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1 The aim of this paper is threefold firstly to clanfy the steps by
which certain of the diphthongs attested in early latin were reduced to
monophthongs, secondly to consider the combined effect of monophthon-
gization generally on the latin vowel system, and finally to illustrate in
the course of both enquiries the importance of distinguishing so far as
one can between the roman and non-roman dialects of the language

21 The only proto-itahic diphthong that does not survive nto 3C la-
tin1s /ew/ ! In fact 1t was also lost prehistorically 1n oscan and umbrian,
eg, touto and totam<"teutd- 'people’ That the absorption of /ew/ in-
to /ow/ was not, however, proto-italic 1s indicated by the appearance of
Neuna (=Nona, one of the Fates)? on two latin nscriptions of around
300 BC (ILLR, 11, 12)

22 The first stage in the absorption of /ou/ into fu/, viz the change
[ou]>[o0 ], was reached before mid-2C Thus nonata beside mdoucinius
on 1586 (Tibur®, ¢ 160 BC) By the last quarter of the century exam-
ples of u« are widespread, e g abducier, tudices beside wusertt, woudices
and prononttato on 12583, luct beside touranto, etc on 12582, widicatt be-
side wntourtas on 12585 Lucius on 1?7 (beside Lowucanam and abdouctt)
1s almost certainly a late 2C «restoration» on an epitaph that 1s 1n any
event nearer the end than the beginming of the 3C

23 In afew instances [0 ] was diverted from 1ts normal course and
lowered [0 ] as a result of the influence of cognates 1 the same semantic

' neu, seu emerge later, as doublets of néue, siue

2 Sec Gell N4,3,16,9¢
* It 15 assumed throughout that olficial texts —edicts, laws consular letlers, etc — re-
present roman («standard») latin no matter where they are found
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[ield Thus némus beside nundinae, -um The latter represents the normal
diachrony, viz “nouendin- ‘mine-day period, market day'>noundin by
syncope, as 1n noundmum (1°581, 186 B C )>nondin-, as 1n nondinum
(12582, late 2C)>nitndm-, with regular shortening before nd to give niin-
din- By conttast  nouenios ‘mnth’ > nownos > "nonus > nonus (not

nunds) by the intluence of nouem, couentio (1°581)> “countio™> *contio
>cont10 (not curntie) by the influence of onuentus, concilium

24 It is probable that those non-roman dialects that had /e / for ro-
man /1/</el/ (see § 5 2) also retamned /o/ (</ou/)* The examples from
against roman However, Augustus’s use of domos as genitive of domus
(Suet, Aug, 87, 2) 1s most plausibly explained as a volscian latin reflex
ot “domous Local pronunaations must have survived long long after the local
orthography had been standardized to roman

31  With /ar we encounter the need to distingiush between mitial
{originally stressed) and non-1mmitial (originally unstressed) position For
the latter shows assimilatory raising of [a] to [e] contemporanecus with
the raising of non-imitial short vowels (‘vowel-weakeming’)® The resul-
tant {et] has the same subsequent diachrony as original /et/ (see § 5 1),
eg “encaidesétes>mceiderétnis (1°581)>ncidereétis, “peparar (cf Fal,
PEPARA[1])=peperei>peperi

32 TImmual /ai/ by contrast>/ae/ The earliest examples in both roman
and non-roman dialects date from the 3C Aescolapio on 1227, 28 (Rome),
aetater 12364 (Sardinia), Aecertar 12439 (S Etruria) The first secure dates
are provided by Aetolia on 17616 (189 BC)°® and Aemtlus on 12618
(187 BC)

33 It 1s unlikely that ae represents a monophthong [¢] 1n the ro-
man dialect of this period?, though this pronunciation must have been
widespread by the 1C A D, when the first e-spellings appear The mo-

* The regular development in umbran of course rofu<*roufof (*reudhons acc pl)

5 In the a-declension paradigmatic analogy with the surviving 4 1n some forms comb:-
ned to preserve -at Thus n pl *femenar>fémmae, d sg *femendi>>fémmae The long dipht-
hongs ate excluded from this discussion

