          

  


    





 


In Early and Classical Latin, we encounter a rich and complex system in which preﬁxes are
used to render verbs telic and to emphasise the beginning or end of a process or of an activity,
and in which the opposition between non-dynamicity and dynamicity or between transitivity
and intransitivity is expressed by various suﬃxes. In the perfect there is an opposition between
non-dynamic unpreﬁxed verbs and dynamic preﬁxed ones. In the later centuries this system
breaks down, and there is a blurring of the semantic diﬀerence between the preﬁxed and
unpreﬁxed verbs and often also of that between the preﬁxes themselves. New verbs are formed
to replace old verbs that have lost their old functions. These changes pervade the whole verbal
system in Latin and aﬀect the semantic relationship between the perfect and imperfect tenses.
In Romance, the deﬁnite and indeﬁnite articles express the functions previously expressed by
the various actional forms.

   
Verbs and phrases containing a verb express diﬀerent kinds of actionality.
They may, for instance, indicate a non-dynamic State, an atelic Activity, a
telic Accomplishment or a momentaneous Achievement. In the development
from Early to Late Latin there is a gradual change in the way some such
–
semantic features are expressed. In Early and Classical Latin (ca. 200
ca. 200 ) there is an opposition between unpreﬁxed verbs indicating an
atelic Activity and preﬁxed verbs used in a telic sense, for instance between
 ‘try to persuade’ and   ‘persuade’ (1a). In Late Latin (ca.
200 –ca. 600 ), however, these semantic oppositions are blurred. Thus
in the oﬃcial translation of the Bible, the so-called     , which
was revised by St. Jerome around 400 , we may encounter the preﬁxed
See e.g., Vendler (1957; 1967), Comrie (1978, 41ﬀ), Smith (1997, 22ﬀ), Johanson
(2000, 55ﬀ), Bertinetto–Delﬁtto (2000); cf. also Haverling (2000, 22ﬀ).


Such diﬀerences are often expressed by derivational features as opposed to aspectual differences, which tend to be inﬂectional: see Bybee (1985, 102) and Bybee et al. (1994, 57ﬀ).
c 2003
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  in the sense ‘try to persuade’ and the unpreﬁxed  in the
sense ‘persuade’ (1b):

! ‘try to persuade’ (e.g., Plaut. "#. 608) — ! ! ‘persuade’
$ . 200)
! ‘persuade’ (Vulg. . 21.14) — ! ! ‘try to persuade’ (e.g.,

(a) 2nd c. :
(e.g., Plaut.

(1)

(b) 4th c. :
Vulg. %# 1.18)

In Early and Classical Latin  means ‘eat’ or ‘eat (some) of’ and 
‘eat up’ (2a), and   means ‘drink’ or ‘drink of’ and   means ‘drink
up’ (3). But in Late Latin, for instance in the     , we frequently
encounter the preﬁxed verb  in the sense ‘eat, eat of’ (2b):
(a) 2nd c. : ! ‘eat, eat (some) of’ (e.g., Plaut.
Plaut. ' . 559)

(2)

(b) 4th c. :
2nd c. :
. 255)

(3)

&. 77) — ! ‘eat up’ (e.g.,

! ‘eat (some) of’ (e.g., Vulg. (!. 2.16–17)

)) ‘drink, drink of’ (e.g., Cato * . frg. 221) — !)) ‘drink up’ (e.g., Ter.

These changes are found in the perfectum tenses too. In the earlier periods of
Latin the unpreﬁxed perfect tense form   means ‘have been silent’ or ‘was
silent’ and the preﬁxed form   ‘have fallen silent’ or ‘stopped talking’
(4a). The earliest dynamic examples of the form   ‘stopped talking’ are
met with in Late Latin; in the same period we also have some examples of
a hypercorrect use of the preﬁxed forms, for instance   in the sense
‘have been silent’ (4b):
(a) 2nd c. :  ‘have been silent, was silent’ (e.g., Plaut.
‘stopped talking’ (e.g., Plaut.
. 448)

(4)

(b) 4th c. :  ‘stopped talking’ (e.g., Amm. 16.6.3) —
was silent’ (e.g., Symm. + . 5.89)

$ . 817) — 

 ‘have been silent,

In Late Latin—especially in the literary language—the words look very much
the same as before, but in several cases their semantic functions have changed.
Due to these changes new kinds of word formation are introduced, as well
as new ways of using some of the old words. These changes are presumably
connected with other changes in the language, for instance in the tense system
and in the development of articles in Romance.



See Haverling (1994; 2000, 205ﬀ).
See Haverling (1994; 2000, 218ﬀ, 224f).
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The changes in the way preﬁxes express various forms of actionality are clearly
illustrated by the development of the verbs in Latin. The suﬃx is very
productive in Latin (there are over 700 such verbs from the earliest attestations of the language to after 600 ) and occurs in several diﬀerent kinds of
word formation (5a–f). It is found in some verbs of Indo-European descent
like   or   (5a), in verbs formed from transitive verbs like   
(5b), in verbs formed from intransitive and dynamic verbs like  
(5c), in those formed from non-dynamic verbs like   (5d), and in verbs
formed from adjectives and nouns like
  and
  (5e–f):
(5)

(a)
(b)
(c)

,-!# + . -.   ‘try to get to know’; , !-. -.   ‘ask for, demand’
! ‘increase, intensify’ — !  ‘increase, grow’
!  ‘ﬂow through, seep, percolate’ — !   ‘seep through gradually,

penetrate’
(d)
(e)
(f)

 ! ‘am dry’ —  !  ‘become drier, am drying, dry’
 ‘dry’ — !  ‘become drier, am drying, dry’
/ ‘forest’ — /!  ‘become like a forest, put forth thick growth, bush out’

The most productive category is (5d), the verbs formed from the statives
which incorporate the Indo-European suﬃx * . This suﬃx, which often
interrelates in this way with the  -suﬃx, is found in verbs indicating states
which in many other languages are described by an adjective and a verb
meaning ‘to be’. Common expressions for ‘is hot’ or ‘is red’ in Early and
Classical Latin are simple verbal forms such as   and  . As the original
function of the stative suﬃx disappears in Vulgar Late Latin and in Romance,
such verbs are replaced by the combination of an adjective and the verb
meaning ‘to be’, i.e.,   ‘is hot’ is replaced by expressions like    .

