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Foreword

GREGORY NAGY

Many of the books in the Myth and Poetics series center on the power
of myth to make language special or specially formal: when language is styl-
ized by myth, it becomes a culture’s poetry or song. Egbert Bakker’s Poetry
in Speech approaches myth and poetics from another direction, asking how
myth is shaped by poetics and, just as important, how poetics are condi-
tioned by everyday language, language as it is actually spoken. Bakker calls
everyday language speech, distinguishing it from the special languages of
song or poetry (or even prose), and the word is aptly chosen, since the
range of its meanings in contemporary English recapitulates the tendency
of everyday language to become special in special contexts. In neutral
contexts, as when we speak of the human capacity for speech, the word
applies by default to any language situation; in special contexts, however, as
when we speak of a speech delivered before an audience, the word refers to a
special kind of discourse.

The criterion of everyday speech, it is essential to stress, is a cultural
variable, depending on the concrete realization of whatever special speech
or discourse is being set apart for a special context. In traditional societies,
asthe books in the Myth and Poetics series have argued in a variety of ways,
the setting apart of such special discourse would normally happen when a
ritual is enacted or when a myth is spoken or sung. The language of Homer
is a prime example of such special discourse, as Richard P. Martin vividly
demonstrated in the first book of this series, The Language of Heroes: Speech
and Performance in the “Iliad.” Homeric discourse is most sharply set apart
from the reality of everyday language, no matter how we may reconstruct
this reality for any particular time and place in ancient Greece, by its
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metrical and formulaic dimensions. Bakker traces these dimensions, which
for Milman Parry and Albert Lord mark the orality of Homeric discourse,
back to their sources in everyday language—a genealogy expressed in the
book’s full title, Poetry in Speech: Orality and Homeric Discourse.

Bakker has shifted the emphasis: poetry that is oral is in fact speech that is
special, stylized by meter and formula. To put it negatively: it is not the
absence of writing that makes oral poetry special. Nor is it the orality of
oral poetry that makes it special, as if “oral” were a special category within
a body of poetry that we generally experience in written form. From an
anthropological point of view, poetry in and of itself is special speech. The
real working opposition is the one between special speech—whether it be
song or poetry or prose—and the everyday speech from which it derives.
That derivation does not imply a binary distinction, of course, and the
continuum that runs between everyday language and the varieties of special
speech can be extended to include written texts. Speech that is written,
because of the stylization involved, sometimes has a better claim to the
“special” distinction than do any oral examples of special speech.

Understanding our inherited Homeric text as the reflex of a special
language, Bakker transcends purely literary interpretation, refusing to be
tied down by presuppositions of a text originally composed in writing and
written in order to be read. In analyzing the principles of Homeric com-
position, he shows us how to rethink even the concept of the sentence and
of the period, its classical analogue. Only in a text-bound approach, Bakker
argues, can the sentence be considered the basic unit of speech. Following
the methods of the linguist Wallace Chafe, he reassesses the building blocks
of speech in terms of the speaker’s cognitive system as it actually operates in
the process of speaking. Chafe resists the artificial superimposition of literate
grammar on the analysis of everyday language. Bakker frees his own anal-
ysis of Homeric discourse from such superimpositions and defamiliarizes
our textbound mental routines in the reading of archaic Greek poetry.

Bakker’s arguments about the shaping of the metrical and formulaic
system of Homeric discourse by the everyday speech from which it is
derived open many avenues for future research, particularly into the regula-
tion of speech by this system at the posited moment(s) of performance in an
oral tradition. The poetics of recomposition-in-performance, which are
reflected in the patterns of wording and word placement within the funda-
mental rhythmical unit of the dactylic hexameter, can now be further
examined from both synchronic and diachronic perspectives. Bakker’s own
explorations of these questions mark a monumental advance in our under-
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standing of Homeric discourse as a linguistic system. A striking example is
his success in explaining the syntactic functions of Homeric particles like
mén, mén, dé, dé, étoi, ara/rhd, gar, autdr/ atar, kai, alld, oéin. In the wake of
Bakker’s analysis, the classicist cannot help but read the Greek of Homer
differently: the reader’s understanding of practically every verse is af-
fected—and enhanced.

