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24 THE CLASSICAL REVIEW,

SOME FORMS OF THE HOMERIC SUBJUNCTIVE.

L .

AN examination into Bekker’s list of

Subjunctives in -yoi, into their number and
their nature, seems to show conclusively
that they are not a poetical coinage, but
genuine representatives of the original
forms in -y-re.
» Bekker (H. Bl i. 218) gives a list of 88
(76, if compounds are mnot separately
reckoned), to which éppfypo is to be added.
This is a considerable number, since sub-
junctive forms are not really very numerous
in Homer (weifly, BdA)y, and other obvious
forms do not occur at all), and a comparison
_with the frequency of the corresponding
forms in -y confirms the view that -youis a
normal form of the Homeric Subjunctive.
Of the 77, 58 correspond to thematic
Presents or Aorists, viz. 35 Presents, 23
Aorists. Of the Presents 21 forms occur-
ring 27 times, of the Aorists 7 forms
occurring 12 times have no corresponding
form in -p; the remaining 14 Presents
occur H7 times in -yoi, 28 in -y, and the 16
Aorists 67 times in -yoi, 77 in -y; in the
several instances the difference between the
frequency of the two endings does not go
beyond 5, except in é&fédys 29 to é9éry 6,
and fGpae 11 to &fy 26; these two set
apart, the numbers are for Presents 28 to 22,
and for Aorists 56 to 51.

An examination : of Od. i.—iv. gives
similar results, We find 39 forms of 3rd
person_sing. subj. act. occurring 53 times.
Of these 12 are Presents, viz. 8 (including

¢pov) in you oceurring 13 times, and 4 in -y
occurrmg 4 times: 13 are thematic Aorists,
viz. 9 in.qot (15 times)and 4 in - (7 times).

‘We are justified then in regarding -ya: as
a genuine termination, unlike -wut, -pofa, at
least in the Subjunctive of stems with the
thematic vowel. If genuine, it can only
represent -yr. A priori the retention in
the Indicative of -r. after long, though it
was lost after short, vowels is in favour
of this view: &fpor : Mioca (>Aoy) =
rifnoi : Mde.  Nor does the idra form a
difficulty. It may be post-Homeric: ‘In
Odyss. a. 168 omnes libri exhibent ¢noiv aut
¢ijoe, vera lectio in Aristarchi annotatione
tantum servata est. . Similiter Odyss. 6
318 nullus est liber qui dwodfow servaverit,
sed aut dwoddoe aut dmoddoor exhibent’
(Cobet, Mise. Cr. 339), and Cobet points out
that Zoilus and Chrysippus probably read
d@or in A 129, But let the iGra be early
and Homeric : then ¢épyot has followed the

analogy of ¢épys, pépy. Inasmuch however
as the subjunctive form in -y, <.e. -yr, sur-
vived in dialects into historical times (v.
Brugmann, Gr. ii. 1347, M. U. i. 183, and
Meister, Gr. Dial. ii. 112), it is not un-
reasonable to follow the MSS. when they
omit, rather than when they insert, idro in
this ancient form in -ow..  However this
may be, we are justified in equating -w, -s
(-s) -1 (), -no (yov) with old Indian -3, -as,
-at, -ati in Subjunctives corresponding to
thematic Indicatives.

‘With these Subjunctives are to be grouped
a few forms of the Perfect that do not cor-
respond to thematic Indlca,tives, but are
formed as if they did. Such is éppéyyot and
possibly dpdppor N 271 (van Leeuwen) : per-
haps also iAjjkyoe which we have treated
hitherto as a Present. As the scholiast
(T 353) perceived, éppiypoe is an instance of
the intrusion of the forms of the thematic
Present into the Perfect, on which cf. Monro
H. G2 p. 30 (ivjxoe H. H. Apoll. 165).
Again Iyoi, and probably o, and possibly
ﬁm ('vide infm), are thematic formations, cf.
&ou, loi,édv, olays, idv, and asdtha, ayas, ayat
(Whitney, Sk. Gr. p. 192).

