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Introduction

In the present work an attempt has been made to provide a reason-
ably up to date and comprehensive review of the main approaches to

each of the major topics considered. In the subjunctive and desiderative-

future sphere especially the literature is so vast and the range of diver-
gent or conflicting opinions so wide that picking one’s way through the
maze has proved particularly difficult and significant contributions may
have escaped attention. Whereas many of the views on the nasal-infix
presents expressed in chapters one to three differ quite markedly from
those in the Oxford paper, the latter’s conclusions about the Old Irish
subjunctive formations have been broadly retained with some significant
differences of detail in chapters four and five. Chapter six is concerned
with a problem not touched upon in Oxford, and the main innovations in
the seventh relate to the vexed question of the shape of the PIE desidera-
tive suffix after resonants.

Length marks have been placed over Latin vowels only where this
seemed likely to clarify an argument, and for convenience the discritics
have been omitted from the Hittite sounds usually transeribed b and 3.

Finally, I wish to thank Professor Wolfgang Meid and his helpers in
Innsbruck for their remarkable speed and ef (iciency in getting this into
print and Dr. Damian McManus of Trinity College, Dublin, for reading
the typescript and drawing upon his unrivalled knowledge of primitive
Irish phonology to make a number of helpful suggestions and corrections,
For remaining errors and inaccuracies I alone am to blame.

Kim R. McCone,

Department of Old Irigh,
St. Patrick’s College,
Maynooth, Co. Kildare,
Ireland
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CHAPTER ONE

Celtic treatment of the vocalic sonant before and the laryngeal
after the infix of PIE nasal presents ultimae laryngalis

1. The present investigation will take as its starting point roots with
an erstwhile final laryngeal and a shape C(R)RH in the zero grade. The
Old Irish reflexes of these are mostly to be found in Thurneysen’s BIV
and BV classes (McCone’s S3). Apart from the deponent -cluinethar
“hears” and a few cases of post-syncope palatalization such as prot.
-futbnim vs. deut. fo:benaim “I cut off”, both categories typically display
non-palatal -n(-) throunghout the present stem only (GOI 356-7; EIV 32).
As a rule the nasal formans is directly preceded by 2z, which remains unal-
tered in BV but is lowered to ¢ in BIV. Often enough this seems to con-
tinue a PIE 1 (GOI 356), e. g. 3sg. conj. -ben (OBr. et-binam gl. ‘lanio’)
“beats” < *bina- < *bhi-n-hy- (pass. -bith < *bhih,-to-: cf. OCS. bi-ti, Lat.
per-fines ‘perlringas’), -cren (MW. pryn-u) “buys™ < *k®ri-n-h,- {(crith
“purchase” < *kWrihy-tu-; of. Olnd. krindti, Gk. aor. mid. €mpiaTo), ~fen
“weaves, {ences” < *wi-n-hy- (past pple. fithe “woven, wattle” < *wi-tyo-
< *wih,-t-; cf. Olnd. vdyali, Lat. viet, OCS. vi-11), -len “sticks to” < *h.li-
n-hy- (Skt. lindti “clings™, Lat. linit, Gk. dAlver “smears™), -glen “sticks™
(MW. glyn-u) < *gli-n-hy,- (OHG. chlinu “stick, smear”, Gk. yAotég
“gum™, Lith. glié-f2 “smear™). There is no obvious reason why a similar
derivation should not apply to the etymologically obscure {tnaid “melts™.

As Joseph points out (1982, 45-7), there are some good examples in
British especially of stems with a shape Car/l-n- that can hardly be other
than the reflex of a zero-grade nasal-infix present Cr/j-n-H-, e.g. W,
sarn-u “strew, trample” < *sir-n-hz-. Similarly W, pall-u “come to an

end, cease, fall, refuse”, which I would derive from *k®-n-h,- (cf. Olnd. - -

cdraly “moves”, aor. acarii, vbal. ad). carild- etc., Lat. colit “(moves -
around), inhabits, cultivates™ etc.). W. aball-u “die” ultimately continues -
(*ad +) *g*l-n-h;- like secondarily thematised Gk. Ba&AAst “throws” (vbal.
ad). BAnTog < *g¥lh;-los), on which see Strunk (1967, 43-4).

Finally, W, barn-u “judge” is best traced back to *¢*r-n-h- (cf. W.
brawd, OlIr. brdth “judgement” < *g¥rh-tu-) and compared with Olnd.
grndit “pronounces, praises”, as convincingly argued by Wagner (1961,
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12 Chaptor 1 Celtic treatment of the vocalic sonant 13

nations of length plus quality were initially simplified in Proto-Celtic to
ones of length only on the basis of the {3)sg. vocalism (McCone, 1986,
228-9, 231, 236-7). In the present instance this implies *balna-te,
*balna(/e)-nti > *balni-te, *balni-nti on the strength of *balni-ti ete. Gen-
eralization of the short-vowel plural variant in the normal way then gives
3sg. *bal-ni-i(i), 3pl. *bal-ni-nt(i) (see McCone, 1979, on abs. *-()li(-E) <
*-(n)li-E vs. comj. *-(m)l < *-(n)ii), whence Olr. -baill, -ballat. Nom. sg.
athawr “father’ < *atir might provide a parallel for the non-palatalization
between a and retained 1, but could be analogical to, say, acc. sg. athair
< *aterem. Greene’s (1973) doctrine that retained %, unlike e, did caunse
palatalization of a single consonant in this environment need not have \

applied to *balli-, if the -lI- < *-In- was a double consonant at this stage. _
The traditional explanation (e. g. VK@ II 339, GOI 357) of the lack of

240-1). An Irish relic 1s the rare and apparently deverbative glossary
word of unknown declension barn “(a) judge”, which is presumably cog-
nate with W, and Br. barn “judge{(ment)” {(cf. Joseph, ibid., 48, and for the
‘semantics W. gwlad “land, kingdom™, Olr. flaith (fem.) “sovereignty” and
then “soverveign, king, lord™). Hamp’s (1976) invention of a set root
*bherh- “say™ otherwise prone to fall together with well attested anit *bher
“bear” in order to account for these forms is quite arbitrary, as is de Ber-
nardo Stempel’s (1987, 88) compromise explanation of W. barnu brawd
“judge/give a judgement™ as *br-n- plus *g¥rh-lu-.
~ As should become clear in chapter 5,7, a nasal present *barnaid or
*bernaid meaning “pronounce (judgement)” would normally have devel-
oped an a-subjunctive *-bera, a {-preterite *-bert and a preterite passive
*.breth in Old Irish, thus [alling together with berid, -beir “bears™ every-

......

- 1o believe, the OIr. nominalization breth “judgement”

' *bﬂim-tt *balmte *balne-nu, a stage probably followed by homogeniza-

e BY presents and certain otherwise problematic categories such as the
E}’fﬁ’;’f"ﬁ; - Insular Celtic é- and L-preterlbes (see ch. 4, 4) can be neatly accounted for
# L -'_:;'_'on the aasumptlon tlmt apa,rt from é/ (< e J/:)., pﬂ!‘&dl gmatic. ablaut alter-

where outside the present stem. Whether originally an old verbal adjective
(later pret. pass.) of *ber- “bear™, as surmised by Wagner (1961, 240-1), ora
later reshaping of the same category belonging to *be/arn-, as 1 am inclined
< *bni-t@ presum-
ably replaced brdath as the verbal noun. One might then suggest that the
expression birt brith ete., originally a figura elymologica meaning “judged a
Judgement”, was eventually reinterpreted as “bore a judgement” with the
resalt that the present became berid brith instead of the *barnaid (*ber-
naid?) brith (earlier brdth) corresponding to W. barnu brawd.

2. Old Irish a-t:baill “dies™ (lit. “throws it [own life] over”, pl.

at: ballat) is, of course, cognate with W. aball-u. Secondary them&tlzat,mn

to *bal-ne/o- is a phonetically obvious explanation for the palatal -ll in

| ~ the 3sg. conj., but its inapplicability to the essentially similar BV verbs

below constitutes a major morphological disadvantage. As has long been
realised (e. g. VKG 1T 339), BIV inflectlion of the type 3sg. -cren, pl. -crenat
presupposes an earlier *k¥ri-na-i(i), *k¥ri-na-nti). This will have super-
seded *kvrindti, *k¥rinantt, the expected outcome of PIE *kWrinéh,-ii,
*k*rinh,-énti, through straightforward inner-paradigmatic generalization
of the short-vowel plural form -na-, now resegmented as a suffix (cf. Sjoe-
stedt, 1923 4, and ch. 5, 7). As I have argued elsewhere (1986, 226-7), PIE
' . gInk;-té, 3pl. *g#Inh,-énti should have yielded Celtic

tion of the plural to produce 3pl. *balna-nti. The stem vocalism of most

lowering ¢ > e in BV presents such as ar-a:chrin “perishes”™, do:lin
“floods™ involves a -nu- present suffix of the type well-known in Hittite
(as a causative), Greek, Indo-Iranian and Armenian. This is morphologi-
cally dubious because the roots in question had a final laryngeal strictly
compatible only with an infixing C(R)R-n-H- nasal present. In this con-
nection 1ts 1s indeed, as Puhvel suspected (1960, 40), “significant that the
rare instances (apart from AY verbs) where other IE languages show a
-new- formation as against an infixed 9th. class verb in Sanskrit entail E”
(1. e. h; In the notation preferred here).

Suffixed *-nu- could only have replaced the resultant *-na- or *-ni- if
it was productive in Celtic. Given that the only Olr. examples of such a
-nu- suffix with tolerably convincing cognates elsewhere are -men below
and the probably deverbative noun cin, gen cinad “fault” < *k@i-nu-t-
(ef. Gk. tivutar “punishes” and perhaps Olnd. cindit “accumulates™, this
possibility ean be firmly rejected. Indeed, so unproductive was ~nu- that it
seems, even when due to infixing in the root *klew “hear”, to have been
replaced by *-nt- in the Olr. deponent -cluinethar “hears™ instead of the
expected outcome *-calnathar or *-clinathar of PIE *kl-n-u-t6r (Olnd. act.
$rnol, mid, §rnuité; see McCone, 1986, 238-40 on the late prehistorie Irish
use of divergent syncope patterns to differentiate third person deponent
from passive forms). The obvious explanation for this is the simultaneous -
regularization of anomalous root and suffix shapes by tnversion of inher-
ited *kli-nu-lor (see below) to *klu-ni-tor (cl. pret. pass. -cloth “was heard”
< *klu-lo-, pres. *bal-ni- ete.), whence Olr. -cluinethar straightforwardly
enough.

The morphologically obvious derivation of BV presents of the shape
C(R)in(-) from C(R)i-nt- < CR)R-n-h;- in exactly the same way as -baill
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above becomes phonetically unproblematical too, if we posit a late prehis-
toric depalatalization of their n under the influence of the similarly
~ inflected but larger BIV class -cren ete, e. g. (ara)-chrin < *-chrin’ <
*_krt-nt-. However, Olr. do:dimen (later do:uidmen), -tutdmen “fixes” may
well be a compound of *to + *di with a cognate of Olnd. mindfs “fixes”,
as suggested by Marstrander (1924, 11-13). Il so, -men presumably either
~ represents the regular unstressed outcome of *-min (with depalatalized n)
< on’ < *-mi-ni-, with -ni- replacing -nu- in tandem with *kli-nu- >
*klu-ni-, or a rather later remodelling of *-mi(u)n < *mi-nu-. At all
events it would scem that, whereas the nucleus of BIV comprises old
- nasal-infix presents to C(R)Rh, roots, in BV it consists rather of an other-
swise 1dentical formation based oun C(R)RA;,.

Although the majority of attestations are fairly late and display a typ-
ical Middle Irish regularization of the paradigm from the present stem to
give forms like the ro-augmented s-pret. ro:den “sucked™ (EIV 228-33),
-den “sucks™ was clearly BIV in Old Irish on the strength of two examples
of its original reduplicated preterite, namely 3sg. abs. dith = did and rel.
dide. Although showing an innovatory s-preterite with erstwhile depo-
nent ending (EIV 236-7) linked to the present stem, ro:dinastar glossing
dith is hardly serious evidence for BV -din, despite DIL’s curious deci-
sion to list the verb as dinid. Rather it is a Middle Irish hybrid between
~ old ro:did and new ro:den that has a precise parallel in the augmented s-
pret. ro:lin “has clung” (M). 5497) of BIV -len, a form likewise mid-way
- between original ro:lil and fully regularized ro:len (EIV 233). Given, then,

that OIr, -den was BIV and undoubtedly based on a PIE root containing
by, it might appear to contradict the above rule whereby the nasal pre-
sents of roots with erstwhile -k; became BV and not BIV in Old Irish.

However, the PIE root in question was not straightforward *d*eyh,; but
. rather an unusual type opposing full grade *d%é (e. g. Lat. fé-mina) to zero
 grade *d* (e. g. Lat. fi-lius) that was first recognised by Schulze (1885)
and later analysed by Benveniste (1935, 169) as *deh,(y). Although the
whole matter remains problematical (ef. Lindeman, 1987, 71.5), the zero
grade *d" is now usually explained as < *dtih, < *d*hi through a mete-

- thesis of laryngeal and syllabic semwnwel (ef. Mayrhofer, 1986, 175) that

also has other uses. .
At an rate, since Olr, -den is Lhe only nasal present attested from a
_ ruﬂt- whose sh&pe was guite unsuited to such a formation in PIE, it rather
il_ﬂbv.musly constitutes a Goedelic or (Insular?) Celtic innovation, Sjoestedt

 even regarding it as “une de ces racines qui ne fournissent de présents

qu’ﬁ Paide de suffixes de dérivation ou d’élargissements variant d’une

Celtic Ltreatment of the voealic sonant 15

langue a I'autre, en Pabsence d’un présent ancien™ (1926, 33). Since both
full and zero grade would have become *di- 1n Celtic, there would have
been no shortage of similarities with the BIV or BV type outside the pre-
sent, e. g. subj. *-dia < *diy-ase-l(2) by the expected remodelling (see ch.
5, 7) of *di-se-ti < *dheh;-s-e-ti, pret. did probably < *didi- with general-
ized zero grade like -lil < *-li-li- ete., fut. *-didi < *di-di-se-t(1) < *d*i-
dhih-se-11 like -lili < *li-Ii-se-ti} ete. and pret. pass. *-dith < *dkih,-to-
(cf. OInd. vbal. adj. dhild- of dhdayati “sucks™). Consequently it is easy to
motivate the analogical creation of a new nasal present by means of -na-,
which was preferred to -ni- for the simple reason that it was the com-
moner of the two. An obvious proportion would be supplied by the pre-

terite passive (or verbal adjective) and present stems, whence, say, *k*ri-

to- : *k¥ri-na-ti = *di-lo- : & (x = *di-na-12). That, of course, means that,

as & relatively late prelhistoric innovation, -den does not contravene the

rule predicting a BV outcome in Old Irish for old nasal presents to roots

with final &;.

3. The nasals n and m occupy an ambiguous position with regard to
the well-known dual Proto-Celtic treatment of 57 which yielded rili
before stops but otherwise ar/al. Since the ri/li treatment before m is
demonstrated by Olr. cruim, W. pryf “worm™ < *k¥rimis < *Ek¥rmis
(OInd. kfmih, Lith. kirmis), 1t was natural for scholars such as Pedersen
(VKG 1 42.5), Marstrander (1924) and Watkins (1958, 90-1) to assume a
similar reflex before n on the strength of equations like OlIr. -tlen
“removes™ (< *tli-na-1(i)), Lat. tollit “raises, removes” < *U-n-h,- and
Olr. ar-a:chrin “perishes™ (< *kri-ni-i(i)), Skt. $rnati “destroys™ < *kr-n-
h;-. However, identity of treatment before n and m is hardly inevitable,
and forms such as Olr. a-t:ball, W. aball-u, pall-u, sarn-u, barn-u above
provide strong evidence for Proto-Celtic /1 > ar/al before n under cer-
tain circumstances at least. A further Old Irish example of this develop-
ment is ~mairn “betrays”, which infleets like a-t:baill and will have been
remodelled from *-marn (< “marna- < *mr-n-hy-) under its influence if,
as seems probable, cognate with Gk. papvarar “fights (with)”, Olnd.
mw:iti- “seizes, robs™ (ef. Thieme, 1939; Wagner, 1961b, 4; 1967). Wat-
kins® suggestion (1958, 90) that the ar, al in W. sarn-u, Olr. -baill and
-mairn may be a “morphological zero-grade” replacing older ri, li can
hardly be accepted in the absence of a plausible source of pressure In
these or similar paradigms towards such reshaping. |

There is also much to be said for Joseph’s idea (1982, 48) that Olr.

-follnathar “rules” is remodelled from an older *-fallathar < *-wal-na-tor
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< *wi-n-hy-tor, a nasal-infix present to the root seen in Toch. A wdl, B
wale “king™ < *wlhy-ont-s, obl. A lant, B lante < *wlh,-nt- and Olr. flaith
“lord(ship)”, MW. gwlad “land™. The latter word's vocalism is probably
due to gencralization of a new synchronically regular zero grade *wla-
(replacing expected *wld-, or perhaps rather *wula- in the light of

~ McCone, 1985) to an inherited full-grade alternant *wela- in an originally

proterokinetic paradigm (nsg. *wélhy-ti-s, gsg. *wlhy-téy-s ete) I
*(w)ulna- rather than *walna- was the regular Proto-Celtic outcome of
*wink- (cf. Olr. olann, W. gwlan “wool™ < *(wjuland < *hpgwlhmehy, on
which see Peters, 1987), the latter could have replaced the former as a
match for subj. *wel-ase- on the model of *mar-na-, *bal-ni- vs. subj. *mer-
ase-, *bel-ase- ele. In any case Olr. -foll(n)athar can be ascribed to a late
prehistoric *wa- > *wo- parallel to the well-known *k¥aq- > *k'o- seen
in corgus “Lent”™ < Lat. quadragesima ete. and potentially useful for
explaining correspondences like Olr. foss “youth, servant” vs. MW. gwas,
Gaul. wasso- (cf. GOI 5().

Rightly rejecting Thurneysen’s implausible cxplanation of -follnathar
as originally denominative to follan “sound™, Joseph (ibid.) nevertheless
suggests that the remodelling was triggered by a later connection of the
verb with that adjective. Since the well attested assimilation of an In syn-
copated from {Vn to Il in the Old Irish glosses was countered by a ten-
deney to retain In in writing and, probably, educated speech (McCone,
1985b, 85-6), hypercorrection of *-follathar to -folinathar under the influ-
ence of folldn and the pattern seen in -comallathar for -comalnathar “ful-
fils™, denominative to comlann “complete™, seems likely enough. The
weak inflection of -foll(n}athar is no obstacle to this explanation since, as
‘Watkins points out (1962, 190), the old pre-syncope assimilation of -na-
- to a directly preceding -l- caused resegmentation as -ll- plus -a-. The
resultant forms then shared the fate of primary a-verbs like anaid
“stays™ or scaraid “separates” and went over to the weak a-inflection, &
development that will be discussed in ch. 5, 8. In the present instance this
implies *wal-na- > *wall-a- with subsequent modification to *wall-a- in
the present and spread of *wall-a- to the other stems in place of inher-
ited *wela- < *welhy- ete, (cf. pres. -scara as the basis {or sub). -scara,
pret. -scar instead of historically regular *-scera, *-scer). |

This array of examples encouraged Joseph (ibid., 46-7), now followed
by de Bernardo Stempel (1987, 25, 32 and 39), to take up a suggestion of

- Hamp’s (1965, 227, n. 5) and argue that /7 > ar/al had been regular

 befors # in Proto-Celtic. On the other hand, “I tentatively suggest that

- the gﬁrﬁ&ih cages are best explained by positing r, | > ni, li before n
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unless they were preceded by s (including < st-) or a labial (exeluding p,
which had already been lost, but including b < ¢* by a still earlier
change. . ..), in which case ar, al resulted” (McCone, 1986, 225). In addi-
tion to being suspiciously ad hoc overall, the latter formulation is cer-
tainly too narrow, since the 3/ > ar/al before n is convincingly docu-
mented after s(t), b (< g*), w, k¥, m and seems unlikely to postdate the
demonstrably late Proto-Celtic loss of p (McCone, forthcoming). More-
over, a reformulation as 7/Jn > ar/ln except after dental or guttural (but
not labiovelar) stops, where > r/in, seems to be excluded by MW. darmn-u
“tear up”. This, as Joseph (ibid., 48-9) points out, shows *dm- > darn-
regardless of whether the root in question was set *derk or amt *der
“tear”, since the former implies an old present *dr-n-k- (Olnd. drnati) and
the latter & denominative to darn “bit™ < *dr-no-. It thus seems highly

desirable to posit phonetically unconditioned y// > ar/al before n i
Proto-Celtic with Joseph, but that still leaves a few apparent instances of

a ri/li reflex to be accounted for by other means.

Joseph (ibid., 46) discounts ar-a:chrin “perishes™ on the grounds that
OIr. crin (W. crin) “decrepit” is morphologically more likely to be from
zero-grade *Erih-no- than full-grade *kreh;-no-. This casts doubts upon
the standard comparison with OInd. §rnati, the aorist (asarit) of which in
any case implies full grade *ferh not *kreh, and the root involved may
well be *Frih, rather than *krk;. The problem of transitive meaning for
$rnati “destroys™ versus intransitive for ar-a:chrin “perishes” can be
resolved by invoking the latter’s regular neuter infix pronoun to give an
original meaning “destroys it [own life], snuffs it™ (ef. a-t:baill “(chucks it
=) dies” above). Nonetheless, *Lrih, has the advantage of a likely British
congener in the shape of W. go-gryn-u “sift, cleanse, riddle”. This com-
pound of *wo (< *upo) with a present *kri-nV-is obviously cognate with
Gk. xpiver “separates, determines” (< *knn-ye-), Lat. cernit “sifts, sepa-
rates, discerns™ (< *krineli). Whereas anit forms of this root such as Gk.
wpitdg, Latl. certus (< *kritos) could casily have introduced the vocalism
inherited in pres. *kri-n- (cf. the reverse process in OInd. vbal. adj. kritdh
< *kwrih,-t6s and then pres. kri-nd-ti for *hri-ndli < *k¥ri-né-he-ti). set
forms such as Lat. discrimen are not so susceptible to analogical explana-
tion. This consideration plus the sceure attestation of a nasal present. n
at least three branches indicates a PIE root *kr(e)ih.

That being so, we may ecliminate ar-a:chrin “perishes” (lit. “sifts 1t
[own life]”, i. e. “sets i aside™?) as a sccure example of krini- < *kr-n-h;-
by positing a plausible alternative derivation < *Lri-ni- < *lirri-ﬂ.-h;-‘
Crin “decrepit”, if from *krih;-no- and not a full-grade form *kreh;-no-
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cognate with Olnd. §rndti, might then originally have meant something
like “riddled™ along the lines of Modern English “put through the mill”.
A further argument for underlying *krfe)ih, rather than *Fr(e)h, or
*&{e)rk, is provided by this verb’s i-future (see EIV 45-6) 3sg. -chiuri pre-
supposing *ki-krih;-se-ti rather than *Li-brh,-se-ti (> *-chiura). However,
the form could be analogical to that of other verbs with this OIr. root
shape and anyway is attested in a manuscript too late for spelling confu-
sion between -a and -{a}i (EIV 222) to be definitely ruled out. The pre-
terite (-chiuir) and subjunctive (-chria), on the other hand, seem Impos-
sible to derive from forms with “state I *kerh,, but “state II1” *£reh, could
resolve these difficulties. The latter, of course, can hardly be posited
without abandoning the traditional but semantieally problematical equa-
tion of (doj-tuit’s suppletive preterite (do)-cer “fell” with Olnd. adarit
“destroyed™ < *{e-)kerh-t (e. g. VKG 11 378: de Bernardo Stempel, 1987,
75).

Do:lin “flows, abounds™, used to gloss Latin manare, pullulare, pollere
and pollucere, has been compared with OInd. prnati “fills™ (e. g. VKG II
566), and ean now be derived direct from *pl-n-k;- (cf. Lat. im-plet, -plere,
-plevit, -pletum ete.) instead of an inexplicable *pl-n-u-. A possible alter-
native to this etymology would be *li-n-h-, a solution supported by the
hapax fut. do:lili glossing ‘appendat’ at Ml. 30¢13, if it really does belong
here as suggested by Pedersen (ibid.). This form reflects an old desidera-
tive *li-lih-se-1fi}, whereas the expected future of a -lin from *pl-n-h,-
would be *-lebla < *pi-pla-se-t(i} < *pi-plh;-se-ti. However, do:lili seems
more likely to be based upon a nonce compound of -len “adheres to” with
fut. -lili < *h-(hp)lihy-se-1(i). Be that as it may, & derivation -lin < *li-n-
h;- raises the possibility of an etymological connection with OInd. rindt:
“releases, lets flow”. However, the intransitive/transitive discrepancy is
problematical, as is this etymology’s incompatibility with the *h,ri-n-h-
presupposed by Rix’s (1965) cogent argument. for a connection between
rindli and Gk. &piver (< *orin-ye-), not to mention Olr. riathar “torrent”,
W. rhaeadr “waterfall” < *reyatro- < *hgreyh-tro-. As we shall see later, a

preferable solution is available,

4. The most serious obstacle confronting the hypothesis of a general
Proto-Celtic development 7, I > ar, al / —_n is the comparison of Olr.
-<flen “removes” with Lat. tollit “raises, removes” < *{]-n-hy-. Joseph him-
self recognises it as “the only undisputed counter-example to the pro-
~ posed sound law” (1982, 46) withoul, further explanation, while de Ber-
nardo Stempel (1987, 147) shares Hamp’s doubts as to whether the two
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presents can be directly compared and suggests that -tlen may be due to
late remodelling from (-)tli/e(-) outside the present and/or the -cren {:*:Iass.
Certainly the equation seems too good to be lightly abandoned and, if we
really are dealing with a sound law, it seems legitimate to seek a‘morpha-
logical motivation for this otherwise embarrassing exception to it.

