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TRANSACTIONS

OF THE

AMERICAN PHILOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION,
1887.

1. — The Monetary Crisis in Rome, A.D. 33.

By WILLIAM F. ALLEN,
PROFESSOR IN THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN, MADISON, WIS.

DurinG the retreat of the Emperor Tiberius at Capreae,
A.D. 33, Rome was visited by a crisis in the money market
so severe and obstinate that credit was at last restored only
by the direct intervention of the emperor, who advanced one
hundred million sesterces (about four million dollars) from
the treasury, in the shape of loans without interest to indi-
vidual debtors; an occurrence which calls to mind the pur-
chase of bonds by our Treasury department, for the purpose
of relieving the money market during the panic of 1873. A
tolerably full account of this affair is given by Tacitus (Ann.
VI. 16, 17) ; and it is also mentioned briefly and incidentally
by Suetonius (Tib. 48), and Dio Cassius (58, 21). The account
given by Tacitus is in many points difficult to understand, by
reason of his characteristic compression of style and habit of -
omitting details, which perhaps seemed unessential from his
point of view, but are needed by us for a full comprehension
of the circumstances. With the assistance of these other
writers, we find the account given by Tacitus consistent, and,
no doubt, substantially correct, while still presenting some
obscurities where it may be supposed that his statements
were perfectly intelligible to his contemporaries. I will give
a free translation of his account of the affair, accompanied
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with such comments and illustrations as may seem called
for.

“ At this time the accusers burst with great violence upon
those who made a profession of loaning money at interest, in
violation of the law of the Dictator Caesar, which regulates
loans and landed property in Italy —a law which had fallen
into desuetude, because the public welfare is less regarded
than private gain.”

The law in question was probably passed by Caesar in his
first dictatorship, B.c. 49, after his return from Spain and
Massilia. We learn at this time of two laws designed to
remedy the economical embarrassments of society. One, tem-
porary in nature, cancelled existing debts by the surrender of
real and personal property (possessionum et rerum) according
to the valuation which it had before the war, the disturbed
condition of affairs having now, of course, lowered values
(Caes. B. C. iii. 1, Suet. Jul. 42; Dio Cass. 41, 37; App. B. C.
ii. 48). This law, called by Plutarch (Caesar, 37) ceiocdyBeca,
a shaking off of burdens, cannot properly be called a law to
regulate loans and landed property, and cannot therefore be
identified with Tacitus’ law de modo credendi possidendique ;
besides that, it was a merely remedial and temporary meas-
ure, while the one here referred to must have been a per-
manent measure of policy. The other law is mentioned by
Dio Cassius (41, 38), as the re-enactment of an old statute,
forbidding any person to possess, rxextficfa:, more than
15,000 drachmas [denariz] (about $2400) in gold or silver.
This statement is evidently incomplete, and probably inac-
curate ; it may nevertheless contain in a distorted form some
provisions of the law in question. If no person could have
in his possession more than a certain fixed maximum of cash,
the rest of his money he must invest or loan. Dio suggests
indeed that the object of the law was to facilitate loaning;
while the phrase used by Tacitus, credend: possidendigue,
may properly be applied to loans or purchases of land made
with the balance above the prescribed maximum. We may
therefore assume that this is the law of Caesar referred to in
the passage before us.
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This second law, therefore, may be assumed to have been
of a permanent character, and to have defined Caesar’s policy
in regard to the economical condition of Italy. As to its
provisions, we are left in the dark, except for the general
assertion of Tacitus that it regulated loans and real estate,
the unintelligible statement of Dio that it prohibited the
keeping on hand of more than a certain sum of money, and
another from the same author (58, 21), that it related to con-
tracts. Perhaps we have a right to infer from these pro-
visions, taken in connection with the events of the present
year, that, as Mommsen says (iv., p. 626), it *“fixed a maxi-
mum amount of the loans at interest to be allowed in the
case of the individual capitalist, which appears to have been
proportioned to the Italian landed estate belonging to each,
and perhaps amounted to half its value.”! Whatever the
provisions of the law, it had become a dead letter ; and the
pecuniary embarrassments of the present year were caused
by an ill-timed and badly-arranged attempt suddenly to put it
in execution.

The next passage to be considered is one of great his-
torical importance, which is, in spite of its brevity, a principal
source of our knowledge of the Roman usury laws, but of
which it is hard to see the bearing upon the occurrences in
question.

“The curse of usury is in truth of long standing in the
city, and it has been a most fertile cause of seditions, for
which .reason it was held in check even in ancient times,
when morals were less corrupt. For at first the laws of the
twelve tables forbade any higher rate of interest than ten
per cent, the rate having before this been at the pleasure of
the lender; then by a tribunician law it was reduced to five
-per cent, and finally loaning at interest was forbidden.”

Two phrases in this passage require special discussion —
unciario faenorve and vetita versura.

That unciario facnore is one-twelfth of the principal for the

. 1 Mommsen makes no citations or references in support of this statement, and I
am unable to find any foundation for it except the provisions of this law as given
above; his words, however, seem to me more positive than the evidence warrants,
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original year of ten months —that is, 84 per cent for the year
of ten months, and ten per cent for the year of twelve months
—is the now generally accepted view of Niebuhr: it would
make no difference in the question before us if we took it to
refer primarily to the twelve-month year, in which case it
would give a rate of twelve per cent. The fixing of this rate,
ascribed by Tacitus to the Decemvirs, is placed by Livy one
hundred years later, B.c. 356, and the reduction by one-half
to the year 346. The attempt to suppress the trade of usury
belongs to the year 342, by the so-called Genucian Law, #ne
Jaenerare liceret (Liv. vii. 42).

The word versura has caused some unnecessary trouble.
It is sometimes explained as “ compound interest” ; z.e. to bal-
ance the account and then turn over the page (vertere), and
open a new account where no interest had been paid, would
be compound interest ; and this is sometimes the meaning of
the word. Its regular use, however, in classical Latin is
explained by Festus (p. 37) as equivalent to loan: versuram
Jacere mutuam pecuniam sumere ex eo dictum est, quod initio
qui mutuabantur ab aliis, non ut domum ferrent, sed ut aliis
solverent, velet vertevent creditovem. This is illustrated by
numerous examples in Cicero, e.g. Att. xvi. 2, 2, non modo
versura, sed etiam venditione, si ita res cogel, nos vindicabis ;
id. vil. 18, 4, cum tale tempus sit ut ... nec hoc tempore aut
domi numos Quintus habeat, aut exigere ab Egnatio aut ver-
suram usquam faceve possit. So v. 1, 2; V. 21, 12, etc.  Ve-
tita versura, “loans on interest were forbidden,” is therefore
precisely equivalent in meaning to ne faenerare liceret; that
is, it was not interest as such, #szra, or even exorbitant inter-
est, what we understood by ‘usury,” that was prohibited,
but the trade of money-lending. So far as the language of
these writers goes, it might have been still lawful to collect
interest on debts; but to borrow money to pay a debt was
forbidden, and thus the trade of money-lending —in that
condition of society a fertile source of mischief — was made
unlawful. It is not at all unlikely that the law went further
than this, and — as so many crude reformers at all ages have
desired — undertook to prohibit not only the trade in money,
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versura, but interest altogether, usura. But this we have
no right to infer; and if the law was passed, it was never
enforced.

We shall better understand the question if we consider the
radical difference between the business of money-lending in
ancient times and in modern society. At the. present day
the legitimate business of bankers and other money-lenders
consists in advancing funds to be employed in productive
operations. The banker, when his business is carried on in
a legitimate way, forms a necessary and useful intermediary
between persons who have money which they do not under-
stand how to use productively, and those who are engaged in
industrial occupations in which they can use advantageously
more capital than they themselves possess. Loans at inter-
est, therefore, when credit is not strained to excess, are a
necessary and useful part of the complicated industrial sys-
tem of our time. It was quite otherwise in antiquity. There
was no such thing as productive industry on any large scale.
When money was borrowed, it was not to assist production,
but for purposes of consumption, or, still worse, to pay for
past consumption. Money was borrowed in order to pay
debts; one debt incurred in order to cancel another; pre-
cisely what is expressed by the word versura. ,

There is no more fundamental contrast between ancient
and modern society than in the place which industry takes in

" the minds of men and their relations to one another. The
most striking feature of the organization of modern society is
the co-operation of the resources of all classes and interests,
for the furtherance of industry. This is done by means of
banks and other monetary associations, through the instru-
mentality of which every industrial enterprise is able to make
use of all the means which it can employ to advantage, and
the accumulated wealth of generations is placed at the dis-
posal of those who are engaged in creating more wealth. In
the ancient world industry was held in no honor, and occupied
no such commanding position. The few commodities which
were required by. the simple habits of society were manufac-
tured by the slaves of the household; commerce consisted in
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hardly more than bringing to the imperial city the forced
contributions of the provinces; agriculture, the only branch
of industry deemed worthy of a freeman, fell more and more
into the hands of slaves.

The trade of the money-lender, faenerator, therefore, was
deservedly in disrepute, because he rendered to society no
service at all corresponding to the gains he derived from
society. All his profits were of course drawn from the pro-
ceeds of industry, because all wealth is created by industry;
but industry received nothing from him in return. We have
a similar class in modern society, — we are all familiar with it
from the pages of Pendennis,—and we know that this class, an
excrescence upon society, is not to be ranked with that which
stores up the unused masses of capital, and holds them in
readiness for productive use. From this point of view it is
easy to see why interest upon money was regarded by the
ancients as fundamentally wrong. The explanation which
they gave themselves, that money was by nature barren, and
could not produce money as offspring —a notion which found
expression in the figurative use of the word Tdxos to designate
interest — may seem fanciful at first sight. But it proceeded
from a profound comprehension of its nature, as it existed in
their day. No such argument against usury would be possi-
ble at the present time, for our loans at interest are really
productive, and interest may properly be described as Tdxos.
But with the ancients money was borrowed only to relieve
distress, or to provide means for debauchery ; and for neither
of these purposes did it seem to them right that interest
should be paid. The historian goes on:—

“And many plebiscita were passed to put a stop to the
devices by which the law was evaded; but repress them as
often as they might, they sprang up again in astonishing
forms.” '

Of course the law was fourid impossible to execute. It
probably undertook more than any legislature can accomplish,
and at any rate economical forces and the selfish interests of
men were too strong for it. Twenty years after its passage,
B.C. 326, the authority over the debtor given by the old harsh
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laws of debt was exercised so outrageously by one faenerator,
that the laws of debt were as a consequence radically changed,
so as to deprive the creditor of his power over the body of
the debtor (Liv. vii. 28). Shortly after the Second Punic
War, B.c. 193, Livy (xxxv. 7) still says that the state suffered
from usury, faenore laborabdat, and that although there had
been. many usury laws, faenebribus legibus, they had been
successfully evaded, via fraudis inita erat. The method of
fraud on this occasion was to advance the loan in the name
of some socius or citizen of an allied state ; and the remedy
was to extend the provisions of the civil law to this class.
In the last century of the republic it became the custom
to charge the interest monthly and, by adding it to the prin-
cipal, to obtain a very high compound interest. A certain
check was placed upon the senatorial class, by public opinion ;
but this was a weak restraint, and the unblushing eagerness
for gain of even the best among them is illustrated by the
well-known case of Brutus, who, having, in the name of other
parties, made a loan to the city of Salamis in Cyprus, where
the legal rate was twelve per cent, with compound interest
annually, demanded four times that rate, and called upon
Cicero, the governor of the province, to assist in its collection
(Cic. ad Att. v. 21, 10-13).

One of the chief obscurities in this passage of Tacitus
- is the difficulty of understanding the relation between this
legislation and the law of Caesar, revived by Tiberius. As
we have seen, the Genucian Law prohibited, if not the taking
of interest under any circumstances, the making loans at
interest, the trade of money-lending. Caesar’s law, on the
other hand, de modo credendi possidendique, mepi Tév ovuBo-
Aaiwy, although described by Dio as an old law revived,
mpdrepov more éoevex@évra dvaveoiuevos, clearly had a differ-
ent scope, aiming not to prohibit, but to regulate, the trade
in money. That there was no attempt, either by Caesar or
Tiberius, to prokibit the taking of interest, appears from the
fact that the 100,000,000 sesterces advanced by Tiberius
upon this occasion were for the purpose of loans without
interest, s#me usura,; a circumstance which would not have
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been noted, if interest had been altogether forbidden by
law.

It appears that the proceedings to enforce the law ema-
nated from the emperor himself. This is not stated either by
Tacitus or Suetonius; but Dio Cassius says, in the passage
just cited (58, 21), that “he revived the laws concerning con-
tracts imposed by Casar” ; Tods vopods Tovs mwepi Tdv ovuSo-
Aaiwv o Tod Kaloapos TeBévras . . . dvevorjoaro ; mentioning
it in connection with the death of Nerva, father of the emperor
of that name, who, he says, committed suicide because he
foresaw the troubles, dmioria xal Tapaysj, that would result
from an enforcement of the law.! The emperor Tiberius,
with all his faults, a profound statesman, and a man who had
a keen insight into the causes of the economical decay of his
country, appears to have conceived the idea of remedying
these economical evils by enforcing Caesar’s law. In a re-
markable letter addressed to the senate eleven years before
(Ann. iii. 53—-4), after touching upon the pettiness and inade-
quacy of the sumptuary measures proposed by that body, he
goes on: “none of you see that Italy requires assistance from
abroad, that the life of the Roman people is daily risked on
the uncertainties of the sea and the tempests. And unless
the resources of the provinces came to the rescue of masters,
slaves and fields, we should have little reason to expect that
our parks and country seats would support us.” He does not
speak here of free men or free labor; he means that Italy is
.wholly taken up with pleasure grounds and slave plantations ;
and that by neither of these can its population be supported.
These words of Tiberius are a significant commentary upon
the famous expression of Pliny : latifundis perdidere Italiam.?
Feeling as he did about the economical condition of Italy,
and seeing, too, as we can have no doubt that he did, the
pernicious effects of the money traffic, it is not to be won-
dered at that the emperor undertook the enforcement of a

11t should be mentioned that Tacitus (Ann. vi. 26) does not mention this as
having anything to do with the suicide of Nerva.

2 It 1s shown by Mommsen in an article in Hermes (Vol. XI.) that Pliny’s
expression is much exaggerated.
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law by means of which, in Mommsen’s words, “every Italian
man of business would be compelled to become at the same
time an Italian land-holder, and the class of capitalists sub-
sisting merely on their interest would disappear wholly from
Italy.” The experiment seemed worth trying.

“But now the praetor Gracchus, who presided over this
court, influenced by the multitude of those upon whom the
penalties -of the law would be visited, laid the matter before
the senate ; and the senate, in great apprehension (for hardly
any one was free from fault in the matter), begged the prince
for indulgence; and by his consent a year and a half were
allowed, within which time each person should adjust his
business relations in accordance with the requirements of the
law. From this there resulted a stringency in the money
market, all debts being called in at the same time, and great
amounts of cash being locked up in the treasury, by reason
of the number of condemnations and confiscations.”

In “from this there resulted a stringency,” we must under-

stand not the circumstance just mentioned, — the extension
of the time to eighteen months, — but the original necessity
of settling the accounts. Although eighteen months were
now allowed for this, each person, as was natural, hastened
to settle his own affairs as speedily as possible. But the
ancients were not acquainted with the use of credit as fur-
nishing a circulating medium ; they were confined to the use
of coin, and the coin could not be got at by reason of the
recent confiscations. This is the historian’s explanation, but
it is quite inadequate. The amount of confiscation — even at
the height of the reign of terror after the fall of Sejanus —
could not have caused any such deficiency ; and in fact, even
if there had been any way of employing credit in effecting
-exchanges, the panic could not have been prevented. No
doubt under this reign of terror there was much hoarding,
and much coin was thus withdrawn from circulation : but the
stringency was really created by the enforcement of the law,
which caused a general disturbance of contracts, and set a
great number of creditors to call in their debts all at once.

“To meet this difficulty the senate had ordered that every
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- money-lender should invest two-thirds of his principal in
lands in Italy.”

In this difficult passage we must first consider the meaning
of certain words and phrases. The phrase with which it
opens, ad 4oc, usually means “besides.” If that is the mean-
ing in this case, it follows that the measure here described
was a part of the original law, the enforcement of which had
caused the trouble. In that case, this requirement of the
senate would be an additional cause of embarrassment, over
and above the requirement to settle within eighteen months.
If, on the other hand, with most editors, we take it as mean-
ing #n this view, for this purpose, it is to be taken as a reme-
dial measure, to help relieve the scarcity. But it is hard to
see how the obligation to invest two-thirds of the debt in
land could afford any relief. The very difficulty in the case
was that the debtors could not get the money to pay their
debts; how then could the creditors invest money which
they could not get into their hands? Or, if they could, how
would this help the matter? The thing needed was to enable
the debtors to pay their debts, not to direct the creditors how
to invest their funds. )

In both these points we are helped out of the difficulty by
Suetonius (Tib. 48), whose brief statement proves that it was
a remedial measure, not a part of the original law; and that,
therefore, ad koc must be rendered ‘“to meet this emer-
gency ' ; and shows further how it was that it was intended
to help solve the difficulty. His words, cum per senatus con-
sultum sanxisset, “ when he had required by a senatus consul-
tum,” show that the measure proceeded originally from the
emperor, not from the senate, and that it is likely therefore
to have been a device for the emergency, not a part of the
old law. And what is made probable by these words is made
nearly certain by the closing words, after the description of
the provisions of the measure, zec expediretur, “but the diffi-
culties were not resolved.” We shall see presently, more-
over, that this measure was essentially identical with Caesar’s
remedial measure of B.C. 49, and appears to be of a temporary
and remedial character rather than a persistent policy.
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Even more important is a provision of the senatus consul-
tum, omitted by Tacitus, but given by Suetonius, by which
alone we are in a position to understand it. His words are,
“That the money-lenders should invest two-thirds of their
estate in land, and the debtors should pay at once the same
proportion of their debt.” Uz faeneratores duas patrimonii
partes in solo collocarent, debitoves totidem acris alieni statim
solverent. This second provision, about the debtors, is not
contained in Tacitus’ account; perhaps it has dropped out
of his manuscript (to which it is restored by Nipperdey)
— more likely it was in his mind but omitted in writing
because the matter seemed to him intelligible without it —
a not unusual thing with him. In the first proposition
Suetonius uses the word patrimonii, “ estate,” where Tacitus
says faenoris, “principal” (a well-established use of the
word in classical Latin, as in the phrase faenus et impen-
* dium, “principal and interest,” Cic. ad Att. vi. 1, 4). Tacitus
is evidently right, as the context shows;.the statement of
Suetonius may come from a confusion with the provisions
of Caesar’s law.!

The relief measure in question, therefore, consisted in the
requirement that the debtor should pay two-thirds down, and
the creditor invest this two-thirds in land. As the problem
to be solved was the difficulty of paying cash down, this can
only be a clumsy and roundabout way of saying that two-
thirds of the debt might be paid in land, the balance remain-
ing for the eighteen months. Of course this could apply
only to those who had land, and, in all probability, only to
those who had hypothecated their land when obtaining their
loan. It was, in a sense, a general foreclosure of mortgages,
but differed from a true foreclosure in being summary, with-
out legal process, and no doubt at a price for the land which

11t is an interesting fact, as showing the permanent policy of the empire, that
the emperor Trajan made a similar requirement, only making one-third of the
estate the proportion to be invested in land: eosdem patrimonii tertiam partem
conferre jussit in ea quae solo continerentur. Plin. Epp. vi. 18, 4. Suetonius’
use of the word patrimonium may have been borrowed from this nearly contem-
porary measure,
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was to be ascertained, not by public auction, but by the
assessment lists, perhaps of the previous year. In all these
respects it corresponded closely to Caesar’s law, only that
that law applied to the whole debt, and allowed personal
property, as well as real, to be taken in payment. Such as it
was, it was a gecodyOeca, or shaking off of burdens, a measure
for the relief of debtors; and it naturally aroused the opposi-
tion of the creditors.

“But the creditors demanded payment in full, and those
upon whom the demand was made could not, without losing
credit, fail to meet their obligations. So they ran hither and
thither with entreaties [7.c., as Furneaux says, for money or
time], then the praetor’s tribunal resounded [7.e., with de-
mands, entreaties, and notices of legal proceedings] ; and the
purchase and sale of property, resorted to as a remedy,
worked just to the contrary, because the money-lenders had
laid aside all their money for the purchase of land, while the
land offered for sale was in such quantities that it fell in
price; the more heavily burdened any one was with debt,
the harder he found it to dispose of his property in small lots,
and many were ruined in their fortunes.”

We must understand by this that the object of the money-
lenders was to purchase entire estates, for which reason they
refused to buy in small lots, as we shall see in the next pas-
sage. The demand made by the creditors for payment in
full at once was, of course, in violation of the senatus-consul-
tum, and might have been legally refused by the creditors.
But business men could not afford to take advantage of a
mode of settlement which would give a temporary relief, but
destroy their business credit. To the creditors the proposi-
tion must have seemed wholly unjust. By waiting until their .
notes should fall due, and the inevitable collapse in the value
of real estate should have come, in the meantime hoarding
up such sums as should be paid on account, they would be
enabled to buy large estates at a bargain ; and such was the
stoppage of trade and the glutting of the market that even
small lots could ‘find no purchaser. The debtors did not
dare to insist upon their legal rights, and the cetgayfeia was
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a failure. There now remained but one resource, — the di-
rect interposition of the government.

I have changed the punctuation in one place in ‘this pas-
sage. In all the editions with which I am acquainted, there
is a full stop after condiderant,— “The money-lenders had
laid aside all their money for the purchase of land,” —and the
passages which follow are joined with the sentence which
tells of the emperor’s intervention. I propose to put a full
stop after provolvebantur, and associate the intervening line
with what precedes, as following g¢wzz. It has been said,
“The purchase and sale of property, resorted to as a remedy,
worked just to the contrary, because—.” To say “because
the money-lenders had laid aside all their money for the pur-
chase of land” is no explanation. That they had hoarded
their money in order to buy land, could not, taken by itself,
prevent the purchase and sale of land from working as a
remedy, but rather the opposite; if money was hoarded up
for the purchase of land, that was just the condition of things
needed for a solution of the difficulties by the sale of land.
But the circumstances taken in their connection: that the
money-lenders had laid aside their money to buy land, and
that so much land was offered that it fell greatly in price,
with the significant fact, not mentioned directly, but implied
in distrakebant, that their purpose was to buy up large es-
tates when prices should touch bottom, and that for this
reason they refused to buy the portions of estates which the
debtors desired to dispose of ;—in these circumstances we
find a sufficient reason for the failure of the scheme. Two
clauses, therefore, instead of only one, must be taken to fol-
low guia.

“Dignity and reputation went to crash with the loss of
fortune, until Caesar came to the rescue, and deposited
100,000,000 sesterces in banks, the debtors having the privi-
lege of borrowing for three years, without interest, on giving
landed security to the state for twice the amount of the loan.
Thus credit was restored, and gradually it was found possible
to borrow from private persons also. But the purchase of
land was not carried out according to the prescriptions of the
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senatusconsultum ; for, as is usual in such matters, what was
begun with vigor ended with remissness.”

It should be noted that the banks referred to in the phrase
per mensas were not private banking establishments, but that
the money, as Dio Cassius tells us (58, 21) was placed in the
hands of certain senators, 7’ dv8pdv Bovievrdy, who appear
to have acted as the emperor’s agents in making the loans.

Thus the plan of the emperor for averting the economical
ruin of Italy, by taking up the reforms of Caesar, came to
nought. Probably the mischief was incapable of remedy, for
any economical system which rests upon slave labor contains
in itself the seeds of decay. Probably, too, the plan itself, of
the details of which we really know nothing, was insufficient
and untimely; for the sagacious Nerva foresaw its failure.
And when it had once failed, Tiberius —always character-
ized by a certain self-distrust and infirmity of purpose, and
now old, broken in mind and body, and, we may suppose,
thoroughly scared at the commotion his well-meaning action
had excited — never had the heart to make another attempt.
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II. — The Tradition of Caesar's Gallic Wars from Cicero to
Orosius.

By E. G. SIHLER, Pu.D,,

NEW YORK CITY.

THE period of the dissolution of the Roman Republic is
marked by the preservation of the memoirs of the man who
most effectively hastened that dissolution. Caesar’s Com-
mentaries are the only survival of that type of literature,
neither the memoirs of Sulla nor those of Cicero having been
preserved. Unhappily, the bulk of work concerning this
writer is done for boys, although, as one of the most eminent
Caesar critics (I. H. Heller of Berlin) of our time has truly said,
“of all writers, this one has written most exclusively for men.”

In the vast literature concerning Caesar an exhaustive dis-
cussion of the tradition of his narrative in other and later
classical writers seems as yet to have been lacking. Riistow
and Kochly, it is true, when adverting to certain topics and
passages in Caesar, have cited statements in Plutarch and
Orosius. Nipperdey has edited I. 54, 1, after the same wri-
ters, rejecting the manuscripts of Caesar, and Drumann has
adopted a certain view, adopted by Florus and others, as his
own. An acute paper which touches upon this subject is that
by Eyssenhardt (Bemerkungen zu der Frage iiber die Glaub-
wiirdigkeit von Caesar’s Commentarien. Jahns Jhbb. 1862, pp.
755~764), who notes with great care points of divergence
between Caesar on the one hand, and Dio Cassius, Appian,
Plutarch, etc., on the other. Eyssenhardt suggests that there
was bitterness in the mind of Asinius Pollio because Caesar
(in the Bellum Civile) had omitted adequate mention of
Pollio’s services. Later, in 1878, Georg Thouret wrote De
Cicerone, Asinio Pollione, C. Oppio rerum Caesarianarum
Scriptoribus (Leipziger Studien zur class. Philologie, 1878,
PP 305—360). Thouret says, in a sweeping manner (p. 330),
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that there was nothing concerning the Gallic war in Livy,
Suetonius, Florus, Eutropius, Plutarch, Appian, Dio Cassius,
“which had not sprung from the same source, and sprung
from the same roots.” We will see that this is by no means
accurate. A paper by H. Rauchenstein, concerning Caesar’s
campaign against the Helvetii, is reviewed by Heller in the
Philol. Anzeiger, 1884, p. 307. It seems that Rauchenstein
_lays excessive stress upon divergence of statement between
Caesar on the one hand, and Plutarch, Appian, Orosius, on
the other. But so little balanced is he that he calls Caesar’s
account of the taking of the bulwark of carts (B. G. I. 26, 4)
“ Eine muthmassliche Fiction.”

In taking up the notices and accounts concerning the Gallic
war in chronological order, we will have to observe three
points: (1) The manner of reproduction. (2) Whether any-
where a real addition may be observed. (3) What there may
be of critical bias or purpose. It is hardly necessary to say
in advance that none of the accounts, in point of fidelity and
precision, can be compared to the accounts of such modern
writers as Merivale or Mommsen, or of Ranke in his last
great work ; although we must keep in mind that in the accu-
racy of our geographical knowledge we have a very consid-
erable advantage over the ancient readers of Caesar.

1. Cicero’s notices, as far as available, are those of a con-
temporary. Thus we learn from a letter to Atticus (Ep. Att.
II. 18, 3), written in June, 59 B.C., and again from one written
a month later, that Caesar had invited Cicero to accompany
him to Gaul as Jegatus. We also see (¢.g. ad Fam. III. 5)
that young gentlemen of rank, after Cicero’s return from
exile, sought letters from Cicero to Caesar so as to obtain
military tribunates, and that their chief concern was to fill
their pockets or to gain the notice of Caesar for future politi-
cal advancement. Jests about the charioteers of the Britains
are met with, e¢g. Fam. VII. 6, to Trebatius: “In Britan-
“nia ne ab essedariis decipiaris caveto.” Another passage
shows one way in which people in the capital viewed Caesar’s
expedition to Britain, Fam. VII. 7: “In Britannia nihil esse
audio neque auri neque argenti: id si ita est, essedum aliquod
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capias suadeo et ad nos quam primum recurras” (May, 54
B.c.), and (Ep. Att. IV. 16, 7) : “Etiam illud jam cognitum
est, neque argenti scripulum esse ullum in illa insula, neque
ullam spem praedae nisi ex mancipiis.” In August of the
same year Cicero congratulates his brother Quintus on the
rare subject-matter for a new book afforded the latter by
the expedition to Britain (ad Quint. Fratr. I1. 15): “Te vero
Umdfeawv scribendi egregiam habere video: quos tu situs,
quas naturas rerum et locorum, quas mores, quas gentis, quas
pugnas, quem vero ipsum imperatorem habes!”’

The result of the entire undertaking against Britain is well
expressed (Q. Fr. IIL. 1, 10) : “De Britannicis rebus cognovi
ex tuis litteris nihil esse res quod gaudeamus nec quod metua-
mus.”  And to Att. IV. 18, 5: “A Quinto fratre et a Caesare
a. d. VIII Kal. Nov. litteras datas a litoribus Britanniae
proximo a. d. VI Kal. Octobr., confecta Britannia, obsidibus
acceptis, nulla praeda, imperata tamen pecunia, exercitum e
Britannia reportabant.” .

The younger Cicero in the field beguiled his time with
writing Greek tragedies, ¢.¢. Erigonia (cf. III. 5, 7). A letver
from Britain reached Rome in a little more or less than a
month (cf. ad Q. Fr. IIL. 1, 13; IIL 1, 25). The ignorance
or indifference prevailing at the capital as to geography is
well illustrated by a passage in a letter dated Nov,, 54. Mar-
cus Cicero wishes to know whether he should give his letters
addressed to Quintus to the couriers (fabellarii) of Caesar or
to those of Labienus: “ Ubi enim isti Nervii et quam longe
absint, nescio.” (Cf. B. G. V. 24, 2.) ,

After 54 B.C. there is an intermission in Cicero’s letters of
suggestive or important notices, down to 5I B.C.; not one
word as to the great struggle of Vercingetdrix. This hurri-
cane Caesar had safely weathered, and was engaged in meet-
ing several later and minor squalls in different parts of Gaul.
The breach between the two surviving triumvirs had become
an accomplished fact, and Cicero had become more definitely
reattached to the party of the Optimates. His news about
Caesar may have been somewhat colored by the filter through
which it reached Cicero. Thus ad Fam. VIIL 1: “Quod ad
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Caesarem, crebri et non belli de eo rumores, sed susurratores.
dumtaxat, veniunt; alius equitem perdidisse, quod, opinor,
certe fictum est; alius, septimam legionem vapulasse, ipsum
apud Bellovacos circumsederi interclusum ab reliquo exercitu.”

2. Livy gave an account of Caesar’s Gallic wars in books
CIII. to CVIII., of which we have but the Periockae. In the
Periocha of CIII., speaking of the Helvetians, he says, ‘“quae
(scil. gens) sedem quaerens per provinciam Caesaris Narbo-
nem iter facere volebat.” But it would require some violence
to have Livy gather from Caesar that the Helvetii wished to
go to Narbo, whereas their goal, the district of the Santones,
was at least 200 miles away. Narbonensem, for Narbonem
restores the sense, that being the official name of that prov-
ince in Livy’s time.

The losses of the Nervii are told with a slight inaccuracy,
Periocha of book CIV., “donec ex sexaginta milibus arma-
torum mille superessent’ (Caesar, B. G. I1. 28, 2, “ex homi-
num milibus LX ad vix quingentos qui arma ferre possent,
sese redactos esse”). The Periocha of book CVI. begins:
“Gallorum aliquot populi Ambiorige duce rege Eburonum
defecerunt”’; Hertz unnecessarily brackets rege, which is both
historically correct and grammatically necessary.

As for Velleius Paterculus, the generalities of his text
need not here be noticed by us.

3. Frontinus, author of the ¢“Strategematica,” wrote his
work during the reign of Domitian, 81—96 A.D., because he
always refers to the latter as “Imperator Fl. Domitianus
Augustus Germanicus,” with pretty strong praise of his
wisdom and ingenuity in military matters. Frontinus’ illus-
trations of military art drawn from Caesar’s Gallic wars
are easily identified, and are substantially faithful to the origi-
nal. They are found in II. 3, 18; IIL. 7, 2; 17, 6, and 7;
I 11,3; II. 1, 16; IL 5, 20. One reference I am unable to
place, II. 6, 3: “C. Caesar Germanos inclusos et ex despe-
ratione fortius pugnastes emitti jussit, fugientesque aggressus
est.”

4. As for Plutarch, it would be unfair indeed to expect
perfect historical accuracy from that illustrator of human
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character and champion of all the virtues. We do find gross
slips, e.¢. in his life of Caesar, c. 18, where he says that the
Helvetians amounted to 300,000, of whom 190,000 were fight-
ing men. (Caesar, B.G. I. 29.: 368,000, of whom 92,000 bore
arms.) As for women and children defending themselves
from the bulwark of carts, Caesar has nothing about it.

The campaign against Ariovistus is given in c¢. 19. There
are two data there not derivable from the account of Caesar
or from the extant manuscripts. Caesar himself (I. 53, 2, 3)
says that with the exception of a handful (pergaunci) the Ger-
mans were overtaken by Caesar’s cavalry and slain. But
Plut. Caes. 19: d&pifuov 8¢ vekpdv pvpidadas oktw yevéobar
Méyovor. The other point is the statement of Plutarch in the
same chapter that Caesar pursued the Germans for four hun-
dred stadia to the Rhine, which is equivalent to guinguaginta,
but not to guingue milia passuum, the latter being the read-
ing of Caesar’s manuscripts. A gross inaccuracy is found in
Plutarch’s statement that there were not less than 170,000
fighting men cooped up by Caesar in Alesia, whereas the
latter gives 80,000 (B.G. VIL 71, 3). Elsewhere, too, we de-
tect slovenliness of reminiscence in Plutarch, as when he calls
the Usipetes and Tencteri of Caesar’s text Odgimrar and Ter-
ktepirai. The famous motion of Cato to surrender Caesar
to these tribes in atonement for his perfidy is quoted by Plu-
tarch from Tanusius (Geminus), a contemporary historian (cf.
Peter, Fragmenta Historicorum Romanorum). A proof that
Caesar suffered from reverses in the campaign against the
Arverni in 52 B.c. (Book VIL.) kai Sewxviovar *ApBépvor Evi-
Siov mpos lepd kpepdpevov, s 8 Kailoapos Nddvpov: & Qeacd-
pevos aiTos UoTepov éuediace kal TdV piAwv xabeleiv xelev-
ovTwy ok elacev, iepov fyovuevos. This, too, is derived from
some other source. And again, the surrender of Vercingeto-
rix before Alesia is told by Plutarch with a certain detail
greatly exceeding Caesar’s extraordinary compression (VII.
89, 4: “Vercingetorix deditur”), avaraBov Taov émAwv Td
kdA\ioTe kal koouijoas Tov immov éEimrmdoato Sia TV TUNGY
xal kxhe mepl Tov Kaloapa xabelouevov édaas, elta dpard-
pevos Tob immov TN uév wavomwhiay dméppipev kTé.

.
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5. Suetonius, a contemporary of Hadrian, and at one
time imperial secretary, composed his Lives of the Twelve
Caesars about 120 A.D. The work of this important writer
is justly famous, not only for notices of the most accurate
detail drawn from the most reliable and original sources, but
also on account of the absence of panegyrical exaggeration.
Whatever bias there may be in Suetonius’ Caesar, it is not
favorable. To illustrate: Acute study of the Commentaries
has revealed the fact that Caesar, with consummate skill, has
presented his conquest as a series of unavoidable acts, partly
defensive and partly precautionary in character. But on this
score Suetonius speaks with great bluntness (c. 24): “nec
deinde ulla belli occasione ne injusti quidem ac periculosi
abstinuit, tam foederatis quam infestis ac feris gentibus ultro
lacessitis, adeo ut senatus quondam legatos ad explorandum
statum Galliarum mittendos decreverit ac nonnulli (Cato scil.)
tradendum eum hostibus censuerint. Sed, prospere deceden-
tibus rebus, et saepius et plurium quam quisquam unquam
dierum supplicationes impetravit.” A notice of supplemen-
tary character refers to the enlistment of a regular legion in
Further Gaul. (Caesar, B. G. 1. 7, 2: “Provinciae toti quam
maximum potuit militum munerum imperat.”) Suet. 24:
“ (legio una) conscripta ex Transalpinis vocabulo quoque Gal-
lico — Alauda enim appellabatur — quam disciplina cultuque
Romano institutam et ornatum postea universam civitate
donavit,” The amount of annual tribute levied upon Gaul
by Caesar was given by Plutarch in his Caesar, 25, but is
lost in the manuscript. In Suet. 54: “In Gallia fana tem-
plaque deum donis referta expilavit, urbes diripuit saepius
ob praedam quam ob delictum.” This, too, suggests a con-
temporary writer of Caesar’s time bitterly hostile to him.

The criticism on Caesar’s style, uttered by Asinius Pollio,
we may here pass by ; but Suetonius adds the following judg-
ment of Pollio as to the Commentarii: “parum diligenter
parumque integra veritate compositos putat.” This judg-
ment on its face appears as summarized by Sudtonius. He
derived it probably from the Historiae of Pollio, that famous,
and, as Horace (Carm. II. 1) calls it, risky account of the
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civil war, which, however, takes as its starting-point, not
49 B.C., but 60 B.c., the year in which the first Triumvirate
was formed. The inference of Teuffel, therefore, is as
sound as it is obvious, viz.,, that Pollio treated his subject
pragmatically rather than in the annalistic fashion, and that
he could scarcely forego treating of the Gallic war in the
same fashion.

On the other hand, we know very definitely that a young
partisan and ardent admirer of Caesar, Gaius Oppius, wrote a
book dealing largely with the splendid and generous qualities
of his patron; for example, relating a case of delicate self-
sacrifice shown to this Oppius himself when the latter was -
ailing, told both by Plutarch (c. 17) and by Suetonius (c. 72).
From Oppius, too, is derived Plutarch’s statement (c. 17)
that in that war (Ze. the Gallic) Caesar practised dictating
letters to two amanuenses at the same time; o5 8¢ "Omrmids
¢not, kai mheloow. It seems a reasonable inference that
kindred detail should be traced to Oppius likewise, e.g
about the sword of Caesar kept by the Arverni, the detailed
narrative of Vercingetorix’ surrender, to which we may ad-
vert further on. From the same source perhaps was derived
the following in Suetonius, c. 58 : “ Obsessione castrorum in
Germania (Z.e. in the country of the Nervii, B. G. V.) nuntiata
per stationes hostium Gallico habitu penetravit ad suos.”

Whether the following is of the same origin I do not dare
to conjecture; it seems intrinsically improbable (Suet. 67):
“Diligebat quoque (scil. milites suos) usque adeo ut audita
clade Tituriana barbam capillumque summiserit nec ante
dempserit duam vindicasset.”

6. Julius Florus’ Epitome of Livy was written about 200
years after the era of Augustus. This writer gives the most
worthless reproduction of all, allowing his rhetorical pen to
run away with him. Thus he says of the ships of the Veneti
(I. 45, 5): “rudes et informes et statim naufragae cum rostra
sensissent ’ — whereas Caesar had distinctly stated that the
Venetian ships were invulnerable, as far as ramming by
Roman prows was concerned (III. 13, 8). Equally slovenly
is the reference to the Aquitani: “ Aquitani, callidum genus,
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in speluncas se recipiebant”; which blunder may have
risen from a confused recollection of the mnes, in the con-
struction of which the Aquitani were experts (B. G. 111 21, 3).
It is curious that so careless a writer, who even goes so far
as to confound Gergovia with Alesia (§ 23), should have been
quoted by Goeler as an authority on the campaign against
the Usipetes and Tencteri, where he (Florus) substitutes Mo-
sella for Mosa. The reckless bravery of some Roman legicn-
aries in their attack upon the phalanx of Ariovistus is curi-
ously exaggerated by Florus. Parallel citation will here be
instructive : —

Caesar, B.G. 1. §2,5: “Reperti sunt Flor. I. 45, 13: “ Elatis super caput
complures nostri, qui in phalanges in-  scutis cum se testudine barbarus tegeret,
silirent et scuta manibus revellerent, et  super ipsa Romani scuta salierunt, et
desuper vulnerarent.” inde in jugulos gladii descendebant.”

Here, probably, Florus and other readers actually seem to
bave taken énsilire in phalanges as “ jumping upon”; and it
is possible that “ez desuper vulnerarent” in Caesar’s text is
a complement of Caesar’s narrative added by some reader
who derived that curious meaning from the words. We may
therefore possibly be ]ustlﬁed in bracketing these words with
Dittenberger.

In the winter of 54-53 B.c. Labienus succeeded in encom-
passing the death of the Treverian chief Indutiomarus, who
- had been keeping his people in chronic revolt. Labienus
accomplished his object by ordering that in a general sally all
should attack Indutiomarus. (B.G.V. 58, 4-5) Speaking of
Indutiomarus and Ambiorix together, Florus writes thus:
“Sed ille (Indutiomarus) fortiter a Dolabella summotus est,
hic (Amb.) insidiis in valle dispositis dolo perculit.”” Evi-
dently the rhetorician here again has contrived an antithesis.
Perhaps some change like the following will restore the
original text: Sed ille fortiter (pugnans?) dolo Labieni bello
summotus est, hic insidiis in valle dispositis dolo (suo?)
perrupit.

7. Appian’s account of the Gallic war has reached us in
the shape of a fragmentary abstract. The only notable dictum
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in it is a-confirmation of Plutarch’s account (c. 22) of Cato’s
motion to surrender Caesar to the Usipetes and Tencteri for
his perfidy: Appianus, éc Tis Kehrikijs; 28, Kdrovd Te év
‘Pdup tév Tis cvyypadéov ¢nal yvouny éceveyxeiv éxdodvar
Tois BapBdpois Tov Kaicapa os évayés Epyov és SiampeoBev-
cgapévovs épyacduevov.

8. Dio Cassius’ reproduction is characteristic of that his-
torian. Palpable indeed are his good faith, his painstaking
reading, his scrupulous accuracy in many details; but these
virtues are marred ; his interpolation of long speeches which,
although they are intended to be imitations of the great Thu-
cydides, are purely the manufacture of Dio both in composi-
tion and argument. Dio’s account of the Gallic wars of
Caesar is found to form a great part of his work from 38, 31,
to 40, 41. As the occasion for inserting one of his long-
winded rhetorical performances, Dio chose the famous speech
by which Caesar (I. 40) put an end to the panicky feeling of
his men before moving upon Ariovistus. Here two reminis-
cences of Thucydides occur in phrases and terms of speech
(38, 44, 4; 47, 4; cf. also 39, 50, 3; 40, 1, 2). There are of
course many slips in detail, as when Ariovistus (38, 43) is .
called an Allobrogian. The Germans throughout are called
Kérra:. The battle with Ariovistus is told with spirited
detail, probably mostly drawn, however, from the sympathetic
imagination of the historian. As regards the insilire in
phalanges, Dio too seems to have conceived it like Florus:
avihovto Tpémov Twwd kal écomTov aiTols.

It is an inaccurate statement, or at least one at variance
with Caesar’'s own account, when Dio says (39, 1, 2) that
before 57 B.c. a part of the Belgae were in treaty relations
with Rome. Dio’s reminiscence of B. G. II. 7, 1, is confused
when he says that Caesar sent his light-armed troops and
cavalry by night to guard the bridge over the Axona (it
should be the oppidum of Bibrax).

The most arbitrary performance is the sketch of the naval
battle with the Veneti (Dio, 39, 42 sq.), in which but slight
regard is paid to the clear and precise narrative of Caesar. It
seems indeed that whereas some of the finest pieces of writing
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- in Thucydides had been descriptions of naval battles, as those
of Phormio near Naupactus, or of the Corcyraeans and Cor-
inthians, or of the Athenians and Syracusans, the peculiar
ambition of Dio impelled him to elaborate something in that
line. And Dio is not merely independent of Caesar, but his
description is positively incongruous with Caesar’s. Caesar,
for example, presents the device of the scythes for cutting
down the halyards as the one thing which overcame the
advantages of the Celtic fleet. Dio brings in the scythes as
a subsidiary contrivance, applied near the end when the con-
test was virtually decided. Caesar says that the hulls of the
Venetian ships were invulnerable to any ramming by Roman
beaks. According to Dio, many of the Gallic ships were run
to the bottom, etc.

Caesar’s first five books are set forth in pretty even pro-
portion ; but books VI.-VII. are given more summarily by
Dio, who evidently is wearying of his task. His reproduction
palpably tapers off, and this too when a more acute reading
of his author must have told him that the campaign of 52 B.c.
and the rising of Vercingetorix were the most critical parts
of the whole series of events, as they are the most stirring
portion of the narrative. The surrender of Vercingetorix
(Dio, 40, 41), it is true, forms an exception. He could have
escaped (not according to Caesar — Mommsen, too, adopts
Dio’s version), but preferred surrendering his person. The
personal appearance and the demeanor of Vercingetorix are
again described with a detail which is not derivable from
Caesar’s bald two words, Vercingetorix deditur (VII. 89, 4).

It is more than probable that Oppius was the common
source for the various relators of this episode. When Caesar
sent a letter to Quintus Cicero in the latter’s most critical
stage of siege at the hands of the Nervii, he used Greek letters
(V. 48, 4), and Dio adds the remark (40, 9, 3): éidfer 8¢ xai
dAAws, omdTe Te & amopprTwY Tl éméoTeNNe, TO TérapTov del
arouxetoy dvri Tod kabijkovros avteyypdpery, Srws &v dyvwoTa
Tols moANOIS 7} T ypadiueva.

9. The last of our authors is Paulus Orosius, a younger
contemporary and protégé of St. Augustine. While it came
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to pass that within four centuries Caesar’s Commentarii were
taken for the work of Suetonius Tranquillus (on which subject
see at length the preface of Nipperdey), Orosius’ reproduc-
tion, on the whole, may be called the most faithful, as it is-
the last of all those to whom we are wont to assign the term
classical in the wider sense. Here and there the effect of
Caesar's style upon his own is tangible, ¢g. VI. 7 (speaking
of the Helvetian Orgetorix): “Quo caeteri optimates cor-
repto et ad mortem coacto cohibere tamen semel animatas in
praedam plebes nequiverunt” (facile factu, VI. 10). His
view of the phalanx of Ariovistus and how the Roman legion-
aries attacked it agrees on the whole with that of Florus:
“Pugna maxime gravis ex phalange Germanorum fuit, quam
coacto in unum agmine scutisque supra capita contextis ad
irrumpendam Romanorum aciem tute undique praestruxerant.
Sed postquam aliqui Romanorum militum, agilitate audacia-
que insignes, supra obductam saliere testudinem, scutisque
singillatim velut squamis revulsis, des#per nudos deprehenso-
rum detectorumque humeros perfoderunt, territi hostes novo
mortis periculo terribilem dissolvere compagem.” Orosius
also read that the flight of the Germans to the Rhine cov-
ered “quinquaginta milia passuum.” It is noteworthy that
in winding up his account, Orosius could not forbear making
an allusion to the latest crisis in the affairs of western
Europe when the Visigoths under Ataulph and other leaders
were pressing upon southern Gaul—as they later settled
even in Spain. Gaul personified is made to say, “Ita me.
Romani inclinaverunt, ut nec ad Gothos surgam.” But this
was natural, for a province could not fight for that nation-
ality which it had long lost.
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II1. — On the Relative Value of the Mss. of Terence.

By ERNEST M. PEASE,

PROFESSOR IN BOWDOIN COLLEGE, BRUNSWICK, ME.

THE study of manuscripts has become a science. The
manuscripts of an author are classified into groups or fam-
ilies, from which are formed the archetypes of the families,
and on this structure is built an earlier archetype. The
laws of heredity apply to the descent of Mss. Genealogy is
carefully studied. The oldest, as a rule, contain the purest
texts, but there are possible exceptions. A late copy may
have been made from a very old Ms., or an old Ms. may be
the offspring of a rapid succession and hence corrupt. In a
large number of Mss. of all ages it is quite likely that there
may be a comparatively late one of great value. This is
more probable if the author was a popular one in the time
of literary activity.

There must be in every Ms, as in everything else, some-
thing of good. Each has a history and an individuality.
This becomes plain when we study the growth of errors.
Frequent copying — however well done — corrupts the text.
St. Jerome was called upon to correct the degenerate
“Itala” and he gave us the “Vulgata.” This, about 802
A.D., again required official correction. We can judge of the
evil effects of a single transcription from a comparison of
the Medicean Ms. of Cicero ad Fam. with the copy ascribed
to Petrarch. In the early centuries there were, no doubt,
trustworthy and untrustworthy editions of all popular writers. -
Quintilian, Gellius, Donatus, and the grammarians and com-
mentators mention alternative readings. Even in our own
time, — guarded by the printer’s skill, — we choose with
care the edition of any popular poet a century or more old.

In that period of the Empire when early poetry again
rose into favor, probably the scholars wrangled over the text
of Terence somewhat in the manner of modern critics over
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Shakespere. He was one of their favorite poets, and the
language had shifted about as much in one case as in
the other. For the first two or three centuries after the
plays of Terence were written the tendency of scribes and
critics was to reduce the language to the standard of the con-
temporaneous language both in form and style. Then, after
a brief reaction toward original purity due to the scholastic
influence of the grammarians and to a capricious love for the
archaic, that degenerating tendency was again in force.
Could we trace the descent of any one Ms. of Terence from
the very original down to the present form, we should find
that the Ms. had passed through a number of different hands,
each one of which had given it a peculiar stamp.

There may have been the painstaking copyist who unwit-
tingly let in a peculiar class of errors; the careless one who
multiplied the errors of his kind, misinterpreted abbreviations,
left his omissions and repetitions uncorrected rather than
spoil 'the appearance of his page and lessen his pay. Then
there was the bold emendator who changed seeming irregu-
larities to his preconceived standard; his range may have
been narrow, and he dealt with particular features of forms
and syntax, or considering himself a sevant in metre, he
polished the verse with inversions, omissions, insertions, etc.
Whatever the hands our Ms. passed through, it bears the
marks of its revisers and has an individuality. It is needless
to say that the fewer, the more careful and conservative the
hands, the less it is vitiated.

It was such a belief in the individuality of Mss. that led
me to attempt to find that individuality in the Mss. of Ter-
ence which Umpfenbach has made accessible in his critical
edition.

In deciding all questions of text that may arise, editors are
accustomed to accredit each Ms. or family of Mss. with a
certain definite rank or value, and it too often happens that
the editor has a favorite — perhaps his own discovery, as in
the case of Tischendorf with the Sinaitic Ms. of the N. T. —
which leads him blindly into many difficulties.

It is more reasonable for editors to ascertain as nearly as
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possible in what particulars each Ms. is valuable, and in
what it has been most corrupted, and then give them credit
accordingly.

Of the Mss. which Umpfenbach considered worthy of colla-
tion, the Bembinus is regarded the ‘ nobilissimus et antiquissi-
mus ;" it belongs to the 4th or 5th century, and is written in
uncials ; throughout the work it is designated by A. Next
in importance and in age, as Umpfenbach claims, is the codex
Victorianus (D), which belongs to the gth or 10th century, and
which makes the extravagant claim of being written by Ter-
ence himself; only in the prologues is there a distinction of
verse, though frequently capital letters are found in the
middle of sentences. The codex Decurtatus (G), so called
from the condition of the Ms., belongs to the 11th or 12th
century, and is grouped by Umpfenbach with D. Likewise is
Fragmentum Vindobonense (V), which is of the 1oth or 11th
century. The codex Parisinus (P) is the most important Ms.
of the third group; it belongs to the gth or 10th century and
preserves the metre. From the same original as P is copied
the Vaticanus (C), which also belongs to the gth or 1oth
century ; the copy is not made by so good a scholar. The
Basilicanus (B) is of the 1oth century, and is nothing else
than a copy of the Vaticanus, excepting a portion which ap-
pears to be taken from the Victorianus. The Ambrosianus
(F) is classed with the third group, and belongs to the 10th
century ; it observes in part the metrical divisions. The last
codex of this class is the Riccardianus (E) of the 11th cen-
tury ; it makes no attempt at metrical division.

In order to find the particular excellencies and faults in
these Mss. of Terence I have sorted all the variations from the
accepted text of Umpfenbach into such natural categories as
the omission of verb, noun, personal pronoun, demonstra-
tive pronoun, other kinds of pronouns, and particles; the
insertion of particles and other words ; the substitution of one
word for another, inverted order, changes in case, number,
and gender, in tense, mood, number, and person of the verb;
changes in réles, division of verse, corrupt passages, and
different spellings, expecting to find that one Ms. would have
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the fewest errors in one category and another in another ; and
therefore that the so-called best Mss. would be shown to have
the greatest weight in most categories, but that in some of
the categories one or another of the inferior Mss. would
equal or excel them. That this has been the result in a
general way can be seen from the tables which follow.
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That all the Mss. do not show such distinctive charac-
teristics as we might at first thought expect, is largely due
to the author. For there are very few Latin writers whose
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works have been copied and edited so many times as Terence.
But if this has been done for some of the Mss. so many times
that they seem to have no particular excellence, this is as de-
sirable to know as the strong and weak features of the others.

The investigation was made with all the Mss. in the Eunu-
chus and Adelphoe; and the ground covered in these two
plays was considered broad enough upon which to establish
their values ; but wishing to carry the inquiry further, I con-
tinued the study of the leading Mss. A D G P through the
Phormio, and D G P through the Andria, A being almost
entirely wanting in the latter.

A glance at some of the more important categories indi-
cated in Table I. shows us, that, in case of omissions, the
value of the different Mss. is not as Umpfenbach would lead
us to expect. P C B, for instance, have the fewest variants,
and the number in A is exceeded only by E and G. In the
case of insertions, however, A is the most trustworthy, and
next in value are P C B, followed in order by F D G E. As
errors of omission come into a Ms. from a careless copyist
more than those of insertion, we see that the text of A has
at some time passed through the hands of such a copyist.

A large and important category is that of the substitution
of one word for another. This class could easily have been
resolved into others, for in some cases the word is a synonym,
in others a slight deviation in the thought; in many in-
stances an entirely different idea is expressed, and in still
others the words convey no meaning. A few examples may
be cited. Eun. 287 cursitet B C D E G P for curset. 166 an-
cillam E for ancillulam. 170 tandem E for tamen. 196 faxis
A for fac sis. 364 deducam G D for ducam. This, the
largest category, shows the character of the Mss. more clearly
than any of the others. A has the fewest errors, and P C B
next. Then follow in order F E D G.

In the case of inverted order, D and G have again suffered
most, and A least. This class of errors comes into the text
chiefly through the attempt to improve the metre or where
the metre is lost sight of to establish the natural order.

The class of errors given as corrupt passages does not
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vitiate the Mss. to the extent that the statistics signify, for
often the corruption is of such a nature that it is the strongest
proof that the scribe had before him a good text. It shows
the care with which the manuscript has been treated, and
gives us confidence in it to that extent.

In the smaller categories of case, number, gender, tense,
mood, etc., the variants are more likely to arise from the
efforts of the conscious emendator than from pure careless-
ness. Some of these categories are too small to place much
weight upon the statistics. It should be noticed, however,
that in the changes of the noun, P is the best authority, and
in the changes of the verb, that A is. E and G have the
most variants, and the other Mss. change their relative posi-
tion in the different classes.

An interesting category is the interchange of réles. This,
in connection with the division into scenes, deserves more
attention than has been given it. A study of the particu-
lar instances shows the partiality of Umpfenbach for his
favorite Mss.

The last category to be mentioned is that of different spell-
ing. It has but little weight in determining the value of the
Mss., but, like the corrupt passages, it strengthens or weakens
our confidence. In the list given I took notice of such varia-
tions as in And. 754 : Aake G, akae D, hakahae B C P, akal E.
Again, 76 E adposuisti C P (read by Spengel) apposuisti B D
E G. (The text holding adposists after Ritschl) But I have
omitted many of the commoner variations for which Ump-
fenbach’s collations are not reliable. An estimate of the
general value of the Mss. can be reached by observing the
sum of their variants in the several plays.

Eun. Phorm. Ad. And.

A 394 366 305

D é6os 649 495 486
G 696 674 599 434
P 425 555 389 295
C 4% 421

B 484 405

E 647 529

F

537 462
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It will be noticed that the numbers are nearly proportional
in the different plays; z.e. A:D: G, etc, in the Eun. very
nearly as A: D: G, etc., in the Ad. and other plays; that
in each play A has the fewest variants, and that P, with its
closely related Mss., is next and far better than D and G;
that F is a good Ms., ranking next to the P family, and that
E lies between D and G. Any one who has followed the
investigation thus far cannot fail to see that the statistics are
different from what we were led to expect from Umpfen-
bach’s account.

It cannot be accidental that the value of the Mss. corre-
sponds so nearly in the different plays. No one would at-
tribute the subordinate positions of D and G to mere chance,
and at the same time recognize the unquestionably proper
position of A. It must be admitted that the value of a Ms.
cannot be expressed with mathematical exactness, and that a
Ms. is not necessarily vitiated in proportion to the number of
errors ; but statistics such as the above give an overpowering
probability that Umpfenbach and all other editors of Terence,
— excepting Spengel, who constantly follows the P family in
preference to D and G,— have underrated P and its allied
Mss. C and B.

In comparing the sum of all the variants in the different
plays we notice that the numbers run higher in the Phorm.
and Eun. than in the Ad. and And. To besure, the plays
are a little longer, but not enough to account for the differ-
ence. The reason doubtless lies in the fact that these were
the more popular plays, and consequently were more fre-
quently copied and edited. The same method would show
that the Hecyra was the least popular, and this is in substan-
tial agreement with what Donatus says of them. This prin-
ciple holds true in considering the plays of other dramatists.
Among the plays of Aristophanes the Plutus exhibits the
most variants, and is known to have been the most popular.

Thus far we have been considering the readings of the
original Mss., but they all have been more or less altered by
later hands. In the Bembinus there can be seen correc-
tions made by the original scribe, by an early corrector, and
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by a writer of about the 15th century. In the other Mss.
are many changes by a late hand, and occasionally by a
second, though I have not attempted to distinguish them. A
study of these corrections in the same manner as the original
variations, shows that some of the Mss. have been improved
and others injured. The corrections of the first writer of A
are nearly always accepted. Those of the “manus antiqua”
of A, found chiefly in the Eun. (rarely in the And. and
Heaut.) generally improve the Ms. The number of altera-
tions of the “corrector recens” varies considerably in the
different Mss., and for each play in the same Ms. In the fol-
lowing table will be found the summary of the changes made
by the “ corrector recens ” in the leading Mss.

TasLe II.

Accepted corrections.  Rejected corrections. Total.

A D G P A D G P A D G P
Eunuchus . . §3 69 30 10 5T 31 24 8 104 100 54 18
Adelphoe . . 73 70 17 127 52 30 3 18 125 1100 20 45
Phormio . . 88 125 20 13 88 69 9 24 176 198 29 37
Andria . . . .. 55 28 13 .. 25 5 3 8 33 16

314 323 95 63 I91 155 41 53 405 478 136 116

These corrections were assorted into separate categories,
and the result showed that they improved the Mss. in some
particulars and not in others; but most of the categories
were too small to be of any value.

