HOMERIC WORDS IN CYPRUS

THE difficulty of transcribing words written in the Cypriote syllabary
makes our acquaintance with the Cypriote dialect precarious and faulty,
and in many cases leaves us uncertain about the exact form of a word,
but in spite of this uncertainty it is clear that Cypriote, both in inscriptions
and in glosses, shews in its vocabulary a notable similarity to the language
of the Homeric poems. Inscriptions discovered since Hoffmann’s day
have enabled us to increase his already long list of such similarities (Dae
Griechischen Dialekte, I, pp. 278—283), and it is time to examine the evidence
and see what bearing these have on the question of the nature of Homeric
vocabulary. The problem presented by Homeric words in Cypriote is
similar to that presented by their existence in Arcadian, but, though the
meaning of Cypriote words is sometimes uncertain, Cyprus is richer in
inscriptions than Arcadia and the ancient lexicographers and scholiasts
have preserved a singularly large number of Cypriote glosses. The problem
is simply stated: how far are we justified in believing that Homeric words
in Cypriote are independent of the Homeric poems? Are they indigenous
words, naturally used, or are they °literary’ imitations of a well-known
poetical style, used for effect in defiance of local dialect usage?

I.

We may first consider those cases where the Homeric and the Cypriote
word are identical in form and usage. In most of these cases the independ-
ence of the Cypriote word can only be proved by individual circumstances,
and each case must be judged impartially on its merits. The use in Cypriote
of &vaooa, or more correctly Févacoa, is well established. On authority
no less than that of Aristotle (Kumpiwv TloArrsia quoted by Harpocration,
5.0, QvokTes kKl &vaooar), we are told that in Cyprus the sisters and wives
of a Paoirels were called dvaooan. On so good authority this statement is
doubtless true, especially as the other statement made with it, that the king’s
sons and brothers were called &vaxes, fits well with our epigraphic evidence.
But actually dvacoa is not found in inscriptions with this sense. It is,
however, a good Cypriote word. Hoffmann 101, g gives &5 Favéo(o)as.
So do 102, 2. 103, 4. 104, 2. and 105, 1, while 100 gives T&s &véo(o)as
without the initial digamma. In every case but the last the digamma is
preserved and in every case the title is a religious title of the Paphian
Aphrodite. These cases are curiously parallel to the cases of &vacoa in
the Homeric poems. Homer uses the word once in the Iliad and three
times in the Odyssey (Z 326. y 380. 3 149, 175), and it reappears in the
Homeric Hymns (II 75, 440, 492. XXXII 17). On all these occasions
it refers to a goddess, to Demeter in the /liad, to Athene in y 380, to Demeter
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in the Hymn addressed to her, to the Moon in Hymn XXXII, and to
Nausicaa in 3 149 and 175, whom Odysseus mistakes or pretends to mistake
for Artemis. In at least three of these places the metre shows that dvacox
begins with a digamma (Z §26. 3 149. Hymn XXXII 17). So the parallel
to Cypriote usage is very close. This use of &vaooa lasts till Aeschylus (Eum.
235. 443. 892) and Sophocles who use it of Athene (4jax 774). Pindar
uses it of his personified goddess of Truth (fr. 205) and Euripides of Athene
(Iph. Aul. 434), Artemis (Hipp. 307) and Earth (EI. 678). Later literature,
however, also used it, as Homer did not, as a title of honour for human
beings of royal rank or lineage (Isoc. 9. 72. Arist. fr. 526. Aesch. Pers. 155
and 173. Soph. Track. 197. El. 666). Greek dialects do not shew much
evidence of its use, but it occurs beyond the range of Homeric influence
in the semi-barbarous dialect of Pamphylia. The long inscription from
Sillyum (Schwyzer 686. 1. 29) has the accusative w)&vaya(v), where the
subsequent words xoi ’AméAsva shew that it must refer to a goddess, and
a coin from Perga (Head, Hist. Num. 702) has the inscription wavéyas
Mpeiias, which is taken to mean ’Aptémdos Tlepyaias. The occurrence
of the word in Pamphylian is important for establishing its independence
in Cypriote. Its occurrence in two quite different and geographically
separated dialects makes it probable that it was an indigenous word
in either or in both.

The Idalian Bronze (Schwyzer 679. . g) gives PaoiieUs Staoikumpos
K&s & mToMs 'ESoAiEFes &voyov ‘Ovéondov k.1.A.—° King Stasicyprus and
the city of the Idalians ordered Onasilus, etc.” The word &voyov is pre-
sumably related to the perfect dvwy« itself and is a pluperfect form like
dudpoxov (Hoffmann 109, 6). The same word occurs throughout Homer
in different forms (e.g. &vwya K 120, dvwyas Z 383, dvwye A 646, dvdyepev
N 56, &vayxét K 67). The influence of Homer may be responsible for
its appearance in Hesiod (Op. 867, 403, 687. Th. 549. Sc. Her. 479), in
Aeschylus (Ch. 735, 772. Eum. go2. P.V. 947, 1037.), in Sophocles (O.T.
96. El. 1458. Phil. 54, 100. Trach. 1247. 0.C. 904, 1598), and in Euripides
(Or. 119. Alc. 1044. etc.). It does not occur in ordinary Attic prose,
though the Ionic Herodotus uses it (IIT g1 and 81. VII 101 and 104), but his
vocabulary is so full of Homeric echoes that this may well be one of them.
In Cypriote it looks indigenous both because of its complete adaptation
to Cypriote form and because hitherto Cypriote has shown no other word
meaning ‘ command,’ differing in this from the kindred dialect of Arcadian,
which uses xereVw (IG. V2. 6, 15).

Homer, twenty-six times in the Iliad and seventeen times in the
Odyssey, uses the word &poupa, both in its singular and plural form. Its
sense is clearly °tilled or arable land.” After Homer the word has a long
history, mainly poetical, appearing in Hesiod (Op. 117, 173, 237, etc.),
Pindar (O. XII 19. P. IV 34. P. XI 15, etc.), Simonides (fr. 15), Aeschylus
(Pers. 595. Sept. 754), Sophocles (Trach. 2. Ajax 1286) and Euripides
(Or. 552. H.F. 369. Rhes. 75. El. 79). Its epic air doubtless accounts for
its appearance in the hexameters at the end of Aristophanes’ Frogs
(1533 matpiols &v &poUpans) and in the last stages of Plato’s prose style
(Timaeus 22€, 73c, 91d. Laws VIII 839a). It is noteworthy that Aristotle
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uses it in his story of Periander—d&gaipolvra Tous Umepéxovras TéY oTayUwvy
ducAver T &poupav (Pol. III 1284a g0), though here he may only be
recounting the story in the form in which he found it. All these cases
may well be considered as due to Homeric influence, as the authors in
each case knew Homer and often used him. The same charge can hardly
be levelled at its use by Sappho (Lobel. &€ 5, 11 ToAvavBépors &poUpaus)
in one of her vernacular poems, which, as Mr. Lobel has amply proved,
are singularly free of literary influence and written in the every-day speech
of Lesbos. So the word was probably indigenous to Lesbos:! so too in
Cypriote. The Idalian Bronze (ll. 20-21) shows ‘ kase to kapone to ni
simitose arourai,’ Z.e. k& TO(v) k&mov TOv i(v) Ziwdos &poUpai, which
means ‘ and the orchard in the arable land belonging to Simmis.” This
recalls such Homeric phrases as &vdpds wpékapos kot &poupaw (A 68),
&Nhis 8¢ of floav &poupar Tupogdpor (2 122-123) and TéAoov &povpns
(= 544). That the word was indigenous to Cyprus is proved by a curious
entry in Hesychius, &poupa owpds oitou oUv &yupois. Kumpior. If &poupa
was a good Cypriote word for a heap of corn, its meaning must have been
based on local usage.

