HOMERIC EPITHETS IN
GREEK LYRIC POETRY

ONE of the ways in which a poet may show his quality is by discrimination and
originality in his choice of adjectives. Poetry likes to adorn the bare noun; a
noun such as ‘the sky’ calls out for an attribute. But in practice the poet has to
take care to avoid the cliché. He can seldom write ‘the blue sky’; even ‘the
azure sky’ has become trite. He has to search for the epithet which will be both
apt and original. One recollects the story that A. E. Housman pondered for
months before the right one came: °. . . and see the coloured counties and hear
the larks so high’.

Homeric language has the peculiarity that one of its main resources is the
use of epithets which, by virtue of frequent repetition, already have a ring of
triteness or conventionality. I refer to the ‘Homeric formula’ or ‘ornamental
epithet’. There are occasions when it is significant that Achilles was fleet of
foot, and on these the epithet 7é8as dxvs adds something to the line. But when
the context contains no reference to running, this epithet is purely ornamental
and conventional. The frequency of these ornamental epithets is familiar to
every reader of Homer. As an element in Homeric style, they may be satisfac-
tory and effective. Regarded in isolation, they retain little vitality: they are
‘dead’.

This, of course, is by no means a defect, but simply an interesting charac-
teristic, of the Greek epic style. It is not confined to Homer. Hesiod, also
writing in hexameters, draws almost entirely upon the traditional Homeric
vocabulary, and the innovations, though significant, are few ; and the same goes
for almost the whole collection of Homeric Hymns, despite the differences of
generation among them. Elegy, however, partly no doubt owing to the slight
originality demanded by the metrical innovation of the pentameter, shows a
progressive development. Tyrtaeus still uses Homeric epithets indiscriminately ;
but Solon is already more original, and the Theognis collection is on the whole
sparing with ornamental phrases, even though in certain contexts (such as any
mention of the sea) it is a slave to them.

Now the presence of these Homeric phrases in post-Homeric hexameter and
elegiac poetry is perhaps not surprising. By choosing to write in the metre of
Homer, or one as closely related to Homer’s as the elegiac, the poet was com-
mitting himself to a position of discipleship towards the master, and his task
was not to find a new language for himself but to invest the one bequeathed to
him with a certain freshness by introducing, here and there, an element of
originality ; and in course of time the original elements began to preponderate
over the traditional ones. But the survival of Homeric phrases in the completely
new context of lyric poetry is a much stranger phenomenon. Archaic lyric
poetry is often a long way from the epic. It may use entirely different metres,
it may be personal instead of narrative, and its language is fresh and direct.
Nevertheless, conventional Homeric epithets occur. Sometimes it seems fairly
easy to explain their occurrence: if a lyric poet adopts a dactylic metre, or
narrates a heroic story, it is not too surprising if features of epic dialect and
vocabulary tend to appear. But there are many more instances which are not
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so readily explicable, and which are especially disconcerting in that they occur
in passages where the diction is otherwise crisp and economical. To put the
problem in its sharpest form: when, in a poem where every word tells (in
Sappho, for example), we come across what I have called a ‘dead’ expression,
an ornamental epithet borrowed from Homer, should we be shocked or
delighted ? Is it simply a cliché, and therefore a defect in the poem, or is it a
conscious archaism, a judicious borrowing from an honoured tradition?

Despite the interest of scholars in the survival of Homeric language into
later literature, I am not aware that the sharp aesthetic problem raised by this
survival has been properly examined.! It may be that the problem has no
answer, or that it has been shunned for its associations with literary criticism
rather than rigorous scholarship ; yet I believe that it is possible to approach
it in a reasonably scientific way. For this purpose I propose to concentrate
upon a part only of the already small field of lyric poetry. The choral Dorian
lyric (with the exception of Alcman, whose language is limpid and direct)
is not very helpful : the diction of Simonides, Pindar, and Bacchylides tends to
aim at an effect of rich profusion, in which a large number of epic words and
phrases occur together with rarer expressions and original coinages; and since
these poets (despite individual differences) were drawing on all the linguistic
resources available to them, among which Homer naturally held an important
place, it is impossible to subject their practice to rigorous control. Certain
specific instances are illuminating, and will be referred to in what follows ;
but a systematic analysis of the poems does not yield any clear result. The
same applies to tragedy. Here the number of Homeric epithets is in any case
exceedingly small ; but the language is often of such a richness that it can ap-
parently absorb a few conventional expressions without any noticeable effect
on the style, and although there are isolated instances which lend striking
support to the interpretation here proposed of certain tendencies discernible in
lyric, the writing of the tragic poets is too varied and original to support any
general conclusions. There remains the ‘monodic’ lyric of Lesbos and Ionia
(under which head I include, for convenience, Archilochus). These poets
write in concise metrical forms (and usually also in non-dactylic metres) with
an extreme economy of words and directness of expression. Any superfluity is
at once noticeable; and this makes their practice with regard to ornamental
Homeric epithets easy to control. A simple principle can be applied : where an
adjective occurs which is neither predicative nor essential to the sense—which
is ornamental, in fact, in so far as the sentence would be complete and meaning-
ful without it; and where that adjective is already familiar in such a context
from Homer, and there is no striking originality in its employment; we can
count this as a gratuitous Homerism, an occurrence of a ‘dead’ expression.
And these instances form the basis of a reasonably objective and systematic
statistic.

But merely to present the result of such an analysis statistically would be to
ignore both the subtlety and the interest of the problem. A mere list of Homer-
isms will have no value in itself unless it can be shown that any noticeable
peculiarities in the distribution of the phrases are unlikely to be fortuitous, but
reflect a more-or-less conscious variation in the practice of the poet. Some

' M. Leumann, in Mus. Helv. iv (1947), pp. 119 ff., well describes the phenomenon, but
does not consider its implications.
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evidence must first be produced that archaic poetry had achieved this degree
of self-consciousness in its choice of vocabulary and its conventions of diction.

It is easy to observe that the appearance of an epic subject or of epic charac-
ters in a lyric poem tends to be accompanied by Homeric phraseology. This
tendency is particularly marked in Bacchylides, where the difference between
the vocabulary used in the narrative and the non-narrative passages is so strik-
ing that no doubt is possible about a deliberate intention behind it. To take an
example : the central part of the thirteenth Epinikion relates the story of Ajax
defending the Trojan ships from the attack of Hector. There are certain
divergences from the version in the liad, but the main lines of the Homeric
story are adhered to, and the passage contains many verbal echoes of Homer.
Of the 29 ornamental epithets in these lines (vv. g7-169), 17 can be found in
Homer ; that is to say, the proportion of traditional to non-traditional epithets
is 17 to 12. But in the following passage (vv. 175-231), which is concerned with
extolling the victor and offering moral guidance, the ornamental epithets,
though only a little less abundant (there are 16), are all, with only two excep-
tions, ones that are not to be found in Homer ; 2 to 14, therefore, is the propor-
tion of traditional to non-traditional epithets. An analysis of the fifth Epinikion
produces a closely similar result. Verses 56—175 tell the story of Meleager. This
time there is no parallel version in Homer, but the subject is treated in the
heroic style, and there are a number of verbal allusions to Homer. In these lines
the proportion of Homeric to non-Homeric ornamental epithets is 32 to 22.
In the non-narrative passages on either side (1-55, 176—200) the proportion is
12 to 29.

This bald statistical variation in vocabulary can hardly be fortuitous, and
invites us to look for the same tendency elsewhere. And indeed, the earliest
choral lyric we possess, Alcman’s Partheneion, conforms obediently. The poem
apparently fell into two parts, the first relating the legend of the slaughter of
the Hippocoontids, the second, by contrast, concerned only with the immediate
present—the details of the religious dance and the personalities of the per-
formers. Of the first part only a few half-lines survive; but these contain a
catalogue of the Hippocoontids who met their death. The name of each hero is
accompanied by an epithet, and of the six that are legible, four are traditional
Homeric epithets for heroes (moddkys, kopvaris, éoxos Hubéwr,! and péyas).
The concentration of these four epithets into six lines is all the more striking
in that in the remaining ninety lines of the poem there are only four such
epithets altogether. Moreover, the remaining fragments of Alcman (with one
important exception) are exceedingly sparing of Homeric epithets, but men-
tions of Ajax and Odysseus are accompanied by ¢aidiuos, Sopi fverd, and
Tadasidpwr, (frr. 76, 77, 80), a reference to Paris by “EAAdS: Bwriaveipa (fr. 73).

