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Abstract 

The paper deals with the possibility of prehistoric contact phenomena and areal convergence between 
adjacent dialects of Proto-Indo-European. The Uniformitarian Hypothesis implies that the 
reconstructed Proto-Indo-European parent language, as a natural language, must have had dialects that 
were in contact with each other. Prehistoric areal contacts between these dialects can therefore be 
posited. Recent scholarship has identified successive layers of such prehistoric contacts.  

My contribution intends to shed light on the earliest layers of areal contact, when the Proto-Indo-
European dialects of the Pre-Palaeo-Balkan languages were in contact with the Pre-Proto-Tocharian 
dialect. I will point to a number of non-trivial, pervasive innovations that distinguish Pre-Proto-
Tocharian and Pre-Palaeo-Balkan Indo-European from each other. 

The linguistic evidence thus supports the “Anatolian-first and the Tocharian-second Hypothesis”, and 
further substantiates that Balkan-Indo-European sides pari passu with the remaining Indo-European 
phyla. 

 

1 PIE dialects and early areal contacts: hypotheses and methodology 

The purpose of the present article is to discuss the latest work on the phylogenetic models of 
the diversification of the Indo-European language family, focusing in particular on the models 
proposed by Don Ringe and his collaborators (Ringe et al. 2002, Ringe 2017, CPHL archive), 
and by Paul Heggarty et al. (2023). 

Both the the “Ringe tree” (as dubbed by Heggarty et al. 2023b: 71) and Heggarty’s model 
(Heggarty 2023a) converge in the three-step model of the Indo-European branches splitting 
off from Proto-Indo-European, assigning the first split-off to Anatolian, placing Tocharian in 
second position, and lastly having the remaining Indo-European languages begin their 
migration. 

(1) Compare the “Ringe tree” (so dubbed by Heggarty et al. 2023: 71), in a binary branching 
structure (Ringe 2017: 69):  

(Anat (Toch ( (Ital, Celt) ( (Gmc, Alb) ( (Gk, Arm) (IIr, BSl) ) ) ) ) ),  
and as a cladistic tree, reported in Ringe, Warnow and Taylor 2002, fig. 8: 
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(2) Heggart y et al. (2023a):  

 

Compare further the binary tree in Heggarty et al. (2023b: 71): 

(((((Indo-Iranic, Balto-Slavic) (Greek, Armenian)) (Italic, Celtic)), Tocharian), Anatolian) 

“As presented in Fig. 2 in (5), the Ringe topology does not in fact include a definite position 
for Albanian or Germanic, however. We therefore implemented a series of backbone 
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constraints to enforce a topology of (((((Indo-Iranic, Balto-Slavic) (Greek, Armenian)) (Italic, 
Celtic)), Tocharian), Anatolian), while allowing Germanic and Albanian to move freely.” 

The trees devised by Ringe’s and Heggarty’s respective teams feature Tocharian and Balkan 
Indo-European as consecutive branching clades, thus assigning a particular antiquity to the 
diversification of the three Balkan Indo-European languages Albanian, Armenian, Greek (in 
alphabetical order, with no implication for a hierarchy in antiquity) from the remaining Indo-
European languages. 

1.1 Anatolian-first and Tocharian-second 

The debate surrounding the “Anatolian-first and Tocharian-second” hypothesis is still 
running, but despite claims to the contrary, there is firm evidence in favor of it, and the 
evidential basis may even be further corroborated. 

Anatolian and Tocharian share a host of morphological and syntactic parameters that are 
absent from Nuclear Indo-European, including Albanian and the other Indo-European 
languages: 

(3) Morphological features (5+): h2e-conjugation (Jasanoff 2003); rarity and limited 
development of simple thematic verbs (Ringe 2000, Jasanoff 2018: 234); collective inflection 
(Hackstein 2012: 154–5); agglutinative case morphology in the ablative and allative cases 
(Hackstein 2007, 2018); and an important addendum: Anatolian and Tocharian lack the long-
vowel subjunctive. 

