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Summary. The proposed article is devoted to highlighting the historical
origin of Indo-European syntax in terms of grammatical features of Proto-
Indo-European languages (Proto-Germanic, Proto-Indo-Iranian, Proto-Italian,
Proto-Greek, Vedic Sanskrit, Early Latin) and ancient Germanic languages
(Old English, Old High German, Gothic, Old Saxon, Old Norse, Old Frisian) in
comparison. The aim of the study is to generalize the theoretical background of
the basic linguistic aspects of sentence constituents of simple and complex clauses
and compare their use in the languages under study with the determination of a
common origin and distinctive features of functioning. The methodological basis
of the study was the methods of general and theoretical analysis, the method of
internal reconstruction, and structural analysis. This made it possible to conduct
a thorough theoretical analysis of the syntax of the languages under study, to
carry out an internal reconstruction of sentence structures, and to conduct a
comparative analysis of Indo-European syntax.

The main syntactic factors that influenced the evolution of the syntactic
system of the Old Germanic languages have been identified and revealed. The
crucial shifts in the Proto-Indo-European daughter languages occurred under the
influence of three main syntactic rules of shift, such as scrambling, extraposition,
and Wackernaleg's law (the floating clitic rule) with the syntactic evolution from
the SOV model to the SVO model not in all, but in some languages of the ancient
period.

1t has been witnessed that the Proto-Indo-European languages had syntactic
compatibility and similarity with the Nostratic macrofamily due to their syntactic
interpretation as one that contained the branching of secondary sentence elements
to the left of the main ones, as well as the initial, secondary, or final positions of
the core constituents, due to the leading syntactic rules of the “floating clitic”
and “right control”, which had already dominated in the syntax of the Proto-
languages.

The reconstruction of various SVO models of Proto-Indo-European and Old
Germanic languages, with their definition as basic syntactic constructions of
ancient languages, has been carried out. In the reconstructed simple sentence
constructions of the Proto-languages of the Proto-Indo-European language
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family of the Nostratic macrofamily and in simple and complex sentences of Old

Germanic languages, the basic syntactic arrangement of the core constituents of
sentences as SOV/SVO/OVS has been revealed, which shows functional similarity
of these elements between the reconstructed sentences of Proto-Indo-European
and Old Germanic languages.

The origin of the Old Germanic languages from the Proto-Indo-European
parent language and its daughter languages has been proven on the basis of
the affinity syntactic use of the core elements of clauses in enclitic or proclitic
functions, namely the location of the auxiliary or main verb in the second or final
positions of the clause due to the basic rules of light elements shifting (nouns,
pronouns, adverbs, adjectives) to the left/right of the verb.

Key words: reconstruction, historical origins, core constituents’arrangement,
syntactic shifts, Proto-Indo-European languages, Old Germanic languages.

Anomauia. IIpononosana cmamms NpucesyeHa GUCEIMIEHHIO [CMOpUY-
HO20 NOX0OJCEHHS THOOEBPONEUCHKO20 CUHMAKCUCY 6 ACHeKMI SPaMAMU4HUx
ocobrusocmell nPaiHOOEBPONEUCLKUX MO8 (NPA2epMAHCLKA, NPATHOOIPAHCHKA,
npaimaniicvKa, npazpeybka, 8eOUYHUN CAHCKPUM, PAHHA NAMUHA) Ma OA6HIX
2EPMAHCHKUX MO8 (OA8HLOAHETTIICLKA, OA8HbOBEPXHbOHIMEYbKA, 20MCbKA, 0a8-
HbOCAKCOHCHbKA, OABHbONIGHIUHA, 0aBHbODPU3bKA) Y nopieHauHi. Memow 0o-
CIOJICEHNs € Y3a2aNbHeHHs MeOPemuUidHo20 NIOIPYHMs O0A3068UX NH2GICIUYHUX
acnexmie peueHHEGUX 0OUHUYbL NPOCMO20 A CKAAOHO20 PEHeHHsl Ma NOPIGHAH-
HSl IXHBOO BHCUBAHHS Y OOCTIONCYBAHUX MOBAX 13 BUSHAUEHHAM CHIIbHO20 NO-
XO0OXHCEHHsL ma BIOMIHHUX puc (YHKYioHyeanHs. MemoodonociuHum niorpyHmam
00CTIOINHCEHHS CY2YBANU MEMOOU 3a2ATIbHO20 MA MEOPEMUYHO20 AHATIZY, MEMoo
8HYMPIWHbOI peKoHcmpyKyii, cmpykmypuuii ananis. Lle ymosrcnueuno nposecmu
2PYHMOGHUI MEOPeMUYHULL AHATI3 CUHMAKCUCY 00CTIONCYBAHUX MO8, 30TUICHUMU
GHYMPIWHIO PEKOHCIPYKYIIO PEUEHHEGUX CIPYKNYD, NPOGECHY KOMIAPAMUGHUTL
auanis iH00-€6PONECLKO20 CUHMAKCUCY.

