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	Claudius Aelianus (Aelian), Varia Historia

	Afran.
	L. Afranius

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Amm.
	Ammianus Marcellinus

	Andr.
	L. Liuius Andonicus (Livius Andronicus), works as in the Fragmenta Poetarum Latinorum

	App.
	Appianos (Appian)

	    Sam.
	History of the Samnite Wars

	Apul., Met.
	L. Apuleius, Metamorphoses

	Asel.
	Sempronius Asellio

	August.
	Aurelius Augustinus (Augustine)

	    C.D.
	de Ciuitate Dei

	    Doct. Christ.
	de Doctrina Christiana

	    Quaest. Hept.
	Quaestiones in Heptateuchum

	    Trin.
	de Trinitate

	B. Afr.
	Bellum Africanum

	B. Hisp.
	Bellum Hispaniense

	Caecil.
	Caecilius Statius (Caecilius)

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Caes.
	C. Iulius Caesar (Caesar)

	    Civ.
	de Bello Ciuile

	    Gal.
	de Bello Gallico

	Cato
	M. Porcius Cato (Cato)

	    Agr.
	de Agri Cultura

	    Orig.
	Origines

	Catul.
	C. Valerius Catullus (Catullus)

	Cels.
	A. Cornelius Celsus, de Medicina

	Cic.
	M. Tullius Cicero (Cicero)

	    Ac.
	Academica

	    Arch.
	pro Archia

	    Att.
	Epistulae ad Atticum

	    Brut.
	Brutus

	    Caec.
	pro Caecina

	    Cat.
	in Catilinam

	    Clu.
	pro Cluentio

	    Div.
	de Diuinatione

	    Dom.
	de Domo sua

	    de Orat.
	de Oratore

	    Fam.
	Epistulae ad Familiares

	    Fat.
	de Fato

	    Fin.
	de Finibus

	    Har.
	de Haruspicum Responsio

	    Inv.
	de Inuentione

	    Leg.
	de Legibus

	    Man.
	pro Lege Manilia

	    Mur.
	pro Murena

	    N.D.
	de Natura Deorum

	    Off.
	de Officiis

	    Orat.
	Orator

	    Phil.
	Philippicae

	    Pis.
	in Pisonem

	    Q. fr.
	Epistulae ad Quintum fratrem

	    Rep.
	de Republica

	    S. Rosc.
	pro S. Roscio Amerino

	    Sen.
	de Senectute

	    Tim.
	Timaeus

	    Top.
	Topica

	    Tusc.
	Tusculanae Disputationes

	    Vat.
	in Vatinium

	    Ver.
	in Verrem

	Cod. Iust.
	Codex Iustinianus

	Cod. Theod.
	Codex Theodosianus

	Col.
	L. Iunius Moderatus Columella (Columella), de Re Rustica

	Curt.
	Q. Curtius Rufus, Historiae Alexandri Magni

	Dig.
	Digesta

	D. S.
	Diodorus Siculus

	Edict. Roth.
	Edictus Rothari

	Enn.
	Q. Ennius (Ennius)

	    Ann.
	Annales (ed. Skutsch)

	    Scen.
	Scenica (ed. Vahlen)

	    Trag.
	Tragoediae (ed. Jocelyn)

	Eus.
	Eusebius

	    Vit. Const.
	Vita Constantini

	Fest.
	S. Pompeius Festus (Festus), de Significatu Verborum

	Fortunatianus, Ars rhet.
	Consultus Fortunatianus, Ars rhetorica.

	Frontinus, Str.
	S. Iulius Frontinus (Frontinus), Strategemata

	Fronto, Ep.
	M. Cornelius Fronto (Fronto), Epistulae

	Gaius, Inst.
	Gaius, Institutiones

	Galen
	Aelius Galenus (Galen)

	    Libr. Propr.
	de Libris Propriis

	Gel.
	Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae

	Hipp. Berol.
	Hippiatrica Berolinensis

	Hor.
	Q. Horatius Flaccus (Horace)

	    Carm.
	Carmina

	    Ep.
	Epistulae

	    Epod.
	Epodi

	    S.
	Sermones

	Hyginus, Astron.
	G. Iulius Hyginus (Hyginus), de Astronomia

	Isid.
	Isidorus Hispalensis (Isidore of Seville)

	    Or.
	Origines

	Just.
	M. Iunianus Iustinus (Justin), Epitoma Historicarum Philippicarum Pompei Trogi

	Juv.
	D. Iunius Iuuenalis (Juvenal), Saturae

	Laber.
	D. Laberius (Laberius)

	    mim.
	mimi as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Liv.
	T. Liuius (Livy), ab Vrbe Condita

	Lucil.
	C. Lucilius

	Lucr.
	T. Lucretius Carus (Lucretius), de Rerum Natura

	Marc., Med.
	Marcellus Empiricus, de Medicamentis

	Naev.
	Cn. Naeuius (Naevius)

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Nepos
	Cornelius Nepos

	    Alc.
	Alcibiades

	    Dat.
	Datames

	Non.
	Nonius Marcellus, de Compendiosa Doctrina

	Nov.
	Nouellae Constitutiones

	Nov. Theod.
	Nouellae Theodosianae

	Novius
	Q. Nouius (Novius)

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Onas.
	Onasander

	Ov.
	P. Ouidius Naso (Ovid)

	    Met.
	Metamorphoses

	    Tr.
	Tristia

	Pac.
	M. Pacuuius (Pacuvius)

	    trag.
	Tragoediae as in the Tragicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Paul. Fest.
	Paulus Diaconus, Epitoma Festi

		
	Per. Aeth.
	Peregrinatio Aetheriae

	Persius
	A. Persius Flaccus (Persius), Saturae

	Petr.
	Petronius Arbiter (Petronius), Satyrica

	Pl.
	T. Maccius Plautus (Plautus)

	    Am.
	Amphitruo

	    As.
	Asinaria

	    Aul.
	Aulularia

	    Bac.
	Bacchides

	    Capt.
	Captiui

	    Cas.
	Casina

	    Cur.
	Curculio

	    Epid.
	Epidicus

	    Men.
	Menaechmi

	    Mer.
	Mercator

	    Mil.
	Miles gloriosus

	    Mos.
	Mostellaria

	    Per.
	Persa

	    Poen.
	Poenulus

	    Ps.
	Pseudolus

	    Rud.
	Rudens

	    St.
	Stichus

	    Trin.
	Trinummus

	    Truc.
	Truculentus

	Plin., Nat.
	C. Plinius Secundus (Pliny the Elder), Naturalis Historia

	Plin.
	C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus (Pliny the Younger)

	    Ep.
	Epistulae

	    Ep. Tra.
	Epistulae ad Traianum

	    Pan.
	Panegyricus Traiani

	Plut.
	Plutarchos (Plutarch)

	    Alex.
	Alexander

	    Caes.
	Caesar

	    Cat. Mai.
	Cato Maior

	    Cic.
	Cicero

	Polyb.
	Polybios (Polybius), Histories

	Pompon.
	L. Pomponius (Pomponius)

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Prop.
	S. Propertius (Propertius), Elegiae

	Quint., Inst.
	M. Fabius Quintilianus (Quintilian), Institutio Oratoria

	Rhet. Her.
	Rhetorica ad Herennium

	Sal.
	C. Sallustius Crispus (Sallust)

	    Cat.
	Bellum Catilinae

	    Hist.
	Historiae

	    Jug.
	Iugurtha

	Schol. Juv.
	Scholia in Iuuenalem uetustiora

	Sen.
	L. Annaeus Seneca (Seneca the Elder)

	    Con.
	Controuersiae

	Sen.
	L. Annaeus Seneca (Seneca the Younger)

	    Dial.
	Dialogi

	    Ep.
	Epistulae Morales

	    Med.
	Medea

	    Nat.
	Naturales Quaestiones

	[Sen.] Oct.
	Octauia, attributed to L. Annaeus Seneca (the younger)

	Serv.
	Maurus Seruius Honoratus (Servius)

	    A.
	in Vergilium commentarius: ad Aeneidem

	    Ecl.
	in Vergilium commentarius: ad Eclogas

	SHA
	Scriptores Historiae Augustae

	    Hadr.
	Hadrianus

	    Sept. Sev.
	Septimius Seuerus

	Soran. Lat.
	Sorani Gynaeciorum uetus translatio Latina

	Stat.
	P. Papinius Statius (Statius)

	    Silv.
	Siluae

	    Theb.
	Thebais

	Suet.
	C. Suetonius Tranquillus (Suetonius)

	    Aug.
	Augustus

	    Claud.
	Claudius

	    Gram.
	de Grammaticis

	    Iul.
	Iulius

	    Ner.
	Nero

	    Tib.
	Tiberius

	    Ves.
	Vespasianus

	    Vit.
	Vitellius

	Tac.
	Cornelius Tacitus (Tacitus)

	    Ag.
	Agricola

	    Ann.
	Annales

	    Dial.
	Dialogus de Oratoribus

	    Hist.
	Historiae

	Ter.
	P. Terentius Afer (Terence)

	    Ad.
	Adelphi

	    An.
	Andria

	    Eu.
	Eunuchus

	    Hau.
	Hautontimorumenos

	    Ph.
	Phormio

	Tert.
	Q. Septimius Florens Tertullianus (Tertullian)

	Theodorus Priscianus
	
	    Eupor.
	Euporista

	Tib.
	Albius Tibullus (Tibullus), Elegiae

	Titin.
	Titinius

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Tribonian
	Flauius Tribonianus (Tribonian)

	    Inst. Iust.
	Institutiones Iustiniani

	Turpil.
	S. Turpilius

	    com.
	comoediae as in the Comicorum Romanorum Fragmenta

	Var.
	M. Terentius Varro (Varro)

	    L.
	de Lingua Latina

	    R.
	Res Rusticae

	Vegetius
	P. Flauius Vegetius Renatus (Vegetius)

	    Epit.
	Epitoma Rei Militaris

	    Vet.
	Ars Veterinaria

	Vell.
	C. Velleius Paterculus, Historiae Romanae

	Ven. Fort.
	Venantius Honorius Clementianus Fortunatus (Venantius Fortunatus)

	Verg.
	P. Vergilius Maro (Virgil)

	    A.
	Aeneis

	    Ecl.
	Eclogae

	    G.
	Georgica

	Vitr.
	M. Vitruuius Pollio (Vitruvius) de Architectura

	V.Max.
	Valerius Maximus, Facta et Dicta Memorabilia


Note: Where translations are credited to authors but no further source is given, the translation is taken from the Loeb Classical Library.
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Symbols Used
	*
	 precedes an element which is reconstructed for an earlier stage of the language or for a proto-language, but which is unattested

	**
	precedes an element which is unattested or is an impossible formation

	< >
	enclose an orthographic symbol or symbols (in most cases one or more letters of the Latin alphabet)

	[ ]
	enclose a phonetic symbol or symbols, representing a particular sound or sequence of sounds

	//
	enclose a symbol or symbols, representing a phoneme or sequence of phonemes

	[β]
	a voiced bilabial fricative, like the medial sound in Spanish beber


 	[ð]
	a voiced dental fricative, like the initial sound of English that

	[θ]
	an unvoiced dental fricative, like the initial sound in English thin

	[j]
	a palatal approximant, like the initial sound of English yet

	[ŋ]
	a velar nasal, like the final sound of English sing

	[∫]
	 a postalveolar fricative, like the initial sound of English shirt

	[x]
	a velar fricative, like the final sound of the German name Bach



 
	[ε]
	 a relatively low or open “e” vowel, like the vowel in English pet

	[ә]
	a mid central unrounded vowel (schwa), like the final vowel in English pizza

	[I]
	 a close front i vowel, like the vowel in English pit

	[ɔ]
	 a relatively low or open “o” vowel, like the vowel in English paw

	[y]
	 a high front rounded vowel, like the German vowel written ü

	[ʊ]
	 a relatively close back rounded vowel, like the vowel in English good

	[i]
	a close central unrounded vowel, like the second vowel in English roses



	[u]
	 a close central rounded vowel

	ː
	written after a phonetic symbol for a vowel sound represents a long vowel

	ø
	 zero/zero morph (indicating the form has no ending)

