A PRINCIPLE OF COMPOSITION IN HOMERIC VERSE!

RoGer BEck

IT HAS LONG BEEN REALIZED that there exists in Homeric verse (as in all
Greek hexameter poetry) some sort of structural bridge in the area of the
line immediately preceding the medial caesura:
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First of all, word-ends are noticeably less frequent at 3} and 4 than at any
other of the individual points in the first half of the line.? Statistics show
increasingly high totals for the first four points (1, 13, 2, and 3) and again
for the alternatives for the medial caesura (5 and 5%), but at the two
intervening points the totals drop considerably. The following, as an
example, are H. N. Porter’s figures for two sample passages of 1,000 lines
from each epic (Z/. 5.1-6.91 and Od. 5.1-7.176):3

Point Number of word-ends
Iliad  Odyssey
1 387 383
13 303 335
2 523 548
3 618 602
*31 156 127
*4 195 250
5 499 529
51 608 577

1The theory advanced in the present study is a refinement of certain views put forward
in my doctoral thesis: Meter and Sense in Homeric Verse (University of Illinois 1971)
esp. 241-264. It is appropriate that I should here record my deep appreciation of the
criticisms and encouragement of my adviser, Dr John J. Bateman, during the long
process of formulating these views.

2The system of numeration is basically that of E. G. O’Neill Jr., “The Localization
of Metrical Word-Types in the Greek Hexameter,” YCIS 8 (1942) 103-178. There is,
however, a slight difference in that here the numbers designate the boundaries between

syllablles, while in O’Neill’s S);stem they designate the syllables themselves: e.g.,
13 12 2

uivwy /Gede as opposed to ufvey dewde. I have also added a point “0” for use later in
connexion with the start of syntactic units at the beginning of the line.

3“The Early Greek Hexameter,” YC/S 12 (1951) 1-63, Tables VIII-XIII, p. 57 f.
These word-end tables (VIII ff.) are sometimes slightly at variance with the earlier
tables (I ff.) in which the statistics are arranged in accordance with Porter’s system of
cola. In all cases I cite the word-end tables.
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When 3% and 4 are taken in conjunction and allowance is made for those
lines in which word-ends occur at ot points, we find in the I/iad sample
673 lines and in the Odyssey sample 651 lines in which a word-end occurs
neither at 3% nor at 4. In a substantial majority of Homeric lines, then,
both points are spanned by a single word.

Nevertheless, word-ends do occur at 33 and/or 4 in approximately one
line out of every three, and one can scarcely describe such a rate of
occurrence as infrequent. In fact, it is only when one takes into account
the location of preceding word-ends that any sort of real restriction on
word-ends at 3} and 4 begins to appear. A word-end at 3% or 4, it is found,
is usually preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3. The restriction, then, seems
to inhibit word-ends at 3% and 4 only when ot preceded by a word-end at
2 or 3. The restriction was first described in full—though as a feature of
the later hexameter only—by Wilhelm Meyer in 1884.4 Meyer asserted
categorically that the restriction was not observed by the pre-Alexandrian
poets. This, however, is an over-simplification. Though exceptions occur
fairly frequently in Homeric verse, and though, as G. S. Kirk has rightly
emphasized,® they include such typical formulaic lines as rov I(n‘w) s’
fuelBer’ trera . . ., etc. (/. 48x, Od. 24x), nevertheless lines in which a
word-end at 3% or 4 75 not preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3 are quite rare
in comparison with lines in which a word-end at 3% or 4 is preceded by a
word-end at 2 or 3. Of the 327 lines in Portet’s I/iad sample in which a
word-end occurs at 33 and/or 4, a preceding word-end does not occur at 2
or 3 in only 33. Similarly, in the Odyssey sample a word-end at 3% and/or
4 is not preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3 in only 29 out of 349 lines.

It was partly to explain this restriction (together with the much
stricter one at 73, i.e. “Hermann’s Bridge’’) as something more than an
arbitrary taboo on certain word-end positions and sequences that
Hermann Frinkel put forward his theory of cola.® According to Frinkel
the Greek hexameter line is normally composed of four short cola defined
by three caesurae, each of which has a number of alternative positions.
The first (A) caesura falls at 1, 11,2, or 3, the second (B) at 5 or 5% and the
third (C) at 7 or 8:

4“Zur Geschichte des griechischen und des lateinischen Hexameters,” Sitzungsberichte
der philos.-philolog. u. hist. Classe der kinigl. bayer. Akademie der Wissenschaften zu
Miinchen (1884) 979-1089, esp. 980. For further details of the early scholarship on this
topic see O’Neill (above, n. 2) 171-175.

#‘Studies in Some Technical Aspects of Homeric Style: I. The Structure of the
Homeric Hexameter,” YCIS 20 (1966) 97.

8“Der kallimachische und homerische Hexameter,” Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft
der Wissenschaften zu Gittingen, Phil.-hist. Kl (1926) 197-229. The same article,
slightly revised and titled ‘“Der homerische und der kallimachische Hexameter,”
appears in Frinkel’s Wege und Formen friihgriechischen Denkens (2nd ed., Munich 1960)
100-156. References will be to this later work.
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A, B... C....
A YRR RV AV ER VTR
1 1223 5 5 7 8

Now, of the four alternatives for the A caesura 2 and 3 are by far the
commonest, so much so, indeed, that Porter in his re-working of Frinkel’s
theory dismissed the other two altogether.” The commonest type of
second colon consists, therefore, either of a single word extending from 2
or 3 to the B caesura at 5 or 5% or of two words filling the same interval:

2 3 5 51
/=] ~=]~]

Now, in the first case there will be no intervening word-end at 3% or 4,
and in the second any word-end that does occur at 33 or 4 will be preceded
by a word-end at 2 or 3. According to Frinkel’s theory, then, composition
by cola accounts first for the fact that word-ends are much less frequent
at 33 and 4 than at other points in the first half of the line and secondly
for the fact that when a word-end does occur at 3% or 4 it is usually
preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3.

