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PREFACE

Txe Homeric question, the question of the unity of author-
ship, is a literary problem, yet attempts are constantly made
to solve it by other than literary methods. Here are two
poems : does each bear the mark and stamp of a single
authorship, in harmony of tone, in a preconceived catastrophe
to which all tends, in dramatic consonance of character,
in grandeur of style? These are matters of art, but they
are often approached, not in the spirit of art, but in that
of a cross-examining barrister, or of an historical student
testing the accuracy of a statement of facts. The habit of
minute analysis, as Signor Comparetti says, produces a
mental short-sightedness, and Homeric commentators see
the mote immensely magnified, but have no eyes for the
beam. They pore over the hyssop on the wall, but are blind
to the cedar of Lebanon. They pick out, or invent,
blemishes all but invisible, discrepancies which must exist
in every fictitious narrative, and they regard these as only to
be explained by diversity of authorship, and by the redact-
ing, patching, and combining into a mechanical whole, of
lays, fragments, and mutilated epics wrought by many hands
in many agcs.
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This method, we argue here, is erroneous. It has its
origin in the arguments of Wolf against the possible exist-
ence of a long continuous early Greek epic. These argu-
ments led men to look for the traces of joins in the poems,
and to find them, to hunt for the resulting discrepancies,
and to discover them. But Wolf’s a priorf arguments, we
try to show, are no longer valid. It is not impossible that
a long early Greek poem might have been composed, and
might survive. This being so, we plead for wider and more
generous views of the Iliad and Odyssey, for a study of
poetry as poetry, not as a dubious clause in a Bill, or a .
doubtful statement by an historian.

In one way the prevalent literary taste is adverse to a
correct judgment of Homer. It is plain to every reader that
long narrative poems are now out of fashion. In all English
literature only four or five long narrative poems are widely
read, if even they are widely read, Tke Faery Queen, Paradsse
Lost, Scott’s Lay and Marmion, and Don Juan. Our taste
is such that Edgar Poe denied the existence of such a thing
as a long poem ; there are only moments of poetry, he said,
in 2 mass of verse which is unpoetical. It is this kind of
taste which makes Wilamowitz Moellendorffl observe, about
the author of the Iliad, that ¢if he made the Patrocleia, or
the Avrpa, he was a great poet, but if he made our Iliad, he
was a Flickpoet—a botcher.’ ! .

Now, with all admiration for the critic’s great learning,
research, and brilliance, he seems here to be simply stating
Poe’s paradox in a concrete form. The remark would
apply as well to Milton, Byron, Scott, or Spenser, not one
of whom is always on the level of his best passages, which

Y Hom. Untersuch., p. 380.
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alone, in Poe’s theory, deserve the name of poetry. But
Homer lived in an age, whatever that age may have been,
when long narrative poems were in vogue. His generation,
his audience, were not at the point of view of Poe and
Wilamowitz. They did not cry

Indignor quandoque bonus dormitat Homerus,

and deny that the drowsy passage was by the true Homer.
We must read him as his audience listened ; we must not
pore over him with microscopes. That is our argument,
though we try to show that even the discoveries of micro-
scopical criticism have less importance than the microscopists
imagine. Into the linguistic question, the supposed
Ionicising of an Aolic epic, the author has not ventured to
go. It-is a matter for experts in language, not for the mere
literary student.

As far as this problem of language affects the other
problems as to the original home and time of the epics,
whether in continental Greece, or on the coast of Asia
Minor, whether before or after the colonisation of the
Asiatic shores, the author is inclined to agree with Mr. Leaf
in his introduction to his Companion to the Iliad, and with
Mr. Monro in his paper on Homer and the Early History
of Greece.! That is to say, the poems, or the bulk of them,
were first sung in continental Greece, Argolis, Thessaly, or
Beeotia, before the founding of the colonies on the other
side of the Zgean. It is pleasant to be able, in spite of our
total difference as to the composition of the Iliad, to agree
here with Mr. Leaf. As to the question of one author or
many authors, the question of the unity of the Iliad, we are
never likely to convert each other. If there be here and

V Historical Review, No. 1, 1886.
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there a needless vivacity in our attempts to answer his
arguments, we would say, with Euryalus;,
’ ¥xos ¥ e xép 11 BéBaxras
Bewdy, Bpap 1O Ppépoier dvapxdiacas déAas,

To the Provost of Oriel, Mr. Monro, I must here
express my thanks for his kindness in reading my proof-
sheets. I almost doubt if I should name him, ¢pour ne lui
point donner une part de responsabilité dans les fautes que
je suis seul coupable d’avoir laissé subsister.’! But every
reader who detects an error will know that I only am
responsible. Nor is it to be assumed that Mr. Monro
agrees with all the views expressed. On the matter of the
tenth book of the Iliad, for example, we are not at one:
though I have no great confidence in my attempted
defence of its originality.

I have also to thank Mr. Edmund Gosse for examining
what is here said about the Northern lays and the Volsunga
Saga, assistance most valuable to one who only reads the
Sagas in translations. Mr. A. S. Murray and Mr. Cecil
Smith have, with unwearied kindness, imparted to an
amateur some inkling of archazology. The gem engraved
on the cover, which seems to represent an Achzan
Mrs. Gamp and Mrs. Prig, is from a gold ring published
by MM. Furtwaengler and Loeschke in their work on
Mycenzan vases. The part of the discussion of the Iliad
which deals with book xvi. appeared in the National Review,
and most of the chapter on ‘Homer and Archzology’ in
the Quarterly Review. The author has to thank the con-
ductors of these periodicals for permission to reprint his
observations here.

' Gaston Paris, La Littérature Frangaise au Moyen ﬁg!, p. vi.



CONTENTS

CHAPTER
I. HOMER’S PLACE IN LITERATURE .

II. INTRODUCTION TO WOLF . .

III. WoLF’s THEORY . . .
IV. CrrTiCisM OF WOLF . . .
V. CriTiCcisM OF WOLF .

VI. THE COMPOSITION OF THE ILIAD .
VII. Tue COoMPOSITION OF THE ILIAD.
VIII. ODYSSEUS AND THE EXTANT ODYSSEY

IX. CoMPOSITION OF THE ODYSSEY—MODERN THEORIES

X. CoMPOSITION OF THE ODYSSEY—ATTACKS ON Book I.

XI. ATTEMPTS TO DATE THE ODYSSEY. CALYPSO AND

CIRCE .

XII. ATTEMPTS TO DISLOCATE THE ODYSSEY
XIII. CONCLUSION OF THE ODYSSEY

XIV. THE Lost EPics OF GREECE

XV. HOMER AND ARCHAEOLOGY

XVL HOMER AND OTHER EARLY EpICs
XVIL THE ¢ SONG OF RoLAND’ .
XVIII. THE ¢ KALEWALA’, . .

CONCLUSION . . . .

APPENDIX . . . . .

.

PAGE

13
18

58

79
107
222 -
247

275~
290
316
323
349
382

413
418

423






HOMER AND THE EPIC

CHAPTER 1

HOMER’S PLACE IN LITERATURE

In an age full of other, and otherwise pressing, questions, it
may be held that the Homeric question should be allowed
to go by ; that Seneca was right when he said life was too
short for it, that we should dally no longer with this ancient
Gordian knot: It is not practical, it does not affect the
well-being of society. We can read Homer, if we choose,
without asking when he lived or where were ‘his city and
they that begat him,’ or whether, indeed, his name is not a
noun of multitude, and his poetry a collection of elegant
miscellanies. To this we must answer that, whatever the
urgent practical problems and distractions of an age, men of
letters are enlisted to keep flying the colours of the highest
literature, of all that makes and records the flower of
civilisation.  Pessimists may prophesy that our public
oratory, far unlike the elaborate rhetoric of Louvet and
Robespierre and Vergniaud, will decline into mere bandied
abuse. They may frighten themselves by a vision of our
poetry seeking the Fountain of Youth in the idioms of the
costermonger and the dialect of Cokayne. Even were there
good grounds for these apprehensions, are we not engaged
B
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to maintain, as best we may, the ever new and fresh love of
what is old and excellent, the admiration of that divine
poetry which, during three thousand years, has been the
delight and the consolation of the world? Now, though
the poetry abides unaltered, the conditions of its readers are
eternally changing. We cannot study Homer as Xenophanes
did, or Socrates, or Nero, who died with a Homeric line on
his lips, or as Eustathius did, or as Pope and Boileau did,
or even as Wolf or Lachmann studied him. New knowledge
keeps coming in, knowledge drawn from the records of
Oriental empires, from comparative study of customs, from
the graves of the royal dead in Mycenz. New theories are
raised, prevail, and fall obsolete ; we have often to ask our-
selves where we stand in our knowledge of the Bible of
Greece.

To forget Homer, to cease to be concerned and even
curious about Homer, is to make a fatal step towards a new
barbarism. Mankind exists, or should exist, not to live only,
but, as Aristotle defines it, to live nobly. A noble and
enjoyable life demands an imaginative participation in all
that the human race has done, or said, or thought, which is
excellent. The outcasts of Poker Flat, in Mr. Bret Harte’s
tale, consoling their last hours with the story of 4skeels, in
Pope’s Iliad, were living a nobler life than the comfortable
citizen, who reads newspapers, and nothing but newspapers
all day, and wakens with a fresh appetite for his morning
journal. To keep up, to diffuse, as far as we may, interest in
the best literature, is the duty of all who have been educated
and called to this task. ‘

Inopportune as their endeavours may seem, their work
is like that of the copyist monks in the Middle Ages.
They, too, were out of harmony with their age, but they
were working for the age which was to come. If, in the
future, an age of general well-being is to arrive, its children
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will turn, as all men who have the opportunity must, to
what is best in human art, to the literature of Greece. It
is our business, in our degree, to applaud and to elucidate
it, to clear it, if we can, from doubts and erroneous theories,
to see it as it is, and as it was in its origins, to keep remind-
ing the distracted age of those Islands Fortunate sleeping in
the ocean of times dead and gone.

In the front of all poetry stands the poetry of Hellas,
and in its foremost rank stand the epics of Homer. If we
were offered the unhappy choice whether we would lose
Homer and keep the rest of Greek poetry, or keep the rest
and lose Homer, there could be little doubt as to our
choiee.

We would rescue the Iliad and the Odyssey. How much
and how invaluable the remainder is, we know. The
stately tragedies, the immortal comedies, the triumphant
odes of Pindar, the pictures of hill and glade, river and
well, and the pastoral life in Theocritus, the passion and
patriotism of Sappho and Simonides, all the mirth, the love,
the laments of the Anthology, would be known and heard
no more. But as, if a similar choice were put before us in
English literature, we should keep Shakspeare, and let
Spenser and Shelley, Scott and Wordsworth disappear,
because Shakspeare in a sense includes them all—includes
the romance of Keats, and the speculation of Wordsworth,
the humour of Scott, and his delight in battle—includes the
flower of all lyric melody, every mood, and all thought—so
Homer includes, in essence, the sum of all Greek poetry.
It is a whole world, with all its possibilities of joy and
sorrow that lives in the Iliad and Odyssey. The tragedian
avowed that his own plays were only ¢ scraps from the great
Homeric banquet’ The funereal wails of Meleager in the
Anthology are present already in the half lyric laments of
Andromache and Helen over Hector slain. The figures of
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Eros and Anteros are here, in the noble affection of Andro-
mache and Hector, in the shameful, the repentant, the agi-
tated passion of Paris and Helen. The solemn thoughts of
human fortunes, and the justice of Heaven, which ZAschylus
ponders beside the Titan’s bed of pain, on the rocks of
Caucasus, are already meditated by Homer. His Ate,
which blinds men, his Agisthus and Clytemnestra, who
draw down sorrow beyond their doom, his fate, which
controls both mortals and gods, Homer’s reflections, in the
Odyssey, on the lot of man, ‘the most unhappy of all
creatures,’ his stoical conclusion in the resolute valour of
Hector and Odysseus, anticipate in simple terms the results
of all later speculation. Already the problems are stated, and
the Homeric answer is given in the words of the Lycian
Sarpedon, ¢ A, friend ! if once escaped from this battle, we
were for ever to be ageless, and immortal, neither would I
fight myself in the foremost ranks, nor would I send thee
into the war that yleldeth men renown; but now—for
assuredly ten thousand fates of death do every way beset
us, and those no mortal may escape or avoid—now let us
onward !’ Zeus has given to man an enduring mind.
The tides of mortal fortune must come and go. Great
Ilios must perish on its day, the city of Priam of the ashen
spear. ‘But now, since I have heard the voice of the
goddess, and looked upon her face, I will go forth, and her
word shall not be void. And if it be my fate to die beside
the ships of the mail-clad Achzans, so would I have it ; let
Achilles slay me with all speed, when once I have taken in
my arms my son, and have satisfied my desire with moan.’
We too, in Homer, see the face and hear the voice of
the goddess, of the Muse, and are heartened to go forth and
meet our destiny. The philosophy of Homer, simply as
his problems are stated, is fortified against all vicissitude.
His mind, like the mind of Herodotus is constantly occu-
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pied by the thought of change, how the ancient city must
fall, and fall, too, must its conqueror, slain on his own
hearthstone in the full fruition of victory. Nay, the very
civilisation of which Homer sings, with all its valour and
art and gold, is to go down before the assaults of the
Dorians. His Achilles is the type of triumphant youth,
but of youth with sheer doom before its eyes. To him

¢ One crowded hour of glorious life

Is worth an age without a name.’
His eyes are open from the first, and his choice is made.
This, then, is the philosophy of Homer, and to what other
better philosophy have the schools of three thousand years
brought their disciples? It is for this clear vision, this
lucid insight into the ultimate questions, that Greece chose
Homer for the master of masters, the teacher of all philo
sophers, ¢the first of those who know.’

His theory of life might thus be called melancholy.
Even at home, after all his wanderings, the curse of the
sea god yet hangs over Odysseus, his troubles are not over,
he must set forth again into the unheard of lands. There is
no continuance of mortal happiness, ‘here we have no
abiding city,’ but against this Homer does not repine.
With his clear vision of the end of all living, he combines
the gladdest enjoyment of life. To him the world is full of
joy. Storms, and snow, and sea, the ruinous rains, the
noisy torrents that divide the hills, the eyes of lions, the
peaceful piping of the shepherd, the murmur of man and
maid from rock and oak-tree, the woven dance, the
tribunal, all the arts of ship-building and sea-craft, of weapon-
forging, of chariot-building, of gold work, of weaving and
embroidery, all the life of peace, of the chase and the
festival and the song, all the life of war, ambush, and siege,
and march, clashing of shields, and countering of chariots,
all is alike dear to him, all makes part of the eternally
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moving, the eternally absorbing spectacle. His work a-day
world is on every hand environed with the divine, as the
refluent stream of Oceanus girdles the earth. The gods
appear in beautiful shapes of young men and huntress
maidens ; in the .unsailed seas, the untrodden isles, the
goddess burns her fragrant fire, and sings her magic song,
as she weaves at the immortal loom. Everything is full of
possibilities, every adventure tempts him, whether here he
meets the courteous and clement Egyptians, by the river
ZAgyptus, or there the cannibal Lestrygonians, by their
fiord in the land of the midnight sun. This world that is so
hard, this life that must end in-death, are yet rich in the
beautiful and the strange. Man’s days are wealthy in
works and deeds, he is a warrior, a counsellor, a hunter, a
shipwright, a smith, a mower in the fields of hay, a plough-
man behind the steers.

This is life, as Homer paints it, life cheered by women
as fair as the heroes are bold, ladies loyal, staunch, wise,
tender and true, fit mates for the heroes. When the men
are dead in battle and eaten of dogs, before the women lies
the day of captivity, ‘to strew another’s bed and bring
water from another’s well,” but the hour is their own.

Thus Homer takes all experience for his province, in his
similes he gives us idylls, ¢little pictures’ of pastoral or
hunting days, éncounters with lions, adventures in the
mountain mists, wars with the sea waves for home and for
dear life, labour in every kind, sketches of children, building
houses of sea sand, or clinging to their mother’s gown, and
crying to be taken up in her arms. He has humour, too,
as in his pictures of the squabbles of Olympus, the speeches
of Thersites, the arrogance of the wooers, the girl in thought
about her wedding day, the easy luxurious Phezacians.
¢ His lyre has all the chords ’—now the triumphant Acheans,
bearing Hector dead, break into a paan, now the women
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shrill the dirge, as even yet they do in Corsica. The epic
is thus the sum of all poetry—tragedy, comedy, lyric, dirge,
idyll, are all blended in its great furnace into one glorious
metal, and one colossal group. Another style of composi-
tion Homer offers us, which nowhere else we receive from
Greece, till we get it, in decadent though still beautiful shape,
in Greece’s dying age. The epic, in the Odyssey, becomes
a romance, the best of all romances, and the most skilfully
narrated. No later tale can match, in sheer skill of composi-
tion, with the Odyssey. )

This is not all. The epics are not only poetry, but
history, history not of real events, indeed, but of real man-
‘ners, of a real world, to us otherwise unknown. ' The heroic
and sacred poetry of other peoples, as of Vedic India and
of Finland, goes back into the years before history was.
But the Vedas have but little of human interest, the Finnish
Kalewala has no composition, and is merely a stitching to-
gether of disjointed lays of adventure, or of popular songs.
The Iliad and the Odyssey, keeping all the fresh vivacity
and unwearied zest of ‘popular’ poetry, are also master-
pieces of conscious art. Homer does not wander in a
poetic chronicle along the ages, or all through a hero’s
career; he seizes on a definite moment in the Siege of Troy,
a set of circumstances centring in one heroic passion, or he
tells a clearly circumscribed tale of Odysseus’ return. Many
peoples have heroic lays, or poetic chronicles of legendary
events. Greece alone had a poet who could handle these
with the method of a master. We readily see how Homer
can rise above his time, while remaining true to his time.
His age, though rich in minor decorative arts, had no
accomplished statuary. The poet could not inspire himself
from sculpture. On the other hand, it is his description of
Zeus that inspired the colossal work of Phidias in a later
day. The statues he knew were probably rude ancient
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idols, covered with sacred robes. But when he describes
Athene arming, we see the polished body of the Goddess, the
gleaming armour, the immortal raiment, ‘as in a picture.’
It is thus that Homer rises above the age whose ways,
. whose arms, whose ships, whose chariots, whose golden cups,
and necklets, and ornaments of amber he paints so firmly.
He tells us plainly of a civilisation far advanced, when
women were honoured and listened to as the equals of men
though they were ceremonially purchased in wedlock. It
was an age when religion, apart from mythic and scandalous
anecdote, was comparatively clean. We hear of no foul
rites of purification with pig’s blood ; the Mysteries, with
their mingling of the lewd, the barbaric, and the sublime,
are never the subject of an allusion.

The Gods do not make love in the guise of eagle and
ant, of dog, and swan, and bear, as in the mythology of a
later and more cultivated time. "The worst moral stain on
later Greek character is never mentioned even in a hint.
In many ways, Homer’s age is divided from the historic age
by a great gulf, and much of the Homeric social excellence
was never revived by pagan Greece. All this is history, of
a kind, and, but for Homer, all this would have been for
ever forgotten.

