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The Ending of the Odyssey: Linguistic
Problems

HARTMUT ERBSE

In this chapter those linguistic peculiarities will be discussed with
which ‘people tried to justify the deletion of the ending of the
Odyssey (arguments compiled in Page, The Homeric Odyssey
(Oxford, 1955), 102—11). It is advisable to make a few general
remarks before individual passages are examined.

1. People like to use hapax legomena, or other rare forms of a
Homeric word not otherwise found, as evidence against the authen-
ticity of a text.! In the case of the ending of the Odyssey Spohn has
already done this, considering the number of hapax legomena unusu-
ally high here (157): ‘At vero in hac extrema Odysseae parte
numerum deprehendimus dmaé elpnuévwy non solum pro ambitu
ingentem, sed etiam multas formas continentem, quae et linguam et
ingenium processisse docent, ita ut iis vis et momentum in indicanda
origine concedi possit.” I regard this conclusion, at least as regards
the number of words found only once in the epics, as methodologic-
ally unsound in every case where it can be shown that the unique
word is called for by situation, metre, and sentence structure. As the
Aristonicus scholia teach us, Aristarchus already used to mark hapax
legomenon with a diple, but he used such a hapax legomenon to
recommend deletion only in exceptional cases (cf. e.g. Ariston. to
Iliad 7. 475: dBereitar, 671 vewTepixy) (1) [addidi] dvopacia Tob
dv8pdmodov). Incidentally, he knew very well that the Homeric epics
contain many hapax legomena (cf. Ariston. on Il. 3. 54a). A rough
glance at the Ilzad scholia still extant today which deal with these

From: H. Erbse, Beitrige zum Verstindnis der Odyssee (Untersuchungen zur
antiken Literatur und Geschichte 13; Berlin, 19%72), 177-229, reproduced by kind
permission of Walter de Gruyter & Co., Berlin.

1 By hapax legomena 1 understand in the following such words as appear only
once in both epics. Post-Homeric references do not affect this definition.
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words? shows quite clearly that lexically unique words are distrib-
uted over the whole poem. They bulk excessively large only where
the subject matter is unconventional (e.g. in Od. 23). Consequently,
anyone who wants to justify deletion by reference to hapax legomena
would have to demonstrate in each case that [178] the thought
intended at the place concerned could have been expressed just as
clearly by more common synonyms. Something similar is valid for
rare forms in as far as they are formed in accordance with the laws of
epic language or have fitting analogies. We must never forget that,
among the forms we frequently meet, we accept quite a few strange
formations, for the obvious reason that we have become used to their
existence. We become suspicious only when faced with rarity. But
before we condemn a rare form, we should ask whether the poet ever
had any opportunity to repeat the peculiarity.

2. Itis no different with the word combinations which people usu-
ally describe in the broadest sense of the word as formulae. A for-
mulaic expression which cannot be found elsewhere does not
necessarily indicate a later (e.g. post-Homeric) origin, if it becomes
clear that the usual formula needed to be changed in order to
describe a particular situation more precisely. The problem can be
explained with an example: e.g. the unique combination at I/. zo.
79: Aaoocdos dpoev AméAAwy is contrasted with numerous verse
endings of the form ®oifos AméAwv, éxdepyos AméAAwv,
dpyvpdTofos AméAAwv. But the choice of the unique expression in.
Il. 20. 79 can be explained by the special purpose of the description.
While Achilles is trying to find Hector in the turmoil of battle in
order to avenge the death of his friend Patroclus, Apollo in the
shape of Lycaon, son of Priam, incites Aeneas to go into action
against Achilles: Aivelav 8’ s Aaooados dpoev AméMwr | dvria
ITyAeiwvos. Only here, where he provokes a level-headed man to an
unusually rash step, does he receive the epithet ‘stirring up to bat-
tle’, which elsewhere the battle-deities Athena (13. 128), Ares (17.
398), or Eris (20. 48) have. The formation of the new word combi-
nation was easy since adjective and proper name were able to take
the verb (dpoev) between them. For this reason, it takes up a place
in the verse at which it is found in other places too.3

2 Cf. thc; con:lpilation in Martinazzoli, Hapax legomenon (Rome, 1953), i. 26. The
meagre Aristonicus scholia to the Odyssey do not allow any certain conclusions.

3 Cf. Il. 2. 451, 13. 83,794, 15. 694, 17. 273, 18. 218, 23. 108, 153, 2 I
in the fifth trochee, i RO o2 T
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But, so people object (cf. Dihle 73), is it not a violation of the
practice of oral poetry to break up stock phrases and put them
together in a new way? Is not the oral poet obliged to speak in tra-
ditional word combinations because it is only in these that he
thinks? Would not his audience refuse to approve of unknown
combinations?

3. These questions lead us into a wide field. It will be impossible
to avoid entering it, since otherwise the accusation could be made
against the ensuing examination of details about the language of the
ending of the Odyssey that it does not take into account the differ-
ent principles on which [179] oral and written epic poetry are com-
posed. So we could be in danger of old-fashioned practices. I freely
admit that I offer an opinion on these matters only hesitantly,
although I have been pursuing the problem of oral poetry and its
application to Homer for years. But I regard it as a great disadvan-
tage that I have been able to get to know the work of Serbo-Croat
singers and other poets composing orally only in translation. This
is all the more regrettable since I have not succeeded in finding evi-
dence of high epic art in the songs of the guslars.* Nevertheless, I
cannot do anything other than present my arguments.

Following M. Parry, Lord (152) claims that Homer was a poet who
composed through oral performance. The Iliad and Odyssey origi-
nated in this way. Both epics, Lord assumes, were written down at
Homer’s dictation. Other scholars (e.g. recently Dihle) assume that
the writing down happened only centuries later; so they assume that

4 Cf. M. Parry and A. B. Lord, Serbocroatian Heroic Songs, i. Novi Pazar
(Cambridge, Mass. and Belgrade, 1954). This volume contains the compositions of
the singers Salih Uglianin, Sulejman Forti¢, Demail Zogié, Suleyman Maki¢, and
Alija Fjuljanin (the latter probably the most gifted narrator). These are heroicized,
partly fairy-tale-like, partly gruesome, robber and war stories. With the Homeric
epics there are hardly any points of contact in terms of content, let alone of composi-
tion. Everyone who ascribes the Iliad and Odyssey to oral poetry should feel duty
bound to read this volume first. (The valuable treatise by F. Dirlmeier should be men-
tioned with special emphasis, Das serbokroatische Heldenlied und Homer (Sitzungs-
berichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, philologisch—historische Klasse,
1971, 1; Heidelberg, 1971). Dirlmeier’s judgement on Homer and the problem of
writing (p. 19), and on the quality of Serbian folk art (p. 29, ‘But we do not have high
art’) are in both cases congruent with the conclusions presented above.)

5 Passim. On oral poetry and its relationship to Homer cf. the level-headed pre-
sentation by Lesky, RE Suppl. 11 (1968), 693, 59, esp. 703, 27. The thought that the
epics were written down with Homer dictating them has, as is well known, been rep-
resented by Raphael on his famous fresco, cf. H. von Einem, Das Programm der
Stanza della Segnatura im Vatikan (Opladen, 1971), 33.

265



Hartmut Erbse

there was an oral tradition over longer periods of time. But these
details are of minor importance. Only the question whether both
Homeric epics can be products of genuine oral poetry is important to
us. Some suppose that they originated in the same way as the songs
of the guslars collected by Parry and Lord, because their language
has numerous fixed formulae at its disposal which, if used economi-
cally (i.e. if varied as economically as possible), could have been very
useful for a poet composing orally. Scholars think that a literate poet
must actually have been hindered by them.

On this, I would like to make the following observations. Today
it is undisputed that pre-Homeric oral poetry developed a great
wealth [180] of formulaic phrases. But this general observation
must not tempt us to the conclusion that a Homeric formula (for
example dpyvpdrofos AméAwv) must be inherited just because it
is found frequently in our epics. Even a combination as common as
kopvbaiodos Exrwp which Page tried to prove to be Mycenaean
cannot be regarded as pre-Homeric without conclusive argument.®
Because of this, it cannot be decided whether the Iliad poet com-
posed the famous farewell scene of Book 6 in the shape we have it
because the most important Trojan hero had an inherited epithet
which' suggested to him the conception of Astyanax’s fear, or
whether it was the planning of the scene that determined the
choice, perhaps even the invention, of the epithet. I confess that I
regard the latter as more probable, but cannot present definitive
arguments. But, vice versa, proof that formulae are inherited suc-
ceeds only where their linguistic form (e.g. edpdoma Zebs, Aids
vedednyepérao, pedawdwy dmé vnaw)? or perhaps content (e.g. I1.
2. 319: Kpdvov mdis dyxvdoudrew) make it possible. Hoekstra®
proved in an important investigation that many Homeric words
and word combinations can have originated only under the influ-
ence of Ionic dialect: metathesis of quantities and loss of the
digamma are clear indications of lateness, whereas the free use of

6. Cf. D. L. Page, History and the Homeric Iliad (Berkeley, 1959), 249. J. B.
Hainsworth, “The Homeric Formula and the Problem of its Transmission’, Institute
of Classical Studies London, Bulletin 9 (1962), 57-68 has already shown that
My-ce.naean remains in Homeric formulaic language can only be small. Attempts at
a distinction between individual and traditional epithets only in Whitman 1 13.

7 These examples after Parry 316. But Parry himself admits the possibility ‘that
the later poets may have used one of the old words in a new formula’.

8 A. Hoekstra, Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes (Verhandelingen

der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie, N. R. 71:1, 1965), 1-172. Cf. with this L.
E. Rossi, Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeiger 223 (1971), 161 ff.
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v-ephelkustikon may have become normal earlier. So the special
mixture of Homeric dialect and the formulae coined for it cannot
have been in existence for centuries. These results expose the one-
sidedness of Parry’s system, according to which nearly every word
which in the concordances is shown to occur at least twice in the
same place in the line has to be regarded as part of an inherited for-
mula.

Parry (301) and Lord (143) identify e.g. oddopévyv at the begin-
ning of a verse as part of a formula given to the singer because it
does not occur just in Il. 1. 2 (referring to pfvw) but also in Il. 5.
876 (referring to kodpny), in Od. 17. 287 (referring to yaorépa) and
similarly in Od. 17. 474. The meaning of the word is identical only
in the last two places, but these are presumably imitations of the
Iliad references. On what grounds then does it follow that
ovAdopévny found twice at the beginning of a verse [181] is a tradi-
tional formula, or even part of one? On the same grounds one could
claim that the artificially lengthened participle was created only for
I1. 1. 2 and then picked up again in Book 5. In the place mentioned
first, it summarizes the basic theme of the whole poem; in the other
it is given an unquestionably original function (Ares describing
Aphrodite).? One could at the most think of regarding the so-called
unperiodic enjambement which is frequent in Homer as it occurs in
Il. 1. 2 and 5. 876 as an inheritance from oral poetry.1°

It is even stranger when Lord (143) counts Iliad 1. 13—15 as for-
mulaic just because they appear again in lines 372—4 (in Achilles’
report). Where is the justification for this procedure? Parry (302) in
this case was more restrained, since he also considers II. 1. 16 =
375, and does not call all the word combinations of the four verses
formulae at all.!

9 This result would not change either if one included the other cases of the par-
ticiple at the beginning of the verse in the investigation: oddouévn (Il 19. 92),
odAopévms (Od. 20.273), 00Adper’ (I1. 14. 84; Od. 17. 484), oBAopévawr (Od. 11. 555).
Parry probably left them aside because they are not followed by a relative clause, in
Od. 18. 273 only after a pronoun (odopévys éuélev, Tiis Te Zeds 6ABov dmmipa).

10 Terminology after Parry 262. We call an enjambement (i.e. when a sentence
runs on over the end of the period after the 6th catalectic dactyl and thus over the
metrical pause into the next verse) ‘unperiodic’ if the first verse contains an already
syntactically completed sentence. On the other hand an enjambement is called ‘nec-
essary’ if the construction of the sentence in the first verse cannot dispense with the
word which runs on. This enjambement is missing in oral poetry (cf. Lord 54) and
is twice as rare in Homer as in later Greek epic poets. Cf. further Hainsworth 105.

11 Tord (144), it is true, adds this disarming remark to his analysis of /. 1. 1~15:
“The divisions of the lines do not always agree with those of Parry, and it is very
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Only Hainsworth (cf. especially 110) exercises more appropriate
caution in dealing with these problems. He acknowledges that in
the Ikad there are parts which contain relatively few formulaic
phrases, and tries to bring this fact into line with his observations
about the flexibility of the Homeric formula.!2 He has successfully
refuted the erroneous view that the language of the two Homeric
epics was mechanically put together solely from formulae (cf. 122).
If one follows his suggestions and assumes that the authors of the
two epics preserved for us were also able to coin new formulaic
phrases, one can support the claim with reference to the many com-
binations which occur only in the Odyssey. Three examples of this:
the combination 4ios peydAov (ueyalor’) dapioris (Od. 19. 179, of
Minos) can hardly be derived from an old lost song; for obviously
the poet had II. 13. 450—1 in mind. One can hardly call the com-
parison of an especially fine shirt with an onion skin (Od. 19. 233
o.fév T€ Kpopvolo Aomdv katd loxaléowo) traditional. Something
similar is true of the phrase which occurs three times in the Odyssey
Kakoihiov ok dvopaotiv (Od. 19. 260 = 597 = 23. 19), a bitter
indictment of her fate created specifically for Penelope. But if the
poet of the Odyssey could create such formulaic [182] combina-
tions, we must grant the same ability to his predecessor as well.!3

Even the so-called unpermitted hiatuses and the short syllables
which take the place of one longum (breves in longo) do not prove
cogently that they could have come into being only through the use
of traditional formulaic stock. Parry has shown in a particularly
impressive discussion (191-239) that such irregularities originated
through the modification (e.g. declension) or combination of for-
mulaic phrases. He says (227): “There is nothing in the Ilad and
Odyssey to indicate that the poet ever refrained from this inter-
change of formulae, nothing to indicate that he ever replaced them
by words of his own finding, as long as he was able to use the old

likely that someone else would divide them in still another way.” But what kind of
proof is that which must dispense with clarity from the start? Cf. besides the import-
ant remarks by R. Cantarella, ‘Omero tra formula e poesia’, in La poesia epica e la
sua formazione (Rome, 1970), 68.

12 T would just like to note by the way that the sentence (40): ‘Despite their gen-
erous bulk (27,800 verses) the two Homeric epics cannot be more than a sample of
the production of Greek heroic verse in its heyday’ (similarly 70) constitutes in this
formulation an unproven petitio principii.

13 Cf. for this the happy formulations of U. Hélscher in the review of Kirk
(Gnomon 39 (1967), 441).
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words to express his thought.” But everything depends on this last
condition. For only relatively small parts of our texts, and certainly
not the most interesting and valuable ones, can have originated
from this game of modifying formulae and parts of formulae, inter-
changing them, and combining them in new ways. It is impossible
for all of those metrical anomalies to be explained in this way.!'*
Thus one is forced into the assumption that a brilliant poet had fur-
ther developed the procedure of the bards and, according to the
models learned, formed new combinations, some also with metrical
irregularities (cf. Parry 229 and 238 bottom). This is a possibility
which would have to be rigorously excluded by anyone who regards
the Iliad and Odyssey as combinations of inherited formulae. As
long as this cannot be done, there is room for the more natural view
that the author of the older poem (Homer) treated the inherited
stock of word combinations in a free and original manner.

The idea that the poet fills gaps in the line with formulae is not
binding either.15 For he could consider in advance which of the
available formulae and parts of formulae were appropriate for the
present context and then construct the verse in such a way that it
formed a suitable frame for the best formula. One would imagine
that this would be the normal procedure for a poet who is con-
sciously creating. If this were the case, it would be the duty of the
interpreter to examine the relation of the formula to its context.

But people raise the objection to this that this is precisely the way
the oral poet does not proceed. Only a poet using writing would
have felt the stilted formulaic language of epic to be an unnecessary
obstacle which he must have jettisoned immediately. This point of
view, however, must be put briefly aside until we have considered
some further consequences of the thesis of the oral origin of the
Homeric poems.

It is particularly instructive to discover from the Serbo-Croatian
songs recorded by M. Parry and Lord what opportunities of
expressing themselves were at the disposal of those illiterate [183]
bards. The length of their songs alone, i.e. the size of their feat of
memory, cannot fail to impress the observer. And yet we cannot fail
to observe how far removed these products of genuine oral poetry

14 Whitman’s observation is especially important (82): “The lapses and inconsis-
tencies which dot all oral poetry are remarkably few in Homer, especially consider-

ing the size of the poems.’
15 Cf. for this Hainsworth 57.
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are from the Homeric epics. Adam Parry rightly stressed this with
great emphasis in an important essay'® (p. 190): “The greatness of
the Iliad cannot be that of any poem composed in the formulary
style examined and described by M. Parry.” The oral poet—this is
roughly how we may express it—simply follows the traditional
sequence of events, orienting himself by the structural models of
the songs known to him (Lord’s ‘themes’). Actual problems of
composition do not exist for him, or do so only in the simplest
form. Questions of transition, of change of scene, of parallel devel-
opments, of shaping character evenly, of the material being pene-
trated from a general formulation of a question—all this is not
decisive for his kind of account. Even if he were aware of such prob-
lems of form, he would hardly be able to pay attention to them in
the act of improvisation. But they are fundamental to Homeric
epic. The art of exposing, of leading up to, of preparing, of inter-
rupting, of surprising, of tying and untying, is so perfect in both
Homeric poems that the assumption has to be ruled out that these
complicated and artful connections could have been added by coin-
cidence, so to speak, to the ‘formulae’ and ‘themes’ during oral per-
formance. Lord (168) proceeds quite logically when he disputes the
significance of an artistic (geometrical or symmetrical) model of
composition for an orally created text.'” But in Homeric epic the
symmetrical patterns of structure (ring composition and others) are
unmistakable: indeed, they leap to the eye, if only one wants to see
them.’® They cannot be products of improvisation; for while the
oral poet proceeds mostly by making associations, it is evident
[184] that Homer only rarely does so. Who also would want to
believe that Homer’s creativity can be compared with the routine of

16 A. Parry, ‘Have we Homer’s Iliad?, YCIS 20 (1966), 177—216. In his reply
(‘Homer as Oral Poet’, Harv. Stud. 72 (1967), 1—46) A. B. Lord to my mind did not
do justice to A. Parry’s exposition. Cf. also Whitman 13 and the points presented by
J. B. Hainsworth in the essay “The Criticism of an Oral Homer’ (FHS 90 (1970),
90-8), esp. the final words of his exposition.

17 ‘It does not seem likely that the force of the artistic pattern, qua artistic pattern,
in a traditional oral song would be great enough in itself to cause either the placing
or displacing of incidents’ (in the polemic against Whitman).