The theory of cola has the great advantage of explaining the restriction
on word-ends at 3% and 4, together with other structural phenomena, in
terms of the composition of the line as a whole. It does, however, have
certain weaknesses. Most of these have been effectively pointed out by
Kirk in a recent critique that covers both Frinkel’s original theory and
Porter’s variant form.® On the other side, and likewise recently, Frinkel’s
version of the theory has been ably reaffirmed by L. E. Rossi and W. B.
Ingalls.® There is thus no dearth of up-to-date and cogent critical material
on the theory of cola as a whole. Accordingly, I shall here limit myself to
such objections to the theory as concern in particular the restriction at

3 and 4. At present, my intention is simply to suggest that the theory of
cola is not so overwhelmingly convincing as to leave no room at all for
advancing an alternative hypothesis to account for the structural phen-
omena in question.

The most serious weakness in the theory of cola, from our present point
of view, is the unsatisfactory nature of the A caesura, especially when
compared with the B caesura. (The same charge can be made against the
C caesura, too, though that does not concern us here.) The B caesura has
two regular alternatives, 5 and 53, and a word-end occurs at one or other

70p. cit. (above, n. 3).

80p. cit. (above, n. 5).

%Rossi, “Estensione e valore del ‘colon’ nell’ esametro omerico,” Studi Urbinati 39
(1965) 239-273; Ingalls, “The Structure of the Homeric Hexameter: A Review,”
Phoenix 24 (1970) 1-12.
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point in the overwhelming majority of lines (e.g., in all but twelve lines
in Porter’s I/iad sample and in all but thirteen in his Odyssey sample).
Whenever a word-end does not occur at 5 or 5%, then a word-end will
occur at 7 (thereby creating, according to the theory, a tripartite, rather
than a quadripartite, line structure). At the A caesura, however, the
options are by no means as limited and straightforward. To account fully
for the word-end distribution in the first half of the line, Frinkel must
allow that the A caesura (i) has four regular alternatives (1, 14,2, and 3),
(ii) can also fall at 3% or 4 by “postponement,” or (iii) can even on occa-
sions be bridged entirely. In fact, the A caesura can fall at any point
between the start of the line and the B caesura, or else not be realized at
all! So wide is this range of options that one wonders whether we are
dealing with a real feature of the composition at all, rather than with a
truism in disguise.

Nor, moreover, in Frinkel’s system can it be claimed that lines without
an A caesura at 1, 13,2, or 3 are particularly rare, and hence that they
constitute the merest handful of exceptions to the otherwise strict observ-
ance of the regular alternatives. There are, of course, very few such
instances in which the A caesura is missing altogether as a result of a
single word extending from the start of the line to the B caesura at 5 or 53.
In our two samples we find only four such instances in all. Somewhat more
frequent, though still quite rare, are those instances in which a single
word extends from the start of the line to 33 or 4. In the samples there are
14 such instances (Z/. 7x, Od. 7x), the word concerned ending in every
instance at 3%1. This, however, by no means exhausts the instances in
which, according to Frinkel’s theory, the A caesura is either postponed
beyond its regular alternatives or bridged entirely. Frinkel maintained
that appositive words (i.e., pre- and postpositives) cannot be considered
“full words” (Pollwirter) in their own right, but must rather be taken to
form “word-groups” (Wortbilder) either with each other (e.g., I/. 5.24
ws-0f-ol . ..) or else with neighbouring “full words” (e.g., Z/. 5.23
&\\'-"Heaioros . . . , 42 dobmpoer-8¢ . . .). There is thus, in Frinkel’s view,
no real word-end affer a prepositive or before a postpositive. It follows,
then, that caesurae cannot fall at those points either. Now word-groups
which span the first four points in the line and which therefore either
postpone the A caesura or else bridge it entirely are relatively common.
In the first 100 lines of the two samples I find, following Frinkel’s rules
on appositives,!® no fewer than 18 examples (I/. 10x, Od. 8x), of which
eleven postpone the caesura to 33, three postpone it to 4, and four bridge
it entirely.!!

In his re-working of the theory, Porter drastically simplified the colo-

190p. cit. (above, n. 6) Anh. 1, 142-147.
177, 5.23, 35, 42, 43, 54, 59, 62, 69, 86, 100, Od. 5.25, 46, 49, 76, 88, 94, 95, 96.
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metry of the first half of the line by dismissing Frinkel’s first two alter-
natives for the A caesura and by abandoning his concept of the postponed
caesura. For Porter the A caesura is realized either at 2 or 3 or else not
at all. Superficially at least, these changes achieve a neat similarity
between the A caesura and the B caesura (2 and 3 corresponding as a
simple pair of alternatives to 5 and 5%). They ensure, moreover, with any
combination of caesural alternatives, a balance between two cola of
approximately equal length in the first half of the line.”? The great draw-
back, however, is that the abolition of 1 and 1} as caesural alternatives
raises to a disturbingly high total the number of lines without an A
caesura at all; and here, of course, the parallel between the A caesura and
the B caesura breaks down. In the I/iad sample there is no word-end at
2 or 3, and hence no A caesura, in 97 lines. In the Odyssey sample the
corresponding total is 105 lines.

Nevertheless, it could well be maintained that the occurrence of a
word-end at 2 or 3 in approximately nine lines out of every ten constitutes
a frequency high enough to establish the postulated A caesura as a definite
structural norm. Now such a contention is quite convincing as long as one
considers only the raw statistics of word-end occurrence. However, as soon
as the words concerned are examined in their actual context in the lan-
guage of the verse, it becomes very evident that in many lines with a word-
end at 2 and/or 3 a caesura at one or other of those two points would
define a most implausible pair of units as the two initial cola: e.g., Od.
5.89 atda & 7/ ppovéess. In the first 100 lines of the //iad sample alone I find
no less than 13 such instances and in the first 100 lines of the Odyssey
sample no less than 18.3 In most of these instances the postulated
A caesura actually falls after a prepositive (e.g., I/. 5.13 7& uév
4¢’ /twwouv) or before a postpositive (e.g., I/. 5.42 dobmnoer / 8¢ meaiw),
for Porter abandons Frinkel’s concept of the “word-group” and admits
no distinction between appositives and other word-types.

