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As concerns the term archaism (‘Archaismus’), J. Knobloch 1963, 156,
gives the following definition of the concept: “In der historischen Sprachfor -
schung ist (residuärer) A … eine Altertümlichkeit, die die konservativeren
Sprachen aus der Grundsprache bewahrt haben”. In our context, however, Cel-
tiberian (CI) archaism stands for at least four different facts:
I. CI archaisms correspond to the reconstructed form of one or the other

Celtic language.
II. CI archaisms are conditioned by the position of CI as one of the Marginal

Languages which —in contrast to Gallo-Brittonic as Central-Celtic1— have
preserved features of earlier Proto-Celtic.

III. CI archaisms fall together with the development of linguistic features in
east Indo-European (IE) languages including Greek, without being attes-
ted in Italic and Germanic.

IV. CI archaisms possibly reflect Proto-IE.
Ad I. As concerns fact no. 1, examples are mainly attested in phonetic de-

velopment, e.g.
1) Old Irish (OIr.) bóthar ‘a road’ is traced back to *bou-itro-, literally

‘cow-passage’, which would have given Early OIr. trisyllabic *bóathar, and
thence bóthar. This derivation would account for the palatal -thr- in the Mod.
Ir. plural forms boithre, boithribh (O’Rahilly 1946, 160); cf. also LEIA-B 75:
“c’est un composé *bou-itro- ‘passage de boeufs’, avec un nom d’instrument
sur la racine *ei-/i- ‘aller’.” The palatal -thr- in Mod. Ir., deduced by O’Rahilly
l.c., is now confirmed by CI boitos in Botorrita IV A 2+3: bouitos : ozeum :
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1 In the separation theory (Ausgliederungstheorie) Gallo-Brittonic (Gallo-Britt.) is defined
as Central-Celtic vs. CI, Goidelic (Goidel.), Lepontic (Lep.) as early separated Marginal
Languages (cf. Schmidt 2005, 281).
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+[---] [---]i : turuntas : tirikantos : kustai : bize[tus]2 “Einen Viehweg (bouitos,
neutraler s-Stamm) von … Fuß (Gen. Pl. ozeum), ihn (-z-) soll sie (= touta ‘die
Bürgerschaft’) heraushauen (bizetus) zum Nutzen (Dat. kustai) von Turunta
(Gen.) und Trikant (Gen.)”.3

2) IE Cr�sC- > Celtic (excluding CI) *CarC- or *CrasC-: OIr. tart ‘thirst’
< *tr�stu-, Gaulish (Gaul.) TARTOS (personal name) vs. IE Cr�sC- > CI CarsC-
(with preserved sC-): “Las leyendas monetales Barskunez y Baskunez …, po-
siblemente de Viana, Navarra, reproducen el ablativo de un topónimo proba-
blemente celta de formación en nasal *barskū-, que a su vez proviene de *bhr�s-
‘elevado’ y se relaciona con ai. bhr�ṣṭi- y lat. fastigium ‘elevación’”.4 “El ape-
lativo arznas (K.1.1, Botorrita) procede de indoeuropeo *pr�s-no-, y es por lo
tanto una forma idéntica a airl. rann ‘parte’” (Villar und Prósper l.c.).

As concerns OIr. tart ‚drought, thirst’, Thurneysen 1975, 131, reconstructs
“an original consonant-group” “Skt. tr�ṣṭáḥ ‘dry’, OE. þurst, beside Gk. τέρσομαι,
etc.” IE relatives of CI *barskū- are OIr. barr ‘point, top’, Gaul. barro- ‘head’.

3) CVRSV > Celt. (except CI) CVRRO- vs. CI CVRSV-: OIr. oll ‘ample’,
Gaul. ollo- vs. CI olzui (dat. sg.) (Schmidt 2008, 192). The CI record implies
a modification of the etymological connections put together by Vendryes,
LEIA-O, 20 f.

