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Abstract
Ancient writers on the Latin language had the concept of ‘reconstruction’ of words which existed in earlier stages of the language. In some ways this was similar to modern notions of reconstruction, in others different. In this article I show how writers subsequent to Varro continued to use concepts of relationships of sounds between older and classical Latin, and between Latin and other languages, to come up with their reconstructions. I will also show that these reconstructions could be considered to have once existed, to the extent that they could be treated as real words in lexica. 
1. Introduction[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Acknowledgements] 

It is well known that the first century BC Roman polymath Varro, in his writing on the Latin language (De Lingua Latina), provided etymologies of Latin words by reference to entities similar to the reconstructions of earlier stages of a language used by modern historical linguists (Pfaffel 1980, 1981, 1987), as shown in passage (1).[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Of course, reference to a ‘reconstructed’ form was not the only method of etymology used by Varro. Other methods included providing a derivation from another existing Latin word and combining two Latin words. He was also aware that Latin words could have come from other languages, such as Greek. Huge amounts have been written on Varro’s methodology and practice; in addition to the works of Pfaffel, see, among others, Fehling (1956 and 1957), Schröter (1960), Coleman (2001), Blank (2008), Viti (2016), de Melo (2019a: 35-54, 126-236, 2019b: 105-7). On Roman approaches to etymology generally see Wölfflin (1893).] 

	(1) cerui, quod magna cornua gerunt, gerui, G in C mutauit ut in multis (LL 5.101)[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  The text of De Lingua Latina is that of de Melo (2019a).] 

	‘Ceruī “stags” got their name because they gerunt “carry” big horns, as geruī; G 	changed to C, as in many words’ (trans. de Melo).[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Translations are my own except where specified.] 

This type of ‘reconstruction’ was not restricted to Varro, as demonstrated by passages (2) and (3).[footnoteRef:5] (2) is taken from the De Significatu Verborum of Festus, a lexicon produced in the late second century AD, but based on, and abbreviated from, the work of Verrius Flaccus (c. 55 BC – 20 AD).[footnoteRef:6] It was subsequently epitomised by Paulus Diaconus in the eighth century AD.[footnoteRef:7] (3) is from the fourth century AD Ars Grammatica of Marius Victorinus.[footnoteRef:8] [5:  I am going to put ‘reconstruction’ in quote marks throughout, because I wish to emphasise that the principles that lie behind this ‘reconstruction’, while not entirely dissimilar from those of modern reconstruction, are also different in many ways. Some of these will be discussed shortly; a couple that are implicit in the examples in the rest of this article are: the lack of a concept of the regularity of sound change; and the idea that sound change is bidirectional (e.g. if f can become h, then h can also become f, as in passages 24 and 25).   ]  [6:  The extent to which the text of Festus reflects that of Verrius is debated (see Glinister 2007: 11-12). Although I will refer to the author as ‘Festus’ throughout, much of the contents must reflect the scholarship of the first century BC.]  [7:  The text used is that of Lindsay (1913), with reference to page numbers and lines. Passages are quoted either from the remaining parts of the original text of Festus (Fest.) or from Paul’s epitome (Paul. Fest.).]  [8:  Text from Mariotti (1967). I have also given references to the Grammatici Latini of Keil (1929).] 

	(2) horreum antiqui farreum dicebant a farre (Paul. Fest. 91.6) 
	‘Horreum “granary” the ancients used to call a farreum, from far “grain”.’[footnoteRef:9] [9:  The etymology of horreum is not certain (de Vaan 2008: 290), but there is no Latin sound change whereby a would become o in the first syllable; nor did f‑ change to h‑ in Latin (although Latin could in principle have borrowed the word from another dialect or a nearby language in which the two were confused; see Section 2).] 

	(3) forcipes ..., ut foricipes (MV 4.111 = GL 6, 26.11-12) 
	‘Forcipes “tongs” ... as if foricipes.’[footnoteRef:10] [10:  There is a chance that this ‘reconstruction’ actually comes close to the correct preform, if forceps comes from *foro‑kaps (de Vaan 2008: 231-2).] 

In using the term ‘reconstruction’ I am to some degree forcing a modern viewpoint on the ancient material. I use it loosely to refer to any words that exist in the texts of Roman writers on language which are not (from our point of view) ‘real’, i.e. that they never existed in the Roman lexicon outside these texts – a status which we can often (but not always) recognise on the basis of our modern linguistic theory and resources, primarily knowledge of the regular sound changes that took place in the history of Latin. 
An anonymous reviewer (whose comments I paraphrase here) observes that in doing so and hence describing all of passages (1) to (3) as containing ‘reconstructions’, I am merging three things that are presented by ancient grammarians in different ways: the (supposedly) attested form, in speech and/or writing (as in passage 2); the older, but unattested form comparatively reconstructed (as in passage 1); and the - not necessarily diachronic – illuminatory etymology (as in passage 3).[footnoteRef:11] As will become clear, it is my contention that the ‘attested’ forms are sometimes (perhaps even often) in fact comparatively reconstructed; as for the distinction between these and the type introduced by ut (and also other similar terms such as quasi) as in passage (3), these will be discussed in Section 3. [11:  On non-diachronic views of etymology in the ancient world see Katz (2010: 343).] 

In this article I demonstrate that the Roman writers on the Latin language after Varro generated ‘reconstructions’ on the basis of their observations about relationships between earlier and later stages of Latin and between Latin and other languages (Section 2).[footnoteRef:12] I argue that these ‘reconstructions’ are not necessarily marked out in our texts as being different in status from ‘real’ words (Sections 2 and 3); thirdly, that the ‘reconstructions’ could be thought of as being ‘real’, to the extent that they can be treated as words that themselves require explanation (Section 3). Consequently, it is important that modern scholars consider carefully the context of forms only attested in grammarians and lexica before taking them at face value as genuine evidence for Latin; even in the headwords of lexicon entries, it is possible to find probable or possible instances of ‘reconstructed’ forms. [12:  On the history of writings on language before and after Varro see Belardi (1985), Taylor (1987), Kaster (1988), de Melo (2019a: 25-35). Especially from the second century AD onwards, there is heavy re-use of, and reliance upon, previous authors. For ancient ideas about the relationship of Greek to Latin see Stevens (2006-2007) and Gitner (2015); for Varro’s practice in referring to words from other languages see Ferriss-Hill (2014).] 


