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gloev dymv: &v &' apyog Epn molvuntig Odvsoec.

“(..) and in the commander walked, the crafty Ulysses.”

The Homeric text is full of this peculiar feature: in this line of the /liad, the word &v
does not function as a preposition with the following word but rather as a detached preverb.
The line appears then to split the compound verb éufaive into two separate units: a preverb
and a verb separated by other words. This feature is called ‘tmesis’ and often explained as a
‘cut’ but the name and the image it conveys are misleading. If the phenomenon is later seen as
an artificial separation for poetic and metrical purposes, the Homeric tmeses appear to be in

fact archaisms.

The apparent separation is indeed not a separation at all but simply reflects an older
stage of the syntax when év and PBaivo were two independent words and the compound
éupaivo did not yet exist. Tmesis” refers then to the non-compound form of the verb. The
preverb agglutinated in the compound verb was originally an independent place word®. Space-
related information was partially relayed by the different cases but place words such as gv
added precision®. These place words could stand alone or closely function with a noun or a

verb later becoming adverb, preposition or preverb.

The non-agglutination of the verb and its preverb as well as their free placement seem
to be inherited from Proto-Indo-European and one can find similar cases of tmesis in Hittite or
Sanskrit. The univerbation process leads to the disappearance of the tmesis at some point

between Proto-Indo-European and classical Greek® but the chronology and behaviour of this

! Jliad, 1.311

? The word is problematic because it suggests a false separation and encourages an anachronic perception of the
feature. The word will here be used for convenience.

* Cautious terminology used by several scholars as Haug, Horrocks, Boley or Bertrand. We will occasionally use
this terminology but also simply use the word ‘preverb’ to refers to &v as functioning with the verb.

* Chantraine et Homérique, Tome 2: Syntaxe, p 80.

> Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry, p 99.



feature remain unclear. The specificity of Homeric text and its oral tradition complicate the
matter further as the text we read today is the result of multiple strata and corrections showing

conserved archaism alongside more recent poetical or artificial features.

In a study on tmesis in the epic tradition, Haug' distinguishes the tmeses involving the
preverb &v as particularly interesting: the place word was originally assuring both a directive
and locative functions. This original situation appears to be inherited (PIE *%;en) and can
easily be compared to the functions of Latin in. At later date, however, the two functions
came to be distinguished more strongly and two specialized prepositions can be found. In
some dialects®, a secondary form eic (/&c) was formed from &v (év+¢) and came to be used
with the accusative for the directional function while év was specialized to the locative
function and used with the dative. This innovation and the traces it left on the Homeric text -
and more specifically verbal compounds- are a decisive clue to date the tmesis. Chantraine
and later Haug both noticed that compound verbs and tmesis involving the new form eig were
much more scarcely found than the ones involving the older €v. The innovation then appears
to be more recent than the end of the univerbation process and gives a first time limit for the

evolution of tmesis into compound forms.

Because of this first landmark for a time frame, the tmeses involving &v appeared to us
as a good subset to study and the corpus and analysis were therefore limited to these specific
cases. As an archaism, the tmesis raises questions both about its dating and its conservation.
The tmesis has been long ago recognised as an inherited archaism and studied as such while
multiple dating propositions were made. There is no consensus however and studying the sole
case of tmeses in v in both epic poems could perhaps give us a more precise insight of the
evolution of this feature. This study seeks to ponder how the tmesis in v can be analysed as
an old feature and a crucial clue for grammaticalization of compound verb while always

taking into account its poetical context.

The data was here analysed through three different perspectives: a synchronic study of
the corpus, an historical approach and finally by considering the pragmatic impact of the
feature. This paper is therefore divided into three chapters reflecting the three perspectives
adopted and also the order in which this research was conducted. The first chapter adopts a

synchronic approach and accounts for the results of the first tests the corpus was ran through.

1 .
Ibid.

2 This innovation is mainly found in Ionic-Attic, Lesbian and Doric, while Arcado-Cypriote, Thessalian,
Boeotian and Northwest Greek conserved both functions of év. See Haug (2012).



The collected examples are there analysed according to six criteria (verb, distance,
grammatical function of the ‘in between’ material, presence of formulae, metrical position,
and literary context). The second chapter is a diachronic assessment of the question using the
existing literature as a starting point to study the specific case of tmeses in &v before
proposing elements for a comparative dating scenario. The final chapter tries to use a

pragmatic approach and propose some alternative evidences for a dating scenario.



CORPUS STUDY AND OBSERVATIONS ON SYNCHRONY

s First observations and results

The analysis of Homeric corpus gave us slightly more than one hundred examples of
tmesis in év'. But not all these examples are straightforward” cases: some are not easy to agree
upon and we should present some of the ambiguous cases and the way this selection was
made before going further. The description made by Chantraine® of this phenomenon and the
rather vague classification of Homeric place words’ into preverbs, prepositions and adverbs
show how difficult it can be to distinguish a €v used as preposition from a preverb in tmesis or
an adverbial use of the word. When searching for a tmesis in év one is confronted a wide
diversity of cases: the place word is usually followed by so perceived disruptive material
(sometimes a single enclitic particle, sometimes an entire colon with multiple words and
cases). To identify such various sequences of words as tmesis, the main indicator is then the
material found between €v and the verb: words in nominative case or accusative can lead to
reject the analysis of év as preposition and then decide upon a case of tmesis with more

certainty.

Cases involving dative words are therefore more complicated to deal with and not all the
scholars seem to adopt the same attitude. N. Bertrand’ rejects any case leading to a
prepositional use while Haug® or Horrocks’ seem to be more open. In our corpus a

problematic and recurring example of construction with dative summarize well this problem:

Iliad 1.441® natpl PIA® &v xepot TibeL Kal P Tpocéemeyv:

' We counted 65 cases in the Iliad and 44 cases for the Odyssey.

* This selection was made by looking through all Homeric lines featuring v in the Diogenes version of the TLG.
* Chantraine, Grammaire Homérique, Tome 2: Syntaxe.

* To use Haug cautious terminology.

5 Bertrand, « On Tmesis, Word Order, and Noun Incorporation in Homeric Greek ».

6 Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry.

" Horrocks, Space and Time in Homer: Prepositional and Adverbial Particles in the Greek Epic.

¥ <and placed her in the arms of her dear father, saying to him’ Loeb edition translation.



Many cases present &v followed by dative but this type of construction (v + yepoit verb)
is particularly frequent'. It is difficult here to determine if this case should be considered as a
tmesis. On the one hand it is difficult to rule out the use of év as a preposition and a strict
selection following Bertrand’s? criteria force us to leave such cases out of our corpus. One the
other hand tiOnut is one of the verbs that is the most used in tmesis in our corpus and in her
book on tmesis and Proto-Indo-European Syntax, Boley’ uses those ‘év yepoi cases’ as
examples of tmesis without further distinction. But those cases remain ambiguous —the given
example even showing a compound verb with fully completed univerbation- and we decided
therefore not to include them in our corpus to not alter the results with uncertain cases. This
example however demonstrates that the phenomenon does not have a fixed form or definition
and can be difficult to classify. This sometimes ambiguous character of the tmesis also

reflects the nature of the syntax we are dealing with: the altered traces of an old parataxis.

Aside from the cases involving dative material, the adverbial cases described by
Chantraine* can also be difficult to analyse and categorize as no clear criteria allow us to
differentiate them. And for the construction of our corpus, the following question soon arises:
if the év in tmesis is still an independent word and not yet a proper preverb, what
differentiates this &v from an adverb? The differentiation does not seem to be always

pertinent’ for our examples.

This corpus was mainly obtained by following the interesting classification of Bertrand:
ruling out case where €v is used as preposition, considering the synthetic meaning of the
association of év + verb. One of the criteria was therefore to check that the compound version
of the verb was attested. A last word should be said about the version of the Homeric text
used for our corpus as some cases of €v tmesis cannot be found in all editions. Indeed some
lines shows different versions of the text and &g or €k are sometimes used in place of €v. For

example:

! See in the data section for a selection of examples.

2 Seven points used to differentiate between preposition, preverbal and adverbial use of £v.
3 Boley, Tmesis and Proto-Indo-European Syntax.

* Chantraine, Grammaire Homérique, Tome 2: Syntaxe.

> However Betrand rule out some cases for having an adverbial use.



Odyssey 23.201 év d' érdvuee' ipavta fooc poivikt poevov (7LG)

€k 8' £Ttavvoo' iudvta foog Qoivikt @aeVOV (les Belles Lettres)

The corpus was here constituted by using the 7LG’ version of the Homeric text but it
could be stressed that those different lectures are also interesting for our question: some of
them could very well be later modifications of a tmesis perceived as somehow incorrect or no
more productive’.

Once the corpus was established, the material has been analysed according to these
criteria: verb, distance between év and the verb, context, organisation of the line. This first
chapter seeks to address the following questions: which verbs are used in tmesis with év? Is
the distance between év and the verb constant? What kind of words is found between those
two constituents and which function do they have? Are tmesis linked to formulae? Do lines
including tmesis have a specific organisation? Is tmesis a feature specific to a literary context?
We will separate the results of the two poems in order to spot any difference of distribution

and then try to cross the results of those different criteria in the hope of finding some patterns.

§ 1. Verbs occurring with &v

In the lliad

RECURRENT VERBS FREQUENCY RARE VERBS FREQUENCY

Spvot 9 (13.5%) ayeipo 1(1.5%)

BIT0) 2 3 %) Kpive 1(1.5%)

gl 2 3%) Boive 1 (1.5 %)

T 3(4.5%) TP L 1(1.5%)

TYVOLL 7 (10.5 %) YE® 1 (1.5 %)

BéArw 5(7.5 %) TOE® 1 (1.5 %)

Kepo 2 (3 %) OpdoKk® 1 (1.5 %)

! Berkowitz, Squitier, et Johnson, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae canon of Greek authors and works.
? Chantraine, « Le role et la valeur de" en"[Greek] dans la composition ».




TN 11(16.5 %) i 1(1.5 %)
voio 2(3 %) T4oC0 1 (1.5 %)
fiko 7 (10.5100 %) £60 1(1.5 %)
dpéed 2 (3 %) YVOUTTO 1 (1.5 %)

mumAnu 2(3 %)
TVED 2(3%)
TOTAL 56 (83.5 %) TOTAL 11 (16.5 %)

In the Odyssey:

RECURRENT VERBS FREQUENCY RARE VERBS FREQUENCY
el 7(155 %) Spvopt 125%)
B 49%) X6 1(2.5%)
T 11(24.5 %) Ot 1(2.5%)
vaio 2(4.5 %) HEVD 1(2.5%)
0pbo 2 (4.5 %) apapiokm 1(2.5 %)
AN 2 (4.5 %) TovHm 1(2.5 %)
Paive 2 (4.5 %) ninto 1(2.5%)
YEL® 3 (6.5 %) SHw 1(2.5%)
viyvopa 2 (4.5 %)
fio 2 (4.5 %)
TOTAL 37 (82.5 %) TOTAL 8 (17.5 %)
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Both poems seem to show a comparable distribution with a recurrent set of verbs-
mostly common verbs with large semantic adaptability- and more episodically the use of other
verbs. The less frequently used verbs also show the same semantic flexibility (moiéw is a good
example) and this is not a surprising fact as compounds verb are often formed on frequent and
generic verbs. The meaning of the verb is then changed by the presence of €v and differs from
its basic meaning. One of the most striking results of this table is perhaps the high frequency
of the use of the verb tibn in the Homeric poems. Aside from this nice symmetry, the verbs
used in each poem tend to differ slightly: yedw, yiyvopor, péve, dpapiokm or Taviwm are used
in the Odyssey but absent from the /liad while the very frequent dpvou of the lliad cannot be
found in the Odyssey. This difference in vocabulary is not overly surprising as the two poems

treat different themes but some specific cases will be later commented upon.

It appears then that a rather important variety of verbs can be used in tmesis with a few
particularly used verbs. But this first picture must be modified by looking at how the

univerbation progresses for each verb: can we find compound forms of the verbs used in

tmesis?
FREQUENCY
COMPOUND VERB
lliad Odyssey TOTAL

&vopvout 3 1 4
Evoim 5 0 5

gveyu 44 37 81
éuminto 11 6 17
gumnyvout 0 0 0
EuPaiim 24 16 40
Eykeyon 1 0 1
gvtitnw 6 9 15
Evvaim 0 0 0
svinu/ évinko 13 9 22
EVopam 1 0 1
gumimAnu 5 15 20
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EUIVED 9 3 12
EyKpive 0 0 0
éupaive 6 2 8
gumipmpn 12 1 13
0] 26 8 34
EUTOLE® 1 0 1
EUTAICoM 1 0 1
&yyiyvopou 3 1 4
EUUEV® 0 1 1
évapapiokm 0 1 0
EVTOVOm 0 17 17

If we confront both these tables, the distribution of the verbs in tmesis looks different
and the general picture seems suddenly less uniform. Indeed one cannot find here a general
rule governing the use of a verb in tmesis or in compound form. The results are also difficult
to interpret: the /liad shows more cases of tmesis but also more compound version of the
verbs even if one could expect a more conservative picture'. The distribution of the verb
TiOnuv évtibnu shows perhaps the most expected scenario with a high frequency of use in
tmesis that corresponds to a very rarely used compound form. Indeed one could expect that
the archaisms tend to be either conserved or replaced. We can therefore find some strong
cases of counterexamples to the model of tibnuv &vtiOnu with a high frequency of both
tmesis and compound forms as for évinut. But the distribution does not seem to follow any
pattern and varies a lot from a verb to another. Beside this quantitative distribution one also
needs to consider a baffling variety of uses and configurations: in some cases a lot of different
verbal forms are used (without restriction of mood or tense), for others only one or two fixed
forms occur strictly in formulae, some verb do not belong to any formula, some show a mixed
distribution between formulaic and not formulaic expressions, all adopt various positions in

the line and the clause...

