
VARIA1. On abstracts in -i�a from locativalsLiam Breatnach has perceptively adduced1 a set of formations,clearly early,2 which he terms `abstracts derived directly from preposi-tions'. It seems to me that these derivatives are even more regular andcohesive than he implies. In every case the basis of the derivation is alocatival particle, and they occur in well-matched polar pairs. It hasthe appearance of being a productive regular process of early date.We do best to start with inne *`the interior'. Breatnach, in a foot-note, is di�dent on the old and sure spelling -nn-; it is, in fact, the`lectio di�cilior', and must be accepted and respected. The de�nitearticle itself teaches us that we must not con
ate the development ofnn in proclitics with that in stressed words nor seek a 
ow of transferbetween these two accentual classes where the conditions for analogy donot obtain. I start then from *endi < *He�ndhi, or *e�ndhi.3We then derive this locatival as an adjective *end-��no- `interior'; cf.Latin intes-t-��nus, sup-��nus. Or else *endi-no-; cf. Latin inter-nus, exter-nus, infer-nus, super-nus, pr�o-nus. From that adjective (whichever one)an abstract was derived, *end���n-i�a > *ind���nii��a > *ind���nei��a > *i�nd 0���n0e >*i�ndn 0e > i�n 0e.Following this vein, we may start from *eks > a(s), Latin ex. Apartfrom acht, Lat. ex-ti-mus, echtar, Lat. ex-tr-�a, we �nd the Latin derivedadjective exterus; on this basis we may con�dently reconstruct the adjec-tive *eks-tero-. Now we form the abstract *ekster-i�a > *ek(s)terii��a >*ektirii��a > *ektirei��a > *ext 0ir 0e > *ext�ir 0e > extr�e = echtra(e).Originally related to *endi and inne, the background of aitirein relation to eter may now be clear. Just as in Latin we supposean *enteros (= ênteron) underlay interior and intimus, we form to*enter(-i) an adjective *enter-o-. This in turn gave the abstract*e.nter-i�a > *enterii��a > *e�ddirii��a > *e�ddirei��a > *�e�dd 0ir 0e. Then, underthe in
uence of eter, instead of *�e�dr 0e we end up with ad 0�r 0e = aitire.For a certain time *ekster-i�a and *enter-i�a had the surface appearanceof being a popular pair, although the IE derivational status of *enterwas already di�erentiated.We turn �nally to ar 0i `before-ness' and iar(s)m�i `after-ness'. To thepreposition/particle airL there could have been an adjective *ar(i)o-; cf.Skt pur��a. An abstract would then become *ar(i)-i�a. The IE cognatesof this base are varied and perplexing. To iarN 3 sg. iarum we mayreadily see an adjective *�erom-o- < *epi-ro-mo-; cf. Albanian i �ep�erm1Celtica 15 (1983) 18{19.2And so too cen airihui cen iarmo[i], with its formulaic parallel, nearly metrical,repetition.3Cf. �Eriu 28 (1977) 145{6 and 33 (1982) 180{81. See also Indo-Iranian Journal32 (1989) 99{100.Celtica 22 c
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34 eric p. hamp`upper' < *�apirama- < *opi-ro-mo-. The abstract to this would be*epirom-i�a > *�eromii��a >*�erumii��a >*�erumei��a >*�erw �m 0e > (analogi-cal) *�er��m 0e >*iarm�e.2. The Lepontic Vergiate epitaphThe text is now clear:PELKVI ... PRVIAM ... TEV ... KARITE ... I�SOS ... KALITE ... PALAM.This could be � `D�ev�u placed the tomb for Belgos (and) he set upthe stone', on the lines of argument set forth by Lejeune.4 That is tosay, in terms of the language of Todi5ATEKNATI . TRUTIKNI . KARNITV . n LOKAN:ARTVA�S o KOISIS . TRVTIKNOS/Ategn�at�� Dr�utikn�� karnit�u n log�anardu��a�s o Koisis Dr�utiknos /= [Ategn�at�� Dr�ut�� f.]u.r.n.u.m. C. oisis Dr�ut�� f. fr�ater eius minimus loc�auit et statuit(qui){ [accusative] instead of u.r.n.u.m. to match ARTVA�S (these readingsbeing my con
ation).Lejeune's excellent explication6 of the double predicate loc�auit etstatuit as translating the original unitary lexeme karni- with the con-trasting complements log�a- and ardu��a- is supported by the equation insemantic concord of PRVIAM �! KARI- 6= PALAM. �! KALI-. Infact, it seems that the Todi translation was resourceful, but slavishlyliteral: The translator appears to have selected Latin loc�a- as the inter-lingual mapping of Gaulish log�a-. It is as if [log�a-] has been spread overkarni- in the shape [lok�a-].There is another hint of translation. Lejeune has noted percep-tively (note 78) that what is transmitted to us as -qui on statuitqui[ST]A. TVITQUI is surely -que with the E incomplete by oversight, andthat the stonecutter has hesitated between X et Y and X Yque. Nowif the translator (or stonecutter) had Latin as his native language, ordominant code if he was truly bilingual, once he had formed a sequencewith et he would scarcely be likely to add -que in the slow process ofwritten composition (as opposed to the slurred and mis-phased speech ofhaste). However, a speaker with native habits like those with Lepontic-pe7 could easily add a �nal -que by slipping into the native or dominantpattern. This should tell us something about the syntax of conjoiningin Todi Gaulish. It should be noticed that both Todi Gaulish `loc�auitstatuitque' and Lepontic LATVMARVI SAPSVTAI-PE conjoin not justlike constituents but lexemes of identical function with semantics thatdi�er only by systematically paired features. That is, the Todi conjoined4M. Lejeune, Lepontica (Paris 1971) 88{93 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 444{9.5Lepontica, 31, 35 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 387, 391.6Lepontica, 35{6 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 391{2, (a).7See Lepontica, 74 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 430.



