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LSJ AND THE PROBLEM OF POETIC ARCHAISM:
FROM MEANINGS TO ICONYMS!

I

‘It is supposed’, declared the poet Wordsworth in 1802, ‘that by the act of writing
in verse an author makes a formal engagement that he will gratify certain known habits
of association; that he not only thus apprizes the reader that certain classes of ideas
and expressions will be found in his book, but that others will be carefully excluded.
This exponent or symbol held forth by metrical language must in different eras of
literature have excited very different expectations.” For his own era of literature
Wordsworth proposed a language derived from the ‘simple and unelaborated
expressions’ of the ‘language really spoken by men’, at the expense of ‘devices to
elevate the style’ and ‘what is usually called poetic diction’.2

In the era of early and classical Greece, very little poetry was written according to
Wordsworth’s prescription. With a few exceptions, like the spoken portions of comedy
and the earlier tradition of low lyric that goes back to Archilochus,® most Greek
verse — good, bad, or indifferent — is composed in a language more or less elevated:
that is, more or less removed from the ‘language really spoken by men’. Among other
things, it is more or less removed from the language really spoken by the men of its
own time.

Aristotle, writing in an era very different from Wordsworth’s, prescribed elevation
asone of the two essential characteristics of poeticidiom, and among the various means
to that end listed the yA@7ra: that is, a word not in current usage. Though Aristotle
himself, in his use of that term, is primarily concerned with words borrowed from
another dialect,® the non-currency that most ancient literary scholars associated with
the yA@rra was the kind involving obsolete literary expressions. ‘The yAd7ra’, says
Galen, ‘is an old word that has fallen out of ordinary usage.’® It was this kind of
yA@rTa of which ancient scholars compiled systematic lists, from the third century
B.C. onwards,” and this kind of yAd7ra which Greek poets, especially at their most
elevated, liked to use. ‘ All mortal things’, says Horace, ‘ must perish, including words,
but many words that have fallen out of use are born again.’® The length of the Greek
poetic tradition and the Greeks’ respect for tradition (all things xara Ta mdrpia)
ensured a constant supply of obsolete words and a willingness to perpetuate them.

! This article is an expanded version of a paper read to the Oxford Philological Society in
1980. I am grateful to the audience for their encouragement of new ideas and for various helpful
comments, and subsequently to the editors for several improvements.

¢ Preface to Lyrical Ballads, edd. R. L. Brett and A. R. Jones (revised edition, 1965), pp. 243,
245, 254, 250, 251.

3 cf. M. S. Silk, ‘ Aristophanes as a lyric poet’, YCIS 26 (1980), 123-5.

* Po. 1458a18-22: the other characteristic was clarity. It is arguable that archaism must always
be the most characteristic source of poetic diction: cf. Owen Barfield, Poetic Diction® (1973), 152.

5 So, rightly, J. Whatmough, Poetic, Scientific and other Forms of Discourse (1956), 105 f.; the
point is usually obscured by commentators (see e.g. Bywater’s long discussion at 1457b4).

¢ Lex. Hippocr. 19. 66 Kiihn 7 yAd7Ta madaidy éotw Svopa Tis ouvnbelas éxmemrrwrds:
yA@TTa in this sense occurs as early as Aristophanes (fr. 222).

? And conceivably before: see R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings
to the End of the Hellenistic Age (1968), 78 f., 90-2.

8 Ars Poetica 68 fI.
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However, the perpetuation (or rebirth) of an obsolete word creates a special linguistic
situation. Living words, words in current use, have what we ordinarily call meanings.
With obsolete words that familiar property cannot be guaranteed.

11

vukTOs alavis kbkAos
hocles, Ajax 672.
Stanford ad loc.: Sophocles, 4j

alavfs: the epithet has been variously explained. Kamerbeek follows a suggestion by X and
translates ‘dark, ominous’...Jebb prefers ‘weary’ and LS ‘eternal’, accepting the derivation
from alei. The Souda mentions another derivation from ald{w..., which implies a meaning
‘mournful, sorrowful’. The last seems inept here. ...undoubtedly some of the uses of alavijs
elsewhere imply ‘long-lasting’... The lexicography of this word needs further examination.

The requisite discussion of words of this kind must certainly include lexicography, but
not, I think, quite on the lines that Stanford seems to have in mind. The word alavis
recurs in Sophocles at Electra 506, where the chorus says of Pelops’ chariot race:

< p 4 g s
ws éuoles alavis Tade ya.

Jebb comments: ‘aiavis suits the idea of persistent calamity. Whatever its real
etymology, it was associated with dei. .., and was used to denote that which pains
by wearying, or wearing...’. I have no great quarrel with this, except that ‘denote’
is the wrong word.

Stanford and Jebb are concerned to ask: ‘what does alavfis mean in these
passages?’ For the moment let us evade that question and pose a different one: ‘ what
is the effect of alavis in these passages?’ This question I would answer, very
provisionally, by means of an English parallel: a parallel, that is, to the effect, as I
read it; the nature of the two literary contexts and the means whereby the effects are
produced are quite different.

James Joyce, Finnegan’s Wake,® a washerwoman talking on the banks of the Liffey:

Didn’t you hear it a deluge of times, ufer and ufer,
respund to spond? You deed, you deed!

I offer a few observations on this passage:

(i) To avoid any irrelevant lines of enquiry, the reader should note that the ‘it’ is
not exactly identified by the context, but that the context invites thoughts of something
big: Life, or Sex, or Death.

(ii) Joyce is using the technique of portmanteau word-formation which is the staple
of his writing in this book. Its most characteristic effects include ambiguity in the
Empsonian sense (plurality of meaning).

(iii) Rivers are omnipresent in this passage. The washerwoman is on the banks of
one. She hears her ‘it” a “deluge’ of times, and in fact ‘ufer and ufer’. This is one of
Joyce’s portmanteau coinages, which (in the first instance) obviously means ‘ over and
over’ and also (via German) suggests ‘shore to shore’.

(iv) ‘Spond’ is obscure and feels it. With rivers in mind, we might think of pond
and, rivers aside, spawned (which fits in with sex) and then (by virtue of the phonetic
similarity) spondee — and commentators on the passage actually make speculative
comments about the spondaic rhythm of spars spinning down the Liffey (re-spun-d),
and only just pull up short of interpreting ‘respund’ in terms of a metrical respunsion.

® Near the end of Part I (p. 214 in the standard editions).
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(v) However, for all this learning, ‘spond’ remains obscure. Joyce may or may not
have known what ke meant by it, but if remains obscure. It is not like ‘ufer and ufer’,
which impinges as a special version of something else. ‘ Ufer and ufer’, we might say,
is a heightened equivalent of ‘over and over’: it means it, while also suggesting
something else. ‘Spond’, in contrast, cannot be said to be a heightened equivalent of
anything in particular. It carries various evocations, but, in the ordinary sense, no
meaning. It has what one critic (with reference to a different passage in Finnegan’s
Wake) has called ‘an empty ambiguity’.!® alavi)s in Sophocles involves no word-
coinage, but works (or not) along the same lines.

I11

For poets, archaisms offer certain opportunities. For subsequent interpreters, not least
those representative and influential interpreters, the lexicographers, they pose a
delicate problem. To do justice to literary language, any interpreter must first
understand its various modes. ‘ Literary lexicography’, however, is a discipline which
has not yet attracted much attention, in the study of dead languages or elsewhere;
and the standard lexicon of ancient Greek, the ninth edition of LSJ, though admirable
in many respects, is seriously inattentive in this one.!! The particular mode represented
by Sophocles’ aiavris has in any case been neglected even by sophisticated modern
littérateurs, presumably because of a dearth of modern specimens (Wordsworthian
principles having, on the whole, prevailed in the poetry of the modern West).!?

In Greek scholarship there have, indeed, been some valuable studies of specific
Greek words, like Leumann’s work on archaisms in Homer and Harvey’s on the re-uses
of Homeric vocabulary in the lyric corpus.!® There are also helpful, but isolated,
remarks like those of Hermann Frinkel on archaic epic words which ‘become mere
sound’.’* Much of Leumann’s attention (too much, according to Fridnkel)!® was
devoted to the principle of ‘ productive misunderstanding’, as exemplified by the epic
word «dpuBayos.'® This word occurs twice in pre-Hellenistic literature, both times in
the Iliad. The occurrences are set out in LSJ:

xouBayog, ov, (kdufn B) head-foremost, tumbling, éxmeae Sidpov xiuPayos év
kovigow Il. 5. 586; «. &r’ duovs HId. 10. 30, cf. Lyc. 66, Eust. 584. 16. Il Subst.,
o, crown of a helmet, képvfos . . immodaceins k. dxpéraros Il. 15. 536.

On its first appearance the word is used as an adjective and as if it meant ‘headfirst’;
on its second as a noun and as if it meant ‘helmet’ or ‘top of a helmet’. One of these
uses is derived from the other by misunderstanding, suggests Leumann — presumably
the nominal from the adjectival, though Leumann himself is not sure. At all events,
we have here a misunderstanding so radical as to involve grammatical status as well
as semantic content in the ordinary sense. That such a misunderstanding is possible
is because there is no-one around to correct it. Friankel pertinently remarks that

1% G. D. Martin, Language, Truth and Poetry (1975), 196.

1t cf. M. S. Silk, Interaction in Poetic Imagery (1974), xii f. and 261 (‘ LSJ: deficiencies’), and
n. 86 below.

12 cf. below, pp. 327 f.

'3 M. Leumann, Homerische Worter (1950); A. E. Harvey, ‘ Homeric Epithets in Greek Lyric
Poetry’, CQ n.s. 7 (1957), 206 ff.

14 Dichtung und Philosophie des friihen Griechentums (1962), 30; cf. Antidoron (Festschrift
J. Wackernagel, 1923), 274 f1.

15 Dichtung und Philosophie, 30, n. 5.

16 Homerische Worter, 231-3.
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ordinary words are learned in childhood from speakers who already know their correct
(i.e. ordinary) uses, whereas literary archaisms are learned only from earlier literature.?
One thinks, then, of the anonymous child who figures in all the linguistic handbooks
as the inventor of the adjective ‘haive’ (adult, ‘behave’ — child, ‘I am being haive’).
The poet who misinterpreted the adjective xduBaxos as a noun is like a child who
interprets ‘behave’ as two words, but is never told his mistake.

v

The object of this article is to provide some guidelines for a systematic treatment
of whatever it is that Sophocles’ alavys (though perhaps not Homer’s «duBayos)
exemplifies. The deficiencies I find in available treatments are found representatively
in LSJ, and are summed up not so much by the lexicon’s treatment of this
much-discussed word as by its attempt to cope with a less familar yA&rra, the word
méppif. This word, with its variant form meudis and the derivative meudryddys, is
treated by LSJ at some length:

nepdrywdng, es, (méudif) accompanied by vesicular eruption, Hp. Epid. 6. 1. 14, cf.
Gal. ad loc. (17(1). 878), Id. 19. 399; meud:d-, Hsch.

népdiE, tyos, 1), breath, blast, dmrjée méupif "loviov médas mépov prob. in S. Fr. 337;
kepavvia . Bpovrijs Id. Fr. 538; Svoyeiuepos . A. Fr. 195.4. 2. ray, TypAéaxomov
méudirya xpvoéav i8dv S. Fr. 338; ds obre m. fAiov mpoodépreTar ovTe kTA. A. Fr.
170. 3. drop, 1d. Fr. 205; und’ aiparos méupiya mpos médw PdAns 1d. Fr. 183.
4. cloud, méuduy. . . dyyédw mupés cloud, harbinger of lightning, S. Fr. 539; driving
rain or rain-cloud, Ibyc. 17; meAidval pAdxTawar méudiéw éetdduevar deroio, . . .
apvdprieaoar és wmiy livid pustules like rain clouds(in colour). . .dimto the sight, Nic.
Th. 273 (but = bubbles acc. to Sch.); dub. sens. in Call. Fr. 483 (prob. = Oxy. 2080.
43). S. ghost, Lyc. 1106, and so prob. in Euph. 134. 6. pustule or part surrounding
apustule, épiorarar m. olov éAaiov xAwpiis domep dpdyviov Euryphon ap. Gal. 17(1).
886.

nepdis, (dos or idos, 7, = foreg. 5, Lyc. 686 (v. 1. meudlywv).

