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Preface to the 1st Edition (2000)

The commentary commencing with this volume is meant not only to serve as a
tool for professional scholars of classical antiquity, but also to make the earliest
preserved major text of European literature somewhat more accessible to literary
scholars and students of all disciplines, as well as to others interested in literary
studies. Homer’s era is removed from ours by about 2700 years. In human history,
these approximately 80 generations are a mere blink of the eye. But given the
structural social and cultural changes from Greece via Rome, Byzantium and the
modern European national states, an adequate, spontaneous comprehension of
this kind of poem cannot be taken for granted today. An important subsidiary
goal of this project is thus to mitigate the impression of foreignness or even inac-
cessibility common among non-specialists. This is based on the hope that the
commentary will contribute to integrating Homer anew, or at least in a new light,
into our society’s cultural memory.

The structure of organization and the internal composition are described in
detail in the ‘Introduction’ (see COM 36-43). The work as a whole is composed of
three parts: (1) the Prolegomena volume, (2) the text/translation volumes, and (3)
the commentary volumes (line-by-line commentary). These three parts interlock
and form a tripartite unity.

The present Prolegomena volume forms the basis of the commentary and
serves to relieve it of repetitiveness. As detailed below (COM 40), it would have
been uneconomical and tiresome to discuss indispensable basic information
anew at every relevant point. Instead, the most important data regarding the
history of Homer commentaries, the history of the text, formularity and orality,
Homeric grammar, meter, the structure of the poem, Homeric poetics, the char-
acters in the action (subdivided between gods and humans, and supplemented
with an alphabetic index of characters), and the connections between Homeric
and Mycenaean vocabulary, are summarized in ten ‘blocks’ of information. These
blocks are designated by abbreviations (G = grammar, M = meter, etc.) and are
organized by paragraph or (where more appropriate) alphabetized. In the line-by-
line commentary, reference is made to these blocks by abbreviation + paragraph
number (G 25, M 10, etc.) wherever a more detailed or systematic explanation
appeared necessary or useful.

The central topics for a primarily philological commentary on the Iliad are
largely covered by the ten blocks of information,* as can be seen by comparison

1 This applies to the present English edition also in comparison to the Homeric compendia
published in 1995 (Homeric Questions, ed. ]. P. Crielaard, Amsterdam), 2004 (The Cambridge Com-
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with the most extensive recent compendium of Homeric scholarship, the New
Companion to Homer, published in 1997 (see the bibliography at the end of this
volume). Sections from the Companion, such as ‘The Homeric Question’, ‘Epic as
Genre’, ‘Homer and Hesiod’ and the like find their proper place in a handbook —
as does the entire fourth section (‘Homer’s Worlds’: archaeology, history, sociol-
ogy, ethics) — but will hardly be missed in a work of commentary. Only the lack
of a separate block dedicated to ancient explications of Homer (scholia) is to be
regretted.? Here, the notes in ‘Commenting on Homer’ (COM) and ‘History of the
text’ (HT) may provide some temporary compensation.

The editor and authors have attempted to present the relevant results of
Homeric scholarship in accord with the current state of knowledge. Over the
course of the last approximately 100 years, Homeric scholarship has not only
become international to an unexpected degree (active researchers today reside
in about 45 countries), but has also become specialized to such an extent that an
overview of the total output has been impossible for some time. Not to attempt
this, however, would not only contradict the academic ethos, but would also miss
the main goal of any commentary, which is to aid the advance of knowledge by
collating what has been achieved to date. Accordingly, every attempt has been
made to approach this ideal as closely as possible. The editor and authors are
grateful for comments and amendments, even more so since an update of the
current Prolegomena volume, after a reasonable span of time, is part of the project
plan.

The blocks of information are offered in diction as generally comprehensible
as possible, with the exception of G and MYC, where prior knowledge is indis-
pensable; a renewed interest in Homer will not be aroused by the use of insider
jargon. As for content, on the other hand, every effort has been made to serve
even experts as well as possible, particularly by means of information offered
in footnotes and abundant bibliographical references. The needs of this second
group of users are further addressed through innovations such as the extensive
Homeric grammar, specially developed for this volume by Rudolf Wachter, and
the narratological premiere of a ‘Homeric poetics in keywords’ by René Niinlist
and Irene de Jong. A further innovation can be found in the Mycenaean index by

panion to Homer, ed. R. Fowler, Cambridge) and 2011 (Homer-Handbuch. Leben—Werk-Wirkung,
edd. A. Rengakos/B. Zimmermann, Stuttgart), as well as to the Homer Encyclopedia (3 vols.), ed.
M. Finkelberg, Chichester; Malden, MA. — The ten blocks are here supplemented by an eleventh,
containing an overview of the most recent scholarship on Homer, by A. Bierl (‘New Trends in
Homeric Scholarship’ [NTHS]).

2 A welcome temporary filling of the gap has since been published: René Niinlist, The Ancient
Critic at Work: Terms and Concepts of Literary Criticism in Greek Scholia, Cambridge 2009.
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Rudolf Wachter, similarly formulated specifically for this volume, which for the
first time illustrates via concrete examples the breadth and depth of the current
linking the Mycenaean period of Greek history linguistically with the ‘Homeric’
period approximately 700—-450 years later. The extensive collation and explana-
tion of all characters featured in the Iliad (deities, humans, peoples) in two types
of survey (‘Cast of characters’ and ‘Character Index’) by Fritz Graf and Magdalene
Stoevesandt will likely be welcomed not only by friends of literature but by pro-
fessional Homeric scholars as well, for whom the previously available lists of this
kind, generally incomplete and inaccurate, have long been a source of annoy-
ance. The ‘History of the text’ by Martin West converts the tremendous command
of the material exhibited by the latest editor of the text of the Iliad (in the Biblio-
theca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana) into a masterful yet
readable overview.

Every information block draws on the entire Iliad for attestations, and fre-
quently also on the Odyssey, the works of Hesiod and the Homeric hymns. The
Prolegomena volume thus emerges as a reference work meant to serve as a com-
panion volume for the duration of the commentary project. It is hoped that the
enormous expenditure of time required to compose it will be rewarded by a simi-
larly long life for its contents.

Completion of this volume was only possible thanks to the collaboration, energy
and perseverance of all those involved, especially the permanent associates of
the project in Basel, René Niinlist, Magdalene Stoevesandt and Claude Briigger,
at different times diligently supported by student assistants. Much patience, tol-
erance and commitment, often approaching the limits of human endurance, has
been asked from the permanent associates in particular. Special thanks are due
the authors, both project staff and external associates, for their endless readiness
to cooperate, which has found its most efficient expression in repeated mutual
reading and subsequent revision of manuscripts. The administration of the
University of Basel has generously and actively supported the project from the
very beginning, making spacious premises available for it and providing indis-
pensable electronic infrastructure. The Basel university library and its staff are
due thanks for their regular, engaged support in the procurement of academic
literature. We thank the Freiwilligen Akademischen Gesellschaft Basel (FAG) for a
significant contribution toward the cost of books. In a field as intensively worked
as Homeric studies, the overview of printed output and the task of remaining up
to date present particular challenges; here we are indebted to Prof. Dr. Francgoise
Létoublon for providing us with current information from her Homeric research
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center in Grenoble, and especially for sending us the extremely helpful current
bibliographies on Homer compiled by Dr. Martin Steinriick.>

Of crucial importance for the gradual emergence of the concept of the project,
which goes back to conversations at the 9th Congress of the Fédération Inter-
nationale des Associations d’Etudes Classiques (FIEC), held in Pisa in August 1989,
was the enthusiastic approval and active support of Dr. h.c. Heinrich Kramer,
managing director of the Stuttgart Teubner-Verlag at the time. After Teubner’s
transition to Saur publishers in November 1999, Prof. Dr. h.c. mult. Klaus Gerhard
Saur also showed acute interest in the project. To thank all those mentioned above
is more than the mere performance of a duty. But the greatest thanks are due the
Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur Forderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung,
without whose generous financing the project would never have begun.”

Basel, October 2000 Joachim Latacz

3 Cordial thanks are now also due Prof. Dr. Edzard Visser, who provided us with access to the
first two parts of his extensive report on Homeric studies in Lustrum (see bibliography) when
they were still in manuscript form.

4 Subsequent additional support by Swiss and German private foundations (see Impressum)
allowed gradual expansion from the original two to five younger scholars (see COM 37). We are
grateful and happy that the tradition of patronage, including in the field of Classical Studies, is
still at home in Europe today.
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The Basel Homer Commentary (Basler Homer-Kommentar), established by Joachim
Latacz (Chair of Greek Language and Literature at the University of Basel, 1981-
2002), can already look back on two decades of successful work. Progress on the
commentary continues thanks to a research team, attached to the professorship
for Greek philology at the University of Basel (Department of Classics), supported
by the University of Basel and funded by the Schweizerischer Nationalfonds zur
Forderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung (Swiss National Science Foundation,
SNF), its main sponsor. After Joachim Latacz became Professor emeritus, I joined
the team of editors in 2002 when I succeeded him as professor; since then we have
jointly managed the project.

Project publications since 2000 are a volume of Prolegomena to lay the
groundwork and six double volumes of commentary (Iliad Books 1, 2, 3, 6, 19,
and 24; each in two fascicules: fascicule 1, text and new translation; fascicule 2,
commentary). Two of these volumes (Prolegomena and Volume I: commentary
on Book 1) appeared in a third edition in 2009, and another volume (Volume II:
commentary on Book 2) in a second edition in 2010. Three more double volumes
of commentary (on Iliad 14, 16, and 18) compiled in the most recent project phase
(2009-2015) are due to be published in 2015. Another three volumes of text, trans-
lation and commentary on Iliad Books 7, 9, and 22, will be added at yet-to-be-
determined dates (ca. 2016/17). Twelve books of the Iliad — that is, half of the
entire poem, focused on its structural pillars — will thus have received treatment
in the commentaries within the near future. A grant application for continua-
tion of the project is currently under consideration by the Swiss National Science
Foundation.

The research team producing the commentaries currently consists of five
post-doctoral ‘Homeric specialists’, each holding a PhD. Four of them (Claude
Briigger, Marina Coray, Martha Krieter, Katharina Wesselmann) are producing a
commentary on a complete Book of the Iliad; Magdalene Stoevesandt serves as
the general editor.

Funding in the first phase of the project (1995-2003) was provided solely
by the Swiss National Science Foundation, joined in the second (2003-2009)
and third (2009-2015) phases by the private Freiwillige Akademische Gesell-
schaft (FAG), the private Max Geldner-Stiftung, the private Frey-Clavel-Stiftung
(all Basel), and the Hamburger Stiftung zur Forderung von Wissenschaft und Kul-
tur, all of which we would like to warmly thank again for their support.
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To our delight, the commentary was well received in international professional
circles. This is shown by the detailed German- and English-language reviews,* as
well as by the necessity for second and third printings within a mere ten years. The
sole fact regretted by all was that the commentary was only available in German,
the rise of English as the academic lingua franca does of course not exclude the
field of Classical Studies.

Early 2011 provided the occasion for a memorable meeting in Princeton
between myself and Michiel Klein-Swormink, who had at that time just begun
his tenure as De Gruyter’s general representative in the United States, when I was
spending a year at the Institute for Advanced Study (IAS). With the desirability
of an English edition of the commentary already in mind — I had just published
an English translation of my book on the comic chorus — I spontaneously sug-
gested at the end of our exchange publishing the Homer commentary in English
as well. Michiel Klein-Swormink received the suggestion with similarly spontane-
ous enthusiasm. We quickly became friends over dinner and immediately began
to plan the project in greater detail, and he promised to campaign for the project’s
swift realization at the publishing house.

In early summer of 2011, our publishers Walter de Gruyter (Berlin/Boston)
officially decided to translate the Basel commentary into English and to distrib-
ute the English-language version throughout the world via the various modern
means available (including digital versions with interactive features for acquisi-
tion in university libraries).

Michiel Klein-Swormink had made clear in our very first discussion that the
publishing house would not be able to shoulder the substantial financial expendi-
tures involved in producing the translation — which would, of course, have to be
produced by native speakers with a high level of competence in Classical Studies.
We were asked to raise third-party funds, with Michiel Klein-Swormink offering
his help in developing the concept. While still at the IAS, I approached a variety of
potential sponsors in the United States. My letter was accompanied by a detailed
description of the commentary and the project design by Michiel Klein-Swor-
mink, together with cost estimate provided by the publishing house. After several
disappointments, in the fall of 2011 we found an open ear at the Stavros Niarchos
Foundation, which has provided and continues to provide significant support to
promote Hellenism world-wide. At the same time, the Stavros Niarchos Founda-
tion set the condition, in line with practices common to major American founda-

1 Reviews available digitally can be found at: https://klaphil.unibas.ch/graezistik/griech/bk/
rezensionen/. — In the meantime, our commentary has also been evaluated by Edzard Visser in
Lustrum 54 (2012) 208343 (see I11.3.a).
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tions, that the sum they were willing to grant be matched by further donations of
at least the same amount within the space of one year. Shortly before the dead-
line, two Basel foundations stepped in: the Freiwillige Akademische Gesellschaft
(FAG) and the L. & Th. La Roche Stiftung. De Gruyter guaranteed the defrayal of
the remaining funds. Both foundations as well as De Gruyter are due our sincere
thanks.

The next steps were to establish the project infrastructure, find a Coordi-
nating Manager/Editor for the English edition, and identify suitable translators.
This turned out to be an enormous challenge. As directors of the Basel Homer
Commentary, we began our search before the official start of the project on 3
December 2012. Already in January 2013, we held a meeting in Basel with Michiel
Klein-Swormink, who had now advanced to the position of Senior Editorial
Director for Classical Studies and Philosophy and director of the US branch of De
Gruyter, and had taken over responsibility for the project on the publisher’s side.
A thorough discussion took place regarding various practical matters of organi-
sation and management, as well as specific questions concerning the design of
the translation in detail. These negotiations resulted in an Editorial Publication
Agreement between De Gruyter and the editors of the Basel Homer Commentary
(including all team members).

Over the next few months, we intensified our efforts to find an editorial and
translation team that could meet our conditions of linguistic competence in both
German and Ancient Greek and experience in Homeric scholarship, and could
work within the budgetary restraints resulting from the aim of finishing as many
of the thirteen volumes as possible in the time allotted and with the sum availa-
ble. After a series of meetings and intense negotiations from July to October 2013,
we managed to win as General Editor of the English Edition S. Douglas Olson,
Distinguished McKnight University Professor at the University of Minnesota. As a
specialist in Greek Philology with a particular interest in the commentary-writing
process and, among many other accomplishments, the author of a monograph on
the Odyssey and a commentary on the Homeric Hymn of Aphrodite, he is familiar
with Homer, a native speaker of English with competence in German and cur-
rently, as a result of his association with the Heidelberg Academy-supported Kom-
mentierung der Fragmente der griechischen Komddie project, a resident of Freiburg
im Breisgau near Basel. The complex series of negotiations between the pub-
lishing house, Basel Homer Commentary team, Douglas Olson, and the various
other persons involved, yielded a happy agreement that Douglas Olson would
form and work with his own team of translators, Sara Strack and Benjamin W.
Millis, each holding a PhD in Classics. In late fall 2013, they began translating the
first batch of three volumes, the Prolegomena and the commentaries on Books 3
and 6.
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In concept, there was rapid agreement between our team and De Gruyter
not simply to translate the volumes that had already appeared in German, but
to publish a thoroughly revised new edition. From the start, we made it a point
to include supplementary information directed specifically at an Anglophone
audience. In addition, the English-language version omits the accompanying text
volume with our own translation; the lemmata are instead drawn from Richard
Lattimore’s popular translation of the Iliad.

Since summer 2013, the authors of the Basel Homer Commentary have been
revising and updating the German volumes previously produced. I have also
written an additional chapter for the Prolegomena that deals with the current
trends and developments in international, especially Anglophone, Homeric
scholarship.

We now present the Prolegomena volume as the basis for the new Homer’s
Iliad: The Basel Commentary, expanded and updated in the fashion described
above. The authors have once again revised their contributions and, where
appropriate, made additions, particularly to the bibliography. The volumes on
Books 3 and 6 will follow shortly. In the future, approximately three new volumes
are projected per year.

We wish to thank once again our sponsors and the individuals who have sup-
ported us within the various foundations, namely Dr. Caspar Zellweger (Chair-
man of the FAG), Stefan Schmid (Chairman of the L. & Th. La Roche Stiftung), Prof.
Dr. Jan Philipp Reemtsma (Founder and Manager of the Hamburger Stiftung zur
Forderung von Wissenschaft und Kultur) and Matthias Kamm (Director of the man-
aging office of the Hamburg foundation), Oliver Ehinger (president of the Frey-
Clavel-Stiftung) and Prof. Dr. Peter Blome (treasurer of the Frey-Clavel-Stiftung),
as well as Dr. Peter Lenz (Chairman of the Max Geldner-Stiftung). In addition, we
thank the De Gruyter publishing house, in particular Michiel Klein-Swormink, for
their dynamic support and vision, both managerial and academic; also Dr. Anke
Beck (Vice-president, Humanities Program) for guaranteeing the remaining
funds, Dr. Serena Pirrotta (Senior Acquisitions Editor, Ancient Studies) for steady
support from the Berlin central office, Katharina Legutke (Project Editor, Classical
and Ancient Near Eastern Studies) for ongoing support, and the book produc-
tion team for their problem-free and professional production. We further thank
all contributors to the Prolegomena, who in addition to their administrative and

2 See most recently R. Lattimore, R. Martin (trans.), The Iliad of Homer (new introduction and
notes by Richard Martin; first published 1951), Chicago/London 2011, and the review by K. Chew
in Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2012.10.04.



Preface to the English Edition == XV

research tasks at their home institutions completed the task of updating their
texts in a timely fashion; our research team, who despite the heavy claims of
their ongoing commentary work shouldered the substantial additional workload
without recompense; all the experts, as well as all the associated collaborating
projects and individuals; and not least, our alma mater, the University of Basel,
which has generously provided us with infrastructure and has constantly sup-
ported us in the acquisition of bibliographic materials.

Particularly warm thanks are due to the two translators, Benjamin W. Millis
and Sara Strack, and the General Editor of the English Edition, S. Douglas Olson,
with whom this project allowed me to reconnect 25 years after our collaboration
as young colleagues at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (USA) in
1989/1990, for a smooth and collegial collaboration.

At a time when German is unfortunately declining in importance within the
humanities and when many academics are only aware of publications in English,
the publishing house and the Basel team are convinced that the current effort
represents a significant contribution to the study of Classics, literature, and the
humanities in general, by providing anyone interested with access in English to
our commentary on the Iliad, one of the great foundational texts of Western lit-
erature.

Basel, January 2015 Anton Bierl

The goal of my team has not been to produce a new Basel commentary on the Iliad —
although the English-language version has been updated in numerous small but
important ways by the commentators themselves — but to offer a faithful, clear
translation of the original. Our efforts should accordingly be judged on that basis
alone; we claim no credit for the insights the Prolegomena and the individual
commentary volumes offer, only for the rendering of the work into English. But
we hope that this in itself will be seen as a significant contribution to scholarship,
by breaking down some of the artificial linguistic boundaries that separate stu-
dents of the Iliad working in different national and regional traditions.

Texts are fundamentally shaped by the syntax and vocabulary of the lan-
guage in which they are produced, making translation (as is often observed) as
much an art as a science. In addition, the Basel Iliad commentary is full of highly
specialized linguistic and literary concepts, and engages with a wide variety of
academic subdisciplines in the field of classical studies. I accordingly take the
occasion of this preface to express my thanks and admiration for the members
of my translation team, Benjamin W. Millis and Sara Strack, who have done a
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superb job of rendering the original German into clear, colloquial English that
nonetheless allows something of the individual voices of the various contributors
to be heard.

Those who know Joachim Latacz and Anton Bierl personally will instinctively
understand precisely how easy and collegial our collaboration up to this point
has been. We look forward to the production of further volumes in the series.

S. Douglas Olson Freiburg, 22 January 2015



Abbreviations

1. The following abbreviations are used for cross-references within the Prolego-
mena volume:
CG/CH Cast of Characters of the Iliad: Gods/Human Beings
COM Introduction: Commenting on Homer
FOR  Formularity and Orality

G Grammar of Homeric Greek
HT History of the Text
M Homeric Meter (including prosody)

MYC  Homeric — Mycenaean Word Index

NTHS New Trends in Homeric Scholarship

xxx*  Superscript ‘P’ after a term refers to the definition of the term in ‘Homeric
Poetics in Keywords’.

STR  The Structure of the Iliad

2. References to the commentary volumes:

n. Lat. nota (‘1.15n.” refers to the commentary on Book 1, verse 15).
R refers to the ‘24 Rules relating to Homeric Language’ found in each com-
mentary volume.

3. Additional abbreviations and symbols
(Abbreviations in general use are not listed here. — For special abbreviations
used only in G and MYC, see pp. 66 and 236 respectively. — For bibliographic
abbreviations, see pp. 259ff.)

* reconstructed form
< developed from
> developed into

marks verse beginning/end
~ approximately corresponds to
~ approximately the same
A1,B1(etc.) indicates caesurae in a hexameter (cf. M 6)

AN Animal name

Chrest. Chrestomathia (Proclus’ summary of the ‘Epic Cycle’)
Cypr. Cypria (in the ‘Epic Cycle’)

DN Divine name

fr. fragment (fragmentum)

Gr. Greek

Hes. Hesiod (Op. = Opera, ‘Works and Days’; Th. = Theogony)

‘Hes.’ works ascribed to Hesiod
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h.Hom. Homeric Hymn (h.Cer.: to Ceres/Demeter; h.Merc.: to Mercury/
Hermes; h.Ven.: to Venus/Aphrodite)

HN Human name

IE Indo-European

imper. imperative

loc. locative

Myc. Mycenaean

OH Officeholder

PN Place name

POxy Oxyrhynchus Papyri

sc. scilicet

schol. scholion, scholia

schol. A (etc.)  scholion in ms. A (etc.)

S.V., S.VV. sub voce, sub vocibus

VB verse beginning

VE verse end

vl varia lectio

voc. vocative

4, Additional notations used in this volume
In order to avoid confusion and facilitate cross referencing between this
edition and the German edition, the former paragraph and footnote number-
ing have been preserved. Where new paragraphs and footnotes have been
added to this edition, this has been indicated with the addition of a, b, etc.,
especially in FOR.



Introduction:

Commenting on Homer.

From the Beginnings to this Commentary (COM)
By Joachim Latacz

1. Preliminary Remarks (1)
Commenting on Homer in Antiquity and the Middle Ages (2)
2.1 Oral Commentaries (3)
2.2 Written Commentaries (4)
2.21 Early School Exegesis (the so-called D-scholia) (5)
2.2.2 Linguistic Studies of the Sophists (6-8)
2.2.3 Exegesis by the Philosophers, especially Aristotle (9-13)
2.2.4 Commentary Work of the Alexandrians (14-17)
2.2.5 Compilation Commentaries in the Roman Imperial and Byzantine Periods

(18-20)
3. Commenting on Homer in the Modern Period (21)
3.1 Before and after ‘Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)’ (22-27)
3.2 ‘Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)’ (28-35)
4. The Present Commentary
4.1 Institutions and Authors (36-37)
4.2 Intended Readership and Objectives (38)
4.3 Arrangement and Presentation (39-41)
4.4 Summary (42-44)

1. Preliminary Remarks

A history of commenting on Homer has yet to be written.! Given the
unusual quantity and diversity not only of Homer Commentaries proper (begin-

1 For the present, guidance can be found in the relevant sections of Rudolf Pfeiffer’s History of
Classical Scholarship: from the Beginning to the End of the Hellenistic Age (PFEIFFER 1968). Georg
Finsler’s Homer in der Neuzeit von Dante bis Goethe (FINSLER 1912) remains useful as a supple-
ment. The instructive collective volume Homer’s Ancient Readers. The Hermeneutics of Greek Epic’s
earliest Exegetes, edited in 1992 by Robert Lamberton and John J. Keaney (LAMBERTON/KEANEY
1992), with chapters on e.g. Aristotle (N.]. Richardson), the Stoics (A. A. Long), Aristarchus and
the Pergamenes (J.1. Porter), the Neoplatonists (R. Lamberton), the Byzantines (R. Browning)
and the reception of ancient readings of Homer in the Renaissance (A. Grafton), examines not
philological commenting (the ‘philological tradition’: vii) but rather ‘readings’ (viii), i.e. various
interpretational appropriations (or better, monopolizations) of Homer. — The present sketch is
restricted to philological matters, in line with the objectives of the work as a whole.
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ning with the ancient scholia) but also of observations and interpretations of
Homer embedded in other works since the 6th c. BC (e.g. Aristotle’s Poetics,
Stoic interpretations, the tract On the Sublime, interpretations of the Neoplato-
nists, Church Fathers and Byzantines, Renaissance poetics, the literary debate
‘Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes’, interpretations by poets and philoso-
phers in the German Classicism), a comprehensive work of this sort may need
to remain a desideratum.? Each new commentary must nevertheless provide an
account of the scope and nature of the intellectual tradition in which it stands,
if only in broad strokes; past achievements can only be maintained and sur-
passed when their scope, method, emphasis and research focus are kept
in mind. The following sketch accordingly attempts to record at least an out-
line.

2. Commenting on Homer in Antiquity and the Middle Ages

The Iliad and Odyssey represent the highpoint and conclusion of an ancient
living oral tradition of song that goes back centuries and perhaps millennia.? The
introduction of writing around 800 BC made the perfect conservation of this tra-
dition possible, but brought with it the tradition’s demise as well: after the Iliad
and the Odyssey, epic as a living art form belongs to the past (see FOR 45). Epic as
a ‘national’, ever-changing poetry of the elite, supporting the social status quo,
is replaced in the wake of the general societal change of the 8th/7th c. BC by lyric
poetry, which with its new diversity and colorfulness, characterized by indivi-
duality and widely scattered in locale, is taken to be ‘modern’ in contrast to the
monolithic nature of epic. Epic poetry continues to exist; it is no longer produ-
ced, however, in the moment by singers (aoidoi) spontaneously combining and
inventing before an audience, but is recited by rhapsodes on the basis of a fixed
text. The Homeric epics come to occupy a special position. Always admired for
their superior artistic quality, they are increasingly used for the purpose of edu-
cation, thanks to their universal potential to instruct;* promoted to educational
texts, they fossilize as an intellectual heritage. Homer as ‘school text’ forms the

2 An account of Homer commentaries in modernity (since the editio princeps of the Iliad in
1488), planned for inclusion in the present commentary, had to be postponed for the moment in
favor of the running commentary.

3 LATACZ (1998) 2006; LATACZ (2001) 2004.

4 ‘There are [in antiquity] very few dissenting voices to the proposition that Homer’s goals were
educational’: LAMBERTON 1992, xxi.



Commenting on Homer in Antiquity and the Middle Ages =—— 3

common basis® of the new intellectual class, centered in Miletus in Ionian Asia
Minor, that starting around 600 BC initiates the Greek enlightenment and later
continues in the sophistic movement of the 5th c., particularly in Athens. A need
for commentaries on both epics naturally arises in connection with this didactic
function of Homer.

2.1 Oral Commentaries

The first commentators on the Homeric epics were their performers, the rhap-
sodes. The (original) Homeridai® were a special group, perhaps the nucleus of the
rhapsodic craft; they seem to have traced themselves back to Homer himself and
to have restricted themselves to performing his epics. As is evident in Plato’s Ion,
Platonic irony notwithstanding, for the rhapsodes commenting meant explica-
tion on all levels; the basis (as is still the case for us today) of this work was the
elucidation of unusual words and phrases that were often no longer understood,
the so-called gldssai.” On this basis, a multi-tier complex of layers and directions
in interpreting of the content developed; this becomes tangible to us only after its
transfer to a written form.

2.2 Written Commentaries

As long as the person-specific commentaries of the rhapsodes, subject to
time, location and competence, remained oral and thus unfixed, no merger of dif-
ferent insights and methods and thus no continuous growth of knowledge beyond
the individual was possible. Theagenes of Rhegion (last quarter of the 6th c.
BC) appears to have made the move to written form, crucial for all subsequent
commentaries on Homer; he supposedly ‘was the first to write about Homer’,®
namely ‘about his poetry, his genealogy and his life-time’,® and later commenta-

5 See Xenophanes of Colophon VS 21 B 10: ‘... from the beginning onward, they all learned from
Homer ...’; on the development as a whole, see LATACZ 1991b, 512-595 (for the quotation: 547).

6 Latacz (1998a) 2006.

7 PFEIFFER 1968, 5, 12f.

8 Porphyry, Quaestiones Homericae ad Il. 20.67sqq. = Theagenes VS 8 A 2.13f.: ... 4&no Oeayévoug
o ‘Pryivov, 6¢ mp@Ttog Eypanpe miept ‘Opnpov. On Theagenes, see PFEIFFER 1968, 9 ff.

9 Tatian 31 p. 31,16 Schwartz = Theagenes VS 8 A 1: miepi yap Tfig Opripov momNoewg yévoug Te
avToD Kal xpdvou kad’ Ov fikpaoev ponpevvnoayv npeofuTtatol pév Osayévng Te O Pryivog Katd
Koppiony [529-522] yeyovwg kat ZtnoipBpotog 6 O4o1og ...
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tors'® numbered him among the founders of allegorical interpretation. Theage-
nes’ contemporary, Pherekydes of Syros, will have been part of the same direction
in interpretation.™

2.2.1 Early School Exegesis (the so-called D-scholia)

In school teaching, Homer was required reading from the earliest period
(see 2 above). The rhapsodes’ fundamental explications (glossai) were inte-
grated into education in the form of word lists, arranged in the order of the Books
(likely already in use — see HT 18 — as they still are today). The examination in
Homeric glossai administered to a wayward son transmitted in a fragment (fr. 233
K.-A.) of Aristophanes’ comedy Daitaleés (staged 427 BC) probably reflects Athe-
nian school education in the 5th c.: ‘Explain Homeric glossai: What does kérumba
mean??? [...] What does amenénd kdréna mean?’®® Such ‘vocabulary tests’ will
have formed part of the curriculum from the 7th century on. The earliest ‘Homer-
ic-Attic’ ‘dictionaries’ of Homer (in part contained even in the elementary section
of the present commentary [see 41 below] in curtailed form) presumably devel-
oped from corresponding lists. They represent the basis for the word-explana-
tions erroneously attributed to the Augustan period philologist Didymos (hence
‘D’-scholia).’* In most cases, these seemingly simple glosses could not be dealt
with as 1:1 renderings, but required excurses into Homeric grammar, realia, reli-
gion and the like (as in the two Aristophanic examples), and assumed an ability
to make meaningful sense of the passage in question.” They consequently repre-
sented a constant challenge to further commenting on Homer.

2.2.2 Linguistic Studies of the Sophists
The development of written explication takes place within the framework of
the first European educational movement, the Greek sophistic of the 5th c. BC.

10 Theagenes VS8 A2

11 Pherecydes VS 7 A 9; cf. PFEIFFER 1968, 10.

12 I1. 9.241 (= decorations at the stern of a ship).

13 0Od. 10.521 (= ‘powerless heads’ = the souls of the deceased in the underworld); PFEIFFER
1968, 14f.

14 ERBSE 1965b, 2724 (C 2).

15 These ‘translations’ were thus ongoing and were elevated to a higher level after the transition
to written form. The learned poets Antimachus of Colophon (PFEIFFER 1968, 93ff.), Philitas of
Cos and Simias of Rhodes (PFEIFFER 1968, 88 ff.) were known in their time as authors of such
dictionaries, glossai (cf. Engl. ‘glossary’).
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This initially encompasses the problematization of linguistic and factual details.
The direction and level of enquiry of these early ‘commentaries’ are basic at first,
as might be expected; much of the content is bizarre by modern standards.

The sole preserved example of a sophistic interpretation of poetry can be
seen as the beginning of the line along which these ‘explanations’ developed:
Plato’s staging in the dialogue Protagoras of a — still oral — ‘interpretation
contest’ between the sophist Protagoras and Socrates (who calls in the sophist
Prodicus for support) regarding a poem by the lyric poet Simonides (Plat. Prot.
338e6-347a5). Even granting Plato’s aim of ironically exposing interpretations of
poetry as useless gimmicks in this ‘performance’ (347c3-348a6), the core of these
early interpretations is clear: a grasp of the overall sense of the passage is less
relevant than control of the meanings of individual words (which are therefore
tenaciously and ‘sophistically’ contested).’® As Rudolf PFEIFFER showed," this is
due less to a lack of explanatory ability than to the explanatory aim. At the very
beginning of the interpretation of the poem, Plato has Protagoras say: ‘Il am of the
opinion that the major part of a man’s education is his knowledge of literature.”*®
But the same Protagoras had just made Socrates define the aim of his instruction
as politikeé téchne, statesmanship, and describe his curriculum as an education
for becoming a good statesman (319a3-7). The sophists are thus not concerned
primarily with poetry per se but rather — aside from their own theoretical insights
into the structure of language — with its ideal instrumentalization via (1) a logi-
co-linguistic cognitive training of their students that is as efficient as possible,
and (2) the students’ ability to use literature in argument. For their students were
meant to become not literary scholars, but intellectually dexterous citizens and
politicians. (School commentaries have faithfully retained this aim in European
education, which is also still primarily literary.)

16 Does ‘to become’ (yevéoBat) mean the same as ‘to be’ (Eupevan), does ‘difficult’ (xaAenov)
mean ‘not easy’ (U padiov) or ‘bad’ (kaxdv), etc. In a book entitled ‘Truth’ (AAABe1a), Protagoras
had discovered on the basis of the Homeric texts four discrete categories of sentences (plea,
order, question, response) as well as the three genders of nouns (with the corresponding stand-
ard endings), and had demanded strict observance of differences in linguistic use; Aristophanes
ridiculed this in Clouds (658 ff.), suggesting that instead of ‘trough’ (trv xp8omov), one would
have to say ‘trough-ess’ (triv kap86nmy), since, as the word was feminine (tfv), no masculine
ending (-ov) could be used. Remarkable grammatical reflections, prompted by Homeric reading,
shine through these witticisms.

17 PFEIFFER 1968, ch. II (‘The Sophists ..."), esp. 30—47; cf. RICHARDSON 1975; RICHARDSON 1992,
32-34.

18 ‘Hyobpat ... £yw dvdpi maubeiog péylotov pépog eival mept En@v Sevov eivat: Prot. 338e6-8.
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The sophists Prodicus and Hippias seem to have continued this line in their
writings,' and Diogenes Laertius transmits a long list of book titles on Homeric
themes by Antisthenes.?® To the latter as well, poetry in and of itself was of no
concern: ‘The Sophistic explanations of poetry foreshadow the growth of a
special field of inquiry, the analysis of language; the final object is rhetorical or
educational, not literary.’**

2.2.3 Exegesis by the Philosophers, especially Aristotle

The restriction to questions of language, in contemporary terms philological
and especially linguistic matters, is retained by the philosophers. Where they do
not aim at an ethical or allegorical reading of Homer, as did e.g. Anaxagoras of
Clazomenae or Metrodorus of Lampsacus,?* they chiefly remain in the traditional
field of word explanation, like e.g. Democritus,* but also Plato and Aristotle.

Plato’s most influential contribution to commenting on Homer lies in his
implicit deterrence from engaging in it. His deep-seated skepticism toward
poetry — as toward the written word in general (Phaedrus 275d3-277a5) — is well
known. It has been demonstrated elsewhere (VICAIRE 1960, esp. 81-103) that Plato
could not have dared to exempt Homer in this regard. Had his direct and indirect
students followed their master’s forceful verdict in Protagoras (347e1-7) — ‘gather-
ings of respectable men do not require an alien voice, not even that of the poets,
since, on the one hand, they cannot be consulted regarding their statements, while
on the other hand, among the majority of those citing them, one group claims
that the poet means this, the other group that, exchanging words about a matter
they cannot prove either way’ (the classic denial of any point to literary studies) —
the present commentary would not exist. Fortunately, however, Plato’s students

19 Aside from ‘On Nature’ and ‘Horai’, no further book title referring to linguistic issues is trans-
mitted for Prodicus; given his prominence and the influence of his linguistic studies (Plato, Aris-
tophanes), this must be chance. His lessons on the ‘correctness of denomination’ (riept Gvopdtwv
6pBoTNTOG: Plato, Cratylus 384b6) were famous, expensive and clearly established; they repre-
sent the beginning of the study of synonyms, see MAYER 1913. — Nor are publications on linguistic
or literary topics known for Hippias of Elis, renowned for his learning in many fields; given the
frequency of relevant citations (see PFEIFFER 1968, 52ff., 60f.), however, these are probably to
be assumed.

20 PFEIFFER 1968, 36f. He may have already written ‘On Homeric interpreters’ (Ilept ‘Opfpov
EEnynTav).

21 PFEIFFER 1968, 37 (italics: J. L.).

22 On these two, see PFEIFFER 1968, 35.

23 Tlepl Opnpov f dpBoemeing kai YAwooewv; see PFEIFFER 1968, 421.
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instead took up the challenge of the following cry for help from him, trapped in
his own system: ‘Still let it be said that we at any rate, if poetic imitation directed
toward pleasure could give any account why it ought to be in a well-governed
city, that we should receive it gladly, since we are aware that we are charmed by
it [...]. For indeed, my friend, are not even you charmed by it, most of all when you
view it in the form of Homer?’ (Republic 607c3—d1). Plato’s Cratylus could be seen
(namely by his students) as a bridge to addressing this call to defend poetry and
Homer, since here, despite all buffoonery, a fondness for language, and once more
for Homer in particular (391c8-393b6), results in the presentation and discussion
of an impressive catalogue of ‘linguistic’ insights (see LATACZ [1979] 1994, 6461.).

Aristotle, in heeding Plato’s cry for help, accomplished more regarding
Homeric philology as a whole, and commenting on Homer in particular, than is
generally realized today. On the one hand, he brought together on a large scale
and partially systematized findings regarding Homeric word use and problems
of interpretation that had previously been collected for the purpose of instruc-
tion or were scattered across the works of individual sophists and philosophers.
This much at least is clear from the 40 fragments® of his six books on Homeric
Problems (IlpoPAfpata ‘Ounpika or Amoprpata ‘Opunpika or ‘Ounpika {ntiuoTa),
together with chapter 25 of his Poetics, which appears to have been intended
as a summary.” It is clear from this chapter that Aristotle designed a system-
atic defense against attacks, often ridiculous by today’s standards, mounted by
a critique of Homer?® that had turned into a kind of popular game operating in
numerous areas, the ethical in particular (a critique that likely also affected Aris-
totle’s teacher, Plato, after it was first formulated by Xenophanes of Colophon).
Aristotle’s defensive structure solved problems ‘in three ways: by assessing the
intent of the portrayal [...], by recourse to purely linguistic aspects, or finally by
arguments that render an error irrelevant from an aesthetic point of view’ (FUHR-
MANN 1982, 137 n. 2, transl.). His solution regarding Iliad 20.234 can serve as an
example: (problem) How can the poet state that Ganymede ‘pours wine’ for Zeus
[oivoxoebew], even though the gods drink not wine but nectar? (solution) This is
based on word usage (10 £00g Tfig Aé&ewg, Poet. 1461a30) (there simply being no
alternative verb for ‘serve as a cupbearer’).

24 Aristotle frr. 142-179 Rose + Ps.-Aristotle frr. 20a (145), 30a (156), 38 (165) Rose. It is of course
impossible to accurately determine how much originated with Aristotle himself, how much
derived from his predecessors and how much is from later members of the Peripatos; see LAM-
BERTON 1992, xi n. 12.

25 RICHARDSON 1992, 36f.

26 In Aristotle’s time, the main proponent was Zoilus of Amphipolis, who had published a work
Against Homer’s Poetry (Kata tfig Opfpov motnoews, 9 books), see PFEIFFER 1968, 70.

1
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Aristotle’s efforts at solving problems prepared the way for the later Alexan-
drian Homer commentaries with their largely linguistic and factual orientation;*”
at the same time, his ‘tidying’ provided the basis for his rescue of Homer,*® which
explored very different dimensions and runs as a theme throughout the Poetics
as a latent answer to Plato’s appeal for help (see 10 above). This aspect of Aris-
totle’s interpretation of Homer is discussed in the chapter on ‘Structure’ below
(STR 4-8).

The preceding was intended to highlight Aristotle’s major role in laying the
practical and theoretical foundation for the philology, and Homeric philology in
particular, that arose in Alexandria later. The contribution to Homer commentar-
ies in a strict sense by Hellenistic philosophical schools that developed from the
Academy and the Peripatetics — the Stoa and Epicureanism in particular — but
also by later Imperial schools of thought such as neo-Platonism and Christian
apologetics, is more peripheral compared with the Alexandrian tradition. These
schools were not concerned with poetry for its own sake, but with using poetry to
confirm their own specific ideologies. One means was allegory, which had Homer
mean something other than simply what he said. Apologetics in particular could
not otherwise utilize Homer’s authority, which could not be ignored, as it was the
Greco-Roman counterpart to the authority of Judeo-Christian scripture. This kind
of instrumentalization of Homer was initiated by the Stoa, which conceived of
Homeric epic as a conscious or unconscious anticipation of Stoic cosmology and
ethics in particular: ‘Interpretation of the meaning and composition of Homer or
Hesiod per se was not their concern. [...] the Stoics treated early Greek poetry as
ethnographical material and not as literature in, say, an Aristotelian sense’ (LONG
1992, 641.). Literary commentary could not come into being this way. Instead, the
path led from Aristotle straight to Alexandria.

27 PFEIFFER’s (1968, 67) polemic against the idea of Aristotle as the founder of literary criticism
and grammar, common from Dio Chrysostomus’ pre-Christian sources onward (Oration 53 [36]
§1), has not found favor (cf. LAMBERTON 1992, xi f. n. 13), especially since Pfeiffer here appears
to contradict himself: Strato ‘was called [...] to Alexandria from Aristotle’s school, to which he
returned as Theophrastus’ successor in 287 B. C.” (PFEIFFER 1968, 92), and Demetrius of Phaleron,
‘one of Theophrastus’ prominent pupils’, lived for ca. 10 years, ending in 283, ‘highly esteemed by
his royal host’ at the court of Ptolemy I (ibid. 96). The Peripatetics’ direct influence from the begin-
ning on the community of scholars at the Museum can hardly be more clear; its powerful contin-
uation and later renewal, particularly by Aristarchus, has been demonstrated by PORTER 1992,
741,

28 ‘The Homeric Problems constituted a preliminary ground-clearing exercise of a practical kind
in preparation for the more theoretical approach of the Poetics as a whole’: RICHARDSON 1992, 37.
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2.2.4 Commentary Work of the Alexandrians

Beginning in the 3rd century BC, literary explanation in its own right devel-
oped in the Museion at Alexandria from the above-listed sources as one of the dis-
ciplines of the newly conceived ‘philology’. The work of Alexandrian philologists
from Zenodotus to Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus, which focused
time and again on Homer, is too extensive to discuss in detail in this context. Reli-
able information regarding the institutional framework can be rapidly and easily
obtained e.g. in GLOCK (2000) 2006; on the explanatory efforts of individual schol-
ars, see HT 9-15. Here only the key points will be taken up.

Editions of texts (€k8ooig, 816pBwalg) are complemented by two types of
explanatory material: (1) the so-called ‘On XY-literature’ (Ilepi-literature), i.e. the
treatment of individual linguistic and factual problems in dedicated accounts,
which continue to be produced to the present day in the shape of monographs,
articles and miscellanea in our philological ‘secondary literature’; (2) beginning
at the latest with Aristarchus (2nd century BC), the Hypémnéma (Omopvnpa), a
comprehensive running explanation of the text that proceeds line by line and
word by word,* as has been obligatory for all primary commenting since then
in the shape of so-called ‘line commentaries’. (The focus on textual criticism,
linguistic and factual explanation, privileged by the Alexandrians, has essen-
tially been retained as well; while ‘aesthetic’ explanation was also already part of
Aristarchus’ commentaries, in particular as a result of his debate with Crates of
Mallos, the master of the rival school of grammarians in Pergamum, it began to
occupy more space only during the Imperial period).>*

29 ‘Running commentaries had to follow the text of the author line by line, while the Iepi-lit-
erature was at liberty to select aspects and problems of text, language, and subject’: PFEIFFER
1968, 218.

30 On the core of this debate, see PORTER 1992. Crates considered the Alexandrine style of com-
mentary ‘micro-philology’, and its representatives ‘grammarians’, while he himself was a ‘critic’
(kptTikdg) setting out to advance into more elevated spheres — a stance that (since it seems inher-
ent in philology) survives today (e.g. in the opposition between Oxford and Cambridge and their
respective commentary practices). Aristarchus, who as a staunch follower of Aristotle was able to
introduce ‘higher’ aspects as well (PORTER 1992, 74f.), rejected Pergamene practices in particular
due to their propensity toward overly free-floating mental gymnastics and accompanying pater-
nalism in regard to users of the commentaries.

31 PFEIFFER 1968, 210-231, on Aristarchus’ textual criticism, linguistic and factual explanations
(not limited to Homer commentaries); Pfeiffer (231) is probably overly disparaging toward Aris-
tarchus’ approaches to aesthetic explanation. Nonetheless, given the development of ancient
literary theory (FUHRMANN [1973] 1992), it may be regarded as certain that the consolidation of
aesthetic explanations did not occur until the later Hellenistic and Imperial periods (‘exegetic
scholia’); for an introduction to this challenging complex of issues, see ERBSE 1965b, 2725.

14
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5th Glossographi (yAwaooypagot): Homeric > Attic (earliest content of the
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Not a single book has been preserved in its entirety from all this commen-
tary literature. But we know enough titles to be able to assess the breadth of the
problems discussed, and in the form of the extensive scholia (ox0ALa, originally
‘school-explanations’) that have reached us (in grammatical and philosophical
works of later scholars, in ancient lexica, in the form of comprehensive marginal
and interlinear scholia [= explanations written between the lines of the main text]
in the medieval manuscripts of Homer; see Fig. 1), we possess immeasurably rich
material to illustrate the explanatory efforts of the Alexandrians.?? Aristarchus of
Samothrace, who served as the director of the library of the Museum and as tutor
of the eventual Ptolemy VII during the first half of the 2nd century BC, played
a leading role here.” His extensive®* line-by-line commentary on Homer, dis-
cussing textual criticism (based on a comparison of mss. [see HT 11/12; PFEIFFER
1968, 2141.], close observation of Homeric word usage and a thorough familiarity
with the Homeric world view), grammar, semantics and realia, as well as issues
of content and structure (see HT 12), formed the basis for all subsequent com-
mentaries, and was scarcely unsurpassed until Friedrich August Wolf’s refound-
ing of Homeric philology in 1795 (see STR 12). It is significant that Wolf’s
refounding was inspired by the publication of the Homeric manuscript ‘Venetus
A’ (10th cent.) in 1788 by J.-B. d’Ansse de Villoison. (Brought to Venice by
Giovanni Aurispa at the beginning of the 15th century, the manuscript had not
been appraised further before this.) The manuscript contains extensive scholia
in the margins and between the lines, which largely go back to Aristarchus via
the so-called Viermdnnerkommentar (‘Four-man-commentary’; see 19 below).*
In this way, Aristarchus, the éminence gris of ancient Homeric philology, again

32 The bulk of material regarding the Iliad was first made accessible in its entirety by the mag-
isterial work of Hartmut Erb s e . The D-scholia, not included by Erbse, were published digitally
by H.van Thiel (http://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/1810/); a 2nd edition is available (http://kups.
ub.uni-koeln.de/5586/); both retrieved 9. 1. 2015.

33 F. A. Wolf’s instructive laudatio of Aristarchus remains worth reading (WOLF 1795, cap. XLV);
based on ancient testimonia, he highlights the fact that Aristarchus was idolized as their master
by his ca. 40 students in Alexandria and Rome, as well as by the even more numerous students of
the next generation. Aristarchus’ contemporary Panaetius, head of the Stoa, called Aristarchus a
‘seer, because he easily divined the point of poems’ (pavtiy, 81& T0 padiwg KaTapavteveshaL TAG
T@OV TMopTwy dlavoiag: at Athenaeus 14.634d).

34 The Suda ascribes 800 volumes of commentaries alone to him (Aéyetat 8¢ ypdpau Oriep w’
BiBAia Uropvnpétwy povwv); even if the number itself (which does not refer only to Homer com-
mentaries) is exaggerated or distorted, the emphasis on the hypomnemata reflects Aristarchus’
fame as a commentator; PFEIFFER 1968, 213, probably correctly, surmises 48 volumes of Homer
commentaries alone (i.e. one volume per book of the Iliad and Odyssey).

35 PFEIFFER 1968, 213f., with relevant bibliography; PFEIFFER 1976, 48.
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became the founding father, this time of modern Homeric scholarship, some 2000
years after his death.

A particularly momentous issue from this period should be stressed in this
context: with the invention of the hypémnéma, the accompanying running com-
mentary, literary explication became subject to the scholarly compulsion to strive
for perfection by filling in gaps and surpassing the findings of predecessors. This
created an opportunity to progressively improve comprehension. Although no
one in antiquity after Aristarchus had the ability to outdo his Homer commentary
as a whole, later scholars isolated individual problems where advances could be
made by adding depth to earlier work (see 18-19 below). They also continued and
extended the commenting done by the Alexandrians, which was by no means
limited to Homer but treated numerous poets of all genres. This opened up the
path on which we hope to make further progress with the present commentary:
by not merely explaining but revealing what is not explained, each subsequent
commentary opens up new layers of the work and new possibilities for considera-
tion. Each commentary, provided it does not merely repeat its predecessors, thus
calls for the next. In this way, the reception and use of the text are kept alive, and
commenting acquires the function of preserving culture. The beginning of this
path was located in Alexandria.

2.2.5 Compilation Commentaries in the Roman Imperial and Byzantine Periods
Alexandrian philologists from Zenodotus to Aristarchus, in Pfeiffer’s words,
‘had been moved by their love of letters and by their own work as writers to pre-
serve the literary heritage of the epic, Ionic, and Attic ages; they firmly believed
in its eternal greatness’ (PFEIFFER 1968, 279). The motivation of their philological
successors in Alexandria was different and is already represented in the earliest
notable Alexandrian scholar of this new generation, namely Didymus, who was
active at the Museion in the 2nd half of the 1st century BC and the beginning of
the 1st century AD and who, because of his almost inexhaustible productivity,
was known among his colleagues as ‘The man with bronze guts’ (XaAkévtepog)
and ‘Forgetter of (his own) books’ (BipAoA&Bag). Given his supposed output of
3500 to 4000 books, one would not expect much originality, and the remains of
Didymus’ writings in fact already display the stamp of the entire era that follows
to the end of antiquity and beyond, to the end of Byzantine culture: a propen-
sity for compilation. ‘Didymus [...] was moved by the love of learning to preserve
the scholarly heritage of the Hellenistic age; he had a sincere admiration for the
greatness of scholars and a firm belief in their authority, although he was not
totally devoid of critical judgement’ (PFEIFFER 1968, 279). ‘[N]ot totally’ in the last
half-sentence sufficiently clarifies the difference. This difference was nonethe-
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less instrumental in preserving the work of the great Alexandrian philologists for
posterity. Didymus’ own commentaries on Homer have been forgotten. What is
not forgotten is his ‘On Aristarchus’ edition [of Homer]’ (Ilepi Tiig Apiotapyeiov
SlopBwoewg).>® In this text, Didymus summarized Aristarchus’ work on Homer by
collating both the notes relating to textual criticism and those pertaining to the
content of individual passages in Homer, as presented in the hypomnemata and
the ‘secondary literature’; here and there he also added his own comments (‘its
weakest points’: PFEIFFER, loc. cit. 275). This compilation, made up of excerpts,
was centuries later joined with three other compilations (and likely additional
material as well) in a new arrangement (see 19 below) that formed the basis of the
A scholia (see 16 above).

The three other compilers were Didymus’ contemporary Aristonicus (with a 19
book on Aristarchus’ ‘critical signs’; like his predecessors, Aristarchus had used
particular signs — asterisks and crosses, similar to the ones we use today — to
mark the verses and words in his text of Homer he meant to annotate, which
he then picked up in his commentary by means of matching signs),?” and later
Herodian (with a treatise on Aristarchus’ accentuation of the Homeric text) and
Nicanor (with a treatise on Aristarchus’ punctuation).® At an unknown date, but
apparently still in antiquity, a learned compiler united excerpts from these four
works, together with further material produced by later scholars, into a single
volume, the so-called Viermdnnerkommentar (‘Four-man-commentary’). This
volume survived into the Middle Ages and was itself excerpted at various points.
One of these excerpts is found in the form of the above-mentioned scholia (see 16
above) in Venetus A.

Homer was also read and commented on in the Byzantine Empire, the heir of 20
the culture of antiquity after the fall of the Roman Empire. Transmitted explana-
tory literature was faithfully consulted, but was barely expanded by new insights.
This can be seen in the work of two well-transmitted Byzantine commentators
on Homer, (1) Johannes Tzetzes, author of an ‘Exegesis of Homer’s Iliad’ dated
1143 and ‘Homeric allegories’ dated 1145, and (2) Eustathius, archbishop of Thes-
salonica, the author of two voluminous commentaries (written before 1175), one
on the Iliad and the other on the Odyssey, that are actually preserved today as
autographs. Eustathius is of use to us because he frequently cites commentaries

36 A detailed account of the contents is found at PFEIFFER 1968, 275f.

37 The signs are explained by VAN THIEL 1996, xvii (who also inserts them into the text); cf.
ERBSE 1965, 301.

38 On these scholars (who lived two centuries after Didymus and Aristonicus), see PFEIFFER
1968, 218f.
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no longer extant. ‘However he knew no method, and in particular eschewed any
consequence’ (ERBSE 1965a, transl.).

3. Commenting on Homer in the Modern Period

In antiquity, truly intense research on the Homeric epics was limited to a
single extended phase of only ca. 200 years’ duration (Aristotle to Aristarchus, ca.
350-150 BC). Similarly in the modern period, systematic Homeric scholarship has
thus far been concentrated in a single 200-year period, beginning with Friedrich
August Wolf and continuing to the present day, via the analytic-unitarian dispute,
Parry’s theory (see FOR 27-35) and structural analysis as initiated by Wolfgang
Schadewaldt (see STR 14). In both phases, knowledge initially increased in par-
ticular in the areas of language, style, verse construction and realia. Structure,
narrative technique, the intention of the work vis-a-vis its first audience, its signi-
ficance for the formation of a European culture of written literature and general
literary aesthetics — these and similar extended components and reverberations
of the works (so-called ‘higher criticism’) at first remained in the background in
the modern period as well, due to concentration on the explication of individual
passages. A gradual reorientation took place only around the middle of the 20th
century and has constantly gained in breadth and depth. This development in the
history of research is reflected in the history of commenting.

3.1 Before and after ‘Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)’

At the beginning of the modern period, the addition of ancient scholia to text
editions is predominant; after the editio princeps of 1488 (HT 28), this is the main
procedure for commenting for nearly two centuries. Subsequently, around 1700,
the first attempts at emancipation emerge in Latin (Joshua Barnes 1711; Samuel
Clarke 1729-1740). These continue into the 19th century from commentary to com-
mentary in the form of editiones cum notis variorum — often without mention of
the originator of an idea. Toward the end of the 18th century, and particularly
in the first half of the 19th century, the extent of original explanation increases
markedly. But compelling methodology is a rarity; individual interest remains the
determining characteristic.

Only in the middle of the 19th century do the demands of schools compel a
new type of explication in commentaries: the accumulation of individual knowl-
edge by the respective compiler is no longer required, but rather a purposefully
factual effort to clarify the meaning of words and the work as a whole on the
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basis of an overall view of the Homeric epics that is well thought out in advance
(Fig. 1, from Ingerslev 1830 to Merry-Riddell 1876). A constant characteristic of
these school commentaries is their limitation (seen in relation to the students’
supposed prior knowledge) to little more than minimal explication of aspects
of grammar, semantics and realia — rendered as notes in small print below the
Homeric text itself — as well as their ‘cross-contamination’ in successive editions,
which hinders the identification of individual achievements of specific commen-
tators, while simultaneously (of greater importance for progress in commenting)
the dimension of commenting becomes codified for decades by the practice of
always circling around the same categories. The commentary of Ameis and
Hentze breaks free of this practice; originally written as a school commentary,
it at first persisted in the old tradition, but via several editions increasingly devel-
oped into an academic commentary. This work, which accompanied German-
language Homeric scholarship throughout the last three decades of the 19th
century, and which both digested and stimulated this research by continually
including and summarizing its main findings, is discussed separately (see 28-35
below).

The special role gradually acquired by Ameis-Hentze in German-speak-
ing areas was matched for a long time by the position held in the Anglophone
world by the commentary on the Iliad by Walter Leaf. Here too the force of
inspiration emanating from Ameis-Hentze is apparent: as Leaf observes in
detail in his preface to the first edition, published 1886/88, and to the second
edition, published 1900/02, his commentary at its core can be seen as derived
from Ameis-Hentze;* the second edition is enriched largely by the integration of
the second edition of Monro’s Homeric grammar (MONRO [1882] 1891), CAUER’s
Grundfragen (1895), ERHARDT’s Entstehung der Homerischen Gedichte (1894),
SCHULZE’s Quaestiones epicae (1892) and VAN LEEUWEN’s Enchiridium dictionis
epicae (1894). A comparative use of Leaf and Ameis-Hentze rapidly makes clear
that, although Leaf’s own achievements are by no means insignificant, they are
less than is occasionally assumed. (Conversely, Leaf’s additional insights are

39 ‘Unfortunately for the English student, the works which he must study if he wishes to pursue
these lines of inquiry [i.e. beyond ‘the strict limits of a verbal commentary’] are almost entirely
in German [...]. Where the acumen and industry of Germany have been for nearly a century so
largely devoted to the Iliad and Odyssey, it is not to be expected, or even desired, that in a com-
mentary for general use a new editor should contribute much that is really original [...]. Promi-
nent among these [i.e. the ‘previous authors’] I must place Ameis’s edition of the Iliad, and more
particularly Dr. Hentze’s Appendix thereto; the references given in it are of inestimable value to
the student’: LEAF (1886) 1900, vii f.; cf. the bibliography accompanying the 2nd edition (LEAF
[1886] 1900, xxxiv) under ‘Ameis’.
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adopted by Cauer in the 7th edition [1913: Books 1-3] and Hentze in the 6th [1908:
Books 4-6], 5th [1906/07: Books 7-12] and 4th editions [1905-1908: Books 13-24]
of Ameis-Hentze (see Fig. 2). Cauer also incorporated Leaf’s original essay Troy:
A Study in Homeric Geography (LEAF 1912) (see Cauer’s preface to the 7th edition
of Books 1-3, Leipzig/Berlin 1913, iv).

The most significant progress in commenting on Homer beyond Ameis-
Hentze(-Cauer) / Leaf (aside from the commentary on the Odyssey, first pub-
lished in Italian in 1981-1986 by Heubeck, S. West, Hainsworth, Hoekstra, Russo,
and Fernandez-Galiano; English edition: OUP 1988-1992) is represented by the
commentary on the Iliad published 1985-1993 by G. S. Kirk and his colleagues
(Books 1-8: Kirk; 9-12: Hainsworth; 13-16: Janko; 17-20: Edwards; 21-24: Rich-
ardson). While Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) and Leaf may be considered (necessarily
imperfect) representations of the state of knowledge in Homeric studies in the
19th century, Kirks’s commentary largely represents the state of 20th-century
scholarship — although with one considerable limitation: Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)
and Leaf could represent themselves as reflections of one and the same research
environment (albeit in different languages), based on the essential unity of devel-
opment of prior research. By contrast, Homeric studies in the second half of the
20th century - based on the ‘Parry-Lord Theory’ (FOR 35) — have split in two main
directions, the German-speaking and (at least by and large) the Anglophone (par-
ticularly American), to such an extent that, despite an evident convergence in
the meantime, the deep-seated influence of one or the other direction on con-
temporary commentators remains unavoidable, all conscious countermeasures
notwithstanding. The preponderance of Anglophone traditions of research in
the Cambridge commentary (as also compared to Italian, Dutch and French tra-
ditions) is therefore understandable (although already lessened considerably by
Volumes 3-6). If a homogeneous picture of the current global state of research
is to be reached, in the interest of the research itself and those engaged in it, an
attempt at balance is called for (see 27 below).

Provisional conclusions: The main external characteristics of the develop-
ment of commenting on the Iliad to this point are the facts that (1) Aristarchus’
hypomnema, the original commentary on the Iliad in antiquity as far as we know,
has been joined in the modern period by only two similarly original, complete
academic commentaries: the commentary by Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) 1868-1913,
and the Cambridge commentary by G. S. Kirk and colleagues 1985-1993;%° (2) the

40 Although M. M. Willcock’s commentary on the Iliad (1970-1984), which in its preface
(x) expressly mentions ‘Ameis-Hentze-Cauer’ beside Pierron, Faesi and Leaf as its
basis, accomplishes considerably more than is conceded by Kirk (‘short commentaries like
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intent of commentators on Homer, intrinsic to these studies and essentially**
adhered to from antiquity to Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) and Leaf, to reflect scholar-
ship in its entirety in their explicatory work, irrespective of location and native
language, appeared to be under threat toward the end of the 20th century.

The present commentary continues from the latter point in a consciously
defensive manner: the fact that modern international Homer commentaries have
largely coalesced within two major traditions of commenting running parallel
to Homeric studies generally — English (especially American) and German - is
not accepted as a decree of fate. As early as 1979, in the preface to the ‘Wege der
Forschung’ volume Homer: Tradition und Neuerung, in accord with many aca-
demic colleagues I programmatically pronounced the unification of these two tra-
ditions of research and commenting to be the most significant aim of contempo-
rary international Homeric studies (LATACZ 1979, 3). It has become evident in the
meantime, however, in part through the Cambridge commentary on the Iliad, that
this aim is not attainable in a single step. While a basic international perspective
is self-evident, the unavoidable intermediate step for both sides is an initial com-
pression, as complete as possible, of each tradition of scholarship from within.
The Cambridge commentary has attempted to achieve this for the Anglophone
tradition of scholarship; a similar achievement must be initially accomplished
for its German equivalent. (In keeping with the bridge-building program, the
Cambridge commentary is naturally utilized here as well.) Once the Cambridge

M. M. WillcocKk’s [...] can also contain, as his certainly does, useful insights’: KIRK 1985, xxi),
its audience (and thus its level of explanation) is consciously limited to school and university
students (WILLCOCK 1978, vii). — A list of the numerous commentaries, published in a range of
languages, on individual books of the Iliad is here omitted (although these are, of course, taken
into consideration in the commentary); only the excellent commentary on Book 24 of the Iliad by
C.W. Macleod deserveshighlighting (MACLEOD 1982). — On this, see the supplementary note in
§44.

41 Where Ameis-Hentze themselves focused on their own linguistic region’s academic tradition,
this was due to the distribution of research activities at the time (cf. n. 39, above); here one must
consider in particular the stimulating and sometimes instigating function that, thanks to au-
spicious external circumstances, could be played by Prussian, and later German imperial, Greek
philology in the 19th century (thus e.g. American classical philology was founded in 1876 in
Baltimore by Basil Lanneau Gildersleeve, who obtained his Ph.D. in G6ttingen in 1853, Jap-
anese Greek philology in Tokyo since 1893 by Raphael von Koeber, who studied in Jena and
Heidelberg; on this and on further influences - in England, Italy etc. — see LATACZ 1995, 49, 79f.,
53f., 64-66). Today, these facts of the history of scholarship in the discipline of Greek philology
are mere history, thanks to an internationalization of the discipline that is now largely complete
(Greek philology today being taught in about 45 countries); to the great benefit of research, mod-
ern Greek philological studies can thus draw on a wealth of national traditions that cannot be
taken for granted in all disciplines.
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commentary has been joined by a German counterpart in the same spirit — based
on the fundamental idea of overcoming a latent threat of one-sidedness — sub-
sequent scholarship can, where necessary, undertake to improve understanding
and explication of the primary text even further.

3.2 Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)*?

It may seem surprising that a commentary project with this orientation is still
based on Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) (see prefatory material), given that, despite its
merits, the latter no longer provides an up-to-date approach to Homer (see 31-35
below).

Merits: Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)’s commentary on the Iliad nonetheless repre-
sents a good basis for a German-language Iliad commentary because of the history
of its development, its overall conception and the standard of its achievement.
The three main criteria for any good commentary — (1) stability of the theoretical
underpinnings, (2) accuracy in the identification of issues in need of explanation,
(3) general intellectual level — are still satisfied, as has been illustrated elsewhere
(LATACZ [1996/97] 1997). In its successive editions, up to seven depending on the
Book (see Fig. 2), the commentary reflects 45 years of research and imparting
knowledge of Homer (1868-1913). Based on a continuous increase in knowledge,
it developed over that time into a work of high academic standards in the hands
of three individuals actively engaged in Homeric studies. Its basis is already —
well before Parry — recognition of the formulaic nature of Homeric language as
well as the oral nature of the underlying technique of versification. Its funda-
mental approach is practical in orientation rather than being derived from parti-
sanship in favor of one or the other position in the dispute between analysts and
unitarians. These qualities alone would require the use of Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer)
in the preparation of a new German-language commentary on the Iliad. They are
joined by numerous individual qualities (see LATACZ [1996/97] 1997) that actually
function as a methodological model.

Among these, the treatment of repeated verses (iterata) should be high-
lighted. Iterata are listed frequently (though not exhaustively throughout) to call
forth comparison of passages by the user and thereby bring about a greater pre-
cision in understanding. This technique of implicit commenting renders redun-
dant lengthy presentation and explication of material by the commentator. The
present commentary has adopted this explanatory aid and deliberately expanded

42 A detailed description is offered at LATACZ 1997a.
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it through diligent completion of iterata statistics, in light of the significance
these have recently gained via oral theory (FOR 12).

Deficits: Regardless of its merits, Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) is no longer sufficient
for a deep contemporary understanding of the Iliad as an artistic achievement. It
naturally remained untouched by the insights and discoveries of Homeric studies
since the 1920s, but these insights and discoveries in particular have provided a
new cultural-historical perspective on the Iliad and can therefore secure renewed
general interest in Homer — not only among Classical scholars and literary con-
noisseurs, but among those interested in more general literary and cultural
studies as well.*3

Insights into the norms and conditions of Homeric language (lexical, gram-
matical, semantic, linguistic, metrical), which have greatly increased in compar-
ison to the state of scholarship in the 19th century, deserve prominent mention.
Relevant examples include the publications of Schwyzer and Debrunner (ScHw.,
ScHw.-DEBR.), Chantraine (CH. I/II), FRANKEL (1926) 1960 and the Lexikon des
friihgriechischen Epos (LfgrE). Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) had access to none of these.

Additional substantial findings and insights are tabulated in Fig. 3; these sup-
plied a more sharply contoured picture of Homer and the Iliad, providing in par-
ticular a much broader and deeper context and background. They are joined by
over 250 Linear B tablets of manifest historical significance, found in an archive
of the Theban Kadmeia between November 1993 and February 1995 (ARAVANTI-
Nos et al. 1995; LATACZ [2001] 2004, 238-247), which will revive the debate about
the historicity of the Mycenaean background to the Iliad.

Data-blocks 4-8 in Fig. 3 relate to the substructure of the segmented narra-
tive of Achilleus’ wrath and its consequences narrated in the Iliad. They accord-
ingly seem marginal to the Iliad itself. But they are not so, when the reception
by the primary audience is taken into account in interpreting the work. For this
audience, all elements today termed the possible historical substructure of the
narrative were not non-committal and interchangeable, as they are for audiences
in later centuries and from different cultures. Rather, they represented the obliga-
tions of the audience’s own past. We can only reproduce the primary audience’s
certainty of authenticity, by which the meaning of the artistic achievement the
Iliad was constituted in the first place, through a detour via the autopsy supplied
by archaeological and historical research. The historically oriented interpreter of
the Iliad, attempting to revive the entirety of the text’s original artistry and impact
in as authentic a manner as possible, must thus be a scholar not only of linguis-

43 LATACZ (1985) 1996, Chapter I (‘The New Relevance of Homer’).



21

(7€-€€ WOD) Y21e3S31 JO SU0IdAIIp pue sSulpuyy JuaLnd juepodw :g “Si4
|eseq ‘zaeje] wiydeo[ yeys

Commenting on Homer in the Modern Period

sol)i(m) supimeH piaeq uyo(
JUBWOH Y}m psnjip SH1IH J0 uohiesayinuapi [ ®pesuely  (8)
poljr 3y} lepnwy / sna(m) / erayiny / endnen
J0 uoI3de 3Y} Jo punoisydeq uemeliyyy-uearuadhpy / euessay / stieqay] / eueyny :(0g ‘3udd YyiyT)
93 SuipieSal 31vE3a ALIDIYOLSIH 3y} ul aSe)s MaN uonduosul-ofoupqg uenndAS3 syl jo sishjeuy ‘uuewWYdT JopY ARISND  (2)
ueaueLId}Ipa 3Y] Ul SLOVLINOD 40 AYOLSIH
puUB AYOLSIH DIWONOD3 3y} JO UOIIINIISU0IDI MAN Sey| ‘eAuopijan ade) :A3o0j0aeydue sv1EMIBPUN  (9)
31v83d ALINNILNOD 3y} JO 3aSe)s MaN *219 ‘elaje| ‘ipueyya :ASojoaeydie aby g ()
(96/5661)
aviif IHL 9duan)jul jo asayds auNIH ay3 jo Led se Aou
40 NOILDV 3HL 40 INN3A 3y} SuipieSai sjysisul maN {(€66T1) IA AoiL Jo umo) 1amo) 8y} Jo A1an0dsiq ‘uuewyloy payuey (%)
39919 J1ISWOH pue ueaeuddAp ussmiaq
LNIWdOT3AIA DILSINONIT 3Y] JO JUSWISSISSE MAN (zs61) 9919 = g Jeaur 'SUIUBA1RRWIW  (£)
(e118Ua9 ‘Lswwe] ¢)
(AS0j01B1IBN) SWIOU FAILVIIVN (8€£6T) aAljelIRU JO SME] |RIBUdD 1piemapeyds Suesjjiom ()
A¥130d 1v¥40 JO SWION (8261) Aueinwio) d1IBWOH :Aued uewny (1)




35

36

37

22 —— |Introduction: Commenting on Homer (COM)

tic and literary studies, but also of realia (archaeology, ancient history, Oriental
studies, Egyptology, and the like).**

In regard to this background, which has increased tremendously in the past
80 years or so, Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) emerges as too narrow conceptually, due to
its focus primarily on the text and its consequent superficiality, as well as being
outdated in many instances. A new German-language commentary on the Iliad,
deliberately using the old Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) as its foundation, not least for
the sake of continuity in scholarship, but also as a foundation only, thus became
inevitable.

4. The Present Commentary
4.1 Institutions and Authors

This commentary is a research project of the ‘Schweizerischer National-
fonds zur Forderung der wissenschaftlichen Forschung’ (Bern). The director of
the project is the Chair of Greek Philology at the University of Basel. Funding is
provided largely by the Schweizerischer Nationalfonds (SNF), supported by the
University of Basel and private sponsors.

The research team’s initial permanent members were the Greek philologists
René Niinlist M. A. (Basel/Oxford/Amsterdam), Magdalene Stoevesandt M. A.
(Basel), Claude Briigger M. A. (Basel), and the present author, supported by
research assistants. Today, in 2014/15, the team consists of the project director
(Prof. Dr. Joachim Latacz until 2002, since 2002 jointly with Prof. Dr. Anton Bierl)
and the permanent members and volume authors Dr. Claude Briigger, Dr. Marina
Coray, Dr. Martha Krieter-Spiro, Dr. Magdalene Stoevesandt and Dr. Katharina
Wesselmann. Arranged around this core as associated researchers on the basis
of fixed agreements are the Basel professors Edzard Visser (Classical Philology),
Jiirgen von Ungern-Sternberg (Ancient History), Martin-A. Guggisberg (Classical
Archaeology) and Rudolf Wachter (Greek, Latin and Indo-European Linguistics).
The following associated scholars joined the project from elsewhere: Dr. Rudolf
Fiihrer (Hamburg), Prof. Dr. Fritz Graf (Ohio State University), Prof. Dr. Irene . F. de
Jong (UvA Amsterdam), Prof. Dr. Michael Meier-Briigger (FU Berlin), Sebastiaan
R. van der Mije (Leiden), Prof. Dr. René Niinlist (Cologne) and Prof. Dr. Martin L.
West (Oxford).

44 LATACZ 1987, 345; (2001) 2004, 74f.
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Firm academic connections have existed or still exist with the Lexikon des
frithgriechischen Epos (LfgrE) at the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae project (University
of Hamburg; completed 2010); with the ‘Projekt Troia’ at the University of Tiibin-
gen (under the direction of Prof. Dr. Ernst Pernicka [Prof. Dr. Manfred Korfmann
until 1995]); and with the ‘Institut Universitaire de France, CNRS Recherches sur
la Gréce Archaique’ (under the direction of Prof. Dr. Francoise Létoublon, Stend-
hal University, Grenoble).

The English-language translation was produced by a team consisting of Ben-
jamin W. Millis and Sara Strack, directed by Prof. Dr. S. Douglas Olson (Univer-
sity of Minnesota), in close consultation with the Basel team. The Basel team has
maintained the right of last decision in all matters touching on specific choices of
language, formatting and the like.

4.2 Intended Readership and Objectives

This commentary is directed at Classical scholars of all disciplines and more
generally at scholars of the humanities in all areas; a distinctly specialized com-
mentary for Greek philologists, or even Homeric experts, was deliberately not
aimed at (but is integrated; see 41 below). Dwindling familiarity with Homer
is widely lamented not only within philological disciplines (German, Romance
languages, English language studies, etc.), but also in disciplines such as
history, art, music and cultural studies. One aim of this commentary is to enable
renewed access to Homer by colleagues in different disciplines, access that over
the course of 200 years of Homeric studies has often been lost. — Vertically, the
target audience is envisaged as reaching from high school students to university
teachers.

4.3 Arrangement and Presentation

In the face of the background of the development of Homeric studies and
the history of commenting on Homer outlined above, on the one hand, and the
stated aims of the commentary, on the other, an arrangement into an ‘edition with
notes’ of the type represented by Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) was out of the question.
In the German edition, the text and translation are accordingly placed in a sepa-
rate part of the volume (= fascicule 1); for the text, it proved possible to realize
the ideal solution of adopting Martin L. We s t’s 1998/2000 edition of the Iliad,
published in the Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana
(with an apparatus criticus redesigned for the purposes of the commentary). The
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German translation was produced by Joachim Latacz on the basis of the findings
of the present commentary. — In the English edition, the separate fascicule (= fas-
cicule 1) containing text and translation has been omitted. The edition of the Iliad
by West nevertheless remains the basis for the commentary. Richmond LATTI-
MORE’s translation (Chicago/London 1951; often reprinted) replaces Latacz’s
German translation for translated lemmata and passages.

A particular challenge for modern commentaries is the integration of basic
information, which represents the foundation for the line-by-line commentary,
into the commentary itself: since certain fundamental facts are present through-
out the text, these would have to be noted repeatedly in connection with multiple
passages. In the case of a literary text of the magnitude of the Iliad, this would
have led to much repetition — an irritant to the reader and a needless waste of
space. The summary of salient basic information in coherent sections, and their
collection into a separate volume of ‘Prolegomena’, suggested itself as the most
suitable solution. The present volume, containing eleven such sections (see
table of contents), each divided into paragraphs, represents the foundation of
the commentary and is continually referenced there by the relevant abbreviations.
A division into paragraphs was consciously chosen to avoid tying the references
in the line commentary to the pagination of the ‘Prolegomena’ volume, which will
change in the inevitably necessary new editions of the latter. — ‘Prolegomena’ and
commentary represent a two-part unit, interlocking internally and externally.
The commentary will be used to greatest effect if both volumes are consulted
together.

The commentary volumes utilize a novel and hopefully user-friendly form
of presentation to keep separate different audiences and levels of explanation.
The current common practice of classical philological commentaries of not dis-
tinguishing between audiences and levels of explanation, and thus offering all
available information under a single lemma, has often been bemoaned by users.
To better meet the different needs of different user groups, the following external
form of commenting is here implemented experimentally:

(1) Regular type (‘upper floor’): This compiles the most important informa-
tion regarding lemma, verse, passage and the like for users of all types, includ-
ing those without prior knowledge of Greek who may be looking for explanations
based on the translation. Greek words, where unavoidable, are here rendered in
transliteration. The sole exception to this rule involves citations from the best
specialized dictionary on Homer, the Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos (LfgrE
[Lexicon of Early Greek Epic]): references including volume, column and line
number would have been overly cumbersome and would have obstructed the
flow of reading. Citations are accordingly maintained in the format ‘LfgrE s.v.
AnoAAwV’, etc. In this way, those familiar with Greek, who are of course included
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among the intended audience for this first level of explanation, will not be con-
fronted with unfamiliar citation practices, whereas other users will scarcely want
to consult a specialized dictionary in any case.

(2) Medium type (‘ground floor’): This contains more detailed notes for clas-
sical scholars of all disciplines and Greek philologists in particular. This is the
normal level of the commentary, which will be familiar from standard commen-
taries within the discipline of Greek philology.

(3) Small type (‘basement’): This provides, where necessary and available
(and thus with varying degrees of frequency from Book to Book), specialized
information, information on current specialist discussions, and in exceptional
cases questions from Mycenaean studies. (The ‘Homeric-Mycenaean word index’
[MYC], on the other hand, is designed to provide a general integration of Linear B
vocabulary; see below, pp. 236 ff.)

Set below these three levels (which may be variously repeated within a given
page), the ‘elementary section’ at the bottom of the page contains explanations
of more complicated linguistic forms of Homeric diction, suggestions for transla-
tion, and the like. This continually available basic information is aimed at school
and university students, as well as at users who no longer consider their knowl-
edge of Greek current. This section contains much information of the type found
in Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer); visually as well, therefore, Ameis-Hentze(-Cauer) repre-
sents at least in part the ‘foundation’ for the entire project.

4.4 Summary

The present commentary on the Iliad aims to take up the tradition of Ger-
man-language Homeric scholarship and to unite it with the unique traditions of
scholarship deriving from different academic communities. It is meant as a par-
allel, complementary work to the Cambridge commentary on the Iliad. It does
not attempt to force a preconceived, particular interpretation on the text; at the
same time, it strives to avoid the danger of becoming a faceless entity by merely
listing snippets of information. The aim is to pursue a modern line of interpreta-
tion capable of supporting a general scholarly consensus. Academic controver-
sies are not papered over, nor is an effort made to reach final conclusions at all
costs. Rather, where appropriate, judgment is left to the readers or scholars of
Homer themselves.

On a general level, the commentary is not meant to serve esoteric interests.
Instead, the aim is to bring the artistic quality and effect of the first great work of
European literature more emphatically to the attention of individuals interested
in literature. Where the commentary goes beyond the usual aims of specialized
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work in Greek philology in the course of this endeavor, it does so in the hope
of aiding as efficiently as possible both Greek philology and its representatives’
particular interests in universities and schools, and especially the efforts of liter-
ary and cultural studies for a revival of the awareness of cultural continuity by
renewing public interest.

Supplement to §26 n. 40: Since the publication of the first German lan-
guage edition of the present commentary, the following commentaries on indi-
vidual Books of the Iliad have appeared: (1) The commentary on Book 1 by
M. Girotto Bevilacqua, A. Trocini Cerrina, Omero, Iliade, libro
I, Turin 1991; (2) also on Book 1, the commentary by S. Pulleyn, Homer: Iliad,
Book One, ed. with intr., transl. and comm., Oxford 2000; (3) the commentary
onBook9by]. Griffin, Iliad: Book Nine, New York 1995; (4) the commentary
on Book 6 by Barbara Graziosi und Johannes Haubold Homer: Iliad, Book
VI, Cambridge 2010; and (5) the commentary on Book 22 by Irene J.F. deJong,
Homer: Iliad, Book XXII, Cambridge 2012. All five of these are designed primarily
for school and university students, but in addition to the usual basic information
offer numerous excellent individual observations and insights that will also be of
interest to professional scholars of Homer. Irene de Jong’s commentary on Book
22 deserves special mention; beneath a surface of apparently simple text expla-
nations, it reveals time and again a deep understanding of the narrative art and
high poetic quality of the Homeric text. — For the first three commentaries listed,
see the more detailed review in Edzard Visser’s research report on Homer (VISSER
2012, Nr. 553, 570 and 609). — All five commentaries are taken into account in the
present version of this commentary.
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1. The Early Stages

The transmission of the Iliad begins at the moment when the poem was first 1
committed to writing. Of course there had been a long period of oral epic tradi-
tion in which many of the persons and themes that we know from the Iliad had
featured. Compositions that might have been recognizable as precursors of our
Iliad may possibly have been current for a generation or two, though this is quite
uncertain. But it was only with the act of writing that the Iliad took on the parti-
cular form in which we know it and became a stable text which could be ‘trans-
mitted’ to posterity rather than continually recomposed.

This written Iliad was the work of one great poet. However, the peculiarities of 2
its structure, as well as general probability, indicate that he did not produce it, com-
plete and colossal, in a single outpouring of creative energy. It seems probable that
he elaborated it over many years, first completing a shorter version (the analogy
of Goethe’s Ur-Faust comes to mind) and subsequently expanding it by the incor-
poration of additional episodes. This will explain why older analytical critics were
able — with a considerable measure of agreement — to distinguish different layers or
strata of composition. They were able to point to passages which are now separated
but which fit remarkably well together when the intervening matter is removed, and
to parts of the epic that seem to have been composed without awareness of what has
occurred in preceding episodes. But whereas they assumed that the different layers
reflected the work of successive poets, we may see them (for the most part, at any
rate) as reflecting the successive phases of the original poet’s work. If, therefore, we
find what looks like an insertion that breaks the continuity of the original narrative,
we need not automatically assume that it is an alien interpolation: we should first
consider the possibility that it is an addition by the poet himself.*

1 I have made a detailed analysis of the poem from this point of view in The Making of the Iliad,
Oxford 2011.
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On the other hand, there is no doubt that the Iliad has also suffered inter-
polations by later rhapsodes. It would be astonishing if it had not. For however
greatly the completed Iliad was admired and acclaimed, it would be quite unre-
alistic to suppose that the author’s manuscript (which presumably took the form
of a bulky collection of papyrus rolls) was immediately venerated as a sacrosanct
document by which all subsequent copies and recitations had to be controlled.
We do not know where he had kept it, or even whether he had kept it, nor what
happened to it after his death. But the probability is that it came into the pos-
session of rhapsodes, or of some wealthy patron for the use of rhapsodes. These
rhapsodes were accustomed to changing and improving the songs they sang from
occasion to occasion; and their aim in life was personal fame and success. Even
if they decided to base their recitations on the Iliad, they were just as ready to
‘improve’ it with additional verses of their own as fourth-century tragic actors
were ready to ‘improve’ Euripides.

It is generally agreed that one major interpolation is to be recognized: the
Doloneia. For the rest, it is a reasonable view that interpolation is limited to short
passages, single paragraphs or verses. Many single- or two-line interpolations
are betrayed by their absence from some ancient manuscripts or from a part of
the medieval tradition. But insertions made at an early stage of the transmission,
when the number of copies in existence was still limited, had a fair chance of
becoming rooted in the whole tradition. The presence of a verse in all known
sources cannot be a guarantee of its genuineness. In many cases it is no longer
possible for us to be sure what is genuine and what is spurious, especially when
we have to take into account the possibility of authorial insertions. One situation
in which we may see a strong indication of spuriousness is when the sense of a
preceding line appears to have been misunderstood.?

Athens certainly played a leading part in the transmission of the Iliad
throughout the Classical period. The evidence of vase painting shows that the
poem was known there from the last quarter of the seventh century, though it
suggests that certain episodes were more familiar and popular than others.?
A few passages, above all the Athenian and Salaminian entries in the Cata-
logue of Ships, look as if they have been added or revised to suit Athenian
interests.* Similar things may have happened in other cities too; but it was easier
for Attic interpolations to affect the whole tradition, because of Athens’ central
role in the propagation of the Homeric poems from the sixth to the fourth century.

2 As may be argued to be the case at 2.491-492 and 12.449.
3 FRIIS JOHANSEN 1967; FITTSCHEN 1969.
4 2.547-51, 558; perhaps 7.334-5, 466-81.
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From the time of Hipparchus (perhaps from 522 BC) the Iliad and Odyssey were
recited in their entirety by teams of rhapsodes at the Great Panathenaia, every
four years.” This is something that, so far as our knowledge goes, happened in no
other city, and it must have done much to stimulate public interest in Homer. In
all probability this institutionalized performance was responsible for the division
of each epic into 24 ‘rhapsodies’, that is, recitations, a division firmly established
in later tradition. The poems were studied at school by Athenian boys, which was
bound to create a continuing need for more copies. Athens became, moreover,
a favourite haunt of sophists, who liked to draw material from Homer for their
discourses. It is no wonder if, as a result of all this, the pre-Alexandrian tradition
of Homer was largely shaped by Attic exemplars. The language of the poems as
they appear in the received text is marked by many traces of Attic dialect, as Jacob
Wackernagel showed in a famous book:® this is no doubt the consequence of Attic
transmission rather than of Attic origins.

2. Modernization of the Text

It may be taken as certain, from our knowledge of the history of Greek
writing, that the Homeric text was at first written in a script that did not distin-
guish between short € and the lengthened ¢ (later written €1) that resulted from
contraction of e or from compensatory lengthening (as in &givog < £€vFog); nor
between o and 0 (later written ov). It is a more controversial question whether it
was ever written in a script, such as the old Attic alphabet, that did not distin-
guish between € and 1 or between o and w.” If the poems were first written down
in Ionia, it is likely to have been in an Ionian alphabet in which these vowels
were distinguished. However, this does not exclude the possibility that copies
made at Athens before the adoption there of the Ionian alphabet (officially in 403)
used the local alphabet familiar to the copyists. If so, errors might occasionally
have arisen from later misinterpretation of ambiguous spellings in Attic copies.
Alexandrian scholars assumed this as a possible source of corruption, and many
modern scholars have followed them.® There do seem to be a small number of

5 Ps.-Plato, Hipparchos 228b. This seems the most precise and credit-worthy of the many testi-
monia concerning a ‘Peisistratid recension’ of Homer. They have often been collected; see, most
recently, MERKELBACH (1952) 1997, 1-23.

6 WACKERNAGEL 1916.

7 See JANKO 1992, 32-7.

8 Seeschol. T 7.238¢?, A 11 104a', A 14.241c, A 21 126-7b* (cf. Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Il. ad loc.),
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plausible instances. The number is small because people knew the poems well
from hearing them, and this generally prevented misreading of the written text.

Changes in graphic conventions, and in the pronunciation of the language,
led to various small changes in the text. A few examples must suffice. The Ionian
contraction of €o into a diphthong continued to be written as €o, and thus dis-
tinguished from the inherited diphthong €v, down to the fourth century BC,
when it began to be written ev. Transmitted spellings such as pev, ékaledvTo, are
therefore modernizations, and if we want to recover the earlier form of the text
we must restore €o. The old long diphthong nu also came to be replaced by v
in the late Classical period; the correct spelling vnuoi prevailed in many papyri
and in the medieval tradition, while some papyri show vevai. For the augmented
forms of verbs such as ebyopat and ebpiokw, the tradition overwhelmingly offers
gbyovTo, eVpev, but some Ptolemaic papyri still give nupe, nuxovto, and there is a
good case for restoring such forms everywhere, even though ev- would be admis-
sible as an unaugmented form. There is much inconsistency in the tradition as
between n and €t before another vowel in the same word; thus we find 1e6vndta
or tebvel®Ta, Orint or Beint. This is again due to changing pronunciations (rather
than to the ambiguities of an archaic alphabet), and it is difficult in this case to
establish what is correct for the original poet.

From the beginning, rhapsodes had no doubt tended to make the text more
euphonious, and easier, by adding redundant particles to eliminate hiatus or
other metrical anomalies (often the result of the loss of digamma) and by replac-
ing unfamiliar archaic forms with more modern ones. But this was no doubt a
feature of the oral tradition even before the Iliad was composed. We cannot, as
many nineteenth-century editors did, simply introduce reconstructed older forms
into the text — for example the uncontracted *fda 8iav in place of the transmitted
N® 8iav — when the poet himself may well have used the more recent form. On
the other hand, when there are traces of the older form in the tradition, however
slight, it may be suspected that the newer one is due to modernization in the
course of transmission. For example, the old accusative plural form moAbg (from
*-9vg), found as a variant in one or two places, seems generally to have been
displaced by the more familiar moA¢ag, still scanned as a disyllable. There is evi-
dence for the older mAevpwv ‘lung’ beside the later, folk-etymological mvevpwv.
In many places the tradition provides evidence for the insertion of particles, a
process that continued into the Middle Ages. We should conduct our textual crit-
icism in awareness of such historical processes.

21.363e (with P.Oxy. 221, p. 114 Erbse); schol. Od. 1.52, 1.254, 1.275; WACKERNAGEL (1878) 1979,
1518-28; HERZOG 1912; CAUER (1895) 1921/23, 99-110; CH. 1 §§ 1-4.
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3. Ancient Scholarship

The scholia, especially those transmitted in the manuscripts A and T,
preserve numerous excerpts from the Alexandrian scholars Aristonicus and
Didymus, both active around the time of Augustus. These two writers recorded
much information about the readings which earlier scholars, above all Zenodotus
of Ephesus (c.300-260), Aristophanes of Byzantium (c.230-180), and Aristarchus
of Samothrace (c.180-144), had approved, or which had stood in their exemplars.

Modern writers often portray these scholars as producers of critical editions
who worked by collating the various copies available to them in the Alexandrian
library and choosing between variant readings. This is a misleading picture —
especially so in the case of Zenodotus, whose text, to judge from the readings
attributed to him, was so eccentric and faulty, and sometimes even unmetrical or
ungrammatical, that it cannot be considered as the product of rational judgment
or choice.’? It can only be understood as a rhapsode’s text which Zenodotus hap-
pened to own (perhaps he had acquired it in his youth at Ephesus), and which
he used as his working copy. His textual criticism seems to have been confined
to the athetesis of verses which he judged unworthy of Homer: he marked these
with the obelus in his copy. He did not in general concern himself with the merits
of individual readings; he did not collate copies, or write out a new one of his
own. His successors misunderstood the situation and assumed that the peculiar
readings found in his exemplar had been consciously chosen by him. Most of
them were evidently mere errors. But as we should expect from such an old man-
uscript (probably written in the second half of the fourth century), and from one
of non-Attic provenance, it did preserve some good and ancient variants which
we do not know from other sources.

