already in the Etymological Notes section. 

ñEuropeôs Indo -Europeanò version 4 continues ñModern Indo -Europeanò version 3 (first printed 

edition, since June 2007), and this in turn version 2 , which began in March 2007, changing most 

features of the old ñEuropaioò/ñSindhueuropaiomò concept of version 1 (Europaio: A Brief Grammar 

of the European Language , 2005-2006), in some cases coming back to features of Indo -European  0.x 

(2004 -2005) .  

1. The artificial distinction in ñEuropaiomò and ñSindhueuropaiomò systems (each based on different 

dialectal features) brings more headaches than advantages to our Proto-Indo -European revival project; 

from now on , only a unified ñModern Indo -Europeanò, based on Europeôs Indo-European (or Proto-

European ) is promoted. ñSindhueuropaiomò (i.e. Proto-Indo -European) became thus a theoretical 

project for using the phonetical reconstructions of Late PIE.  

2. Unlike the first simplified Europaio  grammar, this one goes deep into the roots of the specific Indo -

European words and forms chosen for the modern language. Instead of just showing the final output, 

expecting readers to accept the supposed research behind the selections, we let them explore the details 

of our choices ï and sometimes the specifics of the linguistic reconstruction ï, thus sacrificing 

simplicity for the sake of thorough approach to modern IE vocabulary . 

3. The old Latin -only alphabet has been expanded to include Greek and Cyrillic writing systems, as 

well as a stub of possible Armenian, Arabo-Persian and Devanagari (abugida) systems. The objective is 

not to define them completely (as with the Latin alphabet), but merely to show other possibl e writing 

systems for Modern Indo-European, Modern Anatolian, Modern Aryan, and Modern Hellenic.  

4. The traditional  phonetic distinction of palatov elars was reintroduced for a more accurate phonetic 

reconstruction of Late PIE , because of the opposition found (especially among Balto-Slavic experts) 

against our simplified  writing system . Whether satemization was a dialectal and phonological trend 
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restricted to some phonetic environments ( PIE k - before some sounds, as with Latin c- before -e and -

i), seemed to us not so important  as the fact that more people feel comfortable with an exact ï although 

more difficult ï  phonetic reconstruction.  From versions 3.xx onwards, however, a more exact 

reconstruction is looked for, and therefore a proper explanation of velars and vocalism (hence also 

laryngeals) is added at the end of this book ï coming back, then, to a simplified writing system.  

4. The historically alternating Oblique cases Dative , Locative, Instrumental  and Ablative ,  were shown 

on a declension-by-declension (and even pronoun-by-pronoun) basis, as Late PIE shows in some 

declensions a simpler, thus more archaic, reconstruct ible paradigm (as i ,u ) while others (as the 

thematic  e/ o) show almost the same Late PIE pattern of four  differentiated oblique  case-endings. Now, 

the 8 cases traditionally reconstructed are  usable ï and its differentiation recommended ï in MIE.  

The classification of Modern Indo -European nominal declensions has been reorganized to adapt it to a 

more Classic pattern, to help the reader clearly identify their correspondence to the different Greek and 

Latin declension paradigms. 

5. The verbal system has been reduced to the reconstructed essentials of Late Proto-Indo -European 

conjugation and of its early dialects. Whether such a simple and irregular system is usable as is, without 

further systematization, is a matter to be solved by Modern Indo -European speakers.  

The so-called Augment in é-, attested almost only in Greek, Indo -Iranian  and Armenian, is sometimes 

left due to Proto-Indo -European tradition, although recent research shows that it was neither 

obligatory, nor general in Late PIE. It is believed today that it was just a prefix with a great success in 

the southern dialects, as per- (<PIE per -) in Latin or ga- (<PIE ko -) in Germanic. 

6. The syntactical framework of Proto-Indo -European has been dealt with extensively by some 

authors, but, as the material hasnôt still been summed up and corrected by other authors (who usually 

prefer the phonological or morphol ogical reconstruction), we use literal paragraphs from possibly the 

most thorough work available on PIE syntax, Winfred P. Lehmanôs Proto-Indo -European Syntax (1974), 

along with some comments and corrections made since its publication by other scholars. 

The timetable of the next grammatical and institutional changes can be followed in the website of the 

Indo -European Language Association.  

http://dnghu.org/
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CONVENTIONS USED IN THIS BOOK 

1. ñModern Indo -Europeanò or MIE: To avoid some past mistakes, we use the term Europaio m only to 

refer to the European language system , or to the reconstructed Europe ôs Indo -European  (EIE)  

proto -language. The suitable names for the simplified Indo -European language system for Europe are 

thus European language  or European , as well as ñEuropaioò.  

2. The roots  of the reconstructed Middle PIE  language  (PIH) are basic morphemes carrying a 

lexical meaning. By addition of suffixes, they form stems, and by addition of desinences, these form 

grammatically inf lected words (nouns or verbs). 

NOTE. PIE reconstructed roots are subject to ablaut , and except for a very few cases, such ultimate roots are 

fully characterized by its constituent consonants, while the vowel may alternate. PIH roots as a rule have a single 

syllabic core, and by ablaut may either be monosyllabic or unsyllabic. PIH roots may be of the following form 

(where K is a voiceless stop, G an unaspirated and Gh an aspirated stop, R a semivowel (rԎ, lԎ, mԎ, nԎ, uԛ, iԛ) and H a 

laryngeal (or s). After Meillet, impossible PI H combinations are voiceless/aspirated (as in *teubh or *bheut), as 

well as voiced/voiceless (as in *ged or *deg). The following table depicts the general opinion:  

stops - K- G- Gh- 

- [HR]e[RH]  K[R]e[RH]  G[R]e[RH]  Gh[R]e[RH]  

-K [HR]e[RH]K  - G[R]e[RH]K  Gh[R]e[RH]K  

-G [HR]e[RH]G  K[R]e[RH]G  - Gh[R]e[RH]G  

-Gh [HR]e[RH]G h K[R]e[RH]G h G[R]e[RH]G h Gh[R]e[RH]G h* 

*This combination appears e.g. in bheud h, awake, and bheid h, obey, believe. 

A root has at least one consonant, for some at least two (e.g. PIH hϛek  vs. EIE ek -, ñquickò, which is the root for 

MIE adj. Ƭk¼s). Depending on the interpretation of laryngeals, some roots seem to have an inherent a  or o vowel, 

EIE ar  (vs. PIH h 2ar -), fit , EIE on gw  (vs. PIH h 3eng w) ñanointò, EIE ak  (vs. PIH h 2ek) ñkeenò. 

By ñroot extensionò, a basic CeC (with C being any consonant) pattern may be extended to CeC-C, and an s-

mobile may extend it to s-CeC.  

The total number of consonant, sonant and laryngeal elements that appear in an ordinary syllable are three ï 

i.e., as the triliteral Semitic pattern. Those which have less than three are called óConcaveô verbs (cf. PIH Hes , 

Hei , gw em ); those extended are called óConvexô verbs (cf. Lat. plangƬ, spargƬ, frang Ƭ, etc., which, apart from the 

extension in -g , contain a laryngeal); for more on this, vide infra on MIE Conjugations.  

3. Verbs are usually shown in notes without an appropriate verbal noun ending -m , infinitive ending ï

tu / -ti , to distinguish them clearly from nouns  and adjectives. They arenôt shown inflected in 1st P.Sg. 

Present either ï as they should ï, because of the same reason, and arenôt usually accented. 
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NOTE. Ultimate PI H reconstructed verbal roots are written even without an athematic or thematic ending. 

When an older laryngeal appears, as in PIH pelh 2-, it sometimes remain, as in EIE pel a -, or in case of ultimate 

roots with semivowel endings [ iԛ], [ uԛ], followed by an older laryngeal, they may be written with ending -j  or -w . 

4. Adjectives are usually shown with an accented masculine (or general) ending -ós , although 

sometimes a complete paradigm -ós , -α, -óm , is written.  

5. An acute accent  is written over the vowel or semivowel in the stressed syllable, except when stress 

is on the penult  (one syllable before the last) and in monosyllabic words. Accented long vowels and 

sonants are represented with special characters. The weak vowel of a possible diphthong is also 

accented; so in eími , I go, instead of eimi , which would be read usually as *éimi  if left unaccented. 

6. For zero-grade  or zero-ending , the symbol Ø is sometimes used. 

7. Proto-Indo -European vowel apophony or Ablaut is indeed normal in MIE, but different dialectal 

Ablauts are corrected when loan-translated. Examples of these are komb hastó s, from Lat. confessus 

(cf. Lat. fassus sum), from EIE bhƃ-; EIE dhakl ís/ disd hak l ís, as Lat. facilis / difficilis , from PIE dhƉ-; 

MIE saliƬ/ en saliƬ/ en saltƬ, as Lat. saliƬ/insiliƬ/insultƬ, etc.  