In particular, wéud€ is set out under six separate headings with copious citations from
verse and one from prose (Euryphon ap. Gal., sense 6). There is, incidentally, a further
short article on méud:f in the Supplement, the chief import of which is to transfer
the Nicander passage from 4, ‘cloud’, to 3, ‘drop’; and there are also textual
complications and uncertainties associated with several of the citations, which,
however, hardly affect the point at issue.!®

A convenient supplement to LSJ’s main article is provided by Pearson on Sophocles,
fr. 337 (the first of LSJ’s citations): ‘Practically all our knowledge of the word méudié
is derived from Galen’s discussion which is the source of the present fragment. He also
quotes frs. 338, 538 and 539, as well as fragments from Aeschylus, Ibycus, Callimachus
and Euphorion...’, and (as Pearson omits to mention) the fragment of Euryphon
(medical writer, early fourth century). Pearson also neglects to tell us that ‘Galen’s
discussion’ is in fact the lengthy commentary on the word meudrywdys in the sixth
book of the Hippocratic Epidemics (mid-fourth century?) which is referred to by LSJ
s.v. He resumes: ‘Outside Galen’s notice méudté occurs only once in Nicander and
twice in Lycophron...’, that is, once as méudi£, once (it seems) as meudis. Pearson
again:

17 Antidoron (Festschrift Wackernagel), 274 f.

18- The most notable complications arise from the existence of an Arabic version of Galen’s

commentary on Hp. Epid. 6 alongside an often defective Western manuscript tradition (see
Wenkebach’s preface to CMG V 10. 2. 2, pp. x ff.).
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The central notion of wéue.£ is air driven or expelled, a puff of wind, hence Galen finds the meaning
mvo) in the present passage, in fr. 538, and in Aesch. fr. 195...It is thus opposed to...a bubble:
Nic. Ther.272... Galen notes its employment to express ‘drops of rain’..., quoting Calli-
machus. . ., and similarly drops of any liquid..., quoting Aeschylus.... In Ibycus...driving
rain or mist is undoubtedly meant. The extract, however, follows fr. 539, and is included by Galen
under the signification cloud.... At this point we must notice the remarkable transition of
meaning by which méudif comes to signify a ray of light.... It should be added that
Lycophron. ..employs méui£ in the sense of a ghost.

The rest of Pearson’s article includes an attempt to reconcile the senses listed with
reference to ‘the fiery waterspout as described by Lucretius’, the ‘ pronouncements of
contemporary meteorology’, and ‘ popular belief and philosophical speculation on the
nature of the Juyn’. On the whole, however, his discussion is aligned with that in LSJ
and both, in turn, with Galen.

I am not concerned with all the detail of the interpretations offered by Pearson and
LSJ, but with the method — and the phenomenon — of their interpretations. As
Pearsonsays (and as LSJ might have said too), most of our knowledge of méudié comes
from one note by Galen, on which I observe the following:

(i) muperoi. .. meudrywdees, ideiv ewoi (Epid. 6. 1. 14) is the Hippocratic locus
that Galen is commenting on, and the burden of his comments is that the meaning
of mepudryddees is disputed, though in the light of his evidence we can hardly doubt
that the méudé fevers with their unsightly symptoms (i8eiv Sewol) are fevers
accompanied by a certain kind of swelling, namely ¢Avxrawai, which are blisters or
pustules.!® That is, LSJ is right to allude to ‘ vesicular eruption’ here (except that the
phrase means ‘blisters’, and on Galen’s evidence they could have said ‘pustules’
instead); this Hippocratic passage is to be closely related to the Euryphon passage
cited by LSJ under méud:£ 6, ‘pustule or part surrounding a pustule’; and, in short,
the two classical prose usages of méudié/meudryddnys agree in using the word with
reference to spots or swellings on the skin.

(i) It is implicit in Galen’s discussion that méu¢ié was a problem-word for the
ancients in its various poetic contexts. Where LSJ assigns meanings to the word, and
Pearson speaks of its ‘central notion’, Galen repeatedly uses expressions like Soxel
xpiofac émi. .., ‘so-and-so apparently uses the word with reference to...".

(iii) Counting the Hippocratic meudiyddns and Lycophron’s meudis (but not
counting the citations of the word by Galen himself), there are in all sixteen known
occurrences of the word in Greek literature — every one of which is in LSJ. Of these
sixteen, Galen refers to thirteen (four in Aeschylus, four in Sophocles, one in Ibycus,
one in Callimachus, one in Euphorion, plus the two medical passages), and the three
exceptions are, as Pearson says, the Nicander and the two Lycophron passages — that
is, three of the five instances known from Hellenistic verse.

(iv) Two obvious questions present themselves: where does Galen get his informa-
tion from? and why is he so selective with Hellenistic verse? The answer to both
questions is surely that his source — not his direct source,?® but his ultimate source
— was Alexandrian, of the same age as (and perhaps even the stimulus for) those three
missing instances; the two Hellenistic passages actually cited will have been added
subsequently, en route to Galen. All that Galen himself tells us is that in his discussion
of méud£ he is ‘following the grammarians’ (tois ypappatixois axodovdyjoavra).?!

* Galen’s discussion is long and not as clear-cut as it might be: CMG V 10. 2. 2, 46-54.

20 For whom Wenkebach conjectured Pamphilus (I A.D.): see Philologus 86 (1931), 325, and
W. D. Smith, The Hippocratic Tradition (1979), 153-5, 160-2; on Hippocratic glossography in
general, see M. Wellmann, Hippokratesglossare (1931).

2 CMGV 10.2.2,47f.
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We know of various Hippocratic glossographers as early as the third century who
might be the underlying source.??

(v) Galen’s note is extensive and, though its text is not in good shape, there is no
obvious reason to suppose it represents any drastic selection from the earlier
(Alexandrian) compilations that it depends on. Nor is there any reason to suppose
that those compilations selected their classical instances of the word from an
appreciably larger number: we at least know of no other occurrences. Information-
retrieval systems in antiquity were, no doubt, not all that they might have been.
Nevertheless, it seems likely, all in all, that what Galen is giving us is a large proportion
of all the occurrences of the word méugié known to the learned and diligent scholars
of the Alexandrian age — which means a large proportion of its literary occurrences
in classical Greek.

From all of which we must draw two conclusions. If we put aside the medical use
of the word and contemplate (a) the diversity of its other supposed meanings and (b)
the likelihood that it was as ill attested in those meanings as it appears to have been,
we must conclude that (c) its (classical) literary occurrences were its only (classical)
occurrences and that (d) its apparent meanings can’t have been meanings. That is,
we cannot now know which, if any, of those meanings the word had ever had, but
the probability is that by the fifth century (where most of the evidence comes from)
it had none of them as true meanings. The only thing the word can be said to have
meant in the classical period is pustule or swelling round a pustule, the given sense of
the two medical passages.?

The question when (or how) méudif developed its medical meaning is another
matter. It might have been hoped that study of the word’s etymology would shed some
light on its classical use, but any such expectation is soon disappointed. The possible
cognates of méudif are moudés, ‘blister’, with its presumed derivative moudsAvé,
‘bubble’, and the early epic epithet of the sea, Svoméuderos.2* One might infer from
the two latter words that the watery uses of wéu:¢ are original. One might equally
infer, however, that the watery uses were engendered precisely by arbitrary association
wth Svoméudelos and/or moudsAvé themselves. And if we can find no terra firma from
modern, scientific etymology, we can certainly find none from ancient interpretations,
etymological or other. Galen’s interpretations of the verse uses of méugi are guesses
(his own or his sources’) derived from the passages cited. With an obsolete word, such
guesses have no authority. Any evidence on which an ancient interpretation of an
obsolete word is in fact based is of value to us. An interpretation without evidence
is of no value, because we have no means of evaluating it: we cannot know how
extensive the supporting evidence may have been, what period it belonged to,
whether it was correctly interpreted.

v

I wrote above: ‘if méudié was so ill attested in its non-medical meanings, they can’t
have been meanings’. The non-medical ‘meanings’ are ill attested, not only because
there are few citations for each of them, but because those citations are all from poets,
andrather few poetsat that. My argument presupposes the importance of distinguishing
normal and abnormal word-usage and the application of distributional criteria to

22 Xenocritus of Cos, Bacchius of Tanagra and Philinus of Cos: see the succinct comments
of Smith (n. 20 above), 202 f., 211 f. and Pfeiffer (n. 7 above), 92, n. 2.

23 And also, incidentally, alluded to in Nicander’s ¢pAdxTawar.

24 On Svoméudelos see West on Hes. Th. 440.
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distinguish them.2s To determine the status of a usage, we find out which writers use
itand then draw inferences from the spread of evidence. A word normally used ‘means’
whatever it appears to. A usage in technical prose (such as Euryphon or the
Hippocratic corpus) is sufficient evidence for a meaning. A poet’s usage is not.

The third section of T. S. Eliot’s The Waste Land begins:

The river’s tent is broken: the last fingers of leaf
Clutch and sink into the wet bank.

As speakers of the language, we know what ‘river’s tent’ means. ‘ Tent’ is a metaphor,
and we interpret it with reference to leaves overhanging the river. We also know that
the word ‘tent’ does not mean ‘overhanging leaves’: in fact, all the force of the
metaphor would be lost if it did. And if another poet — say, a generation later — used
‘tent’ in a similar way, the word would still not mean ‘overhanging leaves’. And if
a dictionary of English were to list overhanging leaves as a meaning of the word on
the strength of either or both of these two passages, we would see that as folly — unless
a whole generation or tradition of poets had used the word that way, and the usage
had acquired the status of elevated cliché. wéud£, however, is anything but a cliché,
in any of its poetic uses, and what LSJ has done with it, following Galen (but
unhelpfully omitting Galen’s qualifications), is folly too.

VI

Before we can understand the phenomenon of words without meanings, we must take
a look at words with meanings and, briefly, at meaning itself. There are various ways
of approaching meaning, some of them less than helpful in the present context.?¢ We
are concerned with the impact of verbal communication on its reader or listener, and
we require an emphasis on the time-honoured notion of conceptual reference: as I read
or hear a word, I identify and conceptualize it, I look it up in the ‘dictionary of the
mind’, I thereby assign a reference to it. I may then relate that conceptual entity to
its referent: that is, to a corresponding something in the ‘real’ world, whether a
physical object or process or condition of that world, or a relationship between items
or events in it, or my experience of any of these.?” While the complete process of
conveying meaning clearly involves referent as well as reference, for many purposes,
including ours, meaning and reference may be taken as effective equivalents.

Many words are polysemic: they possess more than one denotation, or established
sense. Greek yeip forinstance, meant ‘hand’, ‘body of men’, ‘hand-shaped implement’.

25 See Interaction in Poetic Imagery (n. 11 above), especially pp. 27-56. The abnormality
discussed there was metaphor, but mutatis mutandis the discussion applies here too.

26 Notably twentieth-century behaviourist attempts to construct models of language that
ignore mental processes, and not least the spurious antimentalist equation (associated, for
instance, with Wittgenstein), ‘the meaning is the use’. Whatever the theoretical interest of this
equation, its pragmatic value for the lexicographer is akin to the value of Wordsworth’s
ultra-mentalist proposition, ‘poetry is the spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings’, for the
practising critic. Poetry may or may not have something to do with spontaneous overflows, but
it certainly cannot be one itself. Nor can meaning be the use; cf. Martin (n. 10 above), 14 ff.,
and n. 71 below. On linguistic behaviourism see further John Lyons, Semantics 1 (1977),
121 ff., and Martin, 9 ff. My discussion of meaning owes a good deal to Martin’s admirable book
and a little to Benveniste’s distinction between *signifiance’ (a word’s meaning within a language)
and ‘sens’ (its meaning in a context), on which see conveniently T. Todorov in Mélanges
linguistiques offerts @ Emile Benveniste (1975), 509 ff.

27 The qualifications are designed to cater for abstract expression: cf. Martin (n. 10 above),
68 f. On reference and referent see Lyons (n. 26 above), 95 ff., 174 ff., and Martin, 8 f., 25 ff.,
68 ff.
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Most, if not all, words in any case possess a multiplicity of connotations, or associated
ideas.?®* We may think of the total semantic content of a word in use as a circle with
a set of concentric rings around it and no clearly defined periphery. The circle contains
the word’s denotations, and at its centre is the particular one (not necessarily the most
common one) which is determined by a particular context. Outside the circle are rings
of connotations, which become more diffuse the further they are from the centre of
the circle.?® The inner rings are made up of predictable collocations: with yeip, for
instance, notions of ‘left” and ‘right’, dpiorepd and Seéia, or ‘lifting’, aipewv, because
we are used to aipew xeipas. The outer rings involve less predictable collocations,
such as literary uses from the past, which are not ‘meanings’ in any ordinary sense
at all.

Imagine xeip in ordinary operation. The required sense — say, ‘body of men’ —is
indicated by our knowledge of the word’s denotative range together with the given
context. Figure 1 illustrates this commonplace process:

Evocable
connotations - N

‘Hand-shaped implement’

‘Body ot men’

*—

!