® That the earliest mstances should include this topenym 1s no doubt connected with
the convergence of [a1], [er] and [e] in the aetohan dralect, e g, Mehitsiae, Mehtagwy and
“Prvaueds beside att  Prveia The change [a1]> [ac]>[e] 1s, however, found 1n other greek
dialects of the hellemstic perod, € g, AeBdv (cor ) ) (bocot } and 1n the 2C komne faivetal
for -g, dpate (o1 -ou (papyri see E H Sturtevant, The pronunciation of greek and latmm, Phi-
ladelphia, 1940, 49)

7 For the contrary view sce W Blumel Uniersuchungen zu lautsystem und morphologe
des vorklassichen latetns (Munchen, 1972), pp 14-15 This work contains the best and most
comprehensive account of the latin diphthongs
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nophthongization had of course already occurred 1n some non-roman dia-
lects as early as the 3C cedre on 12366 (Spoletium), pretod<“praitor on
12365 (Falern) This corresponds to the situation 1n the native languages
of these areas, ¢f umbr PRE, fal EFILES (=lat aediles)® Early exam-
ples from Lattum are Fortune on 1248 (Tusculum), Cersia on 12559 (Prae-
neste) The latter, like queistores beside Victorie on 12388 (Mars: region),
shows a convergence of /al/ and /er/ That this need not have been at [e ]
15 shown by the comparable situation 1n umbnian, where */a1/ and “/el/
are rarely reflected by /1/ but “/e/ often 15, e g pre, eetu but habutu
A praenestine pronunciation of ae as [¢ ] or [e ] 15 the point of Lucihus’s
nbe against Caecilius —Cectlius <pretor> ne rusticus fiat (Var L, 7, 96,
Diomed , 1, 452)— 1if, as 1s generally assumed, this 1s the praenestine Ce-
cithus Metellus Caprarius who eventually became consul m 113 In
mid-1C the monophthongal pronunciation was still distinctive of some
non-roman dialects Thus Varro reports that tlic (sc apud sabinos)® «fe-
dus» i Latio rure <hedus», qui in urbe, ut tn multis, «a» addito <haedus»
(L, 5, 97)

34 No examples of e for ae occur on roman nscription before the
Empire'® Early in the 2C AD we find Terentius Scaurus objecting to
the archaic spellings pictat and aular on the ground that magrs 1 illis «e»
noutssima sonat {7, 16, 9) This implies a diphthongal pronunciation at
least 1n educated speech, though like other grammanrians Scaurus was so-
metimes prone to invent phonetic distinctions for graphemic reasons
Even 1n the scholarly tradition the monophthongal pronunciation was es-
tablished by the 4C and 1s presupposed n Servius’s description of /e/ as
wrcthum ad sonum diphthongt, ut «equus» (4, 421, 20)

41 With /oi/ again a distinction must be made between 1mitial and
non-initial syllabbles In the latter the effect to unstressed-vowel raising
was the assimilatory fronting of [o] to [e] The resultant [e1] has the
same subsequent diachrony as oniginal /el/ (see § 51), eg, *castrois>
castreis>castris'!

¥ Significantly there are no latin examples in the oscan-speaking South, where the na-
tive language preserved 1ts diphthongs The sudden eruption ol ¢ [or ae at Pompen cannot
therefore be due to oscan 1nfluence, though 1t might have been stimulated by contact with
the koine (see n 6)

? Coming from a native sabine the testimony must be reliable, but 1t 15 unclear whether
the reference 1s to sabine latm or —if 1t was still spoken at this date— to the sabine
language 1tself

1% The form of the loanwords scaena, scaeptrum (att owvvn, oxfintgon Var, L, 7, 96}
has not been satisfactorily explained and cannot be used as a secure basis for inferences
about native laun phonology For the laun change of [ae] 1o [¢] see further Coleman, TPS,
1971, pp 175-191, and 1974, pp 86-92

