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PREFACE

It is now sixteen years since the first edition of this collection appeared. In that time the
sociolinguistic status of the modern Celtic languages has changed considerably and, also,
our knowledge of the historical languages has increased. Further, the contemporary lan-
guages have developed such that new linguistic descriptions of them are also needed. For
this second edition we have reorganized the first part of the book. We now have five chap-
ters in Part I. James Fife’s description of the typological aspects of the Celtic languages is
followed by a scene-setting historical account by Joseph Eska of the emergence of these
languages. Then a chapter each is devoted to Continental Celtic (Joseph Eska and D. Ellis
Evans), Early Irish (David Stifter) and Old and Middle Welsh (David Willis).

As in the first edition, Parts II and III are devoted to linguistic descriptions of the
contemporary languages (in the case of Cornish and Manx, these descriptions contain
considerable historical background, with the modern revived languages dealt with in a
later chapter). Part II covers the Goidelic languages, with chapters by Dénall P. O Baoill
on Irish, William Gillies on Scots Gaelic and George Broderick on Manx. Part III deals
with the Brythonic languages, and the chapters are authored by Gwenllian Awbery
(Welsh), Ian Press (Breton) and Ken George (Cornish).

Part IV is devoted to the sociolinguistic situation of the four contemporary Celtic
languages and, as in the previous edition, a final chapter describes the status of the two
revived languages Cornish and Manx. Tadhg O hlfearndin provides a sociolinguis-
tic analysis of contemporary Irish, and the status of Scots Gaelic is described by Ken
MacKinnon. The sociolinguistics of Welsh is covered by Robert Owen Jones and Colin
H. Williams, and that of Breton by Lenora Timm. The final chapter on revived Manx and
Cornish is co-authored by Ken George and George Broderick.

The first edition of this collection was fortunate to have been able to draw on the lead-
ing Celtic linguistics scholars of the day. For this second edition we were luckily able to
call on some of these same scholars to update their contributions. However, some of the
original authors were no longer active in the field, but we have again been fortunate to
attract scholars of the highest reputation to provide replacement chapters together with
the new chapters of Part I.

We would like to express our gratitude to Routledge for commissioning a new edi-
tion of this collection and for their support during the process of assembling it. Our hope
is that this volume will provide a resource for all scholars working with the Celtic lan-
guages, whether from a historical, linguistic or sociolinguistic viewpoint.

Martin J. Ball and Nicole Miiller
Lafayette, Louisiana
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CHAPTER 1

TYPOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF
THE CELTIC LANGUAGES

James Fife

This book is concerned with the structure and status of the Celtic languages. At first
glance this may appear to give the work a very definite focus. However, the question of
what constitutes a ‘Celtic’ language is not as straightforward as linguists may suppose.
This is because there are at least three different approaches to defining what is meant by
such terms as ‘Celtic’, ‘Romance’ or ‘Slavic’. Historically all three approaches have been
applied to the Celtic languages, each successive view further refining and narrowing the
scope of enquiry. These are: an ethnological approach; a genetic approach; and a typolog-
ical approach.

The original, and to some minds the only proper, use of the term ‘Celtic’ derives from
the name Keltoi used by Greek geographers of the mid-first millennium BC for a people
inhabiting parts of Central Europe. The first reference to this people is in the Ora Mari-
tima of Festus Rufus Avienus, proconsul of Africa in AD 336, based on a Greek original
of the sixth century BC, though accounts of the Celts occur also in works by Hecataeus of
Miletus (c. 500 BC), Herodotus (450 BC) and Aristotle (¢. 330 BC). Extensive descrip-
tions are found in Polybius (second century BC) and in Poseidonius (first century BC); the
latter was a major source for later accounts by Diodorus Siculus and Strabo, and may have
influenced Caesar’s Gallic War (see Tierney 1964).

The Keltoi of the Greeks appear to equate with an archaelogical record which reveals
the existence of a war-like, iron-working culture originating in Central Europe, but even-
tually spreading throughout the length of the southern half of the continent. The Celts
are associated with the material remains designated phases C and D of the Hallstatt cul-
ture (eighth to early fifth centuries BC). This phase gave way to a more flamboyant and
wealthy successor known as the La Teéne culture (late fifth to early first century BC), in
whose style many of our greatest treasures of ‘Celtic’ art were produced. See Dillon and
Chadwick (1972) for general background.

As the practitioners of La Téne culture made their political, economic and martial
presence felt on the classical world, they began to appear in Roman histories and mili-
tary reports. To the Romans they were known as Galli and acknowledged as a fearsome
adversary who settled en masse in the vale of Lombardy, set the Etruscan state tottering,
and sacked Rome in 390 BC. During the course of the fourth and third centuries, the Celts
established themselves in areas stretching from the British Isles to Asia Minor.

It seems certain enough now that the Roman Galli and the Greek Keltoi were one
and the same nation. However, the ancients apparently did not fully recognize the ethnic
unity of the Celts (indeed, Caesar states that even the three parts of Gaul were linguisti-
cally disparate). Thus they were most often referred to by individual tribal designations
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(the Aedui, the Belga, the Helvetii, the Boii), sharing certain culture traits (for example,
religious institutions and a warrior aristocracy). Their linguistic unity was occasionally
remarked upon: Tacitus notes the similarity of the British and Gaulish languages, and
St Jerome states that Galatian reminded him of the Gaulish dialect of the Treveri. Thus
‘celticity’ originally was more a matter of being the scion of a particular cultural and his-
torical heritage rather than an explicit recognition of linguistic affiliation.

Rapidly as the Celts spread their language and culture over the map of Europe, just as
rapidly they declined again. The Celtic-speaking populations of Spain, Gaul and Northern
Italy came under the sway of Rome before the fall of the Republic and eventually assim-
ilated to Latin, though some pockets survived a remarkably long time (witness the still
extant Galatian speakers in the fourth century AD).

The corner of Romanitas where Celtic languages held on the longest was, of course,
Britain. There the native language survived long enough to spread back to the continent
and develop into languages of rule in several medieval states before they all started a con-
tinuing decline initiated with the loss of political independence and economic isolation in
the sixteenth century. Interestingly, the fate of those who had remained beyond the pale of
Roman rule differed little from that of those who were for centuries controlled by Rome.
Irish, Manx and Scots Gaelic remained vital and viable languages through the millennium
following Roman collapse, but eventually began a sad decline with the advent of the cen-
tralized state and capitalism.

If we look then at ‘Celtic’ as referring to the languages of peoples descended from the
ancient Keltoi and Galli, as was once the case, we come up with a very varied group. For
if present-day speakers of Irish and Welsh are to be united with those of Gaul by reason of
heritage, the very same can be said of today’s speakers of Hiberno- or Cambro-English.
While the ethnological approach does capture the continuity of the development of the
Celtic peoples, a process one might describe as a ‘cumulative de-Celticity’ (cf. Hawkes
1973), it does very little to discriminate the speech communities in a linguistically useful
manner. In this sense, modern French is a ‘Celtic’ language, as it organically (i.e., via con-
tact) partakes of the original Celtic heritage. Though one occasionally still meets with
such a use of ‘Celtic’ (as with the efforts by Galician nationalists towards admission into
the Celtic League), it has limited usefulness for modern linguists.

The genetic sense of what is a ‘Celtic’ language is clearly related to the ethnic in that it
treats as Celtic any language lineally descended from the reconstructed proto-language.
Of course we are still fraught with problems in deciding what constitutes lineal descent:
is Scots not a descendant (perhaps on the ‘distaff’ side) of Gaelic? But we are at least on
ground more familiar and acceptable to the modern linguist. The genetic criterion, while
retaining the mechanism of inheritance, has switched focus to specifically linguistic fea-
tures instead of populations or cultures.

This is the sense of ‘Celtic’ with which linguists are well acquainted and which appears
to have a firm foundation in scientific evidence. Since the early days of modern compar-
ative grammar, Celtic languages have had an important place in the development of the
reconstruction of Indo-European. The seminal study by Zeuss (1853), revised edition
(1871), is considered the fountainhead of modern research into diachronic Celtic. In the
century and a half since Zeuss, much discussion and emendation of the structure of the
Celtic language family and its relation to other Indo-European languages has taken place.
Despite the lively debate, there are a number of basic questions still unresolved. One of the
most hotly debated issues was the so-called Italo-Celtic hypothesis, that is, the theory that
Celtic and Italic formed a Sprachbund, similar to that sometimes proposed for Baltic and
Slavic. The argument, centred on isolated features such as the form of demonstratives and
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the use of deponents/passives in *-r, has raged back and forth for decades. For the past 40
years, the theory appeared to be out of fashion and Celtic and Italic were viewed as separate
branches, but recent studies have breathed some new life into Italo-Celtic (see chapter 2).

The internal structure of the family has been just as controversial. The principal pro-
posals for divisions, which ultimately are not necessarily competing theories, are the
pseudo-geographic division into Insular and Continental Celtic and the more linguistically
based division into P and Q Celtic languages. For further discussion of these theories, see
Eska’s discussion below in chapter 2. Here we make only a few orientating observations.

Despite the nomenclature, the Continental-Insular division is not a truly geographic
one. In the first place, it is a misnomer to refer to Breton as geographically insular after
some 1,500 years of residence on the continent. Second, there is not necessarily an impli-
cation that the geographic division has any strong correlation with actual linguistic
features. That is to say, while it is true that the Insular Celtic languages share many traits,
their counterparts do not appear to have many specific characteristics which group them
together in opposition to the former; ‘continental’ really is a catch-all for ‘non-insular’.
In truth, the division here is based rather on a significant gap in the attestational tradition
between the earliest forms of Celtic manifested on the continent in inscriptions and clas-
sical sources and the later corpus of materials native to, and still extant in, the British Isles
and Brittany, among other scattered locales in various parts of the world (for example, the
Scots Gaelic community in Nova Scotia and the Welsh settlement in Patagonia). As indi-
cated in chapter 2, the fragmentary records of the earliest forms of Celtic languages are
confined exclusively to the continent, and only in that evidentiary sense is it proper to
speak of these languages as forming a common grouping within the Celtic languages.

The Continental subgroup is considered to consist of various languages or dialects
attested in highly varied degrees of completeness. The main languages/dialect-clusters
recognized are (in decreasing order of attestation) Gaulish, Hispano-Celtic (or Celtibe-
rian), Lepontic and Galatian. The areas where these languages are attested or known to
have been centred are roughly the area of Gaul, northern and eastern Spain, north-east
Piedmonte and the region of Asia Minor around the present-day city of Ankara. Evidence
suggests that Gaulish and Celtiberian had several dialects (indeed Lepontic is sometimes
treated as a dialect of Gaulish), but the evidence is so limited as to make any subgrouping
a matter of speculation.

Insular Celtic is recognized to have two branches, the Goidelic or Gaelic branch, and
the British, Brythonic or Brittonic branch. The former consists of Irish and other descend-
ants of Old Irish, viz. Manx and Scots Gaelic, which are on occasion distinguished from
Irish by being grouped together as Eastern Gaelic. The British branch consists of Welsh,
Cornish and Breton; the latter two are sometimes considered to form a southwestern sub-
grouping. In addition to these languages, all of which are described in the grammatical
sketches in chapters 611 of this collection, the Insular group contains a sparsely attested
Brythonic language called Cumbric, spoken in Cumberland and southern Scotland. This
language appears to be close to Welsh and seemingly survived into the tenth century.

One other linguistic group of Britain to be noted is the Picts. Their language, listed
by Bede as one of the five languages of Scotland, is so sparsely attested that it is difficult
to determine its affiliation. The suggestions run from treating it as pre-Indo-European to
being a fully fledged Celtic language (of the P-Celtic variety), or even a mixture of both.
Whatever its precise relationship to the Celtic languages, it most likely died out soon after
the fall of the last Pictish kingdom in the ninth century.

The second main theory on division of the Celtic family is more linguistically ori-
ented and cuts across the Continental-Insular divide. This grouping is based on the reflex
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of proto-Celtic *k*, which in the P-Celtic languages loses its velar quality and becomes
a voiceless labial stop, but in Q-Celtic retains the velar point of articulation. Based on
this diagnostic, the Brythonic languages now group with most Gaulish dialects, while
Goidelic patterns with Hispano-Celtic and a few dialects of Gaul. As Schmidt points out
(1993: 74), a few other features corroborate this phonological criterion.

The genetic definition of Celtic is certainly based on sound scientific principles. Yet
it does not yield completely satisfactory results. For instance, the inability to decide the
optimal subgrouping persists despite all the decades of discussion. There do seem to be
linguistic traits favouring a P/Q split, but then how does one explain the many shared fea-
tures among the Insular languages? Schmidt (1993) suggests this is due to convergence,
but it is not clear that the sociolinguistic situation of the Insular languages provided the
degree of contact which would allow widely separate branches to converge so extensively.
Furthermore, the shared features are not of the sort that fit well into a straightforward
borrowing scenario. When it comes right down to it, the common features of the Insu-
lar languages are more numerous than those which underlie the P/Q distinction. For this
reason, for example, the insular languages are treated as a common genetic grouping; see
chapter 2.

The question of how best to divide the family into subgroups depends on an analysis
of the common features of the proposed groupings. It is these features which allow one to
form a definition of ‘Celtic’ on the basis of the third criterion, typology.

Increasingly linguistic science has provided sufficient empirical and theoretic know-
ledge about human languages that we can now venture to say something about universal
features and the different parameters along which grammatical systems vary. Between
the commonality and the variation, patterns build up so that we can begin to speak of
language types. We can explore the typology of a group of languages simply by asking
the general question, ‘What significant linguistic features are typical of or unique to this
group?’

In asking this question of the Celtic languages, we are faced with a difficult evidentiary
problem: our knowledge of the great bulk of the grammatical features of any of the Conti-
nental languages is too limited to make any reliable generalizations. The status for all but
a handful of the features discussed below in regard to any of the Continental languages,
even Gaulish, the most well-attested of them, is too uncertain or completely unknown. For
example, Eska and Evans in chapter 3 discuss the wide variation in one of these features
for which we have some information: basic word-order. But even here our conclusions
must be tempered by considerations of the circumscribed corpus and its highly restricted
range of rhetorical modes (most are dedicatory inscriptions or mere graffiti and con-
nected discourse is rare). For this reason a meaningful discussion of the typology of Celtic
requires one to confine attention primarily to the so-called neo-Celtic languages, the lan-
guages attested in the post-Roman era.

The discussion is broken down into a mostly descriptive part divided into features
relating to phonology, morphology and syntax, and a second section which attempts to
place these features in a hierarchy of typicality as relates to linguistic ‘celticity’.

PHONOLOGY

The phonetic inventories of the Celtic languages, while possessing some remarkable fea-
tures, do not yield many major shared idiosyncracies. Commonality exists mostly in the
appearance of a paired voiced—voiceless stop series and stop—fricative series. This pairing
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of segments on the axes of voicing and continuance is central to the major typological fea-
ture of initial mutations.

The types of phonological rules operating in the various languages are not especially
noteworthy for deriving typological features. To take one example, all Celtic languages
have stress fixed on a particular syllable, regardless of its syllabic structure or morpholog-
ical status, but in one branch the target syllable is absolute and in the other it is relative.
The Goidelic languages favour initial stress, though there are notable exceptions and dif-
ferences between dialects (particularly in Irish). Consequently, in most Gaelic languages,
affixation does not result in stress movement. In Brythonic, the stress is relative in that in
present-day Welsh and Breton, the usual locus of stress is the penultimate syllable (again
there are dialectal variants), but the stress will shift to a new penult upon suffixation:
Welsh /aval/ ‘apple’, /aval + ai/ ‘apples’. Thus there are few generalizations regarding
phonological stress across the Celtic languages, apart from its fixed locus.

The phonological feature (if that is what it is) which typifies the Celtic languages is the
existence of an elaborate system of initial mutations. This term refers to the use of alter-
ations to the initial phoneme of words. The mutations in Celtic are claimed to have arisen
originally due to an external sandhi process having a purely phonological motivation.
However, by the time of our earliest texts in Insular Celtic, the process had become fully
grammaticalized, since for the most part the phonological triggers for the alternations
had disappeared following the loss of final syllables. This process is posited to have been
completed sometime during the sixth century (Jackson 1953). Although the basic patterns
of Celtic mutations stem from this period, mutation behaviour has by no means remained
static since then, with new mutations and triggers arising and old ones disappearing.

The nature of mutations as a morphophonological device is a highly neglected field,
and no general theoretical discussion of the phenomenon has been produced, despite the
fact that the process is known to appear in a number of disparate languages (but see the
major discussion of Welsh mutation in Ball and Miiller 1992). Martinet (1952) and Ternes
(1977) have drawn attention to the parallels between Celtic mutations and similar phe-
nomena in Romance. Oftedal (1985) treats the case of Canary Island Spanish and alludes
to mutation-like processes in a number of languages from Modern Greek to West Afri-
can Fula. Apparent mutations also occur in Amerindian languages, e.g., Northern Paiute.
Although the mutation process is not unique to Celtic, it is certain that no other language
group has developed it into the pervasive and productive system we see in Goidelic and
Brythonic. This makes it one of the most distinctive of Celtic traits.

What is so curious about this important typological feature is that there is almost no
evidence for it from the Continental corpus (see Gray 1944). This could conceivably be
due to orthographic insensitivity (for example, the script of the Botorrita inscription fails
to distinguish voicing of stops), just as later medieval texts of the Insular languages also
often fail to recognize mutations which we know were present. However, the received
theory that mutations resulted from a much later development following apocope in the
neo-Celtic languages is inherently inconsistent with the existence of mutations in Gaul-
ish or Celtiberian. This is also inherently contradictory with the hypothesis that Goidelic
is a very early ramification from the Common Celtic stock (see Schmidt 1993). At the
very least, it is largely inconsistent with what must be a much older division between the
two branches of Insular Celtic. Despite this, as I show below, the functional isomorphy
between mutation systems in the Insular languages is striking and, if associated with any
other feature, would immediately suggest common inheritance.