NOTE. Such Ablaut is linked to languages with musical accent, as Latin. In Italic, the tone was always on the first 

syllable; Latin reorganized this system, and after Roman grammariansô ñpenultimate ruleò, Classic Latin accent 

felt on the penultimate syllable  if long, on the antepenultimate if short (hence Lat. pudícus but módicus), thus 

triggering off different inner vocalic timbres  or Ablauts . Other Italic dialects, as Oscan or Umbrian, didnôt suffered 

such apophony; cf. Osc. anterstataí  , Lat. interst itae; Umb. antakres , Lat. integris ; Umb. procanurent , Lat. 

procinuerint , etc. Germanic also knew such tone variations. For more on this topic, see phonotactic development 

in Latin at < http://www.cunyphonologyforum.net/SYLLPAPERS/Senhandoutnew.pdf >. 

8. In Germanic, Celtic and Italic dialects the IE intervocalic -s- becomes voiced, and then it is 

pronounced as the trilled consonant, a phenomenon known as Rhotacism; as with zero-grade k s͋ [krԎs] 

from EIE stem kers -, run , giving ós-derivativesô O.N. horskr , Gk. -ȇȌȏȍȌȎ, and ór-derivativesô as MIE 

kŘsos, wagon , cart , from Celtic (cf. Gaul. karros , O.Ir., M.Welsh carr , into Lat. carrus ) and kŘsƬ, run , 

cf. Lat. curr Ƭ. In light of Greek forms as criterion , monastery, etc., the suffix to indicate ñplace whereò 

(and sometimes instrument) had an original IE r , and its reconstruction as PIE s is wrong.  

9. Some loans are left as they are, without necessarily implying that they are original Indo -European 

forms; as Latin mappa, ñmapò, aiqi -, ñaequi-ñ, Celtic pen-, ñheadò, Greek sphaira, ñsphereò, Germanic 

iso-, ñiceò, and so on. Some forms are already subject to change in MIE for a more ópuristô approach to a 

common EIE, as ati - for Lat. re-, -ti  for (Ita. and Arm.) secondary -ti Ƭ(n ), etc. 

10. In Romance languages, Theme is used instead of Stem. Therefore, Theme Vowel and Themati c 

refer to the Stem endings, usually to the e/ o endings.  In the Indo -European languages, Thematic  roots 

are those roots that have a ñtheme vowelò; a vowel sound that is always present between the root of the 

http://www.cunyphonologyforum.net/SYLLPAPERS/Senhandoutnew.pdf
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word and the attached inflections. Athematic  roots lack a theme vowel, and attach their inflections 

directly to the root itself.  

NOTE. The distinction between thematic and athematic roots is especially apparent in the Greek verb; they fall 

into two classes that are marked by quite different personal endings. Thematic verbs are also called -Ȓ (-ô) verbs 

in Greek; athematic verbs are -ȉȆ (-mi ) verbs, after the first person singular present tense ending that each of them 

uses. The entire conjugation seems to differ quite markedly between the two sets of verbs, but the differences are 

really the result of the thematic vowel reacting with the verb endings.  In Greek, athematic verbs are a closed class 

of inherited forms from the parent IE language. Marked contrasts between thematic and athematic forms also 

appear in Lithuanian, Sanskrit, and Old Church Slavonic. In Latin, almost all verbs are thematic; a handful of 

surviving athematic forms exist, but they are considered irregular verbs. 

The thematic and athematic distinction also applies to nouns; many of t he old IE languages distinguish between 

ñvowel stemsò and ñconsonant stemsò in the declension of nouns. In Latin, the first, second, fourth, and fifth 

declensions are vowel stems characterized by a, o, u and e, respectively; the third declension contains both 

consonant stems and i stems, whose declensions came to closely resemble one another in Latin. Greek, Sanskrit, 

and other older IE languages also distinguish between vowel and consonant stems, as did Old English. 

11. PIE d+t , t+t , dh +t    ͛MIE st ; PIE d+d , t+d , dh +d    ͛MIE sd; PIE d+dh , t+dh , dh +dh    ͛MIE 

sdh ; because of the common intermediate phases found in Proto -Greek, cf. Gk. st, sth (as pistis , oisqa), 

and Europeôs Indo-European, cf. Lat. est, ñcomeò, and O.H.G. examples. For an earlier stage of this 

phonetic output , compare O.Ind. sehí<* sazdhi, ósit!ô, and not *satthi  (cf. O.Ind. dehí, Av. dazdi).  

NOTE. It has been proposed an earlier TTŸTsT  (where T = dental stop), i.e. that the cluster of two dental stops 

had a dental fricative s inserted between them. It is based on some finding s in Hittite , where cluster tst is spelled 

as z (pronounced as ts), as in PIH h 1ed -ti, ñhe eatsò  ͛*h1etsti  ͛Hitt . ezzi. Confirmation from early intermediate 

and common (Late PIE) -st - are found e.g. in O.Ind. mastis, ñmeasureò, from * med -tis , or Av. -hasta-, from 

*sed -tós . This evolution was probably overshadowed by other Aryan developments, see Appendix II. 

12. PIE made personal forms of composed verbs separating the root from the so-called óprepositionsô, 

which were actually particles which delimited the meaning of the sentence. Thus, a sentence like Lat. 

uos supplico is in PIE as in O.Lat. sub uos placo. The same happened in Homeric Greek, in Hittite, in 

the oldest Vedic and in modern German ótrennbare Verbenô. Therefore, when we reconstruct a verb like 

accept, MIE  inf.  adkƉptƃtu s, it doesnôt mean it should be used as in Classic Latin (in fact its ablaut has 

been reversed), or indeed as in Modern English, but with its oldest use: kƉptƃiƬ ad , I accept.  

13. Reasons for not including the palato velars in MIE writing system are 1) that, although possible, 

their existence  is not sufficiently proven (see Appendix II.2); 2) that their writing because of tradition 

or óetymologyô is not justified, as this would mean a projective writing (i.e., like writing Lat. casa, but 

Lat. ƅentum , because the k-sound before -e and -i evolves differently in Romance). The pairs Ɠ ƒ and ƣ 

Ƣ, have been proposed to write them, for those willing to differentiate their pronunciation.  
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The following abbreviations apply  in this book : 

IE  : Indo -European  

IE I I  :  Middle PIE  or PIH  

PIH  :  Proto-Indo -Hittite   

IE III  :  Late PIE 

PIE  :  Proto-Indo -European 

EIE  :  Europeôs Indo-European  

MIE  :  Modern Indo -European 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PGk  : Proto -Greek  

Gk.  :  (Ancient) Greek 

Phryg.  :  Phrygian 

Thr.  :  Thracian 

Dac.  :  Dacian 

Ven.  :  Venetic 

Lus.  :  Lusitanian  

A.Mac.  :  Ancient Macedonian 

Illy.  :  Illyrian  

Alb.  :  Albanian 

PII  :Proto -Indo -Iranian  

Ind . :  Proto-Indo -Aryan  

O.Ind.  :  Old Indian  

Skr.  :  Sanskrit 

Hind.  :  Hindustani  

Hi.  :  Hindi  

Ur.  :  Urdu 

Ira.  :  Proto -Iranian  

Av.  :  Avestan 

O.Pers.  :  Old Persian 

Pers.  :  Persian 

Kur.  :  Kurdish  

Oss.  :  Ossetian 

Kam.  :  Kamviri  

Ita.  : Proto -Italic  

Osc.  :  Oscan 

Umb.  :  Umbrian  

Lat.  :  Latin  

O.Lat.  :  Archaic Latin  

V.Lat.  :  Vulgar Latin  

L.Lat.  :  Late Latin 

Med.Lat.  :  Mediaeval Latin 

Mod.Lat.  :  Modern Latin  

O.Fr.  :  Old French 

Prov  :  Provenzal 

Gl. -Pt.  :  Galician-Portuguese 

Gal.  :  Galician 

Pt.  :  Portuguese 

Cat.  :  Catalan 

Fr.  :  French 

It.  :  Italian  

Spa.  :  Spanish 

Rom.  :  Romanian 

PAn  : Proto -Anatolian  

CA :  Common Anatolian 

Hitt . :  Hittite  

Luw . :  Luwian  

Lyc . :  Lycian 

Pal . :  Palaic 

Lyd . :  Lydian 
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PGm c. : Pre -Proto -Germani c 

Gmc.  :  Proto-Germanic 

Goth.  :  Gothic 

Frank.  :  Frankish 

Sca.  :  Scandinavian (North Germanic)  

O.N.  :  Old Norse 

O.I ce. :  Old Icelandic 

O.S.  :  Old Swedish 

Nor.  :  Norwegian 

Swe.  :  Swedish 

Da.  :  Danish 

I ce. :  Icelandic 

Fae.  :  Faeroese 

W.Gm c. :  West Germanic  

O.E.  :  Old English (W.Saxon, Mercian ) 

