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ABSTRACT

Oscan and Umbrian have a future perfect suffix -us-/–ur–. Although various sources for
this suffix have been suggested, none satisfactorily explain its origin. This article
evaluates these previous attempts and makes a new proposal: the Oscan and Umbrian
future perfect can be identified as a perfect suffix *-�o- plus the future suffix *-s-. The
perfect suffix *-�o-, although not directly attested in Oscan and Umbrian, is found in the
related language South Picene. The origin of the *-�o- suffix is traced back to inherited
perfects of the type 3sg. *Ce-CoH-e, e.g. *de-doh3-e ‘gave’ > *ded�o ? Umbrian te�rust
‘(s)he will have given’, with subsequent reanalysis of the root vowel *-�o- as a suffix. A
parallel for this development is found in Gaulish.

1. INTRODUCTION
1

The Sabellic languages were a group of languages spoken in ancient Italy in the first
millennium BC. Together with Latin and its sister language Faliscan, they make up the Italic
family, a sub-group of Indo-European.2 Within the family, the best-attested languages are
Umbrian in North Italy, and Oscan in South Italy. The majority of inscriptions in these
languages are found between the fourth and first centuries BC (although a small number are
datable earlier). Also attested in the second half of the millennium are a number of languages
whose attestation is much less secure, including Paelignian, Marrucinian, Volscian and
Vestinian. It seems likely that Oscan, Umbrian and these languages developed out of a
prehistoric dialect continuum. From here on, the phrase ‘Oscan and Umbrian’ will be taken to
include these less well-attested languages (but without implying any model of subgrouping).3

1 I am grateful to James Clackson, Katherine McDonald, John Penney and Andreas Willi, who read an earlier
version of this paper, and to the anonymous reviewers. Their comments, observations and scepticism saved me from
some ghastly mistakes, and forced me to improve my argument considerably. All remaining errors and implausibilities
are of course my own responsibility. The following abbreviations are used in this article. Languages: Gk. = Greek,
Lat. = Latin, Osc. = Oscan, U. = Umbrian. Linguistic categories: ABL = ablative, ACC = accusative, ADJ = adjective, DAT

= dative, FUT = future, GEN = genitive, IMP = imperative, INF = infinitive, LOC = locative, M = masculine, NEG =
negative, NEUT = neuter, NOM = nominative, PASS = passive, PERF = perfect, PL = plural, PRES = present, PTC = participle,
REL = relative, SG = singular, SUBJ = subjunctive.

2 For introductions to the Italic group and the Sabellic languages, with further references, see Fortson (2010: 274–
308), Clackson & Horrocks (2007: 37–76) and Wallace (2007).

3 For the relationships between the Sabellic languages see Meiser (1987), Adiego Lajara (1992: 9–24), Rix (2003;
2009), Crawford et al. (2011: 16, 447–9), Dupraz (2012: 60 fn. 120) and Clackson (forthcoming). It will be seen below
that I posit a morphological innovation in Oscan and Umbrian which is not shared by South Picene. This does not
necessarily imply an Osco-Umbrian sub-family. It is clear that these languages share both morphological and
phonological traits. These may be due to coincidental identical generalisation of variants available in Proto-Sabellic
and/or contact rather than shared inheritance.
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South Picene, attested in inscriptions from the North and East of Italy between the sixth and
fourth centuries BC, is another member of the family. A small number of inscriptions are
found in the sixth and fifth centuries in the area later occupied by Oscan. These are often
taken to represent ‘Pre-Samnite’, a language spoken across this area prior to the arrival of the
Oscan speakers. But it is not clear that these inscriptions in fact represent a single language, or
what its precise relationship to the other languages may be.

In this paper I attempt to explain the origin of the future perfect suffix attested in Oscan,
Umbrian and Volscian. These languages form the future perfect with a suffix which appears in
Oscan as -us-/-us- and in Umbrian as -us-/-us-, -ur-/-ur- (in Umbrian intervocalic *-s- became
-r-).4 As a shorthand I refer to this suffix as -us-, without implications for its etymological or
phonemic status. This suffix was added to the Sabellic perfect stem, which, except in verbs of
secondary (de-nominal or -adjectival) origin, is historically descended from the Proto-Indo-
European (PIE) perfect or aorist stem, and was then followed by the primary verbal endings
(PIE 1SG *-mi, 3SG *-ti, 3PL *-nti > Proto-Italic *-m, *-t, *-nt).5 The following persons are
attested (Table 1).6

The origin of this suffix has been debated periodically over the years, without any firm
conclusion being reached. I propose a new origin, which connects it with the equally
mysterious �o-perfect of South Picene (and perhaps ‘Pre-Samnite’). We begin by surveying the
origins proposed so far for the future perfect.7 These fall into three main types: univerbation
of an original periphrastic construction (section 2.1); comparison with the Latin u-perfect
(section 2.2); analogy from the verb ‘to be’ (section 2.3).8

Table 1. Attested persons of the future perfect

Oscan Umbrian Volscian
Proto-
Sabellic

2SG aflakus (Capua 34/Cp 37) kuvurtus (IT Ib 11) *-us-s
3SG cebnust (Bantia 1/Lu 1) te�rust (IT Ib 34)

apelust (IT Va 17)
atahus (Velitrae 1/VM 2) *-us-t

3PL tr�ıbarakattuset (Abella 1/Cm 1)
angetuzet (Bantia 1/Lu 1)

fakurent (IT Ib 34)
facurent (IT VIIa 43)

*-us-ent

4 Forms written in the alphabets specifically developed for writing Sabellic languages from Etruscan and Greek
exemplars are conventionally printed in bold. Those in italics are written in the Latin alphabet. Inscriptions in the
Greek alphabet are also given in roman italics, but I will note that the inscriptions were written in the Greek alphabet.

5 The PIE aorist expressed perfective aspect and, at least in indicative forms, past tense. It used the secondary
verbal endings 1SG *-m, 3SG *-t (> Proto-Italic *-d), 3PL *-(e)nt (> Proto-Italic *-(e)nd). The perfect had a resultative/
stative meaning, and was characterised by reduplication and its own set of endings (1SG *-h2e, 3 SG *-e, 3PL *-�er/-r

�
s). In

both Latin and the Sabellic languages, these categories fell together semantically as the so-called ‘perfect’, with each
verb generalising one or other of the original aorist and perfect stems. In (Classical) Latin, the endings of the ‘perfect’
broadly reflect the original perfect endings, with considerable alterations, although the aorist endings evidently carried
on into Old Latin. In Oscan and Umbrian at least, the aorist endings were generalised. In addition to the (‘athematic’)
endings given above for the aorist, PIE also had ‘thematic’ aorists, in which the endings were added to a vowel *-e/o-
(1SG *-o-m, 3SG *-e-t, 3PL *-o-nt). In Oscan and Umbrian we find 3SG *-et > *-ed alongside 3PL *-ent > *-end, either due
to confusion between the thematic and athematic endings, or by generalising the *-e- of the thematic 3SG into the 3PL.
I will make it clear in the text when I am referring to the inherited Indo-European perfect (distinct from the aorist) and
when the Latin or Sabellic perfect (from original aorist and perfect).

6 Sabellic inscriptions are given first the numeration of Crawford et al. (2011), followed by that of Rix (2002),
except for Umbrian forms from the Iguvine Tables (IT), which are not included in Crawford’s edition, and
inscriptions which are in Crawford’s edition and not in Rix’s.