One of the common structural traits of the Insular mutations is that they involve sim-
ilar phonological alternations. The core of the system in both branches affects mostly
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stop consonants whereby the voiceless stops become either voiced or spirantized, and
the voiced stops become either spirantized or nasalized. The different languages divide
these basic processes in different ways, but on the whole, mutation involves one or a
combination of these shifts. Thus in Irish, there are two mutation rules which function
as grammatical units: one called Lenition which consists of the spirantizing operation,
and a second, called Eclipsis, which combines the voicing and nasalizing operations. See
chapters 4 and 6 this volume. By comparison, Welsh is usually described as having three
mutation rules, with voicing and spirantizing combined into one so-called Soft Mutation,
while the spirantizing and nasalizing effects also operate as independent mutations (see
chapters 5 and 9). The nasalizing operation is not found (or only sporadically found) in
Breton and Cornish (see chapters 10 and 11 below) and has developed differently in Scots
Gaelic (chapter 7), but otherwise, the effects given in (1), in one combination or another,
are reflected in all the languages, as detailed in (2).

nH X-— [+vc] (a)
[+cont] (b)
[ + nas] (c)

(2) Irish
Scots Gaelic } Lenition [(Ib)]; Eclipsis [(1a) + (Ic)]
Manx
Welsh Soft [(la) + (1b)]; Spirant [(1b)]; Nasal [(1¢)]
Breton Lenition [(1a) + (1b)]; Spirant [(Ib)/(1a)]; Mixed [(la) + (1b)]
Cornish Lenition [(1a) + (Ib)]; Spirant [(Ib)]

The Goidelic languages are most consistent, having generally the same two rules. Bry-
thonic has a core Soft/Lenition rule and a Spirant mutation (reserved for voiceless stops),
which in Breton also voices in one instance (/t/ — /z/).

In addition to these changes, all mutation systems in Celtic involve some prefixing of
consonants (usually either /n/ or /h/) to vowel-initial words under circumstances similar
to where consonants are mutated. Thus Welsh feminine possessive pronoun ei normally
triggers Spirant mutation on the initial consonant of the following noun, but prefixes /h/
if it is vowel-initial, e.g., cath ‘cat’, ei chath ‘her cat’, ei hafal ‘her apple’. Also all lan-
guages possess (or at one time possessed) a process of consonantal strengthening by either
geminating or devoicing in certain environments. In Cornish and Breton these so-called
provections can be said to have achieved the status of independent mutations.

Not only are the actual phonological manifestations of the Celtic mutations highly
comparable (cf. Hamp 1951), but there is a striking coincidence of grammatical trig-
gers for the various mutations. According to the standard account, all these derive from
instances where close syntactic units gave rise to phonological sandhi which later became
grammaticalized as exponents of that syntagm. Whatever the original motivation for the
alternation, the categories triggering mutations have remained remarkably similar in the
two branches over the intervening one and a half millennia.

One universal locus for mutations in Celtic is after the article. All neo-Celtic languages
possess definite articles; Breton also has indefinite articles. Articles trigger one of the lan-
guage’s mutation rules in varying, though roughly similar, grammatical environments.
The most ironclad of these is mutation (invariably involving the language’s (1b) rule) of
feminine singular nouns after the article. Though individual languages may possess minor
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qualifications of this rule (for example, in Irish the rule holds true only for nominative
case nouns and in Breton there are phonological restrictions), all require some mutation
marking of feminines after articles. While in some cases masculine nouns may be marked
after the article (for example, Irish genitive singulars and Breton plurals), these mutations
are always in complementary distribution to the feminine markings (feminine genitives
do not mutate in Irish and only /k/-initial feminine plurals mutate in Breton). From this it
is clear that mutation is an important semiotic exponent of gender in all Celtic languages.

This mutation of feminine nouns is matched by a related universal trait of using the
same mutation marking on adjectives modifying feminine singular nouns. Thus, just
as Breton will lenite the feminine noun merc’h ‘girl’ after either article, yielding ar/ur
verc’h ‘the/a girl’, the language also requires the adjective bras ‘big’ to undergo lenition
if following a feminine noun: ar/ur verc’h vras. Once again, mutation serves as a major
manifestation of gender distinctions.

Also as regards nouns, both genders are targets of varying mutation effects as part of
the marking of pronominal possession. That is, in all Celtic languages, different arrays of
mutations are employed to help distinguish the person and number features of the pos-
sessing pronoun. While the form of the pronoun can assist in signalling these features, in
some cases it is the mutation alone which disambiguates.

It is interesting to compare the Welsh and Irish systems in this respect. Both languages
have possessive pronouns corresponding to first, second and third person in the singu-
lar and plural; in the case of the third-person singular, there is a gender distinction as well
(‘his/her’). The literary forms of these pronouns are set out below in (3).

3) Welsh Irish
Isg. fy mo
2 sg. dy do
3 sg. m. ei
3sg. f. ei
1 plL ein ar
2 pl. eich bhur
3 pl. eu a

It should be noted that despite the orthography, the third-person forms are all pronounced
alike in Welsh and Irish, as are all the plural forms in some dialects of Irish. Thus the pho-
nological form of the pronouns is only partially distinctive in both. What distinguishes
these, especially the homophonous forms, is their complementary mutation effects. The
applicable mutations are indicated in (4).

4) Welsh Irish
lsg. nasal lenition
2 sg. soft lenition
3 sg. m. soft lenition
3sg. f. spirant no mutation
1 pL no mutation eclipsis
2 pl no mutation eclipsis

3 pl no mutation eclipsis
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While Irish, due to secondary changes, has an unresolved ambiguity in the plural, the
homophonous third-person pronouns in both languages are successfully distinguished by
manipulation of the various mutation oppositions available in the languages. In Welsh,
the singular is distinguished from the plural by the latter being non-mutating; the sin-
gular genders are differentiated by employing separate mutations. Likewise in Irish, all
three mutational oppositions (lenition, eclipsis and non-mutation) are pressed into service
to distinguish the pronouns. What is noteworthy about this instance is that it shows that,
despite the differences in choice of available options, the two languages are identical in
their semiotic use of mutation to signal the three semantic oppositions in the third-person
pronoun. Thus the italicized entries in (4) exhibit the minimal opposition necessary to
convey the message of gender and number distinction. Examples like this suggest muta-
tions represent more than mere inherited phonological alternations; they show that both
languages also inherited the concept of functional exploitation of these markings for
making significant grammatical distinctions.

Celtic languages also use mutations to mark objects of prepositions. At a minimum,
they distinguish a set of prepositions which mutate nominal objects from a set which does
not. For example, in Breton the prepositions da ‘to’ and war ‘on’ are associated with leni-
tion of their objects, but goude ‘after’ is not. More elaborately, Scots Gaelic and Welsh
make multiplex classifications of prepositions by mutation effects: the former dis-
tinguishes eclipsing, leniting and non-mutating prepositions and Welsh has leniting,
spirantizing, nasalizing and non-mutating groups.

Mutation of the preposition itself occurs at least colloquially in most Celtic languages.
Thus in Irish, the preposition do ‘to’ is lenited in speech: dhom ‘to me’; in Welsh trwy
‘through’ occurs as drwy. This is related to the common tendency for adverbials to mutate
in all Celtic languages as part of the grammatical marking of the adverb category. Again
in Irish we have the inherently lenited adverbials thuas ‘above’, dhdirire ‘seriously’,
choichin ‘never’, and in Welsh the permanently mutated weithiau ‘sometimes’, gartref
‘(at) home’, and lan ‘up’. In the Vannes dialect of Breton, the adjective mad ‘good’ is leni-
ted to mark its use as an adverbial.

As relates to the use of mutation with verbs, one usage which appears universal is the
association of mutations with different particles. As indicated below, Celtic makes use of
several particles in its syntax, pre-verbal particles for tense, interrogation and negation, as
well as at least two subordinating/relativizing particles. Invariably the negative particle
causes a mutation which distinguishes it from the positive form of the verb (which usu-
ally has the radical initial). Not all languages retain the use of interrogative particles, but
those that do, assign them a mutation effect, even when the overt particle is suppressed.
Combined negative-interrogative particles may have mutation effects of either (like an
interrogative in Irish, like a negative in Welsh).

All Celtic languages distinguish two subordinating particles by their mutation effects
(and sometimes by form as well). Very roughly, one particle is used for direct relatives
(subject or object targets in lower clause) and another for indirect or oblique relatives (rel-
ativization on some other case role constituent). For instance, in Irish the former particle
causes lenition on the verb and the latter causes eclipsis; in Breton, the former causes leni-
tion and the latter the so-called mixed mutation. In Welsh the choices are respectively
lenition and non-mutation.

Mutation plays a prominent role in derivational morphology. Generally, certain pre-
fixes in all the Celtic languages trigger some sort of mutation. Prefixes occasionally can
be distinguished by the (internal) mutation effects they cause on the stem. In Welsh, for
example, the prefix am- means ‘around, about’ when it causes soft mutation on the stem,
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but is a negative when it causes nasal mutation. Mutations have a similar effect in com-
pounding. Mutation is the usual morphological concomitant of compounding, the second
element of a compounding normally being lenited. Again, in some instances, the pres-
ence or absence of mutation distinguishes different types of compounds. For example,
in Welsh, the presence of soft mutation on the second element of a compound signals
a so-called Proper Compound, as in llawforwyn ‘handmaiden’ [llaw ‘hand’ + morwyn
‘maiden’]; non-mutation is indicative of an Improper Compound, as in gwrcath ‘tom cat’
[gWwr ‘man’ + cath ‘cat’]. See Morgan (1952: 19-20).

One final shared use of mutation among the Celtic languages is its association with the
vocative. Thus in Irish we find lenition following the vocative particle a; Soft mutation
occurs in such instances in Welsh, even though the particle has gone out of contemporary
usage; see Morgan (1952: 421-4).

This brief survey of the major areas where the Celtic languages possess identical or
similar mutation environments underlines the centrality of the process to each of the
languages individually, as well as the significance of this trait as a typological feature
for the family as a whole. It highlights, not an absolute identity of effects and triggers,
but a functional equivalence which suggests that mutation is a construct that is actively
manipulable, not just a static inheritance. Whatever its precise status in the Continental
corpus, mutation reveals itself as one of the unique diagnostics of Celtic languages.

MORPHOLOGY

Without getting into specifics of shared, inherited desinences, the Celtic languages have
a number of morphological categories and processes in common. One has already been
mentioned, the distinction of masculine and feminine gender. The gender distinction
is recognized by different mutation effects, but also by alternate forms of some numer-
als (particularly for ‘two’) and, of course, by choice of anaphor. Grammatical gender is
assigned by natural gender, form of the noun and by semantic fields (e.g., time periods,
seasons, rivers, etc.). A neuter gender was once distinguished, but has since disappeared.

A striking morphological trait of Celtic is the presence in both Insular branches of
inflected, or conjugated, prepositions. In addition to being mutation triggers on full
noun phrases, most common prepositions in all these languages fall into one of a number
of conjugations for expressing pronominal objects. Examples of this from each of the lan-
guages are given in (5).

(5)  Irish: le Cdit ‘with Cait’: liom ‘with me’
Manx: ec fakin ‘seeing (lit. ‘at seeing’)’: ayd ‘at you’
Scots Gaelic: fo dhuine ‘about a man’: fodha ‘about him’
Welsh: trwy Gymru ‘through Wales’: trwyddi ‘through her’
Breton: da Vrest ‘to Brest’: din ‘to me’
Cornish: yn tus ‘in men’: ynne ‘in them’

This trait appears to be confined to the two branches of the Insular languages, since no
sign of this sort of formation appears in Continental texts. Apart from some sporadic
agglutinations of preposition and pronoun, for example, Spanish conmigo, the Celtic lan-
guages appear to be unique in this morphological feature.

There are several features of the verbal paradigm which are typical of Celtic lan-
guages. Certain tense/aspect oppositions are naturally similar due to the inherited nature
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of the endings, but there have also been parallels in secondary developments of the trans-
mitted material. Thus in both branches there has developed an interplay between the
subjunctive, future, imperfect and habitual. In Irish the future and habitual have col-
lapsed in some dialects; in Scots Gaelic and Manx, the imperfect has merged with the
subjunctive and conditional paradigms. In all the Brythonic languages the imperfect and
past subjunctive are identical, while in Breton and Cornish the subjunctive has taken over
the function of the future. Both the past imperfect/conditional and the future/subjunctive
in both branches tend to develop habitual functions. The semantic basis for this interplay
is discussed in Fife (1990: 170-88), but the similar interweaving of future, subjunctive,
imperfects and habitual is a common trait among all the present-day Celtic languages. See
Wagner (1959) for a general discussion.

Another shared trait in the verbs is the presence in the paradigm of the ‘impersonal’ or
‘autonomous’ verb form. Basically, all Celtic languages possess an impersonal form for
each tense which is neutral as to the person and number features of the subject. So Welsh
dysg + ais ‘I taught’ in first-person singular contrasts with the impersonal form dysg + wyd
‘one taught’. While this form can often be translated as a passive (‘is taught’), the ending
also occurs with intransitive verbs, as with Irish tdthar ‘they/people are’. The impersonal
paradigm is an important inherited feature from Indo-European, since it partakes of the
*-r ending which also appears in Italic, Tocharian and Hittite. The actual usage of these
forms has diverged significantly over time (in Welsh these have become rather literary
constructions, but they are everyday forms in Irish), but the presence of a special verbal
inflection for an unspecified subject is another particular feature of Celtic. See Fife (1985
and 1992a) for a discussion of the Welsh forms.

The Celtic verb does not have a fully fledged infinitival form, but makes use of a quasi-
nominal form called the verbal noun or verb noun. These are non-finite forms of the verb
which act grammatically like nouns, but retain semantic functions associated with verbs.
Two common uses for the verbal nouns are as elements in complementation of clauses and
as part of the periphrastic constructions. See Gagnepain (1963) for general discussion.

A common complementation device in Celtic is to use the verbal-noun form of the
subordinate verb. For instance, in Irish, the idiom ‘in order to’ is expressed by using the
verbal noun as the complement of a prepositional phrase using le ‘with’: Td Cdit anseo le
teach a phéintedil ‘Cait is here to paint a house (lit. C4it is here with a house its painting)’,
using the verbal noun form péintedil ‘painting’.

The nature of the Celtic periphrases is discussed more below, but consider here the
Breton example Ni a zo o vont da Vrest “We are going to Brest’ using the verbal noun
mont ‘going’ to form the progressive periphrasis. Though performing many of the func-
tions of an infinitive, the verbal nouns of Celtic have a range of uses from gerunds to full
nominals, making them very flexible parts of speech.

Most Celtic languages also make use of certain verbal adjectives, the most widespread
being a perfective/passive participle. This form has wide currency in the Gaelic languages
and Breton, but has limited productivity in Modern Welsh.

A final feature which can be mentioned is that Celtic makes frequent use of Ablaut as
a morphological device. Just as the Celtic consonantal system assumes a protean aspect
through mutation, the vowels of Celtic are often equally fluid in signalling grammatical
information. For example, Irish fear ‘man’, pl. fir; mear ‘quick’, comp. mire; muir ‘sea’,
gen. mara; in Welsh, car ‘car’, pl. ceir; caraf ‘1 will love’, past tense cerais; Breton ezel
‘member’, pl. izili. The historical results of Umlaut and other vowel affections have left
the Celtic languages with an active system of internal morphological markers in addition
to their affixation and mutation devices.
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SYNTAX

Without doubt the typological feature of Celtic which has attracted the most attention
recently and which is central to an explanation of several subsidiary features is the appear-
ance of VSO (verb-subject-object) basic word-order. Although the evidence extant
from the continent shows at most that VSO was one possible option in Gaulish (see chap-
ter 3), all the earliest records of both branches of Insular Celtic show these languages to be
strongly VSO. In fact, this apparently anomalous order (at least within the Indo-European
context) was formerly seen as a major argument for a significant pre-Indo-European sub-
strate in Celtic; see Wagner (1959). Today, given what we know of word-order typologies
and implicational universals, such a claim is untenable, since it is not merely the order of
the main constituents which would need to be borrowed, but all the implicational features
related to VSO order. For Celtic languages are not just VSO by virtue of their arrangement
of verb, subject and object, but because of their consistent patterning as VSO in accord-
ance with the observations of Greenberg (1966) and subsequent proposed universals.
Thus despite suggestions that some Celtic languages or stages thereof show non-VSO
basic order, those arguments do not stand up to scrutiny; see Fife and King (1991) and
Fife (1992b) for argument that Middle Welsh is not verb-medial and Timm (1989) for the
same argument as regards Modern Breton.

Having a certain basic word-order implies certain other grammatical features. In his
article, Greenberg noted the Celtic languages as prime examples of the main VSO cat-
egory (1966: 108). Of the five universal features distinct for VSO languages (Universals
3,6, 12, 16 and 19), the Celtic languages follow faithfully the typological implications.
Thus Celtic languages are all prepositional, have SVO as an alternate order, have initial
interrogative particles, place WH-words before the verb, have the main verb after the aux-
iliary and have post-head modification as the main format. Celtic languages conform to
other universals, like the tendency for VSO languages to have special relative forms of
the verb proposed in Downing (1978) (for example, Irish uses bheas for bheidh ‘will be’
when it occurs in a relative clause and Welsh has the special form sydd for the verb ‘to be’
used only in relative clauses).

Celtic languages follow their typological implication by having alternate verb-
medial order. It appears that these instances of fronting of non-verbal constituents can be
explained in functional terms as a mechanism for structuring information in the clause
through topicalization and focus. See, for example, Timm (1991), Poppe (1991). The
deviation from VSO by such structures is therefore explicable by grammatical function
and is not indicative of a non-verb-initial basic order.

One apparent exception to the verb-first rule is the presence of certain preverbal par-
ticles. As indicated above, Celtic languages make use of preverbal particles to signal
either subordination or illocutionary force of the following clause. In all these languages
at least two, mutation-distinguished subordinators/relativizers appear, as well as sepa-
rate preverbal particles for negation and interrogation and occasionally for affirmative
declarations. Goidelic languages have a variant form of a particle do, which is part of
the marking of the preterite tense; the particle is reduced to d’ before vowels and elided
before consonants, but not before triggering mutation on the verb. It is theorized that the
fixed initial position of these particles may have originally attracted the verb to this place
in the clause.

As examples, Irish distinguishes a direct relative formed with the leniting relativizer
(feicim an fear a bheas anseo ‘I see the man who will be here’) from an indirect relative
using an eclipsing relativizer (feicim an fear a mbeas a mhac anseo ‘I see the man whose
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son will be here’). The Welsh equivalents are: rwy i’n gweld y dyn a fydd fan hyn and rwy
i’'n gweldy dyn'y bydd ei fab fan hyn, with soft and non-mutation choices respectively.

Welsh has the full range of illocutionary particles: a for interrogation, fe/ mi/ y(r) for
affirmative declaratives, and ni for negatives; the first two cause Soft mutation, the third
Mixed mutation: A fydd y dyn fan hyn? ‘Will the man be here?’; Fe fydd y dyn fan hyn
“The man will be here’; Ni bydd y dyn fan hyn “The man will not be here’. The use of these
particles has in some ways eroded in all the languages, but they are an active part of the
standard grammatical system in each.

