ON THE TREATMENT OF IE *¢ IN HISPANO-CELTIC
AND RELATED MATTERS

Villar 1989 has recently conducted a useful survey of the evidence for the treatment of IE *6
in final syllables (with attention also to its treatment in other positions) in Hispano-Celtic'. His
analysis of the raising of *6 > # (eventually) in final syllables as an environmentally regulated,
progressional change is eminently sensible. However, there are a number of additional diachronic
phonological and morphological details which, I believe, need to be factored into the assessment
of the question, and which cast some doubt on Villar’s conclusions.

I. 'THE TREATMENT OF IE *& IN FINAL SYLLABLES

Villar 1989: p. 199 lists the morphological categories attested in the Hispano-Celtic corpus in
which IE *6 occurred in the final syllable:

(a): non-neuter z-stem nom. sg. *-0 (< *-07)

(B): o-stem dat. sg. *-0y (< *-0-¢y)

(v): gen. pl. *-om

(86): non-neuter o-stem nom. (and acc.?)? pl. *-95 (< *-o0-es and *-0-ns, respectively)
(e): o-stem gen. sg. (— abl. sg.) *-0d (< *-0-Vd)

Of these, (a) - (8) are uncontroversial. As for (€), Villar 1989: p. 201 notes that ’algunos es-
tudiosos hayan llegado a poner en duda la identificacién del genitivo celtibético en -0 con la de-
sinencia de ablativo temitico (y de genitivo en balto-eslavo) *-64'2, but accepts unequivocally de
Hoz’ 1990 identification of some Lepontic forms in -# as o-stem gen. sgs. as cotroboration of the
ablatival origin of the Hispano-Celtic gen. sg. in -0. The forms that de Hoz discusses have here-
tofore been analysed as non-neuter z-stem nom. sgs. in -z < *-g, and I am not yet persuaded
that this is not the correct analysis. De Hoz’ main evidence for his analysis is the form Pla/eOu
in the personal name wvamoKozis Plialebu (Prestino), which he interprets as an o-stem gen. sg.
patronymic. However, in view of the existence of other Lepontic o-stem gen. sg. forms in -7,
e.gg., aiKoneTi (PID 274), asouni (PID 302)*, our slight knowledge of Lepontic onomastics and

1 Abbreviations: 2 It is unclear whether acc. pl. maT%§ (Botortita AG)

_ . is an o- of x-stem noun.
ggbCMW - %:;ﬁl g;,eifﬁiﬁs’w?: ? 3 These are Hamp 1971: p. 225! and Eska 1988,
GLG = Marichal 1988 who regard the Hisp.-Celt. o-stem gen. sg. in -0 as conti-
- ’ nuing archaic IE o-stem gen. sg. *-os.
gl(); G _ Ezj}:::::mllggs 1933 4 We may also note that Cisalpine Gaulish, which
RIGL = Lejeune 1988: 55-194. seems to be closely allied to Lepontic, has o-stem gen.

sgs. in -7 only.
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onomastic formulae, under which a significant Ligurian substratum lays, and the obscurity of the
form Plizde®u itself, the question of the morphological origin of the Hispano-Celtic gen. sg. in
-0 can not yet be said to be settled’. But, for purposes of argumentation, I will continue to con-
sider the Hisp.-Celt. o-stem gen. sg. in -o as televant to the discussion of the treatment of IE *o
in final syllables in Hispano-Celtic. ‘

Villar 1989: pp. 199-200 then lists the realisation of IE *& in Hispano-Celtic in the morpho-
logical categories mentioned supra:

(0): non-neuter z-stem nom. sg. is always -<u>

(B): o-stem dat. sg. is usually - <ui>; he mentions that there is a possible form in - <oi>
in an inscription recently discovered in Medinaceli, viz., 7Po§oPoi®, but the existence
of presumably dat. sg. #eiTui in the same inscription makes this somewhat doubtful ”.

