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The Brittonic Subjunctive and Future

The origin of the subjunctive in Middle Welsh (MW), Cornish
(Co.) and Middle Breton (Mbr.) remains one of the enduring mysteries
of Celtic comparative grammar. The paradigms are given by Lewis and
Pedersen (1937:286) as follows:

MW : Co. MBr.
C“may love’ ‘may be able’ ‘may be able’
sg.l  car(hywyf gyllyf guillif
2 cer(h)ych gylly guilly
3 car(h)o gallo gatlo
pL1  car(hjom gyllyn guelhomp (-imp)
2 car(h)och gallough guelhet
3 car{h)ont gallons galhint (-ont)

It is generally agreed that these forms go back to a Common
Brittonic subjunctive with a suffix of the structure *-V,sV,-. The
evidence for *-s-, which surfaces as -i- in Middle Welsh and Middle
Breton and occasionally causes provection in Cornish, is unambiguous
and uncontroversial'. The identity of the vowels *-V,» and -V,- is less
clear. *-V,-, which is everywhere syncopated, can in principle have
been any short syllable nucleus; morphological considerations suggest
that it may have been *-q-, which serves as a union vowel in other
environments in Celtic. Two possible sources have been proposed for
%V, Watkins (1962:145 ff), following Thurneysen (1884:270), sets
up *-a-,'the mood sign traditionally assumed for the Old Irish (Olr.) -
subjunctive (type 3 sg. beraid, ‘bera ‘may carry, ferat’). This

“ hypothesis could conceivably account for the Cornish and Middle

' The restriction of -k- to the 1-3 pl. and the impersonal (e.g., lauarher "will
be said’) in Middle Breton is doubtless secondary.
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Breton endings with o-vocalism, particularly those of the plural. It
cannot, however, explain the Cornish and Breton 1 sg. and 2 sg. (Co.
af, -ys MBr. -if, -y; cf. MW -(R)ych), and it is fatally compromised by
the fact that PCelt. *-g- regularly gives -aw-, and not -o-, in Middle
Welsh. It is thus better to accept Morris Jones™ view {1913:339),
recently revived and extended by McCone (1991:100 £f.).% that the
stem-final vowel of the Brittonic subjunctive was the PIE thematic
vowel *-e/p-* As demonstrated by McCone, the o-vocalism of the
1 pl. and 3 pl. in Welsh and Breton, and of the 3 pl. in Cornish, is
most simply taken from PCelt. *-s0-, while the paradigmatically
isolated MBr. 2 pl. in -het points to *-sete (vel sim.), with e-color of
the thematic vowel, The Co. and MBr. 2 sg. in -y suggests a preform
in *-gisi, regularly developed from earlier *-sesi. Particularly attractive
is McCone’s derivation of the Co. 1 sg. in -yf and MBr. 1 sg. in -if
from a thematic preform in *-sumi (i.c., *-s0 + *-mi). As will appear
shortly, this ending is attested in Middle Welsh as well.

The productive mark of the subjunctive in Brittonic was thus
probably a sequence *-ase/o-, with reflexes that were later modified by
analogical developments of various kinds. Some of these secondary
changes, especially those relating to the creation of the general Brittonic
;’» $g. in (o, will be discussed in detail below. Of more immediate
interest, however, is the question of the origin of *-gse/o- and its
relationship to the formation of the subjunctive in the other Insular
Celtic language, Old Irish. : :

_ Old Irish builds its subjunctives in two main ways. The d-subjunc-
tive, mentioned above, is characterized by a pre-Irish suffix *-3-, which
i.S added to the present stem in weak verbs (e.g., *marwd- ‘kill’, subj.
“marwd + -d- > *marwa- (3 sg. conj. -marbay; *link*- ‘leave’, subj.
_*lmk“z‘- + -a- > *link*ija- (3 sg. -léicea)), but to the underlying root
n strong verbs (e.g., *bere/o ‘carry’, subj. *berg- (3 sg. -bera);
*k‘frma- ‘buy’, subj. *'rei- + -a- > *rija- (3 sg. -cria)). A
Brittonic reflex of the g-subjunctive is often seen in the isolated MW
3 sg. el < *(p)elat,” which patterns synchronically as the subjunctive
of the suppletive verb ‘to go’ (I sg. indic. af < *agami). Outside

* But note that the normal Middle Breton reflex of PCelt, *4 was §, which was

gaérgtgx)er unrounded to ¢ in final syllables and often so spelled (cf. Jackson ¢1953:

* References henceforth to “MeCone" are to this work,
* So o independently Rasmussen (1992).

o ,Whetl’ler the etymological affinities of this form aré with Gk, Zhadew '
drive’ or wilvopon *T draw near’ is of no importance here, '
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Celtic, the ¢-subjunctive is usually identified with the Latin present
subjunctive in -d- and its Osco-Umbrian counterpart (cf. Lat. feras,
faciat, Osc. fakiiad, etc.); significantly, in Italic as in Old Irish, this
formation shows signs of having originally been built directly to the
verbal root {cf. archaic Lat. aduenar, atrigds, etc. beside aduenire,
attingere, etc.). The historical position of the mood sign *-g- is
disputed. Since the influential work of Trubetzkoy (1926) and Benve-
niste (1951), it has been the communis opinio that the g-subjunctive was
an Italo-Celtic replacement of the PIE thematic optative in *-¢i{f,)-, no
trace of which survives in either Celtic or Italic. From a formal point
of view the "d-optative” seems to have originated as a preterite of the
PIE "short-vowel" subjunctive, incorporating a tense sign otherwise
attested in the g-preterites of Balto-Slavic and Tocharian (cf. Jasanoff
{1983:75 f£.)).°
The other major subjunctive type in Old Irish is the s-subjunctive.
Unlike tha g-subjunctive, which is freely formed to weak verbs, the 5-
subjunctive is confined to the subset of strong verbs with roots ending
in an obstruent. The inflectional pattern is for the most part thematic
(cf., e.g., 1 sg. conj. -tias 'l may go’ < ¥tessu < *(sheigh-so, -gius .
‘1 may pray’ < *gessiu < *g'hedh-s-o; | pl. -tiasam, -gessam; 3 pl.
‘tiasar, -gessar); the 3 sg., however, is athematic (cf. conj. ¥4, -gé
(absol. réis, geisy < *tess(i), *g*ess(i) < *(shteigh-s-ti(s) *g“edh-s-
tifs)). This "mixed" paradigm, which recurs in two other categories, the
s-preterite (type 1 sg. conj. -gabus ‘1took’ < *gabassi, 3. sg. -gab. <
*gabas(s) < *-s-ti) and the s-future (-gigius ‘1 will pray’ < *g-
ghessi, 3 sg. -gig < *glighes(s) < *-g-ti), is clearly secondary. The
comparative evidence shows that the s-preterite was originally athe-
matic, like the s-aorist elsewhere in IE; the s-future was originally
thematic, like its only exact cognate outside Celtic, the Indo-Iranian
desiderative.” The shared inflection of the three Old Irish sigmatic cate-
gories is the result of mutual contamination, the thematic : athematic
contrast having in effect been eliminated, In principle, nothing can be
concluded about the pre-Irish paradigm of the s-subjunctive from its

