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VERBAL REPETITION IN SAPPHO: TWO WEDDING SONG 
FRAGMENTS (114, 104A V.).

With notes on ἀναφορά and the text and translation of Demetr. Eloc. 141 and 268.

Demetrius “On Style”, preserving much of what is left of Sappho’s wedding poetry1, 
observes for a couple of instances that its style is different compared with that quality he 
associates with the poetess more than any other, grace (χάρις). PAGE translates (p. 121) 
the ancient critic’s opinion on 110 (“The doorman’s feet”) and 111 (“Lift the roof higher”) 
V.: “‘Very cheap’, Demetrius calls it, ‘and in words more suitable to prose than poetry2’”. 
PAGE agrees that “the humour is heavy and fl at”, adding the following critical assessments: 
“nothing of much interest” (p. 122, on 112 V.), “comparatively insignifi cant” (p. 125, on 
the entire book of Epithalamians), and “trivial in subject and style” (p. 126, on the same).

PAGE appreciated the rich splendour of the higher genres of Greek lyrical poetry, and 
the wedding songs may seem to belong to a lesser category of the art. His dismissal might 
perhaps also be explained in part as a reaction to a certain tendency on the continent. 
Evaluations of a more literary historical character had been offered in Germany. In contrast 
to PAGE, HERMANN USENER, for one, claimed (p. 288) that the loss of Sappho’s wedding 
poems is more painful to us than the loss of any other part of her work, seeing in them 
“die sinnige Verwerthung der alten volksthümlichen Bestandtheile des Hochzeitsbrauchs”.

However we may regard USENER’s aesthetical judgement, we should agree that volk-
stümlich, “folk-like”, denotes an important characteristic of many of the wedding song 
fragments. Several scholars have made this observation, recently for instance PERNIGIOTTI, 
who points to concrete examples of this kind of style, speaking of “folk-like tones and 
forms of address such as, for instance, apostrophe, dialogue, or straightforward mockery3”. 
Whether some of the nuptial poetry should in fact belong to the “Carmina popularia” 
collection, having been incorrectly ascribed to Sappho due to her reputation as a wed-
ding poet, is a question that should not be dismissed out of hand. It may be considered 
a remarkable coincidence that of the 36 preserved fragments in the current collection of 
Greek popular song (PMG, pp. 449–70), only one (35/881) pertains to a wedding – and 
that one which would be impossible for any ancient critic to attribute to Sappho. The ques-
tion of authentic authorship will not further be addressed in this article, though, neither 
of the fragments discussed exhibiting features of language, style or content which render 
it particularly suspicious.

1 On which see, in general, PAGE pp. 9–26, CONTIADES-TSITSONI pp. 68–109, FERRARI 
pp. 117–28.

2 εὐτελέστατα καὶ ἐν πεζοῖς ὀνόμασι μᾶλλον ἢ ἐν ποιητικοῖς (Demetr. Eloc. 167).
3 Translation in FERRARI p. 118; original by PERNIGIOTTI p. 15: “… dei frammenti che usual-

mente si raccolgono sotto la sezione Epitalami (104–117) è che la loro destinazione alla cerimonia 
sembra sempre evidente, concreta, e ottenuta spesso attraverso il ricorso a toni immediati, popolar-
eggianti, e a forme dirette come, per esempio, 1’apostrofe, il dialogo o il vero e proprio motteggio”. 
Cf. LESKY p. 170: “volkstümliche Brauchtumsdichtung in all ihrer blumenhaft natürlichen Frische”, 
CONTIADES-TSITSONI pp. 68–69.
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Apart from those mentioned by PERNIGIOTTI, another common fi gure of folk song, 
used sparingly in the higher genres of Greek lyrical poetry, is verbal repetition. Verbal 
repetition occurs in some form in about half of the preserved wedding song fragments4, 
but is very rare, if at all extant, as an intentional stylistic feature in the remaining corpus 
of Sappho’s poetry. Neither Sappho nor archaic folk poetry is likely to have had a notion 
of σχήματα, rhetorical fi gures, but this is the frame in which Demetrius was bound to 
understand the verbal repetitions that he encountered in poetry. He cites two of the wed-
ding song fragments as examples of ἀναδίπλωσις and ἀναφορά, two rhetorical devices 
of verbal repetition. In these cases, grace is present in full measure, according to the critic 
(“On Style” 140–41):

αἱ δὲ ἀπὸ τῶν σχημάτων χάριτες δῆλαί εἰσιν καὶ πλεῖσται παρὰ Σαπφοῖ, οἷον ἐκ τῆς 
ἀναδιπλώσεώς που νύμφη πρὸς τὴν παρθενίαν φησί· [114.1] παρθενία, παρθενία, ποῖ με 
λιποῦσα οἴχῃ; ἡ δὲ ἀποκρίνεται πρὸς αὐτὴν τῶι αὐτῶι σχήματι· [114.2] οὐκέτι ἥξω πρὸς 
σέ, οὐκέτι ἥξω· πλείων γὰρ χάρις ἐμφαίνεται, ἢ εἴπερ ἅπαξ ἐλέχθη καὶ ἄνευ τοῦ σχήματος. 
καίτοι ἡ ἀναδίπλωσις πρὸς δεινότητας μᾶλλον δοκεῖ εὑρῆσθαι, ἡ δὲ καὶ τοῖς δεινοτάτοις 
καταχρῆται ἐπιχαρίτως. χαριεντίζεται δέ ποτε καὶ ἐξ ἀναφορᾶς, ὡς ἐπὶ τοῦ Ἑσπέρου, 
[104a] Ἕσπερε, πάντα φέρεις, φησί, φέρεις οἶνον, φέρεις αἶγα, φέρεις ματέρι παῖδα. καὶ 
γὰρ ἐνταῦθα ἡ χάρις ἐστὶν ἐκ τῆς λέξεως τῆς φέρεις ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ἀναφερομένης.