In ¥ 160 a large body of manuscripts, supported by Aristarchus,
read moap& 8 of Tayol &uut pevévtwv. This is the only case of Tayds in
Homer, but it may well be the right reading, despite the quantity of the
first syllable. Hesychius seems to have recognised it in his entry Tayoi:
TpooTdTal, &pxovtes, fyewéves, and the change to of T &yol is ascribed to
Dionysius by Schol. Ven. tayés is a good Cypriote word. We find on a
pot of the early iron age, not later than the seventh century, the inscription
¢ teropano to tako,” i.e. Onpopdvw T& Tayd (Myres, Catalogue of the Cesnola
Collection 480. Hoffmann 179 reads TnAepdvw), and on a silver bowl,
also of very early date, we find  iperipo tako,’ i.e. ’I(u)mepéme Taryéd (Myres
4557. Hoffmann 116). Possibly the same word occurs on a votive lime-
stone ear (Hoffmann 170), where Hoffmann reads Toitw Tay®. Un-
fortunately we cannot tell from the scanty evidence whether Tayés possessed
in Cypriote any special meaning to differentiate it from Féva€ and Baciteis,
each of which had its own technical significance. Elsewhere in Greek
the uses of Tayds fall into two classes. In the Tragedians it is used of any
sort of leader (Aesch. P.V. 96. Pers. 23, 324. Ag. 110. Soph. Ant. 1054.
Eur. I.4. 269). Its literary and tragic air makes it fit matter for parody
by Aristophanes, who puts it on the lips of Demos in his welcome to the
Sausage Seller in the Knights (159), — & Tév *ABnvédv Tayt Té&v ed8aipdveov.
In Thessaly, on the other hand, it had a definitely constitutional meaning,
whether applied to the chief prince (Xen. Hell. VI 1, 8 and 18. 7b. 4, 28,
32 and 35) or to the chief local authorities (GDI. 1332, 37 Toyoi. 345, 10
Tayolv. 345, 4 and 26 (letter of Philip) vayols, 345, 24 and 1329 Ia
Tayeuévtwy). The word seems to have survived also in the technical
sense of the head-official of a phratry, as an inscription of the beginning
of the fourth century, found near the Athenian Treasury at Delphi (Schwyzer

1 It occurs too in Epirus in the sense of ‘ plough- measure of land in Egypt (IT 168: f 8¢ &poupx
land” (GDI. 1365.5), and Herodotus uses it of a  éatdv whyedy toti Alyurrricov TévTn).
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323), in giving the rules of the phratry uses the word (1. 23) in ToUs TaryoUs
uf Sékeobou k.T.A.  There is also a trace of its being used for some office
in Macedon, as Hesychius has the entry Tayévayo: Makedovikn Tis &pxm.
The Homeric Tayds clearly belongs to the first of these classes and has no
specialised meaning, but the Cypriote word cannot be fully determined.
The probability is that, like Féva§ and Bacirels, it had its own shade
of meaning, and in any case it cannot be an imitation of Homer, as Homer
only used the word once, and such scantiness of usage would not conduce
to the word being understood in a dialect where it was not already
indigenous.

An inscription from Rantidi gives the words ‘aitetu tumijata,” which
its editor R. Meister takes with some probability (Lpz. Ber. 62, p. 243) to
be «ifeTy Bumjard, © the offerings were burned.” The form presents no
difficulties, as oifetv is clearly the imperfect passive of aifw. The ter-
mination in — v is common in Cypriote, which gives us forms like ¢F perdooru
(Idalian Bronze 14) and y#vortu (ib. 29). It is clearly from the same verb
as the participle «ifépevos which Homer commonly uses in one or the
other of two senses, either of fire burning (Z 182, © 563, K 246 x.T.A.
mupds oifoutvoio) or of material objects being burned, such as sacrificial
victims (A %775, u 862 #m oifopévors iepoio.). This seems to be the
only case in which Homer uses the word of being consumed by fire. This
use is imitated, or paralleled, by Hesiod, Op. 755 iepoiow &’ oifouévoiat,
and it finds an echo in Sophocles (Phil. 1083), 6eols aibew iep&. But
the ordinary use of the word in post-Homeric literature is the commoner
Homeric use of fire burning. This is very common, though the use is not
restricted any longer to the participle, and the present and imperfect
indicative are used as well (e.g. Soph. 4jax 286, etc.). There are, however,
a few cases where the word is used in the sense of ‘ consume by fire > and
combined with objects other than sacrificial victims. Thus Herodotus
uses it of bones being burned (IV 61) and Euripides of the conflagration
of Pentheus’ palace in the Bacchae (1. 624 dduar’ aibeobon Soxév). This
is clearly an extension of its rarer Homeric use. The Cypriote use
is exactly parallel to this rarer Homeric use, and differs both from the
ordinary Homeric use of the word and from the later extended use. There
seem two minor arguments in favour of its authenticity. First, if it is
really an imitation of Homer, it seems improbable that the imitator would
have used a tense, let alone a form, which Homer never used. Secondly,
there is some slight evidence of the word existing in dialects other than
Cypriote. The list of M&oo xard Téres (Bekker, Anec. Graec. 111,
p- 1095) has the entry *Aupoxicotédv. aifeton kadetan.  If the word existed
in Ambracia as well as in Cyprus, it is probably authentic in both dialects.
We might add that so far as we know there is no other word in Cypriote
for  burn.’

Homer uses two aorists of keipw, the form xeipacbon (Y 46, & 198)
and another form, with an internal o, in the participle (W 450 8oip’
E\&ns képoavTes) and the aorist indicative active (K 456 &ugw képoe TévovTas.
T 393 mpwtas #mékepoe péAayyas). In this form the word had a small
history. Hesiod (Sc. Her. 419) uses the form d&moxépoe, Aeschylus in a
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lyric passage uses the form kepoépevos (Pers. 952), and the word may have
been used elsewhere, as Hesychius has the entry xépoc xéyau, Tepeiv,
kelpat, yoMMoon, implying more use of it than we now possess. But
the usual form in Pindar and the Tragedians is #eipx, which occurs too
in Attic prose. In Cypriote, however, we find on an inscription from a
grotto at Ktima these words, ‘tarapase . . . epipasine to sepose tote .
kerese apoloni ulatai,” i.e. T&pPoas . . . #mwiBacy T oméos TO%e (¥)kepoe
ATtoA(A)@wvt YAdtoa—* Tarbas cut an entry to this cave in honour of
Apollo Hylates.” The word #epoe is, of course, the Homeric word. It
is the only word we know for ‘ carve’ or ‘ cut’ in Cypriote, and it bears,
moreover, a slightly different sense from the Homeric word, as the carving
of the entrance to a cave is hardly the same sort of cutting as is required
for wounding ankles or splitting logs of wood.

Both Homer and Hesiod commonly use the conjunction ott&p either
to mark a contrast or to emphasise a succession of details. In Cypriote
inscriptions we find it certainly twice and probably four times. In Hoff-
mann 57 we read © teo tase papijase e . . autara me kateteke kesetotemise,’
ie. (t&s) 06 T&s Tlogijos &(wi) oadTdp pe  korébnke (’A)keoTdBepts, in
6o, 2. “tase . . . o tase pa . . autara mi kate . . . onasitemise,’ i.c.
& (0ed) T&s (Magias 2ui): obTép W koré(fnke) *OvaoiBews. These are
two certain cases. Almost equally certain is the fragmentary 61,
which begins  tase teo tase,” i.e. Tds 66 T&s . . , and goes on °aitara
me,” where, assuming the i to be a sculptor’s mistake for u, we may read
‘otép pe . Another possible case is 66, which begins in the same
way with a dedication to the Paphian goddess, though the edges of the stone
are mutilated and it is not certain how it should go on, but before the
name of the dedicator, we can clearly decipher ‘ tara me evexe,” which
may be taken to be («)t&p pe #Fe€e, ‘ but I was dedicated by . . .’
Here then are more and less good examples of autép in Cypriote inscrip-
tions. In each case it is used, as so often in Homer, to mark a contrast
(e.g. v 285-6 of & & ZiSovinv . . . ofyovt™ alTap &ydd ATréunY Koy nuévos
fitop) : here the contrast is between the goddess, to whom the dedication
is made and whose name is given in the first line, and the man who makes
the dedication whose name is given afterwards. o«it&p, so common in
the Epic, hardly occurs at all elsewhere. An early metrical inscription
({G. I*. 1012) gives &Futdp, and the word was clearly regarded as a literary
peculiarity, as Hermippus (fr. 63, 17) introduced it into his sham epic
catalogue —autdp &m EiPolas &mious kai ipia uijda, and Aristophanes
puts it into a bogus oracle in the Birds (1. 983) — atrdp #mny &xAnTos
iov &vlpwos &Aézwv k.T.A.  In fifth-century Athens it was a literary word,
fit subject for parody. But in Cyprus it kept its ancient meaning of mark-
ing a contrast. In doing this it performed a function different from that
of i8¢, which either introduced the conclusion of a condition or a new
sentence, and from ké&s, which acted as a conjunction between single
words. It has then a proper function in Cypriote and may safely be
acquitted of any charge of being imitated from Homer.
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2.

In Cypriote, as in Arcadian, some words are found with meanings
or forms slightly different from those they possess in the Homeric poems,
and this slight difference is an argument in favour of the independence
of the Cypriote words from influence by the Homeric poems. If the
writer of these words in Cypriote had borrowed them from Homer merely
to adorn his style and make it impressive, the probability is that he would
have borrowed them with their correct Homeric form and construction.
If they existed only in the Epic, it is highly unlikely that, in their altered
form, they would have been understood by a public to whom they were
not already familiar as existing in the vernacular. We may first consider
those Cypriote words which differ in meaning from their Homeric counter-
parts.

