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PREFACE

The Homeric formula is not a kind of Aristotelian eldos which was
realised in the §47n of words. Whatever unfathomable inspiration may have
led the singers to conceive it, it is a concrete historical phenomenon and
it can be studied only as such. Moreover, as we know since Milman Parry,
the formulae did not lead an isolated existence but were part of a repertory
which was dominated by tradition in its subdivisions and in their mutual
relations. If, however, this traditional diction was a historical reality, it
must have been subject to change like everything else in this world. It
cannot have been a monolith, it must have dropped old and absorbed
new elements from the earliest times onwards, like other oral traditions
(cf. e.g. C. M. Bowra, Heroic Poetry 232 £., 563 f. and A. B. Lord, Homer
as Oral Poet, HSCP 72 (1968), 6). Moreover, one may assume that the
sequence of certain changes was conditioned by the development of the
spoken language.

And although, because of the flexibility of the organism on the one
hand and of the scarcity of linguistic and prosodic data on the other a
good many uncertainties crop up in the inquiry, in principle these changes
should be as ascertainable as those which occurred in, for instance, geo-
metric vase-painting. Provided the concept ‘“‘stage’” is handled without
rigid limitations, one is entitled to speak of stages of development or,
if preferred, decomposition.

The problem this study tries to solve is: do the three Homeric Hymns
which, rightly or wrongly, are regarded by the present author as the oldest
of the collection, show a stage of development of the formulaic diction
different from the one he believes to have found in the Homeric epics ?
In an earlier work, Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes, a
number of phenomena have been signalised that point in this direction,
in the Hymn to Aphrodite in particular. The question raised here is: do the
character and number of the modifications of formulae in these Hymns
entitle us to consider the poems representatives of a post-Homeric stage
of development of formulaic diction, a stage to which Allen’s term ‘“‘sub-
epic”’ could be applied?

To answer this question a road had to be followed different from the
one we find in the so-called formulaic analyses which, mostly with a view
to showing the oral character of a given piece of poetry, have been published
with increasing frequency of late. For our purposes such registrations
could, in the majority of cases, not yield more than what Milman Parry
called “un catalogue de documents plus ou moins comparable au Parallel-
Homer de Schmidt”. ‘

The method followed here is a continuation of the one that has been
used in Modifications. Of course this does not mean —and I want to state



6 THE SUB-EPIO STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

this emphatically —that I would attach any intrinsic value to the classifi-
cation applied, far from it. It is no more than a rather crude instrument
for anatomy. In this connection I feel I should apologise for quoting
Modifications so often. However, if endless repetitions were to be avoided
this was the only way out, although I did not particularly like it.

What I do like, though, in writing this preface, is the recollection of all
the help rendered me by good friends. Dr. H. Bolkestein, Dr. J. B. Hains-
worth, Professor J. C. Kamerbeek, Dr. C. J. Ruijgh, Professor W. J.
Verdenius and Professor G. J. de Vries have taken the trouble to read
the not very absorbing manuscript, drawn my attention to a number of
mistakes and given me useful suggestions. I am much obliged to them
all for their kindness.

It would have been virtually impossible for me to make English the
vehicle of this study, but for the assistance of Mr. E. M. H. van Gendt
and Dr. J. B. Hainsworth. My sincere thanks to them for their good
offices.

Besides I am indebted to the Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van
Wetenschappen for publishing this work and especially in this connection
to Professor Kamerbeek and Professor Verdenius.

In conclusion, it need hardly be said that I accept full responsibility
for any errors and imperfections.*

Rotterdam, June, 1968.

*) I regret I could not profit from Dr. J. B. Hainsworth’s book The Flexibility
of the Homeric Formula, the manuscript of this study having already been submitted
to the Koninklijke Akademie at the time of its publication.



I
DATA AND CRITERIA

In the introduction to what is still the standard edition of the Homeric
Hymmns,) this collection is called a ‘post-Homeric set of poems’2) and,
with a reference to Origins and Transmission, 60 f., is assigned by Allen
and his collaborators to ‘the sub-epic period’3). Of course the editors,
both in the general section of the work and in the commentary, go on to
examine the problem of dating the separate poems and discuss this in
great detail, but the post-Homeric origin of the hymns is never called
in question. This attitude, it seems, reflects the view which, among Homeric
unitarians at least, was common at the time and it is still being maintained
by several leading scholars. Lesky, for instance, speaks of a rhapsodic
tradition which was indebted to the Homeric idiom even “in den einzelnen
Wendungen’ and likewise calls this kind of poetry ‘subepische Dichtung’4).

In antiquity, as handbooks and editions point out, opinions were
divided. It is common knowledge that Thucydides ascribed at least
Ap. 1-178 (and perhaps the whole of the hymn) to Homer, and later we find
similar statements concerning 4Apollo (Pausanias), Hermes (Diogenes of
Carystus), Dionysus I (Diodorus Siculus), etc.5). On the other hand there
are traces of a more cautious (Athen. 22B) and even of a contrary judge-
ment (schol. Nicander Alex. 130). The latter stand was probably taken by
the Alexandrian scholars since, with one or two possible exceptions, the
Hymns are constantly disregarded by the scholia which derive from this
source.$)

For general reasons it has always been my opinion that the four great
hymns of our collection (not to mention the others) are rightly considered
post-Homeric and I think their style, in particular, is adequately described
by the term ‘sub-epic’. In recent years, however, divergent ideas have
been expressed by some scholars who, working from a stylistic point of
view, have advocated agnosticism in dating the creation of these poems and
feel uncertain about their post-Homeric origin. First H. N. Porter, who
shortly afterwards was to write a remarkable study on metrical problems
in early Greek hexameter poetry, stated in treating the repetitions in
Aphr., that “there is no real evidence whatever for dating this hymn
later than the Iliad and the Odyssey”.?) A few years later, when reviewing
O. Zumbach’s Neuerungen in der Sprache der homerischen Hymnen,
M. Forderer not only emphasised the preservation of archaisms in the
poems but also took exception to the starting-point implied in the title
of the book.8) A direct attack, finally, was launched on the orthodox view
by J. A. Notopoulos.?) This attack was based on the author’s studies in the
field of still living oral Greek poetry and above all on the results the
inquiries of Milman Parry have produced — or are thought to have produced.
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The principle Notopoulos applied and which had already been laid
down by Rothe and Drerup is a sound one and is nowadays, I think,
generally accepted.l9) It can be briefly summarised as follows. Before
Rothe, Drerup, Scott, Calhoun, Bowra and Parry had put the Homeric
repetitions in their proper perspective, it was taken for granted that if
poet A and poet B were found to use the same expression, either A must
have borrowed it from B or B from A. It would follow then that, if A could
be shown to be earlier than B, B must have taken it from A, and vice versa.
On the other hand, if the expression in question should appear to suit the
context in A but to be less appropriate in B, B must be later than A,
and vice versa. It is well known that this method was applied to Homer
in particular in order to detect interpolations and was used by the analysts
to discern different layers. After its deficiences had been exposed by the
scholars to whom I have just referred and the part played by the tradi-
tional formulae had been brought out by Parry, this kind of argument
has been definitely rejected in modern work on Homer. It can no longer
be held that under the conditions mentioned the later poet must have
borrowed the expression or passage in question from the earlier or that
a less appropriate use proves a later creation. Both poets may, indepen-
dently of each other, have drawn on the common formulaic stock-in-
trade.102)

So far, so good. It has to be emphasised, however, that this reasoning
is apt to lead to a confusion of the issues. First it is only negative; the
most it can do is to invite caution. It cannot be used against factual
evidence, whether internal or external. Secondly we have to distinguish
between the actual dating of a given poem and establishing the stage of
development of its diction.1!) In the latter case the possibility of borrowing
from a common traditional repertory does not affect the argument. If it
can be shown, for instance, that the Hymn to Aphrodite employs a number
of expressions in a less appropriate way than Homer does and that there
is no evidence to the contrary, it will be clear that, whatever doubt may
be felt about the date of its composition, it marks a later phase in the
evolution of epic diction. The same is true if the borrowing of older
material is found to involve linguistic and prosodical innovations. It may
well be that a poet consciously and constantly employs the old traditional
formulae and yet gives himself away by using them in such a manner that
on closer inspection his diction has to be assigned to a later stage of
development. This, for instance, is certainly true of Hesiod, whose employ-
ment of formulae can only be explained by his having adopted epic diction
at a time when it was already considerably more Ionicised and modernised
than it is in Homer.

As regards the Hymns to Apollo, to Aphrodite and to Demeter it is not
my purpose to raise questions of dating.12) My only object is to study the
stages of development of their diction as compared with Homer’s. Of
course such an inquiry is bound up with certain difficulties. These I
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intend to discuss beforehand, but it seems that first of all I have to give
some attention to the theoretical aspect of the matter. It would never
have occurred to me that, when dealing with a diction which is generally
recognised to be at least partly traditional, it might be necessary to justify
the approach chosen here, had it not been for a statement by Notopoulos
in the article just mentioned. It runs as follows: “The fondness of evolu-
tionary patterns of development or decline, a conception influenced by
Darwinian science, is fast giving way today when it is more and more
being realized that form is not something separate, like an envelope, from
dramatic and poetic meaning’’13). In passing it may be noted that the
conception of form as a ‘garment’ thrown over the ‘body’ of content,
a legacy of ancient rhetoric, has not been taken seriously by any competent
student of literature for some seventy or eighty years at least.l4) The
essential objections, however, to the statement just quoted are of a
different kind. First it is hard to see what connection there may be between
its former and latter part. Are we to suppose that the possibility of discern-
ing certain stages of evolution has to be denied because of the fact that
form is not an ‘envelope’ of meaning? I, for one, fail to see the connection.
Secondly one may wonder what may be the exact significance of the
principal clause. Would it do to deny, for instance, the evolution of the
language of Attic Tragedy or of the style of individual tragedians, blaming
Sophocles, for example, for his “fondness of evolutionary patterns” on
account of the view he expressed about his own development? 15) And in
the field of Greek pottery-styles this idea would lead us nowhere.

It is curious that precisely ardent followers of Parry should take this
stand. For even if epic diction was somewhat less traditional than the
master taught (as we may be sure it was), its considerably traditional
character implies that its development and decomposition cannot have
taken place much more abruptly than the changes we find, for instance,
in the evolution of the pottery-decoration of the same period, from proto-
Geometric up to late Geometric.16) Therefore, even at the risk of appearing
backward in the field of aesthetics, I think we may with some confidence
attempt to discern certain stages in its development — provided, of course
that the evidence does not prove to be too scanty to authorise a few
conclusions.1?)

In the course of this inquiry some use will be made of statistics. Since
on account of the study by Zumbach —who does not employ them in the
proper sense of the word — it has been argued by Forderer 18) that statistics
are of no value at all as criteria of style, it has to be pointed out that
Parry himself achieved his most important results by this very method.19)
Thus I cannot see why statistics, among other things, could not be used
to investigate the evolution of epic diction, especially since we have to
allow for the possibility that most of the elements mentioned by Forderer2°)
were subject, within the scope of the tradition, to more or less gradual
modification. It is not clear why, if a series of interrelated changes could
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be found, such a complex of phenomena should not be regarded as an
indication of a more recent development.

The material at our disposal for such an inquiry, it need hardly be said,
is very scanty indeed. Dem. contains 495 lines in all. We are in an even
worse position as regards Aphr. This poem numbers only 293 hexameters
and 20 of these are either identical with Homeric lines or show but trifling
variations.2!) What is more, this correspondence is symptomatic of the
whole of its diction, since the hymn abounds in hemistichs and formulae
that also occur in Homer. Accordingly it is called the most ‘Homeric’
of the whole set by A.H.S. and it is quite understandable that some scholars
refuse to admit its post-Homeric origin. If we were to judge from its
general appearance we would have to resign ourselves to a similar negative
view concerning its style.

In addition to its limited extent, Ap. confronts us with the problem
of its unity and, if we assume a divided authorship, with the question
how and to what extent the Delian part was reworked. If, further, the
poem consists of two separate hymns, the maximum length admissible for
this Delian part is 181 lines, 15 of which (30-44) are made up of geo-
graphical proper names and their epithets. This is too narrow a basis
on which to found a stylistic inquiry.

I think that any attempt at showing the sub-epic character of the
diction of Herm. would be forcing an open door. The composition of this
poem must be put considerably later than that of the Odyssey and the
same is true of its style.23) Since, however, examining the later stages of
the development of epic diction may give us a more adequate idea of its
earlier phases, a few of its phenomena will be referred to when they are
likely to illustrate the evolution.

We now come to the question which of the phenomena provided by
this very poor material are to be admitted as evidence for stylistic develop-
ment. Zumbach proceeded from the supposition that the four great hymns
(as well as Dion. I) had been created later than Il. and Od.?%) and went
on to discuss a number of cases which he regarded as innovations. Our
own starting-point —which is not to bias the inquiry by assuming the
priority of Homer — does not allow us to steer this easy course. Accordingly
we have to ask ourselves what we mean when, under these conditions,
we call a phenomenon occurring in the hymns an innovation. Linguistically
of course, the term is unambiguous enough, but there would be little point
in saying, for example, that xodpn in Dem. is an innovation (with respect
to xdofa). Stating that a phenomenon is an innovation in a given text
implies that we have data about earlier conditions available for comparison.
But what if, in our case, we do not assume the priority of Homer? Since
we are concerned with diction and style only, the objection is not fatal
to the use of the term. The adjective xauarnods, for example, is found
for the first time in Aphr. (246) and, on account of its formation, is relatively
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late.25) On the other hand we know that in the epics, in a kind of poetry,
that is, which was composed in a style strikingly similar to that of the
hymn, the word was never used in more than 27500 lines. Hence, so far
as the evidence goes—that it does not go very far is another matter, which
will be discussed presently —, it points to the stage of development of the
Homeric diction being the older one, whatever the respective dates of
composition of the epics and the hymn.

The example chosen above is an isolated form and so are all the cases
examined by Zumbach. Since, moreover, this scholar looked at them from
the angle of Homer’s priority, his reviewer could easily cast doubts on the
assumption that they were post-Homeric innovations and could stress,
in his turn, the presence of a few archaisms not occurring in the epics
(e.g. dvwyuev, Ap. 528). To find out whether or not there was a development
of the diction, it is risky to go by isolated forms. Contrary to Parry’s
ideas on the subject, epic diction never was a monolith nor curtained off
from common speech.26) In the course of its evolution it not only dropped
ancient words and forms, but also took up many new ones.2?) This is of
course a very obvious fact, but owing to Parry’s insistence on traditional-
ism it tends to be forgotten in certain quarters. In Homer xdufayos28),
Dijoec 29), &iw 30), Glogudvds 31), to mention only a few examples, are in the
act of disappearing, i0¢ has already lost much ground, 32) but abstracts
such as adydeln, aqunyavin, dvwuin, edvouln, évppocitvy, dvnoig, oxédaois,
begin to increase in number and frequency in the Odyssey 33). With the
exception of the definite categories of words considered vulgar34) or
excluded by their metrical forms, every element of the contemporary
idiom could be admitted by the singers if they had use for it, and probably
even a few colloquial formulae gained admittance.35) The choice, however,
depended primarily on the subject of the poem and the spirit in which
the poet conceived it—which is one of the causes why the Iliad has
proportionally fewer abstracts than the part of the Odyssey called ‘a
comedy of manners’ by ps.—Longinus.36)

First of all, then, we shall to leave out of account certain elements of
vocabulary the relative age of which cannot be assessed by applying the
rules of word-formation.3?) Even if we did not know, for example, that
yhijywv (Dem. 209) already existed in Mycenaean Greek,38) we would not
be entitled to regard it as an innovation. Further, if we have to do with
words or forms which for linguistic reasons are to be looked upon as recent,
we should specify the meaning of the term. If for instance, we call
xaparneds, Aphr. 246, an innovation, we mean that in this hymn this
particular case of an adjective derived from an o-stem and ending in -ngdc
occurs for the first time.3?) If we call éandgnoe, Ap. 376,49) an innovation
we state the same about this particular instance of an aorist in -noa
deriving from an older thematic aorist (#mapor, cf. & 379, etc.). Thus far,
then, we are arguing on the same lines, but next we have to point to the
difference of the two cases. It is this: in neither the Iliad nor the Odyssey
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is a single instance of a formation such as xauarneds to be found, but on
the other hand the statement that éfamdgnae is an innovation in 4p. has
to be qualified by referring to the Homeric parallels 7jxaye/dxdynoe
(IT 822, ete. | W 223), duagre | duaprijoas (A 233, ete. | ¢ 188, cf. » 87),
Toye, drvye, ete. [((8)rdynoe (-oag) (B 587, ete. [ O 581, ete.) and so on.
So in the case of éfamdgnoe the term ‘innovation’ is considerably less
significant than when applied to xauarneds.

In so far as it concerns Dem., Ap., and Aphr., the bulk of the material
discussed by Zumbach consists of isolated elements comparable with
yMjyov, xauarneds and similar types. It would serve no useful purpose
to examine such phenomena in detail. At most they provide circumstantial
evidence, but in themselves they do not contain sufficiently reliable
criteria to establish a particular stylistic development. Here follows a
synopsis in which, I hope, the most characteristic items have been ade-
quately brought out.

1. The ‘new’ abstracts. Herm. is the only poem in which they are
conspicuously frequent: 6doiwopin, 85, évroonin, 245, ete. In Dem. (énnivoin,
228, 230, dgnouoaidry, 476) and Ap. (peaduocitvy, 99, {ndeoaitvy 100, TAnuoaivy
191, dvaxtopin, 234) the proportions at best equal those of the average
book in the latter half of the Odyssey. In Aphr. I do not find a single
abstract which is wanting in Homer (épnuocdvn, 213, P 697, etc.) nor, it
seems, did Zumbach. Nor is there much to be learned from the formation
of the words in question. *Ennivoiny cannot be proved in this respect to
be a symptom of a more recent development of the diction, though it
has no Homeric parallels (verjivdes is found K 434, 558) 41). Poaduocivy,
TAnuoadyn, {ndoadyn and dvaxtopin have, in a greater or less degree, parallels
in: téxtowr | texvoodvy (e 250), uwiuwy | wwnuoodvy (@ 181), vdpfos (1) |
Tapfoadrn (o 342) and xépdoc (!) [ xepdooiyn (6 251, ete.), avaxtdotog (o 397)42).
The abstract dpnouocdvy may have been formed by a false analogy from dgdv,
whereas Homeric dpnorosdrn presumably goes back to dpnorie or dprjorns43).
Yet even if this is admitted, the difference seems slight, from an evolution-
ary point of view, and in the epics, moreover, we find smodnuoodvy (0 412, 7
233) and égmuocityn (P 697, u 226, m 340). It will be clear that in terms of
stylistic development these facts do not even suggest a certain relation
between Homer on the one hand and Dem., Ap., Aphr. on the other#?).
For our purpose they are completely immaterial.

2. The poetic compounds. The case of these is different but it does
not open any better perspectives. In contrast with the abstracts they
are used lavishly in all three hymns. Yet in view of the freedom which,
even at its pre-Homeric stages, epic diction seems to have permitted the
singers in the field of compound-formation (cf. e.g. dotodvios, mroAimopdog,
moAvtiac,5) ioddeoc,2) Goyvednios 47) no inference can be drawn with any
degree of probability from dyladdweos, Dem. 54, moAdmvpyos, Ap. 242,
amaldypows, Aphr. 14 and the like.48) Among the words of this group 49)
only edrelynroc, Aphr. 112, on account of its formation, 50) and perhaps
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xnatvxdmg, Dem. 8, 420, Aphr. 284, because of its lyrical flavour,5!) are
likely to go beyond the Homeric stage.

3. The remaining elements of vocabulary. The vast majority of these,
either because of their formation or for whatever other reasons, do not
allow us to use them for our purpose. Not only does this apply to yAqywy
(above p. 11), gédov, Dem. 6 (cf. Mycenaean wo-do-we (Fopddfev), Homeric
goddevre, ¥ 186),52) but also to duvéw, Ap. 19, ete., dpdxawa, Ap. 300
(cf. Féawar, O 5, etc.), seuvds, Ap. 478 (cf. céfecdau, A 242, ete., and,
on the other hand dlzodar — dyvdg, ¢ 123 ete.). The words of the former
group are pre-Homeric without a shadow of doubt, those of the latter
category have such close parallels in Homer that their evidentiary value
is negligible. It may be of some use to stress this because Zumbach,
though recognising that some items of this group are no innovations at all,
still gets involved in circular reasoning on account of gédeoc, Dem. 427 53).
In this category, as far as I can see, only mpéofewpa, Aphr. 32 5%) and
Pepurds in 0d yag Veurdv oi Epacxe | mivew olvov éopvdpdy, Dem. 207, may
be symptoms of deviation from the stage of development represented by
Homer. Ilpéofeipa ({ mpéofa) is artificial and without parallels.55). The
formation of deuirds (from #éui-, not from déuior-) is likely to be Ionic
and comparatively late.5¢) This does not prove, of course, that the word
did not yet exist in Homeric times. Indeed, it may already have been
part of common speech. Homeric diction, however, not only ignores it,
but, what is more, contents itself with using the formula [, 7}, 03]
Pépic ol (fev), B 73, ete., 18 x.57)

When arguing in this way, it will be clear, we no longer confine ourselves
to examining isolated forms. We bring in another factor, viz. the relations
of such forms to the formulaic diction. We thus anticipate the second part
of this inquiry, in which these very relations will be studied. It appears
inevitable, however, to do the same in dealing with the last category of
isolated forms, which now has to be examined.

4. Morphology. It will be wise to leave out of account cases such as
moAvmuddxov, Aphr. 54 and oyjonoda, Dem. 366. They have parallels in
Homer which disqualify them as evidence.58) (It is fair to say that Zumbach
himself is sceptical about several of them). The material which deserves a
closer examination is scanty. It comes solely from verbs. This is not
surprising. Zumbach, on account of the non-Homeric adjectives (the
formation of which is nearly always correct) points out that ‘“‘die bei
Homer noch vielfach nach indogermanischen Ablautsprinzipien flek-
tierenden Verba dem Sprachgefiihl der Dichter ungleich viel stérker
“unregelméssig” vorkamen und dadurch eher zu “poetischen” Formen-
gebilden verlockten, wihrenddem die Bildungs- und Kompositionstypen
der Adjective viel schirfer und “regelmissiger” fixiert waren und somit
nicht leicht falsch verstanden und angewandt werden konnten”.5%) This
is obviously true, in particular if one realises, as Zumbach does indeed, that
these poets were working with a poetic idiom, which to them was already
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a “Kunstsprache’.60) Accordingly, since in their eyes “epic’’ had its own
laws, they were inclined to create forms on false analogy. A further
reason is to be found in the fact that, even at early stages of development
of the formulaic diction, verbal forms were less firmly incorporated in
formulae than nouns and their epithets. Hence they could be treated more
freely and were more easily adaptable to the exigencies of the diction.
They were, therefore, to a greater extent subjected to modernising and
it is not without reason that exactly after verbal forms we find, for
example, such a large proportion of neglected digammas in Homer.51)
On the other hand the same conditions gave the poets a greater opportunity
to create new ‘epic’ forms on false analogy when they had to do with
verbs than in the nominal part of the diction.

Let us now look briefly at the forms in question. The case of ééandenoe,
Ap. 376, has already been examined above. Since at this stage of the
argument it is inevitable to anticipate the second part of the inquiry by
taking into account the formulaic aspect of the morphological differences,
one observation should be added to what has already been said. Homer
always has éfandrnose(v) (¢ 414, end of the line, X 299), éanarijocw (-fjoat)
(£ 371, » 2717, end of the line). Since these forms do not occur in the hymn,
strictly speaking we cannot consider the use of 8famdgnoe as a breach of
the ‘law’ of economy. Instead, as dwardw must have been at the disposition
of the poet, we might regard it as a more significant feature: in it we
could see an attempt of this poet to do better than his forerunners by
being more ‘epic’. This, despite the doubts I have expressed with regard
to the form as a criterion, might tip the scales of probability in favour of
éEamdgnoe being a symptom of a post-Homeric stage of development.

A similar indication is not available, as far as I can see, for didagxrjoarue,
Dem. 144. The phrases »° &oya ddacxijocayue (Dem.) and ©° Epya diddéauey
(x 422)—which both show neglect of digamma—might be modifications
and go back to a formula such as *Fépya didatéucv, *Fépya didate, or
something like it. However this may be, it is doubtful whether dAésw |
GAebrjoaunpe (2 371, ete.) > diddoxw | ddaoxrjoarue would have been too long
a step for a poet who used Aidomijag, etc. (see Add., p. 20).

