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Abstract

Both univerbation and de-univerbation are evidenced in Homeric
epic. Syntactical considerations shed a light on the exact status of the
adposition: preverb, adverb, or preposition. Approaching tmesis from
a performative perspective contributes to the categorization of adposi-
tions. Its main contribution, however, is the acknowledgement of the
minor phonological phrase as the adposition’s scope. Together with
the observance of metrical-rhythmical restrictions on word end in
Homer’s hexameter, the minor-phrase boundaries show that the ana-
lysis of adpositions in the Iliad and the Odyssey as in tmesi respects
the adpositions’ adverbial use. Rhythmical rearrangement resulted
in higher valuation of adpositions’ prepositive character, especially at
positions of frequent word end, but maintains the minor phrase as
adpositions’ scope in performance.

Keywords: Homeric tmesis, univerbation, adposition, rhythmical
rearrangement, prosodic phraseology
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Introduction

In the study of Homeric syntax, the syntactical rules of
written language have long been the standard!. Written Clas-
sical Greek provided scholars with grammatical and syntacti-
cal tools to analyze the discourse of the Iliad and the Odys-
sey? In recent years, linguistic studies have focused more on
the Homeric epic as spoken language, in accordance with
a better appraisal of the Homeric epic as a reflection of per-
formance practice and transcript. It is especially the work of
E.J. Bakker that has shed a new, and more fruitful, light on Ho-
meric discourse’. In his footsteps, various studies using a cog-
nitive approach to Homeric composition and discourse have
appeared; as a result, several syntactical and stylistic aspects
of Homeric language and presentation have already been rein-
terpreted in frames that deviate considerably from the analysis
of written Greek*.

Tmesis is one of the phenomena in Homeric syntax ana-
lyzed in accordance with the syntax of written Classical Greek.
Haug defines tmesis as follows5:

11 thank the anonymous reviewers of Quaestiones Oralitatis for their
necessary corrections and helpful suggestions.

21 will work from the following assumptions: i) the Iliad and the Odys-
sey as handed down through the manuscript tradition are transcripts (NAGY
2001) of successful performances, ii) both poems have an origin in oral
composition and transmission into the Dark Age from the Mycenaean pe-
riod (DICKINSON 1986; VERMEULE 1991; KELLY 2006; SHERRATT 2017),
iii) their material fixation is to be dated in the second half of the 8th century
BCE (JANKO 1998, 2015; THEODORSSON 2006; READY 2015), but iv) evi-
dence suffices for textual variants as scripts for performances well into the
1st century BCE (BIRD 2010), and v) the name of the author Homer is ac-
cepted in accordance with tradition (WEST 2011). Primary text edition from
which citation have been taken are listed in the bibliography. Translations
are freely based on the Loeb edition by MURRAY, WYATT (1999; Iliad) and
MURRAY, DIMOCK (1995; Odyssey).

5 BAKKER 1997a, 1997b, 2005.

4 E.g, by BAKKER 1990 (on enjambment), 1993; MINCHIN 1992; GOT-
TESMAN 2008; CURRIE 2013 (on parentheses); HORN 2015 (on conceptual
metaphor); GRETHLEIN, HUITINK 2017 (on ‘vividness').

5 In FINKELBERG 2011:884; cf. Haug in GIANNAKIS 2014 s.v. ‘“Tmesis’.
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Materialization in the form of two separate words of what would
be a compound verb in Classical Greek, as in tov kat Mnodvng
mEdTEQOG MEOG HLBov Eetmte (I 13.306), where the verb would ap-
pear as mooeine in Classical Greek. The phenomenon is called
tmesis “cutting,” “separation” by ancient grammarians because
from the perspective of later Greek the phenomenon is a splitting
of a unit. However, comparative linguistics shows that compound
verbs arose from the amalgamation of independent adverbs/pre-
positions (the later “preverbs”) and verbs, so it is likely that epic
Greek has simply preserved the original stage. It has been argued
that Homer here reflects a pre-Mycenaean state of the language,
since there are no certain attestations of tmesis in Mycenaean
Greek, but in view of our scanty knowledge of Mycenaean Greek,
and in particular of the verbal system, it must remain unclear for
how long tmesis was acceptable in the vernacular.

Haug focuses on the state of the verb and of the ‘preverb’,
considering the separation of the two as an original, pre-
Mycenaean constellation still visible in Homer, but gradually
replaced by univerbation®. Less attention is given to the status
of the ‘preverb’: it is labeled adverb/preposition without fur-
ther specification of the adposition’ that only over time, so it
seems, became attached to the verb®. In this contribution, I will
argue that the adposition’s rather independent status in Homer
is primarily a correlate of prosodic phrasing, which results in
the adposition best compared to particles®. In addition to the

6 Ancient Greek tufjoic is used in the sense of ‘cutting’ (Arist. de An.
412b28), or ‘ravaging’ (Phal 1.107). Plato applies it to express ‘logical division’
(Plt. 276d) or ‘section’ (Smp.190e). The latter meaning of the nomen actio-
nis derives from the application of tépverv ‘divide logically’ (Plhb. 49a; PIt.
287b, Sph. 223c).

7 HAUG 2012 argues for the preverbs as independent place words.

8 Attachment to the verb in Greek is proclitic as in the case of the augment
and the present and perfect tense reduplications. KURYELOWICZ 1964:172
analyses the verb encliticized to the preverb as a consequence of univerba-
tion in (Sanskrit and) Greek.

9 Preverbs are conventionally credited with adverbial or prepositional sta-
tus (KURYLOWICZ 1964:171-178; BOOI], KEMENADE 2003:1-2). KARLS-
SON 2018, 278 describes the construction variance in Homer as ‘construction
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semantic and syntactic evidence available!?, I will rally prosodic
evidence to support the claim that the adposition resembles the
adverbial particle, and for the conditions which made both set
collocations of preverb and verb, and of adpositions in tmesi,
acceptable in the Homeric vernacular!!. I will also briefly ad-
dress the orthographic consequences of these conditions for
all adpositions, including preverbs.

The occurrence and use of tmesis, side by side with com-
pound verbs, is significantly more frequent in Homer than
after Homer!2 Homer uses both verbs with preverbation
and verbs without it, as he inherited both: in the Iliad and
the Odyssey certain set collocations of preverb and verb ap-
pear, as they were handed down by tradition'. In addition to
Haug’s claim, there are interesting parallels for Homer’s prac-
tice in Mycenaean Greek!*: tablets Ae 134 and Ae 108 from
Pylos read o-pi ... o-ro-me-no, reminiscent of émi ... dpovtat

splitting into multiple descendent constructions through multidirectional
grammaticalization processes’. As a container term Karlsson (among other,
cf. IMBERT 2019) uses ‘spatial particle’. Starting from the observation that
prepositions tend to govern inanimate complements whereas preverbs incre-
ase verbal transitivity through their selection of human referents or personal
pronouns, VITI 2018 argues for topicality as the ‘connection between space
and transitivity’. Viti nonetheless refers to the preverb as a ‘local particle’.
VAN BEEK 2018 argues for non-privative &- (derived from copulative *sm-)
as a preverb (like in Indo-Iranian).

10°Cf. HAUG 2009; BERTRAND 2014; CONTI 2015.

11 Also as an independent development: de-univerbation as a means in
opposing opacity. Cf. the argument by MENDEZ DOSUNA 1997 in favour of
conceptual distance to the semantics of the verb as a determining factor in
the behaviour of Greek preverbs.

12 DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:218-219.

13 That is, as a poetic device, as preverbation appears to have been the
norm in Mycenaean administrative prose (HORROCKS 1981:148-163; DU-
HOUX 1998), and only continues after Homer in poetry or imitations of po-
etry (PRIESTLY 2009).

14 DUHOUX 1994-1995. Evidence from other branches of (Proto-)Indo-
European shows that both the set collocations of preverb and verb and the
rather independent adposition are facts of pre-Homeric language just as they
are facts of the language of Homer himself, cf. KURYLOWICZ 1964; BOOI]J,
KEMENADE 2003; BOLEY 2004; VITI 2008; BERTRAND 2014; KARLSSON
2018.
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(Od. 14.104), and showing that the bards inherited the adposi-
tions in tmesi next to the set collocations!®. This frequency and
usage of tmesis do not invalidate the rules of classical Greek
when analysing the non-configurationality!6, or looseness, of
Homeric syntax; they merely call for broader acceptance
of the independent status of the adposition.