varia 35predicates are both identically in
ected verbs of placing an object; theydi�er by the features of lying and standing (upright) positions. TheLepontic pair comprises dative personal recipients; they di�er mainlyby gender.Let us now return to our Lepontic epitaph for which Lejeune hasadduced the Todi equivalence. The content and constituent form ofboth are fundamentally the same; the in
ectional case di�erences andthose of the lexical content of phrases do not a�ect our problem here.The equation then may be drawn:ATEKNATI LOKAN KOISIS KARNITVTRVTIKNI TRVTIKNOS= PELKVI8 PRVIAM TEV9 KARITEK.T. KARNITV ARTVA�S10 (A.T.)= I�SOS11 KALITE PALAM.It is immediately clear that the formula here isPN-Bene�ciary grave PN-Agent putAgent put-up stone (Bene�ciary)We must therefore seek appropriate verb lexemes for `put (a grave)'and `put-up' so as to resolve the graphic ambiguity of these Leponticverbs.For `put-up' Lejeune has already made a very plausible and principledsuggestion; the only merit I claim for the present discussion of this pointis that it places our word KALITE in a total context throwing its featuresinto highlight, and then makes the rest of the argument much clearer8Lejeune has amply emphasised the ambiguity of this name. If the name was infact good Celtic, a perfectly appropriate interpretation would be the dative Belg�ui,for which we have adequate formation rules; see E. P. Hamp Studia Celtica 18{19(1983{4) 128{134, and Zeitschrift f�ur celtische Philologie 44 (1991) 67{9.9While D�eu��u <* Deiu�o  � *deiuon- is a perfectly well formed grammatical wordone wonders just what `godly one' [?] meant when adopted as a name.10Meid has departed (in his paper at the Congress of Celtic Studies in Paris, 9 July1991) from the traditional interpretation followed by Lejeune, and, following a glossby Cormac, takes this word as meaning `stone(s)'. This is a very attractive proposal,but the force of statuit is still not negated by this reading. Indeed, a cairn of stoneswould still have been `erected' or `raised'.11I agree with Lejeune that this should be a pronoun and not another name. Itseems clear to me from the parallel structure to Todi that the reference of I�SOS shouldbe identical with that of TEV. But Lejeune's *istos seems to me too Latinizing. Itwill be seen too that I cannot accept J. F. Eska's views, ZCP 44 (1991) 70{73, nor therelation to Gaulish and Celtiberian there suggested; I also di�er (�Etudes Celtiques 27(1990), Varia xl) on Greek aÞte (ZCP 44 (1991) 72). What we need here is a simpleanaphora, perhaps with a discourse or clausal connective { a kind of `and'. Theanaphora could well be enclitic. A form -so-s (nominative) would be appropriate,from the well known IE deictic *so/s�a/to-d; cf. Gaulish sosin.



