SHORT ACCUSATIVE PLURALS IN GREEK
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Recently (Glotta 42 [1964] 138-65) Anna Morpurgo Davies has argued
that Doric linguistic features are absent from the language of Hesiod.
Her conclusions on this score are generally convincing,! but I find un-
convincing her explanation of the origin of one of the features in ques-
tion, the accusative plural of feminine nouns ending in short -/as/. For
the moment I do not consider whether such forms are Doric or not.

Briefly, Mrs. Davies’ explanation is this. At an early stage of the
Greek language the accusative plural of o- and a- stems was -#/ons/ and
-x[ans/ respectively. Subsequently, but at a time when dactylic oral
epic was already being composed, these forms developed two allo-
morphs: -/ons/ and -/ans/ occurred before vowels, -/os/ and -/as/ before
consonants. Later -/ons/ and -/ans/ developed to -/o:s/ (=ovs) and
-fa:s/ in Attic-Ionic, and the short forms were eliminated from the
colloquial language. But they remained in epic formulae in precon-
sonantal position whence they later spread to prevocalic position as
well, but only in Hesiod, and only in a-stems.2

Three questions concerning this interpretation spring to mind: (1)
How did the short forms of the accusative plural come to be used
before a vowel? (2) Why do such forms not occur in Homer? (3)
Why do they occur only in a-stems?

(1) Short accusatives are discernible in Hesiod only before a vowel,
and they have metrical utility only there. And yet, according to Mrs.

T But there is one certain Doric form, réropes “four” (rérop’, Op. 698; réropes,
fr. 267), as Mrs. Davies admits (149-50).

21 do not wish to assert that the development sketched by Mrs. Davies is impossible:
indeed it actually took place in Thessalian, Arcadian, Theran, and Coan both in a-
and o-stems (C. D. Buck, The Greek Dialects [Chicago 1955] 68). I do, however, deny
that this explanation will do for Hesiod.



618 WILLIAM F. WYATT, JR. [1966

Davies, they originated before a consonant. How did they come to
be used before a vowel? One would imagine that as the short forms
were replaced by the longer forms in everyday discourse, they would
be similarly replaced in verse. One would not expect the original
distribution of allomorphs to remain. Mrs. Davies (162) answers this
question by assuming that in the process of aoidic variation on formulae
a formerly preconsonantal short accusative plural came to stand before
a vowel. One might legitimately object that formulaic variation
ordinarily (though certainly not always) preserves the metrical shape
of the phrase. Thus if a poet were to vary moAas Puyds, he would
most likely simply substitute another word of similar metrical shape
for Juxds, say kovpas, rather than on the basis of that formula create
something like 7oAas doidds. And it is of course clear that one
short-vowel form at least, peravaiéras (Th. 401), could not have
appeared in any formula with a long final syllable, since it would be
metrically impossible, and that this word, at least, must be analogical to
something. But one must probably grant that if short-vowel forms
could arise before consonants, and if they were preserved by the tradi-
tion, it would have occurred to some aoidos to use them before vowels
as well. Hence my raising of the question of how these forms came to
stand before a vowel is not intended so much to call attention to a
weakness in Mrs. Davies’ argument as to stress, as she does (162), the
obvious metrical utility of short accusative plurals.

(2) But their very metrical utility makes the fact that they do not
occur in Homer even more difficult to understand.? Mrs. Davies

3 There are, though, three variant readings with -ds in Homer. One, Oniéas, in

Il. 5.269,
AdBpn Aaopédovros vmoaywv Onéas immous,

can be dismissed immediately: it is not a shortened form of the feminine fyAeids, but
rather is the masculine form used for the feminine (Davies 156, note 3). The second,
mpopaveloas at Il. 8.378,

ynbijcer mpopavévre dva wroléuoro yedipas,

(of Hera and Athena) is more interesting. Clearly it cannot be the correct reading
(cf. Leaf ad loc.), but is one attempt (of many), this one dating back at least to Zenodotus,
to correct the seemingly anomalous mrpoavévre (or mpopaveiod feminine dual). The
third example, wAevpds in Od. 17.231-32,

m0AAd of dudi kdpn odéla dvdpov éx malapdwy
o3 I ’ 4 7
mAevpal dmoTpipovor Odpov kdra Baldopévoro,
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explains this most striking fact by accepting the argument that Hesiod
was an oral poet and not merely a linguistic imitator of Homer. If
such is the case, he might have preserved some formulae or linguistic
features which happen not to occur in Homer, and of which Homer was
ignorant. But not everyone believes that Hesiod was an oral poet,*
and for those who do not, her argument loses much of its force. And
even if one accepts that Hesiod was an oral poet, the argument is still
unconvincing. For surely Homer would have known of the possi-
bility of using short accusative plural forms before a vowel, had old
formulae containing such things existed, just as he knew of the habit of
using és before a vowel (Davies 163-64). It will not do to say that
Hesiod, who was in the same linguistic tradition as Homer, knew for-
mulae stemming from more or less remote antiquity which were un-
known to Homer. The possibilities are two: either Homer knew of
these forms but considered them infra dignitatem; or he did not know of
them at all because they either had not yet come into being in his own
day, or were not in use in the area in which he lived.

(3) With one exception, to which we shall return later, all short
accusative forms are of a-stems, even though short o-stem forms would
have been equally convenient metrically. Mrs. Davies has no con-
vincing explanation for this fact, and her attempts at an explanation
(157, note 2) are half-hearted. She recognizes it for the serious ob-
stacle to her hypothesis that it is.5

is interesting only because Epicharmus later used this form (see below, note 37). Did
Epicharmus have this passage in mind, thus indicating that the variant reading is an old
one? Or did the scribe of the Homeric text, remembering the form from Epicharmus,
introduce the accusative here in order to avoid what seemed to him a syntactic difficulty ?
Or is this simply a coincidence—either pure and simple, or is there something about the
word itself which lent itself to the creation of a short accusative ?

4 Mrs. Davies (158-59) following Notopoulos and Hoekstra (refs. Davies 158, note s).
But in order to convince, she must demonstrate not only that Hesiod was an oral poet,
but that he was a poet in an oral tradition independent of the Homeric. This has in
fact been maintained by J. de Hoz, “Poesia oral independiente de Homero en Hesiodo
y los himnos homericos,” Emerita 32 [1964] 283-98, but has been, correctly, denied by
J. Hoekstra, Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes= Verhandelingen der kon.
Nederl. Akad. van Wetens. Afd. Letterkunde, n. s. 71, no. 1 (Amsterdam 1965) p. 26.

5 In Pindar there are a number of variae lectiones involving short accusative plurals or
o-stems, but they are all highly unlikely (Davies 152, note 3). In Ol 1.53, kaxaydpos
is indeed metrically possible, but not at all necessary. A. Turyn (Pindari Carmina cum
Fragmentis[Oxford 1952]), prints kaxaydpovs. In Ol. 2.71, paxdpwv vdoos, an accusative
plural, would better suit the phrase paxdpwy vijooiar in Hesiod, Op. 171, the phrase on
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Taking these points together, we find that short accusative plurals
are metrically useful forms restricted to a-stems, appearing only in
certain poets. A situation of this sort indicates that a purely phonetic
explanation of the phenomenon is impossible, and that we should seek
some morphological reason for it. What is there in a-stems that would
favor the creation of accusative plurals in -/as/?6

A-stems are peculiar in that they can be broken up into several
classes. One class, composed of masculine nouns, differs from the

which this one may well be based. Mrs. Davies says that the reading here is metrically
possible, but not satisfactory, but this seems overstated : it is perfectly satisfactory, whether
or not metrically possible. Turyn (2.78) prints the singular vdoov. In Nem. 3.29, éoAds
alvely, either a singular or a plural would be possible: it depends on whether the state-
ment is generic or specific. It seems better to take it as specific, and hence read the
singular €oAov as Turyn does. The forms at Nem. 1.24 and Nem. 3.24 are unmetrical.
Nem. 10.62, jpévos, is surely wrong. The meter allows either a long or a short here,
but the sense demands the singular 7juevov which Turyn prints. Only Castor was
seated in the tree. But the reading jjuévos is doubtless old, and stems from an attempt to
account for the fact that Castor and Pollux are rarely apart, and for Pollux’ subsequent
rapid appearance. Not one of these forms is secure, and many are impossible, and
hence Pindar does not provide early evidence of short accusative plural forms of o-stems.
There are no short a-stem accusatives in Pindar. The only other possible early o-stem
accusative occurs in the quite definitely non-Doric Archilochus (116 D):

kai Prigaas opéwv Svomaimdlovs, olos fv én’ 1iPys,

for which some write Suorairdlos. But Hephaestion (15.8, p. 50 C., quoted by Diehl)
allows a cretic in that position. As Mrs. Davies says, the problem is essentially metrical,
and does not affect our question.