The adposition in tmesi: adverbs, prepositions, preverbs,
particles

The technical term preverb implies that the little word is
part of the verb!’, whether or not the two form an orthograph-
ical whole!8, In Classical Greek, tmesis of the compound verb
is used for rhetorical purposes. The compound verb is the
norm, and tmesis is a deliberate deviation from that norm?°.
Tmesis practically always makes the preverb precede the ver-
bal form. As soon as it is no longer automatically seen as part
of the verbal form, the free-floating adposition needs to be
linguistically categorized. In their standard reference work,
Kithner and Gerth? treat tmesis as tmesis of the preposi-
tion?!. In their view, tmesis indicates the hyperbaton of the

15 But cf. Thompson in BAKKER 2010:197.

16 The terminology used by DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:142; cf. BAKKER
2005:38-55; HEWSON, BUBENIK 2006.

17 BOOIJ, KEMENADE 2003:1 “The notion ‘preverb’ is a traditional de-
scriptive notion in Indo-European linguistics. It refers to morphemes that ap-
pear in front of a verb, and which form a close semantic unit with that verb.
In many cases, the morpheme that functions as a preverb can also function
without a verbal context, often as an adverb or an adposition. Most linguists
use the notion ‘preverb’ as a cover term for preverbal words and preverbal
prefixes. The preverb may be separated from the verb whilst retaining its
close cohesion with the verb, which is called ‘tmesis’. [...] we take the notion
‘complex predicate’ to refer generally to multi-morphemic expressions with
verbal valency'.

18 IMBERT 2010.

19 PRIESTLEY 2009:118.

20 KUHNER, GERTH 1963, T 530-538.

2! In turn, the preposition is seen as a development from adverbs denoting
location. In Homer, they still can be found used in that manner, e.g. Il. 13.800,
16.188, 18.480, 19.118, and many other examples. See further below and KUH-
NER, GERTH 1963, I1I 526-527.
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prepositional preverb and the verb proper®?. Terminological
confusion arises when they assume adverbial meaning for
the preverb. Usage of the term preposition is then restricted
to instances where the preverb is joined to a substantive in
a specific case. The grammatical rules of noun governance
are being applied to categorize those preverbs as prepositions.
In Kithner and Gerth, the hyperbaton?’ of preposition and
verb is presented as the original linguistic situation?. Only
gradually was the hyperbaton supplanted by the compound
verb. In written classical Greek, the compound verb had
become the standard®. The Homeric epics then prove to be
composed in a period of transition. The Iliad and the Odys-
sey present their audience with both the hyperbaton verb-type,
and the compound verb?, The hyperbaton type, featuring the
actual tmesis, is not something artificial. It must have been
natural to the ears of Homer’s audience?’. In the Iliad and the
Odyssey, tmesis does not result in cut-off prepositions, but in
independent adverbs side by side with verbal forms:

Wir betrachten zuerst die Homerische Sprache, in der [...] ei-
gentlich nur von einer scheinbaren Tmesis die Rede sein kann,
da in ihr die Prdpositionen nicht von ihrem Verb getrennt sind,
sondern als selbstdndige Adverbien neben ihrem Verb stehen.
(p. 531)

2 The only exceptions Kithner, Gerth mention are dx d’ &umegés
I 11.377,17.309, €k " ovopaxAndnv Od. 4.278, 21.422.

25 Cf. DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:12, 111-112, 211-222, especially 218-219
discussing hyperbaton in the prepositional phrase without regard for the
prepositional preverb.

% Cf. BOOIJ, KEMENADE 2003:2.

%5 KUHNER, GERTH 1963, I 533.

26 BOOIJ, KEMENADE 2003 refer to the former as ‘complex predicate’,
and to the latter as ‘complex verb’.

27 KUHNER, GERTH 1963, I 530; in Homer, tmesis cannot produce poetic
effects (‘semantic stress’) like it can in the writings of the Hellenistic and Ro-
man poets (GIANNAKIS 2021).
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Kithner and Gerth divide the instances of tmesis in Homer
into two groups: the instances where the preposition seems to
be a preverb (cut-off preposition), but is actually an indepen-
dent adverb?8, and the preverbs seemingly governing a sub-
stantive in a certain case, like a true, governing, preposition?.
Kihner and Gerth consider the preverb as a preposition gov-
erning a substantive when the preposition immediately pre-
cedes the substantive®. Identification as a true preposition de-
spite hyperbaton follows from three conditions®!:

1. The intervening words are particles or enclitics®2.

2. The intervening word is an attributive genitive®® (some-

times together with a particle)%.

3. The preposition, used as a postposition, practically im-

mediately follows the substantive®.

A different approach to linguistic categorization can be
found in remarks on Homeric grammar by Chantraine, who

2 As in Il 1.67, 2.699, 3.34, 3135, 4.63, 4161, 7.425, 8.108, 12.195, 12.312,
13.394, 17.91, Od. 4.525, 12.312, and 5.196.

29 Kithner, Gerth speak of tmesis in Homer as ‘resembling true tmesis’.

50 But, it must be noted, such noun governance is not merely a matter
of preverb and subsequent noun case: hyperbaton must be taken into acco-
unt as well, especially when due to the intervention of particles, cf. DEVINE,
STEPHENS 2000:68-69.

51 Apart from unique instances like I 8.115, 11.831, 13.829, Od. 5.155,
9.535, and 11.115.

52 E.g. Il 2.310, 4135, 9.106, 11.128, 18.432, Od. 3.348, 8.245, 14.452, 19.435.

55 Cf. DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:103-107.

5 E.g. Il 1.44, 3128, 8378, 11.357, 12.284, 14.227, 15.739, 16.315, 24.428,
24.750, Od. 15.492.

% Eg. Il 5.64 5.729, 23.377, 24254, Od. 1.220. Hyperbaton thus creates
a gradually increasing unease with identification of the preverb as a prepo-
sition. This unease is furthered by the possibility, taken for granted by KUH-
NER, GERTH (p. 531), that the specific noun-case is due to the semantics of
the verb alone. If the intervening words between the preverb and the noun
are important enough (DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:94, 108, 298 distinguish be-
tween lexicals and nonlexicals; it is noteworthy that in their analysis (p. 298)
prepositions themselves can be both lexical and nonlexical), the governance
of the noun by the verb is more likely. In such cases, the preverb should be
considered an independent adverb.
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explains the origin of preverbs (préverbes) as similar to that
of prepositions and adverbs (II 82)%:

Le terme «prépositiony, calqué sur le grec mpd0Oeoic, est, comme
on l'a déja observé, mal choisi. Il s'agit, en réalité, de petits mots in-
variables qui deviennent préciser l'idée exprimée, et qui, originel-
lement, sont autonomes. Ils peuvent s'employer soit absolument,
soit a coté d’'un verbe comme adverbes ou comme préverbes, soit
a c6té d'un nom comme prépositions.

According to Chantraine, the adpositions, in themselves
invariable in form%’, entered the language to further specify
or support the ability of the noun-cases to give meaning33.
Apparently, extra support gradually grew more important.
The different cases had clear and restricted semantic value
themselves, but the formal syncretism of the various cases
inevitably led to less precise case-bound semantics (p. 35). Ad-
verbs and prepositions filled the growing gap, specifying and
strengthening the original meaning of the various noun-cases.
Their exact grammatical classification is determined by their
position in relation to the other words used. When found in
the vicinity of a noun whose inherent case-semantics it clearly
strengthens, it is classified as preposition. When used seem-
ingly independent of other words, it is classified as adverb.
If the adposition, however, ‘specifies the meaning of the verb’, it
is a preverb, and hence ‘separated from the verb itself’ (p. 83).

Horrocks (1981) considers tmesis in Homer as an archa-
ism preserved by tradition and deliberately removed from the

56 CHANTRAINE 1953 11:82.

37 Though many adverbs and prepositions in Homer actually appear in
various forms: the adverbial value ‘up’ can be expressed by ava and av, the
prepositional value ‘(coming) from the side of’ by either mapda or méao. Many
other, similar examples may be added. CONTI 2014; VITI 2018.

%8 KURYEOWICZ 1964:171-178 identifies as the main diachronic source
of prepositions a set of local particles which could originally be employed as
both adverbal and adnominal modifiers.
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univerbating practice of, e.g. Mycenaean Greek. Any ‘fission’
predates composition of the Homeric epic, as a tool of the
poet. Haug (2009, 2012) states that categories preverb and prep-
osition move away from PIE since it only evidences adverbs.
He argues that instances of tmesis, as other archaisms, were
replaced by univerbating vernacular whenever possible®. Uni-
verbation itself predates the composition of the Homeric epic;
for spatial particles in long distance tmesis, Haug allows for
the preservation of the old semantic and directional function,
itself to be considered an archaism. Particle status is based on
omissibility, redundancy preserved in formulae vis-a-vis suf-
ficient semantics, as expressed in noun-case.