    

       

The semantic opposition between atelic unpreﬁxed verbs and telic preﬁxed
ones could be observed in Classical Latin in the way such verbs are used with
expressions indicating how long a certain situation lasted or in what length of



See Keller (1992) and Haverling (2000, e.g., 137ﬀ); and also Leumann (1977, 407) and
Rix (1998, e.g., 149f, 229f, 245, 442f).
See e.g., Leumann (1977, 410.2.c and d), Väänänen (1981, 314) and Lehmann (1995).
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time a certain result was achieved. We have unpreﬁxed verbs with durative
temporal expressions like    ‘for two months’ (6a), and preﬁxed
verbs with completive temporal expressions like      ‘in ﬁfteen
days’ (6b):
(6)

(a)
(b)

 ! !  !  ‘that it may be drying for two months’ (Vitr. 5.12.4)
0! !)    !1 ! ! ! ‘become dry in ﬁfteen days’ (Varro % . 1.32.1)

Another example of this is found in the use of preﬁxed and unpreﬁxed verbs
with the conjunction  meaning ‘while, as long as’ with an unpreﬁxed verb
(7a) and ‘until’ with a preﬁxed verb (7b):
(7)

(a)
(b)

 #! !   )! . . . ‘while these troubles are calming down’ (Ter. . 785)
 #!  !   )! . . . ‘until these troubles calm down’ (Plaut. '. 583)

Common to all of the functions in which the suﬃx occurs is the fundamentally dynamic and atelic character of the suﬃx. To express the telic sense, in
other words to indicate that a transformation takes place, Early and Classical
Latin needs a preﬁx; for this reason we ﬁnd in some cases only preﬁxed verbs,
for instance    ‘stop talking’ and    ‘become dumb’ (8a–b):
(8)

(a)
(b)

! ‘be silent, say nothing’ — !  ‘stop talking’
 ‘dumb, speechless, silent, mute’ — )!  ‘become dumb, speechless’

In several cases we ﬁnd an opposition between a non-dynamic verb indicating
a State and a preﬁxed verb indicating a change from one State to another, for instance   and   ‘fall asleep’ (9a) and   and
   ‘stop talking’ (10a). Latin, as opposed for instance to Gothic,
usually needs a dynamic suﬃx to turn a non-dynamic verb into one which
indicates a change of this kind; in Gothic the preﬁx  alone suﬃces to do
this (9b, 10b). The unsuﬃxed Latin verb   means ‘to be fast asleep’




See Haverling (2000, 61ﬀ); cf. e.g., Smith (1997, 27f), Johanson (2000, 61, 64, 73f),
Bertinetto – Delﬁtto (2000, 199ﬀ).
See Haverling (2000, 70ﬀ); cf. Hofmann–Szantyr (1965,

329–330).

See Haverling (2000, e.g., 1, 138, 147, 166–8, 175, 191, 205). Sometimes we ﬁnd nondynamic verbs in the imperative (e.g., ! ‘be silent!’ or 2! ! ‘don’t be afraid!’):
what is under control in such cases is the change into a state and not the maintenance of
it; hence these examples do not show that the verbs have a dynamic or telic function; see
Haverling (2000, 47ﬀ); cf. Pinkster (1990, 17) and Smith (1997, 18).

      

            
and is found in prose (9a), whereas 
in poetry (10a):



means ‘stop talking’ and is found

  ‘am asleep’ (2nd c. ) —    ‘fall asleep’ (2nd c.
  ‘am fast asleep’ (1st c. , prose)
Gothic: ! ‘sleep’ —  ! ‘fall asleep’

(9) (a) Latin:
(b)
(10) (a)
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) —

! ‘am silent, say nothing’ (2nd c. ) — !  ‘stop talking’ (2nd c. )
! ‘stop talking’ (1st c. , poetry)
Gothic: 3 ‘be silent’ —  3 ‘fall silent’; 4# ‘be silent’ — 4#
—

(b)

‘stop talking, fall silent’

There is a certain number of preﬁxed but unsuﬃxed verbs which like  
have a poetic character in Classical Latin.
The various preﬁxes change the semantic function of the verbs in
diﬀerent ways and often interrelate with each other. The preﬁx , which
indicates that an action is brought to its conclusion, often interrelates with
, which indicates the entrance into it. The unpreﬁxed verbs in (11a–c) are
generally used to describe ongoing processes in nature, such as the changing
colours at dawn ( ,    ) or in someone’s hair as the years pass
(   ); the verbs preﬁxed with  describe changes from one state to
another (  ) and in several cases changes in colour that reﬂect a change
in the state of a person’s emotions ( ,    ); and the verbs preﬁxed
with  indicate that the change starts and that it takes place to some extent
(  ,  ,    ): 
(11) (a)
(b)

 !  ‘am drying’ —  !  ‘start becoming dry, become somewhat dry’ —
!1 !  ‘become totally dry, dry out’
)!  ‘grow red, am growing red’ —  )!  ‘turn reddish, somewhat red’ —

erubesco ‘turn red (in the face because of shame and embarrassment)’
(c)

)!  ‘grow white, pale, am growing white’ — )!  ‘become somewhat white’
!1)!  ‘turn white or pale (in the face because of fear)’

—

The preﬁx  often interrelates with  (12a–b). The unpreﬁxed verbs
usually describe ongoing activities or processes. An exception is   : this
is telic and ﬁrst occurs in the historian Tacitus (ca. 100 ), who probably
On the Latin . see Haverling (2000, 251–72); cf. also Rosén (1992); on the Gothic
preﬁx . see e.g., Josephson (1977) and Lloyd (1979).
See Haverling (2000, 265f, 275ﬀ, 308ﬀ, 457).