None of these factors seem then to point towards a rule or any kind of uniformity.

What conclusions shall we then draw? The variety of the uses does not show a unique pattern

! Caution on this kind of opinion however.
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but the results should not be seen as a chaotic lot. The absence of a general rule here mainly
shows that the evolution of use between tmesis and compound forms seems to be very verb-
specific. The verbs in tmesis do not obey to a regular rate of replacement and some verbs

seem to be more easily replaced by compound forms than other.

§ 2. Distance between ¢v and the verb

We should perhaps take a step back and consider the broader picture with the
configuration of the tmesis and its different composing parts. How deep of a ‘cut’ are we here
talking about? The material occurring between év and the verb should also be somehow
measured and the question of its —metrical and grammatical- weight should be raised. The
first step here will be to look at how stretched the tmesis is: are we talking of a true
independence of the preverb with no rule of positioning or do some constraints appear? This
question can be treated according to different points of view: by counting how many words
are separating the verb and preverb, by considering the metrical weight of this ‘separating

material’ or by analysing the grammatical function of those elements.

Distance between év and the verb in number of words'

NUMBER OF WORDS lliad Odyssey
OCCURRING IN BETWEEN
Particle only (mainly 6¢) 14 (18 %) 5(11 %)
1 word 23 (34.5 %) 14 (31 %)
2 words 18 (27 %) 16 (35.5 %)
3 words 8 (12 %) 3 (6.5 %)
4 words 2 (3 %) 1(2%)
5+ words 0 (0 %) 5(11 %)

! Particles standing alone between preverb and verb have been isolated as not having the same impact as a word.
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These results show a large scale of possible tmesis configurations. Once more our
observations do not seem to point towards a unique and fixed rule. A premature conclusion
could be that the tmesis appears in the poems as reflecting a completely free stage with all
kind of forms. However the distribution does not appear to be hazardous or reflect a perfect
syntactic freedom. A core basis can indeed be distinguished with an average tmesis created by
a ‘separating’ material of two or three words. The average Homeric tmesis stays then quite

compact, often constituting one cluster with an independent meaning and a metrical unity.

- uu/- uuu/ul- wu/|- uwu|- -
lliad, 1.142 &v 0' épétac EmnoEg ayeipopey, £ o' katoOUPnv

“And we should gather a fitting number of rowers, and <place> a hecatomb”

- - |- - u/ul- wl/- wu|- x
Iliad, 8.335 Ay &' ovtic Tpheooty OMOUTIOC &V HEVOG DPCEY”

“Then once again the Olympian aroused force in the hearts of the Trojans”

Those two examples show quite compact tmesis configurations with enclosed direct
object and a metrical separation assumed in both lines by the bucolic caesura. To this core
basis two opposite tendencies can be added as we find very compact forms of tmesis as well
as broad configurations in our corpus. At one end of this spectrum- for the very restricted
tmesis- €v is only separated from the verb by a single particle. We have some examples with
vap but the most common case involves the particle 6¢. This particle, already short by itself
with only one syllable, can moreover be elided. Then it does not even form a proper syllable
but a single letter that embodies the separation between the verb and €v. The elided particle
does not count as a metrical element in the line but often alter and increase the weight of the

preceding syllable. This case is as physically close to univerbation as possible.

Iliad, 18.551" ‘Ev 0' ¢ti0g1 tépevoc Bactiniov: &vBa o' EpBot

This configuration with the verb tiOnu only separated from v by the elided particle is
very close to a compound form. This exact case (év &' £€tifet...) is also almost ‘formulaic’ as it

is repeated several times in both poems and we shall comment on this form later.

" “On it he set also a king’s estate, in which laborers (...)” Loeb edition translation.

15



At the other end of the spectrum, one can find a few example of very broad tmesis
with up to six words standing between the preverb and the verb. These forms of broad tmesis
can show various configurations: ‘syntactic’ distance with multiple grammatical functions

and/or line distance with cases of enjambment.

Odyssey, 3.479" £v 82 yovn) topin oitov koi oivov E0nkev

Iliad, 5.730-7317 dfjoe ypvoeov kaAov Quydv, &v 8¢ Aémadva

KAA' EPade ypooet': VO 8¢ Quyov fyayev "Hpn

The first line shows an example of a very stretched tmesis opening and closing the line
while the second one presents a less broad configuration but takes place on two separate lines.
If the results of the /liad and the Odyssey are mostly similar for this criterion we should
however comment an important difference between the two poems. Both Homeric poems can
show broader forms of tmesis with more than three words separating év from the verb but the
larger category (five or more words) can only be found in the Odyssey. The poet of the

Odyssey seems then to produce more broad forms of tmesis.

So it appears that there is quite a large scale of tmesis configurations with a norm of 1-2
words inserted and variations from very compact tmesis to broader ones. As those different
configurations do not seem to share a common structure it could be tempting to immediately
affirm the total syntactic freedom of the tmesis or trying to force the various cases into a quick
categorisation and come up with some uncertain relative dating scenario. The core basis
seems indeed to correspond to the idea we have of a ‘classical tmesis’ while some other
configurations appear as more artificial. However, relative dating hypotheses are easy to
convoke but difficult to affirm or prove. And this point we have no other elements than first
impressions- and perhaps the unconscious wish to agree with a certain vision of Homeric

composition- but dating issue will be raised again.

Finally this word weight scale can also be backed up by considering the metrical situation.

The core basis tends to be composed of rather short words and the syllabic count stays

' <And the housewife placed in the chariot bread and wine and dainties’ Loeb edition translation.
2 “And on its end she bound the fair golden yoke, and threw on it the fair golden breast-straps; and Hera led
beneath the yoke (...)’ Loeb edition translation.
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comparable from one case to another while év and the verb are usually in a same metrical

- 1
unit.

§ 3. Function of the material occurring between ¢v and the verb

We should now focus on the grammatical function of the material occurring between v and

the verb to see if any kind of function can be ‘inserted’ or if we can find some patterns.

CASE OF THE MATERIAL Iliad Odyssey
NOMINATIVE 12 (18 %) 10 (22 %)
ACCUSATIVE 27 (40 %) 12 (26.5 %)

DATIVE 3(4.5%) 2 (4.5 %)
GENITIVE 1 (1.5 %) 2 (4.5 %)
COMPLEX GROUP 9 (13.510 %) 12 (26.5 %)

Most of the tmesis encloses material in the nominative or accusative form. The
presence of a simple genitive element is fairly rare and the low frequency of dative material is
in part due to the way this selection was made. As mentioned” before, problematic cases
involving words in dative have been excluded when a prepositional use of &v was more
probable than a case of tmesis. The ‘complex group’ category mainly concerns the broader
configurations of tmesis with more than three words occurring between €v and the verb: in
these cases the material can form a single grammatical group but is often composed of

multiple cases and grammatical functions.

The most frequently found case is then the accusative. This accusative element can

interact with the tmesis in two ways by either being disruptive or completive. The material is

! Foot limit or often delimited by a caesura
? Hence a quite low proportion in our corpus.
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disruptive when it does not directly depends of the verbal construction but can also be the

enclosed object of the verb and can reflect the original directional value of év.

The nominative is also frequently found between the constituents of the tmesis.
Contrary to the accusative elements that can be direct complements of the verb, the
nominative as the case of the subject is often in a disruptive position and interrupts the verbal

action with the mention of the subject sphere. For example:

lliad, 2.578 Aol Emovt' év &' a0TOg £6VGETO VOPOTO YUAKOV

“(...) And among them he himself put on his gleaming bronze””’

In this line the subject is standing between the two constituents of the tmesis and

interrupts the verbal process as the anaphoric pronoun could also have been not expressed.

The complex group category is a melting pot of individual cases of tmesis and it seems
difficult to show any regular pattern as we can find forms that involve a broad and complex
tmesis with a true syntactic distance. Some broad tmesis however shows a strong syntactic
unit and the ‘separating’ material is quantitatively large but in fact reduced to one function

such as in this line with a large object:

Odyssey, 13.105* &v_ 8¢ kpNtipéc Te Kal Aueipoprieg £aot

Before closing this section on the function of the ‘separating’ material, we should
mention a last observation: no negation can be found in our corpus. The cases of tmesis in &v
we selected seem indeed to be always used with a positive turn. This absence is not
excessively surprising as most of the verbs in our corpus are verbs of action used in
description —and often ritual gesture- and therefore involve mostly descriptions of events that
happen rather than that do not. However the absolute absence of negation in €v tmesis could
perhaps be interesting. We can observe that the nature of the ‘separating’ material does not
often include adverb and perhaps there was here a rule to avoid the succession of two adverbs
for rivalry risk. Our material is too limited to reach any conclusion on this question but a

larger investigation with other cases of tmesis could be interesting.

' Loeb editions translation.
? “In it are mixing bowls and jars of stone’ Loeb edition translation.
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§ 4. Tmesis and formulae

When counting tmesis and quantifying the importance of this syntactic phaenomenon
one should also takes into account that some tmeses are exactly identical. Indeed the total
number of tmeses in v can be strongly reduced when considering the recurring forms. A
good part of our corpus includes formulae repeated several times in the two poems. This high
frequency of tmesis belonging to formulae can be expected for an archaic feature and we can

think that this formulaic usage must have contributed to the preservation of the tmesis forms.

The lines 268-269" of book 14 of the Odyssey are for example repeated in book 17
lines 437-438:

YOAKOD TE GTEPOTNC. £V 08 ZeVS TEPTIKEPAVVOG
@VCav €Uoic’ £Tdpolot Kakny Paiev, o0oE Tig ETAN

We can distinguish two types of formulae®: a strict repetition of the words from a line
to another and a more flexible kind with the repetition of a structure rather than exact words.

This second type of formula allows adapting the tmesis structure to a different context:
Iliad, 11.544° Zevg 8¢ matp Afavd' dyiluyoc év poPov dpoe:

Iliad, 8.335" Ay &' avtic Tpheosoty OAOUTIOC £V LEVOC DPOEV:

In these two examples the words do not correspond exactly from a line to another but

the metrical structure is preserved between @ofov and pévog (uu).

' “And the flashing of bronze. But Zeus who hurls the thunderbolt cast an evil panic upon my comrades, and
none had the courage (...)” Loeb edition translation.

? Distinction used by Horrocks p 153.

3 “Now father Zeus, throned on high, roused Aias to flight’ Loeb edition translation.

* “Then once again the Olympian aroused force in the hearts of the Trojans’ Loeb edition translation.
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§ 5. Tmesis in the line, tmesis in the clause.

We should now see how the tmesis interacts with the line and the clause it comes in.
The first thing to notice here is perhaps that the thesis can overlap the limit of the line with
enjambments. These cases of enjambment are interesting both on a perception level and as a
clue about the composition method of the Homeric poems. These examples may look like
exceptions but are in fact relatively frequent in our corpus and their analysis can be quite
puzzling at first. Indeed, as the syntactic sequence overlaps the line, it points out that the
composition was not strictly line-centred and that the unity of the hexameter could be
overruled. But how these examples should be considered? When adopting a historical
perspective, opposite points of view can be argued for. We could choose to see those ‘loose’
structure cases as a ancient and irregular stage with a more independent preverb. But
imagining the conservation of such a large structure through the oral tradition and all the
stages of composition and writing could seem like wishful thinking'. However at this stage of
our analysis the main point is perhaps that the tmesis was working, being understood and

productive on such a large scale.

The tmesis showing enjambment is the most obvious case of testing the line limits: it
breaks the line unity and builds a continuity- synapheia- at the end of the line when a pause
was expected. If this metrical distortion must have had some impact and stretched the tmesis
construction, these cases of tmesis usually show a more compact syntactic construction as if*
to balance the metrical structure of the group of words. Indeed if we look at this example of

tmesis in enjambment:
Iliad, 5.730-731° ofjoe xpvoeov Kahov Quydv, // v & Aémadva

KAA' EPare / ypOoet' vro 8¢ Luyov fyayev “Hpn

The enjambment of the tmesis appears to disrupt the metrical structure but the syntactic

sequence is very compact with an enclosed object between év and the verb. Moreover if the

" And hypothesize a later imitation dealing with stylistics or pragmatics is maybe more easy to argue as we’ll do
later

2 We only notice the correspondence here not draw any conclusion about an old stage of syntax.

3 “And on its end she bound the fair golden yoke, and threw on it the fair golden breast-straps; and Hera led
beneath the yoke (...)’ Loeb edition translation..
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tmesis overlaps the limit of the line, it still corresponds well to the metrical structure and starts

after the bucolic dieresis and ends on a possible secondary caesura in the following line.

If we take the other case of broader tmesis without enjambment, we can observe that

the situation is somehow reversed:

Odyssey, 3.479" £v 8¢ yown topin / oitov kod oivov 0mKkev

Here the unity of the line is preserved and even if this long distance tmesis stretches
the metrical distance with an in between caesura, it appears as particularly well balanced. The
tmesis indeed both opens and closes the line assuming therefore two major positions in the
diction continuity. The interaction between the tmesis and the clause structure is perhaps here
more interesting and appears as more disruptive than in the previous example. Indeed the
tmesis enclosed a complete clause: év come before the subject and the direct object has a

more complex structure with an internal coordination (citov kai otvov).