2. Establishing relationships between sounds
At least as early as Varro, relationships between present-day and earlier Latin had been established, as demonstrated in passage (4).[footnoteRef:13] [13:  See also Wölfflin (1893: 565-71).] 

	(4) Musas quas memorant nosce<s> nos esse <Camenas>. Ca<s>menarum priscum 	uocabulum ita natum ac scriptum est alibi. Carmenae ab eadem origine sunt 	declinatae. In multis uerbis in quo[d] antiqui dicebant S, postea dictum R, ut in 	Carmine Saliorum sunt haec: Cozeui oborieso. Omnia uero ad Patulcium commissei. 	Ianeus iam es, duonus Cerus es, du<o>nus Ianus. Venies po<tissimu>m melios eum 	recum . . .

	[gap of ten lines’ length]

	. . . . f<o>edesum foederum, plusima plurima, meliosem meliorem, asenam arenam, 	ianitos 	ianitor. Quare e Casmena Carmena, <e> Carmena [carmen] R extrito Camena 	factum (Varro LL 7.26-28)

	‘You will get to know that we, the Camēnae, are the ones they call the Muses. The old 	word, Casmēnae, arose and was written like this elsewhere. The Carmēnae were 	derived from the same origin. In many words, in the place where the ancients used to 	say S, R was said afterwards; for example, the following words are in the hymn of the 	Salians: Planter-God,	oborieso “arise.” I have indeed committed everything to the 	Opener. Now you are the Gate-Keeper, you are the good Creator, the good Janus. You 	will come especially, the meliōs “superior” of these kings . . .

	[gap of ten lines’ length]

	. . . foedesum foederum “of treaties,” plūsima plūrima (neut. pl.) “most,” meliōsem 	meliōrem (masc. / fem. acc.) “better,” asēnam arēnam (acc.) “sand,” ianitōs ianitor 	“doorkeeper.” Therefore, Carmēna was derived from Casmēna, and Camēna from 	Carmēna, with loss of the R’ (trans. de Melo).

In this passage, Varro gives an older name of the Camenae, a group of nymphs considered to be the Roman equivalent of the Greek Muses, claiming that it was originally Casmenae, whence to Carmenae, and then to Camenae. He goes on to quote from the Carmen Saliare, the prayer of the priests known as the Salii, which was probably already difficult to understand in Varro’s day and has become corrupted in this text. The copyist of the manuscript has then left a gap of ten lines. Chapter 27 begins with a list of words in which earlier s appears as r in classical Latin. In the following chapter (not given here), Varro attributes the form Casmenae to an otherwise unknown work called the Carmen Priami ‘The Song (or Prayer) of Priam’, where a connection is made with cascus ‘old’.
The form Casmenae is only attested here and in Festus,[footnoteRef:14] while Carmenae is not found anywhere else, and we know, on the basis of regular sound change, that neither can have existed: an original *kasmenā would have developed not to xCarmena, nor to the actually attested Cămena, but to xCāmena (cf. Very Old Latin cosmis > Classical Latin cōmis ‘kindly’). We should also note that Varro’s source for the s to r change itself includes a form which we know to be incorrect: xianitos is not the origin of ianitor, which always had a final r, being formed with an agent-noun suffix *‑tōr (Weiss 2009: 308) .  [14:  At Paul. Fest. 59.5 and Fest. 222.25; in both cases as an example of the ‘insertion’ of s by the ancients into words without an s in Classical Latin. Presumably Virgil’s (Aeneid 11.543) derivation of Cămilla from Casmilla is influenced by this etymology.] 

From this passage arises a pair of useful things to be noted: firstly, both pre-stages presented by Varro for Camena are ‘reconstructions’; secondly, that the comparative evidence presented for the s/r interchange itself includes ‘reconstructions’. If Varro’s attribution of Casmenae to the Carmen Priami is to be trusted, presumably the creation of the form is to be attributed to the anonymous author, who uses it to provide an etymology by means of cascus, but Carmenae (suggesting a connection with carmen ‘song, prayer’) and ianitos for ianitor may belong to Varro himself.
The relationship between older and later Latin regarding s and r continues in the grammatical tradition after Varro, as is made highly explicit in passage (5), an entry under ‘R’ in Festus, and in (6), from the De Orthographia of Terentius Scaurus, of about 200 AD.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Text from Biddau (2008); I have also given references to the Grammatici Latini of Keil (1929).] 

	(5) R pro S littera saepe antiqui posuerunt, ut maiosibus, meliosibus, lasibus, fesiis; 	pro maioribus, melioribus, laribus, feriis. (Paul. Fest. 323.5-7)	
	‘The ancients often put in r instead of the letter s, as maiosibus, meliosibus, lasibus, 	fesiis; for maioribus “greater (dat./abl. pl.)”, melioribus “better (dat./abl. pl.)”, Laribus 	“household gods (dat./abl. pl.)”, feriis “holidays (dat./abl. pl.)”.’
	(6) Furios dicimus quos antiqui Fusios, et aras quas illi asas, et Lares quos Lases (TS 	IV.4.2 = GL 7, 13-14; cf. also VII.3.5 = GL 7, 23.16-17) 
	‘We say Furii, while the ancients said Fusii, and arae “altars” which they called asae, 	and Lares for Lases.’
Briefer, but not dissimilar instances, involving older forms of Latin include passage (7), on the relationship between d and r, and (8) on c and g.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Which is not, from our point of view, a sound change; rather, /g/ and /c/ were originally both represented by the same letter, <c>; the letter <g> was invented some time in the mid third century BC. Festus has this precisely the wrong way round. For other examples of etymologies involving interchange of g and c see Wölfflin (1893: 567-8).] 