O.Fris.  :  Old Frisian 

O.H.G.  :  Old High German 

M.L.G.  :  Middle Low German 

M.H.G.  :  Middle High German  

M.Du.  :  Middle Dutch  

Eng  :  English 

Ger.  :  German 

L.Ger.  :  Low German 

Fris.  :  Frisian 

Dutch Du.  :  Dutch 

Yidd.  :  Yiddish (Judaeo-German) 

BSl.  : Balto -Slavic  

Bal.  :  Proto-Baltic  

O.Lith.  :  Old Lithuanian  

O.Pruss.  :  Old Prussian 

Lith.  :  Lithuanian  

Ltv.  :  Latvian 

Sla.  :  Proto -Slavic 

O.C.S.  :  Old Church Slavonic 

O.Russ.  :  Old Russian 

O.Pol.  :  Old Polish 

Russ.  :  Russian 

Pol.  :  Polish 

Cz. :  Czech 

Slo.  :  Slovenian 

Slk.  :  Slovak 

Ukr.  :  Ukrainian  

Bel.  :  Belarusian 

Bul.  :  Bulgarian 

Sr. -Cr.  :  Serbo-Croatian 

Cel.  : Proto -Celtic  

Gaul.  :  Gaulish 

O.Ir.  :  Old Irish  

Sco.  :  Scottish Gaelic 

Ir.  :  Irish Gaelic 

Bret.  :  Breton 

Cor.  :  Cornish 

O.Welsh  :  Old Welsh 



1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1. THE INDO-EUROPEAN LANGUAGE FAMILY  

1.1.1. The Indo-European 

languages are a family of several 

hundred languages and dialects, 

including most of the major 

languages of Europe, as well as 

many in Asia. Contemporary 

languages in this family include 

English, German, French, 

Spanish, Portuguese, Hindustani 

(i.e., Hindi and Urdu among other 

modern dialects), Persian and 

Russian. It is the largest family of 

languages in the world today, being 

spoken by approximately half the worldôs population as first language. Furthermore, the majority of the 

other half speaks at least one of them as second language. 

1.1.2. Romans didnôt perceive similarities between Latin and Celtic dialects, but they found obvious 

correspondences with Greek. After Roman Grammarian Sextus Pompeius Festus:  

Such findings are not striking, though, as Rome was believed to have been originally funded by Trojan 

hero Aeneas and, consequently, Latin was derived from Old Greek. 

1.1.3. Florentine merchant Filippo Sassetti travelled to the Indian subcontinent, and was among the 

first European observers to study the ancient Indian language, Sanskrit. Writing in 1585, he noted some 

word similarities between Sanskrit and Italian, e.g. deva/dio , ñGodò, sarpa/serpe , ñsnakeò, sapta/sette , 

ñsevenò, ashta/otto , ñeightò, nava/nove , ñnineò. This observation is today credited to have 

foreshadowed the later discovery of the Indo-European language family.  

1.1.4. The first proposal of the possibility of a common origin for some of these languages came from 

Dutch linguist and scholar Marcus Zuerius van Boxhorn in 1647. He discovered the similarit ies among 

Indo -European languages, and supposed the existence of a primitive common language which he called 

ñScythianò. He included in his hypothesis Dutch, Greek, Latin, Persian, and German, adding later 

Suppum antiqui dicebant, quem nunc supinum dici mus ex Graeco, videlicet pro adspiratione 

ponentes <s> litteram, ut idem ἝȈŬȎ dicunt, et nos silvas; item ờȋ sex, et ộɸŰἷ septem.  

In dark , countries with a majority of Indo -European 
speakers; in light color , countries with Indo -European -
speaking minorities.  

 



A GRAMMAR OF MODERN INDO -EUROPEAN 

Indo -European Language Association <http://dnghu.org/ > 

Slavic, Celtic and Baltic languages. He excluded languages such as Hebrew from his hypothesis. 

However, the suggestions of van Boxhorn did not become widely known and did not stimulate further 

research. 

1.1.5. On 1686, German linguist Andreas Jäger published De Lingua Vetustissima Europae , where he 

identified an remote language, possibly spreading from the Caucasus, from which Latin, Greek, Slavic, 

óScythianô (i.e., Persian) and Celtic (or óCelto-Germanicô) were derived, namely Scytho-Celtic. 

1.1.6. The hypothesis re-appeared in 1786 when Sir William Jones first lectured on similarities 

between four of the oldest languages known in his time: Latin, Greek, Sanskrit and Persian: 

ñThe Sanskrit language, whatever be its antiquity, is of a wonderful structure; more perfect than the 

Greek, more copious than the Latin, and more exquisitely refined than either, yet bear ing to both of 

them a stronger affinity, both in the roots of verbs and the forms of grammar , than could 

possibly have been produced by accident; so strong indeed, that no philologer could examine them all 

three, without believing them to have sprung from some common source , which, perhaps, no 

longer exists: there is a similar reason, though not quite so forcible, for supposing that both the 

Gothic  and the Celtic, though blended with a very different idiom, had the same origin with the 

Sanskrit; and the old  Persian might be added to the same family ò 

1.1.7. Danish Scholar Rasmus Rask was the first to point out the connection between Old Norwegian 

and Gothic on the one hand, and Lithuanian, Slavonic, Greek and Latin on the other. Systematic 

comparison of these and other old languages conducted by the young German linguist Franz Bopp 

supported the theory, and his Comparative Grammar , appearing between 1833 and 1852, counts as the 

starting -point of Indo -European studies as an academic discipline. 

1.1.8. The classification of modern I ndo-European dialects into ólanguagesô and ódialectsô is 

controversial, as it depends on many factors, such as the pure linguistic ones ï most of the times being 

the least important of them  ï, and also social, economic, political and historical considerations. 

However, there are certain common ancestors, and some of them are old well-attested languages (or 

language systems), such as Classic Latin for modern Romance languages ï French, Spanish, 

Portuguese, Italian, Romanian or Catalan ï, Classic Sanskrit for some modern Indo -Aryan languages, 

or Classic Greek for Modern Greek.  

Furthermore, there are some still older IE ódialectsô, from which these old formal  languages were 

derived and later systematized. They are, following the above examples, Archaic  or Old Latin , Archaic  

or Vedic Sanskrit  and Archaic  or Old Greek, attested in older compositions, inscriptions  and inferred 

through the study of oral tradition s and texts.  

And there are also some old related dialects, which help us reconstruct proto-languages, such as 

Faliscan for Latino -Faliscan (and with  Osco-Umbrian for an older Proto-Italic ), the Avestan language 

for a Proto-Indo -Iranian  or Mycenaean for an older Proto-Greek.  
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NOTE. Although  proto -language groupings for early Indo -European languages may vary depending on different 

criteria, they all have the same common origin, the Proto-Indo -European language, which is generally easier to 

reconstruct than its dialectal groupings. For example, if we had only some texts of Old French, Old Spanish and 

Old Portuguese, Mediaeval Italian and Modern Romanian and Catalan, then Vulgar Latin ï i.e. the features of the 

common language spoken by all of them, not the older, artificial, literary Classical Latin ï could be easily 

reconstructed, but the groupings of the derived dialects not. In fact, the actual groupings of the Romance 

languages are controversial, even knowing well enough Archaic, Classic and Vulgar Latin... 

1.2. TRADITIONAL VIE WS 

1.2.1. In the beginnings of the Indo-European or Indo -Germanic studies using the comparative 

grammar, the Indo -European proto-language was reconstructed as a unitary language. For Rask, Bopp 

and other Indo -European scholars, it was a search for the Indo -European. Such a language was 

supposedly spoken in a certain region between Europe and Asia and at one point in time ï between ten 

thousand and four  thousand years ago, depending on the individual theories ï, and it spread thereafter 

and evolved into different  languages which in turn had different dialects.  

1.2.2. The Stammbaumtheorie  or Genealogical Tree Theory states that languages split up in other 

languages, each of them in turn split up in others, and so on, like the branches of a tree. For example, a 

well known old theory about Indo -European is that, from the Indo -European language, two main 

Distribution of language famili es in the 20 th  century . 
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groups of dialects known as Centum and Satem 

separated ï so called because of their pronunciation of 

the gutturals  in Latin and Avestan, as in PIE k mԎtóm , 

ñhundredò. From these groups others split up, as 

Centum Proto-Germanic, Proto-Italic or Proto -Celtic, 

and Satem Proto-Balto-Slavic, Proto-Indo -Iranian, 

which developed into present-day Germanic, Romance 

and Celtic, Baltic, Slavic, Iranian and Indo -Aryan 

languages.  