Aside from these cases that stand out by their large configuration, we should also have
a closer look at the interaction of more compact tmesis configurations with the line and the
clause they appear in. We believe that the position of the word can give good evidence on the
way the tmesis interacts with the line or clause. Indeed while the line is a metrical structure
governed by syllable weight and positioning, the clause can also be position oriented with
limits of cola and groups of words than can be disrupted or not. We looked at the position of
év considering that the evolution of the place word was more telling than the position of the
verb. Even if counterexamples and interesting positioning can be found, the verb is more
easily placed at a fixed final position in the clause while the place word appears to have a
changing situation from the complete independence to the univerbed stage. The €v in tmesis
that cannot usually be understood as prepositional also constitutes an opening signal with a
wait for the completion of its preverbal/adverbial function. Here is an overview of the

positions adopted by €v in tmesis:

" <And the housewife placed in the chariot bread and wine and dainties’ Loeb edition translation.
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POSITION' lliad Odyssey

initial position in the line 29 (43 %) 23 (51 %)
initial position in the clause 13 (19.5 %) 11 (24.5 %)

Positioned at caesura’ 16 (24 %) 14 (31 %)

Other position 18° (27 %) 3 (6.5 %)

The positioning of the tmesis does not then appear to be completely arbitrary. Such a
distribution was indeed not obligatory: we saw that the unity of line could be sometimes
overruled in enjambment. 'Ev is also a word particularly easy to place in the line with its
single syllable: the word count as short but can be easily lengthened by a following
consonant. If we add this metrical flexibility to the various possible configurations of tmesis,
any random distribution could have been expected. Instead the tmesis seems to always open
on a strong position as it often corresponds to the opening of the line: a metrical and rhythmic
marked moment. When not at the opening of the line, the tmesis also often corresponds to a
caesura that is another metrically marked moment and opening of a smaller rhythmic
segment. The tmesis also frequently marks the opening of a clause. Moreover v corresponds
often to the meeting of both metrical and syntactic dimensions. The distribution is even
clearer if we consider most of the cases of ‘other’ positioning correspond to enjambment or

restricted formulae cases.

The following examples illustrate the main cases:

! Some cases of tmesis can occupy two of those positions: a tmesis positioned both at the beginning of a clause
and a clause or at the caesura while also beginning a clause.
* All types of caesurae and secondary break of Homeric hexameter have been taken into account.

? In another position :18 times (x % ) (but 11 enjambments or formulae cases)
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- uul- -1-/

Iliad, 1.481" &v o' dvepog mpijoev pécov iotiov, Al 6& KO
- - uul-/-]- uwu|- wul|- x
Iliad, 9.350* evpeiay peydiny, &v 6& okoAomag KaTénniev:
- -|- /-] -uu-uu|-uvul|-x
Iliad, 11.016 Apyeiovg v &' adTOg £006ETO VOPOTO YOAKOV.

In the first line the tmesis opening corresponds also to the first foot of the line and &v
falls then on the arsis. This line also shows how the tmesis can be an independent metrical
segment as the verb corresponds to the main caesura of line. The second example illustrates a
tmesis opening at the main caesura and closing the line. The comma of the modern edition
also materialises a syntactic border and the beginning of a new colon. The third line presented
above shows a clause opening tmesis and the syntactic position also corresponds to a metrical
unit as the tmesis is positioned between two secondary caesurae in the second foot and at the

bucolic dieresis.

The tmesis appears then to adopt marked positions. The fact that tmesis often marks a
beginning could also be a clue of the archaic nature of the feature and of the oral tradition that
conserved it. The archaism could indeed be conserved on its own -and sometimes inserted or

repeated in formulae- and the &v would then play the role of a chunking device.

§ 6. Literary context

As a last criterion, we could ask ourselves if the tmesis occurs in a specific context. This
approach tends to distinguish two main contexts and see if the tmesis is more frequent in
speech passages or in narrative context. As some other linguistics features appear to be related

to a specific context, we try here to determine if any distribution exists for the tmesis. M.

' <So the wind filled the belly of the sail, and the dark wave (...)’ Loeb edition translation.
2 < (...)wide and great, and in it he has planted stakes’ Loeb edition translation.
3 ¢ And among them he himself put on the gleaming bronze.” Loeb edition translation.
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Finkelberg' among others points out that the narrative parts of the epic poems tend to

concentrate more archaisms.

We can observe the following distribution *:

CONTEXT 1liad Odyssey
Tmesis occurring in narrative 52 (77.5 %) 32 (71 %)
Tmesis occurring in speech 15 (22.5 %) 13 (29 %)

The tmesis appears therefore to be notably more frequent in narrative context. An

important limitation or caveat is that this survey should be made for all kind of tmesis and not

only the ones involving £€v, as a large corpus could very well reveal a more balanced

distribution. This first distribution calls however for some comments. It could be easy to

suppose that, as an archaism, the tmesis is a more poetic, stylistic feature that is less oral and

would strike as dissonant in a speech context where vernacular expressions are more frequent.

This idea could also be somehow stressed by the fact that the cases of tmesis occurring in

speech context happen to correspond with the words of imposing characters like Agamemnon

or Gods. This last tendency is however somewhat biased in epic poems that often give

speaking parts to mighty warriors, kings and gods but less so to peasants. The main

conclusion could then be that this distribution is another clue for the archaic nature of the

tmesis.

! Finkelberg, « Late Features in the Speeches of the Iliad ».

? This analysis was conducted first by simple reading through the poem and backed up with use of Chicago

Homer tool.
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** Preliminaries remarks

What can we conclude of the previous observations? The comparison between the
results of the Odyssey and Iliad could seem to be a central question here. But the dating and
authorship questions at stake in these kinds of comparisons expand well beyond the limits of
such a restricted corpus. We will rather try to discuss here a few special configurations of our
corpus in more details: first by questioning the role played by the particle 6¢, then by taking
an interest in one of the most used verb with the cases of tmesis involving tiOnut. The last
section will finally propose a first attempt of classification of the wvarious tmesis

configurations.

§ 1. The 6¢ issue’

It might be a simple coincidence but looking at our data, one must observe the high
frequency of the 0¢ particle immediately following the preverb v at the opening of the

tmesis. The distribution is as follows:

USE OF 8¢ Iliad Odyssey
év is directly followed by 8¢ 42 (62.5%) 39 (86.5 %)
-Non ellided particle -15(22.5 %) -17 (37.5 %)
-Ellided particle -27 (40 %) -22 (49 %)
Tmesis without 8¢ 25 (37.5 %) 6 (13.5 %)

The particle 6¢ appears indeed to be more often used than not in &v tmesis and seems
to become almost compulsory in the Odyssey. The first remark to be made here is that the
particle does not only act a syntactic link between clauses here. The particle ¢ plays also an
important metrical role: the presence of the particle allows the transformation of the short
syllable of the preverb €v into a heavy one by rule of position. This change of metrical

quantity is especially convenient to begin a foot or a line with an arsis and we saw how
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frequently tmesis assumed an initial position in the line. The particle can then be used both to
begin a dactyl (v 8¢ = -u) or simply serves to transform the length of the preverb in its elided

form without making any other change to the line or clause. See for example the lines:

Odyssey, 3.479" £v 82 yovn) topin oitov koi oivov E0nkev

Odyssey, 4.578* &v d' iotovg TIBEpEGBa Kol ioTio vivoiv &long

Our first understanding of this configuration was to see the combination of the preverb &v
and the particle 0¢ as a very convenient metrical device and it could indeed look like an
artificial composition trick. The fact that the v tmesis by followed 6¢ often opens a line or a
clause is another argument in favour of a composition device as this combination is a strong

opening basis to construct a foot, a line, or a clause upon.

But even if the combination of the preverb and the particle seems to be working as an
efficient metrical device, this combination could have another motivation. The 0¢ particle
could also be a syntactic clue: the particle’ is indeed often placed in second position in the
clause. Its relative placement to év could give us a clue on the syntactic condition of the place
word. The position of the particle d¢ directly after év rather than after the next following word
could perhaps reflect the original independency of the preverb. This intuition is however
difficult to defend as our corpus cannot produce counter examples and other clues are scarce.
Moreover this combination does not necessarily have to be categorized as recent as the
particle &8¢ as well as the place word €v are two old Indo-European words (*de and *hjen
reconstructed in Beekes’ dictionary’). The cluster we found in the tmesis of our corpus
appears as a fixed device but could perhaps go back to an old cluster conserved through

metrics.

The use of other particles is rather rare and almost looks accidental: we cannot find a
tmesis starting with €v pév in our corpus, and yap only appears two times. Another surprising

fact related to the use of the particle 6¢ in tmesis is that the particle is so frequent that it is also

' <And the housewife placed in the chariot bread and wine and dainties’ Loeb edition translation.
2¢And set the masts and the sails in the shapely ships’ Loeb edition translation.

* Denniston et Dover, The greek particles.

* Beekes and Van Beek, Etymological Dictionary of Greek (Vol. 2).

26



present in some unexpected cases. Haug' comments for example the violation of the digamma

by some tmesis in €v in the Odyssey like in the following line:

Odyssey, 3.40* ddke 8" &pa omhdyyvov poipog, &v 8' oivov Exgve

Here Haug interprets the facts as if the poet was giving priority- a surprising priority
as shown by Chantraine’- to the tmesis over the digamma. However the facts could be
interpreted slightly differently than Haug does. The tmesis itself is not in fact concurring with
the digamma, the elided particle is. In this line the more surprising fact is not the thesis but the
position (and elision) of the particle. Why is there a 6¢ here? The correlation has a rather low
priority and would not seem as old as the composition of the tmesis or the use of a form with
digamma. Moreover the particle has no metrical purpose here: the elided word does not form
a proper syllable and has no metrical weight by itself and therefore does not really count in
the hexameter. The presence of a consonant is also redundant as the digamma already

provides the necessary lengthening of the preverb.

Therefore, if we focus on the presence of the particle as the disruptive element rather
than the tmesis itself, what conclusion can we reach? Haug’s analysis tends to see the tmesis
as still productive at a ‘late stage’ of epic composition when the digamma started to be
ignored. Such an analysis treats the tmesis as a late feature and a late productivity would tend
to categorize the phenomenon as artificial. But once again the violation of the digamma is
here rather suspicious and difficult to link directly to the tmesis. And we could think that the
0¢ is a later adjunction made maybe by analogy of the frequent combination of the particle

and the preverb.

The two epic poems count indeed 130 uses of the word oivog and aside the three
formulaic cases of our previous example the digamma is almost systematically respected.

Only two lines show an ignored digamma in the Odyssey:
Odyssey, 1.110* ol v dp’ otvov Euicyov &vi kpnTipot koi HImp

Odyssey, 15.334° oitov kal kpew®dv 1O’ oivov PePfpidactv.

! Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry, p 97.

2 “Thereupon he gave them servings of the inner parts and poured wine in’ Loeb edition translation.
? Chantraine, « Le role et la valeur de" en"[Greek] dans la composition ».

* And in the Loeb version without oi pév oivov &moyov évi kpntiipot kol Hdwp, so even rarer.

5 <are laden with bread, and meat, and wine.’ Loeb edition translation.
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These two cases show a digamma overruled by a problematic elision —here of dpa and
nde - as in our examples with tmesis. The statistical proportion of respected digamma for this
word obviously points here to exceptions rather than to a developing and mechanical tendency
to ignore the digamma. So we will try to see if these exceptions could be explained and linked
to our example as the particles seems also to be responsible. The choice of prioritizing the
tmesis over the digamma could be argued for but it is difficult to come up with a good
motivation here. And it would seem rather unlikely to forget the digamma in only two lines.
But if we look at the composition of these lines it appears that the digamma issue is due to a
faulty juxtaposition of two formulae. Indeed the first part of the line 110 oi puév @p’ is a
frequent start of line and is found 14 times in our corpus. Likewise the beginning of the line
334 is also formulaic with 4 other occurrences. We can then think that there was a faulty
coordination of those groups. In our example as well as in the line 110 it seems mainly linked
to a habit of having dpa following oi pév to open a line with a dactyl and we saw the high

frequency of the combination €v 8¢ in tmesis.

Together these results suggest that the example mentioned by Haug could very well be
analysed as another case of later hypercorrection. The ignorance of the digamma would then
rely solely on the later analogical introduction of the particle into an already composed line.
All the examples mentioned do indeed show formulaic turns or ritual images that could easily
point to older strata of material. As a consequence, this example of ignored digamma does not
give any information about the productivity of tmesis. Interpreted as hypercorrection, the
introduction of an unnecessary particle shows that the combination év 3¢ was so well
established and fossilized in the poems that it started to be systematically and wrongly used.
So if the use of 0¢ could at first be seen as a metric trick, we should not rule out its archaic

character too quickly.

§ 2. The tmesis constructed with TiOnm

We can here try to take a closer look at one of our most represented verbs in tiOnu.
This is a particularly interesting example as it offers various verbal forms and configurations
of tmesis. It also happens to be a current verb with a general meaning and an old Indo-
European root. The verb appears therefore as a good candidate to study tmesis as it seems to

shows different stages.
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One interesting feature is that the tmesis version is a lot more often employed than the
compound version in our corpus'. The treatment of tifnu tmesis also differs between the
lliad and Odyssey. The Odyssey presents a much diversified picture: 11 examples of the verb
in tmesis and no less than 9 different forms with participle, unaugmented forms and various
persons. This variation of forms has also a metrical impact as the number of syllables varies
with the conjugation and alters the metrical pattern. The created lines are then different and

cannot be reduced to a single formula:
3.479° £v 8¢ yovn topin oitov koi oivov #0nkev

4.578° v §' iotodc TI8épEsBa Kol ioTia viuoiv &onc:

8.274" &v §' £0eT' dcpoBéte péyay Grpova, KOTTE 8¢ deopode

These three examples are obviously not constructed on the same model and don’t
seem to form any kind of formula. In the Odyssey the tmesis with tifn seems then to be

rather productive as it is quite frequent and not fixed in a fossilized formula.

One could expect the data of the //iad to be somehow similar if not more productive as
the poem is often perceived as more ancient’. However the distribution is difficult to compare
between the two poems. The number of tmesis uses of the verb is incidentally exactly the
same (11 examples with tiOnu) in the two poems but the //iad displays only 3 forms with a

strong majority of the following opening and only two others examples’:

8.070’ év 0' &tife1 6v0 Kiipe Tavnieyéog Bavatolo

The data of the /liad raises then several problems of analysis and could lead us to
reconsider the previous statement concerning productivity in the Odyssey. The main form of
TiOn tmesis in the Iliad with the [év &' €ti0gt (...) | structure looks fixed and fossilized against
the more free version of the Odyssey. How should we analyse this more fixed version then

and what does it implies for the other tmesis in TiOnu?