The greatest number of corrections are found in A and D,
and of the plays the Phormio has the most. This corrector
has not altered the value of A much, ze the number of
accepted changes is about equal to those rejected. It isin
the cases of omission and substitution that he has decidedly
improved the Ms., while he was equally unfortunate in the
instances of insertion. The corrector of D considerably
bettered the Ms., and strangely enough, in the case of omis-
sion, nearly every correction agrees with the accepted text,
and almost all of the attempts at insertion are wrong. G and
P have the fewest corrections. Those in G are nearly always
right in the cases of omission and insertion, and more usually
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wrong in the other divisions. P is not much affected one
way or the other.

After considering the value of the individual Mss., let us
now turn to their family relations and see how they have
shifted under the hands of the successive investigators.
Ritschl (Opusc. III, 281. ff.) was the first to attempt a classi-
fication of the Mss. which we now have to deal with, and
he resolved them into two groups. The superior Ms. in age
and authority was A. With a great deal of assurance he
placed D in the same family, and thought that possibly G
should be grouped with it. Into the second family he
brought all the other Mss. which follow the recension of
Callippius.

Wagner followed Ritschl in connecting D with A, and
more emphatically added G also. They both regarded D
and G as independent of the Calliopian recension. Dziatzko
claims the honor of separating A from D G, and establish-
ing the three families which Umpfenbach adheres to in his
edition.

It is to Umpfenbach, however, that we usually give the
credit ; inasmuch as he described particularly the value of
the three families. He considers A as separate from the
others and forming a class by itself — excelling in authority
as much as it precedes in years. The family next in im-
portance, according to Umpfenbach, is D G, in which he
finds traces of the Calliopian recension. Still it is much
to be preferred to the third class, — more strictly the repre-
sentative of the Calliopian recension, — because he believed
its archetype proceeded out of an edition formed with the
help of the commentaries of Servius and Priscian, and ac-
cording to the commentary of Donatus ; and that there were
also inserted marginal references taken from a Ms. related
to the Bembinus. The other Mss.,, P B C E F, are also
offshoots from the Calliopian recension without being im-
proved from Donatus or any early source. This classification
given by Umpfenbach is the one generally followed by recent
editors.

The most uncertain elements in the consideration of these
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family relations are the age and character of the Calliopian
recension. Umpfenbach and those before him regarded the
grammarian Calliopius a fairly skilful editor who lived after
Donatus — perhaps about the 7th century.

So far as I know, the first one to assign him to an earlier
date was Conrad Braun, (Quaestiones Terentianae, 1877),
who would place his recension at the end of the 3d cen-
tury or the beginning of the 4th. The same view is rein-
forced by Frid. Leo in a very suggestive and scholarly article
in the Rhein. Museum, Vol. XXXVIII, (Die Ueberliefer-
ungsgeschichte der terenzischen Komoédien und der Com-
mentar des Donatus), in which he attempts to prove that
Calliopius belonged to the 3d century. He accepts the
classification of Umpfenbach, based on the difference in the
order of the plays, the method of distinguishing réles, and
the constitution of the text. From a study of the order of
the plays Leo shows —as he thinks conclusively — that
Donatus of the 4th century based his commentary on a Ms.
from the recension of Calliopius, and that this Ms. belongs
to the same class with D G, and therefore the original form
of the Calliopian recension is te be sought in D G and not in
PC B. The Mss. P C B, by their archetype, represent an
edition of the original Calliopian recension which the editor
considered not strictly a new edition, but a working over of
the old, therefore he retained the name of Calliopius and did
not add his own.

This edition must have been made before the time of the
decline of the language, for it received many metrical correc-
tions, held the metrical division of verse (which is known to
have been early lost for Terence), and from its elegant em-
bellishments gave evidence of a living interest in the poet.

The illustrations in the P family of Mss. are pictures of
ancient stage customs, and go back to an early date. They
must be later than the time of Terence, since the players
wear masks, a custom not introduced until later (¢/. Diom.
p- 489, and Cic. de Or. III. 221), and not contemplated by
Terence, as is seen from Phorm. 210 and 8go.

The illustrations have parallels in two pictures of Pompeian
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house decoration, one of which is taken from a scene in the
Andromache of Euripides, and resembles the Terentian illus-
trations in gestures, movement, and technique. Pliny, (H. N.
- 25, 8), tells us there were illustrated editions of the Greek
Drama long before 79 A.p., and there is no reason why the
same was not true of the Roman. The editor of the Calli-
opian recension, who brought out the archetype of the P
family, must have taken his. illustrations from a very old Ms.
He could not have taken them from the Calliopian, for the
division into scenes and the headings of the scenes differ very
often from his edition, and this would not happen in an illus-
trated copy. The editor of the archetype also changed the
order of plays to that of the ancient illustrated edition.

In short, Calliopius, in his edition, freely prepared a text
according to a Ms. related to the Bembinus, but considerably
older. This edition Donatus followed in the preparation of
his commentary, and is contained in D G. Still, before the
decline of the language, there was prepared a new edition of
the Calliopian recension, with many text changes, and this
was illustrated and arranged according to a Ms. springing
from the best period. Thus Leo leaves it. He gives to the
P family an excellent descent, — even drawing on a Ms. ear-
lier than all others for its illustrations and order of plays, —
and yet never hinting that, when the text differed, it could
have taken into it any of the earlier and better readings.
He offers no explanation for the many correct readings.
which the P family retain; more, as we have seen, than the
D G family. He does not enter into any consideration of
text, but allows that to rest on the authority of Sydow in a
dissertation entitled De fide librorum Terentianorum ea
Calliopii recensione ductorum, Berlin, 1878, which props up
the arguments of Umpfenbach in maintaining the superiority
of D G over the P family.

Thus the entire article of Leo admirably explains the ex-
cellence which we have found to exist in the P family ; and if
it seems that his argument in places hangs by a slender
thread, still it does not depend upon so many presuppositions
as the reasoning of Umpfenbach.
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With the statistics at hand, it will be an easy matter to
find out the strength of these family ties. An investigation
made in the Adelphoe shows that A has 206 variations from
the accepted text that are peculiar to itself, D 116, G. 217, P
43, C 42, B 17, E 119, F 67; 7e. A, which is a class by
itself, has 206 peculiar readings, and the other Mss. differ
from the Mss. of their families, as well as others, the given
number of times. The number of variants that crept into
the archetype of all the Mss. —z.e. are common to A P C B
E F D G—is 41. It is possible, however, that some of
these came in later, the different Mss. by chance suffering
the same change. The number that came into the archetype
of the P and D families is 134; of the P family 65 ; of the D
family 80. E and F, which, we shall see, are not closely
bound to the P family, stand alone 14 times.

Thus we see that the greatest change affected the arche-
type of the P and D families, and was very possibly the work
of Calliopius.

The above figures show how many times each group stands
apart from all other Mss. ; but in many instances each group
has one or more of the other Mss. agreeing with it. There-
fore D and G are found together (sometimes alone, and some-
times with other Mss.) 275 times, P C B E F 259, P C B 289,
two of the P family 342, E F 310, A 277. These figures (and
the first list also) show that the P family is more closely
bound together, has suffered less from errors creeping into the
individual Mss., than D G. E and F frequently break loose
from their family, especially E, which is the later and poorer
Ms. Thus E D G have 1§ variants peculiar to themselves,
EDs5,EGi2, EPCB2, EPo; FDGhave6, FD 2, F G2,
FPCBy FP 1o If wewere to judge from these figures
alone, we would think that E was more closely related to the
D family and F to the P family; but to get at the matter from
another point of view, it seems that E comes a little nearer
the P family, Thus E D G are found in agreement, either
alone or with other Mss., 216 times, E D 228, E G 227,
EPC B 263, EP 272. In the same manner F D G are
found together 2c2 times, F D 222, F G 215, F P C B 246,
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F P 268. A is found alone with D G in 4 variants, with
PCBEF in 1, with PC Bin 3, with P in 4, with D in 2, with
Gin 5, with E Fin none. A is found with D G (with or with-
out others) 47 times, with P C B E F 42, with P C B 47, with
P 54, with D 50, with G 52; z.e. A agrees oftener with the P
family than with the D family, and unites with P oftener than
either D or G.

In summarizing the chief points of excellence in the two
minor families, we find that in age D and P are about equal;
that more changes had been made in the archetype of the D

- family than in the archetype of the P family, and also that
more afterwards came into its individual Mss. ; that the order
of plays in D and G is alphabetical, while in the other family
it is for the most part chronological; that D and G distin-
guish the characters in the plays by Greek letters—a method
undoubtedly old, and found in the Bembinus and the Vetus
of Plautus. On the other hand the P family represents a very
old custom in retaining the illustrations, and in preserving
the metre.

We should bear in mind that by adopting Umpfenbach’s
text as a standard, all the numerical results in this paper are
more unfavorable to P and its family than would have been
the case, if Umpfenbach had not everywhere preferred the
readings of the other Mss.
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IV. — Conditional Sentences in Aischylos.

By EDWARD B. CLAPP,

PROFESSOR IN ILLINOIS COLLEGE, JACKSONVILLE, ILL.

THE object of this paper is a simple one. It is not pro-
posed to theorize upon hypothetical expression in general,
or even to advocate special views of the structure of the
Greek condition ; but merely to give an accurate account of
the actual usage of the poet whose writings form the subject-
matter of the discussion. It is hoped that the facts collected
may be of use in swelling the total of evidence which shall
finally settle some of the difficult grammatical questions which
are not yet satisfactorily decided.

Professor Goodwin has truly said: “ He who imagines that
every important principle of Greek and Latin syntax is as
well understood and as clearly defined as the rules for addi-
tion and multiplication in Arithmetic has not yet begun to
learn.” In the minute examination of Greek usage which
alone can finally establish these principles upon a solid basis,
there are few writers of more importance than Aischylos.
He wrote in an age when the Attic dialect had not yet
crystallized into all the regularity of form which it reached
under the influence of his successors. His style resembles
that of Pindar in exhibiting, though in a lesser degree, certain
transitional forms, and traces of Homeric usage, which disap-
pear still more' completely in the Greek of Sophokles and
Euripides. It should be stated, however, at the outset, that
the usage of Aischylos will be found to conform, with reason-
able closeness, to the rules of Attic syntax, as laid down in
the standard treatises. As a basis for the discussion the
writer has examined all the conditional sentences which are
found in the extant plays, as well as those in the fragments
included in the Paris edition (Ahrens) of 1877. The text of
the plays followed is that of Paley’s fourth London edition
(1879) unless otherwise stated. The fragments are quoted
as numbered in the Paris edition.
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As hinted above, Aischylos occupies a middle ground, in
the structure of his conditional sentences, between the wealth
of variety exhibited by the Homeric poems, and the more
sharply defined forms of the later Attic writers; though he
stands naturally in much closer connection with the latter
" class. No scheme of division yet proposed can be made to
embrace all the varieties of his usage, but it will be conven-
ient to assume, as a starting-point, the four classes recognized
by Professor Gildersleeve,! designated respectively by the
terms “Logical,” “ Anticipatory,” “Ideal,” and “Unreal,” as
well as the two special forms for expressing a generic sup-
position, according as the conclusion represents indefinite
frequency in present, or in past, time. But besides these
sentences with a regular protasis introduced by a word
meaning #f, it has seemed necessary to include in our
observation those relative sentences in which the relative
pronoun or adverb refers to an indefinite antecedent, since it
is agreed that these show the same general structure as pure
conditionals. It has also been thought best to add a brief
notice of those participles which are plainly conditional in
force, as well as an enumeration of the cases of the so-called
“ potential ”’ optative and “ potential ”’ indicative.

L

A “logical ” condition may refer to either past, present, or
future time, and is expressed by e with the indicative mood.
It conveys no idea of probability or improbability, but merely
states that the given conclusion necessarily follows upon the
given condition. This form deals with facts rather than with
theories or possibilities, so much so that e/ sometimes seems
to lose its conditional force altogether, and to be nearly
equivalent to sizce. This use is too familiar to need illus-
tration, and is not uncommon in Aischylos. Its pointed
directness of meaning makes it peculiarly appropriate for
use in argument, whence this form has derived its name
of “logical.”

1 Studies in Pindaric Syntax, p. 1. (Am. J. Phil, Vol. III,, No. 12.)
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Logical conditions are comparatively very numerous in
Aischylos, more than 60 per cent of all his pure conditional
sentences belonging to this class. Comparing Aischylos
with other writers on this point, we find that in Pindar,
according to Professor Gildersleeve, the proportion of logical
conditions is still greater, amounting to almost 66 per cent.
In more than 100 consecutive conditions counted by the
writer in the Odyssey, only 41 per cent were logical ; while
a similar experiment with Sophokles gave a result of 54 per
cent, or decidedly less than in Aischylos. We thus see that
Aischylos, in this feature of his style, stands much nearer to
the matter-of-fact directness of Pindar than to the ease and
exuberance of the Homeric diction. Of these logical condi-
tions, g6 in number, 59 have the verb of the protasis in the
present tense. The present tense is also by far the most
frequent in the apodosis. The imperative, and the optative
with d&v, occur frequently in the apodosis, but by no means
so often as the present indicative.

The use of the future requires special notice. In 24 of the
logical protases, or 25 per cent of the whole, the verb is in the
future indicative, and the question naturally arises how these
conditions differ in meaning from the anticipatory form ex-
pressed by éav with the subjunctive. It has been suggested
that the difference between the present or aorist subjunctive,
in protasis, on the one hand, and the future indicative, on the
other hand, must lie in the fact that the latter disregards the
distinction between continuous and momentary action which
the subjunctive mood allows. From this fact there is deduced
the following answer to the question raised above: “The
neglect of this distinction, in e with the future indicative,
shows a certain coldness, a certain indifference; and this,
added to the general rigor of the logical condition, which
faces fact in all its grimness, gives a stern, minatory, pro-
phetic tone to the future indicative, which commentators and
grammarians have noticed, but noticed only in passing, and
noticed without attempting to account for it.”! It will be

1 « On el with the future indicative and éav with the subjunctive.” (Trans. Am.
Phil. Assoc., Vol. VII, 1876, p. 9.)
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interesting to examine the cases in which Aischylos uses the
logical future, and notice how far the theory just stated is
supported by the facts discovered. The writer quoted leaves
the fragments out of view altogether, and also does not men-
tion the case, Sept. 98, where a future verb is plainly to be
supplied, though a similar case, Sup. 505, is included in his
list. This reduces the number of logical futures in his enu-
meration to 22. Of these, 11 (Sup. 4535, 466, 468, 880, go1,
Pr. 320, Per. 371, Sept. 183, Ag. 1026, Cho. 562, Eum. 567)
are described as minatory in tone. But in several of the
cases this meaning is not plainly apparent to the present
writer. For example, in Sup. 468 ff. the king says to the
Danaids, who ask his protection,

el & abf Spaipos maroiv Alyirrov oéfev

oralels wpo rerxéwy dud pdxnys néw Télovs,

wis ovxi TdvdAwua ylyveror mxpdy ;

In these words he is far from threatening the suppliants.
He is merely appealing to their reason to consider the conse-
quences, to himself and his country, if he takes up arms in
their behalf. So in Cho. 562, Sup. go1, the threatening idea
is by no means prominent (contrast Sup. 880, where it is -
unmistakable), while even in Ag. 1026, Eum. 567, it is no
more prominent than in several cases where éav and the sub-
junctive mood are used, e.g. Sup. 606, Pr. 1035, Ag. 1397.
This reduces the number of cases which are plainly and
strongly minatory to six. Of the 13 remaining logical fu-
tures Per. 359 is a warning, and Frag. 283 appears to be a
threat, so far as can be ascertained in the absence of a fuller
context. In eight cases (Sept. 98, 614, Ag. 200, 1220, 1309,
Cho. 174, 265, Eum. 469) the future expresses merely present
intention, probability, or necessity. In the other five cases
(Sup. 468, 505, Cho. 562, 670, 762), we have nothing but
simple future conditions such as could apparently be equally
well expressed by éav and the subjunctive.

To recapitulate briefly, six cases are plainly minatory, five
cases are more or less tinged with the same idea, and 13 cases
do not show a trace of it. So far as the usage of Aischylos
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is concerned, then, we cannot advance much beyond the rule
of Professor Goodwin,! who considers the future indicative
with el as only a way of expressing ‘“more vividly ” precisely
the same idea conveyed by éar with the subjunctive; except
in cases where the former may be translated s fo or must.
It should be stated, however, that the writer quoted above
admits that the induction is not so wide as could be de-
sired, in the case of Aischylos; and also clearly recognizes
the meaning zs 70 as a common one in these cases. On the
other hand, it need not be disputed that the greater vague-
ness of the future indicative, ih point of duration, may make
it peculiarly appropriate for solemn warning and threat. We
will only add, if an Homeric instance may be cited, that in
the familiar passage, A 135 ff., the first, or favorable, alterna-
tive is expressed by e/ with the future indicative, e/ dwaovat,
while the second alternative, accompanied by the threat, is
el 8¢ ke py dwwaww, or precisely contrary to what we should
expect. But we are at present concerned only with what can
be learned from the usage of Aischylos.

The logical condition in Aischylos almost always refers to
a particular occurrence, only two cases, Ag. 1299 (?) and Cho.
743, being plainly generic.
* We subjoin a list of logical conditions, arranged accord-
ing to the tense of the protasis: —

1. Protasis e with pres. ind.— Sup. 56, 72, 182, 361, 381, 758,
937 (to be supplied), Pr. zo4, 351, 353, 625, 701, 782, 784 (to be
supplied), 835 (to be supplied), 838, 854, 999 (to be supplied),
1009, Per. 297, 633, 796, 799, Sept. 442, Ag. 155, 161, 329, 654, 659,
816, 917, 1017, 1027, 1055, 1210, 1267, 1279 (to be supplied), 1299
(text doubtful; see anticipatory conditions), 1311, 1374, 1639,
Cho. 97, 195, 215 (to be supplied), 290 (2 perf. = pres.), 490, 513,
561, 643, 655, 659, 743, Eum. 31 (to be supplied), 210, 282, 417,
448, 845, 847. ) (59)

2. Protasis € with fut. ind. — Sup. 455, 466, 468, 505 (to be sup-
plied), 880, gor, Pr. 320, Per. 359, 371 (opt. by ind. disc.), Sept.
o8 (to be supplie'd), 183, 614, Ag. 200, 1026, 1220, 1309, Cho. 174,
265, 562, 670, 762, Eum. 469, 567, Frag. 283. - (24)

1 Moods and Tenses, pp. 93, 103.
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3. Protasis e with perf. ind. — Sup. 993, Pr. 840, Per. 160, Ag.
29. (4)
4. Protasis ¢ with imp. ind. — Sup. 338, Ag. 839, Cho. 534. (3)
5. Protasis e with aor. ind. — Per. 219, Ag. 503 (to be supplied),

907 (to be supplied), 1108 (to be supplied), Eum. 259. (5)
6. Protasis e with plup. ind. — Cho. 190. (1)
I

Professor Gildersleeve, following Biumlein,! divides the
“anticipatory ”’ conditionals into particular and general. In
the present discussion, however, the generic conditions will
be considered as a class by themselves, as the different forms
of their apodoses would certainly justify us in doing. In the
anticipatory condition the protasis is in the subjunctive mood,
usually with édv, but sometimes, as we shall see, with .. The
apodosis may be of a variety of forms, all of which are future
in meaning. The most common of these are the future indic-
ative and the imperative. The only idea which can be said
to be invariably expressed by this form is that of futurity.
This class of conditions is by no means of frequent occurrence
in Aischylos, including only nine per cent of the total number.
With these cases, 15 in number, may conveniently be classed
the three instances (Sup. 144, Cho. 297, 475) of e 8 u9 in
protasis, with verb omitted, as the apodosis in each of these
cases is a future. The present subjunctive occurs with about
the same frequency as the aorist, in protasis, while in apodo-
sis the future indicative outnumbers all other forms together.
It is worth noticing that the same severe and threaten-
ing tone which has been referred to as ascribed to the
future indicative, in protasis, may be detected in many of
these cases also. In Sup. 606, Pr. 683, 1035, Sept. 1030, Ag.
1397, and in all the cases of el 8¢ w9, it is plainly discernible.
These five cases may be taken as an additional evidence that
it would not be safe, so far as Aischylos is concerned, to
regard that tone as belonging especially to the logical future.
The cases of e 8¢ uy do not bear upon this point in either

1 Untersuchungen iiber die griechische Modi, p. 208.
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direction, as the verb of the protasis is not expressed at all;
these words, as is often remarked, having developed into a
mere formula for the alternative, until the writer who used
them became unconscious what verb should be supplied. Its
apodosis is in Aischylos always the future indicative.

Side by side with the 10 cases of what may be called the
regular form of the anticipatory condition we find five other
cases (Sup. 85, 394, Per. 787, Ag. 1299, Eum. 225) where the
verb is still in the subjunctive, but where the conjunction
which introduces it is a simple e in place of édv. This is so
rare a construction in Attic Greek as to call for special atten-
tion. On these five cases alone it would be difficult to build
any safe theory regarding the intention which our poet may
have had in the use of this form of protasis. But there are
also several instances (Sup. 116, Sept. 328, 816, Ag. 740,
Eum. 202, 322, 631) of the analogous use of a relative pronoun
or adverb without &» introducing the subjunctive; and by
combining these two classes in our observation it may be
possible to approach a generalization. It is well known that
this use of e/ with the subjunctive is of very ancient date in
Greek literature, and that it gradually disappeared in the later
writers. In the Homeric poems the subjunctive is introduced
by e/ much oftener than by el xev or €/ dv, and it is important
to remember that the former is invariably preferred in gen-
eral conditions.! Pindar uses only e with the conditional sub-
junctive, and always in the generic sense.? The construction
is also occasionally found in Sophokles, where the generic
signification seems to be less common. In O. K. 1442, for ex-
ample, the meaning is specific, but in O. T. 1230 it is generic.
In Attic prose this construction is exceedingly rare. If now
we examine carefully each case occurring in Aischylos, we
find that in nine (Sup. 86, 116, Sept. 328, Ag. 740, 1299,
Eum. 202, 225, 320, 631) the condition is certainly generic,
while in two of the other three (Sup. 394, Pers. 786), the
generic idea is by no means out of the question, but can
easily be conceived of as present in the poet’s mind. We

1 Seymour, Introd. to Lang. and Verse of Homer, p. 25. -
2 Gildersleeve, Studies in Pindaric Syntax, p.8. (Am. J. Phil,, Vol. III., No. 12.)
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may conclude, then, with reasonable certainty, that when
Aischylos used e/ with the subjunctive, or a relative word
without &» with the same mood, he was under the influence
of Homeric usage, and felt that this construction was pecu-
liarly appropriate to the expression of a generic, in distinc-
tion from a particular, condition.

The list of anticipatory conditions is as follows : —

1. Protasis éav with pres. subj. — Pr. 334, 685 (changed to € with

opt. by ind. disc.), Sept. 1030, Ag. 1397, 1645, Sup. 606. (6)
2. Protasis éav with aor. subj. — Pr. 1035, Per. 531, Sept. 231,
Cho. 984 (text doubtful). (4)
3. Protasis € with pres. subj.— Per. 787, Ag. 1299 (text doubt-
ful). (2)
4. Protasis e with aor. subj. — Sup. 86, 394, Eum. 22s. (3)
5. € 8 py)—Sup. 144, Cho. 297, 475. (3)
ITL

The “ideal” condition is expressed by e with the opta-
tive. Its apodosis may be of a variety of forms, but the
favorite conclusion, both in Aischylos and in the other Attic
writers is the optative with &v. - Aischylos uses ideal con-
ditions with considerable frequency, the cases numbering 30,
or 19 per cent of his pure conditional sentences. Of these,
16 show the present optative. The ordinary form of the apo-
dosis occurs 19 times. As is well known there is a difference
of opinion among grammarians as to the exact relation in
meaning between this form of sentence and the anticipatory
subjunctive with éav. Both kinds of condition refer to future
time, and Professor Goodwin argues that the only difference
between them is that the subjunctive brings the contingency
“more vividly ” before the mind than the optative, and that,
beyond this, they could be used interchangeably. This view
was opposed by many scholars, among others by the late
Professor Morris,! who held to the view that the optative
implies a less degree of probability than the subjunctive.
It has been felt that the optative is the ““ condition of fancy,”

! Trans. Am. Phil. Assoc., Vol. VI., 1875.
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that “there is often an element of wish, for or against, of
hope or fear,” even by those who admit that the difference
in respect to probability and practicability is more or less
foreign. Examining the usage of Aischylos on this point,
we notice to begin with that he never uses the anticipatory
condition to express an impossibility, or even a striking
improbability. Every case of the subjunctive with éav points
to a possibility which is by no means unlikely to be realized.
After mentioning this, by way of preface, let us examine the
significance of the ideal conditions somewhat more minutely.
We find that in 10 cases (Sup. 734, Per. 236, 528, Sept. 4,
389, 545, Ag. 37, 338, 903, 1637), there is a strongly
implied wish that the condition may be fulfilled. In six
cases, on the other hand (Sup. 680, 710, Pr. 1000, Sept. 5,
Ag. 336, 756), the wish is just as plainly opposed to the
fulfilment. We have then 16 cases, or about one-half of the
whole, in which the idea is conspicuous of a fulfilment being
either desired or dreaded. We may add that Sup. goz is
strongly threatening in tone. If now we attempt a rough
classification of the 13 remaining cases, we find that in three
the realization may be regarded as probable, in two as im-
probable, while in the rest no leaning in either direction can
be detected. In short, the attempt to develop a rule for the
signification of this form of condition, from the usage of
Aischylos, may be said to end in failure. We can find safe
ground only by retiring to our former position, and resting
content with the assertion that the ideal condition in
Aischylos is future in time, and conveys no assumption
either for or against its realization. As far as our author, at
least, is concerned, we must follow the conservative state-
ment of Kriiger,! that in this form ‘“der redende will iiber die
bedingung und ihre folge seine subjective ungewissheit aus-
driicken.” It should, perhaps, be added that the statement
above does not include those cases of the optative with e
which express indefinite frequency in past time. The few
examples of this kind are noticed below, when the general
conditions are touched upon.
1 Griechische Sprachlehre, 54. 11.
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The list of ideal conditions is as follows : —

1. Protasis ¢ with pres. opt. — Sup. 710, 734, Pr. 449 (to be sup-
plied), rooo, Per. 431, 528, 786, Sept. 680, Ag. 538, 546, 903, 1009,
1016, 1365, Eum. 398, Frag. 338. (16)

2. Prot. € with aor. opt. — Sup. 9oz, 918, Per. 236 (to be sup-
plied), Sept. 4, 5, 398 (4i5), 545, Ag. 37, 336, 338, 856, 1637, Eum.
445 (ind. disc.). (14)

IV.

The “unreal ” condition is expressed by e with a secondary
tense of the indicative. Its conclusion is commenly in one
of the same tenses with &v. It carries with it the assumption
that the condition is, or was, unfulfilled. This is a rare form
in Aischylos, only 11 cases being found in his extant works.
In seven cases the protasis is in the imperfect tense, in three
in the aorist, and in one in the pluperfect. Of the protases
in the imperfect tense the opposing reality is present in the
case of three, while in the four remaining it is an enduring
or repeated fact in the past. In the case of the four aorist
protases it is always a past reality which is suggested; while
in Ag. 842, the only pluperfect protasis, e/ & v Tefvnraws, it
is the completed perfect Téfvyxe. In Sup. 241 we have an
example of the omission of 4v in an apodosis of this form.
This usage is a common one in most of the Attic writers and
requires no special remark. In Ag. 9o8,

7{ & &v doxel oo Iplapos € 1dd’ frvoey,
the apodosis is not fully expressed, but we may supply with-
out hesitation the infinitive dpdoac dv. We leave this form
of condition without further comment, as the few cases which
can be recorded prevent no questions of special interest or
difficulty.

The list is as follows : —

1. Protasis e with imp. ind. — Sup. 241, 284, Sept. 659, Ag. 839,

993, 1172, 1366. (7)
2. Protasis e with aor ind.— Sept. 1019, Ag. 908, gog (supplied
from preceding). (3)

3. Protasis e with plup. ind. — Ag. 842. (1)
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V.

Of the pure conditional sentences in Aischylos only seven
are certainly generic. A condition may be said to be cer-
tainly generic when it plainly refers to any one of a class, or
series, of possibilities, and when its apodosis is in one of the
tenses of repeated action. In the ordinary Attic of Xeno-
phon and Plato the protasis of a present general condition is
expressed by the subjunctive with éav, the past general pro-
tasis by the optative with .. But it is soon perceived, on an
inspection of the general conditions of Aischylos, that he
uses the simple e/ more frequently than édw, even in present
general conditions. These three cases (Sup. 86, Ag. 1299,
Eum. 225) of ¢/ with the subjunctive have already been dis-
cussed under the anticipatory subjunctive. In Ag. 1299 the
text is doubtful, but the analogy of the other cases, as well
as its close resemblance to the Ms. reading, leads us to prefer
the subjunctive. The one certain case of a generic condition
expressed by the indicative, Cho. 743, was included also in
the list of logical conditions. The two cases of éav (fv) with
the, subjunctive are perfectly clear, and need no discussion,
and the same may be said of the single example of the opta-
tive, Pr. 486. It should be added, in view of the small num-
ber of generic conditions quoted, that Aischylos is much
fonder of the hypothetical relative sentence, in expressing
general ideas, than of the pure conditional form, as will
appear when the relative conditionals are discussed.

The list is as follows : —

1. Protasis éuw with subj. — Pr. 387, Per. 704. (2)
2. Protasis € with opt. — Pr. 486. - (1)
3. Protasis el with subj. — Sup. 86, Ag. 1299 (text doubtful), Eum.
225. | (3)
4. Protasis e with indic. — Cho. 743. (1)

We have now finished our survey of the pure conditional
sentences in - Aischylos. It remains for us only to glance at
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two or three other forms of hypothetical expression, more or
less closely connected, in form as in thought, with those which
have already been spoken of.

VI

We notice first the hypothetical relative sentences. In
these the relative word, be it pronoun or adverb, refers to an
indefinite antecedent, and this gives the sentence the con-
tingent character of a condition. In their different forms
these sentences correspond closely to most of the different
kinds of protasis which have been enumerated above, though
in Aischylos the anticipatory and generic far outnumber the
other varieties. The anticipatory relative sentence is very
frequent, no less than 34 cases being found. The generic
relative conditions are next in frequency, numbering 24.
Besides these there is one case (Sup. 1031) of the logical
form; while the other forms are entirely unrepresented in
our poet. Very few of these require any special comment.
The sevén cases of a relative without &y, introducing the sub-
junctive, have been discussed above, under the head of anti-
cipatory conditions, where it was seen that Aischylos uses
this mode of expression somewhat freely, and with a strong
tendency toward the generic meaning. In Per. 452,

Srws Srav vedy
Plapévres Exbpol vijoov ékowloiato,
we have one of the rare cases of dv with a relative retained
when the verb is changed from the subjunctive to the opta-
tive by the principles of indirect discourse. Although this
phenomenon is not altogether unknown in other writers, and
is even found in Attic prose (Paley cites Soph. Trach. 164,
687, and Dem. Mid. 518. 11), yet it is so rare that Elmsley
and Dindorf, and some others, adopt the desperate expedient
of reading, for érav vedv, 67" éx vedv. This seems to be a
violent measure for preserving grammatical regularity, as
there is no reasonable ground for doubting the authenticity
of the text. Professor Gildersleeve acutely suggests that
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e; with the subjunctive was the normal form for the gen-
eric condition, and that this explains the apparent anomaly of
the dropping of &» in the change from direct to indirect dis-
course. He adds,? “ The occasional emergence of édv, 5rav,
and the like, with the optative, may be due in part to a rebel-
lion against a misunderstood tradition.” The meaning of the
passage, at any rate, is clear. In Ag. 360ff. dv is dropped
according to the general rule.
We add the usual list : —

a. Logical.

1. Protasis relative with ind. — Sup. 1031. (1)

4. Anticipatory.

2. Protasis relative and & with subj.— Sup. 429, Pr. 172, 182,
197, 266, 384, 716, 738, 775, 809, 811, 829, 1012, 1048, Per. 176,
232, 366, Sept. 697, 732, 733, Ag. 947, 1289, 1318, 1410, Cho. 730,

811, 953, Eum. 324, 428, 526, Frag. 323, 341. (32)
3. Protasis relative with subj. — Sept. 816. (r)
4. Protasis relative and 4v with opt.— Per. 452 (changed from

subj. by ind. disc. (1)

¢. General.

5. Protasis relative and & with subj. — Pr. 35, 601, 603, 738, Ag.

7, 12, 16, 621, 943, Cho. 407, 767, Eum. 33, 335, 617. (14)
6. Protasis relative with subj.—Sup. 116, Sept. 328, Ag. 740,

Eum. 202, 322, 631. (6)
7. Protasis relative with opt. — Ag. 363 (changed from subj. by

ind. disc.), 549, Eum. 588, 696. (4)

VIIL

Conditional participles are frequent in Aischylos, the pres-
ent and aorist appearing in about equal numbers. This use
of the participle is too familiar to need illustration, though it
is, of course, often difficult to decide, in case of a given parti-
ciple, whether it has a conditional force or not. Drawing the
line as carefully as possible we find in Aischylos 44 condi-
tional participles, of which 24 are present and 20 are aorist.
The optative with &» is by far the most frequent form of

1 Studies in Pindaric Syntax, p. 9. (Am. J. Phil,, Vol. IIL., No. 12.)
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apodosis, occurring oftener than all the others together.
As the normal protasis for such an apodosis is the optative
with e, we may say that Aischylos, in his use of the condi-
tional participle, prefers to make it equivalent to an ideal
condition. Although a thorough examination has not been
made, it is believed that the same statement is true of Xeno-
phon and Plato. It will be noticed that this fact is in perfect
accord with what we should expect. The difference in mean-
ing between a protasis expressed by a participle and the for-
mal condition with e or éav is that the former merely sug-
gests the hypothetical character of the statement; while the
latter states it distinctly. It is the greater vagueness of the
participle as a protasis which makes the ideal form of apodo-
sis most natural in connection with it.
The conditional participles noted are as follows : —

1. Present participles. —Sup. 207, 223, 399, 582, Pr. 330, 502,
512, 1006, Sept. 182, 557, 668, 716, Ag. 939, 1203, Cho. 332, 410,
Eum. 497, 520, 648, 670, 742, 946, Frag. 177, 338. (24)

2. Aorist participles.— Sup. 151, 222, 285, 480, Pr. 777, 789, Per.
214, 215, 216, Sept. 598, Ag. 264, 526, 937, Cho. 250, 308, 511,
Eum. 447, 455, 689, Frag. ’338. (20)

VIII.

We notice, finally, the very familiar construction known as
the ¢ potential optative.” According to the common theory,
- its history is easy to trace. Originally it was merely an apo-
dosis of an ideal condition, with an omitted protasis easy to
supply. An example in Per. 235{. This case is not yet a -
potential optative, but merely an incomplete' conditional sen-
tence. But from such a sentence the transition is easy to
one in which the protasis is general, indefinite, or vague;
and finally to that in which the conditional idea almost dis-
appears, and the optative practically becomes a way of ex-
pressing a tempered and modified futurity. A case of the
vague protasis is Sup. 277 ; while in Sup. 392f. the optative
is only a softened future. A still farther development of this
form of expression is seen in such cases as Sup. 75 f.
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9Bpw & érolpws orvydvres
wékor’ v &vdikor ydpors,

‘ Promptly loathing outrage, be just to our marriage,” where
the optative expresses a prayer, or mild command. This use
of the potential optative, which is frequent in Aischylos
(there are 14 cases of it), may be explained by an ellipsis of
such a phrase as “if you act justly,” or a similar expression.
Including all the different uses, we find 125 cases of the
potential optative in Aischylos. This embraces all optatives
with &v (and a few, to be noticed below, where 4v is omitted),
for which no protasis is expressed, or can be directly supplied
from the context. The cases in which such an implied prot-
asis exists are classed as incomplete ideal conditions. Of
these 125, 74 are aorist and 51 are present. The number of
cases where dv is omitted is eight (Pr. 300, Ag. 535, 603,
1016, 1133, 1347, Cho. 164, 585). Three of these (Pr. 300,
Ag. 603, Cho. 164) occur after a negative expression such as
obk €oriw 8Te (Pr. 300), a construction which is sufficiently
common to be noticed by the makers of our grammars. In
Ag. 1347 and Cho. 585, the optative occurs in questions
which are nearly equivalent to negative assertions. In the
three remaining cases there is no such negative idea, or
question; so that the dictum of Professor Goodwin,! that
in the Attic poets this usage occurs “chiefly in questions,
and after such expressions as ovx €06 émws,” is fairly in har-
mony with what we can learn of the practice of Aischylos.
Here, as in other cases, we find that forms of expression are
not so thoroughly matured and differentiated in the style of
Aischylos as in that of Sophokles and the contemporary
Attic writers.

With the potential optative we may conveniently group the
10 so-called “potential” indicatives. This is a construction
which bears the same relation to the unreal conditional
sentence as the potential optative to the ideal condition.
It is an unreal condition with its protasis omitted, which
can, however, usually be inferred with more or less certainty

1 Moods and Tenses, p. 106.
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from the context, ¢.g. Cho. 696, Pr. 773. These cases need
no farther comment.

We close with the list of potential optatives and indica-
tives.

a. Ordinary potential optatives.

1. Present.— Sup. 181, 204, 331, 362, 503, 585, 636, 764, 767,
905, 1039, 1040, Pr. 771, 935, 954, Per. 245, 785, Sept. 370, 467,
564, 701, Ag. 254, 310, 314, 717, 811, 869, go6 (changed to inf. by
ind. disc.), 1016 (without &), 1556, 1643, Cho. 475, 509, 585 (with-
out dv), 982 (changed to inf. by ind. disc.), 991, Eum. 219, 412,
Frag. 295. (39)

2. Aorist. —Sup. 20, 211, 277, 323, 393, 438, 442, 707, 751, Pr.
63, 404, 511, 526, 528, 635, 925, 927, 955, 988, Per. 267, 440, 702,
782, Sept. 392, 397, 464, 515, 704, 904, 1069, Ag. 243, 266, 271,
535 (without dv), 605, 989, 1099, 1133 (without dv), 1170, 1299,
1347 (without dv), 1425, 1485, 1542, Cho. 254, 386, 401, 456, 557,
695, 764, 783, 827, 832, 839, 987, 988, 1039, 1051, Eum. 203, 274,
290, 407, 490, 554, 615, 633, 636, 819. (€9)
4. Potential optatives expressing mild command.

3. Present.— Sup. 76, 318, 450, 494, Sept. 250, 710, Cho. 100,
159, 504, Eum. 94, 117, 651. (12)

4. Aorist. — Pr. 634, Eum. g8o. (2)
¢. Optative after negative expressions.

5. Pr. 300, Ag. 603, Cho. 164. (3)

d. Potential indicatives.
6. Sup. 581, Pr. 252, 773, 1004, Per. 340 (changed to inf. by ind.
disc.), Ag. 906, 992, 1223, Cho. 688, 696. (10)
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V. —The Afcado-Cypnbn Dialect.

By HERBERT WEIR SMYTH, Pu.D.,, ¢

JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY, BALTIMORE, MD.

RECENT investigations in the field of Greek dialectology
have chosen to restrict the term “ Aeolic” to the dialect of
Lesbos and of the adjacent mainland. Formerly ¢ Aeolic”
referred with more or less fluctuating usage to Lesbian, Thes-
salian, Boeotian, Elean, Arcadian, and Cyprian. This delimi-
tation of “ Aeolic” is the result of that revolution in the study
of the Hellenic dialects which has broken definitely with the
old-time division of Strabo, a division which now finds its
sole support in the authority of the name of Curtius. (See
Windisch, Georg Curtius, eine Characteristik, p. 13 ; Curtius,
Kleine Schriften, II, 150-163.) In place of the ancient and
revered, quadrilateral division, there has now been substituted
that into & and 7 dialects.! The cause of the adoption of a
new terminology is at once apparent if we consider that
Strabo’s “ Aeolic” is made to comprise each and every pecu-
liarity of speech that is not Doric or Ionic-Attic.

In the paper published in the American Journal of Philol-
ogy, 1887, Vol. VII, 421-445, I attempted an examination of
the interrelations of the dialects of Thessaly, Boeotia, Les-
bos and Elis, and sought to portray their connection with the
North Greek of Locris and Phocis. It is the purpose of
the present article to submit to a preliminary examination
the last member of the so-called Aeolic group — the Arcadian
dialect —in the hope of defining its interrelations with other
Hellenic dialects with greater precision than has hitherto
been done. The material here collected is designed to serve
as the basis of a discussion of the question in a volume on

the Greek dialects now in preparation,

1Cf.,, for example, Pezzi, La Grecitd non ionica nelle iscrisioni pits antiche
in the Memorie della Reale Academia delle Scienze di Torino, 1883, pp. 251, 252.
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As any examination of the morphological and syntactical
features of Arcadian cannot be complete without reference
to those of allied dialects, it is imperative in the first instance
to draw within our horizon that dialect with which Arcadian
is in keepest sympathy. It has therefore been my aim to
examine every word-form in the inscriptions (as also many
of the Hesychian glosses) in the light of the agreement or
difference of Arcadian and Cyprian; to offer new or modi-
fied explanations of individual forms when this seemed neces-
sary; and to illustrate the phenomena of dialect life in Arcadia
and in Cyprus by constant reference to similar or divergent
phenomena in all the other Hellenic dialects. It is singular
that so important a period of the life of the Greek language
as the Arcado-Cyprian dialect has never been reconstructed
in its entirety so far as the paucity of materials at our com-
mand permits any such reconstruction. If attained, it pre-
sents a wide outlook over the early history and configuration
of the dialects.

The dialect of Arcadia was discussed for the first time in
a separate paper by Gelbke in the second volume of Curtius’
Studien (1869). This treatise is not thorough, and its ex-
planation of points of detail, is, as a rule, antiquated. In the
tenth volume of the Studien (1878), Schrader undertook to
separate the “Aeolic” from the Doric features of Arcadian.
The course of the following investigation will show that
Schrader’s manipulation of material is not happy; and his
paper does not deserve the praise bestowed upon it by Wil-
kens in his discussion of the Greek dialects in the ninth
edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica. Finally Spitzer,
Lautlehre des Arkadischen (1883), has offered a most valuable
contribution to the subject by submitting to an elaborate in-
vestigation certain portions of the morphology of the dialect.
It is to be regretted that this treatise, though disfigured
here and there by incautious conjectures, did not extend its
horizon so as to embrace an examination of all the phenomena
which go to make up the Arcadian dialect.

As to Cyprian, I have had to base my results upon my
own studies of the inscriptions of Deecke’s corpus in Collitz’s
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Sammlung, Vol. I, and of those that have since come to
light,! so far as they have come to my knowledge. Rothe
has submitted to a partial examination the vowel relations of
the Hesychian glosses (Quaestiones de Cypriorum dialecto et
vetere et recentiore, Part I, 1875). Both this treatise and that
by Beaudouin (Etude du dialecte Chypriote moderne et médié-
val, 1884) leave much to be desired. In the American Jour-
nal of Philology, Vol. VIII, 467—471, I have made a list of
words generally regarded as poetical, but found in Cyprian
prose. Greek dialectologists cannot fail to welcome so indis-
pensable an auxiliary to their investigations as the promised
grammar of Cyprian forms by Dr. I. H. Hall. That part of
Meister’s second volume which deals with Arcadian and
Cyprian, though printed has not appeared. While the pres-
ent sketch of Cyprian chiefly deals with but one source of
information concerning the dialect, — the epigraphic mate-
rial,— it is hoped that it may serve not merely as a compari-
son between Arcadian and Cyprian, but also as a preliminary
summary of the grammar of the latter dialect.

My plan in detail embraces an attempt at establishing the
character of the Arcado-Cyprian dialect, z.e. of Arcadian be-
fore Cyprian attained to the dignity of individual existence.
This is undertaken in two ways: (1) By tracing all those
points of agreement which are the exclusive property of
Arcado-Cyprian. (2) By collecting all those instances of
phonetic and inflectional resemblance which are the joint
property of both Arcadian and Cyprian and of other Hellenic
dialects.

It is apparent that the first category is of incomparably
greater importance in determining the character of the primi-
tive Arcado-Cyprian. It is no new observation in Greek
dialectology that phenomena which are exclusively confined
to one dialect are extremely rare. Their very rarity en-
hances their value. The singular sympathy of the Hellenic

1 Pamphylian forms have occasionally been drawn into discussion when they
seem in close touch with Cyprian. But cases of agreement between Arcadian and
Pamphylian alone have been left unnoticed, ¢ig. 'Exfas, Pamph. Fexérw. A Boeo-
tian rexlas does not exist. )
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dialects with each other, despite the configuration of Hellas,
voices itself in the fact that one dialect is differentiated from
another by displaying merely more or less allegiance to an-
other dialect, be it that of a neighboring or even of a distant
speech-centre.  Qualitative distinctions here often resolve
themselves upon nearer view into quantitative differences.
In discussing the instances of joint similarity, I have en-
deavored to distinguish, as far as possible, the age of the
phonetic change in question, since chronological distinctions,
oftentimes overlooked in dialect investigations, are of an im-
portance that can scarcely be exaggerated. Those phonetic
changes that occur in a period of declining dialect vigor are
manifestly of little importance for the establishing of a pre-
historic dialect. For example, to the overreaching character
of the A declension, the -es declension has yielded, after a
stubborn resistance, many of its most characteristic forms.

Then as to the points of divergence, which are oftentimes
as powerful factors in determining the position of a dialect
as the points of contact. It has been my aim to register
each case in which Cyprian has followed a different phonetic
path from Arcadian ; and when Cyprian — or, zice versa, Arca-
dian — does not offer as yet an example of the phenomenon in
question, care has been taken to allude to this fact to prevent
the possibility of erroneous conclusions being drawn from the
unjust application of the argument from silence.

Besides the necessity of noting whenever Arcadian or Cy-
prian corresponds with Doric or Ionic, or with both, it was
imperative to discover in the dialects of the “ Aeolic” type
(7.e. Lesbian, Thessalian, Boeotian, Elean) their points of
agreement with Arcadian or with Cyprian. Hence I have
arranged the Arcadisms not found in Cyprus under the fol-
lowing heads: Arcadian and Acolic, Avcadian and Thessa-
lian, Arcadian and Boeotian, etc. ; and wherever two or more
of these dialects are in agreement I have essayed, as far
as was in my power, to bring them into line. The same
course has been held with Cyprian, that it might be brought
into the clearest focus.

Phonetic changes common, for example, to Arcadian and
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Boeotian, and which reappear in Doric alone, are placed almost
invariably under the head of Arcadian and Boeotian, from a
pardonable desire to throw the strongest light upon the points
of contact between Arcadian and all the dialects tinged with
“Aeolism.” But by this convenient principle of division it
is hoped no prejudice will be excited against the possibility
that the form in question is not Doric in character. It is not
my purpose, nor is it in my power, to answer all the vexatious
questions that start up from every side, the deeper one pene-
trates into the many-colored phenomena of the dialect life of
Hellas. But when it seems tolerably clear that we have to
deal with a loan form (though I am by no means certain that
I have always made a decision which is satisfactory even to
myself), I have preferred to group this class under a special
head. Though for my immediate purpose the most coherent
principle of division seems to be that of the various dialects of
the “ Aeolic” type in their connection with Arcadian or with
Cyprian, I am conscious that this point of departure, rather
than that of phonetic changes, has brought with it a certain
incoherence, for which the index may be at least a partial
remedy.

The points of agreement and difference between Arcadian,
Cyprian, and other dialects having been exhausted, I have
given a list of the chief specific peculiarities of the two dia-
lects under discussion.

The tie which bound metropolis and colony is nowhere
more strikingly indicated than in the domain of language.
Thus, for example, we have 7dvs Tdws in Argos and in Crete,
the infinitive ending -uew, possibly a contamination of -uev
with -eww, in Rhodes, Agrigentum, and Gela. And in fact
throughout the entire history of Greek colonization the colony
clung with an affection to the language of its source which
ever awakens the sympathies of the philologist — Sparta and
Heraclea, Thera and Cyrene, Megara and Byzantium, Corinth
and Corcyra, etc.

Without any express testimony on the subject, we might
with safety conclude upon an examination of the epigraphic
material that Cyprian stood in nearest touch with the parent
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Arcadian. But in this case the evidence of language is un-
equivocally supported by the testimony of antiquity. The
Arcadian descent of the original Greek settlers of Cyprus is
asserted by Paus. VIIIL. 5, 2: "Ayamjvwp 8¢ 0 "Aykaiov é
Tpolav jyijcaro *Apkdaiv. 'Ihiov 8¢ ahovors . . . yeypwv’Aya-
wivopa kai T0 'Aprddwy vavrtikov katijveykev és Kimpov xal
MMdpov Te *Ayamijvwp éyévero oixiaris. Cf. also Herodotus
VII, go, Strabo XIV, p. 684, and the conjecture given below
on page 124.

The connection between Arcadian and Cyprian is perhaps
closer than that between any other dialects of Hellas, that
have at the same time such varied points of divergence. If
we consider the very early date of the settlement of Cyprus
by Arcadians, the long years of total separation afterwards,
we cannot fail to account the close touch between Arca-
dian and Cyprian a most remarkable fact. The settlement
was made in all probability before the Arcadian settlers in
Cyprus had made to any great degree practical use of the
Greek alphabet. It seems scarcely credible that a Greek
alphabet of any developed character, and in constant use,
should have been completely displaced by the Cyprian syl-
labary, though commercial intercourse with the Phoenicians
was frequent from at least 1100 B.c. Yet it cannot be too
distinctly asserted that writing became known to the early
Peloponnesians through the intermediation of the Achaeans
and Ionians, and that it was known in the Homeric age
even if it is not alluded to in the Iliad and Odyssey. This
is clear from the character of the alphabet in Thera, Melos,
and Crete, as well as in Lycia and Phrygia. The suppression
of a Greek alphabet in Cyprus is a fact noteworthy for its
very isolation. See Wilamowitz, Hom. Untersuch., p. 2go.

SpPECIFIC PECULIARITIES OF ARCADO-CYPRIAN.

The following points of contact date from the Arcado-
Cyprian period, and are shared in by no other Hellenic
dialect.

1. -av in the genitive sing. masculine A declension. Arcadian :
*Ayabiav, 1231, B 38; "AXeliddav, 1231, B 25; Topyurmidav, 1231,
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B 37; épywviav, 1222 4; pioriav, 120315; KalAlav, 1231, B 19; cf.
C 49; P\alav, 1189, A 75 ; BAMiav, 1231, B 17; and in thirty-two
other words in Collitz’s, Dialekt-Inschriften Sammlung (C D I), with
seven cases of -av, the former part of the word having been lost.
Cyprian : Apworaydpav, 28 ; "Apioriyav, 20; Arirav or "Ari(v)rav,
25; Oeuiav, 66 ; Tapd(v)dav, 118; Mapdkav, 29; Nacidrav, 21;
'Ovaoaydpav, 6014 g ; STaciyav, 17 ; for Tapiydpav, Hall, Rev. Journal
A. O. S, XI, 233,! read Twaydpav; 'Ovaoipdralv], C D1, 120;
*Ovagaydpav Tipoydpav, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, pp. 1291, 1292,
1612 ; IIvvraydpav, ibid., 1612.

The quantity of e in -av is uncertain. Brugmann, Gramm., § 79,

suggests av; G. Meyer, av. If short, dv from av, when standing origi-

- nally before an initial sibilant of the following word (twice before a
consonant, four times before a vowel in the inscriptions) might be
explained as Zeds ‘from *Znvs, vive!{ from vave{. But we have here
rather a lightening of the masc. case termination in the A decl,
appearing also in woAirov; which is not from analogy to dvfpdmov,
but from *moAurno, whence wolirew and *modireo.  See Bechtel in
Bezzenberger's Beitriage X, 283.

The converse of this contraction of ao to av is seen in the Ionic
Kaoxaoiwy Tasra, etc. The v of Arcado-Cyprian av is not #, but the
old #» sound. We must distinguish sharply the dialectic change of
final and of medial ao, since in Boeotian medial ao alone became av;
in Arcado-Cyprian medial ao never contracts to av. T'[p]Javxae, Roehl,
127, Z.e. Coll. 871, and Savkpdress, Zavuethos, which are adduced
by Blass, Aussprache? p. 63, G. Meyer, Gramm.?, § 120, as examples
of a + o = av, admit of another but not certain explanation,? which
may also hold good in the case of the forms in Aav- (e.g. Aavdixevs
in late Attic). On the Arcadian fem. gen. in av, see p. 103.

NoTE. — The more original form -ao (as in Homer and in Boeotian) is
found in Cyprian, but never in Arcadian. But two forms occur: Aayarisao

(or Aairicao), 58, and Kvwpaydpao, 79, both of uncertain date. In order to

escape from the necessity of regarding this -ao as a survival of the original

-ao, an assumption which excites the hostility of surprise if in Arcado-Cyprian

final ao became av, it is advisable that we regard this -ao as due to the ortho-

graphical fluctuation between ao and av. Such variation is, it is true, chiefly

Ionic, but found also in Attic: Aéroxpd[r]ns; Kumanudes, 'Arr. émeyp émir.,
2597. It is difficult to see whence Cyprian -ao could have been borrowed, as

1 This inscription is regarded as spurious by Voigt and Deecke.
2 By parallelism of the forms of the base gaFo-, viz. (1) cavo-, oao-, and (2)
oav before consonants, ga- before vowels. (See Spitzer, Lautlehre des Arkadischen,

PP- 43, 44-)
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@0 had ceased to exist except in Boeotian at the period in which these two in-
scriptions were composed; and that -ao should have become -av both in Cyprian
and Arcadian, after their separation, is improbable. If the above explanation,
which I present with hesitation, be not adopted, another possibility will the
more readily gain the suffrage of scholars, — that the Cyprian forms in -ao are
nothing more than conscious archaisms.

2. dmd with the dative.! Arcadian: dmvéo[0]w 8 & &8ucjuevos Tov
diévra lv dpépars Tpol dmd Tar 8v 10 88lkmpa yémror, 122244
Cyprian: amd rar {@ Ta Paocihijros, 604 1;; &P o fou Td3s edywAds
éwérvxe, 503 (2°po i vo.i).

In No. 103 Deecke reads [4]r" orodaxd(v), but go-, which is
written cursively by Deecke should rather be upright, as it is uncer-
tain ; and Zz°, upright in Deecke, ought to be cursive. Hall has £o0*
(orpo-)i-to-ta-ko- (or po-)?

3. &, e éx ¢ with the dative. Arcadian: Kipuww édvro ol éodo-
Tijpes Top piv épydray éodéMovres & Tol &pyor, Tov 8¢ pydvay {apudvres
v émikpiony, 1222494 Cyprian: & tou polkar T Bacidijros xis
e T wTo\y, 6054; € TOL xdpwr TEDe, 60y ; ¢ Tal {6 Tade i
& T kdwor, 604. Cf. p. 72 for Cyp. éos.

4. vou in the third plural active. Doric, Elean, North Greek,
-vri; Boeot., -v6i; Aeolic, - Arcadian: «x[p)ivover, 12224;
xkeAebwvot, 12225 ; maperdfwvor, 12224 (from waperd{w in the sense
of éerdf{w). Cyprian: &o(v)ar (e ke so-si*), 604, where Deecke
transcribes &wot. In the same line {wvor (7°0°s7) ; but as Deecke
has {wot, this case of similarity between Arcadian and Cyprian is not
free from suspicion.

The Pamphylian dialect, though in its ground-type Doric in char-
acter, is so frequently colored by its proximity to Cyprus, that its
forms may here be offered in evidence, ¢.g. édywdi, 1267, Here
we have & = Doric 7, but no v graphically expressed, though it was
the cause of r becoming 8.

It cannot be shown that the -vf: of Boeotian and (probably) of
Thessalian is the middle sound between -y and -vou, or that it is
anything more than a local affection. The assibilation in Aeolic and
Arcado-Cyprian has no need to seek its cause in Ionic influence.

1 M. Geyer, Observationes epigraphicae de praepositionum graecarum forma
et usu. Altenburg, 1880, p. 25.

2 Meister in the Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1885, p. 1604, reads wol Tdrakd.

8 Cf. Miiller, De X littera inter vocales posita, p. 70.

4 Brand, De dialectis Aeolicis, p. 22, writes -vg-; 8o also Johansson in Nigra
ord om dialekter, p. 31I.
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5. wos = Arcadian : wds, 1222 4 ; wookarvBAdym, 12224 ; wdoodop,
12224 Cyprian: mwds, 609 o ; and perhaps in woexdpevov, 601 g,
if Deecke is correct (Collitz Sammlung, I, p. 12). Meister, however
(Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1885, p. 1604), claims that this woexdpevor
represents wowexopevov, and finds ot in 7ol Twraxd, Coll. No. 103
(the accent is uncertain: rof or woi). At present wof has turned
up in the Oeanthean inscription, Coll. No. 1479, (about 430 B.C.)!;
in Troezen Cauer? 62,; in Epidaurus, 'E¢yu. dpxatoh. 1883, p.
211, L. 2; cf. Et. Mag. 678, wol wapa "Apyeios, and Steph. Byzanz.
5. v."AMels; in Boeotian, ITo/dikos, Coll. 5535 ; in the Delphian month
Iowrpdmeos, Cauer,? 2194 ; and finally in Corcyraean, ol rop, C. I. G.
1838 a 3, wot rar, C. I. G, 1840y, though Blass (B. B. XII, 193,
196) writes wo<r>. Arcado-Cyprian ds is not formed from
*roo{<mori, nor does it stand in any conceivable relation to wepri,
mopri, mpori, OF mpds, as is held by Meister, I, 44, Brand, De dialectis
Aeolicis, p. 54. Nor is there any trace of the existence of a pan-
Doric or pan-Aeolic *prti, which has been regarded as the fruitful
source of all these various forms. In the Berl. Phil. Wochens.,
1885, p. 1604 (cf. Baunack, Inschrift von Gortyn, p. 22, note),
Meister adopts the following explanation of the descent of xds
and ot : —

moTL
|

I 1
A.-C. woa{* before cons. A.-C. wds before vowels.