	(7) nos nunc et ‘adventum’ et ‘apud’ per D potius quam per R scribamus, ‘arventum’ 	et ‘apur’ (MV 4.9 = GL 6, 9.16-17)
	‘Let us now write both aduentum and apud with D rather than R, rather than aruentum 	and apur.’
	(8) prodigia quod prodicunt futura, permutatione g litterae; nam quae nunc c 	appellatur, ab antiquis g vocabatur (Fest. 254.15-16)
	‘Prodigia “portents”, because they prodicunt “predict” the future, with change of the 	letter g. For what is now called c, was called g by the ancients.’
An example where Greek is the comparative source is presented by passage (9).[footnoteRef:17] Here no ‘reconstructed’ form is put forward, but the relationship between Latin s and Greek h in a number of words is observed, with suppus coming ‘from’ Greek with interchange of s for h.[footnoteRef:18] A relationship between ‘Sabine’ and/or Faliscan and Latin sounds, going back to Varro, is taken up below. [17:  For other examples of etymologies involving relationships between sounds in Greek and Latin see Wölfflin (1893: 565-6). ]  [18:  The unmentioned Greek equivalent to suppus is ὕπτιος ‘supine’ (Weiss 2010: 372, 375); presumably ὑπό ‘under, beneath’ may also have been thought to be connected.] 

	(9) suppum antiqui dicebant, quem nunc supinum dicimus ex Graeco, videlicet pro 	adspiratione ponentes <s> litteram, ut cum idem ὕλας dicunt, et nos silvas; item ἕξ 	sex, et ἕπτά septem (Fest. 370.20-24)
	‘Early writers used to call suppus what we now call supinus (lying back), from the 	Greek, 	clearly using the letter S in place of aspiration, as when likewise they say 	hýlas and we say silvae (woods); likewise héx is sex (six), and heptá is septem 	(seven)’ (trans. North 2007).
In addition to the instances above, a particularly clear example of the path by which the grammarians’ deductions about the relationships between sounds in the past/other languages and Latin, is presented by d and l. We can trace back to Varro and Festus observations involving this interchange (passages 10-14).
	(10) lepestae, … apud antiquos scriptores Graecos inueni appellari poculi genus 	δεπέσταν (Varro, LL 5.123) 
	‘Lepestae “drinking cups”... ; I have found in ancient Greek writers a kind of cup 	called a depésta.’[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  In fact lepesta (also attested as lepista, and only known through testimonia in grammarians) is far more likely to be a borrowing from Greek lepastḗ ‘limpet-shaped drinking cup’ than to be connected to or borrowed from depésta. Depésta is itself only known from this passage of Varro, but dépas ‘goblet’ and its derivative dépastron are known.] 

	(11) … quas Melicas appellant falso, quod antiqui, ut Thetim T[h]elim dicebant, sic 	Medicam Melicam uocabant (Varro, De Re Rustica 3.9.19)[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  This comment comes not from Varro’s writing on language but from his work on agriculture. The text used is that of Goetz (1929).] 

	‘[Hens] which they mistakenly call Melian, because the ancients, just as they 	used to call Thetis Thelis, called Median Melian.’ 
	(12) melicae, gallinae, quod in Media id genus avium corporis amplissimi fiat. L 	littera pro D substituta (Paul. Fest. 111.20-21) 
	‘Melicae: hens, because in Media that type of bird with very fat body is to be found. 	The letter L has been substituted for D.’
	(13) dacrimas pro lacrimas Livius saepe posuit, nimirum quod Graeci appellant 	δάκρυα (Paul. 	Fest. 60.5-6)
	‘Livius Andronicus often used dacrimas instead of lacrimas “tears”, clearly because 	the Greeks call them dákrua.’
	(14) seliquastra sedilia antiqui generis appellantur, d littera in l conversa; ut etiam in 	sella factum est, et subsellio, et solio, quae non minus a sedendo dicta sunt (Fest. 	460.1-4)
	‘An old type of sedile “chair” is called a seliquastra, with the letter d turned into l; as 	has also been done in sella “seat”, and subsellium “low bench”, and solium “throne”, 	which are said no less on the basis of sedere “to sit”.’
Passage (15) comes from Marius Victorinus, but gives us information dating to the first century BC, if we are to believe its attribution to Pompey the Great.
	(15) Cn. Pompeius Magnus et scribebat et dicebat kadamitatem pro calamitate (MV 	4.4 = GL 6, 8.14-15)
	‘Pompey both wrote and said kadamitas for calamitas “calamity”.’[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Presumably by false etymology from cado ‘fall’; in fact calamitas is derived from the same root as incolumis ‘unhurt’ (de Vaan 2008: 82), notwithstanding Postgate’s (1881: 336) attempt to attribute the l of calamitas to popular etymology with calamus ‘stalk’, on the grounds that ‘[t]he storm sweeping through the air “culmumque levem stipulasque volantes,” Virg. G. I. 321, appeals strongly to the countryman’s imagination to whom there can be no greater calamity than this whirling of the reeds and stalks.’] 

By the time of Marius Victorinus, therefore, there was enough evidence to allow him to produce the rather sophisticated statement given as passage (16).
	(16) communionem enim habuit <L> littera <cum D> apud antiquos, ut ‘dinguam’ et 	‘linguam’ et ‘dacrimis’ <et> ‘lacrimis’ et ‘Kapitodium’ et ‘Kapitolium’ et ‘sella’ a 	sede et 	‘olere’ ab odore. <est> et communio cum Graecis: nos ‘lacrimae’, illi δάκρυα, 	‘olere’ 	ὀδωδέναι, ‘meditari’ μελετᾶν (MV 4.109-110 = GL 6, 26.1-5) 
	‘The letter L had something in common with the letter D among old writers, as in 	dingua	and lingua “tongue” and dacrimis and lacrimis “tears” and Kapitodium and 	Kapitolium “Capitol” and sella “seat” from sedes “seat” and olere “to smell” from 	odor “odor”. This commonality also exists with Greek words: we say lacrimae 	“tears”, they say dákrua, we say olere, they say odōdénai, we say meditari 	“consider”, they say meletãn.’
From the passages given above we can see that, following Varro, grammarians and lexicographers were (still) in the habit of observing common relationships between sounds for which they had evidence either from earlier stages of Latin (via copies of earlier literary works and/or inscriptions), or from other languages such as Greek. This was clearly a productive method of engaging in linguistic enquiry, and many more examples could be provided. However, we cannot necessarily assume that all the examples put forward by our authors as reflecting earlier stages of Latin come from written sources available to them at the time: in fact, it seems that, rather like in modern handbooks of comparative phonology, many of the examples given to justify a particular relationship between two sounds are in fact ‘reconstructions’.
In addition to ianitos for ianitor in the first passage from Varro quoted in this section, an absolutely certain example of this can be found in Terentius Scaurus, who, directly following the passage given as (6) above, adds the following sentence (17).
	(17) item sellam quam illi seddam (TS IV.4.2 = GL 7, 13-14; repeated at VII.3.5 = 	GL 7, 23.17) 
	‘Likewise we say sella “seat”, which they called sedda.’
There is no question that a form sedda ever existed (the correct preform is *sedlā; Walde & Hofmann 1938-1954: 511).[footnoteRef:22] Here we clearly have a ‘reconstruction’ rather than a genuine old form.[footnoteRef:23] In this case we have, as it were, ‘caught out’ Terentius Scaurus because we know the real etymology of this form. How far can we trust other words which are cited by our authors? Significant doubts must develop in the following cases. [22:  Biddau in fact prints sedla rather than sedda at VII.3.5, but this seems to be a mistake, since he gives sedda in the translation, and implies in the commentary that we find sedda here as well as in the earlier passage. Keil gives sedda.]  [23:  Compare the view of Marius Victorinus in example (16) above, who leaves somewhat open the exact nature of the relationship between sella and sedes). ] 