One of the factors that makes Porter’s postulated norm of an A caesura
which either falls at 2 or 3 or else is bridged entirely so hard to accept
is the regular occurrence of clause boundaries at 1% (e.g., Od. 5.15 {oxe
6 8’ ob dlvarar...) and even on occasions at 1 (e.g., I/ 5.147 m\j¢’,
amo 6’ abxévos Gupov . . .). If word divisions at points in the first half of the
line other than 2 or 3 always (or very nearly always) fell only between
words closely related to each other within some larger unit (e.g., Od. 5.4
Zebs/iWBpeuérns), then the contention that the A caesura is bridged unless

2The desire for symmetry was, in fact, Porter’s main motivation in altering Frankel’s
colometry. A similar wish for cola of roughly equal lengths in the second half of the line
as well led him to substitute 9 for 7 as an alternative (to 8) for the C caesura.

187/, 5.13, 42, 43, 44, 59, 69, 70, 86, 89, 92, 93, 97, 100, Od. 5.2, 15, 25, 28, 33, 39, 42,
49, 52, 56, 59, 76, 82, 84, 88, 89, 95, 96.
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realized at 2 or 3 would be more convincing. As it is, the existence of
lines with clause boundaries at 13 (and even at 1) seems to compel the
view—supposing that one is entertaining a four-colon theory at all—that
the A caesura can be realized at points other than 2 or 3 regardless of
whether a word-end also occurs at 2 or 3.

In this respect it is Frinkel’s original system with its four regular
alternatives for an A caesura at 1, 13, 2, or 3 that does proper justice to
the distribution of clause boundaries in the first half of the line. Indeed,
the preferred locations for the major divisions in the language of the
verse, or, as he termed them, for “strong sense-breaks’ (starke Sinnes-
einschnitte), was one of the starting points for Frinkel’s theory and
furnished its real statistical base. Using figures for the frequency of
punctuation marks as a rough index, Frinkel demonstrated that “strong
sense-breaks” are concentrated at positions in one or other of three
groups: at 1,1%,2, and 3, at 5 and 5%, at 7 and 8. These three groups
become, as we have seen, the A, B, and C caesurae with their various
alternatives. When there is no “‘strong sense-break” at any of the alter-
natives for a particular caesura, so the argument continues, there will
normally be some “weaker sense-break” down to the level of a mere
division between words.

Now, in general, Frinkel’s colometry does reflect quite well, from the
standpoint of sense and syntax, the structure of the great majority of lines
in Homeric verse.!4 This, however, at least as far as the first half of the line
is concerned, is scarcely remarkable. Simply as a function of its own length
and of the length of words in the Homeric vocabulary, the first half of the
line (unlike the longer second half) will usually be composed of a single
pair of units in the form either of two individual words (e.g., I/ 5.6
Naumpov/Taudalvpar) or of a word and a word-group (in either order; e.g.,
Il. 5.1 &6’-ad/Tvdeidy, Od. 5.6 uvnoauévy:/uéle-yép-of) or of two word-
groups (e.g., I/. 5.8 &poe-0é-pv/kara-péooor).!5 In these circumstances the
postulated A caesura cannot help but mark the single “sense-break’ in
the first part of the line. This, however, requires no theory of composition
by cola to explain it; it is simply the consequence of the filling of the
given interval with words and word-groups of the standard lengths
available.

Matters would, of course, be very different if the A caesura always (or

WThis has been well demonstrated by Ingalls (0p. cit. [above, n. 9] 11), who properly
corrects the impression created by Kirk’s critique in which, somewhat unfairly, Porter’s
colometry alone is tested against the sense of the verse but the theory of cola as ¢ whole
found wanting (0p. cit. [above, n. 5] 88 f.).

5Following Frinkel’s guide-lines on appositives, I find that this is the case in 74 out
of the first 100 lines in the I/iad sample and in 76 out of the first 100 in the Odyssey
sample.
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very nearly always) marked the clear “‘sense-break’ between two initial
units regardiess of whether or not the first half of the line consisted of a
single pair of words/word-groups. Such, however, is not the case. In a
significant number of lines where three or more words/word-groups are
involved the first half of the line does #o# divide unambiguously into two
components at one of the alternative positions for the A caesura. Quite
often areal ambiguity exists either between two of the regular alternatives
—e.g., Il. 5.2 8Gke pévos xal-fdpoos (13 or 3?), Od. 5.99 Zebs tué-y’ ppdyer
(1 or 2?)—or else between a regular alternative and 3% or 4—e.g., I/. 5.7
Totév-ol whp daler (3 or 47?), 90 otr’-dpa éoxea loxer (2 or 47).1% In the latter
case the caesura 4y definition always occurs at the regular alternative,
since in Frinkel’s system a postponed caesura at 3% or 4 only occurs when
a single “heavy word” (schweres Wort) or word-group spans all four of the
preceding positions. But the automatic preference of a regular alternative
over 3% or 4 does not, of course, necessarily reflect the realities of sense
and syntax in context. Admittedly, there are very few instances in which
a regular A caesura is followed by what is clearly a more significant
“sense-break” at 33 or 4 and in which, as a result, the colometry conflicts
violently with the sense and syntax. A conflict of that type may be seen,
for example, in Od4. 7.34:

vol /Bofioww Tol ve/memolbTes /drelpat

Here the A caesura must fall at 1% according to Frinkel’s colometry. Yet,
clearly, if the first half of the line is to be divided into two units according
to sense and syntax, the division must come at 4: »uai fofow /7ol ve/. . .
However, as pointed out, such extreme conflicts between the postulated
colometry and the sense and syntax are rather rare.!” Much more frequent
are those ambiguous instances (such as 7/. 5.7 and 90, above) in which
neither a regular alternative nor 3} or 4 functions as the single “sense-
break” between two clearly differentiated units. Actually, in many such
instances, if the first half of the line is to be divided into units at all, the

16Statistics here are inevitably somewhat subjective. However, to give a rough idea of
the frequencies involved, in the first 100 lines of the I/iad sample there are some 23 lines
with more than two words/word-groups in the first half; in only ten of these, I find,
does the first half of the line divide unambiguously into two initial cola (e.g., 7/ 5.17
tyxeos,/obd"—EBaN’ abrov, 52 BaNhew/dypia wavTa). The corresponding figure for
the Odyssey sample is eleven out of 23. The lines in which there seems to me to be no one,
single, obviously dominant ““sense-break” in the first half are I/, 5.2, 7, 14, 22, 29, 31,
36, 70, 71, 89, 90, 92, 95, Od. 5.8, 16, 25, 26, 40, 44, 51, 56, 68, 82, 99, 100.

