ON THE SYNONYMITY OF AN AND KE
RUTH NEUBERGER-DONATH

ERTHOLD Delbriick! sums up the differences between dv and ke as
follows: “(1) d4» hat eine Neigung zu negativen Sitzen .. .; (2) e
hat eine entschiedene Vorliebe fiir die konjunctivischen Relativ-

sitze . . .; (3) ke wird bisweilen in disjunctiven Satzgliedern wiederholt, 4»
nicht.” He adds, “Folgerungen mochte ich aus diesen Tatsachen zunichst
nicht ziehen, immerhin sind sie aber wichtig genug, um erwihnt zu werden,”
since, as he states a few lines earlier, it might be difficult ‘““den Unterschied
zwischen xe und av deutlich anzugeben. Indessen ganz gleichbedeutend sind
sie sicher nicht gewesen.”

Ferdinand Sommer? holds the same view. Raphael Kiihner and Bernhard
Gerth,® on the other hand, state: “Im allgemeinen . .. stimmen beide
Partikeln hinsichtlich ihrer Verwendung iiberein. Sie modifizieren eine
Aussage in der Weise, dass die Handlung als unter gewissen Umstinden
wirklich eintretend bezeichnet wird. Die weitere Annahme, dass d» auf
objektive, thatsichlich vorliegende Verhiltnisse oder Griinde, ke dagegen
auf subjektive, der personlichen Meinung oder Empfindung der Redenden
entspringende Umstinde hindeute, ldsst sich nicht sicher erweisen.” Pierre
Chantraine® is of a similar opinion. He ascribes ‘‘une valeur emphatique”
to &v and at the same time points to the fact that & has its accent, while «e
is enclitic. However, “I’étude de 'emploi des particules xe et av présente,
en définitive, de graves difficultés.”’®

Eduard Schwyzer® adopts a contrary attitude: “Die Enklise von «e . . .
gegeniiber 4» macht keinen Bedeutungsunterschied, um so weniger, als
auch &v nie den Satz eroffnet, sondern dessen zweite Stelle bevorzugt; . . .
im Epos, wo ke(v) und dv nebeneinander stehen, wird ein Bedeutungsunter-
schied nicht deutlich.” K. Forbes’ goes even further and endeavors to prove
that av derives from an erroneous division: o xav > olx &v; &v accordingly
owes, as it were, its existence to a misunderstanding.

I

If we consider these mutually conflicting views as not yielding a satis-
factory solution, we should try to approach the problem by inquiring into
situations in which Homer prefers the use of the particle & to that of «e
(and vice versa).
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Such an investigation shows, in the first place, that, if there is a question
of characterizing the relationship between gods and men (or Zeus and the
other gods), then the statement is modified by é&v:

Il. 5. 362: Tudetdys, s vdv ve kal av Au warpi pbxoiro

Il. 6. 129: ok &v &yl ve Oeotow Emovpavioot waxoluny

Il. 8. 21-22: &\N\’ obk &v épboarr’ [& Oeol] & obpavdbev . . . Ziy’

Il. 8. 210 (cf. Il. 21. 193): otk &v &yd v’ [Hooedbdwr] EéNowut Aul Kpoviwve uaxesfar

Il. 8. 406: 8¢p’ €ldfi Yhavkdmes, 87’ dv @ waTpl waxnTaL

Il. 14. 247 Znwos & obk v &yd ve ["Tavos] Kpoviovos daaov ixoluny

Il. 17, 327-28: Aivela, mds &v kal dmep Bedv elptaoatade / "Thioy

Od. 4. 78: téxva ¢iN’, #fror Znwl Bpotdv obk &v Tis &pifor

0Od. 10. 573-74: ris &v Oedv obk ééhovta [ dpbaluoiow idoit’

Od. 16. 196-98: ot vép wws &v Ovyrds dvip Thde unxavéwTo . . . 7€ w7 Oeds . . . Oein veov.

In oaths we find &v in clauses which contain the confirmation, but ke only
in alternative or relative sentences:

Il. 1. 234-42: val o 768e axfimwrpov . . . TbéTe 8’ oD TL duvfoear . . . xpalouely, b’ Gy . .

Il. 15. 40: . . . 76 uev [Néxos kovpidiov| obk &y &yd moTe pay dudboarue ["Hpn)

Il. 20. 310-16: &wogiyar’, abTds ob pera ¢ppeai afioe vénoov / Alvelav, % kév uw épboaear, %
Key &hoels . . . 7 TOL uév yap vQ@L TWoléas Qubcoauey dpkovs . . . &yd ["Hpn] kal IMaXNas
*Abhvn, [ ph wor’ éwl Tpheocow &Nekhoew . . . und’ émér’ dv . . .