Aristophanes of Byzantium used a copy or copies of much better quality.
He had Zenodotus’ exemplar to hand, and from time to time he adopted read-
ings from it. A feature of Zenodotus’ text was that it omitted many lines, and
sometimes the absence of a verse from that text led Aristophanes to question its
authenticity and to find reasons why it might have been spurious. Aristophanes
introduced several new marginal symbols in addition to Zenodotus’ obelus, and
so far as we know he was the first to use written accents as an aid to comprehen-
sion and correct reading.'®

9 On his work on Homer see especially DUNTZER 1848; NICKAU 1972; NICKAU 1977; WEST 2001,
33-45.
10 See further NAUCK 1848; PFEIFFER 1968, 171-81; SLATER 1986.
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We have much fuller information about Aristarchus’ recension. For the most
part he agreed with the judgments of his teacher Aristophanes, and he took over
his system of critical symbols. He explained the meaning of these in commen-
taries, and criticized his predecessors’ readings where he diverged from them.
Didymus had two ‘Aristarchean’ exemplars before him, and found that they did
not always agree. We cannot tell whether these were products of Aristarchus’ own
hand or later copies that claimed to reproduce his text, nor whether their discrep-
ancies were accidental or reflected a change of mind by Aristarchus.™

The earliest papyrus fragments (third and second centuries BC), and
quotations from Homer in fourth-century authors such as Plato, Aeschines, Lycur-
gus, and Aristotle, show that many of the texts in circulation contained numer-
ous interpolated lines (usually repeated from other contexts), and that they often
diverged from one another in phrasing by substitution of equivalent formulae.
This had come about, no doubt, because the poems were commonly copied by
rhapsodes or by others who knew the text so well that they were able to write
out whole sections from memory rather than by closely following the exemplar
before them. After about the middle of the second century BC most of the inter-
polations disappear.’? This is assumed to be due to the authority of scholars such
as Aristophanes and Aristarchus: verses which were absent from their ‘editions’
were deleted from other copies, perhaps so that booksellers could advertise them
as ‘corrected according to Aristarchus’. But they did not go so far as to adjust the
readings in the remaining verses so that they agreed with Aristarchus’. It often
happens that what Didymus knew as the common reading, and what appears
as such in the medieval manuscripts, differs from the reading favoured by Aris-
tarchus. Sometimes the Aristarchean reading seems superior, sometimes the con-
trary.

Aristarchus sought to establish the best text, not by collecting as many
manuscripts as he could and comparing their readings, but by careful and thor-
ough observation of Homeric language and usage. Didymus, on the other hand,
although his purpose was to record the readings of his two ‘Aristarchean’ texts,
consulted (albeit intermittently) at least ten others. He cites some of them by the
name of their owner or reviser (Euripides,* Antimachus,'* Rhianus,* Sosigenes,
Philemon); he refers to another as ‘the long text’ (1] moAvoTI(OG); others again

11 See further LEHRS (1833) 1882; LUDWICH 1884/85; PFEIFFER 1968, 210-19.

12 See WEST 1967.

13 Hardly the tragic poet; possibly his son (or nephew), Euripides the younger.
14 Quite likely the epic poet from Colophon.

15 No doubt the epic poet from Crete.
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are identified by city or country of provenance (Marseilles, Chios, Sinope, Argos,
Crete, Cyprus), though some of these Didymus seems not have handled person-
ally but to have seen readings quoted from them by other scholars.'® Elsewhere
he uses more general expressions such as ‘all copies’, ‘most copies’, ‘the better
copies’, and in contrast to them ‘the common copies’, ‘the more slipshod copies’.

Besides Aristonicus and Didymus, two other ancient scholars were excerpted
in the commentary (often called the Viermdnnerkommentar) that underlies the
scholia in A and T. These were Herodian, who wrote on Homeric accentuation,
and Nicanor, who discussed questions of punctuation. Both lived in the second
century AD. Herodian’s doctrines on accents were taken as authoritative by later
grammarians, but his frequent reference to his predecessors in this field of study,
principally Aristarchus, Tyrannion, and Ptolemy of Ascalon, with whom he some-
times agrees and sometimes disagrees, warns us that there was in the late Hel-
lenistic period a greater variety of opinion on accentual matters than we usually
realize. To some extent the accents of poetic words, such as no longer existed
in the spoken language, must have been preserved through the centuries by the
tradition of recitation: there are some, certified as genuine by Indo-European phi-
lology, which could not have been reconstructed once the line of oral tradition
had been broken. In other cases, however, we see the scholars arguing on purely
theoretical grounds and coming to opposed conclusions.

4. The Papyri

Our knowledge of the state of the Homeric text in antiquity is greatly exten-
ded by the existence of large numbers of fragmentary papyri. (By convention the
term includes all ancient books in roll or codex form, whether made from papyrus
or from parchment, as well as wooden tablets and ostraca.) The Homeric poems,
especially the Iliad, were the most widely read and studied of ancient works, and
the quantity of the papyri reflects this. Some of them are childishly written school
assignments, others are beautifully penned manuscripts, sometimes furnished
with accents and other lectional signs, occasionally with marginal scholia. They
extend in time from the third century BC to the sixth or seventh century AD, the
greatest number coming from the second and third centuries of our era. Some
1,550 papyri of the Iliad are so far known. Some are tiny scraps containing only a

16 On the ‘city editions’ see the 66 references collected by ALLEN 1924, 283-8; a new testimo-
nium in P. Oxy. 4452 fr. 1.18. For Didymus cf. SCHMIDT 1854; PFEIFFER 1968, 274—6; WEST 2001,
46—-85.
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few letters from two or three lines; at the other end of the scale there are a few well
preserved ones that extend over many rhapsodies.

It might be thought that 1,550 papyri would be enough to ensure that every
part of the text was represented by at least one ancient manuscript. Unfortu-
nately this is not so, because the distribution is very uneven. Most of the papyri
do not come from complete texts of the Iliad; there are more from the first half
of the poem than the second, and more from rhapsodies A and B than from
the rest. So it comes about that at some places in the text there are as many as
ten papyri available, whereas at others there is none. Not that papyri neces-
sarily offer a better text than the medieval tradition, where they diverge. Very
often they offer an inferior one. The best variants nearly always survived some-
where in the medieval tradition. But it is often enlightening to discover from
papyri which readings were most widely current (at least in Egypt) in the Roman
period.

Besides papyri of the poetic text itself, there are others, some 130 in number,
which bear witness to the study of the Iliad in ancient schools. A few of them
are learned commentaries; a far larger number are elementary glossaries, in
which words no longer familiar in spoken Greek are listed in the order in which
they occur in the text and provided with easier equivalents. Others contain plot
summaries or prose paraphrase, or are fragments of the so-called Mythographus
Homericus, who related in a straightforward manner various myths that were
alluded to in Homer.

5. The Medieval Tradition

The number of extant medieval and renaissance manuscripts is also very
large: not far short of two hundred. For most of them no complete or reliable col-
lations exist (despite the imposing masses of sigla that inflate T. W. Allen’s appa-
ratus). But it is probable that a small selection of the older manuscripts is a suf-
ficient basis for the recension and captures virtually all the ancient variants that
found their way into the medieval tradition.

From the later ninth century we have a manuscript (Z) containing, not a contin-
uous text (except for certain short portions), but numerous lemmata with scholia
of the so-called D class, made up of glosses and paraphrase, of the sort known
from the papyri, interspersed with excerpts from the Mythographus Homericus.
The lemmata reflect a text independent of the main medieval tradition, yielding a
number of good or ancient readings that are found in few or no other copies. The
prolegomena in Z are the source of the ‘Vita Romana’ (WEST 2003, 432-9) and of
the ‘Anecdotum Romanum’ published by F. G. Osann in 1851 (WEST 2003, 450-7),
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which gives an account of Aristarchus’ critical signs and records two alternative
incipits for the Iliad.

The most wonderful of all Homeric manuscripts is the tenth-century A in the
Biblioteca Marciana in Venice. There is a magnificent published facsimile which
allows its splendours to be admired.” It is beautifully written and meticulously
corrected, with careful attention to orthography and accentuation. Its text is often
(though not always) superior to that of the other manuscripts. It is equipped with
abundant scholia drawn from various sources, principally the Viermdnnerkom-
mentar and the D scholia. The scholia were not just transcribed but studied with
a view to improving the text, into which Aristarchean readings and Herodianic
spellings were introduced as a result. The creation of this great book was not
just a routine act of copying but a major scholarly enterprise. Its discovery and
publication by Jean Baptiste de Villoison in 1788 threw a flood of new light on
ancient scholarship, and it was this that inspired Friedrich August Wolf to write
his epoch-making Prolegomena ad Homerum a few years later.

The other tenth-century manuscript is D, a much less imposing book, lacking
scholia apart from some interlinear and marginal glosses. The quires containing
rhapsodies A-A were replaced in the twelfth century by a fresh copy, apparently
made from the original, which had probably become difficult to read because of
damp. Several other folios were replaced at various times. D is the oldest of a
group of manuscripts which omit the Catalogue of Ships, perhaps following an
ancient exemplar in which this was done; we have one third-century papyrus
which made this omission. D sometimes shows an affinity with Z, but rarely pro-
duces ancient readings not attested in other copies.

Of the six eleventh-century manuscripts, one (Y) is fragmentary; it contains
only a selection of passages, written out as prose (but with the verse-divisions
marked by the symbol +), and many of the original folia are missing. The spelling
is deplorable, but a good source seems to lie in the background. — The other five
are important for their scholia. B C E F are the chief representatives of Erbse’s ‘b’
class of scholia, which are mainly exegetical and literary-critical in nature. They
derive from a commentary that is now attested on a sixth-century papyrus (P. Oxy.
5095). T (dated to the year 1059) contains scholia drawn from a fuller recension of
the b class, besides others which are drawn from the Viermdnnerkommentar and
thus close to those of A. As regards the poetic text, B C E form a family, drawing
(though not consistently) on a common hyparchetype b. This was a good source
in which many ancient readings were preserved. F too drew often on b, but often
on a separate source of good quality (or more than one). Sometimes it agrees,

17 COMPARETTI 1901.
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almost alone, with A, or with variant readings noted in the margins of A. As for
T, the composite nature of its scholia is matched by its inconstant textual alle-
giances: it sometimes stands with b, sometimes with A, sometimes with both, or
neither.

A further source dating from the eleventh century (if not the tenth) is the
lost hyparchetype h, from which a number of later manuscripts, including N M P,
depend; or at any rate they drew from it some readings and a particular version of
the scholia. It evidently represents a scholarly recension. The man responsible —
unfortunately we cannot identify him — quarried the scholia for Aristarchean and
other ancient readings, which he either put in the text or noted as marginal var-
iants. He also made some emendations where the text was metrically faulty. But
he must also have had a rare ancient source to hand, for this recension is remark-
able for the number of ancient readings that were not to be found in the scholia.
A number of them turn up in papyri.

Other manuscripts sometimes mentioned individually in the apparatus are
R W of the twelfth century and G H O V of the thirteenth. G is notable for its rich
scholia to 21.165-499, which come from an ancient commentary and are related
to the scholia found under the name of Ammonius in a second-century papyrus
(P. Oxy. 221).

Manuscript groupings are unstable, but it may be observed that the tradition
has a tendency to divide between A b on the one side and (Z) D R W G O on the
other, while F and T vacillate between the two streams. The group that omits the
Catalogue of ShipsisD TR G O.

There was no lack of Byzantine academic writing on Homer: allegorical
exegesis by Demo, Psellus, and John Tzetzes, treatises by Isaac Porphyrogenitus,
and so forth. Far exceeding these in extent and in importance are the commen-
taries of Eustathius. His life spanned the greater part of the twelfth century; he
became Bishop of Thessalonica sometime around 1175. He seems to have used
several manuscripts of Homer, as he cites variant readings, and he was able to
draw on excellent sources, including a version of the Viermdnnerkommentar,
which he refers to under the name of ‘Apion and Herodorus’. He also cites other
grammarians whose work is no longer extant. Yet he is of little importance as a
source for the text, and he exercised no discernible influence on its further trans-
mission.
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6. Printed Editions

The first printed edition of the Iliad was produced by Demetrius Chalcondy-
las at Florence in 1488, using some manuscript that is no longer extant but was
not a particularly good one. The next important edition was that of Henricus Ste-
phanus (Poetae Graeci Principes Heroici Carminis, Paris 1566); he based his recen-
sion largely on the manuscript G. The prestige of this edition led to its exercising
a considerable influence on Homeric texts for many generations. From the time
of Joshua Barnes, whose edition appeared at Cambridge in 1711, editors started
to look more widely for other manuscript sources. Villoison’s epoch-making dis-
covery of A has been mentioned above; he found B at the same time, as both
codices were together in Venice. Various other scholars were making collations,
at least partial, of sundry manuscripts, and in 1802 all this material was brought
together in the massive edition of Christian Gottlob Heyne. The second half of
the nineteenth century brought a renewal of activity in the matter of collating
manuscripts, especially by Jacob La Roche, Arthur Ludwich, Walter Leaf, and
T.W. Allen. Ludwich’s edition in particular (Leipzig 1902-1907, repr. Stuttgart/
Leipzig 1995) has retained its value as a rich and reliable repository of informa-
tion, not only on the manuscript sources (including papyri) known to the editor
but also on ancient quotations and modern conjectures.

Allen’s editio maior (Oxford 1930) refers to a much larger number of manu-
scripts, most of which he had seen but not collated word for word. His reports
of them are often confused, sometimes manifestly contradictory. In any case
his apparatus, imposing as it appears at first sight, is largely occupied with
orthographical trivia. Helmut van Thiel’s debonair edition (Hildesheim 1996),
based on fresh collations of nineteen manuscripts, unfortunately goes to the
other extreme from Allen, reporting too few variants. The editor pays too little
attention to the evidence for the text in antiquity (ancient scholars, quotations,
papyri), and ignores the need for critical revision of the medieval vulgate text in
the light of historical linguistics.

In my Teubner edition of 1998-2000 the attempt is made to meet these
requirements. The edition is again based on fresh collations of a selection of
medieval manuscripts ZADBCEFTY R W G 0), but also on a thorough study
of the papyri (over 800 unpublished fragments being used for the first time) and
an extensive collection of quotations, extending from the Classical period to the
ninth century. It is made on traditional critical principles. On its appearance it
met with some criticism from certain persons who hold that the oral dimension
of the Homeric tradition calls for editions made on a different principle. This is a
misapprehension, since the editor is concerned strictly with the written tradition
deriving from one original exemplar. As explained above, the variants that arose
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in the early centuries of transmission were often of oral origin, but that trivial fact
does not give them equal status with the original text. They are of interest for their
own sake and are rightly recorded in a critical apparatus, but if the editor judges
that they do not represent the original text, they will naturally be categorized as
corruptions.®

18 For a fuller reply to the critics concerned see WEST 2011a, 176-181.



Formularity and Orality (FOR)

By Joachim Latacz

1. Initial Observations in Antiquity: Aristarchus, Josephus, et al. (1-5)
Discoveries of the Modern Period (6)
2.1 Orality and Improvisation
2.1.1 From Parnell to Wolf (7-8)
2.1.2 Geppert and Hermann (9-13)
2.1.3 Early Comparative Studies of Epic Poetry
(Karadzi¢, Talvj, Kreuser, Curtius) (14-16)

2.2 Formularity

2.21 Initial Insights and Analyses: Ellendt, Diintzer, Witte (17-26)
2.3 Formularity, Orality and Improvisation

2.3.1 Synthesis and Systematization: Milman Parry (27-35a)
2.3.2 Improvement and Expansion of the System:

From Parry to Visser (36—43)
3. Results and Prospects (44-45)

1. Initial Observations in Antiquity: Aristarchus, Josephus,
etal.

Already at an early date, Homer’s listeners/readers had apparently noted 1
passages such as the following (8.555f.):

.. UG8 8T’ &V 0Upavd GoTpa YoEeVNV Al AV
QALVET GPUTPETEA ...

... As when in the sky around the shining moon

the stars are seen, the conspicuous ones ...

Homeric philologists in antiquity used the rhetorical term adynaton (480Ovatov),
‘(something) impossible’, as a designation for this statement. The philosopher and
scholar Porphyry (3rd c. AD) wrote (Quaest. Hom. ad Il. ad loc.): “This too is part of
the category of adynata: how can the stars “be seen as conspicuous ones” around
a shining moon?’ The difficulty was caused not by the moon’s epithet® ‘shining’ but
by its context: the statement ‘the stars are seen as conspicuous ones’ can logically
only be true when the moon is not ‘shining’. Cases of this sort are common in the
text of Homer. The river-god Skamandros says in 21.218: ‘For my lovely waters are
crammed with corpses.’ In Od. 6.74, Nausikaa fetches the dirty (pepvnwpéva, 59)
clothes from her chamber: ‘The girl brought the radiant clothing from her chamber’.
Since it seemed unimaginable that Homer would have failed to note the 2
contradictions in such cases, they were often explained as deliberate effects. An
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explication of e.g. the Skamandros passage reads: ‘The epithet is well-chosen: in
order to demonstrate (mournfully) “such streams are being sullied!”’* When the
Achaian army spills out for battle by the thousands onto the plain of the Skaman-
dros (which has already been the site of battle for nine years) from the encamp-
ment of ships (2.467), the Homeric text reads: ‘They took position in the flowery
meadow of Skamandros, the immeasurably many combatants ...” The commenta-
tor remarks: ... on the meadow that used to have flowers.”

The guiding principle of these explications was ‘not for ornamentation but
for a purpose’ (sc. is the epithet used).? The influence of this principle remains
widespread even today, not only in non-professional reading of Homer but also in
the utilization of the poems in scholarly disciplines outside the narrow circle of
Homeric specialists (although sometimes there as well), in attempts to wrest, by
all means necessary, contextual sensitivity from even the most common epithets
in each instance of their use.” But the defensive manner of phrasing already iden-
tifies the principle as a rejection of another.

This second principle occurs in a well-considered form for the first time in the
writings of the Alexandrian philologist Aristarchus (2nd c. BC). It runs: ‘not in the
present case, but by nature.” The explication of the ‘shining’ moon passage in 1is
thus as follows (again using Porphyry, Quaest. Hom. ad Il. ad loc.): ‘The contradic-
tion is resolved through [Homer’s] diction: “shining” does not refer to the moon
in its current textual context, but to the moon in its essence — as in this passage:
[Od. 6.74 with a reference to “radiant clothing” follows] ... and in this: [Il. 21.218

1 Schol. bT 21.218: kaA@G TO £miBeToV £ig EVBelv TOD &L T TolDTA PEVHATA PEpiOVTAL

2 Schol. bT 2.467: T@ mpwnv &ven &ovTL.

3 00 kdopov xapuv, GAAG Ttpog (Tu) (schol. Od. 2.94).

4 The epithet dios (8iog), generally rendered in English ‘divine’, provides the best known exam-
ple: although it is used of 32 individual characters (PARRY [1928] 1971, 146f.), e.g. 102x of Odys-
seus and 57x of Achilleus alone (PARRY [1928] 1971, 138), and thus clearly does not denote a
distinctive feature of the character in question, attempts were and continue to be made to read
the 14 instances in the Odyssey where it is used together with the noun ‘swineherd’ (\¢popB6g)
as a distinction of this particular swineherd (Eumaios) (e.g. in the sense of him being charac-
terized as especially distinguished or internally equivalent to aristocratic men, etc.). On this,
PARRY 1928 (1971), 151f.: ‘Homer used 8iog for the swineherd, first because Eumaeus lived in the
age of heroes, and second because it was the only epithet he could find, which, together with
VopPog (Ebpatog would not work), made up a noun-epithet formula coming after the bucolic
diaeresis and beginning with a single consonant.” This explanation in effect already contains in
its entirety the principle of the use of epithets in improvisational oral Greek epic (the workings of
which can be reconstructed from the Iliad and Odyssey).

5 00 161e, &GAAG @UoeL (Apollonius, Lexicon Homericum 161.20-26; Eustathius 179.20-25; cf.
schol. Od. 6.74; schol. AbT Il. 8.555).
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with a reference to “lovely waters” follows].” Aristarchus had thus realized that
in Homeric diction epithets? can denote inalienable characteristics (the moon is
‘shining’ in essence — otherwise we would not be able to see it at all) and can
therefore be used independent of context. The fact that they are not suppressed
even in cases where their retention creates glaring contradictions shows that
(1) they are not meant to serve a topical purpose, but have a merely ‘decorative’
(‘cosmetic’, ornamental) function; and (2) neither singer nor audience perceived
the contradiction between epithet and context, since the epithet and associated
noun formed a traditional unit (which would later be termed a ‘formula’®). (In
modern English, an analogous effect may be represented by phrases such as ‘The
good Lord has punished me severely’.)

But Aristarchus, as far as we know, seems to have been content to apply this
principle of explication only in cases where epithet® and context were in evident
logical contradiction. It is uncertain whether he (or other ancient scholars) recog-
nized that these contradictions are merely borderline cases of epithet usage — the
motive of which is fundamentally removed from semantics (and located instead
in meter). At any rate, there is to date no evidence for such broader insights.

Like its formularity, so too the orality of Homeric diction was only suspected
in antiquity. In his work Contra Apionem, the Jewish historian Josephus (1st c. AD)
argued that the Greeks had learned to read and write much later than the Jews;
their earliest written text was Homer, who had not lived until after the Trojan War,
and ‘the report goes that even he did not leave his poems in writing, but that [indi-
vidual] songs — preserved by memory — were put together afterward, and that this
is the reason for the large a number of variations found in them’ (1.12). Since the
text’s addressee, the then-famous antisemitic Alexandrian grammarian Apion,
was a Homeric specialist, Josephus would not have won support if he merely
invented this story. Instead, it must have been based on a Homeric debate (likely
Alexandrian) that already assumed that ‘orality’ was a factor in the formation and
transmission of the epics.

2. Discoveries of the Modern Period

As far as we know, after this until the 19th century the peculiarities of epithet
usage, formularity and orality, were at most noted occasionally as isolated phe-
nomena, but were not studied systematically and in particular were not recog-
nized as different manifestations of a single causal connection.
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2.1 Orality and Improvisation®

2.1.1 From Parnell to Wolf

In the second half of the 18th century, a change in this isolationist approach
became apparent in the ‘orality’ component of the system. Th. Parnell,
Th.Blackwell and R. Wood, in particular, already grasped that the diction
of the Iliad and the Odyssey could be understood only as the result of an oral,
improvisational poetic technique.” This insight became common knowledge
through the work of J.G. Herd er.® In 1795, F. A. Wolf in his Prolegomena ad
Homerum added the philological reasoning (although the present summary can
offer only a few select quotations; for more detail, see LATACZ 1979a, esp. 29-32):

Nec vero nobis ipsis credibile esset, Carmina a vatibus et memoriter composita et unius
memoriae ministerio propagata esse |...], nisi vulgatissimus olim mos recitandi et omnis his-
toria rhapsodorum argumentationes et rationes nostras gravissime confirmaret.

(WoLF 1795, ch. 21, end)
We would not find it credible ourselves that the epics were both composed by memory by
poets and spread with the aid of memory alone |...], if once it were not the most common
mode of reciting and if the entire history of the rhapsodes did not emphatically confirm our
arguments and reasoning. (Italics: J.L.)
Neque enim nobis opus est afferre singularia specimina validioris memoriae, ut Hortensii
oratoris, quem Cicero narrat ea, quae secum commentatus esset, sine scripto omnia reddere
potuisse iisdem verbis, quibus cogitavisset, sive poetarum, tum avtooyeSal{ovrwv, qui
Italis improvisatores vocantur, tum aliorum multorum, quos constat, praesertim interdictos
usu scripturae, plura millia versuum et fecisse in animo, et memoriae infixa saepius repeti-
isse. Quippe non agimus de raris quibusdam miraculis naturae, verum de ordine hominum,
per totam vitam huic uni arti vacantium, ut vel pangerent Carmina, quae mox canendo divul-
garent, vel divulgata ab aliis discerent. (ch. 24, middle; italics: Wolf)
... also we have no need to offer individual examples of an especially powerful memory,
such as that of the orator Hortensius, who Cicero reports was able to reproduce in the same

6 The majority of the following extracts, together with German translations, are collected in
LATACZ 1979a, 29-37.

7 PARNELL (1715) 1967, 66: the singers Demodokos and Phemios in the Odyssey are ‘Extempore-
Singers’. — BLACKWELL (1735) 1736, 110f., 122f. - WooD 1769, 1x and esp. 1xvi: ‘but let us remem-
ber, that Homer addressed himself to the ear alone, that his Poems were sung’ (italics by Wood);
xi (the Italian open-air declamators provide a comparison with the Homeric singers).

8 HERDER (1769) 1878, 197: ‘Homer’s language is not ours. He sang, as it did as yet live only in the
mouths of the articulated individuals, as he calls them, as it was not yet a book language, nor a
grammatical one, and least of all a scholarly language’ (transl.; italics: J. L.). Cf. HERDER (1795)
1998, 95: the Homeric singers’ recitals were improvised (these ideas had long been in preparation
through Herder’s work on folk songs; Wolf’s accusation of plagiarism in the ‘Intelligenzblatt’ of
the ‘Allgemeine Literaturzeitung’ [WOLF 1795a] was unfounded).
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words everything he sketched out before without recourse to a script, or that of poets, either
those who compose extemporaneously, whom the Italians call improvvisatori, or many
others, who clearly - particularly when precluded from the use of writing — composed many
thousands of verses in their heads and very often recited those fixed in their memory. [These
instances require no examples,] because here we are not dealing with a few rare miracles
of nature, but with a class of men who devote their entire lives to this one art: either to com-
posing poems they then disseminate by singing, or to learning poems disseminated by others.

In this way, Wolf had inferred both the orality and the guild-ensured traditional-
ism of the diction of the Iliad and the Odyssey. From these two realizations, he
further inferred the effects this technique must have had on the resulting product,
the epic song:

... in quo tamen haud dubie plura per saecula nihil certum et constans fuit, quum res modo
a locis ac temporibus recitandi, modo ab ingenio et iudicio rhapsodorum penderet.

(ch. 25, end)
... in which undoubtedly, however, over the course of many centuries, nothing was fixed or
constant because everything depended sometimes on the place and time of the recital and
sometimes on the ability and judgment of the rhapsodes.

Along with the orality and traditionalism of the technique, the instability of the
products was thus also recognized, and consequently the continual fluctuation
of form and content ‘over the course of many centuries’.’ These findings were
widely accepted and until ca. 1850 formed the basis of German Homeric philology
(quotations from contemporary Homeric studies in LATACZ 1979a, 32f., 36-38).
They were lost from view in mainstream Homeric philology only afterward, fol-
lowing the onset of the Analytic-Unitarian Controversy, especiallyin Karl Lach -
m ann'’s lectures at the Berlin Academy in 1837 and 1841.1°

From a modern perspective, Wolf’s results, although objectively correct,
suffefrom two deficiencies: (1) they were reached by external deduction (rather
than internal induction) with regard to the text (namely through the assumption
that writing was unknown in Homer’s time — an assumption called into doubt
early on, see e.g. HUG 1801 [esp. 85-122]; N1TzscH 1830 [esp. 33-36] and that was
conclusively disproven in 1871 at the latest [discovery of the inscription on the

9 Wolf’s statement regarding the ‘rhapsodes’ (i.e. the post-Homeric performing artists, who
were largely only reciting from memory) must also apply at the same time — and to an even greater
degree (e.g. regarding the stirring effect of their performances on the audience, as described in
Plato’s Ion) - to the ‘acidoi’ (i.e. the improvising original creators of performances active during
Homer’s time as well as earlier), according to Wolf’s explicit statement in ch. 22, end.

10 LACHMANN (1837) 1847 and (1841) 1847; on this, LATACZ (2000) 2006.
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Dipylon oinochoé, dated ca. 740 BC]"); and (2) they did not establish a causal
connection between the orality of the singers’ diction and its formularity (already
known at this time inter alia on the basis of the use of epithets; see above 1-3).

2.1.2 Geppert and Hermann

Both deficiencies were rectified in 1840. Through close observation of the
textual structure of the Iliad and the Odyssey, two works from this year recog-
nized the peculiarities of oral singers’ diction and their consequences for the
songs themselves.

The first of the two scholars, C.E. Geppert (who like his contemporaries
assumed the orality of Homeric diction), although he offered correct observa-
tions, did not manage to go beyond them:

The poet of old epics did not have a free choice of expression, just as he did not have a
choice of verse or word order. In Homer [...], epithets appear to be so closely connected to
substantives that even changes in context do not have the power to change them; they are
static. [...]. The same phenomenon is replicated in longer sections, in the case of beginning,
transitional or closing verses, in speeches, descriptions and narratives that [...] are always
repeated verbatim with the same detail. Once an expression had been found for something,
this remained its constant designation. It is as if the objects themselves were speaking
rather than being described by the poet. (GEPPERT 1840, 202f., transl.)

This anticipates both PARRY 1928 and AREND 1933, but the underlying reason for
the diction’s formularity (and thus iterativity) has not yet been recognized.

The first scholar to clearly comprehend the link between orality and formu-
larity appears to have been Gottfried He r m a nn.*? At the same time, Hermann
already realized the fundamental precondition of the poetic form at the base of the
Homeric epics: formularity (and thus also the individual phenomenon of epithet
use) results from the metrical requirements of verse-making, and the basis for the

11 The inscription consists of one complete and one partial hexameter (‘Whoever now of all the
dancers here dances most delicately | ... [he ought to receive me as a prize’ vel sim.]). ‘The indi-
vidual characters are fashioned relatively uniformly and carefully’: HEUBECK 1979, 116 (transl.).
The evident fluency in writing shows that reading and writing were normal already around 740
BC. — A similar conclusion can be drawn from the three-line inscription on the so-called Nestor’s
cup, found in 1954 on Ischia, which — written between 735 and 720 BC according to the most
recent, exhaustive study by BARTONEK/BUCHNER 1995 — already shows consonant gemination
and metrical signs (on this, LATACZ [2007] 2014, 150-154; [2011] 2014, 55-57).

12 PARRY (1928) 1971, 124-126, accorded this honor to Heinrich DUNTZER ([1863] 1872), as he
apparently overlooked Hermann'’s treatise. Hermann in turn had several precursors (EBELING s.v.
Guvpwv), who did not achieve, however, Hermann’s clarity.
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metrical requirements of formulae® (together with their special case of ‘epithets’)
lies in the orality of the versification. The orality should not be deduced from
external indications, however, but can and should be concluded from the type of
diction itself:

Nam ignotum illis poetis fuisse usum litterarum non modo silentium eorum de scriptura
testatur [...], verum etiam clamat tota antiquae poesis epicae natura indiciis apertissimis.
Nam et conformatio coniunctioque sententiarum, et orationis ad numeros accommodatio,
et vocabulorum ornantium adiectio, et praedicatorum rebus commemoratis additorum
positura, evidentissime eo conspirant, ut non ad legendum, sed ad audiendum facta esse
carmina illa appareat. (HERMANN [1840] 1877, 11)
For the ignorance of those poets regarding the use of writing is not only attested by their
silence about writing |[...], but also the entire nature of ancient epic poetry almost cries this
out with the clearest of signals. For the shaping and connecting of clauses, the accommo-
dation of diction to meter, the application of ornamental words, and the placement of laud-
atory attributes added to objects mentioned before — all fit together very clearly to indicate
that these poems were meant to be not read but heard. (Ttalics: J.L.)

The orality of the diction underlying the Homeric text is thus understood on the
basis of the structure of the text itself. In his appreciation of the metrical restric-
tions placed on the diction, Hermann goes even further:

Mirifice porro et recitanti poetae memoriam et audientibus facilitatem perceptionis adiuvat
summa illa orationis cum numeris versuum conspiratio, cuius haec virtus est, ut, quum
fere singulis versibus versuumque partibus singulae sententiae absolvantur, ipsi numeri
terminos constituant, quos intra conclusae esse debeant sententiae. (12)
Furthermore, the perfect concord of the diction with the meter offers admirable assistance
both to the reciting poet’s memory and to the listeners’ comprehension; for the virtue of this
concord is that, since individual clauses are regularly brought to an end within individual
verses or parts of verses, the meter itself determines the bounds within which clauses must
be contained.”

From the metrical restriction to the diction, Hermann could at last explain the
phenomenon of the filler-function served by epitheta ornantia:

Omninoque plurimum conferunt ad hanc orationis cum numeris convenientiam vocabula
ornatui destinata, quibus quum veluti vacua in sententiis spatia impleantur, non solum
opportunitas praebetur membra orationis usque ad finem versus producendi, sed etiam,
quod ita stabilia sunt ista vocabula, ut cognominum instar sint, ornant illa quidem ora-
tionem, sed, quoniam saepe nihil faciunt ad ea quae quoque loco narrantur, non exposcunt
sibi diligentiam singularem audientium. (12)

13 Thus in principle (without knowledge of Hermann) now also BAKKER 1997a, 300-303. — More
on BAKKER at 44a.
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But the most important contribution to this harmony of the diction with the meter is made
by words meant for ornament: filling quasi-empty spaces in the clauses, they not only give
the opportunity to extend the expression to the end of the line, but also, because they are
so stable that they function like cognomina, they embellish the diction, but since they often
add nothing to what is being narrated in any given passage, they do not demand particular
attention from the listeners.

The metrical determination of epithet use (present in most instances) within the
diction at the base of the Homeric epics was thus recognized for the first time.
This also removes the foundations from the hunt for ways to foist a semantic,
context-modifying meaning (see above 2), in any ‘sophisticated’ fashion possible,
onto context-incompatible epithets.

Hermann drew three general conclusions, still valid today, from his analysis
of the structure of Homeric diction: (1) this poetry was composed solely for listen-
ing; (2) verses of this kind could be easily improvised; and (3) writing was in no
way necessary for composing poetry with this type of text structure (HERMANN
[1840] 1877, 13).

From this Hermann concluded: (1) The technique of the singers of early epic
was oral improvisation; (2) this improvisation utilized metrically determined for-
mulae from a traditional stock that had been transmitted for generations; and (3)
the use of formulae necessitated repetition of both individual words and entire
verses (see Iterata®):

Consequens fuit illius quam exposui rationis, ut veteres illi poetae saepenumero in eadem
re eadem verba eosdemque versus iterarent,

The consequence of the procedure I demonstrated was that those ancient poets very often
repeated the same words and the same verses in describing the same object —

something avoided by poets who improved their works by writing:

quod vitatum est ab illis, qui scripto carmina sua expoliverunt. (13)

The approach of interpreting repetitions (generally'*) as a result of technique
(i.e. of neither the poet’s incompetence nor deliberate emphasis) in particular
was later developed comprehensively (and at times discussed controversially™®)

14 Hermann distinguished six different types of repetition and concluded: ‘But the repetitions
in Homeric poetry are so numerous and so diverse that it appears they cannot all be interpreted
in the same way’: HERMANN (1840) 1979, 50, transl.

15 Particularly by Ermnst Heitsch and his school: RAMERSDORFER 1981; STRASSER 1984; ROTH
1989; BLOSSNER 1991; HEITSCH 2000 (esp. 87f. n. 74). Cf. also BANNERT 1988 (with relevant liter-
ature, but apparently without knowledge of Heitsch’s school).
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in numerous works; the verbatim repetition of whole scenes was fundamentally
analyzed by AREND 1933 (who did not recognize clearly, however, the actual cause
for these repetitions; on this, see PARRY [1936] 1971).

Hermann’s discoveries, taken together, represent the first ‘theory of oral
poetry’ in Homeric philology. The technique of oral poetry — which can be recon-
structed from its extant final products — accordingly consists of the use of tradi-
tionally prescribed metrical-semantic units (formulae’) and is demanded by the
stressful situation of the improvisator before his expectant audience.

2.1.3 Early Comparative Studies of Epic Poetry
(Karadzi¢, Talvj, Kreuser, Curtius)

Hermann’s insights were supported by comparative research on epic that fol-
lowed Wood’s and Herder’s studies of folk epic. The earliest collections of Serbo-
Croatian guslar epics were published by the collector Vuk Karad Zi ¢ in Vienna
in 1814/15, encouraged by the Viennese scholar of Slavic studies B. Kopitar; a
three-volume edition published in Leipzig in 1823/24 received an enthusiastic
reception as a result of the good German translation by Talvj (= Therese Alber-
tine Luise von Jakob) and reviews by Goethe and Jacob Grimm.'® Further collec-
tions, including from oral traditions of other languages, followed. J. Kreuser,
a contemporary expert in the field, was able already in 1833 to state on the basis
of this material:

All folk poetry emerges from the ability to improvise [...], e.g. among the modern Greeks, the
Estonians, the Latvians. Their poems are composed in and for the joy of the moment and
also fade with it, and it does not matter if they contain many superfluous words and stop-
gaps, since they are not meant to be books but to give pleasure. Similarly composed for the
moment are the works of current Serbian improvisers and folk poets, such as Philip Sljepaz,
who have been made so familiar by Talvj, Gerhard and others. At the same time, guslars
who are also independent poets, such as Hyazinth Maglanowitsch, are rarely found. — The
same situation can be found among Scottish minstrels, modern Greek klephts, and else-
where. (KREUSER 1833, 150f., transl.)

The conclusion regarding the initial orality of early Greek epic (which peaked
in the Iliad and the Odyssey), drawn on the basis of external indicators by F. A.
Wolf, on the basis of internal ones by G. Hermann, and supported by compara-
tive studies of epic, was generally accepted by 1850 and formed the basis for con-
temporary interpretation of Homer. This fundamental conviction had its clear-

16 References in MURKO (1919) 1979, 120.
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est expression in the overall summary of the research into Homer conducted
between 1795 and 1850, published by the Homeric philologist Georg Curtius
in 1854:

There are probably few scholars who believe in an originally written composition of the
Homeric poems. The concept of folk epic, discovered by Wolf and soon splendidly con-
firmed by studies of German, Scandinavian, Provencal, Serbian, Finnish and other heroic
epics, emerged victorious. No one now doubts that the Homeric poems contain traditional
mythical stories, closely intertwined with the beliefs and customs of the Hellenic people
and sung in heroic poems already for a long time, rather than new or even invented mate-
rial. The difference between these popular epics and the artificial, or as Jacob Grimm puts it,
between the true, i.e. the naturally developed and actually sung together, and the false, i.e.
that composed or imitated with careful calculation and cool consideration for reading, has
nowadays already become a common notion within literary studies, one might even say, of
all educated persons. (CurT1UsS [1854] 1886, 1791., transl.; italics: J. L.)

The state of knowledge reached by 1850 regarding the basic constitution of
the Homeric epics can thus be defined as follows:

The fundamental difference between Homeric epic and all later poetry had
been recognized. The cause of this difference had been identified in the funda-
mentally different technique of composition of epic. The character of this tech-
nique was already defined as well, namely as improvisational singing of rhythmic
units (hexameters) that were strictly circumscribed in their extent, aided by tra-
ditionally prescribed linguistic set-pieces that were often allowed and needed to
be semantically zero-valent in context to facilitate impromptu composition. The
essential practicability of this technique was ensured by the inclusion for com-
parative purposes of non-Greek improvisational folk epics, especially Serbian
guslar epics.

2.2 Formularity

2.2.1 Initial Insights and Analyses: Ellendt, Diintzer, Witte

Formularity had been correctly identified and understood as metrically con-
ditioned, but it had not yet been analyzed in detail. This gap was largely closed
by several close studies of Homeric diction conducted independently during the
1860s. Among these, the studies of Johann Ernst ELLENDT (1861 [= 1979]) and
Heinrich DUNTZER (1864 [= 1979]) stand out in particular.

Ellendt extracted a rich collection of grammatical (morphological, syntactic,
lexical) irregularities from the Homeric text and demonstrated that these devia-
tions from the norm (1) could be explained only by assuming metrical constraints
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due to the singers’ oral improvisational technique, and (2) were accepted by the
singers in order to obtain reusable metrical building-blocks that were as man-
ageable as possible — formulae®. Initially (‘more as suggestions than as extensive
explanations’: ELLENDT [1861] 1979, 60, transl.), he distinguished four categories
of irregularities:

Metrically conditioned change of gender (to retain a formula). — Examples: anp
with its oblique cases fiépog etc. is usually feminine. But formulaic 7oAAnv népa
Xev(ew) (0d. 715 = 7.140) or kaAOTT(ewv) RépL moAAfj (3.381, 11.752, 16.790, 20.444,
21.549, 21.597) in the VE formula® 5.776 ~ 8.50 forces the change of gender mepi
(kata) & fgpa movAvv Exeve(v). — Cf. the related phenomenon of stem-change
in VE formulae such as edpéa novtov and evpéa kOAnov, where the accusative of
the adjective, usually edpuv, is formed according to the VE formula e0péi movtw.

Metrically conditioned change of number (to retain a formula). — Examples:
The VB formula® éA06vteg 8’ £¢ S@pa always uses the singular 8@pa when fol-
lowed by a word with an initial consonant (e.g. 20.10, 5.398 etc.: Alo¢), but the
plural 8wpat when followed by an initial vowel: Od. 20.248 é\8OvTeg & £g
Swuat’ 08vaofiog Betoio. The plural does not denote a difference in meaning, but
is employed to retain the formula. — Cf. the change from sing. Gppa to pl. Gppota,
evident e.g. in 8.438/44; the same phenomenon with an adj.: Unéppopa vooTog
£T0XON 2.155 vs. Uméppopov GAye’ Exovay Od. 1.34, vniéppopov OAeT V8uooelg
0Od. 5.436, etc.

The frequent alternation between plural and dual is likewise metrically con-
ditioned: in the case of xeip ‘hand’, the idea of the pair is regularly expressed by
the plural rather than by the dual. But when VE formulae of the metrical scheme
—wu —x, e.g. XEpag avaoxelv (dvaoywv etc.) have a closing word beginning in a
consonant, the plural xeipag is replaced by the dual eipe: xeipe Titrvag 13.534,
Xeipe netqooog Od. 5.374 = 9.417, yeipe Baovte (AaBolioa) Od. 11.211 = 21.223,
23.87.

Metrically conditioned change of voice (to retain a formula). - Examples: i8etv
and i8¢00a1 generally alternate according to metrical need alone, cf. e.g. the VE
formula® é@pa Bwpat 6.365, 8.376, Od. 23.83 with the VE formula 6@pa i8wpev
10.97, Od. 21.112, 21.336. — In Od. 18.143, where the verse ends with a participle,
the VE formula dekéa/atadodola/kokd unyavaacdat (1x IL., 9x 0d.) is changed to
4taobala pnxavowVTOG.

The area of ‘voice alternation’ was further investigated 50 years later by Kurt
Witte in particular (often simply repeating Ellendt). Witte correctly identified
as the root cause for the alternation of forms — and not only in the realm of voice —
the metrical constraint that arose from the final section of the verse — particularly
following B, (-~v~ —vv —x) — a constraint that made the singers, when necessary,
inflect formulae being fixed at that place. — For example:
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49 e kaBrpeval elcopowaalt
23448: e kaBnpevol eicopbwvTo.

Further examples are: Od. 14.375 maprpevol éepeovaty vs. Od. 13.411 TOPAPEVOG
éEepécabal, Od. 1.234 Beol Kok PNTIOWVTEG Vs. 22.174 Beol, kal puntidaode; cf. Od.
16.9 VAGovaowv vs. Od. 16.162 VAGovTo, etc. (WITTE [1912] 1979, 109-111). It is evident
that in such cases an attempt to discover semantic differences between the active
and medium forms would run counter to the singers’ intentions.

The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to inflection of formulae in other areas,
e.g. in the area of noun-epithet: matpidi yain / matpida yoiav vs. matpidog aing /
noTplg dpoupa, and in the area of ‘addresses’: mowévt Aa@v / mowéva Aadv
vs. kolpave Aa@v (since no metrically convenient vocative can be formed from
Molny), from which in turn the alternate form &pxope Aa@v with initial vowel
is formed; similarly vieg Ayau@v vs. kodpot Axau@v (both paraphrases of the
nominative Ayatoi); cf. further mpata ndoxew vs. GAyea maoyewv, etc. Semantic
distinctions between yaia and aio/&@povpa, mowprv and koipavog/dpyapog, vieg
and koUpot, mpata and GAyea are not aimed at here (although one cannot of
course preclude that these might be perceived in nuances, based on the basic
meaning of the words) (WITTE [1912] 1979; LATACZ [2006] 2014, 604-609; more at
44a).

This line of research was pursued further by a number of scholars
(e.g. HOEKSTRA 1965 and HAINSWORTH 1968, who investigated the flexibil-
ity of the formula® in general). Particular mention should be made here of the
demonstration by VISSER 1997, 83-94, that "IAiog und Tpoin, the two place-names
used in the singers’ diction for the location of the action of the Iliad, also alter-
nate according to metrical needs; repeated attempts to assign different topo-
graphical references to the names (Tpoin ~ the area, i.e. the Troad; "TAtog ~ the
town) therefore miss the point: the designation of the attacking factions varies
between Apyeiol, Axatol and Aavaoi according to purely metrical criteria (thus
already DUNTZER [1864] 1979, 991.; [1868] 1872; cf. LATACZ [2001] 2004, 133-136;
[2011a] 2014, 489-492); in the same way, the designation of the fortified town
under attack does as well.*®

17 LfgrE s.v. TAoG; DEL VALLE MUNOYERRO 1997/98. The epithets (which despite their metrical
interchangeability are committed to accuracy in substance) contradict these attempts as well:
¢bmupyog ‘well-towered’ in Tpoinv £bmupyov and vinuAog ‘with high gates’ in OpimuAov Tpoinv
can only be said of a city’s walls, not of the entire surrounding land.

18 Today we know that both names are already attested for town and hinterland in Hittite doc-
uments of the 2nd millenium BC: Wilusa and Taruwisa/Truwisa (STARKE 1997; 2001; LATACZ
[2001] 2004, 73-100, 216-218; [2001] 2010, 369-374; [2002] 2014, 443-467).
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Metrically, or more precisely rhythmically conditioned creation of formulae
by sound association. — Examples: kata 8 0\po0ev fkev éépoag 11.53 vs. 6 8 &p’
UoBev EuBaN’ deipag 12.383 — apenAvbe BfAVG &t Od. 6.122 vs. &ugnivbev
ROVG dvTun Od. 12.369. — With this material, Ellendt advanced into an area of
the impulse for formula-building, the significance of which (according to PARRY
[1928] 1971, 72-74, who did credit Ellendt with the discovery of the phenome-
non, but clearly did not understand him completely) was re-discovered only by
LEUMANN 1950, HOEKSTRA 1965 and especially NAGLER 1969, but has not yet been
systematically investigated.

Diintzer’s work is even more extensive than Ellendt’s. He investigated
the influence of meter not only on word-formation and word-combinations, as
Ellendt did, but also on Homeric expressions as a whole: word-classes (nouns,
pronouns, numerals, adjectives, verbs), word-formation (patronymics, adjec-
tives, compounds), syntax, periphrases of names (iepr| ¢ TnAepdyoto etc.), forms
of address, synonyms, epithets (the latter in great detail). The abundance of indi-
vidual insights cannot even be outlined here. But it is essential to cite the fun-
damental insight that arose from his studies, since it formed a fixed point for
subsequent research in this area from MEYLAN-FAURE 1899 and WITTE 1909-1914
[=1972]*° to PARRY 1928:

Among the most consequential results of my Homeric studies, in both scientific and practi-
cal terms, I count the remark [= insight] that the poet can draw upon a variety of metrically
different words for the same term, which he employs according to the needs of the verse
or also of euphony. The fact that all these words are metrically different, or may be used
differently within verses depending on whether the initial sound is a vowel or a consonant,
is especially of a clear demonstrative force. (DUNTZER [1868] 1872, 567 f., transl.)

19 WITTE 1913, 2214, succinctly summed up the core findings of this area of research, based on
all studies conducted up to that point and including his own extensive investigation of formular-
ity, stating that the language of Homeric poems was ‘a creation of Epic verse’ (transl.; explicitly
adopted by PARRY [1928] 1971, 173, 181 etc.). The conclusions from this were drawn by MEISTER
1921 in his book Die homerische Kunstsprache, the title of which represents a résumé of all previ-
ous research. PARRY regularly consulted MEISTER as well.
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2.3 Formularity, Orality and Improvisation

2.3.1 Synthesis and Systematization: Milman Parry

Studies of the orality and formularity of Homeric diction were decisively
advanced by the American Milman Parry. Parry wrote his dissertation —
‘UEpithéte traditionnelle dans Homére’, composed under the supervision of
the Parisian Indo-Europeanist Antoine Meillet and published in 1928 — on
the basis of an understanding and in full acknowledgement of the entirety of
European scholarship on the topic up to that time. (Only the significance of
F.A. Wolf’s conclusions [above 8] — although reached through external indi-
cators — appears to have been underestimated by him, and G. Hermann’s work
[above 11-13] overlooked.)*®

Parry largely built on Ellendt and Diintzer*®® (whose findings regarding the
nature of the Homeric epithet” he terms ‘undoubtedly the most important step
since Aristarchus toward the understanding of the fixed epithet in Homer’?'),
but narrowed the broad field of research of Diintzer (and the other scholars
mentioned above) to a single sub-field, miniscule in comparison with the entire
issue: the use of epithets. This restricted focus (methodologically necessary for
capturing the whole system — envisioned as the ultimate goal — through individ-
ual steps, and expanded by Parry himself in later works with regard to several
points of the system??) allowed him to significantly expand both the amount of
material studied and the aspects of it considered. Statistically accurate analyses,
supported by comparison to the poetic technique of post-Homeric epic poets such

20 The foundational status of the studies by Ellendt, Diintzer and Witte (as well as
Meillet)in particular for Parry’s theory was also highlighted by FOLEY 1988, 1-10 and HOLOKA
1991, who followed LATACZ 1979 closely, although with heavy abbreviation; cf. also Russo 1997,
238 n. 1; BAKKER, below 44a.

20a PARRY [1928] 1971, 5: ‘Modern scholars have in their turn concerned themselves with this
problem [sc. artificial dialectal forms under the influence of the meter], particularly since Ellendt
and Diintzer, who worked at the same time, but independently of each other, and arrived at
similar conclusions. These two scholars sought in the dactylic form of the metre the reason for
lengthened and shortened syllables, for apocope, for the use of the plural for the singular, for
the use of the epithet according to its metrical value, etc.” Throughout the book, Parry constantly
deals with Diintzer.

21 PARRY [1928] 1971, 124: ‘Diintzer saw how the questions of the meaning of the epithet and of
its use according to its metrical value were interrelated, and in this essay [sc. DUNTZER (1863)
1872] he prepared the way for his study of the influence of metre on Homeric style. The relation
which he thus established between these two problems was undoubtedly the most important step
since Aristarchus towards the understanding of the fixed epithet in Homer’ (italics: J. L.).

22 Especially PARRY (1929) 1971; (1933) 1971; (1936) 1971.
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as Apollonius Rhodius and Virgil, led Parry to findings regarding the Homeric
use of epithets and Homeric formulaic technique in general that fixed the lines
for current scholarship and must today form the basis of any interpretation of
Homer. (Subsequent modifications, refinements and the like have expanded but
not refuted Parry’s core findings and main results.) Only the most important of
these can be mentioned here:

In most cases, the Homeric epithet? (useful lists: DEE 1994; 2000) has been
used ‘generically’ when considered synchronically. (The phenomenon presents
itself differently when seen diachronically vis-a-vis the development of the genre.)
This means that the epithet® denotes neither distinctive characteristics of a par-
ticular individual person or thing nor the characteristics, social status, behavior
etc. of the relevant person or thing at ‘that’ particular moment in the narrative’s
action (thus already Aristarchus, see 3 above). All characters in the narrative are
members of a heroic world and are thus assigned ennobling epithets (‘divine, god-
like, noble, radiant, strong, valiant, wise, magnanimous, regal, irreproachable’
etc.; see the table in PARRY [1928] 1971, 89-91); objects are supplied with epithets
generally applicable to the item in question rather than emphasizing particular
characteristics, and are simultaneously laudatory (e.g. ships receive 23 different
but consistently positive epithets). Sensitivity to context is neither aimed at on
principle nor expected by the audience (thus already above 1-3).

Through consistent association with particular nouns, certain epithets®
adhere to them over the course of the tradition and form set noun-epithet com-
binations that function as building blocks, formulae?, i.e. they may be employed
as units in metrically appropriate parts of the verse (8iog 08vooeig, @aidipog
“ExTwp, pntieta Zevg, 6Bpiog Aprg, motvia “Hpn etc.). These units may be
expanded where necessary (oA TAag 8iog O8vooeg, Bowmig moTVIa “Hpn, etc.).

A formula® can be defined as ‘une expression qui est réguliérement
employée, dans les mémes conditions métriques, pour exprimer une certaine
idée essentielle’: PARRY 1928, 16. In the translation provided by Parry’s son Adam,
this definition becomes ‘an expression regularly used, under the same metrical
conditions, to express an essential idea’ (PARRY [1928] 1971, 13), whereas Parry
himself defined it, in a study written in English two years after the publication of
his thesis, as ‘a group of words which is regularly employed under the same met-
rical conditions to express a given essential idea’: PARRY (1930) 1971, 272 (italics:
M. P.). The phrasing of the French original, the English version and Adam Parry’s
translation later became the object of an extended exegetical bibliography (on
which, see VISSER 1987, 16-21; EDWARDS 1986; 1988; Russo 1997 etc.).

The singers’ efforts are directed at strictly limiting the number of theoretically
conceivable possibilities of epithet use in a given verse-position to one, so as to
remove from the outset the agony of choice during the forward-flowing press of
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improvisation. In practical terms, several metrically and semantically distinct
noun-epithet combinations for one and the same character or object (Aga-
memnon, Achilleus; sword, ship) do exist and are used in the repertoire. But to
provide relief for the memory, the number in use is limited to one for any given
position within the verse. Parry terms this striving for perfection the economy or
thrift of the formular system. (Competing combinations are so rare in Homer that
they should likely be considered unavoidable transitional stages in the ongoing
process of new formations and subsequent renewed reduction.)

Since a technique of this sort and a repertoire of formulae so abundant
require generations to develop, this epic diction must have had a long tradition.
The wealth of epithets® used in Homer, as well as their excellence both technical
(which is generally observable) and aesthetic, requires the conclusion that the
pre-Homeric tradition was extraordinarily long and probably dated back centu-
ries.”

The analysis of surviving oral improvisational epic in Serbo-Croatia shows
that such a technique, namely the ad hoc inventive singing of heroic tales by
means of an inventory of formulae and the related, learned rules of linking them,
is not merely possible but the core requirement of all oral poetry, as long as it does
not represent the repetition of previously composed material.

In general, Parry’s studies are termed ‘Oral poetry theory’ (or ‘Parry-Lord
Theory’). This is unobjectionable as long as it is kept in mind that this is not in
fact a theory but the absolutely consistent reconstruction of the intrinsic condi-
tions for Greek oral epic, based on its own structure.?#

Appreciation of Parry’s work, particularly his 1928 thesis, which forms the
foundation of the system, took place slowly and with considerable delay, not
only in Europe (‘... the comparative slowness — with important exceptions — with

23 The truth of this conclusion has been verified step-by-step since 1980 in the context of lin-
guistic reconstructions of original versions of metrically problematic Homeric verses; see G 15
and cf. RUIJGH 1995, esp. 85 ff.; HORROCKS 1997, 201-203; WEST 1997a, 233f., who unanimously
assume a Bronze Age date (the 15th/14th c. at the latest) for the emergence of the original ver-
sions of these hexameters. For the more recent continuation of this research, see the summary in
LaTACz (1998) 2006; (2001) 2004, 259 ff.; (2001) 2010, 332ff., 379-387; (2011a) 2014, 506 f.

23a It cannot be chance that the results produced over 150 years, from Parnell 1715 via Black-
well, Wood, Herder, Wolf, Hermann, and Ellendt to Diintzer 1864, agree with the conclusions
reached about 85 years later by Parry on the same material basis and inspired by his predeces-
sors although independently; rather, this result is founded in the peculiarities of the Homeric
epics. All scholarly investigation of the epics at any point in time must therefore lead to the con-
clusion currently termed Oral poetry theory. Oral poetry ‘theory’ is thus no more a theory than
the laryngeal ‘theory’, but rather the detection of the object’s inherent nature.



Discoveries of the Modern Period == 55

which Parry’s work was appreciated in Europe’: EDWARDS 1997, 261) but also
in the United States. The reasons for this were to be found not only in Homeric
studies themselves, which at the time remained deeply mired in the analyt-
ic-unitarian controversy, but also in the severe impediments to scholarly work
posed by the economic and political confusions of the day (Great Depression
1928-1930; political radicalization; rise of fascism in Germany and Italy; World
War II 1939-1945). With the exception of France, where Parry’s thesis was nat-
urally taken up most quickly, especially in the work of Chantraine, Mazon,
Puech, Labarbe and others, 2" real notice on both sides of the Atlantic occurred
only after the end of the war, in about 1950. The leaders of the new ‘Parryism’
were in the United States especially J. A. Notopoulos and F. M. Combellack, in
addition to Parry’s collaborator Albert Lord; in the United Kingdom M. Bowra;
and in German-speaking countries the Austrian Albin Lesky.?¢ But the real
boom?¢ was initiated only in 1971 — thanks to the translation of the French disser-

23b The very first review of Parry’s L’Epithéte traditionnelle dans Homére appeared shortly after
the book’s 1928 publication, on 1 January 1929 in the Revue de Philologie, de Littérature et d’His-
toire Anciennes (3, 1929, 294-300), written by Pierre Chantraine, the author of the still-essential
Grammaire homérique (1st edition 1946-1953). After an extensive 6-page positive presentation of
Parry’s book, Chantraine concludes: ‘it has to be acknowledged that the argument is established
and gives new life to Homeric studies’ (... on reconnaitra que la démonstration est acquise et
qu’elle renouvelle la philologie homérique’ [299]).

23c Already in the first post-WWII German-language research report on Homeric studies, Lesky
repeatedly mentions Parry (LESKY 1951, esp. 71 and 195). He discusses Parry in detail a year later
in LESKY 1952. Two years later, he makes a forceful appeal for German Homeric studies to aban-
don the analytic-unitarian controversy in the essay ‘Miindlichkeit und Schriftlichkeit im Ho-
merischen Epos’ (LESKY [1954] 1966), which advocates adopting Parry’s approach instead (‘This
kind of view required a completely fresh start. This occurred when Milman Parry went on to
obtain parallels from South Slavic folk epic for his concept of the formulaic character of Homeric
poetry’: LESKY loc. cit. 65, transl.; cf. 66f.). In the first edition of his Geschichte der griechischen
Literatur, published 1957/58, the discussion of Parry’s and Lord’s studies takes up several pages
near the beginning. In his major contribution to the RE under the lemma ‘Homeros’, Lesky in
chapters I and II finally described ‘oral poetry as the precondition of Homeric epics’ (LESKY 1967,
7, transl.). — A more detailed account of Parry’s reception in Europe would exceed the present
framework but would show that his reception in Europe (particularly in Germany and Austria)
before and after the war was not much slower than in the United States. At most, the resistance
to the new ‘doctrine’, initially misunderstood as ‘unpoetic’, was at first somewhat greater in Ger-
man-speaking parts of Europe than in America. The gulf created by the war between European
and American scholarship (also relevant is foreign language proficiency) on this issue led to a
distorted view that still reverberates in the United States. At present, oral poetry is the basis of
Homeric interpretation worldwide.

23d The present portrayal is based on the French original.
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tation into English by Parry’s son Adam — and gradually abated in the 1980s: the
initial resistance to Parry’s (supposedly anti-poetical) theory had been broken.

2.3.2 Improvement and Expansion of the System: From Parry to Visser

After their adoption in the 1950s, Parry’s results were refined in many instan-
ces. This was mostly not a vertical or horizontal continuation, however, but an
internal extension, in particular in the definition of the formula, the modification
of formulae, and the comparability of Homeric epics with those from elsewhere
in the world (for comparative study of epic, see 14-16 above; following Parry, this
was continued in particular by A.B.Lord,C.M.Bowra,].A.Notopoulos,
D.E.Bynum,R.Finnegan and].M. Foley). An account of this expansion
to ca. 1979 is presented by Latacz (HTN) (see there the ‘Spezialbibliographie zur
Oral poetry-Theorie in der Homer-Forschung’, 573-618; for Foley’s studies, see
FOLEY 1999 and 2005). Until the late 1980s, this line of research did not move
decisively beyond Parry.

Comparative studies of epic poetry in particular developed into a distinct,
special discipline that accumulated material and gradually began to revolve
around itself, and that basically only again and again demonstrated the techni-
cal and qualitative uniqueness of Greek epics. This line of inquiry nonetheless
usefully contributed to further investigation of the singers’ diction, not only from
this specific result (which raised ever more urgent questions regarding the reason
for this uniqueness) but also by making concrete modern notions of the existence
and methods of orally improvising singers in general. Although FRANKEL (1926)
1960, 148, already stated: ‘We know nothing about the manner of singing’, he
hypothetically concluded after all on the basis of his analyses of hexameter-struc-
tures that ‘... it will have been a type of sing-song, in principle similar to that of the
South Slavic rhapsodes, which everyone can now listen to in recordings, or to that
of Orthodox priests intoning Bible verses, or modern opera’s recitative’ (ibid.,
transl.; cf. also 370). In an appendix (153-155), he highlighted three confirmatory
field studies regarding the practices of Serbo-Croatian and Montenegran singers:
JAKOBSON 1933, BECKING 1933 and BARTOK/LORD 1951, including lengthy quotes
from the originals, of which a single passage is repeated here to stimulate the
imagination (D', Eb!, F' = notation of scale degree):

[...] D'[...], the most common [musical tone], (is) the actual tonal center, the finalis of the
vast majority of cadences, the tone of plain narrative, of calm, which forms the basis of
large-scale intensifications, and to which even the most agitated passages soon return.
Where it imparts its character to the verse — by being used at the beginning in a stressed
positions — the verse is performed piano, or at least more calmly and dynamically less
strongly in relation to the surrounding verses. [...] (The tonal step above) Eb! [...] functions
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as the heightened tone. What D! narrates in a normal fashion with calm expression is pre-
sented by Eb! more emphatically, more agitated, at any rate louder, throughout — at least
comparatively — in mezzoforte. [...] (The highest tone) F! [...] is the target tone or leap tone,
all intensification [...] culminates in it [...]. (It) sounds by far the loudest, a forte tone proper.
(It) does not occur in piano. Its expression is above all heroic. All things heroic are repre-
sented (by it). (BECKING 1933, 146f., transl.; italics: Becking)

All subsequent studies of extant oral improvisational epics (see especially the
volume Oralita, GENTILI/PAIONI 1985, which is extremely rich in material) have so
far pointed in the same direction. The Greek hexameter-epics (accompanied by
the stringed phorminx, which was played by the singers themselves, just as Serbo-
Croatian epics are accompanied by the gusle) — surely including Homer’s — must
accordingly be imagined as performed in a solemn, artful manner obviously dis-
tinct from everyday speech, the basic effect of which (with special effects chang-
ing from verse to verse) we cannot bring to life in our prosaic, hacking scansion
of hexameters, depriving us from the outset of an entire meaningful dimension
of Homeric poetry.?

Within the system, progress was made in particular regarding the question of
the revitalization of fixed (ossified*?) epithets® — which Parry had already consid-
ered carefully: PARRY [1928] 1971, 153-165: ‘The particularized epithet’.

The significance of this chapter of Parry is often overlooked. In the first
review of Parry’s thesis (above n. 23b), Chantraine again drew attention to the
fact (essentially evident, see 1-3 above) that Parry’s starting point was the distinc-
tion between a distinctive epithet, i.e. one that for modern individuals is patently
context-sensitive, and an ornamental one (a phenomenon largely unknown to
modern individuals): ‘On est forcé de distinguer entre deux sortes d’épitheétes,
I’épithete “particularisée” qui vise I’action momentanée, et ’épithéte “ornemen-

24 On this, cf. WEST 1981; DANEK 1989.

24a It is a common misconception that the epithets in the transmitted Homeric text have been
part of an oral tradition since time immemorial. Parry obviously assumed a diachronic fluctu-
ation of epithets. Those still at the stage of an épithéte particularisée, whether adopted from
everyday speech or invented by the poet, that were considered good or even ideal by the guild,
might have a very long life (such as, most likely, the ingenious po8oddxTuAog in poSoddkTulog
"Hug, see LATACZ [2006] 2014, 604f.), and in this way become ossified to such a degree (i.e.
become an épithéte fixe) as to require special measures for revitalization to restore the original
meaning in cases where it was to be removed from its encapsulation and so understood. More
commonplace examples did not receive such special treatment and in the stream of tradition
were often replaced by others. The whole issue of epithet métamorphose (transformation), from
épithete particularisée to épithéte fixe (PARRY 1928, 196f. = [1928] 1971, 156), has not yet really
been addressed.
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tale” qui n’a de rapport ni avec les idées des mots de la phrase ni avec celles de
passage ot elle se trouve (p. 25)’, and then notes trenchantly: ‘M. Parry pose alors
dans toute sa netteté le probleme auquel le conduit son analyse: Quelle était la
liberté du poéte?’ (Italics: J.L.). Indeed, Parry saw this core question of the epi-
thet’s function clearly: if Homer’s audience, as he had just shown, was accus-
tomed to regarding epithets as semantically zero-valent, how could it discern
occasions on which the singer intended for an epithet not to be zero-valent but to
be ‘taken literally’? Parry thus assumed a liberté du poéte also in cases of a poet
operating with epitheta ornantia (épithétes fixes) as a matter of course — some-
thing often doubted or even denied in the most recent phase of Parry’s reception
(‘Post-Parryism’). He cites as a paradigm Od. 10.330 (PARRY [1928] 1971, 156), where
the singer has a perplexed Circe ask the stranger who remains unaffected by her
magic potion: 7| 6V y’ 08veoevg £001 MTOAVTPOTOG ...; Parry states that here the
singer has not employed Odysseus’ usual epithets, moAUTAag and moAvprxavog,
or used the metrically and prosodically equivalent dtigpilog. He must thus have
deliberately chosen moAUtpomnog in reference to the ‘action momentanée’. Con-
sequently, moAvTpomnog is here context-sensitive: the only human being to render
Circe’s potion ineffectual must be the man Hermes has repeatedly predicted to
Circe - as is said in the next verse —: Odysseus, the man ‘who knows every trick in
the book’ (moAUTpomog), as he is characterized by the singer in the very first verse
of the Odyssey: avr\p ... oAU Tpomog. (These are the only two passages in the poem
where Odysseus is called this; Parry might have added that in the Homeric Hymn
to Hermes the god himself is called moAUtpomnog, aipwioprtng [h.Merc. 13], and
that Hermes is the one who turned his protégé Odysseus into the chief magician
by means of the p@Av [0d. 10.305]; see further below.) The contextual sensitiv-
ity of the epithet moAvTtponog, which seems at first glance a mere variation of
moAVUTAaG or moAvprxavog, thus appears secure.

Yet Parry still warns that in such cases mere appearance should not be con-
sidered satisfactory; rather, proof or a possibility of review (preuve) ought to be
sought to show that these ‘cannot be ornamental epithets’ (PARRY loc. cit. 155;
italics: J. L.): ‘... how shall we discover the particularized epithet?’ He thus here
reverses the burden of proof — quite consistent with the position reached at
this point of his thesis: the decision as to whether an epithet or a formula in a
particular passage was perceived by the singer’s audience as not, or at least as
barely ornamental, cannot be left to subjective impressions or the desire of the
educated modern literary individual, but must be substantiated objectively. In
what follows, Parry thus searches for logical criteria to make such differentiation
possible. He discovers only two: ... the context and the other uses of the epithet’
(PARRY loc. cit. 155). He subsequently identifies 14 categories of criteria on this
basis, documenting them with examples from the text. Not all these categories
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have the same evidential value, but the following should apply in all cases: (1) the
necessity for an appropriate signaling impulse of the context: where this exists,
at least three types of epithet use (emplois) are a strong indication of (aspired and
understood) contextual sensitivity; (2) the comparative rarity of the epithet used
(e.g. 10x meAwplog as opposed to 17x Siigihog, which is commonly employed in
this position in the verse); (3) the separation of the epithet from the noun nor-
mally associated with it by intervening material, e.g in 1.10 voDgov ... kaxrv and
1.20 maiba ... @iAnV (séparation); (4) separation by enjambment, e.g. in 3.336f.
etc. kuveny ... | immovpwv. — Although Parry’s proof here is somewhat tortuous,
and although he makes extensive use of a (not necessarily misguided, but none-
theless uncertain) attempt to understand empathetically the ‘mental processes
of the Homeric audience’ (PARRY loc. cit. 164), precluding precise terminology for
these criteria, the direction for future research on this difficult ground has been
set. Parry left it at this in favor of concentrating on the epithet ornans. The ques-
tion regarding the liberté du poéte thus remained largely unanswered. It contin-
ues to occupy scholarship to this day.

A methodological advance in this field is Irene DE JONG’s discussion of dia-
gnostic means to identify cases in which the narrator may have breathed new,
contextually modifying life into ossified epithets (DE JoNG 1998; 2012, 25-28). De
Jong adopts Parry’s criteria as listed above (contextual impulse, rarity, separa-
tion — internal or external to the verse, i.e. enjambment), but expands the list
with a new criterion: observation of the relevant narrative authority. The majority
of epithets identified as particularisée by Parry occur rarely if at all in narrator
speech, and are instead found in character speech and/or in embedded foca-
lization, i.e. in those places in narrator speech where the narrator portrays his
characters’ thoughts or emotions; here the epithets are generally emotional or
evaluative. Indeed this applies in a large number of cases — but not all. Thus e.g.
1.20 maida ... @iAnyv (the father speaks; see the commentary ad loc.) can surely —
in addition to, or even because of the separation — be explained as contextually
sensitive in both intent and understanding, but e.g. 1.10 voUoov ... kaxiv (the
narrator speaks; see the commentary ad loc.) cannot. Absolutely certain deci-
sions thus cannot be reached using this criterion either. It seems impossible to
capture the extent of the singer’s and his audience’s sensitivity to such subtle-
ties without projecting back one’s own sensitivities. The danger of falling back
onto old, usually forced and/or highly subjective interpretations remains.” The

25 A good example of the associated pitfalls is HEUBECK (1983) 1989, who notes on 8iov in the
verse end Mépvova §tov Od. 11.522: ‘iov is significant: Memnon is son of Tithonus and Eos.” In
the light of n. 4 and the fact that, beyond this passage, the acc. 8iov (—x [) is used 37x at verse end
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present commentary has accordingly deliberately exercised restraint in this area.
Subsequent research has confirmed the wisdom of this decision (see 44a).

The limitations of Parry’s aims (at the time methodologically correct, but
since then obviously stagnant) were decisively overcome in 1987 by Edzard
Visser.® Visser attempted to lend transparency to the process of the genera-
tion of hexameter verses: the singer shapes the hexameter not solely by joining
formulaic units but in an interplay, renewed from verse to verse, of positioning
determinants (e.g. subject, object, personal names) and variables (e.g. verbs, par-
ticles), and by filling out deliberately retained spaces (usually at verse end, fol-
lowing caesura C 1 or C 2) with free supplements. Example:

6.29 AotOalov & &p’ Enegve pevemtolepog lloAvmoitng:

Both object (Aoctdalov) and subject (IToAvmoitng) in this verse, an example of
a traditional type of ‘killing verse’, are metrically fixed, since they are personal
names, i.e. determinants. Since the statement ‘X kills Y’ (or ‘Y is killed by X’) is the
sole idea in ‘killing verses’, the space between the determinants, placed at VB and
VE, can now be filled more or less as the poet will. This first verse of a catalogue
of killings must contain a verb of killing; this may now be selected from a whole
array of such verbs (¢A€iv, Te@VELY, KTEIVELY, KTAVELY, KXTOKTAVELY, évaipeodal,
&vapilew, €&evapilew, etc., all with metrically different past tenses, for which see
the table in VISSER 1987, 75f.), and is therefore a variable. In Greek, a connec-
tive is generally indispensable (in the singers’ diction mostly 8(¢), ap(a), 8 ép(a),
etc.): this is a second variable. Once these two variables have been selected, the
remaining space is then filled with free supplements (frequently epithets). The
variables chosen here in 6.29 were the verb £éne@ve and the connective & Gp’ —

after 10 different personal names of the metrical shape (v+) —-v, 19 of them in the VE formula

“Extopa Siov (PARRY [1928] 1971, 87), this is a somewhat dubious interpretation (cf. EDWARDS

1997, 281). — The same situation is found in the case of the much-discussed epithet guaifoog in
the VE formula (tovg) ... k&Texev/katéxet @uoifoog aia (3.243, Od. 11.301, cf. 21.63 yij @uciloog):
In1985,Kirk still eloquently defended a contextually sensitive reading of gpuaifoogin 3.243 (e.g.
as an ironic aside by the poet), although 21.63 clearly shows that quai{oog complies entirely with
Aristarchus’ explanatory principle ol T6Te, GAG @UOeL (see above 3): Earth is in essence, once
and for all the giver of life, even if it receives and holds the dead (thus also DE JoNG 2012, 26f.).
25a Cf. BAKKER/FABBRICOTTI 1991, 63: ‘In recent years a number of studies on Homeric versifi-
cation have appeared [JAHN 1987; BAKKER 1988, ch. 5; VISSER 1987; 1988] which aim at showing a
way out of the deadlock at which Homeric oral poetry-studies had ended in the ’60’s and *70’s.” —
On the monographs by JAHN 1987 and VisSER 1987 (both dissertations, developed independent
of one another, supervised by J. Latacz), see LATACZ (1992) 1994, 235-255 (originally a lecture in
Pisa, FIEC 1989).
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together &’ &p’ Ene@ve. With this, the singer has now reached caesura B 2. The
space remaining until the determinant IToAumoitng at verse end, v —vv —, he then
fills with a free supplement: the epithet peventoAepog (variables and free sup-
plements result from the free play of spontaneous combinational technique; see
VISSER 1987, 198 f.;*¢ fundamental for the issue of verb choice: 67-79).

Formulaic units (themselves originally results of this technique) may be used
in this technique too; but completely new verses may also be generated at any
time by employing it. (A brief presentation and evaluation of this approach in
VISSER 1988 and LATACZ [1992] 1994.) The development of the relevant technical
possibilities in general, the level of choice reached, and the probable behavior in
choosing displayed by singers in the Homeric period in particular may be illus-
trated by the following diagram, which portrays the hypothetical development of
epic versification technique (diagram by Eva Tichy, Freiburg i. Br.):

A

=

Verses or groups of verses predetermined in their entirety;
seamless combination of predetermined verse parts
(= the ideal case according to Parry) or contamination of
several model verses of appropriate structure;
modification of an extant model verse;

. combination of characteristic verse beginning and verse
end with an insertion in accord with Visser’s principle;

. set verse beginning with a continuation in accord with
Visser;

. verse with set verse end in accord with Visser’s principle;

\/ 5. whole verse in accord with Visser.

N

porad dLRWoH

31} UI ,421e3s JO UONISII(,
W

PR
)

N
jon

Construction during the early
Y
gl

phases of epic poetry

Visser’s advance was met with great approval (EDWARDS 1997, 266 f.; Russo
1997, 254-257) and was continued — in addition to Visser himself (VISSER 1997) —
by Egbert Bakker (see BAKKER/FABBRICOTTI 1991; BAKKER/VAN DEN HOUTEN
1992; cf. EDWARDS 1997, 267), albeit with a slightly different emphasis.

26 This assumes that the rhythmic figure of the hexameter is mentally present in a compelling
way for the singer at all times. JAKOBSON 1933, 141, had already concluded, on the basis of an
analysis of Serbo-Croatian performance techniques, that a phonologically ideal structure existed
for each verse and imparted a particular character to it, particularly the verse end, the two verse
halves (= cola), and the verse syllables. He phrased his conclusion thus: ‘this structure was envis-
aged by the rhapsode [he means: aoidés, J.L.], even if he may not be able to abstract or define
it [...]’ (transl.). The phenomenon of intuitive knowledge of set rhythmic units and their accurate
observance is very common (e.g. in jazz, particularly in improvised solos), but it has thus far
received little attention in interpretations of Homer, likely due to its philologically ‘sloppy’ irra-
tionality (which is in fact highly rational).
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3. Results and Prospects

This direction in research promises to validate Parry and to dispose of a
predicament in a crucial issue which, due to his early death, he did not manage
to resolve conclusively himself. Parry originally operated from a genetic view-
point, according to which epithets® only gradually formed fixed connections
with ‘regular partners’, i.e. they fluctuated comparatively freely for long periods
of time and could thus be linked in multiple ways. At a later stage, however,
he increasingly considered the connections of epithets with nouns as solid, no
longer separable building blocks whose joining together gave rise to the hexame-
ter (see VISSER 1987, 5-10, esp. 9 n. 13; adopted by BAKKER/FABBRICOTTI 1991, 64
n. 6). Aside from the practical difficulties for the singer that would have resulted
from this ‘puzzle-effect’ and that would have run counter to the point of the tech-
nique, such inflexibility in verse-generation would have threatened to rapidly
fossilize the diction. The new direction of research, on the other hand, opens up
the possibility of explaining rationally the continual creativity of the singers and
thus the centuries-long viability and persistence of epic diction during its living
phase.

This opportunity was first recognized, as far as we can tell, by Egbert J.
Bakker (see above 43). Visser had concluded his study with the following
summary:

The Homeric technique of verse composition is no mere addition of formulae, but rather,
in most verses, a continually renewed joining, on the one hand, of metrical determinants
that represent the poet Homer’s individual expression, and on the other hand of filler ele-
ments that were selected with a view toward metrical requirements and are shaped and
determined by epic tradition. [...] On the level of individual verses, the Homeric epic’s poetic
quality can thus indeed be explained as attainable by means of improvisation. But this need
not indicate that the Iliad in its entirety is the result of improvisation, since the issue of
overarching or even wide-ranging links between verses is not touched upon in this model.
(V1SSER 1987, 336, transl.)

The challenge implicit in this conclusion - to verify the thesis on the basis of
further material — was taken up by Bakker in a number of studies. The most sig-
nificant of these, as the proof of the pudding, is the article ‘Peripheral and Nuclear
Semantics in Homeric Diction. The Case of Dative Expressions for “Spear™ (1991),
co-authored with Florence Fabbricotti. After an introductory synopsis of
Visser’s results and a somewhat modified translation of his terminology into
English — Visser’s ‘Determinanten, Variablen und freie Ergdnzungen’ are abbre-
viated to ‘nucleus’ and ‘peripheral elements’ — the test is conducted on Homeric
use of the common formula ‘(A kills/attacks B) with his spear’ (8ovpi/&yyei). It is



Results and Prospects =—— 63

first demonstrated via numerous examples that the metrically identical but pros-
odically distinct verse-end formulae 8ovpl @oew® and &yxei pokpd are gener-
ally interchangeable in battle scenes and are dispensable with regard to sense,
and are thus not contextually sensitive, i.e. they are ‘peripheral elements’. They
may be expanded (yaAkripei Sovpi / €yxei 6&vdevti and further variants) in accord
with metrical and prosodic requirements. This corresponds in this case not only
to Visser’s results but mutatis mutandis also to Jahn’s, which showed that Bruno
Snell’s ‘parts of the soul’ largely function as ‘peripheral elements’ (¢v(i) 6upd,
évi ppeoi(v) etc.). At the same time, these ‘variations of formulae’ — whether for a
‘spear’ or a ‘part of the soul’ — may be used in a contextually sensitive manner, as
in the case of ‘spear’ £yyei xaAkeiw in 5.852 etc. (or for a ‘part of the soul’: év Bupd
in &v Bup®, ypno, xoipe, kal ioyeo und OAGALLe, Od. 22.411). The decisive factor is
then a context that deviates from ‘regular’ usage (corresponding to Parry’s condi-
tion no. 1 for the identification of an épithéte particularisée; see above 39). After
further functional analysis of ‘peripherality’, Bakker concludes:

Our discussion of dative expressions for ‘spear’ has shown that the peripheral function of
a given expression is confined to certain contexts. Much more research is needed to get
a clearer understanding of the interaction between context-type and the use of linguistic
elements, both in the language and in the verse. (83)

The test thus proves Visser’s and Jahn’s results correct.

Bakker’s concluding sentence (‘much more research is needed ...") appeared
to indicate that further case-studies would follow. Thus far, this expectation has
not been met. In the following years, Bakker addressed the ‘interaction between
context-type and the use of linguistic elements in the language and in the verse’ -
as had also been hinted at in the conclusion mentioned above — where he sought
especially to use linguistic pragmatics as established by Karl Biihler in 1934
(‘speech act’, ‘speech in process’, etc.; especially intonation, deixis, communi-
cation structure of conversations, etc.). He summed up his varied deliberations
regarding the relationship between ‘ordinary speech’ and ‘poetic speech’, as
well as between spoken and written language (‘speech and text’), in Chapter
9 (‘Pragmatics: Speech and Text’) of his 2010 edited volume Companion to the
Ancient Greek Language (BAKKER 2010). These theoretical approaches have great
potential for the further investigation of the preconditions of oral poetry. To be
utilized for commentaries such as the present one, however, they require concre-
tization and an extensive exemplification based on the text itself. A continuation
of Diintzer and his comprehensive collections would here be advantageous.

Genuine orality, and thus the living phase of oral diction, ceased soon after
the introduction of writing (generally dated today to ca. 800 BC; see WACHTER

45



64 —— Formularity and Orality (FOR)

[1996] 2006). The Iliad and the Odyssey are best understood as creations of
a unique phase in European cultural and thus literary history, at the trans-
ition from orality to literacy; they were created by an exceptional singer of the
assumed single generation of singers who were raised on the old techniques of
orality and formularity but who also made use of the new possibilities for qua-
si-architectural building that writing provided. The next generation of singers
will have concluded the change to exclusively written hexameter poetry; Hesiod
and his distinct ‘oralita di riflesso™® represent the gradual transition in this direc-
tion. All subsequent hexameter poetry — Greek, Latin and modern vernacular - is
shaped by literacy and only imitates the formularity of active oral techniques as
preserved in Homer, without understanding its original function.?® Living hexa-
meter epic ceased with Homer (on the overall development, see LATACZ 1991d;
2013, esp. 71-76).

27 Thus Ross1 1978, 127.

28 Cf. PARRY (1928) 1971, 174: ‘... our examination of Apollonius and Virgil has shown us that
a poet whose style does not follow an established tradition is capable only to an infinitesimal
degree of creating a style designed to facilitate the composition of verse.” Thus, e.g. the epitheton
ornans, whose orally conditioned function is no longer understood (nor required), is generally
replaced by a mot juste. The strange and at times comical effect of the Homeric epitheton ornans
increases to the same degree as this process of replacement is established and solidified in
post-Homeric hexameter epics, prompting Parry’s resigned conclusion, in light of the ever-in-
creasing gap, in a separate section under the heading ‘Can the fixed epithet be translated?’: ‘The
mind gives up before so impossible a task’: PARRY (1928) 1971, 171f.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Preliminary Remarks

The present reference work is intended to familiarize users of the new Iliad
commentary with the peculiarities of Homeric Greek. To this end, emphasis will
be placed on differences from Classical Attic. Linguistic concerns will therefore
be subordinated to practical matters, and numerous phenomena will be omitted.
Chantraine ([1942] 1988; [1953] 1986) is more complete, and reference to that work
will regularly be made via the abbreviations ‘CH. 1§’ and ‘CH. II §, referring to the
first and second volumes, respectively. But more general standard works should
also always be consulted, not only the most recent (especially RiscH on word and
stem formation; see 52), but also older ones (especially SCHw. on phonology and
morphology); on syntax, see 96. Interesting new observations and much useful
recent literature can be found in M.-BR.

Completeness is nowhere aimed at here, even for the phenomena that are
included; at best it is attained on occasion by chance. Neither all the evidence
for any particular form nor all forms of any particular phenomenon are system-
atically adduced. To the extent possible, however, each phenomenon has been
given an illustrative example (with context to allow the sense and meter to be
checked). Where possible and appropriate, citations from the Book 1 of the Iliad
have been preferred.

The account here expands and comments on the 24 rules for Homeric Lan-
guage’ (R) in the commentary volumes. Aside from these, the chapter ‘Meter’ (M)
should also be consulted (e.g. for muta cum liquida: M 4.5); where necessary, ref-
erence will be made to that chapter.

As arule, linguistic features have not been included when they can be looked
up in lexica (LS], LfgrE, AUTENRIETH/KAEGI, CUNLIFFE) or when they show
neither dialectal (from the perspective of Attic) nor other unexpected linguistic
traits.

Symbols for the notation of sounds: [a] indicates the pronunciation, /a/ the
status of a phoneme, <a> the spelling.

1.2 Introduction

Greek in Homer’s time formed a starkly differentiated linguistic landscape
consisting of epichoric (= spoken in individual regions) dialects. As commonly
in such situations, these dialects fell into various groups. Their shared linguistic
features (isoglosses) are always key to classifying them. Identification of a speci-
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fic dialect arises from the individual combination of isoglosses. The impression of
how close the affinity between two dialects is, depends on the number of agree-
ments (above all of particularly distinctive features). For a linguistic assessment
of the relationship, it is also important to distinguish historically inherited iso-
glosses — even among geographically separate dialects — from recent ones that
arose from secondary proximity. In this way, dialectology can detect e.g. prehis-
toric migrations.!

Relatively shortly before the Homeric epics were set down, probably in the
early 8th century BC, the Greek dialects entered the written phase that continues
until today.? Nevertheless, a true ‘written language’ only developed much later.
On the other hand, a ‘literary language’ already existed prior to the introduction
of writing; its state in Homer’s time can be gleaned precisely from the Homeric
epics. This epic literary language was not a matter of an epichoric dialect. Rather,
early hexameter inscriptions demonstrate that epic language did not draw on the
‘typical’ traits that can be used to identify specific epichoric dialects. Instead,
epic language, and particularly its formulae® (see 3), could be adapted to the indi-
vidual local dialect in a flexible way. Thus, for example, a Boeotian kouros statu-
ette of the early 7th century BC (CEG 326) bears the following text:

MGvTiKAGG [ &vEDEKe Fek&BOAOL GpyupoTOLTDL |
Téig SexdTag TV 8¢, Doife, Sidot apiFeTTav dpot[pav],

and not the expected Homeric form (according to, e.g., 5, 9, 22, 44):

M&vTIKAGG W &vEBNKev EknBOAwL &pyupoTOEWL |
TiiG 8ek&TNG' 0L 8¢, DoiPe, Sidov xapieaaav apot[Brvl.

The famous Dipylon oinochoe (CEG 432, ca. 740 BC) reads:
HOG vV 6pXEOTEV mavTov drahdTaTa mailet,

with typical Attic contraction in the gen. pl. of a-stems (6pxgotov) instead of syn-
izesis (-éwv; see 39, 68) as in Homer. Analogous features can be observed in e.g.
Corinthian, Boeotian and Corcyran inscriptions until approximately the middle
of the 6th century BC (e.g. CEG 357-359; 334f.; 143-146). Presumably, therefore,
singers who had grown up in Boeotia, Attica, Corinth or Lesbos, for example, and
who were ‘apprenticed’ in the East Ionian milieu of Homer and his successors, or

1 RiscH (1955) 1981; (1979) 1981.
2 WACHTER (1996) 2006.
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who acquired additional ideas from Ionic singers, were comfortable normalizing
the Ionic coloring they had learned to local forms back home, at least where this
could be done easily.? The dialect of their audience was of decisive importance for
this. Accordingly, in addition to normalization, features of epichoric dialect for
which there existed no corresponding counterpart in the exemplar dialect could
also be introduced into local variants of epic language.

For Homeric language in particular, we can probably posit a situation already
similar to this. This, at any rate, is a natural explanation of the Aeolic elements
in Homer’s Ionic. (Several questions in this regard are nonetheless still subject to
discussion: Is this Aeolic survival to be regarded as the inheritance of a ‘pre-Ionic
phase’ of the epic family? Or is it to be traced back to ‘diffusion’, that is, a ‘contin-
uous borrowing and subsequent Ionicisation of formulas, themes, and episodes
from a parallel Aeolic tradition’?* Did Homer learn his literary language in an
Ionic context or directly in an Aeolic one?® Where is this Aeolic tradition to be
located?®) At the same time, this provides an explanation for the Ionic moderni-
zations of Homeric language.

3 For the situation in early 6th-century Corinth, where East Greek epic influence can be directly
proven, see WACHTER 2001, §§ 501-508.

4 HORROCKS 1997, 214. The question here is predominantly whether or not other strands of the
tradition (esp. an ‘Old Ionic’ tradition) can be demonstrated from the Homeric text apart from the
Aeolic tradition, the existence of which no one denies. As long as no archaisms can be demon-
strated in the Homeric text that could not have been introduced via an Aeolic phase, the theory
of a pre-Ionic Aeolic phase is preferable. In support of this are especially the ‘unnecessary’ Aeo-
licisms, i.e. those based on no metrical necessity: e.g. (1) ai instead of i passim. (2) p('iv instead
of prv passim. (3) I1. 10.70 ®8¢ mov &gt |, 13.379 €l ke oOV &y | instead of fpiv (likewise Od.
2.334, 22.262); IL. 14.481 | {pIV ... kol DpPpeEG |, 24.242 kal Dppeg | instead of Vpelg; 10.380 | T@v K’
Vv xapioarto instead of vyiv (likewise Od. 20.367 kaxov Oppw |). In light of the rule ‘Ionicize
where possible’, these are far more easily understood as remnants of a well-rehearsed, prestig-
ious predecessor tradition than on the theory that the Aeolic influence is based on ‘diffusion’
from a rival school. Nor do remarkably non-Aeolic poetic forms such as fvepdsooav (see 49)
prove the opposite (17- will here — as also in mo8rvepiog — be analogous to the older [€] in vijvepog,
vrvepin). The argumentation in favor of ‘diffusion’ at HORROCKS 1997, 214-217, is not conclusive.
5 In the second case, Homer would have perfected the adaptation of the Ionic dialect to the epic
literary language (or vice versa) on his own (he had almost his entire life to accomplish this). In
the first case, the adaptation would be ascribed to Homer’s predecessors and teachers. But we
should not assume more than one generation of Ionic singers before Homer, because in that case
the Aeolicisms would have to have disappeared more completely; indeed, the ‘unnecessary’ Aeo-
licisms (see n. 4) indicate instead that Homer himself had learned the art in an Aeolic milieu. For
anew description of Homer’s most likely linguistic biography as well as the relation between his
epic language and the dialect he spoke in everyday life, see WACHTER 2007 and 2012.

6 Arguments for example in favor of Thessaly and against Lesbhos on the basis of words such
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The lack of any dialectal purism in epic language is one of its most typical
features and explains its acceptance throughout the Greek world. At the same
time, this tends to prove its age. Given this background, we ought to ascribe it to
chance that the singer whose poems were preserved for us was an East Ionian.
The link that later Greeks saw between ‘epic’ and the Ionic dialect was a conse-
quence of the fact that Greek oral poetry was preserved in writing almost exclu-
sively in an Ionic context, where it doubtlessly flourished in a particularly mag-
nificent fashion, and afterward came to an end.

‘Typical’ features, i.e. features of epichoric dialects readily associated with
particular regions, thus found no place in this literary language. Instead, the suit-
ability of individual forms for the technique of oral poetry (see FOR) was crucial.
In this sense, Homeric language is a literary language (‘Kunstsprache’). Particu-
larly important are four factors (often closely connected):

1. The meter demands
- ageneral preference for dactylic or, as the case may be, spondaic forms.
—  possibilities for adapting indispensible but unmetrical forms.

2. Formulaic language, in particular the use of epithets®, is an especially typical
characteristic of epic language. Certain elements in formulae?, however,
gradually become archaisms. Archaisms thus became typical components of
epic and could also be used outside of formulae.