For the examples see Haverling (2000, e.g., 296ﬀ, 328ﬀ); cf. also Haverling (1996a).
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uses it because of its poetic character (unpreﬁxed verbs which are used in the
sense of the preﬁxed ones are often regarded as poetic).  On the other hand,
the verbs preﬁxed with  indicate a change from one state to another,
without emphasising the beginning or end of that change, and those with
 a gradual change that starts and goes on for some time. The state of
knowing or being used to something may be expressed by the perfect tense
forms  and   : 
(12) (a)
(b)

  ‘am investigating, studying, trying to ﬁnd out about’ —
know’ —   ‘get to know gradually, identify’; / ‘know’

 

‘get to

!  ‘get used to’ (poetic) —  !  ‘get used to gradually, get more and more
used to’ —  !  ‘get used to’;  !/ ‘am used to’

In other words, it is not the so-called ‘inchoative’ suﬃx, but the preﬁxes
often combined with it, which cause these verbs to indicate a change of state. 
The semantic opposition between preﬁxed and unpreﬁxed dynamic forms
also applies to the perfectum tenses. In the earlier periods of Latin we ﬁnd
the unpreﬁxed perfect tense form   in the sense ‘I have been silent’ with
the adverb  ‘so far’ and in the phrase     ‘as he had been
silent, had not said anything’ (13a); the preﬁxed form   means ‘I have
fallen silent’ or ‘I stopped talking’ and     ‘as he had stopped
talking’ (13b):
(13) (a) 2nd c. :
1st c. :
. 226)

 # ‘so far I have been silent’ (Plaut. $ . 817)
   !  ‘had been silent for many

years’ (Cic.

(b) 2nd c. : ! . . .  ‘he ﬁnally stopped talking’ (Plaut. . 447–448)
1st c. :   ! ‘had stopped talking’ (Varro % . 1.49.1)

The general rule that unpreﬁxed perfect tense forms like   and  are
non-dynamic is observed in Classical prose, where preﬁxed forms such as





On the poetic character of unpreﬁxed words cf. Haverling (2000, e.g., 143f, 220, 229, 231).
Several other Roman historians, like Tacitus, used a poetic and somewhat archaic kind
of language, because they considered it suitable for the august matter they were dealing
with.
See Haverling (2000, e.g., 254, 256, 277f, 280f); cf. also Haverling (1996b).
See Haverling (2000, e.g., 40, 247ﬀ, 392ﬀ). Somewhat inaccurate descriptions of the function of the Latin  -suﬃx are common in the linguistic literature (cf. e.g., Kuryowicz
1964, 107 and Bybee 1985, 147ﬀ) as a result of unclear and sometimes incorrect descriptions in the handbooks on Latin (cf. e.g., Leumann 1977, 407.II.A.1); on the discussion
of the suﬃx see Haverling (2000, 3–9).
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   /    and  / are used in the dynamic sense (14a–b);
but in poetry there is an increasing use of unpreﬁxed forms of the type in a
dynamic function (14c): 

(14) (a) prose or neutral:
‘became warm’
(b) prose or neutral:
red’
(c) poetic:

 ‘was warm’ —  ‘became somewhat warm’ — 
) ‘was red’ —  ) ‘became somewhat red’ — ! ) ‘turned

 ‘became warm’ — ) ‘turned red’

This is only a very rough picture of how the system works in Classical Latin;
for ﬁrst, there are more preﬁxes than the ones dealt with here; and second,
each preﬁx may occur in more than one function and often the preﬁxes overlap
the functions of one another. The preﬁx , for example, generally has the
sense ‘back, again, anew’, as in     ‘reconsider something previously
 ‘get to know
known’ (15a); but it also overlaps with  in the verb 
of (a fact not previously suspected)’ (15b), so that we can compare in Plautus
 (15b) and      (15c): 
the phrases   
(15) (a)

!  ‘reconsider (something previously known)’ (e.g., Cic. ! . I 15 2!0!
! # /! #! , 0!  ! /!,  ! ! !1
!   / !, ! ! 0!  ! ! ! ! ‘and the purpose of the

audience that has gathered to attend this trial is not, I conceive, to   
of the case from me, but to join me in      that it knows already’)
(b)
(c)

!   ‘get to know of (a fact not previously suspected)’ (e.g., Plaut. . 743 !
1 !   ! ‘he is afraid of his wife ﬁnding out’)
  ‘get to know of’ (e.g., Plaut. '!. 428–429 !!  ) ,/ ! 1
  ! #)! ! ‘it will look diﬀerent, so that my wife won’t ﬁnd out that you

have it’)

Furthermore, one and the same preﬁx can have more than one function in
Early and Classical Latin. , for instance, has an actional function and
indicates that a transformation takes place in    ‘get used to’ (12b) or
 ‘eat up’ (16a); it underlines the intensity of the action in 
‘stay (on), remain, delay, wait’ and   ‘am fast asleep’ (16b); and
it means ‘with, together’ in    ‘get together, meet’ (16c). In the




For examples see Haverling (1994; 2000, 218ﬀ, esp. 224–5, 229–31); thus I cannot entirely
agree with the description in e.g., Hewson (1997, 327), who says that Latin !  means
‘I get warm’ and the corresponding  ‘I got warm’.
See Haverling (2000, 362, 368); cf. also Haverling (1996b, 409ﬀ).
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actional function it often interrelates with  (16a), but when it means ‘with,
together’ it often interrelates with   (16c): 
(16) (a)
(b)
(c)

! ‘eat up’ — ! ‘eat away, eat into, nibble, wear down, exhaust’
  ‘stay (on), remain, delay, wait’;   ‘am fast asleep’
 ! ‘get together, meet’ —  ! ‘go in diﬀerent directions, depart from’

In other words, the system is rather complicated, and it is perhaps not surprising that it did not survive but was replaced by another one.

   

 

The old semantic functions of preﬁxed and unpreﬁxed and even suﬃxed verbs
become less distinct in the later centuries, as the examples (1), (2), (3) and
(4) indicate. As a result we now encounter new verbs which were not possible in the earlier periods. In the earlier periods the verbs with the suﬃx
generally had a dynamic sense, as for instance in   ‘become drier, grow
more and more dry’; but in Late Latin such verbs often have a non-dynamic
‘has red eyes’ in St. Jerome, which can be compared to
function, as 
the expression  . . .   in the Vulgate (17a). In the same period, the
late 4th century, the historian Ammianus Marcellinus has the expression 
       ‘hiding for ﬁve months’ (17b), where the durative
temporal adverbial ‘for ﬁve months’ shows that    has become synonymous with the old stative verb   and means ‘be hiding’ (in Classical
Latin    means ‘hide oneself, vanish’): 
(17) (a)
(b)

 !  ‘Leah has red eyes’ (Hier. 5
‘Leah had red eyes’ (Vulg. (!. 29.17)
! ) 00! !! !!