Buseneno ma po3kpumo OCHOGHI CUMMAKCUYHI hakmopu, wo 6NAUHYIU HA
eBOIIOYII0 CUHMAKCUYHOT CUCTEMU 0aBHbOLEPMAHCLKUX MO6. Bupiwanvni sminu
6 QOUIPHIX NPATHOOEBPONEUCHKUIL MOBAX BIOOYIUCS NIO GNIUBOM MPLOX OCHOBHUX
CUHMAKCUYHUX NPABUN 3CY8Y, MAKUX AK CKpemOnine, ekcmpano3uyis, 3akoH Ba-
KepHanezs (MPasuio Niasaiowo20 KAiMuKa) i3 CUHMAKCUYHOIO eBOIOYIEI0 B0
SOV-mooeni 0o SVO-mo0erni He 8 ycix, ane 8 0esikux Mosax 0a6HbO20 Nepiody.

3acsiouerno, wo npaindoesponeiichKi MO8U MAU CUHMAKCUYHY CYMICHICIDb |
€xX024Cicmy 3 HOCMPAMUYHOIO MAKPOCIM €10 Uepe3 iXHI0 CUNMAKCUYHY iHmepnpe-
mayiio AK Maxy, wo MiCmuaa po32anylcents 6MOPUHHUX PEUEHHEBUX eleMeHMi8
JAIBOPYY IO 20I0BHUX, A MAKONHC IHIYIANbHI, OPY2OPAOHT ab0 KiHyesl no3uyii npo-
BIOHUX CKNAO0BUX, 3A80AKU NPOGIOHUM CUHMAKCUYHUM NPASULAM «NIABAIOYO20
KAIMUKay ma «npasozo KepyeanHsy, AKi dice OOMIHY8aALU Y CUNMAKCUCE NPAMO8.

IIposedeno pexoncmpykyito pisnux SVO-mooeneil npaindoesponeicokux
ma 0a8HbLO2ePMAHCLKUX MOG 13 IXHIM GU3HAYEHHAM AK O6A308UX CUHMAKCUYHUX
KOHCMPYKYIU Yyux Mo8. Y peKoHCmpYtiosanux npocmux peueHHesUx KOHCmpyK-
YisAX npamos npaiHd0EEponelicbkoi MosHoI cim’i Hocmpamuunoi maxpocim 't
ma y npocmux ma CKAAOHUX PEYeHHAX OAGHIX 2ePMAHCLKUX MOG BUSBLEHO
0azoee cunmakcuune apaHdICy8anHs NPOGIOHUX KOHCIMUMYEHMIE peyeHb AK
SOV/SVO/OVS, wo oemoncmpye Qyrkyiiiny nodiOnicme yux enemenmis mixc
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PEKOHCMPYIOBAHUMU PEUEHHAMU Y NPATHOOEBPONEICLKUX A 0A6HbOSEPMAH-
CbKUX MOBAX.

JlosedeHo noxoodcenHss OA6HIX 2epMAHCLKUX MO8 810 NPAIHOOEEPONECLKOL
MOBU OCHOBU MaA ii OOUIPHIX MO8 HA NIOCMAsi CNOPIOHEH020 CUHMAKCUYHOZO
BICUBAHHS NPOBIOHUX eeMEHNIB PeyeHb 8 eHKIIMUYHIL/NPOKIIMUYHIN PYHKYI-
5X, @ came po3mMAauLy8anHs OONOMINCHO20 AO0 20/106H020 JIECI08A Y Opyeill b0
KIHYesill NO3UYIAX peueHHs 3a PAXYHOK NPABUT 3CY8Y N1ecKUX eleMeHmis (iMeHHU-
Ki6, 3aULMEeHHUKI6, NPUCTIBHUKIE, NPUKMEMHUKIB) 1i60pyy/npagopyy 6io diecnosa.

Kniouoei cnosa: pexoncmpyxyis, icmopuuni 6UmMoKu, apamdicy8anHs npogio-
HUX KOHCIUMYEHMi6, CUHMAKCUYHI 3PYUEHHS, NPATHO0EBPONENiCbKi MOBU, 0a6-
Hb02EPMAHCHKI MOGU.