The relics of his own, or of a yet earlier period, which
the spade has revealed at Mycenz and elsewhere, would be
indecipherable if the epics had not survived among the
ruins of many civilisations. This gives another charm and
value to Homer, in addition to his poetic worth. This
makes his poems a yet more priceless and unique possession
of humanity. His own age cherished them, and they
escaped in the fall of the Ach®an empire. Later Greece
adored them ; Rome received and imitated them ; the
Middle Ages took them from Rome in the shape which
Virgil gave them, and in curious perverted tradition. Even
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ancient Ireland had its own singularly altered version of the
Odyssey. The Renaissance woke to the enjoyment of
Homer, Petrarch dying with a copy of the book which he
could not read in his hands. Homer became more than
ever what he had always been, the master and teacher of
poetry. Faint and distorted echoes from him had in-
spired Chaucer, he had been the guide of Virgil, who, again,
was the guide of Dante. With the renewal of Greek, he
came forth into the daylight, though it was rather a revival
or avatar of his genius than the knowledge of his works
which gave inspiration to Scott. Not till the French
Revolution, and the storm of changed opinion which blew
with it, did scholars seriously doubt whether there had
indeed been any Homer, and seriously try to think that his
magnificent unity of thought, of style, of manners, was the
result of a congeries of atoms, the work of many minds, in
many ages. These questions have not injured Homer; nay,
they have stimulated to a more constant study of his
poems, and have kept interest in them alive. The ages of
Anne and Louis XIV,, in spite of the translation by Pope
and the defence by Boileau, had little of the Homeric spirit,
A more general, a more vivid appreciation of him was
excited by the very causes which impelled Wolf to criticise
him, namely by the revived love of romance and of old
popular poetry. Meanwhile the question as to whether
Wolf’s doubts are justified, is the matter which this book, in
its degree, tries to discuss. Thus far we have spoken of
Homer as we speak of Shakspeare, taking pride in so
great and delightful a triumph of a single human spirit,
listening in wonder to one lyre of so many various and
harmonious chords. But our triumph must pass, and only
our wonder remain, if the Homeric poems, their music,
their pictures, their consistent philosophy of life, are to be
explained as a mass of old and new, of interpolations, of
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dovetailings, of essays by rhapsodists and ‘diaskeuasts,’
Achzan minstrelsy, and Ionian imitation, all combined,
no man knows how or by whom, offered to Greece as the work
of a single artist, and accepted, by the jealous and isolated
communities of Greece, for what they pretended to be.
Certainly our wonder abides, and is greatly increased, if this
literary miracle can be established, in a world where miracles
do not happen. If there were so many great poets, almost
all so much alike, all with one theory of life, all with one
knowledge of manners, institutions, arts, and of the world ;
if, despite these congruities, they lived in different epochs,
in different states ; if their effusions could be combined into
the epics, and if all Greece could be persuaded to accept the
combination as one artist’s work, then miracles after all do
occur.

In discussing the possibility or probability of these ideas,
we shall begin, where the Homeric question, properly speak-
ing, commences, with a statement and criticism of Wolf’s
famous Prolegomena. We shall then examine the composi-
tion of the Iliad, and of the Odyssey, taking for chief texts the
conclusions of Mr. Leaf, in his excellent edition of the Iliad,
and the latest German- criticism. Next we shall consider
the archzological theories of Homer’s date and civilisation
‘based on recent discoveries. We shall then compare Homer
with certain other early national poems, such as the Ckasnson
de Roland, the Kalewala, and Beowslf, trying to show in what
respects his work resembles, and in what it transcends and
differs from, these interesting lays. We shall then state the
conclusion to which we have been guided by the whole pro-
cess—namely, that the Homeric epics, in spite of certain
flaws, and breaks, and probable insertion of alien matter,
are mainly the work of one, or, at the most, of two, great
poets. Their place in literature has already been defined,
they contain the voice of a whole lost world, they are full of
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the prime vigour of the Greek genius, and may be accepted
as the sum, in an early and vigorous form, of all that the
Greek genius was able to accomplish. What all ancient
literature offers us, namely the sense of living a more opu-
lent life, enriched by sympathy with a life spent under widely
different conditions of society, climate, knowledge, and
religion, Homer, by virtue of his antique date and perished
civilisation, offers yet more abundantly. He communicates
to us the common thrill of humanity ; for his men face, in
other guises than ours, the same problems as we—the eternal
problems of death and life, of war and peace, of triumph
and defeat, of pleasure and pain. Our own sense of vitality
is thereby in a measure increased, and, as it were, there is a
kind of transfusion into our veins of the heroic blood, of the
vigour in the limbs of the sons of Gods. Even if we doubt
concerning our portion and lot in the future, by the know-
ledge of Homer our share in the past is secured, and we are
made conscious partakers in his heroes’ immortality, sharers
in the joy of all who have loved him, of Archilochus and
Virgil, of Plato and Goethe. In this, there is a truth more
than rhetorical, and in this joy an inalienable possession.
As men, after all, are so made that they desire to be grate-
ful for a poem to a poet—a sentiment of which Longinus
appreciated the generous enjoyment—and not to a vague
Société des Gens de Lettres, it is hoped that the argument may
help to strengthen the belief in one author, not in a college
of collaborators, and so may add, however slightly, to the
pleasure taken in the Iliad and Odyssey. For it does not
appear to us that the question of the single or the composite
authorship of the poems, is of no @sthetic importance, that
the epics are just as excellent whether they be the work of
one genius, or a patchwork, a mosaic of different pieces,
derived from different ages. In that case, much of the poems
must be sham antiques, the manners must have been arti-
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ficially reconstructed by minstrels who did not live in the
world of the earlier lays. The characters will not have been
conceived by one master genius, but Achilles will be in
origin the creation of one mind, Odysseus of another, Helen
of a third ; and many other poets must have adroitly kept up
the unity of characters which they did not invent or create.
Thus we have to allow for at least two Achilles’s, the second
acting in direct contradiction of the character of the first,
according to the separatist theory. We can never be sure
that some new poet is not making a hero act as his first
creator would not have had him act ; we may believe that
the original poet, had he foreseen the future, would have
killed all his personages, as Addison killed Sir Roger de
Coverley to keep him out of the hands of Steele. We have
seen, in late days, attempts to continue Coleridge’s C/ris-
tabel and the greatest novels of Dumas. These efforts are
egregious failures, hence we more distrust the hypothesis of
Homeric continuators, working throughout several centuries.
Where we have been wont to admire the unity of one genius,
we are now asked to censure ‘diaskeuasts,’ editors, younger
poets, and to grope among a perfect Almanack of the Muses.
If these criticisms be correct—if the original poet of the
QOdyssey, for example, never dreamed of the hero’s adventures
among the wooers, and his meeting with the old hound Argos
—we cannot but feel our confidence shaken, and our pleasure
turned to pain and bewilderment. This is no argument in
favour of shunning analysis ; ‘the truth must be sought at
all costs,” but it is not certain that the trath, when found,
will prove to be disenchanting. About Homer it is just
possible that the Poets may be right, and the Professors may
be wrong.!

! In 1778 Allan Ramsay told Johnson that he ¢‘supposed Homer’s
Iliad to be a collection of pieces written before his time.” In 1773,
Mr. McQueen, in Skye, alleged that Homer was made up of detached
fragments.’ Johnson denied this.



CHAPTER II

INTRODUCTION TO WOLF

Tue Homeric question has always been discussed, in various
aspects, since literature became conscious and curious as to
its own origins. A portion of the Homeric poems is alluded
to in the fragments of Archilochus, and the comparison of
the life of man to the forest leaves is quoted by Simonides,
and attributed to ‘the Man of Chios.” Pausanias, in the
second century of our era, tells us that Callinus, about 700
B.C. supposed Homer to be the author of a poem on the
heroic legend of Thebes.! Herodotus, in the fifth century
B.C. (ii. 117) denies to Homer the authorship of the Cypria,
and speculates as to his date, which he places some four
hundred years before his own (ii. 53). Popular songs and
riddles, and humorous or satiric poems like the ¢Battle ot
Frogs and Mice’ and the Margites, were attributed to
Homer, as also were the hymns. The so-called ¢ Lives of
Homer’ were based on remarks in these works. Nothing
is certain, except that men of letters in Greece knew nothing
about the personality of Homer, and guessed much. After
the founding of Alexandria, as we shall see in the chapter
on Wolf's Prolegomena, acute criticism was busy with the
editing of Homer and the purification of his text. The
chief traces of ancient doubts concerning Homer are to be
found in the vague tradition, later to be investigated, that

! Paus. ix. 9. §.
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his poems had become ‘scattered,” and were reunited in
Athens about the time of the Pisistratide. Again,
Josephus (9o A.p.), in defending Hebraic against Hellenic
antiquities, mentions an opinion that Homer could not
write. There are vestiges, in ancient notes or sckolia, dating
in part from the Alexandrine age (200 B.c. and onwards) of
a paradox, or theory dividing the authorship of Odyssey and
Iliad. The believers in this view were called ¢ Chorizontes,’
or ‘Separatists.” After the revival of letters the remark of
Josephus, that, in general opinion, Homer could not write,
was commented on by Casaubon (1559-1614) in a note on
Diogenes Laertius (ix. 12). Perizonius (1684) in his
Animadversiones Historice (p. 209), made observations on
the late Greek use of writing for historical purposes, and
conceived that Homer himself did not write his lays, but
committed them to memory. In his remarks we have the
kernel of the later Homeric controversy, but, as Volkmann
says, even Wolf does not seem to have known the work of
his predecessor. He was acquainted, however, with an
obiter dictum of Bentley, in Remarks upon a late Discourse
of Free Thinking (1713), where Bentley declares that
¢ Homer wrofe a sequel of songs and rhapsodies. . . . These
loose songs were not collected into the form of an epic poem
till about five hundred years after.’

Charles Perrault doubted if there was any Homer at
all. ‘Il y a des savants qui ne croient pas & l'existence
d’'Homere, et qui disent que I'Iliade et 'Odyssée ne sont
qu'un amas de plusieurs petits potmes de divers auteurs
qu'on a joints ensemble. Clest I'avis de trs habiles gens.
L’Abbé d’Aubignac n’en doutait pas, il avait des mémoires
tout écrits.” The Abbé d’Aubignac, Boileau says, had but
a moderate knowledge of Greek. However, he wrote his
Conjectures, published posthumously in 1715, and, accord-
ing to M. Rigault, invented all that the Germans only
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obscure.! Fénelon had just been demonstrating the existence
of a Deity, by that of Homer. Here is a poem, therefore
there is a poet; here is a universe, therefore there is a
God.? Now the Abbé said in his haste that there was no
poet. It was a kind of constructive atheism. The Abbé
had to be the Darwin of the Homeric world, and explain
how it was evolved, as he had got rid of its creator. He
imagines, about fifty years after the fall of Troy, a set of
lays by various hands on the subject of the war, lays sung
by ‘rhapsodists’—of course an error in literary history.
These men were often blind : Homer’s name means *blind :’
* Homer’s poems’ mean ‘songs of a blind crowder.” Some-
one collected these fragmentary pieces; perhaps he was
Lycurgus. His collection was imperfect ; not till the edition
made for, or by, Hipparchus and Pisistratus had Greece her
Iliad and Odyssey. On the whole, the Abbé d’Aubignac is
only the Empedocles, or at most the Lamarck, not the
Darwin, of Homeric evolution.

In 1715, the Abbé d’Aubignac regarded the Homeric
poems as a mere collection of loose lays, but his learning
was not equal to his audacity.? Vico (1725) looked on
Homer as no real historical personage, and believed that
the loose lays were collected, as in the vague ancient legends,
and written out under Pisistratus. The very name of
Blackwell’s book, An Inguiry into the Life and Writings of
Homer (1757), shows how little these speculations affected
him—‘I do not say that Homer and Hesiod had no
learning of this sort,’ namely ‘from books’ (p. 129) ; and
Blackwell speaks of this or that ¢ part of Homer’s writings.’
‘Letters were then but little known,’ however (p. 82),
Blackwell, by the way, does observe. ‘These poems, they
tell you, Homer did not commit to writing himself, but his

Y Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes, p. 413. .
8 De I’ Existemnce de Dicw, i. ch. 1. 3 Wolf, Proleg. p. cxiv.
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posterity in Chios ; and the rhapsodists, who were for ever
reciting them, came at last to have them by heart, and -
Cynzthus, their chief, while he preserved Homer’s verses,
did intermix a good many of his own invention,’ such as the
Hymn to Apollo (p. 110, 111). He scouts the authority of
¢a nameless scholiast of Pindar,’ who is the evidence for
this notion.

The influence of Macpherson’s Ossian (1760-1765) was
all in favour of a belief in rude uncultivated ‘ nature-poets,’
and the tendency now was to reduce Homer to their ranks.
In 1775 appeared the posthumous Zssay on the Original
Genius and Writings of Homer, by * the late Robert Wood,
Esq.’! In this work (p. 248) Wood asks, ‘ How far the use
of writing was known to Homer’ He denies that any
¢idea of letters or reading is to be found in Homer.” The
famous letter of Bellerophon ? is ¢ symbolical, hieroglyphical,
or picture description’ (p. 250). It may have resembled,
Wood thinks, the picture-writing of the Aztecs. But Wood
does not conclude from Homer’s silence to Homer’s igno-
rance, ‘a manner of reasoning which has been carried too
far on other occasions.’” But there are, in Homer, no
written treaties, no inscribed tombstones. Even when
writing did reach Greece, ‘it was.attended with much diffi-
culty.’ *The materials, too, were very rude, and inadequate
to the purpose’ (p. 252). Writing would come in gradually,
and almost unnoticed, from the Phcenicians. Prose com-
position is late in Greece, a proof of tardiness in writing.
* ¢The common familiar use of an alphabet’ must be about
the same date as prose composition in Greece, about 550
B.c. The earliest written laws were late, and were
monumentally inscribed. .

! There was an earlier edition of 1769. Wolf used, apparently, the

edition of 1775.
$ Iliad, vi. 168.
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This argument, to which various objections are to be
urged, was the inspiration of Wolf. In Macpherson, too,
collecting and writing and publishing the so-called Ossianic
lays, he had a parallel for the work mythically assigned to
Pisistratus. Heyne and Tiedemann (1780) were turning
their thoughts in the same direction. Chesterfield was
comparing Homer’s heroes to ‘ porters.” As early as 1779,
in a college essay, Wolf entered on his sceptical career. He
was snubbed by Heyne, but persisted, being specially moved
by his detection of a fresh and incongruous tone in the last five
books of the Iliad ; while this tone recurs in the Odyssey.

In 1788 appeared Villoison’s edition of the Iliad, con-
taining the previously unpublished scholia or notes ot the
Venice manuscript, which, again, are rich in excerpts from
Aristarchus and the great Alexandrians. This was a mine
of information for Wolf. How hard and thoroughly he
worked we shall learn from his own confessions in
the analysis of his Prolegomena to the Iliad,! a tract
hastily composed while the printer's devil waited for
‘copy.’ _Jacta est aleal he cries, he has crossed the
Rubicon, and the modern Homeric question has begun to
rage. Over the reception and contemporary criticism cf
the Prolegomena we need not linger. Goethe was at first
carried away by the tide, and toasted ‘the man who has
delivered us from the name of Homer.” But on May 16,
1798, he wrote to Schiller : ‘I am more than ever convinced
of the indivisible unity of the Iliad ; the man lives not, not
ever shall be born, who can destroy it.” With the exception
of Coleridge, poets have usually sided with Goethe against
Wolf, and Mr. Matthew Amold was a staunch defender of
the epic unity.?

V Halle, 1795.

® Volkmann’s Geschichte und Kritsk der Wolfschen Prolegomena
(Leipzig : 1874) has been followed in this chapter.

c



CHAPTER III

WOLF’S THEORY

THE Prolegomena begin with some general remarks on the
editing of ancient texts. ‘A true recension,” says Wolf,
¢ with all the aid of the best materials, seeks everywhere for
the very hand of the original author’ (p. iv), and everywhere
relies, not on taste, but on evidence, reasoned examination
of the sources of the texts compared. The assiduous study
of texts, of as many and as good as possible, is absolutely
necessary. On this topic, in general, there is no difference
of opinion. But Wolf finds that, in the case of Homer, there
is some doubt as to whether much should be made of the
differences in the manuscripts. The Homeric manuscripts
older than the eleventh and twelfth centuries of our era are
few and far to seek. ¢ If the doubts expressed go so far as to
imply that from these sources, these late manuscripts, we can
never recover the words of the poet as they first flowed from
his divine lips, I shall show later how gladly I acquiesce in
this doctrine’ (p. vi). But our manuscripts of Herodotus and
Plato are of much the same date as our oldest Homeric manu-
scripts. Herodotus and Plato we read ¢ almost in their true
splendour,’ so why not Homer? Then the Alexandrian
critics gave much labour to Homer ; probably our text is
better than that on which they worked. The ancient authors
who quote Homer quote him, on the whole, allowing for slips
of memory, as we know him.
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Our criticism will hardly construct for us a better text
than Plutarch and Longinus read and used. We shall
never see the primitive form of the Homeric poems. We
can only do our best with our materials, and Wolf has done
his best in his new edition. Homer has hitherto been too
negligently edited. His very lucidity has lulled the editors
to a drowsy repose, save when they were roused by a stray
various reading, or a casual scholfum, or a remark of
Eustathius. The Italian editors had the Venetian manu-
script of Villoison and the scholia at hand, but never used
them.

The various readings in ancient lexicographers have also
been, on the whole, overlooked. Wolf now criticises the
editions of Etienne and Barnes, and he thinks that the
second Aldine editor and he of Rome did not use Eusta-
thius studiously. Clarke was indolent, Ernestius deserved
better of Homer ; but it is only in the last seven years, since
1788, that we enjoy the wealth of Homeric lore provided in
the edition of Villoison, the Venice manuscript with the
ancient scholia. The Venice manuscript is ¢ more valuable
than all our other sources together,’ though it includes
much that is trivial, and does not offer much that we
desire.

Villoison’s edition, however, is 2 book which there are few
to praise and very few to read. ‘Indeed, as we say now, the
book is unreadable’ It must be mastered by hard labour.
Much of old learning is lost, but much remains. We only
have extracts from the famous Alexandrians; but these are
priceless.

