
A NOTE ON THE CLASSIFICATIONOF SOME OLD IRISH VERBSIN Thurneysen's classi�cation of the present-stems of the Old Irishverbs, there is a little sub-class (B V; Thurneysen 1946:357) whichconsists of a few present forms that in the common opinion had a suf-�x -nu- in the pre-documentary period. This su�x, which representsthe weak grade of Indo-European *-neu- and was originally proper toplural and dual forms only, is reconstructed in the whole paradigm inaccordance with the well-known tendency to generalize the weak gradein ablauting paradigms (Watkins 1962). However, it must be stressedthat this -nu- does not appear directly in any paradigm (we have justspoken of the pre-documentary period), and its existence is supportedonly by a phonetic argument, since no other su�x that could reason-ably be hypothesized (e.g. *-n�a-, *-n�e-, and so on) could account for thephonetic structure of these verbs.This way of reconstructing historical facts (i.e. the Indo-Europeanbackground of Celtic verbs and their history from Indo-European to ourtexts) on the ground of a phonetic detail is rather dangerous, for it eitherputs comparison aside or makes use of it only a posteriori to con�rmresults that have already been achieved by internal reconstruction, whilstin my opinion the right procedure ought to be the reverse of that: �rstlyto prove through comparison that the verbs of class B V come fromIndo-European neu-verbs and then to state that they form a coherentclass from both the Indo-European and the Irish standpoint.In the present work, which I submit to the judgement of the undis-puted master in the �eld of Celtic studies, I should like �rstly to analysethe verbs of this class from the etymological standpoint in order to statewhether they represent the real heirs of a homogeneous Indo-Europeanverb-class (i.e. the -neu-class) or other explanations have to be envisaged,and then to examine how they can be classi�ed within the framework ofthe Old Irish present system.The etymological observations that follow are as concise as possible:(1) do�lin (pl. du�linat) `
ows'`li-n- ist idg. *pl.-neu-': this etymology (Pedersen 1913:556) hasreceived general approval and seems to �nd good support in some verbalforms from other Indo-European languages, i.e.(a) OInd. pr.n.uy�at (opt.) `to �ll, to nourish'(b) OInd. (vy-�a-)pr.n.oti `takes care of'(c) Av. fra-p�r�naoiti `makes liable'(d) Arm. lnum `I �ll', he lum `I pour'In reality, it is not di�cult to see that none of these forms provesanything for the existence of a -neu-present in the Indo-European period,because:Celtica 21 c
 Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies 1990



100 enrico campanile(a) pr.n.uy�at is a late hapax which has occasionally replaced theregular form pr.n.��y�at in accordance with the well-known Indian ten-dency to give -no-doublets to the -n�a-verbs and vice versa (vr.n.�ati/vr.n.oti,ks.in.oti/ks.in.�ati and so on).(b) OInd. (vy-�a-)pr.n.oti does not come from the same root as do�lin;more probably (Mayrhofer 1956 s.v. vy�apr.tah. ) it comes from the root*per-, which is found in Lat. experiri, peritus and Gr. ��~��� `experience,experiment'.(c) Av. fra-p�r�naoiti too, because of its meaning, has to be keptapart from the verbs that come from the root `to �ll'; it comes probablyfrom the same root as OInd. (vy-�a-)pr.n.oti .(d) The su�x -nu- is productive in Armenian and consequently lnumand he lum cannot give us any proof of preserving something reallyancient; on the contrary, their pre-forms *pl�enu- and *pelnu- disagreewith the structure of the Indo-European -neu-verbs; therefore we cansafely conclude that they both are late innovations (cf. Klingenschmitt1982:245-6).To sum up. We can take it for granted that in Indo-Europeanonly two presents were formed from the root `to �ll': an athematicpresent (Lat. replet, Gr. ���������, Av. p�afr�aiti, Ved. *pipr�ati (s. Narten1969:153) and a -n�a-present (Ved. pr.n.�ati, Got. fullnan, with -ll- fromfulls): a present *pl.neuti never existed in Indo-European.(2) ara�chrin `decays, fails'As has been said elsewhere (Campanile 1982), there are no goodarguments for believing that �crin was originally a nu-verb; on the con-trary we must observe that:(a) It is etymologically connected with Ved. �sr.n.�ati `crushes' (< *�kr.-neH1-ti).(b) The old aorist of �crin is (do�)cer, which is identical with Ved.a�sar��t ; they both come from *(e-)�kerH1t .(c) The adjective cr��n `old, decayed' (*kreH1-no-) also presupposesa set.-root and can be compared with Ved. �s��rn.a- (past part. of sr.n.�ati)< *�kr.H1-no-.Watkins (1958:91), speaking of this verb, observes that in Old Irishthere is `hesitation' between *-na- and *-nu- in verbal forms. We cantake a step forward and maintain that �crin is an evident innovation thateliminated an ancient *�kr.-na- (< *�kr.-nH1-); but a verbal theme *�ker-w-(with a present *�kr.-neu-ti) never existed in Indo-European: only *�ker-H1- existed, sure traces of which are still to be found in Old Irish (do�cerand cr��n).(3) ro�cluinethar `hears'It is di�cult to discern why this verb was put into class B V, forit clearly presupposes a double su�x -n-yo- (and consequently can becompared, from a formal point of view, with Gr. �����! < *kli-n-yo-,�����! < *plu-n-yo-, ORuss. krenju `I buy', and so on).