As will emerge in chapter 3, OIr. ¢-preterites such as -melt “ground“,
(at)-belt “died™, -sert “arranged”, -mert “betrayed” point to eaﬁrher $-a0r-
ists of the shape *méla-s-, *béla-s-, *stéra-s-, *méra-s-. These In turn are
probably based upon old root aorists of the type 3sg./pl. *mélh-t/*mlh-
ént, *q@élh;-t/*g@lh;-ént, *stérhg-t/*slrhs-énd, *mérhs-t/ *m;hg-é:nt.} tl}e ten-
dency of nasal-infix presents to correlate with such formations 1n PIE
having been established by Strunk (1967). That the strong l'r:‘;rm F‘f these
roots displayed full grade I CERH rather than II CREH receives internal
conflirmation from the OIr. a-subjunctives -mela < *meldp < *mel-ase-
i(i) < s-aor. subj. *mélh-s-e-(i), -bela < *¢Pélh;-s-e-ti, -sera < *stérhg-s:ef_.i,
-mera < *mérhy-s-e-ti as well as by -ern’s subj. -era < *pérhy-s-e-b 1n
accordance with an analysis that will be justified in chapter 5. This is fur-
ther corroborated outside Celtic by forms such as Gk. them. aor. 3sg.
¥ehe (Arcadian), 3pl. #Badov “threw™ (< *é-g¥elh;-L, *é-glh;-ent, buF see
ch. 2, 4), OInd. root aor. astarit “strewed” (< *é-s!erhg-t,‘see Jamlsﬂl},
1088). In the case of W. pall-u “come to an end”, barn-u “judge™ and, if
set rather than anit (see Strunk, 1967, 63), darn-u._ “Lear up” the lack of
good inner-Celtic evidence for a CERH full grade 18 cnmpeflfsat:ed for bﬁy
forms such as OInd. vbal. adj. cari-td- “moved”, fut. cari-syat: “will move”,
gari-syati {of doubtful significance as rather late and isolated) and (anit)
aor. d-dar “ripped”, Gk. pres. 3€per “flays”.

It thus looks as if Insular Celtic nasal presents with the shape C\-’:rx'l-
nV- regularly corresponded to full grade I Cer/la- in the old aorist indica-
tive and subjunctive: OlIr. -ern “gives™ (pres. *n(e)r-n-hs-, aor. *perha(-s)-),
Olr. -sern, W. sarn-u “strew(s)” (pres. *si(ejr-n-hy-, aor. *sterhy(-s)-), Olr.
-cella “goes (around)”, W. pali-u “come to an end”™ (pres. *E¥(e)l-n-hy-,
aor. *kwelhs{-s)-), OIr. -ella “approaches™ (pres. *p(f)l‘-"ﬂ-'hg'; aor.
*nelho(-s)-); see ch. 2, 3), Olr. (at)-baill, W. (a)ball-u ”‘dne:(s.‘]Ir (pres. *g*l-n-
h;-, aor. *g@elh;(-s)-), Olr. -matrn “betrays” (pres. *myp-n-he-, aor.
*merhof-s)-), W. barn-w “judge” (pres. *g*’(e?)r-n-k-, aor. *g‘ﬂerk(-a).;), and
perhaps W. darn-u “tear up” (pres. *d(e?)r-n-h-, aor. *derk(-s)-?), Olr.
Jfoll(n)athar “rules™ (pres. *w(e?)l-n-hs-, aor. *welhs(-8)-?). )

We can now return to the question of Olr. -tlen “removes” = Lat.
lollit “raises, removes”® < *#l-n-he-. Despite Anttila’s unsubstantiated
suspicion that a zero grade *{lh,- might rather be involved (1969, 77), -
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normal full grade II *Ueh,- is indicated not onl

Strank, 1967, o4) but also by the OlIr. verbs a

n-h-tod cognate with Lat. follit < *Unhy-, we have a conflict between
Italic and Celtic reflexes of full grade 1 *telh, and II *(ieh, respectively,
the Greek being compatible with either but most obviously explained in
terms of PIE *ilek,. However, for present purposes it does not much
matter whether & Proto-Celtic full grade *!la- was inherited or innova-
tory, as long as it had been established by the time 177 became ar/ or 1.

Whereas a full grade I *telh,- should have resulted in a-subj. *-tela, -
pret. *-telt in the light of the brief anticipation of ch. 5, 7 above, these
~forms conform instead to the C#/1V- pattern seen in

*Eri-na- < *R*ri-n-hy-) with subj. 3sg. act. stressed -crig, unstrossed
-chrae, pass. -crether (< *kriya- < *kWrey.ase- < Ykreyhy-s-e-), pret.
~ciurr (< *kwilwery), Clearly the mateh between present -llen < *ili-na-
{(2) and -cren < *E*ri-na-tfi) ete. could have lriggered the remodelling of
subjunctive *-tld < *taselfi} (< “tehy-s-e-13) to -thia or *ile/iyasett) (cf.
ch. 2, 4 end) at virtually any stage, if only we can get from pres. *tl-n-ho-
‘1o *Ui-na- in the first place. The obvious answer would be that in Proto-
“Celtic r and ! became ar and al before n under normal circumstances but
. 1t and & under the influence of corresponding “state II” Cr/IV- full grades
- elsewhere, notably in the aorist system. Thus *l-n- > *tli-n- through
pressure from aorist (ind. and subj.) *tld- as opposed to, say, *bl-n- >
*bal-n- alongside aorist *bela-.

The standard equation of.OIr. ar-a:chrin with Olnd. §rnati could, of
course, be justified along similar lines, since it leaves litt]o choice but to
derive crin “decrepit™ < *Freh,-no- with the full grade II likewise implied
(3 above) by the CRV sequences in subj. 3pl. -aur-chriat, fut. 3sg. -air-

chiurt, ro-perf. ar-a:rui-chiuir (< *ki-krV). Consequently, regardless of
whether the full grade I *kerk,; indicated by Old Indic or the type II *Lreh,
supporied by Celtic was the older, the non-present full grade *krf (< *krs
< *Ereh,) established for the latter would suffice to condition present,
*ky-n- > *kri-n-.
- It has been suggested earlier that the obvious derivation of OIr.
(ro)-cluinethar “hears” is from a *-klu-ni-tor resulting from morphologi-
eally motivated metathesis of *-Eli-nu-tor < *kl-n-u-tér. The requisite
remodelling is, pace de Bernardo Stempel (1987, 137), a good deal harder
Lo envisage if we start from a *-kal-nu-tor < *Ll-n-u-l6r. However, *kli-

-cren “buys” (<

y by the Greek cognate’s
root aorist ETA& (Doric) or EtAy (Attic-Ionie) “sustained, endured” (so

_ -subj. 3sg. pass. -tlethar,
~unstr. act. fo-da:ro-thla and probable suffixless pret. 3sg. ~t(hijuil (< *ii-

V). If Meiser (1986, 164-0) is right to explain Umbrian tendu as < *fel-
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nu-lor is in any case the outcome predicbed'by the hyp-_:}thf‘:sm just adv-
anced, since the normal PIE full grade of this ?uut was indisputably the
type I *Elew (ef. Strunk, 1967, 28, esp. n. 22} evinced, for exampii, by the
Olr. a-subj. -cloathar < *klow-a&e-iior;l rgpla],clrég ;klﬂw-s-e—mr < *Llew-s-e-
h a process to be described 1n ¢h. o, 7. |

“ ﬁfi’;i c&fbious Anttila concedes (1969, 77), full grs}de_II is well
attested for *pleh; (e. g. Olnd. s-aor. apras "‘ﬁ*lled“ < *e-p!ihrs-j, Glzi
redup. pres. wi(p)-wtAn-pe “I fill” < *pi-plek;-mi, Lat. im-plet ﬁllsl ) a:ll

includes Olr. Iin “fill, (full) number” (< *ple_h;-nu-). Consequ}ant Y, 1;} ;e
morphological principle established on the‘ basis of -tlen 11'13|J:<::1rasf it pOfSlI . e
to justify the traditional derivation of do:lin “ﬂu:ws, abounds from pt-n-
h;-. This would be facilitated by the I‘GCOI‘I:StI'uGtrIGH of &nfld intransi ive
meaning “be full” alongside the transitive “make full _(OIrfd. pﬂuﬂi
“fills” ete.) through taking Lat. pollet “is full (of), abounds (in}, 1s strong

as a precise equivalent of OIr. -lin < *plnfejh;-. Indeed, if Lat. ‘-plen., -plet,
-plent ete. could derive with some straightforward remodelling from a

root present *pléh;-mi, *pléh,-1i, *plh;-énti, there would be no fﬂrmai
objection to tracing polleo, pollet, pollent ete. back to an old nasal prleselii
*plnéhy-mi, *plnéh,-ti, *plnh-énti, and the resultant close fﬂI‘Il‘l? ﬂrlil
se;n&ntic mateh with Olr. -lin speaks quite strongly for Sllih'ﬂ so?utlgn. Lc:l
this case, then, we can posit pres. *pl-n- > *;_)Ia-n- > *li-n- 1n Proto-
Celtic through pressure from aor. *pie- > *(p)li-.

5. A significant advantage of this hypathesi.s of nmrplu_:-lugmal ‘C{:,Hdl-
tioning is that it leads to a reasonable explan&l@n of the lntl.wrlb? mr ;f::
table Olr.(ad)-gnin “recognises, knows”. It 1s clfar that t 1{:15 for
somehow continues the PIE nasal-infix present 'Q;;:.-n-hr unl erl yﬂug:
OInd. jandti “recognises, knows™ (cf. VKG I 547), which rezicls t 10 u:j iy
ence of pple. *jata- “known” (< *§uhs-to- > Gik yvero- *..“FJ“;H ;1' {cr.
gndth “known, customary”, W. gnawd) upon ja,:mu -:: "gune :13 | 1;
Strunk, 1967, 37-8, who compares krinali “buys _fnr rinali Ollrﬂuft
pple. krita-). However, no good reason could bl:} given for tl;en r.dt:re Ii
come -gnin rather than expected *-genn. That this root hudt a El) | gr& o
*Gneh; is, of course, quite certain on the strength of fm:l_ns !:Il{e :f :‘HEL ‘
“to know™, OInd. root aor. ajiial (implied by t‘;:pbi 2sg. yneyds), pe}b: (;;agr:id.
(< *Ge-Gnofw) < *Ge-gnohs-e), GK. root aor. £-yvew (ef. Strunk, ibid., a

it 7).

A“LFt‘Ill::-:;l:jfn?;re,)this verb has a suffixless (-géuin < ¥ ge-gn‘V) rz:;t,her t;h::
a t-preterite in Old Irish as well as an old subjul}cl,we sg.=l= pa w:
asa:gnoither “may be understood™ that seems best explained as < *gno
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ase-tor < *gnuaw-ase-tor replacing *gnii-s-e-tor (cf. *klow-ase-tor for *klow-
s-e-tor above), if we can assume replacement of full-grade gna by gni
throughout this verb (see below). Be that as it may, -gnotther is certainly
based upon “state II” *§nehz- and not “state I” *genhs-. If *tla- and per-
haps *pli- could trigger pres. *ili-n- and *pli-n- instead of otherwise reg-
ular *taln- and *pal-n-, presumably *gna-/*gnii- (non-final/final syl-
lables respectively) could likewise eause pres. *gn-n- > *gni-n- rather
than > *gan-n- in accordance with the otherwise general Proto-Celtic
change n, m > an, am (cf. McCone, forthcoming, and Cowgill as reported
by Ringe, 1988, 430).

Had an absolute/conjunct distinction already existed in Proto-Celtic
we could posit 3sg. *dnneh,ti > “gundl(t) > *gnindli, *gqninit with later
levelling to *gniniitfi). Since, however, it almost certainly did not (e. g.
Cowgill, 1975, and McCone, 1979), we must rather assume that pres. sg.
*gnandls ete. was altered to *gninuti ete. on the model of forms such as
ipl. *gninit, aor. *gniit, perf. *ge-gni (< *gegnd < *gednohae like Lep-
ontic TETU = /dedi/ < *deds < *dredtohe? If 50, OIr. -géuin is from a
later analogical replacement, *gegne or the like).

Once we are past this obstacle, the rest is fairly plain sailing. It has
already been suggested that verbal paradigmatic ablauts entailing both
vowel length and quality were regularly reduced in Celtic to ones of
length only on the basis of the (3)sg. In the present instance this implies

2pl.. *gninate (< *§nnhs-te), 3pl. *gninaf{/onti (ef. 2 above on

*balna{/enti) > *gninute, *gninuni(i) in conformity with 3sg. *gunindi(i).
Eradication of paradigmatic ablaut in favour of the plural variant then

produces 3sg. *gni-nu-ffi), 3pl. *gni-nu-nl(i) ete. in the usual way.
- Replacement of the rare present suffix -n- by commoner -ni- can then
- be posited as in the already discussed case of (ro)-cluinethar “hears” (*kli-
- nw- > *klu-ni- under the influence of pret. pass. *klu-to-), but this time

without inversion of root and suffix vocalism owing to the lack of other
gnu- forms (elsewhere only *gnii- or *gna-, e. g. vbal. adj./pret. pass.

- *gnd-to-, Olr, gndth “(recognized,) customary”). We thus arrive at *ani-ni-
- {fi) ete. and can get to Olr. -gnin precisely as with *kri-ni-t{i) >

fara)-chrin ~perishes™ ote. i 2 shove. Alfethatin ey, m the sbsence of &
precise irigger for inversion *gni-nu- might have survived here to give a
3sg. *-gniun, 3pl. *-gninut soon reshaped to Olr, -gnin, -gninat in confor-
mity with -lin, -linat and -chrin, -chrinat.

o W wuadd appear from the foregoing that the Olr. outcome of PIE
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from CERh; (*sife)r-na-l(i) corresponding to *stera-) and BV frqm %REhg
(*gni-nu-4(i) corresponding to *gni-)- Moreover, :where R was a liquid or i
nasal, we have good evidence for a Proto-Celtic correlation of pr;asen
CRi-n-V- < CR-n-H- with aorist CRV- < full grade IT1 CReH- ﬂnc]IH 0 %)lrf_a- .
sent CaR-n-V- < CR-n-H- with aorist CeRV- < full grade I CeR -.1 18
is reminiscent of the situation in Greek, where pa, Ao would seem to m;e
been the normal reflexes of 7, [ except after a la,‘ryngeal (e. g. XpxoLy
‘heart” < *Frd-)} but «p, oA can arise under the 131ﬂuiqce of a cln;;g-
sponding Vr full grade (e. g. xopdio after xnp “‘hea,rt < kfr@; Ri'lx : m?
81). However, whereas there is no problem wﬂ;]_l the postulate o lg* iy
subsequently metathesised to ar under approprra?e mor}?ll?loglfa con
tions in Greek, the #/4i for normal ar/l belore % in Celtlc. involves ;1;(;;&
than mere metathesis. Consequently mﬂrpllf:-lngmﬁ.l conditioning o | ta:
RV in the finely poised position before n 1s best regurd{ad as sclll_nu -
neous with the Proto-Celtic resolution of 3/f as ar/l or /i aﬁecar Snlg b
environemt. This seems neater than de Bernardo $t.e,mpel s (19 J.,l o
etc.) various attempts to explain OlIr. examples of CR‘I-—.TL- < Cl}'nl: (s;sﬁ _ﬂ,ﬂ-
analogical remodellings of regular CaR-n- under the 11:1ﬂuence 0 \ sz-{ 1,?
presents to CR{e)i- roots and/or the relevant verbs zinn—preinHCREH
forms, given that the latter largely presuppose f:-l.d st?t? i O
anyway. That said, both approaches entail recognition o [ the 1}11 teh
stem shapes just indicated and of ar, a'il', as t.he nurl_na-l Ce t.l.(.': re ed* °
PIE r, | before =, the ri, li (and even ni) variant being due to paradig

specific morphological pressures.

. r;fgﬁ-ﬁal-l’lﬁ;{ GreEstaty oy tremiealle TPV -y, IR KSTOPRE NI r:'}:iih..‘- L CP»LIU
Canesir et B3 it Lo CRKN or CiEhR,, with a split between BIV
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CHAPTER TWO

Irish and British evidence for the segmentation and
accentuation of PIE nasal presents with stem-final laryngeal

fr-—-r M F_ww - — ey Ferrmt— T p - e g LEr e - w ¢

1. The forms attested in the daughter languages leave no doubt that the
Proto-Indo-European nasal-infix present commonly displayed an accentu-
al pattern of the type act. 3sg. C(R)RnéC-ti, 3pl. C(R)RnC-énti. However,
there is disagreement concerning both the segmentation of this formation
and its claim to be the sole accentual Lype in the parent language. De Saus-
sure’s (1879, 239-44) segmentation CR3-n(é¢)-C- with invariably zero-grade
r root, and ablauting infix has found widespread favour, not least among
Indo-Europeanists with Celtic interests or vice versa (e. g. Marstrander,
1924; Sjoestedt, 1926, 3; Watkins, 1958, 90-1; Cowgill, 1963, 251-2;
McCone, 1986, 225-8 and 235), and implies a regular Proto-Indo-European
“hysterokinetic™ pattern with accentual mobility confined to sulfix/infix
| and ending. Although perhaps somewhat less popular overall, Benve-
| niste’s (1935, 159-63) alternative analysis as CR-n-(¢)C- with originally
| ablauting “state II” root and invariably zero-grade infix has also enjoyed
‘ appreciable support (e. g. Kuiper, 1937, Puhvel, 1960; Strunk, 1967).

Strunk’s book first raised the possibility of a less common PIE variant
CéR-n-C-ti, CR-n-C-énti characterized by an “amphikinetic” accentual
' alternation between “state I” root and ending: “Ai. styppati aus *sty-n-es-ti
passt nicht in dem angenommenen Sinne zu astarts aus *e-stera-s. Aber da
wir einmal bei Uberlegungen theoretischer Art sind: eine mil dem al
Waurzelaorist des AV. im Ablaut iibereinstimmende Nasalprisensstamm-
form dieses Verbums bietet sich in lat. sternit “breitet, streckt hin”, air.
sernaid “ds.” an. Nach traditioneller Auffassung entspricht die Vollstufe
in lat. ster-n-, air. ser-n- nicht der ablautgerechten Stammbildung eines
Nasalpriisens. Sie musste deshalb aus sekundiren Umstdnden erklirt
werden. So deutete Marstrander sowohl die iat. als auch die keltische
: Gestalt der ersten Silbe aus Ubertragung vom Aoristkonjunktiv *sterd-.
i Diese immer noch geltende Hilfsthese wird aber entbehrhch, wenn man
in Erwiigung zicht, dass das italo-keltische Verbum gegeniber ved.
strnatt {aw. frastorandili) etwas Alteres bewahrt haben konnte. Das wiirde
bedeuten, dass neben dem iiblichen Priisenstyp *KR-n-ea-ti (VS. II *KRe3-)
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auch ein Typus *KeR-n-a-ti (VS. 1 *KeRs-) cxistiert hiitte: da die
schwachen Stimme beider Typen die gleiche Struktur *KR-n-3- haben
mussten, wire i Indo-Iranischen unter Systemzwang der 9. Klasse zur
schwachen Stammform ai. strpi-, aw. storen-, die zu urspriinglichem
starkem *slerna- gehoren konnte, ein neuer Singular al. stpndti, aw. storon-
ailt hinzugebildet worden™ (1967, 53).

Following Anttila’s (1969) investigation into so-called “Schwebeab-
laut™ between “state I” C¢éRC and “state II” CRéC full grades of the same
root, Benveniste’s seductive reduction of such conglomerates to “trili-
teral” root plus suffix or “élargissement” with full grade in the former
(CeR-C-), the latter (CR-eC-) or neither (CR-C-) but never both (no CeR-
eC-) can no longer be upheld as a general principle of IE word formation
(cf. Cowgill, 1963, 251; Penney, 1988). Although some longer roots do
show traces of such origins, many more cannot be convincingly dissected
m this way and seem to have had either CReRC, CeRC or CReC as a
normal full grade rather than an alternation between the two (see Szemer-
ényi, 1989, 101-3).

Taking account of this development, Strunk (1973, 67-8) argued that
the CéR-n-C- type had become indispensable to the thesis of ablauting
root and non-ablauting infix, since the analysis of a nasal present as g8
n-ew- (Olnd. §rpo- “hear”) or *pl-n-eh,- (OInd. praa- “fill”) on the strength
of root aorist *klew- (OInd. éro-) or *pleh,- (OInd. pra-) obviously implied
& type *ster-n-h;- (Lat. sterni-, OIr. sernfa)i- “strew, spread™), *sper-n-h-
(Lat. sperni- “spurn™) corresponding to root aorist *sterhs- (Olnd. start-),
*sperk- (Olnd. sphari-) and so on. Accordingly Strunk himself (e. g. 1979,
1984, 1985) and others (e. g. K. T. Schmidt, 1982, 168-9; Pinault, 1984,
121; Isebaert, 1985) have set about accumulating further likely examples
of the latter pattern in Greek, Latin, Old Irish and Tocharian above all.

- Bince several key correspondences along sernaid/sternit lines involve
014 Irish examples, the Celtic evidence has a significant and as yet under-
exploited bearing upon the central question: can such attestations all be
- plausibly accounted for as analogical remodellings of the expected ref-
lexes (e. g. Olr, *sarnaid, Lat. *stornit) of an inherited hysterokinetic for-
mation *siy-n(é)-h;- ete. in the individual daughter languages concerned,

. as 18 commonly claimed (e. g. by Klingenschmitt, 1982, 176, n. 21)?

- If they cannot, the reconstruction of a rarer divergent PIE formation

with full grade I in the sg. act. would seem to be indicated. In that case

three theoretically possible sources for the required CéR-n-C-t are avail-

able, namely an “acrostatic” pattern with accent fixed on the root
throughout (pl. CéR-n-C-pti), a “proterokinetic” paradigm with accentual

—

4
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shift between root and suffix/infix only (pl. CR-né-C-nti} or the sufﬁ:f,f
infix skipping amphikinetic one already described (pl. CR-n-C-ént:).

Insofar as it entails ablaut of both root and infix, the proterokinetic
option deviates from both the “Saussurian™ and the broadly “Benvenis-

tian” positions. On the other hand, the amphikinetic alternative obvi-
ously implies a non-ablauting infix & la Benveniste/Strunk, whereas the

acrostatic paradigm with unvarying CéR-n-C- tentatively mooted by Get-
tinger (1979, 169-70) and Klingenschmitt (ibid.) would be a logical con-

comitant of hysterokinetic CR-n(é)-C- 4 la de Saussure.
A further twist has now been imparted by Isebaert’s recent argument
(1985) for an ablauting acrostatic pattern CéR-n-C-ti, CéR-n-C-nti corre-

lating with amphikinetic CéR-n-C-li, CR-n-C-éni? in the same way as the -

PIE acrostatic root present (CEC(C)-1i, CéC(C)-nii) discovered by N&l‘tﬂil
(1968) does with its commoner (amphi)kinetic counterpart (CéC(Cj-tz,
CC(C)-énti). Strunk (1985b) has now diagnosed the essence of t}mt rela-
tionship as one of “Aufstufung” or upgrading (e for { conditioning ¢ for
e, 0 for o) of acrostatic vis a vis corresponding kinetic pamdigms“ar{d }u}s
also posited the existence of an acrostatic as well as a(n amphijkinetic
root. aorist in PIE. In accordance with Strunk’s theory of the basic rela-
tionship between nasal _present and root aorist, an acrostatic- pattern in
the latter ought to be mirrored by the former, and Isebaert claims tol have
discovered a reflex of just such a correspondence in Greek. It remains to
be seen what assistance the relevant Insular Celtic data can afford for a

choice between these various alternatives.

2. All four Old Irish nasal presents dealt with at the end of the pre-
vious chapter are, of course, eminently compatible with segment&t-ion *tl-
n-(E}ho-, *El-n-(é}u-, *pl-n-(é)hy-, *ggt.-‘n—(é)hs- i la Belle9111FEMJStir1111k on
the strength of “state II™ *i(éhy, *klféhu-, *pl{é)h;-, *dn{é)hy-. However,
the Saussurian alternative *tl-n(é)-hs-, *kl-n{é)-u-, *pl-nfé)-h;-, *dn-n(é)-hs-
based exclusively on the zero grade of the root can hardly be ruled out on
those grounds alone.