An interesting concomitant of particle syntax in Celtic is the appearance of a pronom-
inal series known as the infixed pronouns which are most frequently used in association
with the particles. The infixation of a pronoun between the particle and verb is evidenced
in Gaulish and was a very regular feature of Old Irish. The use of infixes has fairly well
disappeared from present-day Gaelic languages, except for fossilized verb forms orig-
inally containing the infixes. The use of infixed pronouns has, however, continued in
Welsh and Breton. In Welsh the infixed accusative forms are found following preverbal or
subordinating particles, as in (6a, b), but there are also similar genitive forms found enc-
liticized to other items besides particles, as in (6¢). In Breton the infixes are productively
involved in the formation of the ‘to have’ periphrasis, as in (6d).

(6a) Fe'm gwelodd ddoe.
part.-me saw yesterday
‘He saw me yesterday.’

(b) Aethy dyn a'th welodd ddoe.
went the man rel.part.-you saw yesterday
“The man who saw you yesterday went.’

(c) Dangoswch hwn i’w deulu.
show this  to-his family
‘Show this to his family.’

(d) Me am eus lennet al levr-man.
1 part.-me is read the book-this
‘I have read this book.’

The use of infixes is increasingly literary in Welsh, but continues in full force in its limited
appearance in Breton. While the clitic-incorporation behaviour in Romance languages
provides a partial parallel, the Celtic infixed pronouns stand apart by their antiquity and
exclusive association with particle syntax.

The construction illustrated by (6d) is one example of the universal trait of Celtic of
lacking a simple verb for the imperfect ‘have’ process. In all Celtic languages ‘to have’
is formed by a composite construction. In Cornish as well as Breton this was done via the
use of the verb ‘to be’ in the third-person singular and a dative pronoun encliticized to the
verbal particle; in Breton this pronoun is now often doubled by an independent subject
pronoun, as in (6d). This construction was also evidenced in early Welsh, but the modern
construction involves the verb ‘to be’ plus the preposition ‘with’, as in (7a). The Goidelic
languages all partake of a similar construction using the equivalent preposition ag ‘at’, as
in the Irish example in (7b).
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(7a) Mae llyfr newydd gyda fi/gennyf.
is  book new with  me/with-me
‘I have a new book’.

(b) Td leabhar nua agam.
is book new at-me
‘I have a new book.’

In most languages this construction, in addition to expressing regular possessive senses,
takes part in various idiomatic expressions, for example, Irish td a fhios agam ‘I know
(lit. T have its knowledge)’ and in Breton is used to form the periphrastic perfect tense for
transitive verbs, as in (6d). Each language does possess a simple verb for expressing per-
fective possession ‘get’ (Ir. faigh, W cael, Br. kaout).

The BE + preposition construction to express possession is akin to a number of com-
plex structures used in all Celtic languages to express particularly verbal tense, voice or
aspectual distinctions. For instance, Irish, Welsh and Breton all possess periphrastic pro-
gressive structures consisting of the verb ‘to be’ and the verbal noun of the progressive
verb governed by a preposition, as in (8).

(8a) Irish: Ta mé ag léamh an  leabhair.
is I at reading the book
‘I am reading the book.’

(b) Welsh: Rw i'n darllen 'y llyfr.
am I-in reading the book
‘I am reading the book.’

(¢) Breton: Me a z0 o lenn al levr.
I  part.is at reading the book
‘I am reading the book.’

The particular preposition used can vary to produce different semantic as shown by the
Welsh examples in (9).

(9a) Mae e wedi darllen y  llyfr
is he after reading the book
‘He has read the book.’

(b) Maee ar ddarllen 'y Illyfr
is he on reading the book
‘He is about to read the book.’

(c) Mae e heb ddarllen y  llyfr.
is  he without reading the book
‘He has not read the book.’

This feature of Celtic has sometimes been cited as the origin of the English periphrastic
progressive structure, allegedly arising from a BE + preposition structure of the sort He
is a-coming. The prepositional periphrases are found in very early Insular evidence and
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have increased in usage in the post-medieval period. There is no evidence for such struc-
tures in the Continental corpus, though.

The proper analysis of these structures is still controversial. In Fife (1990: 307-442) it
is argued that in Welsh they are simple preposition + verbal noun structures. This claim is
bolstered by the fact that universally the composite forms in Celtic are used with the sub-
stantive version of the verb ‘to be’, i.e., the form used with normal prepositional phrases.
All Celtic languages distinguish by function, and at least partially by form, the two ver-
sions of BE verbs traditionally labelled substantive (or existential) and copula. In some
instances the formal distinction is confused through the conflation of the inherited Indo-
European BE-roots in *bheu- and *es- respectively. For example, Irish is represents the
present-tense copula, but in the past tense takes the form ba. But in some cases the dis-
tinction is carried by secondary development from an independent verb, such as Irish 74,
from the verb ‘to stand’ (cf. Sp. estar).

The two BE verbs in Celtic behave as expected: the existential is used to predicate exist-
ence, location and temporary/non-inherent qualities, while the copula expresses identity,
equation and permanent/inherent qualities. The distinction in usage is illustrated by (10).

(10a) Scots Gaelic: Tha lain ann.
‘Iain is there.’ [existential]
Is i seo do phiuthar.
“This is your sister.” [copula]

(b) Breton: Emaon amari.
‘I am here.’ [existential]
N’eo ket ma zad-kozh.
‘He is not my grandfather.’” [copula]

The syntax of the two functions of BE also marks them as separate linguistic entities,
even when they are encoded by the same verb. The substantive verb behaves much as
any other verb in the language (though in Breton, the existential is the only verb that can
stand at clause-initial position in a positive declarative), but the copula often exhibits idio-
syncratic behaviour. In Irish, for example, the copula merges with certain subordinating
particles and lacks person and number conjugation. In Welsh, the copula demands some
sort of fronting for topicalization and the copula never stands in initial position. Formerly,
in both Irish and Welsh, the copula and its predicate formed a constituent, with the sub-
ject moved rightward to the end of the clause. This formation still exists in Irish, but is
reserved for an emphatic connotation: Is deas é ‘It’s nice!” See Watkins and Mac Cana
(1958) for discussion of Celtic copular structures.

Several features common to Celtic languages obviously stem from the VSO typology
(prepositions, post-nominal adjectives). One feature which is not noted in discussions of
implicational universals but which appears nonetheless to be related to post-head modifi-
cation is the bifurcated demonstrative structure. All Celtic languages use constructions
to express the demonstrative notions ‘this’, ‘that’ and ‘that over there’ which have the
format [art. N-dem.], that is the demonstrative is encliticized to a definite noun. The exam-
ples in (11) illustrate.

(11a) Irish: an bord sin
the table that
‘that table’
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(b) Manx: ny deiney sho
the men this
‘these men’

(c) Cornish: an bys-ma
the world-this
‘this world’

(d) Breton: al lenn-hont
the lake-yonder
‘yonder lake’

A seemingly related phenomenon is the use of suffixed pronominal supplements. These
confirming or supplementary pronouns normally occur encliticized to verbal endings
and prepositional inflections, but they are also frequently employed as supplements to the
possessive pronoun complex in a format analogous to the demonstratives: [poss. pron. N
supp. pron]. Examples in (12) show the use of these supplements in Welsh for verb, prep-
osition and noun, while (13) gives further examples of the latter construction.

(12a) Fe wela 1.
Part. see I
‘Isee.’

(b) Anfonodd Iythyr ata’ i
sent letter to:me |
‘He sent a letter to me.’

(¢ Dyma fy Ihyfr i
here my book I
‘Here is my book.’

(13a) Irish:  Sin é a tuairim sise.
that he her opinion she
“That’s her opinion.’

(b) Breton: N’eo ket ma levr-me.
not-is neg. my book-I
‘It is not my book.’

While the use of clitic pronouns to supplement person/number inflections is not an
uncommon phenomenon, their use to form nominal agreement complexes is more unusual
and likely related to the Celtic demonstrative format in (11).

A final common feature of Celtic nominal syntax is the use of singulars and/or special
forms of counted nouns. Normally the singular is used with all numerals, though a few
common nouns also have special forms used only with numeric quantities. To use Welsh
as an illustration, the noun cath ‘cat’, pl. cathod, uses the singular with all numerals: dwy
gath ‘two cats’, deugain cath ‘forty cats’, pum can cath ‘five hundred cats’. However,
the noun blwyddyn ‘year’, pl. blynyddoedd, uses the special form blynedd with numer-
als: dwy flynedd, deugain mlynedd, etc. Though other languages sometimes use singulars
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in counting (especially in measurements: five foot three inches), the pervasiveness of the
phenomenon in Celtic justifies viewing it as typological for the family.

We have now considered quite a number of shared features of the neo-Celtic languages
ranging over various areas of grammar. Of course all languages have numerous common
features; this is the basis of the modern study of universals. But certain features by virtue
of their uniqueness and their typicality among a language group qualify as diagnostic of
that group. The features just described can be arranged in a hierarchy reflecting their value
in identifying ‘celticity’ in a linguistic-typological sense. As a first approximation, we
would propose the grouping of features shown below in (14) according to whether they
present strong, medium or weak evidence distinguishing the Celtic languages.

(14a) Weak
gender
Ablaut
copula/substantive ‘to have’
tense
verbal nouns

(b) Medium
demonstratives
impersonals
infixes
periphrasis
noun—numeral syntax

(c) Strong
word order
mutation
particles
inflected prepositions

The features listed under (14a) should be considered weak diagnostics of Celtic languages
because they have low uniqueness, even when their typicality is high. Gender distinctions
are of course widespread among languages other than Celtic. The use of gender, though
typical of Celtic, is not unique. What is perhaps more distinctive is the ways in which the
Celtic languages express gender distinctions, rather than the categorization itself. Sim-
ilarly, Ablaut is very wide-ranging in Indo-European, though its utilization in Celtic is
perhaps above average. The same can be said of the copula/existential dichotomy, espe-
cially as it is at least partially built on an inherited opposition. Other languages, even
Indo-European ones (e.g., Russian), use periphrastic expression for ‘to have’, though most
languages of western Europe exhibit separate lexical verbs. The tense distinctions, though
peculiar to Celtic by their particular combination, do not present any unique verbal fea-
tures which can serve as typological indications, as the aspectual distinctions of Slavic do.
Again, though use ofverbal nouns in place of infinitives is typical of all Celtic languages,
the distinction between verbal noun and infinitive is really one of degree and so does not
truly set these languages apart from those with less nominally oriented non-finite verbals.

The medium group in (14b) are more distinctive as well as universal among the Celtic
languages. These would be under the strong category but for indications that the forma-
tions are not unknown in related languages (and therefore perhaps largely inherited traits),
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or could easily arise spontaneously in diverse languages. Thus post-nominal determiners
are very unusual, though parallels in determiner-suffixing are also known from North Ger-
manic and the Balkan linguistic area. The impersonal verb forms were originally extant in
three other branches of Indo-European, but Celtic is the only one to have retained them.
Infixing in the classical form is very unusual (at least among Indo-European languages),
but is not too far afield in theory from modern Romance clitic incorporation, which shows
that a tendency to agglutinate anaphors with the verbal core is perhaps a general ques-
tion not unique to Celtic. Periphrastic tenses (especially passives or perfects) are found in
several languages, though the Celtic use of prepositional periphrases is more distinctive
and consistently employed. As just mentioned, the numeral—singular noun constructions
are sporadic in comparison to the universality and obligatoriness of that format in Celtic.
Though parallels to these features can indeed be found, their utilization in Celtic sets them
apart from the comparanda.

Finally, the features listed in (14c) are highly diagnostic of Celtic, particularly within
the Indo-European family. Verb-initial order is not unique among the world’s languages,
but it is definitely a minority order. As mentioned, no other Indo-European language pos-
sesses this word-order typology and therefore its presence in Celtic makes it a strong
distinguishing feature. The mechanics of mutation have been discussed at some depth
above. This overview of the pervasive nature of mutations and their centrality to the gram-
mars clearly shows this to be one of the major typological features of the family. The use
of particle-based syntax is not utterly unique in Indo-European (cf. the question parti-
cle czy of Polish), but the particles which still exist in Celtic (or at least their mutation
effects) remain a strongly functional part of Celtic grammar. The replacement of the elab-
orate Indo-European correlative pronoun system with a simple dual particle distinction is
surely a major development in the evolution of the present-day languages. A few sporadic
examples to one side, the active system of inflected prepositions in Celtic likewise stands
out as both unique and uniform in Celtic.

It will be noted that only one of the four strong features in (14c) (viz. particles) is
securely attested for Continental Celtic. Although VSO does appear, its status there is
uncertain in view of the scanty data, and the less unusual (in Indo-European) order of SOV
may be the unmarked order. Mutations and inflected prepositions are seemingly absent.
By the same token, some of the weaker features in (14) (e.g., Ablaut, gender, copula,
some tenses, infixed pronouns) are indeed seen in Gaulish or Celtiberian inscriptions. It is
altogether curious that the features which, upon a synchronic typological comparison, are
the least distinctive for neo-Celtic languages are the only features reasonably demonstra-
ble as shared with the Continental varieties. Is this a result of evidentiary poverty, or have
the Insular languages undergone a significant typological shift over the centuries? Cer-
tainly we can see that, compared with the early Celtic languages, the modern languages
are far less synthetic and much more analytic in structure. But this is hardly a trend con-
fined to Celtic.

The fact that, on a typological level, the Insular languages seem to possess more traits
with one another than they do with the ancient languages of the continent prompts much
rumination concerning the interface of our synchronic analytical tools and our diachronic
methods, about mechanisms of language contact which could account for the shift, and
our understanding of linguistic evolution and processes of language change, which could
also account for this development without appeal to outside influence.

The discrepancies among the various models of what is a ‘Celtic’ language point up
nagging and complex questions on assumptions forming the foundations of our discipline.
The study of these languages provokes us to find answers. So far, it appears that each of
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these three approaches to defining celticity has something to offer. Given the strong inte-
grative trend of our age, it is perhaps not too daring to venture a prediction that the most
satisfactory model will be one that partakes in proper measure of all three approaches.
Maybe only then will we gain a more comprehensive and adequate picture of what it
means to be a Celtic language.
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CHAPTER 2

THE EMERGENCE OF THE
CELTIC LANGUAGES

Joseph F. Eska

The Celtic languages form a subgroup of the Indo-European language family,' which is
thought to have existed ¢. 4000 BCE. The most recent rigorous work on the structure of
the Indo-European family tree is the computational approach employed by Ringe et al.
(2002), which has the Anatolian languages, followed by the Tocharian languages, branch-
ing off first, followed by a branch that eventually yielded the Celtic and Italic languages,
as set out in Figure 2.1.2

Anatolian /\
/\ Tocharian

Celtic Italic

Figure 2.1 The oldest portion of the Indo-European family tree

Ringe et al. (2002: 101) are non-committal as to whether Celtic and Italic formed a
cohesive subgroup, usually termed ‘Italo-Celtic’, though they note that the limited
evidence is fairly solid. The notion of an Italo-Celtic subgroup goes back to the mid-
nineteenth century, but has largely been out of favour since Watkins (1966). In a masterful
article, Cowgill (1970) attempted to re-establish the notion of Italo-Celtic, but few at
the time were willing to be persuaded. Recent work by Jasanoff (1997) and Schrijver
(2003, 2006: esp. 48-53) on the verbal system, however, in addition to that by Ringe et
al. (2002), makes it seem that the prospects of Italo-Celtic as a linguistic entity are very
good.

Significant discoveries of Continental Celtic linguistic records since the 1960s have con-
siderably changed our picture of proto-Celtic from that reconstructed almost solely on the
basis of the Insular Celtic languages. Earlier reconstructions resulted in a proto-Celtic that
looked considerably altered from proto-Indo-European, but data combined from both Con-
tinental and Insular Celtic now reveal, for example, that the unmarked configuration of the
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clause was S(ubject) O(bject) V(erb), e.g., early Cisalpine Celt. [ uvamoKozis PlialeQu]
[0 uvlTiauioPos ariuonePos] [ siles] [y TeTu] (CIS 65 = CIM 180), and that there were
eight cases in the singular of the nominal flexion: thus Hispano-Celtic has o-stem nom.
-0§, acc. -om, dat. -ui, abl. -us, loc. -ei, to which we can add Cisalpine Celt. gen. -oiso and
-i, Transalpine Celt. instr. -ov = -/uy/ (in goxeyythov (RIG *G-154)),® and Old Irish (OIr.)
voc. fir ‘man’ < *yire. Within the flexional morphology of the noun, losses, replacements,
and syncretisms attested in Insular Celtic are now seen to have been, at most, only just
beginning, if that, in proto-Celtic. We now know that the proto-IE o-stem gen. sg. in *-osio
survived into proto-Celtic, e.g., Cisalpine Celt. Plioiso (CIS 80 = CIM 153), that the a-stem
flexion was continued unaltered, e.g., Hispano-Celt. nom. sg. -a, acc. -am, dat. -ai, gen. -as,
abl. -as, and that the consonant-stem dat. sg. in *-ei was not replaced by loc. sg. *-i in some
parts of Celtic until after the break-up of the proto-language, e.g., Cisalpine Celt. Piuonei
(CIS 26 = CIM 36). The end result is that proto-Celtic now looks much like other early-
attested Indo-European languages.

The proto-Celtic speech area is usually located in the central European Alps. It is im-
portant not to think of proto-Celtic as a linguistic monolith, but as a dialectally diverse
speech community whose geographical extent was changing and eventually expanding
prior to the dispersal of Celtic speech throughout much of Europe and into Asia Minor.
Thus, many sound changes, for example, are attested in all of the known Celtic languages,
e.g., the labialization of proto-IE */g¥/ > proto-Celt. */b/, the de-aspiration of proto-IE
*/bh df 18 gf gwh/ > proto-Celt. */b d g g*/,* and the development of the proto-Indo-
European syllabic nasals to */aN/> in proto-Celtic. These are changes that began at
a focal point and spread throughout the entirety of the proto-Celtic speech continuum.
Other changes began at some focal point and spread, but not throughout the entirety of
the proto-Celtic speech area. The clearest example of this is that the shortening of long
vowels before a final nasal did not reach that part of the proto-Celtic speech area that was
to break away to become Hispano-Celtic,® but a subsequent sound change, the raising of
proto-IE */o:/ > proto-Celt. */ui/ in final syllables, did. This is the only way to account for
the fact that proto-IE gen. pl. *-oh,om (on which see Ringe 2006: 73) > pre-proto-Celt.
*-om became -um in Hispano-Celtic, e.g., aPuloCum ‘of the Abuloci’ (MLH K.16.1), but
-/on/ elsewhere in Continental Celtic, e.g., Cisalpine Celt. TeuoyTonion ‘of gods and men’
(RIG E-2 = CIS 141 = CIM 100) and Transalpine Celt. neddamon ‘of neighbours’ (RIG
L-50), and proto-Insular Celtic, e.g., Old Irish fer < *uiron (Eska 2006).” Other changes,
such as the loss of proto-IE */p/ between vowels, seem to have been well along towards
completion prior to the break up of proto-Celtic. It mostly is continued by @ throughout
the attested languages, but was not fully complete in view of early Cisalpine Celt. uvamo-

‘highest’ (CIS 65 = CIM 180) < *upamo-, in which (v) represents a labial fricative. The
conditions for still other changes, such as the monophthongization of proto-1E */ej/ > /e:/,
which is attested to at least a very small extent in all of the Celtic languages and is regu-
lar in Transalpine Celtic and Insular Celtic, are likely to have been present in proto-Celtic,
too.