18 Cf. e.g. D. Lohmann, Die Komposition der Reden in der Ilias (Berlin, 1970) and
the literature mentioned there pp. 289 ff., also Clarke 65, and esp. Whitman’s 11th
chapter (249) where it is explained correctly that ring composition and hysteron pro-
teron are already ‘building shapes’ of oral poetry (one should even say: of natural
speech). If Homer handles them in a masterly way, this however does not mean that
he composed the Iliad during an oral performance.
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a card player, an analogy which A. van Gennep!'® offers to help us
understand the technique of the guslars? Again, Radloff’s compar-
ison (quoted in Parry 334 n. 1) of the improvising bard with the
improviser on the piano cannot explain the origin of the Homeric
epics either, since it does not take into account the perfection of
their composition. Our Iliad could hardly have materialized at all if
Homer had proceeded in the way Lord (148) imagines it: ‘An oral
poet spins out a tale; he likes to ornament, if he has the ability to do
so, as Homer, of course, did . . . The story is there and Homer tells
it to the end. He tells it fully and with a leisurely tempo . . .. This
judgement?® sounds like something from the Romantic period. At
any rate, it does not apply to the authors of Iliad and Odyssey,
because it does not acknowledge their brilliance.

Its limitations become obvious as soon as it is applied to the
objects of our examination. Lord (159) thinks that the reference to
the legend of the Atridae at the beginning of the Odyssey is strange:
‘Such a reference to another tale is highly sophisticated and
unusual for oral epic.” Lord can understand it only as a reference to
a great homecoming epic involving all Greek heroes. But, quite
apart from the dubious existence of such a pre-Homieric epic, this
does nothing to help us determine the function of such a reference.
On the other hand, we know that the references to the return of
Agamemnon in our Odyssey are firmly linked to the fate of
Odysseus. Indeed, the comparison Odysseus—Agamemnon belongs
to the basic theme of the whole poem. Of course this is not a ‘theme’
in the sense of Serbo-Croat oral poetry. Thus Lord draws conclu-
sions from the text before he has interpreted it exhaustively.?!

Hainsworth’s careful investigation moves on quite a different
level. Here a clear picture is drawn of the formulaic nature of epic
language. We learn that many words could be used only within the
framework of fixed formulae, and in this combination were tied to
certain places in the verse; that the same formula became mobile
through modification, expansion, or separation and distribution of

19 Ia Question d’Homére (Paris, 1909), quoted in Parry 329. Cf. also Hainsworth
15, 1 who rightly rejects the comparison from his refined method.

20 Tt is based on the views of Parry (324): ‘At no time is he (sc. the singer) seek-
ing words for an idea which has never before found expression, so that the question
of originality in style means nothing to him.’ .

21 Cf. incidentally the succinct sentences of K. Reinhardt, Die Ilias und ihr
Dichter (Gottingen, 1961), 15 f.
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its single words to certain other places of the verse?2—indeed, even
to two verses (the so-called ‘runover technique’). Hainsworth also
[185] stresses the importance of the associations possibly triggered
off by formulae. Thus we get to know the tricks (so to speak) which
Homer practised as a budding oral poet and which he later devel-
oped further for his own particular purposes. But this way of look-
ing at things also has its limitations. Since it cannot be ascertained
with sufficient certainty what formulaic material Homer inherited,
we cannot establish to what extent he modified and enriched that
inherited language. We can only observe that his utterances in the
epics handed down to us are subordinated to certain principles of
composition. I regard this as decisive: for this criterion cannot be
reconciled with the theory of an origin of the Homeric poems from
pure improvisation—unless, in order to save Parry’s thesis after all,
one introduces with Hainsworth (128) an irrational (and thus
uncontrollable) unknown quantity: ‘“The role of free creation can-
not be ignored, but the talent for free creation is, of course, God-
given and is not part of technical craftsmanship.” We do not want
to deny the miracle of Homer’s creativity but feel obliged not to put
excessive weight on this unknown quantity. We would be better off
if we admitted that the structural connections anchored in the text
can be understood only as products of conscious artistic creation.23
Otherwise it would be impossible to understand why in other parts
of the world where oral poetry was cultivated over long periods of
time, nothing was produced remotely comparable to the Homeric
epics. You look there quite in vain.

People who count the authors of the Homeric epics among the
oral composers should also realize that there is another con-
sequence which they can avoid only if they adhere to Lord’s thesis.
For if the poems were not written down when they originated, but
handed down from bard to bard, they were exposed to far-reaching
changes. A. Parry?* demonstrated the probability of a text the size
of the Iliad being completely transformed after six generations.
Nor can we imagine the survival of an oral text in the early period

) 22 The latter (‘separation’) is the most important instance; for now such expres-
sions too are covered by the concept of formula which do not occur under the same
metrical conditions (cf. E. Heitsch, Gromon 42 (1970), 438).

23 A. Parry’s golden words should be quoted here (YCIS 20 (1966), 200 n. 435):
‘No one could seriously argue that the self-revelation of Helen as we have it in Book
IIT (sc. of the Iliad) is an automatic creation of the formulaic system.’

24 YCIS 20 (1966), 189.
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of a tradition in the way U. Holscher (Gnomon 39 (1967), 444)
describes it as the handing on of a rehearsed, not improvised, text
which the rhapsodes (successors of the aoidoi) would have to have
taken over from their master (the creator of the large epic), and
passed on until it was finally written down; for they could not have
done without the control [186] imposed by a standard text, fixed in
writing. Thus those who begin the history of the transmission of
the Homeric epics with a longer period of oral tradition (as Dihle
recently) would have to give reasons for the fact that nearly the
whole text still shows meaningful relationships but not the modifi-
cations and disorganization which are the consequence of uncon-
trolled transmission.

These considerations forbid us to conclude that it is proven that
Homer must have been an oral poet. But if we ask why, if he really
used writing, he did not compose without formulae, why e.g. he did
not say Exrwp instead of more elaborately kopvfaiodos Extwp,
then we can only answer: because he did not know any other poetry
than genuine oral poetry. He grew up with it, and without its rules
he could not have done justice to such a demanding verse form. But
in the epic which was handed down to us—we restrict ourselves to
the Iliad in the present discussion—he already stands on a higher
plane than the average bard of his time. In a new medium of repre-
sentation, in the great epic which was fixed in writing (and per-
formed orally afterwards), he gave the impression, by this artificial
technique of imitation, that he was still an dotdds of the old time. In
the way he archaizes the content, describes heroes, weapons, activ-
ities, and divine miracles which supposedly could be encountered
in a heroic past, he assimilates his description of an idealized form
to that way of singing which in his lifetime was still in vogue but
perhaps already beginning to decline.

Nowhere has this peculiar position of the poet of the Iliad, poised
in the middle between genuine oral poetry and rhapsodic poetry,
been described better than in Sir M. Bowra’s great work about
heroic poetry.2s His words should stand here:

When we look at Homer’s use of language, a paradox emerges. On the one
hand his use of formulae is more extensive, more homogeneous and more
governed by rules than any other poetry.2é On the other hand the range of

25 Heroic Poetry (London, 1952; 2nd edn. 1961), 2401, trans. H. G. Schiirmann
(Stuttgart, 1964). Cf. also Whitman 78.
26 He means the representatives of oral poetry of many nations.
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his effects is greater, and his purely poetical achievement is far richer and
more subtle than any other heroic poet’s. The explanation of this is prob-
ably that he stands in the middle of an important change produced by the
introduction of writing. That it came in the eighth century we can hardly
doubt, and it is quite possible that its special character was determined by
a desire to use it to record poetry. In this case we can understand Homer’s
?mbiguous position. Behind him lie centuries of oral performance, largely
improvised, with all its wealth of formulae adapted to an exacting metre;
these he knows and uses fully. But if he also knows writing and is able [187]
to commit his poems to it, he is enabled to give a far greater precision and
care to what he says than any improvising poet ever can. Since it is almost
impossible to believe that the Iliad and Odyssey were ever improvised, and
the richness of their poetry suggests some reliance on writing, we may see
in them examples of what happens when writing comes to help the oral
bard. He continues to compose in the same manner as before, but with a
far greater care and effectiveness. He can omit and correct and rearrange
and take his time as the improvising poet cannot, and the result is a great
enrichment of his texture. Indeed the dazzling use which Homer makes of
his traditional formulae is perhaps an indication that he has passed beyond
their purely functional use in composition to something that is almost
purely poetical. Perhaps he learned his craft in the old tradition, but in his
lifetime the alphabet appeared, and he had the insight to see what great
advantages it brought in turning the old technique to a nobler and richer
purpose.??

The Iliad, the older of the epics handed down under Homer’s
name, is therefore a work artificially stylized in terms of content
and language, whose author gives the impression of an ‘as if’.28 He
only affects the singing of the bards and the historicity of the heroic
world. People are the victims of a brilliant deception, if they under-
stand his poetic formulae as evidence of genuine oral poetry with-
out appreciating his conscious artistic purpose.

If these thoughts are correct, one probably cannot claim that a
high percentage of Homeric language consists of traditional formu-
lae. It is true that there are groups of words which are regularly
used under the same metrical conditions in order to express a cer-

'27 Cf. 'M. Parry’s idea of Homer’s method of creation (261): ‘But Homer put all
his trust in a t-echnique of formulas which he accepted without thought of change: it
was the traditional style and by it he could put together rapidly and easily his spo-
ken verses.” Cf. also ibid. 375.

28 C‘f. also U Hélscher, Gnomon 39 (1967), 441: Homer takes over from oral
poetry ‘only quite generally the possibility of repetition as an epic stylistic device but
creates something completely different from it’.
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tain thought (formulated after Parry), or there are groups of words
which have been modified in the way described by Hainsworth, but
these are not necessarily inherited formulae, and they are certainly
not combinations which were coined only during performance,
but rather magnificent, often original imitations of several basic
models provided by improvising predecessors.?® Expressed in
Lord’s terminology, [188] Homer was thus not an oral poet but an
imitator—though an imitator of the highest perfection. His appar-
ently unique ability to develop formulaic phrases into images and
coherent sequences of images, an art which continues to be culti-
vated by the Odyssey poet as well (Whitman 121 compares e.g. Il.
20. 95 with Od. 19. 33—4), also belongs to this sphere of imitation.
But Homer does not just draw new word combinations out of the
diction of the aoidoi but also some entirely novel ideas, conceptions
which leave nothing to be desired in terms of originality, especially
since their existence is justified only in the context of the particular
description. He who admits this will understand that in the devel-
opment of Greek poetry a truly new beginning was made when
Homer’s creation began to spread and assert itself, while the old
sank into the darkness of the past. One may assume with some jus-
tification that the better creations of Homer’s predecessors, namely
the songs imitated by him, were not bad, at least in comparison
with the songs of the guslars. But it is impossible for us to know
this. Yet we can understand why eighth-century Greeks did not
want to hear the more primitive songs any more when they had
fallen under the spell of the master.

On these conditions we may claim that what Dihle (127) says
about Hesiod is in fact valid for Homer:

The quota of untraditional expressions which have been formed after the
pattern of oral formulae, and the frequency of the metrical displacement of
traditional or slightly modified formulae, are so great that one can best
explain the breadth of variation by reference to the written composition of
the poems. In oral poetry this procedure would be too uneconomical.

Here the following too should be considered: if Hesiod had set him-
self the task of creating an extensive epic work but did not have any

29 Certainly Homer took over the principle of economy from the practice of oral
poetry, i.e. the principle of using the same word combinations under the same con-
ditions in terms of content and metrics. The principle is probably just as natural for
a poet who is familiar with writing and relying on new formations as for a bard who
composes orally. Cf. L. E. Rossi, Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeiger 223 (1971), 167.
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ambition to express new observations and modern thoughts in ori-
ginal phrases, we would find more Homeric ‘formulae’ in his work.
In Hesiod’s case too it is the special situation, articulated more sim-
ply, the new kind of purpose, which has forced a modification of
older modes of expression.

Now as far as word-forms and word-usage are concerned, the
Odyssey stands between the Iliad and Hesiod. Its poet was still able
to describe many things in the same phrases as his predecessor, but
quite a few things demanded new modes of description—not just
new words and new formulae but also different dispositions of the
facts. This is sufficiently understood and need not be explained
here.3° Our concern is with the simple conclusion which goes as
follows: [189] an epic poet who is always striving to set old word
combinations in different relations to their surroundings, or even
to coin new ones, cannot be denied the right to go his own way if he
regards this as necessary. The peculiarity of the language of the
ending of the Odyssey is not denied by what follows—nothing
would be more wrong than that. Rather it will be shown that the
unique expressions that occur in this ending can be reconciled with
modes of expression common to epic as long as one bears in mind
the special circumstances of so complicated an action.3! Those who
are not prepared to do this, but consider only individual passages,
should (to be fair) admit that they can make similarly one-sided
examinations of all parts of the epic, as long as they do not concern
themselves with typical scenes.

It would be methodologically justifiable to put the following pas-
sages in order according to subject groups: for Page’s list of alleged
offences against epic diction indeed combines important and justi-
fied reservations with quite trivial things, even obvious mistakes.
However, clarity would suffer in a grouping according to degrees of
importance; some repetitions could not be avoided. I therefore
choose the simpler option and will discuss the passages dealt with
by Page in the order in which they occur in the poem. The discus-
sion of some questions of content has been included in this list only
because Page also put them in his list. The actual problems of com-
position are to be discussed in the next chapter.

30 Cf. esp. Whitman 286, 293, above all 295.
. 31 So the concern can only be to prove that what has been rebuked as ‘anti-tradi-
tional’ is merely ‘untraditional’.
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Od. 23. 321: Page (103) subjects the abstract word moAvunyavin to
censorship as follows: ‘a singularly unsuccessful novelty, not to be
found again before Plutarch’. The following needs to be said about
this. The Odyssey is rich in novel abstracts. In this case, the origin
of the new formation is particularly transparent; for dunyavos (1.
13. 726 et al.) is in the same relationship to dunyaviy (Od. 9. 295)
as molvuifyavos3? to modvunyavin. Also dunyavin is found only in
the place quoted. The one new formation is as successful as the
other (cf. already Spohn 157). But the fact that the noun
moAvunyavia does not occur again until Plutarch does not argue
against Homeric origin. It could be a consequence of our incom-
plete knowledge of Greek literature. But even if we disregard this,
it makes no difference; for quite a few Homeric words are not used
subsequently. Or did Page want to characterize Plutarch as a lover
of unfortunate word formations?

23. 326: 98’ ws Zeipvwy ddwdwv $fdyyov drxovoev. On this, Page
(102): ‘2" ddwdwvis an almost, if not quite, meaningless expression;
the author has [190] misunderstood the Epic usages of this adjec-
tive.” This judgement follows statements by Spohn (183). In the
article d8wds in LfgrE. (as in Ebeling’s Lexicon Homericum) a
meaning ‘singing loudly’ is given. But this can hardly be proven.
The author’s (V. Pisani) categories of meaning are: (1) ‘thronging’;
(2) ‘repeatedly’, ‘continuous . . .’; then also ‘loud’, finally ‘singing
loudly’ (the sirens); (3) ‘violently’ (beating, of the heart).3? It is true
that the translation ‘loud, singing loudly’ is able to refer to
Buttman’s learned article in his Lexilogus (4th edn., Berlin, 1865, i.
193), but it can be brought into line with the transparent etymology
of the word only with difficulty.?* On the other hand, all the pas-
sages in which ‘loudness’ could be meant are in line with the sense
which corresponds to the etymology ‘thronging densely, plentiful,
repeated, intensive’. Compare ddwod évjpxe ydoio (IL. 18. 316, 22.
430, 23. 17, 24. 747); &dwov orovaxfoasr (II. 18. 124; similarly Od.
4. 721, 10. 413); adwa orevayilwv (Il. 23. 225, similarly 24. 123;
0d. 5. 274, 24. 317); kAai’ adwd (I1. 24. 510); ddwdds avevelkaro (I1.
19. 314). The possibility that great loudness is indicated is not

32 In the vocative (rodvuijyar’) it is a standing epithet of Odysseus’ in both epics.
33 The third claim only refers to Il. 16. 481 and Od. 19. 516. The translation
assumed by Pisani is controversial. But the question is not important for our pur-

poses.
3¢ Cf. Frisk, GEW i. 21 s.v. ddnp.
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mentioned in the scholia either. Several times these even suggest
the opposite, cf. the scholion to Il. 18. 316a (ex., with testimonies)
while Aristarchus (cf. the exegetic scholion to Il. 22. 430) explains
the gloss with afpdos.

The genitive used in Od. 23. 326 has its formal model in II. 2. 87
(€0vea elow peAioodwy adwdwv) or in 2. 469 (uuidwy ddwdwv ébvea
moAAd). Here already the ancient school commentaries understood
correctly, cf. schol. D to Il. 2. 87: 7év ddnv ral dfpdws meTouévawv.
mapd 76 adny. 86 kai baciverar, namely ‘flying in a dense throng’.
When in Od. 23. 326 ¢06yyos Zeiprjvwv ddwdwy is mentioned, this
probably must have meant the voice of ‘the sirens who are singing
continually’;3% for singing is the characteristic occupation of these
creatures. This view is not only logical but also appropriate to the
subject matter; for the sirens are dangerous precisely in that they do
not stop singing when a victim has come within range of their tempt-
ing voices. According to the imagination of our poet, they make a
high-pitched, penetrating song (cf. Od. 12. 183 Awyvpry 8’ &vruvvor
doidry) sound continually with a sweet tone (cf. Od. 12. 187
peAlynpuy . . . 6ma).3¢ Perhaps the use of the [191] adjective dSwds
in the meaning intended here was promoted by Od. 16. 216, where
the sharpness and duration of the plaintive cry are connected with
each other (father and son are the subject in hand): kAaiov 8¢ Avyéws,
adwdtepov 9 7’ olwvol etc.’” Ameis—Hentze—Cauer (on Od. 23.
326), whose explanation Page quotes to confirm his judgement, are
right in starting from the basic meaning ‘densely thronged’ to
understand our passage. But they should not have claimed, without
evidence, that the adjective had here possibly become the epithet of
the song of the sirens ‘by a misunderstanding of the late poet’.38
They obviously refer to a misunderstanding only because this is
common in discussions about the language of Odyssey 23 and 24. But
the survey of meanings presented above does not contain any
unusual leaps. It gives us the right to reject Page’s reservations.

35 Apollonius Soph. 9. 6 also understands it this way (curexds ¢dovadv); cf. also
the schol. to Il. 23. 17.

36 Cf. also Stanford ad loc.: ‘It is not entirely impossible that something of the
kind is meant by H. there (i.e. in Il. 2. 87 and 469) and here—“the eversinging

Seirens”.’