' 15 examples of compound form for 22 in tmesis.

2 < And the housewife placed in the chariot bread and wine and dainties’ Loeb edition translation.
3 <And set the masts and the sails in the shapely ships’ Loeb edition translation.

* <and set on the anvil block the great anvil’ Loeb edition translation.

> See Haug (2012) for example.

®In 8.289 and 9.207

7 ‘and set in them two fates of grievous death’ Loeb edition translation.
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First, as we noticed before, this structure tends to look pretty artificial and can easily
pass for a metrical trick to open the line (-uul- ). The tmesis is also here much reduced with
only one elided particle between the preverb and the verb: the distance is minimal and perhaps
less perceived than elsewhere. This metrical and short distance quality could lead us to a
formula, perhaps an artificial and recent trick or a petrified archaism. Even if some arguments
seem in favour of a recent feature and metrical device, the overall impression is the one of a

frozen formula well conserved perhaps because it is useful to open lines.

There are also two strong counter examples in the //iad:

23.567" Avtihoym Gpotov keyohopévoc: v &' 8pa Kijpué
xepl okfmTpov E0nke, clonfcal 1e KEAELOEV

9.207 &v &' dipa vadytov E0nk' biog kal miovog aiyog,

The first line shows a strong enjambment in a long distance tmesis while the second
example is a more common tmesis structure. The material enclosed by the first tmesis as a
complex group with a particle, the subject in nominative, a direct object and an indirect one:
so no less than four words and three cases. The second example is more restricted but the
inserted material and object of the verb is in accusative and works as the old directional value

of the place word.

This structure is also unlikely to be too recent as it was imitated with other verbs and

produced analogical structures in the //iad:
7.176> év &' £padov kuvén Ayapépvovog Atpeidao
11.297*&v &' &nee’ Vopivy vmepadi loog dEAA,

Here we have the same structure as our formula with the 6¢ particle with an aorist
augmented form of the verb but BdAAw and nintw instead of tiOnut. These tmesis also show
an identical metrical pattern for the first example (-uu|- ) and a dactyl opening for the second

onc.

' <Angry at Antilochus; and a herald placed the staff in his hand and ordered silence’ Loeb edition translation.
2 <And laid on it a sheep’s back and a fat goat’s’ Loeb edition translation.

? “And cast them in the helmet of Agamemnon, son of Atreus’ Loeb edition translation.

% <And fell on the conflict like a blustering tempest’ Loeb edition translation.
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The presence of fixed form of the tmesis as well as analogical imitations could then
lead us to consider this kind of tmesis as an archaism older than supposed. Another argument

for an older archaism is the presence of this kind of tmesis in a central line of the //iad:

8.070" &v d' £1i0e1 dVo Kipe TavnAeyéog Bavdtolo

The line plays an important part in the poem and decides of the fate of Hector and
Achilles just before their last attack. The metrical pattern of the line is a beautiful match to the
line content with a partition at the caesura after kfipe and before the end of the line with long
words and heavy syllables. This content argument cannot be proof that the line is old or that
our tmesis structure has been conserved and fixed since the most ancient stages of the poem
tradition. But there is perhaps this strong feeling that this line what not one to be forgotten and

could have easily been passed along in a long tradition.

§ 3. Towards a classification?

The different examples of tmesis could be classified into four basic dispositions. These
structures are here presented from the more compact form of tmesis to the broader:

Type 1: [év ' étiOe1];...

This first type is the most reduced configuration found in our corpus: a particle is the
only element standing between the verb and preverb. This structure is rather frequent and

shows a fixed metrical form at the beginning of the line with the verb tifnuu:

Iliad, 18.551% ‘Ev 0' éti0g1 tépevoc Bactiniov: &vBa o' EpBot

This line opening structure was also imitated and used with other verbs as BdAAw or mimtw:
Iliad, 4.134° év d' Emeoe {ooTiipt ApNPOTL TIKPOC OTOTOC

Iliad, 7.176' &v &' £padrov xuvén Ayauépvovog Atpeidao.

' “and set in them two fates of grievous death’ Loeb edition translation.
2 On it he set also a king’s estate, in which laborers (...)’ Loeb edition translation.
3 “Into the clasped belt entered the bitter arrow’ Loeb edition translation.
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Type 2: ... [ &v] [word] ([word])([word]) [verb] (...

This second type is perhaps the most frequent category: the distance between the place
word and preverb is fairly reduced to one to three words. This syntactic distance is also quite
reduced with often only one function and case (simple subject nominative or accusative

object) standing between the preverb and verb.
Odyssey, 6.292° aiyeipav, &v_ 6& kpnvn vaeL, AUl 6& Asiumv

This type also shows a more fixed version with what appears as frozen formulae. This

subtype appears mostly to close a line with a strict metrical pattern:

Iliad, 5.040° TPATY YOP oTPEPOEVTL HETOPPEV®D €V 00pL TTEEV

Type 3: (...) [éV] [word][word][word][word] ([word])([word]) [verb] (...)

This tmesis involves more than three words standing between the preverb and verb.
This large distance tmesis is rarer (but quite surprisingly frequent in the Odyssey as
previously mentioned) and involves complex groups of inserted material with different
syntactic functions and multiple cases. This category does not seem to show any regular
pattern from one example to another: the metrical structure varies as well as the number of

words or cases used and should be treated as a gathering of individual examples.

Odyssey, 3.479* £v 8¢ yown topin oitov Ko oivov #0nKev

Typed: .......... [€v] [word]([word])([word]) line 1

[word]([word])([word]) [verb].......... line 2

This last category is similar to the preceding category with another configuration of
large distance tmesis. Here the distance between the preverb and the verb is not only

materialised by a larger number of words but also by an enjambment. This type usually

' <And cast them in the helmet of Agamemnon, son of Atreus’ Loeb edition translation.

2 “In it a spring wells up, and round about is a meadow.” Loeb edition translation.

? “He fixed his spear in his back between the shoulders and drove it through his chest’ Loeb edition translation.
* <And the housewife placed in the chariot bread and wine and dainties’ Loeb edition translation.
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involves a comparable number of words as the type 3 (four or more) but we choose to isolate
the cases involving enjambment. Indeed the enjambment is an additional poetic feature with

stylistic effects and raises different questions of units, perception and distance.
Iliad, 5.730-731" ofjoe xpvoelov Kahov Luydv, &v ¢ Aénadva

KAA' EPare ypooet's Vo 6& Quyov fyayev “Hpn

In the next two sections we will try both an historical and synchronic approaches to

see if these categories can be used to describe the evolution of the tmesis in &v.

" “And on its end she bound the fair golden yoke, and threw on it the fair golden breast-straps; and Hera led
beneath the yoke (...)’ Loeb edition translation.
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HisToRricAL PERSPECTIVE

So now we should try to adopt a more historical perspective and, following Haug', ask
ourselves: ‘what kind of archaism are we dealing with?’. In this section we will review some
of the existing literature on the question- here mainly Haug” and Horrocks®” works- before

making some hypotheses specific to our corpus.

% Previous studies

§ 1. Haug’s and Horrocks’ perspective

Haug treated the subject rather extensively and used the comparison between the use
of év and eig that decided our topic. Haug minds us that the categories of preposition and
preverbs we are dealing with are not pertinent for PIE that only had adverbs according to
Beekes®, and that we should similarly stay careful as Homeric Greek syntax is also difficult to
interpret. In his article’ Haug indeed proceeds to comment on the phenomenon from a
historical perspective in the light of the epic tradition. Our data is focused on tmesis involving
év and therefore does not reflect perfectly the elements used by Haug for his study and offers
a less complete picture. However a more detailed corpus also enlightens some difference in

distribution that should be commented.

One affirmation about the distribution of tmesis must be here commented: “(The poet

9,6

of the Odyssey) seems particularly fond of tmesis™. The statement is later developed and

extrapolated to a larger hypothesis: the poet of the Odyssey could have developed a liking for

! Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry.

? Ibid.; Haug, « Does Homeric Greek Have Prepositions? Or Local Adverbs?(And What’s the Difference
Anyway?) »; Berg et Haug, « Dividing Homer (Continued): Innovation vs. Tradition in Homer-an Overlooked
Piece of Evidence ».

3 Horrocks, Space and Time in Homer: Prepositional and Adverbial Particles in the Greek Epic.

* Beekes, Comparative Indo-European linguistics: an introduction.

> Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry.

6 Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry, p 97.
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the tmesis before writing the Odyssey'. However this reparation cannot be found in our corpus
and the tmesis in €v are in fact more present in the //iad than in the Odyssey (67 examples for
the first poem and 45 for the second). The poet of the Odyssey could then appear as less fond
of this kind of tmesis. However as we saw before the Odyssey shows a slightly different
picture with a strong preference for extended tmesis of five words or more standing between
év and the verb. This form of tmesis looks like an innovation specific to the Odyssey. In this
regard the poet of the Odyssey could be seen as more fond of a specific use of extended

tmesis.

Another point that needs to be discussed here concerns the fact that tmesis as other
archaisms tends to be replaced by a vernacular form “whenever is possible™. In his
argumentation Haug refers to theories of constant rate of replacement that are difficult to
measure or account for. Even if mentioned carefully, the idea of tmesis as a vernacular sounds
problematic. Indeed we saw that an important part of our corpus looks frozen and conserved.
Moreover the distribution of tmesis according to the literary context could here be an
argument against a vernacular tmesis as M. Finkelberg® shows in her article that narrative
parts tend to be more conservative than dialogue parts. Considering a rate of replacement is
also a difficult issue: how does one spot a replaced tmesis? Some &v of our corpus could have
been replaced- corrected- later as €g or €k but those cases are not easy to count. Observing the
compound versions of the verb we found in tmesis is also an uncertain method and we would
need to explain why some are replaced and some not: is it because of context, a metrical

imperative or formulae memory?

But the more decisive argument Haug gives for a historical dating of the tmesis
concerns our corpus with the apparition of the variant €ic /é¢ in several dialects for the
directional function of the place word. The new preposition is used in the two poems but
rarely in tmesis while €v tmesis can preserve the old directional function. This gives us some
time frame as Haug points out: the tmesis was probably productive before the apparition of v
and the univerbation took also place before. The dialectal distribution seems to also confirm

the archaism as &v is still used in ‘peripheral’ dialects that tend to be more conservative”.

Haug gives another chronological landmark with examples of tmesis involving

ignored digamma. He interprets this as the tmesis having priority over the digamma, thus the

! Ibidem, p 105.

2 Ibidem, p 97.

? Finkelberg, « Late Features in the Speeches of the Iliad ».

* Rose, « Separating fact from fiction in the Aiolian migration ».
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tmesis would still be productive at the time when the digamma starts to be less perceived. But
as seen before we have some issues with the proof given by Haug on this subject. The tmesis
could be already a fossilized feature at the time when the digamma starts to be ignored or still

productive but it is difficult reach a conclusion on this sole example.

Other evidence for dating tmesis is the conservation of the old semantic and
directional function used with the accusative in some cases of long distance tmesis. This
semantic conservation alongside the freer look of these cases of tmesis leads Haug to consider
it older. This affirmation is however difficult to confirm. Haug himself proved efficiently that
the tmesis in £g is not commonly employed, most certainly later and Chantraine shows that
the compounds are also not formed on éc. Therefore the conservation of the directional
function is an archaism but not a surprising one and it is difficult to date on this basis a form
of tmesis as older. Moreover the larger the distance between the verb and the particle, the
most likely to be modified through the oral tradition. Finally Haug points out that the very
restricted type of tmesis only separated by an enclitic is productive for a longer period
extending to classical times. Haug concludes in favour of a univerbation happening before

composition'.

Horrocks published a study about the expression of space in Homer’. He shares
Haug’s point of view in that he considers that the tmesis is clearly an archaism and uses
several interesting chronological evidences. He takes an interest in the Mycenaean data and
points out that there no tmesis is found in Linear B tablets while formed compounds are®. For
him the free stage of syntax shown by the tmesis has then already disappeared at Mycenaean
time and was therefore no more productive at the time of the composition of the Homeric
poems. Haug is a bit more cautious when evoking the Linear B evidence® and indeed the
evidence is hardly a definitive proof here. The examples of univerbation are rare and not
conclusive and the Mycenaean data is mainly composed of administrative data and do not
show a developed syntax. The absence of this feature is not too surprising in that regard and
cannot be much commented upon. For example we cannot find any example of our place

word £v in the Linear B texts>.

! Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry, p 100.

2 Horrocks, Space and Time in Homer: Prepositional and Adverbial Particles in the Greek Epic.
* Davies et Duhoux, Linear B, a 1984 survey.

4 Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry p 99.

> Searched using the Copenhagen data device but not definitive!
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§ 2. Considering the process of grammaticalization

Before analysing the different possible comparative dating scenarios for the tmesis, we
should say a word about the process of grammaticalization of tmesis syntax to univerbation. A
closer consideration of this process will be useful to date and understand the configuration of
certain forms of our corpus and may also help to understand why a tmesis was conserved or
not. Meillet' describes the process of grammaticalization as the transformation of an
independent word into a grammatical element: here from an independent adverb to a preverb

progressively assimilated morphologically by the verb into a compound form.