In one important detail of the present passage (see below), I take the English translation 
of RHYS ROBERTS to be more accurate than the more recent ones of GRUBE and INNES:

The graces that spring from the employment of fi gures are manifest, and abound most of all 
in Sappho. An instance in point is the fi gure “reduplication,” as when the bride addressing her 
Maidenhood says: “Maidenhood, Maidenhood, whither away, Forsaking me?” And her Maiden-
hood makes reply to her in the same fi gure: – “Not again unto thee shall I come for aye, Not again 
unto thee!” The thought, thus presented, has more grace than if it had been expressed once only 
and without the fi gure. “Reduplication,” it is true, seems to have been devised more particularly 
with a view to giving energy to style. But in Sappho’s hands even the most passionate energy is 
transfi gured with grace.

Sometimes also Sappho makes graceful use of the fi gure “anaphora,” as in the lines on the 
Evening Star: – [“Vesper, thou bringest everything,” he says, “thou bringest the wine, thou bringest 
the goat, thou bringest the child to its mother.” 5] Here the charm lies in the repetition of the verb 
“thou bringest,” which has the same reference throughout.

We shall consider the textual constitution and sense of the two wedding song fragments 
preserved in this passage, including in the discussion an attempt to ascertain Demetrius’ 
defi nition of the rhetorical fi gures which he takes them to exemplify. The fragments will 
be treated in the order cited by Demetrius.

4 104 (v.infra), 105 ἄκρωι – ἄκρον – ἀκροτάτωι, 108 ὦ, 111 ὐμήναον, 112 ἄραο, 114 
(v.infra), 115 ἐϊκάσδω, 116 χαῖρε (cf. 117). Cf. Carm.pop. 3/849, 6/852, 23/869, 24/870, 25/871 
PMG, PASSOW 2.3–4, 3.2–3, 9.1–4, etc.

5 A literal translation has been substituted for RHYS ROBERTS’s rhymed verses (retaining the 
archaic forms of verb and pronoun so as to accord with the following text).
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114

This is cited as an example of ἀναδίπλωσις. Demetrius does not use this term in the 
technical sense it later attains, “repetition of the end of a clause at the beginning of the 
following clause”6, but apparently in a general sense, single repetition (i. e., a doublet) 
of one or several words regardless of position in clause. So LSJ: “2. repetition, duplica-
tion … esp. in Rhet.” with reference to “On Style” 66 and Alex. Fig. 2.2 (= III 29 S.: see 
below). RHYS ROBERTS suggested (p. 266) that the defi nition of ἀναδίπλωσις should be 
narrowed to “immediate repetition of the word”, which may be acceptable if a repetition 
with one or two words intervening is taken to be within the boundaries of “immediate”: 
so οὐκέτι ἥξω πρὸς σέ, οὐκέτι ἥξω in the present passage as well as the examples of 
ἀναδίπλωσις in Demetrius 66 and 267, in both of which cases the fi gure is illustrated by 
repetition of a single word with one word intervening.

In the fi rst verse, BLOMFIELD (p. 16) restores the Aeolic form of the participle and 
emends the hiatus:

Παρθενία, Παρθενία, ποῖ με λίποισ’ ἀ<π>οίχηι;

Maidenhood, Maidenhood, where have you gone and left me?

This text is adopted by VOIGT, CAMPBELL, PAGE (p. 122), TREU (1979, p. 92), ALONI (p. 
200), FERRARI (p. 122), and others. Radical emendation will be needed, however, to restore 
the answer of the Maidenhood to the bride, if the second verse had indeed the same metre7 
as the fi rst (which ought probably to have been the case: cf. Sapph. 140 V.):

†οὐκέτι ἥξω πρὸς σέ, οὐκέτι ἥξω†

The same is true of the second verse of 104a (see below). Paleographic reasoning may 
be of limited use, if RHYS ROBERTS is correct in supposing that the corruptions are due to 
careless citation rather than mechanical scribal error (p. 237; cf. CHIRON p. cxxxviii). One 
might hypothesize that such carelessness could have been abetted by a wish for pedagogical 
clarity helpful to the intended reader, the student of rhetoric: see SCHENKE VELD (2000) for 
the theory that “On Style” is a handbook for students of declamation. On such a speculative 
assumption, more subtle Sapphic verse could simply have been altered into plain examples 
of verbal repetition, whether the culprit cited freely from memory, as Demetrius might 
have, or edited the text of an exemplar, as a hypothetical teacher or student of rhetoric 
making use of the text might have. KAPPELMACHER (p. 2) suggested the possibility that the 
text originated as notes taken by a student at a lecture, a theory which is not ruled out by 
DENNISTON (p. 9) and SCHENKEVELD (2000, p. 36, n. 20). Still, the mechanics of corruption 
cannot be ascertained in the present case.

For 114.2, I suggest the following:

οὐκέτι <πως> πρὸς σέ <ποτ’> ἤξω <ποθέν,> οὐκέτ’ ἤξω8.

6 “Wiederholung des Ausgangs eines Satzes oder Verses am Anfang des folgenden” (MATU-
SCHEK). So fi rst Alex. Fig. III 20 S.

7 3 cho + ba, as in 128 V., Alc. 455 V., and possibly inc.auct. 35 V. and some of the lines in 
Sapph. 103 V.

8 πρός σε and οὐκέτ’ ἤξω BOWRA (1936, p. 451) in the version οὐκέτ’ ἤξω πρός σε πάλιν, 
νῦν πάλιν οὐκέτ’ ἤξω (he defends the metrical license). οὐκέτ’ ἴξω already SEIDLER (p. [198]), 
in the version οὐκέτι, <Σαπφοῖ,> ποτί σ’ ἴξω, ποτί σ’ οὐκέτ ἴξω. ποτ(ά) SITZLER (col. 1002) in 
the versions οὐκέτι τ’ ἴξω͜ οὐκέτι τ’ ἴξω <ποτ’ ἀπαλλάγεισα> and … <ποτά· χαῖρε νύμφα>.
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Not again <by any means> to you <at any time> shall I return <from anywhere>;
not again shall I return.