	X→Y
	 Y is a derivative of X

	X>Y
 	 X becomes Y by sound change



Linguistic and Other Abbreviations



	abl.
	ablative

	abs.
	absolute

	acc.
	accusative

	ADJP
	adjective phrase

	ADVP
	 adverb phrase

	agr.
	agreement

	antipass.
	antipassive

	C
	consonant

	Class.
	Classical

	dat.
	dative

	Det
	 determiner

	erg.
	ergative

	fem.
	feminine

	gen.
	genitive

	gov.
	government

	IE
	Indo-European

	inf.
	infinitive

	instr.
	instrumental

	loc.
	 locative

	masc.
	masculine

	[NEG]
	any negative word or phrase

	neut.
	neuter

	nom.
	nominative

	NP
	noun phrase

	OL
	Old Latin

	PIE
	Proto-Indo-European

	pl.
	plural

	PP
	prepositional phrase

	pple
	participle

	pr.
	praefatio

	rel.
	relative

	S
	sentence

	sg.
	singular

	V
	in chapter 9 = verb; in other chapters = vowel

	voc.
	vocative

	VP
	verb phrase



CHAPTER 1
Introduction
James Clackson
Latin was the first “World Language” of human history. As the language of the Roman Empire and then the Roman Catholic Church it has spread around the globe, and today well over a billion people speak a language derived from Latin as their first or second language (Portuguese, Spanish, French, Italian, Romanian, etc.). Although there are no native speakers of Latin still alive, Latin has a cultural prestige matched by no other language in the West. In religion, in law, in medicine and in science, Latin terms and phrases are still employed on a daily basis. Latin’s position in the modern world reflects its importance as the language of many of the most influential texts written between antiquity and the Early Modern period, from Virgil’s Aeneid and Tacitus’ Annales through the works of Augustine and the church fathers, to the use of Latin by Newton, Milton and Spinoza. Despite Latin’s enormous cultural significance, this is the first single volume companion to the Latin language, both enabling the reader to access reliable summaries of what is known about the structure and vocabulary of the language, and setting the language in its cultural milieu from its first appearance, in short inscriptions in the first half of the first millennium BCE, to its use as a language of scholarship, of law and of the church in the modern period.
Latin comes after Greek. The initial impetus for this volume was as a companion to Bakker’s Companion to the Greek Language (2010), and in structure and scope the Companion to the Latin Language mirrors its older sister. Indeed, in some areas, the two volumes overlap and complement each other. Just as the Companion to the Greek Language combines “traditional” and “modern” approaches to the linguistic study of the language, so does the Companion to the Latin Language. This volume attempts to give a comprehensive overview of the Latin language, including aspects of social variation and language change, speakers’ attitudes to language and the use of Latin in literary texts.
However, in much the same way that the Latin language has a very different history to Greek, so the structure of this Companion also reflects the differences between the two languages. The longer history of Greek (and the continual use of the label “Greek” to describe the language spoken in Greece in modern times) has meant that the written forms of the language have been recast many times. Moreover, the existence of Greek city states in the Classical period, and the emergence of different literary forms through oral and local traditions, have led to the adoption of a range of varieties of the language as written forms (the so-called Greek dialects). In contrast, there is usually reckoned to be only one standard form of Latin, Classical Latin. No dialects of Latin ever reached the status of a literary form, and no later stage of the language ever rivalled the prestige of the Classical standard. The formation of Classical Latin, and the repeated moves to purify or correct the language will be repeated themes of this volume, as will the demonstration that within the apparently monolithic structure of Classical Latin there is room for considerable variation and choice.
The Companion is divided into five parts, each of which is built around a different broad theme. Part I deals with the sources of our knowledge of the Latin language. Latin is a corpus language, known only through written documents, and no one who could genuinely be described as a native speaker of Latin has been alive for the last millennium. It is appropriate therefore that the first chapter of this section is devoted to the alphabet that encodes the language. Rex Wallace addresses the question of the adoption and adaptation of the alphabet from the Greeks through Etruscan intermediaries, and his richly illustrated chapter contains the most up-to-date survey of the very earliest Latin inscriptions that survive. He then traces the development of the Latin letterforms, the differing orthographic practices of the Romans down to the imperial period, and the possible connections between and influences from letterforms and orthographic practices among the other literate peoples of Italy. The next two chapters examine the ways Latin texts function as sources for the language. Latin texts have reached us through two principal routes. Either the original written form has survived on a medium such as stone, wood, metal or papyrus, or a text has been copied and recopied in an unbroken chain of manuscript transmission. In general, texts in the second category comprise literary works, and those in the first all other forms of documentation (although there are instances where literary works are recorded in inscriptional texts, such as Augustus’ Res Gestae, or where manuscripts preserve sub-literary material). James Clackson presents a discussion of some of the pitfalls for the linguist who uses inscriptional and documentary material to research the Latin language, including the vexed problem of attributing “authorship” to an ancient inscription. This chapter also includes a description of the range of such material available for the ancient world and explanations of some of the editorial conventions used. Bruce Gibson addresses the question of how literary texts have been handed down through the centuries. He shows how a modern editor of a text reconstructs a manuscript tradition, and how scholars have addressed the problems of variant readings, non-standard orthographies and different sources for a single text, presenting (among other examples) a test case of a manuscript page of Catullus and the modern reading. Roger Wright concludes Part I by looking at the use of a very different sort of source for the Latin language, the medieval and modern languages which have descended from spoken forms of Latin. As he shows, in order to understand this topic it is important to distinguish first between what counts as Latin and what counts as Romance, and the chapter includes a discussion of this topic, before a systematic review of the evidence of Romance for our knowledge of spoken Latin.
Wright’s chapter is also the first point in this volume where the term Vulgar Latin is used, and it is worth pausing to consider this term, which been the most discussed in the study of Latin, and is widely used in modern published work. Many readers will expect to find a chapter, if not a section, on Vulgar Latin in a Companion to the Latin Language, and will want to know why this volume does not include one. Part of the reason is the ambiguity inherent in the term. Wright (p. 63) reports József Herman’s definition of Vulgar Latin as a collective label for features of the language which we know existed but which were not recommended by grammarians, a usage which is observed by Adams in his chapter (pp. 263–265). Adams notes that the term would then have to include the linguistic behaviour of individuals such as the Emperor Augustus, and as such is at odds with a prevalent understanding of Vulgar Latin as the variety or varieties spoken by the uneducated and illiterate populace. For the sake of avoiding confusion, the writers in this volume generally restrict their use of the term Vulgar Latin to Herman’s definition, where they use it at all, and the other senses in which the label is used are defined in their own terms.
Part II aims to provide an overview of the linguistic structure of Latin, concentrating largely on the synchronic grammar of the Classical form of the language. Matthew McCullagh shows how we are able to reconstruct the phonology of the language accurately, to isolate the meaningful sounds of Latin (the phonemes), and, in most cases, specify their phonetic value. Benjamin W. Fortson IV expands the discussion of the sound of Latin by looking at what we can learn about the language from the metres the Romans used, and what we can learn about the metres from comparative and linguistic investigation. Fortson concentrates on three particular problems: the Saturnian metre and its background in inherited verse types of the Indo-European family; the adaptation of Greek metres by the Latin comic playwrights and their nativisation; and the interaction between verse beat (ictus) and the native Latin word and phrasal stress. Inflectional morphology and the selection of the Classical Latin exponents from a range of varieties are then covered by James Clackson. For many people who learnt Latin at school, the memory of lessons on syntactic constructions such as the ablative absolute or the gerundive is enough to provoke winces of pain; experienced teachers are frequently able to answer the question “How?” but rarely the question “Why?” Geoffrey Horrocks, in his chapter on Latin syntax, goes beyond the traditional listing and cataloguing of different constructions and uses modern syntactic theory to give an answer to the “Why?” question, introducing theoretical notions such as “control” into the study of Latin grammar for the first time. The Latin lexicon is the subject of the next two chapters by Michèle Fruyt. In any language, the vocabulary is formed from a combination of inherited, borrowed and derived lexemes. In the first of her two chapters, Fruyt considers the basic vocabulary of Latin, the organisation of the semantic structure of the lexicon, and the means by which the language incorporates words borrowed from other languages, with particular focus on the reaction to, and the reception of, Greek words. In the next chapter, she looks in more detail at the processes of lexical morphology, including the formation of compounds and the derivation of new words from existing lexical items, with detailed consideration of individual affixes and affixation processes, as well as agglutination and recategorisation (the process whereby words are transferred from one lexical class to another with the addition of no overt affix). To round off this section, Caroline Kroon’s chapter tackles a linguistic topic that is generally absent from traditional works on Latin, the grammar of discourse. Recent work on pragmatics, the study of language in use, has shown how speakers and writers of different languages employ particles and other text-marking devices in various ways in order to give order and structure to units of communication longer than a sentence. Kroon shows how familiar Latin particles have a more nuanced, and more precise, use in context than is apparent from bare English translations.
Part III is devoted to presentations of Latin through history, from its Indo-European origins to its use in the modern world, detailing the distinctive changes and features for each period, as well as recording the spread of the language. Benjamin W. Fortson IV looks at Latin in the context of the Indo-European language family, and details the major changes which Latin has undergone, and also gives details on its relationship to Oscan and Umbrian and the other Indo-European languages of Italy. John Penney examines in detail the language of the earliest Latin texts up to the end of the second century BCE, including commentary on selected early inscriptional texts, noting changes in language and orthographic practices. The next chapter, by James Clackson, covers Classical Latin, principally the language of the late Republic and the first two centuries of the Roman Empire. This chapter includes extensive discussion of the debates about what constituted Latinitas, probably best translated as “correct Latin”, the processes of standardisation, including changes in orthography, morphology, syntax and vocabulary, and the treatment of Greek words in Latin. The next three chapters treat the Latin of later chronological periods. First, J.N. Adams examines the notion of Late Latin, and asks whether there are distinctive linguistic features to Latin of this date, and how linguistic change, pressure from the standard language and other factors intertwine in texts written in Late Antiquity and beyond. The last two chapters describe the survival of Latin as a written and scholarly idiom, used alongside various vernaculars, from the Middle Ages to the present day. Greti Dinkova-Bruun discusses Medieval Latin, offering sample texts to illustrate the changes in orthography, grammar, vocabulary and style of Latin texts in the period between the end of antiquity and the Renaissance. David Butterfield looks at the language from the Renaissance to the present, showing the repeated attempts by writers to get closer to Classical models, and detailing the link between teaching Classics and writing Latin prose and verse in the last two centuries.
Part IV of the companion is devoted to presentations of the idioms and styles characteristic of a range of specific Latin literary registers. It is well known to any classicist that Latin poetry employs features such as extreme displacements of word order, or calques of Greek syntax, which are not found in Latin prose, and that a letter by Cicero will differ in style and vocabulary from one of his speeches or his philosophical works. The chapters in Part IV examine both the language of specific literary or para-literary genres and the language which is associated with certain contexts, such as the law court or the Christian church. In all these areas it is of course impossible to give a checklist of features which are obligatory for a certain genre or context, and the chapters here indicate, in different ways, some of the limitations of seeing a simple correspondence between genre and language. Even so, there are many broad generalisations to be made, as well as illuminating discussions of individual features, and the chapters together present a completely new picture of the language of literary Latin. Wolfgang de Melo gives an overview of the language of Roman comedy and mime, showing distinctive features of the Latin of Plautus and later dramatists. Rolando Ferri looks at poetic language, particularly as revealed in epic and lyric works (encompassing also the language of Senecan drama). Ferri sets out ancient theories of poetic language, and demonstrates the ways in which the sound and metre of poetry affected the orthographic and lexical choices authors made. Poetic techniques such as metaphor, hyperbaton and Greek syntactic constructions are placed in context and illustrated by citations from authors ranging from Lucretius to Cyprianus Gallus. Quintilian famously stated that satura quidem tota nostra est (“satire is all ours”; Inst. 10.1.93). Satire is noteworthy as the only genre of Latin literature which does not have Greek models to follow, and Anna Chahoud’s chapter on Roman satire shows how lexical and syntactic choices set this genre apart from other Latin poetry, and how the authorial presentations of the genre in opposition to the themes and language of “high” poetry are brought about in style and diction. This chapter also gives an insight into what constituted “coarse” and colloquial language for a Roman audience.
The literary genres of prose are covered in the next chapters in this section. Jonathan Powell reminds us how limited our knowledge of actual Roman oratory is, and traces the development of rhetoric as a topic of study and debate in the Roman world, while also analysing some of the features of Ciceronian periodic style in his speeches. Christina Shuttleworth Kraus writes on the language of Roman historiography and draws out the similarities and differences between history writing and other genres, including poetry and oratory; she documents the ways in which historians from Cato to Ammianus vary their style according to the subject matter, and make use of annalistic and military language in their works. Hilla Halla-aho dissects the construction of different styles apparent in the Latin epistolary corpus (comprising both the correspondence of Cicero, Pliny and Fronto and documentary material such as the wooden tablets from Vindolanda). She separates out colloquial from rhetorical and formal styles in letters, and her presentation of what constitutes a colloquialism has ramifications beyond the Latin of letters alone. Technical writing is not normally reckoned to be a unified genre per se within literary studies of ancient literature, but, as Thorsten Fögen shows, the modern concept of a specific idiom of Fachsprache can lead to interesting conclusions when looking at Roman writing on subjects as diverse as grammar, architecture, medicine, farming and the encyclopaedic Naturalis Historia composed by Pliny the Elder. All of these disciplines share similarities in their approaches to the formation of new technical terms, their employment of non-personal styles and constructions, and their reactions to Greek models. Finally, the last two chapters examine the two cultural contexts in which Latin has survived the longest into the modern world: law and Christianity. Jonathan Powell considers the tradition of Roman law from the earliest tables, through contracts surviving on wax tablets from the bay of Naples to the Latin tags employed by professional lawyers and jurists even today. Philip Burton offers a condensation of research on the language employed by Christian writers and Bible translators, and revisits the debates about the special nature of Christian Latin. He shows that Christian authors can encompass a wide range of styles, and how special uses of vocabulary items can reveal their indebtedness to biblical language.
What can broadly be termed sociolinguistic approaches to Latin are the subject of Part V. The four chapters here explore different aspects of language variation in the ancient world. We know that some linguistic variation in Ancient Rome correlated with the social status, age and gender of the speaker, and James Clackson assesses to what extent these social dialects of Latin are accessible to us. By considering whether it is possible to associate the social position of a speaker or writer with variation in Latin, this chapter necessarily overlaps with previous research carried out under the heading of Vulgar Latin as discussed above. It goes beyond the discussion of variation correlated with social class, however, by also surveying the evidence for specific features that can be associated with the gender and age of the speaker. This chapter also discusses the significance of the use of Greek by Latin speakers, and this topic is further expanded and analysed in the contribution of Alex Mullen who examines Latin in contact with other languages (including not only Greek but also a range of idioms now no longer spoken, including Oscan and Gaulish). Mullen considers the topic of bilingualism both at the macro-level of institutionalised bilingualism, and at the micro-level of individual speakers, such as Cicero, and the significance of the choices made between two or more languages. The role of the state and of Roman magistrates and emperors in enforcing or promoting Latin, its complex sociocultural relationship to Greek, and the use of Latin in the Greek world through the Byzantine period are clearly of particular importance in the consideration of the social functions of Latin. This is the subject of Bruno Rochette’s chapter. Finally, Giovanbattista Galdi summarises the range of evidence for geographical variations in Latin across the Roman world, in both the republic and the empire. Using the mass of evidence gathered by Adams in his recent book on the diversification of Latin across the Roman world (Adams 2007), Galdi brings out salient features of regional Latin, including an examination of the Latin of the north-eastern provinces of the empire.
Galdi’s chapter reminds us of the extraordinary geographical spread of Latin. In the first century of the Roman Empire, Latin began to be recognised as a universal language, as shown by the comments of the Greek author Plutarch (Moralia 1010D). In consideration of the question of why Plato said that the only parts of speech were nouns and verbs, Plutarch notes that in Latin there is no definite article as there is in Greek, nor as many prepositions. Parenthetically, Plutarch adds that almost all men use Latin. These comments mark a significant stage in the history of Latin, since it is now that Greeks take an interest in the language, and start to relinquish their own claim to linguistic predominance. Although no longer a spoken universal language, Latin has increased its reach and range since the time of Plutarch. The association of Latin with the Roman Catholic Church, and its use in countless legal constitutions, statutes and codes have resulted in the spread of the language to parts of the world unknown to the Romans. Latin supplies models of correct grammar for language purists, it provides syntactical and morphological meat for professional linguists and it is mined for mottos by states, companies and celebrities. In showing something of the complexities of its structure, history and use, this volume will, it is hoped, enhance the understanding and appreciation of the Latin language.

PART I
Sources

CHAPTER 2
The Latin Alphabet and Orthography
Rex Wallace
“Why is the alphabet in that order? Is it because of that song?”
(Steven Wright, stand-up comic)
Introduction
The alphabet used by Latin-speaking peoples resembles the alphabets used today to write most of the languages of Europe and the Americas.1 The scripts of these languages have the Latin alphabet as their ancestor.2
The Latin alphabet of the late republican period was composed of twenty-one letters (unius et uiginti formae litterarum, Cic. N.D. 2.93). Table 2.1 is a list of the letters arranged in canonical order. Each letter is in capital form accompanied by its letter name and the phoneme(s) that it represented.
The alphabet presented in Table 2.1 was codified before the end of the third century BCE. The order of the letters, which follows that inherited from the Etruscan alphabet (see below), was remarkably resistant to change. It remained the same, apart from the addition of two letters borrowed from ancient Greek in the first century BCE (see further below), until the end of Roman imperium. Even today the order of the letters in the English alphabet and the names for the letters that English speakers teach their children follows the Latin closely.3
Arrival of the Alphabet in Italy
The origin of the Latin alphabet begins with the establishment of permanent Greek settlements in southern Italy in the eighth century BCE.4 Colonists from the Euboean city of Khalkis established an emporium on the island of Pithekoussai (modern Ischia) before 750 BCE and a settlement on the mainland at Kyme (Cumae) a few decades later (c. 730–720 BCE). Some members of these communities had become literate in their home city; they were responsible for introducing the alphabet to Italy.
Table 2.1 The Classical Latin alphabet
[image: image] 

The oldest epigraphic evidence in Euboean Greek is on an impasto flask recovered from a grave at the Osteria dell’Osa cemetery near the ancient city of Gabii situated about eleven miles east of Rome.5 The flask was incised from left to right with five letters. Ultimately it was deposited in a dolium that was buried together with the remains of a woman.6 The inscription is generally read as euḷin, which is shorthand for the adjective εὔλινος, “skillfully spinning,” referring to one of the traditional tasks of a woman.7 More substantive Greek inscriptions in the Euboean dialect have been recovered from southern Italy,8 including the important metrical inscription on “Nestor’s cup,” a kotyle recovered in 1954 from a grave in a necropolis on Pithekoussai,9 and the proverbial sentiment, also possibly metrical, incised on a lekythos from Kyme.10
Once introduced to Italy, the alphabet diffused rapidly to native peoples. Etruscans from southern Etruria borrowed the alphabet in the last quarter of the eighth century BCE.11 Other native peoples of the Italian peninsula adopted the alphabet soon after, generally via Etruscan intermediation.12 If the dates of attestation of inscriptions are to be trusted as a rough guide to the paths of diffusion and dates of adaptation, we see that the alphabet fans out in all directions from Etruria. Old Umbrian inscriptions date to the seventh century BCE, as do inscriptions in Faliscan and Latin. Inscriptions in South Picene, Oscan, Venetic and Transalpine Celtic date to the sixth century BCE.
Etruscan Origins
The primary source of the Latin alphabet – Greek or Etruscan – remains controversial. Scholars who favor a Greek origin point out that the letters B, D, O and X have roughly the same phonological values in Latin as in Greek. Scholars who favor an Etruscan origin point out that the letter C has the same phonological value in Latin as in Etruscan. In Greek the letter C (gamma) stood for a voiced velar stop. (Etruscan did not have voiced stops.) In this case alphabetic patrimony is best determined by considering orthographic rules and developments that are so unusual they are unlikely to have arisen independently in different languages’ writing systems.13 Spelling conventions attested in Very Old Latin inscriptions point to the Etruscans as the source of the Latin alphabet.
Table 2.2 Spelling of velars in Very Old Latin inscriptions
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In Very Old Latin inscriptions the velar stops /k, g/ and the labialized velar /kw/ were spelled by C, K and Q (see Table 2.2).14 This diversity of spelling makes sense if it is viewed as an attempt to carry over into Latin the southern Etruscan orthographic convention whereby /k/ was spelled by means of the so-called C/K/Q-rule. In archaic Etruscan the letter C was written before the letters I and E (CI, CE), the letter K before the letter A (KA), and the letter Q before the letter V (QV), e.g. Etruscan KACRIQV [meaning unclear] (ET Ta 2.1).15 A Latin reinterpretation of this convention is found in the Forum inscription (CIL I2.1). Consider the spelling of the following words: RECEI /reːgej/ “king”; KAPIA(D) /kapIaːd/ “take”; SAKROS /sakrɔs/ “cursed”; QVOI /kwoj/ “who.” As can be seen from the transcriptions, the Etruscan rule was generalized in Latin to include the stops /g/ and /kw/, sounds that were not present in the Etruscan inventory. And there was an additional twist: the letter K was written before O as well as A. (Etruscan had no /ɔ/ or /o/.) Borrowing from an Etruscan source provides some rationale for the spelling of the velar stops in other Very Old Latin inscriptions as well. For example, the person who incised the text on the Duenos vase appears to have written FEKED and PAKA and then corrected the letter K in both words to C, FEC̣ED “made” and PAC̣A [meaning unclear] revealing some uncertainty about when to use C and K.16 The same writer used the letter C to spell /k/ and /g/ before O (COSMIS “kind,” VIRCO “girl”), and he spelled /kw/ by means of Q (QOI “who”) rather than QV.17 Other writers resolved the issue of how to spell velar stops before the O-letter in a different manner. In the Kavidios inscription, K was written before A (KAVIDIOS /gaːwIdIɔs/), but Q was written before O (EQO /εgoː/).18
A second spelling convention points to the Etruscans. The phoneme /f/, which was absent from the phonological inventories of ancient Greek dialects, was present in Etruscan and was written by means of a digraph FH.19 This convention was borrowed to spell the corresponding labial fricative /f/ in Latin, e.g. FHE:FHAKED “made” (CIL I2.3); FHẸ[CED] “made” (Peruzzi (1963)).20
Figure 2.1 Etruscan abecedarium incised on miniature ivory writing tablet, Marsiliana d’Albegna (Rix Etruskische Texte AV.1). Drawing by Brigette McKenna, University of Massachusetts Amherst.
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Scholars who favor a Greek origin for the Latin alphabet counter that B, D and O were “dead” letters in Etruscan, that is to say, were never used to spell sounds in inscriptions. It must be remembered, however, that these letters remained in Etruscan abecedaria for over a hundred years after the alphabet was adopted. The Etruscan abecedarium incised on the border of a miniature ivory writing tablet recovered from Marsiliana d’Albegna carried the twenty-six letters inherited from Euboean Greek (Figure 2.1). Latin speakers learned an unabridged alphabet of this type, one having the full complement of letters. A clever and innovative scribe resurrected the “dead” letters B, D and O in order to represent sounds in Latin that were not found in the Etruscan phonological system. Direct transmission from Greek does not permit a compelling explanation for the use of the letter C to represent a voiceless velar stop in Latin, whereas borrowing from Etruscan does.
Date of Borrowing and Other Considerations
Determining the date of the origin of the Latin alphabet is problematic. Despite recent discoveries,21 the inventory of Latin inscriptions that can be reliably dated to the seventh and sixth centuries BCE is very small (see Table 2.3).22 The number that can be dated to the seventh century BCE is smaller still. Of these, two – the Vetusia inscription and the Fibula Praenestina (Figure 2.2) – are the subject of controversy.23 The former is problematic because the inscription is interpreted by some as Etruscan; the latter because some consider the gold fibula and its inscription of questionable authenticity. If these items are part of the Latin corpus, – and I am inclined to think they should be included – the date at which the Latin alphabet was adopted must be somewhere in the first half of the seventh century BCE. If they are rejected, the date of borrowing could be as low as c. 650–625 BCE.
The paucity of Latin inscriptions that can be assigned to the seventh century BCE and our inability to date them very accurately make it impossible to say much that is substantive about the point of origin and the diffusion of the alphabet in Latium. But we might speculate that the Etruscan alphabet was passed on by an inhabitant of Caere or Veii, given the proximity of these Etruscan towns to the Latin-speaking communities just south of the Tiber River, and given the material evidence for contact between them. Regardless of the point of origin, however, it is notable that inscriptions appear in many parts of Latium by the end of the sixth century BCE.
The reasons for the acquisition of the alphabet by Latin speakers also escape us. It is plausible to think that writing was borrowed to keep accounts of small-scale trade and exchange, and to serve other modest and mundane economic functions, but we have no evidence to support this idea. If the oldest documents in Latin were of such a nature, they were written on perishable material and have not survived. Two of the oldest Latin inscriptions were incised on luxury items, a silver bowl and a gold fibula, that accompanied their owners to the grave. The other two seventh-century pieces were incised on ceramic and were also part of the burial cache of their owners. The custom of writing on instrumenta domestica was commonplace among elite Etruscans of the seventh and sixth centuries BCE.24 Incised objects were often exchanged as gifts for the purpose of cementing social ties, military pacts, and trade alliances. It is conceivable that interpersonal relationships of this sort could have facilitated the acquisition and diffusion of writing. But even if the transmission of writing had its origin in contacts between elite Etruscan and Latin speakers, it was soon used in the public arena. The Forum inscription, although difficult to interpret, may have served a juridical function.25 The cippus on which it was inscribed was set up at the boundary between the Forum and the Comitium in the center of Rome (Figure 2.3).
Table 2.3 Very Old Latin inscriptions of the seventh to sixth centuries BCE*
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* For the dates assigned to these inscriptions see Hartmann (2005).
Figure 2.2 The Fibula Praenestina (CIL I2.3). Reproduced by permission of The Center for Epigraphical and Palaeographical Studies, The Ohio State University.
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Figure 2.3 The Forum inscription (CIL I2.1). Reproduced by permission of The Center for Epigraphical and Palaeographical Studies, The Ohio State University.
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Innovations and Changes
It is almost never the case that the alphabet of one language is entirely suited to represent the sounds of another. As a result, during the initial stages of adaptation, adjustments may be made. For example, the Etruscan letters that represented sounds Latin speakers did not have in their inventory, e.g. theta, sade, phi, and khi, were not incorporated into the Latin writing system and at some point – we are not sure when – were eliminated from the alphabetic series. Sounds that occurred in Latin but not in Etruscan were accommodated by reviving letters Etruscans did not use, e.g., B and D in the case of /b/ and /d/, and O in the case of /ɔ/ and /oː/. Latin scribes expanded the scope of coverage of the vowel letters I, E, A, O, V to include both short and long vowels. (Etruscan vowels were not distinguished by length at the phonemic level.) The letters I and V covered even more phonological territory; they were used to spell /j/ and /w/, the non-syllabic counterparts of the high vowels. This convention, whereby the letters for high vowels also represented the corresponding semivowels, must have had its roots in Etruscan spelling where the letter I stood for both the vowel /i/ and the palatal semivowel /j/. The convention was adopted in Latin for the letter I and was then extended to the letter V. In the Vetusia inscription the letter F represents the semivowel /w/. It may well be that the analogical spread of this spelling convention is to be dated to before the last quarter of the seventh century BCE. The earliest example of V with non-syllabic value (/w/) is the verb SALVETOD /salweːtoːd/ “be well” on the Tita inscription.26
Other changes in orthography took place soon after the writing system was in place. The rule whereby the letters C, K and Q were written based on the following vowel letter caused problems for writers/scribes early on. The requirements of this convention, if followed strictly, would have led to “allo-graphemic” spellings in the paradigms of words whose stems ended in velars. Consider the following paradigms in which the letters C, K and Q alternate depending on the form of the following vowel letter: FHEFHAKAI “made,” FHEFHACISTAI, FHEFHACED, FHEFHAQOMOS, etc.; DEIQO “say,” DEICES, DEICET, DEIQOMOS, etc. Toward the end of the Very Old Latin period – and perhaps earlier for some writers/scribes – C was selected to stand for /k/ and /g/.27 The letter K was gradually phased out of use; it survived in the spelling of a few names and a few common lexical items, e.g., Kaeso (praenomen) and Kalendae “Kalends.”28 Q, primarily in combination with V, was assigned the values /kw/ and /gw/, e.g. QVOI “who.”29 Once the letter G was added to the inventory (see below), it was used also as the first part of a digraph to spell the voiced labialized velar /gw/.
Another example of an early change in orthography involved the simplification FH, the digraph that spelled the /f/ phoneme (FHE:FHAKED “made”). No later than the first half of the sixth century BCE H was dropped from this combination, e.g. FECED “made” (Figure 2.4). As a result, the phonological value that F had in Etruscan, namely /w/ (venel “Venel” /wenel/), was transformed completely in Latin.30
A glaring gap in the spelling of Latin stop consonants was the lack of a letter for the voiced velar /g/. In the third century BCE the letter C was modified by adding a vertical bar to the bottom of its curved stroke thus creating a new letter G (see Figure 2.5).31 It may have been the invention of the Greek freedman of Spurius Carvilius Ruga.32 His school would have provided an ideal channel for the dissemination of the letter. But regardless of who was responsible for the letter’s invention, it must have been introduced soon after the middle of the third century BCE because it had gained widespread currency by the beginning of the second century BCE.33
The letter Z remained part of the alphabetic series until the third century BCE even though it seems to have been used sparingly – if at all – in Very Old Latin and Old Latin inscriptions.34 In the earliest Latin abecedarium (Figure 2.6), which can be dated to the beginning of the third century BCE, Z appears in its proper position following F.35 The inventor of the letter G was probably also responsible for the elimination of Z from the abecedarium. He placed G in the position held earlier by Z presumably because it (Z) was a “dead” letter.
Figure 2.4 Sketch of the Duenos inscription showing the letter F in FECED (top left) (CIL I2.4). Reproduced by permission of The Center for Epigraphical and Palaeographical Studies, The Ohio State University.
[image: image] 

