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1 Ihe aím of thís paper is threefold fírstly to clarífy the stepsby
whích certain of the díphthongsattestedin early latín were reducedto
monophthongs,secondlyto consíderthecombínedeffect of monophthon-
gízation generallyon the latín vowel system,andfínally to illustrate in
the courseof both enquiríesthe importanceof dístínguíshíngso far as
one can between the roman and non-romandíalects of the language

2 1 Theonly proto-ítalíc díphthongthat doesnot survíve into 3C la-
tín is /eu/ In fact it wasalso lost prehístorícallyin oscanandumbrían,
e g, touto and totam-Cttevtñ- ‘people’ That the absorptíonof /eu/ in-
to bu! was not, however,proto-ítalíc is indícatedby the appearanceof
Neuna (=Nona, one of the Fates)2 on two latín ínscríptíons of around
300 BC (ILLR, 11, 12)

2 2 The fírst stagein the absorptíonof bou! into ¡u!, víz the change

[ou]> [o], was reachedbefore míd-2C Thus nontíata besíderndoucímus
on 12586(Tíbur ‘t e 160 B C) Ey the last quarter of the centuryexam-
píes of u are wídespread, e g abducíer, íudícesbesídeíousent, ¡oudzces
andpronontíatoon 12583,lucí besídeíouranto, etc on 12582,íudícatíbe-
síde íníouríason 12585 Lucius on 127 (besídeLoucanam and atidoucít)
is almost certaínly a late 2C «restoration»on an epítaphthat is in any
event nearertheend than thebegínníngof the 3C

2 3 In a few instances[o] was díverted froní íts normal courseand
lowered [o] as a result of theinfluence of cognatesin the samesemantie

neo, seoemcrgelater,as doublctsof ,íéue, «toe

2 See Cdl NA,3, 16,9

It is assumedthroughout that offícíal texis —edicts, Iaws consular letters, etc — re-
pícscntíoman (‘standard’) latín no maiter whcíc the~ ate found
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fíeld Ihus nónusbesídenu-zdínae,-um Ihe latter representsthe normal
díachrony, víz ½ouendin-‘níne-day period, market day’>noundín by
syncope, as in noundínum (12581, 186 B C )>ntndíu-, as in nondinum
(12582, late 2C)>nñndín-, wíth regular shorteníngbefore nd to gíve nñn-
di,i- Bs cOIitidst uoueííos n,nth> nounos> ~nónu~> nónus (not
nunñs) by the influence of noueni, couentío (12581)> ~countío7W<cónt¿o

>contío (not cuntio) by the influence of onuentus,concílíum

2 4 It is probable that thosenon-roman díalects that had /e ¡ for ro-
man /1 ¡<leí! (see § 5 2) also retained lo 1 (<bu!)4 The examples from
agaínst roman However, Augustus’s use of domos as genítíveof domus
(Suet, Aug, 87, 2) is most plausíbiy explained asa volscían latín reflex
of tlomovs Local pronuncíatíonsmust havesurvivedlong long after the local
orthographyhadbeenstandardízedto roman

3 1 Wíth /aí/ we encounter the need to dístínguíshbetweeninítíal
(orígínally stressed)and non-inítíal (orígínally unstressed)posítion Por
the latter shows assímílatory raísíngof La] to [e] contemporaneouswíth
the raísíng of non-inítíal short vowels (vowel-weakening)5 The resul-
tant ¡leí] has the samesubsequentdíachrony as original leí! (see~ 5 1),
e g ~encaídesétes>ínceíderétís (12581)>incfderétís, ~peparaí (cf Fal
PEPARAN])>pepereí>peperf

3 2 Inítíal /aí/by contrast>/ae/Theearlíestexamplesin both roman
andnon-romandíalectsdatefrom the 3C Aescolapíoon 1227,28 (Rorne),
aetateí12364 (Sardínía),Aecetíaí12439(5 Etruria) Ihe fírst securedates
are províded by Aetolía on 12616 (189 8 C )6 and Aemílíus on 12618
(187 B C)

3 3 It is unlíkely that oc representsa monophthong [~1 in the ro-
man díalect of thís period7, though thís pronuncíationmust have been
wídespreadby 4w IC A D, wben Ihe fírst e-spellíngsappear The mo-

The regular dcvelopment in umbrían of course rofo<4roofñf (*reodhoíís acc pl)
« in ihe a-declensíonparadígmatícanalogywíth the survívíng 4 in sorneformscombí-

ned to preserve-al Thus n pl ‘féme.iai>féminaed sg 6féníenñí>fémínaeThe long dípht-
hongsale exeludedfrom tuis díscussíon