% This still seems to me the best explanation for the Ttalic and Celiic a-
subjunctive, although my suggestion (ibid., 61 .} that forms like Toch B pret. 3
sg. sarsa ‘knew’ (< *kersH-f) and Ved. aor. 3 sg. dstambhil 'propped up’
(< *stembhH-t) continve a PIE "hj,-aorist” should be withdrawn. The relevant
Tocharian forms are the preterite participles in B -au, obl. -os, which presuppose
stermns in *-d- < pre-Toch. *d-,

7 The best proof that the s-future was once wholly thematic is furnished by
3 sg. forms of the type célaid -céla "will hide’ (< *-gseti) and -#iri "will sell’
(<< *-iseff), where *-s- had its normal intervocalic treatment. Cf, below.,
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inflection alone. Nevertheless, there are strong indications that the s-
subjunctive was originally thematic, and that its specitic PIE source was
the subjunctive of the s-aorist. The few survivals of the s-subjunctive
in Middle Welsh, notably the 3 sg. forms gwares ‘may help” < *wo-
resset (< *ret-s-), ry-res ‘may run’ < Fro-resset, (dy-)duch
‘may bring’ < *{do-)deukset and gwmech ‘may make' < *wrekset
(< *wreg-s-), are, pace Evans (1964:128), unequivecally thematic,
Even in Old Irish, an originally thematic 3 5g. can be inferred from the
fact that roots ending in a velar invariably show the prevocalic
treatment of the *4s- cluster, contrasting with the preconsonantal
treatment observable in the preterite (¢f. subj. ar-ré ‘may arise’ <
*-reg-s(ej- vs. pret. at-recht < *-reg-s-t, subj. orr- ‘may slay’ < *org-
s(e)T vs. pret. ort- < *org-s-, etc.; similarly MW pret. gwreith ‘made’
< *wrext < *wreg-s-t beside subj. gwnech).® There is thus an exact
formal and functional match between the s-subjunctive and the Vedic
Sanskrit s-aorist subjunctive (cf., e.g., 3 sg. vdksat ‘may convey’, nésat
‘may lqad’, ydksar ‘may sacrifice’). The historical identity of the two
categories is underscored by the parallelism between the irregular Old
Irish iImperative type at-r@ ‘arisel’ (< *-reg-si), which is confined to
root wtucl:“l fogn? s-subjunctives, and the Vedic "si-imperatives” of the
type vdksi, nési, ydksi, etc., which appear to represent haplologized
2 sg. subjunctives in *-sesi.’

_To be sure, no aspect of this account has gone ungquestioned. In
particular, the long-standard view that g- and s-subjunctives represent
historicatly unrelated formations was dramatically challenged in an
umportant 1977 article by H. Rix. Rejecting the traditional comparison
of the s-subjunctive with the system of the sigmatic aorist, Rix iden-
tified the -s- of the Celtic forms with the "desiderative” *-s- of the
Greek future (e.g., deitw ‘I will show’, yodow I will write’), the
Vedic future (vaksydti ‘will say’) and desiderative (cikitsari ‘wishes to
understand’),_ and related formations elsewhere. To appreciate the signi-
ficance of this proposal it is important to realize that the two PIE £~
morphemes were not completely homophonous. The *-s- of the desidera-
tive/future, unlike that of the aorist, required the interposition of a
laryngeal when added to roots ending in a liquid, nasal or glide; cf.,

® So too McCone (72 ff.); otherwise Watkins (1962:143 1),

* Cf. Tasanoff (1986). Other forms like at-re includ 2ir *id.”, tai
] 0 ) : - e coméir "id.’, tair *come!’
{*-ink-51), tog *choose!’ (< *geus-si), no-m-ain ‘protect me!” < *gneg-5i) and

*oir *help!’ (< *-ret-5i). The haplology of the 2 sg. s-aorist subjunctive to -s; was

described for Indo-Iranian by Szemerényi (1966 i 1
the PIE character of the process, nit )» Who did not, however, z'.ecogmze
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e.g., Ved. fut. karisydri ‘will do’, desid. cikirsati (< *-kp§- < k-
Hs-), OIr. fut. célaid, -céla ‘will hide’ (< *kikl@seti < *-kis- <
*k[-Hs-y and Gk. fut. reréw ‘L will stretch’ (< *.e5d), the last_of
which identifies the laryngeal in question as *-f,-. The desiderative
suffix can accordingly be reconstructed, at least formulaically, as
*_(h,)s-.1° According to Rix it was this sequence, and not the bare *-s-
of the s-aorist, that was added to roots to form the s-subjunctive. Roots
ending in a liquid or nasal made subjunctives in *-(f,)s- in exactly the
same way as roots ending in an cbstruent, but with the important dlﬂ:ﬁ—
rence that the laryngeal was here vocalized, as in Greek and Sanskrit.
Preforms of the type *bher- + *-(h)se/o- and *kel- + *-(h;)se/o- thus
gave *berase/o- and *kelase/o-, respectively, which developed regularly
to pre-Irish *berd- and *keld-. In Rix’s view, the outward resemblance
of the Old Irish d-subjunctive to the d-subjunctives of Italic is purely
accidental, .

Rix’s theory of the Old Trish subjunctive has the very real merits
of referring the - and s-subjunctives to a single source, and of provid-
ing a principled explanation for their distribution. These advantages,
however, are dearly bought. No rationale is given for why the alleged
desideratives *g“hedh-(h)sefo- and *kel-hse/0- should have developed
into subjunctives, while the corresponding reduplicated stems *g“hi-
g*hedh-(h,)sefo- (> pre-Oir. *gigess-) and *ki-k[-h,se/o (> pre-Olr.
*kikld- > *keld- ), which were desideratives as well, became futures.
By abandoning the equation of the s-subjunctive type ar-ré with the
Vedic s-aorist subjunctive type vdksar, Rix also abandons the possibility
of comparing imperatives of the type ar-r@ with Vedic si-imperatives
of the type vdksi. Phonologically, the derivation of pre-Olr. *-a- from
*_gse/o- is impeccable, but a 3 sg. in *-aser will not account for the
monosyliabicity of MW ef, which must be differently explained. And
finally — an obvious but compelling point— the claim that Olr. -bera
and Lat. ferar are entirely unrelated simply flies in the face of common
sense. It is not surprising that, as McCone reports (92), "Rix’s theory
about the origins of the Old Irish a-subjunctive and the lack of a
connection between it and the Ttalic a-subjunctive does not seem to have
met with even partial acceptance. "

Indeed, the hypothesis of a unitary source for the 4- and s-subjunc-
tives would require no further attention if McCone himself had not