Syntactic features (6+): SOV word order; postpositions (Hackstein 1997); postposed 
apposition (Hackstein 2003b, 2010: implication SOV → linearization ((hyponym) 
hyperonym), cf. Cinque 2023: 38–9, 124–5); correlative construction PIE *kwo … so-/to- … 
(Watkins 1976: 312–5); lack of compound verbs (Hackstein 2023 and see below). 

Occasional lexical correspondences, such as,1 e.g., (a) in the term for ‘hunger’, Hitt. k/gašt c. 
‘hunger; famine’ & Toch. B kest, A kaṣt as opposed to Lat. sitis ‘thirst’, Gk. phthisis, Ved. 
kṣiti- ‘waning, decline, destruction’; (b) Hitt. eku- & Toch. AB yok- ‘drink’ (PIE *h1egwh-) as 
opposed to innovative Nuclear IE *peh3- (Krause/Thomas 1960: 57, Weiss 2018: 373 contra 
Malzahn 2016: 287); (c) Anatolian-Tocharian lacks the semantic development of *bhuh2- 
‘grow, become’ to a light (and eventually an auxiliary) verb, Toch.AB pyutk- (< *bheu̯h2-t-
(s)k̑e- < *bheu̯h2-d-sk̑e- with d-enlargement as in Slavic, OCS boͅdoͅ); but cases like the 
foregoing can only claim significance as part of cumulative evidence. 

 
1 Malzahn 2016 argued that there is no lexical evidence that would prove an early split-off of 
Tocharian. But cases like Toch. B kest, A kaṣt or Toch. AB yok- ‘drink’ definitely point into the 
opposite direction. Of course, the caveat applies that lexical isoglosses, if inherited and claimed to be 
archaisms, provide only but weak evidence for subgrouping. It cannot be excluded that the other 
language branches have lost the selfsame lexical items so that the alleged evidence for lexical 
archaisms becomes an argumentum e silentio. But an accumulation of such evidence of course 
substantiates the evidence and reduces the chance of a fallacious argumentum e silentio. 
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Remarkable phonological archaisms of Anatolian and Tocharian include (a) the preservation 
of the dental plus velar onset in the lexeme for ‘earth’, Hitt. tekan & Toch. A tkaṃ and the 
“joint failure of Anatolian and Tocharian to form thorn clusters” (Jasanoff 2017: 234); (b) the 
Tocharian preservation of the dental in Toch. antapi ‘both (sides)’ as against its loss in 
Nuclear Indo-European, e.g., OHG umbi, OIr. imb-, Umbr. amb-, Gk. ἀμφί etc. (Jasanoff 
1976: 125). 

None of the aforementioned features is shared by Balkan-Indo-European including Albanian. 

 

1.2 Tocharian-second and agreements with Nuclear Indo-European 

But, on the other hand, a further host of features sets off Tocharian from Anatolian.  

(4) Tocharian diverging from Anatolian and siding with the Nuclear Indo-European languages 
as a “Classical Indo-European” language. 

Contrasting with Anatolian, Tocharian shows the following Nuclear Indo-European features: 

• activization of the Anatolian stative nt-participle, contrasting with mediopassive mh1no-
participle, in in Tocharian and Nuclear Indo-European (Fellner & Grestenberger 2018). 

• the resultative-stative IE perfect (pace Jasanoff 2018: 234 not a “Nuclear IE innovation”, 
see Hackstein 2024, e.g., Toch. B aiku ‘having become acquired & being known’ from PIE 
*h2e-h2ik̑-uōs ‘id’ x *h2e-h2oi̯k̑-e → **h2o-h2oi̯k̑-, *h2o-h2ik̑-; A *kakanu > kaknu, B kekenu 
‘having been generated and extant (with); provided with’; Homeric Greek γενε- ‘produce’ 
γεγαώς, γεγονώς ‘having become, being’). 

See further the inventories compiled by Jasanoff 2018: 234 and Weiss 2018: 373. 

To sum up, Tocharian assumes a second position intermediate between Anatolian on the one 
hand and Nuclear Indo-European on the other. 

1.3 Janus-faced Tocharian: Tocharian-second and Tocharian & Balkan Indo-European 
isoglosses 

Having dealt with the respective cladistic positions of Anatolian and Tocharian, a third 
question concerns the cladistic position of Balkan-IE, comprising Greek, Armenian, Albanian 
and Phrygian.  