The same applies to xeydonvro, Dem. 458, as compared with xeyaprjoerar,
¥ 266 (both from xeyagnds, H 312) 62) and to 88{faoxev, Ap. 133 (Hom.
piBdg, ete., and Pdox’) 63):

As regards idynoe, Dem. 20, Zumbach is probably right in his view of the
origin of the Homeric aorist-forms *iaye, *iayor (in ueydd *iaye, uéy’ “iayov,
A 482, B 333, ete.) Yet the interpretation of wuéya *iayov, uéya *idywr as
aorists 64) can only have occurred after the digamma had been dropped,
and since its disappearance in such words must antedate the composition
of the Homeric poems, 5) the subsequent creation of idynoe is not necessarily
post-Homeric. On the other hand the formulaic nature of the expressions
containing *Fifay- and ’iay- stands out very clearly in Homer and the
number of occurrences is large. Under these circumstances the fact that
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the epics never have idynoe (-oav) whereas e.g. *oucpdaiéa idynoe would
have been a very convenient conjugation of cuepdaiéa idywy 66) for the
singers, probably points to a post-Homeric origin of this -%o- aorist.®7)

The problem of the relation between Séouas, O 194, fép, 11 582 = 2 131,
pelouar, X 431, on the one hand and Biducoda, Ap. 528, on the other is a
difficult one. If féoua is the original form —which I think is certain —,8)
pidpeoda may be regarded as an innovation by analogy, but, in view
of the possibility that Homeric degyin, vmegomAinot, etc., have to be
read as degyeln, vmepomdeinot, ete.,8?) it could equally well be a modernised
reading.

Thus, for different reasons, the forms didacxrjoasue, xeydonvro, épifaoxey
and fidueoda do not seem to be convincing symptoms of a stage of develop-
ment more recent than the Homeric one. As to the two remaining cases,
texeiodar, Aphr. 127 and éxyeydovrar, Aphr. 197, it would be an over-
statement to say that I regard them as conclusive, yet I think there is a
perceptible difference. Admittedly, this difference is only a matter of
nuance and its assessment may be wholly subjective.

As a parallel of &rexov | rexeio¥ar Zumbach suggests &neooy [ meaéeadau.?0)
The future of mimrw, however, is never contracted in Homer, so the
parallel is only a linguistic one and does not take into account the specific
functioning of the formulaic diction. From the latter point of view I
would refer to éoceirar (B 393, N 317, dmeoocivau, T 302).71) Now éooeirar
seems to be a ‘formulaic conjugation’ of Zggeadau: dngov ameooeivar, v 302,
oo Oneov dréooeadar, o 146; doxov doceirar, B 393, oo Adiov Eooeodu,
Z 339 (cf. aind oi éooeiraw, N 317). In the same way the artificial form
texeiodar is likely to be a conjugation of rexéodau: ténva vexeiodar, Aphr.
127, oo téuva vexéodar, x 324 (and also Dem. 136, Ap. 116, cf. moreover
x 481, 6 387). The evidence is slight, but it might suggest that in trying
to be ‘epic’, the poet of Aphr. goes one better than Homer. More traces of
the same tendency, on the part of this poet, will be discussed below.?2)
ényeydovraw, Aphr. 197 (xal maides maidecor dwoumess Snyeydovrar), is
not so unique an artificial form as it might look at first sight. In Homer
we find égyardwrro, £ 15, derived from Zpyaro (X 354, ete.).”) éxyeydovrau
was likewise developed from a perfect. It is a formulaic conjugation of
éxyeyaidte, éxyeyavia (P185, ete., 7x ) and probably meant to be a so-
called praesens propheticum. In this case the specific conditions in which
the form is used provide some evidence for post-Homeric modification.
They will be discussed below, p. 39f.

The upshot of this long discussion is not very impressive and is fraught
with many uncertainties. Among the isolated forms occurring in Dem.,
Ap., Aphr., there are only a few that may enable us to assess the stage of
development of the diction as compared with the phase of evolution
represented by the epics. They are: 8fandgnoe (%), Ap. 376, mpéoPeroa (?),
Aphr. 32, edveiynroc (%), Aphr. 112, rexciodor, Aphr. 127, éxyeydovra,
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Aphr. 197, xaparneds, Aphr. 246, xalvxdmg (?), Aphr. 284, Dem. 8, 420,
idynoe (%), Dem. 20, demrdg, Dem. 207.

On the other hand we have found that what little information could
be gleaned from isolated cases was, to a certain extent, obtained by
relating them to the formulaic diction. In the following section of this
inquiry we shall see if more can be learned from the diction proper.

NOTES

1) Allen-Halliday-Sikes, 2nd ed., 1936.

2) O.c. LXXXI. Reinhardt, Zum homerischen Aphroditehymnus, TFestschr.
B. Snell 1956, 1-14, Die Ilias und <hr Dichter (ed. U. Holscher), 1961, 507-521,
would ascribe Aphr. to the poet of the Iliad. Contra e.g. E. Heitsch, Aphroditehymnos,
Aeneas und Homer, Gottingen 1965.

3) ““There is a certain parallelism between the Hymns and another post-Homeric
set of poems, the Epic Cycle—They date both from the sub-epic period, the eighth
century and onwards—"’.

4) Geschichte der griechischen Literatur?, 104.

5) For the testimonies see A.H.S., LXIV-LXXXTI.

8) See e.g. A.H.8.,, LXXIV ff., Lesky, o.c. 81, Humbert, Homére, Hymmes, 9.

7) AJP LXXX (1949), 250.

8) Gnomon XXX (1958), 94-100.

9) The Homeric Hymns as Oral Poetry, AJP LXXXITII (1962), 337-368.

10)  Drerup, Das Homerproblem in der Gegenwart, 369 ff.

108) See J. A. Davison, Quotations and Allusions in Early Greek Literature, Eranos
LIII (1955), 125-140.

1) We know, for instance, that Euripides’ Bacchae was not completed earlier
than his Orestes (407/6: 408). Yet its style is considerably more archaic —and notably
more Aeschylean—than that of the earlier tragedy, cf. Dodds, ed. XXXIV. The
same may be true of Aeschylus’ Supplices as compared with his Persae and Septem
(though here there is some room for doubt, c¢f. H. Lloyd Jones, The Supplices of
Aeschylus, AC XXXTII (1964), 361 f.).

12) The only departure from this rule will be found in the discussion of Aphr.
196 f. Here, in my view, the nature of the passage involves examining the possibility
of literary influence.

13)  O.c. 364.

14) Tt is the writings of the German Romantics (especially those of young Goethe,
A. W. Schlegel, Jean Paul and W. v. Humboldt) that seem to have contributed
primarily to this development of aesthetic views, see e.g. O. Walzel, Gehalt und
Gestalt vm Kunstwerk des Dichters, Wildpark—Potsdam, 1929, 144-159, A. Preminger,
F. J. Warnke and O. B. Hardison Jr., Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, Princeton
1965, s.v. Form, 286 f. Yet according to Walzel the theory of ‘innere Form’ can be
traced back to Shaftesbury and Giordano Bruno, who, in their turn, were influenced
by Plotinus. This philosopher, as can be seen from Enn. I, 6, 1-2, is concerned with
opposing the Stoic cvuuerglo doctrine (the editors refer to SVF III, 278 f.), but
the &dov eldog conception, which he substitutes for it, implies an a fortiori rejection
of the much more superficial notion mentioned by Notopoulos. The same view is
already found in Ps. Longinus (De Subl. I, 4;IX, 2; XV, 4, V). Of course this is not
the proper place to mention the extremely difficult problems concerning ‘meaning’
and ‘form’ raised by theorists of literary expression and aesthetics (cf. e.g. R. Wellek
and A. Warren, Theory of Literature (1961), 18 and pass.).
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15) Plut. Mor. 79 B.

18) In fact we see the influence of the formulaic style slowly dying out in the
poetry of the early elegists and of Theognis and Solon. Some formulae linger even
in Panyassis, though far fewer than W. McLeod (Studies on Panyassis, Phoenix XX
(1966), 95-100) thinks. Of course all this has always been known—and ascribed,
though too exclusively perhaps, to Homeric influence (see further below, n. 20).

17) The assumption that the four great hymns were composed orally has been
used to contest their post-Homeric dating, so it is not relevant here. As to the
supposition itself, the most that can be said is that it is not impossible. In support of
it one might adduce the extreme fluidity of the transmission which appears in
Ap. 146-150 and Dem. 404 ff. (below p. 26 n. 7). Yet with regard to the Iliad and the
Odyssey, where the problem of transmission is similar, the hypothesis of oral compo-
sition is incapable of proof (cf. e.g. Hoekstra, Homeric Modifications 16—-19) and with
the Hymns we are in the same position. The assumption can be proved least of all
by underlining words and expressions such as uwjoouat, Anrd, Spxouévoro, pagérony,
1680y, T uév, Toouéovow idvra (with reference to Oiyalinyder idvra, B 596), etc.,
and by calling uvijoouar 090 Addwuar a ‘formula created by analogy’ with reference
to B 210 Alooouar 090’ dyogevw and the like. By the standard applied in the “formulaic
analysis”, o.c. 356-359, all hexameter poetry from Homer up to Quintus Smyrnaeus
as well as much of the elegy (and the Batrachomyomachia! see now Kirk, Formular
Language and Oral Quality, YCIS XX (1966), 161 ff.) could be proved to be oral.
In this way McLeod, o.c. 109, comes to the conclusion that “Panyassis exhibits no
essential difference from Homer in his use of traditional language—to see himself,
consequently, confronted with the ludicrous picture ‘“‘of archaic Greece swarming
with opportunistic seribes, all busily engaged in hunting down bards to sing a song
for the record”—a result he rightly calls a reductio ad absurdum. Of course even
at a more formulaic stage than is found in Homer, epic diction must have contained
many variations, transitional elements, related types, etec., ete., and, in general,
must have shown a considerable degree of freedom (cf. Lord, The Singer of Tales,
36 ff. and the penetrating and clarifying investigation of this subject by J. B.
Hainsworth, Structure and Content in Epic Formulae: The Question of the Unique
Ezxpression, CQ N.S. XIX, 2 (1964), 155-164.). Yet when it comes to showing that
the diction of a given poem is to some extent formulaic we have to adhere to the
strict definition of the formula as closely as possible. See now W. H. Minton, The
Fallacy of the Structural Formula TAPA 96 (1965), 241-253.

18)  O.c. 100: “Der jeweilige Stil einer Dichtung steckt ja im ganzen Komplex
aus Wort- und Formenwahl, Wortstellung, Satzbau, Satzverkniipfung, Metrum,
Rhythmus, Klang und Komposition, der in keine Statistik eingeht’’. His reference to
K. Meister, Homerische Kunstsprache, 246, is not to the point. Meister questions the
value of statistics as a method of ‘Schlichtenanalyse’ and of dating.

19) Cf. L’épithéte traditionnelle dans Homére, 23, 112 ff. and pass.

20)  Composition should be excluded because, in view of their different subjects,
and purposes, the epics and the Hymns have no common standard by which we
might judge.

) AH.S., CVI

22) This I prefer, though I do not feel certain about it. Of course this is not the
proper place to discuss the question. I confine myself to refer to its recent treatment
by Van Groningen, La composition littéraire archaique grecque, 304-336. For several
reasons I doubt whether the sequence 141-146 could go back to an original one which
would have been available to Thucydides in the form (140-142-146) Adrog &
* Agyvpdroke, dva& éxarnPoA’ * Amordov, EAdote udv vijoovs te xal dvégag fjAdoxales, GAlote
Ahhe, Doifle, pdhiord ye dvudv éréopdns (o.c. 317 £.). Yet this hypothesis is immaterial
to Van Groningen’s discussion itself and his study, I think, leaves little doubt that
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there must have been some rewording of the final part of the Delian hymn.

23)  See e.g. Lesky, o.c. 83. This is not to say that the chronological gap which
seems to separate Herm. from the epics and the other major hymns is necessarily
as wide as linguistic, stylistic and metrical characteristics (cf. Porter, The Early
Greek Hexameter, YCIS XII (1951), 33 f.) would suggest. To some unknown extent
the differences existing in these respects between Herm. and the other poems, as
Professor Kamerbeek points out to me, may be due to the mainland origin of the
hymn (Boeotia? Olympia? Athens?? (N. D. Brown, Hermes the Thief 102 ff.). For
its correspondences with Hesiod see A.H.S., 274, Humbert, 112 f., for its allusions
to Ap. Dornseiff, Zum homerischen Hermeshymnus, Rh. Mus. LXXXVII (1938),
80—84, for those to Homer Radermacher, Der homerische Hermes-hymnus, 224 f.).

24)  O.c. Einleitung (1).

25) Zumbach, o.c. 15; later the word is found in Aristophanes, Aristotle and
other authors (LSJ s.v.); see below, n. 39.

26) Cf. Page, The Homeric Odyssey, 156 f. with notes.

27)  Page, tbid.

28) Cf. Leumann, Homerische Worter, 212, 231 ff.

29) Mod. 152.
30) Leumann, o.c. 212 f.
31)  Mod. 66.

32) P. Wathelet, Mycénien et Grec d’Homére, 2, La particule xal, AC XXXIIT
(1964), 1, 17-23, 31-44, Hoekstra, Mod. 63.

33) Cf. e.g. Croiset, Histoire de la littérature grecque, I, 385-387, whose figures,
however, are based upon the part of the Iliad he considered authentic (see Bolling,
CR XIV (1919), 328 ff.), Cauer, Grundfragend, 436-441, Page, o.c. 151 f., 161 f.

34)  ‘Wackernagel, Sprachl. Unters. zu Homer, 224-231.

35)  Mod. 37, 169.

36)  De Subl. IX, 15: towatra ydg mov Ta megi Ty Tod Odvocéws Nueds adrd
Prodoyodueva oixiav, oiovel xwudia tic orw nfdoloyovuévy. Already Aristoteles:
7 puév *Thag dndodv xal madnrixdv, 7 6¢ *Oddooeia menheyuévov (dvayvdpios yag didAov)
xatl 7duwr), Poet. 1459 B 15-16. Though its less heroic spirit does not necessarily
indicate that the Odyssey was created later than the Iliad, the concurrence of several
unrelated types of evidence (cf. e.g. Nilsson, Homer and Mycenae, 136 f.) makes this
all but certain—as is also recognised by scholars who uphold unity of authorship
(cf. e.g. Webster, From Mycenae to Homer, 282). Difference of schooling too might
have contributed to the increase of abstracts (Page, o.c. 149-164). After the criticism
by Webster (o.c. 276—-282) and Hainsworth (No Flames in the Odyssey, JHS LXXVIIT
(1958), 49-56) the evidence was re-examined by Kirk, The Songs of Homer, 292—-299.
See now also M. H. A. L. van der Valk, The Formulaic Character of Homeric Poetry
and the Relation between the Iliad and the Odyssey, AC XXXV (1966) 1, 47 ff. Van der
Valk clearly shows that ‘“‘the formulae and words listed by P. must not be isolated —
but have to be studied in their surroundings”. It appears unnecessary to advance
the hypothesis of composition in separate regions, once it has been realised that the
differences in vocabulary and formulae are often determined by subject-matter
(e.g. in the use of mowi], dmowa, dvdmowog, p. 57 ff.), conception and especially by
““a fine feeling for the ethos of a passage” (as is apparent from the formulae used for
daybreak and sunset, p. 47-52).

37) Zumbach (who does not raise the question of the part played by innovations
in a largely traditional diction) is ready to admit that the ‘new’ substantives do not
justify “‘essential linguistic conclusions” (o.c. 2) and ascribes the absence of certain
words in Homer to chance (e.g. nédov, Dem 455, cf. nédovde, N 796, A 598), o.c. 37 ff.,
see also 17 (on poetical compounds). Metrical necessity is advanced as a further
cause (¢bid.), yet this covers only a small proportion of the words (and their in-
flexional forms) in question.
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38)  ka-ra-ko, MY Ge 605, cf. e.g. Docs 226, Bennett, The Mycenae Tablets, 1I,
71, 107.

39) Modelled upon dvin-gds, cf. movneds, moydneds. Zumbach, o.c. 15. Chantraine,
La formation des noms en grec ancien, 231 ff., who lists the Homeric forms in —ngd¢:
aiymods, dvineds, nevraérngos, Aawneds, dragrneds, dreneds. With xauarneds we can parallel
Jufoneds, Hes. E. 451.

40y Zumbach, o.c. 32.

41)  See below, p. 57 (on dAg:). O. Szemerényi, Syncope in Greek and Indo-European
and the Nature of Indo-European Accent, 9-17, convincingly argues that *-niveln

({-*)Avdia) is older than (ve-)nivd- (see in particular pp. 10 and 15).

42)  Zumbach, o.c. 9.

43)  Zumbach, o.c. 8.

44)  As I have said above, the frequency of abstracts depends largely on the
spirit in which the hymns have been conceived. This becomes particularly clear
when we compare Aphr. with Herm. The poet of the former hymn is bent on being
as classical as possible, whereas the well-known humorous treatment of the subject
in the latter brings about an analogous handling of epic style, e.g. in 295 f.: oiwvdy
Tpoénxey dewpduevos pera yepol, Thjuova yacteds Eoudov, in 301: ddpoer, onagyavidTa,
Ao xai Marddoc vié, and in 336: naidd tw’ edgov Tvde, drampioroy xidagioTip.

45)  Chantraine, G.H. 1, 21.

46)  Mod., 32.

47) Kirk, S.H. 111 f., 114 f.

48) The Homeric parallels are given by Zumbach, who rightly adds that dyAaddweos
etc., are no innovations in the proper sense of the word.

49)  On g@egéofios, Dem. 451, ete., see Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. I, 442. It would be risky
to consider it a symptom of post-Homeric innovation. The archaism gepeooasic,
on which it was probably modelled and which is likely to have been an element
of pre-Homeric diction, is wanting in Il. and Od. as well, below p. 26, n. 1.

50) Cf. Zumbach, o.c. 26: “Das Vorbild . . . bleibt noch zu suchen im Kreise der
Adjektive wie edxdounrog; vielleicht auch eddunvog IT 700 (ndgyos)”’. Heitsch, o.c. 24 f.,
points out that edreiyloroio (from veyyilw, H 449) would have been possible.

51) Cf. Heitsch, o.c. 25 (who calls it “eine sehr gesuchte Neubildung”).

52) Bennett, The Olive Oil Tablets of Pylos, Minos, Suppl. 2 (1958), 17 ff. On
oativny see Heitsch, o.c. 25 with literature.

) O.c. 14.

54) Zumbach, o.c. 8.

55) Cf. Zumbach, o.c. 8. Mr. H. Bolkestein draws my attention to ‘Iidewa, Cypr.
fr. VIII A. (=Paus. III, 16, 1), ilgeiga, Empedocles fr. B 40 D.-K., iA'dziga, tbid.
fr. 85, and xvedrega, Aesch. Ag. 356, cf. Chantraine, La formation des moms en grec
ancien, 104.

36) The genitive @duiog is found Hdt. II, 50. The supposition put forward by
Frisk (Die Stammbildung von @EMIX, Eranos XLVIIT (1950), 12) that the -oz-
flection is due to rhapsodes (obviously meant in the sense of the present-day term
‘singers’) and that ddutsteg is a “rein literarische Pluralvorstellung’ which originated
“neben dem abstrakten Singularbegriff der ‘Satzung’ >’ has been convincingly con-
tested by H. Vos, ®EMIX, (Assen 1956), 37 f. Starting from the results of his semantic
inquiry, Vos argues first that there is no reason, why 9éuic (‘Recht’, ‘Gebiihren’,
‘due’)privilege, prerogative of the king) should have lacked a plural in common
speech. Secondly he points to the weak point in Frisk’s view, namely that the
occurrence of tds @duiorog, vd@ (vdr) Oduiott and Oeulorios (a month in Larissa) in
Thessalian inscriptions should be ascribed to the epic tradition (o.c. 38, 45 n. 2);
it will not do to regard the flection of a name of a goddess and of a month as epic
when a more natural explanation is available. He prefers to consider the -o7- flection
a Thessalian Aeolism in Homer (cf. Penestae), o.c. 38.
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The spelling conventions of Linear B prevent us from using the evidence found
in PY Ac 1278 (te-mi-ti-jo), PY On 300, 10 (te-mi-ti-ja), ete., for our purpose.
Ruijgh, Etudes sur le grec mycénien (Amsterdam 1967) 180, proposes to read these
forms as @eulotios, Oepioria but explicitly states he does so on the strength of
Homeric #éutot- (bid. n. 414). We are confronted with the same difficulty in KN
As 821, e-ne-ka ti-mi-to, cf. e.g. Palmer, The Interpretation of Mycenaean Greek
Texts, 129. (Mr. Ruijgh points out to me that in Mycenaean Ocuirios would have
tended to become Ocuioiog (cf. ra-wa-ke-si-jo Aafayéowog: ra-wa-ke-ta AdFdyévag,
cf. also *Agzepioog: gen. a-te-mi-to > Agréuirog) but that this argument is not absolutely
conclusive since -7(iwg) could have been analogically restored (cf. #i-nwa-ti-ja-o
coexisting with #i-nwa-si-ja).

57) Cf. Mycenaean o-u-te-ms, o-u-ki-te-ms, Docs 311, KN ¥V 280). The lengthening
of the final syllable of deuizdv before of need not be due to deutrdv oi being an old
epic formula showing observance of the digamma, since the use of a dative is as
natural with deurdy as it is with &eort and the like, cf. Mod. 116 n. 2 and e.g.
Hdt. V 72 od pap deurdy Awgretor nagiévar &vdaira, Eur. Or. 97 ool & ovyl deurrdv.
Moreover, in such expressions as deuizdy the prosodic value of oi is a doubtful
criterion anyway, cf. Ruijgh, Lingua 18 (1967), 1, 97 (review of Hom. Mod.). On
the other hand it is to be noted that in Homer the combination od ydp uot (oi, 7ot,
nw, wwg, mplv, ete.) nearly always forms the beginning of a line, cf. x 73 0d yde pot
Péuig orl. In this respect too the structure of the latter hemistich of Dem. 207
may be a stylistic innovation, c¢f. Mod. 58, 79.

58)  'With gyfoneda compare tidnoda, « 404, eloda, K 450, doioda, T 270 (Chan-
traine, G.H. 470).

) O.c. 12.
8) O.c. 28.
61)  Mod. 50 f.

62) Zumbach, o.c. 33, Chantraine, o.c. I, 448.

63) Zumbach, o.c. 30; see, however, below p. 24.

64)  Mod. 53.

65)  Ibid.

68) 7x (¢bid.; P1>Th).

67) This is to a certain extent supported by the onomatopoetic and graphic
nature of the context, see below p. 55.

68) See Frisk s.w. flog.

69) K. Meister, o.c. 36.

%) O.c. 31.

71)  On this so-called Doric future see e.g. Schwyzer, Gr.Gr. I, 785 f., Chantraine,
Morphologie historigue du grec, 252.

72) pp. 40, 44.

73)  Wackernagel, o.c. 60. Cf. also Aaumerdwvre (A 104 = & 662) (<Adumerov?)
Leumann, o.c. 181 f. and, in general, K. Meister, o.c. 71 ff.

Addendum ad p. 14 (Dem. 144). 1 prefer Voss’ correction of the impossible
dwadrjoayu to the other conjectures because yvvamxds is otiose after ywwawos dgri-
Awcog, 140, and since the simplest emendation, ywaixas, almost necessarily in-
volves a form of diddoxw. At the same time this verb fits the proposals made
by Demeter in 141-143, for these strongly suggest the position of old Eurycleia
(Odyssean influence is conspicuous in the whole of passage 100-160).



II

APOLLO

THE DELIAN HYMN

The maximum length admissible for this poem is 181 lines. Of these
30-44 are made up of geographical proper names and their epithets and
descriptions, almost all of which are either wanting in Homer or couched
in identical formulae.l) The rest of the hymn contains 7 whole verses,
about 20 half lines and a great many shorter formulae that occur in the
same form or with slight variations in the epics.2) The scanty material
provided by the Delian part of Apollo is further reduced by the fact that
in some places, which might otherwise be informative, we have variae
lectiones. It would bias the inquiry to assume that the most modern reading
is the authentic one. Besides, the problem is complicated by our ignorance
of the extent to which the final part of the poem was reworked in order
to adapt it to the Pythian hymn.3) From the above it will be clear that
we cannot hope to find sufficiently useful material. This expectation is
borne out by the facts.