A vital question remains: why exactly is there a need for a special dis-
course in the self-expression of myth? The answers, which vary from cul-
ture to culture, have to do with the special contents of myth itself, which
require special forms for their expression. In the case of Homeric discourse,
as Bakker shows in minute detail, such answers can be found in the actual
usage of the discourse itself. A case in point is the system of noun-epithet
formulas. Through these formulas, as also through the deployment of evi-
dential particles, Homeric discourse represents itself as the verbalization of
a heroic world that is literally visualized by those very special agents of
divine memory, the Muses. Whatever Homeric poetry sees through the
Muses who witness the epic past becomes just as special as whatever it says
through the Muses who narrate what they saw (and heard) to Homer.
Homeric vision, as expressed by the metrical and formulaic system of
Homeric discourse, claims to be something far greater than mere poetic
imagination. The blind bard’s inner vision becomes the ultimate epiphany
of the heroic past.
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Introduction

Poetry in Speech examines the poetic discourse of the Iliad and Odyssey
in terms of spoken discourse or speech. Such a project needs to be justified
at the outset. The most influential type of criticism of Homeric poetry in
the twentieth century, the oral-formulaic approach of Milman Parry and
Albert Lord, holds that text, the medium opposite to speech, is absent in
the composition of the epic tale. And more recent research, focusing on
performance, is reaching consensus on the idea that even if an archaic
Greek poem has been written down, its text is at best a marginal factor in
the reception and transmission of the poem. What, then, is new in the
study of Homeric poetry as speech?

While most research dealing with oral poetry views orality as belonging
to times and places other than our own, the orality that is the subject of this
book is a less remote phenomenon. The performance of Homeric poetry
in its institutional setting may be something of the past, of a culture dif-
ferent from our own with regard to the role and importance of writing; but
the discourse that was presented in these performances had one very ob-
vious property in common with something in which we all participate: it
was a matter of speech and voice, and of the consciousness of the performer
and his audience. This is orality too, but not in a historical sense. The
difference here is not one of time or culture but of medium; speech as a
medium “other” than writing. In treating Homeric poetry as oral in this
“medial” sense, we leave, at least initially, the poetic or literary perspective
and view Homeric poetry against the background of the spoken medium,
considering it as speech or discourse. I have tried, where appropriate, to
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2 Introduction

think of terms and concepts that apply to speech in its own right, rather
than to speech as viewed from the standpoint of writing. Part 1 offers some
thoughts on the opposition between the oral and the literate in this con-
nection. Having argued in Chapter 1 against a conception of orality from
the point of view of writing, I then proceed in Chapter 2 with a possible
scenario for Homeric writing seen from the standpoint of speech.

The criticism of Homeric discourse as speech is the subject of Part 2. In
Chapters 3, 4, and s, I discuss those features of Homeric style (such as
parataxis, adding style, and ring composition) that I believe are better
accounted for as naturally occurring strategies of speakers who present
their discourse to listeners than as elements of poetic style that have to be
characterized as early or primitive with respect to the poetic styles of later
periods. My discussion of this Homeric speech syntax—which includes an
account of certain Greek particles that differs from the usual descriptions
based on classical, written Greek—is at the same time an attempt at estab-
lishing links between the level of syntax and higher levels in the flow and
composition of the epic tale.

Yet such a discourse analysis of Homeric poetry does not ignore or
diminish the importance of the difference between Homeric language and
everyday speech. On the contrary, the speech perspective is meant to ac-
commodate the common features of epic style, such as meter and formulas,
providing a basis on which they can be studied: in the method that I have
followed, the Iliad and Odyssey are not so much poetry that is oral as speech
that is special, a matter of the special occasion of the performance. Thus in
Part 3 (Chapters 6 and 8) I argue that poetic meter and formulas, rather
than removing Homeric poetry from the realm of the ordinary and the ev-
eryday, derive from what is most natural in spoken discourse: the “chunks”
that make up the adding style. I argue that meter and formulas entail the
stylization of ordinary speech, rather than some inherently poetic principle.

