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A H. Gardiner: The Relat. Form in Egypt. in the light of Comparat. Syntax.
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THE RELATIVE FORM
IN EGYPTIAN IN THE LIGHT
OF COMPARATIVE SYNTAX.

By
ALAN H. GARDINER.

Among the forms of the Egyptian verb there is one which
has no parallel in any of the languages with which the writer
chances to be acquainted; it is known as the Relative Form,
and its function is to express the meaning of an English Rela-
tive or Adjective Clause. The superficial appearance of the form
in question can be best exhibited to the student without know-
ledge of Egyptian by combining the Latin terminations -um
(for masc. or neut.) and -am (for fem.) with an English verb such
as “send”; thus, the Egyptian bw hibw 1) s§ si-f r -f, meaning
“the place to which the scribe sends his son”, may be schema-
tically represented in English by ‘“place sendum scribe son (of)
him to it”; the Egyptian s$ hsbw-tn1) s3-f r bw pn, meaning “the
scribe whose son you send to this place”, may be similarly
represented by ‘‘scribe sendum you son (of) him to this place”;
and lastly, the Egyptian hmt hibtl) ss r bw pn, meaning ‘“the
woman whom the scribe sends to this place” may be symbolized

1) The verb-stem meaning “send” is hsb and the terminations -w
and -t are the masc. and fem. endings respectively. No definite case
is implied by these endings, and, insofar, the Latin equivalents by
which we have symbolized them express too much.
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by ‘“woman sendam scribe to this place”. Comparing these
three examples it will be seen that the English Relative Pronoun
must be represented in the body of the Relative Clause by
a Personal Pronoun (“it” and “him” in the first two cases),
except when, as in the third example, the Relative Pronoun
would be the Direct Object of the verb of the Relative Clause,
in which case it is omitted as unessential. The Egyptian Relative
Form can be described, in few words, as a form identical in
appearance and construction with the ordinary finite verb-form,
except that it has a termination indicating gender, by which
it is made to agree with an antecedent, whether expressed or
merely implied.

The existence and general behaviour of this remarkable
verb-form were discovered long ago by Professor Erman, but,
until quite recently, neither he nor Professor Sethe, the author
of that masterpiece of Egyptian philological research entitled
Das Aegyptische Verbum (Leipzig 1899), were able to give any
plausible account of its origin. The too simple -view that it was
derived directly from the ordinary finite verb-forms by the mere
intercalation of a gender-ending between its participial base and
the following noun or pronoun1) is, of course, put out of court
by the fact that no similar proceeding can be traced in other
languages. It may be taken as axiomatic that, whenever a parti-
cular language develops a verb-form not found elsewhere, at
feast the tendencies inducing its development may be illustrated
Irom other languages. Some years ago the present writer
made the suggestion that the Relative Form originated in the
Passive Participle, and in a recent article2) he has set forth the
principal grounds for this theory, showing by their help that

1) In point of fact, it has only comparatively recently become
known that the so-called $dm.f Form originated in the combination
of the pronoun with a precedmg Participle, this equivalent of English
“he hears” receiving prressmn in Egyptian in the guise of “hearing-
(is)-he’.

?) Revue Egyptologique, Nouv. Sér. Vol. 2, pp. 42—55.
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the apparently unique phenomenon found in Egyptian is no
more than a natural extension of syntactic usages familiar to all
students of the Indo-Germanic tongues.

As so often in grammatical discussions, we find ourselves
here seriously handicapped by the lack of an accurate and
unequivocal terminology; and perhaps the principal aim of the
present article contributed to a Journal designed to cover the whole
field of linguistics is to propose to grammarians a pair of terms
which, it is believed, will prove of no little utility. The terms for
which accurate substitutes are required are ““Subject” and “Object”
as employed in “Subjective and Objective Genitive”. It is clear
that in “‘Subjective and Objective Genitive” there are expressed
two distinct semantic relations of nouns towards a verb-meaning
as actively conceived: the Subject in Subjective Genitive, e. g.
“mother’s” in a “mother’s love”, signifies the source away from
which the action proceeds, whereas in the Objective Genitival
relation exemplified in “love of country”, the Object “country”
expresses that fowards which the action proceeds. In exactly
the same sense “Caesar” is Subject and ‘‘the Rubicon” Object
in both (1) “Caesar crossed the Rubicon” and (2) “The Rubicon
was crossed by Caesar”’, the terms Subject and Object expres-
sing in each case a definite relation to the active notion of
“crossing”. In sentences containing an Active Transitive Verb
the Semantic Subject (“‘Caesar”’) coincides with the Grammatical
Subject, and the Semantic Object (e. g. ‘‘Rubicon”) with
the Grammatical Object. In the Passives, on the contrary,
a distinction between the grammatical and semantic terms
emerges, the Semantic Object (“Rubicon”) becoming Gram-
matical Subject, and the Semantic Subject (‘“Caesar”) either not
being indicated at all, or else being expressed as an agent (“by
Caesar”) i. e. in a form which, as we shall see immediately, can
only be described as that of an Indirect Semantic Object. Since
we define Semantic Object as that fowards which the verbal
meaning proceeds, itis evident that the scope of the term cannot
be restricted to the examples which are expressed grammatically

I‘
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by an Accusative of the Object; the semantic relation thereby
indicated is a wide and general one, and among the chief ad-
vantages to be gained from such a term is its broad interlingual
character, since we shall use it equally of “me” in ‘“he obeyed
me” and of the dative mihi in the Latin equivalent paruit mihi.
Further, we shall give the name Semantic Object to the comple-
ment of the verb “to be”, which in the Indo-European languages
follows the case of the Semantic Subject (Balbus fuit artifex,
dico eum poetam esse), though the Arabic verb kina ““be”, quite
rightly from the semantic point of view, takes the Accusative.
But obviously we cannot stop here. Every qualification of
a verb-meaning as actively conceived must, in so far as it con-
sists of a noun or a pronoun, be described as a Semantic
Obiject; thus, in “he found a thief in the pantry at dead of
night with a silver goblet in his hand” there are no less than
five Semantic Objects (‘‘thief”’, “‘pantry”, “dead of night”, “silver
goblet”, “hand”) of varying degrees of directness, since all the
nouns in the sentence quoted represent substantival meanings
towards which the active notion of “finding” proceeds, or, at the
very least, away from which that active notion does not proceed.
Among these Semantic Objects we shall describe as Direct
Semantic Object any noun or pronoun which in any given
language is expressed by an Objective Accusative or, as in
paruit mihi, by some other objective case, or alternatively, when
the verb is passive, is expressed by the Nominative. Indirect
Semantic Objects involve, as a rule, the use of Prepositions,
these being required to give a definite clue to the exact nature
of their relation to the verb-meaning.

It is not, of course, claimed that the terms Semantic Sub-
ject, Direct Semantic Object and Indirect Semantic Object in-
corporate any really new linguistic concepts. Such is not the
case; but we suggest that the terms proposed, particularly if
they should be abbreviated as Subject®* and Object®, in contras
distinction to Subject* and Object* (Grammatical Subject and
Object), will introduce a new precision into our terminology,
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while permitting us to remain within hailing distance of the
old equivocal terms. Thus “Objective Genitive” can be retained,
particularly if we write “Objective*” with the index letter. 1)

For what is here called Semantic Subject or Subject® the
term ‘““Logical Subject” has often been employed; but this ex-
pression is a thoroughly bad one, since the Subject of a Passive
Verb (Object®) may very well be Subject of a logical proposition,
and since the correlative term “Logical Object” is clearly illicit.2)
Brockelmann uses Urheber der Handlung in the sense attributed
by us to Subject® — a clumsy phrase. “Agent” and ‘“Patient” are
obviously too anthropomorphic in their colouring, besides which
the term “Agent” has already a definite technical grammatical
employment.

Before leaving this terminological discussion we may allude
to the interesting fact, unknown to the writer when the new
semantic terms first suggested themselves to him, that the
Arab grammarians were in possession of an almost exactly
corresponding series. For them the Semantic Subject was called
el-failu ‘‘the doer” while the Semantic Object was termed el-
maf-alu bihi ‘“‘that-done-with-it” i. e. “‘that wherewith the action
is done”. The maf‘ilun bihi, when an Accusative, is described
as sarthun or “pure” (our “Direct Semantic Object”), but when
consisting of a Preposition and its case (our “Indirect Semantic

1) I desire to call special attention to the advantages of this
method of coining new technical terms. The proper linguistic method
of defining the meaning of an equivocal noun is to qualify it by an
adjective removing the ambiguity. The sole disadvantage of this method
is that the fermini technici which it produces are apt to be cumbersome;
but this disadvantage can be overcome by representing the Adjective
by an index letter, as done here. Those who feel the need of precision
may thereby obtain it in the briefest possible form, while those who
are content with the old slipshod terminology have merely to ignore
the index letter. The only conceivable objection to my proposal is of
an aesthetic order, but, as an eminent French grammarian once re-
marked in a similar connection "nous ne faisons pas de lesthétique’.

?) Wundt (Die Sprache, 11, p. 267) has voiced very similar objections.
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Object”) is named ghairu sarthin or “impure”. Lastly the
maf-alun bihi or Object’, when used as Grammatical Subject
of a passive, is said by the Arabs to be kaimun makam al-fa‘ili
“standing in the place of the doer”.1) It is no slight testimony
to the utility of the semantic terms here proposed that the
grammarians of Arabic have found themselves under the neces-
sity of inventing a practically identical series.2) .
We must now return to the problem of the Egyptian
Relative Form. For reasons of simplicity the fact that there are
two distinct Relative Forms, Perfect and Imperfect (in the
Semitic sense) respectively, has thus far been passed in silence.
In discussing the question of origin it will be well to confine
ourselves to the Imperfect Relative Form (paradigm sdmw-f
“whom he hears”). It had long been known that a noun or
suffix-pronoun could be appended directly to the Imperfect
Passive Participle to express its Subject®; examples, mrrw nb. f
‘“(one) loved (of?) his lord”, hmt mrrt.-f ““a woman beloved (of ?)
him”. But mrrw nb.f and hmt mrrt. f can equally well be ana-
lysed as containing the masc. and fem. Imperfect Relative Forms
respectively, in which case they would be translated ‘“‘(one)
whom his lord loves” and “a woman whom he loves”. Now

1) See Wright, Arabic Grammar?, 11, p. 269.