Figure 2.5 Inscription showing the letter G (first word, line 2). Sarcophagus of Scipio Barbatus (CIL I2.7). Reproduced by permission of The Center for Epigraphical and Palaeographical Studies, The Ohio State University.
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Figure 2.6 Latin abecedarium incised on ceramic plate, Monteroni di Palo. Drawing by Brigette McKenna. Reproduced by permission of Rex E. Wallace, University of Massachusetts Amherst.
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During the first century BCE the Greek letters Y and Z were borrowed (re-borrowed!) in order to represent the sounds /y, ȳ/ and /z/ in ancient Greek loanwords, e.g., (EVRYSACVS CIL I2.1203).36 When these letters were incorporated into the alphabetic series, they were placed at the end following the letter X.
The last alphabetic reform – though ultimately unsuccessful – was made by the Emperor Claudius (41–54 CE). He introduced three new letters. We know the form of two because they appeared in inscriptions published during his reign as emperor.37 [image: image] (reversed, upside-down digamma) stood for the semivowel /w/; [image: image] was used in place of the letter ypsilon in Greek names. Its phonological value is unclear.38 A third letter, which is reported to have stood for the cluster /ps/, has not yet been found in an inscription. Its precise form is uncertain; the Latin grammarians cite several possibilities.39
Old Latin Orthography
The rules for spelling during the Old Latin period (fourth to second centuries BCE) were different in some respects from the rules of the Classical period. Some differences reflect aspects of Old Latin phonology. For example, in the third century BCE the diphthong /oj/, which was on the way to becoming a simple long vowel /iː/ in word-final position, had reached the stage /eː/ (a bit higher in vowel space than /eː/) and this new sound was variously spelled as EI or E (QUEI, CIL I2.7; PLOIRVME CIL I2.9; FALERIES, Zimmermann (1986)). Some differences in spelling may be attributed to the fact that there was no written norm or standard to which writers, particularly those outside of Rome, might appeal. Other differences arose as writers responded to infelicities that remained in the writing system, most notably the lack of letters distinguishing long and short vowels. Important features of Old Latin orthography are described below.
1 Word-final S and word-final M were not consistently spelled in Old Latin inscriptions, e.g. CORNELIO (CIL I2.8), cf. Classical Latin Cornelius; OINO “one,” DVONORO “good,” OPTUMO “best,” VIRO “men,” SCIPIONE (CIL I2.9), cf. Classical Latin unum, bonorum, optimum, uirorum, and Scipionem. This spelling reflects the phonological developments of these consonants in word-final environments.
2 N was often omitted before S, e.g., COSOL “consul,” CESOR “censor” (CIL I2.8), cf. Classical Latin consul, censor. Once again this reflects a phonological development. Nasals were lost before fricatives and the preceding vowel nasalized and lengthened. Even so, the spelling of the nasal consonant was retained in Classical Latin.
3 Latin had phonologically long consonants. They were not spelled as such until the end of the third century BCE.40 One of the earliest examples, HINNAD, which is found in an inscription that dates to 211 BCE (CIL I2.608), is a transcription of the Greek toponym Ἔννα. The oldest datable examples of native Latin words with long consonants indicated by double spelling of the consonant letter belong to the early part of the second century BCE, e.g. CAVSSA “for the sake of” (CIL I2.612, 193 BCE), ESSENT “should be” (CIL I2.614, 189 BCE). For the next hundred years long consonants were sometimes spelled as such and sometimes not. Occasionally, double writing and single writing of long consonants are found within the same inscription.41 After 100 BCE double writing became the norm.
4 From the mid-second century BCE the digraphs EI and OV, which earlier spelled inherited diphthongs, spelled the long vowels /iː/ and /uː/ respectively, regardless of their etymological source, e.g. [V]EIVAM /wiːwam/ “living” (CIL I2.1837), COVRAVERVNT /kuːraːweːrʊnt/ “oversaw” (CIL I2.1806).
5 After c. 150 BCE the long vowels /iː, eː, aː, oː, uː/ were sometimes spelled by double writing of the vowel sign, so-called geminatio vocalium.42 The earliest example is found on an inscription from the island of Delos, AARAM “altar” (CIL I2.2238); it is dated to 135/4 BCE. The double writing of long vowels in most instances is limited to the initial syllable of a word, e.g., PAASTORES (CIL I2.638), though there are exceptions, e.g., ARBITRATVV (CIL I2.584). The convention is also restricted in large part to the vowel A, though a fair number of examples of E and V are attested. Only one or two cases of double writing of I and O have thus far come to light, e.g., VIITAM (CIL I2.364), VOOTVM (CIL I2.365). A large number of words with geminatio vocalium are found on inscriptions from areas that were originally Oscan-speaking and it is generally assumed that the Latin convention was inspired by the one used by Oscans.43
6 At the close of the Old Latin period the long vowel /iː/ was occasionally spelled by a tall I, the so-called i longa, e.g., FELICI cognomen, VICVS “village” (CIL I2.721). The origin of this sign is uncertain.44
7 Another strategy for indicating vowel length, the apex, appeared at the end of the Old Latin period. The apex was a diacritic mark of varying shapes – sometimes an acute bar, sometimes a hook – placed over the vowel sign. It is first attested in an inscription dated to 104 BCE (M[image: image]RVM, CIL I2.679).45
8 /h/ was lost between vowels in Latin, but educated speakers continued to write it in intervocalic position, e.g. veho /wεoː/ “transport.” On occasion the letter was employed to mark vocalic hiatus. Consider AHENVM /aenm/ “of bronze” (CIL I2.581) and AHENA (CIL I2.2093).
Some Old Latin orthographic practices continued to be used sporadically during the Classical period and beyond. The apex was written in dipinti and graffiti at Pompeii (NERÓNIS, CIL IV.3884). The double spelling of vowels may be found as late as 300 CE.46 Even in the most illustrious of imperial inscriptions, the Res Gestae of the Emperor Augustus, one finds examples of the apex, i longa, H marking hiatus, and the digraph EI spelling long /i/, e.g., GESTÁRVUM, (Res Gestae, preamble), AHENEIS (Res Gestae, preamble), EXPVLI (Res Gestae 2), EMERITEIS (Res Gestae 16). Other Old Latin spelling practices became moribund. In public inscriptions issued during the Classical period it was the norm to spell word-final /s/ and /m/. In the case of /s/, the spelling reflected the fact that this sound was analogically restored in most educated varieties of Latin. In the case of /m/, the spelling served as an orthographic feature by which morphological distinctions might be made even though phonologically, word-final vowel + M represented a long, possibly nasalized, vowel.
Table 2.4 Comparison of archaic Etruscan and Latin letterforms
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Letterforms
The style of writing and the shapes of the letters in Latin documents depended on various factors: the medium used to carry the message, the implement used to write it, the occasion for writing, and the skill of the writer/scribe or stonemason. Letters changed their form over time, reflecting the differences between more formal and less formal styles of writing, outside influences, and the personal preferences on the part of writers/scribes and stonemasons.
The shapes of the letters on seventh- and sixth-century Latin inscriptions are in many respects similar to those on Etruscan inscriptions of the same time period (Table 2.4).47 They show much the same variation in form as Etruscan letters on inscriptions from Caere and Veii, a fact that may point to continued Etruscan–Latin contact and cross-fertilization.
Table 2.5 Variation in Very Old Latin letterforms
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Figure 2.7 The Tibur inscription (CIL I2.2658). Reproduced by permission of The Center for Epigraphical and Palaeographical Studies, The Ohio State University.
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Table 2.5 is a synopsis of letterforms extracted from Very Old Latin inscriptions. The letters in the table illustrate some of the diversity of form at this early period.
The Tibur inscription stands apart from other Very Old Latin inscriptions in terms of paleography (Figure 2.7). The letters V and L were written upside down. The letter O has the form of a smallish dot. The letter P is like no other in the corpus. It has a snail-like appearance; the vertical bar is missing entirely. The orientation of the letters V and L could be due to the difficulties encountered by the stonemason as he cut the inscription in a circle around the side of the pedestal, but O in the form of a dot is unique in Latin. Interestingly, it resembles the form of the O on South Picene inscriptions. Inverted V and L are also found in South Picene. These similarities make it tempting to think that the person who composed the text or the stonemason who incised it was familiar with features of the South Picene orthographic tradition (see also the section on letterforms below).48
Figure 2.8 Dipinto with cursive E and F on fragment of krater (CIL I2.358). Reproduced from La Collezione epigrafica del Museo Nazionale Romano alle Terme di Diocleziano (Milan, 2001) by permission of the publishers, Mondadori Electa.
Image not available in this digital edition.

