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On new reconstructions of PIE “laryngeals”,
especially as uvular stops
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Abstract. More than hundred years after the partial confirmation of the laryngeal
theory by the Hittite evidence this aspect of the phonological reconstruction of Proto-
Indo-European has remained one of the most controversial ones. While there is
widespread agreement about the reconstruction of three “laryngeals”, their phonolog-
ical interpretation is less clear. Recently, two radically different new interpretations
have been proposed: 1) a reconstruction of just one “glottal fricative” (correspond-
ing to *A2) by Pyysalo [2013] with sharp critique of most assumptions of the received
theory, and 2) a reinterpretation of *42 and */; as uvular stops by Kloekhorst [2018],
mainly based on their continuation as velar stops in Lycian and Carian. While the
former proposal suffers from severe methodological weaknesses and is therefore not
further discussed here, the latter seems more promising, as it is based on the usual
methodology of comparative reconstruction applied to the actual evidence of Anato-
lian. After reviewing the most crucial general evidence for the reconstruction of “la-
ryngeals”, especially cases of preserved consonants (including hitherto rarely con-
sidered evidence from Iranic), the arguments for uvular stops are discussed. Some
problematic phonetic details of Kloekhorst’s proposal are criticized, with the result
that a reinterpretation according to this critique may even strengthen the general idea
of uvular stops. Especially the assumption of */; being a labialized fortis is rejected,
instead it is argued that the evidence points to a non-labialized lenis obstruent, thus
introducing a distinction typical for stops within the IE system. At the end, remain-
ing problems are discussed, and an alternative scenario for the Anatolian develop-
ment is mentioned (though not extensively discussed). The conclusion is that uvu-
lar stops might indeed be the original value of PIE *4. and *h; but they might have
become uvular fricatives already in PIE, or in late Proto-Anatolian, and the stop re-
flexes of younger Anatolian languages could also be secondary, independent of the
original status of the PIE sounds.
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O HOBBIX PEKOHCTPYKIUSIX NPAUHI0€BPONEHCKIX
«IAPHHTAJBHBIX» KAaK YBYJISIPHBIX CMBIYHBIX
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Annotanus. CIycTs CTO JIeT I10CJ/ie YaCTHIHOTO MOATBEP)KICHUS JIapUHTaIb-
HOU TEOPHU XETTCKHMH JTaHHBIMH 3TOT acIeKT (OHOIOTHIECKOH PEeKOHCTPYKINU
Ipasi3blka OCTAaeTCsl OAHNUM U3 Haubosee npoTuBopeunBhIX. [Inpoko pacmpocrpa-
HEHA PEKOHCTPYKIHS TPEX JapHHTAIBHBIX, HO X (DOHOJIOTMYECKasi HHTEPIIPETaLUs
ocTaeTcsi HesICHOH. B mocine/iHee Bpems MOSIBUIIOCH JIBE PaMKaIbHO Pa3IHYatoIy-
ecsl HOBBIC HJIeH: 1) PEKOHCTPYKIHUS TOJIBKO OJTHOTO «IJIOTTAIBHOTO (PUKATHBHOTOY»
(COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO */12), C pe3KOW KPUTHKOW OOJIBIIMHCTBA MOIOKEHUH JIApUHTATTb-
Hoii Teopui [Pyysalo 2013], u 2) unrepnperauus *4: u *hs Kak yBYIIpHBIX CMBIYHBIX
[Kloekhorst 2018], koTopasi B iepByo ouepe b OCHOBaHA Ha UX peduiekcax Kak Bemsip-
HBIX CMBIYHBIX B JIMKUICKOM 1 KapuiickoM. IlepBoe 3 3THX npenonaokeHuii xapaxre-
PH3YIOTCS CYIIECTBEHHBIMU METOIOTIOTHYECKUMH HEJJOCTaTKaMH U [0 ATOW MPUYHHE
371eCh Jlaliee He paccMarpuBaeTcs. BTopoii BapuaHT npecrasisiercs 6oliee nepcnex-
THUBHBIM, TaK KaK OH OCHOBaH HA CTaHAAaPTHOW METOJOJIOTHU CPAaBHUTEIBHO-HCTOPH-
YeCKOll peKOHCTPYKIINH, IIPUMEHEHHOH K HMEIOIIEMYCsl aHATOINIICKOMY MaTepHay.
3a 0030pOM OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIINX JAHHBIX I PEKOHCTPYKINH «JIaPUHTATBHBIX), 0CO-
OCHHO CITy4acB COXPAHEHHs COINIACHBIX (B TOM YHCJIE PEAKO MPHUBJICKAEMbIX HpaH-
CKHX TIPUMEPOB), CIIeyeT 00CYKICHHE apI'yMEHTOB B IOJIb3Y YBYJISIPHBIX CMBIYHBIX.
B craTbe moiBepraiTcsi KpUTHKE OTACNBHBIC aCleKThl TUnoTe3bl Kiykxopera; Tem
HE MEHee 3Ta KPUTHKA CKOpee JaKe MOATBEPKAACT PEKOHCTPYKIHUIO JIAPHHTaIbHBIX
Kak yBYJISIPHBIX CMBIUHBIX. ABTOp OTBEPraeT U0 O TOM, UTO * /i3 sIBIsIETCS OTyOIeH-
HbBIM CHJIBHBIM COIJIACHBIM (fOrtis), M BMECTO 3TOTO PUBOJIUT IaHHBIE, YKa3bIBAIOILME
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Ha HeoryOJIeHHBIH crnalOblid IyMHBIH cornacHbli (lenis), Omaromaps yemy Iuisi mpas-
3bIKa MOXKHO PEKOHCTPYHPOBATh THITUUHYIO AJISI TPAMHA0EBPONEHCKIX COTTIACHBIX
onmnosunuto. ITocne 06cykaeHHUs OCTAIOMUXCS MPOOJIEM KPaTKO yIIOMHHAETCS allb-
TEpHATUBHBIN CLIEHApUI Pa3BUTHS COIVIACHBIX B AHATOJIMHCKUX SI3bIKaX. ABTOP IIPUXO-
JIAT K BBIBOJY, UTO NPanHoeBponeickue */i2 u *hs MO OBITh yBYJISIPHBIMU CMBIY-
HBIMH, IIPEBPATHBIINMUCS B yBYISIpHbIC ()PUKATHBHBIC YKE B IIPAHHI0CBPOIICHCKOM
WY B TIO3/THEM IIPA-aHATOJIMICKOM; B TAKOM CITydae CMBIYHBIH XapakTep pediIekcoB
9THX 3BYKOB B JINKHHCKOM M KapHIICKOM BTOpPHYEH.