6 That the earlícst instancesshould inclode thís toponym is no dotíbt connectedwíth
the convergeneeof [aí], [ci] and [e] ín the actolían díalect, e g , MrXítncí¡, MtXuraéciv and
‘Pí

1vcsts<,gbesídeatt Pílvela Ihe change[aí]> [ae]>[e] is, however,found in other greek
díalcctsof ihe hellenístieperiod,e g , AsOñv (cor) ns~ (bocot) and in the 2~ ko,ne liatvrraí
for -e, óQcnalot -ci (papyrí see E 1-1 Sturtevant,The prononciation of greekand latín, Phí-
ladelphía, 1940, 49)

~ For the contrary víew seeW Blurnel Unser«ocbungen za laou<ysíemond níorphologíe
des vorklassícbenlaieíns (Munchen, 1972),Pp 14-15 Thís work contaínsthebest and mosí
comprehensíteaccotíntof Uselatín díplíthorígs
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nophthongízatíonhadof coursealreadyoccurredin somenon-romandía-
lects as early as the 3C cedreon 12366 (Spoletíum),pretodc~praitoron
12365 (Faleríí) Thís correspondsto thesítuation in the natívelanguages
of thesearcas, cf umbr PRE, fal EFILES (=lat aediles)8 Early exam-
píes from Latíum are Fortuneon 1248 (Tusculum),Ceisíaon 12559 (Prae-
neste) Ihe latter, líke queístoresbesídeVíctoneon 12388 (Marsí region),
showsa convergenceof /atí and leí! That thís neednot havebeenat [e 1
is shown by the comparablesítuation in umbrían,where *lai/ and Heib
are rarely reflected by lib but Y/e/ often is, e g pre, eetubut ¡¡ab¡tu
A praenestínepronuncíationof ae as b~] or Le] is the poínt of Lucilius’s
jibe agaínstCaecílius—Cecí/tus<pretor> nc rustícusfiat (Var L, 7, 96,
Diomed , 1, 452)— íf, as is generally assumed,thís is the praenestíneCe-
cílius Metellus Caprarius who eventually becameconsul in 113 In
míd-1C the monophthongalpronuncíationwas stíll dístínctíveof some
non-romandíalects Thus Varro reports that íl/íc (sc apud sabinos)9«[e-
dus» iii Latio rure «hedus»,quí in urbe, ut in mu/ns, «a» addíto «haedus»
(L, 5,97)

3 4 No examplesof e for ae occur on roman inseríption before the
EmpíreíO Early in the 2C A D we fínd TerentiusScaurusobjectíng to
the archaícspellíngspíctaí andaulaí on the groundthat magísin ¡¡lis «e»
nouíssímasonat (7, 16, 9) Ihís implíes a díphthongalpronuncíationat
leastin educatedspeech,thoughlíke othergrammaríansScauruswasso-
metímes prone to ínvent phonetíc dístínctíonsfor graphemícreasons
Evenin thescholarly tradítion themonophthongalpronuncíationwases-
tablíshedby the 4C and is presupposedin Servius’s descríptionof bel as
uwrnum ad sonumdíphthongz,ut «equus»(4, 421,20)

4 1 Wíth boí/ againa distínction must be madebetweeninítíal and
non-inítíal syllabbles In the latter the effect to unstressed-vowelraísíng
was the assimilatory frontíng of Lo] to [e] The resultant Leí] has the
samesubsequentdíachrony as original leí! (see § 5 1), e g , 4castrois>
castreís>eastrfs1

8 Sígnífícantly there areno latín examplesin ihe oscan-speakíngSouth,where thena-

uve languagepreservedíís díphthongsThe suddeneruptionof e for aeat Pompeíícannot
thereforebe duefo oseaninfluence, though it míght have beenstímulatedby contact wíth
the koíne (see n 6)

~ froma natívesabinethetestímonymusíberelíable,but it ís unclearwhether
ihe referenceis to sahine latín or —íf it was stíll spoken at thís date— to the sabine
language ítself

iO The form of the loanwordsscaena,scaeptruní(att o~<i~v,), OXfl3ttQO~i Var, L, 7, 96)
hasnoí been satísfactorílyexplainedand cannot be usedas a securebasísfor inferences
aboutnatívelatín phonology For the latín changeof [ae] to [~] seefurther coleman,TPS,
1971, Pp 175-191,and 1974, Pp 86-92