In Cypriote dedicatory inscriptions we find a word &pé&, Hoffmann 83,
‘ara tii,’ z.e. &p& A, 166, ¢ are a nao,’ i.e. &p& & N&G, 147, 2, ‘ toi apolono
jara,” ie. 16 AmoA(A)eowt japd. As all these dedications occur on votive
altars, the meaning of &p& is clearly ‘ vow.” Neither Homer nor Hesiod
uses the word quite in this sense. Homer uses it in the sense of ¢ prayer’
in O 378 &pdwv &iwv NnAmédoo Yyépovtos, 598-9 éfaiciov &pfv T&oav
gmkpnvele, Y 199 d&pdwv &lovow, p 496 &l y&p m &pfiow Télos fuetépnol
yévorro. The sense of the word is made clear both by the context in
each place and by entries like that of the Townleian Scholiast on O 598,
&pfy odtnow, Hesychius’ &p& ebxn, and Suidas’ elyn émayyshia 86
TEV kat eUotPeiav &iepouptvwy.  Hesiod uses the word in the same sense in
0p. 726: so do Pindar (Isthm. VI 43), and Herodotus VI 63 &ptyv #mroijoato
moida  yevéobou ApioTeovi.  But usually in post-Homeric literature it
has the totally different meaning of ‘curse.’” This is common in Attic
prose (e.g. Plato, Critias 119e, Laws 871b, 742b) and imprecatory inscrip-
tions (e.g. IG. I11 1417 sqq.). But the Cypriote meaning is slightly different
from both of these.

Homer commonly uses &vo§ in all its cases, singular and plural. In
a great majority of the cases (as, for instance, in A 502 Kpovicova dvaxra)
an initial digamma is required to obtain correct scansion, and in a large
number of cases (as in E 546 &vdpeoow dvaxta) the initial digamma could
be easily restored by the removal of the preceding wu é¢peAkuortikév. The
cases where the metre excludes the digamma altogether (as in W 449
moinoav &vaxTi) are far fewer both in the Iliad and the Odyssey. The
form Févag survives in inscriptions at Argos (Schwyzer 79, 1 v Fav&¢ov)
and on several early painted sherds found at Acrocorinth (Schwyzer 123,
Févawti). These cases are all early, and by the fifth century the archaic
form had disappeared from most of Greece. In Cyprus, however, the
existence of &vaf or Féva§ is particularly well authenticated. Aristotle
in his Constitution of Cyprus (quoted by Harpocration s.v. &vaxtes xad
dvaooar) says that in Cyprus of upév viol To¥ Paoidéws kai of &eAgol
kahoUvtar  dvaxtes, and Eustathius, perhaps drawing from the same
source, says (ad N 582) kai T 8, aoi, Téyua #vSofov &v Kumpw &vaxTes
gxaAolvTo, Tpos olUs duepépeTo EKk&oTns fuépas Tpds TGV WTAKOUGTOUVTWY,
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61T &v dxovwow. The existence of the word is confirmed by inscriptions,
in which, as late as the fourth century, it keeps the initial dlgamma. Hoft-
mann 69, 1 has ‘o vanaxe satasijase satasikarateose,” i.e. &6 Fava§ ()
Staoikpéreos, and the difficult metrical inscription, Hoffman 144, 1,
certainly has ‘vanaxe,’ i.. F&vwa§, in its first line. In these two
cases it is impossible to say if Févoaf has the special meaning given to
it by Aristotle, but in a marble inscription from Idalium (Hoffmann
134) we find ° tonatirijatane tote katesetase o vanaxe,’ i.e. Tov &vdpijdvTav
T6(v)8e koréorace 6 F&va§. Here we have the full context and it is clear
that Baalram, the son of Abdimilkon, who sets up the inscription, is of
inferior rank as Fé&vaf to the Paociress, Milcijathon, by whose reign he
dates his inscription (¢. 388 B.c.). So here perhaps may be epigraphic
support of Aristotle’s statement, in so far as Fava§ has a different meaning
from Paoirels, whatever the precise difference may be. In Homer there
is no distinction at all between the two words. Not only is the same person
called by the two titles in different places (e.g. Agamemnon is &va in A 7
but Pacidels in A 231), but the two words are combined and applied to
the same person in v 194, BaoiAfit &voxti, and there can be no doubt that,
so far as meaning is concerned, they are interchangeable. So, by establish-
ing a difference of status between the two titles, Cypriote definitely is in
disagreement from Homer.

Homer uses commonly the conjunction i% in the sense of ‘and,’
to connect either single words or phrases or sentences. Outside Homer
the word is not often found, though Hesiod is fond of it, and it always
seems to be a Homeric poetical word, when it occurs in the Elegists or
once in a chorus of Sophocles (4nt. 969). There seems to be no foundation
for the statement made by the Scholiast on Opp. Hal. I 12 that T6 A8
ATTIKGS pév Bik ToU 1, ‘leovikéds 8¢ ik ToU 1. Outside the Epic and its
followers there is no evidence for i8¢ in Ionic. In Cypriote, however,
it is found with special functions of its own. It introduces either the con-
clusion of a condition or a new sentence. Both examples are exemplified
in the Idalian Bronze, the firstinl. 12 ‘ ekesise . . . exe toi koroi exeoruxe
itepal o exeoruxe, etc.,’ z.e. 1 ké ois . . € TO1 XOpd1 €€ SpUGe id¢ Tan & &€
dpuge, meioer x.T.A., ©if anyone digs in the place, then indeed for what
he digs he shall pay, etc.’ In 1. 26 this use recurs, where practically
the same form of words is repeated. The other use of 8¢ occurs in L. 26,

‘ite tatalatone tate . . . pasileuse kase a potolisekatetijane,” z.e. i8¢
T&(v) B&ATov T&(v)8e . . . PooiAels k&s & TTOAls KoréBijov—° this tablet
was set up . . . by the King and the city.” Here i5¢ introduces a new

idea in a new sentence. Neither of these two uses of id is the same as
its use in Homer as a mere conjunction, and both are too specialised to
be imitations from his use.

Homer uses some forms derived from a vanished present in dAeuéuevov
(E 28), &Aevdpevos (O 223, T 711, Y 281, 1 2%77), &Aeudpevos (E 444),
evaro (I 860, H 254, A 3bo, £ 462, v 300), &Aebovto (H 254,
A 360, Z 462, v 300, x 260), &Aeboocbou (p 159, 269, 274), dAevara
(€ 400, w 29). The sense is always ‘avoid’ or ‘shun.’ This middle
use is continued by Hesiod (0p. 505, 535, 798, etc.) and Theognis
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(400 d&Aevdpevos) and is doubtless a Homericism. We find, however,
the active, unhomeric dAelw occasionally in later verse. Aeschylus uses
the forms &Aeve (P.V. 567), &heVoore (Sept. 87), and &ievoov (Sept. 141.
Supp. 528), in the sense of * remove, keep far away.” The same use appears
in Sophocles fr. 993 (dAeow ; cf. Hesychius dAebowv: &vti ToU @uA&Swv).
This rare active form appears in Cypriote. On an alabaster vase, now
lost (Hoffmann 161), appeared the words ‘ vetoko alevotese koo tatepevasa,’
i.e. Féoyo(s) &AéFovtes xéo(v) T&(v)8’ #méFacav, which means something
like ¢ (someone and) Vethochos escaping (or departing) dedicated this
vase.” Unfortunately we do not know the exact meaning of &\éFovres,
and we cannot be certain whether Hoffmann is right in translating ° bei
ihrer Abreise.’” But from the context it seems to differ from the late, rare
use in being intransitive, from the Homeric use in being active, and from
the Homeric form in keeping its internal digamma.

In another case Cypriote uses the middle of a verb of which Homer
uses the active. The verb yxpatw is used by Homer of ‘ wound slightly,’
of a shepherd wounding a lion (E 138 xpaton pév T oUAfis UmepdApevov
oudt BSapdoomn). Its meaning is given by Hesychius as ypaton: koatafUon,
and by Schol. Ven. as §Uon, yoaton and 6i§n &i& Thv émimolaiav mANynv.
It hardly occurs outside Homer, though Herodotus uses a compound form
in a description of the violence of Cleomenes (VI 75), émews e évtuyor
STapTinTéwy, Evéxpauve & TO Tpdowtov TO okfirtpov. In Cypriote, however,
the word has a different sense. In the Idalian Bronze (1. 9) we find
‘tono toi elei tokarauomenone okatose alavo,” z.e. Tov i(v) Toi e TO(v)
X pavdpevov “Oykavtos &Fo,  the field in the marsh adjoining the planta-
tion of Oncas.” We need not be disturbed because in the same inscription
a little later (1. 18) we find the same word in the form yxpouzduevov.
Cypriote often formed familiar verbal roots into terminations in —3w,
if we may judge from well-authenticated forms like ppipdger (Hesychius),
Sauarpizewv (Hesychius) and koAnzw (Herodian I 144). In essentials the
word is the same as the Homeric ypaiw, differing slightly in form and
meaning.

