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Homeric émntig/émmtig: Meaning and Etymology *)

By ANNETTE TEFFETELLER DALE, Montreal

I. Introduction

At v 332 Athene uses the word énnrijc in her appraisal of Odys-
seus. She cannot desert him, she says, because he is énytijc and
dyxivoos and éyépowy (330-332):

“aiel oL ToobToY i oriidedar vénua:

@ 0¢ xai oY dvauar mpolimely dorTnvov édvta,
7 > 2 14 > L - 7 -] ’ b2 4

otvex’ émmrijc €00t xal Gyylvoos xai Exépowy.

ayyxivoos and éyépowr present no difficulties with respect to either
derivation or meaning (apart from subtleties of interpretation);
énntic, on the other hand, was disputed in antiquity!) and remains
still unresolved2).

*) I wish to thank Professor C. R. Barton for his generous advice and
judicious criticisms and Professor A. Schachter for his useful comments on
an earlier draft. Responsibility for the shortcomings that remain is of
course my Own.

1) Schol. B, v 332 (Dindorf 1855): émijrne [v.l., énnrijc], Adyroc. xai domeg
6 Adyros mapa Tov Adyov, oftwe xoi énijrne magad o Enog. Twég 68, dixatog, 6 TO
éreov @uAdv. Schol. V: godvipog xai Adyiog, maga 16 &mog. Schol. H: ywels 1o
&, Tj] 0¢ mpoowdia d¢ dewns, pnoiv Aplorapyos. otrw 08 xai “Hpwdiavds. énrjryg
fiyovy Abyrog. xai @ 6 Adyrog magd Tov Adyov, olrw xal émijrns magd 16 Emog.
Schol. BHQ, o 128, énn7fj: magd v6 énog. nepionwuévews, dvri tob Aoylg.
Schol. V: dew@ einmetv, 7 Aoyiw, napa va &nn. Apoll. Lex. Hom. sv énmiry:
Aoyie, naga ta &nn: “‘émiry 8 dvdpl foxag”. év 8¢ T @ Tig Obdvoosios “od ydg
Tev émnrios avrefoinoac’. Apioragyos ¢ énnréws dia 8¢ Tob &, xai Adyog vnd-
xewTar To100T0¢" EnnTéws olov edyvduovog. Tidnor 8¢ xai tiv AéEw ninav éni vod
ovverod: “‘rovvex’ énnrig oot mal dyyivoos xal éxépewv’. xal obx énnrioc.
Hesych. sv énnrijc: odgpwv. Adyiog. dAndis. Sixaios. @odvipos. maga vo. Eny;.
7pdog. xonoTdc; sv Enntéc: aiowov; sv énnréos: edloyioTov. edyvduovog, ovverod.
nogov. (See note 3 below.) Suda sv énijrys: 6 Adyiog xai ovwerds. EM sv énnriig:
negd 0 fnw, 10 Ayw, yiverar Enng: ESer yag ioooviiafeiv TP Jdrjpar: xal
nAeovacud tijs Ty ovliafic, énntijs. Anloi 6é ob udvov ToV TOD Adyeww Svvd-
uevov, GAda xai Tov 10D @povely &y dvvdues dvra’ “Odvex’ énmrrg éool’. Avti 1ob,
ovvetds. Aéyetar nai énnrig, nlvxdg, db¢ dnric édnrdog: olov, [‘0d ydg Tev
énnrdos dvriforroes Huetépe évi Sfue’. Avrl Tob dnairiioews], cvyyvdung.
Eust., Index sv énnrij: 6 Adyros xal podvipog xai Sewds elneiv, magd 16 &nog,
7 0 yalpwv v7] dAndeia, éx 1ob évedv xai Tijs éml mpodéoews' xal Svi magd uév
Tolg dpyaiows Pfagvrévwg éAéyeto, otegov 8¢ SEvrdvws.

) E.g. Boisacq 1950 sv énnrig: ‘réfléchi? affable, bienveillant? ...
“Etym. peu claire”; Frisk GEW sv énn1is: “besonnen, sich gut benehmend,
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The second and final occurrence of énxnmijc in Homer is o 128,
where Odysseus uses the word of Amphinomos; the nomen actionis
énnric®) appears at ¢ 306 in Antinoos’ rebuke of Odysseus. The
words are attested nowhere else in Greek literature with the ex-
ception of Apollonios Rhodios 2.987, énntic, f.pl. and 3.1007,
érvjrera (a ‘doublet’ of énntic), pl.

