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PREFACE 

In this newer edition of our Grammar, we follow the first intention of this work , 

trying  not to include personal opinions, but a collection of the latest, most reasoned 

academic papers on the latest reconstructible PIE, providing  everything that might 

be useful for the teaching and learning of Indo -European as a living language.  

With that aim in mind, and with our compromise to follow the scientific method, 

we have revised the whole text in search for out-dated material and unexplained 

forms, as well as inconsistencies in reconstruction s or conventions. We have also 

restricted the amount of marginal  choices in favour of the general agreement, so that 

we could offer a clear, sober, and commonly agreed manual to learn Indo -European. 

The approach featured in this book for more than half a decade already is similar to 

the one followed in Gamkreli dzeïIvanov (1994-1995), and especially to that followed 

by AdradosïBernabéïMendoza (1995-1998). Both returned to  (and revised) the 

óBrugmannianô Indo-European, the historical result of the development of certain 

isoglosses, both phonetic (loss of laryngeals, with the development of  brief and long 

vowel system) and morphological (pol ythematic system in noun and verb, 

innovations in their inflection).  

AdradosïBernabéïMendoza (1995-1998) distinguish ed between Late Indo-

European and its parent-language Indo -Hitt ite ï laryngeal, without distinction in 

vowel length, monothematic system. We developed that trend further,  focussing on a 

post-Late Indo-European period, in search for a more certain, post-laryngeal IE, to 

avoid the merged laryngeal  puzzle of the ódisintegrating Indo -Europeanô of Bomhard 

(1984), and the conventional notation of a schwa indogermanicum  (kept in  

AdradosïBernabéïMendoza), most suitable for a description of a complex period of 

phonetic change ï  which is possibly behind the flight  of all other available modern 

works on PIE to the highly theoretical (but  in all other respects clear and 

straightforward ) PIH phonology . Morphology and syntax remain thus nearest to the 

older IE languages attested, always compared to Anatolian  material , but avoiding the 

temporal inconsistencies that are found throughout the diachronic reconstruction s in 

other, current manuals .  
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We try to fill the void that GamkrelidzeïIvanov and AdradosïBernabéïMendoza 

left by following works (Lehmann 1972, Rix 1986, etc.) that already differentiated  

PIH from Late Indo -European, trying to ñsee the three-stage theory to the bitter end . 

Once established the existence of the three-staged IE, a lot must still be done. We 

have to define the detail, and we must explain the reason for  the evolution, which 

formal elements does PIE deal with, and how they are ascribed to the new functions 

and categories. These developments shall influence the history of individual 

languages, which will  have to be rewritten. Not only in the field of morphology, but 

also in phonetics and syntaxò (AdradosïBernabéïMendoza 1995-1998). 

Apart from a trustable reconstruction of the direct ancestors of the older IE 

languages (North -West Indo -European, Proto-Greek and Proto-Indo -Iranian ), this 

work ócorruptsô the natural language ï like any classical language grammar ï with 

the intention to show a  living language, and the need to establish some minimal 

writing conventions to embellish the phonetic notation . The question ówhy not learn 

Indo -European as a living language?ô arises from the same moment on when 

reconstruction is focussed on a (scientifically) c onservative approach ï an ultimate  

consequence of the three-stage-theory, and the search for more certain 

reconstructions  ï, yielding a reliable language system. A language system free from 

the need for theoretical artifices , or personal opinions on óoriginalô forms, that  try to  

fill unending phonetic, morphological and syntactical uncertainties  of the current 

diachronic PIE reconstruction .  

As the learned reader might have already inferred, the question of ñnaturalò vs. 

ñartificial ò is not easily answered concerning ancient languages. Ancient Greek 

phonetics, for example, is known through internal as well as external reconstruction, 

and the actual state of the art is largely based on the body of evidence discussed 

extensively by linguists and philologists of the nineteenth  and twentieth  centuries, 

with lots of questions unsolved. Furthermore, Ancient Greek is not one language; in 

fact, there are many dialects, each with different periods , and different 

representations of their sounds, all of which account for what we know with the 

unitary name  Ancient Greek. Another example is Sanskrit, retained as different 

historical linguistic stages and dialects through oral tradition . Its first writings and 

grammatical rules were laid down centuries after it had ceased to be spoken, and 

centuries earlier before it became the classical Indian language. Latin is indeed not 
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diff erent from the above examples, being systematised in the so-called classical 

period, while a real, dialectally and temporarily variable Vulgar Latin  was used by the 

different peoples who lived in the Roman Empire , making e.g. some questions over 

the proper  pronunciation still debated today.  

The interest in the study and use of Indo-European as a living language today is 

equivalent to the interest in the study and use of these ancient languages as learned 

languages in the the Byzantine Empire, India and Mediaeval Europe, respectively. 

With regard to certainty in reconstruction , Late Indo-European early dialects are not 

less natural  than these classical languages were in the past. Even modern languages, 

like English, are to a great extent learned  languages, in which social trends and 

linguistic artifices are constantly dividing between formal  and colloquial , educated 

and uneducated, often simply good or bad usage of the language.  

About the question of ódeadô vs. ólivingô languages, heated debate is e.g. held on the 

characterisation of Sanskrit, which is not as other dead languages, being spoken, 

written and read today in India. The notion of the death of a language remains thus 

in an unclear realm between academia and public opinion. 

I prefer to copy Michael Coulsonôs words from the preface of a great introductory 

work on Sanskrit (from the Teach Yourself®  series), referring originally to the way 

Indians used Sanskrit as a learned (and dead) language, far beyond the rules that 

grammarians had imposed. I think this text should also be valid if we substituted 

óSanskritô for óIndo -Europeanô; the órulesô of óSanskrit grammariansô for the 

óreconstructionô of óIE scholarsô; and the órenowned Sanskrit writersô for the ópotential 

future IE writersô:  

 «By [the ti me Kƃlidƃsa, a writer fl. ca. the fifth  century AD, lived] Sanskrit was not a 

mother tongue, but a language to be studied and consciously mastered. This 

transformation had come about through a gradual process, the beginnings of which are 

no doubt earlier t han Pƃ͂ini  [ancient Indian Sanskrit grammarian, fl. fourth  century 

BC] himself. (é) Kƃlidƃsa learnt his Sanskrit from the rules of a grammarian living 

some 700 years before his time. Such a situation may well strike the Western reader as 

paradoxical. Our nearest parallel is in the position of Latin in Medieval Europe. There 

is, however, an important difference. Few would deny Cicero or Vergil a greater 

importance in Latin literature than any mediaeval author. Conversely, few Sanskritists 

would deny that the centre of gravity in Sanskrit literature lies somewhere in the first 

millennium AD, for all that its authors were writing in a so -called ódead-languageô. 



A GRAMMAR OF MODERN INDO -EUROPEAN 

12 

On this point it may be useful  to make a twofold distinction ï between a living and a 

dead language, and between a natural and a learned one. A language is natural when it 

is acquired and used instinctively; it is living when people choose to converse and 

formulate ideas in it in preference to any other. To the modern Western scholar 

Sanskrit is a dead as well as a learned language. To Kƃlidƃsa or śàkara [ninth  century 

Indian  philosopher from a Dravidian-speaking region] it was a learned language but a 

living one. (The term ólearned is not entirely satisfactory, but the term óartificialô, which 

is the obvious complementary of ónaturalô, is normally reserved for application to totally 

constructed languages such as Esperanto.) 