Introduction. The historical syntax of the Old Germanic languages
can be understood through both diachronic and synchronic approaches to
analyzing language units and sentence structures. This understanding is
rooted in the interpretation of changes that occurred within the open and
dynamic systems of these languages, reflecting transformations of previ-
ously existing elements. The application of the principle of historicism
to understand the variability of formal indicators in grammatical catego-
ries allows for a reconstruction of the historical origins of the formation,
development of all Old Germanic languages [1; 4, p. 6; 21].

In historical linguistics, the study of the historical syntax of Old Ger-
manic languages primarily focuses on their ethnolinguistic, cultural,
syntactic, morphological, and phonological roots (B. Delbriick [14],
W.P. Lehmann [25], A.R. Bomhard [8], D. Ringe [28]). Particular stud-
ies of the Indo-European and Germanic languages are focused on: the
research of the general history of Germanic languages (W.W. Chambers
& J.R. Wilkie [13]), the analysis and description of certain grammatical
and semantic categories of complex sentences in the ancient languages
within the Anglo-Saxon area in general and in comparison (L.F. Klip-
stein [23]; F.A. March [26]), the study of communicative, syntactic, typo-
logical aspects of the English complex sentence in diachrony and syn-
chrony (I.P. BynisroBa [1]; I. Buniyatova [12]; O. [llanoukina [4]), as
well as on the comparative-historical aspect of Indo-European linguistics
(J.S. Klein, B.D. Joseph, M. Fritz [22]).

In modern syntactic studies, the main concern of language researchers
is chiefly focused on determining the function of morphological elements
and categories of Germanic languages, such as the use of different case
forms that differed significantly from the Greek language, for example
[24, p. 34].

The rationale of our investigation is to represent the historical origin
of Indo-European syntax in terms of syntactic particularities between the
Proto-Indo-European and Old Germanic languages. The aim of the paper
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is to generalize and compare basic linguistic features in the syntax of the
Proto-Indo-European languages and Old Germanic languages.

The objectives of the study provided are: 1) to generalize the theoret-
ical historical background and highlight basic syntactic aspects of Pro-
to-Indo-European languages and Old Germanic languages in comparison;
2) to define the leading syntactic factors/rules that influenced the rise of
the Old Germanic syntax; 3) to reconstruct SVO-patterns in Proto- and
Old languages; 4) to find out the syntactic compatibility of Indo-European
languages by way of identifying similarities and differences between the
Proto-Indo-European languages and the Old Germanic languages under
study; 5) to prove the genesis of Old Germanic languages from the Pro-
to-Indo-European parent and daughter languages.

The material of the research consisted of text fragments from different
Proto-Indo-European and Old Germanic languages.

Methodology. This research employs several relevant interrelated
methods and approaches to examine the historical particularities of
Indo-European syntax. Generalizing theoretical analysis is used to rep-
resent the general theoretical background of the syntax of Proto-Indo-Eu-
ropean languages. Structural analysis examines the basic arrangement of
the core constituents in the proto- and old languages under study. The
method of internal reconstruction serves to define the basic SVO models
from the samples of the reconstructed languages. Comparative-histori-
cal analysis enables an in-depth comparison of syntactic patterns, with a
focus on highlighting similarities and differences of basic syntactic fea-
tures in Proto- and Old Germanic languages.

Results and Discussion. Syntax of Proto-languages. Historical lin-
guistics demonstrates the ability of any language to undergo gradual or
sudden shifts in its evolutionary stage (synchronic or diachronic) with the
identification of linguistic universals and typological generalizations of
historical recursive processes [3, p. 147]. A comparative study of linguis-
tic universals in the evolutionary progress of Germanic languages from
the Proto-base language to the Old Germanic languages makes it possi-
ble to pursue the historical origin of their basic grammatical and syntactic
paradigms and the reconstruction of genetically related common syntactic
features of the Proto- and Old Germanic languages in their synchronic
stages.

The Old Germanic languages belong to the Indo-European language
family and include such Germanic language areas as: Gothic-Scandina-
vian (Gothic, Old Saxon, Old Icelandic/Norse) and West Germanic (Old
English, Old High German, Old Frisian). The most ancient Germanic
written monuments refer to the Germanic-Scandinavian epic poems of
the IV=XIII centuries, in which there had been depicted and reproduced
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military martial ideals of that era — the fighting spirit of the Vikings, war
campaigns, bloody massacres, warlords’ glorification, military honour,
etc. [4, pp. 174-177; 12; 21].