The prevailing modern interpretation of énntijc/énntis is “gentle,
courteous’/“courtesy, kindness’4) (a sense that is not supported in
the scholia to either Homer or Apollonios)%). Hence Wackernagel,

wohlwollend’ ... “Nicht sicher erklirt”’; Chantraine DELG sv énntrg:
‘courtois, gentil, bienveillant, sage’ ... “Vieux terme obscur”.

3) The ancient interpretations of énnridc show somewhat less variety than
is the case for éantig, the connection with Znog being noticeably absent:
Schol. V: perairiocws; Eust., Index sv énnrds: énnrdog, 1 ueraiinois, noga
70 énaitely, 7] 0 v Adyois Enawog mapa 1o Emog, 6fev xal énnrig 6 AMdyros; Suda
8v énnTii: Tfj ovvéoer; Hesych. sv énnréoc (following Aristarchos, who took rev
as the object of dvrifiadijoeic and read émnyréoc [corrected from émnréwc] as
an adjective in apposition to Tev): eddoyiorov. edyrduovog, ovverod. mpdov.

4) LSJ? svv énnrijg, émnridg; cf. Chantraine DELG, Frisk GEW, Boisacq
1950, all sv ényrsfc; also Stanford 1958 II:211 (on » 332) and 1963:31
and nl11 (250).

5) For the scholia to Homer see note 1 above. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 2.987,
énnréec (Wendel 1958): Adyiot, mapa 6 Emog. 7} odx edyvduoves xai mgoundeic,
aAAda dpaoceiar xai dnegioxentor. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 3.1007, émnreipow:
émioTiipaig, ppovijoeow. xai Oungog (o 128) ‘énnrii & dvdpi fouxas’. The inter-
pretation of énnric as ‘gentle’ is apparently based on mpdog, found only in
Hesychios; the sense of ‘courteous’ presumably results either from an ex-
tension of Hesychios’ mpdo; or, perhaps moie likely, from Aristarchos’
edyvduwy (Apoll. Lex. Hom. sv énijry, continued by Hesychios sv énnréos),
understood in the sense of ‘considerate of other people’. However, Aristarchos’
edyvduwy has traditionally been interpreted as pradéns (cf. van Leeuwen
1897:308(332). Hesych. sv énnréoc gives avverdc as a synonym of edyvduwy;
of. Apoll. Lex. Hom. sv émijry.). This interpretation of ebyvduwr (as a gloss
of énnrrc) is supported by the scholion to Apoll. Rhod. 2.987, énnréec: odx
svyvdpoves xai mpoundeis, dAda Boaceiae xal dresgloxentor. While ebyvduwy can
have the meaning ‘considerate of other people’, the sense of ‘prudent’ for
edyvdpwy as well as ngoundijc in the present context is vouchsafed by the
juxtaposed antonyms dgacds and dnreploxenros. For the meaning of dnme-
pioxentog ‘reckless, imprudent’ see Thucydides 4.10, 4.108, 6.57, 6.65 et al.;
the gloss of LSJ?, ‘inconsiderate, thoughtless’, is perhaps not sufficiently
precise. ‘Inconsiderate’ can mean either ‘unconsidered, rash’ or ‘without due
regard for the rights or feelings of others’. In current usage the latter
(ethical) sense predominates to the virtual exclusion of the former (prag-
matic) sense. dnepioxentog means ‘inconsiderate’ only in the (pragmatic)
sense of ‘unconsidered’. (The present paper is concerned only with the use of
énnrijc/ényrds in Homer; I do not propose here to address the question of
Apollonios’ understanding of these words.)
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who interprets émnrdc as ‘freundlich ehrende Behandlung’ and
énnric as ‘sich gut benehmend’, was led to suggest an etymology
for énnric/émyridc consistent with such a meaning®): he derives
énnrijc/énntic from Enmw (*sep-), with root-cognates in Skt. sdpati,
saparydti and Lat. sepelire. Wackernagel’s proposal is today the
leading candidate although it has by no means gained unqualified
acceptance?).