It is usually assumed that the first language to have broken away from the proto-
Celtic speech continuum is Hispano-Celtic.® This is mostly on the basis of changes that
occurred in the rest of Celtic in which it did not share. Thus, proto-Celt. */st/ is contin-
ued unchanged in Hispano-Celtic, e.g., Hispano-Celt. PousTom ‘cow stable’ (MLH K.1.1
A4) < *g"oy-sto-, while it has evolved to the tau Gallicum phoneme® elsewhere in Celtic,
e.g., Cisalpine Celtic pronominal isos (CIS 119 = CIM 106) < *istos, and Hispano-Celtic
preserves the stressed and fully inflected relative pronoun, e.g., masc. nom. sg. io§ (MLH
K.1.1 A10), while it has become an uninflected clitic subordinating particle elsewhere,
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e.g., Transalpine Celt. pvguonti=so ‘who serve’ (RIG L-13).!9 It is not possible to know
whether such changes took place while the proto-Celtic speech continuum was still intact,
but did not reach that part which was to become Hispano-Celtic, or occurred only after
Hispano-Celtic broke away. Hispano-Celtic also evinces innovations not shared by any
other Celtic language, e.g., the treatment of proto-IE */s/ between vowels as something
other than straightforward continuance or weaking to @,'! an o-stem gen. sg. in -0, and
probably the development of a feminine paradigm in nom. sg. -i, gen. sg. -inos beside
well-attested masculine nom. sg. -u, gen. sg. -unos, but these, of course, are not diagnostic
of an early departure from the proto-Celtic speech community, as they simply might not
have spread very far from their respective focal points, or, in the case of the latter two fea-
tures, the other Celtic languages may have lost them.

The Celtic of ancient Italy and adjacent Switzerland has traditionally been classified
into two languages, ‘Lepontic’ and ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’, the former spoken in a cir-
cumscribed area in the northern Italian lake district, the latter to the west and south in
lower-lying areas. Eska (1998b), however, argues that the distinction is a false one and
that the geographical peripherality and generally earlier dating of the ‘Lepontic’ records
accounts for the minor differences between it and ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’. Thus, ‘Lep-
ontic’ continues proto-Celt. -/m/ in final position, e.g., uinom ‘wine’ (CIS 128 = CIM
48), whereas ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’ has -/n/, e.g., loKan ‘vessel’ (RIG *E-5 = CIS 142 =
CIM 277), ‘Lepontic’ can form patronymic adjectives with the exponent -alo/a-, which
is unknown in ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’, and ‘Lepontic’ has both o-stem gen. sg. -oiso (ear-
lier), e.g., yosioiso (CIS 113 = CIM 74), and -i (later), e.g., asKoneTi (CIS 21 = CIM 38),
but ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’ only the latter, e.g., esaneKoTi (RIG E-1 = CIS 140 = CIM 97).
Under such a view, all of the Celtic of ancient Italy can be denoted by the term ‘Cisalpine
Celtic’.

There are few distinctive features that would indicate that Cisalpine Celtic followed
Hispano-Celtic in breaking away from the proto-Celtic speech community,'? but that it
did so can be extrapolated from the fact that it participated in some innovations not shared
in by Hispano-Celtic, while it did not participate in some innovations that occurred in
later-attested Celtic. Among the former are the evolution of proto-Celt. */st/ > the tau
Gallicum phoneme, e.g., Cisalpine Celt. Kozis ‘guest’ (CIS 65 = CIM 180) < *gfostis
beside the Latinized Transalpine Celtic theonym proNA[E] (CIL xiii 3662) < *ster-, and
the acquisition of a third-person plural past tense exponent in -s, e.g., Cisalpine Celt. Kar-
niTus (e.g., CIM 95) beside Transalpine Celt. iovrvs (RIG *L-12). Among the latter are the
merger of @-stem nominal flexional endings with those of the 7-stems, e.g., Cisalpine Celt.
a-stem acc. sg. Pruiam (CIS 119 = CIM 106) beside Transalpine Celt. acc. sg. seuerim
(e.g., RIG L-98 1%8) to nom. sg. seuera (1*12), and the monophthongization of proto-1E
*/ej/ > [e:/ in final position, e.g, Cisalpine Celt. n-stem dat. sg. aTilonei (CIS 12 = CIM 13)
beside Transalpine Celt. i-stem dat. sg. vcveTe (RIG L-13).

There are a fair number of innovations which demonstrate that Transalpine Celtic,'?
Goidelic and Brittonic are to be grouped under a single node on the Celtic family tree.
Among these are the merger of g-stem nominal flexional endings with those of the
7-stems, e.g., Transalpine Celt. gen. sg. paullias (RIG L-98 1*12) to nom. sg. paulla (1*10)
beside Olr. gen. sg. tiiaithe ‘of a tribe’ < *totias to nom. sg. tiiath < *totd, and the syn-
cretism of inherited dat. pl. -bo by instr. pl. -bi, as in Transalpine Celt. GoBepBI ‘to the
smiths’ (RIG L-13) (on which see Eska 2003: 105-12) beside Olr. tiiathaib < *totabi.
The real question has been whether this node on the tree then broke into Transalpine
Celtic and proto-Insular Celtic as in Figure 2.2, or into Gallo-Brittonic and Goidelic, as in
Figure 2.3.



THE EMERGENCE OF THE CELTIC LANGUAGES 25

TN

Transalpine Proto-Insular
Celtic Celtic

PN

Goidelic Brittonic

Figure 2.2 Transalpine and Proto-Insular Celtic

N

Gallo-Brittonic Goidelic

TN

Transalpine Brittonic
Celtic

Figure 2.3 Gallo-Brittonic and Goidelic

There are arguments to be made in both directions, but, since the most important diag-
nostic for determining subgrouping is common innovations, especially those that are
unusual or not easily replicable, it is my view that one must postulate a proto-Insular
Celtic node in the Celtic family tree. There are two remarkable innovations that Goidelic
and Brittonic share to the exclusion of Transalpine Celtic which necessitates this view.
The first is the development of the dual flexional paradigm of verbs in the Insular Celtic
languages, whereby one form of the verb is used when the verb is in absolute initial posi-
tion in the clause and another when it is preceded by any of a class of so-called ‘conjunct
particles’, among which are included negators, complementizers, connectives, and pre-
verbs. This system is especially robust in Old Irish, in which simplex verbs bear ‘absolute’
endings when in absolute initial position in the clause, e.g., beirid ‘s/he bears’, but ‘con-
junct’ endings when preceded by a conjunct particle, e.g., nibeir ‘s/he does not bear’, and
compound verbs bear ‘deuterotonic’ or ‘prototonic’ stress in a similar way, e.g., do-beir
‘s/he gives’ vs. ni‘tabair ‘s/he does not give’, respectively. Though not robust in Brittonic,
the system clearly existed there, too, as exemplified by the Middle Welsh gnomic maxim
trenghit golut, ny threingk molut ‘wealth perishes, fame does not perish’, with absolute
trenghit vs. conjunct treingk. However the origin of this system is to be accounted for,'
there is not the slightest indication of its presence in the not insignificant Transalpine
Celtic linguistic record.

The second is the grammaticalization of the proto-Indo-European verbal adjective in
*-told- to function as the passive preterite form in the verbal paradigm, e.g., Olr. breth
‘was carried’ < proto-Celt. *bri-to- and MW llas ‘was killed’ < pre-proto-Celt. *slad-
to-. Transalpine Celtic continued the proto-Indo-European usage unaltered, as evinced
by numerous personal names, e.g., Latinized Cintugnatus ‘first born’. In the face of such
innovations as these, which could hardly be said to be easily replicable, it is hard to deny
the postulation of a proto-Insular Celtic node in the family tree.
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The final stages of the emergence of the Celtic languages are not in any dispute. Goi-
delic divided into a western branch consisting of Irish and an eastern branch consisting of
Scottish Gaelic and Manx after the expansion of Goidelic speakers into the Isle of Man
and Scotland in the fifth century ce. Brittonic is now thought to have remained a unity
longer, Old Welsh, Old Cornish and Old Breton probably not having truly been discrete
languages, but varieties of what may be termed ‘Old Brittonic’. As Brittonic differenti-
ated, it divided into a northern branch, now represented by Welsh, and a south-western
branch consisting of Cornish and Breton.

ABBREVIATIONS

CIL = Corpus inscriptionum Latinarum
CIM = Morandi (2004)

CIS = Solinas (1995)

MLH K = Untermann (1997: 349-722)
RIG E = Lejeune (1988: 1-54)

RIG G =Lejeune (1985)

RIG L-1-*16 = Lejeune (1988: 55-194)
RIG L-18-%139 = Lambert (2002)

NOTES

13
14

It is perhaps better labelled as the ‘Indo-Anatolian’ in light of significant differences between
the Anatolian languages of ancient Asia Minor and the rest of the family.

See further Nakhleh et al. (2005) and Warnow et al. (2006) for subsequent work in this frame-
work which factors in homoplasy, i.e., parallel development, and borrowing.

Villar (1993-5) proposes that some Hispano-Celtic coin legends in -u are instrumental
singular.

With the merger of proto-IE */3/ and */ g/ as proto-Celt. */g/.

N = any nasal consonant.

Also known as Celtiberian.

So also Schrijver (2006: 53), but he orders the two sound changes in the opposite order, which
must be an error.

Though Uhlich (1999: 298-9) very tentatively suggests that ‘Lepontic’ may have been the first
language to break away.

See Eska (1998a) for a review of scholarship on the tau Gallicum phoneme.

‘We must note, however, that Cisalpine Celtic does not provide any evidence for its position
with regard to this change.

The precise phonological development is still a keen matter of research. Proposals include
/z/ (Villar, e.g., 1993), /ts/ (Ballester 1993-5), and /z/ (Présper, in Villar and Présper 2005:
163-91).

Two innovations that differentiate Cisalpine Celtic from the rest of the family at this point in
its history are the regular assimilation of homomorphemic nasal + voiced plosive groups, e.g.,
alKouinos (CIS 21 = CIM 38) < *uindo-, and the regular effacement of nasals before voiceless
plosives and heteromorphemic voiced plosives, e.g., KuiTos (RIG E-1 = CIS 140 = CIM 97) <
Lat. Quintus and anoKoPoKios < *-kom-bog- in the same inscription.

Also know as Transalpine Gaulish.

Considerations of space do not allow me even to begin to rehearse the proposed theories
here.
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CHAPTER 3

CONTINENTAL CELTIC

Joseph F. Eska and D. Ellis Evans

INTRODUCTION!

Despite the relative slimness of its corpus in comparison with that of the Insular Celtic
languages, Continental Celtic has attracted the attention of leading scholars since the
inception of the scientific study of the Celtic languages. One of the primary reasons for
this, of course, is the fact that, for all of the problems that face us about the emergence of
Celtic from some pre-Celtic Indo-European stratum (as well as the associated question
of the relative age of Celtic), it provides the oldest evidence available to us of the early
Celtic linguistic record. The early pioneers of the study of Continental Celtic, like the spe-
cialists of today, recognized that, despite the great difficulties inherent within the subject,
there are important rewards to be won.

The sources of Continental Celtic are widespread across Europe and Asia Minor and
date from various periods, which makes them all the more difficult to use (see Lejeune
1972b: 266 and 1978 for general guidelines on the dating of Continental Celtic texts,
though note that the dates of a number of Cisalpine Celtic inscriptions have been moved
back). In general, they are fragmentary, though a number of fairly lengthy connected texts
have been discovered since the mid-1960s, which have made the study of the subject
both more challenging and more rewarding. Their linguistic importance arises, of course,
from the fact that they antedate the much more copious and vital Insular Celtic corpus by,
in some cases, over a millennium. It is imperative, then, that we analyse and edit every
single scrap that has come down to us, for just one example of some feature may have sur-
vived (cf. the remarks of Evans 1983: 41 and Hamp 1984: 184 n. 8) — or, indeed, may be
attested in a linguistic context which permits an analysis that may cast light on the inter-
pretation of other forms.

It is now common for scholars to segment the corpus of Continental Celtic into vari-
ous subgroups such as Hispano-Celtic (also commonly known as Celtiberian), Gaulish,
Lepontic, Galatian, Noric, etc.2 How many such subgroups may have existed in antiquity,
as Greene (1966: 123) has noted, we do not (and cannot) know. The relationship of these
subgroups to each other is still a matter of intense investigation, as is, also, the relation-
ship of Continental Celtic as a whole to Insular Celtic.? The earliest securely identified
inscriptions date from the beginning of the fifth century Bce and are engraved in adap-
tations of local scripts (Iberian in Spain and Etruscan in Italy, but also Massiliote Greek
in Gallia Narbonensis),* while inscriptions subsequent to the Romanization of the spe-
cific locale are engraved in Roman characters. The question of when Continental Celtic
ceased to be spoken in various regions remains very uncertain (see Evans 1955: 174-81
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and 1979: 525-8). We probably must envision a protracted period of bilingualism (cf.
Adams 2003: 184-200), which led to the formation of a Mischsprache in some cases, for
example, in the late Transalpine Celtic inscriptions with Latin and Greek adstrata that
have been discussed by Meid (1980) and Droge (1989).

The primary corpus of Continental Celtic is composed of inscriptions and graffiti on
stone (principally buildings and monuments), metal plaques (usually bronze or lead, but
zinc is also known), domestic implements, ceramic wares, and coin legends. Second-
ary sources include lexical items recorded by classical or medieval writers, collected for
Cisalpine and Transalpine Celtic by Whatmough (1933: 178-202 and 1949-51: passim,
respectively) and for Galatian by Weisgerber (1931a: 159-65) and Freeman (2001), Celtic
words borrowed into Latin (Schmidt 1967, Gernia 1981, André 1985, and Lambert 2003a:
204-6) and substrate words (general collections include Thurneysen 1884, Hubschmid
1949, and Fleuriot 1991); see also Dottin (1920: 72-9) and Lambert (2003a: 197-203) on
Celtic substrate words in French, Corominas (1956 and 1976) in Spanish, and Silvestri
(1981) and Campanile (1983c) in Italian. And see further Schmidt (1983b), who discusses
the question of language contact in Transalpine Gaul. The secondary sources will not be
discussed further in this survey, though this is not to diminish their importance.

The primary sources are engraved in Iberian (see Figure 3.1), Etruscoid (see Figure
3.2),> Greek (capitals) and Roman (both capitals and cursive) scripts; Campanile (1983a)
provides a useful survey. The use of the Iberian and Estruscoid scripts brings about partic-
ular difficulties in the interpretation of Continental Celtic inscriptions.

The Celtic adaptation of the Iberian script denotes non-sibilant obstruents with moraic
characters, i.e., each character contains an inherent vocalism; thus, there are five charac-
ters to denote, for example, /t/ plus each of the five vowels, respectively. Resonants, i.e.,
the vowels, nasals, liquids and glides, and the sibilant(s),® are denoted by segmental char-
acters. Such a system, of course, creates problems for the writing of groups of non-sibilant
obstruents plus liquid, which are common in the Celtic languages; thus 7iris (MLH K.1.1
A6), which represents accusative /trizs/ ‘three’, must make use of a ‘dead’ vowel which
anticipates the quality of the following organic vowel (cf. De Bernardo Stempel 1996
and Eska 2007b). The occlusive characters, moreover, are not distinguished for voicing;’
thus, for example, the same character may represent /t/ or /d/,® and hence is transcribed

a =P Ca= A Pa= | Ta= X m= W n=17"

e = L Ce= & Pe= % Te= ¢ 1 =1 r = ¢

i =M Ci=2? Pi=T Ti=Y §=MN s =4

o=H Co= X Po= X To= W

u-=1" Cu= ©¢ Pu= 0O Tu= A th= [ h =V
(a) (b)

Figure 3.1 (a) The standard shapes of the eastern school of writing in the Celtic adaptation
of the Iberian script; (b) the shapes of the nasal characters in the western school of writing
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Figure 3.2 The Lugano script

by neutral (T). See Untermann (1997: 379-85) for a discussion of the script, and de Hoz
(1983) on the origin and evolution of the script.

The Lugano script is segmental, but shares some of the characteristics of the Iberian
script. A single character is employed to represent both the voiced and unvoiced members
of the plosive series, i.e., {T) = /t/ or /d/,? and there are two sibilant characters (transcribed
(s) and (s, respectively; the phonemic value of the latter appears to be somewhat varia-
ble). See Lejeune (1971: 8-27, 1987, 1988a: 3-8) for discussion of the Lugano script.

One may also note that, in addition to the difficulties of interpretation arising from the
employment of the Iberian and Lugano scripts discussed above, there always exists the
possibility, in any script, of encountering archaizing or hypercorrect orthography.

The corpus of Continental Celtic can no longer be said to be insubstantial, as new finds
are continually being made, and the series of significant finds since the mid-1960s fos-
ters the hope of more to come. The on-going analysis of these texts, short as well as long,
continues to add appreciably to our knowledge of early Celtic linguistic history. Indeed,
as has been expressed by Schmidt and Hamp (recorded in Hamp 1990: 306-7), the more
we learn about Continental Celtic, the more Brugmannian Celtic becomes, i.e., the more it
looks like what we expect of an old Indo-European language.