A. Inflection

There is no convincing case of inflection which entails modification
suggesting a stage of development more recent than the Homeric phase.
Admittedly the counterpart of

adric & ad Anrd e nal *Aprepw ioybowpay 159
is found in Homer in the form
fjror Tov Antd ve xal *Apreps ioyéarpa E 447

and the final syllable of the accusative of Anrd occurs nowhere in the
Il. and Od. in arsis (so that there the uncontracted form may be original
everywhere). Yet the evidence of such a case seems too slender to go by,
the more so since the corresponding syllables of Anrodc and Anroi (dat.)
are, as a matter of fact, found in arsis = 327 and 2 607 respectively 33)
and because in 4p. 25

Anror véne, Sadua Pooroiot
has an accusative parallel in 1 287
ITnow véne, dadua Poroiot

so that it might even be argued that the hymn has preserved the proto-
type.4)

Neglect of digamma, as found in 46 9élot oixia Péodau and in 177
0d Mjkw éxnfolov *Andidwva | Suvéwv, is frequent in Homer, cof. e.g.
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BodAetar olxov dpédlew, o 21, (cf. also ol mepi Awddvny dvoyeiusoor oixi ’
&devro, B 150, fijoav éxnfoiew *Amdidwri, A 438, etc.5)

In 20 vduor Befijarar @dfjc (véuor Matthiae, vouoi Barnes, vduoc mss)
can, of course, be read as vduot fefhjar’ doidijs. 6)

B. Substitution

In Homer we find some instances of replacement of constituents of
older formulae. The only case I can find in Ap. 1-181 is:

Anrot, xvdlory Fyarep ueydioo Kolowo 62,

of. "Hon, noéofa ded, dyarep peydioo Kodvowo, 5 194 = 243 co B 721 =
@ 383.
The case, it seems, is doubtful and an isolated one at that.62)

C. Separation

Cases of the type *AndAdwrd ©v° dvaxra (15) are numerous in Homer:
Xapdmowd v dvaxtog, B 672, etc. In 181 Avjdoto mepuxAdorns (-ov M) uéy’
dvdooeis, may come from an older prototype which lacked uéya and had
an adjective ending in -ow, e.g. *[A7doto megixbor oo Fdvaocoe (-eig, -&t,
ete.), of. medioto avdooes, 6 102. In Homer only the old instrumental lgp:
is allowed to enter the ubiquitous dvdgger -formulae; instead the addition
uéya is sometimes found with xpareiv, cf. IT 172 péya xparéwy ijvacoce.
The reading is not absolutely certain, however, for the ms. I"7) has a
suprascript oto, which might point, as A.H.S. observe, to mepixAdororo
avdooeis. Hence, in order to err on the safe side, we shall do well toleave the
case out of account. The same applies to 46 &l vic ol yadwy viei Hélot
oixia $éodai.8) Here yuéwy and irresolvable -e in wici suggest a post-
Homeric stage. Homer has only yatdwrv (but cf. & 284 7 oi yadwy modd
@iArdry éotiy dmacéwy); among the 26 datives of vids ®) found there, the
only case of final syllable in arsis is viei ITotduoo (P 34) and even this is
likely to represent vit Ilpiduoto, cf. B 79119), In Ap. 46, however, there
is a v.l. &l Tic yaudwr (p) and viei #éAot could easily be corrected into déioe
viet 11). The ms. tradition does not allow us to regard 46 as a reliable
symptom of post-Homeric composition.

D. Juxtaposition and Transposition

un ondr &v vo medrov iy @dog rieAloto 71

In this line 70 mp@rov is no less authentic than wdumpwrov before dpdooauey,
ete., in d 577 co »x 403, 424 oo A 2.113) On the other hand these cases show
that this type of juxtaposition is not post-Homeric.

mdcar 08 oxomial Tor ddov xal medoves dxpot 22

If there were any specific prototype of voc ddov, it cannot, at all events,
be identified. The expression might be a reminiscence of *For Fdde (-ov, -ot,
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etc.) of. { 245 xai oi ddor adrdde wluvew, but could also be considered a
modification of a ‘formula’ reflected by Aphr. 10 GAA° dpa oi mdAeuol e
ddov. However this may be, Homer has a parallel in ¢¢ dpeler ddvarde po
adetv, I 173, so from our point of view the case is not significant.11b)

7] & doa vuov Emeidey évi oviidecor piloiat 113

I now have to raise a question which is among the thorniest in this kind
of investigation. It is this: in how far does y-movable constitute a reliable
indication of modification? It need not be said that the evidence is extre-
mely complicated and sometimes contradictory,!2) so the problem should
be tackled with many reservations. I cannot refrain, however, from
suggesting the following points. 1. It seems that there is some connection
between the disruption of ancient prototypes and the use of »-movable.13)
2. This connection is shown in the first place by »-movable making position
(cf. e.g. Aphr. 54 év dxgondlowc dpeow molvmiddxov Idnc against & (én’)
axgomdiowoey dpeaor, v 205, E 523.14) 3. The evidence is less conclusive,
but still fairly strong for »-movable obviating hiatus in a number of cases
that show various types of modification and innovation (cf. e.g. Aphr. 128
Ocibe »al éppacey against podae (1 x ) Kipxn (A 22), against énépoade morvia
Kipxn (pijtme), x 549, A 795, ete.15) It may be typical of a certain evolution
that in Homer the archaism #ilafe (18 x ) 16) only once has y-movable
obviating hiatus (opélag #Adafer, o 394, and that the only time the form
occurs in Dem. and in Hesiod, it is found as &AAafev: dyoc éAdafey, dupi 6¢
yairaws (Dem. 40) and &Adafey domny, Th. 179.17) 4. It is a curious fact that,
with a few exceptions (e.g. &d¢ maic *Ayyloao, *AAéEavdpos Feoeidric) the
formulaic systems of noun-epithet formulae employed between the trochaic
caesura and the end of the line begin, or used to begin, with a consonant:
Bodmig moTvia “Hon, dva& avdedw > Ayauéuvar ete., ete. This suggests that
originally —at a pre-Ionic stage, that is, —there was a tendency to avoid
hiatus after 7'; formulae ending in a past tense of a verbal form. It remains
to be asked, then, whether there is evidence to show that after the formulaic
diction had reached Ionia, the singers, having »-movable at their disposal
to fill up hiatus in the trochaic caesura and thus being less tied to the old
types, proceeded to break up these types and that they availed themselves
of this opportunity to an increasing extent.

Elsewhere I have called attention to some symptoms in Aphr. which
point in this direction.!8) In Dem. there are 15 verbal forms ending in
v-movable before the trochaic caesura (e.g. &dnxev, 195, moinoer, 242). Of
their Homeric counterparts, the vast majority do not have this -» under
conditions originally not requiring its use.l?) In the category of those
occurring before the trochaic caesura the difference is determined to a great
extent by the fact pointed out above: in Homer 7'; formulae beginning
with vowels are relatively scarce, whereas in Dem. such combinations as
Tijor 08 pviddv foyev é6lawvos Merdvepa are proportionally frequent (7/15).
If, for this reason, we consider this phenomenon inconclusive, the fact
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remains that in the hymn we see a tendency to shift forms such as &dznxe,
molnoe, (8)uluve, dvijxe, émwme and their metrical equivalents from the
end of the line to the place before the trochaic caesura. Undoubtedly the
same treatment had already been practised by Homer,20) yet in Dem.
it was remarkably developed. All this is in accordance with the few
phenomena of this kind found in Aphr.21) In Ap. 1-181 I find only three
cases of a verbal form used before the trochaic caesura, and all of them
have »-movable. 113 looks epic enough, but on closer examination it
appears that, apart from § 106 = w 141 Zrader *Ayatods, Homer has only
a single example of meider (and not a single one of merder) in which
v-movable is necessary: d¢ gdro, 7oy & 0 meidev, duelfousvoc 0¢ mpooniia,
P 33. In contrast with Svudy Znedev évi oriidecor @idowse, 113, we find
in Homer dwuov évi otideoow Enede (-ov), Z 51, etec., 6 x and once
Pouoy Emerde, X 78, at the verse-end.

A similar indication is found in 133

A¢ eimaw EPifaocxey dmo yYovog edguodeing

In itself the formation of &8ifagxev,22) though the form is wanting in
Homer, is not necessarily a symptom of post-Homeric evolution.23) It is
curious however, that among the approximately 90 different lines be-
ginning with the formula &g eindv (some of which are very frequently
used) only three have a verbal form ending in »-movable before the
trochaic caesura: d¢ einww dnéneunmey adehpedv (K 72), ¢ cimdw magémeioey
Gdedpetot (1) poévas Tows (H 120 = N 788), d¢ eimaw Epowyey G odpavod
dotegdevros (T 130). In Ap. (taken as a whole) there are two different
¢ el lines. One of them is dg eimaw diédnre Yeucthva Doifoc *AméAiwy
(254 = 294), the other is 133.

The Delian hymn has three cases of a verbal form used before the
trochaic caesura. Two of them have been discussed, the third is uynoduevor
téomovow, Srav orijowvrar dy@va, 150, yet this line had better be left
out of account, since, originally at any rate, a glide may have bridged the
hiatus after forms ending in -1.24)

As to v-movable making position, we have very little to go by. Apart
from the cases which have parallels in Homer (e.g. adrap émei ¢ Suoaév
Te Tededrnody e Tov Gpnov, 89 = E 280) nearly all the phenomena are
uninformative. Some of them seem to be bound up with enjambement
(&vda xadilovow, 12, Buvoy deidovow, 161) but they cannot be traced back,
as far as I can see, to protoypes as recognisable as, for instance, &
dxpomdlows Bpeow, ete., in Aphr. There is one case, however, which is
typical of a stage of development which is not found in Homer. It is 163

£

upeio® iloaow: gailn 6é wev avdros Exacvos

Alongside »-movable making position the digamma is twice neglected in
this line. The evolution seems to have proceeded as follows: 0dde ioaot |
000¢ 71 0lde (fion, uev) (A 657, B 486, N 674, etc., between the diaeresis
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and the end of the line) co () ?) [wijmios] 066é ©o (va) fjon (olde) | [vijmioe]
000¢ Igaot (B 38, etc., Hes. E. 40, before the trochaic caesura) »0dd6é ¢
loaow [Sdvarov xai xfjoa uélawar] (8 283, P1, cf. mAelova oida (fjon, eiddg),
T 219, ete. ) mAciova loaow, ¥ 312, P;) (still with ‘observed’ digamma)
> ueuetod icaow, Ap. 163, Py, with contraction and neglected digamma in
addition to »-movable making position.25)

It does not seem fortuitous that, whereas the rest of the Delian hymn
shows no recognisable traces of drastic modification and innovation, its
final part has this striking symptom of disintegration of a formula. It is
exactly here that we find an accumulation of late phenomena: irresolvable
dyrpws, 151,28), irresolvable Anrw, 159, Suvov deldovow, 161, uueiod”
ioaow, 163, adtoc Exactog, 163, 00tw opw xali) cvvdeneey Goidr), 164, dmoxpivacd’
aup’ uéowy (?) (-0 4@’ fuéwv?), 11727). In the personal part of the
hymn the poet is seen to compose much more freely than in the story.

No~N-HOMERIC ARCHAISMS

It remains for us to see whether the Delian hymn shows traces of old
formulae which are wanting in Homer. It has two certain archaisms and
one possible. The latter is goivixi in 117 dupi 6¢ olvie Bdre mijyee. This
might be taken as an old form of the dative,27®) comparable with diipiiog
and yovoelw démai (y 41, cf. 2 285) in Homer.28) On the other hand
the line could be a modification of dupi dé maudl pidw Pdie mijyee, o 38,
o 347, or a similar expression.29)

The two certain archaisms are s¥fwy, 54, and xaréfows, 127. The line
090’ P of y° Eocodar dlouar o7’ edundov can hardly be traditional in
its present form.30) It seems impossible to decide whether it has preserved
more than a single isolated archaism. The same is true of 127 xaréfows
dupPootov eidag. The odds are against this expression being, in its existing
form, an archaic formula because, generally speaking, the truly ancient
formulae of this type had the third person of the verb,3!) which would
result in hiatus. Is it, then, a conflation of something like *xavéfow x»agmov
doodgne and dufporor eldap which, though it is wanting in Homer as well,
has no late characteristics? All such considerations are to remain purely
speculative.

In addition to these cases the Delian hymn has two phrases a modernised
counterpart of which is found in Homer. One is wdvrec d¢’ édpdwv, 4, cf.
adrédey €& E0péww, v 56, cf. adrddev 86 &oms, T 77. The other is 123
008" dg’ *Ambliwva ygvodoga Hjoavo wirne, of. Hes. E. 771 (!) 7jj yae
AndAdwva yovodoga yelvaro Anrd, cof. Zumbach, o.c. 66. The Iliad has
Doifov > AnméAAwvos yovsadpov, 8 pw dvdryer, B 509, and Poifov > Andilwva
yovadogoy, 8 oe mdgos mep, O 256, cf. Dem. 4, Ap. 395 (-oc?). In
these cases the modifications (by declension and juxtaposition) are
Homer’s.
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CONCLUSIONS

The results of the foregoing discussions are not impressive. They can
be summarised as follows: 1) Nothing much is to be learned for our purpose
from isolated formations such as ggaduoodvy, 99, (niocidvn, 100, etc.32)
2) They are moreover counterbalanced by edfwr 54, xaréfows, 127, and
perhaps by goiwixi, 117 (?). However, being isolated forms, the latter
provide little evidence to the contrary. It is far from certain that these
phenomena have been preserved in formulaic combinations. 3) There are
no cases of modification sufficiently outstanding and numerous to justify
the conclusion that the type of diction of 1 —c. 138 is post-Homeric. The
most significant indication might be found in dwuov &merder, 113, and
¢ elmaw éfifaoxev, 133, as compared with the customary treatment of
such types by Homer, and with similar cases found in Aphr. and Dem.
But AndAdwva ypvodopa, 123, provides some evidence to the contrary.

The final part of the poem, however, is a different thing altogether
(4 140-181). It looks as if the poet, though handling the diction in a
more or less ‘Homeric’ way in the story, kept much less to —indeed was
unable to manage — the traditional combinations, when he had to describe
the contemporary gatherings at Delos.

NOTES

1) On all this see W.0.C. Windisch, De Hymnis Homericis Maioribus, 5-8.
Cf. 30 Ofjuos *Admpav o dxgov *Admpéaw, y 278, against older & yowév *Admpdww
isgdwy, A 323, cf. Mod. 36. It may be interesting to notice the modification of this
formula first attested in ps.Hes. (P.I.F.A4.0. 322, 17=fr. 43a, 67 Merkelbach—West,
cf. P. Oxy XXVIII (1962) 2495, 11) icgéwr moti yowvdv >Adnpéwr, but perhaps of a
much older date, cf. pepecoaxdac Kadueiovs, (*<pepe-tFaxis), ps. Hes. Se. 13.

2)  Windisch, ¢bid.

3) If the suspicion voiced by O. Regenbogen, Gedanken zum Homerischen
Apollo-Hymnus, Eranos LIV (1956), 49-56= KI. Schr., 29 ff. (“‘dass schliesslich das
Ganze unter Zusitzen eine Art von Uberarbeitung erfuhr, die es vielleicht geraten
sein lésst, von einem Rhapsoden-Exemplar zu reden’”) should be right, all the
efforts that will be made in this inquiry will of course prove futile. To me, however,
the linguistic indications adduced by Regenbogen are not cogent and mere compo-
sitional analysis can hardly obtain reliable results in this field.

33) In thesis 4 9, Anrofs xai.

4) Mod. 132 f.

%) On the question of conjugation involving neglect of digamma see Mod. 49 ff.
As regards the phenomenon in the epithets of the gods, the matter has a different
aspect, which will be discussed below p. 31 ff.

8) Preferred by Wilamowitz, Die Ilias und Homer, 443 n. 1. On modrov idp,
71, see below.

63) ueydloo Kpdvowo cdd., ueydiov (and Kolow) Barnes.

7) According to Humbert’s sigla. The fact that the only papyrus-source of the
Hymns (apart from the Orphic quotations BKT V, 1), the little scrap containing
part of Dem. 402-407 (POxy XXIII, 2379), differs from M in four readings (among
them z(Jn o’ éfand[tnoe, (Ruhnken) instead of th’ éfandrnoe) suffices to warn us
against jumping to conclusions in the matter we are concerned with in this inquiry.

8) On the neglect of digamma in oixla déoda: see above, p. 21f.
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9)  wili, vl’, viel.

10) Chantraine, G.H. 228, cf. Zumbach, o.c. 55.

11)  Kaibel according to Wilamowitz, o.c. 446 n. 2. The emendation would ‘restore’
the digamma at the same time.

la) Mod. 60. In these cases emendation is unnecessary.

11v) On the other hand, the phrases ndoar oxomal and mgdoves dxgot, as Mr. J. B.
Hainsworth reminds me, are found juxtaposed in Homer (@ 553 = IT 299) and in
all probability they are prototypes of Ap. 22. Hence the neglect of the digamma in
Tot ddov, though not post-Homeric in itself, is probably related to the modification
of the formula ndoar oxomai xai modoves dxgot.

12) Mod. 71-75.

18) TIbid. 78 ff.
14)  Ibid. 80, see below p. 42.
15)  Ibed. 83.

18) E.g. 8ldafe pvia (3 X), EAdafe Svudv (2 X), cf. also éAAdfer’ adris, € 325, and
Mod. 96 n. 4.

17)  Mod. 83 f., cf. 8Alayev dg, Dem. 86. Just as fonalev, 3, fjxovoev, 23, diev, 25,
idelev, 45, 193, Froepev, 235, &rvev, 376, ydenoev, 430, uéldev, 454, it is found in
enjambement, cf. Mod 85 ff., 101 ff., 131 f., 146 n. 1.

18) Mod. 79 (uéuniev, 6idabev, driralliev).

19)  Cf. e.g. megi xmjunow Enxe (4 X), &vi yodveoow &dnxe, év yepoly EOnxe, xvdog
&hnxe. I do not count, either in Homer or in the Hymns, those cases where an iota
precedes the -», because originally, at all events, the hiatus was probably bridged
by a glide, Mod. 72. Nor, of course, at the end of the line.

20) Mod. 58, etc.

21)  Mod. 79 f.

22) Above, p. 14.

23) Though I refrain from discussing the peculiarities of the Hymn to Hermes,
its treatment of dvrefdinoe (not in Ap. Aphr. Dem.) seems to be a case in point.
It is used twice, once at the end of the line (143) and once in the form dvrefdinoey
(én’ addelpor dgnot) before the trochaic caesura, 26. In Homer it occurs 4 times at
the end of the line (N 210, etc.), once before ded. yAavxdmis *Adivy (n 19) and once in
the form dvrefdAnoev: 1jé ool dvreféincer dowouévey xava ddpa, x 360. The differ-
ence of these proportions does not seem due to chance. The forms of dvrifoléw
occur 25 times in Homer. In 9 of these cases they could not be used before the
trochaic caesura (dvrifoljoaic 6 547, etc.). Apart from 7 19 and y 360 they are always
used at the verse-end. Moreover, they have formulaic inflection-forms: dvridoete,
artidoavra, avridoavtt, etc., and these too are found at the verse-end. Although
Homer had y-movable at his disposal, he generally stuck to the old types, but the
more the development progressed, it seems, the more poets were inclined to shift
the 3. p. sing. of past tenses.

24)  Mod. 72.

25) More details in Mod. 91 with note 2.

26) And possibly otv ogoiow rexéesar, 148 (Thue.).

27)  See edd.

273) -i having replaced older -et.

28) See now P. Wathelet, Mycénien et Grec d’Homére, I, Le Datif en -1, AC XXXI
(1962), 5-14.

29) Cf. nwpl & moAdd, Dem. 248 (< év mvpl moAd(p), below, p. 51, Hagdeviy poéate,
Dem. 99, below, p. 55 with note.

30) On &fifwr see Zumbach, o.c. 18.

31)  Mod. 50 ff.

32)  Above, p. 12.
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TrE PyTHrAN HYMN
A. Inflection

Of the strange duals found in 456, 487, and 501 1) only xdderov, Adoavre
(487) (and possibly Ixnodor (501)) come within the category of inflected
prototypes. Since, however, the underlying cause of all these phenomena
is the same —inflection being merely its outward appearance—they will
be discussed together.

Whether the dual was still part of living speech or not in East Ionic
at the time when the Iliad and Odyssey were created, it is certain that
their poet(s) used it spontaneously himself (themselves) and did not
merely adopt it as an element of older formulae.2) These new employments
were certainly not always correct, but in this respect there seems to be a
perceptible difference between nominal and verbal forms. With nominal
forms, though there are a few superficial adaptations of formulaic rem-
nants 3) and some signs that to the poet of the Iliad the dual had lost its
original meaning,*) we find no cases of striking misuse, misunderstanding
or morphological confusion, not even in the famous passage of the
Embassy.5) In his use of verbal forms, however, the poet shows himself
less sure. Alongside archaic elements such as Bdvnyw, éixvny, ete., we find
the well-known cases of -tov in the imperfects dudxerov, K 364, éredyeror,
N 346, Aapdooerov, X 583 (3rd pers.). These occur before the bucolic,
diaeresis, in a position, that is, in which the singers had learned of old
to put most verbal forms.6) At a time when in spoken East Ionic the
difference between the old dual-endings -7ov and -7n» had become blurred,
the poet of the Iliad, still clinging to the general patterns of oral verse-
making introduced éredyeror, ete., in a position in which originally it had
been customary to put forms such as &niero, éxéxlevo, dgope, fjivie,
Enlve, énéoovro, dmijufoore, etc., ete.?)

The examples found in the Pythian hymn, however, show a treatment
which goes much further. To this poet xdderor was obviously ‘epic’ for
xddeve (imperative), fjodov for fjode (ind.) and Bxnodor for ixnode (coni.).
In contrast to dwwxérnw, érevyérny, Adaguooéryy none of the forms xddeve,
flode, Ixnode were impossible in hexameter poetry. Debrunner rightly
regards xddetov, fjodov, Ixncdov as due to “‘die metrische Bequemlichkeit
und sprachliche Unkenntnis des Verfassers”. He also signalises the proto-
types of two of the expressions of 4p.:

¥ ofrwg fodov Terimdres< 456
. 5  EoTnre vednmdres A 243

To A 243 we might add:
Tip¥ ofrw tevrinodov, *Adnyain ve xai “Hon; 0 447

iotia uév mpdTov xdderov, Moavre Poeuds < 487
4 ~ \
5 3 ,,  xddeoaw, Aboay 8¢ ,, Ap. 503
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It is characteristic that the modification was used before its prototype.
503 need not be post-Homeric, but its modification (487) certainly is.

Of 501

elc 6 e yoov Ixnodov, W &Eere miova vndy

Debrunner gives no parallel. One might refer to:

ol & Ore ydpov inavov, 6O opior mépead *Ayilieds ¥ 138

ai ,, ,, vnov ,  Adjvnc év mdder dxopy, ete., of. K 526, Z 297
T 520, o 28

arr ,, g ,, 6% Eavdoc Mevédaog, ete., cf. £'780,0101 A 210

elg § xe vodc aplxnai, ol odx icact ddlacoay oo p 269 A 122

vija & Emeira Yoy énl fmelpov Epboacide 488

Instead of éni (involving hiatus) M and 7 have non-metrical éx’. Agar
proposed v’ &7’ (in view of 506), whereas Matthiae would read uélawvay én’,
cf. Hom. A 485.8) So much is clear, at any rate, that the second hemistich
is a modification of the old prototype én’ 7jmeipoto Zpvooav (A 485, ete.,
3 x) based upon both -ow and original digamma.?) In Ap. 488 these are
mutually exclusive 19).

wov 08 mpopdlayde, dédeyde 0¢ @A avdodmwy 538

Unlike the cases discussed so far, mpogdlayde cannot be shown to be due
to modification of a prototype, nor is it likely that such a formulaic
ancestor ever existed. It is a free and rather wild innovation, modelled
upon 0édeyde, of. Zumbach 29. It shows just like dxyeydovrar, Aphr. 137,
and other cases!') how much was allowed to be ‘epic’ by the poets of
these hymns.11a)

B. Substitution

Perhaps &fandgnoe, 376 (above, p. 14).

No cogent evidence.
C. Separation

Apart from 361-62 (below, p. 30) I do not find a single case which
might be typical of a post-Homeric development.

