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Latin prohibitions and the origins of the
w/w-perfect and the type amasti

By WOLFGANG DE MELO, Oxford

Summary: Among the various types of Latin prohibitions, there is one
that does not fit well into the synchronic tense and aspect system: like
all prohibitions, né with the perfect subjunctive has non-past meaning,
while this tense has past or anterior meaning elsewhere. Diachron-
ically, however, the non-past usage makes sense. The prohibitive
perfect subjunctive continues the functions of modal aorist forms.
Magarifios (1939) showed that in early Latin reduplicating perfects are
by and large avoided in prohibitions in the perfect. The reason is that
they go back to old perfects, not to old aorists.

There are various theories about the origins of the w/w-perfect
(types monui and amaui). It is difficult to decide for one of them on
purely morphological grounds. Looking at restrictions similar to those
discovered by Magarifios can help us here. Like the reduplicating
perfects, the w/w-perfects are avoided in prohibitions. This makes it
likely that they originated in perfects and that Rix (1992) was right to
derive them from perfect active participles followed by the copula.

There are two main theories about the origins of short forms like
amasti. Some scholars derive them from s-aorists and believe that the
association with amauisti is secondary, while others think that the
short forms are younger and derived from the long ones. Just like their
longer counterparts, the short forms are avoided in prohibitions, which
is a strong argument in favour of common origin; there is no reason
why original aorists should be restricted in this way.

Classicists and philologists tend to approach Latin tenses
rather differently. Most classicists are primarily interested in
synchronic meanings, whereas most philologists want to know
about the historical origins of the morphology that gives rise to
these meanings. The two areas of research have drifted so far
apart that the gap between them can in many cases no longer be
bridged. To give one example, the Latin imperfect indicative is a
past simultaneous background tense for the average classicist
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(for the semantics compare Pinkster 1990: 227), but this
meaning does not play any role in the diachronic derivations of
the forms presented in Meiser (1998: 197-9) or Gippert (1999).
At first sight, the situation seems to be different when it
comes to the Latin perfect. Latin perfect stems go back to older
perfect and aorist stems, compare the reduplicating perfect
cecint ‘I have sung’ and the sigmatic ‘aorist’ dix7 ‘I have said’.
This piece of diachronic morphological information has often
been connected with the synchronic semantics of the tense. The
perfect can denote a present state which is the result of a past
action (1), or it can stand for a past action without any present
relevance, in which case it is a simple narrative tense (2):I

(1) (Publicae litterae) docuérunt ués quid lucelli fecerit homé non
malus. (Cic. Verr. 114.115)

‘They (the official documents) have taught you what nice little profit a
decent man has made.’

(2) Hanc enim perfectam philosophiam semper iudicaui, quae dé
maximis quaestionibus capiosé posset ornatéque dicere. (Cic. Tusc.
1.7)

‘For | have always judged this to be the perfect philosophy which
could talk about the most important questions eloquently and
elegantly.’

Docuérunt is a perfect with present stative meaning (‘they have
taught you’ = ‘you know”). It takes primary sequence (fécerir).
By contrast, the past perfect iddicaut takes secondary sequence
(posset).2 The present perfect is said to continue the functions of
the Indo-European perfect, and the past perfect is said to
continue those of the Indo-European aorist (compare Kiihner
and Stegmann 1976: 124).

" Even though the perfect indicative is for the most part a past narrative
tense, Serbat’s view (1980: 53) that there is never any present reference is too
extreme.

> A detailed discussion of the sequence rules can be found in Grassi
(1966). These rules are by and large also valid for early Latin, cf. de Melo
(2007: 51-91).
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However, the connection between Latin semantics and Indo-
European morphology is not as close as it might seem. It is not
the case that only perfects which go back to pre-Latin perfects
can have stative meaning, and similarly the past narrative func-
tion is not restricted to perfects with aorist morphology. Any
perfect can have either of the two meanings; in (1) and (2) above
we can see them for the same perfect type, the w/w-perfect.’ A
comparison with the closely related languages Oscan and
Umbrian might be instructive: like Latin, they have perfect
stems that continue earlier perfect and aorist stems. But, as
Meiser (1993: 170-1) points out, Oscan and Umbrian often have
old aorist stems where Latin has old perfect stems and vice
versa.* For this reason it is likely that most verbs had separate
aorist and perfect stems in Proto-Italic,” with little semantic
difference, and that the rationale behind which survived and
which got eliminated is morphological rather than semantic. The
double value of the Latin perfect can then be accounted for
purely synchronically. Pinkster (1990: 229-32) for instance
regards the perfect as a present anterior tense, that is, a tense
which signals that an event took place before the moment of
speech. This gives us two reference points: the past moment or
time span during which the event happened, and the present, at
which its consequences may persist. Thus, the two types of
sequence of tenses can be accounted for differently: if a subor-
dinate event is set in relation to the past time at which the main

* 1 call the type amau ‘1 have loved’ ‘w-perfect’ because the -u- stands
for a bilabial glide. The only difference between the -u- in amauf and that in
monur ‘1 have admonished’ is that the former is non-syllabic, while the latter
is syllabic.

Cf. Oscan peremust ‘he will have accepted’ with the short root vowel of
the aorist stem *H,em- (Untermann 2000: 221) vs. the originally redupli-
cating Latin perfect ém7 ‘I bought’ < *H,e-H,;m-, or the reduplicating Um-
brian dersicust ‘he will have said’ < *de-deyk- vs. the Latin sigmatic ‘aorist’
dixi ‘1 have said’ < *deyk-s-.