?) In order to forestall doubts, it will be well to mention a few cases
where the distinction between Subject®* and Object* might seem imperilled.
In “he came from Rome" the movement of coming is physically away
from Rome, and so “Rome” might be claimed as Subject* and not as
Objects. But in our semantic term the from-ward movement meant is not
spatial but interverbal, and Rome is therefore not Subjects, but Object®.
The Agential Object* (“by Caesar”), had it occurred in Arabic, would
doubtless have been described as “standing in the place of the maf al bihi",
and owes its peculiarity to the strange bifrontal relation which extends to
all the syntax connected with the passive. A peculiar ambiguity arises in
connection with verbs expressing what the modern logicians term a one-one
relation, verbs such as “meet” and “marry”. Here Subject® and Direct Objects
are interchangeable; e. g. “I met or married her” implies not only that “she
met or married me'', but that “we both met or married” and “were met or
married”. For other examples, see Jespersen, Sprogets Logik pp. 79—80,
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these translations convey exactly the same sense as the trans-
lations which were given when mrrw and mrrt were regarded
as Imperfect Passive Participles. Here, then, we have phrases
which our grammars analyse under two separate rubrics, although
under each rubric both the form is the same and the sense is the
same. Clearly there must have been some defect in our gram-
matical analysis, and judging from these simple cases alone we
should be entitled to say that the supposed Relative Form is no-
thing more than a Passive Participle followed by a Semantic Subject.

Thus far all is plain sailing. Difficulties begin when we
encounter more complex phrases like those quoted at the begin-
ning of the article. On first thoughts it seems a tall order to admit
the possibility of rendering bw hibw s5 si.f r-f literally as “the
place being-sent the scribe his son to it”, though we can well
see that such an accumulation of nouns and other adjuncts
after an Imperfect Passive Participle, if at all permissible, might
produce the sense of the English Relative Clause “‘the place
to which the scribe sends his son”. A severely logical stand-
point must, of course, condemn the use of the Passive Participle
in such a case, for clearly ‘‘the place” is not ‘“sent” but only
“sent to”’. The English analogy which we have thus instinctively
quoted proves that, linguistically, the loose employment of the
Passive Participle exemplified in hsbw ‘‘sent (to)” is completely
justified. In English we can say that a thing is “laughed at”
or “talked about” or ‘“heard of”’ or “done away with”, though
the thing is neither “laughed” nor ‘“talked” nor ‘“heard”.nor
yet, in the sense we are considering, “done”. To formulate the
linguistic fact correctly, we may say that, though the primary
purpose of a passive participle is to qualify the noun by an
epithet expressing a verbal action exerted directly upon it,
secondarily such a participle may express a verbal action only
indirectly exerted upon its noun.!) But in the latter case some

1) Hence in Egyptian, as in English, Passive Participles may quite
casily be derived from Intransitive Verbs. There is no difficulty about
saying, for example, prrw h:;w hr shr.f, literally “one entered and
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adjunct like a preposition must be added to define the exact
nature of the indirect action of the verb upon the qualified
noun; and Egyptian, as we see, differs from English in the fact
that a preposition alone will not suffice, a resumptive pronoun
having to be employed in nearly all cases; whereas English
can say ‘“‘the place sent to”, “the thing laughed at”, “the plan
trifled with”, Egyptian is obliged to say ‘“‘the place sent to it”,
“the thing laughed at it” “the plan trifled with it”.2)

At this point we can see already how well the omission
of the resumptive pronoun after the Egyptian Relative Form
when it would represent the Direct Object (“whom”, “‘which”)
of the verb of the Relative Clause (above p. 2) accords with
the postulated origin of the Relative Form in a Passive Parti-
ciple. In such a case the Passive Participle applies fairly and
and squarely to the qualified noun or antecedent, and the use
of the resumptive pronoun is as impossible in Egyptian as it is
impossible, in English, to say ‘““the woman sent her” when we
mean ‘‘the woman (who was) sent”. With any other explanation
of the Egyptian Relative Form, we should be hard put to it to
account for the omission of the resumptive pronoun in the
particular case above envisaged, and in that case alone.

Thus, so far as the relation of the verb to the antecedent
is concerned, there is no difficulty in the identification of the
Relative Form with the Passive Participle; whatever difficulties
there may be lie in the accumulation of nominal adjuncts as

L .
gone out under his advice”, for ‘“one by whose advice people come

in and go out”. Only in the case of Adjective Verbs like nfr “‘be good”
is it hard to conceive any morphological distinction of active and
passive, though it is quite possible to say ht nbt nfrt im “all things
wherewith one is happy”, lit. “all things good therewith”. It must be
remembered that in Egyptian real morphological distinctions are often
disguised through the absence of vowels in the writing.

) Only in rare instances can Egyptian dispensc with the resump-
tive pronoun, particularly after nouns expressing time. With such nouns,
e. 8. hrw “day”, one may replace im.f “in it" by im “therein” the cor-
responding independent (or adverbial) form of the preposition m.
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seen in the three examples quoted on the first page of this article.
The Direct Semantic Object (when this differs from the Ante-
cedent) will give us but little trouble. Sethe pointed out long
ago that the Passive Participle may take after it such a noun,
and quoted as examples such phrases as rdy n-f nb “(one) given
to him gold” for ‘“one to whom gold is given”, swsw iry n.f
mitt “‘a poor man done to him the like” for ‘‘a poor man for
whom the like is done”. As we shall see immediately, Sethe,
athough correctly interpreting the meaning of such phrases, has
gone astray in explaining them, since he compares them with
the Arabic construction er-ragulu el-maktilu abu-hu, literally,
“the man the killed his father” i. e. ‘‘the man whose father was
killed”, where abu-hu is Nominative. In opposition to this view,
Indo-European scholars will at once recognize in the Egyptian
constructions quoted the counterpart of the English, Latin and
Greek Retained Accusative, e. g. “‘the boy found fault with”,
perculsi pectora Poeni, ol émurerouppévor ™yv doypiv, where the
Passive Participle, quite correctly from the semantic point of
view, retains the Semantic Object in the Accusative case. Indeed
the two Egyptian examples above quoted may at once by trans-
lated along these lines — “one given gold to”, “a poor man
done the like to”; note the already discussed omission of the
resumptive pronoun after the Preposition in the English as
contrasted with the Egyptian.1)

But if Indo-European scholars could hardly. fail to claim
the phrases quoted as examples of the retained Accusative,

1) There is no more characteristic difference between the Indo-
European and the Hamito-Semitic languages than their divergent
behaviour in respect of the Relative words. Egyptian and Semitic
possess no fully developed Relative Pronouns, nty in Egyptian and
‘asher in Hebrew being little more than connecting links. On the other
hand Egyptian and Semitic are very rigorous in their expression of
the Resumptive Pronoun, which, as we have seen, is regularly omitted
in Indo-European; if the two families had behaved alike in this latter
respect, we might have found in Latin perculsi pectora sua and in Greek
oi émreTQUupEvol avrois.
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Semitic scholars might retaliate by pointing, as Sethe does, to the
Arabic er-ragulu el-maktiilu abu-hu, where the Direct Semantic
Object abu-hu is in the Nominative, and hence must be regarded
as the Grammatical Subject of "being killed” implied in the
Passive Participle maktiilu "killed”. A little reflexion will con-
vince anyone that the Arabic construction is wholly illogical,
and hence not unlikely to be exceptional. The Voice of a Parti-
ciple clearly expresses the nature of the relation borne by the
verb-meaning to the noun qualified by it, and not its relation
to any’ other noun. Therefore the passivity of the participle
maktilu should apply solely to ‘““the man”, he being indirectly
“killed” in the person of his father. It follows that Arabic is
here exceeding its legitimate powers, since it employs the pas-
sivity of the Passive Participle twice over, once in relation to the
antecedent ‘‘the man”, and once in relation to its Direct
Semantic Object “‘his father”, which, instead of appearing gram-
matically as a Retained Accusative, is put into the Nominative
as Grammatical Subject of the Passive idea inherent in maktiilu.
For this double employment of the passive meaning there can
surely have been no other reason than a false analogy with the
finite kutila abu-hu “his father is killed”.