The Idalian Bronze also gives °tone ijaterane,’ i.e. Tov ijotépav,
‘the doctor.” This is the Homeric inthp in its Cypriote form, showing
J before « and an accusative in —av. For the first we may compare in the
same inscription 1. 18 medijen, 1. 20 fepéFijav, 1. 29 &vooija, and for the
second the accusative &vdpidvtav (134, 2. 140, 1). Homer uses the
form inthp (A 190) with an accusative intfipa (p 384, Hymn XVI 1).
Outside Homer the word is comparatively uncommon, though used by
Pindar (Pyth. III 65) and Sophocles (Trach. 1209), who probably got it

from the Epic. In Cypriote its form and declension indicate that it is
indigenous.

3
Important evidence on the independence of Cypriote-Homeric words

is to be foupd in th-eir occurrence in other dialects. Thus some of them
occur also in Arcadian, and I have tried elsewhere (CQ. XX, pp. 173—
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175) to prove that this occurrence in dialects geographically so separated
points to the words being indigenous both to Arcadian and to Cypriote.
This holds good of aloa, Pérouar, 8&pa and ebywid, and there is no need
to recapitulate here the arguments about them.? Arcadian, however,
is not the only dialect which presents similarities to Cypriote in this respect.
We find Cypriote-Homeric words also in Cretan.

In historical times we do not find much evidence for intercourse
between Crete and Cyprus; in his ethnology of Cyprus Herodotus finds
Cypriote origins in Athens, Cythnus, Arcadia, Phoenicia and Aethiopia
(VII go), but does not mention Crete. But in prehistoric and heroic
times there is more evidence for intercourse. So it is not surprising that
Cypriote and Cretan should show linguistic affinities as well as cultural
and racial. In both Zeus has the title FoAxdvios: he is called FoAydévios
in a Cypriote inscription from Athienu (Meister, Lpz. Ber. 62. p. 234), and
in Crete Hesychius knew of Feaydvos, 6 Zeus map& Kpnoiv, and the coins
of Phaestus have the inscription Feaxévos (Head, Hist. Num. 401). Other
than Homeric words, not found elsewhere, are found both in Crete and
Cyprus. Thus &yAads, in the sense of yAagupss, was, according to Hesychius,
found in both islands, and &xeVw in the sense of Tnpé is reported as Cypriote
by Hesychius and guaranteed as Cretan by its use in the Gortyn Code
II 17, &xebovrtos xadeord&. These slight similarities between the two
dialects point to some natural linguistic affinity, and lead us to approach
without hostility the few Cypriote-Homeric words which are found also
in Cretan.

The Homeric Aads, © stone,’ is a familiar word in the liad and Oa’)ssey
The Scholiast on A 10 says, quite correctly, A8es &¢ kot SidhexTov of Aifor
A¢yovtan, and his word is borne out by inscriptions. In Cyprus we find
the nominative A&o(s) on an inscription from Drimu (Hoffmann 93),
which reads °kuporokorativose emi o lao,’ i.e. KumpokpamFos ui 6
Ao(s), ‘I am the stone of Cyprocrates.’ The word is hardly used in
later llterature, though Sophocles uses the form A&ov in his Oedipus at
Colonus (198 #m Sxpou Adou PpaxUs oKA&oas), and there is some evidence
for the survival of the word in the lyrists. Corinna (Berlin, Klass. Texte,
V. ii. p. 28) wrote, as Mr. J. U. Powell has shown (7Ph. XXXIII. pp. 296
7), & poulpi&>deoor Adus— amid an avalanche of stones,’ and Simonides
(Ox. Pap. VIII. no. 1087, 1. 39) seems to have written A ki Adous EIB&AAwY.

In Cretan we find the word at least twice in the genitive A&G (Laws of
Gortyn, X 36, XI 12, &md 16 A&0) ; so there is some epigraphic justification
for the entry in the Moo kard MéAers of Kpn'ro.)v A&s: Alfos. In Attic

? We may add to the list of Homeric words com-  Euripides once (Heracl. 743). It does not occur in

mon to Arcadian and Cypricte the adjective ofos,
“alone,” which is vouchsafed for Arcadian by the
list of M&ooen xar& TléAets, in the entry ’Apxé&Swv.
olos uévos. The word is common in Homer,
where it has precisely the same meaning as poGvos,
and the Hesiodic poems. Afterwards its appearances
are scanty. Pindar uses it three times (P. I 93.
0.1 73. fr. 93, 1), Aeschylus once in the form olov
(Ag. 131), Sophocles twice (A4j. 750, fr. 23) and

literary or in epigraphic prose, and is doubtless
a poetical word. In Cyprus, however, we find it in
the Idalian Bronze (1. 14), which gives ¢ kase
onasiloi oivol aneu tokasinetose,” i.e. x&s ’Ovacidol
ofF &veu T3(v) kaowétdv, to Onasilos alone
without his brothers.” It is thus Cypriote of a good
date, and indigenous because of its use also in
Arcadian.
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too we find a dative plural Actor (CIG. 4650, 5724), but the Attic form
with its different declension occurs only in verse, and belongs to a separate
tradition from the Cretan and Cypriote.

The Homeric form mréAenos (Z 328, M 436, etc.) is probably a good
Cypriote word. We do not find it in inscriptions, but Eustathius on
A 255, quoting Heraclides as his authority, says that it is Kumpicv xai
Attikédv Aé€is. Of its use in Attic there is not a shred of evidence, and
attempts have been made to emend to ’Apk&dwv. But even Arcadia
shows no traces of its existence. .So we might be inclined to question its
existence in Cypriote, if Heraclides did not say in the same passage that
mwTéNs too was a Cypriote form, a statement abundantly confirmed by the
inscriptions. In view of this, we may well believe his word that mréAepos
is genuinely Cypriote. It occurs elsewhere only in Crete, in an oath
formula (CIG. 2554, 1. 197), oUte & mroAtuw oUte &v ei(p)ave® The
form mrohis, quoted by the same authority, is a common form in Homer,
occurring sixteen times in the /liad and fourteen times in the Odpssey. Tt
recurs in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite (1. 20), but not in Hesiod or
the Tragedians, though Pindar uses the Homeric wroAiebpov (fr. 76 on
Athens) and mroAimopbos (O VIII 35). Its literary and artificial character
is shewn by its occurring in the pseudo- Sapphlc poem on Hector and
Andromache (Lobel B 2, 12 ¢bux & #A0e xar& mréAw), which is almost
certainly the work of an Athenian imitator; elsewhere in Lesbian wds
is the regular form. In Cypriote it is genuine beyond dispute. In ad-
dition to the statement of Heraclides, we have the word of the Townleian
Scholia, on Y 1, mtéAwv: méAw. Kumpiwv T&V & Zodauivi Aé€is, and its
occurrence in the Idalian Bronze, in the nominative five times (1l. 4, 7,
15, 16, 27), in the accusative wréaw (1. 1) and the dative mrénmFr (1. 6).
Traces of the word can be found in Arcadian and Cretan. In Arcadian
the normal form is wéAis (IG. V2 443, 6, etc.), but we can see the older
form in the archaic name of Mantinea which survived in Pausanias’ day
as Tlténs (Paus. 8, 3, 4 6vouc’x30ucn Kad & fpds #r1 TTToAw of *Apkddes.
th. 8, 12, 7 koAeiton B TO xwptov ToUTto &9 Audv TITéAis), and perhaps
the form survives in a metrical inscription of the third century from Megalo-
polis (IG. V2. 373, 2 & wtoA(1).). In Crete it survives only in the title
mroMoikos, found on a silver stater from Aptera (Head, Hist. Num. p. 386).