(é) Living languages, whether natural or learned, change and develop. But when a 

learned language such as literary English is closely tied to, and constantly revitalized by, 

a natural idiom, its opportunities for independent growth are limited. Sanskrit provides 

a fascinating example of a language developing in complete freedom from such 

constraints as an instrument of intellectual and artistic expression. To say that Classical 

Sanskrit was written in conformity with Pƃiniôs rules is true, but in one sense entirely 

misleading. Pƃini  would have been astounded by the way in which Bƃ͂ƃ or BhavabhƸti 

or Abhinavagupta handled the language. It is precisely the fact that Sanskrit writers 

insisted on using Sanskrit as a living and not as a dead language that has often troubled 

Western scholars. W. D. Whitney, a great but startlingly arrogant American Sanskritist 

of the nineteenth century, says of the Classical language: óOf linguistic history there is 

next to nothing in it all; but only a history of style, and this for the most part showing a 

gradual depravation, an increase of artificiality and an inten sification of certain more 

undesirable features of the language ï such as the use of passive constructions and of 

participles instead of verbs, and the substitution of compounds for sentences.ô Why 

such a use of passives, participles and compounds should be undesirable, let alone 

depraved, is left rather vague, and while there have been considerable advances in 

linguistic science in the past fifty years there seems to have been nothing which helps to 

clarify or justify these strictures. Indeed, Whitneyôs words would not be worth 

resurrecting if strong echoes of them did not still survive in some quarters.  

Acceptance of Pƃ͂iniôs rules implied a final stabilization of the phonology of Sanskrit, 

and also (at least in the negative sense that no form could be used which was not 

sanctioned by him) of its morphology. But Pƃ͂ini  did not fix syntax. To do so explicitly 

and incontrovert ibly would be difficult in any language, given several ways of 

expressing the same idea and various other ways of expressing closely similar ideas.» 

Badajoz, April 2011 
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GUIDE TO THE READER 

A. ABBREVIATIONS 

abl.: ablative 

acc.: accusative 

act.: active 

adj.: adjective 

adv.: adverb 

Alb.: Albanian  

Arm.: Armenian  

aor.: aorist 

aux.: auxiliary  

Av: Avestan 

BSl.: Balto-Slavic 

CA: Common Anatolian  

Cel.: Celtic 

cf.: confer ócompare, contrastô 

Cz.: Czech 

dat.: dative 

Du.: Dutch  

e.g.: exempli gratia  ófor exampleô 

Eng.: English 

esp.: especially 

f.: feminine  

fem.: feminine  

gen.: genitive 

Gaul.: Gaulish 

Gk.: Greek 

Gmc.: Proto-Germanic 

Goth.: Gothic 

Hitt.: Hittite  

Hom.: Homeric  

IE: Indo -European 

IED: Late Indo -European dialects 

imp.: imperative  

imperf.: imperfect  

Ind. -Ira.: Indo -Iranian  

ins.: instrumental  

int.: interrogative  

Ita.: Italic  

Lat.: Latin  

LIE: Late Indo -European 

Lith.: Lithuanian  

Ltv.: Latvian  

loc.: locative 

Luw./Luv. : Luvian 

NP: noun phrase  

NWI E: North -West Indo -European 

O: object 

Obj.: object 

O.Av.: Old Avestan 

O.C.S.: Old Church Slavic 

O.E.: Old English 

O.Ind.: Old Indian  

O.Ir. : Old Irish  

O.H.G.: Old High German 

O.Hitt.: Old Hittite  

O.Lat.: Archaic Latin  

O.Lith.: Old Lithuanin  

O.N.: Old Norse 

O.Pers.: Old Persian 

O.Pruss.: Old Prussian 

O.Russ.: Old Russian 

opt.: optative  

Osc.: Oscan 

OSV: object-subject-verb order 

OV: object-verb order 

perf.: perfect 

PAn: Proto-Anatolian  

PGmc.: Pre-Proto-Germanic 

PII: Proto -Indo -Iranian  

PGk: Proto-Greek 

Phryg: Phrygian 

PIE: Proto-Indo -European 

PIH: Proto -Indo -Hittite  

pl.: plural  

pres.: present 

pron.: pronoun  

Ptc.: particle 

Russ.: Russian 

sg.: singular 

Skt.: Sanskrit 

Sla.: Slavic 

SOV: subject-object-verb order 

subj.: subjunctive  

SVO: subject-verb-object order 

Toch.: Tocharian 

Umb.: Umbrian  

Ved.: Vedic  
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Lyc.: Lycian 

m.: masculine  

masc.: masculine 

M.H.G.: Middle High German  

mid.: middle -passive voice 

MIE: Modern Indo -European 

Myc.: Mycenaean 

n.: neuter 

neu.: neuter 

nom.: nominative  

v.i .: vide infra  ósee belowô 

VO: verb-object order 

voc.: vocative 

VP: verb phrase 

v.s.: vide supra  ósee aboveô 

VSO: verb-subject-object order 

1st: first person  

2nd: second person 

3rd: third person  

 
B. SYMBOLS 

* denotes a reconstructed form, not preserved in any written documents 

**  denotes a reconstructed form through internal reconstruction  

< ñcomes fromò or ñis derived fromò 
Ÿ ñturns intoò or ñbecomesò 
- indicates morpheme boundary, or separates off that part of a word that 

the reader should focus on 
( ) encloses part of a word that is not relevant to the discussion, or that is an 

optional part  

 ɲ ñzero desinenceò or ñzero-gradeò 

ῒ denotes a wrong formation 
 

C. SPELLING CONVENTIONS 

All linguistic forms are written in italics . The only exceptions are reconstructed IED 

forms, that are given in boldfa ce; and in italics  if morphemes or dialectal forms 

(from PII, PGk, or from East or West European). We use a non-phonetic writing  for 

IEDs, following the conventions in Writing System  (see below). 

When representing word schemes:  

C = consonant 

R = resonant (r, l, m, n)   

T = dental 

K = occlusive 

J = glide (j, w) 

H = any laryngeal or 

merged laryngeal 

V = vowel 

Vↄ = long vowel 

I  = i, u 

° = epenthetic or auxiliary vowel 

(conventionally, the symbol ° under the vocalic 

resonants is placed before it in these cases)  

# = syllabic limit  

Citation: parenthetical referencing of author -date is used for frequently cited books 

(referenced in the Bibliography), and author -title for articles and other books.  
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CONSIDERATIONS OF METHOD  

This work is intended for language learners, and is not conceived as a defence of 

personal research. Excerpts of texts from many different sources have been copied 

literally, especially regarding controversial or untreated aspects. We feel that, 

whereas the field of Indo-European studies is indeed mature, and knowledge is out 

there to be grasped, we lack a comprehensive summary of the available consensual 

theories, scattered over innumerable specialised personal books and articles.  

We must begin this work by clearly exposing our intended working method  in 

selecting and summing up the current available theories: it is  basically, as it is 

commonly accepted today for PIE reconstruction, the comparative method, with the 

help of internal reconstruction .  

NOTE. AdradosïBernabéïMendoza (1995-1998): ñWe think (é) that a linguist should 

follow, to establish relation s among languages, linguistic methods. If then the results are 

coincident , or compatible, or might be perfected with those obtained by archaeologists, so 

much the better. But a mixed method creates all types of chain mistakes and arbitrary results. 