Wolf now traces an interesting picture of his own ex-
haustive Homeric studies. He read, and re-read, and
analysed Eustathius, the then known scholia, the old
lexicographers, the ancient grammarians, and all classical
literature in which he might hope to find a trace of the text

(¥
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of Homer. Then the Venice scholia appeared, and all his
work had to be done over again. But he did not regret his
researches in the work of ¢ that wordiest of men,’ Eustathius,
his labours in the collation of manuscripts and old
editions, nor lament the years when ‘ground he at grammar’
in the ancient grammarians. It is easy, he says, to neglect
and ridicule the minutiz of grammar, easy to discourse on
the barbarity of Homer’s age, or on myths, or on the
opinions of Aristotle. But grammar is not to be contemned,
at all events by those who have never taken the trouble to
learn it. In linguistic research we enter, as it were, the
honourable company of the ancient critics of Alexandria.
In brief, Wolf thinks that his colossal industry has not been
heavier than the nature of his work as an editor of Homer
required. ¢ Willingly have I toiled, whatever the value of my
toil.’ His object, as an editor, is to give a text that would
satisfy any ancient critic, who knew how to employ the
commentaries of the Alexandrians. To exhibit the nature
and difficulties of his task, he will give a brief history of
Homer’s text. This he divides into six ages (p. xxii) :—

1. From the origin of the lays, say 950 B.C. to the time
of Pisistratus (550 B.C.).

2. From Pisistratus to Zenodotus, the early Alexandrine
critic.

3. From Zenodotus to Apion, whose fame as an inter-
preter of Homer Seneca attests.

4. From Apion to Porphyry, the disciple of Plotinus, an
allegorising writer on Homer.

5. From Porphyry to Demetrius Chalcondyles, editor of
the first printed edition.!

6. From 1488 to the end of the eighteenth century.

Wolf next shows the badness of the ordinary or vulgate
text, by a series of examples. The ordinary text had its ortho-

' Florence, 1488. ’
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dox fanatics : even in classic times, Lucian asks Homer,
in Hades, a question about the supposed interpolations.
Homer answered that they were all his own. But surely no
one would wish to preserve the solecisms and printer’s or
copyist’s blunders. And there must be far greater depar-
tures from a primitive text, for Hippocrates, Plato, and
Aristotle quote whole verses of which not a trace remains
in our copies, or in the scholia.! Wolf thinks that the .
famous edition ‘of the Casket’ made by Aristotle for
Alexander the Great never came into the hands of the
Alexandrian critics, who make no quotations from it. But
the Alexandrians must have had most of Aristotle’s materials.
Thus it is plain to Wolf that we have not before us even the
text which Aristotle and Plato knew. And what relation to
the primitive text had that with which Aristotle was ac-
quainted ? Here, at last, Wolf comes to his point ; he tries
to show that primitive 7ex? there was none, the poems were
lays orally recited. His argument as to the trustworthiness
of our text of Homer runs thus :—

¢ Trust it we may, unless these poems have endured
peculiar corruptions, and borne far more and more serious
alterations than others. But suppose that, judging by the very
early appearance and popularity of Homeric emendation
in Greece, the Greeks themselves lacked really genuine "
examples, whence he who would might make fresh copies.
Suppose, again, that the earliest recensions, the efforts of
criticism not yet perfected, differed often and widely from
each other. Suppose that grammarians in the later and
more learned Greece introduced a vulgate some time after

! Wolf himself brought into the speech of Phcenix four new lines
(lliad, ix. 458-461) from Plutarch’s tract, De Audiendis Poetis. These
were in none of our extant manuscripts, nor named in the scholia. Who
excised them? Plutarch says Aristarchus did, on account of the
terrible “realism’ of Phcenix. Our text is, however, not that of
Aristarchus, but the vulgate comnion in his day.
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Aristotle. Suppose, again, that we have not even a perfect
example of the text of Aristarchus, which the ancients
for long very highly preferred, but only a text re-edited
in the centuries immediately after our era, and restored
according to the judgment of various critics, and after-
wards covered with blemishes in the ages of increasing
barbarism, may we not gather from all these considera-
tions the idea which I have already promulgated, that the
text of Homer is as to purity in a very different condition
from those of Lucretius and Virgil? As to the difference
between the condition of the older texts of Homer and those
of the Alexandrine critics, it is enough to say in passing
that in Hippocrates, Plato, Aristotle, and other authors of
that time, we can find, not only variations in single words,
but even many remarkable verses of which no trace survives
in Eustathius, nor in the oldest and most learned scholia.

¢ So far I believe I shall win the ready assent of all who
have learned to trust their own eyes. But if the suspicion
of some scholars is true, namely that the Homeric and
other lays of those times were not written at all, but were
first composed in the memory, and sung from memory by
the poets, that they were next carried abroad in song by the
rhapsodists, whose business it was to learn them by rote, it
necessarily follows that many alterations must have been
made in the poems by accident or design. Then suppose
that, as soon as they began to be written, they were thus
full of different renderings, and next suffered many more
changes from the rash conjectures of those who tried
emulously to reduce the lays to their own idea of polish
and to bring them into conformity with the best laws of the
art and style as then understood. Finally, suppose that the
whole context and order of the two epics were not due to
the genius who usually receives credit for it, but to the skill
of a more lettered age and the combined efforts of many ;
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suppose too that the very lays, out of which the Iliad and
Odyssey were put together cannot be proved by probable
argument to have had a single author—in short, suppose
that on all these matters we must hold opinions very unlike
the prevalent ideas, what then will be the labour of restoring
to the songs their original splendour and genuine form !’!

Wolf thus briefly sketches his doctrine. The Homeric
poems were originally mere lays composed and handed
down without the use of writing. Later they were com-
mitted to writing, and in the process were combined by the
editors into continuous wholes, and were also polished and
emended in accordance with the taste of a more advanced
age than that which gave them birth. Next they suffered
many things of many editors, Alexandrine and Imperial, and,
finally ran the gauntlet of Byzantine scholarship and of
Byzantine ignorance.

In advancing this theory, Wolf has to combat, he says,
the opinion of antiquity, though not, as it will appear, of all
antiquity. The question which meets us on the threshold,
the question of early writing in Greece, *has lately been
brought forward, or rather revived.” This was done by
Robert Wood, in his work An Essay on the Original
Genius of Homer (second edition, 1775). The Homeric
lays show ‘much genius, less art, and no deep learning.’
The art of the poems, noble as it is, is in a way nafural.
The lays differ as much from the native wood-notes wild of
mere balladists as from the manner of- poets in cultivated
ages. They stand between the ballad and the learned
epic, between Chevy Chase and the &Eneid or Paradise Lost,
as we may say. Wolf does not deny to Homer all know-
ledge of writing, but only the habit of using it.? He does
not regard appeals to the muse and to the memory as proofs

! Pp. xxxvi-xxxix.
* « Non tam cognitionem litterarum quam usum et facultatem.,’ P, xliv.
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of want of writing. These might be traditional formulze.
On he other hand, the word ypddew, meaning merely ‘to
scratch,” does not imply that writing was known.

If we look for ancient evidence as to the origin of
writing in Greece, we find the subject veiled by the mists
which conceal all such beginnings. The Greeks did not
practise the comparative method of studying analogous
institutions in many different countries, of examining races
widely severed, which are yet in the same stage of culture.
They reposed on valueless myths about the earliest in-
ventors. Modemn authors have too hastily concluded.that
the introduction of letters and their general use must have
been nearly simultaneous. No inquiry has been made into
the degrees of advance, the modifications that must have
existed. We must dismiss late and credulous legends about
Phemius, about Homer’s schoolmaster, and the other fables
of the so-called ‘Lives of Homer.” Let us examine the
reasons for holding that, even if letters were introduced to
Greece before Homer’s day, there was almost no use made
of them till the beginning of the Olympiads (776 B.c.). That
there was an introduction of Phcenician characters corre-
sponding to what we gather from the myth of Cadmus,
constant report and the form of the letters themselves
declare. But the date is most uncertain. We have no
information about the period when the Phcenicians began
to use writing, nor about the uses to which they applied it.
Greek fables have darkened the whole topic. The Greeks
delighted in tracing all origins to the remotest ages, and in
attributing inventions to their own mythical heroes : as, to
Prometheus, by Aschylus ; to Palamedes, by Euripides ; to
Cadmus, by Herodotus (v. 58), who gives it as his own
opinion that previously letters. were unknown to Greece.
Supposing that the art was soon used for brief inscriptions,
that does not imply a large use of writing for long poems.
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Wolf surmises that Herodotus was deceived by the Theban
heroic inscriptions on helmets and other votive offerings.
The language and metre of these is clearly late.! Wolf
detects in all these a ‘pious fraud’ of the priests. The
evidence of Herodotus only amounts to this : the art of
writing was known so long before his time, and was so
familiar, that it might be attributed to extreme antiquity.
As for Cadmus, the. myth of his invention of writing may
merely indicate the time when a vague rumour of such an
art was abroad ; after a long period would follow rude
attempts to imitate it, and these, again, were succeeded by
the general use of letters. ]
Wolf lays great stress on the probable slowness of any
progress in writing. The letters were foreign, they needed
adapting to a new tongue, vowels and other characters had
to be introduced. After this labour writing would be confined
to brief inscriptions on hard ‘materials. Lastly would come
writing for literary purposes. Perhaps six centuries would
be needed for the development of literary writing. There
would be a prejudice against copying out popular poetry,
as if writing would deprive it of its life and spirit.2 Wolf
now turns to an argument from the assumed lack of writing
materials in early Greece. Papyrus was nof introduced till
the sixth century B.c. He disbelieves in writing on leaves
of trees or on potsherds. Stone, wood, and metal would be
the earliest materials. These would only be used for public
records. Wolf rejects Pausanias’s story of the very ancient
copy of Hesiod’s #orks and Days on thin sheets of lead.?
The Greeks did not, like the Romans, write on linen

! Wolf compares Pausanias, ix. 11.

* The Ettrick Shepherd’s mother urged that Scott had ruined
the Border Ballads by publishing them.

3 ix. 31, p- 771. Imprecations scratched on very thin sheets of
lead are not uncommon.
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(/ibri lintes). The Ionians introduced writing on skins.
This Wolf regards as late, about 776 B.C., but gives no
reason for his opinion (p. Ixii). He says there could be no
volumes written on waxed tablets. The Ionic alphabet of
twenty-four letters, itself late, was not adopted at Athens till
403 B.C., before which the long vowels H and O were not
employed.} _

The Ionian colonists in Asia Minor were probably the
first to make general use of writing. The Zolic and Ionic
lyric poets before Simonides and "Epicharmus can scarcely
have dispensed with the art. As to public documents,
Zaleucus appears to have been the first who introduced
written laws, about 664 B.c.? The laws of Solon were
written doustrophedon, alternately from right to left and from
left to right, on rude materials, about 594 B.c. Thus writing
for literary purposes was probably used earlier in Ionia and
Magna Grecia than in continental Greece. Archilochus,
Alcman, Pisander, could certainly write. But, as far as the
writing of books in Greece generally is concerned, we can-
not put the practice earlier than the period of Thales, Solon,
Pisistratus, and the commencements of prose composition.
Taking Pherecydes Syrius and Cadmus of Miletus, contem-
poraries of Pisistratus, as the earliest writers in prose, we
may say that the making of books in Greece, and among the
Ionians, is not prior to their date.

Homer may be said to prelude to prose composition,
which, for lack of writing materials chiefly, was not evolved
till three centuries later. (This would place the origins of
the Homeric poems about 850 B.C.)

Wolf now denies that any learned Greek critic regarded

! His authorities are Ephorus, Theopompus, Andron Ephesius, in
Euseb. Chron. ad Ol xciv. 4 ; Cedren. and Pasch. Ckron. ad xcvi. 4,
and scholium to Phanisse, 688.

* Scymnus, Pericg. 313; Strabo, vi. p. 259.
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the ‘baneful tokens’ of Preetus as a letter. It must have
been from the discussions of the Alexandrine learned that
Josephus drew his famous statement, ¢ Late, and laboriously,
did the Greeks acquire their knowledge of letters. .
They say that even Homer did not leave his poetry in a
written text, but that it was afterwards put together from
oral recitations ; hence its many discrepancies.’ !

Homer himself says nothing about writing. This argu-
ment from silence may, of course, be abused. Other poets,
who could write, have not mentioned writing. But Homer
is full of pictures of the arts, and Hesiod dwells especially
on the domestic arts.  Of writing, neither has a word to say.?

Two Homeric passages have been supposed to refer to
writing. The first is Iliad vii. 175 ff. In this the princes
are casting lots. Each marks his own, they are thrown into
a helmet, Nestor shakes it, a lot leaps out, the herald shows
it to each prince, none recognises it for his own but Aias.
He knows the otjpa, or private mark, which he had scratched
on his lot. This clearly does not mean writing.

The other passage is vi. 168. Preetus is in the position
of Potiphar as regards his wife and Bellerophon. ¢To slay
Bellerophon he forbore, but he sent him to Lycia, and gave
him tokens of woe, graving in a folded tablet many deadly
things, and bade him show these to Anteia’s father, that he
might be slain.” (Anteia was the wife of Prcetus ; her father
was King of Lycia.) Bellerophon goes to the Lycian king,
and ‘on the tenth day the king questioned him, and asked

Y Contra Apion. i. 2. p. 439.

* Neither poet alludes to signet rings, which recent discoveries
prove to have been very common in very early times. The graves of
Mycenz are rich in rings. Seals, again, being used as signatures by
their owners, imply documents that had to be signed ; they can be used

for other purposes, but in Assyria and Egypt their first use was to
stamp the owner’s signature.
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to see what token he bore from his son-in-law Proetus
Now when he had received of him Preetus’s evil token, first
he bade him slay Chimzra, the unconquerable.’ Here the
word ovpara, ‘tokens,’ suggests writing, as we hear of
®owwaxd ovjpara KdSpov. Then wivaf wruxrds, ‘a folded
tablet,’ suggests a letter, and the word ypddew, to scratch,
came to mean ‘to write’ But these suggestions are false.
Eustathius was following Alexandrine authorities when he
says, on this passage, that the very early Greeks used hiero-
glyphs, much like the Egyptians.! The Venetian scholia (A)
also declare that the onueta were €dwla, not ypdupara ; it
was picture-writing, not alphabetic writing. This, Wolf says,
is the right Alexandrine interpretation, though Plutarch
¢ chatters’ about the ‘letter’ of Bellerophon. The Alex-
andrine critics were probably led to this opinion by the
word 8eifas, to ¢ show’ the token. No Greek or Latin poet
could talk of skowing a letter.2 Wolf will listen to no argu-
ment on the other side. Is it not better to adopt the inter-
pretation of the ancients (in Eustathius and scholia A) than
to twist and pervert the language of Homer? The folded
tablet was no letter, but a wooden Zessera or symbolum,
with deadly marks (whatever they may be) rudely incised.?
Wolf thinks kinsfolk had secret marks, which they under-
stood and sent to each other. He quotes a French author,
who has ‘these most facetious observations :’ ¢ If this was
really a written letter, it is odd that so useful and well known
an invention should have disappeared two generations later,
when its employment would have been otherwise important.

! This would prove nothing in Wolf’s favour. Books of any length
might be written in hieroglyphs ; or even, perhaps, in picture-writing,
BaAd Tiva.

* We, however, talk of producing, presenting, or displayiug cre-
dentials.

¥ Schol. A. To ‘write’ is to engrave; he engraved images
(V3wAa).
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Was it only good for letters of introduction that tended to
get people devoured by the Chimara?’

So Homer never mentions writing. But how, we may
be asked, was the composition of the epics possible without
writing? Rousseau conjectures that the letter of Bellerophon
was interpolated by the compilers of Homer. ¢The Odyssey
is a tissue of silly absurdities, which a letter or two would
have dispelléd in smoke, if we suppose that the heroes could
write. Homer did not write, he sang ; had the Iliad been
written, it would have been much less recited.’ !

Wolf is brought to consider the question of rhapsodes,
or reciters, because, if there was no writing, the poems can
only have been preserved by oral recitation. It is, therefore,
most importaht to understand how they were handled by
reciters, whether pains were taken to keep them in their
pristine state, or whether there was much licence of inter-
polation, addition, and alteration in general. Wolf's main
idea is that the Homeric age was young, buoyant, nafural,
indifferent to ‘a paper immortality’ Then he seems
occasionally to regard the original lays as on a footing with
Volkskieder, popular oral songs, concerning which nobody
asks ‘who composed them?’ This attitude of mind was
natural in a period influenced by Rousseau, and by the first
researches into popular poetry. The original bards would
be content with the praises of their audiences, and Wolf
does not regard the Homeric minstrels, Phemius and Demo-
docus, as on a footing with the late reciter in the Jo of Plato.
The world hardly understands, he says, that we really owe
Homer to the rhapsodes, who are, however, not to be con-
founded with the paid professional reciters of Plato’s time
(p- xcvi). Nor did the rhapsodes, though their name be
derived from ‘stitching’ or weaving songs, compile mere
a'z:(olf quotes Rousseau, from his collected works, xvi. 240 (Geneva,
17 '
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centos out of Homer. Nor were rhapsodes like the ¢ blind
crowders’ and ballad singers of modem life. Recitation
was every ancient poet’s only mode of reaching his public.
The Homeric poems, however, were recited more than all
others. ‘Many testimonies confirm the fact that there was
a kind of family (or guild) of Homeride, exercising their
art, first at Chios, afterwards elsewhere’ (p. xcviii). These
Homeridze were not a clan of descent from Homer, or
if ever there was such a clan, the name was transferred to

‘reciters, interpreters, and admirers of Homer.!

The name Rhapsode is later than Homer. The profes-
sion in his time was much more distinguished than in subse-
quent ages. The less education there was, the more
illustrious were the reciters. The reciters originally
chanted their own poems, and even till the time of Cynazthus
(6g9th Olympiad, beginning of the fifth century), every
rhapsode was likely to be himself a poet (p. xcix).

In the Homeric age, the minstrel’s was a distinct profes-
sion, whether the poet stayed at a prince’s court or went
about to festivals, being dear to the Gods and honourable
among men. ‘The life and position of the rhapsodes was
the same,’ till, in the changes of society, they became mere
mercenary entertainers (p. xcix). Did they recite from written
books, and, if not, how did they learn their lays? Doubt-
less they used memory alone, and, even in the days of
Socrates, did not read from a book. There is nothing to
marvel at in their memory, a professional memory, carefully
cultivated. Their sole business was to make poems, or
learn and recite the poems of others (p. cii). One rhapsode
would carefully instruct another. As much is even now
committed to memory, for example, by actors; as great
feats of memory are possible.

! The passages on the Homeridz in Strabo, Pindar, and the scholia,

Harpocration and his authorities, Zlian, and others will be later
discussed. :
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Wolf thinks that, granting proper instruction, the Homeric
poems need not have been at once deformed and altered,
even though they were unwritten. However, even the
ancients saw that recitation had been a source of various
readings (p. cv). He relies on Josephus, as, in his opinion,
giving the view of the Alexandrine critics.! Wolf proceeds in-
consistently, after saying that the poems would not be altered
in recitation, to show that they would be corrupted, that
they would suffer from excisions, additions, alterations (p. cv).
Many rhapsodes would venture on improvements of their
own, and would insert fresh material. Their object would
be to please their audience, not to preserve the lays. The
family of Cynzthus is especially accused of taking these
liberties.? .

The Homeric hymns, Wolf thinks, represent what the
rhapsodes were likely to compose, with no intention of
literary imposture.

After all this disquisition on rhapsodes, whose memory
and fancy alone preserved Homeric poetry before writing
was used, Wolf declares that, without writing, no genius
could have composed the epics as we mow possess them.
Nor would it have paid him to compose the epics if he had
been able to do so. They would have been like huge ships
built inland, and in no way to be launched. If he could
not be read, the poet’s epics, as we possess them, would
have been worthless to him. Nobody could hear them out
at a sitting, nobody could read them ; so the idea of making
them could never have occurred to him (p. cxii).

Hence the poem ¢ came otherwise,” not by the art of one
ancient minstrel.

Here Wolf meets objections naturally raised by the unity

V Contra Apion, i. 2. p. 439 : ¢ They say that even Homer did not

ieave his poetry in writing ; hence its many discrepancies.’
* Schol. Pind. Nem. ii.
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of plot and character in the Iliad and the Odyssey. Is that
unity so perfect in each poem as it is thought to be? The
discussion delays his argument, which ought at this point
to have shown Aow the poems came into their present
shape if they were not composed by one author. We must
remember that he will return to this problem, and must
follow him into the digression, whither, as Socrates says, the
Adyos leads him. Wolf will leave to others, he says, the
difficulties which the marvellous beauty and structure
of the epics can be made to yield. It is not enough to
admire the artistic character of the two poems as we possess
them, the simplicity of the action, so conspicuous in such a
mass of varied detail, the choice of one chief event and one
hero from the whole story of the Trojan war, the skilled
addition of ornament ; how all in one poem bears on the
wrath of Achilles, all in the other on the return of Odysseus.
Many of these qualities undeniably merit just praise, espe-
cially in the case of the Odyssey, the ‘admirable composi-
tion of which is to be reckoned the proudest monument of
the Greek genius.” As to the Iliad, the learned still dispute
about its original argument and chief motive. The difficulty
is that the wpoéxfeois, or statement of the topic in the
prelude, does not demand the unfolding of all that the
Iliad contains, if the Iliad is only to tell of the wrath of
Achilles and its results. A few battles, just to show how the
Greeks fared without Achilles, would be enough. The
promise made by the seven verses of prelude might easily
be fulfilled in eighteen rhapsodies. The rest of the poem
is a mere appendix to the story of the wrath. Indeed, the
topic of the poem as it now stands is not the wrazk, but
the glory of Achilles. Wolf kindly offers four verses of
prelude of his .own composition, which he thinks would be
more appropriate than the actual prologue (p. cxviii). They
mightreadily be recognised as the work of a German rhapsode.
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Sing of the glory, Goddess, of Achilles, son of Peleus,

‘Who while he lay by the ships in wrath with the king, Agamemnon,

Brought on the Greeks and himself griefs manifold, but when he rose
thence

Woes did he bring on the Trojan array and on knightly Hector.?