Old Germanic languages under our investigation take their origins
from a Proto-Germanic language of the Proto-Indo-European family. To
solve the main tasks of our research, we will refer to the definition of
such concepts as “Proto-Indo-European language”, “Proto-Germanic lan-
guage”, and “syntactic reconstruction”.

Proto-Indo-European language or Indo-European Proto-language
is the result of language reconstruction based on the linguistic data of
Indo-European languages, where Sanskrit has always served as the clas-
sic model or standard for proto-language, despite numerous discussions
on this issue [2, p. 72].

The syntax of the Proto-Indo-European language was still in its
infancy at that time, but its reconstruction is considered to remain indis-
putable since the oldest witnessed languages that have been derived from
this Proto-Indo-European language showed syntactic compatibility and
resemblance with the latter. Nominal morphology has also been well
reconstructed, except for pronouns, in which there have still been con-
siderable distinctive features under their reconstruction. The only excep-
tional aspect that caused particular difficulties for researchers who pio-
neered Indo-European languages was the inflection of the verbs [28, p. 4].

But, without applying the resources for reconstruction, the compar-
ative method from the historical perspective helped researchers recon-
struct phonological matches in Proto-Nostratic word forms, as well as
resemblances (similarities) and contrasts (dissimilarities) in the word
forms of the Indo-European language family. To be specific, constituent
and sentence reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-European parent language
was conducted via direct juxtaposition of the truly confirmed and testi-
fied data of some Indo-European daughter languages without referring
to the reconstructed word forms of Proto-Germanic, Proto-Indo-Iranian,
Proto-Italic, Proto-Greek, etc. Thus, the reconstruction of transitional
word forms of these languages signals the (pre)historical evolution of the
daughter languages from the macro-family, its specific features’ emer-
gence and extinction, as well as enables us to perceive profoundly succes-
sive historical processes in the daughter languages’ transition from one
into another [7, pp. 21-22].

In the reconstruction of Vedic Sanskrit (originating from the Proto-In-
do-Iranian language), we can witness the SO(O)V arrangement of the
core constituents in a simple sentence or clause with the main verb in the
V-final position and objects “ksatriyaya”, “balim” in the enclitic func-
tion according to the scrambling rule:
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(1) Satapathabrahmana (SB) 1.3.2.15.: [“Visah (S) ksatriyaya (O)
balim (O) haranti (V).”] — [*villagers (S) to-prince (O) tax (O) they-
pay (V).”] = “The villagers (S) pay (V) taxes (O) to the prince (O).”]
[14, p. 17; 25, pp. 30-31].

In the reconstruction of an Early Latin simple clause (originating from
the Proto-Italic language), we can also testify the OSV arrangement of
core elements with the subject “nequs” in the proclitic function due to
the rule of scrambling:

(2) [“Honce loucom (O) nequs (S) violatod (V).”] — [ “this grove (O)
no-one (S) he-should-violate (V).”’] = [ “No one (S) should violate (V) this
grove (0).”] [34, p. 154; 25, p. 35].

Proto-Nostratic syntax has always been regarded as the foundation
of Proto-Indo-European syntactic units with head-final core constitu-
ents and left-branching secondary elements of the sentence, as well as
with indirect or unmarked syntactic SOV-word order, hence following its
“rectum-regens rule” (“rule of the right-hand ruling/control”) [7, p. 504;
9, p. 166].

In accordance with Wackernagel’s law, the prominent feature of Pro-
to-Indo-European syntax had been the usage of the “clitic floating rule”
(clitic — a weak/unstressed element) where pronominal and all other clit-
ics had shifted to the right slot immediately after the initial element of
the clause with its main location in the second slot of the sentence. The
same “clitic floating rule” had been brightly implemented in Old Greek
and continued operating in the Proto-Germanic languages that had been
observed and witnessed, and in Old Germanic languages, particularly in
Gothic [28, p. 64; 20].

In the reconstruction of an Old Greek complex sentence (originating
from the Proto-Greek language), we can testify the OSV arrangement of
core elements where objects “hésson” and “phérteros”, as the weak and
unstressed elements, shifted to the right locations after the first stressed
elements, obtaining second positions and the enclitic function due to the
clitic floating rule:

(3) liad 16.722.: [[“aith’, héson (O) hésson (ADJ/O) eimi (S-V),]
[toson (O) séo (O) phérteros (ADJ/O) eien (S-V).”]] — [[“Oh, to-what-
extent (0O) weaker (ADJ/O) I-am (S-V)] [to-that-extent (O) from-you (O)
stronger (ADJ/O) I-might-be (S-V).”’]] = [[“I (S) wish] [ (S) were (V) as
much stronger than you (ADJ/O)] [as I (S) am (V) weaker (ADJ/O).”’]]
[30, pp. 98-101].