* The shared features of Latin and Osco-Umbrian are of course partly due
to borrowing in both directions, but some of them can be explained most
easily if we assume a common proto-language (Meiser 1993: 170-1). I agree
with Rix (1994: 28), who thinks that we need both the family tree model and
the Sprachbund theory in this case.
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event took place, this subordinate event is put into the imperfect
or the pluperfect tense (secondary sequence); if the other event
is set in relation to the present, the time at which one can see the
consequences of the past action, this second event is in the
present or the perfect tense (primary sequence).

Have the ties between diachronic morphology and synchronic
semantics been severed irrevocably? Probably not. The two
come together again in prohibitive clauses:

(3) Né quid quod illi doleaft® dixeris. (Plaut. Cist. 110)
‘Don’t say anything that might hurt his feelings.’

There are several ways of expressing prohibitions in Latin.
(3) shows one of the most common types of prohibitive clauses,
né with the perfect subjunctive.” The perfect subjunctive is
normally used for past events, as in (4):

(4) Ne illa edepol pré merito tué memorari multa possunt:

ubi fidentem fraudaueris, ubi ero® infidélis fueris,

ubi uerbis conceptis sciéns lubenter peiieraris,

ubi parietes perfoderis, in furto ubi sis prehénsus,

ubi saepe causam dixeris pendéns. (Plaut. Asin. 560-4)

‘Really now, these many things can be told as your achievements:
occasions on which you cheated someone trusting you, on which you
were faithless to your master, on which you happily committed per-
jury with full knowledge and with solemn words, on which you dug
holes into walls, on which you were caught stealing, and on which you
often had to plead your cause while hanging.’

® In early Latin, the shortening of vowels before final consonants other
than s was still in progress.

There is a large amount of literature on Latin prohibitions and also on
Latin directives in general. Two works on prohibitions are cited in most
articles on the subject: Elmer’s theories (1894) have not met with widespread
approval, but reappear in various more modern contributions; and Ammann’s
work (1927) contains a number of untenable claims. The best work on Latin
directives in general is probably Risselada (1993).

I do not put macrons on vowels which would be long in isolation, but
which are actually elided.
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Here all the perfect subjunctives present events that took
place in the past. No such past or anterior meaning can be
detected in the prohibitive perfect subjunctive in (3). Synchron-
ically, the non-past perfect subjunctive is an exception to the
system,’ but diachronically it can be accounted for easily. The
perfect subjunctive in prohibitions continues modal, non-past
uses of the aorist. There are good parallels in Greek, where the
aorist subjunctive is employed in the same function (Goodwin
1897: 89, with examples), and in Sanskrit, where the aorist
injunctive is used (Whitney 1896: 217, also with examples).

Even though the prohibitive perfect subjunctive cannot be
described as perfective (Risselada 1993: 158), unlike its aorist
counterparts in Greek and Sanskrit, this usage is one of those
cases in which diachronic morphology can shed light on
synchronic patterns. But can the synchronic patterns also help us
with diachronic morphology? In this article I claim that they
can. In particular, I shall examine what the usage of prohibitive
subjunctives can tell us about the origins of the ww-perfect
(types monui and amaui) and of the type amasti ‘you have
loved’. The origins of the Latin w/w-perfect have always been a
matter of dispute. The traditional derivations of -w- from a pho-
nemically irrelevant §lide between the root *fii- ‘be / become’
and the ending *-ay'’ or from a deictic particle *-u which was
somehow incorporated into the verb forms are problematic.
More recently, Rix (1992) argued that such perfects came about
when perfect active participles coalesced with the copula, and I
shall present synchronic arguments in support of this theory.
With regard to the type amasti there are two theories. A number
of scholars claim that amast is a shortened form of amauistt
which arose relatively late; other scholars prefer to regard

® Cf. Pinkster (1986: 155). Attempts to give synchronic explanations for
the use of the perfect subjunctive in prohibitions are artificial and uncon-
vincing; for two such theories cf. Schiitz (1929: 174-6) and Vairel (1981:
260-4). The type né quis fécisse uelit may be different; for a synchronic
account cf. Daube (1956: 39-48).

' This ending is the original first person singular perfect ending *-H.e >
*-a combined with the hic er nunc-particle *-i.
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amasti as older and think that its association with amauisti is
secondary. Again [ believe that synchronic patterns of usage can
help us to decide; in this case I favour the first hypothesis.

The reason why prohibitive perfect subjunctives can help us
with these diachronic questions is that there are certain
synchronic restrictions on their use which are indicative of their
origins. Magarifios (1939: 140), on the whole followed by
Hofmann and Szantyr (1965: 337), pointed out that reduplicated
perfects are avoided in early Latin prohibitions because they go
back to old perfects. If there should be a similar restriction on
the use of w/w-perfects, it would strongly support Rix’s deriva-
tion of this type from periphrastic perfects. What is more, if we
find such a restriction on the use of w/w-perfects, we can look at
those short perfects which are associated with them, for instance
amasti. If they are freely used in prohibitive clauses, it is likely
that they have a different, aoristic origin from the w/w-forms; but
if the same restriction holds here as well, we are probably just
dealing with secondarily shortened forms.

In what follows, I shall go into the various derivations of w/w-
perfects and of the type amasti in somewhat more detail before I
turn to the main topic of my article, the help synchronic patterns
of usage can give us in deciding for or against diachronic
theories about these perfect types.

1. Different views on the u/w-perfect

The Latin w/w-perfect is a category for which we cannot find
any parallels in Oscan and Umbrian. Consequently, it has been
suggested that it is a purely Latin innovation. It is generally
assumed that the two perfect types were identical originally:
*mone-w-ay (> monul [monui], u-perfect) and *ama-w-ay
(> amaut [amawi], w-perfect) both had a glide *-w- between the
stem and the perfect ending *-ay. *-ay regularly developed to -i.
The difference between the two types came about when short in-
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ternal vowels were syncopated. This changed the syllabification
patterns, with *-w- becoming syllabic -u- in monui.