Wolf thinks it may be no effect of art, but of nature, that
one episode in the war was capable of being produced in an
harmonious poem. ‘Do you suppose,’ he asks, ‘that the
poem would bave come out very different from what it is,
if not one poet but four had woven the web?’ (Z/am de-
texuissent) (p. cxx). The structure of the Odyssey could not
be the work of a wandering minstrel. The several parts,
however, may have been separately made and sung long
before some one, in a more polished age, observed that by a
few changes, omissions, and additions, all might be brought
into a complete and perfect shape, to be a new and more
splendid and perfect literary monument (p. cxxi). The
opinion of Aristotle, to be sure, is adverse ; but by Aristotle’s
time their unity had been given to the poems.

Thus the composition of the poems is not an argument
against Wolf’s theory. That composition is the art of a
later and more polished age, not the work of an illiterate
early minstrel. And the composition is not really such a
marvel of excellence as has been supposed.

Wolf now examines the so-called Cyclic poems, in their
bearing on this question of composition. The Epic Cycle
was a body of poems by various authors, including the Iliad
and Odyssey, later arranged into a chronological order,
from the Hesiodic marriage of Heaven and Earth to the
slaying of Odysseus by Telegonus. It is first mentioned as

3 This question of the promise of the prelude still plays a great part
in disintegrating criticism. On the other side, who would detach from
Paradise Lost all the passages which are not even distantly hinted at by
Milton in his prelude?

D
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the Epic Cycle by Proclus (circ. 140 A.p.) in his Handbook
of Literature. Here he gives short prose summaries of the
poems in the Cycle. They were such works as the Cypria
attributed to Stasinus, about 776 B.c., the Lsttle lliad, the
thiopis, and other poems of from 776 to 560 B.C.

The little we know of the Cyclic poems, says Wolf,
proves that they lacked the very qualities of unity and com-
position which are admired in Homer. They have some-
times a hero, but usually no central motive, nor primary action
interwoven with episodes. This is the evidence of Aristotle
himself, in the Poetics. Wolf argues that, if the Cyclic
poets had known our Homer and his art in composition,
they must have appreciated and imitated it. But they did
not do so ; therefore they are earlier than our Homer : they
did not know our Homer (p. cxxvii).

Wolf now gives examples of passages in the poems intro-
duced by later hands, to effect a transition. One is Iliad
xviii. 356368, where many of the lines also occur in other
parts of the poem. This was suspected in ancient times by
Zenodorus, of whom nothing is known. The lines, Wolf
thinks, were inserted by his early diaskeuast (interpolator
or corrupter) to bridge over the interval between two rhap-
sodies. Another instance he finds in Odyssey iv. 6z0.

The Iliad and Odyssey, then, are a congeries of atoms,
but not a fortuitous congeries (p. cxxxiv). Many ages,
many minds supplied the junctions, and imposed the
unity. They added whole rhapsodies in which Homer had
no part. For example, the original character of the Odyssey,
from xxiii. 297 to the end was doubted by Aristarchus, and
Aristophanes of Byzantium. There is also dispute about the
last book of the Iliad. Wolf himself has always doubts
about the last six books of the Iliad. He has a feeling
that the style is different, though he will not advance his
feeling as an argument. There are unusual words and
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phrases, there is a want of Homeric spirit and vigour, there
is an abundance of prodigies.!

Wolf next examines the little that the Greeks have re-
ported about the early history of the poems.

First he refers to the story that Lycurgus brought the
epics from Ionia into the Peloponnesus.? According to
Heraclides, the poems were obtained from the descendants
of the mythical Creophylus, in whose family, says Plutarch,
they were committed to writing. In all this, Wolf recognises
no more than the Spartans’ previous lack of knowledge, or
scanty knowledge, of the lays. Afterwards they held Homer
in high honour. The next historical reference is to the
regulation of Solon about the recitation of the poems at
the Panathenza. The evidence is in Diogenes Laertius
(i. 57), where the question occurs with reference to the
verses §557-558 in the catalogue of the ships. The Mega-
rians had one version of these, the Athenians had another ;
both parties based on their versions their claims to the
isle of Salamis. The lines are: ¢Aias from Salamis led
twelve ships, and stationed them by the companies of the
Athenians.’” This was the Athenian reading ; the Mega-
rians read : ‘Aias from Salamis led his ships, and from
Polichne, and Ageiroussa, and Nisza, and Tripodi’® It
is in connection with' the question, Were the Athenian
lines an interpolation? that Diogenes tells ds about Solon :
rd 1€ “Omipov & vwofodijs yéypape pappdeiocbas, olov

3 The darkening of the omens or prodigies also marks the close of
the Odyssey, and, as we note later, of 74 Bride of Lammermoor, where
the character of the romance is greatly heightened by this artifice.
The opinion of Shelley was that, in the last books of the Iliad, Homer
really © begins to be himself.’

* Aanthorities :—Heraclides Ponticus, [epl TloAsreiwy, in Gron.
Thes. AA. GG. t. vi. p. 2823 B; Dio Chrysost.,, Or. ii. p. 87;
Reiske, Piut. in Lycurgo, p. 41 p; ZElian. V. 4. xiii. 14.

8 Strabo, ix. 394.
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oxov & wparos Apfer, Ikeilbev dpyeobar Tov Exdpevor: paiiow
otv SoAdv "Ounpov épuroev § Meoiorparos—here follows
a corrupt passage, a blank—ds ¢not Awvyxlas & €
Meyapucav.

The Dieuchidas quoted was a Megarian historian. The
passage asserts that Solon ‘wrote a law by which Homer
was to be recited witA prompting [or in regular order] so
that where the first reciter left off, the next should begin.’
Then follows the remark, apparently from Dieuchidas, that
¢ Solon did more for Homer than Pisistratus.’! Wolf avers
that what Solon actually ordained is rendered obscure by
the brevity of Diogenes Laertius. He believes that Solon
caused the cantos to be recited in order—that is, in sequence
of events. The phrase & YmofoAis he renders ‘ita ut alius
alii succederet,’ one following the other orderly (p. cxli).
Thus & vrofolijs is equivalent to & vwolffews, the
term in the Platonic dialogue, the Hipparchus (228 B), by
which the Homeric reform attributed to Hipparchus is de-
scribed. On the other hand, the translation ¢ with prompt-
ing’ has the approval of Mr. Monro and others. Prompting
seems to imply a ¢ prompter’s book,’” a written text, and is
thus not in accordance with the theory of Wolf.2 Wolf
holds that no written text was used at the Athenian recita-
tions of Solon’s time. In Ionia, he thinks, the poems must

' The corrupt passage is restored by Ritschl thus: Sowep ocvAAélas
73 ‘Oufipov dwexolnoé Tiva els Thy 'Abyralev xdpw, which makes Dieuchidas
allege that Pisistratus collected and interpolated the Homeric poems.

* Mr. Jebb says: ¢The only question is whether it [¢ éxoBoAjs)
means ‘“ from an authorised text,” or ¢ with prompting,” each reciter
having his proper cue given to him’ (Homer, p. 77, note 3). In the
Corpus Inscriptionum, ii. p. 676, Boeckh defends the opinions of
Wolf at great length against Nitzsch. A passage where the phrase
means ‘ with prompting’ is quoted from Polemon, in Macrobius, Saf.
v. 19, by Isaac Casaubon, but Boeckh supports the sense suscipers
alterius orationem, to take up the matter where another left off.
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already have been recited in an orderly manner. In Ionia,
too, the use of writing must have already existed in the age
of Solon, at least in its prima tentamina.

Leaving Solon, Wolf declares that he need no longer
trust to conjecture (p. cxlii). ¢ History speaks. The voice of
all antiquity, and, on the whole, the consent of all report bears
witness that Pisistratus was the first who had the Homeric
poems commitied o writing, and brought into that order in
whick we now possess them.'

This may be called the key to Wolf’s position, and it
has been most eagerly assaulted. If the Homeric poems
were not even written out till the age of Pisistratus, if they
did not exist nearly in their present order till that epoch, we
must allow for a gap between their first composition and
their complete form, in which there is room for any amount
of changes. Wolf’s evidence for his very sweeping assertion
is stated thus :—

¢ Cicero, Pausanias, and all the others who mention the
matter, put it forth in almost the same words, and as a
thing universally known.” Cicero’s remark is in his De
Oratore, iii. 34. ‘Who was more learned in these times
than Pisistratus, or whose eloquence was better instructed
in literature than his who is said to have been the first to
have arranged, in their present order, the dooks of Homer,
previously in disarray?’ Next we have Pausanias (vii. 26, p.
594) : ¢ Pisistratus collected the Homeric poems which were
dispersed, and known in memory, in various quarters.’
Then comes the familiar quotation from Josephus (C. Apion.
i. 2) : ‘They say that even Homer did not leave his poetry
in writing, but that it was transmitted by memory and after-
wards put together from the separate songs’—*‘that is,
by Pisistratus,’ adds Wolf—¢hence the number of discrepan-
cies which it presents.’ Elian, Suidas, and other late
authorities are then cited. Finally, an anonymous author,
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cited in Allatius, De Patria Homert, quotes an epigram on a
statue of Pisistratus: ¢Thrice held I the tyranny, and as
often did the people of the Erechtheide expel me, and
again call me back, me, Pisistratus, great in councils, who
collected Homer, that before was sung in scattered fashion.
For the golden poet was our citizen since we Athenians
colonised Smyrna.’

This is Wolf’s evidence for his statement that Pisistratus
first had Homer committed to writing, and introduced
sequence and unity into scattered lays. He utterly rejects
the idea that Pisistratus collected, not oral rhapsodies, but
scattered manuscripts, and that he merely restored, and did
not make, the unity of the epics. The tradition which
assigns a library to Pisistratus—a late tradition '—may be so
far true that the tyrant had some copies of Homeric and
other poetry—written out, probably, by his desire. As in-
dications of the truth of his doctrine, Wolf quotes the
passage in Eustathius, according to which the Tenth Book
of the Iliad was composed by Homer as a separate piece,
and added by Pisistratus to the general collection. Eusta-
thius gives this on the authority of ‘the ancients,’ whoever
they may have been. Wolf next touches on the absurd
statements of medieval grammarians, according to which
fire and earthquake had made havoc of the fexts of Homer,
whereon Pisistratus, offering rewards to all who could recite
fragments, had the whole reconstructed. Seventy-two gram-
marians were employed in the task, a reflection of the legend
about the Septuagint, and Zenodotus and Aristarchus pre-
sided over the labour. This is the mere babble of Byzan-
tine ignorance.

Much as Pisistratus did, Wolf does not think that he did
everything and constructed Homer as we now possess him.
After Pisistratus, between Pisistratus and the Alexandrians,

! Aulus Gellius, vi. 17.



THE DIASKEUASTS 39

came the Diaskeuasts, to whose labours much is attributed.
The Venetian scko/ia show that the Alexandrians attributed
to the Diaskeuasts various interpolations. The Diaskeuasts,
then, Wolf regards as exactores vel politores, of Pisistratus’s
time or somewhat later (p. clii).

As to the authorities which assign Homeric labours to
Hipparchus, son of Pisistratus, Wolf imagines that he colla-
borated with his father.! Wolf inclines to hold that Orpheus
of Croton, the author of the Argomautica, Onomacritus
the forger, Simonides, and Anacreon, all, or some of them,
may have aided Pisistratus. The task of Pisistratus is com-
pared by Wolf to the collection of ancient lays by Charle-
magne, and to the Drvan of the Arabs, put together in the
seventh century. ‘We do not possess the collections of
Charlemagne, and the other example will not be asserted to
resemble the epic unity of the Iliad and Odyssey (p. clvi).

The next step was the removal of certain poems from
the Homeric cycle. Herodotus (ii. 117, iv. 32) disbelieved in
the Homeric authorship of the Cypria and Epigoni : the
Hymsns, also, were matter of doubt. The ¢ Chorizontes,” who
ascribed Iliad and Odyssey to different authors, also pro-
duced what-Seneca thought a vain matter of discussion.?

Wolf next examines the age between Pisistratus and
Zenodotus, the Alexandrian critics, ‘on which we have not
much more light than on that which preceded it.” Till the
age of Pericles, Wolf thinks that reading and writing were

' The authority is the Platonic dialogue Higparchus, 228 B,
where we read that Hipparchus first brought Homer into this land,
and compelled the reciters at the Panathenza to chant the poems ¢
Sxorfipems ddelis, ¢ successively, in regular order,’ as they now do to
this day. The statement, taken with the other tradition about Solon,
really contradicts, and does by no means confirm, the legends about
Pisistratus.

% De Brevitate Vite, c. 13. The Chorizontes are fraquently re-
ferred to in the Venetian sckolia.
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rare and difficult, and that Homer was best known in recita-
tions. About the time of the death of Pisistratus, the early
philosophers advanced allegorical interpretations of Homer.
They could not bear the literal sense of his stories about
the Gods, and, as usual in such cases, sought for symbolical
meanings.

Theagenes of Rhegium, Anaxagoras of Clazomenze,
Metrodorus of Lampsacus, Stesimbrotus of Thasos, and
other such interpreters, are mentioned. Others, like Xeno-
phanes, frankly accused Homer of blasphemy, and are
followed by Plato. Hippias of Thasos introduced a con-
jectural emendation in one place, to clear the character of
Zeus.! These and similar facts lead Wolf to consider the
growth of Homeric criticism in Greece. When once a few
written texts had been made, various readings derived from
recitation, or corrupted in transcribing, were sure to creep
in. The original Pisistratean manuscript, if there were a
complete manuscript, would become the lake whence various
rivulets flowed. Whoever made a new copy would find the
advantage of comparing older texts. The new amateurs
would omit what they disliked, would add what they thought
worthy (p. clxxii). There would be no critical severity of
judgment as we understand criticism. All taste would be
¢ sesthetic’ rather than °critical,’ relying on poetic feeling
rather than on documentary authority. Of the early copies
which Wolf supposes to have been thus casually constructed,
we hear of several. One was named from Antimachus of
Colophon, the poet ; another from Aristotle. The scholiasts
call such copies af xar’ dvdpa as distinguished from civic

) Iliad, il 15. The text is Tpdeoa: 8¢ xh3e’ dpfiwrar ¢ With
Jesuitical art * Hippias read 8i86uer 8¢ ol xiBos apégdar. ¢ The change
of an accent (3:36uer for 3{3ouev) throws the blame from Zeus on to
Sleep.” This /usis of an Homeric problem by Hippias is quoted by
Aristotle (Poet. 25) (p. clxviii).
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copies, al xard wdles, as of Marseilles, and Sinope, Chios,
Argos, Cyprus, and Crete. We know not whether they were
prepared by command of the states, nor by whom, nor in
what age. Probably they were collected by the Ptolemics
in Alexandria. The names, Chian, Massiliot, and so on,
would be given to the manuscripts by the Alexandrian
librarians. Wolf does not believe that the civic editions had
been made by the order of the several states. The real
purification and present condition of the poems are derived
from Alexandria, a filter, as it were, of the various waters.
We now reach the Alexandrian age of libraries and of
comparative criticism, the age of Zenodotus, Aristophanes,
Aristarchus and Crates. The eldest is Zenodotus, who
objected to so many passages that he mly seem to banish
Homer out of Homer's poems. His was an eager and
violent kind of criticism, as was natural in the dawn of
critical science. Next came Aristophanes, the inventor of
the signs of accents. He has more learning and more
modesty than Zenodotus. Then we reach Aristarchus, the
greatest of critical names, whose work is mainly known to
us by mere citations in the Venetian scholia. Wolf main-
tains that Aristarchus was devoted to improving Homer, as
we may say, and thought that genuine which seemed most
worthy of his author. ‘In quo nemo non videt, omnia
denique ad Alexandrinorum ingenium et arbitrium redire’
(p. ccxxxvi). Our Homer, then, is Homer as the Alexandrines
thought he ought to be. The scantiness of our evidence
makes it impossible for us to reconstruct even the shortest
canto of the Iliad exactly to the mind of Aristarchus. We
know not what novelty he may have introduced ; what re-
spect he showed to old texts, or how he used the editions of
Zenodotus and Aristophanes. His own text swallowed the
older ones, as Aaron’srod swallowed the rods of the magicians.
We cannot say what they were like. About Aristarchus as
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an interpreter of Homer, we are only certain that he dis-
approved of the symbolical and allegorical methods. He
placed his critical sign, the obelus, not so much against
the verses which he did not think were Homer’s, as against
those which he held unworthy of Homer. ¢Not what
Homer sang, but what he should have sung’ was his chief
concern. Lessing and Wieland would change or excise
many parts of Shakspeare, as unworthy, if they were critics
in the Greek manner. Aristarchus not only put his mark
against passages, but he took many passages clean out.!
We know not what test or standard he used in these opera-
tions. ‘He not only marked blemishes, but he cut and
cauterised ; and he set the portions which he thought were
dislocated, and so emended Homer.’ The four lines in
which Pheenix says that he thought of killing his father,?
were taken wholly out by Aristarchus.? Finally, ¢Our
Homer is not that which lived in the mouths of his
Greeks, but Homer as he was changed, interpolated,
reduced, and emended, between the times of Solon and
those of the Alexandrians. . . . The united voices of all
ages attest it,and History speaks. Yet our poet refutes his-
tory, as it were, and the feeling of his readers testifies against
it. Nor indeed are the lays so defaced and transformed,
as, in separate matters, to seem too unlike their original
estate. Nay, almost all in them agrees in the same genius,
the same manners, the same method of thought and speech.

' Iliad, x. 397, scholion. See Leafs note, which puts another
complexion on the matter. ¢Ammonios is stated to have said that
Aristarchus first marked the lines with orcyuaf— apparently a sign of
hesitation—and afterwards obelised them.’

? Iliad, ix. 458.

* Wolf himself restored them from Plutarch, De Aud. Poetss, 8.
Plutarch tells us that Aristarchus excised them. La Roche says that
the lines must have been expurgated before, as our texts represent the
Alexandrian vulgate, not Aristarchus’s recension thercof.
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This everyone feels who reads them closely and with in-
telligence. The contrast is to be felt, with its causes, in
reading Apollonius Rhodius, the other Alexandrine poets,
and Quintus Smyrnzus, commonly thought the very image
of Homer. What if we owe the restoration of this won-
derful harmony to the elegant intellect and erudition of
Aristarchus? . . . What if Aristarchus and Aristophanes,
by dint of comparing all relics of antiquity, grew learned
in the true language and proper form of ancient utterance,’
and so restored Homer (p. cclxv)?