NOTE. The Centum and Satem isogloss is one of the oldest 

known phonological differences of Indo -European 

languages, and is still used by many to classify them in two 

groups, thus disregarding their relevant morphological and 

syntactical differences. It is based on a simple vocabulary 

comparison; as, from PIE kmԎtóm  (possibly earlier 

*dk mԎt óm , from dekmԎ, ñtenò), Satem: O.Ind. Ŝat§m, Av. 

satϸm, Lith. ġimtas, O.C.S. sto, or Centum: Gk. ộȇŬŰἿȊ, Lat. 

centum, Goth. hund, O.Ir. cet, etc. 

1.2.3. The Wellentheorie  or Waves Theory, of J. Schmidt, states that one language is created from 

another by the spread of innovations, the way water waves spread when a stone hits the water surface. 

The lines that define the extension of the innovations are called isoglosses. The convergence of different 

isoglosses over a common territory signals the existence of a new language or dialect. Where isoglosses 

from different languages coincide, transition zones are formed. 

NOTE. These old theories are based on the hypothesis that there was one common and static  Proto-Indo -

European language, and that all features of modern Indo-European languages can be explained in such a unitary 

scheme, by classifying them either as innovations or as 

archaisms of one old, rigid proto -language. The language 

system we propose for the revived Modern Indo -

European is based mainly on that traditionally 

reconstructed Proto-Indo -European, not because we 

uphold the traditional views, but because we still look for 

the immediate common ancestor of modern Indo -

European languages, and it is that old, unitary Indo -

European that scholars had been looking for during the 

first decades of Indo-European studies.  ñWave modelò of some of the 
interrel ationships of the Indo -European 
languages, J.P.Mallory and D.Q. Adams.  

 

Modern tree diagram of the IE  languages 
by Eric Hamp (1990) . 
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1.3. THE THEORY OF THE THREE STAGES 

1.3.1. Even some of the first Indo-

Europeanists had noted in their works 

the possibility of older or igins for the 

reconstructed (Late) Proto-Indo -

European, although they didnôt dare to 

describe those possible older stages of 

the language. 

1.3.2. Today, a widespread Three-

Stage Theory depicts the Proto-Indo -

European language evolution into 

three main historic layers or stages:  

1) Indo -European I or IE I , also 

called Early PIE , is the hypothetical ancestor of IE II, and probably the oldest stage of the language 

that comparative linguistics could help rec onstruct using internal reconstruction . There is, however, 

no common position as to how it was like or when and where it was spoken. 

2) The second stage (3500-3000 BC) corresponds to a time before the separation of Proto-Anatolian 

from the common linguistic community where it coexisted with Pr e-IE III. That stage of the language 

is called Indo-European II or IE II , Middle PIE , or Indo -Hittite . This is identified with the early 

Kurgan cultures in the Kurgan Hypothesisô framework . 

3) The common immediate ancestor of the earliest known IE proto -languages ïmore or less the 

same static PIE searched for since the start of Indo-European studies ï is usually called Late PIE, also 

Indo -European III  or IE III , often simply  

Proto-Indo -European . Its prehistoric 

community of speakers is generally 

identified with the Yamna or Pit Grave 

culture  (cf. Ukr. ɥɒɆ, ñpitò), in the Pontic 

Steppe, roughly between 3000-2500 BC. 

Pre-Proto-Anatolian speakers are arguably 

identified with the ï already independent ï 

Maykop cultur al community . 

Expansion of IE  4000BC -1 AD, according to the Kurgan 
hypothesis. 

 

Yamna culture ca. 3000  BC, roughly the 
time when Late PIE and Proto -Anatolian 
were spoken.  
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NOTE. The development of this theory of three linguistic stages can be traced back to the very origins of Indo-

European studies, firstly as a diffused idea of a non-static language, and later widely accepted as a dynamic 

dialectal evolution, already in the 20 th century, after the discovery of the Anatolian scripts.  

1.3.3. Another division has to be made, so that the dialectal evolution and this revival project is 

properly understood. Late PIE had at least two main dialectal branches, the Northern  (or IE IIIb) and 

the Southern (or IE IIIa)  ones. Terms like Northwestern  PIE are commonly found in academic writings 

referring to the Northern Dialect, but we will use them here to name only the northern dialects of 

Europe, therefore excluding Tocharian. As far as we know, while speakers of Southern or Graeco-Aryan  

dialects (like Proto-Greek and Proto-Indo -Iranian ) spread in different directions  with the first Late PIE 

migrations ca. 2500 BC, speakers of North ern dialects remained still in loose contact in  Europe, but for 

peoples like Proto-Tocharians who migrated to Asia. That so-called Europeôs Indo-European  ï the 

ancestor of Celtic, Italic, Germanic, Baltic and Slavic dialects ï is believed to have formed the last 

common Indo -European dialect continuum from ca. 2500 -2000 BC in Northern Europe . 

NOTE 1. On the so-called ñNorthwest Indo-Europeanò, see N. Oettinger ñGrundsätzliche überlegungen zum 

Nordwest -Indogermanischenò in Incontri Linguistici 20 1997, and ñZum nordwestindogermani schen Lexikonò in 

FS Meid 70 1999. See also M. E. Huld in Indo -Europeanization of Northern Europe  1996; Adrados, Bernabé, 

Mendoza, Manual de Lingüística Indoeuropea , 1998; etc. Europeôs Indo-European dialects show some common 

features, like a general reduction of the 8 -case noun inflection system, the -r  endings of the middle voice, as well 

as the lack (or late development) of satemization . The southern dialects, in turn, show a generalized Augment in 

é-, a general Aorist formation and an 8-case system ïapparently also in Proto-Greek.  

Spread of Late PIE dialects and Common Anatolian by ca. 2000 BC.  
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NOTE 2. European dialects like Balto-Slavic and, to some extent, Italic, either because of general PIE innovative  

or archaic trends that only they maintained, or because of their original situation within the PIE dialect al 

territories  in relation with the origin of the innovations ï or just because they remained in contact with Southern 

Indo -European dialects after the first PIE split (e.g. through the Scythian or Iranian expansions)  ï show features 

usually identified wit h Indo -Iranian, as an 8-case noun declension and phonetic satemization, while having 

morphological features clearly common to Germanic and Celtic dialects, as the verbal system.  

 NOTE 3. The term Indo-European itself now current in English literature, was coined in 1813 by the British 

scholar Sir Thomas Young, although at that time there was no consensus as to the naming of the recently 

discovered language family. Among the names suggested were indo-germanique (C. Malte-Brun, 1810), 

Indoeuropean (Th. Young, 1813), japetisk (Rasmus C. Rask, 1815), indisch-teutsch (F. Schmitthenner, 1826), 

sanskritisch (Wilhelm von Humboldt, 1827), indokeltisch (A. F. Pott, 1840), arioeuropeo (G. I. Ascoli, 1854), 

Aryan (F. M. Müller, 186 1), aryaque (H. Chavée, 1867), etc. 

In English, Indo -German  was used by J. C. Prichard in 1826 although he preferred Indo -European . In French, 

use of indo-européen was established by A. Pictet (1836). In German literature, Indo -Europäisch  was used by 

Franz Bopp since 1835, while the term Indo -Germanisch had already been introduced by Julius von Klapproth in 

1823, intending to include the northernmost and the southernmost of the family ôs branches, as it were as an 

abbreviation of the full l isting of involved languages that had been common in earlier literature, opening the doors 

to ensuing fruitless discussions whether it should not be Indo -Celtic, or even Tocharo-Celtic. 

Indo -European dialects ca. 500 BC. 
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Indo -European dialects ca. 500 AD. 

Indo -European dialects ca. 1500 AD. 
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1.4. THE PROTO-I NDO-EUROPEAN URHEIMAT  OR óHOMELAND ô 

1.4.1. The search for the Urheimat  or 

óHomelandô of the prehistoric Proto-Indo -

Europeans has developed as an archaeological 

quest along with the linguistic research looking 

for the reconstruction of that proto -language.  

1.4.2. The Kurgan hypothesis  was 

introduced by Marija Gimbutas in 1956 in order 

to combine archaeology with linguistics in 

locating the origins of the Proto -Indo -Europeans. 

She named the set of cultures in question 

ñKurganò after their distinctive burial mounds and 

traced their diffusion into Europe.  

1.4.3. According to her hypothesis, PIE speakers were probably a nomadic tribe of the Pontic-Caspian 

steppe that  expanded in successive stages of the Kurgan culture and three successive ñwavesò of 

expansion during the 3 rd millennium BC :  

¶ Kurgan I , Dnieper/Volga region, earlier half of the 4 th millennium BC. Apparently evolving from 

cultures of the Volga basin, subgroups include the Samara and Seroglazovo cultures. 

¶ Kurgan II ïIII , latter half of the 4 th millennium BC. Includes the Sredny Stog culture and the 

Maykop culture of the northern Caucasus. Stone circles, early two-wheeled chariots, 

anthropomorphic stone stelae of deities. 