Apart from emending the three illicit hiatuses and restoring the metre, the three indefi nite 
correlative adverbs put further emphasis on the impossibility of restoring virginity, and at 
the same time, being alliterated words of identical word class, constitute a literary device 
that is akin to verbal repetition as such (cf. Xenophon cited by Alexander Rhetor below). 
They answer to the bride’s ποῖ, “where?”, ποθέν being in fact an acknowledgement of this 
question, something which we lack in the transmitted text and in the previous emendations 
I have seen (see n. 8). As for literary parallels, cf. Orac. ap. Stob. 1.49.46 (about the body 
after the soul has departed): οὐκέτι πως βιότοιο παλίνδρομον οἶδε κέλευθον, E. Or. 
215 πόθεν ποτ’ ἦλθον δεῦρο; πῶς δ’ ἀφικόμην;

This ἀναδίπλωσις, somewhat indistinct as such, may possibly, as we hypothesized, 
have been clarifi ed through simplifi cation by Demetrius’ own editing, although one might 
for a broader and more inclusive defi nition of the term note Alex. Fig. III 29 S., where the 
fi gure is exemplifi ed by a passage in which a phrase is not repeated verbatim, but merely 
echoed by words with similar grammatical and phonetic attributes, referring to the same 
subject: ὠγκωμένωι ἐπὶ γένει, πεφυσημένωι δ’ ἐπὶ πλούτωι, διατεθρυμμένωι δὲ ὑπὸ 
πολλῶν ἀνθρώπων (X. Mem. 1.2.25).

104a

Ἕσπερε πάντα φέρηις ὄσα φαίνολις ἐσκέδασ’ Αὔως,
†φέρεις οἶνον, φέρεις αἶγα, φέρεις† μάτερι παῖδα

Vesper, you bring all that shining dawn has scattered,
†you bring the wine, you bring the goat, you bring† the child to its mother.

This is an example of ἀναφορά, according to Demetrius. Here, too, modern rhetorical 
terminology may be misleading: the term now means “repetition of the same word or 
phrase at the beginning of several successive clauses or verses”9. But for this sense Dem-
etrius (61, 268) and later Greek rhetorical treatises and literary commentaries normally use 
ἐπαναφορά10. RHYS ROBERTS observes (p. 266) that ἀναφορά “is commonly used (as 
the examples in π.ἑρμ. show) of the repetition of a word, or words, in successive clauses”, 
but there is nothing in the text of Demetrius that suggests that he includes in its sense a 
reference to the position of the word in the clause.

A few later Greek rhetoricians11 seem to take ἀναφορά and ἐπαναφορά to be synonyms 
(explicitly so in Phoeb. Fig. 1.3), defi ning the fi gure as stated above. The Latin grammarians12 

9 “Wiederholung desselben Wortes bzw. einer Wortgruppe am Anfang mehrerer aufeinander-
folgender Sätze, Satzteile, Strophen oder Verse” (BLASBERG). 

10 Dem. Eloc. 61, 268, Longin. 20.2, 20.3, Alex. Fig. III 20, 29 S., Hermog. Id. 1.10, 1.12, 2.1, 
Tib. Fig. 23, 29, Syr. in Hermog. I 51, 54, 55, 65 R., Zon. Fig. III 161, 164, 166 S., Phoeb. Fig. 
1.1.75, 1.3.10, 2.4.50, Anon. Fig. III 131, 140, 152, 174, 181, 182, 183 S., Ps.-Plu. Vit.Hom. 2, 
ΣΣ Il. 2.382b, 4.406a, Σ E. Hec. 146, Σ S. Aj. 7d, ΣΣ (Ulpian.?) D. 8.27, 8.30, 8.79, 9.65, 18.96a, 
18.96b, 18.286, 18.290, 19.40a, 19.530, 21.116, 21.224b, etc.

11 Alex. Fig. III 30 S. (2nd century), Tib. Fig. 30 (3rd to 4th century), Phoeb. Fig. 1.3, 2.4 (5th 
to 6th century?); cf. Anon. in Hermog. VII 1040 W.

12 Char.gramm. I 281 K., Don.gramm. IV 398 K., Pomp.gramm. V 302 K., Sacerd.gramm. VI 
458 K. Donatus elsewhere (ad Ter. Eun. 193) uses epanaphora, as do earlier Latin authors: Fronto 
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follow this line (although see on Diomedes below), after which the sense of the term is more 
or less unambiguous in Western rhetorical tradition. However, I believe that there may be 
something to say for RUSSELL’s claim (on Longin. 20.1) that “strictly, anaphora is the generic 
term and epanaphora should be confi ned to the repetition of a word at the beginnings of 
cola”, at least in Demetrius, whose “On style” is likely to be the earliest13 preserved rhetorical 
text that uses these terms. Just as in the case of ἀναδίπλωσις, which assumes a narrower 
sense in later rhetorical literature, it seems likely that the technical sense of ἀναφορά that 
pertains to the position of the repeated words in their clauses is also of a later date, being 
a case of sense assimilation to the much more common term ἐπαναφορά. A stage in the 
process might be observed in the Latin grammarian Diomedes (fourth century), who, while 
defi ning anaphora as relatio eiusdem verbi aut similis per principia versuum plurimorum, 
gives as one of his examples “Aeneid” 12.57–5914:

 spes tu nunc una, senectae
tu requies miserae, decus imperiumque Latini
te penes, in te omnis domus inclinata recumbit.

Whereas the words tu and te here occur four times, only two instances stand at the begin-
ning of verses, which accordingly by no stretch of the term may be called plurimi. In the 
light of this discrepancy, it seems possible that the source of Diomedes (on which see KEIL 
vol. I pp. l–liv) wrote something like per versus plurimos rather than per principia versuum 
plurimorum. Two Latin glossaries may also be cited for a different, and more general, 
although eccentric defi nition of anaphora: “repetition of word in the same verse”15. For 
the possible relevance of this, see n. 12.