The tendency, then, must be recognized ; but it still needs explanation. We
are no nearer to understanding the role of what, begging the question, we are
inclined to call ‘clichés’, even if they do tend to be concentrated in passages of
heroic narrative ; for, if they are really clichés, their presence is prima facie no
less a stylistic defect here than anywhere else. However, a possible solution to
this problem is suggested by a characteristic of Bacchylides’ language as a
whole. Bacchylides uses a language in which many of the adjectives, though

! Homer would have said €foxos fpdwy : fjuiféwy is post-Homeric. But the effect is no more
original for that.
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not actually Homeric, are formed on the Homeric model and give the impres-
sion of Homeric compounds while retaining some of the freshness of original
coinages: ‘Homerica epitheta audire tibi videris, si nova illa Bacchylidis auri-
bus percipis.”* The following three phrases, chosen at random from a few lines
of Epinikion 5 (73 f.), will amply illustrate the point: vevpav Avyvrdayy7 (cf.
vevpy) 8¢ uéy’ laye 4 125, Ayivpboyyos, Aiyddwros, etc.), yakedkpavov (v (cf. ios
xaAkoBapifs O 465), Tpaxiv diordv (mukpdv diorév Homer). Instances of this kind in
Bacchylides are numerous ; and their purpose is clearly to build up a Homeric
‘tone’ which will pervade the diction without robbing it of its originality.
Now it is evident that this Homeric tone is especially cultivated in passages of
heroic narrative, and that the simplest way to reinforce this tone is to introduce
a number of phrases which are in fact Homeric and unoriginal. It looks as if
there existed a poetic convention allowing, in heroic contexts, a judicious ad-
mixture of these unoriginal phrases, which contributed to the desired Homeric
tone, and which, in these surroundings, did not have the ring of banality, so
long as a reasonable proportion of unoriginal to original phrases was not
exceeded—in the case of Bacchylides, about three to two.

This hypothesis may now be tested on the more exacting material of archaic
lyric. A particularly favourable instance is afforded by Sappho, whose poems
appear to be written either in a ‘normal’ (purely vernacular) style, or in an
‘abnormal’ style, in which Homeric usages are found side by side with the
vernacular.? Only one of these ‘abnormal’ poems is long enough to be of any
use to us, but this (8 2 = 55 D = 44 L.P.) is an excellent example of Homeric
‘tone’. The scene described is the arrival of Hector and Andromache, newly
married, in Troy. This has no immediate prototype in Homer (though the
phrase moAidwpos AvSpopudyn Z 394, cf. X 471 f,, suggests that it may have
occurred somewhere in the epic tradition), and although there are certain
scenes in Homer which may have suggested some of the details here (e.g. Priam
harnessing his wagon £ 265 ff. or the gifts offered to Penelope by the suitors
o 292 fI.) it would be a mistake to regard Sappho’s poem as a mere rewording
of a Homeric prototype :* a number of the details are anachronistic for Homeric
times, and the manner of narration is lyric rather than epic. However, the
linguistic licences occurring in nearly every line leave no doubt of a deliber-
ately created Homeric tone, and the adjectival phrases yield the following
analysis.

(a) Homeric:
Tdyvs dyyelos (£2 292, etc.)
kAéos dbirov (I 413, etc.)
kddma Avdpopdyav (cf. A 98; éXikwmes “Axaior passim)
O+Bas é¢ lépas (Iliad, passim)
IMaxias a[]JK{v)dw (?)* (devdwy once in Homer, v 109, with ¢8ara)
d\uvpov mévrov (Hesiod, Th. 107; dApvpor 58wp Homer)

! Hermann Buss, De Bacchylide Homeri
Imitatore (Giessen, 1913), p. 27. On Bacchy-
lides’ original coinages see E. Eberhard’s re-
view of this in B.Ph.W. xxxiv (1914), col.
1225.

2 The distinction is carefully formulated
by D. L. Page, Sappho and Alcaeus, pp. 65 f.

3 Diehl’s observation, ‘carmen conditum

esse ad exemplum Hectoris Adrpwrv (2 265
ss.)’, is misleading. Cf. Page, op. cit., p. 71.

* Cf. Z 396 . 65 évarev vmo TTXdkew YAnéoon,
61ify vmomAaxiy (i.e. the birthplace of Andro-
mache). There is no known place, river, or
monument called ITAakwj except a Pelas-
gian colony near the Mysian Olympus, a
long way to the north-east of Thebes (which



210 A. E. HARVEY

” ¥
1

molkiX’ dBvppara (cf. o 416 pvpl’ dyovres d0ppara vt)
mwdrnp $pidos' (Homer, passim)
mroAw edpvyopov (A 265 O1fy €d.)
oarivas O’ éurpdyois (dppa, duata évrp. Homer, passim)
ikelot Beois (cf. B 478 ikelos dui, etc.)
dxw feomeaia (10 times in Homer)
Idov’ éxdBodov (AméMwv éx. passim in Homer)
. . . Beoewcédois (in Homer, passim of heroes)
(? mapBevikay [v v -]odvpwr)
(b) Original:
dBpav Avdpoudyav (dBpds first in Hesiod, fr. 218 Rzach)
Xlypata ypvaia, dpyvpa dvdplfua moripia
addos ddvpélns (the compound first here : Homer only once uses 7#8vs of
sound 0 64)
pédos dyvov (the expression is unique)
e’mﬁpa:rov 6'p01.ov (pcrhaps cf. I 228 Sautds e'mfpa.'rov é'pya.)
ITdov’ edAdpav (edA. only here before fifth century)

This analysis may be regarded as a model for all those from which I have
drawn my statistics, and it will be convenient to draw attention at once to
certain points in its arrangement. It will be observed that no account is taken
of the frequency with which a given phrase occurs in Homer, or the relative
antiquity of the passage in which it occurs; indeed some phrases are placed
under (a) which either occur first only in Hesiod, or else cannot be found
verbatim in archaic epic at all. Thus moikid’ d¢fYppara has no exact prototype
in Homer, d\pvpos mdvros none before Hesiod. The criterion which has been
used is necessarily a little subjective, but not, I think, arbitrary. Our concern is
not so much with the adjectival phrase as an entity, but with the adjective it-
self; and the question is not whether a certain phrase occurs once, or infre-
quently, or frequently, in Homer, but whether the adjective which the poet
chose was already a familiar conventional one for objects of a certain class.
Presumably far more epic poetry was current in the time of Sappho than we
now possess; consequently a phrase which already sounds conventional in
Hesiod or the Homeric hymns should not be regarded as the more original for
the fact that it does not occur in the Iliad or the Odyssey. Thus d6vppara, though
a rare word, occurs in a closely similar context in the Odyssey, and the Homeric
adjective moukida which goes with it sounds more ornamental than descriptive ;
the phrase is therefore placed under (a). Again, it matters little that éAwcwy) is
used always of men in Homer, except once, for Briseis (in a Homeric Hymn it is
also used once of the Muses). The adjective can have had little descriptive

is at the foot of Mt. Ida). According to
Dicaearchus (Schol. Venet. A Z 396), ITAa-
kin was an epithet of @By, owing to
Thebes’ propinquity to 76 IIAdkiwov xalov-
pevov Spos tijs Avkias. Now it seems unlikely
that Sappho had direct geographical know-
ledge of the area: it is more probable that
she picked up the name from Homer, in
which case there are two possibilities. Either
d.[. .Jvdw conceals a noun, and ITAaxia is
correctly used as an adjective (this is barely
conceivable) ; or else Sappho misdivided $mo-

mAaxiy in Z 397 as dwo ITXaxiy, in which case
the last word in the line will be a purely
ornamental epithet for something (ITAakin)
which never existed.