This rather wild hypothesis, Wolf admits, cannot be
demonstrated, for lack of material.

Here we may end, though Wolf adds some remarks on
the odelus of Aristarchus, and on Crates. His main argu-
ment is, that the Homeric poems, however much of them
may have been composed by a single ancient minstrel, were
but scattered cantos, living in the mouths of men, till
Pisistratus began the work of committing them to manu-
script. They were diversely handled, till the age of the
Alexandrians, when the undeniable harmony which they
exhibit was imposed on them by the learning and taste of
Aristophanes and Aristarchus.



CHAPTER 1V

CRITICISM OF WOLF

I

It is no reproach to Wolf that almost all his arguments may
now be traversed. Time and fresh discoveries have greatly
increased our knowledge of prehistoric Greek life. The
comparative method, too, which he applauded rather than
practised, now enables us to compare with Homer the oral
or inscribed literature of many races in states of civilisation
analogous to that of early Greece. These researches,
indeed, yield no certain proofs, but they raise the presump-
tion that many of Wolf's a priors opinions about writing,
and the time required for its development and application
to literary purposes, are probably incorrect. Of all his
elaborate system little remains fixed, except the strong
likelihood that our Homeric poems are not, word for word,
the poems as they flowed from the lips of the original author.
It is not to be denied that some passages bcar many marks
of interpolation, while it is likely enough that other parts
have been lost. The problem now is : which passages are
to be regarded as original, which are of later date ; at what
period are they likely to have been inserted, by whom was
this done, for what purposes, and, above all, how did the
various interpolations gain general acceptation in Greece ?
Many of these problems can never be solved. While letters
endure we shall have the Homeric question with us. In
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this essay, the general theory is highly conservative, and
attempts will be made to disprove many of the arguments
in favour of frequent interpolations by many hands and at
many various dates. It is admitted, however, that the
poems, exactly as they were fashioned by the original
author—without loss or addition of jot or tittle—cannot
possibly be restored.

Coming to discuss Wolf’s theory, we first examine his
beliefs about early writing in Greece. Some vague early
knowledge of the possibilities inherent in written cha-
racters, Wolf does not directly deny. What he does
say is that even when the old Greeks came into contact
with the art of writing, they would be very slow in
acquiring it; the Phcenician characters would demand
changes which could only be made in a tardy evolution
lasting for ages. Again, the scantiness and inadequate
character of writing materials, before Greece obtained
papyrus from Egypt, would delay the development of the
art. For long, letters would be used for mere inscriptions
on stone and wood, not for the preservation of literary
documents. Perhaps six centuries would elapse between
the time when the Greeks became acquainted with the
foreign use of written letters and the time when they could
apply them to literary uses, in the age of Pisistratus—say
5§60 B.c. Thus some Greeks may have had some knowledge
of written characters in 1120 B.c. Yet these characters
were not employed as aids to composition and literary
memory till about 750-550 B.C.

These reasonings are frankly a griori and rest on Wolf’s
notions of probability. Analogy clearly tends to suggest
that he is wrong. An intelligent African, after becoming
familiar with our alphabet, invented (he said, in a dream) a
new and complicated one to suit the needs of his native
language. No one can suppose that Greeks would be
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slower by several hundred years than negroes, in their men
development. .

As to materials again, the case against Wolf is particularly
strong. The Greeks had been, as we are now told by
archzologists, for uncounted centuries in close connec-.
tion with Egypt.! They had every opportunity of seeing and
obtaining papyrus if they chose to do so. Even if they did
not choose, the absence of what we now consider suitable
writing materials never yet delayed the art of writing when
once known. The Aztecs, like the old Ionians, according
to Herodotus, wrote or painted numerous documents on
the skins of beasts.

The Creek Indians were in a much more backward condi-
tion than the Aztecs. Yet the ¢ Kasi’hta Migration Legend *
was inscribed on a buffaloskin, and handed to Governor Ogle-
thorpe in 1735, by Tchikilli. According to the American
Gazetteer of 1762, the legend was ¢ curiously written in red
and black characters on the skin of a young buffalo.” The
said skin was set in a frame, and hung up in the Georgia
office in Westminster. The legend contained some fifteen
hundred words. The skin, unhappily, is lost; nor do we
know in what kind of characters it was inscribed. 1f it were
in picture writing of any sort, the fact would be interesting ;
if it were in our alphabet, this would prove that a compara-
tively barbarous people could and did learn to use writing
for literary purposes much more rapidly than Wolf thinks
probable in the case of the Greeks.?

That the Ojibbeways used picture writing to record on
birch bark, not only their cosmogonic legends, but even
brief lyrics, we learn from Kehl.® Analogy thus indicates

' Flinders Petrie, Journal of Hellensc Studies, 18g0-91.

* Gatschet’s Migration Legend. Brinton : Philadelphia, 1884, p.

235.
* Kitchsi Gams, where examples are given, reproduced in Custom asd

. Myth, p. 292.
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that even very backward peoples, with very scanty ap-
pliances, may use these for literary purposes, and it seems
improbable that the Greeks would be less apt than the
Creeks. As for materials, writing has been impressed or
inscribed on cakes of clay, as in Assyria ; on leaves of trees,
as in Burmah ; on bones, as in Arabia ; on tablets of wood,
as in Greece ; on fragments of pottery, on plates of metal,
on Scandinavian staves, on everything.

There is no reason why Pausanias should #70¢ have seen
at Ascra, as he tells us that he did, if not the original copy
of Hesiod, at least an extremely ancient copy, etched on thin
and mouldering plates of lead. The magical imprecations
scratched on very thin slices of lead, in our museums, show
us what this manuscript was probably like.

It is certain, from Homer, from tradition, and from
remains of works of art, that Greece, in very early times, was
in close contact with Phcenicia and Egypt. It is certain
that the Phcenicians had early evolved, probably out of
Egyptian hieratic characters, an alphabet. To say that
Greeks would need many centuries to make this alphabet
serve their purposes, and would then be hampered by lack
of writing material, is to make Greeks more stupid and slow
than most races. We must not make too much of the
absence of inscriptions, for example, on the graves at
Mycenz. As has been already observed, in the Holy Isle
of Loch Awe are many Celtic grave-stones, covered with
sculptures of men and animals. But these monuments,
probably of the fifteenth or sixteenth centuries, bear no in-
scriptions, though writing, of course, had long been familiar.!
On a mere balance of probabilities, then, we are certainly
entitled to reject what Wolf thought probable, and to hold
it likely that the quick-witted Greeks rapidly made prize of

' See note in Tke Bridal of Caoilchearn, by John Hay Allan,
London, 1822.
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the Pheenician alphabet, and were not long before they
applied it to literature.!

Wolf argues next on the evidence of mentions of early
writing in the classics. Zaleucus in Italy (664 B.c.) is said
to have been the first who introduced written laws. Nitzsch
controverts this opinion, founded on Strabo,® and Bergk
declares that far too much weight is given to the evidence.
¢ What was new was that Zaleucus first gave a comprehen-
sive written code (Rechtsordnung). . . . The beginning of
writing is not to be sought in political but in religious life.’3
Wolf argues that Solon’s laws (594 B.C.) were inscribed on
rude materials, and Bovorpodndsr—that is, alternately from
right to left, and from left to right. But it does not follow
that this manner of writing is less capable than another of
literary employment. The famous inscription of the Greek
mercenaries under Psammetichus, on the leg of the colossal
figure at Abu Simbel, is very possibly older than 594 B.C.,
yet it is written from left to right. It is not easy to follow
Wolf’s argument here, and Volkmann is not too severe in
calling it ‘very arbitrary.’ In the eighth century, Wolf
admits, some men of ingenuity may have used writing in
Magna Grecia and Ionia, and such poets as Asius, Eumelus,
and Arctinus may have done so, as well as the epic poets of

! Mere imitativeness leads savages in the direction of writing. Mr.
J. J. Atkinson informs me that, on the sudden arrival of a friend, he
wrote a message on a piece of bark, gave it to a Kaneka in New Cale-
donia, and sent him to the shop for some whisky. Next day the
Kaneka returned to the shop with another piece of bark, on which he
had scratched signs at random. He expected, but did not get, another
bottle of whisky ; he had not quite understood the nature of writing,
but his mind was travelling in the proper direction.

t vi. 260. A., quoting Ephorus.

 Bergk, Gr. Litt., p. 195 ; Volckmann, Geschickte und Kritik, p.
187.

¢ Bergk, i. 194. The Egyptians remarked on the Greek manner
of writing from left to right (Herodotus, ii. 36).
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the first Olympiads (p. Ixx). But writing for literary purposes
in the whole of Greece cannot be earlier than the age of Pisis-
tratus. Wolf is reduced to this opinion because he is
determined to give Pisistratus the credit of the first text of
Homer. But it is clear enough that if men were writing in
the eighth century, and if the Cyclic poems were written,
the Homeric poems were not likely to be left unwritten.

Modern opinion, in general, is opposed to the conclu-
sions of Wolf about early Greek writing materials. ‘The
clouds of dust in which Wolf obscured the beginnings of
writing are dispelled.’!

The progress of reaction against Wolf’s denial of writing
to early Greece is well traced by Volkmann.? In 1828
Wolf’s pupil, Kreuser, maintained the ancient priestly and
oracular knowledge of the art, and took, as proof of its
antiquity, the slow evolution of successive alphabei:s. From
1828 onwards, Nitzsch busily opposed this part of Wolf’s
theory, and his energy was awakened again by the appear-
ance of Lachmann’s hypothesis of short scattered lays
(Liedertheorie) in 1837.

Nitzsch relied much on the educational employment of
writing in early times ; for example, on the statement that
Tyrtzeus was ‘a teacher of letters.’® He also adduced
Archilochus’s employment of the word s&yfa/, a system of
cryptic writing,* and Stesichorus’s attribution of the art
to Palamedes, in Trojan times.®

In 1830, Nitzsch forcibly argued for the very ancient use
of prepared skins by the Ionians and Barbarians, as reported
by Herodotus. He pointed to such old proverbial expres-
sions as ‘Zeus looked long into the skins,’ or Books of Fate.

\ Philologische Untersuchungen, Kiessling und Wilamowitz-Moel-
lendorfl, vii. 286 (Berlin, 1884).
2 p. 180 sgg. * Pausanias, iv. 1§.
¢ Archil. fr. 39. 8 Becker, Anscd. p. 783.
. E
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He quoted an ingenious suggestion that the Homeric phrase
‘these things lie on the knees of the gods’ refers to what is
written in Fate’s leathern roll. Moreover, the whole of
archzological discovery and ethnological research, shows
us peoples in the old world and the new, writing in materisals
not better than the Greeks had at hand, even if they lacked
papyrus.
. Another opponent of Wolf’'s doctrine, as far as writing
was concerned, is Bernbardy, in Epicrisis disputationis
Wolfiane de carminibus Homericis.! The difficult expres-
sion &£ Swofolis, in the story about Solon’s legislation on
the matter of the rhapsodes, Bernhardy understood to mean
*ad fidem exemplaris probati,’ ‘in accordance with a good
and received text.” He argued that the Cyclic poems were
written and read, and believed that great part of the Homeric
epics had been committed to writing by the beginning of the
Olympiads (776 B.c.). But the written texts were not for a
reading public but ‘for a narrow circle of schools, and the
guild of Homeride." Bernhardy, however, does not go so
far as to believe in the original writing of the epics.
Volkmann himself argues the question of early Greek
writing in the light of our wider knowledge of Greek in-
scriptions discovered since Wolf’s time, our wider know-
ledge of Oriental antiquity, our wider knowledge of rude
races generally. Some kind of writing is a very early ac-
quisition of man’s, the first step towards and the basis of
culture. All civilised peoples have writing, or some analogous
system of recording by signs. The early history of such
signs, we may add, is incompletely known. The Australians,
perhaps the most backward race with which we are ac-
quainted, make use of ‘message sticks,” carved with lines
and notches, which they can decipher. But this method
answers rather to the rebuses composed of material objects,
' Hal. 1846.
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which are used by some of the natives of India, than to
actual writing.! The Australian signs are probably agreed
on by the parties sending and receiving the ‘ message stick,’
which is their sky#zaZ.2 We find no examples of such means
of communication among the more advanced Maoris, whose
sacred hymns are preserved by regular 8iaoxalia, oral
teaching in priestly colleges, answering to that of the
Homeridee of one Homeric hypothesis. The unknown
artists of the statues in Easter Island had a very elegant
picture writing, in no way inferior, as far as appearance goes, to
Egyptian hieroglyphics, but, of course, indecipherable by us.
The Incas had nothing more advanced than knotted cords
of various colours, aids to memory which were only under-
stood by the learned, and which answered to the wampum
belts of the North American Indians.* When they wished
to record any matter they ‘made a knot of it.” But the
policy of the Incas was deliberately obscurantist, otherwise
they might, perhaps, have borrowed a lesson from the hiero-
glyphs of the Mayas in Yucatan. These are said to contain
alphabetic characters. The Aztec system included picture
signs and ¢ phonograms,’ thus ‘snake,’ coat/, is written with
a sketch of a pot, co(mi#/) and the sign of water, a(#).* As
mankind has thus always been striving after such signs, Volk-
mann argues that the Homeric Greeks, civilised, acute, and
in contact with peoples who could write, must not be denied
the art, and the habit of employing it for literary purposes.®
Bergk observes : ¢ Long before there was a reading public,

' A curious example js to be found in Mr. Kipling’s book, Plain
Tales from the Hills. Another example, nearer home, in Allen Breck’s
rebus missive, in Mr. Stevenson’s KXidnapped.

* Brough Smyth, Aborigines of Australia.

% Garcilasso de la Vega, Royal Commentaries of the Incas.

4 Tylor, Early History of Mankind, p. 93. Taylor, The Alphabet,
i 23.

3 Volkmann, pp. 317, 218.

E2
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the poets made use of writing.’! Bergk even thinks that the
‘letter’ of Proetus may have really been a letter.

As far as writing materials go, then, the contention of
Wolf is not valid. The date, however, of writing in Greece,
and the date of its application to literature, are different
matters, and both are obscure. But our resources greatly
exceed those which were at Wolf’s command. As Canon
Taylor points out, in 1825 Rose’s [ascriptiones Greca
Vetustissime numbered less than one hundred. There
are now more than ten thousand inscriptions in the four
volumes of the Corpus Inscriptionum Grecarum, and a
complete collection might contain twice that number. Pro-
bably there were inscriptions older than the oldest we
possess. But, from those which are familiar, it is plain that
writing in Greece, as a not uncommon accomplishment,
may be at least as old as the ninth or tenth century B.c.

The oldest inscription which we can approximately date
is not very ancient. It is the Greek writing on the leg of
the colossal Rameses II., at Abu Simbel, near the second
cataract of the Nile, guarding the river gates into ancient
Nubia.? Some eight centuries after Rameses left The
Silent Ones, his images, to watch the Desert and the Nile,
certain Greek mercenary soldiers of Psammetichus, King of
Egypt, cut their names on the leg of the colossus. There
were two kings named Psammetichus : the condottiers of
either may have chiselled the inscription. The date of the
earlier is 654—617 B.C. ; the date of the later is 594-589 B.C.
It is more cautious to suppose that the later king is the
person mentioned in the document. It consists of five lines
written from left to right, and in the reading of Blass and

V Griech. Literaturgeschichte, p. §26.

* Brugsch, History of Egyp¢, English translation, ii. 95, 312.
Lepsius, Denkmaler aus Aegypten, vol. xii. pl. 98, 99, where there are
large facsimiles of the inscriptions.
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Wiedemann ! may be translated thus: ‘When the King
Psamatichus came to Elephantine, these words wrote the
men with Psammatichus son of Theocles. They sailed,
and came above Cercis, as far as the River let them. The
men of alien speech led Potasimpto ; the Egyptians, Amasis.
Archon, son of Amcebichus, and Pelegos, son of Eudamos,
wrote Us.’ There are also graffiss’ by men of Teos, Colo-
phon, Ialysus in Rhodes, and other Greek adventurers. If
we put the date no higher that 590 B.c., these chisellings
prove that the Dugald Dalgettys of Greece could read, and
write neatly and intelligibly, and from left to right, and with
six vowels, and three new letters, ¢, x, ¥, all unknown to
the parent alphabet, the Phcenician—six hundred years
before our era. Now, writing must probably have existed
for centuries before it was an ordinary accomplishment.
Moreover, the characters used, when compared with other
early inscriptions, show great advance on these, and it is
natural to suppose that the advance required a long period
of evolution. The inscriptions at Branchide near Miletus
are about a century later, yet in the characters evolution
has had time to produce few changes. At Abu Simbel B
(eta) is used both as an English H, and as a vowel, long
E. At Branchidz H is only employed asa vowel. Koppa,
something like our Q, is used at Abu Simbel, at Branchid=
it has disappeared. There is no long O (omega) at Abu
Simbel, at Branchidz it is in use.

‘Since it took nearly a century to bring about these
three innovations, it is obvious that a century would be
wholly inadequate for effecting the enormously greater
amount of divergence between the Abu Simbel alphabet
and the parent Phcenician’ (Taylor, ii. 17). Between the
original Pheenician alphabet and that of Abu Simbel there
are great differences, which (unless invented in a dream,

! Taylor, ii. 12.
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as in Africa) could not be rapidly developed. There are
three additional letters at Abu Simbel over and above the
Pheenician, and the vowels have been evolved.

We have examined the process of evolution downwards,
from Abu Simbel to Branchide. Let us now look at
inscriptions older than that of Abu Simbel, but not so easy
to date. Cadmus (‘the Man of the East’) brought letters
to Greece, according to Herodotus, touching at the Isle of
Thera on his way. By an interesting coincidence, that extinct
volcano supplies the oldest known Greek inscriptions, cut on
blocks of lava or basalt. Some are written in Phcenician
fashion, from right to left. Some are written alternately from
right to left and from left to right (dowstrophedon). A third
kind are from left to right, as at Abu Simbel.

The first sort is little modified from the Phcenician
original. In place of pAf, ¥, as at Abu Simbel, we have
IH. Thus ® had not been invented, and H was still, as
in English, an aspirate. In these early writings QH (¢4)
is used in place of X (c&), KH was also in vogue.
Not to delay, the Thera inscriptions ‘cover the
whole period during which the change in direction of
the writing took place.’ What, then, is the date of the
inscriptions in Thera? It seems only natural to believe
that, between the most archaic and the more modern writings
" a long period of time must have gone by. Though Kirch-
hoff and Mr. Newton place them a& about 620 B.C. it is
easier to agree with Canon Taylor, that the various methods
were slowly evolved, and even the least archaic of these is
more archaic than the writing at Abu Simbel. If changes
in the alphabet were made gradually, not ger saltum, we
might not exceed in allowing for several centuries between
the oldest Theran inscriptions and that which is not later
than 590 B.c. We might take gso B.C. as a possible date
for the beginning of writing in Greece. But when the
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Greeks began to use writing for the preservation of literary
compositions is quite another question.

Here we have little but analogy to guide us. Were
letters used for long, as Wolf supposes, only in brief inscrip-
tions on stone or metal? It at once occurs to the mind
that the first Pheenician letters which Greeks would see at
home must have been in portable documents, not inscrip-
tions on pillars or on walls. Again, the Aztecs had large
numbers of documents painted on skins, but of inscriptions
on monuments they have left scarce any at all. There
scems to be no good reason why Greece, or any nations,
should have begun to practise the art of writing on the
hardest and most difficult materials.