copnníoinisnoi ‘commeinis (see § 4 5) must be due to the forms wíth inítíal molo-
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4 2 It is olten assumedthat the absorptíonof ínítíal-syllable bu in-
to luí was by way of thechange Loí]>[oe]>Lu 1 Ibis is unlíkely for se-
yeral reasonsIn the fírst place the earlíestinstancesof u br oí —cg,
utíer on 1210 (e 170 E C) and uníus on 12583 (123-122E C )— predate
thc carlíest instancesof oc 12 —eg, octantur besíde oína and untus
on 12585(111E C ),andcoerauereandloedosbesídemurumon12678(106
E C) Ihe latter ínscríptíonis from Capua,and the dígraphforms here
and on the companiontexts 675 and 677 (coir- and ¡oíd-) may be due to
oseaninfluence For Loí]>[w] un osean,as un ÚÍTTIUF (<‘oítíóns), Pae-
lígníancognatesof coeraucreand /oedosoccur completewíth díphthongs
in coisateusaud /uísarí[s, aud theoneword in theseínscríptuonsthatcon-
sístentlyshows a monophthongalpronuncíatuonus murum,whích would
not be subject to bílíngual influence sínce tlie oseanequívalentwould
be FEÍHÚM

4 3 A transítuonalstage[oe] seemsun any event improbablephone-
tícally Consuderthe followíng díagram

u

We should haveto posít an assímílatoryloweríng of í to e, followed by
a monophthongízíngmovementof the whole díphthongin the reversedi-
rection, viL upwards as weJl as backwards In fact íf lat Loí]>[oel thc
subsequent monophthong would bave been a long vowel un 4w
band [e]-[oc]-[o] Somethíngof thís sort seemsto bavehappenedun beo-
flan greek At 3C Tanagra we fund XoéQíXog, Fhexa6á1iocbr carlíer
Xoí~QtKoq, Fhrxa&tkot (dat) A Little later we fund un Boeotíangenerally

2 Poenícoson 1225 is impossiblefor thc míd-3C and must be lístedwíth theoíherspu-

ríousarchaisnís,líke noííebo«,closeisandcx/ocioní, whíclí belonglo thecarlx imperial «res-
toration» of the ínscríptíon
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forms líke F6ida(<Fotxía, cf att oixW) wíth u for [y], un contrastto ou
for [u 1. and BounzVq (<Bouuro¡q),wlíere the fzrsf boí/ is retaunedbecause
the /ib formedaglíde to the followíng vowel The boeotíandíachronythe-
refore was somethínglíke [ou]>Loe]>kr ]>hó >[~ ] i3 For latín should
haveto posít a final stage [y ji> [u 1 How plausible would alí thís be’

4 4 Now it 18 true that greeku was regularly transluteratedas u in
loanwordsbeforethe untroductionof theperegrínahUera y in ihe late 2C
or early ~c 14 Somewords,líke gubernatorandtumba,wereborrowedat
an early date, probablyfrom the donancommunítíesun Italy, whích stull
liad [u] for ¡u! The transítionto latín ¡u! was thereforeeasyand the ro-
mancereflexesshow that Lu] wasnever replacedOtherwords,like curn-
ba/urn and tumum,were probably borrowed from the attíc-basedkoíne,
whíchhad Ly] for bu! Howeverthey werepronouncedin early latín, theír-
classícalspellíngscymbalurn and thyrnum indícate the adoption of [y],
whích wassubsequentlyreplaced,as in greek,by [í] Hencetheromance
reflexes<címb- and tím- (wíth thevaníantturn- i5 revealíngadialectaldi-
vísion un VL betweenthe new y andolder u forms) Whíle it is possuble
that u could un the 2C lave represented[y], it us perhapsmore líkely
that any [ct] or [y] that emergedin the natíve phonologywould have
behavedlíke the borrowed Ly] later, losíng íts lup-roundungrather than
uts frontal location We may thereforeenvísagefor latín a sequence[oi]>
[0]>[ojl>[u],with the penultimate stageattestedin a 3C non-roman
dialectal form coraueron(1259, Praeneste)