Only 8 forms have any claim to belong to
the sigmatic Aorist. Of these éyelpyor,
kAivgay, érpivpor are ambiguous, but are
probably Presents used as Aorists by reason
of the identity in the first person of Present
and Aorist. «Aivpoe is certainly aorist in
use, as it follows éwe/; cf. the use of the
same conjunction with drpdvyrov Z 83. But
drayyelipo 8 775, waﬁa’ya'l., wéuymo, Eumved-
oot (O 60: cf. émuveipor & 357 and w.
Schulze, @. Ep. p. 279), may be ejected
without scruple in favour of the correspond-
ing Presents, cf. § 672 where the correct
vavrileras is retained only by one good MS.
Only one form preserves -o- and is also
metrically fixed, droorpéyyar O 62, d.e. the
interpolation in that speech begins at .
61, not v. 64.

An isolated form is ifjor N 234—no other
Present Subj. is found from yue, lomgume,
rifppue, 8Bwpe : cf. Messen, 7ifpr. It is
due to assimilation to the root Aorists, jot,
Ofor, dpo, 0ot d@or, which with Saper,
¢pbaiyoe are the only Subjunctives in-ot <7t
remaining.

IL

Old Indisn Subjunctives to 4stham, 4dam,
ddham, are sthati, dati, dhati, but we read
in Whitney (S%. Gr. § 835, Modes of the
Root-Aorist) that ¢in Subjunctive use, forms
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identical with the augmentless Indicative of
this Aorist are much more frequent than
the more proper Subjunctives,’ ¢.e. das, dat,
which = *3ws, *8w(r), are used as Subjunctives
(Injunctives). Now das, dat, gas, gat, dbas,
dbat are to 3@s, 8¢, Byjs, By, O4s, 0, just as
bharat (supra) to ¢epy, t.e. 8gs H 27, o o
334, ¢y, 7122, dvaBy B 358, yw@s x 373,
Yv‘t‘; A 411=1I 273 are Injunctives, dis-
guised by that process of assimilation to
the commoner type ¢épw, -ys, U opey
(whlch is itself indebted for its lara to
dépets, -ei, -oper) which created 36 (v 356,
v 296) and produced pefdpey K 449, Bdoe
£ 86 for *juev, *ﬂno’l. cf. 7.0Gg1, but Messen.
7(@pvri. Monro is then right in his view
H. G2 p. T0—except that he has not gone
far enough—and there is no need to suspect
these forms and emend them as van Leeuwen
does (Enchir. p. 308).

Certainly we must not expel 3goe to
bring in ddyot as he proposes, for of the
three forms 8¢ai, 8dy, Sopoe the last is the

only one that must be regarded as an epic
coinage, It does not stand to &y as Ebpot
to &y, for Sy, as Sdopev and the like show,
i8 for 8de ; but it might be compared with
forms of the sigmatic Aorist in -pou if any
of them could be regarded as early. A
com arxson of A 137 with A 324 (al 8¢ xe

dwot, and al 8¢ ke py ddyot) suggests
that the third plural has supplied the pat-
tern : but 8dwo: was probably ddovee in the
epic period. It remains then to regard
doyot as 8w+ yot, a non-thematic form that
has borrowed the thematic termination.
The same explanation must be applied to
the only similar form wapagpbiper K 346.
‘We must suppose that this last form was
taken for an optative and assimilated to
<j)9amv cf. Schol A on Z 459 (elwyor for
elmo dv) and on A 191: J. Schmidt’s aeolic
pbaiv <¢pba-ju (K. Z. 23, 298, and 27, 295)
is not very plaus1ble, especially since
Schulze’s Quaestiones Epicae.

However Ven. A writes -y in the opta-
tive seven times, ¢baiy K 368, iy II 568, &e.
(Ls. Roche, Hom. Texthr. p. 410), and in
this place an optative would be quite appro-
priate: perhaps wapadfain ye or something
of the sort. The one similar form 3dyoe
occurs twice, but M 275 for of ke Zevs dcyort
we may substltute al ké mof Zevs d@oe from

A129 and a 379=0 144, and at A 324
Se ke py ddy Fe would be tempting, if one
felt sure that such an order were pos51ble
note, however, that the irregular zadoyo:
{only A 191) mlght be removed in a similar
way by reading ¢dppay’ d kev wadoy oe
uehawvdov $Svvdwy.