classification of some old irish verbs 101However, there can be no doubt about an Indo-European present*�kl.-neu-ti `hears', which is preserved in Ved. �sr.n.oti and Av. surunaoiti(srunauti), the root-vocalism of the latter being in
uenced by pastpart. sruta-. And it is the undoubted existence of this Indo-Europeanpresent that induced Thurneysen to put ro�cluinethar into class V B(the -nu-class!); but at x 595 of his Grammar he states correctly that`[ro�cluinethar ] is in
ected like B II'. The necessary consequence of thisstatement is that from the Old Irish standpoint it is actually a verb ofthat class.(4) at �baill `dies'Since Thurneysen himself observes that this verb is `in
ected whollylike B I', we cannot put it into class B V; moreover it must be under-lined that its Indo-European archetype was surely no -neu-verb, becauseGr. �����! (with which, in our opinion, at �baill is etymologically con-nected) presupposes a theme with laryngeal, as proved by the aorist'�����. Therefore we can suppose that at �baill was originally a -n�e-present(Strunk 1967:42{5) which later was thematized.(5) marnid `betrays'What has been said apropos of at �baill can be repeated apropos ofmarnid too. Since it corresponds to Ved. mr.n.�ati `crushes' (past part.m�urn.a-), we can safely suppose that it was originally a -neH-verb whichlater was thematized, which excludes every possibility of an old -neu-present.(6) ro��nnadar `gets to know'Thurneysen maintains that an old present-stem *wi-n-d- (cf. Ved.vindati `�nds') was transformed into *wi-n-d-nu- by analogy with -gnin-`knows' (see 7). This hypothesis is rather improbable because theseverbs di�er from each other in essential points, namely:(a) ro��nnadar is deponent, �gnin is not.(b) ro��nnadar has an old preterite/present without reduplication(ro��tir; cf. Ved. veda, Got. wait, Gr. F o~���), �gnin has a normal redu-plicated preterite.(c) ro��nnadar has an s-subjunctive and an s-future, �gnin has ana-subjunctive and a reduplicated future.These divergent elements make it unlikely that analogy has workedon a single point only; Thurneysen's explication has an ad hoc 
avour.Therefore we can safely follow Pedersen's (1913:523) and Marstran-der's (1924:32) analysis and reconstruct an old *wi-n-d-na- with doublenasal in�x, a kind of formation which is surely post-Indo-European but�nds analogy in other languages too (cf. Gr. �������!, �������! etc.).(7) �gnin `knows'There is no doubt that this verb is etymologically connected withVed. j�an�ati, Av. paiti-z�an�ti, Lit. �zin�oti and so on, but, as Pedersen



102 enrico campanile(1913:547) remarked, `das -ni- der Wurzelsilbe ist sehr schwer zu erkl�ar-en' because it is self-evident that OIr. gni- cannot come directly from*�gneH3-/�gn.H3-.As far as I know, only Marstrander (1924) has maintained that �gninis the regular outcome of *-gn�a-nu-t (today we can write it as *gn.H3-nu-t) when the accent fell on the pre�x, an explanation which, in myopinion, is rather improbable because it is contradicted by forms suchas: foscad/foscud `shadow' < *u(p)o-sk�atu-imram/imrum `voyage' < *imm-r�amu-ingnad/ingnud `unknown' < *n. -gn�atu (dat.)Consequently we can but suppose that �gnin was the product of ananalogical process; but in this case the Hebung of /i/ does not provethat once there was a /u/ in the following syllable (because /i/ toocan result from analogy) and thus there is no reason to reconstruct apre-documentary present-stem *gni-nu-.We can conclude that �gnin is no doubt a verb with an old nasalsu�x, but this su�x is likely to have been *-n�o (*neH3-) originally, inaccordance with the structure of its theme.The result of these brief observations is rather disconcerting. In classB V there is actually one present form (ro�cluinethar) which presup-poses an Indo-European -neu-present, but it belongs properly to ClassB II; none of the others comes from an Indo-European -neu-present.Moreover, we might remark that several verbal themes that formed-neu-presents in Indo-European, in Old Irish give present-forms whichbelong to classes other than B V, even when they preserve the nasalelement:Ved. ks.in.oti `destroys', Gr. �����(F )!, but OIr. tinaidVed. str.n.oti `spreads', Gr. ����!