6 An alternative line of approach, suggested by the referee of this paper, but mentioned
first by A. v. Blumenthal (Hermes 77 [1942] 103~4), answers the third of my objections
and is not affected by the first. According to these scholars the ending -ds is the ending
of consonant stems simply transferred to the a-stems. Von Blumenthal did not say
how this transfer can have occurred, but the referee suggests as a bridge relations such as
evmarpis with acc. plur. edndrpidds beside edmarpidys, edmarpidas, with the accusa-
tive plural of the first being used for the accusative plural of the second. This suggestion
is a good one as far as -5, -(87s formations go, and perhaps (e.g.) dapddvidds might have
been taken as the accusative plural of 4ap8avidys rather than of Adp8awis. There is,
though, the question of gender, since -is forms are all feminine, -{8s all masculine, and
it seems perhaps unlikely that an accusative plural feminine would be used for a mascu-
line. There is also the further objection that if the consonant stems were involved,
we might expect to find -as used in consonant stems sporadically in place of -ds (Davies
157). For these reasons I feel that the consonant-stem ending as such had nothing to
do with the use of -ds in @-stems: it seems unlikely that one well-understood ending
should be substituted for another well-understood ending. But it is not impossible
that the coexistence of words in -is and -{8ns from the same stem had something to
do with the spread of -as once constituted, though there is no specific evidence to which
one could point in support of such a development.
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feminines in having a nominative singular in -ys (-as) and a genitive in
-a@o. Also some masculine g-stems have a nominative-vocative allo-
morph -, such as kvavoyaira and inméra. Theother class, that of the
feminines, contains two sub~classes, the one composed of nouns in -1
with accusative -yv,7 the other of nouns and adjectives in -d, -av. But
there are no sub-classes in the plural, and all g-stems have exactly the
same endings there. Hence if it should happen that one type of
a-stem should for any reason develop a short allomorph -/as/ in the
accusative plural, all other types might be expected sooner or later to
pick it up also as a legitimate variant.

Short accusative plurals can have originated in only one place, it
seems to me, and that one place is the masculine a-stems. Most early
speakers of Greek, in hearing or possibly even reading the Homeric
poems, would have been much struck by forms such as irméra, kva-
voyaira (nominative and vocative), and the like, forms for which they
in their own speech had immdrns and kvavoyairns if they spoke
Attic or Ionic, immdras and kvavoyairas if they spoke any other
dialect. The Homeric forms contained a short vowel where their
own dialect contained a long. But Homer never used these words
in the accusative plural: in fact he rarely used them in any forms
other than the nominative and vocative.8 Later writers were there-
fore free to speculate on what the plural forms of these nouns might be.
Clearly the most obvious possibility would have been -/a:s/, for that
was the regular accusative plural of masculine a-stems, but clearly, too,
the relation of the nominative singular forms -s (-ds) and -& would
thereby be obscured. Hence some at least hit upon -/as/. This form
rested on the proportion: as -s (~ds) of the nominative singular is to
-d, also of the nominative singular, so must -ds of the accusative plural

7 I omit fed and other nouns in -& (-&s) such as Navoikda, Peia, Alvelas, etc., which
constitute another class. These show -a throughout, even in the genitive plural fegv
(Th. 41).

8 Declined forms are: alyunti (II. 4.87), alypunmiv (freq.), alypunrd (dual, II. 7.281),
alyunral (1. 2.453, 12.419), alyunrdwy (freq.). But this word is unusual in the context
of short nominative-vocative forms, for the Homeric nominative is ordinarily aixmrnjg,
of which the above forms would be ordinary declensional forms. Alyuznrd occurs but
once (Il. 5.197), and seems a secondary analogical form to words like éz7dra. For the
rest we find only kvavoyaiy (twice) from kvavoyaira (twice), kvavoyaiTys (twice);
vedeAnyepérao (freq.), Ovéorns (Od. 4.517), Bvéary (1. 2.106). But hereagain Ovéor’
(II. 2.107) may be analogical, and the regular nominative @véorns. Edpvdma occurs
both as a nominative and as an accusative.
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stand to x; x clearly has to contain a short vowel, hence -ds. There-
upon -ds could spread to other, feminine nouns, until all a-stem nouns
and adjectives could have either -as or -ds in the accusative plural, the
choice depending upon metrical requirements. The stages of this
spread of -as would most likely have been from masculine nouns with
nominative in -d to (1) masculine nouns in -ns (with vocative in -a);
(2) feminine nouns and adjectives in -d. But in fact this does not
happen in non-Doric poets, and the only d-stem feminine prior to
Theocritus to show -ds in the accusative plural is Hesiod’s *Apmruas
(Th. 267), and we shall see that there was a different cause for the crea-
tion of this form. Apparently the fact that the relation of nominative
singular -d to accusative plural -as was clearly correct and well known
in these forms, served to prevent the spread of -ds to them. Short
accusative plurals occurred only where there was a contrast, real or
fancied, in the nominative singular between long and short forms.
Hence short accusative forms spread directly to (3) feminine nouns in
-n (-a). This development of a new allomorph -ds may strike the
reader as artificial, and perhaps will seem the work not of poets but of
school-masters. But the difference between poet and school-master
may not have been great in any event, and we may recall that Tyr-
tacus, with whom we may begin, was in fact a school-master. The
following treatment applies only to non-Doric poets.?

For Tyrtaeus a phonological explanation is excluded by the lateness
of his date and the obviously literary, as opposed to oral, character of
his work. He must have either created these forms on some analogy,
correct or otherwise, or have imitated somebody else’s usage in this
matter. If he was imitating anybody, it must have been Hesiod, but it
seems best provisionally to assume independent creation.

In fragment 1.14 D we read:

3 , [ )
GWLUU]EUOVTGS OTLooW

|xairas dmép xedadis.

9 Short forms occur also in Doric poets like Epicharmus and Theocritus (in his Doric
poems), and it is possible that they do reflect some (literary) Doric dialect. Cf. D. L.
Page, Alcman, The Partheneion (Oxford 1951) 131-33. One then wonders whether the
development I have sketched for non-Doric poets can have obtained also for Doric
poets, and further whether it affected Doric prose usage. We shall leave this question
aside for the moment, regarding the non-Doric and the Doric developments as inde-
pendent, though possibly parallel. We will attempt a synthesis in our conclusion.
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We do not know to whose yairas the poet is here referring, though it
seems probable that they are a horse’s; and we know that it is an inde-
pendent word and not the second element of a compound, not from the
papyrus, but from the fact that Tyrtaeus does not run words over from
the first to the second half of the pentameter. But the form is almost
certainly an accusative plural, and the vowel is definitely short. It is
short because Tyrtaeus felt that he had an analogy or example in
Homer. Xaity occurs in Homer in two forms. The first is the
simple yairn, which appears rarely in the nominative (twice) and accu-
sative singular (once), but more frequently in the plural: nominative
(seven times), accusative (five times), and genitive (twice). But the
word also appears as the second element of the compound kvavoyairys,
an epithet of Poseidon.®  Kvavoyaiys as such occurs at Od. 9.536 and
Il. 20.144, and the dative kvavoyairy is also exampled. But beside
these more or less regular forms there also occurs kvavoyaira in both
nominative (Il. 13.563, 14.390) and vocative (IL. 15.174, 201, Od. 9.528)
function. Tyrtaeus seems to have been uncertain about these forms,
and felt that they were subject to reinterpretation. His reasoning (or
that of his model) must have gone somewhat as follows: since yairn
can appear in the nominative singular both as a spondee (yair,
-xairns) and as a trochee (~yaira), a similar relation of quantity must
exist in the plural also.  Thus since yairn and -yairnshavealong vowel
-ds in the accusative plural, -yaira must have a short vowel -ds. And
which form one chose to use in one’s verse would depend on the metrical
requirements of the verse. How deeply Tyrtaeus thought about the
matter, I do not know, but he did presumably follow some line of
reasoning similar to that which I have presented. In any event his
short-form accusative plural derives from a possible interpretation of
linguistic relations seen in the Homeric poems, and should not be seen
as a regular phonological development of -/ans/ to -/as/.1!

10Tt is used once of a horse (Il. 20.224), really Boreas in disguise, and in the hymn to
Demeter (357) it is used as an epithet of Hades.