0Od. 2. 373-T4: &\N’ Buogov [Ebdpixheta] un unrpi ¢ilp t4de wvbhoaclar, / wpiv ve &7’
v ... (cf. Od. 4. 749 &s &v py . . . ldwrps; 1. 3. 280 ff.)

Further, we have av in prophecies® (with ke, as in oaths, used only in alterna-
tive or relative sentences):

Od. 1. 40-41: & yap 'Opéorao Tiows éoaerar "ATpeidao, / dmmoér’ &y HBHoy
Od. 4. 475-78: ob vép ToL wpiv uotpa pilovs 7’ idéew kal ikéafar / olxov . . . wpiv v’ 81’ év
Alybrrowo . . . adris Ddwp ENOps . . .

in solemn declarations (4» twice after uév):

Il. 7. 459-60: &vypew v, 87’ &v adre . . . *Axasol / olxwrrar

Il. 8. 373: éorar uéw, 81’ év abre pilgy yYAavkdmda elry

I1. 10. 325-26: T6¢pa vyap és arpatov elut Siaumepés, 8¢pp’ &v ikwuar [AdNwr] / v’

Il. 22. 387-88: . . . 7ob [Ilarpbérdov] &’ ol emriNjoouar, 8¢’ &v &y ve ["Axi\\ebs] / fwolow
peréw (cf. I1. 24. 439; Od. 3. 353, 5. 177 and 188, 10. 342)

in threats:

Il. 1. 232 (Achilles to Agamemnon): % vap &v, *A7petdy, viv borara AwBfoato

Il. 2. 250 (Odysseus to Thersites): 7 otk &v Bacilias dva oTéu’ Exwy dyopedes

Il. 3. 54 (Hector to Paris): otk &v to. xpaiouy kibapis 76 1€ 8&p° 'AppodiTns

I1. 8. 406: 3¢p’ €ldfi YNavk@mes, 87° &v § mwarpl phxnTa

11.22. 20 (Achilles to Apollo): 4 ¢’ &v Tioaiuny, €l ot duvauis ye wapein

Od. 2. 76 (Telemachus to the elders): €l x’ buels ye péyoire, Tdx’ &v wore kai Tiows €in

and in gnomes:

0d. 18. 31: . . . 7&s 8" &v b vewrépy &wdpl uéxoto;
Compare I1. 9. 77; Od. 18. 414-15, etc.

8. Cf. Il. 6. 448 (= 4. 164) ooeTar Hpuap, 87’ &v mwor’ éAdAp “I\ios ipn. This is the only &» in
Hector’s speech—as against ke five times: 6. 443, 452, 454, 456, 457.
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Moreover, comparisons—if they are introduced by a particle at all—
make use of dv exclusively (ws 6’ 87" dv), and xe appears only in secondary
clauses, expressing desire or anticipation.® On the other hand, dv never
occurs with the optative of ¢avar (we find only ¢ains ke, of ke ¢pains, etc.),
nor after the disjunctive #.!° In the sixteen alternative clauses!! which use
the particles, we find el (uév) ke—el 8¢ ke fifteen times, el pév ke—ei 8’ dv only
once (I1. 21. 553-56 €l uév kev . . . pebyw, €l 8" dv &yd . . . édow [see p. 125]).

In this connection a comparison between the sentences introduced by é¢p’
dv and d¢pa ke may be helpful. There are twenty-three sentences introduced
by é¢p’ &v (two are variant readings)'? and twenty sentences introduced by
d¢ppa ke.'® In those introduced by épp’ dv, all expectations find their fulfill-
ment (except for Il. 21. 588—an illusory reflection of Agenor). In seven
sentences of the group introduced by 8¢pa re expectations are not accom-
plished:

Il. 6. 258, Hector is not prepared to accept the drink offered by his mother;

I1. 10. 444, Dolon in vain asks Diomedes for mercy;

I1. 19. 190, Achilles takes a negative attitude toward Agamemnon’s proposal;

II. 24, 553, Achilles angrily refuses Priam’s request for the émmediate redemption of his
son’s body;

Od. 2. 124 and 204, Odysseus puts an end to the suitors’ outrages;

Od. 4. 588, Telemachus is unwilling to tarry longer with Menelaus.

II

Taking as our starting point the quotations set out so far, let us now
consider the extent to which the use of dv might be metrically motivated. Of
the ten quotations adduced in the first group (p. 117), Il. 8. 406 (8¢p’ €i6f
YNavkdmis, 67’ dv @ matpl waxmrar) is the only one in which ke cannot be
used. Nor can ke be substituted in five further verses of the fourteen cited
for ér’ 4v in Gehring,* i.e., in Il. 1. 519, 4. 53, 4. 164, 8. 420, and 9. 101.