! H. Frankel, G.G.N. 1924, p. 64, points
out that in Homer the phrase marjp ¢idos
would be used in closer syntactical connexion
with the rest of the sentence; but I cannot
agree with him that in Sappho the phrase is
full of meaning. Cf. ¢idwv Toxrjewv, Sappho
fr. 27 a 10.
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force for Sappho, and there can be no doubt that she learnt it from epic
poetry.

To return to the analysis itself: it can be seen that in this poem of Sappho,
where both metre and subject invite the use of Homeric language, the pro-
portion of conventional to original epithets is about 14 :8—closely similar, in
fact, to the proportion in the narrative passages of Bacchylides. The technique
of building up Homeric ‘tone’ seems to be much the same in both.

By itself, of course, this proportional consistency is neither an explanation
nor a justification of the presence of these phrases in a heroic context: it merely
suggests the existence of a poetic convention. There are, however, instances
where a more deliberate intention can be discerned in the use of Homeric
epithets. It has already been observed that in Alcman’s Partheneion the sons of
Hippocoon are each furnished with a more-or-less conventional epithet. Now
the sons of Hippocoon were not a distinguished company : it is exceedingly un-
likely that they figured in any considerable epic poem, and their importance
was a local one. Is it not conceivable that Alcman wished to invest them with a
more heroic stature by giving them some of the stock attributes of epic heroes?
This would remain a mere guess were it not for a striking parallel in tragedy.
In the Persae 28 f. the chorus is describing the glorious army of the Persians,
and gives a list of the commanders, each again with an epic (or epic-sounding)
epithet—AprepBdpns immoxdpuns, 6 Toéodduas (tofoddpos or Tofdrns Homer)
€a0Aos ‘Iuatos, inmwv édarnp Zooldvys ; and another list of army commanders
towards the end of the play shows the same tendency (967 ff., cf. 999 TéAuov
alxpuds dxdpeorov). Now Aeschylus is very sparing of Homeric epithets, and it
seems highly probable that in these passages he was deliberately using words
with epic associations in order that, in the mouth of the chorus, the Persian
officers might be invested with something of the dignity of epic heroes. The
conjecture that Alcman was doing the same for the sons of Hippoceon finds, to
this extent, support.

However, one must be cautious in assuming that a poet as early as Alcman
was so sensitive towards the use of Homeric language: the evidence is simply
insufficient. By the time of Anacreon, on the other hand, there can be no doubt
at all that words were used deliberately for their epic associations. The follow-
ing three examples will make this clear.

(a) Anacreon fr. 88:

mdde Opnrin, 7i 81 pe Aofdv Supacw BAémovaa

mAeds Pevyets, Boeis 8¢ p’ oddév eldévar goddv . . ..
Amid the direct and simple idioms of this light-hearted poem, one is brought
up short by vnpAeds, a word of uncertain meaning which has almost disappeared
since Homer. What is it doing in these gay, intimate surroundings?

The history of the word is difficult. It was Schulze' who first discerned that
besides the word meaning ‘pitiless’ to which the popular ancient etymology,?
(a)v-€Xeos, is appropriate, there is another word, derived from *valeris, ‘in-
evitable’ (cf. dAéropar, to avoid), which appears most commonly in the phrase
vyheés Juap (a euphemism for death). This sense of ‘inevitable’ explains one or
two other Homeric phrases as well, notably the »Aéi Seoud of the Doloneia
(K 443—the chain which cannot be avoided, from which there is no release)

Y K. Schr., p. 375, Qu. Epicae, p. 289, fol- 2 Et. Mag. 603. 26 vnAens dmo 705 éXeos kTA.
lowed by Boisacq, s.v. Cf. Hesychius, s.v.
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and perhaps even the puzzling vpAéi dmve (u 372), ‘sleep which one cannot
avoid (indefinitely)’; just as the phrase ¢vydv dmo vyleés fuap becomes preg-
nantly paradoxical, ‘escaping (on that day) the fate which no one can escape
(for ever)’. Both these senses, ‘pitiless’ as well as ‘inevitable’, survive after
Homer ; the first appears in Theognis 1125 mAéi fuud (of Odysseus slaying the
suitors) and becomes curiously inverted in Sophocles (4nt. 1197 wleés odpa,
unpitied corpse) ; the second in Hesiod, T%. 217 Moipas xai Kfjpas vpAeomoivovs,
and elsewhere. But already in Homer there are instances of a much vaguer use,
which suggest that the two original meanings of the word have coalesced into
something general and imprecise. For instance, »pAerjs as an epithet of Achilles:
sometimes the translation ‘pitiless’ is apt enough: in IT g3, for instance, Patro-
clus throws the word at Achilles as a reproach, and adds that he must be the
son of grey sea and sheer rocks to have a temper so hard (vdos dmpjs). But
‘pitiless’ does not render the force of I 496 f.:
.« « Axuhed, Sdpacov Bupov péyav: oddé Ti oe xpy)
wAeés frop éxetr aTpemtol 8¢ Te kai Beol avrol.

Here there is a contrast between arpentds and vyAerjs. The gods may be moved
by entreaty : but Achilles is utterly obdurate, stubborn, unyielding. One might
say the two meanings of »mAerfs have run together. Achilles is so pitiless that no
human resource remains for influencing his purpose, which, as a result, is as
inevitable as fate. But to translate it here, one must say ‘stubborn’ or ‘ob-
durate’. Similarly, only one sense is suitable in T 229, where the Greeks are
told to bury their dead resolutely, vpAéa Bupdv éxovras.

This diversity of meanings is clear proof that already in Homer wpAerjs was
losing its sharpness, and that neither of the original senses was any longer
vividly perceived; and this dilution of its meaning must account for queer
phrases like »Aéa pwprjy in H. Herm. 385 or xédpov vnAéi kamvd in Hesiod (fr.
215 Rz.): for here only a general sense of ‘baneful’ is appropriate. Thereafter,
except for the Theognis passage already mentioned and a doubtful occurrence
in Alcman (110 D), the word disappears completely until it reappears here in
Anacreon. Aeschylus and Pindar use it to express something like ‘stubborn’,
‘ruthless’, Sophocles for ‘unpitied’.

What does the word mean in Anacreon? Foals are not ‘pitiless’, nor is
‘inevitable’ in the least appropriate; what they are, above all, is ‘stubborn’,
and we have seen that ymlerjs could mean this, when used of Achilles, in Homer.
But in Homer it could mean several other things besides, and by the end of the
sixth century it must have become an archaism and have lost all sharp defini-
tion of meaning. Anacreon could certainly have found a more incisive word for
stubborn ; why did this astonishingly neat and careful writer here borrow a
dead word from Homer ? Surely there is only one possible explanation : that he
was deliberately introducing a heroic overtone into the banter of the poem.
The verses are a delicate mockery of the girl: Anacreon taunts her for her
childish shyness, comparing her to a Thracian foal; but not to any Thracian
foal—this one could figure in a heroic setting, it runs away »le@s. The word
may convey no precise meaning,’ but its associations are powerful, and give a

! For another instance of a word losing archaic period its vagaries are notable.
its precision, compare gadwds. This occurs  Stesichorus (19 D) writes gadwods 8 émémeu-
once in Homer (¥ 583) of a whip, inSappho  mov dkovras, Anacreon (165 B*) uses the

of a plant; and its root meaning is doubtless ~ word of horses, to mean ‘swift’, and Ibycus
something like ‘pliant’. But even in the (58 B*) gadwods . . . dvri 700 edueyéfes Aéyer.