KuroueBbie cioBa: AHaTONMUICKHE SI3BIKH, MPAHCKHE SI3BIKH, TPAUH0EBPOIIEH-
cKuif, poHOMOrHYeCcKasi PEKOHCTPYKIHS, (POHOIOTHYECKAs THIIOIOTHSI, JIApUHTallb-
HbIe, (PUKATUBHBIC, YBYIISIPHBIC, CMBIYHBIE.

1. Introduction

1.1. The current mainstream reconstruction of the Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean (PIE)' phonological system includes three so-called “laryngeals”
*hi, *hs, *hs; some also reconstruct a fourth “laryngeal” *4..2 Since these
sounds have largely disappeared in most IE languages, leaving only in-
direct traces, their reconstruction is more difficult. While *4; (the one
“laryngeal” that left the fewest traces) is often reconstructed as a glottal
stop *[?] or a glottal fricative *[h], most treatments agree that *4. and
*hs which are more often preserved as consonants (cf. below) were some
kind of back fricatives, ranging from velar to pharyngeal.?

! In contrast to Kloekhorst [2018], I follow Olander [2019] in using Proto-Indo-
European (PIE) and not Proto-Indo-Anatolian (PTA) as the designation of the whole
family, but in contrast to Olander I use (Proto-)Core IE (CIE) and not Indo-Tocharian
for the potential branch of IE comprising all subfamilies other than Anatolian.