We have seen that many times. And a purely archaeological method like the one supported 

lately by Renfrew 1987 or, in certain moments, the same Gimbutas 1985, clashes with the 

results of Linguistics.  

The method has to rely on [the comparative method and internal  reconstruction]. We have 

already expressed our mistrust in the results based on typological comparisons with remote 

languages (glottalic theory, ergative, etc.). Now they are more frequent in books like 

Gamkelidze-Ivanov 1994-1995.  

And fundamentally lexical comparisons should not be the first argument in comparisons, 

either. We do not doubt their interest in certain moments, e.g. to illuminate the history of 

Germanic in relation with Finnish. And they could have interest in different comparisons: 

with  Uralo-Altaic languages, Semitic, Caucasic, Summerian, etc.ò 

The guidelines that should be followed, as summarised by Beekes (1995): 

1. ñSee what information is generated by internal reconstruction. 

2. Collect all material that is relevant to the problem.  

3. Try to look at the problem in the widest possible contact, thus in relation to 

everything else that may be connected with it. (é) 

4. Assume that corresponding forms, that is to say, forms whose meaning 

(probably) and whose structures (probably) seem to be alike, all derive from 

one common ancestor.  
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5. The question of how deviant forms should be evaluated is a difficult one to 

answer. When such a form can be seen as an innovation within a particular 

language (or group of languages), the solution is that the form in question is 

young and as such cannot be important for the reconstruction of the original 

form. Whenever a deviant form resists explanation it becomes necessary to 

consider the possibility that the very form in question may be one that 

preserves the original. (é) 

6. For every solution the assumed (new) sound-laws must be phonetically 

probable, and the analogies must be plausible. 

7. The reconstructed system must be probable (typological probability). If one 

should reconstruct a system which is found nowhere else in any of the known 

languages, there will always be, to say the least, reasons for doubt. On the other 

hand, every language is unique, and there is thus always the possibility that 

something entirely unknown must be reconstructed.ò 

There are two main aspects of the comparative method as is usually applied that 

strikes the ópure scientificô reader, though, always obsessed with adopting a 

conservative  approach to research, in the sense of security  or reliability . We shall 

take words from Claude Bernardôs major discourse on scientific method, An 

Introduction to the Study of Experimental Medicine  (1865), to ill ustrate our point:   

1. Authority vs. Observation. It is through observation that science is carried 

forward  ð not through uncritically accepting the author ity of academic or scholastic 

sources. Observable reality is our only authority. ñWhen we meet a fact which 

contradicts a prevailing theory, we must accept the fact and abandon the theory, even 

when the theory is supported by great names and generally acceptedò. 

NOTE. Authority  is certainly a commonly used, strong and generally sound basis to keep 

working on comparative grammar, though, because it this is a field based on ópyramidalô 

reasoning and not experimental research. But authority should be questioned whenever it is 

needed. Authority ï be it the view of the majority , or the opinion of a renowned linguist or 

linguistic school ï do not mean anything, and ideas are not to be respected because of who 

supports (or supported) them. 

2. Verification and Disproof. ñTheories are only hypotheses, verified by more or 

less numerous facts. Those verified by the most facts are the best, but even then they 

are never final, never to be absolutely believedò. What is rationally true is the only 

authority.  
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On hypothesis testing in science, decisions are usually made using a statistical  null -

hypothesis test approach. Regarding linguistics and its  comparative method, 

sometimes authority is placed as null hypothesis or H0 (as in many non-experimental 

sciences), while counter-arguments must take the H1 position, and are therefore at 

disadvantage against the authority view.  

I f two theories show a strong argument against the basic H0 (ñnothing 

demonstratedò), and are therefore accepted as alternative explanations for an 

observed fact, then the most reasonable one must be selected as the new H0, on the 

grounds of the lex parsimoniae  (or the so-called Ockhamôs razor), whereby H0 

should be the competing hypothesis that makes the fewest new assumptions, when 

the hypotheses are equal in other respects (e.g. both sufficiently explain available 

data in the first place).  

NOTE. The principle is often incorrectly summari sed as ñthe simplest explanation is most 

likely the correct oneò. This summary is misleading, however, since the principle is actually 

focussed on shifting the burden of proof in discussions. That is, the Razor is a principle that 

suggests we should tend towards simpler theories until we can trade some simplicity for 

increased explanatory power. Contrary to the popular summary, the simplest available theory 

is sometimes a less accurate explanation. Philosophers also add that the exact meaning of 

ñsimplestò can be nuanced in the first place. 

As an example of the applicability of the scientific method, we will  take two difficult 

aspects of PIE reconstructions: the series of velars and the loss of laryngeals. 

The problem with these particular reconstructions might be summari sed by the 

words found in  Clackson (2007): ñIt is often a fault of Indo-Europeanists to over-

reconstruct, and to explain every development of the daughter languages through 

reconstruction of a richer system in the parent language.ò 

THE THREE-DORSAL THEORY 

PIE phonetic reconstruction is tied to the past: acceptance of three series of velars 

in PIE is still widespread today. We followed the reconstruction of ópalatovelarsô, 

according to general authority and convention, but we have changed minds since the 

first edition of this grammar.  

Direct comparison in early IE studies, informed by the centum-satem isogloss, 

yielded the reconstruction of three rows of dorsal consonants in Late Indo-European 

by Bezzenberger (Die indogermanischer Gutturalreihen , 1890), a theory which 
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became classic after Brugmann included it in the 2nd Edition  of his Grundr iss. It was 

based on vocabulary comparison: so e.g. from PIE * kmtρóm  óhundredô, there are so-

called satem (cf. O.Ind. Ŝat§m, Av. sat m̆, Lith. ġimtas, O.C.S. sto) and centum 

languages (cf. Gk. -katón , Lat. centum, Goth. hund, O.Ir. cet).  

The palatovelars *kj, *gj, and *gjh were supposedly [k] - or [g] -like sounds which 

underwent a characteristic phonetic change in the satemised languages ï three 

original ñvelar rowsò had then become two in all Indo-European dialects attested. 

After that original belief, then , the centum group of languages merged the 

palatovelars *kj, *gj, and *gjh with the plain velars *k, *g, and *gh, while the satem 

group of languages merged the labiovelars *kw, *gw, and *gwh with the plain velars 

*k,*g, and *gh.  

The reasoning for reconstructing three series was very simple: an easy and 

straightforward solution for the parent PIE language must be that it had all  three 

rows found in the proto -languages, which would have merged into two rows 

depending on their dialectal (centum vs. satem) situation ï even if no single IE 

dialect shows three series of velars. Also, for a long time this division was identified 

with an old dialectal division within IE, especially because both groups appeared not 

to overlap geographically: the centum branches were to the west of satem languages. 

Such an initial answer should be considered unsound today, at least as a starting-

point to obtain a better explanation for this óphonological puzzleô (Bernabé). 