37 Cf. Ameis—-Hentze—Cauer: d8wdTepov ‘in a denser sequence’, ‘more continu-
ous’. Stanford: ‘more intensely’.

38 ‘Here it has become (perhaps through a misunderstanding of the later poet?)
the epithet of the singing ones. We must take the expression with ¢#dyyov: the unin-

terrupted voice.’
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23. 330: Poddevtt kepavvd and 24. 539: Ypoldevta kepavvov. The
noun xepovvds in other places is linked with the adjective xademds
(only Il 14. 417) or dpyis. At the end of a verse only the formulae
dpyfita kepavvdy (I1. 8. 133), apyir. kepavvg (Od. 5. 128, 131; 7.
249; 12. 387), and the two combinations mentioned above appear.
There the combination dpyiTa kepavvdy or GPYHTL KEPAUVRD
respectively is used for the sequence ——uu——, the combination
Yoddevra kepavvdy or YoAdevtL kepavv respectively for the verse
end uu—uu—-—. It is probably not too bold a conclusion to say
that the poet did not have any use for the formula oldevr: (-a)
kepavv® (-6v) in Books 1-22, quite apart from the fact that light-
ning is not often mentioned. Page’s objection (102) that foAdets is
alien to Homeric language is thus unfounded. The verse in Hesiod,
Th. 515 (els Epeos warémeppe Barwy poddevti kepavve) is obvi-
ously an imitation of Odyssey 23. 330; for the epithet is an original
modification of the phrase known from 5. 128, a luxury so to speak:
dpyiTi kepavve could really have stood just as well while this was
impossible in 23. 330 (or 24. 539 respectively). Obviously it was the
meaning (‘sooty’) which mattered to Hesiod.

23. 347: avrik’ m’ 'Qreavod ypvadbpovov Hpiyéveiar | dpoev.
Page (102) objects that fptyéveia is treated as a noun whereas it usu-
ally stands next to 7ds as an adjective. He has to admit, however,
that the same usage can be quoted in 22. 197 (098¢ o€ y” Hpryéveia
map’ Queavoio podwv | Mjoer dvepxouévn xpvodBpovos) (thus
already Stanford ad loc.). So this is not a peculiarity of the author
of verses 23. 297 ff. Besides we know 7pvyéveia as an adjective espe-
cially from the formulaic verse fuos 8’ fpryéveia dpdvn [192] podo-
Sdrrudos 'Hds (the verse occurs twice in the Iliad, 20 times in the
Odyssey). Besides, the adjective is found in Il. 8. 508, Od. 12. 3 and
13. 94 (CHots 7puyeveins), and further in Od. 4. 195, where it is sep-
arated from the noun to which it belongs by the end of the verse
dMa kai - 'Has | éocerar fpiyéveia). So the two passages casti-
gated by Page are to be set against five formulations in which
Apiyéveia is a pure adjective. As a result, the unusualness of the
usage in Od. 22. 197 and 23. 347 is considerably reduced. One
should also ask, particularly in this case, whether we have an
overview of all the material. Presumably the bards had other for-
mulae at their disposal for expressing sunrise, among which there
may have been phrases with 7piyéveia used as a noun.
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23. 361: The lengthening éni7éAw (ool 8¢, yivar, T68° émréw
mwuty mep éodoy), as Page (102) and Kirk (249) state correctly after
Spohn (244) and Monro, contradicts the rules of Homeric prosody;
for metrical lengthening is permitted only where the form in ques-
tion cannot be avoided in the hexameter. The attempt of a Ryland
papyrus from the third century AD and of the editio princeps to write
émoréMaw instead condemns itself, since this verb is not poetic.
Besides, the poet introduces Odysseus’ speech with the words (Od.
23.349): . . . dAdxw 8’ émi uifov érelev, to which he refers back
in 23. 361. But the conjecture that such an exceptional form sug-
gests—that there was a later poet—is not plausible: Homer’s suc-
cessors in particular would have kept to the well-known rules, if
necessary by sacrificing subtleties of content, especially since famil-
iar formulations for expressing the intended thought offered them-
selves, for instance cot 8’ ad7h) 768° éywv émrélopar $8¢ keAedw
(after Il. 19. 192).3° Since an explanation cannot be found within
the scope of the rules of metrical lengthening known to us, this is
probably an author’s error. Two possibilities offer themselves by
way of explanation:

1. A poet who knew nothing about the digamma and handed
down its effects only in traditional or imitated formulae could have
inferred from the beginning of a verse ufvw dmoetrav (Il. 19. 33)
that it was permitted to scan as a longum the short final syllable of
the prefix to a verb. This suggested itself all the more since the
Odyssey is familiar with a lengthened final syllable of the preposi-
tion émi (12. 209: 00 uév 8y 7ére peilov ém xaxdy, lengthening
according to rule). So the combination 748’ émirédw (Uu——-),
which could not be avoided because of the beginning and the end-
ing of the verse (0ol 8¢, yiovar and vty mep éovon) [193] could be
regarded as permissible.*? One could well imagine that a poet who
has allowed himself prosodic peculiarities like diovdoov (LU~ —,
Od. 11. 325)*! and 09d4v (instead of 686v, —u, 17. 196) (cf. also 6.

3 goi 8¢, ydvar, 768 viv émréMopas §8¢ kededw would also be conceivable (in
order to keep the beginning of the verse). However, one gets into difficulties straight
away if one wants to keep the traditional end of the verse, mwurfj mep éodoy, i.e. the
reference to Penelope’s cleverness.

*0 The frequent normal lengthenings of the final syllable of the prefix ént may
have had an effect, cf. e.g. from: Od. 7: émirpéiferev 149; emupijoas 164; émimAduevor
261; émiokdaoaito 306.

#1 Cf. G. A. Privitera, Dioniso in Omero (Rome, 1970), 77. The author tries to my

mind in vain to perceive in the prosody of Book 11 of the Odyssey the effect of a pre-
Homeric formula.

280

The Ending of the Odyssey: Linguistic Problems

45 dvvédedos and 9. 490 KaTavvedwr) might make this or a similar
association. But I consider the second possibility as more likely.

2. Stanford has referred to Od. 16. 297 (éntfdoavres, u———U).
Admittedly, this is no genuine analogy to émiTéAAw; for in 16. 297
we have a compound of {§dw. But it is uncertain whether the poet
recognized it as such. He read the same compound in Il. 18. 175
(Tpioes ém-Bdovow), but in addition knew phrases like mepl mpo
yap éyyei Obev (Il. 11. 180, 16. 699), oiduart Gdwv (21. 234), Vdae
Bdwv (21. 324, of Scamander), and above all ofs €éxraves éyyei Oy
(22. 2772). How could he save himself from the temptation of using
ém-i0bw like émi-0Yw? He would have had to have been aware that
the simplex {fdw with a similar meaning appears nine times in the
Iliad. This at any rate did not exactly suggest itself, especially since
the language of the Odyssey contains the verb only twice, each time
linked with an infinitive and only with the meaning ‘to be about
to’.#2 So the opportunity to interpret the available compound én-
{0bw as émi-0vw was there—in fact it practically begged to be used.
If this is correct, then what we have found in Od. 16. 297 is a model
which, in a metrical dilemma, made the unusual lengthening
émiTéAw possible for the poet. We need have no recourse to a later
poet who knew less about versification.

Od. 24. 40: In the underworld, Agamemnon’s soul praises that of
Achilles as lucky because Achilles fell before Troy, and a hard
battle flared up about his corpse: 60 8’ év orpoddAiyyt kovins |
ke€too uéyas peyalworti, Aedaouévos immoovvdwr. The poet of the
Iliad ends the tale of the battle for the corpse of Cebriones with the
same words (Od. 24. 40 = Il. 16. 776, here keiTo, not xeico). Page
(103) regards the repetition of the verse in Od. 24 as inappropriate;
‘... to apply such an expression to Achilles would be unthinkable
in the older Epic.” He says that only Tryphiodorus (629) had
repeated the error.

It is true that the genitive {mmoouvvdwy in Il. 16. 776 refers to
Hector’s charioteer. So the art of steering a chariot must be meant,
Just as in Il. 23. 289 (of Eumelus) and in 23. 307 (of [194]
Antilochus). Here in Book 23 of the Iliad, by the way, the skill is
praised in two heroes who otherwise appear as hoplites.*? So every

42 0d. 11. 391: 7dv 6T’ iBbcer 6 yépwy (scil. Tantalus) émi yepai pdoachar
and 22. 408: {Buoév p’ dAoAdEa: (sc. Eurycleia).

43 Eumelus may also be counted among the promachoi since he is the leader of a
contingent, cf. Il. 2. 713—14.
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nobleman had to be able to function as a charioteer simply because
he wanted to participate in the races. The noun tmrmootvy however
does not describe this art alone but nearly as frequently the skill of
fighting from a chariot. This is clearly obvious from II. 11. 503:
Exrwp pév perd. roiow dpile, uéppepa pélwv | éyxei 8’ mmooivy
7€ (the charioteer is Cebriones). Similarly 71, 4. 303 (Nestor t;)
those fighting from chariots): und¢ s éwmoatvy e Kal Nvopénde
memofws | ofos mpded’ dMNwv pepdrew Tpa’)e;nn pdyeofar. We
also have to understand I/. 16. 809 like this where it is said of
Euphorbus: 65 fjAwiny éxékaoro | éyyei 6’ trmoatvy Te wédeaal
Te kapmadipoiot, i.e. ‘with the spear, in fighting from chariots and
in running’ (Rupé).++

Our conclusion may now be: the poet of Odyssey 24 probably
took over verse 16. 776 of the Iliad, but he linked the genitive
irmoovvdwy with the idea of a chariot fighter, which was quite
appropriate for Achilles.*s Such procedures can be observed every-
where in the Odyssey. One may call it a principle of living mimesis.
It is certainly wrong to want to force the unchanged meaning of the
model onto the imitation too. Naturally one must try to do this if
one wants to see a bad poet in an imitator. But in doing this one
abandons the path of unprejudiced interpretation.

24. 60: ‘All the nine Muses’ lament in antiphonal singing the great-
est hero of the Greeks (Modoa: 8’ éwéa méoa dueBduevar émi
kaXjj | Bpfveov). The Odyssey otherwise knows only one single
(‘the’) Muse, the Iliad several, in an indefinite number. The canon
of the nine Muses (and their names) is not mentioned before
Hesiod (Th. 57.76). From these facts, Page (103) concludes that in
Od. 24. 60 there is ‘a numeration alien to the Homeric tradition’.
The reader is tempted to assume that verse 60 of Book 24 is com-
posed under Hesiodic influence.

But we should ask ourselves: Why did Hesiod invent names for
precisely nine Muses? That this is his invention is hardly doubted
by anyone today.*¢ But however magnificent his [195] creation of

4 Cf. also jche explaining verses II. 16. 810-11!
an“ 'tl;lhat nelIt_iler Il: 1164. '275—6 nor Od. 24. 39-40 have anything to do with the
egedly pre-Homeric Aithiopis has been shown by Holsch:
e T y Holscher, Gnomon 27 (1955),
.45 Cf. P. Friedlinder, fDas Prooimion der Theogonie’, in Studien zur antiken
Ln:eg;ztur6 émd dKunst (SBtlzrhn, 1969), 75; Wilamowitz, Die Ilias und Homer (Berlin
1910), 406 and 474; Solmsen, Hesiod and Aeschylus (New Y ; ,
West on Hesiod Th. 76. : e G e G
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names may be,*” the number nine is not demanded by the subject-
matter (the function of the Muses). One must therefore assume that
it was given to the poet; for other numbers would have suggested
themselves much more readily. Three Muses were worshipped at
Helicon, in Delphi, and also in Sicyon (cf. Plut. Mor. 744c and
746€). The epic poet Eumelus also (fr. 17, EGF 195) knew three
Muses, Epicharmus (fr. 41 K.) seven, and the numbers four and
five also have supporters.*® If Hesiod disregarded all these possi-
bilities, especially the numbers three and seven consecrated by
cult,*® one must believe that he felt committed to a respected model
in which precisely nine Muses were mentioned. In order not to
have to regard the Second Nekyia as older than the Theogony, one
could talk about an epic tradition unknown to us. But this would be
methodologically contestable; for it is not permitted to prefer a
hypothetical tradition to an extant text, as long as it has not been
proved that the extant text’s statement belongs to a later time.

The modern objection against Od. 24. 60, that the Homeric epic
is not familiar with the number nine for the Muses, goes back to
Aristarchus, cf. schol. Od. 24. 1 (p. 725, 10 Ddf.): dAAa kai 70
dpibueiv ras Modoas ody ‘Oumpixodv, similarly T to Il. 24. 720:
dferyreds 8¢ 6 Movadv én’ AxiAAel Opijvos. But this argument is
bad: for its author does not consider that only in this passage par-
ticular emphasis is supposed to be placed on the fact that, on this
most solemn occasion, a large but surveyable number of divine
female singers is appearing (Motoat 6’ évvéa mdoar). For such pur-
poses the epic has the number nine at its disposal. Its individual
members can under certain circumstances be enumerated by name
(cf. Il. 2. 591—4, 7. 161-8, 8. 261-6, 24. 249—52), a procedure which
e.g. in the catalogue of Nereids in Book 18 of the Iliad can no longer
be carried out. Nine, then, is a typical number in Homer.5°

47 But cf. B. Snell, Die Entdeckung des Geistes (Hamburg, 3rd edn. 19535), 67,
where Hesiod’s authorship is disputed.

48 Cf. in detail M. Mayer, RE 16, 1 (1933), 687, 50 s.v. Musai C.

49 That the number seven for the Muses is older than nine is assumed with reason
by W. H. Roscher, Die Sieben- und Neunzahl im Kultus und Mythus der Griechen
(Abhandlungen der Kéniglichen Sichsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften 24;
Leipzig, 1904), 19, 35, 71. Anyhow groups of nine are not frequent in cult and myth.

50 Cf. J. W. S. Blom, De typische getallen bij Homeros en Herodotos I (Nijmegen,
1936), 259; G. Germain, Homére et la mystique des nombres (Paris, 1954), 13 (‘le
nombre g sert essenticllement a exprimer un temps’), 17 (‘C’est par 9 que l'on
présente groupes des éires vivants, en particulier . . . des hommes’), 27, 29, 32, 34, 44,
78; further D. Fehling, Die Quellenangaben bei Herodot (Berlin, 1971), 155.
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Aristarchus had already recognized Homer’s special liking for
the number nine, cf. Aristonicus on II. 6. 174: & émidopds éor
7pos 76v évwéa dpfudy, similarly T on II. 12. 25. In both epics
periods of time and persons in particular are understood in groups’
of nine, but less frequently animals, measures, countries, places
and [196] other objects. I here give the references, but do not con-’
sider the so-called hidden enneads5! which can be found in Blom.

1. Iliad. Periods of Time: For nine days the plague rages in the
army (1. 53); nine (scil. long) years have passed since the beginning
of the war (2. 134); for nine days Iobates is host to Bellerophontes
before he asks him about his wishes (6. 174); for nine nights
Phoenix is guarded by his relatives (9. 470); the rivers need nine
f:lays in order to destroy the Greeks’ wall at Poseidon’s and Apollo’s
%nstructions (12. 25); for nine years Hephaestus forges precious
Je'wellery for the sea goddessses Thetis and Eurynome (18. 400); for
nine days the gods quarrel over Hector’s corpse (24. 107); for r’line
days the daughters of Niobe lie in their blood (24. 610); for nine
days Hector is supposed to be mourned (24. 664); and for nine days
wood is gathered for the funeral pyre (24. 784). Persons: Nine her-
al.ds keep the assembled warriors in check (2. 96—7); three times
nine men are killed by Patroclus in the last onslaught (16. 785); cf.
besides the references already given above 7. 161, 8. 261, 24. 2;49.
Animals: Nine sparrows are devoured by the snake in Aulis (2. 313
cf. 327); nine dogs follow the four shepherds on the shield made b}i
Hephaestus (18. 548); nine dogs are owned by Achilles (23. 173)
and the armour of Glaucus is as valuable as nine head of cattle (6.’
236). Further, nine ships (2. 654) and once nine cubits (24. 270) are
mentioned. Cf. also 2. 591 (already mentioned above).

2. Odyssey. For nine days Odysseus travels with his ships in order
to get from Cape Malea to the land of the lotus eaters (9. 82); nine
'days and nine nights is the time the voyage takes from Aeolus’
island to the mountains of Ithaca (10. 28); for nine days after his
shipwreck Odysseus drifts to the island of Calypso (12. 447, cf. 7.
25 3); and nine days the beggar claims to have spent on the oce’an sit-
tfng astride a plank (14. 314). Apart from this, the nine years’ dura-
tion of the Trojan War is mentioned four times (3. 118, 5. 107, 14.
240, 22. 228). Nine judges supervise the games of the Phaeacian; (8.
258); each ship’s crew kills nine goats (9. 160); in nine rows of seats

S . . . .
i.e. series of nines of different kinds, groups of nine verses and similar things.
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the people is assembled on the shore of Pylos and in each row nine
bulls (i.e. 81 altogether) are sacrificed (3. 7-8, cf. above Il. 2. 591—4
where the nine cities subject to Nestor are enumerated); the size
and breadth of the nine-year-old giant children Otos and Ephialtes
are measured in nines (11. 311—12; cf. Germain, Homére et la
mystique des nombres, 23); the body of Tityus stretches over nine
plethra (11. 577); the beggar claims to have owned nine warships
before the expedition to Troy (14. 230) and he claims to have fitted
out nine ships many years previously for the voyage to Egypt (14.
248).

[197] For our purposes IL 7. 161 is especially important: of 8’
éwéa mdvres avéorav ‘but they got up, nine altogether’.
Aristarchus remarks, not badly, that wdvres is redundant in terms
of content. The exegetic scholium to the passage (ad Il. 77. 161b)
mentions another opinion: mAeovd{er 70 “mdvres™ od ydp, ds
Ties, ot amavTes évvéa. So these interpreters understood ‘all nine’
as if there had been no other promacho: apart from the ones men-
tioned in the text.52 There are no ancient explanations of our pas-
sage, Od. 24. 60. But one can state with some certainty that the poet
wanted to say that a large number of goddesses appeared for
Achilles’ funeral rites, so ‘nine altogether’ (Stanford ‘nine in all’).
But for a later poet who wanted to fix the number of the Muses and
announce their names (as the symbol of their essence), there was
nothing which prevented him from interpreting the phrases of the
verse in the same way as the ancient interpreters just mentioned
understood the similar expression in II. 7. 161, i.e. as ‘all the nine
Muses’. Hesiod could have interpreted in such a way.

If our analysis is conclusive, the consequences are as follows:

1. The poet of the Nekyia uses a typical number.

2. He wants to indicate a quantity appropriate for the situation, but
does not want to fix the number of the Muses. His formulation
does not involve him in a contradiction with other statements in
the epic.

3. The predicatively used mdgat could be understood attributively.
Thus 24. 60 fulfils all the requirements which one would expect
from a model of Hesiod’s verses Th. 57 and 76.