11 The Homeric scansion of plural forms of yalrn may also have aided Tyrtaeus in
his creation of yalrds. In the Iliad yatras occurs scanned as a trochee before a vowel
(1.529, 23.284); as a spondee before a consonant (23.367), or at the end of the line
(6.509, 15.266, 22.401), the only position in which yairas occurs (10.10, 14.175, 21.407).
In all these cases a trochaic stem yatrd- would work as well as yaurd-. In the Odyssey
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This explanation of yairds will seem contrived, but it may seem less
so when we look at the other two short accusatives in Tyrtaeus:

mpeaPuyevéas Te yépovras: éEmeira 8¢ dnudras dvdpas. . . (3a.5 D)
deomdras oluwlovres Suds dloyol Te kai avrol. (5.4 D)

Both dnudras and Seomdras are accusative plural masculine a-stem
nouns. As such they had two nominatives: deomdrys, the general
Attic-Ionic form, and 8éomora, a form which occurs as a vocative in
what appears to be a formulaic & 8éomor’ dvaé (Arist. Pax 9o, Men.
312.5) varied to dva¢ 8éomora (Arist. Pax 389, fr. 598). Adeomdra does
not happen to occur as a nominative, but there were forms in Homer
ending in -ora, most notably the frequent and formulaic inméra,
beside the later immdrys. It seems clear that both Snyudras and deo-
méras were formed on the basis of the Homeric iwmdra and speculation
as to what the accusative plural of such a form would be. Epic inmora
beside later {rmérys should have as its accusative plural«immdrds beside
later {mmdrds. All other formations in -rns ~ -rd would behave the
same way.

In Tyrtaeus the only metrically clear accusative plural forms to occur
were short, and we have seen the analogy on which all were created.
In Hesiod long (i.e. regular) forms also occur, and it is not always easy
to find the analogy on which the short forms arose. I shall first treat
of those Hesiodic forms that conform to the explanation given for
Tyrtaeus, and in a measure confirm it, and then will investigate the
normal accusative plural forms in -/a:s/, and will only then discuss
individually the short vowel forms. For it is not enough only to
explain how short forms arose. We must also explain why the long
forms also appear.

Aiblomds re Awyis re i8¢ Zidbas Ermmuddyovs (fr. s5).

The nominative of this word is Zkdfys, but the vocative Zkifa also
occurs (Theognidea 829, Arist. Thes. 1112), and hence it fits into the
pattern of a-stem masculines for which short accusatives are formed.
This example is all the more impressive, and strikingly supports my

the word always appears at the end of the line, thus in a metrically noncriterial position.
Thus Homer provided the model for trochaic scansion (or spondaic with following
consonant making position), which Tyrtaeus followed. We shall see below, with
Hesiod, the significance of the Homeric metrical model.
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contention that there is a connection between nominatives in -/a/ and
short accusative plurals, because of the existence of the line,

évbdde Dowiooas vijas kai ITépaas éXdvres,

in Simonides 96.3 B4.12 The vocative of IIépons, when used in the
meaning “Persian,” is ITépoa (LS] s.v.), though as a personal name it is
Ilépon. And in all Greek, so far as [ know (cf. Kiihner-Blass, Grie-
chische Grammatik 1.387), I1épans and Zkifys are the only ethnic nouns
to have a vocative singular in -fa/. The fact that both occur in poetry
with short accusative plural -/as/, and are the only ones so to do, cer-
tainly argues very strongly for a close connection between nomi-
natives in -/a/ and accusatives in -/as/.13

maidas &’ fuare mdvra €ob peravaréras elvar (Th. 4o01).

Meravaiéras is a hapax, probably a creation of Hesiod himself, though
he may have had II. 24.488 in mind for the formation:

A 5 v s
kal pév mov kelvov meparéTar dudls édvres.

But the Homeric form provides no clue as to the quantity of the final
vowel, and indeed if anything, because of the word’s appearance in
Homer before a vowel, might give the impression that the final syllable
should be short. In any event, using the same sort of analogy as with
the other forms so far discussed, Hesiod created a *ueravaiéra, with
accusative plural peravaiéras.

12 This is the famous Salamis epigram (IG 12 927), the authenticity of which has often
been questioned. Particularly dubious is the second distich of the poem, that with
which we are concerned, containing as it does a short accusative plural and an early
distinction between Medes and Persians. But recently A. L. Boegehold (GRBS 6
[1965] 179-86), following a fresh examination of the stone, has concluded that there is
no reason to impugn the genuineness of these lines (186): “In the absence of other
specific objective evidence, there seems little reason to reject the tradition that the epi-
gram was originally composed in two distichs, those which are preserved in substance in
Plutarch and Favorinus.” He feels that ITépoas speaks for the authenticity of line 3.

13 Herodian (2.16 L) cites vavras and Zkvfas in support of his statement: 76 & éxret-
véuevoy émi wAnBuvTicdv alriaTicdv of Awpets ovaTéovat vadras Zxvbfas. It is
interesting that he should cite only masculine nouns in -ys, thus providing support
for my hypothesis. And it is further interesting that he should choose a form from
Hesiod. This suggests that possibly vavras also comes from poetry (cf. Th. 876),
and that the explanation of Doric origin for short-vowel accusatives may have been
devised more or less ad hoc to explain these forms in Hesiod; or if not, at least that it
originally applied only to poetry, and not to ordinary Doric usage.

2I+T.P. 97
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The following forms with long vowel occur:14

Th. s3: 7as év Ileply Kpovidy réxe marpl pryeioa.

Th. 220:  ai 7° avdpdv 1€ Bedv 1€ TapaBacias épémovary.

Th. 631: dvriov dAMjoiae Sud kpatepds oulvas.

Th. 663: papvduevor Tirfjow dva kpatepds doulvas.

Th. 712:  éupevéws éudyovro 81 kparepas douivas.

Th. 675: mérpas HAfdrovs oriBapijs év yepalv éxovres.

Op. 645: éooerau, €l Kk’ dvepol ye kakds dméywow dijras.

Op. 828: 6pvibflas kplvwy kai SmepBacias dleelvwr.
In many cases we can say definitely why the ending contains a long
vowel. Th. 631, 663, 712 clearly contain the well-known Homeric
formula; Op. 828, if genuine,'s may well recall the familiar

ﬁé agotl G’Veal.s, d"yw, zV’ éTerBaO'L’aS‘ &WOTZ(T'HS
of Od. 22.168; and Th. 220 may be modeled in turn on Op. 828. It

is also clear that none of these forms would fit the verse if the last
syllable were short.  Th. 675 is a simple variation of Il. 16.35:
mérpar 7’ YA{PaTor: 87 ToL véos éoTiv dmijvs.

The other two forms, 7as and kakas, though without any specific
Homeric analogies, need no defence. Both are forms of feminines in
~/a:/ formed to masculines in -/os/ or -/o/ in which there could be no
question of a nominative in -/a/. From this summary of the facts it
appears that Hesiod uses long accusative plural forms when he is merely
repeating or slightly modifying Homer, and in adjectival or pronom-
inal forms. A further condition is of course that of metrical neces-
sity: he would never shorten an accusative plural only to render it
thereby impossible for use in his verse.10 We may expect, then, that

14 Mrs. Davies also includes Odpavidas among forms with a long vowel because of

Th. s02:
Odpavidas, ods dijoe marijp deaippoovyoiy.

I prefer to leave this form as indeterminate because light syllables could be treated as
heavy in epic verse before caesurae and punctuation. We cannot be absolutely sure
here that the syllable is not long by position.

15 F, Krafft, Vergleichende Untersuchungen zu Homer und Hesiod= Hypomnemata 6
(Géttingen 1963) 71, feels that this verse was “eindeutig als Anschlussvers zu der in
manchen antiken Ausgaben folgenden *Opvifloudvrera eingeschoben.”

16 Notice that v. Blumenthal’s explanation of the short vowel forms as being those
of Hesiod’s own dialect, and the -as forms as cases of epic lengthening (Hermes 77 [1942]
104), though highly unlikely for a number of reasons, will adequately account for the
Hesiodic situation.
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Hesiod will use short forms of the accusative plural when he departs
from or reinterprets Homeric models.’?

A situation similar to that encountered with peravaiéras occurs with
“Apmuias in Th. 267:

fukduovs 0 “Apmuas, *Aeld 7’ *Quvméryy Te.