¶ Kurgan IV  or Pit Grave culture, first half of the 3 rd millennium BC, encompassing the entire steppe 

region from the Ural to Romania.  

o Wave 1 , predating Kurgan I, expansion from the lower Volga to the Dnieper, leading to 

coexistence of Kurgan I and the Cucuteni culture. Repercussions of the migrations extend as far 

as the Balkans and along the Danube to the Vinļa and Lengyel cultures in Hungary. 

o Wave 2 , mid 4 th millennium BC, originating in the Maykop culture and resulting in advances of 

ñkurganized ò hybrid cultures into northern Europe around 3000 BC ï Globular Amphora 

culture, Baden culture, and ultimately Corded Ware culture . 

o Wave 3 , 3000-2800 BC, expansion of the Pit Grave culture beyond the steppes; appearance of 

characteristic pit graves as far as the areas of modern Romania, Bulgaria and eastern Hungary. 

Photo of a Kurgan ( Archaeology Magazine).  
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I. ARCHEOGENETICS AND INDO -EUROPEAN MIGRATIONS  

Cavalli-Sforza and Alberto Piazza argue that Renfrew (v.i.) and Gimbutas reinforce rather than 

contradict each other, stating that ñgenetically speaking, peoples of the Kurgan steppe descended at 

least in part from people of the Middle Eastern Neolithic who immigrated there f rom Turkeyò.  

NOTE. The genetic record cannot yield any direct information as to the language spoken by these groups. The 

current interpretation of genetic data suggests a strong genetic continuity in Europe; specifically, studies of 

mtDNA by Bryan Sykes show that about 80% of the genetic stock of Europeans originated in the Paleolithic.  

Spencer Wells suggests that the origin, distribution and age of the R1a1 haplotype  points to an 

ancient migration, possibly corresponding to the spread by the Kurgan people in their expansion across 

the Eurasian steppe around 3000 BC, stating that ñthere is nothing to contradict this model, although 

the genetic patterns do not provide clear support eitherò. 

NOTE. R1a1 is most prevalent in Poland, Russia, and Ukraine, and is also observed in Pakistan, India and 

central Asia. R1a1 is largely confined east of the Vistula gene barrier and drops considerably to the west. The 

Hypothetical Homeland or Urheimat of  the first PIE speakers, from 4 500 BC onwards. The 
Yamna (Pit Grave) cultu re lasted from ca. 3600 till 2 200  BC. In this time the first wagons 
appeared. People were buried with their legs flexed, a position which remained typical for the 
Indo -Europeans for a long time. The burials were covered with a mound, a kur gan. During this 
period, from 3600 till 3000 IE II split up into Pre-IE III and Pre-Proto -Anatolian. F rom ca.3000 
B.C on, Late PIE dialects began to differentiate and spread by 2500 west ward (Europeôs Indo-
European),  southward  (Proto -Greek) and eastward ( Proto -Aryan, Pre -Proto -Tocharian ). 
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spread of Y-chromosome DNA haplogroup 

R1a1 has been associated with the spread 

of the Indo-European languages too. The 

mutations that characterize haplogroup 

R1a occurred ~10,000 years bp.  

Haplogroup R1a1, whose lineage is 

thought to have originated in the 

Eurasian Steppes north of the Black 

and Caspian Seas, is therefore 

associated with the Kurgan culture, as 

well as with the postglacial 

Ahrensburg culture which has been suggested to have spread the gene originally. 

The present-day population of R1b haplotype , with extremely high peaks in Western Europe and 

measured up to the eastern confines of Central Asia, are believed to be the descendants of a refugium in 

the Iberian peninsula (Portugal and Spain) at the Last Glacial Maximum, where the haplogroup may 

have achieved genetic homogeneity. As conditions eased with the Allerød Oscillation in about 12,000 

BC, descendants of this group migrated and eventually recolonised all of Western Europe, leading to the 

dominant position of R1b in variant degrees from Iberia to Scandinavia, so evident in haplogroup maps.  

NOTE 1. High concentrations of Mesolithic or late Pa leolithic YDNA haplogroups of types R1b (typically well 

above 35%) and I (up to 25%), are thought to derive ultimately of the robust Eurasiatic Cro Magnoid homo 

sapiens of the Aurignacian culture, and the subsequent gracile leptodolichomorphous people of the Gravettian 

culture that entered Europe from the Middle East 20,000 to 25,000 years ago, respectively.  

NOTE 2. The most common 

subclade is R1b1b2a, that has a 

maximum in Frisia. It may have 

originated towards the end of the last 

ice age, or perhaps more or less 7000 

BC, possibly in the northern European 

mainland  and a close match of the 

presentïday distribution of S21 and 

the territorial pattern of the Eastern 

Corded Ware cultures and the Single 

Grave cultures has been observed. 

Dupuy and his colleagues proposed 

the ancestors of Scandinavian men from Haplogroup Hg P*(xR1a) or R1b (Y-DNA) to have brought Ahrensburg 

ñcultureò and stressed genetic similarity with Germany. 
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I I.  KURGAN HYPOTHESIS  &   PROTO-INDO -EUROPEAN LANGUAGES 

AR CHAEOLOGY (Kurgan Hypothesis)  LINGUISTI CS (Three -Stage Theory)  

ca. 4500 -4000  BC. Sredny Stog, Dnieper-Donets 
and Sarama cultures, domestication of the horse.  

Pre -PIE  is spoken, probably somewhere in the 
Pontic-Caspian Steppe. 

ca. 4000 -3500  BC. The Yamna culture, the kurgan 
builders, emerges in the steppe, and the Maykop 
culture in northern Caucasus.  

Early PIE or IE I , the earliest Proto-Indo -
European attainable by using the internal 
reconstruction method of comparative grammar.  

ca. 3500 -3000  BC. The Yamna culture is at its 
peak, with stone idols, two -wheeled proto-chariots, 
animal husbandry, permanent settlements and 
hillforts, subsisting on agriculture and fishing, along 
rivers. Contact of the Yamna culture with late 
Neolithic Europe cultures  results in kurganized 
Globular Amphora and Baden cultures. The Maykop 
culture shows the earliest evidence of the beginning 
Bronze Age, and bronze weapons and artifacts are 
introduced.  

Middle PIE  is spoken. Pre-IE III  and Pre-Proto-
Anatolian  dialects evolve in different communities 
but presumably still in contact, until the later 
becomes isolated south of the Caucasus and has no 
more contacts with the linguistic innovations of 
common Late PIE. 

ca. 3000 -2500  BC. The Yamna culture extends 
over the entire Pontic steppe. The Corded Ware culture 
extends from the Rhine to the Volga, corresponding to 
the latest phase of Indo-European unity. Different 
cultures disintegrate, still in loose contact, enabling 
the spread of technology. 

Late PIE  is spoken in different  diale cts , at least 
a Southern and a Northern one. Dialectal 
communities  remain still in contact, e nabling the 
spread of phonetic and morphological innovations, 
as well as early loan words. Proto -Anatolian , 
spoken in Asia Minor.  

ca. 2500 -2000  BC. The Bronze Age reaches 
Central Europe with the Beaker culture of Northern 
Indo -Europeans. Indo -Iranians settle north of the 
Caspian in the Sintashta -Petrovka and later the 
Andronovo culture.  

The breakup  of the southern IE dialects is 
complete. Proto-Greek spoken in the Balkans; 
Proto-Indo -Iranian in Central Asia;  Europeôs Indo-
European in Northern Europe; Common Anatolian 
in Anatolia.  

ca. 2000 -1500  BC. The chariot is invented, leading 
to the split and rapid spread of Iranians and other 
peoples from the Andronovo culture and the Bactria -
Margiana Complex over much of Central Asia, 
Northern India, Iran and Eastern Anatolia. Greek 
Darg Ages and flourishing of the Hittite Empire. Pre -
Celtics Unetice culture has an active metal industry.  

Indo -Iranian splits up in two main dialects, Indo -
Aryan and Iranian. European proto -diale cts  
like Germanic, Celtic, Italic, Baltic and Slavic 
differentiate from each other. A Proto-Greek dialect, 
Mycenaean, is already written in Linear B script. 
Anatolian languages like Hittite and Luwian are 
also written.  

ca. 1500 -1000  BC. The Nordic Bronze Age sees the 
rise of the Germanic Urnfield and the Celtic Hallstatt 
cultures in Central Europe, introducing the Iron Age. 
Italic peoples move to the Italian Peninsula. Rigveda is 
composed. The Hittite Kingdoms and the Mycenaean 
civilization decline.  

Germanic, Celtic, Italic, Baltic and Slavic are 
already different proto -languages , developing in 
turn different dialects. Iranian and other related 
southern dialects expand through military 
conquest, and Indo-Aryan spreads in the form of its 
sacred language, Sanskrit.  

ca. 1000 -500  BC. Northern Europe enters the Pre -
Roman Iron Age. Early In do-European Kingdoms and 
Empires in Eurasia. In Europe, Classical Antiquity 
begins with the flourishing of the Greek peoples. 
Foundation of Rome. 