This presupposes the retiring of *wos{ in Arcadian after the separa-
tion of Cyprian, and the origin of ol from *mosi. Only under this
supposition could 7o have become ¢ in woexduevov. This explana-
tion is radically defective : first, because *woc?, like the Pelasgians, is
there only to be driven away ; and secondly, because it ignores the
correspondence between ol and Lettic pf, Lithuanic gi. Bechtel
(B. B. X, 287) has clearly pointed out that =ds is for mor +s (cf.
Aedvkds < —or +5), whether s was directly affixed to #dr or to word.
Italian dialects fall easily into line with oéds, sus, Oscan pusz, etc.
This explanation is preferable to that of Johannson (Nagra ord om
dialekter, p. 32, note), whereby =ds = wor{ before a vowel; to that
of Prellwitz, which compares directly pos-#, pos-sideo, Lithuanic
fas; and to the equation of Spitzer, érl: ér:: *mool: wés.  As a

1 4 adduced as Locrian (cf. Allen, Curt. Stud., III, 271) is now read =orods,
Coll. 1478 gy, for xdr Tobs.
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matter of fact, wol is generally used before a consonant, »ér before
vowels (Baunack, Studien, I, 12; Prellwitz, G. G. A. 1887, p. 439).

In Coll. 68 we have wor’, an inscription which shows the influence
of the epic verse, according to Deecke. See, however, Hall, A. O. S.
XI, 2zo. It is possible that a wor({) may be due to an imitation of
the epic dialect, which has 7ori, but only in composition. I prefer,
however, to read wor(e) with Allen, Versification, p. 150. In the
same line we have wér, which is supposed by Spitzer, p. 47, to be
the result of an unfortunate attempt to give an epic coloring to the
Cyprian wdor. wéris for wdous is not Greek, the IE suffix # becoming
ou generally in Doric, and Homeric ¢d-mis pdv-ris are but indifferent
analogues. It cannot be doubtful but that wdows was the genuine
Cyprian form, as the dialect shows no little hostility to = ; cf. afs,
ai BoXe, etc. :

The preferences of the different dialects may here be given: Aeo-
lic, mpés and mpés (?) ; Thessal., wor{ and wér ;. Boeot., mori and
mpor{; Pamphyli, wepri.

NotE. — The parallelism which has been assumed on account of a supposed
genitive in -wy in the O declension in both dialects is unwarrantable. In
Cyprian, cases of -wv are not infrequent (Ovalww, 21, Berl. Phil. Wochens.,
1886, p. 1290; Nwunviwy, /. 1886, p. 1323; @eotluwy, 42; "ABulAkwy, 59;
we(p) pauépav, 59; Sikokimpwy, 60 ;5 ‘Ovaciximpwy, 60, g 1,3 "OvaciAwy, 60,,;
&pybpwy, 604, 55 565 TaAd(v)Twy, 60,5 Uxhipwy, 60, 15 (nOt SxApwy as Deecke),
Apuulwy 60,9, The Arcadian rwyl, in agreement with 7& émfaulw, 1222 4, is
not Tav-{ (= Tovrovf), but Tw-»l, »: having been taken from rov-i(3), rav-(3, etc.
Cf. 3¢ from 703-f, Tav[v]{ 12224, and the Thessalian particle -»e in Toir-ve-ovw
345 1, equivalent to Homeric and Aeolic -3¢ in Toic-8¢-001, Tév-de-wv. See
Baunack Studien, I, pp. 55, 56. The » of the Cyprian genitive singular is as
yet unexplained, though perhaps it may be regarded as a relic of this -» or
ve,! which may have attached itself to the pronominal declension in Cyprian;
cf. uév for ué in xd uev &rracav, 71,2and e in No. I, which may either represent
pe or wu(¥).3 This suggestion is certainly nearer the truth than that of Ahrens
(Philologus, 1876, pp. 12-13). Ahrens assumed an older ending -ws, which
from the analogy of -uev -ues, alfw adfss, etc., became -wv. Another explana-

1 Since writing this I learn that Bezzenberger has already made the same con-
jecture (G. G. A,, 1887, p. 427). Cf. the change of -5 to -3¢ through influence
of 8¢ ’

2 Cf. éuév =2ué, Kaibel, 322 (214 A.D.), Sardis, probably a slip. The Tamassus
inscription (Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1323) has rév(»)v according to Sayce,
which is adopted by Deecke. The stone has, however, according to Pierides, Z0° ne.

8 uww occurs in 45 according to Voigt and Hall. Read w(v) ebtduevos wepl
xadl 7@ Mepoebrar wv ¥9nre i(v) Toxar. Certainly no meaning can be extracted
for ¥ in v-eviduevos.
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tion—by analogy of the plural -wy— has only slight support, the singular
generally exercising a controlling influence upon the plural, as #fuefo upon
Auelwv. As regards the explanation from -ve - suggested above, care must
be taken to distinguish this -» from the v épeAxvoricdy, which is entirely absent
from Cyprian (see on p. 110), as it is from Aeolic, Thessalian, and ! Boeotian
non-xoivf) prose inscriptions; in Arcadian it is of extremely rare occurrence.

The points of contact between Arcadian and Cyprian,
which are the possession of these two dialects and of none
other, are, it is true, but few. Their important character,
however, embracing both phonetical and syntactical corre-
spondences justly entitles them to claim a unique position
in stamping the relation of these allied dialects. The com-
paratively isolated position of both dialects, their hostility
in these instances to the ingression of Greek forms of an- -
other type, have here served to shelter memorials of a
prehistoric age.

Extending our range of observation by a gradual widening
of our horizon, it will first be necessary to notice two features
in which Arcado-Cyprian is in touch with Homeric usage
alone.

ARcADO-CYPRIAN AND HOMER.

1. Infinitive termination -ywat. Arcadian : xa1-v4>p6m’ivm, 12224
drebijvar, 1222 43 Cyprian: rxvpepijvar, 68,, is preferable to Ahrens’
xupépvas ; cf. Sopevar, 605, 5 Of uncertain accent. Outside of Arcado-
Cyprian this termination occurs in Homer and nowhere else. Fick
(Ilias, p. 395) refers the Homeric form ¢opfiyvar in B 107, H 149, to
a Cyprian source. The same form, K z7o0, rests, according to this
scholar, upon imitation of the poem B-H, which he thinks was
composed either by a Cyprian bard or for a Cyprian audience (Ilias,
PP- 258-259, 394). For a brief statement of the grounds of this
theory, see A. J. P., Vol. VIII, 479—481.

On the origin of the form, see Spitzer, p. 45, who supposes that
drebijvor is either from *drelfype or from *dreféyer with assimilation
to the -vu inf. ending. The treatise of Johansson (De derivatis verbis
contractis) has put the -yvae forms in a totally different light.

1 Thessalian seems often to have had recourse to a » which is not » épeAx.
eg. v in the infinitive drypdyev, 8edbobeuy.

2 fvas is from *¥éo-vai, as Hul<éouf, by combination of Doric 5 and Ionic -va:.
See page 94, note 1.
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2. Arcadian: PBoldpevov, 12224, Cyprian: ol PBoke* i Oéles,
Hesychius. Cf. Bélopar in Homer, A 319, a 234. The Aeolic BdA-
Aopar, Doric, Pamphylian® Bdlopas (Boeot. BwAd), Thessalian BéA-
Aarar and EdBodives, Boeotian SelAopar, may have a different present
stem from that contained in the simpler Arcado-Cyprian form. Thus
BoA- may, through BoAvo or BoAw, have been the progenitor of BoAA-,
etc. The possibility of reduction of the double liquid even in prose
cannot, however, be gainsaid. All the above-mentioned dialects,
however, agree in having the original 8 sound before the obscure
vowel sound o, the Locrian, Delphic 8e/Aopas, the Heraclean 8jAopa,
having the dental representation of the palatal g before the clear
vowel e

ARcADO-CYPRIAN AND AEOLIC.

Strong stem xperes- for the later and weaker xpares-. Arcadian
(in Tegea and Kletor) : Adroxpér[ys]; 1246, D 17; Kalhupérys,
1246, B 15 and B 3 (gen.) ; Soxpérys, 1231, C 1; Tipoxpérys, 1231,
C 50 and -(1¢)os C 23, 1246, C 9 ; Edpukpérys, 1231, B 32 ; Neoxpereos,
1189, A 61 (not Mevo-) ; IoAvkpérewm, 1237 ; Eidbuxpérns, Le Bas-
Foucart, 338 by Cyprian : 'Apworokpérys, 71 ; Tipoxpérys (?), 121 ;
Tewoxpéreos Dhorpéreos, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, pp. 1290, 1291 ;
-kpérys, 148.

xpéros is called Aeolic by Joh. Gramm. 244 ; émupére, Alc. 81, by
emendation ; cf. Alc. 25.  «péros, according to Buttmann’s conjec-
ture in the scholiast on Vespae, 1234.

These dialects also possess forms from the base -xpares-, which,
morphologically speaking, is later than -xperes-. Arcadian: 'Alebi-
kpdrys, 1181, B 29; 'Apiorokpdrafa], 1238 ; Apioroxpdrys, 1181,
A 12 ; 'Acrukpdrys, 12114 5; Aapokpdrys, 1249 ; Aapokparidas, 1181,
A 5; Acficpdrys, 1231, C 36 ; "Emxpdreos, 1204, -cos, 1204 ; Eidxpd-
s, 1248,; Koalixparidas, 1239 ; Kparéav, 12405; Neoxpdry[s],
1246, D 16 ; Ni(xo)kpdreos, 1189, A 36 ; Hevoxpdreos, 12485 ; Swor-
kpdrys, 1231, C 49 ; Tipoxpdrys, 1181, B 11 ; [®JiA[ox]pdreos, 1246,
B 11. Cyprian: Sracwpdrys, 17, -eos, 18 ; Kuvmpokpdrigos, 2. Thes-
salian and Boeotian have -kparos, never -kperos.

Since the weak base -xpares- appears as early as Homer, it is prob-
able that both forms existed side by side in Arcado-Cyprian, the
xpdros type (from nom. xpéros, gen. *xrréos), not having been able

1 ¢BwAdaerv, 1267 5; BwAfiuevus, 1267 ;5; not BoA-, as is read by Brand De dia-
lectis Aeolicis, p. 22.
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to completely displace the other. Other examples of a supposed
pan-Aeolic ¢p for ap are @époos, Aeolic époy, iepds, Bépefpov, Arcad.
"Epiwv, etc. Cf. p. go.

ARCADO-CYPRIAN AND THESSALIAN,

Arcadian : nréhs found only in Pausan. VIIL 12. 7: xakefras 8
16 xwplov Tobro &’ fudv IItéhs. If this evidence be accepted
together with the testimony of the inscriptions, Arcadian had both
wréMs and wéhs.  But the epigraphic monuments have only the
latter form, which is also Aeolic, Boeotian, Elean, Pamphylian, Doric,
and Ionic. Cyprian: wréhs, 60. Cf. Schol. ¥, wréAw] woAw. Kuvwr-
plwv Tdv év Sodaptn i Aéfis. Cyprian has no case of wdhis. Zhes-
salian : ol Troliapxot, 1330 ; dpxiTrTOMapXéVTOS, 13304 ; from of wrol-,
which is a change of medial, not of initial, #r to 7r; cf. Aerrivaros
and Brugmann, Grundriss, §§ 333, 6544 moMkss also occurs in
Larissaean inscriptions. .

It is difficult to make this word any dividing line between the dia-
lects without including the other case of wr < r 4 parasitic ¢, Z.e.
wrolepos, which is Homeric, Attic, and Cyprian, according to Hera-
cleides in Eustathius, 842, 62; and wrdlewos occurs on a Cretan
inscription, C. I. G. 2554,4. It seems, therefore, that the other
dialects never developed the wr- form of these words.

There is no firm link connecting Arcado-Cyprian with
Thessalian which does not at the same time serve to connect
either Aeolic or Boeotian,

ARrcADO-CYPRIAN, AEOLIC, THESSALIAN.

1. The preposition émd = énd.

Arcadian: 122254 13 4, €tC.  Cyprian : md rav {Gt, 604 7. Aeolic:
Sappho, 44; CD. 1., 213,5; 2381, etc. Zhessalian: 3453 o, 1308.

2. Arcadian: xé (in conjunction with dv), 1222, Cyprian: xé
in % ke (= Attic édv), 60y, 5, and in omois ke (=doTis dv), 60 .
Cyprian has «¢é alone, never dv. «é is also Aeolic and Zhessalian ;
xév is Aeolic and Homeric alone. «d is the form of this particle in
Doric, North Greek, Boeotian, and Elean.

1 This is disputed by Kirchhoff Mon. Ber. Acad. Berl. 1870, p. 52. Arcadian
is the only dialect except the Homeric that possesses both xé and &. Boeot.

by, 4884, a document composed in Attic, is xal-4 édv. & occurs seventeen
times in 1222; #y, 1227,
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NoTE. — The impossibility of explaining % in # xe as the exact phonetic
equivalent of ¢l (despite Deecke’s statement in B. B. VI. 79, that 9 in Ffirw is
regularly used for e:) has lead G. Meyer, Gramm.,2 § 113, to regard # e as §(»)
xe=ddv xe. On this supposition, which is apparently adopted by Fick,
Odyssee, p. 324, Arcadian and Cyprian would stand on a plane in possessing
both &» and xe. That we are not driven to assume a Cyprian %» is, however,
clear from the fact that 4 and ¢! may in reality be different case forms of the
stem sve/, Baunack, Inschrift von Gortyn, p. 50, suggests that ai is the loca-
tive of the feminine sza-, 4 the instrumental, and e the locative of sve f,.,
The Heraclean Tables have fifteen cases of ai, one of 4 (I, 77), and one of el
(I, 127). The latter may be due to koo influence, which is not infrequent in
these Tables. Other examples of 4 are C. I. G. 2483, 2484, where 3iwayaplia-
aas % Soxei (cf. Ahrens, I, 381), and in the Gortyn inscription, IV, 31, 4 8¢
&’ awofdvp Tis; cf. V, 9, §j &' &x(0)0dvp &vhp 9 qurd, ai uév i’ § Téxva, etc.

This explanation solves the difficulty of the interrelation of 4 (Cyprian),
al (Homeric, Aeolic, Thessalian, Elean, Doric, and Boeotian (%), and el
(Tonic, Attic, late Doric, and Arcadianl). Cyprian 4 cannot be either the
ancestor or the descendant of ai or of el.

ARCADO-CYPRIAN, BOEOTIAN, THESSALIAN.

1. Treatment of the preposition éx &£.2

Arcadian : &, 12224, before a consonant; éo8éAlovres, 1222,
and the following forms before a consonant in 1222 : éo8ofévray, 1. ;;
408007, 535 éodoxals, g ; dodoxad, 4 ; éodoeat, 14; dadorpes, 6,15,18,48
doreow, . € occurs in éféorw, 12224 ; "EE(d)xeos, 12035 ; Efaxi-
8av, 1204 ; and éy in éyydvars, 123367° Cyprian: &Baow, 32 (Deecke),
where ¢ represents oo (¢ xe*pa-si-ne) ; & before B is, however,
contrary to Greek phonetics, wherefore M. Schmidt transcribes &os-
Baow. éos Tdt foikwe, 6054 ; éos TaL TTOMYL, 604, etc. Curtius wrote
éosovay, Kleine Schriften, I, 105. Boeotian : éas before vowels, e.g.
éos, 571 24 App., 713 b 8; doveypdde[i], 735 (&, 40024 App., 712,;
éeipev, 497,4; and frequently elsewhere). ¢és before consonants in
composition, ¢g. éoyévws about 25 times ; cf. &oxndexdry, 951, (but
&, 502,; &el[xov]ra, 502,). éx is also Boeotian, 383, ; cf. éyydvos,
4934 Thessalian: &, 1329, 1 A 15, before a consonant and in com-
position, as éaydvots, 34519; €0d0per, 345 ; €obéuey, 345, Before a

1 In 1222 and in no other Arcadian inscription.

2 On this, see Curtius, Zu den Auslautsgesetzen des Griech. Kleine Schriften,
11, 104.

8 Collitz (Verwantschaftsverhiltnisse, p. 8) is not strictly correct in referring
toyovo: to Arcadian.
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vowel we have no case of éos; cf. éfepyaclelrecBeav, 345y, and &,
326, ; éfeixovra, 326, éx does not appear in any document com-
posed in pure dialect. €¢¢ in Thessalian and Boeotian is certainly,
and in Arcadian and Cyprian probably, due to xows influence. é&
cum gen. before consonants, é¢ before vowels, is also Cretan. -

2. Extremely problematical is the assertion of Spitzer (Lautlehre
des Arkadischen, p. 23 ff.), that in Arcado-Cyprian final dt, 9, wt be-
came a, 4, w, and that, while the other dialects accepted this change
at a comparatively late date, Thessalian and Boeotian suffered the
same loss of the final ¢ at a period when Cyprian had not been differ-
entiated from Arcadian.

The grounds for this hypothesis are as follows: In Thessalian and
Boeotian e« from 4 arose, not from the loss of one mora of the ¢
sound, but through 5. It will, however, be noticed that & may have
come from » at a time when « had already become i. ov from et in
Thessalian and in Boeotian arose from w, and not from ot. o is then,
according to Spitzer, a pure locative, and had nothing to do with wt
originally. .

Now, as to the facts in Arcadian and Cyprian, Spitzer asserts that
both dialects possessed the dative w¢ and the locative oe. In Arca-
dian we have no example whatsoever of -wi, -o. occurring in woAv-
piAo[¢, 1200 = Roberts, 277 ; fuloool, 1222 4 ; adrol, 122215 123326 ;
épyot, 12224 4 5. -ov is the form which has either partially or entirely
displaced the dative -wt in Arcadian, North Greek, Boeotian? late
Elean, and Eretrian. In Cyprian we find -ot, -0, and -o, according
to Deecke. (1) -wt: golkor 604 ; “ABpofdwt (?), 129, 130 ; woadra,
126 ; oifwi,-60y,; 'OvaociAw five times in 60 ; rd¢ fifteen times in all ;
T@ude, 601 945 Oidir, 37, 61, 66(?), 75(?) ; deblwe, 37 ; Gpwr, 41, 96(?);
"ApikAwt of -0y 595 (2) -w: £ Qpw, 41 ; Maypiw, 120; 7é about
sixteen times. (3) -ot: pvxoi, 85, is doubtful, according to Deecke
(Hall has pvyoia) ; Iagoi, 56 (Hall, Ildpor, voc.) ; "HaAeol, 62.

To maintain his theory, Spitzer demands that every case .of -wt
should be expelled ; and Cauer, in the Wochens. fiir kl. Philologie,
1884, p. 99, asserts the correctness of -o. over against Deecke’s -ad
But even Ahrens (Philologus, XXXV, 13) upholds the datives in -t
and -o paralle] to the locatives in -o.. The burden of proof rests

1 Perhaps influenced by éfepyacbficesdas of Philip’s letter in xouwf, which im-
mediately precedes.

2 Tt is not necessary to agree to Brand’s assumption that before the separation
of the various “Aeolic” tribes, the locative was used for the dative.

8 In his Delectus? (1883) he wrote o. .
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clearly on the shoulders of those who maintain that both old case forms
do not exist contemporaneously in Cyprian ; nor should the loss of
-t in Arcadian prejudice the case against its occurrence in Cyprian.

As regards m both dialects are in agreement. The final vowel is
Tost, the n never shortened. Arcadian has, in 1222, Tvyxdvy, &,
and wookarvBAdyy. Cyprian has ovhijom, 126; "Ady, 126; Spvéy,
6012 94, 25 ; Ao, 60. The only case of ne is "Ygmu, 124, which is not
very certain. The age of all these inscriptions is such that any theory
as to the loss of final ¢« from ¢ in Arcado-Cyprian times builds upon
a perilous foundation. The age of Alexander the Great witnessed
the breaking down of the ¢ dvexdpdryrov.

Finally as to at: Spitzer claims that Arcadian a is not a¢ (either
from a + a, .. dative, or from a 4, z.e. locative), but is from anal-
ogy to o, and is the representative of the locative ; while 4 is from a,
and represents the dative. The latter form was, however, lost. In
Cyprian, on the other hand, a may be the representative of the old
dative (a + ) or of the old locative (a 4t¢). Cyprian as is of the
same origin as Arcadian ax. According to the common transcription
we read in Arcadian ra, 12224, as a relative, 1222, ; in Cyprian,
dpovpar, 604 ; mdyat, 605; dfabdar, 3f.; raw eleven times, Tade, 60,4 ;
74 at least four times. As the form stands, raf may be a pure dative,
>a +a; cf. Mahlow, Die Langen Vocale, A, E. O., p. 53. Or the
a may be a locative, if pan-Hellenic at>a 4 ¢« became a:. Upon the
question whether a 4« became pan-Hellenic a. or pan-Hellenic a,
and whether -a is from analogy to -0t or is an LE. case-ending! with
atonic a, as in vuda, depends the character of the Arcado-Cyprian
forms. It is not possible, from the limited material at our command,
to determine whether Arcado-Cyprian a¢ is at or ai.?

In view, however, of the uncertainty attendant upon this problem,
and of the possibility that Thessalian and Boeotian & and ov may not
be authoritative for the period of the coexistence of Arcadian and
Cyprian, it is advisable at present to leave the question to a more
thoroughgoing investigation.

ARcADO-CYPRIAN, AEoLIC, THESSALIAN, BOEOTIAN.
There is no single morphological or phonetic feature shared
in alike by each and all of these dialects to the exclusion of

1 See Brugmann, Gramm., § 82.
2 Brand, De dialectis Aeolicis, p. 47, holds that &: is the Arcadian form.
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all others. Nor is there any dialectic peculiarity of authori-
tative certainty connecting them all together by the operation
of one and the same law.

1. Not beyond peradventure is the assumption that the older pro-
nunciation of v as L.E. #, and not as # (introduced in Asiatic Ionic
and Attic not before the fifth century?), survived in these dialects as
well as in Pamphylian, in Chalcidian, and in the Laconian vulgar dia-
lect.! M. Schmidt (in K. Z,, IX, 366), Ahrens (in Philologus, XXXV,
8-9), Blass (Aussprache,? 35), have assumed the # pronunciation for
Cyprus. Fick (Ilias, p. 25¢) claims on the strength of *Audvras
(Coll. 147) and the Hesychian glosses quoted, p. 76, that the
Cyprian v had a leaning towards o, 7.e. the closed o, which makes
against the ¥ sound. This means of representing the v sound is
found in Boeotian (‘Apudvras, 603 ; omepdixidvbw, 429;), late Laco-
nian (xovoovpéwv, C.I. G. 13474, for xvvogovpéwv), dialects which had
the # sound.? For Aeolic, cf. Priscian I, 27. Spitzer, p. 18, claims
that this was the Arcadian as well as the Cyprian pronunciation. The
relation of v to o is, however, the sole basis for this assertion, as it is
in the case of Aeolic2 The Boeotian pronunciation is certain from
the use of ov for v (at first for v, later for ¥). Thessalian ov for
seems to point to #, Nupewio, 345 >vecopijv(v)wos being but an
indifferent foundation for Prellwitz’s attempt (de dialecto Thessalica,
p.- 13) to overthrow the conclusions of Blass, Aussprache? p. 36,
which are supported by Cauer, Wochens. fiir kl. Philologie, 1886,
No. 334 '

This supposed connecting link between Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic,
Thessalian, and Boeotian, has been referred to here, since much has
been made of it, especially by Curtius, Kleine Schriften, II, 160-162,
as a means of demonstrating the original close relationship between
all these dialects. As a matter of fact, even if in all these dialects v
was pronounced #, nothing would be proved thereby as to their inter-

1 The literary monuments and inscriptions of Sparta have no trace of ov for v,
hence Blass assumes that the pronunciation of the cultivated classes may have
been #. Other traces of # are Corinthian QuAofdas, Roehl, 20, and Chalcidian
QvQros, C. I. G. 7611.

2 “ONouwos, C. 1. G. 8412, an apparently Ionic inscription, and Cretan IIdrios,
Rangabé, 2478, 1, 23, are doubtful.

8 Wilamowitz (Hom. Untersuch. 288) maintains that the pronunciation as %
was retained till the time of Pindar, and that Aeolic, Cyprian, and Eubaean Ionic
(in the modern Kuma and Stura) had the old «.

4 Brugmann, Grundriss, § 48, excludes Thessalian from the list.



76 H. W. Smyih, [1887.

connection, since they would have only preserved for a longer period
than other dialects a common heirloom such as g, £, etc. Only if it
‘can be shown on other cogent grounds that Lesbians, Thessalians,
Boeotians, and Arcado-Cyprians were once united as a distinct tribe
or ethnic unit, is this assumed retention of the I.E. sound # to be
regarded in the light of corroborative evidence.

2. Change of o to v.

Closely connected with the retention of LE. #, is the change of
o to v, which is heralded as one of the most salient features distin-
guishing alike all these dialects.

Arcadian : &ry six times in 1222, both separately and in compo-
sition ; d\\v, 1222 4 (cf. Sepv, Herodian II, 9334, but 8eipo, Sappho,
84) ; xar¥<*xard, as a direct change of a to v, is impossible.! «xard
is from analogy to dwd: cf. Elean dmadvylos from analogy to perd,
etc. «xary occurs alone 1222y 4, and in composition mookarvBAdYy,
- 1222g; KaTuoTdOY, 12224; KaTugpovivai, 12224, It is so far at-
tested in Tegean alone. Finally, -co becomes -av (or -av) in the
genitive,

Cyprian : ebppyrdoarv, 60,; érpyrdoary, 60, ; yévoiry, 604 ; wpi-
oero, 126 ;% dv- for év = dvd in tvéfyxe, 45; but only if we adopt
Deecke’s reading in preference to that of Voigt and Hall (uw éyxe),
which to my thinking is superior. évéfyxe occurs about six times,
and dvéfyxe twice. Finally, in -av<-ao as in Arcadian. The mani-
fest fondness for v of Cyprian is supposed to be attested furthermore
by the Hesychian glosses in which v is held to have passed into o:
poxot * évrds (in No. 85 Deecke reads puxoi; Hall, pvyoin) ; ivkas-
Tevoe* éyxatadirevoe; Bopavdis © 16 &éw. But other dialects made use
of o instead of ov to represent the I.E. # sound, ¢.g. Boeotian,? late-
Laconian. Cf. also 6ypds in Syra, fouds (for v) in Crete.

Pamphylian : é‘ﬁw)uia'erv, b Bolijpevvs, 'Eorpédivs, "Y8papotav, Hu-
apb. The Pamphylian examples can scarcely be due to Doric influ-
ence in view of the vicinity of Cyprus.

Aeolic: dmwd, 21315 2144, 23810, 25014, 2325 248459, 3114, (the
only epigraphic examples of the change), Sappho, 44, 78. The
ko] 4w appears, 8. 281, 3 5 Upolws, 271,4; vodos, Sappho, 4

1 Aeolic odpres (gramm.) is but an apparent exception; <*cbpres?

2 Spitzer claims (p. 17) that the Arcadian forms were -rv and -»rv. This is by
no means certain, though we have no example of -7o or of -yro.

8 *Audvras, 603, as in Cyprian’Aud(v)7a, 147. Fick, llias, p. 256, ventures to
explain Kowpfios, O 639 as due to the Cyprian o for v.

»
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(perhaps) ; dudpry, oTipa, Vpowos, udiikes, Theocritus. All other
examples are doubtful.

Thessalian : amd, 3453 0.

Boeotian : Adppvi, Aéppvs, 875, Aaudbowvs, 689, are quoted by
Pezzi (La Grecita, etc., p. 260), as possible examples of the substi-
tution of v for o before 403 B.c. The latter example is now read by
Meister, -fow[o]s or -owv[{]s. Boeotian is confessedly the weakest
member of the group, but Herculean efforts have been made to wheel
into line this, according to Boeckh, the oldest of the “ Aeolic” dia-
lects : — ‘

émd is explained as being practically equivalent to é=d or &=ov;
and AcovkAets, Neovpdv, [@]tovripy, are cited as having ov = v = o.
On the other hand, o stands for v in é7epdixidvn, 429 ; cf. otmrepdixidvbo,
430. '

4wy is certainly a striking joint possession of Arcado-Cyprian,
Aeolic, and Thessalian. Boeotian, Elean,' and Pamphylian, alone
stand out against a pan-Aeolic dv, which is the only word that even
the most determined advocate of the prehistoric interconnection of
these dialects can claim as pan-Aeolic.

If non res ipsa sed frequentia exemplorum as regards v for o be
held to be a peculiarity of “ Aeolic,” it cannot be denied that at least
four of the above dialects show a tendency which on any fair view
must be held to date so far back as to point to some sort of closer
connection. In Ionic examples of v for o are rare; but in Doric
they are more numerous, though at best sporadic. Cf. G. Meyer,
Gramm.?, § 62.

It is pretty clear that of the two short o sounds, one became closed
at a very early period in Greek. The second o of évoua must have
suffered this change to a partial extent before the separation into
dialects. In other words, the closing of the open o came later, but
certainly in Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian, and perhaps Boeo-
tian, at a period before a similar tendency came into existence in
Doric and Ionic.

Note 1.— Cyprian Hpurirw, 149, is perhaps connected with wpd as mpd-

Tawis and possibly mpiuva and mpvaées. The Aeolic form is, however, mpbrans.

NoTE 2.— It is singular that in a dialect with so pronounced a predilection
for v as the Arcadian we should nevertheless have dvoua. In Arcado-Cyprian

the substitution of v seems to be confined to the final syllable of words having
more than one syllable. An A-C év = é&vd is therefore very doubtful.

1 Roehl, 556, has ivébnre. G. Meyer suggests that the inscription is Laconian
rather than Elean. But neither Laconian nor Elean has any example of the
“darkening” of o. -
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There is no link between Arcado-Cyprian and Boeotian
which does not at the same time serve to connect Arcado-
Cyprian and Thessalian or Aeolic.

The vigorous preferences of Arcado-Cyprian for the dia-
lects of the Aeolic type alone having thus been disposed of,
it is now imperative to again widen our circle of observation.
The keener our hunt after traces of kinship between Arcado-
Cyprian and other dialects, the more urgent is the necessity
of beholding its ever-enlarging sympathies. Nor is this
necessity obviated by our feeling that, in proportion as we
enlarge these dialectal circles, the phenomena in question lose
in authoritativeness. In estimating the propensions of a
dialect, the course of investigation shows that a slight touch
is oftentimes more indicative of genuine or, it may be, of
original sympathies than rude masses of color. A quali-
tative, not a quantitative, standard can be of value here.
The circles in question grow in extent till the last embraces
those phenomena which are obviously, if not actually, pan-
Hellenic. As before hinted at, it is here that it is often-
times difficult to determine whether we are dealing with
a pre-dialectal survival of Hellenic speech, or with a forma-
tion that is merely incidental to an early innovatory stage of
the period of actual dialectal existence.

ARrcaDO-CYPRIAN AND IoNIC.

The infinitive termination -vat referred to above, p. 69.

ARrcapo-CyprIAN, AEoLIc, IoNnic.

7t =o¢ in the terminations of the verb (-ovm, -wyr) are treated
differently as regards the preceding vowel, but all agree in the assibi-
lation. On Cyprian {w(v)at or iwot, see p. 66. Doric, -ovrt, ~wvre.

ARrcapo-CyprriaN, Doric, Ionic.

Nominative in s from 5 stems. The » declension parallel to that
in a has survived in a few sporadic examples in Greek. Its existence
in Latin, in the so-called fifth declension, substantiates the belief that
in Greek it antedates the separation into dialects.
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Arcadian: iepis, 1231, B 34, C 1 0m; lapis, 1235; ypadis,
12304, 1236. Cyprian: iyepis, 33, is the only example, the common
form in evs being found in No. 40. Baoweds is frequent in Cyprian,
and there is no example of Bacw\i}s. Arcadian has neither form.
Outside of Arcado-Cyprian the # inflection has generally been dis-
placed by that in v, as in Aeolic. The following examples, however,
occur : Homer, "Apyv ; Archilochus, 48, "Apew < "Apyo ; cf. "Avripd-
v, o 242, by the side of "Avniparija, x 114. Ionic iépew, Olbia,
C. I. G. 2058, A 23; Tomoi, Arch-epigr. Mitth. VI, 8, No. 14.}
Doric Tudys, "Opeys, ®ihys ; cf. Lat, Ulixes Achilles. G. Meyer is
incorrect when he attempts to explain iepijs for iepeds from analogy
to ebyenjs, since the genitive of iepyv- is in its oldest form lepijcos,
to which edyevéos offers no parallel. Cf. G. Meyer, Gramm.?, §§ 323,
324 ; Bechtel, Inschrift aus Eresos, in the Gottingen Nachrichten for
June 30, 1886 ; Spitzer, Lautlehre des Arkad. p. 27; Johansson, De
verbis derivatis contractis, p. 74. The Boeotian forms in -«=19
(BipwiAe, Méver, PiAet, etc.) are doubtful. It was suggested by
me (Der Diphthong EI, p. 41) that they were survivals of the y
declension, an explanation adopted by Bechtel, p. 378. Others
regard them as having lost the final sibilant of the nominative, Meis-
ter, I, 272 ; but cf. also p. 310.

ARcADO-CYPRIAN AND DoRrIc.

, not e (¢), is the result of compensatory lengthening. Arcadian
fvae, pOjpwv ; Cyprian fui. The dialects diverge in the treatment of
ovs. But there is no example of ov (closed G) for o (f.c. open 3)
of other dialects.

There is as yet no authority for an Arcado-Cyprian contraction of
a+ € to 4, as in Doric, Elean, and North Greek. See p. 81.

Spitzer’s ascription to Arcado-Cyprian (p. 57) of the personal end-
- ing -es in the indic. present, is based upon no foundation save that,
as the Cyprian form is old, it might well have been a survival of an
Arcado-Cyprian period. But a solitary instance is found: és =d6
dores © wébev vkes. Ildguor. With this compare the Theocritean
ovpiodes, I. 3, which is certain, and duéiyes, IV. 3. This form
occurs on' no Doric inscription. Whether the form in -s is pro-
ethnic (cf. Latin /egis; old Irish, do-beir, *-beres), or merely a
Greek parallel to »ifys, has not yet been made out.

! The nom. iépews, Rev. Arch. XXVI111, 106, from Aeds; Aed= lépem.
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It is not improbable that the Arcado-Cyprian infinitive of - verbs
ended in -v; eg. Arcad. ipdaivev (or inaiver), Cypr. éxsv. As
Deecke reads &mv in the single passage where any such formation
occurs, the assumed parallelism between Arcadian and Cyprian must
be left in dispute. Johansson, De verbis derivatis contractis, p. 202,
accepts an Arcado-Cyprian éxev, comparable to Doric xpivev, and to
an Ionic é¢peirev (Cauer?, 527). See p. 96.

Iv for év,! formerly held to be a distinctive peculiarity of Arcado-
Cyprian, has now appeared upon a Cretan inscription. See Mer-
riam, Am. Journ. Archaeol. III, 312. iyvim was regarded by Curtius
as standing for éy-yvda. €v, cum accus. and cum dat., is a relic of the
period when this preposition was construed as the German in.? The
Aeolic els and Ionic €s (els) gradually drove out this double construc-
tion. If the Aeolians of Lesbos ever used és cum genet., its obsoles-
cence must have been caused by the adoption of the Ionic €k, and
have been subsequent to the period when év cum accus. was replaced
by es cum accus.

ARrcapo-CypriaN, Doric, Aeoric, AND CONNECTED
DiaALEcTs.

1. Genitive plural, A declension. Arcad. 'Aleariv, pywviv,
Teyeardv. Cypr. émayopevav. Here Homeric, Boeotian -awv, Thes-
salian -aovv, alone show the older form.

2. Genitive sing., O declension. Arcad. 1, Cypr. 0. -oo must
then have been open sounds at the period of contraction. On -w, -,
see pp. 68, 118. -owo from epic reminiscence in Arcad., Roberts,
No. 280.

3. The relative use of demonstratives. In Arcadian dwep is used
for Somep in 12224 Zorw 8 Kal TVl TO émlapiw b adrds {yyvos dmep |
xal 7@ &yw §s iv éorao.  With this compare the Homeric § wep aéo
woAAdv duelvwv (VII, 114, XXI, 107), and the use of dris, III, 279.

1 ly>¢y originally before consonants. ¢ for é(v) is found, Roberts, No. 277,
according to the generally received reading. mposfaRe must be read xpdoa[8]¢.
I cannot subscribe to Robert’s defence of é(u) Mavrwéar; cf. Allen, Versification,
p- 150. Cyprian has no instance of &y, and the Arcadian cases are not unim-
peachable. ¢év in 1200 is poetical; in 1231 it is the work of a meddler with the
original text; 1183 is probably Arcadian, though peculiar in many ways; No.
1233, a proxeny decree, distinguishes év from iv.

2 Cf. igs>ivs and is cum accus. in Oaxos. Merriam 1. 1. In Gortyna és cum
gen. and accus.
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In Cyprian, o for &s in 6015 7 «é aus "Ovdaioy &€ pin, i8¢ mat, & &
8p¥éy, meloe "OvaciAewt ; and also 604. Arcadian has no example of 3
alone used for 8s. é&ruy, 12224, is the masculine form from dris. 746
is used as a relative, 1222, ; vd in Cyprian, 68, This breaking
down of the old demonstrative force is found outside of HMomer and
these dialects, in Ionic (Herodotus), in the Attic poets, perhaps in
the language of the common people of Attica (cf. C. I. A. II 611y,),
in Doric, Elean, Aeolic, Thessalian, Boeotian, etc. ‘

4. The participle of eiul. Arcad. édvros, 1222,. Cypr.émd(v)-
Ta, 60y 19; 6(v)Ta, 604 édv is pan-Hellenic (Attic dv). Aeolic
has both &wv (Sappho 75 and on inscriptions) and &oa (Sappho 75).
Doric édv, Ahrens, 11, 323.

5. Apocope of prepositions. Arcad.: wap Tdv, 1222 4; xdr in
xardmwep, 12224 5. Cypr. xakéxes: xaréxewoo Ideor. Pamph. «a-
078v, 126735 Aeolic karrd- Boeot. xarrév (kard in late inscrip-
tions). Thess. xarrdrep. Heraclean map Ilavdooiav, I, 58. Cre-
tan wapdixerat, C. I. G. 305045, Delphic kar 7dv and xardv, Cauer?,
204 qaan- Elean xadaléoiro.

6. 7s third sing. imperfect: <fo+ 1. Aread. 12224. Cypr.
xepopis §s, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1884, p. 671. Corcyraean, I. G. A.
3423 Sicilian (Epicharmus 73, Ahrens), Doric (Alcman in the
Mss. frag. 24), Aeolic (in Theocritus, XXX, 16) ; cf. Boeot. wapgls,
500;. v, whatever may be its origin, is certainly a later form.

7. 7, by contraction of ¢ 4 ¢ in the augmment, after the expulsion of
o, £, or yod. Herein Doric, Arcado-Cyprian, and Aeolic, etc., are
alike. Other vowel contractions are alike the possession of Arcado-
Cyprian and of other dialects. £.g.:—

d 4+ o = o, d + 0 =a in all dialects except Ionic and in later North
Greek. & 4o, w = @, except in Attic-Ionic.? @+ e=x in Arcado-
Cyprian probably,? in Doric, North Greek, and in Elean (?) ; = a in
Aeolic, Boeotian, and Ionic. Johansson, De verbis derivatis con-
tractis, p. 58, is doubtful about the Arcado-Cyprian contraction of
a+e. He, however, suggests 9. -eos from -ecos (nom. -ys) remains:
open in both dialects, and in Cyprian does not become -tos. See p. 109..

8. € for a in iepo-. Arcad.: iepiv, 12224; ‘Lépwv, 1231, C 13,
etc. ; with lapijs in 1235. Cypr.: ipijros, 381; iyepis, 33 ; iepéyeyav,
604, etc. {epo- obtains also in North Greek, Doric (Cretan, Laco-
nian), Thessalian, Boeotian, Ionic-Attic, Homeric. The Aeolic pos.

1 In Boeotian when a4 w contract, @ is the result, ¢.g. rav, otherwise -aww.-
2 But cf. Cyprian lyasac and é3ixa.
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is either the descendant of epos or of *igpos <isrrés. The older form
with a (cf. ishird) is Arcadian,! Boeotian, Thessalian, Laconian, Hera-
clean, Messenian, Corcyraean, Cretan, and Theraean. Not only can
we not hold with Brand, De dialectis Aeolicis, p. 14, that the a form
is Doric solely, but we are even driven to admit that these words,
which have long been held to be a criterion of dialect differentiation,
are not entitled to this position from the early and wide-spread ap-
pearance of the form with e. All necessity of assuming a ‘“pan-
Aeolic ” iepds and a “pan-Doric ” iapds, crossing in the various sub-
dialects, is obviated by the easy supposition that in the pre-dialectal
stage of Greek both forms existed side by side. .

9. Vocalization of g, as in Arcad. ®avidas, 1246, C 17; ®aido,
1246, A 15 ;% cf. ¢avea xald in Homer, as Hartel correctly reads. Cf.
“Cypr. veois, vav- in Navepdpw, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1291, and
in vavapyos, if Deecke and not Voigt is right. Cypr. vav[dpxw], 160
(cf. 157), a title which is doubted by Voigt, B. B. IX, 171. wvaov in
No. 41. Other examples of the vocalized labial spirant are Boeot.
*Apxevavidas, Coll. 413, (a Pellenian) ; Jperyakéov: Seppwyds ; Zav-"
yéves, 914, IV, A;® Thessal. ‘Eppavov, 1300; Laconian Aavayira,
C.I. G. 1466 ; Aeolic, vaios, pavédopo (gramm.) ; Pamphyl. ¢dBos =
¢dos, Heraclides ; eiide (Balbilla), etc. Deecke reads devédpevos, 45,
the ¥ of which Deecke and Ahrens compare with éxl. G. Meyer,
Gramm.?, § 239, seems to regard ¥ as having some connection with
vocalized . Cf. Baunack’s Studien, I, p. 16, 17, where devédpevos
is read, and the explanation from I.E. #< offered. Quantitatively con-
sidered, the examples of v>>¢ are more frequent in the Aeolic than in
the dialects connected with Aeolic, and more frequent in the latter
than in Doric or Ionic.! Curtius holds that v> is a proof of the
connection of Cyprian with Thessalian and Boeotian (Kleine Schrif-

1 Since iaphs occurs in 1235 alone,—an inscription in North Greek,—an
Arcadian iapfis is uncertain. Bechtel remarks that this inscription is wholly
North Greek, with the. exception of {apfis. But this may point to a North Greek
-ns for -evs; cf. above, p. 79. {ep- occurs about thirteen times in Arcadian. fap-
in Cyprian is doubtful, according to Meyer, Gramm.2, § 94. But cf. yapd, Hall
iapd, 72; ‘lapd(v)3av, 118; iyapdraros, 41. The last example, at least, is not a
matter of dubitation.

2 Cyprian here, $apéw, 133.

8 The cav- forms belong here only in case the explanation from ao be rejected;
cf. page 65. Fuhrer and Spitzer agree in abandoning the explanation of G. Meyer,
§ 120 (from o). But Attic Aaudixels speaks in favor of G. Meyer.

4 Cf. Tudeer, De digammo testimonia, 68.
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ten, II, 156) ; that this is too narrow a view is shown by the Doric
Aavayijra.

10. Aeolic, Elean, Laconian, etc.,, may, tpgether with Arcado-
‘Cyprian, have preserved an open Z whose length, e.¢. in contractions,
appears as z (). The short ¢ sound may have become closed at a
very early period, as in the North Greek dialects (generally) in Thes-
salian, Boeotian, and Ionic. Again in the preservation of the open
o in its lengthened sound (@ = Ionic ov) these dialects agree. Boeo-
tian here sides with Arcadian (but not in the accus. pl. <ows) and
with Cyprian (gen. -). Thessalian at an early date adopted the
closed sound of the lengthened o.

11. Arcad. Tyhipayos, Cypr. Tyledpdvw. Cf. Boeot. Ileearporidas
(but also Tetkeddveios), Aeolic mjw, Delphic IInykexAéas. But there
is no proof that the form with r might not be Aeolic, as we have
Aeolic mévre as well as wéumwy. It is doubtless as much a matter of
chance that we have no case of = followed by a dark vowel, which
was the source of the later analogue mjAw, as it is that rpA- does not
appear in Aeolic. .

Arcapo-CypriaN, Doric, AeoLic, IoNic.

Loss of intervocalic «: Arcad. mobvrw, 12224; Cypr. "Abdva (dat.),
62, through ‘Afavala, which is Arcadian (1202), and 'Afdvaa (Al-
caeus, 9) ; Cretan dyiég; Locr. dded¢peds ; Aeolic "Yurjvaov ; Thess.
Tevvdot ; Boeot. II\araeios ; Elean &a, ovvéav ; Tonic xéerar.

wévre is the pan-Hellenic. Aeolic wéume does not exist despite the
assertion of the grammarians. See below, p. 106.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ARCADIAN AND CYPRIAN.

We have now exhausted the cases of agreement between Arcadian
and Cyprian, and turn to a registration of their actual differences.

In order to present at a glance the dialect affinities of Arcadian
and of Cyprian, in the following sections the differences between the
two dialects will be so arranged as to give contributory evidence from
all the other dialects with which either Arcadian or Cyprian may be
in correspondence. Whenever an example of the phonetic law in
question is found in either dialect, but as yet absent from the other,
care has been taken to notice the fact.
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I. ARcCADIAN AND AEOLIC.
1. o for a.

exdrav, 1198 ; cf. Balbilla 8exérw (dat.), 3235, The Aeolic in-
scriptions have &éxaros twice (as in Boeotian), once in an inscription
dating from 16 B.C., once in one in the period between 2 B.c. and
14 A.p. Little can therefore be determined by epigraphic evidence
whether or not that stadium of the dialect which was imitated by the
court poetess of Hadrian had already assimilated the final syllables
of 8éxaros to -kovra, producing'&'xo‘ros. Cf. Ionic-Attic, Aeolic elkooe
from -kooros. The analogy can scarcely have been felt to be opera-
tive in the time of Balbilla. It is certainly remarkable if the mere
. desire on her part to tinge her poems with an archaic flavor had
resulted in the creation of form which actually appears in a dialect
in many particulars akin to Aeolic.

There is no instance in the numerals of o for a in Cyprian. De-
spite dexérav, Arcadian holds with Boeotian a in -xagw: (Boeot. -xa-
Ti0L).

NOTE.— On o for a in Arcad. ‘ExorduBoia, see p. 105.

2. Refusal to weaken e to « before vowels.

The Aeolic cases, except perhaps the gen. yAdxeos, are all capable
of another explanation. A ground form xpvoetos with accent on
the ultimate (cf. dp(e)veds) may produce xpvoios through xpve (e)zos.
The loss of intervocalic ¢ is amply attested for all Hellenic dialects.
yAvxios may perhaps represent a yAvke(g)wds. On Cyprian e<e
before vowels, see p. 109.

2. The terminations -aw and -eow have sometimes been regarded
Aeolic. The infrequency of their appearance in Homer in compari-
son with the growth of -ws and -os is indicative of an obsolescent
formation ; their prevalence in Aeolic literature and inscriptions, and
their sparse appearance in Ionic (except Herodotus) and in Attic
seemed to point a form that, quantitatively considered, might be called
Aeolic. Arcadian 'A)ewolo, 1183, is the only example of -ow in this
dialect. It has been supposed that No. 1183 was of Elean origin,
but -owot offers no support to this belief, as the Elean form is invari-
ably -ois or -otp. See Kirchhoff, Alphabet,! 159. I regard -owov as
pan-Hellenic, not Aeolic, and "AXewoto: as the sole survival in Arcadian
of the locative case form, which in every Greek dialect gave place
gradually to the instrumental -ois>-975. °AMewoior cannot be a loan
formation, since -ois was the accepted form in every neighboring dia-
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lect at the time of this inscription (about 400). With the exception
of the form for & the alphabet is pre-Ionic. With the realization of
the fact that -owr and -ois are totally distinct case-forms, the attempt
to extirpate -oiot from Homer falls to the ground. -ws and -ois are
the forms in Cyprian, Thessalian, and. in Boeotian (except No. 744,
{syowo, an epic reminiscence). -owov occurs in Doric only in poetry.

4. fplogor, 12224, with its oo seems to recall Aeolic iooo-féoiat,
311y, of which the ground-form is found in Cretan g]iopd-potpov
(Gortyn. X, 50) = Skt. zig»-. It is preferable, however, to regard the
form with oo as pan-Hellenic, and sporadic in the Greek dialects.
nmogor occurs on a Chalcidian inscription, according to Ditten-
berger, Hermes, XVI, 173. Where there is but a single o, this may
also arise from o4-; and there is no need to assume a parallel stem,
jmao-. In North Greek we have juoos in Phocis and in Delphi
(Anecd. Delph. 38 (late)); wumooov is, however, also Delphic;
cf. Wescher-Foucart, 126,53, 213. Aeolic aluoéwv (sic, and not
alploewv), 2134 . The Cyprian form of {gos is érewvos, 68.

5. Traces of Aeolic yilwats cannot be discovered. ‘Aiximrmo, not .
’A)x-, since the spiritus asper of Irmos is secondary. The same may
be said of I\eworiepos from the older iepds (iskird), despite Heepov,
1257, Were any distinct traces present of the Arcadians having
been yYrhwrixof, as the Lesbians and Eleans, nothing would be proved
as to their nearer connection, since even on the hypothesis of a
North Aeolic dialect (Lesbian, Thess., Boeot.) the yiAwais of the
Lesbians has to be referred to a period after the withdrawal of the
Lesbic Aeolians.

II. ARCADIAN AND THESSALIAN.

In Arcadian we have - added to the demonstrative stem forma-
tion ray{v], 12224 With this particle is connected the Thessalian -ve
in réve Totwveouw Toiveos. This w is a result of the abstraction of
v+ (8) from such cases as row-{(8), ran-{(8), Twr-{(8) ; this - was
then added to rdv (above). It is probable that Thessalian -ve is
nothing more than this -1 (8), though no sufficient reason can be
adduced for the substitution of e for t.! The Thessalians appear to
have had a fondness for the e sound ; cf. 8.é for 8ud, BéAeirer for BovAy-
ra.. Reference has already been made (p. 68) to the -v of Cyprian
genitive singular (dpydpwv) and to its possible connection with this

-Vt O -y€.
1 Baunack, Studien, p. 56, and note, page 68 above.
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The form Bé\Aere renders apparent a tendency in each dialect to
change rat, the personal ending of the middle, though the result is
different. Arcad. -roi (ivdixd{nror, 12224 ; yérpro, 12225; Téraxrot;
12224). Thessal. ree (BAAare).

The treatment of vowel 4- nasal +s in the different dialects is so
varied that it is impossible to construct any system that shall take as
its starting-point the ground-form (e.g. aws, ovs) and nevertheless
make clear the difference, in the treatment of this ground-form,
between dialects that are otherwise patently allied to each other. In
no one particular do the so-called Aeolic dialects diverge more
widely : —

avs ovs
Aeolic . . . . mwaica, Tais poioa, Tols
Thessalian . . . =dvoa Tayds
Tapias
Boeotian . . . &8payxuds ldoas
Arcadian . . . épyonjoas 70s émovoTapéos
Sapxpds
Cyprian. . . . 7ds Tds?
Elean . . . . pwais pvas waoa Tolp
xarafinp

The quantity of -as in Thessalian and Arcadian is supposed to be
short!; in Boeotian, long. See Prellwitz, De dialecto Thessalica, P-
32, 33-

The Cyprian #°se* is generally transcribed in Greek as rus,
doubtless on the analogy of e¢*mi as yuil, and from the assumed
Doric character of compensatory lengthening in Cyprian. We have,
however, no warrant for accepting rés to the prejudice of either
74(v)s or, more probably, rds. If the parent Arcadian had +ds, it is
difficult to see how the influence of neighboring Daric speech could
have been so powerful as to have displaced so common a form.
Deecke formerly wrote rdvs (Curt. Stud. VII, 1875), as Cauer, in
Wochens. fiir kl. Philol. 1884, p. 99; but in his Delectus? ds.
But an Arcadian prototype is not as authoritative a criterion as might
be desired, from the fact that both rés and xeAedwrvor exist side by side,
though the latter, however, is a later form.

The dialects of Argos and of Crete are extremely instructive as

1 Brugmann, Grundr. § 205, Anm. 2, assumes that the a was long. At the
period when -yr: became -vg: there was no possibility of the » disappearing, since
the movement which created 3apxuds had spent itself,
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regards the chronology of -avs, -as, -ors, -0s. In the older inscriptions
of each dialect we find -avs and -ovs ;! in the later monuments, -as
and -os. Hence any dialect which long preserved vs does not offer
any trace of the influence of v when it disappeared at a compara-
tively late date in the development of the dialect. But in those
dialects in which v vanished at an early date, compensatory lengthen-
ing serves to attest that early disappearance. Now were we certain
of the Cyprian forms {w(v)ot or iwot, &o(v)or or &wor (cf. p. 66),
we might better compare Arcadian and Cyprian. If both preserved
vau (cf. Arcad. xeledwvoir), the Arcadian and Cyprian forms would
be rés and rds, of which the former is actually preserved. Common
usage, however, dictates Cyprian rds, the parallel to which would be
Tds. .

The Doric dialect with its d&s and ds, ws and os show that both
forms may coexist in prose and in verse.?

A comparison of indisputable forms suggests that Arcadian finds
its nearest parallel in Thessalian among the dialects nearer akin to
Aeolic, and in Doric (Argos, Crete, etc.). No one has as yet, I be-
lieve, committed himself to the statement that Arcadian 7ds is a loan
form from a Doric dialect in which rdvs was long preserved, but
finally passed into rds.

NorE 1.— The difference between the dialects in their treatment of » 4
secondary o at the end and between vowels is briefly this: In Arcadia and
Thessalia this »s is preserved intact. In a part of Crete and in Argos this »s
is preserved intact, as also final » +s. In all other dialects the nasal sound
is expelled, leaving ¢ 4+ s in Aeolic and in the rest s with preceding compensa-
tory lengthening. But the relations of Arcadian and Cyprian are peculiar
if the Cyprian form is in reality 7ds, since, with xeAedwvo: and, 7és, we have
all three forms. An Arcado-Cyprian 7ds and reAetwvo: are reconcilable, but

_not an Arcado-Cyprian keAedwvos and 7ds. If, however, Ywoi and rds are the
Cyprian forms, Cyprian appears to have followed its own dictation, and there
is no Arcado-Cyprian common form.

NoOTE 2.—In 8éaroi Arcadian has lost f, as Thessalian in woredéero. Cf.
Aeolic Sedw; Attic Jefyras, C. I. A. II, 1674, s (334-325 B.C.).

1 This orthography may be merely a traditional representation of the ground-
form; and Gs, os may have been spoken.

2 §s in Doric can be attested in poetry alone; os occurs in Crete, Thera, Cy-
rene, Cos, etc.
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ARCADIAN AND BOEOTIAN.

There are no specific points of contact between Arcadian
and Boeotian. Their joint correspondences are of little value
for the purpose of proving any direct relationship.

1. Dat. = loc. in -oi.

This is in reality pan-Hellenic, and has been assumed to be in use
in Cyprian parallel to i, o. See p. 73. Arcadian and Boeotian meet
here solely in the fact that they have preserved a greater number of
cases of -ot than any other dialect. -o recurs in North Greek, later
Elean, and Eretrian. In Doric and Attic-Ionic the -o« forms are
held in check by the regular dative in -ex. Cf. p. 100.

2. Arcadian shares with Boeotian, but chiefly with Doric, the
imperative ending -vrw. See p. 95.

3. Arcadian: dv in dvaldpaow, 1222 4; dyxapvo[odvre], 1222);
dvéOnxe, 1225 ; dvébev, 1229.

&v does not occur alone, nor is évd found.

The Cyprian form is év in dvébnxe, 72, 74, 75, 120; Svébyxey,
Tamassus, Berl. Phil. Wochensch., 1886, p. 1323 (Ivéfyke, 45, is
doubtful). Either the xous form dvd or the Doric dv appears in
avébnxe, 17, 76.

Cyprian herein ranks with Aeolic: dyxapvooérm, 304, (Aeolic
has in later inscriptions the xousj form) ; and with Thessalian:! év-
ypaset, 361,y. Boeotian has the Doric é¢v and the xounj dvd., Elean
has dvd as Ionic-Attic. This variation of Arcadian from Cyprian is
one of the most salient differences between the two dialects, which,
especially in the form and use of the prepositions, have preserved
intact their kinship to the latest times. It is certainly surprising that
év in Arcadian should be due to Doric influence, whereas ¢x¥ and
&, cum dativo, have been preserved.

4. ¢ for the common o in "Epyopénor, 1212 ; cf. Boeot. "Epyopevds,
the epichoric name of the Boeotian and of the Arcadian city. This
too has been held to be an example of the general fondness for e
among dialects of Aeolic coloring. The interrelation of ep and op in
this and similar words (e.g. Boeot. Tpepla and Tpogia) has not yet
been clearly made out.

5. Arcadian and Boeotian stand nearer in the gen. sing. A decl.
(Arcad. -av; Boeot. -ao, seldom a) than do Arcadian and Thessal.

1 Thessaliotis and Histraeotis have &vd.
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(a) or Arcadian and Aeolic (a). The traces of -ao in Cyprian are
sporadic, cf. p. 65.

6. On Arcadian and Boeotian feapds, see p. 98. The Arcadian
and Boeotian a in -xaguwr, -xateor, is a survival of the original form
in a (see p. 99), and therefore no special mark of interrelation.

7. &uwaow, 1234 (about 200 B.C.), an inscription almost emntirely
Hellenistic ; {vraow, 1233 ; cf. Boeot. &rmacw about twenty-five times ;
éraow only 492y, 7194; Doric-Aeolic, &yxrgas. Cf. also "Apioro-
wdpov, 1231 o7, 1248 4.

8. The Arcadian dialect displays the same variation in the form of
the name of Dionysus as is observable in other dialects; Awvvoim,
120312; Acwviouos, 1246, A 4. Neither Awvvoos or Awdvvoos ap-
pears on any Cyprian monument. It is impossible to discover any
dialect affinities in the varying forms of the Attic Awvvoos. Zdv-
vvoos, Lesb. ; Awbwwvoos, Thessal; Awwvoiav, Cretan; Awovveédo-
pos, Lesb.; Acwviowos, Thessal. Homer, Awdvvoos (except A 325),
which cannot be Doric, nor Ionic if compensatory lengthening from
oov took place, since Ionic never has o for ov, nor ever had it, accord-
ing to Johansson, p. 66. Pindar too has Awvvoos once, Isth. VII, 5.
Boeot., Aiuvvoos; Elean, Awwvvoiaxois; Heracl,, Awvvoos; Teos,
Awvvoos ; Rhodes, Awwvvaacrdv ; Aetol,, Awrvoos ; Awsvvoos in
Homer, Hesiod, Theognis, Pindar, the tragedians, Theocritus.

It is therefore probable that, as in the case of Poseidon, the Greek
language possessed originally double forms of this name, to explain
which has baffled all efforts. Solmsen, K. Z., XXIX, 39, objects with
justice to Baunack’s explanation from &i-evuxtos, but fails to offer any
more convincing suggestion than that Awwvoos had an o interposed
from Aws by popular etymology.

With Boeotian (and with Laconian), Arcadian possesses the o
diphthong in Ilocoddves, Roberts, No. 276. Cf. Boeot. Iloro[3]d-
[xos] ; Lac. IooiBata.