The main problem is of course how to get the glide *-w- in
the first place. I do not wish to go into the theories which derive
*-w- from root-final *-H;- before perfect endings beginning
with a vowel; by now no one seems to believe in them any
more.'" Schrijver (1991: 156-7) points out that the number of
roots ending in this laryngeal is quite small and that most perfect
endings begin with consonants, which would give us a very
narrow starting-point.

Narten (1973: 136-9) suggests that -w- might have started in
the perfect *(fe-)fii-ay, the ancestor of classical fui, which was
phonetically realized as *(fe-)fiiway.'? This was analysed as
*fiu-way rather than *fiiw-ay, and the ending was added to the
stem *moni-" to give us a paradigm *moni-way, *moni-stay.
*moniway yields monui without problems, but in order to get
monuisti we have to assume that *moni-way was analysed as
*moniw-ay, giving us a perfect stem with *-w-, and that an
ending *-istay was abstracted from older *moni-stay. Only in
this way can we get the new *moniw-istay, the ancestor of
monuisti.

The chief difficulties of this approach are the derivation of
*-w- from a phonemically irrelevant glide and the various
processes of reanalysis. However, theories which attempt to
connect the glide with finite verb forms of other Indo-European
branches are by no means more successful. Schmidt (1985) for

"' The idea that *H; can leave labial traces goes back to Martinet (1955:
216-18), according to whom the relationship between *k and *£" is mirrored
by that between *H, and *H;; in other words, *H; is a labialized *H,. The
theory was applied to the Latin u/w-perfect by Adrados (1956: 21-2).

'*"This theory goes back to Sommer (1914: 559), who starts from the root
aorist *fii-m, which received the perfect ending and became *fii-ay. The
derivation process is then essentially the same as for Narten.

Narten (1973: 133) assumes a stem *moni- because of Gothic nasibs
‘healed’ < *nosi-to-s. However, for Latin a stem *mone- is more likely
because of Umbrian tagez ‘silent’ < *take-to-s, cf. Schmidt (1985: 59) and
Rix (1992: 224), pace Untermann (2000: 732), who thinks that *také-fo- is
morphologically impossible.
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instance argues that the -u which occurs at the end of the
Sanskrit perfect form jajAd-u'® (‘1 have / he has recognized’) is
the Indo-European distal deictic particle *-u.'"° It is not a perfect
marker as such, but was associated with some of the perfect
endings. Schmidt thinks that this particle also became part of the
Latin perfect stem and that it was incorporated into the word
‘unter nicht klaren Bedingungen’ (1985: 92). Even if this is
correct, the Latin and Sanskrit developments must be independ-
ent. I cannot follow Jasanoff (1991: 86, note 5), who recon-
structs the first and third person singular endings of the late
Indo-European perfect as *-ow on the basis of the Sanskrit
forms. The reason is that the Iranian equivalents of the Indic
perfect forms show no traces of this *-u and that there are also
Sanskrit forms without it, for which reasons the attachment of
the particle -u'® to the perfect cannot even go back to Indo-
Iranian. Moreover, the unclear conditions under which the incor-
poration must have taken place in Latin make it difficult to
accept Schmidt’s ideas.

I merely mention in passing that there have also been
attempts to link the Latin w/w-perfect to Tocharian preterites
with a w-element. Krause (1955: 139) starts from Tocharian B
nekwa ‘I destroyed’; the corresponding middle form of Tocha-
rian A must have been *nakwe, from which he reconstructs
Proto-Tocharian *nokeway, a form which is identical to the
proto-form of Latin nocui ‘I have damaged’. Unfortunately, the
absence of palatalization speaks against a sequence *-ke- in
Tocharian, which means that -w- did not follow a vowel. The
connection cannot be maintained.

'* The Indo-European root is *g ‘neH;-, cf. Greek yiyviookw ‘I recognize’
Latin gnosco ‘I recognize’.

'* The so-called uerba piira in Anglo-Saxon also contain a final u-element
in the preterite (cnéow ‘knew’), which, however, spread to the infinitive and
present as well; Meid (1971: 81-2) regards it as an archaism and tries to
ggnnect it with the Sanskrit forms. Cf. also Hirt (1915: 144-7) for similar
ideas.

' If that is what it is; alternative explanations are possible. Leumann
(1977: 597) notes that ‘dieses ai. -au bzw. idg. -6w ist als Personalform eine
Tatsache ohne rechte Erkldrung.’
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Perhaps the most ingenious theory about the origin of the Latin
u/w-perfect advanced in recent years can be found in Rix (1992).
Latin has retained the present active and the perfect passive
participles, while the present mediopassive participle is only
preserved in the words alumnus ‘nursling’ (< *H,al-0-mH no-s
‘one who is being fed’) and fémina ‘woman’ (< *d'eH,-
mHnaH>- ‘one who is being sucked’), and the perfect active
participle may have left traces in apud ‘at’ (< *H;p-wot- ‘having
reached’ from apisci ‘reach’) and fenus ‘until’ (< *tn-wos
‘extending uP to’ from ten-d-ere ‘extend’) (compare Meiser
1998: 183)."” According to Rix, there is another trace of the
perfect active participle in *-wos: he argues that the uw/w-perfect
developed when such perfect active participles coalesced with
the copula. In other words, the w/w-perfect continues an older
periphrastic perfect. Univerbation and haplology resulted in the
singular forms *porta-wisom (‘1 have carried’), *porta-wis(s),
*portd-wist.'® The inherited perfect singular forms were
*memon-ay (‘1 remember’), *memon-tay, *memon-ey. Portauisti
arose when *portawis was recharacterized by adding the
inherited ending *-fay. Portaui and portauit came about when
the perfect stem was reanalysed as *portaw- and the inherited
perfect endings *-ay and *-ey were added, the latter recharac-
terized by *-."