The present paper addresses itself to the question: Is the inter-
pretation upon which Wackernagel’s etymology is based in fact
compatible with Homer’s use of these words, as indicated by an
examination of the context in which they occur? Or, does the
ancient connection with #roc yield a more satisfactory sense for
énnrijc/énnric in Homeric usage®)?

11. énnviis

In Odysseus’ speech to Amphinomos at ¢ 125ff., an association
with words appears inherent in the use of &wnwijc. Odysseus here
seems to equate the quality denoted by énnrijc with that denoted
by memvvuévos:

“Aupivoy’, 1 udla pot Soxées memvvuévos elvar
Tolov yap xal mareds, énel xAbog dadlov dxovoy,

%) Wackernagel 1916:42n2.

7) Stanford 1958 I1:211 (on » 332) accepts Wackernagel’s etymology (see
further Stanford 1963:31 and n11 [250]); also Schwyzer 1939:506n9, and
LSJ® sv éanris (tentatively). Chantraine DELG sv énntijc and Frisk GEW
8v énnrrjc reserve judgment.

8) See the Odyssey scholia quoted in note 1 above. This interpretation has
had its proponents too; its intuitive appeal (which has swayed a number
of translators) is evidenced by Thornton 1970:83. However, if éxnrdc in
@ 306 is interpreted as ‘eloquence’, the resulting translation does violence to
the sense of the line as a whole, e.g. Giguet 1857: ‘Ton éloquence ne te servira
plus dans Ithaque’. An alternative is to divorce énynrig from énntijc, e.g.
Lattimore 1967: ‘well-spoken, fluent’ |/ ‘courtesy’. A way around this dif-
ficulty was attempted by LS?. While they indeed refer énntijc/énmis to &mog
and gloss éantdc as ‘conversation’, they qualify it as ‘kind, friendly address
or conversation’ and then extend to ‘courtesy, kindness’ and so manage to
have it both ways. In fact, their interpretation (cf. sv énnrijs: ‘conversable,
sociable, gentle as opp. to rude and barbarous’) would seem best epitomized
by ‘affability’ (cf. Boisacq 1950 sv énnric: ‘affable’, and for énmis, ‘affabi-
lité’). However, ‘affability’ denotes a condition or disposition (€&ic)—as do
‘courtesy, kindness’—and such a notion cannot be conveyed in Homeric
Greek by a -tvg noun. (Despite Benveniste 1948:65-74. I hope to discuss
these problems in full detail elsewhere.)
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Niocov dovAyija édv T8uev agreov ve*
100 0° & paot yevéodar, ényrii & davdpl Eowxas.”
This brief father-son comparison opening Odysseus’ speech is com-

posed in ring-form?®) (cf. the lengthier Tydeus-Diomedes compari-
sons of the Iliad, A 370-400 and E 800-813):

a 125 Amphinomos, you seem memvvuévos characteristic
b 1262 Your father is like that relationship

¢ 126P-127 I have heard Nisos’ fame core

b’ 1282 You are his son relationship
a’ 128P And you seem énnrijc characteristic

The predicate terms in the opening and closing observations of a
comparison in ring-form will parallel one another. That is, they
will be synonymous (if not identical ; cf. § 204-206)°). In the present
passage emvvuévos and énnrrjc are thus to be considered synonymous
and since memvvuévoc manifestly implies proficiency in speech!?)
énnrijc too ought to carry such an association?!?).

%) The structure is remarkably similar to Athene’s speech to Diomedes
at E 800-813 (see Lohmann 1970:14).

10) All of the passages referred to here (4 370-400, E 800-813, ¢ 125-128,
6 204-206) are comparisons. Moreover, the comparisons do not take the form
of single (isolated) assertions but are rather complexes of assertions, related
as premise to conclusion. Common to all is the inference that either a par-
ticular relationship between two individuals depends on whether they share
a characteristic or the sharing of a characteristic depends on whether two
individuals have a particular relationship. In the Amphinomos passage a
relationship between two individuals is presumed to allow the inference that
they share a characteristic, given the additional premises that (a) one of the
individuals actually possesses the characteristic and (b) the other seems to
possess it. The comparison would have no point if the predicate term in
premise and conclusion wereé not similar (synonymous) or identical.