By the beginning of the fifth century BCE some of the variation in Very Old Latin letterforms was eliminated, perhaps signaling a growing independence from Etruscan writing practices. The letterform [image: image] lost ground to [image: image]. [image: image] with three bars became the norm; it ceased to be written in retrograde direction. Substantive changes in the forms of some letters also appeared. Five-stroke [image: image] was in competition with a “new” four-stroke version [image: image], e.g., Lapis Satricanus, Tibur inscription, Corcolle inscription. Ultimately, five-stroke M was ousted by the four-stroke version, but the five-stroke form survived as an abbreviation for the name Manius (M’, CIL I2.647).
Changes to the letters P [image: image] and R [image: image] appear to have developed in synch. As the length of the hook of the letter P increased and approached the vertical bar, similarities with the letter R increased. R may have been written with an oblique tail, at first perhaps a very short one [image: image] , in order to increase its formal distance from P. Fully closed P, which then assumed the form of Very Old Latin R, did not appear in inscriptions until the middle of the second century BCE and is not very common until the imperial period.49
Distinctive variants of letterforms developed during the Old Latin period. The most recognizable are the so-called cursive forms of E and F (Figure 2.8).50 The letter A also developed some striking forms. One such form was written with its medial bar detached from its oblique bars and standing vertical, e.g., [image: image]. The letters O and Q had variants in which the very bottom of the letter remained open, e.g. [image: image]. The tail of Q was no longer vertical; it was an oblique bar that shot out from the bottom of the letter in the direction of writing, e.g. [image: image]. In the hands of some stonemasons it is nearly horizontal.
Figure 2.9 Graffito from Pompeii. Drawing by Brigette McKenna. Reproduced by permission of Rex E. Wallace, University of Massachusetts Amherst.
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Styles of handwriting developed alongside epigraphic styles and there was some interplay between the two, particularly as regards cursive letterforms.51 Unfortunately, most handwritten texts were on perishable materials and very little from the republican period has survived.52 More substantial evidence for the range of styles of handwriting is available from the first three centuries of the imperial period.53 Several Latin papyri from Herculaneum were written in a style known as the capital; the letters are similar to epigraphic capitals.54 This script was most suitable for literary papyri. The writing on wax tablets, on the ink tablets from Vindolanda, and on the ostraca from Bu Njem in Libya was less formal.55 These styles, whether written in ink or incised with a stylus, are usually grouped together under the rubric of Old Roman cursive. The writing of the graffiti from Pompeii and the writing on curse tablets from Rome and elsewhere also belong here (Figure 2.9).56 The evolution of the letterforms in handwritten styles, particularly the cursive, is more difficult to discern,57 but the shapes of the minuscule letters that appear in the documents of the early fourth and fifth centuries CE can be traced back to the earliest inscriptions.
Direction of Writing and Punctuation
The earliest Latin inscriptions were written from right to left (Vetusia inscription, Fibula Praenestina (Figure 2.2)) and from left to right (Tita inscription, Vendia inscription). Right to left was the standard direction of writing in Etruscan, but left-to-right direction was in vogue for a short period of time at the Etruscan towns of Veii and Caere at the end of the seventh century BCE and this style may have influenced the direction of writing for the Latin inscriptions mentioned above. Two Very Old Latin inscriptions reflect writing practices that may be due to contact with non-Latin writing systems. The Forum inscription was written in a boustrophedon style in which the direction of writing ran alternately from the right and then the left, perhaps in imitation of an Etruscan or Greek model (Figure 2.3).58 The Tibur inscription was written in a spiral (Figure 2.7). The layout resembles that found on several funerary stelae erected by South Picenes.59 By the middle of the republican period, however, writers had settled on left-to-right direction as the norm, and almost all Latin inscriptions after this date are written in this manner. Inscriptions in other formats, such as boustrophedon, appear rather infrequently.60
Most Latin documents, regardless of type, had very little in the way of punctuation. Very Old Latin inscriptions were often written scriptio continua, that is to say, without any word breaks or any punctuation between words, e.g., Duenos inscription (Figure 2.4), Tibur inscription (Figure 2.7), Lapis Satricanus, Garigliano inscription. In inscriptions that were punctuated, interpuncts separated words. The most common forms of punctuation in Very Old Latin documents were two or three interpuncts arranged vertically, e.g., two interpuncts: Fibula Praenestina (Figure 2.2); three interpuncts: Forum inscription (Figure 2.3), Corcolle inscription, Madonetta inscription. Although punctuation separating words becomes a common feature in Republican Latin inscriptions, it is unusual to find it separating sentences or metrical lines. The dashes that divide the Saturnian lines of the epitaph of Scipio Barbatus (CIL I2.7) are an exception (Figure 2.5). Even more rare is punctuation that separates a document into sections or chapters. The Forum inscription may be unique in this regard, particularly for a Very Old Latin inscription; it appears to have been divided into three units by means of punctuation in the form of circular incisions (Figure 2.3).61
In Latin of the imperial period interpuncts were used less regularly to mark the boundaries between words and so writers developed other functions for punctuation. Several notable uses may be illustrated from the Vindolanda writing tablets.62 For example, interpuncts are occasionally used to group together preposition and dependent adjectives and nouns, e.g. · AD VOCASIVM · (T.Vindol. II.315), and to group together verb and following indirect pronoun, e.g. · MISI TIBI · (T.Vindol. II.345). The phrases reflect the enclitic character of prepositions and pronominal indirect objects. Of some interest also is the use of interpuncts as clausal dividers. The following are examples of two co-ordinate clauses set off by interpuncts: · NON ṾTṾṆTVR EQVITES · NEC RESIDVNT BRITTVNCVLI (T.Vindol. II.164). The features of punctuation described above are found also in ostraca from Wâdi Fawâkir, a Roman military outpost in the eastern Egyptian desert. It appears that soldiers who were trained to write by the Roman military may have been taught similar methods for punctuating texts regardless of where they were stationed.63
Abbreviations
One of the most notable features of Latin writing from the third century BCE on is the frequency of the abbreviations. For the most part, abbreviations are restricted to aspects of personal nomenclature, especially the personal or individual name (praenomen), e.g., M = Marcus, names for familial relationships, e.g., F = filius, N = nepos, names of months and parts of months, e.g., K = Kalendae, SEPT = Septembris, and names for political and military offices and titles, e.g. COS = consul, IIVIR = duumuir, IMP = imperator. In some cases, most commonly in lists of consular and triumphal fasti, names were abbreviated by omitting the inflectional endings, e.g., Q PETRONI = Q(uintus) Petroni(us). These abbreviations were devised in order to save space and labor, and therefore expense.
Letter Names
The origin of the letter names used by the Romans is a mystery. The evidence is late and not entirely reliable.64 It is certain, however, that the Etruscans or the Romans (Latins), or perhaps both, made changes to the names for the letters because they no longer resembled their Greek and Phoenician antecedents.
The names for all Latin letters consisted of a heavy syllable, either a long vowel or a syllable closed by a consonant (see Table 2.1). The names for vowels were, as might be expected, the letter itself, e.g. A /aː/. The letter names for stop consonants had CV structure; the default vowel was /eː/, except for the letters K and Q, which were pronounced with the vowels with which they were most often written, namely A and V. The fricatives – with the exception of H – the nasals, the liquid, and the rhotic had VC structure. The name of the letter X /εks/ ends in a cluster because Latin phonotactic rules did not permit ks– to stand at the beginning of a syllable (word).
The pronunciation of the letter names lies at the heart of an Old Latin spelling convention that is first attested in inscriptions of the third century BCE. This convention, which is known as “syllabic notation” or “abbreviated writing,” permits the spelling of a syllable by means of a consonant.65 For example, the name Petronius is sometimes spelled PTRONIO (CIL I2.239), the pronunciation of the initial syllable being determined by the letter name pe. Although there are questions as to the syllables in which this convention may be found as well as to its geographic distribution, it provides some support for the idea that the names of the letters had been reformed by the third century BCE.
Diffusion of the Latin Alphabet
Roman expansion was accompanied by the spread of Latin and the Latin alphabet. The Roman policy of colonization, by which military strongholds and citizen foundations were established in conquered territory, successfully introduced islands of Latin-speaking inhabitants amongst non-Latin-speaking natives. The Latin and Roman coloni shared the same political, religious, and legal order; they operated under the same administrative framework. Non-Latin speakers who were admitted into colonial settlements found it advantageous to speak Latin: traders and craftsmen for economic reasons; members of the elite classes for this reason too and for the social advantages that speaking and writing Latin afforded.
The evidence for bilingualism and language shift amongst diverse populations is not sufficient to give us a clear picture of the means by which the Latin language and its alphabet replaced native ones.66 However, tantalizing pieces of evidence, in the form of bilingual inscriptions and of native Italic inscriptions written in the Latin alphabet, permit us to say that the prestige of Latin must have been such that its alphabet became the alphabet of choice. Oscans in the city of Bantia in the first century BCE incised their civic regulations using a Latin alphabet (ST Lu 1 = TB). At roughly the same time Umbrians, who had a century earlier copied the rituals of the Atiedian brotherhood of Iguvium using their native alphabet, now issued a version written in the Latin script (ST Um 1 Vb–VII). In Etruria, members of the same family sometimes had their epitaphs incised in Latin, sometimes in Etruscan, depending on whether they wished to highlight their Roman or Etruscan identity. The Latin–Etruscan bilingual epitaph from Pisaurum, which is dated to the beginning of the first century BCE, expresses the subordination of Etruscan visually and linguistically.67 The Latin inscription was incised in large capital letters across the top of the stone. The Etruscan version was incised in smaller letters beneath the Latin.
In some cases the Latin alphabet was modified in order to bring it into line with other languages’ phonological systems. For example, Umbrian scribes who recorded the Iguvine rituals using the Latin script spelled the palatal fricative /∫/ by placing a diacritic in the form an acute bar over the letter S, thus Ś. Oscans who wrote the Tabula Bantina incorporated a Z into the script, perhaps under Greek influence, in order to spell the medial fricative /z/, e.g. EGMAZUM “affairs.” The Roman alphabet, carried by military personnel, traders, and adventurers, penetrated into the alpine regions of northern Italy in the second and first centuries BCE. A bilingual funerary inscription from Voltino (CIL V.4883), which was written in Latin and Celtic, illustrates the fascinating phenomenon of mixed alphabets.68 The Latin text was written with the letter san (transcribed as ś) appropriated from the Lugano alphabet. The Celtic text was written in a native alphabet – almost certainly a Celtic one – but several Latin letters are part of the inventory of signs.69
During the height of Roman imperium Latin was spoken and – more importantly for our purposes – written in Europe, southern Britain, Northern Africa, the Balkan region as far south as Greece, and portions of the Middle East. The results of the spread of the Latin alphabet are with us today in the form of the script used to compose the chapters that make up this volume.
FURTHER READING
The transmission of the Euboean Greek alphabet to Etruscans in Italy is discussed in Cristofani (1972) and (1978b). Wachter (1987) chapter 2 is an in depth discussion of the origin and development of the Latin alphabet. Wachter (1987) chapter 2 also tackles the thorny issue of the relationship between the Latin and Faliscan alphabets. Lejeune (1957) remains a good introduction to the orthographic adaptations and alphabetic reforms made by native peoples of Italy who borrowed the Etruscan alphabet. For the paleography of Very Old Latin inscriptions see Hartmann (2005); for Old Latin see Cencetti (1956–1957). Vine (1993) discusses an array of problems in Very Old and Old Latin paleography and orthography. For an overview of issues and problems with Latin letter names see Gordon (1971).
NOTES
1 I use small capitals to transcribe Latin words cited from the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum (= CIL) and Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae Rei Publicae (= ILLRP). Latin words from other sources are in italics. I also use small caps when I refer to letters of the Latin alphabet. For the forms of letters, I use an archaic Latin font. Words in native Italic alphabets are printed in bold. Faliscan words are cited from Giacomelli (1963); Sabellic words are cited from ST; and Etruscan words are cited from ET.
2 For a short but informative survey of fate of the Latin alphabet after the collapse of Roman imperium see Sampson (1985) 110–119.
3 See Weiss (2009) 30 and nn. 36 and 37.
4 Ridgway (1992).
5 Bartoněk and Buchner (1995) 204–205 and Watkins (1995a) 38–42.
6 Bietti Sestieri and De Santis ((2000) 53) describe the burial in detail. Compare the discussion in Holloway (1994) 112.
7 See Watkins (1995a) 38–39 for the reading euḷin and for the interpretation of the word as an adjective form.
8 The Euboean Greek epigraphic evidence is published in Bartoněk and Buchner (1995).
9 Watkins (1995a) 41–42. Watkins (1976) is a more detailed exposition of the inscription’s metrical structure.
10 Cassio (1991–1993) interprets the inscription as Greek, but does not think it is a metrical text. See Watkins (1995a) 44–45 for an analysis of the metrical structure.
11 The transmission of the Euboean alphabet to Etruscans is discussed at length in Cristofani (1972) and (1978a).
12 For the diffusion of the Etruscan alphabet to other peoples of ancient Italy see Cristofani (1972) and (1978b), and Lejeune (1957).
13 See Wachter (1987) 14. Wachter (1989) 29–34 is a discussion of the difficulties involved in determining alphabetic patrimony.
14 There is no evidence for the spelling of the voiced labialized velar /gw/.
15 For a comprehensive treatment of this topic see Wachter (1987) 14–24.
16 See Gordon (1983) 78.
17 The spelling of velars in the Duenos inscription appears to be a development of an earlier spelling system similar to that found on the Forum inscription. The spelling of /kw/ by means of Q is probably to be seen as a simplification of QV.
18 We might then recognize several sub-systems for the spelling for the velars: (1a): CI, CE, KA, KO, QV (Forum inscription); (1b) CI, CE, KA, QO, QV (Kavidios inscription); (2a) CI, CE, CA, CO, Q (Duenos inscription); etc. A similar set of sub-systems may be found in Very Old Faliscan inscriptions, e.g., Giacomelli (1963) text 1: soc[iai] “friend,” ceres “Ceres,” arcentelom “of silver,” porded “offered,” karai “dear,” f[if]iqod “made,” eqo “I” = CI, CE, KA, QO, (QV); Giacomelli (1963) text 2: eco “I,” quton “drinking cup” = CO, QV; Giacomelli (1963) text 3: sociai “friend,” kaios “Gaius,” kapena “Capena,” kalketia “Calcetia” = CI, KA, KE; Giacomelli (1963) text 4: eko “I,” kaisiosio “Caesius” = KA, KO.
19 In south Etruscan inscriptions, primarily those recovered from Caere and environs, the signs spelling the fricative /f/ were frequently written in the order HF, e.g., θihvaries “Thifaries” (ET Cr 2.7).
20 The spelling FH is found in words incised on two Corinthian vases dated to the first quarter of the sixth c. BCE, one found in south Etruria (!), the other in Attica. Given that the earliest Etruscan examples date to the first quarter of the seventh century BCE (θavhna “cup,” ET Cr 2.5) and the earliest Latin example (FHE:FHAKED “made”) to the seventh century I am not inclined to see the Corinthian examples as evidence for the Greek origins of this convention.
21 The language of inscription REI 58 from Satricum (La Ferriere) cannot be determined. The text is too fragmentary. But see the short article by Colonna and Beijer (1993) 316–320 who consider the inscription to be Latin.
22 Table 2.3 does not include fragments of inscriptions or sigla. See Colonna (1980) 53–69. For the inscriptions in the table see Hartmann (2005).
23 Hartmann (2005) 37–106 provides an extensive discussion of the difficulties presented by these inscriptions. He argues that the Fibula Praenestina is authentic and that the Vetusia inscription is Latin.
24 For discussion of Etruscan, Latin, Sabellic and Venetic inscriptions incised on instrumenta domestica see Agostiniani (1982). Cristofani (1984) examines Etruscan inscriptions on sumptuary objects.
25 See Eichner (1995) for an overview of the linguistic difficulties involved in interpreting this inscription.
26 Earlier examples of the letter V spelling /w/ may be attested in Faliscan (ui[no]m “wine,” prauios “Prauios,” douiad “give”) if Giacomelli (1963) text 1 is to be dated to the middle of the seventh century BCE.
27 In southern Etruria in the second half of the sixth century BCE Etruscan writers/scribes selected gamma to spell /k/ and eliminated kappa and qoppa from the spelling system. It may be possible to see the selection of C as an areal development encompassing southern Etruria and Latium.
28 The spelling KA is found in Imperial Latin, e.g., KARISSIMO “dearest” CIL IX.552 [Aeclanum]; KAPUT “head,” CIL IX.1175 [Venusia].
29 The spelling QV for /ku/ is found with some frequency in late Republican Latin, particularly in the word for “money,” e.g., PEQUNIAM “money,” CIL I2.587; QURA “care,” CIL I2.1202. It is also found sporadically in Imperial Latin texts, e.g., SEQURUM “free from care,” Pighi (1964) 42 (P.Mich. VIII 468.8).
30 For the simplification of FH to H in Venetic, see Lejeune (1966) 156–163.
31 It is not clear to me that the letter ɔ (reversed C) found in CIL I2.60 (PRIMO.ɔENIA “Primogenia”) is to be seen as an early, but ultimately failed, attempt to spell /g/. Other words in this inscription that have the voiced velar are spelled by means of C (CRATIA /graːtiaː/ “for the sake of”). On the other hand, I find the idea in Giacomelli (1973), that ɔ represented a palatalized /g/, even more problematic, particularly since the phonological distinction, /k/ vs. /g/, was under-represented.
32 See the discussion in Wachter (1987) 324–333.
33 CIL I2.614 is the oldest securely datable Latin inscription in which G appears (189 BCE). Several words in a Marrucinian inscription (ST MV 1) dated to the second half of the third century BCE and written in a Republican Latin alphabet have the letter G (ASIGNAS “uncut portions”?; AGINE “in honor of”?). However, the date of the inscription is based on the shapes of the letters and so must be regarded with some suspicion. In this inscription the letter G has the form of an angled c tilted upward in the direction of writing [image: image].
34 The letter Z appears in a late seventh-century BCE graffito (ZKẠ) incised on a fragment of ceramic (Colonna (1980) 63, no. 29). It is possible, as Colonna suggests, that Z was a substitute for S in this graffito. The statements of Varro and several late Roman grammarians do not shed any light on the status of the letter Z in Latin (see Weiss (2009) 28, n. 22). The appearance of the letter Z in ZENATUO (CIL I2.365) is due to interference from Faliscan orthography.
35 The abecedarium was incised in dextroverse direction on a plate found at Monteroni di Palo near the Etruscan city of Caere. The alphabet is a “reformed” type. The “dead” letters for the aspirates (theta, phi, and khi), for samek, and for san have been eliminated from the script.
36 See Perl (1971).
37 See Gordon (1983) 116–17 (no. 41) and 118 (no. 43) for digamma inuersum. Photographs are published in Plate 27, nos. 41 and 43.
38 Oliver (1949) 249–253. Velius Longus (GL VII.75) says that the letter represented the so-called “intermediate” vowel, but there is no evidence to support this suggestion.
39 Oliver (1949) 253–254.
40 The name COTTAS (gen. sg.), with double spelling of T, is found on an inscription from Sicily (ILLRP 1277). The Cotta of this inscription is usually identified as Aurelius Cotta, consul in 252 and 248, but the inscription may not be as early as some have speculated. See Perini (1983) 148 for discussion.
41 Some examples of variation in double vs. single writing of long consonants may be due to issues of spacing and line placement. See, for example, CIL I2.614, in which geminate consonants are consistently spelled, save for POSEDISENT, which is at a line end and may have single spelling because of lack of space.
42 The honor of introducing this convention into Latin is usually given to Accius (see Velius Longus, GL VII.55.25–6), but Quintilian (Inst. 1.7.14) indicates the usage is older.
43 For the latest treatment see Vine (1993) 267–286.
44 According to Oliver ((1966) 159) the earliest example is EIVS, which is found on CIL I2.585, an inscription dating to 111 BCE. In this example, however, i longa stands for a long consonant /εjjʊs/. Oliver’s hypothesis about the origin of the letter does not convince (see Oliver (1966) 162–163).
45 Oliver (1966).
46 Weiss (2009) 29 cites the word VII from CIL III.4121 [Pannonia] as a late Imperial Latin example, but I am not sure that this reading is correct.
47 See Urbanova (1999 for the paleography of the letters in the oldest inscriptions.
48 For the letterforms on South Picene inscriptions see Marinetti (1985) 47–54. For the form of the letter O, see p. 54.
49 An early example of a fully closed P is found in CIL I2.626. The date is 144 BCE.
50 See Cencetti (1956–1957) 190–194.
51 See Cencetti (1956–1957) 190–194 and Bischoff (1990) 54 for the use of the cursive letters E and F in inscriptions. Sometimes, the forms of the letters found in advertisements and election-notices, such as those recovered from Pompeii, were imitated by engravers working in stone or metal (Bischoff (1990) 55). CIL X.797 [Pompeii] is a good example. The inscription dates to the Claudian period.
52 A few Pompeian graffiti, some curses on lead plaques, and some papyri from Herculaneum belong to the end of the republic. See Fox (1912) for late republican tabellae defixionum in the collection at Johns Hopkins University. Kleve (1994) 317 is a list of papyri from Herculaneum of republican date.
53 See the short discussion of handwriting on Latin papyri by Cavallo (2009).
54 See Bischoff (1990) 55–63 and Kleve (1994) 315, 317. Sample scripts are published in Bischoff (1990) 64 and Kleve (1994) 316.
55 For the wax tablets from Pompeii and Dacia see CIL IV and CIL X. For the tablets from Vindolanda see Bowman and Thomas (1983) 32–45.
56 The paleography of late republican tabellae defixionum in the collection at Johns Hopkins University is discussed in Fox (1912) 51–54. Plate VIII is a comparison of the cursive styles in Late republican and early imperial documents (graffiti, papyri, wax tablets, lead plaques).
57 It is interesting to note that even the Romans had difficulties reading the cursive style. The title character in Plautus’ Pseudolus makes light of the handwriting in a letter by saying that it appears to have been written by a hen (an, opsecro hercle, habeat quas gallinae manus? nam has quidem gallina scripsit “Seriously, does a hen have hands? No doubt a hen wrote this (letter).” (Pl. Ps. 28–29)).
58 See Vine (1993) 41–50.
59 South Picene inscription ST TE 2 is probably the closest in terms of layout (Marinetti (1985) 203–208). For discussion of the layout of inscriptions see Marinetti (1985) 57–58.
60 See CIL I2.5.
61 See Vine (1993) 41–50.
62 See Adams (1996).
63 Adams (1996) 210.
64 The evidence for the Latin letter names is discussed in Gordon (1971).
65 For syllabic punctuation in Old Latin see Vine (1993) 323–344.
66 Adams (2003a).
67 Lejeune (1962).
68 See Adams (2003a) 70–74 for inscriptions written with letters from two alphabets.
69 Since the letter san is found in a non-Latin name, it is possible that the letter was used in the Latin epitaph to spell a sound not found in Latin. For discussion of the Voltino bilingual see Eska and Wallace (forthcoming).