4) IE *kw and *ḱw coincide in CI kw vs. OIr. c, lenited ch, Gallo-Britt. p:
CI ekualakos, equeisuique (Wodtko 2000, 118 f.), derivations from IE *eḱwos
‘horse’: OIr. ech, Gallo-Britt. *epo- (Pokorny 1959, 301).5

5) IE *kwe enclit. ‘and’ (Pokorny 1959, 635 f.): CI -kwe vs. OIr. -ch-, le-
nited < *kwe, Lep. pe (Le Vase de Latumarus: Lejeune 1971, 74; 79 f.) < *kwe
by interference of Gaulish.6

Summing up the evidence of fact no. 1, we come to the conclusion, drawn
by Schmidt 2008, 192:

“Kib. [Keltiberische] Archaismen in der Lautentwicklung, zu denen
die hier vorliegenden Fälle gehören, haben ihre Parallelen auf anderen Ebe-
nen der Sprache (Morphologie, Syntax). Sie ermöglichen die Rekonstruktion
eines älteren kelt. Grundsprachenmodells und sind Argumente für die frühe
—vor dem Goidel. erfolgte— Ausgliederung der kib. Marginalsprache aus
dem Zentralkelt.”

2 Villar et al. 2001, 103; 112; 120 ff.
3 Schmidt 2004a, 205 (with the addition of ‘neutraler s-Stamm’).
4 Villar und Prósper 2005, 200; cf. also Schmidt 2008, 191 f.
5 Jordán 2004, 68 f., Wodtko 2000, 118 f.; cf. also Gaul. Equos (Coligny: Lambert 1995,

19; 111): Gaul. archaism preserved in the Calendar of Coligny.
6 On the history of the IE conjunction *kwe in Celtic cf. Wodtko 2000, 206.
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Ad II. As concerns fact no. II, the main criterion for the definition of CI as
a Marginal Language, is the preservation of Protoceltic *kw in CI, Goidelic
and in some examples of Archaic Gaulish, the development of the enclitic con-
junction *kwe > -pe in Lepontic (cf. I.5) being explained by interference, i.e.
the influence of neighbouring Gaulish.7

1) There are also differences between the Marginal Languages and Cen-
tral-Celtic in the field of vocabulary. An example is the word for ‘healthy’,
‘health’: OIr. slán ‘healthy, health’, slántu- ‘health’ (LEIA-S, 126 f.), Lep. sla-
niai (dat. sg.): Slaniai Verkalai pala ‘pierre tombale pour Slania Verkala’ (Le-
jeune 1971, 80 f.), CI Lentioko Slaniaz ‘tésera de Slania’ (Villar 1999; Schmidt
2006a, 350).8

Since *slánia in CI and Lep. is a nominal derivation from the adjective
slán ‘healthy’, it must be regarded as a more original formation than OIr. slán-
tu- ‘health’ which is marked by the verbal noun ending in -tu (cf. Schmidt
2006a, 350).

As far as I know, a reflex of Celtic *slán is not attested in Gallo-Britt.9

Therefore, the etymon probably has been lost in Celtic after the separation of the
speakers of the Marginal Languages, being replaced in Brittonic by *yeh1k-/yh1k-
‘to cure’ (Pokorny 1959, 504).

2) On the other hand, in spite of its character as a Marginal Language we
also find examples of innovation in Goidelic as well, e.g.

a) OIr. áth ‘ford’ < *yā-tu- < *yeh2-tu-, root *yeh2- ‘to drive along’ (Po-
korny 1959, 296; Rix et al. 2001, 309 f.). This is a Goidelic innovation which
has replaced Celt. *ritu- < *pr�-tu- (Lat. portus, OHG. furt), preserved in Gallo-
Britt.10

b) The use of OIr. le/la with a verbal noun as a substitute for earlier unat-
tested OIr. *cét + verbal noun “to convey the idea of concomitant or contem-
poraneous action” (Mac Cana 1983, 55): Irish ‘Is lond in fer so’, ol Mani la
sóud úad‚ ‘“What a bad-tempered fellow!” said Maine turning away from him’
TBC Rec. I,1.1577 (LU 5855-6) vs. Welsh efe a ddaeth atynt, gan rodio ar y
môr ‘he cometh unto them, walking upon the sea’ Marc. 6,48 = venit ad eos am-

7 Cf. the evidence quoted above (I 4 and 5) and see Schmidt 1988, 232 and 1992, 148 f.
On the differentiation between Gallo-Britt. as Central-Celtic and CI, Goidel., Lep. as early se-
parated Marginal Languages see footnote no. 1.