Many Indo -Europeanists still keep a distinction of  three distinct series of velars for  

Late Indo-European (and also for Indo-Hittite) , although research tend to show that 

the palatovelar series were a late phonetic development of certain satem dialects, 

later extended to others. This belief was originally formulated  by Antoine Meillet (De 

quelques difficulties de la théorie des gutturals indoeuropéennes , 1893), and has 

been followed by linguists like Hirt ( Zur Lösung der Gutturalfrage im 

Indogermanischen , 1899; Indogermanische Grammatik, BD I II, Das Nomen  1927), 

Lehmann (Proto-Indo -European Phonology , 1952), Georgiev (Introduzione allo 

studio delle lingue indoeuropee , 1966), Bernabé (ñAportaciones al studio fonológico 

de las guturales indoeuropeasò, Em. 39, 1971), Steensland (Die Distribution der 

urindogermanischen sogenannten Guttrale , 1973), Miller (ñPure velars and palatals 

in Indo -European: a rejoinder to Magnussonò, Linguistics 178, 1976), Allen (ñThe 

PIE velar series: Neogrammarian and other solutions in the light of attested 
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parallelsò, TPhS, 1978), Kortlandt (ñH2 and oH2ò, LPosn, 1980), Shields (ñA new 

look at the centum/satem Isoglossò, KZ 95, 1981), etc.  

NOTE. There is a general trend to reconstruct labiovelars and plain velars, so that the 

hypothesis of two series of velars is usually identified with this theory. Among those who 

support two series of velars there is, however, a minority who consider the labiovelars a 

secondary development from the pure velars, and reconstruct only velars and palatovelars 

(Kuryğowicz), already critici sed by Bernabé, Steensland, Miller and Allen. Still less acceptance 

had the proposal to reconstruct only a labiovelar and a palatal series (Magnusson).  

Arguments in favour of only two series of velars include: 

1. In most circumstances palatovelars appear to be allophones resulting from the 

neutral isation of the other two series in particular phonetic circumstances. Their 

dialectal articulation was probably constrained, either to an especial phonetic 

environment (as Romance evolution of Latin k before e and i), either to the analogy 

of alternating phonetic forms.  

NOTE. However, it is difficult to pinpoint exactly what the circumstances of the allophony 

are, although it is generally accepted that neutralisation occurred after s and u, and often 

before r  or a; also apparently before m and n in some Baltic dialects. The original allophonic 

distinction was disturbed when the labiovelars were merged with the plain velars. This 

produced a new phonemic distinction between palatal and plain velars, with an unpredicta ble 

alternation between palatal and plain in related forms of some roots (those from original plain 

velars) but not others (those from original labiovelars). Subsequent analogical processes 

generalised either the plain or palatal consonant in all forms of a particular root. Those roots 

where the plain consonant was generalised are those traditionally reconstructed as having 

plain velars in the parent language, in contrast to palatovelars. 

2. The reconstructed palatovelars and plain velars appear mostly in complementary 

distributions, what supports their explanation as allophones of the same phonemes. 

Meillet (Introduction ¨ lô®tude comparative des langues indo-européennes, 1903) 

established the contexts in which there are only velars: before a, r , and after s, u; 

while Georgiev (1966) clarified  that the palatal isation of velars had been produced 

before e, i, j, and before liquid or nasal or w + e, i, offering statistical data supporting 

his conclusions. The presence of palatalised velar before o is then produced because 

of analogy with roots in which (due to the ablaut) the velar phoneme is found before 

e and o, so the alternation  *kje/* ko would be levelled as *kje/* kjo. 
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3. There is residual evidence of various sorts in satem languages of a former 

distinction between velar and labiovelar consonants: 

¶ In Sanskrit and Balto -Slavic, in some environments, resonants become iR 

after plain velars but uR after labiovelars. 

¶ In Armenian, some linguists assert that kw is distinguishable from k before 

front vowels. 

¶ In Albanian, some linguists assert that kw and gw are distinguishable from k 

and g before front vowels. 

NOTE. This evidence shows that the labiovelar series was distinct from the plain velar series 

in LIE , and could not have been a secondary development in the centum languages. However, 

it says nothing about the palatovelar vs. plain velar series. When this debate initially arose, the 

concept of a phoneme and its historical emergence was not clearly understood, however, and 

as a result it was often claimed (and sometimes is still claimed) that evidence of three-way 

velar distinction in the history of a particular IE language indicates that this distinction must 

be reconstructed for the parent language. This is theoretically unsound, as it overlooks the 

possibility of a secondary origin for a distinction.  

4. The palatovelar hypothesis would support an evolution  kj  ͛k of centum dialects, 

i.e. a move of palatovelars to back consonants, what is clearly against the general 

tendency of velars to move forward its articulation and palatali se in these 

environments . A trend of this kind is unparallel led and therefore typologically a 

priori  unlikely (although not impossible), and needs that other assumptions be 

made. 

5. The plain velar series is statistically rarer than the other two in a PIE lexicon 

reconstructed with three series; it  appears in words entirely absent from affixes, and 

most of them are of a phonetic shape that could have inhibited palatalisation.  

NOTE. Common examples are: 

o *yug-óm óyokeô: Hitt. iukan , Gk. zdugón, Skt. yugá -, Lat. iugum , O.C.S. igo, Goth. juk . 

o *ghosti- óguest, strangerô: Lat. hostis, Goth. gasts, O.C.S. gostƝ. 

ñThe paradigm of the word for óyokeô could have shown a palatalizing environment only in 

the vocative *yug-e, which is unlikely ever to have been in common usage, and the word for 

óstrangerô ghosti- only ever appears with the vocalism oò. (Clackson 2007). 
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6. Alternations  between plain velars and palatals are common in a number of roots 

across different satem languages, where the same root appears with a palatal in some 

languages but a plain velar in others.  

NOTE. This is consistent with the analogical generalisation of one or another consonant in 

an originally alternating paradigm, but difficult to exp lain otherwise: 

o *ak-/ ok- ósharpô, cf.  Lith. akúotas, O.C.S. ostrƺ, O.Ind. asrís, Arm. aseln, but Lith. asrùs. 

o *akmon - óstoneô, cf.  Lith. akmuõ, O.C.S. kamy , O.Ind. áŜma, but Lith. âsmens. 

o *keu- óshineô, cf. Lith. kiáune , Russ. kuna , O.Ind. svas, Arm. sukh. 

o *bhleg- óshineô, cf. O.Ind.  bhárgas , Lith. balgans, O.C.S. blagƺ, but Ltv. blâzt . 

o *gherdh- óencloseô, O.Ind. g h͋á, Av. g r̆ d̆a, Lith. gardas , O.C.S. grad u, Lith. zardas, Ltv. 

zârdas. 

o *swekros ófather-in-lawô, cf. O.Sla. svekry , O.Ind. ŜvaŜru. 

o *peku- óstock animalô; cf. O.Lith.  p k̫us, Skt. paŜu-, Av. pasu-. 

o *kleus- óhearô; cf. Skt. Ŝrus, O.C.S. sluġatƝ, Lith.  kláusiu . 

A rather weak argument in favour of palatovelars rejecting these finds is found in Clackson 

(2007): ñSuch forms could be taken to reflect the fact that Baltic is geographically peripheral 

to the satem languages and consequently did not participate in the palatalization to the same 

degree as other languagesò. 

7. There are different pairs of satemised and non-satemised velars found within  the 

same language.  

NOTE. The old argument proposed by Brugmann (and later copied by many dictionaries) 

about ñcentum loansò is not tenable today. For more on this, see Szemer®ny (1978, review 

from AdradosïBernabéïMendoza 1995-1998), Mayrhofer (ñDas Guttrualproblem un das 

indogermanische Wort f¿r Haseò, Studien zu indogermanische Grundsprache, 1952), 

Bernabé (1971). Examples include: 

o *selg-  óthrowô, cf. O.Ind. s j͋áti , sargas  

o *kau/ keu- óshoutô, cf. Lith. kaukti , O.C.S. kujati , Russ. sova (as Gk. kauax); O.Ind. kauti , 

suka-. 

o *kleu- óhearô, Lith. klausýti , slove, O.C.S. slovo;  O.Ind. karnas , sruti ,  srósati , Ŝrnóti , 

sravas. 

o * leuk-, O.Ind. rokás , ruŜant-.  
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8. The number and periods of satemisation trends reconstructed for the different 

branches are not coincident.  