Homer presents us with an aorist form #p§x and a future form #pc,
presumably from a present épyw. It is clear from one case where he uses
the word that originally it possessed an initial digamma. Metric reveals
this in E 650, ¥ #pfovra, where the hiatus shows that something has
dropped out. But in other places Homer neglects the initial digamma,
and presents us with cases like &AN& ek’ @8 Epfan (¢ 342), SooEpfaw (8
490), SAA& udA’ &8 #pfw (¢ 360). This inconsistency in the use of the
digamma indicates that it was early neglected, and this is what we find
on inscriptions. It survives only in Cyprus and the oldest 1nscr1pt10ns
of Crete: even in Hesiod it has totally disappeared (Op. 708 waxdv &pEns.
710 ¢ ki Epast 327 waxov Epgn). In Cyprus, however, we find (Hoff-

3 The reading is not certain. Cf. Deiters (P.), De Cretens. titulis publicis, Jena, 1904.
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mann 146) ‘ memanamenoi euverekesiase tasa pal eu pote everexa, i.e.
peuvapévol eUFepyecias T& Ton €U ToTe #Fepfa, ‘ remembering the kind-
ness which once I did.” Here, in #Fep€a, is the properly augmented form
of the Homeric ¢pga. The only other place where this form occurs with
the initial digamma is in Crete. There we find in the Laws of Gortyn
(X 30) of & mis ToUTov T Fépkoau, ©if anyone does any of these things,’
and in another early inscription from Gortyn we find (Schwyzer 175, 7)
of 8 of Titanr ué Fépkowev of #ypa(t)ton, ©if the authorities do not do
what is written.” The occurrence of the word in Cretan at so early a
date points to it being indigenous there, as it must also be in Cyprus.

4.

We must now consider a small group of words, found both in Homer
and in Cypriote with practically the same form, use and meaning. In
consequence of this identity it is hard to say that they are not imitations
from Homer. Their authenticity is a matter of more doubt than that of
the cases we have so far examined, and their chief claim to be thought
indigenous must rest on their being the only words bearing their particular
meaning in Cypriote. This is, of course, a precarious claim, as the growth
of our knowledge of Cypriote may discover other words with the same
meaning but with a better claim to be thought genuine Cypriote.

Homer often uses méois in the sense of ‘ husband’ (e.g. I' 329 ‘EAévns
méots fukdpoio etc.), and his use of it extends to Pindar (0. II 85. N. X
8o. P. IV 87, etc.), Aeschylus (Sept. 930. Pers. 221. Ag. 600, 1108, 1405),
Sophocles (0.T. 459, 639, 934, Ant. 906, 1196. Tr. 185, 285, 550) and
Euripides (Hel. 422, 919. Or. 588 etc.). It clearly was thought, at least
in the fifth century, a poetical word, and as such Aristophanes makes
use of it in the Thesmophoriazusae where Mnesilochus three times uses it in
his mock-tragic colloquy with Euripides, and says (. 866) ¢ & #uos mwéous
oupds Mevédaos oUBémw Tpootpxetan, or (1. go1) mpodolioa Mevedéwv ToV
guov &v Tpolg mwoéow, or (. 914) AaPé ue AaPé pe, mwdéol, mepiBate St yépas.
In the fourth century, however, it seems, like other poetical words, to
have passed into prose. Aristotle at least used it more than once (Pol. I
3, 1. VII 16, 18). Even then, however, it is eschewed by Plato and the
orators. In dialect inscriptions it occurs nowhere outside Cyprus, but in
Cyprus it occurs in an inscription from Drimu, which gives us ‘ o moi
posise onasitimose tisonidase,” i.e. & por méois *Ovaoitiwos Ticwvidas. We
know of no other word for ‘ husband’ in Cypriote, and on our present
evidence mwéois may well be the regular word.

In Arcadian it is extremely doubtful whether &uxp is the regular
word for ‘ day,” but in Cypriote it may well be. It occurs twice on the
ostrakon from the Temple of Zeus Epikoinios at the Cyprian Salamis,
published by R. Meister (Lpz. Abh. 27, 301-332). Here we find (VI 2)
the words ‘to veteose ta amata,’ i.e. T8 Féteos & &uara, and (VII 1) “to
vetose amati amati,” 7.e. 16 Fétos duam &uori. This differs from the
hackneyed Arcadian &uara mwévta, and in Cypriote, unlike Arcadian,
there seems to be no &pépa. In addition to the phrase Apoara wévta, Homer
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uses most other cases of fipap. So it is no surprise to find it in the tragedians,
or in the pseudo-Aeolic elegiacs of Balbilla (GDI. 323, 7 eikéote méumTw
§&uart pfvos "ABup). But its absence from inscriptions makes its ap-
pearance in Cypriote all the more remarkable, and it quite possible that
it is indigenous there.

Arcadian uses the enclitic v quite differently from Homer. In
Cypriote also we find vu, but its use seems to be the same as Homer’s. In
Homer vu strengthens a verb; so too in Cypriote, as in the Idalian Bronze
1. 6 & SuF4vor vu, and 1. 16 & 86kor vu . . This is the use of Homer, and
it is also the use of Boeotian, where we find vo with an imperative on an
inscription from Orchomenus (Schwyzer 523, 165) x| T oUmepauepiv vu
#0w. In Cypriote it is also found with the present indicative (Schwyzer
683, 6), ‘itanukeitui,’ z.e. vbx vu keiti. Elsewhere it does not seem
to be found. At present it is impossible to form any opinion on its
authenticity.

kaotyvnros is found often both in the lliad and the Odyssey. From
Homer it found its way into literature, into Pindar (0. VII 27. N. X 85,
etc.), Aeschylus (P. V 347. Sept. 632. Ag. 327), Sophocles (0.C. 1184,
etc.), and Euripides (Or. 73, etc.). But in Attic at least it was not a prose
word, and Aristophanes (Thesm. goo) puts it, like mwéois, on the pseudo-
tragic lips of Mnesilochus—o0 y&p youolpan 0§ xaoryviTte mott. In some
other dialects it seems authentic enough. It is well established in Lesbian
both in a vernacular poem of Sappho (Lobel. & 3. 2, (Tov xaoiyyvnTov
8éte Tuid’ ikeobou) and in a fourth-century inscription from Eresus
(Schwyzer 632 D 19, Umtp Té@v *AToANodwpeiwy Taidwy kal T&Y KaotyvATwy).
In the form «kortiyvertos, it may occur in Thessalian (IG. IX 2.894
katiyv(ertos)), and some of the Iliad Scholia assert dubiously that it is
also Ionic (Schol. Ven. B ad O 545 #n1 y&p map’ “lwot ToUs ouyyevels
KaoryvATous ¢aoct kaheioBar). So too Eustathius ad. loc. In Cypriote
the word is often found, whether in the dative singular (76, 2 ° toi kasi-
kenetoi,” i.e. Tol xaoryvritor), the nominative plural (106, 3 °kase oi
kasikenetoi,” z.e. k&s of kaotyvnror. 246 . . sikeneto, i.e. (ka)oiyvnTor),
the accusative plural (135, 3 and 11 ° tose kasikenetose,’ i.e. Tos kaoryviiTos),
the genitive plural (135, 14 °tokasikenetone,” i.e. 18(v) xooryvnTdv), and
the dative plural (135, 5, 7, 12 ° toise kasikenetoise,” i.e. Tois xaoiyviiTols).
To these we can now add, from Arsinoe (Meister, Lpz. Abh. 27, 316 f),
the feminine form also, in the dative singular, °tai kasinetai,” i.e. Tai
kaowétar.  The great frequency of the word in Cypriote, combined with
the absence of any use of &3eApos, makes it fairly certain that xaotyvnos
is the regular Cypriote word for ‘brother,” and kaoryvitn the regular
Cypriote word for ° sister.’

Homer often uses the word oméos, whether to describe the home of
Poseidon (N 32) or Thetis (£ 50, 65) under the sea, or of caves on land
like that into which a goatherd takes his flock in a storm (A 279), or
Calypso’s (e 57, 63, 77) or Scylla’s (u 84) or the Cyclops’ (1 182), or the
Cave of the Nymphs on Ithaca (v 549). Hesiod too uses the word of
the subterranean cavern in which Echidna dwells (7#eog. 301). Homer

makes no distinction of meaning between it and é&vrtpov, and doubtless
J.H.S.—VOL. LIV, F
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Hesychius is right when he explains the word as omwnAciov, &vrpov. After
Homer the word is extremely rare. Neither Pindar nor the Tragedians
use it, and its only early appearance is in the peculiar dative plural ome&recon,
as if from a nominative oméas, which Herodian (m.u.A. p. 30) says was
used by Xenophanes. So it is surprising that the word should occur twice
in Cypriote. On a grotto at Ktima we find carved the words * . . . sine
to sepeose,” i.e. (¢mi)Baow 16 oméos (Hoffmann 98, 2) and ° epipasine to
sepeose,’ i.e. émipaocv 16 oméos (Hoffmann gg, 2). The exact translitera-
tion is not clear, but the word is clearly a genitive singular. Hoffmann
takes it as omfos. If this is correct, the Cypriote form differs from the
Homeric, whose only extant genitive is omelous. In any case, oméos is
the only extant word for ¢ cave ’ in Cypriote.