The phrase ém67’ 4 is an anapest in seven passages collected by Gehring,'®
including 77. 20. 316 (p. 117), und’ émér” dv; in none of these can «e be used
instead of dv. On the other hand, éwmér’ &v (dactyl) occurs five times, and
in each case émmére ke is a metrically possible substitution.

In Od. 2. 76 (el x* duels ve dpayoire, Tax’ dv more kal Tiows €in, p. 117) ke
cannot be substituted for &v. But the following passages plainly show that

s

the poet could at his discretion use either rax’ év or Taxa ke:

9. I1.14. 416, 18. 213 and 601, 22. 192; Od. 24. 7. N.B. Comparisons have a gnomic character.

10. #—i xe: 11 11. 43133, 22. 109-110; Od. 4. 546, 8. S70-71. 4 ke—: Od. 1. 268, 4. 80, 21. 197.
# ke—H ke: Il. 8. 532-33, 9. 619 and 701-2, 13. 74243, 18. 308, 20. 311, 22. 244-46; Od. 4. 733-34,
12. 156-57, 14. 183-84, 15. 300.

11. Il. 3. 281-84 (3. 288-89 €l &’ &v ... Tyuv . . . Tivew ok &éNwot in continuation of the con-
tents of 286), 7. 77-81, 9. 412-14, 10. 449-52, 12. 67-71 (el pév—el 8¢ ke), 17. 91-94, 22. 99-111;
0Od. 1. 287-89, 2. 218-20, 5. 466-70, 11. 110-12, 12. 137-39, 14. 395-98, 16. 403-5, 17. 79-82. Cf.
also alternative relative clauses as, e.g., Il. 9. 508 ff. et alibi.

12. Od. 10. 65, 23. 151.

13. A. Gehring, Index Homericus (Leipzig, 1891), s.v. d¢ppa, col. 647.

14. Ibid., s.v. 87e, col. 627.

15. Ibid., s.v. émére, col. 606.



ON THE SYNONYMITY OF &» AND ke 119

Il. 2. 373 : 76 xe Téx’ Huboee wéNs Mpiduoto dvakros
Il. 11. 654 : dewods dvip* Téaxa Kkev kal dvaitiov altibwro
Il. 13. 676-77 : haol im’ 'Apvyeiwy' Taxa 8 &v kal kbdos 'Axaidy / émhero.

s o

In comparisons, the phrase s 6’ é7e ke does not occur; as 8’ 67 dv occurs
twelve times.!'® But xe could, theoretically, be substituted for av in every
case. Similarly, in the alternative clauses of II. 21. 553-56 (pp. 118, 125),
el 0’ av &yw could read el ¢ «’ éyw.

Finally, it should be mentioned that 8¢pa «’ could in every case (cf.
p. 118, n. 12) be used instead of é¢p’ &v; and edre ke (which, incidentally,
does not occur) could be substituted for 07’ &v, without violating meter,
in five of the eight passages collected in Gehring:\” Il. 1. 242, 19. 158; Od.
17. 320, 17. 323, 18. 194.

It is thus possible to replace av by ke in the majority of cases, and it seems
therefore clear that the choice of &v does not depend on metrical considera-
tions.

III

We can now tackle the problem of the differences between the use of &»
and the use of xe. Kiihner-Gerth state (1:208) that the action ‘““als unter
gewissen Umstdnden wirklich eintretend bezeichnet wird” through the
addition of the two particles. A small modification of this statement puts
us on the right path. We need only insert the word ‘‘beziehungsweise”
(“respectively””) between ‘“‘unter gewissen Umstinden” and “‘wirklich,”
for the former to refer to ke and the latter to d»—since it transpires from the
examples already discussed that év is the particle used in depicting situations
the validity of which is presupposed, in reinforcing a statement or declara-
tion; and «e is preferred in constructions suggesting alternatives or lack of
certainty. dv thus underlies the validity of the statement and may be
rendered by “truly, really”; ke expresses possibility and accordingly ap-
proaches the meaning of “perhaps, possibly.”

Let us now endeavor to prove the truth of these conclusions by analyzing
a few quotations.
érel dv—emel Kke:

Il. 6. 411-12: . . . o0 yap &’ &Ny / éorar Balwwph, émel dv ob ye worpoy érlomys
“when fate actually overtakes you . . .” (the main theme of the conversa-
tion between Hector and Andromache)

Il. 2. 47475 : 7005 &, &s 7° alméhia whaté aiydv aiméhow dvdpes / pela drakpivwo, émel
Ke voud uryéwat
“when, somehow, they have got mixed in the pasture . ..”

b¢pp’ av—>B¢pa ke: “certainly until”—“until it be”’

Il. 1. 509-510: Té¢pa 8’ émwt Tpbeaar Tife kpdros, pp’ &v 'Axaiol . . . Tlowat
“let the Trojans be victorious throughout until . . .”’