D. Juaxtaposition

dnmws uvwduevos Exieg *Alavrida xodony 12) 209
Parallels:

éuieg, Exarnfol’ > Amoriov 229 239 277

&ue Eavdoc Mevédaog o 147

e ’ ” P113 = y 168

xle odéver Plepcaivaw @337 =Y 36



30 THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

In Homer &xec is wanting, nor do we find &xiev or xiev with the final
syllable in arsis. Ap. 209 may or may not be significant.

nelds, 6 & Inmowsw; ob urp Telonds y° évéleimey 213

With Immoiwowy we may compare

¥ e moAw dpatiy nai ddpara xala Exacrog 477
and Aphr. 25 4} 6¢ udd’ odx &delev dAAo avegeds Améeimey 18)

Both 213 and 477 are probably due to rather free innovation, the former
perhaps after the pattern of Homeric {nmoiow xai yeopw, E 219, etc.,
8 x 14), With respect to mdAw dgariy it deserves notice that dpards is found
only once in the whole of Homer (I" 64, d@g’ dpard), but 3 x in Ap. (380,
477, 515) and 5 x in Herm. Similar proportions are found for moAvijgarog,
below, p. 54. In view of such a case as #idyow, y 422, the phenomenon
found in 213 and 477 cannot be regarded as a symptom of post-Homeric
innovation.15)

Permutation of Py and Ts 16)

mdor Feporedolut yoéwv &vi mwlove vnd 253 = 293

No prototype can be traced, but Homer still has ypeiwr, & 79, and
xomoduevos, ¥ 81, cf. yoelwv, Ap. 396, yonoduevor, Ap. 252 oo 292. Was the
second hemistich derived from a P; formula *ypelwy é&i miove vnd?
Because of the scarcity of occurrences of the verb in Homer and the
impossibility of proving their formulaic nature, 253 provides no proof of
post-Homeric modification.

Conflation
The dragon is being killed by Apollo:

Aeime 8¢ Jvuoy 361-62
ooy Gromveiovs’

In the preceding part of the inquiry we had to do with changes in matters
of technique which in various degrees were brought about by the in-
fluence of the spoken dialect. In 361-62, however, we come across a
different phenomenon. Here it is primarily a change of outlook, which is
reflected by technical alteration.

The expression Aeimew Blov, common in classical poetry and prose (cf.
e.g. Soph. El. 1414, Eur. Hec. 1034, Heracl. 450, 534, etc., Pl. Leg. 827 E)
is not used by Homer.16) Instead he has Aefyew (Awwaw) @doc 7edioto,
2 11, A 93, which is complementary to (dew (-et) xal dpdv (-d@) @doc
fedloo, X' 61, ete., 8x.18) His use of Hvuds, further, ranges from its
original meaning (Jvuov alodwr (-d¢), II 468, Y 403, dvuov dmomveiwy,
A 524, N 654) to éx Svuod pideov, I 343, éx Yvuod mecéew, ¥ 595, dmo
Sopod | udldov duol Zoear, A 562-3, on the one hand and to dwvuds évi
otj¥eoor mdracoe, H 216,19) ndragoe 8¢ dvuds éxdarov, ¥ 370, on the other.
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In what way exactly the evolution proceeded we do not know,2!) but
we have to note the fact that in Homeric diction the word never attained
(bypassed ?) a sense so abstract and detached from the subject that the
poet could have said Alne dvudy or dvuov Elewne.20) The poet of the Pythian
hymn, however, went much further. On the one hand he took dvuds in an
‘abstract’ sense (having about the same meaning as fioc), on the other he
added the adjective powds and, at the same time, he made it depend on
dmomveiovoa 22) in the Homeric manner.23) In Homer we find conflation of
formulaic remnants resulting in figurative use,2d) but not the extent of
contamination found here.

It deserves notice that at a much later time Aeschylus, who could give
his imagination free play —and who was a much greater poet of course —
did much better when writing (4g. 1387-89)

oltw Tov adrod dvuov Jovydver mecow

xAxpuowdy dfeiay aluaros gayny

Pdrdee W Epeuvij ypaxdde powlas dedoov 25)
than the man who, still clinging to the old repertory, said Acine 8¢ Gvudy
ooy dmomvelovs’.

éx 0 aldog djmepdvde Yoy dva vij dgboavto 506

This line is given by a papyrus 26) instead of our 4 485 »ija uév ol ye
uéhaway én’ fmeigoto dpvooay but it does not belong there (it is preceded
by éx 0¢ x]ai a[d]rol Bdvve[s éni gnyuive daldoons, which does not suit
the context of the passage). The relation between the pap., 4p. 503 ff.
and 4 484 ff. has been clarified by Cauer.27)

About the structure of Ap. 506 little need be said. It is a queer conflation
of old prototypes: *Fegvocéuev fjmepdvde, *én’ fimelgoto Fépvosay and vija
Porjy. Nothing of the kind is found in Homer.28)

Non-Homeric archaisms

It remains to look for archaisms which have not been preserved by
Homer. I can find no more than a single case of this kind in the Pythian
Hymn. It is 76 oe gppdleotar dvwyper, 528. The expression can be paralleled
with 7a 0¢ oe (oé 8¢) @odleocdar dvwya, m 312, ete., 4x. Since Homer
does not use *dvdyauey or *avdyouev, the athematic conjugation of the
formula does not clash with the view that the Pythian hymn shows a
post-Homeric stage of development.

About the possible date of the formula ITedomdvvyoor micipar (250 = 290,
419, 432) we are completely in the dark. The proper name is alluded to in
the Cypria 6, 3 K (schol. Pind. N. X 114, Allen fr. XI), vijoov dmacay [
Tavvaiidov ITédomos, cf. also Tyrt. 2, 4 D., edpeiav IIéAomos vijoov.

The treatment of Apollo’s name and epithets

In the past much has been made of the statistical digamma-criterion
in order to establish chronological relations. A.H.S., though, are sceptical
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about its value 29) and I think they are right. For our purpose —which is
not to fix the relative age of the Hymns and the Homeric poems but to
inquire into their diction and to get some idea of its stage of development
as compared with that of the epics —the indiscriminate application of the
criterion is fraught with the same difficulties. These, moreover, are much
aggravated by what we have learned about the nature of the formulaic
diction since the publication of the second edition of the commentary
(1936). Apart from the fact that, as regards the Hymns, the value of
statistics is severely limited by the shortness of these poems, the essential
deficiency of the method is that for Homer no adequate data are available
for comparison. Already in 1909 Hartel’s figures 30) were contested by
Meillet.3l) Nowadays, for both linguistic 32) and what may be called
‘stylistic’ 33) reasons, their value appears to be still further reduced.
Chantraine, probably because he realised the debatable nature of the
evidence in question, confined himself to giving round numbers 3¢) without
making it clear exactly what cases should be regarded as instances of
neglect or observance.3’) Thus, by whatever standards we draw up the
totals for the Hymmns, we have no corresponding Homeric figures available
for comparison. There is still another point to be considered. The ratios
for each poem are primarily a reflection of the extent to which its poet
reproduces or modifies formulae created when the digamma was still a
living sound and of the degree to which he does or does not combine these
formulae in the traditional way. Yet the stage of development of the
diction is equally expressed by the proportional occurrence of such late
phenomena as metathesis, contraction and introduction of »-movable in
certain conditions, modernising substitution, etc.36) In Aphr. for instance,
the rate of neglect may be somewhat lower than in the epics,37) which is
only natural because it has a smoother style and since the narrative element
is predominant. This same poem, however, has many symptoms which
point in the opposite direction.38) So even if every one of the three Hymns
could be exactly compared with the epics as regards digamma-figures,
the proportions could hardly be regarded as conclusive criteria.3?)
This is not to say that they are completely useless. If the material
available is not too scanty and if it is examined according to the same
rules, something may be gleaned from it which, with due caution, could
be considered a significant indication. It seems that the name of the god
and his epithets, as used in the epics and in the hymn, would meet these
conditions. (For statistical reasons Ap. has now to be taken as a whole
since the limited extent of the Delian hymn does not warrant conclusions).
Homer mentions the god c. 208 times.4?) In 67 of these cases he gives
his name without adding an epithet. In the remaining 141 cases he denotes
Apollo either by name + epithet (e.g. Poifoc AndAdwr, (dva&) Awdg vids
*AndAAwr, Exnfdrov *Andldwva, etc., ete.) or by one or more epithets
without name (e.g. @Poifoc, (dval) Awdg vids, éxnfdlov, sxarnfdlov, Exdroto
dvaxrog, ete.). Since it is debatable whether in cases such as gpfle Doife,
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O 221, there is from our point of view an appreciable difference between
Doifoc and *AnéAlwr, the 5 cases of single Poifoc had better be left out of
account.*l) Among the remaining titles (136 occurrences) those containing
dvaé Awg vids, éxdegyog, éxnPdlog, éxarnfdlos, éxarnfelérao, *Amdiiwva
dvaxta, éxdrowo, and their combinations had certainly become archaisms
at the time when the epics were created. In Homer they occur 44 times.
If we draw up the corresponding figures for the hymn using the same
criteria we get the tabulation: 42)

A B C

Epithet with or Name only dva& Awg vide,

without name Exdegyog, ete.
Hom. c. 136 67 44
Ap. 40 4 27

The proportions of A and B thus appearing for Homer and the hymn
make the attitude and intention of the poets of Ap. abundantly clear.
Theirs is a predilection for the hieratic and the archaic in the description
of the god (4: 40 versus Homeric 67: 136).43) The same conception is
probably reflected by their preference for the type of expressions of the
C-group (27 : 13 versus Homeric 44: c. 92). But now comes the surprising
feature: among the 44 Homeric occurrences of the émiuxAnoeic containing
dva&, éxdegyos, éxnfdlog, éxarnPdiog, éxarnpPerérng, Exaroc and their casus
obligui we find 4 failures to observe digamma.??) This means that the
modifications and the employments conforming to the original types are
in a proportion of 1: 10. 45) For 4p., however, the corresponding figures
are 5 and 22, t.e. 1: 4.4.4) The fact that in the hymn the modifications
are more than twice as numerous as in the epics is the more significant
because, as we have seen, the poets of Ap. were much more intent on
conferring the archaic titles on the god than Homer was.4?)

CONCLUSIONS

A survey of the above analysis suggests the following conclusions:

1) As far as we are able to judge, no formulaic remnants which are
wanting in Homer can be identified in the Pythian hymn. ITeAomdvynooy
aitetpay, 250, ete. is a dubious case. Nor is there evidence of formulae in
the hymn which appear in a modernised form in the epics; 70 ge podleadar
dvoyuey, 528, does not provide such evidence.

2) The hymn shows a number of modifications which either do not go
beyond the Homeric stage (e.g. mAdder odoa, 330, dnndray . .. EAdwow
xopdre adnxdres, 459-6048) or do so to an inconclusive degree (e.g.
& ve modw Bpariy, 477, yobwv i mlove v, 253 = 293). About the degree
of probability presented by other cases there may be disagreement (e.g.
éandgnoe, 376).49)
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3) The modifications which exceed anything done in this respect by
Homer, are scarce but their nature definitely suggests sub-epic composition.
They are found in the use of the duals in 456, 487, 501, in the strained
expression Acime 6¢ Gvuov powody dmomveiovs” and in the turning of the old
prototypes *én’ rmelpoo Fépvaoay and *Fepvocéuey (Fepdooouev) fimetpdvde
into én’ rjmeigov épdoacde, 488, and Fjmegdvde Sory dva iy égboavro, 506.
Properly speaking, the case of mpogilayde, 538, does not come within the
definition of modification, but it too points to a late stage of development.

4) The absence in 1-181 of any modifications which are as drastic as
those listed under (3) may or may not be due to chance. It can hardly be
adduced in support of the separatist view.5?) The same applies to the
treatment of the god’s name and epithets.

5) This treatment, however, goes far to show that, taken as a whole,
the Hymn to Apollo reveals an attitude on the part of its poets which is
more archaistic than Homer’s. This fact, in its turn, is largely due to
difference of genre.

NOTES

1) Cf. A.H.S., ad loc.

2) Mod. 114 f.

3) E.g. P 387, Chantraine, G.H. II, 28, Mod. 92.

4) K. Maeister, o.c. 35, A. Debrunner, Zum erweiterten Gebrauch des Duals,
Glotta XV (1927), 14-25, Chantraine, G.H. 1I, 22-29.

5) Cf. Kithner—Gerth, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, Satz-
lehre, I, 72, Chantraine, o.c. II, 28, contra Debrunner, o.c. 17.

6) Many examples in Parry, E.T. 53 ff. On dudxeror, ete., cf. Chantraine, o.c. 1474,
K. Meister, o.c. 35 f.

7y  Cf. dxodero, 4 331, didxero, D 602, ¢ 8, etc., K. Meister, o.c. 19, Mod. 106.
Because of Homeric dreadijrny, mposavdijtyy Mr. C. J. Ruijgh thinks it more probable
that at the time when the Aeolic tradition was taken over by Ionian singers, the
dual-endings had already disappeared in East Ionic (in these athematic forms -ray
became -ty on the analogy of -udv>-unv). This would the more easily account for
&redyerov, ete.

8) See below, p. 31.

9) Mod. 60.

10)  Though the rite alluded to in 235 &i §¢ xev douar’ dyfjow (dynow cdd., ayfjow
Cobet) is likely to have been performed with one chariot only (see L. Deubner,
Der homerische Apollohymnus, Sb. Pr. Ak. W. 1938, 31 f.), the plural douar’(a) is
necessary because of za in 236. We cannot exclude the possibility, however remote,
that dpua dyfjor is the corresponding prototype, but in view of Homeric douar’
dvdxtaw (<dpua &vaxroc?), IT 371, 507, the expression cannot be considered a
symptom of post-Homeric development. The same applies to 330 tnidder odoa. Here
oJoa certainly results from conjugation and substitution: tmAddev dooi, { 312,
tAddev ati, n 194, thAdd (1) édvra (-ti, -Tag), O 285, etc., 5 X. Homer too, how-
ever, has dvres (7 230), dvrac (n 94), odons (v 489), 7jor, dor (Chantraine, o.c. 286 f.).

In order to err on the safe side I shall also pass over 236 Inmovs uév xouéovor, Ta
08 xAvavreg émow. Alongside édggs, édq, siduey (<édwuev), ete., we find at least four
irresolvable forms in Homer: uvnorijoas édus, 7 85, 7 &’ &, v 12, dAA éduéy pw, K 344,
and the notorious tpeiv u” odx i IldAAas >Adjvy, B 256 (Cases such as B 236 tévde &
éduey and x 536 undé éav are likely to be superficial modifications —if not modernisms
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introduced by rhapsodes or copyists—of tov & édwuev and und® édav; &a (imperf.
and imperative) may represent old athematic forms). Though the 3rd. pers. plural,
occurring as eidor (eids’, B 132) or as édat, is always reducible in Homer, the con-
tractions shown by é@, etc., make it somewhat risky to regard ta 02 xAlvavres édbas
as a trace of post-Homeric evolution.

1)  Above p. 15.

ua) Mr. C. J. Ruijgh draws my attention to dvwyde. This Homeric imperative,
when re-interpreted as a present tense (dvdyw), may have suggested mgogilayde
to the poet of Dem.

12) The emendations Snnws uvwduevos and °*Alavrida are Martin’s. On the mss.
readings see the edd.

13)  Mod. 79.

14)  From inmouv xai Syeope? Mod. 92 ff.

15)  Anyhow, 459-60

onndray éx movrowo motl ydovi vyi pelalvy
EMdwow wxapdre ddnxdres

is to be left out of account, because in Homer we find a much more striking case
(y 421-22): dppa rdyiora [ EAdpow, éidoy 8¢, cf. Mod. 104, and on the whole subject
of v-movable making position in enjambement 85 ff., 101 ff., 121 ff., 131 ff. Yet, in
order to show how such forms came to be used at a comparatively late stage and
served to loosen the structure of the traditional diction, I refer to

K 49 un vol uév xaudre ddnxdreg 1)0e »ai Smve
and especially to
K 471 ol & eddov ,, ., Svrea 8¢ ogqu.

A further illustration of the connection between v-movable making position and
enjambement is, in our poem, provided by

252 oo 292 yonoduevor, Toiow &, by 190 duveioly ga (with v-movable and con-
traction), and in the Delian Hymn by

12 &da xadilovow
161 duvov Geidovow
163 uuucic® icaow,

above, p. 24 f.

16)  Mod. 61-68, 93, 112, 116-119, 126 ff., 145.

17)  Nor does he use Aeimew yoyijv. A.H.S. refer to Pindar, P. III, 180, d7nd ypvyav
Aunudpy, cf. fr. 236 (schol. x 240, see Snell) giAdvoga & odx Aoy Piordyv. The compound
Amoyvyéw is found in Sophocles and afterwards (obervation made by Professor
J. C. Kamerbeek).

18) On complementary formulae (e.g. uvjcavro 8¢ ydouns o Midovro 8¢ ydounc)
see Mod. 56.

19)  “Audacter nunc pro xije vel xgadén, ut dicitur N 282, v. Leeuwen ad loc.
(&v 08 Té oi xpadin peydla otégvoior mardooet).

20) The relevant cases have been listed by J. Bohme, Die Seele und das Ich tm
homerischen Epos, Leipzig 1929, 100 ff. B6hme has several good remarks on this
much discussed subject, but misses the point when stating that “dée in homerischer
Zeit herrschende $vudg-Vorstellung” had lost the aspect of breath and took dwuds
as a ‘Tréger des Innenlebens’ ’ (my italics: where? with whom?). Generalisations
of this sort are of course inept. The only thing we know for certain is that Homer
uses the word in widely divergent meanings and that his treatment of gods and of
Mycenaean weapons and customs has similar aspects. Probably, therefore, the
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different meanings of dvuds correspond to different periods of formula-making.
Though the concept of “der homerische Mensch” may to some extent contribute
to a better understanding of Homer, it should not take precedence over what is
learned from the most elementary facts of his poetry (as it does also in H. Frénkel,
Dichtung und Philosophie des friithen Qriechentums, 110 f.; more convincing is Snell,
Die Entdeckung des Geistes® 27 ff.).

21) The explanation might be that expressions such as Aine & dJoréa Pvudg
(dyrvwg), M 386, etc., dg Tov uév Alme dvuds, A 470, pw Aine Svuds, IT 410, just like
formulae describing family-history, belonged to a comparatively protected area
of epic diction, cf. Mod. 51 ff., 140.

22) I take gowdv predicatively: dvudv Elewne, powdv (uw) dnonvelovoa.

28) A 524, N 654.

24) Mod. 116 with note.

25)  opayiy F, Tr., gayiy E. Frinkel (who, however, did not put it in the text),
opuyty Wil.

26) P 53 Allen (containing 484-494).

27)  Grundfragen, 44 ff., where further information about the papyrus is to be
found (with literature); see now Mrs S. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of the Iliad,
33-35 (“—the additional lines found in the papyrus are a superficial excrescence,
remarkable only for their source’).

28)  Mod. 60 f.

29) CII-CVIIL.

30)  Homerische Studien (Sitzungsber. der Philosoph.-Histor. Classe der kais. Ak.
der Wissensch.,, Wien, 1874), III, 7-74.

31)  Sur la valeur du F chez Homére, Mémoires de la Société Linguistique de Paris
XVI (1909), 32 ff.

32) “Elévy is supposed to have had a digamma (p. 72) but &hwoc, 7doc, 7%dvc
do not figure in the list of once digammated words; fowxa, éloxw, eixelos, ixelog
have been listed separately but have not been counted (p. 74).

“Bei der Zahlung der Positionsvernachlidssungen habe ich von dem v ép. geglaubt
absehen zu sollen’, v. Hartel writes p. 61. This is obviously right, but the point is
that cases such as érowev dvaé should, on the contrary, if our object is the study
of the development of the diction and not Homer’s practice, be included in the
observances and from v. Hartel’s statement we have to infer that he did not (This
is confirmed by testing some of his figures. For éxdv, &xnlos, &xmre in the fifth foot
he counts 16 examples of observance and none of neglect. This can only mean that
he excluded &vi ueydgotow 8xnlos (-ov), m 314, E 805 (moreover it appears that he
failed to list émfaiev xnlot, O 512, and edpgaivecdar éxnlo, B 311, as neglects). It
is the same with &r7¢: unless coiow &rpow, Z 262, and moAdoiow &ryow, § 3, are excluded,
his figure (4) does not tally.) Now Isler, Quaestiones metricae, 18 f., puts the total of
these cases at 507, certainly not a negligible number. The difficulty thus arising is
reflected in A.H.S. CIV f.

33) “Verse wie 4 203 ayyot & iorduevos Enea »tA. und O 48 xai uw duefduevos Enea
———sind nur einmal gezéhlt”. Yet this method should ecither be applied to all
repeated lines or to none of them. Still, if the second alternative is chosen, it may
well be asked nowadays what essential difference there is between wholly and
partly repeated lines and even between the latter and shorter formulae which always
occur in the same form (e.g. mori dorv, &fav oixdvde €xaoros). We should distinguish
between (1) formulae based on f; (2) modifications involving neglect of F; (3)
formulae based on absence of F; (4) other cases (‘free’ innovations and dubious
cases); in each instance the number of occurrences should be added. There is not
much point in just counting cases of observance and neglect, but if we do, we should
do it consistently and except no repetition whatever.

34) They have been partly adopted from Meillet, Aper¢u3, 151 f.
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35)  From the lines quoted (p. 153) it appears that cases having »-movable before
once digammated words as well as some restitutions have been counted as obser-
vances by Meillet.

38)  Webster, Notes on the Writing of Early Greek Poetry, Glotta XXXVIII (1960),
252, gives the following totals for late phenomena (v-movable not included): II. 11,
Od. 13, Aphr. 16.4, Ap. 19.5, Dem. 21.8, Aspis 22, Th. 23, Herm. 24.5, Erga 40.4
per 100 lines.

37)  According to A.H.S. the ratio of observances (cases of v-movable included)
and non-observances is 58: 12=4.83: 1. For Homer the total of the (approximate!)
figures given by Chantraine is c¢. 3310: c. 570=c. 5.8: 1. Yet A.H.S. count »éd’
eidviay (44) (< xedva Fidviav), xédv’ eidvip (134), ydg €eovo (86; cf. Chantraine G.H.,
I, 297) as examples of neglect. The very fact that in this case the conclusion to be
drawn from the comparison depends on such questionable items proves the criterion
to be unsound.

38) Below, p. 39 ff. See also G. Freed and R. Bentman, The Homeric Hymn
to Aphrodite, The Classical Journal L (1954-55), 158.

39) Cf. also A.H.S. CVI, note: the presence or absence of the digamma ‘‘cannot
be held as more than one factor in determining the date of a document’. The same
applies to our subject.

40) The total may be a little higher since a few isolated epithets (without the
name added) may have escaped my attention. Yet this can hardly invalidate the
ultimate conclusion (see below). Mere @af (e.g. A 390, dyover 08 ddpa dvaxte
has not been counted, dvafé Awg vids, E 105, has.

41)  But Poiflos axegoexduns (Y 39, Ap. 134), fjic Doife (O 365, ¥ 152, Ap. 120)
have been included).

42) The figures for Homer have been drawn from the data provided by the indices
of Prendergast and Dunbar, revised by Marzullo (Darmstadt 1962). Those for Ap.
are based upon Dunbar-Marzullo and have been checked by the present writer.

43) This conclusion is carried too far. Mr. H. Bolkestein reminds me of the
obvious fact—which I should have observed myself—that in this hymn to Apollo
the frequency of the epithets is due to a considerable extent to the desire, on the
part of the poet, to avoid repetition of the name of the god. In Homer the large
number of the gods makes the situation quite different. The two factors determine
the choice of the poets’ phraseology. This argument tallies with the proportions
found in Hermes (below, n. 47).

Since single ®oifog is relatively frequent in Ap., we might prefer to err on the
safe side by counting it as a ‘name only’. The ratios then obtained are 72: 136 and
10: 40 for Homer and the hymn respectively. The difference still appears to be striking.

44)  As it is impossible to have any certainty about the number of inconclusive
cases (e.g. A 147 8po’ fuiv “Exdegyov ildocear certainly is, B 439, Ap. 474 mgoaépn
éxdegyos "AndéAlwv, originally at any rate, is likely to have been an observance,
Mod. 74 with note 4) all cases that cannot be shown to ignore digamma have been
counted as observing it. In view of the fact that in Apollo we find éxdepyos(-e) no
fewer than 5 times preceded by dva& and of similar phenomena, this way of approach
does not seem to be in favour of the argument.

45) The modifications are A 21, 438, P 333, X 15.

46) The modifications are 15, 177, 275, 276, 437. Above it has been pointed out
that the nature of these modifications does not perceptibly differ from that of the
Homeric ones. Here, however, we are concerned with their comparative frequency.

47) For the sake of comparison I add the corresponding figures concerning
Apollo in the Hymn to Hermes:

A B C
20 6
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Here the ratio of modifications (464, 500, 509, 522) and ‘original’ employments is
4:13 = 1:3.25 (cf. Ap. 1: 4.4, Hom. 1: 10).