52 The scholiast refutes their opinion with the reference to the phrase 8éxa mdvra.
rdAavra (Il. 19. 247, 24. 232) where indeed ‘ten talents altogether’ must also be

understood.
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The use of nine as a typical number in epic is a hard fact. Page
should have taken note of this and not pushed it aside with a dis-
paraging remark.53

24. 88-9: 61e kév mor’ dmodBiuévov Baaidijos | Lawvvvral 1€ véo
kai émevrivartar’* defda. Page (103) calls the first verb mentioned
({dvvvvrar) ‘an unlikely subjunctive form’ because the two compa-
rable subjunctives are Sawdn (Od. 8. 243 and 19. 328). W.
Schulze3> wanted to write Salvvas in the place mentioned first and
8aivi’ (ar) in the second.5¢ He thus regarded the type dawdy with
the long vowel as later [198] than the subjunctive represen';ed by
{dvvvvrar. This belongs to a group of athematic subjunctives
‘whose distinguishing vowel shows the vowel length of the indica-
tive form’ (Schwyzer i. 792 with references of epichoric origin).
Certainty cannot be achieved in the judgement of the subjunctive
appearing in Od. 24. 89 because there is no more evidence than the
references mentioned. In line with the thematic inflection of athe-
matic verbs one expects the subjunctive {wwiwyra: with a metri-
cally lengthened v but it is very doubtful whether such a formation
would deserve precedence over the traditional {dvvuvrar (cf. the
forms quoted by Schwyzer from Arcadian and Lesbian). So there
is possibly an archaism here. In any case, the reference does not
permit any conclusions about the time of its origin.>”

24. 111-13: Agamemnon’s soul asks that of Amphimedon who is
entering Hades with the shades of the other suitors: ‘Did Poseidon
destroy you at sea?’

Ky k] / 14

7 7oV avdporol avdpes édmMjoavr’ émi yépaov I1I
~ Id -~

Bois mepirauvouévovs 8° oldv mdea xald,

3\ Al Ié

e mept TTéAos payeodpevor 18¢ yuvaikdv; 113

Verses 109-13 are derived from Od. 11. 399—403. There Odysseus
wants to know from Agamemnon’s soul: ‘Did Poseidon destroy you
at sea?’

5% Page 103: ‘Some have alleged that our poet need not be charged with believing
that the' number of the Muses was nine: out of an unspecified total number (they sug-
gest), nineare mentioned here merely because nine is a convenient and favorite num-
be;m,Eplc verse. Itis (%ifﬁcult to imagine how special pleading could go further.’

o Emevtiywvras Thiersch, émevrivovrar codd. (thus also Stanford).

- Qua.est. ep. 331. . ) ) 56 Cf. Chantraine, Gr. Hom. i. 458.

In literature a corresponding subjunctive cannot be found before Hipponax
(eff- 25, 4 D = 34, 4 ML) (pyyviTae; the form, conjectured instead of the traditional
piyvuray, is probably secure in spite of weak manuscript testimony).
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1€ o’ dvdporot dvdpes édnAjoavt’ émi yépoov 401
Bots mepirauvduevov 18’ oidv mwea kald,
1€ mept TTéAwos payeovuevor B8€ yuvaikdv; 113

i.e. “. .. or did hostile men do you harm on the mainland while you
were trying to cut off cattle and beautiful flocks of sheep or were
perhaps fighting for a city and for women?’ (after Schadewaldt).

The changes in Book 2458 concern only three words: 7 mov (111)
instead of ¢ ge, mepirapvouévous (112) instead of wepirauvouevor,
and [199] payeodpevor (113) instead of payeovuevov. Thus in the
last case, evidently for metrical reasons, the participle is made to
agree not with the object but with the subject. Page (103) sees a
grave shortcoming in this formulation: ‘Hence payeoduevor here,
agreeing with the subject of the main verb, to the great confusion of
the whole sentence.’ Is this reproach justified?

Odysseus enumerates several possibilities—a storm at sea, steal-
ing of flocks, or an attack on a hostile city. That the participle
poxeotuevoy (Od. 11. 403) could be understood as describing the
defender is perhaps linguistically possible, but it is virtually
excluded in Agamemnon’s case.>® Book 24 contains the same num-
ber of possibilities, but the question how payeoduevor should be
understood is immediately answered through the new agreement:
‘Did enemies destroy you when you wanted to steal their flocks or
when they were fighting with you (scil. in a defensive fight) for their
city and their women?’ In the modified form, too, the text leaves no
doubt that the suitors are meant as the aggressors in the fight for the
city. Thus the poet made a virtue out of the problem posed by the
verse even though the sentence did not turn out very elegantly.
There is no reason to talk about a ‘great confusion’.

Page calls payeoduevov (or payeovpevor respectively) a linguistic
monster (‘a unique monster’). This is also unjustified. It is true that
there is not a linguistically accepted explanation of the form

58 The verses Od. 11. 399—403 were deleted by Aristophanes Byz. (and perhaps
also by Aristarchus, cf. Ludwich, AHT i. 590. 22; Page 103 imprecisely). If one
accepts this deletion then Odysseus’ question consists of a meagre two lines (11.
397-8). But these do not correspond to the passionate answer of the murdered man
(cf. also Besslich 30). Odysseus must mention several possibilities without being
able to hit the right one. So the deletion is certainly wrong. But it justifies the
assumption that the Alexandrians saw the better formulation in the verses of Book
24 (Aristophanes Byz. does not seem to have deleted the second Nekyia).

59 For pdyopat wepi Twos describing the attacker cf. Il. 18. 265 (of Achilles):
Mg mept mréMids Te payrioerar H8€ yuvaikdv (Ameis—Hentze-Cauer).
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payeodpevos.®® But Witte’s conjecture should recommend itself
that the phrase of verse 11. 403 mepl mrdios paxeoduevoy 1}86"
yuvaikdv, cf. 24. 113) was formed on the model of passages like 71.
18. 26,5 (mepl wTéAids 7€ paxfoerar %8¢ ywwawkdv), similar to
;f.axewp,evog kredrecor (Od. 17. 471) being formed after payno-
opevos davaoiow (Il. 17. 146).61

As in Od. 24. 40, the imitation of a known model offers no
ground for conjecturing that it must have been made by a later or
even a bad poet.

24.208: No conclusions can be drawn about the noun xowov (‘out-
house, Folumned hall’, Lat. vinea), since there was no opportunity
to use it anywhere earlier in the epic. Dorotheus [200] of Ascalon
dedicated a whole book of his Aeféwv owvaywys) to this word (cf.
Porph. 2. 132. 1; further testimonies in Spohn 145—53). Cf. inci-
dentally Frisk, GEW i. 874. '

24. 231: alyelpy wvvény kepakii Exe, mévbos détwv. Page (109)
translates: ‘He had a goatskin cap on his head, thus (or, because he
was) cherishing his grief.” One is at first tempted to assume that the
words after the bucolic diaeresis are corrupt. But the violently dif-
ferjng conjectures should already make us suspicious. Compare:
mviyos dAéfwv, Schulze; Yiyos GAé€wv, Bérard; alfos dAéEwy
Schadewaldt. Besides J. Dingel2 has proved that Euripides took’
the received text into account in his Electra (55-8), thus under-
standing the wearing of a goatskin cap to be a demonstration [of
grief]. This changed interpretation is admittedly only meant for
the theatre, but it contains a correct core; for it is evident that the
old man, ‘in his despair, is intensifying his pain, cf. 11. 195—6
(’A/ntlclela is spe,zaklng): &b’ G ye xeir’ dyéwv, péya 8¢ dppéow mévlos
aéfet, | oov véorov mobéwv. Not inappropriately has Stanford
(?Vith reference to Hayman) compared Laertes with a Heauton-
timorumenos. Page was badly advised when he exclaimed: ‘Such
desperate remedies are certainly called for.’

:‘1’ gi W. F. .Wyatt Jr., Metrical Lengthening in Homer (Rome, 1969), 135.
" £ K. Witte, RE 8. 2 (1913), 2224, 64 s.v. Homeros Nr. 1. The participle
LAY EOEVOS pres'upposed in both lengthened forms can also be justified through
reference to payéoiro (Il. 1. 272). Both lengthenings obey the rule, cf. Schulze
Quaest. ep. 363, Meiste:r, HK 37. Incidentally the scholiast to Od. 11., 405; (Hrd 2’
152. 5) noteq the- pectllharity of the form payeotuevor without being able to expl.air;
it simsfactorlly w1'th his means: mapdoyos 1) dualpeois. Béder yop eimeiv poxduevo
éméxTacis odv yeyove 8i1a 76 uérpov. Cf. also the testimonies to I7. 12. 216 .
62 ]J. Dingel, Rh. Mus. 112 (1969), 105 f. ' ‘

288

The Ending of the Odyssey: Linguistic Problems

24. 237: Page (104) writes: ‘ elmeiv ds éAfou: this use of the optative
in oratio obliqua is the idiom of a much later era; it never occurs in
the Homeric poems.” This is a statement of a well-known fact about
which discussion is pointless. But Page’s claim that the phenome-
non belongs to a much later time is exaggerated; the Hymn to
Aphrodite (214) is already familiar with the optative in an oratio
obliqua statement. But the main difficulty in our passage does not
lie with the optatives at all. The sentence runs (24. 235-8):
pepuipibe 8 émeita xard Ppéva ai xard Bupoy 235
kbooal kal mepiddvar éov marép’ B8é éxaoTa
elmely, s éNfor kal ikor’ és marpida yaiay,
% mpdr’ é€epéoito éxaoTd Te mepfoatTo.
The subordinate clause introduced with s need not be a state-
ment. Ebeling (Lexicon Homericum ii. 498 s.v. ws) sees in it an
indirect question (‘ubi non est: se venisse . . ., sed quomodo
venisset’), Gildersleeves® supports the same view and Schwyzer—
Debrunner (ii. 332 a) describe s as a modal relative adverb (‘as’ or
‘that’). So the construction of the hymn could have originated from
our place: efmev 8¢ éxaara . . . Apyeidpdvms ws éow ablavaros, [201]
sc. Ganymede.5* Indeed the view put forward by the interpreters
describes Odysseus’ indecision perfectly: if the son really wanted to
reveal himself to his father, he could do this only by connecting it
with a description of the special nature of his return—which does
indeed happen later (cf. Od. 24. 321-6). Schadewaldt translates:%5
‘.. . whether he should kiss and embrace his father or tell him all
the details kow he had come and reached his native land or whether
he should ask him first and test him in details.” Stanford stays closer
to the wording of the original: “Then he deliberated in his heart and
mind to kiss and embrace his father and tell him everything, kow he
had made his way back to his native land—or should he first ques-
tion and test him in every way.’
This correct translation shows that the structure of the sentence
is much more striking than the use of mood; for the poet has in a
unique way combined two Homeric constructions: pepunpilw can
either be connected with an infinitive (‘to consider doing some-
thing’) or with an indirect question (‘to be undecided whether to . . .

63 A¥Phil. 277 (1906), 205.
64 Thus F. Urtel, Uber den homerischen Gebrauch des Optativs der abhiingigen

Rede (Progr. Wilhelm-Ernstisches Gymnasium; Weimar, 1884), 5.
65 Similarly already Voss.

289



Hartmut Erbse

or’). One should compare (a) Od. 10. 151-2: pepuipia 8’ émeira
KxoTa Gpéva kai kard Ouudv | éNeiv H8¢ muhéohais® and (b) Od. 4.
117-19: }Lep‘l‘bﬁp’bé‘:e 8’ éneira katd Ppéva kal kard Ouudy, | € pw
avTov maTpos edoee pvnabivar, | § mpdr’ éfepéoiro €kaord Te
meprjoaito.57 To lose the mixture of constructions in our passage

Nauck deleted Od. 24. 238 (= Od. 4. 119).58 The context now goes:
‘He considered kissing him and saying . . . But it seemed to him to
be appropriate this way . . .’. But the price of this smooth, quite
ordinary construction is the unacceptable destruction of the point.
For it is precisely in the unexpected transition from one form of
expression to the other (24. 237-8) that the embarrassment of our
wily hero is reflected, as he stands under the pear tree, crying and
weighing up the two possibilities against each other. So deeply is he
affected by the sight of his long-suffering father. In Nauck’s text

the possibility which is rejected at the end would be no more thar;
a passing idea. So the peculiarity of the formulation is justified:
Fll-orn con‘sidering the simple self-introduction (uepuripiée . . .
kUooaL Kat Tepupivas . . . §0¢ €kaora elmeiv), the thought turns to
the question whether one should not [202] first investigate and
examine (7} mpd7’ éfepéoito éxaord Te mewprioairo). Thus the
moods of the possibilities override the more determined statement
of the first clause, and lead up to what Odysseus will eventually do
(cf. Od. 24. 239—40). So one cannot stress with enough emphasis
the peculiarity of the construction of our passage; at the same time,

one has to add (to be fair) that it is quite appropriate to what is a

unique situation (cf. also Stanford ad loc.). An imitator would have

done without such subtleties, and applied inferior medicines.

24.240: mpdTOV KEPTOUioLS éméeaoiy mewpnbijvar. The lengthening
of the fourth biceps by position offends against Wernicke’s Law
(cf. P. Maas, Greek Metre §125). Page (104) regards the alleged
metrical mistake as especially grave because ‘ v épeAxvoTindy can-
not be added to assist the lengthening of a naturally short vowel
before the fifth dactyl of the line’.5® But such a tightening of

66 Similarly Il. 8. 167 and Od. 10. 438.

£ Cf..a.lso Il. 1. 189, 5. 671; Od. 6. 141, 10. 50, 17. 235, 18. 9o, 20. 10, 22. 333.
I?urther instances in which a simple question is dependent on the verb are’ not con-
sidered here. Cf. for the rest Spohn 197.

23 Agreeing Wilamowitz, Die Heimkehr des Odysseus (Berlin, 1927), 81, 3.

9 See alfo,Stanford ad loc.: *. . . the only instance in Od. of a lengthening, by
means of vi éperwcvoTicdy in the 4th foot’. The treatise quoted by Page without
author’s name CR 11 (1897) (Tyrrell, Agar, Platt?) is not available to me [R. Tyrrell,
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Wernicke’s Law is not justified. The v édedxvorikdy often served
Tonic epic language to bridge a hiatus or make position.”® So if
Wernicke’s Law allows any exceptions at all, making position of the
kind cited should be permitted.

Since the discovery of Ryland papyrus P 28 in Allen (third-
fourth century AD, published 1911), people have often thought that
the difficulty had disappeared; for there we find the variant éreaw
Stameipnbivar. Wilamowitz (Die Heimkehr des Odysseus (Berlin,
1927), 81 A. 3) called it a remedy and Von der Miihll adopted it in
his text. Page on the other hand regards it as an unsuccessful con-
jecture—probably rightly; for Siameipnfijvas is a word alien to epic
language and at home almost exclusively in prose. Again, why
should the metrically smooth formulation of the papyrus have been
changed to a sequence of quantities unfamiliar to Homer’s readers
(éméecow mepnBijvar)? This is without doubt the lectio difficilior.
Do we have the right to criticize it? Probably not, because every
reader of Homer knows verses which make position with a conso-
nant at the end of a word in the fourth biceps, cf. Iliad 18. 400: Tfjot
map’ elvderes ydAxevov Saidala moAAd, 5. 734 (= 8. 385): wémov
uév karéyevev éavov matpos ém’ obder and other examples enu-
merated in Leaf (Iliad ii. 637 f.).7! Leaf sees the reason [203] for the
dislike of verses formed like this in the effort not to make the fourth
foot sound like the end of a verse (‘that the fourth foot should not
sound like the end of a line’). Meister expressed himself similarly
(K. Meister, Die homerische Kunstsprache (Leipzig, 1921), 55): *. . .
lest through a spondaic word ending and a predominantly dactylic
third foot the verse end would be (as it were) anticipated.’

With such considerations in mind, one approaches the problem
of trying to explain Hermann’s bridge. But this whole discussion
has in fact been unnecessary for decades, since Th. Stifler’? showed
convincingly that in the Homeric hexameter there can be no ques-
tion of conscious avoidance of a long syllable originating through

‘Can a Short Vowel Resist Position?” (28) and P. L. Agar, ‘“The Lengthening of
Final Syllables by Position before the Fifth Foot in the Homeric Hexameter’
(29-31), in response to A. Platt, ‘Note on Hom. Hymn. Dem. 268’, in CQ 10 (1 896),
431—2. Ed.]. But cf. W. Leaf, The Iliad, ii. 634 (App. N. para. 9).

70 Cf. II. 1. 211 and Chantraine, Gr. Hom. i. 92.

71 A 4th trochee ending in a vowel is never lengthened by a double consonant
beginning the following word.

72 Th. Stifler, ‘Das Wernickesche Gesetz und die bukolische Dihaerese’, Phil-
ologus 79 (1924), 323-54. Cf. B. Snell, Lexikon der Alten Welt (Zurich, 1963), 3271.
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making position at the end of a word in the fourth biceps. So the
law referred to by Page, which Wernicke had found when he was
commenting on Tryphiodorus and established for ‘poetae docti’,”3
is not valid in Homer. The rarity of such position-making at t’he
end of a word after the fourth biceps can be explained (1) through the
use of spondaic forms in the hexameter and (2) through the restric-
tions which lie in the nature of position at the end of a word. :

On (1): All words of the type (U) U - - are restricted to the second
half of the verse and are normally at the verse end.”* Only if more
than one bacchaic or ionic word has to appear in the verse, i.e. if the
metre demands this, do they appear before the bucolic diaeresis.
On the other hand, this metrical demand is not binding for words
of the type (L) U~u (our énéeaar); for they can find a place in the
first half of the verse. So there must be exceptional conditions if
such words appear immediately before the bucolic diaeresis.

On (2): Here is meant the proportion of final syllables long by
nature to those long by position (i.e. the ones which need a conso-
nant or double consonant at the beginning of the following word).
According to Stifler’s calculations this proportion is 3 : 1. This
reduces the possibility of final syllable position-making before the
bucolic diaeresis.

That these conclusions are correct is shown by a simple observa-
tiop (cf. Stifler loc. cit. 330). In our passage, the poet could have
written meupnbijvar énéeoo just as well, in order to avoid the offen-
sive position. He did this just as little as the author of the Iliad in
2. 522 (Kngioov Siov évaiov: *Siov Kndioov &vawov), 2. 813
(B(X,TL"GLG.V kikhjorovow: *kuchjorovow Bariewaw), 5. 734 (éavov
maTpos f’ﬂ’ older: *marpds ém’ otider éavdv), 7. 436 (o7t &’ adrov
Tebyos ei?‘em.av: *reixos moti 8’ adrov deipav), 22. 494 (koTVAYY
Tis Turlov éméaye: *rurov koTVAny Tis éméaye).”s The poets pre-
ferred to follow the natural word order.