11) The self-evident connection between wisdom and its expression in
speech is borne out by Homeric usage: Of some 80 occurrences of nemvvuévog
in the Iliad and Odyssey, 73 (at least) are in a context in which memvvuérog
is clearly applied (1) to a person who is actually speaking (or about to speak)
or whose abilities as a speaker are being remarked upon; or, (2) to the
speeches themselves, that is, to their content. (Even when allowance is made
for repetition of formulae, the proportion is still overwhelming.) See es-
pecially I" 148-151 memvvuévw dupw ... dyopnrai éadioi; I 58-59 memvvuéva
pdlec ... énei ward poipav &ewmeg; X 249-252 memvouévog ... udotow ...
évina; 6 204-206 véoa elneg 80° Gy nemvvuévos avig | einot . . . menvvpéva faleis;
as an epithet of the speaker in formulaic lines introducing a speech: I" 203,
N 254, 266, ¥ 586, w 375 and a 213, etc. (43 times of Telemachos); H 347,
X 249, y 461, a 367, o 502; and of heralds: H 276, I 689, H 278, § 38, 4 696,
711, x 361, w 442. (Cf. Austin 1975:74-78.) For the etymology of memvv-
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When we turn to Athene’s use of the word to characterize
Odysseus (v 332), we again find that a reading of the line in context
supports an interpretation of énnriic which suggests a connection
with &noc.

When Odysseus awakes on Ithaca, Athene appears to him as a
shepherd boy. He asks what land ; she tells him Ithaca. He responds
with one of his Cretan tales, at which Athene smiles, caresses him
and, revealing her identity, addresses him as ‘oyériwe, mowcidouijra,
déAwv ar” (v 293). She observes that he is best of all mortals at
Bovaij and utdor, while she among all the gods is famed for u#jvic
and xépdea (296-299). She reminds him that she is his constant help
and protection in trouble and says that she has come to weave
ufjres with him (300-303). To all this Odysseus responds with
charges of neglect and dissimulation (312-328), hardly the sort of
behaviour, surely, to earn him the compliment of being ‘gentle’,
‘courteous’, ‘well-behaved’. On the other hand, a man who can
put a goddess on the defensive and make her offer excuses for her
conduct toward him might well be said to have a remarkable
proficiency with words—also a man who can fabricate such an
elaborate biography for himself on a moment’s notice as the Cretan
tale which prompted his amused patroness to reveal herself.

Athene’s response to Odysseus’ extraordinary speech is a re-
affirmation of her patronage and a justification for it as depending
upon Odysseus’ qualities of being énntijs, dyyxivooc and éxépowr.

I suggest that the first two terms of this three-fold assessment
repeat Athene’s prior observation, that in fact dyyivoos refers to
preeminence in Bovis; and énnrijc to preeminence in wodoc1?), while
the third term, &yéppww,isexplained in thelines immediately follo-
wing: ‘Another man would have rushed off home but you are more
careful . . .’14): being éyépowr means being cautious and restrained.

uévog see Szemerényi 1964:56-78: memvvuévoc—along with mwvréde and
nuvvry—is derived from an original *pu-nu- (*peu-/*pu-) with the meaning
‘investigate’ and so ‘be experienced, wise’. (An original sense of ‘investigate’
would lend particular point to memvvuévos as Telemachos’ prineipal epithet.)

12) Cf. the gloss of Schol. V ad loc.: dewd eineiv (= Eust. 1841.19). For
Amphinomos’ pleasing (and efficacious) uédo: see (in addition to the passage
at hand) = 398, 406, o 422, v 247.

13) The link between nmemvvuéroc and dgiotog uvfoiow is precisely énnrijs in
the sense of ‘extraordinarily proficient in speech’—whether the occasion
calls for diplomacy or deceit, oratory or cajolery.

14) Erbse 1972:1581f. rightly defends the retention of these lines (v 333—
338), which have been questioned since the time of Aristarchos.
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Indeed, all of Athene’s observations in this pivotal scene can be
correlated. She says here that he is éyépowy and dyyivooc and
émntic; earlier she had said that he is dpioros fovdfj xai uddoiow
(while of herself she said xAéouar urjre xai xépdeaw); and earlier still
she had addressed him as oyérdie, mowcidoutjra, d6Awy &v’. That is,
Poviij and urjre respond to mowcdouijra and anticipate dyyivooc;
uidowswy and xépdeow respond to déAwy dv’ and anticipate émnriic;
and oyérlie expresses the ‘negative’ aspect, the other side of the
coin, so to speak, of the “positive’ term éyéppwr. The correspond-
ences may be schematized as follows!5):

Thus, throughout this scene, Athene is concerned solely with
identifying those qualities of Odysseus (and of herself) which are
the mark of pragmatic intelligence (with clear emphasis on the
importance of utdor); she shows no interest whatsoever in matters
of social ethics, as the translations ‘gentle’, ‘courteous’, “well-
behaved’ would imply.