A false analogy that has been operative in one language,
may, it is true, also have been operative in another, so that it
would not be right to rule out Sethe’s comparison with the
Arabic a priori. Fortunately there is a piece of direct evidence
which turns the balance decisively in favour of the Indo-Euro-
pean analogy. When the Direct Semantic Object after the Pas-
sive Participle is a pronoun, it is in Egyptian expressed by one
of the Dependent Pronouns (the series wi, tw, sw) and not by
one of the Suffixes (the series .f, -k, -f). Sethe quotes in the
Verbum such examples as ir-n.i hsbt wi r-s “‘I did that for which
I was sent”, lit. “(that) sent me for it”, but without offering any
explanation. Since it is quite impossible to use the Dependent
Pronouns after the Passive Participle when the Pronoun has
to express the Semantic Subject — one would never, for example,
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find mrrw wi for ‘““(one) being loved by me”, this always
appearing as mrrw-i with a Suffix — it is evident that the dis-
crimination of Suffix for Subject®* and Dependent Pronoun for
Object® can be no mere coincidence, and we must conclude that
Grammar is here acting as the obedient handmaid of Semantics,
as by rights it always should. This conclusion is turned into
a certainty by the fact, familiar to the merest tiro of hiero-
glyphics, that throughout the Active Suffix Conjugation the Suf-
fixes are invariably employed as Subject® of the verb, and the
Dependent Pronouns as Object’. Thus the active finite verb and
the Passive Participle agree as regards the syntax of Object’
or, in other words, the Direct Semantic Object after the Egyptian
Passive Participle is a Retained Accusative.1)

The Semantic Subject after Passive Participles requires
further consideration. No problem arises in the case of mrrw
nb.f "one loved (of?) his master”, since here nb.f, expressing
Subject®, can be legitimately taken as a Genitive, a construction
for which “loved of him”, ““aimé dg lui”, present good modern
analogies, while Egyptian itself provides support in the alter-
native employment of the Genitival Adjective ni, as for example
in mry ni nb-f, lit., “(one) having-been-loved belonging-to his
lord” for “one loved of his lord”. A problem does arise, how-
ever, as soon as the Relative Form (our hypothetical Passive
Participle) is separated from its Subject® by some further element,
as in ddt n-f nb-f “‘that which his master says to him”, literally,
on our theory, “(that) being-said to him his master”. The dif-
ficulty here is due to the fact that the Egyptian Direct, or

1) This conclusion is not invalidated by the fact that in rare
examples like bw pn iny-k im “this place brought thou (not “thee™)
from it", the Suffix is employed in place of the Dependent Pronoun.
I can see in such instances no more than a weakening of usage, whereby
a distinction generally observed is exceptionally obliterated. Similarly,
after ntt “that” the Suffixes of 2nd. and 3rd. pers. occasionally replace
the Dependent Pronouns as Subjects before Adverbial Predicate, but
that fact could not be used to invalidate whatever reasons dictated
the preference for the Dependent Pronouns.in this particular position.



12 Alan I. Gardiner:

Asyndetic, Genitive does not admit of interruptions of this
kind; the Genitive must follow immediately the word that
governs it. For this reason it seems necessary to assume that
in such cases Subject® is no longer a Genitive, but is what can
be described grammatically only as a Retained Nominative.
Indo-European analogies fail us at this point; English is unable
to say “the boy spoken the father to” in the sense of “the boy
to whom the father speaks”. The construction with Retained
Accusative already studied forces us, notwithstanding, to admit
that such a construction would be perfectly logical; if we may
say “the boy caught sight of’ with retention of the Accusative
(Object*), why should it be impossible to say ‘“‘the boy spoken
the father to” with retention of the Nominative (Subject*)?
Happily we are not reduced to reliance upon a mere
logical argument such as the above. Though no other example of
Retained Nominative (Subject®) after Passive Participles appears
to be forthcoming, apart from that afforded, upon our hypo-
thesis, by the so-called Relative Form, nevertheless good in-
stances of the Retained Nominative exist elsewhere. The treat-
ment of the nominal adjuncts of the Infinitive in Arabic is highly
instructive. Here Subject® and Object*, when only one of the
two is expressed, are alike usually indicated by the Genitive,
e. g. katlu Zaidin “‘the killing of Zaid”, which phrase may mean
either the killing performed upon Zaid, or else the killing done
by Zaid. When, however, both occur together, three alternatives
are possible1): (a) Subject* may follow the Infinitive immedia-
tely in the Genitive, Object® then being added in the Accusative,
e. g. bakian lidarbi 'lmuwaddibi (Gen.) iyyahu (Acc.) “crying be-
cause of the tutor’s (Gen.) beating him (Acc.); (b) Object® may
follow the Infinitive immediately in the Genitive, Subject* being
added in the Nominative, e.g. ‘“he gave orders to the entire people
min mukhatabati hi (Gen.) ahadun (Nom.) bisayyidini against
anyone's (Nom.) addressing him (Gen.) by the title of ‘our

1) Wright, op. cit. 1I, pp. 58-9.
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Lord’”; (c) the Subject’ may be put in the Nominative and the
Object in the Accusative, e. g. “agibtu min darbin Zaidun (Nom.)
‘Amran (Acc.) “‘l wonder at Zaid's (Nom.) beating Amr (Acc.)”.

From (b) and (¢) we learn that the Retained Nominative
is no mere creature of our imagination, but does exist in actual
fact. The Arabic parallel is further important because it shows
that the accepted interpretation of nb.f “his lord” as Direct
Genitive in mrrw nb-f “beloved of his lord” does not exclude
the possibility of the same words being a virtual Nominative
when the construction includes a Direct Object® distinct from
the antecedent, e. g. mrrw nb-f bit-f “one whose character his
lord loves”, lit. “‘(one) being-loved his lord his character”, mrrt
sw nb-f hr-s ‘“‘that on account of which his lord loves him”,
lit. “(that) being-loved him his lord on account of it”. In the
first of the two examples there is room for doubt whether nb-f
should be taken as a Genitive (Arabic alternative a) or whether
it should be taken as a Nominative (Arabic alternative ¢); in
the second example there is no room for doubt, the separation
of Subject® from the associated verb-form proving that it cannot
be construed as a Genitive, there thus apparently only remain-
ing the possibility of its being a Nominative (Arabic case b).1)

We have now accounted for all the separate elements that
occur in the fully-developed Clause employing the Egyptian
Relative Form, and have shown that the syntactic treatment of
the verb-form in relation to its antecendent, and the expression
of Subject® and Object® in relation to the verb-form, as well
as the presence or absence of the resumptive pronoun, all agree
with the hypothesis that the Relative Form is nothing more,

1) Egyptian differs from Arabic, however, in the fact that Object®,
(which, when Subject® is also expressed, can be placed immediately after
the Infinitive only if it is a pronoun) is not turned into a Genitive; we have
seen above (p. 10) that Egyptian adheres as regards Object® strictly to the
model of Retained Accusative. It will be seen that I have make bold
to describe a noun that has no case-ending as a Nominative. The whole
question of latent case-feeling deserves a minute and extensive investigation.
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at bottom, than the Passive Participle as used in some rather
complex syntactic relations. We have seen that among these
relations English provides analogies for the presence of Sub-
ject* alone (“loved of him”), of Object' when not accompanied
by Subject’ (“found fault with”), no less than for the stretching
of the meaning of the Passive Participle (‘“spoken to”, “found
fault with”). Egyptian goes one step further by permitting Sub-
ject* and Object® to occur together after the Passive Participle,
as though one should say in English “‘the boy found his master
fault with”. This explanation fully disposes, as we believe,. of
all the mystery attaching to the Egyptian Relative Form. If we
retain the name Relative Form, instead of classifying the syntactic
facts hitherto grouped around it under the heading of the Passive
Participles, we do so mainly for reasons of practical convenience.1)
We shall draw the line of demarcation at the point where any
further adjunct besides Subject® is added to a Passive Participle,
and our definition, accordingly, will run: ‘“The Egyptian Rela-
tive Form is a Passive Participle to which a Semantic Subject has
been added, and which, in addition to this, has some further adjunct
giving to the whole complex the appearance of a Relative Clause".
In this over-lengthy article it has been impossible to deal
with the Past Relative Form, Sc_lm (w)-n-f, which Sethe has
recently brilliantly explained as consisting of a Passive Parti-
ciple followed by an agential Dative; for the corresponding
Finite sdm-.n.f compare meditata mihi sunt omnia incommoda,
Those who care to follow up this aspect of the question may be
referred to Sethe’s article in the Zeitschrift fiir 4gyptische Sprache, 2)
and also to the essay by the present writer already quoted.

1) This applies only to the Imperfect Relative Form, since with
the Past Relative Form the separation of the datival preposition n “to”
(see below) from its noun in particular cases definitely marks off that
form as distinct from a mere Passive Participle with following dative.
In this article I have made no allusion to a new kind of Relative Form
discovered by Mr. Gunn, since his discovery is not yet published.

?) Vol. 54, pp. 98-103.

v
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SYMBOLIC VALUE OF THEVOWELI
b
OTTO ]E;'PERSEN.

§ 1. INTRODUCTION.

Sound symbolism plays a greater role in the develop-
ment of languages than is admitted by most linguists. In this
paper | shall attempt to show that the vowel [i], high-front-
unround, especially in its narrow or thin form, serves
very often to indicate what is small, slight, insignificant,
or weak.

In children the instinctive feeling for the value of sounds
is more vivid than in adults, hence we have the extreme in-
stance observed by G. v. d. Gabelentz in one of his nephews,
who said lakeil for an ordinary chair, lukul for a big easy-chair,
and likil for a tiny doll’'s chair; he had the root m-m for every-
thing round: the moon or a plate was mem, a large round
dish was mom or mum, but the stars were mim-mim-mim-mim.
When his father appeared before him in a big fur-coat, he
did not say papa, but pupu. (Die Sprachwissensch. 65). In exactly
the same way a child in Lund (Sweden) called his father
poppe (o a close sound between o and u), when he saw him
in a great-coat. Beckman, who relates this (Sprikpsyk. och Mo-
dersm., Lund 1899, 60) believes in influence from the adjective
stor [stor]. A Danish child who had heard the word himmel
‘sky’, took it to mean the little twinkling stars and made
it a plural [hi:md].

Swift was aware of the symbolic value of vowels when
he called the land of dwarfs Lilliput and that of giants Brob-
dingnag; Gulliver in the latter place was called Grildrig: *‘the word
imports what the Latins call nanunculus” (a very small dwarf).

According to Gabelentz (1. ¢. 222) Batta has three words
for ‘kriechen’: dZarar in general, dzirir for small beings, and
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dzurur for big animals or animals one is afraid of. (Query:
what is the exact difference between E. creep and crawl?)

Nor is the influence of sound-symbolism restricted to child-
ren and savages, even modern scientists and suffragists are
under its spell. French chemists made sulphate into sulphite,
and nitrate into nitrite, “‘intending by the substitution of the
thin sounding (i) to indicate a less degree of chemical action”
(Sweet, Hist. of Language 37). F. N. Scott writes: “A con-
siderable number of persons hate the plural form women, as
being weak and whimpering, though the sg. woman connotes
for the same persons ideas of strength and nobility. It is for
this reason perhaps that woman's building, woman's college,
woman's club, and the like, have supplanted in popular speech
the forms women’s building, women's college, &c”. (Quoted
in my Mod. Engl. Grammar 11. 7. 42, where, however, similar
formations with other genitival compounds are pointed out, in
which there can be no question of sound-symbolism.)

