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Caecantia Lumina

L’Anschauung che sta alla base della fondazione di Lumina ci ha spinto, 
in occasione dell’uscita del terzo numero, a condividere con i lettori una 
riflessione circa la natura del periodico. L’indicazione Rivista di lingui-
stica storica e di Letteratura comparata, che fa parte del nome, mette 
in luce i due fuochi principali e serve a sostenere la posizione secondo 
la quale linguistica e comparatistica debbano necessariamente essere 
considerate come legate l’una all’altra; ovvero che senza la prima sa-
rebbe arduo — nonché scientificamente insulso — avvicinarsi a uno 
studio della seconda. Crediamo sia in parte vero anche il vice versa: lo 
sviluppo della compagine letteraria, e la sua trattazione in termini com-
parativi, fornisce alla linguistica (soprattutto storica) il materiale per le 
sue teorizzazioni e dimostrazioni. Desideriamo qui sottolineare alcune 
criticità che, per via degli argomenti che ci sono propri, riteniamo di 
dover menzionare.

Un primo problema è di carattere linguistico. Un grosso vulnus 
dell’età contemporanea è purtroppo rappresentato dal progressivo 
indebolirsi dei legami psichico-semantici intrattenuti con la tradizio-
ne antica, i quali poggiano a loro volta sulla coscienza della vitalità 
dell’Antico e del portato “locale” (sia detto in senso non svilente) nella 
formazione del pensiero. Si assiste infatti, da una parte, all’elisione 
dell’Antico, rappresentato dagli Studi Classici e dall’adeguata cono-
scenza e diffusione delle relative lingue, e, dall’altra, alla mancata rea-
le valorizzazione dell’elemento tradizionale costituito dalla conoscen-
za profonda e “praticata” del patrimonio dialettale. Per quest’ultimo 
caso, ciò accade nonostante gli sforzi profusi, in Italia, dei legislatori 
regionali.

Un secondo problema è di carattere storico-metodologico, e quindi 
ha portata più ampia. Contrariamente alle attuali tendenze iperspecia-
listiche, Lumina è pronta ad accogliere contributi che trattino di Lin-
guistica ma che non siano di carattere strettamente glottologico, o che 

Lumina
ISBN 978-88-255-2948-7
DOI 10.4399/97888255294871
pag. 7-9 (dicembre 2019)



Caecantia Lumina8

trattino di letteratura sebbene non in prospettiva comparatistica. Ciò è 
in armonia con gli intenti dichiarati dalla fondatrice Enrica Salvane-
schi nell’introduzione al primo numero: poiché la cultura ha carattere 
olistico, porre eccessive delimitazioni contenutistiche e metodologiche 
agli argomenti proposti dagli autori significherebbe soffocare la natu-
rale osmosi che si crea — e che è auspicabile si crei — tra i campi del 
sapere. In parte questo fatto è stato rilevato dagli organi deputati alla 
valutazione della ricerca, laddove, ad esempio, alle riviste afferenti alle 
varie sub-aree dell’immane Area 10 (a tema linguistico-letterario) è sta-
ta riconosciuta una interdisciplinarità di fondo.

Se ciò è vero per l’Area 10, più difficile si fa il discorso per la 11, a 
tema storico, filosofico, antropologico, etc. Eppure è un fatto che, stanti 
le differenze di metodo tra lo studio della Letteratura e della Linguisti-
ca e quello, ad esempio, della Storia e della Filosofia, le Scienze do-
vrebbero tendere all’integrazione e all’intercomunicazione le une con 
le altre. Del resto — ricordava Enrica Salvaneschi nell’introduzione già 
menzionata —, come è possibile negare che in Euclide convivessero un 
animo letterario, uno linguistico, uno filosofico e uno matematico (cioè 
supremamente linguistico e filosofico a un tempo)? Pertanto, come sa-
rebbe possibile non accettare, in questa prospettiva, un contributo che 
esamini la figura di Euclide sviscerandone vari aspetti, anche quelli più 
matematici e meno letterari? Senza arrivare agli estremi — una certa 
suddivisione tra materie è sensata e salutare —, riteniamo che sia ne-
cessario fare della relazione intrinseca tra saperi un obiettivo comune 
delle Scienze, la cui categorizzazione tra umane e no ci pare alquanto 
svilente rispetto alla dignità e complessità della cultura.

