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Adherescent Negative Compounds with e@nui
and the Infinitive

By Joun R.WiLsoN, Edmonton (Canada)

Adherescent o0 with @nui in the sense of “I say that ... not” is a familiar con-
struction. Less familiar and indeed hardly recognized as such are the adherescent
negative compounds oUx£t, o0nw und odnore in the same construction. And yet
in Homer this is the norm. The adherescent occurrences of each compound are
discussed in full, including ofnore at Pindar, N. 7.102.

In his study Negation in English and other languages (Copenhagen
1917), Otto Jespersen talks of “the strong tendency found in many
languages to attract to the main verb a negative which should logi-
cally belong to the dependent nexus. In many cases I don’t think he
has come and similar sentences really mean ‘I think he has not
come’” (p.53). In Greek this tendency is associated with indirect
speech in the infinitive introduced by verbs of saying, thinking and
believing. Of this group, off gnut has been studied in detail by A.C.
Moorhouse (Studies in the Greek negative, Cardiff 1959), who comes
to the conclusion that in infinitive constructions from Homer to
Aristophanes (the limit of his investigation), o0 before ¢nui is habit-
ual and neutral, while 00 following @nui{ usually produces some
special emphasis or rhetorical effect (pp. 131, 134, 137).

To be transferred in sense to the infinitive, the negative must be
adjacent or virtually adjacent to @nui i.e. it must be adherescent or
virtually adherescent. Adherescent o8 g7ut forms a unit comparable
to Latin nego,!) and in this adjacent position the negative is always
carried over to the infinitive. In the classical period, the same applies
to ob ydp enu (also ob yap 877 pnut at Hdt. 1.137.2) and to ofre
@nui, in both of which cases o0 car be considered virtually adher-
escent. But in Homer, as Jacob Wackernagel has demonstrated (IF1
[1892] 333 ff.), the tendency of numerous particles as well as enclitic
pronouns to claim second place in a clause is overwhelming. This
affects adherescent o @nui, allowing more instances than in later
Greek of virtual adherescence, i.e. 006¢ i pnui, 006 ué/cé/€ pnu..
More important, the flexibility of Homeric usage permits the
employment of compound negatives in the same way, with both ele-

1) See, e.g., Eduard Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, 11 593; Herbert W.
Smyth, Greek Grammar, 610; J. Wackernagel, Vorlesungen siber Syntax, 11 261 ff.
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ments of the negative being transferred in sense to the infinitive.
These compounds are ovxéti, ofnw and ofnore. Of the three, adher-
escent ovxétt is confined to Homer, while (virtually) adherescent
oUnew only occurs once and adherescent ofnore only three times
outside of Homer. This is probably due to the fact that already in
Herodotus the intrusive position of particles and enclitic pronouns
has become somewhat weaker, discouraging the free use of adher-
escent compound negatives, with their built-in intrusive elements
(-7, -nw, -70TE).

1. oVbxén

Adherescent otxétt @nui occurs eleven times in Homer. The
transference in sense of the negative from the main verb to the infin-
itive 1s most obvious in the two instances with the present infinitive.
At Od. 20.137 Eurycleia claims that the guest was well looked after
by Penelope. He drank his fill and, in answer to her explicit inquiry,
“said he was no longer hungry for food,” oitov & ovxér’ &pn
newvijuevar. At Od. 1.189 Athena, disguised as Mentes, claims to be a
guest friend of Laertes, 70v obxétt paot néivde/Eoyeodar, “who,
they say, no longer comes to the city.”

The remaining instances of oUxért enui are all with the future
infinitive and are confined to two subjects, holding the line of battle
and coming home.

At Od. 2.238 = 24.460 we find the formula 0v & obxét paot
véeodai, “they say that he will not come back home.”?) At
Od. 11.176 this 1s adapted to the first person narrative with 4ué
replacing 7ov. At Od. 14.149 Odysseus says to a sceptical Eumaeus
that, since he is so negative and said that his master wouldn’t return,
Enel 61 ndunav dvaivear, oVd’ & [= xai ovxétt] efioda/ xeivov
éAevoecday, he will counter with a sworn statement. 7/. 6.501 should
also be included in this group: ov ydp uwv &’ épavro vndrpomov éx
nodépowo / ieodai. In this example the -e7t element is separated
from o0 by ydp uv. As we have seen in our brief discussion of o
onut, even in the classical period ydp has a privileged position of
second place after the negative and before ¢7nui In Homer, of
course, utv also has a privileged position which, as Wackernagel has

?) In this and other applications to homecoming, the -£7: element refers to the
return leg of the journey. See my “Non-temporal oUxérv/unxér,” Glotta 65
(1987) 194-198.
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shown ([F 1[1892] 336), is still evident in Herodotus. //. 6.501, then,
is an instance of virtual adherescence.

Adherescent ovxétt pnui in the context of ‘holding firm’ occurs at
1l.9.234; 12.106; 14.374; 17.637. A comparison between /. 12.106
and 12.125 shows how oUxéri before @nui can be replaced by
ovxétt before the infinitive without any material change in sense:?)

pav ¢’ ifv¢ Aavadv Aedinquévor, 088’ &1’ épavro
oynoead, dAA’ év vivoi uelaiviowy necéeodai.
(1. 12.106-7)

s & &

tol &’ du’ Emovro
Oéa xexAniyovies: Epavro yap ovxét’ Ayaiovg
oynoeod, all’ &v vivol ueiaivijov necéeoau.
(Il 12.124-6)

It should be noted, however, that /. 12.125 is the only example of
non-adherescent ovxért with the infinitive in Homer.

