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Sketch for a history of
Indo-European poetics

‘The study of what we now term Indo-European poetics has hitherto proceeded in three
distinct streams, each with its own historical sequence and sometimes greater, some-
times lesser independence from the other two. These may be termed (1) formulaics,
(2) metrics, and (3) stylistics. Formulaics—the pldest—examines and compares Ielxi-
cally and semantically cognate or closely similar phrases in cognate languages, _hk:
Homeric Greek axéeg inno ‘swift horses’, Young Avestan aspdphd . . . dsauud ‘id.”,
and Vedic dsvds . . . dsdvah ‘id.", securely reconstructible in root, suffix, and ending
as *hok-du-es hdky-os, in either order. Metrics examines and comparcslsimilar ver-
sification systems, like the mostly isosyllabic, quantitative, bi- or tricolic verse line
grouped into strophes in both Vedic and Greek lyric poetry. Stylistics examincslaud
compares all the other linguistic devices, figures, and other recurrent pht:rlnulﬂgllc&l,
morphological, and syntactic variables which may be in play in verbal art in cognate
languages. o
[ treat these three topics separately and in the order given, since their histories
are largely independent. A very detailed study of the history of ]I'idﬂ—El.ll’_ﬂ]}tﬂll poet-
ics, with the emphasis on formulaic comparisons, may be found in Schmitt IE.llﬁT, the
author's dissertation under Paul Thieme. Schmitt’s impulse for producing this mag-
num opus was evidently his discovery six years before of the funnula_mmr:im bar-
‘agvercome death’ in the Atharvaveda (quoted in chap. 40), which provided a Vedic
phrasal counterpart to the Greek compound véx-tap, the ‘nectar’ whicl': ‘overcomes
death’, in Thieme’s etymology to the root of Latin nex ‘death’ and Vedic tar- ‘over-
come’. See Thieme 1952 and Schmitt 1961 (reprinted in 1968:324) and 1967:190.
Many of the classic studies are reprinted in Schmitt 1968; these will be so signaled
where mentioned. Other general discussions of the issue may be found in Meid 1978
and Campanile 1987.

1. Formulaics
Rigvedic dksiri srdvah (1 A0.4b, 8.103.5b, 9.66.7c), srdvah . .. dksitam (1.9.7bc) and
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Homeric khéog dupdirov (l. 9.413) all mean ‘imperishable fame’. The two phrases,
Vedic and Greek, were equated by Adalbert Kuhn as early as 1853, almost en passant,
in an article dealing with the nasal presents in the same two languages.! Kuhn's in-
novation was a simple one, but one destined to have far-reaching consequences. In-
stead of making an etymological equation of two words from cognate languages, he
equated two bipartite noun phrases of noun plus adjective, both meaning ‘imperish-
able fame’. The comparability extended beyond the simple words to their suffixal
constituents srav-as- a-kgi-ta-m, khef-e0- G-pih-to-v.? What Kuhn had done was to
equate two set or fixed phrases between two languages, which later theory would lerm
formulas. Thus in M. L. West's somewhat lyrical words {1988a:152), *"With that fa-
mous equation of a Rig-Vedic with a Homeric formula . . . Kuhn in 1853 opened the
door to a new path in the comparative philologist’s garden of delights.” The equa-
tion has itself given given rise to a considerable literature, notably Schmitt 1967:1-
102 and Nagy 1974; it is discussed at length with further references and the equation
vindicated in chap. 15.

Kuhn made further investigations directly concerned with proving a common
inherited Indo-European poetics and poetry, basing himself on comparison of the
charms and incantations of Atharvavedic white and black magic with those of Medi-
eval and contemporary Germanic folklore. While he was only moderately success-
ful at demonstrating these to posterity, and some of his comparisons rest only on el-
ementary parallels and are therefore 1o be rejected, a more sophisticated methodol-
ogy can and has justified the essential correctness of his instincts and many of his
insights. They are examined in detail in part VII below. In particular, Kuhn's atten-
tion and sensitivity to the comparability of genre was a notable step forward, even if
later work has shown that comparable structural sets may also sometimes occur in
radhcally different genres.