Once more, analogy shows that even very rude peoples,
like the Ojibbeways, use their picture signs to record their
brief lyric poems.! The Icelanders of the heroic age (a7e.
1000 A.D.) were no great writers, but they, too, carved their
songs in runes, on staves, if we may trust the Sagas. Egypt
and Assyria showed to travelled Greeks the example of
writing for purposes of literature. These analogies tend,
as far as they go, towards the presumption that, once
acquainted with letters, the Greeks would not long delay to
write out their poems and other such matters. Thus Bergk
is inclined to believe that writing is older than the Iliad
and Odyssey, and that the original poet of these epics may
also have been among the first to use writing as an aid to
memory and in composition. The Odyssey according to
Wilamowitz could in no other way have been composed,
but he is speaking of ‘our Odyssey’ as it stands, in his
opinion a late piece of patchwork (9. ci. p. 293).

Wolf next argues against writing in Homer’s day, from

' It may be urged that these are magical chants, and that the

picture signs are parts of sthe magic. But the earliest use of writing
must also have seemed to possess magical efficacy.
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Homer’s silence. It is plain that this argument must not
be too hardly pressed. As we have seen, signet rings were
in existence (say 1400 B.C.) in Mycenz, but Homer never
mentions rings.! Two passages have been much discussed.
The first is the marking of each hero’s token, or lot, by a
private sign (o%jua) which he recognised when he saw it.?
These ‘signs’ were not writing, or the herald would have
read out the name of the owner of the winning lot. But it
does not follow that writing was unknown. Ancient signs
are used in casting lots for portions of common land, by
persons who can write perfectly well. The other passage 3
refers to the famous so-called letter of Prcetus. We have
already stated Wolf’s argument. On the other side it can
only be said that if the ¢ baneful tokens’need not have been
writing, nothing proves that they were not. It is plain that
they would have been intelligible to Bellerophon, for they
were not in ‘an open envelope’ but in a folded tablet. It
is plain that they were not a mere picture of a man with his
head cut off, they signified ¢ many deadly things.” It is mani-
fest, too, that Iobates expected to receive credentials : he
asked for them after ten days passed in courteous entertain-
ment. These tokensmayhave been anything, from something
like Aztec rebuses, to Pheenician characters. There can be
no absolute certainty on the subject. The persons, too, are
Lycian, not Greek. As to Rousseau’s remark, that the ¢silly
complications’ of the Odyssey would have been unravelled by
a letter, the remark is imbecile. By a letter from whom to
whom? From Odysseus to Penelope? But a message in
the mouth of the swineherd would have been safer than a
note which Antinous or Eurymachus might have intercepted.
It was necessary to the scheme of Odysseus that his wife

! Pliny, xxxiii. 4, where Pliny says that Homer does mention cods-
cillos epistularum.
* Iliad, vil 175. * Ibid. vi. 168.
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should mo# know of his arrival. Or did Rousseau imagine
that there should have been postal communication be-
tween Ogygia and Ithaca? Wolf was too ready to accept
support from the flippant ignorance of.the Frenchman.

The argument from Homer’s silence, then, is of slight
value. He is silent about other matters with which he must
have been acquainted. The epic, too, is a thing of old
formule, a mass of survivals, and a poet who could write
might think the mention of letters as great an anachronism
in his lay as forgery seems in Marmion. Thus, on the
whole, the tendency of modern opinion on this matter is
conservative, is opposed to Wolf’s conclusions. We may
not be able to prove that Homer could write, but we see
that Wolf has not demonstrated the opposite.



\CHAPTER V e
CRITICISM OF WOLF

11

WE now arrive at the constructive part of Wolf’s task. He
has, as he supposes, destroyed the belief in an early written
epic ; how, then, did the epic survive ; how did it obtain its
present form? First, the lays of Homer were preserved by
rhapsodes, or public reciters. But Wolf’s whole argument
is meant to show that these men, from Homer’s own day
till the beginning of the fifth century, were poets themselves.
He insists that they would wilfully alter, ‘cut,’ lengthen,
and interpolate, at will. The lays thus altered beyond hope
of recognition would reach the time of Pisistratus, would
then be written out, and begin to receive polish, and be
welded into unity.

But what do we know about the rhapsodes? Were they
really poets? Did they not only make lays of their own,
but also recite and alter those of earlier minstrels? Was the
instruction (8Sacxalia) of rhapsodes an accurate affair, or
could the reciter mangle his original as he pleased? Itis
clear that, in Wolf’s opinion, he might take any liberty
(Prolegg. cv). “There was every opportunity for changing,
omitting, and adding. Their care was n07 to keep the songs
intact.” He cites, as analogous to the rhapsodes, however,
the Druids and bards, of whose educational system we
know nothing. Two analogous cases we really know, in
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New Zealand and in ancient India. In New Zealand the
Maoris have, or had, regular schools of oral instruction.
Boys and young men were taught to repeat, with accuracy,
the long and remarkable poems containing the cosmogonic
legends of New Zealand.!

In this case, however, as probably in that of the Druids,
the hymns were sacred, and accuracy was a religious
necessity. The same remark applies to the Vedic hymns,
which were preserved by a thorough system of oral instruc-
tion, long before India had the means of writing.®* But we
cannot be certain that the pre-eminent excellence of the
Homeric epics would, in a non-writing age, secure for
them such sedulous care. Wolf’s rhapsodes had nothing
less in their minds, according to him, than the maintenance
of a pure text. The ‘teaching’ they received was thus
of less than no value for preserving the old songs. Now,
to preserve the old songs is the one object of such schools
of oral traditional poetry as we know in experience.
Wolf slightly mentions the fams/ia, guild, or college of
Homeride in Chios, but he probably did not suppose
that they, any more than other rhapsodes, cared about
maintaining the original form of the lays. These Homeride
play a great part in the hypothesis of some who do
not believe in an early written Iliad or Odyssey. The
darkling topic only concerns us as far as the Homeridze, or
the rhapsodists, or both, may have preserved, or corrupted,
or in any way manipulated ancient lays. The theory is
that the Homeride were a guild of poets and reciters, who,
possessing ancient lays in oral memory, possessing, for
example, an original poem on the wrath of Achilles, com-
posed additional pieces which they recited as Homeric,
and so gradually produced the greater part of our Iliad.

' Taylor, New Zealand, White, The History of New Zeakand, i. 11.
* Max Miiller, Hestory of Sanskrit Literature.
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To this hypothesis there are several objections. As Mr.
Matthew Arnold argues,! we cannot believe in the existence
of a number of great poets, all masters of the grand style ;
by which, of course, he does not mean mere epic formula,
dialect,and commonplace. It is said that there are usually
several great poets when there is one, as witness the Eliza-
bethan dramatists, the age of Louis XIV., the period of
Byron, Scott, Shelley, Keats, and Coleridge. But these
great contemporaries are always very distinct in style and
genius. Nobody could mistake Webster for Shakspeare,
Byron for Keats, Coleridge for Scott. In Molitre’s day,
no living man could have written an act worthy of a
place in one of his comedies. In two years’ space, Eng-
land was enriched by Waverley and Pride and Prejudice.
No works could be more dissimilar and distinct. It is
thus improbable that, even granting the epic common-
place, one poet told of Helen on the wall and beside
Hector’s corpse, while another sang of the fall of Patro-
clus, and so on. Once more, all experience shows us that
great poets will not choose to father their own works
on another. ‘Poet is jealous of poet,’ says Hesiod. Is it
probable that, in the life, or after the death, of the composer
of the ‘Wrath of Achilles,’ another minstrel, equally great,
would refuse all claim to his own Helen, his Paris, his visit
of Priam to Achilles, and modestly declare that these im-
mortal scenes were his predecessor’s? It is not in human
nature to act thus, however careless an age may be of
literary property. Again, it is plain that while poets were
celebrating, under shadow of Homer’s shield, their local
heroes, and glorifying their own states, other cities would
jealously watch the process, and would demur to including
the fantasies of individuals in the general glory roll of Greece.

If even there were a guild of Homeridz, we might as

8 Lectures on Translating Homer.
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easily believe that they tried to preserve the lays with
accuracy, as that they deliberately mangled and interpolated
them. But was there ever any such guild, or clan, in Chios
and elsewhere? Pindar! speaks of ¢Homeridze’ (literally,
¢descendants of Homer’), ‘minstrels of stitched, or woven
lays.” The scholiast explains : ¢ Of old they called men of
Homer’s clan (yévos) “ Homeridze,” who chanted his lays éx
8wadoxds, afterwards the term was applied to rhapsodes not
of his kin,’ as the Chian Cynathus.

Strabo ? writes : ¢ The Chians, too, lay claim to Homer,
offering as strong proof the so-called Homeride of his clan,
of whom Pindar also makes mention '—that is, in the line
about ¢ Homeride, chanters of woven lays.” But this con-
-nection of Chios with the Homeride, is a mere theory of
the Chians. Neither Pindar, nor even his scholiast, mentions
Chios. Harpocration, in his lexicon, has ¢ Homeride : a
clan in Chios, as Acusilaus writes. Hellanicus, in the
Atlantis, avers that they were named from the poet.’
Suidas says that ‘the Homeride were a Chian clan,
named from Homer.” The evidence of Acusilaus is highly
suspicious.? Suidas also offers an alternative derivation
of ‘Homeridee,” which Harpocration too gives in very
obscure language.* The question is, Are these Homeride
reported to have had clan-ritual and offerings, like other
clans (yém)? Apparently Harpocration’s authority, Se-
leucus, did not believe this, for he denied it, and in-
sisted on the alternative etymology of ‘Homeride’ from
Suzpos, a hostage. In brief, as Nutzhorn says : ¢The word
Homeridze sometimes means men who busied themselves
with Homer, sometimes appears as the title of a Chian
family, who, as some thought, received their name from the
poet. This is all that the ancients knew about the

Vv Nemean Odes, ii. 1. * xiv. p. 645.
3 Volkmann, p, 261. s Ibdd. p. 363-272.
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Homeridz, but it has offered stuff enough for learned com-
bination and conjecture.’! We know no more, and are not
even sure what the scholiast means when he says that the
Homeridz chanted the lays & 8:a8oxijs. Does this signify that
they chanted in succession, one following the other, or that
they inherited and handed down their knowledge of the lays
from generation to generation? Allis hopelessly abandoned
to conjecture. So much for the Homeride. They offer no-
thing to build or wreck a creed upon. They may have
maintained an accurate text of Homer, or may not. We
are in total ignorance. A somewhat vague use of the
hypothesis of an Homeric ¢school,” perhaps indicated by
tradition as the ¢ Homeride,’ is made by Mr. Leaf in his
Companion to the lliad (p. 21)—there was ‘a body to
maintain a fixed standard,’ ‘a central authority.” But a fixed
standard was just what they did not maintain, as each
member of the school, at his own will and fantasy, gave
‘something new.” Obviously, such a school would not
preserve so much as deprave the older lays. Before poems
thus composed could be wrought into the scheme of the
Iliad, a ¢ Recension’ would be absolutely necessary. And
when was it made if the Pisistratus legend is a fable ?

As for the rhapsodes, we first hear of them as existing in
Solon’s time. Herodotus (v. 67) says that Cleisthenes of
Sicyon forbade the local rhapsodes to recite Homer at the
games, because Homer praised his enemies, the Argives
(are. 600 B.C.). Beyond that our historical evidence does
not go, though, no doubt, the contests of rhapsodes were
then an old institution. There is no trace of these contests
in Homer, though Thamyris competed with the Muses.
But the Hymn #o Apollo, which was old enough to be re-
garded as Homeric by Thucydides, proves the antiquity of
such competitive displays. The scholion on Pindar, already

! Nutzhorn, Dse Entstehungrueise, p. 67.
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quoted, after saying that the Homeridse were originally the
reciters of the Homeric poems, adds : ¢ The name was after-
wards applied to rhapsodes not of Homers clan. The
company of Cynzthus was particularly conspicuous. They
are said to have made many lays and incorporated them
with those of Homer. Cynsethus was a Chian who, of the
poems attributed to Homer, is said to have written the Hymn
fo Apollo. This Cynsethus was the first to recite the Homeric
epics in Syracuse, about Ol 69, as Hippostratus says.’

Here one thing only is plain. Cynathus, though a
Chian, and in one sense an Homerid, had no claim to be of
the clan of Homer. As it is hardly credible that Homer
was unknown in Syracuse B.C. 504, we must imagine that
he mas known, but not recited, if the story be true. In
that case, he must have been known through written texts.
In Sicily, Theagenes of Rhegium had already philosophised
on Homer. In Sicily, too, lived Xenophanes, who says
that all men learn Homér, and who blames his mythological
scandals. It is not to be believed that Syracuse knew
nothing of Homer after he was so familiar in Sicily. It may
be that Cyneethus was the first who, in Syracuse, declaimed
Homaer at a festival ; he cannot have been the first who intro-
duced his poems there.

Against the theory that Solon first made the rhapsodes
put order into the poems, Volkmann argues that, if they
really were a guild for preserving the lays, it was in their
interest always to have done this, and that they would not
need a layman to teach them their business.

It is evident that our knowledge of the rhapsodes is far
too slight to be the basis of a theory and can be of no
service to Wolf. We do not know when, or how, the
minstrel, chanting his own songs, declined into the reciter
declaiming those of other people. We do not know how
soon a sentiment in favour of maintaining favourite pieces
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in their original and favourite form may have arisen.
We cannot estimate the jealousy which may have made
a minstrel prevent his rivals from getting opportunities
to learn his compositions by heart, nor can we be certain
that vanity would not restrain the rivals from attempting
this kind of piracy. We have no real testimony as to
the existence of an Homeric guild in Chios, and, if it did
exist, we cannot say whether its members strove to keep
pure, or laboured to expand and alter, the lays of their
eponymous hero, Homer. The few surviving traditions, vague
hints, obscure and corrupt passages of lost writers bearing
on these topics have been sifted, discussed, conjecturally
emended at vast length, and yield nothing positive. We
may try what light analogy can yield by comparing the man-
ners of other times and nations, but that light is seldom ¢dry
light” We are, in fact, as far as ever from learning whence
came the unity and construction of the epics. It could not
be given, Wolf holds, by the original minstrel, who, ex Aypo-
thest, could not write. Nor could it arise fortuitously, when
any portion of the poems might be recited, apart from its
context. Wolf, as we saw, declares that a poet of Homer’s
age would have had no audience for such long pieces, and
could have had no readers. Wolf forgets that a court
minstrel might continue his narration through the winter
nights of a month, if he pleased. He also makes the
familiar confusion of supposing that, even if a man could
write, he would not write out a poem, unless he had a read-
ing public. The Middle Ages fortunately supply an example
to the point. The Song of Roland exists at the Bodleian, in
the manuscript book of a #rowvére, or Old French rhapsode.
His public did not read the manuscript, but he refreshed
with it his own memory. Reading was a very rare accom-
plishment, but the Song of Roland was probably composed
by the aid of writing, and was certainly preserved in that
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way, not for a reading public, but for the use of the author,
and of such reciters as could obtain copies. In similar
circumstances, if writing existed, but was little practised,
Homer might readily have composed by the aid of writing,
and used his copy to aid his memory, though there was no
reading public.

A well-known and ancient Greek tradition could only
have come into existence in this state of affairs. Homer is
said to have married his daughter to Stasinus, and to have
given her the copy of the ‘Cypria’ as her dowry. Now,
such a gift could only have been valuable (1) in an age of
copyright like our own, when the owner of the poem might
make his terms with a publisher, or (z) in an age when no
one could recite a poem, and obtain the rewards for reciting
it, unless he had a copy of the work. The former alterna-
tive is out of the question. An example of the second is
supplied by the early Middle Ages. A #rouvére leaves, in
verse, his own copy of his epic poem (cAanson de geste) to his
son. He tells the young man that he himself has lived very
well by reciting it, that he has carefully prevented other
trouvéres from getting copies, and that he hopes the poem
will be as valuable to his son as it had been to himself.!

The tradition about the dowry, of course, is not to be
taken as an historical fact. But the legend could only have
arisen either in an age of copyright, or in such circum-
stances as the #rowvére describes: that is, when writing
existed but there was no reading public. Thus both of
Wolf’s arguments carry no conviction. There might easily
be audiences in the princely hall for a long epic, and a man
who could write might, and would, write out a poem, though
he had no reading public, as did the author of the Song of
Roland. Vet Wolf says: ‘If Homer had no readers, I
cannot imagine how he could ever have thought of com-

' Léon Gautier, Epoples Francaises, i. 215, 316.
F
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posing such long and elaborately connected lays’ (Prolegg.
p. cxii). All this seems a wandering from the main point—
how did Odyssey and Iliad come into existence? But the
argument of Wolf, hastily written, with the printer’s devil
always at the door, is, in fact, loose and rambling.
It occurs to him (p. cxiv) that his task will be easier
" if he can show that the unity is not so marvellous after all.
That of the Odyssey he admits, but explains as the con-
structive work of a later age which put together old lays that
happened to fit. That of the Iliad he impugns, but this
is not the place to defend it. Wolf’s business is to show
that the unity is a very late effort of art. The original
poet wove the web so far, others completed it. As we have
seen, he argues that the Cyclic poems (of the eighth cen-
tury) lack unity. Now, if these authors had imitated
Homer, they would have aimed at unity. They did not :
therefore they did not know the Homeric examples as we
possess them ; therefore, too, poetical unity is the work of a
later age than theirs. To this, arguing by analogy, we might
answer that the Somg of Roland of the eleventh century,
bas much more unity and coherence than its languid and
diffuse remaniements in a later and more cultivated age.
On the whole point, modern scholars are directly opposed to
Wolf. Since the work of Welcker (Der epische Cyclus) it has
been generally recognised that the Cyclic poems presuppose
the existence of an Iliad, and were deliberately planned for
the purpose of introducing and continuing its narrative.!
Wolf’s strictures, which follow, on interpolations in the
epics, and juncture between what had been unconnected
rhapsodies or lays, will be examined later. He has now
convinced himself that writing did not exist for literary pur-
poses in Homer’s time ; that Homer could not write, and

! See Jebb, /ntroduction to Homer, pp. 150-153. Monro, Journal
of Hellenic Studies, iv. 305, v. 1.
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would have had no motive for writing if he could ; that
poems older than the epics as we have them show none of
their unity and constructive art ; that this art is, therefore,
later ; that the Iliad and Odyssey present signs of tinkering,
and in fact they are a congeries, but not a fortuitous congeres,
of poetic atoms. Their unity was the work of many minds
in many ages, all labouring on the remembered lays of the
original minstrels. As we saw, he adduces ancient
doubts as to the originality of several books, and then ex-
amines what is reported by tradition as to theliterary history
of the epics. It is in this history that he must discover the
method of the evolution. His first really important point,
Solon’s law as to reciting Homer at the Panathenaic games,
has been discussed already. But the point is, to the last
- degree, obscure. As Mr. Monro remarks, in his edition of
the Iliad (p. xv), our only good evidence is that of the
orators Lycurgus and Isocrates. The law of ‘our fathers,’
according to Lycurgus, appointed Homer’s to be the only
poems recited at the quinquennial Panathenza.! The
remark of Isocrates is still more vague.? The garbled or
corrupt evidence of Dieuchidas of Megara in Diogenes
Laertius is earlier, but is interested (as there was a quarrel
between Megara and Athens, which turned on a line in the
catalogue of the ships) and is interrupted by lacunze. The
text has been interminably discussed, to no sound purpose.?

Leaving matter so disputable, Wolf at last comes to his
point. He will now show us how and when the unity of
construction was given and artistic merit imparted to the
epics. ‘History speaks. The voice of all antiquity, and

Vv Leocr. p. 209. 2 Pancgyr. c. 42.

