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302), and in the sameissue (p. 224 sgg.)there is
an admirable investigation of the °passive’
r by Zimmer : both these may well be sub-
stituted in the next edition for the views of
Brugmann - here given. The reduplicated
verbs (p. 398) should be divided into nonthe-
matic and thematic, both original classes.
¢ Skt. dginavam’ (p. 401) is imaginary, pos-
sibly due to confusion with de¢inavam. On
p. 403 a misprint twice repeated makes the
Skt. 9th class form plural in -»3-. The note
on af, adws ete. (p. 466n.) gives De Saussure’s
theory without any reference to its complete
refutation by Osthoff and Hiibschmann,
whose views are taken elsewhere. Monro’s
explanation of the 1st aorist a is certainly
not ‘simpler than that of Brugmann,’ since
the latter treating &efa, éelfapev and Wefav
as original makes the extension of the a just
three times as easy as in a theory which gets
all from one form &efa. The treatment of
the Imperative is seriously weakened by the
small weight given to Thurneysen’s extreme-
ly acute paper upon the subject (K.Z. xxvii.
172), full of suggestions reaching consider-
ably beyond the immediate point. Brugmann
has adopted his account of the suflix -tid, as
our authors might have seen in the Greck
Grammar (p. 91). The printer is evidently
responsible for the curious slip which gives
Skt. 447 ag a ¢ pure verb theme without per-
sonal suffix’ (p. 434). wvis (from volo) is left
as obscure (p. 449), though the identity with
Skt. vési (cf. Flepar) is given by Stols.
¢ Bhiva,’ on the next page, is an awkward
misprint, as bkdvati actually has aorists of
that form. Following this, the thematic class

with nd, n¢ answers to the unthematic nd

verbs, not the nmey. The treatment of the
Italic and Keltic & forms (p. 469) is rather
over-sceptical.  Thurneysen’s article (B.B.
viii. 269 sgq.) is suggestive here. The same
paper presents a very strong case for the
identity ferétis = ¢pépyre, which would eluci-
date the problems of p. 470. On. p. 473 the
mention of datdrus suggests that the de-
nominatives parturio esurio from agent nouns
(‘desideratives’) are left unexplained. It
might have been added, moreover, that the
¢ strong stem has penetrated to’ the Latin
-tus participle through the influence of the
so-called supine. Two very useful summaries
close the book as appendices. P. 480 shows
a misprint in Skt. ‘cvan’ for ¢ran. The
sigmatic aorist should not have been given
to ablaut ii. (p. 485) without a reference to
the ‘vrddhi’ forms : see Brugmann, Grund-
riss, i. § 314.

Here I may close what will not, I hope, be
mistaken for a hostile criticism. Only a
strong appreciation of the invaluable service
Messrs. King and Cookson have rendered to
English scholarship would make it worth
while to catalogue these details. My criti-
cisms are from a practical point of view,
suggested by the wants of students who have
used the book. So while conscious that some
of them may be wrong or too exacting, 1
offer them in the hope that they may be of
service in perfecting a work which must
greatly advance the scientific study of the
classical languages in this country,

J. H. Mouvrton,

THE ARCADO-CYPRIAN DIALECT.

The Arcado-Cyprian Dialect. By HERBERT
WEIR SuyTH, Ph.D. Transactions Ameri-
ca,r}“Philological Association, 1887. Vol
xviii.

THE author of the above article having pre-
viously made (American Journal of Philology,
vol. vii. p. 421 ) an examination of the
inter-relations of the dialects of Thessaly,
Boeotia, Lesbos, and Elis, in which he en-
deavoured to establish theconnection of these
with the North (Greek of Phocis and Locris,
undertakes in the present paper ah exami-
nation of the Arcadian dialect, in the hope
of defining with greater precision than
hitherto its relations with the other Hellenic
dialects. The material collected is designed

to serve as the basis of a furtber discussion
of the question in the author’s work on the
Greek dialects which is now in preparation.