Il. 24. 553-54: i pé mw & Opdvov ife, Siotpegpés, dpa kev "Extwp / kijrar
“ask me not to sit down, in any event not while . . .”

16. Ibid., s.v. &s &’ 87’ &v, col. 870.
17. Ibid,, s.v., ebre, col. 334.
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7is av—ris ke:!® ““is there actually ?”’—‘“perhaps someone?”’

Od. 8. 208: ... 7is dv ¢puhéovTL paxorro;
“to whomever would it occur to fight his friend?”” (gnomic)

Il. 17. 586 : "Exrop, tis ké o’ &’ &\Nos 'Axaidv TapBhoewer;
“could there yet be an Achaean to be afraid of you?” (Apollo to Hector,
who allowed himself to be intimidated by Menelaus)

olk &v Tis—ob kév 1us:!® “truly”’—‘probably no one”

Il. 24, 439: odk av Tis Toi, Touwoy bvooaduevos, paxéoatTo
“of this you may be certain: should someone dare to chide your com-
panion, he would not then be able to harm you much more” (Hermes
to Priam on their way to Achilles)

Od. 23. 187-88: 4wdpiv &' ob kév Tis {wds Bpords obde udN' HBGY / pela peroxAiooeier
[Aéxos]
“no one, I think, could . ..”

Os &v—-0s Ke:

0d. 19. 329-32 : s uév dmmrys abros &y . . . 6s 8’ dv aubuwy adTos &y
“but truly, whoever were of noble disposition . . .” (gnomic)

Il. 17. 100-101: 73 u’ obris . . . veueonoerar, &s kev Wdnrar / "Exropt xwphoavt’
“whoever might be able to see . ..”

s dv—mads ke “is it conceivable?”’—“could it be possibly?”’

Il. 10. 243 : 7&s dv émreur’ 'Odvaijos éyw Oeioto Naboiuny;
“how is it conceivable to pass over Odysseus?”

Il. 17. 149-51: nds ke oV xeipova PpaTa Taboeias ued’ duhov, / axérA’, irel Tapmhdov’
dua tetvoy kal éralpov / kGNhures
“how could one expect you to defend . . .” (Glaucus to Hector)

%1’ dv—7 kev:?! “yes, truly”’—“possibly”’

Il. 1. 232 : § yap &v, *ATpeldn, viv borara AwBhoaio
“T assure you, Atrides . . .” (Achilles to Agamemnon)

Il. 1. 293-94 : § vép rev Sehés Te Kal obTidavds Kaleoluny [ €l . . . Umeifouar
“yes, then might I be called ‘coward’ and ‘contemptible’ . . .”” (Achilles
refuses to obey Agamemnon)

Bovhoiuny av—ypPBovNoiuny Ke:
0d. 3. 232-34 : Bovhoiunw 8’ &v &y ve kal d\yea TOANNG poyhaas / olkadé 7’ ENGéuevar . . .
LI

“truly, I should prefer to go home after a long and thorny road . ..”
(Athena, trying to make Odysseus’ long absence more bearable to
Telemachus by comparing Agamemnon’s fate to that of Odysseus)

0d. 16. 106~7 : Bovholunw k' & éuotor katakThuevos ueydpowst / Tefvauer 4 . . .
“I would prefer to lie killed at home . . .” (Odysseus prefers death to
submission to the suitors)

18. Cf. also 7is dv: I1.9. 77, 24. 367; Od. 5. 100, 10. 573. 7is xe: Il. 10. 303, 17. 260; Od. 3. 113,
4. 443, 10. 383, 21. 258, 22. 12.

19. Cf. also ok aw: Il. 8. 369 and 455, 19. 271; Od. 4. 240, 15. 321 et passim. od kev : Il. 9. 125,
12. 58 and 447, 14. 91; Od. 4. 64 and 223 et passim. For variant readings, see p. 124.

20. Cf. also w@s dv: I1. 9. 437, 17. 327; Od. 8. 352, 18. 31. wds kev . I1. 14. 333, 19. 81, 22. 202;
0d. 9. 351, 11. 144, 15. 195.

21. Cf.also # ... dw: Il. 2. 242, 16. 687, 22. 20 and 49. % ke : Il. 1. 255, 3. 56, 5. 885, 7. 125, 9.
303, 13. 815, 17. 38, 20. 94, 22. 16 and 43; Od. 8. 336, 15. 431, 18. 357, 19. 569, 20. 306.
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omoT’ dv dn—ombTe kev O
Od. 10. 508 : &\N’ owor’ av 87 vyt 60 *Qreavolo wephops
“if you, following this route, finally cross the Ocean . . .
Od. 11. 127-28: émwmére kev 81 ToL fuuBNjuevos &NNos 8dirns / iy
“should you, by chance, meet a wayfarer . ..”