A loose connection of Balkan Indo-European with Tocharian has been suspected since 
Pokorny 1919: 38, with Klingenschmitt 1994: 244 diagnosing a certain overlap of Tocharian 
with this Balkan Indo-European group (“gewisse Übereinstimmungen mit der 
Balkangruppe”). Matzinger 2005a: 383, Schindler apud Matzinger 2012 devised a time-space 
model, involving three stages of split-offs: Anatolian first, Tocharian second, Italo-Celtic 
third, Greek and Armenian later: 
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(Schindler apud Matzinger 2012:143) 

This model assumes “a Tocharian tinge” for historical Balkan Indo-European: 

 

(Matzinger 2012: 144) 

Innovations shared by Tocharian with Balkan-Indo-European 

(5) An affiliation of Tocharian with Balkan-Indo-European can be substantiated on the 
basis of several shared complex morphological innovations, as mentioned in Hackstein 2024: 

(5+ features, e.g.:) (a) Toch.B klowotär, A klawatär ‘is called’ & Toch. Alb. quhet non-
active 3sg. ‘is called’ < PIE *k̂luu̯-eh1-i̯e/o-, “uridg. Essivverb”; cf. Matzinger 2005b: 46, 
Schumacher & Matzinger 2013: 993; (b) innovative factitive suffix *-n̥-i̯e/o- in the 
Tocharian subjunctive [7] and present [12] & in Albanian and Greek, Alb. bën ‘does, makes’, 
Greek φαίνει ‘brings to light, causes to appear’ < post-IE *bhh2-n̥-i̯e/o- (Schumacher & 
Matzinger 2013: 49); (c) nominal collective suffix *-ai̯- [*-eh2i-] in Tocharian A (voc. klai, 
poss. in THT1283a7, Itkin 2022: 98) & Alb. grā ‘women’, Greek γύναι ‘oh guild of women’; 
(d) polylexical patterns: Toch.B kuse ‘who, what?’ < PIE *kwis + so & Alb. kush ‘who?’ < 
PIE *kwos + so(-s), Greek τίς δ’ὅδε; (e) preverbal reflexive particle: Alb. u < PIE *su̯e/su̯oi̯ 
(Schumacher & Matzinger 2013: 45, 48) & Toch. A ṣu (< PIE *su̯e) (Hackstein 2024: 154);  

In the innovative clustering of pronominal stems, Tocharian accords in nontrivial fashion with 
Greek and Armenian (see Hackstein 2002, 2012: 142):  

(a) Toch. B complementizer kuce < *kwid teh1 and ce < *teh1 ‘thus’ & Armenian e+ tce ‚that’ 
< *kwe(h1) te(h1) ‘how so > that’, Myc. ho-te, Homeric ὅ-τ’(ε) < (H)i̯o-te(h1). 

(b) Toch. A ku-pre ‘when’ < *kwi-bhro-i̯ & Arm. e-rb ‘when?’ < *kwe-bhro-; Homeric ὄφρα 
‘as long as’ < *(H)i̯o-bhr̥-t.  
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1.4 Contrary observation: Balkan Indo-European and Albanian are classical Indo-
European languages 

Conversely, however, the Balkan-Indo-European languages do not bear the slightest 
resemblance to the Anatolian and Tocharian type of archaic morphosyntax, but instead 
resemble classical or —especially in the case of Albanian — even post-classical Indo-
European languages. 

The most important morphological and syntactic features that distinguish Anatolian and 
Tocharian from Nuclear Indo-European listed above are not shared by Balkan Indo-European. 
Rather, Balkan Indo-European patterns with Nuclear Indo-European and the classical Indo-
European languages in this regard. 

What is more, there are significant pervasive innovations that clearly establish that Balkan 
Indo-European patterns with Nuclear Indo-European. I name two examples. 

1.4.1 Pervasive innovations: rise of verbal compounds and productivity s-mobile roots 
(s-prefix) in Nuclear Indo-European, including Balkan Indo-European 

A prominent isogloss that clearly marks the Anatolian and Tocharian branches as archaic and 
sets them off from all other Indo-European branching, including Balkan-Indo-European 
has so far gone unnoticed: the rise of verbal compounds and the productivity of the so-called 
Proto-Indo-European s-mobile roots exhibiting the accretion of an s-prefix. 