ARCADIAN, THESSALIAN, BOEOTIAN.

Vris from yJres in pioriav, 1203 ,4; Thessal, Toorwale[t]os ; Boeot.
-‘Ioorwatdas. This proves no necessary connection between these dia-
lects, as the change of € + o + cons. + ¢ to ¢ 4 o 4 cons. 4 occurs
in Ionic, Locrian, Laconian, Cretan, and in Heraclean; and is not
of very early date. It is so restricted geographically that it can
scarcely be called pan-Hellenic. See Collitz in A. J. P., VII, 216.
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The Attic éoria has not been imported into Aeolic (Coll. 215 4, 4)
as has been assumed. In Attic éor- is found upon the more ancient
inscriptions.  Cf. pp. 91, 109.

ARcADIAN, AEroLIc, THESSALIAN, BOEOTIAN.

Inflection of pure verbs according to the -me class. {amedvres,
12225 ; {amd[o]0m, 1222 4, not {amoobfw; from *faplwm:, rather
than from *{awo + eobo ; {amdvro, 1222, (cf. Johansson, p. 57) ;
modvTw, 12229; o TedpaviTw, Le Bas, 3314 (not in Collitz) ; 48uxrjpue-
vos, 1222,; ddwévra, 1222,; [é\av]odicovrwy, 1257 The ew in-
flection has, however, not been entirely superseded; cf. &wree,
1252, Aeol. ¢uhijuevos ; Boeot. ddiceluevos, at least at the time of
Aristophanes ; cf. Ach. 884. There is no certain example of the
“Aeolic” inflection in Cyprian. Cyprian xarecdprwy, 60, is explained
by Deecke as coming from xaflopkéw ; by Johansson from «xaragopxdw.
This inflection obtains also in North Greek: Delphic, mwoeinevos ;
- Locrian, xa\eluevos ; Elean, xa(8)8aAsjpuevos (Pamphylian, SwAsjuevvs,
may be from -a + euevos). See A. J. P. VII, 441, where I have held
that these forms cannot constitute a line of demarcation between dif-
ferent dialects. Johansson, De derivatis verbis contractis, p. 45, has
shown that this so-called Aeolic inflection does not support any con-
nection between North Greek and Thessal.-Lesb. He and Brug-
mann, Gramm., § 118, explain these parallel forms to e-o-pevos, as
originating from e-(¢)e- ; cf. Osthoff, M. U. I, 212,

The fondness for the strong form ep appears in {épebpa, Sépefpo,
*Eplwv, derivations from Oépaos, ¢.g. Arcad. ®@cpoias, 1224, 1231, B 13 ;
@cpairaos, Paus. VIII, 32, 1. Aeolic ®épairmos, 304. Thessal. ®épaovy,
@®épaos, Paus. V, 9, 1; @épairros. Boeot. Bepadvdpiyos, etc.!  Neither
Bepo- nor Bapo- (fpac-) occurs on any Cyprian inscription hitherto
discovered ; but in derivatives of xpéros Cyprian ranks with Arcadian
in possessing both the strong and the weak form.? It is an impor-
tant point that only in the earlier inscriptions of dialects connected
with Aeolic, in which the xounj dialect has not forced an entrance,
does this strong form come to light. From Doric inscriptions it is
practically absent.® Quantitatively speaking, it is far more frequent

1 Cf. Homeric ‘AA8épans.

2 Cf. also Cyprian & or &(a), ground form of ¥pa, pd, or &. Tépxviya, 69,
19, 22 (cf. Tpéxvos), appears also to have the strong form.

3 fepo- in a few Spartan proper names. Oepo- rarely in Attic-Ionic; a Corcy~
raean @epoiroxos, Paus. 6, 13, 6.
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in dialects of Aeolic coloring. The influence of Doric or Attic is
seen in Arcadian in @pacéas, 1231, Cy g, 1250 ; @pdotmrmos, 12491 ;
B®pJaovuideos, 1231, A 33; ®pdowy, 1189, A 35. See p. 70 for -xpdrys.
In Thessalian fopo- is less, in Boeot. more, frequent than fepo-. It
is, perhaps, more advisable to assume the influence of contiguous
cantons, rather than suppose that the force of case levelling, which
produced Homeric «dpros and xpdros, had been kept alive with such
tenacity as, in the second century B.C., to generate the weak forms.
It should, however, not be suppressed that older and younger forms
might have existed side by side until the latter proved all-powerful.
The long life of older formations is seen in rpuaxdoioe = Doric rpiaxa-
riot, whereas a has given place to o in Aeolic, Ionic, Attic, and, in
fact, as early as the time of Homer.

NOTE. — émfapéw, Arcadian, according to Eust. gog,,, is, however, also used
by Euripides; cf. Bapds. No strong form is in use.

The cases of retention of ep should all be classed together, as
Cyprian cannot be said to show any marked divergence here from
the other dialects of the “ Aeolic” type.

ArcapiaN AND Jonic.

dv may be either Doric or Ionic. It is certainly not Aeolic. It
occurs in conjunction with ¢ in Homer, and in Arcadian alone.!
el sixteen times in 1222, and in no other inscription. There is no
trace of ai, which occurs in older Doric, Elean, Aeolic, Boet. (%),
Homer (al e, of ydp, alfe). Is al in Homer also Ionic? el is Ionic
and Attic, and often met with in later Doric inscriptions; once in
Heraclean, I, 127. al:€::svai, Osc.: si <svei, according to G.
Meyer, § 113. For a discussion on ai, €, and Cypr. #, see above,
p. 72.
Allusion has been made on pp. 89, 109 to the stem ior (fior) for
éor-, found in Arcadian, Homer, Herod., Thessalian, Boeotian, and
, Doric. '
NOTE. — A curious mixture of Arcadian and Ionic is found in Cauer?, No.

537; cf. Roehl, 532, 533; Fick., Odyssee, p. 10: Meaaf]uios poueéwy &v Teyép|
[Oeois xaoe]v kal feais wdoais. . . .

1 For an assumed possible case in Cyprian, see p. 72.
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ARrcADIAN AND DoRrIc.

Many of the instances of parallelism between Doric and
Arcadian will, upon close examination, be found to consist of
phenomena which are pan-Hellenic, or existing merely to a
greater extent in Doric than in other dialects. As a large
number of the phenomena of Arcadian has been claimed as
Doric, I have thought it proper to discuss their assumed
‘Doric character in the following sections.

1. Compensatory lengthening. ¢bjpwv, 1222y ; lyxexnpixor,
1222, from lyxjpnm, the Arcadian counterpart of Attic éyxetpéw ; cf.
éxexnpio in Delphic, Cauer?, 2044 4. $0épar, 12224 and ¢brjpwr
stand in such irreconcilable contrast that it is probable the ¢ of the
former is due to an orthographical slip, though as a rule No. 1222 is
remarkably free from blunders. Another case where an error on the
part of the engraver has been assumed is SuakwAdoe. See p. 101 for
a discussion of this form. ¢Oépar<*pfépoas is supposed by Brand,
p. 75, to have descended from a “ pan-Aeolic” period, in which
*@0époas existed, and in the same way as xdpa from xdpga ; cf. below,
note 3. If p+ o was long retained, Brand maintains the expulsion
of o would be followed by no lengthening of the preceding vowel.
po (and Ao ?) certainly did hold ground longer than did vo, us. Thus,
for example, éxepe must be explained as an analogue to é&rewe, and
éxepoe as a survival of the pan-Hellenic period. As po became pp at
an early date in Aeolic (though it was preserved in Ionic and old
Attic), and as there is not a single example of the simplification of
this pp, no twisting will make ¢fépar out of $féppar. Nor is there
any instance of the direct expulsion of o from po. As po is retained
in the aorist in poetry alone, except in case of the Cyprian éepae, 31,
32, Thessalian xépa offers no support to Brand’s hypothesis.

’Apnvéas, 1242, and "Ap]ewiav, 1231, A 38, are irreconcilable forms
in one and the same dialect. Either one or the other form is a loan
form or contains an error of the stone-cutter. If we collect the evi-
dence from the other Greek dialects as to the character of the sound
preceding the v of duefvwy, it appears that there is testimony in favor
of e as a genuine and as a spurious diphthong. EI is written C. I. A.,
1,324 c; 138,; 446u; 44745 401. In Roehl, 372, (Styra), 390
(Amorgos), EI also occurs. But Cyprian "Apyviya, 60,5 speaks in
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favor of an Arcado-Cyprian *4uijvev. On Boeotian inscriptions we
find A pewok)etos, 571 ; "Apewiao, 571, and 807 ,,, appendix; "Ape[vo]-
kAeios, 5493, — all of the period of Ionic alphabet. But one form
with EI antedates the introduction of the new alphabet: AJuewo-
xAeiae, go2. Of the twenty-five forms with Apw-, but one (CApwo-
kAéets, 914, II1, 8) is written in the older alphabet, and but one in
the transitional period ('Apwddao, 7004). All the others are in the
Tonic alphabet. Meister (Dial. I, 222) holds incorrectly that the
forms in e are from %, which arose by compensatory lengthening
thus failing to account for the EI of the old Attic alphabet.

In no period of the Greek language which is free from itacism
(and Arcadian has but two examples —mA76t lpdvar! — of the ita-
cistic stage) is there any interrelation between genuine » and gen-
uine e.? It is only in the age of Augustus that we find an 5 for «,
an » which is distinctly due to Latin influence® Nor does Cyprian,
despite its gjrw, change genuine e to %, as Deecke maintains. See
p. 115. It is nevertheless true that there are cases in which  and e
appear side by side, as in Arcadian, IIAesriepos, 1181, A 30; IIAy-
oTiepos, 1249 ; MAelor[ov], 12523 and II]Aforapxos, 1249 ,* Here
the e is undoubtedly as genuine as that of duevwv. Cf. Roehl, 119,
532, 62 a Add.; C.I.A. I, 405, 55,64 be. It is conceivable that by
shifting, the  of *wAy-twv forced its entrance into the superlative
mAeloTos < *wAn-iords, but in the case of ’Auyvéas "Apyviya, there
is no point of departure for an 7 to supplant the original «. The
difficulties in the way of explaining these irregular forms are enhanced
by the fact that the etymology of duelvwy is still uncertain® Latin
manus, Sanscrit samana, Lithuanic aimieus or mainas, have been
tried and found wanting. The comparison of me/ius is certainly to
be rejected. a@moenus seems to explain the mutation vowel as EI,
but its source is as obscure as that of the Greek word.

Doric procedure is also adopted in the unique fra < éo + v,
12224, 12332 [1257,], With the spurious 5 of fuev, which is Cretan,
Heraclean, Elean, Boeot. (eluev = fjuev), and also late Laconian.

1 hpfva or hpdva demanded by Spitzer, p. 34, are impossibilities.

2 Thus réfeixa is not from 7édnxa, but from analogy to eixa. % in ’EMbuia for
’EAeffuia does not occur till the itacistic period. G. G. A, 1887, p. 442. )

8 Meisterhans, p. 22.

4 KAETéas, Roberts, No. 282 = Coll. 1200, is uncertain. For other forms in
xAet— and wAn—cf, below, p. 115.

5 Meinck, De epenthesi graeca, 18-20, is unsatisfactory.
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-var belongs to Homeric, Attic, and Ionic, but in no instance to
Doric. See p. 69.

Note 1. —If #-va¢ is not from *éovas, as seems probable, it may be a new
formation from #-uev. This view is suggested by G. Meyer, and accepted with
hesitation by Solmsen, K. Z., XXIX, 71.

NOTE 2.— Arcadian {evo- is met with in the beginning of seventeen proper
names and in two at the end. If Arcadian follows the laws of Doric compen-
satory lengthening, we should expect §ywvo-, or later Zewo-, from a base fevFo-,
which occurs frequently in other dialects. In fact, as Doric has both gnvo-
and §evo-, North Greek fewo- and Eevo-, Boeotian fewo-, we are either com-
pelled to assume a double formation fesFo- and, evo-, or to hold that when
F remained till a late period, it could disappear without leaving any trace of its
former existence; but if the F of »F disappeared in certain dialects at a very
early period, in certain words it produced either »v or compensatory lengthening
of the preceding vowel. In poetry, however, the reduction of a geminated
liquid or nasal may always ensue. Polybius, IV, 3, gives as a leader of the
Aectolians Aopluaxos (cf. C. I. G. 941, Attic). But we find Awpluaxos in an
Acarnanian inscription, Coll. 1389. Ahrens’ views (II, 171) on this point must
be modified. The Attic form may have arisen from {éyFos, it is true, but a Doric
archetypal form (évFos can never have resulted in fevo-. Cyprian has no cer-
tain instance of any form of the word {évos. In Hall, Rev. No. 10 (A. O. S,,
X1, 235), a very doubtful inscription is read either Fexdr & "Epwri or 78 {éva
YEpwri (¥ppo(¥) 1), the character xe¢* having no middle stroke.

'NOTE 3.— A similar violation of Doric laws of compensatory lengthening
appears to exist in MeAixfwi, Cauer,? 464; Brugmann (Gramm. § 137), and
Cauer, ad Joc., hold that ¢0épa: and Mehix{w: are to be explained alike. Though
it can be shown that the regular procedure of Doric in adopting a purely quan-
titative change of the a ¢ o sounds in compensatory lengthening and in contrac-
tion with themselves, is more frequently violated than is generally supposed, in
this case the analogy of Me\ixfw: for Arcad. ¢p@épa: is worthless. Wilamowitz
has referred the inscription to "Arcadia (Zeits. f. Gymnasialwesen, XXXI,
648), but this has not been adopted by Bechtel, doubtless on the ground that
the dative in - is contrary to the genius of the dialect.

As regards the possible unity between all the “ Aeolic” dialects, it cannot
be shown on the score of Arcadian possessing Z (i.e.  open) that the Arca-
dians left the assumed common home before Lesbians, Thessalians, and Boeo-
tians changed  to # (¢ closed), since it cannot even be demonstrated that the
three latter peoples did effect such a change either at one period or in the
same place. Whether owéppw had become gmfipw (open &) in the Doric dia-
lects by the time that the Arcadians are held to have reached Arcadia in
their supposed prehistoric immigration from the north, whether the Arcadians
adopted this oxfpw instead of their traditional owéppw, or whether they them-
selves abandoned their oréppw of their own accord, can never be settled. It
is probable, as far as the so-called Aeolic dialects are concerned, that they all
possessed the form owéppw before their separation (assuming for the moment
the breaking up of an original unity); whereas the Doric dialect before its
division must have already accepted orfpw.
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2, Third plural imperative in -vrw.

The examples in question occur in 1222 alone: Swyvdvro, 1. 8;?
modvrw, 9 ; {amdvre, 17 ; dykapve[odvre], 19 ; baydvre, 19.

This termination of the imperative recurs in inscriptions of La-
conia, Delphi, Messenia (Andania), and Rhodes. Cf. Boeot. oirepdi-
xovbw, etc. The Lesbian termination is -vrov (orelyovrov, xardypev-
Tov). . :

3. damwopyol, 1181, recalls the same form in Messenian (Cauer,?
47u9), Achaean (Cauer,? 274 ; C. I. G. 15425, 15432, 1567%), Locrian
(Coll. 1479, 1480), Megarian (Bull. de Corr. Hellen. IX, 269, and
Cauer,? 104 9), which was written under the dominion of the Achaean
league ;® and in inscriptions from Cnidus (Cauer? 166, 167g,),
Telos (Cauer,? 169), Rhodes (doubtful, as 8amOYTjoas is found,
Cauer,® 187, and 8apovpyijoas, Foucart, Rev. Arch. XIV, 333, n. 59,
Camirus).* Samopyicwoa is met with in Pamphylian (Collitz, 1260
and 1261 ; cf. also *'OAdvrioe in Cretan, C.I. G. 25545). While more
abundant on Doric territory, the existence of the vowel shortening
before two consonants in Ionic must free this Arcadism from the sus-
picion of being herein tinged with a Doric peculiarity. As a matter
of fact, damawpyds occurs in Doric,® Locrian (according to Roehl,
322,;=Coll. 1479, where Bechtel has o), and in Elean (Roehl,
122,= Coll. 1170). Cauer has attempted, in the Wochens. fiir
klass. Phil,, 1885, n. 26, to read lapmiopyla for {apwpyia in Elean.
The reading of Blass (No. 1152) is, however, not to be rejected ;
cf. also 'O Jovriwv (Roehl, 321), for ‘Orwyriwy, Curt. Studien, I1I, 238. -

Note. —The explanation of long vowel 4 sonant + consonant becoming
short vowel + sonant -+ consonant is amply satisfactory (see Johansson, De
derivatis verbis contractis, p. 20; Osthoff, M. U. I, 238; Perfect, 84, 196, etc.),
and distinctly preferable to the assumption of a karmadharaya compound,
*Saui(o) popyds.

4. Arcadian and Boeotian dv = évd, as in Doric. Brand, De dia-
lectis Aeolicis, p. 43, attributes the presence of dv in both . these
idioms to Doric influence. This cannot, however, be made out with
any certainty. See p. 88.

1 This form occurs'L. G. A. 68, on the Laconian inscription from Tegea.

2 Ahrens, I, 234, called the o for wfov here a peculiarity of Achaean.

8 An Achaean magistrate is referred to.

4 Cauer restores dauiopyds in a much mutilated inscription from Argos (Delec-
tus, No. 48).

6 3auiovpyds ia the so-called Doris Mitior, C. I. G. 1193.
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5. Infinitive in -ev. lpdaiver (or lndaiver), 12224 ; émpoedfev,
1222 4; Umdpxev, 12225. This form is not attested outside of Tegea.
The Cyprian ¢-4¢-ne- is the subject of much dispute. Deecke
reads &xyv, Johansson éev, doubtless to establish an Arcado-Cyprian
ground-form in -ev, which is very tempting. Until the question is
definitely settled, I have not compared an Arcado-Cyprian &yev with
a Doric &ev. This termination has come to light in Cretan, Hera-
clean, Theraean, and in Delphic, though Cauer,* 204, contains the only
example in the last-named dialect. dvaypdper in Locrian, Coll. 1508,
is perhaps a slip. It will, however, be necessary to reconstruct our
ideas as to the diffusion of this infinitive ending, which will have to
be regarded as pan-Hellenic, if we can obtain an absolutely certain
example of its appearance in Ionic. At present, however, ddpeiler
(Cauer,’ 527 = Bechtel, Ionische Inschriften, No. 71) is the only
example we possess. Bergmann, who first published the inscription,
wrote dpeihev ; Cauer, ddeilhe(t)v ; Spitzer (p. 54), odeilev. Bechtel
places the inscription in the fourth century, on account of the use of E
for the spurious diphthong, thus reading dpelrew. For a discussion
of the origin of the infinitive -» and -ev, see Johansson, p. zoz.

6. It has been assumed that both Arcadian and Cyprian have ¢ in
the aorist of -{w verbs. In proof thereof, Arcad. waperdfwvor, 12224
(from waperd{w, according to Gelbke, p. 38, and not from rapardoow,
as Bergk maintains) is adduced, together with Cyprian é épiéy, 60,
The latter form is referred by Curtius, Verbum,? II, 298, to éfopifw
and &pros, and explained as the equivalent of Attic éfopioy. This
explanation was adopted by Deecke and Sigismund (Stud. VII, 252) ;
but Deecke has now retracted his former statement, and derived
&€ Spity, as he writes the word, from dpirre. dpioerv, 126, xareaxed-
fFage, 31, speak against a Doric ¢ in Cyprian.

The peculiarity of the Doric dialects in their treatment of -{w
verbs is this: when -{w arises from a non-guttural stem, Doric follows
the analogy of the guttural stems, and has £ in the future and aorist.
But Ionic-Attic has o even when the verbal stem ended in a guttural,
thus following the analogy of the dental stems. 8wpmdéaus in Aeolic
(Coll. 281) is therefore a survival of the original formation, which
even in Homer had yielded to the o form (3jpmace by the side of
npwafe) ; cf. Cauer, in Sprachw. Abhand. hervorgeg. aus Curtius’
Gramm. Gesellschaft, p. 147.

NoTE. — The method of affecting compensatory lengthening, &» for &»d, and
the presence of § in the aorist of a verb with ¢ in the present stem, are the
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only cases in Arcadian of contact between that dialect and those phenomena

which have been held to be the characteristic marks of all the dialects of the

Doric type, and to separate them from all others. There is no case of -7, of

the future in ~w or -ew, as in wpafiw wpateds, or of -ues for -per.

In many cases where Doric influence has been assumed, the phe-
nomenon in question is in reality originally pan-Hellenic, but in the
course of time has come to be the possession of a limited number of
dialects. Thus, for example, we find the dual in Arcadian, ¢dAe,
1242, é\av]odikdvrowv, 12570 See Fick, G. G. A., 1883, p. 120;
Roberts, No. 285. The fact of the early disappearance of the dual
from Aeolic is not to be urged against a possible relationship between
Aeolic and Arcadian, in favor of a closer connection between Doric
and Arcadian.

'AreAMlwv, 1190, based upon ‘Aré\Awv, suggests Doric influence.
’Awré\\wv is ascribed to the Dorians by Herodian (II, 418, 25), and
is found extensively upon Doric monuments (Crete, Laconia, Pam-
phylia, Megara, Syracuse) ; "AweMafos occurs in Crete, Heraclea,
Delphi ; Pamph. ’AwéAwva. Were it not, however, for the existence
of parallel names in Tenos, Colophon, Chios, Teos, Naucratis (Gard-
ner’s Naucratis, I, plate XXXII, 104), this Arcadian 'AreAA{wv might
be held to be a loan form, especially as the Ionic, Attic, Aeolic, Boeo-
tian, Cyprian (with the exception mentioned below) *AméAlwv pre-
vails in Arcadia. The existence at the same time in one and the
same dialect of the mutation forms 'Awré\Awv and ’AwdAwv shows
that in the period antedating the division into dialects, both forms
must have existed, and that either one or the other was preferred
in different parts of Greece,? though not to the entire exclusion of the
other. A third form, "ArAwy, is found in Thessalian ( AzmAouwit) alone
(cf. p. 108) ; a fourth form, ’Are/Awy, from Cyprus (Deecke in Berl.
Phil. Wochenschrift, 1886, p. 217), is also su: generis.

This remarkable form with e, I have attempted to explain below,
p. 115. On the name 'Amé\wv, see Prellwitz in B. B, IX, 327 ff.
I can see no reason whatsoever for adopting Schroder’s etymology,.
whereby Vedic Saparyenya and "Axé\Awv are connected.

Spitzer holds that Arcadian follows Doric laws of contraction, but
in most cases the result of the concurrence of vowels is not different
in Doric from that in Aeolic, e.6. @ + w = & in épywvav; cf. rdv poi-

1 CI. 360 ¥pya, 1222, At best the dual has no strong hold in Doric; cf. Lac.
draxdw, I. G. A. 83; érdxoe, 86, like pfhe above (8ve for 300, I. G. A. 69,).

2 The Doric dialects held fast to the form which best represents the strong
forms of the old inflection: nom. 'AméAAwy, gen. *AxAévos, voc, “AxoAdov.
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oav in Aeolic. ‘Epp[aro]s, Roberts, 276 ; cf. 251, Laconia, and on
a bronze boar’s head from Arcadia, now in Winterthur. wxav, Rob-
erts, No. 280, is epic. In Boeotian, substantives still preserve the
open form (8paypudwr), Thess. xowdovv.! So € + ¢, 3 + ¢ etc., are
alike in Doric and in Aeolic. Medial a + o = a? as in xowavas,
12224 ; Aeolic d + 0o = do or w or a (Kpovida, ds, Aaydpys) ; =
Doric a. cf. p. 81.

Gelbke, p. 17, asserts that Arcadians and Boeotians agree with the
Dorians in having a where other dialects have w. Of the examples
quoted, @eapidas, 1211, 4, calls for attention. Bfeapds prevails in La-
conian, Cretan, D:lphic, Aetolian, Elean (feapoip), Boeotian, etc.;
Oewpds in Ionic, Attic, and Aeolic. Beapds is from Oea + opos ; Gew-
pos is from analogy to Gupwpds (Sappho, 98) > Bupa + opos, cf. Bupa-
popos, Deecke, B. B., IX, 251. Doric, Boeotian, and Aeolic, contract
ao to a, though Aeolic may leave ao uncontracted. So far, then, from
sharing here any marked allegiance to Boeotian, the Arcadian @eap(-
8as fails to prove this assertion.

The ablaut form Iooodavos, 1217, finds its parallel in Boeot. Io-
roe[8]d[ixos], 47412, and in Laconian Ioof8awa. The Aeolic form has
the middle ablaut form e (Ilooei8av). The ot form is equally original.
Collitz suggests (Verwantschaftsverhiltnisse der gr. Dialekte, p. 14)
that the Laconian name ITo&ddv must have been borrowed from the
Arcadians or from a people of similar dialect, since the genuine Spar-
tan appellation of the sea-god in Sparta was Ilorddv or Iloreddy.
Brand asserts the direct contrary : — that the Arcadians borrowed the
Laconian form. But as the o for r is found on Doric territory (Ilo-
oeaddv, Herodian, II, 916; Bull. de Corr. Hell. 1884, p. 3554 ; Ar-
golic IToowddwy, Cauer,? §8), it is possible that it is not necessary to
have recourse to an Arcadian Iloocaddv. The interchange of r and o
is due to a levelling of the original relations: = 4 ¢ became ¢ in the
genitive ard dative ; whence o before e and o, where r originally
belonged. Or the 7 maintains its ground before e and o, and in turn
supplants <7 +:. From this we have Doric Ioreddy, Toridas,
Iooeddv, Toowddwy, Prellwitz, B. B, IX, 331).

Circumscribed within the confines of no narrow dialect boundaries,
though frequently allowed in Doric (Curt. Verb.? I, 75), are the past
tenses in -y of the non-thematic conjugation: as, dvéfev = davéfeoav,

1 *ANxudv, 1181, B 24, is also Doric; cf. Hlori3dv << &+ o. The Aeolic form
represents the ante-contraction period.
2 G 4 o as final sound = av in Arcadian and Cyprian; = & in a medial syllable,
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1229, 1230, 1258. This formation appears in Homer, Hesiod, Simon.
Ceos, Pindar, but is rare in the tragedians; in inscriptions we find
it in Messenian, Argolic, Heraclean, Laconian, and Delphic. Boeot.
dvéfeav has a different personal ending (av(7)) from dvéfev (-v(7)).

8éaror, 12224 (ol 8 orparayol wécodop woévrw, d K’ &v ddarol apeis
moAEpos . . .); 122215 Oow &v Séatol odes {aplar; 12224, € & dv
mis . . . érpped{ev Séatol iv T4 Epya.

érwwvioraTol, 1222 1516, is another example of the same formation,
which is pan-Hellenic (not from *3ea + % + 7o, €tc.”) and the origi-
nal form of the subjunctives. Similar forms, illustrative of this primi-
tive type of subjunctive before analogical influences had broken down
their ancient structure, may be found in Curt. Verb.? 'II, 81;
Johansson, De verbis derivatis, p. 69. Their geographical horizon
embraces besides, Pindar, Pyth. IV, 92 ; Hipponax, 194; Hesiod,
Aspis, 377 ; Dreros, Cnossus, Gortyna, Thera, Calymnia, Andania (five
examples). It is thus a matter of chance that Doric seems to have
been most tenacious of this ancient morphological heirloom. Cer-
tainly no connection of the Tegeans with Crete (Paus. VIII, 53, 4)
can establish a connection of the Cretan with the Arcadian form.
Nor is the Messenian form evidence of its existence in Sparta, whence
Crete was colonized.

The peculiar form of the vocatives of -es stems calls for comment,
as it is in direct contrast to the Aeolic scheme of inflection. ’‘Aré\y,
1205 ; IToAvkA7, 1206 : cf. 'AyafloxAs}, 1243 ; cf. C. L. G. 1148, Argol.
In the Theogony of Hesiod, we find Kvrpoyém. To what dialect, if
to any specific one, this form of the vocative is to be referred, is
uncertain. The Aeolic tendency to metaplastic inflection avoids re-
course to the A declension, preferring the O declension. Cf. Sdxpare,
*Apiordpave, Joh., Gramm., 245 ; Greg. Corinth, 617 ; Gram. Meerm,
662. The analogy of aivapérys, voc. alvapéry, produced the vocative
in -y instead of -es. Other examples of this vocative are SwouwAd,
C. L. G. 3114, Teos; ’ApworoxAi, C. I. G. 1154, Argolis; AwxAy,
Kaibel, 299, Erythrae ; Aapoxpdry, K 949, Sparta ; Awopidy, K 1124,
Pompeii ; Swxpdmy, C. I. G. 1150, Argolis; ‘Eppoxpdry, Mittheil. d.
arch. Inst. VI, 129; Mevexpdry, C. I. G. 1153, Argol; ‘Eppoyéry,
C. I. G. 9689, Rome, etc.

Tpuakdoiot, 12224, has preserved the original a of the -xdrio of the
Heraclean, Delphic, Boeotian, Laconian (-xario), Elean ([ (7) Jevraxa-
riwv), Pamphylian (¢ixari), etc., while it has permitted assibilation.

1 3éaro is subjunctive to 3éaro, { 242. Cf. Sedunv é&oxlualor.
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The change of ¢ to o is, however, chiefly prevalent in those dialects
(Aeolic, Ionic, Attic) which have substituted o for a through analogy
to -kovra. ‘This form, then, is, as it were, the meeting-point of two
series of dialects, Aeolic and Ionic-Attic. Arcadian rpuxdoior offers
no proof of an original Aeolic dialect, which changed a to o through
Ionic influence.

A few points calling for brief comment may now be added : —

Aehafnds, 1222, = Attic elhapdés, has been held to be a Dorism,
since peraleddByxa occurs in Archimedes. See Ahrens, II, 347.
AeAdfByxa is used, however, by Herodotus and by Eupolis.

dpedobo, 1222,,. 4péwxal is said by Suidas to be Doric (and
Ionic). Herodian, II, 236,, calls 4péwxa Doric. Cf. dvédoba, Tab.
Heracl. I, 152, and Hdt. 11, 165, dvéwvras, in Cod. F with o of the
strong form, as in dvédobar, ddpéwpar (Herodian, II, 236). dpéwxa,
dpéwpar are called Attic by Et. Mag. 176, 51, and by Et. Gud. 96, 11.
See Ahrens, II, 344.

It will scarcely be maintained that because os<ovs occurs in Arca-
dian and in Thessalian alone, of all the dialects that are in touch with
Aeolic, that therefore Arcadian is tinged with Dorism. It is, on the
other hand, probable that these dialects possessed ovs in their earliest
stage, and transformed it according to individual preference, some
changing before others the open o before vs to a closed sound. See
above, p. 86.

Pan-Hellenic are the so-called datives in -oi, in reality locatives,
wl‘lich have usurped the function of the allied case. Arcadian: &pyor,
12224 4953 XPOvol, 12224; abdrol, 1222, 123356; TO in 1222 six
times, 1256 ; woAéuo[t, 12335 In Arcadian there is no case of .
The same displacement of the dative occurs in Boeotian, (8duot,
8duoe, 8duv,) in Phocian, Epirotic, Acarnanian, Aetolian (see A. J.
P. VII, 431), and in Elean, 8dpoi, 1153, 1156, 11595 Acolic
has o, from w, in inscriptions; Thessalian, ov, from w(:). Cf.
p. 73

It is unsafe to conclude with Schrader, in Curt. Stud. X, p. 274,
that the at of ¢fépar (cf. p. 92), 12224, is a proof of the Doric char-
acter of the dialect. ¢0¢pa is preceded by Suakwioe : € 8¢ wérepos
Sukwlioe T ToY dpyov ... oV fpyacuéver T plépar.  Saxwlice
has been taken as a future by Bergk (Commentatio, p. xv) and by
Schrader ; but I know of no law of Greek syntax with which such a
construction is in accordance. If a future, it is due to a bad slip on

1 From &-w-a, with ablaut of 4.
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the part of the stone-cutter.! Gelbke thinks with Michaelis that € has
been omitted through the inadvertence of the stone-cutter. Reading
SakwAioee, he compares ripee.  We have already assumed that ¢fé-
pae contains an error (p. 92), and this observation is, perhaps, to be
extended to the remarkable form SiaxwAioe. As an optative, this
form cannot be shown to exist in Aeolic or Doric. See Curt.
Verb.? II, 293 ; G. Meyer, Gramm.? § 593. Brugmann has offered
the only explanation of the form as it stands (Morph. Untersuch. III,
p. 66). xoAvowav (cf. El drorivowar) : ypdipeway : : kwhior : *ypayer (7.c.
Swxwlvoe). But there are patent defects to this, as also to Spitzer’s
assumption of a samprasrana of te to ¢ or of e« to e in Arcadian.

Arcadian wpdofa (Coll. 1200 ; Roberts, 277) seems to be Doric,
as Aeolic literature and inscriptions have only -6¢ and -fev. cf.
Thessal. &umpocfev. But as -fa is cited as Aeolic by Joh. Alexandri-
nus (rovikd mapayyéipara, 3310), there is no doubt but that the -6a
form is both Aeolic and Doric. Cf. Hom. dmaifa, Fick, G. G. A,,
1883, p. 120. Brand’s conjecture, mpdofe, is wide of the mark.
There is no proof that “ §a was changed to fe in a pan-Aeolic dia-
lect.”

Arcad. péore or péora, 12224 (péor’ &v ddi(7ot] Ta &ya). Cf.
Cretan péora & d kpiows émreleaty, Cauer,? 1204 ; pérr &, Gortyn,
IX, 48. Homer has péopa. Thessalian péorod! e, 3453 = s dv.
Baunack (Studien, p. 23) attempts to explain pérres (séic) as result-
ing from uéxpt + &rre<lore, in the sense of péxpe eis 5. He has,
however, forgotten that in Thessalian the interrogative form of the
pronoun is used, not for the simple, but for the compound, relative.
Prellwitz, G. G. A., 1887, p. 438-441, explains peos- as per +s; cf.
mds<mor + s (pes- : perd : : wor : worl and werd).

The change of ¢ and 7 in Gedpovoio, 1181 B 34, and Oedrodoro
on coins (cf. Paus. VIII, 25, 2) is probably purely local. ®é ¢ovoa is
Delphic (Wescher-Foucart, 464, 465) ; TéAdovaa occurs in Polybius,
II, 54, etc. Cf. G. Meyer, Gramm.? § z06.

ArcapiaN, Doric, Ionic.

Vrww<es in pioriav, see p. 89 , where the Thessalian and Boeo-
tian forms are also adduced.

The form vids (No. 1183, before 403) is probably pan-Hellenic, as
it appears in Homer (viéos) and elsewhere chiefly in Doric inscrip-

1 ¢} with the future in legal documents is foreign at least to Attic usage.
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.
tions (Gortyn, vivs, IX, 40 ; Lacon. vids, I. G. A. 54 ; Syracuse, ¥éecor) ;
but also in Attic 3% C. L. A,, I, 398, fifth century B.C.! vios appears,
_ however, on one of the earliest Arcadian inscriptions, 12004 (450 B.C.),
and in Cyprian i@, 41. In Attic vios is found in a poetical inscrip-
tion as early as §27-510 B.C.

The rpi- of Tpirwos, 12034, is Indo-European, as also the rep- of
Aeolic répros in Teprikdvewos and répra 9 7piry; Boeotian rpiros.
Térapros, 12494; Doric, Ionic, Attic rérapros as Homeric (also 7¢-
Tpatos) ; Aeolic, rerpaBapijwv; Boeot. mérparos. Nothing can be
gained from any attempt at a separation of the dialects into those
that have ap and those that have pa from ¢. Cf. Brugmann, Grun-
driss, § 292.

ARrcapiaN, Aroric, Doric, AND loNIC-ATTIC.

éo)os, 1200 (about 450 B.C.). Cf.Sappho, 28 ; Ionic, I. G. A. 382, ;
Doric according to Greg. Corinth, 213 ; Ahrens, 112. Not attested
in Cyprian. .

Arcad. éodoxd ; Aeolic, Doric, déxopar; Attic, dwpodokos, mdvBoxos.
Sexopar is from Séfopar, as Bpéxw from Bpéfw. Not attested in Cyprian.

Dative in -0 preceded by a vowel (-eat). Arcad. éorddoeat, 12224
unattested in Cyprian. Homeric éwdAfeaw, Attic, Cretan moleo, all
from assumed -e stems.

PECULIARITIES OF ARCADIAN.

This section aims at collecting such Arcadisms as have
not found entrance into the preceding paragraphs. In it are
collected forms that have no precise parallel in other dialects
as regard the word in question, or forms that embody phonetic
changes occurring but rarely or even nowhere else in Hellas.

1. Fondness for the dental sonant as the representative of q be-
fore e.

NoTE.— The Doric dialects generally prefer § before an open vowel, eg.
Delphic, Tarentinian, Cretan, Megarian, 65eXds; whereas Boeotian and Ho-
meric (Aeolic?) have 68eAds. Attic has B before both ¢ and o (JiwBeAla, oBe-
Ads, C. 1. A, IV, 3,¢, 5, and 6BoNds). Arcadian stands alone in having both &
and ¢ for 4. It cannot be shown, however, that the rise of & and ¢ for g took
place on Peloponnesian soil alone. There is no proof whatsoever of the as-
sumption that Doric forced § into Arcadian, and thereby expelled “ Aeolic”
B, or that Doric caused Cyprian {a, &{a6ds.

1 The old inflection maintained its ground in Attic till 350 B.C.
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3épefpov and {épefpa = Attic Bdpalbpov, Bdpubpa ; Homeric Bépe-
Opov, ® 14, Aeolic according to Hinrichs, De Hom. eloc. vest. Aeol,,
p. 62. These forms are found nowhere outside of Arcadian. émfapéw,
Arcadian according to Eust. gog, 27, occurs also in Euripides. There
is no case of émfBdpew.

3é\\w and {é\\w = BdA\w in Arcadian alone : éo8é\hovres, 12224 ;
{deav: Bd\ew ; dehev: Palev ; xdlere: xaréBake. The variation
between & and { in this and in the previous word indicates in all
probability a uerdwrrwois within the confines of Arcadia.!

The forms with { appear to be Tegean alone. This 8=¢ is different
from 8 = LLE. 4. Before the separation into dialects Greek did not
confound ge- and 8¢-. Cf. Cypr. ofs = 75, p. 117. The Arcadian
¢ =24 is found only where the B8 form prevails in other dialects.
Where a Cyprian { appears as a dialectic sound, it is the representa-
tive of y in other dialects. There appears to be no connection be-
tween this { and that of Boeotian and Elean, whether or not the
latter was = 2&'.

2. p for A in Kpapidrar worirar, 1231 (for KAapedrae by dissimula-
tion, Brugmann, Grundriss, § 266 ; see Gelbke, p. 18 ; below, p. 109.
Bechtel compares Attic vavkpapos, which, however, is not connected
according to G. Meyer, Curt. Stud. VII, 178. Cypr. K\apird[wr?],
178, is probably connected with the river K\dptos, near Soloi on
Cyprus. The interchange of A and p can scarcely be elevated into
a distinguishing mark of agreement or difference between dialects.

3. Sapxpai, 12224 g, as in Elean ; in other dialects, 8paxpai; Sapx-
is not older than 8pay-, as both are from 7. Cf. rérapros, p. 102.

4. Gen. sing. A decl. fem. in -av from analogy to the masculine,
which has -av in both Arcadian and Cyprian. {apiav from *{apido,
as "AmoAwvidav ; oixiav from *oixdo (pioriav), etc.; cf. p. 65. The
fem. article is always rds, there being no starting-point for a *ra3.
See Leskien, Declination, p. 40 ; Osthoff, M. U., II, 128 ; Wilamowitz,
Zeitsch. fir Gym. Wesen., 1877, p. 13.

6. Dative sing. -es stems. Arcadian has the younger form in
b, 12224, Cf. also lpdvar, the sole example, together with wAz6,
of itacism in the Arcadian inscriptions, which have e for e. Cy-
prian has e: &e, 60y; pére, 59;. The contraction of e(r)e to @

1 Cf. also wéa for wéda, according to Zenodotus both Doric and Arcadian. It
is at best a doubtful form. The { of (éAAw (épefpa must be distinguished from
Aeolic (=38 in (d, Sappho 87 ((d3nros Alc. 18) and from the Cyprian ¢ in
kdpla = Aeolic kdpa for xapsla (also Aeolic, Sappho, II, 6).
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is extremely rare in the Greek dialects. See my paper on «,1,A.]. P.
VI, No. 4.

7. Infinitive fvas, half-Doric, half-Ionic ; see p. 69.

8. od¢eis, 1222, accus. pl. (see passage quoted on p. 9g9). The
form is certainly not Attic, since it is not used in a reflexive sense.
All attempts to show the genesis of the form from *o¢eies by a con-
traction of w to ¢ are fruitless, until such a phonetic change is well
attested for Greek.

9. &muddas, 1222, is a form that has baffled explanation. Curt.
Verb.? II, 314, thinks it is for *éro-8¢(o)as from *&Soa, after the
pattern of &na, éxeva, elra; and so Beermann, in Curt. Stud. IX
78. Aorists without o are found in inscriptions from Elis, Argos,
Sparta, and in late Cyprian. Spitzer thinks &rod¢ds stands for *&mv-
Soays < mvdoarrs, comparing rds <rdvs.

NoTE. — Cyprian has apparently a modification of V3w in 3vgdvoy, if a differ-

ent root is not at the base of this remarkable form. See p. 114.

10. -8e for -8a in GUpda - &w* "Apkddes.

11. -rot for -ras, perhaps from analogy to -to; cf. Thess. -re;, and
p. 86.

12. édbopkds, 1222y, contains the regular ablaut form of ep, the op
here not being the so-called Aeolic equivalent of pa or ap.! Curtius
was the first to call special attention to the love of “dark ” vowels in
dialects connected with Aeolic (Bemerkungen zur gr. Dialektologie
Gott. Nachr., 1862 = Kleine Schriften, pp. 156, 157). Since his time
this has been held as a criterion of the connection of Boeotian
(KaXAiorporos, mopvoyr) , Thessalian (arporayérros, xopvoy), and Cyprian
(xople = kapdia). But it is probable that to this assumed mint-
mark of Aeolism too much importance has been attached. Thus
rérapfar and pépopbur contain, as does pan-Hellenic &ropov, the regular
ablaut form of ep.? dorpord = Attic orpamj may contain the ablaut
of yorepm, etc. No investigation of sufficient thoroughness dealing
with the dialect appearances of op, po: ap, pa has as yet been insti-
tuted from this point of view. If op or po is Aeolic for ap or pa, it
cannot have been a phonetic change called into being by the opera-
tion of a law that necessitated an op or po in every weak form. Thus
we have Cyprian x¢pla, but Aeolic xdpfa and xapdlav. Or, if this be
nevertheless maintained, the result is that Arcadian® and Thessalian

1 See Spitzer, p. 12.

2 Brugmann, Grundriss, § 292, holds to their Aeolic character.
8 Neither grpato- nor orporo- is preserved in the Cyprian.
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orparo-, by the side of Aeolic orporayw and Boeotian éorporevady,
must be explained as loan formations from Doric. Or the law must
have been so overcome by forces of analogy, and at so early date,
that it is no “law ” at all. See Tarbell’s paper on Phonetic Law, in
the Transactions, Vol. XVII, p. 10. !

Notke. — That the dialects of non-Aeolic coloring present examples of op for
the weak ap, where the ¢ Aeolic” dialects have ap, ¢.g. Arcad. ypagfs, shows
that this assumed Aeolic peculiarity often fails at a critical point. Cf. Doric
réropes; Meg. Argol. ypag-; Arcad. ypagfis! Where op may be the regular
strong form of ep, then the “ Aeolic” dialects fall into line. Only with the
widest latitude may we assume that Aeolic in the strict sense, Thessalian,
Boeotian, Arcadian, and Cyprian have a predilection for the “dark ”” vowel o.

13. o for a occurs also in éxordv in “ExoropBow, 12224 ; ‘Exordy-
Pow, 12324 No other dialect except Arcadian has this form. éxo-
Tov is not to be regarded as an example of an “Aeolic” love of o in
place of a, since that conclusion rests upon a mere external compari-
son of the Arcadian and the common form. As dexdrav, 1198, owes
its o to the o of -xovra, 50, too, does éxorov. It is noticeable to ob-
serve the conflict of tendencies within the limits of a single dialect.
dexérav and éxordy have both fallen under the sway of the frequently
recurring -xovra ; yet rpuxdoiwor, which stood in closer touch with
-xovra, has maintained its ancient vocalism, though Ionic, Attic, and
Aeolic have permitted the corresponding word to be swept along
with the current of analogy. Cf. Spitzer, p. 11.

We now pass to an attempt at displaying the points of
divergence between Arcadian and Cyprian from the Cyprian
point of view. It may be impossible to prove that in possess-
ing a certain form, or in giving scope to a certain phonetic
law, Cyprian may have deviated from the Arcado-Cyprian
norm. The deviation may have been Arcadian, and not Cy-
prian. The age of the monuments is too late to permit us
definitely to ascribe to Arcado-Cyprian a form which in Cy-
prian differs from Arcadian, and which is preserved upon an
Arcadian inscription older than the Cyprian one in question.
Furthermore, the paucity of materials in each dialect is sin-
gularly noticeable. At the present day we have but about
nine hundred words preserved to us in Arcadian, and but

1 Elean has both ypo¢- and ypa¢-, the latter more frequently. Cf. also EL
xofdpot, Locr. wepQofapiav.
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about five'hundred in Cyprian, inscriptions. On the age of
the few older Arcadian inscriptions, see Roberts, § 107. The
wide universality of their interrelations with dialects of vari-
ant types is too great to permit conclusions as to the exist-
ence or non-existence of any given form in either of the
dialects.

CYPRIAN AND AEOLIC.

1. p for B in xupepipras, 68; cf. Et. Mag. 5434; Et. Gud. 351,.
xvBepvijrys © dvakdyws of Alolels xvpepriryy Aéyovow. xupepfivas with
Ionic -vae (on Arcado-Cyprian Homeric -va, see p. 69) from *xvpe-
péw or *xvuepdw, parallel form to xkuBeprvdw.! Deecke (B.B., VI, 81)
compares Cyprian Tpeubots from rpéuefos = repéfBwbos. This word
and others (e.g. Aeolic Bdpprov = BdpBirov?), containing a supposed
interchange of u and B, are all uncertain. The certain interrelation
of u and B is, however, not confined solely to Cyprian and to Aeolic,
as it comes to hght in Rhodian wepiBoAeBdcar (Cauer,? 176,), and
(chiefly) in Hesychian glosses (G. Meyer, Gramm.? § 180).

In ipdn, 604 we have the contraction of we to be observed in
Aeolic Ipos (if not, as is probable, from top-, according to Osthoff,
M. U,, IV, 149). Cyprian has also iepds and lapds, though the latter
form is not so well attested. Arcadian, too, has both forms. A
supposed contraction of te to t in Aeolic and Cyprian has no bearing
on an Arcado-Cyprian connection with Aeolic, since ipds is also
Ionic (Homer, exclusively in Herodotean usage, Thasos, Cauer,?
5275)-

Several points of supposed connection between Cyprian and Aeolic
may here be briefly alluded to.

éxepoe, 32 ; cf. N 546, K 456, Aspis 419, and in Aeschylus. For a
list of aorists with ps and As, see Curt. Verb.? II, 299. Similar
formations in the future are called Aeolic by the grammarians (quoted
Meister, Dialekte, I, p. 182) on account of their barytone character,
but for no cogent reason whatever.

The Aeolic form is révre, not méuwe, as has long been assumed
(see Meister, in Studia Nicolaitana, p. 10). Neither the Cyprian

1 Ground forms are (1) &mér = kupep-, kvuepivar; (2) A*mr- = xvBp-, kuBap-.
From 446y + na + en = kvBapvay. kuBep- received its ep from xvpep-. On -m#- or
-myp- yielding -Bp-, -Bap- (and not -uBp-) in the middle of a word, see Johansson,
De derivatis verbis contractis, p. 59.

2 Quoted by Ahrens, I, p. 45, together with kvueprfiTys as a doubtful example
of an Aeolic change of 8 to u.
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we(p) papépor! (gen. sing.) nor the Alcaean wéumwv (33) presup-
poses wépre, since *mevg- stands before a dark vowel, as in Homeric
wepwdBorov. There is no need to correct Sappho’s wevreBéna (frag.
98), or to regard any form with wesr- as borrowed from the xour
(revrrdpvaov, Coll. 276). wmévre is pan-Hellenic, and + prevailed
originally in all dialects before ¢ ; later on, forms like werrdBolos and
wmevrds came into existence from a confusion with o- forms (reumds,
etc.), in the same manner as = in méooapes, meioe, took the place of r.

Cyprian and Aeolic have ¢ for 8- of other dialects, when the
accent did not fall originally on the syllable with ¢. Aeolic {d-, kdp{a ;
Paphian xépfa ; Arcadian dwaxwAvor and 8- in every case.

CYPRIAN AND THESSALIAN.

A remarkable case of similarity between Cyprian and Thessalian is
found in Cyprian, weloet, 6015 5 ; Thessal. reiodrov = retodrw. Arcadian
has here dmvreiérw, 12224; dmvreodrw, 1222 4: cf. éoraow, 12224 ;
Teloavdpos, 1234 ; Telowpos, 1247 ; Taopdx[w], 1247 ; as Locrian,
Cretan, émoreloer ; Heracl. dmorewoel ; old Attic, dmo]reioas ; Delphic,
mporérexev. The Cyprian and Thessalian form is later as regards the
labial instead of the dental before e, since = of weloer was taken from
that of wourj and *wérowa after the separation of Cyprian and Arca-
dian. The Thessalian form only proves that a similar phonetic level-
ling can take place in two dialects without the influence of one upon
the other. Thessalian weigdrov came into existence after all imme-
diate connection between Thessalian ‘and Aeolic or Boeotian had
ceased. It is absurd with Brand (p. 62) to postulate a pan-Aeolic
me-, or to assume a pan-Aeolic preference for labial sounds where
the older dialects have dentals or gutturals.

A further example of parallelism between the dialects in the field
of palatal sounds is doubtful.: Thessal. kis = i, but xé = r¢ in
Cyprian is open to grave suspicion. See Deecke in Bezzenberger’s
Beitrage, VIII, 153; Brugmann in Techmer’s Zeitschrift fiir allg.
Sprachw., I, 233.

No immediate connection between Cyprian and Thessalian can be
maintained on the score of the accusatives, &(v)8pwyd (v)rav, 59 ; la-
mipav, 603 The Larissaean inscription, 1332 4, has xiwovav from xidv.
This analogical formation on the lines of the A declension occurs in
Cratylus, 404 B, Axjunrpav (Schanz, Ajuyrpa), and in the epigraphic

1 So Deecke; G. Meyer, we(u)xduepwr.
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forms in Kaibel : marépav, 372 ; pyrépav, 522 ; Mpévav, 168 Thessaly ;
veorqTav, 368 ; warpldav, 920 ; dvdpav, C. I. G. 1781, Thessaly. Accord-
ing to Franz, évdpedvrav, according to Kaibel (No. 406), dvdpedyr’.
Cf. Sturz, De dialecto Macedonica, p. 127. The Cyprian forms quoted
above are in general older than those adduced from Kaibel and the
Corpus according to Wagner (Quaest. de epigram., p. 107).

Ahrens (Philol. XXXV, 13) and Neubauer (Comm. phil. in honor.
Mommseni p. 280), are in error in regarding Thessalian and Cyprian
on a plane in the possession of the rarer form of the name of Apollo.
See above, p. 97. Thessalian "AzAow (= 'AmAwv) is certain, but
*Amd) (M) oy is in every case the Cyprian form according to the tran-
scribers, though the other form is not impossible. See Bezzenberger’s
Beitrage, IX, 328. )

Curtius held that the Cyprians and Thessalians changed o to ov.
Of the examples that he quotes, "AzAovw does not exist in Cyprian,
and épovd = épwy (cf. dhova* xijmp = Hom. dAwpy) cannot be re-
garded as an example of that ov which in Thessalian has supplanted
every case of w. o in the Cyprian inscriptions never becomes ov.

CYPRIAN, AEOLIC, THESSALIAN.

Infinitive in -pv.

The Cyprian form e*ke* ne, 60,y, has been differently transcribed.
The -ev of Arcadian has led some to claim that the Cyprian form is
éxev, and hence of Doric coloring; but Deecke now writes &mw.
-gv is exceedingly frequent in Aeolic even in the aorist passive,
and in the Pharsalian idiom we have xew, which is for &mv. Thess.
e« = 7. The other divisions of Thessaly have -uev. The Elean form
is likewise -y, according to Blass, Coll. 1153, 1156.

dv.= avd has already been referred to, p. 88.

CyYPRIAN AND BOEOTIAN.

The genitive in -ao (Homeric and Boeotian) is exceptional in
Cyprian, ¢.g. Kvrpaydpao, 79 ; Aayarioao, 58. Arcadian and Cyprian
have generally -av. Forms like SwxAe/da in Boeotian are very rare,
as in Cypr., cf. ’Apnviya, 60 .

“Yep, 124, from ‘Yeds (or "Yys?). This agrees with the Boeot.
ending eu<n (e.g. Pokelr). u from 7 stems is Homeric, Ionic, Attic,
Doric -e, and never ..

’
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Cyprian, Boeotian, (and Doric) proper names in -was for -eas are
not infrequent. A certain explanation of their interrelation has, how-
ever, not yet been given.

CyPRIAN, AEoOLIC, AND BOEOTIAN.

a + € = 7 in Doric, North Greek, and perhaps in Elean. In Cy-
prian, Aeolic, Boeotian, and Ionic, the result of the contraction is a.
Johansson, p. 58, is doubtful whether there was not an Arcado-Cyprian
contraction of a 4+ € to y. We have no certain example in Arcadian.
Johansson explains éira, Coll. 49, by the suggestion that Cyprian, -
after its separation from Arcadian, may have adopted vowel contrac-
tions different from those prevalent in the Arcado-Cyprian period.
iyagbar, 603, is also cited by Johansson as a possible example of the
later contraction. But neither Johansson nor Spitzer has any right
to suppose a priori that Arcadian would agree with Doric in contract-
ing a + eto ». Furthermore, Hall, Rev. A. O. S, XI, 217, says that
Deecke’s transcription of No. 49 is nearly all wrong. He himself
reads . . . pa-ti*sa" to* ro.

£p- occurs in Cyprian, Aeolic (gramm.), Boeotian, and in' Elean.
It does not appear on any Doric monument.

CyPRIAN, BOEOTIAN, THESSALIAN.

Arcadian and Elean do not change e to « before vowels, though
& + consonant has become ! In Cyprian the change is well at-
tested : dreliya, 604; 6(v)Ta, 605y ; émd(v)Ta, 6059 ; kaTédiyav, 604 ;
05, 37 (Oes, 27). In fact, every e before a or o becomes ¢, except
when ¢ has disappeared between e and o, e.g. iepéos, or where -eos is
from e(o)os, nom. -ys, e.g. Tipwoxréreos and in Tepoxpéreos, Pilokpé-
reos, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1291. karéfigav in No. 20, if
for *karéfeoav, would offer the sole exception to the rule that e be-
comes ¢ in Cyprian only before a vowel? Deecke’s reading, which
he himself finds remarkable on account of the preservation of the
intervocalic o (Zweiter Nachtrag in B. B., VIII), must therefore yield

1 Kpapidrar, 1231, B 35, etc., is referred by Gelbke, p. 18, to Doric influence.
Instances of € are édvros, 1222,;; ’Avtipdeos, 1231, C 7; Eevopdreos, 1231, C 21;
Hevokpdreos, 1248,. ’Avyabfas by the side of ’A-yaséas-is of course not a case of
change of € to :.

2 Fiorlav, Arcad. 1203 4, seems to offer some contradiction. But € + s+ cons.
may become ¢ in all dialects. Lesbian and Attic alone have éosrfa; Hom., Ion.,
Locr., Boeot., Cret., Heracl., have io7-.
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to xaréfiyav, as the sign sa- is not far removed from that for yz-
Johansson (Nigra ord, etc.,, p. 31) assumes xaréfiyav< xaréfav<
xarébuoav.

The Cyprian dialect in its substitution of ¢ for e before a vowel is
on a plane with Boeotian (the chief seat of the change), Thessalian
(except in the inscription from Larissa), and with Doric to a limited
degree, viz., especially in -ew verbs, feds, xAéos, wAéwy, forms of -es
stems, etc. (Laconian, Messenian, Cretan, Argolic, Heraclean). In
Aeolic the supposed change of e to ¢ is limited to words like ypdouos,
XdAxos, pappdpios, which lend themselves to a different explanation
as regards the ¢, and in the gen. yAdxwos ; cf. p. 84.

The difference in the treatment of antevocalic ¢ is one of the most
noticeable mint-marks distinguishing Arcadian from Cyprian. The
Arcadian type has remained true to an Arcado-Cyprian preservation
of antevocalic . The ¢ for e must in any theory of a pan-Aeolic dia-
lect be regarded as subsequent to the separation into sub-dialects.
‘Wherever the substitution of ¢« for € occurs, it is to be regarded as
the effect of a tendency obtaining to a greater or less degree through-
out Greece, and is merely more prevalent in the dialects of the
“Aeolic” type. Even in old Attic we have Aimara, Add@ra. In
Ionic the change is expressed by e (elavrdy, éwveia). In Boeotian and
Ionic-Attic the € remained a closed e: Boeot. ¢, e, ¢ ; Ionic-Attic, e, e.

CyPrIAN, AEoLIC, THESSALIAN, BOEOTIAN.

Absence of v éperxvorikov from all prose non-xows) inscriptions is
the only feature common to these four dialects.! The Arcadian dia-
lect has [4vé]0yxe[v], according to Bechtel (No. 1218) ; 4vé[0]yxev in
an epigram (Roberts, No. 280) is an epic reminiscence. All other
cases of this verbal form occur at the end of the inscriptions and
have no -v.  &ofev (1183, 4= Roberts, 283) is the only certain case
of v in a verbal form, and that in the inscription containing "A\ewioe
(p- 84). Roberts, p. 281, holds that Alea is referred to. No. 1183,
it should be remarked, was found at Olympia, but Elean has no para-
gogic v. -v in dvaldpacw pij, 12224, is the only example in noun
formations in Arcadian.

Whether the presence of -v in these two forms is to be ascribed to
Laconian influence is doubtful. In the oldest Spartan inscriptions it

1 A recently discovered Cyprian example is: &rrace "Apworos, Berl. Phil.
Wochens., 1886, p. 1291. But the Tarmassus inscription has &wkev, dvéfnrer,
the only examples in Cyprian; 1. 1., 1886, p. 1323.
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is not present, but as it is frequent in those of later date, and in the
Heraclean tablets, the possibility of Doric influence here cannot be
authoritatively denied. ’

CypriaN, Ionic-ATTIC.