In Greek rhetorical treatises and scholia, while ἐπαναφορά occurs hundreds of times 
(see n. 10 for a selection), ἀναφορά is hardly used at all in either of the senses discussed 
here, but only occurs, as far as I can tell, twice in Demetrius (141, 26816), once in Longinus 
(20.1), and fi ve times in the examples cited here in n. 11. This ratio seems highly abnormal 
for words that are supposed to be synonyms, especially when the less common term is 
also the simpler one. It makes one suspect that the narrower defi nition of ἀναφορά may 
either stem from a misunderstanding of information similar to that found in Demetrius, or, 

ad Ant. 3.1.1 (p. 97 H.–H.), Aquila 20 (p. 29 HALM). Later, though, epanaphora is understood in 
the Latin tradition as “repetition of words in the same verse”, Isidorus (1.36.9) exemplifying with 
Verg. Aen. 7.759 te nemus Anguitiae, vitrea te Focinus unda, | te liquidi fl evere lacus. But this is 
the sense of anaphora according to other Latin glossaries (see text for n. 15), which could indicate 
that the senses of the two terms have been interchanged in Latin usage, and that anaphora originally 
covered instances like “Aeneid” 12.57–59 (see text for n. 14).

13 The date of Demetrius has been much debated. Some features of his language could suggest 
infl uence from Atticism, although of a rather non-systematic and irregular kind. His aesthetical and 
rhetorical doctrine and the authors he endorse, on the other hand, have made some scholars sup-
port as early a date as the third century B.C. (GRUBE pp. 39–56), even if the medieval attribution 
to Demetrius of Phaleron is rejected. In later years, a cautious consensus of guesses has formed 
around a date in the early to mid-fi rst century B.C.: so RUSSELL 1972 (p. 172), CHIRON (pp. xv–xl, 
suggesting, after HAMMER, an identity with Demetrius of Syria, RE IV 2 2844–45 no. 98), KENNEDY 
pp. 88–89, DÜHRSEN (suggesting Demetrius of Magnesia, RE IV 2 2814–17 no. 80), DIHLE. (For 
other possible candidates with this name, cf. RE IV 2 2841–44 nos. 87, 96, 97.)

14 Diom.gramm. I 445 K.
15 Gloss.Bern. III 488 L.–G. repetitio verbi in eodem versu; Gloss.Vat. III 508 L.–G. relatio vel 

repetitio verbi eiusdem versi.
16 Also, in a different sense (“ascent”), in 72.
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in the earliest instances, even be cases of corruption. The single examples of ἀναφορά in 
Alexander and Tiberius, who use ἐπαναφορά seven and fi ve times17 respectively, both 
appear in the vicinity of one or several words beginning with ἀν-.

ἀναφορά is normally used in an entirely different sense in Greek rhetorical theory, 
“reference”18. In (pseudo-?)Hermogenes, “On the method of force”19, this use is elevated 
to the status of fi gure, “reference to authority”, recommended beside βεβαίωσις, “cor-
roboration”, as a means to strengthen a proposition. If Longinus 20.1–3 understands 
ἀναφορά and ἐπαναφορά to be exact synonyms or the former in a more general sense 
cannot be ascertained from the context, where the terms are semantically neutralized20. 
For Demetrius, the sense has to be decided from the text itself rather than interpolated 
from De fi guris-treatises likely to be several centuries younger.

The last sentence of 141 is relevant for the understanding of Demetrius’ use of the 
term, and it is here I believe that the later translations are mistaken. INNES in the current 
Loeb edition of Demetrius modifi es RHYS ROBERTS’s translation to: “Here the charm lies 
in the repetition in the same position of the phrase ‘you bring’” (italics added). She ac-
cordingly, unlike RHYS ROBERTS, takes ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ to refer to the position of the repeated 
phrase within the clauses21. This appears to be mistaken in the light of Demetrius 61, 
where we fi nd a similar expression (with reference to Il. 2.671–73): ἐπαναφορὰ τῆς 
λέξεως ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ ὄνομα τὸν Νιρέα. In this passage, ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό does not refer to 
the position of Νιρεύς in the clause but to the name itself, being identical (τὸ αὐτό) in 
all three verses. Accordingly the noun ἐπαναφορά attains together with the prepositional 
phrase ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό the required sense “repetition”. Similarly in our passage in 141, the 
cognate verb ἀναφέρομαι does not by itself mean “be repeated”22, but attains this sense 
in conjunction with ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό: on analogy with ἐπαναφορὰ τῆς λέξεως ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτὸ 
ὄνομα meaning “the utterance’s repetition with regard to the name”, the proper expression 
for “be repeated” in the Greek of Demetrius is (λέξιν) ἀναφέρεσθαι ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό (sc. 
ῥῆμα, ὄνομα): lit. “(the utterance) be referred back to the same (sc. word)”. In neither 
case can ἐπὶ τὸ αὐτό refer to an identity of the position of the word in the clause, as it 
refers in both to the identity of the repeated word itself23. For a reference to the position 
of the phrase, Demetrius in 268 instead uses τὴν αὐτὴν λέξιν ἐπαναφέρεσθαι ἐπὶ τὴν 
αὐτὴν ἀρχήν, lit. “the same utterance be referred back to the same beginning”, where 
he explicitly mentions the word position (τὴν … ἀρχήν), and separately expresses the 

17 ἀναφορά: Alex. Fig. III 30 S., Tib. Fig. 30; ἐπαναφορά: Alex. Fig. III S. p. 20 x2, p. 29 
x5, Tib. Fig. 23, 29 x4.