	(18) littera commutata dicitur odor, olor, hinc olet et odorari et odoratus et odora res 	(Varro, LL. 6.83)
	‘With the change of a letter is said odor “smell” and olor “smell,” hence olet “it 	smells” and odōrārī “to detect by smell” and odōrātus “perfumed” and an odōra 	“fragrant thing”’ (trans. de Melo).
	(19) odefacit dicebant pro olfacit, quae vox a ὀσμῇ tracta est (Paul. Fest. 189.9-10) 
	‘They used to say odefacit for olfacit “smells”, which word is taken from Greek osmḗ 	“smell”.’
Here it seems more than likely that olor on the one hand, and odefacit on the other, neither of which are otherwise attested, are ‘reconstructions’ to explain the variation between d and l in odor vs oleo and olefacio (on which see footnote 26).[footnoteRef:24] [24:  The (abbreviated) Festus entry gives the impression of combining both this problem and the loss of the second vowel in olefacio > olfacio.] 

Directly after passage (13), which is repeated here, Festus adds another clause (20). 
	(20) dacrimas pro lacrimas Livius saepe posuit, nimirum quod Graeci appellant 	δάκρυα; item dautia, quae lautia dicimus, et dantur legatis hospitii gratia (Paul. Fest. 	60.5-7) 
	‘Livius Andronicus often used dacrimas instead of lacrimas “tears”, clearly because 	the Greeks call them dákrua; likewise dautia, which we call lautia “hospitality”, and 	are given to legates for the sake of hospitality.’
This might be taken as saying that Livius Andronicus also used the form dautia. But item ‘likewise’ does not have to be this precise (especially since this section is known only in epitome): it could simply mean that there is the same sort of d and l interchange as in dacrima/lacrima/dákrua, and that dautia is being ‘reconstructed’ by Festus. A hint that this is in fact the case is the following clause ‘et dantur legatis hospitii gratia’, which looks to me to be providing an etymology for lautia and its preform *dautia by means of dare ‘give’.
Another interesting case where Festus seems to be making use of the observed relationship between (present-day) Latin l and Greek d can be seen in example (21).
	(21) redivia siue reluvium dicitur, cum circa ungues cutis se solvit, quia duere est 	solvere (Paul. Fest. 335.4-5) 
	‘rediuia or reluuium is said, when around the nails the skin detaches itself, because 	duere means “to loosen, detach”.’
Since reluuium is otherwise unattested, it looks as though it might be a ‘reconstruction’ for rediuia (more commonly reduuia) ‘hangnail’.[footnoteRef:25] In addition, however, Festus also adds that duere, an otherwise unattested verb, means ‘to loosen’. Although expressed in very compressed form, it seems to me likely that he is here analysing reduuia as consisting of the prefix re‑ and a stem ‑duuia. This stem is then derived from a ‘reconstructed’ verb duere, whose existence, given Festus’ knowledge of the d/l interchange, can be supported on the basis of comparison with Greek lúō ‘loose’.[footnoteRef:26] [25:  The non-epitomised manuscript of Festus 334, 4-6 has: rediviam quidam, ali reluvium appellant, cum circa unguis cutis se resolvit, qui †at uere† solvere, which must surely conceal quia duere solvere, as Lindsay suggests in the apparatus criticus. ]  [26:  In fact reduuia is to be segmented red‑uuia, being derived from the verb stem seen in ex‑uo ‘draw off, take off’ (de Vaan 2008: 642-3). ] 

[bookmark: _Ref13580278]Likewise, many of Marius Victorinus’ preforms may well be ‘reconstructions’ rather than actually attested older forms. In example (22), partly repeated from (7), we know that apur for apud is possibly attested (Clackson & Horrocks 2011: 112), and aruentum for aduentum is plausible; but dingua (also mentioned in 16) is somewhat doubtful for comparative reasons,[footnoteRef:27] and praesidium certainly does not come from praesilium.[footnoteRef:28] In example (16) itself, there is no reason to think that Capitolium was ever Capitodium. [27:  Reconstructing the word for ‘tongue’ in Proto-Indo-European is extremely problematic, since the daughter languages show an array of different forms, particularly with regard to the initial consonant, which cannot be reconciled by means of regular sound changes (see Hilmarsson 1982, Kümmel 2018). It is often supposed that Germanic, the only other language family which has initial d‑, reflects the original form *dn̥ĝhwā (cf. Gothic tuggō < *dn̥ĝhwōn, with secondary transfer to the n‑stems, and, of course, English ‘tongue’), with Oscan fang<v>am (accusative singular), fancua(s) (nominative plural) < *dhn̥ĝ(h)wā and Tocharian A käntu, B kantwo < *ĝhn̥d(h)wā assumed to reflect metatheses of aspiration and of obstruents respectively. However, Celtic has *t‑ (Middle Welsh tauaut, Old Irish tengae), while the Balto-Slavic languages either show no initial consonant at all (Old Prussian insuwis, Old Church Slavonic językъ) or have l‑ (Lithuanian liežùvis). This latter, along with that of Armenian lezow, is assumed to be the result of analogy with the words for ‘lick’, just as in the case of Latin lingua after lingo. But, leaving dingua here aside, there is really no good reason to privilege the Germanic form over that of any other language family in identifying the ‘original’ initial form of the word; in fact, since Oscan is the most closely related language to Latin, there is a reasonable chance that the Latin preform was *fingwa < *dhn̥ĝ(h)wā.    ]  [28:  The noun is formed of the preposition prae ‘before’ and the root *sed‑ ‘sit’; in any case, although there does seem to have been a sporadic change of *d > l in Latin, all the instances for which we have good comparative evidence show that the development was in that direction: there are no instances of *l > d. The best examples are *daywēr > laeuir ‘son-in-law’, *dakrima > lacrima, *odēō > oleō ‘smell’, *sodiyom > solium ‘throne’, perhaps *dariks > larix ‘larch’ (apart from the substitution of larix for lingua, these are more-or-less the ones given in the most recent handbooks like Meiser (1998: 100) and Weiss (2009: 475). Despite the enthusiasm for etymologies involving this sound change exhibited by e.g. Conway (1893) and Petr (1899), Lindsay (1894: 286-7) already disposes of, or casts significant doubt on, almost all of them.] 