36 eric p. hampby the same principles. Surely Lejeune's morphological analysis12 ofthese verb forms is correct as (adjusting symbols somewhat) *Kry-i�e/o-,*Kly-i�e/o-, on the pattern of Greek qaÐrw, b�llw, etc. I therefore concurwith Lejeune in attributing KALITE as kalite to *kel- `r(a)ise', but I donot agree in including13 Greek among known cognates. It will be seenfrom my discussion,14 that I �nd the standard references de�cient onthis IE root. In fact, this Lepontic evidence becomes highly important inadding Celtic to the dialectal attestation. We now �nd *kel(H )- attestedin Baltic, Germanic (OE hyll, holm, ON hallr, holmr, Goth. hallus),Latin (collis, culmen, celsus), and Lepontic { an excellent Western IEdistribution.I do not, however, think that Lejeune has met with similar suc-cess for KARITE,15 which he attributes to *gher- (> Lat. hortus, Ir.-gort). The semantics are not similarly appropriate; what is needed isa verb of putting or placing. The most neutral verbal base in Indo-European for this notion was *dhee -, and I have shown elsewhere16 thatthe suppletive and asymmetric paradigm of IE aoristic *dhee- was con-tinued in Old Irish by cor, verbal noun to fo�ceird, the non-compoundsuppletive to �cuirethar, �l�a. Thus the Old Irish non-subjunctive andnon-preterite/perfect had transferred its base to *ker- (: Welsh a-gor,Breton di-gor `open').17 I therefore propose that Lepontic KARITE bewritten karite and be attributed as *kryto *ker-, which we �nd in InsularCeltic.We gain a further point of interpretation from this �nding: If thesuccessor to *dhee - `put' is kari-, then the analysis of Prestino TETUbecomes clear. This must be `dedit' and not `posuit'18 and to conven-tional *d�o- we will attribute a pre-form *de-decw-u.19The choice of our reading and ancestor form is not, then, arbitrary.20From the verbs we may now pass to I�SOS. I have already (note 11)stated my agreement with Lejeune that the structure of this inscription,in discourse and pragmatic terms, requires the inclusion of a pronounin this expression; I furthermore see an anaphora as the appropriatesyntactic element, and, based on our experience with the history of otherlanguages, a form that earlier had a deictic value would be eminentlyacceptable. I thus propose so-s as a cognate of Celtiberian �sos.2112Lepontica, 90 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 446.13Lepontica, 91 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 447.14Indogermanische Forschungen 81 (1976) 36{8.15Lepontica, 90 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 446.16To appear in Veleia (Vitoria).17The IE idioms for `open' and `close' (OIr. iad-) were formed with *hep- and *eop-respectively together with *dhee -.18Lepontica, 105 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 461.19Lepontica, 94, 105{6 = �Etudes Celtiques 12 (1970) 450, 461{2.20J. F. Eska, Historische Sprachforschung 103 (1990) 86{8, should be correctedaccordingly in his reconstructed bases.21On the latter see �Etudes Celtiques 27 (1990), Varia xl.



varia 37We now require an element to precede (an enclitic) sos to accountnot only for the I but also for the strengthened �S. I propose to see here*it, cognate with early Welsh ytL, Latin ita, Skt. iti, which we know tohave been an IE clause-initial particle.22 In fact, in position before s*it could have derived from both *itH and *idhe >*id ' (> Welsh y
).Thus the structure of*it - sos kalite`and - he raised'corresponds exactly to Welshy - m gelwir `I am called'`; - me one-calls'y - th elwir `thou art called'`; - thee one-calls'y h- edew_ynt `they left them'`; - them left-they'In the last example y h- would correspond to Lepontic *IT-: : :�S (cf.SITE�S < *s�ed-nys. Again we see an in�xed object as a relic of the oldenclitic with introductory particle:yt ym gwelynt`that they could see me'ita -(s)mu *u��elint(i)23Hitt. nu -mu-za : : : pa- ra-a u-i-i�s-ki-it`and - me : : : (he) used to send': OBret. ro -ino24 lenuen`l�a ils-attachaient'*(p)r�o- linesent ( )But in Celtic when no object was present as an enclitic a subjectconcord occupied this position:neu cheint <*nVu -s k�ant�u `I have sung'dybu <*to-s b�ou' `came'We see the trace of this in such a relic form as cheint, showing spi-rantisation. This element, or the neuter *-d, must be the main sourceof the non-lenition displayed by Welsh y
.25 Lepontic *it-sos is, then,22See ZCP 37 (1979) 167{8, and references therein.23See my remarks on this in Bulletin of the Board of Celtic Studies [BBCS ] 30(1982) 39{40.24It is di�cult to reconstruct Welsh yno(eth{d).25On which see D. Simon Evans, A grammar of Middle Welsh (Dublin 1964) 171x 190.



38 eric p. hampthe precise equivalent of Welsh y (kyuodes y marchawc) `the knight tooarose',26 (yna) y (dywawt) `then he said'27, (y ford) y (guelyn) `the waythey saw',28 y (bu) `when she was'.29We are now in a position to consider the syntax of this inscription.The text may be divided into two predications:Belg�ui PRVIAM D�eu��u kariteandi�sos (< *it-sos) kalite PALAM.The �rst is a canonical older IE sentence, with verb in �nal positionand with the person of the burial { the central topic { fronted for topi-calization: `For B. the grave D. placed'.30 Presumably when an elementis fronted and consequently �lls the initial position, the verb as a majorconstituent remains in �nal.The second predication continues the discourse, and therefore wehave a sentence connective *i-tH or *i-dh(e), both of which yield *it.The anaphora *so-s is therefore appropriately attached as an enclitic tothis. It is then possible to place the verb at the end or to front it. If thelatter is chosen the verb must be placed after the introductory complexwith the sentence connective; this is the principal origin of the Celticdeuterotonic complex with in�xes.In these two sentences we see in Lepontic a mid-way developmentbetween Indo-European and Insular Celtic, or perhaps a pure specimenof Indo-European (as observed, for example, in Hittite and Anatolian,and less clearly in Indic) apt for selection by Insular Celtic.26J. Gwenogvryn Evans, The White Book Mabinogion (Pwllheli 1907) 398.15.27G. Melville Richards, Breudwyt Ronabwy (Caerdydd 1948) 12.21.28I. Williams (ed.), Pedeir Keinc y Mabinogi (Caerdydd 1930) 51.25.29ibid., 50.8. I assume that *idhe >*id(h)' �! *id-s# C > *i(d)# C > y# C.Hence non-mutation with [+ voice] when the then �nal *d was absorbed.30On the t-preterite of Gaulish and Lepontic see most recently J. F. Eska, His-torische Sprachforschung 103 (1990) 81{91. K. H. Schmidt is certainly correct in hisderivation of these forms from the IE imperfect; this penetrating perception is per-haps the best of Schmidt's many imaginative contributions. It is the only principledway to explain these presential derivative stems, and the employment of Watkins's(properly Benveniste's and Kury lowicz's) extrapolation from the unmarked 3 sg. isreconstruction at its best. I further believe that the 3 pl. -VS must be not a nounbut an adjectival plural as if it were for the speakers a predicate participle. The mostlikely value to assign it would be -�us, as though a nominative pl. < thematic *-�os;-t�us could be taken as an active participle to an intransitive verb. The singular -�uwould then be parsed as a nominative of an individuating -on- stem (= Lat. Cat�o).