'V commonts not *commernis (sec § 4 5) must be due to the forms with imttial momn-
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42 Ttis often assumed that the absorption of initial-syllable /oi/ 1n-
to /u/ was by way of the change [o1]>[oe]>[u ] This s unlikely for se-
veral reasons In the first place the earliest instances of u for o1 —eg,
utter on 1°10 (¢ 170 BC) and unis on 17583 (123-122 B C )— predate
the carhest instances of oe'? —e g, cetantur beside ona and unius
on 1°585 (111 B C), and coerauere and loedos beside murum on 12678 (106
B C) The latter mscription 18 from Capua, and the digraph forms here
and on the companion texts 675 and 677 (cow- and loid-} may be due to
oscan nfluence For [o1]>>[w] m oscan, as in UITTIUF (< ‘oitions), Pae-
lignian cognates of coerauere and loedos occur complete with diphthongs
m cotsatens and luisartfs, and the one word in these mmscriptions that con-
sistently shows a monophthongal pronunciation 1s murum, which would
not be subject to bilingual influence since the oscan cquwalcnt would
be FEIHUM

43 A transitional stage {oe] seems 1n any event improbable phone-
tically Consider the following diagram

We should have to posit an assimilatory lowering of 1 to e, followed by
a monophthongizing movement of the whole diphthong in the reverse di-
rection, viz upwards as well as backwards In fact if lat [o1]>{oe] the
subsequent monophthong would have been a long vowel 1n the
band [e]-[ce]-[o] Something of this sort seems to have happened 1n beo-
tan greek At 3C Tanagra we hind Xoépiog, Fhexadapos for carher
Xoipihog, Fhexaddpor (dat) A httle later we find in Boeotian generally

12 Paoenicas on 1725 1s impossible for the mud-3C and must be listed with the other spu-
rious archaisms, like rauebos, clasets and exfociont, which belong to the early imperal «res-
toration» of the mscription
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forms ike FoOxia (<Foutia, cf att oixia) with v for [y ], 1n contrast to ou
for [u ], and Bowwtig (<Bowwtolic), where the hirst /oi/ 1s retamned because
the /if formed a ghde to the following vowel The boeotian diachrony the-
refore was something like [o1]>[oel>[ce 1>[ 1>[y ]**® For latin should
have to posit a final stage {y 1> [u] How plausible would all this be?

44 Now it 1s true that greek v was regularly transliterated as ¢ 1n
loanwords before the introduction of the peregrina littera y 1n the late 2C
or early 1C'* Some words, hike gubernator and tumba, were borrowed at
an early date, probably from the dortan communities in Italy, which sull
had [u] for AW/ The transition to latin /u/ was therefore easy and the ro-
mance reflexes show that [u] was never replaced Other words, like cum-
balum and tumum, were probably borrowed from the attic-based koine,
which had [y] for /u/ However they were pronounced in early latin, their-
classical spellings cymbalum and thymewmn mdicate the adoption of [y],
which was subsequently replaced, as in greek, by [1] Hence the romance
reflexes <cumb- and tim- (with the variant tum- '° revealing a dialectal di-
wvision in VL between the new y and older u forms} While 1t 1s possibie
that « could in the 2C have represented [y], 1t 1s perhaps more likely
that any [ce ] or [y ] that emerged 1n the native phonology would have
behaved like the borrowed [y] later, losing 1is hip-rounding rather than
1ts frontal location We may therefore envisage for latin a sequence [o1]>
[]>[0o ]>[u ], with the penultimate stage attested mm a 3C non-roman
dialectal form coraueron (1459, Praeneste)

45 A number of CL doublets have both oe and u forms poena, pi-
nire (<nowd), Poenus, Phontcus (<Poivil}, moenma, manus and miinia
(<-mown-, cf comowmefm] on 1°581) '® The variation can hardly be ex-
plained on phonological grounds, given the similar environments It pro-
bably came about as follows Like other words 1n the sacral, legal and an-
nalistic registers (including cotrare and fordus) poina, momia and Poinus
retained the older spelling along with the new pronunciation But even-
tually a spelling-pronunciation as [o1] emerged The oe spellings that ap-
pear towards the end of the 2C reflect either an autonomous change of
this {0i] to [oe] or the influence of ae for earlier a: (see § 32) In rela-
tion to §4 3 1t 15 sugmficant that this [oe]>[e] not [ul, cf 1t pena
but punre