Categorization of the adposition in tmesi thus answers
questions concerning the development of the adverb into
a preposition, the adverb supporting the meaning of a verb
(like a preposition to a noun), and, if supporting the mean-
ing of the verb, the identification of the adverb as a preverb.
My contribution to categorization includes prosodic aspects of
the adposition’s usage, starting with its scope in phonological
phrasing. In order to present the argument, I will first describe
the phrasal domain of tmesis as the phonological phrase, the
unit tied together through sandhi (phonological legato), and
apposition. Phonological phrasing does not automatically align
with syntactical phrasing, grammatical clauses, of metrical
colometry. As a method, I will then identify the ‘little words’
within their appropriate phonological-phrasal domain, the mi-
nor phonological phrase, in order to more accurately catego-
rize them as word type and gauge their semantic value in per-
formance.

39 HAUG 2012:97. FINKELBERG 2012 considers tmesis as vernacular.
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Scope and proximity within the phrasal domain
Chantraine states that, as soon as the adverb associated it-
self with a specific noun-case, it became a preposition*’:

Lorsque «l'adverbe» s’associe avec un cas, il devient une prépo-
sition. . . (and using as an example I1.10.28: fjAvOov g Tooinv)
Mais bient6dt la préposition a été sentie comme indispensable
avec l'accusatif.

In Chantraine’s example, 11.10.28, fjAvOov éc Tooinv ‘had
come to Troy’ originally could do without the preposition ren-
ders. The accusative alone stated the meaning clearly enough.
As soon as invariable ¢c (‘to the inside, to the interior’*!) asso-
ciated itself with the accusative case, it developed into a prep-
osition. Soon enough, the little word became necessary to
understand the expression. For several reasons, Chantraine’s
explanation, and Kiihner-Gerth’s with it, needs to be recon-
sidered. The most important reason is that both explanations
consider nearly all prepositions, possibly, in statu nascendi*2.
Chantraine states that it is often impossible to clearly identify
between an adverb and a preposition (84)%:

Le texte homérique offre de nombreux exemples ou la construc-
tion prépositionelle est en train de se constituer et ou I'on peut
se demander si nous avons affaire a une préposition, ou a un
adverbe, ou un préverbe. La connaissance du vocabulaire, des
formules, du mouvement permettent souvent de deviner ou de
déterminer s'il s'agit d'une préposition ou non.

40 CHANTRAINE 1953 11:84.

“ CHANTRAINE 1953 II:102: ‘dans avec mouvement; 103: ‘vers, ‘a l'in-
térieur de’.

42 Cf. POMPEO 2002:92.

45 The identification of a preverb is only loosely related to this problem,
since both KUHNER, GERTH and CHANTRAINE assume an adverbial value
for the preverb, thus maintaining the division between adverb and prepo-
sition. HEWSON 2008:86-87, as an alternative, categorizes particles, preposi-
tions, and conjunctions as adverbs.
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For Kithner and Gerth, the cohesion between preposition
and noun is the main reason to identify a preposition; in their
view, the evidence for cohesion stems from the proximity of
the preposition and the noun*:. If the two stand immediately
together, a little word like éx is indeed a true preposition, as
it is in Il. 8.403 avtag O €k dipoov Paréw kata 0’ dopata déw
‘and themselves will I hurl from the chariot, and will break the
chariot in pieces’. Depending on what intervenes between
the preposition and its noun*®, éx remains a preposition or
rather turns into an adverbial expression, as in Il. 18.29-30 ¢éx
0¢ Bupale Edpapov app’ AxiAna daipoova ‘and ran out from
inside around battle-minded Achilles’. Instances like Il. 1.346
£k 0’ dryarye kALoing Boionida kaAAwmtdonov ‘out (?) he brought
from the hut beautiful Briseis’ or Od. 16.165 éx " AOev pe-
Y&owo maek péya teryiov avAng ‘and forth (?) he went from
the hall, past the great wall of the court’ apparently lie some-
where between true preposition and adverbial expression. At
first sight, such a categorization sounds arbitrary, based on the
assumption®® that adpositions appear in various grammatical
shapes and syntactical functions in Homer’s hexameters.

But this assumption does not consider what Homer’s audi-
ence perceived: a narrative in recognisable phrases. The per-
former of the Iliad and the Odyssey had to either keep and
utter certain words together in one phrase, or deliberately al-
low for a pause between them.*” A disruptive pause creates
enjambment*8, Phrasing has to be equally observed when
dealing with the adposition: its scope, its range of grammatical

4 Cf. DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:211-216.

“ DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000 speak of ‘hyperbaton on the left branch’.

46 Cf. CHANTRAINE 1953 I1:84.

4" In BLANKENBORG 2022 1 identify the phonological phrases in the
Homeric epics in accordance with the continuation of phonological legato,
and options for pause as the absence of sandhi, without the risk of rhythmi-
cal disruption, see below.

48 As defined in PARRY 1971:251-265; KIRK 1966; HIGBIE 1990; CLARK
1994; 1997; 2004; BLANKENBORG 2016.
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influence and syntactical function, is limited within the bound-
aries of the coherent phrase. In order to be identifiable as
a preposition, the little word needs to share a phrasal domain
with the noun*®: without a single domain for prepositional
word groups, little words cannot be identified as prepositional.
Nor can they be identified as preverbs (or postverbs®) without
a single domain shared with the verb.

Phrases in Homeric poetry have been variously determined.
Bakker®! put the phrasal domain in Homeric poetry on a par
with the intonation units, interpreted as rhythmical spurts®?
reflecting cognitive processes that are not equally grammati-
cally or syntactically coherent®. Between metrical boundaries

49 DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:82, 211-215.

50 The technical term preverb seemed least problematic: even if the little
word stands in closer relation to a noun than to the verb, at least it precedes
the verb. Still, there are examples that even refute the pre-part of preverb
(CHANTRAINE 1953 II:83): II. 12.195 6¢o’ ol tovg évapilov arn’ évtea paQ-
paigovta ‘while they were stripping from (?) these their shining arms’; IL
2.699 Cwoc ewv tote O’ 1oN €xev kata yaia péAawva ‘while he was still alive;
but by that time the black earth already held him down (?)’; II. 7.425 GAA" 0dx-
T viCovteg amo Peotov atpatoevta ‘but with water they washed from them (?)
the clotted blood’; Il 17.91 @ pot £ywv el pév ke Almw kata Tevxea KaAd ‘ah,
woe is me! If I leave behind (?) the fair armour’; Od. 5.196 vOuen o €tiBet
miaoa aoay €dwdNv ‘and the nymph set before him (?) all kinds of food’; Od.
947 ¢yw d’ av émeita puywv Umo vnAeec pap ‘and that I hereafter escaping
safely (?) the pitiless day of doom’. The examples show that, if the Verbal-
begriff can be expressed in hyperbaton, the little word may follow the verb. If
it does, the little word may still represent both grammatical categories: it may
be prepositional, and it may be adverbial. This changes after Homer: In post-
-Homeric Greek, the anastrophic positioning is rare, cf. KUHNER, GERTH
1963 1:533-535. In post-Homeric Greek, adverbial preverbs cannot follow
their verb, though prepositional preverbs can (cf. the examples in KUHNER,
GERTH 1963 1:535-538). This observation makes a choice between adverb and
preposition in Homer even more difficult to make. Hyperbaton also shows
that the technical term preverb is still too close to the realm of written langu-
age with its normative compound verbs. The examples above show that the
little word in Homer is not the preverb of classical Greek. For now, it is no
more than an adposition, a particle (cf. HEWSON, BUBENIK 2006:56-57).

51 BAKKER 1990, 1997b, 2005.

52 BAKKER 2005:38-55. His linguistic analysis of Homeric syntax is largely
based on the more general findings in the work of Wallace Chafe.

5 DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:206-209 and BAKKER 2005:50-51 do not
think it necessary for a unit to contain a verbal form. The intonation units
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as positions of frequent word end (like the verse end, the third
foot caesura, and several auxiliary caesurae), Homeric dis-
course is hence labelled ‘special speech™®, ‘with the units into
which the passage easily divides™. In performance, meant
units practically coincide with the cola from metrical colom-
etry®. Bakker acknowledges that intonation units may straddle
positions of frequent word end, even the verse end®, but such
rhythmical profiles are considered running against the ‘ba-
sic rhythm of the hexameter™. Others have gone further
in their search for coherent phrasing, preferably on a scale
that allows for larger scale phrasal domains®. Devine and
Stephens (1994) argue for analysis and identification of pho-
nological phrases on the basis of apposition and sandhi.
Phonological apposition (accentuation and clisis) keeps phonet-
ic words together in the minor phonological phrase®; syntacti-
cal apposition, together with vowel coalescence and consonantal
liaison, ties the constituents of the major phonological phrase
togetherS!. The syllabification of metrical surface structure

do not correspond with the units formed by the stylistic norms of written
language (BAKKER 2005:47), not even when several intonation units are
grouped together. In written language, syntax organizes; in Homer, it merely
continues (BAKKER 1997b).