The four instances of adherescent ovx£7t in the context of ‘hold-
ing firm’ are very similar. Each is introduced in the second hemistich
by 006’ &rt pnui/paci/pdvro. In three instances this is followed by a
line containing the infinitive (/. 12.107 above = 9.235 = 17.236).

Adherescent oUxért does not occur at all outside of Homer. A
good example of its avoidance is Hdt. 1.97. 1, which employs simple
adherescent oU before gnui and postpones the -£7: element until
after the infinitive: o001’ &pn dixdv £t (not 006” &1’ Epn Sixav).

2. olnw

At Od. 9.455 the Cyclops talks of Obti, 8v o nd enut nepvy-
uévov Euuev SAcdoov. At Od. 16.143 the enclitic uv takes its usual
pride of place, with odnew being virtually adherescent: o0 7 uiv
paocwv payéuev xai méuev adrwg. The same applies to the indefinite
pronoun at Od. 19.380: dAd’ of nd tvd gnui éowdra dde (béodat.

After Homer the priority of enclitic pronouns is much weakened.
Nevertheless, Euripides provides an instance of virtually adherescent
oUnw at Tr. 938: ofnw ue piicels avta tav nooiv AEyev.

%) See Pierre Chantraine, Grammaire Homérigue, 11 334-5.
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3. o0note

At Od. 23,71 Eurycleia reproaches a sceptical Penelope, 7 néotv
&vbov éovra map’ éoydpn o¥ not’ épnoda/ oixad’ élevocodal, “who
said/thought that your husband, who is now inside by the hearth,
would never come home.” To this example should be added 7/, 8.238
and Od. 18.132, where o0note is virtually adherescent, being split by
particles that in Homer have absolute priority of position. At
1/.8.238 Agamemnon claims that he has never disregarded Zeus’
altar: o0 uév 61 noté pnui 1eov nepixaiiéa Pouov/ ... napeldéuev.
At Od. 18.132 the fortunate man is said to be overly confident: o9
UEV ydp TOTE QrioL xaxOv neidecial Omicow,” Opo’ dETHv napéywot
Jeol xai yovvat’ dpdpy).

Adherescent odrore with @nui occurs three times outside of
Homer. Of these occurrences, the clearest is Xenophanes 1.5 (West),
where a personified wine states that it will never fail: #ldog &’ olvog
Eroiuog, O¢ obmoté gnot mpodadoev. At Eur. Alc. 238 the chorus
makes a confident statement: ofnore priow yduov ebppaiverv/ rléov
77 Avmeiv. @now here is a so-called Pindaric future, conveniently
spelt out for us by Bacchylides (1.159) in his paui xai pdow, “1 state
and will continue to state” = “I strongly affirm.” In Euripides the
chorus is saying: “I assert that marriage never (in all its manifesta-
tions) gives more pleasure than pain.” Similar is the much discussed
conclusion to Pindar’s Nemean7: 10 6 uov o note pdoet xéap/
arponoior NeonroAeuov Edxvoar/ Eneor, “my heart strongly affirms
that it has never ravaged Neoptolemus with harsh words.” W. J.Sla-
ter (CQ63 [1969] 92) appears to be the first to construe ofrore
with the infinitive, provoking the following riposte from Professor
Lloyd-Jones (JHS93 [1973] 136): “o0 nmote goes with gdoel, not
with éAx0oau. Every translator has seen all this except Slater, who in
his violent attempt to fit the text to the Procrustean bed of his
dogma has done to Pindar’s words just what Pindar is denying that
he has done to Neoptolemus.” However the weight of the evidence
not only of odmoté gnut but also of 0Uxér, ofnw and simple off
onut suggests that in this adjacent position the negative should
always be considered adherescent in constructions with the infini-
tive. In all these combinations adjacent or virtually adjacent nega-
tives with @nui must, on occasion, be transferred to the infinitive to
make sense and always can be so transferred with either a superior or at
least not an inferior result. In the two instances from Pindar and Euri-
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pides of oUnoté gnus, transference of the negative produces a slightly
superior sense to non-transference.*)

4) In his Commentary on five odes of Pindar (New York 1981, 177-8) Christo-
pher Carey presents a more detailed attack on Slater’s position. He admits that
“in negative statements with @nui the negative is usually attracted to the infini-
tive of the governing verb,” but does not add the important proviso that, to be so
attracted, the negative must be adjacent or virtually adjacent to @nui None of
the passages that Carey cites as exceptions are in fact adjacent or virtually adja-
cent, hence in none of them do we expect the negative to be carried over to the
infinitive. Carey also seems to consider the future tense significant, though there
is no cogent reason for thinking this to be the case. Even if one did not accept
the concept of Pindaric futures, the passage could still be satisfactorily inter-
preted “I will state that I have never ...”

Copyright (¢) 2007 ProQuest LL.C
Copyright (¢) Vandenhoek und Ruprecht