Special attention is paid to the noun-epithet formula, the type of expres-
sion that plays a key role in the metrics as well as in the thematics of the
Greek epic diction. I argue in Chapter 7 for a function of the noun-epithet
formula in Homeric discourse over and above its evident metrical impor-
tance, as noted by Parry. Starting from the premise that speech is necessarily
a matter of behavior, I analyze the noun-epithet formula as the characteris-
tic articulation of a speech ritual specific to the epic performance: the
privileged moment where past and present, heroic action and poetic ac-
tion, find joint expression in the epithet as the principal bearer of the hero’s
epic kléos ‘renown.’
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Much of the effort that went into this book had to do with the apparent
paradox posed by the study of Homeric poetry as speech: the Iliad and
Odyssey are texts, and as such they firmly belong to the medium in which
most of our scholarly discourse is conducted. Working within the speech
perspective implied by my methodology and forcing myself to read Homer
as the transcoding of one medium into another, a flow of speech through
time that has become a transcript, I began to realize just how much of the
vocabulary and the notional apparatus used for our study of language and
style is overtly or covertly literate, pertaining to our writing culture, and
thus perhaps more indicative of the perspective of the philologist than of
speech studied in the form of a text. The resultis an attempt to combine the

_concepts of Greek philology, stylistics, and linguistics with insights drawn
from discourse analysis and the study of oral poetry, and most of all to
remove the boundaries between these disciplines.
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PERSPECTIVES






CHAPTER 1

The Construction of Orality

L’oralité est une abstraction; seule la voix est concréte, seule son écoute nous
fait toucher aux choses.
—Paul Zumthor, La lettre et la voix

In our culture, speaking and writing are distinct activities, with one
often happening in the absence of the other, or even to the exclusion of the
other. So we telephone instead of writing a letter, and increasingly we
e-mail instead of speaking on the phone. It would seem that the two ac-
tivities—speaking and writing—constitute a symmetrical contrast, in which
either term can be used to define the other; but in practice this is not so.
Often we use the one term, “writing,” as vantage point for our conception
of the other, in ways that betray a distinct cultural bias. Our use of the term
“oral” and related expressions is a case in point. We may speak of “oral”
simply when a discourse is spoken; but more often we endow the term with
a cultural value. So we routinely speak of “oral poetry,” not to characterize a
given poem as “spoken” but to oppose it to the dominant form of poetry in
our culture. And we speak of “orality” not to describe what happens when
someone talks, but to label a period or a culture as different with respect to
our own writing culture. Oral poetry and orality, in short, are abstractions
derived from the property of not writing or being written, and as such they are
literate constructs: they define speech as the construction of a writing
culture that uses its own absence to define its opposite.

It may be useful, at the outset of this study, to put this cultural bias in
perspective by distinguishing between two dimensions in which something
can be oral. We may use “oral” in a medial sense, meaning simply that
something is spoken and as such is a matter of sound and the voice of the
speaker. In this sense, a neutral, medial opposition between spoken and
written discourse obtains, the one being “phonic,” the other “graphic.”

7



8  Perspectives

This neutral, medial opposition gets compounded by the fact that each
medium comes with its own set of associations, and even its own mentality:
speaking and writing are different activities that call for different strategies
in the presentation and comprehension of a discourse. Thus “oral” may also
be a matter of conception and may enter into an opposition—not so much
with “written” as with “literate” —that is far less neutral than the medial
one: whereas no one would question the simple existence of medial orality
(speech), our acceptance of conceptional orality as a phenomenon in
its own right is much less obvious. For it is here that we have to become
aware of the inbuilt biases of our writing culture in order to arrive at real
understanding.!