The core structure of any Proto-Indo-European clause was evidenced
as SOV-word order with the main verb in the V-final slot as a result of
the accusative sentence type shift, as well as subject-object relations rise
[15, p. 277].
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In Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Germanic, the leading core con-
stituent order was asserted as Subject — Object — Verb — Inflection (S-O-
V-I). However, complementary or secondary elements were located to the
left slot from the verb, or they obtained the initial position of the sentence,
but never the right slot from the verb. This historical period of that time
was also marked by the application of some shifting rules as [28, p. 295]:
1) the scrambling rule as the trigger in the derivational formation and
foundation of lots of surface syntactic structures, where elements could
shift either to the left slot or right slot from the main verb; 2) the rais-
ing rule, according to which different relative, interrogative elements are
raised to the particular slot (preferably to the right slot from the verb) in
a CP complement phrase; 3) the extraposition rule, according to which
some elements could move to the right slot from the verb.

The Proto-Germanic languages generally inherited from the Proto-In-
do-European languages the “enclitic” position of the light verbs or par-
ticles (unstressed elements or auxiliary verbs) (“enclitic” location is the
adjunction to the previous stressed or semantically strong element). But at
the same time, like some particles, under unexpected circumstances, light
verbs could occur in “proclitic” position to the first autonomous constit-
uent of the sentences (“proclitic” location is the adjunction to the further
stressed or semantically strong element). However, along with the fact,
that certain particles functioned as unchangeable “enclitics” and never
occurred in the “proclitic” position, particular Old Germanic verbs had
the tendency to occupy the location after the first important element in
a clause, hence they played the “enclitic function” in the V-2 sentence
position [20, p. 58].

Proto-Germanic language was marked by lots of similar Proto-In-
do-European syntactic features, including SOV clausal models, despite
its great flexibility of principal constituents’ order [7, p. 34].

In the Proto-Germanic sentence, the verb slot position had included
common features with early or Old Germanic languages, namely
[20, pp. 20-21]: a) the finite verb-second slot position in the simple/main
clause; b) the finite verb-final slot position in the subordinate clause;
c) the finite/non-finite verb changeable slot position depending on the
noun/pronoun; d) the finite verb-initial slot position in the interrogative/
imperative clause.

In the comparison of languages during their development, we follow
important postulates based on the universal concept of “Indo-European
Comparative Grammar” [22, pp. 138—139]: 1) acceptance of the linguis-
tic geographical model with linguistic regrouping of different languages;
2) lack of the “language internal changes” concept development, apart
from the concept of “language changes in diachronic development”;
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3) study of the versatile linguistic aspects taking into account histori-
cal, geographical, ethnological, theological, and philosophical views and
considerations with the natural spread of linguistically relevant topics in
various disciplines; 4) “recognized” or postulated genealogical relation-
ships between languages had not included all well-known Indo-European
languages at that time, nor had they only comprised Indo-European lan-
guages.

The above-mentioned postulated principles enabled us to put forward
certain linguistic features of Proto-Nostratic, Proto-Indo-European, and
Proto-Germanic languages in the aspect of Indo-European comparative
grammar, under the next particular conditions: 1) unification of the stud-
ied languages by the geographical language area; 2) taking into account
both language-internal changes (if available) and language changes in
diachrony; 3) research of the various language aspects in historical, geo-
graphical, and philosophical dimensions; 4) symbiosis or overlap of the
studied Indo-European languages, having been based on the recognized
genealogical relationships.

Syntax of Old Germanic languages. Historical linguistics demon-
strates the ability of any language among groups and subgroups of one
language family to undergo basic syntactic rules and the tendency to
establish them in those languages, along with revealing and identifying
basic linguistic universals and typological generalizations of historical
processes. The syntax of Old Germanic languages under study — Old Eng-
lish, Old High German, Old Saxon, Old Norse, Gothic, and Old Frisian
has also revealed basic syntactic patterns with similar structural models
by way of their mutual influence and common origin from one ancestor —
the Proto-Indo-European parent language.

Germanic languages display notable similarities within the West Ger-
manic subgroup, where a level of consistency and uniformity emerged
across various dialects of Old Germanic languages [29, p. 223].