The formation of verbal compounds (i.e., preverb-verb stems involving the prefixation of 
local particles) is an innovation in the IE languages. It is in its infancy and unproductive in 
Anatolian and Tocharian, but tremendously productive in the post-Anatolian and post 
Tocharian Nuclear Indo-European branches including Celtic, Germanic, Baltic, Slavic, Italic, 
Albanian, Greek, Armenian and (later) Indo-Iranian. 

Crucially there is a correlation between prefixation of local particles (LP prefixation) which 
has spread in Nuclear Indo-European and the productivity of “s-mobile”. “s-Mobile” denotes 
a morphophonemic anomaly primarily concerning verbal roots which may feature the onset 
accretion of an extrasyllabic phoneme /s/. 

Languages like Anatolian and Tocharian, with unproductive LP-prefixation, exhibit fewer 
cases of mobile s-. The inverse holds for languages like Albanian, Greek, Germanic and 
Slavic, with a wealth of s-mobile roots. 

The dichotomy between (Anatolian and ) Tocharian non-s-roots, versus Albanian and 
Nuclear Indo-European s-mobile roots can be illustrated by the following non-exhaustive list 
of cases: 
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SCARCITY/ ABSENCE OF MOBILE S-PREFIX IN 

TOCHARIAN  
PRODUCTIVITY OF MOBILE S-PREFIX IN 

NUCLEAR INDO-EUROPEAN 

VELAR ONSETS  

PIE *kedh2- ‘spread out’: Toch.AB kätā-  Gk. σκίδνημι, σκεδάννυμι, Alb. hedh ‘throw 
away/off’ < *skou̯d-éi̯e-, and OGeg. hjedh ‘id.’ 
< *skedh2-e/o- < *s-kedh2-e/o- (aliter s-mobile: 
Schumacher and Matzinger 2013: 976, Neri 
2021a in DPEWA s.v. hedh ~ hjedh) 

PIE *kel(h3)- ‘sting, prick‘: Toch.B kälts- 
‘oppress’ (Malzahn 2010: 591–2) 

PIE *s-kel(h3)- : Alb. halё f. < PIE *skol-ne-h2- 
f. ‘sharp item‚ bone, awn’, *skl̥-(m)n-ó- 
‘splitting, cutting, sharp’, *skel- ‘split’ (LIV2 
552–3, Demiraj, Imberciadori 2023a in DPEWA 
s.v. halё); Alb. hell ‘pike’ < PIE *skṓlh3o- ‘tip’, 
PIE *s-kelh3- ‘split off’ (Demiraj, Neri 2021d in 
DPEWA s.v. hell assuming s-mobile); Alb. hollё 
(i) ‚thin‘ < PIE *skēl(h3)-ó- ‘a little thin, split’, 
PIE *s-kelh3- ‘split off’ (Demiraj, Imberciadori 
2023b in DPEWA s.v. hollё (i) 

PIE *kers- ‘cut’: Toch. kärsā- ‘know’ PIE *s-ker-: NHG scheren ‘shear’ 

PIE *gwes- ‘be extinguished, wane’: Hitt. kašt‚ 
Toch. A kaṣt, B kest ‘hunger’, AB käs-  

PIE *s-gwes- ‘extinguish’: Gk. σβέννυμι 

Labial onsets 

PIE *perH- ‘fly’: Toch.B prere, A pär ‘arrow’  PIE *s-perH- ‘fly’ (Schumacher & Matzinger 
2013: 233): Alb. fier ‘far’ (< PIE *sperH-om) 

PIE *pek̑- ‘observe’: Toch. B päk- ‘look for, 
intend’  

PIE *s-pek̑- ‘look out’: Lat. speciō  

PIE *pelH- ‘speak’: Toch.B. pällātär ‘praise’, 
pele ‘language’; and as denominative derivative 
(from PIE *pel-u̯eh2 ‘loud call’) Hitt. palu̯ae- 
‘recite’ 