7]t was, however, essentially instances of this type that led Rossi (above, n. 9) to
jettison Frinkel’s ruling that the A caesura is realized at 3} or 4 only as a result of
‘““postponement” caused by a single “heavy word” (or word-group) of more than six
morae occupying first place in the line. Rossi allows 3} and 4 to function as regular
alternatives for the A caesura even when preceded by a word-end at 1, 1}, 2, or 3.
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most natural division, as A. M. Dale pointed out,!® seems to be not into
two units, but into three: e.g., I/. 5.92 woA\&-8’/im’-abrob/épya . . . , Od.
5.82 &AN'-8-y'/ém’-dxTiis /k\ale.

The theory of cola has concerned us here because it offers an explana-
tion of the restriction on word-ends at 3% and 4. Unlike Frinkel and
Porter, who find a single reason for the restriction at dosk points, namely
the regular bridging of the two points by the second of the four postulated
cola, G. S. Kirk offers separate explanations for the restriction at eack
point. Moreover, considerations of sense and syntax play no part in his
explanations, which operate purely at the rhythmic level of avoided word
or word-end sequences. The restriction at 4, he suggests, results first from
a general tendency to avoid the coincidence of word-end and metron-end
except at 8, and secondly from the specific avoidance of awkward effects
caused by a heavy word (i.e., a word starting at 1} or earlier) ending at 4
and followed immediately by a monosyllable preceding the caesura at 5:1°

() e=ve/=/

But, on the one hand, I would question whether there actually is any
significant tendency to avoid a coincidence between word-end and metron-
end. In addition to 8, relatively high word-end frequencies are also found
at 2 and 10. Moreover, such a tendency, even if it exists, does not help to
explain the core of the restriction at 4, which is not against the occurrence
of word-ends per se, but only against their occurrence without a preceding
word-end at 2 or 3. On the other hand, the second suggested factor, while
relevant to the restriction proper, applies only in the context of the
masculine caesura at 5, and in Homeric verse there is in fact a slight
preference for the feminine caesura at 5%. The restriction at 3% Kirk links
with the much stronger restriction at 7% and argues very plausibly that
the two restrictions have the combined function of inhibiting undesirable
sequences of more than two “trochaic cuts” in succession, especially
when such sequences are unbroken by word-ends at intervening points:2°

33 73
VARV AT RV Ty YRS
51

13 2 9%

But despite its schematic neatness this solution is not borne out by the
facts. If the restriction at 3% is primarily concerned with limiting the
number of successive trochaic cuts without intervening word-ends, then

18“Greek Metric 1936-1957, Lustrum 2 (1957) 32.

190p. cit. (above, n. 5) 95.
2074, 95-102.
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lines with the sequence 13-33-5% ought to be by far the rarest in that
comparatively small group in which a word-end occurs at 3% without a
preceding word-end at 2 or 3. Such, however, is not the case. In our I/iad
sample, for instance, there are 27 lines in which a word-end at 3% is not
preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3; the sequence 13-33-5% is found in six of
them. The corresponding figure in the Odyssey sample is five occurrences
out of 18. Actually, in the Odyssey sample the sequence 11-33-51 is the
commonest in the restricted group, while in the I/iad sample it shares that
status with the sequences 1-33-5% and 13-34-5! Kirk’s explanation cannot,
then, be correct, since the very sequence that the restriction is above all
supposed to suppress turns out to be one of the more readily tolerated.

To reach a more satisfactory solution to these problems one must, I
believe, return to the position (i) that the restriction both at 3% and 4
has a single explanation and (ii) that the explanation is to be elicited by
looking beyond the raw statistics for word-end occurrence to take into
account the relationships of words in context. Also, I share with Frinkel
and Porter the view that (iii) the restriction proper, i.e., the inhibition on
word-ends at 3% and 4 unless preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3, is very
much a secondary effect whose ultimate cause is something altogether
larger and more fundamental. For Frinkel and Porter the restriction was
the result of composition by cola. Here, however, I shall suggest a basic
cause of an entirely different nature. I shall suggest that the restriction
is the result—actually, a rather minor result—of a previously undetected
principle of composition which limits, directly and drastically, the words
which may normally sfars at 3% and 4.

As a first step in explaining this principle, I propose to focus attention
on three individual examples:

I/, 5.69 Hdawy &' dp’ émedve Méyns, 'Avrivopos viby
356 duevov - fépu 8’ Eyxos txéxkhito kal Taxé irmw

112 wdp 6¢ ords Béros wkd draumepes eképua’ dHuov

Now in each of the above lines the word starting at 3% or 4 is a part, or
element, of some clearly identifiable syntactic unit. In the first line
émegre is an element of the clause M4dawor 8’ &p’. . ., etc., in the second
éyxos is an element of the clause 4épu 8’ . . ., etc., and in the third d«o is
an element of the phrase Bé\os xt. Now each of these units itself started
at a definite point earlier in the line. The clause I#dawor 8’ dp’ . . . started
at O (i.e., at the beginning of the line), the clause #ép. 6’ . . . at 2, and the
phrase Bélos dxi at 3. In the first line, then, we can say that the word
starting at 33/4 continues a unit that started at 0, in the second that it
continues a unit that started at 2, and in the third that it continues a
unit that started at 3. This relationship between a word and the syntactic
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unit which it continues may be represented by putting an initial bracket
at the start of the unit and an asterisk in front of the new word beginning
at 31/4:

I/, 5.69 (Ilhdawov &' dp’ *émwedve . . .
356 Huevov- (%ép. 8’ *éyxos . . .
112 wap 8¢ ords (BeNos *akd . . .