(y): gen. pl. is attested both as -<om> and -<um>

(8): non-neuter o-stem nom. pl. is attested both as - <o0§> and -<us>

(€): o-stem gen. sg. is always -<o>

On the basis of this distribution, Villar 1989: p. 201 proposes that IE *5 tended to be raised
to # in final syllables in Hispano-Celtic in the following progtession:

(0): in environment __ »#, IE *6 > Hisp.-Celt. 7 alteady complete
(m): in environment __ <3 = ¢ #, IE *6 > Hisp.-Celt. Z in progress®
s
(0): in envitonment __ &#, IE *6 > Hisp. -Celt. # does not begin during the petiod of
attestation of the Hispano-Celtic corpus

Assuming that the raising of IE *6 > Hisp.-Celt. # in final syllables in any environment isa
late development, as is indicated by the vacillication in vowel quality in categoties () and (d)
(Villar 1989: p. 201), two problems of diachronic phonology arise with this analysis. The first 1s
that, on the testimony of the great majority of Indo-European languages, the rule *#» > @ / 14
__# was implemented at a very eatly date in Indo-European. This rule, of coutse, affected the
non-neuter #-stem nom. sg., yielding nom. sg. *-5. Greek has nom. sg. -wv, but the -v# is not
ancient. It was restored to level the paradigm after subsequent intra-Hellenic phonological deve-
lopments made the sequence -/## phonotactically acceptable again (Schindler 1974: p. 5). The
carly raising of IE *5 > # in Hispano-Celtic non-neuter »-stem nom. sgs., then, had nothing to
do with its occurrence before *-z#.

The second is that a rule *4 > @ /| ¥ __# very probably was implemented in Hispano-
Celtic priot to the time when IE *6 began to be raised to # in final syllables. One may compare

> I intend to defend the analysis of the morpheme
as continuing archaic IE o-stem gen. sg. *-os in the near
future. In the meantime, another piece of phonological

not see the word-dividing puncta cleatly in Fatis’ photo-
graph.
7 It is hard to know what - <oi> might represent if

evidence against the ablatival analysis will arise in the
course of this paper.

6 Villar 1989: pp. 199, 201, has ]#PoiPos, but this,
presumably, is a typographical ertor, since the <o> bet-
ween <§> and <Po> is plainly visible in the photo-
graph provided by Fatds 1985: p. 427. Untermann 1990:
p. 368 reads this graphemic sequence as two forms, viz.,
|7Po§ : oPoi, which seems plausible to me, though I can

it is not (an archaising?) dat. sg. The options would pre-
sumably be limited to a neuter o-stem nom.-voc.-acc.
du. noun, or a masc. nom. pl. or fem. or neut.
nom.-acc. du. pronoun. Whether any such form would
suit the syntactic context remains to be seen.

8  As indicated supra, it is uncertain whether __ y#
really belongs here.
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the case of Latin, in which -## was lost in this environment before the end of the third century
B.C. (Leumann 1977: pp. 228-229 §230; see also Hamp 1984: p. 184°)°, and note also that the-
re is no indication of its preservation in Hispano-Celtic whatsoever. The putative resistance to
raising of IE *5 (< abl. sg. *-64) in the Hisp. Celt. o-stem gen. sg., then, could not have been
due to its occurrence before *-A#1°.

In view of these further considerations to Villar’s analysis, it seems that we really have evi-
dence for only two discernable conditioning factors in the progressional raising of IE *6 >
Hisp.-Celt. # in final syllables:

(\): in environment __#, which includes non-neuter #-stem nom. sg. *-6 < *-oz and pu-
tative o-stem gen. sg. - «— abl. sg. *-64, the raising, which is complete in the non-
neuter z-stem nom. sg., occurred first. That it did not affect the o-stem gen. sg. at all
indicates that the vowel of the desinence was not long!'.

in environment __C#, which includes o-stem dat. sg. *-gy, gen. pl. *-d72, and non-
neuter o-stem nom. pl. *-as, the raising is still in progress. Among these categories, the
raising was probably completed first in environment __ y#, since only y is [+ high],
then in environment __ z#, since raising before nasals is a common development, and
finally in environment __ s#. Such a chronology is borne out by the relative distribu-
tion of <o> and <u> in the respective categories.