0 It is immaterial to the present discussion whether the parenthesized *-k,- was
originally extracted from roots in *-Rh,- (e.g., *Zenh,- "be born’, *ferh,- "bore’)
or — likelier in my opinion — simply constituted an unanalyzable part of the desid-
erative morpheme.
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made a memorably valiant effort (92 f.) to salvage it. McCone’s own
theory of tpe Celtic subjunctive accepts the phonological, but not the
morphological, premises of Rix’s analysis. His proposed synthesis
TEeVerts to thf: standard view of the s-subjunctive as a reflex of the PIE
s-aorist subjunctive. But McCone goes beyond the standard view in
attempting to derive the g-subjunctive from the s-aorist subjunctive as
well. Specifically, he claims that laryngeal-final roots like *melt.-
‘grind’, which developed s-aorist subjunctives of the type *melase/(;—
by regular sound change (< *melh,-se/o-), became the basis for the
analogical extension of *-ase/o- to anit rtoots like *ber- (subj.
*beras‘e/o— for *berse/o-) and *kel- (subj. *kelase/o- for *kelse/o-). This
scer;arno_has certain advantages over Rix’s theory. By taking the s-
subguncta_ve from the PIE s-aorist subjunctive rather than from the
desiderative/ future, McCone is able to retain the at-re : viksi equation
and to account for the functional difference between —*gess- <
*g“flqdh-s— (subj.) and *gigess- < *g'hi-ghedh-th,)s- (fut.). In
addition, he notes the striking fact, apparently overlooked by Rix, that
the reconst_ructlc_)n *-ase/o-, though motivated by considerations internal
to _OId Irish, is precisely the suffix-form needed to explain the
subjunctive in Brittonic,

For.aEI its superficial appeal, however, McCone’s theory is no
more satisfactory than Rix’s. It has two of the same shortcomings: like
Rix, McCone treats the Italic and Celtic g-subjunctives as completely
separate formatipns and leaves the phonology of MW e/ unexplained.
Moreover, by rejecting the morpheme-shape *-(& )s-, McCone is forced
to replace Rl'X’S plhonologicaily—based account of the distribution of the
d- and s-subjunctives with a far less compelling morphological expla-
nation, These difficulties, as we shall See, are not easily surmounted.

Rix and I’_vIcCone both take a properly cautious position vis-a-vis
the Italo-Celtic controversy. The comparative evidence, however
leaves no doubt that the thematic optative in *-0ifh,)- was a remarkabl);
stable formation in the dialectal history of the IE family, with clear
traces preserved in all the older IE languages except Anatolian, Iralic
and Celtic." Given the other well-known innovations common o Ialic
and Celtic, such as the superlatives in *-isamo- and the third person

. "' The Armenian present subjunctive marker -ic- (c icem ' ; ’
ete.) is still in my view best taken from *-oifsée/a-(ag'dggnt%etrge I*I-T;?E( (l;? ati]é
thematic optative (cf, Meillet (1936:121)). Even in Tocharian, where there is no
unambiguous reflex of *-¢i-, it is not unlikely that the ge;neralization of -i-
(< CToch. *-di-) to the optatives of thematic stems had its origin in the accidental
merger of athematic *-ih,- and thematic *-0ifh,}- in final syllables. -
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middle endings in *-(m)rro,” it would be perverse to consider the
shared elimination of *-ci(k,)- a coincidence. But if the loss of *-0ifh,)-
was a common, or at least mutually conditioned, development, then the
morpheme which replaced it must have been a common creation as
well, And the only morpheme that could possibly have played this role
in pre-lItalic and pre-Celtic was the *-d- that Rix and McCone deny."™

Properly noting that the MW 3 sg. in -{h)o is analogical, McCone
argues {101) that the anomalous 3 sg. subj. el is the regular reflex of
a preform *elaset.* This does not appear to be correct. Although
there are still substantial gaps in our knowledge of Brittonic phonology,
it is clear that PIE and PCelt. intervocalic *-s- became *-4- at a very
early date in Brittonic. Normally this *-#- was lost, the resulting hiatus
being filled, at least after front vowels, by the glide *-/- (cf. MW 2 sg.
wyft] ‘you are’ < Yei < *efi < *ehi < ‘*esi, chwaer ‘sister’ <
weir < *hweir < *swehir < *swesir, 3 sg. oefd] ‘was’ < *el <
*ejar < ¥ehat < *esdt).'® *-h- was apparently retained, however, in
certain morphological categories, notably including the subjunctive
itself (carho, etc.), the superlative'in -haf (e.g., MW hynhaf ‘oldest” <
*senisamos (Oir. sinem); cf. equative hAynher < *seniset-) and the

“second member of nominal compounds (e.g., MW dyffrynr (with provee-

'Z Setting up endings of this form offers the only rational way to explain Osco-
Umnbrian -{n)ter and Old Irish non-syncopating ~£(h)ar; the other [E languages with
an "r-middle" have only *-(n)tor. The 3 pl. in *-ntro presumably arose through the
eontamination of *-nte(r) and *-ro, though not in the sense imagined by Kurylo-
wicz (1964:64 £.). My own early attempt to derive the Italic and Celtic forms,
along with Toch -(n)tdr, from *-(n}tri (Jasanoff (1977)) is no longer tenable in the
wake of Yoshida’s demonstration (cf, Yoshida (1991)) that the -i of Hitt. -{n)tari
is an Anatolian innovation.

¥ McCone seems to suggest (104) that given the phonological disagreement
between ltalic *-3- and Brittonic *-ase/o-, it is & priori likelier that Old Irish goes
back to *-ase/o- than to *-d-. This would certainly be true if opting for *-4- in
Irish required us to assume that *-2- was created tfwice, once in pre-Irish and once
i Italic. But since ltalic and Celtic are known to have made innovations in
common, the choice is really between a scenario that places the creation of the d-
subjunctive in the Italic period, and another that places it in the period of "Ttalo-
Celtic", whatever exactly we understand by this term. There is no general, abstract
principle that can settle the question; we simply have to determine which approach
yields the simpler, less ad soc account of all the facts.

'* Here and throughout, I follow a version of Cowgill’s theory (cf. Cowgill
(1975)) of the absolute and conjunct endings in Insular Celtic. The reconstruction
*¢laset thus denotes an apocopated form of *elgset, with the PIE primary ending;
the notation *-#(i), *-m(i), etc. indicates that the */ in parentheses was apocopated
in conjunct forms.

¥ The derivation of oed from *esdr, originally due to Pedersen (1909:179),

- stilt offers, in my view, the only credible way to explain this form.
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tion) ‘valley’, lit. ‘water-way’ < *dubro-sento-). Despite occasional
cfforts to bring secondary stress phenomena to bear on the problem,
these cases cannot be explained in purely phonological terms. All are
analogical, the result of a morphological resubstitution of *-s- for *-A-
under the pressure of related forms. Thus, the *-ase/o- of the subjunc-
tive regularly gave *-ahe/o- in early Brittonic, but this did not goonto
yield *-afi)e/o- and *-a- (7), as might have been expected. Instead, it
was analogically restored to its earlier form *-ase/o- under the influence
of the "true" s-subjunctives in *(C)-se/o- (type ry-res, duch, etc.).
Eventunally, the reconstituted suffix *-gse/o- — we may write *-gs,e/o-
- — was converted to a new and relatively stable *-ghe/o- (" *-ah.e/o-")
by a second *-s- — *-h- rule, probably at the same time as the change
of *s- to *A- in initial position. These developments were not confined
to the subjunctive. In the superlative, *-isamos first yielded *-ihamos,
which became *-is;amos and then *-ifamos (> MW -haf) under the
influence of forms like *mreksamos ‘strongest” (MW rtrechaf) and
*ouksamos ‘highest” (MW uchayf). In compounds, constituents of the
type *-sento- (*dubro-sento-) acquired a secondary *-5,- (*-s.enfo- >
*-hpento- > -hynt) from the corresponding free-standing forms. An
obvious typological parallel is provided by the *-s- of the sigmatic
acrist in Greek, which first developed to *-k- in intervocalic position
(*éli-s-m > *éhvha) and was then restored under the influence of
torms of the type &ete, Eypada, etc.® '
If this account of the retention of *-A- is correct, McCone’s 3 sg.