Now the principle of composition whose operation in Homeric verse I
wish to establish concerns this very relationship between the word
starting at 33/4 and its syntactic unit. Roughly put, the principle limits
words starting at 31 and 4 to those which continue units which themselves
started no earlier than the beginning of the line or which, if they did start
earlier than the beginning of the line, will subsequently be complete at
the caesura.?! In the great majority of instances, as I shall demonstrate,
the word starting at 33/4 continues a unit which itself started (as in the
three examples above) either at O or at 2 or 3. Occasionally, however, the
starting point of the unit continued is 1 or 13. Examples are I/. 5.480,
where ¢i\py continues a phrase (4M\oxév 7e pidpr) which started at 1, and
I/. 5.318, where viév continues a phrase (éov ¢pilov vibv) which started at 13:

&0’ (&hoxov Te *Ppihgy E\vov kal vhmiov vidy
% uév (éov @ilov *viov vmetédeper moNépolo

Occasionally, too, the word that starts at 33/4 continues a unit which it-
self started earlier than the beginning of the line but which is subsequently
complete at the caesura. An example is Od. 5.371, where Baive continues a
clause (abrdp 'Odvooeds . . ., etc.) which started in the previous line but
which is subsequently complete at 5% (completion of a syntactic unit will
be represented, as below, by a final bracket):

abrap 'Odvooels
aud’ &l dotpari *Baive)

Exceptions to the principle, i.e., instances in which a word starting at
1/4 continues a unit which started earlier than the beginning of the line
and which is still incomplete at the caesura, are extremely rare. As we
shall see, there is only a single instance in each of our 1,000 line samples.
Perhaps the most important point to appreciate is that the principle
defines not so much a regularity in the structure of the individual lines
as a regularity in the development of the verse as a whole, the term “‘verse”
being here used to mean the continuous flow of language which repeats,
line after line, the given metrical pattern of the hexameter. In effect, the
principle determines what may normally be added, or brought into, this

«

2From here on the term “caesura” will be used exclusively, and without further
qualification, of the medial caesura at 5, 5}, or 7.
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flow of language as it expands, line after line, across the two points in
question. In the majority of lines, as one can tell simply from word-end
statistics (above, 214), no new element is added either at 31 or at 4; the
two points are spanned by a single word. But in approximately one line
out of every three some new word does start at 33/4. This new word,
however, is almost always a mere continuation of some syntactic unit
which has started just beforehand (i.e., no earlier than the beginning of
the line) or which, if it has not started just beforehand, will be complete
immediately afterwards at the caesura. Even in these instances, then, the
two points are still spanned by a single entity which will be complete
immediately afterwards if it did not (as it usually does) begin shortly
before. The only difference is that the bridging entity, instead of being a
single word, is a syntactic unit of two or more words. The principle thus
regulates the introduction of new words at 32 and 4 in a manner com-
plementary to the bridging of the two points by a single word.

Before we can start to substantiate the principle with an analysis of the
relevant lines in the two samples, there are certain matters that require
clarification and comment. First, the unit continued by the new word
added at 3}/4 must in every instance be understood to be the unit
directly continued. Thus, in /. 5.112 (above) the unit continued by axb
is the phrase Bélos ¢xi that started at 3, not the clause wép 8¢. . ., etc.,
that started at 0. In a sense, of course, the clause is also continued, but
continuation is indirect and is effected via the continuation of the phrase.
Secondly, it is not part of the present theory that a “sense-break” will
always have occurred at the starting point of the unit continued. Con-
tingently this may well be so, as, for example, in I/. 5.356 (above), where
a major break has obviously occurred at 3. Often, however, there can
have been no break at all, as is clearly the case, for example, in Od.
5.108, where the unit continued (i.e., the phrase & véorw) started at 3
immediately after the prepositive conjunction érép:

olkad’* arap (& *véare 'AByvainy dNirovro

Thirdly, one should bear in mind that the word added at 31/4 does not
always continue a unit which has developed without interruption since
it was first introduced. In /. 6.6, for example, ¢é\ayya continues a phrase
(Tpdbwr pdhayya) which started at O but which was then interrupted by
the verb phte:

Alas 8¢ mpdros Tehauwvios, épkos 'Axaldv,
(Tpawy piite *¢pdrayya
Sometimes, as in the above example, the interruption is quite substantial.

More often, however, in this particular area of the line the intruding
element is merely a particle or conjunction, as for example in I/ 5.82,
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where the unit directly continued, i.e., the phrase aiparéesoa xeip, was
interrupted by the conjunction §é:

(alpatécaoa 8¢ *xelp medlw wéoe

A fourth matter of some importance concerns those instances in which
something more than an individual word is added at 33/4. Consider the
following example:

I/. 5.461 (Tpwas 8¢ arixas *odhos “Apns bTpuve pereNdisy

The word that starts at 4 is the attributive adjective odhos. This adjective
itself introduces a syntactic unit, namely the phrase odlos “Apys. Now,
clearly, it is the phrase as a whole, not the individual word, that directly
continues a unit that started at a point earlier in the same line, since it is
the phrase, not the word, that is an element of the clause Tpwés 8¢. . . ,
etc. Here, then, it would be more accurate to speak of the u##is that starts
at 4 continuing a unit that itself started no earlier than the beginning of
the line. To avoid misrepresentation, therefore, I shall use the indefinite
term “‘material” to cover both single words and units of more than a
single word introduced at 3} /4. Actually, in the great majority of instances
the material introduced at 33/4 does consist solely of an individual word.
Even short phrases are seldom introduced there, and the introduction of
a clause is rare in the extreme, there being only a single instance in the
two samples, i.e., Od. 6.285:

(&s epéovary, *euol 8¢ k' bveidea Tadra yévorro

A further matter requiring comment is my use of the term “complete.”
In saying that the unit continued by the material introduced at 33/4
will normally be complete at the caesura if it started earlier than the
beginning of the line, I do not mean to imply that the unit necessarily
ends there. In 1/. 5.579, for example, the clause 7év uév &p’ . . . , etc, which
began in the preceding line, is brought to completion at the caesura by
its verb wvite:

76V pév &p' 'ATpeidns dovpikhetrds Mevéhaos
éoradr’ Eyxel ¥vbke) kata k\jida TvxHoas

The clause does not, however, end at the caesura, being subsequently
continued by the participial construction rara x\jida rTvxhoas. In such
instances, though, this later continuation is irrelevant. What matters is
that prior to the caesura the development is such that the unit continued
by the addition of material at 3%/4 is first brought to completion and
could end there. The term “complete,” then, is here used strictly with
reference to a particular moment in the development (i.e., the caesura).
It implies nothing as to the unit’s final end point.