Context

1

Interpretation

‘Hand’

The process is sometimes more complicated, notably in literary discourse where
language is used tropically. Figure 2 illustrates interpretation of Eliot’s metaphor,
‘river’s tent’:

Suppressed
The river’s tenor
Context (tenor)
° ~—— —— |~ Jfm——_ == -
\
\
\
\
X
tent
(vehicle) /

Interpretation

‘Impossible’
reference

28 This essentially literary-critical use of ‘denotation’ and ‘connotation’ differs from those
favoured by semantic theorists, on which cf. Lyons (n. 26 above), 175 f.
29 The model is a modified version of one discussed by Martin (n. 10 above), 23, 42.
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For context (or ‘tenor’) we are given ‘the river’s’. Then comes ‘tent’, clearly belonging
to a new terminology (the ‘vehicle’), which proves to be parallel to the first. ‘Tent’
has a well-known reference, which the given context precludes: the ordinary meaning
is quickly evoked, only to be as quickly rejected. Instead, the context encourages us
somehow to sense the ‘suppressed tenor’ — some literal ‘equivalent’, like ‘ overhanging
leaves’ — in its absence. The result is an extra dimension, with two separate circles and
a sensuous effect, as if we experienced the referent directly without conceptualization.®®

VII

méudi€ and alavis, in their classical usages, represent a quite different phenomenon,
which I propose we call an iconym. Meaning presupposes communication within a
stable speech-community, in which users of words know if they are used wrongly or
oddly. A word’s meaning is guaranteed primarily by communal use; in a literate, but
not bookish, community before the advent of dictionaries, its meaning is guaranteed
only by communal use. If a word becomes obsolete in the speech-community, it may
survive passively, or as a fossil in set phrases, like religious formulae. Any appreciable
development of literary uses without these restrictions will create an iconym. The
exceptionally full information available for méudif suggests how commonly used such
a new creation is liable to be.

An iconym, then, is a purely literary phenomenon. The word ‘iconym’ I coin on
the analogy of such formations as pseudonym and metonym, and (not inappropriately,
perhaps) I derive its main element from more than one word: from eixd{ew, because
the reader of an iconym can only guess what it means — and though he may suppose
he sometimes guesses with elxds, probability, it is never with certainty; from elxwv,
because there is a semblance of signification about an iconym, possibly a hint of an
image, even, but its meaning is really no more than a phantom; above all, from eixy,
because the scatter of guessed ‘meanings’ that eventually collects around an iconym
is essentially arbitrary. An iconym is a word which has lost its denotations. Its usage
is unpredictable and unstable. It has certain properties which ordinary words do not
have, but it has less meaning than any ordinary word has. In this respect, it is at the
other end of the semantic scale from metaphor, which has more meaning than the
ordinary word. Again unlike metaphor, an iconym is best thought of not as a trope,
a way of using a word (a given word can be used literally or metaphorically), but as
a type of word (as, say, a coinage or a swearword is a type of word) with given
properties or potentialities which are realized in almost any use.?! Again unlike
metaphor, an iconym makes not for striking effects or pointed suggestions, but for
a diffuse imprecision. An iconymic passage in a text may be a difficult passage, but
where the difficulties associated with metaphor tend to ‘explode’ (to use Gerard
Manley Hopkins’ expression),®? those associated with iconymy tend to linger, like a
haze.

As a model for the workings of an iconym, I suggest Figure 3:

3¢ This view of metaphor is essentially the one taken in Interaction in Poetic Imagery (n. 11
above), especially pp. 9-12, 103 f.; see also W. Nowottny, The Language Poets Use (1962),
49 f1.

31 On this point, cf. p. 313 below.

32 In a letter to Robert Bridges, 8 October 1879.
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An iconym has no circle, no centre. It has only a few faint scattered connotations:
a set of random associations, like ghostly rings, perhaps randomly overlapping, but
largely unrelatable, and all in all leading nowhere. The random associations will
consist partly of earlier literary contexts (from which the knowledge of the word
presumably comes), partly, perhaps, of aural associations of the kind we tend to read
as ‘re-etymology’. There is a diffuse reference, then, too diffuse to begin to derive a
referent from it. If we invoke a referent, we do so via the context. But the context,
by itself, will rarely be sufficient for that.

Take the pair of méudif passages listed by LSJ under ‘ray’, namely Aeschylus, fr.
369 Mette (170 Nauck) and Sophocles, fr. 338. In full, the passages run:

(A.) as odre méudié HAiov mpoodépkeTar
o7’ dorepwmov dupa Anrdas kdpys

those on which neither the méugi£ of the sun looks nor the eye of the moon.
(S.) «dv éBaduacas | TnAéarxomov méudiya xpvaéav 8w

and you would have marvelled at the sight of the golden méug:f that watches/is watched from
afar.

Galen’s comments, in his discussion of the Hippocratic meudiyddns are:3? émi 8¢ raw
axTivwy adrdv Sokel xpiobar 7@ Tis méudryos dvéuart ZodokAis. . .ovTw xal
Aloxblos. . .- in this pair of passages, Sophocles and likewise Aeschylus ‘apparently
use the word wéudif of the sun’s rays’. Hence LSJ’s classification. But Galen’s
comment is a guess at the referent. From the context, he — or his sources — infers that
what the tragedians are talking about is what we call the sun’s rays. As a matter of
fact, the referent might as well be the halo of the sun3* — or the ball of the sun, and
so on. However, none of these guesses (pace LSJ) is a guess at the word’s meaning,
that is its reference. Contrast a metaphor, like Eliot’s ‘river’s tent’. We can know what
the passage is about — that is, we can know what the referent is — because ‘tent’ is a
word with a stable reference. With wéudif there is no stable reference (outside the
medical sense), and the referent is correspondingly obscure.

3 CMG V 10. 2. 2, 49.

34 For what it may be worth, I note that haloes are roughly the same shape as parts
surrounding pustules. It could equally well be argued that the referents are different — and
Pearson for one (on S. fr. 338) believes that the Sophoclean words ‘refer to the brightness of
the golden fleece’.
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What are the symptoms of iconymy? Specifically, how are we to recognize an iconym
in classical Greek? In the first place, such words are restricted to verse, especially
elevated verse. There is an exception to this rule. As with wéudi£, there may be a
restricted prose usage of the word, to which, however, the iconymic verse uses are not,
or not obviously, related. In a case like this, it may well be that the medical méudié
was, or was felt to be, a ‘different word’, a homonym of the poetic méugif —*® just
as we feel that ‘ear’ of corn and ‘ear’ on the head are different words (as they are,
etymologically) or ‘lark’ (a bird) and ‘lark’ (a frolic) (etymologically, probably not).
For practical purposes, certainly, we may as well assume this — and so preserve the
otherwise clear distinction between iconyms (types of words) and tropes (uses of
words).

In the second place, the various attested applications of the iconymic word do not
lend themselves to the ordinary lexicographical differentiation into discrete but related
senses.?” Some of the uses may well resist any classification. Alternatively, the innocent
lexicographer will be reduced to classifying them on the same principle whereby LSJ
classifies the uses of méudié, which yields a spectacularly high proportion of different
meanings to occurrences. What will be lacking is a stable centre to which the other
uses can be related, or a well-attested use from which the other uses can be derived.
With méudi£ there is one sufficiently well-attested use (the medical one), but nothing
can be derived from it. With alavys there are possible ezymologies (like the etymology
from atef), but there is no sufficiently well-attested use, and even if one is prepared
to accept the kind of semantic development proposed (‘everlasting, perpetual,
hence. . .wearisome, persistent’), the word remains a problem.

Thirdly, the word is used in its unrelatable ways by more than one poet. If all the
problem examples are in a single author’s work, we would not be justified in speaking
of iconymy: the natural reading would be that here we have a poet’s private
associations at work. Even an iconym has a communal basis, then, and there must
be a spread of evidence to imply the communality.®®

From this last consideration it perhaps follows that an instance like xduBayos,
which involves merely two passages from the Iliad, is not strictly an iconym - even
if the number of poets involved in any such Homeric transaction is hardly a known
quantity. We might content ourselves with noting that xduBaxos is at least not a very
productive iconym. But with this criterion in mind, we should certainly not ascribe
iconymy to an example like ayfvwp, whose coverage in LSJ is as follows:

&ynvépeiog, Dor. dyavép-, a, ov, = dyfvwp, A. Pers. 1026.

&ynv-opéw [a], to be valiant, Nonn. D. 12. 206, 37. 338, al. -opla, 7, manliness,
courage, of men, 1. 22. 457; arrogance, pride, in pl., 9. 700; sg., Nonn. D. 42. 384,
AP10.75. 7 (Pall.), etc.; of a lion, I1. 12. 46. -wp, Dor. &ydvwe, opos, 6, 7, (&ya-,
&vip) poet. Adj. manly, heroic, Quués 11. 2. 276, 12. 300; kpadin kai Bvpos a. 9. 635,
etc.; Biy xai ayfjrop. Buud eifas, of a lion, 24. 42: freq. with collat. notion of

35 From this point I broadly follow principles and procedures set out in Interaction in Poetic
Imagery (n. 11 above), chs. 2 and 4. Inter alia, I do not appeal to material later than the fourth
century B.C. either as prospective iconyms or as evidence about them (cf. Interaction, 3842, 82)
- even though Hellenistic usage in particular often shows discussible developments. Such was
the artificial linguistic milieu of the Hellenistic littérateur (pertinently represented by his access
to — and his academic interest in — lists of yAwrra: from earlier literature compiled by others like
himself), that only confusion can result from taking pre-Hellenistic and Hellenistic together.

36 In Lyons’ terms (n. 26 above, 1. 18 ff.), the two would be different ‘lexemes’. The distinction
between polysemy and homonymy is hard to draw on any level (ibid. 1. 550-69).

%7 Which current linguistics finds problematic in itself: e.g. Lyons (n. 26 above), 1. 553 f.

38 cf. Silk (n. 11 above), 35 and 37, n. 7.
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headstrong, arrogant, of Achilles, 9. 699; Thersites, 2. 276, the suitors, Od. 1. 106, 144,
al.; the Titans, Hes. Th. 641, cf. Op. 7; the Seven against Thebes, A. Th. 124 (lyr.).
2. of animals and things, stately, magnificent, immos Pi. O. 9. 23; lavish, puia@és P. 3.
55; mAodros ib. 10. 18; xoumos 1. 1. 43.

If one judged the question simply on the basis of the applications listed in LSJ, and
particularly the series listed under ‘2, of animals and things’, but without reference
to the provenance of this second set of uses, one might well be tempted to take the
word — which was doubtless obsolete by the fifth century — as a possible iconym. As
it is, the odd uses cited (with uia8s, mAoiiTos, kéumos) are all from Pindar.?® Outside
these Pindaric uses, the word is reasonably stable. What we have here, therefore, is
not an iconym, but an otherwise stable archaism, subjected to various idiosyncratic
uses (tropical or other) by a single poet — which (I note in passing) is the kind of
conclusion we mightreasonably hope to find summarized in a theoretically sophisticated
Greek lexicon.

The three properties I have listed are preconditions of iconymy. Certain other
features are often visible, but not in themselves necessary:

(i) The word is often epic in origin, and either already iconymic there or else revived
as an iconym later. However, there are exceptions: neither alavis nor méugif, for
instance, is known to be epic.

(ii) We sometimes find a sudden fashion for the word. méui£, for instance, is
attested once before the fifth century (in Ibycus), then eight times in Aeschylus and
Sophocles. The fact that we have much more extant Greek literature from some
periods than others is obviously a factor to be taken into account, but cannot be held
solely responsible for (e.g.) the méudié distribution.

(iii) Alternatively, we find that though several authors use the iconym, one of them
has a quite disproportionate taste for it. alavrs, for instance, is evidently an
Aeschylean Lieblingswort.*® Of the sixteen certain pre-Hellenistic instances of the word
(all but three of which are in LSJ), eight are from Aeschylus.*!

(iv) As with alavys, uses of the word are liable to involve re-etymology: that is,
the aural characteristics of the word are seen to be conditioning its application. alavys
is aurally open to association with either alal or alei, and some of the contexts in
which we find the word suggest that re-etymology is exerting a pull in one direction
or the other. This does not in itself invest the word with full ‘meaning’, nor does it
have any bearing on the actual etymology of the word. It rather bears on the author’s
intention.

The relation between meaning and intention is a vexed topic which I have discussed
elsewhere.*> Meaning is determined not by an individual’s intentions, conscious or

3% Whereas Pindar’s application of the word to {mmos is more or less relatable to the Homeric
applications of dynvopia and dynvwpitselftoalion (/1. 12. 46 and 24. 42 respectively). For a useful
discussion of dyfvwp in some of its other aspects, see A. Sideras, Aeschylus Homericus (1971),
42.

40 So E. Degani, Helikon 2 (1962), 43, in the course of a compendious study of the word (pp.
37-56).

41 The missing citations are Pi. 1. 3. 2. (with «épos), A. fr. 442. 2 Mette (with Blos), and Mel.
Adesp. S 458. 1. 3 (apparently quasi-adverbial, dvouoyéwv ainvés). The adjective was also
conjectured by Ahrens at A. Ch. 68, and one derivative is attested in Aeschylus: Svcatavy
Bodv, Pe. 281. It may be noted that the Corcyra inscription cited by LSJ (/G 9 (1) 886. 2) is
post-classical.