4 5 A numberof CL doubletshaveboth oe and u forms poena,pa-
¡‘are (‘cnotvú), Poenus,Púríícus (<4o{vt~), moeríía, rnñnus and mt~nía
(<-moin-, cf comoínebn]on 12581) 16 The varíation can hardly be ex-
plaunedon phono]ogicalgrounds,gíventhe similar envíronmentsIt pro-
bably cameaboutasfollows Líke otherwords un the sacral,legal andan-
nalístucregísters(uncludíngcoírare and [oídus) poma,momia andPomas
retainedtheolder spellíngalong wíth the new pronuncíation Rut even-
tually a spellíng-pronuncíatíonas Loí] emergedThe oe spellíngsthat ap-
pear towards the end of the 2C reflect eítheran autonomouschangeof
thus [oíl to ¡loe] or the influence of ae for earluer aí (see § 3 2) In reía-
tion to § 43 it us sígnífícant that ihis [oe]>[e] not [u], cf it pena
but pusííre

i3 The shíft from [oí] fo [y] in ihehellenístiekoíneis revealedby the growíngconfusion

beíweenoí and y ni papyrí from the 2(7 onwards,cg, &vt~ycrí, Xoít.aváuívoí(Sturtevant,
op cít, p 52)

4 Reauihentícítyof ms varíantslíke goeros,lagoe.-íabesidecL gyrus,lagóna(<yí3~o;,
Xuytvog) is doubtful it theydo reflect early spellíngswíth oí, theseneedbeno more iher>
aproductof thcconfusionthai followed ihe changeof [o’] fo [u]

~« ct logod tambawiih, it lavo
6 pomeríomalso,íf Useoíd eíymology(<‘posl-moír-ío.n, cf thevaríantspellíngpomoe-

riuní) is correct (Seealso n 17)
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5 1 ¡cuí was absorbedinto luí by way of the transítuonal stage [e],
whích is attestedin both roman and non-romandíalectsun the 3C, e
ploirurne on 129 and sueq (<‘soacísque) on 1262 from PraenesteTuis
transítuonal vowel must have remauned dustínct, at least un roman,
from le!, which díd not sharein ihe changeto Ii ¡ 17, xvhencewe many
unferthat the qualitatívedísnnctíonbetween/e ¡ and le! reportedby Ser-
vius (loc cít, § 3 4) andímplícut un VL confusíonsof leí and luí had not
yet emerged

5 2 In remandualectthe transítion to luí is revealedby purgafl en
12586(e 160 B C) But an e-vowel, whuchprobably díd becomeassumu-
lated, as [e] or even [e], to le /, seemsto have survívedun sornenon-
-remandíalects Varro cites (R, 1, 2, 14, 48, 2) uelía, ¿¿ella, specaasru-
ral varíantsof vía (<ura), ud/a, spfca, in all of whích i<eí It is probable
that Cícero(de Or, 3, 45) us referríngto the samephenomenonwhenhe
says that Cofta noster,quotus tu ¡lía luía, .Sulptcí,non nurnquamimítarís,
ut iota lítterarn ro//as et e pleu-ííssirnurndícas, non míhí oratorescutíquos
sedrnessoresuideturirnílarí ~ The changeof a/eu/to /e /is wídespreadin
centralitalie, e g , umbr PREVEÍ (<4reíueí), ETU, fal HEC, volsc DEVE
(<deiuaí),so the retentuonof e un latín ínscríptíonsof thesearcaswould
not be surprísung Examplesare hard te comeby, sínce inscííptíons are
few, andfrom the 2Conwardstheír graphemicsrapídly becamestandar-
dízed to romanpractíce In any event the subsequentraísungof ¡el and
loss of vowel length un unstressedposutuonin vulgar latín, both roman
and non-roman,removedwhatever dialectal dufferentíatíonof thís kund
liad survíved

6 1 An evensharperdustínetionbertweenromanandnon-remandía-
lects is found in ihe treatment of bau/, the díphthong ‘whosecomponents
are maxímally dufferentuated,bcíng respectívelythe lowest front 19 and
híghestbackvowel In non-mutualposítiononceagainvowel raísíngpro-
dueeda partíal assímílatíon,[au]>[ou], whence [u], as un %ídcausó>
accñsó, *exclaudó>exc/ñdó Inítíal syllable /aul was retainedun reman
and un many provincial díalectsoutsídeItaly 20 where it survíved unto

71n lex íure fliciotído, etc , the archaícform is kept,as un other ternísof the sacral and
legal regísters,cf po,nér,unzfor «pomirzum(n 16) and § 4 5

~ A refcrencelo the useof [e] for [il in rural Meneroa,etc , orof [e] for [i], as in VL

magesrer,etc (seeWílkíns cid loe ), is less líkely 411 three exaníplesof e for í are lumped
togetherby Quintilian (1, 4, Ii)

> That ¡alwas [a] not [a] is clearfrom unstressed-vowelraísíng,kadfactvá>afieciusnol
‘Áuffocíos, ‘décadó>decídó,noí tiecadó