According to Meillet’s description, our case of tmesis would evolve like follows. At
first both &v and the verb keep their own semantic value but the combination is expressive and
the synthetic meaning of the combination of the two words is stronger and starts to differ from
their separate meanings. As the combination became more common the form also tended to
become more fixed with a few preferred configurations. The combination is more and more
understood as one semantic unit and one of the two elements tends to be perceived as the
dominant part of the combination. The other element loses progressively its independent
meaning and its grammatical autonomy. Here we know that the result of this
grammaticalization is a compound verb, therefore v and the verb must have progressively be
placed closer until they were pronounced as a longer word rather than two words and become
a single phonetic word”. The syntactic words stayed separated longer but eventually followed

the phonetic influence and became a single word and the grammaticalization was achieved.

The tmesis is clearly an archaism reflecting an early stage before the start of the
grammaticalization of €v and the verb in a single compound form. We should not think of it a
single process but rather as a plurality of different cases: the univerbation is a single process
but we are speaking here of the univerbation of several compounds forms based on different
verbs. Therefore the evolution must have been different for the semantic changes and also in
their uses with difference of frequency: some verbs were used more than others. Also some
combinations may have changed only by a progressive grammaticalization process while
others were certainly transformed is a compound by analogy with other univerbations of &v

and a verb.

! Meillet, « L’évolution des formes grammaticales ».
? In Meillet terminology.
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The Homeric material is also difficult to date and positioning the tmesis at a precise
stage of such a process is problematic. First the unity of tmesis can be questioned: we saw that
different types could be isolated and therefore could go back to different stages. Moreover the
tmesis suggests an independency model of place word that seems to be inherited from Proto-
Indo-European. The material we analyse here could therefore go back to any stage of the
grammaticalization from the older crystallized form to recent forms influenced by analogy or
artificially reproduced. Dosuna' uses a useful image and distinguish a process of fusion and a
process of fission of the verb and preverb in compounds. So here we should try to see how the
long fusion progress evolves with forms crystallized by the oral tradition while trying to

identify possible moments of fissions.

For Horrocks? the process is already quite advanced at the date of the composition and
the univerbation must already have taken place. Therefore the fusion has been operated in the
vernacular, but new fissions were made for the poetical composition. An old stage could have
been conserved in some cases but mainly because Horrocks see the tmesis as a “rule” for epic

composition, a device of the poet.

Haug proceeds differently and remarks that perhaps more than the verb the place word
is evidence of the grammaticalization process’. And in an article* questioning the existence of
preverbs and prepositions he studies the evolution of the place word. He proceeds by looking
at the omissibility of the place words that can be absent if redundant with a case ending for
example. This question of omissibility is interesting and deals with intermediate stages not yet
showing a compulsory configuration. It is interesting to note that one of the examples where
Haug mentions the place word as optional is a frequent configuration of tmesis. Haug’ indeed
proposes that the some use of i with the words pévoc or @oPov for object shows an
optional place word. This verb is indeed frequently found both in tmesis and compound form

and the two nouns are often used in frozen formulae.

The numbers presented by Haug® do not tell us as much as suggested. The omission or

non-omission of the place word only concerns the case of €v+dative. The distribution found

! Méndez Dosuna, «Fusion, fission, and relevance in language change: de-univerbation in Greek verb
morphology ».
? Horrocks, Space and Time in Homer: Prepositional and Adverbial Particles in the Greek Epic, p 153.
3 Haug, « Does Homeric Greek Have Prepositions? Or Local Adverbs?(And What’s the Difference Anyway?) ».
4 ..

ibidem
> Haug, « Does Homeric Greek Have Prepositions? Or Local Adverbs?(And What’s the Difference Anyway?) »
p 109.
8 Ibidem, p 111.
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by Haug (7 omissions for 11 non omissions) appears as indifferent and could give a false
impression of freedom in the use of the preverb. But these omissions are less surprising as
many cases with dative can show confusion of prepositional use. However the omission of
one of the component of the tmesis is an interesting evidence of grammaticalization and we

could also consider some cases of verbal omission as in:

Odyssey, 13.244! £v_pngv yap oi oitog d0écpatoc, &v 8¢ 1€ oivog
yivetor aiel o' duPpog Exet teBaivia ' E€pon).

These lines seem to present two tmeses for only one shared verb. The verb is therefore
formally omitted in the first tmesis and seems to have a limited grammatical and semantic
value. Here it is the place word that carries the main semantic charge and the repetition of év
tends to make the preverb look more important than the verb. This example could perhaps
reflect a stage of grammaticalization that hesitated between attributing the semantic charge to
the verb or preverb. Even if the evidence is here rather thin for such a stage, one could note

that the position of the place word tends to be slightly more striking than the verbal one”.

" “In it grows grain beyond measure, and the wine grape as well, and the rain never fails it, nor the rich dew.’
Loeb edition translation.
? See previous section §5.

39



¢ Hypothesis for comparative dating

The next section will try to apply some relative dating hypotheses to our corpus. We
will try to see if the tmesis can be dated among other features and placed into a tradition and if
the different configurations of tmesis found in our corpus can be compared with another. The
first part will consider some methodological issues related to this question while the second

will sum up the previous conclusions to propose a first dating scenario.

§ 1. Dating features and some issues

Any tentative to date the tmesis will of course deal with relative dating rather than
absolute dates because a feature like tmesis cannot be measured with a precise starting or
ending date. Trying to establish the position of the tmesis in comparison to other features
raises several issues. Indeed the different landmarks we mentioned in relation to Horrocks’
and Haug’s works were all somehow problematic. Using the Mycenaean data as a point of
comparison would be most useful but the Linear B texts are difficult to exploit in that regard
as the documents show a simplified syntax and a limited vocabulary list. Not finding a word
in the tablets cannot lead one to conclude that the words was not used in the vernacular and
similarly the absence of tmesis and the few attested compound forms cannot lead to any

certain conclusion.

The occurrence of the preposition €ig / € in some dialects and the progressive
specialization of €v is another useful landmark. The facts that compound forms tend to be
formed on év even in directional use and that tmesis with &ic / £¢ is rare, are two arguments for
dating the occurrence of the specialized preposition after the period of composition and after
the process of univerbation. The limit of this argument is that it only can be used as a relative
limit and gives a limit for the end of grammaticalization. However, the grammaticalization
has been evaluated as more ancient from before the written composition of the two epic
poems. This feature cannot give us information about synchronic findings: tmesis in &v
appears as an archaism tending to be replaced but one cannot rule out later productivity or
analogical modifications. We saw that the use of the digamma as a comparing feature is
problematic: the examples cannot allow us to rule out a later modification of the line and the

ignored digammas could not be due to the presence of the tmesis at all.
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In this absence of comparing features to use, one may want to use the list established
by Janko' to study the chronology of Homeric texts. Haug® also studies the correlation of

tmesis with other features. The features studied by Janko are the following:

*“« Observance or neglect of digamma
* Masculine a-stem gen. sg. in -00 Vs. -€®
* a-stem gen. pl. in -0V vs. €@V /-OV
* o-stem gen. sg. in -010 vs. -ov * frequency of resolvable -ov (i.e. *-00)
* 0- and a-stem dat. pl. in -o1o1 and -n6V- aiot vs. -o1g and -G /-oug
* 0- and a-stem acc. pl. standing before a vowel vs. consonant

* oblique forms of Ze¥¢ in Z- vs. A- (e.g. Znvog vs. A1dc)

: 53
* nu-mobile used to make position”

Some of these features can indeed be found alongside a tmesis in év: either enclosed
between the preverb and the verb or in the same line. Some nominal endings are notably quite
frequently found in the same environment as the tmesis. The line 176 of the book 7 of the
lliad shows for example a genitive in -0o alongside a tmesis. And old forms of genitive
singular in —ow* or dative plural’ can be found in the same line as a tmesis. But the
correlation of these features tends more to prove the archaic quality of the tmesis rather than
to give a precise historical frame. The tmesis then appears with old strata of the epic poems
rather than in more recent linguistic environment. However the unity of the line is not
absolute and groups of words could have been modified at any point of the oral and written
tradition of the epic texts. The approach of Janko, mainly statistical and presupposing
problematic elements like linear rate of linguistic change or a rather unified oral tradition and

has therefore been criticized®.

The presence of these archaic traits in the same environment is not evidence for a
precise dating but seems to confirm the archaic nature of the tmesis involving év. The review

of this different features and landmark reveals several difficulties linked to the Homeric

! Janko, Homer, Hesiod and the Hymns: diachronic development in epic diction.

2 Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry, p 100.

? As found in Jones, « Relative Chronology within (an) Oral Tradition, p 295.

* 5 examples in our corpus : Iliad : 8.070, 9.208, 18.351, 22.210 and Odyssey :6.482

59 examples in our corpus : Iliad : 11.91, 14.182, 16.429, 19.159, 24.442 and Odyssey : 8.343, 12.103, 14.268,
17.437.

6 Jones, « Relative Chronology within (an) Oral Tradition ».
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material and shows once again the need of a careful consideration. If the dating of the tmesis
inside the oral tradition appears to create too many assumptions in order to reach a sensible
scenario, we should perhaps rather concentrate on the different configurations of our corpus
and study the tmesis in its plurality. Perhaps the scenario of a relative dating of the different

possible forms of the tmesis in év would then be easier to draw?

To do so, we reject the idea of tmesis as a single and uniform archaism and assume
that the process of grammaticalization gave form to several historical stages of tmesis. Seeing
the tmesis as a single archaism is to consider only the independency of év rather than the
nature and function of the words standing between the preverb and the verb. Haug seems to
differentiate several stages and ages for tmesis when analysing the compact tmesis with clitic
as more recent'. We will try then to present a first relative dating of the different

configurations of tmesis found in our corpus.

§ 2. Relative dating proposition

The tmesis seems to evolve from a freer stage of the Greek syntax with an almost
complete independence of the place word to a more grammaticalized order and progressively

to a fixed configuration close to the univerbation stage.

For Haug, the older configuration would be the large distance tmesis (our type 3 and
4) presenting a conservation of the old directional meaning of the place word. The more
compact form of tmesis (our type 2) would be more recent: showing a more grammaticalized
stage where the placement of the verb and the preverb seems already more regulated and the
words occurring in between show less variety of cases. Some formulae of this type of tmesis
could be interpreted as fossilized. The distance between the verb and the preverb then tends to
reduce and produce very compact forms of tmesis with only a separating enclitic element.
This last type of tmesis (our type 1) would be the latest stage before complete univerbation

and stays productive at a later stage and even into the classical Greek period”.

A vast historical distance would then separate this last kind of tmesis from the

previous ones as Haug and Horrocks both consider that the univerbation was already achieved

! Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry, p 99.
? According to Haug, ibidem.
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at the time of the composition. The more ancient forms would then already be conserved
archaisms while this most reduced form could be at least in part (if the productivity was more
analogical and metrical) still productive. A last configuration can perhaps be placed later with
the tmesis modified by analogy: we saw indeed that the frequency of the presence of the
particle 0¢ near the preverb seemed in part due to analogy. These modifications would be
quite recent and occurring after composition time as revealed by the neglected cases of

digamma for example.

First scenario:

X/
L X4

Long distance tmesis (type 3 and 4)
- Semantical conservatism
—> Freer configuration

7
L X4

Middle distance tmesis (type 2)
- Grammaticalization more advanced
- Fossilized formulaic forms

X/
L X4

Compact tmesis (type 1)
- Last stages of grammaticalization with only an enclitic
separation
—> Later productivity

7
L X4

Later modifications

The limit of the composition stage should therefore be placed according to the type 1 of
tmesis as a later production. This type is already an archaic turn at the date of composition but
still possible to use while the others configuration would already be conserved. A strict
approach would place the end of the grammaticalization before the composition but we could
also consider that while compound forms were already used in the vernacular the most
compact form of tmesis subsided as productive. It seems more logical here to place this
compact form as already productive before the composition time: indeed it would be a key

stage of the grammaticalization and also appears fixed as a poetical device.

This is only one of the many possible scenarios: stages of analogical development and
imitations with later fission of the preverb-verb complex could be inserted and show a

different picture. The position of composition and estimation of productivity period are
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delicate to affirm on such thin evidences and any hypothesis heavily depends on the
comprehension of the feature and the kind of archaism we are dealing with' and how much of
a stylistic device it is. And we will reconsider this order in the next section by using different

criteria.

! Expression of Haug, Relative Chronology in Early Greek Epic Poetry.p 98.
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A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE: PRAGMATICS AND WORD ORDER

Conserved archaism or archaic tool used for poetic purposes? The tmesis with &v
appears as an archaism that does not always behave like one for Haug'. The description of
Horrocks of the tmesis as an old poetic tool still conserved by the poets is perhaps the more
functional description at this point. After having described the different configuration of
tmesis though a series of criteria and attempted a first historical analysis, perhaps it is time to
adopt a more synchronic approach. We will try here to observe the pragmatic and stylistic
impact of the tmesis. Hopefully we will be able to distinguish different uses at a synchronic
level that could help us to differentiate historical strata. We will mostly base the following
section on the word order theories and start from an article of N. Bertrand linking the tmesis

and word order.

Even if these theories are a fairly recent domain of studies for ancient languages,
studying the word order seems to be a central question in the case of a feature like the tmesis.
Indeed the word order and the function of the material occurring between preverb and verb
take part in the process of grammaticalization” while also being the main evidence for stylistic
studies. The first section will give a brief summary of the approach used to study word order
and the most current point of views before discussing the method used by Bertrand. The

second section will adapt this method to our corpus and examine the obtained results.

! Ibidem.
? Meillet, « L’évolution des formes grammaticales ».
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s Word order and Bertrand

§ 1. Word order

Parsing a line after another, slowly taken by the familiar yet fascinating rhythm of the
hexameter, examining the beautiful images, observing the old features of the peculiar
language or recognising a famous epithet, one can sometimes forget that the //iad and
Odyssey were stories meant to be told. The poetical recitation was also primarily an act of
communication between a rhapsodist and his public. Information is transmitted and the words
that carry it are coded and designed to serve this purpose. H. Dik' who was one of the first

scholars to use this approach on ancient Greek material gives two main principles:

“ (1) Speakers typically use a starting point for an intonation unit;

(i1) New or salient information is typically restricted to one item per intonation unit.”