"#. 3.19 l. 582) —   !  

‘hiding for ﬁve months’ (Amm. 27.12.11)

A few previously impossible unpreﬁxed verbs now appear in the sense of
the preﬁxed verb; compare    ‘become mute, stop talking’ in an edict
from the year 399, preserved in the    (18b), and   
in that sense in Cicero (18a):





See Haverling (2000, 252–67, 267–72); cf. also Rosén (1992).

See e.g., Väänänen (1981, 316), and Haverling (2000, e.g., 53, 65, 178, 192, 247).
See Haverling (2000, 191, 205f).
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67! !8 0 6 !!  % , !! ! !! 0! , 
0 )! ! /!  . . . 8 ‘“Of me”, he says, “shall the people of Rome

and all nations ever speak, of me shall no far-oﬀ age ever cease to make mention” ’
(Cic. '. 98; 1st c. )

(b)

 ! ! /!  ) 0  !  !  ‘so that, when
all the administrative measures taken by him are rejected, there will be no further
talk about this (scandal)’ (&. $#!. 9.40.17; 399 )

Several of the new unpreﬁxed verbs occur only in the grammarians. This
is where we ﬁnd the only example of    (19a); the verb   ‘stop
talking’, which was very rare and poetic in the earlier periods, now sometimes
occurs in prose (19a), and in the 6th century the famous grammarian Priscian
regards it as the normal form corresponding to the perfect   (19b):
(19) (a)

(b)

! ‘am silent, say nothing’ (2nd c. ) — !  ‘stop talking’ (2nd c. );
‘be silent, say nothing’ (Late Latin) — ! ‘stop talking’ (1st c. , poetry;
Late Latin prose) — !  ‘stop talking, am silent (?)’ (7th c. , Virg. ( .
+ . 3.9)

&*2$5&9+%+ — 0!    !  ? 5/,  !!.
& !! ? :   ! ! ! ! ! !   .!  
! , ! , ! . . . ‘Conticuere—what form is that? The indicative of the

second conjugation. Why second? Because in the present tense the second person
has the ending .! ! ! ’ (Prisc. ( . 3 p. 469; 6th c. )

Diﬀerent preﬁxed verbs within the same family now occur in the same semantic function; in (20a)    and    occur in the function of 
‘I know’ (cf. (12a)); in the Greek original (20b), as well as in the classical
English translation of the Greek text (20c), we ﬁnd the same verb in all these
cases, i.e.,  and , respectively:
(20) (a)

+    ) : !   ! , !   ! !!./ " / !
;! , ! !   ; ! ; !  !    /) (Vulg. 5#. 10.14–

15)
(b) ’





                    
                  !"    # $% &
 ' (NT 5#. 10.14–15)

See Haverling (2000, 265f). Priscian also regards for instance !1 ! and !1 ! (and
not the more common !1 !  and !1 !  ) as the infectum forms corresponding to
!1  ‘caught ﬁre’ and !1  ‘became dry’: thus from this point of view he provides us
with a rather odd description of Latin: cf. Haverling (2000, 339, 457).
See Haverling (1996b, 410–2; 2000, 283). The Old Latin translations as well as the
manuscripts of the Vulgate vary in this case, but the reading presented here has strong
support and was chosen by Weber–Gryson (1994).
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(c) ‘I am the good shepherd, and  my sheep, and    of mine. As the Father
  me, even so 
I the Father: and I lay down my life for the sheep’ (King
James version, 5#. 10.14–15)

These changes pervade the whole verbal system and are found in all verbal
families where there is an opposition between a telic preﬁxed verb and an
atelic preﬁxed one. In Early and Classical Latin there is an opposition between
  ‘I eat bread’ (21a) and   ‘I eat up the bread’ (21b);
but in Late Latin we often encounter the verb  in the sense ‘eat (some)
of’, for instance in the famous passage in  , where God tells Adam not
that he must not eat up a certain kind of fruit but rather that he may not
taste it at all (21c):
(21) (a)

0   ! !! ! ! ) ‘like mice, we are forever
&. 77)
 <! /! 0   /! !  ‘you’ll win as easily as a fox
pear’ (Plaut. ' . 559)
(7! )  !!0! ! ! : !1      !! . !  !
!! ) !  ! ! .  00! ! ! !!  !1 !  !
 !  ‘And the LORD God commanded the man, saying, “You may freely
 





some one else’s food’ (Plaut.
(b)
(c)





 

every tree of the garden; but  the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall
not , for in the day that you   it you shall die.” ’ (Vulg. (!. 2.16–17)

As a result of these changes the semantic function expressed by several old
verbs is more connected with their traditional use than with the originally
actional character of their formation. In Classical Latin   describes a
change from one colour to another in a person’s face and is used of people
turning red with shame and embarrassment, whereas   means ‘become somewhat red’ (11b); but in Late Latin   usually means ‘be
ashamed’ (21a), and to indicate that somebody actually turns red in the face
the 5th century bishop Sidonius Apollinaris uses a form of   (21b):
(22) (a) Late Latin: ! )!  ‘am ashamed’ —
shame and embarrassment)’
(b)

 )! 

‘turn red (in the face because of

 0     / ! ! !   ) ‘with what I
may call a prologue of modesty, he bashfully lowered his eyes and blushed’ (Sidon.
+ . 8.6.6; 5th c. )



See Haverling (2000, 207, 262).



See Haverling (1996a, 177ﬀ; 2000, 304).
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In Late Latin    and    are often confused with each other (20a),
(23a), but in some respects the old functions are retained:    is often, for
instance in the    (a collection of laws published in 438 ),
a technical term for the assumption of legal duties or the acknowledgement
of a speciﬁc legal situation or transaction (23b), which resembles the earlier
usage. In the sense ‘recognise, identify’, however,    and    are
often replaced by     (23c), which in Classical Latin had the sense
‘reconsider (something previously known)’ (15a), or by the new verbs  
and    (23a):

  =   = / ‘know’ — !  ‘recognise’ (ca. 200
!  ‘identify, recognise’ (4th c. ), !  ‘recognise, acknowledge’

(23) (a) LL

c. )

(b)
(c)

),
(6th

 !    ‘he shall acknowledge his duty to pay the ﬁne’ (&.
$#!. 4.8.8)
  (scil.   )    <!  !  ‘as long as
we recognise it (i.e., idolatry) not only when it is in the open’ (Tert. 5. 2.5; ca.