The second correlation established earlier (ch. 1, 4) t‘teen Car/l-n-V-
and Cer/1V- is also inconclusive because ar/l is merely the ™ oto-Celtic out-
come of a zero-grade 3/ compatible with either segmentatiﬂl}. Hctwever,
0l1d Irish offers four potentially erucial examples of CeR-n-V- 1n this cate-
gory, namely -sern “strews, arranges” contrasting with Welsh sarn-u
“strews, tramples”, -ern “gives”, -ella “encounters, appmaches.: goes (0{11}’
in epds. like ad:ella “visits™), and -cella “moves (round)” (only in cpds. like
do:im-chella “goes round”) contrasting with Welsh pall-u “come to an end
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: (1 e. full circle), cease™. As already pointed out (ch. 1, 3), the weak a-inflee-
tion of -ella and -cella results from (C)Vi-na- > (C)Vil-a-.

A. 111f,rsteroki11etic segmentation CR-n(é)-H- can only be sustained if the
__ ﬁ*\’?ﬂ&hﬁﬂl of these Olr. presents is due to fairly recent analogy from pre-
_teﬂ?e and subjunctive reflexes of the corresponding full grade CéR-H- or
derives {from a non-ablauting PIE acrostatic CéR-n-H-. On the other
| ha;t}d., an origin as amphikinetic CeR-n-H-/CR-n-H-' or ablauting acros-
| _t.gtm CER-n-C-/CéR-n-C- would clearly imply the segmentation advocated
by Strunk and tip the scales decisively in favour of taking -tlen ete, above
as reﬂexf;s of a counterpart CR-n-(é¢)H- formed from “state II” roots. A
~proterokinetic segmentation CéR-n-H-/CR-né-H- would, of course M:ct::rd
“with neither view. ‘ | 1

The traditional approach to these Old Irish presents has been to
argue that the e-vocalism is indeed secondary and due to analogical influ-
ence from the subjunctive and/or preterite. Thus for sernaid Marstrander
{ 1’5{24, 33-6) suggested alteration of inherited *srenaid or more likely *sar-
n.md on the analogy of subj. -sera and above all pret. -sert. Adhering more
strictly to the view that 1/ had given Celtic ri/li before n, Watkins (1958
91) proposed that in this and the three similar cases the 1b[‘c:rma,i;inr.ms witl;
full-grade CeR{a)- caused both metathesis and colouring of *sri-na-, *kvli-
- ma- etc. to *ser-na-, *k¥el-na-, whence OIr. -sern, -cella quite regiila,rl

while “for -ern I suggest a development *(p)r-né-ti > *ri-nd-ii, which *-.».raj,,s1

mebat_;hesized with the help of perfect *ire (Olr, -ir ‘granted?) ‘t.o *ir-na-ti
for c?ﬂer&ntiation from the now identical present *ri-na-# ‘sells’ (Olr
rmrd) < *(p)r-na-ti, PIE root *perH,. Presumably -ern later triggereci
-ern from *-sarn™ (McCone, 1986, 226). Such metatheses can now be
safely ruled out in the light of the previous chapier’s demonstration that.
the zero grades in question will have been *s(l)ar-na-, *k*al-na-, *(p)ar-
na- and *(p)al-na-, the first two directly attested in Welsh Saﬁt-i; pall-u
rather than *s(t)ri-na-, *k¥li-na-, *(p)ri-na- and *(p)li-na-. T

That leaves Marstrander’s notion that present a was changed to e
._undﬁef the il}ﬂuence of subjunctive and t-preterite. This is essentially the
Eﬂﬂlthn maintained by de Bernardo Stempel, who argues that generaliza-
lion of the full-grade singular form of the root & la Strunk runs counter to
| '-‘t-h'at-ﬂf the nasal suffix’s zero grade (-na-) otherwise (1987, 39 and 108) and
| _al_s'o conflicts with a general bias towards the plural variant in prehistoric
irish levellings of verbal paradigmatic ablaut (ibid., 158). The possibility
~ that Lat. sternil and Olr. sernaid might reflect an Italo-Celtic isogloss is
. then rejected on account of Welsh sarnu (ibid., cf. Wagner, 1967, 3). How-
gver, both the Welsh and Irish forms seem quite compaltible with.an origi-
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nally amphikinetic (Insular?) Celtic paradigm opposing act. sg. *serna- to
pl. (and mid.) *sarna- and later homogenised in opposite directions by
Irish and British separately. Moreover, in such an ablauting paradigm the
suffix -na- is regular in both singular and plural. This makes it a plausibie
and, given the large class of weak presents with an -a- suffix, highly desir-
able trigger for the preference of -na- over its alternant -na- elsewhere.

Strunk’s approach to these Celtic presents is, of course, incompatible
with Watkins’ rule “that in every paradigm inherited from Indo-European
which exhibited a functional alternation between full grade and zero
grade, in other words paradigmatic Ablaut, Celtic has universally general-
ized the zero-grade. There are no exceptions to this; we may take it as g1v-
en” (1962, 189). However, the absolute validity of this principle 1s open to
serious doubt despite a recent attempt (McCone, 1986} to apply it with full
rigour and not a little special pleading. For instance, reduplicated Olr. pre-
terites like lelaig “licked™ then have to be explained as ill motivated ana-
logical reformations of *lilig < zero-grade *[i-lig- instead of being directly
and straightforwardly derived < full-grade *li-loig-e (ibid., 234-5), and the
suppletive erstwhile root aorist do:cer “fell” becomes a barely credible late
remodelling of *do:car (ibid., 230-1) < zero-grade *-kara- < *Jorh,-V-
rather than & perfectly regular reflex of futl-grade *-kera- < *-kerhs-C.

On the whole, it is hard to see why weak stems should have been me-
chanically preferred over their strong counterparts in such paradigmatic
homogenizations without regard to broader systemic pressures favouring
one or the other in any given instance. For instance, if a CaR-nd/a- present
coulid be remodelled to CeR-na- under the influence of subj. CeR-a- as pos-
tulated by Marstrander and others, why could the same subjunctive forms
not have determined & preference of inherited strong CeR-na- to weak
CaR-na- in the first place? Pending & more detailed study of the whole
question, it seems reasonable to frame the provisional hypothesis that,
apart from the obvious case of well motivated thematizations from 3pi.
*_ontfi) (ibid., 227-9; see ch. 3, 1), eradication of verbal paradigmatic
ablaut in Insular Celtic or prehistorie Irish did not invariably spread the
plural stem but was conditioned by a relatively complex interparadigmatie
interplay liable to vary {rom verb to verb or category to calegory.

The arguments raised by de Bernardo Stempel against Strunk’s
analysis thus scem less than compelling and in any case are largely in-
applicable to the non-ablauting acrostatic CéR-n-H- (sg. and pl.) option.
Neverthless, the theory advocated by her and Marstrander has the su-
perficial attraction of being able to account for the discrepancy be-
tween what would then be inherited Welsh sarn-, pall- and innovatory
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Irish sern-, cell- quite nicely. That said, a closer examination reveals dil-
ficulties.

To begin with, exawmpiles like Olr. pres. -mainethar “thinks”, -garnethar
18 born”, -mairn “betrays™ vs. subj. -menathar, -genathar, -mera show that,
such differences in vocalism were far from intolerable, at least as far as
roots or stems with -n were concerned (EIV 38). Furthermore, where late
analogical levelling of this kind can be securely inferred, it is the subjune-
tive or the l-preterite that tends to adopt the present stem’s vocalism
rather than the other way round. Thus pres. -daim “endures” (<
*dmhs-ye-11), subj. -dama (for *-dema < *demhs-s-e-li, of. Gk S pVNILL
etc.), pres. -goin (< *gan-e-ti, W. qwan-1u; see McCone, 1986, 228), sub;j.
-gona {for *-gena < *g¥en-(a)s-e-i1), pres. -dair “mounts” (< *dMh;-ye-1i,
cf. Gk. Spaoxer), pret. -dart (for -dert < *dir-(s)-i replacing reflex of
*dterhs-s-1; see ch. 5, 7). That makes either retention of *-(sjarn (later
*-(8)arrn?), -(slera or levelling to *-(s)a(i?)rn, *-(s)ara = good deal more
likely than levelling to -(s)ern, *-(s)era.

An intractable problem is posed by the failure of e to penctrate the
nasal presents -mairn vs. -mera, -mert and a-t:baill vs. -bela, -bell under al-
most dentical conditions to those posited for *-sarn ete. Sinee in Old Ir-
1sh (-ymam- and (-)ball- with broad stem-final occurred in all but the (2
and?) 3sg. conjunct, an ad hoc rule restricting the analogical e-colouring
to presents with invariably non-palatal -rn(-) or -U(-) is singularly unap-
pealing. Moreover, -mairn alongside marnaid, 3pl. -marnat almost cor-
tainly reﬂegts a late remodelling of *-marn < *mp-n-hy- (Gk. [LEEVOLTOL
Olnd. mynati) to the pattern seen in -baill, pl. -ballal, canaid, -cain
“sings”, pl. -canal or maraid, -mair “lasts”, pi. -marai ete. (see EIV 31),
Consequently, the divergent treatments of *mar-na- on the one hand and
*sar-na- ete. on the other are quite inexplicablie.

Finally, because acquisition of weak inflection by -cella and -ellg inevi-
tably entailed basing the other stems upon originally present (C)Vii-, any
colouring of (C)all- to (C)ell- from strong subjunctive or preterite (Cel{a)-
forms would bave to predate a shift in inflectional type that demon-
strably goes back at least as far as Insular Celtic (sce 3 helow). Anyway,
even if *kWalla-, *alla- > *k*ella-, *ella- could somehow be motivated for
Goedelic only, there would be no obvious explanation for the failure of
*walla- (OIr. -follfn)athar, see ch. 1, 3) Lo be similarly affected.

- 3. In short, it seems impossible to account for the vocalism of -ern,
-gern., -cella, -ella in terms of relatively late prehistoric Irish analogies,
and that leaves the option of an inherited type with full grade I. Indeed,
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an important further argument for the antiquity of these formations i1s
provided by the fact that each of them has a likely CeR-n- cognate out-
side Celtic.

Mention has already been made of the correspondence between Olr.
sernaid, -sern and Lat. sternit implying *st(e)rnhs-, whereas OInd. styrnati
reflects *stynfe)hs-. Gk. otbépvior “spreads™ can be linked to the latter on
the assumption that productive -nit-/-nu- (cf. Kimball, 1988, 247) re-
placed *-né-/*-no-. Cowgill (1965, 156-8) suggests the trigger of Ipl
*starnumen regularly < *starnomen (< *sirnhz-) by a well-known Proto-
Greek tendency to change o to % in certain labial environments. How-
cver, there seems to be no guarantee that the remodelled singular was
*slarnd- (< *strnehs-) rather than *sterno- (< *sternhs-). Indeed, the latter
offers the bonus of a second trigger for -nu- In 1sg. *sternumt < *sterno-
mt. This raises the possibility of a strong *ster-nu-, weak *sfar-nu- re-
shaped to 6Top-vb-, 6Top-vu- as a means of normalizing the root and sui-
fix vocalisms, the former probably on the analogy of fut., aor. ovope- (cf.
Puhvel, 1960, 74, n. 39; Cowgill, 1965, 157; see Strunk, 1967, 74-6 for a
general discussion and an alternative derivation of the Greek present
from old *siy-n-{e)u-).

Thurneysen’s initial equation (1927) of OIr. ernaid, -ern “gives™ (note
fut. ebraid < *pi-prhg-se-t1) with Gk. mep-ve- “sell” assumed analogical e-
vocalism, but Vendryes (LEI4 R19-20) suggested a direct derivation of
both from a PIE *per-n-h,-, a possibility also seriously considered by
Strunk (1979, 93-4) with due regard for an alternative *per-n-h;- (Gk. aor.
act. tope “bestowed” < *pérhs-t (or *prhy-t+e/0?), perl. mid. némpwTar “is
ordained”™ < *pe-prhs-).

OIr. -cella too may well have a hitherto unnoticed partner in Homerie
Gk. mept-téldopot “go round, pass by”, which is attested in participial
constructions relating to the passage of time, notably mepttehlopéveov £v-
wutdy and weptteddopévou Eteog “as the year(s) pass by”. The semanti-
cally plausible derivation from *k¥elhs- “move (in a circle)” is made into a
certainty by the corresponding aorist weptmhopéveiov Eviavtdy “after the
years had passed by™ and is duly recognised (minus laryngeal) by Frisk
(GEW 869), who suggests present *k*el-ye/o- nlongside the thematised
zero grade of an old root aorist. However, it scems preferable to take
telle/o- as a thematization of nasal present *tella- < *k*(e}l-n-hs- in the
light. of balle/o- < *gl-n-h)- and Strunk’s (1967) ample demonstration of
the tendency for root aorists to correlate with nasal presents in Indo-Eu-
ropean. The lell- here would have been generalised {rom the sg. to the du.
and pl. of the active that this verb presumably once had. and thence to
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the middle and passive (cf. 3pl. act. wepviior “they sell”, ipf. pass. grcép-
vavto). If so, the mateh with Olr. -cella is well nigh perfect.

Strunk has recently (1986, 453-4) argued that it is sounder to accept

~ the Avestan hapax parsnli “attacks™ as a lectio difficilior than to emend it

~away, the resull being a /parnti/ < *pél-n-hy-ti, the form also taken to
underly Lat. pellit “encounters, beats against, drives away” and less cer-
tainly OIr. ad:ella “visits, approaches™ (cf. Gk. aor. Enérac(c)e “ap-
proached” for full grade I *pelh,-). Meiser’s recent (1986, 164-6) proposal
to derive Umbr. pendu < *pel-n-h-t5d obviously implies that the full-
grade formation underlying its Lat. cognate pellil goes back at least as far
as Italic,

Doubts about the formally and semantically unimpeachable associa-
tion of the Irish form with this root are based upon Pedersen’s alterna-
tive connection of OIr. -ella and the suppletive MW. subjunctive 3sg. el,
3pl. el(k)on! of a “goes™ < *ag-e-i(t) (arch. also eyl, OW. agit, hegit < *ag-
e-t3(-}) with Gk. eladver “drives, makes for”: “Ir. Ind. -ella verhiilt sich
zum brit. Konjunktivstamm el- wie ir. ad-baill zu at-bela 8. 350, d. h. der
Ind. enthilt ein priasensbildendes -nd-. Die Verwandschaft mit gr. éAnive
‘treibe, fahre’, arm. ela-nem “komme heraus, steige hinauf™, ela-nim
‘werde’ (-~ aus -In-, KZ XXXIX 424) liegt aufl der Hand” (VG 11 353).
However, Pedersen failed to mention another germane form that speaks
decisively for *pel(-n-)h,-. As pointed oul by Pokorny (1920} and Klin-
genschmitt (1982, 176-7, n. 21), this is the suppletive future eblaid, -ebla
of OIr. agid, -aig “drives”, which continues PIE desiderative *ni-plh,-se-i
quile regularly (cf. GOI 403). Although it is true that an eb- reduplicator
seems to have been generalized in the OIr. a-future of strong roots with
the shape VIi4 (GOI 403-4; EIV 47), one will hardly wish to jettison the
only other form apart from ebraid capable of providing a historically reg-
ular starting point for this.

- -Indeed, OIr. pres. -ella, MW. subj. el(h-) and Olr. fut. -ebla obviously
once belonged to a single Proto-Celtic paradigm (ef. Marstrander, 1920)
as *elna-tt (< *pél-n-hy-ti), *el-ase-ti (< *pélhy-s-e-ti) (see ch. 5, 7-8, and
McCone, 1986, 247-8) and *ibl-dse-li (< *pi-plhy-se-ti) respectively. How-
_ever, adaptation of pres. *ella-fi to the weak @-conjugation as *ellati en-
- tailed 2 whole new set of a-subj. (see ch. 7, 13 on f-fut.), s-pret. act. and
- prel. pass. forms based upon ell{a)-, thus cutting the inherited formations
~ adrift. Whereas the old preterite forms simply disappeared, the displaced
subjunctive *elase- and fuiure/desiderative *ibldse- gravitated towards
the semﬁntinaﬁy close *ag- “drive, make for” (> Brit. “go0”). The supple-

. tive non-pregent forms assoeciated with this root in some other I
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branches oo indicate ils the lack of a PIE aorist (cf. Specht KZ 63, 1930,
270; Wagner, 1961b, 11; Watkins 1962, 174; Jasanoff, 1983, (7} capable
of generating an old s- subjunctive. If this atiractive motivation for the

-suppletion is valid, the verb’s new subj. and fut. were presumably already

in place when *ag- acquired the s-aorist *ax-s-t underlying the t-pret.{-_::r-
ites MW. aeth “went”, Olr. -acht “drove™ (see ch. 4, 4) in (Insular?) Ceitrlp,
since this should have easily been capable of generating a subj. *ax-se-i(i)
to fill the gap.

Since this highly circumstantial set of developments must ha_ve
occurred prior to the separation of Irish and British, so too must its
trigger, the transfer of *ella- (and presumably *Cﬁlfﬂ:)itt} the weak c:'f-mn-
jugation. The stem *iblase- did not survive in British for the simple
reason that a formally distinet future catlegory was either lost there or
else not developed from a desiderative doomed to disappear. In Old Irish,
on the other hand, subj. *el-a- (< *el-ase- cte.) gave way lo *ag-d- with
the same stem as the present, the result being -aig’s status as the only
strong verb with root-final guttural and an a- (-aga, -agal) rather than an
s~ (¥-d, *-assal) subjunctive. However, -ebla survived because Ll.le 1181121:]
requirement that a fut. stem differ formally from the corresponding suby.
militated against a similarly neat regularization.

At all events, Olr. -ella certainly continues *pel-n-h,- not *hel-n-hy-
and may be eonfidently compared with Lat. pellit, Umbr. pend*r_:.1 Av. par-
anis. If Gk. havver (fut. A& arguably < *hjelh,-s-¢-) has a Celtic cognate
at all, the best bet seems to be the Olr. suppletive resultative-potential to
fo:ceird, -cuirclhar “sets in motion, puts, throws”, namely ro:la (BT l*""‘
142-3). The forms of this would square nicely with a type II full igrmle
I, leh,- vs. the type I *hjelthy- underlying the Greek forms (ell the *gnehy-
on which OIr. gniid “(produces), makes, does™ is apparently based Vs,
widespread reflexes of *genh;- “gives birth (to)” mn OlIr. and elscwhere?).

However that may be, we arrive at a total of four Olr. nasal pr"e:';cnts
with o “state I e-grade of the rool. plausibly connected with st-rxkugly
similar formations outside Celtic in Latin, Greek and quite likely Irnm::m
Loo. More or less ad hoc explanations of this ¢ as a late analogical transler
from other parts of the paradigm have proved unworkable f:{}l" (.}ﬂmlchm
and in any case strain credulity when this has to be npplmd_ indepen-
dently to three or even four separate branches in the face of le:_xlca] corre-
spondences such as -sern Lad. sternit, -ern/GK. mepva-, -ella; Lﬂt-: pellit ;
Umbr. pendat/Av. paranli, -cella /Gk. tedAo- (sec Sl.rt_mk._ 1.9?’3, {_)E} fr.:-r A
just criticism of the desperate invention of a prehistoric Latin subjunective

*sterd- 10 ‘explain® alleged remodelling of pres, stern- from *storn- there),
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4. The Old Irish evidence not only provides powerful support for the

alternative CéR-n-H- PIE nasal-infix type first recognised by Strunk but

also appears to be in substantial agreement with the basic relationship he
has posited between the PIE nasal present and root aorist. Thus of the
ten or eleven secure Olr. examples involving an R other than i (no attes-
tations with u), four of those with a full grade I CeRH- show a parallel
nasal-infix structure CeR-n-H- (-sern, -ern, -ella, -cella), while the four
with a “state II” CRew/H- have nasal presents fully compatible with a,
corresponding CR-n-{ehw/H- (-tlen, -lin, -gnin, -cluinethar).

The three exceptions (-mairn, -baill, -foll(n)athar) oppose a reflex of

“.zero-grade CR-n-H- to an attested or inferred full grade I CeR-H-. Of

these the deponent -foll(rjathar is inconclusive because, as a presumably
old Celtic or even pre-Celtic medium tantum, it would have had unchal-

- lenged zero grade throughout the present indicative, e. g. 3sg. < *wl-n-

ha-tér, 3pl. < *wl-n-hy-ntér. However, the contrast between the -sern type
on the one hand and aé:baill, -mairn reflecting pres. CR-n-H- vs. aor.
(subj. and ind.) CeRH- on the other clearly implies different prototypes.

- From this it would follow that the latter pair is based upon old hystero-
- kinetic CR-n{e)-H- unaligned with the normal aorist full grade. Since the
foregoing indicates that those old CeR-n-H- presents surviving into Old

Irish retained the resultant (C)eR-n{a-), Olr. -baill seems hard to square
with Strunk’s (1979, 96-100) otherwise attractive suggestion that the
Greek dialect doublets Arcadian pres. 8&AAet or {éAAet,.aor. Elehe and
Attic-lonic pres. BaAier “throws™, aor. £€Baie “threw” reflect contrary
‘generalizations (plus thematization) of the full and zero grades respec-
tively of ablauting Proto-Greek paradigms continuing PIE pres. *g®él-n-
hy-t2, pl. *gl-n-h;-énti, aor. *gWélh,-t, *¢g¥lhs-ént. The overall evidence now
seems rather to indicate a dialectal skew in the aorist only and the subse-
quent resolution of an exceptional divergence in consonance as well as
vocalismm by remodelling present *ball- upon aorist 3ci- in Arcadian.
Alternatively, if Beekes (1969, 216-26; cf. Ruijgh, 1988, 451-2) is right in
suggesting k. B > e¢/a/0R before h,»; respectively, aor. 8ehe- could be
due to a standard thematization of the reflex of act. pl. *g¥ih,-. This
would entail & skew between pres. fadi- and aor. 3cA- generally resolved
in favour of the former (new aor. BaA-), but in favour of the latter in Arca-

. dian (new pres. JehA-). At any rate, the balance of probability here
favours asymmetrical PIE pres. *gwl-nfé)-hy-, *mp-n{é)-ho- vs. aor.
'+ gy, *m{é)rhs-.

75 .- The present investigation began by listing nasal-infix presents to

1 .
L |
- r

" roots with zero-grade C(R);H-, a typical instance accompanied by particu-
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larly serviceable comparative data being OIr. -cren “buys” < *kwﬂ'.:n-hg#
with subj. -cria < *k¥rey-ase- < *woreyh,-s-e- (ef. Olnd. pres. krindti, fut.
kresyali), fut. -ciura(i?) < *k@i-kUrihg-se- (see EIV 45-6). This type, then.
could well comprise further instances of pres. C(R)i-n(é)-H- out of step
with aor. C(R)(é}iH-. On the other hand, even if the full-grade singular
had been a symmetrical “state I” such as *kvré-na- < *k¥rey-n-hr, the
eradication of inner-paradigmatic ablaut might well have gone in favour
of the zero-grade plural present alternant *kVri-na- < *k¥ri-n-hy-
through pressure from *Lwri. forms elsewhere (e. g. fut. *A%i-k'ri-, pret.
pass. *kvri-to- < *E¥rif,-lo-), especially if subj. *k*rey-a- had airead{
become *kiriy-a-, as seems quite likely in the light of VKG T 66-7: "“:u:flg. y
(womit idg. is- S. 73 und wohl auch idg. zp- vor Vokalen sowie 1dg. ¢
zusammengefallen sind) erscheint in nicht-letzter Siibe (bes. vor a? als e.
ae, au, ai (mc. ay). .. ac. gaem ne. gauaf. .. gall. Giamillus MN, Ge:-:wu:in..
abgekiirzier Monatsname: lat hiems “Winter gr. yiwv ‘Schnee’. . ... 1r. na-
thor gl. torrens ac. realir gl. torrentium ne. rhaiadr “Wasser{all: la.L: -rz‘--mfa;
‘Bach’ asl. ri-ngli s¢ russ. rinuli ‘schnell fliessen’ skr. rinate ‘Hife flieflen™
(see end of ch. 1, 3 on riathar, rhaeadr < *reyalro- < *hareyh-tro-). '

The evidence of the -cren type is, then, best regarded as inconclusive.
Indeed, il we assume that at least some BIV verbs originally opposed
strong C(R)ey-n-h- to weak C(R)i-n-h-, the result will have been a -na-
suffix throughout regardless of the laryngeal, thus obviating the neeefl to
reconstruct -h, in the absence of further evidence (e. g. den < holfé)hinh-
rather than *hylin(éjhy-). On the other hand, the explanation of BV adv-
anced in ch. 1, 2 demands a (ull grade Crini/i- (< C(R)Rneh;s-) to
sccount for the colouring of the corresponding zero grade Crina- (<
C(R)Rnh5-) to Crini/u-. Since, however, all threc verbs in question,
namely -gnin, do:lin and ar-a:chrin have a certain (*gnek?) or arguablc
(*pleh,, *Lreh,) full grade 11, a segmentation of the underlying PIE llasfa}l-
infix presents as *gn-n-(éjhs-, *pl-n-(é)h;-, *Lr-n-(é)h;- can be defended 1n
cach case {see ch. 1, 3-4).