As the closely related daughter dialect of
Cyprus necessarily enters largely into the
discussion, the paper is entitled the Arcado-
Cyprian Dialect, ¢.e. the Arcadian dialect
before Cyprian attained to the dignity of
individual existence. The attempt to estab-
lish the character of this is undertaken:
(1) By noting all those points of agreement
which are the exclusive property of Arcadian
and Cyprian- and are not possessed by any
other Hellenic dialect. (2) By collecting all
those instances of phonetic and inflectional
resemblance which are the joint property of
both Arcadian and Cyprian and of other
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Hellenic dialects. (3) By noting the occur-
rence of peculiarities common to Arcadian
and other dialects but not found in Cyprian,
and similarly of peculiarities common to
Cyprian along with other dialects, but not
found in Arcadian. This excellent method
of procedure, which will hardly fail to com-
mend itself toall students of Greek dialects,
has been adhered to with great fidelity in
the paper before us. The results are in brief
as follows :—

The close relation between Arcadian and
Cyprian asserted by the tradition in Pausa-
nias viil. b, 2: "Ayamjrwp 8¢ 6 ’Ayxalov &
Tpolav fryijoaro "Apkdow. 'TAlov 8¢ dhodoms
oo oo xepov "Ayomijvopo kol 76 'Apxddwv vov
Tidv  karjveykey és Kimpov kai Tlddov 7e
"Ayamijvop éyévero oikioris, is well known to
be abundantly confirmed by the epigraphic
remaing of both dialects. Yet exclusive
peculiarities shared by these two dialects
alone are not numerous. Smyth enumerates
only :—

(yl) The use of = and ¢ with the dative.

(2) The genitive sing. of masc, -a- stems
in -av for do.

(8) The occurrence of the preposition wds
as the equivalent of wpds.

(4) The development of the primitive ver-
bal ending -v1v to -v o, though the author
freely admits that -vau for the Cyprian is un-
certain. Ante-consonantal v in the interior
of a word is everywhere omitted in the latter
dialect, so that it is impossible to determine
whether Cyprian e¢-%e-so-si- is to be tran-
scribed wo or io(v)or

The above array of evidence, though
scanty, is nevertheless rightly held to speak
with no uncertain voice in confirmation of
the Agapenor legend.

Some will doubtless be surprised that use
has not been made of the occurrence of the
preposition i for & in Arcadian and Cyprian.
But this feature, supposed until recently to
be the exclusive possession of these two dia-
lects, has recently turned up in Cretan (see
Herforth, De dialecto Cretica, p. 210), and is
therefore omitted from the list. But proper
names in -xpérps for -xpdrys (e.g. Cyprian
'Aporoxpérys, Arcadian Swxpérys) ought to
have been included, since so far as we have
any evidence or even testimony their occur-
rence is restricted to these two dialects. The
mention by Johannes Grammaticus of
‘Aeolic’ «kpéros for xpdros has no especial
weight, and certainly cannot be held to im-
ply the existence of proper names in -kpérys
in ¢ Aeolic.’

As regards the relationship of Arcado-

Cyprian to the other dialects of the so-called
NO. XXI, VOL, III.

Aeolictype(s.e. Thessalian, Lesbian, Boeotian,
Elean), Smyth fails to find any single dialectic
feature common to all, a fact which clearly
shows the unsoundness of postulating a primi-
tive Aeolic unity in the sense in which we
have a Doric unity. This is undoubtedly
the sense of all careful scholars at present.

Yet, while this is true, Arcado-Cyprian is
nevertheless claimed to show vigorous pre-
ferences for individual members among the
so-called Aeolic dialects. In these claims
the author seems to me to go too far, and to
base conclusions upon uncertain or too slight
data. Thus the points of touch between
Arcado-Cyprian and the Homeric dialect are
represented as consisting in the possession of
the infinitive termination -pa: (e.g. Are.
dmebijvar, Cyp. xvpepfvar, Hom. ¢opfvar) and
of the peculiar Séhopac for Bodropar. But,
to say nothing of other considerations, the
Cyprian xvpepfvar (which is the sole instance
of the formation in this dialect) is quite un-
certain, and Cyprian Sélopar rests upon no
more certain evidence than the Hesychian
gloss af Bore: 7i Béres.

So also the relation between Arcado-
Cyprian and Lesbian rests solely upon the
occurrence of proper names in -xpérys in the
two former dialects along with the statement
of Johannes Grammaticus, above referred to,
that kpéros was used by the Alo)eis.