II1. énnric

When, at the Archery Contest, Odysseus in his beggar’s disguise
asks to try the bow, his request earns him a severe rebuke from
Antinoos, culminating in a threat (¢ 288-310):

“& Oeidé Lelvaw, Evi Tou poéves 098 Hfarailr

ovx Gyands -6 &xnlog vmeppidiolor ued fuiv
daivvoar, 098¢ Ti darros Guépdear, adtagp dxodeis
podwy fuetépwy xai groiog; 098¢ Tic dAdog
nuetéowy ubdwy Eeivce xai mrwyds dxovet.

olvds oe tower ueAndic, 8¢ te xai GAdovs
PAdnret, 6c dv pw yavéov &y und aiowa mivy.
olvog xai Kévravgov, ayaxivrov Edpvtiwva,

dao® évi ueydoe upeyaduov Ilegiddoro,

& Aanidag 820D : 6 &8 énsi poévas dacey olvw,
15) The general association between all the terms in a column is emphasized

by the close association between the interlinking pairs: mowcdoufira/uite,
Povijj/dyyivoos; dbAwv T’ [xégdeow, pvBoiow/énnriis.
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pawduevos xdx’ Zpeke dduov xdva Ileiprddoro
Howag & dyoc elde, didx mpodigov 8¢ ddpale
&xov dvatkavres, an’ ofata vnAél yaixd

givds T Guijocavtec 0 08 goeciv fjow daodels
fjiev 1y dryy Gyéwv decipgove Fvud.

é oY Kevradpowor xai dvdpdat veixog Sriydy,

ol & adt® mpdTw xaxdv efpero olvofageiwy,

&g xal ool uéya mijua mupadoxouar, al xe 1o rdfov
dvravdoys: od yde tev &nnrdoc dvrifoliosic
Hueréow i Sjuw, dpag 68 ae vyl uelaivy

eic Eyevov Paciiija, Pootdv dnAjuova mdvrww,
méuypouey: Evdey & of Ti cadaear: dAla Exnlog
awvé te, und éoidawe ust’ avdpdar xovgotégoiot.”

This speech takes the classic form of a paradeigma intended to
influence the hearer toward or away from some proposed course
of action (cf. 4 259-274, I 529-549, 2 599-620, etc.). The mytho-
logical example is here flanked by parallel rebuke and threat, the
parallelism emphasized by the repetition of &xnloc (289 and 309):

[Ah, wretched stranger, there’s not a bit of sense in
you!

Have you no regard for the fact that you feast in
peace among us arrogant men!'$),

(And you are not deprived of any part of the

banquet!?),

b 290-292 { But you listen to what we say and our conversation.

There’s no other stranger and beggar hears our
talk!

It’s the wine that wounds you, the honey-sweet

{ wine;
It harms others too—whoever gulps it down and

d 293"-304 { does not drink in due measure.

Wine even the Centaur . . .

So also great trouble for you I announce, if you
string the bow,

a 288-289

c 293s

¢ 305 {

18) A privilege accorded him for his victory over Iros: o 48f.
17) The part in question is the conversation, the talk after the meal—as
song and lyre are dvadijuara of a dals (p 430).
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(For you will not meet with any!®) énnrdc among
our group,

b’ 306-309° { But we will send you away at once in a black ship
To King Echetos, the bane of all mortal men.
From that moment on'?) you won’t be safe!