NOTE. So for example Old Indian shows two stages,  

o PIE *k  ͛O.Ind. s 

o PIE *kwe, *kwi  ͛O.Ind. ke, ki ; PIE *ske, *ski > O.Ind. c (cf. cim, candra , etc.)  

In Slavic, three stages are found,  

o PIE *k s͛ 

o PIE *kwe, *kwi ļ͛  (ļto, ļelobek) 

o PIE *kwoi *͛koi *͛ke gives ts (as Sla. tsená) 

9. In most attested languages which present aspirates as a result of the so-called 

palatovelars, the palatalisation of other phonemes is also attested (e.g. palatalisation 

of labiovelars before e, i), what may indicate that there is an old trend to palatali se all 

possible sounds, of which the palatalisation of velars is the oldest attested result. 

NOTE. It is generally believed that satemisation could have started as a late dialectal ówaveô, 

which eventually affected almost all PIE dialectal groups. The origin is probably to be found in 

velars followed by e, i, even though alternating forms like *gen/ gon caused natural analogycal 

corrections within each dialect, which obscures still more the original situation. Thus , non-

satemised forms in so-called satem languages would be non-satemised remains of the original 

situation, just as Spanish has feliz and not ῒheliz, or fácil  and not ῒhácil , or French facile and 

nature , and not ῒfêle or ῒnûre  as one should expect from its phonetic evolution.  

10. The existence of satem languages like Armenian in the Balkans, a centum 

territory , and the presence of Tocharian, a centum dialect, in Central Asia, being 

probably a northern IE dialect.  

NOTE. The traditional explanation of a three -way dorsal split requi res that all centum 

languages share a common innovation that eliminated the palatovelar series, due to the a 

priori unlikely move of palatovelars to back consonants  (see above). Unlike for the satem 

languages, however, there is no evidence of any areal connection among the centum 

languages, and in fact there is evidence against such a connection ï the centum languages are 

geographically noncontiguous. Furthermore, if such an areal innovation happened, we would 

expect to see some dialect differences in its implementation (cf. the above differences between 

Balto-Slavic and Indo-Iranian), and residual evidence of a distinct palatali sed series. In fact, 

however, neither type of evidence exists, suggesting that there was never a palatovelar series 

in the centum languages. (Evidence does exist for a distinct labiovelar series in the satem 

languages, though; see above.) 
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11. A system of two gutturals, velars and labiovelars, is a linguistic anomaly, isolated 

in the IE occlusive subsystem ï there are no parallel oppositions bw-b, pw-p, tw-t, dw-

d, etc. Only one feature, their pronunciation with an accompanying rounding of the 

lips, helps distinguish them from each other. Such a system has been attested in 

some older IE languages. A system of three gutturals ï palatovelars, velars and 

labiovelars ï, with a threefold distinction isolated in the occlusive system, is still less 

likely.  

NOTE. In the two-dorsal system, labiovelars turn velars before -u, and there are some 

neutral isation positions which help identify labiovelars and velars; also, in some contexts (e.g. 

before -i, -e) velars tend to move forward its articulation and eventually palatali se. Both trends 

led eventually to centum and satem dialectalisation.  

Those who support the model of the threefold distin ction in PIE cite evidence from 

Albanian (Pedersen) and Armenian (Pisani), that they seem to treat plain velars 

differently from the labiovelars in at least some circumstances, as well as the fact that 

Luwian could have had distinct reflexes of all three series.  

NOTE 1. It is disputed whether Albanian shows remains of two or three series (cf. Ölberg 

ñZwei oder drei Gutturaldreihen? Vom Albanischen aus gesehenò ScrittiéBonfante 1976; 

Kortlandt 1980 ; Pänzer ñIst das Franzºsische eine Satem-Sprache? Zu den Palatalisierung im 

Ur -Indogermanischen und in den indogermanischen Einzelsprachenò, Festschrift f¿r J. 

Hübschmidt,  1982), although the fact that only the worst and one of the most recently attested 

(and neither isolated nor remote) IE dialect could be the on ly one to show some remains of the 

oldest phonetic system is indeed very unlikely. Clackson (2007), supporting the three series: 

ñAlbanian and Armenian  are sometimes brought forward as examples of the maintenance of 

three separate dorsal series. However, Albanian and Armenian are both satem languages, and, 

since the *k j series has been palatalised in both, the existence of three separate series need not 

disprove the two-dorsal theory for PIE; they might merely show  a failure to merge the 

unpalatalised velars with the original labio -velars.ò 

NOTE 2. Supporters of the palatovelars cite evidence from Luwian, an Anatolian language, 

which supposedly shows a three-way velar distinction * kjŸz (probably [ts]); *kŸk; *kwŸku 

(probably [k w]), as defended by Melchert (ñReflexes of *h3 in Anatolianò, Sprache 38 1987). 

So, the strongest argument in favour of the traditional three -way system is that the the 

distinction supposedly derived from Luwian findings must be reconstructe d for the parent 

language. However, the underlying evidence ñhinges upon especially difficult or vague or 

otherwise dubious etymologiesò (see Sihler 1995); and, even if those findings are supported by 

other evidence in the future, it is obvious that Luwian might also have been in contact with 
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satemisation  trends of other Late IE dialects, that it might have developed it s own 

satemisation trend, or that maybe the whole system was remade within the Anatolian branch. 

Clackson (2007), supporting the three series, states: ñThis is strong independent evidence for 

three separate dorsal series, but the number of examples in support of the change is small, and 

we still have a far from perfect understanding of many aspects of Anatolian historical 

phonology.ò 

Also, one of the most difficult problems which s ubsists in the interpretation of the 

satemisation as a phonetic wave is that, even though in most cases the variation *kj/ k 

may be attributed either to a phonetic environment or to the analogy of alternating 

apophonic forms, there are some cases in which neither one nor the other may be 

applied, i.e. it is possible to find words with velars in the same environments as 

words with palatals.  

NOTE. Compare for example *okjtƬ(u), eight, which presents k before an occlusive in a form 

which shows no change (to suppose a syncope of an older *okjitƬ, as does Szemerényi, is an 

explanation ad hoc). Other examples in which the palatalisation cannot be explained by the 

next phoneme nor by analogy are *swekru - óhusbandôs motherô, *akmƬn óstoneô, *peku ócattleô, 

which are among those not shared by all satem languages. Such unexplained exceptions, 

however, are not sufficient to consider the existence of a third row of ólater palatalisedô velars 

(see Bernabé 1971; Cheng & Wang ñSound change: actuation and implementationò, Lg. 51, 

1975), although there are still scholars who come back to the support of the hypothesis of 

three velars. So e.g. Tischler 1990 (reviewed in Meier -Br¿gger 2003): ñThe centum-satem 

isogloss is not to be equated with a division of Indo-European, but rather represents simply 

one isogloss among manyéexamples of ócentum-like aspectsô in satem languages and of 

ósatem-like aspectsô in centum languages that may be evaluated as relics of the original three-

part plosive system, which otherwise was reduced every-where to a two-part system.ò 

Newer trends to support the old assumptions include e.g. Huld (1997, reviewed in Clackson 

2007), in which the old palatal * kj is reconstructed as a true velar, and *k as a uvular stop, so 

that the problem of the a pri ori  unlikely and unparalle lled merger of palatal with velar in 

centum languages is theoretically solved.  