200 )

Several of the preﬁxes are no longer productive in their actional functions in
Late Latin, but the preﬁxes  and  are more productive than in earlier
centuries. In the earlier periods  emphasised the entrance into an action,
but now it indicates dynamicity more generally. Several new verbs preﬁxed with  occur in the more literary Late Latin texts, where they replace
the old unpreﬁxed verbs. In Classical Latin we have the verbs    and
    in the sense ‘become fatter’ (24a), but in literary Late Latin we
have     and     in the sense ‘become fat’ as well as the
intransitive verbs    and    ‘make fatter’ (24b). In less literary Latin, however, we encounter the verbs    and    in the
intransitive sense ‘become fat’ (24c):
(24) (a)
(b)

(c)

  !  ‘grow thicker, thicken’ (1st c. ; e.g., Colum. 8.9.2) —
fatter’ (1st c. ; e.g., Lucr. 5.899)

! 

‘grow

  !  ‘grow fatter’ (4th c. ; Ruﬁn. * .  ; . 38 hom. 2.8) —   
‘make fatter’ (3rd c. ; e.g., Tert. 5!. 6.3)
!  ‘grow thick, fat’ (4th c. ; Hier. 5 5 . 16.58.11) —  ‘make
fat’ (4th c. ; Vulg. " #. 35.8)

  / ‘became fat, grew fat’ (3rd c. ; Vet. Lat. 5 . 6.10 in Cypr. $! . 1.3)
 ‘become fat, grow fat’ (4th c. ; Apic. 8.7.5)

—


See Haverling (1996b, 411f; 2000, 88, 283, 368).
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In Early and Classical Latin  is found in a number of causative verbs formed
from adjectives, along the same lines as    and    ‘make fat’.
One example is   ‘allow to become old, make old’, which interrelates
with the intransitive    ‘grow old’ (25a); but in Late Latin, in the
4th century, we encounter the unpreﬁxed    as well as the intransitive
  in the sense ‘grow old’ (25b):
(25) (a)
(b)

/!!  ‘allow to become old, make old’ (1st c. ; e.g., Cic. 2. ! . 2.5) —
/!!   ‘grow old, age, improve with age, mature’ (2nd c. ; e.g., Ter. !. 12)
/!!   ‘grow old, become long-established’ (4th c. ; Vulg. !) . 1.11) — /!.
!  ‘grow old, age, improve with age, mature’ (4th c. ; Vulg. 5 . 65.22)

This kind of formation with  and  is common in Romance.
 is very productive in transitive as well as intransitive verbs in Late
Latin, where verbs preﬁxed with  often replace earlier verbs without the
preﬁx; Plautus has the expression     , but when Martianus Capella
in the early 5th century alludes to this expression he writes      
(26a); when Quintilian around 100  talks about abbreviating a text he
uses the unpreﬁxed  , but in the 4th century Vegetius has the preﬁxed
  in the same sense (26b):
(26) (a)
(b)

  ‘chatter’ (e.g., Plaut.
Cap. 1.2; 5th c. )

. 830, 2nd c.

) !/ ‘abbreviate’ (e.g., Quint. 5 .
'. 3 praef.; 4th c. )

) — 

 ‘chatter’ (e.g., Mart.

1.9.2; ca. 100 ) —

(Veg.

)) !/

‘abbreviate’

The original function of the actional  was to emphasise the entrance into
an action and graduality; this is lost in Late Latin, but the preﬁx retains
the capacity to indicate dynamicity and in this new function it is productive
in Late Latin and Romance. In Late Latin we ﬁnd a growing number of
verbs with  which do not diﬀer semantically from earlier verbs without
the preﬁx.  may even replace the suﬃx: in Early and Classical Latin
‘it is approaching evening’ and  
‘it starts to
we have  
become evening’ and in Late Latin we ﬁnd the verb   in the sense





See Haverling (1996a, 178ﬀ; 2000, 153f, 182f, 302, 313f); for more examples of this development in Latin cf. Feltenius (1977). Many languages have deadjectival verbs meaning
‘to become sth.’ and ‘to make sth. become sth.’: cf. e.g., Beard (1995, 191ﬀ).

See Rohlfs (1954, 1015, 1155); and Meyer-Lübke (1894, 607): cf. also Crocco Galèas–
Iacobini (1993, esp. 38ﬀ, 43, 48f).
See Thomas (1938, 86, 91), and Haverling (1999, 242ﬀ; 2000, 285f).
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‘become evening’ (27a); parallel to Classical Latin       (27b)
we have Late Latin      (27c):
(27) (a)
(b)

/! !   ‘it is approaching evening’ (2nd c. ) — /! !   ‘it starts to
become evening’ (2nd c. ) — /! !  ‘it gets towards evening’ (ca. 400 )

 /! !  !! ! $#!)  ! ! /! ! ‘in order to be able to reach Thebes
;!. 2.5; 1st c. )
 ! !  ! /! ! ! ! /! ‘we came to his room as the day
was already turning into evening’ (Cassian. &. 3.2.1; ca. 400 )
at nightfall’ (Nep.

(c)

In Romance  is a productive preﬁx, for instance in verbs formed from
adjectives.
The new verbs with  and  replace not only old unpreﬁxed 
verbs but also preﬁxed verbs of this type. In Early and Classical Latin we
ﬁnd   and   in the sense ‘fall asleep’ and   in
the sense ‘sleep on, sleep during’ (28a). But in Late Latin we encounter
  and   in the sense ‘fall asleep’ (28b); in this case French
has chosen the form in  (   ) and Standard Italian that with 
(  ) (28c):
(28) (a)
(b)
(c)

  ‘be asleep’ (2nd c. ) —    ‘fall asleep’ (2nd c. ) — ).
   ‘fall asleep’ (1st c. ) —   ‘sleep on, sleep during’ (1st c. )
   ‘fall asleep’ (4th c. ) —   ‘fall asleep’ (4th c. ); French
=! 
   ‘fall asleep’ (6th c. ) —   ‘fall asleep’ (5th c. ); Standard
Italian  ! 