73 Where we have to obse.rve that this rules itself out from the start for the hexa-
meter of the Alexandrians since there no word may end after a monosyllabic 4th
biceps. 4

7 Cf. E. G. O’Neill, ‘Word-Types in the Greek H ?

, exameter’, YCIS 8
14.725, 145, 153; H. N. P_orter, YCIS 12 (1951), 53 and 63. o
) OdAlI the examples in Stifler, ,Philolog‘us 79 (1924), 330. The metrical peculiarity
in Od. 24. 364 (Tapvopévovs kpéa moMa kepdvrds v° aiflomra olvov) arose because
here"the poet modified 15. 500 faithfully to the sense (Seimvdv 7° &vridvorro xKepdurd
T€ aillorra olvov). P
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The author of our verse (Od. 24. 240) was presumably restricted

particularly by the peculiarity of the statement intended: the infini-
tive mewpnBivar appears in other instances only at the end of a verse
(1. 5. 220, 20. 349, 21. 225, 23. 804) but is never linked with émeaot
(or similar).76 But the dative éméegou(v) is mostly found in the
second and third or in the fifth and sixth dactyl. Now as soon as the
attribute xeprouloto(w), which is indispensable for the context, is
put in, difficulties arise which one can see in the verse as preserved.
The poet was unable to use any of the established formulae, but had
to accept a prosodic peculiarity if he wanted to keep the usual word
order but not (like the writer of the Ryland papyrus) remedy things
with a new compound. The prevalence of the poet’s concern for
content here is quite clear. Something else becomes evident in this
example. Homeric epic represents a stage of development of epic
style at which the succinctness of the individual statement counts
for more than the consistent use of the usual formulae, even if the
new coinage this entails is laborious (and so, in the sense of oral
poetry, uneconomical).
24. 242: 1) 701 6 pév karéywy xepany duroy duderdxawe, ‘holding
his head down’. This usage—Page (104)—contradicts the normal use
of the verb. He says that the GEL does not mention it (Passow inci-
dentally does not either) and that it occurs again only in Euripides (fr.
410, 3): kai kat’ dpBaduovs éxer. Page does not ask whether anyone
else in Homer ever had reason to hold down a limb of his body when
digging like Laertes. The absence of any other reference can probably
be explained through the lack of such occasions. But for the poet who
wanted to express the content of 24. 242 it was easy to take the prim-
ary meaning which kara- has as prefix from related compounds. One
should compare places like I1. 13. 17 (é€ Speos kateBrioaro), 4. 149
(= 5. 870: alpa katappéov & dTes, also 1. 527 (8 7{ kev kepaly
xatavedow) and others. Faesi rightly says of our passage that
karéywv is used here in its actual meaning (‘demittens’).””

[205] Od. 24. 244: The abstract noun d8anuoviy is criticized by
Spohn (177), Page (109), and Kirk (250), rightly, as an irregular,
quite unique formation. But they withhold the fact that an ancient
version dSdanuocivy has also been handed down (Schol. II. 7:

76 An exception is the combination éreow meiprjoopas (only Il 2. 73, vu——-w).
77 But presumably it is not etymologically the oldest, cf. Schwyzer—Debrunner
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ypderar “ddanuootvy” and Ap. p. 8, 25), and this should be pre-
ferred to the Vulgate. One should compare Buttmann, Lexilogus
(zm.i edn. Berlin, 1860), ii. 121 and Cobet, Miscellanea critica
(Lelden’,, 1876), 376. But the noun adanuooiyy is formed regularly;
for as ev¢p<,uv (Od. 17. 531) is related to evdpooivy (Od. 9. 6 anci
others), so adarjpwy (cf. Od. 12. 208) to §Sanuooivy. That word is
not unique either; for Apollonius Rhodius formed a corresponding
noun danpocivy after it (cf. 2. 175, 4. 1273).

24. 245 (@ yépov, odk ddanuposivy o’ éxer dudumoledew |
6pxatov), dAX’ €5 7ot kopids) Exer . . . This is the oldest reference
.for t'he combination €5 éyew, so common later. It appears neither
in Pu'ldar nor Bacchylides nor in Aeschylus, as Page (104) observes.
One Is tempted to see in it a phrase alien to epic language. However
notbmg can be determined about its age, and before one can use it’
against the genuineness of Book 24 one has to ask how presumably
it originated. Odysseus says: ‘. . . your garden stands to you well
looked after . . . you yourself do not stand well looked after’
(Schadewal’dt). So the incriminated phrase is in opposition to
24. 249:.av7'6v o’ obk dyafy romdy) éyer. This expression is
formed like other combinations frequent in the Odyssey ayn u’ éxer
(3. 227), 0éBas u’ éxer eloopdwvra (3. 123, 4. 75 and more fre-
quently), fadud p’ éxer (10. 326) and others. In 24. 245 one expects
a corresponding formulation. Presumably it would have been pos-
s’llble metrically.”® But apparently the combination abstract noun +
éxe could not take an impersonal object. Thus the poet made do
with the intransitive éyw. Such usage has models in both Homeric
poems; (a) of persons: Il. 24. 277 4AX’ &ov (sc. Hera, Athena, and
Poseidon), &s odw mpdTov dmixfero Thios ip7) (= they held’ out

persevered, continued to behave). Od. 19. 494 €éw &’ &s Gre TLS:
oreper) Aiflos (=1 will hold out, will behave); (&) of things: II. 13

520 (= Il. 14. 452) 8 duov 8’ 8Bpwov Eyyos | éoxev (= pene-.
trated), Od. 12. 435 pilar yap éxds elyov (= they were situated, cf

Erbse: Schol. V: Od. 13: dvri 706 Smijpyov). So it can be said pe
too: “The tending of the garden is found in an excellent state.’ So
Odysseus does not give a general description of the situation (‘bene
res se habet’ Page paraphrases), but praises the whole activity of his
unh'appy father. The difference between the two views becomes
obvious immediately, if one compares the Odyssey verse with the

o Y T
e.g. AN’ dyadh) xopidy Eyer Spyarov or something similar.
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formula usual in Attic [206], cf. Soph. Ai. 684: AN’ dudi uév
rovToiow €8 oxfoet. Also, in the present case, the construction of
24. 245 could have become the model for the later impersonal
expression (which of course cannot be proved), but the expression
itself still belongs fully to the Homeric language with which we are
familiar.
24. 247: The synizesis (synaloephe) odx Syxvn, ob mpaou) Tou dvev
koudiis kard wifmov has been called ‘incredible’ by Wilamowitz
(Die Heimkehr des Odysseus, p. 81, n. 3) and he tried to remove it by
deleting o0 before mpaot). But the suppression of the negative,
common in lyric poetry, is not found in Homer. Following Spohn,
who defends the traditional version, Page (104) mentioned three
verses of the Iliad and one of the Odyssey which fully justify the use
of synizesis in 24. 247. But by preferring to recognize conjectures
and bad variants, he wanted to eliminate two of the parallels, which
would diminish the basis of confirmation for the expression handed
down in 24. 247. We will examine only this part of the question
here:
1. I1. 17. 89: phoy! eixedos ‘Healorowo | doféorq: 008’ viov Adfev
Arpéos 6&0 Povioas (domére Bentley; doféorw 008’ via Adb’
Barnes and Bothe. Both suggestions are arbitrary).
2. Od. 1. 226: eZ)\aw[v'rLﬁe ydpos.
3. II. 18. 458: viei e’y.@\g’mvy,épq) 8éuev domida rai Tpupdieiar.
Chantraine (Gr. Hom. i. 84) recommends vi’ éud dxvpuope (as
does Page). But the manuscript basis for this is too slender. The
Vulgate éu’ dxvpdpy was already commented on by Herodianus:
¢tw Tob i 16 epwrvudpy: ouvekTéOhimTar yop T¢ & TO L AAM
Herodianus was accustomed to interpreting Aristarchus’ text.
His lemma makes us assume that he erroneously regarded a
synaloephe recorded in writing (crasis, EMQKYMOPSQI) as an
elision. So here too, the text approved by the Alexandrians
expected elision.
4. Il. 2. 651: Mypidvys 7’ drdAavros ’Evva)\fq)v&ﬁpeuﬁéwy.
Chantraine (Gr. Hom. i. 84) rightly rejects the attempt to read
*Evvadie as four syllables (U-u U with consonantic v and long a).
But his own suggestion (110) to accept the weakly attested (ancient)

variant dvdpipdvry and scan it after the pattern of dvdporijTa
(Uu--)"° is not convincing; for in compound nouns containing
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dvdp(o)- that peculiarity, which is only found twice (sc. Il. 16, 857
[= 1. 22. 363] and Il. 24. 6), cannot be attested.?° So one w,ould
have to [207] take up dSpupdvry in the parallel verse II. 8. 264
which is only preserved in Codex P17, and regard it as original. Bué
the origin of today’s vulgate version (. 2. 651, 7. 166, 8. 264, 17.
259) would then become extremely complicated.5! ’

. To my mind, the four cases of rare synizesis (i.e. of the combina-
tion of two long vowels or one long vowel with a diphthong not
shown in writing) support each other. Those who support this

judgement must also accept the traditional version of Od. 24.247 as
Homeric.

24.250-3: abyueis Te kaxds kal deucéda fooar.
00 pev depyins ye dvaé évex’ od ce ropilet,
08¢ 7{ Tou SovAeiov emmpémer eloopdachou
eidos rai uéyelos.

In this series of verses Page’s sensitive feeling for language (105) is
offended by the words adypueis, depyin, Sovdewov . . . eldos Kai
;:.5'75005, émumpéme, as well as by dprigpwr (duip . . . | off T paA’
ap‘rL(ﬁpt‘,uv) used slightly later (sc. 24. 261). The poet allowed these
words into our passage, or formed them newly for it, because he
.wanted to register some very specific ideas. Is this procedure legit-
imate, or is the author now leaving the typical framework of the
Odyssey?

1. That the unkempt body of the poor man is ‘dry’, i.e. sur-
rounded by encrusted dirt and shaggy, is also said by Penelope (Od.
19. 327-8): € kev dioTaléos . . . | dawvy. This adjective is also a
hapax legomenon like the verb adyueiv, and since the speaker in both
scenes is thinking of the contrast (i.e. with the bathed, well-tended
body), he hits the nail on the head each time. Those who criticize
the expression must identify a situation in the Iliad or Odyssey
where the poets were forced to say something similar, but did so

7% For the prosody of dvSporijra (for d8poriiTa = bei i i
1. Latacs, Glesta s teatoy et POTT eing man, vigour of life) cf.
%0 Page seems to refer to this when he remarks of IL 2. 651 ‘evaliw:
avdperpovTne is capable of other treatments than evvalicw: 4’ (104).

81 Cf. Latacz, Glott i 3 5
s 2, Glotta 43 (1965), 66, 4. Latacz himself regards awdpiddvry (Vu--)
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with more usual words. The verb avyueiv also shows that the poets
had more words at their disposal than they usually reveal.

2. Page himself probably justified the new formation dprigpwv
(‘sensible, pleasant’) by enumerating the other compounds formed
with dpri- found in the epic. Common to both poems (II. 9. 505;
Od. 8. 310) is aprimos ‘swift’; the formation dpriemis (‘rash with his
word’, ‘mere blatherer’) belongs only to the Iliad (22. 281). For the
native who would be able to give information to the stranger
quickly and readily dpridpwv is a particularly suitable description,
especially since here, equipped with a negative, it is supposed to
describe [208] a rather dense, even stubborn man. It is difficult not
to admire the magnificent realism of Odysseus’ false story. The cre-
ation de novo of such apt expressions is hardly the business of bad
poets.

3. The noun depyin, as Page has correctly observed, is no more
remarkable than kakoepyin (Od. 22. 374).582 But he should have
added that kaxoepyds (Od. 18. 54) relates to xakoepyin just as
depyds (cf. Od. 19. 27) does to depyin. So this form has been cor-
rectly developed from the acknowledged word-stock of the
Odyssey. It is not valid to suspect its originality.

4. SovAewov (- —u) according to Page is unhomeric since the epics
otherwise have SodAcos. But there we are dealing with a single com-
bination (SodAwv fuap), apparently a very strong one, which is at
the end of the verse in the Iliad (6. 463); in the second and third (14.
340), or in the fourth and fifth (17. 323) dactyl in the Odyssey. In
our passage it has been separated, developed, and so placed that the
adjective closes with the third trochee. So the poet needed to
lengthen it. It can only be an analogical formation. For the ending
-euos originated either from *-eo-tos or from *-nf-i0s. The former
belongs to the s-stems, the latter to nouns in -evs. Where -eios is
derived from nouns of the o-declension the adjective developed by
analogy with the genuine derivation.?? Such words can be found in
Homer, cf. e.g. yptoewos (from xpvods), xdAxeios (from xaAwds),
{mmewos (from imrmos). So the poet of Book 24 did nothing unusual
when he rejected the adjective of the formula SodAcov fpap, which
was useless for his purposes, and created SodAeios, an analogy to

82 For the lengthening of the -i- cf. Meister, HK 36 (metrical lengthening or
transformation?). The writing -€in suggests itself in both cases, cf. also Herodianus
to Il. 9. 73a, incidentally Spohn 177.

83 Cf. Debrunner 144 (para. 28s); e.g. dvBpwmos—dvlpdmeros.
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doddos. The phenomenon has been judged on principle correctly
by Debrunner.84
5. émmpémer has a model in Od. 8. 172: peto. 8¢ mpémer
dyypouévoiow. But the poet who has a hapax legomenon perampérmei
at his disposal can also form a new compound for himself, espe-
cially since a splendid picture thereby emerges. However, one has
to construe the words according to sense and rules. One could
understand: 098¢ 7. SovAeiov €ldos Kai péyebos émumpémer. This
could be justified if need be (xai must then stand for 008€).85 But it
is really better to separate 7 SotAeiov from the nouns and regard
these as accusatives of respect: ‘And there is nothing slavish either
[209] which comes to the fore in you when one looks at you, neither
in appearance nor in size’ (Schadewaldt).86
24. 267-8: Page (105) sets the following verses against each other:
19. 350-1: ob ydp wd Tis dvi)p memvupdvos Be
Eelvawv TyAeSamdy gilwy éuov ikero Sdpa and
24.267-8: «al of 7 Tis Bpords dAos
§eivaww TnAedamdv duMlwv dudv ikero ddpa.
His interpretation claims (as does Kirk 250), that ¢idiwr in 19. 351
is a genitive and in 24. 268, through misunderstanding, a compar-
ative. His judgement is: ‘¢idos $ediwy, like xaxds xaxiwv; no
Greek ever repeated this blunder.’87
The following arguments contradict this view:
1. $ilios does not exist in epic language.
2. What is one supposed to imagine the €eivor TnAeSamol pidiot to
be? Only tragedy speaks about a dulia yuvif or Suwides pilar and
the like. The scholiast (B) to Od. 19. 351 says: ¢uliwv. s §8lwy,
OUYKpLTIKOY ATl oG idTepos. One needs only to survey the com-
plete sentence in order to recognize that he is right (19. 350-2):

84 Debrunner 149, 3: “The form -eios which also occurs in the epic (xpYoeios etc.)
probably originated under the influence of the form -€wos from para. 285, perhaps

simply under the pressure of metre.’ Unfortunately Page did not take note of
Debrunner’s observations.

85 Cf. Kiihner-Gerth ii. 291 m, where II. 1. 603—4 are quoted.

86 Ameis-Hentze~Cauer punctuate before etgopdacfa so that efdos xal péyebos
depend on this infinitive: ‘. . . when one contemplates your appearance and your
size’. I have not been able to find a parallel for this combination (eloopdachar efdos
xai puéyellos in the sense of ‘when one . . . contemplates’).

87 Page refers to a translation of the pair of verses Od. 19. 350~1 by Monro:
‘Monro said “no man so wise has ever come to my house”.’
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Eeive pIN" oD ydp Té Tis dvip memvupévos GH0e
Eclvav TAedamdy diiwy éuov ixeto Sdpa, )
s b pdX’ edppadéws memvupévo mdvt’ dyopeveis.
Three things should be noted here: (a) ptAiwy takes up ¢ile again,
intensifying it; (b) it is used predicatively; indeed,. next to t‘he
negated main verb, almost in the sense of a cons.ecu‘tlve clause ( fo
that he would have been dearer to me’); (¢) dde is picked up by ws
(352). Schadewaldt’s translation is highly commendable: ‘For
never yet has such a sensible man among the strangers from far
away come to my house who would have been dearer to me, t’he way
you say everything sensibly and in a well-thought-out way.
24. 273: kai of 8dpa mépov Eewria, ola épker. Oul" poet, so Page
(105) more or less explains, regarded Eewriov as an adjective. B'ut-, .he
says, in epic language it is used as a noun. He rejects :che possibility
of understanding £ewrjia as being in apposition to fsw;')a—pr.esum-
ably rightly; for the juxtaposition of genus and species is admittedly
Homeric (cf. the examples in Chantraine, Gr. Hom. ii. 13 and 14,
[210] para. 18). But the usage is restricted to .certaln groups of mean-
ing into which our example does not quite fit. The follo.wmg fac’f is
decisive: The phrase 8&pa 88wt Twi i is standard; it means ‘to
give someone something as a present’; the accusatw('a ddpa is in
apposition, not the object. One should co’mpafe { liad 1'6. . 867:
(fmmou|) duBporor, obs IInMji fBeot Sdoav a;i)\aa MSwpa (su’nl,larly
24.278), 14.238: 8dpa 8¢ 1oL Schow KaAY 9povc,)v adlirov alei, })ut
also 11. 124: (8s pa pdhwoTal) xpvoov 1’4)\e§av8pm? 8€8€'y}1.€1/0§
(expecting) dyAad Sdpa, | otk elacy’ | ‘Eéwmy | 8éuevor Eavfd
Meveddw .28 So, apparently, the poet does not do what the common
commer;taries affirm, but is imitating the outlined Phrase o-f .the
Iliad; and in his newly created construction ddpa is in apposition,
not the object: ‘As apresent I brought hima fri.end’s gifts as they are
proper.’ Again, it is not the author’s fault in this case that his sound,
epic mode of expression was misinterpreted.
24. 278-9: ywpls 8’ adre yuvairas c’ty.ﬁp.ov’a ,e"pya dvias | Téooapas
eidalipas, ds ffedev adros éXéobar. ELSa)up,osj, a rare wo.rd, ’at
which Page expresses surprise (106: ‘this unpromising neologism’),
is not a unique (i.e. unexplained) word formatiqn. Leumann (HW
248 with n. 1) gave the explanation: Ei8dAuuos is modelled on the

88 Ameis—Hentze too, like Leaf, understand dyAad. 8@pa in apposition to xpvody
and punctuate accordingly.
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frequent xvddAwpos. So from the single occurrence of this unexcep-
tional form no conclusion can be drawn about its relative time of
origin—as little, in fact, as one may conclude that the tale about the
lotus-eaters was inserted later8® from the regularly formed dvfwoy
eldap (9. 84), which is also found only once in epic. That the new
adjective elddAuuos is found again only in Mnasalcas (cf. Page 106)
is a result of the taste of the post-Homeric poets or of our limited
knowledge of their works. The author of 24. 279 could not know
anything about the future success of his new formation.