18 Theon Prog. II 121 S., Longin. Excerpta 22, Minuc. p. 348 H., Ulp. p. 6 D., Nicol. Prog. pp. 
19, 25 F., ΣΣ (Syrian., Sopat.Rh., Marcellin.) Hermog. Stat. IV 125, 486, 713 W., Anon. in Rh. p. 
167 R., Anon. in Hermog. VII 405, 752, 763 W., Anon. (Marcellin.?) in Hermog. p. 290 R., Anon. 
Prol. pp. 73, 79, 166 R., Anon. Fig. III 120 S., Anon. III 728, 729 S., VIII 691 W.

19 Hermog. Meth. 28.
20 On semantic neutralization of near-synonyms, see APRESJAN pp. 38–42.
21 So also GRUBE, “the repetition … in the same place in succeeding clauses”, INNES 1972: “… 

at the beginning of successive clauses”, CHIRON: “… à la même place”, whereas ORTH translates 
(more correctly) “das sich auf dieselbe Person zurückbezieht”.

22 LSJ s. v. ἀναφέρω II 11 give one single alleged instance, Pl. Ti. 26a, of the active form of 
the verb meaning “repeat”; this should not have a paragraph of its own but be sorted under II 2 
(cf. also II 6 c), “report”.

23 While the text of Demetrius is indeed severely corrupt in places, there is no need to assume, 
with SOLMSEN p. 259, n. 2, corruption in these particular expressions (pace SCHENKEVELD 1964, 
p. 161).

Urheberrechtlich geschütztes Material. Jede Verwertung außerhalb der engen Grenzen des Urheberrechtsgesetzes ist unzulässig und strafbar. 
Das gilt insbesondere für Vervielfältigungen, Übersetzungen, Mikroverfilmungen und die Einspeicherung und Verarbeitungen in  
elektronischen Systemen. 
© Franz Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart 2014



Miszellen 231

identity both of this and of the repeated word (if the passage is sound; the second αὐτὴν 
has been suspected by DENNISTON p. 10).

268 has been understood by some as if Demetrius considers ἀναφορά and ἐπαναφορά 
to be synonymous24. I believe this too is a mistaken interpretation, which can only be read 
into the text if we adopt VICTORIUS’ emendation ἐστιν, ὡς for the ms. reading ἴσως in 
the following:

καὶ ἐκ τῆς ἀναφορᾶς καλουμένης [sc. ἐστι δεινότερον ποιεῖν τὸν λόγον], ὡς τὸ ἐπὶ σαυτὸν 
καλεῖς, <ἐπὶ τοὺς νόμους καλεῖς,> ἐπὶ τὴν δημοκρατίαν καλεῖς25. τὸ δὲ σχῆμα τὸ εἰρημένον 
τοῦτο τριπλοῦν· καὶ γὰρ ἐπαναφορὰ †ἴσως εἴρηται† διὰ τὸ τὴν αὐτὴν λέξιν ἐπαναφέρεσθαι 
ἐπὶ τὴν αὐτὴν ἀρχήν, καὶ ἀσύνδετον (δίχα γὰρ συνδέσμων λέλεκται), καὶ ὁμοιοτέλευτον.

Also through the so-called ἀναφορά [sc. it is possible to make the speech more intense], as in 
“against yourself you summon; <against the laws you summon;> against democracy you summon”. 
This fi gure which has been uttered is threefold: for it is also ἐπαναφορὰ †has perhaps been said† 
due to the same phrase being repeated at the same beginning; ἀσύνδετον (for it has been uttered 
without connective particles); and ὁμοιοτέλευτον.

The passage is corrupt, but I believe that SCHNEIDER’s (p. 180) analysis and emendation, 
adopted by RADERMACHER and in the translation of ORTH, is more likely to be correct than 
that of VICTORIUS. SCHNEIDER took ἴσως εἴρηται to be an interpolation from a note in the 
margin, which gains probability from the common use of this exact phrase by grammarians 
suggesting etymologies26. A commentator may have intended to mark Demetrius’ mention 
of the verb ἐπαναφέρεσθαι precisely as such, an etymology for the noun ἐπαναφορά. 
Less likely is that Demetrius himself intended to explain the word etymologically, in which 
case he might have written <ὃ> ἴσως εἴρηται, “which has perhaps been named”, but then 
we would expect ἀπὸ τοῦ or παρὰ τὸ, not διὰ τὸ (cf. refs. n. 26). As for VICTORIUS’ 
emendation, the copula (ἐστιν) is left out in the previous sentence and unnecessary here, 
and “it is ἐπαναφορὰ, as has been said” is a careless phrase to use when Demetrius has 
not said this, but ἀναφορᾶς, just two lines before. If it is adopted we should also emend 
ἀναφορᾶς to ἐπαναφορᾶς. But as ERNESTI suggests (p. 21), Demetrius seems rather 
to intend the subsequently mentioned fi gures to be a precision of the general ἀναφορά, 
taking at least ἐπαναφορά and ὁμοιοτέλευτον to be different variants of the former.

To return to Sappho, the fi rst verse of 104a27, a line of hexameter, only half of which 
is cited by Demetrius, but which is preserved more or less intact in other sources28, is 
given above as it reads in VOIGT. She retains the fi nite verb given by Demetrius, perhaps 
with good reason29, even if all other sources read φέρων. The second verse, with which 
we are concerned here, is found only in Demetrius and in Et.Gen. s. v. ἕσπερος (p. 129 
MILLER, p. 27 CALAME), in both cases severely corrupt, if we take it to have been origi-

24 SCHENKEVELD (1964) p. 123.
25 Aeschin. Ctes. 202.
26 E. g., Σ Il. 2.108, Σ E. Or. 168, Σ Luc. JTr. 21.15, Phot. δ 786, Et.Gud. s. v. μαυλίς, EM 

605, Eust. Od. II 159.23 ST.
27 We shall not be concerned here with 104b, a prose paraphrase in Him. Or. 46.8: ἀστὴρ οἶμαι 