The reason why the sound [i] comes to be easily associ-
ated with small, and [u, o, a] with bigger things, may be to some
extent the high pitch of the vowel (in some African languages
a high tone is used for small, and a low tone for big things,
Meinhof, Die mod. Sprachforsch. in Afrika, 81); the perception
of the small lip aperture in one case and the more "open
mouth in the other may have also its share in the rise of
the idea. But a more effective reason probably is the simple
fact that small birds produce a sound resembling the human
[i]: they peep, while big animals roar; cf. also clink and clank
as the sound of small and big metalic bodies being struck
together.

In giving lists 1) of words in which the [i} sound has the
indicated symbolic value, I must at once ask the reader to be-

) My lists are not the result of systematic search through voca-
bularies, but comprise only such words as I have come across during
the time in which 1 have paid attention to the subject.
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ware of two possible misconceptions: first, I do not mean to
say that the vowel [i] always implies smallness, or that small-
ness is everywhere indicated by means of that vowel; no lang-
uage is consistent in that way, and it suffices to mention the
words big and small, or the fact that thick and thin have the
same vowel, to show how absurd such an idea would be.

Next, | am not speaking of the origin or etymology of
the words enumerated: I do not say that they have from the
very first taken their origin from a desire to express small things
symbolically. It is true that I believe that some of the words
mentioned have arisen in that way, — many of our i-words are
astonishingly recent — but for many others it is well-known
that the vowel i is only a recent development, the words having
had some other vowel in former times. What I maintain, then,
is simply that there is some association between sound and sense
in these cases, however it may have taken its origin, and how-
ever late this connexion may be (exactly as I think that we must
recognize secondary echoisms). But | am firmly convinced that
the fact that a word meaning little or little thing contains
the sound [i], has in many, or in most, cases been strongly in-
fluential in gaining popular favour for it; the sound has been
an inducement to choose and to prefer that particular word, and
to drop out of use other words for the same notion, which were
not so favoured. In other words, sound-symbolism makes some
words more fit to survive and gives them a considerable strength
in their struggle for existence. If you want to use some name
of an animal for a small child, you will preferably take one
with sound symbolism, like kid or chick (see § 3), rather than
bat or pug or slug, though these may in themselves be smaller
than the animal chosen.

In this way languages become richer and richer in symbolic
words. I do nat believe in a golden first age in which every-
thing in language was expressive and had its definite signifi-
cative value, but rather in a slow progressive tendency towards
fuller and easier and more adequate expressions — and in this

2
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movement the increasing number of sound-symbolisms forms to
my mind a not inconsiderable element.

§ 2. WORDS FOR LITTLE.

I include here also words for ideas like ‘insignificant,
weak, puny’, which cannot be separated from ‘little’.

Little, Goth. leitils, ON. litill, Dan. lille, &c. On the vowel
and on the form leetle see § 7. It is worth noting thar little is
the emotional word, while small is a more objective or colour-
less expression for the same quality.

Tiny, formerly also tine, in Shakespeare always in the con-
nexion little tine. From a sb.: Lydgate a little tyne ‘a little
bit' from OFr. tinee ‘a tubful’, derived from tine ‘tub’ (Skeat,
but see NED. tine adj. and tiny). On the pronunciation and the
spelling teeny see § 7.

L. W. Payne, Word-List from East Alabama (1909) gives
several variants: feenincy [ti''nainsi], tincy [tainsi], teentsy-
weentsy, teeny-weeny, tintsy, tintsy-wintsy, tinchy, teenchy, Cf.
also EDD. tinsy-winsy, tinny, tinny-winny, tiny-winy, tiddy,
tidney, tiddy-iddy, tiddly.

Wee, esp. Sc.

Weeny, also Sc., a blend of tiny and wee, e. g. Barrie,
Tommy and Grizel 396, Locke The Wonderf. Year 25, McKenna
Midas 127 “make things just the weeniest bit easier”, Galsworthy
Mob 26 “tell me just one weeny thing”. In Ireland expanded:
“a weeny deeny dawny little atomy of an idea of a small taste
of a gentleman” (Joyce, Engl. as we speak it in Irel. 132.) —
Teeny weeny, § 7.

Little bitsy, little bitty (Payne, Alabama).

Mimminy-pimminy, also wimmeny-pimmeny.

Skimpy, scrimp ‘thin, stinted or stunted’.

Flimsy, supposed to be from filmsy.

Slim (oldest quotation 1657, connexion with Dutch or

LG. slim, G. schlimm doubtful).
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Pimping ‘small, trifling, sickly, from 1687, of uncertain
origin, cf. Du. pimpel ‘weak little man’, G. pimpelig ‘effemi-
nate’ NED. |

Pink as one of its significations has ‘little’.

In Somerset: a little skiddley bit o’ bird'n cheese.

Peaky, peeky, peeking, ‘sickly, feeble, puny’'.

Infinitesimal.

Note also similes like: no bigger than a pease, than a
pin’s head, as little as ninepins, as small as meeze, as big as a
bee’s knee, ez larl (little) ez fleabite — all taken from T. H. Svar-
tengren, Intensifying Similes in Engl., Lund 1918.

Dan. bitte, in standard pronunciation generally with narrow
[i], in Jutland most often with [e¢]. Often combined with lille.

Orkney and Shetl. piri ‘little’, Norw. dial. pirre, Faero
pirra ‘little thing’.

G. gering, Dan. ringe.

G. winzig.

Lat. minor, minimus.

Lat. micidus ‘very small’.

It. piccino, piccin piccino, piccolo.

Fr. petit.

Sp. chico, cf. § 4.

Gr. smikrés, mikrés. Note the contrast makrés ‘long’.

Gr. oligos.

Finnic pikku.

Magy. kis, kicsiny, comparative kisebb.

Magy. csiribiri ‘very little’ with several variants, see Lewy,
Zur finnisch-ugr. Wort- u. Satzverbindung 84.

Eskimo (Greenl.) mikirsoq ‘small’, mikivok ‘is small’, also
with other forms: mikike, mikingit.

Chinese 'tit 'tit (D. Jones and Kwing Tong Woo, A. Can-
tonese Phonetic Reader 13).1)

) There are some adjectival notions which cannot very well be
kept apart from that of ‘small’ and are also often symbolized by the

20
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§ 3. WORDS FOR CHILD OR YOUNG ANIMAL.

Names for the young of animals are often applied, more
or less jocularly, to children, thus in E. kid, chick, kitten, piggy.

Child.

Imp (obs. in the sense ‘young shoot of plant’, now _
‘child, esp. mischievous child, little demon’).

Chit ‘little girl'.

Titter ‘little girl’, a tramp’s term, Hotten in Farmer &
Henley. |

Tit ‘anything small’ also ‘little girl’, ibid.

Kinchin, old slang ‘child’.

Minikin, endearing word for small woman, also adj. ‘deli-
cate’, from MDu. minnekijn, -ken ‘little love’, cf. mignon. Also
extended minnikin-finikin, or -finical.

A slip of a boy.

Stripling.

Snippet ‘a small piece cut off, also a contemptuous term
for a small person, cf. Tarkington, Magn. Ambersons 158: ‘‘the
impertiment little snippet that hasn’t any respect for anything™ . ..
“Snippet! How elegant! And ‘little snippet’ — when I'm over
five-feet-eleven?”

Whipster. Whippersnapper.

Pygmy or pigmy, Fr. pygmée, through Lat. from Gr. pug-
maios, from pugmé ‘the measure from elbow to knuckles'.
In E. often as adj. applied to other things than a man: a pigmy
army.

Piccaninny, ‘little child, esp. of natives’ from the West
Indies extended very widely; in the East, in Beach-la-Mar,
the usual adjective for ‘little’. From Sp. pequeiiino.

Kid. Bennett, Clayh. 1.103 kid . . . the chit’s chittishness.

OE. ticcen, ME. ticchen ‘a kid, a young goat’.

same vowel: fine, Fr. chic, ‘smart’ (adopted into other languages), Dan.
fix smart in dress, Fr. mignon, E. minion, E. finical and finikin over-
fastidious.
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Chick, chicken.

Kitten.

Pig, in speaking of a child often piggy, piggy-wiggy.

Tit ‘horse small of kind’, ¢f. NED. — Tom Tit.

Midge, thought of as smaller than a gnat? Midget [mid-
zit] still smaller.

Tick ‘parasitic insect’, applied contemptuously to small
persons, as in Wells Joan and P. 381: “he regarded her as no-
thing more than a ‘leetle teeny female tick’, and descanted on
the minuteness of her soul and body.”

Nit, OE. hnitu ‘egg of louse’, also contemptuously ap-
plied to a person (Shakespeare and other Elizabethans). The
corresponding Dan. gnidder (pl. of obs. gnid) has been con-
fused with another word and is now used of small, cramped
writing.

Shrimp, this too in contempt of a puny person (Chaucer,
Shakespeare, &c¢.).

Minnow, “often loosely applied to any small fish . .. fig. as
a type of smallness . . . quasi-adj. very small” NED.

Mite, “in early use, applied vaguely to any minute insect or
arachnid . . . Now. . . chiefly applied to the cheese-mite”” NED.

(Bird, ME. with [i]-sound and with the meaning ‘little (or
young) bird’, has lost both sound and meaning of little.)

Pixy, little fairy, supposed to be an infant’s soul.