5 There remains the crucial question of the accentual type to which
the CéR-n-H- formation originally belonged. To the best of my knowl-
edge, no one has yet tried to account for the sernaid j'ﬁ'r.ernit type 1n t:erms
of an opposition between hysterokinetic CR-né-H-&, CR-n-H-énti and
proterokinetic CéR-n-H-1i, CR-né-H-nti analogous to that recﬂns‘tr‘uet?d
for n-stems and so on in the PIE nominal system. Nor is this surprising i
view of a luck of positive advantages over ils rivals and the absence of evi-
dence for such a proterokinetic pattern clsewhere in the verbal system
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(e.g. optative hysterokinetic C(R)C-yéh,-t, CR)C-ih;-ént or static
CéR)Clo)-ith;-t/-p¢, but not proterokinetic Cé(R)C-th,-t, CR)C-yéh,-nt).
While & derivation of Goedelic *ser-na-ti, *ser-na-nti from a presumed
*s(tjer-na-#t, *s(tjar-nd-nti through the latter’s regular shortening (see ch.
3, 4) to *s{t)ar-na-nti seems viable, mere feasibility at this level secems
insufficient, grounds for reconstructing such an inflectional novelty for
the protolanguage. Moreover, it is hard to understand why this and the
following type should have been so prone to replacement by the hystero-
kinetic pattern in Indo-Iranian and elsewhere in the absence of a formal
overlap in either the weak or the strong forms.
~ The non-ablauting acrostatic option is a good deal more attractive
insofar as it implies for the nasal-infix present a contrast between a static
CéR-n-H-17, CéR-n-H-nti and a kinetic CR-né-H-13, CR-n-H-énti type sim-
- ilar to that obtaining among root presents (e. g. static *CeRC-ti, C6RC-nli
- vs. kinetic CéRC-ti, CRC-énii; see Narten, 1968) and arguably also root
aorists (Strunk, 1985b, 500-3). On the other hand, it would also seem to
imply the possibility of an as yet unsupported CR-n-¢H-ti, CR-n-é¢ H-nfi to

a root with “state 2” full grade, and is in any case a doubtful asset to the

Saussurian side since it breaches the fundamental principle of infixation

in an invariably zero-grade root,

An obvious advantage of the acrostatic hypothesis as applied to Olr.
~sern, -cella ete. is the fact that it gives full-grade root throughout the
inflection from the first and thus avoids the need to postulate an arguably
unusual (but see 2 above) preference of singular over plural form in the
elimination of inner-paradigmatic ablaut during the prehistory of Irish

- and British. Of course, if corresponding acrostatie root aorists could be
posited, the ablauting alternative CeR-n-H-ti, CéR-n-H-nti linked to the
amphikinetic thesis (see end of 1 above) would do just as well here. This
would yield Proto-Celtic (Cyer/lna-ti, (Cler/Ina-nti for the four verbs in ques-
tion, whence regular ablaut readjustments to (Cya/lna-ti, (C)ir/lna-nti and
then (Cyir/lna-ti, (Cyir/tna-nii (see ch, 1, 2), the OIr. outeome of which would
be (C)ern(-) or (C)ell(-). However, this does not really matter, since in both
cages this advantage is heavily outweighed by the serious problem posed
by divergences of the kind noted by Strunk (1979, 89-93) between full-

 grade wepve- and zero-grade nopva- in different dialects of ancient Greek,

. there being nowhere for the latter to arise in an acrostatic paradigm.

. Insular Celtie, of course, offers a similar contrast between Olr. full-
o grade-,gm,-celta and W, zero-grade -sarn, -pall. The acrostatic hypoth-
- esis. entails derivation of both variants from a *s(tjerna-i(i)/-ni(i) and

O pwoella i) /-nifi) or the like prior to the separation of Goedelic and
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British. While it is just about conceivable that *s(t)er?m-t({i) was subse-
quently changed to *s(t)arna-1{i} in British in con_formlty with th_e Carn-
reflexes of old hysterokinetics, a similar explanation of W. -pall is ruled
oul by the earlier demonstration (3 above) that *ella- alld,_therefﬂre, &1%0
*Lwella- had developed weak inflection before the separation of Gﬁnedehc
from British, i. e. at a time when an old acrostatic present must still have
displayed *ella-, *kvella- throughout. That being 50, the resu:lt would
have been separation from the nasal class accompanied by thf:e introduc-
tion of unvarying *k¥ella- into all tenses and moods. It s hard to
envisage a later motive or mechanism in British for replacing such a
coherent set of weak *pell- forms by pall-. | |
That leaves the third option of an amphikinetic paradigm CéH_«:n.—C—L-L,
CR-n-C-énti for “state I” and CR-n-éC-ti, CR-n-C-énte for “state II” roots.
This time, likely reflexes of both predicted variants are actually attested,

as should have emerged clearly from the previous discussion, and erosion -

by the hysterokinetic type 1n Pmto-Indn-Em:opean and the later dia.le‘cts
can be neatly motivated by the formal coincidence of b'nth t}rPes outside
the singular active (Strunk, 1967, 53). If we turn to Cel%m specifically, the
contrast of OlIr. -sern, -celle with W. sarn-u, pall-u Is easy enough to
explain in terms of shared prototypes w'it;h ablaut 1:1119_rxted T}T an
amphikinetic pattern, namely *s(tjer-na-i(3), j“s(f}ar-na-nt(e) anc% | Evella-
I(3), *kvalla-ni(i). We then merely need to posit that, whereas British gen-
eralized the plural variant *s(tjar-na- on the model of the *ﬂ_mr-vm- type
(4 above), in Goedelic *s(tjer-na- was preferred under the 111ﬂue:1ce of
subj. *s(t)er-ase-. The probable generalization of pret. *ker-a- over *kar-a-

to give OIr. do:cer “fell” (see 2 above) can be regarded as a close parallel.

In the case of *ella-t(1), *k¥ella-1(i) vs. *alla-ni(i), *k¥alla-nt(i) 1t seems
reasonable to suppose that the Insular Celtic develupment; c-l"- wiali- 1111_]&(_:—
tion generated the redundant doublets *ellai(i) fmd *allaifi), *k 'GH:iI-f(i)
and *kvallat(i) by skewing, Irish subsequently opting for the e audﬁ British
for the a variants. Needless to say, the *wuilﬁ: prul:!ably m:nderlymg QIr.
-foll{n)athar does not contradict this assumption, since this verb wnﬁuld
have inherited no present *wella- by virtue of being an old ?m.:d-mf:rn
tantum with weak stem only (4 above). All 1n a_ll, then, the a.mplnkme_t-m
hypothesis appears o have significant practical advantages over the

other theorctical possibihities.

6. Various versions of a skew between CeRn- and CRa- have also been
invoked to explain the Olr. pair -ern “gives™ and -ren “sells”. 'I‘h‘e essen-
tial notion goes back to Thurneysen (1927), who sought to derive both
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from an original hysterokinetic *pr-né-h,-ti, “pr-n-hy-énti on the assump-
tion that this regularly gave *ri-na- “give, sell” in Celtic: in the second
meaming this retained its old present (> OTr. -ren) under the influence of
its antonym *i%ri-na- > Qlr. -cren “buys”, upon the model of which it
then created a whole set of non-present stems, whereas in the first Dy
contrast the non-present stems, notably the subjunctive (Olr. -era), trig-
gered pres. *ri-na- > *er-na-. Puhvel merely noted “Aeol. mopvipey -
wwhetv (Hes.) < *prr-; Ion. népvnue; of. AOT. EMEPAGOR, Pre. MTEETHW,
Ofr. renaid “sell™ along with “ernaid ‘bestow’ (with analogical vocalism)
ef. Gk. mépvnue™ (1960, 23 and 28). Watkins (1958, 91 with n. 2) cited
Thurneysen’s explanation with approval while leaving open the possi-
bility that *ri-na- “sell” and *ri-na- “give” first became homonyms in
Celtic. In this connection the present writer has suggested *pr-n-hs-
“give™ and *pr-n-hy- “sell” as dual sources for Celtic *ri-na-, the former
undergoing metathesis to *ir-na- “with the help of perfect *are (Olr. -ir)”
to give OIr. -ern and the latter proceeding directly to -ren (McCone, 1986,
- 226).

All of these explanations share the assumption that -ren via *ri-na-
represents the regular outcome of *pr-n-kh-, whereas -ern. has undergone
analogical remodelling, and de Bernardo Stempel (1987, 108-9) even cate-
gorises both present stems as analogical innovations. On the other hand,
Vendryes, Lambert and Strunk take -emn to be the regular outcome of
full-grade *per-n-h- while continuing to derive -ren from zero-grade *pron-
~ h-. For Vendryes (LEIA R 19-20) and Strunk (1979, 83-4) these would be
the strong and weak stems respectively of the nasal present to “state I”
*perhy; and as such closely analogous to the Greek Ttepve-/opve- doub-
lets, but Lambert (1979, 211-2) makes the remarkable suggestion that -ern
continues *per-n-hy- whereas *-ren comes from an otherwise unattested
*pr-n-h;-. It has, of course, been argued above that the theorem OIr. -ern
= Gk. mepva- < *per-n-hy- is almost certainly correct, although -ern
might possibly derive from *per-n-h;- instead. However, one essential fea-
ture of all the explanations just referred to, namely the assumption that
Olr. -ren < *ri-na- directly continues *pp-n-h-, falls vietim to the carlier
demonstration that the normal Proto-Celtic outcome of *(p)yn- was
*{plarn- (ef. de Bernardo Stempel, 1987, 109), *(p)rin- only being possible
in the event of a corresponding “state II™ *(h/p)réh- full grade. Such an
assumption would not only he empirically unfounded in the present

.' instance but would also be incompatible with the actually atlested “state

B spbjuhct:ive -era, the antiguity of which is so ossential to those theories
“bhased upon a remodelling of *rina- to *erna-.
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[rish and British evidence for the segmentation and accentuation :

That by no means exhausts the problems posed by t-h(.a {,:.mwen*tlmml
derivation of pres. -ren from *pr-n-kh- and use Df:T]I}I]‘IIE}’SEII'S ill motivated
skew to gencrate its remaining stems {rom imitation crlj -cren. These hz}ve
been admirably expounded as follows by Lambert, albeit without drawing
the obvious conclusion: “depuis Thurneysen, ZCP XVI 19526 1. 2'2"2 $., O11
sait que ernaid “il gratifie” el renaid “il rend” sont de la méme racine per-/
pr- (cf. Pokorny, IEW 816-7). Il est remarquable que }esﬁ deux verbeis ont
différencié leurs formes par différents procedés: - va,rm!,,mn'de degrffs.} ail
présent (ernaid de *per-n-3-fr contre renaid de ¥*pr-n-o-l1) au prale.nt
passiv (-rath de *pro-to- contre rith de *pres-to-); - reﬁ?rmatmn Lﬂ-}‘dl\iﬂ
pour les formes de renaid au subjonetif (-rf',a..)., au rI'ut:uf* (rir-) et au prf::lmjL
(-rir), toutes supposant un radical simple n- t’rf”t{i :-:l ml]e‘uride [agon tout-
a-fait paralléle avee le théme cri- de crenad 1} achéle”, en f:ace des
formes hérités de ernaid. .. Par consequent ernaid a mmmpnh‘se toutes
les formations anciennes, tandis que renaid, verbe !')Ius lerre-a-terre, a
reformé presque toute sa [flexion™ (1979, 211-2). Since *pr-n-h- iwuu]d
almost certainly have produced Olr. *-a(iZ)rn not -ren 1113{191‘ thf cireum-
stances cnvisaged and the derivation of prel. pass. —nrh‘ < j{!’ffh -lo-
demands a morphologically irregular full grade of t.he'mnt 1 aclfht-mn to
an ctymologically unsupported A, “presque” can be dispensed with here.
Put another way, regardless of whether A 1s tﬂ,k‘en as Jiy, h_:s: or hy, a
starting point *pfejrh- fails to account for even a fmgle inflectional sti-mf
of -ren’s paradigm (cf. de Bernardo Stempel, 1987, ..109._ who nm}ei]tm ess
takes renaid to be “eine Neubildung nach dem }TDI‘}‘JII(! von crenaid™). The
standard etymology based upon it is, then, qu]t,e“htera}l]}: use{ess.. o

Hamp’s (1965, 227, n. 5) lacm]in. remark that 'r‘t??l-fl-ld s?lls . ir:fu 3‘;{:}2-
ally compared with Gk. mepvnut, rmghij het;u‘ar be dfm}*ed fm:in rna 4:,-] ;_
*véi- (JEW 860) could be justified by nwnkn?g a sunﬂgr: ana ﬂ%’ to , ;;
proposed for -den earlier (ch. I, 2), hut‘r only if the root 1n qu;?.t:nn W ”.l .-;
*reh,(y) and not the plain *rek, cnnclflswe]y denm:nstmted b?’~ AL!HFI‘;‘I }r
(1956). Otherwise the following eminently SE‘:I‘IS!'J]-E sugge::,t-mn ﬂ..-.- u[-
strander’s seems to constitute a hitherto lone voice of {I‘IESElllr: eu’;nﬂ-
donné que irl. renaid se conjugue exaclement comme cren aid, 11.1;5;‘;;{1;{:}{ Ei
Jangues celtiques ne décéle, entre les deux verbes, lﬂ: 111:051(:] re différence
de formation. Nous avons donc affaire & un celt. *'k!‘n--nn. achf}te cl-a un
celt, *ri-nd “vend, paie”. L'étymologie de Cﬂ‘d{.}l‘:l}lﬂl‘ nous esl.‘uimmum.m ]
est, trés peu probable qu'il ait perdu un p initial, et, 301t c{r:gumllllm‘ne{:_t.
identique a gr. mépvnpt “exporte et vend”, A mon avis, rengid est le w:ler le
radical de rim, gall. rhif “nombre™ (ags. rim} au sensc fondamental de
“décompter, compter, penser™.” (1924, 60).
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This etymology was dismissed by Thurneysen in 1927 and has been

 generally discounted since, the most recent statement to this effect being

de Bernardo Stempel’s “man wird mit Thurneysen. . . trotz der Bedenken

‘Marstranders. . . an einer gemeinsamen Herkunft beider Verbs aus der

Wurzel idg. *per- ‘verkaufen, zuteilen® (IEW 817) festhalten” (1987, 108).
Nevertheless, Marstrander’s tentative proposal seems to me to be both
formally and semantically attractive. The actually attested development
from OHG. zalén, MHG. zaln “count, reckon” to Modern German zahlen
“pay (for)” involves a shift in designation from the act of counting or
reckoning itself to a process in which it is commonly involved, namely
the making of payment or a purchase. If *ri-na- originally meant “count,
reckon”, we may posit a similar shift, only this time applied to the taking
of payment or a sale since the converse was adequately covered by *k¥ri-
na-, to account for the attested meaning “sell, exchange” of Olr, -ren.

On the formal side, OIr. rim “counting, number”, W. rhif “number”,
ON. rim “reckoning”, OE. rsm “number” and probably Lat. 7tz “in
orderly fashion, properly, duly”, ritus “(ordered happening), rite” are to

- be connected with Gk. &pt- in &ptdpde “number”, vipttog “countless” (<

*p-hgri-) or (Arcadian) én-Gputor “picked (counted) ones” (GEW 139) on

~ the assumption of an underlying PIE *h.fe)ih “count”. The short vowel of

the Greek forms instead of regular *«pi(-to)- < *hgrih(-t6)- could prosum-
ably be analogical to that of an erstwhile nasal present *ari-n- (¢f. ch. 2, 3

- OB %pL-v-, xpt-T66) that would be quite in character for such a root. In the

likely enough event that the final laryngeal was k, or ks, the *hort-n-hspz-
thus implied yields Celtic *ri-na- and then OIr. -ren quite straightfor-
wardly (if -k, full-grade I *hyreyhs- > *reya- would condition the -na- out-
come rather than the -nu- underlying -gnin with its full grade II; see end
of ch. 1). Indeed, if the full-grade present was originally *horey-n-h-, even

- ~h; would be possible (end of 4 above). At any rate, we no longer need

improbable analogies or ablaut grades o explain forms like subj. -ria and

" pret. pass. -rith, which can now be seen as the perfectly regular outcomes

of *horéyhyy-s-e- and *hyrihys-16- respectively.

~ OIr. -ren is - thus lost as a likely skewed reflex of an originally amphi-
kiljetic paradigm’s zero-grade *pr-n-hg- contrasting with the full-grade
*pér-n-hy- seen in -ern. In view, however, of the virtually identical skew

-securely attested by OIr. sern-, W. sam- and Olr. cell-, W. pall-, this
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CHAPTER THREE

The 0ld Irish outcome of PIE nasal presents with stem-final
stop and some general conclusions

1. One category of Old Irish nasal-infix presents has not been men-
tioned so far, namely Thurneysen’s BIII type (GOI 305-6), e.g. -ding
“presses, crushes™ (or epd. con:u-faing “builds™) < *dhi-n-gt- (Lat. fingit
“moulds, fashions”) based upon the “state I root *d*(e}ig"- (c. g. OInd. root
pres. degdhi, pl. dihanti “smear(s)”, Gk. tetyog “wall”, Ose. feihiss ‘muros’
ete.). The forms here are most obviously taken to reflect a process widely
altested in IE languages such as Latin with its likewise thematic cognate
fingit (3pl. fingunt), namely replacement of the 3pl. ending -eni{t} by pro-
ductive -onl(i), which then became the base for a new zero-grade thematic
paradigm (McCone, 1986, 227-8; cf. K. H. Schmidt, 1366b). Thus 3sg. *di-
n-g-e-i(3) replaces assumed *dinex-tz (< *dh-né-g"-) on the model of the
thematic-looking 3pl. *di-n-g-o-nt(i} for earlier *di-n-g-enti (< *dhi-n-g"-).
One may compare precisely the same development underlying Lat. tungit
“yokes™, pl. iunguni < *yu-n-g-e-ti, *yu-n-g-o-nlr in relation to Olnd.
yundk-1i “joins” (later them. yuwj-a-ti), pl. yuiy-ants < *yu-né-k-ti, *yu-n-
g-énti from “state I *yéug- (e. g. OInd. inj. yoj-am, Gk. £Cevia “yoked"). |

It is generally assumed that the PIE nasal-infix presents to roots with
a final stop or s invariably displayed the “hysterokinetic™ pattern .
(C)Rn(é)T-, whether the corresponding aorist full grade was type I CeRT
or the rarer type II CReT. According to Sjocstedt “en celtique, comme cn
italique, comme dans toutes les langues indo-européennes & part l'indo- |
iranien, la flexion thématique s’est genéralisée dans les thémes a infixe
nasal” (1926, 7; defined by her as CR-n-T-). Strunk also noted that the
(C)RnéT-/(C)Rn'T- ablaut was attested In Indo-Iranian alone, whereas
elsewhere, with the exception of Hittite, zero-grade thematies such as
those just exemplified from Latin and Old Irish were the rule. Regardi‘ng,
this somewhat puzzling contrast with the behaviour of the types with

. { _sca;i'fc"eljr diminishes the explanatory superiority of the amphikinetic
% model for the PIE nasal present type with CéR~-n-H- full grade over its

e 1praﬁeralcmgt.m and acrostatic rivals. | |

final laryngeal or nAv, “fest steht lediglich, daB wurzelbezogene Priisens-
Aoristparadigmen auf der Grundlage der normalen zweiten Wumelvﬂl!:
stufe, die bestimmic Prototypen der 3. und 9. Klasse kennzeichen, ‘hm
der 7. Klasse nicht zu erkennen sind” (1967, 31).
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In the highly probable event that Proto-Indo-European had a
C(¢)JRaH- nasal-infix present alongside the apparently productive
CRa(é)H- type, this must have been virtually eradicated in favour of the

latter formation in Indo-Iranian (e. g. Lat. sternit, Olr. -sern < *stérnh;-
vs. Olnd. simati < *stynéhs-), arguably with the solitary exception of Av.
pars-nti. That being so, the ubiquity of CR-n(é)-T- reflexes in Indo-Ira-
nian hardly suffices to rule out the possibility of a C(¢)R-n-T- alternative
in Proto-Indo-European itself. |

The antiquity of the CeRT-, CR-ne-T- scheme implied by Indo-Iranian
has been persuasively advocated by Eichner (1982, 16-21) on the strength
of etymologies for the half dozen Hittite verbs displaying -ni(n)- infix and
root-final -& that involve nasal-infix presents elsewhere in at least four
instances, e.g. istarnik- “make 1" (istark- “fall ill”) = Olnd. {ndh-
“crush™ < PIE *siy-né-¢g"- Lo root *sterg" (OInd. perf. {atdrha) and hunik-
“wound™ (huek- “slaughter™) = Olnd. vinak- “separate out” < PIE *hyuwr-
né-k-, Lat. vincit “conquers™ (OIr. non-nas. -fich “fights”). Although this
would not affect the basic eollocation of -nfe)- nasal present and “state I”
root, the probability of Oettinger’s (1979, 143) tentative connection of the
first with Gk. orépyet “loves™ might be increased by associating Olr. serg

~ “wasting, sickness”, often caused by love in the sagas, with the *sterg thus

implied rather than with Lith. sergst “am ill” < *swergh (IEW 1051) or,

“more likely, *serg® (Schindler, 1966, 68). However, the serious doubts

raised by Strunk (1978b, 241-8) about the semantic compatibility of Hitt.
huek- with Lat. vincit ete. are of considerably greater moment, leading as

" they do to a revival of | Cop’s equation of huek- with OP. vaj- “put out

(eyes)” and the then almost inescapable conclusion that *hunik- 1s a
nasal-infix formation to the same root. This is reconstructed as a PIE

“gtate II” *haweq® or perhaps *haweg®® (ibid., 253-6) with a nasal-infix

present now segmentable as *hyu-n-eg(*)- and possibly & model for the

~ereation of further members of this small class from invariably guttural-
- final roots in Hitlite (ibid., 250-1).

In conclusion, although the evidence presented by Eichner creates a
presumption that a CR-n(é)-T- present to a CeRT- root slong Indo-Ira-
nian lines was already a possibility in PIE, the sample involved is too
small and, in part, uncertain to prove that this was the normal, let alone
the sole, method of forming nasal-infix presents Lo such roots.

2. 0ld Irish offers four certain reflexes of nasal-infix presents to roots

- .of the shape CewT. Despite the lack of a convineing etymology, the stem

found in Olr. fo:loing “bears, endures”, in:loing “imposes” is certainly of
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this kind on account of subj. -I6(s-}, fut. -lil(Vs-), pret. -lolaig, pret. pass.
lochi(-), which unambiguously continue Proto-Celtic *lewz-s-e-, *1Ii-luz-

se-, *lu-lowg-, *lux-to/d- respectively.

Pres. -boing “breaks™ displays equally revealing subj. -bds- < *bewzx-s-
e-. ful. -bib(V)s- < *bi-buz-se-, pret. -bobaig < *bu-bowg-, prel. pass.
bochi < *bux-lo/d-. When compounded with the preverbs *io and *alte,
this root shows present forms with and without nasal infix, e. g. Isg.
do:aithbiuch (Sg. 2292, gl. ‘abrogo’} vs. 3pl. -tathbongal, 3sg. pass.
taidbegar vs. tathbongar “is broken up, dissolved”. The non-nasal variant
implies a full-grade thematic present *beg-e-ii etc. easy enough to derive
along with OInd. bhdjati “divides, distributes, receives, enjoys™ < PIE

*phgg.e-ti. The semantic range and development actually attested for
OInd. bhdjati makes it possible to equate Olr. -boing “breaks™ with Olnd.
bhunakti, mid. bhunkié “enjoys, uses, consumes” and Lat. fungulur
“enjoys, performs” on the assumption that the intermediate meanings
“divide, distribute, receive™ simply disappeared in the last two branches.
I so, OIr. pres. -boing would then correspond to Olnd. pres. bhu-nd-j-,
bhu-fi-j- < *bhu-né-g-, *bu-n-§- (sor. inj. bhojam < *bHrewd-).

In view of the ease with which pretonic as and ad may be confused in
Middle and even Old Irish (EIV 10 and 214-7), it seems unnecessary to
recognise two separate compounds ad:boind “gives notice” and as:boind
“refuses” with VKG 11, 476 and DIL, since the latter meaning seems casy
enough to derive from the former via usages such as as:bonnar na din-
gabar “notice is given that he be not removed™ = “there is refusal to
remove him” (see DIL under as:boind). That being so, the compound of
rurxs and *bewd seen in OIr. as:boind, -opaind “gives notice/warning,
refuses” with its s-subj. -bés- and its pret. -bobuid was linked by Pedersen
in VKG II 476 “zu gr. wu-v-$-&vopot ‘frage’, got. biudan “bieten’, lit. pa-
bu-n-da ‘erwache’, OCS bljuda ‘beobachte’ (Kausaliv budilt ‘erwecken’),
<kr. bodhati ‘erwacht, wird gewahr™, Consequently it combines with the
Greek and Baltic attestations to indicale that the PIE root *hhewdh “take/
give notice” had a nasal-infix present with zero-grade *bhat-n-d-.