PIE *s-pelH- ‘speak out (aloud)’ : Goth. spill 
‘tale’, Eng. spell ‘incantation’, Alb. fjalë ‘word’ 
Demiraj, Neri 2020 in DPEWA s.v. fjalë, Arm. 
aṙa-spel ‘legend, saying, riddle’ (Hackstein 
2023: 21 ex. 26) 

PIE *penh1- ‘span’: Toch. B peññ-, A panw- 
(Hackstein 1995:23, 26–7) 

PIE *s-penh1-: E. span, G. spannen (LIV2 578) 

 

Coronal onsets 

PIE *teh2- ‘take a step’: Toch.AB tā(kā)-, Hittite 
tiya/e-(mi) ‘come to a stand, place onself’, Old 
Irish ad-tá ‘is (there)’ 

PIE *s-teh2-: Alb. shton ‘*stand out in size; 
augment, increase’, Lat. stāre, Gk. ἵσταμαι ‘I 
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step’ < PIE *s-teh2- (Hackstein 2023: 96–7, cf. 
2023: 22–4 ex. 29) 

PIE *teu̯p- ‚press’: Toch.A impv. p-täpsäs 
‘destroy’ 

PIE *s-teu̯p-: Alb. shtyp ‘crumble, beat, push, 
print (out)’, Lat. stupēre ‘be struck’ < PIE *s-
tup- (Schumacher & Matzinger 2013: 216, 
Hackstein 2023: 95–6, 2023: 24 ex. 33, Neri 
2021c in DPEWA s.v. shtyp). 

PIE *tu-n-d-: Toch.B täṃts- ‘beat, scatter’ 
(Hackstein 2003c: 183, Malzahn 2010: 651) 

PIE *s-tu-n-d- ‘beat off’: Alb. shtyn ‘push away’ 
< PIE *s-tud-n- (Schumacher & Matzinger 
2013: 999, Neri 2021d in DPEWA s.v. shtyn, 
Hackstein 2022: 95) 

PIE *tep- ‘step’: Toch.B *tep(p)-, cepy- ‘step 
forward’ (Malzahn 2010: 636–7, Adams 2013: 
323) 

PIE *s-tep- ‘step out’: E. step-, NHG stapfen 
‘trudge’ 

PIE *tu̯r̥H-s- ‘begin to stir up’: Toch.A trus- 
‘tear up’ < *truH-s- < PIE *tu̯r̥H-s- 

PIE *s-tur-: E stir-, NHG stören from Gmc. 
*stur-i̯a-naͅ ‘stir up and out’, PIE *s-tu̯r̥- 

Liquid onsets 

PIE *lei̯dh- ‘slide’: Toch.A litkoṣ ‘sunk/slid 
down‘  

PIE *s-lei̯dh- ‘slide away’: E. slide, NHG 
schlittern (Krisch 1990) 

PIE *neh2- ‘bath’: Toch.B nāsk- ‘bath away, 
swim‘ 

PIE *s-neh2- : Ved. snā- (Hackstein 1995: 172–
3), OIr. snaid ‘swims’ 

PIE *neh1- ‘sew’: Toch.A nāskā- (nāske ‘I’ve 
sewn’, nānäsku, Pinault 2001: 132–3) 

PIE *s-neh1- ‘sew (together)’: Toch.A ṣñor 
‘sinew’, Gk. (*ν)νητός ‘sewn, heaped up‘ (Hom. 
Od. 2.338), OIr. sniid ‘sews’ 

Demiraj, Bardhyl, Sergio Neri. 2020. fjál|ë -a. In: DPEWA. URL: https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=14091 (accessed 01 November 2024). 

Demiraj, Bardhyl, Giulio Imberciadori. 2023a. hálë -a. In: DPEWA. URL: https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=22375 (accessed 20 March 2024). 

Demiraj, Bardhyl, Giulio Imberciadori. 2023b. hóllë (i). In: DPEWA. URL: 
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=22214 (accessed 20 March 2024). 

Neri, Sergio. 2021a. hedh ~ hjedh. In: DPEWA. URL: https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18478 (accessed 07 March 2024). 

Neri, Sergio. 2021b. hënë. In: DPEWA. URL: https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18264 (accessed 23 March 2024). 