3. The style, which owes its characteristically ‘Homeric’ refinement to the
conjunction of three components, (a) a traditional literary genre, (b) a con-
servative, noble audience and (c) ‘historical’ material, is responsible for the
avoidance of colloquial or vulgar vocabulary, or rather the replacement of
such with exquisite, often archaic variants, as well as for the preservation
and promotion of traditional forms and means of forming words. (The singer
would certainly not use archaisms arbitrarily and for their own sake, but
must ensure that they were either immediately intelligible to his audience or
at least familiar from formulae, as epithets were.)

This traditional epic ‘basic style’ stands in skillful contrast to certain contem-

porary ‘modern’ elements of style such as — particularly conspicuous - the

similes® with their less formulaic, more spontaneous language.

as noti (Thessalian, vs. Ionic and Leshian np6g; see HORROCKS 1997, 200) are not cogent, since
the possibility cannot be excluded that Lesbian in Homer’s time or shortly before also knew the
inherited word noti (= Avestan paiti, Old Persian pati) and only later adopted mp6g from Ionic.
The ‘Aeolic’ epic tradition, whatever its origin, could thus have developed precisely on Leshos.
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4. The flexibility of language (see FOR) necessary for oral composition requi-
res metrical variants for important forms and formulae. Epithets of different
lengths predominantly serve this purpose, for example:

- variation in length:

3.284 —vv —wv —oo — £avBOGg MevéAaog | (frequent; also dat.)

321 -9 —9= - dpnlpilog Mevéaog | (frequent; also gen., dat., acc.)

2408 —=v —== — Borjv dyaf0g Mevéhaog | (after a short vowel; frequent; also acc.)
4100 —=v —= — Mevehdov kudaAipoto | (frequent)

— variation in syntax:
7445  Tlooedawv évooixbwv | (nom., frequent)
15.8 Tlooedbwva dvokta|  (acc.; dat. -1 15.57, 15.158; for gen. -0g 20.67, see 26)
Since the singer’s memory is taxed by variants, the motto ‘as few as possible’
is adhered to. As a consequence, the language seeks to have only one possible
formulaic expression of a certain metrical structure ready for any particular,
much-repeated concept (cf. FOR 32).” (For the filler material, see FOR 40.)
These four factors are crucial for an understanding of Homeric language. By cont-
rast, the assignment of features to specific epichoric dialects (aside from the basic
dialect ‘East Ionic’) is mostly impossible (and irrelevant).

The text of the Homeric epics has not been transmitted to us in its original

form (CH. 18§1-7).

— In all probability, it was originally written down in an alphabet of the East
Ionic type, with & = [ks], @ x { = [p" k" ps].

— This alphabet knew <o> and <w>, <e> and <> (but not <h>, see 14; cf. HT 6).

— It is also likely that long consonants were already expressed by geminates
and that punctuation was used; in any case, these prosodic aids to reading
and reciting were already known and used by the author of the inscription
on the so-called Nestor’s Cup from Ischia (CEG 454, ca. 735-720 BC, in West
Ionic alphabet; cf. FOR, n. 10). The smallest units, however, that Greeks in the
Archaic period separated by means of punctuation are the so-called accent-
units of the type ‘stressed word + any proclitics and enclitics’.® Groups of

7 Some of the infrequent doublets, i.e. synchronic violations of this law of economy, can prob-
ably be explained historically. The epithets? inmodauoto and &v8pogdvolo, for example, were
not yet equivalent at a time when [h] was still pronounced and made position; in the gen. the
combination of a name of the structure of “Extopog with inmo8apoto was therefore possible only
relatively late (IL 4x; with Gv8po@ovoto frequent). For the rest, MACLEOD’s dictum ‘Homer is not
a computer’ is valid (1982, 37 n. 2).

8 Hermann FRANKEL's Wortbild ([1926] 1960, 142-147; see M 7); on the historical dimension, see
MORPURGO DAVIES 1987, M.-BRr. S 101.
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two such accent-units, often one heavier and one lighter, are also frequently
observed.’ Both means of punctuation, one finer and the other coarser, can
already be observed in the inscription on Nestor’s Cup (underline: heavier
accent; single underline: lighter accent):

VEOTOPOG:E|...J:euntoTov: o TEPLOV
hoo8avToSEMIETL: TOTEPLO: AU TIKAKEVOV
hipepoghaipeoet:kaAAloTeE@avVo:aPpodiTeg

N&oTopog : g]...]t : gbmoTov : moTEpLov
Hog 8’ aiv 168 Ttigot : oTEPIo @ avTIKA KEVOV
hipepog haipéoel : kKaAIOTEQGVE : A@POSITEG.

— On the other hand, the so-called ‘spurious diphthongs’, i.e those that origin-
ated through compensatory lengthening (see 12, 27), metrical lengthening
(see 49£.) or contraction (see 43-45) as long counterparts of the closed short
vowels /e/ and /o/, were probably written as <> and <o> and not yet as <>
and <ov> (see HT 6).

— Finally, there can be no doubt that the text was originally written without
accents (in the ancient sense: thus also without diaeresis marks, breathing
marks, etc.; see 14) (cf. HT 11).

In addition to ‘common’ mistakes in the transmission of the text, conversions and
adaptations to other alphabetic systems, with partially divergent orthographic
conventions, could also lead to ‘transmission errors’. For the first two centuries,
certainly, we ought to expect a strong accompanying oral text tradition (rhaps-
odes), which - in conjunction with competence in the epic language — could
prevent such errors (cf. HT 6), while later on the wide circulation of the Homeric
text provided a substantial degree of protection. In orthographic questions (aside
from accents in the ancient sense and the ‘spurious diphthongs’), therefore, we
should in principle adopt the position of in dubio pro textu.

9 WACHTER 1999.

10 These observations allow for a wider argument against the epigraphically possible but banal
and unmetrical €()pt in line 1, which would be enclitic and ought thus not to have been sepa-
rated from Néotopog by an interpunct. HEUBECK’s (1979, 113) restoration : £[€v T]t : remains the
best proposal and is perfectly possible epigraphically (cf. BARTONEK/BUCHNER 1995, esp. 150f.,
227,230). It is in the nature of the matter that the remaining punctuation in the inscription occurs
at important caesurae.
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2. Phonology
2.1 Prosodically Neutral Prehistoric Sound Changes

Ca. 1000 BC in Attic-Ionic, */a/ became /&/ (written <n>) (CH. I §§8f.),
and in non-Attic Ionic (including Euboea) also after €, 1, p: 1.38 {abény, 1.114
| koupiding, 1.30 matpng |.

When /a/ nevertheless appears in Homer, it
— has either arisen only after the above-mentioned Attic-Ionic sound change:

1.3 puxag Aidt mpolonpev | < *-dns; 1.289 | néol < *pdntsi, 1799 | 6v ke O£0G TIp&

< *-dei (see 45, 48), 24.588 &pog ka\6v through loss of [w] (see 27);

- isderived from the Aeolic tradition: 1.10¢&, 1.10 Aaioi | (see 54), 2.9 Ayapépvovog

Atpeidao | (see 68), 1.152 aixpuntawv | (see 68), 1.400 [Toceldhwv;

- or is to be ascribed to metrical lengthening: 1.503 &l mote 81 og per

&Bavatololy 6vnoa | (see 49).

See 39 for the shortening of */a/ before a vowel.

The change in *[Kj tj] etc. resulted in East Ionic [ss]: 1.34 BaAaoong |, 1.80
| kpEaowv, 1.249 yAwaeng, but Attic-Euboean and Boeotian [tt].

The loss of [s] in intervocalic groups ‘[s] + [m n 11]’ led to the compensatory
lengthening of the preceding vowel in Attic-Ionic, and of the liquid or the nasal in
Aeolic. The results of these sound changes are equivalent prosodically. Whether
the Aeolic sound variants were used in Homer thus depends largely** on whether
or not in a particular case a metrically equivalent full form existed in Ionic (see
also 13, 15, 18).

—  This holds true for individual case forms: 1st pl. Aeolic 21.432 &ppeg (—v; I1.
1x), beside the frequent lonic fpeig (--), < *ham- (see 5, 14) < *asm- < *ns-m-
(apparently no Ionic full form fpeg existed); likewise for the 2nd pl.: *hiim- <
*(j)us-m- (see 81). For &upevau etc., see 61, 87.

— This also holds true for entire lexemes, e.g. Aeolic £peBevvdg in 5.659
£pePevvn] VOE ékdAuev |:, a rare, purely formulaic word (common Greek
*ereg"es-no-), apparently non-Ionic in the time of Homer; in comparison,
Tonic @agwvog (with ‘spurious diphthong’, see 4) in 3.247 kprTijpa Qacwvov |:,
a frequent word (common Greek *p"awes-né-), not limited to formulae and
apparently pan-Ionic (also occurring in Attic: @avog).

See also 16 for the corresponding phenomenon in initial position.

11 Seen. 4.
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Forms with a labial instead of a dental before a front vowel are likewise Aeo-

licisms. The historical basis is labiovelars or groups of velar + /w/ (CH. I §49).
These are still directly attested in Mycenaean (ge-to-ro- ~ /k¥etro-/ ‘four-’, ga-si-
re-u /gvasileus/ ‘king’).

Thus Aeolic 15.680 mioup- (vv, Il 3x -ag) stands beside Ionic Téooap-
(-v, frequent); the Aeolic variant is apparently used because a metrically
equivalent full form (with a short middle consonant) did not exist in Ionic.
(Cf. Mycenaean ge-to-ro-, cited above.)

In the case of ®ijpeg ‘centaurs’ and Ofipeg ‘wild animals’, the Aeolic variant
seems to be used because 07jpeg is not used for ‘centaurs’ in Ionic.

The frequent verb méAopat shows the generalized Aeolic initial sound (as in
almost all dialects)*?, in contrast with the rare (Ionic) TeAéBewv (see 60). (Cf.
Mycenaean a-pi-qo-ro [amp"ik*olon/ ‘of the maid-servants’.)

[h] originating from *[s] or *[j] (CH. I §§ 74-76):

As in the Greek of the 1st millennium BC generally, [h] in medial position
was never written and was probably also no longer pronounced (in Myce-
naean, on the other hand, it was still preserved: nom. pl. neut. no-pe-re-ha
/nopeleha/ ‘useless’, pa-we-ha [p"arweha/ @dapea ‘pieces of cloth’).

In initial position and at the juncture of elements in compounds, by contrast,
[h] was at first still preserved in the 1st millennium BC in many dialects. A lack
of uniformity prevails in the Homeric manuscripts, occasionally in the same
form but more often in etymologically related words and forms. In general,
the rule is that words or forms with (etymological or secondary) [h-] are
written with [h-] (i.e. spiritus asper or aspirate) if they are common in Classi-
cal Attic and Koine (3.101 | fipéwv, 8.541 fAuepn i{de, Od. 4.223 é@npéplog), but
otherwise without, be they Aeolic (I1. 1.59 &ppie) or Archaic Ionic (1.592 | év &’
ﬁpcxp, 1.81 avTijpop) (see 49, 53); the spelling with [h-] is thus a post-Homeric
insertion into the text (see also n. 13).

Prosodic influence from a time when [h-] was still pronounced in the pre-Ho-
meric epic tradition occurs in formulae® (see 38 and M 13.2).

2.2 Prosodically Relevant Prehistoric Sound Changes

This section treats the problem of the epenthetic vocalization of formerly syllabic
liquids and the glide [b d] in the group [mr nr] (15), the loss of initial [s] before

12 Probably for an easier distinction from téAog, TeAéw (see 65).

13

14



15

74 —— Grammar of Homeric Greek (G)

liquids or nasals (16), the change between long and short consonants (17) and
between [p] and [pt] (18), as well as the phenomena connected with the loss of
‘digamma’ (19-27).

Formerly syllabic (i.e. vocalic) liquids and nasals /1 r m 1/, so-called l/r/m/n

sonans (CH.1§10):

In the pre-Homeric period the syllabic liquids became [la ra] or [al ar] in
Ionic. The reason for the variation is unclear; but since it led to prosodically
different results, it allowed the singer to fit difficult words into the meter,
or simply increased the flexibility of the language: 2.623 | T@v 8¢ TeT@pTWV
fpxe ToAEevog, but 13.20f. T6 8¢ TéTpatov (keTo Tékpwp, | Alydg; 1.178 | &
pala kaptepdg £t beside (the more frequent) 1.25 kpatepov 8§ émi pHbov
£teMev |2

When the compensatory vowel [o] arises, this likely reflects an Aeolicism:

e Some such cases occur in alternation with Ionic forms and provide lin-
guistic flexibility: 16.466 and 477 GrmuppoTe Sovpl @aew® |, but 322 00’
agpapaptev | (the first almost never with ny ephelkystikon, see 33; on am-/
aep-, see 14).

e Others occur exclusively in their Aeolic form, thus Bpotog etc.: 16.670
| xploov T duppooin, mept & Guppota eipata Eooov (cf. Sanskrit a-mfta-
‘immortal’; papt- and -pPpat- are not attested).

In 16.857 = 22.363 6v mMOTHOV YOOWOa, Aimodo” &v8potita kai fifnv and 2.651
=7.166 = 8.264 = 17.259 Mnp1ovng (T"), dtdAavtog Evualie &v8peipdvtn (see M
13.4) the verse ending is unmetrical (Gv8po- vv; &vBpeL- v, or Evuoiw v—vv).
The etymology of &vnp &v8pog (Sanskrit nar-, Latin Nero, etc.) shows that [d] is
a transitional sound that simplifies pronunciation of the consonant group [nr]
(as does [b] for the group [mr] above). Apart from these two formulaic verses,
the first syllable of av8po- in Homer always makes position. The two verse
endings could only have been formed correctly in prosodic terms at a time
when (1) the [d] in the first element did not yet form an integral component of
the pronunciation, and (2) no consonant group [nr], that could already ‘make
position’ by itself, existed. This was possible only in a time when a prosody
still prevailed for the form that corresponded to the one that we reconstruct for
common Greek (thus *anr- [-~] with short vocalic r sonans, not yet *anro-).**

13 xpadin is metrically more useful than kapdin. The latter occurs only 3x (in dat., before a
vowel; only in I1.), and always at the beginning of a verse; strictly speaking, in this case it could
also be a secondary Atticism (see 14, 51, 63, 68 and n. 25; additionally 89) that served to elimi-
nate a oTixog Gképaiog (see 50, n. 21 and M 15).

14 WACKERNAGEL 1916, 172; LATACZ 1965. This argument can only be correct if the epic verse
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- The syllabic nasals normally became [a] in Ionic (e.g. €ipata above; also
Tiueig, see 11). The o-coloring well-attested in Aeolic (e.g. in inscriptions
8éxotog < *dekmtos) is rare in Homer: it occurs most notably in ématpog as
opposed to &8eApedg (both with *sm- ‘one’). This distinction is prosodically
irrelevant, and 6matpog was thus probably a non-Ionic word (see 10 ff.).

Before liquids or nasals, [s] must have become [h] in the prehistoric period,
and was then lost through compensatory lengthening of the following consonant
(CH.1§69).

— At the juncture of compound elements, the result is a long consonant
expressed in the text through geminates (cf. also 24): 5.375 @I\OppELSHg
A@poditn | (cf. smile), 1.420 | i’ adTH oG ‘OAvpmov dydvvigov (*snig""-,
cf. snow, Schnee, Russian sneg), 2.752 kaAAippoov V8wp |, 2.754 Emppéet AHT
#\awov | (cf. Sanskrit srdvati ‘flows’).

— In initial position, long consonants also appear in cases such as 13.754
WppnOn Gpel vipdevTL £oikwg | (see 45, 58), where 6pel must be pronounced
with a long third syllable. A reminiscence of a time when the beginning of
vup- was still felt to be prosodically lengthening is preserved in the formula?
here, whereas the long consonant was simplified in initial position in Ionic in
the pre-Homeric period: 2.849 g0pv péovtog |. The simplified pronunciation
could then be transferred to the medial position through ‘recomposition’:
21.366 | 008’ £€0ele mpopeewv (from mpo- + simplex Ppéetv with short conso-
nant). One of the two possibilities is often unmetrical in any case (*émipéel,
*nipoppéewv). In Homer, instances with long consonants (also 3.34 €A\Aafe
yvla |) can be regarded as Aeolic, those with short consonants (also 4.463
ENaBe kpelwv EAepnvwp |, like Attic) as lonic (on the primary medial posi-
tion, see 10-12). The linguistic flexibility that could be derived from such
instances was eventually exploited also in words that had never begun with

ending v~ —vv —~ existed at the time in question. The Mycenaean evidence is inconclusive: the
first element any- or an(d)ro- is not found, and the second element -a-do-ro (attested in personal
names) is irrelevant, because it is expanded by a true [o]: -an(d)r-o-s. In addition, the instances
of an old *r are prosodically uncertain: the rendering is inconsistent and generally deviates from
the later occurrences, see to-pe-za ~ [tor-ped’a/ ‘four-legged table’ (later Tpa-; for Homeric ‘fourth’
see above), to-no ~ /ttornos/ ‘throne’ beside to-ro-no-wo-ko ~ /t'rono-worgoi/ ‘throne-builder’
(later Bpo-). This seems to indicate that the later phonetic results had not yet been achieved,
and the possibility that a preceding syllable as in *any- already made or could make position is
accordingly slight. On the other hand, there are no conclusive arguments against an origin of the
two formulae in Mycenaean times either. See also M.-BR. E 404.5 (with bibliography), L 401.2.

16
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*s- (M 4.6; CH. 1 §70): 20.215 TékeTo vepeAnyepéta Zevg |, 1.396 &vi peydpoloy
dxkovoa |, 21.256 £meto peydAw Opupayd@ |.

Frequent change in consonant quantity also provides linguistic flexibility, as
in 160(0)og, moa(o)i, otNBea(o)L (see 70), £€o(0)eabal (see 61f.), TeAéa(o)an (see
63), 08va(0)evg, AxA(A)evg, dm(m)wg etc. (CH. I §47). Most instances in Homer
can be understood as dialectal variants (see 10 ff., 61, 84; on 08voelg, see 49,
56); in terms of historical linguistics, however, they are to be explained variously,
some by simple analogy, as in vepeo(0)dw, 13.16 ALl 8¢ kpoaTep®s Evepgooa | or,
in the underlying noun, 6.335 o0 Tot ... X0Aw 008¢ vepéoot |, while some remain
unexplained.

Further flexibility is achieved via the change (not yet satisfactorily explained)
in the beginning of m(t)0Aepog and mi(t)OAG. The version with mto- (already
attested in Mycenaean), which in Homer apparently belongs to the Aeolic
stratum, occurs only after a short vowel and serves to lengthen the preceding
syllable.” Only in the case of toAiefpov does this rule not hold true, probably
because this word (unlike toAepog and OALG) was uncommon in Ionic even in the
form with mo- (see 10 ff.).

Homeric language no longer had a phoneme /w/ (as in English will). In any
case, the corresponding grapheme <>, the so-called digamma (also wau), is
transmitted nowhere in the text of Homer; and although it was still available ca.
660 BC, as an abecedarium from the island of Samos shows (LSAG 471 no. 1a, pl.
79.7), it is never used even in the oldest East and West Ionic inscriptions (see, for
example, the roughly contemporary name TotpokAéng on a vase from Smyrna,
ibid. 473 no. 68a, pl. 79.8). In Mycenaean and in many non-Ionic dialects of the
1st millennium BC, on the other hand, /w/ is still directly attested: Mycenaean
wa-na-ka [wanaks/ &vaé (see 22, 26), ko-wa [korwa/ kovpn (see 27); Corinthian
AapofFavac(o)a, QopFa; nothing can be said about East Aeolic in the time of
Homer and shortly before.

[w] is often still prosodically present, however, in the text of Homer, i.e. only
on the assumption of its effect are some verses not unmetrical (CH. 18§ 50 ff.). This
is especially the case
- where there is hiatus without correption (see 29): 1.321 | @ (F)oi &oav

KNPUKE, 3.246 | &pve SO kai (F)oivov ébppova, 15.231 | ool 8’ alTd peéTw,

(P)éxatnBoAe, @aidipog "Extwp (see 2);

15 For the sole exception, see n. 24.
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— where there is hiatus without elision (see 30), frequent in formulae®: 1.7
| Atpeidng te (F)avaE, 1.200 dewvw 8¢ (Foi Booe @davOev |, 5.54 | o0dE
(F)éxknPoAiat (on the avoidance of such hiatus via the use of ny ephelkystikon,
see 33). Occasionally [ww] is the source (CH. I §55; < *hw- < *sw-) and the
preceding syllable shows that it originally ‘made position’: 3.172 | ai80i6g
TE pot €001, @INE (FEKUPE, Bevidg Te, 5.343 o (Fr)Eo kaBPadev viov |; this
is far from always the case, however: 2.239f. | 6¢ kal viv AyiAfia, (F)€o péy’
apetvova @@Ta, | ATipnoey, and indeed 19.384 | mepnBn 8 (-)€o artod. Such
inconsistencies, which increased linguistic flexibility, could also result in the
opposite license (see 41);

- in medial position where there is an unaltered hiatus (see 41), as well as
where there is no internal correption (see 39), quantitative metathesis (see
40) or contraction (see 44);

— where position is made despite the presence of only a single consonant: 1.33
| g Epat’* £€8(F)eloev 8’ O yépwv (see also 3.172 8(F)ewvdg 22 above, also 49,
94); 22.25 | oV & 06 yépwv Ilpiapog mp@tog (F)idev dpbaipoiowy (similarly
24.583); 11.846 £mi 8¢ (F)Pifav B&Ae ukprv | (CH. 1§ 71). At the juncture of com-
pound elements, the remaining consonant usually undergoes compensatory
lengthening and is often transmitted as a geminate (cf. also 16), as where
there is an initial [w]: 2.490 | @wvn 8 &ppnkTog, xdAkeov 8¢ pot fTop évein
(< *&-fpn-; in a few instances, however, a u-diphthong is transmitted, appar-
ently the Aeolic result: *TaAd-Fpivog > TaAavpvog); with a following [w]: 1.33
£88¢e10¢v (cited above); see also 7.

In addition, the so-called prothetic vowel often replaces an older [w] (see
CH. 1 §73), but occasionally an initial laryngeal (see M.-BRr. L 401f.). Where there
is no laryngealist explanation, the vowel replaces

— a[w] that made position (see 24): 1.41 10 8¢ pot kprrvov £€A8wp | instead of

*kpfnvov FEASwp, 14.276 atog EEASopan fipata mavta | (instead of *atdg

(PENSopa);

— a [w] that prevented correption (see 21): 5.89 | Tov § o0T Gp Te yépupal
éepypéval ioxavowory | (instead of *yépupat (F)epypéva).

But other instances of a prothetic vowel can be traced back either not exclusively

(¢eixoo1) or not at all (€0£Aw) to the loss of [w], and laryngealist explanations also

create difficulties.

One plausible case with laryngeal (and [w]) is 13.382 énel ol Tol éedvwral
Kakol eipev |, where in view of dv-&edvov ‘without bride-price’ (Il. 3x, acc.) the
basis is probably *ob Tot &(F)eSvwrai; 16.178 dmepeiota (F)E6va would then be
interpreted as from *&mnepeiol(a) d(F)edva (also £edv- is often transmitted in the
Od. and is metrically possible in all cases; root *h,wed-?).
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[w] is nonetheless frequently ignored: 1.21 viov (-)éknBoAov AmdoAAwva |, 3.453
&l 11 (-)idorto |, 17.333f. | @¢g Epat’, Aiveiag 8 (-)ékatnBorov AoAAwva | Eyvw,
18.274 gbévog EEopev, (-)&oTu 8¢ mupyol |, 20.67 Tooedawvog (-)&voxTtog | (see
3, 19). These instances make it likely that the Ionic singers of Homer’s time no
longer pronounced the sound [w] before their (Ionic) audience, and that 21-25
are an Ionic-epichoric normalization of an epic-prosodic habit stemming from the
Aeolic ‘school’ (see 34, 38 as well as nn. 18, 20, 27).

In East Ionic (unlike in Attic-Euboean and Lesbian), the loss of [w] in the
intervocalic group ‘consonant + [w]’ resulted in compensatory lengthening of the
preceding vowel (with the lengthened [e] and [o] then written with a ‘spurious
diphthong’; see 4): 1.473 | kaAov Geidovteg matova kobpot Axatdv, 24.588 | dppt
8¢ v @&pog kaAOv BaAov HBE YIT@VE, 6.218 Eetvijio kA& |; from kaAf-, kopf- (see
19), &evr-, @apr- (see 14). The same seems to happen in groups crossing the junc-
ture of compound elements in 6.62 = 7.121 | aiowpa napemwv (from map-f-; s. 59).

2.3 Sound Change in the Conjunction of Vowels at Word Boundary (sandhi)¢

So-called hiatus, a combination of sounds in which one vowel (or diphthong)
follows immediately after another (with the result that a syllable boundary is
located between them), led to a variety of prosodically relevant changes in epic
language (as well as, no doubt, in the colloquial speech of the time). Let us first
examine hiatus across a word boundary, i.e. between a vocalic ending of one word
and a vocalic beginning of the next (for hiatus within a single word, see 39 ff.):

One phenomenon merely modifies the hiatus:

—  Correption (CH. I §38; see also 35f.), i.e. the shortening of a long vowel or
diphthong in final position before a vowel in initial position, corresponding
to the parallel phenomenon within a word (see 39): 5.312 | £i ] &p’ 6£0 vonae,
3.148 memvupévew auew |, 1.17 | Atpetdat te kai dAAot Dkviudeg Axatol, 1.221
| LOOW Abnvaing, especially glaring is 1.15 | xpuo€w dva okintpw (with syniz-
esis in addition, see 46)."”

16 Sandhi is a term taken from the Sanskrit grammarians, but is today used widely in Western
linguistics as well; it refers to sound changes that occur at word boundaries (external sandhi) or
morpheme boundaries (internal sandhi). Our concern here is predominantly with the conjunc-
tion of vowels, which more often left traces in writing (but see 59 with n. 32 for a consonantal
case). See also M.-Br. L 201.

17 There is no quantitative metathesis (see 40) at word boundary, even if cases of correption
of the word ending and metrical lengthening of the following word beginning (see 50), e.g. 1.14
£xnPoAov AnoAAwvog |, appear similar.
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Note: The term ‘correption’ is used here with regard to simple vowels as well
as diphthongs. In the latter case, it is widely assumed that hiatus is removed
by consonantalization of the second component of the diphthong, thus e.g.
1.17 (see above) as [ka-jal-lo-je-y-] (see M 4.2, 12.2). That this is the explanation
of correption, and that instances with simple vowels, because less frequent,
represent only a (secondary) special case, is however unproven. Furthermore,
this ‘explanation’ fails in the case of shortened long diphthongs, e.g. 1.30
| flueTépw évi oikw év Apyel, where an intervocalic [j], like any consonant,
should have prevented the necessary correption (similarly 1.221, 252, 299,
384, 438 [see also 2], 519, 572 [-w], etc.). A unified phonetic explanation of
the phenomenon (shortening in the case of simple vowels; flattening and
shortening in the case of diphthongs [see also 39 on 5.142 with the same sit-
uation in medial position]) thus seems at least equally worthy of considera-
tion.

Other phenomena eliminate it:

Elision of a short vowel in final position (CH. I § 36; see also 34, 36f.):

e Elision of [e], [a] and [o] is frequent: 1.5 Aog 8(£) éteAeieto BouAn |, 1.14
| otéppat(a) Exwy, 1.33 | g Epat(o) £86ei0ev &’ 6 yépwv.

e Elision of [i] is very rare: 5.5 | &otép(1) dnwpv@, 20.7 | oUTE TIG oLV
noTap@V &ménv voo@() Qkeavoio (see 33). Elision of [u] is unat-
tested.

¢ In addition, [ai] and [oi] could be elided, but [ai] almost exclusively in
the endings of the middle voice (which are also considered ‘short’ for
the purposes of accentuation): 1.117 | BovAop(a) éyw, 5.33 | papvacd(at)
onnoTépolat matnp Zevg kbdog 6pén; rarely [oi] in pot/oou: 1170 obdE
o(ov) dtw |.

Some cases of elision were perhaps eliminated in the course of the trans-

mission of the text (CH. I §36 p. 87, §38 p. 89; see 40, 42), while others were

introduced into it (CH. 1§ 231; see 85). Secondary hiatus resulting from elision
was retained (1.111 dyAa(a) Growva |; 10.380, see 33), corresponding to the
situation after hyphaeresis in medial position (see 42). — On apocope, see

59.

Crasis (CH. I §35), i.e. contraction across word boundary (mainly involving

a proclitic, see 4) recorded in writing: 1.465 | pioTvAAGV T’ &pa T&AAQ, 3.405

| ToUveka, probably also 2.238 | | pa Ti ol xneig mpooapvvopev (more likely

crasis than elision); on contraction in medial position, see 43-45.

Synaloepha (CH. I §35). In many cases, we have to pronounce monosyllab-

ically across the word boundary, with no guidance in the text for this, just

as in the case of synizesis within words (see 46): 13.777 | uéA\w, £net o0’
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£pe mapmav GvaAkida yeivaro pntnp, spoken: peA-Ao-e-neov-8e-pe (similarly

15.18 [see 45], also 1.277, etc.).

Ny ephelkystikon (‘attracted’, movable [n]; CH. I §40). This is particularly

typical of the Attic-Ionic dialect, and in epic is added to Aeolic forms as well

(e.g. 14.85 pn &’ &ppuv dvaooépey, see 22; also before consonants, e.g. 10.380

O xapioatto, see below and 2 with n. 4). Ny ephelkystikon bridges hiatus

after the short vowels [e i] (also at verse end), predominantly

¢ in the dat. pl.: 1.14 | oTéppat £ywv v xepeiv éknporov AndAAwvog (in
other dialects: xepoi feka-, see 22), but 1.5 | oiwvolioi te daita,

e in the 3rd sing. impf./aor. and perf.: 1.11 ftipaoev dpntfipa |, but 1.4
TeDYE KOVETOLY |,

¢ inthe 3rdsing. and pl. in -ou: 1.137 | €l 8¢ ke pr| Swwatv, &yw B¢ kev avTOG
E\wpat, but 1.123 Swoovet yepag,

e in the modal particle ke(v): 1.137 (cited immediately above, with ke and
KEV),

e in the suffix -@i(v) (see 66): 18.305 mapd vab@wv Gvéatn 8iog AxtAAelg |,
but 8.474 ~ 16.281 mapd vad@t modwkea InAstwva |; also in 1.349 &goap
£leTo vOO@L MaobE(S |, but 1.541 | aiel Tot @ihov 0TIV Eped Gmo voo@v
£06vta, and further 20.7 voo’ Qkeavoio | (see 30),

¢ and in certain adverbs in -06g(v) (CH. I §111): 17.426 &mavev@ev £6veg |,
but 1.35 | moAAG 8’ émert’ dmavevOe kuwv, and further 4.227 &navev®’ &xe
@uotdwvtoag | (on the genitival-ablatival -0ev with firm [n], see 66).

Ny ephelkystikon can also be used before consonants, where it functions as a

welcome prosodic means of making position: 1.77 mpo@pwv EMeotv kail Xepatv

apnéew |; 19.309 aneokedaoev BaotAiiag |; 1.60 i kev Bavatov ye @uYolpev |,
but 18.121 | keioop’ émnei ke OAdvw; see also above on 10.380 | TGV K’ DppLV

Xoplootto atrp drepeiot’ Gmowva.

Hiatus is nonetheless often tolerated across word boundary, especially

if it arose from the loss of a /w/ (‘digamma’) in initial position, which is to
say that the relevant prosody still sounded ‘familiar’ to the singer (see 21f.,
26);

after correption (see 29);

at a metrical caesura, especially in combination with a syntactic break (CH.
1 §§38f.; see M 6-8); in this case, correption usually does not occur either
(see 29): 1.561 | Soupovin, aiel pev diear, 8.429 | TV dANOG pev dmo@dicOw,
dAhog 8¢ BuwTtw, 1.30 | fueTépw &vi olkw &v Apyei, 1.24 | &AN oDk Atpeidn
Ayopépvovt fivbave Bupd, 11.801 = 16.43 | Teipdpevor OAiyT ..., 1.42 | teioeiav
Aavaot épua 8dkpua; sometimes elision too does not occur (see 30): 15.172
Siéntato wiéa Ipig |, 23.224 680peTo doTéQ Kaiwy |;
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in cases where no elision occurs (see 30; also CH. 1§39), i.e.

in the case of -1 (seldom elided, and never in the case of nepi, Tt, 671,

in the case of diphthongs (only some of which are elided, and even then
seldom; see further 35),

in the case of ‘small words’ like 6, Tpo,

if there is still hiatus after elision has occurred (see 30);

and finally in various other cases, e.g. of the frequent formula® 1.551 moTVIQ
“Hpn | (CH. 1 §39), which was probably coined at a time when the name still
began with a prosodically relevant consonant (see 14) and which was pre-
served through prosodic habit (see 26; in Mycenaean the name is e-ra; it
therefore did not have [w-] but probably [h-]).

2.4 Sound Change in the Conjunction of Vowels in Medial Position

Hiatus (see 28) in medial position was likewise subject to prosodically relevant
changes. It is sometimes altered (39f.), sometimes removed (41-46); it can
remain (47) or even be restored as compared with everyday pronunciation (48).

Hiatus is altered

via shortening according to the principle of vocalis ante vocalem corripitur,
i.e. shortening of a long vowel before another vowel after it, particularly n
before o/w/a (CH. I §§27-29; see 29 on the corresponding phenomenon at
word boundary):

This is especially frequent in the (Ionic) gen. pl. -€wv of a-stems: 7.1 | (g
einwv uAéwv ££€oouTo, usually to be pronounced with synizesis (see 46),
i.e. with no hiatus: 1.495 £11G 8’ o0 ARBeT’ é@eTuéwv |, occasionally even
with contraction (see 45). In addition, the unshortened (Aeolic) [4] in -Gwv
forms a third metrical variant (see 5ff.; usually formulaic at verse end:
1152 aiyuntéwv ) (the ‘Old Ionic’ intermediate stage *-fjwv does not occur).
Where intervocalic [w] was lost, shortening occurs only rarely in Homer
(see 49 end, 54, 76 f., 95).

In a few forms, the long vowel was exceptionally transmitted in its
specifically Ionic form: 1.439 | ¢k 8¢ Xpvonic vnog BA beside 15.423 | &v
KOViNol eadvTa veog ipomapolde pehaivng, where — again exception-
ally — shortening does occur before an earlier [w].*®

18 Aside from the prosodic habit of the Aeolic tradition (see 26), in instances like vndg paradig-
matic analogy will also have had an effect, i.e. analogy to other forms of the same paradigm (here
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¢ In a similar fashion, a diphthong can appear shortened (see also 29):
5142 | atdp 6 Eppepaws Padéng EEGAeTaL avAfS (instead of the normal
gen. sing. fem. padeing; CH. [ §117).*°

e In the divine name Hermes (originally probably *Hermahas, cf.
Mycenaean e-ma-ha), in 2.104 | ‘Eppeiag 8¢ dvof the ‘spurious diphthong’
<el> appears as a metrical correction of the short [e] of the colloquial
language (< *[€] < *[a], see 5), which is likewise attested: 5.390 | Eppéq
£Enyyelev (although in a form that is likewise non-epichoric, on account
of the Aeolic vowel stem [a]); finally, the contracted form 20.72 £¢plovviog
‘Eppifig | was probably inserted into the text in the course of transmission
as a replacement for -éng with synizesis (see also n. 26).

40 - through quantitative metathesis, i.e. shortening of a long vowel and length-
ening of an immediately following short vowel, especially in the sequence no
(CH.18§27-29, M.-BRr. L 403.2; see n. 17):

e This is especially frequent in the (Ionic) gen. sing. -ew of the masc.
a-stems, always pronounced with synizesis (see 46), i.e. with the
hiatus removed (for example, in the frequent formula® 2.205 Kp6vou
TG &ykvAoprtew |, which is accordingly of Ionic origin), although
occasionally with contraction (see 45). In addition, the (Aeolic) [a0]
in -a0 forms a welcome metrical variant (usually formulaic at verse
end: 1.203 Atpeidao |) (the ‘Old Ionic’ intermediate stage *-no does not
occur).?°

e In other forms, the original combination of a specifically Ionic n and
retained hiatus has been transmitted: 15.297 | otiopev, &i kev ...2* (con-

vni, vfieg, in which no shortening took place even later on: vet does not occur in Homer, and véeg
is rare and formed by analogy, see 77); for véa (Od. 9.283), see WACHTER 2012, 67, 78. Shortening
of the Ionic vowel in the rare and predominantly formulaic word vn(f)6g ‘temple’ is avoided com-
pletely: see the formulae® 6.93 = 6.274 ~ 6.308, 2.549 ~ 0d. 12.346, Il. 6.269 = 6.279, ~ 6.88, ~ 7.83;
not (recognizably) formulaic are 1.39, 5.446, 6.297, Od. 6.10.

19 Is 5.269 Ymooywv BnAeag inmovg | thus perhaps not a masc. (see 78) but another fem. form
(BnAEag), to be read with synizesis (see 46)?

20 The ending -ew, when transmitted in prevocalic position, was restored by some scholars to
-a(0) (with elision, see 30) to bridge the hiatus, e.g. in 11 *TInAniada(o) Ax\fiog |. But the hiatus
can be easily justified by the prosodic habit of the singer (see 26). Accordingly, -ov was some-
times restored to -o(0) (CH. I §§27-29), e.g. in 8.538 ~ 22.135 fieAiov AviovTog |, but in this case the
inscription on Nestor’s Cup (see 4) with kaAAoTE@&VO A@poditeg shows that such restitutions
are unjustified for Homer and his time.

21 Here (as in 39) paradigmatic analogy frequently offers an explanation (in the present instance
e.g. t0 2101 | €0tn); the transmitted text also offers otet- with compensatory lengthening (see 4).
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trast 11.348 = 22.231 | GAN’ Gye 8r oTéwpev Kol AAeEDPETDA PHEVOVTE,
pronounced with synizesis).

e  Strictly speaking, the length of the o-sound in cases where it would be
exclusively due to this sound-change cannot be conclusively demon-
strated for Homer’s time (see 54, 76 f., 95).

Hiatus is removed

- via elision at the juncture of compound elements, a widespread phenomenon
in Greek: Od. 5.195f. | kai p’ 6 pev &vBa kaOCeT €mi Opovov, Evbev dveotn |
‘Eppeiag. Here — in the interest of linguistic flexibility — both possibilities are
often used,

e predominantly in the case of a former [w]: IL. 23.361 amno(f)einol |, but
19.75 | pfjviv &merovtog; with an etymologically unjustified [ww] (see
22): 19.35 | ufvwv &mo(Fr)etmav?;

e but in other cases as well: 1.161 &@aiprioeadat, 1.182 daipeital, con-
trast 1.230 &moaipeiodat, 275 dmoaipeo; 11.582 @mawvipevoy, contrast the
rare 13.262 &moaivupat (also 0d.); 7.260 émaApuevog, contrast the rare 7.15
£rdApevov; 2.233 katioxeat, but 0d. 9.122 kataioyeTal.

- via hyphaeresis (CH. I §30, M.-BR. L 403.3), a process similar to elision (see
30, 41), in which in true medial position the middle vowel of three in a row
is lost without any compensation: 1.275 dmoaipgo kovpnyv | (for *&moaipéco).
The result can be pronounced as a double-short (-peo, with hiatus) or with
synizesis (see 46; for contracted -pev, see 45). Some apparent cases of
hyphaeresis should be explained differently, e.g. kKAéa &vdp@v | (9.189, 524,
0d. 8.73; Mycenaean *kleweha, see 14), which will have simply replaced
an originally elided kAée(a) &vBp@v | in the course of textual transmission
(see 30).

- via contraction (CH. I §§ 12-15, 17-26). This occurs less frequently than in later
dialects, and sometimes was probably only introduced into the text during
transmission. Many instances (in biceps) are in fact transmitted with contrac-
tion, but can usually just as well be pronounced disyllabically (5.515 = 7.308 |
@G £idov {wov or £idov; 3.104 Ail &’ fuelg oloopev &\ov | or fipéec), and some
forms can always be pronounced like this (thus -kAn- as -kAee-: 5.547 AlokAfja

The singer perhaps pronounced a short syllable anyway, i.e. the contemporary Ionic form (see
n. 13). See also 95.

22 The singer of course may also have employed metrical lengthening of the vowel here (see 4,
49): Gno(F)emwv.
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peyaBupov |).” Nonetheless, numerous contractions can be detected, espe-

cially at verse end (4.49 nueis |) and in longum (19.292 | €160V TIPO TITOAL0G); on

the active thematic infinitive, see 87. Many forms fit the meter only when con-
tracted, while many others fit only in an uncontracted state. This obviously
offered the singers additional flexibility or at least a range of alternatives.

No fundamental differences in frequency of use, depending on whether [w],

[i] or [h] (< [s]) was lost, can be established. On writing with the ‘spurious

diphthongs’ <e1> and <ov>, see 4. The following are some examples of the

(not overly frequent) clear instances pronounceable only disyllabically or

only monosyllabically (for ease in finding further examples, CH.’s order is

retained),
44 first, for the loss of [w] (see 23):

e (CH.I1813: an i-diphthong results) €150V (see 43)

e (CH. I §14: both vowels have the identical or a similar quality): 19.95
| kal yap 87 vO mote Zevg @oato, but 19.137 | GAN’ énel kaodunyv; 18.475
| kal xpvoov Tfjvta, but Od. 11.327 | fj xpuoov @ilov avdpog £8&Eato
TIUAEVTA

¢ (CH.I§15: remaining cases): 11.699 f. | t€aoapeg dBAo@OpoL inmot avtoioty
Gxeoy, but 22.22 | ogvdpevog (¢ 6 Tnmog GebAo@opog oLV Gyeo@Lv;
15.339 | Mnkiotii 8 €A, but 3.44 | pavTeg dploTija mpopov Eppeval (see
76); 8.439 Bev &’ £EikeTo Bwkoug | (but restorable to -oa- Od. 2.14 | £CeTo
& év matpog Owkw).

45 second, for the loss of [j] or [s]:

e (CH.I8§17: two e-sounds): 12.46 | TapBel ov8e @oPeital (1. might be
restored [to -£1], but not ¢.), but 16.507 | iepévoug @oBéeabat

e (CH.I §18: two i-sounds or two a-sounds, rare): 18.407 | mavta O£Tl
koA okap (for *O€Ti-1)

e (CH.I§19: two o-sounds, frequent): (1) [0]+[o]: 1.218 &kAvov adTOD |,
1.532 OAOpmov |,> 8.407 008e yohodpat |. (2) [6]+[o] or the reverse: 7.299

’

dwopev Guew |, but 23.537 | GAN Gye 87 ot S@pev GéBAOV

23 These resolvable instances are so frequent that we might suspect that they were intentional,
i.e. based on linguistic tradition (a phenomenon that would fit the theory of the hexameter hav-
ing originally been purely dactylic). Furthermore, various Greek dialects were less prone to con-
traction than Ionic (and indeed Attic); restraint in the use of contracted forms thus increased the
panhellenic usability of epic language (see 2f.).

24 Scholars often restore the genitive in -ov to -0o (which is unattested), particularly in cases
where the meter requires additional lengthening (see 49f.). For Homer himself, this has little
plausibility. Metrical lengthening was a legitimate means of forcing otherwise unmanageable
forms (e.g. names) into a verse. In instances like 5.21 &8eApelod ktapévolo | or 15.66 | "IAiov
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e (CH.I§20: an i-diphthong or u-diphthong results): 6.126 | o@® 0&poet,
but 13.754 wppAdn Spei vipdevtt 2ok | (see 16); 1.385 | €0 eiddx,
6.292 EAévnv Ttep Gvryayev gdmatépetav |, but 1.73 | 6 o@wv €D @povéwv
Gyopnoato, 1.429 | xwopevov katd Bupdv EH{wvolo yuvaikog

e (CH.I§21: [a]+vowel): 1.201 énea iTepdeVTA TEPooT O |, 18.61 kal Opd
@dog AeNiowo | (see 48); 15.18 | f ob pépvn, 81e T Expépw VPOBev (1 oD
with synaloepha, see 32) and 21 | ékpépw- nA&oTeov 8¢ Beol, but 16.497
£pED TEPL PAPVAO XOAKD) |

e (CH.I1§22: [o]+vowel): 9.423 pfTv apeivw | (also 3.11, 4.400, pace West;
on the s-stem comparative, see 79), but 4.139 énéypope xpéa QWO |
(not an Attic-Ionic form; at the same time, @, aid®, i8p® (see 71) are
always written with contraction — but are also always restorable as *noa
etc.: 9.240 N@® &iav |); 16.557 dpeiovg | (see 79), 8.421 xohobTat |

e (CH.I1§23: [e]+[a]): 13.818 | &prion Al matpi (aor. subjunc.), but 20.335
ovpBAoeat avT® | (fut.?; see 29); with synizesis (see 46): 7.207 £ooaTo
TEVYEQ |

e (CH.I8§824-26: [e]+o-sound): (1) contraction of [e]+[o] to <ev>?* in s-stem
nouns (see 71) 8.368 | £§ EpéBevg, 17.573 | Toiou pv Bapoevg, ‘only’ with
synizesis (see 46) 16.743 | kGmnea’ &’ evepy€og Sippov, but perhaps
disyllabic 5.585 = 13.399 elepy£og £xmeoe Sippov |, certainly 1.103
| dyvipevog, péveog 8¢ ...; in pronouns (see 81) éued, pev, oeb etc. (pre-

nipomdpole, the restoration (to *adeApedo or *Fikioo) is at least not mandatory (pace WEST 1998,
XXXIIIE.). In instances like 2.518 | viéeg Tpitov peyadipov NavBolidao, if ¥Ipitoeo is restored,
the length of the [o] before peya- requires exceptional treatment (see 16). In addition, the trans-
mitted variant can easily be derived from the probable original spelling, even in the case of 5.21
(namely from <a8eApeo kTapevoLo>; see 4), whereas the loss of <0> in the course of transmission
(e.g. in *<a8eA@eoo kTapevolo>) would be inexplicable. On the other hand, restoration of *-oo
in formulae® of pre-Homeric poetry is quite plausible. One such case is 15.66 (see above), and the
same holds true for the formula 6potiov mt(t)oAépoto | (9.440, 13.358, 13.635, 15.670, 18.242, 21.294,
0d. 18.264, 24.543), where in some cases the manuscripts actually transmit the non-Ionic variant
mtoA-, which otherwise occurs only after a short vowel (see 18) and is essential for the restoration
(*6potioo ToAépolo |).

25 The textually well attested spelling <ev> for the result of contraction is thought to have been
inserted in the post-Homeric period (at the earliest in the 4th c. BC; see HT 7) and is restored to
<go> in the text (by M. West) used here. It is difficult, however, to prove that it cannot date from
the time of Homer, and in any case parallels exist well before the 4th c. (e.g. on a Corinthian vase
of the 1st half of the 6th c. BC with a scene from the Iliad [16.330 ff.], where Kleoboulos, written
[K]AgVBovAag, falls by Aias’ hand; see WACHTER 2001, COR 82). This spelling was especially sig-
nificant as an aid to reading such a form monosyllabically in a written metrical text, and might
have developed specifically in this context. In the present grammar, it is consciously retained.
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46 —

dominantly in longum and before a vowel), but not infrequently written
as <€0> and pronounced monosyllabically or disyllabically (3.446 | (g
ogo viv £papar), very rarely certainly disyllabically (10.124 | viv 8’ £uéo
nPoOTEPOC); in verbs (see 93) 23.121 x06va moaot SatedvTo |, but with syn-
izesis 7.310 deAntéovteg odov eival |, disyllabically 15104 peveaivopev
dgppovéovteg |. (2) contraction of [e]+[6]: in verbs 13.381 @p’ £l vruol
ouv@peda Tovtonopolaty |; in the gen. pl. of a-stems (especially after <1>)
23.112 | mavtoBev £k kKAOL@V, in the gen. sing. of masc. a-stems (likewise)
447 = 4,165 = 6.449 = 8.552 kai Ipiapog kai Aaodg Ebppelio Mpidpoto |,
15.214 | "Hpn¢ ‘Eppeiw Te (see 39f., 46).2

via synizesis (CH. I §§16, 23-26), i.e. monosyllabic pronunciation (i.e. as a
diphthong) of two adjacent vowels (see 32). This phenomenon is to be dis-
tinguished from contraction (see 43-45) because it does not manifest itself
in writing (in the text and commentary, it is marked by the — modern - sign
for synizesis, a sublinear curved line connecting the affected vowels). It can
occur after

Loss of [w] (CH. I §16): 1.559 | Tufong, OAforg 8¢ moAéag émi vruoiv
Ayow@v (see 75), but 3.126 | Simhaka pappapény, modéag 8’ évémaooev
aedoug. For further examples, see 39f.

Loss of [j] or [s]: (1) [e]+[a] (CH. I§23): 8.211 | fiu€ag Tovg &GAAoug, but pos-
sibly without synizesis 8.529 @uA&Eopev fiéag avTovg |; 3.27 AAEEavBpov
Beoeidéa | (formulaP?, but usually nom. -ei81(g |; acc. possibly with five
syllables at Od. 16.20), but (in phonetically equivalent case forms) II.
1.201 #nea mrepoevta mpoonvda | (formula), 10.40 | GvBpag Suopevéag
(unmetrical with synizesis); for a further example, see 45. (2) [e]+o-
sound (CH. I §§24-26): 1.18 | Dpiv pév Ogoi doiev (a ‘triphthong’?), but
1.290 £0eoav Oeoi aiev £6vteg | (formula), 1.424 | x010g £Bn koTd Soita,
Beoi & Gpa mdvteg Emovto; 5.90 épnAéwv | (unmetrical without syniz-
esis), but 1.176 0tpe@éwv BaciAnwv | (formula; in addition, unmetrical
with synizesis); for further examples, see 29, 39f., 45.

47 Hiatus remains

where no elision occurred (e.g. &moatpeioBat, see 41),

where contraction did not take place (e.g. &e0Ao@Opog, see 43-45),
where pronunciation does not involve synizesis (e.g. Suopevéag, see 46),

26 The last three instances might also be explained by means of hyphaeresis (see 42), thus from
*kAot€wv, *ebppelicw, *Eppeéw (here with subsequent metrical lengthening of the [e], see 49).
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— after hyphaeresis, in instances where pronunciation does not involve synize-
sis (e.g. &moaipeo, see 42).

Finally, hiatus is restored

— via diectasis (CH. I §§31-34). This is the rendering of a contemporary con-
tracted form (see 45) in its prosodically older state, but with a pseudo-his-
torical vocalization (very often in a formulaic verse ending). The quality and
occasionally the length of a vowel reveal the process unmistakeably.””

e Thus 4.1 fyopowvTo |, 4.4 gloopdwvtes |, 8.230 flyopbaobde |, 14.345
cloopéacOat | show the metrical structure of the earlier uncontracted
form (originally *flyop&ovTo, *eicopdovteg, *iyop&eabde, *cicopheadat),
but their second vowel is the [0] (<w>) or [a] (<a>) of the contracted form
(qyop@vTo, eloop@vteg, Myopdade, eicopicbal, all unmetrical); the
original quality of the vowel was forgotten.

e At the same time, in instances like 9.446 véov fpwovrta |, the first vowel,
long by metrical lengthening (see 49), represents the contracted vowel
(in AP@VTA); the original form was *fp&ovta (already with metrically
lengthened [a]).

e Further examples are 1.200 dooe @aavOev | (instead of *@&vOev from
*@aievBev) and the infinitives of the thematic aorist, as in 3.236 | Soiw &’ o
Svvapat idéetv koopntope Aa@v (instead of -€iv, e.g. 8.453, from *-ggv, by
analogy to the vocalic present infinitives with similar final stress in their
contracted form, as in 1.288 | mévtwv pév kpotéetv €0¢Aet; CH. 1§238).

2.5 Adaptation to the Meter

Apart from resorting to metrical variants based on dialectal or diachronical
differences (especially in phonology) or analogous processes (predominantly in
inflection), direct intervention in the prosodic structure of a form is often neces-
sary to make it fit the meter (especially in the case of three short syllables in a
row or a short between two longs). In this case as well, various strategies can be
distinguished:

27 The principle of prosodic habit (see 26) has a particularly obvious effect here and had to
do so for the form concerned to remain usable. Since original uncontracted forms have been
transmitted only exceptionally (see CH. I §32), we must assume that in Homer’s time the origi-
nal pronunciation of specific cases was no longer known. The exceptions are in part non-Ionic;
some — especially when the tradition is divided — are perhaps based on a later ‘correction’.

48
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— The poet resorts to different words: thus in place of fjuépr|, which was usable
only in the nom./dat. sing. and nom. pl., and even then only before a vowel,
ﬁpap is almost always employed (see 14, 53) (CH. [ §48).

— He modifies word formation (e.g. at the juncture of compound elements:
6.469 Aoov inmoyaitny | instead of intmo-, 23.505 Gppatpoyin in comparison
to 4.485 &ppatomnnyog; see 58) or the stem formation (2.494 etc. IInvélewg
instead of the normal -A&0g, see 54; [1atpokAog passim instead of ITatpokAéng
[see 56], which is unmetrical, since it would be odd to count muta cum liquida
[see M 4.5] once long and once short in a single word) (CH. I §§ 41, 48).

— He addresses himself to one of his characters in the 2nd pers. in order to be
able to use the voc. instead of the unmetrical nom.: 16.584 f. &g iBUG Avkiwv
HotpodkAeeg inmokéAevde | oovo kal Tpwwv (as 16.126, 16.707, 16.839 in ‘true’
direct speech; also 16.744, 16.754, 16.812, 16.843); cf. the similar licence in
the expedient formulaic line Od. 14.55 = 14.165 (etc.) TOv & &moapeBdpevog
npoogeng, Edpale ovBdta (but in direct speech 15.381), as combining
Ebpaiog with ouBdrtng is almost impossible metrically.

- Lengthening of short vowels in open syllables (CH. I §§431.): 1.337 | &AN’ Gye
Bloyeveg MatpoxkAelg (but 5.463 | vidot 8¢ TpLapolo SoTPePEeaat KEAEVEV);
1.503 €i Ttote 81 o€ pet’ &bavaTolow Gvnaa |, 16.758 | Guepw MEVAOVTE, PEYQ
@poveovTe payxeabov (see 8); also with lengthened [a] converted into [€] (see
5) 3.305 "TAtov Avepdecoay | (see n. 4, 58), and with lengthened [a] replaced via
diectasis 9446 Tfpwovta (see 48); on BDYyoTEPES, see 73; written with a ‘spu-
rious diphthong’ (see 4) 3.8 pévea niveiovteg Axauoi |, 1.13 dnepeiot’ &mowva |
alongside 20.58 | yolav &newpeoiny, 3.89 £ni xBovi movAvBoteipn |. The pres-
sure to adapt can also appear at a syntagmatic level: 5.446 | TlepyGpw €iv iepfi
(eiv, however, was only rarely necessary), 16.539 0£0sv £lveka (gtvexa, on the
other hand, is more frequent than the metrically inconvenient &veka). See
also 94.

— Occasional resort to metrical shortening (CH. I §46): so presumably in 1.7
| ATpeidng e Gvok (see 76), 24.663 pdAa 8¢ Tpiyeg Sediacy | (see 24, 94). Cf.
the consonant shortening (by analogy to an s-aorist) in the name ‘08vo(o)etg
(see 17, 56).

Many such adaptations, however, are ‘optional’, i.e. applied to forms that are
not unmetrical in principle, clearly by analogy to ‘necessary’ instances (see 49),
e.g. to achieve an expedient hexameter ending (-== -« |; CH. I §41) (extensive
evidence in CH. I § 48); this was done
- via altered stem formation: nom. pl. 5.505 f{vioxfieg | (see M.-BR. E 403.2 with
bibliography; metrically equivalent to gen. sing. 8.124 fvioxoto | of a normal
o-stem), 12.379 | Zapmndovrog £taipov (nt-stem also 12.392, 23.800; normal
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prosody 21x as n-stem, e.g. 12.292, 12.307, gen. 16.327 Zaprnd6vog £aBAol
ETaipot |);

- via modified inflection (CH. I § 42): acc. sing. 6.291 ebpéa m6vToV | (normally
3.364 i o0pavov vpvv |);

- via vocalic lengthening: 1.14 éknBoAov AndAwvog | (normal prosody 1.75
| piviv AtoAAwvog) (see n. 17); for a further example, see 73.

The metrical lengthening of forms, where necessary or at least very useful, is
often transferred by analogy to other forms of the paradigm (thus some cases of
6pog, for example, occur with both dp- and ovp-; CH. 1 §§441.). See in addition
M 15 (and CH. I §45) on metrical licences often ‘corrected’ by metrical length-
ening in the course of transmission (e.g. verses beginning with a short sylla-
ble, the so-called oTixot dké@alo, 3.357 | S1a pév domidog RAGE; see also n. 13),
and furthermore M 4.5 (and CH. I §47) on the possibility of distributing muta
cum liquida after a short vowel among two syllables (lengthening the first) or
not.

2.6 Accent

Some details of accentuation are worth noting (for further points, see 83;

CH. 1§§ 77-79; in general M.-BR. L 202):

- On dooov, paAAov, Bdaoov etc., see WEST 1998, xx.

— Some abstracts in -TnT- are (as partly in Attic) stressed on the suffix (e.g.
avBpotiita kai fipny, see 15).

— Vendryes’ Law, according to which properispomena with the structure v — =
became proparoxytone in Attic, does not hold true for Homer, where the man-
uscripts offer £toipog, 6poiog (not £towog etc.) (cf. WEST 1998, xviii).

- Words of Aeolic origin do not normally appear with the initial accent known
from Lesbian, but with the accent that was normal in the dialect of the Ionic
singer, e.g. épePevvig (after paevog, see 12), Aadg (see 2, 54). At the same
time, certain forms do in fact have the Aeolic accent, e.g. 11.554 = 17.663
£000pevog niep | (perf. part.), 12.125 kekAfjyovteg (the same, with Aeolic use
of the pres. part. suffix), gen. uiog, dat. vii (see 53), probably also Buyatpa,
-£G, -0, OGAe10.2® Less certainly Aeolic is e.g. £ywye, which is also frequent in

28 Since written accents, as far as we know, were introduced in the 4th c. BC at the earliest, the
discrepancy may have to be ascribed to the work of Hellenistic philologists. This does not neces-
sarily mean that none of the instances of Aeolic accentuation go back to Homer’s time.
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Attic prose (there in accord with Vendryes’ Law) and could accordingly be a
secondary Atticism (see also n. 13).

—  On the phenomenon by which trochaic words with a first syllable that is long
by position are accented with a double acute before an enclitic (e.g. £vO& pwv),
see WEST 1998, xviii; CH. [ §79.

3. Word and Stem Formation
3.1 Preliminary Remarks

A comprehensive account of the word formation and etymology of Homeric
Greek is provided by RiscH. Here we will merely make some brief remarks on
individual parts of speech important for the following discussion of morphology.

Many phenomena involve the dialectal opposition ‘Aeolic : Ionic’. The differ-
ences here concern vocabulary (see already 12, 13, 15, 18) more than historical
phonology (see 10 ff., 39f., 51, in addition CH. I §11). Less relevant is the opposi-
tion ‘East Ionic : Attic’ (see n. 13).

A singer often makes use of the possibility of modifying the word or stem for-
mation metri gratia, sometimes out of necessity (see 49), sometimes ‘optionally’
(see 50).

3.2 Nouns

Some important nouns and names contribute to linguistic flexibility via their
variable stem formation or inflection (CH. I §103). These so-called heteroclitics
display differences in their stems that are sometimes slight, sometimes substan-
tial:

— The stems of the divine name Hades, originally of consonantal declension,
exhibit great variety (CH. ibid.): 1.3 Aist mpotonpev |, 3.322 §6pov Aidog elow |,
expanded by -@- 5.395 Aldng, 646 Aidao meprostv |, expanded by -6n-éu- 5.190
ABwviii mpoidpew |, 20.61 Aidwvelg |.

— The s-stem Ares, on the other hand, shows a much more moderate fluctu-
ation between similar forms from different declensions (CH. I §101): nom.
Apr|g, voc. 5.31 = 5.455 | Apeg Apeg, whereas otherwise (apart from the trans-
mission of two vocalic-stem forms: 5.757, 21.112 [?], 21.431 Apn; 5.909 Apnv) it
is best regarded as an éu-stem (as in Lesbian; see 76).

- On Zevg, see 77.
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A rather clear tendency toward heteroclisis can be observed between vocalic and

dental stems (CH. I § 88):

Among i-stems in the Iliad, this mostly concerns O£Tig, -1, -1 (see 45), but
gen. -180¢% (see also [1aplog/-180g 3.325; more such instances are found in the
Odyssey).

- xOpug is a u-stem in 13.131 = 16.215 | domig &p’ &omid’ Epelde, kOpUG KOPLY,
avépa & aqvnp, but is otherwise always a 6-stem: 11.375 | kol kOpuvBa
Bpraprnv.

— The normal reading 12.231 | ITovAvSaua (voc.) is an a-stem, but not 11.57
apopova ITovAvdapavta | etc.

The earliest known variant of this tendency, so-called ‘thematization’, i.e. the
transition from an athematic stem to an o-stem, can also be observed in Homer
(see also 61):

- The clearest example is 1.357 8akpu, but 16.11 8&xpvov (CH. I § 95 rem. iii).

- Another likely such case is viog (CH. I §100), with forms that are largely con-
sonant-stem and u-stem, but also with some (in part quite frequent) thematic
forms: nom. sing. only vidg, voc. only -£, acc. mainly -6v, rarely UTLOL, viga, gen.
sing. Ufog, viéog, viod (only 1x, 0d.), dat. Uii, L&, viel; nom.-acc. dual vie;
nom. pl. visg, viéeg, VI€ig, gen. Vi@V, dat. vidou(v), vioiot (only 1x, 0d.), acc.
viag, vitag.

Numerous athematic neuters show a type of heteroclisis, particularly those with

nom./acc. sing. in -pa (< *-mn; like Latin agmen), which in all other cases show

a stem expanded (already in Mycenaean) by a [t]: -pat- (< *-mnt-). Their -at- was

transferred to the corresponding forms of other types of neuters:

—  Some of the archaic r/n-neuters (CH. I §91, RiscH §26), while retaining the
old -r in the nom./acc. sing., in the oblique cases replaced the original -n-
with an expansion -at- (e.g. ﬁpap, -ata, likewise ﬁnap, U8wp). Others have
dropped [n] in favor of [r] (e.g. tOp, -pd, likewise £ap, EAwp) or are not used in
the oblique cases at all (e.g. 6vap, EEASwp).

- y6vv and 86pv (CH. I §91, RiscH §24i) also use forms with a stem expanded
by -at- (youvatog, -Tta; Sovpatog, -Tt etc.), in addition to forms of the shorter
u-stem (*gonw- > youvog, yobva, *dorw- > 8oupdg, -i etc.; on <ov>, see 4, 27),
which (to judge by e.g. Latin and Sanskrit) must be older.

— The same expansion appears in oﬁg, ovata (CH. 1 §102, RISCH § 24i).

29 This might be the result of replacement of the metrically equivalent -10¢ in the course of tex-
tual transmission.
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Stems in -ew- (< *-00-) are almost entirely lacking, as is also therefore the
so-called ‘Attic’ declension (see 39f.; CH. I §82). This is best understood as an
avoidance in traditional epic language of an Ionic modernism that was prosodi-
cally truly radical (see 2). In particular, the long vowel in A&(F)dg (including com-
pounds) is normally used unshortened and, for consistency’s sake, is employed
in its Aeolic rather than Attic-Ionic form (see 5, 7). But exceptions in -Ae- occur:
2.494 TInvélewg kai Afjitog fpyov | (I1. 8%, also dat. and acc.), Od. 22.131 and 22.247
Ayélewg (pronounced with synizesis, see 46); also with metrical lengthening IL.
17.344 Aswwkprtov (see 49; Ado- would likewise have been metrically possible!).
It is thus clear that in these instances the [€] (for the old [a] retained in Aeolic)
was already pronounced short ([€], see 39) in the colloquial Ionic of Homer’s
time. Compensatory lengthening of the following o-sound, by contrast, cannot
be proven on metrical grounds in any of the passages (IInvéAeog?) — but neither
can it be strictly excluded (see 40).

Several minor archaic types of stem formation that continue to play a greater
role in Homeric Greek than they do later on are here mentioned only in pass-
ing:

— old root nouns (CH. 1 §102, RiscH §§1-3)

- nouns in -wg (YéAwg, €pwg; xpwg) (see 71, CH. 1 §§ 89f., RiscH §32)

— Adoag (CH. and RiscH ibid.)

- neuters in -ag (e.g. yfjpag, SEMag, kEPAG; KpEQG; KTEPAS, KWAG; rarely con-
tracted: 11.385 kép@) (CH. and RiscH ibid.).

3.3 Formation of Personal Names

On Homeric personal names, see VON KAMPTZ (1958) 1982 as well as RIScH.

Three categories should be mentioned here:

- compounds (Ipapag, Avkopndng, Mevéhaog; AvBpopdyxn, Tpiavacoa).

- short and hypocoristic names: first, pure abbreviations in -0g (AAki-p-0g
= AAKpESwv; Iatpo-kA-o¢ = [atpokAéng, of which gen., acc., voc. are attested
[see 43, 49]; "lpi-Tog, possibly from -téAng) or in -n (Ex&-B-n, possibly from
-BOAn); second, expansions by suffixes such as -avt- (Biag, ©6ag), -e0g (Evpu-
00-g0¢, Ip-£0g; sometimes etymologically opaque or reshaped by folk-ety-
mology like 08va(0)enc [see 17]), -10g (Bpaciog, KAutiog, Mevéabiog), -wv
(AVkwv, Mévwv); fem. - (Bsavw, 18.43 | AwTtw Te pwTW TE).

30 See WACHTER 2001, §§ 254 and 510.
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— patronymics, formed very rarely by means of the inherited suffix -10g (espe-
cially 4.473 Tehapwviog Aiog |; more often replaced by gen. + viog: 4.367
Tévehog, Kamavijiog vidg |), but frequently in -idng (Iptridng, Kpovidng) or
-1adng (the latter predominantly when derived from an i-stem or io-stem,
e.g. Aoladng, Mevortiadng, or when -idng would produce an unmetrical
result, as with names in -gug, e.g. 1.1 lInAni&dew AyiAfiog |, also Ayyloladng,
AoepTiddng, Tehapwviddng), as well as -iwv (Ipitiwv, Kpoviwv, MnAgiwv;
probably originally an expansion in -wv of the suffix -10¢).

3.4 Adjectives

The u-stem ToA)g, oA) and the (more frequent) o/d-stem moAAGG, TOAAT,
oAV represent a prominent case of heteroclisis. Although the u-stem (predo-
minantly in the masc.) is still declined, it lacks the dat. sing., the nom.-acc. pl.
neut. and all forms of the fem. (which is probably the basis of moAA-); the masc.
can stand in for the fem., albeit infrequently (see 78).

Some ways of forming adjectives are especially typical of epic:

- derivatives in -aAéog (&pyaA£og, opepSaAéog etc.; RISCH § 36), -uog (GAkipog,
6Bpog, kaprdAipog, kuSdAwog etc.’’; RiscH §37) and -(Fevt- (Bvnel,
TIOWELG, XaplELS, VepOeLS [see 49], vipoelg [see 16], trepdelg and many more;
RiscH § 56), which are commonly epitheta ornantia® and appear in formulae®;

- compounds (see RIsCH §§67-76), especially possessive compounds (e.g.
XoAkoyitwv, apyvpoTofog [see 2]; kaAAutdpnog, pododaxktulog; ebpvxopOC,
moAvdelpdg), the so-called TepyipBpotog-compounds (e.g. mANREmmOC,
éAkeoinemhog, BwTidvelpa with a change to the separate fem. form as in per-
sonal names) and compounds with an adjective in -Tog as the second element
(e.g. ébTunTog, immdpotog, with negation &8untog, d@OiTog; on the other
hand, 8oupikAuTog, for example, should not be called a true compound,
given the case form ‘for his spear’ as its first element, and indeed, in view of
its accent, not even a complete univerbation). See 49 on metrical problems in
the case of compounds (also RISCH §78).

31 A new example of the rare and typically poetic formation in -&Awog occurs as a personal
name on a ‘fishing weight’ from the 2nd half of the 8th c. BC found at Oropos: ITelBoAipo (gen.
sing., probably to indicate possession; see BLACKMAN 1997/98, 18, with photograph).
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3.5 Adverbs and Prepositions

Aside from the frequent adverbs of place in -6gv, -0t and -8¢ (see 66), as well
as the usual formations in -wg, adverbs in -a are especially typical of Homeric lan-
guage (often corresponding to adjectives in -vg: 1.447 ko), as are those in -86v,
-8nv and -(g)i (see CH. I §§ 114116, RiscH §§ 127 f.). The neut. sing. of the adjective
can also serve as an adverh: 11.378 1180 yeAdooog |.

Prepositions (see also RISCH § 126a) occur in various forms that increase lin-
guistic flexibility and are probably of different dialectal origin. Three of these can
show apocope, i.e. loss of a final vowel or consonant (&v, k&t, Tap), sometimes
with assimilation (CH. 1 § 37): 5.87 ay niediov, 6.201 kart ebiov.>? Also used are £iv,
évi, etvi beside év, £¢ beside €ig, £0v (as Mycenaean, Attic) beside oUv (metrically
necessary at e.g. 4.297 | inmntfjag pev mp@Tta ovv inmotow Kal dxeo@wy, but 15.26 | TOv
ov &uv Bopén), mopai beside mopa (and map), mpoti and noti beside mpdg, vmai
beside U6, Expansion in -G occurs, aside from €ig (< *&v-¢), in apepi(g), &xpt(c) and
péxpL(c), and peoonyv(q). Usage can deviate from Attic: thus petd is rarely used
with the gen. but frequent with the dat.; with the acc. it scarcely means ‘after’ but,
among other meanings, ‘toward, into the midst of’.

3.6 Verbs

It is unfortunately impossible to provide a list of Homeric verbs with their princi-

pal parts in this account. A number of general points regarding the verbal system

(CH. 18132) and the formation of stems are made here; the phenomena of heter-

oclisis (see 53), by contrast, which in the case of verbs is a matter of particular

temporal or aspect stems and not of the lexeme as a whole, is described in the
section on morphology (see 85 ff.).

— The present and (less often) aorist stems can be expanded by -oke- (RISCH
§100). This formation can involve the entire present stem (CH. I § 148; inher-
ited means of word formation): 8.399 | Baox’ (61, 7Ipl Tayela, 12.272 | kal & avtol
T68¢e Tov ywvwekeTe. Alternatively, it may be restricted to the past indicative
to impart an iterative sense to the verb (CH. I §§ 149-151; this usage is probably

32 This is an instance of consonantal ‘external sandhi’ (see n. 16), which is here exceptionally
recorded in writing because of the close connection of the syntagma ‘preposition + noun’ (it
forms one accentual unit; see n. 8). On the corresponding phenomenon in verbal composition
(external or internal sandhi?), see 85.
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a linguistically younger phenomenon??), in which case the augment is almost
always lacking: impf. 1.490 | oUTé 0T’ €ig &yopr|v TWAEGKETO, 17461 | pEa pév
Yap @edyeoKey, aor. 9.331 mavta @Epwv Ayopépvovt 86oKov |, Od. 17.316 | o
HEV Yap TL QUYEGKE; etc.

— The present and (less often) aorist stems can be expanded by -0e- (RiSCH
§101, CH. I §§152-154; see also 13). In the present stem: 21.13 10 8¢ @AEyeL
axapotov top |, but 17.738 | 6ppevov £&aipvng pAey£0el (as a measure against
unmetrical forms: 18.211 | mupooi t€ @AeyéBovow). In the aorist stem: 9.687
| Xelpa Erv Uriepéaye, but 11.735 A6 pagbwv DriepEoyede yaing |.

Present stem:

- Forms of eipi (< *ehmi < *esmi; CH. I §134) show the Aeolic stem (with com-
pensatory lengthening of the consonant, see 10 ff.) along with the Ionic stem
(with compensatory lengthening of the vowel), e.g. in the infinitive (ppev
and épupeval beside a'fvm, see 87; in addition there are the — metrically expe-
dient — secondary variants 4.299 £uev and 3.40 &uevau); forms with £00- (some
of them quite frequent; 2nd sing. pres. £oot, 3rd sing. fut. #oosta; less often
2nd sing. fut. £ooeat, 3rd £0ositat) and probably some other variants in this
verbal paradigm might also be of Aeolic origin (see 90).

- Verbs in -vnui, -vapev (an archaism corresponding to the 9th present class of
Sanskrit; see CH. I §139) form a homogeneous group that deviates from later
Attic:

e Japvnu (aor. 8apa-o(o)-, dun-6-) ‘subdue’

¢ (o)kibvarau (rarely act.; aor. (0)ke8a-0(0)-) ‘(be) scatter(ed)’

e xipvnu (almost only Od.; aor. ké€pa-00-, adj. G-kpn-Tog) ‘mix’

e papvatal (only present stem) ‘fight’

e *népvnu (predominantly part.; aor. népa-0(0)-) ‘sell’

e mikvatal (aor. éAa-00-, TTAR-TO) ‘approach’

e *mitvnu (only part. tvag and impf.; aor. méta-o(o)-, perf. ménta-)
‘spread’.

- Verbs in -vopL, -vipev are also more numerous than in Attic (see CH. 18§ 140f.;
5th present class of Sanskrit), e.g. 17.393 tavutal 8¢ e doa Siampo | (but
17.390 Tavvewy, 391 Tavvovol modernized through thematization; see 53),
19.260 | avBpwmoug Tivuvtat (but with thematization 3.288f. | €i 8 Gv £pol
TNV ... | Tivew 00K £0EAwOLY < *TwvF-€-€v, see 27).

33 The suffix occurs twice in the forms Od. 18.325 poyéoketo (*mig-ske-ske-to) and 20.7
EULOYETKOVTO.



62

63

96 —— Grammar of Homeric Greek (G)

Sevopau “lack, need’ (< *8eff- < *deus-), as opposed to Attic 8£opat, points to
a dialectal origin, probably Aeolic; fut. and aor. have 8guno-: 13.785f. 008¢ Ti
@nu | dAkfg devrosobar.

Future stem:

As in Attic, there are sigmatic (CH. I §§209-211; rarely reduplicated: §212;
often with an alternation between intervocalic -o- and -oo- for the sake of
linguistic flexibility, see 17, 61, 90) and asigmatic formations (CH. I §§213f,;
14481 &A\G To®’ OB katakTevéesBe Kol Uppes |, uncontracted, contrast
6.409 TaYQ YOp O€ KATAKTAvVEOUSLV Axatol | [mss.], assimilated to the aor.). In
addition, 9.418 émel oUkETL SneTe Tékpwp | ‘you shall find’, 22.431 Beiopat or
15.194 Béopa ‘I shall live’, 1.606 | ol pév kakkeiovTeg #Bav oikdvde EkaoTtog ‘in
order to lie down’ (on koxk- see 85) are especially noteworthy (CH. 1§ 215).

Aorist stem:

The following are still more common than in later periods:

root aorists (CH. I §§ 180-184; frequent in the middle, at times with a passive

sense); among these are archaic relics of religious language like 1.37 | kKADOI

pot, Apyvp6tof’, 18.52 | kAbte, kaoiyvntar Nnpnideg (otherwise thematic).

See also below on &veikav etc.

so-called ‘strong’ aorists; these include the thematic aorists (CH. I §§185-188,

reduplicated § 190; active and middle), including some that are reduplicated

with a causative sense (CH. I §189): 8eboe- ‘teach’ to medio-passive dan-

‘learn’, AeAaBe- ‘make forget’ to AaBe- ‘forget’, Aehaye- ‘allow to have a share’

to Aaxe- ‘have a share’, memifBe- ‘persuade’ to medio-pass. mibe- ‘believe’;

others are in -n- (CH. I §191; normally intransitive, not passive, e.g. 3.23 | g

Te Mwv £yapn). In addition, the aorist in -0n- is quite familiar and already

often passive (CH. I §§192f.).

The sigmatic aorists show the following peculiarities (CH. I §§ 194-199):

¢ They sometimes appear beside virtually synonymous older forms, which
increases linguistic flexibility: 15.113 Apng Balepw mMemMARyeETO PNPW |
beside 5.146 f. Eipei peydAy kAnida map’ dpov | MARE.

e  Alternation between forms in -ca and -coa (see 17, 61) offers flexibility:
3.20 | &vtiBiov payéoacbat, but 15.633 | Onpli paxeooaabai.

e  Presents in -i{w and -&{w form aorists sometimes in -0(0)a, sometimes in
-£a (CH.1§159), which can likewise contribute to flexibility: 9.564 avrjpnace
®oiBog AOMwV |, but 12.305 | GAN’ 6 y* ép’ i’ fipra&e peTGApeVoG.

e Some roots that end in liquids show (restored?) [s] (CH. I §67): active
13.546 amo 8¢ pAEPa maoav Ekepoev | (but middle 23.46 | keipaocbai te
KOUNV).
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e  For other verbs, the [s] is lacking after (normally lost) [w] (CH. I §184):
1.40 xata iova unpi’ Ekna | (Attic ékovoa); 18.347 | v 8 &p’ 8wWp Exeav
and 3.270 D8wp émtl xeipag Exevav |. A similar stem formation occurs sec-
ondarily in the case of two asigmatic aorists, ‘bear’ (9.306 obg £vBade
vijeg évetkav [; like Attic fiveykav) and ‘speak’ (1.106 oD 1w OTE poL TO
Kpfyvov einag |; also 1.108 and 2x Od.; like Attic, but rare and perhaps
only introduced into the text in the post-Homeric period; see also
n. 13).

e The so-called ‘mixed’ aorist (CH. I §199), an s-aorist with a subsequent
thematic inflection, at times likewise adds linguistic flexibility: 1.428 | (g
Gpa pwvnoao’ areProeto, but 5133 | fj pév &p’ WG einodo’ anéPn.

Perfect stem:

— Inthe perfect (CH. 1 §§ 200-207; normally intransitive, expressing an achieved
state) unexpanded formations predominate; forms with -k(a)- are almost
entirely limited to the singular of vocalic stems (see 94). The rules for redu-
plication are similar to those in Attic (CH. I §201).

Some remarks, on the basis of an example, about compounds verbs, largely

belonging to the domain of lexicography (see 16, 59):

— As generally in Indo-European languages, compounds are an important
means of verbal word formation in Greek. Beyond a doubt, the verb in the
formulaic expression 4.29 | T@® poAa TOAN’ EMETEAAE TIOPLOYEUEV ... OF 4.64f,
ov 8¢ Bdooov Abrvain émuteihat | EABelv means specifically ‘order’, that in
5.777 | Tolow & apppoainv Zyoeig &vetelle vepeabat, by contrast, ‘produce’
(cf. also Od. 12.4 kal &vtolai Heliowo |), and that in 8.404 mepiteAhopévoug
éviauTovg | ‘complete one’s cycle’; but none can be adequately understood
via émi / &va / mept + ‘X°, especially since the simplex is rarely attested in
Greek and is semantically somewhat indeterminate.>*

- So-called tmesis of the preverb, a poetic-stylistic licence that is probably very
archaic, has in principle no influence on the meaning (CH. II §§ 113 ff., M.-BR.
S 416.2): 1.25f. kpatepov &’ €ni pibov Etellev | pn o, YEpOV ...

— An older meaning or usage, however, can shine through in formulaic use.
Thus in the above formula®, neither a dative of the recipient of an order nor an

34 In the formula® 23.833 nepimAopévoug éviautovg | (similarly Od. 1.16, 11.248), equivalent to the
last one cited above, another root may have been used, apparently through folk-etymologizing
suppletion (*k"el-; this forms no j-present; see 13 with n. 12). But the etymological relationship of
the lexemes belonging to this word family is entirely unclear.
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infinitive of the action ordered is normally given, and the formula is used only
as an addition to a more important activity: 1.25 | GAAG Kak@DG G@iel, KPATEPOV
8’ &mi pdBov EtelAey, 1.326 | (G einav mpotet, kpaT. ..., 1.379 | GAAG kakdG depiet,
KPAT. ..., 16.199 | oTfioev D Kpivag, Kpat. ... The meaning of ‘ordering’ is there-
fore scarcely perceptible (especially in 1.379, where no direct speech?” follows),
and the literal meaning is sufficient: ‘he X-ed powerful words on top of (or
after)’ (the use of imperatives is in the nature of the thing when someone is
sent away or battle lines are drawn up). On the other hand, Od. 23.348f. &)pTo
& 06vaoelg | eVViig £k paokiig, dAoxw &’ €mi pobov EteAhev (with following
instructions in direct speech), the only passage with a dative, must be a mod-
ification of our formula, since it presupposes the meaning ‘order’.

4. Morphology
4.1 Nominal Inflection

Homeric Greek contains many inflection forms that deviate from Attic. Vari-
ants for a single function are metrically distinct and increase linguistic flexibility.
Four endings deserve to be mentioned foremost, since they are used in several
stem classes, namely:

- -@uVv), originally derived from the instrumental pl., which can stand for a
(mostly ablatival) gen. and a (mostly instrumental or locative) dat. sing. and
pl. (CH. 18§104-108, RISCH § 126h): 1.38 TevéSold Te 1L AvAooELS |; 4.452 kAT’
Gpeat peovteg |; 12.135 N8 Bingw | beside 23.578 dpetf T Bin e | (on ny
ephelkystikon, see 33),

as well as the three frequent formations of adverbs of place, which straddle the

border between morphology and word formation and at times can likewise be

used in place of a case form:

- -Bev (‘from where?’, e.g. oUpavodev, TNAGBev; on the fixed [n], see 33; CH. I
§109, RiscH § 126¢). In the pronoun (CH. I § 110), this suffix is also used for the
‘gen.’, though predominantly in the originally ablatival functions gen. abs.
and gen. compar.: 1.186 | 6ao0v PEpTEPOG €l 0€0ev; exceptions include e.g.
1.180 0¢bev &’ €yw oUk GAeyilw |, 16.539 0€Bev elvekas

- -Bu(‘where?’, e.g. oikoB1, GAA0OL, UOB(1); CH. 1 § 112, RISCH § 126b);

- -8¢ (‘whither?’, e.g. Tpoinvde, oikovde, xauale [for *-s-de]; CH. I §113, RiSCH
§126e).
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The dual is still in active use (see M.-BR. F 303). The endings are:

1st decl. -& (only nom.-acc. masc. attested; cf. Mycenaean uncontracted e-ge-
ta-e, Pindaric £nétng, contrast fem. Mycenaean to-pe-zo ‘two tables’, cf. Hes.
Op. 198 koAuapévw);

2nd decl. nom.-acc. -w (Mycenaean -0), gen.-dat. -ouv (both quite frequent);

3rd decl. nom.-acc. -€ (Mycenaean -e), gen.-dat. -ouv (attested only in todoiwv |,
e.g. 14.228, and Zeiprvouy, 2x Od.).

E.g. 8.41f. = 13.23f. U1’ &xeo@t TITOOKETO XaAKOTOS(E) IMnw | WKLTETR, XpUOEN OV
£0cipn oLy KOPOWVTE, 5.314 £XeVOTO TINXEE AEVKW |, 14.495 =~ 21.115 Y€ipe MeTGOTAG |.
On the use of the dual, see 97.

1st declension (CH. I §§ 83-86). The following forms are to be noted (for n for

Attic @&, see 5; for heteroclitics, see 53):

gen. pl. Aeolic -awv (see 7), Ionic -¢wv (normally with synizesis; see 39),
rarely contracted (kAlol@v; see 45 with n. 26);

dat. pl. predominantly -nou(v) (for ny ephelkystikon, see 33) and -ng (the latter
normally before a vowel: 6.114 | einw BovAeuTtiioL kal NpeTépng dAdxotowy, but
1.89 koiAng mapd vnuati), rarely -aug (12.284 aktoig |; possibly a post-Homeric
Atticism, see n. 13);

voc. sing. rarely -G (3.130 | 8ebp’ 10, vOp@a piAn; masc. 11.385 | To§oTa), oth-
erwise normally -n (1.59 | Atpeidn);

gen. sing. masc. Aeolic -6o (see 7; like Mycenaean), Ionic -ew (with synizesis;
see 40), rarely contracted (Eppeiw; see 45 with n. 26);

nom. sing. masc. in the case of some epithets® -ta (probably an older voc.):
1.175 pntieta Zevg |; 1.511 mpooépn vepehnyepéta Zevg |, varied at 16.298.

2nd (= thematic) declension (CH. I §§ 80—82) (see also 54):

gen. sing. (Aeolic) -o10 (1.284 moAépoto kakoio |) stands beside (Ionic) -ov
(5.348 | eixe, Adg BOyatep, MOAEpOV Kol SnioTTOg); on the possibility of
restoring -ov to -o1(0) or -00, see nn. 20 and 24, respectively;

dat. pl. -oto1(v) (on ny ephelkystikon, see 33) (6.503 £&v vnAoiot dopotey |) is
more frequent than -o1g (the latter normally before a vowel: 1.179 oUv vuoi te
OfiG Kal 001G ETGpotat |, but 11.132 v Avtipdyoto 86potg keynAwa keita |).

3rd declension. This shows a prominent general peculiarity:

in the dat. pl. the original Aeolic ending -eoot stands beside the Ionic -ot as
a metrically expedient (but on the whole less common) variant (CH. I § 87):
17.620 #AaBev yeipeoot @ilnow |; 1.288f. mavtesot & &vaooew, | naot 8¢
onpaiverv; 16.488 sihim6deaat oeaav |; 8.339 mooiv Taxéeoat Siwkwy | (see
75); 3.283 | f|u€ic 8’ év viieaot vewpeba (see 77); accordingly, the s-stems show
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1.304 | &g Tw Yy’ dvTiBiotot poyeooopévw Enéeaatvy | avotntny beside 9.113
| dwpotoiv T’ dyavoiow éneaoi te peliyiolot and 1.77 mpd@pwv £neotv Kai
Xepoiv apr&ew |, 1.471 Sendieooty | beside (rare) 15.86 8¢macowy |. By analogy
with &neoot : €nteat, a form xeipeot was formed in addition to xeipeoot: 20.468
finteto yeipeot yobvwv |. Beside (normally formulaic) Aeolic mogoi (7.212
vépDe 8¢ Toa oty |) stands Ionic moat (8.339, see above).

Other peculiarities of the 3rd declension involve individual stem types (see also
M.-BRr. F 307 ff.):

s-stems (CH. I §§89f.): Contraction or synizesis occurs on some occasions
but not others, which in turn adds linguistic flexibility (on the following
examples, see 45f.); thus in the gen. sing. 6dpoevc®® and evepyéog 8- (but
-0G péveog), dat. Bapoet (but 6pel), nom.-acc. pl. neut. tevyea | (but énea
nt-; accordingly in the acc. sing./pl. masc.-fem.), gen. £piOnAéwv (but
Slotpeéwv); on the dat. pl., see 70. On compounds in -kAéng, see 43. On
(fem.) AW, aidwg and (masc.) i8pwg (with dat. 17,385, 17.745 i8p®), see 45, 55.
r/n-neuters (CH. 1 §91): see 53.

r-stems (CH. 1§92): Less common analogous forms are used for &vnp (see 15)
as well as the predominantly familial designations Ouyatnp, prTnp, matp,
which traditionally have a strong ablaut at the end of the word when inflected
(cf. Sanskrit nom. pitd(r), acc. pitdram, dat. pitré, nom. pl. pitdras) (19.422
| voo@L @ihov Tatpog kai untépog, 6.238 78 BUyaTpeg |). At the same time,
metrical lengthening (see 49f.) is used, either out of necessity (11.271 | "Hprng
B0yatépeg) or to achieve additional flexibility (13.131 &vépa & évnp |, but
4.472 ... éndpovoav, &vip & Gvdp’ E8vomdAlev |). (Other r-stems like dotnp
and the n-stem masculines and feminines offer no peculiarities of inflection;
on the dat. pl., see 70; on the n-neuters, see 53.)

i-stems (CH. I §93): gen. sing. -10¢ (6.257 mOAog, rarely disyllabic v—) and
-nog (normally at verse end, 21.516 moAnog |), dat. -nt (3.50 mOAN), -t (17.152
TTOAED), -£1 (5.686 OAeL, almost always -+, see 29), -1 (18.407 O£TI, see 45, 53);
nom. pl. -1 (mdAieg, only Od.), -neg (4.45 TOANES), gen. -lwv (1.125 moAiwv),
dat. -teaoi(v) (mohieaat, only Od.), acc. -1ag (4.308 OALAG), -nag (TOANAG, only
0d.), -e16 (9.328 oAeig) and -ig (11.245 6ig) (on this, see WEST 1998, xxxiv).
ui-stems (CH. I §94; see also 53, 78): gen. sing. -€0G (3.140 kal &oteog R6e
TokNwv |), dat. -€1 (4.490 6€i Sovpt |), dat. pl. -1 (15.711 | 6E€a1 81| meAékeaot),
-€001 (13.452 moAéoo” GvBpeaotv GvokTa |), -€€001 (Taxéeool, see 70), acc. -€0G
(3.210 Umeipeyev evpéng WpouG |; where the acc. is pronounced with synizesis

35 On the spelling <ev>, see n. 25.
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[see 46], the transmission is not uniform: 1.559 | Tiufong, 6AéonG 8¢ OAEQG
émivnuolv Ayau@v Aristarch. and mss., -€ig Zenod., -G one pap.; similarly 2.4
no)\f')g Zenod.) (on this, see HT 8; WEST 1998, xxxiv; WACHTER 2012, 73 with
n. 21). (The i@-stems offer no problems; see CH. 1 §95.)

éu-stems (CH. I §96) normally show unchanged hiatus (see 23, 39f.): gen.
sing. -flog (1.1 AxiA\fjog [), dat. -f{i (1.9 BactAf{i xoAwOeig [), acc. -fla (1.23
| aideiobai 0’ iepfa); nom. pl. -fieg (2.86 | oknmroyot PaciAfieg), gen. -Rwv
(3.140 Toxnwv |), acc. -fag (14.296 @ilovg AnBovte Tokijag |). Names, on the
other hand, often show short-voweled forms (possibly through a generaliza-
tion of the metrical shortening in patronymics, see 49): 498 Atpéog viov |,
10.285 Tub£i8iw | (contracted 23.792 el pry AYAel |), 6.222]| Tubéa 8’ ol pépvnpat
(rarely contracted, see 44). On Apng (Apnog etc., rarely Apeog etc.), see 53.

Four archaic diphthong stems show striking variants:

vnig (instead of vadg; CH. 1 §97): gen. vndg, rarely vedg, dat. v, acc. vija,
véa (only Od. 9.283), nom. pl. viieg, rarely véeg (II. predominantly in Book 2),
gen. vrn@v, fairly often also ve@v, dat. vnuoi, viieoot (see 70), rarely véeoat,
acc. vijag, rarely véag. See 39 f. with n. 18.

ypn¥g and ypiivug (CH. 1 § 97) decline in accord with long-vowel forms of vnig
(in addition voc.; II. only dat. 3.386 ypn).