There have already been a number of surveys on the subject of Continental Celtic, most
of which are still valuable and worth consulting. Weisgerber (1931b (= 1969: 11-85)) con-
ducted a survey before most of the lengthier inscriptions had been discovered. It was here
that he first brought into use the more accurate term Festlandkeltisch (Continental Celtic)
in preference to a monolithic ‘Gaulish’ to describe the Celtic linguistic records of conti-
nental Europe. Evans has often (1977, 1979, 1983, 1993) discussed the field of Continental
Celtic in wide-ranging essays emphasizing both the difficulties and rewards of the subject.
Schmidt (1979) pays particular attention to the interrelationships of the known Conti-
nental Celtic languages with reference to features that he considers to be important for
assigning the relative chronology of the emergence of the various Celtic languages, and
assesses what we know of Continental Celtic grammar in (1983a). In a series of articles,
Meid (1998, 1999, 2000, 2002) reviews recent scholarship on Continental Celtic, and Eska
(2004) presents a sketch of the grammatical features of the Continental Celtic languages.
Readers should also note the proceedings of two conferences specifically on Continental
Celtic (Meid and Anreiter 1996, Lambert and Pinault 2007).1°

Here it will only be possible to describe the nature of each epigraphical tradition, its
composition and extent, and a selection of the most important linguistic features.
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HISPANO-CELTIC

It was not until a ground-breaking article by Tovar in 1946 (= 1949: 21-60) that it was
demonstrated that some of the linguistic records of the ancient Iberian Peninsula, par-
ticularly those from the region known as Celtiberia, were to be identified as Celtic. In
1955, Lejeune gathered together and analysed the then known Celtic materials of the
ancient Iberian Peninsula in as exemplary a fashion as possible at the time. Less phil-
ologically oriented is Schmoll’s (1959) monograph, which discusses the Celtic records
in the context of other pre-Roman, non-Celtic but Indo-European, languages of the
Peninsula. Today, the standard corpus with analysis of all of the linguistic records of the
ancient Iberian Peninsula is Untermann’s Monumenta linguarum Hispanicarum. The
first volume (1975) includes coin legends, a number of which are Celtic. The second
volume (1980) is a collection of the inscriptions from southern France that are engraved
in the Iberian script, only one of which is Celtic (MLH B.3.1 = K.17.1). The bulk of
the Hispano-Celtic corpus is collected in the fourth volume (1997: 349-722). The first
part of the fifth volume is a dictionary by Wodtko (2000) of Hispano-Celtic forms pub-
lished in MLH. In (2001), Jorddn Cdlera gathered together inscriptions published after
MLH came out, and subsequent discoveries are now generally published in the periodi-
cal Palaeohispanica. Almagro-Gorbea (2003) is a recent collection of all of the ancient
inscriptions, including Hispano-Celtic, in the collection of the Real Academia de la
Historia. In more recent years, there have been several surveys devoted specifically to
Hispano-Celtic and its speakers. Untermann (1983) and Tovar (1986) set the linguis-
tic records in a cultural, historical, and archaeological context, while de Hoz (1986)
presents a very comprehensive discussion of Hispano-Celtic inscriptions according to
type, and also comments in great detail on particular features of the language. Publi-
cations specifically devoted to linguistic features are Gorrochategui (1994) and Villar
(1997). Jordan Célera (2004) is a handbook of the language with a commentary on
most known inscriptions. Finally, numerous articles on the philology and linguistics of
Hispano-Celtic may be found in the proceedings of a regular conference on the ancient
languages and cultures of the Iberian Peninsula (Jorda et al. 1976; Tovar et al. 1979; de
Hoz 1985; Gorrochategui et al. 1993; Villar and d’Encarnacéo 1996; Villar and Beltran
1999; Villar and Ferndndez Alvarez 2001; Velaza Frias et al. 2005).

As mentioned above, Hispano-Celtic inscriptions are engraved in the semi-segmental,
semi-moraic Iberian script, and, to a lesser extent, in Roman characters. They have been
discovered mostly in the region bordered by Burgos in the west and Zaragoza in the east.

The most important single member of the Hispano-Celtic corpus is, unquestionably,
the first inscription on a bronze table from Botorrita,!! with its 125 words of connected
text on Face A and sixty-one words on Face B. Face B is agreed to be a list of fourteen
names since the persuasive analysis of Motta (1980a). Here we find the common Celti-
berian onomastic formula of a personal name in the nominative singular, followed by a
family group name in the genitive plural, followed by the father’s name in the genitive
singular, followed by a functionary title in the nominative singular,'? and the place of
origin in the ablative singular (presumably only included when the individual was not a
native of the immediate vicinity), e.g., aPulu lousoCum useisunos PinTis aCainas (MLH
K.1.1 B4-5). The opinion has often been expressed that the series of names on Face B may
be a list of witnesses to the text promulgated on Face A.

The text on Face A has attracted the attention of numerous scholars who made early
attempts at a cohesive interpretation. Others have preferred to comment on individual
points and passages. In more recent years, comprehensive studies have been undertaken
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by Eska (1989b), who lists all earlier bibliography on the subject, Eichner (1989), Meid
(1993) and Présper (2008). As one might expect with a text of the attractiveness and dif-
ficulty of the inscription of Botorrita, though it has received much attention, there remain
many points of disagreement about its interpretation.

The inscription on Face A has usually been interpreted as either a lex sacra, i.e., a law
warning against the desecration of a sacred place, or a lex municipalis, i.e., a law in effect
in a local community (or local communities), though Bayer (1999), on the basis of the
content of Latin Botorrita II inscription (Fatds 1980), interestingly proposes that it is con-
cerned with water rights. It is generally agreed that a series of prohibitions occurs early in
the text, though there are many other aspects of the structure and interpretation of the text
that are still in dispute. Linguistically, the text is important not only for the phonological
and morphological information that it provides, but also for the evidence regarding early
Celtic syntax, which, as a lengthy, connected text, it provides. These linguistic features
will be discussed below.

Two other substantive inscriptions have been discovered at Botorrita. Botorrita I1I
(MLH K.1.3) is a large bronze tablet composed of some 550 words. When first discov-
ered, scholars anticipated a quantum leap forward in our knowledge of Hispano-Celtic,
especially with regard to syntax, but following an opening sentence of ten words, the four
columns are composed mostly of names. The primary edition is by Beltrdn et al. (1996).
Botorrita IV is a small bronze fragment engraved on both sides, Face A bearing about
thirty-five words or fragments of words, Face B about 20. Some of the lexis is the same as
that of Botorrita I, but little can be said of its content. The primary edition is by Villar et
al. (2001); cf. further Adrados (2002).

The most common type of Hispano-Celtic inscription that is extant today is the fessera
hospitalis, which indicates the existence of a pact between two parties, typically an indi-
vidual (or family group) and a community. They have been discussed recently by de Hoz
(1986: 6677, 1988: 201-5) and Jordan Cdlera (2004: 237-93). These inscriptions vary in
length from a single word to the twenty-six words of the inscription from Luzaga (MLH
K.6.1), the latter recently studied by Meid (1994b: 38—44), Jordan Cdlera (2004: 312—-19)
and Présper (in Villar and Présper 2005: 351-64), and indicate the parties participating
in the pact and occasionally words that indicate explicitly that the object upon which the
inscription is engraved is a tessera hospitalis.

We possess a single clear example of a Hispano-Celtic funeral inscription from the
Balearic island of Ibiza (MLH K.16.1). It is composed of an example of the Celtiberian
onomastic formula as described above (though with the place of origin indicated by a
nominative singular adjectival form), viz., TirTanos aPuloCum leTonTunos Ce PeliCios.

At the site of Pefialba de Villastar, a number of texts in Roman characters were dis-
covered engraved on the rock face of a mountain. A lengthy inscription of nineteen words
appears to be directed to the Celtic god Lugus. It has most recently been studied by
Présper (2002a) and Jordan Coélera (2005). A number of shortish graffiti were also found
at the site, some of which are Latin in language (including a quotation of 11. 268-9 from
Book II of Virgil’s Aeneid). They typically comprise personal names, though we do find
at least one individual designated by the title viros vEramos ‘highest man’ (MLH K.3.18);
perhaps it is the name of a political office.

A small number of inscriptions are extant on various types of ceramic wares, vases,
jars (usually shards of these), loom weights, a spindle whorl and dice. They typically indi-
cate the names of family groups, though in the case of the inscription on the spindle whorl
(MLH K.7.1), we apparently have a verbal statement, which, unfortunately, has not yet
been satisfactorily interpreted. These inscriptions have been collected by Untermann



CONTINENTAL CELTIC 33

(1990: 369-72) and Jordan Colera (2004: 210-27) and are also discussed by de Hoz
(1986: 58-60).

Finally, coin legends are collected by Untermann (1975) and Jordan Célera (2004:
181-209).

Among the syntactic facts that can be established for Hispano-Celtic is that the basic
configuration of constituents in the unmarked clause was S(ubject) O(bject) V(erb) (see
Schmidt 1976: 53-8), which is the same as that reconstructed for proto-Indo-European.
We have evidence for a nominal case system of at least six cases in the singular flex-
ion (nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, ablative, locative).!? There is no sign of an
instrumental plural *-Pis encroaching on dative plural -Pos, as occurred during the history
of Transalpine Celtic and in Old Irish. In the syntagm ne=PinTor (MLH K.1.1 A10), we
have our only Celtic token of a negator immediately preceding a non-initial verb, rather
than being fixed in clause-initial position. In iomui lisTas TiTas sisonTi, Somui iom a¥snas
PionTi (MLH K.1.1 A7), we find the correlative construction that has been reconstructed
for proto-Indo-European preserved unaltered. The verbal form Fo=PiseTi (MLH K.1.1
A8) may provide us with an early token of preverbal ro- used with a subjunctive verb to
indicate potentiality (cf. Thurneysen 1946: 343 on Old Irish). It is interesting to note that,
whereas the enclitic connective =Cue is attached to each member of a co-ordination in
the first inscription from Botorrita (MLH K.1.1) and the inscription from Luzaga (MLH
K.6.1),'# it is used singly in the long inscription from Pefialba de Villastar (MLH K.3.3).
Hispano-Celtic also preserves other connectives such as u7a/vra (cf. Skt. utd) and To (cf.
OHitt. ta) that are completely unknown or attested only vestigially in Insular Celtic. In
certain cases, it is possible to compare cognate forms in languages with larger corpora in
order to ascertain the syntactic rules regulating the usage of such function words (Eska
1990a: 105-7).

The difficulties presented by the Iberian script, which have been discussed above, some-
times impede the interpretation of phonological and morphological evidence. In the area
of phonology, many of the sound changes expected in a Celtic language are attested, e.g.,
proto-IE */p/ > @ in Fo- < *pro- and the labialization of proto-IE */g%/ > /b/ in PousTom
(MLH K.1.1 A4) < *g¥ou-sto-. However, some sound changes typical of the later-attested
Celtic languages either have not occurred, e.g., the shortening of long vowels before final
nasals, as in genitive plural -um -/um/ < proto-IE *-om < *-oh,om (Eska 2006b), or
appears to be in progress, e.g., the proto-Indo-European diphthong */ej/ is preserved in all
positions, not monophthongized to /e:/ as in Insular Celtic, as in sleiTom (MLH K.1.1 A3)
< *slei-to- and SarniCiei (MLH K.1.1 A9) < proto-IE thematic locative singular *-e,'> but
a few forms do show the monophthongization having taken place, e.g., dat. sg. STENIONTE
and GenTe (MLH K.11.1) < *-ej < *-ejej.

In the area of morphology, Hispano-Celtic evinces a number of features that are oth-
erwise unknown in Celtic. Probably the most celebrated is the thematic genitive singular
in -0, which was discovered by Untermann in 1967 (revised in 1999). It appears to have
been created in analogy with the inherited pronominal flexion (Prosdocimi 1991: 158-9,
Eska 1995: 37-42). It also seems possible that Hispano-Celtic created a feminine nomi-
nal class in nom. sg. -i, gen. sg. -inos after a masculine class in nom. sg. -u, gen. sg. -unos
on the basis of nom. sg. feminine names such as Cari beside gen. sg. elCinos in the Boto-
rrita Il inscription (MLH K.1.3). Apparent genitive plural forms in -i§um and -aum in the
i- and a-stems are surprising and find no parallels elsewhere in Celtic.

The indefinite pronoun osCues (beside the recently published iSCues in the first
Hispano-Celtic inscription discovered to be engraved on a lead plaque (Lorrio and Velaza
2005; Présper 2007)) and the as yet inadequately interpreted pronouns osas and osias,
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which appear to be formed from the same stem, find no parallels elsewhere in Celtic. The
same can be said of the apparently demonstrative pronoun s7ena (the same phonological
string is attested as a feminine name on the Botorrita III inscription (MLH K.1.3)), though
it may ultimately be connected to other Continental Celtic demonstratives built from the
stem *isto- (Eska 1991).

It is possible that the heteroclitic suffix *-uer/n- is attested in dative singular verbal
abstracts in forms such as Taunei (with unexpected nil-grade vocalism, which must repre-
sent a levelling of paradigmatic ablaut, as also found in the Luwian verbal abstract in -una
(in place of expected *-yana); see Eska 2006a: 85).!° Such a formation is found elsewhere
in Hittite, Vedic and Greek. And it is possible that the form ue/TaTos (MLH K.1.1 AS8)
contains the desinence *-tos, which is used to form adverbs indicating motion whence
in Sanskrit, Greek and Latin; the only token in Insular Celtic is Olr. acht ‘except; only’
< *ek-tos.

Hispano-Celtic confirms for us the existence of an independent relative pronoun based
upon the stem jo- in early Celtic. In the first inscription from Botorrita (MLH K.1.1), we
find masculine nom. sg. io$, masculine dat. sg. iomui, and feminine acc. sg. ias. Else-
where in Celtic, this pronoun is attested only as a clitic subordinating particle. Likewise
confirmed by Hispano-Celtic is that Celtic generalized the demonstrative stem *so- at
the expense of the stem *fo-; various forms of this pronoun are attested. Hispano-Celtic
may also provide early tokens of @-subjunctives in the forms aseCaTi and CuaTi from the
Botorrita [ inscription (MLH K.1.1) (both of which occur in strings of otherwise subjunc-
tive verbs), the origin of which has long been under discussion.

Finally, Hispano-Celtic may attest a number of examples of primary verbal desinences.
Unfortunately, the moraic nature of the plosive characters obscures whether verbal forms
in 3. sg. -Ti and 3. pl. -nTi actually represent -/ti/ and -/nti/ or merely contain a dead, pho-
nologically null, vowel. It is worth noting, however, that the long inscription from Pefialba
de Villastar (MLH K.3.3) has a verbal form in Roman characters, viz., sistar, which
appears to show apocope of primary *-i (though Meid 1994a: 392-3 and Isaac 2004a:
50-5 take the form to continue the proto-IE imperfect).

Before turning to Cisalpine Celtic, a few words may be said about the status of Lusi-
tanian, Tartessian and Galician, pre-Roman languages spoken in the west of the ancient
Iberian Peninsula. The corpus of Lusitanian is composed of five inscriptions of some
length (three collected in Untermann 1997: 723-58, the others published by Villar and
Pedrero 2001 and Villar and Présper 2003), a number of short inscriptions, and a sub-
stantial amount of onomastic materials, all engraved in Roman characters. Untermann
(1987) has argued that Lusitanian and Hispano-Celtic should be regarded as dialects of
the same language, and has expounded grammatical and lexical evidence in defence of
his thesis. Most other scholars who have examined the question, however, regard Lusita-
nian as a language separate from Hispano-Celtic and would probably agree with Tovar’s
statement that the resemblances between Lusitanian and Hispano-Celtic should be attrib-
uted to ‘un proceso de fusion y de acercamiento entre dos lenguas de origin diferente,
aunque pertenecientes a la familia lingiiistica indoeuropea’ (1985: 231). The most com-
plete study of the Lusitanian and Galician linguistic documents is Présper (2002b). The
corpus of some seventy Tartessian inscriptions from the extreme south-west of the ancient
Iberian Peninsula, collected by Untermann (1997: 93-348), have been very tentatively
mooted by the same author to be Celtic in language (1995); cf. De Bernardo Stempel
(2007: 151-2).
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CISALPINE CELTIC

The linguistic materials of Italy have traditionally been viewed as belonging to two lan-
guages, viz. Lepontic'” and Cisalpine Gaulish. It now seems clear, however, that they
are one language, Lepontic in northern Italy and Switzerland comprising a geographi-
cally peripheral and generally earlier attested variety (Eska 1998a). In this work, they are
referred to jointly as Cisalpine Celtic.

The corpus of Cisalpine Celtic inscriptions has been collected most recently by Solinas
(1995) and, more fully, by Morandi (2004). Motta (2000, 2001a, 2001b) offers a commen-
tary on a number of the inscriptions. Uhlich (1999, 2007) studies many of the features of
‘Lepontic’.

The corpus is limited in both size and scope. The most common type of text, by far,
is the funeral inscription, which is attested on stone or on vases, with the name of the
deceased in the nominative, dative or genitive case. Other such inscriptions on stone bear
the nominative singular form Pala and the name of the deceased in the dative (they are
collected by Eska and Mercado 2005: 162-3).

There are also several more lengthy inscriptions of the funeral type. A vase discovered
in Carcegna (CIS 122 = CIM 94) bears the inscription meTelui maeSilalui uenia meTe-
liKna asmina KrasaniKna, which not only gives the name of the deceased in the dative,
but also the names of the two dedicants in the nominative.

An inscription on a stone slab discovered in Vergiate (CIS 199 = CIM 106) is unques-
tionably of the funeral type and, spectacularly, a poem. It bears the accusative singular
form Palam, the nominative of which has been mentioned above. The entire text is PelKui
Pruiam Teu KariTe isos KaliTe Palam. We find the name of the deceased in the dative and
that of the dedicant in the nominative, as expected, but also two transitive verbs accom-
panied by their respective object nouns in the accusative. Poetic effects in the inscription
include ring composition characterized by the first two consonants in the first and last
words being a labial plosive and a lateral liquid, internal rhyme between the verbs KariTe
and KaliTe, chiastic structure in which the subjects and verbs of the two clauses are brack-
eted by the two objects, and distraction of the normal SOV clausal configuration of early
Cisalpine Celtic. All of these have been discussed by Eska and Mercado (2005).

A noteworthy addition to the funeral inscriptions is that from Oderzo (CIM 271; Eska
and Wallace 1999) in ancient Venetia, which reads padros pompeteguaios kaialoiso ‘P. of
the five tongues, son of K.” It had previously been considered to be Venetic in language,
though containing some Celtic onomastic elements.

Two inscriptions employ a verb derived from a cognate of OIr. carn ‘a heap of stones
marking a grave’. The Latin—Celtic bilingual inscription from Todi (RIG *E-5 = CIS 142
= CIM 277) has two instances of third-person singular preterite KarniTu which trans-
late LocaviT and LocaviT ET sTATVIT, respectively. And a monolingual inscription from
S. Bernardino di Briona (RIG E-1 = CIS 140 = CIM 97) has third-person plural preterite
KarniTus.'8

Another token of a funeral inscription, from Voltino (CIM 233; Eska and Weiss 1996),
takes the form of a ‘talking stone’: TETVMVS SEXTI DVGIAVA SASADIS to=me=declai oblada
natina ‘Tetumus (son) of Sextus (and) Dugiava (daughter) of Sasadis (are buried here);
Obalda, (their) dear daughter, set me [i.e., the monument] up’.