There is no exact Homeric parallel, though the word does occur three
times in the Odyssey: dpmuiar dvnpelifavro at the end of the verse
(1.241=14.371, 20.77). Again what Homeric evidence there was, in-
dicated that the final syllable was short. Buttressing this impression of
course was the nominative “Apmuia with short -a at Il. 16.150. But
there were probably no other personal names in -via which had plural
forms, and Hesiod was therefore free to create such a form. Here
masculine nouns in -rys (-rd) could not provide the model, but the
opposition between personal names in -6 ( Tpiroyéveia, Eldelfuia) and
abstracts in -y (dAnfein, dvadeln, unrpvuf) could. Since the accusative
plural of abstracts was -as, then the accusative plural of personal
names, if it could occur, would be -as. But perhaps the combination
of the fact that Homeric poetry scanned the word — - with the short
vowel in the nominative singular was enough to suggest the creation
of -ds.

There seems to be no linguistic analogy, only a formulaic one, for
Op. 564 and 663 :

S N > ¢ ’ \ \ bl ’
€01’ av & ébrjovra pera Tpomas fellowo.
Tpara mevriikovTa petd Tpomas Neioo.

Mrs. Davies correctly points out (162) that the phrase corresponds to
the Homeric Od. 15.404:

"Oprvyins kabimeplev, 60u Tpomal Hellowo;

and this correspondence doubtless explains why Hesiod was tempted to
create #7pomd and hence Tpomrds. The Homeric poems provided no
evidence as to the quantity of the nominative singular (the word
occurs only once in Homer), and indeed could not be used in the mean-
ing “solstice” in the nominative singular. Homeric rpomal gave
Hesiod the clue only that the word contained two short syllables when

71 omit from consideration here elpas (so Rzach) of Th. 804, as does Mrs. Davies
(152, with note 1), and for the same reasons. See below, note 30.
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placed before a vowel. Here we find the metrical model, but not the
linguistic. Presumably Hesiod created this form only after he had
come to feel that all accusative plural forms of a-stems could contain
short vowels. Alcman (17 Page) clearly adopts the quantity of Hesi-
odic Tpomds in adapting the phrase to 7eda Tpomds.!8

Another deviation from Homer seems to occur in Op. 675:

\ P ’ ’ \ E4
Kal Yeluwy emiovta NOTOLO TE 85(.]/(15‘ anTas.

dewas is particularly striking because it is the only adjective form in
Hesiod to show a short accusative plural. But as Mrs. Davies points
out (162) there is again a formulaic analogy in the Homeric II. 15.626:

dyvn Smexpidln, avéuoio 8¢ Sewds anrn.

* A%y in this line has been much discussed.  Schol. A ad loc. (Aristoni-
cus) argues against the reading Sewos drjrns which makes of a7y a
masculine noun, and adduces as a parallel for ewos the phrase kKAvros
‘Irmodduewa (Il. 2.742).  But Schol. BT to the same line favors arjrys,
for the masculine gender makes the word more emphatic, and this
doctrine seems to be continued in Hesychius’ arrn: mvorj: OnAvkds con-
trasted to d1j7ns* dvepos: dpaevikds. Eustathius (1509.48 ad Od. 4.567)
apparently read mvelovras instead of mvelovros at Od. 4.567,

dAX’ alel Zepvpoio Aiyd mvelovros drjras,

18 Tpomds in turn seems to have given rise to dvroAds in Theocritus (s.103). The
other short-vowel form in Alcman, Alas (fr. 68), seems influenced by Homer also, but
in a different way. The vocative of Ajax ordinarily contained a short vowel (II. 7.288,
13.68, 824), but once in Homer (Il. 23.493) is long. Whatever the explanation of the
long vowel (cf. Leaf ad loc., and W. Schulze, Quaestiones epicae [Giitersloh 1892] 415-16),
it provides us with the contrast between long and short vowels necessary for the creation
of short accusatives, and in this case for the creation of a short nominative. As there
was the possibility in Homer of both a long and a short vowel in the vocative of Aias,
so there was the possibility of the same variation in the nominative.

Perhaps worth noting here is a possible discrepancy in the meaning of 7pomraf between
Homer and Hesiod. There is no question that by 7pomai Hesiod intends ‘‘solstice.”
But there is question as to what Homer meant. Some (Eust. 1781.20, cf. LS] s.v.)
took it to mean the place where the sun turns around, i.e. where it sets, and this seems
the most reasonable interpretation of the Homeric passage; while others (*“alii,” Ebeling,
Lexicon Homericum 2.348) felt that it means “‘solstice” in Homer as well. Hesiod seems
to have understood Homer to mean by rpomai the place where the sun sets, and set out
to correct what he felt was a mistaken usage on Homer’s part. He emphasizes the
correction by utilizing the Homeric scansion and position in the verse, but with the
““correct” (i.e. Hesiodic or Boeotian) meaning and quantity.
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thus holding that dsjrys is a2 masculine noun, and that Hesiod’s use of
the feminine is wpikddrepov. All moderns are in agreement that only
drjrn as a feminine is historically correct.’9 But ancient authors were
unaware of this, and were at a loss to explain the Homeric phrase as
early as Hesiod. There seem to have been three schools. One (etymo-
logically) correctly held that dsjm (feminine) was the proper form,2°
while another held that the correct form was d7rns.2t  But Hesiod
seems to have had a view of his own in this matter, a view that suited
his metrical requirements.

Hesiod knew that dij7y was feminine, but knew also that Homeric
concord with it was queer. I believe that he felt that somehow Homer
had slipped up and had incorrectly made of dajry a masculine noun.
But this slip suggested to him the possibility both of correcting Homer
and of creating a striking phrase reminiscent of Homer. The Homeric
ending of this noun, -77s, brought as77 into the class of nouns like
tmrméra, which had an alternative nominative in-a.22  Assuch it could
have a short accusative plural in -rdas. This fact he could not demon-
strate by modifying the Homeric formula, for in Homer the word
appears at the end of the line. In order to show that he was aware
both that Homer was wrong in the gender of d»jr, and that d7jras was
a possible epic form of the accusative plural, he made the adjective
agree with it not only in gender, number, and case, but in quantity as
well. In this he did as Empedocles later did with his pvplas dpas
(115.6 D) and the author of the Rhodian chelidonismos with his kadas

19 E. Risch, Lexicon der friih-griechischen Epos; Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 1.501
with note 9; E. Fraenkel, Gesch. d. griech. Nomina agentis, 2 (Strassbourg 1912) 134-35
with note 1; M. Leumann, Homerische Wrter (Basel 1950) 268 with note 13; Mrs.
Davies (162, note 3) goes so far as to refer to the *“supposed masculine dsjys (still accepted
in LSJ s.v.),” implying that such a form never existed.

20 Simonides 41.1 B4+=90.1 Page, Poetae Melici Graeci; Bacchylides 17.91 Snell7;
Sappho 2.10, 71.7, 20.9 Lobel and Page.

21 Apollonius Rhodius 1.423, 4.1537; Theocritus 22.9 (in an Ionic poem reminiscent
and imitative of Homer); Kerkidas 2a.12 D; Callimachus’ (fr. 110.53) 84Avs drjr clearly
represents his witty stand on the question of the gender, together with a reminiscence
of OnAéas immovs, Il. 5.269: see above, note 3. Other cases of fjAvs with feminine
nouns in Homer include: 05jAvs éépon (Od. 5.467), “Hpn 07)vs éodoa (Il 19.97). All
instances of drjr7s as a masculine occur either in poetry in the Homeric vein, or derive
directly from the phrase Sewds dajrys.

22 This was the class to which Bacchylides and Simonides, with their dyra or dfjra,

thought it belonged. Wilamowitz (Griechische Verskunst [Berlin 1921] 300) felt that
dnra was a normal Lesbian masculine taken as a feminine by Ionic poets.
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pas (848.2 Page). I feel, then, that Hesiod in Op. 675 intended
Sewds drfrds.?3

There is no obvious linguistic or metrical analogy for the scansion
of Th. 60:

€ y ¥ ) !’ 4 ¢ ’ T 3 \
1) 8 érex’ évvéa kolpas ouddpovas, How doud).

In Homer kodpar occurs, almost always in the phrase kodpar dios
alyidyoto, referring either to the nymphs (Il. 6.420; Od. 6.105, 9.154,
13.356, 17.240) or the Muses (Il. 2.598) or the Awral (Il. 9.502). In
other occurrences kodpau refers to the nymphs (Od. 24.58), though not
in the same formula; and in I1. 9.396 to daughters of Helladic chieftains.
The accusative kodpas occurs twice in the Odyssey (20.66, 77), both
times scanned as a spondee with the second syllable in the arsis followed
by a vowel, but in neither case does it refer to the daughters of Zeus.
And in the Iliad at least, though xofpau itself forms a trochee only once
(9.396), the accompanying viugar and Modoar always form trochees.
There was, then, precedent for trochaic scansion of a-stems in phrases
involving xodpat, and Hesiod might have for this reason felt himself
justified in extending this scansion to the accusative plural, especially
when kofpat was used in the more or less technical sense of “ daughters
of Zeus.”