Nix, nixie, ‘water-elf’, also, I suppose, now generally im-
agined as a diminutive being; the word is taken from G. nix,
nixe, and the OHG. nichus, from which it is derived, is identical
with OE. nicor ‘water-demon’, which is represented as a dan-
gerous being (Beowulf 422), thus hardly a small one. The notion
of smallness thus may be secondary, suggested by the vowel. —
I add that the Scandinavian nisse, nis ‘brownie’ is imagined
as little; the name is generally supposed to be derived from
Niels = Nicolaus, though the connexion with the saint is far
from obvious, see H. F. Feilberg, Nissens historie, Kesbenhavn
1919 p. 105.
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G. kind.

Norw. kind ‘child’, as a petname in lullabies (Aasen, cf.
also Torp, Nynorsk etymologisk ordbok).

Dan. obs. pilt ‘little boy’. In Bornholm pilk, which is also
found in the Orkneys (Jacobsen, Festskrift t. Feilberg).

Dan. spirrevip ‘mannikin’. .

G. knirps ‘pigmy’.

Lat. filius, -a, Sp. hijo, -a, Fr. fils, fille, &c.

Sp. nifto.

Sp. chico, chiquillo, Fr. chiche, from Lat. ciccum, Gr. kikkos
‘core of an apple, small thing’, Lat. cica ‘trifle’.

Sp. chibo ‘kid'.

Dan. kid ‘kid'.

Dan. killing now means ‘kitten’ and has taken the place
of the earlier regular form kalling, kelling, ON. ketlingr, either
through confusion with killing, a diminutive of the just men-
tioned kid (P. K. Thorsen) or through the tendency to have [i]
in names of young animals.

Dan. gris, ON. griss ‘(little) pig'.

Magy. fi ‘son, boy, young animal’ (etym. - : Finnic poika).

§ 4. WORDS FOR SMALL THINGS.

Here we meet with a miscellany of words which it is im-
possible to classify — many of them also impossible to elucidate
etymologically. I give my collection for what it is worth.

Bit, orig. as much as is bitten off, but applied to anything
small or any small amount. Similarly Dan. bid, cf. bitte above.
— Expanded in Galsworthy, Freelands 125 the good gentleman
was a tiddy-bit off (not in Dicts).

Whit (not a whit). The old etymology, from wight, is
probably wrong. I suggest connexion with white, the shortening
of the vowel being symbolical, both through preserving the
[i]-sound instead of the diphthong [ai], and through the short-
ness of the vowel itself, interrupted by the stop [t]. Meaning:
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a (small) white spot?? Or c¢f. Dan. hvid, an old small silver
coin (ikke en hvid, not a farthing), MLG. witte.

Norw. pit, pita ‘little thin thing’.

Piece.

Mite (perhaps ultimately the same word as mite above,
‘insect’) small (Flemish) coin, MDu. mite.

Tittle ‘a small stroke or dot in writing, a minute amount'.
Note that in this sense we have the short [i]-sound preserved,
while in title, which has not the connotation of ‘little’, the vowel
has been lengthened and diphthongized.

Splinter, splint, the latter also G. Dan. &c.

Slice, OFr. esclice from OHG. slizzen, cf. slit below.

Slip ‘twig’, young being, a slip of a boy.

Twig.

Sprig.

Dan. kvist ‘small twig'.

Strip, Dan. stribe, MHG. strife, Dan. strimmel, &c.

Snip ‘small piece or slip cut off, small amount, diminutive
person’; snippet ‘small piece cut off’.

Chip, chipping.

Pip; Du. pit in the same sense.

Sc. twitter ‘thin part of thread’, also used of a delicate
little girl.

Trifle: in ME. it had also a form with u or o, from OFr.
trufle, but this original vowel only occurs with the signification
false, idle tale, joke’, while in the sense of ‘little or insignificant
matter’ the vowel [i] only is found, either short, as indicated by
the old spelling triffle, or long, which latter became [ai].

Smithereens, ‘small bits, fragments’, from Sc. now adopt-
ed into standard E., esp. in the phrase ‘knock into smithereens’.

Lat. titivillicium, titibilicum ‘very small thing’, connected
with titulus, cf. tittle above.

Lat. quisquiliz, prob. a loan from Gr. koskulmatia ‘refuse
of leather’, but then with symbolic change of vowel.

Lat. mica, Fr. mie in negative combination,
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OFr. brique ‘fragment, bit’, still in Swiss Romance ‘piece,
bit, débris’.

Prick, Dan. prik (also - ‘dot’).

Du. stip ‘point, dot’.

G. spitze, Dan. spids ‘point’ (adj. ‘pointed’).

Sp., It. picco ‘point’, Fr. pic, E. pike, peak (see NED for
the various etymological and historical difficulties).

Tip, ¢f. NED: “no etym. connexion with top; but the
proximity of form and relative quality of sound in the two
words have caused tip to be felt as denoting a thinner or more
delicate top; cf. drip, drop, chip, chop, also tip-top”’. — To these
might be added lip, lop, sip, sop, sup, flip, flop, slip, slop, strip,
strop, cf. also slit, slot; stick, stock.

Pin. Dan. pind ‘small stick’.

Pinnace ‘small vessel'.

Pinnacle ‘slender turret'.

Slit ‘small aperture’ (smaller than slot!) G. schiliss.

Chink ‘slit, fissure’, of mysterious origin, earlier chine.

Tingle, MGH. zingel ‘smallest kind of nail’.

G., Dan. stift ‘small tack’.

Sc. peak, peek ‘a small point of flame’.

Du. pink ‘little finger’.1)

§ 5. DIMINUTIVE SUFFIXES.

In diminutive suffixes, from which cannot be separated
suffixes in pet-names (hypocoristic suffixes, as the term is in
the learned lingo) we find i-sounds in very many languages.

E. -y, -ie as in Willy, Dicky, Dolly, baby, laddie, auntie &«.

G. (Switzerland) Ruodi .— Rudolf, Werni - Werner, Uli .
Ulrich, many similar forms of petsnames from older periods are
given by F. Stark, Die Kosenamen der Germanen, Wien 1868

) Note also the G. phrase ''Das ist keinen pfifferling wert”, and
finally the odd word minibus for ‘a light covered vehicle’, in use from
1849 to 1864, formed from minimus and bus, omnibus being felt to be
a big vehicle on account of the sound.
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p- 52 ff. In OHG. there are many diminutives of common nouns
in - by the side of -in: fdgili ‘little bird’, chezzi, ‘kesselchen’,
Kluge, Nomin. Stammbildungsl. § 58.

Du. -ie, -je as in kopje ‘little head, hill’, briefje ‘note’.
In colloquial Dutch, and especially in the South African Taal
this is pronounced as -i: koppi, kassi, &c. On the very exten-
sive use of this suffix see H. Meyer, Die Sprache der Buren,
1901 p. 48 f.

Gr. -io- as in paidion from pais ‘boy’, ornithion ‘little
bird’, hetairidion ‘little friend'.

Magyar -i: Pili = Pal, Antali = Antal, Feri - Ferencz, pajti
little comrade’, bari ‘little lamb’, &c. Simonyi, Die ungar. Spr.
77 and 315, believes that this ending was borrowed from Ger-
man, but on p. 316 he mentions a Finno-Ugrian diminutive
suffix -j- and a compound (native) suffix -di. There is also in
Magyar a curious way of making words diminutive by changing
their vowel to i: maddrka ‘bird’, madirka ‘little birdie’, thus
ilso in verbs, Simonyi p. 45.

Goth. -in, spelt -ein, in gaitein ‘little goat’, gumein ‘little
man’, etc.,, OHG. geizzin. In E. maiden the i-sound has now
disappeared.

Gr. -in-: korakinos ‘young raven’ (korax).

Ital. -ino, -ina: bambino, giovinino, piccolino, donnina. Sp.
rarer : ansarino, Port. filhinho. Note especially the extension with
two i-sounds: It. donnicina, barbicina &ic.

Of the many Irish diminutive terminations “only one —
in or een — has found its way into Irish-English . . . een is used
everywhere: it is even constantly tacked on to Christian names
(especially of boys and girls): Mickeen (little Mick), Noreen,
Billeen . . . . birdeen, Robineen-Redbreast, bonniveen, &c.” (Joyce,
English as we speak it in Ireland, 90).

OHG. -lin: siinlin ‘little son’, schiflin; in the modern
-lein (scherflein &c.) and in the Swabian -le the effect of the
i is obliterated, but in Swiss -li (biiebli, fiiessli &c.) it is still
a living force.
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E. -kin: lambkin, princekin, corresponding to MDu. -kijn
(kindekijn), MHG. -kin (kindekin); in modern G. -chen there
is of course no longer any i-effect.

OE. -incel: husincel ‘little house’, tunincel ‘small farm’.

E. -ling : gosling, lordling, stripling, &c.

Sp. -ico: animalico, asnico, perrico. Diez and Meyer-Liibke
call attention to the fact that no such suffix with diminutive
force exists in Latin, but they do not explain its origin and
function. With expansion: hombrecico, mujercica.

Romanic -itto, -itta “‘of unknown (? nonsLatin) origin”
NED. But why think of foreign origin? Even if the suffix is
not found in classical Latin, names like Julitta, Livitta are found
in Latin inscriptions from the times of the emperors and “ont
été suivis de I'innombrable descendance des Juliette, Henriette,
Antoinette, etc.”, Bréal, Mém. Soc. Linguist. 7. 192. In Span.
we have, for instance, arbolito, agujita, and with expansion
arbolcito, mujercita. In It. -etto, -etta and in Fr. -et, -ette the
suffix has lost the phonetic i-symbolism, but in E., where the
suffix has been adopted, it is again pronounced with an [i]
sound, though, it is true, with the wide and somewhat lowered
variety : islet [ailit]. The suffix as such is little used in English
formations, but has given rise to the expanded suffix:

E. -let [-lit], whose | is due to such examples of the -et-
suffix as islet, eaglet, circlet, but whose popularity is certainly
to a great extent due to the accidental similarity with little:
cloudlet, leaflet, budlet, etc.