48)  Of course modifications found in the same form in Homer and in the hymn
(e.g. 447 Eufal’ éxdorew A 12 oo E 152) have been ignored.

49)  Above, p. 14.

50) Nor can the supposition that the slaying of the serpent (300-374) is a later
addition be supported by similar argument.



III
APHRODITE

A. Inflection

1. Declension
inmovs dpoimodas, tol T adavdrovs @ogéovot 211

In Homer we find the older form Immor depoimodes, I' 327, ¥ 475.1)
The case, as far as one can judge with such phenomena (see note), seems
significant.2)

2. Conjugation
100 0i Odpov Edwxev Eyew, elmey 68 Exaocra 212

The »-movable of elner never makes position in Homer. In 212 it may
result from conjugation of elmw (-yg, -n) ¢ (ve) &xacra, cf. Mod. 81.
In itself the case may or may not be significant, but cf. Mod. tbid.

xal waides maideoor daumepés Sxyeydovral 197

According to the explanation advanced by Chantraine this form 3) is a
future and was created after the model of éAdw, xauodua, etc.4) On this
supposition it is a post-Homeric coinage.’) On its meaning it is difficult
to voice an opinion. It has generally been taken as a future 6) or a future
perfect,”) but I think the poet of Aphr. may have intended it to be a so-
called praesens propheticum.8) If so, its formation is at least as artificial
as it would be on Chantraine’s hypothesis. This, however, is not pre-
judicial to the interpretation proposed, for in Homer we have at least
one close parallel in dpyardwrro, formed from Zpyavo. ?) Now in ¥ 307-8,
lines appositely quoted by A.H.S., Homer makes Poseidon prophesy on
the future of Aeneas and his offspring in the following terms:

viv 0¢ On Aivelao Bin Tedeoow dvdker
xai maildwy maides, vol xev perdmode yévowvrar

Since, further, the poet of Aphr. must of necessity have been familiar
with what is one of the elements most typical of epic technique, viz. the
use of yeydaot, dyyeydaot, éxyeyadti, éxyeyavia, ete., at the verse-end, and
perhaps with such types as vioc . .. (edyerar) éxyeyduev (E 247-48, or
Y 208-09), it seems more than likely that 197 xai maides maideoor diaumeoés
ényeydovrauw results from an ‘epic’ remodelling of Y 308 xal mwaldwy maides,
Tol xev perdmiode yévawrar.

Scholars of former generations were prone to assume remodelling on the
slightest occasion. Since Parry we are rightly sceptical about borrowings
by one author from another, and in the preceding part of this inquiry
I have consistently avoided putting things that way. Here, however, the
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specific nature of the circumstances referred to make a common formulaic
source most unlikely. Now if the argument outlined above is valid,10)
the borrowing must have been done by the poet of Aphr. and this raises
a still more awkward problem : what made this poet turn xai maidwy maideg,
Tol ney perdmiode yévwvrar into xal maides maideaor dwoumeges Exyeydovrar?

I would suggest an answer to this problem, but I am well aware of its
hypothetical nature. The editors both of Homer and of the Hymn un-
animously refer to the statement by Strabo (who had his information from
Demetrius of Scepsis) 1) that the descendants of Hector and Aeneas
settled at Scepsis xai ddo yévy radra facideboar moldv yedvoy év Tij Zwunjyer
Aéyerar1?) What is less often quoted is its sequel: uera vadra el Ayapyiov
uetéornoay, elva Miljowor ovvemodireddnoay xal dnuoxgatinds @Gxovy: ol &
ano Tod yévovs 0¥0ey 7rTov €xalotvro Pacidels, Exovrés Twas Tiuwds. Now
the former part of this statement merely reflects the claims made by
certain aristocratic families, which may have been as unfounded as those
of the Julii. Yet it would not be a good method to question the information
contained in the latter part, especially that referring to the situation which
developed since the Milesian colonisation.13) It follows then that, if the
poet purposely avoided adopting the Homeric version, his motive could
be found in circumstances having changed after the moids ypdvos. If the
members of the families who claimed descent from Aeneas had, in the
meantime, become oligarchs and, @ fortiori, if they had been reduced to
the status of mere honorary (presumably religious) functionaries, they
could not be said to dvdooew any more, so the prophecy of the goddess as
given by Homer would have proved false by the facts —and in a manner
quite painful to the persons concerned.

Unfortunately this supposition, supposing it should be correct, does not
enable us to date the hymn more accurately than has been done so far.
The most we can say is that it does not contradict what seem to be the
most reasonable assumptions as yet advanced, a dating, that is, somewhere
near the middle or in the latter half of the seventh century.l?) It is well
known that the Milesians began to colonise at the Hellespont in the
second quarter of that century and that in the time next ensuing their
activities increased.

B. Substitution
éotdo’ nAifaror, Tepdvy 0¢ € xuxdjorovory 267

This is said of the trees with which the lives of the nymphs are bound up.
There is one parallel of reuévn (or veuévea) in Homer: A 185 TnAéuayos
Tepévn véueraw xal dairas dlocag. Yet Aphr. 267 goes beyond the Homeric
case. First the word 7éuevoc is not used in the same sense as in Homer 15)
—where, according to the old meaning, the stress is never on the trees
alone and the owner is always indicated 16) —and the ‘learned’ addition
put in the mouth of the goddess is typical of a later stage of development —
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if not of a later poet! Secondly this later character is shown by £ used for
a plural, an ungrammatical innovation brought about by the modification
of the type v v — 06 & muxdijonovor, cf. 6 355 Pdgov 68 & xunAorover.l?)
The case is certainly significant.

3

ool & dyd, dppoa <xe> tadra pera gpesi mavra OéAdw 276

The expression dpga radra pera ggeoi . . . diéddw is awkward. The normal
epic phrase—and the natural one—is &vi (év) goeoi Jelw (Hjre, hjow),
IT 83, T 121, A 146, & 227, etc. The strained effect (see below and n. 20)
in Aphr. 276 results from the fact that the poet, on the one hand, was
composing to a traditional pattern (cf. e.g. radra uera ppeai afjor peAdvrawy
2 463, etc., 5x)18) and, on the other, introduced the new verb didpyouar
which, after Aphr., is used in this sense for the first time by Pindar,
Nem. IV, 72.19)

*Ayricew 66 ue gpdoxe mapal Aéyeow walréecdau 126-27
xovptdlny dAoyov

Here there is no trace of a post-Homeric idiom, but the expression
mogal Aéyeow xaléeadar xovpdiny &loyov is very queer.20) This is due to
modification of magai Aeyéeoor xAdijyar or something like it, a 366 = ¢ 213.
The form Aéyesw is wanting in Homer (who always has Aeyéeoar, Aéyeoot)
and the v-movable making position gives away the innovation. See
Mod. 80.

g 0 idev dewory te xal Supara xdd > Apeoditns 181
Here again »-movable making position, a deviation from Homeric

usage, cf. d¢ 0¢ ide(v) vedpov A 151, Mod., ibid.

C. Separation

ndow 0 Eoya péuniev vorepdvov *AppodiTns 6
7 614
cf. Hom.: daddosia Zpya ‘us,‘unl& o
uépniey e 67
dﬁo.vla 2 » E 876
modeufjia  ,, 53 u 116
0d ydp oi edadey Zoya molvyodoov *Appoditns 9
No exact formulaic parallel in Homer, only:
énel vb Tor efadey ofrwe P 647 co E 340
¢ ydo ,, ,, edade Poud m 28,
nopmac ve yvaumvds & Elxas xdlvwds te xal Spuovs 163

No Homeric parallel at all; cf. Aphr. 87:

elye & émyvaunras Ehras wdAvxds te paswds
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These cases (6, 9, 163) are not different from similar phenomena in I7.
and Od., where neglect of digamma resulting from introduction of 64, ydp,
7e is common.2l)

adavdrov 8¢ Exnri duaxtdpov Svidd ixdvers 147-148
‘Eouéw, éur) & dloyos xexlijoear fjuara mdvra

This is probably an extreme case of separation, the like of which, as
far as I can see, is not found in Homer. The disintegration of * Epueiao
duaxtdgo’ (via “Epuelao &xnri duaxtdpov, o 319 ?) goes hand in hand with
the use of the metathesised genitive of “Epuénc (or “Epufjc (?), a contracted
form itself) and of irresolvable ddavdrov (neither of them in Homer),
Mod. 40.21s)

D. Juxtaposition and Transposition

As far as I am aware, there is no unambiguous case of juxtaposition
in Aphr.22) There are, however, a few complicated cases which may be
discussed under this heading. They show a kind of handling we might
call transposition.

0s 167" év dxgomdlows dpeow molvmiddxov Idng 54

The form dpeary does not occur in Homer, cf. Aéyeow, Aphr. 126. Like
Aéyeow it ends in y-movable making position. The Homeric parallel is the
undoubtedly older—and formulaic—expression &v (é7°) dxpomdiotou(v)
dpeoor,23) T 205, E 523.24)

Permutation of P2 and T
Ti] 0¢ marne Zeds ddxe xalov yépag dvri yduoio 29
Some at least of the relevant parallels must be quoted. In Homer we
have on the one hand:

oov & of md g Eyer Praldv yépac, dAda Exnlos A 184
ddne 6¢ Tnleudyw  Pradov dénmas dupundmerlov  y 63

“Hon 8¢ yoboeov Pyuajoy démas v yeol dijxe L2101
%é Aoetpoydw Psoy yéoas 7é vew dAde v 297
and so on.

On the other hand we find:
7 &v mop xetvowow  Téudv yéoas, 7€ i 7jon A 175
avtdg low xhotpde  T1o oov yépas, dpo’ &b eidfjc A 185
GAX Za, ¢ of mpdra Tddoav yépas vieg *Ayudv A 276

and other combinations.25)
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Moreover we find:
adrap doa Zeds dixe Tdiantdow > Apyeipdvry B 103

al #é moh Zeds ddor Tmaliveira Eoya yevéoda a 379=p 144

and:
0% yap éni yevdéoor Tmarno Zeds éooer’ dpwyds A 235

and similar lines having marne Zeds after the trochaic caesura.26)

Just like the rest of Aphr., 29 is wholly made up of elements which also
occur in Homer: 7] ¢, marie Zebs, Zevs diwne, xalov yépag, yduowo. Of
these the expressions marne Zeds, Zeds ddxe and xalov yépac are related
in one way or another to the median caesuras in the epics and show
a good many variations according to the P or T' character of these caesuras:
T marie Zebs, Zedg ddxe (ddor) T, P don yéoas, T déoav yépas, T éyw (-et,
-etg, -n6) vépas, Eyer P xadov yéoas ,0dbow P xaiov dedvov, P xalov yépag
(P xnadov démag), T Buov yépag, T 10 ooy yépas.

The same relations between »aAds [ xdAds and the P/T caesuras appear
to exist in the description of the life of the nymphs in

xal e per’ @davdrowse T xalov yogov dpoddoavro 261

In this line Trueber finds influence of Q2 616: voupdwy al T auy’ *Ayeidioy
éppdoavro. This supposition is probable (below, p. 46), but from an evolu-
tionary point of view another line is much more interesting. It is:

&da & Zoav wupéov ' xalol yopol 10é dbwxor  p 318

The initial hemistich of this line certainly is a modification, but the
original quantity of the a in xaids has been maintained (P caesura).
One is tempted to suppose that both xdiov yopdv and vougpéwy xdloi yopol
go back to the prototype *wwupdwv T xalol yopol (xakos (-v) yopds (-v)).
However this may be, the influence of the proximity of the P and T
caesuras in 261 as well as in 29 is clear.

Homer has many modifications of ancient formulae which have resulted
from this very propinquity (re xai & menhjyero unod, M 162000 397,
etc., etc.).2?) Yet in spite of these two facts, the original quantity of the
a in xadds (which is due, of course, to compensatory lengthening) is
nowhere changed in the epics, though in the lines quoted above —and in
many more similar verses —the poet(s) of the Il. and Od. might easily
have been induced to shorten the first syllable of the adjective.

The most obvious and simple explanation of this curious fact is to date
the composition of Aphr. later than that of the Il. and the Od. and to
accept the same view with regard to Hesiod’s Theogony and Erga, cf.

adrap émel O vebée malov xaxov dvr’ ayadoio Th. 585
and  zapdevinijc xaldv eidos émrjparov, adrap Aty  E.  63,%8)

of which the latter shows a still more drastic innovation.2?) Though for
many other reasons I think it is correct, theoretically at least, this view
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is not a cogent explanation of the difference between the Homeric treatment
of original »xaifdc and its handling by the poet of Aphr. Yet so much
is certain that, even if the word was pronounded »dAds in Homer’s verna-
cular,3) this poet kept more closely, in this respect, to the traditional
formulaic systems. It seems beyond doubt, therefore, that notwithstanding
the ‘Homeric’ style, practised by the poet of the hymn, 29 reveals a later
stage of development.

E. Related cases

There are four cases left, which have this in common that their linguistic
peculiarities may be—and in one of them have to be—ascribed to the
fact that a formula or a formulaic remnant was shifted from the end of
the line into the initial hemistich. Their evidence is very weak, but they
will be discussed because they lend some support to the opinion (already
expressed and illustrated by K. Witte) that this kind of shifting is one
of the causes of -0 becoming -ov, and to my own way of thinking, put
forward elsewhere, that it goes hand in hand with a growing incidence of
v-movable as well, especially before the trochaic caesura.3!) That, however,
the transposition itself, though certainly Homeric and probably even
pre-Homerice, is likely to have increased in accordance with the develop-
ment and decomposition of the formulaic diction, is suggested by the
following cases:

Tov 00 Emeta ydaoxe Swaumepés Tjuata mdvra 209
onér b YEYIEL 08 poévas Evdov 216

Homer has yodaoxe, but only once: dy *Odvooeds xara xpdva xalvyduevos
yodaoxe, ¥ 92. The use of xpdra as an acc. sing. certainly is a symptom of
recent innovation. Though this does not mean that xalvyduevos yodaoxe
is equally late, we cannot be sure that the expression was a formula.
Hence the contraction in 209 and 216 does not provide reliable evidence
for modification by shifting.

t0kov a7 dpyvedov moouf] Pélea oTovdevra 152

The form dgeyvgéov is not found in Homer, but dgyveéoro is frequent, e.g.
in (a7’ ) doyveéoto Proio (1), A 49, 2 605. In Aphr. 152, moreover, -ov is
irresolvable; tééov is used instead of the archaic fidg. The phrase is un-
doubtedly much more recent, but since Homer has tdfov dmo xparegoi
Todwv 6Aéxovra pdiayyas, @ 279, it provides no evidence for a later stage
of development.

oiwvods te dumeréag xal Inola mdvra 4

If the prototype was dumeréoc morauoio and if this meant “the river
falling from Zeus” (which, I think, is more plausible than dumersic =
duawmetiic, navapeprs) 32), the archaic formula was declined, shifted, broken
up and perhaps re-interpreted (duméreag, cf. Hom. alevos dyimérng) by the
poet of Aphr. We cannot be sure, however, that this poet had in mind the
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Homeric noun-epithet expression. The prototype might have been *dumerées
(Ounéreés ?) T oiwvol.
eimy pera maor deolow 48-49
1700 yelovjoaca @ilopucidns ~Appodity

Homer has dowdidw, etc. The expression 700 yelowjoaca may be a ‘de-
clension’ of 700 yeddorres (o 111) but could also go back to the formula
700 yélacoay (1j6d yeddooag), B 270, etec., 6 x, which always occurs at
the end of the line. It is impossible to make out whether we have to do
with a case of shifting or with ‘declension’ involving P;>T1.

F. Enjambement

Though the evidence of 152 and 209 oo 216 is far from cogent when
taken singly, the fact that it falls into line with the phenomena found
in Ap. 113 (above, p. 23f.) and in Dem. 23 (below, p. 55) and 314 (below,
p. 51) lends some support to the supposition that in the course of the
evolution verse-end formulae were increasingly shifted (and broken up in
the process) into the initial hemistich. It would seem that this way of
handling the tradition, which is also practised by Homer, was used on a
larger scale in the Hymmns. It appears especially in enjambement 33):

Povxodéeoney Pfods déuas adavdroiow douxdds 55

Homer has pods fovxodéeoxe(v).34) In Aphr. 52 the rhythm —which is
highly unusual —and the »-movable making position both suggest modifi-
cation by shifting. The inversion may have a parallel in 152. The case
seems to be a symptom of post-Homeric development.

In the form of a run-over word it also occurs in 148 (above, p. 42)
and in:

viv 06 oe uéy tdya yfjpag duoitov dupiraripet 244-245
mAeiés
Homer always has vpleéc: vnless fjuap, A 484, ete., 9x at the end of
the line (the voc. at the beginning I7 33, 204). Yet vyieiés has not necessarily
resulted from post-Homeric modification or innovation (though Hes. has
(dewv) vnAeujc, Th. 770). It might simply be a formulaic declension of
vnreéos or vnAeéi (not in Homer) or reflect a nominative vpleujc due to
metrical lengthening, cf. Hes. Th. 770.35) If so, Homeric vyiéa, vnAéi would
be later. As far as I can see we have no means to choose from these ex-
planations. The phenomenon, then, cannot be regarded as a trace of
post-Homeric modification. The epics do not provide us with an expression
which might be considered a prototype.36)

CONCLUSIONS

It need not be repeated that the Hymn to Aphrodite is by far the most
Homeric of the collection. Nevertheless in this comparatively short poem
we have found a number of modifications which have no counterparts



46 THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

in the whole of Homer and thus clearly show that its diction represents
a later stage of development. Among these the most significant cases are:
197 (xai maidec maideoor) daumepés xyeydovrar, 267 Teuévn 06 & mnljorovat,
276 (6poa xe tadra) ueta goeol mavra déAdw, 126 mapai Aéyeow xaréeodou
(zovgediny dhoyov), 114 7} 6 dwe meo (ouuxeny maid dviralded?), 181 ¢ 6¢
i0ev deworpy, 147-8 ddavdrov 8¢ Exnri Sraxtdpov &vddd ixdvews, “Epuéw, 54, év
axpomdAowg dpeow, 29 Odxe xalov ydpag, 128 beike xal Eppacev, 152 vd&ov
G’ dpyvgéov (%), 55 Povxoréeoxey Poic.38)

As far as I can see, the hymn has only a single phenomenon that might
be regarded as a non-Homeric archaism: ziudoyog, 31, which is also found
Dem. 268.39) In Aphr. its use cannot be shown to have formulaic con-
nections.

The fact that 197 and 199 (doyev dyoc &vexa fpotod avépog Eumecov eivi)
point to direct imitation of Homer effected by means of crude modifica-
tions, suggests that the hymn was created by a poet who was much more
literary than those of Ap. and Dem.40) This of course —it need hardly be
said —does not detract from the value of his work.

NOTES

1)  Mod. 133. Much maiterial is to be found in H. Trueber, De Hymno in Venerem
Homerico. Diss. Halenses XV (1905), 109-183.

2) In Homer Y 247 008 &v vnis éxardélvyos dydog dporro (cf. Chantraine
G.H. I, 388) shows a curious conflict between meaning (aigouar) and morphology
(dovvuar), which seems to be even more typical of the decomposition the formulaic
style underwent in its later stages than Aphr. 211: cf. on the one hand xAéoc éoAdy
dpowro, B 3, v 422, xbdos dporro, K 307, X 207, and, on the other, (vées) dxydosc depav,
y 312 ((*vijeg Poal dydog dewpav, *wnic dydos dewge or something like it?). dydos
dgotro, at any rate, is a formulaic conjugation of dyfos degav (-¢, -at) created under
the influence of x#doc dgoto, ete.

In 6 107 800’ *Odvoevs éudynoe xai fjgaro the interpretation of 7jgatro is subject to
doubt (cf. Chantraine, o.c. 137). We have 3 Homeric cases left in which aipw is
certain: P 724 véxwy alpovras *Ayawovs, N 63 8s ¢d v an’ aiyihmog mérone mepuurjxeos
agdels, € 393 ueydlov Vo xduavog dodeic (in N 63 and & 393 the form might be due
to modification of dydo” depdels (& 375, u 432) or a similar formula). Against these 3
(4?) cases we find c. 75 cases of deg- in the epics: Adav deipas (M 453, etc., 3 X),
Tebye defpas (X 399, w 165), &yyos deipar (O 424) oo &yye dewav (Y 373).

3) Against Baumeister’s emendation éxyeydovreg A.H.S. rightly object that one
would expect éxyeyadres.

1) Qrec éxyeydovrar (Hymne homérique o Aphrodite, 197), Bulletin de la Sociétée
Linguistique, XXVI (1935), 131 f.

5) All the Homeric reduplicated futures (megidrjoerar, xexhijon, Pefodostar,
xeyoddoerau, ete.) have (‘restored’) o.

6) Zumbach (?).

) AH.S.

8) Zumbach’s objections “Der Sinn verlangt ein Futurum” and ‘“‘Die anderen
Parallelverben dieser Prophezeihung stehen im Futurum (éotai, éooerar)’”’ are not
valid of course. As to the latter, cf. e.g. Ar. Eq. 1087 aietoc d¢ piyvy xai mdons
yiic Pacidedoes, and many more examples in Kithner—Gerth (I, 138) and Schwyzer—
Debrunner (II, 273).

9) Above, p. 15, K. Meister, o.c. 72 f.
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10) The same applies, though less strongly, to 199 Zoyev dyoc &vexa Ppoorod
avégog Bumeoov ebvij oo X 85 Tjuate Td Ste oe Pooroi avépos EuPalov edvf, below, n. 14.

1) Strabo XIII, 1, 52 (607).

12)  On Scepsis see RE s.v. Skapsis, 3A 1, 445 f.

13) There were of course many other traditions about the adventures of Aeneas
and Ascanius (see e.g. A.H.S. ad. loc. and Jacoby on Hellanicus fr. 31, FGH Ia2, 445),
but they are not relevant here. We only have to do with the claims, whether authentic
or spurious, made at Scepsis. Jacoby says l.c.: “der endpunkt Tpoia - - - beruht
vielleicht eher auf lokalen geschlechtstraditionen und ansprichen als die behauptung
des Demetrios”. I fail to see why.

14)  Gemoll: before 650. Humbert: between 630 and 610. Of course the argument
outlined above does not exclude a much earlier dating. I agree with G. Freed and
R. Bentman (o.c. 157 f.) in so far that the ‘“‘Homeric-purity’” of the language is
apt to make us suspicious and that, when the poem was composed, genuine epic
poetry was no doubt a thing of the past. The lack of ‘openness’ of the diction gives
away the later poet (above, pp. 10, 39 f.). On the other hand his technique is still
sufficiently traditional, in a natural way, to allow it to be called ‘sub-epic’. An
Alexandrian origin — deemed most probable by the authors-—is, in my opinion,
excluded because of its lack of studied variations, mannerisms and of the kind of
epicisms which are found in Apollonius. In this connection the use of &exa in our
passage (above, n. 10) has to be mentioned. 198-99 are the most Alexandrian-looking
lines of the hymn and it has been pointed out that the meaning ‘because’ is also
found in Ap. Rh. IV, 1523, Call. Aet. I, 6 Pf. and 111, 75, 6 Pf., cf. dvexa, Bion XI, 5G.
This interpretation, however, is uncertain. We may put a colon after dyoc and read
with asyndeton évexa fpotod dvégos Eumecov edvij. If we choose the former alternative
we have to conclude that in the poet’s mind &vexa = otvexa was ‘epic’. Such a view,
however, is not surprising when we have to do with a hymn-poet; it has analogies
in the use of the duals in Ap. 456, 487, 501, in mpopiAayde, Ap. 538 (cf. Herm. 527
xgavay ddavdrovs te Peods xai yaiav dgeuvijy). Anyhow the structure of 198-99,
just like that of e.g. 126 magai Aéyeow xaléeodar xovodiny dAoyov, does not suggest
Alexandrian composition, but modification within the formulaic cadres, probably
resulting, in this case, from direct imitation.

15)  Cf. Aetne 8¢ dvucv, Ap. 361 (above, p. 30), Awdc fasiiijog, Dem. 358 (below, p. 49).

On éneoffav in the same passage (259) see Solmsen, Zur Theologie im grossen
Aphrodite-Hymnus, Hermes 88 (1960), 1 n. 2 (“eine verblaszte und abstrakter
gewordene Spielart des Gebrauchs”). “There is no parallel to this use”, A.H.S.

16) This is in accordance with the Linear B testimonies (wa-na-ka-te-ro, ra-wa-
ke-si-jo) A. Morpurgo, Mycenaeae Graecitatis Lexicon I11 s.v. te-me-no (= agri portio).