HOMERIC EPITHETS IN GREEK LYRIC POETRY 213

mock solemnity to the line. The girl is stubborn with the epic stubbornness of an
Achilles. “Youssteadfastly flee me’ perhaps catches the delicately ironic intonation.

This suggestion seems to be confirmed by the rest of the line. Anacreon wants
to say, ‘You think I have no skill’." But instead of saying, in the contemporary
idiom, Sokeis p’ odk elvar coddv, he uses the Homeric idiom Soxeis p’ oddév
eldévar oopdv (cf. L.S.J., s.v. *eldw B. 1: ‘frequent in Homer with neut. Adj.
to express character or disposition’, e.g. dypia ol8e, dpria 18y, Pida elbéres,
etc.), and farther on in the poem he keeps up this mock-heroic tone with his
portentous chariot-metaphor du¢i réppara Spduov. Discreet allusions to Homer
are his method of subtly underlining the raillery.

(b) fr. 5: 1) 8’—éaTw yap dn’ edrritov

AE’UﬁOU—’I")}’V }LéV g[l.T’V K("JJ)V—

AEUK?’) yc‘r.p—l(a.‘rap.e’y.¢e7‘m,

mpos 8* dAAnY Twa ydoket.

In the preceding stanza of this poem each noun is artistically coupled with a
colour-adjective and the two verbs placed together in the clausula—a miracle
of neat construction. In the second stanza (quoted here) the composition is
again vigorous and compact; but once more we are brought up short by the
one word edkriTov. It adds nothing to the sense, and looks simply like a piece
of padding.

But then we observe that in four out of the seven cases in which Lesbos is
mentioned in the Iliad and the Odyssey it is coupled with the epithet edxripuév.
Now for Anacreon this form was metrically inconvenient: it could only have
been accommodated in one central position in glyconics ; but edxriros, also a
Homeric word,? was easier, and was close enough to the original to make the
allusion unmistakable.

It looks, then, as if éorw yap dn’ edxrirov AéoPov is a deliberate echo of
Homer—for it is impossible to think that Anacreon, with his astonishing sense
of style and within the rigorously constricted space of these tiny stanzas, did
not choose his words deliberately. But why did he want a Homeric echo? The
answer, again, is that he wished to introduce a note of mock-solemnity. What
he had to convey was the fact that the girl was a Lesbian—in both senses of the
word. One sense—what we should call the ‘pejorative’ sense—is conveyed by
the gender of the pronoun in the last line, mpds 8’ dAnv rwa ydoxer. The other,
the literal one, ran the risk of sounding a trifle banal. So Anacreon, instead of
saying simply, ‘she comes from Lesbos’, uses a more elevated phrase—as we
might say, ‘she hails from Lesbos’ ; by so doing he raises the girl for a moment
out of her contemporary setting into a more dignified world. For a moment she
assumes the proportions of a personage from heroic times, to whom one might
ask the question, 7is wdfev els dv8pdv; and attach more than a passing signifi-
cance to the reply, ‘I hail from finely-built Lesbos’.3

(¢) fr. 51: domida gy’ és morapod kadlkpdov mpoyods.
Homer has morapoio kadipdoio (€ 441) and és morduov mpoyods (€ 453). pimrew

' I cannot agree with Wilamowitz and 2 B 592 elkrirov Aimd.
Diehl that p’ = pol. The following lines 3 Cf. Soph. El. 707 évaros Abpvév taw
must be understood as an answer to the im-  feodpsjrwy dmo. Here the whole passage—the
putation that he, Anacreon, is not suffi- list of competitors in the Pythian games—is
ciently skilful. The point is made by B. Snell  tinged with epic vocabulary.
in Philologus, xcvi (1944), pp. 285 f.
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moreover implies something of a heroic effort. These Homerisms are in sharp
contrast with Anacreon’s usual style. What is the explanation?

There is no trace of any tendency in Anacreon to give straightforward
descriptions of battles. This line must therefore be taken as a jest in the tradi-
tion of Archilochus (fr. 6) and Alcaeus (fr. 49), who preferred to throw away
their shields and win immortality through the life of a poet rather than through
the death of a hero. And how does Anacreon add salt to his jest? By the simple
expedient we are beginning to recognize in his poems: he gives the line a
mock-heroic tone by using a row of purely Homeric expressions.

This deliberate use of words for their epic associations is by no means con-
fined to Anacreon, but is a recognizable feature of Greek poetry from the end
of the sixth century onwards. There are numerous instances in tragedy. The
word pépomes was presumably no more comprehensible to Aeschylus than it is
to us; yet this detracts nothing from its power when, in describing the mystery
of the ways of god towards man, he writes the phrase (Hik. go) pepdmeoor Aaots :
the sad heroic notion of the blind mortality of man resonates in this single
adjective. Or consider the fine irony which Sophocles achieves with the phrase
(djax 374 1.) év 8’ éAixeoor Boval kai kAvrois meodv aimoliois. Ajax’s prowess is of
heroic quality, to be described in epic terms, even when the exploit is only a
demented attack on—a flock of sheep. These instances could be multiplied:
the technique is established.

Whether it also appears earlier than Anacreon is a more delicate question,
and the evidence is not decisive ; but there is at least one passage in Archilochus
which seems to exploit the associations of epic language in a similar way.
Consider fr. 112:

Tolos yap ¢tAéTnTos Epws Vo kapdiny élvolels
moMy kat’ dyAv dupdrwy Eyevey
kAéfas ek amnféwv dmralas ¢pévas.
Each line has its prototype in Homer:
(1) ¢ 433 Aaoiny vm6 yaorép’ évobeis (of Odysseus under the ram) ;
(i) Y 321 xar’ dpfarudv xéev dxdvv (Poseidon’s intervention against
Achilles) ;

(iii) 4 115 dmaddv 7€ o¢p’ frop dmnipa (of a lion attacking a stag).

The verbal echoes are so close as to be unmistakable, but the difference in
treatment is critical. In Homer the subjects of the phrases are Odysseus,
Poseidon, and a lion; in Archilochus exactly the same actions are attributed
to—an emotion! This is not merely a new and bold piece of psychological
description : it is a piece of literary brilliance which depends for its effect on the
adaptation of familiar Homeric phrases to a totally new situation.?

By the end of the sixth century, therefore, and probably a great deal earlier,
the lyric poets were fully conscious of the conventional associations of Homeric
diction. Consequently it seems unlikely that they will have used purely orna-
mental Homeric epithets indiscriminately, and it is reasonable to think that
some sort of poetic convention was responsible for the concentration of these
apparent clichés in certain contexts. One such context (the narration of an epic

' Fr. 104 xademfjoi . . . 6dvvpow memap- example. Archilochus’ particular interest in
pévos 8.’ doréwv is a striking combination of Homeric words is discernible in 54, 56, 116
the literal and figurative uses of melpw in D, 186 B*. See also Hauvette, Archilogue, pp.
Homer, and might be added as a further 26g-72.
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story) has already been sufficiently commented on. Another very noticeable
one is the invocation of a god in a hymn. This observation is prompted particu-
larly by Alcaeus’ Hymn to the Dioscuri (78 D = B2 L.P.) which, in the short
space of twelve lines, contains no less than six Homeric epithets ([raides
0] epor, edpnav x0ova, drvmddwy én’ immwy, edodvywy vdwy, vai uetaive, dpyaléa
vixkTi) as against one more-or-less original epithet (favdrw Caxpudevros, cf.
¢6Bos kpudeis in Homer). Now Alcaeus is the most careless of all the lyric poets
in his use of Homeric epithets, and this poem in any case is not one of his best
(Wilamowitz regarded it as frankly inferior to the ‘Homeric hymn’ to the
Dioscuri) ; consequently the remarkable proportion of unoriginal to original
epithets may simply be a piece of carelessness. But the incidence of wdAwv
dréwv, [Twlvdedkns kvdpds, Ilddov mepippirav, and Maoa Alyewa in invocations of
Alcman, of alyidyw and xadikopor Moisar in invocations of Sappho, of
mai peydAw dios in another hymn of Alcaeus, and of é\a¢nfBode favds mai dids
and dypiwv Onpdv in an invocation of Anacreon, suggests that the proper
solemnity required for addressing a god was achieved, as often as not, by a free
use of Homeric epithets. This is not just a matter of the epithets applied to the
divinities themselves. These, in lyric as elsewhere, are fairly stereotyped in any
context,’ and original coinages (such as Sappho’s Bpadivav 8.” Adpodirny) are
less common than traditional attributes. What is noticeable in the context of
hymns is the prevalence of Homeric phrases in general: the substantives,
whatever they are, tend to be qualified by conventional epithets. The analyses
below will amply illustrate this; here it is merely worth adding that this
concentration appears to be neither accidental nor confined to lyric poetry.
The great prayer in the parodos of the Oedipus Tyrannus (151—215) contains, in
the space of sixty lines, some ten expressions of a more-or-less conventional
character. In the rest of the play there are barely any at all.?