Neri, Sergio. 2021c. shtyp. In: DPEWA. URL: https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=14208 (accessed 18 March 2024). 

Neri, Sergio. 2021d. shtyn. In: DPEWA. URL: https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18458 (accessed 18 March 2024). 

https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=14091
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=14091
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=22375
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=22375
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=22214
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18478
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18478
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18264
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18264
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=14208
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=14208
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18458
https://www.dpwa.gwi.uni-muenchen.de/dictionary/?lemmaid=18458
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1.4.2 Pervasive innovations: innovative polylexical negation 

In addition to the scarcity of s-mobile roots in Anatolian and Tocharian as against their 
frequent occurrence in Nuclear Indo-European, including Albanian, a further significant 
innovation that distinguishes Anatolian and Tocharian from Albanian and Nuclear 
Indo-European concerns innovative polylexical negators. 

As illustrated in Table 1, Anatolian and Tocharian preserve three morphemes (negation *ne, 
*h1ara, *h2i̯eu̯i). Greek and Albanian clip the negation (*Ø h1ara h2oi̯u). Additionally, 
Albanian, like the rest of Nuclear Indo-European, drops the particle *h1ara (*h2oi̯u-kwid).  

Table 1: Temporal and areal transition in the expression of complex negation (PIE *ne + *h1ara + 
*h2i̯eu̯(i)/h2oi̯u) (Hackstein 2024: 157). 

ANATOLIAN  Hitt. nāwi *ne Ø h2i̯eu̯i 
 Hitt. natta āra *ne  h1ara Ø 
TOCHARIAN 
 

Toch.A māryu *ne  h1ara h2i̯eu̯ 

BALKAN INDO-EUROPEAN  Gk. ἄρα οὐ Ø h1ara h2oi̯u 
(GREEK, ALBANIAN) Gk. οὐκί, Alb. as, s- Ø Ø h2oi̯u-kwid 
NORTHWEST INDO-EUROPEAN 
(Germanic, Baltic, Slavic) 

OHG ni ju, Lith. niaũ, 
nejaũ(gi), OCS ne 
(j)u(-že) 

*ne Ø h2i̯eu̯ 

 Goth. ni aiw, OHG ni 
io, Mod. Germ. nie 

*ne Ø h2ei̯u̯om 

 

Albanian thus occupies an intermediate position between Greek and the rest of Nuclear Indo-
European: 

1 Anatolian 
2 Tocharian 

3a Greek 
3b Albanian 

4 Rest of Nuclear Indo-European 
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2 Resolving the contradiction: Indo-European dialects and prehistoric areal contacts 

How are we to reconcile the “Tocharian-second” model with the convergences between 
Tocharian and North-West Indo-European languages, on the one hand, and the convergences  
between Tocharian and the Balkan-Indo-European languages, Greek and Albanian, on the 
other? 

The convergences between Tocharian and Balkan IE are remnants of earlier prehistoric 
areal contact phenomena. Here, the PIE dialect continuum model (Hackstein 2005) is more 
adequate. 

Proto-Indo-European, if assumed to be a natural language, can be safely assumed to have had 
dialects, and it its likewise natural for adjacent dialects to develop and exhibit areal contact 
phenomena. This accords with the Uniformitarian Principle: “The general processes and 
principles which can be noticed in observable history are applicable in all stages of language 
history” (Hock 2021: 908). 

Linguistic diversification does not preclude prehistoric areal contacts. 

It would be fallacious to take every linguistic convergence to imply a shared node/clade and 
phylum. Compare, for instance, the shared feature of the have-perfect in Standard Average 
European: the Scandinavian languages, Albanian and Modern Greek all share this feature, 
though it certainly does not originate from a Scandinavian-Balkan Indo-European clade. 

Meillet 1908  

The idea of setting up a prehistoric Balkan Indo-European (sub)group has been entertained for 
a long time. Already in 1908, Meillet cautiously observed some linguistic similarities between 
Albanian, Armenian, Greek, and Tocharian. 