CHAPTER 3
Latin Inscriptions and Documents
James Clackson
Introduction
Our knowledge of the Latin language is based on texts written by those who used or spoke Latin as a native language, which either survive to the present day, or were copied before being lost or destroyed. This chapter covers all such material, except for literary and sub-literary works transmitted through the manuscript tradition, which are covered separately in the next chapter.
There is an astonishing wealth and variety of Latin inscriptions and documents surviving from the ancient world. In total around 220,000 such texts are known today and more are discovered or published each year. The archetypical image of a Latin inscription is a funerary monument carved on stone, such as the epitaph of Scipio Barbatus discussed in chapter 2 and pictured in Figure 2.5.1 Stone is the medium for the majority of all surviving Latin epigraphy, and funerary epitaphs are the most common of all stone inscriptions. Stone was frequently used for inscriptions marking buildings or public works, for dedications to divinities and for monuments set up in honour of individuals. But Latin is also found written on a huge range of materials other than stone: on bronze, perhaps a table once publicly displayed in a city forum to record a law, or a diploma awarded to a military veteran; on lead, whether a folded strip on which curses were written before being dropped down a well or thrown into a graveyard, or a slingshot adorned with obscene invective, or a water-pipe bearing the date of its construction; on precious metals such as gold or silver; on bone and ivory; on ceramic and glass, used both for household utensils such as dishes, pots and lamps and for luxury goods including perfume jars and medicine bottles; on jewels and gem-stones; and on building materials, ranging from roof-tiles, wooden beams and fired bricks to messages painted on plaster walls or inlaid in mosaic floors or panels. For correspondence, accounts, contracts, records, lists, and school-exercises the Romans used tablets or documents made from a variety of materials: slate, pottery (called ostraca), wood, papyrus, leather, linen or wax. Usually writing was carved, painted or penned by a professional stonecutter, sign-writer or scribe; but occasionally texts were scratched or scrawled by an individual who had barely mastered the alphabet. Letters could be stamped on tiles or pottery, minted on coinage, moulded onto glass or lead, or formed by affixing cast metal letters to a panel, through piercing holes through wood or leather or by arranging tiny pieces of stone or tile into a mosaic. We know from ancient sources that Romans lovers, like modern ones, carved their names on trees, although no surviving example is known (Kruschwitz 2010b).
Such a vast range of epigraphic material presents the student of the Latin language with opportunities and problems. Inscriptions and other documents give first-hand access to users of Latin, and often the situation of a written text within a controlled archaeological context can provide precise co-ordinates for the time, place and even social milieu of its composition; for the early period they are the best source for our knowledge of the language (see p. 221). Epigraphy covers a geographical and social range which is unparalleled by surviving literary works. For example, there is no known literary composition written by anyone from Britain during the Roman period, but there are inscriptions on stone and other media throughout the time of the Roman occupation, and the recent discovery of large numbers of wooden writing tablets at Vindolanda, and curse tablets from Bath and elsewhere, enables us to construct a picture of the language of the province (see most recently Adams (2007)). On the other hand, epigraphical material is generally limited in subject matter and short in scope; shorter inscriptions may contain little more than personal names, and longer ones sometimes contain only a string of banal formulaic expressions. Only rarely is it possible to ascribe a corpus of ancient documents to a specific individual, and even then the employment of professionals to execute the writing may leave us uncertain whether to locate a linguistic peculiarity with a scribe or stonecutter or the identified author of a piece. In this chapter I shall aim to address briefly certain questions that arise when using epigraphic material to access the Latin language. I shall look at how the material is presented and catalogued and how it can be most easily searched, found, read and understood. Then I will consider what assumptions, if any, can be made about the “author” of an inscription or document. First of all, however, I shall discuss some of the potential pitfalls for linguists in the interpretation of documents and inscriptions.
The Pitfalls of Interpretation
Anyone who uses a published text of any Roman inscription or document is dependent upon the reading of the text’s editor. If a good photograph is provided it is possible to check the editor’s reading to some extent, although even this may be difficult if a text is written in one of the more challenging cursive scripts. As we shall see below, reliance on photographs may also lead to error or confusion. Some Roman documents present such a challenge to decipher that they have remained unread, or wrongly read, for decades. Two recent examples can illustrate the difficulties of reading ancient texts, as well as the persistence of mistaken interpretations. The first concerns a wooden tablet found outside the boundaries of the Roman Empire, in Frisia in the northern Netherlands. The text was first published in 1917 by Vollgraff, whose reading and interpretation suggested that the document was a contract for the sale of an ox, witnessed by four persons who signed their names on the back of the tablet. The tablet has now been re-edited (Bowman et al. 2009) with the benefit of computer image enhancement and a better understanding of the Roman cursive scripts. The new reading is very different from Vollgraff’s. For example, the six letters originally read LBOVEM and interpreted as l(icet) bouem “it is allowed; an ox” are now read as ad quem “to whom”. The earliest attested Frisian cow thus disappears from the historical record. The document, on the basis of the recent rereading, appears to be a loan agreement concerning a slave girl. Even more striking is the second example, concerning the rereading of a lead tablet found in the hot spring at Bath in England. The tablet was first read and published by Nicholson, after unsuccessful attempts by other scholars (Nicholson 1904). Nicholson interpreted the text as a letter from a man from Wroxeter (Viroconium) to a married woman called Nigra, and the first surviving written evidence for Christianity from Britain.2 The discovery of more lead tablets from Bath, all of them curse tablets written in cursive scripts, enabled Tomlin to reread the tablet correctly and show that Nicholson’s reading was entirely erroneous. Moreover, Nicholson had read the tablet upside down. Both of these examples reveal the importance of comparative material to make sense of ancient documents; familiarity with documents which employ a similar script, format, and vocabulary will enable better reading and interpretation of a new text.
Even a photograph of an inscription may give a misleading impression. The find of the so-called Lapis Satricanus (CIL I2.2832a) in 1977 was one of the sensations of early republican epigraphy of the last century. The two-line text, uncovered in excavations of the temple of the Mater Matuta in Satricum, is of especial significance for the historian of the Latin language, since it shows a genitive ending -osio, otherwise unparalleled (see chapters 13 and 14, p. 208 and 227 for further discussion of this text). The beginning of the text is broken, and the stone as now preserved has only the bottom of an upright hasta after the break. However, over fifteen years after the initial edition of the text (Stibbe, Colonna et al. (1980)), publication of a photograph taken during the excavation, when the stone was still in situ, led Colonna to believe that he could see a further letter at the beginning, on a fragment later lost (Colonna 1996). Thus the opening of the inscription was read as ]VIEI rather than ]IEI as before. But can we trust the earlier photograph? The corner of the stone under discussion is covered in shadow, and has roots and plants around it. Microscopic examination of the photograph and, crucially, comparison with other pictures taken at the time of the excavation, reveal that the extra letter is a mirage: “it is not an inscribed character, but the root of a plant curling up from the surface of the stone towards the onlooker” (Waarsenburg 1997).3
These examples of misinterpretation of ancient inscriptions are, unfortunately, not isolated. They all show the importance of treating an inscription in context. I use the term “context” here not just to refer to the physical surroundings of an inscription, and its archaeological surroundings and the original excavation details, although these are essential, as is the nature and state of the inscribed object (examination of the actual Lapis Satricanus reveals that the break in the corner of the stone is not recent). Context also comprises the wider background to a text, including the existence of similar text forms and parallel objects. Thus a text written on lead and thrown down a hot spring is a priori more likely to be a curse tablet than a letter (as early critics of Nicholson’s reading of the text from Bath pointed out).
Consideration of the wider class of documents to which an isolated example belongs can also help give the reader better judgement about any linguistic oddity in a text. Kruschwitz and Halla-aho (2007) illustrate this point well from the Pompeiian wall inscriptions. One class of the painted inscriptions (so-called dipinti) from Pompeii comprises appeals to support candidates in elections (termed programmata). These programmata all include the name of the candidate and the office which they are standing for, usually accompanied by the name of the supporter and an appeal to elect him. Their format is regular, and they often incorporate an abbreviation OVF standing for o(ro) u(os) f(aciatis) “I ask you to elect him”. Kruschwitz and Halla-aho (2007) 45 discuss an example of this type of text with a different verb (CIL IV.3828):
Ti. Claudium Verum | IIuir(um) Obelli(us?) cum patre faue scis Vero fauere.
Obellius and his father (recommend): support Titus Claudius Verus for the office of duumvir! You know how to support Verus.
The use of the accusative Claudium after the verb faueo, which normally takes the dative, might be seen as a significant deviation from Classical Latin in this dipinto. But a grammatical explanation is unlikely; the writer is able to use the dative after faueo in the final clause of the text. In fact, all the programmata place the name of candidate in first place in the accusative case. In this example, the writer has changed from the usual verb in these announcements, but he has kept to the formulaic introduction. In order to understand this, one needs an understanding of how these types of document work through a careful analysis of all the comparable examples.
Collecting and Interpreting Ancient Documents
In Greek studies there has been a traditional split between epigraphy and papyrology. Papyrologists have for most of the last century worked on documents written on papyri, which come in the most part from ancient Egypt, while epigraphers study records left principally on stone from Greece and Asia Minor. There are only a tiny number of Latin papyri surviving in Egypt in comparison with the vast amount of Greek material (over 650 volumes of Greek papyri have been published already, and many remain unpublished in collections around the world, to say nothing of the material which has not yet been excavated). Consequently, there has never been a separate tradition of papyrology from epigraphy in Roman studies. The paucity of Latin papyri has meant that no institute or university department specialising exclusively in this field has ever been set up. Scholars working on publications of new Latin documents on materials analogous to papyri, such as wooden or wax tablets, have come from both the disciplines of Greek papyri and Roman epigraphy.4 Even so, the split between epigraphy and papyri in Greek studies has meant that some of the Latin documents from Egypt written on papyrus and ostraca have been published in separate series from those on stone and other materials, which find a place within the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum; frequently this material is catalogued and kept separately in libraries and research institutes. Papyrologists and epigraphers have also employed different editorial conventions in the past, and still today employ different abbreviations for published material. For example, the tablets from Vindolanda, published by Bowman and Thomas (1983, 1994 and 2003), are generally referred to by epigraphers as Tab. Vindol. but by papyrologists as T.Vindol.
The sheer numbers of surviving documents from the ancient world lead inevitably to a confusing publication history. An individual inscription may be published for the first time as the subject for a specific article, or it may be mentioned in passing during the discussion of a sculpture or an archaeological excavation, or it may be included in a museum catalogue. Often groups of inscriptions are published together from the same excavation or museum or private collection. After their initial publication all epigraphical publications (that is, all texts except papyrus) are gathered into L’Année épigraphique (until 1965 published as part of Revue archéologique, since then as a separate journal), which assigns a number to each text. The number assigned by L’Année épigraphique may be used by scholars to refer to the text. For example, the abbreviation AE (1931) 212 refers to an inscription which is gathered in that year’s number of L’Année épigraphique. Rereadings or new discussions of an inscription are also recorded in L’Année épigraphique. For some material, other annual collections also record finds; all written material from Roman Britain, for example, has been included in the journal Britannia since its creation in 1970.
The life of a published inscription does not end with its inclusion in L’Année épigraphique. Many items may then be gathered into one of the corpora comprising all the documents from one region, or of a specific time-span or type. For most inscriptions, the ultimate destination is inclusion in the largest and most comprehensive corpus, the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum (abbreviated CIL). The CIL is divided into seventeen volumes, arranged broadly geographically. Thus volume II contains inscriptions from Spain, volume III from northern and eastern provinces of the eastern empire, roughly the quadrant between (and including) Noricum and Egypt. However some volumes of the CIL have temporal or thematic limitations: volume I covers all inscriptions before 44 BCE, volume XV contains instrumenta domestica from Rome, volume XVI includes military diplomas, volume XVI milestones. Volume VII, containing inscriptions from Britain, is replaced by the volumes of The Roman Inscriptions of Britain (abbreviated to RIB). Currently, around seventy parts of the CIL are published, containing over 180,000 inscriptions, together with thirteen supplementary volumes. The production (and revision) of CIL has been an ongoing project since the corpus was inaugurated by Mommsen in 1853, and it stands as one of the chief monuments of classical scholarship. Even so, revision and updating of the corpus is a lengthy process, and for many areas the relevant volume of CIL is seriously out of date.
Once inscriptions have been included in the CIL it is conventional to refer to them by their CIL number, although some inscriptions are also gathered into other selections or collections. These include Dessau’s selection Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae (commonly abbreviated to ILS); Degrassi’s handy collection of republican inscriptions Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae rei publicae (abbreviated to ILLRP; this collection originally replaced the second edition of CIL I, referred to as CIL I2, but itself has been partly superseded by later fascicles of CIL I2); Crawford’s collection of Roman legal texts surviving in inscribed materials (Roman Statutes I, 1996); and a collection of verse inscriptions inaugurated by Bücheler, Carmina Latina Epigraphica (abbreviated to CLE). However, this means that a single inscription can lead a multiple life under different aliases. For example, a late republican verse funerary inscription of L. Aurelius L.l. Hermia was included both in CIL VI.9499 and in CIL I2.1221, and also appears as ILS 7472, ILLRP 793 and CLE 959.
CIL is intended to have complete coverage of surviving Latin written material, except in two important areas: documentary material (especially, but not only papyri) and coinage. Tracing the publication of much Latin documentary material can be difficult for the novice. Although the first supplement to volume IV of CIL, edited by Zangemeister in 1898, was devoted to wax tablets from Pompeii, and wax tablets found in Roman mines in Dacia are included in CIL III.2, more recent editions of writing tablets from Pompeii and surrounding areas have been in separate publications, for example Camodeca’s edition of the material from Pozzuoli: Tabulae Pompeianae Sulpiciorum: edizione critica dell’archivio puteolano dei Sulpicii (abbreviated in this volume to T.Sulpicii). As already mentioned, Latin papyri have generally been published in volumes dedicated to the Greek papyri with which they were found or alongside which they are stored in modern collections. However, a collection of Latin papyri, the Corpus Papyrorum Latinarum (abbreviated here to CPL), was published in 1958 by Cavenaile, incorporating all the material known by that date. Since the discovery of the wooden writing tablets from Vindolanda in the 1970s, and subsequent discoveries in Britain and elsewhere (notably of wooden tablets from Vindonissa, modern Windisch in Switzerland), there has been a growing awareness that the papyrological material and ostraca from Egypt and the Near East need to be studied alongside the documentary texts from the rest of the empire. One volume which combines letters written on different media, including papyri, wood and ostraca, from around the Roman world is the Corpus Epistolarum Latinarum, papyris tabulis ostracis servatarum (abbreviated as CEL) published by Cugusi and completed in 2002. Coin legends form another group of texts not normally included in CIL, although republican coins are included in the first edition of CIL I. Coin legends are necessarily limited in length, but they may still be of interest to the linguist; note, for example, the legend ROMANO (for classical Romanorum “of the Romans”) in republican coins from the fourth and third centuries BCE, showing the archaic form of the genitive plural. Published corpora of Roman coins include the following: Crawford’s Roman Republican Coinage (1974) for the Republican period; for the empire, the ten-volume Roman Imperial Coinage (founded by Mattingly and Sydenham); a corpus of provincial coinage of the Roman Empire is also currently under way, entitled Roman Provincial Coinage.
The publication of Latin inscriptions and papyri has special editorial conventions, to enable the user to understand the link between the actual written forms and an editor’s presentation. Table 3.1 gives an overview of the conventions employed by editors for both inscriptions and documentary material (the so-called Leiden conventions) now followed in all major publications.
Abbreviations abound in Latin epigraphy. Often these are standard and well-know, such as the onomastic formula given above, L. Aurelius L.l. Hermia, which can be expanded to L(ucius) Aurelius L(uci) l(ibertus Hermia) “Lucius Aurelius Hermia the freedman of Lucius”. Abbreviations are often used to fill out conventional phrases or formulae, particularly in later inscriptions. For example, consider CIL VI.11818, a funerary monument from Rome of imperial date. The original text reads as follows, with minimal punctuation.
Table 3.1 Editorial conventions for inscriptions and documents
	Sign	Meaning
	abc[de]	material lost in the original through damage, but restored by the editor
	a(bcd)	material abbreviated in the original, and expanded by the editor
	a<b>cde	material added by the editor to correct an omission in the original
	ab{ab}cde	material in the original which is thought superfluous or mistakenly written by the editor
	ab[[xy]]cde	material deleted or overwritten in the original
	ab«cd»e	material which is written over deleted material in the original
	((sestertios))	material put in by the editor in place of special signs in the original
	abcḍẹ	material which is partly damaged or obscure, but can be read in context
	“abc”	material added in antiquity to complete or correct a text
	vac.	area left blank in the original
	/	beginning of a new line