7 Summarised by Beeler (1980) and Piwowarczyk (2011: 114–15).
8 These types of explanation are in fact not to be so neatly distinguished, since, for example, Schulze (1887) and Rix

(1992) derive both the Latin u-perfect and the Sabellic future perfect from univerbations involving the perfect
participle. For scepticism about Rix’s explanation of the u-perfect in Latin see Willi (2009 [2010]: 233–4).
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2. EARLIER THEORIES OF THE ORIGIN OF THE FUTURE PERFECT SUFFIX

2.1. Univerbation of a periphrastic construction

The idea that the Sabellic future perfect reflects the univerbation of a periphrastic phrase
goes back to an idea of Bronisch (Brugmann 1890: 223–5; Bronisch 1892: 192–3), who
derived it from an original perfect participle plus subjunctive of the verb ‘to be’.9 Brugmann
(1886–93: 2.1241–2; 1892; followed by Buck 1904: 173) considers the perfect participle in
Italic to have generalised the zero-grade suffix *-us, while Bronisch prefers the lengthened
grade *-u̯�os. Ultimately, both of these would give a sequence *-us, since *-u̯�os > *-u̯�us would
lose the *-u̯- after most consonants, and long *-�u- was shortened in non-initial syllables in
Oscan and Umbrian. Consequently, these scholars trace the future perfect back to a
sequence of the sort *-us set, whence, by syncope *-us(s)t. Such an origin would not explain
all the attested forms, however, as they themselves observe: in the 3PL, *-us-sent > *-ussent
would not be rhotacised in Umbrian (cf. osato /ossatu/ < *opsatu < *opes�ai̯et�od, frosetom <
*frau̯ssitom  *frau̯d-to-; see Meiser 1986: 239–56 on rhotacism in Umbrian). And in the
Oscan legal inscription on the Tabula Bantina (Bantia 1/Lu 1), *-ss- would be written with
<s> (cf. osins < *ops�ıns, nesimum < *nessim�om), rather than <z> as in angetuzet ‘they will
have pronounced’ (cf. censazet ‘they will carry out a census’ < *kens�a-s-ent). Consequently,
the 3PL future perfect in *-usent has to be explained by analogy with the future (on the model
3SG -ast : 3PL -asent :: -ust : x, x = -usent). In addition to this complication, there is a major
disadvantage to this picture: the original PIE subjunctive stem was *h1es-e/o- > *ese/o-, as in
the Vedic subjunctive �asat(i) and the Latin future er�o. We would expect, therefore, that the
Sabellic equivalent would also be *ese/o- rather than *se/o- as assumed by these scholars. An
even greater problem is that in Sabellic, the future of the verb ‘to be’ comes from a different
root *bhuH- which gives, for example, Osc. fust ‘(s)he will be’ (on which see below), rather
than from the root *h1es- which gives Lat. er�o, and which is the basis for the 3SG *set, 3PL
*sent required in these constructions. Indeed, unlike in Latin, where future stems can in
general be traced back to original present subjunctives, Sabellic uses a suffix *-s- to form the
future, so it is unlikely that *se/o- would have future semantics in Sabellic anyway.10

A slightly different conception of the perfect participle theory was proposed by Schulze
(1887: esp. 272–4). Exactly what developments he envisages for the Sabellic forms are not
entirely clear to me; he seems to operate with a NEUT.NOM.SG. participle in *-u̯es plus the
subjunctive of the verb ‘to be’ (this time with the inherited full grade root as in Latin), so
that, e.g., 3SG *-u̯es eset would become *-u̯eset by haplology, followed by syncope to give
*-ust. However, there is no good evidence for an e-grade in the suffix of the perfect
participle (Sihler 1995: 619–21), apart from the same problem with syncope as the other
versions of this theory. Altogether none of the versions of this theory are tenable any
longer.

9 The Proto-Indo-European perfect participle had a stem *-u̯�os, *-u̯os-, *-us- in different parts of the paradigm, cf.
Gk. M.NOM.SG eἰdώς ‘knowing’, NEUT.NOM.SG eἰdός, Skt. M/NEUT.GEN.SG vid�us: as ‘knowing’ (Sihler 1995: 618–20). As an
anonymous reviewer reminds me, there is no (or very little) evidence for the continuation of the perfect participle into
Proto-Italic apart from that of the theories discussed here (for possible Latin examples see Leumann 1977: 610; for the
non-existence of examples in the Sabellic languages see Wallace 1985). However, it cannot be altogether ruled out that
the perfect participle was grammaticalised in originally periphrastic constructions and subsequently lost as an
independent formation.

10 These scholars also operate with a conception of syncope which is not congruent with the current picture: final
syncope only took place before *-s in Sabellic (Benediktsson 1960: esp. 280–1), so the 3SG should have remained
*-us-set rather than becoming *-us(s)t.
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Rix’s (1992: 239–40) more recent discussion posits a perfect participle plus the future stem
*fus- of the verb ‘to be’11 as the source of the future perfect, so that a form like *gwegwen-u̯os
bhusti > *bebenus fust gives *bebenust by means of ‘Univerbierung und Pseudo-Haplologie’ >
Osc. bebnust ‘he will have come’.12 This approach avoids the problems raised above that
result from using the original subjunctive as the verb in the paraphrase, but at the price of
accepting a ‘Pseudo-Haplologie’ instead. Since we have no other example of the sequence
*-usfust it cannot be entirely ruled out that the result would be *-ust, but it is reasonable to be
sceptical about theories that require this sort of sound change, unless there is no better
explanation available. Rix’s view also shares the problem of the other versions of the
periphrastic theory, except Bronisch’s, that they start from the NEUT.NOM.SG of the perfect
participle, which seems the least likely of the genders to be generalised in an active verb. In
the case of Rix, we could replace *-u̯os > *-us by masculine *-u̯�os > *-u̯�us without too much
difficulty (since *-u̯- would probably only be retained after stems ending in velars). But an
ending *-�usfust would probably be even less likely to take part in the haplology envisaged by
Rix than *-usfust, since the vowels in consecutive syllables would then be of different
lengths.13

Of the periphrastic theories, only that of Rix can still be accepted under our modern
understanding of the prehistory of the Sabellic languages, but even this relies on the
assumption of an otherwise unestablished, and not particularly likely, sound change.

2.2 Comparison with the Latin u-perfect

Von Planta (1892–97: 2.371–6) mentioned as a possibility the idea that the -u- of the Sabellic
future perfect was to be viewed as the same morpheme as the Latin u-perfect, which both
language (-families) had inherited as a past-tense marker from Proto-Italic. This position has
been argued by St John (1973),14 and in a much more thorough fashion by Prosdocimi &
Marinetti (1993a: 225–37; 1993b: 299–307).15 Both sets of authors suggest that since the
Sabellic future morpheme was *-s-, the future perfect suffix *-us- is attractively analysed as the
future suffix *-s- added to a perfect suffix *-u-, which can be the same as that found in Latin.
In addition, Prosdocimi and Marinetti further connect the South Picene �u-perfect found in
forms like 3SG ops�ut Aufinum 1/AQ 2 ‘(s)he made’, As we shall see, I also propose that the
future perfect was based on a Sabellic perfect formation, which was subsequently lost, and
that this perfect is preserved in South Picene. However, I do not believe that the Oscan
and Umbrian future perfect or the South Picene �u-perfect can be equated with the Latin
u-perfect, for two reasons. In the first place, the distribution of the u-perfect in Latin and the
us-future perfect in Sabellic are almost diametrically opposed. The Latin u-perfect was
originally restricted to verb stems ending in vowels, i.e., to primary roots of the shape *CeH- >
*CV̄- and Ce(I/R)CH- > *Ce(I/R)Ca-, and to secondary verbs, mostly in the �a- and �ı-stems
(Meiser 2003: 219–37, summarised in Meiser 1998: 204–6). Conversely, in Oscan and
Umbrian it is precisely the majority class of verbs which have a perfect stem ending in a vowel,
i.e., the (largely secondary) �a-stems, which have a different perfect marker before future
perfect -us- (-tt- in Oscan and possibly *-nki̯- in Umbrian), while -us- is added directly to all

11 On the future meaning of fus- see below.
12 Which is, however, a suggested emendation by Rix of written cebnust (Bantia 1/Lu 1. l.20).
13 Shortening of vowels in non-initial syllables probably occurred only in the individual histories of the Sabellic

languages.
14 Whose analysis of the Italic perfect is now, however, very out of date (see Rix 1999; Meiser 2003), and hard to

understand. Consequently in the following discussion I primarily concentrate on the theory of Prosdocimi and
Marinetti.

15 I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for directing my attention to the latter articles.
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other perfect (< perfect and aorist) stems. Prosdocimi & Marinetti assume that *-u- originally
could be added to secondary present stems, with preceding *-�a- deleted by means of a
morphological process (thus South Picene ops�ut < *opes(�a)-u-t). But Prosdocimi & Marinetti
do not explain why the u-perfect was subsequently lost in Oscan and Umbrian; in particular,
given its usefulness as a marker of secondary verbs as in Latin, it is remarkable that both
Oscan and Umbrian separately felt it necessary to recreate new perfect markers for their
secondary verbs.16

Secondly, *-u-would be written as <u>, not <�u> in South Picene (Adiego Lajara 1992: 38–40;
and see the discussion in section 4). Consequently, it is not possible to trace the Latin u-perfect
and the South Picene �u-perfect to the same origin (and for some evidence from Oscan that the
future perfect suffix may have come from *-�os- rather than *-us- see section 3 below).