”

In the next examples, I will analyze a few compound and complex sen-
tences in which both particles are used:

I1. 24. 565-67: ob vép ke TAain Bpords ENOéuev, obd¢ wa\’ WBov, / & oTpatév: obdt yap dv
Puhakols Nabot, obdé K’ dxija / pela ueroxAiocaee Bupbwy fHuerepbwy
“it is not likely that anyone, be he even a young and strong man, would dare to enter
our camp; certainly he would not succeed in passing our guards and no hand could
heave back lightly the bolt that bars the gates . ..”

Il. 3. 65-66: ob ToL 4méBAT’ toTl Oedv épkvdéa dipa, / dooa kev abrol ddow, ékdw & obk dv
Tis é\otto
“it does not do to refuse the gifts which the gods occasionally might offer; whereas of
his own will no man could win them . ..”

Il. 14. 126-27: 73 otk &v ue ~vévos ye kakdv kal &vahkida pavres / udbov driufoaire me-
Pacuéevoy, v k' €b elrw
““therefore you will certainly not call me ‘ignoble’ or ‘unworthy’ nor disregard my
well-meaning advice—whatever its tenor might be . . .”

I1. 19. 190-210: Agamemnon’s invitation to Achilles and Achilles’ reply
uiuvere 8’ dANot wavTes doNNées, dppa ke ddpa / éx K\iains ENOpot kal SpKia moTA ThUWuUEY
[190-91]
“do stay until all gifts can have arrived here . . .”

LT Ay Eyd ve / viv &y dvdryorur wroleuitew vias 'Axaidv . . . wplv 8’ ob wws v

&uol ye plhov katd Nawuodv leln / ob wéaws oddt Bpdais [205-6, 209-210]
“it now truly is my earnest endeavor to call the Achaeans to battle . .. I would be
unable, before that, either to eat or drink . . .”

Od. 1. 287-89: €l pév kev warpds Biotov kal véarov drobops, / % 7 &v, Tpuxbuerds Tep, ért
TAalns &viavrdy / el 8é ke . . .
““assuming you hear your father lives and is on his way home, then your difficulties
will end within a year; should you, however . . .”

0d. 2. T4-78: &uol 8¢ ke képdiov €ln / Vuéas éobéuevar keyuhhid e wpdBaciv Te. / €l x* Vuels
Y€ payoire, Tax’ dv mwore kal tlows €ln. / TéPpa Yyép &v kard &oTv TWOTLTTUGTOLUEDA
ubp / xphuatr’ bmrairifovres, éws K’ awd Tavra dobein
“if only it were you yourselves that were devouring our treasure and our flocks, I
think we should be better off. For in that case we should not have far to look for
compensation. We should simply dun you up and down the town for the restitution
of our goods till [eventually] every item was repaid.”’2

Il. 3. 281 fi., the agreement between the Trojans and the Achaeans before the duel:
el uév kev Mevéhaov *ANékavdpos katamédyy . . . éxétw . . . el 8¢ k* "ANékavdpov krelvy
£avBds Mevélaos, / Tpdas éwed’ ‘ENévqr kal kripara wévr’ dwododval,?® / Ty &

22. Trans. by E. V. Rieu, Penguin Classics (Baltimore, 1946), p. 39.

23. Chantraine observes (Gramm. hom., 2:316): ““On a noté que 'infinitif en fonction d’impératif
se trouve aprés une préposition au futur pour indiquer & la personne & qui I’on s’adresse le réle qui
lui revient.” He quotes Il. 22. 259 and Od. 4. 408. It may be assumed that this passage deals with
the style in agreements, and we find (as Chantraine implies) that (a) the infinitive is used when
reference is made to the obligations of the other contracting party; (b) the imperative mood (3d
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*Apyeiots dmoTwéney, iy Tw’ Eowkev . . . €l 8 dv éuol Tyuny Mplapos Mpiduod Te Taides /
Tivew olk #eNwow . . . [281-82, 284-86, 288-89]
‘“assuming Alexander kills Menelaus, then . .. Should, however, Menelaus be vic-
torious, the Trojans shall undertake to return Helen and the treasures, and to pay
appropriate reparation money. But woe be to the Trojans if Priam and his house
refuse to pay the penalty.”

Il. 13. 741-44 : &bev &’ av pdha maocav émeppacoaiueda Souhiy / 4 kev &vi vheaar ToNvkNfiot
méowuev, / al K’ &érpor Oeds dduevar kpdros, 4 kev Ereta . . . ENOwuey
‘“then would be the time to consider whether we should attack the ships (and rely on
the chance that some god would grant us victory) or whether it would be prefer-
able...”