These changes aﬀect not only the infectum tenses, but, as already indicated
above (4a–b), the use of the perfect too: in the earlier periods the unpreﬁxed
form is non-dynamic, whereas the preﬁxed form indicates a change of state,
but in the later centuries this diﬀerence no longer applies. In the earlier
periods of Latin we ﬁnd the unpreﬁxed perfect tense form   in the sense
‘I have been silent’ with the adverb  ‘so far’ and in the phrase 
   ‘as he had been silent, had not said anything’ (13a); the preﬁxed
form   means ‘I have fallen silent’ or ‘I stopped talking’ and 
   ‘as he had stopped talking’ (13b). The earliest dynamic examples
of the form   ‘stopped talking’ are met with in Late Latin (29a); in the



See Rohlfs (1954, 1001); and Meyer-Lübke (1894, 598); cf. also Crocco Galèas – Iacobini
(1993, esp. 38ﬀ, 43, 45–8).
See Haverling (1999, 244; 2000, 284, 304).
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same period     occurs in the sense ‘as he had stopped talking’.
We also have some examples of a hypercorrect use of the preﬁxed forms, for
instance in conservative authors who try to write as people did a few centuries
earlier; in the late 4th century the conservative pagan senator Symmachus
writes      (29b), which corresponds to the formulation  
(13a):
 in a passage of Plautus from the early 2nd century
(29) (a) 4th c. :   ‘he immediately stopped talking’ (Amm. 16.6.3)
4th/5th c. :   ! ‘as he had stopped talking’ (Aug. * . 1.6.16)
(b) 4th c. :

# 0!  ‘so far I have been silent’ (Symm. + . 5.89)

This development aﬀects not only related verbal pairs like   /   and
   /   but also the verbal system at large, as illustrated by the
development of  , ‘I have had, I had’. In the sense ‘she got a son’ Classical
Latin has such expressions as    , whereas    is nondynamic and means ‘she had a son’. But in French and Italian we ﬁnd
phrases like      and     in the sense ‘got a child’,
which shows that  acquired a dynamic function in Vulgar Latin.
Although the original semantic function of the preﬁxes seems in many
cases to grow indistinct, a remarkable number of new preﬁxed verbs are created even in the later periods, often by authors well trained in Classical
Latin (as, for instance, St. Jerome, St. Augustine and the pagan Symmachus).
These people knew and avoided most of the changes which had taken place
,
in the language since the Classical norm was deﬁned in the 1st century
and which we can observe in the vulgar texts from their period. They were,
however, unaware of the changes in the actional functions of the preﬁxes.
The use of preﬁxed words therefore becomes a stylistic device: old words or
kinds of word formation were reinterpreted by skilful authors playing with
the possibilities of their language; and in a certain kind of archaising Late
Latin we encounter a number of preﬁxed words in which the preﬁxes seem
to have no other function than that of an exotic adornment. Several old
kinds of word formation therefore seem more vigorous in Late Latin than
they probably were in real life.


See Haverling (2000, 218ﬀ, 224f; cf. also 1994, 49ﬀ).



See Haverling (2000, 242).




On this development in Late Latin see Haverling (1988, 35, 102, 110) and the literature
quoted there; cf. also Haverling (2000, e.g., 271f, 302ﬀ, 320ﬀ, 346, 356, 382ﬀ).
Aﬃxes which are losing their original semantic function usually become rare and unproductive: cf. Aronoﬀ–Anshen (1998, 243).
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Various critical problems in the texts are connected with this development. In some manuscripts we ﬁnd verbs which probably never existed,
and now and then, in the manuscript tradition of a classical author we have
preﬁxed forms which reﬂect the linguistic habits of a much later period.
In other cases odd readings in medieval manuscripts hide a new verb dating
from Late Antiquity and which was no longer understood by scribes in the
Middle Ages.

         

   

The change in the actional system is connected in various ways with other
changes in the language. I shall now brieﬂy mention two such changes, namely
(1) an altered relationship between the perfect and the imperfect tense forms
and (2) the development of deﬁnite and indeﬁnite articles and various partitive
expressions in the Romance languages.
As we have seen, there is a change in the relationship between the unpreﬁxed perfect tense form   and the preﬁxed form   from Early
to Late Latin. In Late Latin the unpreﬁxed form could be used in both the
dynamic and non-dynamic sense, it could mean ‘stopped talking’ as well as
‘was silent’ ((4b), (29a–b)). In my view these changes aﬀect the relationship
between the perfect and imperfect tenses of non-dynamic verbs. In Classical
Latin   serves to give an overview of past situations, for instance in ‘how
could Clodius remain silent ...?’ (30a), or in descriptions of people who are
speechless or simply refuse to say anything in reply to an important statement (30b). The imperfect   is used with expressions that indicate
contemporaneity with some other event or situation (30c) and in descriptions
of habit (30d):






For instance we have an example of   ! ! ‘fell asleep’ in the tradition of Suetonius (&. 8), who elsewhere uses )  ! ! in this sense (&. 33.2, ! . 4.4);
the lexicographer Nonius Marcellus was sometimes careless when quoting from classical
texts, and it is probable that we owe  ! ! , in the sense of !! ! , to him
rather than to Cicero (Cic.  <  6 in Non. pp. 121.29–122.1) and that he and not
Sisenna wrote ) , for )  (Sisenna  . 45 in Non. p. 361.20–22):
see Haverling (2000, 56, 224, 284, 306).
One example is the verb ! ! in the sense ‘get teeth’ probably found in the Old
Commentary to the Late Latin translation of the Hippocratic Aphorisms ( #. 3.25). In
Classical Latin we have the verb ! ! ‘get teeth’, but in the manuscripts preserving
this text we have odd readings which seem to indicate that there was a verb ! ! in
Late Latin: cf. Haverling (1999, 243; 2000, 286f; forthcoming).
See Haverling (1998; 2000, 241–46; 2001).
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(30) (a)

:  !  0   ) ! ! ! !) !  !<! !  .
, when the men
) &  ? ... ‘And how is it that Clodius
you mention were talking about the case and asking for a motion?’ (Cic. . 3.15.6)
  ! ! !    >!#!  . ‘:! =, 0, ‘>!.
#,  /  !0 ! ! #)!, 0  ! , ! !0 
  ?= ‘5 =, 0. . . . ‘:,  1 ! ! ! #)!, 0  #)! ,
  〈!  〉   ?= 0! # >!# 00!  !  ‘But
  

(b)

 

Aspasia then began to speak to Xenophon. “I wish you would tell me, Xenophon”,
she said, “if your neighbour had a better horse than yours, would you prefer your
horse or his?” “His”, was his answer. . . . “Now, if he had a better wife than
you have, would you prefer yours or his?” And at this Xenophon, too, himself 
.’ (Cic. 5/. 1.52)
(c)

'! /!      ( . / ), ! !    ,  0   
  ) <! !) ; 0  00 )    !) , !
#)  !) ! 0,  ? ?!  /!)