As a result of this association of kodpat, Motaat, and vijudar, Hesiod
came to feel that there existed a form kodpa beside kovp, the accusative
plural of which was kovpds. It remains only to show how he came to
this conclusion. Kodpa in fact occurs in late poets. It appears as a
vocative in Theocritus (27.52),24 Callimachus (H. 3.72), and Bion
(2.28).25 It is more than likely that this form owes its existence to the

231 do not know what Hesiod saw or heard in his text of Homer, but the above
reasoning would lead me to suppose that the variant dewos o’.n'-r'qg is as old as Hesiod.
In any event I do not see how Leumann (above, note 19) can state definitely that Hesiod
read dijry.

24 Whoever wrote this poem allowed the analogy of short nominatives to carry him
away, and a few lines later (55) created ulrpav. This form is ultimately based on
masculine compounds ending in -uirpys, such as alodopirpyy (II. 5.707), just as yairas
in Tyrtaeus was based on the masculine compound kvavoyaira.

25 Anacreon 74 (B. Gentili, Anacreon [Rome 1958]) has xovpa in the manuscripts, and
this was corrected to xofipa by Bergk and Wilamowitz. But Gentili himself prints
rovpn, which is likely to be correct, and the form is not of much use anyway, since it
appears at the end of the line.
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phrase viuda @idy (Il. 3.130; Od. 4.743), as suggested by Schwyzer
(Griechische Grammatik 1.558) and Gow (Theocritus 2.491).26  Niuda
itself occurs as a vocative also in Sappho (116 Lobel and Page) and
Callimachus (H. 4.215, fr. 66.2, 788 Pfeiffer), and the short accusative
plural based on it appears in Theocritus (4.29). Modoa, of course, has
an etymologically short -a, so occurrences of a vocative Modoa are not
unusual, but the appearance of the accusative plural Moioas in Bion
(14.1) is.  All these forms have a vocative in -d, and all three have short
accusative plurals in -ds, and of course all were connected in the minds
of the Greeks since both muses and nymphs were daughters of Zeus.
It was this intimate connection, plus the striking vYpda in Homer, that
brought xovpds into being.

Another possible instance of the short accusative plural, not men-
tioned by Mrs. Davies, occurs several times in Hesiod. I refer to
0éuioras (Th. 85, Op. 9, 221). We of course know from Homer
(Od. 9.112, 16.403) that the nominative plural of this word was 0éuiores
and that the noun was declined according to the third declension, but
Hesiod may have had doubts. At Th. 235 Rzach prints

o 4 \ ¥ IQ\ 4
olUveka vuepmis T€ kal 7mos, ovde Beporéwr,

on the basis of the manuscript readings: GHY feporéwr, I fepiabéwr,
Qb fGepuordwr. Clearly this reading best reflects the evidence of the
manuscripts and indicates that an ancient exemplar had feuioréwy.
But this of course does not prove that Hesiod used the form, and many
scholars would print feuiorwy here in spite of the manuscripts. J.
Wackernagel (Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer 4—5, note 3) attrib-
utes the form feptoréwv to scribes who interpreted fepioras (so
accented) as the accusative plural of an a-stem. He feels that Hesiod
himself intended fepiorwr-0éuioras declined according to the third
declension. I do not know about the accentuation, but that scribes
alone were responsible for feuioréwr, a form counter to everything
they must have known, seems incredible, especially if the manuscript
they were copying had feuiorwv. It thus appears most likely to me
that the form stems from Hesiod, and that it was he who inter-
preted Oeuioras as a first declension noun to which he formed

26 Cf. Leaf ad II. 3.130 for the explanation of this form, and suggestive connections
with masculine a-stems.
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feporéwv. The Homeric declension of this noun in the plural clearly
includes Oéuiares (Od. 9.112, 16.403), Oéuioras (frequent), but there
are no dative and genitive forms in Homer.2?” One would imagine
that when forming a genitive Hesiod would have chosen a form
fepiorwy after the consonant declension, but he may here again be
consciously departing from Homer.28

If Hesiod did indeed write feuioréwy, then he certainly felt that
fepioras, however accented, represented a short accusative plural
form. And perhaps it is this short accusative plural 8éuioras which

caused him by analogy to create fovAds:

Th. s34: otlvex’ épilero Povdas vmepuevéy Kpoviwwe.
Th. 653: 7uerépas dua BovAas Fmo {Sdov Hepdevros.

For in Homer we find BovAds and 8éuiaras occasionally connected,
perhaps most notably in Od. 16.402-3:29

aMa mpdta Oedv elpdpeba BovAds.
3 7 3 7 A} 4 4
el uév &’ alvijowor Awos peyddoo Béuiores,

and 9.112: Toiow & 0T’ dyopal BovAnddpor ovite Béuiores. And

27 The only early genitive forms occur here in the Theogony and in Pindar, fr. 228
(see below, note 28), and the only dative in Pindar, Pyth. 4.54. All early declensional
forms of Béuis have been collected by Frisk (Eranos 48 [1950] 8-10).

28 There seems to be no other direct evidence for an g-stem declension of Géucs.
Turyn prints Pindar, fr. 228 (= Schol. ad Pyth. 4.4):

AGA(ﬁOi 06[“{7‘(01/ }LQ’VTLES ’A?TOMCUVL’SO.L,

for the manuscripts’ (EGHCV) feplorwy Spuvwy with the variant reading (B) fepiordv
Suvwv. He is doubtless right in following Heyne in removing Suvawv, and may be right
in restoring feuirwy, but it is certainly suggestive and interesting that the only two
early cases of §éu.s in the genitive plural show uncertainty as to the form. B’s feptardv
might point to an a-stem form, but of course in Pindar the genitive plural should end
in -Gv. In SGDI 1.143 (no. 370) appeared the Thessalian inscription: -s *OpeordSa
Ovéfexe 761 Oeploorali]; but already on page 360 of the same volume Lolling’s reading
O@éuoore was recorded, and this is the form that appears in IG 1x 2.1236 which now
reads: -s Opeoral{]a dvéfexe rar Oéuioore. Hence this does not provide evidenceof an
a-stem. The only other evidence is morphological and most uncertain. The verb
feoredew might point to a xfeploTa, just as dyopevw and BovAedew pointsto dyopd and
BovAd. But E. Risch (Wortbildung der homerischen Sprache = Untersuchungen zur indo-
germanischen Sprach- und Kulturwissenschaft 9 [Berlin 1937] 282) feels that all these verbs
are analogical to BagtAevw.

29 There is an ancient varia lectio, Touodpot, for féuiores recorded in Strabo (328),
and Eustathius has Tuovpat (1760.47, 1806.37). It is difficult to see how such a variant
can have arisen, but it seems most unlikely that it provides any evidence for *féuiorat.
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further we find BovArjy as the object of feutorederw in the Hymn to
Apollo 25253 :

~ \
Tolow 8¢ 7° éydy vnuepréa BovAny
maot OeproTedorp ypéwy évi miovt vG.

Analogy with §éuioras is the only explanation I can find for Hesiod’s

creation of BovAds.3°

To sum up the investigation thus far: Masculine a-stems in both
Hesiod and Tyrtaeus have short accusative plural forms because of
fancied Homeric analogies. But Hesiod extended this license to in-
clude feminine a-stems as well: to d-stems only in the case of *Apmruias, 3!

30 Etpas, if that is the correct reading in Th. 804, may also be influenced by §éuioras.
Hesychius connects the word with épedmyua, and both Homer and Hesiod seem to have
also, for the connection of €ipy, BouvA, and @éuis was already made in the Odyssey
passage (16.402—-3) quoted in the text. This connection may also help toward a decision
concerning the etymology of this word. Frisk (Griechisches etymologisches Wrterbuch 1
[Heidelberg 1960] 466) connects it with épd elpnra “say,” as did the Etymologicum
magnum and Aristonicus before it (Leaf ad II. 18.531). But it seems, on the basis of the
phrase elpaduefa BouAds, that perhaps it should be connected rather with efpopat,
(< *erwomai—Frisk, GEW 1.467) “ask.” As Bould is both the wish and the assembly,
50 eipa is both the question and the assembly. Eipy), then, represents an earlier *erwa
(or xerwd).