13 The shaft from [ot] to [y] mn the hellenistic kome 1s revealed by the growing confusion
between ov and v m papyr! from the 2C onwards, e g, dvivyers, Aopavépevor (Sturtevant,
op cit, p 52)

" The authenticity of ms vanants like goerus, lagoena beside CL gyrus, lagdéna (<yipog,
hayivog) 15 doubtful If they do reflect carly spellings with o1, these need be no more then
a product of the confusion that followed the change of {o1] to fu]

15 CF loged tumby with, 1t fime

18 pomerium also, 1f the old etymology (< *post-rmotr-iom, Jf  the vanant spelling pomoe-
riim) 15 correct (See also n 17}



160 Robert Coleman

51 /e was absorbed inio /1 / by way of the transitional stage [e],
which 1s attested 1n both roman and non-roman dialects mn the 3C, e g,
plotrume on 1°9 and sueq (< ‘soueisque) on 1262 from Praeneste This
transitional vowel must have remamed distinct, at least in roman,
from /e /, which did not share 1n the change to 1/'7, whence we many
infer that the qualitative distinction between /e / and /ef reported by Ser-
vius (foe cir, § 3 4) and imphcit in VL confusions of /e / and // had not
vet emerged

52 In roman dialect the transition to /1 / 1s revealed by purgaf on
12586 (¢ 160 B C) But an e-vowel, which probably did become assini-
lated, as [e ] or even [e], to /e/, seems to have survived in some non-
-roman dialects Varro cites (R, 1, 2, 14, 48, 2) ueha, uella, speca as ru-
ral varants of uta (<uia), uilla, spica, in all of which i<e: It 1s probable
that Cicero {(de Or, 3, 45)1s referring to the same phenomenon when he
says that Cotta noster, quowts tu dla lata, Sulpier, non nwmquam vnaitarts,
ut wia hitteram tollas et e plemssimuwm dicas, non mihi oratores antiquos
sed messores widetur tmuiart ** The change of */el/ to /e /1s widespread m
central italic, e g , umbr PREVE (< prewer), ETU, fal HEC, volsc DEVE
(<" detuar),so the retention of e m latin iscriptions of these areas would
not be surprising Examples are hard to come by, since inscriptions are
few, and from the 2C onwards their graphemics rapidly became standar-
dized to roman practice In any event the subsequent raising of /e / and
ioss of vowel length 1n unstressed position in vulgar latn, both roman
and non-roman, removed whatever dialectal differentiation of this kind
had survived

61 Aneven sharper distinction bertween roman and non-roman dia-
lects s found n the treatment of /aw/, the diphthong whose componenis
are maximally differentiated, being respectively the lowest front ' and
highest back vowel In non-imitial position once again vowel raising pro-
duced a partial assimilation, [aul>{ou], whence [u ], as in “adcauso>
acctisd, “exclaudo>exclide Imnal syllable /auw/ was retamed m roman
and i many provincial dialects outside Italy ?°, where 1t survived nto

YIn lex wure fuciundo, etc, the archaic form s kept, as 1n other terms of the sacral and
legal registers, of pomeériun for “pomiruem (n 16)and §45

'® A reference to the use of {e] for [1] 1n rural Menerua, etc , or of [¢] for 1], as in VL
magester, ctc (sce Wilkins ad foc ), 15 less likely All three examples of e for ¢ are lumped
together by Quinuhan (i, 4, 17}

¥ That /a/ was [a] not [a] 1s clear [rom unstressed-vowel raismg, *adfactus > affectus not
“affoctus, *décads> decids, not " decuda