	(22) nos nunc et ‘adventum’ et ‘apud’ per D potius quam per R scribamus, ‘arventum’ 	et ‘apur’, et ‘linguam’ per L potius quam per D, et ‘praesidium’ per D potius quam 	per L (MV 4.9	= GL 6, 9.16-18) 
	‘Let us now write both aduentum and apud with D rather than R, rather than aruentum 	and apur, and lingua “tongue” with L rather than with D, and praesidium “defence” 	with D rather than with L.’
A more complex probable instance of ‘reconstruction’, is to be found in f/h interchange in passages (23) - (26). 
	(23) <h>ircus, quod Sabini fircus. quod illic f[a]edus, in Latio rure hedus, qui in urbe 	ut in multis A addito <h>aedus (Var. LL. 5.97)
	‘The hircus “he-goat” got its name because the Sabines say fircus. What is a fēdus 	“kid” there, is a hēdus in Latium in the countryside, which in the city is a haedus with 	an added A, as in many words’ (trans. de Melo).
	(24) ut testis est Varro a Sabinis fasena dicitur, et sicut s familiariter in r transit, ita f 	in uicinam adspirationem mutatur. similiter ergo et haedos dicimus cum aspiratione, 	quoniam faedi dicebantur apud antiquos; item hircos, quoniam eosdem aeque fircos 	uocabant. nam et e contrario quam antiqui habam dicebant nos fabam dicimus (Velius 	Longus, GL 7, 69.8-10) 
	‘According to Varro’s testimony, the Sabines say fasena [for harena “sand”], and 	just as s commonly becomes r, likewise f is changed into its close relative, the aspirate 	[h]. Therefore likewise we also say haedi, with aspiration, since in the past 	people said faedi; likewise hirci, since they also called these firci. And also the other 	way around: what people in the past called a haba, we call a faba “bean”.’[footnoteRef:29] [29:  The context for this passage is the question of which words rightly begin with an h, and which with a vowel. Velius Longus argues that harena should be said with an h, ‘on account of the origin of the word’ (propter originem vocis), which is demonstrated by the Sabine form. ] 

	(25) nec minus consonantes, ut ‘f’ et ‘h’: utraque enim ‹est› flatus; quare quem antiqui 	‘fircum’ nos ‘hircum’, et quam Falisci ‘habam’ nos ‘fabam’ appellamus, et quem 	antiqui ‘fariolum’ nos ‘hariolum’ (TS IV.3.18-20 = GL 7.13.8-10)
	‘No less is this the case with consonants, for example “f” and “h”: for both of them 	are made by blowing; hence what the ancients called a fircus we call a hircus, and 	what the Faliscans call a haba we call a faba, and what the ancients called a fariolus 	we call a hariolus.’
	(26) Faliscos Halesus condidit. hi autem inmutato H in F, Falisci dicti sunt, sicut 	febris dicitur quae ante hebris dicebatur, Formiae quae Hormiae fuerunt ἀπὸ τῆς 	ὁρμῆς: nam posteritas in multis nominibus F pro H posuit (Servius, on Aeneid 7. 	695).[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Servius was a fourth century AD grammarian, who wrote a commentary on Virgil. The text is from Thilo & Hagen (1881-1902).] 

	‘Halaesus was the ancestor of the Falisci.[footnoteRef:31] But these are now called Falisci, with h 	changed into f, just like febris “fever”, which was previously called hebris, [the town 	of] Formiae which was previously Hormiae, from Greek hormḗ “rush”: for 	posterity has in many nouns replaced h with f.’[footnoteRef:32] [31:  As stated by Ovid, Fasti 4. 73-4, presumably with the same understanding of the f/h interchange implied.]  [32:  Variation of f and h in Formiae is also identified by Festus at Paul. Fest. 73. 20 and Pliny the Elder, Natural History, 3.59.] 