As it is clear from the development of the dorsal reconstruction, the theory that 

made the fewest assumptions was that an original Proto-Indo -European had two 

series of velars. These facts should have therefore shifted the burden of proof, already 

by the time Meillet (1893) rejected the proposal of three series; but the authority of 

Neogrammarians and well-established works of the last century, as well as traditional  

conventions, probably weighted (and still weight) more than reasons. 
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NOTE. More than half century ago we had already a similar opinion on the most reasonable 

reconstruction, that still today is not followed, as American Sanskritist Burrow (1 955) shows: 

ñThe difficulty that arises from postulating a third series in the parent language, is that no 

more than two series (é) are found in any of the existing languages. In view of this it is 

exceedingly doubtful whether three distinct series existed in Indo -European. The assumption 

of the third series has been a convenience for the theoreticians, but it is unlikely to correspond 

to historical fact. Furthermore, on examination, this assumption does not turn out to be as 

convenient as would be wished. While it accounts  in a way for correspondences like the above 

which otherwise would appear irregular, it still leaves over a considerable number of forms in 

the satem-languages which do not fit into the framework (é) Examples of this kind are 

particularly  common in the Balto -Slavonic languages (é). Clearly a theory which leaves 

almost as many irregularities as it clears away is not very soundly established, and since these 

cases have to be explained as examples of dialect mixture in early Indo-European, it  would 

appear simplest to apply the same theory to the rest. The case for this is particularly strong 

when we remember that when false etymologies are removed, when allowance is made for 

suffix alternation, and when the possibility of loss of labialization  in the vicinity of the vowel u 

is considered (e.g. kraví -͏, ugrá -), not many examples remain for the foundation of the 

theory.ò 

Of course, we cannot (and we will probably never)  actually know  if there were two 

or three series of velars in LIE, or PIH, and because of that the comparative m ethod 

should be preferred over gut intuition , historical authority, or convention, obstacles 

to the progress in a dynamic field like IE studies. 

As Adrados (2005) puts it with bitterness: ñIndo -Europeanists keep working on a unitary 

and flat PIE, that of Brugmannôs reconstruction. A reconstruction prior to the decipherment of 

Hittite and the study of Anatolian! This is but other proof of the terrible conservatism that has 

seized the scientific discipline that is or must be Indo -European linguistics: it moves forward 

in the study of individual languages, but the general theory is paralisedò. 

THE LOSS OF LARYNGEALS 

Today, the reconstruction of consonantal sounds to explain what was reconstructed 

before as uncertain vocalic schwa indogermanicum  or schwa primum  is firmly 

accepted in IE studies in general, and there is a general agreement on where 

laryngeals should be reconstructed. Even the number and quality of those laryngeals 

is today a field of common agreement, although alternative number of laryngeals and 

proposals for their  actual phonemic value do actually exist.  
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However, as Clackson (2007) sums up: ñParticularly puzzling is the paradox  that 

laryngeals are lost nearly everywhere, in ways that are strikingly similar,  yet 

apparently unique to each language branch. We can of course assume some common 

developments already within PIE, such as the effect of the laryngeals *h2 and *h3 to 

change a neighbouring *e to *a or *o, but the actual loss of laryngeals must be 

assumed to have taken place separately after the break-up of the parent language (é) 

it would have seemed a plausible assumption that the retention of *h2, and possibly 

also *h1 and *h3, is an archaism of Anatolian, and the loss of the laryngeals was made 

in common by the other languages.ò 

In the vocalic inventory of current Late Indo-European reconstruction , the 

following evolution paradigm is widespread, following Beekes (1995), Meier-Brügger 

(2003) an d Ringe (2005):   

PIH pre-LIE  post-LIE  NWIE  PGk PII  PIH pre-LIE  post-LIE  NWIE  PGk PII  

*iHC  *iHC  * ƛ  ƛ  ƛ  ƛ  *Hi  *Hi  *i  i  i  i  

*uHC *uHC *Ƹ Ƹ Ƹ Ƹ *Hu  *Hu  *u u u  u  

*oH  *oH  *Ƭ Ƭ Ƭ ƃ *Ho *Ho  *o o o a 

*eh1 *eH *Ɖ Ɖ Ɖ ƃ *h1e *He *e e e a 

*eh2 *aH  *ƃ ƃ ƃ ƃ *h2e *Ha  *a a a a 

*eh3 *oH  *Ƭ Ƭ Ƭ ƃ *h3e *Ho  *o o o a 

 

PIH  *Ch1C *Ch2C *Ch3C *h1C- *h2C- *h3C- *VHV  *CRHC 

pre-LIE  *h1° *h2° *h3° *H(H °) *H(H °) *H(H °) *VHV  *R°H 

post-LIE  *  ̆ *  ̆ *  ̆ - - - *VӛV * (°)R°H 

NWIE  a a a - - - 6Ȉ (°)Rᴅᾐ 

PGk e a o e a o 6Ȉ R6Ȉ 

PII  i  i  i  - - - V(ӛ)V (R)Vӛ 

NOTE 1. A differentiation between early  or pre-LIE and late or post-LIE has to be made. An 

auxiliary vowel was firstly inserted in the evolution PIH  ͛ pre-LIE  in a certain position, 

known because it is found in all dialects alike: *Ch1C ͛ *Ch1°C, *Ch2C ͛ *Ch2°C, *Ch3C ͛ 

*Ch3°C. By post-LIE we assume a period of a Northern-Southern dialectal division and 

Southern dialectal split, in which the whole community remains still in contact, allowing the 

spread of innovations like a generalised vocalisation of the auxiliary  vowel (during the first 

migrations  in the Kurgan framework , the assumed end of the LIE community). During that 
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period, the evolution pre-LIE  ͛ post-LIE  would have been as follows: *Ch1°C ͛ 

*Ch1̆ C *͛CH C̆ *͛C C̆. That evolution reached IEDs differently: whereas in South -West IE 

(Greek, Armenian, Phrygian, Ancient Macedonian) the pre-LIE laryngeal probably colouri sed 

the vocalic output from *Ch1̆ C as in the general scheme (into e, a , o), in NWIE  and PII the 

late LIE the *  ̆from *C C̆ was assimilated to another vowel: generally to a in NWIE , and to i 

in PII. Word -initially, only South -West IE dialects appear to have had an output *H°Ÿ *H Ÿ̆ 

e, a , o, while the other dialects lost them *HŸ .ɲ 

NOTE 2. The following developments should also be added:   

- In South-West IE there are no cases of known *Hj - Ÿ *Vj-. It has been assumed that this 

group produced in Greek a z. 

- It seems that some evidence of word-initial laryngeals comes from Indo -Iranian, where 

some compound words show lengthening of the final vowel before a root presumed to have 

had an initial laryngeal . 

- The *-ih2 group in auslaut had an alternative form * -j°h2, LIE * -ƛ/ -j ,̆ which could produce 

IED -ƛ, -ja  (alternating forms are found even within the same dialect). 