More important, but also more difficult, is the question why the
poet was not content with a usual word for ‘beautiful’ in 24. 279 (cf.
Page: ‘It is not as if there were any lack of Homeric epithets mean-
ing “beautiful”’). Perhaps we may assume that the speaker who, as
we know, lays it on thick in his false tale, wants to improve on the
pale epithet kadai with which the physical assets of female slaves
are normally emphasized (cf. II. 9. 130): Odysseus, so he reports,
had chosen the women not just because they [211] were good at
their work but also because they were a feast for the eyes. But cer-
tainty cannot be achieved on this point.

24. 285-6: 76 wév 0’ €0 Sdpoiow dueupduevos dmémeppe | al
Eevin ayabi. 1) yap Ous, Ss Tis Smdpéy, i.e. ‘then he would have
rewarded you well for it with presents and also would have sent you
away after feeding you well; for this is the custom, if someone has
done this first’ (Schadewaldt). Page (106) criticizes the prosody
§ev- instead of £ewv-, the noun £eviy because it appears again only in
the fifth century, and the compound dmrdpéy.

1. With {eviz there exist six references in the Odyssey for £évios
(14.158, 389; 15. 514, 546; 17. 155; 20. 230 [here v. 1]). In all places
£ew- could be written and bisyllabic pronunciation (with slurring
of the final syllables) could be possible, as also in our verse and in
Od. 24. 314 (ueifeobar £evin). W. Schulze already realized this.®

2. The noun £evin (or £ewin respectively) is derived according to
rule from {évios (feivios) which in turn originated from Eévos

89 These considerations could be supported with numerous examples. I only
want to mention émifdiTwp (only Od. 13. 222); it relates to the simplex BdTewp (cf.
1l. 12. 302 and others) as émiBovidlos does to Souvrdlos. Also the abstract nouns
dovdeotvy (Od. 22. 423, from Sodlos), dAawrds (Od. 9. 503, from dlads and
dAaodv), ypomrris (Od. 24. 229, from ypddew) are formed regularly, cf. Debrunner
188 (paras. 374-5).

% Quaest. ep. 85 f. (quoted in Wackernagel, Spr. Unters. 2u Homer (Gdottingen,
1916) [SU] 120, 2 in the place quoted by Page).
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(é€ivos).%! Tt is found in Herodotus in the f(‘)rm fe‘wc"r] (1, 69, 3; 2,
182, 2 and others), so seems to have existed in Ionic.??

3. The compound dmdpéy stands with the simplex ‘(cf. ?part
from the Iliad references also Od. 22. 437: (?'.pxeq-e. viv vexvas
dopéew) without an essential difference in meaning being v1S}ble‘ (’ll’l
our verse of Book 24 probably ‘once someone has started with it ).
Similarly dmdAvée (Od. 5. 430) relates to d)\zﬁf’m, dmépewa (10. 258)
to weivar, Vmodduvacal (3. 214; 16. 952 to S’a,u.vaaﬁcflz. See f:urther
16. 70 (wds yap 87 Tov Eeivov éyaw v'n'oalefo,w,z oike;) with 17.
110: defdpevos 8¢ pe keivos év tmloioe SOI..LOLO'L. Wh}: s},lould one
deny the poet of Book 24 this liberty? Inc1defntally, vmapxw als.o
occurs in Herodotus (cf. Stanford ad loc.), so it does not appear in
Attic for the first time.

24. 288: Laertes asks: wdorov 81 éros éoriv, 7€ fEI.IVl:O'O'aS e’Kefvov,:
Page (106) follows Wackernagel who (SU 1 57) explains as follt.)w's.
‘wéoros, “the how manyeth?”. As Brugmann®® has seen, thlS. is
derived from moo(o)oardés by haplology and so is conne(':ted with
the formations ékaroords . . . derived from -koo7és. Thls .forma-
tion does not look as if it is very old, and one would find it q}nte nor-
mal if there were no older references than .the one 1’n [212}
Aristophanes . . . (Fr. 163 Kock). Only 24. 288 is oldfer TOGTOV 8::7
Zros éorlv; . . . Is this supposed to come from Ionia? For 1091(3
méoTos is attested as little as for any other dialect, apart f.‘rom Attic.
Looked at in the cold light of day, this is only a Non hqt%et.""' We
are satisfied with the observation that 24. 288 offers no evidence in
relation to our question. At any rate, one should not forget that‘ in
the rest of Homer no situation is described in which the questl‘on
‘the how manyeth year is it?’ is necessary. It is a.t an’y rate C(,)ncel.v-
able that a poetic language which had ordinals like éetcooTos at its
disposal also had a corresponding question word, or could form one
if necessary. ‘ )
24. 28¢9—go and 3or1: Page (109) quotes, 24. 289;—90 (gov fewo;
Storqrov, éudv maid’, €l mor’ &y ye; | dvopopov, 6v mov KTA.) an

91 Cf, Debrunner 145 (para. 287). _— ‘ "
92 Page’s remark is a bit enigmatic: “Though there is wide scope for its use, if it

had existed, in the Homeric poems and elsewhere . . .’. One would surely have to ask
first whether there was opportunity to use the word.

93 Cf. Schwyzer i. 596. , ] oy
94 Schwyzer i. 612 leaves the question open (‘mooTos since Homer’); Frisk, GEW

ii. §85 says without comment ‘Od. 24. 288, Att.’.

301



Hartmut Erbse

301: (o 8’ éxPrioavres éBnaav). On this he remarks: ‘Our poet has
hardly done himself justice, or at least credit, in writing . . ..
Nothing is less justified than this verdict. One should compare
Bek‘ker’s collection (Homerische Blitter (Bonn, 1863), i. 185) who
b‘e.gms. his well-known chapter with the words: ‘Homer loves repe-
t1t19n in almost every shape, so much so that there are few verses in
which he does not somehow remind us of certain other verses. He
certainly also understands how the repetition of the same sounci has
a charming and powerful effect on the ear and appreciation.’ As ref-
erences for the epanalepsis of the first of the examples mentioned
ab?ve, Od. 3. 472 (olvov olvoyoeivres) or zo. 280 (Saoodueﬁm
daivurt’ épucvdéa Saira) should be mentioned, for the parechesis of
the second Ii. 20. 61—2 (&8ewoev . . . Seloas) or 12. 295-6 (ééfAarov
... NAacey).

. -~ \ ~

24. 299: ﬂgv dai vis ornre Bo7); Page (106) claims that the manu-
script tradition i g
o );‘)O " _attests the particle he‘re, mn Od. 1. 225 (tis 8¢
OptAos) he says it was introduced by Aristarchus against the major-
ity of the manuscripts in order to avoid hiatus; as for the third ref-
erence (sc. Il. 16. 408: 7ds Sal rov &

, (sc. 11 I‘O.‘408. 7ds 8al Tdv dMwv Tpdwy dvrakxal Te kal
ev?uu'), he says it is one of several well-attested variants. If one puts
this accurately, one gets the following results:

In Il. 10. 408 the Vulgate has 8’ af, a small number of manuscripts
(among them A) 8a.

In Od. 1. 225 the Vulgate reads 8¢, only one manuscript dai.

I_n 24. 299 the Vulgate offers 8¢, Allen’s classes d and f manu-
script P 1 and the Ryland Papyrus (third and fourth cent,ury AD)
have dal.

Apollonius Dyscolus’ report (synt. 106. 1) shows clearly that
Aristarchus wanted to ensure that dai was read in all three places
cf. 107. 8:(&/\/\&. paiveras 61 Tov Aplorapyov eiver 76 éBupov 1-015
7'ron7‘7'ot?, oS [213] ouvriBws peév éMeime: Tois aplpois, ovvdmrer 8¢
peta Ta miouata tov dal ovvdeomov, “ris Sal doTw Ede outdos;”
(cf. Od. 1. 225), “mod Sal vyis €onkev;” (24. 299). If one follovs,zs
Apollonius, Aristarchus was faced with the question whether in
1. 0. 408 he should interpret the letter sequence 447 as 8’ af or
dal. In‘ considering the question, he referred to the fact that
HOI’I?CI‘IC language lacks the definite article. His second argument
consisted of reference to the two verses from the Odyssey. It
would be significant evidence if he really had found 8a{ there. i3ut
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the testimony of the Vulgate speaks against this, quite apart from
the observation that 8¢ is of course a lectio difficilior and could
hardly have been inserted later. So presumably Aristarchus
changed the text of the Odyssey in both places in order to be able
to prove his case. He did not have to take exception to the fact that
he was attributing a typically Attic particle to the text of the poet;
for he regarded Homer as an Athenian.®® If these thoughts are
correct, all disparaging statements about 24. 299 take care of
themselves since presumably in pre-Alexandrian times it did not
contain the offending particle. At the same time, one should real-
ize that Atticisms can have come into the Homeric text only rela-
tively late (this is not the only case).%
24. 307: Odysseus says to his father (AAXd pe Salpwv |) mAdy€’ dmo
Zucavins. Page (109) claims: ‘“Sicania” is not known to Homeric
geography.” This is a relic of a thesis by Kirchhoff (528):%7 ‘Sicels
and Sicania on the other hand are geographical terms which occur
only in the additions of the editor.” But it is arbitrary to delete the
mention of Sicily in Od. 20. 383 (& Zixelods méupwpevy—not to
mention the three passages in Book 24 (211, 366, 389: yvvy ZikeA
and similar). But if the Odyssey poet knew of the existence of Sicily,
he could also have known the old name of the island (Zikaviy, cf.
Hdt. 7. 170. 1) which for metrical reasons offered itself on a plate.
On the other hand, it is improbable that a later poet, who allegedly
was the first to introduce the term ‘Sicily’ into the Odyssey, should
have caused confusion in our passage through preferring an anti-
quated name of the country. Probably in post-Homeric times this
described only a part of the island.®®
24. 314: ‘Si8cboew: this monstrum rhapsodicum has a parallel in Od.
13. 358 (Page 109, cf. also Kirk 250). The recurrence of the [214]
form in a second passage should have warned us against thought-
less categorization. Indeed, formations of the future from charac-
terized present stems are not rare. They can be attested already in
Homer, cf. kiyfoopar (II. 2. 258 and more often), xatpfjoew (I1. 20.

95 Tt is enough to suppose that he suggested the conjectures for both places in the
Odyssey in his commentary where Apollonius seems to have found them. But

Aristarchus’ explanation is a circular one.
96 Qur passage has on principle already been dealt with correctly by M. van de

Valk, Textual Criticism of the Odyssey (Leiden, 1949), 172.
97 Cf. also Spohn 81 with hardly convincing arguments.
98 Cf. Schulten, RE 2 A 2 (1923), 2459, 39 s.v. Sikaner.
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363), aAbéew (Il 10. 371, 17. 547, 19. 558).%9 Are all these supposed
to be monstra?

24. :fIJS—?o: ava pivas 8¢ of 17 | Spuud pévos mpobTue pidov
marép ‘ewopéwvn. | kbaoe 8¢ piv mepupvs émdAuevos.1%0 Page’s
c,onr}plamts (106) concern the verbal forms mpodTuhe and
err'La/\p,evos. The word mentioned first, he thinks, is familiar to the
epic only in the phrase Tpdes 8¢ mpodruhav doANées (I1. 13. 136
15. 306, 17. 262); but he says the meaning required there does not,:
fit the context of the passage in Book 24. To this you can object:
The poet means the onset of the stinging tickle which precedes the
outbreak of tears (‘and already the sharp urge advanced to the front
o.f his nose’ Schadewaldt translates). This urge overwhelms man
like the advancing enemy. The second criticism too is hardly
appropriate. It is true that émdAuevos (I1. 7. 15) refers to mounting
the war chariot (immwv émdluevor dxeidwr). But this meaning
does not help us here. On the other hand, in Od. 14.220 and 22. 305
the participle érdAuevos is used of pouncing on the enemy, so of a
movement which lunges violently forward (in 22. 305 in the simile
vul.tures are mentioned). This idea exactly describes the situation
v"/hlch we previously tried to argue was the climax of the anagnori-
sis: Odysseus jumps up towards his father, embraces him, kisses
him, and tells him who he is. ,

Onf: will have to concede to Page that the judgement in both
cases 1s a matter of discretion. But who would want to put their sig-
nature to this opinion: ‘More unsuitable words for the present con-
text would be hard to find’? One senses Page’s purpose, and very
unsatisfying it is. ’

24. 341—4: With these verses Odysseus concludes the series of signs
which he gives his father in order to prove his identity. They are his
personal memories of childhood in the orchard, when his father
made him presents of valuable trees. The content already makes us
suspect that we will find here unique expressions. The verses go:
3 (’)’PXO'US 86’ MOL 688, 61/6’1.7)]/(15
Swoew mevriiovra, Swarpiyios 8¢ Ekaoros

99 Further material in Schwyzer i i
. r : - 783 a 7. From post-Homeric language espe-
cially S_LSafw .should l_)e mentioned. The above mentioned dAdéw is incidentgally got
a ?eﬁmte te§t1mor.1y since the stem dAvk- cannot be excluded, cf. Frisk, GEW i. 80
%0 Cf. with this also Casaubon in Spohn 20 3. , e
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[215] Hmy (évBa 8’ dva eradvdai mavroiar aow),
émmére 89 Aios Spar émPpiloeiav Tmephev.
Page (107) is offended that the form dvéunras is constructed like a
verb of promising; for the forms of this word (only the aorist is
attested) are construed either with an accusative object (Iliad:
2. 488; 9. 121; 10. 522; 14. 278; 16. 491; 23. 178; 24. 591; with
double accusative 23. o) or with accusative and indirect question
(Od. 4. 240; 11. 328, 517). Once (Od. 11. 251) the verb is used
absolutely. Nevertheless, Page’s objection is not justified.
Ameis-Hentze—Cauer already realized that the related word
Svoud{w is used twice (Il. 9. 515 and 18. 449) with the meaning ‘to
promise, namely that’.'°! By analogy with vmoyvetofar the infini-
tive could easily appear after dvopaivew (‘in this way you promised
me, enumerating them, to give (me) 50 vine rows as a present’).102
For the hapax legomenon Swatpiyios Page (rightly) accepts
Ebeling’s translation (diversis temporibus fructus ferens). The word
expresses the idea that each row can be picked at any time of year,
because the grapes ripen in turn. Although the formation is trans-
parent, the poet confirms what he means with an explanation in the
parenthesis of the next verse: ‘For there are indeed grapes of man-
ifold kind (i.e. in different states of ripeness) on the vines.” With
this enlightening reference to reality, Odysseus shows that he
knows all about the vineyard. So the parenthesis is not unsatisfac-
tory (thus, for example, Monro and Stanford) but logical. Only in
it does the present éaow make full sense, and given the sequence the
temporal clause follows the finite verb v pleasingly. The form
7 itself is attested four times (I1. 11. 808; Od. 19. 283; 23. 316; 24.
343). In Od. 23. 316 there are no variants, in the other places only
weakly attested ones. Schulze’s change to Mev is today no longer
regarded as probable or even necessary: 7jmv is morphologically the
latest form in the series *&ev, fev, fv, énv, 7mr.1% The Ionian
singers, Homer already among them, could have known and used it
(by which I imply nothing about the orthography of the oldest text

of Homer).

101 7. g. 5151 €l puév ydp p7) Sdpa pépor, a 8 8miab’ dvoudlo: (sc. Agamemnon)
and 18. 449: kal moAAa mepuchura 8dp’ Svdpalo.

102 [f instead of dvdunvas one read the participle voprvas so that a verb of say-
ing (from &evmes Od. 24. 339) would have to be added, then a familiar construction
would result. But the ellipsis would be extraordinarily harsh.

103 Cf, Meister, HK 109; Chantraine, Gr. Hom. i. 289.
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Even this passage, which seems so strange, does not contain any
unhomeric expressions, and if one considers it calmly, one can observe
that it contributes well to the rounding-off of the Laertes scene. [216]
24. 347-9:

aycﬁt‘ (?e‘ madt $idw BdAe miyee: Tov 8¢ mori of

GLZ\GI‘/ amoyfiiyovra moddrAas Sios *Odvooels.

avTap émel p’ dumvuro Kai és dpéva Buuos dyépby . . .
The phrase 7ov 8¢ m(p)ori of | efdev is a formation modelled on 1.
21. 507-8 (v [sc. Artemis] 8¢ m(p)ori of ef)e matip Kpovidys), but
the participle dmoyiixovra with the meaning ‘“fainting’ has no epic
model (cf. Spohn 184). The verb dmoyiyw = efflare occurs again only
in ‘the fifth century (mostly connected with an accusative object). In
epic, the compound is otherwise only used with the meaning ‘to blow
off, to refresh’, Il 11. 621 (= 22. 2): {8pd ameiyovro and 21. 561:
L:SP(Z) /o’motﬁvx@e[s. The same is true of dvagiyw, see 5. 795: EAxos
avayiyovra, 13. 84: dvéuyov $idov Hrop, 10. 575: avéuylev didov
Wrop and Od. 4. 568: dvahiyew avfpdrmous (of winds). But does this
finding lead to the conclusion that the expression of Od. 24. 348 is
close to the language of the fifth century, or at any rate, no longer epic
(Page 108: ‘contrary to Epic usage’)?