Bolg (CH. 1 §98): acc. sing. B@v | (only with the specific sense ‘shield’, schol.
AT 7.238, an inherited form), dat. pl. Bovoi and Boeoot (see 70), acc. Béag and
Boig (the latter predominantly formulaic).

Zevg (CH. 1§ 99): gen. Ai6g, rarely Znvog, dat. AL, rarely Znvi, acc. Aia, Zfjv (cf.
Bav; formulaic at verse end, otherwise always interpretable as Zfv’), rarely
Zfva (only 14.157 and Od. 24.472). For the stem Zfjv-, the gen. and dat. were
secondary creations, for Ai(f)- the acc. was; the result was two complete par-
adigms that could be used in metrically different ways (see 53). The dat. Ad
(originally only loc.) in formulae is often iambic, replacing the original dat.
diwei (Mycenaean di-we), e.g. in Ali @ilog (always before the bucolic diaeresis
[see M 6]: 1.74, 1.86 etc.) or 2.169, etc. At pfiTv dtdAavTov |.

4.2 Peculiarities of Adjectives

u-stems offer some peculiarities (CH. I §117; see also 75). On feminine forms

with shortened -et- (e.g. Babeng), see 39. The masculine form is not infrequently
used for the feminine (5.776 = 8.50 f¢pa movAvv &xevev |, cf. FOR 19; but see n. 19
above). A second thematic stem exists beside oAUg (see 57). Beside £0¢, £0v (and
adv. £, eD) are found the metrically expedient variants fig, fv (only adj.), R0V,

76

77

78



79

80

81

102 —— Grammar of Homeric Greek (G)

as well as gen. sing. £fjog (interpretation and transmission in part uncertain, see
82 and cf. 1.393n.) and gen. pl. dwv.

Comparison (CH. 1 §§ 118-121, RiscH § 33) can deviate from Attic: 1.249 péArtog
yAukiwv péev avdn |; 14.81 | BeAtepov g @ebywv ipo@iyn kakov AE GAwr. Several
variants exist beside yelpwv, namely yepeiwv?®, xeipdtepog, xepeldtepog. The
comparative suffix -1o(v)- has a short [i] (9.601 kaxiov 8¢ kev £in |). On the contrac-
tion of the [0] in the suffix, which originally was an s-stem (see n. 36 as well as the
zero grade in the superlative -10-1o-), with the vowels of the ending (e.g. dpeivw,
apeiovg), see 45. On the accent in Gooov etc., see 51.

Some comparatives and superlatives are formed from nouns: with -10(v) /-10to-
on s-neuters kEpdlov, KEPSLOTOG, Piylov, PlyloTa, UAKIOTOG, EAEYXLOTOG etc.; with
the suffix -tepog, traditionally used to express a contrast, 4.316 oV 8& kovpoTépoLat
peteiva |, 22.93 | wg 8¢ Spaxwv &t yelfj OpEatepog Gvbpa pévnaty, 9.160 daoov
Bao\eTepdg it | (also 9.69 oV yap PactAevTatog €oat |), etc.

4.3 Numbers

Numbers (CH. I §§122f., M.-BR. F 501-503): Among the cardinal numbers,
(Aeolic) feminine {a stands beside pia as a metrical variant (4.437 | o0 yap navtwv
fev 610G Bpdog ovd’ T Yipug); dvo beside Suw; on “four’ see 13; Swdeka beside
Svwdeka and Svokaideka; contracted eikoot beside écikool (earlier *&fi-; see
25); xethw (7471 etc.), 20.221 Tpioyeilia immot beside -xeo- in 5.860 = 14.148
| 6006V T’ évvedyehot Emiayov f| dekdyethol. As for the ordinal numbers, the ‘inten-
sified’ variants mpwTiotog and Tpitatog stand out, in addition 7.248 £BSopatn,
19.246 dy8odTny, the normal forms of which fit the meter either poorly or not at all.

4.4 Pronouns

In the case of personal pronouns (CH. I §§ 124-127), the diversity of variation
is especially large. Some forms are Aeolicisms (e.g. £ywv, Gup-, Opp-, o@e). The
following forms are used:

- 1stsing. nom. £yw, &ywv; gen. éueio, &uéo, Eued’, pev®, &uédeve; dat.
£pol, pot; acc. £, pe

36 The form yepeiwv is to yelpwv (earlier *kher-jos-) as dpeiwv is to *aipwv (earlier *ar-jos-,
attested in Mycenaean neut. pl. a-rjo-a /arjoha/).



— 2nd sing.
— 3rdsing.°
— 1stdual
— 2nddual
—  3rd dual
- 1stpl.¥”

- 2ndpl

- 3rdpl
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nom. oV, TOVN; gen. oeio, 0£0, 0£0°, 0£D°, 0EV®, 0£0EV®, TEOID
(1x); dat. oo, To1°, oot, Tetv (Il. only 1x); acc. o€, o€

gen. €10, £0, £0°, £0°, £0°, £0eV°, £0ev°; dat. o1, £0f, 01°; acc. &, £¢
(reflexive), &, pv (non-reflexive; Mycenaean -mi /-min/)
nom.-acc. vw, vii; gen.-dat. vaiv

nom.-acc. 6pw, oP@i; gen.-dat. oV

nom.-acc. 6Qwe; gen.-dat. cQwiv

nom. Tpeic®, Aupec®; gen. Npéwve, Npeiwv; dat. Mpiv, HUW,
Gpp(v)°; acc. quéac®, Nuag (1x 0d.), &upe®

nom. VUEIG®, DPPES®; gen. DPéwV®, Upeiwv; dat. Vv, Dppi(v)©®;
acc. VPEAG®, DpE®

gen. o@eiwv (refl.), opwv (refl.), opewv® (non-refl.); dat. opioi(v),
opLol(v) (see 33), opi(v) (non-refl.); acc. o@éag®, opeag® (non-re-
flexive), opag, ope

Notes (°): (1) On the spelling <ev>, see 45 with n. 25. (2) For the gen. and dat.
sing., only one enclitic form existed originally, namely that in -ot (Sanskrit 1st me,
2nd te).>® (3) On -Bev, see 66. (4) For the reflexive form of the 3rd sing., the com-
bination with the oblique cases of aitdg is also already customary (14.162 €0
évtivaoav € avTny |, 12.155 | BaGAov GuuvopevoL c@@v T’ adT@V Kal KALoLdwv); on
former [ww] at word beginning, see 22. (5) On the contraction in fijueig and Dpeig,
see 43. (6) On Gup- and Opy-, see 11, 14, 33. (7) On the synizesis in gen. and acc.
pl. -ewv and -eag, see 46.

The possessive pronoun (CH. I §128) shows the following variants:
- 1stsing. éuog pl. fipétepog, apdg/audg (probably instead of

app-; rarely for sing.)

~  2nd sing. 06G, Tedg (Aeolic)  pl. Upétepog, Vudg (probably instead of Hup-)
- 3rd sing. £6¢°, 6¢° pl. 04¢, 0PETEPOG

o o

37 Astress on the first syllable of the enclitics of the 1st/2nd pl. (fuewv, R, fueag, Dpw et al.),
sometimes postulated in antiquity, is historico-linguistically doubtful.

38 Where the transmission varies (1.37 | KADB{ pev vs. 5.115 | kADOi pou), and at times elsewhere as
well (e.g. after kéxAuTe, where the transmission always offers pev, e.g. 3.86), M. West generalized
to the form in -ot in the text used here. But Homer might well have been able to use the ‘new’
form of the gen., which was probably formed after T¢o (see 84) and is widespread in the Greek

dialects.
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Dual forms: 1st pers. vwitepog (1x each Il. and 0Od.), 2nd pers. o@witepog (1x I1.).

Notes (°) on the 3rd sing.: On former [ww] at word beginning (2.832f. | {dee
HavToouvag, ovde (FF)olc maidag Eaokev | ateixewv £¢ mOAepov), see 22, The sing.
form was occasionally used for the pl. On gen. sing. £fjog (normally in the context
of the 2nd pers. and transmitted beside £0i0), see 78.

The anaphoric and cataphoric demonstrative pronoun (CH. I §129) declines
like the Attic article (for the usual variants, see 68f.). In the nom. pl., Toi and
Tai also occur beside of and al (metrical variants). On use of the demonstrative
pronoun as an article, see 99.

The demonstrative 68¢ has an expanded form, Toio8coot (II. only 10.462). —
Keivog is more frequent than £keivog.

The pronoun 6 1] T6 often functions also as a (determining) relative pronoun
(CH. 1 §130, II §§248-250); many of these instances (e.g. 6.49 =~ 10.380 ~ 11.134),
however, can be understood paratactically (i.e. as a demonstrative). The inherited
relative 6¢ | 6 is more frequent (on the common variants in its declension, see 68£.).

The interrogative and indefinite pronoun differs from Attic in the following
forms: gen. sing. T€0/1€0, Teb/TEV (See 81 with n. 38); dat. sing. Tew; gen. pl. TEwv
(sometimes with synizesis, see 46). Corresponding forms of 6g tig / éTig, 6TTU:
dt1e0, OTEV, OTEW (SOmetimes with synizesis), dTwva, GTewv (sometimes with syn-
izesis), 6Téolowv (with synizesis), 6Tivag; in addition, neut. pl. dtwv(a), Gooa (see
9); forms with a short first syllable (6Twva etc.) serve as metrical variants (to 6v
Twa etc.) and are probably Aeolic (see also 17).

4.5 Verbs

In the case of the verb, the wealth of forms again largely serves metrical varia-

bility; at the same time, variation in the implementation of linguistic resources

offers a remedy for unmetrical forms. Both can be observed, for example, in the
following general phenomena (on the individual stems, see 90 ff.):

— Omission or use of the augment (normally unnecessary for identification of
the form) in the past tenses (CH. I §§230-233, M.-Br. F 205): 1.600 | g i5ov
“Hepatotov 81k Sdpata motmvdovTa, but 5.515 = 7.308 | (¢ £i8ov {wbv Te Kai
aptepéa poatovTa (< *#fi8-, see 19ff.). It is often impossible to be certain
whether the original text had an augment (see 30): 1.2 fj pupl’ Axawoig Ghye’
£0nxev | (originally GAyea Ofjkev?), 23.455 | Aeukov ofjpa TETukTo (Aristarchos;
but in most mss. ofj’ £TETUKTO); see also 44. In compound verbs, the lack of
an augment often leads to assimilation (CH. I § 37; see 59 with n. 31): 3.139 fs&



Morphology = 105

yAvkbv ipepov EuBale Bup@ | (instead of the unmetrical évéBale), 9.364 Ta
kGAAov évBa8e Eppwv | (instead of the unmetrical katéAumov).
- Change between different personal endings in the indicative:

2nd sing. act. (primary) -0-8a (only athematic, i.e. never -€06a; but see
89) is used more widely than in Attic (CH. I §223; perhaps an Aeolism):
19.270 7 peydhag dtog &vdpeoot 5180100 |, but 9.164 | Sdpa pév oVKET
6vooTa 81801¢ AYIAfT GvakTL.

2nd/3rd dual act. (secondary) -tov/-tnv are used indiscriminately (CH. I
§226): 3rd pers. 13.346 ételxeTov GAyea Auypa |, 2nd pers. 11.782 | opw
8¢ paN’ noéletov (MBerétnv Zenod.), Tw 8 Guew TOAN énéteAlov; this
is generally due to uncertainty following the decline in the use of the
dual (cf. pl. énéteAlov; see 97) and in individual cases also to metrical
necessity (étevxétnv would be unmetrical).

3rd pl. act. (secondary) -v (with preceding short vowel) beside -cav (with
corresponding long vowel) (CH. I §225): 1.391 | Trjv 8¢ véov kAioindev
€Bav knpukeg, but 8.343 814 te okdAomag Kal Ta@pov EPnoav |; rarely
impf.: 1.273 | xal pév pev BovAéwv EHviev meiBovto Te pobw, but corre-
spondingly 18.346 Tpirnod’ lotacav &v mupi knAéw |; frequently aor. pass.
-Bev and -Onoav: 6.106 | ol 8 eAeAixOnoav, but 6.109 Wg EAEALOEV |.

1st pl. mid. (primary and secondary) -pegfa beside -peba (CH. I §227):
5.249 | GAN’ Gye 81 yalwped’ &g’ inmwy, but 5.34 | vt 8¢ yalwpeada (like-
wise with @palw-); but on metrical grounds only énavodueda, and only
GAeEwpeada.

3rd pl. mid. (primary or secondary) -dtat or -to (on [d] from [g], see
15) beside (sometimes post-Homeric?) -vtat or -vto (CH. I §228): 4.348
payotato, but 1.344 predominantly transmitted as | 6mnwg ot mapa
vnuat ool payéowvto Ayaioi (Bentley’s conjecture payeoiot fits better;
cf. Commentary ad loc.), 1.238f. oi 1e B¢uoTag | mpog Ag eipbatat
‘who ... administer’, 22.302f. of pe mapog ye | Tpoé@poveg ipviato ‘who ...
defended me’, but 12.454 | ai pa TOAAG eipuvTo TOKA OTIRAPADG Gpapuiag |
‘who ... sheltered’; frequent in perf. and plpf. (where in Attic -pévat ﬁoav
etc. is used), 14.30 eipvato vijeg | ‘had been hauled up’, 14.75 | vijieg doait
np@Tal eipvaratl ‘all that are beached in the first line’.

— Change between different active infinitive endings (CH. I §§ 234-238):

Aeolic -pevar and -pev (1) from athematic stems stand beside Ionic -vat:
1.117 | BoOAop’ €yw Aadv coov Eppevar 17 &moAéabat, 18.364 1] @
Bedwv Eupev dpiotn |, but 1.228 10 8¢ Tol kip €ideTar eivau | (see 61, 90);
1.98 8opevan Ehkwmida kovpny |, 4.379 8opev kAertovg Emkovpoug |,
but 11.319 | Tpwalv 81 BoAeTtan Sobvan kpdtog NE mep AUV (where met-
rically necessary, the change is made exclusively for that reason: 1.134
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anodobvat |); Od. 8.213 melpndrpeva, but Il. 5.220 nepndijva |. (2) They
can be formed from thematic stems and stand beside Ionic -etv: 10.359
| pevyépevar, 10.327 @evyépev, but 2.74 @evyew (so too with moAepil-)
and vocalic @Afpevat beside @Aéev; 1.151 ENDEPEVAL, 4.247 ENBEPEV,
but 2.413 £A0&€iv | (so too with &irnt-), but on metrical grounds only 11.340
nipouyelv. The suggestion has been made that Ionic *-eev (uncon-
tracted, see 43 f.) ought to be inserted in place of transmitted -epev, cor-
responding to Mycenaean e-ke-e /(h)ekPehen/ ‘have’.

e Diectasis in the thematic aorist also offers a possibility for variation (see
48, e.g. 2.393 @uyéew beside 2.401 @uyetv; but on metrical grounds only
€NBelv, see above).

88 — Regarding the imperative, two points should be mentioned (CH. I § 222):

e The athematic ending 2nd sing. -6 is used more widely than in Attic:
6.363 | &AAG 00 Y’ 6pvubL ToDTOV, perf. 1.586 | TETABL, piiTep £un.

e The ending 2nd sing. -¢ is (rarely) transferred from the athematic (6.273
| TOV 6£¢ ABnvaing émti youvaowv) to the thematic aorist: 11.186 | Baox’ 104,
“Ipt Toyela, TOV “Extopt pbBov évionteg (however v.l. #viome).

89 — The subjunctive shows two peculiarities:

e In athematic stems, it is often short-voweled (CH. I §§216-218): pres.
6.526 | GAN’ Topev, perf. 8.18 tva eidete mavteg |, aor. 15.297 | oTrHopeY
or oteiopev (see 40 with n. 21), 23.486 | {oTopa 8’ ATpeidnv Ayopépvova
Beiopev GUPw, 7.336-341 YEVOLEV ... SEIUOUEY ... TIOITOUEY ... OPUEOLEV ..
(here often identical with the fut. ind.). The long-vowel forms, likewise
already frequent in Homer, can be explained by analogy with the sub-
junctive of thematic stems. In some instances, both forms are used to
increase linguistic flexibility: 21.314 iva mahoopev dyplov Gvdpa |, but
7.29 | vV pév maowpev TOAEROV.

e At times, the subjunctive shows endings that in Greek are otherwise
typical of athematic inflection (CH. I §219): 1st sing. 1.549 | 6v 8¢ K’ &ywv
anévevde Be@v £0EAwpL vorioal, 18.63 | GAN eir’, dppa Bwpt @ilov
Tékog, 2nd sing. 1.554 Ta @paleat Goo’ £0EAN00a |, 6.260 dvroeal, of ke
niinoda |, 3rd sing. 1.408 | of kév mwg €BEANGLY, 4.191 | @appay’, & kev
mavonot pehavawv 68uvawv. The transmitted iota subscriptum in the
3rd pers. (-now) is not justified historically and was introduced into the
tradition in the post-Homeric period (see 4: migot in the inscription on
Nestor’s Cup; WEST 1998, xxxi; also n. 13).
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As regards the present stem, the following should be noted:
— The verb ‘to be’ shows some differences in comparison with Attic, as well as
numerous metrically useful variants (CH. I § 134; see also 61, 87):
e pres. 2nd sing. £001 and more rarely €ig; 1st pl. eipev, 3rd pl. eioi(v) and
gao(v)®
e subjunc. 3rd sing. &n, éno1(v) and, rarely, contracted foi(v) (transmitted
with <>, see 89), 3rd pl. £woi(v) and, rarely, contracted ®o(t) (see n. 40)
e opt. 2nd/3rd sing. £in(c) and £o1(g)
o impf. 1st sing. R, £a, £ov; 2nd sing. Ro6a and rarely #n0Ba; 3rd sing. fiev,
v, énv, rarely finv; 3rd pl. foav, £cav
e fut. (é0- and £00-, see 62) 2nd sing. &ooeal, £oeal, £on; 3rd sing. £0oeTal
and £otau, rarely £oetat, £o0giTaL
— The other root presents show less diversity in conjugation:
e  For eipt (CH. 1§133) only three forms need be mentioned, a unique opta-
tive (19.209 | ipiv &’ oD twg &v £potye @ilov kot Aapov iein; beside 14.21
{ol), impf. 3rd sing. fjie(v), {e(v) (Il. only 2.872), and 3rd pl. {oav, fjicav
(the Odyssey shows numerous other forms).
e For @nui (CH. I §135) the impf. mid. is noteworthy (1.188 | g paTo; see
100).
e In addition, there are numerous other vestigial forms (see CH. I
§§135-137), e.g. 9.5 | Boppfig kol Zépupog, Tw Te Oprxndev dntov (<
*&fn-, English Wind, German wehen); on -ktipevog in 2.501 £bkTipevov
nrolieBpov |, cf. Mycenaean 3rd pl. root pres. ki-ti-je-si [ktijensi/; on 9.171
| pépte B€ yepotv DBwp, see CH. 1§ 144.
- The 3rd pl. Ti0siol(v), ielow(v), iotdowy, 6i18oboil(v) (= Mycenaean di-do-si /
didonsi/ < *-nti) differ from the later Attic forms §186ao01(v) etc. (CH. I §138).
— Usually the only difference from Attic lies in the absence of contraction
(see already 90), particularly pronounced in the contract verbs in -éw (CH.
18§161-166), -aw (CH. I §§167-172) and -6w (CH. I §173) (see 45). Verbs in -Gw
often show diectasis (see 48) or metrical lengthening (see 49), and some
of the forms follow the -¢w pattern (e.g. 3rd pl. impf. 12.59 pevoiveov; CH.
1 §171). Contract verbs sometimes produce athematic forms, predominantly
the (Aeolic) infinitives (CH. I § 142; see 87).

39 The latter form is the prosodic replacment for uncontracted *&goi, attested in Mycenaean
e-e-si /ehensi/ (cf. the corresponding pair subjunc. @ot and £wot); the same is true for {&ou(v) ‘they
g0’ (instead of *{Eo1 < */ijensi/). On the primary endings of the 3rd pl. (-aot etc.), see CH. I §224.
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Regarding the perfect stem:

Ablaut is sometimes preserved in the conjugation (CH. I §§202-206), namely
between the sing. act. on the one hand, and the pl. and part. act. as well as
the entire mid. (which is very common), on the other:

in the unexpanded forms 7.36 | &AN Gye, TG pépoOvag TOAepOV
KOTOMAUOEPEY GvBp@v; but *me-mn- in 15105 | i 7L v pépapey
KOTAMOUOEPEY, 10.236 £nel pepdaoi ye oMot | (also 10.208). The 1st pl.
of 0ida is idpev (CH. I §200). 13.22 Tetevyotal dedita aiei | (instead of
*TeTOYoTaL) is comparable to metrical lengthening (see 49).

in perfects with [k] in the sing. act. (as still in Attic in the case of EoTnka —
EoTapev) 1.555 | viv & aivig SeiBotka, 7196 émel o Tiva Seibev Eunng |
(on 6¢el-, see 24: lengthening that compensates for the loss of length by
position in *8e-6fot-/*8e-8f1-).

The perfect active participle (CH. [ §205)

shows the same ablaut degree as the pl. (see 94) — except in the case of
oida in the masculine and neuter (2.720 €0 €i86Teg it pdyeodat |): 4.40
Eyw pepawg oA Ealamagat |, 3.242 | aioyea Se8toteg; fem. 4.73 | g
einwv OTpuve ndpog pepaviav A6y, often preserved even in the case
of oida: 1.608 | "HeaioTtog moinoev idvinot mpanideoow (CH. I §200; see
22, 33), but metrically confirmed 175 | ipwtoTdK0G KIvupt), 0¥ mipiv iduia
TOKOLO (in a simile®; see 3, paragraph 3).

In the case of perfects with hiatus between root and suffix (after loss of
[w]), the Ionic sound changes at hiatus (see 39f., 46) could occur, creat-
ing metrical variants: 19.300 | T® 0’ dpoTtov kAaiw TeBvNOTA, peiliyov aiei
beside 0d. 19.331 &tap TeBve®Ti Y’ EpepowvTtal dnavteg | (pronounced
with synizesis, see 46). The nom. masc. in -w¢ and the Aeolic stem for-
mation in -ovt- (i.e. with a long syllable), which must have been familiar
in epic language (it is directly attested, see 51), also allowed the use of
oblique forms with a long [6] for these perfects with hiatus (an ‘Ionic’
compromise, as it were: no nasal, but a long suffix syllable nonetheless).
Such forms were only used, however, where metrically necessary or expe-
dient: frequent cases are 1.590 f. pe kai BANOT dAe&épevan pepad@ta | pie
10866 (but with lengthening of the [a] only 2.818 BwprcCOVTO HEPKOTES
éyxeinow | and 13.197 pep@dTe; see 49); 6.261 | &vdpi 8¢ kekun @1 beside
11.802f. = 16.44f. | pela 8¢ K’ AKpfiTeG KEKUNOTOG GvEpag GUTH | WoaLoBE;
16.858 ~ 22.364 | Tov kail Tebvn@Tta mpoonvda. In the case of perfects
without hiatus, this possibility was seldom taken up.
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5. Syntax
5.1 Preliminary Remarks

The syntax of Homeric Greek has been studied less accurately and compre-
hensively than its phonology, morphology and word formation, especially where
sentence construction (see 101)*° and word order (see 102) are concerned. In
addition, even in areas described more carefully (among these, the use of cases
and hypotaxis are of particular importance), the differences from Classical Attic
are numerous but at the same time mostly concern particular cases, and thus are
difficult to present in a systematic account.

The following section on syntax has accordingly been kept rather brief; earlier
accounts (predominantly WACKERNAGEL [1926/28] 2009, SCHW.-DEBR. and, build-
ing on their work, CH. II and M.-BRr.) should always be consulted (see 1). It is
generally true that Homeric syntax is looser than that of Classical Attic, as is to be
expected of a diachronically and synchronically mixed literary language that also
relied on the greatest possible linguistic flexibility (see 2f.) as a result of metrical
requirements.

5.2 Nouns

To the subject of nouns belong above all else congruence (CH. II §§ 15ff. appo-
sition etc.; §829ff. number), case usage (§844-112), including prepositional
phrases (§§ 113-222) and the problem of the article (§§ 236-250), and the pronouns
collectively §§ 226-254).

— The dual (see 67, 86; CH. II §§30-37; M.-BR. S 406.5-6) is often represented
by the pl. (occasionally by the sing.), which also contributed linguistic flexi-
bility: 8.194 | a0tap &’ dpouy Atopr8eog, but 11.580 aivuTo TEVXE’ 1T WV |.
For a further example, see 86.

—  The vocative occurs with the particle @ less regularly than in Attic (cf. 1.74n.;
on the voc. generally, CH. II §§ 45 ff., M.-BR. S 410).

— The accusative of respect (graecus) is especially popular in the so-called
oxfipa kO’ GAov kol KT PEPOG, i.e. as a specifying accusative of the part
following a direct object of the whole (CH. II §51.B): 1.362 Ti 8¢ o @pévag
keTo méveog; |, 4.350 = 14.83 | Atpeidn, moibv ot £mog @UYev Eprog 686VTWV;
(= Od. 1.64 etc.).

40 On the nominal clause (CH. II §§ 1ff.), see now LANERES 1997.
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The dative without a preposition and with a locative function is frequent (CH.

11 §106): 12.132 | €otacav, wg 6T Te Spieg obpeowy Vkapnvol; 3.387f. 1] ol

AoxeSaipovt vatetawor | flokew eipla kahd, 14.376 £xet 8 dAiyov oGkog Ouw |,

but 3.244 | év AaxeSaipovy, 5400 | dpw Evi otifap® (historically -t and -o1 are

locative endings).

Also in the other oblique cases the usage without a preposition is somewhat

freer: 1.322 | €pxeaBov kAwoinv (CH. 11 § 55).

The prepositions (see 59, as well as 4 with n. 8) therefore have more inde-

pendence (CH. II §§ 115 ff.). This makes it possible

to place them after the noun (anastrophe; some of these ‘postpositions’ then

take an acute accent on the first syllable, where the word accent is in fact to

be expected historically): 1.162 | @ £mt OAN’ épdynoa, 3.240 EmovTo véeoa® Evt

movtonopolow | (SCHw. 387);

to use them as adverbs: 19.362 yéhaooe 8¢ maoa mept xOwv |;

to separate them from the verb (so-called tmesis) — even in the case of clear

compound verbs (but see 65): 8.108 | oUg 0T’ &7 Aiveiov EAOUNV (GQEANOUV

and a@e\opnyv are unmetrical; see also 99 on 5.564);

to understand them as preverbs: 14.401 6T &’ GAnAowowv Gpovoav | (cf.

15.520 | T@ 8¢ Méyng €émdpovoev).

0, 1, 10 (see 83, and for their use as a relative; SCHW.-DEBR. 20ff., CH. II

8§ 236250, M.-BR. S 407). The pronoun is rarely a ‘pure article’, and instead

usually has an older, demonstrative function:

e This is especially frequent when it replaces a noun: anaphoric in
an accented position 1.43 | Wg &pat ebXOpevVOG, T0D & ExAve DoiBog
AnoAwv, 1.9f. 6 yap BaoiAiji xoAwBElg | vodoov &vi oTpatdv Mpot, like-
wise probably accented 1.333 | aytdp & &yvw fow évi @peoi (change of
subject), but more likely unaccented 1.193 | £wg 0 Tab®’ Wppatve (same
subject; similarly 1.97, 1.190 etc.); cataphoric in accented position, nor-
mally with a relative following: 5.564 | T& @povEwY, tva xepotv UM Aiveiao
dapein (on *vrodapein see 98).

e The adnominal (determinate) use often marks a contrast: 3.461-4.1
ént & fiveov Aot Ayaiol. | ot 8¢ Beol map Znvi kabrpevol yopdwvTo,
sometimes with a relative following: 6.292 | tilv 680v, fjv ‘EAévnv mep
avryayev; in addition with nominalizing function: 1.70 | 6g €i6n & T
£6vta 10 T €o00peva Tipd T £6vTa, with an adverb instead of an adjec-
tive: 11.613 | fitot pév Ta y’ 6ruobe Maydovi iavta £okev. Often, however,
the function barely goes beyond that of the definite article: 1.33 | g
Epot* £88e10ev 8’ O yépwv (yépwv is in fact usually transmitted with
o, except at 5.24, 11.625, 24.471, 715), 23.465 | ie TOV fvioyov @UYoV fvia
(derogatory?).
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e Regarding its position (CH. II §246): Combined with an attribute, the
article can precede (23.336 f. &tap TOV 8e€10V inmov | kévoat OpoKAN00G)
or follow the noun (13.794 | ot Tfi mpotépn). Instances like 1.340 | xai
npog 10D BaciAfjog dmrvéog, on the other hand, are clearly demonstra-
tive; repetition of the article is as yet unknown.

5.3 Verbs

To the subject of verbs belong above all else verbal congruence (CH. II §§19,
22) and the use of the voices (§§ 255-269), tenses and aspects (§§ 270-303), and
moods (8§ 304-340).

Active and middle are occasionally used with no difference in meaning (FOR
21f.; CH. II §§258f.), which adds linguistic flexibility: 5.607 | &g &p’ &pn-
Tpdeg 8¢ ..., but 11.616 | G @ato Tatpokhog 8¢ ...; 1.59f. ViV Gupe Gy
mayx8évTag dtw | & dmovooTiaew, but 1.78 | { yap dlopan dvSpa xoAwaEpey,
8G ...; 5.106 TOV 8’ o PENOG WKL Sdpacoev |, but 5.278 | f pdAa 0 ol BEAOG WKL
dapdooato.

Future indicative and subjunctive often cannot be clearly distinguished based
on function (nor formally at times, see 89) (SCHW.-DEBR. 290f., 309 ff.; CH.
11 §§ 306, 3091f., 312 Remarque, 332f.): 1.262 | o0 ydp nw Toiovg i8ov dvépag,
08¢ {Bwpat (‘nor shall see again’); 11.838 i pé€opev, EupUMUN’ fipwg; | (‘(What
shall/can/will we do?’), similarly the opt., ibid. | g Tap ot Tdde pya; (‘How
shall/can this be?’; v.I. £n); fut. with modal particle 1.523 époi 8¢ ke TabTa
peAnoetat @pa teAéoow |. For a further example, see 45, [e]+[a].

5.4 Particles, Hypotaxis, Parataxis

The use of particles and conjunctions concerns vocabulary more than syntax;

only a few points are taken up here:

The most important Homeric particles are cited in R 24. For detailed dis-
cussion, see DENNISTON (1934) 1954 and CH. II §§498-508; an overview in
PALMER 1962, 173-178. Specifically on the modal particles, CH. II passim (see
Index pp. 369 371); their use is less strongly regulated than in Att1c 1.163f.]| o0
pev ool moTe (oo Exw Yépag, OMMOT Axatol | Tpwwv EKMEPCWE’ £V VAIOPEVOV
nrolieBpov (‘when (ever)’, Attic 6ridtav). On negation, CH. II §§ 481-497. See
also M.-BRr. S 203 ff.

Some important Homeric conjunctions are cited in R 22. On the types
of dependent clauses, see CH. II §§341-44 (general), §§8345-368 (relat-
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ive), 8§§369-373 (comparative), §§374-392 (temporal), §§393-403 (final),
88 404-416 (conditional), §§417-421 (causal), §§422-439 (complementary:
declarative, indirect questions, final).

— On the use of the infinitive, see CH. II §§ 440-462, on that of the participle,
88 463-480.

— On the paratactic use of clauses, parenthetical remarks, the insertion of sim-
iles® and narrative style, see CH. II §§ 509-523.

5.5 Word Order

Word order in Homer (and in Greek prose and poetry generally) has still not
been adequately investigated (M.-BRr. S 209 ff.). The following issues ought to be
taken into consideration: the general rules of word order in the older Indo-Euro-
pean languages (WACKERNAGEL [1892] 1953), the rules of information structure
and focus, as well as deviations from these in individual cases, and the deviations
from prose word order that are unavoidable due to metrical restrictions (formu-
lae®, length of a verse, although such differences ought not to be too frequent in
the case of an accomplished poet), etc. The following examples, together with
some explanation, should illustrate these mechanisms (1.37-44):

- kDO pot, ApyvpdTof’, 6G Xpoony Gu@eBEPNKag

e imperative in first position, which is meant to attract attention, then
enclitic position of the personal pronoun and the first vocative;

¢  verb of the dependent clause (DC) at verse end, but not clause end, since
in the next verse

—  KiA\&v Te {aBény, Tevédold Te it dvaooelg,

e a (syntactically optional) second object has been added subsequently
(progressive enjambment®);

e asecond DC verb at verse and clause end;

- ZuwvBed: €l moTé Tol xapievt &mi vnov épela,

I’ &l 81 TMOTE ToL KaTd Ttiova pnpi’ Ekna

¢ main vocative, sharply emphasized via its position at the end of the main
sentence, its isolation after the relative clause and enjambment;

¢  chains of enclitic and proclitic grammatical words at the DC beginning
(el moté Tot and R’ €l 81 TOTE TOL KATA), although it is unclear how they
were accented when in a series;

e DC verbs at verse end, while unstressed éni and kat& are placed sepa-
rately (meter) and the second verb does not yet stand at clause end, as in
the next verse

- Tavpwv NS’ aly@v, T08e pot kprirvov EEASwp:
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e a(syntactically optional) attribute has been added;

e cataphoric-demonstrative pronoun in first position, then enclitic posi-
tion of the personal pronoun and the imperative (which must no longer
attract attention);

Teioelav Aavaol £pd dakpua oolot BEAETTLY.

e emphatic first position of the verb, since this carries the informa-
tional main focus (What is the most important point in my desire that
I must communicate to the god?), followed by the subject (self-evident,
although cruelly cursed collectively), the object (insignificant in detail)
and finally the instrument, which carries the second main focus (How
should the god fulfill my desire?), achieved through the position at the
end of the sentence and of the entire text;

WG E@at’ ebyOpevog, ToD 8 EkAve DoiBog ATTOAMwWY

e averb is twice in enclitic position (Wackernagel’s Law) in neutral narra-
tive style;

Bfi 8¢ xaT OVAVUTIOLO KAPNVWV XWOUEVOS Kip ...

e averb is in opening position before 8¢ to focus the continuation of the
action.
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3.2

Homeric Meter (M)
By René Niinlist

The meter of Homeric epic is the dactylic hexameter.! Hexameters are orga-
nized in stichic (from otiyog ‘line’) fashion and do not form strophes.

Like all Greek meters, the hexame ter is quantitative, i.e. it is based
on a regular alternation of short and long syllables (schematically represented as
v and -). The meters of English, German, etc., by contrast, are accentual, i.e. they
consist of a sequence of stressed and unstressed syllables.

Prosody?

The relative length of a syllable (short or long) depends on two factors: (1) the
quantity of the vowel and (2) whether the syllable is open or closed.

In the case of open syllables, the quantity of the vowel/diphthong is key: long
syllables are produced by n, w and all diphthongs, short syllables by € and o; a, t
and v can denote long or short vowels.

Closed syllables are long in principle. A syllable is considered closed if it ends
with a consonant. In syllabification, single consonants are attracted to the fol-
lowing syllable, whereas two (or more) consonants are instead divided between
the two syllables. (Syllables with short vowels lengthened by this process are
called ‘long by position’ in traditional terminology.) {, § and { represent groups
of two consonants (/sd/ or /ds/, /ks/ and /ps/). The /w/ (‘digamma’®), although it
disappeared before Homer’s time, often also has importance for syllabification.
Rough breathing, on the other hand, has no effect. For example:

Atpeldng Te vag &vBp@v kal §iog AxiAAevg (1.7).
At-re-i-dés-te-(w)a-nak-san-dron-kai-di-o-sa-khil-leus.

The two basic rules 3.1 and 3.2 have the following amendments or exceptions
(for more, see 12 and 13 below):

1 Among the numerous works on (Homeric) hexameter, the following in particular deserve
mention: MAAS (1923) 1962; FRANKEL (1926) 1960; KORZENIEWSKI 1968; WEST 1982; SICKING 1993;
WEST 1997a.

2 For details, see DEVINE/STEPHENS 1994.

3 Cf.R4,G19-27
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Elision: The vowel of a short open syllable is elided (‘removed’: R 5.1, G 30)
before a following vowel so as to avoid hiatus. Elision is indicated by an apostro-
phe: e.g. otéppat Eywv (1.14).

Correption: A long word-final vowel/diphthong is shortened in hiatus (R 5.5,
G 29): e.g. £yw oV (vv —, 1.29), kai GAAoL EUKVASEG (v —v v———v, 1.17; L is prob-
ably pronounced as a glide: kay alloy éukn., cf. 12 below). For occasions when
correption does not occur, see 8.

Synizesis: The combination short vowel + long vowel/diphthong is occasion-
ally pronounced as a single long syllable (R 7, G 46). Synizesis is indicated by a
sublinear curved line: e.g. [InAniadew (1.1).

Contraction of vowels across word boundaries: (1) crasis (R 5.3, G 31), indi-
cated by a coronis (= ‘smooth breathing’): e.g. TéA\a (< T& 8AAa, 1.465); (2) syn-
aloepha (G 32), indicated by a sublinear curved line: e.g. 81 oUTwg (1.131).

Muta cum liquida (also: correptio attica): A stop (‘mute’) (mB¢@, T80, xyY)
+ a liquid (A p) can be treated as a single consonant, with the result that the
preceding syllable is not closed (‘muta cum liquida does not necessarily make
position’): e.g. mrepdevTa MPoonvda (vw—v v——, 1.201). This license can occa-
sionally be extended to word-initial { and ok, particularly in the case of (other-
wise unmetrical) names: Zaxuv0og, ZEAELX, TKAUAVOPOG,.

Word-initial A, y, v, p and o can be treated as double-consonants (‘making
position’), e.g. &vi peydpotow (v— vv—v, 1.396).* — The same license occurs occa-
sionally in the case of word-final v, p and ¢, e.g. 8gonpomiov 6 Tt (v—vv— vv, 1.85).

Metrical lengthening (cf. R 10.1, G 49-50): A series of three (or more) short syl-
lables (unmetrical in hexameter) is adapted to the meter by artificial lengthening
(normally of the first syllable), e.g. é&knBoAov 'AnoAwvog (1.14), iveka (1.214).
(In such cases lengthened €/o are rendered as the ‘spurious’ diphthongs €t/ov in
accord with post-Homeric convention, cf. HT 6.)

Metrical Scheme

The dactylic hexameter (‘six measures’) consists of a sequence of six dactyls.
A dactyl consists of a long (longum) + two shorts (biceps).” The final metron

4 By analogy with words that originally had an /s/ in initial position (before A, y, v or p) and
accordingly ‘make position’ correctly: e.g. (0G Te VipaSeg (< *snigwh-, 12.278), cf. G 16.

5 The traditional terms ‘rising’ for marked syllables (longs) and ‘falling’ for unmarked syllables
have the disadvantage of suggesting an accentual verse (cf. 2) and of contradicting the ancient
terminology (&poig/6éatg of a foot).

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7
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(‘measure’) is shortened (‘catalectic’). Each dactyl (- -v) can be replaced by a
spondee (- -).% (A long cannot be resolved into two shorts.)
1 2 3 4 5 6

—w|-o |- |-o |-
Verse end (VE) in hexameter represents a clear break. Word end at VE is obliga-
tory, and elision or correption do not occur across verse boundaries. Two-thirds of
all Homeric verses show a syntactic break at VE. The running over of a syntactic
unit into the next verse is called ‘enjambment’. (On the three types of enjamb-
ment, see ‘Homeric Poetics in Keywords’ s.v. p. 167 below.)

Caesurae

The hexameter is structured by divisions (‘caesurae’”), before which word
end is sought. These caesurae are (notation after Friankel):®

A1A2A3 A4 BiB2 C1 C2°
The B caesura is by far the most frequent, followed by C and A. Every verse con-
tains a B (over 98 % of all verses) or a C1 caesura. Many verses have several caesu-
rae (but at most, one each of the A, B and C caesurae).'®

6 This replaceability means that the number of syllables is variable (minimum 12, maximum 17).
7 The distinction, which goes back to ancient metricians, between ‘caesura’ (a division that does
not coincide with the end of a metron) and ‘diaeresis’ (a division that coincides with the end of a
metron) will not be considered here.
8 FRANKEL (1926) 1960, 104. — It is primarily Frankel’s designation of caesurae that is adopted
here. For arguments against the theory of caesurae that Frankel developed on this basis, see
SICKING 1993, 76.
9 The most important alternative designations for these caesurae are (following statistical
frequency): B 2 = xatd Tpitov Tpoyaiov (‘after the third trochee’, also: ‘feminine caesura’); B 1
= penthemimeral (also: ‘masculine caesura’); C 2 = bucolic diaeresis; C 1 = hephthemimeral; A 4
= trithemimeral.
10 In principle, a distinction should be made between metrical caesura (obligatory) and rhe-
torical pause (optional) and, correspondingly, between rhythmic and rhetorical bridging. In the
verse

Bloyeveg | AaepTiddn : moAvpnyav 08ucoed (2.173)
the ‘heavy word’ AaepTiadn rhythmically bridges the B caesura. On the other hand, verses like

£let Enelt | GmavevBe ve@v : petd 8 i0v Enke (1.48) or

£l 81 60D | OAepOG T Sopd : kol Aoyog Axatovg (1.61)
show a regular metrical B caesura (B 2 in both cases), which is bridged rhetorically. It is therefore
problematic, from the metrician’s point of view, to place all three verses equally under the rubric
‘rising threefolder’ (KIRK 1985, 20). SICKING (1993, 77, transl.) considers rhetorical bridging ‘a sort
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The concept of Wortbild (‘word unit’) is important in determining caesurae.™
Enclitics (8¢, pév, yap, kev, Gv, Te, mep, ye, short pronouns) and proclitics (ka,
&AAG, prepositions) cohere with the preceding or following word in a ‘word unit’.
The word end between them is irrelevant for caesurae. Example:

£¢-Xpoonv' (A 4) tote-kév-pv (B 2) iaoodpevor (C1) memiBowpev (1.100).

There is a connection between caesura and formulaic language: numerous
formulae occupy the space between two caesurae (cf. also 10). — Places where
caesurae occur enjoy a certain prosodic freedom: hiatus without correption (cf.
R 5.6, G 36) and ‘improper’ short in longum (cf. 15); these too may well have been
influenced by formulaic language.

The counterpart of the caesura is the so-called bridge: a point in the verse
before which word end is avoided so far as possible. Thus in a dactylic fourth
metron (- «) word end very rarely occurs between the two shorts (‘Hermann’s
Bridge’). Apparent exceptions to this rule can frequently be explained in terms of
‘word units’ (7) (&uew OudS Buud piAéovod-Te kndopévn te, 1.209).

Word-shape and Placement in the Verse

Statistical studies have shown that words of a particular prosodic shape have
a preference for occupying or avoiding certain positions in the verse. This pheno-
menon too is directly connected with caesurae. The preferences are:

Words (or word ends) of the form

v —-— stand at verse end;

-y at verse end or before B 2;

-——v before B 2.

Words (or word beginnings) of the form

— — wu Or v — v stand after B 1;

Y after B 2;

———0r— v -— at verse beginning or before B 1.

Words (or word ends) of the shape — - avoid lengthening of the final syllable
by a double consonant.*?

of “colon-enjambment”.” Further: ‘Whether such verses (which Kirk designates as “threefold-
ers”) have the special effect suggested by him, remains an open question.’

11 FRANKEL (1926) 1960, 142-147.

12 This is a more general formulation of ‘Wernicke’s Law’ (‘the fourth metron may not end with
a syllable lengthened by position’): cf. WEST 1997a, 225 with n. 14; KORZENIEWSKI 1968, 23f. It
also covers instances such as okfirtpa oxé6ov (7.277); cf. the material collected by HILBERG 1879
and EHRLICH 1912, 175ff.

10
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The three ‘Meyer’s Laws’ developed in regard to post-Homeric hexameter are
also partially in effect in Homer:

Words that begin in the first metron do not end between or after the two
shorts of the second metron.

Disyllabic words of the shape -« — do not stand before B 1 (but by preference
between B2 and C1).

Word end after both the third and the fifth longum in a single line is avoided.?

Further Prosodic and other Peculiarities

‘Non-syllabic ¢’ (cf. 4.2):

Short ( before a long vowel can become non-syllabic /y/, usually in (otherwise
unmetrical) names: e.g. Aivifiveg (pronounced: Ainyénes), Totiaiav, Atyvrriog.

Non-syllabic t in diphthongs (-1, -w) can bridge hiatus and thus prevent cor-
reption: e.g. Atpeidn Ayapépvovt (Atreidéy Agam., 1.24).

A number of ‘unmetrical’ verses can be explained by sound shifts:

Quantitative metathesis (cf. R 3, G 40): £wg/Téwg in places that require —v
goes back to *nog/*Tfiog.

Word-initial prevocalic or intervocalic /s/ > /h/ (cf. G 14): Although the sound
shift is already complete in Mycenaean Greek, the phoneme can still have a pros-
odic effect in Homer, e.g. BENOG £XEMEVKES (v— vo—v, < *segle-, 1.51).

Word-initial /y/ > /h/ (cf. G 14): The sound shift was not universally com-
plete in Mycenaean Greek and sometimes still has a prosodic effect in formulaic
expressions in Homer, e.g. in the case of ¢ ‘as’ (< *yés), 00¢ ¢ (v— —, 3.230).

Syllablic /r/ (cf. G 15): The VE formula EvboAiw &vBpewpovr in its
transmitted form would require synizesis of EvygAiw or synaloepha of
"Evualiw Gvdp. The epithet goes back, however, to *an[kWhéntdi (vv—=) > *anro- >
avdpo-. vdpet- is then an attempt to restore the meter.

Individual anomalies can be traced back to modifications of formulae. The
VE formula peponwv &vOpwnwv (7x IL.), for example, is metrically correct in the
genitive but not in the nominative: pépomneg dvopwrot (vv— ———, 18.288).

13 The first line of the Iliad is a good mnemonic verse for these three rules, since it ‘violates’
all three: pijviv Gewde (1st rule ‘broken’), Oe& (2nd), InAniddew (3rd) AxiAfjog. — Meyer himself
expanded his third rule with the observation that word-end after both the fourth and the fifth
longum in the same verse is also avoided.

14 On the (controversial) question of whether this sound shift was already complete in the time
of the singers, cf. Commentary on 1.193.
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A small number of verses shows a prosodically inexplicable short in place of 15
a long (but cf. 8). The ancient metricians labeled these verses in accord with the
position of the syllable in question: (1) in the 1st metron, ‘headless’ (Gké@alog),
(2) in the middle of the verse, ‘thin’ (Aayapdg; on both cf. 5.359: @il kaolyvnre,
koOpwoat) or (3) in the last metron, ‘mouse-tailed’ (uhovpog, 12.208%).

15 The VE aioAov 6@uv, however, might go back instead to the Ionic pronunciation ém@w (WEST
1982, 173).
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1. Preliminary Remarks

Just as the Iliad is not a textbook on history, it is not a textbook on religion; it
tells a story. Like all the characters mentioned in the poem, the gods are part of the
narrative both of the action within the Iliad and of other stories introduced by the
narrator. Like the portrayal of actors on the human level (the fipwec), the portrayal
of the gods reveals the tension between tradition (in the sense of the narrative
material pre-existent in the narrator’s environment) and individual creation. In
the case of the gods, tradition necessarily includes the strictures provided by cult
practice, which form a framework that cannot be violated. But the gods do not
occur as part of some particular polis’ pantheon, within which they would have
tangible ritual contours that were clear for both narrator and audience; although
several divinities are connected to local cult sites (Apollo with Chryse, Aphrodite
with Cyprus, Hera with Argos), this connection is no different from the local links
of individual human leaders. Since Homeric deities are radically anthropomor-
phic, their interactions among themselves and with men are not categorically dis-
tinct from those among human beings, with the exception of the consequences
of the gods’ actions that are determined by their nature as ‘living lightly’, i.e. as
removed from death, ageing or any other human physical limitation. The use of
cultic means — prayer and sacrifice — by human beings in their formal interac-
tions with the gods represents the observation of rules of conduct in a hierarchi-
cal situation; similar rules of conduct are at work within the heroic sphere. This
essentially narrative definition of the gods in the Iliad makes clear why the list
of deities participating in the action is not identical with the pantheon of gods
acting within a single city; the well-known absence of Demeter and Dionysos is
motivated by narrative rather than religious reasons. The narrator even has scope
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for invention: as with the cast of heroic actors, he can ‘invent’ minor characters in
the cast of gods. He achieves this via so-called personification, a process, treated
as legitimate throughout the Greco-Roman world, of giving the attributes of an-
thropomorphic deities to individual powers perceived as particularly potent (e.g.
the Litai, ‘Prayers’ [~ 38]).

The following brief essay attempts to group the divine actors in a meaningful
way and to outline their individual roles in the Iliad. It also aims to illustrate the
religious function that would have been obvious to the contemporary audience
(and less frequently the religious-historical background of importance to the
modern reader). Finally, it attempts to indicate, where necessary, inconcinnities
with the divine image in later periods.

2. Major Gods (Olympians/Chthonic Deities)

Epic refers to a limited group of gods as OAOpma Swpat’ €xovrteg (‘dwellers
in Olympian houses’) and excludes the ruling couple of the underworld from this
group. This in no way corresponds, however, to the Olympian-chthonic categori-
zation of gods introduced into modern scholarship (and problematized) by Karl
Otfried Miiller on the basis of speculation from late antiquity in particular.

It must be emphasized that the Greeks and Trojans (self-evidently) worship
the same gods, in the same way that they speak the same language, use the same
weapons and style of clothing, and the like. This is an example of epic stylization,
which also occurs in other epic traditions (Nibelungen, Chanson de Roland) and
thus cannot be interpreted as interpretatio Graeca in the case of the gods — since
this interpretatio also assumes that all peoples worship more or less the same
gods, whose names, of course, change depending on the native language of the
worshippers. The main difference between Greeks and non-Greeks, e.g. in Hero-
dotus’ work, lies not so much in the catalogue of gods worshipped as in individ-
ual ritual practices.?

1 SCHLESIER 1991/92.
2 BURKERT 1990.
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2.1 The Current Generation

Aphrodite,’ daughter of Zeus and Dione (5.370), presides over the ‘lovely
secrets of marriage’, ipepdevta épya yapolo, i.e. the sexual sphere (5.429), and
thus mediates the reconciliation between Paris and Helen (3.380-447), for
example, and brings about Hera’s seduction of Zeus (14.188-223); she is accord-
ingly beautiful (9.389) and fond of smiles (as a means of seduction). She is married
to Hephaistos, has a close relationship with her (half-)brother Ares (5.355-363,
21.430f.), and is despised by Athene; she protects Paris (3.374-380) and parti-
cularly Aineias, her son by Anchises (2.820f., etc.; in detail in h.Ven.); and she
plays a significant role in the background to the Trojan War, since Paris assigned
her the golden apple in the contest between her, Hera and Athene.* Her common
epithet Kompig connects her with Cyprus (cf. h.Ven. 292); the Odyssey subse-
quently names Cypriot Paphos as her main sanctuary (8.363). This is based on
a firm connection with the Near Eastern Ishtar® in particular (Aphrodite is likely
post-Mycenaean, since she is not named in Linear B, although the uncertain ety-
mology of the name furnishes no indication of her provenance; Hes. Th. 190f. is
myth-making folk etymology). At the same time, she is clearly differentiated from
the armed Ishtar in being essentially un-warlike, as is seen in her wounding by
Diomedes recounted at 5.330-380.

Apollo® is the son of Zeus and Leto (1.9) and the brother of Artemis. He is
one of the main divine actors; he fights on the side of the Trojans (in detail in
Book 15), despite Laomedon’s betrayal (21.441-460), and is responsible for the
death of Patroklos (16.849). His weapon is, unusually, the bow, the weapon of
outsiders, in his case of the ephebes; he has long hair, as they do, and is attested
as their patron deity throughout the post-Homeric period. If his name is derived
from &méMa, the Doric term for the assembly of the people, his concern for the
cadre of battle-age youth is a central function.” He shares with Hermes care for
livestock grazed in the mountains (a function only rarely present in the post-Ho-
meric period; cattle 21.448f.; cf. h.Merc.). In the Iliad, Apollo appears in various
cult contexts: he has a sanctuary in Chryse (1.37) and a temple in Troy (5.446); the
sumptuous stone temple at Delphi was famous (Pytho, 9.405); the archer Pan-
daros prays to him and promises a hecatomb of sheep in return for a successful

3 BOEDEKER 1974; PIRENNE-DELFORGE 1994; CYRINO 2010.
4 Cf. REINHARDT (1938) 1997.

5 Cf. WEST 1997, 56.

6 BURKERT 1975; SOLOMON 1994; GRAF 2009.

7 BURKERT 1975a.
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shot (4.101); and the Achaians for their part sacrifice a hecatomb to him and sing
and dance a paean to staunch his anger as the bringer of pestilence (1.447-474).
This defence against epidemics is also a significant part of Apollo’s later image;
the healing of the sick in the Iliad is otherwise the task of Paiéon (5.401, 5.899f.
[ 21]), whose name Apollo bears as an epithet, whereas the sons of Asklepios
are responsible for healing wounds. In contrast to Pajjawon, Apollo’s name is
not attested in Linear B, while his image combines Eastern (god of pestilence)
and Greek elements. The theory of an origin in Lycia (or in Asia Minor generally)
derived from the unique epithet Auknyevrg (4.101) and the more frequent Avkelog
can no longer be maintained, given recent conclusions regarding cultic relations
in the Letoon of Xanthos,® nor need partisanship in favor of the Trojans indicate
a provenance in Asia Minor; connection with the Hittite pantheon are very con-
jectural at best.’

Ares'® is the son of Hera (5.892) and Zeus (5.896, cf. Hes. Th. 922). He fights
on the side of the Trojans (5.829ff., 20.69), whereas his sons Askalaphos and
Ialmenos fight on the side of the Achaians as leaders of the Minyans (2.512ff.).
Ares is consistently focused on war in its military and destructive aspects. In this
function, he resembles Athene (4.439, cf. 20.69; the difference between the two is
clarified in 5.29-34); in particular, he is accompanied by Deimos ‘Terror’, Phobos
‘Fear’, and his sister Eris ‘Strife’ (4.440f. [ 38]) or by Enyo (= 12) (5.592). This
multiplies the aura of terror; to be overcome, he must be bound in a complicated
manner (the story of Otos and Epialtes, 5.385-391). At the same time, his charac-
ter repulses the other gods (Zeus: 5.889-892). The latter is a narrative expression
of the distance that separates Ares from the other gods and defines their com-
munity. Cults of Ares are marginal. He has no polis-feasts and his sanctuaries
generally lie outside the city; the early imperial temple of Ares in the Athenian
Agora is taken over from the Roman Mars. Ares is mentioned already in Linear B;
this disproves the Thracian provenance traditionally suggested for him. — Closely
related in function is Enyalios, whose name is used as a synonym for Ares in
the Iliad (13.519/521, 18.309/304, 20.69/38). He too is attested already in the Myce-
naean period (KN V 52; see MYC) and in post-Homeric times is an independent
deity in all cultic attestations and often paired with Enyo.

Artemis fights on the Trojan side along with her mother Leto and her brother
Apollo (20.38ff., 21.470ff.); the two women nurse the wounded Aineias in the
temple of Apollo (5.447). Functions mentioned elsewhere are: she is the goddess

8 METZGER 1979.
9 GRAF 2009, 136137, pace BEEKES 2003 and BROWN 2004.
10 WATHELET 1992.
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of the hunt and ‘lady of wild beasts’ (moTvia Onpdv 21.470, cf. 21.485); she teaches
the hunter Skamandrios (5.51f.) and sends the Calydonian boar as revenge
(9.533); she leads the dances of young girls, frequently with erotic results (16.183);
and she kills (young) women (6.205, 6.428, 21.483f.; myth of Niobe 24.603-609).
This combines into the post-Homeric image of the ‘goddess of outdoors’ (Wilamo-
witz), but in cult contexts Artemis is far more important in connection with young
women and as a defender against military raids from abroad. The strong link with
women explains her limited role in the action of the Iliad, which is thematized by
Hera in a humiliating scolding (21.479-488).

Athene (A6rvn, less frequently A6nvain) is the most important divine actor,
along with Zeus and Apollo.** Throughout, she is Zeus’ daughter or ‘maiden’,
A10g kovpr, and her most common epithet, ‘Pallas’, is taken to mean ‘maiden’
as well, although the myth of her birth from Zeus’ head is absent (Hes. Th. 886—
900, 924-926). Athene’s frequent collaboration with Hera is noteworthy (1.194f.,
5.711ff. etc.). Together with Ares, she directs the war, he on the Trojan and she
on the Achaian side (4.439, 20.69) — as in the case of Hera and Aphrodite, this
alignment is likely connected to the Judgment of Paris;"® she defeats Ares in a
duel (21.403-414); in battle, she wears the terror-inducing aegis and a helmet and
bears a lance, whereas otherwise she wears the colorful peplos common for all
women (5.733-747), so that only post-Homeric iconography generalizes the armed
Athene. Like Apollo, she is embedded in cultic contexts, though less prominently
so: she has a temple on the citadel of Troy that contains a seated statue as well
as the priestess Theano, where she receives prayers, the dedication of a ménAog
(dress or fabric) and a pledge of a sacrifice of cows (6.269-311). She has a rich
temple in Athens where she raised Erechtheus (2.546-551): she is already attested
in Linear B as At"ana potnija (KN V 52, see MYC), which likely means ‘Mistress of
Atana’, from the adjective form of which, ABnvain, she thus derives her name.
This reflects her widely dispersed role as goddess of the polis (including sacrifices
of cows and dedications of peploi), which the action of the Iliad can only refer to
negatively. Indications of Athene’s role in the life of women, their role in the cultic
scene of 6.269-311 aside, are lacking entirely in the poem. — Her standard epithet
yAhawk@mig (1.206 etc.) probably refers not to the owl as her sacred animal but to
her gleaming blue and thus frightening gaze.

Demeter does not appear in the action of the Iliad. Zeus lists her in his roster
of lovers (14.326), and the catalogue of ships mentions Phthiotian Pyrasos as

11 DEAcCY 2008.
12 Strabo 17.1.46 (C 816); Eustathius 84.39f. on I1. 1.200.
13 Cf. REINHARDT (1938) 1997.
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the location of a sanctuary (which seems to be identifiable archaeologically'*)
(2.6951.). In addition, her name occurs in the fixed phrase Anurtepog dxTr, ‘grain
of Demeter’, denoting bread (13.322, 21.76; Hes. Op. 32 etc.), and the Odyssey
knows of her love-making with Iasion ‘on the thrice-ploughed field’ (Od. 5.125).
Her function as goddess of agriculture is thus in fact present in Homeric epic (she
may already be represented in Linear B by the ‘mistress of grain’, sito-potnija in
MY 0i 701/704; the role is also attested iconographically in Mycenae). At the same
time, there is no reference whatsoever to her central role as goddess of women,
whose main festival, the Thesmophoria, is Panhellenic; of her role as goddess of
the Eleusinian mysteries, which greatly increases in importance over the course
of the late Archaic period; or of her role, connected to both spheres, as the mother
of Kore/Persephone, the result of her love-making with Zeus.

Dionysos” does not appear in the action of the Iliad. A simile mentions his
cult followers, the ‘raving women’ (pawvadeg) (22.460, cf. h.Cer. 386); Diomedes
relates the myth of the Thracian Lykourgos persecuting the god and his raving
followers as an exemplar (6.132-140); and Semele and her son are mentioned in
Zeus’ roster of lovers (14.323-325). The Odyssey adds the story of the killing of
Ariadne on Naxos (in flagrant contradiction to post-Homeric tradition) by Artemis
at the behest of Dionysos (11.325), and Achilleus’ urn is a two-handled golden
vessel, Dionysos’ (wedding) present to Thetis (24.73 ff.). The god’s cult and major
myths are accordingly known, and the cult is attested already in Mycenaean times
in connection with Zeus. As a cult largely enacted by women, however, and one
that radically intervenes in the ordinary lives of communities, it has no place in
the immediate narrative (although from the Hellenistic period on, Dionysos can
also appear as a military conqueror).

Eileithyia (16.187, 19.103; in the pl. 11.270, 19.119) is the goddess of birth (with
a speaking name: ‘she who comes’ or ‘she who makes come’®). As her sphere
of action is tightly limited to a single aspect of women’s lives, in the Iliad the
Eileithyiai occur only in similes (11.270) and inserted narratives; her/their gene-
alogy as daughter (Hes. Th. 922) or daughters (Il. 11.271) of Hera is in line with
this religious function. The Odyssey knows of the grotto of Eileithyia in Amnisos
(19.1881.); she is already attested as Eleut"jja in that place in Linear B texts from
Knossos. Her sphere of action in the post-Homeric period is frequently extended
to encompass healing (largely, but not exclusively, of women).

14 VISSER 1997, 664.
15 PRIVITERA 1970; SEAFORD 2006.
16 HEUBECK 1972.
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Enyo is a war goddess whose name (etymology uncertain) identifies her as
the female counterpart of Enyalios. She is compared to Athene (as a goddess who
‘presides over the wars of men’) and contrasted with Aphrodite (5.333), and is
Ares’ counterpart (5.592). Hesiod (Th. 273) has her as a sister of Gorgo and daugh-
ter of Phorkys and Keto, and thus counts her among the monsters. In the post-Ho-
meric period, her cult is attested in connection with Ares or Enyalios, particularly
in Attic-Ionic areas.

The Erinyes" (‘Furies’; usually a collective, rarely in the sing.) are goddesses
who avenge violations of fundamental order: they punish perjury (19.259f.),
ensure order by preventing the horse Xanthos from revealing more of the future
(or from speaking in general) (19.418), and intervene in particular when the hier-
archical order within a family has been violated (Phoinix’ father 9.454; Althaia
advocating for her brother against Meleagros 9.571; Hera as Ares’ mother 21.412;
cf. Oedipus’ mother Od. 11.2791{.). They belong to the underworld (9.571f., 19.259),
but at the same time have such a close relationship to wounded individuals that
they can appear as their personal Erinys (untpog Epwvieg 21.412, Od. 11.280). -
In the post-Homeric period, their cult is attested in several parts of Greece (Her-
odotus 4.149 is of interest), where they are occasionally identified with related
beings — Zepvai Oeai, Evpevideg.

Hades/Aides/Aidoneus (also gen. AiSog, dat. Ai6) is the ruler of the world
of the dead, which receives the souls of all deceased (1.3); he is also referred to
by the periphrasis ‘subterranean Zeus’ (Zevg katay0oviog, 9.457). Like Zeus and
Poseidon, he is a son of Kronos and Rheia; the brothers divided the world into
three kingdoms, and Hades received the dark depths of the earth (15.187-193). His
world, inside the earth beneath the feet of men, is radically separate from that of
the other gods, and Hades is concerned with maintaining this separation (20.61-
65); this is also reflected in the fact that Hades has almost no cults. — His absolute
dominance as ‘ruler of those beneath the earth’ (¢vépolowv dvaocowv 15.188) later
stands side by side with a joint rule with his wife, Persephone; h.Cer. 357-369
recounts the aetiological myth.

Hephaistos'® is the son of Hera and Zeus (1.572-579) and fights on the side of
the Achaians using his element, fire (metonymic 2.426), specifically against the
river god Skamandros (20.36, 20.73f., 21.328-382). But he is particularly active as
the divine smith, who makes not only the shield of Achilleus (18.478-608) but
also self-propelled tripods (18.373-379), mechanical servants of gold (18.417f.),
divine equipment (2.101, 8.195, 14.239, 15.308-311) and architecture intended for

17 HEUBECK 1986; NEUMANN 1986; JOHNSTON 1999, ch. 7.
18 BROMMER 1978 (relevant also for the history of religion).
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the gods (1.607f., 14.167, 18.369f., 20.11f.). As a limping, marginal figure, he can
deliberately provoke hilarity among the Homeric deities (1.571-600): the cunning
social ambivalence of the outsider, who is simultaneously physically defective,
corresponds to the image of the smith in Archaic societies.” In the post-Homeric
period, particularly in Athens, he moves closer to the social center as a result
of booming technology and crafts, and is linked especially with Athene as the
goddess of planned reason, pfitig. — It is worth noting that Troy has a priest of
Hephaistos, whose sons fight against Diomedes (5.9-24). The story of the god’s
fall alludes to cultic reality on Lemnos, Hephaistos’ island (1.591-594), that of
his exile with Eurynome and Thetis in a subterranean cave to an initiation as a
craftsman (18.395-405).

Hera”® ("Hpn), Zeus’ sister and wife (Kronos’ eldest daughter 4.59), from her
first appearance on - likely as a result of the Judgment of Paris* - is an active
protector of the Achaians (1.55f.). Similarly significant for her role in the Iliad are
her confrontations with Zeus, who rejects her as quarrelsome (1.518-521), under-
lined e.g. in her humiliation of Artemis (21.479-496). She schemingly employs
her sexual charms (also expressed by her standard epithets AeukwAevog ‘white-
armed’ and Bodmig ‘cow-eyed’, i.e. ‘large-eyed’) in the context of this confron-
tation (A10g amatn, Book 14), which has its own back-story (1.586-591, 15.14-30,
19.95-133). Her dominating presence in the action of the Iliad (but also in the
repeatedly mentioned myth of Herakles, esp. 15.14-30, 19.95-133) is determined
in part by her cultic role as protector of weddings and marriage (which in this
case acquires an ambivalent connotation). Her attack on Artemis also rests on the
opposition between the sexually mature but unmarried and sexually unattached
girl, on the one hand, and the married woman, on the other. But specifically
cultic matters are limited in the Iliad; mention is made of her three important
cult sites, Argos, Sparta and Mycenae (4.52), of which Argos attained absolute
predominance in the post-Homeric period.

Hermes (whose descent from Maia and Zeus is not mentioned in the Iliad or
the Odyssey) fights on the side of the Achaians without much effect (20.35); he
achieves his aristeia when he leads Priam to Achilleus unseen (24.332ff.). The
significance of Hermes’ cultic role as protector-god of livestock and shepherds in
the mountainous outdoors (14.490£.)* and his erotic encounters with adolescent
girls in the sphere of Artemis that result (16.181) are only alluded to; no mention is

19 GRAF 1990.

20 POTSCHER 1987; HAUSSLER 1995.

21 Cf. REINHARDT (1938) 1997.

22 VERNANT (1963) 1983; cf. KAHN 1978.
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made of his role as protector of adolescent young men, which in the post-Homeric
period makes him the god of the gymnasium, nor as mediator between worlds,
which makes him a divine messenger (Od. 5.29) and escort of the souls of the dead
(0d. 24.114); in both roles, he carries a staff (papdog, Od. 5.47 ff., 24.2).%* His func-
tion as an escort is present in the Iliad in the standard epithet Siaktopog (2.103);
the epithet® apyeipovng, linked to the former in the same formula®, however,
eludes clear interpretation and is likely old. Hermes’ name itself is attested in
Linear B ([H]ermahas).

Leto, the mother of Apollo and Artemis, fights along with her children on the
side of the Trojans (20.39f1., cf. 5.447f.), but is particularly prominent as a con-
cerned mother (21.497-504). This role, which receives more emphasis that that
of Zeus’ other lovers, reflects a Panhellenic post-Homeric cult presence, in which
Leto appears particularly connected with young girls.

The Muses, daughters of Zeus (2.491f.) and usually nine in number (Hes. Th.
76, with a list of their names), represent the tradition of poetic material for the
singer (explicitly in 2.488-492). They are accordingly the daughters of Mnemo-
syne (‘Memory’: Hes. Th. 54), are omniscient (2.485) and are invoked (occasion-
ally also in the sing.) by the singer (1.1, 2.484, 2.761f., etc.). For the same reason,
they are able to punish the singer Thamyris, who shows them no respect (2.594—
598). On Olympus, they sing at divine feasts (1.604), much as girls’ choirs do at
human festivals.*

Nereus, the aged god of the sea (1.358, 1.538; Hes. Th. 2331.), is the father of a
group of marine deities, the Nereids. Particularly prominent in the Iliad is Thetis,
Achilleus’ mother, who is occasionally accompanied by her sisters (18.35-49, with
a catalogue of names; 24.84); like them, she lives in the sea (1.357f. etc.). Thetis
alerts Achilleus to his choice between dying honorably before Troy or returning
home to die old but without honor (9.410-416). She also intercedes on his behalf
with Zeus (1.495ff.) and Hephaistos (18.369ff.) and, conversely, is sent by Zeus
to Achilleus to plead for the release of Hektor’s corpse (24.73ff.). This function
as mediator between gods and mortals (which also forms the background to her
marriage to Peleus) is not unusual for deities connected in this manner to a physi-
cal element (cf. the roles of the ‘old man of the sea’ Proteus and his daughter Eido-
thea, Od. 4.365ff.), but has a distinct narrative significance in the Iliad. — Thetis
also gave shelter to the young Dionysus when he fled the Thracian Lykourgos
(6.1351.).

23 JAILLARD 2007.
24 BRINKMANN 1925; CALAME (1977) 1997.
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Paiéon appears as the divine surgeon and heals Ares’ wounds (5.401, 5.899)
with a curative ointment (@pappokov). His name (Pajjawon) is already attested
in Linear B. The identification of the name with Apollo’s healing song (naiova
1.473) notwithstanding, it is uncertain whether Pai€on is already an epithet of
Apollo, as is the case throughout the post-Homeric period, or whether he is still
an independent deity, as expressly in ‘Hes.’ fr. 307 M.-W.»

Persephoneia (always with this long form of the name) is mentioned only
in a fixed phrase with ‘Zeus of the underworld’ (9.457), i.e. Hades (9.569), as the
mistress of the world of the dead, addressed in prayers for revenge by women who
feel their familial rights have been violated. The goddess’ role as mistress of the
revenge spirits of the underworld remains central in later periods. The Odyssey
(10.494 etc.) first offers a somewhat more detailed image of her role as the queen
of the underworld.

Poseidon?® (throughout with the form of the name Iooelddwv, attested
already in the Mycenaean period) is a brother of Zeus who, when the realms were
divided, received the sea as his domain (15.190); he surfaces from it to support the
Achaians (13.44, 13.3511.). Along with Hera and Athene, he is a resolute enemy of
the Trojans because Laomedon cheated him out of the pay for building his city
walls (24.25-28, 21.441-457, cf. 7.445); he is accordingly a mainstay of the Achaian
war-effort in Books 13, 14, 20 and 21. The Homeric restriction of his sphere to the
sea is a poetic abstraction, refuted in both cult practice and Homeric epithets and
portrayals. His usual epithets évvooiyaiog and évooiyBwv ‘shaker of the earth’
(the meaning of yaurjoyog is uncertain: ‘holder of the earth’?) represent him as the
master of the depths of the earth and of earthquakes, and in fact his intervention
in the battle almost makes the earth collapse (20.57-60). In cult, he offers pro-
tection from earthquakes and often bears the epithet dogaAeiog, ‘he who stands
fast’. In addition, he is the master of horses (23.277, 23.307); in the post-Homeric
period, horse races are sometimes organized in his honor as ‘Hippios’. Sanctu-
aries are mentioned at Helike and Aigai (8.203; Aigai also at 13.21 and h.Hom.
22.3); Aigai retained its fame, and the epithet ‘Helikonios’ was connected with
a bull sacrifice, i.e. the Panionian cult on Mykale (20.403-405). Poseidon plays
a particularly important role in Pylos (Nestor recounts Pylian sacrifices to Zeus,
Alpheios, Poseidon and Athene 11.727; cf. Od. 3.43f.); this matches information
from Linear B texts, in which his cult (as Poseidahdn) at Pylos is surprisingly well
attested. He occurs less frequently in Linear B texts from Knossos.

25 Cf. KAPPEL 1992, 32f.
26 Still worth reading: SCHACHERMEYR 1950.

21

22

23



24

132 — Cast of Characters of the /liad: Gods (CG)

Zeus,” the son of Kronos (Kronides, Kronion), is the central divine actor
insofar as the entire war develops according to his plan (1.5; but see also the com-
mentary ad loc.), although Thetis can obtain a temporary change in it and Hera
can remove his control altogether for a brief period. This over-arching scheme
intended by Zeus coincides with ‘fate’. It also corresponds to his absolutely dom-
inant role, both in the world of humans and within the group of Olympian gods,
who may conspire against him, but who even all together cannot drag him from
the heavens (8.18-27), and against whom he may actually use force (Hera 15.18—
24; Hephaistos 1.591-594) despite being closely related to them (Poseidon as his
brother; Hera as his sister and wife; Aphrodite, Apollo, Ares, Artemis, Athene,
Hephaistos and Hermes as his children, like Skamandros/Xanthos 21.2). — In the
world of heroes, Zeus is the father of Helen (3.417), Herakles (14.266 etc.), Darda-
nos (20.215) and Sarpedon (5.635). He is invoked in prayers (Achilleus 16.233—
248), sacrifices (Hektor 22.170f.) and oaths (19.258f.); has a holy tree (5.692), the
beech (@nydg); and receives cult on mountaintops (Ida 22.170£.) and in Dodona
(16.233-235). While details regarding Dodona are sparse (barefoot prophets),?®
cult on mountaintops is well-attested in the post-Homeric period, particularly in
connection with Zeus’ role as god of rain and thunderstorms, as indicated by epi-
thets? such as ve@enyepéta, épt- and UPBpepétng, dpyt- and tepmiképauvog.??
In human society, Zeus, a PactAedg himself, is the protector of kings (‘fostered
by Zeus’, 510tpe@eis Paocthiieg 2.196 f.), whom he actually placed on their throne
(2.205f.): like Zeus, kings are set above the network of horizontal agreements and
therefore need his protection. He is the guarantor of the system of laws presided
over by kings, whose violation he avenges (16.384 ff.) while welcoming leniency
(story of the Litai in 9.502-512). He furthermore protects those who dwell outside
the protective laws of their native city, as well as heralds (A0g Gyye)ot, ‘messen-
gers of Zeus’, 1.334 etc.), foreign guests (Zeus ‘Xeinios’ 13.625), beggars (0d. 6.207)
and suppliants (‘Hiketesios’ Od. 13.213) — functions significant in the post-Ho-
meric period as well. — Zeus’ name (in its derivation from IE *diu-, ‘daylight sky’,
this is the only Greek divine name other than Hestia already securely known in
IE) is attested multiple times in Linear B texts, although with no clear indication
of his function. His role as a weather god on mountaintops while simultaneously
the highest god of the kings and the society he rules has obvious Ancient Near
Eastern parallels.

27 SCHWABL/SIMON 1972/78 is key; see also ARAFAT 1990; CALHOUN 1935; DOWDEN 2006.
28 PARKE 1967.
29 COOK 1925.



So-called Personifications =— 133

2.2 Earlier Generations

The Homeric narrative preserves a range of references, sometimes contradic-
tory, to stories resembling the succession myths in Hesiod and ultimately Near
Eastern traditions that offer background to the pantheon currently in power.

Zeus and his siblings (namely Poseidon, Hades and Hera) are children of
Kronos and Rheia (14.203, 15.187); Zeus is frequently referred to by the patronym-
ics Kronides and Kronion and by the formulaic expression ‘son of devious-de-
vising Kronos’ (Kpovov mdig dykvloprtew 2.205 etc.; the epithet likely refers to
a story of his devious role in the succession myth: LfgrE), whereas Hera is the
‘daughter of Kronos’ (5.721). Under Zeus’ rule, Kronos dwells at the edge of the
world in Tartaros (8.479-481), where he has been banished by Zeus (14.203) and
where he is surrounded by underworld gods (14.275, 15.225), the Titans (14.279),
of whom Iapetos is another named prisoner (8.479). This more or less matches
Hesiod’s portrayal of Kronos’ deposition by Zeus and the Titans’ resistance to
Zeus’ reign (Hes. Th. 617-733).

The designation of gods as (Beol) ovpaviwveg (literally ‘gods who dwell in
heaven’, 1.570 etc.) appears to suggest that the generation of Gaia and Uranos,
which precedes that of Kronos in Hesiod, was known already in the Homeric
period. At least this seems to be indicated by 5.898, which might also be read
‘progeny of Uranos’; the myth itself is nowhere articulated in Homer. Okeanos
and Tethys are an isolated primordial couple, introduced as the ‘origin of the
gods’ (Be@v yéveotg) in 14.302 and as the gods who in Zeus’ battle against Kronos
provided shelter to Rheia and her daughter Hera. This more clearly has the struc-
ture of a succession myth, but an Ancient Near Eastern parallel exists only in the
pair Apsu (Freshwater Ocean) and Tiamat.>®

3. So-called Personifications

The so-called personifications — concrete or abstract notions characterized
as anthropomorphic deities — create difficulties for a modern audience (and espe-
cially for the editor of the text, who must decide whether or not to capitalize);
this phenomenon is fundamentally foreign to Judeo-Christian religious con-
cepts.>! Concrete terms denote forces of nature and the elements - rivers, winds,

30 WEST 1997, 137 ff.
31 See the essays in STAFFORD/HERRIN 2005 for a somewhat sketchy overview and SHAPIRO 1993
for iconography; still important is REINHARDT (1960) 1966.
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celestial bodies, heaven and earth — the abstract ones positive or (more often)
negative forces faced by humans; only in cases where proper names are used
(e.g. for mountains or rivers) is the editor at least relieved of a decision. In all
cases there is confluence of anthropomorphic and non-anthropomorphic action,
occasionally in the space of a few lines. This juncture — of physical geography
and narrative/cultic shaping — can be seen particularly well in the case of rivers,
not only Skamandros, who is an actor in Books 20 and 21 as one of the divine
warriors on the Trojan side and as Hephaistos’ opponent (here the combination
with Hephaistos is also based on the juxtaposition of fire and water), but also
in 5.774-777, where Hera stops her chariot at the confluence of Skamandros and
Simoeis so that Spercheios can nourish her horses with ambrosia (not water!). In
the context of a mythological story (e.g. a rudimentary genealogy) or anthropo-
morphic action, the noun in question cannot be unequivocally identified as an
object or a person in either case. The same haziness, from the opposite direction
as it were, is comprised by what rhetorical theory denotes as metonymy — points
in the Iliad where Hephaistos and Ares in particular simultaneously denote their
own spheres, namely fire and battle.

The modern differentiation by means of capitalization is even more difficult
within the sphere of death-bringing forces of fate (kr|p, poipa). Moira is closely
connected to Thanatos (5.83 etc.) and, as the root cause of violent death, is some-
times linked to the deity who actively causes a death (Hera 18.119, Apollo 16.849,
an unnamed deity 19.410). This highlights death’s inescapability, but leaves
open the question of whether the reference is to an interaction of two deities;
genealogy (the children of Night together with Ker and Thanatos, Hes. Th. 211,
217) and appearance, at any rate, remain unmentioned. Ker appears as a person
only on Achilleus’ shield, where she is depicted together with Eris and Kydoimos
(18.535). In other (usually formulaic) occurrences, human interaction with Ker
or the plural Keres is the main focus, while genealogy and appearance are con-
spicuously absent, as with Moira. One can escape (Kfjp’ dAecivwv 3.32 etc., Kfjpag
GAvEaG 12,113 etc., UEkpuye Kfpa 16.687, Uye Kijpa 18.117) or receive Ker (Kfjpa
8éEopan 18.115); on the other hand, Keres carry human beings away (2.302f.).
The finding is nonetheless significant: a violent death on the battlefield is seen
in both cases as caused by a power whose actions are removed from immediate
human access, as with any divine action.

Several personifications are actors in the Iliad. This is the case particularly
in regard to battle in all its aspects, where Eris spurs on the fighters, together
with her brother Ares and with Deimos and Phobos (4.440, 5.518, 11.3, 20.47) and
takes delight in the battle (11.73). Her role in the action of the battle confers more
stature on her than she usually enjoys, for such personifications normally act as
servants. Deimos and Phobos harness Ares’ chariot (15.119); Iris (whose wings
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mar the anthropomorphism only slightly) is the messenger of the gods and the
charioteer of Aphrodite (5.353f./365-369); Hebe pours wine for the gods (4.2)
and bathes the wounded Ares (5.905); the Horai (‘Hours’) are the gate-keepers
of Olympus (5.749, 8.393) and unharness Hera’s horses (8.433); and the Charites
(‘Graces’) wove Aphrodite’s peplos (5.338).

Many abstracts are mentioned in ekphrases of special weapons, the aegis
(5.740f.: Eris, Alke, Ioke, Gorgo) and the shields of Agamemnon (11.30-40:
Gorgo, Deimos, Phobos) and Achilleus (18.535: Eris, Kydoimos, Ker). The context
suggests an anthropomorphic portrayal, although this is not said explicitly, and
the combinations of figures indicate that those who belong here are not in any
way considered actors elsewhere. Apparently the religious-mythical template
allows for ad hoc personifications by the poet, as is likely the case for the Litai
in the story of Phoinix (9.502ff.). The lists in Hesiod’s Theogony, which contain
a large number of figures not otherwise personified, show the same degree of
freedom.

In the Iliad, only rivers and winds receive cult actions. In the post-Homeric
period, cults of abstracts spread; in essence, any personification may receive cult
when it is imaginable that influence might be exerted on it in this way. (A differ-
entiation on the basis of cult is thus not particularly meaningful.)*?

3.1 Collectives3?

The Charites (yapig ‘grace’) are imagined as young women, for whom yaptg
is of crucial significance for marriage. (They wove Aphrodite’s peplos, 5.338; Hera
promises Hypnos Pasithea, one of the Charites: 14.267 f./275{.; her beautiful hair:
1751 — cosmetics enhance female attractiveness.) According to Hesiod (Th. 907-
911), they are Aglaie, Euphrosyne and Thalie, daughters of Zeus and the Okeanid
Eurynome; Hesiod puts particular stress on their sexual attractiveness.

Rivers,>* as emphatic spatial markers and often unpredictable powers, are
embedded in cult and myth. Their depiction is a particularly good illustration of
the weaving together of physical geography and narrative-cultic shaping (- 28). -
In the case of Acheloios and Okeanos, their extraordinary strength is emphasized
(21.194-196); Alpheios is the ancestor of a local ruling family (5.544-549; a role

32 E contrario HAMDORF 1964.

33 A group such as the nymphs (‘girls of marriageable age’) is not a personification proper,
although they may represent springs individually.

34 WEISS 1984; BREWSTER 1997.
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attested for many rivers), while Spercheios is the father of the Myrmidon Menes-
thios (16.173-176) and Axios the father of Asteropaios (21.140-143). The general
ancestor of the gods is Okeanos, together with Tethys — a narrative derived from
the Mesopotamian primordial couple Apsu and Tiamat, but integrated into
Greek thought regarding the genealogical role of rivers (14.201). All rivers par-
ticipate in the great assembly of the gods (20.7), with the exception of Okeanos,
who dwells far away (cf. 1.423, 3.5, 23.205), although he is the father of all rivers
(21.195); only Skamandros (called Xanthos by the gods: 20.74) — and perhaps
implicitly his brother Simoeis (21.308) — is a son of Zeus (14.434 = 24.693). Local
rivers receive cult: Skamandros has a priest in Troy (3.77), Spercheios is promised
a hair-sacrifice upon Achilleus’ safe return from Troy, which is a transformation
of the ephebes’ hair-sacrifice at the end of their time of service (23.142, cf. Hes. Th.
346-348); and similarly sacrifices are made at border rivers, e.g. Nestor to Zeus,
Alpheios, Poseidon and Athene (11.726-728).%

Like Hebe (- 30, 38), the Horai (‘Hours’/‘Opportune Moment’) are servants
on Olympus — they are gate-keepers, a function that fits their significance as
the right (i.e. critical) moment (5.749, 8.393), and they unharness Hera’s horses
(8.433). Hes. Th. 901-903 highlights the importance of their socio-political role,
calling them Eunomia, Dike and Eirene (Order [of the community], Justice,
Peace), children of Zeus and Themis.

The Nymphs (‘girls of marriageable age, brides’) are goddesses of lakes,
springs, mountains and the like (20.8f.); they are daughters of Zeus (6.420,
24.616). Individually, they may personify the natural phenomena they represent;
are embedded particularly in heroic genealogies (6.21, 14.444, 20.384); and as
such go significantly beyond the role of personifications (e.g. Hermes’ mother
Maia, h.Merc. 3). As a group, they cannot be counted among the personifications
proper.

The Winds,?® removed from human interaction but important for human
life and survival, are endowed in many cultures with divine powers as recipients
of cult. The Iliad names Boreas, Euros, Notos and Zephyros, usually in similes,
where they occur purely as forces of nature (Boreas appears to be dominant,
Zephyros is the fastest, 19.415). Mythical narratives link them to horses: Boreas is
in love with the mares of the Trojan king Erichthonios (20.223), Zephyros and the
harpie (a storm goddess, cf. Od. 1.241, 20.77) Podarge (‘swift-foot’) are the parents
of Achilleus’ immortal horses Xanthos and Balios (Il. 16.150). Perfidious Hera

35 In the post-Homeric period, cult of local rivers is widespread, especially as an expression of
local identity, which finds expression in depictions of river gods on Roman Imperial coins.
36 NEUSER 1982.
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uses the winds in order to harm Herakles (Boreas, 15.26) and the Trojans (Zephy-
ros and Notos, 21.334). They are part of the action in the cremation of Patroklos’
body (23.195-225): Achilleus prays to Boreas and Zephyros; Iris hears the prayer,
reports it to the Winds, who are dining at Zephyros’ home; and both Winds come
to help. Both as a group and as individuals, the Winds received cult in many
places across Greece, either regularly or on special occasions, e.g. following their
intervention in a naval battle (Herodotus 7.178). Their connection with horses
manifests itself in sacrifices of this animal (Festus, De verborum significatu 190.24
Lindsay) or of donkeys (Etymologicum Magnum s.v. AvepiTag).

3.2 Individual Figures

Alke ‘Battle Force’, depicted on the aegis 5.740 (- 31).

Ate ‘Delusion/Madness’ is Zeus’ eldest daughter (19.91) and is contrasted
with the other daughters of Zeus, the Litai ‘Prayers’ (9.504f./512).

Deimos ‘Fear’ (- 30f.) stirs lust for battle together with Phobos and Eris as
part of Ares’ or Athene’s retinue (4.440) and, together with Phobos, harnesses
Ares’ chariot (15.119). On Agamemnon’s shield, he is depicted together with Gorgo
and Phobos (11.37). Hes. Th. 934 makes Deimos and Phobos children of Ares and
Aphrodite.

Eos ‘Dawn’ is named almost exclusively in statements regarding time, but
mostly in anthropomorphic form; Il. 11.1 mentions her husband Tithonos (cf. Hes.
Th. 984), who is included with no connection to Eos in Aineias’ family tree as a
brother of Priam (20.237; the story in its entirety in h.Ven. 218f.).

Eris ‘Strife’ (- 30f.), Ares’ sister (4.440), appears almost exclusively as an
inciter of battle (with Ares, Athene, Deimos and Phobos 4.440; with Ares 5.518;
singly 11.73, 20.47 kpatepr] Aao0o00G; she is sent out by Zeus in 11.3 to make battle
begin; depicted on the aegis at 5.740 and on Achilleus’ shield at 18.535).

Gaia ‘Earth’ is mentioned repeatedly as an oath divinity, together with Helios
3.104, 3.278, 19.259, with Uranos 15.36; this likely reflects actual oath practice. —
On her role in the myth of succession - 27.

Hebe ‘Sexual Maturity, Youth’ (of both sexes) appears in the role of a servant
on Olympus (4.2 cup-bearer; at 5.722 she attaches wheels to Hera’s chariot; at
5.905 she washes Ares). She is a child of Zeus and Hera and marries Herakles (Od.
11.693f.; Hes. Th. 922, 950-955).

Helios ("H£A10¢) ‘Sun’ is named in statements relating to time (7.421 morning;
8.68 midday; 16.777/779 evening; Hera sends him to Okeanos in 18.238f. in order
to provide the Greeks with rest from the battle) and — since he sees all — as an
oath god (3.104, 3.277 with Gaia; 19.197 with Zeus, 19.258 f. with Zeus, Gaia and the

38
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Erinyes). His light does not reach Tartaros (8.480) or Zeus’ and Hera’s love-nest
(14.344). His synonym Hyperion (8.480, 19.398) is more common in the Odyssey,
where it is taken as a patronymic (Od. 12.176). h.Cer. 26 and Hes. Th. 374 mention
his father Hyperion; this indicates that the genealogy may have developed from a
misunderstood epithet? briepiwv (‘he who travels at a height’).

Hypnos ‘Sleep’ is used by Hera in 14.231ff. for her scheming rendezvous with
Zeus. He lives on Lemnos, apart from the main Greek world, and is the brother
of Thanatos ‘Death’ (likewise 16.454, 16.672/682; sons of night at Hes. Th. 213).
Together, they carry the slain Sarpedon to Lycia.

Ioke ‘Attack’ is depicted on the aegis 5.740 (- 31).

Iris ‘Rainbow’ (- 30) is usually Zeus’ messenger (2.786f.) and is conse-
quently fast and winged (11.185, 24.77). She also has a connection with Aphrodite,
whom she nurses after the latter is wounded by Diomedes (5.353 ff.); without spe-
cific orders, she carries Achilleus’ prayer to the house of the Winds (23.198 ff. — a
passage significant for the history of religion, since prayers usually reach their
addressees immediately) and, in the guise of the Trojan Laodike (3.121 ff. — a result
of her link with Aphrodite?), calls Helen to the wall.

Ker ‘Fateful Death’ (- 29, 31).

Kydoimos ‘Battle Fray, Panic’ leads men into battle together with Eris,
Deimos and Phobos (5.593); he is depicted on Achilleus’ shield along with Ker
(18.535).

The Litai ‘Prayers’ appear as daughters of Zeus and sisters of Ate (see above)
only in Phoinix’ story (9.502ff.).

Moira ‘Fate’ (= 29).

Nyx ‘Night’ appears only in the minor myth at 14.259 as the savior of Hypnos
(her son, according to Hes. Th. 213).

Oneiros ‘Dream’ is sent by Zeus to Agamemnon, where he takes the guise of
Nestor (2.6 ff.); at Od. 24.12 and Hes. Th. 212 the individual dream is part of a whole
people, @dAov Oveipwv.

Ossa ‘Voice, Rumor’ is a ‘messenger of Zeus’ (2.93).

Phobos ‘Flight, Panic’ (- 30f.), a son of Ares (13.299), is occasionally paired
with Deimos (as actors at 4.440, 15.119; depicted at 5.739, 11.37). He is similarly
personified (@6Bov Apeog) at 2.767 and is the companion of Phyza ‘(Panicked)
Flight’ at 9.2.

Thanatos ‘Death’ (- 29) appears only in connection with Hypnos as a pair of
brothers who transport Sarpedon’s corpse to Lycia. The pairing does not mitigate
the terror of death (a Romantic idea attested from Shelley onward), but rather
qualifies sleep.

Themis ‘(Divine) Law’ is a Titan, like Rheia and Mnemosyne, according to
Hes. Th. 135; is mother of the Horai by Zeus, according to Th. 901; and in the Iliad



Further Reading =—— 139

has merely the function of a servant — she kindly offers a cup to a distraught Hera
(15.87) and convenes the assembly of the gods at Zeus’ behest (20.4).