Rix’s hypothesis is very elegant since it is comparatively
uncomplicated and also explains where all the perfect active
participles have gone. In order to gain more widespread accept-
ance, however, it requires some independent confirmation. Such
confirmation can come from the synchronic angle, as I shall try
to show below; but first I shall turn to the type amasti.

"7 A trace of the perfect active participle may also be found in Oscan if
Untermann (2000: 677) and Meiser (2003: 46) explain sipus ‘knowing’
correctly (< *sép-wos, cf. Latin sapere ‘know, be wise; have taste’). CT.
Haspelmath (1994: 162-5) for reasons why past participles tend to be passive,
whereas present participles tend to be active.

This process is of course described by Rix in much more detail.

' Some early third person singular perfects actually do not have this -

yet. Cf. Untermann (1968: 170) for inscriptional evidence.
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2. The type amasti

Short perfect forms ex1st for the w-perfect and the sigmatic
perfect, for instance amast™® for amauisti and dixti for dixisti.
Synchronically they are simply morphological doublets of the
longer forms. Diachronically the situation is more complicated.
Traditionally, they are derived from the longer forms by sound
changes and analogies; but there is also another approach,
according to which some of them are original forms that were
only secondarily associated with their longer counterparts.

I shall begin with the traditional derivation. Many short forms
of the second and fourth conjugations can be derived by a sound
law often referred to as the /atrina-rule, which states that -w- is
lost between vowels of the same quality if the stress is not on the
second of these vowels;?! thus, latrina ‘privy’ is derived from
lauatrina, and the latter form exists in the classical language
because it has been restored by analogy to forms like laué or
lauem. Similarly, décrérunt comes from décréuérunt with stress
on the antepenultimate; décréuérunt was restored by analogy to
forms such as meruérunt ‘they have deserved’ (Plaut. Most.
281),2 whereas décreuérunt with stress on the penultimate
remained unchanged. By analogy, the short forms spread to the
first conjugation, where they could not arise through the
standard phonological developments since -w- is never between
identical vowels: décréuérunt: décrérunt = amauerunt: x, where
X = amarunt.

2 Not all the short forms in this article are necessarily attested; I use
amasti as a shorthand expression for ‘amasti and forms like it, such as
laudasti ‘you have praised’, spérasti ‘you have hoped’, etc.

*! For the influence of the accent and for general discussion cf. Sommer
(1914: 48-50) and Niedermann (1985: 107-9). Since auarus did not become
tarus, the rule began after the establishment of the classical accent, which
probably took place in the fourth century BC (Meiser 1998: 53). Cruis
< ceiuis is likewise not affected because the diphthong became -I- in the
middle of the second century BC (Meiser 1998: 58), by which time the
latrina-rule was not operative any longer.

22 Cf. also Italian fecero (stressed on fe-) and French firent, both from
fecérunt.
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In the traditional approach, short forms of the s-perfect are
derived by haplology. Speakers shorten -sis- to -s-, so that we
get dixti beside dixisti. Forms like dixeram go back to old
*deiksisam, but since the haplology never applies here, it is said
to have taken place after rhotacism, which is dated to the fourth
century BC by Meiser (1998: 95-6).

The alternative to this traditional theory is to claim that the
short forms are original. Untermann (1968: 171) for example
thinks that dixti is essentially the inherited aorist *deik-s-s
redetermined by the perfect ending *-ray and that dixisti is the
result of having an anaptyctic -i- between the aorist -s- and the
ending.23 On this assumption, amasti and amarim are also
ancient s-aorists (*ama-s-(s)tay and *ama-s-i-m) which have not
yet been replaced by the w-perfect. After amauisti and
amauerim had arisen, amasti and amarim were felt to be
shortened forms.

This alternative theory cannot do without analogy either.
Since Proto-Italic probably did not have a pluperfect, amaram
cannot go back to an old aorist form and has to be derived
differently. A form like décréram could be derived from
decréueram by the latrina-rule, and amaram could be accounted
for by the analogy décréueram: décreram = amaueram: x, where
x is amaram.

It is generally acknowledged that there is an increase in short
forms throughout the history of Latin.?* In my opinion, this is a
clear indication that they are young forms rather than a
formation which is more ancient than the longer perfects.
Untermann (1968: 171, note 23), on the other hand, does not
accept this. Are there other synchronic arguments?

2 We could also be dealing with a pure perfect ending rather than a
redetermined aorist ending if Jasanoff (1987: 179) is right in claiming that the
perfect ending *-tHe had a doublet *-stHe. (Cf. also Cowgill 1960: 137,
who analyses the perfect ending in olo@a as - 68a rather than - 8. Inciden-
tallxl this ending is the only piece of evidence for *tH, > 8 in Greek.)

“ Cf. also Spanish imperfect subjunctives like tomara and tomase, which
continue the short pluperfect indicative and the short pluperfect subjunctive
of Latin.
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One phenomenon that cannot go unnoticed is that many long
forms have no corresponing short forms. We have amauerunt
and amarunt, but dixerunt has no jdixunt beside it. It would be
difficult to explain why *ama-s-ont survived, while *deik-s-ont
did not. The restriction does make sense, however, if amarunt is
formed from amauerunt by analogy to décrérunt, a form which
arose from decréuerunt by regular sound laws, while dixerunt,
not having a -w-, could not take part in the analogy and could
not be shortened because the haplology of -sis- took place after
rhotacism.