Our decision on the expression must start from two comparable
places in which fainting is described, I1. 5. 696—7 (Tov 6” éXume Yuy)
e ?ﬁ'ﬂs 8’ dumvivlny) and 22. 46775 (dmd 8¢ Yoy éxdmvoce
Fe | % 8° émel ofy dumvuro). Both passages show that people ima-
gined fainting as a temporary departure of the soul. But soul is the
brleath of life; the Greeks were always conscious that Yux1) belongs to
YUyw. From this consideration alone, it follows that dmodvyw in
Book 24 of the Odyssey was used in a more original sense than in the
other places. Of course, both meanings are very close to each other:
‘The shift which must be assumed—“blow > cool down (in the
wind)” (also “make dry [in the wind]”}—has nothing strange about it
especially for a seafaring people’ (Frisk, GEW ii. 1142). One ma;i
even assume that the Odyssey poet could have inferred the basic
meaning efflare from the Iliad references, if the compound in its
actual sense had not been known to him. But it is not very probable
that it should have remained completely alien to the older epic, espe-
cially in its early oral stage. We just do not have any testimony, since
the poet of the Iliad described fainting and sudden feelings of ’Weak-
ness in different ways (Hector’s fainting too, cf. Il. 14. 418—39), but
in the Odyssey this is the single case (Irus does not faint, cf. Oa:. 18.
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96—9). Finally one could refer to the structure of the sentence: the
phrase taken from II. 21 (7ov 8¢ moti of | efAev) which should have
closed with the subject described in a formula (moAd7Aas dios *Odvo-
oevs) left only little room for the description of the fainting. Evid-
ently the participle droiyovra was effectively unavoidable. [217]
24. 360: (&vha 8¢ Tnléuoyov xai Pouvkdlov 78é cvBwryw |)
npobmeuf’, s av deimvov épomAicowat Taxiora. Page (108) quotes
Monro: ‘The only Homeric instance of a compound of mpo- in
which we cannot write the uncontracted form mpoe-.” He could also
have referred to van Leeuwen.!% The diphthong which originates
from the crasis does indeed stand in a longum position (the arsis) only
inour passage. Inthe other instances in the Iliad and the Odyssey, the
vowel contraction could be dissolved. But it has been very doubtful
for a long time whether by doing this one would find the original
word sound. Rightly, Chantraine (Gr. Hom. 1. 85) expresses himself
much more cautiously than Page: ‘Enfin dans le cas un peu différent
de mpoddawe, mpovxovoas, mpolyovra etc., on peut penser que la
forme contracte s’est substituée 4 la forme non contracte.” Since
Meister’s research, we have known that contraction is not in the least
alien to the language of our epics. We are e.g. not justified in doubt-
ing the tradition of Od. 22. 385 (koidov és alyiadov moAufjs ékToobe
faldoons) with Nauck because the stem syllable of the adjective
xotAos in all other places in Homer can be dissolved into two short
ones.1%5 The assumption can be confidently made that the poet of
Book 24 had already met the diphthong which had originated
through crasis in the compounds with 7po-. For he himself in 24. 82
(mpodyovon) and 24. 319 (wporuipe) put the diphthong in the the-
575.196 T'o my mind, Monro’s observation only implies the following:
In compounds with 7po-, the augment did not originally blend with
the prefix, so the prefixes (mpo-¢-) had to stand in a biceps (i.e. in the
thesis). This position was also usually kept in the Homeric poems at
a time when crasis had already occurred. The existence of the false
diphthong was regarded as so unexceptional that the author of our
verse could dare to begin it with the form mpotmeuy’.107

104 Eychiridium Dictionis Epicae (2nd edn. Leiden, 1918), 70.

105 Cf, Meister, HK 50.

106 Ope is hardly allowed to presuppose that in these two cases the text was mod-
ernized but in Od. 24. 360 conceived of in the contracted form.

107 ‘Page thinks that he can support his judgement with reference to Od. 24. 240
(supposed violation of Wernicke’s Law). We regard this attempt as unsuccessful.
Cf. above pp. 290 ff.
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24.386: &0’ ol puév Seimvey émeyelpeov. On this Page (108):198 “This
poet is far from the main stream of Epic tradition: the common for-
mulas are forgotten or despised—not of 8’ én’ Jvelal’ éToipa
mpokeipeva xeipas iaddov or the like, but Seimvey émeyeipeov: the
verb, and this construction with the dative case, are common in the
prose and poetry of the fifth century (esp. Attic).” Page seems to
regard the poet as a self-willed ignoramus: instead of using the for-
mulae ready to hand, [218] he is supposed to have patched together
Attic constructions! But one should have a closer look at what he is
saying! Here something unexampled is happening: One has hardly
started ‘to fall to the food’ when along comes old Dolius with his
sons (dyyiuodov 8¢ | §A0° 6 yépwv dodios). The meal is temporar-
ily stopped for people to greet each other. Odysseus himself says
quite clearly that the food is standing there hardly touched (394-6):
‘Old man, sit down for your meal, and you, stop being amazed! For
we have been waiting in the halls for a long time, eager to stretch
out the hand for the bread (Snpov yap oirw émyeipfoe pepadres
| pipvouev év peydpoia’), and we have been waiting for you all the
time’ (Schadewaldt).

We should be reminded that the formulaic verse quoted by Page
introduces a typical dining scene in which the meal goes by in a way
familiar to the audience of epic poetry. Apart from two exceptions
the formulaic verse: airdp émel méoros kai éSnrios & épov &vro

. . always follows.'%® The Odyssey is rich in surprises. Our scene
also corresponds to its mode of representation: here the stream of
the narrative is interrupted just at that moment at which the lis-
tener expects to hear the most usual words.

24. 387-8: A0’ 6 yépwv dodios, adv & vieis Toio yépovros, | é¢
épywv poyéovres, ‘. . . then old Dolius came along and with him the
sons of the old man, tired out from working on the fields’
(Schadewaldt). Page (108) rightly emphasized the meaning of the
participle, which is unique in the epic. Moyeiv means ‘to suffer’
(~ perpetr) but that is not the meaning here. The model for our pas-
sage is likely to be one of the two Iliad verses in which poyéwv is
used intransitively, in place of an adverb, I 11. 636: dA\os pév

108 Cf. also Spohn 205; Schwartz 135 n. 2.

109 The two exceptions are Od. 4. 218 where something special which is closely
connected with the meal follows (é8” af7’ AN’ événe’ ‘EAévn Auds exyeyavia) and
20. 256 (Telemachus seats Odysseus who is now a guest of the house at a special
table near the threshold).
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poyéwv dmokunjoacke Tpamélns (‘with effort’) or 12. 29: 7a féoav
poyéovres Ayawol (‘with trouble’). So one would have to translate
the reference in the Odyssey in the following way: ‘Dolius and his
sons came home from work on the fields with trouble.” But this
surely does not correspond to the poet’s intention; the word order
alone makes it clear that poyéovres belongs to the prepositional
phrase (meaning ‘to be in a bad state’).11°

So the peculiarity of the use of the word consists in the fact that
the participle poyéovres, instead of being taken with the main verb,
is taken with the prepositional phrase. By this means the slight shift
of meaning from perpetiens to laborans automatically results. It is
probably not too bold to claim that such a use of the participle could
be derived at any time from the two references in the Iliad. {219]
This assumption should also be maintainable if the participle were
attested elsewhere in the Odyssey, possibly even with the same
function as in the older poem.

Page compares three places from tragedy with Od. 24. 388
(Aesch. Ag. 1624 and Prom. 275 as well as Eur. Alc. 849) and
expects his reader to conclude that the Odyssey verse was composed
under the influence of Attic phrases. Such a suggestion is not justi-
fied.

24. 394: & yépov, {{’ émi deimvov, dmexeddBeafe 8¢ OapBevs. The
verse contains two peculiarities: the form dmexAeAdfeable and the
genitive fdufevs in the sixth dactyl.

1. That multiple compounds are more numerous in the Odyssey
than in the Iliad is well known. One should for instance compare
the following forms: dmompoénke (14. 26, 22. 327; see 22. 82);
éxmpolurdvres (8. 515); émevravioas (22. 467) and others. The pre-
fixes dmompo-, ékmpo- and émev- are alien to the Iliad, émev- also
occurs in the Odyssey only in the passage just mentioned. So this
could be as suspect as the form dmexderdfecle. Since forms of
eichabBéabas (‘to forget’) are known to both epics (cf. éxAeAabéofon
(Il. 6. 285) and éxAeAdfoito (Od. 3.224) ), in our passage the mean-
ing must be ‘complete forgetting’. One is probably not allowed to
discredit this ad hoc formation by pointing out that the combina-
tions with éfamo- predominate overall over dmex-. In all of these
cases, the prefix dmo- immediately preceding the verb means

110 Cf. Schol. D to II. 1. 162: éudynoa- éxomiaca, ékakomdlnoa, similarly Schol.
Od. 24. 207.
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‘firmly’, or even ‘darkly’.l!! Also, in our case, an intensifying
second prefix has come before the firm combination exkleAdfecbe.
So a transposition of the prefixes was not permitted. But we must
exclude the obvious possibility of writing smexdeAdfeobe instead of
amexAeddlecte (cf. dmefaréacfar II. 15. 180, Smefavadis IL. 13.
352, vmeféduyov Od. 11. 383) because the meaning would be dis-
torted.

2. Page emphasizes that a contracted genitive singular of the
neuters in -os is otherwise never ‘in the unemphasized half of the
dactyl’ (so in the biceps). I regard the deviation from this practice
in our verse as less astonishing than the fact that the contracted
ending -evs coincides several times with a longum (thus filling the
arsis).''? These diphthongs which originated through contraction
cannot be removed. But once the ending -evs was accepted, the
qpponunity arose [220] of occasionally putting a contracted geni-
t,lvehatuthe verse end. As the poet used 7€o next to red, 0éo next to
€ju€d, épxeo next to épxev, so he will have regarded fdupBeévs next to
opeos as permitted and at his permanent disposal. The opportunity
of locating it at the same position as in 24. 394 was not often given
anyhow; for most of the epic neuters in -os have a short stem
vowel] 113

24. 398: (as dp’ édm, dodios 8 s «ie yeipe merdooas |)
dudorépas, 'Odvaets 8¢ AaBaw rioe xeip’ éml kapm. The geni-
tive ’Odvoeds is a rarity; for according to our knowled:ge the group
€(F)o- is not contracted (cf. Chantraine, Gr. Hom. i. 34). Page (108)
calls the construction ‘absolutely contrary to Homeric law’. But it
depends on how one defines the scope of validity of this law. It
should only be noted in passing that it is not difficult to mould this
verse into a more pleasing shape, e.g. dudw, ‘Odvorios 8¢ Aafdv
(Nauck). So there could also be a mistake in the tradition here.
Nevertheless, it is advisable to keep the tradition even without
having to ascribe it to an inferior poet. There are three forms of the

“1‘ SchwyzerTDebrunner 428. There the impressive example éfamarjoew IL. 22.
299, ‘next to which only dwdrnoe and similar, not simple drdw’.
h 112 Cf. the cases c,o,m)pilfd in Chantraine, Gr. Hom. i. 58: I1. 8. 368 (¢¢ *EpéBevs,
—%U—), )1313.610 (7;1;7', 6pevs, 21 vu-, v. Loant), Od. 11. 37 ($né¢é ’EpéBevs,
U Zuu-), IL 16. 743 (edepyéos, 2--), I1. 17. 573 (Bdpoevs, -2), Od. 7. 118 (B4,
u3), Od. 15. 533 (yéveus, L), g ) P

}i'l 3h So 1t1 éshunne}(iezsary to think of a mistake in tradition and consider 0&,4350;
which would have had to be measured in analogy to @xeov (Od. g. jpifueo
(10. 204), éddpeov (22. 456). peegy (0d- 9. 400), splbuew
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genitive, 'O8vaaios, *Odvoijos, and ’Odvcocos. But the last one
occurs only once in both epics, namely II. 4. 491: 06 uév duapt’,
¢ 8¢ Aebrov ’Odvaoéos éc0Mov éraipov. Now if a genitive scanning
uu— was really needed, could one not believe oneself to be justified
in creating it through contraction after the model of the neuter gen-
itives of the s-stems (cf. the form 8dufBevs, Od. 24. 394 which has
just been dealt with)? Such genitives of nouns in -evs were known
to the old interpreters of Homer anyhow, cf. Schol. T to Il. 13. 424
(CI8opeveds 8’ ob Mjye pévos péya): Twes mepiomdow. One should
compare the references in the grammarians collected for this
scholium, especially Choiroboscus (Th. 1. 172. 21): loréov 8¢ 67t
76 € kal 70 6 Tpixds ouvarpodvTar Tyovy kipvavtar . . . (24) ofov
*ISouevéos ISopeveds, “ ISopeveds 8’ ob Aijye uévos péya” avri Tod
’[Sopevéws odi Ednyev 1 Stvaus (next Od. 24. 398 and 1. 8. 368
are quoted). Bekker even wanted to extend the contraction to I1. 2.
566 (= II. 23. 678) (Mnkioteds vids instead of the traditional
Mmxioréos vids) and on top of everything write IInAeds instead of
ITnAéos.11* Although we are not allowed [221] to go that far, we will
nevertheless leave untouched the contracted form in Od. 24. 398,
which is unanimously attested. For Page’s conclusion would not be
cogent even if the poet of the Odyssey had taken over the uncon-
tracted form of Il. 4. 491 (’O8ucaéos) in another place.

Finally, if Arpéos, Tvdéos, IInAéos were formed only from the
patronymics as Meister (HK 150) assumes, we would not be
allowed (with the editors) to put in ITyAfjos for traditional IInAéos,
so we would have to read Sioyevijs IInAéos vids in Il. 1. 489. If this
thesis were correct (it is convincingly disputed) the poet at Od. 24.
398, supported by such a position of the proper name, could have
written: dudorépas, ’Odvcéos (to be read with synaloephe).''® But
this is not probable.

24. 402: 0DAé 7€ Kkal péya xaipe, Oeol 8¢ To SABiua Soiev. The
solemn form odAe!16 occurs again only in the Hymn to Apollo 466,

114 [ Bekker, Homerische Blitter (Bonn, 1863), i. 40 f. In any case it cannot be
denied that in II. 2. 566 (= 23. 678) either Myxioréos (Muriareds Bekker) vids or
Mykiorios vids (thus Bekker in the edition Bonn 1858) must be read. Allen had
Muxiaréos printed in the first, Myxior7os in the second place although the major-
ity of the MSS offers Mnkioréws there and here (sc. I1. 23. 678) Mnkioréos. Cf. also
Herodianus on 1. 9. 106.

115 §o we would have only a slight mistake in the traditional version.

116 Qriginally vocative (cf. Schwyzer i. 723 n. 5), but used like an imperative by
the poet (‘salve’). Uncontrollable associations in G. E. Dimcock Jr. in Essays 70.
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where our verse is repeated. Conclusions concerning the time of
origin (?f this verse of the Odyssey, our oldest evidence for this
Interesting word, are not possible.

24. 41.6: puxud e orovayy te. Muyuds (groaning) is an Ionic
formation like mpijxua (later uvyuds); it belongs to udlw. 117 Page
(110) notes: ‘A novelty, not elsewhere in poetry.” But the principle
is valid here too that words which have been formed regularly, even

if tbey are attested only once, do not allow any conclusions about
their age.

24.432:. .. 1) kal émeira kaTndées éoodued’ alel. This new forma-
tion is in addition to epic karnpein (I1. 3. 51 and more often) which
belongs to karnéeiv (cf. karndioas Il. 22. 293, similarly Od. 16.
342). Page (110; cf. also Spohn 180) has the references mentioned
to hand, and also notes that the Iliad knows the noun koTndoves (1.
24. 253) besides. Under these circumstances, however, he should
not have been surprised about the existence of the adjective
rxatyds; for this relates to karngeln as aAnbiis (Il. 12. 433) to
dAnbein (cf. I1. 23. 361) or as avadifs (cf. Il. 1. 158) to avaudeln (cf.
I. 149). So the formation is regular; it could be coined at any time
by an expert user of epic language.

24. 437: Eupeithes challenges the Ithacans to take revenge before
Odysseus escapes to the mainland with his people: aAX’ fopev, u7)
dOéwar mepaiwbévres exeivor. This verb meaning ‘to cross (over)’
is not otherwise attested in epic. mepdy is used once to mean ‘to
cross the sea’, [222] cf. Od. 5. 174: 1§ pe kédear oxedin mepdav uéya
Aaitpo Gaddoons. But this finding does not give us a reason for sur-
prise (cf. Page 109); for at 24. 437 a crossing from coast to coast is
evidently meant, and this fact alone explains why the verb later
occurs so often in Greek historical literature. In classical poetry, it
is found only in Aristophanes (Ran. 1 38, Dionysus in conversation
with Heracles): efra ndis ye mepaiwbijoopar ‘How shall I get across
there (sc. across the lake of the underworld)?’ Tt goes without say-
ing that there was no opportunity for such usage in the Odyssey
apart from here; for even in the formulation of Od. 5. 174, the full
er.nphasis is on the perilous length of the voyage, not on the possi-
bility of getting across. So the Odyssey offers the oldest evidence for
mepatodobar. It is no coincidence that this epic word gained new life
only in the fifth century.

117 Cf. Frisk, GEW ii. 264 (with lit.).
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24. 465: o0 ydp odw dde udlfos évi dpealv, dAN’ Eidmeile |

welBovr(o). Page (109) on this: ‘Edmeiféi: the contracted dative in
-et in the unstressed half of the dactyl is absolutely contrary to
Homeric law.” The statement is not accurately formulated, unless
Page means the second half of the sixth dactyl. The dative of the s-
stems is found in the thesis, but always with hiatus shortening (so it
forms the second breve of the biceps), e.g. Il. 11. 109: Avridov ad
mapa ods élage Eiger, éx 8’ éBal’ inmwv, or Il. 20. 172: yAavkidwy
00s déperar uéver, v Twa mwédvy, or 23. 189: v Aéyer doknTd.
Meister (HK 128) has proved that this position was chosen because
the contraction was not acceptable to the poets. Such forms there-
fore take the place of the longum only rarely. e.g. Il. 16. 792 (= Od.
13. 164): xepl xarampnvei, Il. 17. 647: év 8¢ Pdew (beginnings of
verse), Il. 23. 515: o0 7t Tdxel ye (Ruu—u), Od. 3. 91: €iTe kat év
meddyer, I1. 21. 262 xwpw évi mpoalei (beginnings of verse). The
places mentioned last show anyhow that contraction was acceptable
although it was used only rarely.

So the irregularity of Od. 24. 465 consists in the fact that the
dative with a contracted final syllable forms the end of the hexa-
meter. For this we do not have any other evidence. There is a
second peculiarity too: 422 and 469 in Book 24 show that the poet
wanted the proper name, which in the preceding books appears
only in the formula wpooédn Edmelfeos vids (wuit——uu— X), to
be read as three syllables. But as a Molossian word, the dative
Edmeifer would have had to be placed in such a way that its middle
syllable took the place of a biceps (was in the thesis).118

[223] So in this case one can only take note of the irregularity.
Presumably the poet felt that he was allowed to put the contracted
dative of the rare proper name at the end of the verse. We do not
want to excuse him. Certainly a more pleasing expression could
have been found. On the other hand this violation of the rule—it is
the only place where Page’s criticism is really justified—is not suf-
ficient to condemn the whole ending of the epic.!!®

118 On the exceptions cf. Ludwich, Aristarchs Homerische Textkritik i, ii
(Leipzig, 1884—5) ii. 247: ‘Only in two places within the verse did Homer at times
allow himself to deviate from the regular stress of the Molossus: before the bucolic
dihaeresis and at the end of the verse (in the hexameter spondiacus); there only
extremely rarely, here a little more frequently.’

119 Whether one should think about an influence of the genitive 8duBevs (¢-, Od.
24. 394) discussed above is debatable. But quite possibly the poet could have been
looking for the parechesis Edmeffet | melfovro. But this certainly is not sufficient to
justify the position of the nomen proprium.
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24. 485: (fueis 8’ ad maldwyv 1€ KaowyviiTwY TE Pdvowo |) EkAnaiy
Oéwpev. Page (110) emphasizes with disapproval that the noun has
a parallel only in Pindaric émidaais (P. 1. 46). He says besides that
the phraseology is just as unhomeric as the phrase oxéSaocw fein
(Od. 1. 116, 20. 225) (quoted by the commentators).12° Both accu-
sations are inappropriate: The formation éxAyois is faultless (cf.
éxPacis Od. 5. 410).12! But one can effortlessly detect this suppos-
edly unhomeric phraseology in both epics. As in Od. 24. 485, the
verbal abstract is used as a paraphrase in other places as well, when
a special intensity of the action is supposed to be expressed, cf. II.
15. 69—70 (éx 70D 8’ v ToL EmeTa TaNwEw waps vyav | alel ey
Tebxouu), Od. 4. 544 (0dk dvvoly Twa Shouer), Od. 9. 421 (el Tv’°
éraiporow Bavdtov Mow 48° éuol adrd | edpolumy).122 In this
case, Page’s misgivings are totally groundless.