There are also two somewhat lengthy dedicatory inscriptions in the Cisalpine Celtic
corpus. The text of an inscription engraved upon a vase that was discovered in a tomb
in Ornavasso (CIS 128 = CIM 48) is laTumarui saPsuTai=Pe uinom nasom. We find the
names of the two dedicatees, a male and a female, in the dative connected by the enclitic
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connective =Pe < *=k"e, followed by the noun phrase uinom nasom in the nominative sin-
gular, which has been persuasively interpreted by Lejeune (1971: 74-6) as ‘Naxian wine’;
thus the translation: ‘For L. and S., Naxian wine.’

The second dedicatory inscription is engraved upon stone and was discovered in 1966
in Prestino (CIS 65 = CIM 180). The text reads uvamoKozis PlialeQu uviTiauioPos ari-
uonePos siTes TeTu. Its basic structure may be straightforwardly analysed as the name of
the dedicant uvamoKozis PlialeQu in the nominative, followed by the name of the dedi-
catees uviTiauioPos ariuonePos in the dative, the objects of the dedication, si7es, in the
accusative, and a third-person singular preterite verb. The inscription presents a number
of phonological issues which will be discussed below. Recent analyses have been con-
ducted by Eska (1998c) and Markey and Mees (2003).

In the Latin-Celtic bilingual inscription from Vercelli (RIG *E-2 = CIS 141 = CIM
100), we seem to have a monument indicating a donation of land and delimiting its bound-
aries. There do not seem to be any certain analogues elsewhere in Continental Celtic.

There are also a number of coin legends engraved in the Lugano script. They have
been collected and analysed by Lejeune (1971: 124-32), Marinetti and Prosdocimi (1994)
and Arslan (2000).

As a general rule, the linguistic evidence of the ‘Lepontic’ portion of the Cisalpine
Celtic corpus bears more archaic features than the ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’ portion, as one
might expect of a speech variety spoken in a remote area. In the area of syntax, the inscrip-
tion of Prestino (CIS 65 = CIM 180) exhibits archetypal SOV clausal configuration, while
the inscription of Vergiate, as a text evincing features of verbal art, has been considera-
bly altered for poetic effect. These two inscriptions present all of our secure evidence for
verbal syntax in early Cisalpine Celtic.!” In the nominal case system, de Hoz (1990) has
argued that a number of forms in -u -/u:/, which have usually been interpreted as n-stem
nominative singulars, are o-stem genitive singulars, in which Indo-European o-stem abla-
tive singular *-0d > -i7 has taken over the function of the gentive via syncretism, but Eska
(1995: 33-7) argues that the traditional analysis is the correct one. Eska and Wallace
(2001) have shown that the inherited n-stem dative singular ending -ei was being replaced
via syncretism by locative -i during the early Cisalpine Celtic period.

Owing to the small size of the corpus of Cisalpine Celtic, our discussion of phonologi-
cal and morphological features can only be very limited. In the area of phonology, we note
that while Indo-European */k%/, as in Transalpine Celtic, eventually became /p/, e.g., =Pe
(CIS 128 = CIM 48) ‘and’ < *=k"e, there are some early forms, e.g. Kualui (CIS 29 = CIM
25) and Kuasoni (CIS 20 = CIM 26), which may not show the change.?® As in Transalpine
Celtic, the group */st/ has evolved to the tau Gallicum phoneme in isos (CIS 119 = CIM
106) < *istos and -Kozis (CIS 65 = CIM 180) < *gfostis?! (note the different graphemes
employed to denote this phoneme), but some developments that have been completed in
Transalpine Celtic are still in progress in (early) Cisalpine Celtic. For example, though
proto-IE */p/ is otherwise lost in attested Celtic, the character (v) in uvamoKozis (CIS 65
= CIM 180) < *upamo- appears to continue the phoneme in an altered form (Eska 1998c
argues that the character represents a labial fricative), and proto-IE */ej/ has become /e:/
in medial position in Teu (CIS 119 = CIM 106) (if it is correctly identified as continuing
*deiuo), but is preserved in final position, e.g., in aZilonei (CIS 12 = CIM 13). We also
find that certain developments that are virtually complete in Transalpine Celtic and later
Cisalpine Celtic have not started in ‘Lepontic’, e.g., IE */m/ is preserved in final posi-
tion in all attested tokens, while, aside from two archaic or archaicizing tokens of acc. sg.
dexavrep (RIG G-27 and 148) in Transalpine Celtic, it has become /n/.?

In the area of morphology, the early Cisalpine case system, so far as it is attested,
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preserves the inflexional endings that have been reconstructed for proto-Celtic, save that
inherited o-stem nominal nominative plural *-os has been replaced by pronominal -oi,
e.g., TanoTaliKnoi (RIG E-1 = CIS 140 = CIM 97). Five tokens of o-stem gen. sg. -oiso,
which continues proto-IE *-osio by crossing with pronominal gen. pl. *-oisom (so Eska
1995: 42) as attested in Hisp.-Celt. soisum (MLH K.1.3 U), are attested in early Cisalpine
Celtic, beside later-attested -i. In the verbal system, Cisalpine Celtic has developed an
innovatory f-preterite from the inherited Indo-European imperfect, e.g., KariTe (CIS 119
= CIM 106) < *kr-je-t, to which third-person singular perfect -e has been affixed, and Kar-
niTu (RIG E-5 = CIS 142 = CIM 277) < *karne-ie-t, to which a perfectivizing third-person
singular exponent -u has been affixed. The third-person plural of the latter is attested as
KarniTus (RIG E-1 = CIS 140 = CIM 97 and CIM 95) with an, as yet, unexplained third-
person plural ending -s. It has been suggested that this ending, which replaced those
inherited from the proto-Indo-European aorist and perfect systems, and which is affixed
directly to that of the third-person singular, has been borrowed from the nominal flex-
ion. Such a borrowing, however, would be extremely unusual. A possible source in the
verbal system would be the third-person plural perfect ending reconstructed for proto-
Indo-European as *-(é)rs by Jasanoff (1994: 150).

TRANSALPINE CELTIC

Transalpine Celtic refers to the Celtic of Transalpine Gaul. Though the term ‘Gaulish’ is
frequently employed refer to both all of Continental Celtic from Transalpine Gaul and
to the non-‘Lepontic’ inscriptions of Cisalpine Gaul, it is clear that so-called ‘Cisalpine
Gaulish’ not only differs from the Celtic of Transalpine Gaul, but belongs with ‘Lepon-
tic’ (Eska 1998a).

A new corpus of ‘Gaulish’ inscriptions, including ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’, has been assem-
bled by a team of scholars under the title Recueil des inscriptions gauloises. The first
volume (Lejeune 1985a) is a collection of 281 Transalpine Celtic inscriptions engraved in
Hellenic capitals, the majority of which come from immediately around the area of Mar-
seilles. It is supplemented by Lejeune (1988b, 1990, 1994b, 1995), Lejeune and Lambert
(1996) and Lambert (2003b). The first fascicule of the second volume (Lejeune 1988a)
contains the ‘Cisalpine Gaulish’ inscriptions and the inscriptions in Roman capitals, to
which add Lambert (2001). The second fascicule contains the non-monumental inscrip-
tions, many of which are engraved in the difficult Roman cursive script (Lambert 2002).
The third volume (Duval and Pinault 1986) is devoted to the calendar of Coligny and
the much less copious fragments of another calendar from Villards d’Héria. The fourth
volume (Colbert de Beaulieu and Fischer 1998) contains the coin legends, which are
engraved in both Hellenic and Roman characters. Finally, although not formally part of
the Recueil des inscriptions gauloises, we must mention that Marichal (1988) has col-
lected and analysed the graffiti from La Graufesenque, the site of a great ferra sigillata
factory in the first and second centuries ap, in a similar format.”> Lambert (2003a) is
a handbook of the language with a commentary on select inscriptions, and Delamarre
(2003) is a useful dictionary.

There are a limited variety of types of inscriptions in the Transalpine Celtic corpus.
One of the most common types is the dedicatory inscription. Among these, attested only
in Hellenic script, is a series of twelve inscriptions built around the core syntagm 0ede
Poatov dexavtewv ‘offered/dedicated a tithe in gratitude’, to which the name of the
dedicant in the nominative and a divine dedicatee in the dative may be added.?* This series
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has been collected and analysed by Szemerényi (1974), to which compare Lejeune (1976).
Another series of twelve dedicatory inscriptions is centred around the third-person singu-
lar preterite verb 1Evrv, etwov (other forms of this verb are attested, viz., third-person
plural 1ovrvs (RIG *L-12), as well as ieuri (RIG L-67) and euwpon (RIG G-528), whose
etymology has long been uncertain). This series usually indicates the name of the dedi-
cant in the nominative, often the name of the dedicatee in the dative, and sometimes that
of object dedicated in the accusative. The inscriptions of this series known through 1980
have been collected and analysed by Lejeune (1980). There are other dedicatory inscrip-
tions in which a different verb is employed, e.g., legasit in buscilla sosio legasit in alixie
magalu (RIG L-79) ‘B. placed this in A. for M.’ (so Eska 2003a), or in which no verb is
present, e.g. aTES ATELOYOUTL OVVaroUL (RIG G-122) ‘A. (dedicated this) to A. son of
O.” These are structured in much the same fashion as the dede- and iEvrv-series.?

One of the more interesting Transalpine Celtic linguistic documents is a bronze calen-
dar discovered in Coligny in 1897. It dates from the end of the second century ce (Duval
and Pinault 1986: 35-7) and had been shattered, presumably by those who deposited it;
about 150 fragments are now extant. It covers a period of five years of twelve months
each, plus two intercalary months. The months are divided into halves of fourteen or fif-
teen days, and are comprised of a total of twenty-nine or thirty days. There are about sixty
linguistic forms attested on the calendar, including the names of the months. Many of the
words are very abbreviated, and, therefore, difficult to interpret. A very detailed, though,
of course, tentative study of all aspects of the calendar has been conducted by Duval and
Pinault (1986). They also discuss the small number of fragments of a calendar from Vil-
lards d’Héria, which seems to have been identical in type to the calendar of Coligny.

A number of what, for present purposes, may be called popular inscriptions are attested
in the Transalpine Celtic corpus. Among these are a variety of inscriptions engraved upon
drinking vessels, e.g., neddamon delgu linda (RIG L-50) ‘I (i.e., the vessel) hold the
drinks of neighbours’. Meid (1980) has discussed a number of later attested inscriptions,
including some engraved upon spindle whorls, which express a variety of human senti-
ments such as the wish for a drink (e.g., RIG L-112) or amorous desire (RIG L-119). In
the De medicamentis liber of Marcellus of Bordeaux, there are preserved, beside those in
Latin and Greek, some charms which have been taken to be in Transalpine Celtic; some of
them have been studied by Fleuriot (1974), Meid (1980: 10-12), and Koch (1983: 207-8
and 211). There are also a number of inscriptions on rings (RIG L-123-31) whose inter-
pretations are very uncertain.

Marichal (1988) has gathered over 200 graffiti, to which add RIG L-31-*48, engraved
in Roman cursive from the first and second century cE ferra sigillata factory at La
Graufesenque. These comprise various accounting records which are engraved upon
shards of pottery. The graffiti provide us with a near-complete set of ordinal numerals
from ‘first’ to ‘tenth’ and are otherwise remarkable for preserving a record of two lan-
guages, Transalpine Celtic and Latin, in close contact (see Adams 2003: 184-200). A large
number of potters names, both Latin and Celtic, are also preserved among the graffiti. We
may also mention at this point a series of inscriptions containing the third person singular
preterite verb auuot/ovovwt (a number of other orthographies are attested, as well), some
of which are attested among the graffiti (other tokens are listed in RIG L-18-23). Based
upon external evidence, the verb probably means ‘made’; a new etymology for this diffi-
cult form has been proposed by Lambert (1987a: 527-8).

We may now turn to the most significant of the Transalpine Celtic inscriptions,
which are all engraved in Roman cursive. The inscription of Chamalieres (RIG L-100)
is engraved upon a lead tablet and is composed of around sixty-four words. It was
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discovered in 1971 in a sacred spring into which it had been deliberately deposited.
The inscription is, no doubt, of magical content. Most commentators now take it to be a
defixio, a popular type of curse tablet, but, in our view, the structure of the text, in which
the protagonists — including an individual designated as the adgarion ‘invoker’ — are
named?® and a contrast between an in-group (i.e., snj ‘us’) and an out-group (i.e., sos
‘them’) is made, suggests that the text was performed during an initial ritual of some
kind (Eska 2002). Other detailed studies have been conducted by Fleuriot (1976-7, 1979,
1980b), Lambert (1979, 1987b, 1996: 51-65, 2002: 269-80), Schmidt (1979-80: 286-9,
1981), Henry (1984), Koch (1985: 35-7), and Kowal (1987). Others, such as Lejeune
(in Lejeune and Marichal 1976-7: 160-8), Meid (1986: 48-55, 1989: 27-31 and 37-8),
De Bernardo-Stempel (2001) and Mees (2007), have preferred to investigate individual
points and passages. There is still a considerable portion of the text whose interpretation
is in dispute; the inscription of Chamaliéres, nonetheless, is extremely important for the
study of Translapine Celtic grammar, significant points of which are discussed below.

In 1983, another lengthy inscription engraved upon both sides of two lead tablets was
discovered at Larzac (RIG L-98). It is composed of over 160 words, though some damage
has occurred around the edges of the text, which, consequently, cannot be read continu-
ously. There has not been much progress in the interpretation of the inscription, though
it appears that the text records the imprecations of two, perhaps female, magicians. To
date, the only detailed interpretations of the entire text have been attempted by Fleuriot
and Lambert (in Lejeune et al. 1985: 138-55 and 155-77, respectively; see also Lam-
bert 1996: 65-82, 2002: 251-66) and Meid (1996). Schmidt (1990a; see also 1996) has
attempted an analysis of Face 1a only, and others such as Lejeune (in Lejeune et al. 1985:
118-38), Hamp (1987, 1989), Lindeman (1988) and Koch (1996) have dealt with individ-
ual points. As one would expect, an inscription of such length is extremely valuable for
the study of Transalpine Celtic grammar, though one must be careful of Latinisms in the
text (see Lejeune’s comments, in Lejeune et al. 1985: 134—6). These are discussed below.

The most recent major discovery is the inscription of Chateaubleau (RIG L-93), which
was found in 1997. It comprises eleven lines of text engraved on a tile before it was fired
and may date from as late as the first half of the fourth century ce. It has not received
extensive attention to date, but initial indications are that it may be a marriage contract.
The only full treatment to date is Lambert (1998-2000). Schrijver (1998-2000) discusses
specific linguistic points.

One further lengthy text that will be mentioned is engraved upon a fragment of a
ceramic plate discovered in Lezoux (RIG L-66). It is composed of around forty-eight
words (or fragments of words) over eleven unconnected lines. Thus far, this inscription
has not received as much attention as its length would suggest that it deserves. It has been
treated by Fleuriot (1980a: 127-44), who believes that the text concerns eating, Meid
(1986: 45-8), who believes that the text forms a collection of moral statements, maxims,
or practicial learning, and McCone (1996), who sees the lexis of the inscription as being
military in content. Obviously, such discrepancy in analysis begs further investigation.

We have listed only a sample of the most important and principal types of Transalp-
ine Celtic inscriptions that are extant today. We stress that, owing to restrictions of space,
those that have resisted classification because of difficulties of interpretation, and others
too fragmentary to classify, have not been mentioned.

When one examines the surface configuration of constituents in the unmarked Trans-
alpine Celtic clause, one finds a variety of patterns. To be sure, the basic order in most
texts is SVO,%” e.g., [ MARTIALIS DANNOTALI] [y IEVRV] [; VCVETE] [ SOSIN CELICON] (RIG
L-13) ‘M. son of D. offered this edifice to U.’, but the inscription of Larzac, in particular,
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seems to show some vestiges of an earlier SOV configuration (Schmidt 1990a: 18-19),
though these may be due to effects of verbal art. Tokens of surface verb-initial configura-
tion are attested also in clauses in which the verb is in the imperative mood (with deletion
of the subject pronoun), the subject pronoun is phonologically null, or the verb has been
raised for a discourse function such as emphasis, contrast, etc. One other very important
type of clause with surface verb-initial configuration in Transalpine Celtic is that in which
a clitic object pronoun or subordinating particle is present, e.g., sioxt=i albinos panna
extra tud ccc (GLG 14.20-1 = RIG L-31) ‘A. added vessels beyond the allotment (in the
amount of) 300’ (so Eska 1994b) and bvGrioNTI=JO VCVETIN IN ALISIA (RIG L-13) ‘who serve
U.in A.’, respectively. This is due to a restriction placed upon the operation of Wacker-
nagel’s Law (1891), whereby such clitics must occupy second position in the clause, such
that only the verb and other elements of the verbal complex were permitted to serve as
the host of such clitics. This is now known as Vendryes’ Restriction (1911-12; see also
Dillon’s 1943 amendment and Eska 1994a). It is noteworthy that this is a feature of both
branches of Insular Celtic, and one that is widely thought to be the principal motivation
behind the development of basic surface verb-initial configuration in Insular Celtic.

Transalpine Celtic provides us with insights into the evolution of the case system
in Celtic. The inherited dative plural ending -bo < *-bfios is well attested, e.g., ATREBO
(RIG L-15) “father’ and patpefo (RIG G-64, 203) ‘mother’, but instr. pl. -bi < *-bfiis has
encroached upon the functions of the dative plural in coBepsi (RIG L-13) ‘smith’ (cf. Eska
2003b: 105-12) and svioreBe (RIG L-6) ‘sister’. It is significant that no Transalpine Celtic
inscription contains both -bo and -bi. It is difficult to know whether the o-stem dative sin-
gular endings in - and -7 represent an encroachment of inherited instrumental -7 upon
dative -ii, or whether the former is the result of the apocope of -i from the latter.

Two other syntactic constructions that may be mentioned now are that the stressed rel-
ative pronoun with stem io- attested in Hispano-Celtic is found as an uninflected clitic
subordinating particle in Transalpine Celtic, and that it is possible that the dative of pos-
session construction with the verb ‘be’ found in Insular Celtic occurs in the syntagm #j edi
(RIG L-51).