%2 Interaction in Poetic Imagery, 59-63,233-5. See further the essays collected by D. Newton—de
Molina in On Literary Intention (1976), although I confess that some of the contributors,
especially the ‘pro-intentionalists’, seem to me deficient in the sharp focusing required to assist
scrutiny of the question.
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unconscious, but by the immediate context and the communal language as a whole
(i.e. by the role the word is seen or known to play in those two complexes). Authors
do have intentions and the author’s choice of words is no doubt to be correlated with
them, but that is not the same thing. Meanings are usually recoverable (from the
immediate context and the language as a whole). Intentions are often not — unless we
arbitrarily assume that recoverable meanings correspond to them, which is merely to
beg the question by redefining ‘intention’ as meaning. However, there are cases where
intentions are certainly recoverable, and in the case of a re-etymologized iconym we
have the unusual phenomenon of a recoverable intention without a recoverable
meaning. When Aeschylus writes eis 7ov aiavi) xpévov (Eum. 572), he is evidently
associating the word alavfs with alei. His intention — unlike the meaning of the
word - is plain. One may say, ‘it meant that to Aeschylus’, but language is not idiolect,
and meaning is not determined by private association. ‘“But glory doesn’t mean
‘a nice knock-down argument’”, Alice objected. “When I use a word”, Humpty
Dumpty said in rather a scornful tone, ‘it means what I choose it to mean — neither
more nor less.””” If Humpty Dumpty were right (which he is not), iconyms would not
be the linguistic exception, but the rule.

IX

I come now to a short list of examples, arranged in a miniature typology in order to
show the range of the type. I do not claim to know how many iconyms there ever
were in classical Greece: I suggest, between ten and a hundred. The short list is
certainly a representative sample.

One clearly definable type consists of words which were apparently or conceivably
iconymic in epic and certainly thereafter. My first instance is aAiaaros, for which LSJ
offers the following:

&Aiaarog, ov, (Audlopar) not to be turned aside, unabating, paxy, duados, yéos, Il.
14. 57, 12. 471, 24. 760; méAepov 8’ 4. éyeipe 20. 31; &. avin Hes. Th. 611: neut. as
Adv., und’ dXiaoTov 88dpeo 1. 24. 549, cf. dpyv dAiaaros dpilooet E. Hec. 85. 2.
= moAds, kdpa A. R. 1. 1326, acc. to Sch., cf. EM 63. 33. II. of persons, undaunted,
E. Or. 1479. - Ep. word, used twice by E. in lyr.

‘Not to be turned aside, unabating’, says LSJ, which is no more than usually
misleading for its treatment of an iconym - but in fairness let us note that at least the
evidence it cites, though incomplete, is adequate.®® aAiacros, superficially, is a
surprising case of iconymy, because the word appears to have a transparent
etymology, from Ava{eafas, ‘draw back’ or ‘sink’. Semantically, however, the word
is clearly at some remove from its parent. In the epic the word is applied to battle
(ndxm) and the din of battle (uados) and ‘wailing’, yéos; then to ‘distress’ (avin)
in Hesiod. There is a curious adverbial use in the lliad, und’ dAiaorov 880peo - in
the context of wailing, but perhaps speculatively associated with Alav (Ainv), ‘too
much’. In Euripides’ Hecuba the word is elusively used by Hecuba of her ¢pnv and
its apprehensions (odmor’ éua gppny &S’ dAlacros | dplocer, 85 f.) and in Orestes of
the intrepid Pylades (évavra 8° #Afe ITvAddns | aMlaoros, 1478 f), this time
apparently re-etymologized from AwdlecBa. itself (as it were, ‘the man who never

3 In terms of quantity of evidence, as a matter of fact, LSJ tends to be very much better with
rare words than ordinary ones (on which I refer to my comments in Interaction in Poetic Imagery,
83). The instances of dA{aaTos not cited by LSJ are newly discovered and/or scrapings: B.(?) fr.
60. 10 f. d\i[daTois] Omo mévBeawy, Trag. Adesp. P. Ox. 3216.7 dAiaarov (no context), E. fr. 1123
dub. dAiaoTov (no context, but perhaps unjustly suspected by Nauck).
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draws back’?).4¢ The adjective has been discussed by Erbse, who interpreted it as
‘inescapable’ (unentrinnbar), thereby finding a meaning sufficiently vague to fit all or
most of the Homeric examples (though hardly the Euripidean), and just about
relatable to Audleaflar. With the traditional interpretations, Erbse warns, the word
becomes an ‘empty epithet’.> Indeed.

Anotherexample is alfloy, ‘ fiery-looking’, according to LSJ, ‘epithet of metal. . .and
of wine. . .once of smoke’, and then (‘metaph.’) ‘fiery, keen’:

aifoy, omos, (aifiés, &) fiery-looking, in Hom. as epith. of metal, flashing, aiflom:
xaAxo 1. 4. 495, etc.; and of wine, sparkling (or ‘fiery’, cf. Epigr. ap. Luc. Dips. 6),
atfoma olvov 4. 259, etc.; once of smoke, mixed with flame (cf. aiflalos), Od. 10. 152;
al. royuds, Aaumds, E. Supp. 1019, Ba. 594 (both lyr.). 2. black, Opp. H. 1. 133,
etc.; atfom. koo App. Anth. 3. 166 (Procl.). 1L metaph., fiery, keen, Ayués Hes. Op.
363; uduos Tim. Pers. 223; 8iym Nonn. D. 15. 7; Baokavin AP 5. 217 (Agath.).

Compare and contrast the full facts:

atfoma olvov Il. 1. 462 (+8); Od. 2. 57 (+11); Hes. Op. 592 (+1)

aifom otvew 1. 23. 237 (+2)

aifom xarud II. 4. 495 (+9), Od. 21. 434, Hes. Sc. 135

olvov aifoma E. fr. 896. 3

atfora kamvév Od. 10. 152

atfomra Ayuév Hes. Op. 363

antn 8 aifomra Mel. Adesp. S. 473. 4

[Gv8pos aiflomros S. A4j. 221 (v.1., Kamerbeek)]

atfom udpw Timoth. 15. 210

atfome proyud E. Supp. 1019

aifomra Aaumdda E. Ba. 594.

The word is common in two epic contexts: as epithet of olvov (or oivew) and as epithet
of yaAk@. The former use is recalled by Euripides, fr. 896. 3, where the epithet is
learnedly ‘explained’ by reference to the fact that the sun ripens grapes and one of
the horses of the sun was called Alfoy. The remaining extant uses are remarkably
diverse: of smoke (once in the Odyssey); of hunger (once in Hesiod); of wind (once
in a bit of anonymous lyric); of Ajax (s.v.l., once in Sophocles); of blame (once in
Timotheus); and then two instances in Euripides of ¢Aoyuds and Aaumas, which look
back to the Odyssey passage (with kamvés) and/or to a re-etymological ‘connection’
with aifew, ‘kindle, burn’.

The example nicely illustrates the difference between etymology and meaning. We
may well accept the common suggestion that originally alfoy had to do with ‘burning’
and was derived from the same stem as aifew. But that ‘original’ state is evidently
pre-historic. The predominant Homeric-Hesiodic uses are in formulae which no longer
evoke it. The Odyssey phrase, aiflora kamvév, may be a relic of that earlier state or
itself imply a re-etymology. Either way, the word is now a prima facie iconym, and
is unquestionably one by the fifth century.t¢

And a third instance, dwTos (or -ov). LSJ s.v.:

&wrov [a], 76, and dwTos, 6, the choicest, the flower of its kind: in Hom. mostly of
the finest wool, olds dwrov 11. 13. 599, 716, Od. 1. 443; without oiés (which must be

4“4 At Or. 1479 speculatively emended (essentially on metrical grounds) to dAaoros
by Biehl (following Wilamowitz) in his 1965 Berlin edition and the 1975 Teubner.

45 Glotta 32 (1953), 236-8.

4 The presumption of an original etymological connection between a{floyy and aif-, ‘burn’,
does not justify the decision of Lex. fr.-gr. Ep. to make a composite article out of alfloy, aifwy
et al.
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supplied from the context), flock, down, 9. 434; once of the finest linen, Aivoié 7€ Aemrrov
dwrov I1. 9. 661; of the golden fleece, yptoeov dwrov A.R. 4. 176, cf. Orph. 4. 1336;
dxpov dwrov [U8artos], of pure water, Call. Ap. 112; of the foam on a wave, kdparos
akpw a. Id. Hec. 1. 4. 3; péliros . yAuxds Pi. Pae. 6. 59: freq. in Pi., d. {was the
prime or flower of life, Id. 1. 5(4). 12; &. orepavwv the fairest of. .., ib. 6(5). 4, cf. O.
5. 1; Xapitwv 4. their fairest gift, Id. I. 8(7). 16; oodias dxpos a. the choicest gift
of minstrel’s art, ib. 7(6). 18; &. yAdroaas, i.e. a song, ib. 1. 51; duvwv Id. P. 10. 53;
8ixas a. Id. N. 3. 29; *Adpodiras...dwrov A. Supp. 666 (lyr.): rarely in pl.,
orepdvwy awrou Pi. 0. 9. 19; pdwv dwrou Id. N. 8. 9; p68wv dwror Simon. 148:
in Epitaphs, vfjokw . . . dkpds év dddrw inthe flower of youth, IG 3.1328; 7ov . . . dwTov
7o Snpov CIG 2804, cf. Epigr. Gr. 455. 1L that which gives honour and glory to a
thing, d. inmwv a song in praise of horses, Pi. 0. 3. 4; yeipdv &. émivicov 1d. O. 8.
75. — The gender is indeterminate in Hom. and A.; Pi. always has dwos, and so Theoc.
13. 27; A.R. and later Ep. dwrov (Opp. C. 4. 154, oios dwTa in pl.).

I have discussed this word elsewhere.®” It occurs five times in Homer: three times
as if it meant ‘wool’ (olds dwTov); once of the ram’s fleece in Odyssey 9; once of linen,
in the phrase Aivowo. . . dwTov. The word occurs thereafter twenty-three times before
the Hellenistic period ; twenty of these occurrences are in Pindar. There is a little, but
not much, evidence of association with flowers.*® In most of the twenty-three cases
itis possible to interpret the word vaguely as ‘ the choicest, the finest’, as is traditionally
done, although ingenuity has to be stretched to cope with phrases like dikas dwros
in Pindar’s Nemean 3, let alone molarav rai {évwv yAawooas dwrov in Isthmian 1.
In the latter case, where the referent is approximately ‘song in praise’, even LSJ gives
up the attempt and simply observes, ‘i.e. a song’. As a matter of fact, half of Pindar’s
uses are connected with song:*® perhaps he associated the word with ¢o.84?

The proper conclusion for the literary lexicographer of dwros is that the word is:
(a) an iconym, certainly by the fifth century; (b) vaguely complimentary; (c) favoured
by Pindar; (d) generally used in some kind of genitival phrase. An interesting
perspective on the word’s prehistory is provided by the apparent occurrence of a
cognate form in Linear B, seemingly as a man’s name,> but this has no bearing on
the classical state of affairs. The word is both an iconym and subjected to Pindar’s
idiolectal creativity. It is futile to try and fabricate stable meanings from that.

X

In these last examples the iconym seems to begin its iconymic existence in epic. Some
instances appear to involve no such epic background. méudi£ and alavys are two of
them, and another is {ovfés. The interpretation of this word, in LSJ and elsewhere,
is a classic case of misplaced ingenuity. LSJ’s article cites the bulk of the pre-Hellenistic
evidence, as follows:

EovBémtepog, ov, with nimble (or perh. humming) wings, uélooa(i) E. HF 487, Fr.
467. 4, Lyr. Alex. Adesp. 7. 13.

47 Interaction in Poetic Imagery, 239 f. and 101 (on P. 10. 53 ).

48 Ibid.

¥ As O. 1. 15 povaikds év dwrw: cf. 0. 3.3, P. 10. 53, 1. 1. 51, 1. 7. 18, I. 8. 16a, fr. 6b
), fr. 52 f. 59, and, more distantly or tenuously, O. 5. 1, 0. 8. 75, 0. 9. 19, 1. 5. 12 (in which
instance there is perhaps a faint allusion to ‘wool’ through mowaivovre; cf. R. Stoneman, Maia
33 (1981), 130).