One cannot tell whether doper 6389, v 13,
yvopev X 382 are properly Injunctives or
Subjunctives, as the Indian Subjunctive
shows only the secondary ending in this
person. émfirov ¢ 52, and yvéror ¢ 218
may be Injunctives. The remaining form
is yréou Z 231. ’

1I1.

The Subjunctives of the root-aorists
*hbnar, *pbn(r) and *¢fye formed the model
for many others. Thus perelo ¥ 47, ey
H 340, I 245, Theogn. 689 and wapely in
the proverb are Subjunctives of a stem 7-
abstracted from the imperfect forms v, &,
Juev, foav, beside By, &By, Bipev, Bhoov
&e. : cf. the same analogy working in the
other direction to produce ¢ijofa beside
Hoba.

Schulze’s view (@. Ep. 433) that elw, €lp
which appear only in the sixth foot form
orixot pelovpot, is not very acceptable; and
still less] plausible is Christ’s derivation
from éo-jo, éo-jy (Bh. M. 36, 30) since, a
form corresponding to di-syami would be
ég-o10 > oo : we have no right to break
up -sya~. Other forms of this Subj. are
perhaps fot, and «Txn (0 163, T 202; o 491
E 2T4)—éy, v elo, €y: 7]0‘L—e¢7], b iy :
¢pow (a 168) and with dot of. Bdou be51de
va and B8y. However if ouo"qq 7 489, dvras
7 94 are genuine, then o, dot <afjor, O'wtn
o)por=1obays, dvras <ooloys, odvras:
é&o)ovons é&o)dvras, and the forms are the-
matic (supra).

But the most important extension was to
the passive Aorists in -y (with which wemay
reckon édAwv), and -fpv. It took place, for
metrical reasons as we shall see, in such
wise that the longer forms are commoner
in the Aorist in -yw, the shorter in that in
-Onpv. Wefind dapeiv, Sapelys, Sapeiere, fepéo,
pyfns, piyéoot, comiy, daviys (once each),
and ¢ariy (B), Tpameloper (3), Saeciv (4),
dAdw (2), and ddy (B), as against pary (1),
and Sacpev (1). From Aorists in -0nv we
have d\nb7, dpepby, lavlys, lavly, xolwbys,
kpwbijre, wepybirov (once each), wepnfope
(twice), morwhijrov (once) as against vepeaany-
O1jopev restored 2 53. The reason for this
difference between the two Aorists is that
the syllable preceding -6nv, unlike that pre-
ceding -n, is long by position ; whence the
use of the so-called contracted forms in the
first five instances of -fxyv: on the metrical
awkwardness of forms like d\nfiy ___vide
Schulze, Q. Ep. pp. 258 seq. Similarly,
weapybijrov is more manageable than___ v:
duakpwbijre o 532, if it may be counted ag
Homeric, may be balanced against gavg.
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An argument for this view, that contraction
in these Aorists is not represented at all in
the two Fpics, except perhaps in o 532 if
that book be very late, may also be found
in the occurrence of three examples, and
three only, d¢éy II 590, fepén p 23 and
pryéoct B 475, of the intermediate stage
between the Homeric ddjy (ddfe) and the
later d¢7. Obviously that :dacuev &e. are
now accented as though contracted is no
argument one way or the other. The later
forms resulting from shortening and con-
traction of -yw, -yps, &e., were identical
with the earlier forms in -w,-ys, and de-
termined their accentuation in our texts.
Similarly the monosyllabic ew <7w has been
intruded into ¢féwper 7w 383 and $Héwoe
o 437 (unless this passage be quite late) for
-opev and -ooi.  For oréoper A 348 X 231
and éopev T 402 read orcuev, dpev (¥éonw)
unless, on considerable MS. authority X 231
and T 402, we prefer oréouer, fopev with
€0 <o like d¢éy &c., whereas Ionic arewper
comes from orpoper by way of orguper or
orewopey with the long vowel introduced from
Pepwper &c.: ordopev (van Leeuwen) would
only come directly from ordoper and is
therefore improbable. Also we must either
read the regular *xrevoper x 216 or xrdpev,
which is to &rd as cwvdueba to Edvero.