Uranos usually appears in the context of the myth of succession (- 27), and
on one occasion (15.36) is an oath divinity for Hera.
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Cast of Characters of the /liad:
Human Beings (CH)
by Magdalene Stoevesandt

1. Preliminary Remarks (1)
2. Achaian Camp (2-7)
3. Troy(8-13)

1. Preliminary Remarks

The actors in the Iliad on the human level are the ‘heroes’ (flpweg) — members
of a generation from the distant past, who, as the poet sees it, are distinguished
from human beings of his own time by their far superior physical abilities and
their greater proximity to the gods (many have a divinity for a father or a mother),
although they themselves do not have a divine or semi-divine status.! The belief
that a special existence in the ‘Elysian Fields’ or on the ‘Isles of the Blessed’ is
granted to individual heroes or indeed to all heroes after their lives are over is
absent from the Iliad, as is any clear indication of hero-cult (demonstrable
archaeologically for Homer’s time).? In the case of the human characters, there-
fore, there is no extra-mythical connection with reality, in contrast to the gods,
for whom cult practice must be taken into consideration alongside the mythical
tradition. The following account (supplemented by the complete index of charac-
ters below, pp. 204 ff.) can therefore be restricted to a brief summary of the most
important mythological information. It is intended to bring the modern reader
somewhat closer to the state of background knowledge possessed by the original
audience - for whom at least the ‘basic facts’ of the Trojan myth-cycle must have

1 Cf. 1.4n., 1.272n., 6.34-35n.; GRIFFIN 1980, 81ff.; on the designation, unique in the Iliad, of
those fighting at Troy as fjuifeot (12.23), see HAINSWORTH 1993 ad loc.

2 The ‘Elysian Fields’ are mentioned only once in the Odyssey (4.563 ff.; see WEST [1981] 1988 ad
loc.), while the ‘Isles of the Blessed’ appear first in Hesiod (see Op. 167 ff. with WEST 1978 ad loc.,
esp. 167n., 171n.); in the Iliad, on the other hand, the mortality of the heroes is stressed (SCHEIN
1984, esp. 95f.; vAN WEES 2006, 373-375; COLLOBERT 2011, 85-90, 128-132 and passim). — On
hero-cult in Homer’s time, see VAN WEES 2006, 370-377, and 6.419an. The single explicit allusion
in the Iliad to hero-cult occurs in the Athenian entry in the catalogue of ships (2.550f.: annual
sacrifices for Erechtheus) and is probably an Attic interpolation (see above HT 5 with n. 4 and
2.546-556n.); on possible implicit allusions, see NAGY 2012, esp. 47-71.
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been familiar (to a different extent, of course, in different individuals)? — and to
facilitate a general understanding of the complex network of relationships in
which the actors are connected to one another (familial and subordinate relation-
ships, guest-friend relationships, etc.). Information given in the Iliad itself is used
in the first instance, but later sources (predominantly the Odyssey,* the Cypria®
and the pseudo-Hesiodic Catalogue of Women®) are included where the picture
otherwise remains too fragmentary.

3 On the embedding of the action of the Iliad within the frame of the Trojan myth-cycle, see STR
23 with fig. 3; LATACZ (1985) 1996, 82-90; 2007, 27-39. — Even an approximate reconstruction of
the background knowledge of Homer’s contemporary listeners is impossible: myths were told
not for their own sake but with different intentions (pedagogical, political, entertainment, etc.)
according to the specific narrative situation and to the character of the audience, and they were
accordingly reinterpreted constantly in the course of a narrative tradition and altered in their
details (cf. GRAF [1985] 1993, 1ff.). The reciprocal inspiration and interconnection of originally
independent epic cycles was also the cause of numerous embellishments. Only the ‘basic facts’
(assembled for the Trojan myth-cycle by LATACZ [1985] 1996, 84f.) remained untouched by these
processes; without these, the myth would no longer be recognizable. It is thus impossible to say
which characters® may have been invented by Homer and which were adopted by him into the
Trojan myth from other cycles; here only probabilities can be highlighted (e.g. that the so-called
‘minor fighters’ [ 12] are ad hoc inventions of the poet; whether Hektor, Patroklos, Chryseis and
Briseis, characters central to the action of the Iliad, belong to the realm of pre-Homeric epic or
not is still disputed). On the basic problem, COMBELLACK 1976 and SCODEL 1997; on the adoption
of individual characters from one cycle into another, WEST 1985, 137 with n. 30; 2011, 38-47;
WATHELET 1988 passim.

In the following overview, characters are arranged within the individual groups partly in accord
with mythological chronology and partly (where the first criterion is not obviously appropriate)
alphabetically.

4 On the question (which cannot be answered conclusively) of whether the Odyssey is to be
attributed to the same poet as the Iliad, see LATACZ (1985) 1996, 67.

5 The Cypria is one of the so-called ‘cyclic epics’ that arose in the 7th/6th c. BC and that expand
the Homeric epics to a complete epic circle (‘cycle’) in which all parts of the Trojan myth-cycle not
included in the Iliad and Odyssey are narrated (LATACZ [1985] 1996, 61, 75f., 89f.; 1997; BURGESS
2001; WEST 2011, 32-35); these epics are known to us only in fragments and the brief summaries
by Proclus (5th c. AD). The Cypria narrated the prehistory of the Trojan War and the history of the
ten-year siege of Troy up to the point where the Iliad begins.

6 This work (cited as ‘Hes.’ fr. XX M.-W.), likewise preserved only in fragments, is a versified
compendium, structured around genealogy, of the mythic history of Greece from earliest times
until the Trojan War or the generation after it (WEST 1985, 3); it may date to the middle of the 6th
c. BC (WEsT ibid. 130-137).
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2. Achaian Camp’

Of central importance for the action of the Iliad (or its prehistory) are:
The Atreidai (sons of Atreus) Agamemnon and Menelaos:

Menelaos The abduction of his wife Helen by Paris (- 8) is the cause of the
Trojan War (2.161f., 3.86 ff. etc.). Ruler of the region of Lakedaimon, with
aresidence in Sparta, leader of a contingent of 60 ships (2.581ff.); he left
the leadership of the collective undertaking to his more powerful brother
Agamemnon.

Agamemnon Commander-in-chief of the Achaians (1.78f.) with a personal
contingent of 100 ships (2.576); ruler of the region of Argos (1.30, 2.108)
with a residence in Mykenai (2.569 ff.). Grandson of Pelops and nephew
of Thyestes (cf. 2.105ff.); husband of Helen’s sister Klytaimestra (1.113f.,
cf. ‘Hes.’ fr. 176 M.-W.),® father of Orestes I° (9.142) and three daughters,
Iphianassa, Laodike II and Chrysothemis (9.145).°

Achilleus Best fighter before Troy (2.769f.). Son of the Nereid Thetis (1.280, 352;

- CG 20) and Peleus (1.1); grandson of Aiakos (after whom he is also called

‘Aiakides’), great-grandson of Zeus (2.860, 21.189; - CG 24); father of Neopto-

lemos (19.326f.). Leader of the Myrmidons (1.180) from the Thessalian region

of Phthia (1.155)** with a contingent of 50 ships (2.685).

Patroklos Closest friend of Achilleus, whom he served as charioteer before Troy

(17426 ff., 475ff).> Son of Menoitios from Lokrian Opus (18.325f.), grandson

of Aktor II (11.785). Having fled to Peleus after killing a playmate while still a

boy, he grew up as an older foster-brother of Achilleus (23.84f.; cf. 11.765 ff.).*?

7 On the term ‘Achaian’ (= Greek), see 1.2n.

8 On a possible allusion of the Iliad to the story of the murder of Agamemnon by his wife
Klytaimestra and Aigisthos, the son of Thyestes (0d. 1.35ff. etc.), see 1.113-114n.; for the opposed
view, cf. KIRK 1985 on 2 101-8.

9 Roman numerals serve to distinguish homonymous characters.

10 Laodike is replaced by Elektra in later sources (e.g. Euripides, Orestes 23). — On a possible
allusion to the version, first attested only after Homer, that Agamemnon had to sacrifice his
daughter Iphigenia to Artemis in Aulis (before the departure of the fleet for Troy), see 1.106-108n.
11 According to ‘Hes.’ fr. 205 M.-W. the Myrmidons were originally from the island of Aigina,
where Zeus created the people from ants (Gr. poppnkeg, myrmékes) at the request of his son
Aijakos. But Aiakos was probably transformed from a Thessalian local hero into the founder of
Aigina only later (WEST 1985, 162ff.; cf. also nn. 13 and 14 below).

12 There is often a close, trusting relationship between fighter and charioteer, who are particu-
larly dependent on one another in battle; cf. KRISCHER 1992.

13 Later sources make Patroklos either a cousin (‘Hes.’ fr. 212.(a) M.-W.), a nephew (Philocrates
FGrHist 601 F 1= Apollodorus, Bibl. 3.13.8 [3.176]) or an uncle twice removed of Achilleus (Pindar,
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Chryseis Daughter of Chryses, a priest of Apollo (- 11), captured in the sack of
Hypoplakian Thebe (a city in the vicinity of Troy) and awarded to Aga-
memnon as a prize (1.11ff., 1.366 ff.).

Briseis Daughter of Briseus, captured in the sack of Lyrnessos (on the same expe-
dition as Chryseis) and awarded to Achilleus as a prize (1.184f., 1.392,
2.689ff.); when Lyrnessos fell, she lost her husband and three brothers
(19.291ff.).

In addition to the Atreidai and Achilleus, the innermost circle of leaders (cf.
2.404ff.) are:

Aias I The so-called ‘greater Aias’, son of Telamon (2.528, cf. 5.610 etc.); best
fighter after Achilleus (2.7681f.); leader of an Achaian contingent of 12 ships
from Salamis (2.557).

Aias II The so-called ‘lesser Aias’, son of Oileus I (2.527) and Eriopis (13.697);
leader of the Lokrians with a contingent of 40 ships (2.527 ff.).*”

Diomedes Grandson of the Aitolian Oineus (through whom he was a guest-
friend of the Lykian Glaukos I: - 10); son of Tydeus (who emigrated to
Argos: - 6) and a daughter of Adrestos I (genealogy: 14.110ff.); husband of
Adrestos’ daughter Aigialeia (his aunt: 5.412). Leader, along with his follower
Sthenelos I (- 4), of an Achaian contingent of 80 ships from the area around
Argos and Tiryns (2.559 ff.).1

Idomeneus Son of Deukalion I, grandson of Minos, great-grandson of Zeus
(13.4491f.); ruler of the Kretans, along with his follower Meriones (- 4) leader
of a contingent of 80 ships (2.645 ff.).

Nestor Oldest fighter before Troy; he regularly appears admonishing and giving
advice (1.247ff. etc.). Ruler of Pylos, leader of a contingent of 90 ships
(2.602f.); son of Neleus (2.20f.), father of Antilochos (- 4) and Thrasyme-
desI(9.81).

OL. 9.70 combined with ‘Hes.’ fr. 205 M.-W., where fi 8(¢) must mean the nymph Aigina). Whether
Homer knew of these genealogical constructions cannot be determined. Cf. HAINSWORTH 1993
on 11.605; JANKO 1992, p. 313 and on 16.168-97; WEST 1985, 163.

14 According to later sources (Pindar, Isthm. 6.19ff. etc.), Telamon is a son of Aiakos, and Aias
is thus a cousin of Achilleus; the Iliad (in which only Achilleus is called ‘Aiakides’) seems not to
know this genealogy (WEST 1985, 162 ff.; KIRK 1985 on 2.558 end).

15 The dual-form Alavte (‘the two Aiases’) normally refers to Aias I and II, who appear fre-
quently together, but occasionally to Aias I and his half-brother Teukros (= 4); cf. 2.406n.

16 On the problem of the division of his realm from Agamemnon’s, see 2.559-568n., 2.569-580n.;
VISSER 1997, 455 ff.
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Odysseus Ruler of Ithaka famous for his cleverness and diplomatic skill
(3.2001t.), leader of the Kephallenians with a contingent of 12 ships (2.631ff.);
son of Laértes (2.173), father of Telemachos (2.260).

Leaders with substantial subsidiary roles:

Antilochos Son of Nestor (5.565); along with his brother Thrasymedes I lieu-
tenant of the Pylians (17.702ff.); youngest Achaian warrior (15.569); friend of
Achilleus (23.556) and Menelaos (23.606 ff.).

Automedon Son of Diores II (17.429), companion and replacement charioteer of
Patroklos and Achilleus (16.145 ff., 19.395ff.).

Eurypylos I Son of Euaimon, ruler in Thessalian Ormenion, leader of an Achaian
contingent of 40 ships (2.734ff.).

Meges Son of Phyleus, ruler of the islands of Doulichion and the Echinai, leader
of an Achaian contingent of 40 ships (2.625 ff.).

Meriones Son of Molos I, follower of Idomeneus and along with him leader of
the Kretans (2.645ff., 13.249 ff.).Y”

Sthenelos I Son of Kapaneus (one of the ‘Seven against Thebes’: 4.403ff.; > 6
s.v. Tydeus); companion and charioteer of Diomedes (- 3), along with him
leader of the people from the area around Argos and Tiryns (2.559 ff.).

Teukros Illegitimate son of Telamon and thus the half-brother of Aias I (8.283f.);
he appears in the Iliad predominantly as an archer (8.266 ff. etc.).

Characters with special roles:

Epeios Son of Panopeus; he appears in the Iliad only in the funeral games for
Patroklos, and refers to himself as an unimpressive fighter (23.670). He is gen-
erally taken to be identical with the architect of the Trojan horse (Od. 8.492f.,
11.523), whom Stesichorus®® (fr. 200 Page) calls the water-bearer of the Atrei-
dai: obviously the archetypal ‘unheroic laborer’.*

Kalchas Son of Thestor I, best Achaian augur and seer (1.69ff.).

17 The formula Mnptovng &taAavtog Evualie avdpewpovn (2.651 [see ad loc.] etc.) can be dated
to the 15th or 16th c. BC on the basis of its metrical structure (cf. M 13.4). Meriones is apparently
a pre-Greek hero who entered Greek hexameter poetry in the proto-Mycenaean period and was
later adopted into the Trojan myth-cycle (RUIJGH 1995, 85 ff.; LATACZ [2001] 2004, 261-263); the
name may be derived from maryannu, the Hurrian term for an elite chariot-fighter (WEST 1997,
612; 1997a, 234, following SCHACHERMEYR 1968, 306).

18 Lyric poet of the 7th/6th c. BC.

19 Cf. RICHARDSON 1993 on 23.653-699.
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Machaon and Podaleirios Sons of Asklepios, physicians; in addition, they lead
an Achaian contingent of 30 ships from the area around Thessalian Trikke
(2.7291f.).

Nestor (- 3).

Phoinix I Teacher of Achilleus (9.485ff.). Son of Amyntor son of Ormenos from
Hellas (a region between Boiotia and Phthia®®); after a quarrel with his father,
he fled to Peleus, who entrusted him with the rule of the Dolopians (in an out-
lying area of Phthia; 9.447 ff.). Before Troy, he is advisor of Achilleus (9.438 ff.)
and lieutenant of the Myrmidons (16.196).

Talthybios Herald; follower of Agamemnon (1.320f.), but also independently
active in the service of the community (7.274 ff.).**

Thersites The ugliest of the Achaians, who attempts to stir the fighters up against
their leaders and is roughly put in his place by Odysseus (2.212ff.).

In stories told by characters, frequent mention is made of heroes of an earlier
generation (some of whom belong primarily to other myth cycles); among those
mentioned more than once are:

The ‘Aktoriones’ Eurytos I and Kteatos Sons of Poseidon (- CG 23) but nom-
inally of Aktor IV of Elis, also known as the ‘Moliones’ after their maternal
grandfather Molos II or their mother Molione (or Moline) (11.750);%* accord-
ing to ‘Hes.’ fr. 17 f. M.-W. they were Siamese twins.?*> Opponents of the young
Nestor in the battle between the Pylians and the Epeians (11.737 ff.) and in the
funeral games for Amaryngkeus (23.630ff.). Their sons Thalpios and Amphi-
machos I are leaders of the Epeians before Troy (2.615 ff.).

Herakles Son of Alkmene and Zeus (14.323f.; - CG 24) but nominally of Amphi-
tryon of Thebes (5.392); by a trick of the jealous Hera made to serve Eurystheus
of Mykenai, by whose orders he was required to complete a series of heroic
tasks (later canonized as the ‘twelve labors’; 8.362ff., 15.638ff., 19.95ff.).
First sacker of Troy (Laomedon, father of Priam [> 8], had deceived him
about an agreed-upon reward, for which Herakles had battled a sea monster
on his behalf: 5.638 f., 20.144 ff.).>* His son Tlepolemos I (leader of the Rhodi-

20 VISSER 1997, 653f.; cf. 1.2n., 2.683n.

21 Cf. 1.320-321n.

22 WEST 1985, 62f.

23 This is probably also what is meant at 23.641f. (ol 8 &p’ £5av 8idupol ...); Geometric vase
paintings attest to the myth of a monstrous double-creature for the late 8th c. BC (cf. HAINSWORTH
1993 on 11.750; on the sources of the image, FITTSCHEN 1969, 68 ff., and HAMPE 1981).

24 On the background of this story, cf. also 21.441 ff. with RICHARDSON 1993 ad loc.; WEST 2011,
32
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ans: 2.653ff.) and his grandsons Antiphos I and Pheidippos (leaders of the
Koans: 2.676 ff.) fight before Troy under the leadership of the Atreidai.”®

Tydeus Father of Diomedes; son of Aitolian Oineus. Driven out of Kalydon after
the murder of a relative (‘Hes.’ fr. 10(a).55 ff. M.-W.);?¢ taken in by Adrestos I
of Argos and made his son-in-law (14.113ff.). Fell in the battle of the ‘Seven
against Thebes’ (the expedition, led by Adrestos, of Oedipus’ son Polyneikes
against his brother Eteokles: 4.372ff., 5.800ff., 6.222f., 10.285 ff.).

The remaining arsenal of Achaian characters is essentially composed of:

— those named in the catalogue of ships as leaders of contingents, who appear
seldom or never in the subsequent action;

- theso-called ‘minor fighters’ (present among the Trojans in greater numbers:
->12);

— fathers of ‘minor fighters’ and other characters mentioned only in genealogi-
cal contexts.

3. Troy*

The most important members of the Trojan ruling family are:

Priam Elderly ruler of Troy (1.255, 3.105 ff.) and of the area around the city (extent
of his realm: 24.544f.). Son of Laomedon, also called ‘Dardanides’ after his
ancestor Dardanos I (genealogy: 20.215 ff.); father of 50 sons and 12 daughters
(6.244ff.).8

25 The background of this entry in the catalogue of ships is the story of Herakles’ conquest of
the island of Kos, also alluded to at 14.247 ff. and 15.24ff. (2.677n.; VISSER 1997, 635ff.). — The
Iliad also knows of an expedition by Herakles against Pylos in which Nestor’s brothers are killed
(11.690ff.) and of a victory by the hero over Hera and Hades (5.392ff.). In general, cf. SBARDELLA
1994; WEST 2011, 29-31.

26 On the various versions of the story, see JANKO 1992 on 14 115-120.

27 For an extensive collection of the mythological information on all Trojan heroes of the Iliad,
see WATHELET 1988.

28 Mentioned by name in the Iliad are 22 sons (of whom 11 are killed and two are no longer alive
at the dramatic date of the Iliad) and 3 daughters, some from Hekabe, some from additional
wives of high status, some from concubines (on the polygamy of Priam and the social standing of
children of concubines, see 6.244-246n.); see below on Paris, Hektor, Deiphobos and Helenos I,
and cf. the Index s.vv. Agathon, Antiphonos, Antiphos III, Chromios I, Demokoon I (son of a
concubine), Dios, Doryklos (son of a concubine), Echemmon, Gorgythion (son of his additional
wife Kastianeira), Hippothoos II, Isos (son of a concubine), Kassandra, Kebriones (son of a con-
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Hekabe Daughter of the Phrygian Dymas (16.7181.); wife of Priam, mother of 19
of his 50 sons (24.496).

Paris Son of Priam and Hekabe, also called Alexandros (3.325, 3.16 [see ad loc.]).
Induced by Zeus to judge a beauty contest between Hera (- CG 16), Athene
(= CG 8) and Aphrodite (- CG 4); Aphrodite wins the contest by promising
him Helen for his wife (the so-called ‘Judgment of Paris’). On the instructions
of the goddess, Paris travels to Sparta, where Menelaos (- 2) receives him as
a guest, and abuses the guest-friendship he has been granted by abducting
Menelaos’ wife: the prehistory of the Trojan War is narrated in the Cypria®
but only alluded to in the Iliad (Book 3 passim, also 4.7 ff., 5.59 ff., 6.288 ff.,
13.620ff., 24.25ff. etc.).>®

Helen Daughter of Zeus (3.199; - CG 24), but nominally of Tyndareos,* and of
Nemesis the goddess of revenge or Leda;* sister or half-sister of the Dios-
kouroi Kastor and Polydeukes (3.237f.) and of Klytaimestra (- 2 s.v. Agamem-
non). The most-courted woman of Greece (‘Hes.’ fr. 196-204 M.-W.).>* Mother
by Menelaos of Hermione, whom she left behind as a small child in Sparta
when she was carried off by Paris (3.175; cf. Od. 4.3ff.: after the Trojan War,
Hermione marries Achilleus’ son Neoptolemos).

Hektor Probably the eldest son of Priam and Hekabe (6.451, 20.240); supreme
commander of the Trojans (2.816f.) and chief defender of the city (6.403).
Andromache Hektor’s wife; daughter of Eétion I, the ruler of the Kilikians in
Hypoplakian Thebe (6.394ff.); she lost all her relatives in the capture of her
home city by Achilleus (6.413ff.; Chrysels was captured on the same occa-

sion: > 2).

cubine), Laodike I, Lykaon II (son of his additional wife Laothoé&; - 12), Medesikaste (daughter of
a concubine), Mestor, Pammon, Polites, Polydoros I (son of Laothog), Troilos.

29 Proclus, Chrest. §1f. West and Cypr. fr. 4-8 West.

30 Cf. STR 23; 3.121-244n. end, 3.383-420n.; 6.288-295n., 6.292n.; 24.27-30n. — REINHARDT
(1938) 1997 is fundamental: The ‘novelistic’ tendencies of the legend are pushed into the back-
ground in the Iliad or converted into ‘epic situations’; the basic circumstances achieved by the
Judgment of Paris are decisive for the poet, as are their effects on both divine and human levels
(the immeasurable hatred of Hera and Athene for the Trojans; the inner conflict of the abducted
wife, the ambivalent relationship of the Trojans with her, etc.). On this ‘psychologizing of the
realia of the legend’, cf. also 3.121-244n. end, 3 172-180n., 3.399-412n.; KULLMANN 1960, 382ff.;
(1981) 1992, 85f.; (1991) 1992, 108 ff.

31 ‘Hes.’ fr. 176, 199.8, 204.61£./78 ff. M.-W.; cf. Il. 3.139 f. (with KIRK 1985 ad loc.) and Od. 11.298 ff.
(where the Dioskouroi, Helen’s brothers according to Il. 3.237 ., figure as sons of Tyndareos).

32 Nemesis: Cypr. fr. 10 West; Leda is the wife of Tyndareos (0d. 11.298 ff.; cf. ‘Hes.’ fr. 24 M.-W.;
an attempt to harmonize the various genealogies is found at Apollodorus, Bibl. 3.10.7 [3.126 f.]).
33 On this, WEST 1985, 114 ff.
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Astyanax The young son of Hektor and Andromache, also called ‘Skamandrios’
(6.4001f.).

Deiphobos Son of Priam, favorite brother of Hektor (22.233f.); lieutenant (12.94).

Helenos I Son of Priam, best Trojan augur and seer (6.76, 7.44ff.); lieutenant
(12.94).

Aineias Son of Aphrodite (- CG 4) and Anchises I (2.819f.), member of the sub-
sidiary line of the Trojan ruling family (genealogy: 20.215ff.); raised by his
brother-in-law Alkathoos (13.465f.); together with the Antenorides (- 9)
Archelochos and Akamas I the leader of the Trojan Dardanians (2.819f.).3*

Other influential Trojans are:

Antenor Member of the Trojan council of elders (3.148); supporter of peace (he
received Odysseus and Menelaos when they came to Troy before the war for
negotiations: 3.205 ff.; speaks in vain for the return of Helen: 7.347 ff.). Father
of numerous sons.*

Theano Antenor’s wife, daughter of the Thracian Kisses; priestess of Athene in
Troy (6.298 ff., 11.221ff.).

Polydamas Son of Panthoos (13.756), another member of the Trojan council of
elders (3.146); companion of Hektor, who was born on the same night (18.251);
lieutenant (11.57, 12.60); he mostly appears advising and warning (12.60 ff.,
12.210ff., 13.725ff., 18.2491f.).

Especially important among the leaders of the Trojan allies are:

Asios I Leader of the Trojan allies from the area around Arisbe at the Hellespont
(2.835ff.); son of Hyrtakos, father of Adamas (who fights with him before
Troy: 12.140).

Asteropaios Leader of the Trojan allies from Paionia, came belatedly as a rein-
forcement (21.154 ff.); son of Pelegon, grandson of the river-god Axios (- CG
34) and Periboia the daughter of Akessamenos (21.141f.).

34 ‘Dardanians’ in a strict sense (the name is also occasionally used for the Trojans collectively)
is apparently to be understood as the people who remained behind in the ‘mother city’ Dardania
on the slope of Mt. Ida when Troy was founded (20.215ff.) and who only came to Troy during
the war to defend the beleaguered city (see 2.819n. and KIRk 1985 on 2.819-20; on the supposed
historical background of this legend, WATHELET 1988, 217f.).

35 The Iliad mentions eleven, six of whom are killed; see the Index s.vv. Agenor I, Akamas I,
Archelochos, Demoleon, Helikaon, Iphidamas, Koon, Laodamas, Laodokos I, Pedaios (son of a
concubine) and Polybos.
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Glaukos I Along with his cousin Sarpedon, leader of the Trojan allies from Lykia
(2.876); grandson of Bellerophontes, who emigrated to Lykia from the Argive
city of Ephyra (through him, Glaukos is a guest-friend of Diomedes: - 3), son
of Hippolochos I (genealogy and story of Bellerophontes: 6.150 ff.).

Pandaros (- 11).

Sarpedon Best fighter among the Trojan allies (12.101ff.); along with his cousin
Glaukos I, leader of the Lykians (2.876); son of Zeus and Laodameia the
daughter of Bellerophontes® (6.196 ff.).

Characters with special roles:

Chryses Father of Chryseis (- 2), priest of Apollo in Chryse (a city in the south-
ern Troad®); Agamemnon’s dishonoring of him is the trigger for the action of
the Iliad (1.11f.).

Dolon Son of Eumedes, Trojan scout, captured and killed by Diomedes and
Odysseus (= 3; 10.314 ff.).3®

HelenosI (> 8).

Idaios I Herald of the Trojans (3.248).

Pandaros Son of Lykaon I, leader of the Trojan contingent from Zeleia (at the
foot of Mt. Ida in the Troad; 2.824ff.); induced by Athene to break the treaty
(‘the shot of Pandaros’), thus preventing the bloodless solution to the conflict
anticipated by both parties involved in the war (4.86 ff.).

Polydamas (- 9).

The so-called ‘minor fighters® (characters who generally appear only once,
to die); special insight into the situation of the Trojans is provided by the fates of:
Adrestos III Pleads with Menelaos for his life; Menelaos wishes to spare him, but

is persuaded otherwise by Agamemnon: no Trojan should escape destruction

(6.37 ff.).

36 According to ‘Hes.’ fr. 140 f. M.-W., however, he is the son of Europa and thus brother of Minos
and Rhadamanthys; apparently Sarpedon was adopted by Homer or one of his predecessors from
the Cretan myth-cycle into the one concerning Troy (6.198b-199n.; JANKO 1992 on 16.419-683;
WATHELET 1988 s.v., esp. 978 ff. and 986 ff.).

37 1.37-38n.

38 On the question of the authenticity of Book 10 (the so-called ‘Dolonia’), see DANEK 1988;
HAINSWORTH 1993, 151 ff.; DUE/EBBOTT 2010, esp. 3-29; BIERL 2012a; DUE 2012.

39 Fundamental on the topic is STRASBURGER 1954; on the so-called ‘obituaries’ for these char-
acters, see 6.12-19n. and STOEVESANDT 2004, 126156, with further bibliography.

1
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Lykaon II Son of Priam and Laothoé the daughter of Altes from Pedasos; prior
to the action of the Iliad, captured by Achilleus, sold into slavery on Lemnos
and ransomed by a guest-friend; twelve days after his return, he again falls
into Achilleus’ hands and is killed by him (21.34 ff.).

Othryoneus Trojan ally from Kabesos (location uncertain); made great promises
(he would drive the Achaians out of Troy) and insisted on the hand of Priam’s
daughter Kassandra as a reward; killed by Idomeneus (13.363 ff.).

Peisandros I and Hippolochos II Sons of Antimachos, they plead in vain for
their lives with Agamemnon; their father, bribed by Paris with gold, had
opposed the return of Helen (11.122ff.).

The remaining arsenal of Trojan characters is essentially limited to:

— heroes of an earlier generation mentioned in the stories told by characters
(e.g. Bellerophontes: - 10 s.v. Glaukos I; on the type - 6);

— fathers of the ‘minor fighters’ and other characters mentioned in genealogi-
cal contexts;

— various small subsidiary roles.



The Structure of the lliad (STR)

By Joachim Latacz

1. The Basis and History of Structural Analysis of the /liad (1-17)
2. The Structure of the /liad (18-24)

1. The Basis and History of Structural Analysis of the /liad*

Meaningful structural analysis can only be conducted on structured liter-
ary texts. A decision as to the presence or absence of structure depends on the
analyst’s definition of the term. In the face of the multitude of contemporary con-
cepts of structure, a relatively basic approach is advisable. The following defini-
tions thus seem appropriate:

The term structura comes from a construction environment [...]. Used metaphorically, it
denotes the way a thing is assembled. Where the analysis is concerned with the construc-
tion forms of a piece of art, one speaks of structure. What matters is [...] knowledge of the
material and of the rules for how it is layered.?

The assembling can be very simple (addition, agglomeration, conglom-
eration), so that structural analysis may be complete simply by stating this fact
(unless it aims at studying the individual parts). But where the assembling proves
complex, the difficulty of analysis increases along with the complexity of the
subject matter. The scope and difficulty of the analysis also increase with the size
of the text.

It is obvious that the Iliad, as we have it, is both a large-scale work (15,693
verses) and a complex one. Whether this complexity is due to single or multiple
authorship (the so-called ‘Homeric question’®) has occasionally led to controver-
sies, but these controversies did not call into question the basic fact of complex-
ity. Instead, it was the complexity of the text that allowed the diversity of struc-
tural analyses to be conducted within the framework of the controversies (with
both ‘analytical’ and ‘unitarian’ aims).

Structural analysis of the Iliad was initiated (as far as we can tell) by Aristotle.
Structure is crucial for the impact of poetry, the most developed form of which

1 In greater detail: LaTACZ 1991c.
2 HILLEBRAND 1978, 1, transl.
3 See LATACZ (2000) 2006.
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for Aristotle was drama, whereas epic poetry was regarded by him as drama’s
preparatory predecessor. Aristotle referred to structure as sy-stasis ‘standing
together’ and syn-thesis ‘putting together’.* He developed the model of an ideal
systasis/synthesis of epic and dramatic poetry (tragedy) from his analysis of the
two Homeric epics.

For Aristotle, the structure of the Homeric epics is characterized by unity/
wholeness/completeness, as well as by an organic character:

The stories [in epic] — just as in tragedy — must stand together in such a way that they are
‘dramatic’ and revolve around a single action, entire and complete, having a beginning,
middle and end, so that — like a living creature — single and complete, it produces its own
characteristic pleasure. (Poetics 1459a18-21)

For Aristotle, organic character is the ordering of structural elements and
the extension of the overall structure as they correspond to those of a beautiful
being: one, whole, complete in itself, not too small or too large (since otherwise,
it would be either invisible or incomprehensible), and conditioned in the best
possible way to fulfil its purpose — that is, lacking nothing necessary to fulfilling
its purpose, containing nothing superfluous, and presenting each individual part
in the place within the organism appropriate for fulfilling its purpose:

And it is necessary that the parts of the action ‘stand together’ such that if any part is placed
somewhere else or removed, the whole is disrupted and disturbed. For that whose presence
or absence is not noticed at all is not a constituent part of the whole. (1451a32-35)

If this effect is to be attained, unity and completeness must not be forced.
They are forced if they do not result from the story itself but are artificially created
by introducing a person (‘hero’), for example, or a particular time frame. This
creates narratives based on an agglutination of events that lack unity in and of
themselves. Examples of this are the numerous epics related to Herakles and
Theseus, whose authors were doomed to fail:

But Homer - just as he excels in every other regard — seems also to understand this, whether
by skill or by nature. In composing the Odyssey, he did not include everything that hap-
pened to him (sc. Odysseus) [ ... ] but he made the Odyssey ‘stand together’ around an action
that is single in our sense of the word - and likewise the Iliad. (1451a22-30)

4 ‘Where Aristotle [...] is talking about systasis, he is referring to the composing and organizing
shaping by the poet’; ‘there is no fundamental difference between these two terms [systasis and
synthesis]’: KOSTER 1970, 54, transl.
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All historical epics can also serve as examples: density and sequence of events
within a particular time frame cannot replace organic unity:

Accordingly, as already noted, in this regard too Homer seems divinely inspired beyond
others, since he did not attempt to include the whole war, even though it had a beginning
and an end. The story would be too great and not easily manageable, or measured in its
length it would be too entangled by the pastiche (of incidents). But he took a single part® and
developed the poem by means of many individual scenes.® (1459a30-37)

An ideal structure thus presupposes selection of a single element from potentially
infinite material, and the shaping of it into a self-contained, manageable and
thematically unified whole, which is then elaborated in individual scenes (epeis-
(h)odia, episodes). It is already evident here, but is further emphasized elsewhere
(1459h28), that these epeisodia are always ‘intrinsic’ rather than ‘extraneous’, i.e.
integrating parts of a whole.

Consequently, the Iliad is a model epic in Aristotle’s view (explicitly so at
1462b101.). His evaluation of its structure is apparently based on comparison of
the Iliad with an extensive collection of epics — evident in the references to the
‘Herakles and Theseus epics’ as well as elsewhere, to other tales from the Epic
Cycle (additional epics that formed part of the Trojan War tradition) — that is no
longer extant. His judgement is thus based primarily not on subjective prefer-
ences but on a comparative assessment of material lost to us — by a scholar who
was particularly clear-sighted in matters relating to structure. Despite the refine-
ments in critical methodology achieved since Aristotle’s time, his judgment must
still be taken seriously, as it was for the literary-aesthetic study of Homer well into
the 18th century.

Aristotle’s evaluation of the structure of the Iliad was merely part of a wider
analysis of poetic literature aimed at general issues rather than the Iliad itself. As
such, it was the result of a broad overview rather than of detailed textual analysis.
Nevertheless, both in antiquity and modern times, this was essentially regarded
as the ‘final word’, mediated through the tradition of the ancient philosophical
schools, in particular that of the Peripatetic school itself:” the Iliad is received as
the unified creation of an outstanding (‘god-like’) poet. It is interpreted and used

5 “Ev pépog dmohaBwv (sc. ufvev AxIAfog).

6 The basis for this translation is the framing of the text and the resulting concept of epeis-
(h)odia initiated by K. Nickau in 1966 and further solidified by A. Kéhnken in 1990 (NICKAU 1966;
KOHNKEN 1990, 136-149).

7 On the role of Theophrastus, Neoptolemus, etc., see KOSTER 1970, 85-123.
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from many points of view, but its structure is not considered. There is accordingly
no systematic study of the structure of the Iliad.

Only in the wake of the Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes and in conjunc-
tion with the general rebellion against ‘poetological Aristotelianism’,® in particu-
lar in late 18th-c. Germany, is the Aristotelian structural analysis of the Homeric
epics with its relentless emphasis on structural unity called into question.

After a period of preparation via several anti-Aristotelian revolts and move-
ments (demands for historical approaches to poetry, discovery of improvising
oral folk poetry), the change appears in clear outline and as the rudiment of an
alternative system in a lecture on Homer given by Christian Gottlob Heyne, the
academic mentor of Friedrich August Wolf, in the summer term of 1789:° although
the Iliad and the Odyssey are Homer’s creations, they were never committed to
writing by the poet himself, but rather performed orally. Rhapsodes continued
‘Homer’s poems’ in individual parts (rhapsodies) taken from the Iliad and the
Odyssey. ‘The Homeric poems were collected and written down only late; it is
unclear by whom. Lycurgus is suggested [...], as are Pisistratus and his sons [...],
finally also Solon. All may easily have played a part ...” Thus for the first time the
Iliad is no longer conceived of as a structural whole according to one individual’s
design, but as a post-600 BC compilation of originally distinct Homeric poems.
The traditional communis opinio is thereby discarded.

Six years later, in 1795, Friedrich August Wolf published his Prolegomena ad
Homerum, which developed the basic ideas proposed by Heyne further and, with
more arguments added, wove a comprehensive system. Even Wolf does not doubt
that both epics are skilfully structured (Quin insit in iis aliquod [sc. artificium
structurae et compositionis], dubitari nullo pacto potest), although he questions
whether this artificium derived from Homer or was added by other individuals
(Homerine id sit an ab aliis ingeniis [...] adscitum).*®

But Wolf avoids the detailed structural analysis of the Iliad the point requires;
this he leaves to others with better artistic judgment than himself: ‘Klopstockii,
Wielandi, Vossii’, i.e. connoisseurs who were among the most important Ger-
man-language poets of his time.™ At any rate, he says, the last six Books could
not have been written by Homer, the primus auctor who set the theme (the pfjvig

8 FUHRMANN 1973, 189 (transl.) and passim.

9 Lecture notes by Wilhelm von Humboldt, identified among Wolf’s estate by A. Leitzmann and
published in LEITZMANN 1908, 550553 (the following quotations are translated from the Ger-
man); also MATTSON 1990, 333-352; cf. LATACZ 1991c, 401.

10 Both quotations: WOLF 1795, cap. 30.

11 WoLF 1795, cap. 27, most likely without his usual irony.
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Ax\fjog), for the seven lines of the prelude tell only of the wrath of Achilleus
against Agamemnon and the Greeks, whereas the final six contain a different
wrath (Achilleus’ revenge on Hektor and the Trojans) and must accordingly have
been composed by a different poet, an ‘ingenious rhapsode of a subsequent
era’.?

By raising the question of the Iliad’s structure without solving it and
instead delegating it to others, Wolf initiated the analyst-unitarian contro-
versy, which continued for the next 120 years, or even 160 years if one counts
its offshoots in the 1940s through 1960s (e.g. THEILER 1947, JACHMANN 1949,
VON DER MUHLL 1952, REINHARDT 1961). In this controversy, one side attempts
to prove the structure of the extant Iliad ‘bad’, the other ‘good’. Accordingly,
one side denies the structural unity of the Iliad, while the other defends it;
but neither attempts to comprehend the structural rules of the Iliad as it is
preserved.

A return to the unitarian position is initiated in 1938 by Wolfgang Schade-
waldt’s ‘Iliasstudien’.

Rather than offering judgments regarding quality, which are of vague prov-
enance and in any case subjective, Schadewaldt considers function. His termi-
nology is accordingly purely of this sort: ‘Szene’ (scene), ‘Akt’ (act), ‘Bauglied’
(construction element), ‘Verklammerung’ (interlocking), ‘Verkniipfungstechnik’
(linking technique), etc. Aristotle’s ‘structuralist’ approach is thus restored, but
is transferred to a higher level via the analysis of details and the introduction
of structural-analytical categories such as ‘Szenen- und Klammertechnik’ (tech-
nique of interlocking scenes), ‘Vorausdeutung’ (foreshadowing), ‘Vorbereitung
und Aufschul’ (preparation and postponement), ‘Spannungssteigerung und
Retardation’ (increase of suspense and retardation) and the like drawn from con-
temporary narratological research. The basic concept of Schadewaldt’s structural
analysis corresponds to what Eberhard Lammert calls the ‘co-existence of indi-
vidual elements [...] in the linguistic work of art’, which leads him to the notion of
the ‘spherical unity of the narrative’.*

The year of publication of the Iliasstudien proved detrimental to the rapid
dissemination of Schadewaldt’s findings. After the Second World War, a renewed
analytic movement arose (see 13) that failed to take account of the core of the

12 WoLF 1795, cap. 27/31.
13 SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966.
14 LAMMERT 1955, 95, transl.

13

14

15
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reflective progress achieved by Schadewaldt and was thus already methodologi-
cally obsolete.”

At the same time, the new interpretative approaches that flourished in the post-
war period, such as neo-analysis and oral poetry studies, a priori did not aim at a
structural analysis of the text at hand but rather — with various methods - at clar-
ifying its coming into being. Added to this was the general expansion of interest in
research on Homer in the broader field of classical studies, general literary studies,
linguistics and similar areas. Structural analysis in its own right became marginal-
ized, and either smaller units or specific problems of structure were considered.!®

Currently, the most promising research direction in structural analysis is nar-
ratology, which developed from Russian formalism and the structuralist move-
ment over the course of the 1970s. Following suggestions made in the early 1980s
in publications by Ernst-Richard Schwinge and Joachim Latacz that German-lan-
guage Homeric scholarship should take account of this approach,’ narratology
has largely been driven forward by Irene DE JONG (1987) 2004, who in addition
presented an instructive overview of methods, previous achievements and future
challenges for the discipline in 1997 in the New Companion to Homer.*®

A conviction that the understanding of the Iliad and the Odyssey as unified
works can best be promoted by this approach in the future has meant that a great
deal of space has been devoted to narratology in the present commentary.

At the moment, however, narratology is largely concerned with individual
issues (‘specifically with narrative aspects or techniques of the Homeric epics’®).
To date, the discipline has not achieved an analysis of the complete structure of
both epics using its particular categories (largely known since antiquity,*** but
systematized only in the context of narratology) under the title ‘The structure of
the Iliad’ and ‘The structure of the Odyssey’.

15 See Schadewaldt’s justifiably disappointed ‘Epilog 1965’ (a quotation from Goethe) to the 3rd
edition (SCHADEWALDT [1938] 1966, 183). — Already in 1954, Albin Lesky wrote: ‘The treatment
of the Homeric Question since Fr. A. Wolf has to be named as philology’s probably most dubi-
ous chapter. [...]| Wolfgang Schadewaldt’s studies (Iliasstudien, 1938; Von Homers Welt und Werk,
1944) seemed to establish a new understanding of the importance and unity of these poems, but
recently, traditional analysis has forcefully re-registered its claim with some significant publica-
tions’; LESKY (1954) 1966, 63, transl.; italics: J. L. Lesky’s comments were aimed at THEILER 1947
and VON DER MUHLL 1952 in particular.

16 List of relevant publications in LATACZ 1991c, 412 with n. 55.

17 SCHWINGE 1981; LATACZ (1981) 1994.

18 DE JONG 1997.

19 DE JONG 1997, 305; cf. DE JONG 2012 (Introduction).

19a See e.g. NUNLIST 2009.
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In the face of this generally unsatisfactory situation regarding both the
history of research and its current situation, the following is to be understood
as merely an attempt to consider known facts comprehensively and to indicate
new possibilities. To this end, only the broad lines of the Iliad’s structure have
been addressed; elaboration of details cannot be accomplished within the given
framework.

2. The Structure of the lliad

The following structural formula can be extracted from the narrative of the
Iliad, based on a heuristically fruitful method of analysis used by Aristotle:*°

A, leader of the most important contingent of a military force laying siege
to the city of T, is wounded so deeply in his honor by the alliance’s command-
er-in-chief Z that he withdraws with his contingent from the alliance and prom-
ises to return only when the commander recognizes his error as a result of an
existential threat to the remainder of the alliance and issues an apology to A.
When the threat to the alliance reaches an extreme point, A relents under pres-
sure from his best friend P and sends P into battle in his place. After P is killed by
H, the leader of the besieged side (and after Z’s apology), A rejoins the battle and
takes revenge for P’s death by killing H. P and H are buried; the battle continues.

The actual story® arises on the basis of this formula via (1) the naming of the
main actors within the structure (A - Achilleus, T - Troy, etc.), (2) the elabora-
tion of the structural formula in scenes® (epeisodia). The structural formula is
thus set in scene.

The staging of the structural formula takes place in the interplay between
the projection of a static, narrative background, the story of Troy — assumed to be
already known and temporally widely extended — and development of a dynamic
foreground narrative, the story of Achilleus — probably unfamiliar in its perspec-
tive and detail,®* and strictly limited in time. The narrative background and the
foreground story are interwoven via (1) an overarching plane of timelessness, re-
presented by the presence of the ‘eternal/immortal’ gods, who share an interest
in the developments, (2) the flashbacks and foreshadowings (external analepses®
and prolepses’) that permeate the entire narrative, delivered both by the narrator®
and by characters® within the narrative.

20 Aristotle, Poetics 1455b2-12 (structural formula of Euripides’ Iphigenia in Tauris).
21 Latacz (1985) 1996, 75-79, 90f.
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The foreground narrative extends over 51 days. 21 of these are taken up with
the exposition, 24 with the ending (= 45 days). These 45 days are dealt with in
2,238 lines, i.e. about one-seventh of the total text. Six days stand between expo-
sition and ending — days 22 through 27 — with a total of 13,444 lines (i.e. 6/7 of the
total text). Of these six days, only four are treated in detail: days 22, 25, 26 and 27,
during which fighting takes place. These four days, encompassing 13,342 lines,
account for more than 22 of the total of 24 books.*

A graph serves to illustrate these relations in detail; it further demonstrates
the extent of gathering (only designated time-scales, e.g. 1.53: 9 days in one line;
cf. the two 12-day sequences in books 1 and 24: 1.425/493 and 24.22/31) and expan-
sion (e.g. 11.1-18.617: 1 day in 5,669 lines), and thus the rhythm of the narrative
(which in turn illustrates how the content is accentuated) (fig. 1).

The structure of the foreground-narrative is determined by two arcs of sus-
pense: (1) a (more extensive) arc that extends from the structural point ‘(prepa-
ration for and) initiation of the grievance’ in Book 1 (1.247)* to the structural
point ‘resolution of the grievance’ in Book 19 (19.75), and ties together the mass
of narrative in between; (2) a (less extensive) arc beginning with the structural
point ‘death of Patroklos’ (16.855), incorporating the structural point ‘resolution
of the grievance’ that marks the endpoint of the first arc, and ending only with the
structural point ‘completion of Hektor’s funeral’ (24.804 = end of text). Together
these two crossing arcs create the unity of the text as a whole.

The second graph illustrates how the structure develops in detail within the
framework of these two arcs (fig. 2). Although the graph is self-explanatory, two
particularities of the structure should be highlighted:

(1) The arc ‘grievance of Achilleus’ loses none of its connective force during
Achilleus’ withdrawal and physical absence from the slaughter, although super-
ficially the only concrete action during his withdrawal appears to be the parallel
arc ‘promise of Zeus’ on the divine level that is triggered by Thetis’ prayer. To the
contrary, the physical absence of Achilleus is deliberately emphasized not only

22 Inthe text, as well as in the graphs, the Books are only used to clarify relations and for orien-
tation. In principle, the division into 24 Books should not form the basis for structural analysis,
as this was applied to the text no earlier than 403 BC (the introduction of the 24-letter alphabet in
Athens); the division was either unknown to Aristotle or considered irrelevant by him (detailed
discussion in JENSEN 1999).

23 The correlative adverb £Tépw0ev indicates that éurjvie is valid also for Achilleus, cf. KIRk 1985
ad loc. and passages like 7417 f./419f., 9.663f./666f., 11.214/15, 13.834/35, 16.426/27 and passim.
XOMog is associated with external activity (words, gestures), pfjvig with external passivity (sitting,
silence). The pfjvig-thread disappears here, briefly resurfaces again at 422, and finally in the defi-
nition of pfjvig at 488-492 takes shape as the structural underpinning (LATACZ [1985] 1996, 122f.).
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Structur-al |Days Nights Verses |Section Content
part
day 1 - 41 1.12b-52 Chryses prelude
day 2-9 7 nights |1 1.53 Plague in the Achaian camp
day 10 - 423 1.54-476 Achilleus - Agamemnon argument
Embassy to Chryse
day 11 - 16 1.477-492 Return of the ambassadors
Grievance of Achilleus (ménis)
s _ 9 day 12-20 |8nights [(1) (1.493) Gods visiting the Aithiopians
‘% :% § day 21 plus night [ 166 1.493-2.47 Thetis’ plea
2 E ~ before day Agamemnon’s dream
53 22
day 22 — 3.653 |2.48-7.380 Tempting of the army by Agamemnon (diapeira)
(nearly Catalogues (inspection of the troops)
6 books) Contract: settlement of the war through the
° Menelaos - Paris duel
= Viewing from the wall (teichoscopia)
:_.S Menelaos - Paris duel
2 ’g Violation of the contract by the Trojan Pandaros
] Aristeia (heroic deeds) of Diomedes
] E Hektor in Troy (homilia)
[ Hektor — Aias duel
day 23 - 52 7.381-432 Truce
Funeral
day 24 — 50 7.433-482 Construction of Achaian wall
k3 day 25 plus night {1.857 [8.1-10.579 Achaians forced back
_§ ° before day (3 books) Trojans camp in the plain
- = 26 Delegation to plead with Achilleus (litai)
= @ .
N o [Dolonia]
» day 26 plus night |5.669 |11.1-18.617 |Aristeia of Agamemnon
§ before day (8 books) Aristeia of Hektor
g 27 Wounding of the Achaian leaders
| e Achilleus sends Patroklos to Nestor
: £ Battle for the encampment wall (teichomachia)
| 2 Trojan incursion into the Achaian camp
) ‘i Battle before the ships
z| S Seduction of Zeus by Hera (dids apdté)
o| o .
©| = Patrokleia
s IS Description of Achilleus’ shield
§ = % day 27 plus night |2.163 |19.1-23.110a |Settlement of the argument (ménidos apérrhésis)
4 E 3 before day (nearly 5 Renewed battle
S| §% 28 books) Hektor’s death
day 28 - 147 23.110b-257a | Funeral of Patroklos
day 29 plus night | 661 23.257b- Athletic games in Patroklos’ honor (athla)
before day 24.21
30
day 30-40 |10 nights (9 24.22-30 Desecration of Hektor’s body
day 41 plus night | 664 24.31-694 Priam visits the Achaian camp
before day
" 42
s & —
So 5 day 42 - 87 24.695-781 Bringing Hektor’s body home
w > >
23 o |day43-50 |[7nights |3 24.782-784 Truce; collection of wood
)
88 |days1 - 20 24.785-804  |Funeral of Hektor

Fig. 1: Internal chronological structure of the /liad (STR 21)

chart Joachim Latacz, Basel
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by its intensive thematization in Books 1, 9, 16 and 18/19, but also by the limited
but emphatic stress placed on it in the intervening narrative stream. In this way,
the lack of action by Achilleus is structurally effective as the most powerful action
in the work:** Achilleus remains absens praesens, so that both narrator and audi-
ence always remain conscious of the temporary nature of the current ‘reversal’ of
the military balance of power. Indeed, only because of Achilleus’ passivity is it
generally possible to understand this reversal, in the constant awareness that it
will eventually come to an end. The arc ‘grievance of Achilleus’ thus ensures the
internal connection of the epeisodia between the beginning and the end of the
grievance, keeping them from collapsing into a merely episodic character.

(2) The signals recalling the anger theme are particularly strong in Books 2
through 7. This is due to the fact that in these Books — beginning with the date pro-
vided by Agamemnon in his test-speech in Book 2 (2.134-138: ‘And now nine years
of mighty Zeus have gone by, and the timbers of our ships have rotted away ...") —
the direction of the narrative changes fundamentally, as a reversion that delves
ever further into the past begins:? Aulis (2.303) and the abduction of Helen (2.356)
make brief appearances; next, the gathering of the fleet for retaliation in Aulis
nine years in the past is described in detail (the catalogue of ships), followed by
the duel between Menelaos and Paris (an event that belongs at the beginning of
the war in accord with narrative logic) — the party whose honor had been violated
versus the party who perpetrated the violation — and Helen’s introduction for
Priam’s benefit of the Achaian heroes, as the two of them look down from the city
wall (‘teichoscopeia’; this cannot of course have happened as late as the ninth
or tenth year of the war), etc. This reversion, a kind of latent analepsis®, does not
conclude until Book 8, when Zeus convenes the assembly of the gods, in which
he prohibits their participation in the battle, only then attempting to fulfil Thetis’
plea. In between, a large part of the narrative background, i.e. the story of Troy,
has been introduced in the form of a gradual return to the very beginning of the
larger context of events, in which the foreground narrative itself forms a (sub-
stantial) epeisodion — the story of Achilleus has begun to distinguish itself from
its background and to draw close to its earlier history. The same technique, albeit
in a more developed form, is used in the Odyssey in Odysseus’ tales (GroAoyot).

The gradual reversion in Books 2-7 is merely the most obvious and explicit
example of a projection of the narrative background of the ‘story of Troy’. The
foreground narrative, i.e. the story of Achilleus, exceeds its proper boundaries

24 For more details, see LATACZ (1985) 1996, 122-125; cf. SCHWINGE 1991, 502-504.
25 Beginnings of this interpretation in HEUBECK (1950) 1991; in more detail, LATACZ (1985) 1996,
128-131.

23
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and refers to this background by means of more than 60 allusions (usually in
character® speeches), scattered throughout the narrative, as Wolfgang Kullmann
demonstrated more than 60 years ago.?®

The outline of the story of Troy, as known to the poet of the Iliad and as he will
have believed it was ideally known to his audience,” can easily be reconstructed
from these allusions, which can mostly be identified as allusions rather than as
the narrator’s autoschediasmata (inventions). Its form is illustrated in fig. 3. Only
the structurally most important narrative elements key to the internal context of
the story of Troy deducible from the text of the Iliad have been included (high-
lighted; additional connecting elements derived not from the Iliad but from allu-
sions in the epic cycle and other poems have been included sparingly).

At this point, what Aristotle meant by saying that Homer had ‘taken away’
only one part of the Trojan War (€v pépog dmoAaBwv) becomes apparent; what
is more, it is clear that Homer took this part not merely from the ‘Trojan War’
but more broadly from the overall context of the extended story of Troy. He thus
embedded his (limited) story of Achilleus in the (much larger) story of Troy. This
is the principle of interpolation, used again and again in world literature since
then. (Occasionally, when the abilities of the narrator are lesser, this is also
termed ‘parasite technique’ or ‘myth reprisal technique’.) Homer had an exem-
plary understanding of how to invert circumstances to make his ‘smaller’ story
into the central, ‘larger’ story. He assigns the story of Troy the role of a mere back-
drop, although its presence, by providing ‘historical’ depth, gives the foreground
narrative a specific, current meaning for the audience. (Simultaneously, the old
story of Troy is given a new causal and psychological significance beyond mere
factuality by being mirrored in the foreground story.)

This interweaving of background and foreground apparently proved so illu-
minatingly meaningful that the recipients’ general impression of dealing with a
work of the highest quality was reinforced by the aspects of its structure as well.

26 KULLMANN 1960, 5-11.

27 On the issue of the prerequisite prior knowledge of the addressees, see CH 1 n. 3. For a deci-
sion, however, regarding which elements may have been adopted from older narrative tradition
and which are invented, the knowledge of an audience, surely different at all points in time, is
of less importance than that of the author. On the criteria for addressing the latter point, see
KULLMANN 1960, 13-17.
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Homeric Poetics in Keywords (P)
By René Niinlist and Irene de Jong

The following glossary defines (and cites common alternative terms for) the most
important and most common elements of Homeric poetics, insofar as they have
been developed to date. The commentary will accordingly be unburdened in the
area of poetics in the same way that it is in regard to grammar and meter.

The notes offer a selection of the relevant bibliography (with a slight prefer-
ence for works drawn from Homeric scholarship).!

Throughout, the individual keywords are illustrated with examples from the
Iliad, even if these involve general principles of narration.?

ABC-sCHEME: A scheme of scenes in three parts: part A brings together the essen-
tial point of the scene in the form of a >summary (e.g. ‘X kills Y’). Part B
supplies background information that is not immediately necessary (often
regarding the origin of a character/object). Part C describes in greater detail
the event anticipated in A (e.g. 549-58).3

ANALEPSIS (‘flashback’, ‘Riickwendung’): Explicit or implicit reference to an event

that precedes the point reached in the >primary story (counterpart: >pro-
lepsis). A distinction can be drawn between (a) external analepsis (reference
to events before the beginning of the primary story) and internal analepsis
(reference to events after the beginning of the primary story); (b) completing
analepsis (containing additional information) and repeating analepsis (con-
taining no additional information).
For the Iliad, the following division of roles tends to be valid: The (primary) ->narrator avoids
external completing analepses, leaving them to his secondary narrators (e.g. the assembly
of troops in Aulis: 2.303f.). External completing analepses thus appear in direct speech
(exception: information about the origin of a character or an object, e.g. 2.101-108). In con-
trast, internal completing analepses are generally reserved for the (primary) narrator.*

1 The pioneering function of ancient scholarship in general, and the terms and concepts of lit-
erary criticism in the scholia in particular, is the subject of NUNLIST 2009, to which regular refer-
ence will be made in the notes below.

2 An analogous glossary specifically tailored to the needs of a narratological commentary on the
Odyssey can be found at DE JoNG 2001, XI-XIX.

3 BEYE 1964; ‘anecdote’, his term for part B, is unfortunate, because it does not take account of
the emotionalizing function (on which, GRIFFIN 1980, 103-143).

4 On external/internal and completing/repeating analepsis: GENETTE (1972) 1980, 48 ff.; cf. also
HELLWIG 1964, 46-53; DE JONG (1987) 2004, 81-90; RICHARDSON 1990, 95-99; REICHEL 1994,
47-98. For the treatment of analepsis in the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 45-48. — On the divi-
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ANTICIPATION OF SCENES/MOTIFS (‘anticipatory doublet/echo’, ‘Motivdoppe-

lung’): Special form of —>prolepsis: through the depiction of a -scene /
-motif, the subsequent depiction of a similar scene / motif is indirectly pre-
pared for (e.g. the dishonoring of Chryses and Achilleus: 1.12-33 / 1.130-326).
The anticipatory version is generally shorter.’

Focus can also be on a »>character, in which case the passage is a CHARACTER DOUBLET (e.g.
Tros and Lykaon: 20.463-472 / 21.34-136).°

ARGUMENT FUNCTION and KEY FUNCTION: ->Secondary stories can have different

functions depending on the narrative level. ARGUMENT FUNCTION concerns
the ->character-level (e.g. by means of the >paradigm of Meleager [9.527—
599], Phoinix wants to persuade Achilleus to fight again). The same paradigm
has a KEY FUNCTION on the level of the author and the listener/reader (like
Meleager, Achilleus will refuse).”

KEY FUNCTION can also include so-called ‘dramatic irony’: a discrepancy between the
greater knowledge of the listener/reader and the more limited knowledge of the character,
who acts accordingly.

The same holds true for a ‘récit spéculaire’ (also: ‘mise en abyme’): a »secondary story

that, in one form or another, reflects the (primary) ->story (e.g. again the paradigm of
Meleager).®

CATALOGUE: Frequent form of enumeration in traditional poetry, often in combi-

nation with appeals to the Muse and/or questions with a trigger function (e.g.
11.218-220; 16.692f.).°

CATCH-WORD TECHNIQUE: A special form of »word play used in direct speech. A

respondent takes up one or more central terms from the speech of his inter-
locutor (e.g. 1.558/561 dlw/dlear).X®

CHARACTER (‘Figur’, mpoowmov, persona): The individuals within the text who are

themselves part of the narrated events. Characters can function as secondary
—>narrators and/or —>focalizers (cf. >secondary focalization).

sion of roles between narrator and characters: KULLMANN (1968) 1992, 224; KRISCHER 1971, 93f.;
STEINRUCK 1992.

5 SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966, 127, 148, 150; FENIK 1968, 213 f.; 1974, 101; EDWARDS 1987a.

6 FENIK 1968, 134; 1974, 142, 172-207.

7 The pair of terms ‘argument function / key function’ was coined by ANDERSEN 1987.

8 On ‘dramatic irony’, e.g. PFISTER (1977) 1988, 87-90; NUNLIST 2000; 2009, 234f. (on the treat-
ment of dramatic irony in the scholia). - On ‘récit spéculaire’: SCHADEWALDT (1952) 1965, 166,

168f.
DALL

, 172., 190 ff. (with a neo-analytical aim); REINHARDT 1961, 449; GENETTE (1972) 1980, 233;
ENBACH 1977; LETOUBLON 1983; DE JONG 1985; ANDERSEN 1987.

9 MINTON 1962; BEYE 1964; KRISCHER 1971, 146-158; VISSER 1998, 31-35; SAMMONS 2010.
10 LOHMANN 1970, 95-156 (the term: 145); MACLEOD 1982, 52f.; RUTHERFORD 1992, 62; DANEK

1998.
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CHARACTER DOUBLET: see ANTICIPATION OF SCENES/MOTIFS.

CHARACTER LANGUAGE: Words (often offering value judgments) that occur exclu-
sively or primarily in ->secondary focalization, but that are in large part
avoided in the (primary) - narrator-text.*

COMPARISON (‘Vergleich’): Functionally identical with ->(long) simile, except that
only the ‘as’ part is given. (The English ‘simile’ is insufficiently specific to be
used here, since it also includes - (long) simile.)

COMPLEX NARRATOR-TEXT (‘embedded focalization’): see SECONDARY FOCALIZA-
TION.

‘CONTINUITY OF THOUGHT  PRINCIPLE (Homeric hysteron proteron, Tpog TO
Sevtepov mpodTEPOV GmavTdv): One of two specifically Homeric forms of the
—principle of succession: In connection with an enumeration of two (or
more) characters, objects or thoughts, the second (or last named) is generally
taken up first.?? The structure A-B—(C ... C'-)B’-A’ is often determinative for
the sequence of scenes and speeches.

A special form of the principle comes into use in the >type-scene of choosing between two
possibilities (‘he considered whether A or B ...”): the character always chooses B (exception:
13.455-459).

‘CONTINUITY OF TIME’ PRINCIPLE (also: ‘Zielinski’s law’, ‘loi de succession’): One
of the two specifically Homeric forms of the >principle of succession, accord-
ing to which the »>narrator-text narrates the course of events in essentially
chronological order.*?

‘COVERING’ SCENE (‘“fill-in” technique’, ‘Deckszene’): A ->scene that allows
enough time to pass for an action taking place in the background (e.g. the
Glaukos-Diomedes scene ‘covers’ Hektor’s journey from the battlefield to the
city: 6.119-236).4

DIRECT SPEECH: See SECONDARY FOCALIZATION.

11 GRIFFIN 1986; DE JONG 1988; 1992; 1997a.

12 BASSETT 1920; 1938, 119-128; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 326-337.

13 BASSETT 1938, 34—47; RICHARDSON 1990, 95; NUNLIST 2009, 79-83 (on the treatment of simul-
taneous events in the scholia). — One ought not to speak of a ‘law’, since the principle does not
always hold true: cf. the criticism of ZIELINSKI 1899/1901, DELEBECQUE 1958 and KRISCHER 1971
in RENGAKOS 1995 and NUNLIST 1998. — Further criticism of Zielinski in PATZER 1990; SEECK 1998;
SCODEL 2008.

14 STURMER 1921, 600f.; SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966, 77-79; BASSETT 1938, 39f.; BALENSIEFEN
1955, 26 ff.; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 83-87.
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DOUBLE MOTIVATION: Actions and thoughts of human characters are often caused
by both god and man simultaneously, and both thus bear responsibility for
them (e.g. Pandaros’ arrow-shot: 4.64-126).%

DRAMATIC IRONY: see ARGUMENT FUNCTION.

ENJAMBMENT: Clause-end does not coincide with verse-end. Kirk (following
Parry) distinguishes three types: (1) Progressive enjambment: the preceding
clause is complete, and the enjambment extends it with a grammatically
unnecessary addition (e.g. 1.2: obAopévny). — (2) Periodic enjambment: the
protasis of a sentence requires an apodosis in the next verse (a short pause,
usually signaled by punctuation, occurs at verse-end; e.g. 1.57f.). — (3) Inte-
gral enjambment: the preceding sentence remains incomplete and generally
ungrammatical without the continuation (e.g. 1.9f.).1°
Words in enjambment (‘runover words’) can have special emphasis (e.g. 1.2: oOAopévnv).”

EPIC REGRESSION (£ d&vaotpogfi, ‘epische Regression’): Special form of
-ring-composition, which in the Iliad outside of the proem is found only
in direct speech (contrast: >principle of succession). The story refers to an
event (normally climactic); goes backward in steps (normally explanatory)
to a turning point; and from there events are narrated in a chronologically
‘correct’ (and generally more detailed) order until the starting point is reached
again: C-B-A-B-C’.18

EPITHET: Descriptive adjunct. M. Parry distinguishes between epithets with a con-
textually important meaning (‘particularized’; here: ‘context-sensitive’ epi-
thets) and those without one (‘ornamental’ epithets).' He further distinguishes
between epithets that can describe an entire class of nouns generally, without
differentiating among the individual representatives of the class (‘generic’ epi-
thets), and those that make this differentiation (‘distinctive’ epithets).?®

15 The term was coined by LESKY 1961; cf. JANKO 1992, 3f. — SCHMITT 1990 stresses that the two
motivating factors are not redundant but complementary.

16 KIirk 1985, 30 ff.; PARRY (1929) 1971 (‘progressive’ is called ‘unperiodic’ by Parry; both ‘peri-
odic’ and ‘integral’ are subsumed under ‘necessary’); BAKKER 1990. The six-part typology of HIG-
BIE 1990, 29ff., is also based on Parry/Kirk.

17 EDWARDS 1966; 1991, 42ff.

18 SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966, 83 f.; FRAENKEL 1950, 2.119 with n.; for the scholia, see NUNLIST
2009, 87-92. — LOHMANN (1970, 26 with n. 34) explains epic regression in terms of the morphol-
ogy of ring-composition. — The term is from KRISCHER 1971, 136-140; cf. SLATER 1983.

19 PARRY (1928) 1971, 118 ff. (including citations of ancient and modern forerunners), cf. FOR
27 ff. and esp. 39. — It is often difficult to assign a particular epithet to one of these types; Parry’s
principle, that every ‘fixed’ epithet must be ‘ornamental’, is controversial.

20 PARRY (1928) 1971, 145 ff.; NUNLIST 2009, 299-306 (on the treatment of epithets in the scholia).
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Generic epithet: Ships are fundamentally ‘fast’ (even when drawn up on land, 1.12 etc.). The
ship of the Chryseis-expedition (1.308) is not specifically emphasized by this epithet.
Distinctive epithet: m68ag wkvg (= Achilleus), kopubaidhog (= Hektor; exception 20.38:
Ares). On the other hand, e.g. Borv &ya06g (Diomedes, Menelaos, Hektor, etc.) is generic.

ETYMOLOGIZING: Favorite form of »word play, in which special emphasis is
placed on the etymology of words. Particularly conspicuous is the etymol-
ogizing of personal names (e.g. in a family of craftsmen, the grandfather is
called Appwv ‘Fitter’, while the father is Téxtwv ‘Builder’: 5.591.).%

FABULA (‘Geschichte’, ‘Fabel’): Reconstruction in chronological order of the
events depicted in the text (counterpart: ->STORY). This reconstruction forms
the basis of the ‘narrated time’ (‘erzdhlte Zeit’) in contrast to the ‘narration
time’ (‘Erzdhlzeit’) on the level of the story.?

FALSE PROLEPSIS: see PROLEPSIS, FALSE.

FocALIZER: The agent in the text from whose perspective events are narrated.
The focalizer can be identical with the 2 narrator (>narrator-text); in other
instances, there is >secondary focalization.?

ForMULA: Parry’s definition (‘une expression qui est réguliérement employée,
dans les mémes conditions métriques, pour exprimer une certaine idée
essentielle’, normally cited in the English version: ‘a group of words which
is regularly employed under the same metrical conditions to express a given
essential idea’), despite all objections and modifications, remains the start-
ing point.**

‘FREE STRING’ FORM: Structural principle employed in direct speech, in which

elements are freely placed one after another: A-B-C-D-E (cf. >PARALLEL
FORM, »RING-COMPOSITION).?

21 RANK 1951; vOoN KaMPTZ (1958) 1982, 181., 25ff., 228 ff.; EDWARDS 1987, 120-123; HIGBIE 1995;
LOUDEN 1995; NUNLIST 2009, 243 f. (on the treatment of etymologizing in the scholia).

22 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 26-30, 33 (where, however, ‘story’ represents what is called ‘fabula’
here). — In a manner analogous to the distinction between internal and external “analepsis, the
fabula can be differentiated from the prequel. The former distinction is of secondary importance
for the Iliad, because the narrator largely leaves external analepsis to his characters, i.e. he does
not report the background ‘in his own name’ (= narrator-text), but allows the characters to report
it (e.g. the assembly of troops in Aulis: 2.303f.).

23 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 189ff.; DE JONG (1987) 2004, 101-148; NUNLIST 2009, 116-134 (on the
treatment of focalization in the scholia).

24 PARRY 1928, 16; (1930) 1971, 272. On this, cf. the detailed account in FOR, especially 27 ff.

25 LOHMANN 1970, 43, 283.
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GAP (katd TO owwnwpevoy, ‘ellipsis’, ‘Leerstelle’): A ‘place of indeterminacy’,

which the listener/reader can and should fill in as part of his participation.
The extent and significance of gaps vary considerably. The scale runs from the obvious (1.54
Achilleus calls the people to assembly [in order to do something about the rampant plague])
to problems of interpretation incapable of being settled objectively (does Hephaistos in
1.590-594 describe an episode in which he wanted to help Hera?).

HAPAX LEGOMENON: A word that appears only once.”
The commentary indicates the common distinction as follows: (1) hapax (1x in all Greek
literature); (2) Homeric hapax (1x in the Iliad or Odyssey); (3) Iliad hapax (1x in the Iliad). - A
systematic labeling of the hapax legomena has not been attempted.*®

‘IF-NOT’ SITUATION: Insertion of ‘if-not’ situations (‘and X would have happened,
if Y had not ...”) heightens tension and/or pathos in the story. The interven-
tion of the >narrator can be seen particularly clearly here, since he alludes
to an alternative (admittedly contra-factual) course of events (e.g. 2.155f.).%

ITERATUM(-A): A verse that appears with identical phrasing in at least one other
place in early Greek epic. Repeated verses are especially frequent in >type
scenes and >similes. They are characteristic of oral poetry.°
In the commentary, a distinction is made between repeated verses that are exactly identical
(=) and those that are very similar (=).

JORGENSEN’S PRINCIPLE: In contrast to the ‘omniscient’ narrator, human charac-
ters often attribute to an unspecified god (66, Beot, Saipwv, Zevg generally
as the father of the gods) events whose cause they do not precisely under-
stand (e.g. 15.467-469, 15.473, compared with 15.461-464 in the narrator-
text). 3!

26 ISER 1975; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 157-173.

27 RICHARDSON 1987.

28 The ‘Four Indices of the Homeric Hapax Legomena’ (KUMPF 1984) essentially document cat-
egory 2. Words of category 1 are indicated there by ‘+’ and are cited separately as ‘Index IV’,
although caution is required, since Kumpf (1984, 20) relies exclusively on the information in the
lexica of Pape-Benseler and Liddell-Scott-Jones.

29 FENIK 1968, 154, 175-177, 221; DE JONG (1987) 2004, 68—81; RICHARDSON 1990, 187-191; NESSEL-
RATH 1992; MORRISON 1992, 51-71; LOUDEN 1993. — The ideas of the ‘Beinahe’ [‘nearly’] (SCHADE-
WALDT [1938] 1966, 15, 55, 70, 150, 154) and the ‘Fast’ [‘almost’] (REINHARDT 1961, 107-110) are
both understood more broadly than the ‘if-not’ situation.

30 A lack of appreciation for this improvisational technique (to some extent already among
Alexandrian scholars, but especially apparent in the modern analyst tradition) led to attempts
to determine where repeated verses were ‘original’ and where they were ‘adopted’ or ‘interpo-
lated’. This procedure is based on a fundamentally mistaken assumption, even if it is justified
in individual cases (e.g. in the case of the so-called ‘concordance-interpolations’: completion of
apparently incomplete scenes; cf. FOR 12 with nn. 14 and 15).

31 JORGENSEN 1904.
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KEY FUNCTION: see argument function.
MOTIF: see THEME.

NARRATEE (‘narrataire’): Agent in the text whom the narrator explicitly addresses
(with verbs in the 2nd person, e.g. 4.223).3?

NARRATOR (better primary narrator-focalizer): The narrative authority who ‘per-
forms’ the text. Within the text, the narrator represents the (implied) author.®

(SIMPLE) NARRATOR-TEXT: All passages in which the (primary) >narrator serves
as the exclusive narrator/—>focalizer. Negatively defined, everything not nar-
rated in »secondary focalization (complex narrator-text, direct speech).

In the commentary, the term appears only as ‘narrator-text’.

PAIR OF SPEECHES: Speech scene structured as a pair (speech - response). Dia-
logue sequences with multiple changes of speaker occur, but are noticeably
less common.

PARADIGM (exemplum, ‘Exempel’): ->Secondary story, usually with mythological
content, that has an argumentative/explanatory function for the primary
story (e.g. the story of Meleager: 9.527-599; cf. >argument function).3*

PARALEPSIS: The —narrator offers more information in the text (counterpart:
—>paralipsis) than is strictly ‘permissible’ given the chosen focalization type:
e.g. when he intrudes with his superior knowledge into the -secondary
focalization of a character and allows him to know more than he properly
can (counterpart: >Jorgensen’s principle).*

Example: Although Priam does not mention it (24.194-199), Hekabe knows (24.203) that he
will go alone to Achilleus (on the other hand, cf. Zeus 24.148 and Iris 24.177).

PARALIPSIS (napaleinw): The “narrator omits important information in order to
provide it only later on (essential for the crime novel; in the Iliad: the listener/
reader learns late that Achilleus will receive satisfaction only at the cost of
Patroklos’ life [16.46 f., intimated at 11.604]; the >characters first learn this at

32 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 259-262; PRINCE 1973; DE JONG (1987) 2004, 53-60. — Explicit apostro-
phes to the listener/reader are not used in the Homeric epics.

33 The narrator represents the author; he is not identical with him: e.g. GENETTE (1972) 1980,
213f.

34 OEHLER 1925; SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966, 83; WILLCOCK 1964; AUSTIN 1966; ALDEN 2000; for
the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 261-264.

35 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 195-197; specifically on Homer: BASSETT 1938, 130-140; KAKRIDIS 1982;
DE JONG (1987) 2004, 108 f.; TAPLIN 1992, 150 with n. 4; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 123—
126. — As a consequence of the analyst tradition, the extent and meaning of paralepsis in Homer
is occasionally overestimated. Often an event can be easily deduced by a character: ROBBINS
1990.
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the moment itself [16.818 ff.] or afterward [Achilleus: 18.20]). Cf. - principle

of ‘ad hoc narration’.

Two forms of paralipsis typical for the Homeric narrator are the ‘principle of imprecision’

(>prolepses kept deliberately vague) and ‘piecemeal presentation’.>®

PARALLEL FORM: Consecutive speeches are structured the same way: A-B-C-A’-
B’-C’ (cf. >‘FREE STRING’ FORM, - RING-COMPOSITION).”

PAUSE: The - narrator stops the narrated time (‘erzédhlte Zeit’; the ‘action’), e.g.
to introduce ->characters, to give descriptions, to insert a ->(long) simile,
etc.®

PERIPHRASTIC DENOMINATION (&vtovopaoia): »>Characters are identified via a
description (e.g. kinship term, title) rather than by a personal name. Peri-
phrastic denomination can indicate »secondary focalization and/or have a
thematic function (e.g. 1.23).>°

POLAR EXPRESSION: An expression is combined with its ‘opposite’ (e.g. ‘god and
man’, ‘man and wife’, ‘day and night’). The emphasis often lies on only one
of the two terms (e.g. 1.548).“° — The term can also be applied to rhetorical
polarity: combination of a positive expression with its negative counterpart
(litotes; e.g. 1.416).*

PRINCIPLE OF ‘AD HOC NARRATION’: A form of —paralipsis: certain facts are
(only) narrated at the point in the >story where they show the most signifi-
cant effect (e.g. introduction of Polydamas: 18.249-252). (The counterpart is
earlier preparation [->prolepsis, »seed], which is taken up again by means
of >analepsis.)*?

PRINCIPLE OF ELABORATE NARRATION: Important matters are elaborately narrated
in Homeric epic. Elaborate narration is in the first instance an indication
neither of epic verbosity nor of senile garrulousness (Nestor), but rather sug-

36 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 195-197; RICHARDSON 1990, 99f.; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009,
161, 170f. — On the ‘principle of imprecision’ and ‘piecemeal presentation’: SCHADEWALDT
(1938) 1966, 85 n. 2, 110, 112f., 140; HEUBECK 1954, 18f.; FENIK 1974, 122; LATACZ (1985) 1996,
104-106.

37 LOHMANN 1970, 43, 283; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 327-337.

38 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 99 ff.; RICHARDSON 1990, 36 ff.

39 Schol. T 13.154 (etc.); DE JONG 1993.

40 KEMMER 1903; MACLEOD 1982, 92 (with bibliography); NUNLIST 2009, 222f. (on the treatment
of polar expressions in the scholia).

41 The rhetorical polar expression is treated in KUHNER/GERTH 2.586 under the misleading
rubric ‘antithetischer Parallelismus’ (antithetical parallelism).

42 BOWRA 1962, 49f. (accepts a causal connection with the laws of oral poetry); RICHARDSON
1990, 99.
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gests that what is narrated (event, facts, description of an object) has or will
have special significance for the story as a whole.*?

PRINCIPLE OF SUCCESSION (‘Sukzessionsprinzip’): The principle of successive
presentation generally valid for every form of literature has developed two
specific forms in Homeric epic: (1) The -‘continuity of thought’ principle.
(2) The >‘continuity of time’ principle. In Homer, this applies to the primary
narrative only, not to speeches (contrast: EPIC REGRESSION).

PROLEPSIS (poAnyig, [mpoJavagwvnatg, ‘Vorausdeutung’, ‘Vorgriff’, ‘foreshad-
owing’). Explicit or inexplicit reference to an event that follows the point
reached in the >story (counterpart: >analepsis). External prolepsis (refer-
ence to events after the end of the story) and internal prolepsis (reference to
events before the end of the story) are to be distinguished. External prolep-
sis in Homeric epic is performed almost exclusively by secondary narrators
(->characters; exceptions: 2.724f., 12.13-35).44

PROLEPSIS, FALSE (‘misdirection’): An explicitly announced event does not occur
(or not in the announced form: cf. ‘principle of imprecision’ [->paralipsis]).*

REFRAIN COMPOSITION (‘Ritornellkomposition’): the recurrence of the same word
or phrase in a continuous series of passages dealing with the same subject
(often a catalogue), strengthening the connection between them (e.g. Aga-
memnon’s epipolesis: 4.223 ff.).*¢

RETARDATION (‘Aufschub’): An event announced by means of —->prolepsis is
delayed via (a) slowing down the narrative tempo, (b) temporary reversal of
the action, (c) >pause. Retardation often produces an increase in tension.*

RING-COMPOSITION: A structural principle for relatively autonomous parts of the
story (direct speeches, digressions, longer similes), in which the end takes
up the beginning once again (in terms of content/vocabulary/theme), or the
beginning anticipates the end: A-B-A’. Particularly in the case of digressions
and longer similes, the end of the ring-composition normally leads back to

43 AUSTIN 1966. — On the pioneering commentating in the scholia, cf. RICHARDSON 1980, 276.
44 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 67 ff.; ROTHE 1914, 239-244; DUCKWORTH 1933; SCHADEWALDT (1938)
1966, 15, 54f.; HELLWIG 1964, 54-58; DE JONG (1987) 2004, 81-90; RICHARDSON 1990, 132-139;
REICHEL 1994, 47-98; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 34—45. — On the exceptions: DUCKWORTH
1933, 54 n. 120.

45 DUCKWORTH 1933, 109 f.; MORRISON 1992; GRETHLEIN 2006, 207-257; for the scholia, see NUN-
LIST 2009, 150 f.

46 VAN OTTERLO 1944, 161-163.

47 SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966, 15, 150; REICHEL 1990; MORRISON 1992, 35-49; for the scholia, see
NUNLIST 20009, 78, 151.
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the point where the primary story left off. — A more complex form of ring-com-
position is the ‘onion’ form: A-B—C-D-C’-B’-A’.*8

SCENE: Portion of the text where the >narrator has his >characters act and (often)
speak themselves (direct speeches). The result is a narrative that creates the
impression of taking place over roughly the same amount of time that pre-

senting it requires (‘zeitdeckendes Erzdhlen’; counterpart: ->summary). A
scene is held together by the fact that the character(s) and/or setting are the
same. Correspondingly, changes of scene are indicated by entrances, exits
and changes of setting.

Determination of the scene boundaries is primarily in the interest of clarity and is to some
extent arbitrary: in narrative literature — in contrast to drama — exits are not immediately
evident unless explicitly reported.

‘Scene’ is also often used in a less restricted sense to designate a series of events related in
terms of content (e.g. >type-scene).

SECONDARY FOCALIZATION: Two forms: (1) ‘complex narrator-text’: The >narrator
reports the perceptions, thoughts, emotions or speeches of a >character (e.g.
in indirect speech; the character is merely a secondary focalizer: ‘embedded
focalization’). (2) Direct speech: The character functions as a secondary nar-
rator-focalizer.*

The difference in focalization between narrator-text and direct speech (with significant con-
sequences: >character language) is indicated in the text volumes by placing direct speech
in italics.

SECONDARY STORY (‘metadiegetische Erzdhlung’): A story told by a character in
direct speech and thus embedded in the primary -story: e.g. >paradigm.>°

SEED (oméppa, [mpolowkovopéw, ‘amorce’): Narrative element (character, object,
facts, etc.) mentioned in passing, whose full meaning is only understood in
retrospect, when it is taken up again and developed further (e.g. 1.63 on the

background of 2.5 ff.).>*
The boundary between a seed and a vague ->prolepsis is fluid.

48 VAN OTTERLO 1944; LOHMANN 1970, 12-30; STANLEY 1993, 6—9; STEINRUCK 1997; MINCHIN
2001, 181-202; DoUGLAS 2007; NUNLIST 2009, 319f. (on treatment of ring composition in the scho-
lia).

49 DE JoNG (1987) 2004, 101-148; KOHNKEN 2003; NUNLIST 2009, 126-131 (on treatment of sec-
ondary focalization in the scholia).

50 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 231-234; ALDEN 2000; SCODEL 2002, 124-154. — The hierarchy is theoret-
ically limitless: secondary, tertiary ... (‘nesting-doll’ principle).

51 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 75-77; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 39f.
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SILENT CHARACTER (kw@Ov mpoéowmov): A character mentioned as present who
nonetheless remains silent.>

(LoNG) SIMILE (‘Gleichnis’): Narrative element of a comparative nature clearly
separated from the story by means of an ‘as’ part at the beginning and a cor-
responding ‘so’ part at the end. The event that is primarily depicted is par-
alleled by a lengthy analogy (from nature, agriculture, hunting, etc.) that

illustrates it further. Similes occur predominantly (but not exclusively) in
->narrator-text.>

SPEECH INTRODUCTORY/CAPPING FORMULA (‘chevilles’): Direct speeches are reg-
ularly explicitly introduced and concluded by the - narrator (normally with
formulaic expressions). In an oral text, introductory and capping formulae
function as quotation marks. When a responding speech follows immedi-
ately, the capping formula is often replaced by a new introduction.>*

(PRIMARY) STORY (‘Erzdhlung’, ‘récit’, ‘Sujet’): The reported events as depicted
in the text (counterpart: >fabula). The story can be distinguished from the
fabula in regard to: (1) order (events do not have to be narrated chronolog-
ically: >analepsis, - prolepsis); (2) speed (events can be narrated ‘slowly’
or ‘quickly’: >pause, »summary, ->scene); (3) frequency (events can be nar-

rated multiple times).>
Strictly speaking, one should speak of a ‘primary story’, in which >secondary stories are
introduced. In accord with current usage, ‘story’ always refers to the primary story.

SUMMARY: A description of events (e.g. ‘Nine days up and down the host ranged
the god’s arrows’, 1.53) that covers a large amount of narrated time (‘erzéhlte
Zeit’) in a small amount of narrative time (‘Erzdhlzeit’; counterpart: >scene).®

52 BESSLICH 1966; DE JONG 1987a; for the scholia, see NUNLIST 2009, 242f., 245, 343-345. —
Explicit mention of silent characters is essential in narrative texts, as opposed to drama, where
they are visible on stage: ‘when a character drops out of the narrative [...] he simply ceases to
exist’ (FENIK 1974, 65-67).

53 FRANKEL 1921; LEE 1964; MOULTON 1977; EDWARDS 1991, 24-41; SCOTT 2009. (The English term
‘simile’ is not specific enough and also includes (short) simile, which is therefore referred to
here as >comparison. The scholia already distinguish between long simile (mapoBoAr, -BaAw)
and short simile (no consistent term, eixwv/-4{w sometimes used also for long similes). The ‘so’
part, which is called (&vt)and8ootg, appears to be decisive: e.g. schol. A 2.207-10; NUNLIST 2009,
282-298.

54 FINGERLE 1939, 305-377; EDWARDS 1970; NUNLIST 2009, 316 f. (on treatment of speech intro-
duction in the scholia) and 43-44, 317-318 (on capping formula).

55 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 33 ff. On the terminology adopted there see n. 22.

56 GENETTE (1972) 1980, 95-99; HELLWIG 1964, 41, 44, 116; RICHARDSON 1990, 17-21. The
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SUMMARY PRIAMEL: Special form of the priamel: the foil consists not of multiple
terms but of a single summary one (‘there are many X, but Y is the greatest/
best/fastest etc.’), e.g. 2.272-274.%"

TERTIARY FOCALIZATION: see secondary focalization.

THEME: Recurrent sequences of events that are less clearly structured and less for-
mulaic in their wording than actual >type-scenes, e.g. supplication, scenes
of battle and killing, intervention of a god, recognition. Themes are consid-

ered important for oral poetry as a constitutive, macro-structural principle of
composition (‘composition by theme’).>®
Especially in German, but also in Anglophone scholarship, there is a resultant overlap with
the term ‘Motiv’/‘motif’, which is often used as synonymous with ‘theme’. In the present
context, ‘motif’ indicates short, recurrent narrative units present across genres (i.e. those
less clearly tied to oral Homeric epic, e.g. ‘the loyal follower’, ‘intelligence vs. strength’),
yielding an escalating sequence (with fluid borders): ‘motif’ — ‘theme’ — ‘type-scene’.
THREE-WAY CONVERSATION (‘Ubereckgesprich’): Character A seems to speak with
character B, but actually addresses character C (e.g. 6.363).°

T1s-sPEECH: Direct speech by a ->character not identified by name (11g), often
as an expression of ‘what the general public thinks’. Tis-speeches actually
delivered (e.g. 2.272-277) are to be distinguished from those merely imagined
by other characters (= tertiary focalization; e.g. 7.89f.). The latter primarily
say something about the character doing the imagining.®°

TRIADIC STRUCTURE: Tripartite construction of a scene (e.g. 11.91-148: Agamem-
non three times kills two opponents).®*

TYPE-SCENE (‘typical scene’): A recurrent depiction of activities from daily life
(e.g. eating, going to sleep, sacrifice) or heroic life (e.g. arming oneself) that is
repeated multiple times. The scene is ‘typical’ because the depiction — often
using elements of formulaic language - follows a more or less fixed scheme.5?

scholia distinguish between summary (év ke@olaiolg vel sim.) and elaborate depiction (e.g.
éEepyaleoBat): NUNLIST 2009, 204-208.

57 RACE 1982, 10f.

58 As far as we are aware, no handy definition of ‘theme’ exists. In addition, ‘theme’ and ‘motif’
are often used synonymously. — On ‘composition by theme’: LOrRD 1960; EDWARDS 1980; 1991,
11-19.

59 SCHADEWALDT 1959, 16; FENIK 1974, 68-71; HOHENDAHL-ZOETELIEF 1980, 170-173; NUNLIST
2009, 321f. (on treatment of three-way conversation in the scholia).

60 HENTZE 1905; DE JONG 1987b; SCHNEIDER 1996.

61 SCHADEWALDT (1938) 1966, 1, 49, 66 n. 1 (with bibliography).

62 AREND 1933; CALHOUN 1933; ARMSTRONG 1958; FENIK 1968; EDWARDS 1980; 1992; NUNLIST
2009, 307-315 (on the treatment of type-scenes in the scholia).
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In addition to the constants (order of the elements), the variables are also
significant for a type-scene, because it is often impossible to recognize one
basic type in the various forms (allomorphs). The border between less clearly
structured type-scenes and >themes is fluid.
In the commentary, type-scenes are treated as follows: (1) At the first occurrence, a cumu-
lative, consecutively numbered collection of the common scene elements is made. (2) The
numbers of the elements actually present in the passage in question appear in bold. (3)
Each subsequent occurrence refers back to the initial treatment and uses the numbering
and bold type according to the same principle.

TYPICAL NUMBER: Assignment of numbers normally follows a typical pattern. The

typical number is often divisible by three.%

WoRD PLAY: Word play produces a connection between two or more words on
the basis of analogy (phonetic, etymological, semantic), producing a special
emphasis (e.g. 19.388-391). In addition to common forms of literary rheto-
ric (anaphora, assonance, homoioteleuton, polyptoton, rhyme, etc.), for
Homeric epic »etymologizing and -catch-word technique deserve empha-
sis.5

63 GOBEL 1933; WALTZ 1933; BLOM 1936; GERMAIN 1954; NUNLIST 2009, 314 f. (on the treatment of
typical numbers in the scholia).

64 MACLEOD 1982, 50-53; EDWARDS 1987, 120-123; LOUDEN 1995. — On literary rhetoric generally:
LAUSBERG (1960) 2008.
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1. Introduction to Oral Theory and Retrospect
1.1 Two Separate Traditions of Research?

With the new revised English edition of this commentary we seize upon a
unique opportunity to add a new chapter to the Prolegomena (NTHS). This section
closes the gap, especially between the chapters COM and FOR, that has widened
since the early 1990s, or even the late 1980s, when the commentary project was
first planned. At the same time, it attempts to embrace new approaches, in line
with the German edition’s spirit of accounting for the entirety of Homeric scholar-
ship (COM 42). In particular, we wish to address the Anglophone reader.

