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	MINI-LEXICON


The standard reference work of Indo-European lexicography is Julius Pokorny's hyper​trophic Woerterbuch der Indogermanischen Sprachen, which lists 2,222 suspected roots.   Many users conclude that Pokorny set low thresholds for phonetic and semantic matching.  It is difficult to discredit any given entry by objective criteria, but god-only-knows how many of them are spurious.  
An even more fantastical work is Calvert Watkins’s American Heritage Dictionary of Indo-European Roots.  The few of his fanciful etymologies that can be verified serve to make the point that a given root can spawn derivatives with very diverse meanings.  

Unlike these bloated horrors, my conservative mini-lexicon is confined to roughly 700 adequately attested roots, plus variants and derivatives.  It is apparent that Pokorny chose to err on the side of including doubtful items, whereas I choose to exclude them.  I rate the items in terms of the number of major branches of the Indo-European tree that attest them, but there is no sound way to identify and discount inter-branch loans.  
I have split off the most obvious Greco-Latin loanwords, but roughly one-quarter of the remaining items are thinly attested, being found in no more than two branches.  Such items are particularly suspect when the branches in question are in geographic or cultural contact.  It is even evident that the Balto-Slavic branch must have been in cultural contact with the Indo-Persian branch at some point.  

A significant number of the thinly attested roots are found only in Greek and Sanskrit, which are thought to constitute an eastern sub-family on account of their virtually identical verb systems.  These items should be deemed dialectical.
Some even more thoroughly attested items are suspect for a different reason.  Just as animals have legs, so do their names, and plants can travel too.  Such items should be deemed post-P.I.E. Wanderwoerter unless their distribution is nearly universal.  

Roots found in only one branch are effectively lost, because there is no sound way to distinguish them from roots newly coined within that branch.  There is no way to know how many valid roots have been dismissed for lack of a second attestation.  
It is possible to tell the damnedest lies with statistics, and bloated compilations that include unknown amounts of spurious material furnish the raw material for mischief.  One might hope that a well-scrubbed database of indisputably inherited roots would provide reliable material for statistical investigations of phonological or grammatical phenomena.  For example, it might be possible to test selected claims of laryngeal theory and the Rix-Cowgill theory of verb classes by examining inter-branch correlations.  
The mini-lexicon takes the form of two downloadable Excel files:  (1) an alphabetized list without supporting attestations, and (2) a topically arranged spreadsheet of attestations, along with my snide, amateurish, and speculative comments.  I am perpetually revising these files as I come to regret my prior follies.  
It is difficult to make the proper phonetic distinctions between quasi-homophonous roots.  The working vocabularies of recorded languages typically comprise 3,000 roots, but the monosyllabic template does not generate quite so many distinct roots unless all essential phonetic distinctions are taken into account.  Unfortunately, the key phonetic distinctions have sometimes been effaced in the attesting branches.  Distinctions among pure vowels, among velar sub-classes, and among aspiration states are most frequently elusive.
It is also difficult to make the proper semantic distinctions among quasi-synonymous roots.  There are too many alternative terms for fire, flame, and burning; for grasping, capture, taking, and having; and so forth.  

Topical arrangement highlights the preoccupations of P.I.E. culture:  family, farming, fishing, food, fire, fighting, religion, rule, and crafts.  The working vocabulary of the proto-language must have been rich in specialized terms, but only a fraction of the specialized terms can be recovered.  
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