varia 393. �sr. _nkh�a_nik�a31Nasal bases and nasal presents in CelticT. Burrow has suggested resourcefully32 that this word for `mucus'goes back to an etymon in *s-; he adduces the later Pkt. si _mghaisu _mghai, Hi. s~�ughn�a, assuming a voicing of kh to gh after nasal as anorth-western dialect feature. He then attributes the Indic *sr. _nkh- to*srenk(h)- comparing Gk. ûègqw{ûègkw.On the basis of the Celtic and Armenian, as well as the Greek, evi-dence, I have o�ered a revised reconstruction of the etymon to accountfor a greater range of forms in closer accord with the known rules of IEphonology and word-formation.33 The root I have proposed is *sregh-,with nasal-in�x formations also occurring, to give *srengh-.I therefore suggest that instead of following Burrow's excellent rea-soning in the direction he sets forth, we take the Sanskrit forms as aresult of back-formation from the Middle Indo-Aryan, of which we havea good attestation. The Pkt. si/u _mghai would then continue directlyIndic *sr. _ngh-  � *srengh-; and once again we see how valuable MiddleIndic forms can be for our exact understanding of Indo-European.This �nding leads me to reinspect my reconstruction of the root.I had considered the root to be *sregh- principally on the evidenceof the Celtic, which I reconstruct as Breton fri, Cornish fry `nose'< *sreg(h)-, Corn. frig `nostril' < *sregg-, Welsh �roen Olr. sr�on `nose'< *srog(h)-n�a. Then the remaining forms I presumed to result fromn-in�xation: Gk. ûègqw < *sre-n-gh-, Mid. Ir. srennim `snore' < *sre-n-gh-n-, Armen. _rngun-k` < *srongh-on-, Welsh �riw `face, nose, fore-head, head' < *sreng(h) u�-. It is, however, true that if the nasal origi-nated in a present in�x (even if subseqently generalized throughout theparadigm) we might expect a Greek extension in -an-, which is regularfor old nasal-in�xed presents, and the Armenian might be expected toshow an extension but lack the internal nasal entirely, as it regularlydoes in such verbs;34 besides, the verb is lacking in Armenian. Such an31The following item, the content of which is of obvious Celtic interest, was �rstpublished in 1976 as a contribution to Philologia Orientalis 4 (in memoriam GeorgeV. Tsereteli). Since in that setting it may have escaped the notice of Celticists,it is reprinted here at the request of the editors of Celtica. In this reprinting Iupdate and complete the cross-references to the literature and add a few referencesof later date. Otherwise the content remains unchanged. I take this opportunity torenew my tribute to G. V. Ts., a great scholar and an unforgettable human beingof truly marvellous warmth and generosity even exceeding, if possible, that of myvalued Georgian friends then living in circumstances which we must never allow tobe repeated.32Kratylos 15 (1970 [1972]) 54{5.33 �Eriu 25 (1974) 275{8; Baltistica 10 (1974) 69{72; �Etudes Celtiques 14 (1975)461{6.34See my article in Zeitschrift f�ur vergleichende Sprachforschung 89 (1975) 100{109on nasal presents in Armenian.