8 On the gen. sg. ending -o cf. Schmidt 1999b Uentioko instead of Lentioko (Schmidt
2006a, 350 is a misprint).

9 Cf. the discussion of slán in LEIA-S, 126 f.
10 Schmidt 2004b, 338; idem 2006, 350; Pokorny 1959, 817; Rix et al. 2001, 472 f.
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bulans supra mare. The syntactic type is defined as follows: for the Irish:
where the preposition la is used with a verbal noun (la sóud úad), for the
Welsh: its use of the preposition gan with a verbal noun recalls the use of la
with a verbal noun in Irish (gan rodio ar y môr). Since Welsh can, gan, Cornish
cans, gans Old Breton cant-, Greek κατά are etymologically equivalent to Irish
cét-,11 the Irish construction la sóud úad ‘turning away from him’, i.e. le/la with
a verbal noun, must be explained as a substitute for non attested *cét with a ver-
bal noun, all the more so, as the Irish preposition le/la ‘with’ itself is a late for-
mation, restricted to Goidelic (cf. Müller 1992).

The prepositional construction in the Insular Celtic languages is caused by
the loss of the participle, a development which is paralleled in Classical Ar-
menian: gay ar nosa gnalov i veray covown Mt. 14,25 = ἦλϑεν πρὸς αὐτοὺς
περιπατῶν ἐπὶ τὴν ϑάλασσαν = venit ad eos ambulans supra mare.12

c) As regards sound development, Gaul. *gdonio-, which is attested as
the second part of the Dvandva-compound TEUOXTONION (gen. pl. Vercelli)
= *dēuo-xdonion < *deiwo-ĝhđonion ‘deis et hominibus’, is a derivation of
*ĝhđem-, *ĝhđom- ‘earth’ (Pokorny 1959, 414 ff.); *ĝhđom- ‘earth’ : *ĝhđonios
‘terrestre, mortel, humain’ = Greek χϑών ‘la terre’ : χϑόνιος ‘terrestre, mortel,
humain’; *ĝhđonios is identical with the reconstruct of OIr. duine ‘man’ =
Welsh dyn, Bret. den (Lambert 1995, 78 f.).

Ad III. There are a couple of features which meet the requirement of three
basic principles:

a) They are attested in Celtic and eastern IE languages.
b) They are not attested in Italic.
c) On the basis of Leskien’s maxim of 1876: XIII, they are the result of

common innovations.
The most important of these features is feature no. 1, the inflected relative

pronoun *yos in CI, already discussed by me several times,13 which according
to principle no. 1, is attested both in eastern IE languages (Indo-Iranian,
Greek, Slavic, Phrygian) and CI, but not in Anatolian and Tocharian.14

Feature no. 1 also satisfies the requirement of principle no. 2, as Italic de-
viates from Celtic by the use of the interrogative pronoun *kwo-/*kwi- in rela-

11 LEIA-C, 83 f. “cét- uniquement préfixe et préverbe ‘avec’ … Cétbaid correspond en ef-
fet au gall. canfod, nom. verb. de canfyddaf ‘je vois, j’aperçois, je découvre’”.

12 Cf. Schmidt 1999a, 211 f., idem 2002, 692 f.
13 Cf. e.g. Schmidt 1996, 24 f. and recently idem 2007, 199-203.
14 Cf. Friedrich 1960, 68 and Krause und Thomas 1960, 165. As to the reconstruction of

*yos in Armenian, cf. Schmidt 2007, 201. Szemerényi’s 1990, 223, explanation of *yos as an
innovation of the satəm languages independently developed in Celtic, must be rejected.
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tive function, paralleled in Anatolian and Tocharian (see above, footnote no. 14).
As this development is pretty old, *yos must be regarded as a common inno-
vation of eastern IE and Celtic.