5 KN Dd 1157 has the sequence a-wo-ti-jo, which C. J. Ruijgh, Etudes sur la grammaire et
le vocabulaire du grec mycénien (1967), 158, interprets as *AFwrios or "AFwriwv, a shepherd’s
name (and certainly found in the vicinity of the sign for ‘ovis’), ‘dérivé de *aFwros (> dwros),
flocon (de laine), laine fine’.
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EouB6g, 7, v, rapidly moving to and fro, nimble, ¢edyere Tijs fovbijs BetdéTepor
xepados Herodic. ap. Ath. 5. 222a; képat. . . fovloiow dvépors éverpddwv popoi-
pevau in the rustling breezes, Chaerem. 1. 7; €. aAxvéves AP 9. 333 (Mnasalc.); €.
mrépuyes rustling, whirring wings of the Dioscuri, h. Hom. 33. 13; whirring or
steadily-beating wings of the eagle, B. 5. 17; £ovfav éx mrepiywv add kpéxovaa uélos,
of the cricket, AP 7. 192 (Mnasalc.). 2. chirruping or trilling larynx of the nightingale,
éXbe Bua éovlav yeviwy édedlopéva Oprivois éuois Euvepyds E. Hel. 1111 (lyr.);
éXeAlopévn Siepois pédeow yévvos Eouliis Ar. Av. 214 (anap.); 8" éufs yévvos
Eovbis peréwv Tavi vépovs iepovs dvadaivw ib. 744 (lyr); of the nightingale itself,
trilling, ola Tis éovla. .. "Irvv “Itvy arévova’. . .anddw A. Ag. 1142 (lyr); & $idy,
& Eovby, & didratov dpvéwv mavrwy Ar. Av. 676 (lyr.), cf. Theoc. Ep. 4. 11; of
song-birds in general, £. Avyddwva Spvea Lyr. Alex. Adesp. 7. 1; . xeAlddw twittering
swallow, Babr. 118. 1. 3. of the bee, either nimble, or humming (cf. éovBémrepos),
S. Fr. 398. S, E. IT 165 (anap.), 635, Pl. Epigr. 32. 6, Antiph. 52. 7, Theoc. 7. 142,
AP9.226.1(Zon.),v.l.in API.4.305.3 (Antip.). 4.ofthe sound produced by a trilling
larynx or vibrating wing, £ovfov uédos (of a song-bird) chirruping note, Opp. H. 4. 123;
olpeat kal okiepais fovla Aaredvra vdmass, of the Térmif, AP 9. 373. 4. 5. ¢
immadextpuav perh. nimble horse-cock, A. Fr. 134, parodied in Ar. Pax 1177, Av. 800,
Ra.932. 1L golden yellow, éovBiv T€ omovdas wehr@v Emp. 128. 7 (ap. Porph. Abst.
2.21; éavBav ap. Ath. 12. 510d); éovBos peév mpbmav €ldos, of a species of wolf, Opp.
C. 3. 297 (éavB6s one cod.); but £ovlov an’ avépos alpa mdoaaba red blood, Opp.
H.2.452 (v.l. favBov v7’).

It is worth noting, for the sake of completeness, that the name Zodfos occurs in
Hesiod and apparently in Linear B as a man’s name and the name of an ox.5! The
extant occurrences of the adjective £ovfés begin in the sixth century, if that is the date
of Homeric Hymn 33 (the fourth citation in LSJ). In the classical period the word
is generally used of flying creatures (which LSJ omits to say), though not always: it
is used of winds by the tragedian Chaeremon (vid. 1.1 in LSJ)*? and conceivably (if
the text could be trusted) of honey by Empedocles (ibid. II). Even in connection with
flying creatures, the word lacks all stability. It is used sometimes of birds, sometimes
of bees, sometimes of wings (including the wings of the Dioscuri in the Homeric Hymn),
sometimes of throats (nightingales’ throats). There is also £ovfémrepos, epithet of bees
in Euripides. Sometimes the word could be taken as a colour word (with or without
re-:tymological assimilation to £éavfés). Usually it could be taken as a description of
scund, but, if so, the sounds vary very greatly. LSJ, beginning improperly with a set
consisting largely of later examples, offers its readers ‘rapidly moving to and fro’,
‘chirruping’, ‘nimble’ (or “humming’), and the problematic ‘ golden yellow’. Com-
mentators are moved to note ‘the strange ambiguity of this attribute between colour,
sound and movement’ and to relate this to Greek modes of colour-perception.>* More
to the point, Eduard Fraenkel, and Wilamowitz before him, observed that by the fifth
century the word was ‘scarcely understood’.>* For want of a theory of iconymy,
however, Fraenkel still hankered after an ordinary denotation for the word, and duly
suggested that in the fifth century £ovfés was ‘always taken to refer to colour’.’® A

51 Hes. fr. 9. 2; PY Jn 389 and KN Ch 900 (ko-so-u-to-); the proper name occurs also at
Dialexeis 5. 11, on which see n. 55 below.

52 Winds are themselves sometimes represented as flying creatures, but usually in visual art,
rarely in words: cf. D. L. Page, Further Greek Epigrams (1981), 365, Roscher, Lex. Myth., s.vv.
Boreas, Windgatter, K. Neuser, Anemoi (1982), 232 f.

33 Dale on E. Hel. 1111.

54 Fraenkel on Ag. 1142; Wilamowitz on E. HF 488.

35 Joc. cit.; cf. e.g. Kannicht on E. Hel. 1111. Perhaps the best evidence for a classical
association with colour (though not for a classical meaning) is the sole occurrence of the word
not cited by LSJ, Dialexeis 5. 11 (cf. n. 51 above). Here the writer gives a list of three pairs of
words, the members of which differ by accent (dppovia): I'Aadros kai yAavkos xai Edvlos kai
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recent discussion by Diirbeck credits it instead with a reference to sound (and
eventually movement) combined with an ‘affective’ connotation, for which modern
languages are said to provide no equivalent.>® The proper conclusion is rather that
from the fifth century the word is an iconym with several competing connotations,
but no stable centre. Whether the word ‘meant’ something more definite in the
Homeric Hymn is impossible to say : the same could be said of the earliest use of wéupi&
(in Ibycus).

XI

Sometimes an epic iconym simply lapses into obsolescence within the epic sphere itself.
This is the case with two words widely regarded as problematic, Aeiptéets (and Aeipios)
and opoutos, and one other, 8é8ne, which has hitherto escaped any such diagnosis.
Aepiées is another target for misplaced ingenuity, this time from commentators on
the look-out for synaesthesia.” ‘ Properly like a lily, but in Homer only metaphorical’,
is LSJ’s proem. The whole Aecp- section of LSJ runs:

Aeip-ivog, 7, ov, made of lilies, xpiopa Dsc. 3. 102; éAawov Gal. 19. 119. 1L like
a lily, avfos prob. in Thphr. HP 3. 18. 11. -iéetg, €goa, ev, prop. like a lily, but
in Hom. only metaph., xpéa Aeipibevra lily skin, Il. 13. 830; of the cicadae, éma
Aepibeaoav their delicate voice, 3. 152; of the Muses’ voice, Hes. Th. 41; ‘Eomepides
Q.S.2.418. 2.of thelily, kdpn Nic. Al. 406. -wov,76, Madonna lily, Lilium candidum,
prob. in Thphr. HP 9. 16. 6; = xpivov, Dsc. 3. 102, cf. h. Cer. 427, Hp. Mul. 2. 179,
A.R. 1. 879. 1L polyanthus narcissus, Narcissus Tazetta, Thphr. HP 6. 8. 1, 7. 13.
4,Dsc. 4.158. 1L autumn narcissus, Narcissus serotinus, Thphr. HP 6. 6. 9; narcissus
in general, ib. 1, 13. 2. -lonoAdavenwwn, 7, omelet made with lilies, etc., Pherecr.
130.8. -106,0v, = Aewpiders, avBepov Pi. N. 7.79. II. of the voice, A.R. 4. 903, Orph.
A.253. TIL of the eyes of youth, duuara B. 16.95. -1d8ng, s, like a lily, edwdia
Thphr. HP3.13.6. -bg, 4, év, = Aewpideus, of the voice, TérTi€ yAukepois xeileot
Aewpa xéwv IG 14. 1934 f6.

Aetpiéers occurs once in the Hiad of skin (in fact Ajax’s), once of the cicadas’ voice,
once in Hesiod of the Muses’ voice. There is also a Greek word Aeipiov, ‘lily’ (or
‘narcissus’), with an ordinarily stable meaning and contexts in the epic era as well
as in classical prose. And then there is Aeipios, adjective, which Bacchylides uses of
human eyes and Pindar of avflepov, ‘flower’, but as periphrasis (most commentators
agree) for coral. There is also — too recently published for LSJ (or its Supplement) — an
adjective Aetpiémpupvos (?! ‘lily-stern’) recorded in a poetical onomasticon of the
mid-third century B.c.*® No author’s name is associated with the word, though I would
be prepared to guess that its author was Bacchylides.*®

favfos kai Eovbfos xkai fovBés. In each pair the first word is a proper name, the second an
adjective; both the first two adjectives, yAavkés and £avBés, are colour terms; the likely
implication is that the writer took £ovflés the same way. The apparent association of {ovfés
with £avfés is also noteworthy in view of the confusion between the two in our text of Empedocles
(cf. LSJ s.v. £ouvblés 1).

36 H. Dirbeck, Miinchener Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 24 (1968), 9-33. There is a more
recent, but no more adequate, discussion by G. Xanthakis-Karamanos, Studies in Fourth-Century
Tragedy (1980), 83 f.

57 E.g. W. B. Stanford, Phoenix 23 (1969), 3 ff., E. Irwin, Colour Terms in Greek Poetry (1974),
205 ff.

% P. Hib. 172. 114. The form Aetpds (= Aewpiders) referred to by LSJ occurs only on a late
inscription (cited s.v.).

3% Bacchylides seems to have been peculiarly fond of -mpuuvos compounds: not only the rare
epic form edmpupvos (13. 150: II. 4. 248), but the otherwise unattested aloAdmpuuvos (1. 114)
and Aemrémpupvos (17. 119) as well. Outside Bacchylides, dudimpvuvos and evmpuuvos occur
in tragedy (see LSJ s.vv.).
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The Pindaric use of Aeipios is noteworthy. The poet simply assimilates the word
to the noun Aeipiov, the established flower-name, and then uses the product
quasi-metaphorically:

Moioa Tou

k0AAG xpuaov &v Te Aevkov éAédavd’ aua

kal Aelpov avBepov movrias ddedoia’ éépaas.
The received opinion that ‘Aeipiov flower’ means ‘coral’ is a guess at the referent,
and though a plausible guess, it is necessarily a guess. (Aeipiov, in other words, puts
us in the position encountered already with wéudu€.)® The referent is strictly
irrecoverable, whereas the reference (as always where any iconym is involved) is strictly
non-existent. However, puzzling over this referent is itself unnecessary, because Pindar
is in any case using the product of his quasi-metaphor for a second metaphor, thereby
by-passing the first referent for another. ‘ Aelpiov flower’ means ¢ ??coral’ means (some
aspect of Pindar’s) ‘song’. Exemplum sui: the conjuring trick sums up the dexterity
in setting off on a new verbal tack which is the immediate topic. At the same time,
the notion of Pindar’s verbal artistry is informed by a faint impression of fineness or
delicacy which accrues to Aeipiov through the obvious association with /ilies and (via
Aewpiders) through the distant evocation of voices and skin. The iconym has no
denotative force, yet its connotations are, however lightly, put to work.

The connection between the adjectives Aeiptos (to which, presumably, belongs the
Aewpro- of Aewpiémpupvos) and Aepiders is elusive enough to make it hard to know
whether we have two iconyms here, or two forms of one iconym. That seems to be
the only real question. The ‘meaning’ of the word, or words, is a will-o’-the-wisp.

With éuoiios the material in LSJ speaks for itself - to us, if not to LSJ:

opot-afw, (Suowos) to be like, interpol. in Ev. Marc. 14. 70, v. 1. in Ev. Matt. 23.
27. 1L trans., compare, liken, Diom. p. 365 K. -€8pog, ov, having a similar abode,
Herm. ap. Stob. 1. 49. 69. -0 (A), ov, Ep. Adj. of uncertain meaning, perh.
distressing (= kaxds acc. to Anon. ap. Apollon. Lex., also expld. as common to all
or impartial, ibid., Hsch., cf. £wés), aAAd e yijpas Teiper 6. II. 4. 315, cf. h. Ven.
244; fdvaros Od. 3. 236; veixos 1. 4. 444; mélepos 9. 440, 13. 358, 15. 670, al. (In
place of dpotiov (v-—-) moAépoto dpoioo mroAéuoro shd. be restored.) -tog (B),
ov, Ep. (not in Hom.) for éuoios, marmp maideaow opoiios like in mind or wish, at
one with, Hes. Op. 182; 8éuas Bvnroiow Suolios Xenoph. 23. 2; fnxroiow époitos
fev dxwrais Pancrat. Oxy. 1085. 23; xd vdé..loa kai dpoitos aws night and day
are equal, Bion Fr. 15. 18.

opoltos (A), ‘epic adjective of uncertain meaning, perhaps distressing’ — and perhaps
not. The ‘uncertainty’ is to be taken as inherent in the usage, not as corollary of our
ignorance. The word is found as epithet of old age, death, strife, and war. Aurally,
it obviously recalls the ordinary word duotos, and it could be that ouoiios (B), ‘at
one with’, is actually ouolitos (A) re-etymologized.®!