40 eric p. hampassumption of a nasal present also makes it somewhat harder to envis-age the misinterpretation of the Greek perfect as if it were an aspirateperfect, an assumption which I require in order to explain the genesis ofthe alternate form ûègkw with -k-.The Indic evidence now gives us additional and highly valuable tes-timony (in a nominal formation!) for the presence of the internal nasal;indeed it now looks much more likely that the root originally had aninherent nasal. This view, moreover, is not reached merely on the accre-tion of yet one more item to the list of forms and dialects showing thenasal, as if such issues were settled by simple parliamentary vote ofattestation. Rather, the assumption of an inherent nasal makes theGreek, Armenian, Indic, and Welsh (�riw) formations, more readilyand directly explicable; otherwise each of these would require specialand separate motivation.A consideration of Mid. Ir. srennim in the light of this �nding helpsto elucidate one of the more di�cult types of verb-formation which Irishattests for us. Thurneysen35 simply lumps together under present classB I (Strachan's class A 1) certain verbs in -nn-, noting that fact buto�ering no explanation beyond a few IE comparisons: ad �greinn `perse-cutes', as�gleinn `discutit', fo�gleinn `learns', do�seinn `pursues', ArchaicIr. ro�geinn `�nds room in'. The most recent careful discussion of verbsin this con�guration is that of the late Marie-Louise Sjoestedt.36 I�nd her general conclusions on this set of verbs unsatisfactory becauseshe assumes as roots for nasal in�xation shapes which rely on unmo-tivated extension of simpler IE roots by extra consonants; thus for�gleinn `swallow', brenn- `bubble forth', and srenn- Sjoestedt (23) positsfreshly extended roots *gled-, *bred-, *sred-, which are not supportedby attested formations elsewhere and which only give rise to additionalneeds for explanation.37It seems to me that three classes of explanation are required for thiscon�guration of verb stem in Irish, none requiring more assumptionsthan we already need for Indo-European and for Irish.(1) The correct solution for for �diuclann- `swallow, gulp', i.e. for �d��-od-glenn- or for �d��-uss-glenn-, was given long ago by Marstrander,38who, however, analysed the underlying form incorrectly as �di-fo. Heposited a nasal present of the root seen in gel- �geil `devours', whereby35A grammar of Old Irish (Dublin 1946) 353.36L'aspect verbal et les formations �a a�xe nasal en celtique (Paris 1926) 14 andpassim.37See now my argument against Wurzelerweiterungen, Indogermanische Forschun-gen 90 (1985) 66{9, esp. 66{7.38Observations sur les pr�esents indo-europ�eens �a nasale in�x�ee en celtique (Chris-tiania 1924) 30. Cf. also BBCS 26 (1975) 138 on Welsh dichlyn, referred to below,and BBCS 30 (1983) 289 on another Welsh dichlyn.



varia 41�glen in composition would quite regularly give �glenn by MacNeill'slaw.39Marstrander attributes to brenn- a pre-form *brend-, but that actu-ally su�ers from the same de�ciency of unmotivated extension thatSjoestedt's *bre-d- does. The root here is clearly *bheru-, as seen inLat. ferue�o, Ir. berbaim, Welsh berw berwi, Breton berv birvi~n `boil'.Sjoestedt has moreover appositely compared (23) Goth. brinnan with-nn- < *nu. Surely we must then somehow start o� from *b(h)re-n-u-,which may well in turn be refashioned from *b(h)r.-n-u- just as we haveOIr. sernaid instead of the vocalism expected, which we actually do �ndin Welsh sarnu `strew'.40 It seems that the main motivation for positinga dental extension to this root in the past has been the desire to accountfor the verbal noun br�eisiu; it is quite true that neither *breu- nor *bren-will accomplish this. However, when we recall that another notable orig-inal present in -nu-, ro�cluinethar `hears', Skt. �sr.n.u-, took an -s- su�x(and particularly in the verbal noun), we may well be justi�ed in deriv-ing br�eisiu from*bren-s-ti�o or the like at a relatively late date. With theabove arguments in mind I would then trace do�eprinn from to�ess-brinby MacNeill's law, and this in turn from *(to + eks-)b(h)renu-.Therefore we see that in the recent prehistory of Irish one signi�cantcontributor to these presents has been the action of MacNeill's law onnasal �nals.(2) Thurneysen (353) thinks that sennid `plays (a musical instru-ment)' has been attracted into this class by do�seinn `pursues'; it mustsurely be the inverse. I have shown, I think,41 that *su�en- `chase'(> do�seinn) fell phonetically together with *su�enH `sound' (: Lat.son�are) in paradigmatic positions before vowels. Now to account forthe consonantism of sennid we must assume a nasal present somewhaton the lines of benaid, crenaid, tlenaid, or sernaid. That is, the pre-formmust have been *su�n. -n-H -, which then like other verbs, was revised to*su�en-n-H -.42Now it is claimed43 that ara�chrin `decays' is an old -n(e)u- present.But this theory fails to pay su�cient attention to the most importantrelated adjective,44 cr��n `rotten'. Since the latter must re
ect kr�e-no-the root is seen to be *�kreHe-, and the present must therefore be derivedfrom *�kr-n�e-He- *krn�e-, which was refashioned to *kren�e- > *kren��-*krin��- > �crin. In other words, Irish, con�rmed by Welsh crin `with-ered' and Breton krin `dry; dead wood', provides valuable testimony to39For a phonetic explanation of the latter see my article on the subject, �Eriu 25(1974) 174{80.40On this last point see my article on barnu brawd, Celtica 11 (1976) 68{75.41Lingua 34 (1974) 229.42For the development of a similar sequence and con�guration see �Eriu 24 (1973)160{62, and for my analysis of the IE dialectology of the nasal present formation of*�gnHo - see the most recent issue of the Annual of Armenian Linguistics.43Marstrander, 13; Sjoestedt, 36; Thurneysen, 357 x 552.44Marstrander, 42{3; Thurneysen, 437 x 704.