Apart from demonstrating the repetitive nature of the Roman grammatical tradition, these passages raise some interesting questions about who said what, and when. In these passages we have Latin hircus, haedus, harena compared with Sabine equivalents which begin with f‑ and Latin faba and Falisci compared with Faliscan words beginning with h‑. But we also seem to see an elision - or at least an association -  between the Sabines, the Falicans and the (presumably Latin-speaking) antiqui ‘the ancients’. So, a kid is said to be called a faedus by ‘the Sabines’ by Varro in (23) but by the ‘antiqui’ by Velius Longus (24) and also by Festus (Paul. Fest. 74.9-10), Terentius Scaurus (TS II.3.2.2-6 = GL 11.5-7), and Quintilian (1.4.13); the same pattern is found for fircus (Sabine in Varro, antiqui in Velius Longus and Terentius Scaurus), while haba for faba is attributed to the ancients by Velius Longus (24) and Terentius Scaurus (TS VII.3.5.11-12 = GL 7.23.19), but Terentius Scaurus also attributes it to the Faliscans (25). Although Servius (26) envisions the h to f change as involving the name of the Faliscans, it is not clear that he sees it as being a change particular to the Faliscans.
In addition to these examples, we are also given a number of words beginning with h‑ or f‑ for which an alternative form with the other letter is attributed to the antiqui (or, more vaguely, with words like dicebant ‘they used to say’): folus for holus ‘green vegetables’, fostis for hostis ‘enemy’, fostia for hostia ‘sacrificial victim’ (Paul. Fest. 74.9-10), horctus and forctus ‘good’ (cf. fortis ‘strong’; Paul. Fest. 91.14), fordeum for hordeum ‘barley’ (Quintilian 1.4.13; Terentius Scaurus, TS II.3.2.2-6 = GL 11.5-7), fariolus for hariolus ‘soothsayer’ (TS II.3.2.2-6 = GL 11.5-7), and farreum for horreum (passage 2).[footnoteRef:33] [33:  In addition to the passages quoted, modern scholars usually identify a Sabine/Faliscan/dialectal origin for horda ‘pregnant’ (Varro RR 2.5.6, Paul. Fest. 91. 17-18) beside forda ‘pregnant’ (Varro LL 6.15, Paul. Fest. 74. 82), which is supposed to come from the root *bher‑ which gives fero ‘carry’ (thus e.g. Walde & Hofmann 1938-1954: 527). But this is not stated in the texts (and nor are horda and forda explicitly connected, by either Varro or Festus). For a thorough collection of f/h forms see Lindsay (1894: 55-6).] 

It is difficult to know exactly what is meant by Varro when he talks about ‘the Sabines’ using a  particular word: insofar as we have evidence for Sabine as a language, it is from the seventh to sixth centuries BC (or perhaps as late as the fourth, if South Picene is considered to be ‘Sabine’; see Burman 2017: 21-4 and Zair 2017: 130-31), and if it had survived so long it must have died out at the latest by the third century BC, when the inhabitants of the Sabine territory became Roman citizens. 
It seems unlikely that Varro could have any real information about the language we consider to be ‘Sabine’. Perhaps more plausible is that Varro is referring to words taken from a dialect of Latin spoken in Sabine territory, as might be implied by the use of the present tense dicitur ‘it is said’ of fasena (= harena) in Velius Longus’ reference to Varro. But, as key players in the mythological founding of Rome and its royal history, the Sabines had a complicated status in the mindset of first century Rome (Burman 2017: 3-20, Farney & Masci 2017: 551-3). Consequently, it is hard to know how to map Varro’s ‘Sabine’ onto our concept of it, and whether he thought of the Sabines as speaking a form of Latin, or a different (but presumably related) language is unclear.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  For an in-depth discussion of the ‘Sabine’ glosses in Varro, including discussion of faedus and fircus see Burman (2017: 35-79). On the question of Varro’s view of the relationship between Sabine and Latin see Adams (2007: 171) and Ferriss-Hill (2014: 86-93).] 

Faliscan was spoken near Rome, and is either a closely related language or a dialect of Latin.[footnoteRef:35] No written evidence has survived past about 150 BC, but it is just possible that Terentius Scaurus’ source could have come across actual speakers or inscriptions. We do have inscriptional evidence for variation between f and h, such as hileo (MF 146) beside fileo (MF 470) ‘son’ and foied (MF 59-60) ‘today’ beside Latin hodie.[footnoteRef:36]  [35:  On this question see Joseph & Wallace (1991), Bakkum (2009), Willi (2009: 576-84), Fortson (2017: 851-3).]  [36:  For which see Wallace & Joseph (1991) and Bakkum (2009: 81-3). Inscriptions are quoted from Bakkum (2009).] 

In addition, we also have a small number of cases from Latin-speaking Praeneste with apparent f for expected h, consisting of, in third-century BC inscriptions, Fercles (CIL 12.564) = Hercules, Felena (CIL 12.566) = Helena, foratia (CIL 12.166) = Horatia, and in a second or first century BC inscription, Feliod(orus) = Heliodorus (CIL 12.1446).[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  Wachter (1987: 147-8, 149-50, 190, 242-3, 504-6); Coleman (1990: 5) is strongly doubtful of a real linguistic development.] 

The attribution of this phenomenon to the Falicans seems to be correct; the attribution of it to the Sabines need not be. The simplest way to explain the variation between the different attributions to the Sabines, Faliscans and the antiqui, is that the Sabines and the Faliscans could be considered to be antiqui; certainly any Faliscan or Praenestine inscription which showed the feature is likely to have seemed (and been) old from the perspective of a first-century BC or later reader of it (Bakkum 2009: 82). If we accept that faedus, fircus and haba are genuine lexemes of Sabine and/or Faliscan (or Praenestine Latin), and that they made their way into the tradition from inscriptions, they could simply have beeen considered to be representatives of earlier stages of Latin.[footnoteRef:38] [38:  More complicated scenarios are also thinkable, of course, but the point is the association of the Sabines and Faliscans with the antiqui.] 

Once the relationship between Sabine/Faliscan/‘the ancients’ had been established, there was no need for further input from Sabine or Faliscan: in doing linguistic study, old Latin f could equate to present-day Latin h and vice-versa. Consequently, we might reasonably doubt whether there is anything more behind Festus’s claims of the antiqui’s folus (= holus), fostis (= hostis), and fostia (= hostia), or that in addition to forctus ‘good’ (presumably related to fortis ‘strong’) there was ever a horctus.

3. How ‘real’ are ‘reconstructions’?
Modern day comparative linguists have a variety of views about the status of the phonemes (and hence the lexemes and morphemes) they reconstruct: at one end of the spectrum the results of the comparative method can be seen as a purely abstract coding of the regular relationships between phonemes in attested daughter languages of a proto-language; at the other, considerable phonetic detail is assumed to be reconstructable, to give a confidently based sound-system and lexicon.[footnoteRef:39] Regardless of a given linguist’s position on this question, it is an accepted convention that a reconstruction will be marked with an asterisk, which highlights the fact that the word is unattested, and gives it a certain provisionality (since even the most ‘realist’ historical linguist will agree that changes in our historical and typological linguistic knowledge may lead to changes in our reconstructions). [39:  For a discussion of this question, see Lass (1993).] 