‘My resolution was not shaken by his language, but by the obstinate silence of those
to whom that shameless language was made to refer, who      
 for other reasons, yet to men who were afraid of everything they seemed by
silence to speak, and by denying to confess’ (Cic. "! . 40)

(d)

  . . .   !      ! ! ! /!, !  ! 
  /! ! ! ;  // 0!) , !   ! !) ‘But they

(i.e., the slaves of former days) . . . were ready to bare their necks for their master,
to bring upon their own heads any danger that threatened him; they spoke at the
feast, but   in torture’ (Sen. + . 47.4)

In the Vulgate, however, we ﬁnd the imperfect tense of   when Jesus
does not answer the high priest’s questions (31a) or the Pharisees that of
Jesus (31b); and the imperfect tense is found when St. Augustine describes
how participants in a discussion are rendered speechless by the statements
of others (31c):
(31) (a)

+  !  ! !    : ‘2# ! !  ! 0!   /! 
! ! ? ?= 5!  ! !) ‘And the high priest arose, and said unto him,

“Answerest thou nothing? what is it which these witness against thee?” But Jesus
  
’ (Vulg. '#. 26.62–63)
(b)

+  ! : ‘! )) )!! <! !  !,  / <! ! 
! ! ! ?=   !) . ‘And he saith unto them, “Is it lawful to do good

on the sabbath days, or to do evil? to save life, or to kill?” But they
’ (Vulg. ' . 3.4–5)

   

(c) ‘2

0! , !1 !, 0! , 0,   !  7! ?= — $!) !,  , 
 ! !,   ! # ! )   ... ! ! ‘“But please

tell me, what do you think, is God righteous?” The other one   , as he
afterwards told me, because he was astonished and horriﬁed by the utterance made
by his fellow student’ (Aug. * . 1.7.19; ca. 400 )
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In similar cases Cicero used the form   (30a–b). Thus the borderline
between the semantic ﬁelds of the perfect tense form   and the imperfect
tense   seems to have moved slightly. These changes are reﬂected in
the various translations of the Bible, for instance in the translation of the
aorist form   ‘was silent; stopped talking’ in the Greek translation of
the Old Testament, the so-called    (32a). In the Vulgate text of
the Psalms, that is, Jerome’s translation from the Greek (32b) and from the
Hebrew (33a), as well as in a  
  manuscript (32b), we ﬁnd the
perfect tense form; but in another     manuscript and in the Latin
translation of a Greek text containing a quotation of this passage from the
   , Athanasius’     , we encounter the imperfect tense (32c);
the English translator interpreted the Hebrew original as non-dynamic (33b):
(32) (a)
(b)
(c)

 ( #

    #

 # )  & * * * (Septuag. ; . 38.3)

) ! #  !   ) (Vulg. ; . 38.3 from Greek; cf.
)   in Vet. Lat. cod. 300 ibid.)
6&  !!  !   ! !,   ) ! #) ! !) 
) ” (Vet. Lat. ; . 38.3 in  . 27 p. 41.17–18; cf.  !) in

Vet. Lat. cod. 136 ibid.)
(33) (a)

) !  ! ) !  !  ) ! 

from Hebrew)

(Vulg.

; . 38.3

(b) ‘I was dumb with silence, I    , even from good; and my sorrow was
stirred’ (King James version ; . 39.2)

It is possible that those who chose the perfect tense in (32b) interpreted
the Greek aorist as a dynamic form, whereas those who preferred the imperfect tense in (32c) regarded it as non-dynamic; but it is also possible
that St. Jerome used the preﬁxed   in a non-dynamic sense, i.e., ‘I was
dumb’ (cf. Symmachus’ use of   in the sense ‘have been silent’ in (29b)).
The example shows in both cases that by now the imperfect tense was the less
ambiguous choice in the description of a non-dynamic situation in the past.
In Early and Classical Latin there is an opposition between   ‘I
eat bread’ and   ‘I eat up the bread’ ((2a), (21a–b)), but in Late
Latin the preﬁxed verb  is sometimes used in the sense ‘eat (some)
of’ (21c). This development is probably connected with the development of
deﬁnite and indeﬁnite articles as well as with the introduction of partitive
expressions in Romance. In many languages the opposition between an atelic
expression like (a) ‘I eat bread’ and a telic one like (b) ‘I eat up the bread’ is
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expressed by a deﬁnite article, underlining the telicity in (b), or by a partitive
expression, indicating the atelicity of (a).
There are certainly traces of the development towards the Romance system of deﬁnite and indeﬁnite articles in vulgar Late Latin. The correct interpretation of many single instances has, however, been disputed and the most
authoritative scholars who have dealt with the matter agree that there was
no systematic use of such devices in Latin. There seems in fact to be no
Latin example of an article clearly expressing the telicity once expressed by
the preﬁx: i.e., no example of   ‘I eat up a/the bread’ being
replaced by *   or *  .
What we do have, however, are partitive expressions with the preﬁxes
,  or  which underline the atelicity once indicated by the unpreﬁxed
verb. In Early and Classical Latin we ﬁnd   ‘drink, drink (some) of’ (34a)
as well as   ‘drink up’ (34b) with an object in the accusative; a partitive
expression in the genitive is found only when there is a word requiring it, for
instance the adverb   ‘in great quantity’ with   ‘drink’ in (35a). In
a few cases with  and the ablative the semantic function is not partitive;
the expression    in Plautus (35b) means ‘at someone else’s expense’
(compare      ‘we are nibbling at someone else’s food’
in (21a)):
(34) (a) (Mulier)  , 
she drinks wine’ (Cato
(b)

(35) (a)

/ )) ‘a woman is regularly sentenced to pay a ﬁne, if
* . frg. 221)
! , 0 < ! ! #)!), !)) ! )!  !  ‘who

0 . . .
the vinegar he happened to have with him, and was saved’ (Cels. 5.27.4)
/!!  /  ! / ! ! 0!
day and night’ (Plaut. $ . 903–904)

!