Il. 3. 52-54: otk &v &7 peiveias dpnigurov Mevéhaov; / ywoins x’, olov pwrds éxets Balepiy
wapbkoiTv. / obk &v Tou xpaiouy kibapis . . .
“no, you would not dare to stand face to face with the son of Atreus, for you would
have learned what type of man you robbed of his fair spouse. Nor will the lyre be of
use to you now . . .”"%

An examination of the clauses in which av and «e appear side by side is
now indicated. Here follow the passages:

Il. 11. 187-91: 8¢p’ dv uév xev 6p@ ’Ayauéuvova . . . Ovovr’ . . . &vaipovra / Té¢p’ bva-
xwpeltw . . . abrap émel k* . . .

Il. 13. 127-28: . . . &s [péNay~vyas] obr’ dv kev “Apns dvéoairo uereNdww / obre k’ *Abnwain

Il. 24. 437 : ool & &v &yw moumos kal ke KAuTOY "Apyos ikoluny

Od. 5. 361-63 : ¢p’ &v uév kev Sobpar’ & dpuovipor dphoy / T6¢p’ . . . abrép &miy . . .

0d. 6. 259-62 : 8¢p’ &v uév K’ dypovs louev . . . TéPpa . . . abrap émy . .

0d. 9. 334 : ol & é\axov Tols &v ke kal fifehov abTos éNéobar

0Od. 18. 318-19: #ivrep vép &’ E0ENwory éBpovoy "HE uiuvew / ot ue vikhoovat.

The view that the particles are synonymous has led occasionally to the
conclusion that these passages are corrupt.?> However, in accordance with
basic notions of contemporary structural linguistics, co-occurrence of two
expressions in the same clause excludes identity of their categorical function
or meaning. The passages just quoted are to be interpreted in the light of
this principle.

pers. sing.) is used of the obligation which the speaker takes upon himself in favor of the other
party; and (c) the obligations devolving on the speaker’s contracting party are expressed by the
use of the future tense (1st pers. sing.) or the subjunctive mood:

11. 3. 281 ff.: 285-86 amodolvai, awoTwéuer (a); 282 éxérw (b); 283 vewueda (c).
I1.7.77 f.: 79 dbpevar (a); 78 pepérw (b); 82-84 olow, dmodwow (c).

I1. 22. 256 ff.: 259 pétew (a); 256-59 dewid, dvow (c).

Cf. also Od. 17. 83 ¢épewv (a).

Passages such as Il. 15. 158 f. Baok’ {0i—ayyethar (further quotations at Chantraine, Gramm.
hom., 2:316) remind one of Plaut. Merc. 787 i, rogato (cf. J. B. Hofmann—A. Szantyr, Lateinische
Syntax und Stilistik (Munich, 1965], p. 340, §188); in other words, the infinitive used as imperative
orders an action to be implemented in the (near) future. This impression is reinforced by the juxta-
position of future and infinitive (= imperative) in the sentences just quoted. Perhaps this should
be the starting point for examination of the use of the infinitive (in any case as volitive) in Homer.

24. Cf. also Il. 13. 321 ff., 14. 244 fi.; Od. 2. 184 ff., 18. 27 ff., 22. 132 ff. et alibi.

25. A. Meillet, Aperqu d’une histoire de lalangue grecque™ (Paris, 1965), p. 176: ‘“‘Seules, des parties
relativement récentes des poémes homériques semblent offrir dv, et parfois avec une incohérence
dont le vers Q 437 présente un bon exemple.”’” E. Schwyzer, Grieck. Gramm., 2:305-6, n. 4: “Die
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Kiithner—Gerth (1:248) note the parallel construction of several of these
passages:
Il. 11. 187-91: (8¢p’ &v uév) kev—(abrap émel) &’
gg 2 ;2;:2;} (8pp’ 6v wév) kev—I(adrap ém-)w
Il. 13. 127-28: oir’ dv kev—obre Ke

These are alternative phrases and should be analyzed accordingly. In Il
11. 187 fi. two different phases are described, divided by «e. .. xe: Aga-
memnon fights; Agamemnon is wounded and jumps onto the chariot. For
each of these stages, Hector is given instructions. 8¢p’ av introduces the first
stage, and ke (187) should be related to the participles 8ivovr’, &vaipovra
(188), forming the parallel to d\erac (192): “as long as he sees Agamemnon
busy . . .; should Agamemnon, however . . .”

The construction is similar in Od. 5. 361-63 and Od. 6. 259-62, with the
difference that av (in érfp) confers reality on the second clause also.