D · M
ANNIAESATVRNINAE
QVIXIT·ANN·XVII·M·V
D·XII·L·EVHELPISTVS·VXOR
B·M·F·
The only Latin words which are not abbreviated in this short inscription are the names Anniae, Saturninae, Euhelpistus and the verb uixit. An editor of this text is able to fill out the abbreviations from comparable inscriptions, and insert fuller punctuation and capitals to aid modern readers:
d(is) m(anibus) / Anniae Saturninae / q(uae) uixit ann(os) XVII m(enses) V / d(ies) XII. L(ucius) Euhelpistus uxor(i) / b(ene) m(erenti) f(ecit).
To the sacred shades of Annia Saturnina who lived for 17 years, five months and 12 days. Lucius Euhelpistus made this monument for a well deserving wife.
In order to aid the novice reader of Latin inscriptions, a compilation of common abbreviations and their expansions are available at Gordon (1983) 208–225, with references to more extensive lists elsewhere. Despite the efforts of generations of scholars, the interpretation of a few recurrent abbreviations in Roman inscriptions remains disputed. One example is the abbreviation NP which occurs in inscribed Fasti or calendars, most of which date from the first fifty years of the principate. The Fasti provide the notae dierum, that is a calendar which shows the Kalends, Nones and Ides of each month, and indicates for each day whether it is fastus (abbreviated F) or nefastus (abbreviated N), i.e. whether the magistrates is allowed to conduct business (on days marked en(dotercisi) business is allowed only in the central part of the day). Various explanations have been offered to explain what NP stands for: nefas piaculum, nefas (feriae) publicae, nefas (feriae) posteriores, nefastus purus, nefas principio or nefas parte, but there is no way of knowing which of these, if any, is correct.
In individual texts the Roman penchant for abbreviations sometimes leads to obscurity, and their interpretation can rely solely on the ingenuity of the editor. The publication of the third volume of Roman Inscriptions of Britain (Tomlin et al. 2009) provides an example of a very short inscription which only uses abbreviations: RIB III.3358 is an inscription of only two letters and a numeral: H P III, which occurs as a graffito next to a crude drawing of a phallus found on the undressed side of a quarried slab at Vindolanda. Since the abbreviation p. before a numeral can stand for pedes “feet” (the unit of measurement), Tomlin reads the complete inscription as a boast of the possessor of the image h(abet) p(edes) III “it is three feet long”.
The study of Latin inscriptions and documents is changing through the internet which provides an ideal platform for hosting large and complex databases. It is slowly becoming easier to search Latin inscriptions and papyri through online databases and corpora, and there is a very welcome move to include images along with reproductions of documents and inscriptions on the web. Over half of all the inscriptions from Greece and Rome are now available to be searched online (nearly 400,000 texts) and images are now available for all of the inscriptions from Roman Tripolitana and over 23,000 inscriptions from Spain. For documentary material, the online Duke Databank of Documentary Papyri contains most of the Latin papyri from Egypt and all the writing tablets from Vindolanda and Vindonissa, but it does not yet contain the archive of wax tablets found near Pompeii (T.Sulpicii).
The Writer of a Latin Text
Few surviving documents from the Roman world were composed verbatim and written by the same individual. Stonecutters carved inscriptions, scribes wrote documents and letters. On rare occasions we may know the name of an individual craftsman; Gordon records that only three known stonecutters can be associated with individual carved stones, and only one of those, Furius Dionysius Filocalus, the official engraver of Pope Damasus (366–384 CE) is known to have carved more than one inscription (Gordon (1983) 39, 43). In the case of Filocalus we also know that he composed verse, but he was probably the exception. Many stonecutters will have taken the wording of an inscription from the person who commissioned the text, whether that was a private individual or an official. However, it is possible that intermediary figures were also involved in the process, such as the so-called ordinator (not an ancient term) who sketched out the draft on the stone, in cases where the stonecutter did not do this himself (see Susini 1973 for discussion of the process of the creation of an inscription). Sometimes we can be fairly certain that the text of an inscription is close to that created by a specific individual, for example, the Res Gestae of Augustus, inscribed on several copies around the empire, of which the Monumentum Ancyranum is by far the most complete, or the speech of the Emperor Claudius recorded on a bronze tablet in Lyon (CIL XIII.1668). But when an inscription was commissioned by an individual from lower down the social scale, it is possible that the written text was much further removed from the original wording. Workshops may have had prepared models or inscriptions ready for purchase “off-the-shelf”. There certainly were also local preferences and styles in the composition and wording of inscriptions, as well as formulae appropriate to different genres (such as the election programmata discussed above) or current among specific groups in society, such as Jews or Christians.
With graffiti and other documents we may appear to be on firmer ground when addressing the question of authorship, since graffiti sometimes bears the name of the individual who scratched it into the wall or plaster. In groups of comparable documents, such as the Bath curse tablets, it is possible to identify different hands and isolate specific individuals. Indeed, the diversity of different writing styles implies that each curse was written out by the person making the curse, a conclusion apparently confirmed by one man, named Docilinus or Docilianus, who wrote a curse-tablet both at Bath (Tab. Sulis 10) and at Uley in Hampshire (Uley 43).5 In both of his written curses, Docili(a)nus employs a phrase which is otherwise unattested in any other curse tablet:
ut [e]um dea Sulis maximo letum [a]digat (Tab. Sulis 10.10–2)
that the Goddess Sulis drives him to his greatest death
rogo te ut eos maximo leto adigas (Uley 43)
I ask you that you drive them to their greatest death.
The phrase maximo leto adigo “drive to greatest death” (or maximum letum adigo, it is not clear whether Docili(a)nus intended an ablative or accusative) is unparalleled in Latin (see Adams (1992) 7–8). Are we then faced with creative use of Latin by the writer? In this case, it seems not, since funerary and building inscriptions were not the only texts that used fixed formulae; they were also prevalent in every other domain of epigraphy (compare the election programmata discussed above). In curse tablets, in particular, there is a preponderance of repeated phrases and set figures, and there may well have been ancient “spell-books” in circulation which are now lost. The word letum seems to have been limited to the highest levels of Latin literature by the empire, and Docili(a)nus’ uncertainty about whether to write an accusative or ablative here perhaps reveals that this is a formula derived from some lost spell-book rather than a genuinely creative use of the language. Since it is likely that only a fraction of all the Roman curse-tablets ever created have been found, the lack of any parallels to this phrase is not a problem for this theory. In the same way, graffiti often employs stock phrases and expressions (much as modern graffiti does). Short poems, obscenities and insults are repeated across the empire; letters and legal documents also make frequent use of formulaic language.
Thus when we are faced with an inscription such as CIL VI.11818 given above (which was chosen by Saller (2001) 96 as an inscription “notable only for its typicality”) we may conclude that this is a text without any individual author, consisting entirely of abbreviated formulae and of a stock pattern. Can this text tell us anything about the Latin language, despite the absence of an individual author? On its own, probably not. The words are all spelt in the standard forms of Classical Latin, and the text has no grammatical peculiarities. But we cannot conclude from this that Annia Saturnina or Lucius Euhelpistus spoke “correct” Classical Latin, or indeed that anyone involved in the production of the stone did. If there had been a “mistake” in the Latin of this text, for example, if uixit had been spelt bixit or uxor spelt ussor (both mistakes are frequent in inscriptions from the later empire), then one might be more tempted to draw conclusions about the speech of the dedicator, but this approach is liable to skew the evidence. The spelling uixit tells us that the individual who commissioned the stone, or one of the parties involved in the execution of the memorial, had been taught Classical Latin spelling conventions; the spelling bixit reveals that the level of education of the writer(s) was not so high, but does not necessarily entail that the speech habits of any of the parties were substantially different from those who could reproduce “correct” forms. On the other hand, more unusual errors, such as the use of a genitive in -aes rather than -ae in the woman’s name, might be significant, especially if we could link it with prosopographical or onomastic peculiarities.6
On this reasoning, Adams (2007) 629–634 has argued against studies which attempt to find out the progress of a linguistic change through the Roman Empire on the basis of statistical analyses of the number of correct and incorrect forms found in inscriptions, pointing out that such studies in fact show the level of adherence to a standard norm rather than any clear results about speaker habits. Adams argues that statistical studies on inscriptions and documents can be useful in constructing a picture of the language if the texts studied form part of a “coherent corpus”, meaning by that term “a body of texts about which we know something, (as for example their date, authorship, provenance, educational level) and which belong together in one or more senses (geographically, culturally or in subject matter)” (Adams (2007): 633). Scattered inscriptions which have no certain chronological and geographical unity, or which are not linked by other peculiarities (such as a distinctive iconography of the monument, or origin of the dedicators) are unlikely to tell us anything on their own. On the other hand, as Adams has himself shown in numerous studies, when we do have coherent corpora of inscriptions and documents, it is possible to make small pieces of evidence reveal more than might have been expected. I discuss in later chapters examples of this sort from Vindolanda, both of which were first discussed by Adams (see pp. 247–248 on the evidence for the pronunciation of initial h- at Vindolanda, and p. 517 on the use of the form debunt for debent at Vindolanda).
Conclusion
Most of the languages spoken in the ancient world for which we have any evidence are known only from inscriptions and documentary material. Our grammars and dictionaries of numerous languages, from Accadian to Umbrian, are constructed entirely from original documents without any recourse to manuscript transmission or a continued tradition of teaching and learning. It would be theoretically possible to construct a picture of the Latin language drawing only from epigraphical and documentary sources (of which there is far more than for any other ancient language of the western Mediterranean) and ignoring the precepts of ancient and medieval grammarians or the example of literary texts. How different would the language appear to be if we had no manuscript tradition to rely on? Clearly there would be large lacunae in some areas of our knowledge: for example, for Latin in the third and second centuries BCE, the epigraphical tradition is meagre in comparison with the corpus of Plautine material; inscriptions and documents give a more limited range of examples of complex syntactic constructions and textual discourse than some of the surviving literary works; some of our paradigms would be more difficult to fill out with attested forms; and we would be deprived of the explicit statements of Romans about their language which reveal their language attitudes and judgements. But the grammar and vocabulary of Latin gathered from such an exercise would also remind us of some of the ways in which the traditional grammar of Latin is skewed by literary texts. Orthography and morphology would be revealed as more variable than is apparent from our school-texts, and the syntax less rigid. Latin would be revealed more clearly as a language used across the whole of the Roman Empire, and less closely tied to the elite culture of the city of Rome.
FURTHER READING
Gordon (1983) is still probably the best single-volume guide to Latin epigraphy in English, with a well-chosen selection of texts from the earliest documents to a Christian inscription from 525 CE. Gordon also includes a list of the most common abbreviations to appear in Latin inscriptions. Bérard et al. (2010), which has regular updates on the web, is indispensable for help in finding details about publications of inscriptions (both in Latin and Greek, as well as other languages around the Mediterranean) and for much ancillary material. It also gives details of web-sites which include corpora of material. Bagnall (2009) includes excellent chapters on Greek and Latin writing and Greek and Latin language in papyri, as well as surveys of the use of Latin in Egypt and the construction of ancient writing materials out of wood, pottery and papyrus. The Checklist of Greek, Latin, Demotic and Coptic Papyri, Ostraca and Tablets (last print edition 2001, but kept updated online, hosted by Duke University, Durham, NC), gives details of all papyrological publications, and includes information about all Latin documents in the papyri.
NOTES
1 Note however that the Scipio epitaph is atypical in republican inscriptions in being carved on the tomb of the interred corpse. Most Romans were cremated not buried during the republic.
2 Nicholson’s reading still survives in the published corpora of Latin letters: CEL 236.
3 The Colonna reading has however persisted in the literature; it is cited by Hartmann (2005) 142.
4 Note for example the recent republication of a wooden tablet from the Netherlands (Bowman et al. 2009), published jointly by Roger Tomlin (by training a Roman epigraphist), Klaas Worp (a Greek papyrologist) and Alan Bowman (originally a Greek papyrologist, but then editor of the Vindolanda documents).
5 This tablet provides a good example of some of the difficulties of referring to published and partly published inscriptions. The inscription is published by Tomlin in Britannia 20 (1989) 329–330, as text number 3, but the number 43 refers to the numbering given to it in Tomlin’s preliminary report on the lead tablets excavated at Uley in Woodward and Leach (1993), although these tablets have still not been fully published. This tablet has an AE reference: AE (1988) 487.
6 See Mullen’s discussion of RIB I. 1065, at pp. 543–545 of this volume, for another example of an inscription where the prosopography of an individual who commissioned an inscription can shed light on his use of non-standard Latin forms.