(»):

1I. THE TREATMENT OF IE *6 IN MONOSYLLABIC WORDS

It is hard to assess the value of the evidence for the eatly Celtic treatment of IE *6 in mo-
nosyllabic words. Olr. ¢#Z "hound’ < *#wo(r) and &% ’earth’ < *dbg’bé(m) indicate that the
treatment was as in final syllables, but Thurneysen 1946: p. 58 §89 plausibly suggests that the
vocalism in these instances may have arisen in analogy with that of polysyllabic non-neuter

9 It is preserved in Plautus in acc.-abl. sg. pronouns
in pre-vocalic position (Leumann 1977: pp. 462 §367
[3c], 559 §418 I A [2bB], 561 §418 I A [2by2]).

10 Even if the rule *4 > @ / V _# was implemen-
ted subsequent to the beginning of the development of
IE *6 > # in final syllables in Hispano-Celtic, the fact
that the development was still in progress after the im-
plementation of the rule, as is proved by the gen. pl.
-<om>/<um> and masc. o-stem nom. pl.
-<0§>/<us> variations indicates that putative o-stem
gen. sg. -0 [+~ abl. sg. *-6(<)] should have been raised
to *-Z.

11 Schmide 1991: pp. 364-365 now defends the
ablatival hypothesis by suggesting a development *-64 >
*.od > *-o; the shortening, he claims, 'lift sich analo-
gisch durch das Muster anderer Kasus erkliren: Nom.
Akk. Sg. -os, -om fithtt zu Vokalkiirzung in dem Abl.
Sg. -od (statt *-6d); eine vergleichbare Analogie hat im
Ostbalt. gewitkt: Nom. Akk. Sg. -a5, -am berwitkt Abl.
Sg. *-ad (statt *-0d, aber mit Beibehaltung der Quanti-
tit)’. But Schmidt’s comparison with Baltic does not
stand up (one may note that other suggestions for the
origin of the Baltic vocalism have been made, e.g., Stang

1966: p. 44, 181, inter alios): Gaul. 3. neut. nom.-acc.

sg. anaph. pton. 77 (Chamalieres; Lezoux) indicates that

“-## would not have been lost after short vowels, in

which case, accotding to Schmidt’s proposal, we should

find Hisp.-Celt. **-od, which is never attested. And -
even if one thinks to a sequence *-64 > -6 > -0, one

finds that there is no support in Continental Celtic for

the shortening of final long vowels; of. Hisp.-Celt. non-

neuter »-stem nom. sg. -#Z < *-g, never *’-0,

We may further note that had a levelling of the stem
vowel occurred in the o-stem paradigm in Hispano-
Celtic, one would expect it to have occurred throughout
the paradigm. But we find loc. sg. -ey and dat. sg. -zy
(< *-0y); the former would sutely have been realised as
-0y, a common development in the Indo-European lan-
guages (cf. Hamp 1970), and the latter would have been
susceptible to shortening, since long diphthongs throug-
hout the Indo-European languages tended strongly in
that direction (Brugmann/Delbriick 1897: pp. 203 §222,
796-804 §§926-933). There seems to be little support,
then, for Schmidt’s proposal of an analogical shortening
having occurred as suggested supra.
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n-stem nom. sgs. > Villar 1990b: p. 390 accepts Thurneysen’s view and suggests that Hisp.Celt.
Sua ’thus’ (Botorrita A2) continues “swé (< instr. sg. “swoh;), which underlies Goth. swa thus’
and Gk. &¢’as, like’ (with secondary -s), with lowering of IE *6 > Hisp.-Celt. 2. As a compa-
randum, he cites Gaul. 2. sg. impv. DA ’give (thou)!” (Afitun), which, following Thurneysen
1946: p. 58 §89, he takes to continue IE "d6 (< *deh;) directly. There is some reason, however,
to suspect that the form may, in fact, be Latin (Meid 1980: pp. 17-18 = 1983: p. 1034). But if
it is Celtic, it probably does not continue IE *45 directly, since there was a strong tendency in
Celtic to eliminate paradigmatic ablaut®® in favour of a generalised nil-grade vocalism; cf. Gaul.
3. sg. perf. 8&d¢ (e.gg., RIG G-27, 28) < *de-dhs-¢™ (ot *dhe-dbh,-¢) and Lep. 3. sg. perf.
TeTu (Prestino) < ‘*de-dhs-u (ot *dbe-dbh;-u), in which *de-dohs-e/u (or *dbe-dboh,-e/u)
would have been inherited . The 2. sg. impv. of the base *#eh; in Gaulish, then, would pro-
bably have had a short vowel.