In the conceptional sense, “oral” can designate the mental habits of
persons who do not participate, or who do not participate fully, in literate
culture as we know it, a phenomenon we associate with societies other than
or earlier than our own. When applied to texts, “oral” in this sense implies
that a given piece of writing does not display the features that are normal
and expected in a writing culture: it came into existence without the
premeditation that is usually involved in the production of written texts.
Such a discourse has been written down and is “graphic” as to its medium,
but it may be called “oral” as to its conception. In the conceptional sense,
then, “oral” may denote the absence of characteristics of written language,
whether a discourse is spoken or written. Thus even though the two senses
of “oral” have a certain affinity to each other, it is important not to confuse
them. A discourse that is conceptionally oral (such as a conversational narra-
tive) is often medially oral as well, but it is also possible for such a discourse to
be written. And a medially oral (phonic) discourse is often conceptionally
oral, but instead it may be fully literate as to its conception (as in the case of
an academic paper read out loud).

Finally, a third sense may be distinguished. The term “oral” has been
used to refer not to a set of mental habits or to a mode of communication,
but to a property of literary language and hence of literary texts. Parry is
one of the first to speak systematically of orality as a property of literature,
in opposition to the property of being written, a distinction that serves as
the basis for a classification of literature in general: “Literature falls into two

! The notion of “medial orality” as opposed to “conceptional orality” derives from Koch and
Oesterreicher 1985 (see also Oesterreicher 1993, 1997). For more discussion of the various
ramifications of the opposition between spoken and written, see also Brownand Yule 1983: 4—19;
Tannen, ed. 1982 (esp. Chafe 1982); Olson etal., eds. 1985 (esp. Chafe 1985); Chafe 1994: 41—50;
Givon 1979: 207—33.
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great parts not so much because there are two kinds of culture, but because
there are two kinds of form: the one part of literature is oral, the other is written.”?
In this sense, “oral” denotes not so much an absence as a presence: that of
the formula as the prime feature of the oral or traditional style. We shall turn
later in this chapter to the notion of the formula. Here we simply note that
the concept of oral poetry as a class of literature is insensitive to the distinc-
tion between medium and conception just made: it applies to both. The
oral poem is considered a spoken discourse, but at the same time a text with
properties that make it very different from texts in our culture. We shall
have occasion later to consider the problems that this may cause.? '

The relation between orality and its opposite seems to be unproblematic
and straightforward in the conceptional and medial senses. “Oral” and
“literate” in the conceptional sense can be considered prototypes, or op-
posite end points on a continuum: as properties that come in degrees, they
need not exclude each other. Someone’s mental habits may be oral to a
greater or lesser extent, and that person’s degree of literacy will be inversely
proportional. Likewise, societies as a whole may be oral or literate in
various degrees, and since the transition from a preliterate to a literate
society in which writing is institutionalized is never an abrupt one, the
notions of orality and literacy, though distinct, do not exclude each other,
either diachronically or synchronically.* The same point applies to orality as
a textual feature: texts may be oral to a greater or lesser degree, depending
on the nature of the conception underlying them.> The notion of an oral
medium, however, seems to exclude its opposite on first sight, in the sense
that whoever speaks does not write, and vice versa. The exclusion is super-
ficial, of course, since speech and writing as media are coexisting strategies,
both of them being available to most members of a literate community and
chosen according to the communicative needs and purposes at hand.

But what about “oral” in the sense used by Parry in the quotation above?
As a subclassification of poetry, Parry evidently means “oral” to exclude
“written,” thereby turning a mere opposition into what seems a contradic-

2 Parry 1971: 377.

3 See also Bakker 1997b.

* The sociological or conceptional sense of “orality” often implies a historical perspective,
focusing on the arrival of literacy and its implications (e.g., Goody and Watt 1968; Ong 1982;
Stock 1983); on the residue of orality left after this arrival (e.g., Havelock 1963, 1986); or on the
coexistence of the two (e.g., Thomas 1989). Thomas (1992: 19) warns against approaches in
which each and every aspect of progress and innovation is attributed to literacy.