Between Arcado-Cyprian and Thessalian
the relationship exists merely in the occur-
rence of wréhs for wéhis (in Thessalian ol
TroAlapyol, i.e. ol wmrodiapxot). But Arcadian
wr6Mes rests only upon the notice in Pausanias
viii. 12, 7: kaletrar 8¢ 70 ywplov Tovro éd’
Hudv IIréMs, whereas all Arcadian inscrip-
tions have wdAs, e.g. Coll. 1222, 12: 1252,1;
wéhrat 1231, A, 44; so that an Arcado-
Cyprian wrélis cannot safely be inferred.

A firmer link is found between Arcado-
Cyprian, Lesbian and Thessalian, viz. in the
occurrence of the preposition dmv for dmé, and
of «ké for dv. But the special relation of
Arcado-Cyprian to Boeotian and Thessalian
which is claimed by Smyth on the basis of
the treatment of the preposition & I should
regard as extremely uncertain. Smyth would
follow Schmidt in reading Cyprian &rsBaow,
éos T, éos Tal, where Deecke reads éBaow,
&& o, &€ rar.  With this égs for &£ before
consonants he compares the Arcadian, Boeo-
tian, and Thessalian & for & in the same
situvation. But Deecke is to be upheld in
reading ¢ in all cases in Cyprian. The
syllabic character in &£ v, é£ Tar is precisely
the same as that found in 6 Fdvaf Coll. 17,
where it can represent nothing else than ¢,
and in xapvé Coll. 65, a bilingual inseription,
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where we have the express evidence of the
accompanying Greek transliteration. Thesign
in &Paow is slightly different, but beyond
question. It is true that &Bacw, é¢ o and
& rau all offend against the Greek law con-
cerning triple consonance; but éosBaow x.1.A.
do not relieve this difficulty.

The point of contact between Arcado-
Cyprian on the one hand, and Lesbian, Pam-
phylian, Thessalian, Boeotian on the other,
to which Smyth callsattention, is undoubtedly
a significant one, viz. the tendency of o to
become v. But Smyth admits that it is quite
doubtful whether Boeotian belongs here, and
so far as Thessalian is concerned the only
illustration that can be cited is dxv, which
had already been utilized to show the relation-
ship of Arcado-Cyprian to Lesbian and Thes-
salian. With these deductions we may hardly
conclude more than that Arcado-Cyprian
shares the tendency to change o to v with
Pamphylian and Lesbian. The conclusion
drawn by Curtius and others as to the
relationship existing between Arcado-Cy-
prian, Lesbian, Pamphylian, Boeotian and
Thessalian, on the basis of the retention of
the primitive =~ sound in v, is properly
rejected as of significance only when
the fact is proved which it claims to
establish.

Smyth’s thesis of the vigorous preference
of Arcado-Cyprian for dialects of the Aeolic
type can hardly be admitted to be well
established in the light of the foregoing
considerations. The cautious student will
not venture to claim more than the existence
of a tendency in Arcado-Cyprian, Lesbian,
Boeotian, Thessalian and Pamphylian, by
which o in unaccented syllables becomes v,
and the existence of «é as common to Arcado-
Cyprian, Thessalian and Lesbian. As
regards the relation of Arcado-Cyprian to
Doric, Smyth finds traces of borrowing on
the part of the former in the occurrence of %
by the compensative lengthening of € (e.g.
Arcadian ¢fijpov = Att. $pfeipov, Cyprian
7). The Arcado-Cyprian infinitive ending
-ev (if we read Cyprian &ev in Coll. 60, 10,
22) may be eitker borrowed from Dorie or
possibly be pan-Hellenic ; most certainly the
latter if we read Ionic épether in Cauer,
Delectus, 52T,

As to the relation of Arcadian (apart
from Cyprian) to other dialects, Smyth finds
a connection with Lesbian, Thessalian, and
Boeotian in the tendency of contract verbs
in -éw and -dw to pass over into the - class;
also an affinity with Ionic in the occurrence
of €l in the Tegean inscription, while connec-
tion with the Doric is seen in % for e by

compensative lengthening, and probably in
such infinitives as ipdaiver (= éudaivew).