CHAPTER 4
Latin Manuscripts and Textual Traditions
Bruce Gibson
Introduction
As well as texts from the ancient world found on a variety of substances such as stone, metal, and papyrus, a large body of evidence for the Latin language has survived in the form of manuscripts, a term usually found with reference to works that are found in a bound codex, written on a range of substances, but typically on parchment from prepared animal skins. This practice continued even after the slow diffusion of knowledge of paper from the Arabs, who had acquired knowledge of it from the Chinese (Bischoff (1990) 7–19). At the outset, it is important to realise that the current usage of the term “manuscript” in connection with modern practices of publication is not necessarily a helpful one. In our own era, we might expect to hear of an author presenting a manuscript (nowadays most likely a computerised typescript) which might represent a final or near-final text to a publisher for publication. What is different about manuscripts of ancient texts is that they are typically from long after the time of the particular text’s composition. And if we set manuscripts alongside other kinds of textual remains from antiquity, what distinguishes materials transmitted in manuscript form from some of the types of evidence covered in chapter 3, such as inscriptions on stone, is that manuscripts come to us as a result of a lengthy chain of transmission, about whose processes and problems we are often uncertain. By contrast, inscriptions, though they too can experience later interventions, and of course often suffer damage, are usually a part or the whole of a text at the moment it was originally composed (although the carver of a stone inscription is admittedly likely in many cases to have worked from a written text). Consideration of the evidence offered by manuscripts to the historian of the Latin language thus requires some awareness of the various processes of transmission.
It is also necessary to remember that, in an ancient context, publication would have represented the decision to circulate an approved version of a particular text, either through booksellers or though the agency of friends, who might also even be asked, as a preliminary stage, to suggest changes to the author (on publication practice in Rome, see e.g. Nauta (2002) 120–141, 280–290). Though such texts might begin their lives under the control of the author, there was of course nothing to stop the production of further copies (and there was no law of copyright), which might also include textual differences, either by accident or by design: the reproduction of an ancient text could of course only be done by hand. There are very occasional examples where ancient authors play on the idea of their text as an autograph copy of their work (thus Ovid, in the opening poem of the first book of his poetry written from exile, draws attention to the blots on the text caused by the poet’s tears, Tr. 1.1.13–14), and authors also sometimes draw attention to the physical format of texts (see e.g. Catul. 22.5–8, Ov. Tr. 1.1.5–12). Within antiquity, there are isolated references to the survival of autograph copies of texts: to give one example, Quint. Inst. 1.7.20 claims that he has seen texts written in the hands of Virgil and Cicero which show the older spelling of s as double s in words such as caussa (on this form, see Wallace, chapter 2 of this volume), where later conventional usage would be causa. Nevertheless, the surviving manuscript evidence for ancient authors such as Cicero, Virgil and others does not depend on the author’s “original” version of a text: the Latin literature of the ancient world has reached us in copies of copies, often the result of scribal work in medieval monastic settings. Indeed, there are in fact examples from antiquity where the danger of unauthorised changes to a text is explicitly raised as a possibility. To give an example from the Bible, the book of Revelation famously ends with a curse imparted on any person who adds or removes anything to the prophecy contained within the work (Revelation 22: 18–19), which is as much a recognition of the possibilities of a text being lost from the control of its original author as a statement of the importance of a sacred text. Similarly, the tradition that Virgil’s request for the text of the Aeneid to be burned was disregarded after his death, even if it has little or no factual basis (see Horsfall (2000a) 22–23), is another reminder of the lack of control an author might have over his own text.
The examples of Revelation and of the Aeneid’s survival in spite of its author’s alleged wish to destroy it, point to the possibilities for texts to experience deliberate intervention in the course of their transmission, but equally significant is the fact that the most careful processes of copying can at any point introduce mistakes and changes to the content of an ancient text. Such errors are of many types: not just mistakes in the copying of single words (where errors might include changes to single letters or to larger sections of the word, replacement of a word with another word, which might be a synonym, or even a word with the opposite meaning, the so-called “polar error”), or omissions of material (which might be caused by the scribe’s eye jumping to the wrong place in the text being copied), but also interpolations of extraneous material and more complex phenomena such as transpositions of material to the wrong place (especially in verse texts), or the intrusion of what were previously marginal annotations into the text itself. The processes of textual criticism, the production of the most accurate text possible on the basis of weighing up the available evidence and identifying and then attempting to correct corruption to a text, were already practised within classical antiquity itself: the scholarship reflected in the ancient commentaries (scholia) on the Homeric poems provides invaluable examples of this.
In Latin literature there is also evidence for work of this type. A simple example of such textual criticism occurs in the late fourth-century commentary on Virgil ascribed to Servius. In the first Eclogue, one of the characters, Meliboeus, refers to the troubled state of the countryside (Verg. Ecl. 1.11–12):
non equidem inuideo, miror magis: undique totis
usque adeo turbatur agris.
I for my part am not envious, rather I am amazed: everywhere continually there is disturbance [turbatur, literally “it is being disturbed”] in all the fields.
The Servian commentary discusses the reading turbatur and whether or not it might be correct:
VSQVE ADEO TVRBATVR AGRIS: turbamur (“we are disturbed”) has nothing to differentiate it for good or ill. And with a spirit of ill-will he attacks the times of Augustus in a hidden way. Certainly the true reading is turbatur (“it is being disturbed”), so that it is impersonal, which pertains to everyone in a general way: for the expulsion of the Mantuans was collective. For if you read turbamur, it seems to refer to a few people. (Serv. Ecl. 1.11–12)
In miniature, this discussion from late antiquity reflects some of the major issues that arise in textual criticism. In the first instance, Servius is confronted by variant readings in these lines from the Eclogues, and observes at the outset that on one level both variants have nothing to choose between them, because neither is obviously wrong. It is not hard to see why turbamur might be viewed as a possible reading. In the first place, a change of only one letter is needed to give rise to turbamur as a variant of turbatur. Secondly, the personal form of the first person plural passive turbamur might seem clearer than the third person singular turbatur, especially as Servius goes on to explain that the usage of the verb is impersonal, since there is not an explicit personal subject of the passive verb stated here. Servius also defends his choice of reading with the further historical point that when the people of Mantua were removed from their lands it was a collective expulsion, and this is in fact the basis of Servius’ choice here, since the reading turbamur might suggest that the confiscation affected only a few individuals. We can see from this passage that textual criticism and the study of the texts that are transmitted to us can provide knowledge of the Latin language (in this case comment on the usage of the impersonal passive in the third person singular). At the same time, however, such textual scholarship also proceeds precisely from an understanding of the Latin language. This is reflected in the practice of textual scholarship down to our own time, since editorial decisions on the best text in a particular passage are often supported by appeal to linguistic parallels. In practice, the dangers of circular argumentation in such examples are limited to instances where there are only a few examples of a given linguistic feature, but it is nevertheless useful to remind ourselves that, just as Latin texts transmitted in manuscripts provide a mass of evidence for our understanding of the language, so too is our own knowledge of the language dependent on the accidents of transmission in the texts that have (or have not) come down to us.
The Processes of Transmission
Manuscript evidence for the Latin language should not be assumed to be uniform in character. There is not the scope within the confines of this chapter to offer a detailed treatment of the discipline of palaeography, literally “the study of ancient writing”, but it is important to note here that Latin scripts vary substantially over time, and that individual scripts can be associated with particular types of errors when copied by scribes from later periods, which can affect the reliability of the textual traditions presented to us. In the first centuries BCE and CE, Latin scripts, even in a cursive form, were based on the more formal squared capitals familiar from Latin inscriptions; the development of cursive scripts towards minuscule forms (that are the forerunners of modern lower case letters) is likely only to have taken place in the third century CE (Bischoff (1990) 54–66).
Furthermore, manuscript evidence for classical texts covers an enormous time span. Some of the oldest evidence for Latin texts goes back to antiquity itself, exemplified by the earliest witnesses for the text of Virgil, such as the so-called schedae Vaticanae, the surviving leaves of a finely illustrated volume of Virgil from the end of the fourth century CE (Vat. lat. 3225); other, more extensive, evidence for the works of Virgil comes from the fifth and sixth centuries (see discussion in Reynolds (1983) 433–436). It is thus the case that modern editions of Virgil have the benefit of direct evidence from the end of antiquity. Conversely, there are other texts whose transmission depends on surviving testimony from no earlier than the Renaissance. To give a famous example, the text of the poet Catullus appears to have come down to us on the basis of a single manuscript, the now-lost Veronensis, of uncertain date (though see Thomson (2003) 24–25 for the suggestion that it might date from around 1280): the oldest surviving evidence for the corpus of Catullus’ poems, however, consists of three manuscripts from the fourteenth century. In some cases, there are texts where it is possible to construct lines of transmission between earlier and later manuscripts, which allows us to speak of a stemma, the Greek word also used in Latin to denote a family tree. The text of Catullus, with the exception of one poem which also survives excerpted on its own in an earlier manuscript (poem 62, preserved in a ninth-century florilegium, a miscellany of various texts), can be presented in a simplified form (taking no account of later corrections found in the original manuscripts, or of possible intermediate stages of transmission between the Veronensis and the surviving manuscripts) with a stemma as shown in Figure 4.1.
Figure 4.1 Simplified stemma showing the relationship of the principal manuscripts of Catullus.
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In Figure 4.1:
V represents the Veronensis, the lost Verona manuscript from which all our manuscripts derive
O represents a manuscript from the fourteenth century which is descended from V and is now in Oxford (Canonicianus class. lat. 30)
X is another lost manuscript, also descended from V, which gives rise to two further manuscripts:
G, a manuscript which can be dated to 1375, now in Paris (Parisinus lat. 14137), and
R, a manuscript now in Rome which is from the late fourteenth century (Vat. Ottobianus lat. 1829).
It will be seen that when the readings for particular words found in the three manuscripts O, G, and R are in agreement, this allows the inference that we might have the reading of the lost manuscript V. In contrast, occasions when the manuscripts disagree make it harder to reconstruct the readings of lost manuscripts in a stemma such as this. But it should not of course be assumed that, even when the reading likely to have been present in V can be inferred, such readings will necessarily be correct.
The discussion above offers a simplified account of how the three oldest manuscripts of Catullus form a stemmatic manuscript tradition: it takes no account, for instance, of recent suggestions that O and X were not direct copies of V, but copies of at least one intermediary stage of transmission, a lost manuscript referred to as A by Thomson in his recent edition of Catullus (Thomson (2003) 25–28). It has moreover been shown that the process of reconstructing the readings of the lost manuscript X is a more uncertain task, since the later variant readings found in G and R, usually denoted as R2 and G2, exhibit a complex relationship to each other, involving a further manuscript, m, copied from R and dated to 1400 at the earliest. The readings in R in the hand of Coluccio Salutati (R2) contain not only Salutati’s own corrections of the text, but also variant readings likely to have been copied from the contents of the lost manuscript X. By contrast, the variants found in G2 are derived from m and its variants. The presence of variants in manuscripts, even in a simple stemmatic tradition such as this, is a reminder that there is always the potential for contamination (the process whereby the copying of a manuscript in one branch of a textual tradition might also draw on manuscript evidence from another part of the tradition), which can blur what appear to be straightforward relationships between manuscripts (on the relationship between X, R and its variants, and m, see McKie (1989), Thomson (2003) 35–43).
Other traditions are more complex. The first decade of Livy’s history of Rome, a very small section of which is documented in a papyrus from the fourth or fifth century CE, has an elaborate stemma of manuscripts, including several stages of a transmission which involve hypothetically reconstructed manuscripts. The later stages of this tradition also include clear instances of contamination from one strand of the tradition to another (Oakley (1997) 152–327). But there are also many texts whose transmission cannot be illustrated with even an elaborate stemma, since the various stages of the tradition are interlinked in too complex a way for relationships between manuscripts to be represented in this fashion. No convincing stemma can be constructed for the textual transmission of Juvenal, for example. Although one manuscript, P, from the ninth century, is regarded as the best witness to the text, and closely linked to other related manuscript evidence, there is also another group of manuscripts, of which the earliest are also from the ninth century, that scholars regard as impossible to separate out from each other, such is the extent of contamination between them (Clausen (1959), xii; Reynolds (1983) 201).
There are even texts whose transmission is entirely dependent on early printed editions from the Renaissance, such as Julius Obsequens’ Liber prodigiorum (“Book of prodigies”), a text first attested in a Venetian Aldine edition of 1508, and without any surviving manuscript evidence at all (Reynolds (1983) 196). As noted above, there is a huge chronological diversity of surviving material which provides us with evidence for the Latin language. Likewise, it should be not assumed that the processes of transmission down to our oldest surviving manuscripts for individual texts were uniform with regular copying of manuscripts over regular intervals down the centuries: sometimes a text would sit in a library unread and uncopied over a period of centuries, which means that the next scribe to make a copy might have great difficulty in reading an unfamiliar script. Moreover, manuscripts vary considerably in their presentation of texts, not only in terms of the kinds of scripts used but also in terms of conventions for abbreviation and for orthography (see Dinkova-Bruun, chapter 17 in this volume, for a full discussion of medieval orthography) which can often reflect current medieval practice. Such considerations are always significant when using the evidence of texts transmitted in manuscript in studying the history and development of the Latin language.
Furthermore, the transmission of many texts is by no means straightforward. Some texts do not survive complete, and are truncated by the accident of damage at some stage in their history. Still others survive only because they have been quoted or summarised (and this is a distinction which can certainly matter to the historian of the Latin language) in other longer and more complete works. There are even some texts which have precariously survived when the parchment on which they were written has been reused, so that, on occasion, we are extremely fortunate to have traces of the earlier text which have survived the process of reuse: such palimpsests, as they are called, include all three of the main surviving witnesses for the works of Fronto, all of which saw the writings of the second-century CE epistolographer written over with Christian material (Reynolds (1983) 173–174).
Sometimes we can combine our knowledge of a text from its manuscripts with material from elsewhere. A simple example of the kind of knowledge that is possible when we are lucky enough to have additional material as well as the direct manuscript tradition of a Latin text is found in the opening of the first poem of Catullus’ collection of poetry (Catul. 1.1–2):
cui dono lepidum nouum libellum
arido modo pumice expolitum?
To whom do I give my charming new little book, just now polished with dry pumice-stone [arido … pumice]?
Here, arido is the reading of the three fourteenth-century manuscripts of Catullus, O, G and R, and is therefore likely to have been the reading found in the lost Veronensis manuscript (V). The masculine gender for pumex, “pumice-stone”, is regularly attested. However, an additional piece of information needs to be considered here as well. Though arido … pumice is not just acceptable Latin but perfectly normal, with pumex as masculine, there is also a brief discussion of the gender of this noun in Servius’ commentary on Virgil’s phrase latebroso in pumice, “in the pumice-stone that is full of hiding-places” (Serv. A. 12.587):
“in pumice” autem iste masculino genere posuit, et hunc sequimur: nam et Plautus ita dixit: licet Catullus dixerit feminino.
But in pumice he put in the masculine gender, and we follow him: for Plautus also spoke in this fashion: although Catullus put the word in the feminine.
The explicit evidence offered by Servius here is a sound basis for accepting in the text of Catullus not arido, the masculine form of the adjective attested by the oldest direct witnesses to the text of Catullus, the three fourteenth-century manuscripts OGR, but arida, the feminine form, even though the masculine arido is not incorrect or even unusual Latin. It is true that the evidence from Servius does not explicitly relate to this passage, and logically it is therefore possible that Catullus might have used the feminine gender for pumex in one passage, and the masculine in another passage of his works. As it happens, unless it is assumed that the feminine gender of Catullus was used in a lost work that is not known to us, pumex only occurs once elsewhere in the extant works of Catullus (Catul. 22.8), and in a context where the lack of an accompanying adjective means that its gender cannot be determined. The picture is further complicated by citations of this passage from poem 1 in several ancient texts, such as the seventh-century Isidore of Seville (Origines 6.12.3), which give the passage with the masculine gender, indicating that the reading found in the Renaissance manuscripts was also known in the seventh century CE. The issue of whether or not Catullus innovated by making use of the feminine gender of pumex in this passage from poem 1 ultimately has to be a matter of judgement for the editor, weighing on the one hand the evidence of the manuscripts in favour of the reading arido, other ancient testimonies such as Isidore, and the general usage of the masculine pumex elsewhere in Classical Latin, against the explicit testimony of Servius that Catullus used the feminine gender for this noun.
On other occasions, information about the Latin language comes from even more indirect routes. Our knowledge of the Republican Latin poet Ennius, for example, depends on the survival of fragments of his poetry. Though papyrus fragments (P.Herc. 21) likely to come from Book 6 of the Annales have been discovered at Herculaneum (Kleve (1990)), for the most part our knowledge of the Annales, Ennius’ epic poem on Rome in eighteen books, depends on the fragments that have been transmitted as quotations in other texts.
A couple of examples from Ennius’ Annales can illustrate possible difficulties in obtaining certain knowledge of much fragmentary material. I turn first to an example of the kind of summarising evidence that we are sometimes offered, which does not include direct quotation. In his first book, Lucretius (first-century BCE) famously refers to Ennius’ dream in book 1 of the Annales (Lucr. 1.117–126):
Ennius ut noster cecinit qui primus amoeno
detulit ex Helicone perenni fronde coronam,
per gentis Italas hominum quae clara clueret;
etsi praeterea tamen esse Acherusia templa
Ennius aeternis exponit uersibus edens,
quo neque permanent animae neque corpora nostra,
sed quaedam simulacra modis pallentia miris;
unde sibi exortam semper florentis Homeri
commemorat speciem lacrimas effundere salsas
coepisse et rerum naturam expandere dictis.
As our Ennius sang, he who first brought down from pleasant Mount Helicon a garland with perennial foliage, which might be spoken of with renown throughout the Italian nations of men; although Ennius in addition shows, as he holds forth in his eternal verses, that there are nevertheless temples of Acheron [a river of the underworld], to which neither do our bodies nor our souls flow, but certain images of us, pale in wondrous ways; from here he narrates that the appearance of Homer who is always flourishing rose out and began to pour forth salt tears in his presence, and to expound on the nature of the world in words.
This passage raises several methodological issues arising from the use of testimonies such as these in the study of Latin texts. In the first place, the general question is raised as to how far we should go in seeing discernible evidence for the text of Ennius amid the works of Lucretius. Scholarship has in the main taken a positive view of this passage: thus Skutsch (1985) 155 suggests, for instance, that the phrase Acherusia templa appears to be Ennian, pointing out that the phrase also appears in Ennius’ dramatic works: Acherusia templa alta Orci saluete infera, “hail temples of Acheron, deep depths of Orcus” (Enn. Trag. 98, from the Andromacha). However, this ignores the possibility that Lucretius may be recalling two passages from Ennius at the same time, combining a reference on the larger scale to the passage from the Annales with a precise verbal reminiscence of a passage from Ennius’ dramatic works (Acherusia templa is moreover a phrase which Lucretius repeats on two other occasions, at 3.25 and 3.86). Such multiple allusion is a common technique in Latin literature, but the moral from this is that we should perhaps be less confident that the phrase Acherusia templa actually appeared in Ennius’ Annales, even if it is found elsewhere in his works. And in the previous line of this passage from Lucretius, we may come to similar conclusions on the phrase clara clueret, and what this can tell us about another passage of Ennius, Ann. 12–13 (which also neatly illustrates some of the issues involved in the transmission of direct quotations), lines which are printed thus by Skutsch (1985) 71:
Latos <per> populos res atque poemata nostra
 <                                                clara> cluebunt
Our subject and our poems will be spoken of <with renown (clara)> <through (per)> the broad peoples.
In its original transmission (in an anonymous grammarian) this fragment appears as latos populos res atque poemata nostra cluebant, which cannot be fitted into the hexameter metre: the insertion of per is thus reasonable. cluebant, moreoever, cannot have directly followed nostra as the metre would again be impossible: it is thus to be inferred that there is a gap between nostra and cluebant which would fall in a subsequent hexameter line. Debate over whether to retain the transmitted reading cluebant or the future cluebunt, a conjecture (which gives a confident expression of hope for future fame), has largely subsided in favour of the emendation cluebunt. But what about clara in this passage of Ennius? As with per in the previous line, the presence of angle brackets indicates that an addition has been made to the transmitted text. But what is the basis for inserting the word? Skutsch (1985) 168 explains in his commentary that the insertion, made by an earlier scholar, is supported by the passage of Lucretius quoted above. But once again, we might choose to wonder instead whether Lucretius’ use of the word clara necessarily indicates that the word was present in Ennius: it is not, after all, an uncommon pattern of allusion to find a later poet echoing the wording or indeed the thought of a predecessor, but at the same time making changes to the phrasing. Moreover, Lucretius’ phrasing per gentis Italas hominum quae clara clueret may in any case be another example of simultaneous allusion to another fragment of Ennius, in this case Enn. scen. 366, esse per gentes cluebat omnium miserrimus, “was spoken of through the nations as most wretched of all”, so that the claim that it is possible to reconstruct Ennius’ usage of clara in the Annales on the basis of Lucretius seems even more difficult. This passage, I hope, shows the difficulties that sometimes arise with indirect testimony for a lost text, and the problems that those addressing the Latin language in such fragmentary material need to confront: before making assumptions about the usages of Latin in early poets such as Ennius, it is always worth considering the nature of the evidence available.
My second example is an instance of direct attestation of a line of Ennius. Enn. Ann. 166 is a line of verse which we know of through two later sources, Festus 412 and Nonius Marcellus 226.33. The verse appears as follows in Skutsch’s edition of Ennius:
nomine Burrus uti memorant a stirpe supremo
Burrus by name, from the highest lineage, as they relate.
In this line, there is uncertainty in the evidence that relates to each of the first three words. Thus the word nomine, “by name”, is found in the line as it is transmitted by Festus, but in Nonius Marcellus’ version of the line, the first word is homines, “men”, which would be a nominative plural subject of the verb memorant, “they relate”. Skutsch, in his edition of Ennius, rejects the idea that homines might be correct on the grounds that this is an intervention from a scribe, trying to provide a subject for the verb memorant. Part of the issue depends on whether or not the previous line in Ennius’ fragments (Ann. 165) joins immediately with Ann. 166 or not: there is debate on this issue (Skutsch (1985) 332). Secondly, the nineteenth-century scholar Emil Baehrens considered replacing the word uti with genitive Iouis (“of Jupiter”), to be construed with a stirpe supremo, with memorant thus being deemed to be a parenthesis outside the syntax of the rest of the sentence, though the parenthesis makes the syntax awkward. The final problem relates to the second word, Burrus. The manuscript evidence of both Festus and Nonius Marcellus would point to a reading Pyrrhus, which is the normal form of the proper name of the Epirot king found in Classical Latin. However, there are traces of the form Burrus in the Ennius papyrus finds (Kleve (1990) 15), and there is also a secondary piece of evidence from antiquity, found in the works of Cicero (Orat. 160):
Burrum semper Ennius, numquam Pyrrhum
Ennius always says “Burrus”, never does he say “Pyrrhus”.
What has therefore happened is that, in the transmission of this line of Ennius in later ancient sources, Festus and Nonius Marcellus, the original spelling Burrus (also given as an example of the usage of b, but without attribution or context, by Quint. Inst. 1.4.15) has been overwritten, and has been replaced with the classical form Pyrrhus. The normalisation of the surviving manuscripts for Festus and Nonius Marcellus would have left us unaware of what Ennius actually wrote, were it not for the accident of the survival of Cicero’s account that Ennius wrote the name as Burrus. This single example illustrates how our knowledge of the Latin language is always in a sense filtered through the way in which Latin texts are transmitted to us.
Standardisation
The phenomenon of standardisation does not only occur in the historical transmission of Latin texts, but is also evident in the production of scholarly editions. Thus, in the introduction to his influential edition of the Annales of Ennius, Otto Skutsch explained that he had modernised spellings in the text, in order to spare his readers the horror of seeing unfamiliar Latin forms: “As is customary in editing early Latin texts I have in the main used the classical spelling, refusing to shock the reader with Olumpum and sopiam” (Skutsch (1985) 68).
This practice, which might seem reasonable from the perspective of introducing readers to Ennius who are familiar with later classical epic poetry such as Virgil, shows the difficulties inherent in the use of textual evidence in constructing the history of the Latin language. The tendency of scribes to normalise spellings finds its counterpart in modern editorial practice. Thus Quintilian’s evidence, mentioned above, for the double ss spelling in words such as causa being found in the autograph copies of works by Cicero and Virgil has had little effect on the presentation of such words in modern editions of literary texts: forms like caussa are generally very rare (though for an exception, see the discussion of Virgilian orthography in Coleman (1977) 37–40).
Orthography has been a matter of concern throughout the history of classical literature and its reception, both during antiquity and afterwards. Thus a fragment of the second-century BCE satirist Lucilius addresses the issue of assimilation of prepositional elements like ad (“to”) into compound words and how they might be written (Lucil. 375–6 Marx):
                                      atque accurrere scribas
“d”ne an “c” non est quod quaeras eque labores
And whether you are to write accurrere [“to run to”] with a d [adcurrere] or a c [accurrere], there is no reason that you should investigate and toil over this.
This line might on the one hand be felt to point towards a happy freedom in the approach to the assimilation of prepositional elements in compound words such as accurrere (= ad + currrere), but at the same time, the fact that Lucilius considers it necessary to make such a claim might suggest that there is anxiety over what the correct forms might be. The point can also be made, as Quintilian would later observe (Inst. 1.7.11), that orthography is liable to change according to usage, and is certainly not something which is inflexible.
Against that, we have to set the fact that orthography has often been an area of almost ideological conflict in classical scholarship. Thus, in the late nineteenth century, it is possible to note the demands of scholarly bodies such as the American Philological Association that the spelling of Latin in American texts be regularised, mainly with a view to making reading easier for those learning the language (see “Proceedings for July 1895.” TAPhA 26 (1895): liv–lv. and “Proceedings of the 28th Annual Session 1896.” TAPhA 27 (1896): xxii–xxiv.)). These issues were also discussed in British journals in the same era (see, for example, the contribution of an American scholar, Buck (1899) 116–119), and similarly, in 1905, a group of scholars in the United Kingdom appointed by the Classical Association, including A.E. Housman and J.P. Postgate, published a short article in which they called for information from scholars in determining the spelling of various Latin words for which the spelling was uncertain (Conway et al. (1905)). The kinds of information which these scholars were appealing for are of interest: they included the spellings of “good inscriptions” (original italics), “good manuscripts” and modern discussions of orthography (Conway et al. (1905) 6). The use of the word “good”, to characterise both inscriptions and manuscripts, is a pointer to the ideological element involved here. It is thus essential to recognise that the phenomenon we see in Skutsch’s edition of Ennius, the desire to regularise orthography, not only has its roots in antiquity, but also has a place in the longer history of classical scholarship.
A Sample of Manuscript Evidence
While there is a strong tendency in the editing of classical texts to regularise forms of words, usually to a standard of spelling characteristic of the later first century CE, manuscripts themselves also have their own dynamics in the presentation of texts. It will be useful to give a brief transcription of a section of text as presented in a manuscript, and then to set it alongside the same passage as presented in a standard critical edition.
Figure 4.2 shows a page from the Oxford manuscript of Catullus mentioned above, O (Canonicianus class. lat. 30). The page shows part of poem 63, a poem written in the difficult galliambic metre, which deals with the frenzied religious experience of Attis as he castrates himself and abandons his current life for the worship of the mother goddess, Cybele. It will be seen from the (slightly cropped) photograph that the text does not occupy all of the available space on the page, and also that there is extensive use of abbreviations (which have been resolved in the transcription here). Below is a transcription of the last seven lines of the page, where Attis begins to lament his situation, followed by the text of these lines as it is printed in Mynors’ Oxford Classical Text:
Transcription of the manuscript
 Patria omei creatrix omea genitrix
 Ego quam miser relinquens dominos ut herifuge
 Famuli solent adide tetuli memora pedem
 Vt caput niuem et ferarum gelida stabilia forem
 Et earum omnia adirem furibunda latibula
Vbi nam aut quibus locis te positam patriam reor
 Cupit ipsa popula atte sibi derigere aciem
Figure 4.2 MS Canonicianus class. lat. 30, f. 20r., showing Catullus 63.26–56. Reproduced by kind permission of the Bodleian Library, Oxford.
Image not available in this digital edition.