5 Oesterreicher 1997.
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tion in terms: for how can poetrylike Homer’s be “oral” and therefore “not
written,” if we experience it as a written text? By “oral” Parry means, as is
well known, “orally composed” as against “composed with the aid of
writing,” yet that does not really alter the picture, and by conceiving of
“oral” in terms of form and style (i.e., formula) Parry and many researchers
after him believed that “oral” could be made to apply to written texts,
provided they have certain oral (-formulaic) properties.

Traditional Style and Homeric Kunstsprache

The dichotomy between oral style and literate style is not the original
form in which Parry cast his conception of Homeric discourse. First came
the notion of traditional style as opposed to the individual expression of
later poetry, an idea that remained closely attached to orality throughout
Parry’s writings. Owing to its formulaic nature, Homeric diction is tradi-
tional, by which Parry means that it cannot possibly have been the individ-
ual creation of any one single poet. “The nature of Homeric poetry,” he
writes, “can be grasped only when one has seen that it is composed in a
diction which is oral, and so formulaic, and so traditional.”® And again:
“Oral poetry is formulaic and traditional. The poet who habitually makes his
poems without the aid of writing can do so only by putting together old
verses and old parts of verses in an old way.””

For Parry, the traditional nature of Greek epic diction is reflected in the
distinctly systematic character of the Homeric formula.® Going well be-
yond the usual treatment of Homeric diction in terms of gratuitous cos-
metics or poetic style tout court, Parry introduces two key concepts that are
central to his conception of the traditional nature of Homeric style: exten-
sion and economy.® Economy is the one-to-one correlation of a given
formula and a metrical form, or in Parrys own words, the absence of
“phrases which, having the same metrical value and expressing the same
idea, could replace one another.”!® Extension, on the other hand, is the

6 Parry 1971: 328.

7 Parry 1971: 377.

8 See Parry 1971: 276: “It is the system of formulas, as we shall see, which is the only true
means by which we can come to see just how the Singer made his verses.”

9 Parry originally spoke in terms of “extension” and “simplicity” (e.g., Parry 1971: 6—7, 16—
17); later he came to speak of “length” and “thrift” (e.g., Parry 1971: 276).

10 Parry 1971: 276.
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degree to which such a unique pairing of a meaning and a form applies to a
whole class of formulaic expressions (a formula type), for example, metri-
cally interchangeable expressions for a range of gods and heroes. Thus,
according to Parry, a system of formulas is economical in that all expressions
with the same meaning are different from one another in their metrical
form (e.g., politlas dios Odusseis ‘much-suffering godlike Odysseus’ vs.
polumetis Odusseds ‘many-minded Odysseus’, both expressions having as
their meaning “Odysseus”). And the system is extended, conversely, in that
all formulas with the same metrical form are different as to their meaning
(e.g., polumetis Odussetis vs. podas okus Akhilleus ‘swift-footed Achilles’).

The arrangement of formulas in systems is treated by Parry as an indica-
tion that the whole of Homer’s diction is organized in this way. An analysis
in terms of economy and extension, in Parry’s view, can show the way to a
better understanding of why and how Homeric diction in general has the
specific form it does. For example, the systems of formulaic expressions for
gods and heroes in the nominative case are for Parry not an isolated obser-
vation; they merely offer a clearer and more striking case of systematic
economy and extension than do other areas of Homeric diction,!! a case
yielding proof that Homeric diction as such, not just some parts of it, is
schematized, systematic, and hence traditional.!2

This proof has been controversial,!* with much discussion, both inside
and outside oral-formulaic theory, devoted to defining the formula. The
debate, which took as leitmotiv Parry’s own definition of the concept (“a
group of words which is regularly employed under the same metrical con-
ditions to express a given essential idea”!*), tended to start from the “inten-

11 “In the case of this system, asin that of other formulas, such as those of the types moAvuntig
"0Odvooeig and 8log 'Odvooets, the length and the thrift of the system are striking enough to be
sure proof that only the very smallest part of it could be the work of one poet. But for the greater
number of systems which are found in the diction of the Homeric poems we cannot make such
sure conclusions, since their length is rarely so great and their thrift never so striking. This does
not mean that the proof by means of the length and thrift of the system is possible only in the case
of the noun-epithet formulas. It is clear without need of further search that the greater part of the
system quoted above must be traditional.” Parry 1971: 277—-78.