If the short forms go back to aorists, one may wonder why all
of them are actually shorter than the long forms. *ama-w-ay and
*ama-w-istay yield amaui and amauisti. The aorist forms must
have been *ama-s-ay and *ama-s-tay. The latter gives us
amasti, but why does *ama-s-ay not survive as famari ‘I have
loved’?

One way out of this problem would be to say that the original
aorists were later reanalysed as short forms of the w-perfects and
that only those which are really shorter than the w-perfects were
kept. This solution does not work, however. If there was a form
*ama-s-tay next to *ama-w-istay, there was probably also a
form *mone-s-tay next to *mone-w-istay. The first two give us
amasti and amauisti, and *mone-w-istay ends up as monuisti.
But why did fmonesti die out? The form is actually shorter than
monuisti.

Admittedly, a subjunctive form monerint exists in early Latin
(Lucil. 653). However, it is functionally different from its longer
counterpart monuerint and also from the short perfect sub-
junctives such as amarint. Monuerint and amarint are true
perfect subjunctives because they normally have past meaning.
Monerint, on the other hand, is functionally equivalent to the
type faxint, which is always non-past.”> In what follows, I shall
refer to monerint, faxint, dixis (Plaut. Aul. 744), and other forms
like them as ‘special aorist subjunctives’. Monerint and dixim

2 Cf. de Melo (2005: 48-52).
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could go back to Proto-Italic s-aorist optatives. Faxint must be
an innovation and exists alongside other subjunctives like
fecerint which are built on more ancient aorist stems. A form
like fécerint acquired past meaning — except in prohibitions — by
association with the perfect indicative,®® while faxint and
monerint remained outside the system and kept the non-past
meaning everywhere.

Special aorist subjunctives exist for the first conjugation as
well; we find forms like amassis (Plaut. Mil. 1007), which are
characterized by -ss-2’ They are another reason for not
regarding amaris as an old aorist form. If amaris were an
original aorist form, one would have to wonder why amassis
was created at all.

Special aorist forms will play an important role in the
following section. I have already mentioned faxint, amassis, and
monerint. However, such forms need not have a sigmatic
element. Non-sigmatic aorists are duis and artigas. But now it is
time to examine how prohibitive clauses can help us with the
origins of the w/w-perfect and of the type amasti.

3. Magarifios’ theory and its consequences

In Greek and Sanskrit, modal forms of the aorist are used in
prohibitions, while the perfect is not employed in this way. The
Latin perfect stems are made up of older aorist and perfect
stems. The s-perfect dixi, for example, clearly continues an ear-
lier sigmatic aorist, while the reduplicating perfect tetendi
continues an earlier true perfect. One would expect that this
formal merger of two tenses into one was preceded by a seman-
tic merger. While there can be no doubt that such a semantic
merger took place, it does not have to be a complete one. This is

26 Cf. Wackernagel (1928: 250).
The most convincing explanation of the geminate -ss- can be found in
Leumann (1977: 624), who establishes a four-part analogy of the type dixés:
dixis = amassés: x, where x is amassTs.
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exactly what Magarifios claims. According to him, reduplicating
perfects in archaic Latin have preserved one of the restrictions
of the earlier perfects, which stood in opposition to aorists: in
Plautus and Terence, reduplicating perfects cannot be used in
prohibitive clauses (1939: 140). The only exception in these two
authors which he acknowledges is (5):

(5) Ne destiteris currere. (Plaut. Trin. 1012)
‘Don’t stop running.’

Destiteris is a reduplicating perfect subjunctive employed in a
prohibitive clause. In Ennius we find a similar exception:

(6) Nec mi aurum posco nec mi pretium dederitis. (Enn. ann. 194)
‘I don’t demand gold for myself, and don’t give me a ransom.’

According to Magarifios (1939: 142), this passage does not
have to be interpreted prohibitively, but I cannot take it in any
other way.28 Still, the theory looks appealing. If it is correct —
and it has by and large been accepted by Hofmann and Szantyr®® —,
it ought to have repercussnons on the w/w-perfect and the type
amasti as well.>® If the ww-perfect goes back to the perfect
active participle in combination with the copula, it is an original
periphrastic perfect, and for this reason it ought to be just as rare
in prohibitive clauses as the reduplicating perfect. Similarly, if
the type amasti goes back to aorists and was only secondarily
regarded as a shortened form of amauisti, it is likely that it is as

% Wackernagel (1928: 250) also takes this as a prohibition.
¥ Cf. Hofmann and Szantyr (1965: 337), where, however, the proviso is
made that the reduplicating perfect is only completely excluded if alternative
expressions such as né parserfs ‘do not spare’ or né parsis ‘do not spare’
exist,

3% In what follows, I do not consider forms of sinere ‘allow’. In Plautus,
there are only three unambiguous prohibitions relevant here, two with the
aoristic siris (Bacch. 402 and Epid. 400) and one with siueris (Most. 401); the
reason for not taking these forms into account is that regular short sier’s and
special aoristic siris look so similar that speakers began to use them inter-
changeably (see de Melo 2004: 240). I also exclude the two prohibitive
medio-passive perfects in my corpus, ammiratus sis (Ter. Haut. 826) and
oppertus siés (Ter. Phorm. 514).
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frequent in prohibitive clauses as other perfects going back to
aorists; if, however, amauisti is older and amasti is its deriva-
tive, amast1 ought to follow the same restrictions as amauisti.