2 For *ha cf. especially [Mallory, Adams 1997 (passim); 2006: 55]. The arguments
for three laryngeals are well exposed by Eichner [1988], from an Anatolian perspective.
3 E.g., cf. the following proposals for *4:, *h> and *hs: /¢/, /x/, /x*/ [Tichy 2004: 31;
Ringe 1996]; /h/, /x/, /y*/ [Rasmussen 1983; 1994]; /x>f/, /y>x/, /x¥/ [Normier 1977]; /h/,
Iy/, /¥l [Kiimmel 2007: 336]; /?/, /t/, /S/ [Gippert 1994]; /?/, /8/, /$%/ [Beekes 1989; 1994].
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1.2. However, some recent proposals for the reconstruction of */2 and
(partly) *hs propose either a “weaker” sound, a glottal fricative, or “stron-
ger” ones, namely uvular stops:

1) Only one glottal fricative (though with variants) corresponding
(largely) to*h: is reconstructed by the “glottal fricative theory” [Pyysalo
2013] (cf. [Pyysalo, Janhunen 2018a; 2018b; 2019]) which rejects all
other “laryngeals” and assumes a radically different system for PIE. How-
ever, this model and the applied methodology is deeply problematic, and
may be neglected here, as I have treated it elsewhere [Kiimmel forthc.].
A glottal fricative can hardly be reconciled with the Anatolian evidence
for these sounds as discussed below.

2) Quite on the contrary, Kortlandt [2014: 79] proposed to reconstruct

*h: and *hs as uvular stops *¢, *¢" in a rather short remark, and Kloek-
horst [2018] has discussed this at length, starting from the Anatolian ev-
idence. This proposal is the main topic of the present article, but before
we proceed to its discussion, we shall have a look at the kind of evidence
used for the reconstruction of these two “laryngeals”.

2. The reconstruction of PIE “laryngeals”

2.1. Lost sounds of PIE had already been reconstructed by de Sau-
ssure [1879] based on certain peculiarities in the distribution of vow-
els in the then known ancient IE languages, the morphonology of which
would become more regular and transparent by the assumption of lost
“sonants” producing rarer types of vowels, i.e. long vowels and rare “co-
lours” of vowels, namely *a and *o in places where *e would be ex-
pected. Further research had extended this proposal and added a third such
sound not causing any “colouring”, and the term “laryngeals” was intro-
duced.* However, these hypotheses were not accepted by most scholars
due to being only “theoretical”, until new evidence showed that the newly
deciphered Hittite language and its Anatolian sisters had a consonant

4 First by Meller [1906; 1911; 1917] who explicitly compared the Semitic “laryngeals”.
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corresponding to zero in other IE languages, namely Hittite/Luwian
h = elsewhere @:° cf. the following examples of Anatolian words with
older IE reconstructions (as those found in [Pokorny 1959]): Hitt. hant- =
IE *ant- ‘forehead’; Hitt. hast- = 1E *ost-/ast- ‘bone’; Hitt. haran- =
IE *oron- ‘eagle, bird’; Luw. hawi- = *owi- ‘sheep’; Hitt. hartakka-
*rkpo- ‘bear’; Hitt. haster- = 1E *(a)stér- “star’; Hitt. happ- = IE *ap- “fit’;
Hitt. hark- = 1IE *ark- ‘to hold’; Hitt. harki- = 1IE *argi- ‘white, bright’;
Hitt. hass- = IE *as- ‘ashes’, Hitt. hassa- = IE *asa- ‘hearth, altar’; Hitt.
hissa- = 1E *isa- ‘Deichsel’; Hitt. iuwant- ~ IE *(a)we- ‘to blow’, *wénto-
‘wind’; Hitt. hubha- = 1IE *awo- ‘grandfather’; Hitt. pahhur/pahhuen- =
IE *par, pun-/pan- “fire’; Hitt. pahs- = IE *pas- ‘to protect’; Hitt. eshar =
IE *ésy ‘blood’; Hitt. ishi- = IE *si- ‘to bind’; Hitt. tarhu- = IE *ter(w)-
‘to overcome’; Hitt. -hha = IE *-a 1% singular (perfect). As this Anatolian
consonant was clearly phonemic and contrasted with zero, and no con-
ditions could be detected for a secondary development, it became clear
that the new correspondence set Anatolian /4 = zero required one or more
sounds of the parent language which were lost outside of Anatolian. And
the distribution of these newly discovered sounds seemed to largely match
that of the already postulated “laryngeals”, and so the currently dominant
theory was established. However, the exact phonetics of these sounds re-
mained contentious, and thus the “algebraic” notation */:, *h2, *hs reflects
the consensus better than anything more concrete. Still, to understand the
developments of these sounds and the phonological system, more con-
crete knowledge about their probable phonetic features would be useful.
In order to make such inferences, the most direct evidence comes from
direct preservation of these sounds. In the following I will present this
type of evidence for the two “laryngeals” which are actually preserved
as consonants, i.e. */2 and *hs.