Finally, the OIr. verb rondid and its compound fo:roind “reddens,
stains™, pret. forroraid (ML 51223; if for perf. fo:ro-rraid, the neutral con-
sonance still indicates syncopated o not €) < *ru-rowd-e, 18 obviously a
nasal-infix present to the root *rewd “red™ (Olr. ritad) < PIE hjrewd” (Lat.
ritfus, zero grade in Lat. ruber, Gk. 2pudpbg, OInd. rudhirak). “Fitr das
Nasalinfig. Verb sind allerdings auferirisch keine Parallelen belegt” in
K. H. Schmidt's opinion (1967, 97, n. 1), but the Olnd. nasal pres.
rundddhi “checks, restrains, keeps back™, aor. lsg. arodham, is a formally
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-boing ete. is hardly conclusive. Accordingly Thurneysen is right to pro- -
pose confusion of i,e and u,0 only before following a,0 (i,% > e0)and i, ’
(e,0 > 4,u) bub not before ¢, which caused neither raising nor lowering

obvious comparandum if the semantics can be explained. In his Worter-
buch zum Rigveda Grassmann attributes the meaning “jemand [A.] von
- sich fern halten, verschmiithen™ to this verb when used with a person as

object. Insofar as this suggests a plausible connection between restraini

“and the discouraging effects of shame or dishonour, rundddhi could well

have originally meant “reddens, causes to blush™ and hence “shames”.

- Indeed, this is precisely the constellation of meanings actually attested in

- those positions where original ¢ and o have beeome 7 and «. . .;

Olr. for a different verbal formation from the.same root, namely ruidid
“becontes red, blushes, is ashamed; makes red, causes to blush, shames,
confounds™ (perhaps cognate with Lat. stative rubet < *h;rudkeh;-ti but
with a later partial shilt of meaning; cf. Watkins, 1969, 170: K. H.
Schmidt, 1966). This points to the possibility of OInd. rundddhi and Olr.

-roind being descendants of an IE nasal present *hyru-n-dh- “reddens,
shames™.

3. In line with what was posited for -ding above, a derivation of these
‘four Olr. presents from a zero- grade thematie formation extrapolated
from the 3pl. looks obvious and implies -loing < *lu-n-g-e-ifi) after 3pl.
-longat < *lu-n-g-o-nl(i) replacing *lu-n-g-enti and similarly -boing <
*bu-n-g-e-Uz), -boind < *bu-n-d-e-i(i), -roind < *ru-n-d-e-ti). In that case
one could assume that the ousted 3sg. athematic forms had been *lu-ne-2-
ir, *bu-ne-z-ii, *bu-ne-s-si (for *bu-ne-d-), *ru-ne-s-si (for *ru-ne-d-) in full
agreement with the corresponding Indo-Iranian structures. However, a
basie difficulty confronting this explanation as a whole has been pin-
pointed by Marstrander with reference to -boind in particular: “il est dif-
ficile, pour des raisons phonétiques, de le rapprocher de wuv3é&vopour ; les
formes constatées indiquent celtique bo-n-d” (1924, 33).
-~ This problem would not exist if faith could be placed in Pedersen’s
doctrine as neally summarised by Thurneysen “that ¢ and « in almost
every position had fallen together with e and o, being retained only in
In partic-
ular, 2 and % do not remain before ¢ in the following syllable. Should this

view be correct, forms like nom. pl. coin (Gk. xOveg) would be quite re-

-gular, not analogical. For i there is no evidence: the assumption that voc.
sg. *wire first became *wiri to give 0. Ir. fir. . . has no support. As regards

", on the other hand, Pedersen’s theory would explain the -o- in the 3sg.
- pres. ind. of verbs with radical ..

: con:boing, fo:loing ete.” (GOI 46-7).
However, voe. fir almost certainly cnntinuea *wire directly, acc. sg. or

: - nom. pl. coin can perfectly well be based upon the old strong stem *kwon-
- mlﬂier than analagmally spread weak *kun- (Joseph, 1990, 110-4), and

A m——— L W am_m - —ia

(see now Joseph, 1bid., 115-6).

That being so, a generalized zero-grade Cu-n-T-e/0- necessitates a
hypothesis of some form of paradigmatic levelling. Consequently it has
been proposed that “lowering of i,u Lo e,0 before a,0 would give prehis-
torie Irish *bundel(?), *bondoni(i) and it seems that, whereas i/e alterna-
tions were maintained (e. g. OIr. con:rig, con:regat), the rarer wo type was
levelled Lo give bond- ete. throughout™ (McCone, 19806, 235). Since, how-
ever, alternations between uC’ and oC proved quite resilient in other
parts of the Olr. grammatical system on the evidence of cases like nsg.
guin vs. gsg. gona “wound(ing)” or nsg. lond “vehement, angry” vs. npl.
luind, the consistent early occurrence of o in these presents obviously
calls for a more precise explanation. One possibility would be that the
pattern seen in 3pl. orgail/-orgat, 3sg. orgaid/-oirg produced 3sg. bon-
gaid /-boing rather than inherited *bwingid /*-buing corresponding to 3pl.
bongail /-bongat and so on (cf. Joseph, 1990, 122-4). Nevertheless, there is
no obvious reason why this one present should have influenced four
others rather than the other way round to produce *uirgid /*-uirg. The
odds might be improved by adding the thoroughly problematical dion-
gaid, -dloing “splits”, tongaid -toing “swears”, neither of which contained
1 on the evidence of the e-reduplication in pret. -dedlaig, perf. tethaig, but
the very assumption of analogical interaction here is suspect anyway n
view of the lack of similar influence by the major -beir/-berat type upon
-ling /-lengal, -ding/-dengal elce.

To these reservations may be added the fact that prototonic -opaind
“refuses™, unless perhaps analogical to subj. *-0-bés- ele., refiects
*.u(s)-bond- rather than *-u(s)-bund- prior to the lowering of u by a fol-
lowing back vowel. Finally, in the absence of firm evidence to the con-
trary, the non-lowering of ¢ over nd shown by find “fair™ < *windos/-a

(GOI 46) should be taken to have applied to « too, in which ecase there

would be no place for o in the present paradigms of -boind, -bondat or ;
-roind, -rondat if derived from *bunde/o- and *runde/o- respectively. Cer- -
tainly the examples of pre-Classieal Olr. -buind, -buing etc. alleged by
Joseph (1990, 121-2) are from manuscripts far too late to support any
such inference.

Marstrander’s difficulty thus remains and must be squared with the
etymological and, above all, purely formal mdieations that the four roots
in question once contained (e)u. The problem can be resolved by positing
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' PIE nasal presents with “state I” full grades *bhew-n-dh-, *hrew-n-d-,
*bhew-n-g- and *lew-n-gi®- corresponding to the clearly attested non-
infixed *brewdk, *hyrewdt, *bhewd, *lewg®™. These would have developed
‘vegularly via *bow-u-d- ete. > *bond-, *rond-, *bong-, *long- in Insular
Celtic. Thereafler one merely needs an Osthoff-style shortening before
nasal as before liquid plus stop (see 4 below and Greene, 1952, 214-5; cf.
the Olr. a-prets. fo:caird “put”, -scaird “stripped” vs. -gdid “prayed”,
- _taich “fied™, ~rdith “ran” etc.; McCone, 1986, 235-8; EIV 54) to arrive at
the *bond-, *rond-, *bong-, *long- from which the Olr. presents can be
derived without the slightest phonetic difficulty.

However, a morphological difficulty is presented by the fact that the
paradigms in question have been secondarily thematised, presumably
from the 3pl. with *-oni(i) in place of *-eni(i) (see 1 above). This trigger
implies generalization of the plural stem (see ch. 2, 2), but K. H.
Schmidt’s (1967) location of this development after lowering of 3pl.
*bhundoni(i} > *bond-oni(i) ete. is fatally gainsaid by cases like 3sg. -ding
vs. 3pl. -dengat rather than the *-deing cxpeeted if a 3pl. *dengoni(i)
atready lowered trom *dingoni(i}) had become the basis for a new the-
matic paradigm *dengel(i} cte. Conscquently the process scems best
understood in terms of Insular Celtic modification of an inherited opposi-
tion between, for example, sg. *bond- (< *bownd- < *bFewnd"-) and pl.
*bund- to one of length only, whence sg. *bond- versus pl. *bond-. This
wonld be parallel to the suggestion, probably no longer necessary in the
light of doubts about Watkins' rule (ch. 2, 2), that in the preterite of this
and similar verbs “Insular Celtic sg. *bubéd-/pl. *bubud- ete. became
*bubod-/*bubod- on the analogy of patterns like *k¥ring-/*k*rina-,
*krini-/*krini-, a productive type of Celtic ablautl already discussed, and
then *bubod- throughout when paradigmatic ablaut was eradicated in

favour of the plural variant” (McCone, 1986, 235). Whether or not sg.
*bond- had already undergone “Osthoff” shortening to *bond- when 3pl.

- *bond-oni(i) became the base for a new thematic paradigm, the upshot

would still be thematic *bonde/o- ete. throughout the present of these
verbs. .
. Ttis,of course, true that normal assumptions about PIE syllabification
imply *brewnd’- ete., but the possibility of breaching these either in PIE
iteelf or later is indicated by a derivation such as Toch. A want, B yenle
“wind” < *havehmio- rather than *hgawehplo- (so Beekes, 1988, 87; see
" pelow) and the closcly parallel *sternhz- ete. rather than *slerphg-. I1.
-~ seems legitimate Lo argue that morphological pressure from zero-grade
- *hyndh. ele. could have produced a full-grade sequence with non-syllabic
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n either in PIE itself or subsequently, as long as this had taken place by
the time of Proto-Celtic n, 1 > an, am (cf. McCone, 1991). Furthermore,
the zero-grade Cu-n-T- of this class unanimously implied for PIE itself by

the forms widely attested in various daughter languages is itself at vari-
ance with the Cw-p-T- expected in accordance with normal PIE rules for
the syllabification of a sequence of two sonants before a stop (Strunk,

1967, 101; Schindler, 1977, 56). That being so, it seems reasonable to

assume that the morphological pressure towards invariably non-syllabic

n of the infix would have applied to the full grade as well as the zero- .

grade stem in the parent language.

Since the attested Olr. preterite (-)drebraing of -dring “climbs, ad-
vances” (W. dring-o “climb, clamber™) 1s obviously analogical to -ling
“leaps”, pret. (-Meblaing (VKG II 368; GOI 426), it constitutes no good
argument against the original restriction of the nasal to the present stem.
In that case considerable plausibility attaches to Pokorny’s (IEW 254; cf.
VKG 11 509; Sjoestedt, 1926, 9) proposed connection with Skt. dymhatt,
Av. dranjaiti “makes firm” by means of a basic meaning “holds on to,
arips (tight)” still apparent in the perf. mid. pple. dadrhana- at RV 1 30,
4. Whether or not Pokorny is right to posit two separate roots, appar-
ently rather prone to confusion later, with palatal §" and velar g* respec-
tively, forms like Av. draZaite “hold (on)” point to PIE full grade II for
one of them at least, and this would become a virtual certainty if Gk.
teéyet “runs”, tpoybe (= Olr. droch) “wheel” could be aitached via the
notion of movement (onwards or upwards) by gripping implicit in the
Celtic meaning “climb, clamber” and then in Olr. simply “advance™ At
all events, it seems likely enough that we have a nasal present *d*r-n-
(6)i*- to “state II” *dkr(é)* and a Proto-Celtic development *dn- >
*drin- for that reason (cf. Olr. s-subj. dress- and ch. 1, 4).

4. Given that Proto-Celtic ¢ had already developed a {ronted allo-.
phone @ intermediate between it and ¢ before nasal plus obstruent (cf. -
Watkins, 1954, 516-7) and that this sound had fallen together with ¢ as 2
in Old Irish but + (MW, y) in British, even a form like Olr. -ding “presses™
above could be derived < *ding- (phonemically ¥deng-) < *déng- <
tdkey-n-g*- rather than direetly from zero-grade *dhi-n-g"-. In this case, of
course, the former explanation would have no formal advantages over the
latter, but OlIr. iéicid/-léict “leaves, abandons™ merits consideration in
this regard.

Primary verbs with the unusual shape Cég seem Lo have gone over to a
weak inflectional pattern by the time of the earliest Olr. records on the
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evidence of leicid itself, con:téici “congeals™ (< spenk-e-li < *tank- <
*tn-n-k-, or perhaps < *ien-n-k-; of. Olnd. tandk- “coagulates” < *ig-
n{é)-k-) and tréicid “(pushes away?,) abandons” (< *trank-e-ft < *trik-,
of. MW. -freing “(passes away,) perishes” and, with full-grade *trenk-,
Lith. treik-Hi “rush (upon) push”, Goth. preihan, OE. pringan, OHG.
dringan “press, push etc.”s of. Sjoestedt, 1926, 20-1). Thus Sjoestedt
includes léicid and tréicid ‘1 “une série de verbes qui ne présentent, des le
Acbut de la tradition, qu'une flexion normalisée: verbes dont la nasale
atait tombée phonétiquement. . ... Ces verbes ont un subjonetif en -a-, un
fatur en -f-, un préterit sigmatique, selon le type normal du verbe faible
. landais: ils généralisent la nasale de formation de présent” (ibid., 51).

Once this late prehistoric development 1s recognised, No major

obstacle remains in the way of the semantically and otherwise formally
obvious connection (e. g. VKG 11 567 Sjoestedt, 1926, 20; K. H. Schmidt,
1967) with the PIE “state " root *leyk® (e.g. Gk. pres. reimer, perf.
rérowre, Olnd. perf. riréca) and its well attested nasal preseni seen n
Olnd. ri-nd-k-it, ri-fi-)-dnl “leave(s) . Generalization of the zero grade
with accompanying thematization would produce *13-n-k¥-¢/o- as in the
case of Lat. linquit, linquunt, and this might be expected to yield Olr. {éc-
quite regularly.
" However, if both in (including < in) and w (including < en and <
an: see McCone, 1991) plus voiceless stop yielded é plus voiced stop 1n
prehistone Irish, it is hard to see how the verb -ic, pl. -ecat “arrive(s)”
attested in many OIr. compounds can be explained.

The OIr. d-stem fet “whistle, hiss” may provide a clue to the likely
development here. The standard etymology < sgwizd-a (VKG 11 627),
derived from the root seen in semantically close W. chwythu “blow, blast”

& *gpizd- and OIr. air-filiud “playing music”, 18 {ormally impossible
because of the initial f. This -nvolves taking the earliest attestation nd fel
(Bg. 3°7) as lenited *set after the fem. article (s- < *sw-, s€C GOI 84-5),
the implication presumably being that the invariable fet of later sources
is due to generalization of the lenited form. This entirely ad hoc explana-

 tion is at variance with good evidence (see McManus, 1983, 52-3) that one
or the other of two means, based upon the unlenited and the lenited form
respectively, was regularly employed to resolve the synchronic anomaly
of 5- in non-leniting vs. f- 10 leniting contexts. The first was the introduc-
tion of & normal s-/h- (writlen 8- Or $-) alternation, ¢. g. seir “heel”, dz
plierid “Lwo heels™, lnter da seirith. The second entailed the croation of &
likewise normal p-/f- pattern, ¢. &. ar:peiti “blows, plays music”™ replacing
¥ arseiti (< *swedd- < “qwidd- < *sweyzd-) In relation to prototonic

i e rp——— rm
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-airfiti (cf. vn. airfitiud above). Thal being so, the extrapolation of a fel
from ind fel cannot be morphophonemically justified, and we necd an ety-
mology with initial w- (> Olr. f-, lenited @) on the assumption that 5g.
ind fet merely reflects the still usual way of writing /ind ed/ (see EIV
268).

A semantically and formally hopeful possibility 1s presented by W.
gwynt (Co. guyns, Br. gwent), Lat. venlus, Goth. winds, Toch. A want, B
yenle, OInd. vaia-, Av. vata-, all meaning “wind” and explicable (see
Darms, 1978, 396 with {urther refs.) in terms of a PIK “vrddhi™-derivative ’
*havéhmio- “wind” of the present participle *hsuh;-ent- “hlowing™ behind ';,
Hitt. huuant- “wind” (cf. OInd. vati, Gk. &not “blows™ < * howéh;-1i). Since
they represent coniractions of a dissyllabic vaala- still sometimes metri-
cally determinable in the Rig Veda and Gathas (e. g. Mayrhofer, 1982,
187), the Indo-Iranian forms obviously continue *haweh;1Ho-. The
Tocharian cognates, on the other hand. must go back to a Twenlo- sug-
cesting an earlier syllabification *h.awehmlo- (see above). The British,
I.atin and Germanic forms also seem Lo be formally compatible with an
intermediate *wento-. However, - Hoffmann (1975-6, 1T 383. n. 13) has
argued that «Osthoff” shortening can be dispensed with in Germanic by
simply positing VhpC > VaC there for forms like Goth. winds (now <
xpento- < Fhwehnto- without intervening *wénlo-) and Juggs “young”
(now < *yumko- < *hyuhnko- instead of < “yunga- < *yuwunge- <
*unko- < *hyuhpko-)- Presumably a similar formulation could be
invoked for W. guwynl and Lat. venlus (Mayrhofer, ibid.), but this timoe
excluding whnC, which obviously developed to utopC_there on the evi-
dence of Lat. tuvencus «hullock™, Gaul. Toutnc-illus (personal name), (OCo.
iouenc, W. tenanc, Olr. oac “young”.

Since the applicability of Ostholf’s Law to Germanic 18 thus placed in
doubt rather than positively disproved, the above considerations leave us
with o toss-up between the PIE *howéhnto- indicated by Indo-Iranian and
the *havshmtlo- implied via *wento- by Tocharian. If we associate OIr. fel .
“whistle, hiss” with these forms, the matter can be resolved as far as |
Celtic at least is concerned, since *hwehnto- > Ywenlo- there would have
produced *,mnlo-, whence Olr. *fét. On ¢he other hand, *havehmio- =
*pénto- (or perhaps «haweh nto- > Twenlo- =~ «,pénlo- with compensatory
lengthening?} > “winio- S *pinio-, which at some St3ge developed
(into?) a fem. «.pinta in Goedclic, opens up the possibility of & develop-
ment to *widd, from which the OlIr. nsg. fel derives quile regularly by low-
ering. Since the acc. sg. (probably *-en < ¥-an < *.am as suggested Ly
Cowgill, 1975, 49) of Olr. a-stems did not cause raising (sce VKG 1 363 on
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sg. n. tol “will”, a. toil butl g. tuile, d. tuil, rarely foil, in Wh.), *wid- 18

" proved by what is obviously the oldest asg. of this word, namely fil (sce

DIL; the better atlested asg. (and dsg.!) feil merely reflecets & common
tendency to spread the nsg. vocalism in such cases, as in breth “bearmg,
judgement” < *britd < *blp-ta, asg. and dsg. brith or bretth).

Thus armed with reason to believe with GOI 126 that, unlike 1t ( >
OIr. /&d/, written é1), ind (in this case < Proto-Celtic #ni by “Osthofl”
shortening) gave Olr. id (written it) liable to be lowered to ed (el), we may
return to the problem of Olr. -ic, -ecal. The laiter’s irregular preterite
-anaic “arrived” agrees precisely with Olnd. anaméa, 3pl. anasur
“reached”, both presupposing a reduplicated PIE perfect *hse-hynonk-e,
pl. *h.e-hsnnk- remodelied from *hee-honok-e, pl. *hye-hsnk- under the
influence of pres. *heenk- ete. Zero-grade *anank- may well have been
generalized in (Insular?) Celtic (cf. Lindeman, 1987, 58; however, -anecc-
in the non-prima manus Wh. 1440 hardly olfers direct evidence for this).
At any rate, it is difficult to split the *hsenk/*hynek quite certainly under-
lying Olr. -i¢ and Olnd. nas- “reach® from Hitt. hinkzi “apportions” <
*L.enk-ti {see Octtinger, 1979, 174 {or an admittedly sceptical appraisal
of the “give or take™ semantics involved, and cf. Olr. do:beir “gives,
brings, takes” etc.). On the vexed question as to whether the suppletive
Greek aorist &veyx- (with initial e- pointing to k-3 ef. Strunk, 1988,
571-6, esp. n. 41} of gépst “bears, brings™ belongs here I share Beckes’
(1979, 18) negative opinion, but the matter is of no great consequence flor
present purposes.

The Hittite form has been taken to imply an old acrostatic root-present
with 3sg. hoénk-ti, 3pl. * hoénk-nti (see Qettinger, 1979, 172-4), and the same
starting point is required to account for Olr. -ic according to Mayrhofer
(1982, 191, n. 51). The latter’s proposal has been vigorously criticised by
Lindeman as follows: “Mayrholer, Festschrift Neumann, p. 191, note 51,
referring to Pokorny, IF 35 (1915), p. 340, teaches that OIr. (ro-)icc “‘comes,
reaches’ ultimately goes back to a lengthened grade present *énk’tt <
*H.enk' i = Hitt. /hénk/ ‘darreichen’. Pokorny had suggested that -icc be
regarded as a ‘transformation’ of an earlier athematic *enk'-fi. As tins
‘transformation’ eannot have taken place in Celtic (where *énk'ti would
have given *inchii), Pokorny was forced to posit a pre-Celtic *&nk’-e-t of
which there is no other veslige in any other IE. language. Pokorny’s ad hoc

~ eonstruetion is rightly ignored in Celtic studies. The Britannic languages
point 1o an Insular Celiic zero grade *ank- (< *all-), e. g. MIW, ranc n
ranc bod ‘satisfy’, and T sce nothing wrong with Thurneysen’s explanation

of OIr. “icen (< *-ank-yi, Grammar of Old Irish, p. 130)" (1987, 58).

-,
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The establishment of a precise formal correspondence between the
Hitt. and OIr. presents would help counter Lindeman’s objection that
“most of the examples - including Hittite mehur - quoted in Mayrhofer’s
IdgGr 1, 1321, in support of Eichner’s claim that */&/ was not affected by
an adjacent *H,, are essentially typical ‘root etymologies™ (ibid., 57).
Assuming the validity of Eichner’s Law, the expected Proto-Celtic out-
come of a PIE *l.enk-ti, *hyenk-nti would be *inz-ti, *ank-anti. This
would then be remodelled to *nx-t:, *ink-onts by the type of ablaut
levelling and spread of 3pl. *-onti at the expense of *-enfi or an *-{a)nti
unsegmentable as *-a-nfi already exemplifled (¢f. 1 above and ch. 1, 2:
McCone, 1986, 228). Well established thematization from the 3pl. then
results in the *mk-e-i(i), *ink-o-ni(i) leading to OIr. -ic, -ecal quite
straightforwardly, and the pivotal role of the 3pl. in this process circum-
vents Lindeman’s contention that generalization of *inx- would inevi-
tably have ensued within Celtic.

As a (verbal) noun, W. rhanc “meeting”, rhanc bodd “necessity”
belongs with MW. kyfranc, Olr. comrac “meeting, encounter™ (verbal
noun of con:r-ic), all forms reflecting a Celtic nominal *r(o)-anko- <
*hoenk-o- or *honk-o- and accordingly irrelevant to the vocalism of the
corresponding present. The finite verb ranc¢ seen 1n the i-affected MW.
3sg. reinc (bod) “pleases™ and so on could easily be based upon the verbal
noun’s stem, while the byform W. rhyngu bodd “please™ may well display
an original present vocalism identical with that of Olr. -icc. In that case
we may posit a British skew between pres. ¥rynk- and vn. rank to produce
lwo separale but semantically close verbs (see Holmer, 1948, for a fuller
discussion and rather different view of these British forms). Finally, there
is a good deal wrong with Thurneysen’s derivation of -ic{-) < *ank-ye/o-,
which could only have yielded OIr. *-éic(-) (cf. Holmer, 1bid., 262, who
posits an extraordinary ‘unstressed shortening’ in an attempt to get out
of the difficulty). We may compare the relationship between Olr. gen. sg.
mis “of a month”, OC. mis (< *mins-?) < *mins- < *méns- < *mehns-
and Olr. géis “swan™ < *qns- < *grans- (VKG 1 86). In short, if Olr. -ic,
-ecal is not based on an old acrostatic root. present, it defies explanation.

However, according to the derivation just proposed for fel, fit and -ic,
-ecat, *li-n-k¥- would have resulted in OlIr. *hic-; *lee- not lée-. K. H.
Schmid(’s (1967) attempt to get out of this by proposing lowering of 3pl.
*link@ontfi) to *lenkont(i} prior to the generalization of the 3pl. stem
along with thematization, whence *lenk¥e/o- > léie(-), is mvalidated by
fet and -ic, -ecal (not *fét, *é(ijc(-)) as well as the -ding, -dengal already .
mentioned (3 above). That being so, léic(-) might rather be derived <
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shnke- (phonemically lenk®-) < *lénk®- < *léy-n-k"- in contrast to the
*1i-nfé)-k*- underlying the Olnd. form. The difficulty is that the ablaut )
did not undergo partial homogenization to &, to judge from cases like
Ofr. -lig, -legat “lick(s)” < *lig-¢-4(i), *lig-o-ni(i) in place of older *lex-ti,
*jig-onti (earlicr *lig-enti). The obvious explanation is that it was still ey/s
when ablauts involving long and short vowels were modified in this ‘way
in Proto-Celtic. Consequently an alternation sg. *lenk¥- (> *hnk¥-), pl.
*link¥- should have been levelled in favour of the variant appearing in
‘the 3pl. base of the new thematic paradigm, namely *link¥-oni(i). Accord-
ingly it might be preferable to assume Proto-Celtic © as well as e > 1
before n plus stop, whence zero-grade *link®- > *hLink¥- > Olr. lée-. In
that case only an i later shortened (*winlo/d-) or analogically generated
(pl. *ink-) from 7 will have failed to become 1 before nT, whence Olr. fet,
.ic. However, if i had already been phonemically neutralized to ¢ before
nT, one might expect the occasional £ arising secondarily in this environ-
ment to be adapted to the same pattern, whence *-é&ic, *féf rather than
actually attested -ic, fet. The least problematical approach may accord-
~ ingly be to posit a pre-thematization levelling of sg. *hnk¥- (< *lenk?- <
*lgnkr-), pl. *link®?- in favour of the former with its commoner nT
sequence. |
' Be that as it may, the Old Irish evidence suggests that Proto-Indo-
"European CERT roots may have behaved much like their CERI counter-
: parts in the matter of nasal presents, both CéR-n-T- and CR-né-T- types
of which can be reconstructed along the same lines as CéR-n-H- beside
CR-né-H- in chapter 2.