- Apparently  a reflect of consonantal laryngeals is found between nonhigh vowels as 

hiatuses (or glottal stops ) in the oldest Indo -Iranian languages ï Vedic Sanskrit and Old 

Avestan, as well as in Homeric Greek (Lindeman Introduction to the óLaryngeal Theoryô, 

1987). For a discussion on its remains in Proto-Germanic, see Connolly (ñóGrammatischer 

Wechselô and the laryngeal theoryò, IF 85 1980). 

- Contentious is also the so-called Osthoffôs Law (which affected all IE branches but for 

Tocharian and Indo-Iranian), which possibly shows a general trend of post-LIE date. 

- When *H  is in a post-plosive, prevocalic position, the consonantal nature of the laryngeal 

values is further shown *CHVC  ͛*ChVC; that is more frequent in PII, cf. *plԎth2ú-  ͛Ved. 

prԎthú-; it appears also in the perfect endings, cf. Gk. oistha. 

- The group *CRԎHC is explained differently for the individual dialects without a general 

paradigm; so e.g. Beekes (1995) or Meier-Brügger (2003) distinguish the different dialectal 

outputs as: Tocharian ( *rԎHC *͛r °HC), Germanic (*rԎH *͛rԎ) and to some extent Balto-Slavic 

(distinction by accentuation ), Italo -Celtic (*rԎH *͛r °H), while in Greek the laryngeal 

determined the vowel: e.g. *rԎh1͛ *rԎ°h1͛ *rԎeH.  

There are multiple examples which do not fit in any dialectal scheme, though; changes of 

outputs from PIH reconstructed forms with resonants are found even within the same 

dialects. The  explanation in  AdradosïBernabéïMendoza (1995-1998) is probably nearer 

to the actual situation, in going back to the pronunciation of the common (pre -LIE) group: 

ñthe different solutions in this case depend solely on two factors: a) if there are one or two 

auxiliary  vowels to facilitate the pronunciation of this group; b)  the place where they 
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appear.ò So e.g. a group *CRԎHC could be pronounced in LIE with one vowel  (*CR°HC or 

*C°RHC) or with two (*C°R°HC,  *C°RH°C, or *CR°H°C). That solution accounts for all  

LIE variants  found in the different branches, and within them.  

- The laryngeal of *RHC- in anlaut was vocalised in most languages, while the resonant was 

consonantal (*RԎHC- became *RVC-).  

- In t he group *CRԎHV, a vowel generally appears before the resonant and the laryngeal 

disappears; that vowel is usually coincident with the vocalic output that a resonant alone 

would usually give in the different dialects, so it can be assumed that generally 

*CRԎHV C͛(V)RԎV, although exceptions can indeed be found. A common example of parallel 

treatment within the same dialect is Greek pros/ paros < *pros/ p°ros. 

- Accounting for some irregularities in the outcome of lar yngeals (especially with *-h2, but 

not limited to it ) is the so-called ñSaussure effectò, whereby LIE dialects do not show an 

usual reflection of the inherited sequences #HRo- and -oRHC-. According to Nussbaum 

(Sound law and analogy: papers in honor of Robert S.P. Beekes on the occasion of his 

60 th birthday , Alexander Lubotsky, 1997), this effect ñreflects something that happened, or 

failed to happen, already in the proto-languageò. 

Hence, for the moment, we could assume that a South-East and a South-West IE dialects 

were already separated, but still closely related through a common (Northern ) IE core, 

because the loss (or, more exactly, the vocalic evolution) of laryngeals of Northern  IE did in 

fact reach Graeco-Aryan dialects similarly and in a complementary distribution . That is 

supported by modern linguistic  Nort hern-Southern separation model (v.i . §§1.3, 1.4, 1.7): ñ(é) 

today it is thought that most innovations of Greek took place outside Greece; no doubt, within 

the Indo -Greek group, but in a moment in which certain eastern isoglosses didnôt reach it.ò 

AdradosïBernabéïMendoza (1995-1998). 

Apart from those fictions or artifices that help linguists keep on with their work on 

individual dialects from a secure starting point (conventional PIH  phonetics), there 

is no reason to doubt that the most (scientifically) conservative starting point for PIE 

evolution is that LIE had lost most laryngeals but for one merged *H  ï of the 

ñDisintegrating Indo-Europeanò of Bomhard (Toward Proto -Nostratic: A New 

Approach to the Comparison of Proto -Indo -European and Proto -Afroasiatic , 1984) 

ï into the known timeline and groupings, and that a late post-LIE vocalisation of 

interconsonantal * H  into * H  ̆ and later *  ̆ did eventually substitute the original 

forms, albeit at a different pace, arriving probably somehow late and incompletely to 

the earliest dialects to split up, which completed independently the laryngeal loss. 
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Some individual finds seem to support a different treatment of laryngeals in certain 

dialects and environments , though.  

NOTE. Examples are the contentious Cogwillôs Law (ñsuch shortening is fairly common 

cross-linguistically, and the IE examples may have each arisen independentlyò, Fortson 

2004), or other peculiar sound changes recently found in Latin  and Balto-Slavic, all of them 

attested in late IE dialects that had already undergone different vocalic evolutions.  

Meier-Brügger (2003) mentions 3  non-Anatolian testimonies of laryngeals:  

1) Indo -Iranian: ñthe Vedic phrase devyètu, i.e. devì etu ï ȏ is best understandable if we 

suppose that dev  ógoddessô still contained the laryngeal form *dewíH  (with * -iH <* -ih2) 

at the time of the formulation fo the verse in question. In the phase * -íH  it was possible 

for the laryngeal simply to disappear before a vowelò. Other common example used is 

*wrԎkiH . It is not justified, though, that it  must represent a sort of unwritten  laryngeal, 

and not an effect of it, i.e. a laryngeal hiatus  or glottal stop , from older two -word sandhis 

that behave as a single compound word, see §2.4.3. Interesting is also that they are in fact 

from words alternating in pre-LIE *-iH / *-j°H  (or post-LIE  *-ƛ/ *-j )̆ which according to 

Fortson (2004) reflect different syllabification in Indo -Iranian vs. Greek and Tocharian, 

whilst ñ[t]he source of the difference is not fully understoodò. In line with this problem is 

that the expected case of *-aH  stems is missing, what makes it less likely that Indo -

Iranian  examples come from a common hypothetic PII stage in which a word-final *-H  

had not still disappeared, and more likely that it was a frozen remain (probably of a 

glottal stop) in certain formal expressions. In fact, it has long been recognised that the 

treatment of word -final laryngeals shows a strong tendency to disappear (so e.g. in 

Hittite), and most of the time it appears associated with morphological elements 

(AdradosïBernabéïMendoza 1995-1998). They should then be considered ï like the 

hiatuses or glottal stops found in Hom. Gk.  and Germanic compositions ï probable 

ancient reminiscences of a frozen formal language. 