There is no case of 5 for a, except, perhaps, ‘Iakeprjuw, Hall, Rev.
A. O. S, XI, 234.

mpwrwripw contains the contraction of o 4+ a to w. Aeolic exam-
ples of mparos are now generally ascribed to the influence of Helle-
nistic scribes or stone-cutters. Neither mpdros nor wparos occurs in
Arcadian. The latter form is that to be expected.

*Api(v)ro, 41, and Edpaydpw, 153, 154 (410-374 B.C.), are referred
by Meyer, Gramm.? § 345, to Ionic influence. This is, perhaps,
better than to regard them as drawn over to the O declension in the
same fashion as Homeric fixopos from «dpyn, and éiupediv from pelia.
Cf. Fick, Odyssee, p. 325.

On a+e=a in Cyprian, see above, p. 81, and on -y in -yv-
stems, see above, p. 108.

Cyprian ére, wore as in Ionic-Attic. Aeolic éra, Doric 7dxa, Elean
Toka, Pamphyl. dka, Abu-Simb. éxa. We do not know whether Arca-
dian peor’ is for péora or uéore. Brand’s assumption (p. 34) that
the Cyprian forms in re are descended from a pan-Aeolic 7a is cer-
tainly wide of the mark, as they represent the original -ge. The
Aeolic ra is itself later than either -re or -xa.

dpovpar, 604 (@70 u* ra-i*), implies the existence of a genuine
diphthong ov; and this is assumed by Fick (Odyssee, p. 324) ; cf.
Leo Meyer, Gramm.? p. 674. But if we compare 6pO[p ]y, I. G. A.
497, b. 17 (Teos), the parallel forms to Ionic 4povpy in Doric and Aeolic
would be dpdpa’ and dpoppa. It must be confessed that the etymol-
ogy of épovpa is too uncertain to permit the statement that we have
here a loan form from Ionic. é&pa as extracted from éogpa* Smofey,
which is claimed by Rothe to be Paphian (for oipd, #2:/), has a very
shadowy existence. To further complicate matters, we have a Mile-
tan wpi} =ovpd (Revue archéol., 1874, p. 100). épovp[as] occurs on
a Thessalian inscription, Coll. No. 371. Rutherford, Phrynichus, p.
14, incorrectly calls dpovpa for 3 old Ionic and poetic. See A. J. P.
VIII, 469.

With the frequent names in *Ova- ('Ovaiwy, "Ovaots, "Ovdothos, etc.),
cf. the Ionic éwijioros (ovatov * dpewov).

1 &pwpaioi, Acharnians, 762, was expelled by Ahrens, who adopted the reading
of the Rav., &povpaios.
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CyPrIAN AND Doric.

1. Compensatory lengthening in ros (but see p. 86) and in #uf in
twenty cases ; in one of these, No. 93, Voigt reads &u(u). Spfuka, fol-
lowing Neubauer’s transcription. The transcribers, however, have
generally decided against the Aeolic and Thessalian form ; and Hall,
Rev. A. O. S,, XI, 228, accepts jul here as elsewhere.

2. Contraction of ¢o to w in Nopyviwy = Novuyviov, cf. vepoordras,
595 (Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1323), and in onéws, 31, 32, if
Deecke’s reading be correct. I would prefer omijuws, from *orérecos.
w<eo is found on Doric soil in Cretan monuments alone : wapaxald-
peva, edxapirdpes. eo in Aeolic = eo, ev, (Ionic influence?) never o.
e+ o in Arcado-Cyprian remain uncontracted in gen. sing. of -ys
stems. € remains before o and w in Arcadian in K\eovopw, @eoréeos.

3. The Doric genitive in ¢ (if the a does not, as Deecke claims,
represent av) is found in *Apyviya, 60,4, *Ovacipdia, 120. The Zwréa
of Deecke, No. 77, is read by Hall, Zorj[s]. Zwréa occurs, No. 122,
apparently as a genitive. ’Apworiya, Berl. Phil. Wochens., 1886, p.
1643.

4. On Cyprian woi, see p. 67.

5. Expulsion of secondary, intervocalic o is foreign to Arcadian,
but occurs in Cyprian, Laconian, Elean, and Argolic. The exam-
ples are duudois, 69 = ipovoois and ¢ppovéwi, 68, which should be
ppoviywi, or, at least in certain parts of the island (Chytrea), ¢poviwi.
The subjunctive is here used without xé (dv does not occur), as in
Homer and elsewhere in relative sentences. This is the first epi-
graphic example of the secondary loss of o, a phenomenon attested
by Hesychian glosses, {uadv: wdrafov, iumdradv: éuBrepov, etc. (M.
Schmidt, in K. Z,, IX, 367). In all other cases, intervocalic o is pre-
served intact in Cyprian : xar€orace, Avoat, Avey. Cf. Laconian éroipé,
1. G. A. 80, Elean rojacoar = moujoacfar, Argolic éroiryé, I. G. A. 42.
The Cyprian forms without the o are only apparent survivals of the
period in which o disappeared regularly between vowels in the aorist,
and not, as Osthoff maintains, a residuum of that period. See Miil-
ler, De 3 inter vocales posita, pp. 80, 81. In his Kleine Schriften,
I1, 152, Curtius suggests that the loss of o in Laconian is due to dia-
lect mixture.
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CypriaN-AEeoLIc, Doric, Ionic, ATTIC.

-qv is accusative of -es stems: dredsy, 605, This analogical
phenomenon, though not occurring in every dialect in Greece, is
sufficiently general to be recognized as a universal feature of Greek
morphology. As a rule, the influence of the A declension makes
itself apparent only in the later period of the development of the
language, though it comes to light as early as the time of Homer ({aijv
or {dyv). Attic Swxpdryy, Ionic AvewAijv, Cretan ‘TepoxAsjy, Boeot.
Awyévew, Aeolic Saporédyr.! Arcadian has no similar metaplastic
accusative. Wagner, Quaest. gramm. de epigrammatis, pp. 107, 108,
has collected the examples from Kaibel’'s Epigrammata, embracing
forms from Halicarnassus, Sardis, Athens, and Thebes. Tauromenium
and Pamphylia have -yv in the adjectival flexion.

PEcULIARITIES OF CYPRIAN.

In this section a list of some of the chief peculiarities
of the Cyprian epigraphic forms has been attempted, and
explanations given when. possible. Rothe’s Quaestiones de
Cypriorum dialecto et vetere et recentiore has never pro-
gressed beyond a partial examination of the vowel relations
of the Cyprian glosses.

1. Vowels. )

& in Hesychian glosses: xar' &' &ew* xdbioar, Mo xar’ &’
&eo* xaréfov. xar’ &' ero* éxabilero® G. Meyer, Gramm.? § 55,
regards & (without the apostrophe) as the strong form of dpa, dp, pd.
Spitzer, pp. 7, 8, holds that éa may be a contamination of *& and
dpa. Cf. Bloomfield, A. J. P., VI, 44 ff.; Brugmann, Berichte der
Sichsisch. Gesell. der Wissensch., 1883, p. 37 ff. With this strong
form compare -xpérps and p. go. This gloss is apparently derived
from a text of Homer in vogue in Cyprus (probably not 4 Kvmpia).
On the Arcadian form dp or dp’, see Roberts, No. 277, and above,
Pp- 8o.

In répxviya, 604, 1519, 22 cOmpared with rpéxvos and répxvea (Hesy-
chius), we have an instance of metathesis without vowel-lengthening
that appears to be restricted to no particular dialect. If rapydveov*

1 Analogy of A stems: Genitive -ov in Attic, Delphic, Cnidos, Thasos, Scyros;
etc.; gen. in 7 in Aeolic alone. Dat. p in Aeolic. Voc. in 5, Arcadian, p. 99.

2 Curtius held & to be Arcadian. But I find this unattested.



114 H. W. Smyth, [1887.

&rddiov and Tépxven é&vrdua (besides ¢pvra véa) do not contain a
confusion of two separate words, répxvea is another example of the
Cyprian fondness for ep.

In Seapwi[wv, 176, 177, and Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p.
1291, compared with Salapinos, 148, we have an interchange of e
and a which cannot be controlled by any known parallels in Cyprian.
Deecke suggests that SeA- recalls the Assyrian form of the name of
the city of Silhimi, and is evidence in favor of Semetic influence
(Josephus mentions a Selaudv in Galilaea). But Dr. Hall has sug-
gested to me that the ¢ may be an orthographical slip. Its appearance
is too extensive to assume this with certainty. In any case, it is unwise
to deduce from its appearance any such far-reaching conclusion as
that of Deecke. :

The relation of w to v in Suedvor, 604 = 8idoly, is not established.
ddrow occurs 60y5.  Supdvoe shows that the v from v v had not become
extinct ; Brugmann, Grundriss, § 166. Cf. also Chalc. Tapvpdvys.
On the assumed change of w to ov in Cyprian, see p. 108. Rothe,
P- 72, finds no certain case of v for v in the glosses.

adwv (= d\\wv), 60,,; cf. Arcad. d\as and dMos in all other
Greek dialects. aidrepov* d\\owdrpomov occurs in Hesychius, who,
however, names no source. In Et. Mag. 34, for alAa, dvri Tob xad
Kvmpiot, read dvri Tod dAAa.

An Elean allos cannot be upheld, since in AIAOTPIA, 1154, (an
exceedingly corrupt inscription) I is, according to Blass, entweder zu
streichen (Roehl) oder in A su corrigieren (die Inschrift hat freilich
keine Verdoppelung). d\\op occurs in Elean, 1172 ; cf. rdA\Aa, 1152.
Cyprian seems here to have bifurcated from Arcadian in choosing
a form that preserves, though in the tonic syllable, the ¢, which was
the cause of the geminated liquid of every other dialect. But instead
of the genealogical tree commonly adopted and vigorously defended
by Meinck, De epenthesis graeca, p. 41,

*dAio-s
— : )
d\os allos
we must assume that the original Cyprian form was not different
from the Arcadian, and that aX is merely a secondary development
from aAA. See Spitzer, p. 34, and Weinhold, Alleman. gram., 138 ;
Baier. gram., p. 183.) Cases of mouillization which might be adduced

! It would at least be extremely hazardous to deny on the score of this form
alone that &AAos was formed from &Aios before the separation of the parent Greek



Vol. xviii.] The Arcado-Cyprian Dialect. 115

from the Romance languages (Fr. ail, It. aglio>allium ; merveille,
meraviglia > mirabilia ; meilleur, migliore >meliorem) are only appar-
ent parallels, the presence of ¢ after / being necessary in order that
it be drawn into, the tonic syllable. In the dialect of Crete, A before
a consonant was pronounced as ¢/, and as such is represented by v;
cf. adxd = dAk1), fedyow = Oédyw. It is therefore not impossible that
a somewhat similar affection may have formed an alAos, which cannot
then be regarded as an example of epenthesis.

It should not be suppressed that Brand (De dialectis Aeolicis,
p. 50) has attempted on the strength of allos and aiAdrpu to formu-
late the law a ante liguidam positum non in a longum sed in a pro-
duxisse.  This cannot be accepted, nor can his explanation that
xalpw, pélawa result from compensatory lengthening, and not from
epenthesis.

av in *dpade in Noorapadoa[vros], Deecke, B. B., IX, 251; cf.
dpedw, Guevaimopos.

Fiimo péya in 68 is regarded as an aorist, not as a present by
Deecke, who translates : Ein grosses will ick verkunden. Hall, in
his review of Deecke’s collection (A. O. S., XI, 220), holds to the
present : / speak a great thing. Deecke (Bezz. Beitr., VI, 79) re-
jects Ahrens’ pérw, and maintains that 5 for e is regular in Cyprian.
I cannot regard this as correct. elmov has the genuine diphthong e,
and as such is written with EI on pre-Euclidian Attic inscriptions
(Meisterhans, p. 79) and on the monuments of other dialects (Smyth,
Diphthong EI, pp. 57, 60).! The e is therefore not the result of
contraction (écérerov), but from € + ¢ (épépimov). Priscian’s (I, 54)
so-called Aeolic #rov is a blunder for j}mov, because the absence of ¢
dvexpdvyrov was regarded by the grammarians as a peculiarity of
Aeolic (Meister., I, 71). Now there can be no question that in no
period except the itacistic was genuine e confounded with y > e+«
in any Greek dialect;? and that in Cyprian this should have been
into dialects. In Greek, epenthesis took place before the dialect period. The
Cyprian ’AwefAwye is, I conjecture, to be explained in like fashion with allos.
That this is the only possible explanation for the e: form, occurred to me before
reading Deecke’s similar suggestion in the Berliner Philol. Wochenschrift, 1886,

. 217.
d 1 Z)n the Gortynian inscription, we have wpoFEIxrdrw, etc.

2 This must hold good despite Arcado-Cyprian &unwv- (Arcad. ’Aunvéas; Cypr.
‘Apnviya: cf. Amorg. *Auelvoy[(], I. G. A. 390). Arcadian IM\norlepos MAetorie-
pos. C.I. G. has no case of MAnar- except M\norovelra, 1506 (Sparta), with the
ominous ex schedis Fourmonti : TIAewTovixns, 1363, 1364 b, 2810 b, add., 2813.
Cf. above, p. 93. Cypr. 4, “if,” has been explained above, p. 72, as either = %(v)
or as a separate form. It is not a Cyprian form of el



116 H W. Smyth, ’ [1887.

the case is incredible, and is in fact disproved by the diphthongal or-
thography pe-i-sei = weloe.  Spurious e became diphthongal in
Attica about 380 B.c., but there is no proof that the sound resulting
from the contraction of € 4 € (admitting for the moment that égége-
mov, Or even céremov, was the source of elmov) —a sound different
from that of the Attic spurious e —ever became diphthongal in
Cyprian.

In every case EI remains a genuine diphthong: aigef, écelovs, ére,
éret, pére, ed{apeire, pedva, meloe.! In Arcadian genuine e remains
except in wAj6, lpdvar. This shows, to my thinking, that whatever
we may think of the characters ve*po*, and however much we may
be inclined to ascribe the % of pjrw to an irresolute orthography, a
Cyprian change of genuine e« to y is not regular. Allusion has already
been made above, p. 68, to the difficulties in the way of a satisfactory
explanation of wér, “lord,” in the same line; and as regards the
hexameters, which Deecke insists on to the discomfiture of Ahrens’
féro, Hall remarks that they are not clear according to his more
certain transliteration, the characters having gradually become plainer
since the time the stone was exhumed.

II. Consonants.

¢ for y in &faba, 37, 59, and in {a = yac; cf. Arcad. yav, Doric
3i, Et. Mag. 60, The y in the latter word is probably palatal, cf.
Zend zao, Lith. zémé, Slav. zemiya, K. Z., XXV, 146. Johansson in
B. B. XIII, 117, has resurrected-the old etymology, — Goth. gods.
The substitution of ¢ for y in 4{afés may stand in connection with
the spirant pronunciation of y prevalent from the second century B.C.
This, though exceedingly doubtful, is better than to regard the { as
originating in like manner with the palatal spirants of the Aryan and
Slavo-Lettic languages. See K. Z., XXV, 150.

NoTE 1.— Cypr. kaAfifw is not necessarily a proof that ¢ is a representative
of yod.

NOTE 2.— between vowels was thickened to v,.or at least could be rep-
resented by y in 6éayov = Ionic Gefiov. Cf. Heracl. woricralywoa.

In all dialects there was heard a parasitic glide sound between ¢
and a following vowel.? This sound assumes graphic expression, with
the exception of Pamphylian, in Cyprian alone, but even there with

1 FENedduw, 117, is uncertain. .

2 In Boeotian &véfeiar, e represents a closed €, and not e + 1, a distinct glide

$ound. On the development of intervocalic « in several dialects, e.. Attic fetoiy,
¥idy, etc., cf. above, p. 110,
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no great consistency. Thus in the inscriptions from Dali it is found
fifteen times, of which thirteen occur in No. 60,! two in No. 59.2 It
is not written in CoAyiox in 61, nor in émd(v)ra, 604 19 225 6(v)Ta, 604 ;
Tavéwoy, 60 ) ; Tavwviv, 60 g : nor in Keriwy, 59 ; Keriéres, 60, ; 4(v)-
3pid (v) rav, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1323 ; elsewhere always
with y. From Chy#réa we have no yod in Madias Madim, 1, 4, 5, 6,
9, 10, 12, following Hall's corrections, nor any in iepfjros in No. 1.
Kerynia has both Madiyas, 15, and Iladlas, 16 ; Palacachora, Sra-
olyav, 17, 3raciyas, 18, and no example of the omission ; Polis-#s-
Chrysochou, *Apworiyav, 20, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1643 ;
and karéfyav, 20 (see p. 109) ; but Naocidrav and "Ovalwy, 21 (for
which Baunack reads 'Ovalwv). Drimu has 'loAdw(?), 26 ; Ktima,
iyeprs, 33 ; Kitklia, iyepess, 40 ; iyepéos, 39 ; iyapéraros and dadya, 41 ;
but defiwt, 37, and iepéos, 38. Golgoi, Ayaibems, 74 (cf. ArpelBews,
604) ; Hadiyav, 69 ; but Awifems, 100; Awbs, 73; ebpepyeoias, 71 ;
FAaxavie and "A¢podioin, 86 ; @euiav, 66, in Greek letters ; *Ovaciw-
po, 75 ; Tapd(v)dav, 118. Abydos, Sakapivios, 148 ; Pyla, Mayplw,
120, 121 (Hall).

In the above-cited examples yod appears twenty-two times, and
only four times before ¢, seventeen times before a,® once before ¢, and
never before any other sound. In the other examples of the occur-
rences of yod, a follows in almost every instance : S«dyapos, 33 ; "Aya-
pos, 31 (="Aipos?), Ktima; Aayaricao or Aairicao, 58, Lamaka
®éoryas?, 119, Golgoi; Aayadas, 31, 32 (= Adipas?), doyar, 41,
Kiklia; 0éyas, 94, Golgoi ; before 5 in ¢piyy, 126. And yet despite
its fondness for a, yod not infrequently disappears before that sound
even in those parts of Cyprus where it is commonly written.

The period of accurate distinction between the spirants ¢« and v in
Cyprian is that of the Persian supremacy over Cyprus. Later on,
during the rule of Alexander’s successors, the greatest confusion pre-
vails, e.g. Mpdriros, Tepoxdptros, Kvmpoxpdrigos, iepéyyav, Bacidijros,
Fope = "Qpo, Ayalbeut, and Accelfepus.

ou for ¢ in of BoXe* 7{ Béeis Kimpior, and in «é ots, 6019 55 (nOM.
masc. of te for ois ¢, 126, is not certain). Cf. also dmois ke (= doris
dv), 604, where 7 = o between vowels. In the accus. neuter 7, 684
(after a consonant), assibilation does not take place. Cyprian ofs is

1 *Ara(u)mpydras, *Apnviya, &voclya, Fémwya, iepéyya, lyaoba, lyaripav, Ma-
Aaviya, wedlyar, Tépxviya (thrice), xréayn.

2 &(v)dpwyd(v)Tav, Mirkiydfwros.

8 Awelfeus is interesting; but cf. Aijalfeus.
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the only exception in Greek to the law that initial r does not suffer
assibilation. Arcadian, Aeolic, and those dialects that change r to o,
change only that = which is the Hellenic representative of Indo-
European # Cyprian ois contains + = LLE. ¢. But the exception
as regards the initial = never becoming o is an apparent exception
merely, since ois is an enclitic. The interrogative of is to be ex-
plained by analogy to ots.

NOTE.— On wéri, vocative of *séris =wdas, see p. 68, where mention is
made of an explanation that it is an unfortunate attempt to give a supposed
epic coloring to Cypr. wdats.

o is frequently omitted in the genitive ra favdo(o)as, and also in the
nominative 'Ovaciwpo, 75. Meister’s treatment (I, p. 160) of the
subject in Boeotian and other dialects is inadequate.

xdr(¢) xds and «d, “and.” «xds occurs before both vowels (eight
times) and consonants (sixteen times). «d is less frequent, once
before vowels, thrice before consonants. «dr in xar’ "HdaAiwv, 59
(the only occurrence) seems at first sight to be the progenitor of «xds
and «d as well as of kal. «a{ cannot, however, despite Deecke, B. B.,
VI, 79, be explained from «dr.. It is rather the equivalent of old
Bulg. c¢<gai.

On 7rdlepos, see p. 71.

III. Declension of substantives.

Gen. sing. O declension ends in -w-v. Phok¥mpwy, 60,; 'Ovacixi-
mpwy, 6093 1,3; Ovacidwy, 604, ; dpydpwy, 60 17 o596 ; ToAd (V) Tww, 604 ;
Dyipwv, 60515 ; Apupioy, 605 ; @coripwv, 42 (Apollon) ; "ABduiikwy,
59 ; me(p)papépov, 59. With the exception of @eoripwy and *Ovaiwv,
21 (Berl. Philol. Wochensch., 1886, p. 1292), all the examples are
from Dali. Dalian inscriptions also have -w (4pyvdpw, 604, etc.).

Cyprian possesses the oldest historical form of the genitive of -pu
stems, viz. Baowijcos, 39, 46, 47, 59, 60,' etc. But beside the digam-
mated forms we have Baotjos or Bacidéos,? both of which forms are .
Homeric. Aeolic, Ionic, Attic, Thessalian, and Boeotian have -yos,
though Ionic, Aeolic, and Boeotian have also -eos. Edga(v)&jros?,
161, Ed¢d(v)feos, 162, as if from Edgdvbevs, which does not occur.
EdpdvOy[s], 163. This form, together with the doubtful gen. in -jjcos,
may furnish another example of the close interrelationship between
the -es, -yv, and -y stems. Cf. p. 78. In the nom. pl. Keriézes, 60,
or -ypes, if Wackernagel (K. Z., XXIV, 295) is correct in explain-

1 Deecke writes BaciAépos incorrectly. 2 Cf. also {epiiros and fepéos.
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ing this termination from -eer 4+ es. Johansson has, however, vig-
orously disputed the correctness of Wackernagel’s reasoning. See
especially Chapter II of his De derivatis verbis contractis.

Declension of -xAyjs. The full form of the nominative appears in
NiwkoxAérys, 40, gen. NixokAéros, 179 ; ®eoxAéos, 126 ; TipoxAéos, 35 ;
but TepokAégeos, 36, 64. In Arcadian I find eighteen different names
with the nom. in -«Ayjs, and no instance of -kAéeys or -kAéys ; in the
genitive, -xAéos in fourteen different names. The Arcadian inflec-
tion is younger than the Cyprian. Of the two genitive forms in
Cyprian, NwokAéros is not so original as TuuokAéceos; cf. Boeot.
xAeos < kAeeos. There is no trace of -xAy in the genitive as in Aeolic
(®edxAn, 288), or of the Attic and Delphic -kAéov.

IV. Pronominal declension.

w for pe in No. 2'; cf. pev in 71, pw in 45, by Voigt and Hall's
corrections.

V. Conjugation.

éxepoe, 31, 32; see pp. 92, 106.

émorails in 68 = émoralys, from the analogy of plural forms by a
process which is the opposite to that which produced the Herodo-
tean and later Attic Sofpuev évfeiyre, etc. The form stands alone, I
believe.

éNferdss* dvri Tov NG Salapdion. cf. 8Bws, etc.
_ Bopevar (accent uncertain) is the earliest form of this infinitive. -vas
seems to have been crowded out in all other dialects except Ionic-
Attic. 3dpe(v), 126, is a Homeric reminiscence, as éwri.

VI. Prepositions, Particles.

A preposition ¢ with the primary signification of “up” occurs
in Cyprian vxnpos, extra pay, "Yré\Owv®='Avafalvwv,® vp-as Cav,
6010, 222, 26, /o7 Jlife. In the latter case the sense is not far different
from dva xpdvov, ¥ Sapov, 2o the festival; b tixa[i], 745 = éml Tixy=é&v
7uxp. Its occurrence in Pamphylian and in Carian is very doubtful.

1 In No. 1, Voigt thinks pe is preferable to ui, since the character closely re-
sembles that of 15. Hall, however, reads u:, which may be either (epigraphi-
cally) dialectic for ue or for uc(v), as in 45.

2 This name, together with EdréAfwy, 123, 171, etc., is remarkable as being
entirely new, there being but few, if any, others with -eAfwv as a final member.
In the coining of a new proper name it is necessary that the initial or final mem-
ber should have already been in use; cf. Ebraydpas, etc.

8 An earlier name of the Maeander.
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Pamph. *Y8papovav, 1264, would then have to be divided ‘Y-3pap-.
Carian "YBavda, cf. "AAdfBavda, and B. B., X, 191. In devédpevos, writ-
ten by Deecke devéduevos, the ¥ is supposed by Meyer, Gramm.?
§ 239, to represent vocalized . It is, however, difficult to account
for the presence of the labial spirant here. See Brugmann, Gramm.,
P- 117, and especially Baunack’s Studien, I, 16, where the subject of
¥ is discussed, and a weakened force of ¥ (= Skt. ##) assumed in
devédpevos. Hall, Rev. A. O.S,, XI, 216, settles the difficulty by read-
ing pu(v) edédpevos.

The Cyprian dialect is peculiar in possessing certain particles not
found elsewhere. These are i8¢, wv, and 7ax. The use of 8, though
frequent in Arcadian, is entirely foreign to the Cyprian idiom. Its
place is taken by i8¢, and, for which i appears in 60,. But ¢ is
used with the force of 8¢ in apodosis. This 3¢ suggests the Sanskrit
id, and may perhaps serve to explain 8¢ in such connection as 6 &,
which is hardly & + &.

-wv for -ve is read by Sayce on the inscription from Tamassus (Berl.
Phil. Wochens., 1886, p. 1323). The enclitic v, 604 . Cf. A.J.P.,
VIII, 471.

. The particle 7w appears in «ds mat, 60,; 8¢ war, 60, ; vds war, 71.
Whether we are to write wat or wg is not certain. If wa:, we may
then compare ol (cf. above, p. 72), locative from the stem szz. mj
mijroxa 6my then contain the instrumental of wo-. If mgq, cf. drac xa,

C. 1. G. 2483 .

The results which seem to me justified by an examination
of the phonology and inflection of Arcadian and Cyprian are
as follows : —

1. Nature of the connection between Arcadian and Cyprian. —
Arcadian and Cyprian are in closer touch than any other two
Hellenic dialects, which have at the same time so many and
such varied points of divergence. If we consider the date of
the separation of the daughter dialect (a date which on any
view must be early, even if we reject the legend handed down
by Pausanias), the preservation in Arcadian and Cyprian for
so many centuries of autonomous existence of so many cases
of agreement in form and in syntactical usage, affords a most
striking example of the conservative force of dialect life.
This resistance to external influence was effected, it must
be remembered, to no inconsiderable extent on the lines of a
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syntactical usage which must have encountered the det.r-
mined hostility of common speech (éos with the gen., amd
with the dat.). This pertinacity of linguistic tradition in
Arcado-Cyprian is more marked than that displayed by
either Aeolic, or Thessalian, or Boeotian, dialects which of-
fered no such stubborn resistance to the elements of disin-
tegration, and which not unwillingly adopted forms alien
to the genius of the speech of that territory in North-eastern
Hellas, whence they all sprang.

I1. Connection of Arcado-Cyprian with Aeolic, Thessalian,
Boeotian, and Elean. — There is no single striking dialectic
feature possessed in common by Arcado-Cyprian, Aeolic,
Thessalian, Boeotian, and Elean. It might indeed seem that
in the retention of the I.E. pronunciation of v, these dialects
had a meeting-ground. But the Thessalian and Aeolic pro-
nunciation of v is not certain; and even if it were # and not
%, the retention of a pan-Hellenic sound is no proof of any
closer bond, unless it can be shown that before the division
into dialects, the other Greeks had adopted the later sound
%, while the Arcadians, Aeolians, etc., living in closer geo-
graphical unity, alone clung to their . This cannot, how-
ever, have been the case, since the Spartans, too, retained
with tenacity the older pronunciation. And again, it might
seem possible that the preservation of the strong form ep was
a distinguishing feature of all these dialects. In Cyprian, it
is true, we have no instance of fépoos, though we have
’ApiaTorpérns ; but no single word maintains the strong form
throughout the six dialects in question. It is doubtless
undeniable that Doric has few, if any, cases of ep for ap or
pa; but the co-existence of both strong and weak forms as
early as Homer indicates that we must not be hasty in
ascribing the ep forms to all the subdivisions of a single
“Aeolic” dialect, though it is clear that there obtains a
tendency in all these dialects to favor the retention of the
older of the two pre-dialectic forms ep and ap (pa).

Whenever we start with a phonetic change that might
seem adapted to serve as a criterion, the line of argument is
uniformly broken. Thus if we start with dwd, or xé, Boeo-
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tian and Elean are the offending dialects ; if with éas or with
év cum accus., Aeolic is the guilty member.

In fact, every argument that has been adduced, from the
point of view of language, in favor of a pan-Aeolic dialect,
fails to hold ground. Labialism (for the dentalism of the
other dialects) is clearly not a phase of ““ Aeolic” phonetic life.

The universality of assibilation can only be upheld by
assuming that »7. had not become vo¢ in the ground Aeolic,
but »6:, the @ of which is held to represent a sound between
7and . The dulling of closed o to v may be pan-Aeolic, but
only in a few words.

Aeolic is bound to Thessalian and to Boeotian by close
ties, Thessalian to Boeotian, and Arcadian and Cyprian to
Acolic, Thessalian, and Boeotian by a series of certain and
oftentimes unique links, and each is connected with the other
by a series of minute correspondences. Aeolic, Thessalian,
and Boeotian are more closely connected than any other dia-
lects of this class; yet they have only one salient feature
in common. If we extend our horizon to embrace Arcado-
Cyprian and Elean, the attempt to apply the same arguments
and gain the results that have accrued to us by an investiga-
tion of Doric or of Ionic, is shattered by the logic of unyield-
ing facts. Curtius pronounced long ago in favor of an Aeolic
dialect embracing all the sub-dialects except perhaps Elean.
Gelbke followed with a more positive assertion, but based on
fewer facts. Kirchhoff restricted Aeolic to the dialect of
Lesbos and denominated Thessalian and Boeotian Doric.
But one who is apparently his scholar, Brand, has now
sought to become a unitarian of the unitarians. He is not
content with assuming cases of dialect agreement; he ven-
tures upon the dangerous essay of explaining away all cases
of divergence. It is true that certain recent researches
have taken a position in favor of an early influence of Ionic
which has heretofore not been accorded it. Dialect mixture
should, I think, have room and verge enough; but when
recourse is had to it, it must be shown in each individual
instance that a distinct probability, not merely a possibility,
speaks in favor of its operation. If there is to be method in
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dialectology, it must first do away with such work as that of
Brand, who attributes an importance to dialect mixture that
was unknown before, and solely because the facts do not fit
in with his theory. Gerrymandering dialect phenomena can-
not but hurt a domain of philology that is sadly in lack of
material with which to operate. If, then, there was an
“Aeolic” unity, it must have been before the worshippers
of the Arcadian Zeus emigrated from Northern Hellas. Into
that period of obscurity it is futile to penetrate with the
feeble light afforded us by historic times. A pan-Aeolic
dialect has not been proved by linguistic evidence — perhaps
never can be proved. If it existed, it has left greater diver-
gences in its descendant dialects than either Doric or Ionic.

II1. Arcado-Cyprian in its Relation to Aecolic, Thessalian,
Boeotian. — If we eliminate from the joint possessions of
Arcadian and Cyprian those forms that are due to the declin-
ing vitality of the old inflectional system, the residue can
be claimed as an heirloom from the Arcado-Cyprian period.
This is, to be sure, not certain, for many features may have
arisen after the separation, and may be of such extreme an-
tiquity that we cannot distinguish them from still older forms
such as those which are the exclusive possession of both dia-
lects. Now, though we refused to admit that any pan-Aeolic
dialect had been demonstrated, it is possible that the Arcado-
Cyprian dialect may show stronger affiliations to the dialects
akin to Aeolic than to any other. The evidence, above col-
lected, speaks with no uncertain voice in favor of such a
connection with the “ Aeolic” dialects ; and the legend of the
expulsion of the Achaeans, an Aeolic race according to
Strabo, might even predispose one in favor of an Aeolic
connection.

It is a noteworthy fact that the northernmost of these
dialects, that of Thessaly, from which, according to the
legendary history of Greece departed Lesbic-Aeolians and
Boeotians, is the connecting link between Lesbo-Aeolic and
Arcado-Cyprian, and between Boeotian and Arcado-Cyprian.
See Collitz, Verwantschaftsverhiltnisse der gr. Dial, p. 9 ff.

In the Berliner Phil. Wochenschr., 1886, p. 1324, Deecke

=mh
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has raised the question whether the colonization of Cyprus
from Tegea may not have been an Achaean colonization.
The Tegeans, then, in crossing Laconia to the sea may have
been accompanied by Laconian Achaeans who yielded to the
irruption of the Dorians.! Deecke ascribes to a similarity
between Arcadian and Achaean the strong interest in the
development of the Homeric epos claimed by Cyprus (A. J. P.,
VIII, 467 and 481). The worship of Apollo Amy¢laeos and
Apollo Helotas points to a prehistoric connection between
Achaean Sparta and Cyprus. Collitz, Verwantschaftsverh., p.
14, claims that the Laconian Ilcoi8av is borrowed either from
Arcadian or from a closely related dialect. Ilogotddv may
have been the Achaean form.

IV. Arcado-Cyprian and Doric-Ionic. — Where both Doric
and Ionic fall into line with Arcado-Cyprian, the phenomena
in question appear to be survivals of the pan-Hellenic period.

V. Arcado-Cyprian and Doric. — Traces of the connection
of Arcado-Cyprian with Doric alone are far to seek; # by
compensatory lengthening (but not ) has been explained by
the adherents of an Aeolic origin of Arcadian as a proof that
the ancestors of the Arcado-Cyprians emigrated from a cen-
tral point in Northern Greece before # became 2. But it
cannot be shown that e: for 7 was a property of Lesbians,
Thessalians, and Boeotians, even on the assumption that they
originally inhabited in common a limited geographical area.
Is, then, the 7 of ¢frpwy due to Doric influence, or can it
by any means be shown to be pan-Hellenic? That the
former is the only possible explanation is clear, from the fact
that the ground-form *@fepiw became ¢frpw in no dialect
except Doric. An Ionic ¢frpw cannot be shown to have ever
existed (despite G. Meyer, § 68). -ept-in Ionic may have pro-
duced closed € - p at the very birth of the Ionic dialect. It
must therefore be confessed that an unbiassed examination
of the evidence makes for the belief that Arcado-Cyprian was
either a Doric dialect, or that it borrowed a specifically Doric
form in a prehistoric period of its existence. Of the two
possibilities, the latter is the more probable from the weight

1>Axaopdvress of Thy T@v Oedy Exovres {epwoivny év Kimpy, Hesychius.
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of other evidence. This is the only certain case where
Arcado-Cyprian is certainly Doric in character. - If the
Cyprian éyev be correct, Arcado-Cyprian may be Doric in
having -v as the termination of the infinitive of thematic
verbs. But this is true solely on the view that Ionic o¢eirer
is spurious. If it is genuine, we are driven to assume a pan-
Hellenic ending -».

V1. Arcado-Cyprian and Aeolic connected with Ionic-Attic.
— The repugnance to Doric of Arcado-Cyprian in the earliest
phase of its existence is as noticeable, as is, on the other
hand, the bond of sympathy with Aeolic, and that of Arcado-
Cyprian and Aeolic with Ionic-Attic. Whether this closer
touch is the survival of the period when I.LE. 2 had not yet
become 7 in Ionic-Attic, or is due to a later, but prehistoric,
interconnection between these two series of dialects, is a
question that perhaps will always await solution. But
Arcado-Cyprian and Aeolic, despite their divergences, stand
out in clearer lines of opposition to Doric than do Thessalian
and Boeotian, and on the other hand, seem to form a link in
the chain which begins with Doric and ends with Ionic-Attic.
This statement must, however, not be forcibly construed
to imply that Arcado-Cyprians and Aeolians were the first
separatists from a common home.

Arcado-Cyprian then points unmistakably to a connection
with the so-called Aeolic dialects. If we now descend lower
and seek to discover the affinities of Arcadian and of Cyprian
when these dialects diverge, and the causes of this diver-
gence, we enter upon an investigation perhaps the most
obscure in the whole domain of Greek dialectology.

V1L Arcadian as distinguished from Cyprian. — First the
dialect of Arcadia. In no canton of Greece is there greater
multiplicity of dialectic phenomena so utterly different in
color and texture. Arcadia to a greater degree than Cyprus
is a veritable battle-ground of contending dialects. As in the
petty island Peparethus, three dialects contend for mastery.
Its language is but a reflex of the total absence of political
union between its mountainous villages; and even the chief
towns were a conglomeration of sometime autonomous demes.
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In fact, Arcadia was the least cohesive state in Hellas. It
was alone the worship of the gods that brought the Arca-
dians together in a union which was but temporary.

VIII. The correspondences with Aeolic are insignificant,
since, with the exception of 8éxoTos, they consist of survivals
of pan-Hellenic speech. Noris the connection with Thessalian
stronger, since both agree in preserving »s (though in different
functions) and in expelling the » from the same phonetic
group. Where Arcadian and Boeotian meet on parallel lines,
their cases of agreement are either pan-Hellenic or Doric.
Arcadian, Thessalian, and Boeotian agree in a phonetic
change which is Doric as well as Ionic. When we embrace
a wider area by adding Aeolic to the list, we encounter
but two possible harmonies. Of these, one is probably pan-
Hellenic, the other (ep for ap pa in 8épaos) is more properly
the possession of dialects of  Aeolic” texture, though not
their undisputed possession. It cannot on the whole be
affirmed that the ‘Aeolic” predilections of Arcadian are
strongly marked.

Its Ionic proclivities are few in number, but most pro-
nounced. The particle e/ and the infinitive termination -vac
are as marked Ionisms as exist in the range of dialect
peculiarities.

The Doric side of Arcadian stands out in a strong and
clear light. It is, however, but a half-truth when Schrader
states, that, wherever Arcadian agrees with dialects of the
“Aeolic” sympathies, it agrees at the same time with Doric.
Importance should be placed upon the negation of this asser-
tion, as also upon the character of many of the Dorisms
of Arcadian, which can easily be shown to be survivals of the
pan-Hellenic period. But despite all this, the aggression of
Dorisms from the time of the separation of Cyprian is clearly
ever more and more vigorous.

IX. Nature of the Arcadian dialect as distinct from Cyprian.
— It is impossible to give any completely satisfactory expla-
nation of the concurrence of “Aeolic,” Ionic, and Doric forms
in a canton of the configuration and situation of Arcadia.
This concurrence is one of the most remarkable phenomena
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in Greek dialectology, as the combatant dialects of the date
of our inscriptions seem to have been combatants in a pre-
historic period, and in a region to which Attic or Ionic espe-
cially, could not, in the ordinary course of dialect life, have
found admission. It is incredible that the Attic forms found
in the Tegean inscription No. 1222 should have been loan-
forms from Attic in the third century B.c. The vigor of the
dialect speaks out too impetuously for that.

The Aeolisms of the Greek language are passive, rarely
aggressive (as in Chios: mpifoiot, déxwv). Where they exist
in the language of the people they have existed from a period
antedating all historical ken. They are never a force in dia-
lect mixture, save in literature. Greek dialectology tells of
their ever-receding force, beaten back by the increasing sway
of other dialects, such as Doric or Attic, which are the dis-
integrating factors of the dialect-life of Hellas.

I can therefore see no stable ground on which to establish
any immediate sympathy of Arcadian with ““ Aeolic” dialects,
save on the view that the Arcadians were once geographically
nearer the ancient Aeolians. Tradition deserts us in our
search for an original home of the Arcadians in Northern
Hellas. They were to the other Greeks and to themselves
adrdyboves.

. It was beyond the scope of this paper to open up any dis-
cussion of the probability of the view proposed. Its difficulty
lies not only in the danger that over-zealous investigators
may at once assume a period of “ Aeolic” unity, but also in
the necessity of showing how the Cyprian forms, which have
diverged from Arcadian, came into existence.

X. Ionic and Arcadian as distinct from Cyprian. —The
Ionic ingredients of Arcadian are perhaps due less to Ionic
settlers in Arcadia at the time of the Dorian invasion, than
to the Ionians of Achaea who had been expelled by the
Southern Achaeans, according to Herodotus. If the Cynu-
rians were, as Herodotus assumed (VIII, 73), Ionians before
they were Dorized, we have in them a possible, though un-
controllable, source of Arcadian Ionisms.

XI. Doric and Arcadian as distinct from Cyprian.— The
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Dorisms present less difficulty. They are the natural result
of the Doric environment of Arcadia. The states of Arcadia,
because of no mutual cohesion, became either allies of Sparta
(for example, Tegea, Mantinea, Orchomenos) or sought for
other extraneous assistance. The later history of Arcadian
is the story of the aggressiveness of the speech of the mis-
tress of the Peloponnesus. With this extension of Dorism
the statement of Strabo comports well (VIII, 1, 2, = 333) : —
O: 8¢ dAnoe (Pelop.) ety Tive (Siakixte) éxpricavro, of
pev p@Ahov, oi 8 Hrrov alohilovres* ayxedov & érv kal viv (19
A.D.) kaTa mwoNels dANoL dAAws Sialéyovtal, Sokobal 8¢ Sw-
pitewv @mavres 8ia Tyv cvpBacav émikpdaTetan.
The history of the hill-villages of Arcadia or of the rivalries
of Tegea and Mantinea, while it explains the possibility of a
tenacious hold of ancient dialect-life, at the same time shows
that when Spartan influence became supreme, many of the
ancient dialect forms would disappear. At the time of Thu-
cydides, Sparta held two-fifths of the Peloponnesus. Even
the northern boundary of Sparta consisted of petty Arcadian
townships. We have had occasion to admit that even in
Arcado-Cyprian times, Doric influence had forced a footing
into a dialect that was otherwise in closer touch with “ Aeolic.”
Legendary history but confirms the evidence of language.
Charilaus took Aegys; Oenus and Carystus were Spartan as
early as the times of Alcman; the Sciritis district had been
conquered by 600 B.c.; and though Tegea retained her
autonomy, she was under the military dominion of her more
warlike neighbor. It was not until the foundation of Mega-
lopolis that Spartan supremacy lost any of its power. But
even from the battle of Leuctra on, the very memory of that
supremacy could not fail to make itself felt in the domain of
language which was subject to the control of no Epaminondas.
XI1. Cyprian as distinguished from Arcadian. —The traces
of sympathy between Cyprian and Aeolic, or Thessalian, or
Boeotian, are not strongly marked. With Aeolic Cyprian
has xvuep- for kuBep-, but its other points of agreement with
Aeolic and the other dialects of this class are generally shared
in by either Ionic or Doric. The connection of Arcadian with
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Aecolic is perhaps stronger than that of Cyprian with Aeolic.
Cyprian, Aeolic, Thessalian, and Boeotian have resisted longer
than Doric the ingression of the Ionic v épercvaTindy.

With Doric, Cyprian, apart from Arcadian, 'seems in closer
touch than with Ionic; which need not be wondered at, since
Rhodes, Crete, Pamphylia, and other settlements of Doric
growth were not far distant. Curium is said to have been
settled by an Argive colony (Strabo, XIV, 683 ; Hdt. V, 113);
and one of the neighboring towns was called Argos.

XII1. Character of the differences between Arcadian and
Cyprian. — If we compare those cases in which there is an
absolute disagreement between Arcadian and Cyprian, it is
evident that either the one dialect or the other has preserved
the more ancient form. In some instances where it is impos-
sible to fix the chronology of a phonetic change or where
two variant forms -appear to antedate the separation into
dialects, we can obtain no light as to the relative priority of
Arcadian or of Cyprian.

Thus Arcadian has rec-, Cyprian me- (amoreiérw, meloes),
Arcadian mées, Cyprian «rrohss, Arcadian ei, Cyprian 7).

The ‘““acorn-eating ”’ Arcadians are less prone to admit in-
novations than their offspring. Thus they have preserved
antevocalic ¢, the ancient locative plural, though in but a single
example, -av from @+ oo, instead of adopting, as the Cyprians
occasionally have done, the Doric -& or the Ionic -w; in the
O declension they have kept the termination pure, refusing
to allow the adhesion of »; they have not suffered &\\wv to
be softened into aiAwv; they have resisted the expulsion of
secondary intervocalic o (Cyprian ¢povéwi) ; they have pre-
served ¢ where it is in place (Cyprian 7@ ravdo(c)as) ; they
have not changed 7 from I.E. ¢ to o ; they have no ¢ for &;-.
That @v =advd is a loan-form in Arcadian, though older than
ov, is probable, since it is difficult to account for a later
ingression of an Aeolic form into Cyprus. The Aeolisms
of Cyprus are generally joint possessions of Arcadian and
Cyprian. It is more probable that Arcadian should have
adopted Dorisms than that Cyprian should have lost Aeolisms.

"But as in the offspring hereditary traits are reproduced
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which have not appeared in the parent, so Cyprian is often-
times the representative of a more ancient period than Arca-
dian. It has the oldest genitive of the nu- stems in Baot-
Aijpos; it has the ancient -xAéceos, whereas the Arcadian
genitive is invariably -x\éos; it has éxepoe, whereas Arcadian,
even on the view that the vexatious ¢pépas is for ¢ijpay, is
younger ; it has ds in the feminine genitive, while Arcadian
has -av. And furthermore, it has clung tenaciously to such
an older form as -e¢ in the dative of -es stems, where Arcadian
has 776 '

INDEX.

L

Accusative : in -» in conson. declension,
107; in -nv from -es stems, I13.

Aorist: &wvddas, 104; in -v (&vébev),
98; in -fa in -(w verbs, 96; ¥xepoe,
92, 106, 130; ¢bépai, 92, 94, 100,
130; raréfioav, 109; termination in
-e(?), 101; in -a, 100.

Apocope of prepositions, 81.

Assibilation, 68, 78, 100, 117, 122, 129.

Compensatory lengthening : -avs, 86 ff.;
-ovs, 79, 83; -evs, 86 1L, 92, 94, 100,
112; -€vF, 94; -€ov, 79, 93; -€au, 79,
112; -ept, 79, 92, 124.

Contraction: a+e, 79, 81, 109, III;
ato, 81; a+tw, 81; dto, 81, 98;
a+w, 81, 97; et¢ 81, 98; eto, 109,
112; n+¢ 98; ota, III; te 82,
104, 106.

Dative (or locative): in -a, 72; in
-ais, 84; in -wi, 73, 88, 94; in -w,
73; in -owot, 84, 129; of -es stems,
93, 103, 113, 130; in -eo, 102; in

~ -m, 108, 111.

Declension of -xkAfjs, 113, 119, 130; of
7 stems, 78, 118,

Dual, 97.

Epenthesis: alAwy, 114 ff,, 129.

Future: SwaxwAdoe(?), 92, 10I.

Genitive : A declension: in-w, 111,118,
129; in -a, 108, 112, I29; in -ao, 65,

88, 108; in -av, 64, 88, 103, 108, 112,
129, 130; in -a», 80.

Genitive singular: in -», O declension,
68, 85, 118, 129; in -fifos, -éos, 79,
118, 130; in -xAéFeos, 119, 130; in
-kAéFos, 119.

Imperative in -vrw, 88, 95; éAfBeras,
119; &¢pedobw, 100.

Imperfect: #s, 81.

Infinitive : in -ev, 80, 96, 108, 124; in
-nvat, 69, 104; in -vat, 69, 78, 108,
119, 126.

Itacism, 93, 103, 130.

Labialism, 122.

Locative: in -ai, 73, 120; in -os, 73,
88, 100; in -awg, 129.

Nominative plur.: in -efes, 118.

Optative: éxirais, 119; ¢8épar, 92;
SiaxwAdoe(?), 92, 10I.

Participle: of eiul, 81.

Perfect: in op, ap, 104; AeAaBnkds, 100.

Prepositions: &v, 88, 95, 129; avd, 88,
129; &wd, cum dat., 66; &xb=é&md,
71, 121; éx, &, 66, 72, 80; &g, dos,
66, 72, 80, 121, 122; ov, 76, 88, 129;
woi (or wol), 67, 112; wés, wori, 66,
67; v, 82, 119; Vv, 76, 77, 88; apo-
cope of, 81.

Pronouns: uf, 68, 119; uiv, 68, 119;
opels, 104.

Psilosis, 85.

Relatives used for demonstratives, 8o.
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Spirants  and v confused, 117.

Subjunctives in -érot, 99.

Vocative: .in -¢, (-es decl.), 99; in
7 (-es decl.), 99, 113.

Yod, 116, 117.

IL

a, relation to ¢, 114.

d, relation to e in Gedpds, Oewpds, 98.

a{abds, 102, 116.

ai, dat. or locat., 74.

ai, treatment of, in the dialects, 73.

ai, 72, 91.

a\wy, 114 1L, 129,

*AAewiot, 81, 110.

&AAos, 114 ff.

’Apewlas, 92 ff, 115.

&uefvwy, 92,

’Apnvéas, 92, 115.

&v = &vd, 88, 89, 129.

&, in conjunction with «é, 71, 91, 112,

&vd, 88, 129.

&vélev, 98.

-avs, treatment of, 86 ff.

ao: contracted to av, 65; in gen. A-
decl,, 65, 88, 103; for av in Attic, 65.

’Awel\wy, 97, 115.

’AxéArwy, and cognate forms, 97, 108.

&xb: with dat, 66, 121; = é&xd, 71,
76 ff.

&wvddas, 104.

ap, €p, and op, 88, 90, 102, 104; ap and
pa, 103.

&povpa, 111.

-av: gen. masc., 64, 88, 98, 108, 112,
129; gen. fem. in Arcad., 103, 130;
in Noorapaboavros, 115; relation to
ao, 64, 88; quantity of a in av, 65.

&pedafw, 100.

BdAouai, 70.

3, relation to 8, 70, 102; to { 103, 107.

Sapiopyol, 95.

-3¢ and -8, 68; -3¢ and -3a, 104.

déaroi, 87, 99.

Séxopar, 102.

3éxoros, 84, 126.

3éAAw, 103.

8épebpov, 90, 103.

SiakwAdoel, 92, 101,

Siudois, 112.

Awyvoos, forms of the name, 89.
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Svrdvot, 104, 114.

e for a, 81, 85, 114.

¢, relation to a, in ZeAawvioy, 114.

¢, antevocalic, not = ¢, 81, 84, 109, 112,
129. :

« for o, 88.

e: genuine diphthong, g92ff., 115ff.;
relation to #, 92, 115.

€l, 72, 91, 115, 126, 129.

elwoy, 115,

éx, 66, 72, 80.

¥regoe, 92, 106, 130,

éxotdy, 105,

éNberass, 119

&uraow, 89.

éy, 80.

-ev, infinitive, 80, 96, 108, r24.

ét, 66, 72.

&ovas or &twoy, 66, 87.

émifapéw, 9I.

éxioTals, 119,

éxwvvloréros, 99.

¢p and pa, 70, 9O.

ep and ap, 70, 90, 102, I13, 121, 126;
ep and op, 88, 104.

& = &pa, 90, 113.

-epi- (see Compens. Length.).

-eps-, treatment of, 92, 94.

-es, personal ending, 79.

és = &, &}, 66, 72, 8o.

&aAds, 102.

éorla, 89, 91, 101, 109.

éos, 66, 72, 121, 122,

é¢Boprds, 104.

&xev, 80, 96, 108, 124. .

édw, 81.

(=17, 116; =8y, 103, 107, 129.

{é\\w, 103.

{épebpa, 103.

F, lost, 82, 87.

F, vocalized, 82, 120,

Firw, 93, 115 ff.

Furla, 89, 91, 101, 109.

Fp-, in the dialects, 109.

7, relation to &, 89, I11I; to e, 72,
92 ff.; in augment, 81; by contrac-
tion, 83, 98.

=€, 72, 115, 129,

7 stems, 78, 118.

7, by compensatory lengthening (see
Compens, Length. and 124).
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-n1, treatment of, 73, 74, 108.

K xe, 72.

hul, 79, 112

fusoos, 8s.

fimoaos, 8s.

Hvas, 69’ 93, 94, 104

-nvay, inf. ending, 69.

#s, 81.

6, disappearance of, in éoAds, 102.

-Oa, 101.

8dpoos, 9o.

-0¢, 101.

Oedpds, 89, 98.

@eAx- and GeA¢-, 161.

@époos, 71, 90, 121, 126.

Bewpos, 89, 98.

Opdaos, go.

4= yod, as glide sound before ¢, a, ¢,
116, 117.

¢, intervocalic, lost, 83, 84, 90; = v, 116.

1 from ¢, before vowels, 84, 109.

¢ from e before cons., 8o, 89, 101, 109.

iyasbas, 81, 109.

lapds, 81.

. i8¢, 120,
lephs, 79.

iepds, 81.

iy, for év, 8o.

Tova, or Twot, 66, 87.

x and T, 107.

xd, and, 118.

xaf, etymology of, 118,

Kéy, 71.

xds, 118,

raTébioav, 109,

xd7i, 118,

¢, in conjunction with &, 71, 91, 112,
121.

xeAebwvae, 86 ff.

kfs = 7ls, 107.

xpdros, 70.

Kpapi@rai, 103, 109.

kpéros, 70, 9O.

xuuepfival, 69, 106, 128,

A and p, interchange of, 103.

AeAaBnrds, 100.

u, for B, 106, 128.

MeAixlwr, 94.

peor’, 101, I11.

uf = pé, 68, 1 19.

uly, 68, 119.
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-», termination in &»éfey, 98.

-»ay, infin. termination, 69, 78, 119, 126.

», éperxvoTicdy, 69, 110, 129.

-ve, 68, 8s.

-m, 68, 8s.

NucoxAéFos, 119, 130.

»s (see Compens. Length. and 126).

-vot, verbal termination, 66, 78, 86, 122.

-»1i, in the dialects, 66, 78, 86, 122.

-rrw, imperative, 88, 95.

»0, 68, 120.

Eevo-, relation to fewo- and Enro-, 94

o, pronunciation of, 83.

o, for a, 84, 105.

o, relation to ov, in 3auwpyol, 95.

o, relation to v, 75, 76, 101, 122,

8BeNds, 68eAds, etc., 102.

-ot, locative, 73, 88, 100.

-o101, 84, 129.

3y = &vd, 76, 88, 108, 129.

'Ovalwy, 111,

-ovs-, treatment of, 83, 86 ff., 100.

op, €p, and ap, 104.

dptikn, 96.

wal, 120.

« and 7 interchange, 83, 102, 106, 107,
129.

weloe, 107, 116, 129,

wévre and weuw-, 83, 106.

xA-= TYA-, 83.

xAnoTo-, 93, 115,

wAeoTo-, 93, 115,

woexduevoy, 68.

wot (or wof), 67, 112.

wdAis, 71, 129.

wds, 67.

Togoddv and connected forms, 98, 124.

worl, prep., 67.

wéri, voc., 67, 116, 118.

xpdoa, 101.

wré\euos, 71, 118.

x7éAes, 71, 129.

p, for A, 103.

ps, treatment of, 92, 94, 106.

o, expelled between vowels, 112, 129;
omitted in the gen., 118, 129.

cav-, relation to ca-, 65, 82.

Zehauwioy, 114

al, for ={, 68, 70, 117, 129.

arpdros, 104.

ooels, 104.



Vol. xviii.]

7 and x interchange, 83, 102, 106, 107,
129; T and «, 107.

-re Cyprian = -ra and -xa, III.

Te-, in dmvreérw, etc., 107, 129.

épxvye, 90, 113.

TéTapTos, 102,

T\- = w9A-, 83.

1= g1, 68, 78, 100,

TeuoxAéFeos, 109,

-Tot= -Ta1, 86, 104.

Tdvs, 86.

7ds, 86.

Tpaxdoiot, 91, 99, 105,

7plros and Tépros, 102,

-7y for -ro, 76.

Toovl, 68.

Tds, 86.

v, pronunciation in the dialects, 65, 75,
121; relation to o, 75, 122; to w,
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114; preposition, 82, 119; = vocal-
ized £, 82, 120.

bevidueros, 68, 82.

“CFm, 74, 108.

-, for -o0s, 77. ,

vits, 101,

v =évd, 76, 77.

Bxnpos, 68, 120.

Pbépas, 92, 94, 100, 130.

$bfpwy, 92.

Ppovéwl, 112, 129.

w, relation to v, 114.

w, not changed to ov in Cyprian, 108,
114.

-w verbs inflected according to - class,
90.

-, dative, 73, 88, 94.

-w», genitive in Cyprian, 68, 85, 118.
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VI. — Long Vowels and Diphthongs in Old Germanic
and Old English.

By BENJAMIN W. WELLS, Pu.D.,

FRIENDS’ SCHOOL, PROVIDENCE, R.L

In Vol. XII of the Transactions of this Association an
account was given of the origin of the sound a and its devel-
opment in Old and New English. In Vols. XVI and XVII,
all other short vowels were examined ; and in Vol. VII of
the Anglia, the Old and New English long vowels and their
relations to each other were treated. It now remains to show
the origin of long vowels and diphthongs in Old Germanic
and Old English. The length of the vowel in an oc. word
must be determined by the forms of the existing dialects ;
and the number is so small that I have thought it best to
include in the list all words that can claim to be oc., whether
or not they are found in oE. The length of the oE. vowels
"is also often doubtful; as they are only occasionally, and not
consistently, marked in the Mss. It is only by an examina-
tion of cognate dialects, such as this, that oE. quantity can be
established on a firm basis.

The oaG. vowels with which we have to do are 7 (¢7), ex, axu,
a (¢), 6, #. There is no reason to assume an #, as is done by
Fick, and no means of distinguishing ¢z from 7, or 2 from ¢,
though both sounds may have existed. In their origin these
vowels may be classified thus:—

(1) All these sounds except # occur in ablaut, and owe, at
least in many cases, their presence in other words to this fact.

(2) Following nasals coalesce with vowels to form 2, &, g, #,
which are also produced (3) by other contractions and (4) by
the liquids » and Z

(5) Sometimes they occur medially in words where they
were once final, and so lengthened in auslaut. This length-
ening may have been either Indo-Germanic or oG.
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(6) In several cases the source of lengthening is doubtful
or unexplained.

The number of long vowels and diphthongs increases as
we advance toward the OE. period, In oE. we find 7, 7, 7,
?, éa, ed, éo, €5, G¢, a, d, %, y. All the old lengthenings are
retained ; and all the causes that produce lengthening are
still active, except the influence of » and /: umlaut has added
7e, ¢, 7 ; palatalization, 77, ed, 5. Never in any period of
English were there so many long vowels as when the lan-
guage first appears. The number of short and partially
articulated vowels has steadily increased, the number of
long vowels has steadily declined, with the growth of the
language till the present time.