Another area in which these phrases are common, particularly in the Lesbian
poets, is the description of nature. The unusual poem of Alcman (fr. 58),
describing the Sleep of Nature, has four of them in seven lines (3péwv xopudal,
pélawa yaia, év Bévfeot mopdupéas dASs, olwvdv TavurTeptywv) as well as several
other Homerisms; and the vivid metaphor in fr. 59

‘Pimas dpos avBéov vAq

vukTos pedaivas arépvov
is built out of two common Homeric phrases. In Sappho descriptions of, or
comparisons with, nature contain the following : #8wp idxpov, Aelpwv irmdBoros,
Kkddow dxees orpodbor, mikve mrépa,’ kddav aeddwvay . . . dpyvpiav, pdevvov eldos (of
the moon), fdAacoar dAudpav, avféwv épifaréwy. This concentration, again, can
hardly be accidental, and it is not very difficult to suggest an explanation.
The description of natural scenes demands considerable linguistic resources ; it
is not as simple as writing love poems or political verses and cries out for an
elaborate poetic diction. Only one ready-made poetic diction was available
to the lyric poets, that of Homer; and it is perhaps not surprising that they
drew upon it more liberally than usual when faced with the task of describing

the beauties of nature.
There are two more limited instances which it may be convenient (even

! I have therefore allowed a separate 3 The context of these four is also that of a
category for them in the analyses below. hymn. Here, as elsewhere, some overlapping
* Soph. 4nt. 1115 ff. is another example. of the categories is inevitable, but immaterial.
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though the reasons for them are probably quite different) to regard as special
cases of the description of nature. They concern the sea and the earth. First,
the sea. In archaic poetry it is remarkably rare to find the sea referred to
without either an elaborate periphrasis or an ornate adjectival phrase. In the
whole Theognis collection, which is not unduly free with ornamental epithets,
I know of only one instance where ‘the sea’ is mentioned without at least a
qualifying adjective. Solon, a tidy writer, confronts us unexpectedly with
mévrov modukdpovos drpuyérowo (fr. 1. 19) and Archilochus twice fills half a line
with Homeric arabesques: fr. 7. § xard kfpa molvdloioBoio fardoons and fr.
12. I moliijs dASs év meddyeoow.! These instances are all from elegiac poems;
but the tendency in lyrics is equally marked. The sea occurs twice in Alcman,
with the phrases mopdupéas dAds and émi kvparos dvfos; it occurs twice also in
Sappho, with 8d\acoav ér’ dAudpar and dApvpov mévrov ; of the nine mentions of
the sea in Alcaeus, six involve ornamental expressions; and none of the three
instances in Anacreon is unadorned. Out of all these phrases only one shows
any originality, Alcman’s éni kdparos dvfos: the rest are purely conventional.
We can hope for no explanation of this strange phenomenon ; but conventional
descriptions of the sea seem to be an integral element in the poetic diction of
the time, and we cannot assume that they produced a banal effect. We must
simply accept this as a literary convention of the period.

The second case is in some ways even more mystifying : I mean the continual
recurrence of the phrase y4 pédawa (or, less frequently, x0awv pélawa)—more
mystifying because it is far from clear what the phrase means or why, already in
Homer, it became a commonplace. The commonest application of the word
pélas in Homer is to ships—not, probably, because they were treated with
black pitch? (for they were sometimes wdromdpnot) but because, from a dis-
tance, they look black. In the same way Apollonius Rhodius explains that
Corcyra was called ‘Black’ (Méawa) because, seen from the sea with its dark
forests, it looks black (4. 567-9). And indeed Aristotle’s account of blackness
(De coloribus, c. 1) treats the word pédas as if it simply denoted deep shadow.
But this clearly will not help for y# pédawa. The Greeks did not always think
of the land as seen from the sea, and if one is on land the landscape, particu-
larly in Greece, appears anything but black. Perhaps, therefore, the colour of
rich soil is intended by pédas. This seems to suit phrases such as pelaiiy
kewpévovs éml xBovi (Arch. 58. 2) and especially the remarkable line in Theognis
(878) . . . éyw 8¢ Bavaw yaia pédaw’ éoopar. This application of uédas (since the
notion of ‘pitch-black’ is surely strange to the archaic period) can perhaps be
Jjustified by the sense of gpacity which it has in connexion with water, whether
ruffled by the wind (cf. ¢pif pélaiwa) or deep and still (Theognis g59 xprvy
weAdvvdpos—the water before it has been stirred up with mud).? But if Sappho
can write (27a D), ‘Some say that a fleet of ships is the fairest thing on the
black earth’, she clearly cannot have been thinking of the soil when she used the
expression pélawa yaia. I am inclined to think that there must at some stage
have been some deep religious association behind the word,* which was

' I cannot believe that in this verse
éumdoxdpuov also goes with dAds. The name of
some divinity must have preceded.

2 Hesych., s.v. uélawar vijes ai Babeiar xal
maadxpLoToL.

3 Cf. Suidas, s.v. peAdvvdpos*
xvplws 8¢, xabdpov v8atos.

Babeiar

4 There may be traces of this in the mythi-
cal and vague personage Méiawa (Paus. r1o.
6. 4) who seems to have chthonic associa-
tions, and in the cult-title uélawa dnurjryp in
Phigalaea (Paus. 8. 5. 8; 8. 42. 1). Cf. O.
Gruppe, Gr. Mpythologie, p. 103 n. 10, also
Schol. Eur. Or. 1094, Callim., fr. 52 Pf.



HOMERIC EPITHETS IN GREEK LYRIC POETRY 217

doubtless forgotten even by the time of Homer, but which continued to make
the adjective a regular concomitant of the word ¢4, even when the earth
was personified as a goddess (Solon fr. 24. 4 f.):

wiyrnp peyiorn dawpdvwy *Olvumiowy

dpiora yij pédawa . . ..
But it is probably useless to probe further for an explanation ; it is sufficient here
to note that the phrase occurs so frequently in lyric poetry (particularly in
Sappho) that it must once again be regarded as a proper element in the poetic
diction of the time. By contrast itdoesnot occur once in Aeschylus or Sophocles.
They, perhaps, found it banal: the lyric poets evidently did not.!

These three categories (heroic contexts, hymns, nature) will be found to
absorb by far the greater part of the Homeric epithets in the lyric poetry
I have chosen to examine, and those that remain over are relatively few. This
remainder cannot usefully be discussed in general terms; nevertheless, before
proceeding to the detailed analyses, there are a few individual cases to be con-
sidered and certain qualifications to be introduced which affect the compilation
of the analyses and still further reduce the number of unexplained epithets.