Other commentators, including myself (1989a: pp. 101-102), have sought to compare
Hisp.-Celt. §ua with OLlat. suad gl. ’sic’ (Festus). However, Villar 1990b: p. 390 believes that ’el
paralelo latino sxad no es del todo satisfactorio ya que de hecho esa forma no esti representada en
ninguna lengua fuera del latin’ and rematks that ’sélo el latin de entre las lenguas indoeuropeas
han desarrollado un ablativo femenino en -@#’. While is is true that ablatives in -7# (and -ie and
-#d)'® are an Italic innovation, such an innovation also occutred in later Avestan (Reichelt 1909: p.
168 §326). Though there is no unambiguous evidence for the existence of an Z-stem abl. sg. in
*-3d in Celtic, we should be mindful of the fact that Italic is the Indo-European group to which
Celtic is most closely related, and that had a Celtic abl. sg. in *-4 existed, any fossilised debris
might be expected to have been preserved as adverbs after the functions of the ablative were absor-
bed by another case through syncretism; '’ cf. Greek advetbs in -® < o-stem abl. sg. *-54, inter
alia (Schwyzer 1939: pp. 549-551). Hisp.-Celt. §ua could possibly be such an example, as also
could the prep. (— adv.) enTa7z 'within’ (Botorrita AG), which seems best compared to Lat. z2¢ra
'within’; that Lat. zz#7Z ‘within’, that Lat. /»#3 continues an “n#73d is assured by its Oscan an-
tonym ehtrad "outside’ 8. The Italic evidence, of course, does not guarantee that enT47# continues
an old ablative in *-d, since it could also continue instr. sg. *-Z (< *-eh,-h;) (cf. Skt. antari "wit-
hin’), though I am more inclined towards the Italic comparison, given its proximity to Celtic.

We must conclude, then, that $¥z does not provide decisive evidence for the treatment of IE
*6 in monosyllabic words in Hispano-Celtic, since it is susceptible to two non-confirmable
analyses?.

12 Villar 1990b: p. 390 is wrong to say that the opi-
nion expressed by Thurneysen is generally considered to
be cotrect. Among the other standard Celtic handbooks,
Pedersen 1909: p. 250 §157 says that in monosyllabic
words '[d]er auslautende Konsonant schwindet aber, und
der Vokal unterliegt denselben Anderungen der Qualitit
wie im Auslaut mehrsilbiger Wérter’, while Jackson
1953: p. 301 §14 believes that Thurneysen’s view is ’less
satisfactory’ than that expressed by Pedersen.

13 The base *dehs- 'give’ belongs to such a para-
digm; of. Ved. 1. sg. pres. dadami, 1. pl. dadmisi, Gk.
1. sg. &idwpi, 1. pl. 8iSopev. The Latin paradigm has
been extensively remodelled (Leumann 1977: pp. 527-
528 §402).

4 With non-colouration by the laryngeal across a
strong morpheme boundary.

15 One may also note that eatly Olr. déx 'two’, re-
constructed by Thurneysen 1946: p. 58 §89, 182 §287, as
*dwow, is now considered by Cowgill 1985: pp. 20-25
§810-16 to continue uninflected *dnwo.