σύ τις ἑσπέριος, ἀστέρων πάντων ὁ κάλλιστος· Σαπφοῦς τοῦτο δὴ τὸ ἐς Ἕσπερον ἆισμα.
28 Σ E. Or. 1260 and several places in the Greek Etymologika: see VOIGT’s apparatus.
29 As suggested by one of the journal’s Readers, φέρων may have been introduced from the 

same word occurring a short while before the citation in Et.Gen. and EM. This does not occur in 
the other witnesses, but they all seem to depend on the same source, where the corruption would 
have originated: that is a work by Seleucus, explicitly cited in Et.Gen., EM, and Et.Gud.
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nally a hexameter, which seems likely (PAGE p. 121, FERRARI p. 121, n. 14). The latter 
source reads in CALAME:

ἕσπερος· (…) εἴτε ὁ καιρὸς εἴτε ὁ ἀστὴρ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἔσω περᾶν τὰ ζῶια ποιεῖν καὶ 
παυσόμενα ἢ ὁ πέρας τῆς ἑώας φέρων. Σαπφὼ δὲ ἐτυμολογεῖ οἷον Ἕσπερε πάντα φέρων 
ὅσα φαινόλις ἐσκέδασ’ Αὔως, †φέρεις οἷον† φέρεις †οἶνον, φέρεις αἶγα, φέρεις †ἄποιον 
μητέρι παῖδα. τὸ γὰρ ἐναντίον ἕως καλεῖται, παρὰ τὸ ἐᾶν πάντα καὶ ἀπολύειν.

This partly diffi cult and textually uncertain passage might translate into something like:

ἕσπερος. Whether the time or the star, it comes from its making the animals ἔσω περᾶν 
[“move inwards”] and rest, or from its holding a πέρας τῆς ἑώας [“opposite30 of the East”?]. Sap-
pho etymologizes it as “Vesper, bringing all that shining Dawn has scattered”, †φέρεις as† “you 
bring †wine, you bring goat, you bring the mother the child †without characteristics†”. For ἕως 
[“dawn”] is named according to the opposite, from ἐᾶν [“letting go”] everything and releasing it.

οἶνον, “wine”, occurring in both sources, is generally emended to οἶν or ὄϊν, “sheep”: 
see below for a palaeographic argument and a note on the word form. For the impossible 
ἄποιον, “without characteristics”, BERGK suggested (p. 122) ἄπυ, which has been adopted 
by WILAMOWITZ (p. 72, printing ἀπὸ), DIEHL (p. 378, fr. 120), VOIGT, and most other 
editors and critics31 after BERGK. Their understanding of this reading differs, however, as 
we shall see below.

Following BERGK, and with the Aeolic word forms restored, the latter half of the verse 
will read:

φέρηις ἄπυ μάτερι παῖδα.

As to the sense, scholars who accept this reading are not in agreement. Many refer to 
verses by Catullus (62.20–23), which have often been taken to be an imitation of, or at 
any rate inspired by, Sappho:

Hespere, qui caelo fertur crudelior ignis?
Qui natam possis complexu avellere matris,
complexu matris retinentem avellere natam,
et iuveni ardenti castam donare puellam.

Vesper, what fl ame more cruel is carried in the sky?
You, who can tear the offspring away from her mother’s embrace,
tear the offspring holding on away from her mother’s embrace,
and give the chaste girl to the passionate youth.

In the light of this parallel, some take the phrase under discussion to mean “you steal the 
child away from its mother”. So POSITANO (1945, p. 136), TREU (1979, p. 89), ALONI 
(p. 185), FERRARI (p. 120), and perhaps WILAMOWITZ, who does not translate the Greek 
but claims (p. 72) that it is “the original” of Catullus’ version. This was also what BERGK 
intended, to judge from eripis, the partial translation he supplied, meaning “you snatch 

30 The etymologist (Seleucus? Cf. prev. n.) seems to take πέρας ≈ πέραια, “opposite (coast)”, 
a sense not recorded in LSJ.

31 In what must be put down as a misprint (at least I cannot understand the rationale behind it), 
LOBEL (p. 46) and LOBEL–PAGE (p. 86) print BERGK’s ἄπυ in the text but obelized, i. e., marked as 
possibly corrupt; so also BOWRA (1935, p. 240; 1936, p. 449; 1961, p. 219). PAGE (p. 121) prints 
the reading of Et.Gen., partly obelized, making no mention of BERGK’s conjecture.
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away”. The translations of BOWRA (1936, p. 224; 1961, p. 219), COLONNA (p. 150), RE-
INACH–PUECH (p. 285), and CAMPBELL (p. 131), however, are all versions of “you bring 
back the child to its mother” (so also PAGE p. 121, but he does not adopt BERGK’s ἄπυ).

Verbs meaning “take away from” occasionally take the dative, labelled incommodi by 
SMYTH, and “proper” (“eigentliche”, “sog. echte”) by KÜHNER–GERTH and SCHWYZER–DE-
BRUNNER32: e. g., Od. 1.9 αὐτὰρ ὁ τοῖσιν ἀφείλετο νόστιμον ἦμαρ, E. Andr. 841 τί μοι 
ξίφος ἐκ χερὸς ἠγρεύσω; The problem, however, is that the verb ἀποφέρω also means 
“bring back” (LSJ s. v. II), and that this sense seems likely to take precedence when the verb 
is construed with the dative (as in, e. g., E. Ph. 1161–62 οὐδ’ ἀποίσεται βίον … μητρί).

While most editions and translations appearing after BERGK have accepted his emenda-
tion, understanding it in opposite senses, few have commented on the syntactical diffi culty. 
Those who accept BERGK’s understanding of the verb argue that the meaning is attractive, 
and that Catullus’ version favours it, but most fail to explain (away) the sense “bring back” 
of the verb33. But POTISANO has made an attempt (1945, p. 189). As her book is long out 
of print and appears to be relatively rare even in major research libraries (at least in the 
present online catalogues), I translate her central argument here, even if I do not consider 
it to be decisive, and the syntactical justifi cation vague at best.