conjunct *elaser ought regularly to have developed via phonological -

*elahet and analogical *elgs,et to pre-Brittonic *elah,ed, The corre-
sponding 3 pl. absolute would have been *elah,onti; with the assign-
ment of the Common Brittonic penultimate stress these two forms
would have been realized as *eldh,ed and *elah,0nti, parallel to regular
3sg. *kardh,ed ‘may love’ and 3 pl. *arahonti, McCone claims that
’f‘ela’hzea‘ and *kardh,ed (he writes *karahed) would have become
*elhed and *karhed by syncope, whence *elh (> ey and *karh
(> *car) by final syllable loss. Syncope, however, cannot have
affected the stressed *-a- of the 3 sg. conjunct; *-g- was elided
eIs.ewhere in the subjunctive paradigm because the non-3 sg. forms,
being of absolute origin, were accented on the thematic vowel. The
development of 3 pl. *karahdnti to carhont was thus completely
regular, as was that, e.g., of 1 sg. *karah,iu(i) (< *karasami) to

] N ) . . .

® An even closer parallel can be seen in the Laconian dialect, where the
restored -o- of Common Greek was converted to -j- by a late sound change {cf.
e.g., emoelie = émoinoe ‘made’). s
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*kerhif (cf. Co. -yf, MBr. -if), later remodeled to carhwyf. But *eldh.ed
and *kardh,ed could only have yielded *elah and *karah, which would
in turn probably have given MW *elg and *cara. Neither form is
attested, nor is there any early evidence for an analogically remade

* *glho, parallel to Common Brittonic analogical *karho for *kara(h) (see

below). The only way to maintain McCone’s derivation of el from a
subjunctive in *-gse/o- would be to assume that PCelt. *elaser, after
becoming *elaher by normal sound change, inexplicably failed to
substitute *-s,- for *-h- and instead contracted to *elat in time to
become el by final syllable loss, While there is no way to exclude this
possibility in principle, it is completely ad hoc and incomparably less
attractive than the standard derivation of el from an g-subjunctive *elar.

McCone’s claim that subjunctives of the type *berase/o- arose
under the influence of stems like *melase/o- (Fmelh,se/o0-), where *-a-
was an inherited laryngeal reflex, presupposes that subjunctives like
*melase/o- were once a common type in Proto-Celtic. This is a very
doubtful assumption, The s-aorist was not yet a fully productive cate-
gory in late PIE, and the evidence for such aorists built-to roots of the
structure *TERH- (R = liquid or nasal} is surprisingly poor. Thus, in
‘Tocharian, probably the most conservative IE language after Anatolian
in its treatment of the s-acrist, there are no s-preterites (< s-aorist
indicatives; type B 3 sg. preksa ‘asked’) or s-presents (< s-aorist
subjunctives; type B preksdm ‘asks’) at all to laryngeal-final roots.”
Even in the language of the Rigveda, where the sigmatic aorist has
undergone considerable elaboration, the number of TERH-roots that
form reliably old s-aorist (i.e., is-aorist) indicatives is unimpressive,
and of these only san- ‘strive’ has a subjunctive with the etymologically
correct vocakism (3 sg. sanisas).” Indeed, outside the 2 sg. and 3 sg.
the is-aorist subjunctive is a virtually non-existent category in Vedic —
a fact underscored by the complete absence of si-imperatives of the type
*sanisi. Closer to home, Latin restricts the s-perfect to roots ending in
an obstruent. No set-roots make s-perfects in Latin (cf. mold molui,
etc.); neither, in fact, do roots of the structure *TER- (cf. uéni, pepulf,

7 Thus, there are no class II preterites or class VIII presents in -ds- beside
the normal forms in -s-. The few Toch. A presents in -ds- (e.g., windsam 1
honor’) are patently the replacements of presents in -dsk- {cf. B windskau ’id.”),
and are for that reason assigned to class IX by Krause and Thomas (1960:210 f.).

"® Four other examples (2 sg. kdnisas {: kgn- “enjoy"), 3 sg. kdrisat (: kr-
‘commelnorate’}, tdrisat (: tar- ‘overcame’), pdrisat @ pr- (anif!) 'take across’)
have the lengthened grade of the indicative and are doubtless secondary.
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etc).” In Old Irish itself, the t-preterites (<s-aorist indicatives) of

TERH-roots are modeled on those of TER-roots, so that the preterite of -

mel- (-melt < *mel-s-t) simply follows that of ber- (-bert < *her-s-t).

These facts highlight the major shortcoming of McCone’s account
of the d-subjunctives vis-d-vis Rix’s. Rix’s theory generates the
sequence *-gse/o- after Hquids and nasals automatically, taking advan-
tage of the fact that the laryngeal of the desiderative suffix *-th,)se/o-
was regularly vocalized after sonorants. McCone, by contrast, is
obliged to explain the distribution of the g- and §-subjunctives analogic-
ally, tracing *-ase/o- to a subclass of s-aorist subjunctives that may
never have existed. In fact, however, neither Rix nor McCone really
goes to the heart of the problem. It is not the association of TER- and
TERH-roots with d-subjunctives that requires an explanation, but the
fact that such roots fail to form s-subjunctives. This peculiarity can now
be understood. The disinclination of TERH-roots to form §-aorists, and
especially s-aorist subjunctives, was a PIE feature, which in Latin (cf.
above) was extended to roots of the type *TER-. In Celtic the treat-
ment of the inherited system was similar. Here TERH-roots, lacking
inherited s-subjunctives, formed their subjunctives with the productive
suffix *-g-. In due course the pattern *TERH- : subj. *TERH-g- was
extended to TER-roots as well, thus effectively establishing the rule that
roots ending synchronically in a liquid or nasal form d-subjunctives.?
The opposite course was followed in the s-aorist indicative {-preterite),
where the pattern of TER-roots was generalized to roots of the type
*TERH-, '

It must be concluded, then, that the Italic and Celtic g-subjunctives
are, as traditionally assumed, cognate formations: that the d-subjunctive
survives unaltered in MW 3 sg. ef; and that the distribution of the a-
and s-subjunctives in Old Irish rests on an inherited distributional
peculiarity of the s-aorist in PIE. The subjunctive in *-ase/p- is an
innovation proper to Brittonic. :

~The process that gave rise to the mood sign *-ase/o- was in fact
probably quite simple. Weak verbs, consisting chiefly of old presents

** The late and rare manst (: maneo '1 remain’) is hardly a serious exception.

2_“ Only in the indicative, of course: there is no reflex of the §-a0rist subjunc-
tive in Latin, )

n Even before the regularization of the new pattern, of course, TER-roots
without inherited s-aorists, such as *men- 'think’ (Oir. subj. -menathar) and
*g"em- "come’ (Lat, -uenar) would have formed d-subjunctives. In the system of
Jasanotf (1983), the modal stems *men-d- and *g“em-d- were originally preterites
it *-g-fr,- built to the root aorist subjunctives *men-e/o- and *glem-¢io-,
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in *-gjefo- (> *-g-) and *-gjelo- (>*-é- > *-z'—)é o.rigi-r}ally ’formed :
d-subjunctives in Celtic (cf. Olr. -marba < *-ar < -aiat; déicea <
*[far < *-eiary, as was apparently also the case in ltalic (cf. Lat.