2.3 Analogy with ‘to be’

In Sabellic the verb *h1es- ‘to be’ is in a suppletive relationship with *bhuH- ‘to be, become’.17

Two theories propose the generalisation of a future perfect suffix *-us- from forms derived from
the latter root. Before we go on to discuss these, however, it is necessary to examine the origin
and function of forms derived from this root in Sabellic. The distribution of *h1es- and *b

huH- in
Sabellic is very similar to that of Latin. Both roots are preserved in the present stem, where we
find, e.g., Osc. est ‘is’ (cf. Lat. est) and fi�ıet ‘becomes’ (cf. Lat. f�ı�o); fi�ıet comes from *f�ui̯e/o- <
*bhuH-i̯e/o-.18 In the meaning ‘to be’, however, these roots are mostly in complementary
distribution. In Latin, present-stem forms are largely built on *h1es- and perfect-stem forms on
*bhuH-, although even in Latin there are exceptions to this (e.g. present subjunctive in fuam
beside sim, future participle in fut�urus, future infinitive in fore, imperfect subjunctive in forem
beside essem).19 In Sabellic, *h1es- is used to form the present indicative, subjunctive and
infinitive, and Oscan forms its future imperative on this root (e.g. estud). Umbrian’s future
imperative, however, is based on *bhuH- (e.g. 2SG futu), and the same root is at the base of the
imperfect subjunctive (Osc. 3sg fus�ıd), imperfect (Osc. 3PL fufans), perfect (Osc. 3PL fufens, ‘Pre-
Samnite’ fufuwod, fufwod in the Greek alphabet inscription Blanda 1/Ps 20),20 and perfect

16 The small number of archaisms in Oscan and Umbrian which Prosdocimi & Marinetti consider to reflect the
original state of affairs, like Umbrian portust ‘(s)he will carry’ (IT VIIb 3), are to be explained differently (Rix 1992).

17 The jury is still out on whether this root should be reconstructed as *bhu̯eh2 - (LIV 98–111); I prefer to
reconstruct the less committal *bhuH- (thus, e.g., Jasanoff 1997b: 177 fn. 3).

18 In Latin it is necessary to posit a rule *-�ui̯- > *-�ıi̯- (cf. also pius ‘pious’ < *p�ui̯os; Meiser 1998: 86; Weiss 2009: 142).
Although this may have been a Proto-Italic rule, independent changes of *-�u- > *-�ı- (or *-ȳ-) seem to have occurred in
at least some of the Sabellic languages (for discussion see Seidl 1994: 349–51, 361; Martzloff 2006: 105–18) . Note that
in both Latin and Sabellic, although the regular result of *bhuH- before a consonant ought to have been *f�u-, this
allomorph is only attested in a few forms: the present stem Lat. f īō, Osc. fi�ıet < *f�ui̯e/o- < *bhuH-i̯e/o-, the Umbrian
past participle fito < *f�uto- < *bhuH-to, and the Latin perfect f�u�ı, which may reflect an old root aorist *bhuH- (or a
perfect *bhe-bhuH-; see Willi 2009 [2010]). The short vowel variant is clearly seen in Lat. fŭt�urus and in fore, forem,
where lowering before -r- only affected short vowels (Weiss 2009: 142). In Oscan, it is more difficult to identify short
vowels given the possibility of spelling -ȳ- < *-�u- with <u>. Long vowels in initial syllables were sometimes written
double in the Oscan alphabet, but this was not compulsory. Since a long vowel would only be expected in the single
example of fus�ıd and the two examples of (ad)fust, the lack of a double vowel in these examples might be coincidence.
In Umbrian, however, where *-�u- became -�ı-, we are clearly dealing with a short vowel in future imperative 2SG futu,
futu, 2PL fututo, and future/future perfect 3SG fust, fust, fus. This short vowel seems to have been productive in
Umbrian, where we find present subjunctive 3SG fuia, future fuiest in place of expected fi- as in Oscan and Latin. The
obvious place to look for the short vowel variant is in forms where the original root *bhuH- was before a vowel, which
would have given *bhuu̯V- regularly, whence could have been generalised a root *bhu- (thus Rix 1983: 102; for an
alternative explanation see Meiser 1998: 197).

19 Diachronically, however, fuam may have been built from the aorist stem (de Melo 2004), and the future
participle from a nominal formation (Fortson 2007).

20 Osc. fu(fe)d in Rix’s reading of Capua 22/Cp 31 should now be seen as part of a word ta<v>ff�uḍ (as noted by
Crawford et al. 2011: 419–20).
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subjunctive (Osc. 3SG fuid).21 Key to the following discussion will be a series of future and/or
future perfect forms: Osc. 3SG (ad)fust, fust, foust (in the Greek alphabet in Buxentum 1/Lu 62),
U. 3SG fust, fust, fus, 3PL furent, fefure. Most authorities (Buck 1928: 81, 169, 170; also 324 s.v.
s�um, 334 s.v. est; Vetter 1953: 404–5 s.v. fu-; Bottiglioni 1954: 134, 137–8, 152; Poultney 1959:
131; Pisani 1964: 30) consider all Umbrian forms other than fefure to be simple futures, with
Oscan having both a future fust, fust and a homophonous future perfect fust. Conversely,
Untermann (2000 s.v. ezum) describes all of these forms as future perfects in both Oscan and
Umbrian. Some investigation is therefore required, whichwill demonstrate that both future and
future perfect usage are found in both Oscan and Umbrian.

The future value of Oscan fust is clearly demonstrated in lines 18–19 of the Tabula Bantina
(Lu 1/Bantia 1):

(1) pon. censtur. ḅansae. toutam censazet.
when censor-NOM-PL Bantia-LOC-SG people-ACC-SG carry-out-census-FUT-3PL
pis. ceus. bantins. fust.
whoever-NOM-SG citizen-NOM-SG of-Bantia-ADJ-NOM-SG be-FUT-3SG
censamur
carry-out-census-PRES-IMP-PASS-3SG
‘when the censors at Bantia carry out a census of the people, whoever is a citizen of
Bantia, let him be counted in the census’

Here fust refers to an action happening at the same time as the future verb censazet and the
imperative censamur, and must consequently be understood as a future.22 It would not make
any sense for this to mean ‘when the censors at Bantia carry out a census of the people,
whoever has been a citizen of Bantia, let him be counted in the census’: censuses are not
carried out for the purposes of counting former citizens. In Umbrian, the future meaning of
fust is shown in sentences such as IT Va 10–12:

(2) a�rfertur. pisi. pumpe. / fust. … prehubia
arfertor-NOM-SG whoever-NOM-SG be-fut-3SG provide-PRES-SUBJ-3SG
‘whoever will be adfertor …, he should provide …’

Future perfect value in Oscan is only unambiguously found in one passage in the Tabula
Bantina (l. 27–30),23 where there is a series of instructions of the type:

(3) pr(aetur). censtur. bansae. [ni. pis. fu]id.
praetor-NOM-SG censor-NOM-SG Bantia-LOC-SG no-one-NOM-SG be-PERF-SUBJ-3SG
nei. suae. q(uaestur). fust
NEG if quaestor-NOM-SG be-FUT-PERF-SG

‘no-one shall be praetor or censor at Bantia if he hasn’t been quaestor’

21 For all the Sabellic forms from this root see Untermann (2000 s.v. ezum and s.v. fi�ıet).
22 Compare the clear anteriority shown by the future perfect in sentences like l. 19–20:

(i) censamur. … poizad. ligud. ịusc. censtur.
REL-ABL-SG law-ABL-SG this-NOM-PL censor-NOM-PL carry-out-census-INF

censaum. angetuzet
carry-out-census-PRES-IMP-PASS-3SG pronounce-FUT-PERF-3PL
‘let him be counted in the census … with whatever law these censors have pronounced for the census’