42 eric p. hampthe colouring of laryngeals in `9th class' nasal presents by distinguish-ing through the surface root vocalism *-n(e)Ha - or *-n(e)Ho- (class BIV) from *-neHe- (class B V). This distinction must also be the moti-vation for the residual di�erence which we see in British participles andnominalizations glimpsed through Welsh crin < *kr��-no- from apparent*kr�eno-, but sarn `pavement, str�ata' < *strn- (taken from the presentstem) and ystrad `valley' < *strato- < apparent *str�to- = strHoto-.Old Irish class B V is thus seen to be a mixed collection of the residuesof -nu- presents (do�lin `
ows': Welsh llanw `tidal 
ow', ro�cluinethar`hears', and, probably attracted by the last, ad �gnin `knows') of -neHe-(ara�chrin) and of the 6th class (ro��nnadar `�nds out': Skt. vi-n-d-�ati).45Now that we understand the background of ara�chrin, we see that weare justi�ed in carrying our reconstruction of sennid one step farther:To account for the entry of this verb into class B I it seems most likelythat its early form was *su(e)n-n-He -; if it had terminated in Ha it islikely that it would have found its place in class B IV, and if it hadbeen originally thematic it might have vocalised like marnaid �mairn`betrays' and at �baill `dies'. Hence another source of our subclass is a-n(e)He - present of a nasal root.(3) There can be no doubt that ro�geinn inherits an inherent nasalin its root; that is shown clearly by kèqonda, the perfect to qand�nw.Therefore Lat. praeda beside praehend�o and the Albanian preterite gjeta(unless from a zero-grade *g(h)nd��-) beside the present gjindem `je metrouve' must be regarded as secondary formations. The root here is*ghend-: this is presumably what Thurneysen means (353) by `a primaryform n.dn-'.Sjoestedt (15), while comparing Old Church Slavic gle�d�eti, declaresthat �gleinn `examine, look' has a nasal in�x, while Marstrander (32),who compares gle�da-ti but also adduces the substantive gl�es, includesthis in his group with inherent nasal. Marstrander is certainly right, onthe available evidence. I have enlarged upon this argument also fromthe Welsh side in my note on dichlyn `choose, investigate'.46The root of �greinn (: OCS gre�do� Lat. gradior) is less easy { Sjoestedt(15) opts for the in�x solution, noting that Slavic has generalized thenasal. Marstrander (32), noting the Slavic in�nitive gre�sti in additionto the Ir. gr�es, correctly concludes that this root must have an inherentnasal within Irish. Yet he also o�ers valuable evidence (33) fromMunsterdialect which points to the earlier IE situation indicated by the Latin andAvestan cognates. Whatever the exact IE situation, it is clear that atleast an alternant persisted in Irish with an inherent nasal; an underlyingIrish grend- is therefore required.45For recent statements on this theme see my remarks, �Etudes Celtiques 25 (1988)128{30, and a note to appear in �Eriu.46BBCS 26 (1975) 138.



varia 43Finally, Marstrander adds to the dossier (32) Mid. Ir. scennid`jumps', which probably belongs with these even though we do not haveit attested early enough to tell whether it was originally -nn- or -nd- inOld Irish. This is to be paired with Lat. scand�o, with a stable n.For such of the above as Marstrander discusses he concludes (32),correctly in my opinion, that the roots all terminate in inherent nasal +dental. On this point Sjoestedt's analysis was a step backward. ThenSjoestedt suggested (15{16) that the -nn- resulted normally from simple*-nd- in atonic position, and with no nasal extension. But Marstranderhad already disposed of that (32) by pointing to ro��nnadar, whichnever moves to atonic position, i.e. prototonic syntax; Sjoestedt wasinstead obliged (17) to explain the consonantism of ��nn- as analogical.Moreover, we now have an important accretion to the argument in theform of ro�geinn.Sjoestedt seems also to draw (15) either from Marstrander's argu-ment or from a compounding of that with her own insistence on seeingin�xes in these stems, the objection that an otiose double a�xation isbeing imposed by assuming that these clusters require a �nal *-n-. Thatwas not Marstrander's theory, and it seems to me that he was perfectlycorrect in this respect. In sum, I draw the generalization: this thirdsubclass which we have been discussing comprises roots with inherentnasal + obstruent which have been extended by a nasal su�x. I nowreverse this to form the following hypothesis: the way to form a nasalpresent in Proto-Celtic from such roots was to add such a nasal su�x;i.e. there was no room internally in such roots for a distinctive in�x.If the hypothesis just framed is correct, it is now possible to reducesomewhat the ambiguity which I pointed to in the analysis of OIr. fenn-aid `
ays'.47 Of all the possibilities there mentioned it seems that fenn-aid can be only a denominative from a nominalization in -no- of theroots *ues- `kleiden' or 1. *uendh- `
echten, winden'.It is time now to return to srennim. After the above survey of theformation rules of class B I verbs in -nn- we are in a position both toclarify the nature of this root and to make the �rmer argument which wehave just been reviewing. I have already criticised Sjoestedt for her looseuse of Wurzelerweiterungen; but in the case of srenn- and its allegedcognates she permits herself no less than *s(t)rek-, *s(t)rekh-, *s(t)red-, *s(t)ret-, and *steru-. Part of the error here is actually the attemptto include also the etymon of `sneeze', Welsh ystrew, Lat. sternu�o etc.:Welsh also has the form trew trewi.48 These cannot be related to ourroot, since Welsh (and Cornish and Breton) shows clearly that *sr- >�r- while *str- > (y)str-. Instead, we may see a contamination of the47Acta Linguistica Hafniensia 12 (1969) 160{61.48For the [then] latest discussion of these see J. E. Caerwyn Williams, BBCS 24(1972) 54{5.