16 Forms in -Z4 continue instr. sg. *-& (< *-eh;)
and are therefore hypercorrexions.

17 By the dative, in my view (1988: p. 1173).

8 The Senatus consultum de Bacchanalibus (CIL i
581 = x 104) has two instances of EXSTRAD, but the final
-d surely ’represent[s] a conscious archaism absent in
speech, in deference to the solemnity of the text’, in
view of the phrase IN AGRO TEVRANO (in another hand) at
the end of the inscription (Pulgtam 1978: p. 189).

Y It is worth calling attention to the preposition at-
tested by Gaul. dx-c7 lit. ’to here’ (e.gg., GLG 3.10, 11,
12.10, 16, 13.12), Olr. du, do, OW 44, MW y ’to’, all
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III. THE TREATMENT OF IE *6 IN NON-FINAL SYLLABLES

None of the evidence available in Hispano-Celtic for the treatment of IE "6 in non-final sy-
llables, in my view, is unambiguous. I have previously suggested that 3. sg. fut. impv. TaTus
(Botorrita A8, 10) continues *#0-26d (< ‘deh;-), with full-grade vocalism of the base (1989a:
pp. 104, 142 §10 [1], 169 §104 [1]), but in view of Villar’s 1989: p. 204!! comparison with Gk.
861w and Lat. daro, must agree that 72Twus most probably has nil-grade vocalism of the base.

Villar 1989: p. 204 suggests that the Hispano-Celtic non-neuter #-stem patadigm as reflected
by, e.g., nom. sg. melmu (Botorrita B2), gen. sg. melmunos (Botorrita B1, 7), indicates that the
lengthened-grade vocalism of the nom. sg. suffix *-67 was extended to the oblique declension as
well, and concludes that the regular treatment of IE 6 in non-final syllables in Hispano-Celtic
was #. However, since the rest of Celtic, both Continental and Insular, indicates unambiguously
that IE *5 regularly fell together with *Z in this position at an eatly date (Pedetsen 1909: pp.
47-48 §32 [1]; Thurneysen 1946: pp. 35-36 §51 [b]), it would be prudent to scrutinise the evi-
dence closely before we accept that Hispano-Celtic had a divergent treatment, as Villar proposes.

Like Villar, I have also assumed that the suffix in the oblique declension of non-neuter
n-stems in Hispano-Celtic was generalised as lengthened-grade *-o- after the nom. sg. (type
Gk. nom. sg. tpipwv, gen. sg. tpiPwvog) (1989a: pp. 130, 143 §10 [3]). But it now seems to
me to be preferable to think that the suffix of the oblique declension was generalised as full-
grade "-oz- (type Gk. nom. sg. dxpwv, gen. sg. dxpovog); such a supposition is supported by
Lep. dat. sg. 4Tilone: (PID 263), Piuone: (PID 271), nom. pl. arimonePos (Prestino). A full-
grade suffix is also the rule in the Ogam corpus, e.gg., gen. sg. MOINENA (CIIC 147), OGTENAS
(CIIC 450 = ECAMW 390)%, INISSIONAS (CIIC 161), BIVAIDONAS (CIIC 504)?', and must also
be reconstructed for later attested Insular Celtic (Pedersen 1913: pp. 108 §452, 110 §454; Thur-
neysen 1946: p. 212 §330). An early Hispano-Celtic paradigm nom. sg. melmu, gen. sg.
*melmonos, then, would have been analogically remodelled after the vocalism of the suffix in
the nom. sg. to nom. sg. melmu, gen. sg. melmunos, in order to level the paradigm.