�����, but OIr. sernaidVed. dunoti `burns', but OIr. do��dVed. a�snoti `reaches', Av. �a�snaoiti, but OIr. ro�iccBefore we draw some general conclusions we have still to clarify a pointwhich can be of considerable relevance to our discussion.We have seen that neither �crin- nor �lin- comes from Indo-European-neu-presents; nevertheless their root-vocalism seems to suggest that atsome point of their history they became -nu-presents, even if they werenot so originally. In this case we could admit the existence of an Old Irish-nu-class and we should add only that it is of late origin and probablymodelled upon some authentic and old -nu-present which disappearedprogressively.On the contrary, I maintain that this hypothesis, too, would bewrong. We must observe that the regular development of *pl.neH1tiand *kwr.neH1ti should give OIr. *�len and *�cren, which would be



classification of some old irish verbs 103homophonous with �cren `buys' and �len `follows'. It was just in orderto avoid this dangerous homophony that, in our opinion, these presentforms were both reshaped according to their subjunctives �cria and*�lia. This reshaping can be paralleled with what we observe in ernaid`bestows' (with its vocalism modelled upon the subj. �era) instead of*renaid, and in sernaid `strews' (with its vocalism modelled upon thesubj. �sera), instead of *srenaid.However, this state of a�airs does not prevent ernaid and sernaidfrom belonging pleno iure to class B IV both diachronically (if we de�nethis class as the class of the Indo-European -n�a-presents) and synchron-ically (if we de�ne it as the Old Irish present-class characterized only bya su�xed nasal that disappears in the other tenses). But the same con-ditions are ful�lled by �crin and �lin too: they are both old -n�a-presentsand in Old Irish their nasal does not appear outside of the present.Our general conclusion is that class B V should be discarded and thatthe verbs it consists of should be put into other classes: ro�cluinetharinto B II, at �baill and marnid into B I, ro��nnadar, �crin and �lin intoB IV; as far as �gnin is concerned, we have seen that it does not comefrom an Indo-European -neu-present and is likely to be the product ofanalogy; however, since it does not behave di�erently from �crin and �linit can be safely placed into the same class with them.REFERENCESCampanile, E. 1982. `Note sur vieil-irlandais bronnaid ', �Etudes Celtiques19.151{4Marstrander, C. 1924. Observations sur les pr�esents indo-europ�eens �a nasalein�x�ee en celtique (Christiania)Mayrhofer, M. 1956. Kurzgefa�tes etymologisches W�orterbuch des Altind-ischen (Heidelberg)Klingenschmitt, G. 1982. Das altarmenische Verbum (Wiesbaden)Narten, J. 1969. `Greich. ��������� und rg. �apiprata', Studia Classica et Ori-entalia Antonino Pagliaro oblata (Roma) III.139{55Pedersen, O. 1913. Vergleichende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen II (G�ot-tingen)Strunk, K. 1969. Nasalpr�asentien und Aoriste (Heidelberg)Thurneysen, R. 1946. A grammar of Old Irish (Dublin, repr. 1980)Watkins, C. 1958. `Old-Irish sernaid and related forms', �Eriu 18.85{101. 1962. Indo-European origins of the Celtic verb: I. The sigmatic aorist(Dublin) Enrico CampanileUniversit�a di Pisa