Decisively in favour of [the sense “bring away”] would be the word ἄπυ, used in combination 
with the elevated force of the anastrophe, had this reading been secure. In fact, if ἀποφέρεις here 
had meant return and not take away, it is impossible to understand why S. would have used this 
compound, and not instead repeated again the simple φέρεις. In my opinion, it is instead precisely 
the tmesis that renders the fi rst interpretation impossible: S. intentionally repeats φέρεις but adds 
suddenly afterwards ἄπυ: just as the animals, so Vesper returns also the girl, but to a faraway place, 
to another house and no longer that of the mother. [Catull. 62.20–23 is cited.]

Anastrophe in this context is not the rhetorical fi gure of verbal repetition34 but means 
that the verb in tmesis precedes its prepositional affi x, which is accentuated on the fi rst 
syllable35. It may be signifi cant, and even speak in favour of BERGK’s emendation, that 
in Homer this repeatedly occurs with ἄπο in a formula36 exhibiting what is probably37 an 
Aeolic word, βρότος, “gore” or “spilled blood”:

(νίζειν, λούειν) ἄπο βρότον αἱματόεντα.

(Wash) away the bloody gore.

POSITANO further suggests that μάτερι is dativus incommodi, adding some misgivings about 
the certainty of this interpretation and of BERGK’s emendation. In a later edition of her 
commentary (1967, pp. 161–62), she removes her misgivings and adduces Sapph. fr. 71.7 
GALLAVOTTI = 81.7 V. as a parallel for the dative: ἀστεφανώτοισι δ’ ἀπυστρέφονται.

One more syntactical defence has been forthcoming, from PISANI (p. 80), who basi-
cally follows POSITANO with some modifi cation38: ἄπυ is said to be an adverb, and the 

32 KÜHNER–GERTH I 406, cf. 329; SCHWYZER–DEBRUNNER p. 146, SMYTH § 1481.
33 Cf. TREU (1979) p. 225, TREU (1964) p. 294, ALONI pp. 184–85, FERRARI p. 120.
34 The rhetorical fi gure ἀναστροφή is the same as ἀναδίπλωσις in its later technical sense; 

for which see n. 6.
35 SCHWYZER–DEBRUNNER pp. 425–26, HEWSON.
36 Il. 7.425, 14.7, 18.345, 23.41.
37 FRISK I 271; CHANTRAINE I 198.
38 I fi le a protest here to the otherwise useful bibliographic review of GERBER. Whereas PISANI 

may have other interesting things to say about the poem, regarding the syntactical diffi culty he 
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dative is “sympatheticus”, for which he refers to SCHWYZER–DEBRUNNER pp. 147–48. But 
SCHWYZER–DEBRUNNER’s examples on p. 146 of the “so-called proper” dative with verbs 
meaning “take away” (see above, text for n. 32) seem more relevant. As for an adverbial 
force of ἄπυ, this need not speak for the sense advocated by POSITANO et al.: ἄπυ may well 
be an adverb even if the verb means “give back”. The sense “(away) from” in that case 
relates to the verb’s subject instead of indirect object. So in one of the Homeric examples 
adduced above (Il. 23.41): εἰ πεπίθοιεν | Πηλεΐδην λούσασθαι ἄπο βρότον αἱματό-
εντα, “if we may persuade Peleus’ son to wash away from himself the bloody gore”; cf. 
Il. 1.98 πρίν γ’ ἀπὸ πατρὶ φίλῳ δόμεναι ἑλικώπιδα κούρην, “before giving away39 to 
the father the bright-eyed girl”.

Despite the attempts at a defence, then, the main problem remains, viz. that the sense 
“return” should take precedence with the dative, despite the tmesis and anastrophe, which 
do not favour a particular sense. A parallel would be preferable to abstract grammar para-
graphs, but no certain parallel for the dative with ἀποφέρω in the sense “take away” may 
be found. There is an uncertain one, though. WILSON adopts in the OCT of Aristophanes, 
“Acharnians” 582 the variant μοι offered by secondary hands in two fourteenth-century mss., 
where the major tradition and most editors read ἀπένεγκέ μου τὴν μορμόνα. “The dative 
of the person affected, though not well attested, is idiomatic”, is WILSON’s single comment 
(Aristophanea, p. 28); sat sapienti, I suppose. We may assume that diffi cilior lectio is the 
reason for the editorial choice, and fi nd proper references for the dative here above, text for 
n. 32. If the reading of E2, Γ2, and WILSON is correct, then, this would constitute a parallel.

Even so, the sense of the second half of the verse with BERGK’s emendation is ambiguous 
at best. I would like to add that the transition from the bringing home of the cattle to the 
bringing away of the girl is not as literary attractive as its defenders claim: it is too abrupt, 
too little contextualized, really to effect much more than confusion (unlike the version of 
Catullus). POSITANO argued that the lack of an adversative particle is one of the things that 
speak against her preferred understanding. SITZLER (col. 1002) suggested that <δ’> should 
be added before ἄπυ, introducing a note of contrast, but this is not much improvement, 
at least in the absence of a context that will spell out this contrast in a satisfying manner.