At the beginning of the project, Latacz still spoke of two completely sepa-
rate mainstreams, German-speaking and Anglophone scholarship (COM 25, 27),
despite their tendencies toward convergence. One major goal of the original
edition was to familiarize the German reader with English-speaking scholarship
and to bring both lines to a fruitful synthesis (COM 42), as a complement to the
Cambridge commentary. But I would no longer pessimistically say that our com-
mentary was merely a German counter-part to the Cambridge commentary, a
work designed to overcome the danger of standing on only one side of the great
divide. The holistic scholarship to come, Latacz maintained, could make deeper
and more synthetic sense of the original text (COM 27). I would assert that conver-
gence has increased considerably since then, and that to some extent the present
English edition actually represents this totalizing, synthetic tool for the begin-
ning of the 21st century.

Why has Homeric scholarship, unlike any other field, fused into a unified
international community? In today’s globalized world, English has become the
lingua franca — whether or not we ought to regret this fact cannot be discussed
here. Because of the prevalence of English, scholars from all over the world,
including the former European research nations such as Germany, Switzerland,
Austria, France, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain, publish their main results
in English or English translation, even as they continue to write in their moth-
er-tongues, pursuing specific traditions. We can thus confidently maintain that
the great divide mentioned above has been largely overcome since the commen-
tary project was initiated.
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1.2 Focus on Composition and Crisis: 1930-1980

It is important to remember that the Parry-Lord hypothesis (see e.g. PARRY
1928; [1928] 1971; [1930] 1971; [1933] 1971; [1936] 1971; LORD 1960; 1991; 1995) was
widespread on the American side of the Atlantic. Oral theory — another name for
this approach — developed after the Second World War into a highly specialized
field concerned with formulae and statistics. But despite the theory’s predomi-
nance in Homeric research, another current of Anglophone Homeric scholarship
in the vein of the New Criticism, which followed a basically unitarian approach,
should not be forgotten. On the German-speaking side, on the other hand, one
can observe a strong unitarian backlash against the analytic mode, which played
a dominant role until the First World War, accompanied by a considerable frac-
tion of Neoanalysis, with Schadewaldt as its leading figure.

The Parry-Lord approach constituted a major breakthrough in Homeric
studies because it broke the deadlock of the lengthy yet unfruitful debate between
Unitarians and Analysts. It thus transcended the debate by bringing the question
onto a completely new footing grounded on up-to-date linguistics. But a one-
sided emphasis on formulaic matters, versification and compositional aspects
led to a drastic decline in support from the 1970s onward. ‘Formulaic analysis
reached a dead end thirty years ago,’ declared POWELL 2002, 7. The ‘crisis’ of oral
poetry stems from the over-exploration of one important aspect in an originally
balanced theory: oral improvisation via the use of formulaic elements, which
after WOLF’s (1795) seminal Prolegomena was neglected due to a lack of linguis-
tic tools (LATACZ 1979a), while Wolf’s second hypothesis resulted in the dead-
end of Analysis based on nothing more than aesthetic judgment. Moreover, an
overly mechanical and statistical approach paired with an almost blind belief in
all its tenets fueled feelings of unease with the ‘gospel of oralism’ (WEST 2011a,
390).

1.3 Reactions and Strategies Until the Late 1980s

The integration of orality, oral theory and the Parry-Lord approach into
Homeric studies represented a major revolutionizing step. In Germany, this
change took much longer and met with more resistance in finding a footing than
it did in other scientific communities. This was because German-speaking Home-
rists, after the excesses of the Analysts during the so-called Third Humanism,
which developed around the same time as PARRY’s dissertation ([1928] 1971), were
happy to detect the literary author and his artistry once again. In the swell of
their unitarian turn, they accordingly felt an inner repulsion against seeing their
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genius destroyed once more by mechanical formulaics and put on the same level
as ‘primitive’ Yugoslav guslar singers. Due to isolation during the Nazi period,
moreover, and the ensuing total cultural collapse after 1945, the crisis was again
healed through a revival of the Third Humanism. German-speaking Hellenists
accordingly reinstalled Schadewaldt as ‘hermeneutical pope’ without questio-
ning his role in the previous phase.

It was therefore LATACZ 1979a who brought German-speaking Homerists in
closer contact with oral theory. They quickly found a way, of course, to recon-
cile this with the mainstream unitarian view: Homeric epic, according to Latacz
and many critics after him, is based on a long oral prehistory dating back to
Mycenaean times, but Homer as ingenious author and ‘the first poet of the West’
(LATACZ [1985] 1996, e.g. 15) can be explained only through literacy. The introduc-
tion of the Greek alphabet alone thus made it possible to compose such intricate
poems.

While oral theory had a spotty history in the German-speaking world,
where it has only now been fully embraced, it fell on far more fertile soil in other
European countries, particularly Italy. All in all, the history of Homeric schol-
arship is defined by an ongoing and necessary search for the author and the
true extent of his work (NANNINI 2010, esp. 9). Since antiquity, we can discuss
the ‘invention of Homer’ (WEST 1999; GRAZIOSI 2002; see also BURKERT [1987]
2001), who, due to the need for an ingenious author, was retroactively assem-
bled out of the fog of an obscure oral prehistory. Modern oral theory can thus
add new nuances to an eternal Homeric question, especially with the balanced
evolutionary model designed by NAGY 1996 (see also NAGY 1996a, esp. 29-63;
2002; 2003; 2008/09; 2009/10; first formulated NaGyY 1981; further BIERL 2012;
2012a).

But additional developments should be considered. The revolutionizing
results of PARRY (MHV = 1971) and LORD (1960; see also 1991; 1995) triggered
an avalanche of books offering insight into traditional orality, oral mediality
and pre-literary society; I mention only those by MCLUHAN 1962; HAVELOCK
1963; 1982; 1986; FINNEGAN 1977; ONG (1982) 2002 and Gooby 1987. Yet since
the late 1980s, some reluctance to write about formulae has been apparent. The
exhausted reaction of stagnation, however, did not mean that the insight, which
had almost grown to a communis opinio, was put aside. Thus for many critics it
seemed impossible to ascribe any agency to Homer as a self-aware artist, or to
claim that he might have consciously composed a traditional verse or alluded to
other passages inside or outside his work. Few accordingly ventured to claim that
a traditional epithet could occasionally reactivate its meaning in context. In this
same vein one must note VISSER’s (1987) attempt to reshape the improvisatory
technique of versification, in which he maintains that the singer first consciously
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set a fundamental basis before filling in the rest of the verse. The debut of these
insights by VISSER and BAKKER in the Anglophone world (see FOR 43) came at
the end of the article FOR in the German edition, in which LATACZ still focused
primarily on composition and formulaic theory.

Around the same time, scholars developed strategies to cope with these indi-
rect taboos. One such reaction was to ignore the traditional background (GRIFFIN
1980) and move to postmodern theory and new literary questions such as gender,
feminism, poststructuralist deconstruction, intertextuality (Pucci 1987) and nar-
ratology (among others DE JONG [1987] 2004; 1997 and see P). Another strategy
stressed that Homer was ‘master, not slave of his tradition’ (DE JoNG 2012, 5). To
this end, scholars attempted to illustrate the poet’s nuanced and striking use of
oral material and how his genius gains stature when viewed against the tradi-
tional background (MARTIN 1989; JANKO 1992; TAPLIN 1992). A revival of originally
German-centered Neoanalysis also emerged, shifting to the Anglophone realm
and gradually integrating orality, intertextuality and to some extent narratol-
ogy (P) into a productive new tool. According to the Neo-Neoanalysts, the cre-
ative author incorporates mythic motifs via transference and manipulates other
contemporary narration in oral, crystallized or written form, such as myths and
Cyclic epics (KULLMANN [1984] 1992; 1992; WILLCOCK 1997; WEST 2003a; TSAGA-
LIS 2008). Cutting-edge research in this area involves the coexistence, interaction
and near-fusion of orality with Neoanalysis (BURGESS 2006; TSAGALIS 2011; MON-
TANARI et al. 2012). I thus venture to assert again that, with these recent trends,
Homeric scholarship has finally overcome the great divide mentioned above.

1.4 Innovations around the 1980s

There have been a series of so-called turns in the humanities since the 1980s.
After the linguistic turn, we witnessed the arrival of a performative, a visual and
a spatial turn. In light of these turns, I would assert that Homeric oral theory is
one of the most innovative fields of contemporary classical philology as it reflects
the history of cultural debates in the late 20th and early 21st centuries. Pace ULF
2011, esp. 13-15 (see also 2010a), PARRY’s insight is neither romanticizing in the
vein of HERDER and WOLF, nor does it reflect the nationalistic-vélkisch attitude
of the 1920/30s, nor can today’s representatives of orality be tarnished by these
sweeping generalizations. To the contrary, PARRY’s (1928) familiarity with con-
temporary linguistics allowed him to some extent to anticipate the ensuing lingu-
istic turn. In addition, Parry developed his idea of traditional themes simultane-
ously with PRoPP’s ([1928] 1968) narrative functions, paving the way for folklore
analysis. LORD 1960 had already addressed performance and was a trendsetter in
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regard to linguistic and performative approaches, taking into account the visual
potential of language. He also introduced anthropology and cross-cultural com-
parative inquiry into his research. All in all, early Greek culture, and in particular
Homeric epic, as the ‘closest foreign’ (HOLSCHER [1965] 1994, 278), could function
as a historical foil to the usual perspective of bookish literacy, leading to overall
interest in orality over the last forty years.

2. New Oral Poetry
2.1 Steps to a New Oral Poetics

It is immensely challenging to develop a viable concept of an oral poetics
based on the vast cross-cultural comparative material of oral epic (see FOLEY
2005), something LORD 1960 already had on his agenda (see also EDWARDS 1997,
esp. 282-283). What led to many misunderstandings was NOTOPOULOS’ (1949)
endeavor to define oral poetics in terms of origins, primitivism, parataxis, loosely
linked, serial narration without hypotactic subordination, ‘like beads on a string’
(1949, 6). Seen in this light, the creative genius Homer is reduced to an artless
rhapsode, a puppet on a string energized by mechanical and traditional exper-
tise. Contrary to this conclusion, a thoroughly innovative, revised form of oral
aesthetics appeared on the horizon. Against NOTOPOULOS’ scenario, FOLEY (1991;
1995; 1997; 1997a; 1999) and many other critics along with him outlined a far more
positive picture of traditional art. MARTIN 2000 detected the creative tendency
to incorporate and ‘wrap up’ multiple side-narratives and myths in an intra- and
intertextual manner, and BAKKER 2013, 157-169, recently called this technique —
distancing himself from the term ‘intertextuality’ — ¢ interformularity.’

2.2 Communication, Audience Orientation and Performance

Before coming to a description in positive terms, we must envisage the two-
sided communication model of sender and recipient, both of whom, in the com-
municative triangle, encode and decode a message. Following the excessive focus
on versification and/or composition, and accompanying the simultaneous shift
in the 1980s from an aesthetics of production to one of reception, the other side
of the coin, an audience that listens and reacts to the oral singer, has come to
the fore. In the grand scheme of oral poetics we must never forget that the song
is addressed to recipients who have developed specific capacities to appreciate
such forms. Homeric orality is thus the dynamic communication of traditional
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epic contents and formulae played before a live audience that pays attention to
the narration and responds with pleasure and enchantment.

The key term for this communicative process is performance, which is usually 14
associated with theater; LORD 1960 spoke of ‘composition-in-performance’ on the
side of the singer-producer, and we could add reception-in-performance on the
side of the audience. Furthermore, critics have emphasized the aspect of mimesis
in performance; in vivid, visual clarity, endrgeia, the word of a heroic past is reen-
acted before a fascinated audience. The re-actualization of memories of the past
entails re-performance of an ever-evolving story. We could thus speak of reper-
formance in composition and reception. Through verbal visualization, deixis and
mimesis, the singer fictionalizes the act of cognitive perception, and the listener
is involved in a story that becomes real in the here and now before his mind’s eye.
Like an actor, the singer reenacts, almost theatrically, voices of the past; persons
and stories are recreated via multimodal mimesis and become real; listeners
become spectators. At the same time, the singer acknowledges the truth of his
reenactment and understands, as a master of the truth, what he remembers as a
true past guaranteed by the Muses. By ‘pointing at the past,” he draws things into
the present (BAKKER 2005, esp. 76-91).

2.3 Theme not Meter

In older orality research, the emphasis was on formulae produced in res- 15
ponse to metrical needs. As a result, thematic context was mechanistically exclu-
ded, as if language, as an independent agency, could be separated from semantic
and narrative meaning. But language is always constituted along a form-meaning
continuum; similarly recurring situations build frames where formulae are
shaped in context. The Lord-Parry theory has thus recently been productively
linked with cognitive linguistics: analogous to language-acquisition processes,
the singer and recipient acquire their traditional tools in an ongoing situational
and usage-based context-form-meaning symbiosis. Meaning and idiomaticity
emerge in instance-based contexts via patterns, building blocks, templates and
frames, and finally crystallize into a sort of language produced by the constant
quotation of previous situations in routinization.! Thus not meter but themes
are the basic constituents of epic discourse and determine metrical design. In

1 See the conference ‘Oral Poetics and Cognitive Science’ organized by Cristobal Pagan Canovas
(Murcia, Spain) and Mihailo Antovi¢ (Ni§, Serbia) at the Freiburg Institute for Advanced Study,
24-26 January 2013 and the Acta to appear.
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this respect, formulae are akin to miniature themes possessing a far more com-
plicated background story. Or to put it in NaGY’s words (19904, 23): ‘A distinctive
epithet is like a small theme song that conjures up thought-association with the
traditional essence of an epic figure, thing, or concept.’

Due to the loss of interest in formulae, moreover, Homerists now deal more
in themes and story-patterns, larger traditional forms already targeted by LORD
1960, 68-123, 158-197. The largest forms of all are myths, as traditional narrations
with partial societal relevance (see BURKERT 1979, 23: ‘myth is a traditional tale
with secondary, partial reference to something of collective importance’; italics:
W. B.), and one could to some extent regard an entire epic like the Iliad as a myth
in this sense.

2.4 Oral and Written Discourse

Another facet of recent oral theory involves questioning the neat difference
between written and oral. We are accustomed to thinking of oral, first of all, as
the other, the eccentric. But in JAKOBSON’s distinction of opposites, the oral is
the unmarked, the general and usual status, whereas the written is the marked,
special form (JAKOBSON [1957] 1984, 47). If we regard all communication records
across the globe in this way, most are normal speech and oral, and only a small
portion are written down in a book or other media. In addition, the distinct nature
of oral poetry is not essential and quite complex (BAKKER 1997, 18-32; 2005, 38-55;
FOLEY 1997, 162-164). Already LORD 1960, 124138, accordingly spoke of dictation
or better transcript, with orality recorded in literacy. Homer could have used the
new technique of the alphabet and literacy somehow, of course, without chang-
ing his manner of composition — better, composition-in-(re)performance - or
style. Some scholars now use the term ‘oral-derived traditional texts’ (e.g. FOLEY
1997, 163) that encapsulate tradition. Others speak of secondary orality as an arti-
stic device supposedly creating the effect of oral archaism (ULF 2010, 297-301).

In transcripts we have a form of text, and if we analyze a performance-in-tran-
script as a record, we can discuss text. A performance and reperformance are
somehow a multifaceted ‘text’ as well, in the sense of a varied tapestry. The Greek
metaphor for composition-in-performance is weaving; a multiform product of
poikilia of ongoing mouvance (ZUMTHOR 1972, esp. 73 and 43-47, 65-75; 1987, 160—
161) and variance (CERQUIGLINI 1989, esp. 111) is produced over a long period of
time in endless reperformances (see NAGY 1996, 7-38). Its streamlining process
results in a growing tapestry that can be identified as textualization (NAGY 1996a,
40). If we broaden the meaning of text in this manner, it becomes possible to
speak of oral intertextuality and narratology, as practiced e.g. by BURGESS (2006)
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in an innovative synthesis of Neoanalysis and oral theory — whereas mainstream
narratology (e.g. DE JONG 1997) fails to address the issue of orality.

2.5 Discourse and mythos

Recent research has shown that such transcripts provide the record of a
text possessing all the features of ordinary speech. As noted above, speech
is unmarked discourse in comparison to literate discourse, its marked oppo-
site. For that reason KipaRsky 1976 and then BAKKER (1997; 1997a) fruitfully
applied the tools of discourse analysis (e.g. CHAFE 1988; 1994) and pragma-
tics to Homeric texts. Thus Homeric texts contain the same constituents as
those found in transcripts of oral speeches taken from daily life, meaning that
the message is constructed out of small chunks or building blocks consisting
of around four to five words. The information units are set in parataxis, with
strong emphatic particles and deictic indications that channel the evident
sense of flux in words, with syntactic subordination reduced to a minimum. An
artful text like the Iliad, however, with its complex Kunstsprache in vocabulary
and multifaceted forms, is not unmarked, ordinary speech but marked, special
speech.

In an important book, MARTIN 1989 emphasized that Homeric epic (as épos
or ‘word’) is mythos, i.e. authoritative, special speech. Direct speeches inserted
by figures are also mythoi and, in AUSTIN’s (1962) 1975 terms, speech-acts with a
particular performative goal such as blame, praise, admonition, agonistic con-
flicts or attempts to outdo an opponent. In this pragmatic perspective, not only
the numerous character speeches but also the entire Iliad is mythos, since as
authoritative, special speech it aims at winning within a competitive occasion,
an aristocratic feast or, later, a large popular festival. In this regard, the symbiosis
and interplay between myth and ritual can also be applied to Homeric poetry.
According to NAGY 1989, x—xi, the mythos of Homeric epic is reenacted and peri-
odically reperformed during occasions with a ritual dimension, i.e. feasts or festi-
vals, particularly the Athenian Panathenaia. MARTIN 1989 also emphasized that
the voice of the main hero, Achilleus, aligns closely with the narrator’s voice, and
that the two, aoidé and épos in BAKKER’s terminology (2013, esp. 1-12), are prone
to overlap.
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3. The Evolutionary Model
3.1 Tradition as Language, Diachrony in Synchrony

The real breakthrough in recent trends of Homeric orality studies is the evo-
lutionary model of Homeric textualization by NAGY (1981; 1996, 107-206; 1996a,
29-63; 2003, 2-3; 2008/09, 1-72 [P§1-185]; see also FRAME 2009, 515-647, and
BIERL 2012).% Along with LORD 1960, Nagy regards Homeric tradition as a system
of language. And as a linguist, NAGY (2003, 1) departs from the twin distinctions
of DE SAUSSURE [1916] 1972, 117: 1. Langue, the general underlying structure or
system of all speakers, vs. parole, the individual, concrete expression of a single
speaker; 2. diachrony vs. synchrony, perspectives from the outside used for the-
oretical and abstract modeling. We normally look at the world through the per-
spective of synchrony — i.e. how reality appears at a given historical moment. But
diachronic consciousness permits a view into the deeper levels of any phenome-
non. Evolutionary awareness therefore always tries to evaluate cultural products
as diachrony in synchrony. In this interplay, synchronically false circumstan-
ces can be explained by diachronic skewing; that is, at a theoretical level one
can shift from any point backward or even forward in time, also mixing up two
synchronic views in diachrony. The epic performer thus speaks about song and
musical accompaniment by a phérminx, whereas in other instances he uses the
word ‘saying’ for his Muse. In addition, Homeric hexameters reduce melody to a
regulated recitative (parakatalogé) without music. Therefore in instances where
idealized singers, like Demodokos in the Odyssey, perform within the epic action,
older strata that at a later stage are no longer synchronically true are reactivated
(NAGY 1990, 20-21; BIERL 2012).

3.2 Ages of Homer

With a diachronic awareness, we see that both Homer and the epic are con-
structs. ‘The epic’ and ‘Homer’ do not exist, for at any given moment in time we

2 By accepting this model, I cannot hide my modest dissent from the views held by WEST, in
particular from the chapter HT in this volume and from WEST 2011 and 2011a. That our text is
based on the edition by WEST is well-known. But this model has also repercussions on the consti-
tution of the Iliadic text. On the dispute between WEST and NAGY in BMCR on these matters, see
NAGY 2000 (review of WEST’s edition in BMCR 2000.09.12); WEST (2001) 2011 (response in BMCR
2001.09.06) and 2004 (BMCR 2004.04.17).
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have a diachronically different picture of the genre and Homer. We must accor-
dingly refer to ‘ages of Homer’ as he manifested himself in time and space (NAGY
2008/09, 2 [P§6]; 2009/10, 1 [Introduction §1]). Homeric epic represents the
example par excellence of how diachrony exists within synchrony. Behind Homer
lies a long oral past, the dark background of a vivid tradition in which aoidéi
composed oral songs as they performed them. This fact molds both form and
content, affecting the specific manner of narration as well as the meter and the
Homeric Kunstsprache. It is also a well-known feature of Homeric epic that it can
shift easily between different forms of historic-linguistic development according
to the needs of the hexameter. Even more to the point, the Iliad deals with events
from a remote and idealized past, a dark age in the 14th or 13th century BC told
from the perspective of a much later period.

Taken altogether, Homer and his monumental epics, the Iliad and the Odyssey,
emerged only gradually in a long historical process extending from an obscure
Mycenaean past into the 6th and 5th centuries BC, with a period of transition in
the 9th and 8th centuries. We must also reckon with further, minor developments
down to the age of Aristarchus. We are told that Hipparchos regulated the agon
of the Panathenaia: in the competition, the two monumental poems of Panhel-
lenic status were now to be performed at full length in alternation, one rhapsody
following the other in a kind of relay (Plat. Hipp. 228b). This agonistic regulation
affected the evolution of the text. At this stage, the oral tradition could be trans-
formed into a continuous narration of enormous size that was then, in the age of
writing, transmitted as text, taking the form of a script. Our ‘Homer’ thus stems
from a snapshot of a historical moment as well as a retroactively biographical
construct, and the Homeric epic evolves into a monumental text of pedagogical
purpose for Hellas as a whole under specific historical circumstances (see NAGY
1996; 1996a; 2002; 2003; 2008/09; 2009/10; FRAME 2009, 515—-647; BIERL 2012;
[in press]). Consequently, the elaborate plot arises via ongoing retardations from
much shorter songs stitched together on the principle of variation and combi-
nation.

3.3 Panhellenization and Agonistics

The driving force of this evolutionary process toward a monumental epic is
an emerging Panhellenism, i.e. a growing awareness that the divided Greek cities
had a common cultural and ethnic heritage. Following the total decline during
the so-called Dark Age and the ensuing immigration from the mainland, Greek
life began to flourish anew in Asia Minor; the increasing common ground even
led to ethnic leagues, such as the Aeolic and later the Ionic confederation of
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twelve major cities. In addition, Panhellenism fostered a tendency to relegate epi-
choric and local perspectives to the background. The cities gradually shed local
myths and highlighted a common Greek perspective (NAGY [1979] 1999, 116; 2012).

This evolution unfurled through the progression from smaller songs as spe-
cific, preludial hymnoi (see Demodokos’ song of Ares and Aphrodite) to hymnoi
taken from the totality of mythic contexts (see Demodokos’ first and third songs
in Odyssey 8; NAGY 2008/09, 313-342 [2§ 274-331]; 2009/10, 88-102 [1§ 210-241]); it
then expanded to the regularized, monumental song in steady progression con-
cerning a shorter period of time taken from a longer myth, such as the ménis-
story of the Iliad, which represents fifty-one days in the ten years of the Trojan
war. Growing Panhellenization and the associated trend towards monumental-
ization reflect a change in the ritual occasion. During the early Mycenaean and
post-Mycenaean period, the occasion centered around an aristocratic meal; later
the venue grew to the large annual festival of the Panionia in Mykale as a political
event; finally, with the shift of political importance to the mainland, the cultural
center became Athens. Thus, as part of Peisistratid cultural policy, the Homeric
text came under Athenian control. Shortly afterward, due to the new regula-
tions, the Panhellenic and monumentalized texts par excellence, the Iliad and
the Odyssey, were regarded as Homeric, whereas other Cyclic epics, previously
attributed to Homer as well, were ascribed to other poets. In addition, in accord
with the new regulations, both Homeric epics of gigantic size and Panhellenic
spirit were performed in their totality with alternating rhapsodes (NAGY 2008/09;
2009/10; FRAME 2009, 515-647; BIERL 2012).

A second force leading to a unified, monumental version of the story derived
from the innate competition within the ritual occasion. Each aoidés wanted the
top spot at the aristocratic courts. As the festival became political, with each re-
performance a singer attempted to produce a perfect version with the fewest
breaks and inconsistencies, trying to outdo the previous singer. Each performer
strove to surpass the predecessor’s fame in a chain of ongoing sequences. Simul-
taneously, the text became a unified entity in a unitarian or ‘neo-unitarian’
perspective. Cross-references, frequent anticipations and back references, hinges
and joints in the compositional structure allowed a gradual coalescence into an
organic entity (NAGY 2012, esp. 30). The agonistic spirit thus drove continual
improvement of the text. Each reperformance endeavored to exceed the previous
one, until people thought it was time to standardize the aesthetically satisfying
product. Yet the text crystallized not at once but over a longer ‘bottleneck’ (NAGY
2001; 2012, 43), over the Panionic (8th/7th century) and Panathenaic periods (6th
century BC). Moreover centrifugal and centripetal forces coincided: ‘The wider
this Homeric tradition spreads, the closer it gets to achieving its ultimate uni-
formity’ (NAGY 2012, 43). The canonization did not end, and perhaps up until
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the age of Aristarchus a relatively small fluidity remained, attested through the
so-called plus- and minus-verses in the papyri (NAGY 1996, 138-152).

With the crystallization around 600 BC also came a shift from a text as tran-
script to a uniform script — best preserved in Athens — upon which all future
reperformances were expected to rely. JANKO 1982, esp. 17, 192, 200-221; 1998, 1,
11-12, on the relatively firm grounds of linguistic statistics, shows that the Iliad
has more archaisms and less Ionian intrusions than Hesiodic poetry; he thus
argues for dating the Iliad to the 8th century BC, claiming that it stems from the
dictation of an oral poem; but CAIRNS 2001a, 4, argues that a literate poet com-
posed it. KIRK 1962, on the other hand, believes that the Iliad was composed in its
totality orally in the 8th century, and that it then somehow came down with no
major changes to the 6th century BC, when it was rendered in a literate form in
Athens. Linguistic material and other instances, however, prove that 8th-century
material has incorporated some characteristics of the 6th century (Cassio 1999,
76-78).

With the crystallization of the text at last, political leaders as well as audi-
ences found themselves more and more in need of an author, and they created him
retroactively. For this reason, Homer is finally well attested only in the last quarter
of the 6th century, beginning with Xenophanes and Heraclitus. Thus Homer is in
the end a construct, a charter myth in the sense of a re-projected first inventor
(protos heuretés), invented because people wanted to ascribe an ingenious indi-
vidual author to the poem, which had gradually grown to perfection. In doing so
they were influenced by their own experience with contemporary poems, whose
authorship was definitely known. Thus the notion of Homeric authorship con-
stitutes a matter of emergence. In the age of the ‘death of the author’ (BARTHES
[1968] 1977), it is easier to cope with the assertion that the decisive factor is not
so much Homer as an individual poet but the tradition that deals with real condi-
tions and recomposition-in-performance by real singers and real audiences. This
expands and evolves under different conditions into a continuous, consistent,
organically perfect poem that we, especially in periods such as the Third Human-
ism, focusing centrally on the author, tend to ascribe to genius.

3.4 A Summary of the Evolutionary Model, Modifications and Response to
Criticism

To summarize this complex model I provide the following sketch based on
NAGY (1990, 80; 1996, 110; 19964, 42):
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Evolutionary or Gradual Textualization of Homer

3 Theoretical Phases of Appropriation

1. ‘Partial recomposition, performer L’ (in a hypothetical series from A to Z) ‘publicly appro-
priates a given recomposition-in-performance as his own composition.’

2. ‘Performer M stops appropriating the recomposition-in-performance as his or her own
composition; instead attributes it to the predecessor L; this attribution is then continued
by successors NOPQ.’

3. ‘In the process of successive recompositions by NOPQ, the self-identification of L’ is
ascribed to a general poet as first inventor (mp&tog eUpetrg) (all ‘historical aspects’ dis-
appear behind ‘the generic aspects’). This equals a ‘text fixation’, since this version is
regarded as the true (16 &An6£¢) that must not be forgotten (see NAGY 1990, 59-61).

5 Periods of Homeric Fixation or ‘Five Ages of Homer’:

1. ‘arelatively most fluid period, with no written texts’ (second millennium to middle of 8th
century BC);

2. ‘a more formative or “pan-Hellenic” period, still with no written texts’ (middle of 8th to
middle of 6th century BC, especially in Asia Minor);

3. ‘a definitive period’ of crystallization, ‘centralized in Athens, with potential texts in the
sense of transcripts’ (middle of 6th to end of 4th century BC, beginning with the reform of
the Homeric performance traditions under the Peisistratidai, that is the Peisitratid recen-
sion and regulations by Hipparchus);

4, ‘a standardizing period, with texts in the sense of transcripts or even scripts’ (for theat-
rical performances) (end of 4th to middle of 2nd century BC, beginning with ‘the reform of
the Homeric performance traditions’ by Demetrius of Phaleron [317-307 BC];)

5. ‘a relatively most rigid period, with texts as scripture’ (as a canonical and holy text)
(beginning with Aristarchus’ edition of Homer shortly after 150 BC and the end of the
so-called ‘eccentric’ papyri).

Transcript - Script > Scripture

In line with the remarks above, I would argue that first potential transcripts
appeared already in Period 2, and that the first scripts as sketches or notes for
the still orally-based recompositions-in-performance by the rhapsodes appeared
already in Period 3. Moreover, the setting in stone, the crystallization of the text,
which came down through the ‘bottlenecks’ of the Panionia and Panathenaia,
is probably almost complete by the end of the 6th century BC. At this point, the
question of the emergent Homeric authorship becomes so vital that for pedagog-
ical reasons one could no longer think in other terms. People spoke of Homer as
the divine author, extrapolating from their own experience with contemporary
poets.
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Some critics identify this extremely malleable model as a cultural, ‘imper-
sonal machine’ (see NAGY 2012, 36) driven by ‘impersonal forces of historical
development’ (CAIRNS 2001a, 35). But each reperformance, as parole in the sense
of an individual activation of the traditional system of langue, is ‘interpersonal’
(JAKOBSON 1990, 93, cited by NAGY 2012, 37), since the reperformances occur on
‘real’ occasions and between ‘real’ persons, i.e. individual singers — links in the
chain of predecessors — and listeners. To deny the diachronic background by
treating Homer as a typical written text to which ‘familiar interpretative strate-
gies’ (CAIRNS 2001a, 53) can be applied thus severely limits our scope. We can cer-
tainly apply all the tools of literary criticism, but with such a refined oral theory
in mind we have a hermeneutical surplus.

3.5 Consequences

3.5.1 Neounitarian Quality and Malleability

On these premises, it is possible to understand why Homer has always been
praised as the best and most divine poet even though he appears as the first author
in Greek literary history. Over the course of centuries, the reperformances could
obviously be stretched out to monumental size and, despite the composite nature
of the poem, improved, polished and ironed-out until finally taking shape in a
continuous, elaborate narrative. With the introduction of the Greek alphabet, this
artful composition could also be converted into the new medium as a transcript.
This ‘labor limae’ (NANNINI 2010, 5) of an ongoing interpersonal perfection trig-
gered by Panhellenization and agonistic occasion can be fittingly described as neo-
unitarian, since the resulting artistry has an effect similar to the genius pursued by
Unitarians, who allegedly composed at a desk and — in the process of production —
revised and polished his work over many years (thus WEST e.g. HT; 2011; 2011a;
HOLSCHER [1988] 1990). Interestingly, HOLSCHER ([1988] 1990, 163-169, 184; see
also 38-41), as a Unitarian, delineates a similar evolution from a ‘simple story’ to
the monumental epic produced by the same principle of Panhellenization.

The evolutionary theory explains many features and mediates long-standing
debates, accounting for why epic occasionally imitates song and choréia, e.g. in
laments. That is to say, song is older than the regulated recitative (parakatologé)
of the hexameter, derived from a normalized lyric glyconic rhythm, the pherecra-
tean with a spondaic beginning and an internal expansion of three dactyls (NAGY
1974, 49-102; 1990, 459-460). Furthermore, the Homeric Kunstsprache consists
of diverse strata, with a few very old Mycenaean forms, a larger Aeolic repertoire
and, most significant, the Ionic dialect dominant around the time of crystalliza-
tion in the 6th century BC.
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NAGY’s model makes LATACZ’ ([2001] 2004, 250-277) claim that the hexam-
eter could preserve certain facts from Mycenaean times conceivable, but it also
makes it clear that, due to ongoing transformations, Homeric epic can hardly be a
true ‘newspaper-report’ of the past (see LATACZ [2001] 2004, 264-265; RAAFLAUB
2003, 310-311; on the question of continuity and the Trojan war, see RAAFLAUB
2005, 58-60; 2006, 451-455; ULF 2010, 302-303). Instead, it seems probable that
only small bits of information (‘Restsplitter’/‘fragments’: LATACZ [2001] 2004,
250-251) survived the filter of reperformance from the distant past before the cul-
tural breakdown and the ensuing Greek immigration and cultural revival in Asia
Minor. Only a nucleus can thus have been transmitted through the ongoing adap-
tations; the rest was probably conflated with imaginary scenarios, while most of
the socio-cultural texture was adapted to the archaic contemporary setting of the
formative Panionic and even more the crystallizing Panhellenic period (RAAFLAUB
2003; 2005; 2006; ULF 2010, esp. 306-310). It is thus likely the case that later
strata, such as allusions to Athens and its dominant role, could be incorporated.
The same can be applied to more recent developments, like the introduction of
the fighting-strategy of phalanx formation or the polis system with its democratic
structure. Moreover, allegedly later additions of the 6th century like the Doloneia
or Odyssey 24 can be viewed and interpreted as authentic.?

The Doloneia in particular has been almost unanimously excluded from the
text of the Iliad. Because this evolutionary model renders Homer a multiform
text, however, a recent boom of research claims that Iliad 10 fits perfectly into
the surrounding events and is part of the tradition (DUE/EBBOTT 2010; BIERL
2012a; LAVIGNE 2008; see also MARTIN 2000, 61-62). The unusual features of the
Book stem instead from its narrative function and subgenre. Iliad 10 constitutes a
diachronic regression into atavistic times, linking to the perspective of ambush,
death, night and the ‘Other’. Its narrative function aims at symbolically under-
scoring the critical transition from the first short day of battle of the ménis-plot to
the long and decisive second one, from darkness to light, from depression to new
confidence, and from death to life (DUE/EBBOTT 2010; BIERL 2012a).

3.5.2. Traditional Art as an Oral Poetics of Ellipsis

LoRD 1960, 94, already emphasized the ‘pull in two directions’ with each
performance, the actual song and the evocation of previous instantiations of the
system, horizontal combination and vertical selection, in the terms of the Prague

3 On the justice scene on the shield, see NAGY 2003, 72-87; the end of Od. 24 has certain similar-
ities to the Athenian polis discourse of the Oresteia.
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school (NAGY 1996, 2 n. 7). NAGY 1996, 50, underlines the dynamic interaction of
diachrony in synchrony as follows: ‘From this point of view each occurrence of
a theme (on the level of content) or of a formula (on the level of form) in a given
composition-in-performance refers not only to its immediate context but also to
all other analogous contexts remembered by the performer or by any member of
the audience.’

This is exactly what FOLEY (1990; 1995; 1999) pins down as ‘traditional re-
ferentiality’ (e.g. 1997, 167), as a pars pro toto or metonymic relation: behind and
between the signs is a diachronic dimension that opens up the totality of pos-
sibilities — alternative narrative routes, different exits and instantiations. FOLEY
develops a new oral poetics as ‘traditional art’ (1999) that does not respond to
metrical needs but should be understood on its own terms of craftsmanship.
The epic ‘word’, the rec, of the guslar is the unit of an utterance; it is not the
small element in grammatical terms but an entire verse, a scene or a whole song.
The performers claim that they never change tradition, although the re¢ is con-
stantly transformed in the ongoing chain of reperformances. Words are ‘nodes in
a network of signification [...] signs that point the way down the Homeric 6imé,
the song-path’ (FOLEY 1997, 167). FOLEY refers to formulae, type-scenes or story
patterns as ‘registers’, traditional chunks that the performer acquires to delineate
the ever-recurring frame with an ‘unmatched economy’ (1997, 172) - NAGY 1997
calls this ‘elliptic’ because the ‘special brand of meaning’ (FOLEY 1997, 173) goes
diachronically down the scale to evoke all sorts of situations and resonates with
all meanings in the echo-chamber of signification, signs and sémata.

3.6 Relevance to Today: Multiforms, Web and Hypertext

During the time of the conception of the first German edition of the Prolego-
mena, the internet began to conquer global communication. In addition, postmo-
dern criticism and ideas such as intertextuality and deconstruction anticipated a
media revolution: BAKHTIN (1929) 1984 speaks of polyphony, and French structu-
ralists like Barthes and Kristeva introduced terms like network, web, paths and
open-endedness in the signification process. Furthermore, BARTHES (1968) 1977
thematized the ‘death of the author’ (see also FOUCAULT [1969] 1979). All these
features are realized in the internet, where no center or linear perspective exists,
but nodes of interconnectivity define a plurality of choices in a virtual galaxy of
visual windows. In this labyrinth, organic order is lacking, meaning the user can
interact with the medium and shift between numerous levels. Furthermore, no
single author controls the dissemination of meaning or the user as reader (see
BAKKER 2001), but users dynamically interact with free-floating information.
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As is well known, the reader composes his or her information through the very
process of use, clicking through sites in permanent mouvance (see ZUMTHOR
1972), evoking the diachronic context and material in new synchronic cuts.

It goes without saying that some of these insights are traceable in LORD 1960
and his followers, who initiated the new trends in orality. On the one hand, we
hear of multiforms, mouvance, transference and the interaction of myths and texts
in the galaxy of tradition. The hypertext and internet accordingly often serve as
metaphors to convey the dynamics of orality (BAKKER 2001; FOLEY 2012). On the
other hand, the Center for Hellenic Studies treats Homer as multitext, setting up
a digital edition with clicks to as many variants as possible, all equally valid in a
performance tradition (see http://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/1169 and
http://www.homermultitext.org/; retrieved 9. 1. 2015). A multitext edition, then,
takes into account the model of an evolutionary Homer whose text refuses to be
set down and analyzed with the usual methods of textual criticism and a stem-
ma-theory by Lachmann. All in all, the web and the weaving process provide, in
both realms, dominant metaphors and visual emblems of text (from texere ‘to
weave’) which describe the specific process of patterning — incorporations of and
allusions to other texts drawn from the labyrinthine galaxy of tradition.

Recent research on oral theory by critics like BAKKER, MARTIN, NAGY and
FOLEY opens the horizon to a new and liberating oral poetics and aesthetics
of an ‘immanent art’ (FOLEY 1991) that can be analyzed in every passage of the
Iliad. Homer, understood as a ‘culture hero who is retroactively credited with
the sum total of the entire cultural institution’ (BAKKER 2001, 156, paraphras-
ing NAGY 1996, 76) must be viewed in the perspective of an emergent authorship
which, due to Panhellenism and agonistic elements, gradually narrows down the
total open-endedness, with its endless exits and alternative routes, to a perfect,
organic plot. This trajectory finally merges with the unitarian approach to the
poet as genius. All things considered, the starting point of Western literature is
based in a tradition that can be legitimately analyzed in terms of author and lit-
erature. Yet behind the author lies much more, a deep diachronic structure that
reveals many new paths.
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4. Further Topics and Related Themes

On these premises, several other topics have been highlighted over recent years:

4.1 Biography

It becomes more and more evident that the Imperial biographies that treat
Homer, particularly the Certamen and the pseudo-Herodotean Vita, are not mere
fantasy spun from the epics, especially the Odyssey, but resonate somehow with
the branch of then contemporary Homeric scholarship, reflecting insights in the
diachronic prehistory. Both Lives highlight the improvisational aspect within
composition-in-performance, and hardly refer to the compositional act in terms
of grdaphein (writing) (NAGY 2009/10, 29-55 [I§ 55-136]). Moreover, in Homer’s long
circuit in the Vita Herodotea we can detect reflections of the emerging author-
ship. Thus the story in some ways mirrors the potential loss of control of the per-
formance now transcribed in exchange for a living by someone planning to recite
it as a rhapsode elsewhere. Homer as ingenious performer, then, pursues the thief
to Chios where the Homeridai have their school. In addition, the Vita Herodotea
exhibits an acute awareness of an Aeolic past in Smyrna. This city, pinned down
as a potential point of origin, was originally part of an Aeolic Dodecapolis (Hdt.
1.149.1) but was later conquered by the Ionian city Colophon. Smyrna thus func-
tions simultaneously as the hinge to the Ionic league of cities with their common
festival of the Panionia celebrated in Mykale. As the cultural importance of Asia
Minor diminishes, the tradition, following the same trajectory as Homer in the
story, moves to Chios, then to Samos under Polycrates and finally to Athens,
the new cultural Panhellenic center, where the Peisistratidai bring the tradition
under control (NAGY 2009/10, 133-146 [11§ 6-41]).

4.2 Politics and Value Orientation

Doubts have arisen as to whether the Homeric epic merely represents a ‘self-
affirmation’ of the aristocracy and a pedagogic appeal to their noble ideal cast in
monumental song, valid in particular during the Mycenaean period before the
cultural decline around 1150 BC. According to this fixed sociological function,
epic would have somehow ‘frozen’ its old value orientation, as heroism was at that
point only a matter of the past (LATACZ 2013, 6970, pace ULF 2010, esp. 302-310,
and RAAFLAUB 2003, 310-311; 2005, 59-60; 2006, 453-455). With evolutionary
theory, however, we can mediate between divergent positions, since the gradual
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Homeric textualization adapts to new socio-political circumstances in ongoing
reperformances. Despite the radical socio-economic changes and the questioning
of aristocratic leadership, Homeric epic is not superseded and does not come to
a logical end after 750 BC. Is it thus likely that Homer was later fundamentally
‘misunderstood’ (LATACZ 2013, 57) in regards to his ‘reactionary’ social function,
allowing the epic genre to live on as an ‘empty form’ (‘Leerform’) conveying many
other contents (LATACZ 2013, 77)? To the contrary, as argued above (see 34), the
Homeric text appears to incorporate to a certain extent the new values of a polis
ideology present during the period of crystallization in the 6th century BC, and
remained a dynamic and vital field that appealed to contemporary audiences.

4.3 Etymologies

Etymologies, or the science of the étymon, i.e. the true sense, can help
unearth the deeper sense buried in linguistic diachrony, even reaching far back
to Indo-European roots, with regard to specific figures in the evolving plot. For
example, the name of Achilleus, the main hero of the Iliad, might be derived from
dchos and ldos,* the one who brings pain and grief to the people in a double
sense: a) to his troop of Myrmidons and the Achaians with his retreat; b) to the
Trojan enemies with his enormous strength as a wild fighter driven by a desire to
avenge the death of his friend and surrogate Patroklos (NAGY [1979] 1999, 69-83).

4.4 Myth

In ‘small-scale’ and traditional ‘societies’, such as we find in the later Bronze
Age and early formative phase in Asia Minor, myth and ritual in interaction and
correlation constitute marked discourse (NAGY 1990, 31). The cultic setting or
ritual occasion of the performance, moreover, frames the heroes’ mythic narra-
tion in an idealized past. As argued above, the entire Iliad can be understood
as myth (MARTIN 1989), while figures inside the story tend to emphasize their

4 For a different explanation, see LATACZ (2001) 2004, 303 n. 26: ‘It is suggested that even the
name of “Achilleus” himself, for which no rational etymology has yet been found, may be traced
through a possible connection with the name “Achaia”. As early as 1958, von Kamptz (1982)
[= voN KaMPTZ (1958) 1982] broke the name Ay-t\-e0g down into three components, comparing
-IA- with the “pre-Greek Anatolian suffix -il” in the Trojan name tpwiAog, and affixing these to the
“pre-Greek stem” Ay-." The name is already attested in Mycenaean: VENTRIS/CHADWICK (1956)
1973, 529: a-ki-re-u = Achilleus; see also in MYC: as dative a-ki-re-we.
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speech-acts through mythic examples. We thus have a myth-in-myth constella-
tion, or in NAGY’s 19964, 137, words: ‘the outer narrative that frames mythological
exempla is itself a mythological exemplum, on a large scale.’

In addition, numerous myths come from the infinite web of tradition, and the 45
performer metonymically alludes to and partakes in this mythic galaxy through
elliptical forms; or to put it as SLATKIN (1991) 2011, 20, does, the poet ‘incorpo-
rates into his narrative another discourse, one that makes its appearance on the
surface of the poem through oblique references, ellipses, or digressions, evoking
for his audience themes that orient or supplement the event to the poem in par-
ticular ways.’

Myth shares with traditional narrative the feature of being authorless. Both 46
are also transformed through endless variation and combination with a stable
nucleus of motifs. In addition, mythic themes and patterns litter the Homeric
epic, and LoRD has already emphasized their structuring presence. In both the
Iliad and the Odyssey we thus encounter variations of death and rebirth, disap-
pearance and reappearance, search and retrieval, separation and reunion, hiding
and epiphanic arrival (LORD 1960, 158-197).

4.5 Ritual

On the ritual side, many critics today highlight the ephebic pattern and ini- 47
tiation motifs, theoxeny, scenarios of the Other, relapses into the primordial or
atavistic, new year and king ritual, agonistic reversals, elements of supplica-
tion, lament, géos or thrénos, marriage, choréia and dancing, feasting, sacrifice,
prayer, epiphanies, remnants of solar imagery, burial and hero cult.

In the vein of mythic-ritual poetics (BIERL 2007), some Homeric scenes might 48
be successfully read as symbolic expressions of the Other, rites of passage, epic
encounters with death and reflections of a katdbasis (for Il. 24, see HERRERO DE
JAUREGUI 2011; for I1. 10, see BIERL 2012a) or shamanic excursion. The rituals are
both exhibited and incorporated to highlight extraordinary danger and to sym-
bolically underline the contrast to normal life.

The entire story pattern or genre of néstos not only constitutes a return home 49
from a military expedition but a special ‘return from death to life’ and return to
‘light’ (FRAME 2009, 23-58, esp. 39-45; see also 1978, 134-152, and NAGY 1990a,
218-219; 2013, 275-278 [9§ 1-7]). Thus Odysseus’ adventures must be interpreted
as endless variations on the encounter with death, woven in an artful, patterned
order that does not necessarily indicate a writing poet but a monumentalizing
tradition, which lengthens the essential and traditional motif of death on the
basis of retardations, variations and combinations (BIERL 2008; HOLSCHER [1988]
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1990, 103-185). One could also argue that the Trojan War itself represents a con-
frontation with death, whence the heroes must return to life and light. On the one
hand, Achilleus confronts the fundamental choice between kléos or néstos — he
can either die heroically and have imperishable, unwithering glory (kléos dphthi-
ton) transmitted by epic song tradition, or return home without glory and die of
old age. On the other hand, his withdrawal due to his ménis becomes a symbolic
death, which causes multiple deaths on the battlefield; Patroklos, his therapon,
surrogate or alter ego (see NAGY [1979] 1999, 33, 292-293; 2013, 146-154 [6§ 1-23]),
dons Achilleus’ armor to compensate for this voluntary absence and dies early.
Achilleus then reappears on the battlefield — a scene we can also interpret as
a néstos — and transforms his ménis from an expression of passivity to active,
furious revenge. And in ritualistic terms, ndstos can be seen as a reintegration
into society with an anticipated, implicit immortalization as cultic hero.

4.6 Hero Cult and Epic Heroes

Panhellenization acts on all these mythic and ritual elements so that they
tend to almost disappear behind a new, realistic veil. Yet they remain operable
in an implicit fashion. A particularly good example is hero cult. The local and
epichoric cult of a heroic figure after his death tends to be dropped in Homeric
epic, but implicit allusions or anticipation of future immortalization can still be
elaborated (NAGY 2012, esp. 47-71).

Heroes are mortals immortalized only after their death, receiving a local
grave and cult. The séma, the grave, also means the sign that bears the entire
significance of hero cult, becoming the medium through which to communicate
with the hero by libations of oil, milk, honey and blood, as well as chthonic sac-
rifice. Moreover, the hero receives the right portion of the quartered victim, his
géras, thrown into a pit (béthros). The participants expect fertility as a recipro-
cal response to this action. This normal pattern, however, is ‘defamiliarized’ and
transformed by the Panhellenic pattern. The local hero becomes an epic hero
whose traits appear completely human on the surface, his main feature being
his mortality; as a consequence, he attains immortality mainly through heroic
death, which entails ‘eternal, unwithering’ fame (kléos dphthiton). Thus the hero,
immortalized through death, becomes almost identical with the kléos dphthiton
he receives via epic song in the eternal chain of future reperformances. Through
his death on the battlefield, therefore, the hero encounters his last and decisive
ordeal and, as expected, does not live a long life but dies prematurely, pan-
a(h)orios (see Il. 24.540), sometimes still at the ephebic age. Moreover, like all
heroes (BRELICH 1958), he is extremely ambivalent, both good and terrible at the
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same time. In the case of Achilleus, the negative and problematic side manifests
itself in his manic frenzy of revenge (Iliad Books 19 to the beginning of 24); this is
exaggerated to the utmost when he longs to eat the flesh of his enemy (Il. 22.346—
347), a powerful allusion to Dionysiac mania in myth (see NAGY 2013, passim, esp.
46 [1§ 54] and 2005, 86—89; 2006, § 76-116).

In the Panhellenic perspective, moreover, epic heroes stand in antagonis-
tic opposition to the god, with whom they are connected on a cultic level (NAGY
2013, 333-334 [11§45]). In our example, Achilleus represents the ephebic coun-
ter-part of Apollo, the god of ephebes, and fights against Apollo, with whom
he shares common cults. In Iliad 9.189 Apollo and Achilleus associate with one
another when the hero sings to the Apollonian lyre about the ‘glories of men’
(kléa andron). Thus the god reflects the hero, and the hero the poet, who merges
with him through the performance of kléos, the medium and essence of epic song
(NAGY 2013, 55-69 [2§ 29-71]).

Moreover, the fierce, brutal battle scenes in epic stylize sacrificial division.
Rather than watching every detail of the sacrificial victim’s portioning, the audi-
ence of the Iliad is visually confronted with detailed descriptions of heroes’ bodies
brutally mistreated, lacerated, transfixed, perforated and slashed. Through these
brutal deaths, the epic compensates for the necessary and usual sacrifice in
normal hero cult (NAGY 2013, 11-12 [0§ 13-15], and 2006, § 111-114).

4.7 Possible Influences from the Near East: Oriental Myths and Narratives

The diachronic perspective can also shed light on the allusive dialogue
between Homeric epic and Near Eastern parallels, in particular Gilgamesh. The
Sumerian tradition dates back to the third millennium BC. Sumerian was then
replaced by Akkadian (with Babylonian and Assyrian as dialectal variants), and
Gilgamesh appeared, in its archaic version, in Old Babylonian in the early second
millennium (2000-1600 BC), its influence spreading throughout the Levant in the
14th and 13th centuries BC, especially in Hittite translation. The standard version
of the twelve-table epic, its revised form, was ascribed to the mythic poet Sin-
leqe-unnini around 1200 BC, but the real end-redaction probably took place later
in Uruk, and not before the 7th century BC do we have the most complete copies
of this canonized epic as part of the library of King Assurbanipal (669-627 BC) in
Nineveh (NOEGEL 2005). The epic thus circulated in a very fluid phase during the
Bronze Age, when connections with Greece are attested. But its greater influence
might be attributed to the period following the crisis around 1200 BC, when a
flourishing new oriental world took shape in the first centuries of the first mil-
lennium, ‘a koiné of culture from Mesopotamia via Syria/Palestine to Anatolia
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and Egypt,” with ‘channels’ (BURKERT 2005, 301) of exchange and possible trans-
mission via Phoenicia (with the introduction of the alphabet), Lydia and Egypt
(BURKERT 2005, 291-295; see also SASSON 2005).

There are striking parallels in style (i.e. long verses, formulae, type-scenes,
assemblies of gods, battle scenes) and narrative structure. Such parallels were
explored by JENSEN 1906/28 (Pan-Babylonian exaggeration) and later in our gen-
eration more seriously by scholars such as BURKERT (1984) 1992; 2005; MORRIS
1997; WEST 1997; PATZEK 2003.

Motif-transference or the direct influence of the Iliad on smaller story lines
and structural elements has been repeatedly demonstrated (BURKERT [1984]
1992; 2005; WEST 1997; CURRIE 2012). One of the most conspicuous similarities is
found in Enkidu, Gilgamesh’s dear friend, who dies as a surrogate for him, like
Patroklos for Achilleus (see LORD 1960, 197, 201; CURRIE 2012, 550-551). The ques-
tion remains how to explain such parallels. Do overlaps exist in the very early
period? Should we depart from neoanalytic approaches of early or later incor-
poration in oral, semi-oral or literary form in the formative or even crystallizing
phase? A bilingual oral transfer or code-switching is quite unlikely, as these oral
specialists are completely immersed in a formulaic system closely linked to their
own language and culture. Or should we lend credence to the quite literacy-based
hypothesis that bilingual Greek poets and scribes served as intentional, multi-
cultural mediators in Northern Syria or Cilicia in the middle of the 7th century
BC? SCHROTT 2008 thus wildly speculates that Homer was an Akkadian-speaking
Greek scribe and eunuch, who lived not in Asia Minor but in the Cicilian city of
Karatepe and was in the service of Assyrian dynasts; SCHROTT also claims that
Homer took his inspiration from the Cilician revolts against the Assyrians (715,
705-696, 676 BC) and from the geographical ambience, when he compiled the
fictionalized events of the Iliad on the basis of Near Eastern epics around 660 BC.>

Despite apparent similarities, we must not forget the differences. Cross-cul-
tural comparison also makes it clear that such parallels are often typological and
can be detected in numerous epic and narrative traditions around the world. Yet
it should be stressed that the relation of the Near Eastern material to Homer is
not genealogical, that is, based on cognate, diachronically and synchronically
proven structures of derivation, since no clear descent of a closer linguistic rela-
tionship with the Greek Iliad can be traced, outside of indirect Hittite or Luwian
influences. Rather, contact between Near Eastern and Greek tradition occurs late
in the 7th century, a historical given that comes after the main transformations
in the Iliad are already complete. But some fluidity remained, as well as room for

5 For a fair refutation of these speculations, see VISSER 2008, 80—83.
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reciprocal appropriation between the analogous traditions, although some par-
allels are not necessarily historical and must be classified as typological (NAGY
2005, 71-76; 2006, §1-30).

Nor can what we admire in Homer stem from the Near Eastern texts. Despite
a long canonization and development toward greater human values and more
homogenous structure, Gilgamesh lacks the human dimension of Achilleus, and
the Akkadian epic never attains the organic form for which Aristotle and all critics
after him praised Homer (SLEZAK 2012, 217-239, esp. 234-239).

It is obvious that a very early scribal fixation in cuneiform, which facilitated
only revisions — again always written down on tablets — occurred during the
phase when the Homeric epic was still in its fluid prehistory. Writing froze the
cultural narration, and a fossilized text did not possess the potential an oral tra-
dition has. As seen above, the emerging authorship affects the elaboration of the
evolving product of artistry. The progress of quality thus stems from a long chain
of recomposition of the same ‘word’, which is constantly transformed due to ago-
nistic and Panhellenic influences. We can accordingly venture that extended oral
fluidity entails a qualitative jump under specific socio-political and polycentric
conditions. Consequently, due to a lack of hierarchical and monarchical struc-
tures, the Greek people became aware of belonging to a common culture and
ethnicity. This process lead to new occasions, i.e. public festivals with agonistic
elements, inducing a transformation toward monumentalized, cohesive forms of
narration. On the other side, literary fixation more or less froze the early standard
of the narration, and centralized dynastic structures favored text as an emblem of
the divine power of an all-mighty king.

4.8 Mise en abyme and Metanarrative Reflection

Metapoetic awareness or emblematic self-referentiality are the apparent fea-
tures of a highly aestheticized literary art such as we encounter in the poetry of
the late 19th and 20th century and in recent, postmodern times. Critics of former
generations would thus never have reckoned with the existence of such sophisti-
cated techniques in oral poetry when they judged its aesthetics in primitive terms
(NoToPoULOS 1949). In the last two decades, however, it has become increasingly
evident that the Iliad and, even more so, the Odyssey tend to self-referentially
reflect on their own poetic tradition (e.g. SEGAL 1994, 85-183; RENGAKOS 2002,
189-191; DE JONG 2006).

In this vein, critics have recently approached parts of these epic works as
such, e.g. the long ékphrasis of the Shield in Iliad 18 (DE JoNG 2011) and the scene
of Achilleus playing cithara in his tent and singing about the ‘glories of men’ (L.
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9.189) (NAGY 2013, 55-59 [2§ 29-40]). Other examples are found in the idealized
aoidéi Demodokos and Phemios as self-reflective figures of the performance tradi-
tion. Even Odysseus himself is several times associated with a singer; Demodokos’
song of Ares and Aphrodite (Od. 8.266-366) in particular alludes to earlier stages
of the Homeric epic, helping to shape the plot in a metanarrative fashion. Demo-
dokos, moreover, stands in competition with Odysseus, who narrates his Apologoi
in the new mode that reflects the situation following the reform of Homeric perfor-
mance traditions. In the same way that Penelope’s famous cunning (méchdnéma)
of weaving symbolizes the process of textualization (CLAYTON 2004; BIERL 2004,
111), so does the artful web of invisible chains produced and installed by the
master blacksmith contain metapoetic implications, and functions as an internal
mirror of the entire plot (BIERL 2012). Through ‘intratextual’ strategies the Iliad —
and even more so the Odyssey — tends to frame the inner contents of speeches
with outer events, juxtaposing matters by creating special meaning through per-
formative adjacency and similarity- and opposition-effects, sometimes even pro-
ducing forms of a mise en abyme, ‘a text-within-text that functions as microcosm
or mirror of the text itself” (MARTIN 2000, 63—64, quote 63).

Self-reflective and metanarrative elements, after all, are not as surprising as
they might at first appear, since our Homeric epic is a late, crystallized product,
the culmination of a long history of reperformances in ongoing transformations.
As seen above, the kléos of the heroes acts as the medium and essence of the
performance tradition. Thus, whenever kléos is mentioned, the performance ref-
erences itself, since with each reperformance the glory must be recalled and reac-
tualized via the Muses who inspire each singer with the memory of the story to
be reperformed (see also DE JoNG 2006); the concept of kléos is the ‘medium of
total recall’ (NAGY 2013, 50 [2§ 12]), and as long as the idea of performance culture
thrives, the tradition will never die and thus projects its own trajectory into the
future.

4.9 Memory

Against this backdrop, the study of memory and commemorative processes
emerges as another major issue in recent Homeric scholarship. This highly inter-
disciplinary field extends from anthropology, cognitive psychology and neuro-
science to archeology, history and Homeric linguistics. It explores the basic oral
discourse, showing how speech formats that help human beings structure and
perform routine acts of daily life are stylized into Homeric type scenes (MINCHIN
2007). The above mentioned (see 15) cooperation between cognitive science and
oral poetics can yield stimulating new directions in Homeric text and culture.
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BAKKER 2005 stresses the visualizing, presencing and cognitive dimension of
reperformance in recall. Detailed descriptions of material objects or of a land-
scape can provide a historical consciousness and shed light on the commemo-
rative act in a self-reflective manner (GRETHLEIN 2008; MINCHIN 2012a). Further-
more, in autobiographic recollections of the past heroes like Odysseus can shape
their own sense of the past and instrumentalize the elements using the pragma-
tics of actual discourse (e.g. BIERL [in press]). MINCHIN 2012 also explores how
personal, social, collective and cultural memory define the Iliadic personnel and
their speeches. In a new project, she promises fascinating results by applying
cutting-edge research on memory, recently assembled in volumes such as BOYER/
WERTSCH 2009, on Homeric studies.

5. Conclusion and Prospect

With the new trends described above, Homeric scholarship makes its way
into the future. And by incorporating all these exciting approaches, both the
German and the English edition of the present commentary, in their hermeneutic
‘reperformance’ and re-digest of earlier and recent research results, keep the tra-
dition of this outstanding text alive and fresh for every rereading by their users.
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Character Index

By Magdalene Stoevesandt
in collaboration with Sotera Fornaro, Andreas Gyr
and Andrea Suter

The present index of characters® (gods and men, along with mythical creatures

and animals insofar as they have personal names) supplements the chapter ‘Cast

of Characters of the Iliad’, to which reference is made here via the abbreviations

‘CG’ (gods) and ‘CH’ (humans). — Technical notes:

— All passages are listed in which characters are referred to by their own name
or that of their father. References to patronymics (for their formation, see
G 56) are generally given twice, thus for example the references to Pheretia-
des (‘son of Pheres’) appear under both Admetos and Pheres; only in the case
of very common patronymics has this procedure not been followed (the 86
references to Kronides are thus found only under Zeus). In the case of gods,
passages in which the name is represented by a cult title or similar epithet
(e.g. Hekebolos ‘far-striker’ for Apollo) are also listed.

— Names in plus-verses (e.g. Asteropaios in 2.848a) are taken consistent
account of, whereas variae lectiones (like Apollo instead of Athene in 1.400)
are included only selectively.

— The English forms of the Greek names are taken from the translation by
R. Lattimore. Thus, in most cases the orthography follows the normal rules
of transliteration. Exceptions have been made in the case of very well known
characters, for whom other forms of the names are well established in English
(e.g. Hades for Aides); other exceptions follow Lattimore’s practice of chang-
ing names that end in -ees to -es, changing some names that end in -e to -a,
and using the ending -an for the names of certain peoples. For details, see
LATTIMORE 573.

— In the case of longer entries, book numbers are printed in bold for ease of
reference; in shorter entries, they are printed normally for aesthetic reasons.
There is no functional distinction between the two.

Abantes A Euboian people, contributed a contingent of 40 ships under the leadership of
Elephenor to the expedition against Troy: 2.536, 541, 542; 4.464.

Abarbare Trojan water-nymph, mother of Aisepos and Pedasos, sons of Boukolion: 6.22.

Abas Trojan, son of the dream-interpreter Eurydamas; killed along with his brother Polyidos II
by Diomedes: 5.148.

Abioi A mythical people in the extreme north, ‘most righteous of all men’: 13.6.

Ableros Trojan, killed by Antilochos: 6.32.
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Achaians Strictly speaking, inhabitants of the region of Achaia (in northern Greece or the
Peloponnese), but usually a collective designation for the united Greek peoples camped
before Troy (cf. Argives and Danadins): passim.

Acheloios River-god (= CG 34): 21.194; 24.616.

Achilleus (- CH 2), also Peleides, Peleiades, Peleion and Aiakides 11, 2 (v.L.), 7, 54, 58, 74, 84, 121,
131, 146, 148, 188, 197, 199, 215, 223, 240, 245, 277, 283, 292, 306, 319, 322, 330, 348, 364, 489,
558; 2.3, 220, 239, 241, 377, 674, 685, 688, 769, 770, 860, 874, 875; 4.512; 5.788; 6.99, 414, 423;
7.113, 228; 8.225, 372, 474; 9.107, 164, 166, 181, 184, 191, 193, 196, 199, 209, 217, 224, 225, 307,
434, 485, 494, 496, 513, 606, 628, 643, 663, 667, 698; 10 106, 306 (v.L.), 323, 392, 402, 404;11.8,
104, 112, 599, 606, 607, 625, 652, 656, 664, 762, 772, 777, 783, 786, 791, 805, 827b, 831, 839;
12 10; 13.113, 324, 348; 14.50, 136a, 139, 366; 15.64, 68, 74, 77, 402, 614;16.2, 5, 21, 29, 48, 124,
134, 140, 142, 146, 153, 155, 165, 166, 168, 195, 198, 203, 220, 269, 271, 281, 467a, 575, 653, 686,
7009, 799, 837, 854, 860, 865; 17.76, 78, 105, 121, 186, 191, 195, 199, 208, 214, 271, 280, 388, 402,
426, 473, 486, 504, 557, 641, 654, 691, 701, 709; 18.2, 18, 28, 30, 33, 69, 78, 97, 152, 166, 170, 181,
187, 203, 214, 221, 222, 226, 228, 234, 247, 261, 267, 305, 316, 343, 354, 358, 615; 19.13, 15, 40, 45,
55, 75, 83, 89, 145, 151, 155, 188, 194, 198, 216, 268, 279, 295, 297, 343, 352, 364, 379, 384, 389,
397, 408, 419; 20.2, 26, 27, 30a, 42, 45, 75, 80, 85, 88, 89, 94, 97, 113, 118, 120, 129, 139, 160, 164,
174, 177, 200, 261, 273, 283, 290, 294, 301, 312, 320, 322, 324, 333, 337, 341, 365, 366, 369, 376,
381, 386, 388, 413, 422, 423, 431, 439, 441, 445, 498, 503; 21.15, 39, 47, 49, 67, 74, 116, 120, 138,
139, 144, 147, 149, 153, 160, 161, 169, 173, 174, 178, 179, 182, 208, 211, 214, 222, 233, 236, 240, 250,
251, 263, 265, 272, 288, 306, 324, 327, 328, 344, 359, 520, 525, 527, 532, 550, 553, 557, 571, 580,
583, 595, 599; 22.7, 8, 14, 24, 36, 40, 55, 58, 92, 102, 109, 113, 131, 138, 158a, 172, 176, 188, 193,
197 (v.l.), 205, 211, 214, 216, 229, 244, 250, 258, 260, 277, 278, 279, 290, 312, 319, 326, 330, 344,
364, 376, 446, 455, 23.4, 12, 17, 28, 35, 41, 59, 69, 80, 83, 93, 101, 125, 128, 136, 138, 140, 155, 168,
193, 208, 218, 224, 231, 249, 257, 287, 333, 353, 358, 491, 534, 542, 543, 555, 616, 651, 700, 734,
740, 748, 757, 776, 792, 793, 794, 798, 826, 828, 884, 889; 24.3, 39, 44, 57, 59, 72, 75, 108, 110,
119, 138, 147, 151, 154, 155, 176, 180, 183, 184, 196, 226, 309, 338, 394, 406, 409, 412, 431, 434,
448, 456, 458, 462, 465, 472, 478, 483, 486, 503, 510, 511, 513, 559, 572, 575, 585, 589, 596, 621,
626, 629, 631, 643, 649, 661, 668, 675, 684, 751, 779.

Adamas Son of Asios I; Trojan lieutenant, killed by Meriones: 12.140, 193a; 13.560f., 759, 771.

Admetos Son of Pheres, husband of Alkestis, father of Eumelos: 2.713f., 763; 23.289, 376, 391,
532.

Adrestos 1. Ruler in Sikyon, then in Argos; both grandfather and father-in-law of Diomedes: 2.572;
5.412; 14.121; 23.347. — 11. Son of the seer Merops; along with his brother Amphios I, leader
of the Trojan allies from the area around Adresteia; both are killed at the same time by
Diomedes: 2.830; 11.329. — III. (- CH 12): 6.37, 45, 63. — IV. Trojan killed by Patroklos: 16.694.

Agakles (-kleés) Father of Epeigeus: 16.571.

Agamede Daughter of Augeias, wife of Moulios I: 11.740.

Agamemnon (- CH 2), also Atreides and Atreion: 1.7, 12, 16, 17, 24, 59, 90, 94, 102, 122, 130, 172,
191, 203, 224, 232, 247, 282, 285, 308, 313, 318, 335, 355, 369, 375, 378, 387, 411, 442, 506; 2.6, 9,
18, 21, 23, 55a, 60, 100, 107, 185, 192, 221, 224, 225, 242, 243, 249, 254, 284, 344, 362, 369, 402,
411, 434, 441, 445, 477, 482, 576, 577, 612, 614, 762, 7721.; 3.81, 118, 120, 178, 182, 193, 267, 271,
275, 455, 461; 4.148, 153, 178, 188, 204, 223, 255, 266, 272, 283, 311, 318, 326, 336, 350, 356, 368,
404, 413; 5.38, 528, 537, 552; 6.33, 53, 63, 64, 437; 7.57, 107, 162, 176, 230, 312, 313, 314, 322, 327,
351, 373, 383, 385, 405, 470; 8.54b, 78, 218, 261, 278, 293; 99, 13, 32, 62, 69, 89, 96, 114, 163,
178, 226, 253, 260, 263, 269, 300, 315, 331f., 339, 341, 368f., 386, 388, 439, 516, 613, 627a, 648,
669, 672, 677, 697; 10.3, 9, 42, 64, 81, 86, 88, 103, 119, 233, 326; 11.15, 91, 99, 107, 126, 130, 131,
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153, 158, 165, 169, 177, 180, 187, 202, 216, 219, 231, 233, 238, 246, 251, 254, 262, 268, 272, 284,
661, 766; 13.112, 378; 14.22, 24, 29, 41, 64, 83, 103, 134, 137, 139, 380, 516; 16.26, 58, 59, 72, 76,
273;17.249, 710 (v.1.); 18.111, 257, 445; 19.35, 51, 56, 76, 146, 172, 181, 184, 199, 241, 249, 252, 272,
310; 22.117, 378 (v.L.); 23.36, 38, 49, 110, 155, 156, 161, 233, 236, 272, 295, 296, 332 (v.L.), 486, 525,
658, 887, 890, 895; 24.395, 654, 687 f.

Agapenor Son of Angkaios I; leader of the Arkadians with a contingent of 60 ships: 2.609.

Agasthenes Son of Augeias, father of Polyxeinos: 2.624.

Agastrophos Trojan, son of Paion, killed by Diomedes: 11.338f., 368, 373.

Agathon Son of Priam, upbraided by the latter as a poor fighter: 24.249.

Agaue Nereid: 18.42.

Agauos see Dios.

Agelaos 1. Trojan, son of Phradmon, killed by Diomedes: 8.257. — II. Achaian lieutenant killed by
Hektor: 11.302.

Agenor 1. Trojan lieutenant, son of Antenor and Theano: 4.467; 8.55c; 11.59; 12.93; 13.490, 598;
14.425; 15.340; 16.535; 21.545, 579, 595, 600. — II. (= I?) Father of Echeklos I: 20.474.

Aglaia Wife of Charopos, mother of Nireus: 2.672.

Agrios Great-uncle of Diomedes: 14.117.

Aiakides see Achilleus.

Aiakos Father of Peleus, grandfather of Achilleus: 21 189 and 24x Aiakides.

Aiantes (generally Aias I+I1, rarely Aias I and his half-brother Teukros: - CH 3 with n. 15): 2.406;
4.273, 280, 285; 5.519; 6.436; 7 164; 8.79, 262; 10.53 (v.L), 228; 12.265, 335, 342, 343, 353, 354;
13.46, 47, 126, 197, 201, 313; 15.301 (v.L.); 16.555, 556; 17.507, 508, 531, 668, 669, 707, 732, 747,
752; 18 157, 163.

Aias 1 (- CH 3), also Telamoniades: 1.138, 145; 2.528, 557, 768; 3.225, 229; 4.473, 479, 489; 5.610,
615, 617; 6.5; 7.179, 183, 187, 203, 206, 211, 219, 224, 234, 245, 249, 260, 266, 268, 283, 288, 305,
309, 311, 321; 8.224, 267, 268, 272, 330; 9.169, 223, 622f., 644, 689; 10.53, 112; 11.7, 464, 465,
485, 489, 496, 526, 542, 544, 556, 563, 566, 589, 591, 594; 12.342 (v.L.), 343 (v.L.), 349, 362, 364,
370, 378, 400, 404; 13.67, 68, 76, 190, 313, 321, 702, 709, 809, 824; 14.402, 409, 459f., 469,
511; 15.249, 289, 301, 415, 419, 429, 431, 434, 436, 471, 483, 501, 516, 560, 674, 685, 727, 745;
16.102, 114, 116, 119, 358; 17.102, 115, 120, 123, 128, 132, 137, 166, 174, 230, 235, 237, 279, 284,
293, 303, 304, 312, 356, 360, 626, 628, 651, 715; 18.193; 23.708, 720, 722, 811, 818, 822, 838,
842.

Aias II (- CH 3), also Oiliades (v.L Iliades): 2.527; 10 110, 175; 12.365, 366; 13.66, 203, 681, 695, 701,
712; 14.442, 446, 520; 15.334; 16.330; 17.256; 18.157, 163; 23.473, 483, 488, 493, 754, 759, 774,
779, 789.

Aides, Aidoneus see Hades.

Aigaion 100-handed giant, called ‘Briareos’ by the gods; taken by Lattimore as a patronymic:
1.403f.

Aigeus Father of Theseus: 1.265.

Aigialeia Daughter of Adrestos I, wife of Diomedes: 5.412.

Aineias (- CH 8): 2.820; 5.166, 180, 217, 230, 247, 263, 272, 297, 305, 311, 323, 378, 432, 435, 445, 450,
468, 512, 514, 534, 541, 559, 564, 571; 6.75, 77; 8.55b, 108; 11.58; 12.99; 13.459, 463, 477, 482,
489, 494, 500, 502, 504, 541; 14.425; 15.332; 16.536, 608, 614, 616, 620; 17.323, 327, 333, 344,
484, 485, 491, 513, 534, 754, 758; 20.79, 83, 86, 112, 117, 160, 161, 175, 178, 199, 263, 267, 274, 278,
286, 288, 293, 307, 311, 320, 323, 325, 327, 332, 347; 23.292.

Ainienes (v.l. Enienes) Inhabitants of northwest Thessaly, formed part of the Achaian contingent
of 22 ships under the leadership of Gouneus: 2.749.
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Ainios Paionian, killed by Achilleus: 21.210.

Aiolos Father of Sisyphos, great-grandfather of Bellerophontes, great-great-great-grandfather of
Sarpedon and Glaukos I, leaders of the Lykians: 6.154.

Aipytos Arkadian hero; buried on Mt. Kyllene: 2.604.

Aisepos Son of Boukolion and the nymph Abarbare; grandson of Laomedon; killed by Euryalos
along with his brother Pedasos I: 6.21.

Aisyetes 1. Trojan hero; buried in the plain before Troy: 2.793. — II. (= 1?) Father of Alkathods:
13.427.

Aisymnos Achaian lieutenant killed by Hektor: 11.303.

Aithe Mare belonging to Agamemnon, gift of Echepolos II: 23.295, 409, 525.

Aithikes A Thessalian people: 2.744.

Aithiopians A mythical people living by the world-encircling Ocean (i.e. at the ‘edge of the earth’),
happily visited by the gods: 1.423; 2.744 (v.L.); 23.206.

Aithon Horse belonging to Hektor: 8.185.

Aithre Servant of Helen; daughter of Pittheus, according to later sources (‘Apollodor’ Bibl. 3.10.7
[=3.128], etc.), mother of Theseus: 3.144.

Aitolians A people in west central Greece, contributed a contingent of 40 ships under the lead-
ership of Thoas I to the expedition against Troy: 2.638, 643; 4.527; 5.843; 9.529, 531, 549, 575,
597; 13.218; 15.282; 23.471, 633.

Akamas 1. Son of Antenor and Theano; leader of the Trojan Dardanians along with his brother
Archelochos and Aineias; killed by Meriones: 2.823; 8.55d; 11.59f.; 12.100; 14.476, 478, 488;
16.342. — II. Son of Eussoros; along with Peiros, leader of the Trojan allies from Thrace;
killed by Aias I: 2.844; 5.462; 6.8.

Akessamenos Great-grandfather of Asteropaios: 21 142.

Akrisios Father of Danaé: 14.319.

Aktaie Nereid: 18.41.

Aktor 1. Father of Astyoche, grandfather of Askalaphos and lalmenos: 2.513. — II. Father of
Menoitios, grandfather of Patroklos: 11.785; 16.14. — III. Father of Echekles, step-grandfather
of Eudoros: 16.189. — IV. Foster-father of the ‘Aktoriones’ Eurytos I and Kteatos (> CH 6):
2.621; 11.750; 13 185; 23.638.

Aktoriones (- CH 6), also Moliones: 2.621; 11.709, 750; 13.185; 23.638.

Alastor 1. Lykian, killed by Odysseus: 5.677. — II. Lieutenant of the Pylians (8.333 companion of
Salaminian Aias): 4.295; 8.333; 13.422. — III. Father of Tros II: 20.463.

Alazones, Alizones see Halizones.

Alegenor Father of Promachos: 14.503.

Aleisios, Alisios see Alesios.

Alektryon Father of Leitos: 17.602.

Alesios (v.ll. Aleisios, -isios) Eleian hero; a hill is named after him (cf. 2.617): 11.757.

Alexandros see Paris (> CH 8).

Alkandros Lykian, killed by Odysseus: 5.678.

Alkathods Husband of Anchises’ daughter Hippodameia II, brother-in-law and foster-father of
Aineias; killed by Idomeneus: 12.93; 13.428, 465, 496.

Alke Personification of ‘battle strength’ (- CG 38; otherwise generally used as a substantive):
5.740.

Alkestis Daughter of Pelias, wife of Admetos, mother of Eumelos: 2.715.

Alkimedon/Alkimos Son of Laérkes, grandson of Haimon III; companion of Achilleus and lieuten-
ant of the Myrmidons: 16.197; 17.467, 475, 481, 500, 501; 19.392; 24.474, 574.
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Alkmaon Achaian, Son of Thestor III, killed by Sarpedon: 12.394.

Alkmene Lover of Zeus, mother of Herakles: 14.323; 19.99, 119.

Alkyone see Kleopatre.

Aloeus Father (or foster-father: Od. 11.305f.) of Otos I and Ephialtes: 5.386.

Alpheios River-god (= CG 34): 2.592; 5.545; 11.712, 726, 728.

Altes Ruler of the Leleges with a seat in Pedasos (in the Troad), father of Laothog&, grandfather of
Lykaon II and Polydoros I: 21.85, 86; 22.51.

Althaia Wife of Oineus, mother of Meleagros: 9.555.

Amaryngkeus Ruler of the Epeians; as a young man, Nestor participated in his funeral games;
father of Diores I: 2.622; 4.517; 23.630.

Amatheia Nereid: 18.48.

Amazons Mythical race of female warriors: 2.856 (v.L.), 857 (v.L.); 3.189; 6.186; 24.804 (v.L).

Ameibos Leader of the Kaukonians, son of Polykles: 2.855a (v.L).

Amisodaros Ruler in Lykia who raised the Chimaira; father of Atymnios II and Maris: 16.328.

Amopaon (v.l. Opaon) Trojan, son of Polyaimon, killed by Teukros: 8.276.

Amphidamas 1. From Kythera, temporary owner of Meriones’ boar’s tusk helmet: 10.268, 269. —
I1. From Opous; father of the playmate killed by Patroklos: 23.87.

Amphigyeeis see Hephaistos.

Amphiklos Trojan, killed by Meges: 16.313.

Amphimachos 1. Son of Kteatos (one of the ‘Aktoriones’), cousin of Thalpios; one of the four lead-
ers of the Epeian contingent of 40 ships; killed by Hektor: 2.620; 13.185, 189, 195, 203. —
II. Son of Nomion, leader of the Trojan allies from Karia along with his brother Nastes; he
(or his brother Nastes, see s.v.) was killed by Achilleus: 2.870, 871.

Amphinome Nereid: 18.44.

Amphion Lieutenant of the Epeians: 13.692.

Amphios 1. Son of the seer Merops; along with his brother Adrestos II, leader of the Trojan al-
lies from the area around Adresteia; both are killed at the same time by Diomedes: 2.830;
11.329. - II. Trojan ally, son of Selagos from Paisos, killed by Aias I: 5.612.

Amphithoé Nereid: 18.42.

Amphitryon Husband of Alkmene, foster-father of Herakles: 5.392.

Amphoteros Lykian, killed by Patroklos: 16.415.

Amyntor Father of Phoinix I; original owner of Meriones’ boar’s tusk helmet: 9.448; 10.266.

Amythaon see Apisaon I1.

Anchialos Achaian, killed by Hektor: 5.6009.

Anchises 1. Lover of Aphrodite, by whom he is the father of Aineias; father of Hippodameia Il and
father-in-law of Alkathoos: 2.819, 820; 5.247, 268, 313, 468; 12 98; 13.428; 17491, 754; 20.112,
160, 208, 239, 240. — II. Father of Echepolos II: 23.296.

Andraimon Father of Thoas I: 2.638; 7.168; 13.216; 15.281.

Andromache (- CH 8): 6.371, 377, 395, 405; 8.187; 17.208; 24.723.

Angkaios 1. Father of Agapenor: 2.609. — II. (= I?) Hero from Pleuron, defeated by the young
Nestor in a wrestling-match: 23.635.

Anteia Wife of Proitos, tried to seduce Bellerophontes and then slandered him: 6.160.

Antenor (- CH 9): 2.822; 3.122f., 148, 203, 262, 312; 4.87; 5.69; 6.299; 7.347, 357; 8.55c; 11.59, 221,
249, 262; 12.99; 13.433a; 14.463, 473; 15.517; 19.53; 20.396; 21.546, 579.

Anthemion Trojan, father of Simoeisios: 4.473, 488.

Antilochos (- CH 4), also Nestorides: 4.457; 5.565, 570, 580, 584, 589; 6.32f.; 13.93, 396, 400, 418,
479, 545, 550, 554, 565; 14.513; 15.568, 569, 579, 582, 585, 589; 16.317 f., 320; 17.378, 653, 681,
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685, 694, 704; 18.2, 16, 32; 23.301, 306, 353f., 402, 419, 423, 425, 426, 429, 439, 514, 522, 538a,
541, 556, 558, 567, 570, 576, 581, 586, 596, 602, 612, 756, 785, 795.

Antimachos Father of Peisandros I and Hippolochos II (- CH 12): 11.123, 132, 138. — II (= I?) Father
of Hippomachos: 12.188.

Antino0s see Autono0s II.

Antiphates Trojan, killed by Leonteus: 12.191.

Antiphonos Son of Priam, upbraided by the latter as a poor fighter: 24.250.

Antiphos 1. Son of Thessalos, grandson of Herakles; along with his brother Pheidippos, leader
of an Achaian contingent of 30 ships from Kos and the adjacent islands: 2.678. — II. Son of
Talaimenes and the nymph of the Gygaian lake; along with his brother Mesthles, leader of
the Trojan allies from Maionia: 2.864. — III. Son of Priam, killed along with his half-brother
Isos by Agamemnon: 4.489f.; 11.101f., 104, 109.

Aphareus Son of Kaletor II; Achaian lieutenant, killed by Aineias: 9.83; 13.478, 541.

Aphrodite (- CG 4), also Kypris (5.330 etc., ‘lady of Kypros’, in reference to her cult on Cyprus):
2.820; 3.54, 64, 374, 380, 389, 413, 424, 425a; 4.10; 5.131, 248, 312, 330, 348, 370, 375, 422, 427,
458, 468a, 760, 820, 883; 9.389; 14.188, 193, 211, 224; 19.282; 20.40, 105, 209; 21.416, 430;
22.470; 23.185; 24.699.

Apisaon 1. (v.I. Opisaon) Son of Phausios (or Phausias); Trojan lieutenant, killed by Eurypylos I:
11.578, 582. — IL. (v.l. Amythaon) Son of Hippasos III; lieutenant of the Paionians, killed by
Lykomedes: 17.348.

Apollo (> CG 5), also Argyrotoxos (1.37 etc., ‘with a silver bow, silver-archer’), Hekatebolos/
Hekatos/Hekebolos (1.14, 1370, 1.385 etc., probably ‘striking from afar, far-striker’),
Hekaergos (1.147 etc., probably ‘working from afar, far-worker’), Phoibos (1.43 etc., meaning
uncertain) and Smintheus (probably ‘exterminator of mice’, see 1.39n.): 1.1 (v.L), 3 (v.L), 9, 14,
21, 36, 37, 39, 43, 64, 72, 75, 86, 96, 110, 147, 182, 315, 370, 373, 380, 385, 400 (v.L), 438, 443, 451,
457, 474, 479, 603; 2.371, 766, 827; 4.101, 119, 288, 507; 5 105, 344, 433, 437, 439, 444, 445, 449,
454, 509, 517, 7605 7.20, 23, 34, 37, 58, 81, 83, 132, 272, 452; 8.311, 540; 9.405, 560, 564; 10.515;
11.353, 363; 12.17, 24, 34; 13.827; 15.55, 59, 143, 220, 221, 231, 236, 243, 253, 256, 307, 318, 326,
355, 360, 365, 441, 521; 16.94, 97, 513, 527, 666, 667, 676, 700, 703, 706 (v.L), 711, 715, 720, 725,
728, 788, 793, 804, 845, 849; 17.71, 118, 322, 326, 333, 582, 585, 683a; 18.454; 19.413; 20.39, 68,
71,79, 82, 103, 118, 138, 152, 295, 375, 443, 450; 21.228, 229, 278, 435, 436, 448, 461, 472, 478,
515, 538, 545, 596, 600, 604; 22.7, 15, 71, 203, 213, 220, 302, 359; 23.188, 292, 383, 388, 660,
865, 872; 24.18, 32, 56, 605, 758.

Apseudes Nereid: 18.46.

Archelochos Son of Antenor and Theano, leader of the Trojan Dardanians along with his brother
Akamas and Aineias; killed by Aias I: 2.823; 12.100; 14.463f.

Archeptolemos Son of Iphitos II; for a short time, replacement charioteer for Hektor, killed by
Teukros: 8.128, 312.

Areilykos 1. Father of Prothoénor: 14.451. — II. Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.308.

Areithods 1. Father of Menesthios I; famous for fighting with a club, killed by Lykourgos II: 7.8, 10,
137, 138. — II. Thracian, charioteer for Rhigmos, killed by Achilleus: 20.487.

Ares (- CG 6), also Enyalios (2.651 etc.): 2 110, 401, 440, 479, 512, 515, 540, 627, 651, 663, 704, 745,
767, 842; 3.128, 147, 165 (v.L.); 4.439, 441; 5.30, 31, 35, 289, 355, 363, 385, 388, 390, 430, 454,
455, 461, 507, 518, 563, 576, 592, 594, 604, 699, 702, 704, 717, 757, 762, 824, 827, 829, 830, 841,
844, 845, 846, 851, 859, 861, 863, 866, 904, 909; 6.67, 203; 7.146, 147, 166, 208, 241, 330, 382;
8.54d, 79, 215, 264, 349; 9.82; 10.228; 11.295, 300 (v.L.), 344a, 604, 734;12.130, 188; 13.127, 295,
298, 328, 444, 500, 519, 521, 528, 802; 14 149, 485 (v.L.); 15.110, 112, 113, 127, 142, 302, 605, 733;
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16.245, 543, 613, 784; 17.72, 2101., 259, 398, 529, 536; 18.100 (v.L), 134, 213 (v.L.), 264, 309, 516;
19.47, 78; 20.38, 46, 51, 69, 78, 138, 152, 238, 358; 21.391, 402, 406, 421, 431; 22.132, 267, 378
(v.1); 23.841; 24.260, 474, 498, 804a.

Aretaon (v.l. Etaon) Trojan, killed by Teukros: 6.31.

Aretos Trojan; killed by Automedon in the course of an attempt to drive away Achilleus’ horses:
17.494, 517, 535.

Argeas Father of Polymelos: 16.417.

Argeiphontes see Hermes.

Argikeraunos see Zeus.

Argives Strictly speaking, inhabitants of the city/region of Argos in the Peloponnese, but usually
a collective designation for the united Greek peoples camped before Troy (cf. Achaians and
Danadns): passim.

Argyrotoxos see Apollo.

Ariadne According to later sources (Hes. Th. 947 f. etc.), daughter of Minos of Krete; Daidalos built
a dancing floor for her: 18.592.

Arion Horse of Adrestos I, renowned for its speed: 23.346.

Arisbas Father of Leiokritos: 17.345.

Arkadians Inhabitants of the middle of the Peloponnese, contributed a contingent of 60 ships
under the leadership of Agapenor to the expedition against Troy: 2.611; 7.134.

Arkesilaos One of the five leaders of the Boiotian contingent of 50 ships; killed by Hektor: 2.495;
15.329.

Arsinoés Father of Hekamede: 11.626.

Artemis (- CG 7), also Iocheaira (5.53 etc., probably ‘she who pours arrows’) and Keladeine
(16.183 etc., ‘clamorous’ or ‘taking pleasure in clamor’): 5.51, 53, 447; 6.205, 428; 9.533, 536,
538; 16.183; 19.59; 20.39, 71; 21.471, 480, 511; 24.606.

Asaios Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.301.

Asios 1. (- CH10): 2.837, 838; 12.95, 96, 110, 136, 139, 140, 163, 193a; 13.384, 403, 414, 561, 759, 771. —
I1. (= I?) Father of Phainops III: 17.583. — III. Son of the Phrygian Dymas; brother of Hekabe;
taking his shape, Apollo drives Hektor into battle: 16.717f.

Askalaphos Son of Ares and Astyoche, grandson of Aktor I, great-grandson of Azeus; leader of
an Achaian contingent of 30 ships from Aspledon and Orchomenos, along with his brother
Ialmenos; killed by Deiphobos: 2.512; 9.82; 13.478, 518, 526, 527; 15.112.

Askanios 1. Leader of the Trojan allies from Phrygia, along with Phorkys: 2.862. — II. (= I?)
Phrygian leader, arrived belatedly as a reinforcement: 13.792.

Asklepiades see Machaon.

Asklepios Healing hero, according to later sources (‘Hes.’ fr. 50 M.-W.), son of Apollo; father of
Machaon and Podaleirios: 2.731; 4.194, 204; 11.518, 614; 14.2.

Assarakos Son of Tros I, great-grandfather of Aineias: 20.232, 239.

Asteropaios (- CH 10): 2.848a; 12.102; 17.217, 351, 352; 21.140, 152, 163, 170; 23.560, 808.

Astyalos Trojan, killed by Polypoites: 6.29.

Astyanax (- CH 8): 6.402, 403; 22.500, 506.

Astydameia see Astyocheia.

Astynods 1. Trojan, son of Protiaon; replacement charioteer for Polydamas: 15.455. — II. Trojan,
killed by Diomedes: 5.144.

Astyoche Mother of Ares’ sons Askalaphos and Ialmenos: 2.513.

Astyocheia Mother of Herakles’ son Tlepolemos I: 2.658.

Astypylos Paionian, killed by Achilleus: 21.209.
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Ate Personification of ‘delusion’ (= CG 38; otherwise generally used as a substantive): 9.504, 505,
512; 1991, 126, 129.