I, EL

These vowels cannot be distinguished in any Germanic
dialect. It is, however, at least probable that both existed
in 0G.; one being the intermediate vowel in the #ablaut
(@i, i, 7), the other the result of contraction or lengthen-
ing. If this is the case, 7 is the last of the oc. vowels to
be formed. In suffixes 7 is found in -ina, -#ni, -in, Gothic
-eina, -eini, -ein, OHG. and 0s. -in, -7, ON. -in, -1, OE. -¢n, -u (0).
In and ini form abstract nouns, iza forms adjectives like
Latin -zzus. The 7 of -7z is from an older ja (see 3); the 7
of -zna and -ini is lengthened before # (see 2).

1. 7 (¢f) in ablaut relations is found in the present stem
of all verbs of Class II, a list of which is given in Trans-
actions, Vol. XIV, p. 62, and also in the following words
from zroots. The affixed numbers refer to the pages of
the third volume of Fick’s Wérterbuch, where allied words
can be found.

OG. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
deika 147 diki dic tich MHG. Cp. L. figo
eisa 32 iss is is Cp. Skr. ish (slip)
eisarn  isarn  isern isarn
greima 111 grima  grima Cp. grinan II
heitan 75  heito Cp. OE. hat, oN. hiti

heiva 76 heiva-  hy-byli hi-rat Cp. L. civis, Skr. giva, geva
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
hjon-  hiwa hiwo
hyski  hiwisce hiwiski

hleida 88 hlidh  hlidh lita Cp. okE. hlidh, hlaw
hweila 75 hveila hvila  hwil hwila Cp. L. quies, tranquillus
hweita 94  hveits  hvitr hwit hwiz Cp. OE. hwacte
© hviti wizi Skr. gvit

kneiba 48 knifr  cnif Cp. NHG. kneifen IL
leiba 271 Iif If Iib Cp. oE. lifan II
leima 268 lim lim lim Cp. OE. lam
leina 271 lein lin lin lin Cp. L. linum
leistan 272 lista lista Cp. OE. list, last
leitila 269  leitils  litill (lytel)  (luzil) Cp. G. lita, oHG. liz
leithu 268 leithus lidh lidh lid Cp. 0G. leima, leira
neitha 163 neith  nidh nidh nid Cp. L. nitor

nidha nidan
reiba 254 rifr ribe MD. Cp. oN. rifa IT
seidan 312 sidha  side sita Cp. G. seithus, sainjan
seiman 321 simi sima simo Cp. OE. sinu, sada
seithu 312  seithus sidh sidh sid Cp. OE. side, saene

sidhar sidor
skeida 335 skidh scid - scit Cp. G. skaidan V
skeita 335 ° skitr schize MHG. Cp. ON. skita IT
steiga 348 .osti stigu stiga Cp. OE. stigan II
steima 347 stim stim MHG. Cp. OE. stan
streida 349 stridh strit Cp. OE. stritan II
sweiga 364 swigjan swigen MHG. Cp. Schade, Wb. 915
teidi 114 tidh tid zit Cp. OE. tacor, Gr. 3alouas
teiman 114 timi tima Cp. teidi
theina 134 thein  thin thin din Genitive of thu
veiba 30§ vit wif wib Cp. ON. veifa, L. vibrare
veiha 303 veihs  (vigja) wih wih Cp. OE. wih, Skr. vic
veira 302 vir wir wiara Cp. Schade, Wb. 1134
veisa 306  un-veis viss wis wis Cp. G. unwis
veithja 302 vidhir wida Cp. Schade, Wb. 1137

2. Long 7 from ¢ or plus nasal. This subject is treated
very fully in Johann Schmidt’s Indo-Germanischer Voca-
lismus, I, 49-62. Several strong verbs owe their ablaut

to a change from ez to 7 in the present, which causes
them to follow the analogy of verbs of Class II.

Such are OE. 8lican, clifan, dritan, glidan, gripan, nipan, scrid-
han, slipan, strican, ON. svidha, thrifa, G. skreitan, threihan,
OHG. glizan, rihan, slihhan, MHG. krigen, splizen, spriten. Others
change the present from iz to 7. Such are OE. difan, migan, séon
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(onG. sikan), wigan (Schm. Voc. I, 48). Now since this 7 is
confused with the present vowel of Class II, it is plain that that -
must have had an 7, or a sound very nearly like it. This is the
chief reason for holding 7 and ¢ to be identical sounds in oG.

!

The following words have 7 from a-roots:—

0G, G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
biva 211 by beo bia Cp. OHG. bini, Skr. bha
blitha 222 bleiths blidhr  blidhe  blidi Cp. blincan Ic and blican
blessa  blidhs blidseaos. II
gisla 107 (geisnan) gisl gisel gisal Cp. Schm. Voc. I, 56, 136
iva 31 yr iw iwa Voc. I, 48. Prus. inwis
lihta 264  leihts lettr leoht  hiht Voc. I, 52.
lika 268  galeiks  glikr gelic galih Voc. 1, 92, Schade, Wb.
leikan lika lic lihhen 555. Cp. Lith. link-
leik lik lic lih
likkamo lichama lihhamo
rika 248  reiks rikr rice richi Schade, Wb. 715
svima 365 svimi swima swim ND. Cp. swimman Ic
viha 303 vig wig wig Voc. I, 49. Cp. L. vinco

3. Contraction of 7z or 7z7 produces 7 in the following
words : —

OG. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.

fri 193 freis fri freo fri Cp. ON. frja, G. frijon, Skr.
(freidjan) fridhr  fridh prijas, pritas
svina 324 svein svin swin swin L. suinus = sui-ina
vida 305 vidhr wid wit Cp. OHG. widar. Schade,
vidha wido wito Whb. 1138, 1185. Pre-
vidha witjan fix vi, root i

Contraction of ajz or ak2 in 1G6. which became ¢ja or eka
in qG.: —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
tira 121 tirr tir (ziari) L. decus. Voc. II, 448.
thris 141 threis thrir thri drie Cp. G. thrijos, OE. threo,
O. Bulg. trije, Skr. tra-
jas

4. The liquids » and /, preceded or followed by European ¢,
may change this ¢ to 7 in 0G., and in other European dialects
as well. The subject is fully treated in Schmidt’s Vocalis-
mus, II, 457f and 463f  To this influence the following
strong verbs owe their change of class from Ia or Ib to
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I1: OE. krinan, lifan, ridan, risan, wridkan, ON. thrifa-sk,
OHG. riman, MHG. glien, glimen. The following also have 7
from a-roots through influence of liquids : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.

bliva 222 bly blio From bleva. R. blan

slima 360 slim slim slim M. L. limus, Gr. Aqufy

grisa griss Voc. 458. Skr. ghrivis

hrima 84 hrim hrim . rime M. Voc. 340, 457

hrisa 84 hris hris hris Voc. 458, O. Bulg. chrastu
hrisla hrisel

rima 347 rim rim rim Voc. 467, Irish aram

skira 335 skeirs skirr scir schir M. R.ski-ra. Schade,Wb. 798
skira sciran

thristja (Voc. 458) thriste  thristi 0s. Cp. Skr. dhrita

To these Schmidt loc. cit. adds G. idreiga, ON. skritinn, sprikja, brisingr
OHG. gris, ritra, strimo, all which seem to me doubtful.

0G. ¢ is represented in G. by e, in other dialects, by
except as follows : —

ON. 7v becomes 7 in 7, b7, Fr, ky-byli, kyski. I becomes
¢ in gvs/ and 7 in the contractions f7jals, kjon. Léttr recalls
the time before ¢z became 27 and this 7.

OE. 7, when final, becomes &0 in fréo, freols, thréo (thri),
béo, wéo (wik), and also in Zéokt.

OHG. 7 becomes 7z before » in wiara, ziari, but not always;
cp. schir, irat.

EU.

In 0G. ex is the intermediate sound between ax and ». It
occurs, therefore, in the present stem of all verbs of Class III,
of which a list has been given in Vol. XIV of the Transac-
tions. It occurs, also, in the following words, always from
#-roots : —

oG, G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
beuda 214  biuds bjodhr  beod Cp. OE. beodan III
bleuga 220 bljugr bliuc M Cp. OHG. blugison
breuska 217 brjosk brusche M.
breusta 217 (brusts)  brjost breost (brust)
deupa 150  diups djupr deop tiuf

diupitha dypt  *diepdh
diupei dypi diepe tiufi
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0oG. G ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
deurja 146 dyr deore tiuri
deusa 148  dius dyr deor tior [évntis
eusa 6 ius Cp. Skr. avas, Gr.
feuhta 187 finhta Cp. Gr. welun
feura 187 fyr fier (fyr) fiur Gr. =ip
fiurin Gr. xlpvos
fleuda 195 fljotr fleot-ig Cp. OE. fleotan
glevja 113 gly gleow (gliw) Cp. Gr. xAein
greuta 110 grjot greot grioz Cp. OE. gritte
heura 76 hyrr heore hiuri Cp. Skr. giva (?,
hleuman 89 hliuma lium-unt
hleura 88 hlyr hleor hlior 0s.  Cp. L. clivus (?)
hleutha 89  hliuth hljodh  hleodhor hliodor
hreuba 85 hrjufr hreof riob Cp. MHG. grob
jeula 245 juleis jol
yla gielan
keula 46 kjoll ceol chiol
(kyll)  (ciel) (kiulla)
leuba 278  liubs *ljufr leof liob
leudi 277 lydhr leod liut
leuhman 275 ljomi leoma lioma Cp. G. lauhmunja
leuhsja 275 lysa liexan Cp. oN. ljos
leuta 276 liuts ljotr Cp. oN. luta IIT
leutha 268  (liuthon) ljodh leodh liod
meusa 241 myrr meos mios Cp. NE. moss
neuhsja 163 niuhsjan  njsa neosan niusen
niuhseins njosn
neuja 164  niujeis nyr néowe (niwe) niuwi 0s. Cp. OHG. niwi
neuran 163 nyra nioro Cp. Gr. véppos
reuda 257  -riuds rjodhr  reod
reura 255  riurs ryrr
riurjan ryra
seuka 325  siuhs sjukr  seoc sioh -
skeuja 337 sky sceo skio os.
sneumja 351 sniumjan (snemma)
sniumundo (snemmendis) sniumi
speuta 355 spjot spioz
steupa 347 stjupr  stéop stiof
steurja 342 stiurjan  stjra steorjan stiuran Cp. G. stiurs
stjori steora stiuro
teuna 122 tjon teon
tyna tienan
theuba 133 thiubs thjofr  theof diob
thyfdh  thiefdhe
thiubi -thyfi diubja
theuda 136 thiuda thjodh  theod diot
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0G. G ON. OE, OHG. COGNATES.

thydha diuten
thydhing diutunge
theuha 135 thjo théoh = dioh
theuja 136  thivi thy theow diuwa
theuna 135 thjona theonan  dionen  Cp. ON. thjonn
) thjonosta dionost
theutha 136 thiutha thjodh
theuta 137 thytr diez M. Cp. OHG. diozan III

All these are clearly from wu-roots except keura — which
may be from 7z, which became sz, and then ex — and
neuran, where the ex is probably from eb. Several cases
of this change are collected by Fick, III, 163.

0G. ¢z becomes 7z in G., 75 or its umlaut ¥ in oN:., except
in a few a-stems, bdljugr, djupr, hrjufr, ljufr, sjukr, stjupr.
In oOE. it is éo or its umlaut 7z (3); in OHG., 0 in a-stems,
% in 7- and «-stems, with occasional confugion between them.

A (E).

0G. & or Z was usually the result of a contraction in the
preterit plural of strong verbs with a-roots followed by a
single consonant — Class I, a, b—and words derived from
this form ; it is also produced by the influence of nasals
and liquids, = and % on &  Often the lengthening is
Indo-Germanic, though this 16. 4 also becomes 5. A num-
ber of cases are of doubtful origin.

The sound of this vowel in oG. is variously stated. To
me 4 seems more probably correct than ¢ or ¢, because of
the cases where it is formed by an absorbed nasal which,
later in the language, would have produced 4, and which,
as well as w, tends to lower rather than raise the tone of
the preceding vowel.

I. 0G. 4 in ablaut relations occurs in the preterit plural of
strong verbs of Class I, a, b (see Transactions, XIV, §8), and
in the following words : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
ata 14 at aes y 2z Cp. OE. etan Ia
bara 202 baere bara Cp. OE. barar, bera Ib

barja 202 baerr -baer bari Cp. ON. beran Ib
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.

dadirgz  deds dadh daed tat Cp. G. dedum prt. pL.

faha 170  (féehaba) faha ) Cp. OE. faeger

fara 175 (ferja) far faer fara Cp. OE. faran IV
faera faeran faran .

fragja 189 fraegr -fraege fragios. Cp.G. fraihnan Ia

gaban 100 gafa gabeM.  Cp. OE. geban
(gaefa) (gaebe)

kvamja 54 kvaemr -cweme -quami  Cp.G. giman Ib

kvani 39° gens kvan cwen quanos. Cp. G. gino

laga 262 lagr (laegi) laegeM  Cp. OE. licgan

maga 228 megs  magr maeg mag Cp. OE. maeg prt.prs.

matan 224 mati maza Cp. OE. metan Ia

nama 165 -néms nam name nama Cp. OE. niman Ib

sati 317 sat saet saza Cp. OE. sittan Ia

svalja 363 svaela svaelan

svarja 362  svers svaere svar Cp. OE. sveran Ib

vadi 284 vadh waed vat Cp. G. vidan

vaga 283 - vegs vagr waeg wag NE. wave. Cp. OE. we-

vaga 283 vag waege vaga ganla

vara 292 - (verjan) varur war (wara) Cp. L. verus

vrakja 264 -raekr -raeche M. Cp. OE. wrecan Ia

2. 0G. & from an:—

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
adma 15 aedhm atum Skr.atman. Cp.G.anan
adra 15 aedhr aedre adara Skr.antra. Cp.G.anan
alar3 all ael al L.anguilla, Gr. &yxe\vs
baga 198 bagr baga Skr. bamh and bah
gratan 108 gretan grata graetan grazen M. Cp.L.grando. Voc.1,36
lat 263 -let lat laz Cp. Voc. I, 45, and Zt.
letan lata laetan lazan D. A, XIX, 412
nahv 157  nehv na- neah (ae,€) nah Cp. L. nancisci
natha 1601 nadh -nada Cp. G. nanthan, nithan
radan 250 redan  radha raedan ratan V. Cp. Lith. randu, Skr.
radh raed rat radh. Voc.I, 36, 44
smaha 356 smar smahi Cp.L.macer. Voc.I,108
vata 284 vatr (va€ta) waet (waetan) Cp. OE. waeter, L. unda

3. 0G. 4 is for an older a% in r@na 0, ON. ran (raéna),
OHG. 7dn (rénem); cp. OMG. birahanen, SKr. rak. Similarly
for av with epenthesis of / in s@/ja 320, G. séls, oN. sdél,
OE. 522/, OHG. sal-ig'; cp. L. salvus, Skr. sarva. Oftener the
v lengthens the & without being absorbed. This v may

1 This cannot be from nithan, the preterit plural of which is nedum.
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be from a-v or ax. The former may have been lengthened
before the addition of the suffix, but the latter must owe
their length to the ». The cases are:—

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
blava 221 blar blacw blao L. flavus. Root blu
brava 216 bra breaw brawa Cp. OE. bruwa
frava 190 frar frea frao (fro) From pra-va
grava 110 grar graeg gra L. ravus, Gr. ?
hlava 87 hlaer lao Cp. L. calere, R. kla-va
hrava 84 hrar hreaw hrao Cp. L. cruor. Rt.kru
klava 52 klo cleo (clawu) chlawa  Cp. L. gluere. Rt.glu
skavja 337 skevjan skaeva Skr. cyavate. Rt.sku
thravja 91 threyja throwan druoan  Cp. Gr. Rt. tar-u

4. Lengthening by liquids.

The liquids » and /, and once #, also lengthen a to @. / has this
power in szjja (3) and in skalz 334, ON. skal, OHG. skdla; cp. ON. skel,
OE. scel, OHG. skala, Russ. skala, Voc. 418, and f@la 120, ON. fal,
OE. #lu, OHG. z@la, L. dolus (Rt. aar), Voc. 418. Lengthening by
n is found in @na 15, ON. @n, OHG. @na, Skr. ans. r causes length-
ening in gradu 109, G. grédus, ON. gradhr, OE. graed and graedy,
O. Bulg. gladu, Skr. garth, Voc. 454 ; also in, —

hara 67, ON. h@r, OHG. har, OE. ha@ér, L. crinis. Schade, Wb. 372.

marja 233, G. mérs, ON. maerr, OE. macre, OHG. mart, L. merus,

O. Bulg. méru.

rd@sa 252, ON. #@s, rasa, OE. raeés, raesan, NHG. rasen, Voc. 459, Rt.

ras.

5. When final 2 becomes & which may afterwards, by addi-
tion of a suffix, become medial. Such cases are : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
ar ae a L., Gr. &, Skr. a
baja 197 bajan L. fovere, Skr. bha
bala 208 bal bael Gr. aAds, Skr. bhala
blaja 219 (blaer) blawan blahan L. flare, Gr. pAéw .
blasa 220  blesan  blasa (blaest) blasan From blaja
brada 216 bradh brat Root bra-d

(bratan)

fraxyy fra fra Skr. para
hara 67 harr har Skr. ¢ara
a3 B gei a

jara 243 jer ar gear jar Gr. &pa. Rt.ja-ra
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
kna 41 kna cnawan chnahan Gr. yyvdoxw
la 259 ‘laian L. latrare, Skr. ra
mala 223  mel mal mael mal Rt.mala
mada 223 maed Cp. L. metior. Rt.ma
maja 224 mawan majan Gr. éudw. Rt.ma
manan 231 mena  mani mona mano Gr. ufv. Rt.ma
nathla 156 nal naedl nadela Cp. OHG. najan, L. nere
sa 312 saian  sa sawan sajan Gr. gdw, L. serere
sami 319 ’ sam- sami- L. seémi-, Skr. sami-
stadja 340 stati L. Statius. Rt. sta
strala 346 (strjal) strael strala O.Bulg.stréla. Rt.stra
sva 360 sva sva swa 80 Skr. sva
va 279 vaian wawan wajan Skr. va
-wara 126 -var -or Skr. varal

6. There remain doubtful : —

0G. G. ON. OE. 0XG. COGNATES
bajatha 196 bajoths badhir bede Skr. ubhaya
lakja 261 lekeis laéce lachi
) laekna lacnian lahhinon [maku
mahan 226 mago Gr. pfixwy, O. Bulg.
makja meki maekir mece maki
rafa 251 rafr rafo Gr. 8pogos(?). Rt.rap
rama Schade, Wb. 699 ramac Cp. Skr. rama (?)
slapan slepan slaepan slafan See Schade, Wb. 816
spani 352 spann span Gr. g¢fv. Schade,Wh.
. 846 )
vani 287  vens van wen wan See Schade, Wb. 1088,
vaeni wani 1198; Kluge, Wb.
venjan vaena wenan wanjan 361
vapna 288 vepna  vapn waepen wafan Cp. Skr. vap

0G. & corresponds to G. &, ON. & or its umlaut &z, oE. 47 (@
before = and nasals, and when final ; the umlaut of this &
is 47), oHG. 4, and in MHG. the umlaut #2. Variations from
this rule are : —

G. may have had a for & when final (fra, ja, swa), and
changes & to a7 in laian, saian, vaian. Bajoths is isolated.

ON. -var has no accent : bdarar, £/, threyja, may be from
other stems.

OE. has ¢ for @z as umlaut in cwéme, cwén, méce, wen.

@ in taln, wage (also waege) ; 2a in bréaw, fréa (fraéw),

1 In ON. tysvar, thrisvar, OHG. swirbr.
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hkr2aw, néak ; ed after g in gead, gear; es in cléo (clawu);
g in mona, throwjan.
OHG. has 4 for wa in 53, -7, uo in drucan; ¢ in béde ; a in
chlawa.

Al

0G. a¢ is the third form of the z-ablaut, and is therefore
found in the preterit singular of verbs of Class II and of
Class V, d, Transactions, XIV, 62, 69. It occurs also in
the following words from zroots, except as noted below:—

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.

aida 4 ad . eit Gr. alfos
aigina 2 eiginn agen eigan Cp. OE. agan. prt.prs.
aika 2 eik ac eih
aina 30 ains einn an ein
ainlif 31 ainlif ellifu (eilf) einlif Lith. v-enolika
air 30 air ar aer er Cp. L.ire. Rooti
aira4 / eira arian eran
airu 30 airus arr ar eruos. Rt.i
aisa § aiz eir aer er L. aes, Skr. ayas
aiska § aeskja ascian eiscon  O. Bulg. iska
aista § aistan  aesta L. aestimare
aita 4 eitill © o eizM. Gr. oldos
aitra 4 eitr ator eitar From aita
aitha 4 aiths eidhr adh eid O. Irish oeth
aiva 30 aivs ae a(ae) €o(éwa) L.aévum

aiveins  aevin ) ewin
arbaidi 25  arbaiths (erfidhr)  (éarfodh) arabeit  Cp. Voc. 4781
baidja 201  baidjan  beidha baedan beitan  Schade, Wb. 47
baina 197 bein ban bein
baita 200 beit bat .
baitja 210 beita batian beizan  Cp. OE. bitan II
blaika 222 bleike blac' bleih Cp. OE. blican II
braida 215 braids  breidhr brad breit

braidjan breidha braedan breitan
daiga 147  daigs deig (deigr) dag(?) teic Cp. G. daigan II
daila 142 dails dael teil Lith. dalis?

dailjan  deila daelan teilan

deild teilida

faiga 169 feigr faege feigi See note 1

feigdh faegdh

1 Epenthesis of ¢ or ; in the following syllable has produced a: from @ in
arbaidi, daila, faiga, faila, kaila, hraiva, maila, saira, saiva, laina.
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
faikna 168 feikn facen feihhan Cp. OE. gefic
failal faell feili Cp. ON. falr, OHG. fali
faimana 169 feima faemne femeaos. Cp.Gr. xoufy
faita 169 feitr veizM.  Cp. Skr. pi, payate
feita feizit (part)
flaiha 193 (thlaihan) flar flah (fiehjan)
flaiska 180 flesk flaesc fleisk
fraisa 192 fraisan  (freista) frasian freison
gaisa 96 geirr (geiri) gar ger (gero)
gaiti 96 gaits geit gat geiz L. haedus
graipa 111 greip grap greifa  Cp. OE. gripan II
haida 56 (heidh) hador heitar  Cp. Skr. cit
haidu§56  haidus  heidbr had heit Cp. Skr. cit
haifti 56 haifsts  heipt haest
haiha 55 haihs L. caecus
haila 57 hails heill hal heil See note 1. Cp. Skr.
heilagr halig heilig kalya, Gr. xards,and
heilsa halsian heilison  Schade, Wb. 379
heildh haeldh heilida
heilsamr heilsam
haima75  haims  heimr ham heim Cp. Skr. kshema
haina 56 hein haen Rt. ki
haisa §7 hais (?) hass has heis
haita 55 -hait heit -hat heiz From hatan V
haita 75 (heito)  heitr hat heiz Cp. oN. hiti
heita haetan heizan
haitha 56  haitheis heidhr haedh heida  Cp. Skr. kshetram
(haithno) heidhinn  haédhen heidan
heidhni heidani
hlaifa 86  hlaifs hleifr hlaf leib Cp. Lett. klaips
hlaiva88  hlaivs hlaw (hlaew) hleo Cp. L. clivus
hnaigja 81 hneigja hnaégan hneigan Cp. OE. hnigan II
hnaistan 8o g-neisti g-neista Prus. knaistis
hnaita 81 hneita hnatan Cp. OE. hnitan II
hrainja 82  hraineis  hreinn hran-deor  hreini
hraiva 84  hraiv hrae hraw (hraew) hreo Prus. krauja
hvaitja 94  hvaiteis  hveiti hwaete weizi Cp. OE. hwit
klaitha 51 klaedhi cladh kleit Cp. Schade, Wb. 497
kvaina 53 qainon  kveina cwanian
laiba 271 leiba leif laf leiba Cp. ok. lifan II
laida 270 leidh lad -leita
leidha laedan leitan
laihna 269 lan laen lehan Cp. G. leihvan II
laika 260  laiks leikr lac leih Cp. OE. lacan V
laisja 272 laisjan  laera laéran lerran  Cp. G.leisan II

1 See note, page 66,



146

0G. G
laisti 272 laists
laitha 270
maida 237 gamaids
maida 238
maila 226  mail
maina 237
maini ga-mains
mais 227 mais

maist
maisa 224
maitila 239
maiva 224
paida 167  paida
raida 254
ga-raids
raiha 253
raina 247
raipa 247  raips
raisan 255
raisja 255  raisjan
saida 321
saila 321 (sailjan)
saima 313
saina 313  (sainjan)
saira 313
saiva 313  saivs!
saivala 313 saivala
saitha 322
skaitha 335
slaiva 358
snaiva 350 snaivs
staina 347  stains
svaina 365
svaipa 365
svaita 365
taihan 121
taikna 114 taikns
taiknjan
taikura 114

1 See note, page 66.

B. W. Wells,

ON. OE. OHG.
leistr last leist
leidhr ladh leid
leidha ladhian leidan
(meidha) ga-meit
meidhr

mal meil
meinn -man mein

ge-maene  ga-meini
meir ma mer
mest maest meist
meiss meisa
meitill meizil
mar maw (maewe) meh

pfeit M.

reidh rad reita
(reidhi) (-reiti)
g-reidhr  rad ga-reit M.
ra rah (raég-) reh
rein rein
reip rap reif
reisa reisa
reisa raeran

sada seito
seil sal seil
seimr saéme seim
seinn saene seine M.
sarr (sar)  sar ser
saera sarian seran
saer sae seu
sal sawl seula
seidhr
skeidh sceadh (ae) skeida
sljaer (sljor) sleaw sleu
snaer snaw sneu
steinn stan stein
sveinn swan swein
sveipr sweif
sveiti swat sweiz
sveita swaetan sweizzan
ta ta zeha
teikn (takn) tacen zeihhan
takna tacnjan zeihinen

tacor zeihhor

[1887.
COGNATES.

Cp. oE. lidhan II

L. meta, Skr. methi
L. malus. See note 1
Lith. mainas, Skr. me
L. communis

See note 2. L. magis

Skr. mesha
Cp. G. maitan V

Gr. Balmy
Cp. OE. ridan II

Cp. OHG. rihan II

Cp. Skr. rekha (?)

Gr. paiBés (?)

Cp. OE. risan II

Cp. OE. risan II

Lith. sétas

O. Bulg. silo

Gr. alua

Cp.L.sero [Voc.479

Seenote 1. Lapl.sarje.
[Whb. 757

Vedic,savam. Schade,

Cp. G.saihvan Ia2

Lith. saitas

Cp. G. skaidan Vd
[sniva IT

L. nivis (nix). Cp.ON.

Cp. Gr. orewds

Cp. OHG. swinan II

Cp. oN. svipa II

Skr. sveda

L. sudare

Cp. G. teihan II

Cp. OHG. zic. Schade,

Whb. 1239 [1239
Lith.deweris. Schade,

2 The elision of a consonant has caused the union of ¢ and ¢ to ai in mais

und saivala.
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oG, G. ON. OE OHG. COGNATES.

taina 121 tains teinn tan zein See note, page 66.
Schade, 1241
taita 115 - teitr tat _ zeiz Cp. Gr. 3afdaros (?)
vai 279 vai vei wa " we L. vae, Lett. wai
vaibja 305 veifa weibon  Cp. OE. wif
vaiga 280 veig waege weiga  Cp. Schade, Wb. 1111
vaika 303 veik wac weih Cp. OE. wican II
veikja waecan weihhan

vaina 280 veina wanian weinon From vai [nare
vaitha 302 veidhr wadhu weida  Cp. L. venare, for vet-
vraitha 309 reidhr wradh reid Cp. OE. wridhan II

0G. a remains in G. and becomes ¢7 in ON. except (1) Before
7, and when final, or where w or # has been absorbed, we find
a or its umlaut @2, The cases are dr, arr, liéra, mar, sar,
saéra, sarr, sljaer (sljor), snaér; a (Gé), Gévin, frae, kras, ta,
va,; sal, lan. (2) Before ss and s + consonant, @ occurs for
the usual ¢7 in Adss; ae, in aeskja, aesta; e, in flesk, mest.
(3) klazdki and takn (also teikrn) are unexplained.

OE. has 4 or its umlaut 4, but ¢z may occur with s/
(sleaw), and @z before w (flaéw, hrdew).

OHG. uses ¢ when final, and before w, 4, »,; elsewhere, ¢:.
os. has ¢ throughout.

AU.

0G. ax is the third form of the x-ablaut, and is therefore
found in the preterit of all verbs of Class III and of Class
V, e, Transactions, XIV, pp. 65, 69. It is also used in these
words from z-roots, except as noted below.

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
auda 7 audhr ead -ot
audags audhigr eadig otac }
augan 61  auga . auga eage ouga’ L. occulus, Skr. akshi
eygdr (eygr) eaged (ougi) From *agvan
auk 61 auk auk eac ouh Cp. L. augere, vigere

1 0G. au is derived from a-roots in the following words: (a) By epenthesis:
augan from agvan, hrauma from karuma, laufa from lapvae, mauja from maguja,
mauri from marvja, taubra from dabkvara. () By juxtaposition: freuja.from
pravja, paruja (see Schade, Wb. 200) and #auk from tha-uk. (c) From ab in
bauna, *bavna, *babna. (d) From va, which became e in au£ from vag.
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0G. G.
aura 7

ausan 6
austana 8

(aurahi(?))
ausa

autha § auths

bauga 213

baukna 197

bauna 1971

blauta 220

blaudha 220 (blauthjan)
brauda 218

dauba 150 daubs
daubjan
(divan)
dauths
dauthus
dauthjan
dauni 148 dauns
drauga 154

drauma 152

dauja 143

drausa 15§

flaugja 195 flaugjan
flauhi 192

flauma 194

flautja 195"

fraujan 178 frauja

gauka 97
gauma 97

gaupna 108
gaura 97
glauma 113
hauga 77
hauha 76

gaurs

hauhs
hauhitha
havi
hauns

hauja 57
hauna 57
haupa 77
hausa 79

hausja 58  hausjan

ON.
auka
aurr
eyra
austan
austr
audhr
eydha
baugr
beygja
bakn
baun
blautr
blaudhr
braudh
daufr
deyfa
deyja
daudhr
daudhr
deydha
daunn
draugr
draumr
dreyma
dreyri
fleygja
flo
flaumr
fleyta
freyja

gaukr

gaumr
geyma
gaupn

glaumr
haugr
har
haedh
hey

hopr
hauss
heyra

W. Welis,

OE.
iecan
ear
eare
eastan
€aster
eadh
iedhan
beah
biegan
beacen
béan
bleat
bleadh
bread
deaf
diefan

dead
deadh
diedan

geac
geame
gieman
(geap)

gleam

heéah
heahdhu
hiege
hean
heap

hieran

OHG.
ouhhon

ora
ostana
ostar
odi
odjan
bouh
bougen
bouhhan
bona
bloz
blodi
brot
toub
touben
towjan
tod

tod
toden
(toum)
-drog os.
troum
trouman
tror M.
vlougen
floh
floum
flozzan
fro

gouh
gouma
goumjan
goufana
gorag

houc M.
hoh
hohida
houwi
hona
houf

horan

1 See note, page 147.

[1887.
COGNATES.
From *vak
L. auris
L. auster
L. otium

Cp. OHG. biogan III

Cp. Gr. mipatoxe
L. faber.
Cp. ON. blotna
Cp. Gr. pAravpds
Cp. OE. breowan III
Cp. OE. dumb
[dbu
O. Bulg. daviti. Root,

L. fumus, Skr. dhuima
Cp. OE. dreogan
Cp. Gr. 8péopar

Cp. OE. dreosan 111

Cp. oE. fleogan III

Cp. oE. fleon II1

Cp. Lith. plauti

Cp. OE. fleotan 111

See note 1. Cp. Skr.
purvas

Skr. ghuka

Cp. OE. geopan III
Skr. ghorata
Cp. OE. gleow

Lith, kaukas

Cp. OE. heawan V
Lett. kauns

Cp. Skr. kup

Skr. kosha

Cp. Schade, Wb. 417
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0G. G.
hlauni 86
hlausa go
hrauma 85

laubja 278
lauda 277
laufa 261
lauga 260
laugna 276

laubjan
lauds
laufs

laugnjan
lauha 275
lauka 260
launa 260
laupa 260
lausa 273
mauja 228

laun’

laus
mavi

mauri 225
naudi 156
nauta 165

nauths

rauba 258 -raubon

rauda 257 rauds
raukja 256
rausa 247
rauta 257
sauila 324
sauma 327
sausa 327
skauta 337 skauts
snautha 349
staura 342
staupa 343
strau 346
strauma 349
taubra 115

raus

sauil

straujan

tauha 123

tauja 115
tauma 115 .
thauh 127 thauh
thaua 135

thautja 137

taujan

ON.
hlaun

romr
leyfa

lauf
laug
laun
leyna

laukr
laun

laupr
lauss
maer

maurr
naudh
naut
nauta
raufa
raufari
raudhr
reykja
reyrr

sol
saumr
saurr
skaut
snaudhr
staurr
staup
stra
straumr
taufr

taug
teygja
(tol)
taumr
tho
theyr
theyta

The Sounds o and u in English.

OE. OHG.
hlosen
hream hrom
liefan louban
1ot M.
leaf loub
louga
lougen
liegnan louganen
leah Ioh
leac louh
lean lon
leap
leas los
miere mire LG.
nead not
neat noz
ge-neat gi-noz
reafian roubon
reafer roubari
read rot
(reac) rouhhan
ror
10z
sol
seam soum
sear SOr MG.

" sceat scoz
(sniedhjan) snoede M.
steap stoupf
stréow strawjan
stream stroum
teafor zoubar
teag
tiegan z0han
tawjan zawjan
team zoum
theah doh
theaw dou
-thietan dozon

1 See note, page 147.

149

COGNATES.
Lith. szlaunis
Lith. klausyti
See note 1. Cp. Skr.
karuna
Cp. L. lubet
Cp. OE. leodan III
Lith.ldpas. Seenote1
Cp. L. luo
Cp. OE. leogan III

1 licus
Cp. OE. lucan III
L. lu-crum

Cp. OE. leosan III
From G. magus. See

note 1 [note 1
O. Bulg. mravij. See
O. Prus. nauti

Cp. OE. neotan III
Cp. OE. neotan III
Cp. OE. reofan III

Lith. rauda

Cp. OE. reocan III

Schade, Wb. 722

Lith. rauda, Skr. roda

L. 80l, Skr. siirjas

Cp. G. siujan

Lith. sausas

L. cauda

Cp. OHG. snudan IIT

Gr. oTavpds

Cp. OE. steop

L. struere

Lith. strdume

See note 1, and
Schade, Wb. 1295

Cp. G. tiuhan III

Gr. Sebw

From tauja
Rt.tha-uh. Seenote 1
Cp. Skr. tu

Cp. OE. thutan III
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
thrauta 141 thraut threat droz Cp. OE. threotan III
threyta threatian  drozan
traua 12§ trauan  trua truwian  triién Cp. OE. tréowe
trausta 125  trausti  traust trost From traua
treysta trosten

0G. au remains a% in G., except that before a vowel it is
written 2v. In ON.,, az and its umlaut ey are regular, but
o-final occurs in 75, tho: & occurs, also, in kdgpr, romyr, sél, tol;
# is found in #ria; a in bakn, hdr, and its umlaut in Aaedh,
maeér. In OE., éa and its umlaut 7e are always used, except in
tawjan, sol, truwian,—all contractions. In OHG., ¢ is used
before 4, ¢, s, 2, n, », and £ when it stands for oG. %, else-
where ox is used : exceptions are k7om, dok, strawjan, sawjan,
towjan, trién, and kewi (also Aouwi).

o.

0G. J stands in ablaut relations to 1G. a, though it is not
easy to see by what process it was developed. Scherer’s
Deutsche Sprache (249-267) contains a full discussion of the
matter, to which I have nothing to add, though I cannot re-
gard it as final.

0G. d occurs in the preterit of verbs of Class IV—as given
in Transactions, XIV, 66 —and in their derivatives; but it is
used, also, for 16. a», and for ev, which, however, as we have
seen, usually gives a». It also represents an 16. final & which
may afterward become medial, though, as we have seen, this
is usually preserved as 4 in oc. A few words still await an
explanation. ‘

1. The following words stand in ablaut relations : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
boka 198 bk boka baoc buoh Gr. pnyés, payeiv
bona 201 bon- ben L. fanum. Cp. OE. ban-
nan V.
bota 199  bot bota bote buoza Cp. G. batisa
doga144 -dogs doegr  dogor Cp. OE. daeg
dolja 146 doel tuolla Cp. OE. dael
fodja 168  fodjan foeda  fedan  fuottan Cp. OE. faeder

fodr fodr fodor fuotar
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.

fostr fostor

forja 174 foera feran forianos.  Cp. OE. faran IV

fotu 172 fotus fotr . fot fuoz Cp. OE. faer

froda 190  froths frodhr  frod fruot " Cp. G. frathjan IV

godag8  gods godhr  god guot Cp. OE. gaedeling

hoba 63  (gahaobeins) hof huoba Cp. OE. hebban IV

hofa 8o hofr hof huof Cp. Skr. capha, 0G. hoba

hoga 60 hogr hog Cp. OE. hagian

hola 73 (holon) hol hol (huoljan)  Cp. OHG. halon

hona 61 hoena huon Cp. OE. hana

hopa 62 hop hop Cp. OE. haep

hrofa 83 hrof hrof Cp. ON. hraf

hvotagz  hvota hot hoti os. Cp. OE. hwaes

lofang6  lofa 16fi (glofi) 1of (glof ) Slavic lapa

obja 20 oefa uoban Cp. OE. ab-al

oga 12 ogan oa-st Cp. G.agan IV

othala 14 odhal  edhel uodal Cp. oE. adhol

roka Voc. II, 164 roekja ruohhan Slavic raciti

snorja 351 snorjo snoeri snuor Cp. ON. snara

toma 124 tomr tome zuomi Cp. OE. tam
toema tomjan os.

voda 308 vods odhr wod wuot Cp. OE. wadan
Odhinn Wéden Wuotan

vosa 301 vOs (vas) wos Cp. OHG. wasan IV

vrota 294  (vraton) rota wrotan  ruozjan See Schade, Wb. 1208
rot wrot

vokra 281  vokrs okr wocer - wuochar Cp. OE. wacan IV

2. 0G. ¢ is from az in the following words : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
floka 193  fai-flok fluohhan L. plango
ganoha 157 ganchs gnogr gench  ganuoh Cp. L. nanciscor
moda 242 mods modr  mod muot L. mens, Gr. pat-pdol
mota 242 mot -mot muoz Cp. Gr. udv8pa, Slavic
ga-motjan moeta motan  muoten LG. mandura
rova 246 o row ruowa Cp. G. rimis, Skr. ran

3. 0G. ¢ is from av (ava) in the following words, of which
doka has av for va by metathesis.

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
doka 152 dokr - " tuoch Cp. Skr. dhvaja
fica 180 floa flowan Cp. oE. fleotan III
florr flor fluor Lith. plau-ti

1 If moda is connected with uawudw, the 7 is due to final lengthening, and the
word should appear under 3.
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0G. G.
flodus

fona 188  fon (funins)
goma 106
hora 8o
hroka 85  (hrukjan)
konja 41
kovi 38
sona 329

ON.
fiodh

gomr
horr
hrokr

(hraukr)

koenn
kyr
son

OE.
fiod

goma
hor-ing
hroc
ceéne
cu

B. W. Wells,

OHG.
fluot

guomo
huor
hruoh

kuoni
chuo
suona

[1887.
COGNATES.

Skr. pavanam?! [xaivos
Cp. OHG. gouma, Gr.
Lith. kirwa. Rt. kar
Gr. xpavyds

[525
Rt. gan-vi. Schade, Wb.
Skr. gaus, Lett. guws
Skr. savanas, L. sanus

4. In the following words & stands, or once stood, at the

end of a root, and was lengthened while there.

A suffix

afterward added may make this 5 medial, even in 16.

0G. G.
bloda 222  bloth

bloman 222 bloma
blotan 222 blotan
bogu 214

brothar 204 brothar

doma 151 doms
domjan

fedvor 184 fidvor

fro 178

glo 104

gro 112

hostan 95

hropan 86 hropjan
hrorja 86

hrotha 85  (hrotheigs)
knoda 40  knods
modar 242 (-madrja)
motha

roja 259

r0ja 251

s0 310 s0

spoan 355

ON. OE.
blodh  blod
blodhugr blodig
blomi  bloma
blota blotan
bogr bog
brodhir brodhor
domr dom
doema deman
fjorir feower
gloa glowan
glodh  gled
groa growan
groenn  grene
hosti hwosta
hroepa  hropan
hroera  hreran
hrodhr  hredh

(cnosl)
modhir modor
modhr  medhe
moedhi
roa rowan
rodhr
-roenn
su

spowan

sped

OHG.
bluot
bluotig
bluomo
bluozan V
buog
bruodar
tuom
tuomjan
fior
fruo
gluoan
gluot
gruoan
gruoni
huosto
hruofan
hruorjan
Hruod-
knot
muotar
muodi
muodi
ruejen M.
ruodar
-roni

spuoan
spuot

COGNATES.
Cp. L. flos. Root bhra,
from bhar

Skr. bahu
Skr. bhratar
Cp. Skr. dha

Skr. katvaras
Skr. pra, Gr. xpw
Rt. gla, from gal

Rt. gra, from gar

Cp. Skr. kas

Rt. kra, from kar

Rt. kra, from kar

Rt. kra, from kar

Rt. gna, from gan

Skr. matar

Rt.ma. Cp.OHG. muojan

Rt. ra, from ar
Cp. L. rémus

Skr. sa, Gr. %
Skr. spha. Schade, Wb.
860

1G. fon, gen. funins. Usually 7 alternates with a% ; as in G. faui, (ois; stojan,
Cp. Scherer, Deutsche Sprache, 298, note; Schade, Wb.
213; Braune, Got. Gram. § 26.

¢t > e » OHG. 2.
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. ~ COGNATES.
stodi 341 stodh stuot Rt. sta, L. stare
stoma Skr. sthaman
storr Lith. storas .
stols stoll stol stuol Gr. omhA9
stow (stuowen M.) Lith. stova
svotja 361 soetr swete suozi L. suavis, Skr. svadu
to 1241 to zuo Lith. da, O. Bulg. do
vopa 308  vopjan oepa wepan  wuofan Rt.va-p. Cp.OE. wawan
op wop wuof

5. The following are of questionable origin : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
boban 214 bofi Buobo See Kluge, Wb. 41
broka 219 brok broc bruoh Cp. L. braca (?)
kloka 53 kiokr kluoc M. See Schade, Wb. 500
skoha 338 skohs skor sco (sced) scuoh Cp. G. skévjan (?)
vosta 308 weste wuosti Cp. L. vastus (?)
vroka 310 vrohs rog (wroht)

vrohjan roegja  wrégan ruogan

OG. 0 remains ¢ in G., ON., and OE. The umlaut in ON. is 7¢; in OE.,z. In OHG.
we have uo (9 in -7oni, cnot, also cnuat,; o in the contraction fior). The change
of G. 2 to # has been already noted. ON. 77, OF. c#, plural cj, and OE. féower are
irregular: in one case owing to the absorbed w, in the other, to lack of accent.

u.

0G. # is formed (1) from a vowel + nasal (am, an, um, un);
(2) from a contraction of & with w or v; (3) from #, by liquid
influence ; (4) from # lengthened, when final.

I. a or # + nasal gives # in, —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.

am. duban 150  diibo dufa  tuba Skr. kadambé
ju (ju) ju geo L. jam. Voc.I, 150

an. fusti 187 fyst fust Skr. pankti. Voc. I, 167
hrutan 85 hrjota  hrutan ruzzan  Skr. krandati [167
muka 239 muka (mjukr) (meoc) (muhhan) O. Bulg. maciti. Voc. I,
mula (muljan) muli miula Cp. L. maniis [898
susla 328 sysl susl Cp. G. suns. Schade, Wb.
thisundja 137 thiusundi thusund thusend dusunt  Cp. G. thinsan

um. hufan 78 hufa huba Skr. kumba

11t is doubtful if the lengthening in # is not post-Germanic; for in OHG. we
find also sa, z¢, 3i. Cp. Schade, Wb, 1221.
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
un. buka 212 bukr  biuc bih Cp. L. fungor
skruda 339 skrudh scrud Prus. skrundus
. thrugan Voc.1,168  thruga (druh)  Cp. OHG. dringan

2. 0G. # is found for ex in the presents of some verbs of
Class III (ériacan, lacan, latan, sigan, sipan). This is fully
discussed in Schmidt’s Vocalismus, I, 143, segq. Scherer,
Deutsche Sprache, 248, suggests that these may in every
case be from nasalized a-stems, and so allied with the words

in 1. DBesides these cases, az and va become # in these
words : —

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
av.bua 212 bu bu b Skr. bhavana
(bauan) by buan  buan Skr. bhavami
budh buode M.
bur bur bur
brina 216 brun brine M. Cp. OHG. brawa
junha 244 juggs  ungr  gedng jung L. juvencus, Skr. juvaka
ruma 258 rums  rumi rum rumi Cp.r.rus. Rootru’
runa 258 runa runar pl. run runa Cp. L. rumor. Rt.ru
ryna rinian rinen
skuma 336 skum scum Rt. sku
skura 336 skura  skur scur scur L. ob-sciirus, caurus
trian 125 trauan tria triwan truen Cp. OE. treowe
va. sili 363 sauls sula sul Cp. OE. swelan
thu 134 thu thu thu du Skr. tvam
dra 35 ur Gr. 3vpov. Cp. OE. waer
ut 33 ut at iz Cp. Gr. 8o-repov

Several words in this list might owe their # to final lengthening, and so fall
under 4.

3. / or » sometimes seem to lengthen # to #; but it is
possible to bring these cases under 4 or 2, for the most part.

0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
brudi 217 bruths brudhr  bryd brut ‘See Voc. 11, 288
brukan 218  brukjan brucan  bruhhan L. fruor
bruna 218 brunn  brun brin Gr. ¢ptim
hluda 89 hlud hlut Gr. xAvrds. Voc.II, 453
sura 327 sur sur Lith. surus. Voc. II, 281

4. Final lengthening may have taken place in several
words in 2 and 3: it is more certainly the case in the
following words : —
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0G. G. ON. OE. OHG. COGNATES.
di 148 dyja Skr. dhy, Gr. fiw
fula 186 fuls full ful ful Lith. pulis. Root pu
hudi 781 - hudh hydh hut L. cutis. Rt.sku
husa 791 hus his hus hus L. ciria. Rt.sku
lua 273 lyja Gr. Nw, Skr. ln

lus lus lus

musi 241 " mus mus mius L. mus, Skr. mush
nu 164 nu nu nu Skr. nu or nu
sui 324 syr su su Gr. gedw, Skr. suvati
tuna 122 tun tun ‘ziin Cp. L. diirus

5. Initial # is lengthened in #dra 33, ON. jar (jiagy), OFE.
@der, OMG. @ter, Gr. odlap, Luber, Skr. adhar; #ra 35, ON. i@r
(#rt), oHG. @ro, Gr. oDpos, L. @rus.

OG. # remains # in all cases except when changed by umlaut to 7 in ON. and
OE., and except also in G. juggs, sauls, trauan, ON. ungr, krjota, OE. geong, ged
(gio, giu, ju), OHG. jung.

SecTioN II.— OLDp EncGLIsH LoNG VOWELSs.

OE. 7 is derived from o0G. 7, as -appears in the last section.
It is used also for 0G. 7 and ¢ + nasal in swidk, G. svinth 365;
lidke, ouG. lind, from linnan, 1, c, 263 ; fif, G. fimf, and in
the compounds of fif (fifta, fiftel, etc)

OE. ¢ — or, as it is often written, y — is the umlaut of Za and
2o, and corresponds therefore, in the main, to 0G. ex and ax,
as appears in the last section. It is used, also, as umlaut of
0G. akv or av in Zege, hiege (Transactions, XII, 79), of 0G. ev
in triewe, of 0G. 77 in fiend.

OE. ¢, which after ¢, g, sc, may be written 75, is commonly
the umlaut of 4, as is seen in Section I, and in inflections (/2¢,
t2dh, bredher, méder, etc.). It occurs, also, as umlaut of oG. @
in cwen, cweme, wen, méce, /Elf-véd; as umlaut of az in és¢,
kela, nedhan (Transactions XII, 79) ; for 0G. eka in tén (tien,
téon, tyn) ; for OE. eg in gén, rén (gegn, regn). _

OE. éa corresponds regularly to 0G. a# (see Section I). It is
used, also, for av in deaw, féawe, gleaw, héawan, hréaw, stréaw

1 In kudi and k#sa the # is confined to the Germanic, and is by some attributed
to k-epenthesis.



156 B. W. Wells, [1887.

(szréow) (see Transactions, XII, 77); for a% in éa, bzam, flean,
géan (gen), slean, téar (taer), thwéan (see Transactions, XII,
78) ; for @ in bréaw, fréa, hréaw, néak, and irregularly, also, in
least (last).

OE. éo corresponds regularly to 0G. ex (see Section I). Itis
used, also, for various 0G. vowels before w: for ew in Anéow,
tréo, treowdh, tréowe ; for iw in féower and compounds, and
in sneowan ; for aw in stréow (stréaw) ; for 7w in béo ; for aw
in cléo (clawu), kréow, kréowan.

OE. 0 is also used for eZ in féo, hweo! ( féok, hwéogul) ; for
en in leokt, ON. lettr, G. leihts, Lith. lengvas,; for i in féon,
ON. f7d, G. fijan and its present participle féond (fiend); for
7in fréo, G. freis, ON. fri, and its derivatives fréon, fréond.

OE. 42 is the regular representative of 0G. 4, — except before
w and nasals, —and the umlaut of 0G. a7, OE. 4. After¢, g,
s¢, e is found for @z; as in gedfon, sceadk (gaéfon, scaédk). 4
is also frequently used before g for 4¢; and this grows more
frequent with the growth of the language. Thus, we find
madgas for maegas, wagon for waégon, etc. az is used for ¢
in kaéle, for éa in ta@ér: on the other hand, we have 7 for &
in grédig, mece, AElf-réd, hést, femne, wége; though grazdig,
kaest, faemne, waége also, though rarely, occur.

OE.'a represents 0G. az when not subject to umlaut, and
06G. @ before nasals and w + vowel. It occurs, also, as e2 for
0G. 4 after g, and with increasing frequency for the regular
a¢ before g. OE. 4 is also lengthened from ¢ when final (see
Transactions, XII, 73), in 42, Awa, swa, twa, and perhaps also
a, ged. We find 4, where we should expect 27, in Adr, talu,
sal (sael), lacnian (laecnian), and occasionally in other words.

OE. ¢ (¢d) stands for oG. ¢ regularly : but it is also used for
0G. @ before nasals in mona, monadhk, comon, and also in tkro-
wian and némon (na@mon) ; for 0G. o in doktor; for au in sol;
for # or  in ges and geong. OE. o is from 0G. an in these
words (see Transactions, XII, 77): fon, gos, kok, kon, odker,
os, sodh, todh, brohte, thokte; and in odk, G. and OHG. ant-,
ent-; wok, G. vaks, 0S. wak, ON. vangr,; Cp. G. vaggs, OE. wang-.

OE. # is the representative of oG. # It is used, also, for
0G. ex in the present of some verbs of Class III. These are
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bagan, latan, smiagan, stridan, thiatan. In other verbs, the
# is already oG. Such are brican, difan, criadan, hritan,
lican, supan (see Transactions, XIV, 65). OE. # for oz occurs
in fas, gadh, madk, ouG. funs, gund, mund,; for un, in hasl,
scadan, sidh, G. hunsl, ON. skynda, OHG. sund. 0G. év gives #
in c#; ov becomes # in sna#d (cp. OE. snéowan 111, G. snivan
Ia, and OE. swowar) ; uv becomes # in sc#a, OHG. scuwo, ON.
skuggt and scawan, OHG. scian.

OE. 7 is the umlaut of oE. # from whatever source. It
occurs in inflection in such forms as Jys, mys, and in the
second and third present indicative singular of verbs of
Class- III, with # in the infinitive. It is also the umlaut
of 0G. o or un in fysan, yce, ydk; with which compare
OHG. funs, L. anguis, unda.

OE. ¥ is often written for 7¢ or 7 (see under 7e and ¢,
above).

If we contrast the results of this study with those on the
short vowels which have preceded it in Vols. XII, XVI, and
XVII of the Transactions, we shall be struck first by the
lateness and variety of origin which the long vowels display,
and second by the tenacity with which they maintain them-
selves and the regularity of their development in every Ger-
manic dialect; but, most of all, we note how the ablaut
permeates the whole structure of the language, influencing
the nominal forms hardly less than the verbal, and rarely
allowing the derivatives of any root to pass from its natu-
ral ablaut.

NoOTE. — Dr. Wells being out of the country at the time when this article went
to press, the proofs have not been revised by him. — EDITOR.
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In the interval between the completion of my paper on
the Arcado-Cyprian dialect and its publication, I have col-
lected the following aeddenda.

Page 61, note. The verb réxw derives additional confirmation from the Cyprian
¥refe (Studia Nicolaitana, p. 67). This (F)éxw appears in yafoxos, and is to
be distinguished from (o) éxw.

Page 75, note 3. Read Eudaan. On the pronunciation of o: in Styra, see
Bechtel, /pschriften des ion. Dialekts, pp. 17, 37.

Page 80. The instance of Cretan lv cum accus. might recall the supposed case
of & cum accus. in Laconian (éA Aaxedaluova, Cauer 265). This is however =
ds Aax.

Page 92. Brugmann ( Grundyriss, § 131) maintains that &uelvwy is from &uev-
swy by compensatory lengthening. Brugmann, as well as Meister, takes no ac-
count of the character of the diphthong in Attic inscriptions (¢uEIvwr). Brug-
mann (§ 639), following Osthoff, even goes so far as to refer the genuine EI of
dAel{wy uel{wy to the influence of &uelvwy, which, on his view, must have a
spurious EIL

Page 95. I now prefer to explain Jauiopyol as arising from 3auiwo(e)pyol.
There are three methods of treating compounds whose final member is -epyos or
-epyns. See Bechtel, /nschr. des ion. Dial. p. 190.

A. Non-contraction of the vowels in contact. 8Bpiuoepyay, Callinus 3; dyaoepyof,
Hdt. A 67, etc.; Avkiwoepyéas, Hdt. H 76, cf. A 65 hexam.
B. By contraction of the vowels.

1. wavahovpyéa, Xenoph. 353 dwovpynudrwy, Hdt. A 137. Twoupyds,
piAnaiovpyhs, xiovpyhs in the. Delian inventory of the temple of Apollo
(Dittenb. Sylloge, 367); Avxoipyos, Styra, 19,

2. xapicevpyéos, Anacr. 9I.

C. By expulsion of one of the vowels.

1. &Aopyfiv, Samos, 220y, 1q, 19, a0d &Aopyds, GAopyd, aGAopyois, aAopyody,
wavalopyés Snuopyod in the same inscription; fpopyfa, Hdt. E 83 (in Mss.
A B C). Cf. ’OAdvrios in Cretan, *Oxdyrioc in Locrian, ZeAwdrrios Coll.
Samml. No. 3044.

2. dnuuepyds, Nisyros (Dittenb. Sy/. 195); Awepyhs, Lycoph. 716.
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Page 97. The form [éAAavo]3iérrow should also appear under a separate
section (cf. p. 112), illustrating the disappearance of the e of eo in contract verbs.
This phenomenon is foreign to Cyprian, and occurs in Arcadian only in this word.
See G. Meyer, Gramm. § 151. .

Page 104. Instances of op, po= ap, po, even in Ionic, show how weak the hold
of Aeolic is upon these forms. Bpéraxas, Panticapaion 117, Ephesus (Wood,
Discov. at Epk. App. 2, no. 2), in Xenophanes, according to the £/ Mag., and
in the name of a Gortynian, Simonides Ceos 127, is equivalent to Bpdraxos = Bd-
Tpaxos, Germ. Krite; wopdaxoigw, Sim. Amorg. 21 = Attic wapdaxds. Archil.
(140) has wapdoxdy, and Hdt. Bdrpaxos or Bdfparos.

Page 108. Cf. Cyprian virei, Athenzum, 1882, No. 2847, p. 644.

Page 111. In reference to the Cyprian genitives Edfaydpw and ’Aulvre, as-
cribed by Meyer to Ionic influence, it should be said that in no Ionic inscription,
except Halic. 240 B 3, is there a genitive in -ayépw. We find "Audvrew, Halic.
240,4, and ’Audyvra, Tasos 104, ,. For the Ionic genitives in -» of Bechtel,
Inschr. des. ton. Dial. p. 109.

Page 111. &pn, quoted from an inscription from Miletus, has, according to
Bechtel (on No. 100), nothing to do with odpd, but is= Lat. sura. Cf. Schol.
H. Q. on Od. x 89.

Page 112. Third line from end, insert before ¢nter the word Zittera.
Page 114. On alhos, cf. Brugmann, Grundriss, § 639.

Page 114. #ppvAa o’ Swodfuara, Kixpioc and dpuwra - &priuara,’ApxdSes do not
prove the interchange of » and v.

Page 118. The vocative 3éowore, Bull. Corr. Hellen. 111. 165, No. 7, 2 is
noticeable.

Abbreviations: Hall. Rev. A. O. S.= Hall’s Review of Deecke’s Collection, in
the eleventh volume of the Journal of the Amer. Orient. Soc. G. G. 4. = Géttin-
gener Gelehrte Anzeigen.

AvuGusT 1, 1888, *

H. W. S,
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PROCEEDINGS OF NINETEENTH ANNUAL SESSION,
BURLINGTON, 1887.

TREASURER’S REPORT (p. viii).

LisT oF OFFICERS AND MEMBERS (p. xxxix).
CONSTITUTION OF THE ASSOCIATION (Pp. li).
PuBLICATIONS OF THE AssocIATION (p. liii).



MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE AT THE NINETEENTH
ANNUAL SESSION.