Finally, there is the matter of postpositives. In our analysis we should,
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I believe, disregard all lines in which the material introduced at 33/4
consists solely of a postpositive (e.g., I/. 5.85 Tudetdny &’ obx *dv yvolns)
or of two postpositives in succession (e.g., I/. 5.421 Zed warep, % pé *7i *po
kexohdaear). This is not because a postpositive is somehow not an indivi-
dual word in its own right, but because in the context of the verse’s
development the introduction of a postpositive is equivalent to transition
across a point without any introduction of new material. This may appear
something of a quibble, but I believe that it is the correct deduction to be
drawn from the following facts. First, at the two points in the line at
which new material is a/ways introduced, i.e., at the start of the line and
at the caesura, a postpositive is never introduced.?? Secondly, at the one
point at which the introduction of material per se is severely restricted,
i.e., at 7%, the introduction of postpositives is freely folerated. In the Iliad
sample, for example, postpositives account for the material introduced
at 7% in 36 out of a scant 48 instances, and in the Odyssey sample for 42
out of 53. It seems, then, that in the development of the verse the intro-
duction of a postpositive is #of equivalent to the introduction of material
of other sorts, and that we are therefore right in setting aside such in-
stances in a separate category. In our J/iad sample postpositives alone
are introduced at 33/4 in 29 lines and in our Odyssey sample in 37.%

We are now in a position to substantiate the principle with an analysis
of the 297 lines in the I/iad sample and the 312 lines in the Odyssey sample
in which new material other than a postpositive or postpositives is
introduced at 33/4. What we seek to prove is the following:

That, normally, any material introduced into the verse at 3% or 4
continues a syntactic unit which itself started no earlier than the
beginning of the line or which, if it did start earlier than the be-
ginning of the line, will subsequently be complete at the caesura.

1) In 75 lines in the I/iad sample and in 77 in the Odyssey sample
material introduced at 3%/4 continues a unit that started at 3: I/. 5.2, 8,

20f the caesura this is not quite true to the letter. There are actually six instances in
the entire I/iad and Odyssey in which either a postpositive is introduced at the caesura
or else there is no caesura at all: I/, 3.205, 220, 10.453, 23.668, Od. 4.544, 18.376.

BIl. 5.53, 61, 85, 94, 172, 195, 232, 246, 298, 340, 385, 392, 402, 411, 421, 472, 511,
532, 567, 591, 592, 595, 601, 684, 689, 739, 762, 901, 6.38, Od. 5.6, 29, 39, 48, 120, 161,
215, 278, 286, 309, 347, 356, 357, 363, 364, 369, 389, 411, 442, 6.55, 57, 66, 119, 154, 182,
216, 242, 284, 292, 301, 303, 7.22, 55, 71, 103, 159, 174. As postpositives I have counted,
with one exception, only those words which cannot and do not figure as first word in a
clause (see esp. K. J. Dover, Greek Word Order [Cambridge 1960] 12 f.). The exception
is 87, which occasionally does introduce a clause (e.g., 09 767’ éwerr’ fparo...). I have
not, however, included those parts of elul and ¢qut which are generally enclitic but
which also figure quite regularly as first word in a clause and which, unlike postpositives
proper, are occasionally introduced at the caesura (e.g., 04.3.188 € udv Mvpuidbvas/
*bao' ENOéuer).
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18, 24, 60, 63, 64, 67, 74, 88, 105, 112, 116, 131, 136, 148, 161, 184, 187,
196, 197, 214, 215, 230, 240, 278, 296, 303, 330, 331, 344, 362, 371, 374,
377, 378, 384, 394, 395, 398, 433, 438, 456, 457, 467, 490, 517, 528, 535,
545, 553, 555, 564, 572, 608, 656, 665, 672, 683, 699, 715, 718, 820, 863,
876, 880, 902, 903, 907, 6.7, 13, 25, 57, 80, 87, Od. 5.27, 36, 37, 44, 51, 55,
61, 63, 80, 98, 106, 108, 183, 193, 210, 223, 242, 289, 294, 327, 334, 352,
366, 377, 390, 402, 409, 421, 425, 439, 445, 449, 455, 461, 465, 6.25, 28, 33,
37, 42, 50, 51, 67, 77, 84, 95, 123, 158, 164, 166, 173, 177, 200, 218, 241,
271, 274, 305, 317, 326, 7.2, 3, 23, 26, 38, 40, 66, 67, 69, 95, 99, 109, 113,
135, 139, 147, 149. In somewhat less than half of these instances the unit
continued is a clause. Particularly common are those in which material
is added to (i) the relative pronoun &s, #, &8, etc., or (ii) the anaphoric
pronoun 6, %, 76, etc., +06¢/8’. Examples:

1) I/ 5.378 Alveiav, (8s *euol mavrwy moAd dpiktards éariv
11) I7. 5.371 unrpos éijs+ (3 8’ *dykas éNafero Buyarépa v

In the majority of other instances a phrase is continued by the addition of
a noun or equivalent (i.e., a pronoun or substantival adjective) to (i) a
preposition or (ii) a modifier (i.e., an adjective, dependent genitive, de-
monstrative, or article). Examples:

i) Od. 5.27 pmoriipes & (&v *wmi mahiumerés dmovéwrrar
i1) I/ 5.215 el py &yw (r4de *76ta Ppaewd &v wupl felny

Also fairly common are instances in which (i) a modifier is added to a
noun or equivalent, or (ii) some element is added to kai. Examples:

i) 1L 5.112 wap 8¢ oras (Béhos *okd Siaumepds éépva’ Suov
if) Od. 6.271 &X' io7ol (kal *éperpd vetv kal vijes &oar

2) In 49 lines in the I/iad sample and in 52 in the Odyssey sample
material introduced at 33/4 continues a unit that started at 2: I/. 5.17,
52, 118, 126, 129, 162, 167, 171, 174, 204, 222, 223, 267, 310, 313, 321,
349, 356, 363, 376, 382, 396, 406, 428, 434, 454, 466, 481, 484, 495, 529,
606, 621, 648, 721, 781, 794, 806, 853, 870, 881, 893, 6.2, 16, 41, 46, 51,
56, 69, 0d. 5.12, 57, 73, 94, 101, 105, 139, 160, 162, 164, 212, 216, 267,
271, 273, 281, 300, 323, 339, 422, 423, 462, 484, 6.11, 44, 130, 132, 138,
147, 161, 165, 174, 184, 187, 189, 201, 205, 220, 225, 247, 249, 268, 277,
283, 291, 293, 299, 308, 7.106, 114, 118, 154. In approximately half of

these instances the unit continued is a clause. Example:
0d. 5.139 &ppérw, (el wv *kelvos Emorplvel kal dvdrye