Special connection of Cyprian (apart from
Arcadian) with other dialects is maintained
in a number of cases. But several of these
are shadowy. Thus the special relation of
Cyprian to Aeolic, and of Cyprian to Boeotian
isnot made out. But Cyprian and Thessalian
must be admitted to have a point of identity
in Cyprian welce and Thessalian -rewdrov
(t.6. -maodrw), where we should regularly
have veloce, reicdra. So also Cyprian, Les-
bian, and Thessalian have & for dvd in com-
position, and Cyprian, Boeotian, Thessalian
and Dorie agree in changing € to « before a,
o, o (though this is rare in Thessalian).

Special relation of Cyprian to Ionic-Attic
on the basis of the Cyprian genitives ’Aud(v)re
(from ’Apivras), EdFaydpw (instead of Edfa-
vyopav, cf. Cyprian 'Ovacaydpov and similar
genitives) seems doubtful. ’Apd(v)re is no
longer read by Deecke, and Eidfaydpw, as
admitted by Smyth himself (4dddenda, p. 159),
is not a current formation, only a single in-
stance being known where Ionic names in
~épys form the gen. in -ydpw, while the
formation in -ydpew is frequent. Cyprian
dre and woré would seem to constitute the
only point of special relationship between
this dialect and Tonic-Attic.

Between Cyprian and Doric the special
relationship claimed by Smyth is contingent,
at least in part, upon the interpretation of
uncertain dialectic phenomena. Thus if we
admit, for Cyprian,  and % by compensative
lengthening of o and ¢; or if we admit the
expulsion of secondary intervocalic o (in the
Cyprian ¢povéwi for ¢povéwae Coll. 68, 4;
Sipdrois 69), we shall readily recognize Doric
affinities. But, as long as the correct inter-
pretation of the Cyprian forms is so doubt-
ful, it will bardly do to build upon.them.
Doric influence, however, seems to manifest
itself in the rare Cyprian gen. in a for -av,
e.g.” Apyvija Coll. 60, 18, and in the contrac-
tion of o to w In Nwwijvios, Berliner Philo-
logischer Wochenschrift,1886,no. 42, col. 1323.

A special interest attaches to Smyth’s
paper from the fact that he has appended to
his discussion of the relationship between
Arcado-Cyprian and other dialects an outline
of the Cyprian dialect itself. This is brief
and not designed to discuss theories to any
extent or to deal exhaustively with the epi-
graphic material, yet as the first ! published

1 A fuller treatment of the subject is attempted in
a paper of my own, On the Sounds and Inflections
of the Cyprian Dialect, in the Nebraske University
Studies, 1. 2, which was already in press at the time
of the appearance of Dr. Smyth’s article.
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attempt at anything like a systematic sum-
mary of the facts of Cyprian grammar it
commands attention. I venture to notice in
detail several questions touched upon by
Smyth in this connection.

1. Fifmo, Deecke’s reading in Coll. 68, 1,
which is taken by him for Felro and has
generally passed unchallenged, is properly
rejected by Smyth (p. 115). The e of Fetror
is the genuine diphthong, as is shown by
Attic inscriptions written in the Old Alpha-
bet, where we have EI. Cyprian y cannot
stand as the equivalent of this genuine e,
but only of that e which arises from com-
pensative lengthening or contraction.

2. wds, Coll. 60, 19, 20, 21, which Baunack
and Meister wish to explain as derived from
wor{ through the medium of an assumed *7oa?(
(ante-vocalic form), is taken by Smyth (p. 67)
after Bechtel (Bezz. Beitr. x. p. 287) as for
*ndr-s. The weakness of the view advocated
by Baunack and Meister is well characterized
by the remark that in their explanation the
form ¢ *roci, like the Pelasgians, is there only
to be driven away,’ since it is purely imagi-
nary and found in no dialect or literary
monument. .

3. Deecke’s reading wére (Coll. 68, 1) as
voc. sing. of woms (for wdots), ¢ lord,’ is also
rejected (p. 68). Deecke’s reading would
compel us to admit the retention of r before .,
in spite of the fact that this is elsewhere
regularly assibilated, while Cyprian wéous
occurs in a clear instance in Coll, 26, 2. To
these phonetic considerations might have
been added the fact that the signification
‘lord’ is foreign to the word in Greek,
though Skrt. patts and even Greek wérvia
point unmistakably to the primitive signifi-
cation as that of power, mastery.