23 Despite Lindeman (1982: 306–7), who proposes to understand (ad)fust in Capua 21, 22/Cp 32, 31 as future
perfect rather than future. The form foust in Buxentum 1/Lu 62 (written in the Greek alphabet) is in too broken a
context to tell whether it is future or future perfect.
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In Umbrian, future perfect semantics are found in the compound *am-prai̯-fu-s-,24 as in IT
VIb 56–7:

(4) ape. ambrefurent / termnome. benurent …
When go-around-FUT-PERF-3PL boundary-ACC-SG=in come-FUT-PERF-3PL
persnimumo
pray-FUT-IMP-3PL
‘when they have made the circuit and have come to the boundary … they shall pray’25

These preliminaries having been dealt with, we can now consider the first of the theories
involving reanalysis. Although Buck (1904: 173) preferred the periphrastic theory, he
observed that ‘[a]nother possibility is that the type is formed from the Perfect Stem after the
analogy of the Future fust “erit”’; in the second edition of his Grammar he changed his mind,
saying : ‘[t]he explanation as a periphrastic form is, I am now convinced, to be discarded in
favor of that mentioned in the note, namely, that the type is formed from the perfect stem
after the analogy of fust “erit”’ (Buck 1928: 362). A similar approach is taken by Poultney
(1959: 136) and Pisani (1964: 23), who draw attention to the future perfect usage of fust.
Despite Buck’s change of mind, future (perfect) *fus- is not a very plausible base for a
reanalysis, partly because it is so transparently to be analysed as root *fu- + future suffix
*-s- (cf. the large number of other forms of this verb with the root fu- in Oscan and
Umbrian).26 The main objection, however, is that, since fust (uniquely) has both future and
future perfect meaning, it does not seem a good locus for the abstraction of a solely future
perfect morpheme *-us-, which is always added to the perfect stem (and, as already alluded
to, *-�os- is in fact more plausible as an ultimate reconstruction than the *-us- required here;
see section 3).

On the face of it, Jasanoff’s (1987: 180) approach avoids some of the problems with Buck’s
analysis. He traces the origin of the creation of the *-us- suffix back to a reduplicated perfect
stem *fe-fu- + future suffix *-s-, attested in Umbrian fefure < *fefusent.27 According to
Jasanoff, comparison with the perfect stem *fef- < *fefu̯- (cf. Osc. fufens) would lead to a
reanalysis of future perfect *fe-fu-s- as *fe-f-us-. This picture is considerably more plausible,
since it sets up a close relationship between reduplicated future perfect forms with *-us- beside
reduplicated perfect forms without it. Consequently, Jasanoff’s explanation is certainly the
best put forward up to now. But there were plenty of other forms of this verb which retained
the *-u- in the root, which means that a synchronic analysis of the perfect fufens as having lost
underlying -u- may still have been possible. If this were the case, it is unlikely that the -u- in
fefure was attributed to an otherwise non-existent future suffix -us- rather than to the expected
root *fu-. But the major difficulty with regards to this theory is the question whether we can in
fact be certain that fefure is a genuine future perfect. In the first place, as we have seen, the
usual future perfect of ‘to be’ in Oscan and Umbrian is not a reduplicated formation, but is
identical to the future. Jasanoff considers that ‘the absence of reduplication in Oscan fust is
secondary’ and indeed we do very occasionally find apparent cases of ‘de-reduplication’ in
Oscan and Umbrian (e.g. Osc. dicust ‘(he) will have said’, Bantia 1/Lu 1 l.14 beside U.
dersicust IT VIb 63; U. fakust ‘(s)he will have done’ IT IV 31 beside Osc. fefacust, Bantia 1/Lu
1 l. 11, 17), which might be due to the loss of the vowel in the first syllable in compounds with

24 For fu- as suppletive past to the verb for ‘to go’ in Umbrian see Vetter (1957).
25 Note that the asyndetic conjunction with benurent confirms that amprefurent is a future perfect.
26 Although an anonymous reviewer reminds me that synchronic transparency does not necessarily prevent

metanalysis.
27 In Oscan and ‘Pre-Samnite’ the *-u- of the root syllable was copied into the reduplication syllable (as in Latin

cucurr�ı ‘I ran’ < -cecurr�ı).
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subsequent generalisation to the simplex, as in Lat. tul�ı ‘brought’  tetul�ı. I think these
are probably less common than sometimes imagined, since some of these forms could also
reflect aorist vs perfect stems which were generalised differently in the two languages (as
envisaged by Meiser 2003: 104).28 However, it is true that we would expect an s-aorist to the
root *dei̯k- (as in Lat. d�ıx�ı, Greek �edeiksa), so Osc. dicust at least is best explained as being
‘de-reduplicated’ from the perfect stem. Although I know of no good examples of
‘de-reduplication’ taking place in both languages (not just in Oscan, as implied by Jasanoff),
it must be admitted that since *fu- was particularly common in compounds and periphrastic
constructions, such ‘de-reduplication’ cannot be ruled out on these grounds. However, in the
other possible cases ‘de-reduplication’ would not have led to confusion of the future perfect
with any other category. For fefure there was a particular reason to resist ‘de-reduplication’,
since it would lead precisely to the homophony with the future stem which we in fact find. To
my mind, the future and future-perfect semantics of fust look like an archaism.29

At this point it is necessary to look at the textual environment in which we find fefure, and
in particular the question of whether seeing it as future perfect is in fact the most plausible
analysis. First it is necessary to stress just how unique the form fefure is. The passage
containing it (IT IIa 3–4) is not entirely clear, but it is part of the text of a prayer to be recited,
‘when you have made an error in the sacred formula’ (pune: … naraklum: / vurtus, IT IIa 1–2);
for the time being the important parts for our purposes may be analysed as follows (following
Weiss 2010: 41–4):

(5) pe�re: … / aiu: urtu: fefure: fetu: puze neip
if mistake-NOM-PL arise-PAST-PTC-NOM-PL be make-FUT-IMP as if NEG

eretu
wish-past-PTC-ABL-SG
‘if … the mistakes will have arisen,30 make it as if not intentionally’

In this passage, the apparent future perfect is formed from the past participle urtu
combined with fefure; in all other future perfects using a past participle plus ‘to be’ we find
fust, fust, fus and furent.31 This is in fact the most common usage of fust, etc., in the
Iguvine Tables,32 and seems to have exactly the same meaning, as can be seen from
sentences such as IT Ib 7:

(6) inik ukar: pihaz fust
then city-NOM-SG purify-PAST-PTC-NOM-SG be-FUT-3SG
‘then the city will have been purified’

which follows a sequence of future imperatives, and IT Va 22–23:

28 It is not clear to me why ‘de-reduplication’ from compounds is to be preferred to this latter explanation,
despite Willi (2010: 8 fn. 26), even if Oscan anafaket, in the Greek alphabet inscription Lucania or Bretii or Sicilia
3/Lu 18 is a perfect, as is generally assumed (e.g. Untermann 2000 s.v. fakiiad). For faci�o, Very Old Latin
preserves both an original perfect fhefhaked and an original aorist feced ? Classical f�ecit, so there seems no
reason why -faket could not reflect the zero grade of the original aorist in Oscan. But anafaket could equally
represent a present rather than a perfect anyway, exactly equivalent to Latin facit ‘(s)he does’: the context does
not rule out a present and the Greek letter epsilon can reflect Oscan /e/ < *-i- (Lejeune 1970: 288–305). And
afakeit, in the Greek alphabet inscription Potentia 40/Lu 13, can only represent the present /-fakit/, not the perfect
/-faked/ < *-fe-faked.

29 Presumably to be compared with Latin s-forms like fax�o, which have both future and future perfect
semantics.

30 urtumay perhaps be a mistake for vurtu ‘made in error’ (Untermann 2000: 808), since this verb appears earlier in
this passage.