- moneat < *-gjat). This state of aftfairs eventually proved inconvenient

in the a-verbs, where the present and subjunctive stems became com-
pletely identical following the loss of intervog:al':c *g-, Old Irish
preserved the homophony of the two categories unchanged (subj.
-marba = ind. -marba); the remaining languages, however, resorted to
ad hoc ways of distinguishing them. Italic introduced the mucyn
discussed first conjugation present subjunctive in *-gé- (> Osc. —a(h)t'—,
Lat -¢-), the origin of which need not concern us here. Brittonic
adopted a different, though typologically similar, strategy. Here the
awkward forms in *-g- were recharacterized by the addition of the
unambiguous *-se/o- of the s-subjunctive, thus giving rise to a new
subjunctive type in *-dse/o-. But the replacement of *-g- by *-as‘e/o—
entailed a reanalysis at the synchronic level: subjuncti\{e stems of the
type *kardse/o-, though etymologicalty based on inherited ci~spbju11c—
tives of the type *kard- (<*-gid-), were henceforth perceived as
containing the *-d- (< *-dgie/o-) of the present stem. The result was
a further -analogical change. g-verbs in Celtic formed their preterites,
which were sigmatic, by adding the tense sign *-ss- to a shorzenedlform
of the present stem (cf. Qlr. 3 sg. (ro)-mard ‘(has) died’ < *mar-
wis(s), MW 1sg. *kereis < *karasst < *-dssa, 3 pl. cardssont).” 1t
was thus a natural step for the synchronic shortening rule to be
extended from the preterite to the subjunctive, leading to the replace-
ment of *kardse/o- by *kardse/v- Once established in the weak g-

-verbs, the new *-dse/o- was propagated as a general substitute for #-g-,

virtually eliminating the earlier suffix. A variant of this scenario is
considered by McCone, who dismisses it with the remark that "no ver-

* The model for this pattern probably came from the pre-Celtic presents in
*-g- (later *-i-) < *-gje/o-, which made their preterites and past participles in
*-gs(sp- (cf. MW pret. 3 sg. -es) and *-&1o- (cf. MW impers. -ef), respectively,
Non-presential forms in *-é- are also found in the second conjugation in Italic (cf.
Lat. -ere : -ui (< *-ewai) : -itus (< *-etos); the starting point in both branches was
probably a shared false segmentation of *-gje/o- as *-¢-je/o-. There is thus no
reason to ‘trace Insular Celtic *-ds(s)- to a class of s-acrists in *-H-s-; the few
forms that might suggest such an analysis (e.2., MW gwelas 'saw’, impers.
gwelat) can as easily be regarded as back-formations from the corresponding past
participles in *-afo- < *-H-fo-.

* Alternatively, the switch from *kard- (subj.) to *kardse/o- could have
occurred without the intervening stage *karase/o-: speakers might simply have
added *-se/g- directly to *kard-, the synchronic combining form of the present
stem, ' :
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sion of this hypothesis is able to account for the basic Celtic dichotomy
between -R-a(se/o)- and -T-se/o-" (p. 105). We have seen, however,
that this is not the case; the rationale for the distribution of the two
Celtic subjunctives is ultimately to be found in late PIE itself.

" The subsequent development of the subjunctive in *-ase/o- was for
the most part perfectly regular. As noted above, the -A- of the Middle
Welsh and Middle Breton forms is not the phonological continuation
of original *-s-, but presupposes a secondary *-s- ("#*-s,-") which
replaced the "correct” reflex of *-s- within the history of Brittonic,
With the exception of the 3 sg., the entire Brittonic subjunctive
paradigm rests on the ancient absolute inflection. The plural is generally
unproblematic; minor details aside, MW -1 pl, car(hjom (cf. MBr,
-homp} and 3 pl. car{hjont (cf. Co. -ons) point to Common Brittonic
*karaséme(s) and ‘*karasonti, respectively.® In the 2 pl.,, MW
car{hjoch and Co. gallough are patently secondary vis-a-vis MBr.
guelher < *-asére, which preserves the the original ending. Similarly,
the MW 2 sg. ker(h)ych (cf. Co., MBr. -y) is, apart from its somewhat
mysterious added -ch, regular for *karahiii < *-asisi < *-gsesi.”
The only two forms that require extended attention are the MW 1 sg.
in -(h)wyf and the general Brittonic 3 sg. in *-Ao.

The 1 sg. subj. in *-asimi regularly gave Brittonic *-hin, which
is directly reflected in Cornish and Middle Breton. In Middle Welsh,
however, the place of *kerhif is occupied by car(h)wyf, with an ending
borrowed from bwyf, the 1 sg. subj. of the verb ‘to be’. The origin of
this form, and of the whole subjunctive paradigm of ‘to be’, is a matter
of some importance. The ofd view that Insular Celtic retained a sub-
junctive stem *bd- < *bwg- has been effectively demolished by
McCone (89, 115 ff.), who has shown that all the relevant Old Irish
forms, including the 3 sg. and 3 pl. of both the substantive verb (3 sg.
absol. beith, conj. -bé, -b; 3 pl. beit, -bet) and the copula (3 sg. ba <
*be, 3 pl. bat < *ber} are based on a historical stem *pe-, McCone
refers this *be-, along with the Gaulish 3 sg. buetid (Chamaliéres) to
an earlier *hwe/o-, which he convincingly compares with the Vedic

root aorist subjunctive bhrvar, bhuvan, etc. and the Latin future-

auxiliary -bo, -bis, -bit. It is thus a priori likely that the stem *bwe/o-

™ The Co. 1 pl. in-yn and MBr. 3 pl. in -hint show the vocalism of the corre-
sponding 1 sg. forms (Co. -yf, MBr. -if). Brittonic *-hont would regularly have
given *-(i)wnt in Middle Welsh by the normal sound laws; the analogical refention
of the -0- is discussed by Rasmussen (1992:49). :

. h;_s I cannot follow Hamp (1980:86, with note 4) in taking -ch from *-sesi via
-hhi. - ’
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was inherited in the subjunctive of the verb ‘1o be’ in Brittonic as well,
To the extent that forms like MW 3 pl. bonr and 1 pl. bom are not
simply analogical to car(h)ont and car(hjom, they are best referred
directly to *b(wjonti and *b(womef(s).*