31 One or two variant readings perhaps should be mentioned here. In his work on
Hesiod’s dialect (““Der Dialekt des Hesiodos,” Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie, Suppl. 8
[1876] 353-466) Rzach mentions (401) the reading wdoas é6é€aro recorded by F for
Th. 184:

dooar yap pabduiyyes améoovler aipardeooat,
mdoas 6é€aro Tata.

But he does not include this variant in the apparatus of his editio minor of 1908. J. Paul-
son, however, mentions it in his Index Hesiodeus (Lund 1890). Ihave no way of knowing
the strength of this variant, but a feminine paradigm including ndoa mdcavmacarmdoas
would certainly be plausible if one were ready to create short accusative plural forms.
Furthermore Theocritus later uses wdods several times (1.83, 4.3, 5.146), and it is at
least possible that Hesiod was his model. But the variant &njoas at Th. 521,

8fjoe 8 dAvkromédyor Ilpounbéa moukiAéBoviov,

based as it must be on the assumption that all final -ds could appear as -ds in Hesiod,
clearly results from semi-learned speculation. Of other such forms, we have already
treated Aias in Alcman (above, note 18). In addition is recorded vdAds (Theocritus
2.4), but this may not be the correct reading, and in any event is a vocative, in which one
would expect the short vowel: 7dAds simply replaces the vocative 7dAdv. The same
can be said of Palladas’ vocative rdAas (A.P. 9.378), but he is too late to be of any evi-
dential value, and the poem is otherwise written in the epic dialect. More interesting
and more serious is Rhianus’ Aiflos pédas (fr. 58 Powell=]. U. Powell, Collectanea
21%
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and to g-stems in all other cases. In Hesiod, though, we find in addi-
tion to linguistic analogies metrical analogies based on Homer.  dewds,
“Apmuias, peravaréras (?), Tpords all occur in the same position in the
verse in Hesiod and in Homer; and what is perhaps more important,
all the Homeric models, save Sewds, for which special factors intrude,
appear in the nominative plural with the final syllable correpted before
avowel. And we have seen, too, that the nominative plural had some-
thing to do with the creation of kovpas. Surely this is not due to
chance.

The nominative plural, like all other plural forms, was common to
all a-stems. But it alone of a-stem forms both could appear as a light
syllable before a vowel and contained a short /a/. Since both short
a-stems and long a-stems had -a: in the nominative plural, one could
not, merely by looking at the nominative plural, tell to what class the
noun in question belonged in the singular. Hence the nominative
plural could serve as a kind of bridge by which short accusative plural
forms could pass from nouns in -d to nounsin-a(-n). Itcould serve as
a bridge, however, only after the possibility of short accusative plural
forms had arisen on other grounds.  Another factor contributing to the
spread of short-vowel accusative forms from the masculine to the
feminine was the re-analysis of compounds.  For though Tyrtaeus took
kvavoyaita (masculine) as his base for the creation of a short accusative
form, he in fact used that form, yairds, as the accusative plural of the
feminine yairy.

Alexandrina [Oxford 1925]). But this is not what the manuscripts give. Choeroboscus,
from whom the Rhianus passage comes, is here (Bekker, An. Gr. 3.1463) discussing those
masculine nouns which end in -as, and reports that, whereas all nouns, like 6das, have a,
Adas and péyas regularly have a short final syllable, and Doric writers can shorten any
final syllables in -as. In support of his statement he adduces 87joas in Hesiod and Aiflos
wéyas. Because this phrase exemplifies nothing, and because uéyas had already been
mentioned above, Bekker emended to Alfos pélas, thus adding another to the small list
of Doric shortenings in forms other than the accusative plural feminine. But Bekker’s
emendation is not likely to be correct. Elsewhere Choeroboscus discussed the same
matter (Cramer, An. Ox. 3.283.11), and again cites Adas and péyas as forms which contra-
vene the rule. Hence these two words were always in his mind in connection with this
topic, and I thus feel that he is either quoting Rhianus correctly as an example of uéyas,
a regularly short masculine, or more likely, is misquoting the phrase Adas uéyas, again
to exemplify at one blow the two regular exceptions to his rule. There are therefore
no examples to support the rule -/ans/ > -/as/ in forms other than the accusative plural
feminine.
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Empedocles, too, allowed himself the license of a short accusative
plural form in 115.6 D:

1 \ ’ 2 3\ ’ 3y 7
Tpls pév pvpias dpas amo paxdpwy dddinobar.

And here, too, the nominative plural may have helped in the develop-
ment, for dpar in the meaning “seasons” generally appears in the
nominative plural in Homer and Hesiod, thus providing the connec-
tion with short a-stems. But this consideration may not have been
operative for Empedocles, and in any event more important for our
purposes here is that, in the passage in question, he is clearly recalling
Hesiod Th. 782 ff. In underlining his indebtedness to the Hesiodic
passage he used a Hesiodic (and hence non-Homeric) form. It is more
difficult to say what the immediate model for dSpas was, and I can do no
more than suggest two possibilities, which are not mutually exclusive.

It is possible that Empedocles was thinking particularly of rpomrds in
Op. 564, 663. The dpau are frequently mentioned in passages suggest-
ing Tpomral, perhaps particularly in Th. 58 (= Od. 10.469): dAX’ 57e 81) p°
éviavros énv, mept 8 érpamov dpar; and in Homer the numerous
passages pairing éros and dpar by means of the phrase kai émjAvbov
&par (Od. 2.107, 11.295, etc.). And indeed Schol. BHQ to 11.295 ex-
plicitly connects the two words in the note: mapfdfov of xaipol, &
éotw ai Tpomai. Apparently dpar could refer either to the seasons
or to their boundaries, the solstices and equinoxes. This connection of
wpas and Tpomds, plus the fact that dpas occurs in Hesiod (Op. 75) only
at the end of a line, where it could have been read as a trochee, might
have been enough to cause Empedocles to use dpas. Perhaps he then
added the irregular scansion of pvplas because of Hesiod’s phrase
dewas arnras.

The other impetus to create pvplas dpas may have come
from the imitated passage of the Theogony itself. There we find
(803-4):

Sexdrew 8 émpuioyerar 008’ émi Satras

£ k] 3 4 a ’ 14 > ¥
eipas €s abavdrwy, of *ONuma Sdpar’ éxovow.

The manuscripts here have elpéas, but Rzach’s reading may be correct,
and the Empedoclean passage may well provide evidence for this read-
ing, or at least for a reading containing -ds. For Empedocles was
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perhaps inspired to use a short accusative plural form precisely by a
similar form in the passage he was imitating.32

Another form, this one of direct interest to Mrs. Davies’ contention
that there are no Doric, particularly Delphic, influences in Hesiod,
occurs in a Delphic response (H. W. Parke and D. E. W. Wormell,
The Delphic Oracle, vol. 2 [Oxford 1956] no. 220, p. 91, quoting from
Oenomaus apud Eusebius P.E. 5.28). The oracle there responds to
Lycurgus’ inquiry, apparently concerning a constitution:

éws v pavreinpow tmooyeoias Te kai Gprovs
kai dikas &AMjdoior kai aAodamolor SiddTe.

This line would be impressive evidence for an independent tradition of
Doric short accusatives, were it not for the fact that it strongly recalls
a Hesiodic line (Op. 225),

ol 8¢ 8ikas Eelvoior kal dAodamoiar SiddTe.

We may therefore suppose in this case that the oracle is in fact remini-
scent of Hesiod, and that the short accusative form is used in order to
accentuate the Hesiodic connection.33

It is interesting that the oracle should have chosen dikas, for ik is
one of those few feminines in Greek to have a vocative in -d: dika
(Sappho 81b.1 Lobel-Page).3* We thus find another instance of coin-

32 The phrase kaddas dpas in the Rhodian chelidonismos (848.2 Page PMG) seems
clearly to be an imitation either of Empedocles or another imitation of Empedocles’
model. There are two other short accusatives worth mentioning. Mrs. Davies (152)
considers afpdas in the Hymn to Hermes 106 a short accusative:

\ \ A ’ 3 k4 < ’ »
kal Tas pév cvvélaooev és avAwov abfpdas ovoas.

But surely it was pronounced as a disyllable with contraction. There is, though, an
almost certain example provided by Stesichorus (7 Page PMG):

Taprnocol morapod mapa mayas dmeipovas dpyvpopilovs.

The chances here are good that Stesichorus provides us with another reminiscence of
Hesiod, for the incident described draws its inspiration from Theogony 287-94.