' The best mtroduction to which, it 1s especially pleasing to remark 1 the present con-
text, 15 provided by Lisardo Rubio and Virgiho Bejarano's Documenta ad Linguae Lanmae
Histortam Inlustrandam (Madrid, 1955), a collection impressive not enly for 1ts geographi-
cal and temporal range but also for the diversity of matenal that 1s represented in 1t pages
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the respective romance languages, ¢f port cowusa, prov kauza, o prov
aur, roum  qur

62 The reduction of faw/ to /g / 15 aitested 1n the umbnan and falis-
can languages, e g TURUF, toru<*taurons, Polla=lat Paulla In the la-
tin dialects of these and adjacent regions o0 1s also attested, e g , plostru
on 9 4171 (2C North Aequi area) The emperor Vespasian's pronunciation
of plaustrum as plostrion (Suet Vesp, 22) reveals that the monophthong
was a feature of sabine latin in the 1C A D It is generally agreed that ro-
man copa {bestde caupo), 6lla (beside early lat aula P Fest, 21L), etc,
and farmly names like Plotues came ornginally from rural Latiam or furt-
her afield In fact the area comprising umbrnian, faliscan and sabine latin
may have been the focus for the replacement of /aw/ by /o/ (after loss of
length m [o]) in the vulgar latin of Tialy

71 A general picture of the diachrony of latin monophthongization
and 1ts effect on the system as a whole is presented in the three charts
below Chart (i1) shows how rapidly the five diphthongs were reduced in
non-mmitial syllables to just two long vowels, the highest front [1 ] and
back [uj In each mnstance the transition was by way of the raising of
the first and lower component 1 partial assimilation to the second The-
se changes belong with the vowel-weakening that was complete by the lat-
ter part of the 3C

¢ 300BC « 200BC ¢ 130BC c W00BC ¢ 300AD

fer] > [e] > [1] > H

fai] > lae] > iel

{au] > {¢l

[o] | fot] > foe] > (el

{lul

[ou] > [o] > (uf > ful
(1) Roman mmtal syllables

[e1]

Lad) > lei]} > [e] = 1] = [i]

[o1] = e

) > ol o o1 > > {u]

{ou]

(11) Roman non-initial syllables
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[er] > (el > 1]
E > le] > el
faul > (o1 > ol
[[313]1 21 > o) > [u]

(i) Certan dralects of central Ialy

72 A very different and more complex sitwation obtains 1 mtial
syllables (Chart (1)} The changes that occurred in the 2C all show assi-
milation of the second component to the first, partial in [an] and [ou], vir-
tually complete 1n [o1] Only (e1] and [ou] show reflexes corresponding
to those 1n non-1mial position, viz [1] and [u] Leaving aside the small
group that shows [oe] as the reflex of [o] (§ 4 5), we ind that the only
two diphthongs that survive bevond the 2C are those whose first compo-
nent was [a], the most sonorous of the vowels —[au] being especially te-
nacious (§ 6 1) When the two a-diphthongs were at last reduced, 1t was
to the relatively low vowels [e ] and [¢ ], whence with the general loss
of length as a functional feature [e] and [¢] The reflexes here were thus
spread more widely among the vowel phonemes, being severally absor-
bed into 1/, fe/, /o/, fe/ and i/

73 In those central itahan districts —acluding non-roman La-
tium— for which evidence 1s available 1t 15 impossible to recover any dis-
tinction between mitial and non-inttial positions or to plot the stages by
which the various monophthongizations occurred For all the diphthongs
were already reduced by the late 3C In contrast to the roman dialect, 1t
was not the high vowels that were the beneficiaries of these changes
The standardization of orthography throughout Italy, beginning 1n the
mid-2C, has obscured the dates at which the four monophthongs n the
second column of chart (1) were replaced by those in the final column
On the evidence from vulgarized inscriptions of the late Empire 1t 15 as-
sumed that by this period there was no longer a clear division 1n spoken
latin between non-roman and roman Hence the close correspondence bet-
ween the final columns of charts 1} and 111