31 This may be the reason why Untermann describes all cases of fust, etc., as future perfects.
32 Other examples at IT VIa 7, Ib 39, Va 19, VIb 42 and VIIa 45.
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(7) ape: frater: c�ersnatur: furent: / ehvelklu:
when brother-NOM-PL dine-PAST-PTC-NOM-PL be-FUT-3PL conclusion-ACC-SG
feia
make-PRES-SUBJ-3SG
‘when the brothers will have dined, let him make a conclusion’

We know that the perfect of passive and deponent verbs in Umbrian is made by combining
the past participle with the present of the verb ‘to be’, e.g., screhto est (IT VIIb 3) ‘it has been
written’, It is reasonable, therefore, to analyse future perfect formations like pihaz fust as
past participle plus the future of ‘to be’, which is entirely parallel with the same construction
in Latin: portatus est ‘he is carried’, portatus erit ‘he will have been carried’, However, in
Latin it is also possible to say portatus fuerit (Gildersleeve & Lodge 1997: 165–6). It cannot
be ruled out that one could use a past participle with a future perfect in Umbrian too, so the
use of fefure with a past participle does not provide any extra support against the possibility
that fefure is a relic form of the future perfect. However, solely from the context future
meaning is equally possible, and indeed probably more likely. Thus Meiser (2003: 59)
suggests that fefure might be ‘[e]in “echtes” Perfektfutur, d.h. ein s-Futur zu einem eindeutig
als solche charakerisierten Perfekstamm’,33 to be distinguished from the so-called ‘perfective
future’ of the type Latin fax�o (on which see Rix 1998; de Melo 2007a; 2007b) and from the
future perfect. This would be a truly ancient formation, since no other instance of a future,
as opposed to a future perfect, built to a perfect stem is preserved in Italic. Consequently,
this origin does not seem very plausible. But there is another, far more banal possibility. If
we look again at the text, we see that fefure is directly followed by the word fetu. Given that
in every passive/deponent future perfect formed with a participle plus ‘to be’, we find fust,
etc., I suggest that the writer of this Table may have begun writing fetu too early before
correcting himself and writing fure, but did not go back and erase his mistake. Therefore, I
would argue, it is possible that {fe}fure in Umbrian may simply be a botched attempt at
writing fure(nt); if this is correct, it would be possible to interpret {fe}fure as a simple future,
not a future perfect.

However, other analyses also remain possible. Pisani (1931: 96–7; 1964: 194), followed by
Bottiglioni (1954: 271), suggests understanding fefure as a perfect, comparing cases like IT
VIa 26:

(8) persei. ocre. fisie. pir. orto. est. …
if mount-LOC-SG Fisian-LOC-SG fire-NOM-SG rise-PAST-PTC-NOM-SG is-3SG
‘if a fire has arisen on the Fisian mount…’

Pisani analyses forms like orto. est. as ‘Verbindungen von Partizipien und Pr€asentien, nicht as
Passivperfekta’ (Pisani 1931: 96–97).34 So, in Pisani’s view urtu: fefure ought then to be analysed
as a participle plus a perfect. Again, such a usage would have a Latin parallel (portatus fuit).
This analysis requires fefure to have an ending -re, which would be equivalent to the Latin
perfect ending variant -�ere < *-�eri. A minor problem is that if this were the case, we might expect
something like xfef(u)ere,35 but more difficult is the fact that there is no absolutely certain
example of this ending in Umbrian (or any of the other Sabellic languages), where the original

33 ‘A “true” perfect future, i.e., an s-future to a perfect stem clearly characterised as such’.
34 ‘A combination of participle and present, not as a perfect passive’.
35 It has been argued that there were also perfect endings *-ere and *-re in Italic, either of which might give the

Umbrian form (Prosdocimi & Marinetti 1988). But the evidence is extremely doubtful: apparent cases where the -�e- of
-�ere are not written may be due to syllabic notation (Weiss 2009: 393 fn. 60; on syllabic notation see Wachter 1987:
50–54).
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aorist ending -ens is well established. A possible example might be dedre ‘they gave’ (Trebiae 1),
but it is not clear that this inscription is Umbrian rather than Latin (Prosdocimi & Marinetti
1988: 110; and see the discussion under the inscription in Crawford et al. 2011).The verb seɔure
identified by Pisani (1931) in Umbria 2/Um 23 does not exist, since his iuvezalseɔure is now to be
read iuve zalse ịure. Although Pisani’s suggestion probably cannot be followed, it does raise two
important problems with the analysis of fefure as a future (perfect). Firstly, loss of final *-nt is,
as Pisani (1931: 96) points out, not usual in Umbrian, although Buck (1928: 81) identifies two
other examples in the Iguvine Tables. Secondly, it is in fact hard to justify a future perfect in the
prayer which includes our form fefure. Looking only at IT IIa 3–4, the sequence future perfect
in the apodosis and future imperative in the protasis does indeed fit one of the usual structures
of conditional clauses in Umbrian, cf. IT VIa 5–6:

(9) sersi. pirsi. sesus. … / neip mugatu
seat-ABL-SG if sit-FUT-PERF-3SG NEG make-noise-FUT-IMP

‘if he will have sat in the seat …, do not make a noise’

But, it will be remembered, the previous two lines of our passage state that the prayer is to be
recited after having made a mistake in the ritual formula. This being the case, it would be
strange to use a future perfect in the subsequent prayer, because the mistake has already
happened before the priest begins to speak, rather than be going to happen later, so we should
expect to translate this clause as ‘if a mistake has arisen, then make it as not intentionally’.36 It
seems to me possible, therefore, that what we have in {fe}fure may be a 3SG imperfect
subjunctive, exactly equivalent to Oscan fus�ıd, Latin foret < *bhu-s�e-t. This would also have
the advantage that loss of *-d < *-t is well attested in Umbrian (Meiser 1986: 152), and
would therefore cause no problems, unlike the rather marginally acceptable loss of *-nt < *-nti
required for the analysis of {fe}fure as a 3PL. Although up to now it has been assumed that the
predicate of {fe}fure, aiu urtu, is a neuter nominative plural in *-�a, it could equally be a
nominative singular feminine, also in *-�a. The sense of pe�re: … aiu: urtu: {fe}fure would then
be ‘if a mistake should have arisen’, The major problem with this interpretation is that such a
usage of the imperfect subjunctive is not paralleled in Latin, where this sense would be
expressed by using the perfect in the apodosis (Gildersleeve & Lodge 1997: 380–2). For this
reason I am not completely certain that this analysis is correct, but of course, although they
are usually very similar, we cannot automatically assume that the syntax of Umbrian was
necessarily identical to that of Latin.37

In this section, I hope to have shown that the generalisation from the verb ‘to be’ does not
provide a simple explanation for the origin of a future perfect suffix -us-; in particular, the
interpretation of the apparent future perfect form fefure is very difficult. I suggest that we
should correct the reading of this form to {fe}fure and analyse it either as a 3PL future or a 3SG
imperfect subjunctive.

3. THE FUTURE PERFECT SUFFIX CAN COME FROM *- �OS-

Many of the theories so far proposed about the creation of the future perfect in Oscan and
Umbrian are quite implausible, and none is so compelling as to prevent us looking for a more
likely solution. A minor further disadvantage is that they assume that the future perfect suffix
in Oscan and Umbrian was etymologically *-us-. In Oscan, however, original *-u- after a
dental consonant became *-i̯u-, as shown by, e.g., pettiur ‘four’ (Aufidena 1/Sa 17) < *kwetur,

36 Of course ‘if a mistake will have arisen, make it as not intentionally’ would make perfect sense if said prior to
saying the sacred formula.

37 For the syntactic development of the imperfect subjunctive in Italic, see Meiser (1993).

376 TRANSACTIONS OF THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY 112, 2014



tiurr�ı ‘tower’ (ACC.SG) (Pompeii 2, 3/Po 34, 35) < *turrim, a development not shared by *-�u- <
*-�o-, e.g., dun�um ‘gift’ (Teruentum 20/Sa 24) < *d�onom, regature�ı ‘ruler’ (DAT.SG) (Teruentum
34/Sa 1 A.12, B.15) < *reg�at�orei̯.38 Consequently, the lack of the spelling <iu> in Osc. 3PL
tr�ıbarakattuset ‘they will have built’ (Abella 1/Cm 1, side B l.13) suggests that -us- does not
contain *-u-, but rather *-�o-, which would have become *-�u- and then been shortened to
*-u- in non-initial syllables in both Oscan and Umbrian.

Bronisch (1892: 192) had already made this point in the context of his own theory of the
origin of the future perfect, and the following arguments against it were raised by von Planta
(1892–97: 2.376 fn. 2):

(i) lack of <iu> may be due to analogy with other future perfects whose perfect stem did
not end with a dental;

(ii) *-ttu- may have developed differently from other sequences of dental followed by *-u-;

(iii) the Cippus Abellanus may not have used <iu> to write this sound sequence;

(iv) tr�ıbarakattuset may not be a future perfect.