In Ii. 13. 127-28 the situation is slightly different, since a» belongs to
ovéoarr’ with double subject: “be it Ares, be it Athena, neither would ever
be able to . . .” Od. 4. 733-34 offers an interesting comparison (in connection
with I1. 13. 127-28) between dv and ke: 7$ ke pdN\’ # kev éuewe, kal éoobuevds
mep 60oto, / 1 ké pe Tebvqulay &l peyéporor Eherev. The first ke shows that
Penelope gives expression to an assumption (contrary to the certainty
indicated by av in Il. 13. 127), and this assumption is split in two by #
ke . . . % ke. The construction of Il. 13. 486 is similar: alyd kev %¢ pépoito
péya kparos né pepotuny (‘‘then it may come to pass that either . . . or...”).28

In Il. 24. 437 Hermes affirms: “Upon my word, I shall give you safe
conduct—be it to Argos!” That is, 4» must be joined to ikoiunv and ke before
k\vToy "Apyos implies “to any place whatever, even to Argos.”

As to the construction of Od. 9. 334 and Od. 18. 318-19, Chantraine?’
shows that the particles d» and e occasionally belong to an infinitive. If
this statement is applied to these two passages, we find that & in both
cases qualifies é9éhw and ke the respective infinitives. The meaning of these
sentences is as follows:

0d. 9. 334 : oi 8 Eaxov Tols &v ke kal #ifehov adrds ENéohar
‘“had it been, by chance, my turn to choose, I would certainly have selected the same
men ...”

0d. 18. 318-19: #vmep vép «* E0Ehwow Efpovoy "Ho uiuvew / obri pe vikfoovot
“for if they really intend to extend the night into dawn even . . .”

wenigen Fille bei Homer . . .in denen &» und ke im gleichen Satz oder unmittelbar nacheinander
stehen” do not prove any difference of meaning between the particles. Chantraine, Gramm. hom.,
2:263: “En quatre passages, on lit 8¢p’ dv . . . kev, mais le texte risque d’étre altéré.”

26. Cf. also Parmenides frag. 8. 19 D.-K.: 7&s 8” &v érera wéhow 76 &by [MSS, Diels]; wds 8’
av ke yévouro; The construction of this passage is similar to that of Il. 13. 127: w&s §° &v realizes
the superordinal notion ramified in méhot—x«e yévoiro (“truly, how is it then conceivable that what
is could come into being, should, somehow, have become?”). The omission of ke in the first clause
gilig)rs no problem if one considers, e.g., the combinations # xe—#, #— ke (Od. 4. 80; Il. 22. 109~

27. Gramm. hom., 2:311, §453.
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Let us endeavor, in conclusion, to exploit these results for the purpose of
textual criticism.
Il. 6. 113-14: 3¢p’ av [var. 8¢pa k'] &y Bhw mporl "Thiov 8¢ vépovow / elrw
0d. 22. 377 : 8¢p’ év [var. é¢pa k’] &yd kard d@ua movhgouar 8rred ue xph
Il. 12. 465-66: . . . obx &v [var. ob kév] ris uw épukdrol dvriBorjoas / véode fedy
I1. 13. 288-90: €t mep vap ke BAfio movebuevos H¢ Tumelns, / otk 4v [var. ob kev] & abyér’
8miole méoot BéNos old’ &vi voTw, / GANG kev ) oTépvwy §) vdlos drrTidoeiey
11. 24. 439 : otk &v [var. ob kév] Tis ToL moumdv dvosabuevos paxéoairo
Il. 6. 112-13 and Od. 22. 375-77 contain orders, as do Il. 7. 193, 8. 374 ff.,
17. 185-86, 18. 408-9; Od. 13. 411-12: “do . . . until I . . .”” However, if é¢pa
ke is used in similarly constructed phrases, then it is only if the person
speaking has neither the right nor the intention of issuing orders (ZI. 6.
258, 10. 443-44, 19. 190-91, 24. 430-31 and 553-54; Od. 4. 587-88, 19.
16-17). I1. 12. 465 has as its theme Hector’s unconquerable might: the gods
alone can curb him. I/. 13. 289 characterizes Meriones: a hero—such as
he—is never wounded in the neck or back; at worst he could suffer a chest
or abdominal injury. In II. 24. 439 d» has the same assertive power as in
line 437 (see p. 123): Hermes would like Priam to be inspired with implicit
confidence. I think, therefore, that the reinforcing particle v is to be chosen
in all five passages.
I1. 1. 167-68: . . . &y 8 dNiyov Te pihov Te [vépas] / Eoxou’ éxwy émi vijas, émel ke [var.
iy ke Kbuw ToNeuiwy

Here ke must be retained, as & ke cannot be justifiably used.
Od. 12. 138: % 7’ &y &’ [var. kal kev &r’] els "104kny . . . tkowofe

Since we read kai kev ér’ in Od. 11. 111, it is to be assumed that the same
reading must be retained here. As regards the content, there could be no
objection to either d» or ke, depending on what exactly Homer would like
Circe to express—possibility or certainty of the return home in given
circumstances.