In another article in the same year 1853 Kuhn had, again in passing, noted the
similarity of the Vedic phrase isiréna mdnasda, more or less "with eager mind’ (RV
8.48.7), and its exact Homeric cognate iepbv pévoc in the set tag phrase iepdv uévoc
("Ahxavdoio ete.) ‘holy spirit/strength (of Alkinoos)’, narratologically equivalent to
the proper name alone. The Belgian Iranist Jacques Duchesne-Guillemin renewed
the discussion of this still-enigmatic pair in 1937, as did Antonino Pagliaro in an es-
say first published in 1947/48 and subsequently reprinted (see Schmitt 1967:28, n.
176). The relevance of the formula to the semantic notion of the “sacred’ was touched
on by Benveniste 1969:196, perhaps over-hastily. We must recognize that the seman-
tics and pragmatics of the original inherited phrase antedate its attested use in both
the Rigveda and Homer. Cf. also Schmitt 1973.

With the contributions of Kuhn, ‘the concept of an Indo-European poetic lan-

1. KZ 2.467. The journal, Zeitschrift fiir Vergleichende Sprachforschung, was founded by Kuhn
only the previous year, and for the first hundred volumes of its exisience was so abbreviated, for *Kuhns
Feitschrift”, With volome 101 (1988) it became Historische Sprachforschung (HS).

2. The identity of the equation could be captured by a reconstruction reducing each of the two o
the same common prototype. Historically the first reconstruction in Indo-European studies, with precisely
the declared aim of capturing the common prototype underlying the feminine participles Greek -ovoo and
Indic -anm, had been made by August Schieicher only the year before Kuhn's article, in the preface to
Schieicher 1852,
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guage was beginming to emerge’ (West 1988a:152). Other scholars added to the cor-
pus of phraseological equations among cognate Indo-European languages, which
might with some confidence be attributed to the repertoire of the proto-language it-
self. A metaphorical expression for the Indo-European poet and his craft was early
identified by the French Iranist James Darmesteter (1878) in an article significantly
entitled ‘A grammatical metaphor in Indo-European®. e compared the Avestan
compound vacas-tafti- *hymn, strophe’, literally ‘utterance-crafting’, with Vedic
vededwisi dsd . . . rakgam ‘with my mouth I have crafted these words® and the Pindaric
phrase énéwv . . . tértoveg (Pyth. 3.113) ‘crafiers of words®. Methodologically, note
that while the collocation has been claimed to be the ‘central Indo-European poetic
figure’ (Schmitt 1967, 1968), and in all probability is of Indo-European date, it is not
confined to Indo-European, for the same metaphor and a similar expression are found
in contemnporary Egyptian Arabic folk poetry, “craftsman,/fabricator of words™ (Dwight
Reynolds, p.c.). Virtually any technology can be exploited for such metaphorical
purpose, such as weaving: archaic Old Irish fdig ferb ‘he wove words’ (Amrae
Choluimb Chille), embellished by the borrowing of Latin uerbum,

A large number of these common formulaic figures, like xAog agpthtov and
srdvas . . . dkgitam, rest on equations between Vedic and Early Greek. Such is for
example the expression of an apparent Indo-European tabu reported by the early Greek
epic and gnomic poet Hesiod in his Works and Days 727, 6pdog duelyewv ‘to urinate
standing up’, which C. R. Lanman in his additions to W. D. Whitney's translations
of the Atharvaveda compared to Vedic drdhvd mekgydmi ‘T will urinate standing up’
{AV 7.10.2). Both pairs are identical in root, morphology, and syntax.?

-Vedic represents only the Indic fork of the Indo-Iranian branch of the Indo-
European family tree, with Greek another branch; schematically,

Indo-European

Indo-Iranian

™

Greek [ranian Indic

The closeness of the relation is marked by the shared node, the intermediary com-
mon language. There are far more lexical correspondences, words shared between
Indic and Iranian than between either or both of these and Greek. It should therefore
:ome as no surprise that Indic and Iranian as well share more formulaic phrases than

‘ther or both with Greek. Scholars were in fact slow to recognize and exploit this
simple fact and principle, viz., the closer to the common proto-language, the greater
the frequency of common phrasal retentions. The reason is probably the receniness
{relative to Vedic and Greek) of the establishment of a soundly-based Older Iranian
philology by Christian Bartholomae and the relative scarceness of the cullivation of
Iranian studies relative to that of Sanskrit or the Classics.