For the Subjunctive of the root-aorist
Active Voice also affected the Middle: and
corresponding  to ¢pary), damiy we find
EpPhyrar v 204, Ofjar v 403, ovdpeba
N 381, wepdopebo (-ov) ¥ 485, and on the
other hand PBAdear Y 335 (BAfoear codd.),
Phijerar p 472, Ojopar (thrice), @rear & 163
(Boear codd.), dviear Z 260 (évijoear codd.),
Plicor B 368 (pliys codd. : similarly read
épbiro 3 446 in fourth foot for épbiev), phierar
Y 173, ¢6idpecbo 5 87—the emendations
given are due to Cobet and van Leeuwen.
The latter would reject the forms without
ofe, or remove them in favour of the not
much commoner type with the vowel. But
not only do they support one another, but
perhaps derive support also from the
Presents daiviar 6 243, + 328 Schulze, 7.7
331, 8151/7711:.' Z 229, émiomyrow II 243 (the
variants émiorarar AL,-earar Zen., are due
to the belief that it is dvri 70d émicroTar
Schol. A ad loc.) as well as the dialectical
forms Swapar, kabierarar &e. (apud G. Meyer,
P 50'2), which, like &joc and 7{fypv already
quoted, may be extensions of the type d@ot,
Broe (<Byre <Bar). pepvdpefa & 168 is
probably a thematic form : it is defended
against alteration to uiyodpefa or *uviw-
peba (Fick) by the dependent Accusative,
a case found only with the Perfect, and also

by the circumstance that urjodpebo appears
only in one type of phrase (vide infra).

Iv.

The terminations -wpu:, -yofo like you are
properly confined to Subjunctives with w/y:
the only possible exceptions are xrelvou
7 490, dnbfirgobe p 121 (both of which in
their contexts may be present), and éAdoyoba
¥ 344 in a speech of Nestor, and probably
late.

The impulse to the formation of -wu: and to
the extension of -fa to the Subjunctive was
given by the third persons in -yoi. Four of
the six instances of -opi—dydyopu, ééwp,
elrout, Tixopr—and seven of the twelve in
-yofa have beside them -por—in only two
verbs éfé\ew, elweiv is the full series found—
but in no case does the same verb show both
-opt and -yoba, yet want -yor. They occur
rarely; ouly é6éhwu, 7ixwmi, probably
eiropt, and é0éhyoba, efmyoba occur more
than once, and only the forms from éférew
and probably elmeiv are frequent. elmopt
occurs once only in our texts y 392, but that
passage (3¢po émos elwwps, 76 pot kaTafipidy
éori) probably gives the true version of the
nine times recurring d¢p’ elmw, Td pe Gupds
é&vi orifecar kelede, which also occurs T 102
with the variation dvéye—this leaves only
three instances of elision before elmeiv.
Further we may introduce it & 348. This
supposed frequency of elmwpe is not sur-
prising, since elmyot is very frequent (four-
teen times, a nunber approached only by
iAbpoe eleven times and surpassed only by
é0éryed), and besides is found in a phrase
warked as ancient by its unique syntax—
kal woré Tis elwyo (Z 409, H 87).

The relation between -wput, -nofa, and -you
appears clearly in the case of éf#éhew. To
I 146 with é9éyo. correspond v. 288 with
-pofe and v. 397 with -wpi. Further é6éryou
appears twenty times out of the twenty-nine
in collocations such as af &’ &, 6v x’ &, and
é0éxyola seventeen times out of eighteen in
the same collocations, édéAwut two out of
three times. In the third instance A 549,
the Optative of the MSS. is quite defensible
cf. §600. Should we read ¢ «’ é0éhwpu || Soper
for ¢ &’ éféhw dopevar ¢ 345% On the other
bhand Boplipirov = 63 (Ven. A) may be
wrong like I 414 ixoulipidys of the same
MS. Should the Optatives BdAowrfa O 571,
kAaiowwfa Q 619, wpodiyowrfa x 325 be
changed to Subjunctives? All three stems
show -yot, and BdAyclo once occurs. The
change is easy, except in O 571, but cf. ¢
260 and read xev for mwov—el xé Twa Tpdwv
éfdApevos dvdpa Bdnaba.
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V.