0d. 23. 151 : elpvoBai péya ddpa Siaumepés, S¢p’ &v tkoiro [vars. fos ikoiro, ets o kev eNOmP2e]

8¢p’ &v means ‘“‘surely until” a certain event, the occurrence of which is
taken for granted. That is why this variant is appropriate here—in the
sense of the slandering neighbors—and why the papyrus version ‘“until he
perhaps will come” must be rejected. fos on the other hand (“jusqu’a,”
Chantraine?®) expresses the objective aim, the final purpose, and is therefore
to be preferred in Il 13. 141:...6 & [ohooirpoxos] dodakéws Oée éumedov,

dpp’ av [var. fos] tknTat.
\Y%

If we now turn back to the results of previous inquiries, with which this
discussion began (p. 116), we can see that the differences between the
particles & and ke which we have elucidated are consistent with, and in
some cases clarify, the findings of earlier scholars.

28. Ibid., 2:26.
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Let us begin with Delbriick’s summary of the differences between a»
and ke. (1) “év hat eine Neigung zu negativen Sitzen . . .”” The explanation
of this phenomenon may be that negations are generally of a much more
absolute character than affirmations. “I do not want” means “I will not”;
“I want,” on the other hand, is quite far removed from ‘I shall.” (2) *‘ke
hat eine entschiedene Vorliebe fiir die konjunctivischen Relativsitze . . .”” ke
often finds its place in relative clauses, inasmuch as these are frequently
conditional—in the sense of ‘““if perhaps someone” (cf. Il. 1. 64, 9. 313 et
alibi). Of the three subjunctive relative clauses with v, I1. 8. 10 (=15. 348)
contains a threat, Od. 19. 332 (p. 120) brings a gnome, and so does Od. 21.
293-94: . . . 8are [olvos) kal &\Novs / BN&wTeL 8s &v v xavdov éNy. In addition,
there are two relative clauses with & and the optative—both warnings
(I1. 7. 231; Od. 19. 27). (3) “‘ke wird bisweilen in disjunctiven Satzgliedern
wiederholt, &v nicht.” The reason for the use of ke in alternative clauses now
becomes clear: ke maintains its position where a doubt is expressed. That is
why we find the (possibly formulaic) phrase el uév ke—ei 8¢ ke used in sworn
agreements (/1. 3. 281 ff., 7. 77 ff.; similarly I1. 22. 256 ff.), used in prophecies
(11.9. 412 ff.; Od. 11. 110 ff.), or used deliberatively (1. 17. 91 ff., 22. 99 ff.).
That is also why we must look for ke after the disjunctive 4, often in consul-
tations (1. 9. 619, 13. 742; cf. also n. 11). Here, too, the occasional use of &
does not disappoint us: in /. 13. 741 and 22. 108 &v is to be found in the
clause subordinating the alternative:

Il. 13. 741 : &0ev & &v péha waocar trppacaalueda Boviyy
“then it is indicated”

Il. 22. 108: . . . &uol 8¢ 767’ &v TOND képdiov €ln
“upon my word, it would have been better for me”

In Ii. 21. 556 av is found in particularly strong contrast to xe. This is the

only passage in which €l 8" av follows €l uév xe:

Il. 21. 553-61: & pou &ydow' €l uév kev Omwd kpatepod *Axihios / debyw . . . € 8 &v Eyd
Tobrous uéy UmokNovéeofar tdow / TInheldy *AxuNfi, mooiv 8 &md Teixeos &NNp / Pebyw
mpos wediov "INfiov, 6¢p’ &v kwuar . . . éomépios 8’ &v émera . . . &mwoveoluny
“if Achilles should perhaps pursue me . . ., if upon my soul, I allow this force to be
driven back by Achilles and if I flee and run, run until I come . . . ; at night I then
can, blissfully . . .” (rein is given to the hope that rescue may ensue)

Chantraine’s “emphatic” (p. 116) is not a very appropriate term with
reference to &v. It nevertheless points in the right direction. Similarly
Kiihner-Gerth are right to a certain extent only (see p. 116): to say that
av refers to “actually existing conditions,” while ke on the other hand
presupposes ‘‘subjective circumstances, depending on personal opinion,” does
not quite hit the mark. Both & and ke modify subjective or objective
statements—according to the circumstances. But certainly the fact that
dv is accented and «e is enclitic should not be overlooked: 4» affirms, «e
introduces a surmise.

Bar-Ilan University
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