In the 1 sg., however, McCone’s analysis breaks down. There is
nothing inherently problematic about the Old Irish 1 sg. subj. beu
(conj. -béo), which, though not deriveable from the predicted 1 sg. *bi
< *b(w)o, can straightforwardly be analyzed into *be + analogical -u.
But MW bwyf cannot be taken from *by cither, and a comparison of
the two forms makes it clear that both must go back to an original
*besi, remade in Brittonic to besami (> *behimi > *beiimi > *bei-
p(i)). The reconstruction *besi is not altogether new. A 1 sg. of this
shape was set up to account for Olr. beu, -béo by Thurneysen (1946:
482)" .as part of an unsuccesful effort to derive the entire Irish
subjunctive paradigm from a stem *bese/o-. Thurneysen took *bese/o-
to be the subjunctive of PIE *hes- ‘be’ (cf, Ved. 3 sg. dsar(i), 3 pl.
dsan; Lat erd, -is} with the secondary prefixation of *b-, as, e.g., in
OHG #im ‘Tam’ < *p- + *esmi. Although the subjunctive as a whole
cannot bé explained in this way, the hypothesis of such a form for the
1 sg. is instantly appealing. Generalized in Insular Celtic as a substitute
for the overshort *bi, *besu took on a life of its own in Brittonic. In
the context of *besi(mij as 1 sg., the 2 sg. *besi (i.e., *be- + -si) was
reinterpreted as a shortened or haplologized variant of the fuller form
*besisi, and was accordingly reconstituted as such. *besgmi and the
new *besisi then jointly triggered the creation of an analogical 3 sg.
*beseti, conj. *beser, which eventually became the source, via the
intermediate stages *bejer and *bei, of the Old Welsh 3 sg. subj. boi
{cf. MW oefd] < *esat). From *bei was also created an analogical
3 pl. *beint, the source of OBr, boint and MW 3 pl. boent beside bont.
Whether the stem *bese/o- itself was ever extended to the plaral is not
now determinable,”® :

_ ™ The Comimon Brittonic plural forms of the subjunctive of "to be’ are in fact
quite uncertain; see below. .

7 References henceforth to "Thurneysen” are to this work.
. *The OW variant 3 sg. boit (MW boef) can be explained as a back-formation
from boint, presumably influenced by the fact that a form *boit (MW boer) served
as the 3 sg. counterpart to *hoint (MW boent) “sunto’ in the imperative. No

_auempt can or will be made here 1o discuss the immensely complex system of the

verb "to be’ as a whole, in which phonological and analogical changes have com-
bined to produce an exceptionally confusing picture. It should not go unremarked;
however, that just as the Middle Welsh diphthongal subjunctive forms in buy- and
boe- appear to go back to *bese/o-; the diphthongal indicative forms wyf (1 sg.)
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The replacement of *-(h)if by *-thjwyf in Middle Welsh did not
result in the complete elimination of the older ending. The 1 sg. forms
bydif ‘Twill e’ (BT 57. 12) and kuynhiw 1 will lament’ (BBC 100. 15)
have future value, no doubt continuing an older modal sense. From a
crosslinguistic point of view the evolution of subjunctives to futures is
very common, as is well known from such examples as Lat. eré and
Gk. &opon T will eat”, In Middle Welsh, however, there was a very
particular fact that favoured the assignment of future meaning to the
discarded subjunctive ending -(1)if, namely, the existence of the future
tense as a vestigial but undeniable grammatical category of the
language. The characteristic sign of the Middle Welsh future, which is
otherwise confined to the third person, is -fz)aw-. Forms. cited by
Evans (1964:119 ff.) include 3 sg. gunahaud ‘will make’, reddaud ‘will
run’, Hettqud “will spread’, kymerawd ‘will take’, parahawt “will Tast’,
bydhawr “will be’, gyrhawt ‘will drive’; 3 pl. cuinhaunt (OW) “will
lament’, gwnahawnt ‘will make’, bydawnt ‘will be’, pebyllyawnt *will
encarap’; impers. tathaur ‘will be paid’, ffohawr ‘will be put to flight’,
dialawr *will be avenged’, agorawr ‘will be opened’, yscarhawr “will
be separated’. These forms are not mere variants of the subjunctive, as
once thought by Watkins (1962:153), nor is there any reason to believe
with McCone (100) that they are old @-presents which have acquired an
analogical -A- and taken on future meaning. The future in -haw- is
clearty an archaic category on the verge of disappearing; there is no
way that it could have arisen within the history of Welsh itself. Despite
the limited character of the evidence, therefore, we have no choice but
to recognize the existence of a Common Brittonic future in *-asd-, the
origin of which will be explored below.? The corresponding 1 sg. in
Middle Welsh must once have ended in *-Aawf: it was this ending that
was replaced by -zif when the latter was ousted by -hwyf from its
position in the subjunctive. A curiously exact parallel is provided by the
Latin third conjugation future in -am, -5, -er.

We are now in a position to consider the evolution of the 3 5g.
subj. in -h0. As seen above, the pre-Brittonic 3 sg. conjunct *kardhed
(< *kardset) was accented on the *-g- of the subjunctive suffix and
consequently escaped the operation of the normal pretonic syncope rule.
The essential problem thus becomes to explain how and why *kara <

and (OW) fift-oi (3 sg.} can be attractively taken from thematized preforms
*esafmi] and *eset(i), respectively.

* Possible further evidence for this category, pace McCone (ibid.), comes
from the isolated Old Breton forms crikot *wibrat’, Jleriot 'redolet’ and cospitiot
“titubauerit’ (Lewis-Pedersen (1937:279)). :

The Brittonic Subjunctive and Future 213

*karah, the expected reflex of *kardhed, was remade to Common Brit-
tonic *karho. It is not hard to surmise what must have happened, at
least in outline. Since every other ending in the subjunctive paradigm
began with *-4- (e.g., | sg. *-hip < *asimi, 3 sg. absol. *-hed <
*-aséti 3 pl. *-hont < *-asénti}, *-h- would very naturally have been
inserted into *kara, yielding the more tractable 3 sg. *karha, This was
followed, apparently, by the remodeling of *karha to *karho, with *-o-
taken from the 3 pl. in *fiont and 1 pl. in *-Aom. But it is not at all
obvious why the *-a of *karha should have been unable to hold its
own, or why the vowel that replaced it was *-o rather than the *-e- of
the 3 sg. absolute (*karhed < *-aséti), 2 pl. (*karhed < *-aséte) and
impersonal (*arker (cf. MW carher) < *-aséri).

The reasons for the change of *karha to *karho can best be appre-
ciated against the background of the history of the future in *-asd-.
PCelt. *-a- became *-g- (whence MW -aw-} by regular sound change
in Brittonic, resulting in the creation of post-syncope future forms
of the type 1 sg. *karhdun < *karasdmi, 3 sg. absol. *karhdd <
*karasdti and 3 pl. *karhgnt < *karasdnii, Here too the 3 sg. conjunct
form would have stood apart, since the regular reflex of *kardsdr, like
that of its subjunctive counterpart *kardser, would have been *kara. It
is probably safe to assume that *kara (fut.}, like *kara (subj.), would
initially have been remade to *karha. But it is also likely that the
homophony of *karha (fut.) and *karha (subj.) would have led to the
further replacement of *karha (fut.) by *karhg, with generalization of
the *-g- that characterized every other form in the future paradigm.
Once established in the future, *karh¢ would have provided a strong
incentive for the replacement of *karha by *karho in the subjunctive.
The subjunctive paradigm, it must be recalled, was a singularly dispar-
ate array, with no fewer than five different vowels in its seven active
endings (*-g- in the 3 sg. conj., *-¢- in the 2 pl. and 3 sg. absol., *-o-
in the 1 pl. and 3 pl., *-i- in the 2 sg., *- in the | sg.). In the 1 pL.
(*karhom) and 3 pl. (*karhont), the *-0- of the subjunctive endings was
synchronically interpretable as as shortened version of the *-g- that
appeared in the similarly structured 1 pl. (*karhgm) and 3 pi.
(*karhgnt) of the future. Favored by the morphological opacity of the
subjunctive paradigm as a whole and by the isolation of the form
*karha in particular, the *¢ : *o pattern. was extended to the 3 sg. via
the proportion - - :

fut. *karhgnt, *karhom subj. *karhont, *karhom :: fut. *karhg : subj. X,

where X was solved as *karho. It is not unlikely that the 3 sg. absolute
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form of the subjunctive was remade from *karhed to *karhod in the
same way. The inconveniently close phonetic resemblance of the sub-
junctives *karhod and *karho to the futures *karhod and *arhg
probably explains why only the conjunct form of the subjunctive (MW
-(1)o), and only the absolute form of the future (MW -(h)awd), were
preserved in the historical period.