2.2. The clearest case is *h. > Hittite, Palaic, Luwian ¢(hh), lenited (h).
Akkadian / continues Common Semitic *x/y; it was also used for West
Semitic 4, ¢, ¥ (but not A, 7), so its sound value may have been a velar,
uvular or (less probably) pharyngeal fricative. In addition, we find some
cases of an alternation 4 ~ k/k ~ h in Hittite. Hittite and Luwian words

5 Cf. [Kurytowicz 1927; Hendriksen 1941].
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with (h(h)) are transcribed in Ugaritic by ¢h | & = [x | ¥], and not by the
pharyngeals ¢h | ) = [h | €], so the by far most probable value seems
to be a velar-uvular fricative, fortis (voiceless) and lenis (voiced?). In the
younger Anatolian languages, all the evidence, especially transcription
in Greek and Egyptian, points to a velar stop: Lycian (x) /k/, Carian k;°
labialized Lycian, Carian (q) /k*/,” also Lydian £ in at least some cases. *

The rarer sound */3 appears to have been lost more often even in Anato-
lian, but it was preserved at least in some cases (in initial position and beside
a sonorant), its reflexes are cuneiform (h) (normally not geminated/fortis
in inlaut), and probably also Lycian (y) /k/, so it merged with reflexes of *4..°

2.3. Outside of Anatolian, preservation of consonantal laryngeals
is rare or exceptional, while we often find vowels instead of “larynge-
als” (mostly *a, but *i in Indo-Iranic and *e/a/o in Greek and Phrygian).
However, there seems to be some evidence for consonantal reflexes of */.
in (Indo-)Iranic, preserved as some kind of 4, for the sake of clarity here
written as *.'° First, there is quite secure evidence for aspirating effects
in Indo-Iranic and devoicing effects only in Iranic, from which we can
reconstruct a PIIr. *4, cf.

¢ Cf. [Melchert 1994: 282-285, 3051f.; Kloekhorst 2006: 96—-106; Adiego 2007:
243, 261; Kloekhorst 2018: 71ff.] and below.

7 Cf. [Kloekhorst 2006: 97—101, 106; Adiego 2007: 244f., 261; Kloekhorst 2018:
72f.] and below. According to Kazansky [2012] a possible trace of *Hw > £* is al-
ready attested much earlier in the ideogram for ‘sheep’ in the Linear A syllabary and
its syllabic value gi /k¥i/ in Linear B. However, this would only guarantee a labiove-
lar, not necessarily a stop.

8 Cf. [Melchert 2004]; possibly also word-initially in koful (dative) ‘water’ if a cog-
nate of Hitt. hapa- ‘river’ (I. Yakubovich in eDIAna s. v., https://www.ediana.gwi.uni-
muenchen.de/dictionary.php?lemma=352)

9 Cf. [Melchert 1987; 1994; 2011; Kloekhorst 2006: 85-96, 102f.; 2018: 711f.].
There is some controversy whether */; was lost in Lycian, in contrast to Luwian (as ar-
gued by [Kimball 1987], followed by [Melchert 1994: 72]), but I follow Rasmussen
[1992: 56-59] and Kloekhorst [2006: 102f.] in not being convinced by the only po-
tential examples.

10 Cf. [Kiimmel 2016: 82f.; 2018: 162-166; 2020: 245f.].
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PIIr. *pdnt-ah- ~ *pat-h- ‘path’ > *pdanta- ~ *path- > YAv. pantd,
pantgm ~ pa@-, Ved. path-

Pllr. *maj-dh- ~ *maj-h- ‘great’ > Plr. *maja- ~ *majh- > YAv. maza- ~
mas-; Ved. *maj"- > mah-

PlIr. *dahiwar- ‘husband’s brother’ > Plr. *dhaiwar- > *thaiwar- >

*@aiwar-, Ved. devar-

Second, it seems that initial *4 was partially preserved as A/x in mar-
ginal Iranic varieties both in South-Western Iranic (Middle and New Per-
sian) and in Khotanese Saka, cf.