8édme is a curious instance, and its treatment in LSJ is particularly misleading:

Saiw (A), Act. only pres. and impf. (but é8evoe may be for édavoe aor. 1, cf. infr.
11, Berl. Sitzb. 1902. 1098): — Pass., pres. and impf., Hom.: aor. 2 subj. 8danra: Il.
20. 316: also intr. in pf. 2 Act. 8é8na, plpf. dedrjew (v. infr.); Ep. part. fem. dedavia
Nonn. D. 6. 305: aor. part. 8atafeis E. Heracl. 914 (if not from daivvut): also aor.

8 Above, p. 312. The identification with coral has been doubted: see e.g. Irwin (n. 57 above),
206-8.

81 For recent discussions of the word see West on Hes. Op. 182 and A. N. Athanassakis, RA.
M. 119 (1976), 4-7. The latter derives duolios (A) from Sués + *Fis, crediting it with an original
meaning ‘levelling’ (gleichmachend), and sees in (B) an uncomprehending equation of this
compound with éuoios.
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2subj. 8aBy), éxdaBi, Hsch.: pf. Pass. 8édavuar (v. infr. II). (*8aF-yw, cf. de-8av-uévos,
8aBelds, Skt. dundti ‘burn’): — poet. Verb, light up, kindle, 8aié oi éx xépvbds Te Kai
domidos axaparov mwop she made fire burn from..,I1.5.4,cf. 7; éx 8’ adrod Saie pAdya
18. 206, cf. 227; so wip xai s 8. A. Ch. 864 (lyr.); ¢pAdya Id. Ag. 496: metaph.,
8aie 8’ év 6pBalpois.. mé0ov A.R. 4. 1147: — Pass., blaze, burn fiercely, év mediw mip
Saiero raie 8¢ vexpovs 1. 21. 343; mupl So0e Bedner blazed with fire, 12. 466; év 8¢
ol 6oce daierar blaze like fire, Od. 6. 132; gepuvaw Spyiwv édaiero ASE S. Tr. 765:
mostly metaph. sense, pdxn méAeuds Te 8édnev Il 20. 18, al, cf. 12. 35, 17. 253;
"Ocoa edfiec Rumour spread like wild-fire, 2. 93; dtdodpoaivy 8edret glowed, Emp.
130. 2. IL burn up, pijp’ émt Bwpwv Epigr. Gr. 1035. 20 (Pergam.); odpkas éBevoe
(sic) mupi Berl. Sitzb. l.c.; Tav ywpav 8. Decr. Byz. ap. D. 18. 90; use cautery, Hp.
Haem. 2 (very rare in Prose): —Pass., ¢loyi owua Sawsfeis E. l. c.; pnpiwv
dedavpuévwr Semon. 30; &v épwTi 8€d., prob. in Call. Epigr. 50 (cf. darvw I).

The totality of relevant evidence is as follows:
II. 12. 466 mvpt &’ 600€ Sedne

Il. 2. 93 pera 8¢é opiow “Ooca Sedre
17. 253 épis morépoio 8édnev
12. 35 quei pdyn 7’ évomn) Te Seder
20. 18 udxm méAeusds Te Sédne
13. 736 oTépavos moAéuoro 8édne
Hes. Sc. 155 6padés Te dévos 7° avdpokracin Te dedner (v. 1. $p6Pos)
0d. 20. 353 olpwyn 8¢ 8édne
Emped. 130. 2 ¢ehodpooivy 1€ dedne
Il. 6. 328 f. 4T} Te mTéAends Te/doTv 168 dudidédne
Hes. Sc. 62 xévis 8¢ ¢’ audidedrer.

8édma is, no doubt, as LSJ says, in the first place the perfect of aiw, ‘burn’. However,
the perfect forms, which are rare and restricted, are nowhere used of literal ‘burning”’,
but always differently — and, I take it, iconymically. Whether at some point they ceased
to be regarded as parts of ‘the same word’ as daiw is possible, perhaps likely. The
forms attested are the third singular perfect 8édme and the corresponding pluperfect
8edneu: in two passages these forms are compounded with dud:-. The only occurrence
that has any overt connection with burning is the one in Iliad 12, where the hero’s
‘eyes dedne. with fire’, a usage which it would be natural to interpret as ‘blazed with
fire’, and to relate to an otherwise unique phrase, év 8¢ o 6o0e daterar (Od. 6. 132).
This is, in fact, the only visible point of overlap between the usage of Saiew and dédne.

The rest of the usage of §édme is notable for its diversity. Remarkably enough, no
phrase recurs exactly. The verb is applied to ‘rumour’, ‘battle’, ‘conflict’, ‘war’, the
‘din’ of war and the ‘ orédavos of war’ in the Iliad; to ‘ tumult, murder (or panic flight)
and slaughter’ and to ‘dust’ in the Hesiodic Shield; to ‘lamentation’ in Odyssey 20;
to ‘friendliness’ in Empedocles. On present evidence, we might conjecture that the
usage aoe dedner generated (by aural association) sooa dedve: and thus helped the
process of diffusion. For the rest, we need only say that while the natural interpretation
of 6ooe Sedeu is that this is metaphor, the other usages should be seen as examples
of iconymy. At what stage of the epic the word became iconymic is hardly a question
we can hope to answer, in view of the special nature of epic composition.

XII

It is possible for iconymy to coexist with the restricted stability of an ‘ordinary’
yA@Tra. This is presumably the case with alfoy, already discussed, and still more
clearly in other cases. Take the adjective palepés. LSJ s.v. is not impressive:
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uaiepds, d, ov, fierce, raging, in Hom. always epith. of fire, Il. 9. 242, 20. 316, 21.
375, cf. Hes. Sc. 18; mupos palepa yvafos A. Ch. 325 (lyr.): metaph., fiery, glowing,
Go:8ai Pi. 0.9.22. 2. fierce, violent, terrible, m68os A. Pers. 62 (anap.); Aéovres 1d.
Ag. 141 (lyr.); "Apnys 6 p. S. OT 190 (lyr.); mévoe Arist. Fr. 675. 5 (lyr.): neut. pl. as
Adv., furiously, E. Tr. 1300 (lyr.). IL palepai ppéves, = dobeveis, subdued,
prostrate, Call. Fr. anon. 198.
The occurrences, most but not all of which are in LSJ, are best set out in three groups
as follows:
(a) 11. 9. 242 padepod mupés
20. 316 padepd mupi
21. 375 palepd mupi
Hes. Sc. 18 padepd . . . mupi
Hom. Epigr. 4. 5 paAepoio mupds
Orac. ap. Hdt. 7. 140 palepd mupi
(b) Pi. 0.9. 21 f. 7éAw | padepais émpAéywrv doidais
A. Ch. 325 mrvpos paldepa yvdbos
S. OT 190 ff. "Aped Te Tov padepdv, 6s. .. pAéyer pe
E. Tro. 1300 palepa péabpa mvpi katddpopa
(¢c) A. Pe. 61 f. maga xOwv. .. | ... m60w oréverar palepd
A. Ag. 141 Spdaos démTois padepav Aedvrwy
Philox. 836 (e). 10 PMG xepat. . .palepais
Arist. 1. 5 PMG mévouvs TAfvar palepods axdpavras.

In the first group (a) paldepds is associated with fire as epithet of the noun 7op, and
in this restricted context the word is entirely stable throughout the hexameter
tradition. Then in four fifth-century passages (b) the word is used with evident allusion
to ‘fire’, but its immediate applications are — quite diversely — to ‘songs’, ‘jaw’,%?
‘Ares’ and ‘dwellings’.®3 Finally, in four passages from the fifth and fourth centuries
(¢), its applications have a full iconymic freedom. In the Persians Aeschylus uses the
word of méfos, in the Agamemnon of ‘lions’; Philoxenus in a highly dithyrambic
passage applies it to the hands of the diners at a feast, and Aristotle (poeticus) to great
toils. In that last instance, and perhaps in the Aeschylean instances, one might infer
some assimilation to pdAa, ‘very’.

My interpretation of these three groupings would be that the word is stable in epic,
but fossilized. As an obsolete word, it loses its determinate meaning, and, once taken
out of its formulaic strait-jacket, it becomes an iconym. The fossilized epic use,
nevertheless, survives sufficiently to permit allusion to it. None of this justifies the
attribution of ordinary meanings (‘fierce, raging, ...violent, terrible’) by LSJ.

A comparable instance is the adjective adwés (or adwés).®* LS s.v.:

62 In this instance it might be argued that waAepds is transferred (metonymically) from mvpés
to yvdfos — engendering, in consequence, that intrusive effect associated with tenor adjectives
attached to vehicle nouns: see Silk (n. 11 above), 142, 144. But paldepds, as an iconym, is hardly
capable of such a distinct effect.

®3 Strictly their ‘roofs’, a stock fifth-century poetic metonym. To suggest that uadepd and
wélabpa belong together should not have to be controversial, when position and parallel sound
and rhythm, as well as the appearances of inflexion, force them together. In restrospect we might
think the adjective has the feel of a transferred epithet or a kind of predicative force, but the
notion (in LSJ, Lee ad loc., et al.) that paldepd is adverbial is a rationalizer’s response, not a
reader’s or listener’s. The Euripidean phrase is bracketed (evidently as an intrusive gloss) in the
new OCT, but the editor, Diggle, gives no sign of supposing that the words themselves are corrupt
or untragic or indeed un-Euripidean.

84 Aspiration (like etymology) uncertain. As LSJ observes, s. fin., Aristarchus took the word

to be 48-, from which fact alone one could infer that the matter was in doubt. In my citations
I have simply followed the different spellings in the editions used.
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&8tvég [a], 7, 6v, radic. sense, close, thick: hence in Hom., 1. crowded, thronging, d.
k7p, like mukwal Ppéves, in physical sense, I1. 16. 481, Od. 19. 516; of bees, flies, sheep,
I1. 2. 87, 469, Od. 1. 92. 2. vehement, loud, of sounds, a. yéos Il. 18. 316; Zeipijves
a. the loud-voiced Sirens, Od. 23. 326. Adv. -vas frequently, or loudly, vehemently, d.
aveveixaro 1. 19. 314: neut. as Adv., adwov yoéwaa Od. 4. 721; &. puxduevar 10.
413: pl., adwa orevayilwv Il. 23. 225; kAai’ a. 24. 510: Comp. adwwrepov Od. 16.
216: - rarein Lyr. and Trag., &. 8dxos a deep bite, Pi. P. 2. 53: a. 8dxpva thick-falling
tears, S. Tr. 848 (lyr.); Bioros d. abundant, Tim. Pers. 29; and freq. in A.R., &. Omvos,
k&pa abundant, deep sleep, 3. 616, 748; d. edvr) frequent wedded joys, 3. 1206.
(Aristarch. wrote a8-, cf. d8pés.)

LSJ’s article embodies the usual determined attempt to organize an iconym into real
senses (‘ close, thick . . .crowded, thronging . ..vehement, loud...’ etc.), even at the risk
of evident nonsense (‘ thronging, . «7p’) and evident helplessness in the face of the
unclassifiability of the post-Homeric usages.

The full list of occurrences — again not all are in LSJ — falls into four sets. The first
set consists of Homeric passages in which the word is used in contexts of weeping or
grief, explicitly or implicitly noisy grief:

(a) 1l. 23. 225 adwa orevayilwv

Od. 24. 317 adwa orevayilwv
Il. 24. 123 adwa orevdyovra
0d. 7. 274 a8wa otevdyovta
Il. 18. 124 4éwév arovaxijoat
1l. 24. 510 kAai’ adwd
(cf. Od. 16. 216 in (c))
0d. 4. 721 adwov yodwoa
11. 22. 430 adwob. . .ybowo
23.17 a8wod . . .ydoto
24. 747 adwob. . .yboto
(so too II. 18. 316 in (¢))
11.19. 312-14 mukwds drxayiuevov: o0dé 71 Qupd | Tépmero. .. | pynaduevos
8’ adwds aveveikarto.

The various applications, most of them quasi-adverbial, present a reasonable measure
of stability, but the presumption that adwés has no semantic weight suggests that its
use in Iliad 19 with the obscure dveveikaro® is somewhat speculative. The most
clear-cut feature of this passage is the parallelism of adwdas with the non-iconymic
mukw®s. muk(vos, unlike adwés, genuinely means ‘close’, and if elsewhere adwés
seems sometimes to be used as if it too did, assimilation to the similarly shaped 7vxwés
may be inferred.%®

A second set consists of four Homeric passages in which adwés is applied,
consistently again, to animals:

(b) 11.2. 87 pelsodwy adwdwy
2. 469 pvidwv adwdwv
0d. 1. 92 piX* adwad
4. 320 ufX’ adwa.
In a third Homeric set, the word is quite variously applied, but in contexts where
both weeping or grief and animals are involved:

85 cf. the discussion in Leaf ad loc.