The question is then to delimit those intonation units, to classify the words into
pragmatic functions determining which carry the salient information. Here these appear as
particularly interesting for the study of tmesis as we saw that tmesis in év very often constitute
cola and metrical units (or in an oral context: intonation units). Moreover we saw that those
units were started on specific positions and always by the place word év. The word order
theory searches then to class the elements of a clause into specific pragmatic functions and
identifies the stressed- or salient- information of a unit. This question of stressed word will be
used in two ways in the following sections: first focusing on the transmission of the
information (does the tmesis plays a specific role? Is it stressed?) and then on a stylistic level

focusing on emphasis rather than information.

We should proceed here to a brief inventory. The main opposition is formed by the
two functions of focus and topic that partially meet the classical distinction between object
and predicate. According to Dik, is fopic the “element which the speaker regards as an

appropriate function for constructing a message™ while a focus is what a “speaker considers

' Dik, Word Order in Greek Tragic Dialogue.
2 Ibidem, p 44.
3 Ibidem, p 31.
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the most urgent part of the message he wants to convey to a listener”'. To these two main
categories one can add the category of setting, theme and tails that give better account of a
complex sentence but that we will not use in the following sections®. The verb plays an
important role in this theory and marks a special limit in the clause: for Dik the focus is
indeed often the verb itself or placed before the verb. The topic can be expressed or not, new
or already mentioned, can be stressed and contrast with the preceding one’. She gives the

following structure®:

Setting—Topic—Focus—Verb—Remainder

More recent works have provided less restricted structures of analysis and Mati¢’
notably provides an interesting description of the focus. As Dik, he considers the verb as
playing an important role; either as a border to the focus or as focal element and he
distinguishes two sorts of configurations: a narrow focus that corresponds to Dik’s definition
with a single and restricted focal element or a new category with the class of broad focus that
can be a whole group of word with potential internal effects. This last distinction related to the
verb will be important for us and we will try to see if our types of tmesis can be interpreted

according to such a classification.

To close this section, perhaps a last word on the motivation that led us to use the word
order pattern and theories. Reconstructing word order patterns for Proto-Indo-European is a
rather illusory quest but the approach can be justified for Homeric Greek. The order is an
important criterion to apprehend the epic poems as a full part of oral poetry composition and
recitation. The order certainly played a crucial role for the memorization of the text.
Alternatively the order criterion is especially well adapted to consider features such as the
tmesis that reflect an old vernacular and fights with a more recent order. Word order can also
be used as evidence to measure the evolution from parataxis to subordination. So we will try
to see which role tmesis plays in pragmatics word order and also which are the possible

functions of the words occurring between the verb and preverb.

! Ibidem, p32.

? Even if the setting appears as a good candidate, not found in our results.

3 See Allan, « Changing the Topic ».

* Dik, Word Order in Greek Tragic Dialogue, p 59.

5 Matié, « Topic, Focus, and Discourse Structure: Ancient Greek Word Order. Studies in Language ».
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§ 2. Bertrand’s approach

N. Bertrand' analyses some tmesis as ‘verbal complexes’ and establishes a link
between some pragmatic functions and the ‘inserted material’ occurring between the preverb
and verb. His approach is innovative and adopts a new perspective on the tmesis. He indeed
describes the tmesis as a feature that can be possibly triggered by syntax, semantic or
pragmatic function’ rather than as a simple conserved archaic form. He also speaks of the
words occurring between €v and the verb as ‘inserted material’ suggesting a composition of

voluntary placement rather than the simple free state of adverb/preverb.

Considering this material as ‘inserted’ is interesting from a synchronic perspective’
because the material is perceived as effectively separating the two members of what is already
a single word. This approach could also seem to fit nicely in Horrocks’ vision of the tmesis as
an archaism used as a poetic device. But the word ‘inserted’ to design the words occurring
between €v and the verb should always be used carefully and not taken for a historical reality.
Bertand’s method is also interesting in that he describes the adverbs as ‘floating’
constituents. This image seem to us particularly well suited to the situation of the tmesis as the
univerbation is not achieved and while not yet assimilated, év is already showing some

dependency.

Bertrand also proceeds to a classification of tmesis in two categories as internal or
external tmesis. An internal tmesis has its place word-here év- inside the verbal complex
while in the external tmesis the place word is situated at the beginning of the clause, outside
the verbal complex. At first this classification could appear to correspond to some of the
different types of tmesis in év we described: the more compact configurations could be
internal tmesis according to Bertrand, whereas the broader forms with five or more ‘inserted’
words could be analysed as detached of the verbal complex and therefore seen as external
tmesis. This classification is however problematic because of the definition Bertrand gives of
its ‘verbal complex’. The verbal complex is only composed of the verb and every adverb

positioned right before it in a ‘prosodic unit’.

! Bertrand, « On Tmesis, Word Order, and Noun Incorporation in Homeric Greek », p 16.
2 Ibidem.

3 Later than written

4 Bertrand, « On Tmesis, Word Order, and Noun Incorporation in Homeric Greek ».

> Ibidem, p 16.

48



This very restricted description of the verbal complex domain is however debatable
and does not seem to correspond too well to the tmesis examples of the epic poems. Indeed
the cases of tmesis we studied rarely show such proximity and the frequency of clause
opening place words is high: therefore, most of our corpus would be classified as external
tmesis. Thus this distinction does not appear as very pertinent for our corpus and will not be
used. A changed interpretation of ‘verbal complex’ could however be a useful concept to
describe the tmesis if we define it as the verbal domain containing the verb and the preverb
and eventually the verbal complement. The “inserted” material could then be included in the

verbal domain or disruptive. And perhaps closely linked to narrow or broad form of focus.

Bertrand then proceeds to study the tmesis by looking at the syntactic function of the
‘inserted’ constituents and later at the informational properties' of the tmesis. We made the

same table to compare the results of Bertrand with the more restricted case of tmesis in v :

Syntactic function occupied by the inserted material in our corpus:

INS§$%T§§T§£IAL lliad Odyssey
SUBJECT 18 (36 %°) 10 (26.5 %)
OBJECT 20 (40 %) 15 (39.5 %)
OTHER 5 (10 %) 2 (5 %)

GROUP COMPLEX 7 (14 %) 11 (29 %)

Pragmatic function occupied by the inserted material’ in our corpus:

INSISISTI\]IE(];T;/IO;TEEIAL lliad Odyssey
NEW TOPIC 8 (16 %) 4 (10.5 %)
RATIFIED TOPIC 3(6%) 2 (5.5 %)
NARROW FOCUS 29 (58 %) 21 (55 %)
OTHER 0 (0 %) 2 (5.5 %)
BROAD FOCUS 10 (20 %) 9 (23.5 %)

! Ibidem, p 22.
2 Proportions among the tmesis of types 2,3 and 4 only. Tmesis of type | are here excluded for lack of material.
3 Here also the tmesis constituents.
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Our results seem to match the tendencies pointed out by Bertrand and both poems
shows similar distributions. We also here created a category for more complex group when
the inserted material is composed of multiple functions (subject and object for example).The
‘inserted’ material is in a majority of cases the object of the verb and the subject is another
frequent case. For év the proportion of other functions is rather low mainly because our
corpus tented to rule out the ambiguous cases of dative. The frequency of subject function

seems also to be slightly higher than for the general tmesis tendency.

Concerning the account of pragmatic functions in tmesis environment, we used a
slightly different template than the one proposed by Bertrand. First the ‘circumstantial’
category referring to Dik’s category of setting was more generally designed as ‘other’ because
no circumstantial use was found in our corpus. We also chose to make use of the Matic¢
category of broad focus-particularly well adapted to long distance tmesis- to distinguish more
precisely the different configurations of tmesis. The method of classification may also have
varied from the one used by Bertrand as attributing pragmatics categories is sometimes a
subjective task. However, we found here a common majority of narrow focus for the inserted
material. The difference of frequency concerning the topic and new topic categories could be
caused by several factors specific to the tmesis in €v as well as simply related to a subjective

tendency during the classification.

It is then interesting to note the high frequency of important functions found in tmesis
and the narrow focus function attributed to this material seems to point out the foregrounding
role of the tmesis. The tmesis seems indeed to put emphasis on the enclaved words with focus
element or even topical elements that could create effect of disruption and emphasis on the
introduction of a new subject. Finally Bertrand also points out the high frequency of tmesis
use in type scenes. This observation of context is interesting and confirms that formulaic and

old strata of narrative tend to conserve tmesis.

¢ On our corpus

So we see that the tmesis tends to have a foregrounding and codified use. In this section
we will try to confront these results with the different categories of tmesis we identified

previously to see if there is any logic of distribution related to a certain configuration. We will
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then try to use these pragmatics categories and word order theories as criteria for a synchronic

comparison of the use of the various forms of tmesis in €v.

In the first part of our study we identified four main types of possible configurations for
the tmesis in €v. In type 1 the preverb and the verb are only separated by a single particle and
it is therefore impossible to attribute any function to the particle. Therefore this section will
mainly consist of a comparison of the other types and namely of a comparison between type 2
and the two long distance types 3 and 4. The types 3 and 4 will here be treated as a group of
long distance tmesis where the enjambment will be considered as an added poetic value. As
we saw, type 2 tmesis usually shows a strong metrical unit, often appears in formulaic context
and generally presents a perfect picture of a fixed archaism. On the other hand, the two large
tmesis types are more frequent in the Odyssey, less likely to have been crystallized by the
tradition and conserved and would probably be also more difficult to memorize. We will then
work on the following hypothesis: type 2 could be a true archaic form showing the first stages
of grammaticalization while types 3 and 4 were later produced by fission and used as a poetic

device with stylistic motivation.

§ 1. Data and hypothesis

To verify this hypothesis we should look for two kinds of evidence: first the tmesis of
type 2 should show some tendency for foregrounding information that could be later imitated,
and secondly the types 3 and 4 should show a stronger and more systematic foregrounding
nature. We are then looking for evidence of foregrounding and a difference of degree between
both groups of tmesis examples. We will here then compare the distribution of the pragmatics
function according to the different types and see if it can be explained as a derivation from

one to another.

A first piece of evidence for a foregrounding nature of the tmesis is then its general
placement in the clause. As we have already seen in the first observations, the tmesis almost
systematically opens on a strong position either syntactically, metrically or often a
combination of both. This distribution does not seem to be accidental and therefore make the
tmesis a good candidate to carry a pragmatic stressed function. Now, if we take a closer look
at the distribution of pragmatic function according to types of tmesis we obtain the following

distribution:
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In the lliad:

FUNCTION OF THE INSERTED MATERIAL
TYPE OF
TMESIS NEW TOPIC NARROW BROAD OTHER
TOPIC FOCUS FOCUS
Typel | O 0 0 0] 0]
Type2 |4@8%) |3(6%) |1836%) |0(0%) | 1(2%)
Type3 | 1Q2%) |5(10%) |0(0%) |3(6%) |0(0%)
Typed |3(6%) |0(0%) |3(6%) |4@8%) |0(0%)
In the Odyssey:
FUNCTION OF THE INSERTED MATERIAL
TYPE OF
TMESIS NEW TOPIC NARROW BROAD OTHER
TOPIC FOCUS FOCUS
Typel | O o %) 0 0
Type2 |2(5%) |2(5%) | 21(555%) | 0(0%) | 0(0%)
Type3 | 1(25%) |0(0%) |0(0%) |8(12%) | 0(0%)
Typed |0(0%) |1(25%) |0(0%) |3(7.5%) | 0(0%)

We can observe that the tmesis of type 2 systemically shows pragmatic foregrounding
of the ‘inserted’ material with many examples of narrow focus, usually the object of the verb
giving new information. But this foregrounding can also be of a topical nature with some
examples of new or given topics. Indeed the presence of a topical element inside the verbal

complex of the tmesis creates an effect of collision.

Some of the elements identified as narrow focus only have a very local value and act
as focus of a restricted clause, but even when secondary the tmesis always seems to
foregrounds its ‘inserted’ material. The tmesis of the type 2 is not on itself focalized but rather
participates to focalize the inserted words. This rather systematic pragmatic function as a
focus marker could perhaps also explain why these cases of tmesis were conserved. Replacing
these examples by the vernacular compound version of the verb would have mean to lost the
stress put on the words occurring inside the tmesis. And maybe this feeling of semantic loss

helped to conserve some tmesis cases.
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If we take now an interest in the type 3 and 4 we can notice that these cases show often
stronger effects of emphasis. The majority of these cases have been identified as broad focus
in our analysis. This categorization as broad focus also shows emphasis on the verb as a focal
element rather than a simple marker as for the tmesis of type 2. These examples are, however,
complex and do not follow a single model but show different patterns with internal effects of
emphasis. The tmesis of type 3 showing large distance between the preverb €v and the verb

appears corresponds to several type scenes in the Odyssey as in the lines:

3. 479" £v 52 yuvr| topin oitov kai oivov #0nkev
14. 5197 gvvnY, v &' 6lov te Kol aiydv déppot’ EBaiiey.

Here we have the description of preparation for food in book 3 and for a bed in book 14.
We analysed both of these examples as broad focus and indeed the verbal complex encloses
all the new elements. The tmesis seems here to also function as a stylistic marker and helps
the description. Moreover the inserted material does not here appear to show free stage of

syntax as the elements (subject, object, complement) seem to adopt a rather classic order.

A perhaps more striking evidence for a recent creation of the tmesis of type 3 is the

following line of the Odyssey:

Odyssey, 24.498° év 0' apa Aaéptng Aolog T' &g tedye' E€duvov,

This line is a characteristic example of the category of tmesis only found in the
Odyssey with 6 words standing between the preverb and the verb. Here the tmesis shows an
interesting feature with the presence of the preposition é¢. Even if a later correction of an old
tmesis cannot be rule out, the scenario seems unlikely as any preposition or adverb standing in
place of the preposition would have been as problematic. The presence of a recent and

specialized preposition inside the tmesis would then characterise it as more recent.