17)  In B 197 & need not be used as a plural, since it may refer to Agamemnon,
the grammatical subject of 195:

uij T yoAwoduevos gékn waxdv vilag >Ayadv
Dopds 08 péyac éoti Awrgepéwy Pacilijww,
Tiun) & éx Adg doti, qpulei 8é € umrieva Zebg

18) See now Heitsch, o.c. 32, who rightly remarks that in a case like this the
epic phrases no longer call up any distinct mental images, cf. p. 48 n. 20. (in this
and similar expressions perd pgeal simply is a metrical formulaic variant of évi peeat,
Mnem. 8. IV, X (1957), 3, 197).

19) Homer already has (once) Siulfouar, I 61: ékelnw xai ndvra dubouar, ct. Dem.
416: 8epéw xal mdvra Sulfouar. Here the word fits in with the context. Heitsch,
o.c. 32, n. 6, refers to Solon 24, 17 D., where dijjidor is more or less synonymous
with dujpvoa. But the corruption may be worse than was supposed by Barnes and
the editors who follow him; see now J. C. Kamerbeek, Remarques sur I’Hymne @
Aphrodite, Mnemosyne XX (1967), 4, p. 393.



48 THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

20)  On da 7pd in 7 62 dta mpo | ouwxely maid® driralle, 114, see Heitsch, o.c. 29,
who quotes B. Suhle, De Hymno Homerico Quarto (Schulpr. Stolp 1878), 18 f.:
“atqui hanc [sc. duaunepés] non naturalem vim vocis diazgd esse intellegitur ex ea
vi quae inest in voce mpd”’. Heitsch’s term ‘misapplication’ (‘miszbréuchliche
Verwendung’) can be extended to the whole formulaic combination 7 d¢ da mgo,
cf. £ 66, H 260, Y 276 (jjlvder, fjAvd, ete.), od 0é dia mpd, tijc 68 dua mpo (E 281,
M 404, ete. The same is true of xai dylac 6éydar dmowa, 140 said of a dowry; cf.
A 23 = 377, Heitsch, bid.

21) Cf. e.g. Chantraine, G.H. I, 126 ff., Mod. 54 ff. and pass.

218) gdavdrov 0¢ éExare M. The other mss have adavdrowo & E&xnre (€xari) with
neglect of F.

22) On the Homeric parallels to cases such as & Aéyoc edorowrov, 6%i—, 157,
(e.g. B} ¢ iuev & Hdrapov, 68—, & 277) see now A. G. Tsopanakis, Problems in the
Homeric Hexameter, Thessaloniki 1966, 367 ff.

28) On glides between -t and vowel Mod. 72.

24)  Mod. 80.

25)  E.g. T &xnc vépas, A 133, T éyw yépas, A 163, T &yes yépas, I 111, T Eyer yépag,
B 240, T ddoav yépag, A 276.

28) T marnp Zeds xvdog dpéén, B 33, marne Zeds avros dpryet, P 630.

27)  Mod. 61 ff. and pass. ; cf. also Aphr. 85 £ldds te uéyedic ve xai eipara ovyardevra,
232 oirw T duPeooin te xal eipara xala didovoa, Hes. Th. 15 I'airjoyov *Evvoagiyatov.
See also on Dem. 439 (xdony Anuifregos dyviic).

28)  On the Homeric treatment of initial digamma in &ldos see on Dem. 66, cf.
also Hes. Th. 908 (modvijgazov eldoc) (pp. 53 and 54). xdAdc in Aphr. and in Hesiod’s
poetry (Boeotian has xalfdc) is likely to be explained as a relatively late Aeolism,
cf. E.-M. Hamm, Grammatik zu Sappho und Alkaios, 18 (“Nur »'dAoc mit 19 Bei-
spielen von metrisch gesicherter Kiirze, 5 Beispiele metrisch unsicher”’) and above,
p. 40.

29)  Cf. Hésiode et la tradition orale, Mnem. X, 3 (1957), 210 ff. and now H. Troxler,
Sprache und Wortschatz Hesiods, 234 ff.

30) K. Meister, o.c. 205 ff.; or the pronunciation may have fluctuated, cf. Chan-
traine G.H. I, 161. Mr. C. J. Ruijgh prefers to regard these forms as relatively late
Aeolisms. This explanation would neatly fit in with the presence of xdAds (xdlog in
Sappho and Alcaeus) in Aphr. and in Hesiod’s poetry.

31)  Above, p. 23 f.

32) M. Treu, Glotta 37 (1958), 258 ff.

33) Cf. Ap. 12, 161, 163.

34)  Mod. 80.

35) See Troxler, o.c. 33.

38) Cf. 170-171 wijuoc dp’ *Ayylon uév éni yAvxdy Jnvov Exeve | vijduuov. Heitsch, o.c.
‘30, has observed that Homer nowhere joins yAvxdc and vijdvuos to dmvos at the same
time and rightly infers from this fact that mjdvuos (i.e. fidvuos, Bechtel, Lexilogus
zu Homer, 150) had not altogether lost its meaning to the poet(s) of Il. and Od.
This difference is more significant than the use of »jdvuoc in enjambement, which
is also found in Homer, ¥ 62-63, davoc — wijdvuos dupiyvdeic, cf. E 253.

37) See above, n. 20.

38) To these one may add the conspicuous frequency of v-movable in ordinary
words.

3%) Below, p. 56.

40) T can find no evidence tending to show that any of these poets was illiterate.
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DEMETER
A. Inflection
1. Declension
Tls Jedv odpaviwyv 1 Svyrdv dvdedmwr, cf. 259, 325. 55

Zumbach points out that in the whole of Homer d¢dc occurs only twice
with synizesis: 4 18 vuiv uév deol doiey and & 251 deoiotv ve gélew, and
regards the three cases of Dem. as innovations.l) Against this Forderer
objects: ““Aber unhomerisch sind sie jedenfalls nicht und es wird schwer-
lich ein Gesetz gegeben haben auf wieviel tausend Verse man deds einmal
in Synizese gebrauchen darf”.2) This is witty, but misses the point. In
general, synizesis results from a secondary development ) and whatever
may be the formulaic origin of the Homeric cases —for they are certainly
innovations — 4) the formulaic background of vic de@v odpaviwy is already
evident from the epithet odpdriog (which is wanting in Homer). The
synizesis has been brought about by ‘declension’ of ¥coi Odgaviwves,
A 570, ete., 6x.

(adric Emeva marne) udxegas deods aidv Edvrag 325

The formulaic prototype is of course udxages Pdeoi aidy ddvrec, 2 99, ete.,
5x, cf. udrages deol, A 406, etec., 6x.5)
On 259, which is a much more complicated case, see below, p. 61 n. 70.

2. Conjugation
Eavdal 8¢ ndpar xaveviodey duovs 279

We have already seen that the poets of the three Hymns created new
forms supposed to be ’epic‘ on false analogy (e.g. ééandgnoe, Ap. 376)8).
Moreover it appeared certain that conjugation of formulae in Aphr. goes
beyond the Homeric stage: véxva texeiodar, 127, certainly comes from
Téxva texéodou, maides . . . éxyeydovrar, 197, probably from a formula such
as viog (edyerar) éxyeyduev, B 247-8, Y 208-9.7) Anyhow, confusion of
singular and plural is certain in 279.8) Whatever may be the detailed
linguistic explanation of Homeric énemjvode, B 219, K 134), amjvoder
(A 266) (pluperfects) and érmevijvoder (& 365), évivoder (o 270) (perfects®),
the use of favdai 6é xduar xarevijvodey duovs suggests a recollection of
an expression having émjpoder (or a compound of this form) in the same
position. Since the poet of Dem. was no longer familiar with the form, he
used it as an aorist ending in -Jev on analogy of Zxvadey, anépdider, ete.

B. Substitution
088" amidnoe Awg Pacidijos peruiic 358

It is common knowledge that Zeus, as well as Apollo, Poseidon and other
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gods, is often called dvaf in Homer (Zed dva, I' 351, ete., Au Kpoviwne
dvaxti, B 102, ete.). On the other hand, as has already been observed by
Wackernagel,19) the titles facideds and Bacideia are never given to gods
and goddesses. Yet in Ionia, as elsewhere in Greece, the monarch is always
called faocideds (a usage abundantly reflected in Homer) and it is in Ionia
that we have epigraphical evidence for a cult of Zeds Bacideds.ll) The
explanation of this contradiction is only to be found, as far as I can see,
in the fact that the ga-si-re-u, although we do not have precise information
about his rank and importance, was, at any rate a very subaltern func-
tionary 112) in the Mycenaean society.l?) Surprising as it may be—in
particular to those who, like myself, hold that the extent to which Bronze
Age poetry has survived in Homer should not be over-estimated 13)—
the Mycenaean component of the formulaic tradition appears to be still
so vigorous in the epics, as regards the epithets of the gods, that it even
acts in a negative way.l4) This is clearly reflected in the noun-epithet
formula Homer employs for Zeus in the genitive after the trochaic caesura.
It is Awc peydiowo (-ov) and is found in the following lines:

Eyydc édw, yalemos 0¢ Awg ueydloto xegavvds 5417

Ao xal 6c deldoxe ’ xEeQaUVOY @ 198

7] oi dnayyéiieoxe ' ' vonua P 409

&l uév » aivijowar - 2 Péuioreg 7w 403

al & adric mpos ddupa , 55 véovro E 907

dvdpe ddw, yevef] 08 ' " &uerov é 27 (F)

T xparepw Pepdmovre , 5 yevéadny A 255

yelvar’ év dayxolvyou ” ’ uyeioa A 268

éwéa o7 PePdact ,, peydlov évavrol B 134 (<-o0 ?)
émwéwgog Pacideve . 5 GagLotric v 179 (<-o0 ?)
vobody ¥’ of mwg ot ’ dAéacdau ¢ 411 (<o’ ?%7)
Towoi te »ai Aavaoiot ,, ’ o Bovidg 9 82 15)

7] énddc peydpoto - - moti Pfwuov x 334 15)
ECéadnyy & doa Td ye ,, ’ ’ ’ x 379 15)

Of course from a prosodical point of view Awg Pacidijoc is not exactly
equivalent to A peydioro. Still the poet(s) of the epics did not compose
a single 7's hemistich by joining a final word beginning with a vowel to
A vu—vu, whereas nothing could have been easier but to turn Audc
ueydiowo into Awgs PaciAfjos. What is more, the poet of é 27 preferred
admitting what, according to contemporary pronunciation, must have
been hiatus to modifying the old formula. It appears to be certain, there-
fore, that Awc PaciAfios is an innovation.16)

245 oxéyaror xdxvoey 8¢ xal dupw miifaro uned

At first sight this line looks ‘epic’ enough, yet from Gehring we learn
that the sigmatic aorist of the middle voice of wAjrrw is found only once
in the whole of Homer.17) In the 7l. and Od. the thematic reduplicated form
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(memMrjyero,18) memMjyorro)l?) prevails and was undoubtedly preserved
through being a constituant of formulae. This is clearly seen in

0 da 0T Puwtéy te xal & memhiyero uned M 162
duwéédy v 4o’ Emaira ,, 53 . O 397 =198

To be sure, xal & memAijyero uned is a modification itself. It is one of
those rather frequent cases in which, after the digamma had disappeared,
an original P formula (*xai fd menlijyero uned) came to function as a T’z
formula.20) In Dem. 245 the poet could have used it under the same con-
ditions. Nevertheless he was led by his current idiom to say xai dupw
ajéaro pnod, thus leaving out two archaisms 21) at the same time.

C. Separation
35 adyds T nekiov, v & FjAmevo unrépa xedviy
of. Hom. yalper v & dvud éni v EAmerar fjuara mdvra 2 491
dwe Sye T® moréuile uévaw, Erv §ifjAmevo vinmy O 539
et similia (<*#vt FéAmero)
458 doraciwg & idov aAMjrag, xeydomvro 6¢ Svud
(domacins ide, d 523, 3 450)
cf. Hom. 7tov & idev Aivelac (<*zov 6¢ Fiy Aivelag ?) E 166
474 O[eile, 1 Towmroréuw te Avoxdeil te mAnbinme 218)
(dvoxrija peyddvuov, E 547
Avoxlijog moti dua, 7y 488=o 186,
ete.) 22)
of. Hom. yalpetr’, émel péya ydoua méder ©° 7y mwavrl ve dnud £ 706,
cf. Mod. 115 f.

These modifications by separation do not go beyond the Homeric stage.

D. Juaxtaposition and Transposition

There is, as far as I am aware, no clear-cut example of juxtaposition in
Dem.23) The case we have in 302 is more complicated and had better be
called a conflation of two formulae.

There is evidence for shifting combined with separation in

dxovoay 0¢ Bin pe mpoonvdyraocce mdoacda 413

cf. Bin déxovra (xadéke) O 186, Bin dérovrog (dmndowv, dmndpa) A 430, 6 646,
of. déxovra Pinge (xvijpuar’ dmopgaicer) a 403. None of the 44 forms of
aéxwy occurring in Homer show metrically necessary contraction.24)

The lengthening of ¢ in wvpi & moAAd, 248, is certainly due to inversion,
of. (&) mvol moddp, p 237, @ 362, on which (&) mwvei xnléw, X 346
etc., 7 x , was probably modelled (<adv mvpi xnleip (O T44); xneiw < *xnarée
(xavaléw? Fick) <*xnFaléfe, Bechtel, o.c. 193. The reading ]idn of the
P. Berol.,, BKT, V, 1, seems to point to mvpjj &t modijj (Allen ad loc.),
which is likely to have been introduced in order to restore the normal
prosody.
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A similar treatment is likely to be found in 210: 7} 6é xvxed tedéaca
(with synizesis) <*vedfe (tedye) 06 of xvxed (cf. Tebye 0 por xvxed, revéer
ToL xvxed, % 316, x 290) (vedye (*vedle) nvweid, A 624. Such a series,
it seems, is typical of the development.

E. Conflation 25)
Bdv ¢ tuey oixad® Exacvos * drap Eavdn Anuijtne 302

The language of this line is thoroughly epic, its diction is not. In Homer
the ancient formula fdv | p7j ¢ (&) iuev is never followed by a once
digammated word. Moreover, the regular formula for “they went home,
every one of them” is &8av oixdvde &xaoros (4 606, etec., 4 x, at the verse-
end), that for ‘to go home’ is oixad” iuev (4 170, ete., 3 x, at the beginning
of the line) or oixdvde véeodau (B 290, etc., at the end) 26), The extent to
which several formulaic elements have been conflated in 302 far exceeds
anything done by Homer in similar contexts and can only be paralleled
with the case of Ap. 506:

éx & aldg ijmeipdvde Sorp ava viy épdoavro

which equally consists of epic words combined in an utterly untraditional
way.27)

Tolyap Sy gou, uijrep, foéw vnuepTéa mdvva 406

In Homer gpéw (8péeis, ete.) is found c. 77 times. It never shows con-
traction or symizesis. According to Chantraine its digamma is neglected
in 3 (2) cases: A 176 & doéer (=g dpéer ?), W 78T eiddow Tuw Eoéw
waow, @ilor, and u 156 dAX’ dpéw uév yww.

In Dem. there is no other line which has dpéw (-eis, -et, ete.) and 406
shows both neglect of digamma and synizesis. Homer has several systems,
on the one hand:

GAdo 0¢ Tou 17 x
GAX éx 7 X
Todro O0¢ éoéw, 4 X
Todvexa 3 x
ToLyap Syaw 3 x

ete., on the other:

éviomes (-¢, -p) y 101, ete.
VNUEQTES f’vupat A 148 14 x
Eeumec I 204
ynuepTéa elne (-w, ete., eipw) y 19, ete.
and
yueptéa AVt 5 &vénovra o 549, 556

( &vémoyu o 561.
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F. Related cases

Above it has been pointed out that the classification applied in this
inquiry has no intrinsic value. It is no more than a grossly defective
expedient employed to get a clearer insight into the way in which epic
diction is treated in the Hymns. This is obvious in Dem. 210, 302, 314, 406,
and it is in particular true of the motley group of phenomena which
remain to be discussed. In the cases examined so far the innovations
could be shown to have resulted from modifications of clearly recognisable
prototypes. This is impossible, however, for the vast majority of the
phenomena which are proved to be late by their linguistic nature. Now
we might note these elements in the same way as Zumbach has done and
abstain from comment. Because, however, the influence of the formulaic
diction is still extremely powerful in the Hymns and since this tradition
may even have left in these poems a few faint traces of formulae wanting
in Homer, we cannot be absolutely sure that all the innovations in question
are wholly ‘free’ and have nothing to do with older types of formulaic
framework. What is more, we cannot rule out the possibility that their
intrusion was somehow facilitated by the existence of such cadres. In any
case we shall do well to look for corresponding phenomena in Homer.

modpowy, ola ywwaixds dpridixos Eoya Tévvrrar 140

Juxtaposition? Or declension? Cf. e.g.:
poadéos véov doya vérvxrar 2 354,
vidog 170¢ dvyargog duduovos @ i oixe é 4.

Not significant. 27a)

al & dov’ 7 Elagor 7} mopTies elagos dopy 174
Was there a formula *FZagoc don (Hom. Zagog & émylyverar don, Z 148,
don & elagwi] <*dopy Féapwij? B 471, ete. 4x ), so that we have to do

with juxtaposition or declension? At any rate not significant, cf. e.g.
B 720 vdfwy &b eiddres lpe pdyeodau, ete., ete.

deloacd” @ mepl madi xal ddody uéya Svud 246
Not significant, cf. xal uw powvijcas® Ernea mrepdevva mpoonida, etc., ete.
xovony Ty Erexov, ylvxegoy ddlos, idei xvdgny 66

The expression eidei xvdprjy looks rather strained.28) The closest parallels
to the use of the dative I am able to find in Kithner-Gerth and Chantraine
are yéve Bavegog (I 215) edpdrepos & duoae (I'194), fiy . . . dueivar (A 404),
Bin . . . péorepos (o 234), but in all these expressions it is used with com-
paratives. Anyhow, there is nothing to suggest that the phrase is formulaic.
(cf. Homeric (4is) »vdgn(v) magdxorric(-w), X 184, ete., 3x, éni eider
o 308, 454). It was almost certainly coined by the poet. In Homer the
digamma is neglected in 3 of the 42 occurrences at most, the only certain
case being I' 224 dyaoodued eldoc idévrec.2?) In Dem. the proportion
is 2:6 (see ad 315). The case is typical of a later stage of development.
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> 27

Adjunte’ 7drouov, molvijparov eldos &yoveay 315
cf. Hes. Th. 908 ’Qxcavod xovgn, . ,  &yovoa

On ¢ldog see ad 66, on molvijparos Mod. 81. In the course of time this
compound seems to have been increasingly favoured by the poets: II.—,
Od. 4x, Hes. 3x, Aphr. 2%, Dem. 1x. modvijpavoy ¢ldos in Th. and in
Dem., as well as &yev modvijgarog 7fn3°) in Aphr. seems to be a post-
Homeric innovation.

molda & g’ dupaydmnoe xdomy Anpijregos dayvijs 439

Homer has such forms as dvw, évdry, xevdg, ete.3l) Whatever may be the
explanation of their presence in the epics, none of them has any formulaic
connections. In Dem. 439 xdgn is generally considered an Atticism, a
notion which, in view of the subject of the hymn and some of its linguistic
phenomena,3?) is undoubtedly correct. Yet even if it should be questioned,
the fact remains that, just like dvw, etc., it is a late phenomenon. The
conditions under which it is used suggest, moreover, a still more recent
development. In Homer we find the formula [Adpain,] xoden Aiwg
aiywdyoro, B 733, ete., 5x .33) At the same time the old formulaic organism
is seen to be still functioning in the epics, for this P formula has a T’
counterpart which is used after verbal forms ending in a short vowel,
e.g. in [edyouérn & 7pedro] Aws xodpy ueydlon.34) Not having such a T,
formula at hand for Persephone, the poet of the hymn, probably on
analogy of xodgn Aiwdg alyidyoro, created the phrase xdony Anuirepoc ayvijs.
The phenomenon has parallels in dvaf IToAvdéyuwy (see below) and in
#dAov ydoas, Aphr. 29;35) these cases seem to go beyond the Homeric
stage.36)

Nibowov du medlov, ©ij dpovaey dvaé IToAvdéyuwy 17
xdonoey, tij & Exdop’ dvaé mpavepos Ilolvdéyuwy 430

Whatever may be the (epic or religious) background of IloAvdéyuwv 37)
so much is certain that neither the formation of &aé IloAvééyuwv nor
that of dva& xparegpos IToAvdéyuwy is authentically epic. In Homer drvaé
is never used after the fourth trochee. Word-end in this place, we must
conclude, was already avoided by the singers to whom the creation of
the formulaic systems is due.38) They equally avoided making formulae
of the type dvaf xparegds ww— —, perhaps because the collision -& -xp
brings about a somewhat strident sound and a jerky rhythm. In the epics
nparepds Avoudne, xparepos Avxdopyos, ete., are never preceded by dvaf.
On the other hand the systems for which dvaé dvdpdv >Ayauéuvwyr, ete.,
were created remain completely intact so that we nowhere have a case of
elision before these old 7's formulae. Dem. 430 treats the pseudo-formula
dvaé nparepds Ilolvdéyuwv as though it came within the (scarcely re-
presented) category of 7's formulae beginning with a vowel, cf. e.g.

d¢ Epar’, dowro & adrix’ *Oilijog Tayds Alag Y 488="754
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(In a line such as 430 it is not surprising to find a run-over word ending
in »-movable making position). Dem. 17 and 404 show a composition
which is typical of post-Homeric development.

Enjambement
000¢ Tic ddavdTwy 0d0é Hvnrdv avidtedmay 22
fjxovoey Qwvijs 23

Elsewhere I have argued that in the course of the development and
decomposition of epic diction, innovation and breaking up of old proto-
types often went hand in hand with introduction of »-movable, and that
this is notably the case with enjambement.3?) In Dem. »-movable is found
9 x under such conditions, always in verbal forms.%). It is in the nature of
things that, this kind of innovation being mostly ‘free’, the phenomena
in question cannot generally be retraced to ancient prototypes. This does
not mean, however, that we are never allowed to see this type of verse-
making against an earlier background.

In Dem. the archaic word *&y is found only once, significantly, in the
formula 67’ dxovoa, 67.41) Apart from this formula Homer has the phrases
oma gdvdero, v 92, dwov dra, X 222, dmog Exivov (addjoavrog) I1 76, X 451,
0 0¢ Ewvénne Peds Sma powynodons, B 182 = K 512, and dxovee Peot dma
povijoartos, Y 380, some of which may not be very ancient.42) However
that may be, Homer nowhere makes gwrij depend on dxodew. In the
epics the influence of the ancient formulae is evidently still stronger than
in Dem. In 67 as well as in 23 Persephone’s crying out is described, but in 23,
where it is an element in the actual description of the rape,’) the poet
intended his words to be as suggestive as possible ; hence his use of idynoe,4)
the repetition pwvij—epwrijc, the avoidance of the old formula *fén’ dxovoe
and the onomatopoetic use of v-movable making position.?3) The case
resembles ¥ 152-53.46)

Associating dxodew with gwv), just as pacidijos with Aws, 358, was of
course a most natural thing, but it appears to have been a departure
from the ancient technique. And once poets preferred to be more individual
in such simple matters, it is not unlikely that they had to adapt other
elements of the old diction too. In 284

100 0¢ xaclyvnras poviy dodxovoay Aeewiy

éAeewy had either to be pronounced with synizesis or to be contracted.*?)
The phenomenon does not yet occur in Homer, cf. e.g. @pilov éAdeiv
70 éleewdv, 2 309, ¢ 327.48)

We have a few cases left that show shortening of 5 (coming from @),
synizesis and/or contraction but which cannot be retraced to older proto-
types: 99 Ilagdeview poéare,*?) 269 dveap xai ydopa révvrrar,50) 137 dg déAovot
Toxijeg, éué & —,51) 425 mailouev #8° dvdea Spémouey, 455 7jpos detouévoro,
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494 mpdpgoves avy’ @dfjg. They have been discussed by Zumba,ch‘52) and
1 do not see more can be gleaned from them.