Athene/Athenaie (- CG 8), also Atrytone (2.157 etc., meaning uncertain), Glaukopis (1.206 etc.,
probably ‘with light-colored/shining eyes’), Obrimopatre (5.747 etc., ‘daughter of a mighty
father’), Pallas (1.200 etc., original meaning uncertain, later understood as ‘maiden’),
Tritogeneia (4.515 etc., meaning uncertain): 1.194, 200, 202, 206, 221, 400; 2.156, 157, 166,
172, 279, 371, 446, 5471.; 3.439; 4.8, 20, 22, 64, 69, 69a, 73, 78, 92 (v.L), 104, 128, 288, 390,
439, 515, 541; 5 1, 29, 61, 115, 117, 121, 133, 256, 260, 290, 333, 405, 418, 420, 430, 510, 676, 713,
714, 719, 733, 747, 765, 793, 815, 825, 840, 844, 853, 856, 908; 6.88, 92, 269, 273, 279, 293, 297,
300, 301, 303, 304, 305, 311, 312, 379, 384; 7.17, 24, 33, 43, 58, 132, 154; 8.30, 39, 287, 351, 352,
357, 373, 384, 391, 406, 420, 426, 427, 444, 447, 457, 459, 540; 9.254, 390; 10.245, 275, 277, 278,
280, 284, 295, 296, 366, 460, 482, 497, 507, 516, 553, 571, 578; 11.45, 438, 714, 721, 729, 736, 758;
13 128, 827; 14.178; 15.71, 123, 213, 412, 614, 668; 16.97; 17.398, 544, 561, 567; 18.203, 217, 227,
311, 516; 19.341, 349; 20.33, 48, 69, 94, 115, 146, 192, 314, 358, 438; 21.284, 290, 304, 392, 403
(v.L), 408, 419, 420, 423; 22.177, 183, 186, 214, 224, 238, 247, 270, 276, 299, 446; 23.388, 399,
405, 769, 771, 774; 24.26, 100.

Athenians Inhabitants of Athens, contributed a contingent of 50 ships under the leadership
of Menestheus to the expedition against Troy: 2.551, 558; 4.328; 13.196, 689; 15.337, 516
w.l).

Atreides, Atreion see Agamemnon and Menelaos.

Atreus Son of Pelops, father of Agamemnon and Menelaos: 2.23, 60, 105, 106; 3.37; 4 98, 115, 195;
6.46; 11.131; 17.1, 79, 89, 553; also 167x as a patronymic.

Atrytone see Athene.

Atymnios 1. Father of Mydon I: 5.581. — II. Lykian; son of Amisodaros, brother of Maris, compan-
ion of Sarpedon; killed by Antilochos: 16.317.

Augeias Ruler of Elis, waged war against Nestor’s father Neleus; father of Agasthenes and
Agamede, father-in-law of Moulios I, grandfather of Polyxeinos: 2.624; 11.701, 739.

Autolykos Famous thief, maternal grandfather of Odysseus (Od. 19.394 ff.); stole Amyntor’s boar’s
tusk helmet, which later passed into Meriones’ possession: 10.267.

Automedon (- CH 4): 9.209; 16 145, 148, 219, 472, 684, 864; 17.429, 452, 459, 468, 469, 474, 483,
498, 525, 536; 19.392, 397; 23.563; 24.474, 574, 625.

Autonods 1. Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.301. — II. (v.L. Antinods) Trojan, killed by
Patroklos: 16.694.

Autophonos Father of Lykophontes I: 4.395.

Axios River-god (- CG 34): 21 141, 157, 158.

Axylos Son of Teuthras II; Trojan ally from Arisbe, killed by Diomedes: 6.12f.

Azeus Great-grandfather of Askalaphos and Ialmenos: 2.513.

Balios Immortal horse of Achilleus, born of the wind-god Zephyros and the harpie Podarge:
16.149; 19.400.

Bathykles (-kleés) Son of Chalkon, Myrmidon, killed by Glaukos I: 16.594.

Bellerophontes (v.l. Ellerophontes) Grandfather of the cousins Glaukos I and Sarpedon; driven out
of Ephyre in Argos to Lykia by Proitos: 6 155, 162, 164, 190, 196, 216, 220.

Bias 1. (v.l. Thoon) Lieutenant of the Pylians: 4.296. — II. Athenian, follower of Menestheus:
13.691. — III. Father of Laogonos II and Dardanos II: 20.460.

Bienor (v.l. Bianor) Trojan, killed by Agamemnon: 11.92.

Boiotians A people in east central Greece, contributed a contingent of 50 ships under the lead-
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ership of Peneleos and others to the expedition against Troy: 2.494, 510, 526; 5.710; 13.685,
700; 15.330.

Boreas (Boreés, v.ll. Borreés, -es, -as) God of the North Wind (= CG 37): 5.524, 697; 9.5; 14.395;
15.26, 171; 19.358; 20.223; 21.346; 23 195, 208, 692.

Boros 1. Father of Phaistos: 5.44. — I1. Foster-father of Menesthios II: 16.177.

Borreés, -es, -as see Boreas.

Briareos 100-handed giant, called ‘Aigaion’ by men: 1.403f.

Briseis (- CH 2): 1.184, 323, 336, 346, 392; 2.689; 9.106, 132, 274; 19.246, 261, 282; 24.676.

Briseus Father of Briseis: 1.392; 9.132, 274.

Boukolion Illegitimate eldest son of Laomedon, father of Aisepos and Pedasos I: 6.22, 23.

Boukolos Grandfather of Iasos: 15.338.

Centaurs Half-horse/half-human creatures, also called ‘Pheres’ (see s.v.): 11.832.

Chalkodon Father of Elephenor: 2.541; 4.464.

Chalkon Father of Bathykles: 16.595.

Charis Wife of Hephaistos: 18.382.

Charites Goddesses of charm (‘the Graces’) (- CG 33): 5.338; 14.267, 275; 17.51.

Charopos Father of Nireus: 2.672.

Charops Son of Hippasos I; killed along with his brother Sokos by Odysseus: 11.426, 431.

Cheiron Centaur, instructed Asklepios and Achilleus in medicine: 4.219; 11.832; 16.143; 19.390.

Chersidamas Trojan, killed by Odysseus: 11.423.

Chimaira Fire-breathing monster, killed by Bellerophontes: 6.179; 16.328.

Chromios 1. Son of Priam, killed along with his brother Echemmon by Diomedes: 5.159f. — II. (v.L
Schedios) Brother of Nestor (Od. 11.286), lieutenant of the Pylians: 4.295. — III. Lykian, killed
by Odysseus: 5.677. — IV. Trojan, killed by Teukros: 8.275. — V. Leader along with Ennomos I
of the Trojan allies from Mysia; also called ‘Chromis’: 2.858; 17.218, 494, 534.

Chromis see Chromios V.

Chryseis (- CH 2): 1.111, 143, 182, 310, 369, 439.

Chryses (- CH 11): 1.11, 143, 182, 370, 442, 450.

Chrysothemis Daughter of Agamemnon: 9.145, 287.

Daidalos Famous artisan in Knossos on Krete: 18.592.

Daitor Trojan, killed by Teukros: 8.275.

Damasos Trojan, killed by Polypoites: 12 183.

Damastor Father of Tlepolemos II: 16.416.

Danadins One of the collective designations for the united Greek peoples camped before Troy
(along with Achaians and Argives, see s.wv.): passim.

Danaé Daughter of Akrisios, lover of Zeus, mother of Perseus: 14.319.

Dardanians Inhabitants of Dardania (the ‘mother city’ of Troy on the slope of Mt. Ida) or descend-
ants of Dardanos [; occasionally also a synonym for ‘Trojan’: 2.701, 819; 3.456; 6.111 (v.L);
7.348, 368, 414; 8.154, 173, 497; 11.286; 13.150; 15.425, 486; 16.807; 17.184; 18 122, 3309.

Dardanides see Priam.

Dardanos 1. Son of Zeus, founder of Dardanie, progenitor of the Trojan royal house: 3.40b, 303;
5159; 7.366; 11 166, 372; 13.376; 20.215, 219, 304; 21.34; 22.352; 24.171, 354, 629, 631. — II.
Trojan, son of Bias III, killed along with his brother Laogonos II by Achilleus: 20.460.

Dares Trojan priest of Hephaistos, father of Phegeus (killed by Diomedes) and Idaios II (rescued
by Hephaistos): 5.9, 27.
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Deikoon (v.I. Demokodn) Son of Pergasos; companion of Aineias, killed by Agamemnon: 5.534f.

Deileon see Demoleon.

Deimos Personification of terror (= CG 38): 4.440; 11.37; 15.119.

Deiochos Achaian, killed by Paris: 15.341.

Deiopites Trojan, killed by Odysseus: 11.420.

Deiphobos (- CH 8): 12.94f.; 13.156 ., 162, 258, 402, 413, 446, 455, 490, 517, 527, 758, 770, 781;
22.227, 233, 294, 298; 24.251.

Deipylos Achaian, companion of Sthenelos I: 5.325.

Deipyros Achaian lieutenant, killed by Helenos I: 4.296 (v.L.); 9.83; 13.92, 478, 576.

Deisenor Trojan ally: 17.217.

Demeter (- CG 9): 2.696; 5.500; 13.322; 14.326; 18.551a; 21.76.

Demokoon 1. Illegitimate son of Priam, from Abydos, killed by Odysseus: 4.499. — II. see Deikoén.

Demoleon (v.L. Deileon) Son of Antenor and Theano, killed by Achilleus: 20.395.

Demouchos Trojan, son of Philetor, killed by Achilleus: 20.457.

Deukalides see Idomeneus.

Deukalion 1. Son of Minos, father of Idomeneus: 12.117; 13.307, 451, 452; 17.608. — II. Trojan, killed
by Achilleus: 20.478.

Dexamene Nereid: 18.44.

Dexios Father of Iphinods: 7.15.

(Dia) Wife of Ixion, lover of Zeus (the name ‘Dia’ is given in schol. T ad loc.): 14.317.

Diokles (-kleés) Rich Achaian from Pherai on the Alpheios, father of Krethon and Ortilochos I:
5.542, 547, 548.

Diomede Daughter of Phorbas I from Lesbos, captive woman, mistress of Achilleus: 9.665.

Diomedes (- CH 3), also Tydeides: 2.406, 563, 563a, 567; 4.365, 401, 411; 5.1, 16, 18, 25, 85, 93, 97,
114, 124, 134, 143, 151, 163, 181, 184, 207, 225, 232, 235, 240, 242, 243, 251, 277, 281, 286, 303, 320,
329, 335, 347, 362, 376, 406, 410, 415, 432, 440, 443, 457, 519, 596, 600, 781, 793, 814, 826, 837,
846, 849, 855, 866, 881; 6.12, 96, 119, 122, 145, 212, 235, 277, 306, 437; 7.163, 179, 399, 404; 8.91,
99, 115, 118, 131b, 134, 138, 139, 145, 149, 152, 161, 167, 194, 254, 532; 9.23a, 31, 51, 53, 696, 711;
10.109, 150, 159, 219, 227, 234, 241, 249, 255, 283, 340, 341, 349 (v.L.), 363, 367, 369, 446, 476, 477,
487, 489, 494, 497, 502, 508, 509, 516, 528, 536, 559, 566, 568; 11.312, 313, 316, 333, 338, 345,
357, 361, 370, 384, 660; 12.366 (v.L.); 14.29, 109, 380; 16.25, 74; 19.48; 21.396; 23.290, 357, 377,
383, 389, 398, 405, 472, 499, 538, 681, 812, 820, 824.

Dione Mother of Aphrodite: 5.370, 381.

Dionysos (- CG 10): 6 132, 135; 14.325.

Diores 1. Son of Amaryngkeus; one of four leaders of the Epeian contingent of 40 ships; killed by
Peiros I: 2.622; 4.517. — I1. Father of Automedon: 17.429, 474.

Dios (or Agauos) Son of Priam, upbraided by the latter as a poor fighter: 24.251.

Dolon (- CH 11): 10.314, 390, 412, 426, 447, 478, 570.

Dolopes A Thessalian people, ruled by Phoinix I: 9.484.

Dolopion Trojan priest of the river-god Skamandros, father of Hypsenor I: 5.77.

Dolops 1. Son of Lampos I, grandson of Laomedon; killed by Menelaos: 15.525f., 555. — II. Son of
Klytios II; Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.302.

Doris Nereid: 18.45.

Doryklos Illegitimate son of Priam, killed by Aias I: 11.489f.

Doto Nereid: 18.43.

Drakios Lieutenant of the Epeians: 13.692.

Dresos Trojan, killed by Euryalos: 6.20.
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Dryas 1. One of the Lapithai, whom the young Nestor supported in battle against the Centaurs:
1.263. - II. Father of Lykourgos I: 6.130.

Dryops Trojan, killed by Achilleus: 20.455.

Dymas Phrygian, father of Asios III and Hekabe: 16.718.

Dynamene Nereid: 18.43.

Echekles (-kleés) Husband of Polymele, step-father of Eudoros: 16.189.

Echeklos 1. Son of Agenor II, killed by Achilleus: 20.474. — II. (v.l Opites) Trojan, killed by
Patroklos: 16.694.

Echemmon Son of Priam, killed along with his brother Chromios I by Diomedes: 5.159f.

Echepolos 1. Trojan, son of Thalysios, killed by Antilochos: 4.458. — II. Son of Anchises II from
Sikyon; gave Agamemnon the mare Aithe in lieu of military service: 23.296.

Echios 1. Father of Mekisteus II: 8.333; 13.422. — II. (= I?) Achaian, killed by Polites: 15.339. —
III. Lykian, killed by Patroklos: 16.416.

Eélios see Helios.

Eériboia Second wife of Aloeus, step-mother of Otos I and Epialtes: 5.389.

Eétion 1. Father of Andromache; ruler of the Kilikians in Thebe beneath Mt. Plakos (in the south-
ern Troad), killed by Achilleus: 1.366; 6.395, 396, 416; 8.187; 9.188; 16.153, 467a; 22.472, 480;
23.827. — II. Guest-friend of Priam from Imbros, ransomed Lykaon: 21.43. — III. Father of
Podes: 17.575, 590.

Eileithyia, Eileithyiai Goddess(es) of childbirth (- CG 11): 11.270; 16.187; 19.103, 119.

Eioneus 1. Achaian, killed by Hektor: 7.11. — II. Father of Rhesos: 10.435.

Elasos Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.696.

Elatos Trojan ally from Pedasos, killed by Agamemnon: 6.33.

Eleians Inhabitants of the city of Elis (in the territory of the Epeians, see s.v.): 11.671.

Elephenor Son of Chalkodon, leader of the Abantian (from Euboia) contingent of 40 ships; killed
by Agenor I: 2.540f.; 4.463f.

Ellerophontes see Bellerophontes.

Enienes see Ainienes.

Eniopeus Son of Thebaios, charioteer for Hektor, killed by Diomedes: 8.120.

Ennomos 1. Augur; leader, along with Chromios V (Chromis), of the Trojan allies from
Mysia; killed by Achilleus: 2.858; 17.218. — II. (v.l. Ormenos) Trojan, killed by Odysseus:
11.422.

Ennosigaios see Poseidon.

Enops 1. (v.l. Oinops) Father of Satnios: 14.444, 445. — 11. (= 1?) Father of Thestor I: 16.401. —
I11. (v.ll. Oinops, Phainops) Father of Klytomedes: 23.634.

Enosichthon see Poseidon.

Enyalios see Ares.

Enyeus Ruler of the city of Skyros, which Achilleus sacked; father of Iphis: 9.668.

Enyo War goddess (- CG 12): 5.333, 592.

Eos Goddess of the dawn (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 1.477; 2.48; 6.175;
7451, 458; 8 1, 565; 9.240, 662, 707; 11.1, 723; 18.255; 19.1; 23.109, 227; 24.12, 417, 695, 781,
785, 788.

Epaltes Lykian, killed by Patroklos: 16.415.

Epeians People in the northwest Peloponnese, contributed a contingent of 40 ships under the
leadership of Amphimachos I and others to the expedition against Troy: 2.619; 4.537; 11.688,
694, 732, 737, 744; 13.686, 691; 15.519; 23.630, 632.
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Epeigeus Son of Agakles; ruler of Boudeion, found asylum with Peleus after killing a relative;
sent by Peleus to Troy and killed there by Hektor: 16.571.

Epeios (- CH 5): 20.30c; 23.665, 689, 694, 838, 839.

Ephialtes see Epialtes.

Ephyroi A Greek people, probably situated in Thessaly: 13.301.

Epialtes (v.l. Ephialtes) Son of Aloeus (or Poseidon: Od. 11.305f.), a giant; along with his brother
Otos I, he chained Ares: 5.385.

Epikles (-kleés; v.l. Oikles) Lykian, killed by Aias I: 12.379.

Epistor Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.695.

Epistrophos 1. Son of Iphitos I, grandson of Naubolos; leader along with his brother Schedios I
of a Phokian contingent of 40 ships: 2.517. — II. Leader of the Halizones (Trojan allies
from Alybe) along with Hodios I (called Odios by Lattimore): 2.856. — III. Son of Euenos I,
grandson of Selepios; killed along with his brother Mynes by Achilleus during the sack of
Lyrnessos: 2.692.

Epytos Father of Periphas II: 17.324.

Erechtheus Son of the earth-goddess (Gaia), progenitor of the Athenians: 2.547.

Ereuthalion Arkadian hero, inherited the club of Areithoos I from Lykourgos II; killed by the
young Nestor: 4.319; 7.136, 149.

Erichthonios Son of Dardanos I, great-great-grandfather of Priam; famed for his horses that were
as swift as the wind: 20.219, 230.

Erinys, Erinyes Goddess(es) of revenge (‘the Furies’) (- CG 13): 9.454, 571; 15.204; 19.87, 259, 418;
21.412.

Eriopis Wife of Oileus I, mother of Aias II, step-mother of Medon I: 13.697; 15.336.

Eriounios see Hermes.

Eris Personification of strife (- CG 38; otherwise generally used as a substantive): 4.440; 5.518,
740; 8.65a; 11.3, 73; 18.535; 20.48.

Erylaos Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.411.

Erymas 1. (v.l. Orymas) Trojan, killed by Idomeneus: 16.345. — II. Lykian, killed by Patroklos:
16.415.

Etaon see Aretaon.

Eteokles (-kleés) Ruler of Thebe, in the sack of which Diomedes’ father Tydeus participated: 4.386.

Euaimon Father of Eurypylos I: 2.736; 5.76, 79; 7167; 8.265; 11.575, 810.

Euchenor Son of the seer Polyidos I from Korinth; went to Troy despite foreseeing his own death
there; killed by Paris: 13.663.

Eudoros Son of Hermes and Polymele, daughter of Phylas; lieutenant of the Myrmidons: 16.179,
186.

Euenos 1. Father of Mynes and Epistrophos III: 2.693. — II. Father of Marpessa, grandfather of
Kleopatra: 9.557.

Euhaimon see Euaimon.

Euippos Lykian, killed by Patroklos: 16.417.

Eumedes Trojan herald, father of Dolon: 10.314, 412, 426.

Eumelos Son of Pheres’ son Admetos and Alkestis, daughter of Pelias, from Thessalian Pherai,
leader of an Achaian contingent of 11 ships; owner of the best horses after those belonging
to Achilleus: 2.714, 764; 23.288, 354, 376, 380, 391, 481, 532, 559, 565.

Euneos Son of Jason and Hypsipyle; ruler of Lemnos, trades with the Achaians camped before
Troy: 7468, 471; 21.41; 23.747.

Euphemos Son of Troizenos, grandson of Keas; leader of the Kikonians (Trojan allies): 2.846.
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Euphetes Ruler in Ephyra (Elis); gave a suit of armor to his guest-friend Phyleus, which saved the
life of the latter’s son Meges: 15.532.

Euphorbos Son of Panthods and Phrontis; brother of Hyperenor and Polydamas; wounds
Patroklos and is killed by Menelaos: 16.808, 850; 17.9, 23, 59, 70, 81.

(Europa) Daughter of Phoinix II (her name ‘Europa’ or ‘Europeia’ is first given at ‘Hes.” fr. 140f.
M.-W.); lover of Zeus, mother of Minos and Rhadamanthys: 14.321.

Euros God of the East Wind (= CG 37): 2.145; 16.765.

Euryalos Son of Mekisteus I, grandson of Talaos; leader, along with Diomedes and Sthenelos I, of
an Achaian contingent of 80 ships from the territory around Argos and Tiryns: 2.565; 6.20,
28; 23.677.

Eurybates 1. One of Agamemnon’s heralds: 1.320; 9.170. — II. Odysseus’ herald: 2.184.

Eurydamas Trojan, dream-interpreter; father of Abas and Polyidos II: 5.149.

Eurymedon 1. Son of Ptolemaios, grandson of Peiraios; charioteer for Agamemnon: 4.228. —
1. Follower of Nestor: 8.114; 11.620.

Eurynome Daughter of Ocean, she welcomed Hephaistos when Hera cast him out: 18.398, 399, 405.

Eurypylos 1. (- CH 4): 2.736; 5.76, 79; 6.36; 7.167; 8.265; 11.576, 580, 583, 592, 662, 809f., 819, 822,
838;12.2; 15.392, 399; 16.27. — I1. Former ruler of Kos: 2.677.

Eurystheus Son of Sthenelos II, grandson of Perseus; through Hera’s trickery he became ruler of
Argos in place of Herakles: 8.363; 15.639; 19.123, 133.

Eurytos 1. One of the ‘Aktoriones’ (= CH 6): 2.621; 11.709, 750; 23.638. — II. Former ruler of Oichalia:
2.596, 730.

Eussoros Father of Akamas II: 6.8.

Exadios One of the Lapithai, whom the young Nestor supported in battle against the Centaurs:
1.264.

Gaia/Ge Earth-goddess (- CG 27/38; otherwise generally used as a substantive): 2.548; 3.104, 278;
15.36; 19.259.

Gaieochos see Poseidon.

Galateia Nereid: 18.45.

Ganymedes Son of Tros I, abducted by Zeus: 5.266; 20.232.

Glauke Nereid: 18.39.

Glaukopis see Athene.

Glaukos 1. (- CH 10): 2.876; 6.119, 144, 234; 7.13; 12.102, 309, 310, 329, 387, 392; 14.426; 16.492, 508,
530, 593, 597; 17.140, 170, 216. — I1. Father of Bellerophontes, great-grandfather of Glaukos I:
6154, 155.

Gorgon (better Gorgo) Monster (- CG 31): 5.741; 8.349; 11.36.

Gorgythion Son of Priam and Kastianeira, killed by Teukros: 8.302f.

Gouneus Leader of the Ainienes and Perrhaibians (from the territory around Dodona) with a con-
tingent of 22 ships: 2.748.

Gygaia Nymph of the Gygaian lake, mother of Mesthles and Antiphos II the sons of Talaimenes:
2.865.

Gyrtios Father of Hyrtios: 14.512.

Hades (Aides/Aidoneus) (- CG 14), also Zeus katachthénios (9.457, ‘subterranean Zeus’): 1.3;
3.322; 5.190, 395, 646, 654, 845; 6.284, 422, 487; 7.131, 330; 8.16, 367, 368; 9 158, 312, 457, 569;
11.55, 263, 445; 13.415; 14.457; 15 188, 191, 251; 16.625, 856; 20.61, 294, 336; 21.48; 22.52, 213,
362, 389, 425, 482; 23.19, 71, 74, 76, 103, 137, 179, 244; 24.246, 593.
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Haimon 1. Lieutenant of the Pylians: 4.296. — II. Father of Maion: 4.394. — IIl. (v.I. Harmon)
Grandfather of Alkimedon: 17.467.

Halia Nereid: 18.40.

Halios Lykian, killed by Odysseus: 5.678.

Halizones (v.ll. Alazones, Alizones, Olizones) Allied with the Trojans, led by Hodios I and
Epistrophos II; from Alybe (cannot be situated with certainty): 2.856; 5.39.

Harmon 1. Grandfather of Phereklos: 5.60 (ambiguous text: probably ‘Phereklos, son of Tekton
who was Harmon’s son’; taken by Lattimore as ‘Phereklos, son of Harmonides, the smith’). —
11. see Haimon III.

Harpalion Paphlagonian, son of Pylaimenes II, killed by Meriones: 13.644.

Harpie Storm-goddess (- CG 37): 16.150.

Hebe Goddess of youth (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 4.2; 5.722, 905.

Hekabe (- CH 8): 6.293, 451; 13.363 (v.L.); 16.718; 22.234, 430; 24.193, 283, 747.

Hekaergos see Apollo.

Hekamede Daughter of Arsino0s; captured in the sack of Tenedos and allotted to Nestor as a
prize: 11.624, 626; 14.6.

Hekatebolos/Hekatos/Hekebolos see Apollo.

Hektor (- CH 8), also Priamides: 1.242; 2.416, 701 (v.L), 802, 807, 816f.; 3.38, 59, 76, 83, 85,
116, 314, 324; 4.505; 5.211, 467, 471, 472, 493, 590, 595, 601, 608, 680, 684, 689, 699, 704;
6.75, 77, 86, 102, 110, 116, 237, 263, 313, 317, 318, 325, 333, 342, 359, 369, 374, 382, 390, 398,
401, 402, 403, 429, 440, 460, 466, 472, 494, 498, 500, 515, 520; 7 1, 11, 38, 42, 46, 47, 54,
66, 75, 90, 98, 105, 112, 129, 158, 160, 169, 192, 204, 216, 225, 226, 233, 250, 258, 263, 284,
287; 8.55a, 88, 90, 110, 117, 124, 131a, 148, 153, 158, 160, 172, 216, 235, 301, 310, 312, 316, 324,
337, 341, 348, 356, 377, 473, 489, 493, 542; 9.237, 304, 351, 353, 356, 651, 655; 10.46, 49, 104,
200, 299, 318, 319, 337, 356, 388, 391, 406, 414, 526, 563; 11.57, 61, 64, 163, 186, 197, 200, 211,
284, 295, 300, 309, 315, 327, 343, 347, 354, 359, 497, 502, 522, 523, 820, 827a; 12.10, 39, 49,
60, 61, 78, 80, 83, 88, 92, 174, 196, 210, 211, 230, 255, 290, 437 f., 445, 453, 462; 13.1, 40, 54, 80,
123, 129, 136, 143, 183, 188, 191, 205, 316, 347, 674, 688, 720, 725, 726, 748, 757, 775, 802f., 823;
14.44, 3641., 375, 388, 390, 402, 406, 418, 440; 15 9, 15, 42, 59, 65, 68, 221, 231, 239, 244, 246,
269, 279, 288, 291, 304, 306, 327, 329, 346, 415, 422, 440, 449, 458, 462, 484, 504, 507, 515, 545,
552, 583, 589, 596f., 604, 610, 637, 644, 649, 652, 671, 688, 693, 704, 716, 744; 16.77, 93 (v.L),
114, 242, 358, 367, 382, 536, 538, 553, 577, 588, 649, 654, 656, 712, 717, 721, 727, 730, 731, 737, 755,
760, 762, 799, 818, 828, 833, 840, 844, 858;17.72, 75, 83, 94, 96, 101, 107, 122, 125, 129, 141, 142,
169, 188, 210, 244, 262, 291, 304, 316, 334, 335, 428, 449, 472, 483, 503, 513, 525, 534, 565, 576,
582, 586, 601, 605, 616, 638, 693, 710, 719, 754, 758; 18.14, 21, 82, 91, 96, 103, 115, 131, 149, 154,
155, 164, 175, 251, 284, 310, 312, 334, 456; 19.63, 134, 204, 414; 20.3a, 76f., 240, 364, 375, 376,
379, 419, 428, 430, 440; 21.5, 95, 225, 279, 296; 22.5, 38, 78, 82, 91, 96, 107, 136, 143, 158a, 161,
170, 188, 193, 202, 206, 211, 212, 218, 226, 232, 249, 261, 274, 277, 278, 291, 296, 311, 320, 331,
337, 355, 371, 374, 384, 393, 395, 426, 438, 444, 455, 471, 477, 486;23.21, 24, 64, 182f.; 24 15, 22,
34, 50, 57, 58, 66, 72, 76, 108, 115, 116, 136, 175, 254, 258, 276, 390, 501, 509, 553, 561, 579, 593,
657, 660, 704, 714, 724, 736, 738, 742, 748, 762, 786, 789, 804.

Helen (Helene) (- CH 8): 2.161, 177, 356, 590; 3.70, 91, 121, 154, 161, 171, 199, 228, 282, 285, 329, 383,
418, 426, 458; 4.19, 174; 6.292, 323, 343, 360; 7.350, 355, 401; 8.82; 9.140, 282, 339; 11 125, 369,
505; 13.766; 19.325; 22.114; 23.81a; 24.761.

Helenos 1. (- CH 8): 6.76; 7.44; 12.94f.; 13.576, 582, 586, 758, 770, 781; 24.249. — 11. Achaian, son of
Oinops I, killed by Hektor: 5.707.

Helikaon Son of Antenor, husband of Laodike I, daughter of Priam: 3.122, 123.
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Helikonios see Poseidon.

Helios (Eélios) Sun-god (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive), also Hyperion (8.480, prob-
ably originally ‘who goes on high’): 3.104, 277; 7.421; 8.68, 480; 14.344; 16.777, 779; 18.239;
19.197, 259, 398.

Hellenes Inhabitants of the region of Hellas in Thessaly (probably southwest of Phthia), followers
of Achilleus: 2.684.

Helloi (v.1. Selloi) Oracle-priests in Dodona: 16.234.

Heosphoros Morning star (properly ‘light-bringer’), personified as harbinger of daylight: 23.226.

Hephaistos (- CG 15), also Amphigyeeis (1.607 etc., probably ‘the bent-legged one’) and
Kyllopodion (18.371 etc., ‘club foot, bent leg’ vel sim.): 1.463a or 464a, 571, 600, 607 f.; 2.101,
102, 426; 5.10, 23; 8.195; 9.468; 14.167, 239, 339; 15.214, 310; 17.88; 18.137, 143, 191, 369, 371,
383, 391, 392, 393, 429, 462, 473, 587, 590, 614, 617; 19.10, 368, 383; 20.12, 36, 73, 270; 21.330,
331, 342, 355, 357, 367, 378, 379, 381; 22.316; 23.33.

Hera (Here) (- CG 16): 1.55, 195, 208, 400, 519, 523, 536, 545, 551, 568, 572, 595, 611; 2 15, 32, 69, 156;
4.5, 8, 20, 24, 50; 5.392, 418, 711, 721, 731, 748, 755, 767, 775, 784, 832, 893, 908; 7.411; 8.198,
2009, 218, 350, 381, 383, 392, 407, 421, 426, 444, 447, 457, 461, 471, 484; 9.254; 10.5, 329; 11.45,
271; 13.154, 826; 14 153, 159, 194, 197, 222, 225, 243, 263, 277, 292, 298, 300, 313, 329, 342, 360;
15.5, 13, 14, 34, 49, 78, 83, 90, 92, 100, 130, 143, 149, 214; 16.88, 432, 439; 18.119, 168, 184, 239,
356, 357, 360; 19 97, 106, 114, 407; 20.33, 70, 112, 133, 309; 21.6, 328, 367, 369, 377, 384, 418,
434, 479, 512; 24.25, 55, 65, 101.

Herakles (-kleés) (- CH 6): 2.653, 658, 666, 679; 5.628, 638; 11.690; 14.266, 324; 15.25, 640; 18 117;
19.98; 20.145.

Hermes (- CG 17), also Argeiphontes (2.103 etc., meaning uncertain) and Eriounios (20.34 etc.,
meaning uncertain): 2.103, 104; 5.390; 14.491; 15.214; 16.181, 185; 20.35, 72; 21.497; 24.24,
109, 153, 182, 333, 334, 339, 345, 353, 360, 378, 389, 410, 432, 440, 445, 457, 461, 469, 679, 690,
694.

Hiketaon Son of Laomedon, brother of Priam; member of the Trojan council of elders; father of
Melanippos II: 3.147; 15.546, 576; 20.238.

Hippasos 1. Trojan, father of Charops and Sokos: 11.426, 431, 450. — II. Father of Hypsenor II:
13.411. - I1I. Father of Apisaon II: 17.348.

Hippemolgoi ‘Mare-milkers’, name for the Skythians: 13.5.

Hippodamas Trojan, killed by Achilleus: 20.401.

Hippodameia 1. Wife of Peiritho0s, ruler of the Lapithai, mother of Polypoites: 2.742. — II. Daughter
of Anchises I, wife of Alkatho0s, sister of Aineias: 13.429.

Hippodamos Trojan, killed by Odysseus: 11.335.

Hippokoon Cousin of the Thrakian leader Rhesos: 10.518.

Hippolochos 1. Lykian, son of Bellerophontes, father of Glaukos I: 6.119, 144, 197, 206; 7.13; 12.309,
387; 17140. — 11. (- CH 12): 11.122, 145.

Hippomachos Trojan, son of Antimachos II, killed by Leonteus: 12.189.

Hipponods Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.303.

Hippothoos 1. Son of Lethos, grandson of Teutamos; leader of the Pelasgians (Trojan allies from
Larissa) along with his brother Pylaios; killed by Aias I: 2.840, 842; 17.217, 289, 313, 318. - IL.
Son of Priam, upbraided by the latter as a poor fighter: 24.251.

Hippotion 1. Father of Morys: 13.792. — II. (= I?) Trojan, killed by Meriones: 14.514.

Hodios (v.l. Odios) 1. Leader of the Halizones (Trojan allies from Alybe), along with Epistrophos II;
killed by Agamemnon: 2.856; 5.39. — II. Achaian herald: 9.170.

Hours (Horai) Goddesses of the seasons (- CG 35): 5.749; 8.393, 433.
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Hypeirochos 1. Father of Itymoneus: 11.673. — II. Trojan, killed by Odysseus: 11.335.

Hypeiron Trojan lieutenant, killed by Diomedes: 5.144.

Hyperenor Son of Panthods and Phrontis, brother of Euphorbos and Polydamas; Trojan lieuten-
ant, killed by Menelaos: 14.516; 17.23, 24.

Hyperion see Helios.

Hypnos God of sleep (- CG 38; otherwise generally used as a substantive): 14.231, 233, 242, 264,
270, 286, 354; 16.454, 672, 682.

Hypsenor 1. Trojan, son of Dolopion the priest of Skamandros, killed by Eurypylos I: 5.76. —
I1. Son of Hippasos II, Achaian lieutenant, killed by Deiphobos: 13.411.

Hypsipyle Mother of Euneos, son of Jason: 7.469.

Hyrtakos From Arisbe, father of Asios I, grandfather of Adamas: 2.837, 838; 12.96, 110, 163; 13.759,
771.

Hyrtios Son of Gyrtios, lieutenant of the Mysians, killed by Aias I: 14.511f.

Iaira Nereid: 18.42.

Ialmenos Son of Ares and Astyoche, grandson of Aktor I, great-grandson of Azeus; along with
his brother Askalaphos, leader of an Achaian contingent of 30 ships from Aspledon and
Orchomenos: 2.512; 9.82.

Iamenos Trojan lieutenant, companion of Asios I, killed by Leonteus: 12.139, 193.

Ianassa Nereid: 18.47.

Ianeira Nereid: 18.47.

Iaones see Ionians.

Iapetos Titan banished to the underworld (- CG 26): 8.479.

Iason see Jason.

Iasos Son of Sphelos, grandson of Boukolos; lieutenant of the Athenians, killed by Aineias:
15.332, 337.

Idaios 1. (- CH 11): 3.248; 7.276, 278, 284, 372, 381, 405, 406, 413, 416; 24.325, 470. — I1. Son of Dares
the Trojan priest of Hephaistos, brother of Phegeus; saved by Hephaistos from Diomedes:
511, 20.

Idas (Ides) Husband of Marpessa, father of Kleopatra: 9.558.

Idomeneus (- CH 3), also Deukalides: 1.145; 2.405, 645, 650; 3.230; 4.252, 253, 256, 257, 265; 5.43,
45, 48; 6.436; 7.165; 8.78, 263; 10.53, 58, 112; 11.501, 510; 12.117, 248; 13.210, 219, 221, 232, 240,
255, 259, 2664, 274, 297, 304, 307, 311, 330, 362, 370, 384, 387, 402, 405, 424, 434, 439, 445, 467,
469, 470, 476, 500, 502, 506, 509; 15.301; 16.345; 17.258, 605, 608, 621, 624; 19.311; 23.113, 124,
450, 474, 493, 528, 538b, 860, 888.

Ieson see Jason.

Ileus, Iliades see Oileus, Oiliades.

ITlioneus Trojan, son of Phorbas I, killed by Peneleos: 14.489, 492, 501.

Ilos Son of Tros I, father of Laomedon, grandfather of Priam (20.231ff.); his funerary monument
was in the plain before Troy: 10.415; 11.166, 372; 20.232, 236; 24.349.

Imbrasos Father of Peiros I: 4.520.

Imbrians Inhabitants of the island of Imbros: 21.43.

Imbrios Son of Mentor, husband of Medesikaste, daughter of Priam; killed by Teukros: 13.171, 197.

Iocheaira see Artemis.

Ioke Personification of onslaught (- CG 38; otherwise used 2x as a substantive): 5.740.

Ionians (Iaones) Name for the Athenians: 13.685 (cf. 689).

Iope Captive woman: 8.291 (v.L.).
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Ipheus Lykian, killed by Patroklos: 16.417.

Iphianassa Daughter of Agamemnon: 9.145, 287.

Iphidamas Son of Antenor and Theano; grew up in the house of her father Kisses in Thrace;
married a daughter of Kisses (Iphidamas’ own aunt); killed along with his brother Koon by
Agamemnon: 11.221, 234, 257, 261.

Iphiklos Son of Phylakos I, father of Protesilaos and Podarkes; defeated by the young Nestor in a
foot-race: 2.705; 13.698; 23.636.

Iphinods Achaian, son of Dexios, killed by Glaukos I: 7.14f.

Iphis Captive woman, mistress of Patroklos, from Skyros: 9.667.

Iphition Son of Otrynteus and a water-nymph, lieutenant of the Maionians, killed by Achilleus:
20.382f., 389.

Iphitos 1. Father of Epistrophos and Schedios I: 2.518; 17.306. — II. Father of Archeptolemos:
8.128.

Iris Personification of the rainbow (1x as a substantive: 17.547), messenger of the gods (- CG 38):
2.786, 790, 795; 3.121, 129; 5.353, 365, 368; 8.398, 399, 409, 425; 11.185, 186, 195, 199, 210;
15.55, 144, 157, 158, 168, 172, 200, 206; 18 166, 182, 183, 196, 202; 23.198, 201; 24.77, 87, 95, 117,
143, 144, 159, 188.

Isandros (v.l. Peisandros) Son of Bellerophontes, killed by Ares: 6 197, 203.

Isos Illegitimate son of Priam; charioteer for his half-brother Antiphos III, killed along with him
by Agamemnon: 11 101f.

Ithaimenes Father of Sthenelaos: 16.586.

Ithakesians Inhabitants of the island of Ithaka, followers of Odysseus: 2.184.

Itymoneus Son of Hypeirochos I from Elis; killed by the young Nestor: 11.672f.

Ixion Husband of Dia: 14.317.

Jason (Ieson) Father of Euneos: 7468, 469, 471; 21.41; 23.747.

Kadmeians/Kadmeiones Inhabitants of Boiotian Thebes and called after its founder Kadmos:
4.385, 388, 391; 5.804, 807; 10.288; 23.680.

Kaineus One of the Lapithai, whom the young Nestor supported in battle against the Centaurs;
grandfather of Leonteus: 1.264; 2.746; 12.130a, 190a.

Kalchas (- CH 5): 1.69, 86, 105; 2.300, 322; 13.45, 70.

Kalesios Charioteer for Axylos from Arisbe, killed along with him by Diomedes: 6 18.

Kaletor 1. Son of Klytios I, cousin of Hektor, killed by Aias I: 15.419. — II. Father of Aphareus:
13.541.

Kallianassa Nereid: 18.46.

Kallianeira Nereid: 18.44.

Kapaneiades see Sthenelos 1.

Kapaneus Participant in the expedition of the ‘Seven against Thebes’, father of Sthenelos I:
2.564; 4.367, 403; 5.108, 109, 241, 319.

Kapys Son of Assarakos, father of Anchises I, grandfather of Aineias: 20.239.

Karians A people on the west coast of Asia Minor (in and around Miletus); allies of the Trojans,
led by Amphimachos II and Nastes: 2.867; 4.142; 9.664 (v.L); 10.428.

Kassandra Daughter of Priam, engaged to Othryoneus: 13.365f.; 24.699.

Kastianeira (v.l. Kassiepeia) Additional wife of Priam (beside Hekabe), from Aisyme in Thrace;
mother of Gorgythion: 8.305.

Kastor Brother of Polydeukes and Helen: 3.237.
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Kaukonians A people of Asia Minor (incapable of being situated more precisely), allies of the
Trojans: 2.855a; 10.429; 20.329.

Keas Grandfather of Euphemos: 2.847.

Kebriones Illegitimate son of Priam; Trojan lieutenant, replacement charioteer for Hektor, killed
by Patroklos: 8.318; 11.521; 12.91, 92; 13.790; 16.727, 738, 751, 754, 756, 759, 772, 781.

Keladeine see Artemis.

Kelainepheés see Zeus.

Kentaurs see Centaurs.

Kephallenians Subjects of Odysseus (inhabitants of the west Ionian islands and the mainland
opposite), contributed a contingent of 12 ships to the expedition against Troy: 2.631; 4.330.

Ker Death-daemon (- CG 29/31; more often used as a substantive): 8.65a; 18.535.

Kikonians (Kikones) Thracian people; allies of the Trojans, led by Euphemos: 2.846; 17.73.

Kilikians A people in the southern Troad, subjects of Eétion I: 6.397, 415.

Kinyres Ruler of Cyprus; guest-friend of Agamemnon, and gave him a suit of armor: 11.20.

Kisses (v.l. Kisseus) Thracian, father of Theano; both grandfather and simultaneously father-in-
law of Iphidamas: 6.299; 11.223.

Kleitos Son of Peisenor; charioteer for Polydamas, killed by Teukros: 15.445.

Kleoboulos Trojan, killed by Aias II: 16.330.

Kleopatra Daughter of Idas and Marpessa the daughter of Euenos, wife of Meleagros; also called
‘Alkyone’: 9.556, 562.

Klonios One of five leaders of the Boiotian contingent of 50 ships; killed by Agenor I: 2.495; 15.340.

Klymene 1. Nereid: 18.47. — II. Servant of Helen: 3.144.

Klytaimestra (v.L. Klytaimnestre) Wife of Agamemnon: 1.113.

Klytios 1. Son of Laomedon, brother of Priam; member of the Trojan council of elders; father of
Kaletor I: 3.147; 15.419, 427; 20.238. — 1I. Father of Dolops II: 11.302.

Klytomedes Son of Enops IlI, defeated by the young Nestor in boxing: 23.634.

Koiranos 1. Lykian, killed by Odysseus: 5.677. — II. Charioteer for Meriones, killed by Hektor:
17.611, 614.

Koon Eldest son of Antenor and Theano; wounds Agamemnon (in an attempt to avenge his
brother Iphidamas) and is killed: 11.248, 249, 256, 262; 19.53.

Kopreus Father of Periphetes [; served as messenger between Eurystheus and Herakles: 15.639.

Koronos Son of Kaineus, father of Leonteus: 2.746; 12.130a, 190a.

Kouretes People opposed to the Aitolians in the story of Meleagros: 9.529, 532, 549, 551, 589.

Kreion Father of Lykomedes: 9.84; 19.240.

Kretans Inhabitants of the island of Krete, contributed a contingent of 80 ships under the leader-
ship of Idomeneus and Meriones to the expedition against Troy: 2.645; 3.230, 231; 4.251, 265;
13.219, 221, 255, 259, 266a, 274, 311; 23.450, 482.

Krethon Son of Diokles from Pherai on the Alpheios, great-grandson of the river-god Alpheios;
killed along with his brother Ortilochos I by Aineias: 5.542, 549.

Kroismos Trojan, killed by Meges: 15.523.

Kronion/Kronides see Zeus.

Kronos (= CG 26): 2.205, 319; 4.59, 75; 5.721; 6.139; 8.49 (v.L.), 383, 415, 479; 9.37; 12.450; 13.345;
14.194, 203, 243, 274, 346; 15.91, 187, 225; 16.431; 18.293; 21.216; also 86x as a patronymic.

Kteatos One of the ‘Aktoriones’ (- CH 6): 2.621; 11.709, 750; 13.185; 23.638.

Kyanochaites see Poseidon.

Kydoimos Personification of the tumult of battle (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive):
8.65a; 18.535.
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Kylaimenes see Pylaimenes I1.

Kyllenians Inhabitants of Kyllene in the territory of the Epeians: 15.518.
Kyllopodion see Hephaistos.

Kymodoke Nereid: 18.39.

Kymothoé Nereid: 18.41.

Kypris see Aphrodite.

Kytherians Inhabitants of the island of Kythera: 10.268; 15.431.

Laérkes Father of Alkimedon: 16.197; 17.467.

Laértes Father of Odysseus: 2.173; 3.200; 4.358; 8.93; 9.308, 624; 10.144; 11.316a, 346a; 19.185;
23.723.

Laértiades see Odysseus.

Lampos 1. Son of Laomedon, brother of Priam; member of the Trojan council of elders; father of
Dolops I: 3.147; 15.526 f.; 20.238. — II. One of Hektor’s horses: 8.185.

Laodamas Son of Antenor, Trojan lieutenant, killed by Aias I: 15.516.

Laodameia Daughter of Bellerophontes; lover of Zeus, mother of Sarpedon; killed by Artemis:
6197, 198.

Laodike 1. Daughter of Priam and Hekabe, wife of Helikaon the son of Antenor; Iris appears to
Helen in her shape: 3.124; 6.252. — II. Daughter of Agamemnon: 9.145, 287.

Laodokos 1. Son of Antenor; Athene appears to Pandaros in his shape: 4.87. — II. Companion of
Antilochos: 17.699.

Laogonos 1. Trojan, son of Onetor the priest of Zeus, killed by Meriones: 16.604. — II. Trojan, son
of Bias III, killed along with his brother Dardanos II by Achilleus: 20.460.

Laomedon Son of Ilos, father of Priam, Hiketaon, Klytios I, Lampos I, Tithonos and Boukolion;
during his reign, Troy was destroyed by Herakles: 3.250; 5.269, 640, 649; 6.23; 7.453; 15.527;
20.236, 237; 21.443, 452; 23.348.

Laomedontiades see Priam.

Laothoé Daughter of Altes of Pedasos (in the Troad), ruler of the Leleges; additional wife of Priam
(beside Hekabe), mother of Lykaon Il and Polydoros I: 21.85; 22.48.

Lapithai Thessalian people, victorious in battle with the Centaurs; contributed a contingent of
40 ships under the leadership of Polypoites and Leonteus to the expedition against Troy:
1.266; 12.128, 181.

Leiokritos Achaian, son of Arisbas, companion of Lykomedes; killed by Aineias: 17.344 f.

Leitos Son of Alektryon; one of five leaders of the Boiotian contingent of 50 ships; wounded by
Hektor: 2.494; 6.35; 13.91; 17.601, 605.

Leleges A people in the southern Troad, allies of the Trojans, subjects of Altes: 10.429; 20.96; 21.86.

Leonteus Lapith, son of Koronos, grandson of Kaineus; leader, along with Polypoites, of an
Achaian contingent of 40 ships: 2.745; 12.130, 188; 23.837, 841.

Lesbians Women abducted by Achilleus on Lesbos: 9.129, 271.

Lethos Father of Hippothods I and Pylaios: 2.843; 17.288.

Leto (- CG 18): 1.3 (v.L), 9, 36; 5.447; 14.327; 16.849; 19.413; 20.40, 72; 21.497, 498, 502; 24.607.

Leukos Companion of Odysseus, killed by Antiphos III: 4.491.

Likymnios Brother of Alkmene, killed by his great-nephew Tlepolemos I: 2.663.

Limnoreia Nereid: 18.41.

Litai Personified ‘prayers’ (- CG 38): 9.502, 508, 513.

Lokrians People in east central Greece (north of Boiotia), contributed a contingent of 40 ships
under the leadership of Aias II to the expedition against Troy: 2.527, 535; 13.686, 712.
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Lykaon 1. Trojan from Zeleia, father of Pandaros: 2.826; 4.89, 93; 5.95, 101, 169, 179, 193, 197, 229,
246, 276, 283. — 11. (- CH 12): 3.333; 20.81, 87; 21.35, 97, 127; 22.46; 23.746.

Lykians A people in southwest Asia Minor; allies of the Trojans, led by Sarpedon and Glaukos I;
also a collective term for all the Trojan allies: 2.876; 4.197, 207; 5.482, 633, 647, 673, 676, 679;
6.78, 111 (v.L), 194; 7.13; 8.173; 10.430; 11.285, 286; 12.315, 317, 321, 330, 346, 359, 376, 408,
4009, 417, 419; 13.150; 14.426; 15.424, 425, 485, 486; 16.421, 422, 490, 495, 525, 532, 541, 564,
584, 593, 659, 685; 17.140, 146, 154, 184.

Lykoérgos, -koorgos see Lykourgos.

Lykomedes Son of Kreion, Achaian lieutenant: 9.84; 12.366; 17.345, 346; 19.240.

Lykon Trojan, killed by Peneleos: 16.335, 337.

Lykophontes (v.I. Polyphontes) 1. Son of Autophonos, Theban, killed by Tydeus: 4.395. —
I1. Trojan, killed by Teukros: 8.275.

Lykophron Son of Mastor; after committing manslaughter, fled from Kythera to Aias I; taken by
the latter to Troy as a follower and killed by Hektor: 15.430, 438.

Lykourgos (also -koorgos, V.l. -koérgos) 1. Son of Dryas II; committed sacrilege against Dionysos
and soon lost his life as a consequence: 6.130, 134. — II. Arkadian hero, killed Areithoos I,
who was known for fighting with a club: 7142, 144, 148.

Lysandros Trojan, killed by Aias I: 11.491.

Machaon (- CH 5), also Asklepiades: 2.732; 4.193, 200, 204; 11.506, 512, 517, 598, 613f., 651, 833;
14.2, 3.

Maenad (Mainas) ‘Frenzied’ woman in the retinue of Dionysos: 22.460.

Magnesians Thessalian people, under the leadership of Prothods, contributed a contingent of 40
ships to the expedition against Troy: 2.756.

Maimalos Father of Peisandros III: 16.194.

Mainad see Maenad.

Maion Son of Haimon II; one of the Thebans who laid an ambush for Tydeus: 4.394, 398.

Maionians People in west Asia Minor; allies of the Trojans, led by Mesthles and Antiphos II:
2.864, 866; 4 142; 5.43; 10.431.

Maira Nereid: 18.48.

Makar Former ruler of Lesbos: 24.544.

Maris Lykian; son of Amisodaros, brother of Atymnios II, companion of Sarpedon; killed by
Thrasymedes I: 16.319.

Marpessa Wife of Idas, mother of Kleopatra: 9.557.

Mastor Father of Lykophron: 15.430, 438.

Medesikaste Illegitimate daughter of Priam, wife of Imbrios: 13.173.

Medon 1. lllegitimate son of Oileus I and Rhene, half-brother of Aias II; leader of an Achaian con-
tingent of 7 ships from the area of Methone in place of Philoktetes; killed by Aineias: 2.727;
13.693, 695; 15.332, 334. — II. Trojan ally: 17.216.

Megas Father of Perimos: 16.695.

Meges (> CH 4), also Phyleides: 2.6271f.; 5.69, 72; 10.110, 175; 13.692; 15.302, 519, 520, 528, 535;
16.313; 19.239.

Mekisteus 1. Son of Talaos, father of Euryalos; victorious in all the contests at the funeral games for
Oidipous: 2.566; 6.28; 23.678. — II. Son of Echios I, killed by Polydamas: 8.333; 13.422; 15.339.

Melanippos 1. (v.l. Polyeidos) Trojan, killed by Teukros: 8.276. — II. Son of Hiketaon, cousin
of Hektor; killed by Antilochos: 15.546f., 553, 576, 582. — III. Trojan, killed by Patroklos:
16.695. — IV. Achaian: 19.240.
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Melanthios Trojan, killed by Eurypylos I: 6.36.

Melas Great-uncle of Diomedes: 14.117.

Meleagros Aitolian, son of Oineus and Althaia, brother of Tydeus, husband of Kleopatra; Phoi-
nix I tells his story as a cautionary tale for Achilleus: 2.642; 9.543, 550, 553, 590.

Melite Nereid: 18.42.

Menelaos (- CH 2), also Atreides: 1.16, 17, 159, 375; 2.249, 408, 586, 762; 3.21, 27, 52, 69, 90, 96, 136,
206, 210, 213, 232, 253, 281, 284, 307, 339, 347, 350, 361, 364, 403, 430, 432, 434, 439, 449, 452,
457, 4.7,13, 19, 94, 98, 100, 115, 127, 146, 150, 154, 169, 177, 181, 183, 189, 195, 205, 210, 220; 5.50,
55, 207, 552, 561, 578, 715; 6.37, 44, 46, 55, 437; 7 94, 104, 109, 327 (v.L.), 351, 373, 385 (v.L), 392,
470; 8.261; 9.140a, 341, 627a; 10.25, 36, 43, 60, 114, 230, 240; 11.125, 139, 463, 487; 13.581, 591,
593, 601, 603, 605, 606, 610, 641, 646; 14.516; 15.540, 568; 16.311; 17 1, 6, 11, 12, 18, 34, 46,
60, 69, 71, 79, 89, 113, 124, 138, 237, 238, 246, 249, 346 (v.L.), 507, 508, 553f., 556, 560, 578, 580,
587, 626, 651, 652, 656, 665, 673, 679, 684, 697, 702, 716; 19.310; 22.117; 23.236 (v.L), 272 (v.L),
293, 355, 401, 407, 422, 425, 434, 438, 515, 516, 522, 529, 538a, 566, 576, 588, 597, 600, 658 (v.L.).

Menesthes (v.ll. Menestes, -sthles) Achaian, killed by Hektor: 5.609.

Menestheus Son of Peteos, leader of an Athenian contingent of 50 ships: 2.552; 4.327, 338; 12.331,
355, 373; 13.195, 690; 15.331.

Menesthios 1. Son of Areithoos I and Phylomedousa, from Arne in Boiotia, killed by Paris: 7.8f. —
I1. Son of the river-god Spercheios and Polydore the daughter of Peleus, but ackowledged by
Polydore’s husband Boros II; lieutenant of the Myrmidons: 16.173.

Menesthles see Menesthes.

Menoitiades see Patroklos.

Menoitios Son of Aktor II from Opous, father of Patroklos: 9.202; 11.605, 765, 771, 785, 814, 837;
12.1; 16.14, 278, 307, 626, 665, 827; 18.12, 325, 455; 19.24; 23.85; also 19x as a patronymic.

Menon Trojan, killed by Leonteus: 12.193.

Mentes (v.l. Peiros) Lieutenant of the Kikonians, in whose shape Apollo appears to Hektor: 17.73.

Mentor Father of Imbrios: 13.171.

Meriones (> CH 4): 2.651; 4.254; 5.59, 65; 7 166; 8.264; 9.83; 10.59, 196, 229, 260, 270; 13 93, 159,
164, 246, 249, 254, 266, 295, 304, 306, 328, 479, 528, 531, 567, 575, 650; 14.514; 15.302; 16.342,
603, 607a, 608, 617, 619, 627; 17.259, 610, 620, 668, 669, 717; 19.239; 23.113, 124, 351, 356, 528,
538b, 614, 860, 870, 877, 882, 888, 893, 896.

Mermeros Trojan, killed by Antilochos: 14.513.

Merops Seer from Perkote on the Hellespont, father of Adrestos II and Amphios I: 2.831;
11.329.

Mesthles Son of Talaimenes and the nymph of the Gygaian lake; leader of the Trojan allies from
Maionia along with his brother Antiphos II: 2.864; 17.216.

Mestor Son of Priam, no longer alive at the dramatic date of the Iliad: 24.257.

Minos Son of Zeus and Europe, former ruler of Krete, grandfather of Idomeneus: 13.450, 451;
14.322.

Minyai The inhabitants of Aspledon and Orchomenos (north of Boiotia), contributed a contin-
gent of 30 ships under the leadership of Askalaphos and Ialmenos to the expedition against
Troy: 2.511.

Mnesos Paionian, killed by Achilleus: 21.210.

Moira, Moirai Goddess(es) of fate (- CG 29; otherwise generally used as a substantive): 19.87,
4105 24.49, 209.

Molion Follower of Thymbraios, killed by Odysseus: 11.322.

Moliones see Aktoriones.
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Molos 1. Father of Meriones: 10.269; 13.249. — II. Maternal grandfather of the ‘Aktoriones’ Eurytos I
and Kteatos, after whom they are sometimes called ‘Moliones’ (- CH 6): 11.709, 750.

Morys Son of Hippotion I; Phrygian leader, arrived belatedly as a reinforcement, killed by
Meriones: 13.792; 14.514.

Moulios 1. Husband of Agamede the daughter of Augeias; killed by the young Nestor in the bat-
tle between the Pylians and Epeians: 11.739. — II. Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.696. — III.
Trojan, killed by Achilleus: 20.472.

Muses Goddesses of song, daughters of Zeus (- CG 19): 1.1 (v.L.), 604; 2.484, 491, 594, 598, 761;
11.218; 14.508; 16.112.

Mydon 1. Son of Atymnios I, charioteer for the Paphlagonian leader Pylaimenes, killed by
Antilochos: 5.580f. — II. Paionian, killed by Achilleus: 21.209.

Mygdon Phrygian ruler, aided by the young Priam in a battle against the Amazons: 3.186.

Mykenaians Inhabitants of Mykenai: 15.638, 643.

Mynes Son of Euenos I, grandson of Selepios; ruler of Lyrnessos, killed along with his brother
Epistrophos III by Achilleus during the capture of the city: 2.692; 19.296.

Myrine Heroine; eponym of a hill near Troy: 2.814.

Myrmidons Inhabitants of the Thessalian region of Phthia, subjects of Peleus, contributed a con-
tingent of 50 ships under the leadership of Achilleus to the expedition against Troy: 1.180,
328; 2.684; 7.126; 9 185, 652; 11.797; 16.12, 15, 39, 65, 129a, 155, 164, 194, 200, 220, 240, 266,
269, 506, 546, 564, 570, 596; 18.10, 69, 323, 355; 19.14, 278, 299; 21.188; 23.4, 6, 60, 129; 24.397,
449, 536.

Mysians Thracian people: 1. European Mysians (on the lower Danube, later the Roman province
of Moesia): 13.5, 792a. — II. A branch that migrated to Asia Minor (southeast of the Troad);
allies of the Trojans, led by Chromios V and Ennomos I: 2.858; 10.430; 14.512; 24.278.

Nastes Son of Nomion, leader of the Trojan allies from Karia along with his brother Amphima-
chos II; he (or his brother Amphimachos II, see s.v.) was killed by Achilleus: 2.867, 870, 871.

Naubolos Grandfather of Epistrophos I and Schedios I: 2.518.

Neleides/Neleiades see Nestor.

Neleus Former ruler of Pylos; son of Poseidon (Od. 11.235ff.), father of Nestor: 2.20; 8.100; 10.18,
87, 555; 11.511, 597, 618, 682, 683, 692, 717; 14.42; 15.378; 23.303, 349, 514, 652.

Nemertes Nereid: 18.46.

Neoptolemos (v.l. Pyres) Son of Achilleus, grows up on Skyros: 19.327.

Nereids Sea-nymphs, daughters of Nereus (- CG 20): 18.38, 49, 52.

Nereus Father of the Nereids, including Thetis (- CG 20); the name occurs only as a patronymic
and is otherwise replaced by the expression hdlios géron (‘old man of the sea’): 1.538, 556;
11.795a; 18.38, 49, 52, 141; 20.107; 24.562.

Nesaie Nereid: 18.40.

Nestor (- CH 3), also Neleides and Neleiades: 1.247; 2.20f., 54, 57, 77, 336, 405, 433, 555, 601; 4.293,
317; 5.565; 6.33, 66; 7.123, 170, 181, 325; 8.80, 100, 112, 113, 116, 137, 151, 192; 9.52, 81, 94, 162,
179; 10.18, 54, 73, 87, 102, 128, 138, 143, 157, 168, 196, 203, 220, 229, 532, 543, 555; 11.501, 510,
511, 516, 597, 611, 618, 637, 655, 761, 840; 13.400, 555; 14.1, 27, 40, 42, 52, 65; 15.370, 378, 589,
659; 16.317; 17.382, 653, 681; 18.16; 19.238, 311; 23.3021., 349, 353, 411, 541, 596, 616, 652, 755.

Nestorides see Antilochos.

Niobe Heroine from Asia Minor; Achilleus tells her story as a paradigm for Priam: 24.602, 606.

Nireus Son of Charopos and Aglaia, leader of three ships from Syme; most handsome Achaian
after Achilleus: 2.671, 672, 673.
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Noémon I. Lykian, killed by Odysseus: 5.678. — II. Pylian, companion of Antilochos: 23.612.

Nomion Father of Amphimachos II and Nastes: 2.871.

Notos God of the south wind (= CG 37): 2.145, 395; 3 10; 11.306; 16.765; 21.334.

Nymphs Goddesses of rivers, lakes, mountains, etc.; daughters of Zeus (- CG 36): 6.21, 420;
14.444; 20.8, 384; 24.616.

Nyx Goddess of night (> CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 14.259, 261.

Obrimopatre see Athene.

Ocean River encircling the world, progenitor of the gods (= CG 27/34): 1.423; 3.5; 5.6; 7.422; 8.485;
14.201, 246, 302, 311; 16.151; 18.240, 399, 402, 489, 607; 19.1; 20.7; 21.195; 23.205.

Ochesios Father of Periphas I: 5.843.

Odios see Hodios.

Odysseus (- CH 3), also Laértiades: 1.138, 145, 311, 430, 440; 2.169, 173, 220, 244, 259, 272, 278,
335, 407, 631, 636; 3.191, 200, 205, 211, 216, 223, 224, 268, 314; 4.329, 339 (v.L.), 349, 358, 491,
494, 501; 5.519, 669, 674, 679; 6.30; 7.168; 8 92, 93, 97, 222; 9.169, 180, 192, 218, 223, 308, 346,
624, 657, 673, 676; 10.109, 137, 144, 148, 231, 243, 248, 260, 271, 277, 340, 363, 382, 400, 423,
460, 476, 488, 490, 498, 513, 527, 529, 530 (v.L), 536, 544, 554, 571; 11.5, 140, 312, 316a, 321,
335, 346, 346a, 396, 401, 419, 430, 439, 449, 459, 466, 473, 482, 661, 767, 806; 14.29, 82, 104,
380; 16.26; 19.48, 141, 154, 185, 215, 247, 310; 23.709, 719, 720, 723, 725, 727, 729, 755, 759, 763,
765, 768, 778, 783.

Oichalians Inhabitants of the Thessalian city of Oichalia, formed part of the Achaian contingent
of 30 ships under the leadership of Machaon and Podaleirios: 2.596, 730.

Oidipous Former ruler of Thebes; his funeral games: 23.679.

Oikles see Epikles.

Oileus 1. (v.. Ileus) Husbhand of Eriopis, father of Aias Il and Medon I: 2.527, 727, 728; 12.365; 13.66,
203, 694, 697, 701, 712; 14.442, 446, 520; 15.333, 336; 16.330; 17.256; 23.473, 488, 754, 759. — 11.
Charioteer for Bienor, killed by Agamemnon: 11.93.

Oiliades (v.l. Iliades) see Aias II.

Oineides see Tydeus.

Oineus Son of Portheus, ruler of Kalydon; husband of Althaia, father of Meleagros and Tydeus,
grandfather of Diomedes: 2.563a, 641; 5.813; 6.216, 219; 9.535, 540, 543, 581; 10.497;
14.117.

Oinomaos 1. Aitolian, killed by Hektor: 5.706. — II. Trojan lieutenant, companion of Asios I, killed
by Idomeneus: 12.140, 193a; 13.506.

Oinops 1. Father of Helenos II: 5.707. — IL./I1I1. see Enops I/IIL.

Okeanos see Ocean.

Olizones see Halizones.

Olympios see Zeus.

Oneiros Dream-god (- CG 38; otherwise used as a substantive): 2.6, 8, 16, 22, 56.

Onetor Priest of Zeus of Mt. Ida (near Troy); father of Laogonos I: 16.604.

Opaon see Amopaon.

Ophelestes 1. Trojan, killed by Teukros: 8.274. — I1. Paionian, killed by Achilleus: 21.210.

Opheltios 1. Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.302. - II. Trojan, killed by Euryalos: 6.20.

Opisaon see Apisaon 1.

Opites 1. Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.301. — II. see Echeklos II.

Oreithyia Nereid: 18.48.

Oresbios Wealthy Boiotian from Hyle, killed by Hektor: 5.707.
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Orestes 1. Son of Agamemnon: 9.142, 284. — II. Trojan lieutenant, companion of Asios I, killed by
Leonteus: 12 139, 193. - III. Achaian, killed by Hektor: 5.705.

Ormenos 1. Father of Amyntor, grandfather of Phoinix I: 9.448; 10.266. — II. Trojan, killed by
Teukros: 8.274. — I11. Trojan, killed by Polypoites: 12 187. — IV. see Ennomos II.

Oros Achaian lieutenant, killed by Hektor: 11.303.

Orsilochos 1. Trojan, killed by Teukros: 8.274. — II. see Ortilochos.

Orthaios Trojan lieutenant: 13.791.

Ortilochos (v.I. Orsilochos) 1. Son of Diokles from Pherai on the Alpheios, great-grandson of
the river-god Alpheios; killed along with his brother Krethon by Aineias: 5.542, 549. —
II. Grandfather of Krethon and Ortilochos I: 5.546, 547.

Orymas see Erymas 1.

Ossa Personification of rumor (- CG 38): 2.93.

Othryoneus (- CH 12): 13.363, 374, 772.

Otos 1. Son of Aloeus (or Poseidon: Od. 11.305f.), a giant; along with his brother Epialtes, he
chained Ares: 5.385. — II. Epeian lieutenant from Kyllene, killed by Polydamas: 15.518.

Otreus Phrygian ruler, aided by the young Priam in a battle against the Amazons: 3 186.

Otrynteus Father of Iphition: 20.383, 384, 389.

Oukalegon Member of the Trojan council of elders: 3.148.

Paiéon Healing-god (- CG 21): 5.401, 899, 900.

Paion Father of Agastrophos: 11.339, 368.

Paionians A people on the Thermaic Gulf (in the area of what was later Makedonia); allies of the
Trojans, led by Pyraichmes: 2.848; 10.428; 16.287, 291; 21.155, 205, 211.

Pallas see Athene.

Palmys Trojan lieutenant: 13.792.

Pammon Son of Priam, upbraided by the latter as a poor fighter: 24.250.

Panachaians ‘all the Achaians’, designation for the united Greek peoples camped before Troy
(clarification for Achaians, see s.v.): 2.404; 7.73, 159, 327, 385; 9.198 (v.L.), 301, 421 (v.1.); 10 1;
11.149 (v.l.); 19 193; 22.378 (v.l.); 23.236, 272 (v.L.), 658 (v.L).

Pandaros (- CH 11): 2.826f.; 4.88, 89, 93; 5.95, 101, 168, 169, 171, 179, 229, 246, 276, 283, 795.

Pandion Companion of Teukros: 12.372.

Pandokos Trojan, killed by Aias I: 11.490.

Panhellenes ‘all the Hellenes’, like Panachaians, the name of a people used in a wider sense as a
collective designation for all Greeks (see Hellenes): 2.530.

Panope Nereid: 18.45.

Panopeus Father of Epeios: 23.665.

Panthoides see Polydamas.

Panthods Member of the Trojan council of elders; husband of Phrontis, father of Polydamas,
Euphorbos and Hyperenor (17.23): 3.146; 13.433a, 756; 14.450, 454; 15.446, 522; 16.535, 808;
17.9, 23, 40, 59, 70, 81; 18.250.

Paphlagonians A people on the south coast of the Black Sea; allies of the Trojans, led by
Pylaimenes: 2.851; 5.577; 13.656, 661.

Paris (- CH 8), also Alexandros and Priamides: 3.16, 27, 30, 37, 39, 58, 87, 100, 136, 253, 281, 284,
289, 325, 329, 346, 352, 356, 366, 366a, 390, 403, 421, 423 (v.L.), 425, 437, 450, 452; 4.96; 5.62;
6.280, 290, 313, 332, 356, 503, 512, 517; 7.2, 355, 374, 388, 389, 400; 8.82; 11.124, 369, 505, 581;
12 93; 13.490, 660, 766, 769, 774; 15.341; 22.115, 359; 24.28, 249, 763.

Pasithea One of the Charites (‘Graces’), offered by Hera to Hypnos as his wife: 14.269, 276.
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Patroklos (- CH 2), also Menoitiades: 1.307, 337, 345; 8.476; 9.190, 195, 201, 202, 205, 211, 216, 220,
620, 658, 666; 11.602, 605, 608, 611, 616, 644, 647, 807, 814, 823, 837; 12.1; 15.65, 390; 16.2, 7,
11, 20, 49, 80, 125, 126, 130, 219, 257, 268, 278, 284, 291, 307, 372, 377, 394, 420, 427, 434, 438,
452, 460, 463, 478, 480, 490, 543, 554, 581, 584, 626, 647, 665, 684, 693, 699, 703, 707, 710, 724,
732, 733, 744, 754, 760, 763, 783, 787, 812, 815, 816, 818, 827, 830, 839, 843, 859; 17.2, 6, 10, 15,
80, 92, 113, 120, 125, 132, 137, 159, 182, 187, 229, 240, 255, 267, 270, 286, 299, 341, 355, 369, 379,
400, 402, 477, 538, 543, 564, 574, 665, 670, 690, 706; 18.12, 20, 28, 81, 93, 102, 151, 171, 179,
195, 232, 315, 333, 345, 355, 451, 455; 19.4, 24, 38, 283, 287, 302, 403, 412; 21.28, 100, 107, 134;
22.323, 331, 387; 23.9, 19, 25, 45, 65, 105, 126, 134, 151, 179, 192, 211, 221, 239, 619, 747, 776, 800;
24.6, 16, 512, 575, 592, 756.

Pedaios Illegitimate son of Antenor, killed by Meges: 5.69.

Pedasos 1. Son of Boukolion and the nymph Abarbare, grandson of Laomedon; killed along with
his brother Aisepos by Euryalos: 6.21. — II. Trace horse of Achilleus: 16.152, 467.

Peiraios Grandfather of Eurymedon I: 4.228.

Peireos see Peiros.

Peirithods Ruler of the Lapithai, whom the young Nestor supported in battle against the Centaurs;
son of Zeus, husband of Hippodameia I, father of Polypoites: 1.263; 2.741, 742; 12.129, 182;
14.318.

Peiros (-eos, -00s, Peros) 1. Son of Imbrasos, father of Rhigmos; leader of the Trojan allies
from Thrace, along with Akamas II; killed by Thoas I: 2.844; 4.520, 525; 20.484. — II. see
Mentes.

Peisandros 1. (- CH 12): 11.122, 143. — IL. Trojan, killed by Menelaos: 13.601, 606, 611. — III. Son of
Maimalos, lieutenant of the Myrmidons: 16 193 f. — IV. see Isandros.

Peisenor Father of Kleitos: 15.445.

Pelagon 1. Follower of Nestor, lieutenant of the Pylians: 4.295. — IL. (v.L Selagon) Friend of
Sarpedon: 5.695.

Pelasgians Collective designation for the original inhabitants of Greece and Asia Minor; specifi-
cally the inhabitants of Larisa (in the Troad?); allies of the Trojans, led by Hippothoos I and
Pylaios: 2.840, 843; 10.429; 17.288.

Pelegon Father of Asteropaios: 2.848a; 21.141, 152, 159.

Peleides/Peleiades/Peleion see Achilleus.

Peleus Elderly ruler of Phthia; son of Aiakos, husband of Thetis, father of Achilleus: 1.489; 7.125;
9.147, 252, 289, 394, 400, 438, 480; 11.769, 772, 783; 16.15, 21, 33, 175, 203, 381, 574, 867; 17.443;
18 18, 60, 84, 87, 331, 433, 441; 19.216, 334; 20.2, 206; 21.139, 189; 22.8, 250, 421; 23.89, 144,
278; 24.61, 534; also 104x as a patronymic.

Pelias Father of Alkestis, grandfather of Eumelos: 2.715.

Pelops Ruler of Argos, father of Atreus and Thyestes, grandfather of Agamemnon and Menelaos:
2.104, 105.

Peneleos One of five leaders of the Boiotian contingent of 50 ships: 2.494; 13.92; 14.487, 489, 496;
16.335, 340; 17.597.

(Penthesileia) Amazon, daughter of Ares (the name occurs first in the so-called Aethiopis: Proclus,
Chrest. §1and fr. 1 West): 24.804 (v.L).

Perrhaibians Inhabitants of northwest Thessaly, formed part of the Achaian contingent of 22
ships under the leadership of Gouneus: 2.749.

Pergasos Father of Deikoon: 5.535.

Periboia Grandmother of Asteropaios: 21.142.

Perieres Father of Boros 1II, step-grandfather of Menesthios II: 16.177.
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Perimedes Father of Schedios II: 15.515.

Perimos Son of Megas, killed by Patroklos: 16.695.

Periphas 1. Son of Ochesios, best fighter among the Aitolians, killed by Ares: 5.842,
847. — II. Son of Epytos, old herald of Anchises I, in his shape Apollo appears to Hektor:
17.323f.

Periphetes 1. Son of Kopreus from Mykenai, killed by Hektor: 15.638. — II. Trojan, killed by
Teukros: 14.515.

Perkosians Inhabitants of Perkote on the Hellespont: 2.831; 6.30; 11.329.

Persephone (Persephoneia, v.l. Phersephoneia) (- CG 22): 9.457, 569.

Perseus Son of Zeus and Danag, father of Sthenelos II, grandfather of Eurystheus: 14.320; 19.116,
123.

Peteos Father of Menestheus: 2.552; 4.327, 338; 12.331, 355; 13.690.

Phainops 1. Trojan, father of Xanthos I and Thoon I: 5.152. — II. Father of Phorkys: 17.312. —
I1I. Son of Asios II; guest-friend of Hektor from Abydos, in his shape Apollo appears to
Hektor: 17.583. — IV. see Enops I11.

Phaistos Son of Boros I; Trojan ally from Maionia, killed by Idomeneus: 5.43.

Phalkes Trojan lieutenant, killed by Antilochos: 13.791; 14.513.

Phausios (or Phausias) Father of Apisaon I: 11.578.

Phegeus Son of Dares the Trojan priest of Hephaistos, brother of Idaios II, killed by Diomedes:
511, 15.

Pheidas Athenian, follower of Menestheus: 13.691.

Pheidippos Son of Thessalos, grandson of Herakles; leader of an Achaian contingent of 30 ships
from Kos and the adjacent islands, along with his brother Antiphos I: 2.678.

Phereklos Son of Tekton, grandson of Harmon I; master ship-builder for Paris, killed by Meriones:
5.59.

Pheres Father of Admetos, grandfather of Eumelos: 2.763; 23.376.

Pheres (pl.) Aeolic form of théres ‘(wild) animals’, apparently understood by the Iliad-poet as an
older name for the Centaurs (see s.v.): 1.268; 2.743.

Pherousa Nereid: 18.43.

Phersephoneia see Persephone.

Philetor Father of Demouchos: 20.457.

Philoktetes Leader of an Achaian contingent of 7 ships from the area of Methone; abandoned by
the Achaians on Lemnos, he was replaced as leader by Medon I: 2.718, 725.

Phlegyes Thessalian people: 13.302.

Phobos Personification of terror and flight (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 2.767;
4.440;5 5.739; 9.2; 11.37; 13.299; 15.119.

Phoenicians A people on the Syrian coast with extensive trade relations: 23.744.

Phoibos see Apollo.

Phoinix 1. (> CH 5): 9168, 223, 427, 432, 607, 621, 659, 690; 14 136a; 16 196; 17.555, 561; 19.311;
23.360. — II. Father of Europa: 14.321.

Phokians People in central Greece (in and around Delphi), contributed a contingent of 40 ships
under the leadership of Schedios I and Epistrophos I to the expedition against Troy: 2.517,
525; 15.516; 17.307.

Phorbas 1. Father of Diomede: 9.665. — I1. Trojan, father of Ilioneus: 14.490.

Phorkys Son of Phainops I, leader of the Trojan allies from Phrygia along with Askanios I; killed
by Aias I: 2.862; 17.218, 312, 318.

Phradmon Father of Agelaos I: 8.257.
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Phrontis Wife of Panthods, mother of Euphorbos, Hyperenor and Polydamas: 17.40.

Phrygians A people in Asia Minor; allies of the Trojans, led by Askanios I and Phorkys: 2.798a,
862; 3.185; 10.431.

Phthians Thessalian people, inhabitants of Phthiotis (northeast of Achilleus’ homeland of
Phthia), contributed a contingent of 40 ships under the leadership of Podarkes to the expe-
dition against Troy: 13.686, 693, 699.

Phylakos 1. Father of Iphiklos, grandfather of Protesilaos and Podarkes I: 2.705; 13.698. —
I1. (v.L Schedios) Trojan, killed by Leitos: 6.35.

Phylas Father of Polymele, grandfather and foster-father of Eudoros: 16.181, 191.

Phyleides see Meges.

Phyleus Father of Meges; defeated by the young Nestor in spear-throwing: 2.628; 5.72; 10.110, 175;
13.692; 15.519, 528, 530; 16.313; 19.239; 23.637.

Phylomedousa Wife of Areithods I, mother of Menesthios I: 7.10.

Phyza Personification of panic fear (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 9.2.

Pidytes Trojan from Perkote, killed by Odysseus: 6.30.

Pittheus Father of Aithre: 3.144.

Pleuronians Inhabitants of the city of Pleuron in Aitolia: 23.635.

Podaleirios (- CH 5): 2.732; 11.833.

Podarge Harpie, bore Achilleus’ immortal horses Balios and Xanthos to the wind-god Zephyros:
16.150; 19.400.

Podargos 1. One of Hektor’s horses: 8.185. — II. One of Menelaos’ horses: 23.295.

Podarkes Son of Iphiklos, grandson of Phylakos I; leader of an Achaian contingent of 40 ships
from the area around Phylake (in place of his older brother Protesilaos, who was killed at
the beginning of the war): 2.704; 13.693.

Podes Son of Eétion I1I, friend of Hektor, killed by Menelaos: 17.575, 590.

Polites Son of Priam, Trojan look-out: 2.791; 13.533; 15.339; 24.250.

Polyaimon see Poly(h)aimon.

Polybos Son of Antenor, Trojan lieutenant: 8.55c; 11.59.

Polydamas (Poulydamas) (- CH 9), also Panthoides: 8.55a; 11.57; 12.60, 80, 88, 109, 196, 210, 231;
13.725, 748, 751, 756, 790; 14.425, 449 £., 453, 454, 462, 469, 470; 15.339, 446, 454, 518, 521, 522;
16.535; 17.23, 600; 18.249f., 285, 313; 22.100.

Polydeukes Brother of Kastor and Helen: 3.237.

Polydore Daughter of Peleus, mother of Menesthios II the son of Spercheios: 16.175.

Polydoros 1. Youngest son of Priam and Laothoé the daughter of Altes from Pedasos, brother
of Lykaon II; killed by Achilleus: 20.407 f., 419; 21.91; 22.46. — II. Achaian, defeated by the
young Nestor in spear-throwing: 23.637.

Poly(e)idos 1. Seer from Korinth, father of Euchenor: 13.663, 666. — 1. Trojan, son of the dream-in-
terpreter Eurydamas, killed along with his brother Abas by Diomedes: 5.148. — III. see
Melanippos 1.

Poly(h)aimon Father of Amopaon: 8.276.

Polykles (-kleés) Father of the Kaukonian leader Ameibos: 2.855a.

Polyktor (supposititious) Name of the father of a Myrmidon Hermes impersonated before Priam:
24.397.

Polymele Mother of Hermes’ son Eudoros: 16.180.

Polymelos Lykian, son of Argeas; killed by Patroklos: 16.417.

Polyneikes Brother of Eteokles; leader of the expedition of the ‘Seven against Thebes’, in which
Diomedes’ father Tydeus participated: 4.377.
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Polyphemos One of the Lapithai, whom the young Nestor supported in battle against the
Centaurs: 1.264.

Polyphetes Trojan lieutenant: 13.791.

Polyphontes see Lykophontes.

Polypoites Lapith, son of Peirithods and Hippodameia I, grandson of Zeus; leader of an Achaian
contingent of 40 ships along with Leonteus: 2.740; 6.29; 12.129, 182; 23.836, 844, 848.

Polyxeinos Son of Agasthenes, grandson of Augeias; one of four leaders of the Epeian contingent
of 40 ships: 2.623.

Portheus Grandfather of Meleagros and Tydeus, great-grandfather of Diomedes: 14.115.

Poseidon (Poseidaon) (= CG 23), also Gaieochos/Ennosigaios/Enosichthon (9.183, 7.445, 7455
etc., ‘earth-shaker’), Helikonios (20.404, probably after the cult-place ‘Helike’) and
Kyanochaites (13.563, ‘the black-haired one’): 1.400; 2.479, 506; 7.445, 455; 8.54d, 200,
201, 208, 440; 9.183, 362; 11.728, 751; 12.17, 27, 34; 13.10, 19, 34, 43, 59, 65, 83, 89, 125, 206,
215, 218a (v.l.), 231, 345, 351, 434, 554, 563, 677; 14.135, 150, 241b, 355, 356 (v.L), 357, 384,
390, 510; 15.8, 41, 51, 57, 158, 173, 174, 184, 201, 205, 218, 222; 20.13, 20, 34, 57, 63, 67, 115,
132, 144, 149, 291, 310, 318, 330, 404, 405; 21.284, 287, 435, 462, 472, 477; 23.277, 307, 584;
24.26.

Potamoi River-gods (- CG 34; more often used as a substantive): 3.278.

Poulydamas see Polydamas.

Priam (- CH 8), also Laomedontiades und Dardanides: 1.19, 255; 2.37, 160, 176, 304, 332, 373, 414,
788, 791, 803; 3.105, 117, 124, 146, 161, 250, 261, 288, 303, 314; 4.18, 28, 31, 35, 47, 165, 173, 290,
499; 5.159, 463, 464, 535, 614, 704; 6.242, 246, 250, 283, 317, 449, 451, 512; 7.44, 47, 296, 346,
366, 386, 427; 8.303, 377, 552; 9.136, 278, 651; 11.102, 197, 200; 12.11, 15, 95; 13.14, 173, 176, 365,
368, 376, 460; 15.239, 244, 551; 16.448, 738; 17.160; 18.154, 288; 20.81, 181, 182, 237, 240, 306;
21.34, 88, 97, 105, 309, 526; 22.25, 158a, 165, 173, 230, 234, 251, 352, 453, 478; 23.746; 24.28, 37,
76, 117, 145, 160, 169, 171, 217, 278, 279, 282, 299, 336, 353, 354, 372, 386, 405, 447, 469, 477, 483,
485, 552, 563, 583, 598, 629, 631, 634, 659, 669, 674, 680, 777, 803; also 33x as a patronymic
(for various sons, usually Hektor; 13.433b collective ‘Priamides’).

Priamides see Hektor and Paris (and cf. Priam end).

Proitos Ruler of Ephyra in Argos, husband of Anteia, adversary of Bellerophontes: 6.157, 160, 163,
164, 177.

Promachos Son of Alegenor, Boiotian, killed by Akamas I: 14.476, 482, 503.

Pronods Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.399.

Protesilaos Son of Iphiklos, grandson of Phylakos I; leader of an Achaian contingent of 40 ships
from the area around Phylake; killed at the beginning of the war, after which his younger
brother Podarkes assumed command: 2.698, 706, 708; 13.681; 15.705; 16.286.

Prothoénor Son of Areilykos I, one of five leaders of the Boiotian contingent of 50 ships: 2.495;
14.450f., 471.

Prothodn Trojan, killed by Teukros: 14.515.

Prothods Son of Tenthredon, leader of an Achaian contingent of 40 ships from the Thessalian
region of Magnesia: 2.756, 758.

Protiaon Father of Astyno0s I: 15.455.

Proto Nereid: 18.43.

Prytanis Lykian, killed by Odysseus: 5.678.

Ptolemaios Father of Eurymedon I: 4.228.

Pygmaians A mythical dwarf people living by the world-encircling Ocean (i.e. at the ‘edge of the
earth’): 3.6.
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Pylaimenes 1. Leader of the Trojan allies from Paphlagonia, killed by Menelaos: 2.851; 5.576. —
I1. (v.L. Kylaimenes) Father of the Paphlagonian Harpalion: 13.643. — II1. see Talaimenes.
Pylaios Son of Lethos, grandson of Teutamos; leader of the Pelasgians (Trojan allies from Larissa)
along with his brother Hippothoos I: 2.842.

Pylartes 1. Trojan, killed by Aias I: 11.491. — II. Trojan, killed by Patroklos: 16.696.

Pylians People in the southwest Peloponnese, contributed a contingent of 90 ships under the
leadership of Nestor to the expedition against Troy: 1.248; 4.293; 5.545; 7.134; 11.687, 724, 737,
753; 17.704; 23.633.

Pylon Trojan, killed by Polypoites: 12.187.

Pyraichmes Leader of the Trojan allies from Paionia, killed by Patroklos: 2.848; 16.287.

Pyrasos Trojan, killed by Aias I: 11.491.

Pyres see Neoptolemos.

Pyris Lykian, killed by Patroklos: 16.416.

Rhadamanthys Son of Zeus and Europa the daughter of Phoinix, brother of Minos: 14.322.

Rhea (also Rheia, v.l. Rheie) (- CG 26): 14.203; 15 187.

Rhene Mother of Medon I the son of Oileus: 2.728.

Rhesos Son of Eioneus II; leader of a Thracian contingent that belatedly arrived as reinforce-
ments; killed by Diomedes: 10.435, 474, 519.

Rhigmos Son of Peiros the Thracian leader, killed by Achilleus: 20.484f.

Rhodians Inhabitants of the island of Rhodes, contributed a contingent of 9 ships under the lead-
ership of Tlepolemos I to the expedition against Troy: 2.654.

Sarpedon (- CH 10): 2.876; 5.471, 493, 629, 633, 647, 655, 658, 663, 672, 675, 683, 692; 6.199; 12.101,
292, 307, 379, 392, 397; 14.426; 15.67; 16.327, 419, 433, 445, 464, 466, 477, 496, 522, 533, 541, 553,
559, 638, 649, 663, 668, 678; 17.150, 162; 23.800.

Satnios Trojan ally, son of Enops I and a nymph, killed by Aias II: 14.443f.

Schedios 1. Son of Iphitos I, grandson of Naubolos; leader of a Phokian contingent of 40 ships
along with his brother Epistrophos I; killed by Hektor: 2.517; 17.306. — II. Son of Perimedes,
lieutenant of the Phokians, killed by Hektor: 15.515. — III. see Chromios II. — IV. see Phyla-
kos 11. — V. see Stichios.

Selagon see Pelagon I1.

Selagos Father of Amphios II: 5.612.

Selepios Grandfather of Mynes and Epistrophos III: 2.693.

Selloi see Helloi.

Semele Lover of Zeus, mother of Dionysos: 14.323, 325.

Sidonians Inhabitants of Sidon in Phoenicia, renowned for their craftwork: 6.290; 23.743.

Simoeis River-god (= CG 34): 4.475; 5.774, 777; 6.4; 12.22; 20.53; 21.307.

Simoeisios Trojan, son of Anthemion, killed by Aias I: 4.473f., 477, 488.

Sintians Pre-Greek inhabitants of the island of Lemnos: 1.594.

Sisyphos Son of Aiolos, grandfather of Bellerophontes, great-great-grandfather of the Lykian
leaders Sarpedon and Glaukos I: 6.153, 154.

Skamandrios 1. see Astyanax (- CH 8). — I1. Trojan, son of Strophios, killed by Menelaos: 5.49.

Skamandros River-god (> CG 34), called ‘Xanthos’ by the gods: 5.36, 77, 774; 6.4; 7.329;
8.560; 11.499; 12.21; 14.434; 20.40, 74; 21.2, 15, 124, 146, 223, 305, 332, 337, 383, 603; 22 148;
24.693.

Smintheus see Apollo.
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Sokos Son of Hippasos I; wounds Odysseus (in an attempt to avenge his brother Charops) and is
killed: 11.427, 428, 440, 450, 456.

Solymoi People in Lykia: 6.184, 204.

Speio Nereid: 18.40.

Spercheios Thessalian river-god (= CG 34): 16.174, 176; 23.142, 144.

Sphelos Father of Iasos: 15.338.

Stentor Achaian, renowned for his loud voice; Hera takes his shape: app. crit. for 2.609; 5.785.

Sthenelaos Son of Ithaimenes, killed by Patroklos: 16.586.

Sthenelos 1. (> CH 4), also Kapaneiades: 2.564; 4.367, 403; 5.108, 109, 111, 241, 319, 835; 8.114; 9.48;
23.511. — II. Son of Perseus, father of Eurystheus: 19.116, 123.

Stichios Athenian, follower of Menestheus; killed by Hektor: 13.195 (where v.l. Schedios), 691;
15.329.

Strophios Father of Skamandrios II: 5.49.

Styx Goddess of the river of the underworld, by whose water the gods swear (cf. Hes. Th. 775):
2.755; 8.369; 14.271, 278 (v.L.); 15.37.

Talaimenes (v.l. Pylaimenes) Father of Mesthles and Antiphos II: 2.865.

Talaos Father of Mekisteus I, grandfather of Euryalos: 2.566; 23.678.

Talthybios (- CH 5): 1.320; 3.118; 4.192, 193; 7.276; 19.196, 250, 267; 23.897.

Tekton Father of Phereklos: 5.59 (taken by Lattimore as the noun ‘smith’; cf. s.v. Harmon I).

Telamon Father of Aias I and Teukros: 8.283; 13.177; 17.284, 293; also 49x as a patronymic or adj.
(functioning as a patronymic).

Telamoniades see Aias 1.

Telemachos Son of Odysseus: 2.260; 4.354.

Tenthredon Father of Prothoos: 2.756.

Tethys (- CG 27): 14.201, 302.

Teukros (- CH 4): 6.31; 8.266, 273, 281, 292, 309, 322; 12.336, 350, 363, 371, 372, 387, 400; 13.91,
170, 177, 182, 313; 14.515; 15.302, 437, 458, 462, 466, 484; 16.511; 23.859, 862, 870 (v.L),
883.

Teutamos Grandfather of Hippothoos I and Pylaios: 2.843.

Teuthras 1. Achaian, killed by Hektor: 5.705. — II. Father of Axylos: 6.13.

Thaleia Nereid: 18.39.

Thalpios Son of Eurytos (one of the ‘Aktoriones’), cousin of Amphimachos I; one of four leaders
of the Epeian contingent of 40 ships: 2.620.

Thalysios (or Thalysias) Father of Echepolos I: 4.458.

Thamyris Thracian singer who competed with the Muses and was blinded by them: 2.595.

Thanatos God of death (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 14.231; 16.454, 672, 682.

Tharsites see Thersites.

Theano (- CH 9): 5.70; 6.298f., 302; 11.224.

Thebaios Father of Eniopeus: 8.120.

Themis Goddess, guardian of what is right (- CG 38; more often used as a substantive): 15.87, 93;
20.4.

Thersilochos Trojan ally from Paionia, killed by Achilleus: 17.216; 21.209.

Thersites (v.I. Tharsites) (- CH 5): 2.212, 244, 246.

Theseus Son of Aigeus, Attic hero, participated in the battle of the Lapithai against the Centaurs:
1.265.

Thessalos Son of Herakles, father of Antiphos I and Pheidippos: 2.679.