4. 7 xe is Deecke’s reading in Coll, 60, 10,
23, i.e. el ke (=&dv). Meyer (Gr. Gr.* § 113)
has rejected this and proposes #(v) «e (4w for
édv), the final v being omitted as not infre-
quently in Cyprian. Meyer compares Home-
ric édv xe as a syntactical parallel. But
Smyth (p. 72) rightly defends Deecke’s read-
ing in view of Cretan # in the Gortynian
inseription iv. 31; v. 9, and cites with
approval Baunack’s explanation of the form
as instrumental of the root svo- (cf. Laconian
mjmoka from root mo-). It might be added
that Meyer’s explanation of Cyprian 7y for
édv is against the clear laws of the dialect as
regards the contraction of ea. This combina-
tion does not contract, but either remains
unchanged or (in Idalian inscriptions) be-
‘comes ¢a.

5. iapds (as the equivalent of iepds) is evi-
“dently claimed for Cyprian (p. 82), especially

on the basis of {japdraros, Coll. 41, though
Deecke (Bezz. Beitr. xi. p. 317) has announced
that the inscription, which was hitherto read
from right to left, is to be read from left to
right. Compare also Meister in Berliner
Philologische Wochenschrift, 1887, mno. 52,
who has further worked out the text. This
deprives us of ijopdraros. The other forms
cited by Smyth, jopd (= iapd?) and Tapd(v)dav,
cannot authorize the conclusion that iapds
existed by the side of iepds in Cyprian.

6. &feoos (on the basis of Deecke’s read-
ing éfeioys, Coll. 68, 1)is accepted by Smyth
(p. 85) as the Cyprian form of {oos. But the
primitive form of this adjective was fiocFfos
(cf. Cretan Fiofov, FioFéuopov in the Gortyn-
ian inscription). Smyth does not explain the
precise origin of &fegos. The ¢ may easily
be accounted for as prothetic before the
initial f. Cf. Homeric &ooac (the correct
form—not &oai) for *é&Floow, t.e. *&FioFar
But fe- as the Cyprian resultant of fiof- is
not conceivable. Possibly we might assume
a strong stem Fewo- by the side of fio-. But
the Ionic 7 of the termination cannot be
correct, and considering the many difficulties
of the context it would seem best to reject
the former altogether.

7. Soalso with the peculiar érwraisin the
same inscription (Coll. 68, 3), which Smyth
(following Deecke) accepts (p. 119) without
apparent hesitation, as for érwrrains, though
admitting that the form stands alone.

8. Expulsion of intervocalic secondary o
(arising from ), claimed by Deecke in ¢povéwi
for ¢povéwor Coll. 68, 4 and Siudois for
Spdcos Coll. 69, and admitted by Smyth
(p- 112), should be accepted with caution, as
the reading of neither inseription (in spite
of Deecke) can fairly be held to be assured
until made to yield a better sense than at
present. It is true that certain Cyprian
glosses preserved in Hesychius do illustrate
the disappearance of intervocalic c. But I
should be inclined to attribute these to a
later stage of the Cyprian than is known to
us from inscriptions. Moreover it should be
noted that these glosses never exemplify the
loss of the secondary o arising from i, which
is the case we have to deal with. Hence
though the phenomenon in question is not
unparalleled (e.g. Laconian é&mBdais, Roehl,
1.G.4.79, 15), yet it is exceedingly doubtful
for Cyprian.

9. How gmijws (p. 112) is to be maintained
as the contraction of owéeos (i.e. *eméfeoos),
Coll. 31, 32, is difficult to wunderstand.
Cyprian -eco- regularly becomes -eo- by
aphaeresis of the second ¢, ¢.g9. @eoxAéos for
@cokAéeos, i.e. ~éfeos. So also in Arcadian.

E2
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Hence *¢wréFecos would become oméos, which
I should read, rejecting Deecke’s omréws,
despite the resulting identity of nom. and
gen.