In most of the other instances a phrase is continued (i) by the addition of
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a noun to a modifier, conjunction, or preposition. Less common are
instances in which (ii) 2 modifier is added to a noun. Examples:

1) I/.5.376 obré ue (Tudéos *vibs, dmépfupos Avousdys
ii) Od. 7.114 &fa 8¢ (évdpea *pakpd mepikaot Tneféwrra

3) In nine lines in the I/iad sample and in ten in the Odyssey sample
material introduced at 3%/4 continues a unit that started at 13: 7/. 5.169,
251, 318, 430, 536, 611, 625, 888, 6.86, Od. 5.131, 150, 408, 451, 6.56, 69,
153, 7.29, 64, 152. Examples (in the first the unit continued is a clause,
in the second a phrase):

i) Od. 5.150 #.', (¢mel 89 *Znwos emékhver dyyehbdwy
it) 77 5.430 7abra 8’ ("Apm *603 kal 'Affvy wavTe peNfoe

4) In eight lines in the I/iad sample and in ten in the Odyssey sample
material introduced at 3}3/4 continues a unit that started at 1: 7/. 5.89,
147, 219, 480, 519, 533, 624, 759, Od. 5.110, 133, 200, 260, 295, 304, 370,
6.20, 167, 287. Examples (again, in the first the unit continued is a clause,
in the second a phrase):

i) 17 5.147 7AE’, (dmo &' abxévos *Guov &pyafer 55’ awd vrov
i1) Od. 5.200 ot 8’ (¢n’ ovelad’ *érotua wpokelpeva xetpas talhov

5) In 146 lines in the I/iad sample and in 153 in the Odyssey sample
material introduced at 33/4 continues a unit that started at 0: 1/. 5.7, 14,
16, 22, 23, 29, 35, 36, 42, 43, 59, 69, 70, 71, 82, 90, 92, 100, 101, 103, 122,
127, 137, 139, 154, 160, 177, 181, 185, 188, 199, 207, 224, 228, 237, 245,
257, 263, 271, 273, 275, 277, 283, 299, 300, 304, 312, 314, 323, 336, 338,
341, 342, 347, 353, 355, 360, 361, 364, 365, 370, 373, 375, 381, 383, 393,
404, 405, 420, 422, 442, 461, 475, 510, 516, 537, 538, 539, 540, 543, 547,
554, 570, 571, 580, 584, 593, 603, 604, 609, 616, 617, 630, 635, 638, 641,
643, 652, 660, 670, 671, 675, 677, 680, 726, 749, 758, 761, 765, 796, 799,
800, 802, 805, 809, 812, 815, 817, 824, 825, 832, 837, 843, 850, 858, 859,
862, 877, 890, 891, 892, 895, 896, 898, 6.6, 10, 12, 23, 29, 37, 45, 52, 65,
73,77, 83, 0d. 5.16, 25, 35, 40, 41, 46, 49, 56, 76, 82, 88, 96, 103, 113, 114,
118, 129, 137, 141, 151, 170, 173, 179, 182, 184, 187, 190, 195, 198, 202,
208, 218, 226, 237, 241, 243, 244, 246, 247, 248, 257, 258, 261, 262, 263,
265, 275, 276, 285, 290, 292, 298, 319, 326, 331, 341, 355, 358, 361, 376,
379, 397, 400, 401, 407, 410, 413, 418, 427, 428, 440, 447, 448, 450, 464,
487, 6.1, 4,9, 12, 13, 26, 27, 34, 48, 52, 60, 62, 72, 86, 100, 102, 107, 110,
116, 117, 149, 150, 151, 155, 162, 163, 171, 180, 188, 190, 195, 203, 212,
221, 227, 228, 231, 243, 255, 256, 273, 285, 300, 314, 325, 329, 7.14, 18,
28, 30, 32, 34, 47, 48, 53, 54, 56, 60, 68, 73, 76, 82, 86, 88, 90, 92, 100,
117, 120, 123, 134, 140, 153, 157, 160, 167, 171. In the great majority of
these instances (roughly, in four out of every five) a clause is continued,
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most often (i) by the addition of its verb, but also frequently (ii) by the
addition of some other element. Examples:

) I.. 5.7 (rotéw ol wp *dalev 4mo kpaTods Te kal duwy
11) I7. 5.355 (edpev émeira *udxns &’ dpioreps Bobpov *Apna

In the other instances the unit continued is generally (i) a phrase (often
an interrupted phrase—see above, 223—continued by its noun); also not
uncommon are (ii) participial constructions (usually continued by the
participle itself). Examples:

1) I/.5.92 (woA\a &' v’ alrob *épya kathpime kaN' alfndv
1i) Od. 5.49 (r9v uera xepoiv *éxwv wéreto kpatls dpyerddvys

Note how in these and similar examples one identifies the unit directly
continued (i.e., respectively, the phrase and the participial construction)
and not the larger and more obvious units (i.e., the clauses) that also
started at O (see above, 227).

6) In nine lines in each sample material introduced at 33/4 continues
a unit that started in the preceding line but which is subsequently
complete at the caesura: /. 5.3, 289, 503, 579, 813, 886, 6.54, 59, 79, Od.
5.74, 78, 371, 481, 492, 6.91, 140, 7.11, 15. In every instance the unit
continued is a clause, the material introduced at 33/4 being usually the
verb. Example:

0d. 6.91 Tal & am’ amivys
elpara xepoiv *E\ovro)

Note that in certain instances the clause, though complete at the caesura,
does not end there (see above, 226, and the example quoted).

7) In a single line in each sample material introduced at 3%/4 continues
a unit that started in the preceding line but which is 7o subsequently
complete at the caesura:

Il.5.634 s ToL avéyky
wrocoew 068" *EovT phxns ddafuove Pwri;
0d. 5.287 % udha 67 pereBobAevoay feol EANws

aud’ 'Odvaie *tueto per’ Albidémeoawy Ebvros

These two instances are the only exceptions to the principle in the 2,000
lines of the samples. In each case a participial construction (&vre udxns
adafuont @wrl, tueto per’ Alfibmesow ébvros) is added at 3% to a clause
(rls Tou. .., etc., # pdha 8% . .., etc.) that started earlier than the be-
ginning of the line. Since the participial construction is itself incomplete
at the caesura, the clause which it continues is also incomplete there.