In Old Germanic syntax, the basic word order was reconstructed from
Proto-Germanic and followed the structure of subject (S) — object (O) —
verb (V), as evidenced by the earliest fixed written monuments. This SOV
(subject-object-verb) order persisted for a long time in an isolated and
peripheral dialect, specifically the English language, until the end of the
first millennium AD. It was only after the Norman Conquest in 1066 that
there was a significant shift to the SVO (subject-verb-object) structure.
However, this transition to SVO was primarily absorbed by the Nordic
dialects and the Gothic language, and it eventually spread to other Ger-
manic languages [20, p. 95]. V-final location was also mentioned in the
oldest archaic poems of the Germanic languages, where main verbs had
already lost their primary lexical positions [15, pp. 277-278].
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The rise of Old Germanic languages was significantly influenced by
Latin. As a result, the early written texts in Old Germanic were often
translated interpretations and adaptations of Latin originals, thanks to the
advanced writing skills of the scribes and authors of that era [13, p. 148; 34].
The Gothic language has been significantly influenced by Old Greek,
with some lesser influence from Latin. Despite incorporating a few
non-Germanic syntactic features, Gothic predominantly follows the
Subject-Object-Verb (SOV) pattern in both main and subordinate
clauses [6, p. 19; 24, p. 35]. Old Frisian demonstrates the variation in
word order patterns across different clausal types in complex sentences
[11, pp. 105-106]. The basic Latin syntax follows an SOV order, which
is very similar to the core constituent order of the Proto-Indo-European
language [28, p. 64; 34].

In Gothic texts, the high-quality literary translation often retained word
order patterns originating from Greek, primarily evident in the arrangement
of nominal and verb groups. This pattern reveals that the Gothic language
has preserved many object-verb (OV) structures, indicating its use of object-
verb syntax with only minor deviations from Greek syntax [24, p. 34].

In the complex sentence from “Commentary on the Gospel of John”,
we can evidence the reconstruction of the Gothic SOV core constituents’
order (originating from Proto-Germanic) in the subordinate part of the
whole sentence as a participial construction, with the object “in tweifl”
in the proclitic function due to the scrambling rule, having been greatly
influenced by Old Greek [6, p. 56]:

(4) “Commentary on the Gospel of John™: [“injah pa leikinon us
wambai munans [gabaurp (S) in tweifl (O) atdrdus (V).”]] (lit.) — [ “and
the corporeal from womb thinking [birth (S) into doubt (O) fell (V).”’]] =
[ “and thinking of the corporeal birth from the womb, [he (S) fell (V) into
doubt (0).”]] 24, p. 35].

In the reconstruction of the Gothic language from “Waulfila Bible”, we
can attest the OV/OSVO-word order of the core constituents in the main
and subordinate clauses of the complex sentence with their objects “inu
Dpein ragin”, “ni swaswe bi naupai” in the enclitic function due to the
scrambling and clitic floating rules:

(5) “Waulfila Bible”: [[“ip (CONJ) inu pein ragin (O) ni waiht (O)
wilda (V) taujan (V),] [ei (CONJ) ni swaswe bi naupai (O) piup pein (S)
sijai (V), ak us lustum (0).”’]] — [[“But (CONJ) without thy mind (O)
would (V) 1 (S) do (V) nothing (O);] [that thy (CONJ) benefit (O) should
not be (V) as it were of necessity, but willingly (0O).”’]] (Wulfila Bible,
Philemon 1:14) [18].

In object-verb (OV) languages, such as Japanese and Turkish, con-
trolling elements are positioned relative to the controlled elements in
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the same way that the verb, the main controlling element, occupies its
place in the sentence. As a result, like objects that appear before the verb,
complements, which include object clauses and adverbial clauses, also
precede the main clause in Gothic and other Indo-European languages.
Similarly, relative clauses, adjectives, and genitive modifiers are found
in front of the nouns they modify. The remnants of OV word order in
verb-object (VO) languages reflect the earlier structure of a language and
indicate its origin from a Proto-language [24, p. 34; 20].

As Old Germanic languages developed, there was a growing ten-
dency to use finite verbs, and only occasionally non-finite verbs, in
non-final positions within both main and subordinate clauses. This shift
aimed to reduce exceptional usage as these languages progressed. A sig-
nificant syntactic change in Old Germanic sentences was the transition
from a Subject-Object-Verb (SOV) word order to a Subject-Verb-Object
(SVO) structure, where the subject precedes the verb in the second posi-
tion (V-2). However, this change did not occur uniformly across all Old
Germanic languages at that time [29, p. 143].