In addition to the normal 3 sg. subjunctive in -(#)o, Middle Welsh
shows competing forms in -(h)oe (creddoe ‘may believe”) and -Awy
(gwelhvy “may see’, rodwy ‘may give’, crettwy ‘may trust’, etc.), as
well as a certain number of 3 pl. forms on -(4)oens and -(hpwynt (cf.
Evans (1964:129)). Such forms are found in Old Breton as well {cf.
Fleuriot (1964:305)). In the absence of a proper philological evaluation
of the evidence, it is probably best to accept McCone’s judgment (101)
that these variants reflect the influence of the verb ‘to be’ (3 sg. boeft]
— 3 sg. creddoe), with -oe subsequently giving -wy by a Middle Welsh
sound law in polysyllabic words. Further research, however, may make
it necessary to modify this conclusion.

It remains to consider the origin of the future in *-asd-. Neither *-
asd- nor *-54- is explainable in PIE or Common Celtic terms; it is
unlikely, for example, that a form like MW reddaud ‘will run’ goes
back to an d-subjunctive based on an s-desiderative, or to an ancient
denominative present based on a desiderative noun in *-sg {type Ved.
bhiksa ‘hunger’). The most promising strategy, therefore, would be to
took for related forms closer to home, especially in the verbal system
of Old Irish. Here, in fact, there are two unexplained future formations,
both with stems in *-g-, that arouse suspicion — the future of the verb
‘to be’ (3 sg. -bia, bieid (subst. vb.), bid (cop.)) and the JSuture of
weak verbs (type -mdirfea (-mérfa), méirfid (morfaid) ‘will praise’).

The problem posed by Olr. -bia, etc., lies not in the difficulty of
finding a plausible source for the pre-Irish stem *bi{[)a-, but in the
difficulty of choosing from among a number of apparently viable alter-
natives. The most obvious comparison, reported somewhat diffidently
by Thurneysen (482 f.), is with the Latin subjunctive fiam, fias, etc.®
Certainly there can be no a priori objection to deriving -big from a
displaced d-subjunctive of the present *bije/o: on the - other hand,
there is nothing especially archaic about Lat. fia- and no independent

30 The possibility apparently preferred by Thurneysen — that -big is simply the
consuetudinal present of the substantive verb with secondary 4-inflection — is.
much less plausible. There is no reason to believe that a language in which the

- future was as deeply entrenched as it was in Insular Celtic wouid have lacked a
distinet future of the verb *to be’, )
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evidence that such a stem ever existed in Celtic. Another "subjunctive”
analysis of -bia, the advantages of which will appear below, might start
from an underlying stem *besd-, i.e., a b-prefixed form of the "Ttalo-
Celtic" modal and preterital stem *esd- (> Lat. erat and MW oed}.*!
It is also possible, with appropriate analogical assumptions, to take -big
directly from an inherited future. McCone (124) sets up a stem *biwg-
se/o- < *bibwdse/o, which he explains as a transformation of the in-
herited desiderative *bibase/o-. A case could probably also be made
for *bisdse/o-, i.¢., an unreduplicated s-tuture *bi-s(e/o}- with *-dse/o-
added from the future type *kikidseri (> Olr. célaid).

The f~future is probably the least well understood verbal formation
of Old Irish.* In many respects it recalls the originally periphrastic -
future and b-imperfect of Latin, to which it has often been compared.
At the most superficial level, the future sign *-f2- bears a striking
phonetic resemblance -~ sometimes discounted but never denied — (o
the -b- of the Latin forms, and especially’to the -ba- of the imperfect.
There is also a noteworthy distributional overlap: the ffuture is largely
restricted to weak, i.e., non-primary, verbs that lacked futures of desid-
erative origin, in the same way that the Latin future in -b¢ — though
not the imperfect in -bam — is confined to the derivative conjugations
in -@-, -¢- and {optionally) -i~. A less obvious point of contact appears
in the tendency of all weak verbs, including those in *-G- (Thurneysen’s
class A ), to show root-final palatalization before the tense sign, as,
e.g., in 3 sg. -mdirfea, mdirfid beside -mdrfa, morfaid. As has been
suggested elsewhere (cf. Jasanoff (1988:304 f., with note 18)), this
feature probably had its starting point in A I verbs like anaid “stays’
and scaraid ‘separates’, which were originally strong and, as such,
interposed an *-&- (> Celt *-i-) between the root and the tense sign {cf.
Lat. dac-é-bam ‘1 was leading’, etc.}. A similar *-é- is inserted after
the root in the periphrastic imperfect of Slavic (cf. OCS ved-é-axs

3 To be sure, this stem is not attested with modal value in either Italic or
Celiic. But the twofold function of the parallel stem *bh(u)ud- (cf. OIr. I sg. bd,
-bd "1 was’, Lat. -bam, -bas, etc.; Lat. pres. subj. fuam, -as, etc.), together with
the fact that *esd- is manifestly based on the present subjunctive *ese/o- (> Lat.
erg; of. note 21), leave little doubt that the absence of a modal *esdt ‘may be’ is
fortuitous or secondary.

* Telling against McCone's assumption of a replacement *-gsefi - *-waseti
is the failure of the parallel sequence *-iseri to become *-idseti in futures of the
type OlIr. 3 sg. =riri {not *erire) < *ririset(i). _

3 Compare the review of the problem by McCone (176 ff.).
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‘diicgbam’); the phenomenon is of PIE date.®

Despite these parallels, however, conventional atternpts to derive
the ffuture from a periphrastic construction in *-b(w)- invariably
encounter 2 seemingly insurmountable phonological obstacle. Common
Celtic intervocalic *-p-, including *-b- from *-bw-, gave Old-Irish -8-,
a voiced segment that contrasted in most environments with the voice.
less fricative -f~. OlIr. -f- is the regular reflex of earlier *-hw- < *-5W-,
but not of original *-5-.% Many ingenious attempts have been made
to resolve this ditficulty, some by inventing novel periphrastic con-
structions (e.g., Bammesberger (1979), Jasanoff (ibid.)), others by
abandoning the connection with the Latin A-tenses entirely (e.g.,
Watkins (1966), McCone (180 £.)).% It is probably safe to say that no
proposed solution has met with a wide degree of acceptance,

It is thus far from obvious that Olr. -big and the *-fd- of the f-
future have any connection with each other, to say nothing of their
possible relationship to the Brittonic future. But there is indeed a way
that all three formations can be explained together, and the resulting
picture of the Insular Celtic verb is sufficiently attractive to warrant a
short account here. Let us assume, for reasons that will ‘emerge
directly, that the ambiguous future of the verb ‘to be’ in pre-Irish, and
in Insular Celtic, was in fact based on the stem *besa- (i.e., *b- +
*esa-; ¢f. above). Olr. -bia and bieid would then go back to 3 sg.
*besdt(i) ‘will be’; the same preform would also neatly explain the Old
Welsh gloss hac-boi ‘erit’, if this is not simply a specialization of the
subjunctive boi < *beset(i). The mere Jjuxtaposition of the preforms
*besar(i) “will be’ and *beser(i) ‘may be’ suggests the probable source
of the future in *-asa-. For if, as here posited, the inventory of
Brittonic copular forms included both *besa- and *bese/o-, it would

** The origin of this morpheme is discussed in Jasanoff (1978:120 ff.}, where
it is argued that dicé- and veds- £0 back to instrumental case forms employed
predicatively. The syntagma is described by Hoffmann (1952/1956),

* The details of the distribution of - and (less frequent) -b- in the f~future are
given by Thurneysen (396 ff.).