Non-Homeric archaisms

268. Zumbach regards Tiudoyoc (eiui 6¢ Anuirne tiudoyos, cf. Tiudoydc
éom, Aphr. 31) as an Atticism.5) Professor Kamerbeek, however, points
out to me that later the current form is viuodyoc and that, therefore, the
form found in the hymns (Dem. 268 and Aphr. 31) is a non-Homeric
archaism.54) It remains to ask ourselves whether Tiudoyos is a word origin-
ally belonging to the sacral language of Eleusis which found its way
into the Hymn, or perhaps a relic of pre-Ionic epic poetry. Now the form
is also found in Aphr. (31) and an Attic origin of this poem is improbable.542)
If, on the other hand, some conspicuously common feature of Dem. and
Aphr54) should be regarded as symptoms of literary influence, the
borrowing must have been done by the poet of Dem.5¢) Thus we are led
to explain Tiudoyos as an ancient epic Aeolism 55) (cf. Chantraine, G.H. 1,
19 ff.) which was not adopted by the Homeric tradition. As contrasted
with its ‘Attic’ alternative, this explanation is not at variance with what
seem to be the most plausible assumptions concerning the period and the
region in which Aphr. was composed.56)

103, 215 deuoronddwy Pacidijwr, 473 deutotomdlows Pacidetor, of. Hes.
fr. 7, 3 demuorondior PaciAfjec.5?) The relative age of the adjective is
uncertain,’) so we cannot tell whether we have to do with a formula of
post-Homeric origin or not. The same is true of:

3, 334, 441, 460 Bagdxrvmos edpboma Zeds. In the present form it does
not, at any rate, go back to a highly archaic stage, c¢f. Homeric edgdoma
Zevs < edgboma Ziy. Homer’s T formulae for Zede are marng davdodw
te Jedv ve and Kpdvov maic dyxvlowirew.®) The formula pagdxrvmos
edpbona Zebs may be para-Homeric, it could be a post-Homeric creation
as well.

101 yoni madawyevéi évaliyxiog, of. I' 386 yoni 0¢ uw elxvio modaryevéi
moocéemey, y 395 dedpo O Spao, yond malawyevés, P 561 Poiné, drva, yeoaté
nmalavyevés. The long ¢« does not seem to be due to conservation of a very
ancient formula, for we also find it in 99 IHagdeviw poéati, ddev —60)
and in 248 gl & moAAd. Nevertheless yont malacyevéi may be older than
the expression found in I" 386.

141 xal xev maida veoyvov év dyxolvyow &yovea. The adjective veoyvds
is without any doubt an archaism.6!) maida veoyrdv may be a para-Homeric
formula (or even an older one), but there is no support for this supposition.
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208 dApe xai Béwp. Here too we find an archaism in an expression
the formulaic nature of which cannot possibly be established.6?)

ToT xal Gro gilng énxarov xdpa 8femeqinet 12

Is xdga an innovation? Even on this supposition Dem. 12 does not go
beyond the Homeric stage of development, cf. xgdra, ace. sing. in ¢ 92.
Moreover, in gderar 02 xdon Valeodv aulndv, K 259, xdgn could be a
plural.83) On the other hand xdga may be a (non-Homeric) archaism
(¢*»xdgal[o]a). ¢4) On this difficult problem I do not feel competent to
voice an opinion.

398 mrdoa mdAw. The active athematic aorist also occurs in Hes. E. 98
(090¢ Hpale | 6émrn) and in later literature ;%) Frisk s.v.: “kann alt sein”.
There is no evidence for formulaic connections.

327 xai mwoAAa didov mepixaliéa ddpa, 437 80éyovro map’ GAMjAwy E6iddy
7¢,96) cf. Hes. Th. 30 xai ot oxijnrgov &dov, E. 139 odx &6idov paxdgeoat
¥¢0ic.87) In Homer we only find 86{docay, but no more than 3 occurrences,
all of them in the Odyssey (£ 286, o 367, 411). Thus the possibility cannot
be excluded that the absence of formulae such as *moAda 6idov (alongside
moAda ddoav, 7 242, « 15, T 281) is due to lack of situations requiring the
imperfect-formula.68)

CONCLUSIONS

1. The number of archaisms used in Dem. seems proportionally
somewhat larger than in the two other hymns. The evidence for formulaic
connections of these phenomena is slight. This might be accounted for
by the comparative shortness of the poem.

2. Asfar as I can see, with the possible exception of 101 yeni malaryevé,
there are no formulae the counterparts of which are found in Homer
in modernised forms.

3. Apart from the inconclusive cases (e.g. domagiws & idov dAArjAag,
458) the hymn shows a considerable number of modifications which are
not found in the epics. Some of these have been brought about by a
comparatively slight change of technique (e.g. de@ odpaviwr, 55, udxagas
deove, 325, Gupw mijaro uned, 245), others are very drastic (e.g. fdv ¢
iuev oixad Exaoroc, 302, Toyap dyd oo, ufjrep, épéw vnuepTéa mdvra, 406,
ijxovaey pwvijc, 23), others again, inconspicuous enough at first sight, are
none the less significant (4w pagidijos, 358, pwviy odrovoay éAeewy, 284).

The poet of this hymn, though he keeps much less to Homeric phrases
than the author of Aphrodite does —resembling Hesiod in this respect —
treats epic diction as a very living organism. Yet both the quantity and the
quality of the evidence show a treatment which is rapidly developing
beyond the Homeric stage.
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NOTES

1) And as Atticisms (o.c. 53, 59). For this, however, there does not seem to be
sufficient evidence. At any rate it is not permissible to relate phenomena of the
iambic trimeter to hexameter poetry (Zumbach does not support his view by giving
parallel cases).

2) O.c. 99.

3) See Witte, Die Vokalkontraktion ber Homer, Glotta IV (1913), 211 ff., Mod.
32-41, 115 f., 118, with several typical cases.

4)  duiv pév, Peoiolv te (on the latter case cf. Mod. 103 ff.).

5) In this connection Homer presents two curious phenomena. First the accusa-
tive deodc never has an epithet which immediately precedes or follows. Secondly,
Homer has only three cases of #eodg . . . aidv édvrac (a 263, a 378 = B 143, & 364-65),
two of them having features which might suggest that they are comparatively
recent: deovs mPdoopar aidv 8dvrag (a 378 = B 143), with a very late contraction
and élaie [ dufedre ola Veods énevivoder dqudy éévrag (& 364/65 = Aphr. 62); on
énevivoder see Chantraine, G.H. I, 423 and Frisk s.v.

6) Above, p. 14.

7) Above, pp. 15, 39.

8) On confusion of dual and plural see above, p. 28 f.; on the possibly artificial
form xdga, Dem. 12, see below, p. 57.

9) See Frisk s.v. é&deiv, Chntraine, G.H. I, 423, above, n. 5.

10)  Sprachl. Unters. z. Homer, 210.

11)  Wilamowitz, Der Qlaube der Hellenen3 (1959) I, 137, n. 1 with references
(Erythrae and Paros).

More evidence from other parts of Greece in A. B. Cook, Zeus, see Indices to IT
and IV (e.g. II, 731 [duvdw tlév Ala tou Baocidéa, Lolling, Ath. Mitth. 1878, III
19 ff.). Ar. Nub. 2, 153, etc., show that the invocation & Zei Pacidei (also Aesch.
Ag. 355, Pers. 532) was current in fifth century Athens (more in E. Fréinkel, Aeschylus
Agamemnon, ad 355).

11a L. R. Palmer, The Interpretation of Mycenaean Greek Texts, 138: ‘“‘master-
craftsman”, see also pp. 39, 283.

12)  “Quod ad potestatem attinet . . . q. longe abesse a gr. facileds, ‘rex’, auctores
consentiunt”, A. Morpurgo, Mycenaeae Graecitatis Lexicon sw. (III 272) (with
literature). Palmer, o.c. 39, thinks the linguistic identification open to serious doubt
(glossary s.v.: “Not facileds”), but adds (p. 228): “If we link up etymologically with
Bacieic, we should remain fully aware of the semantic gap to be bridged, though
parallels for such a development (e¢.g. steward, constable) are not far to seek.” One
might in particular add ‘“marshal”. See also Ruijgh, E.G.M. 137 f. (“‘chef” in Dutch).

13)  Mod. 131-146.

14) A similar phenomenon is found in the treatment of igédcoc which, though
metrically equivalent to dvrideoc in Homeric times (i.e. after the digamma had
disappeared), is never replaced by it, Mod. 22 (on archaisms ousted by later forms
ibid. 36, 110, 127, 135 f., 146).

By “‘acting in a negative way’’ I mean that Aidg faciiijoc and *dvrideog pddg were
not deliberately avoided, but that the employment of Auwds ueydioo and ioédeos g
had become so much fixed a tradition that the variations in question did not suggest
themselves to the epic poets.

18)  Awg peydiov followed by a consonant is of course a later modification. It
developed in its turn into peydiov Aidg, @ 187 (T'z becoming Ps, cf. Mod. 61 ff.,
ete.), Hes. Th. 29, 76 (Dueydiov d¢ Adg, Th. 1002).

16) It is significant that among the non-Homeric traces of development which
are common to Dem. and Hesiod’s poetry, we find Zeds 68 dedv Pacideds, Th. 886
(now see M. L. West, Hesiod, Theogony, ad loc., who rightly takes dedv Pfacileds in
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a predicative sense), Zeds ddavdrwv facileds, E. 668, dedv PaciAij xal avdpdw, Th. 923
(said of Zeus). Cf. also Kodvew Pacidiji, Th. 476, dedv mgorépw Paciiijt (Kronos),
Th. 468, Bacidevéuey 10é dvdooew . . . OAumov edgboma Zip, Th. 884 f. (The formula
Awog peydiowo is found E. 4, ete., Awds ueydiov Th. 465, ete.). If further proof were
needed (above, p. 48 n. 28 f.), these facts in themselves would suffice to show that
Hesiod’s poetry cannot possibly be a purer representative of the “Achaean Epic”
than Homer’s, as Notopoulos, Hesperia XXIX (1960), 177-197, would have it.

17)  umod minEduevos at the beginning of the line, IT 125. The phenomenon can be
paralleled with godoe (A 22, against énéppade, A 795, etc., 4 X), dpoacey (!) Aphr. 128,
cf. Mod. 80.

18) See below.

19) X' 31, 51; cf. énéninyov, E 504, etc., 5 X. In the active, however, the sigmatic
aorist is much more frequent.

20)  Mod. 65 ff., 93 f., 116 ff. 145, 150 n. 1.

21)  Chantraine, G.H. 1, 397.

21a) Jeife Pausanias 11, 14, 3, elne m.

22) At the end of the line the genitive is turned into AduxAov in 153! cf. Hom.
Iargoxiijoc (=IlargoxAéeog) | IatgdxAov.

23)  Such as Homeric xal uw gwwvijcas’ &nea mregdevra mgoonida, ete., ete.

24)  Cf. Chantraine, G.H. 1, 28.

25)  Cf. Mod. 54, 103.

26) In such a context it is not surprising to find the comparatively late (and
Ionie) drdp cf. C. J. Ruijgh, L’élément achéen dans la langue épique 43 ff. and Mod.
108 f.

27)  Mod. 61. The value of 448 d&c &par’, 008 anidnoe Vea Aws dyyshdwr as
evidence is perhaps not negligible. In Homer dn{fnoe has the dative of the person
obeyed (4 198 = M 351, Z 102); the genitive dyyeldwv is used with énéxAver, & 150,
but not with dmdéw. On the other hand we often find d¢ &par’, 099" dnldnoe ded
yAavxdmc *Adijyy | ded AevxdAevog “Hpn, etc., B 166 etc., c. 24 X. The line seems
to have been modelled upon this type.

278) On dgfjAié used in the sense “beyond youth” see L.S.J. s.v. (e.g. in Hdt. and
Hippocr.).

28) Cf. above, p. 41.

29) The other cases are dAdos uév ydg ©° eldog, & 169, dAdos & adt’ &ldog, & 174;
in both lines T may be a later addition.

30) On the y-movable see Mod. 81.

31) Chantraine, G.H. I, 161, K. Meister, o.c. 205.

32) See e.g. A.H.S., 110, Zumbach 56 ff. (dve:, 403, “Audn, 347, ete.).

33) And, of course xodpy Aids aiyidyoto, 2 X, xobeny Awc aiyidyoro, 1X.

3) Z 304 o £ 323 v Z 312 oo K 296, I 536, cf. 151, w 521.

35) Above, p. 42f.

38)  dedioxduevog 08 mpoonida, o 150, {deidiondusvos ¢ mpoonida (y 41) is different
in so far that in Homer’s time *dndioxouar had become strange to the singers. Other
examples of permutation of P;/Th and Ps/Ta expressions in Mod. 61-68, 93, 112
n. 1, 117-119, 126 ff., 145. For linguistic reasons they all seem to be earlier than the
cases of Dem. 439 and Aphr. 29.

37)  IoAvdéyuwy is also found in 404 (xgaregds IToAvdéypuwr) and in 31 (mwoivonudvrwe
IToAvdéypwr). Since according to Nilsson, G.Gr.R. I, 452 f., Hades had hardly any
cults, it is not surprising that IToAvdéyuwv and IToAvdéxrne are only found here and
that IToAd&evog is likewise confined to poetry (Aesch. Suppl. 156, fr. 228 N.2). It
goes without saying, though, that the epithets reflect a wide-spread and very old
element of popular religion and folk-tale, cf. e.g. Usener, Kleine Schriften 440 f.,
Rademacher, Zur Hadesmythologie, Rh. Mus. LX (1905) 593, Preller—Robert.
Gr. Myth. 14, 1, 804 f.
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38) See Appendix.

39) See above, p. 35 n. 15.

40)  Above, p. 27 n. 17.

a4y H 53, A 137 co @ 98, u 52, 185, 187; fjxovca déna, A 421 cf. Mod. 56. addr
is not represented more than once either, viz. in the formula &xAvov addjoavrog,
299, cf. K 47, II 76, etc.

42) In decot, Y 380, the final syllable is irresolvable; unless we prefer to assume
neglect of digamma, ’Azpeidew is irreducible in IT 76.

43) In 67 it is reported to Helios by Demeter.

44) Above, p. 14f.

45)  Cf. Homeric 7jvoer 6¢ duampdoiov, O 227, ete., 6 X .

46)  Mod. 105 f.

47)  Cf. Witte, Vokalkontraktion 215 ff., Mod. 105, 116, 118.

48) Zumbach, o.c. 54. A similar case is found in 50: 03¢ yoda Pdilero Aovrgois.
In Homer bathing is always described by means of the verb only: ioésoaro { 221,
etc., etc. The way it is represented here is certainly new and has involved
contraction.

49)  Perhaps we should read ITagdevip @oeia®, as the source is an item of Attic
topography and since in the Attic dialect the a is long. In that case the form should
be regarded as an adapted Atticism. I owe this suggestion to Professor J. C. Kamer-
beek.

50)  gveap Ilgen (dvnroior v Ruhnken) for ddavdrows dvnroiow dverag.

51) Zumbach notes facidiic, Hes. E. 263 (roxijes always at the verse-end in
Homer).

52) 52 ff.

53) p. 57.

54)  Schwyzer, Del. 631 Az (p. 299). Already in the fifth century riuodyos is found
at Teos, Schwyzer Del. 710 B 29 (p. 347), cf. Heitsch, o.c. 38.

54a) Z96xowv, 125, is likely to be a copyist’s emendation of &ddxeor (guoildov)
cf. 4 308 éndpdowv vulg., éndpdeov A, T and a few other mss. On xdAds see above
p-42f.

54b) Cf. Heitsch, o.c. 38 f.

54c) Heitsch, o.c. 39.

55) Later Aeolic has tiudyos ({*Tiuodyos), Methymna, 2nd century B.C., Schwyzer,
Del. 631 Aa (p. 299).

56) Above, p. 40. Now see Kamerbeek, o.c. p. 387.

57) Cf. Troxler, o.c. 144.

58) Vos, o.c. 4, thinks deuiorondlos is a poetical word created on analogy of
duixaondiog; Wilamowitz ad Erga 221 holds the contrary view.

59)  PagvxTvmoc not in Homer.

60) Above, n. 49.

61) Zumbach refers e.g. to privignus, o.c. 23, cf. Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. I, 357.

62) Could dAge come from sacral Eleusinian language? On Eleusinian influence
see K. Deichgraber, Eleusinische Frommigkeit und homerische Vorstellungswelt im
homerischen Demeterhymnus, S.B. Akad. Mainz 1950, 523 ff.

63)  As it certainly is in Herm. 211 xdgn & &yev dvviov adrd, cf. Witte, Glotta I
(1910), 20, Singular und Plural 89, 161 ff.

64) Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. 1, 583, see also Frisk, s.v., and Chantraine, G.H. I, 231
(“analogique des pluriels neutres en -a?’’).

65) A H.S. ad loc.

88)  g0i6[ M, édidovro m, €0ddv e Ruhnken.

67)  goidovv, €6idwv cdd., &ddov Razach.

68) Hesiod’s xal por oxijmrgoy &5ov is not necessarily a personal creation. *xal
fou oxijnrpov &ov would be perfectly feasible in heroic poetry, e.g. in the myth
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of the Pelopids. In the epics Zjocav may sometimes be a modification and result
from substitution for *dg> &dov, since the replacement of d¢ dp’ épav by ds Epacav
(¢ 46, v 384) has already set in. With &otav | Zotnoav and &Bav | &fnoav such sub-
stitutions were impossible because of the different metrical values. éAéliyder could
become éAeAlydnoav by shifting, Mod. 136.

69) Addendum ad n. 4: Though odpaviwv was formed from odpdvios, Ruijgh,
Les noms en -won, etc., Minos IX (1968), 1, 140. It is only within the frame-work
of epic diction that de@v odpaviwy is an innovation, cf. above, p. 13.

70)  Addendum ad 259: Did the poet telescope Homeric Zrvyos @dwp, 6c e

uépiotos Ggroc dewdtards te méher paxdgeoor Peoior (¢ 185-86, O 37-38) into Bedw
dgxos, dusthixtor Ztvyos U0we? The expression dedv doxoc may have been suggest-
ed to him by the existence of the formula $e@v uéyav doxov (dnduw), f 377, Ap. 83,
Herm. 519 (dudaoar), cf. ded, uéyav 6pxov dudooar, € 178, x 343, Ap. 79. The case
shows some resemblance to the innovation found in Hes. Th. 886, Zedc 5¢ Pedw
Bacideds (above, n. 16), cf. Zevs dyifoeuérns, A 354, ete. (6% ), and, in terms of
versification, looks like a substitution (pp. 22, 29, 40, 49 ff.), cf.

iotw viv 160e aia xai Odpavdg edgvs dmegde e 184, O 36
. Zedg avrdg, ptydovmog mdos "Hong K 329
v s s, TedTa, de@v Umaros xai dpLoTOC 7 303, T 258
P, ’s deaw, Eevin te Todnela & 158, ete., 3 X

It should be added that in g 377 the use of the formulaic element $e@v shows a
modification of sense (objective genitive, cf. Stanford ad loc.), whereas in Ap. 83
and Herm. 519 its old meaning has been preserved.



APPENDIX

The poet of the Hymn to Demeter and Hermann’s law

I do not think the term ‘word-end’ is particularly well-suited for tackling
the difficult questions related, one way or another, to Hermann’s law
(Orphica, 692 ff.). One may ask whether the character and the pre-history
of epic poetry allow us to regard ‘words’ as its essential elements (as is
done by O’Neill, The Localization of Metrical World-Types in the Greek
Hexameter, YCIS VIII (1942) 105). In order to get an unambiguous
answer to this question with respect to Hermann’s law it suffices to cast
a brief look at the cases listed by Van Leeuwen, Homerica IV, De caesura
quae est post quartum trochaewm, Mnem. N.S. XVIII (1890), 3, 265-276.
From this it appears, first, that in some of the relevant cases the terms
‘word’ and ‘word-end’ have no meaning at all: *4gn @ards or doniparog,
YAome @idos or agnipiroc? Secondly, their use leads to inconsistencies.
If, for instance, trochaic ‘word-end’ is ruled out in yodwod te (uvgouévy te),
Z 373, and in yiravd te (8wt *Odvooeds), € 229, —as of course it is—
we have to assume it by the same rule in e.g. dods mep éwv molepiariic,
E 571, ete., édnel xe xduw moleuilwv, A 168, ete., etc. Thirdly: how are
we to view the probably very old formula domviar dvnpéyavro, a 241 =
& 371, in which, owing to the ante-vocalic shortening, the two elements
constitute a prosodic unity and, on the other hand, xai dyé ddovra Bodrryy
e 272) dvevde mdvov xai aving, n 192, w1 vodro Peds teAéoeiev, o 399,
where there exists a dominant unity of sense between the two elements
flanking the critical point of the line?

The truth behind both Hermann’s and Wernicke’s laws 2) seems to be
that for reasons we can only guess at,3) the epic poets avoided making a
marked cut after the fourth natural trochee, after a syllable, that is,
which was undivided (combinations containing monosyllables not counted
of course) and which, if isolated, was pronounced —wu.

When do we have to do with a case of ‘word-end’ which does entail a
more or less incisive pause? It is generally agreed upon—and rightly of
course —that such a pause is out of the question with elision (a large
number of examples in Van Leeuwen, o.c.). Further, because of the fact
that the quantity of the final syllable of domviac is determined by the
following word (if not for other reasons), a rhythmical gap is also excluded
in a 241 = £ 371. Moreover, apart from the prosodical factors, we have
to take into account those of language (and especially those of syntax):
yodwad te pvgouévy te, Z 273, émel ne xnduw moleuilwv, A 168, Eneira 68
tevye dovla, E 164, etc., etc. (To the numerous examples noted by
Van Leeuwen many more may be added.) These, in their turn, are ob-
viously intricately bound up with the element of meaning, (e.g. A 168,
E 164, xai dyé Sdovra Bodtny, dvevde mdvov xai dvins, w1 todro dedg
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teléoeev) and even, as is shown by the very simple example of *Aone @idog,
with formulaic usage, (e.g. fodmic wdrvia “Hon,2) xai Afuvov duiydaideooa,
£2 753).5) In all these cases it can safely be assumed that the cut was hardly
more marked than in e.g. "done @idog Mevédaos, ete.

It stands to reason that there are cases in which it is difficult to assess
the degree to which ‘word-end’ entailed a pause in recitation. In these
places we can only be guided by the consideration whether or not we
have to do with a unit of sense and by what knowledge we have of language
and idiom. Unity of sense is, of course, often a relative thing ,but in £ 60

Foéya te xal arirnia xal avdpl mdgov magdxoiriy

the meaning of the sentence is necessarily incomplete after avdpi and
this involves anticipation of a verb at least.f)
The same applies to the famous line I 394

InAede 9y por Emera ywaixa yauésoerar avtds

The verb has been considered corrupt because of the unique sense required
for the middle voice (ye udogerar Ar., cf. Leaf ad loc.), but I do not think
‘violation’ of Hermann’s law could be adduced in support of this view.
Few words could belong more closely together than ywvaixa yaueiv (this
expression, though it belongs to the vernacular, is used by the poet of the
Odyssey: é&vida & &nue yvvaixa, o 241; incidentally, this hemistich has
three successive trochaic cuts!)

There is less unity of sense between the elements flanking the critical
point of the line in

adrag 6 potvog émy uera mévre xacuyviryow K 317
matel T 8ud micvvog xai uoior xactyvitoiat o 140

and especially in

dyye pak’, ac 6ve vic ve yvvauxos évlwvoio ¥'760-61
avjdeds ot xavdy

Here the epithet évldwoio does nothing to produce a certain unity of
meaning in the latter hemistich of ¥ 760. Instead it shows a degenerate
use of the ‘épithéte générique’ (dvldworo yvvarxds, A 429, évldwvoro Tt
7 467).

It has further been observed (Leaf, o.c. 631 ff., Th. Stifter, Das Wer-
nickesche Gesetz und die bukolische Dihiirese, Philologus LXXIX, 322-354)
that even after the fourth natural spondee pauses tended to be avoided.
In the whole of the Iliad (15762 lines) Leaf counted no more than 933 lines
“where a fourth foot without caesura ends with a word”. To a considerable
extent this fact must be bound up with the interrelations existing between
the diaeresis and verbal forms of the 3rd. p. sing. of past tenses. (M. Parry,
E.T. 57-60). It must certainly have been even more conspicuous at a time
when contraction was scarcer and infinitives in -(¢)uev and short-vowel
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conjunctives were more numerous. On the other hand it often happens
that the form of the verb excludes the types mapioraro dios *Odveoeds and
8 & &pgero, diog *Odvaoeds. In that case we find vdnoe 8¢ diog *Odvooeds,
etc.%2)

This brings us to the only Homeric line which is more or less comparable
with Dem. 17. It is the well-known verse

¥ >

moAa & &9 &vda xal &Y Uvoe pdyn medlowo Z 2

The two lines have this in common that the element preceding the trochaic
‘pause’ is a verbal form in the 3rd p. sing. of the aorist. If in Homer such
forms (of the metrical types v—v and — —u) occur in the fourth foot,
the pause is ‘bridged’ by 0¢, etc. e.g. yélacoe 0¢ I[Inveddmeia, o 542,
vénoe 0é diog Odvooeds, m 5, yidnoe 8¢ diog *Odvooeds, v 104.7) The
unique characteristic of Z 2 is the fact that the traditional part played by
the diaeresis has been taken over by the trochaic ‘pause’.8) In the epics
not a single noun-epithet expression (let alone a formula) can be found
after 74.9) In Z 2 Homer may be said to deviate, in an individual manner,
from the traditional usage. The poet of Dem. behaves in a different way.
Disregarding the interrelations existing in genuine epic poetry between
formulae and the switch-points of the line he creates a noun-epithet
expression on the model of formulae which of old used to function differ-
ently. He imitates and in doing so runs counter to the tradition.