24. 486: Zeus finishes his speech with the words: wAofiTos 8¢ rai
elpfiyy dAis éorw. Page (111) regards this as strange too because
mAoliTos appears elsewhere in the Odyssey only at 14. 206, and on
top of that in a formula which stems from the Iliad, and because
elpryy on the other hand belongs to the older poem only (in the
combination s wor’ or 70 mpiv én’ elpijvys respectively, cf. 1. 2.
797, 9. 403, 22. 156). We add that mAoiiTos is used six times in the
Iliad and ask how the poem about war could have fitted in the word
‘peace’ in any other way than in phrases of the kind ‘as once in
peacetime’. But in Od. 24. 486 both [224] nouns, and especially
eipvjvn, have their full sense: they hint at the fulfilment of the
action.

24. 491: éfeMdv Tis iBot, ua) 87 oxedov do (oy. éwor Schwartz,
oxedov eiov Kirchhoff) xidvres. Page (110) seems to regard such
Attic forms as evidence of later origin (sc. under the influence of the
Attic dialect). In this case even Wackernagel (SU 110) does not go
this far. But should one suppose that the author of Il 14. 274

120 The construction of the sentence (Spkia . . . Taudvres & pév .. . fueis 8°.. )
follows a typically Homeric scheme, cf. Od. 12. 73 ff.; Stanford on Od. 24. 485. Cf.
also. Ar1sFonicus on Il 5. 27-8 (with test.). The irregularity consists only in that in
the imagination of the speaker the thought that the gods are responsible for what will
happen pushes itself to the front; so instead of ‘the Ithacans are supposed to forget’
it is said ‘we (the celestial ones) will make them forget’. This is a psychologically
understandable anacoluthon. Good description in Eust. 1968, 11. Spohn’s objec-
tions (198) are not justified.

121 Cf. the literature mentioned in Frisk, GEW ii. 81!

122 Cf. Schwyzer—Debrunner 357.
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(udprvpor &a’ of éveple eol Kpdvov dudis éovres) was able to form
an epic participle, but on the other hand fell back upon the Attic
form for the subjunctive? This is improbable. Either he also had
the subjunctive dot at his disposal as an epic form or the passage is
corrupt (uaprupéwa’ of van Leeuwen, udprupot dogou Voss). Only
the second possibility can be reconciled with our knowledge of
Homeric dialect. The few Attic forms which can be found in both
epics (cf. Chantraine, Gr. Hom. i. 286 ff.) were corrected by con-
jectures a long time ago:12% kev fjow (x’ épow quoted by Zonaras)
0d. 8. 147; fjow (énow) 8. 163; iva. fow (v’ énot) 8. 580; How (énow)
IL. 19. 202; dvras (&6vras) Od. 7. 94; obons (éovens) Od. 19. 480;
dvres (v. 1. éévres) Od. 19. 230. So we can recommend assuming
that Od. 24. 491 is also corrupt.
24. 497: Téocapes ud’ ‘O8voi’, €€ 8’ vieis ol doioio. Page (110)
accepts only II. 20. 181 (ryuijs Tis IIpiduov) as an exact parallel;
but this verse appears in a part athetized by Aristarchus.
Nevertheless, it is sufficient to justify the formulation in Od. 24.
497; for Aristarchus’ deletion of Il. 20. 180-6 is unsound, cf.
Aristonicus: . . . 67u ebTe)els elow T KoTackev)) kal Tois VoGt
Chantraine (Gr. Hom. ii. 163) classifies the verses mentioned under
a use of the article which is only beginning to develop in epic lan-
guage. Page rejects his further examples (Il. 9. 342, 23. 348, and
probably also Od. 22. 221) with a certain amount of justification;
for in them the noun which belongs to the article has been left out;
so they cannot definitely be compared with our verse.12* But one
can very well bring in the cases in which the article stands after the
noun with an explanatory or a qualifying adjective. For Tquvs 7ijs
Hpidpov is nothing other than 7wis s Ipiapnins (to insert a
later adjective for the sake of clarification). So one should compare:
Il. 16. 358 (Alas 8’ 6 péyas), [225] 14. 279 (feods &’ ovéunvev
dmavras | Tods Smoraprapiovs), Od. 12. 252 (ix8aL Tois SAlyoiot
Séov katd eidara BdAwv, i.e. ‘and in fact to the small ones which
are not caught with harpoons’). So one should leave the formula-
tion of 24. 497 unchallenged, especially since the use of the article
123 [ most cases it is enough to put in the corresponding Ionic form and to read
with synizesis. Cf. Wackernagel, SU 110; Schwyzer i. 677; Chantraine, Gr. Hom.
i. 41, 64; Thumb—Scherer, Handbuch der griechischen Dialekte (Heidelberg, 1959),

ii. 257. Cf. also Meister, Die homerische Kunstsprache (Leipzig, 1921) 195 (who

seems to admit ofioms next to regular éodans).
12¢ J] 33. 376 ai Pypyriddao modwees ékdepov immor mentioned as an exam-
ple by Monro (cf. Stanford ad loc.) must probably be discarded as well.
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in the Odyssey is more modern than in the Iliad (cf. Chantraine, Gr.
Hom. ii. 163). ’

24. 499: kai mwohol mep édvres, dvaykaior moleuioral. ‘A fine
Home,rlc line’ (Stanford). Page (111) on the other hand notes:
‘moAids: grey, meaning grey-haired, aged, is characteristic of fifth-
century Attic, especially Drama; the usage is unknown to the Epic.’
.But how about the references in which a grey i.e. grey-haired head
is me,ntioned? Cf. Il. 22. 74 (similarly Il. 24. 516): moAdy 7€ Kdpy
moAiby 7€ yéverov and Od. 24. 317: xebaro kax kedalfs molids. It
wquld probably be nit-picking to treat this problem by distin-
guishing between head and person, cf. e.g. II. 8. 281 (Teiixpe, iy
xeq%a)\ﬁ), further I1. 11. 55, 23. 94; Od. 11. 549, 557. The expression
which is permissible for the head must therefore also be valid for
the person.

24. 511: e, ai K’ é0édpaba. . . . @8 évi OBvpd (| ob T
KaTaLoXUvovTa TV yévos). Page (111) need not have included this
passage in his catalogue of linguistic offences; for the mistake is cor-
rected by Wolf’s conjecture (78 émi Quud), cf. Il. 13. 485 and Od.
16. 99 (in both places Aristarchus read én{ instead of évi. A large
part .of the manuscript tradition agrees with him). This kind of cor-
ruption is not rare, cf. M. L. West on Od. 16. 282 (Philol. 110
(1967), 147).12°

24. §I4715:,T’L’S‘ V0 pou 1juépm 8¢, eol didot; 7 pdda yaipw: | vids
8’ viwvds 7’ dperijs mépL Sipiv éxovor. Page (110) thinks: “The Epic
was very sparing of interjections (&uot, & wdmoi): neither this
.expletlve, feol didot, nor anything else of the kind occurs elsewhere
in the Homeric poems.” Then he quotes Spohn (206), who reports
that the young Gottfried Hermann read this verse with displeasure.
If Page had also known Faesi’s remark about these verses, he would
probably have enjoyed quoting them: ‘An immensely feeble
.expression which makes Laertes appear to us as an almost child-
ishly \fveak and vain old man.’ This is certainly one method of inter-
pretation which will quickly get rid of the difficulties. Wackernagel
(SU 230) remarks quite correctly that Laertes’ words are less a
qpestion than an ‘expression of a feeling of happiness’. They com-
bine suitably enough with the exclamation ‘merciful gods’, and

g Stanford defends tradition since he regards the meaning ‘in my present spirit’
as more suitable than the interpretation ‘with, in possession of . . .. The reference
to Il. 13. 485 and Od. 16. 99 to my mind militates against this opinion.

316

The Ending of the Odyssey: Linguistic Problems

describe a climax of mood in a similar way to [226] the one in which
the words of Philoetius (Od. 20. 209: & pot émerr’ *Odvoijos
dudpovos) form an exclamation of horror. Wackernagel also
referred to Od. 24. 351—2 by way of comparison: Zed mdrep, § p’
&r eoré, Beol, xatd paxpov "Olvumov, | €l éredv pvnotipes
drdobadov $Bpw érewoav. They describe a similar feeling of happi-
ness as 24. 514 f., but Zeus and the gods are actually addressed in
them. On the other hand the exclamation feot ¢idot, taken as a mere
assertion, does indeed lack a proper analogy in Homer.12% But the
special peculiarity of Book 24 must in this case also be emphasized:
in a relatively short compass, the poet is describing unique situa-
tions which, as we have been able to state several times already,
brought unique expressions to life. One would have to find in the
Iliad the occasion when Laertes’ exclamation would have been
appropriate. To reverse the argument: Which more usual Homeric
phrase should the old man have used, in order to describe the un-
expected happiness which he is now allowed to enjoy at the end of
his life? He who ponders these questions will soon realize that not
only were Faesi and Page wrong, but also the young Gottfried
Hermann.
24. 519 Athena goes up to Laertes and urges him to pray to Zeus
and his daughter (sc. Athena) and then to hurl his spear at the
enemy: alpa pdA’ dumemadav mpoter odixdokiov éyxos. The last
words (mpoie. Sodixdoriov &yxos) are formulaic. They occur in the
Iliad another ten times (3. 355 = 5. 280 = 7. 244 = I1. 349 = 17.
516 = 22.273 = 22. 289, cf. further 5. 15, 7. 249, 20. 273), but there
mpoler is in each case imperfect indicative. Page (111) therefore
speaks of an artificial adaptation of the formula in Od. 24. 519 since
mpotet is here to be understood as an imperative. But the point of
the Odyssey reference consists in the fact that Laertes obeys
Athena’s advice and launches the spear successfully: the narrative
of the poet (24. 521—2) now takes up the verses of the goddess (24.
518-19) almost literally (24. 519 = 522), but in verse 522 mpoiet is
now an imperfect, as in the descriptions of the I liad. Again, from a
hackneyed phrase new splendour has been won (cf. above to Od.
24. 40).
24. 528: kal vi ke &7 mdvras (v7) BAecov kai Oixav avéorovs. This
adjective, which is a combination of an a-privative and a verbal

126 Cf. Bekker, Homerische Blétter, i. 201.
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noun, is found only here in the Homeric epics. Like Spohn (181)
and the commentaries, Page too (111) refers to the related and iso-
lated formation in Od. 4. 182: (feds,) 6s keivov Svarmrov dvéoriuov
olov éfmrev. Furthermore he thinks that he needs to state that
avoaros would be ‘a useful word, if the Epic had known it’. I regard
this assumption as incorrect, since there were [227] paraphrases
with véoros and véoTiyuov fuap as well as personal constructions
with véoTiuos at the poet’s disposal for representing the thought
that someone did not or could not return home. Cf. Il 9. 413
(@AeTo pév pot v8o70s), 16. 82 ($idov & dmo véorov Ewvrar); Od.
12. 419 (= 14. 309: feos 6’ dmoaivuro vdarov), 1. 9 (6 Tolow
deideto véoTipov fuap), 4. 806 (émel p’ érL véoriuds orw), 20.
333 (viv 8’ 70n 768€ 8hdov & 7’ 0dréri véoTiuds éorw). In all these
cases, a return home from war is referred to; he who grants or
denies it is a god. But in Od. 24. 528 only a return from Laertes’
estate is meant. The object of the sentence is Eupeithes’ followers,
the agents Odysseus and his comrades. Perhaps the poet felt
obliged to choose a word which had not been used before in order
to describe these peculiarities, either a word which was known to
him already or one which he created for the present purpose.12’

24. 534: 7dv &’ dpa SeodvTwy ek xewpdv érrato Tetyea (| mdvra
8’ émi yBovi mimre . . ). Page (111 and 113) is scandalized by the
misuse of the word redyea. No poet to whom epic language was
familiar could have talked about the whole armour, the harness, if
he meant only ‘weapons’. Page says that the author of our verse had
imitated Od. 12. 203 (v 8’ dpa Sewodvrwv ek yewpdw émrar’
épeTud) but that this imitation miscarried, proving multiple
authorship. But the second part of this judgement is false. Let us
recall the verses in which the recovery of weapons is mentioned:
apijia Tedyea (Od. 16. 284, 19. 4) describes clearly all the parts of a
warrior’s equipment, namely protective and offensive weapons but
especially sword, spears, and shield (cf. Od. 16. 295-6; cf. further
Od. 22. 109, 139, 180; 24. 165, 219). What is the Iliad poet think-
ing of when he describes the last flight of the Achaeans in the fol-
lowing way (II. 17. 760): moA)a. 8¢ relyea Kkald mégov mepl T’ dupi
7e Tddpov | devydvrwr davadv, or when in describing the river
battle he says (21. 301): m0AAa 8¢ redyea kald Saikrauévawv allndv

127 The formation dvooros could not cause any difficulties, cf. Debrunner 28

5 i w
(’lpara. 54), cf. d-voaros with d-vovaos, d-yovos (IL. 3. 40), d-8dvaros, d-kdparos,
a-vmvos and others.
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| mAdov Krai vékves? Both references are crystal clear. The fleeing
Greeks are obviously throwing away their cumbersome shields in
particular. But there are not just spears floating on the floods of
Scamander but corpses and probably shields covered with ox hide
(Bodypta, cf. Il. 12. 22), or rather the light shields of barbarian aux-
iliaries (Aawofia . . . mrepdevra, cf. Il. 5. 453 = 12. 426).7*% It is a
logical assumption that in our passage in Book 24 too, shields in
particular are described by Tevxea. The [228] Ithacans throw them
away, in order to be able to run for the city at speed. The question
whether they are taking their spears along at the same time is irrel-
evant.

24. 535: mdvra (sc. Tevyea) 8 émi xOovi mimre, feds oma
dwvnados, i.e. ‘when the goddess let her voice sound’. The half of
the verse after the middle caesura is a phrase from the Iliad (Il. 2.
182 = 10. 512, similarly 20. 380); here the accusative éma depends
on the finite verb (§uvénke or dxovae respectively), but in the con-
struction in Book 24 it depends on the participle. Page sees in this
combination of words a reprehensible deviation from epic tradition
(110: ‘our poet is so far from the tradition . . .”). On the other hand,
syntactical regroupings of given phrases are important characteris-
tics of epic verse formation and no evidence at all that the poet had
mastered his art inadequately. As Leumann (Homerische Wirter
(Basle, 1950) passim, esp. 183 ff.) showed with notable examples,
the Iliad poet already proceeds like this with the formulaic mater-
jal given to him, and a similar relationship can be traced between
quite a few of his word combinations and those of the Odyssey. So
its poet reshaped the phrase yotvwy dipduevor Airavedoopev (11. 24.
357) into the construction yotvwy éAAirdvevaa (Od. 10. 481), pre-
sumably not without the influence of Il. 9. 451 (éué Aiooéokero
yotvawv).12? The verb oredpar is combined with the infinitive in the
Iliad, cf. Il. 2. 597: orebro yap evxduevos vikroepev (‘he boastingly
presumed to win’) and 5. 832-3: oredr’ dyopedwy | Tpdo
payfoeabor (‘talking, he asserted that he would fight against the

128 For their description in the commentaries of the ancients cf. H. L. Lorimer,
Homer and the Monuments (London, 1950), 195.

129 Cf, Leumann, Homerische Wirter, 189. For the dependence of Od. 10 on Book
24 of the Iliad cf. G. Beck, Philologus 109 (1965), 1~29. Beck also noticed singulari-
ties in language usage in Od. 10 which can have originated only under the influence
of Il. 24, e.g. {pepdets . . . yéos Od. 10. 398, Badepdv ydov 10. 457. On the other hand
in I1. 24. 760 it says ydov 8” dAlacTov Spwe which could not be used in the new con-
text and was recoined into the phrases mentioned which were alien to the Iliad.
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Trojans’). But the Odyssey (sc. Od. 11. 584) gives the impression
that its author had taken the opportunity from the references men-
tioned to combine oreiiro with the participle: o7redro 8¢ dubdewv,
miéew 8’ ok elyev éXéofas (‘he behaved like a thirsting man’, of
Tantalus).’3% So after the pattern émlovpos (Il. 13. 450: Kpijry
émiovpov, originally Kpijry ém oBpov),!3! originating from mis-
judging or neglecting postposition, the Odyssey poet formed from
BouxdAor Gvdpes (I1. 13. 571 and sim.) the compound émiBovkdlos
dviip (Od. 3. 422) and from Bdiropas dv8pas (Il. 12. 302) a new
nomen agentis émPBddropt uidwy (Od. 13. 222) etc.132

[229] 24. 535 also belongs to this group of obviously intentional
changes of construction and shifts of meaning. It should not be per-
missible to assume an error on the poet’s part, that he could not have
constructed the simple verse 1. 2. 182 (s ¢pdb’, 6 8¢ fvvénke Oeds
oma dwvnedons). Rather, since a transitive use of a verb employed in
the Iliad only absolutely suggested itself by analogy with Aéyew or
elmeiv respectively (cf. e.g. Od. 4. 389 = 10. 539), he seems to have
seen a possibility here of giving a new and more effective sense to a
known formulaic combination. We had observed similar phenomena
several times already (cf. Od. 24. 40 and 519).

All the expressions which Page, following Spohn’s investigation,
regards as unepic have now been mentioned. The new examination
has shown that only four places present difficulties: the gloss word
adwdwv (Od. 23. 326) whose intended meaning cannot really be
known, the unique form méoTov (24. 288) which cannot be given in
Ionic, the genitive ’Odvoeds (24. 398), and the metric peculiarity of
verse 24. 465 (contracted Ejmelfe: at the end of the verse). All the
other objections are not justified, since sufficient analogies can be
found in the acknowledged stock of epic diction. But the deletion of
the final part of our epic cannot be justified merely on the strength
of these four peculiarities. That the language of the last two books
is rich in rare expressions and unique word combinations is pre-
sumably, as we have emphasized several times already, the result of
the multiplicity of themes which come together here in a relatively
confined space.

130 Cf. Leumann, Homerische Wérter, 211 who on the other hand also considers
the possibility of construing miéew with aredro. However, if Agar’s conjecture is
~ Ay 7’ 7 IQY » € 7 .
correct (o7edTo 8€ dupdwy miéew, 0D elyev éAéabay), this example would anyway
be unsuitable for our purposes.
131 Thus already some unknown sources of Herodianus, cf. Schol. A ad loc.
132 Cf. Leumann, Homerische Wrter, 92.
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