Thc bestintroduction to whích, it is especíallypleasíngto remarkiii thepresenícon-
texí, is províded by Lisardo Rubio and Virgílio BejaranosDocume,íiacid LínguaeLauínae
Iclístor,amInlustrandan¡(Madrid, 1955),a collection ímpressívenot only for its geographí-
cal andtemporal rangebut alsobr thedíversííyof material that is repíesentedin íts pages
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the respectiveromancelanguages,cf port cousa,prov kauza, o prov
aur, roum aur

6 2 Ihe reductuonof /au/ te ¡y 1 is attestedin theumbrían andfalís-
can languages,e g TURUF, toru<4taurons, Pollazzlat Paul/a In the la-
tín dialectsof theseand adjacentregíons o is also attested,e g , p/ostru
on 94171(2C North Aequí area) The emperorVespasían’spronuncíation
of plaustrurn asplostruní (Suet Vesp, 22) revealsthat the monophthong
wasa featureof sabinelatín in the 14? A D It ísgenerallyagreedthat ro-
man cópa(besidecaupo), ól/a (besídeearly lat aula E’ Fest, 21 L), etc,
andfamuly nameslíke Plótiuscarneorugínally from rural Latíum or furt-
her afíeld In fact thearcácomprísíngumbrían,faluscanandsabinelatín
may lave been the focus for the rep]acementof /an] by byl (aherloss of
length in [o]) in tIc vulgar latín of Italy

7 1 A generalpícture of the díachronyof latín monophthonguzatíon
and íts effect on the systemas a whole is presentedun the three charts
below Chart (ji) showshow rapidly the fíve díphthongswerereducedun
non-inutíal syllables to ¿just two long vowels, the híghestfront Li] and
back [u] In eachinstancethe transítionwas by way of tIc raísíngof
the fírst and lower componentin partíal assímílatíonto the second Ihe-
sedhangesbelongwuth thevowel-weakeníngthatwascompleteby thelat-
ter part of tIc 3C

e 300Bc & 200Bc c iuoíic c lOOBc e 300A0

[e’] > [e] > [í] > ¡ji]

Ilail > [ae] [9]
tau] > [9]

[oíl j Lot] > [oe] > [e]

[u]
[ou] > [o] > [ují > [u]

<í) Roman inítíal syllables

[eí]
[aí]
[o’]
[au]
[oul

>
> [eufl>
> Leí]]
> [ou]l

>

[e]

[o]

> [i]

> [u]

>

>

[ti

[u]

(it) Roman non-mutualsyllables
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[e’] [e] > ¡ji]

[ni] [e] > te]
tau] > [o] > [t~]

[oí]
[ou] >

1 > [o] > [u]

(iii) Cerfaindualectsof centralItaly

7 2 A very díffcrent aud morecomplex sítuation obtaínsin undíal
sytlables (Chart (í)) The changesthat occurredin the 2C alt show assí-
mtlattonofthesecondcomponentto thefírst,partíal in [aí] and [oufvír-
tually complete un [oí] Only [ci] and [ou] slíow reflexescorresponding
to thosein non-unítíalposutuon,víz ¡lii and [u] Lcavíngasídethc small
group that shows Loe] as the refllex of [oíl (§ 4 5), wc fínd that the only
two duphthongsthat survíve beyonddic 2C arethosc whosefírst compo-
nent was [a], thc mostsonorousof the vowels—[au] bcíng espccíallyte-
nacíous(§ 6 1) When the two a-díphthongswere at last reduced,it was
to the relatívely low vowels [~] and [y], whenccwuth the generalloss
of length asafunetional feature [~] and [y] The reflexesherewerc thus
spreadmore wídely among the vowel phonemes,bcíng sevcrally absor-
bed mío luí, leí, lol, leí and luí

7 3 In ttxose central italían dustrícts—including non-roman La-
tium— for whícb evídenceis avaulableit us ímpossíbleto recoverany dís-
tínetion betwcenunítíal and non-inítual posítíonsor to plot the stagesby
whíclu the varíousmonophthongízatíonsoccurred Foralí the díphthongs
werealreadyreducedby the late 3C In contrastto the romandialect, it
was not thc hígh vowels that werc the benefucíaríesof these changes
The standardízatíonof orthographythrouglíout Italy, begínníng un the
mud—2C, has obseuredthc datesat whích the four monopbthongsín the
secondco]umn of chart (iii) were replacedby thosein dic final column
Qn the evídencefrom vulgarízed ínscriptíonsof the late Empíre it 15 as-
sumedthat by thusperuod therewas no longera cleardívísion un spoken
latín betweennon-romanand roman Hencedic closecorrespondencebet-
ween the final columnsof charts í) and iii)
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