If it be granted that the facts are substantially as presented in the
above analysis, the question now remains of how the principle as a whole
is to be interpreted. It is, I would suggest, essentially a means of simplify-
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ing and regularizing the composition by maintaining at 3% and 4 a kind
of zone across which, line after line, the development of the verse is
characterized solely by the continuation of that which started shortly
before (i.e., no earlier than the beginning of the line) or which, on the
rare occasions when it did not start shortly before, will be complete
immediately afterwards (i.e., at the caesura). More often than not, what
is continued is simply an individual word that spans both points in
succession, or else, what is tantamount to a single word, the sequence of
a postpositive (or postpositives) following a word of some other type
(see above, 224 f.). On the remaining occasions, when new material
in the form of a non-postpositive word or phrase does start at 3% and/or 4,
what is continued is the syntactic unit of which the material introduced
is an element. The principle thus generates, as the verse develops line
after line over the zone in question, the effect of an invariably smooth
transition in which new additions are consistently kept within strict
limits. This regular effect of a smooth transition in the development of
the verse across points 3} and 4 is an aspect of the epic’s poetic form. It
is something which is expected and sensed by the poet’s audience, i.e., by
the listener or reader. It is a norm which the poet himself realizes as a
limitation on the range of syntactic patterns which he will regularly
employ in the development of his verse across that part of the line.
Though logically independent of it, the principle fits well with the
theory of oral composition. Clearly, the limitation on the range of syntac-
tic patterns which the principle defines is an example of the very type of
simplification and standardization which is both essential to, and typical
of, impromptu composition by oral verse-makers. It could well be argued,
then, that the original function of the principle was to bring about pre-
cisely this simplification and standardization of syntactic patterns as an
aid to the poet in the line-by-line development of his verse. The suggestion
would still be reasonable even if the Homeric poems as we have them
were not themselves orally composed, since it would be quite feasible to
suppose that the limitation remained in effect by inertia even after its
simplifying function had been outmoded by the advent of literate com-
position and by the lifting of the pressures and requirements of the old
oral method. What makes it, to my mind, doubly likely that the principle,
at least in its origin, has to do with the circumstances and needs of oral
composition is the fact that the two points where there is a limitation on
the introduction of new material, 3} and 4, immediately precede the
caesura, which is the one point inside the line at which new material must
always be introduced. I would suggest, then, that in the context of oral
verse-making the principle may well have been a device to simplify the
composition at the crucial time when the poet is reaching the point at
which he must invariably bring in new material. In the development of
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the verse over the first half of the line point 3 is the last point at which he
may introduce something radically new. Thereafter, and until the caesura,
all that he may normally add is a continuation of some unit that either
started shortly beforehand or else will be complete immediately after-
wards. The poet is thus afforded, by the restraints of his habitual practice,
a sort of bridge over which the verse is brought uneventfully to the
caesura and the inevitable introduction of new material there.24

All that now remains is to relate the principle limiting the introduction
of material at 3%/4 to the much narrower restriction with which this
study started, i.e., the restriction on word-ends at 31 and 4 unless preceded
by a word-end at 2 or 3. Here I would suggest that the rarity of word-ends
at 3% and 4 not preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3 is not the result of a
specific inhibition against that particular phenomenon per se, but rather
a structural side effect of the limitations on the introduction of material
at 33/4 during the development of the verse. As we have seen, material intro-
duced at 3% /4 usually (i.e.,in approximately nine instances out of every ten)
continues a syntactic unit which started either at O or else at 2 or 3.
But whenever material introduced at 31/4 continues a unit which started
at 2 or 3, the word-end at 33/4 will ipso facto be preceded by a word-end
at 2 or 3. Turning now to those instances in which material introduced at
33/4 continues a unit which started at 0, we note that by far the com-
monest are those in which the unit continued is a clause. But when a
clause starts at 0, in most instances its introductory elements will extend
as far as 2 or 3, and the word-end at 33/4 will thus, in these circumstances
too, be preceded by a word-end at 2 and/or 3: e.g., I/. 5.7 rolév oi wbp
dalev . .., 14 0f 8’ 8re 6% axedov fjoav . . . . Sometimes, of course, the intro-
ductory element(s) will extend only as far as 1 or 11, in which case there
may well be no intervening word-end at 2 or 3: e.g., 7/. 5.23 4\\’ “Héararos
¢pvro. Rarely, though, will a word-end at 3%/4 follow 7o preceding word-
end earlier in the line (one such infrequent instance is J/. 5.671 uepuhpite
8’ érera . . .). On balance, then, among instances of this commonest type
of all (i.e., those in which the unit continued is a clause that started at 0),
instances in which a word-end at 3%/4 is not preceded by a word-end at 2
or 3 are fairly rare. This relative scarcity, when taken in conjunction with
all those instances in which a word-end at 3%/4 is necessarily preceded by
a word-end at 2 or 3 simply because material introduced at 33/4 continues
a syntactic unit that started at 2 or 3, is sufficient to account for the

%This line of argument is supported by the existence of a corresponding bridge and a
corresponding limitation on the introduction of material at the four points which
immediately precede the line-end, i.e., 9, 93, 10, and 11. Looked at from a different
standpoint, points 9, 93, 10, and 11, like 34 and 4, also precede a point at which new
material must always be introduced, i.e., point 0 or the beginning of the following line.
The facts pertaining to this other bridge are given in my thesis (above, n. 1), 107-185.
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over-all infrequency of instances in which a word-end at 331/4 is not
preceded by a word-end at 2 or 3. Such instances, of course, are only
comparatively rare. In absolute terms they occur not that infrequently
(see above, 214), and among those instances in which material introduced
at 34/4 continues a unit that started at 1 or 13 or in the preceding line
they are by no means uncommon. We conclude, then, that the apparent
restriction on certain word-end sequences in the first half of the line is no
more than a minor and fortuitous consequence of the much more fun-
damental limitation, defined by our principle, on the syntactic units
normally continued by material introduced at 3% and 4 in the course of
the verse’s development.

ErinpaLE CoLLEGE, UNIVERSITY OF ToRrRONTO
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