PIIr. *}hftéa- ‘bear’ > *hitsa- > Ved. rksa-; Plr. *horcéa- > Av. arsa-/
Pers. Xirs; cf. Hitt. hartka-

PIIr. *hays-/his- “thill, pole’ > Ved. isa-; PIr. *hays- > Av. aés(a)- /NP
heés, xés; cf. Hitt. hissa-

PIIr. *has- ‘ash’ > Ved. dsa-; Clr. *hdsa-ka- > Kurdish ax /NP Xxak;
cf. Hitt. hdss-

PIlr. *hypsti- “spear’ > Ved. psti-; PIr. *harsti- > Av. arsti- / Khot. hdlstd,
Pers. xist; cf. Hitt. hars-

PlIr. *haja- ‘to drive’ > Ved. dgja-; Plr. *haja- > Av. aza-/Khot. hays-;
cf. Gk. dyow, Lat. ago etc.

PIIr. *huks- ‘to grow’ > Ved. uksd-; Plr. *huxs(y)a- > Av. uxsiia- / Khot.
huss-; cf. Gk. @é&w/avéwm

In addition, it has also been argued that Indo-Iranic laryngeals were
substituted by *k, *y/x and *s in Uralic loanwords [Koivulehto 1991;
2001a; 2001b; Katz 2003]; however, it seems that only very few of these
etymologies are secure enough, or that they may rather belong to a pre-In-
do-Iranic stratum, so that they do not inform us about Indo-Iranic (cf. [Ho-
lopainen 2019: 393f.]).

Aside from these direct reflexes, the “colouring” effects of *4. and

*hs are best explained by “faucal” sounds, i.e. uvulars or pharyngeals
(cf. [Cohen, Hyllested 2012: 54-57]), and therefore, uvular fricatives are
currently most favoured, with a potential Core IE change to pharynge-
als [Kiimmel 2007: 336; Weiss 2016: 337]. However, one particular type
of reflex does not directly favour this reconstruction, and this is the velar
stop found in the later Western Anatolian languages, the main basis for
Kloekhorst’s new proposal.
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3. Arguments for uvular stops

1) The main argument by Kloekhorst [2018] for reconstructing uvular
stops builds on the Lycian and Carian reflexes. In Lycian, the main reflex
of (unlenited) *%: is () /k/ (vs. palatal (k) /c/ < *k), and likewise, origi-
nal *hw (cf. [Kloekhorst 2006: 97-100]) is reflected as (q) /k*/, and Car-
ian appears to show the same reflexes. So, Lycian+Carian /k/ vs. Luwian
h /y/ is the situation from which we should reconstruct Proto-Luwic, and
the best reconstruction for this correspondence seems to be a uvular stop

*/q/. This procedure can be repeated by comparing Proto-Luwic *¢g with
Hittite *y, and again the best reconstruction would be Proto-Anatolian
*X = */g/, and this can again be repeated for Proto-Anatolian vs. Core
IE *y (or even *1), so we arrive at Proto-Indo-Anatolian (= Proto-Indo-
European proper) *¢. The main reason for assuming a stop as the original
sound is that an unconditioned development from stop to fricative is much
more probable than vice versa, and probably even more so in the case
of uvulars. " The same would be valid for *4; which he assumes to have
been the labialized version of *42, i.e. *¢*. More specifically, Kloekhorst
assumes fortis (= geminated) stops */q:/ and */q":/ which could be lenited
to lenis (= simple voiceless) *q and *q* but this is a separate question
connected to the reconstruction of the other stops (which he also recon-
structs as fortis geminates for both Proto-Anatolian and Proto-Indo-Ana-
tolian, see [Kloekhorst 2016]; for arguments against the latter reconstruc-
tion cf. [Kiimmel 2018]).

Kloekhorst also presents some additional arguments:

2) The clear fortis character of *4: and its participation in the Ana-
tolian lenition, i.e. weakening after long and between unaccented vow-
els, parallel to old fortis stops but different from the old IE fricative *s.