Rumanian -ifa: gurifa little mouth, corfifa, &c., Meyer-
Liibke § 416.

It. -iglio, -icchio from Lat. -iculo: borsiglio, dottoricchio.

Sp. -illo, -illa from Lat. -ello: animalillo, asnillo, abejilla
and with expansion hombrecillo, mujercilla.1)

In the face of all these instances there can be no denying
the fact that the speech instinct in many languages is in favour

1) As a kind of diminutives we may consider patronymics, e. g.
Gr. Atre-idés (cf. in modern scientific use arachn-id), Sem-ite.
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of using diminutive suffixes containing the sound of [i] and of
attributing a diminutive meaning to such suffixes, even if they
may not at first have connoted the idea of ‘little’. Lat. -inus
at first means what belongs to or has some relation with; Diez
(Gramm. 4th ed. 2.339) explains the rise of the diminutive
signification from the notion of descendance: ‘“‘sororinus ist
sprossling der soror, libertinus des libertus, amitina der amita;
das jiingere aber lisst sich leicht als das kleinere auffassen'.
Meyer-Liibke II § 452 says: “Mais alors le sens de ‘ressem-
blance’ exprimé par l'adjectif s’est développé dans une direc-
tion toute différente; un object analogue i un autre fut considéré
comme inférieur a lui, comme plus petit, et voila comment -inu,
dans I'italien et le portugais notamment, est devenu un suffixe
diminutif trés employé”. This does not sound very cogent, and
the reason for the new function of the suffix is to my mind
rather to be sought in vowel symbolism.

With regard to E. -y there is a very learned and pains-
taking disquisition by K. F. Sundén, On the origin of the hypo-
coristic suffix -y (-ie, -ey) in English, in Festskrift tillegnad K. F,
Johansson, Géteborg 1910, 131 ff., in which the writer exam-
ines everything about the use and chronology of the suffix.
It is not easy to condense his forty pages into a few clear lines,
and I am not quite sure that I have always understood his
reasoning. He repudiates the view of Fick and Stark, that our
suffix is etymologically the same as the Greek -ios and Swiss-
German -i, as in that case it must in ME., nay already in OE,,
have passed into the weak ending -e and have ceased to be
sounded later (1); besides we are unable to trace the NE. hypo-
coristic ending further back than the 15th c. (2).

Then there were a certain number of personal names hav-
ing the ending -y as an integral part of the name; this was
analogically transferred to other names, especially to short ones.
The ending as such had at first no hypocoristic function, but
the short forms to which it was added (and which had origi-
nally had a hypocoristic -e) were in themselves pet-names, and
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this notion was afterwards associated with the ending, which
might then with this new value be added to other words (3). —
This theory seems to be rather artificial. (1) Why may not the
ME. pet-ending -e have passed into -i in the same way as ME.
pite became pity? The vowel would be especially liable to resist
mutescence if felt to be possessed of signification. (2) The non-
existence of the ending in earlier texts does not prove much,
because written -e may mean our ending; besides, pet-names
and pet-formations may have existed long in the spoken lan-
guage without being thought worthy of being committed to
writing in an age that was not as apt as our own to record
familiar speech. (3) One does not see any inducement to add
an unmeaning ending from some Christian names to others:
it is quite different if the ending is felt to possess an endearing
element. It may be difficult historically to connect the diminu-
tive ending -y with the Gr. and Swiss ending as “‘etymologi-
cally identical”, but if it has risen independently in recent times
in England (which I think far from probable, though not im-
possible), at any rate its use is due to the same feeling of the
symbolical value of the vowel [i]. The three phonetically and
semantically identical suffixes are, if not in the strictest sense
genealogically akin, yet without any contradiction intrinsically
related to one another (what Schuchardt calls ‘elementar-ver-
wandtschaft’).

Note also that children will often of themselves add an
-i at the end of words; this is stated of some German children
by Ament, Die Entwickelung von Sprechen u. Denken beim Kinde,
1899, 69, of English children by Sully, Studies of Childhood,
1895, 419, and of American children by Tracy, Psychology of
Childhood, 1903, 132, with examples like bodschi brot, dinnie
dinner, beddie bread or bed, ninnie drink, &c. Traits like these
will naturally be imitated by nurses and fond mothers, and as
this linguistic trick is thus associated with children and nurseries,
it will naturally acquire a hypocoristic or diminutive force.

I would call attention to a further important point.
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These suffixes containing the sound [i] may also serve to
indicate female sex. In many languages we find, not unnatur-
- ally, that the notions of smallness or weakness and of femini-
nity go together, thus very often in the gender distinctions of
African languages (see Meinhof, Die Sprachen der Hamiten 23
and elsewhere) : names of men and big things form one class,
those of women and small things another. Itis no wonder, there-
fore, that many of the suffixes used to form feminines resemble
diminutive suffixes in containing the sound [i]. Examples:

-i in Skr. vrk-1 ‘she wolf (an effect of i lingers still in
ON. ylgr); Skr. napt-i, Lat. neptis (OHG. nift, G. nichte) &c.

Romanic -itfa, used very early, as we saw, in fem. names
like Julitta.

Rumanian -ifa : baronita, &c., which Meyer-Liibke § 368
thinks borrowed from Slav; § 416 he says that the identity of
the Slav suffix with Lat. -icia is “une coincidence fortuite’ —
but in both we recognize the same psychological trait!

Romanic -ina is much more frequent than -ino and enters
into numerous feminine personal names, which have been adopt-
ed into other languages (G., Dan. &c). The suffix thus becomes
a favourite means of forming female names: Paulina, Pauline,
Carolina, -ine, Josephina, -ine, Dan. Jensine from Jens ‘John’, &c.

G. -in (orig. -inja): kénigin, &c., Dan. -inde: prastinde
‘priestess’, &c¢., in E. now only in vixen.

OHG. -is in chebis, OE. ciefes ‘concubine’.

Gr. -issa: basilissa ‘queen’, whence Romanic -issa, Fr. -esse,
E. -ess, again with [i]-sound.

Lat. -trix from masc. -tor: victrix, adopted into E. Cf. for
corresponding Germanic formations Kluge, Nom. Stammbild. § 44.

ME. -ild: fostrild ‘nurse’ and some others, from the end-
ing hild in many fem. names.

This enumeration does not claim to be complete, and for
the history of each suffix the reader must be referred to
grammars and dictionaries. But it will now be clear, that if by
the side of the recent G. loan nix we have nixie as ‘female
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water-elf’, this is due just as much to sound-symbolism as to
the G. form nixe.

§ 6. OTHER NOTIONS.

First we have some expressions for a very short time and
what can be done in a short time:

E. jiffy, jiff; Sc. in a clinck.

Dan. svip ‘a slight stroke, a hurry, a short trip’.

E. trip.

Further adjectives like quick, vivid, diligent, Dan. liviig,
Swed. pigg, Fr. vif, rapide, Alabama (Payne) lippity-click (or
-clip) adv. ‘rapidly’ — fickle, giddy, busy, nimble, swift —
fleet, speedy. |

Finally some verbs may be mentioned, which indicate a
rapid motion (some of them also the sound produced by such
a motion, thus more onomatopoeic in nature than the rest of
the words dealt with in this paper). It is interesting to see the
NED. define the verb snick as ‘to cut, snip, clip, nick’ — thus
chiefly by means of words containing a short [i], cut off by a
voiceless stop ; cf. also to slit, split, splinter, rip, chip, whittle;
further to flit, flitter, flick, flicker, fisk, frisk, whisk, fidget. We
have a sb. nip ‘a small quantity of spirits’ (also nipperkin), and
the corresponding verb to nip, cf. also nibble, Dan. nippe (til),
G. nippen or nipfen. It would certainly be easy to find other
similar verbs; possibly fo tip — ‘to give' (orig. touch lightly ?)
with the sb. tip ‘small gratuity’ belongs here. '

For a rapid movement Danish has the two verbs pile a(v)
and kile a(v) — now also bile, from bil, a shortened automobil.

There is another class of verbs that is more closely con-
nected with the notions exemplified in § 2, meaning either to
make small or to become small: mince (minutiare), shrink, shrivel,
shrim, dwindlel), peak (which in the NED. is defined ‘sink,
shrink, slink, sneak’: four verbs with i-sounds) — but I shall

) Cf. OE. dwinan ‘dwindle’ and the “rime-words” collected by
F. A. Wood, 1. F. 22. 142.
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end my enumerations here, and only add some reflexions of a
more general character.

§ 7. SEMANTIC AND PHONETIC CHANGES.

The feeling that the sound [i] is particularly fit to express
smallness may have influenced the semantic and phonetic
development of some words.

E. pittance means originally a pious donation (from *pie-
tantia) without regard to the greatness of the donation; thus
in Chaucer A 224 a good pittaunce. But now it is always under-
stood as a small portion or scanty allowance.

Miniature at first meant an image painted with minium
(vermilion), but now in English as well as in other languages
it means simply a very small picture, or anything done on a
small scale;-as in De Quincey: "I took a very miniature suite
of rooms”’, and Jenkinson: "This stream contains many lovely
miniature cascades” (NED).

Trivial now is more rarely used in the old sense of ‘com-
monplace, such as may be met with everywhere’ (Lat. trivium),
than for what is slight or of small account.

Dan. hib (or hip) with short [i], from G. hieb, now means
a slight skit or innuendo.