5 BAKKER 1997a:159-183; 1997b; 2005:46-47, 68. Cf. VISSER 1987:80-82.

5 BAKKER 1997b:291.

5 PARRY 1971:13; RUSSO 1966:220; BAKKER 1988b:152-164; HAINS-
WORTH 1993:16.

5T BAKKER 1997b:303; 2005:54-55.

58 BAKKER 2005:55; cf. 52, 68. In the progressive movement that replaces
syntax in Homeric composition units team up to form larger wholes. Alter-
natively, the larger wholes that emerge as the rearrangement of intonation
units, serve as the adpositions’ scope, cf. BONIFAZI 2012:201-209.

5 CLAYMAN 1981 and VAN NORTWICK 1977 wish for semantics to
determine ‘sense-pauses’ (cf. WEST 1982:36; 1997, HAGEL 1994/1995:106).
PORTER 1951 and DEVINE, STEPHENS 1978 do not allow for disruption of
phrasal domains within word groups that are phonologically tied together
through vowel coalescence and consonantal liaison. RUIJGH 1987 considers
the lexical word and its nonlexical appositives as a non-breakable unit (‘pho-
netic word’) within the phrase.

60 DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:285-289.

6 DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:409-410.
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evidences the phonological tie that is sandhi®?. In Homer, mi-
nor phonological phrases, like intonation units, are sensitive
to the demarcating value of positions of frequent word end®;
major phonological phrases are built through sequencing
metrical cola (the metrical phrases demarcated by positions
of frequent word end), more often than not without regard
for the (often automatically assumed) demarcating value of
the positions of frequent word end (the caesurae, the diereses,
and the verse end) themselves®:. Patterning the major phono-
logical phrases unto the metrical colometry and the syntactical
clauses brings out a mismatch: phrases and clauses differ in
the way they terminate%®. The positions of frequent word end
(or compositional pausae), that is, caesura, dieresis, and verse
end, primarily function as minor phrase boundaries, and are
not commonly straddled by appositional or clitic groups. The
phrasal domain of the minor phrase® is thus clearly demarcat-
ed in size and location. Perhaps better rephrased as: ‘The sta-
tus of the apposition, itself appositional, is defined within, and
through, this domain, thatis, the phonological minor phrase.
My aim will be to present, through examples, the way ad-
positions, including preverbs, are categorized prosodically in
Homeric poetry. In this presentation, the minor phonological

52 DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:235-246; BLANKENBORG 2022:70-82.

65 DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:398-401 assume the hemistich as the ar-
chetypical minor phrase. Positions of frequent word end ‘focus’ constituents.

64 Apposition that seemingly straddles the verse’s positions of frequ-
ent word end (as in verses where the third foot caesura is ‘syntactical-
Iy’ ignored e.g. Il. 1.48 améavevBe vewv ‘at some distance from the ships’,
KIRK 1966/1985) is to be considered the result of rearrangement of con-
stituents into rhythmical phrases: despite the prepositive character of the
adposition in the rhythmical phrase, its location right before a position of
frequent word end shows that, whatever the rearrangement, at least some
of its, originally, postpositive value (amtcvevOe ‘at some distance’) is retained.

65 In BLANKENBORG 2016 and 2022 I have shown what the consequen-
ces of this patterning are for performance: rests of some duration are distri-
buted rather randomly.

66 Synonymous for the appositional group as an intonational phrase, cf.
GOLDSTEIN 2014.
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phrase will serve as the main phrasal domain. To illustrate the
minor phrase’s preferability as the adposition’s scope (over
other domains like the metrical colon and the major phono-
logical phrase), I present a 6-step analysis (metrical, cognitive-
grammatical, syntactical, rhythmical, phonological, semantical)
of a Homeric example®’, Odyssey 6.125, as an elaborate in-
stance of the method applied.

1. Metrical: A lot of Kithner and Gerth’s ‘preposition
groups’ are broken in two by, for example, the third foot
caesura. The third foot caesura (indicated as: in Od. 6.125
below) frustrates the coherence of a phrasal domain for
the preposition:

1 VO 7oL &vOQWTWV : elpl oXDOV aALINEVTWV

Od. 6.125
Can it be that I am somewhere near men of human speech?

The caesura frustrates a single metrical-phrasal domain
for the preposition group avOodnwv oxedov avdnNévtwv
‘near men of human speech’. The metrical boundary di-
vides the line into two hemistichs. In the first, 1§ v mov
avOownwv, the genitive avBodnwv follows mov as in
Od. 4.639-640 aAAG mov avtov | | aypwv ‘but somewhere
there, on his lands’. In the second hemistich, eiui oxe-
dOvV avdnévtwv, oxeddv can be seen as an adverb%. The
adverb strengthens the meaning of the genitive avOoc-
nwv, though the genitive itself is in the previous colon.
If a genitive is to be found in the same metrical-phrase
colon, avdnévtwv can be used as a substantive®®, and, as
such, as appositional ‘people of human speech’ to &vOocw-
mwv. Such analysis leads to new questions. Why is the

67 Cf. DAITZ 1991; DAVID 2006:126.

8 Cf. CHANTRAINE 1953 11:148.

% The closest parallel is the predicative use in II. 19.407 avdfevTa & £Omnre
Oea ‘the goddess (Hera) rendered them with human speech’.
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apposition strengthened by an adverb, while dvOownwv
goes without it? Why is dvOpownwv grammatically auton-
omous, and the apposition subject to the development of
grammatical governance?

. Cognitive-grammatical: is this an instance of ‘weak-fo-

cus Y2 hyperbaton’, or ‘'Y2Vprep¥Y1 hyperbaton’ that is
‘predictable in verse’?! In Y2VprepY1 hyperbaton, the
describing adjective (avdnévtwv) is separated from its
noun (avBodnwv) by both the verb (V) and the prepo-
sition (prep). This analysis is hindered, however, by the
identification of oxedov as an adverb, and by the apposi-
tional prosodic phrasing (appositional due to the caesura
separating the hemistichs, see under 1 above).

. Syntactical: hyperbaton requires a coherent phrasal do-

main’?, but syntactical apposition based on metrical
phrasing resists hyperbaton. If studied as a juxtaposition
of internally coherent metrical-colon spurts, Od. 6.125
requires quite some license in order to identify oxeddv
as a preposition or an adverb, and even for identification
of hyperbaton.

. Rhythmical: the third-foot metrical boundary of Od.

6.125 (syllabification .av.0od.mw.verui), and the fourth-
foot word end are straddled due to liaison (syllabification
VELHLO.XE.00.V-).

. Phonological: rhythmically, dvBownwv eipt oxedov be-

longs to a single major phrase. The order of words (with
the noun first and then the adjective, see under 2 above)
resists identification of oxedov as a preposition within
an Y1VprepY2 hyperbaton preposition group, though
it is not so difficult to see why it has been analysed as
such. Still, the particle oxeddv carries an auxiliary accent,

70 DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:91.

I DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:112.

72 DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:82-83, allow for far greater licences in Ho-
mer.
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as if it were a proclitic; this is not surprising as pho-
nological legato (-0.xe.d0.vav.dn.év.twv) seems to sup-
port the particle’s proclitic character. The combination
of oxeddv, however, with proclitic eiut into a metrical
phrase” suggests that clitic oxeddv is in fact enclitic. In
that case, ox€dov ought to be read - despite the proclisis
that rhythmical rearrangement into the major phrase
suggests. Paroxytone oxédov, due to anastrophe, then
resembles the anastrophic accentuation of postpositions.
But oxédov is not a postposition either, since it does not
constitute one phonetic word together with the noun &v-
Oowmwv’. If it is at least postpositive it is ‘right branch
demarcating’”®: it marks the metrical boundary (= posi-
tion of frequent word end) between prosodically charac-
terized units.

6. Semantical: The location of the adposition within the mi-
nor phrase reflects the semantic and syntactical value
of oxedov/ oxédov. As oxédov the little word is realised
in performance as an adverbial expression. In transla-
tion Od. 6.125 may be rendered as ‘Really, somewhere
in the world of men? Can I be close? To those of hu-
man speech?

The above analysis proves to be a complex and possibly
confusing way to reach an outcome that nonetheless affects
interpretation and translation. In the remainder of this paper,
I will focus on positive argumentation: first on the prosodic
characterization of adpositions (step 4 and 5 above), then on
possible phonological adaptations (step 5 above), and finally
on interpretative consequences (step 6 above).