Per le ragioni descritte, nel presente numero si è voluta includere 
una sezione incentrata su lingue antiche, lingue ricostruite e dialetti. 
Si inaugura inoltre quello che è pensato come aspetto permanente del 
periodico: la sezione di Storia delle idee, quest’ultima intesa quale di-
sciplina che attiene e attinge a Linguistica, Letteratura e Filosofia, tra-
scendendole nella prospettiva unitaria e totalizzante del pensiero. Come 
di consueto ringraziamo gli Autori dei contributi, che hanno accettato di 
sostenerci nell’ardua impresa che ci siamo posti di compiere.

⁎⁎⁎
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In armonia con la dedica iniziale, resta da aggiungere una triste quanto, 
crediamo, necessaria notazione. Il 30 agosto di quest’anno moriva a 
Genova Anna Lucia Giavotto Künkler, grande germanista, traduttrice, 
critica e filosofa della letteratura, per molti anni docente di Letteratura 
Tedesca presso l’Ateneo genovese. A lei, amica e maestra, dedichia-
mo il presente numero di Lumina, con un verso rilkiano che, per lunga 
e speciale frequentazione con l’autore e le tante conversazioni tra noi 
avute, pensiamo le sarebbe gradito:

… Diese, des Herzens, Verschwendung  
sparen wir heimlicher ein. Ja, wo noch eins übersteht,  
ein einst gebetetes Ding, ein gedientes, geknietes –,  
hält es sich, so wie es ist, schon ins Unsichtbare hin.*

Rosa Ronzitti
Simone Turco

Genova, 1º ottobre MMXIX

* «… Questo spreco, del cuore, / più nel segreto lo risparmiamo. Anzi, se sopravvive una 
cosa, / una cosa una volta pregata, servita, venerata in ginocchio –, / già si protende, cosí come 
è, nell’invisibile» (da Die siebente Elegie di R.M. Rilke, traduzione di Anna Lucia Giavotto 
Künkler, in Rainer Maria Rilke, Poesie 1907-1926, Torino: Einaudi, 2000, p. 313).
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Translating from Proto-Indo-European  
into Ancient Greek

Matteo Macciò and Rosa Ronzitti*

1. Introduction

As is well known, in 1992 the Indian linguist Subhadra Kumar Sen in-
vited some Indo-European scholars to produce a Proto-Indo-European 
text on the basis of an Old Indic source (Aitareya Brāhmaṇa VII 13-14 
[XXXIII 1-2])1. Below we present both the Old Indic (§ 2) and the Pro-
to-Indo-European text (§ 3).

Sen’s proposal draws inspiration from the famous experiment of 
Schleicher’s tale. As in that case, his aim was obviously not to obtain 
a real Proto-Indo-European text, but to provide by means of a recon-
structed and thus virtual text an overview on acquisitions and leanings 
of contemporary Indo-European scholarship: «what we get ultimately 
[…] is a number of possibilities revealing a highly complex état de 
langue from which one can hope for a better insight into the “common 
source” suggested by Sir William Jones»2.

During the course in Historical Linguistics held by Prof. Rosa Ronz-
itti at the University of Genoa in the Academic Year 2017-18 (M.A. 
Program in Scienze dell’Antichità: Archeologia, Filologia e Lettera-
ture, Storia), the Proto-Indo-European text has been translated into 
Ancient Greek together with the students (Gaia Borioli, Laura Figari,  

* Università di Genova. Solely for attribution purposes, §§ 1 and 4 can be ascribed to Mat-
teo Macciò, §§ 2 and 3 to Rosa Ronzitti.

1 Subhadra Kumar Sen, Proto-Indo-European: A Multiangular View, in «The Journal of 
Indo-European Studies», 22 (1994), pp. 67-89. Sen’s invitation was accepted by Yoël L. Arbeit-
man, Eric P. Hamp, Winfred P. Lehmann, Manfred Mayrhofer, Jaan Puhvel, and Werner Winter. 
Sen himself submitted his own Proto-Indo-European reconstruction.