(a) The German word Lieblingswérter is the most convenient label for the
first qualification to be made. Every period in the history of poetry has certain
favourite words of affection and appraisal which occur with the frequency of
clichés but are yet such an integral part of the contemporary poetic idiom that
it would be a mistake to regard them as trite or dead. ‘Soote’ in Chaucer,
‘doux’ in Ronsard, ‘fair’ in Elizabethan lyrics, are all instances of Lieblings-
wirter of the period ; and Greek lyric is particularly rich in words of this kind.
Mostly, however, they are words of a slightly sensuous connotation (dBpds,
dmadds, {pepdets, etc.) and do not occur in the same contexts in Homer ; more-
over the fact that Homer uses éparewds and the lyric poets the slightly different
(though metrically no more tractable) form épards (which only occurs once in
Homer) indicates clearly that these Lieblingswirter were very much alive and
were in no sense a loan from an already existing poetic vocabulary. In the main
these words (dBpds, dyavds, épatds, épdeis, ébiuepos, ipepdes, fueprds, yaples are
the principal ones) either do not occur in Homer or are used there in a different
way,? and consequently do not concern us; but it would be rash to conclude
that there are no instances of words which are favourites both to Homer and
to the lyric poets. I suspect that one instance of this is the word Avyvpds, which,
together with the compound Avyddwros, accounts for four prima-facie clichés in
Sappho and seems to have been her favourite word for characterizing sounds.

(b) Certain words for colour, pattern, material, etc. (e.g. £avfds, mopdipeos,
woucidos, xpvoros), occur rather frequently in both Homer and the lyric poets,
and there is a temptation to rank them among the ‘dead’ expressions. But this
would probably be a mistake. The visual sense of the lyric poets was strong, and
the objects they describe are often rendered more vivid by these epithets.
Moreover, words for colour and brilliance were a standard resource for adding
lustre to a scene. When Alcaeus writes Adpmpar kwviar, or Alcman moukidos

' At least until the fifth century. Pindar 2 Cf. Max Treu, ‘Von Homer zur Lyrik’
(0. 9. 50) and Bacchylides (13. 153) each (Zetemata, xii [1955]), pp. 175 ff,, for a
only use the phrase once, and mAépavror  valuable discussion of the lyric poets’ use of
xvavéas xfovos darpov (Pindarfr.33bSn.) looks  these words.
like a conscious elaboration on it.
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Spdxwv mayxpvaios, these poets are using words to a deliberate effect: it is easy
to distinguish this from the degenerate use of lustre-words which can be ob-
served in a purely conventional phrase like dylads 87 (Theognis g85). Par-
ticularly striking is the sensibility towards colour shown by Anacreon, who was
fond of placing two or more contrasting colours in close apposition, e.g.

fr. 2 kai Ndpdar kvavdrmdes

mopdupén* 7> Adpodimy

opaipy Sebré pe moppupén?

BdMawv xpvooxduns “Epws

win moulooauBdiew

[Epws] . .. p’ éodww yéverov

vmoméAov ypvoodaévvwy TTepUywy dijrais

TAPATT ElTETG.L.

In this last example the juxtaposition of colours is particularly forceful:3
‘greying cheek . . . gold-shining wings’; and in general this acute colour-sensi-
bility accounts for a number of expressions which we might otherwise be tempted
to regard as purely ornamental. When Anacreon writes of the ‘dark-shielded
Ialysians’ (*IpAvoiovs Tods kvavaomidas fr. 15), of a girl ‘with golden raiment’
(xpvadmende kovpy fr. 1), and of ‘golden-helmeted Athene’ (xpvooAdpov ITa-
Addos Ox. Pap. 23218) he clearly intended to convey vivid visual images. There
is nothing conventional or banal about the language in which he did so.

(¢) Anacreon, in fact, was a consummate stylist, and this may be the place
to mention another of his characteristic devices. He is fond of building periods
in such a way that each noun is attended by an adjective, forming a kind of
syntactical symmetry through successive verses. The opening of fr. 5 (quoted
above) is a good example; the following is another:

fr. 5

fr. 53

fr. 44 oMol pév fuiv 18 Kpdrador, kdpn Te Aevidy,
xapieooa 8’ odkér’ 7fn wdpa, ynpdleot 8’ 38dvres,
yAvkepod 8° ovkére modos BidTov xpdvos Aédeurrac.
Here each noun has its adjective. Four of the six—molwol, Aevkdv, ynpdieor,
moAds—are essential to the sense; but the remaining two, yapleooa and yAvke-
pod, are purely ornamental, and are, moreover, unoriginal loans from Homer.
Yet their presence is justified—if justification is necessary—by the formal
structure of the lines. Each of the two nouns 4ad to have an attendant adjective ;
but the sense was already full, there was no room for a new idea, and a strongly
original expression would have overloaded the period. These two slightly
colourless words were all that the verses could take.
(d) Itisimpossible for usnow to grasp the associations carried by theword iepds,

! This is probably not an indication of a  ball than its colour which is suggested, the

particular colour so much as a suggestion of
rich, varied colour in general, cf. Weber,
Anacreontea, p. 65, L. Deroy in Et. classiques,
xvi (1948), pp. 3 f. B. Marzullo even argues
(Maia, 1950, pp. 132 f.) that mopdupéa is an
old cult-title for Aphrodite meaning ‘marina’.

2 The ball of the Phaeacian dancers in
8 372 was mopdupén ( = versicolor?), and
this may also have been in Anacreon’s mind.
Eustathius, ad loc., says oeuvdvwv (76 mop-
dupény) émdye: it is more the brilliance of the

fact that it was coloured rather than its
specific hue.

3 Aeschylus, it has long been believed
(Schol. P.V. 128), learnt the ionic metre from
Anacreon: did he also learn this trick with
colours from the same poet? Cf. Hik. 529 f.
Aipvg 8° éuBade mopdupoedel Tav pelavdlvy’
drav, Eum. 181 fl. uy xai Aafoioa mryvév
dpynariy 6éw,|xpvonddrov Bduyyos éfoppcd-
pevow,|dviis On’ ddyous pédav’ dn’ dvBpdmawy
depov.
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a favourite word of the lyric poets and one probably rich in meaning. When
it does not mean ceremonially ‘sacred’ (as in {pas SAoAvyas Alcaeus G2. 35 L.P.,
cf. SAodvyudv iepdv A. Sept. 268) they use it mainly with some natural scene or
object: e.g. dumdpdupos {apds Spms Alcm. g4, lepds vukrds Stes. 6, dpav ipdv
dAxvdvos Sim. 20—and they doubtless convey a good deal by it (for this use is
post-Homeric). On the other hand, the word seems to have none of this power
when used, as in Homer, of cities. Phrases like &+8as é¢ iépas (Sappho 55. 6),
“Ihov ipav (Alcaeus 74. 4), BaBvdwvos {pas (Alcaeus 82. 10), lepdv dm’ Abavdy
(Timocreon I. 3, cf. Soph. 4j. 1221), have the ring of clichés, and I have listed
them accordingly.

The principles by which the following analyses are composed should by now
be clear. The first four categories in each correspond with the main points
discussed in this article; all instances occurring in dactylic poems are placed
together; and one or two special categories are added for individual poets
where this seems justified by what has already been said. Square brackets in-
dicate that the same instance has been listed under more than one category:
some overlap is inevitable, and it is not always clear which of two possible
categories is the correct one. The brackets are simply there to show my per-
sonal opinion and to prevent the phrase from being counted twice. A question
mark indicates doubt about the text, the attribution, or the context. All re-
ferences are to Diehl, unless qualified by B ( = Bergk, P.L.G.*) or L.P.
( = Lobel-Page, Poetarum Lesbiorum Fragmenta). I have not normally thought it
necessary to give references to lines within the fragments.