3) The treatment of initial *s/ parallel to *sT (but different from *SR),
showing a prothetic vowel i, cf. Hittite ish- like isk-, isp-, ist-.

4) Sound substitutions like Hitt. Ahhijawa for Gk. ak’aiw-.

11 Cf. the relative frequencies of such changes in [Kiimmel 2007: 61-64 vs. 147f.].
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4. Discussion

In general, the main line of his argumentation seems sound, and the
general scenario is certainly a viable hypothesis (depending on the correct
interpretation of the younger Anatolian graphemes and sounds). However,
there are some problems with details.

4.1. Some of these are relevant for the general development:

1) The development of the PIE (PIA) fortis stops into Anatolian was
probably not just one of original geminates undergoing conditioned leni-
tion, but it is equally possible (and in my view more probable) that there
was a conditioned fortition (gemination) of PIE p, ¢, k> PApp, tt, kk /N _V
(cf. [Yates 2019; Kiimmel 2019] contra [Kloekhorst 2016]). Likewise, we
could also assume PIE */: > PA *XX. This difference would in fact even
strengthen the argument for an original uvular stop, since the gemination
would be an innovation parallel to the other stops and not just retention.

2) Kloekhorst must assume fricativization of a fortis geminate *[q:],
*[q™:] but this is hardly plausible: geminate stops cannot be directly fric-
ativized. However, one possible path might work via affrication [q:] >
[ax] > [x:], cf. the change of fortis stops to OHG geminate (!) fricatives,
probably via affricates (cf. [Kiimmel 2007: 68]).

3) Allophonic voicing of [y:] > [8:] (as assumed by [Kloekhorst 2018:
82]) is equally impossible: geminates are never allophonically voiced. The
only way to get from [y:] to [¥] is via degemination to [y] and following
voicing to [¥]. This would become easier if the original value was not
a geminate in the first place.

4.2. More specific problems occur with the assumption that *4s was
a fortis *¢" [q™:], i.e. just the labialized counterpart of */2, and these are
independent of the question whether it was a stop or a fricative.

The main problem is that reflexes of */4s show no trace of labializa-
tion in Anatolian. This would be surprising in a language family that not

only preserves labialization in IE labiovelars, but even developed a new
labialized fricative from */4:w (as shown by Kloekhorst [2006] himself),
i.e. more or less exactly the sound assumed for *4;. In this context loss
of labialization seems very improbable. The second problem is that we
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have good evidence for weaker reflexes of */; in Anatolian: most signifi-
cantly it was apparently lost between vowels while */: was preserved. If
both had only differed in labialization, this would be hard to understand.
Kloekhorst’s assumption of a special lenition of *[q¥:] > [¢":] [Kloek-
horst 2018: 90] is not only typologically problematic (as discussed above)
but also completely ad hoc. Alleged parallels such as Latin g¥ > w are
not valid for a fortis stop and furthermore still show the preservation
of labialization.

The main argument given for the frequent reconstruction of *4s
as a labialized sound appears to be the “colouring” of PIE *e > *o caused
by adjacent *4s, interpreted as a labialization [-round] > [+round]. How-
ever, this sound change (if it happened like that which is far from sure)
would have to be primarily classified as a backing [-back] > [+back],
since contrastive rounding was not a relevant feature of the PIE vowel
system but rather a concomitant feature of back vowels. To explain the
o-colouring, it may be noted that more o-like vowels can also be trig-
gered by a nonlabialized uvular fricative or approximant, e.g. the re-
flexes of uvular 7 in Danish and German dialects (cf. [Kiimmel 2007:
333, n.261; 2012: 313f.]).

To sum up, there is in fact no good evidence for labialization of *4s
as a feature distinguishing it from *4.. Instead, we have more evidence
for lenis character as a distinctive trait: in addition to the weaker reflexes
in Anatolian together with merger in case of preservation we also find po-
tential supporting evidence in Core IE: one possible though controver-
sial example is the famous leniting effect in *pi-b(hs)-e/o- < *pi-phs-elo-
‘to drink’ from *pohs- (and in other, less clear cases, cf. [Kiimmel 2007:
332, n. 260]). Another possible argument might come from a different
development possibly shown by Greek *hsj- = *j- > z- (in {o@0dg ‘eve-
ning’, {épvpog ‘western wind’ from *hsjeb’- ‘to enter’, cf. [Janda 2000:
206]), merging with *dj, *gj in contrast to */.j- > h- (cf. [Bozzone 2013])
and (pace Bozzone) also */zj- > h- (cf. *hzju- > *hu- in Oymg ‘healthy’,
[Weiss 1995]).