33 The reminiscence was noted by H. Troxler, Sprache und Wortschatz Hesiods (Ziirich
1964) 74, note 43. The oracle was clearly indebted to both Homer and Hesiod for its
verse technique (W. McLeod, ““Oral Bards at Delphi,” TAPA 92 [1961] 317-25), and
we may imagine also for the framing of many of its ideas.

34 Cf. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 1.558; Eva-Maria Hamm, Grammatik zu
Sappho und Alkaios=Abh. der Deutschen Akad. der Wissensch. zu Berlin 1951, no. 2

(appeared 1957) p. 147.
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cidence between the vocative in - and accusative in -ds as in the case
of Zkvbas above, a coincidence which again supports our hypothesis.
The fact that the oracle chose to modify a Hesiodic line containing
diras would tend to indicate that she (?) felt that the quantity of 8(kas
in Hesiod, where ambiguous to us, was short.35 'What the oracle felt
of course has only slight bearing on what the quantity actually was in
the Works and Days.

The only short accusative plural of an o-stem to appear before
Theocritus is in the Shield 302:36

mIE T€ Kal EAknddy: 7ol 8 WkUmodas Aayds rfpevy.

Clearly no great antiquity can be accorded this form, and it cannot be
used as early evidence for -/ons/>-fos/. It is further most striking
that the only early -/os/ form should occur in a work from which
-[as/ is excluded, and it seems therefore likely that a different, though in
principle similar, line of attack must be discovered to explain it. The
answer lies in the declension of Aaydis. The Homeric declension, Aa-
ywds Aaywod etc., later yielded by contractiona dayds Aaya (or Aayds
Aay®), and this declension remained in Attic. But a new declension
arose elsewhere, notably in Ionic (Bechtel, Die griechischen Dialekte
3.114-15), which had Aayds Aayod etc., just like any o-stem, the accusa-
tive plural of which was dayods. But beside this, even in Ionia, there
coexisted the declension in -ds, as witnessed by Hipponax (39.7 D), who
uses an accusative plural Aayd)s. Hence the two declensions existed
side by side, and as the accusative plural of Adayds was Adayds, i.e. the
nominative singular form served also as the accusative plural, so the
accusative plural of Aaryds became Aayds. It was again the presence of
a long-vowel declension beside a short-vowel one, as in the a-stems,
that called forth the anomalous Aayds.

Theocritus, perhaps alone of the poets we have had occasion to
mention, has a good Doric pedigree, and hence stands a better chance of

35 As in the line in question and Op. 124=254, 262. Aikas in Op. 263 is almost
certainly incorrect. Cf. v. der Miihl (Glotta 10 [1920] 143-46). Possibly also helping
in the development of 8{xas was the compound 8ikacmdos, frequent from Iliad 1.238.

36 The possible cases in Pindar have been discussed above (note s5). I assume that
Aayds in the Shield is a genuine instance of a short form and not merely a blunder.  If it
should be a blunder, then there are no cases until Theocritus, save for the one use of the
article in Epicharmus 170.13.
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having used native Doric linguistic features.37 Nonetheless the prob-
lem is a complicated one even for him. Short accusative plural forms
do not occur in poems 8, 11-14, 16-20, 22-30. This means that they
are excluded from the Ionic poems (12-13, 16-17, 22, 24-25) and the
Acolic poems (28-30), and appear only in the Doric poems, as one might
expect, but not in all of them. In the Doric poems metrically assured
examples of accusative plural forms are lacking in 8, 11, 18. And of
the remaining poems only 1-7, 9-10, 15, and 21 contain short accusa-
tive plurals. The evidence is therefore restricted, and is for that reason
somewhat difficult to assess.

The following list contains all the short accusative plural a-stems:
mdoas (1.83, 4.3, 5.146), dxvas (1.134), Moipas (2.160), adrds (3.2, 4.2,
5.42), 7ds (3.3, 5.64, 73, 109), Nvudas (4.29), dvrodds (5.104), okidAas
(s.121), kiooas (5.136), Bipas (6.32, 15.65), kalds (7.87, 10.38), Tpw-
yoloas (9.11), kawds (10.35), Téyvas (21.1).38  Most of these examples
occur in poems that are generally considered genuine (Gow, Theocritus
r.Ixxvi): only Tpwyoioas and réxvas may not be genuine Theocritean
forms. The largest concentrations are in poems 1 and 5. Long vowel
forms also occur: Bdpas (2.6, 104), 7ds (5.89), pidas (7.104), koxAlas
(14.16), and (in poems generally considered spurious) adAeias idias
(23.54) and mreXéas (27.13). All long forms occur in the arsis, all
short forms in the thesis. From this fact Gow concludes (Theocritus
2.37): “The acc. pl. termination of the 1% decl.,, short in Doric, is

37 Doric accusatives do occur in other Doric poets. Epicharmus (Comicorum Graecorum
Fragmenta, ed. G. Kaibel [Berlin 1899]) has a number of such forms: p.wpufg« (9), w/\evpcig
(90), ddvds (124), as well as two examples of the article, 7ds (42.10) and 765 (170.13),
this last being the earliest example of an o-stem form. Forms of the article measured
as short are not particularly surprising, could occur anywhere, and do occur in Theo-
critus. The other forms are more difficult, but perhaps significant is that one of them,
dédas (also Epicharmus 60, 89) is a plurale tantum, and another, mAevpds, would naturally
occur most frequently in the plural. No such situation obtains with pwpds. Leonidas
of Tarentum (A. P. 6.288.7=A. S. F. Gow & D. L. Page, The Greek Anthology:
Hellenistic Epigrams [Cambridge 1965] 41.7) has owdfas in a dactylic poem.

38 A list of these forms can be found in Morsbach, “Uber den Dialect Theocrits,”
Curtius Studien 10 [1877] 1-38. He omits only 7éyvas (21.1). Little can be said about
the reason for the short accusatives in Theocritus, save that all, except @pas (cf. pale?),
8yvas, and dvrolds (after Tpomds, Hes. Op. 564, 663), stem from nouns with -g in the
nominativesingular. Thisistrue also of 7doas, though not of any of the other adjectives,
but may be due to chance. It really does appear that Theocritus felt that the vowel
of the feminine accusative plural could be cither long or short.
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regularly lengthened by T. in arsis.” And this is certainly a plausible
interpretation of the data, if one accepts the short accusative as a fact of
colloquial Doric usage. But it is also possible that Theocritus is imi-
tating or recalling Hesiod, and hence showing a literary, rather than
a dialectal, form. Perhaps a discussion of the o-stems will help us
decide in this matter.

But for 745 in Epicharmus and Aayds in Hesiod the first short accusa-
tive plurals of o-stems occur in Theocritus. Forms allowing a decision
as to length are as follows: short, wapfévos (1.90), Adkos (4.11, 5.106),
dudvparikos (5.84), aumédos (5.109), Sacuképros (s5.112), kavBdpos
(5-114); long forms are relatively more common than are long femi-
nine a-stem accusatives: d¢faduds (1.88), Spvuds (1.117), Tadpws
(8.70), 7dbs (10.34), mokws (15.20), xpnopas (15.63). The-os formsare
rare, occurring only in poems 1, 4, and s beside -ds forms, but they do
not occur elsewhere, even where -ds forms do. Theocritus was thus
more sparing in their use, and we are again faced with a dichotomy
between 0- and a-stems. And this, plus the apparently literary origin
of the short forms in Tyrtacus and Hesiod, makes likely a literary
origin for the Theocritean o-stem forms as well.

The suspicion of a purely literary origin of these forms is strength-
ened by a consideration of their gender. Of the six short accusatives
four are either feminine nouns (mapfévos, dumédos) or compound
adjectives modifying feminine nouns (8:8vpardros, Sacviépros).  All
long accusative forms are masculine, and special circumstances may
have intervened in the case of the short masculines. Avkos in both
instances may owe its short quantity to the analogy of the Aayds of
Shield 302, especially in 5.106, 6 Adios dyket, where it appears in the
same position in the line. And ravfdpos in 5.114 seems clearly to owe
its short quantity to the Saouképkos of 5.112, the line to which 114 is
the response.  And neither one of these words has a genuine feminine.39

39 Avkaiva of course occurs, but is clearly modeled on Aéawa, and occurs first in
Arist. HA 580A18. Interestingly, feminines of these words do occur as personal names:
Kavbdpa, Avxa (Fick-Bechtel, Die griechischen Personennamen? [Géttingen 1894] 321;
H. Lommel, Studien iiber indogermanische Femininbildungen [Gottingen 1912] 15-16).
But, as Lommel says, we should not conclude from this fact that they occurred also as
lexical items. Perhaps Theocritus, in using the short accusatives here, was making a
joke on these names. In any event there is with AJkos and kdvfapos a connection,
albeit a tenuous one, with feminine nouns.
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All this suggests that the rule governing Theocritus’ choice of long or
short o-stem forms was governed by the gender of the noun in ques-
tion, or the gender of the noun modified by the two-termination
adjective. And the rule for feminine a-stems was: -/a:s/ in the arsis,
-fas/ in the thesis. Neither of these rules conforms to the supposition
that Theocritus was using dialectal forms, whether Coan Doric or not.