Celtic dialects spread over Western Europe, 
German dialects to the south of Jutland . Italic 
languages attested in the Italian Peninsula. Greek 
and Old Italic alphabets appear. Late Anatolian 
dialects. Cimmerian, Scythian and Sarmatian in 
Asia, Paleo-Balkan languages in the Balkans.  
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1.5. OTHER LINGUISTIC A ND ARCHAEOLOGICAL TH EORIES 

1.5.1. A common development of new hypotheses has been to revise the Three-Stage assumption. It is 

actually not something new, but the come back to more traditional views, reinterpreting the new 

findings of the Hittite scripts, trying to insert Anatolian in to the old, static PIE concept. 

1.5.2. The most known new alternative theory concerning PIE is the Glottali c theory . It assumes 

that Proto -Indo -European was pronounced more or less like Armenian, i.e. instead of PIE p , b , bh, the 

pronunciation would have been *pô, *p, *b, and the same with the other two voiceless-voiced-voiced 

aspirated series of consonants. The IE Urheimat  would have been then located in the surroundings of 

Anatolia, especially near Lake Urmia, in northern Iran , hence the archaism of Anatolian dialects and 

the glottalics still found in Armenian.  

NOTE. Those linguistic findings are supported 

by Th. Gamkredlize-V. Ivanov (1990: ñThe early 

history of Indo -European languagesò, Scientifi c 

American , where early Indo-European 

vocabulary deemed ñof southern regionsò is 

examined, and similarities with Semitic and 

Kartvelian languages are also brought to light. 

1.5.3. Alternative theories include: 

I. The European Homeland thesis  

maintain s that the common origin of the IE 

languages lies in Europe. These theses are more or less driven by Archeological or Linguistic findings . 

NOTE. It has been traditionally located in 1) Lithuania  and the surrounding areas, by R.G. Latham (1851) and 

Th. Poesche (1878: Die Arier. Ein Beitrag zur historischen Anthropologie , Jena); 2) Scandinavia , by K.Penka 

(1883: Origines ariacae , Viena); 3) Central Europe , by G. Kossinna (1902: ñDie Indogermanische Frage 

archäologisch beantwortet ò, Zeitschrift für Ethnologie , 34, pp. 161-222), P.Giles (1922: The Aryans, New York), 

and by linguist/archaeologist G. Childe  (1926: The Aryans. A Study of Indo -European Origins , London).  

a. The Old European or Alteuropäisch  Theory  compares some old European vocabulary 

(especially river names), which would be older than the spread of Late PIE dialects through Northern 

Europe. It points out the possibility of an older, pre-IE III spread of IE, either of IE II or I  or maybe 

some other Pre-IE dialect. It is usually related to the PCT and Renfrewôs NDT.  

b. The Paleolithic Continuity Theory  posits that the advent of IE languages should be linked to 

the arrival of Homo sapiens in Europe and Asia from Africa in the Upper Paleolithic . The PCT proposes 

a continuated presence of Pre-IE and non-IE peoples and languages in Europe from Paleolithic times 

and allowing for minor invasions and infiltrations of local scope, mainly during the last three millennia.  

Distribution of haplotypes R1b (light c olor) for 
Eurasiatic Paleolithic and R1a (dark color) for Yamna 
expansion; black represents other haplogroups . 
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NOTE. There are some research papers concerning the PCT available at <http://www.continuitas.com/ >.  Also, 

the PCT could in turn be connected with Frederik Kortlandt ôs Indo-Urali c and Altaic studies 

<http://kortlandt.nl/publications/ > ï although they could also be inserted in Gimbutasô early framework.  

c. This is, in turn, related to the theories of a 

Neolithi c revolution  causing the peacefully 

spreading of an older pre-IE language into Europe 

from Asia Minor from around 7000 BC, with the 

advance of farming. It proposes that the dispersal 

(discontinuity) of Proto -Indo -Europeans originated 

in Neolithic Anatolia.  

NOTE. Reacting to criticism, Renfrew by 1999 revised 

his proposal to the effect of taking a pronounced Indo-

Hittite position. Renfrew ôs revised views place only Pre-

Proto-Indo -European in 7th millennium BC Anatolia, 

proposing as the homeland of Proto-Indo -European 

proper the Balkans around 5000 BC, explicitly identified as the ñOld European cultureò proposed by Gimbutas. 

As of 2005, Colin Renfrew seems to support the PCT designs and the usefulness of the Paleolithic assumptions. 

He co-authored a paper concluding: Our finding lends weight to a proposed Paleolithic ancestry for modern 

Europeans The above quotation coming as results of archaeogenetic research on mtaDNA where 150 x greater N1a 

frequency was found. The first European farmers are descended from a European population who were present in 

Europe since the Paleolithic and not coming as a wave of Neolithic migration as proposed in RenfrewôS NDT. 

II. Another hypothesis, contrary  to the European ones, also mainly driven today by a nationalistic 

view, traces back the origin of PIE to Vedic Sanskrit, postulating that it is very pure , and that the origin 

can thus be traced back to the Indus Valley Civilization of ca. 3000 BC.  

NOTE. Such Pan-Sanskritism was common among early Indo-Europeanists, as Schlegel, Young, A. Pictet (1877: 

Les origines indoeuropéens, Paris) or Schmidt (who preferred Babylonia), but are now mainly supported by those 

who consider Sanskrit almost equal to Late Proto-Indo -European. For more on this, see S. Misra (1992: The 

Aryan Problem: A Linguistic Approach , Delhi), Elstôs Update on the Aryan Invasion Debate  (1999), followed up 

by S.G. Talageriôs The Rigveda: A Historical Analysis  (2000), both part of ñIndigenou s Indo-Aryanò viewpoint by 

N. Kazanas, the ñOut of Indiaò theory, with a framework dating back to the times of the Indus Valley Civilization . 

III. The Black Sea deluge theory dates the origins of the IE dialects expansion in the genesis of the Sea 

of Azov, ca. 5600 BC, which in turn would be related to the Bible Noahôs flood, as it would have 

remained in oral tales until its writing down in the Hebrew Tanakh . This date is generally considered as 

rather early for the PIE spread.  

Homeland  question (mixing Neolithic and 
Kurgan hypothesis), J.P.Mallory & D.Q. Adams  

http://www.continuitas.com/texts.html
http://kortlandt.nl/publications/
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NOTE. W.Ryan and W.Pitman published evidence that a massive flood through the Bosporus occurred about 

5600 BC, when the rising Mediterranean spilled over a rocky sill at the Bosporus. The event flooded 155,000 km² 

of land and significantly expanded the Black Sea shoreline to the north and west. This has been connected with 

the fact that some Early Modern scholars based on Genesis 10:5 have assumed that the óJaphetiteô languages 

(instead of the óSemiticô ones) are rather the direct descendants of the Adamic language, having separated before 

the confusion of tongues, by which also Hebrew was affected. That was claimed by Blessed Anne Catherine 

Emmerich (18 th c.), who stated in her private revelations that most direct descendants of the Adamic language  

were Bactrian, Zend and Indian languages, related to her Low German dialect. It is claimed that Emmerich 

identified this way Adamic language  as Early PIE. 

1.6. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHE R LANGUAGES 

1.6.1. Many higher -level relationships between PIE and other language families have been proposed. 

But these speculative connections are highly controversial. Perhaps the most widely accepted proposal 

is of an Indo-Uralic family, encompassing PIE and Proto-Uralic , a language from which Hunarian, 

Finnish, Estonian, Saami and a number of other languages belong. The evidence usually cited in favor 

of this is the proximity of the proposed Urheimaten  of the two proto -languages, the typological 

similarity between the two languages, and a number of apparent shared morphemes.  

NOTE. Other proposals, further back in time (and correspondingly less accepted), model PIE as a branch of 

Indo -Uralic with a Caucasian substratum; link PIE and Uralic with Altaic and certain other families in Asia, such 

as Korean, Japanese, Chukotko-Kamchatkan and Eskimo-Aleut (representative proposals are Nostratic and 

Joseph Greenbergôs Eurasiatic); etc. 

1.6.2. Indo -Uralic  or Uralo -Indo -European is a hypothetical language family consisting of Indo-

European and Uralic (i.e. Finno-Ugric and Samoyedic). Most linguists still consider this theory 

speculative and its evidence insufficient to conclusively prove genetic affiliation.  

NOTE. Dutch linguist Frederik Kortlandt supports a model of Indo -Uralic in which the original Indo -Uralic 

speakers lived north of the Caspian Sea, and Proto-Indo -Europeans began as a group that branched off westward 

from there to come into geographic proximity with the Northwest Caucasian languages, absorbing a Northwest 

Caucasian lexical blending before moving farther westward to a region north of the Black Sea where their language 

settled into canonical Proto-Indo -European.  