75 Between the penthemimeral caesura (position 5) and the bucolic die-
resis (position 8).

7 DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:301-308.

75 DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:289-291, 377, 394-395.
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Prosodic characterization of the adposition

If the adposition is evaluated depending on its location in
the phrasal domain, its prosodic characterization determines
interpretation, and translation, as either an adverb, a prepo-
sition, or a preverb. To illustrate the various factors at play
and their consequences for interpretation, I present thirteen
examples, grouped together because of the occurrence of the
word for “chariot” (or “bench”) in the genitive case:

1. apxov AALdvwv Odlov puéyav éxBale digoov

II. 5.39
The leader of the Halizones, great Odios, he threw out of the
chariot

2. 6poo mémov Kamavniadn katafBrjoeo digoov

II. 5109
get moving, my friend, offspring of Kapaneus, step down from
the chariot

3. avtaE 0 Y aloBuaivwv eveQyéog Ekmeoe dipQov

Il. 5585 = II. 13.399
but he fell dying from the well-made chariot

4. €00 O émePrioeTo dipoov

Il. 8.44 = 1. 13.26
he stepped onto his own chariot

5. avtag © €k dipoov Baréw kata 0 dopata afw

Il. 8.403
And themselves will I hurl from the chariot, and will break the
chariot in pieces
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6. tw O avT’ &k dipoov youvaléoOnv

II. 11.130
both of them begged on their knees from the chariot

7. &¢ 0 mMEdoO’ Immwv kal digoov kelto Tavvobelg

1. 13.392 = Il. 16.485
similarly he was lying full length in front of the horses and
chariot

8. ITatporAog O’ éTépwOev émel dev EékBoQe dipoov

Il. 16.427
And as Patroklos noticed him from the other side, he jumped
to the ground from the chariot

9. kanmeo’ ATt eveQYEOg digoov

I. 16.743
to the ground he fell from the well-made chariot

10. atel yop dipoov émupnoopévoloty Eiktnv

Il. 23.379
for the two of them constantly seemed about to step onto the
chariot

> g

11. "Extopa 8" éAkecBat dnodoketo digoov dmobev

Il. 2415
to drag Hektor he repeatedly tied him to the rear end of the
chariot
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12. omegxOpevog O’ 6 yépwv Eg0Tov €mePrioeTo dipoou

1. 24.322
hurriedly the old man stepped onto the polished chariot

13. xkxd ® émi digoov eloav

Il. 24.578
down on a bench they made him sit

All examples feature a genitive and a verb’®. In accordance
with Chantraine, all cited instances of genitive case nouns orig-
inally could do without an adposition further nuancing noun-
case semantics. If the adpositions are perceived as autonomous
adverbial expressions, either in univerbation or freestanding,
the translation”” of the first in the above series of quotations
may differ from what seems to be the standard:

1. doxov AAldvawv Odiov péyav EkPade dipoov

II. 5.39
leader of the Halizones, great Odios, he threw out, out of the
chariot

The combination ‘he threw out, out of the chariot’' completes
the verse from the bucolic dieresis to verse end. The words
éxBae digoov are not strongly tied together phonologically’.
"ExpoaAe is presented as a form of the compound verb éixpaA-
Aew followed by a genitive governed by the preverb éx-. The
proximity of the particle and the verb seems to be the only

76 Not necessarily with the verb governing the noun in genitive case.

7T Cf. the ‘chunked’ translations in BAKKER 1997b, and the comments on
this type of translation in EDWARDS 2002:9-13.

8 As metrical syllabification £i.Ba.Ae.di¢p.0ov does not evidence any influ-
ence of sandhi on the rhythmical realisation of word-final -A¢ in accordance
with metrical requirements. Position 10 ([-]A¢) qualifies as an option for se-
condary pause (BLANKENBORG 2022).
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reason to suggest univerbation’. The same applies to 2, 6ooo
niénov Kamavnidon kataprioeo digpoov, one of the few verses
without a caesura in the third foot®: from the hephthemi-
meres (following position 7), the word group ‘step down, from
the chariot’ fills the hexameter until the verse end. Depend-
ing on the classification of the particle as preverbal kata-, or
separate ka1, the translation may be:

a. ‘step down, down/away from the chariot’ (adverb or pre-
verb);

B. ‘down, take the step, down/away from the chariot’ (ad-
verbial expression, or together with 6pco as kata in Y2
hyperbaton);3!

v. ‘down, take the step, from the chariot’ (preposition in Y1
hyperbaton);

6. ‘step down from the chariot’ (preverb governing the
genitive case).

Univerbation katapnoeo is the result of the proximity of

adposition and verb in one phrase: Y2 hyperbaton (translation
B) is very unlikely®”. In 3, avtao 6 v’ aloBuaivewv edegyéog

™ Preverb and verb might as well have been printed as separate words:
& fAAe.

80 In 1.2% of the Homeric hexameters the third foot caesura fails, cf. VAN
RAALTE 1986:81: “The incidental absence of caesura should be considered as
an occasional licence which is unobjectionable only in virtue of a general re-
gularity with regard to the observance of caesura.” Most hexameters without
a caesura in the third foot feature word end after the fourth thesis, and re-
gularly after the second, as Il 5.39 does (an additional reason to distinguish
two separate vocatives in this line). Thus, we find a verse with two marked
positions of word end, hephthemimeres (following position 5) and trithemi-
meres (following position 3), cf. KORZENIEWSKI 1968:31.

81 Thought katdovupt does not occur in Homer. Postpositive kata is at-
tested in Il 5.162, whereas word end at the bucolic dieresis with accent on
an ultima (katd), is rare in the Homeric hexameter. In general, prepositive
localisation before positions of frequent word division is strongly avoided, cf.
DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:308.

82 Proximity does not, however, automatically create a compound verb.
Still, it is tempting to suggest that the prepositive and, especially, clitic charac-
ter of the adposition is the origin of the later prefix to the compound verb, cf.
the remarks on the augment and accentuation in CHANTRAINE 1961:308—
313, and the adverbial character of the augment in BAKKER 2005:114-120.
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éxmeoe Olpoov, similar considerations allow for éx méoe oi-
@oov, ‘out he fell, from the chariot. Matters are further com-
plicated by the Y1verb¥Y2 hyperbaton: the epitheton ‘well-made’
stands between the third foot caesura and the bucolic dieresis,
but is separated from its noun. Prepositive ¢k creates a phrasal
reset®s, similar to the start of a new prosodically characterised
phrase. If evegynjg counts as a noun®, translation runs ‘but he,
dying, out of the work of craft, out he fell, out of the chariot'.
Phrasal reset from the bucolic dieresis does not render the
hyperbaton poetically meaningful. Preverbal éx- results in
a major phonological phrase evepyéog éxmeoe digoov, a single
rhythmical phrase with Y1verb¥Y2 hyperbaton of possibly appo-
sitional constituents as a result. Orthographically, the new rhyth-
mical and syntactical arrangement is presented as Y1verb¥Y2
hyperbaton: that is, featuring a compound verb.

Y1verb¥Y2 hyperbaton also features in the 4 (éov & éme-
prioeto dipoov) and 12 (omegxdpevog d' O yéowv Ee0TOD
émeprioeto dipoov®). Most manuscripts read a compound
verb érmuPatvewv ‘to step onto”: the preverb seems to govern the
genitive case, either preceding or following the verbal form?2.
A different situation is found in 10 (atet yao digpoov émpnoo-
pévotowy €lictrv) where reading émi frjoopévoloty cannot turn
¢mi into postpositive #mu at position 657. Prepausal and phrase-
final dipoov gets rhythmically isolated. Semantically, émt( is
bidirectional: the ‘semantic’ domain contains the words on its

85 Cf. DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:383-384 for phrasal restart through
a preposition.

8% Cf., e.g. Od. 4.695, 22.319.