~ 5. The net result of the previous considerations and arguments is that
" PIE knew two main types of nasal-infix present to C(R)ERC roots. Apart
from primary endings, only a non-ablauting nasal infix differentiated the
amphikinetic variety with strong CR)éR-n-C- vs. weak C(R)B-n-C-” from
the corresponding root aorist structure C(R)ERC- vs. C(R)RC-'. Although
indistinguishable in the weak stem, the hysterokinetic alternative had an
" gberrant full grade in the strong, ascribed to C(R)R-né-C- with zero-grade
root-and ablauting infix by the de Saussure school but to (strictly amphiki-
" netic) CR)R-n-¢C- with full grade IL of the root by Benveniste and his adher-
‘ents. Benveniste’s doctrine that nasal infixation automatically entailed a
full grade I is invalidated by the first type with full grade I, asis the Saussu-

“. . rian ¢laim that the nasal was infixed into an invariably zero-grade root.

- Conversely, the second type contradicts the notion that non-ablauting =
W aﬂ.,ﬂ}wﬂyﬂ inserted dircetly after the penultimate indispensible constit-
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uent (R) of the root in its grammatically preconditioned zero- or normal
full-grade form, i. ¢. CRC, CeRC or CReC as the case might be.

We are thus confronted with two apparently incompatible views,
neither of which fully fits the available evidence. On the one hand, Benve-
niste’s theory as necessarily modified by Strunk elegantly transforms
root (amphi)kinetic C(R)(e)RC- and CR{e)C- into C(R)(¢)R-n-C- and CR-n-
(¢)C- respectively by infixation, to which should now be added the posst-
bility of root acrostatic C(R)e/eRC- to infixed C(R)é/eR-n-C- (see ch. 2, 1
end). On the other, de Saussure's widely accepted approach equaily
neatly modifies C(R)RC- to C(R)R-n(e)-C-.

The only way out of this impasse seems to be Strunk’s recent (1984,
159-60) suggestion that both analyses be combined into a two-tier histor-
ical development. The earlier stage was characterized by insertion of
non-ablauting n into a grammatically predetermined root shape, full
grade 1 C(R)éRC- (plus acrostatic C(R)éRC- with lengthened grade?) or II
CRéC- as applicable in the strong stem and zero grade C(R)RC- (plus
acrostatic full grade C(R)éRC- ?} in the weak forms. This postulate has the
advantage of conforming to the characteristic behaviour pattern of of PIE
tense/aspect affixes described as follows by Jasanoff (1983, 64-5), albeit
with a rider (n. 21) ratber arbitrarily excepting *-r(é)- on the grounds
that it was not a suffix but an infix: “true apophonic suffixes are surpri-
singly rare in IE verbal morphology, and unknown within the system of
reconstructed tense and aspect markers. The only certain example of a
morpheme of this kind is the athematic optative suflix *-yel -7 *-thy- {(cf.
OLat. siem : simus)”. At any rate, the upshot of this nasal infixation was
act. sg. C(R}éR-n-C- (or C(R)éR-n-C- ?) or CR-n-éC- versus C(R)R-n-C- (or
C(R)éR-n-C- ?) elsewhere, e.g. *kvél-n-he-ti, *win-hy-énti “move(s)
round” (I *kw(é)lhy) vs. *gn-n-éhg-ti, *gr-n-hy-éntt “know(s)” (II *gn(é)h;).

However. at a later stage type II would have been resegmented as CR-
né-C-/CR-n-C-, whenee full-grade *§n-né-hz-ti, and become productive
with the result that roots with full grade C(R)eRC- also began to base new
nasal presents on the zero grade only in this manner. Finally, in the emer-
gent IE dialects such as Indo-Iranian, and possibly even in late PIE itsell,
existing C(R)eR-n-C- strong forms could be replaced by C(R)R-né-C-
through the channet of a weak C(R)R-n-C- allernant common to both
types. As a consequence both of this and the post-PTE tendency to base
new non-ablauting paradigms upon the weak stem, often by the trigger of
thematization (Lat. linguit, tungit ete.), the C(R)eR-n-C- pattern survived
no more than vestigially into the attested daughter languages, with the
arguable exception of Old Irish.
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There remains, of course, the question of metivation for the reseg-
 mentation of “state II” CR-n-éC- as CR-né-C- in the first place. Since this

development is posited for an carlier stage of the protolanguage than is
divectly accessible through the comparative method, any answer pro-
posed will inevitably be rather speculative and correspondingly tentative.
The marked statistical preponderance of CERC over CREC as & normal
full grade in the parent language is presumably due either to a still ear-
lier PIE distributional principle, perhaps no longer recoverable, or to the

CHAPTER FOUR

The Old Irish s-subjunctive: originally thematic or athematic?

1. The s-subjunctive typical of Old Irish strong verbs with a root-final
dental or guttural is formed by adding a suffix -s- to the root, this then
combining with the preceding -d-, -g- ete. to yield -s(s)(-). Although it is
clear that this -s- was followed by the thematic vowel in the 1 and 2sg. as

former’s encroachment upon the latter in the course of PIE prehistory.
“Either hypothesis implies pressure from type I upon type II and the pos-
sibility of individual shifts from the latter (CREC) to the former (CERC),
Anttila for instance remarking that “often when we have schwebeablaut,

it is the state two that is more convincingly original” (1969, 163). This
process will have been assisted by the zero grade CRC shared by both and
also by widespread alternations of the kind nom. *génh,, gen *g¥néhy-s
“woman” (Olr. ben, mnd ete.), not all of which will have been synchroni-
cally obvious instances of root plus suffix.

At any rate, a shift from CRéEC to CéRC in the full grade forms of a.
 root aorist (say, *gtléh;-L > *gPélh;-1 “threw” for the sake of argument)
with once symmetrical nasal present CR-n-éC- (say, ¥g¥l-n-éh,-it
“throws™) would automatically entail resegmentation of the lalter as CR-
né-C- (so *g*l-né-h;-ti). A small nucleus of such instances would pave the
way for the reanalysis of nasal presents corresponding to “state II” CRéC
as CR-né-C- from the zero grade rather than CR-n-éC- from the full grade,
whence *pl-n-éh;-ti “fills, abounds™ (*pl(é)h,) > *pl-né-hp-ti, *Ll-n-éw-11
“hears” (*kl(¢hw) > *El-né-w-ti and so on. The productive derivational
pattern CRC- > CR-n(é)-C- thus established was presumably applied to
any new nasal presents created after this stage. For instance, assuming
purely for argument’s sake that *m(éjrh, “assault, rob, deceive™ now
acquired a nasal infix for the first time, the result would then be *mg-né-

hs-ti not *mér-n-hy-ti as previously.

The final phase involved the adaptation of old CéR-n-C./CR-n-C-" pre-
sents to the rising CR-né-C-/CR-n-C-' pattern according to the propor-
tion *g¥l-n-hy-énti : *g@l-né-hy-ti (“gU(é)lhy;) = *sty-n-hg-énli : & (Ysi(érhy),
where - = *slp-né-hz-ti (Olnd, strndli) in place of inherited *stér-n-hy-it
(OTr; -sern, Lat. sternit). This last process appears to have been Jargely
conifined to the sub-PIE dialects on the evidence of Old Irish’s reasonably

close approximation to what seems to have been the original distribu-
~ tional pattern of CéRnC- corresponding to CsRC- and CRnéC- to CREC-,

well as all the pl. forms, in the 3sg. the personal ending appcars Lo have
been added direct to the -s- in athematic fashion. Thus the s-subjunctive
of quidid, -quid “prays”™ < *gved-ye-U(i) < *g*red-ye-ti (see Cowgill, 1980,
49-54) shows forms such as lsg. conj. -gess < *g*ed-s-u. 2sg. con). -geiss
< *gwed-s-e-s(1), 3sg. abs. geiss, conj. -gé apparently < *g®ed-s-i{i). 1pl.
conj. -gessam < *ged-s-0-mos(i), 2pl. con). -gessid < *g¥ed-s-e-le, 3pl. abs.
gessail, conj. -gessal < *ged-s-o-nifi).

Not surprisingly, this apparent mixture of thematic and athematic
forms has led to quite a variety of theories about Indo-European origins
and subsequent developments, the three basic approaches as summarised

, by Thurneysen in 1946 being: “the themalic forms can be explained as

old subjunctives of the s-aorist, like Homeric épbocopey, ttoete, Skt. dar-
sasi, nesatha. The non-thematic forms might be due to the influence of
the s-preterite, where non-thematic flexion was original. But there
remains the further possibility that they were originally forms identical
with the aorist indicative, but used modally. Pedersen (Kgl. Danske
Videnskabernes Selskab, Hist.-Fil. Middelelser 1., 5, 1921, XIX. 3. 1933)

has pointed out that in various languages, notably Italic and Lithuanian,

stems in s with non-thematic endings appear as futures; c. g. Osc. Umbr.

fust ‘erit’, Umbr. ferest ‘feret’, Osc. pertemest “prohibebit’, where a vowel

(-1) seems to have been lost after the -t but none between s and £ This for-

mation, if it is old (as Pedersen suggests), may also have had some influ-

ence on the flexion of the Irish s-subjunctive™ (GOI 391).

Pedersen originally considered the Old Irish paradigm a mixture of
thematic subjunctive and (in the 3sg. with traces in the 2sg.) athematic
injunctive forms of the s-aorist, but could not explain how this had come
about: “wic das Gemisch der beiden Bildungsweisen in der irischen
Flexion anfgekommen ist, bleibt unsicher™ (VKG 1I 355). Other scholars,
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including Stang (e. g. 1942, 204), invoked an old so-called ‘semi-thematic’
paradigm combining both athematic and thematic forms, but this nced
concern us no {urther since the theory of a PIE semm-thematic conjuga-
tion devcloped by Brugmann and Meillet no longer scenis tenable (cl.
Jasanoff, 1975, 93). On the other hand, considerable support has been
and continues to be enjoyed by variations upon the theme of an at least
dialectal (P?IE athematic s-modal or fulure, which was pioneered by
Pedersen’s short monograph (1921) chiefly on the strength of the Osco-
Umbrisn and Old Irish evidence in combination with questionable
assumptions about Greek futures and Latin sigmatic formations.

¥or Pedersen (ibid., 9) the precise 1sg. fut. equation seen in Lith. do-
siw, OInd. da-syd-m: 1 shall give” was still grounds for positing a dial-
ectal (P?)IE *-sye/o- future. However, W.P. Schonud (1963, 32-59; cf.
Strunk, 1968, 301-4) and Jasanoff (1975) have now argued that this com-
parison is a mirage and that the Baltic future derives from an entirely
athematic s-formation still apparent in the 3sg. (e. g. Lith. dués “will
give”, bus “will be™) as in the case of the arguably comparable Old Irish
and Osco-Umbrian s-futures. Schmid (ibid., 43-4) sees traces of a similar
formation in Old Indic and argues that the OInd. -sya- future can accord-
ingly be analysed as a -ya- exiension of this athematic s-modal, while a
secondary thematization of the same might underlie sigmatic Greek
futures of the type meic-o-pee “I shall suffer” (< full-grade *penth-) vs,
pres. moyw, aor. Exadaov (both < zero-grade *pntkt-).

K. H. Schmidt (1966b) shows a still more extreme inclination to trace
all unreduplicated subjunctive or future s-formations, whether at least
partially athematic or fully thematic, in Old Indie, Greek, Baltic, Italic
and Celtic to a PIE athematic s-modal vaguely connected with the s-
aorist: “bei einer Bestimmung des Kernes der s-Konjunktive bzw. Futura
sollte man allerdings zwei extreme Positionen vermeiden: (1) ihre
Riickfithrung auf Aoristkonjunktive, (2} ihre Bestimmung als alte sigma-

tische Aoriste” (ibid., 22). As regards the forms in question, “funktional
dienen sie zur Wiedergabe von Futura oder Konjunktiven, lormal sind
sie vom Aoriststamm unmittelbar unabhiingig. Ihre Flexion ist athema-
tisch, thematisch oder gemischi” (ibid., 23). In Schmidt’s opinion (ibid.) a
thematic z-aorist subjunctive arose at a post-PIE date in some dialects on
“the analogy of the inherited reclationship between an athematic present
like *hés-ti (e. g. Olnd. dsti, Lat. est) and a thematic subjunctive hés-e-t(i)
" {e. g. Olnd, dsat(i), Lat. fut. erit). The original Celtic state of affairs with
an undifferentiated athematic subjunctive-fulure is supposedly roflected
by a handful of Olr. verbs with identical s-subjunctive and (unredupli-
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cated) future, e. g. les(s)- “may/will lie™ (*leg-), but elsewhere a core of old
reduplicated desideratives or, in the case of weak verbs, the historically
obscure f-formation became productive as distinctive futures, thus con-
{ining the older formations to subjunctive function.

For Meid (1977, 120) both the a- and s-subjunctives originate in PIE
aorist indicatives or injunctives not yet properly differentiated as to
mood and tense. Moreover, of late Kortlandt (1984), with Hamp’s terse
but enthusiastic support (1987), has launched a particularly uncompro-
mising advocacy of athematic s-modal origins for not only the s- but also
the a-subjunctives and futures of Old Irish, the latter being incorporated
with the help of a significantly modified version of Rix’s recent theory
(1977; see 2 below). According to Kortlandt “the athematic s-subjunctive
of Old Irish is not isolated in Indo-European: it is also found in Baltic,
Italic and Tocharian” (ibid., 180). Moreover, “the assumption of a the-
matic aorist subjunctive is based on the Indo-Iranian and Greek material.
‘There 1s no reason to suppose that such a formation ever existed in the
western Indo-European languages. More probably the Latin forms must
be identified with the athematic s-subjunctive of Celtic and Baltic™ (181;
cf. K. H., Schmidt, 1966b, 24). This is then equated with the Vedic s-aorist
injunctive, and “the same formation is reflected in the Tocharian s-pre-
sent, which adapted thematic endings, e. g. B paksam, pakstir ‘ripens,
boils’ < *pek¥se-, tsaksdm, tsakstir ‘burns’ < *dheg®hse-, which corre-
spond to Lith. képs “will bake’, dégs ‘will burn’. The original athematic
flexion of this class is reflected in the corresponding transitive root sub-
junctive, where the *.s- was lost between two obstruents™ (ibid.).

Finally, Rasmussen (1983) has tentatively proposed a distinet future-
like inflectional category for the parent language, which he terms a *pro-
spective’ and endows with e-/zero-grade ablaut alternation, -s- suffix and
athematic mflection. While sceptical about the athematic origins of the
Oso-Umbrian formation seen in Osc. 3sg. fust ete. for the good reason
that Osco-Umbrian syncope rules are too uncertain for earlier *-set to be
ruled out (ibid., 385, n. 4), Rasmussen sees {irm evidence for the postu-
lated paradigm in the Baltic future, the comparability of Vedie 2sg. -si
imperatives with the sigmatic Olr. type al:ré “arise!™ < *-reg-s-s (386-7),
and the half dozen or so Olr. unreduplicated s-futures (389-90). As far as
Old Irish is concerned, the s-subjunctives are to be derived from a PIE
thematic s-aorist subjunctive, the reduplicated s-future from a redupli- .
cated s-desiderative well attested in Indo-Iranian (see ch. 7), and the :
rarer unreduplicated formation along with the handful of originally sig-!
mafic imperatives from the newly recognised ‘prospective’ (388-90). |
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According to Rasmussen (ibid., 387) the relationship between Olr. 2sg.
1pv. -gé (xmplied by mc(c) “acknowledge!” from ad:guid) and subj. -geiss <
athematic *g*ed-s-s and thematic *¢"ed-s-e-s respectively matches that
between Ved. 2sg. ipv. dar-si (< *-s-si) and subj. dars-asi, for example.
More or less simuitaneously Jasanolf (1986) has emphasized essentiadly
the same connection, arguing that, whatever its precise origin and ana-
lysis, a 2sg. *-st imperative can be posited for PIE with the help of the
Insular Celtic apocope of *-i established by Cowgill (1975; cf. McCone,
1978 and 1979). This makes it possibie to derive a 2sg. ipv. like Olr. lair(i)
“eome!” < (*fo+ “are+) *ink-s < *ink-si precisely comparable witl
Olnd. forms like yak-si “sacrifice!” (yaj-). While reconstructing a the-
matic *-se/0- subjunctive and somehow associated *-si imperative for PIE,
Jasanofl doubts whether the former regularly corresponded to an s-aorist
indicative in the parent language: “as I shall show elsewhere, there is in
fact considerable reason to believe that the subjunclive of the sigmatic
aorist - and with 1t probably the imperative in -si as well - was at least
partly mdependent of the corresponding indicative in late PIE times”
(ibid., 138; cf. G. Schmidt, 1986, 58).

- The range of Old Irish imperative, subjunctive or future s-formations

- exploited by the studies just referred to varies considerably. Neverthe-

- less, for all their diversity, they share an assumption that Old Irish offers

. at least some support for the reconstruction of a PIE atliematic s-modal,

“This may or may not be connected with the s-aorist injunctive or taken to

preclude the coexistence of a thematic s-aorist subjunctive, but is to be
- distinguished from the s-aorist indicative in any event.

Although his advocacy of an originally athematic paradigm for the
Old Irish and British s-subjunctives has pr oved particularly influential,
Watkins’ approach (1962, 124-45) differs in at least one major respect
from those above: it ascribes both formations to an internal Celtic dis-
- placement of old s-aorist indicatives to the modal plain under pressure
~ from angmally perfect formations assuming general preterital value. For
example, perfect *bu-bowge became the preterite underlying Olr. (- -}bobaig
“broke”, and thus left the now redundant aorist indicative *bowax-s- firce
o bﬂcome the subjunctive underlying OIr. béss- “may break™ (Olr. pres.
bongid “breaks”). On the other hand, where the old sorist beecame the
general preterite, the a-subjunctive (originally optative, sce ch. 5, 1) held
its ground and the ersiwhile perfect simply disappearcd. “The Celtlic s-
subjunctive thus directly continues the Indo-European s-aorist; it is
entirély unnecessary and unwarranied to assume the mediation of any
hypothetical sigmatic subjunctive or injunctive forms to account for the
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short root vowel of the sigmatic stem” (ibid., 125). From this it ecan be -
secn that Watkins’ explanation of these forms depends upon his conten-
tion {ibid., 18-52), {0 be discussed later, that the PIE s-aorist was charac- "
lerised by the full rather than the usually assumed lengthened e-grade of
the root.

Finally, according to Walkins “there is an additional testimony of the
athematic character of the s-aorist/ subjunctive. The forms have indepen-
dent value, being in the Old Irish period divorced from the paradigm of
the s-subjunctive. They are the six originally 2 sg. s-subjunctive forms
which function as 2 sg. present imperatives: (OIGr. 375) at-ré *arise!” <
*reg-s-s; no-m-ain ‘spare me!l’ < *aneg-s-s; aice “invoke!” < *ad-ged-s-s;
log ‘choose!’ < *lo-gos-s-83 luir “‘come!l” < *lo-are-ink-s-s, *foir “help!” (MS
-foir) < *wo-rel-s-s. These forms can only be explained as containing
athematic 2sg. -s. And sinc¢e they funciion as imperatives we may assume
that they were taken over after the transition from aorist to subjunctive,
in other words, that they are by origin ‘jussives™ (1962, 139; ¢f. K. H.
Schmidt, 1966b, 25; Kortlandl, 1984, 179-80: Rasmussen above).

2. Although uncompronising versions of the athematic hypothesis
deny that any Old Irish s-formation had inherited thematic nflection,
morce moderate formulations are prepared (o recognise an originally the-
matic reduplicated future at lcast and sometimes even a once entirely
thematic s-subjunctive too. Thus Rasmussen (1985, 388-90) ascribes the
mixed paradigms of all the s-formations to the interaction of originally
athematic s-preterite and unreduplicated s-future (old “prospective’) with
originally thematic s-subjunctive and reduplicated s-future. Similarly
Jasanoff (1975, 94) saw “unambiguous traces of an athematic s-future™ in
the unreduplicated Olr. type (cf. 1988, 232-4), but then scriously consid-
ered the possibility that the s-subjunctive was originally thematic and
related to the Greek and Indo-Iranian s-forist subjunctives (1986, 133-4).
G. Schmidt (1986, 34, 51 and 57-8) rather unsystematically recognises
reduplicated and unreduplicaled athematic s-‘futuroids’ for PIE along-
side a functionally identieal thematic s-formation originally independent
of the s-aorist indicative and ultimately responsible for reduplicated and
unreduplicated -se/o- desideratives or futures as well as thematie s-aorist
subjunctives in various daughter languages, the Olr. s-subj. included.

Against thesc variously nuanced approaches are ranged what may be
termed strong versions of the themalic hypothesis. Common to these s
the view that all of the non-preterital Old Irish s-formations were ongi- ¢
nally thematic, the apparently athematic 3sg. being due to the influence !
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of the originally athematic s-preterite after this had been secondarily
thematised in all but the 3sg. (see 6 below). This theory too has recently
heen msintained in a number of different variecties.

Prior to Rix's epoch-making study (1977, 147-54) it had been unques-
tioningly assumed that the Old Irish a-subjunctive was dircelly related to
the Ttalic a-subjunctive and as such etymologically unconnected with the
Old Irish s-subjunctive, regardless of whether the latter was originally
_thematic or athematic. Rix, however, pointed out that derivation of the
basie markers of the OIr. s- and a-subjunciives from *_ge/0- and *-q-se/o-
respectively entailed a urnutary origin for both types as well as a nice par-
allel with the generally recognised relationship between the reduplicated
s- and a-futures.

Remarkable formal correspondences between the relevant Old Irish
and Old Indic formations indicated that the spht In the future stems was
secondary and due ultimately to the spread of a laryngeal belween a reso-
" nant and -s- from CERH to CER roots in the PIE reduplicated thematic
desiderative. The end product was the typical opposition between Ci-
' CRT-se/o- (CERT) > OIr. s-fut. Ci-OR(i)s-s- on the one hand and Ci-
CRHse/o- (CERH and CER) > (-CRa-se/o- > OIr. a-fut. Ci-CR-a- (but
Ci-C(R)iHse/o- > OIr. i-fut. Ci-C(R)i-) on the other. Arguing that PIE had
also possessed an unreduplicated full-grade thematic desiderative for
which certain Greek futures such as Hom. pevéouot “will remain” <
*men-h,s0-nti indicated a similar distribution of presuffixal laryngeal to
yield Ce(R)T-se/o- (Ce(R)T) but CeRH-se/o- (CERH and CER), Rix made
the novel suggestion that the Olr. &- and a-subjunctives plus the handful
of unreduplicated s-futures were all simply descended from this second
PIE desiderative formation. Hence, say, Olr. gess- “may pray” < * gwhedh-
se/o- but -mela “may grind” < *meld- < *melase/o- < *melh-se/o- (set
*melh) and -bera “may bear” < *berd- < therase/o- < *bher-hse/o- (anit
*bhrer).

While recognising the likely role of an isomorphic thematic s-aorist
subjunetive in the semantic shift of the posited full-grade s-desiderative,
Rix essentially proposed a blanket derivation of the futures and subjunc-
tives of Old Irigh strong verbs from PIE desideratives, reduplicated and
unreduplicated respectively: “ernsthaft erwiigen muB man dagegen, ob
nicht die Wurzel oder mindestens cine der Wurzel des Keltischen s-Sub-
junktive beim nicht-reduplizierten Desiderativum der idg. Grundsprache
liegt. ... Diese Desiderativbildung muf} mit dem Konjunktiv des s-Aorists
isomorph gewesen sein. ... Fine solche zufillige Isomorphie ist nichts

Ungewohnliches. ... Qo st die oben mit air. -lessed verglichene homeri-
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sche Form Aéfetot nicht nur als Konjunktiv Aorist sondern auch als Indi-
kativ Futur belegt. ... DaB das unreduplizierte Desiderativ im Keltischen
zum Subjunkliv geworden ist, hat seinen Grund in der Isomorphie mit
dem Konjunktiv des s-Aorists; auBcerdem stand fiir das Futur die eindeu-
tige reduplizierte Bildung zur Verfilgung” (ibid., 152).