12 See Parry’s analysis (1971: 301—14) of the first twenty-five lines of the Iliad and Odyssey.

13 For the argument against Parry’s systematic treatment of noun-epithet formulas, see
Vivante 1982: 158—59, 164—67. The most recent and extended argument against economy is
Shive 1987. For a general discussion of the reception of Parry in current Homeric studies, see
Martin 1989: 1—5. The term “formalist,” although sometimes used with hostile intent (e.g., Fenik
1986: 171, cited by Martin 1989) can, if used in a more neutral sense—as in “formal linguistics”—
quite adequately characterize Parry’s conception; see below, as well as Bakker 1995.

14 Parry 1971: 272. Cf. Parry 1971: 13; Lord 1960: 30. Discussion of Parry’s definition in
Bakker 1988: 152—59.
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sion” of the concept (What is a formula?) and move to its extension (How
much of the Homeric text is formula?). It was hoped that clarity as to the
essence of the basic unit of oral composition would clarify the concept of
oral composition as such.!> But this strategy made the definition of “for-
mula” —in itself already more a definiendum than a definiens—dependent on
each scholar’s position regarding the wider issue of oral-formulaic com-
position and created circularity problems that oral-formulaic theory has
never satisfactorily solved.!’® The question of systematicity and of the es-
sence of the formula will be addressed in Chapter 8 below, where I will
attempt to view Parry’s insights from the perspective developed in this
book.

The participants in the debate on formulas are divided about how tradi-
tional and formulaic Homeric diction really is: from entirely or almost
entirely traditional and formulaic, as Parry and Lord claimed, all the way to
mostly or entirely nontraditional, except for the core of formulaic system-
aticity that Parry had established irrefutably for noun-epithet phrases.!” But
whatever one’s position on this continuum, there was one thing that bound
most participants in the discussion together. Most scholars took the tradi-
tional and formulaic as the phenomenon to be accounted for, the figure
against the ground. Such a position assumes that whereas the definition of
the formulaic (and so the traditional) may be problematic and the subject of
inquiry, the definition of the nontraditional and nonformulaic is not.

We notice here the same perspective as the one with which this chapter
began: Homeric poetry, whether-under the aspect of oral or of traditional,
is seen in terms of an opposition in which the one member (oral or tradi-
tional) is defined with respect to the other (literate) which functions as

15 For discussion of the development in Parry’s thinking about the formula, see Hoekstra
1965: 8—18; Bakker 1988: 152—64; 1990a. Well-known critical statements of Parry’s notion of
formula include Hainsworth 1964; Minton 1965; Austin 1975: 11—-80; Mueller 1984: 14—21. Just
how large a portion of the debate on the formula in the 1970s was devoted to problems of
definition can be gleaned from most of the papers in Stolz and Shannon, eds. 1976.

16 As is well known, the number of clear-cut noun-epithet formulas (conforming to a system
and as such the core of Parry’s theory as well as of any theory of Homeric formulas) is almost
negligible compared to the bulk of the Iliad as a whole, and to make Homeric diction acceptably
formulaic, Parry had to work with a vague concept of similarity (1971: 313), which later scholars
would develop into the notion of the structural formula (e.g., Russo 1963, 1966). But statements
to the effect “x is like y” are not very useful, in that anything uttered in hexametric rhythm is as
suchlike anything else uttered in that rhythm. The statistics in O’Neill 1942 are revealing in this
respect. Discussion and criticism of structural formulas in Minton 1965; Bakker 1988: 159—64.
See also my remarks below on analogy.