8 The varia lectio omeQXOpevoc d’ 6 yepawog €0 émePrjoeto digoov (A'Y)
renders similar hyperbaton.

86 A genitive case preceding the verbal form is suggestive of postpositive
and adverbial éme.

87 Despite being bidirectional (DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:324: ‘it is prob-
able that in many instances the rules of word rhythm are extended to the
phrasal domain in fluent speech, so that the appositive coheres both to
the left and to the right) émn( is phonologically prepositive only because
of the third foot caesura.
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left and its right. On prosodic grounds, ¢k is prepositive and
forms a prosodic unit together with the verbal form 06p¢ in 8
(TIateokAog d étépwBOev émel dev ékOoe digoov); the metri-
cal phrase ékBope dipoov is syntactically autonomous. Are we
to understand éxBope or éx 00pe? Given the proximity of éx
and 00dp¢, is éKk’s prepositive character ample justification for
rendering the adposition as a preverb in print? I present the
remaining quotations, some with slightly modified translations,
to address the issue:
5. avtag 0 €k digpoov Baréw kata 0 dopata alw

II. 8.403
them I will throw out, out of the chariot and to pieces I will
break the chariot

6. tw O avT’ &k dipoov youvalioOnv

II. 11.130
both of them, from the chariot, begged on their knees

7. Q¢ 0 mMEdoO’ (Mmwv kat digeov kelto Tavvobeic

Il. 13.392 = Il. 16.485
similarly, he, in front of the horses and chariot, was lying, full
length

9. kAnmeo’ ATt eveEQYEOG digoov

1. 16.743
to the ground he fell from the well-made chariot

11. "Extopa 0" éAxeoBat dnodoieto digoov driobev

Il. 2415
to drag Hektor he repeatedly tied him to the chariot at the
rear end
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13. kad 0’ &mi digoov eloav

Il. 24578
down on a bench they made him sit

None of the examples features an affix governing the geni-
tive case. Il. 16.743 does have a verbal form with a preverb
(attached to the verb as a prefix)®, but here it is &6 that gov-
erns the genitive case, or at least strengthens its meaning®. If
the dieresis after the first foot is prosodically marked®, &m¢ is
adverbial: ‘down he fell from his position, from the well-made
chariot. The resulting postpositive character of amé should
change its accentuation by anastrophe into paroxytone &r(o).
Such consequences are less likely for éni in 13 (k&d & émi
dipoov eloav): a phrase consisting of kad d' émi is not pro-
bable®!. Then again, kd may be prepositive, and form one
prepositive word group”? together with é¢mi: kxd émi ‘down
onto’. Alternatively, it is prepositive to the major phrasal do-
main, and in Y1XY2 hyperbaton with the verbal form. Regular-
ly it is thus understood, and prosodically it may have been pre-
positive and proclitic (kad’). It cannot, however, be compared
to the classical preverb in tmesi, because of the distance from
the verbal form, as well as the intervening prepositive ¢, the
phonetic word émi digpoov, and the impossibility of a minor

88 Again, the proximity of the particle and the verbal form turns the par-
ticle into a preverb, but cf. (also with assimilation) kxd d éneoe and k&d d
€Tt dlpoov eioav cited below.

89 For this and similar examples it would be useful to assume monosyllabic
*am as equivalent to &mo.

9 The dieresis after the first foot might, combined with hephthemimeral
word division preparing for a coherent closure of the hexameter in Aime
0’ ootéa Ovudg, render a better rhythmical colometry than allowing for
a meaningless third foot caesura after evegyéoc. Avoidance of synizesis at the
main caesura is then an additional advantage (contra JANKO 1992:404, who
explains the irregularities as adaptations of a formulaic prototype).

9 Though it is not impossible, cf. DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:319.

92 The elision of o¢ reduces &’ to an onset (DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:305),
without any phonetic clisis.
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phonological phrase containing both xad and eicav. The dis-
tance locating kad and eloav in two separate phrases and
separating them prosodically identifies the adposition as an
adverbial form; there is no phrasal domain for a Verbalge-
stalt®. In 5 and 13, it seems arbitrary to conclude that there
is either a compound verb, or only a simplex. Proximity of
particle and verb, resulting in a possibly appositive interrela-
tion between the two words, cannot strengthen the suggestion
of a preverb in hyperbaton here. The position of particle and
verbal form in 6 (tw d" avT €K digoov YouvaléoOnyv) is similar
to 5 and 13; no dictionary, however, accounts for a compound
verb éxyovvalopat or éxyovvoouar and neither do 1. The
particle éx is prepositive to the substantive in genitive case
dlpoov, but the distance from the verbal form is too great to
consider the particle as prepositive to youvaléoOnv. Neither is
it in hyperbaton to the verbal form, as there is an intervening
bucolic dieresis®. The distance and phrase-demarcation pre-
vent labeling the adpositions in 7 and 11 as possible preverbs in
hyperbaton. With reference to Il 16.427, the affixing of ¢x
in €kOoge, the conclusion must hence be that univerbation re-
sults from the phonology of the phrasal domain, without any
claim or consequence for adverbial modification through the
preverb; its character remains autonomously adverbial. Affix-
ing results from phonology rather than semantics.

9% Or ‘complex predicate’ (BOOIJ, KEMENADE 2003). Considering émt(
a preverb in hyperbaton creates the need to account for a new compound
verb émulw / ¢piCw in Homer, cf. the compound verbs é¢nulavw in Q.S. 6.38
and émuiCopat (Att. épélopa) in Lucill. Epigr. 47.

9 The line Ateidng tw d’ alt’ &k dipoov youvaléoOnv shows a familiar
rhythmical pattern of trithemimeres, word end allowed under the conditions
of Wernicke’s law (unless digooo is read, as suggested, but not actually read
by LEAF 1900-1902:477. Though not commenting on the genitive case re-
alisation, HAINSWORTH 1993:239 describes the line as an ‘oddly spondaic
verse’) followed by a spondaic fifth foot, and a tetrasyllabic spondaic word
mapped at verse end.
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Affixing within the phrasal domain

Pre- and postpositive character is a phonological issue
related to the prosodically characterized phrase and indica-
tive of its scope®. Univerbation renders appositives as affixes.
Chantraine® identifies univerbation with a préverbe, when
the resulting compound verb i) occurs more often in the Ho-
meric epics, or ii) occurs in the works of other authors, apart
from the Iliad and the Odyssey, and iii) occurs there with ex-
actly the same meaning®’.

Comparable analysis of later development of the adposi-
tion in, primarily, written texts led to the identification of cut-
off preverbs. The scholiast presents a remarkable insight on
the first ‘compound’ verb of the Iliad mooiaev: T mootapev
o0V £BAape O 6pov magamépubaca Adr TOLTECTL TTEO TOD
npémovtog avOpwmolg Oavatov (Tt: 1) mepLtTevel 1) mES WS TO
vijag te moontdoag) ‘T “it sent them before”, meaning that it
harmed them by sending them to Hades before their time,
that is, before the death that is appropriate for men (Tt: or the
no is redundant as it is in vijag te mpomaoac). T suggests
a strictly adverbial value for the particle®. T seems to agree
with modern editors when he comments on the first case
of Verbalgestalt-hyperbaton in the Iliad in Il 1.25 koategov

% DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:286-287.

9% CHANTRAINE 1953 11:82-84.

97 Taking into account, of course, that the particle cannot be seen as a pre-
position. This impossibility of identification as a preposition stems from the
case of the noun following the particle, e.g. xeloag amno Eipel tunEac ano t’
avxéva kopag ‘after chopping off the hands with his sword, and cutting off
the neck’ in II. 11.146, where the particle and cannot be taken to govern
either the dative nor the accusative case.

% Cf. the use and position of 16 in Il 13.800 ¢ Towec mEO pev &AAot
aonodtec avtag €m’ dAAot ‘similarly the Trojans, some in ranks at the front,
but others behind’ (though indicating not time there but location). Tt does
not automatically agree with T, but does not suggest a meaningful compo-
und verb either. Equally interesting is the observation by Herodianus in Aint
that the verbal part of the third ‘compound’ verb in the Iliad started with an
aspiration (dacvvetat to Evvénke): surely not word-internal.
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0’ &émi poBov EteAdev- 10 0¢ £ENC EméteAdev ‘without hyperba-
ton: éméteAdev'®.