The last of these is clearly incorrect. Arguments (i), (ii) and (iii) may be correct, but add an
extra explanatory step which is not necessary if we can find a plausible origin for a future
perfect suffix *-�os-. In doing so, I start by accepting the following premises, all more or less
explicitly at the base of the explanations discussed in sections 2.1 and 2.2:

(i) a future perfect is likely to be constructed by combining the morphology of the future
and the perfect (cf. the Greek future perfect, found only in the passive, which is formed
by adding the s-future marker to the reduplicated perfect stem, e.g., Gk. lel�usomai ‘I will
have been loosed’);

(ii) the -s- of the -us- suffix found in the future perfect is originally the same -s- as that
found in the future suffix;

(iii) the -u- of the suffix -us- must therefore originally have formed part of the perfect stem
in at least some verbs.

4. A PERFECT SUFFIX IN *- �O-

The task is therefore to explain the existence of an original perfect formant *-�o- in Sabellic,
which in Oscan and Umbrian was later restricted to the future perfect. As it happens, we do
not have to look too far for a perfect stem, since an �o-perfect is a well-known feature of South
Picene. In South Picene, unlike in Oscan and Umbrian, *-�o- did not fall together with *-u-,
and is normally represented by <�u> in words like petr�unis (Falerio 2/AP 4; cf. Lat. Petr�onius),
d�unoh ‘gift’ ABL.SG (Interpromium 1/CH 2; cf. Lat. d�onum), ek�u ‘I’ (Anxanum 1/CH 1; cf. Lat.
eg�o). Short *-o- and *-u-, on the other hand, are normally written <o> and <u> respectively
(Adiego Lajara 1992: 38–40; Weiss 1998: 710). On the face of it, therefore, 3SG ops�ut Aufinum

38 The lack of this spelling in Capua 34/Cp 37, where we find supṛ[us (l.10) and supruis (l.7) ‘above’ < *super- (cf.
Lat. super ‘above’), may be due to the idiosyncracies of this particular text, which also never writes long vowels or
geminate consonants with double letters. <iu> is not written in suve�ıs (Abella 1/Cm 1 A.9, B.9), suvad (Pompeii 16/Po
16), suv(ad) (Pompeii 17/Po 17) ‘his/her’, but this is also found spelled s�uvad (Aufidena 2/Sa 18), s�uv(ad) (Teruentum
9/Sa 16) and comes etymologically from *sou̯o-. The forms spelled suv- probably reflect an unstressed raising of *-o- to
[u] before -u̯- rather than original *-u- (the same thing happened in Latin, in which suus is found attested
inscriptionally as souo, soueis, and in Umbrian; Leumann 1977: 135; Meiser 1986: 116; 1998: 68, 159; Weiss 2009:
334). The same development may also explain the god name GEN.SG fatuve�ıs (Aeclanum 1/Hi 6) < *fatou̯o- (cf. Lat.
Fatuus, fatuus ‘silly’; Untermann 2000: 268; de Vaan 2008: 205). The only other possible exception is sup (Teanum
Sidicinum 34/Si 1b). This may be equivalent to Lat. sub, but the context is very broken, so it may reflect another word
altogether.
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1/AQ 2, o]ps�uq Interamnia Praetuttiorum 3/TE 7 ‘(s)he made’ and 3PL adsta�ı�uh Asculum
Picenum 2/AP 2 ‘they set up’, p: ṛạistai�uh Cures 2/RI 1‘they set out’ must ultimately reflect
endings *-�o-t and *-�o-nd respectively.39

Two explanations of these forms must be dismissed straight away: the first can be attributed
to a suggestion of Marinetti’s (1984: 48, 56–8)40, followed by Adiego Lajara (1992: 121–3).
This sees the South Picene �o-perfect as coming from a sequence *-�au̯-, generalised from �a-stem
forms with a perfect suffix *-u̯- which is the same as that found in forms like Latin am�a-u-it.
However, such an explanation founders since monophthongisation of diphthongs occurred
during the history of South Picene, after our first attestation of the �o-perfect (as already noted
by Marinetti and reiterated at Prosdocimi & Marinetti 1993a: 226–7; see also Rix 1993: 337;
Beckwith 2007: 79). The second theory, proposed by Prosdocimi & Marinetti (1993a: 225–37,
1993b: 299–307) and already discussed in section 2.2, sees South Picene -�u- as coming from
*-u-. This is not phonologically possible.

The remaining explanation of these forms comes from Rix, followed by Beckwith (2007),
who explains them as going back to the thematic vowel *-o-, generalised from the 3PL of
thematic aorists, giving examples of such generalisation in other languages. An origin in *-o-
rather than expected *-�o- obviously requires explanation. In different articles, Rix proposes
two slightly different mechanisms for an origin in *-o-. Rix (1993: 337–9) notes that *-o- is
found spelled <�u> in two environments in South Picene: before final *-m (e.g. m�ufql�um
Interamnia Praetuttiorum 1/TE 5 ‘monument’ < *-om) and before final *-r (in qolofit�ur
Asculum Picenum 2/AP 2 ‘it is placed on high’ < *-tor).41 He therefore argues that the same
raising may have taken place at some point in the development of 3PL *-ond to *-oh, after
which the raised vowel was spread throughout the paradigm. If correct, this would mean that
raising had affected all attested instances of *-o- in original final syllables in South Picene.
Lack of evidence in South Picene makes it difficult to attain certainty in these matters, but
there seem to me to be some points in favour of supposing that <�u> in 3SG -�ut, 3PL -�uh reflects
*-�o- rather than *-o-.

Firstly, it is not at all clear that the 3SG passive ending -t�ur does come from *-tor rather than
*-t�or. The Italic 1SG passive *-�or, later shortened to -or, is preserved in Latin in Plautus (Weiss
2009: 390). In Umbrian the secondary 3PL passive ending is -ntur in emantu(r) IT Va 8, 10,
terkantur IT III 9, tursiandu ITVIIb 2 which suggests *-nt�or rather than expected *-ntor,
presumably due to analogical spread from the 1SG.42 We can therefore assume the same long
vowel in the South Picene 3SG -t�ur. So raising of *-o- appears to be restricted to the single
environment of before final *-m, which seems to cause problems in all the Sabellic languages:
confusion of *-o- and *-�o- before final *-m is found also in Oscan, where they are written with
<�u, o> or <u, u> more or less indiscriminately (Buck 1928: 37; Meiser 1986: 52); in Umbrian
*-u- and *-�o- > *-�u- were lowered to *-o- before all nasals. Thus, while the general instability
of back vowels before final *-m in the other Sabellic languages provides a parallel for the
raising before *-m, there is no good reason to posit a raising in final syllables before other

39 <-q> for expected -t is due to assimilation to the following word qoras. South Picene has primary -t < *-ti rather
than secondary *-d < *-t, taken over from the present endings. For the development of the South Picene endings see
Meiser (1987:120–1), Adiego Lajara (1990).

40 Non uidi; reference from Willi (2009 [2010]: 241 fn. 48).
41 For the etymology of this word see Vine (2006).
42 Meiser (1992: 293 fn. 16) suggests that the Umbrian form is due to raising before *-r, with reference to Meiser

(1986: 116). However, in the earlier work, the passive endings are not discussed; there may have been a rule in
Umbrian that led to raising of *-o- to *-u- before *-r- followed by a continuant within a word, but we have no other
evidence for word-final *-or. It is difficult not to see the long vowel in these Umbrian and South Picene passive endings
in the light of the Oscan endings and Umbrian primary endings, some of which look as if they go back to *-t�er. For
discussions of the Italic passive endings, without a very satisfying explanation of the Sabellic forms, see Meiser (1992),
Jasanoff (1997a).
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consonants. Secondly, a 1PL form adstaeoms (Anxanum 1/CH 1), clearly connected to
adsta�ı�uh, is attested in South Picene.43 Rix assumes that raising of *-o- occurred in the 3PL in
an intermediate stage between *-ond and -�uh in which the *-o- was followed by a nasal plus
fricative or aspirate. In this case, it is surprising that raising did not occur before the very
similar sequence -oms. It could be argued that the raising in final syllables occurred prior to
the syncope that gave -oms < *-omos, but final syncope before *-s seems to have taken place
very early in Proto- or Common-Sabellic and is therefore unlikely to have occurred after a
raising of *-o- in final syllables which occurred only in South Picene. Even if raising did not
take place in this sequence, we would expect the -�u- which was regular in the 3PL to have been
spread to the 1PL, just as it was to the 3SG -�ut.