Cyrus Adler, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.
Frederic D. Allen, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
Sidney G. Ashmore, Union College, Schenectady, N. Y.
Matthew H. Buckham, University of Vermont, Burlington, Vt.
Charles J. Buckingham, Poughkeepsie, N. Y.
Edward P. Clapp, Illinois College, Jacksonville, Ill.
Herbert M. Clarke, Nashota, Wis.
William T. Colville, Kenyon College, Gambier, Ohio.
William Wells Eaton, Middlebury College, Middlebury, Vt.
L. H. Elwell, Amherst College, Amherst, Mass.
J. E. Goodrich, University of Vermont, Burlington, Vt.
William Gardner Hale, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.
Isaac H. Hall, Metropolitan Museum, Central Park, New York, N. Y.
Hans C. G. von Jagemann, Indiana University, Bloomington, Ind.
Morris Jastrow, Jr., University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.
Francis A. March, Lafayette College, Easton, Pa.
William A. Merrill, Belmont College, College Hill, Ohio.
Edward P. Morris, Williams College, Williamstown, Mass,
C. K. Nelson, Brookeville Academy, Brookeville, Md.
W. B. Owen, Lafayette College, Easton, Pa.
Ernest M. Pease, Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Me.
Rufus B. Richardson, Dartmouth College, Hanover, N. H.
Julius Sachs, Classical School, 38 West Fifty-ninth St., New York, N. Y.
W. S. Scarborough, Wilberforce University, Wilberforce, Ohio.
C. P. G. Scott, 76 Fifth Ave., New York, N.Y.
Thomas D. Seymour, Yale University, New Haven, Conn.
E. G. Sihler, Classical School, 38 West Fifty-ninth St., New York, N. Y.
Martin Luther Rouse, 22 Surrey Place, Toronto, Canada.
William D. Shipman, Buchtel College, Akron, Ohio.
Herbert Weir Smyth, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.
Morris H. Stratton, Salem, N. J.
Alfred C. True, Wesleyan University, Middleton, Conn.
John Henry Wright, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
[Total, 33.]



AMERICAN PHILOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION.

BURLINGTON, VT., Tuesday, July 12, 1887.

THE Nineteenth Annual Session was called to order at 3.30 P.M,,
in the Marsh Room of the Billings Library of the University of Ver-
mont, by one of the Vice-Presidents of the Association, Professor
Isaac H. Hall, of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, New York, N.Y.

The Secretary, Professor John H. Wright, presented the following
report of the Executive Committee : —

a. The Committee had elected as members of the Association:1

W. J. Alexander, Professor of English Literature, Dalhousie College, Halifax,
N.S.

Louis F. Anderson, Professor of Latin and Greek, Whitman College, Walla Walla,
Washington Ter.

E. J. Badgley, Professor of Oriental Languages, Victoria College, Cobourg, Ont.

A. J. Bell, Adjunct Professor of Classics in Victoria College, Cobourg, Ont.

-—E. C. Bissell, Professor in Hartford Theological Seminary, Hartford, Conn. —

Rev. C. W. E. Body, Provost of Trinity College, Toronto, Ont.

Rev. Algernon Boys, Professor of Classics, Trinity College, Toronto, Ont.

H. S. Bridges, Professor of Classics, University of New Brunswick, Fredericton,
N.B.

James W. Bright, Instructor in English, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

Jabez Brooks, Professor of Greek, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn.

Walter H. Buell, Scranton, Pa.

Henry Clarke, late Fellow in Greek, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

W. C. Collar, Head-Master, Roxbury Latin School, Boston, Mass.

Hermann Collitz, Associate Professor of German, Bryn Mawr College, Bryn
Mawr, Pa.

Rev. George Cornish, Professor of Classics, McGill College, Montreal, P. Q.

T. F. Crane, Professor of Romance Languages, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.

Rev. W. Craven, Principal of Knox College, Toronto, Ont.

William Dale, Lecturer in Latin, University College, Toronto, Ont.

Herbert C. Elmer, late Fellow in Latin, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

1 In this list are included the names of all persons elected to membership at the
Nineteenth Annual Session of the Association. The addresses given are, as far as can
be, those of the winter of 1887-88.
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William Everett, Head-Master of Adams Academy, Quincy, Mass.

H. R. Fairclough, Lecturer in Greek, University College, Toronto, Ont.

E. C. Ferguson, Professor of Greek, McKendree College, Lebanon, Ill.

John Fletcher, Professor of Classics, Queen’s College, Kingston, Ont.  /

Alcée Fortier, Professor of French, Tulane University of Louisiana, New
Orleans, La.

Rev. John Forrest, President Dalhousie College, Halifax, N. S.

Carlton A. Foote, New Haven, Conn.

Julius Goebel, Instructor in German, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

Rev. George M. Grant, Principal of Queen’s College, Kingston, Ont.

Richard J. H. Gottheil, Professor of Rabbinical Literature, Columbia College,
New York, N. Y.

Charles S. Halsey, Union Classical Institute, Schenectady, N. Y.

Hermann V. Hilprecht, Professor in University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.

A. G. Hopkins, Professor of Latin, Hamilton College, Clinton, N. Y.

Theodore W. Hunt, Professor of English, College of New Jersey, Princeton, N. J.

Maurice Hutton, Professor of Classics, University College, Toronto, Ont.

George B. Hussey, late Fellow in Greek, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore,
Md. :

John Johnson, Professor of Classics, Dalhousie College, Halifax, N. S.

Thomas M. Johnson, Editor of Ze Platonist, Osceola, Mo.

J. H. Kirkland, Professor of Latin, Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tenn.

M. D. Learned, Instructor in German, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

. John K. Lord, Associate Professor of Latin, Dartmouth College, Hanover, N. H.

George D. Lord, Tutor in Dartmouth College, Hanover, N. H.

Thomas McCabe, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

J. L. Moore, late Fellow in Latin, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

Morris H. Morgan, Instructor in Greek, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

J. T. Murray, Fellow in Greek, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

F. V. N. Painter, Professor of Modern Languages, Roanoke College, Salem, Va.

James M. Paton, Professor of Latin, Middlebury College, Middlebury, Vt.

Ernest M. Pease, Professor of Latin, Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Me.

Henry T. Peck, Tutor in Latin, Columbia College, New York, N. Y.

George M. Richardson, Instructor in Latin, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

Martin Luther Rouse, Esq., Toronto, Ont.

Rev. James P. Sheraton, Principal of Wycliffe College, Toronto, Ont.

William D. Shipman, Professor of Greek, Buchtel College, Akron, O.

Paul Shorey, Associate in Greek, Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, Pa.

Henry A. Short, Instructor in Latin, Columbia College, New York, N. Y.

Carl Siedhof, Jr., 32 West Cedar St., Boston, Mass.

M. S. Slaughter, Instructor in Latin, Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, Pa.

Charles Smith, Professor in Sackville College, Sackville, N. B.

J. J. Stiirzinger, Associate Professor of Romance Languages, Bryn Mawr College,
Bryn Mawr, Pa.

Horace Taft, Tutor in Yale University, New Haven, Conn.

Henry A. Todd, Associate in Romance Languages, Johns Hopkins University,
Baltimore, Md. .

James R. Truax, Professor of English, Union College, Schenectady, N. Y.
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Alfred C. True, Wesleyan University, Middletown, Conn.

James S. Trueman, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

Frank L. Van Cleef, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. [Elected in 1886;
name accidentally omitted.]

Frank M. Warren, Instructor in French, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore,
Md.

J. H. Westcott, Tutor in Latin, College of New Jersey, Princeton, N. J.

Mills Whittlesey, Master in English, Lawrenceville School, Lawrenceville, N. J.

John Wilson, Professor of Classics, Victoria College, Cobourg, Ont.

Daniel Wilson, President of University College, Toronto, Ont.

Frank E. Woodruff, Professor-of Greek, Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Me.

Charles R. Williams, Professor of Greek, Lake Forest University, Lake Forest, Ili.

Henry Whitehorne, Professor of Greek, Union College, Schenectady, N. Y.

[Total, 73.]

4. The Proceedings for the Eighteenth Annual Session, July, 1886, had been
published in June, 1887; the Transactions for the same year (Vol. XVIL) were
to be issued in July or in August.

At about 3.45 P.M., the reading of communications was begun. At
this time there were about twenty-five' persons present ; at the subse-
quent sessions, the number averaged about thirty.

1. Dr. J. A. H. Murray’s New English Dictionary, by the Rev. Dr.
C. K. Nelson, of Brookeville Academy, Brookeville, Md.

The paper presented a brief notice of the actual contents of the Dictionary
under the letter B, from batter to bozgom. Of the 8765 words, 5323 are main
words, 1873 compound, and 1569 are subordinate. Of the 5323 main words, 3802
are in current use, and less than 25 per cent are non-Teutonic. A sketch of the
treatment of the words biskop and ook was given, and remarks were made on the
life of English speech as recorded in this great Thesaurus.

Remarks were made upon the paper by the Chairman.

2. Grote on Thuc. vi. 17 (4véAmoror), by Professor W. S. Scar-
borough, of Wilberforce University, Wilberforce, O.

The speaker aimed to show that Grote’s rendering of &véamaroc (Thuc. vi. 17;
Grote, Hist. Gr., Vol. VIL. p. 154, Am. ed., ‘desperate’), as ‘enemies beyond
hopes of being able to deal with’ is inaccurate as a matter of history, as well as
on philological grounds. Thuc. vii. 4 and 47 could not be adduced to support
this rendering, since in the former passage &véAmwros is active, and in the latter
passive. It was maintained that Alcibiades meant to say that the Peloponnesians
were never hopeless of success against the Athenians; and supposing them to be
otherwise, they can invade Attica only by land, but he can always prevent their
attacking the Athenians by sea. &véAriosros is neuter when applied to things,
and active when applied to persons. Examples were cited illustrating a similar
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transference of meaning: fidus (Verg. Aen. ii. 399), mentita (Verg. Aen. ii. 422),
benignus, blandus, beatus, durus, incautus, inimicus, iniguus, severus; ¢oBepés.
&véamioros is used by Thuc. 15 times, éawls 63, dAri{w 49; typical examples
were presented and discussed, with instances from other writers. A survey of
the historical situation led the speaker to conclude that up to the time of the
Athenian defeat there is no reason to believe that Athens and Sparta were
uncompromising enemies, though each had a desire, prompted by jealousy, to
surpass the other in glory, power, and in extent of territory.

Remarks were made by Professors Seymour and Wright, and by
Dr. Sihler.

3. The Tradition of Cesar’s Gallic War from Cicero to Orosius,
by Dr. E. G. Sihler, of New York, N. Y.

The references in Cicero’s letters reflect, of course, the comments of contem-
porary observers, rather than exhaustive judgment; still the measure of information
and interest maintained by the most favored class at the seat of government is no
doubt faithfully set forth. It seems evident that the critical character of the strug-
gle of 52 B.C. was not realized in Rome at the time. Livy’s reproduction of
Ceesar (per. CIII.-CVIIL) in the main tallies with Ceesar’s account. In Periocha
CIIL. it is proposed to read Narbomensem for Narbonem. Objection was made to
Hertz’s bracketing r¢ge in per. CVI. Frontinus evidently wrote his Strate-
gematica in the time of Domitian. His references to the Gallic war can readily
be verified, excepting II. 6, 3. Many passages in Plutarch’s account were evidently
written from reminiscence and general impression of his reading, rather than with
Ceesar’s text at his elbow. There is a definiteness of detail in his account of the
defeat of Ariovistus which it is difficult to explain. Plutarch used contemporary
historians also, such as Tanusius (Geminus). Suetonius’ general estimate of Ceesar’s
personal character in connection with his Gallic campaigns is emphatically
unfavorable. It is probably to be traced to Asinius Pollio. A number of personal
details are probably drawn from Ceesar’s young friend and admirer, Oppius. The
account of Iulius Florus is vitiated by his rhetorical bias, and by several instances
of glaring invention. The speaker follows Dittenberger in his interpretation of
Czs. B. G. 1. 52, 5. In Florus’ account of the death of Indutiomanus the author
of the paper believes he has discovered considerable corruption of the text. Of
Appian’s fragmentary notes little could be said. Dio Cassius’ characteristic form
of Atticism was noted even here. His interpretation of Ces. B. G. 1. 52, 5 agrees
with that of Florus. In several cases of precise detail (e,¢., Cxsar’s cipher) Dio
used special sources. The transcript of Orosius ranks high. His statement of
the distance which the defeated men of Ariovistus covered in reaching the Rhine
agrees with the statement given by Plutarch. He reads Ces. B. G. L. 52, 5 with
the same understanding as Dio Cassius and Florus.

Remarks were made on the paper by Mr. M. H. Stratton, and by
Professors Hall and Ashmore.

At about 5.30 P.M., the Association adjourned to meet at 8 P.M.
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BurLINGTON, VT., Tuesday, July 12, 188%.
EVENING SESSION.

The Association, with many residents of Burlington, assembled in
the College Chapel of the University of Vermont, at 8 p.M., and was
called to order by Professor Isaac H. Hall, who made a brief address,
in which he explained the absence of the President of the Associa-
tion, Professor A. C. Merriam, who had sailed for Greece to assume
his new duties as Director, for 1887-88, of the American School of
Classical Studies at Athens.

The Rev. Dr. M. H. Buckham, President of the University of
Vermont, made an appropriate address of welcome, and congratu-
lated the Association upon its prosperity.

The Annual Address of the President,! Professor A. C. Merriam,
of Columbia College, New York, N. Y., was then read by the Secretary.

In view of the extraordinary development of the sciences and subjects that
now fall within the domain of philology, rendering it impossible for one
scholar to compass the whole field in his review of the work of the year, the
speaker confessed his sympathy with the Homeric Epeios who featly puts the
plea of the specialist in the words,

0v¥’ ¥pa wws v
év wdvreos’ ¥pyos: Safiuova p@Ta yevéobar,

and announced his intention of confining his survey to one department, and only
to the main points of that. The importance of inscriptions in the study of class-
ical antiquity, from the points of view alike of language, comparative philology,
criticism, institutions, history, and of art, was briefly urged. The inscriptions
published in 1886-87, from Naucratis, Crete, Epidaurus, Athens, and Peiraeus,
received especial attention; and the significance of some of the inscriptions,
principally in the light which they cast upon the history of the Greek alphabet,
was set forth in detail. The inferences drawn by the editors of the Naucritite
and Cretan inscriptions were in some instances subjected to criticism, the speaker
suggesting independent views.

The Association adjourned to 9 A.M., Wednesday, July 13.

BurLiNGTON, VT., Wednesday, July 13, 1887.
MORNING SESSION.

The Association was called to order at 9.20 A.M., by Vice-President
Hall.
The Rev. Professor Lorenzo Sears, of the University of Vermont,

1 The substance of this address is printed in the American Fournal of Archeology,
Vol. I11., pp. 303~32I.
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invited the members of the Association and their friends to attend a
reception to be given in their honor, by himself and Mrs. Sears, at
9 o’clock p.m.

The invitation was accepted with thanks, and it was also voted that
the evening session close, on Wednesday, at g P.M.

The Report of the Treasurer for the year ending July 7, 1887,
was then presented. The summary of accounts for 1886-87 is as
follows : —

RECEIPTS.
Balanceon hand, July 12,1886 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$84.14
Fees, assessments, and arrears paidin. . . . . . . . . $586.00
Sales of Transactions and of Reprints . . . . . . . . 336.84
Borrowed October 30,188 . . . . . . . . . . . . 30000
Total receipts for theyear. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1222.84
$1306.98
EXPENDITURES.
For Proceedings and Transactions, Vol. XVI. (1885), balance
of billl . e e e e e 4 e e e e . $675.77
For postages, stationery, clerk hire, job printing (notices, bill-
blanks) . . . . . . . . . o 0. .. 51.33
Total expenditures for theyear . . . . . . . . . . . . $727.10
Balance on hand, July 7, 1887 . . . . . . . . . . . . 579.88
$1306.98

The Chair appointed as Committee to audit the report, C. J. Buck-
ingham, Esq., and Dr. E. G. Sihler.

It was voted that a Committee be appointed to examine into the
present state of the finances and resources of the Association, and
to make any proposals in the matter that may seem to them good.
The Committee as appointed consisted of Professors T. D. Seymour,
J. H. Wright (Secretary and Treasurer), and F. D. Allen.

The following Committees were also appointed by the Chair: —

Committee to propose Time and Place of next Meeting, Professors
L. H. Elwell, W. T. Colville, W. G. Hale.

Committee to nominate Officers for 1887-88, Professor F. D.
Allen, Dr. J. Sachs, and Dr. C. P. G. Scott.

The reading of communications was then continued.

1 See Proceedings for 1886, p. xxv. The total bill was $975.77, on which $300.00
had been advanced in the preceding financial year.
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4. ZAschines’ Reticence, by Professor R. B. Richardson, of Dart-
mouth College, Hanover, N. H.

A notable feature of Aeschines’ Oration against Ktesiphon is the attempt to
parry some of Demosthenes’ thrusts. Yet no such attempt appears in regard to
the stinging attack on Aeschines’ mother, Dem. §§ 129, 130.

From this item the following alternative presents itself.

(a) This silence might be used, as it has not been, to strengthen the view of
those who, like W. Fox, believe that Aeschines published exactly what he spoke.
He could not, of course, at the time of his speaking foresee this abuse. A

(4) Following the usual view, that the above-mentioned “ anticipations” are
supplementary additions made at the time of publication, we ought to give this
silence some weight in estimating the character of Aeschines. That he had the
dignity to withdraw in silence from such an attack, and leave Demosthenes the
credit of having reached the lowest point of personal abuse in Greek oratory,
should be scored to his credit in the final estimate of his character. That Demos-
thenes’ story is a fiction goes without saying.

Dr. Sihler made some remarks on the topic suggested.

5. The Authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews (second paper?).

The present paper is an attempt to prove that the probabilities as to the-
authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews on purely linguistic grounds are in.
favor of St. Luke. (1) We find in the Epistle the same classic Greek, the same -
elegance of diction, the same skilfulness of arrangement, as in the Gospel of

St. Luke and in the Acts of the Apostles. (2) In all these treatises we find simi-
lar graceful proems. (3) The following coincidences in usage are to be noted:
wpocéxew Twi, without vodv. chpara xal TépaTa are common; uaprupeiofac, &pxn-
x0s, 80ev, bpotodivar, katd wdvra, Td wpds. T &kovefévra (the usual periphrasis for
edayyéniov), edayyeri(eadai, (&v Adyos of Hebrews like Adyia {dvra in Acts, uerd
xpavyfis ioxvpas xal Saxpiwy. The sense of religion and conscientiousness im-
plied in edAdBewa prevails in St. Luke. 7dv 7ijs &pxfis Tod Xpiorod is a periphrasis
for edayyériov so common in St. Luke. BovM, for ¢ divine purpose’; mapruper-
obas, ‘to receive witness’; ¢pépecfar, ‘must be alleged’; oxeddv in connexion with
was is distinctly characteristic of St. Luke; &peois found eight times in St. Luke,
and not elsewhere; alud 7e xal Gvola. éupavi(ew and éupavicesfa: in the sense

éavrdy éugaview,  to make known, to present one’s self, to appear.” &k Sevrépov, -
in the unusual sense of a ‘second time.’ karavoduev, wapatvouds. Tipwpla is not -

found except once in Hebrews; but riuwpelv and Tiuwpnfdow are used by St.
Luke in the same sense of vindication of honor. #waplis, ‘substance’; uaprupei-
abas, ‘to be well spoken of’; eis 7d u) éx pawouévwy Td Bhexbuevoy yeyovéoar

(Heb. 11: 3) in its teleological sense is confirmed by St. Luke’s usage in the Acts-
and in his Gospel, as is also that of the infin. with ro5. The combination of

Sxov with the indic. is paralleled by x@s in the Acts. wapgknoey eis THv ¥iy in
the sense of ‘come to reside’ is matched by St. Luke 24: 13, mapockels eis ‘Iepov-

1 The first paper was presented to the Association at the previous session : Proceed-
ings for 1886, pp. xxxi, xxxii.
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oaAfiu, and &wofyvyoxwy by &wédrpoxer, ‘she lay a-dying.’ Moré than twice the
number of coincident usages cited in the paper have been collected, and the con-
clusion is reached that the Greek of the Gospel of St. Luke, of the Acts of the
Apostles, and of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in syntax, vocabulary, use of parti-
cles, and in style, is essentially the same.

Remarks were made on the paper by Professor Hall, Dr, Nelson,
and Mr. M. L. Rouse.

The Chair was now taken by Professor T. D. Seymour, one of the
Vice-Presidents.

6. Nomenclature of the Tenses in Latin, by Professor William G.
Hale, of Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.

Professors S. G. Ashmore, Hale, F. D. Allen, March, and Mr.
Rouse made remarks on the paper.

7. Stanaard English, by Professor F. A. March, of Lafayette Col-
lege, Easton, Pa.

The new fonetists say that they know no such thing as standard English.
They cannot find any standard Englishman to apply their fonometers to.

Standard speech appeals to the reason for recognition. It is a historical prod-
uct, a human institution of secular growth. Its manuals ar obtaind by induction
from records, literature, and catholic observation.

Standard English, the heir of all the ages, resting on a solid foundation of
literature and observations, recorded in dictionaries and grammars, is a perma-
nent and authoritativ institution, a stronghold of the unity and power of the
Anglo-Saxon race. It has a right of possession not to be devested by singl locali-
ties or passing fashions. General agreement of English-speaking regions is re-
quired for changes.

On the other hand, it is to be rememberd that the standard speech is a creation
of culture and reason, that its documents ar imperfect, and that it is the duty of
every scolar to do his endevor towards making the dictionaries and grammars and
-all the apparatus of record and instruction more perfect in their union with the
literature and the highest reason, so that the language may becum a more efficient
means of promoting the progress of the race.

Remarks were made on the subject of the paper by Professors
Allen, Hale, Seymour, and Ashmore, by Doctors Sihler, Sachs, and
Adler, and by Mr. Rouse.

Professor T. D. Seymour, Chairman of the Managing Committee
in charge of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens,
made a few remarks descriptive of the work, present condition, and
future prospects of the school.

The Association adjourned to 3 P.M.
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BurLNGTON, VT., Wednes&ay, July 13, 1887.
AFTERNOON SESSION.

The Association was called to order at 3.z0 P.M.

The Committees on 'Officers, and on Time and Place, presented
their reports, which were laid upon the table, to be acted upon, in
accordance with the constitution, at the last session of the meeting.

The reading of the communications was resumed.

8. Conditional Sentences in Aischylos, by Professor E. B. Clapp,
of Illinois College, Jacksonville, Ill.

The paper included an examination of all the conditional sentences in the ex-
tant plays and fragments of Aischylos. Many points in Greek syntax still remain
unsettled, and an accurate collation of the usage of an important author may
throw much light upon the meaning of various forms of expression. The lan-
guage of Aischylos, while it generally coincides closely enough with the ordinary
standards of later Attic, yet presents not a few transitional forms and traces of
Homeric usage which are less frequent in the later tragic poets. The different
varieties of conditional expression will be taken up separately.

The “ Logical ” or “ Simple Particular ” form of condition (el with the indica-
tive in protasis ; any form of the verb in the apodosis) is extremely common in
Aischylos, including more than fifty-nine per cent of all the pure conditional sen-
tences. This is a far larger percentage than is found in the Homeric poems; but
Pindar, according to Professor Gildersleeve, uses this form still more*frequently.
Of the ninety-five logical conditions in Aischylos twenty-four have the verb in the
future tense, and the question arises how these conditions differ in meaning from
thé familiar « More Vivid Future” or * Anticipatory ” form expressed by ¢iv with
the subjunctive. The cases were all examined and the conclusion drawn that, so
far as Aischylean usage is concerned, the * minatory” force which has been
detected in ei with the future indicative in the tragedians is not fully proved.

Conditions of the “ Anticipatory ”” or “ More Vivid Future” form (éav with the
subjunctive in protasis; future idea in apodosis) occur less often, being but ten
per cent of the total number. These present no important peculiarities. Side by
side with these, however, are found five cases (twelve cases, if we include seven
conditional relative sentences of analogous construction), in which the verb is still
in the subjunctive, but introduced by simple ei (or a relative word without &v).
An examination of these cases shows that Aischylos was strongly influenced by
the Homeric habit of using this form in conditions of a generic character.

“Ideal” or “ Less Vivid Future” conditions (e with the optative in protasis;
&y with the optative in apodosis) number thirty, or about nineteen per cent of
the whole number. It is noticeable that in a number of these conditions there is
a decided wish either in favor of, or opposed to, the fulfilment of the condition.
But in many other cases no such idea can be discerned, and in general no rule
can be proposed more definite than that of Kriiger, who says that in this form of
expression “ der redende will iiber die bedingung und ihre folge seine subjective
ungewissheit ausdriicken.”
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The “ Unreal ”” or “ Contrary to Fact” condition is a rare form in Aischylos,
being met with only eleven times in his extant works. In the apodosis &» is
omitted only once.

It is in his generic conditions that Aischylos shows the greatest difference from
the prevailing usage of the later Attic. In place of éar (%, %»), he now fre-
quently uses the simple el with the subjunctive to introduce the protasis of a gen-
eric supposition in present time, though the former also occurs. This is also the
rule in Homer and Pindar. The tendency is seen most clearly in Aischylos when
the conditional relative sentences are examined in connection with the pure gen-
eric conditions, as the latter are very infrequent.

Conditional relative sentences are numerous in Aischylos. In ninety per cent
of the cases the relative word (generally with &) introduces the subjunctive, with
either a future or a generic idea, the omission of &» being practically confined to
the generic sentences. Conditional relative sentences conforming in their struc-
ture to any of the other forms of conditional sentence are rare.

Aischylos uses a participle in a clearly conditional sense forty-four times. In
the majority of cases the following apodosis is in the optative with &v. This is
believed to be the prevailing use of the conditional participle.

The so-called “ Potential Optative ” occurs one hundred and twenty-five times
\in Aischylos; &v is omitted eight times. In three of these latter cases a negative
expression, such as ok ¥oriw 87, precedes.

9. Delitzsch’s Assyrian Dictionary, Part 1., by Professor Morris
Jastrow, Jr., of the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia.

After a delay of over ten years, the first part of this important work has at last
made its appearance. In some respects this long delay is not to be regretted, for
it is only during the past ten years that Assyrian morphology and phonology have
begun to receive that attention and treatment which must precede the compiling
of an Assyrian dictionary. During this period the numerous and valuable contri-
butions of Paul Haupt to this branch of Assyrian research have appeared, not to
speak of others who followed in the track laid out by Professor Haupt in his
Sumerische Familiengesetze (Leipzig, 1879). The more careful re-editing of im-
portant texts enriched with philological commentaries has gone on steadily, hand
in hand with the publication and elucidation of new inscriptions; and Professor
Delitzsch himself, of whose services to Assyriology it is not necessary to speak,
brings to his task to-day a far richer knowledge of his subject than was possible
ten years ago. For all that, the difficulties which the compiler of an Assyrian
dictionary has to encounter are such, that it in nowise detracts from the vast merits
of Delitzsch’s great work, if we find certain features in it which do not appear to
be altogether satisfactory. The present part which, according to the preface, rep-
resents about one-tenth of the whole work, covers 168 autographed pages; it
deals with 95 stems, or about 200 separate words which carry us down to Smwe

The most serious criticism, perhaps, to be urged against the Dictionary is that
it will give us entirely too much, judging from the specimen before us. Nearly
one-tenth of the 168 pages is taken up with unpublished texts, which, valuable

1 Sirice the Alef includes all the gutturals — distinguished by &, N, etc.—this, of
course, represents much more than it would in a Hebrew or Arabic dictionary.

-«
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as they are, one hardly expects to find in a dictionary. Then come long notes,
which aggregate thirty-eight pages, and ought certainly to have been reduced to
at least one-fourth the space they at présent occupy. In the third place, the large
number of references to passages for the occurrence of such simple words as
454, 44, and the like are quite superfluous, while in many instances it was not at
all necessary to quote entire passages, as Delitzsch does for the explanation of a
single word. In this way the bulk of the work becomes considerably increased,
and to a corresponding degree, naturally, the expense. In the case of so important
a work as a dictionary, especially if intended for beginners and general students,
both bulk and expense ought to be kept within the smallest possible limits, com-
patible with clearness and comprehensiveness. Against the practical arrangement
of the dictionary, there is also something to be said. A number of improvements,
especially the more liberal use of various sizes of type, or rather script, might be
suggested, by means of which it would be far easier, more particularly for the one
who uses the dictionary as a work of reference, to obtain a general view of a stem,
its various significations and its development, than is at present possible. Coming
to the body of the work, the stems to which Professor Delitzsch assigns some of the
words will not meet with the approval of all Assyriologists. So, ¢.g., his assigning
adannis, ‘time,’ to a stem Y will hardly be accepted. Haupt's )1 is far
preferable. The fact that in Assyrian, distinctions between many of the gutturals
have been almost entirely wiped out, makes it of course in many cases difficult
to determine whether the first radical is an Alf or Hé, a Het, Ayin or ‘Ayin.
Appeal to corresponding stems in cognate languages has hitherto been the means
generally resorted to for settling doubts, and in most cases no doubt it is perfectly
satisfactory, but it would appear as though Professor Delitzsch, one of the first to
show that Assyrian stood in a far closer relation to Hebrew than to Arabic, and
not the reverse [as was at one time assumed], was now in danger of running to
an extreme in the other direction by forcing at times an analogy with the Hebrew,
at the expense of consistency and method. In the classification of Assyrian words
we ought to be guided by the way in which the words are writtenn by the Assyr-
ians themselves, and not by the form under which corresponding words appear
in Hebrew; and this rule which for obvious reasons applies chiefly to stems in
which guttural letters occur, is all the more important because of the peculiari-
ties which the gutturals present in Assyrian in contradistinction to Hebrew. So,
eg., in the case of the word édu, ¢ flood,’ the initial & is a more important factor
in determining the stem than the fact that the word may be compared to Hebrew
W (Gen. 2,6). The recent thorough examination of the “ Assyrian E vowel” by
Professor Haupt! shows (p. 26) that the cases in which initial & represents an
N, in Assyrian are comparatively rare. Of the four examples given by Haupt,
three (ersitu, érba’a, érritu) are such where the second radical is a K5 which as
is known partakes of the characteristics of a guttural in some of the Semitic lan-
guages, and seems to be the reason for the change. To these three may be
added the following, éristu, érinu)(éru (name of a tree?) érénu. In édu,
‘one,’ the ¢ is of course due to the quiescing of the second radical, the stem
being . Such instances as Z&u/, 2hus, étir (for ja’kul, ja’huz, ja'tir) come of
course under a different category. In default, therefore, of any reason for the

1 American Journal of Philology, Vol. VIII. No. 3.
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change from a to ¢ on the assumption of an initial R,, it seems but proper despite
the analogy offered by the Hebrew to assign é74 to a stem 1WR, (like &mfl) or
T, where this change is the rule.l

From incidental remarks in this first part, it appears that the views of Professor
Delitzsch on the so-called Sumero-Akkadian question have recently undergone a
decided change. Exactly what his position at present is towards disputed points,
whether with Professor Halévy he denies the existence of “ Sumero-Akkadian,” or
holds that the “ Sumero-Akkadian” in cuneiform texts is strongly admixed with
Semetic elements, is not clear, but at all events this change of front on the part of
one who ranks so high shows that the problem is by no means so simple as it
appeared only a few years ago, and still far from its final solution.

Too much cannot be said in commendation of the admirable labor which Pro-
fessor Delitzsch has expended upon his great work, and while for reasons, briefly
indicated, it is doubtful whether the Dictionary will supply the needs of beginners
in the study of Assyrian, it will prove invaluable for more advanced students and
Assyriologists proper. The wealth of material embraced in the work is enormous.
In short, the Dictionary promises to be worthy of the reputation which Professor
Delitzsch has achieved for profound learning and exact scholarship, coupled with
rare sagacity and inexhaustible patience.

Remarks were made by Dr. Adler.

10. Some Latin Etymologies,® by Professor J. B. Greenough, of
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.; read, in the author’s ab-
sence, by Professor F. D. Allen.

This paper discussed the derivation and affinitiess of the following words:
probus, improbus, desidero, elementum, provincia, reciprocus, recens, procul,
recipero, rudimentum, erudio, and praemium.

A short communication from Professor Fisk P. Brewer, of Grinnell,
Iowa, was presented.

In an address deliverd in Athens last winter on the study of Constitutional
Law, the orator made use of an unuzual compound. He referd to the practical
scool in English politics which had ceast (as he said), “ Siapaxouérn kal Aayoxo-
woioa respecting abstract constitutional principles.” Is the latter of these words
intended for ¢ hair-splitting,’ the speaker having confused %ares and kairs ?

11. Semitic Languages in the Encyclopadia Britannica, by Dr.
Cyrus Adler, of Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

The distinguished Semitic scholar, Professor Georg Hoffman of Kiel, in his
suggestive review (Liter. Centralblatt, April 30,87, cols. 605-608) of the German
edition of Professor Theodor NGldeke’s article on Semitic Languages in the Ency-

1A stem TN like 224 from ['R, is also possible, though for other reasons less
probable.
2 To appear in full in the Harvard Classical Studies, Vol. 1.
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clopedia Britannica,! concludes with the request tha. the eminent author make
arrangements for a German edition of his other articles in the Encyclopedia Bri-
tannica, not always accessible to scholars, and especially of the additions to Gut-
schmid’s article on Persia? Whnosoever, Hoffman says, has not read these
papers, does not know what he has missed. Professor Nildeke’s standing as a
Semitic scholar renders it unnecessary to repeat this statement for the article
under discussion. As grammarian and historian, as well as Biblical critic, he is
at present in the foremost rank of Semitic scholars, and the Encyclopedia Bri-
tannicae was fortunate in securing this article from his pen for the ninth edition.
His admirable survey of the whole field of Semitic philology no doubt meets a
long-felt desire. Renan’s “clever and brilliant” Histoire générale des langues
sémitiques (Paris, 1855), once much read and admired, is out of date now; and
the King of Sweden’s prize for a work which will bring Semitic philology up
to the present level of our knowledge, is yet to be won. The new material
to be incorporated in such a sketch was very considerable. Travel and ex-
ploration had opened for the scholar vast stores of new facts, while the old
fields had been more thoroughly investigated and worked out in fuller detail by
the patient labor of the last twenty-five years. That Professor Noldeke has made
the most of his opportunities, and has admirably performed the difficult task of
giving the contents of several large volumes in a brief sketch, it is needless to say.
Indeed, this article might serve as a model of a thoroughly scientific abstract of
innumerable facts and details.

But in spite of our sincere admiration for this excellent sketch, I venture to
assert that Professor Néldeke has not been equally warm in his feelings towards
the sister dialects; certainly Assyrian is treated by him as a step-sister, we might
even say as the Cinderella, of the Semitic family.8 N&ldeke expressly declares, to
be sure, that he is not an Assyriologist, and that he does not feel able to discern
what is certain and what is doubtful in this new science. But I think it would,
have been much more consistent with this frank statement, if Professor Noldeke
had omitted from his masterly treatise all further mention of Assyro-Babylonian,
and had requested the editors of the Encyclopedia Britannica to invite an Assy-
riologist to insert a brief statement concerning the present condition of cuneiform
research, quite independent of Néldeke’s article. Such a course might perhaps
have somewhat detracted from the unity of the sketch; but it would certainly not
have made the article less representative of the present state of Semitic science.
A precedent might have been found in the treatment of Philology in the Encyclo-
peadia Britannica. In this way Néldeke would have spared himself, as well as his
admiring readers, several assertions, which must be called, with all regard to his
distinguished position in the ranks of Semitic scholars, mis-statements. Hardly
any ground save tradition justifies a comparison of the Assyrian relative pronoun

1 Die semitischen Sprachen, eine Skizze von Theodor Noldeke, Leipzig, T. O. Wei-
gel, 1887.

2 This request has since been complied with, the German original of these papers
having been published in book form, under the title Aufsdtee sur persischen Geschichte
(Leipzig, T. O. Weigel, 1887, pp. 158). Compare Justi's review, Gotting. gel. Anseigen,
Jan. 1, 1888, pp. 31~37.

8 Cf. D. H. Miiller's review in the Vienna Oriental Journal, Vol. 1. No. 4, p. 334.
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a and later Hebrew ‘¥, with Hebrew YR (Assyr. airw, const. aiar, “place,”
Aramean WR).! ’

To explain his little regard of Assyrian study, N&ldeke remarks that he does
not feel bound to accept the transliteration of contemporary Assyriologists as the
final dictum of science. With such a statement, no doubt, every scientific man
will agree. But I dare say science would make little advance if all students
stood dispassionately aside, awaiting her final dictum. A study of the translitera-
tion of Assyrian proper names and loan-words in other Semitic languages, and of
the cuneiform rendering of foreign names and words,2 goes to show that in the
reading of the texts, at least, the Assyriologist is not far wrong. Semitic cunei-
form science certainly rests on as sure a foundation as does the decipherment of
the monuments in the Persian wedge-writing, whose results no oriental scholars
have shown any hesitation in using. We know the real sounds of the language
of the Mesopotamian empire fully as well as the pronunciation of ancient Hebrew
or Syriac or Geez. In fact, the only way in which we may hope to arrive at the
pronunciation of ancient Hebrew is through the medium of the cuneiform inscrip-
tions. That Assyro-Babylonian was a real speech, and not an official or sacred
dialect for the exclusive use of scribes and priests, as Né&ldeke intimates, there is
abundant evidence. It seems to me that nothing but their currency could have
induced the Jews of the Exile to adopt the names of the Babylonian months.
Words like D'AD “governors, prefects’ (Assyr. aknu, constr. sakan), DD
‘scribe’ (Assyr. Zup-sar, i.e. ‘tablet+ writer’), Syr. RQ[R]ID “tribute’ (Assyr.
mddattu®), and titles like |RYA and TIP,?"J'! are, of course, terms drawn from
official life. And I readily admit that even the names of the months may be said
to be official; but this does not hold good in the case of Aramean forms like
Y4 “to deliver’ (Assyr. usesid, shaphel of 31}, in the common Assyrian expres-
sion ena 3dzub napidtisunu,‘to save their lives’) W¥'W6 ‘to bring out,’ Ezr.
VL 15 (Assyr. uiect), or 190U “to complete’ (Assyr. usaklil). To claim with
any force whatever that these verbs are organic Aramean forms, is simply impos-
sible. These few examples will suffice to show that Assyriology has become so
intrinsic a part of Semitic philology, that a lack of knowledge of the principal
results of Assyrian philology seriously affects statements made for the entire
Semitic domain. To quote another illustration, it is commonly asserted that
Syriac possesses two different sibilant prefixes for the causative stem, ¥ and 0.8 In
view of the established fact of the borrowing of Babylonian shaphel forms by

1 Compare Hommel, Z DMG. Vol. XXXII. p. 708 fol. Phoenician &R corresponds
to the Assyrian form ai¥%, as3a,; c¢f. Delitzsch's Prolegomena, p. 44, 1. 1.

2 I hope to present a fuller study of this question at no distant date. Cf. Professor
Haupt's remarks in the Munich Fournal of Assyriology, Vol. 11. 261, 2.

8 First established by Dr. Hincks. Cf. Am. Or. Soc. Proc. at Balto., October, 1887,
p. xlv. n. 3.

4 The ¥ after the ¥ cannot be explained from the point of view of Aramean
Grammar. Comp. Delitzsch, Hebrew and Assyrian, p. 69; Prolegomena, p. 140, 1. 4.
Levy arrived at the same derivation in his Zargumic Lexicon without a knowledge of
Assyrian, Cf. Delitzsch's Assyrian Dictionary, p. 247, 0. 4.

6 If XX " were a genuine Aramean word, we would, of course, expect an }’ instead
of the ¥. Cf. N6ldeke's remarks in the G52 gel. Ans. 1884, p. 1019.

6 Comp. Ndldeke's Syriac Grammar, § 180.
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Aramean, as shown above, does it not seem more likely that one, if not both, of
these classes of Syriac causatives is due either to direct borrowing or to subsequent
analogical formations?! The whole question, as to whether any Semitic language
possesses at the same time organic causative ® and ¥ formations, is deserving of
the most careful investigation,

In method, too, Assyriology has brought much to Semitic comparative philol-
ogy; and though it is true that a more rigid notion of the comparison of Arabic
% and % and Ethiopic Haut and Harm with Hebrev' T, and a more thorough
knowledge of the rules concerning the interchange of the Semitic sibilants, causes
etymologizing to be attended with greater difficulties, that fact can hardly be con-
sidered a misfortune. It is not claimed that a knowledge of Assyrian was neces-
sary for the discovery of the phonetic rules recently formulated by Assyriologists.
A more careful scrutiny of the material at hand, and especially of the much neg-
lected dialects of the Targumim and the Talmud, might have yielded similar
results. But it seems as though the clearness of vision, attained from the study
of Assyrian by the devotees of cuneiform science, was needed to furnish the last
link. .

One of the greatest of early Assyriologists, Dr. Edward Hincks, distinguished
Assyrian by the title of Senskrit of the Semitic tongues® This claim Naoldeke
dismisses with scant notice, saying that “the opinion sometimes maintained by
certain over-zealous Assyriologists that Assyrian is the Sanskrit of the Semitic
family of speech, has not met with the approval, even of the Assyriologists them-
selves, and is unworthy of a serious refutation.” But Sanskrit is by no means
recognized in all respects as the most primitive of the Indo{European languages,
or, as Noldeke himself puts it, it “is now recognized with ever-increasing clear-
ness that Sanskrit is far from having retained in such a degree as was even lately
supposed, the characteristics of primitive Indo-European”; so, the designation
Sanskrit of the Semitic tongues is, if anything, more appropriate than when first
employed by Hincks. We certainly have every reason to believe that Assyrian
will at least do for Semitic comparative philology as much as Sanskrit has accom-
plished for Indo-European linguistics.8

Remarks were made on the paper by Professors Jastrow and Hall.

12. The Relative Value of the Manuscripts of Terence collated
by Umpfenbach, by Professor E. M. Pease, of Bowdoin College,
Brunswick, Me.

This investigation was begun on account of a belief in the individuality of Mss.
Each Ms. has a history — a genealogy. The extant Mss. vary from the originals

1 The ¥ and D causative forms must evidently have been borrowed from different
dialects, Itis certain that the Babylonians pronounced ¥ as s# down to the latest
period, the Assyrians, on the other hand, pronouncing ¥ as s, and D sk. See Haupt
in the Fokns Hopkins University Circulars for August, 1887, p. 118; and his remarks,
Am. Or. Soc. Proc. at Balto., October, 1887, p. Ixii. n. 26.

2 Specimen Chapters of an Assyrian Grammar (JRAS., 1866), p. 1. Cf. Haupt,
Sumerische Familiengesetze, p. vii.; Proleg. to a Comp. Assyr. Grammar (PAOS.,
October, 1887, p. lix. n. 13).

8 Comp. Whitney, Language and the Study of Language, p. 4.
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so far as changes were made in them by the several hands through which they
passed. Different scribes would fall into different kinds of error, and revisers
would work in their favorite lines. For instance, one scribe might be guilty of
many omissions, while another would alter the verse for the sake of meter. Each
one would leave his own peculiar stamp. Therefore it ought to be possible to
find in what particulars each Ms. has been most vitiated and in what it is most
reliable. In order to do this all the variants from the accepted text of Umpfen-
bach have been assorted into certain natural categories; and the results show that
the Mss. do not have a uniform value in all the categories, as editors are accus-
tomed to accredit them, but that in some particulars one Ms. excelled, and in
others another.

TABLE OF CHARACTERISTICS OF Mss. OF TERENCE.
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Another result, and an unexpected one, is that an entire family has been under-
rated. D and G have been regarded as next in value to A, the Bembinus, and
when that is wanting they have been considered by all editors, excepting Spengel,
the highest authority. It can be seen from the table in what respects the illus-
trated Mss. PCB excel DG and rank next in value to the Bembinus. The sum-
maries show as clearly as figures can express it the general value of each Ms.

These summaries are also indicative of the popularity of the different plays.

The corrections by later hands have likewise been classified. The number of
accepted changes in A are about equal to those rejected. The corrector of D
improved the Ms. G and P have fewest changes, and are not much affected
either way.

From an independent study of the family relations it is found that there are
three families, A, DG, PCBEF, but that E and F are so loosely connected with
the last family that they could almost be regarded as a fourth group.

In summarizing the chief points of excellence in the two minor families, we
find that in age D and P are about equal; that more changes had been made in
the archetype of the D family than in the archetype of the P family, and also that
more afterwards came into its individual Mss.; that the order of plays in D and
G is alphabetical, while in thre other family it is for the most part chronological;
that D and G distinguish the characters in the plays by Greek letters — a method
undoubtedly old, and found in the Bembinus and the vetus of Plautus. On the
other hand the P family represents a very old custom in retaining the illustrations,
and in preserving the metre. ’

We should bear in mind that by adopting Umpfenbach’s text as a standard, all
our numerical results are more unfavorable to P and its family than would have
been the case, if Umpfenbach had not everywhere preferred the readings of the
other Mss.

The Association adjourned at 5.45 P.M.
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BurLINGTON, VT., Wednesday, July 13, 1887.
EVENING SESSION.

The Association assembled at 7.45 p.M.

Mr. C. J. Buckingham reported on behalf of the Auditing Com-
mittee that the Treasurer’s accounts had been examined and found
correct. The report was accepted.

13. The Monetary Crisis at Rome in A.D. 33 (Tacitus, Az vi. 33),
'by Professor William F. Allen, of the University of Wisconsin, Madi-
son, Wis. ; read by Dr. H. M. Clarke.

A severe monetary crisis in Rome is described by Tacitus in the sixteenth and
seventeenth chapters of the sixth book of the Annals; and some important items
of information in regard to it are derived also from Suetonius (Tib. 48) and Dio
Cassius (58, 21). The crisis is said to have been caused by an attempt on the
part of the accusers, which seems to have been instigated by the emperor Tiberius,
to put in execution an obsolete law of Julius Ceesar which in some way regulated
the business of money lending. This law is brought by the historian in connec-
tion with the old laws of the republic which undertook to prohibit altogether the
lending of money at interest; but the precise bearing of these laws upon the case
in question is not clearly stated, and at any rate Caesar’s law, as described, does
not appear to have attempted the suppression, but the regulation, of the traffic.
The revival of this law by Tiberius was no doubt excited by an observation of
serious and increasing economical evils; but he was warned by the acute lawyer
Neova that he would cause more mischief than he would remedy, and he allowed
the Senate to grant a respite of eighteen months for the settlement of contracts,
before the law should be put in force. Even this, however, did not prevent the
anticipated evils. Debts were at once called in, and money immediately became
very scarce. The Senate had, to be sure, by the direction of the Emperor, at-
tempted to relieve the money market, by requiring the creditors to take part of
their loan in land; but this made it all the worse. The creditors were willing to
accept this prbposition, and demanded immediate payment in full, —a demand
which was strictly a violation of the ordinance just described, but which the
debtors did not dare to refuse, because their credit would suffer by their not meet-
ing their obligations promptly; the temporary relief would not make up for the
loss of their business standing. The stringency therefore became more and more
severe: those who had land found it impossible to dispose of it in small lots,
because the creditors knew that by waiting they could purchase large estates at a
bargain. The Emperor at last came to the rescue, and deposited one hundred
million sesterces in banks, to be taken in loans for three years without interest.
Thus credit was restored, and the market gradually became quiet. The attempt
of the Emperor, however, to relieve the economical condition of Italy had failed,
and no further attempt seems to have been made. '
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14. Long vowels in Old-Germanic, by Dr. Benjamin W. Wells, of
The Friends’ School, Providence, R. I.; read by Professor W. B.
Owen. ’

The paper examines the origin and the growth of the Old-Germanic long vow-
els and diphthongs. All words which are found in the East-Germanic (Gothic
and Old-Norse) and in the West-Germanic, or that are pre-Germanic and might
be supposed to have long root-vowels, are included in the lists. The origin of
the long vowels and diphthongs is first treated. The diphthongs e3, a3, ew, au are
found in most cases to be due to the ablaut gradations of i- and u-roots; but i,
which it is said is not to be distinguished in its later development from 2, with
which it is identified here, is also derived from e and i%, from #-i and #-7, and
pethaps from the lengthening power of the liquids » and .. A in rare instances
is found to come from a-%, which had come into juxtaposition by epenthesis, and
so also a7 is found sometimes to be from a-i.

The long vowels a, g, # are found in most cases to owe their length to contrac-
tion of a short vowel with a nasal, to the lengthening influence of liquids, or to
their having once been final and lengthened there before the addition of a suffix
made them medial. Other contractions than with nasals are thought to produce
long a in the preterit plural and second person singular of strong verbs of class
1. a, b, and long 7 in verbs of class IV. Both 2, 5, and # seem in a few cases to take
the place of an older av or va, which should regularly produce a». A compara-
tively small number of words are given where the origin of the long vowel could
not be determined. .

The regular development of the Old-Germanic vowels in the chief Germanic
languages — Gothic, Old-Norse, Old-English, and Old-High-German —is shown
in the following table: —

Old-Ger- Gothic. Old-Norse. Old-English. Old-High-German.
manic.

Eiori  ei i@ ) i (e0) V()

ai ai ei (3, ae, €) a, de(ea) ei, €

Eu iu jo, ¥ (Gu) €o, ie io, iu

Au au (av) au, ey (6,1,3,ae) ea,ie, (aw,0,uw) O,ou (aw, ow, 1, 0)
A € (ai,a) 3, de (a) 48,2 (€,a,€a,€3,0) 2 (5, uo, €, a)

0 5 (i) 5, oe (§) 5, & (3, 7) wo (3)

U Suew) &y W) &7 () ()

The vowels in parentheses are usually found in but one or two words and are in
no case subject to any general rule.

The word-lists with the discussion of all details and exceptions will appear in
the Transactions (Vol. XVIIL).

1 5 The Cum-Constructions in Latin: their History and their
Functions,! by Professor William Gardner Hale, of Cornell University,
Ithaca, N. Y.

1 Printed in full, with the addition of a discussion of prevailing theories, in the Cor-
nell University Studies in Classical Philology, No. 1, Parts 1. and 11. (1887-88).
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11f the problem of the history of the cum-constructions is soluble, the clue by
which we are to be guided to the course which the investigation should take must
obviously be found through comparing the modal behavior of guom 2 with that of
the various sets of words with each of which it has something in common.

Quom belongs with the temporal group, postguam, simul atque, ubi, ut. These
particles, whether used with or without accessory ideas of cause, take the indica-
tive, while guom in similar uses takes the subjunctive. There is, then, no clue
here. It belongs with the causal group, gwod, guia, quoniam, gquando. But
these particles take the indicative. The ground of the subjunctive with guom
causal consequently cannot be the causal idea. It belongs with the concessive
particle guamguam. But this is followed by the indicative. The ground of the
mode with guom concessive consequently cannot be the concessive idea, which,
like the causal idea, must therefore have been originally accidental. It be-
longs with the relative pronoun g«i. With this word it appears at once to have
many constructions in common, e.g. the explicative, the parenthetical, the condi-
tional (both in the indicative and subjunctive), the final, the consecutive.

A possible clue, then, is presented by the (at least partial) correspondence of
the guom-constructions with the gwi-constructions. Our next step must therefore
be to study the latter. .

Proceeding to do this, we find, in the indicative, determinative clauses, paren-
thetical clauses, “ asides,” clauses of loose bearing upon the context (sometimes
causal or adversative), forward-moving clauses, and generalizing clauses (equiva-
lent to general conditions); in the subjunctive, generalizing clauses (equivalent to
general conditions), final clauses, and consecutive clauses. These last require
special examination. They appear, when classified according to their functions,
to embrace five distinct kinds. In one of these kinds (and in one only) an in-
herent reason for the mode appears; for its verb is capable of standing in an inde-
pendent subjunctive sentence of ideal assertion, as e.g. in Aic latro, quem clientem
habere nemo velit, Cic. Phil. 6, 5, 13.

This class would seem, therefore, to be the starting-point of a process of devel-
opment. The probable psychological processes of the development, and the
various stadia in its progress, are as follows: —

1. The original consecutive clause (the verb of which would be equally in the
subjunctive if independent) characterizes the antecedent by stating some act that
would flow, would have flowed, etc., from the nature of the antecedent.

Then, by a confusion between what actually is said in the construction and
" what appears to be involved in it (a confusion identical with that which takes
place in the parallel »z-clauses).

2. The developing consecutive clause characterizes the antecedent by stating
some act that actually will flow, does flow, or has flowed, from the nature of the
antecedent. )

1 BIBLIOGRAPHY : Grotefend, Lateinische Grammatik, ed. Kriiger (1842), § 613 ¢;
Gréhe, De usu Terentiano particularum temporalium (1867) ; Haase, Vorlesungen iiber
lateinische Sprachwissenschaft, Band 11. (edited and published by Hermann Peter in
1880, thirteen years after Haase's death), pp. 217-220; and, in particular, Greenough,
Analysis of the Latin Subjunctive (1870).

2 The form of the word here employed not only indicates its historical connection
with gui, but was in actual use through the period of the development of the con-
structions under examination.
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Both these types of gui-clauses are in effect qualitative. But the repeated appre-
hension of the qualitative idea in a construction so frequently recurring would lead
to the feeling that the construction itself is the expression of that idea. At this
point, then, we may define the subjunctive gwi-clause as the construction used in
statements made to exhibit the qualities of an antecedent.

An almost inevitable extension would now take place through the inclusion of
other ideas equally qualitative, though not involved in the original consecutive
ideas, namely, direct predications of the existence or absence of qualities. Hence,

3. The developing clause (originally consecutive, now qualitative) character-
izes the antecedent by directly stating the existence in it, or absence from it, of a
quality.

So far, the consecutive-qualitative clauses express only the character of the
antecedent. But they now naturally extend themselves to qualitative clauses ex-
pressive of the situation, the plight, the condition, of the antecedent, even though
that situation be the result, not of the character of the antecedent, but of the
activity of some other person or thing. Hence,

4. The developing qualitative clause exhibits the condition of the antecedent
by stating some experience of his (hers, its) proceeding, not from the nature of
the antecedent, but from an external source.

But all these clauses in effect classify. In consequence, the consecutive-
qualitative construction extends itself to cases in which there is classification
alone, with no true expression of either the character or the condition of the
antecedent. Hence,

5. The classifying clause places the antecedent in a class, on the ground of
some act or circumstance which may be wholly external to him (her, it) as in
corum quos viderim Domitius Afer et Tulius Secundus longe praestantissimi,
Quintil. 19, 1, 118.

In Plautus, the subjunctive is always used in relative clauses after phrases like
nullus est qui, while after phrases like s¢ guis est qui the subjunctive is not yet
fixed, and after phrases like s#7n¢ gui only one instance of it is found. This state
of affairs would seem to indicate that the development of the consecutive sub-
junctive began in clauses after negative antecedents. And it is, in fact, in such
clauses that those confusions and extensions would most easily occur, to which
we found that this development is presumably due.

A probable genesis of the use of the subjunctive with causal or adversative
feeling is suggested by sentences like sumne autem nihili, qui nequeam ingenio
moderari meo, Plaut. Bacch 91. They point to an early type of the consecutive
clause, in which, without a modifying e or iz, the main clause expressed a
quality, and the gui-clause the working of that quality. But a second concep-
tion would connect itself readily with such a use; for the qui-clause not only
expresses the result of the character exhibited in the main statement, but is at the
same time 2 justification of that statement. The frequent recurrence of such com-
binations would lead to an association of the causal idea with the mode itself.
The adversative force would arise through the fact that, after negative statements
and questions of negative import, that which is a justification of the main state-
ment as a whole is in opposition to the quality, etc., which is negatived in that
statement.

The dramatic literature shows that the causal-adversative subjunctive was in
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considerable use before the employment of the qualitative subjunctive clause after
a positive and definite antecedent had become common. With the spread of this
latter use, a second contribution to the association of the causal-adversative idea
with the subjunctive would be made. The qualitative clauses are, in effect, com-
plex adjectives. Like other adjectives, they may stand in the predicate after some
expression containing the idea of existence, or they may be attached directly to the
subject or to the object of the verb. In the last two cases, the quality, etc., ex-
pressed in the dependent clause must necessarily be either in harmony with, or in
opposition to the main act; and the existence of this causal or adversative bear-
ing will naturally be perceived. The consequence might have been a develop-
ment of a causal-adversative use of the subjunctive, if such a use had not already
existed. As it was, however, an association would naturally be set up between
the already established causal-adversative use and the qualitative use. That the
Roman feeling did in fact tend to identify the two uses, appears from the occur-
rence of the former in co-ordination with simple adjectives having a causal or ad-
versative bearing, as in Cic. Verr. 3, 58, 134, Phil. 6, 7, 19, Liv. 1, 34, 7; and
from the occurrence of the clause after sic w/, as in Caes. B. G. 31-33, after u#
ts qui, as in Cic. Dei. 5, 13.

If the view of the growth of the subjunctive characterizing-qualitative-classify-
ing and causal-adversative gui-clauses here taken is correct, it is idle to expect an
absolute fixity of mode in any of these constructions except that original one in
which the subjunctive is inherent in the nature of the idea. Rather shall we find
a development, more or less complete, with greater or less ultimate stability of
mode. The evidence that such a development has in fact taken place becomes
at once apparent upon an examination of the literature.

Further, it must occasionally happen that of a given fact two or more distinct
uses may be made; eg., an act which is in its contents characterizing may be
instanced either to tell wAa? £ind of a man the antecedent is (qualitative idea),
or to make the hearer understand wko the antecedent is (determinative idea). If
the former idea is to be expressed, the subjunctive will be employed; if the latter,
the indicative.

An examination of the developing constructions, and of the contrasting indic-
ative and subjunctive constructions, detects three classes of the former, and six of
the latter. (These nine classes will, for economy of space, be enumerated only
under the treatment of guom.)

Taking up now the examination of the guom-constructions, we find the various
indicative clauses, and the various subjunctive clauses through the consecutive,
correspond precisely to those which we found in the gui-constructions, and, in
fact, to be replaceable by those constructions through the simple conversion of guom
into guo, gua, or guibus. This is the point which the guom-clauses have reached
by the time of Plautus. Further than this, by a process familiar in other lan-
guages, an indicative guom-construction has already come into free use to present
an introductory statement of the circumstances which exist at the time of the
main act, and form its environment (the Sacklage, milieu, status rerum, condition
of affairs, nature of the situation); has also come to have a similar use in a
post-positive clause, serving to complete the picture for the main act; has also
come, just as clauses after postguam (quisque) did in their Romance growth, and
as clauses after Greek éwel, éxred4, and d7¢, English since, German weil, etc., have
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done, to have, first an accidental suggestion of a causal relation, then a distinct
causal force; and finally, has also come, just as clauses after German wékrend
and English when and while have done, to convey a more or less complete adver-
sative force.

After this, one or both of two things would happen, the second certainly, the
first possibly : —

1. The association of the causal-adversative idea with the subjunctive mode
in the gui-constructions might well lead to the (at first sporadic) employment of
the same mode in the essentially identical and, in sound, closely similar gzom:-
constructions. Such may possibly be the view that should be taken of the three
examples of the causal-adversative subjunctive guom-clause attested by the Mss.
of Plautus, and the ‘two examples attested by the Mss. of Terence; though the
clear general usage of the time, and the existing evidence of errors committed in
citing Plautus at a later period, under the influence of a changed linguistic feeling,
brings these examples under suspicion.