Archilochus

A. (1) Heroic context: None.
(ii) Hymnodic: None.
(i) Divinities: HApew padovov (31), mais épicrvmov Aids (51), Pimmios
Ioceldav (117), Aruyrpos dyvijs (119).
(iv) Nature: (a) The sea Bafvs wdvros (56), Bardooys fxéevra ripara (74).
(b) pedaivy émt xfovi (58).
(v) Dactylic poems: (12 in about 40 lines) fapeiai odevddvar, moAvarovoy
épyov (cf. "Epis w. A 73, etc.), Seamdrar Sovpirdurol (3), foffs vnds,
olvov épulpdv (5 A), évros dudunrov (cf. dudpon Tdfw O 463) (6),
k1i8ea arovdevta, moduploioBoio Baddoans, dvyréoToiar karoiat (7),
kabapoiaw év elpaow (10), évmdoxduov, moAiijs dAos év meAdyeooat,
y/\vkepdv véoTov (12).
dvfpdmowae . . . Bvyroia’ occurs in a deliberate paraphrase of Homer
(68). It is difficult to know whether Avowels)s mdfos (118) was a con-
ventional expression by this time or not.

B. Unexplained: vijes foal (twice: 56 A, Pap. Ox. 2313%), dkeinor v]nuol
(Marmor Parium B I g5, v. Philol. xcix, 1955, pp. 4 f.), Aaubnpd mrepd
(92 b), ? Oprjikes dxpdropor ([79 a]), 7By dyAasy (Pap. Ox. 2310%. 35).

Aleman

A. (i) Heroic context: modcixy, xopvardy, éoxov Nuibéwy, péyav (1), daldipos

Alas (76), dwpi Evord (77), *Odvocijos TaXasidpovos (80), “EANdS:.

Bawriaveipa (73)-
(i) Hymnodic : mdAwv dréwv, Iwlvdedins kvdpds (2), Ildpov mepipptrav (35).
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(iil) Divinities: M&oar kpoxdmemdor (34).
(iv) Nature: olwvdv Tavvmrreptywv (58), Spos dvBéov SAq, vurros pedaivas (59).
(a) The sea mopdupéas dXds (58).
(6) pédawa yaia (58).
(v) Dactylic poem: old Te mowuéves dvdpes Eyovow (37).
(vi) ?Lieblingswirter: MGoa Xyewa (7), d Ayewa Znpijv (10).
(vii) Doubtful: Apéra Giedijs, d kaliodupos ‘Aynoixdpa, immov mayov deBAd-
¢opov (a simile ;’or Hagesichora) (1),! ?vpAejs dvdyxa (110),
?dyépwyor (122 B).?

B. Unexplained: ebmipyw Zepdmvas (7), Lapdlwy dn’ drpév (13), wbp Sdriov (57).

Sappho

A. (i) Heroic context: ¢pidwv Toxrjwv (27a), JTol Bacides (28), fourteen in 55 (see
above, pp. 209 f.), éoxara yds, Bpodémayvw Adwv (65 A).

(i) Hymnodic: vadov dyvov, [8wp Yixpov], [Aelpwy immdforos] (2 L.P. =5

D.), alyidyw (86 L.P.), xad\ikopor Moioar (90).

(iif) Divinities : xpvooarépav’ Appddira (9), [ITdov’ éxdBolov 55], dyver Xdpires
(103 L.P.), Bpodomdxees dyvar Xdpires (57), Xdpires pdrarpac (80),
xpvoomédiMos Adws (103 L.P.).

Nature: kddow dkees arpoiifor, mikva mrépa (1), ddevvov eldos (cf. O 555)
(4), BpododdkTvos prjva, Bdracoay én’ dAuvpav, modvavbéuois dpov-
pats (Cf. ﬂo)\vave‘rig f 353) (98).

(a) The sea [dAuvpov mdvrov (55)], [fdAacoar éx’ dAudpav (98)].
(b) y&@ pélawa (three times: 1. 10, 27a 2, (?) 31. 6).

(v) Dactylic poems : molpeves dvdpes, xduar 8¢ re mépupov dvlos (117).

(vi) Lieblingswirter: d Aydgwvos (30 L.P.), Avydpav yeddwav (65 A), Aeyvdpay
[doi]8av (108 L.P.), dmvos . . . yAddkus Béos (67), uédos Tt yAdkepov,
Alyvpas 8 dy[ (70), yAdkna pdrep (114).

Stylistically accountable for: molkidos udodys® (17), édvla *Edéva élownv
(35), dpadpwy vexbwy (58), Awrivois Spoodevras Sxfois Axépovros
(97), xpvoiotow dvbéuoiow (152). The unoriginality of the words
does not detract from the visual effectiveness of these expressions.

(viii) Doubtful: *Epos 6 hvowuékns (see under Archilochus vi) (137).

B. Unexplained: dviav Mypav (25), dvbéwv épfaréwv (98 L.P.), péyav eis
*OA[vpmov (27 L.P.).

(iv)

(vii)

Alcaeus

A. (i) Heroic context: *Ihov ipav, SABiov £dvfay eXdr[pa mddwv® (74), *EMévas
Hpyeias, edorpwrov Aéyos, Xikwmes (N1,L.P.), viudav éwariav (76),

[kdr oivoma . . .] (Q1, L.P.), [ueXaivas x8évos] (73).
(ii) Hymnodic: mai peyddw dios (1), Juuor maides, edpnav x8éva, drvmdSwy

' It is possible that these heroic phrases
are used of the girls deliberately, as in the
passages of Anacreon discussed above, pp.
211 ff.

? Alcman and Alcaeus used this word
differently, Eust. Il. 314. 41.

3 See above, p. 217.

4 {av8ds may have implied exceptional

beauty as well as colour: Eust. in Il. 432. 27
émawos 8¢ Kdums mapa Tois wadalos TO
Eavlov.

5 Alcaeus probably understood IT 148-9
T® 8¢ xai Abrouddwv Smaye Lvydv dkéas
inmovs | Edvfov xal Baliov, rd dua moifos
meréalyy as giving the colour, not the
names, of Achilles’ horses.
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én’ imrmwy, edodvywy vdwy, vai pelaive, dpyadég év vikm (78-79 =
B 2, L.P.), dfavdrwyv paxdpwv, ebdedov Téuevos,’ dpyaréas ¢vyas

(G 1, L.P.).

(iii) Divinities: ebmédidos *Ipis, xpvooxdpa Zedipw (8), dios €€ alywdxw (11),
dyvar Xdpires (12), ?Moioav dyAa[ (T 1. ii, L.P.)

(iv) Nature:? edwdeo| . . . yA] avrav isxpov 8wp dumedoeoa| (F 1, L.P.), fpos
dvleudevros (98), cf. yds dwd meppdrawv (135).

(a) The sea dApvpov mdvrov (51), mopdupiav BdAacoav (77), modias
kdp’ ddos (109/110, 27), KT olvoma . . . (Q 1,
(6) pédawa xfdv (twice: 73, G 2. 29, L.P.).

(v) Stylistically accountable for: AeaBilades é\xecimemot, dxw feomeaia (G 2.
32 ff., L.P.) : that these two Homeric epithets were used deliber-
ately is suggested by the presence in the same lines (which describe
a ritual beauty contest) of the Homeric verb mwleiv and the
tmesis wept 8¢ Bpéuer. But we can hardly guess at the reason.

(vi) Doubtful : Bhixpwr dvéuwv® (22), Jrov pedvjdea (35. 25), (probably used
as a substantive, cf. 98) dyépwyos* (Z 79, L.P.), ipav és wéAw (? vel

*Ipav) (42).

B. Unexplained: lwav ipav (83), BaBvdwvos ipas (82), vai pelaiva (46 A),
drv.[ .. .]svdas (? drvddovs) (H 28.20 L.P.), Suvdevr’ Axépovra (twice
in 73), OvpoBdpw Adas (43), olvov Aabixddea (96).

Anacreon
A. (i) Heroic context: None.

(ii) Hymnodic: Ndpdar xvavdrmdes (2), éagnBore favly mai diss, aypiwv

Onpdv (1).

(iii) Divinities: kadikopor xotpar Aids (63).
(iv) Nature: veBpov veofnAéa yadafnvév (39) (Homer uses yadabyvds and

venyevis).