2 Sen, Proto-Indo-European, p. 69.

Lumina
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Matteo Macciò, Michela Principini, Diego Terzano)3. The Greek text, 
deeply revised and commented by the Authors, is presented at § 4.

The meaning of such an operation is primarily didactic, but just in 
its didactic purpose it implies a deep trust in the comparative method 
and the belief that linguistic and cultural reconstruction (as long as it 
is firmly based on lexical and textual comparison) can widely increase 
our comprehension and knowledge of the single linguistic and cultural 
Indo-European traditions.

2. The Old Indic text. King Hariścandra and the god Varuṇa

The text that follows is drawn by the so-called Legend of Śunaḥśepa, 
first attested in Aitareya Brāhmaṇa VII 13-18 (XXXIII 1-6). Here we 
show the two passages chosen by Sen to be reconstructed in Proto-In-
do-European 4.

Aitareya Brāhmaṇa VII 13 (XXXIII 1)

Hariścandro ha Vaidhasa Aikṣvāko rājāputra āsa.
tasya ha śataṃ jāyā babhūvus, tāsu putraṃ na lebhe.
Hariścandra Vaidhasa Aikṣvāka was the son of a king;
a hundred wives were his, but he had no son from them.

Aitareya Brāhmaṇa VII 14 (XXXIII 2)

athainam uvāca:5

Varuṇaṃ rājānam upadhāva:
putro me jāyatāṃ, tena tvā yajā iti
tatheti. sa Varuṇaṃ rājānam upasasāra:
putro me jāyatāṃ, tena tvā yajā iti. tatheti.
tasya ha putro jajñe Rohito nāma.

3 We also thank Guido Borghi, Walter Lapini, and Enrica Salvaneschi for their suggestions.
4 The text, including punctuation, is based upon the edition Das Aitareya Brāhmaṇa. Mit 

Auszügen aus dem Commentare von Sāyaṇācārya und anderen Beilagen, hrsg. von Theodor 
Aufrecht, Bonn: Adolph Marcus, 1879, pp. 195, 196; Wordcruncher format by Francisco Javier 
Martínez García, Erlangen – Madrid 1991-1992; TITUS version by Jost Gippert, Frankfurt a. 
M., last update 21.4.2012. The translation is taken from Arthur Berriedale Keith (transl. from 
the original Sanskrit by), Rigveda Brahmanas: The Aita reya and Kauṣītaki Brāhmaṇas of the 
Rigveda, Cambridge (Massachusetts): Harvard University Press, 1920, pp. 299, 301.

5 Nārada, a mythical seer who in the Aitareya Brāhmaṇa appears as priest of Hariścandra, 
is speaking to the king.
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Then he said to him: 
«Have recourse to Varuṇa, the king, (saying)
“Let a son be born to me; with him let me sacrifice to thee”».
«Be it so», (he replied). He went up to Varuṇa, the king, (saying)
«Let a son be born to me; with him let me sacrifice to thee». «Be it so» (he replied).
To him a son was born, Rohita by name.

3. The Proto-Indo-European text. The Story of the King Who Couldn’t 
Have Children

The Proto-Indo-European text that we opted for is the one reconstructed 
by Eric Pratt Hamp6. The following is the version modified by Doug-
las Quentin Adams and published in Mallory-Adams’ Encyclopedia of 
Indo-European Culture7. We have eliminated little flaws and imperfec-
tions and introduced capital letters, more extensive punctuation and di-
acritics. Use of the accent has been made consistent.

 1. *To rḗk̑s éh₁est. so ń̥putlos éh₁est. So rḗk̑s suhₓnúm éu̯el(e)t.
 2. So tós(i̯)o g̑ʰeu̯térm̥ (é)pr̥k̑sk̑et:
 3. «Suhₓnús moi̯ g̑n̥h₁i̯otām».
 4. So g̑ʰeu̯tḗr tom rḗg̑m̥ éu̯eu̯ku̯et:
 5. «I̯h̥́ₓg̑esu̯o8 dei̯u̯óm U̯érunom».
 6. So rḗk̑s dei̯u̯óm U̯érunom h₄úposesore9 nu dei̯u̯óm (é)i̯h̥ₓg̑eto.
 7. «K̑ludʰí moi̯ ph̥́₂/₄ter U̯érune».
 8. Dei̯u̯ós U̯érunos km̥tá10 diu̯ós égu̯eh₂/₄t.