Assuming a fortis vs. lenis contrast for *4. vs. *hs would even sup-
port Kloekhorst’s reconstruction of stops vs. fricatives in the PIE sys-
tem. So we could modify his reconstruction to PIE *¢, *¢ (with fricative
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allophones?) which later turned into CIE *y, *» > (dialectal?) *A, *¢. Such

a reconstruction would cause problems, if the traditional “velar” stops are

reconstructed as uvular *g, *¢ etc. (cf. [Kiimmel 2007: 324-327]) but nei-
ther the existence of distinct “velars” nor their reconstruction as uvulars

are universally accepted.

4.3. However, two problems would remain, one within PIE, and one
for the Anatolian development:

1) It is generally assumed that all “laryngeals” patterned like the fric-
ative *s in PIE root structures, but if they were uvular stops, they should
rather agree with the other stops, e.g. they should rather not occur in on-
sets before a stop, or at the end after a stop. But maybe this is less prob-
lematic than often assumed, since it seems possible that PIE allowed se-
quences of two or even three stops in these environments, cf. roots and
words like *tkei- “to settle’, *d’giém- ‘earth’, *pkten- ‘comb’, *tper-
snahz- ‘heel’.

2) It remains a bit suspicious that all older Anatolian languages show
uvular fricatives while only the younger languages in the west have velar
stops. This distribution seems to favour the (typologically less favoured)
possibility of a secondary younger, probably areal development. Then,
even if PIE originally had uvular stops, these might have turned into
fricatives, either already in PIE or in PA (after the fortis/lenis split paral-
lel to the other stops). The uvular fricatives then could have turned into
uvular stops (which then were further fronted to velars) in Western Ana-
tolian, triggered by an areal contact phenomenon, possibly a substratum
that did not possess back fricatives. In fact, we have some potential evi-
dence that in contrast to Central and Eastern Anatolia where such sounds
are also found in the non-IE languages, they might have been absent in the
west: if it is true that Etruscan and its relatives originally were spoken
in (North-)Western Anatolia (as argued by [Kloekhorst 2012]), their fea-
tures might reveal something about the areal tendencies there, and it hap-
pens that Etruscan indeed may not have had a dorsal fricative, only sibi-
lants, fand 4. '? If that was an areal feature of Western Anatolia, it may also

12 So according to Wallace [2008: 30f.] who argues for Etruscan (y) = /k"/ con-
tra Rix [1985; 2004] and Steinbauer [1999] who assume /x/ or /kx/. I have to thank
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have affected the IE Anatolian languages spoken there, leading to a typo-
logically rare hardening of original [x] > ([q] >) [k].

5. Conclusion

While the Anatolian evidence certainly does not support the recon-
struction of *4: as a glottal fricative, it can be interpreted in such a way
that it points to uvular stops as the original Proto-Anatolian and Proto-
Indo-European values of *h: and *hs. However, this largely depends
on the inner-Anatolian evidence, and the possibility of a later, areal West-
ern Anatolian change from fricatives to stops cannot be dismissed.

As for the difference between *h: and *4s, there is no good evidence for
the latter being a labialized counterpart of the former, while a fortis vs. le-
nis distinction is much better supported. This can even be taken to support
an original stop value for these sounds for PIE, but this is independent of the
question whether this was preserved in Proto-Anatolian and Proto-Luwic.

Abbreviations

Av.— Avestan; CIE — Core Indo-European; Gk. — Greek; Hitt. — Hittite; [E—
Indo-European; Khot.— Khotanese; Lat. — Latin; Luw. — Luwian; OHG — Old High
German; PA— Proto-Anatolian; Pers. — Persian; PIA— Proto-Indo-Anatolian; PIE —
Proto-Indo-European; Pllr.— Proto-Indo-Iranian; Plr.— Proto-Iranian; Ved. — Ve-
dic; YAv.— Younger Avestan.
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