In the reconstruction of an Old English complex sentence (originat-
ing from Proto-Germanic), we testify the S(V)OVO/OV arrangement of
the core constituents in the principal and subordinate clauses with the
objects “ende”, “worulde lifes”, “se wyrm somod” in the proclitic func-
tion according to the rules of extraposition and scrambling:

(6) “Beowulf”: [[“Sceolde leendaga cepeling (S) cergod (V) ende (O)
gebidan, (V) worulde lifes, (O) ond (CONJ) se wyrm somod, (O)] [peah de
(CONJ) hordwelan (O) heolde (V) lange.”’]] (Old English) — /[ “Atheling
brave, he (S) was fated (V) to finish (V) this fleeting life, (O) his days on
earth, (O) and (CONJ) the dragon with him, (O)] [though (CONJ) long it
(S) had watched (V) o’er (O) the wealth of the hoard! (O)”]] (Beowulf,
2341-2344) [16; 17; 10].

In the reconstruction of an Old High German complex sentence
(originating from Proto-Germanic), we can trace the diverse VSO/SV/
SOV arrangement of the core elements both in the main and subordinate
clauses with the subject “er” in the enclitic function according to the rule
of scrambling:

(7) “Evangelienbuch”: [“Ni wolt (V) er (S) fon niawihti (O)] [(thoh
(CONJ) er (S) so duan mohti (V),] [ob (CONJ) er (S) thes (O) wolti then-
ken (V))] [then (CONJ) selbon (S) win (O) wirken (V);] [Suntar hiaz mit
willen (O) thiu sehs faz (O) gifullen (V) Wazares thie sine (0),] [thaz
(CONJ) woraht (V) er (S) thar zi wine (0),”] (Old High German) —
[Christus (S) wollte (V) nicht] — [obwohl (CONJ) er (S) es (O) hditte tun
konnen (V),] [wenn (CONJ) es (S) seinem Plan (O) entsprochen hdtte
(V)] — [den (CONJ) Wein (O) aus nichts (O) schaffen (V),] [sondern er
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(S) liefs (V) ganz bewuf3t die sechs Gefdfse (O) von den Seinen (O) mit
Wasser (O) fiillen (V);] [dieses (O) verwandelte (V) er (S) dann in Wein
(0),] (German) (Evangelienbuch, Buch 11, Kapitel 10, 1-4) [35, p. 89]. —
[Christ (S) did not want (V) to create (V) wine (O) out of nothing (O)] —
[although (CONJ) he (S) could have done (V) so,] [had (V) it (S) been (V)
in accordance with his plan (O)] — [but (CONJ) he (S) deliberately had
(V) his followers (O) fill (V) the six vessels (O) with water (O);] [this (O)
he (S) then transformed (V) into wine (0).]

In the reconstruction of an Old Saxon complex sentence (originating
from Proto-Germanic), we can also witness different VSOVS/SVO(O)
arrangement of the principal constituents in the main and subordinate
clauses with subject “im [fan]”, object “im thé” in the enclitic function
due to Wackernagel'’s law, subject “he” in the enclitic function due to the
scrambling rule; object phrase “kraft mikil kiidien wolda weroda” in the
proclitic function due to the extraposition rule:

(8) “Heliand”: [ “Was (V) im [an] (ADJ/S) them sinweldi (O) salig (V)
barn godes (S) lange hwile (ADV),] [untthat (CONJ) im thé (O) [liobora]
ward (0),] [that (CONJ) he (S) is (V) kraft mikil kiidien wolda weroda (O)
te willion (0).”] (Old Saxon) — [“For a long while then, God's Blessed
Bairn (S) dwelt (V) in the wilderness (0),] [Till (CONJ) it (S) seemed (V)
to Him (O) better for the benefit of all (O)] [That (CONJ) He (S) show
(V) His great strength (O) to the folk (0).”] (Heliand, Capitulum XIV,
14:1121-1124) [33; 32, p. 37; 31; 10].

In the reconstruction of Old Norse simple, complex sentences (orig-
inating from Proto-Germanic), we can witness the various VO(O)(O)/
SVOV syntactic arrangement of the core elements in different clauses
with object “pér” in the proclitic function due to the scrambling rule;
subject phrase “alfropull lysir” in the enclitic function due to the clitic
floating rule; object “at minum” in the enclitic function according to the
scrambling rule:

(9) Freyr kvap: [ “Hvi (CONJ) of segjak (V) pér (O), seggr enn ungi!
(O) mikinn moptrega? (O)] [pvit (CONJ) alfropull lysir (S) of alla daga
(V), ok peygi (CONJ) at minum (O) munum (V).”] (Old Norse) — Freyr
spake: [“How (CONJ) shall (V) I (S) tell (V) thee (O), thou hero young
(0), Of all my grief'so great? (O)] [Though (CONJ) every day the elfbeam
(S) dawns (V), It (S) lights (V) my longing (O) never.”] (Poetic Edda,
Skirnismol (The Ballad of Skirnir), 4) [19, p. 153; 5; 36].