44 eric p. hamproot which produced �roen by this root for `sneeze' (perhaps *pstreu-49the result being the competing etymon seen in Welsh trwyn, OCorn.trein. Sjoestedt's permissive reconstruction loses the ability to explainthe genesis of both �roen and trwyn existing side by side. Moreover, itis only by this manipulation of root extensions that Sjoestedt is able topostulate the basis for a nasal in�x in srenn-.Marstrander, who did not consider this root in his work, states (32)that roots in -ng never take an additional extension/a�x in -n-. So faras his material reached that was true, and therefore he was driven toa more sensitive argument to show that the -nn- cluster did not resultfrom simple unstressed -nd. But now in light of our present root wemay state explicitly that the result of *-ng(h)n- was also -nn-, and thatvelar �nals could indeed take the nasal su�x. Thus srennid has greatcon�rmatory value for Irish grammar.Furthermore, on the basis of the generalization reached above we maynow assert that because of its class membership in the Old Irish verbsystem srennid can be derived consistently not from a nasal in�x butonly from a segmentation *sreng(h)-n-e/o-. The IE root was therefore*srengh-.This result means that the Celtic re
exes of proximate *sreg- resultfrom a productive reanalysis of stems as if they were nasally in�xed.It is noteworthy that this happened within Celtic, where nasal in�xeswere still very much alive and the derivatives of this root were obviouslynumerous.We may �nally return to �sr. _nkh�an. ik�a < *sr. _ngh�an. ik�a , for which Ithink we can now give a clear analysis. It is easy to segment in thisword for `mucus' a su�x of appurtenance *sr. _ngh�an. -ik�a < ~*srnghon-ik�a`of the nose, pertaining to the nose or nostril'. The formation of the�rst element is now seen to agree perfectly (but for the ablaut) with theArmenian _rngun-sk < *srongh-on-. Moreover, we may now understandOIr. sr�on, Welsh �roen < *srog(h)-n�a as a thematized derivative ofthis n-stem, either with dissimilation of the nasals or { more likely {refashioned on the model of the newly extracted Celtic *sreg- which hasjust been explained above. From these three dialects in the far Eastand West and in the Caucasus we recover an IE lexeme *sr(o)ngh-on-`nostril' or `snout', vel sim.49Note in reprinting: in BBCS 30 (1983) 292, I repeated this with *pstreu�->*streu�-, (: Irish sreod, i.e. sre�od < *streu�-etu- and *ptreu� (>trew); but in Revue des�etudes arm�eniennes 17 (1983) 5 (too late for BBCS 30) I showed that Arm. sp�rnkametc. must point to *spter -u-; on Greek pt�rnumai see also Annual of Armenian Lin-guistics 6 (1985) 51. The most likely reconstruction must therefore now be seen as*sptreu- (> *streu-) {*ptreu-, explained most simply with `s-mobile'.



varia 45Postscript 1991In *sr(o)ngh-on- we may probably now, along lines of Bremenio andOIr. gobae,50 see an ancient agentive formation on the base of srennid,*`snore-r, snort-er'.Because I do not see the likelihood that I shall soon have the timeto develop, in more detail, for publication an analysis which I workedout about �fteen years ago and sent in abstract form to a symposium inPoland, which I was subsequently not able to attend, I now present thatabstract here for what it is worth, as a pendant to the above paper.from phonetic change to new form classesMy object is to set forth at some length the growth of some intri-cate distinctions of form class (verb morphology), together with incipientsemantic distinctions, by the simple divergence of what began as a condi-tioned phonetic variation in the selfsame single in
exional structure. Thestructure whose history will be traced is that of the Indo-European nasal-present (in particular, a late dialectal version thereof) to the descendentformations seen in Celtic and especially in Old Irish. My account willnot conform to any current standard theory, and this in two respects:certain of the Celtic classes have not to date been recognized as havingthe background which I attribute to them (sernaid = sarnu, tlenaid ;sennid ; do�eprinn; ara�chrin; do�lin; at�baill ; �gleinn, ro�geinn, srennid ;gallu); it does not seem to have been noticed that the allocation of theseroots to morphological classes has been made solely on the basis of theidentity of the speci�c sounds which found themselves in sequence. Inthis double respect, my exposition is intended to serve also as a sub-stantive contribution to the history of IE nasal-presents and of Celticverb classes. It will be clear that I owe much to the ground-breakingmonographs of M.-L. Sjoestedt and, even more, of Marstrander; but itwill be equally plain that I diverge in important respects, and entirelyin the main principle and point of my analysis.I summarize below in tabular form the classes which I discriminate,with examples su�cient to indicate the crucial situations and the recon-structive argument which I employ. The main stages of reconstructionare given to show the essential changes which must have taken place topreserve the identity of the root and the observed individuality of theparadigm. The membership in Thurneysen's verb classes is indicated tolink these sets with traditional analyses; to set forth the object of thepresent discussion these sets are then subdivided and regrouped on thebasis of the reconstructions.50See BBCS 35 (1988) 53{4, Studia Celtica 22{3 (1988) 7{9, 24{5 (1990) 139.