? Volkmann, p. 306. The value of the evidence of Dieuchidas,
and the Alexandrine estimate of it, are discussed by Méllendorff (PAile-
logische Untersuchungen, Berlin, 1884, p. 342) and by Ludwich
(Aristarchs Homerische Texthritik, ii. 399).
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the common consent of report avers that Pisistralus first
committed the Homeric epics to writing and published them in
the order wherein we read them now.

This is the great discovery for which we have waited ,so
long, and to reach which we have toiled through such
jungles of learning. But, such is the fate of literary dis-
coveries, the part attributed to Pisistratus by Wolf is now
disbelieved in by the vast majority of scholars.

It has been obvious to anyone who read the passages
from ancient authors quoted by Wolf, that they do no# say
Pisistratus first committed Homer to writing. Thus Suidas
(s. v."Opnpos) declares that Homer ¢ wrote’ the Iliad, but in
fragmentary portions, leaving separate cantos in separate
towns, whence Pisistratus collected and combined them.
Tzetzes speaks of Homer’s ¢books,’ for collecting which
Pisistratus made proclamation. In the scholion on Plautus
discovered by Ritschl, it is said that Homer was read
¢ fragmentarily, and not without difficulty.” Cicero avers!
that Pisistratus first arranged in their present shape ‘the
Books of Homer.” Josephus, who alone asserts that Homer
could not write, says nothing about Pisistratus at all
Plutarch clearly holds ? that Lycurgus used a written text.?
It is not improbable that the whole legend about Pisistratus
dates from an epigram, said to have been inscribed on his
statue in Athens. ‘I collected Homer, formerly sung in
scattered lays.’ But is it likely that the Athenians allowed
a statue of Pisistratus the tyrant to stand in Athens? ¢It
may be regarded as certain that the epigrain is a mere literary
exercise, going back at furthest to Alexandrine times. It
seems probable, however, that it is the source from which
the other statements are derived.’* In Nutzhorn’s Die

Y De Oratore, iii. 34, 137. 3 Lycurgus, 4.
% Ludwich, op. ci. ii. 388, note 330. )
¢ Monro, vol. i. p. xxvi, note.
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Entstehungsweise der Homerischen Gedichte, p. 15,' will be
found the array of the evidence on which Wolf and, later,
Lachmann relied, and a criticism of the Pisistratean hypo-
thesis.

Though Wolf curiously exaggerated the value of his
witnesses, yet he showed his acuteness by projecting a theory
of this kind. Something of the sort is absolutely necessary
to all who argue freely against the unity and originality of
the epics. If they are in the right ; if every popular poet
who chose could cut and carve the body of Homer, and
could insert what he pleased of his own ; if these processes
were going on for three hundred years, from Smyrna on the
east to Massilia in the west, how did Greece ever obtain one
generally recognised text of Iliadand Odyssey? Would not
Thessaly have one text, Thebes another, Athens a third,
Colophon a fourth, all widely and irreconcilably different, as
different poets, for different reasons, had modified, abridged,
and enlarged?

Wolf saw clearly that, if an early written text, and copies
from it, were to be abandoned as impossible, he must find
a time, a place, and an editor, to whom Greece owed a
sextus receptus, Editor and place he found in Pisistratus,
and at Athens. But, if separatist scholars reject his theory,
as a myth without basis in evidence, how do they account
for the present existence of Iliad and Odyssey? If Pisi-
stratus and his friends did not give unity to scattered lays,
who did, and when, and where ?

We have examined the hypothesis of a kind of poetical
college, a society of Homeride, who first recited and after-
wards enlarged, and finally, perhaps, codified the ca sua
lays, and imposed the mass on Hellas as recognised
wholes. Meanwhile, Wolf’s Pisistratean hypothesis is not
only d;:ﬁcient in evidence, but in direct ontradiction with

' Leipzig, 1869.



70 ATHENIAN INFLUENCE

other old literary myths, which offer as good testimony as
that of Cicero and Pausanias. More than three centuries
before¢ Cicero, Ephorus and Heraclides Ponticus observe
that Lycurgus brought the Homeric poems from Asia to
Sparta. Diogenes, we have seen, practically asserts that
Homer had already existed ‘in order’ when Solon made
the rhapsodes recite him in order. The author of the
pseudo-Platonic Hipparchus attributes to his hero what
Dieuchidas attributes to Solon. These contradictory legends
cancel each other. ¢It is hardly too much to say that they
are versions of a single story, told in turn of the chief states-
men of early Greek history.’ !

The present writer must venture, however, to express
his own opinion that where there is so much confused
smoke of tradition, there may have been some fire of fact.
All the traditions maintain that the Homeric poems were,
at one time, in a ‘scattered’ state. Most of the legends
find the place of their collection at Athens. Now, grant-
ing that the epics, as continuous wholes, were composed
and possibly written, at a very early date, historical causes
would tend to break up their unity. When the Achzan
courts were ruined, there would no longer be an audience
for long poems, an audience meeting night by night in a
royal hall. To a popular audience, assembled on a day of
festival, reciters would declaim only portions of the poems.
The more striking passages would be the favourites both of
rhapsodes and listeners. Thus the poems would tend to
degenerate into mere ‘ Beauties of Homer’ To prevent
this was the object of the law attributed to Solon. Thus
Athens, in a sense, perhaps really did collect what was being
scattered, and did restore the connection of the lays. That
written texts should be copied out at Athens is not unlikely.
But, if it were so, we may see how little Athens, with all her

' Monro, vol. i. p. xxvii.
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advantages, could interpolate the poems, by the very scarcity
of allusions to the city. Wilamowitz (p. 245) finds an Attic
interpolation in Iliad xii. 372, where Pandion (an Attic
name) carries his bow for Teucer! Then there is the
famous disputed line about Aias, in the catalogue, and the
lines on the city of Erechtheus (ii. 546), there are a very few
references to Menestheus (xiii. 195), and to Theseus, as in
the Odyssey (xi. 631). If these be Attic interpolations, they
show how very little even an ambitious and poetic state
could do in the way of interpolating. She could not intro-
duce the Aristeia of a local hero. How, then, and by whom,
and when, were all the other innumerable ¢ interpolations’
made ? ' .

Another problem arises, how did the successive additions
win general acceptance as part of the epic? We must

remember that the epic was more than a poem, it was taken

as history, its evidence was quoted as justifying titles to
land, and was jealously watched, as we see in the Megarian
tradition that Solon interpolated certain lines, Iliad, ii.
§57-8.! Now, if the Iliad in the time of Solon was being
quoted as unimpeachable authority for territorial claims, is it
likely that Pisistratus would have been allowed later to put
forward, with the general consent of Greece, an Athenian
edition, and that the first? If the verses, in Solon’s day,
only existed in memory, they would have been of little value
as testimony in a court of arbitration.

The evidence as to the popularity of Homeric poetry,
among all Greek-speaking peoples, in times very remote, is
considerable. But, in estimating it, we are always met by the
difficulty that Homeric incidents may have been known, and
assigned to Homer, yet need not have existed in the shape
which we now possess, in Iliad and Odyssey. Thus Alc-

¢ Strabo, ix. 394. Aristotle, RAeforic, i. 15.
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man sang of Odysseus and the Sirens ;' Stesichorus, in Sicily,
deliberately and consciously altered the story of Helen.
So, in art, the throne of the Amyclaan Apollo was decorated
with scenes from Iliad and Odyssey, and also from the
Cyclic poems. So decorated, with appropriate inscriptions,
was the ivory and cedar chest of Cypselus (a7c. 700 B.C.).2
Certainly the Homer and Hesiod whose morality Xenophanes
blamed, and declared to be universally taught in the educa-
tion of youth, were authors whom no man, nor state, would
be allowed to tamper with. Far off, in Italian Elea, Xeno-
phanes probably read the same Homer as men in Miletus
or Smyma (arc. soo B.c.). If, then, we conclude with
Nutzhorn that, long before 500 B.c., Homer was universally
known throughout the Hellenic world, we are further than
ever from being able to believe in Wolf’s Pisistratean hypo-
thesis.? A single state would not be allowed to construct
the canon of the Greek Scriptures. Yet some hypothesis as
to the origin of a universally accepted text of the ancient
Greek history and Domesday Book we must discover, unless
we adopt the old view that in Homer’s time, or not much
later, authentic texts were written.

It is incredible that such a state as Athens was, under
Pisistratus, should have imposed a Homer of her own, not
only on all cities from the Euxine to Italy, but on all
rhapsodes, wherever they recited. ¢We are involved in
a network of contradictions if we do not reject the whole
Pisistratean hypothesis as a fable.’

Pisistratus, even, according to Wolf, did not leave Homer
a round and perfect whole. ‘To polish completely, and ad
unguem, may seem too hard a task for a first endeavour.’ ¢
Pisistratus had assistants and successors. But here Wolf
proves too much, If the epic is now gerpolitum et guasi ad

' Nutzhorn, p. 54. * Pausanias, v. 176,
* Nutzhorn, pp. 56, 58. ¢ Prolegomena, p. cl.
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sunguem complanatum, * polished to the nail,’ what becomes
of all the talk about its inconsistencies and blunders? But,
if it is not so polished, what were all the °diaskeuasts’ and
other polishers who succeeded Pisistratus about? It is
either polished or it is not. If it is, cadit guashio as to
its innumerable defects.

If it is not, what becomes of the industry of the polishers?
The Venetian scholia mention several pass-ges as interpo-
lations by Diaskeuasts. And Wolf alleges that these Dia-
skeuasts were exactores vel politores, ‘ polishers’ of the text,
contemporary with or rather later than Pisistratus.

But the word Dsaskeuast means nothing of this kind.
They were interpolators of fictitious lines. Homer was not
the only sufferer. Aristophanes even, according to Aristar-
chus and Apollonius, had been the victim of diaskeuastic in-
dustry.! The term Swoxevd{er means ‘to corrupt a genuine
text,” as Galen says some supposed the text of Hippocrates
to have been corrupted. A number of examples from Arist-
archus’s criticism of the Iliad will be found in Lehrs.® In
each case the motive for the interpolation is assigned. The
examples are of no very great magnitude or importance.
Many modern critics, however, assign nearly-as much of the
epic to interpolators as to Homer. Among his ‘polishers’
Wolf thinks that Onomacritus the forger, Simonides of
Ceos, and Anacreon of Teos may be reckoned.

Leaving the age of Pisistratus, Wolf presumes that early
copyists would produce very various texts, partly from varia-
tions in recital, partly from mere whim. Men would treat
Homer, in fact, as editors, early in our century, treated the
Border Ballads, interpolating, mixing texts for purely
esthetic reasons, and generally incurring the just wrath of
Ritson. To this we need only answer that the common

V Aristoph. Rane, 1439 sgg. Lehrs's Aristarchus, p. "328.
* Op- cit. pp. 329, 330.
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sacred poetry and educational text-book of Greece was
hardly likely to be treated as Bishop Percy handled popular
ballads. These were new to men of letters ; Homer was of
a holy antiquity. These were the literature of peasants ;
Homer was the charter of kings and states. ¢All men
learned Homer’ as early as 550 BcC, according to Xeno-
phanes.! All states and priests appealed to his evidence.
To alter it purposely was no light thing, that every amateur
should try his hand on it, ex ingeniosa lididine.

Wolf declares that the text was altered summa Zevitate,
¢ with the utmost frivolity.” Ludwich, on the other hand,
avers that never did a people preserve any language so
piously and carefully as the Greeks preserved their epic
idiom.? The same writer regards the supposed fantastic
correctors and revisors as mere modern puppets of the
fancy.® Assuredly this view has more @ priorf probability.
In the very nature of the case, public sentiment would not
allow every poetaster to deface, as Wolf imagines, the most
sacred national possession, by ‘adding grace, where grace
there was none.’* We have seen that the early copies,
which the Alexandrian critics handled under the Ptolemies,
were of two classes. Some were styled ¢ civic copies,’ and
were named from Marseilles, Chios, Argos, Sinope, Cyprus,
and Crete. Others were styled ai xar’ dvdpa, and bore the
names of individuals, as of Antimachus of Colophon and-
Aristotle. As to the civic copies Wolf believes that, though
they came from Chios or Massilia, they need not have been
made specially and by public demand for these states. We
talk of the Venice manuscript now without meaning that

Cf. Ludwich, Aréstarcks Homerische Texthritik, ii. 448, note
409, against Fick.
Ludwich, Aristarchs Homerische Textkritik, ii. 458. Leipzig,
1885.
1 0p. cit. i 438 + Wolf, p. clxxii.
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it was written for the Venetian commonwealth. However
this may be, it is certain that the Marseilles text, for ex.
ample, differed very little indeed from that of Aristarchus.
The scholia cite the Marseilles reading frequently : it varies
from that of Aristarchus, when it does differ, only in matters
of grammatical mint and cumin. If Wolf were right, we
should expect to find whole passages of entirely different
tenor, omissions and additions, added graces, and de-
formities purged.

But the differences in Alexandrian texts are really of
little more importance than the errors which have already
crept into the poems of Scott, and even into the novels of
Thackeray. One could point out in Pendennis a passage
that might keep all Germany busy with conjectures and
emendations. It is true that we do not know the date of
the ‘ancient texts 'mentioned by the scholiasts, nor even the
dates of the Chian and Massiliot texts. But, earlier or
later, they did not differ as two versions of Annan Water
or of Clerk Saunders differ. The fortunes of Homer’s text
had ceased to be subject to the greater incidents of time
and taste before the age of the Alexandrian critics.

Wolf maintains that even these critics preferred the
guidanceof their own taste to sedulous comparison of manu-
scripts (ccxxxi). Lehrs refuses to believe this. He finds
among Alexandrines, and among their pupils, the Romans,
‘a most sedulous use of manuscripts.’! In fact, Lehrs
asserts that Wolf’s remarks on this topic are ‘pure nonsense.’ 3
And he is right.

Wolf says, ‘I do not wish my remarks to be taken as if
I were denying that good and careful Alexandrine editors
used ancient and the best manuscripts, and sought, by
comparing them, to find the genuine text. But that was

v De Aristarchi Studiis Homericis, p. 345. Leipzig, 1882,
3 0p. ait. p. 351.
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¢ genuine’ which seemed most worthy of the poet. This,
as everyone sees, brings the whole matter to depend on
the ingenuity and judgment of the Alexandrians.’ But he
had already denied that the Alexandrine critics resembled
our Bentley, and Valckener. Lehrs says, ‘they could not
both seek the genuine reading by comparison of old and
excellent manuscripts, and also abuse their private judg-
ment.’ We have, indeed, one passage where Aristarchus
declared that an emendation would get rid of a difficulty,
but he declined to make it, because he found the reading
(which involves an inconsistency in the narrative) in most
of the manuscripts.! If Aristarchus erred at all, in Lehrs’s
opinion, it was through too great caution, not through
audacity.? We are not very much concerned with one
omission of four lines, by Aristarchus, if indeed, which is
more than doubtful, Aristarchus was he who Bowdlerised
the speech of Pheenix. Clearly we have come, in the age
of the Alexandrians, to a time when Homer’s text could
suffer little from carelessness, or misplaced cleverness.

We can now look back on Wolf’s great work as a whole.
Briefly his theory—as far as he has a coherent theory—is that
writing was not used for literary purposes when first the
Homeric lays were sung, nor for hundreds of years afterwards.
That, through these hundreds of years, the lays floated in
the memory of rhapsodes, who, being also poets, altered and .
added to them at will. Then they were reduced to writing,
for the first time, in the age of Pisistratus. Then various
copies were made, all vitiated by the caprice of the
copyists. Then the age of Aristarchus revised the manu-
scripts, and finally gave the polish and unity which many
modern commentators deny that the epics possess.

In answer to all this we have argued that writing is not

! Iliad, ix. 222. For other examples, Lehrs, 9p. ¢it. p. 354.
* Lehrs, p. 357.
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proved to have been of such late use that it may not possibly
have been employed even by the original poet. We have
demonstrated that poets may write, and have written, when
there was no reading public for their works. We have
shown that about the rhapsodes, and their treatment of the
epics, whether conservative or wilful, nothing is historically
known. Without calling the Pisistratus hypothesis a fable’
like Ludwich, we have shown that the anecdote rests on no
certain foundation. It is unlikely, as Volkmann remarks,
that the rhapsodes, if they depended on their exclusive
knowledge of Homer for their bread, would give up their
one treasure to Pisistratus. But, however that may be, the
story is without authentic contemporary evidence, and is
discredited by the silence of all those who could scarcely
have omitted to record it. As to the supposed capricious
changes in manuscripts after Pisistratus, we have no proof of
them. The faulty citations of Plato and Aristotle may be
compared to the quotations of English poetry by Scott, who
frankly confessed that he did not know what was borrowed
and what was his own. ¢ As for separating what is original
from what is borrowed, I am sure it is far beyond my own
power, and probably that of anyone else’! Finally, the
sesthetic caprice in alteration attributed to Aristarchus by
Wolf is plainly an error on the part of the great German
critic. )
Thus the whole argument of Wolf no longer holds water.
It did not even convince himself, when he read the epics
¢ for human pleasure,’ as Fitzgerald says we should read, not
through the microscope of the critic. Modern discoveries
have destroyed his premises, as far as writing is concerned,
and, as to the Alexandrians, later scholars are at variance
with him. If we can free ourselves from the strong grasp of

' Scott to Constable, May 28, 1822. Archibald Constable and his
Literary Correspondents, iii. 223.
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Wolf, and admit an early written text, we need no complex
and elaborate theory to explain the existence of the epics.
A text sacredly preserved, and only suffering from such
accidents as, in such an age, all texts were subject to, is all
that we need. 1If, on the other hand, we admit early texts,
we are still not free from the danger of large interpolations,
additions, omissions. But the scholars who believe in these
will have to show how, and when, and why they were com-
posed, and, above all, how and when they gained general
acceptance. When they reject, as most of them do, the
Pisistratean hypothesis, or something akin to it, their
position is the more perilous.!

! On p. 65 the story of the Dowry, the Cypria, given by Homer to
his daughter is called ¢ ancient.” For Pindar’s knowledge of it Wila-
mowitz Mollendorff (gp. cit. 352) cites Pindar (#ragm. 189, Boeckh.)
That passage, however, is a grammarian’s statement ; we have not the
words of Pindar. As to Alexandrian texts of Homer, in the Cunsning-
ham Memoirs, Royal Irish Academy, No. viii. on the Flinders Petrie
Papyri (Dublin 1891) is a fragment, iii. 4. It contains the ends of
lines xi. 502-517, and beginnings of 518-537. There are five lines in
the fragment not in our text of the passage. On the other hand lines
§29-530 are replaced in the fragment by one broken line beginning
xovpor. This would have gladdened the heart of Wolf. In /ndex
Lectionum in Reg. Acad. Albert (1892), Ludwich argues against the
importance of the discovery as an example of a ¢pre-Alexandrian’
Iliad.




CHAPTER VI

THE COMPOSITION OF THE ILIAD

BOOK 1.

IN examining Wolf’s theory we have purposely neglected his
argument that the unity and composition of the Iliad
(obviously inconsistent with the hypothesis of multiplex
authorship) are no such great matter after all. Nor have we
dwelt on his extraordinary assertion that the composition of
the Odyssey is at once the proudest monument of the Greek
genius, and a thing which might easily be produced by joining
together separate lays which accidentally happened to fit.
¢ Chance loves Art, and Art, Chance,’ but not “so wildly well’
as Wolf’s second theory, of a fortuitous Odyssey, requires.
These questions of composition are literary questions, to
be decided by literary taste, and can only be approached
in the course of a somewhat minute study of the Epics.