But instead go on drinking in peace

And refrain from quarrelling with young men.

a’ 309c-310 {

In Antinoos’ opening rebuke, what is emphasized is that the
Stranger, although an outsider and a beggar, has been made privy
to the Suitors’ talk (utdot, gijoic). The threat is that, if he offends
them by stringing the bow, he will be denied énnridc and indeed cast
off the island entirely??). The threatened penalty (withholding of
émmrig) corresponds to (and reverses) the previous reward (access
to their utdo: and gijoic). Formerly admitted to their company and
to their conversation, the Stranger is now to be denied all spoken
intercourse and indeed physically removed from their company:
he is, in short, to be made an outcast?1),

énntdc thus appears to refer to conversation or talk per se, with
no connotation of proficiency such as we observed in the case of
énntic. I propose, therefore, that we are dealing with a semantically
neutral nomen actionis in -tvs versus a semantically charged nomen
agentis .in -ty : énnrdc denotes the mere act of speaking, while
énnriic designates a person of exceptional proficiency in énnvic,
the semantic extension in the nomen agentis finding a parallel in
ayogntrc, which also always has complimentary connotations, and

18) T take rev adjectively, with Stanford 1958 ad loc.; it has traditionally
been taken substantively, e!g. Ameis-Hentze 1877 ad loc. (Cf. the debate
over Tev dyyslt’ﬂg, N 252.)

19) T take &®dev to mean ‘From the moment you string the bow’.

20) The reference to Echetos is merely incidental; the real threat is the
sending away, that is, casting out (cf. v 382-383 and Stanford 1958 ad loc.).
(308 is in fact omitted in some mss. and may indeed be an interpolation
from o 85). The anticipated provocation and threatened reprisal are neatly
indicated by the emphatically positioned verbs évravions (306) and méuyousy
(309).

1) For the practice of denying an outcast verbal intercourse see, for
example, Oedipus’ imprecation to his people concerning the killer of Laius
(Soph. OT 237f.), “‘shut out that man—no matter who—both from your
shelter and all spoken words ...” (Gould 1970, my italics). In his note
ad loc. Gould cites Orestes 46ff., ‘“‘the Argives declare that Orestes and
Electra ... must not be given shelter or spoken to (my italics).
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is frequently found in combination with the epithet Awds, while
dyopntis carries no positive charge?2).

IV. Etymology of éryevic/érnrig

On the evidence from contextual analysis, then, derivation of
dnnrijc/énnTic from &rnw (*sep-)2®) would appear to be untenable on
semantic grounds. On formal grounds, the absence of the spiritus
asper is a difficulty. The coexistence in Homer of exclusively
nonpsilotic forms of the verb proper (e.g. &movra, Z 321, of. épénw,
uedénw) alongside of exclusively psilotic derivatives énnwijc, ényric,
lacks both plausible motivation and convincing explanation 2¢).

There remains the possibility of derivation from the root *sek*-
‘to speak’, etc. (Pokorny 1959:896-7)25). But since nothing is
gained by this alternative while the problem of psilosis remains—
and since *sek¥- in the sense of “speak’ is attested in Greek only in
forms of the compound év(v)énw—it may be rejected as a viable
candidate.

In view of all these considerations it would appear advisable to
retain the connection with &roc proposed in the scholia?%) and
derive émnvijc/énnris from the verbal root (F)em- (cf. elmov, Skt.
dvocam), with #n-extension as in &dntdc from 88- (cf. Zduevar)??).
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(*sek®-) as, e.g. énérdc (Pind. P. 5.4), énévic (Apoll. Rhod. 3.666).

%) For the semantics of IE *sek¥- see Baldi 1974.

26) See note 1 above.

%) As Wackernagel 1916:42n2 observed, édntdc must have been the
model for the replacement of *2ntig/*éntiis (cf. ypamids) by attested énnrig/
Ennrifc.

Cf. further Benveniste 1964:30 and on these formations in Homer
generally Risch 1974:40-41.
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Remarques sur yaipwv (9« et les formules apparentées*)

Par ANDRE Laks, Lille

On sait ‘que les auteurs grecs, et singulidrement les auteurs
dramatiques, jouent parfois sur les formules de salutation, en don-
nant leur sens propre aux termes de ‘“‘joie’’ ou de ‘‘bien-étre’’ qui
y figurent?). Le procédé se rencontre surtout chez Euripide, comme

*) Je remercie A. Kéhnken (Université de Bonn) pour les références et
les remarques qu’il m’a communiquées aprés lecture d’une premiére version
de ce travail.

1) La réinterprétation de la formule joue également un réle dans la tra-
dition philosophique & partir de Platon (Charmide, 164e), ainsi que chez les
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