In a review of the volume containing Rix’s contribution Cowgill
rejected desiderative origins for either type of subjunctive and consid-
ered it probable “that Celtic once had the system of Greek or Indo-Ira-
nian, but simplified it, preserving only one modal per verb: typically, an
s-subjunctive going back to the PIE subjunctive of the s-aorist if the root
ended in a dental or dorsal stop; otherwise an d-modal built to either the
present or the aorist, whichever was simplest” (1981, 63). Bammes-
berger’s criticism (1982) of Rix centred upon the proposed shift from
desiderative to subjunctive function and upon the undesirability of spht-
ting the Old Irish from the Italic @-subjunctives. Assuming thematic s-
aorist subjunctive origins for the Insular Celtic s-subjunctive, he argued
that both the Italic and Celtic d-subjunctives could likewise have been
extrapolated from a small nucleus of thematie aorist subjunctives, but
this time a rooi-aorist type C(Rja- < C(R)ehs-e/0-. Finally, the present
writer (McCone, 1986, 243-60) has attempted to combine Rix's insight
into the common origins and subsequent distribution of the Old Irish s-
and a-subjunctives with a straightforward ascription of g-aorist subjunc-
tive origins to the *-(a)se/o- suifix invoived.

The nature of Rix’s hypothesis has made some preliminary refer-
ence to the a-subjunctive and the future above unavoidable, but a
detailed discussion of the various proposals relating to these will be
postponed until chapters 5 and 7 respectively. The essential point for
present purposes 18 that, as far as the Insular Celtic s-subjunctive 1n
isolation is concerned, positing a desiderative origin has no formal
advantages whatever over derivation from a thematic s-aorist subjunc-
tive and is, indeed, bedevilled by quite serious systemic and semantic
problems inapplicable to the subjunctive hypothesis (see 3 below). For
this reason & decision in its favour can only be justificd by a manifest
superiority to the alternatives as an explanation of the Old Irish a-sub-
junctive. Accordingly, in anticipation of the following chapter’s argu-
ment that a thematic s-aorist subjunctive can account quite adequately
for this formation too, the thematic case below will be geared to that
category rather than an assumed PIE full-grade unreduplicated desider-
ative. However, it is to be borne In mind that any purely formal const-
derations below would apply equally 1o both.
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3. The overall question of thematic versus athematic origins for the
Old Irish s-subjunctive and related formations is of considerable impor-
tance on account of the role it has played and continues to play in the
theories of two divergent but far from rigidly distinet schools of thought
about the reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European. Versions of what one
might broadly term the ‘traditional’ line tend to accord a by no means
unconditional primacy to the evidence of Greek and Inde-Iranian on
account of the coherence of the basic model.thus obtained and its ability
to explain less systematically intact survivals elsewhere (ef. Schlerath,
1973, 8-9; Rix, 1977, 132-3). More ‘radical’ approaches, on the other
hand, are suspicious of the very neatness of this construet and inclined to
ascribe some of its key features a late or sub-PIE dialect stage shared by
Greek, Indo-Iranian and Armenian {cf. Mcid, 1977, 111}. This engenders
& looser and more ‘democratic’ framework that grants a more or less
equal say to all branches, ranging from Anatolian attested from before
the middle of the 2nd. millenium B. C. to Baltic attested only after the
miiddle of the 2nd. millenium A. D. (¢f. Kortlandt, 1984, 179).

| The nature of the Indo-European modal system, particularly the sub-
junctive, constitutes & major area of disagreement between the two.
Adherents of a fundamentally ‘Greco-Aryan’ framework projeel the
Greek and Indo-Iranian subordination of modal markers 1o the double
aspect (or triple aktionsart}) opposition expressed by present and aorist
(plus perfect) stems back to the parent language itsell. This results in a
PIE present, aorist and, more doubtfully, perfect subjunctive matched by
a similarly bi- or trifurcated optative. Supporters of alternative models,
by contrast, often prefer to see this system as a later development con-
fined to an alleged intermediate precursor of Greek and Indo-Iranian
that has been described by Meid as “cin dialcktisches Sp#tindogerma-
- nisch &stlicher Pragung, dessen bhesondere dialektische Ziige unter
anderém in emem durchstrukturierten Tempus- und Modussystem
bestehen, in welchem die Modi Konjunktiv und Optativ in Abhiingigkeit
- 2u den Indikativischen Tempus-, besser Aspekistimmen Pritsens und
" 'Aorist gebracht worden sind” (1977, 111). Thus Watkins avers that in
- PIE “the subjunctive is independent of present and aorist alike” (1962,
118), and in W. P. Schmid’s similar opinion “der Konjunktiv war vorhi-
storisch unabhingig von Prisens und Aorist, ein Konjunktiv Aoristi ist
~daher vom Standpunkt des Idg. stets eine sekundiire Erscheinung™ (1963,
-43, n, 163). The explicit or implicit corollary of such views as well as those
. ol K. H. SBchmidt and Kortlandt (1 above) is that PIE simply did not pos-
sess a thematic present or aorist subjunetive.
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Watkins’ (1969, 226-35) attempt to isolate a primary optative suffix
*-0t- alongside *-i(éJh;- and perhaps *-ehy- (> *-g-), all attached directly
to the root, founders upon “a mass of uncontradicted Indo-Iranian,
Greek, Germanic and Slavic evidence for its correlation with thematic
bases” (McCone, 1986, 243) that speaks clearly for the customary segmen-
tation as *-0-th;-. As Rix (1977, 148-9) points out, unambiguous evidence
for the addition of the one confidently reconstructed PIE optative suffix,
namely *-i(é)h;-, to aspect stems is by no means confined to Greek and
Indo-Iranian but is also supplied by Latin, Germanic and Slavie. This
creates al least a presupposition that the PIE subjunctive was similarly
formed, but conclusive demonstration depends upon the evaluation of
potentially erucial Latin and Celtic evidence.

Strunk (1988b) has recently argued persuasively for a lsg. ‘volunta-
tive’ *-0, probably < *.0-h,, as the original nucleus of a full late or even
sub-PIE ("voreinzelsprachlich™) thematic and then salso hyperthematic
subjunctive paradigm triggered by formal and semantic interaction with
PIE thematic indicatives, both present with primary and injunctive with
secondary endings. As a result of this, the Isg. pres. ind. tended to
replace inherited *-0-m¢ with originally voluntative *-6, whereas the new
subj. acquired both primary and secondary endings in ultimately free
variation outside the lsg. through drawing on both pres. and inj. indica-
tives. If the full thematic subj. paradigm is not securely attested outside
Greek and Indo-Iranian, it would presumably be best considered a
sub-PIE phenomenon. If, however, Celtic and/or Ttalic provide reliable
further support, the late PIE alternative becomes much more likely.

The arguments deployed in favour of deriving Insular Celtic s-sub-
junctives from a thematic s-aorist subjunctive will obviously vary some-
what according to the particular alternative ranged against it. To begin
with, although there are no formal criteria for deciding between an iso-
morphic *-s(-)e/o- subjunctive and unreduplicated desiderative, other con-
siderations weigh strongly in favour of the subjunctive solution.

Firstly, the very reconstruction of a PIE desiderative of this type is
highly questionable, resting as it does primarily upon various types of
Greek future synchronically different from the corresponding aorist sub-
junctives, Old Latin futures of the type faxit, parsit and a couple of quasi-
desiderative Latin presents, notably gaeso, viso. However, bhoth the
archaic Latin and the Greek futures can be plausibly triggered from a
nucleus of thematic subjunctives displaced by innovations in the corre-
sponding preterite or aorist indicative stems, c. g. the ousting of aor.
pars- by perf. peparc- in a new merged preterite (see Szemerényi, 1989,
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- 308; McCone, 1986, 256-7: sce ch. 7, 3 on Greek forms). The pair of rele-
vant Latin presents might then be shifted subjunciive-futures (McCoue,
ibid., 257: cf. Watkins, 1962, 113 on W. tech- “flee”™ < subj. *tex-s- cte.) or
olthewerwise explained (see Rasmussen, 1985, 390, n. 23). There is, more-
over, a good structural argument for this alternative interpretation of the
Old Latin forms: “the hypothesis that Latin or Italic underwent a shift
subjunctive > future, optative > subjunctive can explain a wide range of
phenomena neatly, including this *_ge/0- fulure and a corresponding *-si-
subjunctive (see Ernout, 1953, 165-6) as deriving uitimately from the sub-
junctive and optative respectively of s-aorists. However, if the *-se/o-
future is an old desiderative this symmetry is destroyed and the *-si- sub-
junctive becomes a rather improbable analogical adjunct to it” (McCone,
ibid.. 257; cf. Leumann, 1976, 621; Szemerényi, 1989, 308).

Secondly, even in the unlikely event that PIE did have an unredupli-
cated full-grade desiderative isomorphic with the s-aorist subjunetive and
:cofunctional with the securely attested reduplicated zero-grade desidera-
tive (see 2 above and ch. 7), it is hard to believe that such a formally
ambiguous and semantically redundant form not only preserved its sepa-
rate identity right down into Proto-Celtic or beyond in the face of the
steady expansion of the s-aorist but, actually ousted that notoriously pro-
ductive formation’s subjunctive. -

4 Watkins® derivation of the Celtic s-subjunctives from shifted s-
aorist indicatives has the merit thal the latter’s PIE status is indisput-
able. Not so. however, the full rather than lengthened grade of the rool
¢laimed by him (1962, 18-52) for this category in late Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean as an essential part of his argument, and critics such as Wagner
(1967, 4) and Rix (1977, 151-2) have duly pointed to the evidence for an
original lengthencd grade provided by Indo-Iranian, Slavie and Latin.

Strunk (1985b) has now clarified the ablaut in question by means of a
persuasive theory that acrostatic athematic paradigms with original
 CéR)C- throughout-underwent “Aufstufung” or upgrading on the motiel

of more widespread athematic kinetic types opposing a strong Cé(R)C- to
a weak C(B)C- stem. Accordingly perception of the strong allernant as
weak stem plus e led to acrostatic Cé(R)C- acquiring a strong counterpart

CER)C- (€ = e+e) by analogy (ibid., 499). As applied to the undoubtedly
. acrostatic s-aorist indicative (ef. Insler, 1972, 55-64) this meant
" upgrading an original “active paradigm with 3sg. CEéR)C-s-t, Jpl.
Ce(R)C-¢-nl to CEMRC-s-1, CER)C-s-nl respectively within PIE prehistory,
whereas & thematie subjunctive Cé(R)C-s-¢/o- will have remained unaf-
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feeted. Strunk goes on to argue (ibid., 500-G) that, by late PIE, contamina-
tion between acrostatic and (amphi)kinetic root aorists had helped to
trigger the generalization of the tengthened grade Cé(R)C-s- underlying
the inherited Indo-Iranian and Slavic active formations indubitably and
the Latin onc probably, as well as being at least: compatible with the
Greek and Tocharian evidence. The only serious problem was Celtic with
what on Watkins® showing were exclusively full-grade descendants of the
PIE s-aorist.

If Watkins’® analysis of the Celtic forms is correct, PIE can hardly
have progressed beyond unlevelled strong Cé(R)C-s- vs. weak Cé(R)C-s-,
and the generalization of lengthened grade must have oceured 1indepen-
dently in at least two, probably three and perhaps more IE groups. As
Watkins has conclusively demonstrated (1962, 156-74) in conjunction
with a bibliography and discussion of previous views, the (Insular?) Celtic
t-preterite confined to strong verbs with root-final liquid, m or guttural
goes back to a PIE s-aorist indicative. The erucial trigger was the regular
loss of s between such sounds and ! seen in Olr. echlar “outside™ < *exs-
tero-, tart “thirst™ < *larsio- < *irsto- (OHG. durst) (ibid., 143 and 169).
This caused a 3sg. like *ber-t “bore™ < *ber-s-¢ to be resegmented as root
plus preterite suffix -4(-) with zero ending and made the base of a new
paradigm using thematised *ber-i-¢/0- plus the appropriate personal
ending outside the 3sg. The motive can be plausibly sought in what must
have been a quite irregular inherited paradigm opposing *berC(-) to
*berrV- (see VKG 1 82-3 on rs > 17 prevocalically in Celtic). Whether 3pl.
therr-ant < *bter-s-nt had been first superscded by *berr-onlfi} or the
former had already been remodelled to *ber-l-ant before becoming *ber-1-
oni(i) in the normal way (ch. 3, 1 and 4), the thematic-looking 3pl. pre-
sumably triggered the usual thematization of the whole paradigm, a pro-
cess resisted in this case by the 3sg. for the simple reason that it was
synchronically endingless.

Watkins (1962, 159-62) demolished the hitherte standard view that
the Celtic {-preterite continued a PIE root aorist with a string of cogent
arguments. Firstly, not only was this archaic and barely distinctive [or-
mation a poor survivor but root aorists were virtually unattested for the
roots in question elswhere. Secondly, suppletive do:cer “fell” < *Lérht
shows that set root aorists like *mélht “ground”, *stérhst “strewed™ should
have yielded OIr. *-mel, *-ser not *_melt, *-sert. Thirdly, this hypothesis
offers no explanation of the phonetic constraints upon the roots con-
cerned. To this might be added the expectation that replaccment. of an
anit 3pl. like *bMr-ent by *br(iy?)-oni(i) (brify)- perhaps spread from |
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and 2pl. *bri-mos(t), *bri-te < *bpr-C-) should have resulled in & new the.
matie paradigm *br(iy?)-e/o- based upon the zero rather than the full
grade (see ch. 1, 2 and ch. 3, 1; ef. McCone, 1986, 228-9). Finally, it is
hardly & coincidence that the two or three undoubted reflexes of root aor-
ists in Old Irish survive only in suppletion with a different root appearing
in the present (sce ch. §, 4-7), since “this weakly characterized formation
must have been particularly moribund in Celtic, which gave up & pri-
mary/secondary opposition distinguishing present from aorist in favour
of an absolute/conjunct system. . . applying to both imdifferently and thus
robbed the rool aorist of its sole morphological mark as past tense”
(McCone, ibid., 230; cf. the similar import of remarks on the present/
imper{ect distinetion by Meid, 1977, 129).

Watkins® theory has been widely (e. g. by Rix, 1977, 147) but not uni-
versally accepted. It was fiercely attacked by Wagner (1967), who had
himself explained the (-preterite as a cross between root aorist and -fo-
verbal adjective shortly before (1961b), while Meid has more recently
(1977, 122) expressed scepticism and a tentative preference for a modi-
fied version of Wagner's explanation. However, “on purely formal
grounds this explanation’cannot be upheld for the t-preterite, since the
latter shows full grade root, whereas the -fo- participle required zero-
grade root form where the root was TER-, as proved by the Old Irish pre-

- terite passive: -cleth < *kl-to-” (Watkins, 1962, 159). The trigger of 8 few

roots with non-ablauting a proposed by Meid (1977, 122) seems statisti-
cally inadequate and anyway can hardly justify the introduction of full

- grades into the preterite active but not the passive.

Wagner’s principal objections to Watkins were: firstly, the - would
have been losi unless originally followed by a further vowel (1961b, 2);
secondly, “ein Watkins’scher s-Aorist *gwelHst hitte ebensowenig im Ir.
*bell- ergeben wie ein Wurzelaorist *gwelH(™ (1967, 2.3); thirdly, the
change mst > mt required for the {-preterites of em- and sem- is unsub-
stantiated; fourthly, his whole theory was contradicted by good evidence
for a lengthened grade in the PIE s-norist; fifthly, it was inconsistent Lo
deny the antiquity of {-preterites like Olr. -acht “drove” = MW. aeth to
roots with guttural final (ibid., 4-5). The first point is based upon a misun-
derstanding of the prehistoric Irish ‘Auslautsgesetze’, whercby only post-

- voealic final stops lenited Lo fricatives and then *-k were lost, but unlen-

ited stops and the vowels preceding them remained (cf. pres. 3pl. conj.
-berat < *beronl; McCone, 1982, 24-5). The second can casily be invali-
dated by a well motivated set of morphological restructurings Lo be dis-
-cussed later (ch. 9, 7), and the third by the sheer abscence of counter-evi-
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dence. Finally, as the discussion below should show, the fourth and fifth
poinis are only inimical to Watkins® particular mode of deriving the Olr.
t-preterites and s-subjunctives from the PIE s-aorist indicative and not to
such an origin for the ¢-preterite in principle. Indeed, demonstration that
the OlIr. {-preterite reflects a PIE paradigm with lengthened grade in the
active singular at least would place Watkins® hypothesis of s-aorist indi-
cative origins beyond all doubt, albeit at the cost of his similar explana-
tion of the indubitably full-grade Insular Celtic s-subjunctives.

In letters dated 21/2/79 and 8/10/79 the late Warren Cowgill drew
my altention to the good evidence for ersiwhile lengthened grade pro-
vided by a comparison of Olr. forms like pres. as:ro-bair “can say” (<
*-ro-bereii)) or pret. pass. as:ro-brad “has been said” (< *-ro-brelo- <
*-brilo-), -la-bair “gives” (< *-to-beret(i)), ipf. subj. a-t:roi-blefa) “may
perish” (< *-ro-belasel(i)), ipf. do:ro-miad “used to have eaten™ (< *-ro-
melelo) with the corresponding !-preterites as:ru-bart “has said”. -tu-bart
“gave”, a-L:ru-balt “has died”, do:ru-malt “has consumed”. The more or
less consistent early appearance of u for o in the latter calegory’s
stressed preverbs is certainly not duce to analogy, which naturally worked
in the opposite direction to produce later forms like do:ro-mull. That
being so, 1t can only have resulted from regular raising before ¢ in the fol-
lowing rool syllable. Moreover, this i was short on the evidence of the
MW. ber- compounds cymyrth “took™, diffyrth “protected”, which now
appear closer to the original vocalism than the variants cymerth, differth
readily attributable to an e/y fluctuation widespread in Middle Welsh
texts. Accordingly the preforms of the preterites in question can be confi-
dently reconstructed as *-birl(i), *-bilt(i), *-mill(i).

This postulate avoids the difficulty of deriving stressed conj. lsg.
-biurl, 2sg. -birt, abs. 3sg. birt < *bert-ii, *berl-is (< *-es(i); McCone, 1982,
17 and 23), *berti(-) respectively by means of a raising of ¢ to 7 across rt
(latly contradicted by the Olr. singular paradigm na. nert, g. neirt, d. neurt
“strength™ (see GOI 48). On the other hand, forms like 1pl. -bertam{mar),
3pl. -berlalfar) can be accounted for by a lowering of { to e that definitely
took place over rt in the light of nsg. fiurt “miracle™ (< Lat. virlus) but
gsg. ferlo. The main problem is the stressed 3sg. conj. -bert, -mell etc., but
this can be overcome by simply positing a late prehistoric Irish sound
change ¢ > e before non-palatal -7/t. Lt =y ey

A form like *birt(i} cannot, of course, be accounted for in ferms of an
s-aorist indicative paradigm with full grade *bfer(s)i(-) only. However, it
can be generated straightforwardly enough from one characterised by
lengthened grade *bir-s- < *b*ér-s-, whether throughout or in the sin-
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gular active alone. In the latter case, typical Celtic modification of verbal
paradigmatic ablaut alternations in both length and quality (ch. 3, 2) will
have changed an opposition between, say, 3sg. *bir-s-t and 3pl. *ber-s-ant
o one of vowel length only, whence *bir(-s)-t, *bir-s-ant. From this *bir-
i1), *bir-1-oni(i} would have resulted through the various morphological
transformations discussed above, the plural stem ultimately being gener-
alised as a concomitant of thematization to give 3sg. *bir-i(i) and *bir-t-e/
0- elsewhere (McCone, 1986, 231). Singular *birt(i} ete. could, of course,

equally well be the phonetically regular outcome of *birtfi) on account of |,

the Osthoff-style shortening of vowels before hquid or nasal plus stop
exemplified in ch. 3, 3-4. This possibility obviously makes it quite feasible
to derive *biry(-}) from a paradigm with unvarying lengthened grade
*birt(-) in both weak and strong active stems.

According to GOI 421, in the two t-preterites of roots with final m,
namely em- (do:eim “protects™, ar:féem “receives™) and sem- (do:fuis-sim
“begets™), “-em-{ becomes -é1, with ¢ = 4" This could only have arisen
regularly from a full-grade -(s)en-t(-) < *-(s)em-(s)-¢ in the light of the
argument (ch. 3, 4) that inT generated from T by shortening or ablaut
modification gave Olr. i or lowered et (= /id/, /ed/), whereas éi resulted
from T < e/anT. Since both the active and passive preterite of do:eim
augmented by fixed or ‘preverbal’ ro (EIV 148-54) must have been do:réet,
an -¢L originating in the zero-grade pass. pret. could easily have replaced
*-it/-et (the latter probably also in the 3sg. conj. on the analogy of 2sg.
-birt vs. 3sg. -bert ete.) in the active too.

A more serious problem is posed by the indubitable full grade rather
than  seen in a handful of old {-preterites to guttural-final roots (see 5
below), notably OIr. -achi “drove™ (= MW. aeth “went™), -ort “slew™,
a-{:rechi “arose™ (MW, dyr-reith “returned™) and MW. gwreith “made™ (<
*wrex-t). In the case of -acht and -ort one might suppose that the ¢ and o
vocalism of the corresponding presents seen in Olr. -a1g and -oirg was felt
to be so far removed from 7 that an ablaut accomodation between sg. *#-
8-, *Tra-8- (< *hyéf-s-, “hyér§-s-; see ch. 3, 4) and pl. *ax-s-, *ory-s- (<
*hpeg-s-, *haerg-s-) excéptionally went the latter’s way. However, this does
not explain the failure of the forms with an old e-vocalism unmistakable
from British (¢f. MW. m. brith “speckled”™ < *brixtos vs. . breith <
*brexiad) to conform to developments claimed for ber- ete. above.

~ The evidence of an Olr. form like {chiar “bottom” (VKG 11 44) that it
did not undergo prehistoric shortening may provide a clue to all of these
apparent exceptions. After an Insular Cellic analogue of Osthoff’s Law

had produced *birlf-) < *birl(-), *kili(-) < *kili(-) (OIr. -celt “hid™), *ini(-)

The OId Irish s-subjunctive 69

< *@nif-) cte., it may be assumed that the few remaining {-preterites with
now anomalous ¢ simply got rid of this by introducing the short vowe] (a.
¢ or o, as the case might be) appearing in the present and elsewhere.
Since the root ag- almost certainly acquired its s-aorist at a relatively
late, albeit at least Insular Celtic, date (ch. 2, 3}, the new form would have
been most conveniently generated by mere addition of the appropriate
markers to the normal root, whenece *ax(-s)-t. If so, the relationship
between pret. *az-/(-) and pres. *ag-e/o- would provide a neat trigger for
the replacement of *@xif-) by Yorxt(-) (pres. org-e/o-), *rixt(-) by *rexi(-)
(pres. reg-e/o-) and *anizi(-) by *anext(-) (pres. *aneg-e/o-). This explana-
tion will, of course, only work if the s-aorist had once had lengthened
grade throughout the indicative active in Celtic as in Indo-Iranian, Slavic
and probably Latin at least. If so, the thesis that this was the late PIE
ablaut patiern is corroborated, and derivation of the typieally full-grade
Insular Celtic s-subjunctive from an old s-aorist. mdicative is ruled out.

5. That leaves various versions of the athematic s-modal hypothesis.
Insofar as this has been connected with a PIE s-aorist “injunctive’ elassi-
cally assumed to differ from the indicative only in its lack of the augment
“¢, the full grade of the OIr. s-subjunctives is as problematical for this as
for Watkins® explanation. A possible way out is offered by Kortlandt’s
(1987, 219-21) clain: that an observable but far from consistent Vedic ten-
dency to oppose full-grade mmjunctive (e. g. lsg. jesam) to lengthened-
grade indicative (e. g. 1sg. ajaisam) in the s-aorist system goes back to
PIE. Although it is not unthinkable that a PIE actjve nj./ind. paradigm
with sg. lengthened and du./pl. full grade should have been skewed in
order to maximalize the formal difference between unaugmented injunc-
tives and augmented indicatives by generalising full and lengthened
grade respectively, the actual atiestations suggest otherwise. As Narten
(1964, 21-2) has shown, almost all of the full-grade forms in question
belong to late Vedic. That being so, the Rigvedic 1sg. inj. stosam and 3pl.
ind. amalsur are probably stray innovations due to analogical influence
from the full grades of the subjunctive and the indicative middle respec-
tively (ibid., 17, n. 12), while RV. 1sg. yesam, lpl. jésma have been
explained as particularly old examples of s type of precative likewise
better attested later (Holfmann, 1967 = 19706, 465-74).

The alleged wholly or partially (sg. act. only) full-grade PIE athematic
s-modal or *prospective” cannot, then, be plausibly connected with the ¢-
aorist injunctive. Once that prop is removed. the grounds for positing it
are considerably weakened. To begin with, circular arguments about the
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athematic gngmntic origins of attested fully thematic -s{y)e/o- paradigms
must be rejected, thus excluding the relevant Tocharian presents, Greek
"

Latin and Old Indie futures (sce 1 above) from consideration.