17 See, for example, Bassett 1938: 15—19; Hoekstra 1965: 15—20; Austin 1975: 11—81I.
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framework and norm. Language, we almost unconsciously assume, is writ-
ten and individual by default, and it takes some special conditions for it to
become the “other” with respect to these notions. This same perspective,
again, is apparent in the third and last dichotomy we will discuss, that
between artificial and natural.

Before Homeric style became traditional or oral, it was artificial. Philo-
logical criticism found in Homer an artificial diction that could never have
been spoken in ordinary discourse at any time or place, a Kunstsprache, as it
came to be called in the dominant publications on the subject.’® The
notion of Kunstsprache originated in nineteenth-century historical and de-
scriptive linguistics, the backbone of linguistic thought in philology, and
was based on a thorough investigation of the morphological, phonological,
dialectal, and lexicographic features that distinguish Homer from other
authors. These features include the geographic and temporal mismatch of
Homeric forms and the use of inherently “artificial” forms, words that do
not exist elsewhere. As a simple example we may cite the accusative phrase
euréa ponton ‘wide sea’, created on the analogy of the dative formula euréi
pontai, to replace the “natural” but metrically undesirable eurin pénton;'° or
the accusative form heniokhéa ‘charioteer’, created on the basis of the “ar-
tificial” form *heniokhetis (instead of the “natural” heniokhos and its accusa-
tive heniokhon).?’ These artificialities were seen as dependent on the ex-
igencies of the dactylic hexameter, an observation epitomized in Kurt
Witte’s words: “The epic language is the creation of the epic verse.”2!

Parry is a direct heir to this approach: his oral-formulaic analysis amounts
to a continuation of the research of Witte, Karl Meister, and their pre-
decessors. The essential dimension that Parry adds is the perception that the
dependence of language on verse is not merely an issue of aesthetics, the
result of the hexameter functioning as a poetic generative principle, but a
matter of functional motivation. Parry shows that the bewildering variety of
epithets and morphologically heterogeneous dialectal “forms” is not an
arbitrary feature of “epic style” but conforms to a system designed to
facilitate oral composition in performance. It is within the context of this
system that the “artificial” element in Homeric style, or generally the

18 Witte 1913; Meister 1921. These works can be seen as the culmination of extensive
nineteenth-century research on the decisive influence of the verse on Homer’s language. See also
Ruijgh 1971: 106—12. Up-to-date bibliography in Janko 1992: 8—19.

19 Witte 1912: 113 (=Latacz, ed. 1979: 112).

20 Chantraine 1948: 95.”

21 Witte 1913: 2214: “ein Gebilde des epischen Verses.”
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characterization of Homeric language as Kunstsprache, comes to be rein-
terpreted as that which exists in service of the traditional, and ultimately, the
oral: “A whole new word no poet could make, since no one would under-
stand him ifhe did, but he may make a form like another. That is to say, he
may make the artificial by analogy with the real. The reason for such a
creation is of course the same which leads the singers to keep the old and
foreign forms, namely the need of a formula ofa certain length which can be
gotten only by this means.”22

It appears, then, that in order to account for the Homeric formula
various interrelated concepts have been used and are still in use: artificiality,
traditionality, and orality, differentiating Homeric poetry respectively from
the naturalness, the individuality, and the writtenness of ordinary poetic
language. The phenomenon thus created, however, may be more a product
of the perspective used than an objective reality. For when we change our
perspective, shifting our focus from poetic language to language, and par-
ticularly language as it actually functions in speech, the three opposites of
natural, individual, and written are not such distinctive features anymore.