The influence on sound development is first seen in the
very word little. OE. lytel shows with its y, that the vowel must
originally have been u, and this is found in OSax. luttil, OHG.
luzzil; cf. Serb. lud ‘little’ and Olr. litu ‘little finger’ (Falk
and Torp); but then the vowel in Goth. leitils (i. e. litils) and
ON. litinn is so difficult to account for on ordinary principles
that the NED. in despair thinks that the two words are “radi-
cally unconnected”. I think we have here an effect of sound
symbolism. The transition in E. from y to i of course is regular,
being found in innumerable words in which sound symbolism
cannot have played any réle, but in modern English we have
2 further slight modification of the sound which tends to make
the word more expressive, I refer to the form represented in
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spelling as “leetle’”’. In Gill's Logonomia (1621, Jiriczek's reprint
48), where he mentions the “particle’ tjni (j is his sign for the
diphthong in sign) he writes “a litl tini man” with i (his sign
for the vowel in seen), though elsewhere he writes litl with
short i. NED. under leetle calls it “‘a jocular imitation of a he-
sitating (?) or deliberately emphatic pronunciation of little”.
Payne mentions from Alabama leetle *‘with special and prolonged
emphasis on the i sound to indicate a very small amount”.
I suspect that what takes place is just as often a narrowing or
thinning of the vowel sound as a real lengthening, just as in
Dan. bitte with narrow or thin [i], see above. To the quotations
in NED. I add the following: Dickens Mutual Fr. 861 “a leetle
spoilt”’, Wells Tono-B. 1. 92 “some leetle thing"’, id. War and
Fut. 186 “‘the little aeroplane ... such a leetle thing up there
in the night”’. — It is noteworthy that in the word for the oppo-
site notion, where we should according to the usual sound laws
expect the vowel [i] (OE. micel, Sc. mickle, Goth. mikils) we
have instead u: much, but this development is not without
parallels, see Mod. E. Gr. 1. 3. 42. In Dan. dial. még(el) for
the same word the abnormal vowel is generally ascribed to the
influence of the labial m; in both forms the movement away
from i may have been furthered by sound-symbolic feeling.

The vowel in E. weak is difficult, we should expect woke
if from OE. wac, or waik if from Scand. veik, 1. c. 3. 234 : can the [i]
have been caused by the tendency to express weakness in sound?

The vowel of great is exceptional in the opposite direction:
we should expect [i'], which was also frequent in the 18th
century, but which was possibly felt to be incongruons with
the meaning of the adjective (¢f. Mod. E. Gr. I. 11. 75).

Sp. pequeiiino has become E. pickaniny, see above.

In my lists above there will be found several examples of
symbolic vowels that have been modified in course of time in
accordance with the usual sound tendencies of the language in
question, exactly as some echoisms have by and by lost their
onomatopoeic character. Thus long i has been diphthongized
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in mite and other words. This is also the case when tiny has now
become [taini], but by the side of that form we have also [ti : ni]
with retention of the symbolic vowel, a pronunciation which is
used more often by children and ladies than by grown up men. Cf.
Wells, Twelve St. 106 ‘their ‘“teeny weeny’’ little house’, London
Valley M. 184 ‘the -teeniest accident’. See also above, s. v. tick.

Curiously enough we have in E. a series of words with
short i before p, which have the connotation of ‘little’ and which
cannot be accounted for etymologically, but which appear as
side-forms of words with back-round vowels and without that
connotation, see above, s. v. tip. The NED. says of sip:
“possibly a modification of sup intended to express a slighter
action”’, and of sippet (a small piece of toasted bread): “app.
intended as a diminutive of sop. Cf. supett in Wyclif’. There
is a rare word trip (different from trip ‘short excursion’), ob-
solete in the sense ‘troop of men’, but still in use of a small
flock (of game); NED. says “Etymology obscure: perh. related
to froop”’ — evidently a symbolic modification. Similarly sipling
is a modification of sapling.

With these remarks I recommend the subject of sound
symbolism to the attention of my fellow-students. I may refer
to my forthcoming book ‘“Language” chapter XX.

University of Copenbagen, October, 1920.

V3

LE NOM DE LA HERSE CHEZ
- LES CELTES.

Par
J. LOTH.

Tout le monde sait que les Celtes connaissaient l'agri-
culture. Un certain nombre des termes importants communs aux
deux groupes, goidélique et brittonique suffirait a le prouver.
Mais on n'a pas fait jusqu'ici de relevé complet de tous les
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termes d’agriculture communs aux deux groupes. La herse, in-
strument qui joue un role si important dans la préparation des
terres destinées a 'agriculture, ne parait par avoir attiré l'atten-
tion des ethnologues.

Il est remarquable que les Européens possédent tous le
méme terme dérivé d’'une racine og-*) pour la herse: Grecs,
Latins (occa), Germains, Lithuaniens, Prussiens, Lettons. Il en
est de méme pour tout le groupe brittonique: gallois oged et
méme og; breton oged. Le mot est féminin et remonte a un
vieux celtique okita; og également féminin supposse oka.

L’irlandais en revanche, ignore ce terme. Le terme commun
aujourd’hui méme aux Gaéls d’Irlande et d’Ecosse est cliath
fem., génit. cléithe, identique au gallois clwyd, breton kloued ff.,
proprement claie, barriére a claire-voie. Le breton emploit égale-
ment, dans tous les dialectes, kloued dans le sens de herse;
kloueda, haut-vannetais kluida, bas-vannetais klodal a le sens de
herser. C’est un emploi evidemment abréviatif d’'une expression
plus ancienne. L’irlandais moyen est plus précis: cliath draigen
(LL. 196 %! 2 3p. Kuno Meyer, Contributions to ir. Lexico-
graphy). Cliath draigen, claie d’épines, répond au gallois-moyen
draen glwyt, qui supposerait un vieux-celtique dragino-kleita; ce
terme apparait dans les Lois Galloises : drayngluyt (Tim. Lewis,
Gloss. of mediaeval welsh Law). Un proverbe Gallois prouve
que cet instrument était différent de 'og ou oged et était destiné
a un emploi différent (M. A. 111. 1717):

Tra rheto'r og rheted y ddraen glwyd ‘“‘tant que courre
la herse, que courre aussi la claie aux ronces”. Aujourd’hui les
Gallois paraissent avoir perdu tout souvenir de 'emploi parti-
culier de cet instrument. Il n’en est pas tout-i-fait de méme
chez les Bretons. J'ai consulté sur la herse et le hersage un de
mes amis vannetais, 'labbé Le Goff, auteur en collaboration avec
I'abbé Guillevic d’'un bonne grammaire du vannetais, et tout
récemment d’'un copieux Supplément au dictionnaire breton-fran-

*) F. Walde, Lat. Etymol. Wort., & occa.
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¢ais du dialecte de vannes d’Em. Ernault. Voici ce qu’'il m’écrit:
Chez lui le mot klud, forme vannetaise de kloued, n’est pas
connu, mais concurrement avec oged on emploie kluderez (her-
seuse), ce qui s’explique, kludat seul étant employé au sens
verbal : ogedat n'est pas usité; kludat a le sens de:

1. écraser les mottes de terre avec la herse dentée (pro-
prement oged), aprés le passage de la charrue au mois d’octobre ;

2. enterrer les grains toujours avec les dents de la herse
et par un double ou triple hersage;

3. émietter le fumier dans les prairies avec la herse armée
d’aubépine. L’épandage a lieu en mars et le hersage au mois d’avril.

Le role particulier de la haie armée de ronces (draenglwyt)
parait donc avoir été d’émietter le fumier en particulier sur les
prairies. L’emploi général de kleita chez tous les Celtes et ex-
clusif chez les Gaéls, prouve que primitivement ce genre de
herse servait a tous les usages. C'est evidemment 'usage primitif.
L'oged a restreint son emploi, et a paru plus efficace pour des
besognes exigeant plus de poids et de pénétration. Il est trés-
probable, sinon certain que l'oged avait des dents métalliques,
bronze ou fer. Cet instrument ne parait pas avoir été en usage
i I'époque de l'unité indo-eurepéenne.

En Bretagne, la haie armée d’aubépine elle méme com-
mence 3 étre abandonnée pour un instrument en fer d’origine
et de nom frangais: griffon.

V3

A PROPOS DE QUELQUES FORMES
DU PERFECTUM EN LATIN.

Par
A MEILLET.

Rien n’est plus propre a mettre en évidence les grands
traits d’'une langue que certains faits particuliers ou les régles
générales aboutissent a des conséquences singuliéres.
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Varron a bien vu, et toute observation sincére confirme,
que la structure du verbe latin classique est dominée par la
distinction de l'infectum et du perfectum, qui possédent des formes
exactement paralléles:

Infectum Perfectum
e 4 A RS S,
s | Présent cano, canto cecini, cantavi
< . 0 . - -— . -—
£ Prétérit canebam, cantabam cecineram, cantaveram
£ | Futur canam, cantabo cecinero, cantavero
St M . . - .
L€ Présent-Futur canam, canfem cectnerim, cantaverim
w s, 9w -~ . . - .
& 5 | Prétérit canerem, canfarem cecinissem, cantavissem
Infinitif canere, cantare cecinisse, cantavisse

Qu'’il s’agisse d’'un verbe fort, comme canere, ou d’'un verbe
régulier, comme cantare, il y a deux séries de formes; et ces
deux séries ont des sens opposés, I'un indiquant l'action en-
visagée dans son développement, l'autre l'action achevée. Ce
contraste, qui est trop souvent ou perdu de vue ou signalé
superficiellement, est ’élément fondamental du verbe latin.

Ce qui caractérise les verbes forts du latin, c’est avant
tout que la forme de l'infectum ne permet pas de prévoir celle
du perfectum, et inversement: cand ne permet pas de prévoir
cecini, ni cecint de prévoir cané. Ceci résulte de 'autonomie des
divers thémes se rapportant a une méme racine verbale indo-
européenne, autonomie que le grec ancien et les anciens dialectes
indo-iraniens présentent d’'une maniére plus directe.

Quant au sens, il suffit d’étudier attentivement un ancien
texte quelconque, pour reconnaitre que toute forme du type
de l'infectum indique un développement, et toute forme du
type du perfectum un fait acquis.