234 =— CharacterIndex

Thestor 1. Son of Enops II, charioteer for Pronods, killed by Patroklos: 16.401. — II. Father of
Kalchas: 1.69. — III. Father of Alkmaon: 12.394.

Thetis (- CG 20): 1.413, 495, 512, 538, 556; 4.512; 6 136; 8.370; 9.410; 11.795a; 13.350; 15.76, 598;
16.34, 222, 574, 860, 867a; 18.51, 94, 127, 146, 332, 369, 381, 385, 392, 398, 405, 407, 422, 424,
428;19.28, 39a; 20.207; 23.14; 24.74, 83, 88, 89, 102, 104, 120, 562.

Thoas 1. Son of Andraimon, leader of the Aitolians with a contingent of 40 ships: 2.638; 4.527,
529; 7168; 13.92, 216, 222, 228; 15.281; 19.239. — II. Former ruler of Lemnos (according to later
sources, father of Hypsipyle and grandfather of Euneos): 14.230; 23.745. — I11. Trojan, killed
by Menelaos: 16.311.

Thoé Nereid: 18.40.

Thoon 1. Son of Phainops I, killed along with his brother Xanthos I by Diomedes: 5.152. — II.
Trojan lieutenant, companion of Asios I, killed by Antilochos: 12.140, 193a; 13.545. — III.
Trojan, killed by Odysseus: 11.422. — IV. see Bias I.

Thootes Herald of Menestheus: 12.342, 343.

Thracians Inhabitants of Thrace; allies of the Trojans, led by Akamas II and Peiros: 2.595, 844;
4.519, 533, 537; 5.462; 6.7; 10.434, 464, 470, 487, 506, 518; 13.4; 14.227; 24.234.

Thrasios Paionian, killed by Achilleus: 21.210.

Thrasydemos see Thrasymelos.

Thrasymedes 1. Son of Nestor, brother of Antilochos, lieutenant of the Pylians: 9.81; 10.57, 196,
229, 255; 14.10; 16.317, 321; 17.378, 705. — 11. see Thrasymelos.

Thrasymelos (v.ll. Thrasymedes, -medos, -demos) Companion of Sarpedon, killed by Patroklos:
16.463.

Thyestes Son of Pelops, brother of Atreus: 2.106, 107.

Thymbraios Trojan lieutenant, killed by Diomedes: 11.320.

Thymoites Member of the Trojan council of elders: 3.146.

Titans (Titenes) (- CG 26): 14.279.

Tithonos Son of Laomedon, lover of the goddess Eos: 11.1; 20.237.

Tlepolemos 1. Son of Herakles and Astyocheia, grandson of Zeus; leader of an Achaian contin-
gent of 9 ships from Rhodes; killed by Sarpedon: 2.653, 657, 661; 5.628, 632, 648, 656, 660,
668. — II. Lykian, son of Damastor, killed by Patroklos: 16.416.

Trechos Aitolian, killed by Hektor: 5.706.

Tritogeneia see Athene.

Troilos Son of Priam, no longer alive at the dramatic date of the Iliad: 24.257.

Troizenos Father of Euphemos: 2.847.

Trojans Inhabitants of the city of Ilion (Ilios)/Troy, also a collective designation for them and
their allies: passim.

Tros 1. Grandson of Dardanos I, great-grandfather of Priam and Anchises I; owner of the marve-
lous horses that Zeus gave him as compensation for his abducted son Ganymedes: 5.222,
265; 8.106; 20.230, 231; 23.291, 378; 24.279 (v.L). — IL. Trojan, son of Alastor III; begs Achilleus
in vain to spare his life: 20.463.

Tychios Leatherworker from Hyle in Boiotia; produced the great shield of Aias I: 7.220; 11.485a.

Tydeides see Diomedes.

Tydeus (- CH 6), also Oineides: 2.406, 563a, 642a; 4.365, 370, 372, 384, 387, 396, 399; 5.25, 126,
163, 184, 232, 235, 277, 335, 376, 406, 800, 801, 813, 881; 6.96, 119, 222, 277, 437; 7.179; 8.118,
152; 10.159, 285, 487, 494, 497, 509, 516; 11.338; 14.114; 23.383, 472, 538; also 68x as a patro-
nymic.

Typhoeus Monster, banished under the earth by Zeus (cf. Hes. Th. 820 ff.): 2.782, 783.
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Ukalegon see Oukalegon.
Uranos God of the heavens (- CG 27/38; otherwise generally used as a substantive): 1.570; 5.373,
898; 15.36; 17195; 21.275, 509; 24.547, 612.

Xanthos 1. Trojan, son of Phainops I, killed along with his brother Thodn I by Diomedes: 5 152. —
I1. Immortal horse of Achilleus, offspring of the wind-god Zephyros and the Harpie Podarge:
16.149; 19.400, 405, 420. — III. One of Hektor’s horses: 8.185. — IV. see Skamandros.

Zephyros God of the west wind (= CG 37): 2.147; 4.276, 423; 7.63; 9.5; 11.305; 16.150; 19.415; 21.334;
23.195, 200, 208.

Zeus (> CG 24), also Argikeraunos (19.121 etc., ‘with brightly shining/swift lightning, caster of
swift lightning’), Kelainepheés (1.397 etc., ‘with dark [storm] clouds, maker of black clouds’),
Olympios (1.353, ‘Olympian, ruler of Olympos’), Kronion/Kronides (1.397, 1.498 etc., ‘son of
Kronos’), erigdoupos pédsis Heres (7411 etc, ‘loud-thundering husband of Hera’) and pdsis
Heres éukémoio (10.5, ‘husband of beautifully tressed Hera’): 1.5, 9, 21, 63, 128, 175, 202, 222,
239, 279, 334, 354, 394, 395, 397, 405, 419, 423, 426, 495, 498, 502, 503, 508, 511, 517, 528, 533,
539, 544, 552, 560, 570, 578, 580, 583, 589, 609; 2.2, 26, 33, 38, 49, 60 (v.L.), 63, 70, 94, 102, 103,
111, 116, 134, 146, 157, 169, 197, 205, 309, 319, 324, 348, 350, 371, 375, 403, 407, 412, 419, 478,
482, 491, 548, 598, 636, 669, 670, 741, 781, 787; 3.104, 107, 199, 276, 298, 302, 308, 320, 350,
351, 365, 374, 418, 4265 4 1, 5, 23, 25, 30, 68, 75, 84, 128, 160, 166, 235, 249, 288, 381, 408, 515;
5.33, 34, 91, 105, 115, 131, 174, 225, 265, 312, 348, 362, 396, 398, 419, 421, 426, 457, 522, 631, 635,
637, 672, 675, 683, 693, 714, 733, 736, 742, 753, 756, 757, 762, 764, 815, 820, 869, 872, 888, 906,
907; 6.139; 159, 198, 234, 257, 259, 266, 267, 282, 304, 312, 357, 420, 475, 476, 526; 7.23, 24, 37,
47, 60, 69, 76, 132, 179, 194, 200, 202, 209, 274, 280, 315, 411, 443, 446, 454, 478, 481; 8.2, 22,
31, 38, 49, 54c, 69, 132, 140, 141, 143, 170, 175, 206, 210, 216, 236, 242, 245, 249, 250, 251, 252a,
287, 335, 352, 364, 375, 381 (v.l.), 384, 387, 397, 412, 414, 415, 424, 427, 428, 438, 442, 444, 460,
462, 469, 470, 501 (v.l.), 526; 9 18, 23, 37, 98, 117, 172, 236, 238, 357, 377, 419, 502, 508, 511, 513,
536, 608, 686; 10.5, 16, 45, 71, 89, 104, 137, 154, 278, 284, 296, 329, 552, 553; 11.3, 27, 53, 66, 78,
80, 163, 182, 200, 201, 278, 289, 300, 318, 336, 406, 493, 543, 544, 727, 736, 753, 761, 773, 795;
12.25, 37, 68, 164, 173, 178 (v.L.), 180 (v.L), 209, 235, 241, 252, 275, 279, 286, 292, 402, 437, 450;
13 1, 16, 54, 58, 154, 226, 242, 319, 345, 347, 353, 355, 449, 524, 624, 631, 732, 783, 794, 796, 812,
818, 825, 837; 14.19, 54, 69, 85, 120, 157, 160, 173, 193, 203, 213, 224, 236, 247, 250, 252, 265, 286,
293, 312, 330, 341, 346, 351a, 352, 359, 414, 417, 434, 522; 15.4, 12, 46, 47, 78a, 85, 91, 97, 101,
104, 117, 122, 131, 146, 147, 152, 154, 175, 188, 192, 194, 202, 220, 242, 253 (v.L), 254, 293, 310,
372, 375, 377, 379, 461, 489, 490, 567, 593, 599, 611, 637, 694, 719, 724;16.37, 51, 88, 97, 103, 121,
227, 232, 233, 241, 249, 250, 253, 298, 365, 386, 431, 440, 458, 522, 567, 604, 644, 658, 662, 666,
688, 720, 799, 804, 845; 17.19, 46, 176, 198, 209, 251, 269, 321, 326, 331, 339, 400, 4009, 441, 498,
515, 545, 548, 566, 585 (v.1.), 593, 627, 630, 632, 645, 648; 18.75, 79, 116, 118, 149 (v.L), 168, 184,
185, 292, 293, 311 (v.l.), 328, 356, 361, 431; 19.87, 91, 95, 108, 112, 120, 121, 137, 197, 204, 224,
254, 258, 270, 273, 340, 357; 20.4, 6, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 19, 31, 40 (v.L), 56, 82, 92, 103, 107, 155,
192, 194, 215, 234, 242, 301, 304, 306; 21.2, 83, 184, 187, 189, 190, 191, 193, 198, 216, 229, 230,
273, 290, 388, 401, 416, 420, 438, 444, 461 (v.L.), 479, 484, 499, 505, 508, 520, 570, 596 (v.L);
22.60, 130, 167, 178, 182, 209, 221, 256, 280, 302, 366, 403; 23.43, 185, 299, 307, 724; 24.64, 88,
98, 100, 103, 133, 140, 143, 169, 173, 175, 194, 241, 287, 290, 296, 301, 308, 314, 331, 527, 529,
561, 570, 586, 611, 693.

Zeus katachthonios see Hades.



Homeric — Mycenaean Word Index (MYC)
By Rudolf Wachter

The following index provides a representative selection of Homeric Greek words
(especially from the Iliad) that are attested or assumed already in Mycenaean.
Comprehensiveness cannot be attained, nor is it even aspired to, because many
interpretations of Mycenaean words and forms are disputed. Equivalents that are
‘certain’ or at least ‘very probable’ are accepted, while those that are ‘improbable’
or ‘incorrect’ are omitted; the author is well aware that the decision whether or not
to include something would have been made differently by others in many cases.

The index is meant to direct the attention of the reader of Homer to Myce-
naean Greek. It was meant to be as short as possible; when the index’ actual —
surprising — length became apparent, a number of measures were imposed: (1)
the degree of remaining uncertainty in the Mycenaean interpretations is given
only exceptionally (usually with ‘probably’); (2) in the transcriptions, many sorts
of compromises and simplifications have been introduced, although they are
reasonably defensible linguistically; (3) if various forms of a word are attested,
usually only a selection is given; (4) etymological and other linguistic explana-
tions are kept to an absolute minimum.

My heartfelt thanks are owed to Andrea Suter, lic. phil. for her reliable secre-
tarial assistance.

Abbreviations:

comp. the word is found in the following compound(s)

deriv. the word is found in, or presupposed by, the following suffixed deriv-
ative(s)

relat. the word stands in a close etymological relationship to the following

DN Divine name

PN Place name

HN Human name

AN Animal name

OH Officeholder

instr. instrumental (as a separate case distinct from the dative)

/d’g’k’/  transcriptions for z in medial position (consonants palatalized by a
/j/ that formerly followed)

v/ palatalized /r/

/il is often a transitional sound after i (then frequently generalized)

[iil marks position length (frequently generalized)
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a- (113):
comp.: a-ka-ra-no /a-karanos/
a-ki-ti-to /a-ktiton/ (neut.) ‘unbuilt on uncultivated (?)’
a-ko-to-no /a-ktoinoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘without ktoina’
a-na-pu-ke [an-ampukes/ (fem. nom. pl.) ‘?’
a-na-mo-to /an-ar(h)mostoi/ (fem. nom. pl.) ~ ‘not fitted together’
a-no-we ~ [an-owes/ and a-no-wo-to ~ /an-owoton/ (neut.) ‘handle-less’
a-ta-ra-si-jo /a-tala(n)sijoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘without a work quota’
~ no-pe-re-ha [nopreleha/ (neut. pl.) ‘useless’
a-da-ma-o [A-dama-os/ (HN)
a-qi-ti-ta [A-k""t"ita/ (fem. HN)
a-tu-ko /A-t™ukt-os/ (HN)
dyyog (2.471): a-ke-ha /angeha/ (nom. pl.)
ayelpw (2.664, 1.126 Enayeipw): a-ke-re ~ [ager’ei/ (3rd sg.), probably also a-ke-rja-te ~
/ager’antes/ (aor. part.)
relat.: a-ko-ra [agora/ (see s.v.)
Ayélaog (8.257): a-ke-ra-wo [Age-lawos/ (HN)
dyopd (1.54): a-ko-ra [agora/
deriv.: a-ko-ra-ja [agorajja/ (neut. pl.)
aypew (5.765, 1.526 TaAwvaypeTtoq): a-ke-re-se [agrései/ (fut.)
aypog (5.137, 2.852 Gypdtepog): a-ko-ro [agros/
deriv.: a-ko-ro-ta [Agrotas/ (HN)
ayw (1.62, 199): a-ke /agei/
comp.: a-na-ke-e [an-agehen/ (inf.) ?’
a-ke-ra-wo [Age-lawos/ (HN)
ra-wa-ke-ta [lawagetas/ ‘(a higher functionary)’
deriv.: adj. ra-wa-ke-si-jo [lawagesijos/
perhaps ku-na-ke-ta-i [kun-agetahi/ (dat. pl.) ‘leader of the hounds, hunter’
(originally from fiy€opat?)
relat.: a-ko-to /Aktor/ (HN)
Geipw (2151, 11.31 dop-T-):
comp.: o-pa-wo-ta [op-aworta/ (neut. pl.) ~ ‘attached’
agtw (6.261):
deriv.: a-we-ke-se-u [Awekseus/ (HN)
ABAVN (1.194):
comp.: perhaps a-ta-na-po-ti-ni-ja /At anai potnijai/ (dat.) (DN?)
Alag (1.138): ai-wa /Aiwans/ (AN)
Alyirtiog (9.382): ai-ku-pi-ti-jo [Aiguptijos/ (HN)
aiBaoelg (2.415): ai-ta-ro-we [Ait"alowens/ (HN)
oibw (6.182):
relat.: ai-ti-jo-qo /Ait"ij-okvs/ (HN)
AiBioy (1.423): ai-ti-jo-qgo /Ait"ij-ok¥s/ (HN)
aivupat (4.531, 11.582 émavipevog): ai-nu-me-no [Ainumenos/ (HN)
relat.: probably tu-ma-i-ta /Tramaitas/ (HN)
aif (1.41, 3.247 aiyelog):
deriv.: ai-za /aig’a/ (fem. nom. sg. adj.) ‘goat-’
comp.: ai-ki-pa-ta [aigi-/ (OH)



238 —— Homeric - Mycenaean Word Index (MYC)

aioAog (5.295, 2.816 kopuBaOAOG): ai-wo-ro /Aiwolos/ (AN)
aimg (2.538):
comp.: ai-pu-ke-ne-ja [Aipu-genejjai/ (dat.) (fem. HN)
aixpn (3.348, 1.152 aixuntng): ai-ka-sa-ma [aiksmans/ (acc. pl.)
‘Axtwp (2.513): a-ko-to [Aktor/
Gxwv (4.137):
deriv.: a-ko-te-u /[Akonteus/ (HN)
&Aewoov (11.774): a-re-se-si /aleise(s)si/ (dat. pl. s-stem) ~ ‘sack, skin’
GAewpap (18.351): a-re-<pa> [aleiphar/, a-re-pa-te [aleipatei/ (dat.) ‘ointment’
comp.: a-re-pa-zo-o [aleip"a-zoh6i/ (dat.) and a-re-po-zo-o /aleip"o-zohos/ (nom.)
perhaps we-(j)a-re-pe /?-aleip"es/ (neut. adj.)
relat.: a-ro-pa [aloip"a/ ~ ‘annointing’
a-ro-po [aloipos/ ‘annointer’
Ahektpuwv (17.602): a-re-ku-tu-ru-wo [Alektrudn/ (HN)
AAEEavBpog (3 16): a-re-ka-sa-da-ra [Aleks-andra/ (HN)
dAEEw (1.590):
comp.: a-re-ka-sa-da-ra [Aleks-andra/ (HN)
deriv.: a-re-ki-si-to /Aleksitos/ (HN)
relat.: a-re-ko-to-re [Alektorei/ (dat.) (HN)
ahoupn (9.208): a-ro-pa [aloip"a/ ~ ‘annointing’
B¢ (1.141):
comp.: a-pi-ha-ro [Amp*i-halos/ (HN)
o-pi-ha-ra [opi-hala/ (acc. pl.)
Apdw (24.451, 11.67 auniipeg): perhaps based on a-ma /ama/ ‘harvest (?)’
Gumug (22.469): a-pu-ke [ampukes/ ‘(piece of equipment for a horse)’
comp.: a-na-pu-ke [an-ampukes/ (fem. nom. pl.)
a-pu-ko-wo-ko [ampuk(o)-worgos/
Gt (1.37): a-pi /amp"i/
comp.: a-pi-qo-ro [amp"i-k*¥oloi/ (fem. nom. pl.)
a-pi-po-re-we [amp"i-p"oréwes/ (see s.v.)
probably a-pi-qo-to [amp*i-/ (fem.) ‘2’
a-pi-e-qe [amprihek"ei/
a-pi-do-ra [ AmpPi-dorai/ (dat.) (fem. HN)
a-pi-do-ro[ /Amp*i-doros/ (HN)
a-pi-ha-ro [Amp"i-halos/ (HN)
a-pi-ra-wo [Amp'i-lawos/ (HN)
a-pi-me-de [Amp"i-médés/ (HN)
a-pi-qo-(i-)ta /Amp*i-/ (HN)
ap(Dénw (2.525): a-pi-e-qe [ampPihek“ei/
Appinoog (3.143): a-pi-qo-ro /ampti-k*oloi/ (fem. nom. pl.)
AppLpopelg (23.92): a-pi-po-re-we [amphi-proréwes/ (nom. pl.), already also a-po-re-we /am-
pPoréwe/ (dual)
ap@otépwdev (this form 5.726): probably a-po-te-ro-te [ampPoterotPen/ “?” (adv.)
apew (1.196): -a-po [amp"d/
ava (1.10):
comp.: a-na-ke-e [an-agehen/ (inf.) ‘2’
probably also a-no-qa-si-ja /ano-g“asijas/ (subst. gen.)



Homeric - Mycenaean World Index (MYC) =—— 239

probably also a-pu-ke /am-pukes/ ‘(piece of equipment for a horse)’
(see s.v.)
avayew (1.478): a-na-ke-e [an-agehen/ (inf.) ‘?’
avapaivw (1.312, 1.497):
relat.: probably a-no-qa-si-ja /ano-g*asijas/ (subst. gen.)
Gvag (1.7): wa-na-ka [wanaks/ (nom.), wa-na-ka-to /wanaktos/ (gen.)
deriv.: wa-na-ka-te-ro /wanakteros/ (adj.) ‘regal’
avnp (1.7):
comp.: a-re-ka-sa-da-ra [Aleks-andra/ (HN)
a-ta-no [Ant-anor/ (HN)
ka-sa-no [Kass-anor/ (HN)
ne-ti-ja-no /Nestij-anor/ (HN)
o-pe-ra-no [Op“el-andr/ (HN)
perhaps me-ta-no /Met-anor/ (HN)
probably also ka-wa-do-ro /Kalw-andros/ (HN)
probably also ke-sa-da-ra [-andra/, ke-sa-do-ro [-andros/ (HN)
deriv.: a-di-ri-ja-pi-qe [andrijamp"i k¥e/ (instr. pl.), a-di-ri-ja-te-qe /andrijanté k"e/ (instr.
sg.) ‘human being’
Gvepog (1.481): a-ne-mo [Anemon/ (gen. pl.) (DN)
GvBpwmog (1.250): a-to-ro-qo /ant’rok¥6i/ ‘human being’
Avtrvwp (2.822): a-ta-no [Ant-anér/ (HN)
&t (8.163, 1.31 &vTidw):
comp.: a-ta-no /Ant-andr/ (HN)
a-ti-ke-ne-ja [Anti-genejjai/ (dat.) (fem. HN)
a-ti-pa-mo [Anti-p"amos/ (HN)
deriv.: probably a-ti-ja /antija(i)/ (fem. or neut. nom. pl.) ‘(component)’
G&wv (5.723): a-ko-so-ne [aksones/ (nom. pl.)
areyu 1 (6.362): Ja-pe-e-si[ /ap-ehensi/ (3rd pl.), a-pe-o /ap-ehon/ (masc. sg. part.), a-pe-o-te /
ap-ehontes/ (pl.), a-pe-a-sa /ap-ehasai/ (fem. nom. pl.) ‘absent’
amey 2 (10.289): a-pe-i-si [ap-eisi/ (3rd sg.) ‘goes away (?)’
amnoé (1.67): ~ a-pu [apu/
comp.: a-pe-do-ke [ap-edoke/ (see s.v.)
a-pe-i-si [ap-eisi/ (3rd sg.) ‘goes away (?)’
Ja-pe-e-si| /ap-ehensi/ (see &reiyu 2)
perhaps a-pe-e-ke [ap-ehéke/ ‘2’
amodidwyt (1.134): a-pe-do-ke /ap-edoke/ and a-pu-do-ke [apu-doke/
relat.: a-pu-do-si [apu-dosis/ ‘delivery’
dpapiokw, &pnpwg (3.331, 4 134): a-ra-ru-ja /ararujja/ (fem. perf. part.), a-ra-ru-wo-a /ardrwoha/
(neut. pl.)
Gpyog (1.50):
comp.: probably to-ma-ko /Stom-argos/ (AN)
dpyvpog (2.857, 1.37 Apyvpdto80G): a-ku-ro [argurd/ (instr. sg.)
apeiwv (1.260): ~ a-rjo-a /arjoha/ (neut. pl.)
Apetawv (6.31): a-re-ta-wol /Aretawon/ (HN)
apetn (8.535, 6.31 ApeTawv):
deriv.: a-re-ta-wo[ /Aretawon/ (HN)
Gpnv (1.66, 9.154 TOADpPNY):



240 —— Homeric — Mycenaean Word Index (MYC)

deriv.: wo-ro-ne-ja /wronejja/ (neut. pl.) ‘lamb’s wool (?)’
probably we-re-ne-ja [wrénejja/ (fem.) ‘of a lamb (?)’
Aprg (2.110): a-re [Arei/ (dat.) (DN)
comp.: perhaps e-u-wa-re [Ehu-arés/ (HN)
deriv.: probably a-re-i-jo /Arehijos/ (HN)
appa (2.384): ~ a-mo /ar(h)mo/, a-mo-te /ar(h)mote/ (dual), a-mo-ta /ar(h)mota/ (pl.)
deriv.: a-ra-ro-mo-te-me-na (see appoiw)
a-mo-te-jo-na-de /ar(h)motejjona-de/ (acc.) ‘chariot workshop’
probably a-mo-te-wo /ar(h)mo(s)téwos/ (gen. from /-eus/) ‘chariot-builder (?)’
deriv.: a-mo-te-wi-ja /ar(h)mo(s)téwija/ (fem. nom. adj.)
appolw (3.333): a-ra-ro-mo-te-me-na, a-ra-ro-mo-to-me-nq[ /arar(h)motmena/ (fem. perf. part.)
comp.: a-na-mo-to /an-ar(h)mostoi/ (fem. nom. pl.) ~ ‘not fitted together’
deriv.: a-mo-te-re [ar(h)mostérei/ (dat.) ‘fitter (?)’
Gpovpa (2.548): a-ro-u-ra [aroura/
Aptepug (5.51): ~ a-te-mi-to /Artemitos/ (gen.), a-ti-mi-te [Artimitei/ (dat.) (DN)
Gpx0g (1.144, 2.837 Spyopog):
relat.: o-ka /ork"a/ ‘command unit (?)’
aodpvBog (10.576): a-sa-mi-to /asamintoi/ (nom. pl.)
doat (Bw) (5.289): -a-se-so-si /asésonsi/ (fut. from aor.) ‘feed, fill’
aomagopau (10.542, 7.118 GomAoLog):
deriv.: a-pa-si-jo-jo /Aspasijojjo/ (gen.) (HN)
aoméolog (7.118): a-pa-si-jo-jo /Aspasijojjo/ (gen.) (HN)
&otu (2.332): wa-tu /wastu/
comp.: wa-tu-o-ko [Wastu-hokos/ (HN), ~ wa-tu-wa-o-ko [Wastuwa-hokros/ (HN)
Aotudyn (2.513): wa-tu-o-ko [Wastu-hokros/ (HN), wa-tu-wa-o-ko [Wastuwa-hok"os/ (HN)
aVAGG (17.297): au-ro [auloi/ oder /auld/ (nom. pl. or dual) ‘(part of a chariot)’
avTog (1.4, 4.395 ADTOQOVOG): au-to-te-qa-jo [ Auto-tégvajjos/ (HN)
Gortog (2.46): a-gi-ti-ta /A-k*thita/ (fem. HN)
aepinpu (1.25): perhaps a-pe-e-ke /ap-ehéke/ ?’
Axaitg (1.254 Axarida yaiav, 1.2 Axowol): a-ka-wi-ja-de [Akraiwian-de/ (PN)
AYAA(Medg (11): a-ki-re-we [AkMl(1)éwei/ (dat.) (HN)

Baivw, €Bn (1.34, 1.437):
relat.:  -Batdv (6.434 GuBatdc, 1.426 xaAkoBatig): comp.: pe-ga-to [peg-g¥aton/ ‘chariot
floor (?)
-Baoin (3.107 UmepPaoin): comp.: a-no-qga-si-ja [ano-g*asijas/ (gen.)
Baohevg (1.9): ga-si-re-u [g“asileus/
deriv.: qa-si-re-wi-ja [g¥asiléwija/ (subst.) ?’
Bookw (5.162):
comp.: go-go-ta-o /g*o(u)-g"o6tadn/ (gen. pl.) ‘cowherds’, go-u-qo-ta /G*ou-g*otai/ (dat.)
(HN)
su-qo-ta [su-g*6tai/ (dat.) ‘swineherd’
perhaps pa-qo-ta [Pan-g*6tas/ (HN)
Bodg (1.154): go-o /g“ons/ (acc. pl.)
comp.: go-u-ko-ro /g¥ou-kolos/ ‘cowherd’
qo-go-ta-o /g*o(u)-g*6tadon/ (gen. pl.) ‘cowherds’, go-u-qo-ta /G"ou-g*otai/ (dat.)
(HN)
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)

qo-u-ka-ra [g¥ou-karas/ or /g¥ou-kras/ ‘with the head of a cow (?)
probably ta-ti-qo-we-u /Stati-g*oweus/ (HN)
BoukoAog (5.313): go-u-ko-ro /g*ou-kolos/ ‘cowherd’

Yévog (2.852, 1.337 Sloyevng, 1477 fpLyEvela):
comp.: ai-pu-ke-ne-ja [Aipu-genejjai/ (dat.) (fem. HN)
a-ti-ke-ne-ja [Anti-genejjai/ (dat.) (fem. HN)
Teprviog (2.336): perhaps based on ke-re-no /Gerénoi/ (dat.) (HN in Pylos)
YEPOLOLOG (4.259):
deriv.: ke-ro-si-ja /geronsija/ ‘council of elders (?)’
Yépwv (1.33): ke-ro-te /gerontes/
deriv.: ke-ro-si-ja /geronsija/
ylyvopat, £yevounv (149, 2.468):
comp.: o-u-pa-ro-ke-ne[-to [ou paro-geneto/ (3rd sg. aor.) ‘did not appear’
relat.: yévog (see s.v.)
T\abkog (2.876, 16.34 yAavkoG): ka-ra-u-ko /Glaukos/ (HN)
YAUkUG (1.249):
relat.: de-re-u-ko /dleukos/ ‘new wine’
TopTuG (2.646): ko-tu-we /Gortawei/ (dat./loc.) (PN)
ypaia (0d. 1.438, I1. 3.386 ypniq): ka-ra-u-ja and ka-ra-wi-ja [grawja-/
yuvn (1.348): ku-na-ja /gunajja / (fem. adj.) ‘for women’

Aaidalog (18.592, 3.358 moAvdaidaiog):
deriv.: da-da-re-jo-de [Daidalejjon-de/ (PN, probably a sanctuary)
Sapalw, Sapvnpt (1.61): da-ma-o-te /damahontes/ (fut. part.)
Satéopau (1.125): da-sa-to /da(s)sato/ (3rd sg. aor.)
comp.: e-pi-de-da-to [epi-dedastoi/ (3rd sg. perf.), e-pi-da-to /epi-dastos/ ‘distributed’
8¢ (1.4): -de- /de/
8épw (6.245, 2.513 860G): de-me-o-te [demehontes/ (fut. part.)
relat.: na-u-do-mo /nau-domoi/ ‘shipbuilder (?)’
to-ko-do-mo [tMoikPo-domos/ ‘wallbuilder (?)’
do-po-ta /[Dom-potas/ or /Do(m)s-potas/ (DN)
8énag (1.471): di-pa [/dipas/, di-pa-e [dipahe/ (dual)
8eopog (1.401): de-so-mo [desmd/ or /desmois/ (instr. sg. or pl.)
comp.: 0-pi-de-so-mo [opi-desmoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘attachment’
Aevkahiwv (13.451): de-u-ka-rijo /Deukalijon/ (HN)
8edpo (1.153): de-we-ro-ai-ko-ra-i-ja [Deuro-/ (PN) (see épnyv)
déxopat (1.20, 1.446): de-ka-sa-to /deksato/
relat.: ra-wo-do-ko /Lawo-dokos/ (HN)
8¢w (1.406): de-de-me-no /dedemend/ (neut. dual perf. part.)
comp.: ka-ko-de-ta [k'alko-deta/ (neut. pl.) ‘fitted with bronze’
relat.: de-so-mo (see 8e0pOG)
Anji- (5.325 AntmuAog): da-i-qo-ta /Dai-k*"ontas/ (HN)
dnwog (17.250): da-mi-jo /damijos/
8fjuog (2.198): da-mo /damos/
comp.: o0-pi-da-mi-jo [opi-damijoi/ (nom. pl.) ?’
e-u-da-mo [Ehu-damos/ (HN)
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e-u-ru-da-mo /Euru-damos/ (HN)
wi-pi-da-mo| /Wip"i-damos/ (HN)
deriv.: da-mi-jo /damijos/
Si84okw (5.51, 9.442):
relat.: di-da-ka-re /didaskal-/ (form unclear)
8idupog (23.641): di-du-mo /Didumoi/ (dat.) (HN)
Sidwpu (1.96, 10.213 86015): di-do-si /didonsi/ (3rd pl.)
comp.: a-pe-do-ke [ap-edoke/ and a-pu-do-ke /apu-doke/
relat.: a-pu-do-si [apudosis/ ‘delivery’
relat.: do-ra-qe /dora k¥e/
probably also do-so-mo /dosmos/ ‘tax (?)’
A6vuoog (6.132): di-wo-nu-so-jo /Diwo(s)-niisojjo/ (gen.) (DN)
86pv (1.303): do-wa /dorwa/ (nom. pl.)
deriv.: do-we-jo /dorwejjo/ (instr.) ‘wooden’
relat.: du-ru-to-mo /dru-tomoi/ (see s.v.)
80VAN (3.409): do-e-ra /dohela/
relat.: do-e-ro /dohelos/
Spapetv (4.524, 2.812 mepidpopog, 18.281 8popog):
relat.: do-ro-me-u /Dromeus/ (HN)
SpuTopog (11.86): du-ru-to-mo /dru-tomoi/ (pl.) ‘woodcutter’
80 (1.250): dwo /dwo/ (nom., acc.), du-wo-u-pi ~ /d(u)woup"i/ (instr.)
8@ (1.426): do-de /do(n)-de/ ‘homeward’
8@pov (1.213): do-ra-ge /dora kve/
comp.: a-pi-do-ra [Amp*i-dorai/ (dat.) (fem. HN), a-pi-do-ro[ /Amp"i-doros/ (HN)
te-o-do-ra-'ge' /T"eho-dora k¥e/ (fem. HN)

£avog (3.385): we-ha-no-i /wehanoihi/ (dat. pl.) ‘garment’
£ykeipat (22.513): e-ke-jo-to /en-kejjo(n)toi/ (3rd pl.)
£yxein (2.530): e-ke-i-ja [enkPehijai/ (pl.) ‘spear (?)’
#yx05 (2.389): e-ke-a [enkeha/ (pl.)

deriv.: e-ke-i-ja [enkPehijai/ (pl.) ‘spear (?)’
£60¢ (1.534):

comp.: o-pi-e-de-i [opi-hedehi/ (dat. pl.) ‘abode (?)’
&épyw (2.617):

relat.: probably we-re-ke /wreges/ (pl. root-noun) ‘enclosure (?)’
EiAeiBuia (11.270): ~ e-re-u-ti-ja [Eleuthijai/ (dat. sg.) (DN)
eipi (1.63, 1.153): e-e-si /ehensi/ (3rd pl.)

comp.: a-pe-e-si[ /ap-ehensi/ (see Grey 1)

e-ne-e-si [en-ehensi/ (3rd)

sﬁu (1169): i-jo-te [ijontes/ (part.)

comp.: a-pe-i-si [ap-eisi/ (3rd sg.) ‘goes away (?)’
£ipog (Od. 9.426, 11. 3.387 £ipokdpog, 5.137 £ipomdKog):

deriv.: we-we-e-a /[werwehe(jj)a/ (neut. pl.) ‘from wool’

we-we-si-je-ja [werwesijejjai/ (fem. pl.) ‘woolworker (?)’

8719 (1144): ~ e-me [hemé/ (instr.) ‘with one’
“Extwp (1.242): e-ko-to [Hektor/ (HN)
#\awov (2.754): e-rai-wo [elaiwon/
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ENaOvw (1.154): e-ra-se [elase/ (3rd sg. aor.)
éhapog (1.225):

deriv.:

e-ra-pe-ja [elap®ejja/ (fem. nom.) ‘from deer-hide’

£Ae00EPOG (6.455): e-re-u-te-ro [eleutPeron/ (neut.)

deriv.:

e-re-u-te-ro-se [eleut"erose/ (3rd sg. aor.) ‘let go free’

ENEQPaG (4 141): e-re-pa [elepras/

deriv.:

e-re-pa-te-ja [eleprantejja/ (fem.) ‘from ivory’

"EAewv (2.500): e-re-o-ni /Eleoni/ (dat.-loc. sg.) (PN)
(ENIE) (198 EAKDTIC):

deriv.:
¢v (1.14):
comp.:

e-ri-ka [helika/ ‘pasture’ (form and meaning attested in Arcadian)

e-ne-e-si [en-ehensi/ (3rd pl.)

e-ke-jo-to [en-kejjo(n)toi/ (3 pl.)

e-ke-ro-qo-no ~ [en-k"e(h)ro-k¥oinoi/ ‘the one who receives the wages in his hand’
(pl.)

e-to-ro-qa-ta [en-trok“atai/ ‘oar-loop (?)’

probably also e-mi-to /fem-mist"on/ (gen. pl.) ‘wage-laborer’

£veka (1.94, 1.214): e-ne-ka [(h)eneka/
évelu (1.593): e-ne-e-si /en-ehensi/ (3rd pl.)

évvéa (2.96):

comp.:

e-ne-wo-pe-za [en(n)ewo-ped’a/ (fem. adj.)

"Ev(v)ooi- (7.445 xBwv, 7.455 -yaog):

comp.:

perhaps e-ne-si-da-o-ne /En(n)esi-dahonei/ (dat.) (DN?)

"EvudAiog (2.651): e-nu-wa-ri-jo /Entialijos/ (DN)
££ (5.270): we-pe-za ~ [hwes-ped’a/ ‘six-footed’ (fem. nom. sg.)
énti (1.12): e-pi /epi/, e-pi-qe /epi k¥e/, ~ o-pi [opi/

comp.:

e-pi-ko-ru-si-jo [epi-korusijo/ (neut. dual), o-pi-ko-ru-si-ja [opi-korusija/ (pl.) ‘on
the helmet’

e-pi-ko-wa [epi-kPowai/ (dat.) ‘pouring (of oil) (?)’

e-po-mi-jo [ep-0mijo/ (dual) ‘shoulder-guard’

o-pa-wo-ta [op-aworta/ (neut. pl.) ~ ‘attached’

0-po-qo [op-0k¥ois/ (neut. instr. pl.) ‘blinkers (?)’

o0-pi-da-mi-jo /opi-damijoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘?’

0-pi-de-so-mo [opi-desmoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘attachment’

o-pi-ha-ra [opi-hala/ (acc. pl.)

0-pi-ri-mi-ni-jo /Opi-limnijos/ (HN)

0-pi-ro-qo [opi-loik¥os/ ‘remaining’

o0-pi-su-ko /opi-siikoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘overseer of figs (?)’

o-pi-te-ke-e-u [opi-tMe(u)k"eheus/ (nom.), o-pi-te-u-ke-e-we [opi-tWeukrehéwei/
(dat.) ‘overseer of equipment (?)’

o-pi-tu-ra-jo [opi-thurajjoi/ (dat.) ‘door-keeper’

probably also e-pi-ki-to-ni-ja /epi-ktitonijai/ (fem. nom. pl.?) ‘2’

perhaps also e-pi-ja-ta ~ [Epi(h)altas/ (HN)

énoeipw (7.426): ~ o-pa-wo-ta [op-aworta/ (neut. pl.) ~ ‘attached’
embnpog (9.64): ~ o-pi-da-mi-jo [opi-damijoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘2’
£ropa (1.158):

comp.:

a-pi-e-qe [amp"i /hek"ei/
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relat.: probably e-ge-ta /hekvetas/ ‘follower’
deriv.: e-ge-si-jo /hek“esijoi/ (nom. pl. adj.)
0-qa-wo-ni [Hok"awoni/ (dat.) (HN)
€pyadopat (18.469):
relat.: we-ke-i-ja /wergehija/ ‘work group (?)’
we-ka-ta [wergatai/ (pl.) ‘worker (oxen)’
épyov (1.115):
comp.: ma-na-si-we-ko /Mnasi-wergos/ (HN)
pi-ro-we-ko [PPilo-wergos/ (HN)
£pdw, pelw (1.315, 1.147): ~ wo-ze /worg’ei/ (3rd sg.), wo-ze-e [worg’ehen/ (inf.), wo-zo /worg’on/
(part.)
relat.: -gpyng (5.585 ebepyng):
comp.: probably ke-re-si-jo we-ke [krésijo-wergés/ (masc. nom.) ‘made in a
Cretan style (?)’
-epyog (1 147 ‘Exkaepyog, 5.403 OBPLHOEPYOG, 24.277 EVTECIEPYOQ):
comp.: a-pu-ko-wo-ko /ampuk(o)-worgos/ ~ ‘maker of headbands’
e-to-wo-ko [?-worgoi/ (dat.)
i-je-ro-wo-ko /i(h)ero-worgos/
ko-wi-ro-wo-ko [kowilo-worgos/ ‘?’
ku-ru-so-wo-ko [k"riiso-worgoi/ (pl.) ‘goldsmith’
ku-wa-no-wo-ko-i /kuwano-worgoihi/ (dat. pl.)
to-ko-so-wo-ko [tokso-worgoi/ (pl.) ‘maker of bows’
to-ro-no-wo-ko /t'rono-worgoi/ (pl.)
£péoow (9.361): based on e-re-ta /eretai/ (nom. pl.)
based on e-re-e [erehen/ (pres. inf.) ‘row’
£peTng (1.142): e-re-ta [eretai/ (nom. pl.)
€pt- (1.155 £pLR@AAL):
comp.: e-ri-ke-re-we [Eri-klewés/ (HN)
perhaps e-ri-we-ro [Eri-wér6i/ (dat.) (HN)
épinpog, -€¢ (3.47): perhaps e-ri-we-ro [Eri-wérdi/ (dat.) (HN)
"Epwig (9.454): e-ri-nu [Erinus/ (DN)
£ppa (14.182): e-ma-ta /(h)ermata/ ‘sandal-strap’
‘Eppeiag (2.104, 20.72 Eppufc): e-ma-ha [(H)ermahas/ (DN)
£pubpog (9.365, 2.499 Epubpai): e-ru-ta-ra /erut’ra/ (fem. nom.), e-ru-to-ro /Erut'ros/ (HN)
#pupat (1.216, 239), pvopat (9.396, 15.141): o-u-ru-to [ou wruntoi/ (3rd pl.) ‘guard’
comp.: in the derivative e-pi-u-ru-te-we /epi-wratéwei/ (dat. of /-eus/) ?’
£pxopat (1.120, 1.535 £mepyOpevog): e-ko-me-no (see OpYopevog)
€oyapn (10.418): e-ka-ra [eskPara/ (nom. sg.) ‘brazier’
"ETe0KAf|G (4.386 Bin EteokAnein):
deriv.: e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo [Etewoklewehijos/ (patronymic adj.)
£1e06 (2.300):
comp.: e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo [Etewoklewehijos/ (patronymic adj.)
deriv.: e-te-wa /Etewas/ (HN)
£10G (2.328): we-to [wetos/, we-te-i-we-te-i /wetehi-wetehi/ ‘year after year’
ev- (1.17):
comp.: e-u-da-mo /Ehu-damos/ (HN)
e-u-me-de [Ehu-médés/ (HN)
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e-u-me-ne [Ehu-menés/ (HN)
e-u-me-ta /[Ehu-métas/ (HN)
e-u-po-ro-wo /Ehu-plowos/ (HN)
probably e-u-wa-re [Ehu-arés/ (HN)
EVpndng (10.314): e-u-me-de [Ehu-médés/ (HN)
evrhoin (9.362):
relat.: e-u-po-ro-wo [Ehu-plowos/ (HN)
€vpug (1.102):
comp.: e-u-ru-da-mo /Euru-damos/ (HN)
e-u-ru-po-to-re-mo-jo [Euru-ptolemojjo/ (gen.) (HN)
Ebtpnotig (2.502):
relat.: probably e-u-te-re-u [Eutreus?/ (nom. sg.?) (PN)
ebyopa (1.43): e-u-ke-to-ge [eukretoi k¥e/ (3rd sg.), e-u-ko-me-no /Eukromenos/ (HN)
£palog (2.538): ~ 0-pi-ha-ra opi-hala/ (acc. pl.)
"EQLaAtng (5.385): e-pi-ja-ta ~ [Epi(h)altas/ (HN)
"Exivat (2.625):
relat.: e-ki-no [Ek"inos/ (HN)
£xua (12.260): e-ka-ma-te-ge [(h)ekmaté k“e/ (instr. sg.), e-ka-ma-pi /(h)ek"mapp"i/ (instr. pl.)
‘grip’
éxw (1.14, 1.51 éxemevkn|g): e-ke /(h)ekbei/
comp.: e-ke-me-de [(H)ek"e-médés/ (HN)
e-ke-da-mo [(H)ek"e-damos/ (HN)
relat.: e-ka-ma-te-qe [(h)ek"maté k“e/ (see &xpa)
-0x06 (1.279 oxnmtobxog):
comp.: ko-to-no-o-ko /ktoino-(h)okPos/ ‘ktoina-possesser’
wa-tu-o-ko  /Wastu-(h)okPos/ (HN), wa-tu-wa-o-ko [Wastuwa-
(h)okPos/ (HN)

ZakuvOog (2.634):
deriv.: za-ku-si-ja /Zakunsija/ (neut. pl. adj.), za-ku-si-jo /Zakunsijoi/ (dat.) (HN)
{ebyog (18.543): ze-u-ke-si [zeugessi/ (dat. pl.)
deriv.: ze-u-ke-u-si [zeugeusi/ (dat. pl.) ‘one responsible for a team (?)’
Zeug (1.5): di-wo /Diwos/ (gen.), di-we /[Diwei/ (dat.) (DN)
deriv.: di-u-ja, di-wi-ja /Diwjas/ (gen.) (DN), di-wi-jo-jo /Diwjojjo/ (gen.) (month name),
di-wi-jo-de /Diwjon-de/ ‘into the sanctuary of Zeus’
di-wo /Diwon/ (HN)
Z&@upog (2.147): ze-phu-ro [Zepturos/ (HN)
deriv.: ze-phu-rai [zeptur’ai/ (fem. pl. adj.)
Léw (18.349): ze-so-me-no [ze(s)somendi/ (dat. fut. part.) ‘that which ought to be boiled’
comp.: a-re-pa-zo-o [aleipPa-zoh6i/ (dat.) and a-re-po-zo-o /aleip"o-zohos/ (nom.)
‘unguent-boiler’
relat.: zo-a /zohai/ (dat.) ‘boiled oil (?)’

fyéopat (1.71):

comp.: perhaps ku-na-ke-ta-i [kun-agetahi/ (dat. pl.) ‘leader of the hounds, hunter’
f8opat (0d. 9.353), 7180g (I1. 2.270, 1.248 iBvenng): wa-do-me-no /[Hwadomenai/ (dat.) (HN)
fHiovog (2.852): e-mi-jo-no-i /hémij/onoihi/ (dat. pl.)
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fvia (3.261): a-ni-ja ~ /anhijai/ (fem. nom. pl.)
“Hpn (1.55): e-ra /(H)érai/ (dat.) (DN)

Hpwg (1.4):
comp.: probably ti-ri-se-ro-e [Tris-(h)érohei/ (dat.) (DN)
“Hpawotog (1.571):

deriv.: a-pa-i-ti-jo /[(H)aptaistijos/ or /(H)ap"aistijon/ (HN)

Osivw (1.588):

relat.:  -@6vog (1.242 &vBpo@ovog): ra-wo-qo-no /Lawo-k*"onos/ (HN)

-@ovng (2.103 ApyeipovTng, 4.395 IloAvdvtng):
comp.: da-i-qo-ta [Dai-k*"ontas/ (HN)
ge-re-qo-ta-o [K“éle-k"'ontdo/ (gen.), ~ (?) pe-re-qo-ta |Péle-
k*hontas/ (HN)
ra-wo-qo-ta [Lawo-k*"ontas/ (HN)
0¢elog (2.22): te-i-ja [t"ehijai/ (dat.)
0e6¢ (1.18): te-0-jo /thehojjo/ (gen.), te-o /t"ehdi/ (dat.) ‘god, goddess’, pa-si-te-o-i /pansi
thehoihi/ (dat. pl.)
comp.: te-0-po-rija [TPeho-prorija(i)/ (nom. pl.) (festival name?)
te-o-do-ra-'ge' /T"eho-dora k¥e/ (fem. HN)

deriv.: te-i-ja [t"ehijai/ (dat.)
Oepanwv (1.321): te-ra-po-ti [Treraponti/ (dat.) (HN)

relat.: te-ra-pi-ke /t"erapiskei/ (3rd sg.)
Onpaiog (8.120): te-ga-jo /Treg"ajjoi/ (dat.-loc.) (HN), te-ga-ja /T"ég"ajja/ (fem. HN)
OfBat (6.223, 1.366 OAPN): te-ga-de [Treg¥ans-de/ ‘toward Thebes’ (PN)

deriv.: te-qa-jo /T"&g"ajjoi/ (dat.-loc.) (HN), te-qa-ja /T"égvajja/ (fem. HN)

comp.: au-to-te-qa-jo [Auto-t"ég“ajjos/ (HN)

Onoevg (1.265): te-se-u /Theseus/ (HN)
Opfvug (14.240): ta-ra-nu /[t"ranus/
0povog (1.536): ~ to-no /thornos/

comp.: to-ro-no-wo-ko ~ [t"rono-worgoi/ (pl.)
Buydtnp (1.13): tu-ka-te-ge [t"ugatér k¥e/, tu-ka-te-re /ttugatrei/ (dat.)
Oupog (1.24): tu-ma-i-ta [T*amaitas/ (HN)
600¢ (6.270): tu-wo /tPuwos/, tu-we-a /truweha/ (neut.) ‘(aromatic material)’
BUpat (2.788):

comp.: o-pi-tu-ra-jo [opi-tturajjoi/ (dat.) ‘door-keeper’
Owpng (2.544): to-ra-ka [troraks/

‘I8opeveng (1.145):
relat.: i-do-me-ne-ja /Idomenejja/ (fem. HN)
probably also i-do-me-ni-jo /Idomenij6i/ (dat.) (HN)
iep0g (1.99): i-je-ro [i(h)eros/
comp.: i-je-ro-wo-ko [i(h)ero-worgos/
deriv.: i-je-re-ja [i(h)erejja/ ‘priestess’
i-je-re-u [i(h)ereus/ ‘priest’
iépela (6.300): ije-re-ja /i(h)erejja/ ‘priestess’
iepeng (1.23): ije-re-u [i(h)ereus/
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N (1.479):
comp.: perhaps a-pe-e-ke [ap-ehéke/ ‘?’
inp (2.732): i-ja-te [ijatér/
ikéTag (21.75, 3.147 ‘Iketdwv): i-ke-ta [Hiketas/ (HN)
{nnelog (5.799): i-qe-ja /(h)ikkwejjai/ (dat.) (epithet for a DN)
{nnog (1.154): i-qo /(h)ikkwoi/ (nom. pl.)
comp.: i-po-po-qo-i-qe /(h)ippo-pPorg*oihi k*e/ and i-qo-po-qo-i /(h)ikkwo-prorg“oihi/
(dat. pl.)
deriv.: i-ge-ja /(h)ikkwejjai/ (see s.v.)
i-qi-ja [(h)ikkwija/ ‘chariot (?)’
00 (1.163):
comp.: Wwi-so-wo-pa-na /wiswo-/ (neut. pl. adj.)
{otnue (2 151):
comp.: probably ta-ti-go-we-u /Stati-g"oweus/ (HN)
io1o¢ (1.31):
deriv.: i-te-u /histeus/ ‘weaver’ (also HN)
i-to-we-sa [histowessa/ (fem. sg. adj.) ‘?’
Tt (1.38):
comp.: wi-pi-no-o [Wiphi-nohos/ (HN)
wi-pi-da-mo[ /[Wip"i-damos/ (HN)
'Ipivoog (7.14): wi-pi-no-o [Wip"i-nohos/ (HN)

kaiw (1.40): ke-ka-u-me-no [kekaumenos/ (perf. part.)
comp.: pu-ka-wo [pur-kawoi/ (pl.) (OH)
kKOG, kokiwv (110, 9.601): ~ ka-zo-e [kak’'ohes/ (nom. pl. comparative)
KaAOG, KaAAt- (1.473, 1 143 kaAAmtapnog):
comp.: ka-wa-do-ro [Kalw-andros/ (HN)
kbveov (9.217): ka-ne-ja [kanejja/ (neut. pl. adj.) ‘from willow’
kamvog (1.317):
deriv.: ka-pi-ni-ja [kapnijas/ (gen.) ‘chimney’
kapn (2.11, 8.84 xpaviov): ka-ra-a-pi [karahapp®i/ or /krahapp"i/
comp.: a-ka-ra-no /a-karanos/
qo-u-ka-ra /g ou-karas/ or /g¥ou-kras/ ‘with a cow-head (?)’
se-re-mo-ka-ra-a-pi [seirémo-karahapp"i/ or /-krahapp"i/ (instr. pl.), se-re-mo-ka-
ra-o-re [seirémo-karahoré/ or /-krahoré/ (instr. sg.)
kap1og (1156): ka-po [karpoi/ (pl.)
kaot- (3.333 kaotyvnTog):
comp.: perhaps ka-si-ko-no [kasi-konos/ or /kasi-gonos/ ‘?’
Kaooavdpn (13.366):
relat.: ka-sa-no /Kass-anor/ (HN)
-k&oTn (13.173 Mndeokaotn, 8.305 KaoTidvelpo):
comp.: perhaps po-to-ri-ka-ta /Ptoli-kastai/ (dat.) (masc. HN)
deriv.: perhaps ka-to /Kastor/ (HN)
K&otwp (3.237): probably ka-to /Kastor/ (HN)
kelpan (1.124):
comp.: e-ke-jo-to /en-kejjo(n)toi/ (3rd pl.)
kehawvog (1.303): ke-ra-no-qe [Kelainos k¥e/ (AN)
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KEPAg (4.109): ke-ra-a [keraha/ (neut. pl.)
deriv.: ke-ra-(i-)ja-pi [kerajjap*i/ (fem. instr. pl.) ‘horn’
kepapevg (18.601, 5.387 képapog): ke-ra-me-u [kerameus/
knpvE (1.321): ka-ru-ke /karikei/ (dat.)
Kuwopng (11.20): ki-nu-ra [Kinuras/ (HN)
kAgog (1.337, 2.325):
comp.: e-ri-ke-re-we [Eri-klewés/ (HN)
ke-ro-ke-re-we-o ~ [K"e(h)ro-klewehos/ (gen.) (HN)
probably na-u-si-ke-re[ [Nausi-kle[wés]/ (HN)
in the derivative e-te-wo-ke-re-we-i-jo [Etewoklewehijos/ (patronymic adj.)
kAN (6.89): ka-ra-wi-po-ro [klawi-proros/ (fem. OH)
KAupévn (3.144): ku-ru-me-no [Klumenos/ (HN)
KAOw (1.43): ku-ru-me-no /Klumenos/ (HN)
Kvwodg (2.646): ko-no-so [Kndsos/ (PN)
KOi\oG (1.26): ko-wi-ro-wo-ko [kowilo-worgos/ ‘?’
Kompevg (15.639): ko-pe-re-u [Kopreus/ (HN)
KopwvBog (2.570): ko-ri-to /Korint"os/ (PN)
deriv.: ko-ri-si-ja [Korinsija/ (fem. HN)
KOpUG (3.362, 2.816 kopuBALOAOG): ko-ru /korus/, ko-ru-to [korutPos/ (gen.)
comp.: probably e-pi-ko-ru-si-jo [epi-korusijo/ (neut. dual), o-pi-ko-ru-si-ja [opi-korusija/
(pl.) ‘on the helmet’
probably ko-ru-to /Korut"os/ (HN)
kovpn (1.98): ko-wa [korwa/
koDpog (1.470): ko-wo [korwos/
Kpnn (2.649, 2.645 Kpfteg):
comp.: probably ke-re-si-jo we-ke [Krésijo-wergés/ ‘made in Cretan style (?)’
kpnnp (1.470): Jka-ra-te-ra [kratéra/ (acc.?)
Kpivw (1.309):
comp.: me-ki-to-ki-ri-ta [Megisto-krita/ (fem. HN)
(kTilw) (2.501 -kTipevog, 2.592 -kTiToQ): ki-ti-je-si /ktijensi/ (3rd pl. athematic pres.), ki-ti-me-na /
ktimena/ (fem. part.)
comp.: a-ki-ti-to /a-ktiton/ (neut.) ‘unbuilt on, uncultivated (?)’
me-ta-ki-ti-ta /meta-ktitas/ ‘resettler (?)’
relat.: ko-to-na /ktoina/ ‘plot of land’
comp.: ko-to-no-o-ko [ktoino-(h)ok"os/ ‘ktoina-possessor’
a-ko-to-no [a-ktoinoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘without ktoina’
KUavog (11.24): ku-wa-no [kuwand/ (instr.) ‘lapis lazuli (?)’
comp.: ku-wa-no-wo-ko-i [kuwano-worgoihi/ (dat. pl.)
KUKAOG (11.33):
deriv.: ku-ke-re-u /Kukleus/ (HN)
Kompog (11.21, 5.330 Kimpig):
deriv.: ku-pi-ri-jo [Kuprijos/ (HN)
kOwv (1.4): ku-ne [kunei/ (dat.), ku-si /kunsi/ (dat. pl.)
comp.: ku-na-ke-ta-i /[kun-agetahi/ (dat. pl.)
Kunapooog (2.519): ku-]pa-ri-so [Kuparissos/
deriv.: probably ku-pa-ri-si-jo /Kuparissijoi/ (nom. pl. adj.)
see also ku-pa-ri-se-ja [kuparissejja/ (neut. pl.) ‘from cypress’
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kUmepog (21.351): ~ ku-pa-ro [kupar’on/ and ku-pa-rjo [kuparjon/
deriv.: ku-pa-ro-we /kupar’owen/ (neut.)

Adag (2.319, 3.57 AGivog):
deriv.: ra-e-ja /1ahejja/ (fem. adj.)
Aokedaipwy (2.581):
deriv.: probably [ra-]ke-da-mo-ni-jo- /[Lakedaimonio-/
Aa6dokog (4.87): ra-wo-do-ko [Lawo-dokos/ (HN)
Aaog (1.10):
comp.: ra-wa-ke-ta [lawagetas/ (see &yw)
ra-wo-do-ko [Lawo-dokos/ (HN)
ra-wo-qo-no /Lawo-k*ronos/ (HN)
ra-wo-qo-ta /Lawo-k*rontas/ (HN)
a-ke-ra-wo [Age-lawos/ (HN)
a-pi-ra-wo [Ampti-lawos/ (HN)
ne-e-ra-wo /Nehe-lawoi/ (dat.) (HN)
pe-ri-ra-wo [Peri-lawos/ (HN)
Asinw (1.235): re-qo-me-no [leik¥omenoi/ (nom. pl. part.)
relat.: o-pi-ro-qo /opi-loik*os/ ‘remaining’
pe-ri-ro-qo [peri-loik*oi/ (pl.)
Aerttdg (9.661): re-po-to [lepton/ (neut.) ‘fine’
Aevkog (1.480, 1.55 AevkwAevog [see also wAévn)): re-u-ko /leukos/
comp.: re-u-ko-nu-ka [leukonuk®a/ (neut. pl. adj.)
re-u-ko-ro-o-phu-ru [Leuk(r)-op*ris/ (HN)
Aéyog (1.31, 2.697 Aexemoing): re-ke(-e)-to-ro-te-ri-jo [lekPe(s)-strotérijo-/ (dat. sg. or gen. pl.)
(festival name)
Aewv (3.23, 2.745 AeovTeg): re-wo-pi- [lewom(p)phi/ (instr. pl.)
Aprpv, Aipvn (1432, 2.711): o-pi-ri-mi-ni-jo /Opi-limnijos/ (HN)
Aivov (5.487): ri-no [linon/
deriv.: ri-ne-ja [linejja/ ‘female linen-weaver (?)’
Auti, Aita (18.352, 8.441): ~ ri-ta [lita/ (neut. pl. adj.)
Aoetpov (14.6):
deriv.: re-wo-te-re-jo /lewotrejjo-/ (dual or pl.?) ‘for the bath’
comp.: re-wo-to-ro-ko-wo [lewotro-krowoi/ (pl.) (fem. OH)
Aoetpoyoog (18.346): re-wo-to-ro-ko-wo [lewotro-krowoi/ (pl.) (fem. OH)
\Oxog (4.471, 2.826 Avkawv): ru-ko /Lukos/ or /Lukon/ (HN)

paABokdg (17.588): ma-ta-ko /Malt"akos/ (HN)
MayGwv (2.732): ma-ka-wo /Mak"awon/ (HN)
paxntng (5.801): ma-ka-ta /Mak"atas/ (HN)
payopat, poxeopat, poyn (1.8, 1.153, 1.177):

relat.: ma-ka-ta /Makhatas/ (HN)

ma-ka-wo [Mak"awon/ (HN)
Héyag, peilwv, péytatog (1.78, 1167, 1.525): ~ me-zo /meg’ds/ (nom. sg. comparative), me-zo-e
/meg’ohes/ (pl.)

comp.: me-ki-to-ki-ri-ta [Megisto-krita/ (fem. HN)

HEBL (7471): me-tu-wo /mettuos/ (gen.)
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peig (2.292): me-no /ménhos/ (gen. sg.)
deriv.: me-ni-jo /ménhijon/ ‘month’s ration’
pelwv (2.528): me-u-jo, me-wi-jo /me(i)wjos/ (nom. sg.), me-u-jo-e /me(i)wjohes/
(nom. pl.)
MeAavoiog (6.36): perhaps based on me-ra-to /Melant"os/ (HN)
HENL (1.249): me-ri [meli/, me-ri-to /melitos/ (gen.)
deriv.: me-ri-te-wo /melitéwos/ (gen. from nom. /-eus/) ‘honey-gatherer (?)’
me-ri-ti-jo /melitijos/ ‘honey (wine)’
pévog (1.103):
comp.: e-u-me-ne [Ehu-menés/ (HN)
péo(o)atog (8.223): me-sa-to /mesatoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘middling’
HeTG (1.48):
comp.: me-ta-ki-ti-ta /meta-ktitas/ ‘resettler (?)’
me-ta-ke-ku-me-na /meta-k™ekrumena/ (fem. perf. part.) ‘2’
me-to-qe-u [Metokveus/ (HN)
perhaps me-ta-no /Met-anor/ (HN)
RETWTIOV (4.460):
deriv.: me-to-ge-u /[Metok“eus/ (HN)
piidog (2.340):
comp.: a-pi-me-de [Amp"i-médés/ (HN)
e-ke-me-de [(H)ek"e-médés/ (HN)
e-u-me-de /Ehu-médés/ (HN)
pe-ri-me-de [Peri-médés/ (HN)
deriv.: me-de-i-jo /Médehijos/ (HN)
prtnp (1.280): ma-te /matér/
piiTig (2.169, 1.175 pntieta):
relat.: -puTNg (4.59 dykvAopng):
comp.: perhaps e-u-me-ta [Ehu-métas/ (HN)
MiAnTog (2.647, 2.868):
deriv.: mi-ra-ti-ja /Milatija/ (fem.) (ethnic adj.)
ployw (2.232):
relat.: mi-ka-ta /miktas/ ‘mixer (?)’
WiAto- (2.637 pultomnapnog): mi-to-we-sa /miltowessa/ (fem.) ‘rich in vermilion
Hw (1.29): da-mo-de-mi /damos de min/
WoBog (10.304):
comp.: probably e-mi-to /em-mist’on/ (gen. pl.) ‘wage-laborer’
pvAoacbat (1.407, 21.210 Mvijoog):
relat.: ma-na-si-we-ko /Mnasi-wergos/ (HN)
HOABoG (11.237): ~ mo-ri-wo-do /moliwdos/ ‘lead’
MoAiwv (11.322): mo-ri-wo /Moliwon/ (HN)

>

vag (1.12):
comp.: na-u-do-mo [nau-domoi/ ‘shipbuilder (?)’
na-u-si-ke-re[ /[Nausi-kle[wés?]/ (HN)
o-ku-na-wo /Oku-nawos/ (HN)
o-ti-na-wo /Orti-nawos/ (HN)
véopat (1.32, 1.247 Néotwp, 2.20 NnArjiog):
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comp.: (act.)ne-e-ra-wo /[Nehe-1awoi/ (dat.) (HN)
ne-ti-ja-no /Nestij-anor/ (HN)

véog (1.259): ne-wo /newon/ (neut.)
vnog (1.39):

deriv.: probably na-wi-jo ~ /nawijon/ (masc. acc. sg.)
vnrotiog (13.292): na-pu-ti-jo [Naputijos/ (HN)
vijo0G (2.108):

deriv.: perhaps na-si-jo /Nasijos/ oder /Nasijon/ (HN)
vidw (7.425):

relat.: ke-ni-qa ~ [khe(h)r-nig“a/ (see xépviov)
voog (1.132):

comp.: wi-pi-no-o [Wip"i-nohos/ (HN)

£av00g, EavBog (1.197, 2.877): ka-sa-to [Ksant"os/ (HN)
&etvog (4.377, 2.623 TloAVEewvog):

deriv.: ke-se-nu-wi-ja /ksenwija/ (neut. pl.)

ke-se-nu-wo [Ksenwon/ (HN)

££vi06 (11.779): ke-se-nu-wi-ja [ksenwija/ (neut. pl.)
£ipog (1194): gi-si-pe-e [k*sip"ehe/ (dual)
&ov (1.8):

comp.: ku-su-pa /[ksum-pan/ (neut.), ku-su-pa-ta /ksum-panta/ (pl.)

68006, 68wV (4.350):
deriv.: o-da-tu-we-ta [odatwenta/ and o-da-ku-we-ta, o-da-ke-we-ta [odakwenta/
(neut. pl.)
oTKog (1.19, 1.30): wo-i-ko-de, wo-ko-de [woikon-de/
ofvoc; (1.462): wo-no /woinos/
comp.: probably wo-no-go-so (see otvoi)
deriv.: probably wo-na-si /woinasi/ (dat.-loc. pl. from nom. /-ades/) ‘vines (?)’
071\2011) (2.613, with Bolg 13.703): wo-no-qo-so /Woin-ok*(o)s/ ~ ‘with wine-colored brow’, or
more likely included within: /Woinok*-orsos/ ~ ‘with wine-colored loin’
(AN)
010 (3.333): wo-jo /swoijjo/ (gen.) ‘his’
oiog (1.118):
comp.: probably o-wo-we ~ /oiw-0wés/ (masc. nom. sg.) ‘one-handled’ (rather than ~
/owowens/ ‘provided with handle(s)’)
OAtyog (1.167): o-ri-ko /oligoi/ (pl.)
ovivnpt, ovioat (1.503, 16.604 Ovitwp):
relat.: o-na-se-u /Onaseus/ (HN)
6vog (11.558): 0-no /onoi/ (pl.)
comp.: e-mi-jo-no-i /hémijonoihi/ (dat. pl.)
GVuE (8.248): probably o-nu /onu/(neut.), o-nu-ke /onukrei/(dat.), o-nu-ka /onuk"a/(pl.)*?’
comp.: probably po-ki-ro-nu-ka /poikilonuk®a/ (neut. pl.)
probably re-u-ko-nu-ka /leukonuk"a/ (neut. pl. adj.)
onawv (7.165): o-qa-wo-ni /Hok*awoni/ (dat.) (HN)
6mhov, dmihopat etc. (18.409, 19.172):
deriv.: perhaps o-po-ro-me-no /[Hoplomenos/ (HN)
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Snwna (2.799, 2.105 TIEAOY):
relat.: -oy (1.423):
comp.: ai-tijo-qo /Ait"ij-okvs/ (HN)
po-ki-ro-qo /Poikil-ok"(0)s/ (HN)
perhaps ka-ro-qo /K"ar-ok*(o)s/ (HN)
probably wo-no-qo-so (see ofvmj))
-wrov (4.460):
comp.: 0-po-qo [op-0k¥ois/ (neut. instr. pl.) ‘blinkers (?)
me-to-qe-u [Metok¥eus/ (HN)
Opdw, iBetv, otda (1.56, 1.203, 1.385): wi-de /wide/ (3rd sg. aor.)
deriv.: wi-do-wo-i-jo, wi-dwo-i-jo [Widwohijos/ (HN)
Opéotng (5.705): o-re-ta [Orestas/ (HN)
6pBa¢ (23.271, 2.739 'Opbn PN): o-tu-wo-we ~ [Ortw-6wes/ (HN)
6pvig (2.459):
deriv.: o-ni-ti-ja-pi [ornithijapi/ (fem. instr. pl. adj.)
Spopat (23.112): 0-ro-me-no /horomenoi/ (part.) ‘watching’
8pog (1.235): o-re-i /orehi/ (loc. sg.)
comp.: o-re-ta [Orestas/ (HN)
deriv.: o-re-ha /Orehas/ (HN)
(6poog) (3.33 makivopoog):
comp.: probably wo-no-qo-so /[Woinok*-orsos/ (see oivotp)
Opri- (5.542 Optihoyoq): o-ti-na-wo [Orti-nawos/ (HN)
‘Opxopevog (2.511): e-ko-me-no [Erk"omenoi/ (loc. sg.) (PN)
deriv.: o0-ko-me-ne-u /Ork"omeneus/ (HN)
601G (1.64, 1.230): jo-gi /jok-k*i/ (neut. acc. sg.) ‘what(ever)’
66 (1.2):
comp.: jo-qi /jok-k¥i/ (neut. acc. sg.), apparently also jo- /jo/ (neut. acc. sg.)
6te (1.80): o-te /(j)ote/
ov (1.28): o-u- fou/
00pOg (21.405): wo-wo /worwos/ ‘border’
deriv.: wo-we-u /worweus/ (OH)
wo-wi-ja [worwija/ (fem.) or /worwija/ (neut. pl.) ~ ‘border, region’
of)g (10.535, 11.633 ‘handle’):
comp.: a-no-we ~ [an-6wes/ and a-no-wo-to ~ /[an-6woton/ (neut.) ‘handle-less’
0-wo-we (masc. nom. sg.) ‘one-handled’ (see 0i0g)
ti-ri-jo-we ~ [trij-owes/ (neut.) ‘three-handled’
ge-to-ro-we ~ [k¥etr-owes/ (neut.) ‘four-handled’
o-tu-wo-we ~ [Ort"w-owes/ (HN)
dpeilw (1.353): 0-pe-ro-si /opellonsi/ (3rd pl.), -0-po-ro /optlon/ (3rd pl. aor.), o-pe-ro |
opPellon/ (pres. part.), o-pe-ro-te /opPellontes/ (masc. pl.), o-pe-ro-sa /
opPellonsa/ (fem. sg.), o-pe-ro-ta [opPellonta/ (neut. pl.)
comp.: o-pe-ra-no [Op"el-anor/ (HN)
relat.: o-pe-ta /OpPeltas/ (HN)
o-pe-ro [op"elos/ (neut. sg.) (see s.v.)
6pehog (13.236): o-pe-ro [op"elos/ (neut. sg.)
comp.: no-pe-re-ha [nopPeleha/ (neut. pl.) ‘useless’

)
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oppdg (1.528):
comp.: re-u-ko-ro-o-phu-ru [Leuk(r)-op*ris/ (HN)
6x06 (3.29):
relat.: wo-ka /woka/ (fem.)
OPE, BYupog (4.161, 2.325): probably relat.: o-pi-si-jo /Opsijos/ (HN)

Hoqwv (5.401): pa-ja-wo-ne [Pajjawonei/ (dat.) (DN)
nahaudg (6.215): pa-ra-jo [palajjoi/ (pl.) ‘last year’s’
Mavdiwv (12.372): pa-di-jo /Pandijon/ (HN)
nopé (1.26):

comp.: o-u-pa-ro-ke-ne[-to [ou paro-geneto/ (3rd sg. aor.) ‘did not appear
G (1.15): -pa [pans/, pa-te /pantes/ (pl.)

comp.: pa-si-te-o-i [pansi trehoihi/ (dat. pl.)

ku-su-pa [ksum-pan/ (neut.), ku-su-pa-ta [ksum-panta/ (pl.)
perhaps pa-qo-ta [Pan-g"otas/ (HN)

natnp (1.98): pa-te [patér/

comp.: pi-ro-pa-ta-ra [P"ilo-patra/ (fem. HN)
niéSIAov (2.44): pe-di-ra [pedila/ (pl.)
nieiBeoBau (1.33): pe-pi-te-me-no-jo [Pepit'menojjo/ (gen.) (HN)
néAw, -opait (1.284):

relat.: -1OAoG (1.63 GVeLPOTIONOG):

comp.: qo-u-ko-ro /g¥ou-kolos/ ‘cowherd’
a-pi-qo-ro [amphi-k*oloi/ (fem. nom. pl.)
perhaps a-ko-ro-qo-ro /Agro-k*olos/ (HN)
népny (2.535): pe-rai-ko-ra-i-ja, pe-ra-ko-ra-i-ja, pe-ra-a-ko-ra-i-jo [Pera-/ (PN and ethnic adj.)
(see 8ebpo)

)

niepi (1.236):
comp.: pe-ri-ro-qo [peri-loik*oi/ (pl.) ‘remaining’
pe-ri-ra-wo [Peri-lawos/ (HN)
pe-ri-me-de [Peri-médés/ (HN)
Hepyndng (15.515): pe-ri-me-de [Peri-médés/ (HN)
néoow (2.237):
relat.: a-to-po-qo /arto-pokvos/
Ietewv (2.500):
deriv.: perhaps pe-ta-o-ni-jo [Petadnijos/ (HN?)
Aevpwv (2.639): pe-re-u-ro-na-de [Pleurona-de/ (PN)
TAéw (3.444):
relat.: e-u-po-ro-wo /Ehu-plowos/ (HN)
po-ro-u-te-u [Plouteus/ (HN)
mhoDTog (1.171):
deriv.: po-ro-u-te-u [Plouteus/ (HN)
168apyog (8.185): po-da-ko-ge [Pod-argos k*e/ (AN)
nowkihog (3.327):
comp.: po-ki-ro-nu-ka [poikilonukha/ (neut. pl.)
po-ki-ro-qo /Poikil-ok*(0)s/ (HN)
nionv (1.263): po-me /poimén/, po-me-no [poimenos/ (gen.)
niotvn (3.290, 1.13 Growo):
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comp.: e-ke-ro-qo-no ~ [en-kre(h)ro-k"oinoi/ ‘the one who receives the wages in his hand’
(pl.)
noxog (12.451):
relat.: po-ka [pokai/ (fem. pl.) ~ ‘sheepskin’
10A10¢ (1.350): po-ri-wa [poliwa/ (neut. pl. adj.)
7oA (1.3, 1.34 oAD@AOLoBOG):
comp.: po-ru-po-de-qe [polu-podé k¥e/ (instr.)
nopTLS (5.162): po-ti-pi-ge [portip"i k¥e/ (instr.) ‘calf’
nopLPe0G (1.482): po-pu-re-ja [porpturejjai/ (fem. pl.)
Hooeddwv (1.400): po-se-da-o [Posei-dahon/, po-se-da-o-no [Posei-dahonos/ (gen.) etc. (DN)
relat.: po-si-da-i-jo [Posidahijon/ (see s.v.)
see also e-ne-si-da-o-ne [En(n)esi-dahonei/ (dat.) (DN?)
Moodniog (2.506): po-si-da-i-jo [Posidahijon/ (neut. acc.) ‘sanctuary of Poseidon’
nooig (3.163):
comp.: po-se-da-o [Posei-dahon/ (see s.v.)
relat.: do-po-ta /[Dom-potas/ or /Do(m)s-potas/ (DN)
notvia (1.357): po-ti-ni-ja [potnijas/ (gen.)
comp.: a-ta-na-po-ti-ni-ja [At*anai potnijai/ (dat.) (DN)
si-to-po-ti-ni-ja /Sito-potnijai/ (dat.) (DN)
1ovg (1.58): po-de [podé/ (instr.), po-pi [popp"i/ (instr. pl.)
comp.: po-ru-po-de-ge /polu-podé k¥e/ (instr.)
ti-ri-po [tri-pos/ (see s.v.)
ge-to-ro-po-pi [k"etro-popp"i/ (instr.) ‘four-legged’
po-da-ko-ge [Pod-argos k¥e/ (AN)
relat.: med- (2.465 nediov etc.):
comp.: pe-qa-to [peg-g¥aton/ ‘chariot floor (?)’
comp.: pe-de-we-sa [pedwessa/ (fem. adj.)
-nieat (1.538 dpyvponela):
comp.: e-ne-wo-pe-za [en(n)ewo-ped’a/ (fem. adj.)
we-pe-za ~ [hwes-ped’a/ (fem. nom. sg.)
also to-pe-za ~ [tor-ped’a/ (fem. subst.)
npéoPug (4.59):
deriv.: pe-re-ku-ta [presgutas/ ‘?’
nproow (1.562):
deriv.: pa-ra-ke-se-we [Prakséwei/ (dat.) (HN)
npiaoBat (Od. 1430, I1. 1.99 &npiatog): gi-ri-ja-to [k*rijato/ (3rd sg. aor. mid.)
7po (1.3):
comp.: -po-ro-te-ke [pro-t"éke/ (3rd sg. aor.)
po-ro-ko-wa [pro-kPowai/ (dat.) ‘pouring (?)’
po-ro-ko-wo [pro-kPowoi/ (pl.) jug’
1p0G, moTi (1.84, 1.245): ~ po-si [posi/
TPOTIONL (24.409): -po-ro-te-ke [pro-t"eke/ (3rd sg. aor.)
npoyon (17.263): po-ro-ko-wa [pro-kPowai/ (dat.) ‘pouring (?)’
TPGX00G (24.304): po-ro-ko-wo [pro-krowoi/ (pl.) jug’
np@ToG (1.6):
deriv.: po-ro-te-u [Proteus/ (HN)
nireéa (6.419): pte-re-wa [ptelewas/ (gen.)
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ntépvn (22.397): pte-no [pternd/ (dual)
1i(T)0Aepog (1.61, 1.492):
comp.: e-u-ru-po-to-re-mo-jo [Euru-ptolemojjo/ (gen.) (HN)
relat.: po-to-re-ma-ta [Ptolematas/ (HN)
1i(T)ONG (1.19, 2.130, 1.164 rrToAieBpov):
comp.: po-to-ri-ka-ta [Ptoli-kastai/ (dat.) (masc. HN)
deriv.: po-to-ri-jo [Ptolijon/ (HN)
(m€0c) (24.269 TOEWVOG): pu-ko-so e-ke-e [pukso-?-ehe/ (fem. dual s-stem) ‘with ? from
boxwood’
nihp (1.104, 1.52 tupr, 7428 mupkair)):
comp.: pu-ka-wo [pur-kawoi/ (pl.) (OH)
deriv.: pu-ri [Puris/ (HN)
pu-wo [Purwos/ (HN), pu-wa [Purwa/ (fem. HN)
deriv..  pu-wi-no /Purwinos/ (HN)
[TOpig (16.416): pu-ri [Puris/ (HN)
m@Aog (11.680): po-ro /p6l6/ (nom. dual)

pantw (12.296): e-ra-pe-me-na [errap®™mena/ (neut. pl. perf. part.)

relat.: ra-pte [raptér/, ra-pi-ti-rja [raptrija/
pélw (see Epdw)
Pila (9.542): wi-ri-za [wrid’a/
PWOG (4.447,10.155): wi-ri-no /wrinos/

deriv.: wi-ri-ne-jo /wrinejjois/, wi-ri-ne-o /wrine(jj)ois/ and wi-ri-ni-jo /wrinijois/

(instr. pl.) ‘leathern’

(podov) (1.477 poBodakTuAOG, 23 186 HoBOELS):

deriv.: wo-do-we ~ /wordowen/ (neut. adj.) ‘with rose perfume’

wo-de-wi-jo ~ [wordéwijos/ ‘month of roses’

oéAwvov (2.776): se-ri-no [selinon/
TAoopov (2.853): sa-sa-ma [sasama/ (pl.)
oialog (9.208): si-ha-ro /sihalons/ (acc. pl.)
ottog (5.341): si-to /sitos/

comp.: si-to-po-ti-ni-ja [Sito-potnijai/ (dat.) (DN)

si-to-ko-wo [sito-kPowoi/ (pl.) ‘one who pours out grain (?)’

0kENOG (16.314): ke-re-ha [skeleha/ (pl.)
TpvOevg (1.39): si-mi-te-u /Smint"eus/ (HN)
onéppa (0d. 5.490, I1. 20.303 domeppog): pe-mo [spermo/, pe-ma [sperma/
0TaOUOG (2.470): ta-to-mo [stathmos/ ‘weight; stable; pillar’
oTOp (2.489):

comp.: probably to-ma-ko /Stom-argos/ (AN)
0TOpVUL (9.213, 10.155): re-ke(-e)-to-ro-te-ri-jo [lekPe(s)-strotérijo-/ (dat. sg. or gen. pl.)

(festival name)

ovpmnog (1.90): ku-su-pa /ksum-pan/ (neut.), ku-su-pa-ta /ksum-panta/ (pl.)
00g (4.253):

comp.: su-qo-ta /su-g*6tai/ (Dat.) ‘swineherd’
0@elg (1.368): ~ pe-i [sp"ehi/ or /sp"eihi/ or perhaps /spreis/ (dat.)



256 —— Homeric — Mycenaean Word Index (MYC)

TaAavToV (8.69, 2.169 ATGAAVTOG):
deriv.: ta-ra-si-ja /tala(n)sija/ ‘work quota’
comp.: a-ta-ra-si-jo /a-tala(n)sijoi/ (nom. pl.) ‘without a work quota’
Toping (4.84): ta-mi-je-u /[Tamijeus/ (HN)
Tapvw (2.124):
comp.: du-ru-to-mo /dru-tomoi/ (pl.)
relat.: te-me-no [temenos/
ta-mi-je-u [Tamijeus/ (HN)
Tavaog (16.589): ta-na-wa [tanawa/ (neut. pl.) ‘old, worn’
Tapog (1.41): ta-u-ro /Tauros/ (HN)
Te (1.5): -qe [kve/
TékTwV (4.110): te-ko-to [tektdon/
Teleiw (1.5):
relat.: te-re-ja ~ [telejjai/ (3rd sg. a-stem), te-re-ja-e [telejjahen/ (inf.) ~ ‘carry out’
te-re-ta [telestas/ (OH)
TépeVoG (2.696): te-me-no [temenos/
TETPQ- (1128 TETPATAR):
comp.: ge-to-ro-po-pi [k*etro-popp"i/ (instr.) ‘four-legged’
ge-to-ro-we ~ [k¥etr-owes/ (neut. adj.) ‘four-handled’
also to-pe-za ~ [tor-ped’a/ (fem. subst.)
1eb)0G (2.808): te-u-ke-pi [tWeukPesp’i/ (instr. pl.)
comp.: o-pi-te-ke-e-u [opi-t¥e(u)kPeh-eus/ and o-pi-te-u-ke-e-we [opi-tVeukrehéwei/
(dat.) ‘equipment overseer (?)’
Tev W (L4): te-tu-ko-wo-a [tPet®uk"woha/ (neut. pl. perf. part.)
relat.: probably a-tu-ko /A-t®ukros/ (HN)
TrAe- (2.260 TnAépaxog): ge-re-qo-ta-o [K*ele-k*'ontao/ (gen.) ~ (?) pe-re-qo-ta [Péle-k*"ontas/
(HN)
TiOnpu (1.2): te-ke /theke/ (3rd sg. aor.)
comp.: -po-ro-te-ke [pro-t"éke/ (3rd sg. aor.)
115 (1.62):
comp.: jo-gi /jok-k*i/ (neut. acc. sg.)
T01X06 (9.219): to-ko-do-mo /tMoikro-domos/ ‘wall-builder (?)’
080V (1.45, 1.37 ApyupOT0E0Q):
comp.: to-ko-so-wo-ko [tokso-worgoi/ (pl.) ‘bow-maker’
deriv.: to-ko-so-ta [toksotas/
TOEOTNG (11.385): to-ko-so-ta [toksotas/
160(0)0g (1.64, 2.120 T006VSE): to-so [tosos/
deriv.: to-so-de [tososde/
100(0)608¢ (2.120): to-so-de [tososde/
Tpénela (11.628): ~ to-pe-za ~ [tor-ped’a/ (fem. subst.)
TPELG (4.51, 1.128 TpwAf): ti-ri-si /trisi/ (dat.)
comp.: ti-ri-po [tri-pds/ (see s.v.)
ti-ri-jo-we ~ [trij-owes/ (neut.) ‘three-handled’
probably ti-ri-se-ro-e [Tris-(h)érohei/ (dat.) (DN)
TpEnw (8.399, 1.160 -tpémn, 1.199 étpanet(0), 6.367 ~TPOTOC):
relat.: e-to-ro-qa-ta [en-trokvatai/ ‘oarloop (?)’
to-ro-ge-jo-me-no [trok"ejjomenos/ (part.)
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to-ro-qo [trok"os/ ‘rope-maker’
to-qi-de [tork*idé/ (instr.) ‘spiral’
deriv.:  to-qi-de-ja [tork¥idejjai/ (fem. pl.)
to-qi-de-we-sa [tork*idwessa/ (fem.)
Tpinovg (8.290): ~ ti-ri-po /tri-p6s/, ti-ri-po-de [tri-pode/ (dual)
deriv.: ti-ri-po-di-ko [tripodiskoi/ (pl.)
Tpoméw (18.224): to-ro-qe-jo-me-no [trok“ejjomenos/ (part.)
Tupdg (11.639): tu-rjo /tarjoi/ (pl.) ‘cheese’

V8wp (2.307): u-do /udor/
deriv.: u-do-ro [udroi/ (pl.) ‘water-container’
vi66 (1.9 ): probably i-jo ~ /hijos/ (nom.), likewise probably i-*65 ~ /hijus/, i-je-we /hijewei/
(dat.)
VAR (2.455): u-ra-jo /(H)ulajjos/ (HN)
“YAr| (2.500):
deriv.: perhaps u-re-we /(H)aléwei/ (dat. sg.) (HN)
16 (1486, 1148 HTIO8PW): u-po /upo/
comp.: probably u-po-di-jo-no [Upo-dijonos/ (gen.) (HN)

D@aoToG (2.648): pa-i-to [Praistos/ (PN)
@GppaKov (4.218): pa-ma-ko /p"armakon/
@apog (2.43): pa-wo [prarwos/ (sg.), pa-we-ha [p"arweha/ (pl.) ‘piece of cloth’
@aoyavov (1.190): pa-ka-na [prasgana/ (pl.)
(pépPw):
relat.: po-qa [pPorg*a/ ‘feeding’
po-qge-wi-ja [pPorg“éwijai/ (fem. pl.) ‘halter (?)’
i-po-po-qo-i-ge [(h)ippo-pPorg¥oihi k"e/ and i-qo-po-qo-i /(h)ikkwo-p"org“oihi/
(dat. pl.) ‘horse-feeder’
@£pw (1.13): pe-re [pherei/ (3rd sg.)
relat.:  -@opog (1.144 BouvAnpdpog):
comp.: ka-ra-wi-po-ro [kKlawi-p"oros/ (fem. OH)
deriv..  a-pi-po-re-we [amp'i-proréwes/ (see s.v.)
te-o0-po-ri-ja [Treho-pPorija(i)/ (nom. pl.) (festival name?)
onui (1.521, 1.22 énevpnpéw): -pa-si /p"asi/ (3rd sg.)
relat.: a-ti-pa-mo [Anti-p"amos/ (HN)
@Bivw (1.251): e-gi-ti-wo-e /ek*"t"iwohe(s)/ (nom. dual or pl. perf. part.)
comp.: a-qi-ti-ta [A-k*"t*ita/ (fem. HN)
@GN (23.243): pi-ha-ra [ptihalai/, pi-je-rai /pri(h)elai/ (fem. pl.)
@ilog (1.98, 1.86 Bit@IAog, 2.718 DINOKTATNG):
comp.: pi-ro-pa-ta-ra [P"ilo-patra/ (fem. HN)
pi-ro-we-ko [Philo-wergos/ (HN)
probably pi-ra-ka-ra [Ptil-agra/ (fem. HN)
@oivi& (4.141 ‘purple’): po-ni-ke-qe [pPoiniké k*e/ (instr.), po-ni-ki-pi /proinik®pi/ (instr. pl.)
‘palm (?)
deriv.: po-ni-ki-ja [pPoinikija/ and po-ni-ke-a [pPoinike(jj)a/ (fem. nom. sg.) ‘purple’, po-
ni-ke-ja[ /poinikejja/ (fem. nom. sg.) ‘purple-dyer (?)’
@opPn (5.202): po-qa [p"org*a/ ‘feeding’
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@YW (1.235, 1.115 un, 6.419 QuTELW):
relat.: probably pe-]phu-te-me-no /p™eptutémenon/ (part.)
pu-te [ptutér/, phu-te-re [p"utéres/ (pl.) ‘planter (?)’
pu-ta [ptuta/ (pl.)
pu-ta-ri-ja [pratalija(i)/ (see s.v.)
@utalin (6.195): pu-ta-ri-ja [pratalija(i)/ (nom. sg. or pl.) ‘tree or vine garden
@UTOV (14.123): pu-ta [ptuta/ (pl.)

s

X0Akeog/xaAkeiog (2.490): ka-ke-ja-pi [kralkejjap"i/ (fem. instr. pl.)
XoAkeVG (4.187): ka-ke-u [k"alkeus/
XoAkOG (1.236): ka-ko [kralkos/
comp.: ka-ko-de-ta [k"alko-deta/ (neut. pl.) ‘fitted with bronze’
deriv.: ka-ki-jo /kralkijo/ (neut. dual), ~ ka-za /kralk’a/
ka-ke-ja-pi [k"alkejjapti/ (fem. instr. pl.)
ka-ke-u /khalkeus/
Xapig (1.39):
deriv.: ka-ri-si-jo [K"arisijos/ (HN)
comp.: perhaps ka-ro-qo /K"ar-ok¥(o)s/ (HN)
Xaporog or Xapoy (2.672, 11.426): ka-ro-qo /Krar-ok*(o)s/ (HN)
Xelp (1.14):
comp.: e-ke-ro-qo-no ~ /en-kPe(h)ro-k"oinoi/ ‘one who receives the wages in his hand’
ke-ro-ke-re-we-o ~ [Kre(h)ro-klewehos/ (Gen.) (HN)
ke-ni-qa ~ [k*e(h)r-nig¥a/ (see xépviBov)
XEPVIBoV (24.304, 1.449 xepvintopar): ke-ni-ga ~ [Kre(h)r-nig*a/ (neut. pl.)
relat.: ke-ni-ge-te-we ~ [kPe(h)rnik*téwes/ (nom. 11.) ‘wash-bow!’
Xéw (1.357, 2.128 oivoy0og):
comp.: probably me-ta-ke-ku-me-na /meta-k®™ekrumena/ (fem. perf. part.) ‘?’
relat.: e-pi-ko-wa /epi-k"owai/ (dat.) ‘pouring (of oil) (?)’
po-ro-ko-wa [pro-kPowai/ (dat.) ‘pouring (?)’
po-ro-ko-wo [pro-kPowoi/ (pl.) jug’
re-wo-to-ro-ko-wo [lewotro-k"owoi/ (fem. pl.) ‘pourer of washing-water
si-to-ko-wo /sito-kPowoi/ (pl.) ‘one who pours out grain (?)’
X1V (2.460): ka-no /k"anhon/ (gen. pl.), ka-si /kran(s)si/ (dat. pl.)
XUtV (242, 1.371 YoAkoyitwv): ki-to /Kriton/
comp.: perhaps e-pi-ki-to-ni-ja [epi-k"itonijai/ (fem. nom. pL.?) ‘?’
Xpiw (16.670):
relat.: ki-ri-se-we /kPriséwes/ (pl.) ‘annointer’
XPLodg (2.229, 1.15 xpvoeog): ku-ru-so-jo /kPrisojjo/ (gen.)
comp.: ku-ru-so-wo-ko /kPriiso-worgoi/ ‘goldsmith’
XWpog (3.315): ko-ro /khoron/ (gen. pl.) ‘plot of land’

]

QKOG (1.58):
comp.: o-ku-na-wo [Oku-nawos/ (HN)
(wAévn) (1.55 AeukwAevog):
deriv.: o-re-ne-ja /dlenejja/ and o-re-ne-a /6lene(jj)a/ (neut. nom. pl.) ‘with chevron
pattern (?)’
Wpog (145): e-po-mi-jo [ep-omijd/ (dual) ‘shoulder-guard’
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