In criticising the composition of the Iliad we should never
forget, what critics are so unused to remember, that Homer
never sang for them. The belief which his audience of
warriors and ladies accorded to his songs ‘did not wholly
depend,’ as Mr. Payne Knight says, ¢ on subtle consistencies.
The old bards were not singing for minute inquirers and
grammarians, but for people who freely, and even recklessly,
gave play to their fancies as they listened.’ !

' Payne Knight, Prolegomena, p. xxiii.
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Never yet was a fiction composed in which holes could
not be picked, and the works of modern novelists constantly
exhibit discrepancies which any careful reader, or even a
careless reader, can detect. But nobody thinks of explain-
ing these errors (as when the moon is a crescent in the
beginning of a chapter, and is full moon at the end thereof),
by a theory of multiple authorship, or interpolation. Much
less is it necessary to bring forward this theory, whenever
the epic poet makes an error, or lapses into lines which
strike an Alexandrian or a modern critic as ‘unworthy.’
Whether the poet could write or could not write, he
certainly had no proof-sheets and no revises.

Before examining the structure of the Iliad, book by
book, we may consider, as an English example of modern
critical theories, the hypothesis of Mr. Walter Leaf, as set
forth in his edition of the Iliad (London, 1886-1888), and
in his Companion to the Iliad (1892). He puts his ideas as
¢ hypothetical and tentative’ merely. In his theory, as in
Mr. Grote’s, ‘the original poem, the work of “ Homer”
himself, was the M#jvis "AxtAAéws ’ (“ The Wrath of Achilles ),
¢ which related in comparatively brief but undying form the
story of the quarrel of Achilles and Agamemnon, the defeat
of the Greeks in consequence of the prayer of Thetis to
Zeus, the partial relenting of Achilles, leading to the death
of Patroklos, the final arousing of the hero, and the death of
Hektor.” The original Wrath, disengaged as far as possible
from the rest of the Iliad, consists of book i., book ii. 1-53,
443-483, book x1 56-80s5, or perhaps to the end, omitting
665-762, the battle at the ships, now inextricably, or perhaps
(vol. ii. Introduction) nof inextricably entangled in xii. xiii.
xiv. xv.; the greater part of xvi., the first part of xviii. are
altered and rehandled ; pieces of xix., parts of xx. and xxi.,
and the killing of Hector in xxii.

Into this ‘first and greatest of epic poems’ additions
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came. They certainly seem to have been needed. What
is called ‘the female interest’ was entirely absent from
Mr. Leaf’s first and greatest of epic poems. His Homer
knew Chryseis and Briseis, but Helen did not come into
his tale, nor Andromache. The poem certainly reads the
better for them, the richer, the more pathetic, though Mr.
Leaf thinks ‘all the dramatic interest of the story’ exists
—without them, and without Priam, and his interview with
Achilles after Hector's death. The additions probably
began, he supposes, with the exploits of Diomede (v.), the
introduction of Andromache (vi.), the single combat in vii.
Later came the scene on the Trojan walls, and the duel of
Menelaus and Paris (iii.), the Broken Ttuce (iii. iv.), the
Assembly (ii.). All these may be by the original poet,
afterthoughts of Homer. In 1888 (vol. ii. Introduction)
Mr. Leaf thought this less probable than he did in 1886.
To the objection that the theory requires several great
poets, identical in manner, and that such poets do not occur
in history, Mr. Leaf replies that poets usually appear in
groups, as in Athens, the Elizabethan age, we might add
the beginning of this century, and so on. Certainly poets
seem to come in groups, but one star varieth from another
in glory, and, as we have said, Marlowe could not be
mistaken for Shakspeare, nor Scott for Miss Austen, nor
Quinault for Molitre, Mr. Matthew Armold, on this
ground, disbelieved in the multiple authorship of the
epics, and this is the great literary argument for a single
Homer.

In the Introduction to his second volume Mr. Leaf offers,
in a tabulated form, the result of his inquiries.

There are five strata in the Iliad. The first is the
original poem, some 3,400 lines in length. Then come the
earlier expansions ; it is very doubtful if these are by Homer,
Then appear later expansions, as in xviii. the Making of the

G
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Arms, and in viii. the Building of the Wall. Some of these are
akin to the Odyssey. The fourth class contains the Greater
Interpolations, as the episode of Phcenix : passages about
Nestor, the Battle of the Gods, the Games. The fifth
category chiefly contains the juncfurez, by which pieces of
different ages were tacked together. Mr. Leaf admits ¢ the
extreme uncertainty’ of his scheme.

As to the date of at least the original portions of the
poems, and the first additions, Mr. Leaf thinks it extremely
remote. He assigns it to the time when the beehive tombs
of Mycenz were erected. The poem, in its oldest parts, is
Achzan, was composed before the Dorian invasion, and on
the mainland of Greece, not in Asia. It does not appear
that Mr. Leaf has faith in an early written text.

It rather seems to be his opinion that the original
‘Wrath’ was composed by the aid of memory alone, and
was preserved, added to, interpolated, and generally licked
into or out of shape by the Homeride. As Mr. Leaf does
not give credence to the Pisistratean hypothesis, it is not
easy to understand how or when the later interpolations at
least managed to find acceptance. Why many of them were
introduced, how they were imposed on Greece, who gave
its final form to the Iliad, and when, we do not learn. The
discrepancies are perhaps less puzzling if we regard them as
inadvertences of a poet, than if we have to account for their
escaping the sedulous attention of the Homeridze. Oppor-
tunities of discussing those questions will arise as we ex-
amine the books of the poems in detail. It may be re-
marked, however, that, compared with Lachmann and
Wolf, Mr. Leaf is conservative. The poem is very old, it
has a large nucleus of original work. In fact, the theory is
a modification of Mr. Grote’s, though less conservative, and
perhaps more fanciful.

Taking the Iliad book by book, we find that the first
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opens with a prologue, in which the Muse is bidden to sing
of the wrath of Achilles, Peleus’ son, ‘and so the counsel of
Zeus wrought out its accomplishment.’ It is no more
necessary that the poet should sing the wrath, the whole
wrath, and nothing but the wrath, than that Milton, in
Paradise Lost, should describe nothing but ¢man’s first
disobedience and the fruit of that forbidden tree’ But a
pedantic holding of the epic poet to the letter of his bond
is a source of much modern disintegrative criticism. When
he describes the Trojan side of affairs, Helen, Paris, Priam,
he is thought to wander from his chosen topic, as if a poem
of the Wrath could be complete without a picture of the
persons whose passions caused the leaguer of Ilios. As we
shall see later, a critic (German) actually denies that the
Burial of the Dead is part of the original poem, because, in
the prologue, the bodies of the heroes are said to be a prey
to dogs and birds, and so could not have been buried !
The prologue ended, the cause of the strife between
Agamemnon and Achilles is set forth. Chryses, priest of
Apollo, had a daughter, Chryseis, whom Agamemnon held
as a captive in war. Chryses, imploring for her freedom,
was insulted by Agamemnon. He prayed to Apollo ; for
nine days the arrows of the god ranged in the camp. On
the tenth day Achilles called a general assembly. At his
request Calchas reluctantly explained the cause of the arrows
of pestilence. Chryseis must be returned, with due sacri-
fice of a hecatomb, as the atonement to Apollo. Agamemnon
offered to send back the damsel, but asked for another
¢ prize of honour.’ Achilles, calling him covetous, promised
him his recompense when next a city of Trojan allies was
taken. Agamemnon, with a dark threat of seizing the
damsel of Achilles, proposed at once to restore Chryseis.
Achilles says he will return home to Phthis, if he loses his
meed of honour. Agamemnon boasts that he has others as

G2
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good as Achilles, and has Zeus to aid him. He will take
Briseis, the mistress of Achilles. Achilles, about to draw
his sword, is restrained by Athene, who is sent by Hera
from Olympus (lines 194-5). Athene bids him put up his
g;grd,.on a later day threefold atonement will be made to
him in goodly gifts. This is a prophetic reference to the
disputed book ix. (line 213). Achilles sheathes his sword,
but tells Agamemnon that his arm will be sorely missed in
the day of the triumph of Hector (line 242). Both heroes
illustrate the irony of fortune. Agamemnon relies on his
chiefs, and on Zeus. But the god is to prove hostile, the
heroes are to be wounded and fail him. Achilles boasts of
the day of the wrath of Hector, which is to be mortal to his
own friend, Patroclus. Nestor in vain soothes them, and, the
assembly breaking up, Odysseus goes to carry Chryseis to
her father (line 311). Agamemnon now sends his heralds
to lead away the lady of Achilles, Briseis. Achilles appeals
to his mother, the sea goddess Thetis, complaining that he is
to have short life, and now has dishonour. After repeating,
in the epic manner, the whole tale of his wrong, he bids her
seek Zeus, and pray him o succour the Trojans till the
Achzans are slaughtered among the sterns of their ships
(line 409). Thetis weeps for her child, but tells him that
¢Zeus went yesterday to a feast with the Ethiopians, and all
the gods followed with him’ (line 423). On the twelfth
day Zeus will return to Olympus, and Thetis will kneel to
him. Thetis leaves her son, and (line 430) Odysseus
arrives in Chryse with the hecatomb and the damsel. From
line 430 to 487 the proceedings at Chryse are described in
a set of epic formulz ; the mooring of the ship, the ritual
of the sacrifice, the feast, the sleep by the seashore, the
raising of the mast, the return, are all minutely set forth.
Achilles nurses his wrath and abstains from war (lines 488-
492) ; when the twelf*h morn thereafter’ was come (line
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493), the gods return to Olympus. It may be remarked that,
though Achilles has shunned the fight for eleven days, no
particular disadvantage seems to have befallen the Achzans,
nor are the Trojans in any way encouraged. But this is not
singular, if the Trojans were ignorant of the cause of the
hero’s absence. Doubtless he had often been at a distance
before, in his attacks on allied cities. Thetis mounts up to
Olympus, and prays Zeus to honour Achilles by granting

victory to the Trojans. _Zeus, after a long silence, says that -
his assent will embroil him with Hera, the partisan of the

Achzans. However, he will ¢ take thought for those things
to fulfil them,’ and attests his promise with a nod. The
promise is rather diplomatic : Zeus will take the petition into
his most serious consideration. Hera taunts Zeus, and
hints that he has promised to do honour to Achilles, and
harm the Greeks. ‘If it be so,’ says Zeus, ‘then such
must my good pleasure be.’ Hephzstus tries to restore
good humour. All go to sleep, though ¢Zeus was not
holden of sweet sleep,’ but lay awake in thought.!

Simple as all this appears, Lachmann found in it a string
of contradictions and anomalies, and decided that the book
was a patchwork of smaller lays. The line 423, among
other things, is a contradiction. The gods had all left
Olympus, yet Athene was present with Achilles ; Hera sent
her to him from Olympus (lines 194-5). That day of the
counsel was the tenth of Apollo’s fatal archery ; if Apollo
was in Ethiopia, how could he also be dealing darts of
pestilence under Troy? (48, 96, 97). In line 474, Apollo
is delighted with the music at Chryse: but Apollo is with
the Ethiopians | A god is not a bird, to be in two places at
once. Lachmann therefore finds three elements in book i.
namely : 1-347; next, 430-492 ; finally, 348-429 plus
493-611. A number of scholars, as Haupt, Naeke, Lauer,

! Book ii, 2.
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Kochly agree, with slight modifications, in this opinion.
Kochly particularly blames the doings of Odysseus at Chryse
as a worthless mixture of reminiscences and epic formule.
The contradiction about the gods, in Ethiopia or at home, is
ascribed to a rhapsode, who had matter to introduce and
who forgot what went before. Ribbeck finds in it the hand
of a Diaskeuast. On the other hand it is argued that the
divine feast in Ethiopia gives Achilles time to nurse his
wrath ; that the scene in Chryse is a happy relief to the more
vehement action ; and Gerlach sees that contradictions about
the gods, their omnipotence and omnipresence, both very
limited, are inevitable in mythology. The contradiction
about the presence of the gods, in one place or another, is
a mere oversight of the original poet’s. Such slips are
common enough in all fictitious narratives. Diintzer has
observed that, even in the original lays of Lachmann and
Naeke, as by them constituted, there are other contradic-
tions (382, 423). In 382 Apollo is sending baneful shafts,
though (423) he is in Ethiopia. Contradictions usually
increase as we try to disintegrate the poem. In Mr. Leaf’s
handling of book i. he leaves all intact up to line 429.
The passage now doubted (429-493) contains, as we saw,
the expedition of Odysseus to Chryse, with all that he did
there. Why should this be omitted ? First, because, when
the passage is completed, the poem goes on :
AN’ 8re 34 P’ dx Tol0 JumBendTn yiver hds,

‘Now, when the twelfth morning thereafter was come,’
then the gods returned from their twelve days’ sojourn with
the Ethiopians, which had begun on the day before the
poem opens. The ¢vagueness’ of this reference ‘is
certainly not what we should expect.’” One fails to see that
the reference, if vague, is particularly astonishing. ¢ Further,
the whole episode can be cut out without being missed, and
is of no importance to the story.” Again, about half of the
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Tines are found in other parts of the Homeric poems. Once
more, affer the company of Odysseus has had its fill of
eating and drinking, then (469-70) ‘the young men
crowned the bowls with wine, and gave each man his
portion after the drink offering had been poured into the
cups.’ ¢ The difficulty here is that the libation is mentioned
when the drink offering is ended, contrary to the custom.’

In answer it may be remarked that Homer’s manner is
not to spare us anything. His audience wanted to know
¢all about it.” They would not bave been contented with-
out hearing exactly how the sacrifice was done, and the god
was appeased. We do not miss this detail, but Homer
was not addressing a nineteenth century audience, but an
audience whose taste in epic was like that of the New
Zealanders.

Again, about half the lines occur elsewhere in Homer,
but the reason of that is plain. The descriptions of the
voyage, landing, and sacrifice, make what is called a ¢ run’
in Celtic poetry and story.! A ‘sea-run’ in a Highland
oral version begins

They gave her prow to the sea, and her stern to shore,

They hoisted the speckled, flapping, bare-topped sails

Up against her tall, tough splintering masts,
and so forth. This answers to an Homeric ‘run’: ‘then
they cast out the mooring stones, and made fast the hawsers,
and so themselves went forth on the sea beach,’ and similar
repeated descriptions. The taste of the Maoris, as of the
Homeric Greeks and the Celts, submits to those repeated
descriptions.  Probably they were at first a rest for the
memory of the reciter. Mr. Leaf regards much of the piece
as ‘an unskilfully made cento,’ 2 although he has previously

! See, for example, in Hyde’s Beside the Fire (Nutt & Co.,
London, 1891, pp. xxv. xxviii.); cp. Campbell’s Popular Tales, vol
ii. p. Ivi.

E Iliad, i. 28, note on; 471.
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said that ¢ the whole episode is most artistically introduced,’
and ‘might have been interpolated at any time by a poet
of sufficient artistic feeling to see his opportunity.”! That
an artistic poet should have seized his opportunity to add
‘an unskilfully made canto’ seems curious enough. There
remains the objection to 469-70, that ¢the libation is made
when the drinking is ended, contrary to the rule.” But Mr.
Leaf is, of course, aware that libation was made affer a
drinking, as well as before one. ¢Now that the feast is
over, go ye home and rest,’ says Alcinous in the Odyssey,*
and we read, ‘Now, when they had poured forth’ (that is
made libation) ‘and drunk to their hearts’ content, they
went each one to his own home to lay them to rest. But
Odysseus was left behind in the halls” The last cup was
usually poured out in libation to Hermes. There is thus,
perhaps, nothing contrary to Homeric custom in the pass-
age. Indeed, a critic of the new sort might ¢ athetise’ and
reject as spurious Mr. Leaf’s own remarks. In one place
he calls the episode ¢artistic,’ and says it ¢ is most artistically
introduced.” In another place much of the episode is ‘an
unskilfully made cento,’ not only unskilful, but so late that
the poet does not even any longer understand the Homeric
customs which he means to describe. Few of the rejected
Homeric inconsistencies are so inconsistent as those obser-
vations of the commentator.?

Thus, on the whole, we need have no great scruple
about retaining all the First Book. It does not cut up well
into ‘lays’ ; the inconsistencies are very natural and pardon-

! Iliad, i. 3.
% vii, 187. The line in Iliad, i. 471, recurs in Odyssey, vii. 183.
Ndunoar 3’ &pa wigw éxapfdueros Sexdecas,
In both cases the rite ends the festival.
% In his Companion to the Iliad, Mr. Leaf regards the arguments
for interpolation here as ¢ not quite decisive.’
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able, and if we are told that the voyage to Chryse was a
late addition, we may ask what motive can the interpolator
have had, and how did his contribution find acceptance, if
the poem is just as excellent without it? The poem is no#
so excellent without 47, 48, ‘And the arrows clanged on
the shoulders of the god in his going, as he descended like
the Night,’ which Alexandrian and German critics, with
Bentley, wish to remove |

BOOK 1II

With the Second Book the serious difficulties begin. The
plot is decidedly not lucid as it stands; whether the sug-
gested rearrangements improve it is another question. As
it stands, the poem now introduces us to the army, and its
frame of mind after the long siege. It leads up to prepara-
tions for a general battle, and ends with the catalogue, or
muster roll, the Domesday book of heroic Greece. The
disintegrators, however, regard this book as the beginning
of distracting episodes, and wish to leave out the bulk of it,
and all that follows till book xi., where they discover the
continuation of their hypothetical original poem on the
¢ Wrath of Achilles.’ They have some trouble in effecting
the junctura.

The second book opens with the statement that Zeus
was wakeful, though (i. 611) he is said to have slept. This
¢‘inconsistency’ is not worth a moment’s notice. He
‘slept’ may mean merely ‘he lay,’ or ‘passed the night’
beside Hera. Or anxiety as to how he was to ¢ honour
Achilles and destroy many beside the Achzan ships’ may
have wakened him again. He determined to send a deceit-
ful dream, promising victory to Agamemnon, and bringing
on an engagement (8-15). Agamemnon woke (41) in
hope of victory, dressed himself in the garb of peace, a soft
tunic, cloak, and sandals, not in armour, took his sword
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and sceptre, and went to the ships (41-47). Day dawned ;
Agamemnon bade the heralds call an assembly ; ‘so did
those summon, and these gathered with speed’ (50-53).
Agamemnon’s costume is a point to be remembered, in
view of separatist arguments.

Agamemnon now told the chiefs in counsel the story of
his dream, and how he had called the assembly. But he
added that he would first make trial of the army’s temper
by suggesting retreat, while the chiefs should urge staying
and fighting (72-75). Cortes, in Mexico, made a similar
experiment, with success ; but the conduct of Agamemnon
is decidedly injudicious. Nestor said a dream of Aga-
memnon’s was worth some attention, and the assembly
met. In a long speech, Agamemnon proposed retreat.
The host rose like one man, before any could interfere, rose
like sudden waves under a sudden wind, and made for the
ships. Hera hastily sent Athene to bid Odysseus arrest the
movement, Odysseus of the hardy heart, standing in mute
indignation. Odysseus hurried about among the rushing
throng, beating some, advising others, proclaiming that
Agamemnon did but make trial of their temper. They
returned to the assembly; and now comes the famous
intervention and chastisement of the one demagogue in
Homer, Thersites. He is beaten (265). Odysseus arises,
reminds the host of favourable prodigies and prophecies
when they left home, but says nothing of the dream, though
he refers to private words of Agamemnon when he was
driving the host to the a