To recapitulate: All o-stem forms are of literary origin, save the 7ds
in Epicharmus (170.13), and enclitic or otherwise weakened forms are
apt to appear in the article (cf. M. Lejeune, Traité de phonétique grecque?
[Paris 1955] 272). For this form we may assume colloquial origin.
Hence in its earliest phases at least the Doric accusative was restricted to
a-stems. We have seen that Aleman, Empedocles, Stesichorus, and the
Rhodian poet of the chelidonismos were dependent on Hesiod, and
are thus not to be considered independent evidence. Theocritus and
Leonidas of Tarentum are too late to be reliable, though they cannot
be ignored completely. The early evidence is restricted to Tyrtaeus,
Simonides, Hesiod, and Epicharmus, only the last (and latest) of whom
was a native Dorian, a fact which would tend to diminish the likelihood
of Doric origin. But Tyrtaeus and Simonides, though non-Dorian,
were writing for Dorians when they used the short forms, and hence
may have been consciously adopting a feature of Doric poetry.
Whatever the case, they, and Herodian too, show that the Doric accu-
sative was most at home in the masculine a-stems.

From the fact that the Doric accusative first appears in masculine
a-stems, we may conclude that it originated there. And we may
further conclude that it arose not on phonological grounds but on mor-
phological: as the long vowel of the feminine nominative singular
stood to the short vowel of the masculine nominative singular, so the
long vowel of the feminine accusative plural must stand to the short
vowel of the masculine accusative plural, hence -/as/. s/ans/ by
regular phonological change should yield -/a:s/ in the masculine as in
the feminine. Did this morphological change originate among the
Dorians, possibly among Dorian poets, or was it an importation into
the Doric world by non-Doric poets? We have supposed above that
it originated as a result of the interpretation of certain striking Homeric
forms, hence most likely among Ionians. It seems that there can be no
doubt that these Homeric forms at least helped, if they did not cause,
the development of -ds forms, and we have seen also that Homeric
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influence was definitely present and operative on Hesiod when he
created many of his short accusatives. But possibly the Homeric in-
fluence is secondary after all, and the formation original to non-Ionic
poets, and at least initially independent of the influence of Homer. In
order to decide this matter, since I earlier presented the evidence in
such a way that it would appear that these forms were of Ionic origin,
I shall present here in its best light the case for a non-Ionic, though not
specifically Doric, origin. I leave aside for the moment the question of
Homeric influence.

External evidence: Those poets whose early date qualifies them for
consideration, whether or not themselves non-Ionic, were writing or
singing for non-Ionic audiences. Hesiod was Boeotian, and was as it
were the voice of Boeotia; Simonides, an Ionian, on the relevant occa-
sion was writing for Doric Corinthians; Tyrtaeus, an Athenian, wrote
for Spartans, and in one instance (3b D=Plu. Lyc. 6; Parke & Wor-
mell, The Delphic Oracle, vol. 2, no. 21, pp. 9-10) was paraphrasing a
Delphic response. And another early form is contained in a Delphic
oracular response, and, though reminiscent of Hesiod, provides support
for a Heliconian origin of these forms.

Internal evidence: The analogical proportion, long vowel in nomi-
native singular (feminine) : short vowel in nominative singular (mascu-
line) ::long vowel in accusative plural (feminine) : short vowel in
accusative plural (masculine and then feminine), does not appear con-
vincing when expressed in terms of Ionic vocalism (-1 : -d :: -ds : -ds),
for the nominatives are not sufficiently similar. But it begins to appear
more convincing when -a is substituted for -7, that is to say, in non-
Ionic dialects. And it would be more convincing still if we could
express it in terms only of the masculine—m. nom. sing. -d : m. nom.
sing. -d :: m. acc. pl. -ds : m. acc. pl. -d@s. This would be a nearly
perfect proportion, and it actually exists. Certain dialects, Boeotian
and the dialects of the Northwest Greek group, do in fact have a nomi-
native singular in -a in masculine nouns: cf. Boeotian [Tvfiovika,
Moyéa, Kad\éa; Dryopian *Apiorordéa; Leucadian PidokAelda;
Acarnanian (genitives) Mevvelas, dikalas.#® Furthermore we know
that Boeotian possessed short-vowel masculines (kauéra- kalapivln,

40 Schwyzer, Griech. Gramm. 1.560, who writes a for the forms attested only epi-
graphically, thus taking no stand on the quantity of the final vowel; Fraenkel (above,
note 19) 2.185, note 1; Bechtel, Die griechischen Dialekte 1.268.
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Hesych.; dpoorplawva, Pi. Ol 8.48, Pyth. 2.12) beside long-vowel
forms (Moyéa).# A similar relation may have obtained in Elean also,
but this is uncertain.

Given the facts that the analogical proportion works best in Boeotia
or among Northwest Greek dialects, and that Hesiod was a Boeotian,
and the Delphic oracle located in Northwest Greek dialectal territory,
it seems impossible to deny a Boeotian or Northwest Greek, perhaps
specifically Delphian, origin to the short accusative plural of a-stems.
Thus we find another certain case of a Doric (or better Northwest
Greek) linguistic feature to go with réropes (above, note 1): Hesiod
definitely was influenced linguistically by his surroundings. From
Delphi and Boeotia the formation spread, by means of Hesiod’s poems
and the oracle’s responses, to all non-Ionic poets. Hesiod utilized -ds
forms not only in a-stem masculines, but also in a-stem feminines, but
in general only when he was recalling Homer, and then generally only
when correcting him, thus calling attention to and underlining the
essential correctness of his own doctrine as opposed to Homer’s. Later
poets also used this scansion, but again in general only when they
wished to align themselves in the Hesiodic tradition as against the
Homeric and the Ionic. The tendency to utilize short o-stem accusa-
tives did not begin until Theocritus, where indeed it also ended, and
Theocritus had some queer and original ideas about these forms,
ideas apparently not derived from dialectal resources, his own or
any other.

Was the development of -/as/ a colloquial one, and did all Boeotians
and Delphians use this form as the accusative plural of their masculine
a-stems? That is, did they have two paradigms in the masculine a-
stems, the one showing nominative singular -a and accusative plural
-ds, the other -d and -ds? If they did, we should have to suppose only
that this colloquial allomorph was extended poetically to all a-stems,
both masculine and feminine. Or was it a peculiarly literary develop-
ment, as I have supposed above? We will never be able to provide a

41 Buck (above, note 2) no. 38.5, p. 228; E. Schwyzer, Dialectorum Graecarum Exempla
Epigraphica Potiora= Del.3 (Leipzig 1923) no. 441, p. 227.

42 Tedéora occurs (Schwyzer [above, note 41] 413.8; Buck [above, note 2] no. 62,
p. 261), but since the nominative elsewhere ends in -as (réras on the same inscription;
‘EXavolikas, Schwyzer 409.5; Buck, no. 61, p. 260), this form may well simply be
a mistake for reAéoras.
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definite answer to this question, but the odds favor a literary origin.
The tendency to create -ds in masculine d-stems was present to all the
Greeks as a result of the archaic masculine nouns in -d preserved in the
Homeric poems. But it became current only among Boeotians and
speakers of Northwest Greek dialects, because only there did these
d-masculines find an echo in masculines in -a; elsewhere the nominative
in -ns or -as prevented this development. 'We may conclude that the
Doric, or better Northwest Greek, accusative in -ds arose on or near
Helicon as a result of a local interpretation of the declensional implica-
tions of immdéra and forms like it.43

43 An earlier version of this paper was read at the ninety-seventh annual meeting of the
American Philological Association held at Providence, R. I., December 1965. I pre-
pared this final version while a postdoctoral fellow at the Institute for Research in the
Humanities of the University of Wisconsin. I am grateful to the Institute and its
director, Kenneth Setton, for providing me pleasant surroundings in which to work.
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