3. Oneof the benefits of the comparison and reconstruction of formulas involving the phrasal com-
bination of two or more words is their contribution to the study of Indo-European syntax, despite the pes-
simism of Schlerath 1992,
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. A small but well-chosen and ably commented selection of common Inda-
Iranian phrases, the fruit of a lifetime’s sporadic gleanings, was published by Emile
Benveniste (1968) in the volume honoring his friend and collaborator Louis Renou
A much fuller and systematic collection, without comment or discussion, was pre:
sented in the same year by Bernfried Schlerath, in Konkordanz C of his Vorarbeiten
Il to an unfinished Avesta dictionary (1968:148-64; with valuable index of keywards
189-99), His findings are now systematically incorporated into Manfred Mayrhofer's
etymological dictionaries of Old Indic (1956-1 930, 1986-).

_ Schlerath’s useful introduction (1968:viii-xv) specifically states as a method-
clogical principle that only expressions or formulas with at least two etymologically
related wo%'ds in each language qualified for inclusion. This restriction is not valid,
as we saw in the preceding section. Renewal of one, two, or more members of a for-
mulaic syntagma, of one or more signifiants, under semantic identity—preservation
of the signifié—is a perfectly normal and commonplace way for formulaic sequences
to change over time, as I and Enrico Campanile and others have long insisted. (See
chap. 17 for examples and discussion.)

The most detailed collection of Indo-Iranian phrasal collocations is due to L.
G. Gercenberg [Hertzenberg] 1972. He assembled nearly 350 two- or three-member
phrz_;sal collocations of cognates in Vedic (almost all Rigveda) and Avestan; his col-
IﬁF:tnuns include comparisons outside Indo-Iranian where relevant. Each is provided
with a syntactic and lexical reconstruction: onl y collocations involving pairs (or more)
of etymologically related words are admitted. His sets are presented laconically, with-
out comment or context, and could well be re-examined with profit. For a single ex-
ample see chap. 12,

Other languages and traditions have made important contributions to the col-
Fccttnn. A famous example first compared by Jacob Wackeragel in 1910 (reprinted
in Schmitt 1968:30-33) is that of Avestan pasu.vira, adual dvandva compound *cattle
[ﬂnd]_men‘ and Umbrian ueire pequo ‘men [and] cattle’, possibly showing the same
an:%‘lalc syntax. Comparable expressions from the other traditions like the Roman poet
Crwd’ls pecudesque virosque (Mer. 1.286) were subsequently added by others (see
Schrmitt _195?:1!5, 213 and chap. 17, this vol.). Note that this formula like goods and
chc:rfrei.i.‘ is another merism, a two-part figure which makes reference to the totality of
a single higher concept. Cattle and men together designate the totality of moveable
wealth, wealth ‘on the hoof", chattels. The same semantics underlies another paral
phrase first noted by Albrecht Weber in 1873 (see Schmitt 1967:1 2} in Vedic dvipdde
(ca) cdtuspade (ca) ‘(both) two-foated (and) four-footed', Umbrian dupursus
peturpursus ‘two-footed, four-footed’. See on these Watkins 1979a.

_ A good example of the unfortunate consequences of Schlerath’s restriction is
his T.relahnem of the Avestan pair pasu- ‘cattle’ and nar- “man’ as against pasu- and
vira- in the same meaning. His restriction leads him to ignore the Old Avestan
kamndnar- ‘having few men’ and kamnaffuua- ‘few cattle’ (Y.46.2), astutely dis-
cussed by Benveniste 1968, 1969:1.49,

, The collection of formulaic phrases common to two or more Indo-European
poetic raditions has proceeded at a slow but steady pace for nearly a century and a

4. See most recently Campanile 1993 for a reaffirmation of qur principle, with many examples.
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half. See for example Kurke 1989, on the pouring (IE *gheu-) of a poem or prayer
like a libation in Vedic (imd give . . . juhomi *T pour these songs’ RV), Greek (eltoin
.« yEouse ‘pouring votive prayers’ Aeschylus), and Latin (fundere preces Horace,
Vergil). If the Latin examples of the Augustan age might reflect Greek influence, as
she acknowledges (124, n. 24), one could also point to the Old Irish idiom feraid fifilre
‘pours welcome’where Greek influence is not possible.