However, these examples are a scarce category only present in the Odyssey and the
examples of the tmesis in enjambment are perhaps more easy to study as we can compare the
broader configurations of the Odyssey to the enjambment of the //iad. The tmesis of type 4
shows different forms in the two epic poems: the enjambment is common but the inserted

material tends to be more compact in the /liad. Indeed the Iliad often places only one element

'“And the housewife placed in the chariot bread and wine and dainties” Loeb edition translation.
2 < And threw upon it skins of sheep and goats.” Loeb edition translation.
3 And among them Laertes and Dolius donned their armor’ Loeb edition translation.
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inside the tmesis: rarely more than two words, always acting as a single pragmatic or syntactic

function. For example:
15.326-7" ¢ 8poPnBev Ayarol avarkides v yap ATOAA®Y

nke e6Pov, Tpwoiv 8¢ kai “Extopt kBdog dmalev.

11.216-7* aptOHVON O paym, otav o' dvtior v &' Ayoapéuvov

TPMOTOG 6pove’, E0ekev O mOAL TpopdyesOat andvtwv

11.52-3° inmijeg o' OAlyov petekiobov: &v 6& KOOV

apoe kakdv Kpovidnge, katd §' vyodev fikev Eépoag

5.730-731"  Sijoe yphociov kahdv Luyov, &v 88 Aémodva

KAA' EPare ypooel' Vo 8¢ {uyov fyayev “Hpn

In the first two examples, the tmesis encloses a subject and contrasted topic; the next ones
show an object or focal element. Those cases of tmesis may seem then to foreground the
inserted element and have a stylistic value with a mimetic effect for the arrival of a god, for
example. It is interesting to notice that the larger form of tmesis in enjambment found in the

Odyssey seem somehow to be formed on the meeting of the two configurations we just saw:

17.437-8 YOAKOD T€ GTEPOTTC. £V 08 ZEVG TEPTIKEPAVVOG

@OCav £uoic’ £tdpotot Kakny Paiev, 00O TG ETAN

' “So were the Achaeans driven in rout with no valor in them; for on them Apollo had sent panic, and to the
Trojans and Hector was he giving glory.” Loeb edition translation.

* ¢And they stood facing each other, and among them Agamemnon rushed out the first, and was minded to fight
far in advance of all.” Loeb edition translation.

3 <And among them the son of Cronos roused an evil din, and down from on high out of heaven he sent’ Loeb
edition translation.

* <And on its end she bound the fair golden yoke, and threw on it the fair golden breast-straps; and Hera led
beneath the yoke (...)’ Loeb edition translation.

> “The flashing of bronze. And Zeus, who hurls the thunderbolt, cast an evil panic upon my comrades, and none
had courage’ Loeb edition translation.
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This enjambment indeed shows both a new topic with the arrival of a god and the
object of the verb. The tmesis is even more stretched than the cases of the /liad that it seems
to imitate. So even if the types 3 and 4 are less frequent and not always easy to analyse, they
tend to show a marked foregrounding and a stylistic emphasis. Therefore our impression is
that these cases were given a stronger stylistic value than previous cases of tmesis. They could
therefore show a later creation by fission of the preverb and verb already existing as a
compound in the vernacular. Indeed, these cases seem to show common features with the
other configurations of tmesis, but as imitation of a structure and its effect rather than
conservation of an archaic order. The stylistic motivation and formal imitation could reveal
the following evolution: what was a simple syntactic pattern tends to grammaticalize, some
cases show a pragmatic foregrounding and tend to be preserved. The tmesis is then
reinterpreted as a foregrounding device, conserved as an archaism and imitated for this new
function. This foregrounding use becomes a poetic tool and gives birth to new created tmesis

with large distance and stylistic effect (chosen for descriptions...).

A last remark is that the case of the tmesis could be compared and perhaps linked to
the case of the hyperbaton. Indeed, the two features could be compared if the tmesis, word
order is reinterpreted as a stylistic device. The last example (Odyssey, 17.437-8) also seems to
show a hyperbaton of the object. Finally, this brief pragmatic analysis of our corpus of tmesis
revealed the importance of the place word rather than the verb it functions with. And, even if
the preverb tends to lose its semantic value and be assimilated with the verb, it is still a strong
element in the Homeric clause: v seems to function as an opening signal on multiple levels

and signals a semantic and pragmatic polarity.
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§ 2. Elements for another dating scenario

If we follow the hypothesis that the type 2 could be a more original form of tmesis and
that the tmesis of types 3 and 4 could be later analogical fissions, another relative dating could

here be possible.

The type 2 appears to us as the best candidate for an older version of tmesis. Placing
this type rather than the long-distance type at the beginning of our scenario is however less
satisfying. Seeing some of the broader configurations as more original with Haug is indeed
attractive, as they show a stage of free syntactic arrangement of the tmesis with an apparent
complete independency of the place word év. We saw however that those two types seem to
often have a stylistic motivation and their conservation through both the epic tradition and the
process of grammaticalization is perhaps more doubtful than for the more restricted type 2.
The tmesis of type 2 indeed shows a stage of starting grammaticalization with first rules of

use and a distribution in the use of the cases.

Two stages can be distinguished for the type 2 with a first and freer stage with tmesis
than can occur at various positions in the line and clause and variations in the number of
words standing between preverb and verb. Another stage would be the frozen formulae (like
£v pOPov Mpoe), those are mostly found at the end of the line and are more restricted with
only one word enclosed in the tmesis and very little variation. This second subtype could be
analysed as more recent with a shortened distance and more regulated use that could point to a

later stage of the grammaticalization.

The type 1 seems to show the very last stage of grammaticalization as the verb and the
preverb are only separated by a clitic element and already form a prosodic and metrical word.
This case could at first appear as particularly instable: perceived without any real ‘effect of
tmesis’ and yet not exactly forming a proper compound. Perhaps this case would have the
easier case of tmesis to replace and one the most replaced by the vernacular version. This
conservation is perhaps the sign of a long last stage of the grammaticalization where multiple
forms could still coexist. The metrical pattern of this type of tmesis was a very convenient
device to open line as opposed to the vernacular version. This form would then have been

frozen as a device and therefore stayed productive.

We think then dubious that the larger and stylistically marked large distance tmesis

could have easily been conserved as archaisms. If we accept the hypothesis that these forms
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had been later (re)formed we should place them at the end of our comparative dating.
However some internal precision can be made as we saw that these categories gather very
distinct and individual cases. First the broader version of tmesis of our corpus- five or six
words standing between the preverb and the verb- appears only in the Odyssey and could be
supposed to be more recent than the shorter cases. A distinction between two types of
enjambment tmesis can also be made with broader cases that seem to imitate the configuration

of the more reduced and frequent enjambment of the //iad.

Finally we should say a word or two about a few peculiar cases that do not belong to
any categories, are generally difficult to position and seems to show transition between two

stages:

Odyssey, 24.498' &v 0' dpa Aaéptng Aoriog T' &g tedye' Eduvov

The first example shows a line including both €v and the later preposition €. We
previously interpreted this as an evidence for a later stylistic production of the tmesis but we

could note here the competition between the two place words.

Odyssey, 5.260° &v 8' vmépac e KAAOVG TE TOSNG T' $VEONGEV £V ODTH

The second example shows also a multiplication of the place names with both a
preverb and a compound form and even a prepositional use of év to close the line. The
redoubled presence of the preverb seems to show a period of hesitation between the stages of
the grammaticalization: either a later correction of an original tmesis or a reduplication of the
preverb at a stage when the preverb in tmesis tends to be perceived as less independent and
losing some of its semantic value. This loss of independency and sematic charge could

explain the need for overexpressing the év.

Iliad, 24.787°  &v 8¢ mopij vmarn vekpdv Bécav, &v &' EParov ip.

' <And among them Laertes and Dolius donned their armor’ Loeb edition translation.
2 < And he made fast in the raft braces and halyards and sheets’ Loeb edition translation.
3 <And on the topmost pyre they laid the dead man and cast fire on it.” Loeb edition translation.
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The presence of two tmeses with two different configurations in a same line is a bit
surprizing. And perhaps even more so if we consider the literary context as this line ends the
description of Hector’s burial, opens and close on the image of the fire and verbally performs
the burial here. Therefore there is good chance that this important passage' has been well
conserved and perhaps left untouched-or at least less modified- than others. On one hand, the
juxtaposition of these two configurations could suggest that they were both still productive at
the same time. The line could then go back to an older stage of non-achieved
grammaticalization. One the other hand this line could also be described as a recent
production using the tmesis as a stylistic tool as the first tmesis is quite broad and encloses
two different cases and the second could be interpreted as analogy of the &v d' €tifet

construction.

Odyssey, 13.244 £v_pngv yap oi oitog d0écpatoc, &v 8¢ 1€ oivog

yivetou aiel o' duPpoc Exet tebavia T’ Eépon.

This last example presents yet another case of a verb with two preverbs. In this
case, the verb seems to act as a copula with a limited semantic value and a peripheral presence
in the clause: it is only suggested in the first tmesis and placed in enjambment for the second.
The &v place words seem to assume the main semantic value of the verbal complex and act

more as independent adverbs than preverbs.

" If this passage is not a later addition.
2 “In it grows grain beyond measure, and the wine grape as well, and the rain never fails it, nor the rich dew.’
Loeb edition translation.
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Proposition of order:

«» Middle distance tmesis (type 2)
++ One to three words standing in between, freer disposition
% Fossilized formulaic version (v 66pv)

=>» Grammaticalization already started

«» Compact tmesis (type 1)
% frozen last stage of grammaticalization

% productivity by analogy (metrical opening)
-> later productivity

« Long distance tmesis (type 3 and 4)

+ Enjambment simple (type 4 Iliad)

% Type3

% Broader version of type 3 and 4 (Odyssey only)
=>» Later modification of old tmesis?
=>» Poetic and analogical creation?

=>» Recent fission for stylistic purpose?

X/
°e

Later modifications and analogical additions

=> Insertion of 8¢ by analogy in existing tmesis...

Finally this proposition of a relative chronology should be followed by evoking a few
limits. This argumentation is based on a very free use of the word order theory. Our
classification into narrow focus, broad focus or topic of the different elements is partially
faulted by a desire of harmony that could have lead us to interpret more easily some elements
as focal or emphaticized. The study of the positioning of the tmesis inside the line could also
be criticized as choosing ‘marked’ position is not a certain science. Analysing the tmesis and
the words standing between the place word and verb is also sometimes artificial and lead us to
consider the tmesis as a separation that it is not. The tmesis easily appears to us as a poetic

device and we should not forget its simple condition of an archaism used in parataxis.
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Moreover the unity of the feature- that is considering the tmesis as an archaism on the sole
account of the independency of év- should perhaps not be ruled out too soon. Such
chronology also can give a simplified idea of a complex and nonlinear oral tradition and
‘strata’ of the epic text are always difficult to spot and date. Therefore the analysis of the large
distance cases of tmesis for examples should be here taken as mere propositions as the corpus

is limited and our approach sometimes biased.
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CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this paper was to give an overview of the cases of tmesis in €v in the
Homeric poems. The analysis of the gathered data revealed that the evolution of tmesis and
the univerbation process appeared to follow some tendencies but remained specific to each
verb and closely depended on context and integration in formula and in the line. Studying this
subset of tmesis cases through various synchronic criteria has also shown that the presence
and conservation of the tmeses in év were not accidental and most results seemed to suggest
logics of distribution. The tmesis are often found in narrative part of the poems and inside
formulae, showing a belonging to the older strata of the Homeric poems and the feature was
probably perceived early on as archaic and different from the spoken vernacular. The cases
found between the verb and the preverb as well as the limited set of verbs used in tmesis point
towards an already started grammaticalization that singles out and conserve only a limited

number of formations.

Another finding is the quiet importance of the particle 6¢ in the conservation of this
archaism: the metrical flexibility of the combination &v 8¢/ év &’ seem to have contributed to
fixation of the tmesis in the text and also plays a significant role in later modification and
productivity of the feature. The main result of these synchronic observations was however the
classification of the tmeses in €v into four categories (type 1: €v o' étibet type; type 2: compact

tmeses; type 3: long distance tmeses of the Odyssey; type 4: tmeses in enjambment).

The attempts to date the tmeses in €v have met a certain number of issues and the lack
of reliable comparing material led us to limit our research to an internal chronology of the
different subtypes of tmesis. Two different perspectives- an historical one and pragmatic one-
were successively adopted and produced two possible scenarios. The historical approach

based on Haug’s work would be in favour of an order: types 3 and 4 - type 2 - type 1.

Considering the pragmatic impact of the tmesis with Bertrand led us however to
reconsider this order. The type 2 indeed appears to have a local foregrounding role while the
type 3 and 4 show a more important foregrounding tendency coupled to a noticeable stylistic

use of the tmesis. The original foregrounding effect of tmesis enclosing narrow focus
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probably contributed to the good conservation of tmeses of type 2 that vernacular compound
forms were unable to replace without losing the pragmatic stress. We believe that what was
originally a side effect of the free placement of the preverb and the verb in tmesis became a
poetic tool and that the archaic cases of tmesis were imitated for a foregrounding and stylistic
purpose. Tmeses of types 3 and 4, that are more likely to show foregrounding material and
broad focus, would then be later produced on the basis of type 2. This approach leads us to

propose a second scenario for a chronology: type 2- type 1- type 3-type 4.