Since Transalpine Celtic is attested over a period of several centuries, we can observe
a number of phonological developments in progress. As mentioned above, it is possible
that o-stem dative singular -ii, e.g., adygvvoul (RIG G-208), has been apocopated to -
in celicnu (RIG L-51). In the a-stem paradigm, dat. sg. -di, e.g., eoxeyyor (RIG G-146),
is attested early, but is later attested as -7, e.g., Pninoap (RIG G-153) (probably through
a stage *-ai), and accusative singular -av is attested in potiwov (RIG G-151), but has
evolved to -im?® in the inscription of Larzac (RIG L-98), e.g., seuerim (1a8, 2a9, 2b10-11)
is the accusative of nominative seuera (1al2, 1b10).° Further phonological developments
in progress are the evolution of /e/ > /i/ / _N(T)*® (Evans 1967: 3923 collects a number of
tokens) and the evolution of the diphthongs /ew/ and /ow/; generally, /ew/ fell together with
/ow/, which subsequently tended towards monophthongization to /o:/ and later to /ui/; thus
we find teut-, tout-, tot- and tut- all orthographically attested in the etymon for ‘tribe’ (Evans
1967: 267-9). Phonological developments that were probably completed prior to the first
attestation of Transalpine Celtic include proto-IE */ej/ to /ei/, e.g., dat. sg. vcvete (RIG L-13)
< *-ei < *-ejei by haplology, the shortening of long vowels before final nasals, e.g., gen. pl.
potpov (RIG G-519) < *-om, and the development of the coronal fricative®! known as the
tau Gallicum, denoted orthographically by a variety of graphemes, from groups of coronal
consonants, e.g., addedillj (RIG L-100) < *ad-sed- (see Evans 1967: 410-20). Finally, we
may mention that Evans (1967: 400-3, 1977: 78, 1979: 527-9, 1983: 31-2) provides a con-
spectus on the various views on so-called lenition in Transalpine Celtic.
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The morphology of the Transalpine Celtic nominal and verbal systems shows a
number of innovations. In the masculine o-stem nominal flexion, inherited nom. pl. *-os
has been replaced by pronominal *-oi (attested as -7 after monophongization), and in the
genitive singular (also neuter), -7 is an innovation shared with Cisalpine Celtic. In the
a-stems, inherited gen. sg. -as, which is preserved in Hispano-Celtic and Cisalpine Celtic,
has been replaced by the ending of the ia- or vrki-paradigm, viz., -ids, e.g., paullias (RIG
L-98 1al2) is the genitive to nominative paulla (1al10), a development also found in
Insular Celtic (see the remarks of Prosdocimi 1989b). In the inscription of Larzac (RIG
L-100), an innovative series of @-stem genitive plurals in -anom occurs, e.g., bnanom
(1al) ‘woman’ and the pronoun eianom (1a2), in place of expected *-om (see Hamp 1987
and Lindeman 1988). It is also worth mentioning that Transalpine Celtic may well attest
at least two tokens of nouns inflected for the masculine o-stem nominative dual in VERGO-
BRETO (RIG M-226) and cassidan(n)o (GLG 11.1, 19.2) (see Lejeune 1985b: 275-80 and
Cowgill 1985: 24-5).

A substantial amount of innovation has also occurred in the Transalpine Celtic verbal
system. In the preterite system, as in Cisalpine Celtic, a third-person singular ¢-preterite
has been formed by the affixation of -u (and possibly -¢) to the inherited imperfect ending
-t, which led to the re-analysis of the -#- as a preterital exponent and its extension through-
out the remainder of the paradigm (Schmidt 1986: 177-8; see further Eska 1990b), e.g.,
%xa@VITov[ 732 (RIG G-151) ‘set up a grave’ < *karne-ie-t + -u. This ending seems also to
have been affixed to ¢-preterite forms that are etymologically connected to the Insular Celtic
t-preterite, which continues the s-aorist, if foberte (RIG L-70) is from *to-ber-s-t + -e (Meid
1963: 84, 1977: 122).33 Another type of affixation has also occurred in certain Transalpine
Celtic s-preterites. The regular development of such forms can be seen in third-person sin-
gular prinas (GLG 46.24 = RIG L-32) ‘bought’, with final -s = -/ss/ < *-s-¢. Evidently,
however, owing to potential confusion with the second person singular in -/s/, -it < the-
matic third-person singular *-ef was affixed in the third person to recharacterize it as third
person, e.g., legasit (RIG L-79) (Schmidt 1983a: 79, 1986: 167-8), whence -/ss/- was
extended throughout the remainder of the paradigm. The same development occurred, of
course, in both branches of Insular Celtic.

In addition to these innovative formations in the Transalpine Celtic preterite system, a
new third-person plural ending -s, as in Cisalpine Celtic, replaced those inherited from the
Indo-European aorist and perfect systems, e.g., 1ovrvs (RIG *L-12).

It is noteworthy that Transalpine Celtic may also attest a token of an @-subjunctive in the
second person singular form [ubijas (RIG 1-36).>* A further token may be attested in one
of the charms by Marcellus of Bordeaux, which are usually assumed to be in Transalpine
Celtic, viz., axat, which probably continues ag-a-t, with (x) denoting the lenited allophone
of /g/ (Fleuriot 1974: 65) in quasi-phonetic orthography, probably proximate phonetic [y];
cf. luxe beside luge in the inscription of Chamalieres (RIG L-100) (Eska 2002: 52).

As in Insular Celtic, deponent verbs were not uncommon in early Celtic, and it is worth
noting that several such forms are attested in Transalpine Celtic, e.g., first-person singular
present indicative uelor in the charms of Marcellus of Bordeaux and first person singu-
lar future marcosior (RIG L-117). Transalpine Celtic also attests a number of participial
forms; in the inscription of Larzac (RIG L-98), we find the nz-participles still functioning
as such, e.g., tigontias (1a4) and sagitiontias (2a8-9). Such participles have been lexical-
ized as nouns in Insular Celtic. A participle in *-mno- appears to be attested in a few forms
(De Bernardo Stempel 1994). The to-participle has also preserved its original function as
attested in numerous personal names, e.g., Latinized Cintugnatus ‘first born’, while in
Insular Celtic it has been regrammaticalized as a passive preterite (see Schmidt 1988).
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We finish our discussion of Transalpine Celtic with a few words about the language
spoken in Roman Britain (cf. Fleuriot 1988). The corpus is small, composed almost
entirely of onomastic materials. The language of the coin legends has been analysed by
De Bernardo Stempel (1991). Late British has also been treated by Jackson (1954) and
Schmidt (1990b). Some British words are embedded in the Latin writing tablets discov-
ered at Vindolanda on Hadrian’s Wall (on which see, e.g., Bowman and Thomas 1983),
but there is little other linguistic material that can securely be labelled as British. The sup-
posed British third-person singular verbal form onar (RIG *L-26) tentatively identified
by Fleuriot (1978: 614-15) and Meid (1981) has now been claimed to be a ghost word
by Campanile and Letta (1984). Finally, the first of two inscriptions discovered at Aquae
Sulis (Bath) (RIG *L-107, *L-108) has been treated in a highly interesting way by Schri-
jver (2005: 57-60).

OTHER VARIETIES OF CONTINENTAL CELTIC

Very modest amounts of Galatian, from central Asia Minor, and Noric, from the Balkans,
are attested.

The corpus of Galatian as it was then known has been gathered together by Weisgerber
(1931a), but it has been compiled more recently by Freeman (2001), though it is miss-
ing some forms — nom. pl. adeg ‘feet’, acc. pl. LOprovg and nom. pl. topxeg ‘wild deer’,
nom. pl. povidxran ‘torques’ (probably a borrowing from Persian) — which are listed by
Delamarre (2003). It consists exclusively of glosses recorded by classical writers and
onomastic materials. It is not really worthwhile for the purposes of this chapter to attempt
to list the significant linguistic features of Galatian, since only individual lexical items
are attested, and, as Weisgerber (1931a: 170) notes, the Greek script and the Helleniz-
ing influence of the classical Greek writers distort the phonological and morphological
value of the forms that are attested. In general, we may say that Galatian tends to share
the developments that are attested in Transalpine Celtic; see Weisgerber (1931a: 169-75)
for a cautious summary of what we can say about Galatian phonology and morphology.
Schmidt (1994) is a more recent, but more general, survey.

In eastern Europe and the Balkans only a few short inscriptions may be found. Two
were discovered at Grafenstein in Austria (RIG *L-95, *L.-96) and one at Ptuj in Slovenia
(Eichner et al. 1994). Personal names from the region with Celtic elements are treated by
Meid (2005) and Wedenig and De Bernardo Stempel (2007).

ONOMASTICS

An early collection of onomastic materials (including all of Old Celtic from the continent,
as well as Ogam and British) was gathered together by Holder in three volumes (1896,
1904, 1907). Cousin (1906: 346-489) is a supplement.>> Holder, however, often errs on
the side of overinclusiveness, and there is much contained in it that is definitely or proba-
bly not Celtic.

There has recently been a large amount of work on the toponyms of the ancient Celtic
world. Sims-Williams (2006) specifically looks at them with the goal of trying to estab-
lish the frontier of Celtic speech in the ancient world. Raybould and Sims-Williams
(2007a) examine personal names with the same intention.?® The proceedings of two
conferences on the Celtic toponyms found in the Geography of Ptolemy have recently
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appeared (Parsons and Sims-Williams 2000; de Hoz et al. 2005). As part of this project,
Isaac (2004b) has published a CD-ROM with etymological analysis of the onomastic
elements.?’

For the Iberian Peninsula, divine, ethnic and personal names, often embedded in Latin
inscriptions, have been collected, in a great number of works, by Albertos Firmat (e.g.,
1966, 1972, 1976, 1979, 1983). Untermann has also done a large amount of work on
names and their geographic distribution (e.g., 1962, 1965). More recent work has been
done by Lujan (1996). Motta (1980b) has analysed all of the onomastic elements found in
the first Hispano-Celtic inscription discovered at Botorrita (MLH K.1.1) and in the Latin
inscription discovered at the same site, which is now known as the Tabula Contrebiensis.
Garcia Alonso (2003) examines the toponyms in Ptolemy’s Geography with the ambitious
goal of trying to establish linguistic boundaries in the ancient Iberian Peninsula.

For Transalpine Celtic, the onomastic materials (particularly personal names) have
been collected by Schmidt (1957) and Evans (1967) to which now add Lujan (2003).
There are many personal names recorded in Whatmough (1949-51) which are now much
more accessible thanks to Delamarre’s (2004) index.

ABBREVIATIONS

CIM = Morandi (2004)

CIS = Solinas (1995)

GLG = Marichal (1988)

MLH A = Untermann (1975)

MLH B = Untermann (1980)

MLH K = Untermann (1997: 349-722)
RIG E = Lejeune (1988a: 1-54)

RIG G =Lejeune (1985a)

RIG L-1-*16 = Lejeune (1988a: 55-194)
RIG L-18-%139 = Lambert (2002)

RIG M = Colbert de Beaulieu and Fischer (1998)

NOTES

1 A tremendous amount of literature on Continental Celtic has appeared since the first edition of
The Celtic languages was published in 1993. Owing to limits of space, bibliographical refer-
ences presented herein are far from complete, especially with regard to older literature.

2 In view of the fact that these designations undoubtedly referred to continua of dialects, we
prefer to use the geographical designations such as Hispano-Celtic, Cisalpine Celtic, Trans-
alpine Celtic, etc.

3 The matter of the Celtic family tree will not be taken up in this chapter. While it is generally
agreed that Hispano-Celtic broke away from the proto-Celtic speech community first, at the
other end of the tree, scholars are divided as to whether Transalpine Celtic, Goidelic and Brit-
tonic branched into Transalpine Celtic and Insular Celtic or into Gallo-Brittonic and Goidelic.
In our view, the former is correct (Eska, forthcoming).

4 That the Celtic text in the Latin—Celtic bilingual inscriptions of Vercelli (RIG *E-2 = CIS 141
= CIM 100) and Todi (RIG *E-5 = CIS 142 = CIM 277), and the partially Latinized inscription
of Voltino (CIM 233; Eska and Weiss 1996) is engraved in the local Etruscoid script, while the
Latin(ized) text is engraved in Roman characters, suggests that a tradition of literacy in Celtic
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(at least in Gallia Cisalpina) had been established for a sufficient length of time such that ‘each
section of the[se] inscription[s] is written in the script proper to its respective language’ (Eska
1989a: 107 n. 4).

All but one inscription is engraved in the so-called script of Lugano; the inscription from Vol-
tino (CIM 233; Eska and Weiss 1996) is engraved in the Sondrio script.

Two sibilant characters, Mand %, are employed in the Hispano-Celtic script, traditionally tran-
scribed as (5) and (s), respectively. The Spanish school now transcribes them as (s) and (z), the
German school as (s) and (d), respectively. The phonemic value of the latter remains a matter
of some debate. Readers should take particular care owing to this variation in transcriptional
practice.

At least, not normally; Jorddn Célera (2005) makes an interesting case for the introduction of a
voicing distinction in six inscriptions.

Indeed, it appears that the occlusive characters could also represent fricatives; thus (P) could
represent not only /p/ and /b/, but on the basis of the Celticized name PalaCos <— Lat. Flaccus,
a labial fricative, as well.

Though note that the characters {(#) and ()) were added to the script in some inscriptions in
order to introduce a voicing or manner distinction in the coronal and dorsal series of plosives,
respectively. Thus, for example, in the inscription of Prestino (CIS 65 = CIM 180), (T) = /d/
in the verbal form TeTu, which continues either the root *deh,- ‘give’ or the root *dfieh - ‘set,
put’, while (#) = /t/ in PlialeOu, probably /blialletu:/, as per Lejeune (1971: 59). And in the
inscription of Vercelli (RIG *E-2 = CIS 141 = CIM 100), {(K) represents both /k/ and /g/ in
arKaToKo(K)ymaTereKos largatokomaterekos/, while ()) represents the lenited allophone of
/g/, probably proximate phonetic [y], in TeuoyTonion < proto-Celt. *gdonio- ‘person’.
Lambert and Pinault (2007) is not available to me at the time of this writing, so I am unable to
cite specific articles from it with two exceptions.

Beltran and Tovar 1982: 41-55 provide excellent photographs.

Of the 14 names on Face B, 13 clearly bear the title PinTis. The eleventh in the sequence has
seemed only to have ]7is remaining, but Untermann (1997: 565) reads this form as CenTis.
Villar (1993-5) also interprets some coin legends as appearing in the instrumental singular.

So also with the enclitic disjunction =ue ‘or’ in the first Botorrita inscription (MLH K.1.1).
Though it must be noted that the digraph (ei) is also employed to represent /e/ < */i/ in
unstressed syllables; cf. afeCoraTa (MLH A.52.7) beside areiCoraTiCos (MLH A.52.3).
Though some prefer to see the suffix *-men- here, with lenition of putative *-mn- > -un-.
Lejeune (1972a) argues that the designation ‘Luganian’ is more appropriate. On problems
connected with terms such as ‘Lepontic’ and ‘Luganian’ and the character of inscriptions com-
monly regarded as Celtic in north-western Italy, see Evans (1979: 517-20 and 537).

KarniTus is attested a second time in a fragmentary inscription from Gozzano (CIM 95).
Markey and Mees (2004) argue that the second form in an inscription from Casteneda engraved
in Etruscoid characters, which reads uecezusezt aststaz yusuys, is a verb, and that the inscription
is Celtic in language; their identification seems far from certain to us.

Though, of course, these forms could contain /g*/.

Motta (1983: 67-71) has suggested another etymology.

Tokens of -/m/ in the Transalpine Celtic inscription of Larzac (RIG L-98) have been ascribed to
Latin orthographic influence.

Some of the graffiti, including those not discussed by Marichal, are contained in Lambert
(2002: 83-146).

In some of the inscriptions in this series, the verb dede is not present, and dexaviey/v ‘tithe’
may be abbreviated or absent. These absences are sometimes due to the fragmentary state of
preservation of the individual inscription.

Prosdocimi (1989a) very plausibly suggests that RIG *G-154, which he segments as
OUNTLOOUVOUL 00 VEUETOS KOLLUOV E0XEYYLAOV, is a dedicatory statement constructed as a
passive sentence, rendered as ‘This nemetos (is dedicated) to V. by K. son of E.”

Unlike defixiones, in which, as a disreputable form of magic, the intended victim(s) of the
curse, but not its agent(s), are named.
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27 Eska (2007a) now argues that there is sufficient evidence to conclude that the unmarked clausal
configuration of Transalpine Celtic was SVO with the null subject parameter.

28 The final -m of one hand in the inscription of Larzac is due to Latin influence.

29 The accusative singular form dexavtep/v (e.g., RIG G-27) ‘tithe’ has been taken by Szemerényi
(1974: 277-81) as an a-stem (cf. Old Irish a-stem dechmad) that has adopted vrki-flexion, i.e.,
acc. sg. *-m > -em. But we may note that Cowgill (1975: 49) suggests that Primitive Irish *-an
(< *-am) > -en in final position, which would also explain the Transalpine Celtic ending. Alter-
natively, the raising of the vowel may be due to the nasality of the preceding consonant. Other
explanations have been offered by Lejeune (1984: 133-6), De Bernardo [Stempel] (1984), and
Prosdocimi (1986). Szemerényi (1991: 310) has, more recently, controversially sought to resolve
matters by concluding ‘that dekantem/-en is simply the Greek (Ionic-Attic) acc. dexdiTnv, with
only slight adjustment to the Gaulish ordinal (-n¢-) and the Gaulish case-ending (-m, later -n)’.
Cf. Lejeune’s (1994) reply.

30 N =any nasal, T =any plosive.

31 The precise manner of articulation of the tau Gallicum is a matter of considerable dispute; see
Eska (1998b) for a review of the literature.

32 Owing to damage of the stone, it is uncertain whether a pluralizing -g has been lost.

33 The reading of the first character of this form is controversial.

34 Ttis uncertain because both ends of the inscription are broken, leaving the context unknown.

35 Cousin’s supplement has now been reprinted (Aberystwyth: CMCS Publications, 2006). The
reprint is accompanied by a CD containing a searchable version of Holder’s headwords by
LI Dafis and A. Gohil and indices to Whatmough (1949-51) by X. Delamarre and G. R. Isaac.

36 Raybould and Sims-Williams (2007b) is an accompanying volume which collects Latin
inscriptions in which Celtic personal names are embedded. A similar collection is Delamarre
(2007).