% It is noteworthy that epic uses phrases like mukva. . . orevdywv (II. 18. 318, cf. 10. 9, 21.
417), and that the instance in Iliad 18 occurs in the vicinity of adwds (see list (c)). The words
occur again in close proximity at Od. 19. 516 (also listed under (¢)).
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(c) Od. 16. 216 rAaiov 8¢ Avyéws, adwdrTepov 7 7° olwvol
0d. 10. 410-15 &s &’ 67 dv. .. mdpies mepi Pois. . . okaipovaw. ..
adwov pukwuevar. . . os éu’ éxeivol émel iBov. . .
Sakpuvéevres ExvvTo
II. 18. 316-18 dadwob éfijpxe ydoio. . .mukva udda oTevdywv ds 1€ Ais. . .
0d. 19. 516-21 mukwal 8¢ pot aud’ adwov rijp
ofeiar pededawes 6dvpopévny épéfovow,
ws 8 8te. . .andwv. . . xéeL modvnxéa dwviv. ..
In Odyssey 16 the word is straightforwardly applied to xAaiov and olwvoi as the
ground of a comparison.®” In Odyssey 10 it qualifies the sounds of calves as they frisk
about their mothers, quite without any grief — but in a comparison with Odysseus’
men, weeping at the sight of him. In I/iad 18 the familiar application to yéos is followed
by the ‘parallel’ 7ux(:)vés and at once by an animal simile; while in Odyssey 19
Penelope applies the word quite differently to her «jp, but again in the context of
mukwés and again immediately before an animal simile. In these four passages, the
connotations of adwés seem to radiate over the surrounding text. No sharp effect
results, but the deviation from the usual static quality of Homeric style is striking.
As with padepds, the final set shows a full iconymic diversity, though this time the
diffusion begins in Homer:
(d) 1. 16. 481 éBaX’ évB’ dpa Te Pppéves épxatar dud’ adwov xip
(so too Od. 19. 516 in (c))
0d. 23. 326 Zeipipvwv adwdawv ¢pBéyyov drxovoev
h. Cer. 67 f. T9js aduwny 67 drovoa. . .ds Te Bialouerns
Ibyc. S. 167. 8 adwois BeAéeaar
Emped. 110. 1 ddwjow dmo mpamideaow
Pi. P. 2. 53 ¢evyew 8dkos adwov karayopiav
S. Tr. 846-8 d)oa oTéver, .. .adwdv yAwpav Téyyel Saxpiwy dyvav
Timoth. (Pers.) 15. 29 BioTos éfber’ adwés.
The Odyssean application to «7jp just discussed finds a parallel in Iliad 16 (but here
without attendant animals), to which a later employment by Empedocles apparently
harks back, albeit the philosopher’s mpamides are more abstract and more intellectual
than Homer’s «#jp. In Odyssey 23 the word is applied to the Sirens, perhaps with
allusion intended to their song (though their vocal performance has little in common
with those of weepers), and in the Hymn to Demeter to Persephone’s voice, evidently
as if it denoted the distress it connotes in set (a). The remaining applications are
unpredictable: in Ibycus the word goes with BéAea; in Pindar with ddxos (cf. animals)®®
kaxayopiav; in Sophocles with 8dxpva, in the Homeric context of grief, though
un-Homerically with a fully physical noun; and in Timotheus with the BioTos of the
combatants at Salamis. In this Timotheus passage we might detect faint echoes of the
distress of set (a) and, by virtue of the juxtaposition with 8eafat, the animal world
of set (b).%?

XTII1

One understands a phenomenon partly by understanding its limits. Accordingly,
having listed these examples of iconymy, I offer some instances which might be taken

%7 With adwdTepov a weak neutral ground-term: Silk (n. 11 above), 19-21, 88.

%8 §dkos in classical Greek always denotes a wild or dangerous animal (cf. LSJ 1). The received
opinion that in Pi. P. 2 the word means ‘bite’ is arbitrary. It should be taken as ‘monster’, with
xaxayopidv a defining genitive, like (e.g.) dxfos. . .ywwaikav at S. El. 1241 f.

% A f@dpa need not be, but characteristically is, an animal victim: cf. LSJ s.v.
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to be iconyms, but are either not or only doubtfully so. One type is represented by
my earlier example, dyyvwp: a stable archaism, subjected to idiolectal treatment by
a single author.” Another type involves epic words whose use is stable, but whose
meaning is obscure — like palepds as epithet of “fire’ or aduwés in the context of grief.”!
Unlike palepds and adwds, however, many or most of these words never become
iconymic: they remain fossils. A good example is uépop. LSJ s.v.:

wépoy, omos, 6, poet. word, used only in pl. as epith. of men, derived by Gramm.
from pelpopar, oy, dividing the voice, i.e. articulate (cf. Hsch., Sch. II. 1. 250), u.
avBpwmod I1. 1. c., Hes. Op. 109, etc.; . Bporoi Il. 2. 285; uepémeaor Aaois A. Supp.
90 (lyr.): hence as Subst., = &vfpwmor, Musae. Fr. 13 D., A. Ch. 1018 (anap.), E.
IT 1263 (lyr.), A.R. 4. 536, Call. Fr. 418, AP 7. 563 (Paul. Sil.); a usage satirized by
Strato Com., 1. 6 sq. L in sg. and pl., bee-eater, Merops apiaster, Arist. HA 615° 25,
Plu. 2. 976d; cf. eipoy.

As LSJ says, the poetic uépoys occurs only in the plural ‘as epithet of men’ or as a
plural noun - that is, as metonym for ‘men’. Like méudi£, the word coexists with an
apparently separate ‘ordinary’ lexeme, the name of a bird. Many cult epithets have
the same properties as uépoys: they are obscure, but stable, therefore not iconymic:
Abkeros, Apollo’s epithet, is a well-known example. With words like pépoy or
Abkewos it is a presumption, and no more, that their fossilization implies (or comes
to imply) semantic emptiness. With iconyms, even iconyms like padepés, such
emptiness is one of the essential properties — and the fact that a word is iconymic by
a given period may be used to prove that any stable, but relatable, use still remaining
(as padepds of ‘fire’) must be semantically empty.

Any purely poetic word should be scrutinized to see whether it is, or eventually
becomes, an iconym, but with some it is impossible to be sure. This is particularly
the case with adjectives. Some adjectives do have diverse applications: how diverse
do they have to be to rouse our suspicions? Take an example like 6Bpipos, on which
LSJ offers the following:

8Bpipog, ov, also a, ov E. Or. 1454 (lyr.): — strong, mighty, epith. of Ares, IL. 5. 845,

al.; of Achilles, 19. 408; of Hector, 8. 473; also of things, 6. éyyos 3. 357, etc.; axfos

Od. 9. 233; Bupeds, Aifos, ib. 241, 305; U8wp I1. 4. 453; éBpbévrnoe 6Bpiuov he

thundered mightily, Hes. Th. 839; 6. épya deeds of might, Tyrt. 11. 27. — Ep. word,

rare in Trag., avdpes 6. A. Th. 794; pioos 6. Id. Ag. 1411 (lyr.); *I8aia parep 6. E.

1. c. - The form 6uBpiuos is a freq. f. 1., as in I1. 5. 845, al, Pi. 0. 4. 8, P. 9. 27, A.

Th. 1. c. (Cf. Bpiuds* uéyas, xademds, Hsch., to which 6Bpiuos may be related as

’OBpweaft] Lyc. 698 to Bpiucw, 'OBpiapels to Bpiapets, EM 346. 41, and

’OBpiapews to Bpudpews; cf. also Bpiwn, Bpiudopat, Bpiapds.)
Within epic alone, the word is applied to the God Ares, to heroes, to a spear, to the
Cyclops’ load of wood, to his door-stone, to water, to the thundering of Zeus. The
approved sense ‘mighty’ fits all the passages more or less.” In such a case one assumes
that the word was what most words are, and not an iconym. One could be wrong.

In some cases a word that looks to be an iconym prima facie is, on reflection, not

to be taken that way. Consider wiTvlos:

TiTOA-€OW, (miTvAos) ply the sweeping oar, Ar. V. 678. 2. =sq. 1, Com. Adesp. 3

D. -i%w, practise regular swinging of the arms, as with dumb-bells, Gal. 6. 133, 144.

2. dart about, lyBbwv yéveaw & kodduBois — ({ovoav Anon. ap. Suid. -og, 6, sweep
of oars, vews . ednpns, periphr. for a ship and its oars, E. IT 1050, cf. 1346, Tr. 1123:

0 Above, p. 314.

7t In such cases the distinction between ‘meaning’ and ‘use’ is indispensable and the folly
of attempting a theoretical equation of the two terms (see n. 26 above) most apparent.

7?2 The word is usefully discussed by Sideras (n. 39 above), 66 f.



326 M. S. SILK

pl., Hp. ap. Gal. 19. 131; vads érav ék mrdAwv pobidly Ar. Fr. 84: metaph., évi 7.
with one sweep, all together, A. Pers. 976 (lyr.). 2. shower, torrent, Saxpbwv E. Hipp.
1464 (anap.); of blows, Theoc. 22. 127, cf. Poll. 2. 147; apacce xpata mrdlovs
S:8ovoa xepds E. Tr. 1236 (lyr.). 3. onslaught, w. *Apyeiov 8opés Id. Heracl. 834,
cf. Fr. 495. 11; 8is 8¢ Svoiv mrddow Teiyxn .. karéAvoev aiyud Id. Tr. 817 (lyr.); with
allusion to signf. 1, épéooer’ dudi kpari méumyuov xepoiv m. A. Th. 856 (lyr.). b.
attack, fit, pavias E. IT 307; &p’ és 76v adrov m. vjkopev $péBov; are we victims of
the same attack of fear, i.e. are we seeing the same phantasms? Id. HF 816; pawopévew
. mAayxOeis ib. 1189 (lyr.); 7. oxidouv the mad fit of the wine-cup, Id. Alc. 798: as
Adj., mad, Phld. Rh. 1. 251 S. (s. v. 1.

From the diversity of senses ascribed to the word by LSJ, one would certainly become
suspicious: ‘sweep of oars’, ‘shower’, ‘onslaught’, ‘attack, fit’. However, there is
(‘trustworthy’) prose usage in favour of the first of these senses, in a Hippocratic
fragment cited by Galen; that usage is in line with the predominant verse use (found
in Aristophanes and Euripides and alluded to by Aeschylus);?® and the deviant verse
uses are almost all from one pen — that of Euripides. This is perhaps an archaism (there
are a few other probable archaisms found in the Hippocratic corpus),’ but, if so,
a stable archaism like dy7vwp that is variously - i.e. metaphorically — reapplied by
one poet.”

The elevated adjective apmaléos is another relatively straightforward word which
might be mistaken for aniconym, and here a tradition of misinterpretation, represented
by LSJ among other authorities, is certainly to blame. LSJ s.v.:

apnaA-éog, a, ov, Ep. Adj., (apmdlw): devouring, consuming, vovaos IPE 2. 167. 3
(Panticapaeum); greedy, maAdun AP 9. 576 (Nicarch.); d. xai olov 87 odv det Taw
60veiwv édieabar Agath. 4. 13; elsewh. only in Adv., greedily, eagerly, 4 Toi 6 mive
kai fobe .. apraréws Od. 6. 250, cf. 14. 110; 8éferar dpmaléws Thgn. 1046; ¢. evdew
gladly, pleasantly, Mimn. 12. 8; &. émexiparo vehemently, A.R. 4. 56; once in Ar.,
a. apapévn Lys. 331 (Iyr.). IL attractive, alluring, charming, képSea Od. 8. 164; &.
épws, opp. amnvis, Thgn. 1353; dvea 7Bns dpmadéa Mimn. 1. 4; 8éow gift to be
eagerly seized, Pi. P. 8. 65, cf. 10. 62. -ilw, catch up, be eager to receive, Twa
kwkvtois A. Th. 243: —also in Med., Hsch. 2. exact greedily, A. Eu. 983 (lyr.).
3. 6. Ta peTéwpd oou settle your outstanding transactions, P Lond. ined. 1561. -ip.og,
1, ov, = apmakTés, mpoadiAis, Hsch.

The truth is that in all its classical occurrences dpmaléos means ‘pleasing’ and
apmaléws ‘gladly’ (i.e. the subject of the verb is ‘pleased to...’): the relationship of
adjective to adverb, then, corresponds to that of %8s to ®déws in more ordinary
Greek.” The evidence is as follows:

(@) Od. 8. 163 f. émiokomos. . .68aiwv | kepdéwv 6’ dpmaléwv

Mimn. 1. 3 f. kpvmrradin ¢iAdTns kai peidiya ddpa kai edvi
ol’ NBys avbea yivetar dpmraléa
Thgn. 301, 1353 mukpos kal yAvkvs. .. kal dpmadéos kal ammvis
Thgn. 1208 dpmadéos mapéwv kai $ilos €dr’ dv dmjs
Pi. P. 8. 65f. dpmaréav 8ow. . .émdayayes

3 In Th. 856 (cf. LSJ s.v. 3a), whereas LSJ’s classification of Pers. 976 under the ‘oar’ sense
(1) is somewhat arbitrary.