We should remember, though, that we are dealing with a fragment and not a complete 
poem. Catullus uses two verses to describe the removal of the girl from her mother, in which 
he employs ἀναφορά in the broadest sense – at least I know of no other rhetorical term that 
would cover a verbal repetition such as qui natam possis complexu avellere matris, | complexu 

does little more than repeat, without a word of credit, the argument and even Italian translation of 
POSITANO 1945 (p. 189): “A favore di essa sarebbe decisiva la parola ἄπυ, messa in forte rilievo 
dall’anastrofe, se fosse sicura. Infatti, se ἀποφέρεις signifi casse qui riconduci e non porti via, non 
si intenderebbe perchè S. avrebbe usato questo composto, per di più con la tmesi, e non avrebbe 
ripetuto ancora il semplice φέρεις. […] Si è pensato a un dativus incommodi, ma la spiegazione è 
stiracchiata, non convince”. PISANI (p. 80): “Eher wird man sich dagegen sträuben, in φέρεις ἄπυ 
eine „Anastrophe“ zu sehen. Warum sollte dieses Kompositum nur für das Mädchen gebraucht 
sein, während sich die Dichterin bei πάντα, ὄιν und αἶγα mit dem Simplex begnügte, obgleich 
doch die Bedeutung immer dieselbe war? […] Dann ist μάτερι ein Dativus „sympatheticus“, vgl. 
SCHWYZER II, 147 f. und die Wendungen bringst der Mutter das Kind weg oder it. porti via la fi g-
lia alla madre.” Yet according to GERBER (p. 134), PISANI may well be right regarding the dative 
and ἄπυ, whereas POSITANO’s book is “almost entirely useless” (p. 51). (Neither GERBER nor the 
current online version of l’Année philologique has taken note of POSITANO 1967, which contains a 
translation of the testimonies in GALLAVOTTI in addition to a revised edition of the 1945 fragment 
translations and commentary.) 

39 ἀπὸ in these verbs answer to English off in “wash off”, “pay off”, stressing the removal of 
something from the verb’s subject (dirt, debt). The sense “back” is secondary.
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matris retinentem avellere natam. There is then the possibility, perhaps even likelihood (cf. 
PAGE p. 121, n. 1, more pessimistic), that a subsequent, lost line of our poem would have 
featured a repeated mention of the mother, including a clarifi cation of the situation, e. g.:

τῆλέ γε παῖδα φέρηις ἀπὺ μάτερος, ὤλιος ἄστηρ.

Far away you bring the child from her mother, baneful star.

A verse with the gist of this would resolve the ambiguity. This is speculative verse com-
position of course, but for the repetitive “fi gure”, which consists in using ἀπό twice with 
the same verb, fi rst as an adverb or verb affi x in tmesis in combination with a dative, then 
as preposition with the genitive, cf. Il. 10.186–87:

 ἀπό τέ σφισιν ὕπνος ὄλωλεν·
ὣς τῶν νήδυμος ὕπνος ἀπὸ βλεφάροιιν ὀλώλει.

 Sleep is undone for them:
thus sweet sleep was undone from their eyelids.

For τῆλε … φέρηις ἀπὺ μάτερος, cf. Poseidon’s abduction of Mestra in Hes. fr. 43a.56 
M.–W. (fr. 69.80 MOST): τῆλ’ ἀπὸ πατρὸς ἑοῖο φέρων ἐπὶ οἴνοπα πόντον. For ὤλιος 
(hypothetical Aeolic form) ἄστηρ40, cf. Catullus’ crudelior ignis and Il. 11.62 οὔλιος ἀστήρ, 
perhaps of the Dog Star, although Aristonicus for the latter passage records the variant αὔλιος, 
which he understands to refer to the Evening Star: ἑσπέριος, πρὸς ὃν αὐλίζεται τὰ ζῶια 
(cf. Et.Gen. s. v. ἕσπερος cited above; A.R. 4.1630, Call. fr. 177.6 PF., HENTZE pp. 78–79).

We shall take a brief look also at the fi rst half of 104a.2. VOIGT’s critical apparatus 
cites one attempt to restore the full hexameter, by BOWRA (1935, p. 240), who may also 
have been the fi rst to restore the proper Aeolic verb forms:

αἶγα φέρηις <καὶ> ὄϊν <τύ>, φέρηις <τ’> ἄπυ μάτερι παῖδα.

VOIGT remarks that this destroys the anaphora, but this may be incorrect, if Demetrius as 
we argued by this term understands repetition of words in general or possibly in subsequent 
clauses, but regardless of their position in their respective clause. (Catullus’ version could 
also indicate that the verbal repetition found in Sappho’s poem was of an asymmetric na-
ture.) There are some reasons, however, why KOECHLY’s restoration (p. 198) of the fi rst 
half of the verse may be more attractive than BOWRA’s:

{φέρεις} οἶν σὺ φέρηις <τε καὶ> αἶγα.

The choice of the Aeolic rather than Doric form of the pronoun (corrected also in BOWRA 
1936, p. 224) may carry a palaeographic rationale as a cursive or minuscule οἶνσυ could 
be misread as οἶνον. The loss of τε καὶ could have led to the addition of φέρεις at the 
beginning of the line. Hence KOECHLY’s version, while necessarily stipulating a number 
of corruptions, contains only one major lacuna and no changes of word order. τε καὶ and 
the transmitted order of sheep and goat are also found in an extant epic formula:

Od. 9.167 καπνόν τ’ αὐτῶν τε φθογγὴν ὀΐων τε καὶ αἰγῶν
Od. 9.184 μῆλ’, ὄϊές τε καὶ αἶγες, ἰαύεσκον
Od. 14.519 ἐν δ’ ὀΐων τε καὶ αἰγῶν δέρματ’ ἔβαλλεν
Hes. fr. 17a.8 M.–W. = 13.8 MOST ] ἐκόμισσε πατήρ, ὀΐων τε καὶ αἰγ[ῶν
Or.Sib. 3.239 οὐδ’ ἀγέλας ἐλάουσι βοῶν ὀΐων τε καὶ αἰγῶν

40 Nom. for voc. with predicative nuance: COOPER–KRÜGER III 1942.
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However, it should be mentioned that Bowra’s version has a single Homeric precedent 
as well: Il. 11.245 αἶγας ὁμοῦ καὶ ὄϊς, τά οἱ ἄσπετα ποιμαίνοντο. As for οἶν, neither 
the contracted nor the uncontracted form is attested in Aeolic, although cf. Alc. 306A 
i.5 V. = SLG S 279.5 = POxy. 2506 fr. 115.5 ΓΑΡΟΙΣΠ¢ΟΗ¢ . Theocritus 5.99, in Doric 
dialect, has οἶν.
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