Rix (2009: 258) suggests that raising in the 3PL *-ond had already taken place in Proto-
Sabellic by way of an optional sound change by which the nasal was deleted, causing
raising of the preceding vowel (but also retaining a variant *-ond, which for Rix plays a role
in the creation of the *-end ending seen in Oscan and Umbrian); the resulting *-ọd was
generalised by South Picene, with subsequent levelling of *-ọ- throughout the paradigm.
This explanation avoids the problem of explaining raising of *-o- before *-nd in South
Picene times, but at the price of assuming an ad hoc and optional sound change.
Furthermore, the lack of raising in the 1PL remains just as difficult to explain as under Rix’s
earlier view.

All these problems are avoided if we start from *-�o- rather than *-o-: the 3SG and 3PL simply
show the regular result of *-�o-, as, in fact, does the 1PL. Original long *-�o- was lowered before
final *-m in South Picene, as in the genitive plurals al�ıntiom (Interamnia Praetuttiorum 3/TE
7) and raeliom (Anxanum 1/CH 1), as discussed by Weiss (1998: 710–13). Consequently, if we
start from a perfect ending *-�o-mos > *-�oms, and if this rule also applied before *-ms, we might
very well expect to find the spelling -oms.44

Consequently, I prefer to take South Picene <�u> in perfect forms at face value, as reflecting
*-�o-. Having now established that there was probably an �o-perfect in South Picene, it is worth
remarking that there may also be such a morpheme in the so-called ‘Pre-Samnite’ inscription
Blanda 1/Ps 20 from Tortora in Basilicata, which is dated to around 500 BC and written in the
Greek alphabet. Here are found the forms fufwod (side B line 2) and fufuwod (side C line 2),
which are 3PL perfect forms of ‘to be’, These forms have been taken by Lazzarini & Poccetti
(2001: 120–33) to reflect a thematic 3PL ending in *-o-nt, but they could equally reflect *-�o-nt,
since <ο> can reflect both *-ŏ- and *-�o- in this inscription (Lazzarini & Poccetti 2001: 50–1).
It should be noted here that, as the Oscan and Umbrian perfects have only the ending
*-ens < *-end < *-ent, and I reconstruct *-�o-nt for the South Picene perfect, there is no other
evidence for the continuation of the thematic aorist ending *-o-nt in Sabellic. Another form,
(s)taiiosqtod (side C line 3), has been taken by Beckwith (2007: 84–6) to reflect the 3SG
imperative in *-t�od of a present in *-ske/o- built to an original perfect in *-o- (which I take to
be *-�o-), as in South Picene. But this now ought to be read (s)takiosqtod (given as a possibility
by Lazzarini & Poccetti 2001: 56, this is the Crawford et al. 2011 reading), which makes the
identification of a verbal stem in this word unclear (for a completely different interpretation
see Martzloff 2007: 182–3).

43 The text on side A of the stele on which this inscription is found uses <e> instead of <�ı> to represent /e/ < *-�e-.
44 It cannot be argued that an original *-o- before *-ms, raised by levelling from the 3PL, was then affected by the

lowering rule to give -oms: lowering of original *-�o- before *-m obviously did not affect raised *-om in the accusative
singular, so lowering affected only the reflex of long *-�o- , which must have still been long at the time (Weiss 1998:
713).
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5. THE ORIGIN OF THE SABELLIC �O-PERFECT

The formation of the *-us- future perfect found in Oscan, Umbrian and Volscian should now
be clear. It consists of the *-�o- perfect formant found in South Picene and perhaps ‘Pre-
Samnite’ plus the standard Sabellic future formant *-s-. We can now see that the �o-perfect, far
from being a marginal formation only attested in South Picene, must at one time have existed
at least in Proto-Sabellic. However, this identification raises two further questions: where did
the *-�o- formant come from? And why was it lost in the perfect in Oscan and Umbrian?

At this point a brief detour is required, to consider a parallel to the *�o-perfect in a
completely different language family of ancient Italy. Lepontic is a Celtic language attested in
North Italy from the sixth century BC; whether it is to be considered a dialect of Gaulish or is a
separate language remains unclear (see Eska 1998; Uhlich 1999; 2007). Interesting for our
purposes is the 3SG preterite tetu ‘gave/dedicated’ (CO-48/Morandi 180),45 which comes from
an original perfect *d(h)e-d(h)oh1/3-e to either the root *dheh1- ‘set up’ (LIV 136–8) or *deh3-
‘give’ (LIV 105–6). In Gaulish inscriptions written in the Greek alphabet (RIG 1: G-27, G-28,
G-203, G-206) the same verb appears as dede, with the final -u < *-�o having been replaced
with the standard preterite < perfect ending *-e (Schumacher 2004: 720–1). Although final
*-�u < *-�o was replaced in dede, it seems to have lived on in at least some varieties of Gaulish,
and indeed to have been metanalysed as a preterite suffix which could be added to other
preterite stems. Thus we find it also in Gaulish 3SG ieuru (e.g. RIG 2.1: *L-4, RIG 2.2: L-133),
�ıeuru (RIG 2.1: L-9), eiorou (RIG 1: G-153; a Greek alphabet inscription) ‘gave, dedicated’,
whose etymology is very uncertain (Schumacher 2004: 738–41), but which is very unlikely to
have inherited final *-�u < *-�o in the same way as tetu. It was clearly now seen purely as a
preterite marker, to be added to preterites of other origins, and it was also generalised
throughout the paradigm, as seen in 3PL iourus (RIG 2.1: *L-12). In Gaulish the preterite of
derived verbs is formed with a -t-marker of uncertain origin, and again, *-�u has been added to
this in the 3SG in forms like (Cisalpine) Gaulish 3SG karnitu (PG-1.4/Morandi 277), and 3PL
karnitus ‘erected a tomb’ (NO 19, 21.1/Morandi 95, 97); Transalpine Gaulish ḳarnit:ou[ (RIG
1: G-151; written in the Greek alphabet) could be singular or plural. On this suffix in Gaulish
see Eska (1990, 2007–2008).

I propose that a similar scenario may be behind the existence of the �o-perfect in South
Picene and perhaps ‘Pre-Samnite’ and the future perfect in Oscan and Umbrian. The original
Indo-European perfect was formed using both reduplication of the first consonant of the root,
and by putting the root into the o-grade in the singular and the zero grade in the plural. As a
consequence, in Proto-Sabellic, as in Lepontic and Gaulish, perfects to roots of the shape
*C(R)eH- like *deh3- ‘give’ and *u̯reh1- ‘find’ would have had a reduplicated stem ending in
*-�o(-) in the entirety of the singular, and especially the 3SG *Ce-C(R)oH-e > *Ce-C(R)�o.46

In verbal paradigms the 3SG, even if it originally represented a sequence of stem plus ending, is
particularly likely to be interpreted as a zero ending added to a verbal stem. Furthermore, this
3SG often then acts as the base for the reformation of the rest of the paradigm (Watkins 1962:
90–6). This being the case, the spread of *-�o- into the plural is not surprising. The unitary stem
*Ce-C(R)�o- could now be analysed as reflecting a zero grade reduplicated root *Ce-C(R)-
plus a ‘suffix’ *-�o-. This perfect stem, with the addition of the future suffix *-s-, lies behind
future perfect forms such as U. te�rust (IT Ib 34), dirsust (IT VIIa 43) ‘(s)he will have given’ <
*de-doh3-,

47 Osc. wouroust ‘(s)he will have found’ (in the Greek alphabet inscription

45 Lepontic and Cisalpine Gaulish inscriptions are given first according to the numeration of the online Lexicon
Leponticum (Stifter et al. 2012), and then those of Morandi (2004).