2. In any case a development of the guom-constructions on their own ground,
on a line in the main parallel to that along which the gui-constructions had al-
ready moved, would ultimately be inevitable. We find the original consecutive
quom-clause (the subjunctive verb of which could stand independently) in Plau-
tus, and we also find in him at least a part of the same development (consecu-
tive-qualitative-classifying) that we have already seen in the consecutive gui-clause.
If there remained nothing more of Roman literature, we should nevertheless
feel sure that eventually the use of the qualitative subjunctive in the guom-
clause with an expressed antecedent of time (in which case the guom-clause would
give the nature of the situation at the time whken the main act took place) must
have led to the growing up of an introductory and a post-positive subjunctive
narrative clause; and that later there must have arisen a causal-adversative asso-
ciation with the mode, just such as, in the ‘case of the gui-clauses, would have
arisen, if it had not already been developed at an earlier stage in the history of
the consecutive construction.

So far, we have considerea, partly within our sight, partly in necessary imagina-
tion, the growth of the gwom-constructions on a line parallel with that of the
growth of the gui-constructions. But the peculiar nawre of the temporal idea
would carry the temporal clause in Latin, just as that peculiar nature has carried
it (mode apart) in Greek, German, English, French, etc., beyond the line of
the development of the gui-clause. When once the subjunctive (qualitative)
mode had made its entry into the narrative clause, we should expect the follow-
ing: —

The countless repetitions of the subjunctive narrative guom-clause, with varying
degrees of prominence of the qualitative feeling, would lead in the one direction
to a narrative type in which the qualitative aspect of the situation-giving clause
was faint; at the extreme of which direction the clause would closely approach
the indicative yuom-clause, though still essenlially’diﬁ'ering from it by falling short
of a sharp and exclusive date-determining force. In the other direction, the con-
stant use of the subjunctive guom-clause with more or less prominent qualitative
feeling, involving necessarily a more or less prominent causal or adversative
feeling, would lead to a type in which the causal-adversative idea would be
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the larger element, and, at the extreme, to a type in which, as in the French
puisque-clause, nothing but this causal-adversative idea would remain.

If, then, we were to be put in possession of a considerable body of Roman
literature belonging to a period a hundred or more years later than the time of
Plautus and Terence, we should expect, either to find the fully developed guom-
constructions just sketched in imagination, and those above, or to find construc-
tions of this kind by the side of other constructions of the older, undeveloped
type. In point of fact, upon examining the literature as it reappears some eighty
years after the death of Terence, we find the developed constructions sketched
above, with but rare examples of the old type.

These rare examples of the old type, it should be said, are commonly misunder-
stood, under a false general conception of the gwom-constructions; and futile
attempts are made to explain them as if they expressed ideas really belonging to
the prevailing usage of the mode in the time to which they belong.

We may now, stating for the gui-clauses and the guom-clauses together the
more obvious results of an examination of the developing and the contrasting
constructions, tabulate the following classes: —

A. The developing gui-guom-constructions (with varying mode)
1. After indefinite antecedents.
2. After definite antecedents; with or without causal-adversative bearing.
3. With merely classifying force (in which construction the subjunctive always
remains the rarer mode).

B. The contrasting indicative and subjunctive gué-guom-constructions.

4. Loosely attached indicative clauses, with unexpressed causal or adversative
bearing; versus causal-adversative subjunctive clauses.

5. Determinative indicative clauses; versus qualitative subjunctive clauses,
with or without causal-adversative bearing.

Closely connected with g are the two classes next following: —

6. Preliminary (less frequently subsequent) presentatibn of a certain person,
thing, or time, by a determinative clause, followed (or preceded) by a
statement with regard to that person, thing, or time (with causal-ad-
versative bearing); versus the simple expression of a causal-adversa-
tive relation, through the subjunctive.

7. Identification of two acts through an identification of the actors (gui) or
the times (guom); versus the simple expression of the causal-adversative
idea or the narrative idea.

8. Generalization; versus the expression of quality, with or without causal-

- adversative bearing.

9. Identification of one series of acts with another, constituting formal defini-
tion; versus the causal-adversative construction, justifying the main
statement.

From the fact that temporal relative clauses, in all languages, are capable of
far outrunning their original meaning, it would be antecedently possible that the
subjunctive gwom-clauses would sooner or later come to be used occasionally with
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no true feeling, and in no sharp distinction from indicative clauses. Possihle
indications of this tendency are to be seen in a few narrative gwom-clauses in
Cicero, and unquestionable examples are to be found in the first century of the
Empire, as, ¢g., in Seneca.

When the guom-constructions have reached the extreme of their legitimate
development, it would be natural that the use of the subjunctive should in spo-
radic cases be extended from the narrative guom-clauses to clauses with postguam,
ubi, ut, and dum, which, though not, like the original guom-clauscs, replaceable
by gui-clauses, and so not sharing in the peculiarities which led to the great devel-
opment of the guom-clauses, yet in effect somewhat resemble the narrative guwom-
clauses. Examples of this construction for postguam, ubi, and dum are Cic.
Manil. 4, 9; Auctor Bell. Afr. 78, 4; Liv. 1, 40, 7.

16. Arcado-Cyprian Dialect, by Dr. Herbert Weir Smyth, of
Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.

Arcadian and Cyprian are in closer touch than any other two Hellenic dialects
which have at the same time so many and such varied points of divergence. If
we consider the date of the separation of the daughter-dialect (a date which on
any view must be early, even if we reject the Agapenor legend), the preservation
in Cyprian, for so many centuries, of such striking cases of agreement with Arca-
dian offers a most valuable example of the persistence of dialect life. This fact
is not unknown, but has never yet received thorough-going treatment. The
treatises of Gelbke, Schrader, Rothe, and Spitzer fail to open that horizon, without
which the mooted question of the position of Arcadian can never be settled, and
which can be attained solely on the basis of a minute examination of the phe-
nomena in question. The object of this paper was to present a study prepara-
tory to such an examination, and at the same time to lay the foundation for a
discussion of the question in a work on the dialects of Greece now in progress.
It was designed to collect every case of agreement and of difference between the
two dialects, beginning with what is common to Arcadian and to Cyprian (A-C)
and to no other Hellenic dialect; next, to present the joint possessions of A-C
and Homeric Greek (eg., infinitive in -nvac); then, by gradually enlarging the
range of vision, to discuss in detail the relations of A-C to all the dialects known
under the obsolescent name of Aeolic; and finally to draw within the circle of
observation the affinities of A-C, Doric, and Ionic. The same process was then
applied in the case of Arcadian and of Cyprian, when these dialects either present
actual differences, or when one has preserved forms as yet not found in the other.
By this process alone can the vision of the dialectologist become acute enough to
permit a cautious estimate of the position of the parent Arcadian.

A summary of the results of the investigation is as follows: The resistance
of A-C to external influence was effected, to no inconsiderable extent,
upon the lines of a syntactical usage which must have met with determined
hostility from the levelling forces of the xowh (eg., éos with the genitive,
&xd with the dative).

There is no single striking dialect feature possessed in common by A-C, Aeolic
in the proper sense (the dialect of Lesbos and of the adjacent mainland), Thes-
salian, Boeotian, and Elean. The pronunciation of v as %, even if shared in by

3
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all these dialects alike (which is by no means certain), would be nothing more
than the retention of the Indo-European pronunciation of .

Acolic, Thessalian, and Boeotian agree with A-C in having ¢p for ap or pa, but
not in the same word. This strong form is, however, not the undisputed posses-
sion of dialects with Aeolic sympathies. In fact, whenever we start with a dialect
peculiarity that might seem to serve as a criterion of unity, the line of connection
is uniformly broken. Thus, if we start with &x¢ or xé, Boeotian and Elean are
the offending dialects; if with éos or with év cum accus., Aeolic is the guilty mem-
ber. This disposes of a pan-Aeolic dialect. Aeolic, Thessalian, and Boeotian
are more closely connected than any dialects of this class. Yet even they have
only one salient feature in common. An Aeolic dialect in the former, wider sense
of the term cannot be utilized as a factor in the study of Hellenic speech. If
there was ever any period when A-C and these dialects were in touch, it was before
the worshippers of Arcadian Zeus emigrated from Northern Hellas. Into such a
period, of which Greek legend has preserved no memory, it is futile for us to
attempt to penetrate.

If we eliminate from A~C those forms that are pan-Hellenic or due to the
declining vigor of the old inflectional system, the residue may justly be compared
with a similar residue from other dialects. The result of such a comparison
shows that Thessalian is the link between Aeolic and A-C, and between A-C
and Boeotian. It was from Thessaly that the Aeolians and Boeotians are said
to have departed to seek a new home (see American Journal of Philology,
VIL 426).

When A-C falls into line with Doric and Ionic, the phenomena in question
appear to be survivals of the pan-Hellenic period.

Traces of connection between Arcado-Cyprian and Doric alone are far to
seek. 7 by compensatory lengthening has been explained by the adherents of an
“ Aeolic ” origin of Arcadian as a proof that the ancestors of the Arcado-Cyp-
rians emigrated from Northern Greece before ¢ (i.e., open 3) became ¢ (¢.e., closed
7). But as it cannot be shown that e for 7 was the property of Lesbians, Thes-
salians, and Béeotians in a common home, the n of ¢6fpwy and of #ul (if we
follow the common transcription of ¢* m: ) must be either pan-Hellenic er Doric.
That the latter is the only possible explanation is clear from the fact that the
ground form ¢fep-tw became ¢ffpw in no dialect except Doric. Ionic ¢fhpw
never existed, despite Gustav Meyer. 9 by compensatory lengthening is then the
only case of touch between Arcado-Cyprian and Doric alone. This Doric feature
is therefore the earliest and only loan formation from Doric in the period of a
yet undivided Arcado-Cyprian dialect; and is, therefore, not to be held to be
a proof of the original Doric character of the dialect. An Arcado-Cyprian &xev
is not necessarily Doric as -», as an inf. ending may be pre-dialectal.

On the other hand, the sympathies of A-C, Aeolic and Ionic-Attic are strongly
marked. Whether this preference is the survival of the period when @ had not
yet become 7 in Ionic-Attic, or is due to a later but pre-historic interconnection
between Ionic-Attic and Aeolic, is a question that will probably always wait a
solution. Arcado-Cyprian and Aeolic, despite their differences, stand in more
pronounced opposition to Doric than do Thessalian or Boeotian, and seem to
form a link in the chain which begins with Doric and ends with Ionic-Attic.
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The statement must, however, not be construed to imply that Arcado-Cyprians
and Aeolians were the first separatists from a common home.

The affinities of Arcadian in conjunction with Cyprian point, then, in the direc-
tion of a connection with those dialects which are allied to Aeolic. Confirmatory
of this view is the fact that when Arcadian is regarded in conjunction with Cyp-
rian, the total number of Aeolisms increases; but when taken alone and compared
with Aeolic, Thessalian, or Boeotian, this number decreases. The older the form,
so much greater the likelihood of it being Aeolic in its sympathies.

Arcadian when at variance with Cyprian presents a mixture of dialects scarcely
equalled in any canton of Greece. Ionic, Doric, and the dialects of Aeolic color-
ing strive for supremacy. The correspondences with Aeolic alone are insignifi-
cant, the majority being survivals of pan-Hellenic speech. The connection with
Thessalian is not much stronger. When Arcadian and Boeotian converge, the
cases of agreement are either pan-Hellenic or Doric. Hence it cannot well be
affirmed that the Aeolic preferences, when taken alone, without the aid of Cyprian,
are vigorous.

The Ionic proclivities of Arcadian are few, but most pronounced (e, infinitive
in -va:). The Doric features, too, stand out in clear light. But it is not true that
whenever Arcadian agrees with dialects of the Aeolic type, it agrees at the same
time with Doric. Importance should be placed upon this negation of Schrader’s
assertion, as also upon the character of many of the Dorisms of Arcadian, which
are clearly survivals of pan-Hellenic. It is impossible to give a satisfactory
explanation of the concurrence in Arcadian of forms of Doric, Ionic, and Aeolic
coloring, a concurrence which is the more remarkable from the fact that the con-
test for supremacy between the forms date from a prehistoric period.

Aeolisms are passive, rarely aggressive. Where they exist in the language of
the people they have existed from all times. They are never a force in dialect
mixture save in literature. Their history is a history of their continual recession
before Attic and Doric. The Aeolisms of Arcadian belong to the heart of the
dialect; its Ionisms and Dorisms are adventitious. Achaia was the refuge of
dispossessed Ionians; the Cynurians were Ionic before their Dorization. The
Dorisms are explained by Strabo’s remarks; Jokoiio: 8¢ Swpl(ewv &wavres (the
Peloponnesians) & Thv cuuBacay émwkpdrear.

Traces of sympathy between Cyprian, apart from Arcadian, and Aeolic are
few. When Cyprian agrees with Aeolic, Thessalian, or Boeotian, the points of
agreement occur generally either in Doric or in Ionic. But these dialects have
resisted longer than Doric the incursion of the Ionic » épeAxvarcdv. The con-
nection of Arcadian with Aeolic is however stronger than that of Cyprian with
Aeolic. With Doric, Cyprian shares much; which was only to be expected from
the vicinity of Rhodes, Crete, and Pamphylia.

If we compare the cases of absolute disagreement between Arcadian and
Cyprian, it is evident that either the one dialect or the other has preserved the
more ancient form. Where the chronology of a phonetic change is still doubt-
ful, or where two variant forms appear to antedate the separation, we can obtain
no light as to the relative priority of Arcadian or of Cyprian. The “acorn-
eating” Arcadians are less prone to admit innovations than their offspring. Thus
they have preserved antevocalic ¢, the ancient locative plural (though in but a
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"single example); they have resisted the expulsion of secondary intervocalic o;
they have not changed = from IE ¢ to o, nor 8AAw» to alAwr. The Aeolisms of
Cyprus are as a rule joint possessions of Arcadian and of Cyprian. It is more
probable that Arcadians should have adopted Dorisms than that Cyprian should
have lost Aeolism.

As in the offspring hereditary traits are reproduced which do not appear in
the parent, so Cyprian is oftentimes the representative of a more ancient period
than Arcadian; e.g., genitive in -yFos from -no stems, the genitive -x\éFeos; Exepae
compared with the vexatious Arcadian ¢fépas; -ds in the feminine genitive for
the Arcadian -av; -e in the dative singular of -es stems.

The Association adjourned to meet at 7.45 A.M., Thursday.

/ BurLNGTON, VT., Thursday, July 14, 1887.
MORNING SESSION.

The Association assembled, pursuant to adjournment, at the Van
Ness House, at 7.45 A.M.

The report of the Committee appointed to nominate officers was
taken from the table and adopted ; the officers for 1887-88 elected
in accordance with the report are : —

President, Professor Isaac H. Hall, Metropolitan Museum, New York, N. Y.

Vice-Presidents, Professor Thomas D. Seymour, Yale University, New Haven,
Conn., and Professor Charles R. Lanman, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

Secretary, Professor John H. Wright, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

T'reasurer, Professor John H. Wright.

Additional members of the Executive Committee, —

Professor Martin L. D’Ooge, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich.
Professor Basil L. Gildersleeve, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.
Professor Francis A. March, Lafayette College, Easton, Pa.

Professor Bernodotte Perrin, Adelbert College, Cleveland, Ohio.

Professor William D. Whitney, Yale University, New Haven, Conn.

The report of the Committee appeinted to propose time and place
of next meeting recommended that the Twentieth Annual Session be
held on the second Tuesday in July, at Amherst College, Amherst,
Mass. The report was accepted and adopted.

Professor Francis A. March, as Chairman of the Committee on the
Reform of English Spelling, reported that correspondence had been
begun with members of the London Philological Society in regard
to preparing a manual dictionary, using the amended spellings here-
tofore recommended.



Proceedings for Fuly, 1887. xxxi

On motion the report was accepted, and the committee appointed
in 1875 was continued for another year. It now consists of Messrs.
March (chairman), W. F. Allen, Child, Lounsbury, Price, Trumbull,
and Whitney.

On motion a resolution was adopted as follows : —

The American Philological Association desires to express, to the President and
Trustees of the University of Vermont, its hearty thanks for the use of the College
Chapel and of the Marsh Room of the Billings Library as the place of meeting,
for kind attention in giving the members access to the buildings and collections
of the University; further, to acknowledge its grateful appreciation of the hospi-
tality of the Rev. Professor Lorenzo Sears and of Mrs. Sears in tendering the
Association a reception, as also of the courtesies and labors of the local committee
in making provision for the entertainment and comfort of the members.

The reading of papers was resumed.

17. Some Peculiarities of Diction and Syntax in Cicero’s De
Legibus, by Professor William A. Merrill, of Belmont College, College
Hill, Ohio ; read by Mr. L. H. Elwell.

This work of Cicero was never carefully elaborated, and owing to the three-
fold division of the subject-matter, — viz. the philosophy of law, the antiquities
of religion, and the constitutional order of the government,— the diction varies
somewhat from that of his other works; add to this the fact that Cicero was inex-
perienced in handling the strictly philosophical dialogue, and that the book was
never revised; hence, taken altogether, the defects of the work give it a special
value in estimating Cicero’s progress in literature, and for the general study of
diction and syntax. The work contains two widely diverging styles: that of the
ordinary dialogue, and that of the proposed codes of law. The exceptional con-
structions prevail in the third book. The text used was Vahlen’s, 1883. Extremely
rare constructions are marked with a star. The subjoined lists are thought ta
contain all exceptional occurrences and usages, both of grammar and diction, in
the work.

I. The dialogue and its peculiarities were first discussed. NOUNS. — Geni-
#Hves : corporis obsequium, I. 60; senatus iudicia conseruatae patriae, I1. 42; *cu-
piditatis teneri, I11. 31; tributa capitis comitia rata esse posse, neque ulla priuilegii,
IIL 45; testamenti soluere, 1. §1. Datives : obtemperatio *legibus, I. 42; inter-
cessor rei, I11. 42; adsentior Antiocho — magistro non audeo dicere, I. 54; abest
historia litteris, 1. 5. Accusatives: haec est enim quam Scipio laudat temperatio-
nem, III. 12; communicandum inter omnes ius (here cum o. was avoided for
euphonic reasons), 1. 33. Ablatives: ab aquila apicem impositum, I. 4; ab arbo-
ribus opacatur, frag. 5; ab ea natura, I. 33; natura tributum, 1. 16; aetate con-
iunctus, 1. 6; extenuato sumptu reciniis (doubtful), 11. 59; qua praestamus beluis,
per quam coniectura ualemus (euphonic), 1. 30; frugibus atque bacis terrae fetu
profunduntur, I. 25; ¢f. IL. 39; regis *uitiis repudiatum, I11. 15; so asperitate, I. 31;
non metu, sed ea coniunctione conseruandas, I. 43; me deduxit in Academiam
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perpauculis *passibus, 1. 54; ut loco dicat, I11. 40; praedictis multa uera cecidisse
(doubtful), 11. 33. [ general: ad participandum alium alio, I. 33; uita apta
uirtute, 1. 56, emended, but ¢f. Zuse. v. 40.

Rare nouns: %operimentum, 1. 56; *commendatrix, 1. §8; *temperamentum,
111. 24; *habilitates, 1. 27, &r. eip. Philosophical : malitia, 1. 49; opinione, I. 28
and elsewhere; so natura, I. 45; notitia, I. 24; intellegentias, 1. 26; igniculi, 1.
33; *scabies (yapyahwnuds), 1. 47; prudentia, uoluptas, and similar terms are fre-
quent. Quaestiunculae, I11. 5I; argutiae, librarioli, 1. 7, are not philosophical, but
uncommon. KRare meanings - umbraculum, 111. 14, frag. 7; partes, I. 45, ¢f. I1. 32;
cooptatio, III. 27; cognitio, 1. 14; ingenia (& ¥u¢vra), 1. 46; manu (disputed),
1. 28; Nili, Euripi, 11. 2; iter, 1. 37; uoce (‘style’), 11. 18; contio, 1I. 62; cessio
(disputed), 1. 10. Domus for domos, I1. 40.  Furistic : donatio, I1. 50; usus capio,
1. 55; lessum, I1. 59; fraus, 11. 60, III. 42; promulgatio, 111. 43 ; syngrapha, heredi-
tates, 111. 18; deducta (deductio, Bait.), I1. 50. Collocations : uir nemo, II. 41;
os resectum (alii 7eiectum, exceptum); porca contracta, I1. §5; ciuis e republica
maxime, II. 66, ¢f. maxime e natura, I1. §9; bonis uiris, 111. 20; nullo loco, 11. 12;
in homines obsequia, sed etiam in deos caerimoniae (symmetry), I. 43; alia quo-
que causa, I1. 3; Aegeo mari (Rome), 111. 36; ante oculos (= perspicuum), I. 48.

PRONOUNS. — Relatives : animal hoc quem uocamus hominem, I. 22; feriarum
festorumque dierum —quas, II. 29; neruos ijussit, quo (quos, Bait.) plures quam
septem habebret, 11. 39; quam (sc. humationem, from humandi), 1. 63; quae
natura agri, 11. 67; qua rei publicae nomen uniuersae ciuitatis est, 11. §; *cuicui-
modi, 11. 13. Reflexives : inter eos communia, I. 23; cum res esset ad se delata,
M. Scaurus inquit (Mad. senatum), 111. 36; eipse, 1. 34, ¢f. reapse, IiI. 18; suapte,
L. 49; ellipse of reflexive, 1. §3, II. 7, certain, III. 43, 45, doubtful. Demonstra-
tives : hac familia (Theophrasti), 111. 13-14; hanc for hoc, 1I. §, ¢f. 1. 49; hic,
pleonastic, 1I. 65, ¢f. Orat. 134, and also 111. §; ille, pleonastic, I. 42; II. 39, cor-
rupt; ipse for principal person, II. §5, reflexive, I. 35, 1. 16, 1. 28, IL. 16; ipsi, ‘of
their own motion,’ 11. 50; idem, I1. 5, hunc locum—idem ego te accipio dicere
Arpinum (disputed). /ndefinite : quo for aliquo, I. 41; gz ingenio sit mediocri—
eius tenere ius cum scias, I1. 46. Jn general: sua sponte non aliena iudicantur,
1. 45; nosmet, I. 28; uellem esse meus, II. 17; ellipsis (?), ante lucem iussit
efferri, 11. 60. .

ADJECTIVES INCLUDING PARTICIPLES. — Rare : denicales, I1. 55; catus, I. 45;
subsiciua, 1. 9. Strange meanings : reliqua for alia, 111. 39; citeriora for humana,
111 3; privatos for priuos (disputed), III. 44; inanis, I1. 45; alienum, ‘stranger,’
I1. 64; perpetua, ‘general,’ 11. 37. Rare uses . color albus decorus cum in cetero
tum maxime in textili; ceteri sumptus (gen.), II. 62; tuendae ciuitatis paratissi-
mus (peritiss. Bait.), 1I. 66; sagax, multiplex (homo), I. 22; funebria, substan-
tiue, I1. 60. Collocations : ex alio alia, 1. §2; *consequens ut for sequitur ut, 1. 15.
Degrees : amicior, 11. 4; diuinissimus, 11. 45. — Sapiens temperatio, II1. 17. Agree-
ment : lucus —ille et haec quercus saepe a me *lectus; procreatum agrees with im-
plied tribunatus, instead of potestas, 111. 19; mundus ciuvitas existimanda, I. 23.
Participles » detestata, passive, II. 28; nata, abl. abs., 111. 17, used of a habit, 111,
30; adiunctum pietatis, II. §4; iussum, substantive, III. 44; so animantes, fem.,
1. 26; commendatum, II. 40; mortuos, nom., II. 67.

VERBS. — /ndic.: labebar nisi, 1. 52; cum proposueras, I11. 48, Sw4;.. capiat,
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“ought to take,’ 1. 8; si ut Aristo dixit solum bonum esse, 1. §5; docuit ut noscere-
mus, I. §8; sequitur quibus sit, 1L 40, ¢f. III. 41; posteaquam coepissit (dis-
puted), II. 64. Jnfinitive: with notion of necessity, 11. 57; after iubere, I. 19,
1L 42; interest, conseruare (-ari, Bait.), I1. 38. Gerund, etc.: *minuendi sump-
tus, predicate gen., I1. §9; a suum cuique tribuendo, 1. 19; fratrem laudando, 1. 1;
in iubendo, 1. 33. Zenses . rhetorical logical present faceres, 111. 30; present for
future, 11. 35; uidemus=uidere licet, I1. 64; antequam uenias, I1. 9. Sequence
tanta sententia est ut ea tribueretur, 1. 58; cf. potest, 111. 14; dantur—indicia ut
esset, I11. 40; confusion of thought between futurus sit and cernet in I. 59, where
cernat is written. Liceat after an infin. dependent on secondary tenses, III. 42, cf.
111 30; subj. of generalization, essent adiuncta — uenerit, 11. 48, so 11. 64. Number:
quaeruntur qui astringantur, I1. 48. XRare. aucupari, II1. 35; responsitare, I. 14;
uentitare, 1. I3; apisci, I. §52. Unwusual meanings: residentur, 11. 55; debeo, I11.
26, and reprehendere, II1. 34, in original sense; decerno, of one senator, III. 42;
ignorare, 1. 6, ‘disregard’; praestare= cauere ut, I. 14; cogere, of logical result,
II. 33; noscat, ‘admit,’ 1. 11; efficitur for conficitur, 11I. 27; conuenire, 1. 53;
nata for orta, III. 17; prodere for tradere, III. 4; inflare, .aetaphorically, 1. 6; ob-
tineri id est obsisti, 111. 34; concilium permouet, I1I. 42; tollere leges, I1. 31; san-
cire, ¢ forbid under punishment,’ 111. 46; appellare, to things, 1. 40. Simple for
compound : creuerit, 111. 28; prenderit, 1. 6. Furistic: parentare, 1I. 54; usu
capi, IL. 61. General.: constet ex uexandis animis et ea fama (disputed), 11. 44;
mox uidero, II. 54; seminari (of a tree), I. I; nectere ex, I. 52. Elipsis - esse,
in 111. 47, 1L 27, 1L 28, 111. 19, II. 32, all supplied by Baiter; assentior ut, II. I1;
adduci hanc, 11. 6; iubet understood from uetat, 11. 67, ¢f. 11. 15; sequi omitted,
11. 69. Finally: mucronem exacuere, III. 21; spero for ut spero, II. 69.

ADVERBS. — certum, 1. §52; sollerter, 1. 26; ne, 11. 68 and 66. Ita = ualde, 11.
3 (disputed); ut comparative, I1. 45; cur for propter quod, I 53; quemadmo-
dum=ut, 11. §5. Uncommon meaning.: nimis, with no censure, I. 27, ¢/ non
nimis, I1I. 14. General: lessum quasi lugubrem eiulationem, 11. 59; perniciose
populari, 11I. 26; quamuis enumeres multos, III. 24; praeterquam, separated,
1L 45. :

PREPOSITIONS. — tenus, III. 14; inter for intra (corrupt), I. 56. Ellz}si: of in
with Esqyviliis, 11. 28, with inlapsa animos, 11. 39. General: de unctura — unctura
tollitur, 11. 60; in qua erubescere, I. 41.

CONJUNCTIONS. — Copulative : et, ‘also,’ 1I. 63, 111. 4, 1. 33, I. 31, 1L 4, I 40,
all explained away or emended by the purists; introducing a comment, I11. 44;
consecutive, I. 23; et=sane, Il. 7; et non for ac non, II. 44; explicative, II. 43,
53, 1.41; et for que, I. 55; *et— etiam, III. 4; *et —et, concluding a catalogue, 11.
47; et— neque, 1. 12; according to some, et — que, I. 31, 44; que connects periods in
11. 25, ¢f- I1. 30; *atque quidem, II. 24; *atque —atque, I11. 20; neue — neue, II. 67;
*nec=non, 1. 56; nec—neque and neque —que, 1. 39, 42. Adversative : sed =
‘enough of that, but,’ 111. 19; conditional : sin quid, 1. 32; causal.: ex eo quia, I.
43; final: ut—sacris ne adligentur, 11. §0; #/ative - igitur, at the beginning, 1. 18;
1L 14; énlerrogative: an inclines to the negative in 111. 33 (Madv. iam); num-
quid—an, 11. 5. CORRELATIVES : *modo — uicissim, 1. 43; eatenus— quoad, I. 14;
ille quidem —sed tamen, 1. 6, ¢f. 1. 54; etsi, with no tamen, II1. 29; non dicam— sed,
without descensio ad minus, 1. 22; deinde etiam deinceps, III. 43.
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PLEONASM: plerumque solet, 1. 19; nihil esse turpius quam est quemquam
legari, 111. 18, ¢f. 1. 14; sane quam breui, 11. 23; other cases, 11. 60, 1. 53, 1. I, I. 14;
legal, 11. 48, 11. 1, 111. 1. Notable asyndeton, 11. 42. ELLIPSIS: nihil ad Caelium,
1. 6; meliores (homines) from humanum, 1. 32; a Theophrasto, sc. doctus, I1I. 14;
Gracchi (tribunatus), doubtful, 111. 20; praetereantur, sc. quae dicta sunt, I1. 60.

GENERAL: proverbs—toto pectore, 1. 49; praedicari de Remo et Romulo, 1. 8;
ad contrariam laudem in uirtutem, I. §1; absolute asyndeton, II. 19, ¢f. I. 62;
religiones, plural, 11. 16; qui modo ingenio possit moueri, I1. 46; anacoluthia, I11.
13, II. §6; subordination to conditional clause, aut si capiat, aut si minor pars
legata sit, si inde ceperit, 11. 49.

II. CopEs.—In for apud, II 19, III. 40; causal ablatival gerunds, 111. 8. RARE
NOUNS: anfractibus, II. 19; feturae, I1. 20; uirgeta, &x. elp. I1. 21; fulgura, 11. 21;
aeuitates, IIL. 7, 9. Rare meaning: opes, ‘display,’ uindex, ‘avenger,” 1. I9.
Archaic forms.: loedis, 11. 22; duellum, 11 9; coerari oesus, I1I, 10; consulis
(m.pl. n), 11L. 9. Demonstrative pronouns: ollos, 11. 19; sisque, II. 21; im, II.
60; sos, II. 22; idem, II. 22, III. 10. Indef.: ast quid, 11 10. Adjectives and
participles: ecfata, I1. 20, 21; ostenta, II. 20; obstita, 1I. 21; uncula, II. 19; mo-
dica, 1. 10. Gerundive: neue petenda neue gerenda potestate; present for
future, 111. 10. VERBS: oesus esse=opus esse, III. 10; apparento, II. 20; sa-
crum commissum, I1. 20; migrare = uiolare, III. I1; *asciuerit, II. 20; *sanciunto,
1I. 22; cadat, impersonal, II. 19; archaic: iussit, 1. 21; faxit, 1I. 19; clepsit,
rapsit, 22; prohibessit, 111. 6, 10; escunt, I1. 60; appellamino, 111. 8: coerari, I11.
10; cosciscuntur, IIL. 10; turbassitur, III. 11; simple for compound : creuerit, III.
8, 9, I1. 21; piare, II. 21; aclive forms of deponents. tuento, IlL. 7; partiunto, 7;
patiunto, 11; omission of si: Il 10 and IIL I, where ast is used. ADVERBS:
propius, II. 61; semul, 11I. 11. PREPOSITIONS: endo, II. 19; se, 1. 60; ergo, II.
59, I11. 9. CONJUNCTIONS: et, explicative, II. 21; nec=et non, IIl. 6; me = non,
1IL. 9, 11; neue, IL. 19, 2I; nec with imperat., III. I1; ast occurs, II. I9, IIL. 9, II.
24, 11. 60, I11. 10. Abstract for concrete, III. 9, 7.

18. The Etymology of akimbo, brick, hodden, by Mr. C. P. G.
Scott.

19. Music in Speech, by Martin Luther Rouse, Esq.,” of Toronto,
Canada.

The paper aimed to show that vowels ar musical notes and consonants musical
instruments, and to exhibit the relativ melody and harmony of certain modern
languages.

Accepting as simpl vowel sounds the ones markt T, 1,2, 3, 3,4, 5, 6, 6, 8, 8
in the first part of the tabl givn below, and amungst them as pairs those arranged
there as such, the essayist, by appeals to the ear, confirmd by analogies in speling
that run thru various languages, ads five more tru vowels perceivd to be present
in one or uther of the four chief languages of western Europe, making sixteen
vowels in all, — eight long and eight short, — which ar severally containd in the
sixteen German wurds first givn below.

To the usually recognized difthongs he also ads six, while rejecting one, and
thus makes nine in the four languages taken together. Two long vowels cannot
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TABLE OF THE VOWEL SOUNDS USED IN THE FOUR LANGUAGES OF
WESTERN EUROPE.

Simple.

ENGLISH. FRENCH. GERMAN. ITALIAN.
Tboom 1 bush |boue,  bourré |kuh,  kund |piu, fanciulla
2 mote ;’m_ouss’ maux(pl.), mot wo, wozu' | no, poéta
3 dawn \3’ don corps, correcte | dort, dotter | fuo'ri, por're
4 path :{ pite, patte kahn, kann | ma, 4nno
5 burn ; bun de, ——— | liebe!  liebes | ——— —
3. age 6 edge | dé, dette spit, speck tre, bello,
F—— 7 ——|su, sut kihl,  kiimmel| ——, ——
8 keen 3 kin vigne, innocent nie, nicht si_, agio
Compound.

:+ Thgw, hé_use — braun,  braut —_—
§+§ joys, choice | — scheu, scheut [——
645 pare, parry | pare, ~ —— [bir,  —— |sera

Z+\8’ side, site taille, — | teig, teich B —
\5,'+\7’ B — neuf, ———— | kénnen, —— | ——
;+T R — ———, motte |—— gold _—

blend to make a difthong; but one of the elements of this dubl sound must be a
short vowel : therefore he rejects the collocation pourtrayed by ex in the French
deux, ot by 3 in the German schdn (as this word is usually pronounced by the liter-
ate), it being composed of the long vowel herd in éurn followed by the long
vowel herd in the French s, but the collocation represented by e in neuf or 8
in Zbnnen he treats as a true difthong, since it is composed of the long vowel of
burn followed by the short vowel of the French suz. The sound of a in pareis a

1 According to the authoritative pronunciation, tho it is very comon to giv the letr
here sound 6; those who so pronounce wil be satisfied with Zieder as illustrative.
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difthong made up of the sound of ¢ in edge followed by that of % in burn,; and
the sound of 2 in parry is a difthong made up of the ¢ sound in edge followed by
the » sound in dun. In a difthong, moreover, the two sounds must not belong
to the same original pair, otherwise the collocation is a drawl; such is the sound
of the French 4 in méme=6+6.

The difthongs on the left side of each language column, except the one herd
in neuf and £dnnen, as aforesaid, ar made up of a short vowel followed by a long
one; those on the right side of two short vowels. The essayist finds that if a dif-
thong ends a wurd or precedes a flat consonant its last component is a long vowel
sound, whereas if it precedes a flat consonant its last component is a short vowel,
the length or shortness of the last component before », however, as before nasal
consonants, depending generally upon whether these end a word or stand in the
middle of one (cf. pare and parry, braun and kénnen).

In the first part of our tabl all the simpl sounds, and in the second part all the
difthongs occuring in a particular language ar denoted by the italicized portions
of wurds belonging to it that contain them; and we ar thus abl to see which
language or languages posess more vowels or difthongs than another; or, in other
words, which hav the greater capacity for melody and harmony, sins vowels ar
analogous in their varieties to musical notes and difthongs to chords. Thus
Italian has the least capacity for either harmony or melody. French has a far less
capacity for harmony than English, tho it excels English in melodious capabilities;
while German, equaling our own tung in potential harmony, gretly outvies it in
potential melody. If, again, we compare passages of poetry of equal lengths in
English, French, and German,! we find the variety in notes and chords turnd to
equally good account in German and English, but to less advantage in French.
So that, were it not for the too frequent occurrence of sibilants, which is like an
excess of brass instruments in an orchestra, German would be actually the most
musical language of the three, and of course of the four too, sins the monotonous
Italian must be far behind the rest. But as a strong set-off to their poverty in
sound, French, by leaving its final consonants in wurds usually unsounded before
uther wurds beginning with consonants, and Italians, by carefully shunning all
_ harsh collocations of consonants within its wurds and leting hardly one of them
ever end with a consonant, prevents many cacofonies that disfigur both German
and English. German and English, then, abound more in alternations of notes
and chords, but Italian and French plan their orchestras better. But this reason-
ing about the musical character of languages is not mere analogy: vowel sounds
not only bear a relation to consonant sounds like that which musical notes do to
instruments, but every vowel stands at a definite musical interval from the vowel
next to it in the order we have givn, when the vowels are red at the same pich of
voice, and consonants wil be found to be truly classified exactly like musical
instruments thruout every division, while the consonants that stand in any particu-
lar category more resembl in the quality they impart to vowels the instruments
that stand in the corresponding category than they resemble any others.

If the long vowels themselves or the typical wurds that contain them be red
aloud without change of pich,2in the order of the tabl, a chromatic scale of eight

1 As was done at the reading of the paper.
2 Taking particular care not to drop the voice at the last vowel or last word. Both

experiments were made at the reading.
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notes will be herd, which in the essayist’s base voice starts from ¢ below the base
stave. Thus:—

£ )2

Yo ] | |
I N T . p=

Z |
= _#a_g_gg_p_ﬂa__
oo oh aw ah u(r) eh i ee
Italianor German: u . 6 o(r) a e(r) e i
French : ou o ofr) a e(final) & u

1]

\ L L

\Hai

O

The short vowels, again, when red in the same way, wil make a chromatic
scale that begins and ends a tone and a half abuv the fcrmer one.

If, on the other hand, the long vowels be whispered in order with the same
precaution, they wil form a scale of this nature, composed of two exactly similar
portions : —

3 ~
rays ] M| e LN I
) B ] W [ |
Z I = iy~ .
1z L S—
oo oh aw ah u(r) eh U ee

And if the short vowels be so treated, they wil form the same scale a tone and
a half higher up.

Among the long vowels when spoken it wil be noticed that those which by the
majority of nations are represented with the five vowels make an independent
minor scale of five notes; also that «, @, and 7, which by some theorists ar held
to have been the only original vowels, form the chord of this scale. In whisper-
ing the vowels, a secondary descending scale wil be herd from % to ¢, but much
fainter, which is, I think, diatonic.

Following is the twin classification of consonants and instruments.

CONSONANTS. .
Sharp. Flat. Nasal,
Unaspi- Aspi- Unaspi- Aspi-
rated. rated. rated. rated.
Mutes.
Labial. Rié. Giv. Rip. Rift. Rim.
Dental. Bead. Breazke. Bear. Breath. Bean.
Palatal. Log. Lock (Ger.orSc.). Sick. Sick (Ger.). Sing.
Pharyngeal. Aall.
Spirants. : . .
Liquid. Rue. ] Rue (Fr.). Lay. Lait (Fr.).
' Marring. Mare (Fr.). Sell. Celle (Fr.).
L Leal. Geant (Fr.). Seal. Sheet.
Sibilant.
toran { Lees. Lesion. Lease. Leash.

1 Or help, milk, Hibernice,
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INSTRUMENTS.
Beaten. Full-toned. Slender-toned. Reed.
‘Wooden. Wood on Wood. Metal on Wood.
Xylophone. Saw. Clarionet.
Metal. Wood on Metal. Metal on Metal.
Harmonicon. Musical Box) Reed Organ.
String. Hand on String. String on String.
Harp. Violin. Eolian Harp(?).
Membrane.  Drum.
Blown.
Wooden. Blown from Side. Blown from Top.
Flute. Flageolet.
Metal. Blown from Side. Blown from Top.
Organ. Trumpet.

The aspiration of consonants by its prolonging force corresponds to the loud
pedal or swell.

The following paper was read by title : —

20. Ancipiti in Cesar, B. G. 1. 26, by Professor William S. Scar-
borough, Wilberforce University, Wilberforce, Ohio.

After referring to a number of editors of Caesar and reviewing their interpreta-
tions of the passage, the writer took exception to the usual rendering of ancipizi
(“ double”) and suggested ¢ doubtful ’ or some equivalent. ’

He argued that the sense requires that anceps should be translated in such
manner as to express the uncertainty of the struggle between the contending
forces — which was of more importance to Caesar than the position of the troops
could have been: that ‘double’ is not a primary but a secondary meaning of
anceps, as its etymology shows. If having “heads all around” (probably the
original meaning of anceps) means anything at all, it must mean instability, un-
certainty. It may be reasonably concluded from an etymological standpoint that
anceps means ‘doubtful’ in the sense of ‘critical’ or ‘uncertain,’ rather than
‘double,’ and it is clear that this meaning is most in keeping with the context of
the lines referred to. :

The Association adjourned at about 8.30 A.M., and many members
and their friends made in company an excursion across Lake Cham-
plain to the Ausable Chasm.

1 Unsoftened by a thick wooden case.
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THE FOLLOWING LIBRARIES AND INSTITUTIONS (ALPHABETIZED BY TOWN)
SUBSCRIBE FOR THE ANNUAL PUBLICATIONS OF THE ASSOCIATION.

Akron, O.: Buchtel College Library.
" Albany, N. Y.: N.Y. State Library.
Ambherst, Mass.: Ambherst College Library.
Andover, Mass.: Phillips Academy Library.
Andover, Mass.: Theological Seminary Library.
Ann Arbor, Mich.: Michigan University Library.
Athens, Greece: American School of Classical Studies.
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Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Library.

Baltimore, Md.: Peabody Institute.

Berea, Madison Co., Ky.: Berea College Library.

Berkeley, Cal.: University of California Library. .

Boston, Mass.: Boston Athenzum.

Boston, Mass.: Boston Public Library.

Brooklyn, N. Y.: The Brooklyn Library.

Brunswick, Me. : Bowdoin College Library.

Buffalo, N. Y.: The Buffalo Library.

Burlington, Vt.: Library of University of Vermont.

Cambridge, Mass. : Harvard College Library.

Champaign, Il : University of Illinois Library.

Chicago, Ill. : Public Library.

Cleveland, O. : Library of Adelbert College of Western Reserve University.

College Hill, Mass.: Tufts College Library.

Columbus, O.: Ohio State University Library.

Crawfordsville, Ind.: Wabash College Library.

Detroit, Mich.: Public Library.

Easton, Pa.: Lafayette College Library.

Evanston, Ill.: Northeastern University Library.

Gambier, O.: Kenyon College Library.

Geneva, N. Y.: Hobart College Library.

Greencastle, Ind.: De Pauw University Library.
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Towa City, Iowa: Library of State University of Iowa.

Ithaca, N. Y.: Cornell University.
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New York, N. Y.: Astor Library.

New York, N. Y.: Library of The College of the City of New York (Lex-
ington Ave. and 23d St.).

New York, N.Y.: Union Theological Seminary Library (1200 Park Ave.).
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Philadelphia, Pa.: American Philosophical Society.

Philadelphia, Pa.: The Library Company of Philadelphia.

Philadelphia, Pa.: The Mercantile Library.

Providence, R. I.: Brown University Library.

Providence, R. I.: Providence Athenzum.

Rochester, N. Y.: Rochester University Library.

Springfield, Mass. : City Library.

Tokio, Japan : Library of Imperial University.
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University of Virginia, Albemarle Co., Va. : University Library.
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Waterville, Me. : Colby University Library.
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Windsor, Nova Scotia : King’s College Library.

Worcester, Mass. : Free Public Library.
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To THE FOLLOWING LIBRARIES AND INSTITUTIONS HAVE BEEN SENT COMPLETE
sETs (VOLUMES 1.-XVIIL) oF THE TRANSACTIONS, GRATIS.

British Museum, London, England.

Royal Asiatic Society, London.

Philological Society, London.

Society of Biblical Archzology, London.

India Office Library, London.

Bodleian Library, Oxford.
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Royal Saxon Society of Sciences, Leipsic.

Royal Bavarian Academy of Sciences, Munich.
Deutsche Morgenlidndische Gesellschaft, Halle.
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Library of the University of Bonn.
Library of the University of Jena.
Library of the University of Konigsberg.
Library of the University of Leipsic.
Library of the University of Tiibingen.

[Number of foreign Institutions, 35.]
[Total, (324 + 58 + 35 =) 417.]



CONSTITUTION

OF THE

AMERICAN PHILOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION.

ARTICLE I.—NAME AND OBJECT.

1. This Society shall be known as “The American Philological Associa-
tion.”

2. Its object shall be the advancement and diffusion of philological knowl-
edge.

ARTICLE II. — OFFICERS.

1. The officers shall be a President, two Vice-Presidents, a Secretary and
Curator, and a Treasurer. '

2. There shall be an Executive Committee of ten, composed of the above
officers and five other members of the Association.

3. All the above officers shall be elected at the last session of each annual
meeting.

ARTICLE III. — MEETINGS.

1. There shall be an annual meeting of the Association in the city of New
York, or at such other place as at a preceding annual meeting shall be deter-
mined upon.

2. At the annual meeting, the Executive Committee shall present an annual
report of the progress of the Association.

3. The general arrangements of the proceedings of the annual meeting shall
be directed by the Executive Committee.

4. Special meetings may be held at the call of the Executive Committee, when
and where they may decide.
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ARTICLE IV. — MEMBERS.

1. Any lover of philological studies may become a member of the Association
by a vote of the Executive Committee and the payment of five dollars as initiation
fee, which initiation fee shall be considered the first regular annual fee.

2. There shall be an annual fee of three dollars from each member, failure in
payment of which for two years shall £p5s0 facfo cause the membership to cease.

3. Any person may become a life member of the Association by the payment
of fifty dollars to its treasury, and by vote of the Executive Committee.

ARTICLE V.— SUNDRIES.

1. All papers intended to be read before the Association must be submitted
to the Executive Committee before reading, and their decision regarding such
papers shall be final.

2. Publications of the Association, of whatever kind, shall be made only under
the authorization of the Executive Committee.

ARTICLE VI.— AMENDMENTS.

Amendments to this Constitution may be made by a vote of two-thirds of
those present at any regular meeting subsequent to that in which they have been
proposed.



PUBLICATIONS OF THE ASSOCIATION.

Tae annuajly published “ Proceedings” of the American Philo-

. logical Association contain an account of the doings at the annual

meeting, brief abstracts of the papers read, reports upon the progress
of the Association, and lists of its officers and members.

The annually published “Transactions” give the full text of such
articles as the Executive Committee decides to publish. The Pro-
ceedings are bound with them as an Appendix.

The following tables show the authors and contents of the first
eighteen volumes of Transactions: —

1869-1870. — Volume I

Hadley, J.: On the nature and theory of the Greek accent.

Whitney, W. D.: On the nature and designation of the accent in Sanskrit.

Goodwin, W. W.: On the aorist subjunctive and future indicative with §zws and
o pd. ’

Trumbull, J. Hammond: On the best method of studying the North American
languages.

Haldeman, S. S.: On the German vernacular of Pennsylvania.

Whitney, W. D.: On the present condition of the question as to the origin of
language.

Lounsbury, T. R.: On certain forms of the English verb which were used in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

Trumbull, J. Hammond: On some mistaken notions of Algonkin grammar, and
on mistranslations of words from Eliot’s Bible, etc.

Van Name, A.: Contributions to Creole Grammar.

Proceedings of the preliminary meeting YNew York, 1868), of the first annual
session (Poughkeepsie, 1869), and of the second annual session (Rochester,
1870).

1871. — Volume II

Evans, E. W.: Studies in Cymric philology.

Allen, F. D.: On the so-called Attic second declension.

Whitney, W. D.: Strictures on the views of August Schleicher respecting the
nature of language and kindred subjects.

Hadley, J.: On English vowel quantity in the thirteenth century and in the nine-
teenth.

March, F. A.: Anglo-Saxon and Early English pronunciation.

Bristed, C. A.: Some notes on Ellis’s Early English Pronunciation.
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Trumbull, J. Hammond: On Algonkin names for man. -

Greenough, J. B.: On some forms of conditional sentences in Latin, Greek, and
Sanskrit.

Proceedings of the third annual session, New Haven, 1871.

1872. — Volume IIL

Evans, E. W.: Studies in Cymric philology.

Trumbull, J. Hammond: Words derived from Indian languages of North
America.

Hadley, J.: On the Byzantine Greek pronunciation of the tenth century, as illus-
trated by a manuscript in the Bodleian Library. .

Stevens, W. A.: On the substantive use of the Greek participle.

Bristed, C. A.: Erroneous and doubtful uses of the word suc/.

Hartt, C. F.: Notes on the Lingoa Geral, or Modern Tup{ of the Amazonas.

Whitney, W. D.: On material and form in language.

March, F. A.: Is there an Anglo-Saxon language?

March, F. A.: On some irregular verbs in Anglo-Saxon.

Trumbull, J. Hammond: Notes on forty versions of the Lord’s Prayer in Algon-
kin languages.

Proceedings of the fourth annual session, Providence, 1872.

1873. — Volume IV.

Allen, F. D.: The Epic forms of verbs in dw.

Evans, E. W.: Studies in Cymric philology.

Hadley, J.: On Koch’s treatment of the Celtic element in English,

Haldeman, S. S.: On the pronunciation of Latin, as presented in several recent
grammars.

Packard, L. R.: On some points in the life of Thucydides.

Goodwin, W. W.: On the classification of conditional sentences in Greek syntax.

March, F. A.: Recent discussions of Grimm’s law.

Lull, E. P.: Vocabulary of the language of the Indians of San Blas and Cale-
donia Bay, Darien.

Proceedings of the fifth annual session, Easton, 1873.

1874. — Volume V.

Tyler, W. S.: On the prepositions in the Homeric poems.

Harkness, A.: On the formation of the tenses for completed action in the Latin
finite verb.

Haldeman, S. S.: On an English vowel-mutation, present in cag, 4e¢g.

Packard, L. R.: On a passage in Homer’s Odyssey (A 81-86).

Trumbull, J. Hammond : On numerals in American Indian languages, and the
Indian mode of counting.

Sewall, J. B.: On the distinction between the subjunctive and optatives modes in
Greek conditional sentences.

Morris, C. D.: On the age of Xenophon at the time of the Anabasis.

Whitney, W. D.: ®dce: or éoces — natural or conventional?

Proceedings of the sixth annual session, Hartford, 1874.
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1875. — Volume VL

Harkness, A.: On the formation of the tenses for completed action in the Latin
finite verb.

Haldeman, S. S.: On an English consonant-mutation, present in proof, prove.

Carter, F.: On Begemann’s views as to the weak preterit of the Germanic verbs.

Morris, C. D.: On some forms of Greek conditional sentences.

Williams, A.: On verb-reduplication as a means of expressing completed action.

Sherman, L. A.: A grammatical analysis of the Old English poem “The Owl
and the Nightingale.”

Proceedings of the seventh annual session, Newport, 1875.

1876. — Volume VIIL

Gildersleeve, B. L.: On e with the future indicative and ¢dv with the subjunctive
in the tragic poets.

Packard, L. R.: On Grote’s theory of the structure of the Iliad.

Humphreys, M. W.: On negative commands in Greek.

Toy, C. H.: On Hebrew verb-etymology.

‘Whitney, W. D.: A botanico-philological problem.

Goodwin, W. W.: On skall and skould in protasis, and their Greek equivalents.

Humphreys, M. W.: On certain influences of accent in Latin iambic trimeters.

Trumbull, J. Hammond: On the Algonkin verb.

Haldeman, S. S.: On a supposed mutation between / and .

Proceedings of the eighth annual session, New York, 1876.

1877. — Volume VIIIL

Packard, L. R.: Notes on certain passages in the Phaedo and the Gorgias of
Plato.

Toy, C. H.: On the nominal basis on the Hebrew verb.

Allen, F. D.: On a certain apparently pleonastic use of &s.

Whitney, W. D.: On the relation of surd and sonant.

Holden, E. S.: On the vocabularies of children under two years of age.

Goodwin, W. W.: On the text and interpretation of certain passages in the
Agamemnon of Aeschylus.

Stickney, A.: On the single case-form in Italian.

Carter, F.: On Willmann’s theory of the authorship of the Nibelungenlied.

Sihler, E. G.: On Herodotus’s and Aeschylus’s accounts of the battle of Salamis.

Whitney, W. D.: On the principle of economy as a phonetic force.

Carter, F.: On the Kiirenberg hypothesis.

March, F. A.: On dissimilated gemination.

Proceedings of the ninth annual session, Baltimore, 1877.

1878. — Volume IX.

Gildersleeve, B. L.: Contributions to the history of the articular infinitive.
Toy, C. H.: The Yoruban language.

Humphreys, M. W.: Influence of accent in Latin dactylic hexameters.
Sachs, J.: Observations on Plato’s Cratylus.
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Seymour, T. D.: On the composition of the Cynegeticus of Xenophon.
Humphreys, M. W.: Elision, especially in Greek.
Proceedings of the tenth annual session, Saratoga, 1878.

1879. — Volume X.

Toy, C. H.: Modal development of the Semitic verb.

Humphreys, M. W.: On the nature of caesura.

Humphreys, M. W.: On certain effects of elision.

Cook, A. S.: Studies in Heliand.

Harkness, A.: On the development of the Latin subjunctive in principal clauses.
D’Ooge, M. L.: The original recension of the De Corona.

Peck, T.: The authorship of the Dialogus de Oratoribus.

Seymour, T. D.: On the date of the Prometheus of Aeschylus.

Proceedings of the eleventh annual session, Newport, 1879,

1880. — Volume X1

Humphreys, M. W.: A contribution to infantile linguistic.

Toy, C. H.: The Hebrew verb-termination .

Packard, L. R.: The beginning of a written literature in Greece.

Hall, I. H.: The declension of the definite article in the Cypnote inscriptions.

Sachs, J.: Observations on Lucian.

Sihler, E. G.: Virgil and Plato.

Allen, W. F.: The battle of Mons Graupius.

‘Whitney, W. D.: On inconsistency in views of language.

Edgren, A. H.: The kindred Germanic words of German and English, cxh:blted
with reference to their consonant relations.

Proceedings of the twelfth annual session, Philadelphia, 1880.

1881. — Volume XII.

Whitney, W. D.: On Mixture in Language.

Toy, C. H.: The home of the primitive Semitic race.

March, F. A.: Report of the committee on the reform of English spelling.
Wells, B. W.: History of the a-vowel, from Old Germanic to Modern English.
Seymour, T. D.: The use of the aorist participle in Greek.

Sihler, E. G.: The use of abstract verbal noufis in -gis in Thucydides.

Proceedings of the thirteenth annual session, Cleveland, 1881.

1882. — Volume XIII.

Hall, I. H.: The Greek New Testament as published in America.

Merriam, A. C.: Alien intrusion between article and noun in Greek.

Peck, T.: Notes on Latin quantity.

Owen, W. B.: Influence of the Latin syntax in the Anglo-Saxon Gospels.
Wells, B. W.: The Ablaut in English.

Whitney, W. D.: General considerations on the Indo-European case-system.

Proceedings of the fourteenth annual session, Cambridge, 1882.
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1883. — Volume XIV.

Merriam, A. C.: The Caesareum and the worship of Augustus at Alexandria.
Whitney, W. D.: The varieties of predication.

Smith, C. F.: On Southernisms.

Wells, B. W.: The development of the Ablaut in Germanic.

Proceedings of the fifteenth annual session, Middletown, 1883.

1884. — Volume XV.

Goodell, T. D.: On the use of the Genitive in Sophokles.

Tarbell, F. B.: Greek ideas as to the effect of burial on the future life of the soul.

Perrin, B.: The Crastinus episode at Palaepharsalus.

Peck, T.: Alliteration in Latin.

Von Jagemann, H. C. G.: Norman words in English.

Wells, B. W.: The Ablaut in High German.

Whitney, W. D.: Primary and Secondary Suffixes of Derivation and their ex-
changes.

Warren, M.: On Latin Glossaries. Codex Sangallensis, No. 912.

Proceedings of the sixteenth annual session, Hanover, 1884.

1885. — Volume XVL

Easton, M. W.: The genealogy of words.

Goodell, T. D.: Quantity in English verse.

Goodwin, W. W.: Value of the Attic talent in modern money.

Goodwin, W. W.: Relation of the Tlpdedpo: to the Ipurdves in the Attic BovAq.
Perrin, B.: Equestrianism in the Doloneia. :

Richardson, R. B.: The appeal to sight in Greek tragedy.

Seymour, T. D.: The feminine caesura in Homer.

Sihler, E. G.: A study of Dinarchus.

Wells, B. W.: The vowels ¢ and 7 in English.

Whitney, W. D.: The roots of the Sanskrit language.

Proceedings of the seventeenth annual session, New Haven, 1885.

1886. — Volume XVII

Tarbell, F. B.: Phonetic law.

Sachs, J.: Notes on Homeric Zodlogy.

Fowler, H. N. : The sources of Seneca de Beneficiis.

Smith, C. F.: On Southernisms.

Wells, B. W.: The sounds o and # in English.

Fairbanks, A.: The Dative case in Sophokles.

The Philological Society, of England, and The American Philological Associa-
tion: Joint List of Amended Spellings.

Proceedings of the eighteenth annual session, Ithaca, 1886.
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Allen, W. F.:
Sihler, E. G.:
Clapp, E. B.:
Pease, E. M.:

American Philological Association.

1887. — Volume XVIIL

The monetary crisis in Rome, A.D. 33.

The tradition of Caesar’s Gallic Wars, from Cicero to Orosius. -
Conditional sentences in Aischylos.

On the relative value of the manuscripts of Terence.

Smyth, H. W.: The Arcado-Cyprian dialect.

Wells, B. W.: The sounds o and % in English.

Smyth, H. W.: The Arcado-Cyprian dialect. — Addenda.

Proceedings of the nineteenth annual session, Burlington, 1887.

The Proceedings of the American Philological Association are
distributed gratis upon application until they are out of print.

Separate copies of articles printed in the Transactions are given
to the authors for distribution.

The “ Transactions for ' any given year are not always published
in that year. To avoid mistakes in ordering back volumes, please
state — not the year of publication, but rather — the year for which
the Transactions are desired, adding also the volume-number,
according to the following table: —

The Transactions for 1869 @nd 1870 form Volume I.
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1871 form Volume II.

1872z «  « IIL
1873 «  « IV.
1874 « “« V.
1875 ¢  « VL
1876 «  «  VIL
1877 ¢« VIIL

1878 «  « IX.
1879 {4 ({3 X.

1880 ¢ « XI.
1881 ¢ “ XII.
1882 « “  XIIL
1883 «  XIV.
1884 « “«  XV.
1885 ¢ “«  XVL
1886 ¢ «  XVIL
1887 « “  XVIIIL

The price of these volumes is $2.00 apiece, except Volume XV.,
for which $2.50 is charged. The first two volumes will not be sold

separately.
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REDUCTION IN THE PRICE OF COMPLETE SETS FOR PUBLIC LIBRARIES.

Single compLETE SETs of the Transactions (Volumes I.—XVIIL.)
will be sold to public libraries, until further notice, at fwenty-five
dollars a set.

It is especially appropriate that American Libraries should exert themselves to-
procure this series while it may be had. It is the work of ‘American scholars,
and contains many valuable articles not elsewhere accessible; and, aside from
these facts, as the first collection of essays in general philology made in this
country, it is sure to be permanently valuable for the history of American
scholarship.
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