5.

If the Homeric words in Cypriote inscriptions may be regarded as
indigenous to Cyprus, it is not unreasonable to expect some element of
genuineness in the Homeric words which our literary sources state to be
Cypriote. But the question here is of a different character. Before we
can decide whether such words are indigenous or not, we have first to
decide whether the authorities which quote them are in the least trust-
worthy. In a very few cases, such as the Homeric Scholiast’s quotation
of wtéAis, the inscriptions prove the genuineness of the gloss, and such cases
have already been considered. But the subject-matter of inscriptions
is very limited, and overlaps only at a few points the enormous variety
of subjects treated by the Homeric poems. So it is inevitable that we
should have Cypriote glosses whose meaning makes their appearance in
inscriptions highly improbable. In the absence of such epigraphic support,
we can only consider the different authorities in turn and try to decide
from their general character whether their word can be trusted or not.

Hesychius is so valuable a source and so useful in all matters of lexico-
graphy connected with Greek dialects, that his word carries great weight
and, short of inscriptions, is our best authority in most matters of dialect
vocabulary. His work, as we possess it, is unfortunately not the original
book. The result is that he does not give us as much information as we
might have hoped, but what he gives is both well substantiated and re-
markable in that the Cypriote words quoted are never identical with their
Homeric counterparts, but either they are slightly different in form or
else they are such as to explain the meaning of some obscure Homeric
words. For our purposes, this difference is important, as it proves the
genuine Cypriote character of the words quoted. Thus he has an entry
xat’ Ep’ Ezecnr kabéger, MMagror. This is like the Homeric phrases xat’ &p’
feto (A 68, 101, etc.), but its Cypriote character is indubitable. It
is supported by the entry in the Mé&ocom xat& TéAeis of Kumpiewv. #e
x&boov, and it displays two regular Cypriote characteristics. The
presence of ¢ instead of « in #p’ is perhaps paralleled by a similar vowel
gradation in the use of Twoxpérns instead of Tiwoxpérns (Hoffmann
76, 1. 129), and the tmesis &’ . . &eon is paralleled by wds . . #nxe
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(Hoffmann 161, 2). So, on linguistic grounds, the phrase is good Cypriote.
If this is so, we may well add from Hesychius two entries, not ascribed to
any dialect but shewn by their form to be Cypriote, kat’ &’ #3e0° xabézou
and kot’ &’ #3e1or kabézeto. Again Hesychius® entry uoxoi: #vros, Tl&gion
is clearly connected with the Homeric use of uux& as a local preposition
in phrases like puxg *Apyeos (Z 152, y 263), pux® xhwoins (I 659, W 675),
pux® Borduoo (P 36), uux®d Bohducv (Y 41), puxd 8éuou (X 440, y 402,
8 304), wux@ &vrpov (v 363, w 6) and pux® omeious (e 226). The presence
of o instead of v in poxoi is well paralleled in other Cypriote words, such
as fopdvas for Bupdvde, eUTpdooeobon for EmiTpUooeobai, and poTToParyic
for putTogayia.

Again, Hesychius gives us ép&rofev: &vemavoavto. He does not say
that the word is Cypriote, but almost certainly it is the Cypriote form of
the Homeric épATutev (B 99, 211). Cypriote, as we have seen, has v for
o. So ¢p&robev is almost certainly the Cypriote version of &pnTutev. The
use of «, where Ionic used n, finds its parallels in a dialect which has 3de
for mvei and ijorfip for intfip.

The same argument applies to two more glosses, mémoopa: &xrKoa
and cpoyepdv: oKkAnpdy, émrifoviov, uoyxdnpdév. The first is clearly the Homeric
mémuopar (A 595), in its Cypriote form with o for v, and the second is clearly
connected with the Homeric adverb émopuyepdss (y 195, & 672), which
Homer uses only in the compounded form. Hesychius also gives us a
Cypriote word in his entry pifa gwvr. Kimpior. Homer often uses uiifos
in the sense of word or ‘ speech’ (A 25, etc.), but though it is used in this
sense by poets, it only passed into prose in its special Platonic sense of
‘myth.” The Cypriote form in —« is paralleled by other cases, like Bpouxa
for Bpolkos and BdAAau for pnAéi.? In all these cases the Cypriote word
varies in form from the Homeric, and may for that reason be counted as
regular Cypriote.

In other cases Hesychius gives us words which do not themselves
appear in Homer but are clearly related to words which do appear. Some
help us to give a meaning to a Homeric word which would otherwise remain
obscure. Thus he presents us with éxooth ke Toapd Kumpios, which
gives the only intelligible clue to the meaning of ékootfoas in the Homeric
similes of the stalled horse let loose in Z 506 and O 263 —ds & &te Tis
otatds immos dwoothoas émi @&rtvn k.T.A. In his entry he quotes two
opinions, one that it means xpifidoas, the other, the opinion of the
yAwoooypdgor, that the word is derived &md ToU &kos AouBévew. This
second, nonsensical view, so characteristic of ancient philology, is repeated
by the Schol. Ven a and by Eustathius. Clearly the first view is right.
A stalled horse, fed on barley, is naturally full of high spirits and a fit
object of comparison to the young Paris enjoying his youth and armour.
dxootr in the sense of ‘barley’ is not quoted outside Cypriote, though
Eustathius (ad Z 506) says, of mwoAaiof gaoct kai méoas T Tpopd&s Tapd
Oeooahois dkooTtds Aéyeobar. In Cypriote then dxooth kept a sense which
it had lost in Thessalian, and gives us an inevitable interpretation of the

¢ Hoffman 10g.
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Homeric é&xoothoas. The evidence of Hesychius is supported for this
meaning by the entry in Lex. Seg. in Bekker’s Anecd. Graec. p. 213 &yoorai:
kpBad Umd Kumplwv xal T &yoothoas ékkpibiboas ofov Uyauyevicas, and by
the Scholiast’s ékootficcn T& ToAukpibficon fyouv kpifidoatl. dkootad y&p o
kp1bai.

The entry oUverr Kumpior Spduov gives, as Bergk saw, the real clue
to the meaning of the epithet ¢piotvios (Y 72, W 457) applied to Hermes.
He is the fast traveller, a suitable enough epithet for the messenger of the
Gods. The root of the word is an old one, occurring too in the dialect
of Arcadia in the imperative odver which Hesychius explains as 8eUpo,
Sphue. ‘Aprédes. It had too some existence elsewhere, to judge by the
entries otvns: xkAémTns and olvios: Spouels, kAémTns, though unfortunately
we have no dialect ascription for either.

In the vexed line T 87 some of the manuscripts give a variant reading
of elapomwédmis for Aepogoitis, ’Epwis. Hesychius has a number of
glosses to enlighten us as to the meaning, of which the chief are elap:
alpa, elapomdtns aipomédTns, lop' aipa, iapomwdtns aipomdtns. He does not
actually give it as Cypriote, but clearly he is drawing from the same source
as the Scholiad T 87, who says of & elapomdTis &ykenévou ToU elap &mep
goi kot& ZoAapwious ofua.  Whatever the original reading was, the
alternative elapoméTis must have been of considerable antiquity to embody
in itself so rare a word as elap. The ° blood-sucking > fury has a more
authentic air than the fury ‘ who walks in the darkness.” Hesychius has
three entries, &mdyeue &pehe. KuUmpiol, yévvour Kimpiol. kol A&Pe and
Uyyeuos: ouAAaPn. Zodapivior. These imply some verb like yéuw, which
presumably is also the present of the Homeric yévro (© 43, N 25, 241,
Z 476), interpreted by the Schol. Ven. ad © 43 as vl To¥ \apev. Clearly
the root of the two classes of words is the same, whatever the present in-
dicative may have been. The genuineness of the word in Cypriote is
shewn by the form Uyyepos for oUyyeuos. Initial o seems often to have
become h in Cypriote if we may judge by such forms as iy« for oiya, Upryya
for oUpiyya, and &ydvav for coyfvny, all definitely given by Hesychius as
Cypriote.

So far then as Hesychius is concerned, it seems fairly safe to say that
his quotations are genuine Cypriote, either because they are so different
from the Homeric words as to be independent or because they have only
their roots in common with the Homeric words which they explain or
resemble.

6.