Adpositions seem to appear in four different phonological
shapes: prepositive, postpositive, bidirectional, or prosodically
non-clitic (in case of elision of the monosyllabic adposition).
Most of the adpositions that are seen as preverbs in hyperba-
ton, are either pre- or postpositive. Meant adpositions mere-
ly serve to strengthen, or further specify, case-meaning of
autonomous nouns. The semantic function may be compared
to a preparatory prepositional object. The adverbial meaning
(locative, temporal, ‘spatial’, or abstract) is clearly stated, e.g.,
avrt ‘face to face with it, mept ‘surrounding it, all around’, kata
‘down’, g ‘getting closer’. An object is not expressed until later,
possibly (when autonomous) with yet another spatial or tempo-
ral semantic relation. Adverbial appi, for example, is used both
in combination with three different cases, and without any:

Axauwot || Eotaocav appt Mevortiadm

1. 17.266-267
the Greeks took their places on both sides, close to the son of
Menoeteus

AUt d’ 0V @lAoV VIOV €xevATO TXEE AEVKW

Il. 5.314
on both sides, towards her beloved son she stretched both her
white arms

pHaxéoBov || midaog g’ 0Atyne

Il. 16.824-825
the two of them fight, on both sides, over (some of) the little fo-
untain

9 Ancient grammarians used ¢&fc ‘linear contiguity’, as opposed to Urteg-
Batov.
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onéev d¢ ol dupt xLtwva

II. 13.439
he tore for him on both sides his tunic

apeLd’ étaigot | | ebdov

1. 10.151-152
on both sides his friends were sleeping

Prefixed auet is attached to a verb, or to an adjective (as
is o in vidg te mponaoag):
émel og HAALOTA TTOVOG POEVAGS AUPLBEPNKE

II. 6.355
since for you, most of all, the pain has left markings in the brain
on both sides

poéves apppédawvar (Leaf, following MMS; West prints
apet péAawvat)

1. 1.103
the midriff on both sides black

The position of the adposition immediately before the ad-
jective or the verbal form does not seem to affect either the
case of the adjective uéAawai or the use of the transitive
verb Bépnke with an accusative-object (poévag). The adposi-
tion does not have more or less modifying effect on the ad-
jective or the verb than it has on the noun cases!®. The same
applies to other adpositions!?!. Many adpositions have alterna-
tive forms with the same or similar meaning and usage. All

100 The use of related &ugis is similar to that of the adposition dugt.
100 CHANTRAINE 1953 11:90-144.



Tmesis as a Correlate of Prosodic Phrasing in Homer 35

‘prepositional’ adpositions can be separated from ‘their’ noun
by hyperbaton!©2,

If proximity and the prepositive character of an adposition
can lead to a compound verb, there is no reason in principle
to deny the possibility of compound adjectives like appiuéAar-
va!%, Similarly, there is no reason not to print triple preverbs
as in vmekmpoBéel.. However, if (i) there is no difference in
usage of the adposition (as it is always autonomous and ad-
verbially used), and (ii) proximity and the prepositive charac-
ter of the adposition are the only reasons to print compound
verbs (regardless of the adposition’s autonomous character),
compound preposition groups may be an option too. For ex-
ample, avaotoatov instead of ava otoatov; Boag €mvnog
(or Boag émivnag) instead of Boag émi viag. Il 1.25 would ap-
pear in print as keateQov d' EmipvOov éteAde (or koateQov
énipvOov €teAde). A marked bucolic pause, however, would
rather turn the adposition into a postpositive: koategov €mt
poOov éteAAe. The latter option makes better grammatical and
semantic sense in accordance with the prosodic argument!%,

102 DEVINE, STEPHENS 2000:111-112. This observation pertains to the
‘double preposition” or the ‘double preverb’. For CHANTRAINE, the ‘double
preposition’ is a result of the ‘double preverb’ (145). With the exception of
auet mel, all these ‘double prepositions’ have -¢£ or -mo as their second
part. If the governing rules for prepositions in classical Greek are applied,
these double particles govern the noun case one might expect looking
at the first part, for example mapéx v vijoov. Not unexpectedly, such double
forms appear to be more often used as adverbs: their phonological realisa-
tion may even equal the minor phonological phrase (DEVINE, STEPHENS
1994:319-322). The sequence of two ‘prepositional’ particles may be cut up by
an intervening sentential clitic (icad 7).

105 But cf. KIRK 1985:64 who remarks that the scholiasts read two sepa-
rate words.

104 But carries consequences for the accentuation of the phonetic word
(DEVINE, STEPHENS 1994:369). Hence vnuoiv émt kAovéovtar (West) ‘to
the ships they were driven’ instead of vnuoiv émukAovéovtar (Leaf) ‘near the
ships they were driven together’ (Il. 18.7); koatepov €t pvBov éteAAe ‘in ad-
dition he gave him a powerful warning’ (Il. 1.25), vouen d¢ tibet téoa maoav
€dwdnv ‘and the nymph placed all kind of food within reach’ (Od. 5.196). In
Il 15.144 "Tow ©° 1 te Beotot pet’ dyyedog abavartowot (Leaf) ‘Iris, who is her
messenger among the immortal gods, CHANTRAINE (1953 I1I:85) argues
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Prosodically identified adpositions

Prosodic phrasing resists analysis of adverbially used adpo-
sitions as preverbs, as I will illustrate with examples from the
Iliad’s first book. In Il 1.3, the adposition has a strictly adver-
bial meaning ‘forth’, and might as well stand separated from the
verb: moAAag d ipBipovg Puxac At o iapev (West: moola-
Pev) ‘and many excellent souls it sent forth to the house of Ha-
des%, Reading the adposition as a prefix suggests that it should
be understood as prepositive, as “pro- is in the Indo-European
tradition where it is collocated with the subsequent verb at
an early time. Phonological demarcation is uncommon after the
fifth foot trochee (Third Law of Meyer). Demarcation at the en-
nehemimeral word division, however, is unlikely, too: meeting
the metrical requirements of the fifth foot thesis requires ma-
jor-phrase resyllabification A..out. The adposition may in fact
well be nonclitic!%, A comparable nonclitic adposition appears
in IL. 1.73 6 o@uwv €U poovéwv ayogroato kat petéetnev ‘well-dis-
posed towards them he rose, and in their midst he spoke’, when
printed 6 o@uwv &L ppovéwv dryoprjoato kai pet’ €etmtev, or with
the particle accentuated pét(’ ) as an adverb. The position of
pet’ as a nonclitic due to elision presupposes that the initial
vowel of geumev is due to diektasis of the stem-vowel, not the
proclitic augment!?’. The phonological character of the adposi-
tion may easily have changed over time, but this was not an iso-
lated development to maintain archaic forms and formulas'%,

for an impossible enclitic postposition pét (< péta), impossible as it would
create a third foot dieresis. If the adposition would be postpositive (regardless
of the prosodic surface structure), it should have been adverbial, and uneli-
ded, monosyllabic pét. Cf. the defence of the reading pétayyeAog (or rather
petayyeAog cf. Il 23.199) in LEUMANN 1950:69.

105 The same adverbial meaning for the adposition can be found in, for
example, II. 1.195 and 1.442, and, together with the same verb, in 11.55.

106 Compare the preference for a nonclitic adposition at the fifth foot tro-
chee (-0') in Il 1.19 ékmépoat ITopoto mOAW €0 d olkad’ ikéobaut ‘to destroy
Priam’s citadel and to return home safely’.

107 Cf. BAKKER 2005:106-108, 114—120.

198 HORROCKS 1981:152-183; JANKO 1992:11n15, 17.
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In his comment on Il. 1.6, Eustathius mentions that some
wrote dux otjtnv (not read by West, and an ‘extraordinary
variant’ according to Leaf). The adposition’s prepositive status
is evidenced through resyllabification (dr.ac.trj.tnv). Il 1.8 tic
T opwe Oev €L Evvénke paxeobatr ‘Who then of the gods
brought the two together to fight in strife? seems a similar
situation, but the adposition’s proclisis is prosodically strength-
ened (Hermann’s Bridge). When dealing with examples like
these, Chantraine!®® and Leumann!!® both consider the ad-
vantages of separating prefix and verb, as in Il 1.65 &l TaQ 6
Y’ eUXwANG €mt péppetat 1d’ ékatoupne (West: émuéppeta)
‘Perhaps he is not very pleased with a promise either, or with
an offering’. For them the result is a postposition 7. Prosodi-
cally, however, it is not: é¢7t1 is the start of a minor phrase, not
its termination. It is either proclitic, or, as is more likely for the
adverb, nonclitic though appositive. Nonetheless, both scholars
suggest that certain univerbations and compound adjectives
are the result of misunderstandings: petayyeAog in Il 15.144
Tow 0" 1] te BeotoL pét’ dyyeAog abavartowot (Leaf), avta&iog
in II. 11.514 int0g Yo avro moAA@V avt’ &&log aAAwv (Leaf;
West: avta&rog). Any postpositive character of uét’ is prosodi-
cally refuted. Monosyllabic pét is prepositive but not clitic; it
explains the affixing leading to petdyyeAoc, but frustrates in-
terpretation of pet’ as a postposition. The prepositive charac-
ter of avt’ in Il 11.514 accounts for the affixing avta&iog, but
does not evidence identification of avt’ as proclitic.