 

‘that she may drink a lot of old wine

(b) Plaut. ;!. 534: ) )) , ! ! ! , 0 /!  0!  < ‘where
you can drink and eat as much as you can want and hold, at another man’s expense’






See e.g., Comrie (1989, 127) and Croft (1990, 177); Abraham (1997, 36, 47) mentions
that e.g., Old High German normally uses the partitive genitive with the verb  
‘drink’; cf. also Philippi (1997, 79ﬀ).

See e.g., Löfstedt (1942, 358–82), Hofmann – Szantyr (1965, 106) and Väänänen
(1981, 215). The literature on this problem is vast, and the views on when there is
a genuine use of deﬁnite and indeﬁnite articles in Latin vary a great deal; Selig (1991, 19–
24) gives an overview of the earlier discussion.
In early Germanic, e.g., Gothic, there is an interaction between the actional markers on
the verbs and the cases, i.e., atelic verbs are combined with the partitive genitive and
telic verbs with the accusative; this system was eventually replaced by the use of articles:
cf. Abraham (1997) and Philippi (1997).
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In Late Latin, however, we sometimes ﬁnd a partitive expression which seems
to underline the atelicity of the action. Thus in (36) we have   ‘drink
(some) of’ with a partitive expression   , and in (37a) a partitive expression   with the preﬁxed verb  meaning ‘eat (some) of’;
by contrast the latter verb with an object in the accusative means ‘eat up’
in (37b):
(36)

! / ! ))!  !! ! ! ! 
5! . 51.8)

‘the nations have drunken of her

wine; therefore the nations are mad’ (Vulg.
(37) (a)

 ! ! ! /! ! ! !    ‘the lion had
%!. 13.28)
! !    ! 0  !) ! !! ! ‘he . . .
, which was not lawful for him to eat’ (Vulg. '#. 12.4)

not eaten of the

carcase, nor torn the ass’ (Vulg. 1
(b)

   







However, in (36) where the Vulgate has   , the    too has a
 ); and the same problems regards (38a–b).
prepositional phrase (
In (38a) we seem to have two atelic expressions, one with an object in the
accusative (      ‘does not eat of its fruit’) and one with a
partitive expression (   . . .   ‘does not eat of the milk’); but
the Greek original has a deﬁnite article in the ﬁrst case (‘does not eat the
fruit’) and a prepositional phrase in the second (38b):
(38) (a)

(b)

0  /! ! <  !  ! 0    !! ! ! !  !
  ‘who planteth a vineyard, and eateth not of the fruit thereof? or who
feedeth a ﬂock, and eateth not of the milk of the ﬂock?’ (Vulg. 1 & . 8.7)
 (+ &
   , - ,  ; .        #
  -    /   # ,  ; (NT I & . 9.7)



The trouble with these and almost all the other examples found in Late Latin
is that they are found in texts translated from Greek, or at least possibly
inﬂuenced by translations from Greek, or, in a couple of cases, written by
Greeks writing on medicine in Latin. There are also a few examples in Christian authors referring to the Bible. In other words, these expressions were
possible in Late Latin, but there is yet no systematic use of them as a device
to indicate atelicity.
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In Early and Classical Latin the verbal system is characterised by a rich and
complex system in which preﬁxes are used to render verbs telic or to emphasise the beginning or end of a process or activity. The opposition between
non-dynamicity and dynamicity or between transitivity and intransitivity is
expressed by various suﬃxes. In the perfect there is an opposition between
non-dynamic unpreﬁxed verbs and dynamic preﬁxed ones.
In the later centuries this system breaks down, and there is a blurring
of the semantic distinctions between the preﬁxed and unpreﬁxed verbs and
often also of those between the preﬁxes themselves. We then ﬁnd the old
verbs in semantic functions similar but not identical to those they had in the
earlier periods. It often happens that a verb which in the earlier centuries
had been commonly associated with a certain semantic context acquires a
new lexical meaning as a result of this association. Preﬁxes formerly used to
emphasise the beginning or the gradual character of a process now indicate
dynamicity and change more generally, and previously transitive formations
are used with an intransitive function.
These changes pervade the whole verbal system in Latin and aﬀect the
semantic relationship between the perfect and imperfect tenses as well as
the development of deﬁnite and indeﬁnite articles and partitive expressions
with the preposition . In Late Latin the ingressive sense is more often
expressed by the unpreﬁxed perfect tense form and the non-dynamic situation
in the past by the imperfect tense form. But the use of articles or partitive
expressions to indicate systematically the diﬀerence between atelic and telic
actionality belongs to Romance rather than to Latin. We have a few examples
of new partitive expressions with verbs meaning ‘eat’ and ‘drink’, but there
is no consistent use of this device to indicate atelicity.
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Heidelberg.
Haverling, Gerd 2000. On  -verbs, preﬁxes and semantic functions: a study in the development of preﬁxed and unpreﬁxed verbs from Early to Late Latin. Studia Graeca et
Latina Gothoburgensia LXIV (Acta Universitatis Gothoburgensis). University of Göteborg, Göteborg.
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Peeters, Louvain-La-Neuve.
Leumann, Manu 1977. Lateinische Laut- und Formenlehre. In: Manu Leumann – Johann Baptist Hofmann – Anton Szantyr (eds) Lateinische Grammatik. Erster Band. Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft II.2.1. C.H. Beck’sche Verlagsbuchandlung, München.
Lloyd, Albert L. 1979. Anatomy of the verb: the Gothic verb as a model for a uniﬁed theory of
aspect, actional types, and verbal velocity. John Benjamins, Amsterdam & Philadelphia.
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