The list of M&oox koar& TéAes, printed from an Urbino codex in
Bekker’s Anecdota Graeca, 111 pp. 1094-1096, is harder to judge than
Hesychius. Its origin is unknown. In a few cases its evidence has been
confirmed by inscriptions, as for instance in its entry *Apk&Swv . . AeUooer
6p&, for which we have now the authority of IG. V2. 16, 10. This con-
firmation may dispose us well towards the list, and, in addition to this,
it looks as if the compiler had used either an early edition of Hesychius
or else one of the sources which Hesychius himself used. Hesychius not
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only gives all the Cypriote words which the Mé&ocoon gives, but in many
cases he gives both the same form of the word and an identical explana-
tion of its meaning. This identity may be seen in the cases of &rads:
TUPASs, Bémras' ToThplov, mEBIA UmodnuaTa, doyavov -Eipos, and yBhdv yfi
In some other cases the Md&ooa gives the same explanation as Hesychius,
but in a slightly different form, quoting a different case for a noun or
adjective or a different tense for a verb. Thus it gives &\oxos yuv, épapyev:
E\aPev, fzer xdbioov, and ToapPel: goPeitan, while Hesychius gives déyou-
yuvaikds yopetdis, Euopyor  koréhaPov, fzerr kobizer and ToapPrcavTest @opm-
fevtes. These differences are only superficial and are due doubtless
to both the compilers using fuller books of reference than have survived
to our day. In some other respects the two lists are rather more different.
First, Hesychius sometimes, as in motfpiov map& Td déxecbon TO mdua, gives
a derivation whereas the Mé&ooon is a mere vocabulary. Secondly, in
none of these words does Hesychius give any ascription to a dialect, whereas
the Mé&ocoo 1s avowedly an attempt to do so. But both these differences
do not so much point to a difference of origin as to both compilers using
the same extensive source. What this source was, it is impossible to say.
This explanation would cover a third difference. In some words the two
compilers differ in their choice of words to give the meaning. Thus the
M&ooco gives dAyos: dduvh, APBcidv: dArydv, Bns Adtpis, while Hesychius
gives &Ayos: Tévos, mévbos, APoudv: pikpdv, and Brise  SolAos, uioBwTds.
These differences, such as they are, are not so great as to outweigh the
positive evidence for common origin in the appearance of every Cypriote
word of the M&ooar without exception in Hesychius. If then this common
origin or interdependence of the two can be reasonably taken as proved,
we may with the more confidence go on to see if there is any evidence
for any of the words in the list being thought to be genuine Cypriote and
not mere literary usage. Here we are faced with an almost insoluble
problem. The words are chosen entirely because they are used by
Homer, and all superficial differences are removed. Moreover, we have
hardly any other examples of their use outside Homer, and are so debarred
from pressing any argument from analogy in other dialects. But in certain
cases we can find indications which point to some of the words being
indigenous. Thus the entry &ze «k&bocov has the strong support of the
indubitably Cypriote form kot %p ‘#ecu, though the compiler has adapted
the Cypriote form to suit the Cretan usage. The entry iés: BéAos may
find support in the use of iés in this sense in a Cretan inscription (GDI.
IV, p. 1038 nr. 20), which gives éoti(s) &mootepi(85)o1 Té&v idv, and, as
we have seen, this may be evidence for its being authentic in Cyprus.
The entries médida: Umodnuoara and #uopyev' #AaPev both have parallels
in Aeolic. For the first we may quote Etymologicum Magnum méSiaa
Méyouowv of Aloheis, and for the second Hesychius’ koppdpyor: korahafeiv,
where the form shews the word to be Aeolic, and his xéupapyis® pérpov
ortikév. AjoAels.  Aeolic is, of course, a literary dialect, and the
appearance of a Homeric word in it does not mean that it is free from
literary influence, but, as in both these cases the words are adapted to
Aeolic usage, in the double A in médiAAa and the shortened form of kaupdpyai,
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they look like genuine words there; moreover, &uxpye appears in a vernacu-
lar poem of Sappho (5.1.21). So if it is native in Aeolic, it may well
be in Cypriote. Beyond this our evidence does not permit us to go, and
we may only indulge the probability that, as the few words which can
be tested may well be genuine, the rest may also be founded on some reason-
able evidence, even if some others, like 3¢, have had their forms adapted
from Cypriote to Homeric formation.

7.

The next group of glosses to be considered are contained in the Homeric
commentators, whether the Scholia or Eustathius. They may con-
veniently be taken together, because on more than one occasion their
language is identical, and it is certain that they drew from the same sources,
whatever those sources may have been. They are certainly not always
negligible, as once at least, in their ascription of mwtéAhis to Cyprus, in-
scriptions have confirmed their words. The problem they present is
like that presented by the M&ooo woat& TléAeis, and their genuineness
must be tested by similar means.

In the first place, they bear many similarities to Hesychius and their
excellent character is witnessed by him. Thus 4 propoes of the binding of
Ares by Otos and Ephialtes (E 387) — xokép & év xepduw Séeto Tpiokal
8exd pfjvas — the Scholiast D and Eustathius agree that one of the meanings
of wépapos is Seopwthpov in Cypriote. This statement is repeated in
different forms by the Lex. Seg. in Bekker’s Anecdota Graeca, 1 p. 202, by
the Etymologicum Magnum and by Theon, Progymnasmata (ed. Spengel,
IT p. 129, 27). All these writers assert the word to be Cypriote. So there
must have been some commonly recognised authority who said that it
was. Hesychius gives no dialect ascription to the word, but among the
meanings of xépauos he gives Seopwthpiov. So he may well be quoting
from the same familiar source. What the source was we do not know, and
the nearest clue to any identity is Eustathius’ designation of it as &\or.
The Townleian Scholiast and Eustathius on N 563 agree that peyaipev
is a word from the Cyprian Salamis. The Scholiast gives its meaning as
pboveiv (peyaipew 8¢ TO g@fovelv Soapiviot Aéyouowv), which is the word
used by Hesychius in his entry ueyaipew ¢foveiv. Here too identity
of explanation may mean that all drew from the same source.

Secondly, Hesychius substantiates by other quotations the Cypriote
use of the termination — pwpos in the sense of “sharp.” Homer uses idpwpot
(B 242, 2 479), YAaxduwpor (§ 29, T 4) and #yyeoiuwpor (B 692, 840. H 134,
y 188), and in all these words the termination —pwpos was disputed in
antiquity. The explanation ‘sharp’ is well authenticated, dating back
to Aristarchus (Schol. ad € 29 on VAaxéuwpot). Its Cypriote provenance
is given by Schol. BT on Z 479 (uépov ydp Td 83U Kumwpiot) and by
Eustathius, who are probably drawing straight from Aristarchus. Hesychius
knew the word in his entries nwpév: €0, WAarduwpor: d€upevor and {6uwpot’
fous &&eis Exovtes, which he too may owe to Alexandrian learning.
On X 441 (8v 8 6pévx mowir’ #maooe) both Scholiasts ABT and Eusta-
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thius say that wéooew is a Cypriote word meaning mowiAew. Here again
Hesychius draws from the same source, since though he gives no dialect
ascription, he gives the same explanation as the Scholiasts in his entry
méooe = évemofkiAde.  The slight difference in wusing the compound
gvemroixiAAe instead of the uncompounded form is no evidence for his
using a different source, as Eustathius himself a little later uses the words
gvetroikiAAe T} SiTrAcxi.

Unfortunately not all these glosses can rest securely under the safe
protection of Hesychius. A few remain, whose only title to consideration
is that they may well be quoted from unknown authorities equally reputable,
and that they make sense of passages which may not otherwise be ex-
plained. The most notable is the entry of Schol. BT and Eustathius on
the adjective dmyfoAéeooav in W %53, which is described as meaning
kat& Kumpious elBaipova. Fortunately FEustathius gives a hint of his
authority whom he calls of moAaioi, meaning doubtless somebody old
and trustworthy. This explanation is not known to Hesychius, who ex-
plains conventionally as &mwpoodppioTos &k foddoons kai BSucopuos, or to
the other authorities quoted by the Scholiasts, who see in the word a
variety of éuyxAmdns. The first meaning cannot be right as Lemnos was
in no way harbourless in Homer’s geography. It was as well provided
with anchorages then as it is now. Otherwise Achilles would hardly
have sold his captives to its king, Evenus (® 40-1). The notion of an
inaccessible Lemnos is due to a misinterpretation of Sophocles’ dramatic
isolation of Philoctetes on a corner of the island which was BpoTois &oTimrTos
oUd’ oikoupévn. Nor is it clear how the word can be connected with duiyAq,
as Cypriote, far from using « for o, more often uses o for a. So perhaps
there is good reason for trusting the ¢ ancients’ as Eustathius calls them
and taking the word to mean ‘ fortunate.’