NOTES

1) Regarded as an ‘exception’ by Hermann; Van Leeuwen added #n 192 to the
‘excusable’ cases.

2) If O’Neill had not purposely disregarded the ‘natural’ quantities, he would,
as far as I can see, have been the first to observe the close connection between the
two ‘laws’. When we look at them from the angle of the fourth natural trochee,
they state exactly the same thing. When we bring in lengthening by position,
Wernicke’s ‘law’ appears to mean no more than that the poets generally felt that
“position”” was an inadequate remedy. [I now see that this was already observed by
J. A. J. Drewitt, Some Differences between Speech-scansion and Narrative-scansion
in Homeric Verse, CQ II (1908), 104. This article, which I regret to have overlooked
(it was brought to my attention by Mr. J. B. Hainsworth), is important in other
respects as well. From his analysis of scansion, scansional functions of v-movable
and from the proportions of augmented and unaugmented aorists its author infers
that Homeric speeches show “a tendency to minimise the function of metrical
pause’ and “enjoy a comparative freedom, both metrical and linguistic”. Originally,
therefore, ‘“Greek epic was for the most part limited to narrative and similes’.
These conclusions point in the same direction as those independently arrived at
by Miss D. Gray (on the evidence of Mycenaean names in Homer) and by the present
writer (from a formulaic point of view). For evidence from the Near East now see
P. Walcot, Hesiod and the Near East, 8 f.] .

From our point of view it is not surprising that the categories of ‘exceptions’
are largely the same: elision, enclitics, ‘monosyllables’ and, of course, formulae.
As to the last group, already Leaf, who was not concerned with formulae, admitted
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their influence in practice, ed. Iliad 2, II, Appendix N, 637 (dAdogc (-v) Aadg (-v)).
(Mr. H. Bolkestein reminds me that the first three categories are also exceptions
in Porson’s law.).

3) TFear of ‘false close’? (Leaf) Desire to avoid “any strong possibility of three
successive trochaic cuts”? (Kirk, The Structure of the Homeric Hexameter, YCIS
XX (1966), 103; likewise already K. Meister, o.c. 55. Both views are partly correct,
at any rate, but they may be too specific at the same time. With regard to Porson’s
law W. J. W. Koster writes, Traité de métrique grecque 2, 106: “avec M. de Groot
je crois que la tendance a accentuer le rythme vers la fin du vers [...] en est la
cause premiére.”’ I would prefer to put it like this as regards the hexameter.

4) A highly archaic formula. On the hiatus see Ruijgh, E.G.M. 53.

5) Cf. Ruijgh, E.A. 145.

6) This factor was already taken into account by Leaf with regard to the cases
‘violating’” Wernicke’s law.

6a) See M. Parry, E.T. 60 f.

7) Cf. M. Parry, E.T. 61.

8) 1In a line like this hiatus is not surprising, so we could as well read &d%a Svoe,
see app. cr.

9) On such cases as xai *Ayivopa diov (A 59, ete., cf. xai dyfjvogr Fvud) see
Van Leeuwen, o.c. 267.



12
15
19
20
22
23
25
30
45
46
54
62
71
79
83
89
99
100
113
116
117
120
123
127
133
134
148
150

10
14
25
29

31
32
48 f.
52

27, n. 17

25

24; 35, n. 35
22; 37, n. 46
13

22

22; 27, n. 11P
27, n. 17
21; 27, n. 17
26, n. 1

27, n. 17

21 f.

25 f.

22

22, 26, n. 6
61, n. 70

61, n. 70

24

12; 26

12; 26

23 f.; 26; 45
15

25 f.

37, n. 41

25 f.

25 f.

14, 24, 26
37, n. 41

27, n. 26

24

44

41 f.

41 f.

23

12

30

42 f.; 46; 54;
59, n. 36

46; 56

13; 15

45

45

INDEX OF PASSAGES

151
159
161
163
164
171
177
181
190
191
193
209
213
229
234
235

236
239
242
250
252
253

275 f.

277
290
292
293
294
300

54
55
62
85
87
112
114
126

126 f.

127
128
137

I HYMNS

Apollo

25

21, 25

24 f.; 35, n. 15

24 f.; 35, n. 15

25

25

21; 37, n. 46

22

35, n. 15

12

27, n. 17

29 f.

30

29

12

27, n. 17; 34,
n. 10

34, n. 10

29

12

31 f.

30; 35, n. 15

30; 33

37, n. 46

29

31

30; 35, n. 15

30; 33

24

13

Aphrodite

13; 23; 42; 46
45 f.

58, n. 5

48, n. 27

41

12; 15

46; 48, n. 20
42;46;47,n. 14
41

15; 49

23; 46

29

330
361

361 f.

376

380
396
419
430
432
437
447
454
456

459 f.

474
477
478
487

488
501

503

503 f.

506
515
528
538

147 f.

148
152
157
163

170 f.

181

196 f.

197
199
209
211

33; 34, n. 10
47, n. 15
29 f.

11 f.; 14 f.; 27,
n. 17; 29; 33;
49

25

30

31

27, n. 17

31

37, n. 46

38, n. 48

27, n. 17

28;34;47,n. 14

33; 35, n. 15

37, n. 44

30; 33

13

28 f.; 34; 47,
n. 14

29; 34

28 f.; 34; 47,
n. 14

28 f.

31

29; 31; 34; 52

30

11; 15; 31; 33

29;34;47,n. 14

42; 46

45

44 ff.

48, n. 22

41 f.

48, n. 36

41; 46

16, n. 12
15f.;39;46; 49
46; 47, n. 10
44 f.

39; 46 n. 2



THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION 67

212 39

213 12

216 44 f.

232 48, n. 27
3 56

4 25

8 13; 16

12 57; 58, n. 8
17 54 f.; 64
20 14; 16

22 55

23 45; 55; 57
31 59, n. 37
35 51

40 23

50 60, n. 48
54 12

55 49; 57

66 48, n. 28; 53 f.
67 55

86 27, n. 17
99 27, n. 29; 55 f.
101 56 f.

103 56

125 60, n. 540
136 15

137 55

140 53

141 56

144 14

26 27, n. 23
85 12

143 27, n. 23
211 60, n. 63
15 48, n. 27
29 58, n. 15
30 57

76 58, n. 15
197 23

465 59, n. 16

244 f.

246
259
261

174
195
207
208
209
210
215
228
230
242
245
246
248
259
268
269
279
284
302
314
315
325
334
347
358

245
295
301
336

468
476
585
770
884

f.

45

11; 16
47, n. 15
43

Demeter

53

23

13; 16
57

11

52 L.

56

12

12

23

50 f.; 57
53
27,n.29;51; 56
61, n. 70
45; 56
55

59, n. 32
47, n. 15; 49;
55; 57

Hermes

12

19, n. 44
19, n. 44
19, n. 44

IT HESIOD

Theogony

59, n. 16
59, n. 16
43
45
59, n. 16

267
276
284

366
398
402
403
404
404

406
413
416
420
425
427
430
439

886

908
923

1002

40; 46
41; 46
13; 16

13

57

26, n. 7

59, n. 32

59, n. 37

17, n. 17; 59,
n. 37

52 f.; 57

51

47, n. 19

13; 16

55

13

54 f.

48, n. 27; 54;
59, n. 36
56
59,
19,
18,
14;
56
56
51
12
56

B EP
'S
<

[
—
[+
3 -

61, n. 70
47, n. 14

58, n. 16; 61,
n. 70

48, n. 28

59, n. 16

58, n. 15



68

40
63
98

18
21
23
49
133
147
163
168
170
185
276
354
377
390
404
406
429
430
438
482
484 ff
485
562 f
570
606

38
73
102
103
132

THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

59, n. 16
25
43
57

26, n. 3#
49

37, n. 45
48, n. 20
44

48, n. 25
37, n. 44
48, n. 25
62

52

42

42; 48, n. 25
61, n. 70
48, n. 20
37, n. 40
53

49

63

51

22; 37, n. 44
14

31

29; 31
30

49

52

25
13
50
43
35, n. 10

Erga
130 57 668
221 60, n. 58 771
263 60, n. 51
451 19, n. 39
Aspis
13 26,n.1;37,n. 36
Fr.
7, 3Rz., 10, 1 M.-W. 56
43a, 67 M.-W. 26, n. 1
IIT HOMER
Iliad
134 50 203
166 59, n. 27 210
182 55 235
195 ff 47, n. 17 242
219 49 243
236 34, n. 10 308
240 48, n. 25 331
270 45 470
290 52 524
333 14
393 15
4 53 3
486 24 33
596 17, n. 17 66
614 22 105
720 53 164
750 22 166
791 22 219
247
r 256
64 30 281
173 23 439
194 53 447
204 52 504
214 53 509
294 53 523
327 39 547
351 50 571
386 56 587
721
733
4 780
151 41 805
176 52 876
198 59, n. 27 907

59,
25

36,
29
43
12
28
60;
34,
36,
30;

n. 16

n. 33

n. 548
Ne 1
n. 21

36, n. 23

E

46,
48,
48,
317,
62
51
30
39;
34,
48,
317,
21
59,
25
23;
51
62
12
22
54
29
36,
41
50

26
20
40

Bpps

n. 10
n. 20
n. 44

n. 18

n. 32



THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

Z 364 28 194 15
9 64 434 12 221 33
51 24 450 20, n. 58 256 25
102 59, n. 27 471 35, n. 15 365 37, n. 41
148 53 512 55 397 43; 51
262 36, n. 32 526 29 412 12
297 29 558 12 539 51
581 12

304 59, n. 34

312 59, n. 34 4 744 51
373 62 12 38, n. 48
467 63 59 65, n. 9 1
137 60, n. 41
H 233 12 33 45
266 49 76 55; 60, n. 41
53 60, n. 41 484 45 83 41
120 24 624 592 125 59, n. 17
216 30 657 24 172 29
200 48w 20 795  23; 59, n. 17 204 45
312 14 299 27, n. 11°
449 19, n. 50 o 371 34, n. 10
410 36, n. 21
2] 162 43; 51 468 30
351 59, n. 27 507 34, n. 10
5 13 386 36, n. 21 ;
15 1% o o 700 19, n. 50
8, n. 20 822 12
227 60, n. 45 453 46 0 2 i -
2179 44
285 34, n. 10
337 29 N @
383 22 63 46, n. 2
424 46, n. 2 210 27, n. 23 33 24
447 28 282 35, n. 19 113 29
512 36, n. 32 317 15 333 37, n. 45
553 27, n. 11° 346 28 409 50
654 30; 36, n. 23 561 56
I 674 24 630 48, n. 26
788 24 647 41
61 47, n. 19 796 18, n. 37 697 12
111 48, n. 25 794 46, n. 2
343 30 _
371 14 =
394 63 152 38, n. 48 =
194 22 1 30
K 243 22 31 59, n. 18
47 60, n. 41 253 48, n. 36 51 59, n. 18
72 24 280 24 61 30
98 35, n. 15 327 21 85 47, n. 10
134 49 417 50 184 53
259 57 222 55
296 59, n. 34 0 346 51
307 46, n. 2 33 45 354 15
317 63 36 ff. 61, n. 70 463 41
329 61, n. 70 48 36, n. 33 520 29

344 34, n. 10 186 51 583 28



70

77

121
130
219
258
270

36

39

152
153
208
247
276
307
373
380
403

34

241
263
366
378
379
403

106
143
210
283
311
378

19
41
63
168
278
312
421
422
488

THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

41
24
25
61, n. 70
20, n. 58

29

37, n. 41
37, n. 41; 55
55

39, 49
46, n. 2
48, n. 20
39

46, n. 2
60, n. 42
30

22

62
58, n. 4
41
58, n. 4
43
51

24
58, n.
17, n. 17
25

36, n. 32
61, n. 70

=
'

52

25; 59, n. 36
42
29
26,
46,
35,
30
51

poop
W N
(=}

98

138
185
198
362
602

15

78

207
299
399
431
451

62 f.
186
223
266
312
370

27

102
107
251
355
387
523
547
577
646

67

123
150
178

184 ff.

229
250
272
325
393

60, n. 41

29
15
50
51
34,

X

317,
24
46,
14
46,
15
55

n.

n.

n.

n.

4

48,
13
12
14
25
30

n.

45

36

Odyssey

o

53
50
22

46, n. 2

12
41
15
51

27, n. 23

22
51

41
13
59,
61,
61,
62
12
62
217,
46,

Bp s

I

27
70
70

475
488
595
754
760 f.
787

60

99

101
131
285
309
354
371
491
605
607
616
706
753

151
221
245
312
323
327
365

19

192
194
242

79

81

82

92
169
174
277
284
364 f.

39
54
30
54
63
52

63
49
42
15
25
55
53
14
51
44
21
43
51
63

¢

59,
60,
23
34,
59,
55
49

N

217,
62
34,
57

s

30
30
50
44;
59,
59,
48,
22
58,

57

n. 29
n. 29
n. 22

n. 4



375
450

15

404
411
414

46

73

290
316
343
403
424
536
549

22

93

122
146
148
175
184
185
255
268
287
323
421
598

52

116
156
185
187
226
237
318
432

THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

46, n. 2
51

57
20, n. 58
50
14

61, n. 68
20, n. 57
52
52
61, n. 70
29
22
34, n. 10
23

=}

22

23, 59, n. 17
30

29

41

52

42

42

40

50

50

21

26, n. 1
60, n. 41

=}

60, n. 41
41
52
60, n. 41
60, n. 41
12
51
43
46, n. 2

56
87
198
277
422

15

25

158
227
286
371
379

21

101
147
150
186
241
319
397

28

85

233
312
314
340
403

28

38

270
308
367
399
411
454
542
549
556

v

25
12
51
14
46, n. 2

15
49
61, n. 70
41
57
62
11

22
29
29
59, n. 36
51
63
42
12

64
41
34, n. 10
12
31
36, n. 32
12
50

29
25
49
53
57
62
57
53
64
52
52

561

11

140
146
213
234
342
394

179
205
230
281
302
303
489

12
92
104
297
384

188

324
334
360
379
395
422
481

269

141
165
347
521

52

[

34,
45
63
15
41
53
12
23

T

50
23,
34,
57
15
61,
34,

v

34,
55
64
42
61,

14
12

X

15
50
21,
50
56
14
15

v
29

w

24
46,
25
59,

n. 7

n. 10

n. 2

n. 34

71



72 THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

IV OTHER AUTHORS

Aeschylus Euripides

Ag. 355 — 58, n. 11 Hec. 1034 — 30

356 — 19, n. 15 Heracl. 450, 534 — 30
1387 f. — 31 Or. 97 — 20, n. 57
Pers. 532 — 58, n. 11

Suppl. 156 — 59, n. 37 Herodotus

Fr. 228 N.2, 377 M. - 59, n. 37 II, 50 — 19, n. 56

s V, 72 - 20, n. 57
Apollonius Rh.

Arg. IV, 1523 — 47, n. 14

Pindarus
Aristophanes N. 1V, 72 - 41
Eq. 1087 — 46, n. 8 P. III, 180 — 35, n. 17
Nub. 2, ete. — 58, n. 11 Fr. 236 Sn. — 35, n. 17
Schol. N. X, 114 Dr. - 31
Callimachus
Aet. 1, 6 Pf. — 47, n. 14 Solon
III, 75, 6, Pf. = 47, n. 14 24’ 17 D. _ 47, n. 19

Cypria, Fr. VIIT A. — 19, n. 55

Fr. XTI A. - 31 Strabo

III, 1, 52 — 40; 47, n. 11

Empedocles
Fr. B 40 D.-K. — 19, n. 55 Tyrtaeus
Fr. B 85 D.-K. - 19, n. 55 2, 4 D. - 31



GENERAL INDEX

Abstract nouns - 12

Aeolisms — 19, n. 56; 48 nn. 28, 30; 51; 56

Aeschylus — 16, n. 11; 31

Allen-Halliday-Sikes — 5 and pass.

Aorists — (in —no—) 14 f.; 55; (in —dev) 49; (sigmatic/reduplicated) 50 f.; (nrdoa)
57; (in —oav) 57

Archaisms (archaic elements, ete.) — 7; 23; 25; 31; 33 f.; 46; 56 f.

Aristotle — 18, n. 36

Association (late) — 49 f.; 55

Atticisms — 54; 56; 58, n. 1; 60, n. 49

Batrachomyomachia — 17, n. 20

Bechtel, F. — 38, n. 36

Bennett, E. L. — 19, nn. 38, 52

Boéhme, J. — 35, n. 20

Bolkestein, H. — 19, n. 55; 37, n. 40; 65, n. 2
Bowra, Sir C. M. — 5

Brown, N. D. — 18, n. 23

Cauer, P. — 18, n. 33; 36, n. 27

Chantraine, P. — 19, n. 45 and pass.

Chronology — 7; 31; 39 f.; 43

Compounds — 12 f.; 54

Conflation — 30 f.; 51 f.

Conjugation — 15; 34, n. 10; 39; 49; 53

Contraction (see also Synizesis) — 21 f.; 25, 51; 55; 60, n. 48
Cook, A. B. — 58, n. 11

Croiset, M. — 18, n. 33

Dative (sing., in i) — 25; 31 ff.; 51; 56
Davison, J. A. — 16, n. 102

Debrunner, A. — 28; 34, n. 4
Declension — 21; 25; 39; 44 f.; 49; 53
Decomposition — 5 and pass.
Deichgréiber, K. - 60, n. 62

Demetrius of Scepsis — 40

Deubner, L. — 34, n. 10

Digamma - 14; 21; 24 f.; 29; 36, n. 32 ff.; 42; 51 ff.
Dionysus (Hymn to) — 7; 10

Dodds, E. R. - 16, n. 11

Dornseiff, F. — 18, n. 23

Drerup, E. - 16, n. 10

Drewitt, J. A. J. — 64, n. 2

Dual - 28 f.; 34

Economy - 14

Enjambement — 24; 35, n. 15; 45; 55
Epithets (of Apollo) — 31 ff.
Equivalents - 50



74 THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

Euripides — 16, n. 11
Evolution — 5 and pass.

Forderer, M. — 9; 49

Freed (G.) and Benthman (R.) — 37, n. 37; 47, n. 14
Frankel, E. — 36, n. 25; 58, n. 11

Fréinkel, H. — 36, n. 20

Frisk, H. — 49, n. 56 and pass.

Genitive — (of “Epuénc) 42; (with dmdéw) 59, n. 27
Gemoll, A. — 47, n. 14

Glides - 24

Gray, D. H. F. — 64, n. 2

Groningen, B. A. v. — 17, n. 22

Hainsworth, J. B. — 17, n. 16; 18, n. 36; 27, n. 11P

Hamm, E.-M. — 48, n. 28

Hartel, W. v. — 32

Heitsch, E. — 16, n. 2; 19, nn. 50 ff.; 47, n. 18 ff.; 48, n. 36; 60, n. 54 f.

Hermann’s law — 54; 62 ff.

Hermes (Hymn to) — 10; 12; 18, n. 20; 19, n. 44; 27, n. 23; 30; 37, nn. 37, 40, 47;
47, n. 14; 61, n. 70

Hesiod 8; 18, n. 23; 37, n. 36; 43; 48, n. 29; 57; 58, n. 16; 60, n. 68

Humbert, J. — 18, n. 23; 47, n. 14

Imperfects (€6udov/édidooav) — 57

Inflection — 21; 28 f.; 39 f.; 49

Innovation(s) — 11 and pass. (in vocabulary) 11-13 (in verbal forms) 13-15; 28 f.; 51
Inversion — 51 f. (see also Transposition)

Irreducible (irresolvable) forms — 22; 25; 34, n. 10; 42; 44; 60, n. 42

Isolated forms — 11-13; 26

Isler, F. — 36, n. 32

Jacoby, F. — 47, n. 47
Juxtaposition — 22; 25; 29; 42; 51 ff.

wdAdg[xdldc — 43 f.; 54

Kamerbeek, J. C. — 18, n. 23; 35, n. 17; 47, n. 19; 56; 60, n. 49; 60, n. 56
Kirk, G. L. — 17, n. 19; 19, n. 47; 65, n. 3

xovpn[xdon — 54 f.

Koster, W. J. W. — 65, n. 3

Kiihner (R.) — Gerth (B.) — 34, n. 5; 46, n. 8; 53

Leaf, W. — 63; 64, n. 2; 65, n. 3

Leeuwen, J.f., J. v. — 35, n. 19; 62; 64, n. 1; 65, n. 6
Lesky, A. — 7; 16, n. 6; 18 n. 23

Leumann, M. — 18, nn. 28, 30; 20, n. 73

Literary influence — 39 f.

Lloyd-Jones, H. — 16, n. 11

Longinus, Ps. — 16, n. 14; 18, n. 36

Lord, A. B. — 5; 17; n. 17

McLeod, W. — 17, nn. 16, 17



THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION 75

Meaning (modification of) — 28 f.; 30 f.; 40 f.; 44 f.; 46, n. 2; 47, n. 14 f.; 48,
n. 20 f.; 61 f.

Meillet, A. — 32; 36; n. 34 f.

Meister, K. — 17, n. 18; 20; n. 73; 34, nn. 4, 6, 7; 46, n. 9; 59, n. 31; 65, n. 3

Metathesis (quantitative) — 42 f.

N-movable — 23 ff.; 27, n. 23; 30; 35, n. 15; 39; 41 ff.; 55; 59, n. 30; 64
Nilsson, M. P. — 18; 36; 59, n. 37
Notopoulos, J. A. — 7 ff.; 16, n. 14; 17, n. 16; 59, n. 16

O’Neill Jr, E. — 62; 64, n. 2
Onomatopoeia — 20, n. 67; 55

Pi1, P2 hemistichs — 20, n. 66; 25; 30; 42 f.; 45; 51 f.; 54; 58, n. 15; 59, n 36
Page, D. L. — 18, nn. 26 f., 33

Palmer, L. R. — 20, n. 56; 58, nn. 112 f.

Panyassis — 17, n. 16

Parry, M. — 5 and pass.

Permutation — 30; 42 f.; 59, n. 36

Plotinus — 16, n. 14

IToAvdéyuwv — 54; 59, n. 37

Porson’s law — 35, n. 2 f.

Porter, H. N. — 7; 18, n. 23

Praesens propheticum — 39

Preller (L.) — Robert (C.) — 59, n. 37

Preminger (A.) — Warnke (F. J.) — Hardison Jr (O. B.) — 16, n. 14

Radermacher, L. — 18, n. 23; 59, n. 37

Regenbogen, O. — 26, n. 3

Reinhardt, K. — 16, n. 1

Re-interpretation — 35, n. 112; 44

Repetitions — 7 f.

Runover words — 45; 55

Ruijgh, C. J. — 20, n. 56 f.; 34 n. 7; 35, n. 112; 48, n. 30; 58, n. 11; 59, n. 26;
65, nn. 3, 5

Scepsis (Milesian colonisation of) — 40
Schwyzer, E. — 20, n. 71 and pass.
Separation — 22; 29; 41 f.; 51 f.
Severyns, A. — 20, n. 66
Shortening — 55; (ante-vocalic) 62
Snell, B. — 36, n. 20

Solmsen, F. — 47, n. 15

Solon — 17, n. 16

Stanford, W. B. - 61, n. 70
Stifter, Th. — 63

Suhle, B. — 48, n. 20

Synizesis — 49; 52; 55

Szemerényi, O. — 19, n. 41

T, T2 hemistichs — 22; 42 f.; 45; 50 f.; 54; 59, n. 36
Téuevos (meaning of) — 40 f.
Theognis — 17, n. 16



76 THE SUB-EPIC STAGE OF THE FORMULAIC TRADITION

Transposition — 22 ff.; 42 ff.; 51 ff.
Troxler, H. — 48, nn. 29, 35; 60, n. 57
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