* Bammesberger argues for a periphrasis with the present participle in -nts
(nom. sg.), a category not found in Insular Celtic, My own earlier discussion of
the f“future implausibly assumes the presence of a particle *s between the verbal

stem and the b-element, Watkins sets up a class of desiderative presents in *.gw-d- -

based on an adjectival formation (the type Ved. jigizi- *desiring to conquer”)
upknown outside Indo-Iranian. McCone’s theory makes the whole ffuture ana-
logical to a hypothetical forerunner of the single form soffid will turn’. Other
scarcely credible initiatives include Sommerfelt’s suggestion (1926) that Celtic
*-Ihw- gave *-wiw-, whence -f~ in Old Irish, and Quin’s attempt ¢ 1978) to show that
the b-spellings in the Glosses are more archaic than those with -,
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have been 2 simple matter for speakers to establish a proportion
*beser(i) ‘may be’ : *besat(i) ‘will be’ 1. *karaset(i) ‘may love’ : X,

where X was solved as *karasar(i) ‘will love’. The Brittonic future in

*-gsd- can thus be regarded as an analogica! extension of the future of

the verb ‘to be’.. ' o i

The hypothesis of an Insular Ceitic *besar(i) ‘will be’ also affords

an insight into the problem of the ffuture. Let us suppose that Commlon

Celtic inherited the same periphrastic construction as the one which

underlies the Latin b-tenses. In effect, this is equiva{ent to the -
assumption that a verb like PCelt. #*an- ‘stay’ formed its future — or

a paraphrase of its future — by adding the appropriate form§ of the

verb ‘to-be’ to the extended stem *an-i- (< *an-&-). While it is

impossible to be sure of the identity of the copular form in this

construction, it is obvious that in Insular Celtic, at least, the stem

*besd-, which supplied the free-standing future of the verb ‘to be’,

would have been a strong candidate. It is worth considering, therefore,

how the hypothetical sequence *ani-besat(i), literally, ‘will be staying’,

would have been treated in Old Irish. After lenition, the change of
internal *-e- to *-i- before *-s-, and the change of medial *-s- to *-h-,

*ambes&t(i) would have given pre-Irish *qniBihaf(i). Under the normal

sound laws this would in turn have given Olr. *ainbid (absol.) and

*.ainbea (conj.), with voiced *-b- rather than the -f- of the actual forms

ainfid and -ainfea. But it must be remembered in this connection that
periphrastic verbal forms, and especial!y long ones, are notoriously
subject to "irregular” shortenings of various kinds. Familiar examples

are quotable from the history of the Romance future {cf., e.g., Ital.

canteremo ‘we will sing’ for *canteraveme, Fr. chanterons for
*chanteravons); other cases include colloguial Eng. I'm gonna ff)r I'm
going to and the Lithuanian conditional, where forms like 1 pl. be’gtu;ne
‘we would run’ rest on a periphrastic construction with an old optative
of the verb ‘to be’ (bégrumbime}. In the hypothetical 3 sg. *aniBihad(i),

the *-i- of the third syllable was a short high front vowel, prone to
syncope on typological grounds and situated in an open syllable
between two long syliables. Moreover, in other futures of the same type
the sequence *-§i- would have constituted the fourth, or even th'e fifth,
syllable of a still longer phonological word (e.g., *soﬁwhaw‘ﬁzfzaé‘m,

corresponding to Olr. -suidigfethar *will put’). Under the circum-
stances, it is tempting to speculate that the group *-Gik- was
precociously syncopated to *-8°#- in pre-Irish, which in turn yie_lded
*f- by assimilatory devoicing. *aniBihaf(i) would thus have developed
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via *aniB'ha6(i) and *anifad(i) to the regular ffuture ainfid, -fea.”’
The assumption of an Insular Celtic future *besd-, then, confers
a number of advantages. First of all, it provides a direct explanation for
the future of the verb ‘to be’ in Old Irish (-bia, bieid, etc.) and perhaps
cin Old Welsh (hac-boi). *besa- is not unigue in .this respect;
reconstructing a stem *bija-, for example, would account for -bia {and
-bot) just as easily. But *besa-, by also furnishing a coherent account

of the Brittonic future in *-gs@- and the notoriously recalcitrant Old

Irish future in *-fa-, accomplishes a great deal more than any of its
potential rivals. Indeed, it permits a major enlargement in our under-
standing of the Insular Celtic verbal system, the relevant portion of
which can now be displayed as follows: o

. subjunctive future
strong 1 s—subj'. {< s-aor, subj.) strong futures in *-{a)se/o-
verhs 2) @-subj. (= Lat. a-subj.) (< desid.’s in *fh,s5e/0-)
weak a:-sub_j_. (< *aia-, *efa-, periphrastic future in
verbs *iia-, etc.) *[besd-, *-d-besd-

‘to be’ *b{w)elo- (< root aor. subj.); *besa- (< *b- + *esa-)
1 sg. *besu (< *b- + *eso) '

This system was preserved with few alterations in OId Irish. In

Brittonic, however, both the subjunctive and the future were subject to
far-reaching changes:

1) In the subjunctive, the weak verbs with presents in *-g-
remade their subjunctives in *-a- (< *-gfg-) to *-ase/o-. The
new sequence *-dse/o-, analogically shortened to *-dse/o-,
subsequently spread at the expense of the s- and a-
subjunctives, leaving only a few relic forms like MW gwnech,
gwares, etc. and el At the same time, the subjunctive of the
verb ‘10 be” was partly or wholly remade to *-beselo-,

TA scenario very close to this one was clearly considered by Thurneysen,
who rejected it as follows: "Nor are there any paraile]l instances which would
support the assumption that at an earlier period Irish had forms with -bes(d)-,
whence *-8ehd-, and that -e- was syncopated before /2 {from $) had become silent,
so that B8k gave f" (398). Our discussion here has sought to show that the stem
*besa- is independently well-motivated in Celtic, and that the proposed early

syncope to *-Bh-, while unique in Irish, can be supported by abunda t typolagi
parallels from other languages. - P Y ot ypological
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2} in the furure, the pattern *bese/o- : *besd- induced the
analogical creation of a class of futures in *-asd- beside the
subjunctives in *-ase/o-. The new forms in *-asa- eventually
replaced the reduplicated strong futures and the phoneticaily
similar, but more unwieldy, periphrastic futures in *-besd-.

* Thus, in virtually every case where the Irish and Brittonic systems
diverge, it is Brittonic which can be shown to have innovated.
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