In order to test such theories, we can compare the prohibi-
tions with perfect forms to those with special aorist forms.*' Let
us first see whether Magarifios’ theory can be upheld for the
perfects with old perfect stems in Plautus and Terence. I exclude
the w/w-perfect in order to avoid a bias concerning its origins.
The prototypical old perfect is reduplicating. One problem we
face is that it is not immediately obvious what should count as
reduplicated. While it is clear that a form such as fetigi ‘I
touched’ is a reduplicating perfect,*? one may hesitate whether
or not to include attigeris (Plaut. Persa 793) because the redu-
plication was lost or reduced in compounds.*® However, given
that the connection to fetigl is still visible, I have decided to
count it as reduplicating. I also counted déstiteris (Plaut. Trin.
1012) as reduplicating, even though the onsets of the reduplica-
tion syllable and of the root are not identical because of dissimi-
lation. Similarly, I regard the perfect of crédere as reduplicating
although the verb is certainly not the prototypical reduplicating
verb. Vertere and its compounds presumably lost the reduplica-
tion very early, but because of the root vowel -o- in the perfect I
have classified praeuertere as having an old perfect. Interuenire
was counted as having an old perfect as well. Oscan preserves
the ‘aorist’ kimbened ‘it was agreed’ with -é-, while the Latin
long vowel perfect -uén- goes back to a stative perfect (Meiser
2003: 205). With this in mind, we can begin our search. There
are nine verbs which have perfects with old perfect stems and
which occur in prohibitive clauses containing perfect subjunc-

*' In what follows, I exclude any special aorist forms that are not un-
ambiguously prohibitive; I also disregard prohibitions with present subjunc-
tivc}s or with imperatives.

? Homer has the aorist participle tetaydv ‘having seized’ (//. 1.591), but
the Italic evidence points to a root aorist, which makes it highly likely that
tetig goes back to a perfect rather than an aorist (Meiser 2003: 190-1).

" In general, the type occucurrf (Plaut. Merc. 201) with both preverb and
reduplication is very rare.
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tives, special aoristic subjunctives, or both; I present them with
the number of perfect and special aoristic tokens in brackets:
attingere ‘touch’ (1:6), crédere ‘believe’ (0:4), dare ‘give’ (0:9),
desistere ‘stop’ (1:0), interuenire ‘intervene’ (1:0), obstare
‘stand in the way’ (1:0), ostendere ‘show’ (2:0), praeuertere
‘give precedence to’ (1:0), and referre ‘bring back’ (1:0). If we
add up these figures, we get eight prohibitive perfect subjunc-
tives and nineteen special aoristic forms. Given that the regular
perfect subjunctives can be formed from any verb with a perfect
stem, and given that all special aoristic forms are on their way
out, this is a remarkable pattern of distribution, despite the
relatively low figures. Admittedly, Magarifios’ theory cannot be
upheld in its strict form. Even if we leave out interuenire,
ostendere, and praeuertere, which may no longer have been felt
to have old perfects due to the absence of reduplication, there
are still three prohibitive perfect subjunctives in addition to the
token of destiteris cited in (5) above; all of them are redupli-
cating:

(7) Né sis me ind digito attigeris, né te ad terram, scelus, affligam.
(Plaut. Persa 793)

‘Don’t even touch me with one finger, please, so that I don’t knock
you to the ground, you scoundrel.’

(8) Emindr intermindrque: né mi opstiterit obuiam. (Plaut. Capt. 791)
‘I’m making a serious threat: let him not stand in my way.’

(9) Incertus tuom caue ad mé rettuleris pedem. (Plaut. Epid. 439)
‘So long as you are not sure, don’t come back to me.’

These examples show that reduplicating perfects are not
entirely excluded from prohibitions. In fact, even Hofmann and
Szantyr’s version cannot be upheld; prohibitive attigeris is
attested, as (7) above demonstrates, even though there is an
aoristic alternative in the form of attigas:

(10) Caue sis me attigas, né tibi hoc scipione
malum magnum dém. (Plaut. Persa 816-17)
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‘Don’t touch me, please, so that I don’t give you a good spanking with
this stick.’

Despite these exceptions, however, the pattern is still clear
enough. Old perfects are dispreferred in prohibitive clauses,
with eight perfect subjunctives and nineteen special aoristic
alternatives. The pattern becomes even more remarkable if we
examine the eight perfect subjunctives more closely: five of the
tokens, déstiteris (Plaut. Trin. 1012), opstiterit (Plaut. Capt.
791), ostenderis (Plaut. Rud. 1135 and 1155), and praeuorteris
(Plaut. Merc. 113), belong to verbs which do not have any extra-
paradigmatic forms anywhere in Latin; what is more, nowhere
in Latin are there any extra-paradigmatic forms of the corre-
sponding wuerba simplicia or their remaining compounds. This
makes it likely that the perfect subjunctives had to be used
because there were no alternatives.

Two of the remaining perfect subjunctives, interuéneris
(Plaut. Mil. 1333) and rettuleris (Plaut. Epid. 439), belong to
verbs which have no extra-paradigmatic alternatives anywhere
in Latin themselves, but other forms of the same roots do have
such alternatives in Plautus. Thus, we find aduendat in Plaut.
Pseud. 1030 or apstulas in Plaut. Rud frg. This raises the
question whether interuenire and referre could also form such
subjunctives in Plautus. If this were the case, their absence
would be due to chance and the perfect subjunctives would not
simply be employed because no alternatives were available. If,
on the other hand, these verbs could not form special subjunc-
tives, the perfect would be the only form available in prohibi-
tions, which would bring us closer to Hofmann and Szantyr’s
stance on the subject.