6 Sen, Proto-Indo-European, p. 77.
7 J.P. Mallory and D.Q. Adams (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Indo-European Culture, London–

Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn Publishers, 1997, p. 503.
8 The root appears as *Hi̯ag̑- in Rix s.v., where laryngeal is justified, according to Jochem 

Schindler, by the OInd. perfect stem īj- < *Hi-Hig̑-: if the root were *i̯ag̑-, a perfect stem **yej- 
< *i̯a-ig̑- would be expected. If we interpret Hamp’s reconstruction correctly, we must assume 
that, since a PIE *a did not exist according to him, *i̯H̥g̑- should account for Gr. ἅζομαι and 
*i̯Heg̑- for OInd. yájati. A further issue: Hamp’s text has the velar *g (cp. Pokorny, I, s.v. i̯ag-, 
Mann s.v. i̯ag- and Watkins s.v. yag-), but we preferred the form with palatal (cp. Walde-Pokorny, 
I, s.v. i̯ag̑-, Mann s.v. i̯ag̑- and Rix s.v. Hi̯ag̑-), since there is no evidence, as far as we know, 
for reconstructing a velar, whereas forms like Av. yasna- «offer, worship» and OPers. yadataiy 
«worships» point unequivocally to a palatal, which is compatible with the rest of the lexemes 
collected by the above mentioned dictionaries (only Mann s.v. i̯ag- makes explicit the ambigu-
ity: «consonantism -g- or -ĝ- obscure»; but here too no evidence is adduced for a PIE velar).

9 *-h₄- is based on Albanian evidence (Hamp’s main contribution to the theory of laryngeals).
10 We assume that Hamp left here an <a> only to point out the uncertain reconstruction of 

this segment.
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 9. «Ku̯íd u̯elsi?».
10. «U̯élmi suhₓnúm».
11. «Tód h₁éstu», (é)u̯eu̯ku̯et lᵉ⁄o u̯kós dei̯u̯όs U̯érunos.
12. Rēg̑ós pótnih₂/₄ suhₓnúm gegonh₁e.

4. The Ancient Greek translation

Since Hamp’s reconstruction has been carried out on the basis of an 
Indic text, the morphological material there contained cannot be com-
pletely retained in the Greek translation. We have been faithful to the 
morphology of the source text insofar as it was permitted by the se-
mantics of the target text. The result is a virtual Greek text, just like 
the Proto-Indo-European one. The compromise between Indo-Europe-
an etymological accuracy and Greek linguistic plausibility, indeed, has 
been possible only at the cost of a very spare and unnatural prose, with 
sporadic merging of registers and some semantic and syntactic strain-
ing. Nevertheless, we sought to respect a minimum standard as to the 
style and fluency of Greek, avoiding repetition and applying necessary 
integrations. The phonetic outcomes follow Ionic-Attic phonology.

As one may gather from this premise, what we call «translation» is 
actually not a simple translation (which would not require any faith-
fulness to the grammatical content of the source text), but properly the 
reconstruction of how the Greek (in particular Ionic-Attic) continuator 
of the Proto-Indo-European text could have been.

 1. βασιλεύς τις ἦν. ὁ δὲ ἄτεκνος ἦν, υἱὸν δὲ ἐβούλετο.
 2. ὁ δὲ τὸν αὑτοῦ ἱερέα ᾔτησε·
 3. εἰ γὰρ υἱός μοι γένοιτο.
 4. ὁ δ’ ἱερεὺς τῷ βασιλεῖ εἶπε·
 5. θύου τῷ θεῷ Οὐρανῷ.
 6. ὁ δὲ βασιλεὺς τῷ θεῷ ηὔχετο καί νυ αὐτῷ ἐθύετο.
 7. κλῦθί μοι, πάτερ Οὐρανέ.
 8. ὁ δὲ θεὸς κατὰ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἔβη.
 9. τί βούλῃ;
10. βούλομαι υἱόν.
11. τόδ’ ἔστω, εἶπεν ὁ λευκὸς δῖος Οὐρανός.
12. ἡ τοῦ βασιλέως γυνὴ υἱὸν γεγέννηκε.
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Line 1. Departing from Adams’s text, we leave out the subject in the 
third clause for the sake of fluency.