Rather a similar case is that of the word T&pos, which the Scholiast
T and Eustathius take to mean o¢évos in'Y 29, oltdp & Toiol T&poV
pevoeikéar  daivu.  Unfortunately in this passage it cannot mean @dvos,
and is much more likely to mean funeral feast, as Hesychius (té&gos: 7o
yryvéuevov Tepidemvov &l T T&Y Kororxopéveov Tipfj) and Scholiasts AB
(A. 16 Bermvdy epl TAYV Taghy yiyvépevov. B. TNV petd TOV Tégov ebcoyiav)
would have us believe. Eustathius gives of yAwoooypéeor as his authority,
and presumably they had some reason for their statement. The ex-
planation fits in well with A 416 and w 8%, ToAéwv Téew &vSpdv &vTeBdAnoas,
where t&pe cannot mean ° funeral-feast° and may well mean °slaughter,’
as the context refers to the killing of men in battle, when burial is not the
question. Our quoters seem to have looked at a list of glosses and made
the wrong use of their information.

On o© 329 (pf ww d&moéposie péyas motapds Padudivns) Schol. AT
say, of &moépoeie, Kumpicov # Aé€1s. Not so Eustathius, who says it is
derived from the Aeolic Zpow for #ppw. Unfortunately the Scholiasts give
no interpretation of the word, and it is impossible to say whether they
used the same source as Hesychius, who gives &méepoer &mémm€e. It is
hard to see how any derivation from #ppw can make sense, and the Cypriote
origin is perfectly possible, but more than that we cannot say.
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Even more tantalising is the explanation given by Schol. AB on P 51,
the famous xduci Xopiteoow bpoien, where the usual interpretation is
that of Eustathius — Xapiteoow 6époica, &l ToU TolalTan oics Eyolev of
Xéprtes.  The Scholiasts, however, quite disagree with this, and say,
Moxeddves kai Kumpiot  x&prtas Aéyoust Tas ouveoTpappévas kai  oUAas
pupoivas, & oamev oTepavimidas. Hesychius knows nothing of such a
meaning for y&pites, so the Scholiasts must be drawing on some source
not used by him. Whatever the source was, the explanation certainly
helps to make good sense in a difficult passage. The ordinary solution
is to take Xopiteoow éupoicn as a compendious comparison. The use is
not unknown in Homer, who certainly has it in B 121 Spoia voruarTa
Tnvedomein. But if we feel uneasy about it here, we have Zenodotus on
our side, who hoped to solve the difficulty by emending to peAciven. If
we take yopitesow in the sense of tight ringlets like bundles, it suits the
context excellently, as in the following line the hair of Euphorbus is de-
scribed as mhoyuol 6 of xpuod TE kol &pyUpw EogrKovTO.

The last case takes us on to more certain ground. In describing the
wall of the Achaean camp in M 29 Homer speaks of the foundations being
made @iTpdv ki Adwv, and on the passage Schol. T and Eustathius say
that the words come from the Cyprian Amathus. Eustathius adds that
his authority are of meAauoi. This in itself is good evidence, but Adwv, as
we have seen, is authenticated by Cyprian inscriptions. So the genuine-
ness of eirpiv is practically certain, since it comes from a reputable
source.

We may now rapidly consider how far these words, assuming their
use in Cyprus to be comparatively well substantiated, may be thought to
be indigenous. The evidence is scanty, but not impossibly so. Thus the
termination —upwpés seems genuine, because in Cypriote it occurs in an
uncompounded form and in Homer always in a compounded form: so it
clearly cannot be an imitation. Xé&pites, our authorities say, occurred
in Macedonian as well as in Cypriote, and «épayos in Boeotian. It seems
unlikely that words, used in so peculiar a sense, should occur in such
remote dialects, unless they were natural to both. Of the remainder,
&uyBohdeis and méoow are so rare in Homer that it would be worth no
one’s while to imitate them, if he wished to be intelligible, and the special
sense of @évos would only create confusion in a district where it possessed
its ordinary meaning of ‘ slaughter.” The other two, ueyaipew and &moépoee,
are slightly more common and therefore more open to suspicion, though
Homer uses the first only four times and the second only three times.
Here again their rareness in Homer is an argument for their indigenous
character in Cyprus.

8.

It remains to consider a few scattered glosses of well-established
character in various authors. The first may claim Aristotle as its authority.
According to Schol. on Pindar, Pyth. II 127, he said that in Cypriote
the Pyrrhic dance, muppixn, was™ called mpinis. This word is clearly
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connected with the Homeric use of the masculine plural mwpiAess, which
Homer uses (A 49, M 77, etc.) in the sense of ‘ men-at-arms,” but the two
words are so different in form and meaning that the only connexion which
can be claimed for them is that of a common ancestry. In another case
our authority is the Scholiast on Theocr. II 59, who says that by 6péva
the Thessalians meant & memoxidpéva 3%« and the Cyprians T& dvbvd
iudmia.  This is clearly connected with the Homeric word 6péva used in
the description of the embroidery woven by Andromache in X 441:

SimrAaxa TTopeupény &v B¢ Bpdva ToikiA” Eracot.

though here 8péva cannot mean exactly T& &vbw& ipérmia. Hesychius,
however, has an entry, showing that he knew the source of the Scholiast’s
quotation and giving an intelligible meaning to 8péva, viz. fpéver &vén:
kad T& €k XpwpdToov oidpora.  This meaning makes excellent sense and may
well be right. The Cypriote meaning for &vén is then a development of
the meaning quoted by Hesychius, and used probably by Homer, and,
since it is so different, it cannot be plagiarised but must be a natural
development of an older use.

The last of these casual cases comes from Athenaeus (XI 483 ff.),
who quotes one Simaristus as saying that the word xumeAov was used
both by the Cypriotes and the Cretans; by the former in the sense of
‘ two-handled cup,’ by the latter in the sense of both ¢ two-handled cup’
and ‘four-handled cup’ (SpdpioTos & TO Siwtov motApiov Kumpious,
To 8¢ BdlwTov kai TeTpdwTov Kpfitas). Homer often uses xumeAdov(A 596.
I 248, A 346, 1 666, W 305, o« 142, B 396, & 58, k 357, v 253). We have
no final evidence about the number of handles possessed by the Homeric
xomeMdov.  Hesychius indeed seems to have thought that it had none
(xUmreAdov:  eldos moTtnpiov &dtou). Perhaps his opinion was based on
its being distinguished from the familiar Sémas &upiUmeAdov, whose name
implies two handles. But such a distinction is not substantiated by
Homer’s usage. In at least two places, what is plainly the same vessel
is called both xUmeAdov and &émas dueiumeAdov. Thus the cup in which
Hephaestus pledges Hera has both names (A 584 and 595), and so have
the cups in the house of Odysseus (v 153 and 253). In these places at
least the Homeric word bore the same meaning as the Cypriote and Cretan
words. Its Cypriote use is confirmed also by Anicetus (quoted by Eusta-
thius ad o 120, Aéysr 8¢ Kimpioi oUtw pacl 0 Siwtov mothpiov). Outside
the glossographers the word has little history. Neither Pindar nor the
Tragedians use it, but it has some life in hexameter poetry and was used
by Antimachus (fr. 20), Nicander of Colophon (fr. 140) and Quintus of
Smyrna (VI 345). Ion of Chios too used it in a choric part of his
‘Omphale’ (fr. 20), i1’ #mopeite, m&pbevor, KkUTEMa Kol HeEGOUPGAOUS.
In such passages it clearly comes straight from Homer. Athenaeus has
so few quotations in his discussion of the word, that it cannot have been
in the least common, and anyhow its appearance in both Cypriote
31.1(% Cretan argues, as we have seen, for its being indigenous in both

ialects.
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9.

We possess then in Cypriote a considerable number of words either
similar or related to words used in the Homeric poems. On the whole,
these words seem, for different reasons, not to be imitations of the Homeric
counterparts as we possess them. The precise importance of their existence
in Cypriote cannot yet be estimated, but it points to a high antiquity for
some elements in Homer’s vocabulary. Cyprus maintained in historic
times a dialect of more archaic character than that of any other district
in Greece. Cyprus too lay outside the main currents of racial or tribal
movements which confounded other Greek dialects. It maintained till
a late date the customs of the heroic age, and it traced its Greek colonisation
back to a period soon after the siege of Troy. It would be too much to
claim that Cypriote was the descendant of the language talked by the
Achaeans of Homer, but it certainly was reasonably free of Attic and Ionic
influences. Its close connexion with Arcadian shews that it was once
part of a more united language, and this language may have provided
some of the enormous vocabulary of Homer.

C. M. Bowra.
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