Let us begin with uenire and its compounds. Plautus could
probably not form special aoristic subjunctives to every verb
belonging to this root. We find five tokens of éuenat / éuenant in
Plautus,* and this is also the only compound of uenire that has

3% Euenat: Curc. 39, Epid. 290, Mil. 1010, Trin. 41, éuenant: Epid. 321.
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such forms in the early Latin attested outside Plautus.>® Since
the verb has only sixteen regular subjunctives in Plautus, the
irregular forms must have been common. In Plautus, we also
find aduenat (Pseud. 1030), peruenat (Rud. 626), and peruenant
(Trin. 93). Aduenire has thirteen regular subjunctives and
éuenire has four. The small number of irregular forms of both
verbs and of regular forms of the latter makes it difficult to say
how unusual the irregular ones were. Venire and the remaining
compounds have 139 subjunctives in Plautus, none of which is
irregular. It is unlikely that the absence of special aoristic
subjunctives is due to chance, at least not for a frequent verb like
uenire, which has 87 subjunctives. Interuenire, on the other
hand, has only one regular subjunctive, the form used in a
prohibition. It is impossible to state with any degree of certainty
whether this verb had irregular forms. However, if the evidence
from the above verbs which have alternative aoristic forms is
anything to go by, it looks as if Plautus would have used
prohibitive *interuenas if such a form had existed.

The distribution of irregular forms of ferre / tollere and
compounds is slightly different. Four such forms are attested
outside Plautus: attolat occurs twice in Pacuvius (frag. 42 and
228), the second person attulas is found in Novius (Atell. 87),
and the uerbum simplex is attested in the third person ruldt (Acc.
trag. 102). Neither of these verbs has special aoristic subjunc-
tives in Plautus, even though afferre has seventeen regular
subjunctives and ferre has forty-nine. The only irregular form
attested in Plautus is apstulas (Rud. fr.); the verb has thirty-three
regular forms. The remaining compounds of ferre and rollere
together have forty-eight®® regular subjunctives, but no irregular
forms at all. This rarity of irregular subjunctives makes it look
likely that there was no form available which Plautus could have

% Euenat is also found in Enn. scaen. 183 Jocelyn and Pompon. Atell. 35.
(Fragmentary dramatists except for Ennius are cited from Ribbeck’s second
edition.)

% | exclude the form circumferam (inc. fab. fr. x\viii (Ixviii)), which could
also be a future.
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used instead of rettuleris, even though referre itself has only
nine regular forms.

Thus, there is only one old perfect used in a prohibition even
though an alternative form would have been available. This is
the form attigeris (example 7 above). However, even this one
exception must be contrasted with the six tokens of prohibitive
attigas / attigatis.

This usage should be compared with that of the perfects
which go back to aorists.’” As I pointed out above, they often
have special aoristic by-forms as well. The natural expectation is
that the regular and irregular forms are used more or less
indifferently wherever such by-forms exist; after all, which kind
of aorist is employed should not matter so long as it is an aorist.
This expectation is fulfilled for those verbs which have special
aoristic forms in Plautus and / or Terence. Again I list the verbs
together with the figures for regular perfect and special aoristic
forms in brackets: amittere ‘lose’ (1:1), dicere ‘say’ (7:5), esse
‘be’ (3:5), excédere ‘go out’ (0:1), facere ‘do’ (10:8), indiicere
‘lead in’ (1:1), obicere ‘hold against’ (0:1), parcere ‘spare’
(2:1), and respicere ‘look back’ (0:1). These verbs have twenty-
four regular perfect forms and twenty-four special aoristic ones.
Regular and irregular forms are used without much difference:

(11) Parasitum ne amiseris. (Plaut. Curc. 599)
‘Don’t lose the hanger-on.’

(12) Quod di dant boni caue culpa tua amissis. (Plaut. Bacch. 1188%)
‘Don’t lose through your own fault the good which the gods give
you.’

*7 The s-perfect obviously continues sigmatic aorists. The perfects of the
other verbs considered here continue root aorists: for (ad-)esse cf. Meiser
(2003: 201); for facere and (0b-)icere cf. the aorists £0mxo. ‘I put’ and Axo ‘I
threw’, but note that the -- fulfills different functions in Latin and Greek
(Untermann 1993: 468); for uidére cf. Meiser (2003: 205-6), where it is
argued that uId7 continues an aorist rather than the perfect we find in Greek
(F)gi&a ‘I know’ and Sanskrit véda ‘I know’.

The line is in anapaests, with iambic shortening of boni and elision of
both vowels in the possessive pronoun.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



62 Wolfgang de Melo

Here we find prohibitive amiseris and prohibitive amissis
without any semantic distinction, although there may of course
be other differences, for instance of register.3 ®

Two verbs, simere and uidére, have perfects that go back to
aorists. Each has a prohibitive perfect subjunctive. Alternative
expressions are presumably not possible, as there are no special
aoristic forms of these verbs or their compounds anywhere in
Latin. This leaves us with adesse and mittere. The former has
one prohibitive perfect subjunctive, the latter has two. It is hard
to tell whether alternative prohibitions would have been possible
because the werbum simplex, esse, has irregular subjunctives of
the type fuds,” and because (12) shows that the compound
amittere has irregular forms as well. However, the general
picture does not change. If a perfect goes back to an old perfect,
alternative aorist forms are strongly preferred in prohibitions. If
a perfect goes back to an old aorist, there is no difference in
frequency between this perfect and alternative expressions
wherever they exist.

Finally, I can come to the w/w-perfects. If the use of long
forms like amaueris should turn out to be restricted in prohibi-
tive clauses, they would pattern with the old perfects. This
would strongly support Rix’s theory that they go back to perfect
active participles which coalesced with the copula. If this is the
case, it is worth looking at short forms like amaris. If such short
forms behave like their longer counterparts, it is likely that they
are derived from them by sound laws and analogies; but if the
short forms are frequent in prohibitions, aoristic origin is more
likely.