The collection is still ongoing, Recent acquisitions include the equation in 1992
by a graduate student in Classics at Harvard, Fred Porta, of Vedic mahd dimasya
“(Savity the sun rules) the great path, way (of the horses of the sun's chariot)’ (RV
4.53.4) with Greek péyog dypog ‘the great path, way (of the horses of the moon's
chariot)' (Homeric Hymn to Selene 32.11).5 In the following year, 1993, Michacl Weiss
in his Cornell dissertation® argued convincingly that Latin ifgis ‘everflowing’, Greek
vyeic “healthy’, Cypriote wwais(e) zan ‘forever and ever’, Gothic ajuk-dups ‘eternity”,
and Old Avestan yaruagil- “living forever” are all direct or indirect reflexes of an Indo-
European collocation of *h,ofu- ‘lifetime, eternity” and *g'ih,- “to live’, manifested
in a compound *hju-gTh,-. Continued study of all the Indo-European traditions can
safely be expected to yield still more such equations. Thus the new Simonides frag-
ments (IEG 112 11.12) bring in the phrase dppo Sixng ‘chariot of Justice” the first
cognate of Rigvedic ridsya rdtha “chariot of Truth" with its Old Irish thematic con-
geners {Watkins 1979b). Yet the concern of Indo-European poetics extends much
further than just the accumulation of cognate phrases, whether formulaic or not in the
technical sense (see immediately below) in the given tradition.

Formula and theme

The study of these inherited phrases in the various Indo-European traditions was fun-
damentally affected by the epoch-making work of Milman Parry in his Paris disser-
tations (1928a and 1928b).7 Parry’s work on Homeric phraseology and the technique
of oral compesition, largely influenced by his field work on the living epic tradition
of Yugoslavia, showed that formulas functioned as the “building blocks” of Homeric
verse. His subsequent famous and influential, if now outdated, definition of the for-
mula was ‘a group of words which is regularly employed, under the same metrical
conditions, to express a given essential idea’ (Parry 1930 = A. Parry 1971:266-324),
Parry's great contribution was the founding of a new genre in literary theory, termed
by him “oral poetry’, even if neither ‘orality’ in the sense of non-literacy, nor ‘po-
elry” in the sense of ‘metrical’, is a necessary condition. Later writers, notably Parry's

5. The equation is linguistically noteworthy in further anchoring the residval o-grade of a root in
(post laryngeal) a-: *heg- > *hag- of apo, diai beside *h,o§-mo- of dypoc, dima-. Contrast Vedic diman-
: Latin agmen, which show either original e-grade, or more likely generalization of the root-form ag-. The
equation of dyuog and dima- is at least as old as Saussure’s Mémoire of 1878, The Celtic divine name
Chyreiog, Old Irish Cgrea, and the name of the writing system ogam are probably to be related. See McManus
19491,

6, Refincd and developed as 'Life Everlasting', presented to the Twelfth East Coast Indo-Euro-
pean Conference, Comell University, June 1993,

7. English translations in Parry 1971,
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student and successor Albert Bates Lord with his influential 1960 work The Singer of
Tales, and in selected papers reprinted in Epic Song and Oral Tradition (1991), have
tended to replace ‘oral’ by ‘oral-traditional’, while others, like Gregory Nagy, pre-
fer just ‘traditional’.
Parry’s theory as developed by Lord has been further significantly modified by
the work of others on different traditions around the world, such as Finnegan 1970
1977, Ivanov and Toporov 1974, Nagy 1974, Kiparsky 1976, and Opland 1983, tc:
name only a few. See the several collections, introduction and bibliography of Foley
1981, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988. One should mention also the work of I. Latacz (e.g.
1979) and his school, for example E. Visser 1988, with references. '
The primary modifications of the notion of the formula were to de-emphasize
the purely metrical as a condition sine qua non, and to place greater emphasis on the
notion of theme (Parry’s ‘essential idea'). At the Ann Arbor Conference of 9743
jt:-ringing to the question the insights of contemporary syntactic theory in a pionee;'—
ing fashion, Paul Kiparsky felicitously termed the formula a ‘ready-made surface struc-
ture’. At the same conference I termed the formula in traditional oral literature ‘the
verbal and grammatical device for encoding and transmitting a given theme or inter-
action of themes,” and five years later added “That is to say that theme is the deep
structure of formula’.? The point can stand today even if for some time [ have been
inclined to think that “deep” theme is not so very far from “surface” formula,
Another modification to Parry’s definition has been to remove its restriction to
‘a group of words’, by recognizing that a single word may have true formulaic sta-
tus. Targued this at length for Greek pfivig ‘wrath’—the very first word in the fliad—
for not just metrical but more important for thematic reasons {Watkins 1977). A simi-
lar view is expressed by G.S. Kirk in the preface to his Homer comm entary
(1985:xxiii): ‘single words, even,” may evince *formular status’, ‘because they can
sometimes have an inherited tendency, not solely dictated by their length and metri-
cal value, to a particular position in the verse.’” Here the operative phrase, | would
suggest, is ‘inherited tendency’. The ‘particular position in the verse' is subject 1o
the caution expressed already by Nagy 1974:8 n. 24, that Parry’s definition of the
formula ‘is suitable for a working definition, provided that the phrase “under the same
metrical conditions™ is not understood to mean “in the same position within the line™.’
The whole of Part Two of this work shows that the formulaic {or ‘formular’) status
of derivatives of the root *g'hen- ‘smite, slay’ is precisely an ‘inherited tendency’ in
all the ancient Indo-European language contextual nexuses—inythic, epic, or
apotropaic charms—which continue it, regardless of language or verse-line.
Nowhere is the notion of the formula so important today as in its original lo-