Feature no. 2 is the “desiderative formation marked by reduplication as
well as by a thematically inflected s-suffix, which in roots ending in a resonant
is preceded by a laryngeal” (Schmidt 1996, 23). The formation is attested in
Indo-Iranian and Celtic (principle no. 1) and also meets the requirements of
principles no. 2 —it is not attested in Italic— and 3 —its formation is a com-
mon innovation of part of the IE languages.

Feature no. 3 is the future in *-sye-/*-syo-, attested in Gaulish, Indo-Ira-
nian, Baltic, Slavic and possibly Greek, but not in Italic. The record of Indo-
Iranian, Slavic and Greek confirms the insertion of a laryngeal after roots
ending in a resonant, in the same way as we find it in feature no. 2.

These three features prove early contact of Celtic with east IE languages
including Greek,15 as it has been already claimed by Kretschmer 1896 and
Wagner 1969.16

Ad IV. There are, moreover, CI and Celtic archaisms which reflect Proto-
IE, as e.g.

1) the preservation of the verbal noun, which did not develope to infini-
tive.17 As pointed out by Thurneysen 1975, 445, the verbal noun is “used in
place of the infinitive … Syntactically it is a substantive: subject and object are
expressed by a following genitive”.18 As a rule, in the languages of the world
infinitives have their origin in verbal nouns.19

2) Another example of early archaism in CI is the word order SOV (Sub-
ject – Object – Verb) with its correlation in noun groups (determinans prece-
ding determinatum) and syntagmas (postposition, dependent subordinate
preceding principal clause). This arrangement corresponds to type III of
Greenberg’s Basic Word Order Typology (cf. Greenberg 1963, 66 ff.).

15 Cf. Porzig 1954, 152 ff., numbering Greek among the east IE languages and recently
Schmidt 2007.

16 Cf. also the later publications, e.g. Ködderitzsch 1993; Falileyev 2007, 2008. Schmidt’s
theory of 1996 has been accepted and expanded by De Bernardo Stempel 1997; cf. also Isaac
2004, Stempel 1996, 309, Kalygin† 2006, Schmidt 2007. The question of early links between
Celts and Slavs has been particularly investigated by the Societas Celto-Slavica, founded 2004
in Moscow by Viktor Kalygin, Seamus Mac Mathúna, Tatyana Mikhailova and Maxim Fomin;
cf. Kalygin† 2006.

17 Cf. Schmidt 2006b.
18 Cf. also Brugmann 1906, 639.
19 Cf. Schmidt 2006b, drawing attention to parallels between Celtic and Kartvelian, the

latter being a non-IE language which has preserved the verbal noun in place of infinitive.
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3) Celtic lacks a verb ‘have’, as did Proto-IE “(e.g. Meillet 1923). Ex-
amination of the individual daughter languages shows that the various branch-
es all display their own root for a verb ‘have’, which implies that the verb was
not inherited from the proto-language, but developed after the proto-language
split up” (Bauer 2000, 151). In Irish we find the differentiation between tem-
porary possession (‘temporärer Besitz’) tá ag and permanent possession (‘per-
manenter Besitz’) (Hartmann 1954: 97).20 This evidence stresses the character
of “Pre-Indo-European as an Agreement Language of the Active Sub-type”
(Lehmann 2005, 51-53).

4) IE *ne negation (Delbrück 1897, 521-524) occurs in CI as ne- in var-
ious connections (Wodtko 2000, 269-275); IE *nekwe ‘and not’ precedes both
CI nekue and other Celtic equivalents (Wodtko l.c.).

These examples which could be easily increased stress the archaic features
both of Celtic as a whole and in particular of CI.
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