The question therefore arises what the status of their ‘reconstructions’ was for the ancient writers on language. According to Pfaffel (1981: 53-8), for Varro they have a ‘historic, genuine status as speech’.[footnoteRef:40] De Melo (2019a: 40), on the other hand, states: [40:  ‘[H]istorischen, sprachwirklichen Status’ (Pfaffel 1981: 58).] 

	I find this hard to swallow because Varro quite regularly modifies these C-forms [i.e. 	‘reconstructions’] with ut ‘as if / as it were,’ which to my mind shows that Varro is 	being non-committal. For Pfaffel (1980: 357-8), this ut is like the asterisk in modern 	Indo-European reconstruction, where it indicates that such forms are not attested, but 	in all likelihood existed. … But this is almost painfully anachronistic…’
Instead, de Melo (2019a: 43) maintains that:
	‘[t]hese intermediate forms were, in my opinion, not believed to have existed in real 	life by	Varro; they are not an attempt at serious diachrony. They are simply bridge 	forms used to remove or at least reduce the gap between two words. The use of ut ‘as 	if’ is not a precursor of our modern asterisks; ut keeps its normal meaning.’
This use of ut to mark out reconstructions is found in later grammarians too, along with words of similar meaning, such as uelut and quasi (as noted by Wölfflin 1893: 564, Russell 2005), as shown in examples (27)-(31).
	(27) forcipes ..., ut foricipes (MV 4.111 = GL 6, 26.11-12) 
	‘Forcipes “tongs” ... as if foricipes.’
	(28) non est ‘cloaca’, ut putatis, sed ‘cluaca’, quasi ‘conluaca’ (MV 4.105 = GL 6, 	25.9)
	‘It is not cloaca “sewer”, as you think, but cluaca, as if conluaca.’
	(29) Flamen Dialis dictus, quod filo assidue veletur; indeque appellatur flamen, quasi 	filamen (Paul. Fest. 77.28-29)
	‘The Flamen Dialis is so called because he is at all times covered with a filum 	“woolen fillet”; from this comes the name flamen, as if filamen.’	
	(30) littera dicta est quasi legitera (Sergius GL 4.475.5)[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Sergius, De Littera, De Syllaba, De Pedibus, De Accentibus, De Distinctione, c. 450 AD. The text is Keil (1929).] 

	‘The word littera “letter” is said as if legitera.’ 
	(31) omen velut oremen, quod fit ore augurium, quod non avibus aliove modo fit 	(Paul. Fest. 213)
	‘Omen “omen” as if oremen, because an augury is made from os, oris “mouth”, which 	is not made by birds or in any other way.’
Without further evidence it does not seem possible to adjudicate between Pfaffel and de Melo’s conceptions of the status of ‘reconstructions’. The use of ut etc. may be something more akin to our asterisk, or it may imply be a rather vaguer concept of the ‘reconstructions’ as purely theoretical ‘bridge-forms’ - or indeed as forms which somehow provide the ‘true’ nature of the word, without implying a diachronic development from an earlier to a later form. 
However, there is evidence that at least some ‘reconstructions’ were thought to be ‘real’, i.e. either that they involved diachronic developments from an earlier stage of Latin to a later one, or that they were treated as part of the (present or past) Latin lexicon by writers on language.
This evidence consists of two parts. Firstly, it is true that ‘reconstructions’ are often preceded by ut, uelut etc., or indeed by no marker of this sort at all, which leaves the epistemological status of the ‘reconstruction’ unspecified, as in the following example from Varro, where the reconstruction ruitrum is not marked in this way.
	(32) rutrum ruitrum a ruendo (LL 5.134)  
	‘Rutrum “shovel” is ruitrum, from ruere “to make fall”’ (trans. de Melo).
However, we are often told, from Varro onwards, that the ‘reconstructed’ form was actually spoken (passages 33-35), which seems to commit the writer to at least some kind of existence for that word.
	(33) indidem omen, ornamentum; alterum quod ex ore primum elatum est, osmen 	dictum (LL 7.97) 
	‘From the same source [i.e. oro “I ask”] come ōmen “omen” and ōrnāmentum 	“decoration”; because the former is first uttered from the ōs “mouth”, it was called 	ōsmen’ (trans. de Melo).
	(34) hinc, quod facta duo simplicia paria, <pallia> parilia primo dicta, R exclusum 	propter leuitatem (LL 5.133)
	‘Pallia “cloaks” were first called parilia from the fact that they were made as two 	simple 	paria “equal pieces,” and the R was removed for smoothness’ (trans. de 	Melo).
	(35) horreum antiqui farreum dicebant a farre (Paul. Fest. 91.6) 
	‘Horreum “granary” the ancients used to call a farreum, from far “grain”.’
Secondly, we can look to see how ‘reconstructions’ were treated in the grammatical tradition. Most of the examples we have seen so far have been in contexts where ‘reconstructions’ might reasonably be expected to be found; either in providing an etymology for a word, or in discussions of the relationships between different letters. That is to say, they have an explanatory role for other linguistic entities. If, however, we find them as explananda, that suggests that they are being treated themselves as genuine items in the Latin lexicon. A non-systematic look at Festus’ lexicon turns up several instances of this, where what must clearly be ‘reconstructions’ appear as headwords of entries. Passages (36) – (38) involve the sound-relationships discussed in Section 2, (40) – (42) do not.
	(36) loebesum et loebertatem antiqui dicebant liberum et libertatem. ita Graeci λοιβήν 	et λείβειν (Paul. Fest. 108.5-6)
	‘The ancients used to say loebesum and loebertatem for liberum “free (acc. sg.)” and 	libertatem “freedom (acc. sg.)”. In the same way as the Greeks say loibḗ “pouring” 	and leíbein “to let flow”.’
In (36), which is correct on the diphthong in the first syllable of loebesum and loebertatem, there is a historically incorrect s for r in loebesum, on the same pattern of s for r as in passages (4), (5) and (6): Greek eleútheros ‘free’ shows that the r is original. 
	(37) pesnis, pennis, ut Casmenas dicebant, pro Camenis: et cesnas pro caenis (Fest. 	222.25-6)
	‘Pesnis: pennis “feathers (dat./abl. pl.)”, as they used to say Casmenae for Camenae; 	and cesnae for cenae “dinners”.’ 
In (37), we know that the headword pesnis must be a ‘reconstruction’, using the same loss of s (via r) seen in Varro’s discussion of the Camenae (passage 4), albeit probably not one of Festus’ own making, since it is quoted in the dative/ablative plural, as though taken from another source. The real pre-form is *petnā > penna (cf. Greek potáomai ‘fly about’). Interestingly, the classical form pennas is given its own headword at Fest. 228.7-10.
	(38) inpelimenta inpedimenta dicebant (Paul. Fest. 96.9) 
	‘They used to say inpelimenta for inpedimenta “obstacles”.’
We have already doubted that the headword odefacit (passage 19) is anything other than a ‘reconstruction’. A still clearer example involving interchange of d and l is that in passage (38), where the headword inpelimenta is given as an earlier stage of inpedimenta (= impedimenta); we know that *l > d did not occur (see fn. 23).
	(39) hanula parua delubra, quasi fanula (Paul. Fest. 91.29)
	‘Hanula are little shrines, as though fanula.’
Given the earlier discussion of the f/h interchange, we may be wary of the headword in example (39), although it is not inconceivable that it is in fact a genuine Faliscan word.
	(40) dumecta antiqui quasi dumiceta appellabant, quae nos dumeta (Paul. Fest. 59. 6-	7)
	‘The ancients used to call the things which we call dumeta “bushes”, dumecta, as if 	dumiceta.’
Since we know that a sequence ct was retained in Latin (cf. e.g. dictus ‘having been said’), dumecta in (40) can only be a ‘reconstruction’ (which is itself provided with a ‘reconstruction’, preceded by quasi).
	(41) callim antiqui dicebant pro clam (Paul. Fest. 41.6)
	‘The ancients used to say callim for clam “secretly”.’
Assuming that there is nothing wrong with the text in passage (41), callim is impossible as an origin of clam; there is no rule of Latin historical phonology which would remove the a in the first syllable.
	(42) clingere, cingere, a Graeco κυκλοῦν dici manifestum est (Paul. Fest. 49.11).
	‘It is clear that clingere, i.e. cingere, “to go around”, is said from Greek kukloũn “to 	encircle”.’
The word clingere in (42) is not attested outside glossaries; it looks as though it is a ‘reconstruction’ which makes cingere look more like the Greek word.
Another, rather different, way in which a ‘reconstruction’ can become part of the scholarly tradition, is exemplified in passages (43, given again from 16), (44) and (45).
	(43) communionem enim habuit <L> littera <cum D> apud antiquos, ut ‘dinguam’ et 	‘linguam’ et ‘dacrimis’ <et> ‘lacrimis’ et ‘Kapitodium’ et ‘Kapitolium’ et ‘sella’ a 	sede et 	‘olere’ ab odore. <est> et communio cum Graecis: nos ‘lacrimae’, illi δάκρυα, 	‘olere’	ὀδωδέναι, ‘meditari’ μελετᾶν (MV 4.109-110 = GL 6, 26.1-5)
	‘The letter L had a relationship with the letter D among old writers, as in dinguam and 	linguam “tongue” and dacrimis and lacrimis “tears” and Kapitodium and Kapitolium 	“Capitol” and sella “seat” from sedes “seat” and olere “to smell” from odor “odor”.[footnoteRef:42] 	And there is a relationship with Greek words: we say lacrimae “tears”, they say 	dákrua, we say olere, they say odōdénai, we say meditari “consider”, they say 	meletãn.’	 [42:  As Pádraic Moran points out to me (p.c.), the fact that dinguam/linguam and dacrimis/lacrimis are quoted as inflected forms suggests they may be citations from literary texts; which might be some evidence for the actual use of the variants with d‑ (and Livius Andronicus is supposed to have used dacrima, as in passage 20).] 