1.6.3. The most common arguments in favour of a relationship between Early PIE and Uralic are based 

on seemingly common elements of morphology, such as the pronominal roots *m- for first person , *t - 

for second person, *i - for third person ; case markings accusative *-m, ablative/partitive *-ta ; 

interrogative/relative pronouns *kw- ñwho?, which?ò, *j- ñwho, whichò to signal relative clauses; and a 

common SOV word order. Other, less obvious correspondences are suggested, such as the Indo-

European plural marker -es (or -s in the accusative plural -mԎ-s) and its Uralic counterpart *-t. This 

same word-final assibilation of *-t to *-s may also be present in PIE second-person singular -s in 
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comparison with Uralic second-person singular *-t. Compare, within Indo -European itself, -s second-

person singular injunctive, -si  second-person singular present indicative, -tHa  second-person singular 

perfect, -te  second-person plural present indicative, tu  ñyouò (singular) nominative, tei  ñto youò 

(singular) enclitic pronoun. These forms suggest that the underlying second-person marker in Indo -

European may be *t  and that the *u  found in forms such as tu  was originally an affixal particle.  

NOTE. The problem with lexical evidence is to weed out words due to borrowing, because Uralic languages have 

been in contact with Indo -European languages for millenia, and consequently borrowed many words from them.  

Meaning  Early PIE  Proto -Uralic  

ñI, meò me , ñmeò (Acc.), mene , ñmyò (Gen.) *mun , *mina , ñIò  

ñyouò (sg) tu  (Nom.), twe  (Acc.), tewe  ñyourò (Gen.) * tun , *tina  

First person singular  -m  *-m 

First person plural  -me  *-me 

Second person singular -s (active), -tHa  (perfect)  *-t 

Second person plural -te  *-te 

Demonstrative so , ñthis , he/ sheò (animate nom) *ġa (3rd person singular) 

Interr ogative pronoun  (An.)  k w i -, ñwho?, what ?ò; k wo-, ñwho?, what ?ò *ken, ñwho?ò, *ku-, ñwho?ò 

Relative pronoun j o- *-ja  (nomen agentis) 

Accusative -m  *-m 

Ablative/partitive  -od  *-ta 

Nominative / Accusative  pl. -es (Nom. pl.), -mԎ-s (Acc. pl.) *-t 

Oblique plural  -i  (pronominal pl., cf. we -i - ñweò,  to -i - ñthoseò) *-i 

Dual -Hϛ *-k 

Stative -s- (aorist); -es-, -t  (stative substantive) *-ta 

Negative particle  nei , ne  *ei- [negative verb] , *ne 

ñto giveò deh 3-  * toHe- 

ñto moistenò, 

ñwater ò 

wed -, ñto wetôò, w odrԎ-, ñwater ò *weti, ñwater ò 

ñwaterò mesg -, ñdip under water, dive ò *muŜke-, ñwashò 

ñto assignò, 

ñnameò 

nem -, ñto assign, to allotò, h 1nom nԎ-, ñnameò *nimi, ñnameò 

ñmetalò h 2weseh 2-, ñgoldò *waŜke, ñsome metalò 

ñtradeò mei -, ñexchangeò *miHe -, ñgive, sellò 

ñfishò (s)k walo -, ñlarge fishò *kala, ñfishò 

ñsister-in-lawò galou -, ñhusband's sisterò *käl ,̈ ñsister-in-lawò 

ñmuchò polu -, ñmuchò *palj ,̈ ñthick, muchò 
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1.7. INDO-EUROPEAN DIALECTS OF EUROPE 

SCHLEICHERôS FABLE: FROM PROTO-INDO -EUROPEAN TO MODERN ENGLISH  

The so-called Schleicher's fable is a poem composed in PIE, published by August Schleicher in 1868, originally 

named ñThe Sheep and the Horsesò. It is written here in the different reconstructible IE dialects for comparison.  

More information and changes at <http://dnghu.org/en/indoeuropean -schleicher-fable/ > 

The immediate parent dialect of each proto-language is enclosed in parentheses. 

Languages of Europe. The black line  divides the zones traditionally (or politically) considered inside 
the European subcontinent. Northern dialects are all but Greek and Kurdish (Iranian); Armenian is 
usually considered a Graeco-Aryan dialect, while Albanian is usually classified as a North ern one. 
Numbered inside the map, non -Indo -European languages: 1) Uralic languages; 2) Turkic languages; 3) 
Basque; 4) Maltese; 5) Caucasian languages. 

 

http://dnghu.org/en/indoeuropean-schleicher-fable/
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Indo -Hittite (IE I ) , 3500 BC  Common Anatolian  (PAn) , 2500  BC Europeôs IE  (IE IIIb), 2500  BC  

H3owis h1ekwƬs-kwe. Howis ekwƬs-kwe. Owis ekwƬs-kwe. 

H3owis, kwesjo wlԎh1neh2 ne h1est, Howis, kwesjo wlԎneh ne est, Owis, kwesjo wlԎȇnƃ ne est, 

h1ekwoms spekét, ekwoms spekét, ekwoms spekét, 

h1oinom crԎh3úm woghom wéghontmԎ, oikom grԎrúm wogom wégontmԎ, oinom gwrԎúm woghom wéghontmԎ, 

h1oinom-kwe megeh2m bhorom, oikom-kwe megehm borom, oinom-kwe megƃm bhorom, 

h1oinom-kwe dhh1ghmonmԎ h1oh1ku 
bhérontmԎ. 

oikom-kwe dgmonmԎ oku    
bérontmԎ. 

oinom-kwe dhghmonmԎ Ƭkú 
bhérontmԎ. 

H3owis nu h1ékwobhjos weukwét: Howis nu ékwobos wƸkwét: Owis nu ékwobhos weukwét: 

ñKrԎd h2éghnutoi h1moí, ñKrԎd xégnutor moí, ñKrԎd ághnutoi moí,  

h1ekwoms h2égontmԎ wih1rom 
wídnԎteiò. 

ekwoms xégontmԎ wirom     
wídnԎtňò. 

ekwoms ágontmԎ wƛrom      
wídnԎteiò. 

H1ekwƬs tu weukw·nt: ñKludhí, h3owi!  EkwƬs tu weukwónt: ñKludí, howi!  EkwƬs tu weukw·nt: ñKludhí, owi! 

krԎd h2éghnutoi nԎsméi wídnԎtbhjos: krԎd hegnutor nԎsmň wídnԎtbos: krԎd ághnutoi nԎsméi wídnԎtbhjos: 

h2ner, potis, h3owjom-rԎ wlԎh1neh2mԎ hner, poti s, howjom-rԎ wlԎnehm ner, potis, owjom-rԎ wlԎȇnƃm 

swebhi gwhermóm westrom kwrԎneutiò. swebi cermóm wéstr om kwrԎnƸdiò. sebhi gwhermóm westrom kwrԎneutiò. 

H3owjom-kwe wlԎhneh2 ne h1esti. Howjom -kwe wlԎneh ne esti. Owjom-kwe wlԎȇnƃ ne esti. 

Tod kékluwos h3owis h2egrom bhugét. Tod kékluwos howis hegrom bugét. Tod kékluwos owis agrom bhugét. 

 

Proto -Indo -Iranian (IE IIIa) , 2500  BC Proto -Greek  (IE IIIa), 2500  BC Proto -Celtic ( EIE ), 10 00 BC  

Awis aƣwƃs-ka. Owis ekwoi-kwe. Owis ekwoi-kwe. 

Awis, kasja wrԎȇnƃ na ƃst, Ówis, kweho wlԎȇnƃ ne Ɖst, Owis, kwesjo wlƃnƃ ne est, 

akwams spaƣát, ekwos spekét, ekwos spekét, 

aikam grԎúm wagham wághantmԎ, oiwom kwhrԎum wokhom wekhontmԎ, oinom barúm woxom wéxontam, 

aikam-ka magham bharam, oiwom-kwe megƃm phorom, oinom-kwe megam borom, 

aikam-ka gh§manam ƃƣu       
bharantmԎ. 

oiwom-kwe khthómonmԎ Ƭku 
phérontmԎ. 

oinom-kwe dxoniom ƃku   
berontam. 

Awis nu áƣwabhjas áwaukat: Ówis nu ékwophos éweukwet: Owis nu ékwobos weukwét: 

ñƢrԎd ághnutai mai,  ñKrԎd ákhnutoi  moi,  ñKrid §xnutor mai,  

aƣwams aƓantam wƛram wídnԎtaiò. ekwoms ágontmԎ wƛrom wídnԎteiò. ekwos ágontom wƛrom w²dantiò. 

Áƣwƃs tu §wawkant: ñƢrudhí avi! Ékwoi tu éwewekwont: ñKluthí, owi! Ekwoi tu wewkw·nt: ñKlud², owi! 