Since comparative evidence suggests that TzTus has nil-grade vocalism of the base, and that
the oblique declension of the Hispano-Celtic non-neuter #-stem paradigm has been disturbed,
we must conclude that there exists no unambiguous evidence with which to assess the treatment
of IE "6 in non-final syllables in Hispano-Celtic at the present time.

of which immediately continue *Z#. It is very likely that
this preposition is to be reconstructed as ‘@5 (<

“doby); of. OE OS 15, OHG zx0 ’to’ and the bound
morpheme &6 'to’ in Olat. donicum, Lat. donec "until’,
quandd 'when(?)’. Since there would not have been any
paradigmatic pressure upon the prep. *#6 to adopt the
vocalism of the non-neuter z-stem nom. sg., there is
good reason to think that the regular Celtic treatment of
IE *6 in monosyllabic words was %, as Pedersen and Jack-
son state (see note 12). Since the analysis of Hisp.-Celt.
fua as continuing “swd would involve a divergent treat-
ment, it seems preferable to analyse fxz as continuing
“swad.

Villar 1991: pp. 64-65 now treats Hisp.-Celt. TO (Pe-
fialba de Villastar) as the preposition 'to’. Notwithstan-
ding the vocalism (since IE *6 may have been preserved
in monosyllabic words in Hispano-Celtic), the voicing of
the dental obstruent indicates unambiguously that Villar

can not be correct, since it was [ + voice] in the preposi-
tion 'to’ in Celtic. The semantically null Old Irish pre-
verb 7o-, later do-, continues the Indo-European sentence
connective “fo (cf. OHitt. #4-), which is the manner in
which the TO of the Pefialba de Villastar inscription has
been analysed by Kodderitzsch 1985: p. 216 and myself
(1990b: pp. 106-107).

20 Nash-Williams 1950: p. 213 reads OGTENLO (?),
but McManus 1991: p. 65 has recently confirmed Maca-
lister’s 1945: pp. 427-428 reading as OGTENAS.

2 The -U- in GAMICUNAS (CIIC 191), of course, be-
longs to the base, and the gen. sg. suffix retains the in-
herited nil-grade vocalism. Gen. sg. -CUNAS later appears
as -CONAS, e.g., GLASICONAS (CIIC 252), after vowel af-

-fection has occutred. As Joseph 1990 has recently de-

monstrated, ¢Z "hound’ is the only noun aside from e
'woman’ (see now Jasanoff 1989) to preserve paradigma-
tic ablaut in (Insular?) Celtic.
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IV. THE FUTURE IMPERATIVE IN HiSPANO-CELTIC

As a corollary to his discussion of the treatment of IE "5 in Hispano-Celtic, Villar 1989: pp.
202-204 treats the verbal forms in -Tus in the inscription of Botorrita?2. I have also discussed
this desinence (1989b), and am pleased to find that our independant analyses both agtee that it
~ continues IE 3. sg. fut. impv. *-764 (with the secondary affixation of an additional morpheme,
perhaps an anaphoric pronoun). We, however, differ on a number of details which I should like
to address hete.

But before considering -Tus, 1 note that Villar 1989: pp. 202-203 follows Adrados 1976: p.
40 = 1988: p. 585 and treats the form ze:To (A6) as a 3. sg. future imperative with proclitic
negative particle, i.e., #e-2To, and would translate the syntagm #eiTo Tiffi]CanTam eni (A6-7)
as 'no vaya al trescantos’. As he notes, most other commentators, including myself (1989a: pp.
78-79), have taken ze:To to be the gen. sg. of a divine name *Neyzos, which is attested elsewhe-
re in the ancient Iberian peninsula, and to be a complement of the the following acc. sg.
Ti|1]Canlam. Villar 1989: p. 203 believes that putative 3. sg. fut. impv. /7o does not appear as
“tTus because it does not have a definite referent, whereas forms in -Txs do (hence the affixa-
tion of an anaphoric pronoun).