ἄτεκνος means both «childless» (Hes. Op. 602) and «barren» (Arist. 
Gen. an. 755b 19) — as a causative in Aesch. Eu. 785 («which makes 
childless»). Ambiguity could be avoided by means of a simple periph-
rasis like ὁ δὲ ἄνευ τέκνων ἦν or by employing the dative of possession, 
τῷ δὲ τέκνα οὐκ ἦν. For υἱός an inflection with -υ- stem (υἱύς) is also 
attested in early Attic inscriptions (LSJ s.v. υἱός). Genitive singular and 
accusative singular and plural add -ε- (υἱέως, υἱέα, υἱέας).

Line 2. αἰτέω seems to be the most neutral of the verba petendi. More-
over, it parallels the construct of *pr̥k̑sk̑ō with accusative of the person 
who is asked (cp. Χ 295, β 387, Hdt. 3.1.1), while δέομαι, which is also 
possible from the semantic point of view, requires the genitive case. 
We have chosen the active voice of αἰτέω simply in order to adhere to 
Adams’s text, but a form of the verb with intensive meaning would fit in 
very well (e.g. αἰτέομαι, middle voice with involvement of the subject, 
or ἐξαιτέω «demand»).

Line 3. Alternatively, an imperative clause: υἱός μοι γενέσθω.

Line 4. εἶπον, directly stemming from the Proto-Indo-European form, 
nevertheless requires dative or πρός and accusative, as do all other ver-
ba dicendi. The verb ἀμείβω could otherwise resemble the accusative 
construct of *u̯eku̯-: ὁ ἱερεὺς τὸν δὲ βασιλέα ἀμείφθη.

Line 5. θύε, θῦσον, θῦσαι are possible too (the last one would be the 
best by the semantic point of view). The translation of *U̯érunos in 
Οὐρανός, that is the etymological equation of the name of the Vedic god 
Varuṇa and the one of the Greek celestial deity, is merely tentative and 
conventional in our text. We avoid going deeper into the etymology of 
these names, which is a very well known problem of Indo-European re-
search. A root *u̯er- «cover» would be appropriate for Old Indic, since 
the god represents the nocturnal sky vault. As regards to Gr. Oὐρανóς, 
a good reconstruction would rather point to *u̯orsanós «(the god) who 
wets or fecundates».



Matteo Macciò and Rosa Ronzitti18

Line 6. The enclitic form νυ(ν) is proper to the poetic language (in par-
ticular νυ is attested only in exameter) and must be interpreted mainly 
as an emphatic one, whereas νῦν occurs also in classical prose and only 
as an adverb of time. Alternation between -ῠ- and -ῡ- (<*-uH-) is visible 
in various Indo-European cognates (Hitt. introducing connective nu, 
OInd. nú, nū́ «now», nūnám «now, today», Av. and YAv. nū «now», Lat. 
num «then», nunc «now», OHG nu, nū «id.», ON nú «id.», Lith. nū̃n, 
nūnaĩ «now, today», OCS nъ «but», nyně «now»; Dunkel, II, s.v. 1. *nú).

Line 7. Though the genitive construct is far more frequent (κλῦθί μου, 
μευ in Hom.), κλῦθι with dative is attested as well (cp. Thgn. 4, 13). 
The form k̑ludʰí is based on OInd. śrudhí and not on Gr. κλῦθι, with 
unexplicated long -υ-.

Line 8. The so-called “tmesis” is here aimed at resembling Adams’s 
text. A more spontaneous translation would require καταβῆναι with ἐκ, 
ἀπό or κατά and genitive (or even simple genitive). In Homer we find 
the suffix -θεν (οὐρανόθεν καταβάς, Λ 184).

Line 10. Since the basic constituent order in Proto-Indo-European is 
SOV, the ordo verborum in *u̯élmi suhₓnúm is to be considered as em-
phasized on the object. On the contrary, in Greek βούλομαι υἱόν could 
be slighty more emphatic than υἱὸν βούλομαι.

Line 11. τόδε has naturally nothing in common with PIE *tod. It is the 
result of univerbation of the article τό and the particle δέ. τὸ δ’ἔστω 
would have been a little strained.