(Meillet 1908: 134) 

According to Meillet, it is likely that Tocharian takes an intermediate position between Italic-
Celtic, Greek, Armenian and Slavic, but it remains difficult to render this more precise or 
ascertain it:  

“Il est vraisemblable que le tokharien occupe, parmi les dialectes indo-européens, une place 
intermédiaire entre l’italo-celtique, le grec, l’arménien et le slave; mais on ne saurait rien 
préciser ni rien affirmer.” (Meillet 1912:142) 
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Adams 1984 

Adams’ 1984 investigation led to “the grouping of Tocharian with Meillet’s “Northwestern” 
group in the first instance, with particularly close ties with Germanic. The ties Tocharian has 
with both Greek and Indic outside the Northwestern group reflect later contacts on the part of 
the pre-Tocharians with the pre-Greeks and pre-Indics as the pre-Tocharians moved 
progressively eastward in the late Proto-Indo-European world.” (Adams 1984: 395)  

“it might not be too out of the line to suggest that that variety of late Proto-Indo-European that 
was to become Proto-Tocharian first took shape and became in some measure distinguishable 
from other varieties of Proto-Indo-European in the course of the fourth millenium B.C. amidst 
the other members of Meillet’s Northwestern Group (to which we should also add Albanian 
…)” (Adams 1984: 401) 

Tocharian and Northwest-Indo-European prehistoric areal contacts: a non-exhaustive list 

Tocharian exhibits some connections to the Western group (Sieg 1908, Porzig 1954: 213-4, Ringe 
2018: 63). Here are 7 examples: 

Toch.B ente ‘where, when’ and OHG huanta ‘whence, why’ (from *kwo-m-dheh1, *kwo-m-dhoh1, 
Hackstein 2017). 

Toch B trāpp-, A trāp- ‘anstoßen, straucheln’ (Krause/Thomas 1960: 67 [§45,3a], 68 [§46,2]) and 
Gmc., NHG treffen ‘hit’, OIc. drepa ‘strike’. 

Toch. B pärsk- ‘be afraid’ (Krause/Thomas 1960: 68, Hackstein 1995: 192-194), deponent verb from 
*pr̥k-sk̑e-tor; PIE root perhaps *perg- ‘beat’ (EWAhd 3, 480, cf. Arm. harkanem ‘beat (up)’); *pr̥k-tó- 
‘beaten; afraid’, *pr̥k-teh2 ‘fear’ > OHG forahta (f./ō), forahten. Contrast PIE *du̯ei̯(-s)- (Hom. δείδω, 
arm. erkeay), *bhei̯H- (Lith. bijoti(s), OCS bojati sę, Ved. bháyate) in other IE languages. 

Toch. B ñakte, A ñkät ‘god’ and Gmc., E. god ‘deity which receives a libation’ (*ni-g̑hu-tóm, ni-g̑hu-
teh2; cf. Watkins 1974, Hackstein 2006, and recently Jackson & Oettinger 2014: 122). 

Toch. B pilta, A pält ‘leaf‘, Germ. Blatt (Krause & Thomas 1960: 52, Adams 2013: 415). 

Toch. kläṅk- ‘bend, turn onself’, kleṅke ‘(vehicle) which is steered’ < *klongo- (Adams 2013:245, 
Hilmarsson 1996:149; on the morphological type, see Malzahn 2013:67)‚ NHG lenken, Gelenk 
‚(flexible) joint‘, MHG lenken ‘bend’, OHG ir(h)lenken ‘twist, dislocate (a joint)’. 

Productivity of -n-stem inflection shared by Tocharian and Germanic (Adams 1988: 398–9). 

A non-exhaustive list of Greek-Tocharian isoglosses & prehistoric areal contacts 

Tocharian likewise exhibits connections to Greek and Balkan Indo-European (Adams 1984, Nikolaev 
2022, Hackstein 2024).  

Gk. and Toch. genitive dual in *-oi̯si > Homeric Gk. -οιιν, Toch. -(n)ais (Winter 1962: 126, Adams 
1984: 398, 1988: 164–5). 

Dor. Gk. ὑιύς ‘son’ and Toch.B soy ‘son’ (PIE*suh2/3-i̯u-) with suffix *-i̯u- instead of *-nu- (as found 
in Gmc., Slav. IIr.; Ringe 1996: 61–3). 
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This isogloss is highly significant: “Since the borrowing of inflectional morphology, to say nothing of 
inflectional categories (as opposed to their persistence in wholesale language shift) is at best extremely 
rare (cf., e.g., Sankoff 2002: 658), these two innovations are clinching” (Ringe 208: 63). 