The last section aimed to defend the hypothesis that the pragmatic foregrounding
function of the tmesis contributed to both its conservation as a fixed archaism and to a later
productivity as a poetical and stylistic tool used to enclose salient information. This view
remains however subjective and is based on an unskilled use of some word order theories.
The two scenarios proposed are also based on a very specific corpus and the study of a larger
sample would certainly modify these chronologies. It would perhaps be interesting to replicate
this approach with other preverbs found in tmesis or with examples taken in Hittite or Vedic

texts.
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DATA

Cases of tmesis found in the Iliad:

1

10.

1.142
1.309
1.311
1,481
2.451
2.578
4.134
5.040

5.730-731

6.047
7.073
7.176
8.070
8.095
8.258
8.289
8.335
9.154

9.207-8

9.296

&v &' épétag EmnoEg ayeipopey, £ o' katoOUPnv

&v 0' épétac Ekpuvey Eeikoaty, £G &' EkaTOUPNV

gloev dyov: &v &' apyoc Epn mtodvuntic Odvocec.

&v &' dvepog pijoev péoov iotiov, Apel 6& kKb
dtpHvous' iévar v 8& 60&voc poev EKAoTo
ool Emovt' €v &' aVTOg £0VGETO VOPOTO YOAKOV
év &' Eneoe LooThipt ApnpoOTL TIKPOG AIGTOC
TPOTO YOp oTPEPOEVTL pLeTappéve €V d0pL eV
ofjoe ypvoetov kadov Luydv, &v 68 Aémadva

KAA' EPare ypooet'- Vo o6& Luyov fyayev “Hpn
TOALG O' £V AevelOD TATPOS KEWUNALO KETTAL
vuiv ' év yap Eaowv apiotijeg Havayodv:

&v &' £padov xuvén Ayapépvovog Atpeidao.

év &' £tifg1 dvo Kipe Tavnreyéog Bovatolo

U1 TiG Tol PELYOVTL LETAPPEVE £V 0OpL TEN’
TQ 0¢ HeTAOTPEPOEVTL HETAPPEV® €V dOpY TiEEV

TPOTO ToL PET’ EUE TTpEGPNiov €V xepl Oow,

Ay &' avtic Tpheooty OMOUTIOC &V HEVOG DPCEY”

&v &' dvopeg vaiovet morlvppnveg molvodtal,
év &' dipo védtov E0nk' biog kal miovog aiyog,
€V 8¢ oL0Og o1dAoto Payv TeBoiviav AAOLET.

&v &' dvopeg vaiovet morlvppnveg molvodtalt,
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9.350

11.016

11.52-3

11.91-2

11.216-7

11.297

11.447

11.538-9

11.544

13.362

14.182

14.521

14.326-7

15.650

16.289

16.729

18.135

190

18.218

evpelav peydiny, &v 6& okodAomag KatTénnéev:
Apyeiovg €v 6' a0TOG £6V6GETO VOPOTO YOAKOV.
inmijeg o' OAlyov petexioBov: £v 68 KooV
apoe kakdv Kpovidnge, katd &' vyodev fikev &époag
KEKAOUEVOL ETAPOIOL KOTA OTIXOS €V &' Ayapépvev
np®dTOg bpove’, €Le d' dvopa Bidvopa mopéva Aadv
GpTOVON O paym, otav d' dvtiot &v &' Ayapéuvov
TPMOTOG 6pove’, E0ckev O TOAL TpopdyesOat andvtwy.
£v §' Emec’ Vopivn Umepadi 16og GEANT,
TQ 0¢ HeTAOTPEPOEVTL HETAPPEV® €V dOpY TiEEV
avopopeov prigoi te HetdApnevog €v 6€ KuJoOV
ke kaxodv Aavooiot, pivovlo 8¢ yaleto dovpdg.
Zevg 8¢ matnp Alavd' Dyiluyoc &v pofov Gpoe:
T8opeveds TphEGGL PETAMIEVOS £V POPOV DPOE.
£v &' dpo Eppata NKev dbtpriToict Aofoict
avop®dV TpecoavImV, Ot T8 Zevg £&v ooV dpon.
¢ 8pOPnBev Ayarol avarkides: v yap ATOAAw®Y
fNke oPov, Tpwotv 82 xai “Extopt kDSoc dmalev.
ot 0Bei &' &v 06pv e, PidwV O¢ v £yyg ETaipwv
[aioveg £v yap Idrpokiog poPov fkev dmacty
dvoed' duhov v, &v 8¢ KAGvov Apyeioloty
fNke kaxov, Tpooiv 8¢ kai “Extopt kBdog dmalev.
npiv 7' gue dedp' EABodoav £v 0pOaApoioy idnar
nptv ¥ adTv EABodGay v 0pBaipoicty Idmpar

PO&yEat" drap TpOEsTLV £V OTETOV MPGE KLSOUHV.
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40.

41.

44,

46.

48.

49,

60.

18.346

18.351

18.419

18.541

551

561

587

607

19.159

19.393-4

20.381

21.9

21.338

22.210

22.283

22.441

23.170

23.177

23.352

23.399-400

23.567

23.731

&v &' dp' Vowp Eyeav, VO 6& ELA doiov EAOVTES.
&v &' OTEMdGg TAMjeaY AAElPATOG EVVEDPOLO®
TG &V HEV VOOG £€6TI LETh Ppestv, £v 08 Kal oo
‘Ev &' £ti0g1 veldov podaknv wiepav dpovpav adverbial
‘Ev &' £tife1 tépevog Bactiniiov: EvBa &' Epibot
‘Ev &' £ti0€1 cta@uAfol péya Bpibovoav diwmnv
‘Ev 8¢ vopov moinog mepikAutog AUOLyVNELS
‘Ev &' £1i0&1 motapoio péya obévog Qreavoio
Avop®dv, &V 0¢ Bedc mvevon LEVOS AUPOTEPOLTLY.
Cevyvoov: apol 08 kadd AEmadv' Eoav, v 08 YoAVoLg
youenAfig Eparov, katda &' via teivay dnicow
&v &' Ayilevg Tpweoot 00pe ppeciv elévog KTV
év ' Emecov peydho motaym, Bpdye o' aimda péebpa,
dévdpea Ko, &v 0' avtov ter mupl: un 8¢ oe mhpmov
év &' £tifg1 dvo Kipe Tavnieyéog Bavatoto,
00 UEV 1ot PeHYoVTL LETAPPEVD €V dOpL TEELG,
dimhaka Topeupény, &v 8¢ Bpdva mokid' Emacaos.
&v &' £tifer pétog kai dheipatog dpeipopiog
£v 82 Tupog pévog NKe G181 peov dQpa VELOLTO.
av o' EBav £g dippovug, &v d¢ kKAnpovg Efdrovto
TOALOV TV GAA®V EEAANEVOG €V Yap ABnvn
inmoig NKke pévog Kad &' odTd kddog EOnKe.
AVTIAOY® GpoTOV KEYOAWUEVOS €V &' dpa KTpLE
xepl okfmTpov E0nke, clonfcal 1e KEAEVOEV

&V 8¢ YOV yvapwyev: €mi 6¢€ yBovi KAmmeEGOoV GUE®
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62.

63.

64.

23.777

24.442

24.787

&v &' 6vBov Posov mAfjTo oTONA TE PIVAG TE
év ' £nveve' inmolot kol Hpodvolg pévog no.

&v 8¢ mopt) bmdn vekpov Bécav, &v &' Eparov Top.

Cases of tmesis found in the Odyssey:

6.

10.

16.

1.50

2.330

3.40

3.479

4.578

4.653

4.761

4.781

5.254

5.260

6.76

6.292

. 71.291

5. 8.52

8.274

5. 8.343

8.425

7. 8.436

. 8.441

8.459

Vi|o0g devdpneaaa, Bed &' €v dduata vaiel,

&v 8¢ Bain kpntipt Kol Nuéag mvtog O Eoon).
ddxe &' dpa omAdyyvaov poipog, £v §' otvov Eyeve
) \ \ T 4 GTT ‘l { P4

&v 8¢ yovn topd oV Kol oivov E0nkev

év &' iotovg TIBéNEGOa Kai ioTiol viueiv Elong

of ol Emovt" év &' dpyov Eym Paivovt' Evonoa
év &' £0et' ovAOYVTOC KavEm, pdTto &' ANV
£v &' 616V 1€ TiBeVTO KOl ioTio VT pedadvn,

év &' ioToV oiel Kai £mikplov dpUeEVOV 0OTG"

&y 0' VEPOg TE KGOS TE TOOOS T' EVEONGEY £V avTH],
navtoiny, £v &' dya TileL, &v &' otvov Eygvey
atysipav, £v_ 0& KpNvI VAEL, AUl 68 AEUDV”
nmonovoog, &v o' avtn £nv sikvia Oefot.

£v §' 016V T' étilevTo Kai iotia vt pehaivn,

év ' £0et' dkpobitm péyov dxpova, KOTTE 0 SeGHOVG
o o () Y 4 3 [ Ie ~

¢ Epat', &v 0¢ Yélwg mpt' dbavdatoiot Beoioy.
&v &' a1t B&¢ papog EmTAVVEC OE yLITdVA.

&v &' ap' VOwp Eyeov, VIO 0& VAo dalov Elodoal.
&v &' a1t papog BijkeY KOOV TE YITOVQ

Bavpalev ' Odvoija &v 0pbaipoicy opdca
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20.

26.

30.

36.

40.

~N

9.118

10.315

11.3

11.4

12.103

12.347

12.417

12.105

13.244

13.438

14.268-9

14.307

14.343

14.519

17.198

17.437-8

18.109

18.293

20.23

20.260

21.45

VAEGG' £v &' oiyeg dmelpéoial YEYGaoLy

£v 8¢ 1€ PApLaKOV TKE, KoKd GPovEOLG' &vi Bupd.
£v §' iotov TIOépes0a koi iotio vii pelaiv,

&v 8¢ 0 pufjAa Aafoviec Epioapey, dv o8 kal avtol
@ J' &v €pvedg £6TL Péyas, @OALOIGL TEIAMG
tevéopeyv, £v 0¢ Ke Ogipev aydipoto ToAld Koi EGOAA.
€v 8¢ Begiov wAfTo" mTEcoV &' €Kk vNOG ETaipot.

&v_ 8¢ kpNtipéc Te Kal AupLpoprieg £aot

£v_ngv yap oi oitog d0écpatoc, &v 8¢ 1€ oivog
yivetor aiel o' duPpoc Exet teBaivia T’ E€pon).
TUKVOL POYOAENY" &V 8& 6TPdPOC fEv dopThp.
YOAKOD T€ GTEPOTNG. £V 08 ZEVG TEPTIKEPAVVOG
@OCav €Uoic’ £Thpotot Kaknyv Paiev, o0oE Tig ETAN
év 8¢ Begiov mAfTo" mEcOV &' €K VNOG AmavTES.
poyoréa, T0 Kol avTog £v 0pOaipoio dpnat.
eovny, v ' 6lov te Kol alydv oéppot’ EPailev.
TUKVOL POYOAENY, £v 5& 6TpOPOC NEY dopThp”
YOAKOD T€ GTEPOTNG. £V 08 ZEVG TEPTIKEPAVVOG
@OCav €Uoic’ £Thpotot Kaknyv Paiev, o0oE Tig ETAN
TUKVOL POYOAENY, £v 58 6TpOPOC HEY dopTHp.
mowilov: év &' dp' Eoav mepodvat dvokaideka TAGOL
T@ 0 AL’ v meion kpaodin péve teTAnuvia

map &' &tifel omhdyyvov poipog, &v §' oivov Exgvey
&v démai xpuoé, kol v Tpog pobov Eeimev:

€v 8¢ otafuovg dpeoe, Bupag O Emébnke pasvac,
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41.

43.

44,

21.47 £v 52 1Knid' fike, Oupéwv &' dvéxomtev dyfiog

- 23.201 év d' £tavuee’ ipndvta fodg poivikt pogvov
24.498 &v ' dpa Aaéptng Aohiog T' €¢ tevye' Eduvoy,
24.526 év ' Emecov mpopdyois' OdvGeLg Kol PaidLOg VIO,

gv yepoiv €0nke type :

1.441 Tatpl PiA® €v xepol Tibel Kai pv TpocEeimey:
1.446 Tatpl PiA® €v xepol Tibel Kai pv TpocEeimey:
1.585 untpt eiAn év yepi tibet kai pv Tpocéene:

6.482 Q¢ eimwv aroyo1o PN €v xepoiv E0nie

8.116 Néotop &’ &v yeipeoot LaP’ Nvia cryardevia,
10.328 Q¢ eab’, 6 &’ év yepoi okfmTpov AdPe kai ol dpocoev:
10.529 &v yelpess’ Odvoiji tibet, Enefnoeto 8 nnwv:
12.422 uétp’ &v yepoiv Exovteg EmEHV® &v apodpm,
15.229 aAld oV v’ év yelpeoot AP’ ailyida Buccavoesoay,
15.311 mv ap’ 6y’ &v yeipesotv Exmv yNooto Aadv.
17.40 [TavOw v yeipeoot Bolm kal DpovTidL din.
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Detailed results of syntactic functions according to the four types:

1liad

Odyssey

FUNCTION OF THE INSERTED MATERIAL

TYPE OF
TMESIS SUBIECT OBJECT OTHER cg;(;fgx
Type 1 0] 0] 0] 0
Type2 | 15(22.5%) | 15(22.5%) |3(45%) | 0(0%)
Type3 | 0(0 %) 23 %) 1(15%) | 4(6%)
Typed [3(45%) [3(45%) |1(15%) |3 (4.5%)
FUNCTION OF THE INSERTED MATERIAL
TYPE OF
TMESIS SUBIECT OBJECT OTHER cg;(;gx
Type 1 0] o 0] %)
Type2 | 7(155%) |15(33.5%) |2(45%) | 0(0%)
Type3 |2(45%) | 0(0%) 0 (0 %) 9 (20 %)
Typed | 1(2%) 0 (0 %) 0 (0 %) 2 (4.5%)
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