The sequence of attribute and apposition *lᵉ⁄o u̯kós dei̯u̯όs cannot be 
faithfully reproduced in Greek. As to the meaning, the Greek equivalent 
of the apposition *dei̯u̯όs would be θεός, stemming from a different root 
(zero grade of *dʰeh₁s- «shine»11). As to the form, the nearest Greek 
lexeme is the adjective δῖος, from PIE *diu̯iHos, with zero grade of 
the root *dei̯- «hell glänzen, schimmern, scheinen»12 and undetermined 

11 *-s- visible in the compound member θεσ- and *-h₁- detectable in Lat. făstus/fēriae.
12 Pokorny, I, s.v. The root is contained with different enlargements in the theonyms and in 

the word for «god» of several Indo-European branches (OInd. deváḥ, Gr. Ζεύς, Lat. deus and 
Iū-piter, Iovis, OLat. Diovis, OIr. dia, ON Týr, Lith. diẽvas). They all hint at a proto-deity which 
represented the hypostasis of the bright sky: from the same root the words for «day» and «sky» 
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laryngeal in the suffix. Since we prefer a formal rather than a seman-
tic overlap, we transformed the sequence attribute-apposition *lᵉ⁄o u̯kós 
dei̯u̯όs «bright god» in a sequence attribute-attribute λευκὸς δῖος «white 
divine», or even «bright divine», if we stress the etymological meaning 
conveyed by the root *leu̯k- (cp. Lat. lūx, lūna).

Line 12. πότνια, despite being the morphological outcome of PIE 
*pótnih₂, is not suitable from the semantic aspect. The phrase ἡ τοῦ 
βασιλέως πότνια would have a very curious meaning, designating a sort 
of mistress of the βασιλεύς. A possible alternative of γυνή is ἄλοχος 
(with dissimilation of ἁ- copulativum13). Unlike OInd. jajā́na «he/she 
has generated», the corresponding Gr. γέγονε is intransitive. In order 
to preserve the same root (*g̑enh₁-), we have chosen γεγέννηκε, perfect 
of the thematic form γεννάω. τέτοκε from τίκτω, which is said only for 
women, would fit as well.

Glossonyms

Aeol. Aeolic
Av. Avestan
Gr. Ancient Greek
Hitt. Hittite
IE Indo-European
Lat. Latin
Lith. Lithuanian
OCS Old Church Slavonic

OHG Old High German
OInd. Old Indic
OIr. Old Irish
OLat. Old Latin
ON Old Norse
OPers. Old Persian
PIE Proto-Indo-European
YAv. Young Avestan

are derived in some of the just mentioned languages (OInd. dyā́uḥ «sky», Gr. εὔδιος «clear» [of 
weather], Lat. diēs «day», OIr. díe «id.»). It is noteworthy that δῖος, beyond its main meaning 
«divine, heavenly», has a more specific meaning «relating to Zeus», attested in tragedy (TLG 
s.v.) and probably in Homer speaking of Artemis (Ι 538: ἣ δὲ χολωσαμένη δῖον γένος ἰοχέαιρα): 
a reminiscence of the common morpho-lexical origin seems to resurface at a semantic level. 
Indo-European etymology may also account for the cases where δῖος is attributed to celestial 
entities such as dawn (Ι 240: ἀρᾶται δὲ τάχιστα φανήμεναι Ἠῶ δῖαν; λ 375: καί κεν ἐς ἠῶ 
δῖαν ἀνασχοίμην) or ether (Π 364-365: ὡς δ’ ὅτ’ ἀπ’ Οὐλύμπου νέφος ἔρχεται οὐρανὸν εἴσω | 
αἰθέρος ἐκ δίης; τ 540: ὁ δ’ ἐς αἰθέρα δῖαν ἀέρθη).

13 Actually, quite a number of non-aspirated form of ἁ- copulativum are attested and not 
explicable in the light of Grassmann’s dissimilation (e.g. ἄβιος, ἄκοιτις, ἄπεδος). These forms 
are generally interpreted as analogical (for a peculiar explanation of ἄκοιτις, see Beekes, I, s.v. 
ἁ- 1).
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