Now, as Lehmann 1990: p. 366 has recently reminded us, the sentence, if not the discourse,
is the basic unit of meaning, and such a syntactico-semantic perspective, I think, tends to cast
doubt on Villar’s analysis of 7¢/To as a future imperative verb with proclitic negative particle.
Almost immediately following the syntagm »eiTo T##i]CanTam eni, the cortelative construction
tomui [i51as TiTas sisonTi, Somui iom afsnas PionTi (A7) occurs. There can be no doubt that
this sequence forms a well delimited, self-contained syntactic unit. The only form to intervene
between the two sequences is o/7/52Tus? (A7), another form in -Tus. Under Villar’s interpreta-
tion, then, ofz/5aTus must stand as a clause on its own. This, of course, is possible, but whether
it is probable in a juridical text that otherwise, as far as it can be understood to-day, normally
goes to some length to set out detailed instructions remains to be seen. (One could also ask what
the definite referent that Villar’s hypothesis concerning the -Tus forms requires may be. Further-
more, according to the result arrived at supra, 3. sg. fut. impv. *-#64 would be expected to yield
Hisp.-Celt. "-zz.) Unless it can be demonstrated that of7]f#Tus provides suitable semantics to
stand as a contextually sound clause on its own, I prefer to retain my 1989a interpretation of
neilo as a gen. sg. divine name with 3. sg. fut. impv. of#JizTus as the vetb of the clause, which
I would analyse syntactically as:

[sINPellvPlPPINPIN' [N7e TOlINTi# < i> CanTam]||[posipernd]llyo <> faTus]]]

To return now to -Tus, Villar 1989: p. 203, like de Hoz 1986: p. 57 and myself (1989b: pp.
218-219), suggests that the final -5 of -Tus may be an affixed anaphoric pronoun, as Fleuriot
1981: 91 originally proposed in another context. But rather than a reduced form of the anapho-

2 1 note that, in Villar’s opinion, 'al menos algunas  tely adjacent to the fracture in the tablet, I tentatively

“de las [formas] que aparecen con AL (-z4s) pueden encu-  restore the second character as <i> only because the
. brir categorfas morfolégicas no claras a primera vista®  reading <n> makes no linguistic sense for me; see Eska
(1989: p. 202). 1989a: pp. 79-80.

2 The form is usually read as onizTus, though it is
hard to be certain since the second character is immedia-
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ric pronoun “7s?, he takes this affixed pronoun to be the 3. masc. nom. sg. dem. pron. “so, lar-
gely guided, it would seem, by his proposal that the two sibilant characters of the Iberian script,
viz., <§> and <s>, represent /s/ and /z/, respectively, in Hispano-Celtic inscriptions . He
thus reconstructs the prehistoric development of -Tus as *-26d > *-#6 — "-t0s0 % > *tizo >
Tus = -/tw:z/ by apocope (1989: p. 204).

Thete are two queties (aside from those already expressed in the notes) to be put regarding
such a reconstruction. The first is whether the proposition that a final vowel (of, in my view, a
final syllable)?” would have been apocopated so early in as otherwise as archaic a dialect as
Hispano-Celtic can be countenanced. I am not aware of any evidence that points in this direc-
tion.

The second is that Villar’s formulation requires that IE *6 > Hisp.-Celt. # in a non-final sy-
llable, which, as is demonstrated supra, remains an unproved, if not unlikely, proposal**. His
general hypothesis, however, can be rescued by reconstructing the sequence “tod > 10 —
*tGso(s) > *-tozofs) > *-#6z > -Tus = -/tu:z/, but this requites the preservation of IE "3 in
a non-final syllable to a late stage in the sequence (though, as has been noted supra, there is no
unambiguous evidence for the regular treatment in Hispano-Celtic), as well as an early apocope.