cus, the Homeric poems. G.S. Kirk in the preface to his Homer commentary
(1985:xxiii) writes further,

the whole question of the formular, conventional or traditional component in the
Homeric language is extremely important for the exact appreciation of any particu-
lar passage, and of course of the whole poem, Something of a reaction is detectable

8. Stolz and Shannon,
9. Collitz Lecture published in Watking 1982; see further belaw,
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at present from the extreme claims and incanclusive statistics that proliferated after
the Milman Parry revolution [emphasis mine - C.W.], but it remains lrue, neverthe-
less, that the deployment af a partly fixed phraseology is a fundamental aspect of
Homer's style and technique—one that shaped his view of life, almost. One can as
well ignore Homer's ‘use of phrases’ as an ordinary poet's ‘use of words’,

The same recognition—if somewhat tardy, as he himself acknowledged—of the
‘Milman Parry revolution’ was well expressed by Emst Risch in the preface to the
second edition of his Worthildung der homerischen Sprache (1974:v): ‘Since the studies
of Milman Parry (1928), which did not become known until far too late, even the
phenomenon of epic poetry looks different.” Risch’s first edition had appeared in 1937,
9 years after the publication of Parry 1928, but mads no mention of it despite the re-
view articles of such distinguished Homerists and linguists as Chantraine (1929) and
Meillet (1929). Parry’s work was duly signalled in the bibliography of Meillet's great
Apergu d'une histoire de la langue grecque from the 3rd edition of 1930 on.

If scholars have been slow to appreciate the ‘Milman Parry revolution” in
Homeric studies, they have been even slower to acknowledge its significance and
implications for the study of most of the other ancient languages of the family. A
notable exception is Kiparsky 1976, who was able to bring the hymns of the Rigveda
into the Parry-Lord universe of discourse by showing the artificiality of the latter’s
insistence on composition in performance as a condition sine qua non for ‘oral po-
etry’. ‘The poetry and prose alike of the entire thousand-year Vedic period in India,

roughly 1500-500 B.C., was composed orally, memorized, and transmitted orally; only
afterwards did the art of writing spread from the West to the Indian subcontinent.

The “formular, conventional or traditional component’ (Kirk, supra} of the lan-
guage of the Vedic hymns is just as marked and just as important as for the Homeric
language, and the same observation is equally valid for early Iranian verse, for the
prosc—n.h.—narmﬁve of Hittite and Anatolian myth, and to a lesser degree for the
early poetic monuments of many, perhaps most later Indo-European traditions.