(a) Thesea molwv kipa (17), kdua wévriov, ixfudev (Pap. Ox. 23218),
? wévrov Buiovra mopdupéotar kdpaat (? Anacr. Pap. Ox. 23221,

17)

(v) Dactylic poems® (6 in 23 lines): médepov Saxpvdevra, dylad ddpa (96),
watpldos ains, vypa xipara (102), dyAadv xdopov (107), Svaayéos éx

moAépoto (111).

(Vi) Stylistically accountable for: edxrirov AéoBov (5—v. p. 213 above),
morapod kalpdov (51—v. pp. 213 f. above), yaplesaa 18y, yAvkepod

Bidrov (44—v. p. 218 above).
Colours: odaipy mopdupén (5), "Inlvaiovs Tods xvavdomdas (15—cf.
Aevraoms X 204), avlf Edpvmidy (16), xpvodmemde xovpn (91),

! It is possible that a second substantive
stood in v. 2 and went with eddeidov. In
Homer this adjective is used only of islands;
but Alcaeus’ use of it is not much more
original for that. xvSaAluav @éov, however,
has a certain freshness (v. 6).

3 Cf. also sub ‘Incertum utrius auctoris’
L.P.: dxwv alerov (10), mdas 7épev dvfos (16).

3 M. Leumann, Homerische Worter, p. 340,
argues that this phrase derives from a mis-

division of dfAjxpwv dvépwv in some passage
of the Homeric poems now lost.

4 See above, p. 220, n. 2.

5 Out of conservatism, I attribute no more
than the following elegiac fragments to Ana-
creon: g6—99, 101, 102, 107, 108, 110-12.
Cf. Weber, pp. 31 ff., Wilamowitz, S.u.5., p.
107, C. A. Trypanis in C.Q.xlv (1951), pp.
31 ff.
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Puédaway kdvw (? Anacr. Pap. Ox. 2322 6).
Ironic:* Tpvya pehndéa (21).

B. Unexplained: ipov dorv (25), OdAewav éopriv (37), P Znmvos Uifepedns Sduos
(? Anacr. 7).
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Further exegesis is unnecessary. The number of conventional phrases which
cannot be accommodated in these few and clearly defined categories is very
small indeed—only in Alcaeus do they exceed five; so that, even if a substantial
margin of error is allowed for (and I make no claim to rigorous objectivity)
these analyses seem to sustain the conclusion that ornamental Homeric epithets
were not used indiscriminately by the lyric poets. Those phrases which remain
‘unexplained’ either have overtones which we can no longer hear, or else are
simply clichés, and the product of careless writing.

It may be useful, in conclusion, to compare these analyses with that of
some poetry of which the date is uncertain. First, the Polycrates poem attri-
buted to Ibycus (Pap. Ox. 1790=3g D). This, though it contains some eighteen
unoriginal epithets in forty-two lines, shows no great statistical divergence
from, say, a narrative passage in Bacchylides: the proportion of Homeric to
non-Homeric epithets is again about 3 to 2. But the phrases themselves, which
furnish this statistic, are somewhat peculiar. In the first place, there is a kind of
entassement of conventional epithets which is unlike anything else in archaic
Greek. For instance, Homer commonly writes ITpiduoio dapdavidao and also
dotv péya Ilpudpoio: here the poet runs the two together into dapSavida
Ilpidpoto péy’ doru, and then, not content with this, he adds mepucdeés as an
equivalent to Homer’s mepicdvrov doTv, and throws in 6ABov for good measure.
The resultant rigmarole, dapdavida Ilpidpoto uéy’ dorv mepucheés SABiov, has
little to recommend it. Or again, Homer has both uéyas Tedaudvios Alas and
Tedapdvios dAxipos Alas: this poet rolls the two expressions into one with
péyas Tedapdvios dAripos Alas. In the second place, the phrases which are not
borrowed directly from Homer are either trite or infelicitous. For triteness,
consider (@) 87pw moAvvuvov éxovres : Homer has 7pw éxew, modduuvos occurs in
H. Hom. 26. 7; while the phrase as a whole is simply a periphrasis for ‘fighting’,
and is further amplified by wéAeuov kard Saxpuvdevra. (b) Eewamdrav Idpw:
the word is already in Alcaeus (N 1. 5, L.P.), the notion a commonplace by the
fifth century. For infelicity consider the only two phrases which are original,
d\dowov duap dvdwupov and dmepddavor dpemjv: both these contain ambi-
guities. dvdvupos normally means, not ‘unnameable’ (as here) but ‘unnamed’,
i.e. unknown— a most undesirable overtone in this passage ; and smepdpavos is
elsewhere always pejorative until Plato. It may have been permissible for the
poet to press these words into new uses; but he can hardly have.prevented the

! Anacreon fr. 21:
(8> Meyiorijs 8’ 0 pXddpwv déka 87 uives
émelre
agrepavodral Te Ayw kal TpUya miver pe-
ndéa.

Cynulcus (Athen. 671 f) comments ¢ ydp
Tis AVyov orédpavos dromos—and indeed the
question much exercised the grammarians.
Hephaestion even wrote a book called ITepi
700 map® Avaxpéovr. Avylvov orepdvov, and
many learned theories were advanced to ex-

plain why Megistes wore such an ‘odd’ gar-
land. But surely it is just as odd that he
should have drunk rpv¥¢, which means either
new, unfermented wine, or the dregs, the
lees of wine; neither of which could be
described as peAndis. There is one perfectly
simple answer : Anacreon is mocking Megistes
for wearing a rustic wreath (Tévapos 8¢
dypolkwy elvar Aéye. orepdvwpa Tiv Adyov
Athen. l.c.) and drinking cheap raw wine.
$Aédpwr and pedindijs are used with irony.
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old meanings from being present to the hearers’ minds. And in these passages
the old meanings are disastrous.

The genuine poems of Ibycus are unfortunately too scanty to provide a
reliable standard of comparison. However, one may observe that his adjectival
phrases, though fulsome, are original : his description of nature in spring (fr. 6),
for instance, contains no clichés. In the fragments with certainty attributed to
him, the Homeric epithets are distributed as follows. Three qualify heroic
personages: Aevkimmovs xdpovs of the Molionidae (2), yAavkdmida KaocadvSpav
(16),and ? dvoparxAvrdy *Opény (17) ; the simile of the horse (7) brings with it odv
dxeade Booto’ and Pepélvyos immos deBlopdpos (cf. the similar phraseology in
Alcman) ; and ravveinrepos (g) and Tavdmrepos (10) are used in descriptions of
birds. That is to say, in about sixty lines there are altogether seven conventional
epithets, most of which admit of stylistic explanation.

Corinna

It would be wrong to suggest that the thesis of this article provides any new
criterion for deciding between the alternative dates proposed by Professor Page
for Corinna—viz. the middle of the fifth century or the end of the third.
Nevertheless it is worth observing that her diction is not only distinctly classical
in the sense that (apart from four dmaé Aeydpeva) it contains only five words
which do not appear somewhere else in Greek literature by the end of the fifth
century, but shows the same sort of discrimination in the use of Homeric
epithets that characterizes archaic lyric. That is to say, if her language is in fact
not archaic but archaizing, the work has been done by a singularly delicate
and well-trained hand. The following analysis (in which allowances must be
made for the particularly fragmentary nature of the material) follows the pattern
of the others; and it should be noticed that the two discernible Lieblingswirter
(vikav épardv (4) , Avyovpav MovpriSa (15)) are also favourites of archaic lyric.
A. (i) Heroic context: ? drovmdpw (5 A = PSI 1174); [OdBav] émrdmoviov

(5 B).
(ii) Hymnodic: None.
(iii) Divinities: dyxvdopeirao Kpdvw, udknpa ‘Péa (4), deds Pacieds, mévrw
wédwv Ioceldwv (5).

(iv) MNature: ? AdSovros Sovakorpddw.

B. Unexplained: Aovmmor yodemijor, Arrdba mérpav (4), kadiydpw xfovds (18),
? yhav edpov[yopov (Pap. Ox. 23701, 8).
A. E. Harvey
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