In the reconstruction of Old Frisian simple/complex sentences (orig-
inating from the Proto-Germanic language), we can testify the diverse
SVO-constituents’ orders depending on the clause type [11, pp. 105-106]:

1) SVO word order in the main declarative clause with object phrase
“thene eresta menneska” in the proclitic function due to the extraposition rule:
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(10) [“God (S) scop (V) thene eresta menneska (0).”’] — [“God (S)
created (V) the first human being (0).”’]

2) OVS word order in main topicalized clauses with the subjects “alle
Fresa”, “ic” in the proclitic function due to the extraposition rule:

(11) [“Thisse riucht (O) keren (V) alle Fresa (S).”] — [ “These rights
(O) all Frisians (S) elected (V).”]

(12) [“thes greva bon (O) bonne (V) ic (S).”’] — [“I (S) proclaim (V)
the count s proclamation (0).”]

3) SOV word order in the dependent clause with the object phrase
“hire feitha” in the enclitic function due to the scrambling rule:

(13) [“Thet is thiu sextendesta kest, [thet alle Fresa (S) hire feitha (O)
mith hira fia felle (V).”]] — [“This is the sixteenth statute, [that all Fri-
sians (S) should redeem (V) their feuds with their money (0).”]]

4) SOV/VSO word order in independent/dependent clauses with the
subject phrase “di frya Fresa”, subject “hy” in the enclitic function due
to Wackernagel's law, subject “hi”, object phrase “riuchta jelda” in the
proclitic function due to the extraposition and scrambling rules:

(14) [“Dat (S) is (V) riucht (0).”] [“Aldeer (CONJ) di frya Fresa
(S) ene oderne to dada (O) slacht (V) ende (CONJ) dat hine (S) jelda
(0) schil (V),] [soe (CONJ) aegh (V) hi (S) him (O) to biedane (V) twa
pond toe (O) jaen (V),] [dat (CONJ) hy (S) riuchta jelda (O) ontfaen wil
(V).”’] (Old Frisian) — [“This (S) is (V) the law (O).”] [“If (CONJ) one
free Frisian (S) kills (V) another free Frisian (O) and (CONJ) he (S) has
to pay (V) wergild (O) for it (0),] [he (S) has to offer to give (V) the heir
(O) two pounds (0),] [so that (CONJ) he (S) will be willing to accept (V)
the legal wergild (O).”] (Frisian Land Law, The Younger Skelta Law, 1)
[27, pp. 288-289].

Conclusions. The article reveals the basic theoretical background
of the genesis and syntax of ancient Indo-European languages in com-
parison. The findings of the study represent similar syntactic aspects
and the affinity functional use of the core sentence constituents in Pro-
to-Indo-European and Old Germanic languages under study, which
shows the common origin between these languages. Thus, the recon-
structed simple and complex sentences demonstrate diverse SVO-pat-
terns with the core elements in different positions of the clauses due to
basic syntactic rules such as “clitic floating rule” (Wackernagel’s law),
“scrambling”, “extraposition”, which influenced the evolution of the
sentence constituents’ location from SOV model to SVO model, but
not in all Old Germanic languages at that time. It has been revealed that
the basic syntactic arrangement of sentence core constituents is SOV/
SVO/OVS models with their own variations in Proto-Indo-European
and Old Germanic languages under study.
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The basic syntactic position functions of the core constituents of the
clause have been described as subject/verb/object in different sentence
slot positions (initial/medial/final) according to their enclitic and pro-
clitic functions due to the main syntactic rules of shifting of the elements.
The enclitic function of objects, subjects, and subject/object phrases has
been identified and described in Vedic Sanskrit, Old Greek, Gothic, Old
High German, Old Saxon, Old Norse, and Old Frisian according to the
scrambling, clitic floating (Wackernagel’s law) rules, with V-final/V-2
positions. The proclitic function of subjects, objects, and object phrases
has been defined and featured in Early Latin, Gothic, Old English, Old
Saxon, and Old Frisian due to the scrambling and extraposition rules, with
V-2/V-final locations.

Both syntactic position and enclitic/proclitic functions of the core ele-
ments of the investigated clauses are crucial basic grounds for syntac-
tic similarity and affinity use between the Proto-Indo-European parent
language, its daughter languages and Old Germanic languages, which
proves the historical genesis of the latter ones from Proto-languages, and
the common origin of Indo-European language family.

Prospects for further investigation can be conducted in terms of the
syntactic functions of the secondary elements, such as conjunctions,
adverbs, and particles.
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