46 1SG *Ce-C(R)oH-h2e would give *Ce-C(R)�o, 2SG *Ce-C(R)oH-te would give *Ce-C(R)�o-te.
47 The -i- of the first syllable is due to generalisation from the present stem *di-dh3-e/o- > Vestinian didet ‘(s)he

gives’, Umbrian 3SG.PRES.SUBJ. dirsa ‘(s)he shall give’,
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Buxentum 1/Lu 62, side A l.10) < *u̯e-u̯roh1- (McDonald & Zair 2012).48 Having been
analysed as a perfect suffix, *-�o- then spread to other perfect formations, also being added to
the zero-grade stems, to give forms such as dersicust ‘(s)he will have said’ < *de-dik-�o-s-
(original perfect 3SG *de-doi̯k-e).49

At this stage, when Proto-Sabellic still maintained the inherited difference between perfect
and aorist, but the suffix *-�o- had been spread to all perfect stems, the future perfect was
created, in a fashion exactly parallel to Greek, by adding the future suffix *-s- to the newly
extended perfect stem. The developments I propose are set out in Table 2, using the Indo-
European root *u̯reh1- ‘find’, which gave Oscan wouroust ‘(s)he will have found’.

At the final stage of Proto-Sabellic, there was consequently a difference between an aorist
formed with a verb root plus an ending consisting of a vowel *-e/o- plus person marker 1SG
*-m, 3SG *-d, 3PL *-nt, and a perfect formed with a reduplicated zero-grade root plus a vowel
*-�o- plus a person marker (zero in the 3SG; perhaps the 1SG *-�o and 3PL *-�o-ri had already been
remarked as *-�o-m and *-�o-nd). In Oscan and Umbrian, the loss of the original aorist and
perfect as separate categories meant that each verb now had two perfect stems, and that there
were now two sets of perfect endings. Each verb individually generalised a stem, with the
result that we find a mixture of original (zero grade) perfect and aorist stems.50 But in the case
of the endings one or other had to be systematically preferred; it happens that it was the
original perfect endings which were entirely lost and in all cases the aorist endings were
generalised (1SG *-om, 3SG *-ed, 3PL *-end). Consequently, there is no trace of the �o-perfect in
Oscan and Umbrian. The future perfect, however, had been built only on the perfect stem,
and there were no parallel aorist stem forms. The generalisation of the aorist endings in the
perfect would have led to the restriction of the suffix *-�os- to a future perfect meaning, which
could no longer be analysed as a perfect formant plus the s-future suffix. This specifically
future perfect suffix was then generalised to all Oscan and Umbrian perfect stems, regardless
of whether they came from original perfects or aorists, and including secondary perfects
formed with -tt- in Oscan, and the so-called *-nki̯- perfect in Umbrian.51 This is how we come
to have a form like U. benust ‘(s)he will have come’ (IT Vb 53), originally from an aorist stem
*gwem-.52

Table 2. Development of aorist, perfect and future perfect in Proto-Sabellic

Aorist Perfect Future Perfect

Proto-Indo-European *u̯r
�
h1-et *u̯e-u̯roh1-e

Proto-Sabellic I *u̯ar-ed *u̯o-u̯r�o
Proto-Sabellic II *u̯ar-ed *u̯o-u̯r-�o *u̯o-u̯r-�o-s-t

48 Note that the sequence *-eu̯- gave *-ou̯- in Proto-Sabellic if not Proto-Italic (Meiser 1986: 37; Weiss 2010:101).
49 Readers of an earlier draft of this article have pointed out to me that the same objections that I have raised to

metanalysis of -us- from *(fe-)fu-s- should apply to this stage, i.e., that in the verbal paradigm of, e.g., *deh3- ‘give’
there would be plenty of other examples of a root *d�o- which would hinder misanalysis of *de-d�o- as *de-d-�o-. While
this is indeed true of roots ending in *-h3-, it would not be true of those ending in *-h1- and *-h2-, since a root vowel
*-o- is uncommon in verbal formations other than the perfect (the exception being the iterative-causative type in
*CoC-ei̯e- like Lat. mone�o ‘I warn’).

50 Cf. Osc. k�umbened ‘agreed’ (Abella 1/Cm 1 side A l. 10), from aorist *gwem-, deded ‘gave’ (Teruentum 11/Sa 5)
from perfect *de-dh3-.

51 On which see Willi (2010).
52 A parallel to the preservation of a verbal category which is preserved despite the loss of the category from which

it was originally derived is the Sanskrit precative/benidictive in -y�a-s-, which is derived from an original aorist optative
in -y�a-. In Classical Sanskrit the (admittedly rare) precative is retained although the aorist optative has been lost
(Whitney 1896: 212–13, 302, 326–28). For the spread of a derived verbal category beyond its original locus, cf. the
(Early) Latin futures and future perfects of the type fax�o. According to de Melo (2007a; 2007b), these come from an
original subjunctive to s-aorist forms like dix�ı, and subsequently spread to verbs which did not form an s-aorist.
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In South Picene, the situation is quite different: it seems to have been the new perfect suffix
*-�o-, rather than the aorist endings, which was generalised to form all perfects, regardless of
their origin, as we see from the perfect forms 3SG ops�ut, ops�uq, 3PL adsta�ı�uh, p: ṛạistai�uh. The
former is probably ultimately derived from an old s-aorist *h3ep-s- (Rix 1993: 335–7;
Beckwith 2007: 81–2), and the latter is derived from an original characterised stative present
stem, which would not have formed a perfect or an aorist in Indo-European.53 South Picene
-�ut shows that the 3SG in *-�o had been recharacterised with the present 3SG ending *-t.54 The
3PL, which would have originally been *-�er (cf. Lat. -�ere, -�er-unt), was replaced with the aorist
ending *-nd, perhaps already in Proto-Sabellic. We do not have any examples of future
perfects in South Picene.

The ‘Pre-Samnite’ inscription Blanda 1/Ps 20, written in the Greek alphabet, looks as
though it has a system closer to that of Oscan and Umbrian than to South Picene, if more
archaic. Like them it has the 3SG thematic aorist ending *-ed (added to an original perfect
stem) in 3SG perfect fefiked (side A l. 2), but it seems to show the 3PL thematic aorist ending
*-ond rather than the athematic ending *-end as in Oscan and Umbrian in fufwod and fufuwod.
However, given the absence of evidence for *-ond elsewhere in Sabellic, it cannot be altogether
ruled out that fufwod and fufuwod reflect the �o-perfect endings, either because they were
retained in the perfect of the verb ‘to be’, whose frequency may have protected it from the
change; or because ‘Pre-Samnite’ created a mixed paradigm out of the aorist and perfect
endings, with 3SG *-ed, 3PL *-�ond.

6. CONCLUSION

We have seen that the origin of the future perfect suffix in Oscan and Umbrian has been
discussed by linguists since the end of the nineteenth century. However, none of the
suggestions thus far proposed has solved all of the problems raised by this morpheme, tending
to need either unexpected sound changes or implausible reanalyses of some verbal forms. In
particular, most have assumed that the suffix itself in some way derives from *-us-. Further
investigation shows that a preform *-�os- is in fact more likely, which can be decomposed
into a perfect suffix *-�o-, ultimately derived from Indo-European perfect stems of the type
*Ce-C(R)oH-, and the Sabellic future suffix *-s-. Although no *�o-perfect is found in Oscan
and Umbrian, it is preserved in South Picene, and perhaps in the ‘Pre-Samnite’ inscription
from Tortora.

Peterhouse
Trumpington Street
Cambridge
CB2 1RD
Email: naz21@cam.ac.uk

53 On -sta�ı�uh as a stative see Cowgill (1973). Prosdocimi & Marinetti (1993a: 229–38) see -sta�ı�uh as being derived
from a present stem in *-i̯e/o-; either way the perfect must be secondary. An anonymous reviewer suggests that we
might expect to find -stet�uh < *-ste-t�o-nd < *-ste-stoh2- rather than -sta�ı�uh in these forms. It is true that the original
perfect to this root would have had a strong stem *ste-stoh2-, and the perfect is ultimately what we find in Latin stet�ı,
the perfect to st�o, st�are ‘stand’, But stet�ı is originally the perfect to sist�o ‘cause to stand’, and was only secondarily
extended to the stative st�are (LIV 590–2, fn. 19). South Picene, instead of extending the usage of the equivalent of stet�ı
to act as the perfect of sta�ı-, used the productive marker *-�o- to create a new perfect from the present stem.

54 Final *-d was lost in South Picene (Rix 2009: 253), so the secondary ending was not available. The same
recharacterisation happened in Latin, where the regular perfect ending *-e-i̯ was recharacterised with 3SG *-t from the
present to give *-ei̯t > -�ıt > -it.
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