10. As to the Cyprian ailov (=dX\wvy) in
the Bronze Tablet, Coll. 60, 1, and the
recently discovered Cyprian ’Aweldow,
Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift, 1886,
no. 42, col. 1323, Smyth takes these (p. 114)
as arising not by epenthesis from *dAtos,
*’Amé\wv, as is commonly done, but as a
further Cyprian development of an Arcado-
Cyprian dA\dos and ’Awé\lwv. For the former
of these he compares Cretan aixd = dAxi];
Ociyw =0\ yw. Smyth’'s view is decidedly
preferable to any other. The Arcado-Cyprian
form must have been d\\os and Cyprian
allos must have developed from this. So
with "Amrellov.

11. Smyth seems to share (p. 109) Voigt’s
suspicion of xaréfecav, Deecke’s reading in
Coll. 20. But I see no good reason why this
form may not be explained as a contamination
of karéfyav, found in Coll. 60, 27, and
karéfecav. The latter though not found may
be safely assumed as a current form.

12. As to Smyth’s endorsement (p. 68) of
pi(v) ebfdpevos, Hall’s proposed reading in
Coll. 45, where Deecke reads devéapevos
(6=¢ér{), it should be borne in mind that
pi(v) with omitted final nasal cannot be read
before a vowel in Cyprian. Hence the read-
ing is untenable. Voigt's piv &yke in the
same inseription (where Deecke reads dvéfnxe)
is no more tenable, since uiv for uév (i.e. pév
= p¢é) is the ante-consonantal form ; uév the
form employed before vowels. Cf. pev
érracav Coll. T1. I should therefore retain
Deecke’s reading in both instances.

13. Smyth is inaccurate in his statement
(p. 109) concerning the change of Cyprian
e to:. He implies that the eof eaor co
where these arise from ¢ & a, € o 0, does.not be-
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come t. Yet the Bronze Tablet has dreAfje for
-éa, t.6. -éoa: Tépxvija for Tépyvea i.e. -eva.
The facts seem rather to be these: in the
Bronze Tablet, and in fact in all Idalian in-
scriptions, e invariably becomes ¢ before a, o,
and . Elsewhere it is generally retained.

14. On p. 118, Smyth is correct in insist-
ing (against Deecke, Bezz. Beitr. vi, 79) that
the Cyprian «dri (xdr’ "Hallwv, Coll. 59, 3)
cannot be taken as the progenitor (through
*cdot, *xdi) of the vulgar xaf. Cyprian xds,
xd ( =kai) are also to be held separate from
both xdr and xai.

15. The Cyprian gen. Edfaydpew Coll. 153,
154, which Smyth was at first inclined
(p. 111) to refer to Ionic influence (following
Moeyer, Gr. Gr.2 § 345), is admitted in the
Addenda, p. 159, to be doubtful. This is
unquestionably the more prudent view, as
already indicated above.

16. The Arcadian forms in -js (for e’s),
viz. lapis, iepis, ypagdijs, are taken (p. 79)
along with the solitary Cyprian {jepijs as re~
presenting a primitive & declension. The
Boeotian forms in -e (for -es, i.e. =), e.g.
Mévve ete., arereferred to the same category.
This suggestion is deserving of consideration,
though the facts are too scanty to justify
more than a bare hypothesis.

17. The Arcadian Saucopyds, which is taken
(p. 95) as for Samwpyds (contracted from
dapo( Flepyds) with w shortened to o, is ex-
plained in the Addenda, p. 158, as for
daputoepyds with aphaeresis of the e. The latter
view is distinctly preferable since the shorten-
ing of a long vowel before liquid con-
sonant isdoubtful for a periodof the language
subsequent to the disappearance of f. In my
own paper I have referred Sapiopyds to Sapio-
opyds, assuming aphaeresis of the first o.

Cuas. E. BENNETT,
University of Nebraska.

HISTORY OF GREECE,

A History of Greece, by EVELYN ABBOTT,
M.A, LL.D. Part I. (London, 1888.)
10s. 6d.

A NEW history of Greece written in English
and summarizing the results of recent
research has long been needed. In Germany
during the last thirty years the greatest
activity has been displayed in the production
of historical works; the labour has been

carefully divided and every branch of his-
torical study has heen exhaustively investi-
gated. The results so acquired bave been
collected and applied to general history, and
the works of Curtius, Duncker, Holm and
Busolt contain the best evidence of the
energy of German historians. On the other
hand Sir G. W. Cox is the only English
writer since Thirlwall and Grote who has
produced a Greek history of any importance.