Oxford Classical Text ((Mynors (1958) 56)
patria o mei creatrix, patria o mei genetrix,              50
ego quam miser relinquens, dominos ut erifugae
famuli solent, ad Idae tetuli nemora pedem,
ut aput niuem et ferarum gelida stabula forem,
et earum omnia adirem furibunda latibula,
ubinam aut quibus locis te positam, patria, reor?      55
cupit ipsa pupula ad te sibi derigere aciem,
O homeland that created me, o homeland that is a mother to me, which I am leaving in wretchedness, as runaway slaves are accustomed to leave their masters, I have brought my steps to the woods of Ida, so that I might be amid the snow and the cold shelters of wild beasts, and that I might approach all their lairs in a frenzy, where or in what places can I think of you as situated, my homeland? The very pupil [of my eye] desires to direct its gaze at you for itself, …
This small passage of text exhibits a number of features which are worth commenting on. In the first place, note the confusion of stabula, “shelters”, in line 53, with stabilia, a form of the adjective stabilis. In line 52, the manuscript’s memora, suggesting the adjective memor, “remembering”, cannot stand, but is an easy confusion from nemora, since it is by no means difficult for a scribe to write an incorrect number of minims (vertical strokes), so that n and m can frequently be confused. In line 55, the reading patriam, with the horizontal line over the final a indicating the accusative patriam (the very small vertical line over the horizontal line may be an immediate attempt at deletion by the original scribe or a later reader’s intervention) shows how a word can be attracted into the grammatical case of an adjacent word, so that the feminine accusative positam may have caused a scribe to see the next word as patriam, rather than understand patria as vocative. And consider the intriguing error caput, “head”, in line 53, which appears in Mynors’ edition as aput, an alternative ancient spelling of apud (on which see Leo (1912) 248–251). The argument here would be that scribes unfamiliar with the form aput wrote caput, “head”, instead (note, incidentally, that the other two oldest manuscripts of Catullus have the readings caput (G) and capud (R), which suggests that caput was present in the lost Verona manuscript, V, as well). The reading caput may well reflect an ancient stage in the transmission, but it cannot be said with certainty that aput was the spelling used by Catullus himself. Another detail: note the reading popula, which does not make sense as Latin, but is perhaps a psychological corruption of the unfamiliar word pupula, “pupil” (of the eye), on the basis of the much more familiar Latin word populus, “people”. Additionally, the reading omnia, which appears in the manuscript and in many editions, has nevertheless been called into question, as has earum in the same line (see e.g. Harrison and Heyworth (1998) 104). Earum is of particular interest, methodologically speaking, to the student of the language, since an argument which has been used against it is the rarity of the form in verse usage (on which see further e.g. Butterfield (2008a), especially 166–167). It can be seen here that debates over frequency of usage themselves play a part in defining when contested instances of particular linguistic usages are accepted. Finally, I note the adjective furibunda, which has occasioned debate about its gender. Is furibunda feminine, agreeing with a now emasculated and feminised Attis? This seems the most natural reading. On the other hand line 51 contains the masculine form miser, also applied to Attis. Here scholars have suggested that the masculine can be defended, because Attis is referring to his past, but it is also of interest to note that it was suggested by Fröhlich that miser might be emended to feminine misera (on the issue of the transmitted genders in the poem, see Fordyce (1978) 264)). Can furibunda in line 54 be satisfactorily applied to Attis, seen as feminine in spite of the transmitted reading miser in line 51? One scholar has even argued that the line should be deleted altogether (see Trappes-Lomax (2007) 165). Our understanding of how the Latin language can be used is thus bound up with our view of what is offered by the manuscripts available to us, even in such an ostensibly “literary” issue as the presentation of gender identity in Catullus’ extraordinary poem.
This brief examination of a short passage as documented in the readings of a single manuscript has, I hope, given an indication of the kind of difficulties which can arise in the transmission of texts. It should not, of course, be assumed that all texts present quite such a concentration of problems in so short a space all of the time (and the unfamiliar and difficult galliambic metre of Catullus’ poem can hardly have helped scribes), and there are, of course, passages where the reading of a manuscript might be indistinguishable from modern editions, even in texts where there has traditionally been doubt and uncertainty. To give one example from a text which is widely recognised as requiring significant intervention from editors to make sense of a difficult transmission, it is nevertheless the case that a reader of the first ten lines or so of Propertius 1.4 who consults the twelfth-century manuscript N, the oldest witness to the text of Propertius, will nevertheless find little to distinguish the readings of the manuscript from those found in a modern critical edition.
Traces of the Unusual
Though manuscripts have a strong tendency towards regularisation of forms, on occasion a manuscript tradition will defiantly preserve evidence of what is rare and unusual. A simple example of this is provided in the text of Aulus Gellius, the second-century CE scholar. At 13.14.1, Gellius quotes a definition of the pomerium, the legal boundary of the city of Rome (Marshall (1990) 396):
pomerium est locus intra agrum effatum per totius urbis circuitum pone muros regionibus certeis determinatus, qui facit finem urbani auspicii.
The pomerium is a place designated with fixed boundaries [certeis regionibus] within the countryside demarcated by the augurs [agrum effatum] through the circuit of the whole city behind the walls, which makes the boundary of the city’s auspices.
Here the manuscripts of Gellius offer various possibilities for certeis, “fixed, certain”, which in standard Classical Latin would regularly be written as certis. Some read certe is (O2N), some have certe his (O1Π), while another group (F2X2δ) reads certis, which would represent a normalising reading. However, the reading certeis appears to be found in the first hands of two manuscripts, F and X (F1X1), where later hands have, as we have seen, corrected to the more normal spelling certis. The reading certeis is of particular interest as it may reflect an older orthography, where long i is represented with ei (on this digraph, see Wallace, chapter 2 in this volume). Curiously, this kind of spelling is discussed by Gellius later on in connection with the orthographical views of Nigidius Figulus (Gel. 13.26.4), but is itself not greatly represented in the extant manuscripts of Gellius himself, in spite of Gellius’ own taste for various other kinds of archaising linguistic features. In the present case, the range of evidence points strongly to the older orthography certeis: as well as the reading certeis found in F1 and X1, the other readings certe is and certe his seem to be attempts to resolve the presence of certeis in the tradition by a scribe unfamiliar with this form. The weight of the different readings found here thus points to the validity of the reading certeis, and we have here perhaps (especially as Gellius’ tendency is not to use the ei form for long i elsewhere) a reflection of the historical form used in the document that was quoted by Gellius. This example thus both illustrates the tendency for scribes to normalise readings to something more familiar, either by updating spelling or by looking to “correct” difficulties, and shows how, on occasion, a manuscript tradition can still provide a witness to linguistic rarities which have somehow survived the uncertainty of the scribes involved in their transmission.
On occasion, manuscript evidence reflects the older history of the language even when the particular words are confused by scribes. Thus at Prop. 2.26.53–4, many manuscripts offer the following text:
crede mihi, nobis mitescet Scylla, nec umquam
   alternante uorans uasta Charybdis aqua.
Believe me, Scylla will grow gentle for us, and vast Charybdis never devouring as the tide changes.
Here, there is a significant problem, as the sense should be that both Scylla and Charybdis, fearful monsters that are associated with the travels of Odysseus in the Odyssey, will become gentle. The presence of nec umquam, literally “not ever”, is problematic, since the negative appears contradictory: the sense should be that Charybdis normally devours her victims, but in these circumstances will not do so. However, as was pointed out by Housman ((1888) 7, cf. (1893) 192, and also discussed by Heyworth (2007b) 228), the reading uorans is likely to have been derived from uocans, the reading which has now been found in the manuscript S. On the surface, uocans appears to be a meaningless reading, as it is not easy to understand how Charybdis might never be calling. However, Housman realised that uocans could in fact represent an older orthography of the word uacans, a word which was originally spelt as uocans: with uacans, the sense is then “and vast Charybdis, never free from the changing tide [will grow gentle for us]”. The corruption from uocans, which might have given no sense to a scribe who was unfamiliar with this orthography, to uorans is not a complicated one, as it involves a change of only one letter, c to r, letters which in many scripts might in any case look very similar to each other. Moreover, uocare and uacare occur as variant readings not infrequently in other texts as well: consider e.g. Gel. 13.13.4, where the Oxford Classical Text presents Gellius’ quotation from Varro (Antiquitates rerum humanarum bk 21 fr. 3) as follows (Marshall (1990) 396):
Qui potestatem neque uocationis populi uiritim habent neque prensionis, eos magistratus a priuato in ius quoque uocari est potestas.
There is also the possibility for those magistrates who have the power neither of summoning the people on an individual basis nor of holding anyone to be called to law by a private citizen.
Strikingly, in this passage, as well as the reading uocari (F2X2ΠNZ ), adopted in P.K. Marshall’s Oxford text, we also find the reading uacari (F1OX1Q). It is very hard to see how uacari might be satisfactorily construed here, not just because of the very difficult passive present infinitive, but also because there is no obvious sense even if we emend to uacare (construing in ius … uacare as “to be available for a law(suit)” runs aground on the instrumental ablative a priuato, which is then left hanging). Nevertheless, note that two of the manuscripts which offer the reading uacari, F1 and X1, are the same two manuscripts which offer the more historical reading certeis in the passage from Gellius we have looked at previously. Intriguingly, two manuscripts which were able to transmit a historically older reading of the adjective certeis appear to have erred here, possibly in some strange confusion of uocari and uacari based on a scribe’s garbled awareness of the older spelling.
It is useful to recognise as well that there are documented occasions where archaic spellings in manuscripts appear to be have been deliberately introduced at later stages in the transmission: a famous instance is the British Library manuscript Egerton 3027, used by Joseph Scaliger in his edition of Catullus, a fifteenth-century manuscript inscribed by the poet Pacificus Maximus Asculanus (Grafton (1983) 166–167). There is also an equivalent danger in looking to introduce archaic forms which may not be needed: thus at Catullus 55.22 dum uestri sim particeps amoris, “provided that I might share in your love”, Scaliger suggested that the variant reading nostri, “our”, in his manuscript was concealing the older form of uestri (“your”), uostri, but while this would of course be a simple corruption, it is also the case that confusion between Latin uester and noster is in any case extremely common (especially when the words are abbreviated, as noted by Housman, (1894) 253, citing an example at Catul. 71.3), so that nostri cannot with any certainty be said to be a corruption of uostri as opposed to uestri (Grafton (1983) 174–175).
Punctuation
“The punctuation of a classical text involves the imposition of modern conventions upon an alien environment” (Heyworth (2007a) liii). As with orthographical practice in modern editions of classical texts, so too is punctuation an issue where it is salutary to remind ourselves that the printed texts used as regular points of reference today are punctuated with a view to modern readers and their experience of punctuation in their own native languages: indeed Heyworth goes on to explain that his Oxford text of Propertius will be punctuated “in the style that is most familiar to me as a writer of English” (liv). It is perhaps useful at this point to say a little about the conventions of punctuation which developed over the history of the transmission of Latin texts.
During antiquity various practices in the marking of texts can be observed, so that it is difficult to speak in overall terms of Latin punctuation as if it can be understood in monolithic terms. Nevertheless, some major features can be mentioned, such as the use of interpunction (the insertion of a point between words; see further Wallace, chapter 2 in this volume), which can be seen not only in surviving Latin papyri from antiquity but also in inscriptions (though it is worth noting that the practice of interpunction appears to have gone into decline from the second century CE onwards; see further Anderson, Parsons and Nisbet (1979) 131–132). But there is also a range of ancient evidence for other kinds of marking (and uses of space) of Latin texts, which have more in common with modern punctuation as a means of marking different kinds of pause, typically at the ends of grammatical constituents. These marking practices can be linked to ancient treatments of pauses, such as the discussion of how to read the opening lines of the Aeneid offered by Quintilian, who considers where one might use distinctio (“separation”), a pause which might be followed by a new thread in the sense, and two kinds of lesser pause (Inst. 11.3.35–8; see further Habinek (1985) 42–88).
If we turn to the presentation of punctuation in manuscripts, a complex picture emerges, with considerable variation occurring over time. The demise of interpunction within antiquity, even in long texts written in capital scripts, can be seen as heralding the more widespread problem for readers of manuscripts who may not be sure of where to apply word-divisions. Some of the late antique evidence for the text of Virgil includes early attempts at providing punctuation: thus the Medicean manuscript of Virgil (M), written in rustic capitals dating from the fifth century, uses dots for punctuation in three positions after words, high, low and medium, with the high dot corresponding to the strongest pause, Quintilian’s distinctio, and the other two dots denoting lesser pauses (see further Habinek (1985) 81–87 on punctuation in this and other late antique manuscripts). But significant too is the fact that the manuscript indicates that the text was pointed by Turcius Rufus Apronianus Asterius, consul of 494 CE, since that would imply that the manuscript in its original form did not have any marks of pointing. What follows in later periods, however, is a much more varied picture, with a wider range of marking practice (including no marks at all), as well as developments such as the appearance of the earliest forerunners of the modern question mark (Bischoff (1990) 169–173). More modern punctuation of Latin texts would evolve as a result of developments during the Renaissance, including the arrival of printing itself, which was a strong force in the direction of greater standardisation. Before leaving punctuation, a word is in order about one area of modern punctuation which is perhaps most removed from ancient practice, namely parenthesis, where there is no marked equivalent to the modern use of brackets until around 1400 (Parkes (1993) 48–49). The significance of this for the study of the Latin language is that readers were clearly able to cope with quite elaborate parenthetical structures which did not need to be physically marked as such, such as Catullus 65, where the entire poem is effectively one long sentence, beginning with a concessive clause (lines 1–4) marked with etsi (“although”), in which the poet explains his personal difficulties, followed by an explanatory parenthesis (lines 5–14), marked off with dashes in the Oxford Classical Text (Mynors (1958) 74–75), in which the poet talks of the loss of his brother, followed finally by the main clause of the sentence which answers the earlier etsi with tamen (“all the same”, “however”), as the poet explains that he will nevertheless provide the poem’s addressee with a translation from the Greek poet Callimachus in order to meet a promise that he has made (lines 15–24). The presence of a parenthesis of ten lines in length in the middle of a single sentence of twenty-four lines which comprises the entire poem is a powerful reminder of the powers of memory one might associate with ancient readers, not merely in terms of their ability to recall texts which had been studied before, but also in understanding the complex syntax with which they could on occasion be presented.
Conclusion
Latin texts transmitted in manuscript form are of course crucial evidence for the understanding of the Latin language. At the same time, it is, however, essential to recognise that manuscripts exhibit their own conventions, which can reflect both the era of their production, and more long-standing tendencies to standardise the Latin language. So too the modern critical editions which furnish our evidence for the history of Latin in literary texts themselves engage in processes of standardisation in areas such as punctuation and orthography. The processes of transmitting and editing Latin texts, even in manuscript, help to define the boundaries of our understanding of the Latin language, but it is also the case that such texts themselves form a major part of our evidence for Latin. It is perhaps useful to conclude with an example which shows on a wider level the extent to which conceptions of the nature of Latin usage in effect become almost ideological, determining our sense of what individual readings within texts might or might not have been.
An issue which arises not infrequently in textual scholarship concerns arguments about the boundaries of acceptable Latin. Naturally, appeal can be made to parallel illustrations of usage and meaning, but on occasion wider debates about the stylistic features of given authors have created problems for editors. The Siluae of Statius, for instance, where our knowledge of all the poems found in the five books bar one (Silv. 2.7, first attested in a ninth-century florilegium) depends upon a fifteenth-century manuscript, M, which was copied in 1417 or 1418 for Poggio Braciolini during a visit he had made to the Council of Constance. This manuscript, which Poggio himself described as having been written for him by a scribe who was “the most ignorant of all living persons (one has to proceed by divination, not by reading)”, has occasioned a wide spectrum of responses from textual scholars. Undoubtedly, there are on occasion some serious problems, such as gaps in the text and there are even instances where meaningless words are found, such as rotagae at the end of the line at Silv. 5.1.82. Considered more broadly, scholars have either been reluctant to emend the Siluae or have been ready to propose numerous conjectures. Much of the debate in particular instances has depended on views as to Statius’ style and whether or not he has pushed the language to the limits. To give one example, at Silv. 5.5.33–34, Statius speaks of his grief at the loss of a child, and his need to take recourse to his poetry. The transmitted text in the manuscript M of these lines (barring the fairly minor Renaissance correction of M’s error incomite to incompte) is as follows:
                  iuuat heu, iuuat inlaudabile carmen
fundere et incompte miserum laudare dolorem.
It helps, alas, it helps to pour out a song that is not to be praised, and to praise a wretched grief in disarray.
Here, there have been attempts to defend the phrase laudare dolorem: the German scholar Vollmer, for example, attempted to argue that the song of praise for Statius’ grief for his child is put together poorly, and that the song is hence described as inlaudabile, “not to be praised” in the previous line (Vollmer (1898) 550–551). Before Vollmer, Gronovius had attempted to connect the transmitted laudare with the practice of the laudatio funebris, the Roman funeral oration. While in Latin it is possible for laudo to be used in such as a way as to refer to a funeral oration of praise (compare e.g. Pliny, Ep. 2.1.6 laudatus est a consule Cornelio Tacito, “he was praised [in a funeral oration] by the consul Cornelius Tacitus”), it is harder to see how laudare with dolorem as the object could possibly convey this sense, as Markland observed in the eighteenth century (Markland (1827 [1728]) 406). Subsequent editors of this passage have tended to adopt scholarly conjectures, such as Markland’s own suggestion of nudare (which gives the sense “to lay bare his grief”), on the basis that laudare might have intruded into the text because of the nearby presence of inlaudabile (a very frequent type of phenomenon), although a few have retained the transmitted text laudare.
The significance of examples such as this for the student of language is that our conceptions of the boundaries of Latinity shape the way in which we can view the manuscript evidence that we have for the Latin language. If we think that Statius is a poet who pushes the Latin language to the limits, then we might be inclined to follow Vollmer and consider laudare dolorem as a paradoxical formation that conveys the idea of praising in the midst of grief. On the other hand, if we have a sceptical attitude to difficult phrases like this, we might be inclined to reach for the conjectures of later scholars. The evidence of texts transmitted in manuscript is thus at times conditional in character, and dependent on our existing understandings and views of what the Latin language actually is. Whereas an inscription on stone from antiquity might be felt to give a record of Latin usage at a given moment, the evidence of a text found in manuscript must always be seen as mediated and potentially affected by the processes of transmission.
FURTHER READING
Reynolds and Wilson (1991) is an invaluable general account of textual transmissions in both Latin and Greek, while for more detail on specific Latin textual traditions, see Reynolds (1983). Critical editions of Latin authors published in series such as the Oxford Classical Texts and the Bibliotheca Teubneriana are essential sources for detailed information on the readings provided by manuscripts. On palaeography, Bischoff (1990) gives a useful introduction to Latin palaeography; Thompson (2008), a revision of the original 1912 edition, is a much older work, but offers an extremely extensive collection of photographic examples of ancient and medieval scripts. For a complete facsimile of the Oxford manuscript of Catullus discussed in this chapter, see Mynors (1966).
   Useful treatments of orthographic practice and punctuation in Latin are somewhat scattered. The following discussions are, however, indicative of the kinds of work that have been undertaken in this area: Goold (1965), especially 9–18 on orthography and punctuation, Housman (1910), on the forms of Greek names in Latin poetry, Kenney (1986), Parkes (1993) and Tarrant (1998). On textual criticism in general, see Kenney (1974); on Latin textual criticism in antiquity (including Servius), see Zetzel (1981). For an outstanding recent work of textual scholarship, see Heyworth (2007b), a full-length treatment of textual issues to accompany Heyworth’s Oxford Classical Text (2007a) of Propertius.
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Ceterum, dum ea res geritur, L. Sulla quaestor cum magno equitatu in castra uenit, quos uti ex
Latio et a sociis cogeret, Romae relictus erat.

2. Sed quoniam nos tanti uiri res admonuit, idoneum uisum est de natura cultuque eius
paucs dicere.

3. Neque enim alio loco de Sullae rebus dicturi sumus et L. Sisenna, optime et
diligentissime omnium, qui eas res dixere, persecutus, parum mihi libero ore
locutus uidetur

4. Igitur Sulla gentis patriciae nobilis fuit, familia prope iam extincta maiorum ignauia, literis
Graecis atque Latinis iuxta atque doctissime eruditus, ...
Atque il felicissimo omnium ante ciuilem uictoriam numquam super industriam fortuna fut,
multique dubitauere, fortior an felicior esset.
5. Nam postea quae fecerit, incertum habeo pudeat an pigeat magis disserere.

Igitur Sulla, uti supra dictum est, postquam in Africam atque in castra Mari cum equitatu uenit ...

But during these events [ie. the aftack on the fortress] the quaestor L. Sulla arrived in camp with
a large force of cavalry, which he had mustered from Latium and the allies, having been left in
Rome for that purpose.

2. But since the event has brought that great man to our attention, it seems fitting to say a
few words about his life and character;

3. for we shall not speak elsewhere of Sulla's afairs, and Lucius Sisenna, whose
account of him is altogether the best and most careful, has not, in my opinion, spo-
ken with sufficient frankness.

4. Sulla, then, was a noble of patrician descent, of a family almost reduced to obscurity through
the degeneracy of his ancestors. He was well versed in Greek and Roman letters ...
And, before his victory in the civil war the most fortunate of all men, his fortune was never
greater than his deserts, and many have hesitated to say whether his bravery or his good luck
was greater.
5. Foras to what he did later, | know not f one should speak of it rather with shame or
with sorrow,

Now Sulla, as | have already said, after he came with his cavalry to Africa and the camp of
Marius, soon became ...
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Postque . tuum . reditum . multorum . templa . deorum
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My life will then be sweet for me, Cacsar, when you become the greatest chapter of Roman
history; and when, after your return, I will read about the temples of many gods adorned
and enriched with your trophies.
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