That being so, potentially acceptable evidence for an old athematic s-
modal or the like is confined to the Baltic and Osco-Umbrian s-futures
t,he Vedltjj -8t “imperative’, and the Old Irish s-subjunctive plus a l"ev.:
unreduplicated s-futures and originally sigmatic imperatives. It will be
ar:gued below that the Vedic and Old Irish s-imperatives as weli as the Old
'111'1311_ s-'subjunctive._s; and futures are almost certamnly to be derived from
% :li::rgil'y thematic paradigms. If so, that leaves just Baltic and Osco-

Th‘e idea that the latter’s s-futures could reflect an original thematic
paradigm was vigorously contested by Pedersen: “on trouve dans los
IIEEI‘IIEEIS les plus répandus opinion que le fulur osco-ombrien serait en
vérite un s‘uhjnnctil‘ de 'aoriste qui aurait pris le sens d’un [ utur. . ... Mais
cette opinion est contredite par tous les [ajts. Osque peri-emes-t ‘il inter-

fﬁmpra.., r.::mbr. _{er_es-t ‘il portera’, furent ‘ils seront’, osque censaz-el
censebunt’ sont évidemment des thémes on -8-, non pas des thémes en

-8¢-, -80-. Ric QOTISC & Croj ' '
| . -80-. Rien ne nous autorise & croire quun ¢ soit tombé entre -s- et -(-

dar;s(ieri-emes;, Jerest, rien ne peut motiver Phypothése que la désinence
-en -enlt) ait supplanté une désinence *-ont (< *.onfi

_ - - dans
censazet” (1921, 22.3). ( ) cans Jurent,
_ On t,.he other hand, there is no compelling evidence against the
assumption that the apparently athematic 2sg. -5 and 3sg. -st of these
paradigms are from originally thematic *-ses(1) and *-sefi), given the

. marked tendency to syncopate vowels in contact with s in Osco-Umbrian
final syllables (Buck, 1928, 59). Furthermore, Osco-Umbrian replacement,

of old thematic *-oni(i) by originally athematic *-ent(i) < * )
ol olc i - -ént(i) and/or
*-ni(i) (Buck, 1928, 152), while admittedly unusual, might be motivated

- by the latter’s identical vocalism with thematic 3sg. *-elfi). Indeed, pres-

sure -tm'.:ards homogenization of voecalism between *-elft) and *-onlfi)
could arise even without the extensive survival of athematic *-enffi) in

- Oseo-Umbrian and hence Italie, given the parallels provided by the Lal.

Eaft;fi. Lypi fﬁret, Jerent probably based upon hyperthematic pres. subj.
*feret, *feront (e. g. Leumann, 1976, 577) and the Olr. subj. abs, 3sg. beith,

At any rate, as long as there are good reasons for deriving the the-

- matic faxit type of future in Old Latin from the PIE thematic s-aorist sub-

- junetive (see 3 sbove), only posilive proof to the contrary ean invalidate

- the -preﬁumptiﬂn that the similar Osco-Umbrian type originated in what
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will then have been an Italic -s¢/0- subjunctive > future inherited from
PIE. That being so, Osco-Umbrian must be regarded as a weak support
for an old athematie s-modal or ‘prospective’, as Rasmussen (1985, 385,
n. 4) candidly admits.

If the Irish evidence for an athematie s-modal should fail to hold, such
a category can hardly be posited for PIE on the strength of the Baltic
verbal system alone. Caution is urged by the latter’s particularly late
attestation and radical restructuring to produce a regular dichotomy
between present and infimtive stems, from the latter of which both pre-
terite and s-future derive by only marginally different synchronic rules.
Indeed, since the Baltic preterites are invariably asigmatic and share the
vocalism of the infinitive stem, a significant role in the constitution of the
future inflection may have been played by a modally shifted s-aorist indi-
cative with ablaut adapted to the infinitive (cf. the optional ‘modal’, often
future, usage of the Gld Irish preterite documented by Quin, 1974; cf.
1978, 22-3). The formal aspects of a proposal along such lines for Baltic
would, for instance, barely differ from that entailed by Jasanoff’s bold
proposal to reconstruct an acrostatic “s-present 3sg. *rét-s-fi: 3pl. *rét-s-
nii for the common ancestor of the Celtic, Baltic and Osco-Umbrian
forms™ (1988, 234).

Needless to say, even if a PIE athematic s-modal could be sccurely
established, it would by no means necessarily follow that the OIr. s-sub-
junctive, unreduphicated s-future and so on had originated in such a for-

madtion.

6. The Insular Celtic evidence, then, appears cerucial, and one point
can be conceded to the various hypotheses of athematic ongins at the
outset. Since the s- and (-preterites with their thematic inflection outside .
the 3sg. undoubtedly continue a PIE athematic s-aorist indicative para- *'_
digm (Watkins, 1962, 156-80; sce 4 above and ch. 5, 7-8), there is no a
priori reason why s-subjunctives and futures with the same basic inflec-
tional pattern should not likewise continue originally athematic para-
digms. Thus in Kortlandt’s forthright opinion, “the projection of the Old
Indic thematic paradigms back into the Indo-European proto-language 1s
simply not warranted. Indeed, the very mixture of thematic and athe-
matic forms in the Old Irish paradigms shows that it 1s not correct. If the
thematic paradigms of Old Indic had once existed in Celtic, they would

undoubtedly have been preserved, and the 3rd. sg. form would not have
been ousted by a less distinctive {ormation. The attested forms show that
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?ieg ;ﬁ?-;;; start from an athemaltic paradigm with secondary endings”

However, the athematic origins of the Olr. s-preterite’s 3sg. should
not blind us to the fact that, onec the other persons had been secondarily
tliematised, the resultant paradigm would be synchronically thematic
with & zero personal ending for the basic 3sg. Thus (-¢ marking absolute
only) 1sg. *anass-i, 2sg. *anass-es(-i), 3sg. *anass-@(-i), lpl. *anass-
m‘nos(:i)., 2pl. *anass-ete, 3pl. *anass-oni(-i) (Olr. anais, -an “stayed”; cf.
Watkins, 1962, 174-80). If once thematic throughout, the 3-subjunc;;ive
wili_ have differed from this only in the dsg., . g. 1sg. *ress-©, 28g. *ress-
es(-i), 3sg. *ress-et(-i), Ipl. *ress-omos(-i}, 2pl. *ress-ete (see McConc, 1982,
27-8), 3pl. *ress-oni(-i) (OlIr. reiss, -ré “may run”). From a synchronic
standpoint *-ss-ef(i) can hardly be considered more distinctive in relation
to the other personal inflections than *-s8(i). It was simply a matier of
two paradigms identical apart from their different but to all intents and
purposes equally viable 3sg. forms.

Since no Old Irish verb has both an s-preterite and an s-subjunctive
the convenient introduction of complete inflectional identity between I;h{;
'f,wu would pose no problems. Such homogenization could have proceeded
1 one or the other of two more or less equally plausible direections. In
famur of *-gs-¢f(i) would be its conformity to a paradigmatic type found
in strong presents of the type 3sg. *ber-et(i), 3pl. *ber-ont(i) ete. (Olr.
beirid, -beir “bears™). On the other hand, among the s-formations them-
selves *-s3(i) would have the advantage of belonging to the s-preterite
typieal of the large and productive calegory of weak verbs rather than to
the manifestly non-produetive s-subjunctive or future confined to certain
strong verbs of a parlicular shape. It will be shown below that British
took the first option and Irish the second. However, the main peoint for
present purposes is that there is nothing inherently implausible about
the ousting of *-gs-el(i) by *-ss(i) under the circumstances just described.
Accordingly everything hinges on whether the explanation of the 3sg.
OIr. s-subjunctives as ancient athematics is formally satisfactory and, if
not, whether the prehistoric Irish remodelling of a once thematic forma-
tion under the s-preterite’s influence fares significantly betier in this
respect. What follows js a somewhat modified restatement of an argu-
ment already presented elsewhere (McCone, 1986, 243-6).

7. The 3sg. of Olr. s-subjunctives based upon roots with a final dental
can be derived quite regularly from athematic prototypes, e. g. 3sg. abs.
rets “ma_;’v run”, geis “may pray” < *ressi, *gvessi < *ret-s-ti(-), *g*ed-s-
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ti(-), conj. -ré, -gé < *ress, *gPess < *retl-s-i(1), *gPed-s-i{i). However, the
hypothests that *resst, *ress etce. hrad been remodelled from thematic *ress-
elt, *ress-el < *rel-s-elif-), *rel-s-etft) is also formally unimpeachable.
Here, then, we have a tie, with considerations of economy slightly
favouring the athematic option ceferis paribus.

The 3sg. forms based upon guttural-final roots are, however, decisive
becaude the regular Olr. outcome of always athematic *(léx-s-i(7), *rex-s-
(2}, *anex-s-U(t}, *orx-s-(i) could only have been non-existent ‘t-subjunc-
tive’ *tiacht, *recht, *anacht, *ort, whereas the actually attested forms are
s-subjunctive téis, -té “may go”, a-t:ré “may arise”, -ain “may protect”,
-orr “may kill”. Since the latter’s immediate preforms *iéssi, *-{éss, *-ress,
*-aness, *-orr cannot be straightforwardly derived from the athematic set
above (cf. Jasanoff, 1986, 140, n. 5), they are most obviously aseribed to
the secondary influence of the 3sg. s-pret upon earlier thematic *téss-eti,
¥-léss-el, *-ress-el, *-orr-el. These in turn derive from *léx-s-elif-), *iéx-s-
el(t), *rex-s-el(t), *or{x)-s-ct(i) by a perfectly normal development of inter-

~ vocalic -xs-. The corollary, of course, 1s that the OIr. s-subjunctive once

had *-se/o- throughout and accordingly almost certainly derives from a
PIE thematic s-aorist subjunctive, the attestation of which is not only
indisputable in Greek and Indo-Iranian but also highly probable in Latin.
The problems posed by these guttural-final roots have not often been
properly confronted by advocates of an originally athematic paradigm. In
proposing & derivation of the Olr. unredup. fut. a-£:ré “will arise™ < athe-
matic ‘prospective’ *hjred-s-1i Rasmussen shows an awareness of the
problem but does no more than hint at a possible solution: “lautgesetz-
lich wiire *-rechl: die Form -ré diirfle sich aus Systemzwang erkliren™
(1985, 39 , n. 30). Since he believes thal the Olr. s-subjunctives and redu- -
plicated futures reflect old thematic formations (see 1 above), Rasmussen
is frec to envisage imfluence from that quarter. Thus the reformation of
fut. *rext(ir) < *rex-s-ifi} to *ress(i} identical with the subj. from ecarlier
*rex-s-elft}) mmight have been triggered by the relationship between, say,
subj. *réss(i) and fut. *ri-riss(i) (both once *-xs-ei(i)) of *rige-ti (Olr. rigid
“(binds), rules”; McCone, 1986, 234-5) in combination with that between
subj. and fut. *sess(z} “will sit” (earlier *sed-s-ef(t) and *sed-s-i{i} respec-
tively) - if, that is, athematic ‘prospective’ origins for the Olr. unredupl-
caled s-future were not unacceptable on other grounds (see ch. 7, 8).
Be thal as it may, the problem is particularly acute for those who
posit an originally athematic s-subjunctive, espectially if this 15 coupled
with a denial of the reduplicated s-fuiure’s thematic origins, and Watkins
remains the only representative of this schoal to have tackled it seri-
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ously. According to Watkins (1962, 143-4) the peculiar development
*-asi(-) > *-xss(-) > *-ss(-) taken to underlie these s-subjunctives was duc

fect merger, especially as their root-initial vowel would be no more con-
ducive to distinetive perfect reduplication than Watkins claimed -oirg’s
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to the &’s irregular retention beeause of its indispensibility as an aorist
marker. That being so, *anex-s-t “protected”™ must have yiclded *aness >
Olr. -ain “may protect™ and the Olr. {-preterite -anacht “protected™ could
ounly be a new prehistoric Irish crcation despite complete formal and
semantic compatibility with a preform *anex-s-t. Still more disturbingly,
the precise correspondence of Olr. -achi, -recht with MW. -qeth, -reilh
respectively now has to be considered the coincidental outcome of par-
allel innovations and no longer the regular reflex of (Insular?) Celtic pro-
totypes *ax-s-t and *rex-s-l. Moreover, there is no obvious rcason why the
same alleged morphological conditioning should not have preserved the
s-marker in the aorist of roots like *ber- “bear™, thus yielding *-berr <
(for Watkins) *berss < *-berst. However, its failure to apply is proved by
the regular loss of s underlying *-bir{s)t > *-bert “bore™ and so on.

The only t-preterite of a guttural-final root allowed to be inherited on
this hypothesis was Olr. -orf “slew™ < *or-s-{t < aorist *orz-s-1, preferred
as preterite because the root’s initial vowel militated against a suffi-
ciently distinctive perfect form (Watkins, 1962, 173-4). The identity of
this with pret. pass. -ort “was slain” < *or-to- < *orz-fo-, itself presum-
ably an analogical remodelling of *riz-lo- or more likely *-art (Joscph,
1982, 51) < *hyrg-to-, is then supposed to have triggered new pret. act.
-acht, -anacht from pret. pass. -acht, -anacht < *ax-to-, *anex-to- at a late
prehistorie stage.

It 15 true that there are a few OIr. guttural-final roots with a (-pre-
terite inflection probably applied secondarily to old suffixless preterites
lacking distinetive reduplication through syncope or the like in
unstressed position (EIV 36). It is also true that Middle Irish provides fur-
- ther examples of the use of Olr. preterite passives as actives too (ibid.,
- 257). However, the former seem to have arisen only through ambiguity
with the present {c. g. do:for-macht “increased” for *do:foirmig < *wor-
memage barely distinguished after apocope and syncope {rom pres. do:for-
maig “increases” < *wor-maget), and the latier “are suspect of being
purely literary products of uncertainty about obsolescent or extinet
strong prelerite actives and passives, resulting in hypercorrect inter-
change between them on the basis of a small old eore of {-preterites ident-
ical with corresponding actives in the literary standard” (ibid., 257). In
the last analysis, -anacht and -ach! “arc the only Old Irish prelerites of
-anaich and -aig, and there is no reason to supposc that Lthey had not
been those verbs® sole preterites cver sinee the Insular Cellic aorist/per-
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was” (McCone, 1986, 233). |
Moreover, -oirg most inconveniently has both a {-preterite -ort and an

s-subjunctive -orr, both of which Watkins must derive from the *-orz-s-i
paradigm. If -ort is the direct outcome of the 3sg., then -orr ca}lnnt be and
vice versa. This obliges Watkins (1962, 173-4) to posit a quite unprece-
dented skew whereby 3sg. *ort(i) < *or(x)st(i) became the base of a new i-
preterite paradigm by spreading orie/o- to the other persons in the
normal way, but this time already thematized old *orre/o- < *OTSE/’D-‘ out-
side the 3sg. uniquely generated a new 3sg. *orr(i} and a se;?arfx-te :SH]J:]UHG—
tive paradigm. ‘As pointed out by Cowgill (1983, 86), this 1nt,r1n.51c:all}r
improbable explanation can be rejected on the grounds tha,_t; nothing re-
motely similar happened in the case of primary verbs with root-final
liquid despite virtually identical conditions for the creation c{f a separate
t-preterite and s-subjunctive by skewing, e. g. aor. 3sg. *berl(i) < *ber-s-
vs. *berre/o- < *berse/o- clsewhere in Watkins’ terms.

Indeed, the whole notion of an s-aorist indicative or, for that matter,
any athematic or thematic s-modal becoming the subjunctive of prt?cise.}}f
those roots whose final consonant was lost before the -s- is implausible in
the extreme, if the competition was a once general and arguably optative
d-modal of Italo-Celtic or older provenance, as Watkins (1962, 118-9) and
others maintain (see ch. 5, 1 and 2). If *bera- ete. could hold its gmu!ld,
what possible motive can be envisaged for preferring opaque fnrms. hke
*orr(e/o)-, *ress(e/o)- to crystal-clear *org-a-, *reg-d-, *ret-d- as 3111:]1:111::3—
tives corresponding to pres. *org-e/o-, *reg-¢/o-, *ret-e/0- even 1n aistrmghb
baitle between rival modals, let alone by deliberately skewing and
shifting the former from eorist indicative function in order to challenge
the latter? o

At any rate, if the skew of ort(-)/on(-) cannot be justified anfi/nr even
one of the other ¢-preterites to a guttural-final root 1s ol_d.ﬁ "v.-'ufn.tku}s‘ whi?le
explanation of the s-subjunctive, which 1s in any case incompatible 1:-.*1t.h
what appears to have been the inherited lengthened gr&dﬁe of the CEltlf} $-
aor. ind. act. (5 above), collapses. By contrast, these 111Lr£a:cta1_:tle diffi-
cultics melt away once one posils an athematic s-aorist indicative vs. a
thematic s-aorist subjunctive. Then the t-prets. -achi, -anachl, -orl and
recht can be simply derived from aor. ind. *ax-s-t, *anex-s-i, *‘orx-:s-t m}d ;
*rex-s-t (for vocalism see end of § above), while the corresponding s-subjs.
-ain, -orr, -ré (see ch. 2, 3 on -aig’s sub).) are from *aness, *orr, 'TE:?S remo-
delled from *aness-et, *orr-et, *ress-et. These in turn descend quite regu-
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viour ensues forthwith upon recognition of its status as an old thematic

f larly from *anex-s-ef(i), *ore-s-elfi), *rex-s-el(i) with the full grade of t}
( () grade of the formation subjected to well motivated analogical remodelling 1n fairly

{ Toot expected 1n a thematic s-aorist subjunctive.

8. It might seem better to argue that a few guttural-final roots with (-
pret. and subj. *aneri(-e/o-), *ori(-e/o-) etc. adopted an s-subjunctive
*aness(-e/0-), *orr(-¢/o-) in order to avoid this serious ambigunity. One
might then further speculate that the proportion pres. /subj. *reg- /*ress-,
‘aneg-/*aness- or *org-/*orr- thus established was spread by analogy to
other guttural-final roots which had preferred the old perfect over the
aorist in the new combined aorist. Hence, say, replacement of presumed
subj. *réx{(-) by *réss(-) “may bind” (OlIr. subj. -ré, pres. -rig, suffixless
‘pret. -reraig).

However, none of this seems remotely probable. In the vast majority
of guttural-final roots a (-subjunctive contrasting with a suffixless pre-
terite would have been quite unambiguous. The obvious course for *org-,
"?mg-,, *reg- and *wreg- would thus have been the parallel adoption of a
~distinetively inflected old perfect as a preterite impossible 1o confuse
with any {-subjunctive. After all, in al least one vowel-initial root with
fimal guttural an OlIr. pres. imm:com-airc “asks” < *-arkel(t) is opposed to
2 suffixless pret. imm:com-arcair “asked”, the deponent inflection of
which was obviously a recent innovation aimed at differentiating pret.
*tmm:com-airc < *-arke {rom a now idenlical pres. sg. (EIV 82; MeCone,
1986, 237-8). Failing that, the most likely proportion would be provided
by other verbs with a {-preterite, e. g. pret. *bir-i(i): subj. *berasel(i) =
. pret. *rex-ifi}: subj. x (x = *regasel()), but that would have produced an a-
not an g-subjunciive.

In any case, if the Olr. s-subjunctive’s attested 3sg. in the large class
- of guttural-{inal roots can only be explained by analogy, the hypothesis of
. an originally athematic paradigm immediately loses its one apparent
- advantage over the thematic alternative (see 6 above). Indeed, the tables
are turned insofar as analogical replacement of the latter’s inherited 3sg.
- *-ss-elft) by the *-ss(i} ol the productive and now otherwise identical s-
prelerite is an appreeiably more understandable and straightforward
proposition than the complex and dubiously motivated analogics needed
to sustain the athemaiic derivation. The simple fact is that the undoub-
tedly old athematic 3sg. of the s- and t-preterites behaves quite properly,
~ whereas the allegedly inherited athematic 3sg. of the s-subjunctives and,
~, for that matter, the unreduplicated and reduplicated s-futures most deci-
<" dedly does not. The only efficient explanation of this contrast is that the
;. latler was not originally athematic. Predictably enough, perfect beha-
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recent Irish prehistory (cf. G. Schmidt, 1986, 38).

Finally, the already quite lopsided balance of probability i1s brought
down f{irmly on the thematic side by a consideration of some germane
British data. Here such 3sg. s-subjunctive forms as survive can only
derive from thematic preforms, e. g. MW, gwnech “may do” < *wrez-s-e!
(Morris Jones, 1913, 339; Lewis/Pedersen, 1937, 288) vs. {-pret. gwnaeth
“did” < *wrex-s-1. The exigencies of Watkins® theory make the otherwise
unproblematical gwnaeth a late prehistoric innovation and gwnech the
outcome of old absolute *wrex-s-ti (1962, 145). K. H. Schmmdt too has
rather hesitantly adopted this explanation (1966b, 24-5), but it is unten-
able in the light of the earlier (7 above) demonstration that aorist -s-
underwent regular loss between r/I/m/x and {. Furthermore, derivation of
qunech, duch “may lead”, gwares “may help” from abs. *wrexst:, *doxsts
(< *dewk-s-), *(wo + )retsti rather than conj. *wrexset, *doxset, *resset 1s
morphologically questionable on account of a British bias towards the
statistically more frequent conjunct 3sg. (e. g. MW. car “loves” < *Faréd
< *karat) in eliminating the functionally otiose abs./conj. inflectional
dichotomy.

It is also phonetically dubious, since the standard doctrine (Jackson,
1953, 581-3) that only ¥ and 7 but not ¢ caused ultimate i-affection is
hardly correct in the case of e and o at least, to judge from forms like W.
bugail = OIr. buachaill “cowherd” < *bdkolis < (*g*ow-k¥ol-), MW. cyn-
tefin = Olr. cétamuin “May(day)” < *kmiu-samonis, or vestigial abs. dsg.
MW. eyt (OW. hegil) “goes™ < *ageti vs. conj. @ < *aget. That being so,
the athematic abs. preforms alleged by Watkins should have produced
*qunych, *gweryss. In view of MW. chwech “six™ < *swexs, a derivation of
gwnech, duch < athem. conj. *wrexss, *doxss might be ventured if Wat-
kins’ theory about the irregular retention of aorist -s- (so *-xst > *-2ss)
with its corollary *wrexst > gwnech not gwnaeth were viable. Smce, how-
ever, it is not and retention of the final syllable in gwaress < *wo-ress
seems at least doubtful (cf. Watkins, 1962, 177), there is no plausible
alternative to the utterly straightforward derivation of 3sg. subj. guwneck,
duch, qwares from thematic conj. *wrexr-s-ef, *doz-s-el, *ret-s-el.

Grounds for thinking that Proto-Celtic had inherited an unredupli-
cated thematic s-formation are supplied by Continental as well as Insular
Celtic. At least two good examples occur on the Celtiberian Botorrila
inseription, namely, CaPiseTi (A3) and amPiTiseTt (A0) (cf. Rasmussen,
1985, 388). In the former the normal form of the root has presumably !
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WI1 restored to opaque *gaxse-, the regular outcome of *gabse-, the
mpossible sequence -bs- being avoided by insertion of a vowel between
root and suffix. Waikins (1962, 135-6) convineingly posits a similarly
motivated remodelling of the same root’s pret. *gﬂa:(-.s)-t to *gab-ass in
Insular Celtic (likewise subj. *gaxse/o- > *gabase/o- according to McCone
1986, 260), but here the union-vowel seems to have been taken over ]“rnn":
the present system (see Eska, 1989, 55-6: cf. the Gaulish 2sg. ipv. gabi <
*gab(ijye; Meid, 1980, 15-6).

- K. H. Schmidt (1976, 366-7) is probably right to take amPi-TiseTs as
an s-subjunctive, but what would then be its zero-grade vocalism militates
against his comparison with Olr. im:té “may go round” < *ambi-léx-s-.
My own (McCone, 1986, 253) tentative suggestion of a desid. /fut. -tifx)sets
< *tik't’seti < *tif-t)k*-se-ti to *tek* “run, flee” should probably be with-
a_:lrmv‘n*m favour of Eska’s (1989, 42-4) contention that & verbal noun/
mﬁn{m?e of the same verb occurs in the [ollowing line as (a)mPiTinC-
ounei. However, Eska’s (ibid.) etymological connection with Olr, -ding
"‘prtasses, builds™ (cf. Eichner, 1989, 35) also yields the wrong grade for a
subjunctive (*dé&e-s-), while a reduplicated desiderative *di-diz-se-ti scems
most unlikely to have been dissimilated to *dix-se-4i in the way he sug-
gests. A more promising alternative would be *lenk- “make/become
sohd” (OInd. tanakii, Olr. con:léici: see ch. 3, 4), which would regularly
become Celtic *tink- (strictly mnk but usually written ink in Gaulish at
least; ch. 3,4). If n was lost before fricative (s) unlike the corresponding
stop k (cf. Germanic), one could posit *tenk-se-ti with the e-grade
expected of an s-aorist subjunctive > *fna-se-1i > *ifa)seld.

Whatever about the precise interpretation of these two forms, they
are both clearly 3sg. thematic s-formations, most probably s-aorist sub-
- junetives (cf. Eichner, ibid., 47) with an outside chance that one of them is
rather a once reduplicated thematic s-desiderative, Indeed, they have led
Schmidt to recognise “the preservation of thematically inflected s-sub-
junctive-futures of the 3rd. person singular” in Celtiberian and to con-
clude that Proto-Celtic “shared ... the s-subjunective with Indo-Iranian
and Greek™ (1988, 239 and 245), albeit without mentioning the incompa-
tibility of this position with his previously expressed views (see 1 ahove).

9 Apart from a few 3sg. vestiges of the t- and suffixless preterites still
~ well preserved in Old Irish, the British preterite is obviously based upon
- the productive sigmatic type (VK@ 11 375). That this had been thematised
outgide the 3sg. before the separation of Irish and British is implied by
'. the equation 1sg. MW. cereis, MCo. kerys