It is clear that the etymological analysis of 3. sg. fut. impv. -T%s remains an open question.
In my previous article on -Tus, I left the question of the origin of the final -5 unresolved (1989b:
p. 219). I will conclude this paper by stating that my current opinion is that -Tus continues
“t5d > *-16 > -t — *-ta-(j)s > -Tus = -/tu:s/. The motivation for the affixation of the
anaphoric pronoun remains the principal question. Since the use of an imperative verb is not-
mally implemented with a concomitant rule that deletes a subject pronoun, I do not think that
the pronoun was subsequently affixed for a discourse purpose. It seems more plausible to me
that it may have been affixed in the 3. sg. in order to disambiguate inherited 3. sg. fut. impv.
41 < *-tod from inherited 2. sg. -tz < *-t0d?, yielding a Hispano-Celtic paradigm:

2. sg. -t < 00 < T-t0d
3. sg. -ths < “-ta-(i)s — T-tm < -0 < -16d

# Hamp 1975-1976 has shown that the original
form of the non-neuter nom. sg. anaphoric pronoun was
*ey, and that it has been remodelled to masc. “Zs in
many Indo-Buropean languages by analogy with the vo-
calism of neuter nom.-acc. sg. *iZ and the affixation of -5
after the nominal flexion.

2 To be published in a forthcoming article. 1 have
not seen the full argument of Villar’s proposal, but gat-
her from Villar 1989: pp. 203-204 that he believes that
/z/ arose from /s/ in intetrvocalic position. Of course, I
can not comment upon an argument that I have not
seen, but would note for the moment that such a deve-
lopment would diverge from the rest of Celtic (Is it an
areal phenomenon, then?). In Insular Celtic, "s > h >
@ | V __ V (Pedersen 1909: pp. 72-73 §48 [3]; Thutney-
sen 1946: p. 84 §131; Jackson 1953: pp. 521-525 §117),
and a similar treatment seems to me to have been inci-
pient in Gaulish, as well, at least to judge from 3. sg.
pret. sioyt-i (GLG 14.20) (with suffixed 3. neut. acc. sg.
pronoun [so Eska 1990a: p. 6]) < “si-sog-z and SVIOREBE
(RIG 1-6), which seems to continue the etymon for ’sis-
tet’; of. Skt. instr. pl. svdspbhis and Lat. dat.-abl. pl.

sororibus < *rwesor-. Lambert 1989: p. 261 also regards
these forms as reflecting the loss of intervocalic *-s5-.

%6 Villar 1989: p. 204 seems to tegard “so as the
Hispano-Celtic reflex of the 3. masc. nom. sg. dem.
pron. ‘so (cf. Skt. 54, Gk. 6, Goth. sz [and Gaul. co
(RIG *G-154) according to Prosdocimi 1989: p. 204]),
but within the inscription of Botortita itself, we see that
it, in fact, is fos (A2), with -5 after the nominal flexion.
Such an interpretation of fos is suppotted by Hamp’s
analysis (apud Eska 1989a: 82) of the indefinite propoun
0iCues (A3, 4) as the pronomial os (with appropriate
o-grade vocalism in a combinatory form) plus indefinite
“kWe (cf. Lat. quisque) plus -5 after the nominal flexion.

2 See ptevious note. ‘

2% He can not have IE *- > Hisp.-Celt. # in *-16
prior to the affixation of putative so, for it would con-
tradict his theory on the treatment of *-34 (which is ar-
gued supta to be ill-founded).

29 See Forssman 1985: esp. pp. 190, 191, on the de-
velopment of the future imperative paradigm in Indo-
European.
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Pethaps one can compare the various strategies employed to matk the plurality of 3. pl. athema-
tic imperatives in Greek overtly (Schwyzer 1939: p. 802).

V. RECAPITULATION

(A): IE *6 > Hisp.-Celt. # in final syllables first in absolute final position, then in covered -
position.

(n): Thete is no unambiguous evidence for the treatment of IE "6 in Hispano-Celtic in mo-
nosyllabic words ot in non-final syllables.

(v): Morphological analyses of Hispano-Celtic forms must be based on securely established
sound laws. When such information is not available, it is prudent to examine the deve-

‘ lopment of the relevant feature elsewhere in Celtic.

(€): It is suggested that a reduced form of the anaphoric pronoun *zs was affixed to 3. sg.

fut. impv. *-zz, yielding Tws = -/tu:s/, in order to disambiguate it from 2. sg. “-zz.

Dublin JosepH F. ESKA
Institute for Advanced Studies
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