	(44) meditor et meleto differunt, et putat Plinius meditantem esse secum cogitantem, 	meletantem cum voce discentem (Diomedes, GL 8, 289.22-12) 
	‘Meditor and meleto differ, and Pliny the Elder thinks that “meditating” is thinking by 	oneself, but “meletating” is learning with the voice.’
	(45) inter meditari et melitari hoc interest, quod meditamur animo, melitamur corpore 	(DPS 256)[footnoteRef:43]  [43:  The text is that of Uhlfelder (1954).] 

	‘Between meditari “consider” and melitari this is the difference: that we “meditate” 	with the mind, but we “melitate” with the body.’
In (43), the fourth century Marius Victorinus is drawing attention to the relationship involving d and l between the synonymous Latin meditari and Greek meletãn. Perhaps only a little later, in Diomedes’ Ars Grammatica (370-380 AD), and the anonymous De Proprietate Sermonum vel Rerum of the fourth-fifth century, however, this comparison has been taken to imply the existence of a form melito/melitor, which is treated as though it is a real Latin word (and hence has to be distinguished semantically from meditor).[footnoteRef:44] This shows that, even if the original source of the ‘reconstruction’ did not consider it a ‘real’ word, it could enter into the grammatical tradition and be treated as one. In other words, there could be a process of slippage in status of ‘reconstructions’ as they passed into the tradition. [44:  It might be argued that in fact the mel‑ forms in Diomedes and DPS are simply the Greek word written in the Roman alphabet. But, as meletantem, melitari and melitamur show, the word has also developed Latin verbal inflection (although interestingly in Diomedes it is more like the Greek in being active and maintaining its e in the second syllable, while in DPS it differs only in its l from meditor). Unless this confusion set in very early, I assume that the learned first-century AD Pliny the Elder was discussing the meanings of the Greek and Latin forms meletãn and meditari.  ] 


4. Conclusion
Ancient writers of language, from the time of Varro onwards, were aware of relationships between sounds among earlier and later stages of Latin, and between Latin and other languages, such as Greek. This allowed a somewhat principled approach in coming up with etymological explanations of Latin words by way of ‘reconstructions’ of what the words had looked like at some point in the past. These ‘reconstructions’, although sometimes marked by use of ut, quasi or uelut as if to imply that they had a different status from actually attested words, or not marked in any way, were also frequently described as having been said in the past. They could be used to form the basis for claims about relationships between sounds. Furthermore, ‘reconstructions’ could end up being treated as ‘real’ words, not just as tools to explain real words, insofar as they could appear as explananda themselves, for example as headwords in Festus’ lexicon.   
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