46 eric p. hampB IV (Forms in the �rst column are Old Irish unless otherwise speci�ed)1. crenaid <*kwrin�ati | <*kwri-ne-Ha-W. prynu, Corn. prenne(sernaid) W. sarnu starn�ati | str-ne-Ho-: (Lat. stern�o) Alb. shtrinj, Skt. str.n. ��ati, Av. st�r�n�aiti�glenn `devour' -glin�at <*gall�at gwhl-ne-H-*�glen (by MacNeill's law)tlenaid tlin�ati tall�ati tl-ne-Ha-B I2. do�eprinn `bubbles -brenu- (barn(e)u-) bhr-ne-u-forth' *�ess-brin3. sennid `sounds' su�enn��/e- su�ann��/a su�n-ne-He-: Lat. son�are (*�)B V4. ara�chrin -kren��t karn��t �kr-ne-He-: cr�in < *kr�eno-W. gallu, C. galle | gall��t Gl-ne-He-3sg. geill gyl, Bret. guell : Lith. gali�u g~alimedo�lin `
ows'W. llanw o n lanV- < pl�-ne-li- { allu- <l(e)i-< pl-ne-He-{ (p)l-ne-u-linu-cf. str.n.�oti, st�r�naoiti5. �cluinethar klune- kall(e)u- �kl-ne-u6. ro�finnadar u�indne- (cf. 8)| u�i-n-d-�e-Bret. 1sg. gounn : Skt. vi-n-d-�atiB I7. marnaid �mairn marneti | mr-ne/o-at�baill -ballet | gwl-ne/o-W. aball `destruction'W. cryn(u) krinet | kri-ne/o: OBret. crihot, crit (W. cryd) `tremble'8. �gleinn `examine' -glennet glendnet GlenD-ne/o-W. dichlyn : Slav. gle�d�etiro�geinn -gennet gendnet ghend-ne/oqand�nwsrennid srenneti srengneti srengh-ne/oüègqw9. l�eicid `leaves' (This type requires a discussion apart)10. bongid, con�boing | <*bonget(i) <*bho-n-g-e/o-verbal noun combachfo�loing | -longet lo-n-gh-e/o-W. go-lo `cover'W. 3sg. twng | tonget to-n-g-e/o-Corn. te, 1sg. tof | tog��t tog-eie-for�ding `oppresses', | dinget dhi-n-g-e/o-: W. gorddwy `oppression', jigg�nw, Lat. f��g�ocon�utuinc �utaing `builds' ud(s)-dinget dhi-n-�gh-e/o-vn. cumdach, teØqos, Lat. �ng�o(Note the disambiguation of the two last by means of preverbs.)



varia 47We are now in a position to summarize the characteristics of theabove tabulation. A careful inspection of the numbered classes (asopposed to the classes of Thurneysen) reveals the following correlations:(R = liquid; H = laryngeal; D = voiced obstruent; N = nasal in�xed ele-ment; the fate of the voiceless obstruents in these circumstances requiresa special excursus.)1. *R + N + Ha=o (more exactly *R(i), at least here)4. R + N + He also probably *R(i), perhaps con
ating with x 53. n + n + He2. r + N + u5. l + N + u10. o/; + N + D6. ; + N + D ��9. V + N + T7. R(i) � N (thematic)8. nD + N (thematic)It is clear that there were just two rules, both phonologically condi-tioned, in the stage from which all these formations were derived: (a)if the root terminated in R(i) or contained medial n, N was a�xed asa thematic su�x; (b) otherwise N was in�xed before the �nal segmentof the root. Of all these classes, the only one whose state was not origi-nally predictable solely on a phonological basis was 6 (i.e. the Sanskrit6th class). A subsidiary rule was necessary for the vocalism of 10.The fragmentation into the multiple and revocalized Celtic classes,and the observed Old Irish d�ebris, is simply the result of conditionedphonetic change. Eric P. HampUniversity of Chicago


