&vog and éviavutés in Homeric Formulae

By R. S. P. BEEKES, Leiden

Under this title C. J. Emlyn — Jones wrote an article in the 45th
issue of this journal, (1967) 156—61. The author tried to find an
original difference in meaning between the two words ,,in the light
of the work done by Milman Parry”. The conclusion was that
there was no such difference, or in any case that it could not be
found in this way. This result is to my mind due to a wrong premise
and to a wrong application of the ‘formulaic method’. The wrong
premise is stated when Liddell and Scott’s division of the uses
of éravtds into two groups, a distinctive one and one in which it
is equivalent to &zog, is dismissed (spec. p. 157 n. 8). I think that
the supposition that there was an original difference which later
disappeared is a perfectly possible one. The method used is not that
of Parry at all. In fact it is shown that the words do sometimes
occur in the same environments and from this it is concluded that
they cover the same ground. The author may indeed be accused
of the same thing for which he blames his predecessors: that it is
unmethodical to base a conclusion merely upon a selection of the
contexts in which these words occur. The study of formulae has
given us a method, however delicate, of distinguishing between
young and old; and in the present case we must look for the oldest
meaning of the word. Since either our understanding of énavtds or
— which is worse — our confidence in the analysis of formulae
might be endangered, I may evaluate the facts again here as I think
this should be done.

For studying Homeric formulae?) it is of course necessary to
present the facts first. Since this is not done in the earlier article
and since the method itself is the first object of these pages, the
facts may be given here in full. I shall start with &rog. The facts are
arranged first according to the frequency of the forms, then syste-
matically for each form. A separate treatment of the Iliad and the
Odyssey did not appear useful.

1) One of the most recent and best books on the subject is by A. Hoekstra,
Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes (Amsterdam, 1965). It should
not, however, be used as a first introduction ; for that purpose one might use
the relevant parts of G. S. Kirk, The Songs of Homer (Cambridge, 1962), spec-
pp. 59—68, or A. Lesky’s article in RE Suppl. XI (1967) s. v. Homeros IL.
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What conclusions can be drawn from this? We have 22 instances
in all, three in the Iliad, 19 in the Odyssey. Though it is difficult
to give an exact definition of a ‘formuls’, in practice there are no
great problems. All groups of words that occur more than once
must be considered as ‘formulae’, provided only that the group
is not too insignificant: nobody can reasonably consider ¢ y’ as a
formula; some uncertainty thus remains, but we are not concerned
with it here. On the other hand, a group of words found only once
in Homer may well be the only instance of a formula that has come
down to us. It is clear that there must be special reasons for assum-
ing this?).

%) On this problem see Hoekstra, Modifications (see note 1), p. 12ff.
Accepting his line of reasoning we might restate Parry’s definition as fol-
lows: “A formula is a not too small or too insignificant group of words
which is or was regularly employed in a fixed place in the verse at the be-
ginning and at the end coinciding with & caesura or a pause.”
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There is no such reason for &rza and éréwy (in B 328 there was
no £, so in any case this verse is not very old), which must there-
fore be left out of consideration here. The formula with &reog cannot
be old, since one would then expect a genitive in -oto with the par-
ticiple. Though there is enough uncertainty about the history of
these genitive endings, I never saw any reason for assuming that
-ov i8 old in epic tradition. It may be recalled here that we are
looking for the oldest meanings of the words studied, so that only
the oldest formulae are of interest. As to &rer, Hoekstra, Modi-
fications, p. 52, demonstrated that the formula found in 7z 206 ete.
originally had a 3 p. sg.: #jivde. In The Development of the PIE
Laryngeals in Greek, p. 61, I tried to show that the verse then read:
Hw® &Finoord Férew “Fipy matplda yalav. If this is correct we have
the same formula here as in y 102. 170. (If this should not be ac-
cepted, it would not change the present argument very much, for
we would then simply have to write (§)eixoot® Férer; only the above
reconstruction would show the great antiquity of the verse and so
of this use of &rog.) For 8 82 there is no reason to assume a formula,
and it is improbable that it ever was one, because it does not coin-
cide with a caesura (unless xai belonged to that formula, which I
doubt), and it is not old because &re: is disyllabic. The situation
with &rog is not very clear. There seem to be two formulae: GiA
ére (87) + ordinal 4 7jAdc (and, of course, &rog), and another:
ordinal + éotiv. The formula in 5 261 is probably a clumsy variant
of a formula with another numeral, because of the metrical diffi-
culty (cf. & 82, where this numeral also occurs in a recent verse)?);
SmnAduevov against megi- (in 4 295 and with énavtdg) too is anti-
traditional. To sum up, we can say that we find formulae only for
#rer and Zrog, the first of which is probably very old, and which
all have a numeral.