There is an abundance of Tocharian-Greek lexical isoglosses. 

Gk. παντ-, Toch. pont- ‘all, every, each’ (Imberciadori 2024/5: 147–55). 

Gk. ὕει, Toch. AB swā-s-. 

Gk. κεφαλή, Toch. A śpāl ‘head’, OHG gibil ‘braincase’, gibilla ‘scull, head’ (Krause/Thomas 1960: 
66, Imberciadori 2024/5: 727–9). 

Gk. κίς, κιός to be connected to PIE *kih2- ‘move’ and Toch.A śāyū ‘creepy crawler’ (PIE *kih2-i̯o-, 
Toch.A śāyä- ‘crawling leg’ + possessive suffix *-uōnt-?, Pinault 2004: 258). 

A recent dossier of Tocharian-Greek isoglosses is provided by Nikolaev 2022: 25n.16 (“retentions 
from PIE”). Here are 9 examples: 

Gk. βλωθρός ‘(grown) high’ ( < *ml̥h3dhro-) and Toch. A malto ‘at first, in first place’, Toch. B melte 
‘pile’ ( < *mol(h3)dho- ‘top’); see Fraenkel 1932: 6, Imberciadori 2024/5: 347–9. 

Gk. ἀταλός ‘tender’, ἀ(τι)τάλλω ‘to bring up a child’ and Toch. A ātäl ‘man, male’; see Klaus T. 
Schmidt apud Balles 1999: 3 n. 2, Hackstein 2003a: 56 A10 (the reconstruction *h2et-l̥, *h2etelo- is 
further supported by Proto-Germanic *aþala-n / *aþilan ‘descent, lineage’ and HLuwian atala- 
‘brother’). 

Gk. θέλγω ‘to enchant, beguile’ (< *dhelg-) and Toch. A talke, B telki ‘sacrifice’ (< *dholgo-), IEW 
247. 

Gk. λευγαλέος ‘wretched, unhappy, sore’, λυγρός ‘mournful’ and Toch. B lakle ‘pain, suffering’ ( < 
*luglo- or *lugro- with assimilation of l...r to l...l).  

Gk. λιμήν ‘harbor; market place’ and Toch. A lyäm, B lyam ‘sea’ (< *limen-). 

Gk. μάχομαι ‘fight’ and Toch. B mäk(ā)- ‘to run’ (see Malzahn & Peters 2010).  

Gk. νάρκη ‘numbness, paralysis’ and Toch. B nerke ‘hesitation’, närk- ‘to keep away’ (see Malzahn 
2010: 686). 

Gk. ὀλίγος ‘small; few’ and Toch. A lykäly, B lykaśke ‘small’ (< Proto-Tocharian *lyäk- < *h3lig- 
‘little’, further supported by Armenian ałk‘at ‘poor’; Imberciadori 2024/5: 196–201. 

Gk. ὄρχος ‘row of vines or trees’ and Toch. B warśiye ‘(grove of) trees’, warke ‘garland’ (< *u̯ergh-, 
possibly supported by Albanian varg ‘chain, string of beads’). 

 
Albanian is part of Nuclear Indo-European 

Like the convergences between NW Indo-European, Greek, and Tocharian, so too can the 
convergence between Albanian, Greek and Tocharian be the result of prehistoric areal 
contacts. The pervasive innovations discussed above in 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 identify the Balkan 
Indo-European languages, and thus Albanian, as classical, i.e., Nuclear Indo-European 
languages. Albanian may even appear to be fairly innovative; cf. (a) the reduction of the 
inventory of participles inherited from Proto-Indo-European (present *-nt-, mediopassive 
*-mh1no-, stative *-u̯ōs/u̯os/us-) is complete in Albanian, contrasting with Greek and many 
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other branches of Indo-European which have kept the nt-participle down to the present day; 
(b) ablaut is no longer productive in Albanian (Matzinger 2016: 83). 
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