" Mostly involving words attested in Homer, but (outside Hp.) not in pre-Hellenistic prose.
A typical example is dA@aivew: see LSJ s.v. and N. van Brock, Recherches sur le vocabulaire
meédical du grec ancien (1961), 198 ff. Cf. also Leumann (n. 13 above), 308 ff.

> For a fuller discussion of the applications of the word, see Barratt on E. Hipp. 1464.

6 So, rightly, Lex. fr.—gr. Ep. although the article is spoiled by an arbitrary ascription of the
sense ‘heftig’ to Aristophanes’ dpmadéws (cf. LS)’s ‘vehemently’). R. Renehan, Greek
Lexicographical Notes (1975), 41, offers some criticisms of LSJ’s article, but appears to accept
its interpretations.



LSJ AND POETIC ARCHAISM 327
Pi. P. 10. 61 f. Tdw 8’ éxaoros dpover. . .apmaréav axédo
¢povrida Tav map modés
[Tyrt. 11. 17 dpyadéov yap émole perddpevév éore Sailew
avdpos delyovros: apm. Ahrens]
(b) Od. 6.249 f., 14. 109 f. 6 mive. . .apmaréws
Mimn. 12. 8 ebdovl’ dpraréws
Thgn. 1046 fuétepov kdpov défeTar apmaréws
B. 13. 131 apmaréws dermrov éfikovTo xépaov
Ar. Lys. 328 fI. dpmadéws | dpapévy Taiow éuais | dnuériow
kaopévais | dépova’ Uwp Bonbo.
In group (a), the sense of apmaAéos is clear and consistent. Gain is pleasing to Homer’s
merchant sailor, youth to Mimnermus. In the Theognis passages the word is opposed
to amyvis, ‘cruel’, and used in close relation to ¢idos. Pindar speaks of the ‘pleasing
gift’ of victory, and tells us that whatever a man aspires to, he should make near and
dear to him. In group (b), in the same way, Odysseus is glad to take sustenance from
Nausicaa, then from Eumaeus; Mimnermus’ sun to sleep; the friend to welcome
Theognis’ troop of revellers ; Bacchylides’ sea-farers to find dry land ; and Aristophanes’
chorus of women to bring water up to their comrades-at-arms on the Acropolis.

If we now look back to LSJ’s article, we find signs of confusion under ‘II
attractive. ..’ and total disarray under I. In the first place the etymology of the word
is uncertain. The connection with apmalew, assumed by LSJ and older studies, is most
likely to be folk-etymological and late.”” We may agree that apm- is alluded to in a
few of the passages — notably Mimn. 1. 3 f. and Pi. P. 10. 61f. — but only as an extra
connotation: the sensuous impression of a ‘ grasping’ of the avfea and the ¢povrida
is subsidiary to the straightforward denotation expounded above. It follows that LSJ
is quite wrong to offer ‘devouring, consuming, greedy’ as the word’s first sense. As
far as pre-Hellenistic Greek is concerned, the sense — as a real sense — simply does not
exist. Regrettably, moreover, LSJ succeeds in giving the impression that apmaiéos is
a mystery word like alavys, pulled - or lost — between divergent interpretations. But
apmadéos, though perhaps a yA@rra, is stable and no iconym.

There is one other set of examples which at first sight resemble iconyms, and here,
for once, I have found exact equivalents in a modern literary language. In two periods
of English literature, the age of Spenser and the mock-Gothic era of Chatterton and
Sir Walter Scott, the re-use of archaisms has been extensively practised. Some of the
words re-used (largely medieval words) are visibly misunderstood, but in no case does
misunderstanding seem to engender iconymic diffusion.” Rather, we find words with
older meanings misunderstood in a consistent way: the old sense is superseded, the
meaning simply changes. A typical instance is the word ‘chevisance’. In Middle
English this meant ‘supply’, ‘provision’, ‘loan’.” Richard I, says a fifteenth-century
author, ‘purposed to go to the Holy Land and must make chevisance for much
money .8 To writers like Spenser, however, the word irresistibly suggested chevalier
and chivalry. Hence, in the Faery Queen (I11. xi. 24), ‘shameful thing / It were to

77 Frisk and Chantraine (etymological dictionariess.v.) interpret dpmaA-asa folk-etymologized
version of an earlier aAmaA- (preserved in Hsch.), related to éAmopar < *wel-p- > Lat. volup.
This etymology is both plausible and compatible with my thesis, but not a prerequisite of it.

78 Presumably because the superior methods of communication of those ages, however
unsophisticated by our standards, would have tended to standardize current usage. For a list
of such words in Spenser, see B. R. McElderry Jr., PMLA 47 (1932), 144 ff.

7 And was still so understood by some writers as late as the seventeenth century: see the

citations in OED s.v.
80 Capgrave: OED s.v. 11. 7. a.



328 M. S. SILK

abandon noble chevisance’. And hence, in early Victorian England, ‘stand
forth...bold child of Christian chevisance’.®! There are certainly parallels in the
Greek poetic vocabulary: thus mpéuos, in Homer equivalent to mpéuayos, comes to
mean dpxds.®2 One phase of stability is overtaken by another. No iconymy results.

X1V

What are the uses of iconyms for their poet-users? Like any yAd@77a: they have a
general emblematic function: an archaism is a decoration which shows the world that
its wearer is an accredited member of a respected group — in this case, a group of poets
with unusual knowledge of things past, and worthy of the special respect due to those
in touch with the past. There are also more specific, creative uses, especially in Pindar.
An iconym may not have a meaning, but it does have evocable connotations, and the
characteristic pattern of the creative uses is to evoke more than one of these. I have
already discussed Pindar’s Aeipios, where some such evocation is apparent, and
Timotheus’ adwds, where two connotations are alluded to in a very muted way.?* A
more impressive and decisive instance involves another adjective, dpaiyudreros. LSJ
S.v.:

Gpaipdxerog, 1, ov, also os, ov Hes. Sc. 207: - irresistible, old Ep. word, also in Lyr.
and Trag. (lyr.); of Chimaera, Il. 6. 179, 16. 329; of fire vomited by her, Hes. Th. 319;
of fire generally, S. OT 177; 8dAacaa, wovros, Hes. Sc. 207, Pi. P. 1. 14; of ship’s
mast, proof against any strain, Od. 14. 311; of the trident, Pi. . 8(7). 37; &. uévos,
kwnBuds, P. 3. 33, 4. 208; veixos stubborn, B. 10. 64; of the Furies, S. OC 127; 4.
Bubois in unfathomable depths, IG 3. 900. [Usu. derived fr. ¢- intens., paipdow, i.e.
furious; but apptly. connected with duayos by Poets.]

As elsewhere, LSJ offers fairly adequate evidence, but a highly unsatisfactory
treatment, whereby an improbable series of ill-attested meanings alternates with
unexceptionable descriptions of contexts: ‘irresistible’...of Chimaera...of fire...
fdracoa, moévros...of ship’s mast, proof against any strain...of the trident...
wévos, kwnBuds. . .veikos stubborn. . .of the Furies. .. .
There are (at most) fourteen attested pre-Hellenistic occurrences of the word, which
fall into four groups:
(a) Hes. Th. 319 Xipaipav. . .mvéovoav duaipdrerov mip
Il. 6. 179 Xipapav dpaipaxérnyy
16. 328 f. Xipapav | Opéfev dpapaxérny
S. OT 177 duayuakérov mupds
[Batr. 287 kepavvév, apaipdrerov dios mhov conj. Stadtmueller]
(b) Od. 14. 311 {oTov dpaiudrerov vyds
Hes. Sc. 207 auaipaxéroro faraoans
Mel. Adesp. S. 414 (a). 4 f. dpuawparérav mévroto. . . purdv
Pi. I. 8. 35 7pu68ovTés 7T’ dparpakérov
(c) B. 11. 64 f. veikos. . . duaipudrerov. . . dvémairo
Pi. P. 3. 32 f. méppev kaovyviTav péver | Quioisav dpaiparérw
S. OC 127 aAoos és Tavd’ duaipaxerav kopav

81 From Lytton’s King Arthur (1849): OED s.v. (s. fin.).

82 See LSJ s.v. mpbuos and Sideras (n. 39 above), 38.

83 Above, pp. 320 and 324. It is hardly accidental that Pindar should be especially active in
these linguistic manoeuvres. Not only is he the most sophisticated manipulator of words among
the poets: he is also particularly fond of words of ‘elastic meaning’, as W. B. Stanford puts it
(Ambiguity in Greek Literature [1939], 132).
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(d) Pi. P. 1. 1316 dooa 8¢ un mepinke Zebs, arv{ovrar Bodv

Miepidwv diovra, yav Te kai mévtov kat’ dpaipdkerov,

6s 7° &v alva Taprdpw xeitar, Bedv moAéutos,

Tvdws éxarovrakdpavos

Pi. P. 4. 208 f. ouwdpéuwv kuwnbBuov duawudkerov

éxduyeiv TeTpav.
In the first group, the word is used in the context of Chimaera and/or fire: in Hesiod,
in the lliad, in tragedy, and (perhaps) in epic parody. In the second group, the word
occurs in maritime contexts, albeit with no consistent application, so that we find it
applied to a mast in the Odyssey, to the sea itself in the Scutum, to a trident in Pindar,®
and (apparently) to the pury of the sea in an anonymous lyric fragment.®> The third
group contains three otherwise unclassifiable passages in which nothing is clear but
the iconymic status of the epithet. Bacchylides applies the word to veixos, Pindar to
the uévos of Artemis punishing Coronis, Sophocles to the Eumenides. The explanation
of the Sophoclean use is perhaps that the word’s early association with the Chimaera
had given it a connotation of monstrosity. In the Pindar and the Bacchylides one might
detect the allusion to duaxos of which LSJ speaks: there is not much sign of the
association elsewhere.

In the fourth group are two Pindaric passages in which the word is more suggestively
deployed. In Pythian 1 Pindar speaks of the enemies of Zeus who take flight at the
sound of the Pierides by land or by sea — mévrov ka7’ dparyudrerov — and particularly
that enemy of the gods, Typho with his hundred heads, who now lies beneath Mount
Etna. The iconym duawudxeros is used immediately in its maritime context, but in
its misty and faintly mysterious way also serves to evoke from (c) the sense of
monstrousness and from (a) the notion of fire which are at once made manifest in the
intense depiction of Typho under Etna. The passage from Pythian 4 evokes the same
connotations without the fire. The Argonauts pray to Poseidon to escape the clashing
rocks, whose motion is called duatudreros. The context, once again, is sea and ships,
while the xwnfuds, once again, is invested with a fitting aura of the monstrous. No
less appropriate here is the sense of imprecision that derives directly from the
adjective’s iconymic basis: the menace is diffuse, elusive, resistant to ordinary logic.

In both of these passages the evocations carried by the iconym float over the whole
context. One might say that an iconym is peculiarly suited to produce such an effect
because it is nothing more than floating evocations itself.

XV

Much of my argument has concerned the effect of iconymic usage. With an iconym
it is barely possible to separate the question of ‘meaning’ from the effect. It is not,
one might object, the function of a Greek lexicon to construct or reconstruct effects.
Nor is it — with ordinary words used ordinarily. On the other hand, the distinction
between metaphor and ‘ dead metaphor’ is a matter of effect, but also of meaning — and
that distinction is one that a lexicon should take account of. So too, I suggest, is the
distinction between a word with ordinary meaning (even an ‘ordinary’ archaism) and
an iconym. And if the lexicographer is to take account of iconymy, he must know not
only what it is and how to recognize it, but how to present it.

8 With an additional, but very faint, allusion to fire, by virtue of a reference to xepavvés,
parallel to 7piédovus, in the previous line.

85 Where, however, the gap between mévroio and pumdv is a papyrus gap, in view of which
it is not certain that purdv and duaypwarérav belong together.
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If my argument has been sound, it follows that what I call iconyms are resistant
to normal lexicographical procedures — the procedures followed without explanation
or (generally) hesitation by LSJ. Irrespective of how other words would best be treated,
I would wish to see LSJ labelling iconyms as such, with the instances arranged into
groups defined by contexts or associations, not by meanings, and presented for the
most part without reference to meanings, and with sufficient discussion of when the
word seems to have attained its iconymic status. I look forward to the tenth edition.8¢

King’s College, London M. S. SILK

8 The immediate prospects for a tenth edition of LSJ may not be good, but one can hope.
The most recent endeavour in the Greek lexicographical field, the Diccionario Griego—Espariol,
does not seem appreciably more sophisticated than LSJ® in literary-lexicographical terms, to
judge from its first volume (a — aAAd, 1980).
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