Let us now consider éviavrde.
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3) Bentley’s ¢yddardy cannot be accepted, since it would not explain how
it came to be replaced by &ydodv. In general we should not emend away
difficulties rather than evaluate them.
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27 cases, 9 in the Iliad, 18 in the Odyssey. For énavrol, éviavrod
and éravtdc there is no indication of a formula; évavrol stand quite
alone, having no adjunct, évavrod has the younger ending -ov, in
x 469 dviavrds stands alone, in B 295 megitpoméwy seems a variant for
neprreAdduevos (-mAduevog) which will not fit the metre when placed
before émavide. The forms évavrdv, -odvs are formulae, all at the
end of the verse, preceded by the (Middle) participle of megi-reAd-|
-mA-. Of the cases with the dative, y 391 will be a variant of dexdre
dnavr; it cannot be an old formula since it does not follow a
caesura. The other dative cases are formulae. Most frequent (13 out
of 27) is the accusative, displaying teAeopdgoy els éviavtdy five times
at the end of the verse, sic énavrdr twice at the end, twice the same
before the trochaeic caesura, once the same followed by drayra in
final position (which does not follow a caesura, unless xai is taken
with it), once éviavtov dnavra non-final, and two cases without
adjunct. It looks as if eic émavtdy was taken from its original place
(with tedeopdpov) and varied (by adding drnavra).
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Now if we are going to look for the original meaning of the two
words in the formulaic systems found, we see that the only case
of identical use is that with a numeral. When we then note that
Zroc has in all its formulaic uses a numeral and évavrds does not,
and further that -@ é»avrd is suspected of having hiatus (though I
am not sure of this) whilst -@ Férer does not, it seems probable
that éviavtds here encroached upon the field of #rog. Of course this
cannot be regarded as certain in this phase. We shall therefore
look at the other formulae.

The most important fact we see is, to my mind, that with émavrdg
the preposition ¢ic is firmly embedded in tradition, while it is never
found with &roc. I consider this sufficient evidence that the old
interpretation that éravrds is “the year-day’, “the day on which
a year-cycle is completed’ is right, because only in this way can
the use of ¢ig be understood. This is confirmed by the adjective
tedeapdpoc and the participles of megi-reAd-[-nA-. Both words, 7élog
and the verb, are derived from the same PIE root *k%el-, meaning
something like “to turn (round)’. So télog probably originally meant
‘the turning point’4), for which compare its derivative 7éigor®).
Both epithets therefore confirm the meaning ‘the turning point
in the year-cycle’ for éviavrds. When we now look back at the cases
with a dative and a numeral, our supposition that éviavtrdc here
encroached upon the field of Zzo¢ is confirmed: ‘in the n’th year’
must be expressed by a word for ‘the period of a year, of twelve
months’, which is &rog, not émavrdg.

It must be stated here that almost every step in the argumenta-
tion with these formulae is a matter of probability only, so that
mistakes are far from excluded (if only because of the limited
material we have). In the present case, however, we have decisive
evidence from elsewhere (see e.g. Bechtel, Lexilogus zu Homer, p. 125),
which shows that our interpretation is not too far from the truth®).

Note on télog.

Entirely unacceptable to me is the thesis of Holwerda, Mnemosyne
16 (1963) 338—63, who proposes for télo¢ the meaning ‘librae iugum’

1) See the note at the end.

5) For this word see my Development, App. 2.

%) Curious is the expression tercAcouévov eis éviavréy (fin.) Hes. Th. 795,
Op. B61. It is apparently a variant of redecpdgov eis éviavtdy to follow the
penthemimeres, but terelcouévor shows that dmavrde lost its original mea-
ning: énavrds (in its original sense) brings completion, it cannot be completed
(with the passive one would have expected £rog).
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(the article is written in Latin). In Glotta 43 (1965) 38—61 Ph.
Ambrose analysed the meaning of teleiv and 7éloc in Homer,
I think correctly. His conclusion was that all the forms derive
from the root *k*el- “to turn’. I would like to make a few remarks
on his interpretation.

On 2352 dwtivyy tedéow Ambrose states (p. 46) that “the gift
which Alcinous promises to Odysseus is the pompé”. To my mind
it is clear that a distinction is here continuously made between the
moumy] and the gifts. Here there is a reference to A 339f., where
Arete suggests that the Phaeacian kings should give more ddpa.
Rightly therefore Ameis-Hentze note on redéow: ,,vollzogen habe,
sofern er auch die Geschenke der andern Bacilijec in Empfang
nimmt.* In other words, the dwrivy must be completed first.

In @ 450 wodoio Télog the author holds that “telos is a point
in time; it signals the termination of a previously existing activity;
it brings an issue or result”. This is not quite right, to my mind.
Télog is a point in time only inasmuch as it indicates the moment
of completion or fulfilment, and the result of the work is in this
case the Wall of Troy, not the reward for building it. The solution
is given in @ 457 uodob ywdusevot, Tov mootds odx érédesaey: Laome-
don did not fulfil his promise. After all, wages are always promised
only until they are paid. Ambrose rejects a meaning “fulfilment’
here “for there never was any payment or fulfilment of the wage.”
I do not think this is a real obstacle. It is quite conceivable to say
“but when time was bringing the fulfilment of the wages, Laomedon
refused it”.

As for “the military 7élo¢” I must say that I am not convinved by
the interpretation given. Specially in the formula (ddpmov Zmerd’
eldovro) xata ovparoy év tedéecor H 380 ~ A 730 ~ X 298 it would
appear that the word originally had a local meaning. It should then
be understood as ‘the end of the camp’ or ‘the fulfilment of a
specifically desired arrangement of troops in a particular place
and for a particular purpose’. I may stress that the expression is
an old formula, xara orpardy év veléesor following the trochaeic
caesura, v redéeoot following the bucolic caesura. An easier inter-
pretation would be ‘dwelling-place’, derived directly from the
meaning ‘to turn’. The meaning ‘to dwell’ is well known from
Cognate words, e. g. Lat. colo. The meaning ‘military unit, squadron’
would then show the same development as otgatds ‘camp > army’
(see my Development, Appendix 3, for a criticism of Strunk’s inter-
Pretation of this word).