ƣrԎd ághnutai nԎsmái wídnԎtbhjas: krԎd ágnutoi nԎsméi wídnԎtphos: krid áxnutor ansméi wídantbjos : 

nar, patis, awjam-rԎ wrԎȇnƃm anér, potis, owjom-rԎ wlԎȇnƃm ner, űotis, owjom-ar wlƃnƃm 

swabhi gharmám wastram krԎnautiò. sephi kwhermóm westrom kwrԎneutiò. sebi gwermóm westrom kwarneutiò. 

Awjam-ka wrԎȇnƃ na asti. Owjom-kwe wlԎȇnƃ ne esti. Owjom-kwe wlƃnƃ ne esti. 

Tat ƣáƣruwas awis aƓram ábhugat. Tot kékluwos owis agrom éphuget. Tod kéklowos owis agrom bugét. 
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Proto -Italic ( EIE ), 10 00 BC  Pre -Proto -Germanic ( EIE ), 10 00 BC  Common Tocharian ( PToch ), 1000 BC  

Owis ekwoi-kwe. Awiz exwaz-xwe. Owi jukweñ-ke. 

Owis, kwesjo wlƃnƃ ne est, Awiz, hwes wulnƬ ne est,  Owi, kuse wlƃnƃ ne es,  

ekwos spekét, ehwanz spexét, jukwes späkät, 

oinom grƃwúm woxom wéxontem, ainan karún wagan wéganðun, enem karäm wakmԎ wäkantäm, 

oinom-kwe megam űorom, ainan-xwe mekon baran, enem-ke mäkƃm parm, 

oinom-kwe xomonem Ƭku 
űerontem. 

ainan-xwe g¼manan ƃxu béranðun. enem-ke tkamnam ƃkª pärantäm. 

Owis nu ékwoűos weukwét: Awiz nu éxwamaz weuxwéð: Owi nä júkwebos wukät: 

ñKord axnutor mei,  ñHurt §gnuðai mei, ñKärt ágnätai me, 

ekwos ágontom wƛrom wídenteiò. exwanz ákanðun weran wítanðƛò.  jukwes ƃkantªn wirem witsanteò.  

Ekwoi tu wewkw·nt: ñKluþí, owi! Exwaz wewxwant: ñHludí, awi!  Jukweñ tä wukant: ñKlut², ow! 

kord axnutor ensméi wídentűos: hurt áknu ðai unsmí wítun ðmaz: kªrt ƃknete ansme wítäntbe: 

ner, potis, owjom-or wlƃnƃm ner, faþiz, awjan-aur wulnƬn när, pats, owjƃp-ªr wlƃnƃm 

seűi ghermóm westrom kworneutiò. sibi warmán westhran hwurneuþiò. säpi särmam wästram kärnutiò. 

Owjom-kwe wlƃnƃ ne esti. Awjan-xwe wulnƬ ne isti.  Owjƃp-ke wlƃnƃ nª esti.  

Tud kékluwos owis agrom űugít. Þat héxluwaz awiz akran bukéþ. Tä kªklewe owi ƃkre bekät. 
 

Proto -Armenian (?) , 1 AD  Proto -Slavic ( EIE ), 500  AD  Proto -Baltic ( EIE ), 500 AD  

Hovih Ɖġwuh-khe. OvƝs esvƺ-ļe. Avis aчvai-ke. 

Hovih , khehjo g§lana ne Ɖs(th), OvƝs, ļeso vlƝna ne jazƝt,  Avis, kaso vìlno ne aчt, 

Ɖġwoh sphekhe(th), esva speset, aчvus spekít, 

enam erkúm woơã wéơonã, inƺ ģarƺõ vozƺ vézõt̡ , ainam Ɠarƶ vaģam v®ģantim, 

enam-khe mekã borã, inƺ-ļe meģa borƺ, ainam-ke meƓam baram, 

enam-khe zmonã uġu béronã. inƺ-ļe ģmonƺ asƺ b®r»tʲ. ainam-ke zmonam uoku bérantim.  

Hovih  nu Ɖġwoboh égojkhe(th): OvƝs nƺ ésvomƺ vjuļét: Avis nu áчvamas vjaukít: 

ñSart égnuthe me, ñSrƝd §znutƋ mƋ, ñшird ágnutai mai, 

Ɖġwuh §konthã garã gítanthiò. esvƺ ágõtƺ virƺ v²dʲtiò.  aчvai ágantim viram  vídintei ò. 

ƈġwoh thu égojkhõ: ñLudí, hovi! Esva tu vjuļõt: ñSludƝ, ove! Aчvus tu vjaukant: ñшludí, avi! 

Sart égnuthoi asmí gítan(t h)bos: srƝd §znutƋ ʲsm² v²dʲtmƺ: ġird ágnutai insméi vídintmas : 

a(n)ír , phothis, owjã-ar gálanam ner, podƝs, ·vjemƝ-rƝ vlƝn» ner, pats, avjam-ir vìlnom 

(k)ibi ơermã gesthrã kharnojt hiò. sƋbi germƺ vestrƺ ļrƝnjutƝò. sebi garmám vestram kirnjauti ò. 

Hovj ã-khe gálana ne esthi. čvjemƝ-ļe vlƝna ne j§zƝtƝ.  Avjam-ke vìlno ne aчti.  

Da khékhlugah hovih akrã ébuke(t h). To sésluvƺ ovƝs agrƺ bugƝt. Ta чéчluvas avis agram bugít. 

Translation: « The Sheep and the Horses. Å A sheep that had no wool Å saw horses, Å one pulling a heavy 

wagon,  Å one carrying a big load,  Å and one carrying a man quickly.  Å The sheep said to the horses: Å ñMy heart 

pains me, Å seeing a man driving horsesò. Å The horses said: ñListen, sheep, Å our hearts pain us when we see 

this: Å a man, the master, makes the wool of the sheep Å into a warm garment for himself.  Å And the sheep has no 

woolò. Å Having heard this, the sheep fled into the plain. »  
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1.7.1. NORTHERN INDO -EUROPEAN DIALECTS 

I . EUROPEôS INDO-EUROPEAN 

The Northwestern Proto-Indo -European dialect, or Europeôs Indo -European , was spoken in the 

European Subcontinent between ca. 2500-2000 BC, until it evolved into Proto -Celtic, Proto-Italic, 

Proto-Germanic, and Proto-Balto-Slavic. Its  original common location is usually traced back to some 

place to the East of the Rhine, to the North of the Alps and the Carpathian Mountains, to the South of 

Scandinavia and to the East of the Eastern European Lowlands or Russian Plain, not beyond Moscow.  

The Corded Ware complex of 

cultures traditionally 

represents for many scholars 

the arrival of the first speakers 

of Northern Dialects in central 

Europe, coming from the 

Yamna culture. The 

archaeological complex dates 

from about 3.000 -2.000  BC. 

The Globular Amphorae 

culture may be slightly earlier, 

but the relation between these 

two cultures remains unclear. 

Evolution  of PIH laryngeals in 

EIE include vowel colourization and compensatory lengthening , many of them common to Late PIE: 

¶ PIH  H 1, the neutral  laryngeal: h 1a a͛, h 1e e͛, h 1o o͛; ah 1 ƃ͛, eh 1 Ɖ͛, oh 1 Ƭ͛. 

¶ PIH  H 2, the a-colouring  laryngeal: h 2a a͛, h 2e a͛, h 2o a͛; ah 2 ƃ͛, eh 2 ƃ͛.  

¶ PIH  H 3, the o-colouring  laryngeal: h 3e o͛, h 3o o͛; eh 3 Ƭ͛, oh 3 Ƭ͛. 

¶ PIE  ̆(PIH interconsonantal  -H -)  ͛a, as in PIH  ph 2t r̸   ͛EIE pat r̳ (cf. PII pitΰr ) 

¶ PIH  rԎHŸrԎȇ, lԎHŸlԎȇ, nԎHŸnԎȇ, mԎHŸmԎȇ; also, iH Ÿƛ, uH ŸƸ. 

¶ PIH  H  before consonants Ÿ Ø : cf. PIH  h 1dƬnts, EIE dƬnts (cf. PGk odƬnts), ñtoothò; PIH  

h 2st r̸ , EIE st r̸  (cf. PGk ast r̸ ), etc.  

NOTE. There are many variations in the laryngeal theories proposed by scholars, who reconstruct from just one 

(Szemerényi) to eight (Puhvel) or nine (Adrados); a general reconstruction of three laryngeals is commonly 

accepted for its simplicity and wide acceptance today. For more on this see Appendix II.3, The Laryngeal Theory. 

Europe 2500 -2000 BC. The Proto-Germanic homeland is traced 
back to Jutland  and southern  Scandinavia; present-day West 
Germany was the homeland for  Proto -Celtic and Proto -Italic  
speakers; the Eastern  zone corresponds to Balto -Slavic speakers. 