Among the forms in -wpt, yoba, -yor we
found, besides é\doyofa and orpéfyo, both in
interpolations, only a few forms like éyeipyat
which might be Subjunctives of non-the-
matic Aovists. In the case of xAivpou
T 223 the aoristic use is proved by the con-
junction ére/, and the same holds good of
érorpvvyrov Z 83, nor is this really sur-
prising, since forms like éyeipw, kAive, érpive
are equivocal and could affect the other
persons. Apart from these we may reject
all instances of w/n in the Subjunctive of
the non-thematic Adrist.

(1) Spowper, bpoyre belong to the Thematic
Conjugation and are to fpoopev (A 16) as
dpoeo (seven times) to dpoo (five): and
dAyrar (@ 536) is also thematic, standing to
dAhopar as Badely to BdAAew, or as Tapeiv to
rdpvewv; ef. 0. 7. 1311 (Jebb). dAerac
A 192=207 is Subj. of a non-thematic dA
or 4\, rightly or wrongly abstracted from
dAto (better &\ro), which however may be
for dro-ro in which case d\erac is wrongly
formed.

(2) 8elonr” © 779 is due to the tendency
to remove legitimate hiatus. We must
read Seloere, just as we must read &s 8 ére for
os & drav (thirteen times and always in the
first foot), and 096" §7e in the same position A
18: in the remaining instances of drav in a
general sentence read oir’ B 397, air’ v 101.

(3) The context requires the Optative
T 369 (¢bicwpev) and favours it o 453
(wepdanre) and the MSS. support the Present
® 467 (ravodpefa) and v 383 wéuyoper—o.
Monro, #. G. pp. 71 and 270. Hence we
may venture to correct wavodpesfo H 290,
cf. & 467, malsoper H 29, BovAedowper
w 234, dvridoyrov M 356, to Present Subj. or,
in the last case, to the Aorist Optative, cf.
Monro, p. 71. Also prmodpefa must give
way to a uwpopefa, Subj. to pmdpevos,
pwvijovro : it must have been changed before
the Participle and Imperfect became ‘as-
similated’ (cf. mpdoves for mproves). Its
very frequency (six times) is against the
genuineness of uwmoduefa (in view of the
rareness of such forms with the long
vowel), and so is the probable antiquity of
the phrase uv. ydpuns (thrlce) which formed
the type for the remaining instances.

(4) Some passages that are doubtful on
other grounds show the forms in question.
The most interesting is 7 12=7 293.
Verses 7 10-13 =7 291-294 form a peried
that is marked as late by the proverb
“adros yap épélkeror dvdpa cidnpos.’ The
mere mention of iron is certainly not
enough to prove a passage to be late (cf.
Jevous, J. H. §. xiii. 25), but such a use of
the generic word ‘iron’ instead of the
special word ¢knife,’ ‘sword’ as we get
here means not, only that iron.s known,
but that it is regularly used in such articles.
Further the proverb undoubtedly refers to
daggers and to stabbing, and, any way, the
passage shows a misconception of the situa-
tion, for the - suitors retained weapons
enough to spoil any feast olvwfévres, for they
had their ¢doyava-x 90. dvipyrac I 510 is
in the allegory of the Awrai: it may be an
early extension of the type xpimot, érpi-
vrov. -évrhijfoper M T2 is wedged in
between what are probably interpolated
passages 3-33 and 86-107 (v. Leaf) and
may redsonably be attributed to a late
hand.

Lastly T 107 py) mis drepBacin Aws Spra
SypMijoyrar may be considered to be an adapta-
tion of the phrase Imé¢p Jpxia Syhijoactac
A 67, 236, by some one who considered dmrep to
go with the verb, replaced it by tmepBaciy
and invented the phrase found here only
Auds Spxia. If the line is to be defended, it
must be on the ground that the thematic
oizere and dfere precede (vv. 103, 105) and
suggested this thematic form. But on the
most favourable view of the case the only
reasonably probable instances of w/y out-
side the thematic conjugation are xpivyoy,
ov'pvmrrov, &e., which have a special excuse,
and d&vijvyrar on their model together with
vimhijfoper, Sphjonrar, and ;l.vnacn')/teaa on
the pattern of dpowper; and these in-
stances are so few, that really nothing is
found in Homer to defend -oys, -o, -cwdt,
or to make it surprising that the third
person, singular and plural, shows the short
vowel in inscriptions of the fifth cent.
from Ephesus, Teos and Chios (Schulze,
Hermes xx. 493).

"C. M. MuLvaNy,