If the adposition is best understood as separated from
a verb, as in Il. 1.73 cited above, univerbation at positions of
frequent word end leads not only to a different verse in print,
but possibly to a different meaning. Depending on the local-
ization of the third foot word division, the translation of Il. 1.58
TOloLd’ AV loTApeVog et (or péT) €@ modag wKLS AXIAAeUg

109 CHANTRAINE 1953 II:85.
10 LEUMANN 1950:71-72.
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(West: aviotapevog petéen) is either ‘for them he rose and in
their midst he spoke, swift Achilles’, or ‘for them he took po-
sition in their midst and he spoke, swift Achilles’!'!. In many
verses, where, as in Il. 1.58, there is little reason to doubt the
prepositive character of the adposition, separation of adposi-
tion and verb has hardly any consequences except for ortho-
graphy. In Il 1.140 &AA’ 1) oL pev Tt pHéta poaoopecda kat
avtg (West: petagpoacdpeoda) tmesis is to be preferred. The
compound verb petagpodalopat is hapax in Homer, and ill-cho-
sen in combination with kat avtic. Separate prefix and verb,
and allow for an audible demarcation at hephthmimeres: ‘but
surely when it comes to these things, at a later time (péta), we
will consider them once again’. There is something suspicious
in the fact thatwhere adpositions are used as separate words at
various positions in the hexameter (and bisyllabic adpositions
appear as monosyllabic), they appear as bisyllabic preverbs
immediately following penthemimeres remarkably often: at
that metrical position they can only be prepositive and are al-
most inevitably proclitic. Alternatively, they appear as mono-
syllabic in combination with an augment, which is usually
superfluous!!2, The resulting univerbation effectively avoids
a trochaic caesura!’s,

Apparently, Homer separated what editors and commen-
taries would like to see written as a compound. On II. 1.258
ol TteQl uev BovAnyv Aavawv megl O’ éote payxeobat ‘you who

111 The problem in this verse is, of course, not only pet(’) and the location
of the third foot word end. If the adposition is indeed to be understood in this
shape, the consequences of elision should be accounted for. If the caesura is
penthemimeres, and the adposition is prepositive, there is no problem. On
the other hand, a trochaic caesura and postpositive adposition result in elision
at the word division, the possibility of which is not yet satisfactory establi-
shed in Homer. Monosyllabic pet/uét might be reconsidered. The use of &v
is problematic, too, though only with regards to orthography (CONTI 2015).

112 As in I1. 23.379, cited above, or Od. 6.127 ¢ einwv O&pvwv Ortedvoeto
dlog Odvooevg ‘having spoken thus, godlike Odysseus left his shelter under
the thicket'.

113 Cf. the observations of STEINRUCK 2005, especially when considering
an enoplion as the second colon of the hexameter.
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of the Greeks are superior when it comes to council as well
as to doing battle’, Leaf!'* comments: ‘Construe mepieote puév
PovAnv Aavawv Ttegieote 0¢ paxeoBau cf. Od. 19.326 mepteut
yuvaukav.” Kirk might identify a rising threefolder!!>, but the
bucolic dieresis does not separate minor phrases. The second
occurrence of the adposition is prepositive, and still it is sepa-
rated from the verb: it is strictly adverbial, as was the first oc-
currence in this line.

Concluding remarks

I realize that my choice to work from a set of examples
raises new questions without providing exhaustive answers.
Further research is needed to establish the exact categori-
zation of Homer’s adpositions. My focus on the prosodically
motivated scope of the adposition may, however, shed a light
on three existing questions. First, the issue of combining ad-
positions with various, and variable, noun cases. Second, the
issue of combining several adpositions with or without a com-
bination with a noun case or verbal form. And, third, the issue
of hyperbaton of adposition and noun case, or, in the case of
tmesis, the verbal form.

The semantics of the adposition that eventually (in Classical
Greek) develops into a noun-governing pre- or postposition,
originally only strengthened the case-based semantics of the
noun. It is therefore not surprising to find, in later Greek, ad-
positions with a wider semantic range combined with more
than one noun case. Adpositions like ¢k and amo, however,
seem semantically limited, partly due to ongoing noun-case
syncretism!6, In most instances in the Homeric epics, it will
be clear to which noun in the verse an adposition is to be un-
derstood as strengthening its meaning, based on identification
of the adposition as either post- or prepositive. Above, I gave

114 LEAF 1900-1902 1:22-23.
115 KIRK 1985:60.
116 CHANTRAINE 1953 11:82.
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various examples concerning the use of the adposition apel.
Also of interest are cases where traditional grammatical expla-
nations are not conclusive, or at least suspect. One might pro-
pose to call these examples instances of variable noun cases.
Theoretically, however, it would be better not to mention the
noun cases at all''”. Numerous instances of compound verbs,
seemingly coined by Homer, can be explained as simplicia
when the preverb is identified as an adverb that cannot and
does not govern any noun case; I have given examples above.
In addition, consider an example like Od. 6.91 eluata xepotv
éAovto kal éopogeov pHéAav DOwo ‘they took the garments in
their arms and carried them into the black water(?)’. The verb
eo@opéw is used constructed with an accusative indicating di-
rection; the only other instance of this verb is Od. 19.32, where
the accusative indicates the direct object, as is the case with re-
lated eio@éow. A stronger hephthemimeres turns the preverb
into an adverb, and annuls any governing: ‘they took the gar-
ments in their arms and onto them, repeatedly, brought black
water’. At first sight, semantics did not benefit from this altera-
tion; on the other hand, the current explanation and translation
of the verse are not at all in line with the usage of the verbs
elo@épw and €o@opéw in Homer.

Then, the combinations of adpositions into two- or threefold
prepositions, adverbs and preverbs:

"7 n, e.g. Il 1125 GAAX t&x pév moAlwv é€empdBopey ta dédaotar ‘But
the things we gathered from the plunder of cities, these things have been
assigned’ (with the knowledge that the aorist form é¢EemoaBopev is hapax in
Homer) it is tempting to allow for a (formulaic) prototype with a trochaic
caesura and postpositive ¢k (resulting in moAiwv €k ‘from the cities’). Admit-
tedly, it would call for more adaptations underlying the printed, augmented
verbal form. Similarly, allowing for a trochaic caesura in e.g. Od. 6.127 g
elmwv Bapvwv vriedvoeto diog Odvooevs ‘having spoken thus godlike Odys-
seus emerged from the thicket’ potentially leads to new problems, especially
of orthographic nature: if an adposition form Ut is not accepted, we end up
with elision at the main word division.
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é€vO’ 1) ToL mAvvol Noav énnetavol moAD O VdwWE KAAOV
UTEKTIQOQE EL LAAQ TtEQ QUTTOWVTA kaOnoaL EvO™ al v’ 1)pLo-
VOUG HEV VTTEKTIQOEAVOAV ATIVIG

Od. 6.86-88

Where the cisterns were, always filled to the rim, and much pure
water came to the surface to cleanse even the worst stains; there
they unyoked the mules from under the carriage

In 87 Umexkmpo- is seen as an adverbial preverb, in 88 as
governing &rmrjvnge. It is remarkable that the element éx al-
ways precedes an important metrical boundary, either on the
second or the fourth thesis. Depending on the strength of
the metrical boundary as a minor phrase end, the particles
ot and €k combined are postpositive, and easily combined
with variable noun cases. More consequential is a verse-initial
phrase like Il 19.351 ovodvouv ékkatémaAto dt' aibépog ‘he
jumped up from heaven down through the sky’. The bucolic
pause following dt" aibégoc makes a threefold verse-structure
likely, with a minor-phrase demarcation within the first half
of the line. With a trithemimeres following éx, the adposition
becomes postpositive. Supportive evidence can be found in II.
11.94, where the form katendAuevog is attested.

Finally, the issue of tmesis. Where prosodic analysis shows
that the pre- or postpositive character of an adposition can be
determined to such an extent that the Homeric epics also show
proof of the adposition-status proper, the notion of tmesis must
be abandoned for quite a number of instances when dealing
with the Iliad and the Odyssey, as the de-univerbation is a cor-
relate of prosodic minor-phrasing. Furthermore, the number
of instances of hyperbaton of an adposition and an alleged
corresponding noun must be reduced as well, and for the same
reason. A line like Il. 1.44 1] d¢ k&t OVAVUTIOO KAQTVWY XWO-
pevoc kno (West: kat’), read with a first foot minor-phrase end
at the dieresis, may once more serve as an example. As may II.
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1.53 évvnuao pév dva otoatov wixeto knAa Beoto (West: ava)
and, with the fourth foot word end preceding the adposition,
II. 2.208 adTIC €TTECTEVOVTO VEQV ATO Kal kKAowdwv (as read
by West) in showing that the observance of the compositional
pausae as minor-phrase demarcations makes identification
of &va and &mo as adpositions with adverbial meaning nearly
unavoidable. Further research is required to shed a light on
the scope of adpositions, including preverbs, in the Iliad and
Odyssey as a whole, to further refine and define the adposi-
tion’s syntactical status and contribution. In order to reevalu-
ate the adposition’s status in Homer within the wider field of
‘oral syntax’, other ancient Greek text types that are considered
scripts for, or transcripts of, performable texts need to be in-
cluded in the analysis.
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