Ces princi;ﬁes posés, on voit immédiatement pourquoi
a chacun des couples de l'infectum sto et sisto, seded et sido,
cubo et -cumbo, ou le premier des deux indique un état qui
dure, et le second une action qui se développe, il répond un
seul perfectum, i savoir steti, sédi, cubui. En effet 4 un infectum
exprimant I'état, tel que sto, seded, cubo, comme i un infectum
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exprimant l'action, tel que sistd, sido, -cumbo, il ne peut évi-
demment s’opposer qu’'une seule forme indiquant le fait acquis,
i savoir stefi, sédi, cubui.

Le fait que ces trois racines offrent en commun le trait
caractéristique d’avoir un seul perfectum en face de deux in-
fectums est d’autant plus frappant que les formes différent d’'une
racine a l'autre: sisto et sido, sont également des formes a redouble-
ment, et sédi peut étre une ancienne forme i redoublement comme
stefi; mais cubui est d'un tout autre type; sedeo est autrement
formé que sto et cubd, et -cumbd autrement que sisto et sido.
C'est le parallélisme des sens qui seul a déterminé la commu-
nauté des faits. En slave, ce parallélisme a fait plus encore:
il a entrainé le parallélisme des formations: il y a des formes
a nasale, stanq, sedq et legq en face de sisto, sido et ~cumbo ;
et des formes en -i-, stojiti, séditii et lezitli, en face de stat,
sedet et cubat. Le latin n'a pas de causatifs comparables aux
causatifs slaves: staviti, saditi, loZiti. Le slave a conservé entiére-
ment la racine indo-européenne *legh-, dont le latin n’a que
formes nominales, lectum etc.; mais le latin y a substitué pour
toutes les formes verbales une autre racine d’origine obscure;
ceci tient sans doute a ce que les formes de la racine legh- étaient
athématiques au présent (hom. Aéxvo, etc.) et peut-étre aussi a ce
qu'elles auraient entrainé des obscurités en entrant en concurrence
avec les formes de racines voisines, telles que celle de lego.

Le cas de sedi s'opposant a la fois i sedeo et & sido n’est
du reste pas spécial aux trois racines citées. Sans parler de cas
assez nombreux ou des traces d’'un présent radical ont subsisté
i ¢6té d’'un présent en -e6 du méme sens (cas de rideo et rido)
et ou il n'y a naturellement qu'un seul perfectum (ici rist), on
peut citer le cas de deux présents de méme racine, trés diffé-
renciés par le sens, pendo et pended, aux quels répond un seul
perfectum pependi.

On voit ici bien i plein la valeur du perfectum en tant
qu'il s’oppose a l'infectum, et aussi 'indépendance des forma-
tions du perfectum par rapport i celles de I'infectum.
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Les deux présents meiic et mingé n’ont en face d’eux qu'un
seul perfectum, du reste secondaire et fait sur le présent a nasale,
a savoir minuxi.

Le perfectum tetult, tuli (forme issue des cas ou un préverbe
précédait le verbe) a pu servir non seulement en regard de l'in-
fectum de méme racine qui indique un procés arrivant a un terme
défini: tollo, mais aussi en regard d’un infectum trés anomal, fero,
dont la racine ne possédait pas de perfectum en propre, par ce que,
étant essentiellement durative, elle n’avait, en indo-européen, ni
aoriste ni parfait (gr. pépw n’a que le présent; 'aoriste et le parfait
sont empruntés a d’autres racines). On congoit comment atfuli, qui
indique un fait acquis, peut répondre a affercaussi bien qu’a a ttollo.
Les conditions de sens qui ont permis cet usage sont les mémes
que celles qui font que steti a suffi en face de sto et de sisto.

Bien entendu, ces usages caractéristiques n’ont pu se main-
tenir que dans quelques verbes forts. D’aprés les verbes normaux
ou la forme du perfectum est liée a celle de I'infectum par une
relation définie, la langue a tendu a2 donner a chaque infectum
son perfectum: en face de tendo et de teneo, il ne devrait y avoir
qu'un seul perfectum, tetini. Mais tetini est un archaisme: sur
teneo il a été fait tenui (voir Ernout, Morphologie historique du
latin, p. 274), et sur tendo, tetendi (qui garde le redoublement
de tetini), tendu. Py

THE LEPONTIAN PERSONAL

NAMES IN -alo-s 6 SOME REMARKS

ON THE LYDIAN INSCRIPTIONS.
HOLGER %’EDERSEN.

1. It is a well-known fact that the old inscriptions found
in Northern Italy and the bordering Alpine regions (written
in various shadings of the North Etruscan alphabet and dating
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in all probability from the two last centuries B. C.) represent
a series of different languages. In the east, from the Adriatic
Sea to Verona (with Este as the chief finding-place), we have
the remnants of the Venetian language. From the valley of the
Adige and the lake of Garda to the lake of Como the language
is an Etruscan dialect (and it goes far to the north, beyond
Trent and Bozen, towards Innsbruck). From the lake of Como
to the regions westward of Lago Maggiore we find a language
which has been alternately claimed as Celtic and as Ligurian.
Leaving aside provisionally the discussion of this problem we
may term the language Lepontian, for the inhabitants of this
territory were in antiquity called Lepontians. But we must state
at once that the Lepontian language is distinctly different from
the language of the Gaulish inscriptions. There are very few
Gaulish inscriptions in Italy: the tolerably intelligible bilingual
of Todi (Tuder) in Umbria and the rather difficult inscription
found at Briona near Novara are the only two of undoubted
Gaulish character (for incriptions of doubtful Gaulish prove-
nience, see Rhys, The Celtic Inscriptions of France and Italy, p. 1,
p.65, and Magnus Olsen, Zeitschrift f.celt. Philologie I'V 23 seqq.).

The Lepontian inscriptions have been discussed repeatedly.
The chief contributions are due to Pauli (Altitalische For-
schungen I, Leipzic 1885), Kretschmer (KZ XXXVIII 97—128),
Herbig (Anzeiger f. schweizer. Altertumskunde, VII, 1905—06,
p. 187 seqq.), O. A. Danielsson (Zu den venetischen und
lepontischen Inschriften — Skrifter utgifna of K. Humanistiska
Vetenskaps-Samfundet i Uppsala, XIII, 1, 1909). All the most
important Lepontian inscriptions will be found in the excellent
little book of Dr. Hermann Jacobsohn, Altitalische Inschriften,
Bonn 1910, and for the sake of convenience I shall use his
numeration in quoting the inscriptions.

2. The Lepontian inscriptions are not very numerous, and
they contain very little but personal names. The names may
occur in the nominative:

Kz e Tic
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205 rupelos (an o-stem)
206 atepu (an n-stem; Gallo-Latin Atepo, genitive
Ateponis).
Or they may be in the dative
204 amui (of an o-stem)
203 atilonei (of an n-stem; Gallo-Latin Atilo, dative
Atiloni).
Often two names are joined together. The second name is
sometimes the father’s name in the genitive case:
193 alkouinos askoneti 1) *Alkouinos (- = Gaulish Alcouin-
dos) son of Askonetos'.
194 minuku komonos (two n-stems) ‘Minuku son of
Komu’ (komonos has been taken hitherto errone-
ously as the nominative of an o-stem).
But in other instances the second name is a derivative that may
be supposed to have the value of a patronymic or a family
name. The least frequent form of this derived stem ends in
-10~S Or -€o-s:
189 namu esopnio (for the first name, cf. Gallo-Latin
Namo; esopnio[s] - Gaulish *Exobnios, latinized
Exomnius, derived from Exobnos, see Daniels-
son p. 311).
A certain confusion or vagueness in the use of the names in
-io-s and -eo-s, allowing them to take the function of first
names, seems to be indicated by
195 komoneos uarsileos (the first name is a derivate
from * komu ; the second name, which is known in
latinized form as Varsilius, seems to be the family
name).
The more common endings of the derived personal names are
exemplified in the longest of the Lepontian inscriptions, which
runs thus:

1) s is an arbitrary transcription of one of the Etruscan s-signs,
the character corresponding to the Semitic sadc. This transcription does
not imply any phonetic determination of the sound.



The Lepontian Personal Names in -alo-s and Some Remarks &c. 1]

187 metelui maeSilalui uenia metelikna asmina krasanikna
‘to Metelos Maesilalos Venia Metelikna (and)
Asmina Krasanikna (give this)’.

This inscription is placed on a vase which evidently has
been bestowed on the deceased Metelos Maesilalos by two wo-
men. Venia Metelikna seems to have been his daughter, and
we may suppose Asmina Krasanikna to have been his wife.
If so, the names in -kno-s, fem. -kna must have exactly the
same value as in the Gaulish and Latin bilingual of Todi, where
Druti filius is rendered Trutiknos. They are simple patronymics
and serve as a mere indication of the father's name; conse-
quently they are synonymous with the genitive in alkouinos
askoneti etc. In Gaulish too the genitive and the derivate in
-kno-s are synonymous; in the inscription of Novara Tanota-
liknoi ‘the sons of Dannotalos’ seems to be parallel with Esa-
nekoti ‘the sons of Exandecottos’. We cannot with the same
degree of certainty point out the exact meaning of the names
in -alo-s, fem. -ala. Etymologically they are no doubt patro-
nymics, but as we are not told that Metelos was the son of
Maesilos, we cannot refute the opinion that the names in -alo-s
had passed from the true patronymic employment into fixed
family names, so that Venia Meteltkna was herself a Maesilala.

3. In some inscriptions a word pala is added to the dative
of a personal name:
196 piuonei tekialui pala ‘pala for Pivu Tekialos’
198 slaniai uerkalai pala tisiui piuotialui pala ‘pala for
Slania Verkala, pala for Tisios Pivotialos'.

The exact pronunciation of this word cannot be inferred
from the spelling. For in the alphabet used by the Lepontians
the characters p, t and k had the double value of a spoken p,
t, k and a spoken b, d, g. Thus piuonei is the dative of a name
identical with Gallo-Latin Biuvo. Moreover a may represent 4
or i, the character | may denote a single or a double I. As to
the meaning of the word, Pauli, Altitalische Studien I, 71, sup-






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