2) The sandhi variant in * -aH  is found, according to Meier-Brügger (2003)  and Ringe 

(2006), in Greek and Old Church Slavonic. In both ñclear traces are missing that would 

confirm a PIE ablaut with full grade * -eh2- and zero grade *-h2- (é) That is why it 

appears as if the differentiation between the nominative and vocative singular in this case 

could be traced to sandhi-influenced double forms that were common at a time when the 

stems were still composed of *-ah2, and the contraction *-ah2- >* -ƃ- had not yet 

occurredò. Szemer®ny (1999) among others already rejected it: ñThe shortening of the 

original IE ending -ƃ to -Ł is regular, as the voc., if used at the beginning of a sentence or 

alone, was accented on the first syllable but was otherwise enclitic and unaccented; a 
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derivation from -ah with the assumption of a prevocalic sandhi variant in -a fails 

therefore to explain the shortening.ò 

3) The latest example given by Meier-Brügger is found in the unstable *CRHC model (see 

above), which is explained with PIE *gnhρ1-tó- ócreated, bornô: so in Vedic jƃt§- < PII 

Ɠƃt·- < *ƓaHtó - < *gjnhρ1tó-, which would mean that the laryngeal merged after the 

evolution LIE * n ρŸ PII  a . The other irregular dialectal reconstructions shown are easily 

explained following the model of epenth etic vowel plus merged laryngeal (or glottal 

stop?) in *gn h̆1tó-; cf. for the same intermediate grade PGk gnƉt·- (< post-LIE 

*gneHtó-), pre-NWIE  g (°)n a tó - (<post-LIE * gn H̆tó-) into  Ita. , Cel. *gnƃt·-, PGmc. 

*kun da-, Bal.-Sla. *gin t̆ó-. Such dialectal late loss of the merged laryngeal *H  (or 

glottal stop) is therefore  limited  to the groups including a sonorant,  and the finds support 

a vocalisation of LIE *nᵨ, *mԎ Ÿ PII a  earlier than the loss of laryngeal (or glottal stop) in 

that environment . That same glottal stop is possibly behind the other examples in Meier-

Brügger: O.Av. va.ata -< PII wa ata -, or Ved. *ca-kar - a (the  still preserved in the 

period of the activity of Brugmannôs law), or Ved. náus < *na us. 

In Lubotsky (1997) different outputs are proposed for *CRH groups before certain vowels: 

ñIt is clear that the ñshortò reflexes are due to laryngeal loss in an unaccented position, but the 

chronology of this loss is not easy to determine. If the laryngeal loss had already occurred in 

PIIr., we have to assume that PIIr. *CruV subsequently yielded CurvV in Sanskrit. The major 

problem we face is that the evidence for the phonetically regular outcome of *CriV and *CruV 

in Indo -Iranian is meager and partly conflicting.ò Again, the conflict is solved assuming a late 

loss of the laryngeal; however, the attestation of remains of glottal stops, coupled with the 

auxiliary vowel solution of AdradosïBernabéïMendoza (1995-1998) solves the irregularities 

without making new assumptions and dialectal sound laws that in turn need their own further 

exceptions. 

Kortlandt seems to derive the loss of laryngeals from Early Slavic (see below §1.7.1.I.D), a 

sister language of West and East Baltic languages, according to his view. Also, on Italo-Celtic 

(2007):  ñIf my view is correct, the loss of the laryngeals after a vocalic resonant is posterior to 

the shortening of pretonic long vowels in Ita lic and Celtic. The specific development of the 

vocalic liquids, which is posterior to the common  shortening of pretonic long vowels, which is 

in its turn posterior to the  development of Ɖ, ƃ, Ƭ from short vowel plus laryngeal, supports 

the hypothesis of Italo - Celtic linguistic unity .ò Hence the problematic environments with 

sonorants are explained with a quite late laryngeal loss precisely in those groups. 

The most probable assumption then, if some of those peculiar developments are 

remnants of previous laryngeals, as it seems, is that the final  evolution of the merged 

*H  was coincident with LIE disintegration, and might have reached its end in the 
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different early prehistoric communities , while still in contact with each other  (in 

order to allow for the spread of the common trends); the irregular vocalic changes 

would have then arisen from unstable syllables (mainly those which included a 

resonant), alternating  even within the same branches, and even in the same phonetic 

environment s without lary ngeals (v.i . §2.3).  

While there are reasons to support a late evolution of the pre-LIE merged laryngeal, 

there seems to be no strong argument for  the survival of LIE merged *H  into the later 

periods of NWIE, PGk or PII  dialects, still less into later proto -languages (as 

Germanic, Slavic, Indo -Aryan, etc.). However, for some linguists, the complete loss of 

the LIE laryngeal (or even laryngeals ) must have happened independently in each 

dialectal branch attested; so e.g. Meier-Br¿gger (2003): ñAs a rule, the laryngeals 

were disposed of only after the Proto-Indo -European eraò; Clackson (2007): ñBut the 

current picture  of laryngeal reconstruction necessitates repeated loss of laryngeals in 

each language branchò. 

NOTE. The question is then brought by Clackson into the Maltese and Modern Hebrew 

examples, languages isolated from Semitic into an Indo-European environment for centuries. 

That is indeed a possible explanation: that all IE branches, after having split up from the LI E 

common language, would have become independently isolated, and then kept in close contact 

with (or, following the Maltese example,  surrounded by ) non-IE languages without laryngeals. 

Then, every change in all branches could be explained by way of diachro nic and irregular  

developments of vowel quality. In Clacksonôs words: ñ(é) the comparative method does not 

rely on absolute regularity, and the PIE laryngeals may provide an example of where 

reconstruction is possible without the assumption of rigid  sound-laws.ò 

Even accepting that typologically  both models of (a common, post-LIE  vs. an 

independent, dialectal)  laryngeal loss were equally likely, given that all languages had 

lost the merged laryngeal before being attested, all with similar outputs , and that 

even the final evolution  (laryngeal hiatuses  or glottal stops) must have been shared 

in an early period ï since they are found only in frozen remains in old and distant  

dialects ï, an early IED loss of laryngeals fits into a coherent timeline within  the 

known dialectal evolution . With that a priori  assumption, we limit the need for 

unending ad hoc ósound-lawsô for each dialectal difference involving a sonorant, 

which would in turn need  their  own exceptions. Therefore, we dispense with 

unnecessary hypotheses, offering the most conservative approach to the problem. 
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CONVENTIONS USED IN THIS BOOK 

1. We try to keep a consistent nomenclature throughout the book, when referring to 

the different reconstructible stages of Proto-Indo -European (PIE). From Pre-PIH, 

highly hypothetical stage, only reconstructible through internal reconstruction, to the 

most conservative reconstruction of early LIE dialects (IED s). We do so by using the 

following schema of frequent terms and dates: 

 

NOTE. This is just a simplified summary to understand the following sections. The full 

actual nomenclature and archaeological dates are discussed in detail in §§1.3, 1.4, and 1.7. 

The dates include an archaeological terminus post quem , and a linguistic terminus ante 

quem. In such a huge time span we could differentiate between language periods. However, 

these (linguistic and archaeological) limits are usually difficult to define, and their 

differentiation hardly necessary in this grammar. Similarly, the terms Hittite, Sanskrit, 

Ancient Greek, Latin, etc. (as well as modern languages) might refer in the broadest sense to a 

time span of over 1,000 years in each case, and they are still considered a single language; a 

selection is made of the prestigious dialect and age for each one, though, as it is done in this 

grammar, where the prestigious language is Late Indo-European, while phonetics remains 

nearer to the middle-late period of IEDs, whose post-laryngeal output is more certain.  

2. The above graphic is intended to show stemmatic, as well as synchronic levels. 

The reconstruction of Nor th-West Indo -European is based on secondary materials: it 

is a level 3 proto -language, reconstructed on the basis of level 5 proto -languages (of 

ca. 1000 BC), i.e. primary  Proto-Celtic, Proto-Italic, secondary Proto-Balto-Slavic 
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