When in favorable circumstances we can assert that a given phrase or even word,
is or was once formulaic (or “formular’} its own tradition in the technical Parry
sense, and when we can also assert that a phrase, or even word, cognate Lo the first in
another tradition is also or was once formulaic in that tradition, then the inference from
the comparative method is clear. Both formulas are descended from a commeon origi-
nal Tormula in the technical Parry sense, a building block in the construction of ‘Tit-
erary’, ‘artistic’, or ntherwise non-ordinary verbal messages Of TEXTS in the—neces-
sarily oral, pre-literate—society of the speakers of the proto-language common to the
two traditions. If the two traditions are, for example, Homer and the Vedas, then an
Indo-European comparative literature becomes no longer just an antiquarian frill but
an interpretative necessity for literary theary. Itis the obligation of the student of these
literatures, singly or together, to give an accoutit of what Kirk termed, perhaps un-
wittingly, the real ‘inherited tendency’. It is that inherited tendency toward the de-
ployment of parallel partly fixed phraseology which is a fundamental aspect of the
style and technigue of not only a Homer but a Vasisthall—and one that shaped both

10, T take here anly as emblematic the name of one legendary Vedic rishi and his family—with a
how (o Heine, Die Heimkehr 45 (Der Kdnig Wiswamitra, / Dier treite’ 5 chine Rast and Rk, Erwill durch
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poets’ views of life, almost. The responsibility i : i
2 y is clear; the presen i
attempt to answer it. ’ S S

2. Metrics

’I”'ht middle of the 19th century, not long after Kuhn's 1853 equation of Greek xhs
l:!'-qTBLTiiW with Vedic dkyiti srdvas, also saw the halting beginnings of a com 11"111\::
Indo-European metrics, with Westphal 1860. Westphal's attempt lncked—P‘uédnr-
smm_iahly for the time—the requisite sophistication both in the comparative method
and in the phonological and prosodic foundation of metrical systems. The defect
Wnl)uld be Jl'cmedie:d in altogether masterly fashion by Antoine Meillet v.;ith asystem-
atic equation of the meters of the Vedic hymns with those of Grﬂekbl}rric based on
the quantitative thythm and prosodic system which is common to both 1 First an-
nuuncgd in an article on Vedic metrics of 1897, then more amply argued illl the chap-
ter entitled ‘Les origines de la métrique grecque’ of his Apercu d'une histoire de?a
fﬂ?!:gue grecque (1913),'! his analysis was finally presented in monograph form in Les
origines f{tdﬂ-eurﬂpé’ennes des métres grecy (1923),

I:N"IIE:I"Et had proved his case, and it is now generally accepted by competent
aulhctntlea, e.g. West 1982, even if still largely ignored by most Hellenists. Meillet's
own judgment is worth quoting, as expressed in the 3rd edition (1930:xvi) of the
Aperpe{, where the 1923 monograph is the final item in the bibliography: ‘Doubtless
:I;I I]:n];sti sz? for tIhE mos ;p:u‘l remained sceptical as regards the conclusions of Lhtiﬁ

ric; but | believe | have there correc i : i

L5 A el tly applied the methods of comparative gram-

_ In the system of the (dialectal) proto-language ancestral to Greek and Indo-Ira-
nian the rhythm was quantitative, based on the alternation of long or heavy (‘s‘lmrtl
lnm.c‘j and short or light (*weak time') syllables. Long syllables contain a 10;1 \HE
calic nucleus (long vowel or diphthong) followed or not by one or more {:onsmgmnl‘;
or a short vowel followed by at least two consonants; short syllables contain a sllt:llr;
v_uwei followed by no more than one consonant. The basic thythmic alternation con-
sisted l:_rf strong times {—) separated by weak times of one (~} or two (v «) shorts. The
verse ling te,lnded to be isosyllabic, L.e. with a lixed syllable count, sometimes Lv-arier:[
by guppm&nonl of the final (catalexis) or initial (acephaly) syllable, The arrangement
of 1I1nes was stichic (line-by-line), typically grouped into three- or four-line strophes
which cluuld themselves be grouped in units of three (the Vedic feas and the stro-
phe, a_nnstmphc, and epode of Greek choral Iyric). The longer line of 10-12 syllables
contained an obligatory word boundary (caesura) adjoining the 5th syllable, i.e. 1234
II_ Sor 12345 1. It contained three cola: the initial, up to the cacsura, with fre,edaltterna—
tion of long and short syllable, a partially regulated internal colon, and a thythmicall
fixed final colon or cadence, The shorter line of 7-8 syllables usually lacked a ﬂxcﬁ
caesura and contained only two cola, the free initial and the fixed cadence. The quan-
titative opposition of long and short was neutralized in the verse-final sylia‘t;le (anceps).

Kawpf wnd Bissung Erwerhen Wasisehtas Kuk.}, which Towe to 1. Schindler.

11. On thi : : : G
s s remarkably innovative work see the penetrating appreciation of A, Morpurgn Davies