The relevant verbs fall into three categories: the w-perfect of
the first conjugation, the w-perfect of the fourth conjugation, and
the u-perfect. In Plautus and Terence, there are ten verbs of the
first conjugation that are used in prohibitions with perfect or
special aorist subjunctives: amare ‘love’, appellare ‘call’, célare

% For the register of the s-subjunctives cf. de Melo (2003: 47-8).
“ In Plautus, fuam is attested once, fuds four times, fudt thirteen times,
and fuant four times.
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‘conceal’, cirare ‘take care of’, démiitdre ‘change’, indicare
‘indicate’, occultare ‘hide away’, occupare ‘occupy’, parare
‘prepare’, and supplicare ‘entreat’. With the exception of ciirare
and indicare, which have two prohibitive tokens each, every
verb has just one. This gives us twelve prohibitions in total.
What forms are used in these prohibitions? With one exception,
the forms are all special aoristic subjunctives with -ss-:

(13) Nemo accasat, Syre, té: nec tu aram tibi

nec precatorem pararis. (Ter. Haut. 975-6)

‘No one is accusing you, Syrus; don’t get yourself an altar or someone
to plead for you.’

(14) Né me istoc posthac nomine appellassis. (Ter. Eun. 742)
‘Don’t call me by that name from now on.’

(13) is the exception because it contains the short form pararis.
It is one of the two relevant prohibitive subjunctives in Terence.
The other one is in (14), which has appellassis with -ss-. Plau-
tus, on the other hand, exclusively uses ss-forms for prohibitions
containing verbs of the first conjugation. By Terence’s time,
these forms have practically died out. Terence has only this one
token. His other option is to resort to the regular perfect.*' But at
least in Plautus the pattern speaks clearly for Rix’s theory,
despite the small number of tokens; the complete absence of
regular perfect subjunctives can most easily be explained if we
accept his diachronic derivation. In fact, it does not seem unlike-
ly that Plautus coined some forms simply for the purpose of
avoiding the w-perfect in prohibitions;** given the morphologi-
cal transparency of the forms, this was easy enough. The com-

* It seems unlikely that a form *pardssis was still available to Terence,
even though Plautus has a future comparassit in Epid. 122.

That such coinages are possible is proved by the sigmatic future
exoculassitis ‘you will have removed the eyes’ (Rud. 731), which is certainly
a nonce-formation. Céldre, occultare, and supplicare have one sigmatic form
each in prohibitions. The verbs in question and other forms of the same stems
do not have any extra-paradigmatic forms anywhere else in early Latin, at
least if we assume that the gloss ‘céldssts: célaueris’ in Paul. Fest. p. 61
Miiller refers to the passage in Plautus.
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plete absence of short forms like amaris in Plautine prohibitions
also makes it likely that they are not original aorists, but rather
derived from the longer forms by sound changes and analogy.

In Plautus, we find one prohibitive perfect subjunctive of a
verb belonging to the fourth conjugation:

(15) Posthac etiam illud quod sciés né sciueris.” (Plaut. Mil. 572)
‘From now on you shouldn’t know even what you will know.’

There is no alternative ss-form available, so the w-perfect has
to be used. Sigmatic forms belonging to a verb of the fourth
conjugation are only attested for ambire ‘canvass’, and even
there the reading is problematic.**

Finally, there are two wu-perfects in prohibitions, one in
Plautus and one in Terence. The form in Plautus is monueris
(Curc. 384). Outside Plautus and Terence, monére has two
special aoristic forms which are functionally equivalent to the
type faxo / faxim: we find a future perfect moneris in Pacuvius
(trag. 30), and a non-past subjunctive monerint is attributed to
either Pacuvius (trag. 112) or Lucilius (653). No such forms are
attested for the compounds of monere. It does not appear very
likely that Plautus was in a position to use such an irregular
form here, so there was no alternative to the u-perfect. Minueris
occurs in a prohibition in Terence (4ndr. 392). Again, there was
no alternative; no irregular forms are attested in Latin for either
minuere or any of its compounds.

On the whole, then, it seems as if w/w-perfects and the short
forms are avoided in prohibitions wherever possible. This makes
it likely that the w/w-perfects go back to old perfects, as has been
suggested by Rix (1992), and that the short forms are not

“ This is how Bentley reads the line. Lindsay prints nesciueris, which is
presumably supposed to be a command in the perfect subjunctive. There are
no good parallels for this; Bennett’s perfect jussives (1910: 166) can all be’
interpreted differently. Madvig’s explanation (1887: 484) does not convince
me either (‘verbum negativum pro negatione est’).

Leo writes ambissint and ambissit in Plaut. Amph. 69 and 71, while
Lindsay retains the manuscript readings ambissent and ambisset.
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original aorists, but derived from the w/w-perfects by regular
sound laws and by various analogies.

4. Conclusions

I can now summarize my findings. I hope to have shown how
important synchronic patterns of usage are for linguistic recon-
struction. Plautus and Terence try to avoid perfects with old
perfect stems in prohibitive clauses and instead use special aorist
forms wherever possible. By contrast, they do not avoid perfects
with old aorist stems in prohibitions, although the special aorist
forms are by no means excluded either. The w/w-perfect patterns
with the old perfects, and so do short forms of the type amasti.
These usages have repercussions on the origins of the forms.
There are various theories concerning the w/w-perfect; but since
it must go back to a perfect, Rix’s derivation (1992) from
perfect participles with the copula is the most likely hypothesis.
The short forms are probably derived from the w/w-perfect by
regular phonological developments and analogies; aoristic origin
seems unlikely because the short forms are avoided in prohibi-
tions, which would be very unusual for aorist forms.
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