37 Also worth noting is Isaac’s (2002) CD-ROM of the Celtic toponyms in the Anfonine Itinerary
with etymological analysis.
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CHAPTER 4

EARLY IRISH

David Stifter

The term ‘Early Irish’ as used here embraces the various stages of the Irish language
from prehistoric times until the twelfth century ap, of which the Old Irish stage is the best
known. The period under review here is framed by two terminal points of great cultural
significance, the advent of Christianity in the third or fourth centuries and, in the twelfth
century, ‘Europeanization’ through the Anglo-Norman invasion and the church reform.
For a general history of the Irish language, see Greene 1966.

The native designation for the language in Old Irish was Goidelc, a derivative of
Goidel ‘Irishman’; both terms are early medieval loans from British. The earlier self-
designation of Irish and the Irish is unclear. In Latin the language was called Scottica
(lingua) after the early medieval Latin name for the Irish, Scotti. In historical linguis-
tics the term ‘Goidelic’ is used, especially in comparison and contrast with ‘Brittonic’ or
‘Brythonic’, the British branch of Insular Celtic, and the Continental Celtic languages.
Reflecting the major changes undergone by the language during this time-span, the fol-
lowing main phases can be distinguished (cf. also Greene 1977, Koch 1995, Russell
2005):

Early Goidelic:  c. pre-4th century
Primitive Irish:  ¢. 4th—6th centuries

Archaic Irish: c. 7Tth century
Old Irish: c¢. 8th—-9th centuries
Middle Irish: c. 10th—12th centuries

A broad correlation of these phases can be made with types of sources. The Early Goidelic
phase before the dawn of the Christian era is accessible only in reconstruction, apart from
a handful of local and tribal names in Ptolemy’s Geography 11 2 (De Bernardo Stempel
2000: 100-102) that rather pose questions than provide answers, as is typical of such evi-
dence. The small corpus of Primitive Irish is attested exclusively in inscriptions on stone
written in the alphabet known in Old Irish as Ogam /oyom/ (Modern Irish Ogham /o:m/).
Archaic Irish is an early variant of Old Irish. It is directly tangible only in stray names
and words in Latin texts, but a considerable portion of texts, poetical and prose, that sur-
vive in much later manuscripts probably originate in this period. Old Irish is directly
attested in the vernacular glosses and marginalia found in Latin vellum manuscripts of the
eighth and ninth centuries. Middle Irish, the transitional period from the one standard lan-
guage, Old Irish, to the other, Modern Irish, is the medium of several great medieval Irish
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manuscripts, the earliest of which date from the twelfth century. After 1200 we speak of
‘Early Modern Irish’. This chapter will be concerned mainly with an account of the clas-
sical Old Irish language. Short sections at the beginning and at the end will be devoted to
Primitive and Middle Irish.

Since the early medieval period, the language has not been confined to the island of
Ireland alone, but has expanded to the west and north of Britain, to the Isle of Man, and
to islands north of Britain, perhaps as far as Iceland. The native literature contains ample
evidence for traffic and interaction between the parts of the early Irish-speaking world,
but apart from a few lapidary inscriptions no records of Goidelic from outside Ireland
have survived from before the beginning of the modern period.

Early Irish is a dynamic field of study where a considerable amount of coal-face work
in lexicography, diachronic and synchronic grammar, philology, and literary studies has
still to be done, and important linguistic tools are still wanting. Many texts are still await-
ing their first scholarly edition. Because of its structural and grammatical extravaganzas,
Early Irish, having been studied preponderantly by historical linguists, is also a worth-
while object for the application of modern linguistic theories.

PRIMITIVE IRISH

The written record of what is incontrovertibly Irish begins with epigraphic evidence in the
fourth or fifth centuries, the putative date of the earliest Ogam inscriptions. The inscrip-
tions are found on standing stones with a sharp vertical edge which serves as a base-line
for the incised letter-forms of the Ogam alphabet. Its characters consist of strokes or
notches positioned in relation to the base-line, as shown in Figure 4.1. In its oldest form
the alphabet comprises twenty characters. Fifteen consonants are represented by three
groups of one to five strokes incised to the right, left or across the edge of the stone. Five
vowels are created by groups of one to five depressions, directly in the vertical edge itself.
Consonant signs are frequently geminated with somewhat unclear motivation (but see
Harvey 1987). The texts known up to then are edited in Macalister (1945); more recent
findings are collected in McManus (1991), who also sheds light on the material and histor-
ical aspects of Ogam. Ziegler (1994) describes the language of the Ogam inscriptions. The
Ogam stones from Britain are discussed by Sims-Williams (2003). An online database for
Ogam was begun at: http://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/ogam/frame.htm (Gippert 1996-2001).

The brief texts typically contain a personal name, followed by a patronymic or gen-
tilic name, all in the genitive case. Very rarely more information is given, as in this late
example:

QRIMITIR RON[A]NN MAQ COMOGANN
‘[stone] of the priest Ronén, the son of Comgén’

Such minimal texts yield data only for phonology and, to a very limited degree, nominal
morphology. Typologically, Primitive Irish is an inflected language with overt endings,
akin in its grammatical system rather to ancient Indo-European languages than to Old
Irish as known from the manuscript tradition. The corpus of Primitive Irish is meagre:
around 400 stones are known, in Ireland (more than 75 per cent), and in Britain (see the
map in McManus 1991: 46, 48). Most scholars are agreed that the creators of Ogam
drew on a knowledge of Latin grammatical discourse. Letters unnecessary for the nota-
tion of Irish sounds, such as «p> and «x>, are omitted. A distinction between vowel u and
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Figure 4.1 The Ogam alphabet and its medieval transliteration. Source: Thurneysen
(1946: 10) by permission of the Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies, School of Celtic
Studies

consonant w is added. An idiosyncratic, but perhaps phonologically motivated, order-
ing of the vowels is introduced. The shortcoming of the Latin alphabet to reflect the
length opposition in vowels has been retained in Ogam. The actual cradle of Ogam
may have been the Irish settlements in Britain (Charles-Edwards 1995: 722). The prac-
tice of making Ogam inscriptions continued over perhaps 200 years and waned in the
sixth or seventh centuries. Absolute dating of the Ogam inscriptions is not feasible, as
no named individual has so far been reliably identified as a historical figure. A relative
dating can be achieved by establishing a chronology of the sound-changes reflected in
the inscriptions.

PHONOLOGY OF PRIMITIVE IRISH

The traditional values of the letters, preserved in medieval manuscripts, are not neces-
sarily original, i.e. they are neither those of the period in which the script was devised,
nor those of the early period of the inscriptions themselves. That this is so is revealed by
the allocation of the value F to the third letter. In Irish—British bilingual stones, however,
this symbol is equated with Latin V, and historical reconstruction shows that its realiz-
ation must have been /w/. Three other values — H, NG, and Z — which do not occur in any
inscription, are also suspect. On structural and etymological grounds scholars are agreed
that the letter transliterated NG originally stood for the voiced labio-velar /g%/. For H and
Z the original values /j/ and /s"/ have been suggested (McManus 1991: 36-8, 85). Apply-
ing these values to the first three groups in Figure 4.1 above gives the new transliteration
asin Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 Modified transliteration of Ogam consonantal symbols

5.N 10.Q 15.R
4.G 9.C 14. ST
3. W 8.T 13.G%
2.L 7.D 12.G
1.B 6.] 11.M

Since the sounds now assigned to the three problem letters H, Z, NG were lost at an early
date, it would appear that Ogam was developed for a stage of the language anterior to that
of even the oldest inscriptions. Accordingly the fourth century is taken as a terminus post
quem non for the invention of the system (McManus 1991: 41). On this basis the conso-
nantal phonemic system of the earliest Ogam inscriptions can be drawn up, as shown in
Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 Consonantal phonology of Early Primitive Irish

plosive nasal fricative glide liquid
bilabial b m w
dental td n Ir
alveolar s (s
palatal j
velar kg
labiovelar kv g%

The nasals and liquids could also be geminated. There is a gap in the phonological system
in that p is absent through its loss in the Common Celtic period. In loanwords, p is substi-
tuted by the nearest sound available, the labiovelar k", e.g. VulgLat. *prebiter ‘priest’ —
PrimlIr. QRIMITIR (delabialized in OlIr. cruimther).

There are ten vowels, short and long a, e, i, 0, u, and two diphthongs, written ai and oi
(Table 4.3).

Table 4.3 Vowels of Early Primitive Irish

front back
close il uu
mid ee: oo
open aa

During the period of the Ogam inscriptions the Irish language underwent a series of
radical sound changes that led to a complete transformation of the phonemic system.
However, the constraints of the spelling system precluded the explicit expression of many
of these changes, especially lenition and palatalization. The (deducible) phonology of the
latest stones overlaps with that of the earliest manuscript Irish.
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OLD IRISH

Old Irish is the earliest period of Irish — or of any Celtic language — for which the extant
record is sufficiently full and varied to permit a full synchronic description. Its great sig-
nificance for both Indo-European and Celtic linguistics derives from the facts that under
a heavily modernized phonological veneer resides morphology that in certain regards is
very archaic, and that at the same time the language can serve as a model for all younger
Insular Celtic languages, in that their notorious syntactic, morphophonemic, and morpho-
logical peculiarities are present in a systematic manner and can thus be studied as if in a
nutshell.

Despite being a large-corpus language, only a very small and thematically restricted
portion of what survives of the Old Irish textual production is contained in manuscripts
of the period. The three most important collections of these are not kept in Ireland, but
on the European continent. They are known by the present locations of the manuscripts:
Wiirzburg (Wb.), Milan (ML.), and St Gall (Sg.), containing glosses on the Pauline Epis-
tles, a commentary on the Psalms, and Priscian’s Institutiones respectively. The glosses
are edited in Stokes and Strachan (1901-3). This body of primary source material is large
enough to have formed the basis of all grammatical descriptions of Old Irish so far, in
particular Thurneysen (1946), the standard grammar of Old Irish. Even today, most lin-
guistic studies of Old Irish start with the glosses. The language established on the basis
of these primary sources furnishes a yardstick with which to assess the abundant literary
production of the medieval period, which belongs to a wide range of genres (historical,
legal, narrative, religious, both in prose and poetry). However, this very considerable
body of texts survives in vellum and paper manuscripts from much later periods only,
from the twelfth century onward, becoming numerous only in the modern period (surveys
of the literature are O Cathasaigh 2006 for Old Irish and Ni Mhaonaigh 2006 for Middle
Irish). The evidence of later manuscripts for the original forms of texts must be treated
with caution, as the process of repeated copying can give rise to errors and conscious
or unconscious linguistic modernization. In effect, in many texts older and newer forms
stand inextricably side by side, which renders them less suited as a source for grammati-
cal descriptions than the glosses, despite the latters’ very dry content.

Apart from Thurneysen 1946, Pedersen 1909-13, Lewis and Pedersen 1961 and
McCone 1994 are useful descriptions of the whole grammar of Old Irish. Strachan 1949
serves as a quick reference book for inflectional forms. The lexicon of Old and Middle
Irish is collected in the Dictionary of the Irish Language (DIL); its publication as an elec-
tronic online resource has been a great boon (eDIL at http://www.dil.ie/index.asp = Toner
2007). For the Wiirzburg glosses, a special dictionary was compiled by Kavanagh (2001).
A similar dictionary for the Milan glosses is in the process of completion (Griffith and
Stifter (forthcoming)), and others may follow. The publication of an etymological diction-
ary of Old and Middle Irish, Lexique étymologique de I’irlandais ancien, has been going
on since 1959 (Vendryes et al. 1959-). Modern introductions to Old Irish for beginners
are McCone (2005), Stifter (2006), and Tigges and O Béarra (2006). Collections of elec-
tronically processed texts are CELT (Corpus of Electronic Texts) at http://www.ucc.ie/
celt/, Thesaurus Linguae Hibernicae at http://www.ucd.ie/tlh/, The Celtic Digital Initia-
tive at http://www.ucc.ie/academic/smg/CDI/, and The Celtic Literature Collective: Irish
Texts at http://www.maryjones.us/ctexts/index_irish.html. Images of Irish manuscripts are
accessible at ISOS (Irish Script on Screen) at http://www.isos.dias.ie/ and at Early Manu-
scripts at Oxford University at http://image.ox.ac.uk/.

Since this is a synchronic description of the language, diachrony will be kept to a
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minimum. It must be kept in mind, though, that Old Irish is almost prototypical for a
language whose grammatical behaviour cannot be described adequately by synchronic
rules. The bewildering complexities of some of its grammatical subsystems, especially
that of verbal morphology, become transparent only when viewed from a diachronic posi-
tion, and in order to understand allomorphic variation correctly it is essential to work
with underlying forms and their often quite dissimilar surface representations; e.g., both
do-sluindi /do'slunidii/ ‘(s)he denies’ and negated ni-diltai /'dii:lti/ “(s)he does not (ni)
deny’ regularly reflect the same diachronically underlying structure *di-slondi6, the vari-
ation being triggered by a difference in stress pattern. Only the broad outlines of Old Irish
grammar can be sketched here. Subtle details — in which the language abounds — have to
be glossed over.

There is little or no trace of synchronic variation in the Old Irish literary tradition,
what variation exists being mostly stylistic rather than geographical (Kelly 1982, McCone
1989). This presupposes either the early adoption of a specific local variety as the basis
for a standard, or the early codification of a standard grammar. The sporadic appear-
ance already in the glosses of features of phonology, morphology and syntax which only
become prominent in the Middle Irish period after the tenth century (McCone 1985), sug-
gests that the dominant register in these texts is a conservative literary standard at some
remove from the spoken language, and perhaps one generation older than the earliest
attested texts.

Old Irish is a consistent VSO and head-initial language: apart from sentence-initial
verbs, it has adjectives and genitives following their head nouns, prepositions and post-
posed relative clauses. The verb has attracted many functional elements of the sentence
into its domain. Old Irish is a pro-drop language. It is predominantly dependent-marking,
but where pronouns are involved it has become head-marking (Griffith 2008b). Old Irish
distinguishes the three grammatical genders masculine, feminine, neuter. Among nouns
it distinguishes three numbers, singular, dual, and plural, while adjectives, pronouns and
verbs only make the two-way distinction of singular and plural. It is an inflecting lan-
guage, but while the inflection of verbs is largely achieved in a traditional manner by the
addition of overt fusional endings, in the domain of nouns there is a marked tendency
for inflection being effected by changes of the root vowels, by alternations in the quality
(palatalization vs. non-palatalization) of final consonants, by mutational effects on other
words, and by complex combinations of all these, e.g. nom. sg. in fer trén /in fier trie:n/
‘the (in) strong (trén) man (fer)’ vs. nom. pl. ind fir thréuin /ind i’ Oiderwni/ ‘the strong
men’. In fact, erosion of inflection has already set in in Old Irish: among personal pro-
nouns, inflection is no longer found, but has been replaced by a very different system
where the syntactical position determines the form and function of the pronouns.

The basic lexical stock of Old Irish is inherited from Indo-European and Common
Celtic, but the language contains also strata of (probably prehistoric) loans from uniden-
tifiable sources (e.g. Schrijver 2000, 2005, Mac Eoin 2007), and, in the historic period,
numerous loans from Latin (McManus 1983), British Celtic (mainly Welsh), and, in the
later period, from Norse (Sommerfelt 1962). English and French loans are rare in Old
Irish and become numerous only in Middle Irish and later.

PHONOLOGY

By a cursory inspection, the sound systems of Early Primitive Irish and of Old Irish hardly
resemble each other. This is due to a great number of major sound changes, which the
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language witnessed mainly in the fifth and sixth centuries, roughly at the same time when
the British languages were similarly affected. The contemporaneous Ogam inscriptions
are valuable in this respect because they directly reflect some of the transformations that
the language went through prior to the emergence of Old Irish. Occasionally the changes
can be illustrated by one and the same name from different periods. The name that is writ-
ten gen. LUGUDECCAS on an early Ogam stone (CIIC 263) is found as LUGUDUC on
a late one (CIIC 108). The differences are due to apocope, i.e. the loss of the final syllable,
and to vowel reduction in the third syllable. In the corresponding Olr. form Luigdech we
note yet further changes: the middle vowel has undergone syncope, i.e. has been elided,
and the word-internal cluster has become palatalized. What is only partly revealed by the
spelling is that all internal consonants have been subjected to lenition: the original velar
stop C /k/ has become the corresponding fricative ch /x/, likewise the stops G /g/ and D /d/
have been fricativized to /y/ and /8/, although this is not immediately visible. With these
three forms, almost all major pre-Old Irish sound changes have been illustrated.

The diachronic developments that led from Proto-Indo-European via Common Celtic
to Old Irish are sufficiently well understood (the most important of these are conveniently
summarized in McCone 1996). Only fine tuning remains to be done in some cases. Im-
portant developments are the extensive, albeit not entire, loss of final syllables (apocope),
loss of medial vowels (syncope) and concomitant consonant changes, lenition and —to a
lesser degree — nasalization, metaphony of vowels before other vowels (raising and low-
ering) and palatalization. The cataclysmic series of phonological changes had the double
effect of transforming the phonemic inventory as a system and of transforming the char-
acter of the language as a whole. These two sides of one coin are best treated separately.

The sound system

The two processes — lenition and palatalization — multiplied the number of consonantal
phonemes. While Primitive Irish had thirteen (or fourteen) such phonemes, Old Irish has
forty-five.

Lenition (‘softening’, from Lat. lenis ‘soft’) as a historical process means the reduc-
tion in the energy employed in the articulation of obstruent sounds and in consequence their
fricativization: ¢, k, b, d, g > 0, x, 3, 3, y. The opposition unlenited vs. lenited was at first
allophonic, but became phonemic with the losses of final and medial syllables (apocope
and syncope). This affected all Primitive Irish single stops between vowels and most stops
between vowels and /, n, r, whether in medial, initial or final position. The continuants s
and m became h and frespectively. Although not originally part of this package, p, w, I, 7, n
were also integrated into the resultant binary opposition unlenited vs. lenited. The marginal
lenition of the loan phoneme p (> ¢?) > f was introduced in analogy to the other voiceless
stops. For the liquids and n, a different strategy was chosen. The inherited articulation was
reinterpreted as the lenited member of the oppositional pair; in unlenited positions, the lig-
uids and n were strengthened and merged with their inherited geminated counterparts. The
precise phonetic effect of this strengthening cannot be recovered, but it is likely to have
involved length, tenseness or fortis gemination. Thus n, r, [ gave rise to n:, rz, I:. Finally, w
behaved in yet an entirely different way. In unlenited initial position it became f by sandhi-
phenomena. In some unlenited internal positions it merged with 3, but otherwise, especially
when lenited, it was ultimately lost. For that reason, the lenited member of the oppositional
pair involving fis zero, @. The only consonant standing outside the opposition unlenited vs.
lenited is 77, which can only appear in unlenited contexts. The 