From Poetry to Speech

We may wonder how “natural” ordinary language is when we realize
that analogy, the creation of one form on the basis of another, is not at all
confined to the creation of formulas in the oral style. Analogy is a regular
feature of language change in general, part of a general drive of languages to
make grammatical paradigms more “regular” when phonetic changes or
unproductive morphology have made certain forms obsolete and “irregu-
lar.”?® A simple example in Greek is the “artificial” but regular form ofda-
men ‘we know’, created on the analogy of the “natural” and regular form
oida ‘I know’ to replace the “natural” but irregular form ismen.?* Natural
and artificial, then, do not seem to be viable concepts in the study of
language change, where creating the artificial by analogy with the real is a
very natural phenomenon. Nor does the artificial as such seem useful as a
concept to characterize Homeric language. True, the motivation for ana-

22 Parry 1971: 339, emphasis added; cf. Parry 1971: 68—69.

2 This process is sometimes called leveling; see Hock 1986: 168—71.

24 The oldest attested uses ofthe new form seem to occurin Herodotus (4.46, 7.214) butitis
not until the New Testament that the form has become normal; the older form, however,
continues to be used.
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logical formation in Homeric diction is metrical, and therefore artistic; but
that does not mean that the resulting form is inherently any more artificial
than analogous formations in ordinary language.

Analogical change in language, whether ordinary or poetic, is traditional
in that no individual speaker or singer can impose a given newly made
expression on the language community and make it enter the system. The
very concept of system, in fact, which Parry sees as the key element in the
traditionality of Homeric style, is not left unaffected by the shift in perspec-
tive from poetry to language. The system consists of the systematic differ-
ences between formulas as forms. A very similar account, however, can be
found in structuralist linguistics, the approach to language introduced by
Ferdinand de Saussure:?® Just as Parry himself does in the case of formulaic
language, the structuralist linguist sees language in general as a system or
code, a coherent set of differences and similarities between linguistic forms
that serve the purpose of the efficient transmission of their content or
meaning. An just as in the case of Parry’s formulas, the form of linguistic
expression is seen as determined by an autonomous structure or system that
is distinct from the content of the message transmitted (Parry calls the latter
the “essential idea” of a given formula).?’

‘But the problem of how to define Homeric traditional diction is not
confined to the wayin which the Homeric formulas relate to one another; it
affects the concept of formula itself. The study of language has long been
concerned with creativity and originality, with how speakers are the indi-
vidual composers of expressions within the system of rules that makes up
their language. In recent years, however, very different voices have been
heard, drawing attention to the traditionality of speakers, their use of phrases
of which theyare not the original makers or authors. Indeed, repetition is a

25 After Parry, the issue of the relation between Homeric formulaic language and ordinary
language has occasionally been raised; see, for example, Lord 1960: 36; Wyatt (1988: 29), who in
criticizing Schein’s treatment (1984: 2—13) of Homeric language as artificial and never spoken by
anyone as an ordinary language, submits that “Homer’s language was as natural for him as is
English to us.” For the acquisition of poetic language as a secondlanguage, see Rubin 1988; 1994:
136—44.

26 Structuralist linguistics conceives of language, partly in opposition to nineteenth-century
diachronic and historical linguistics, as a synchronic system, consisting of functional differences
between its constitutive elements. For elementary expositions of Saussure’s work (1972) see
Jackson 1991: 20—56; Holdcroft 1991.

27 Parry 1971: 13, 272. More on the affinity of Parry’s account of the Homeric formula with
structuralism and other formalist linguistic paradigms in Bakker 1995: 118—22 (see also Lynn-
George 1988: 55—68). Notice in this connection that Antoine Meillet, Parry’s teacher, was a pupil
of Saussure.
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pervasive phenomenon when language is conceptionally oral. In the third
part of this book we shall consider some implications of this observation. For
now, we may simply reconsider the concept of traditional or oral formula,
the exclusive feature of oral epic as proposed by Parry.?

If formulas as traditional “prefabs” also occur in ordinary language, we
might do better than opposing Homeric poetry to ordinary poetic lan-
guage, viewing it instead in connection with ordinary spoken language.
True, the formular nature and function of expressions in Homeric poetry is
determined, in ways to be explored further in Chapters 6 and 8, by metrical
factors that do not, as such, play a role in ordinary speech. But the differ-
ence between metrical and nonmetrical is not as clear-cut as it seems, and
even a predominantly metrical function for a Homeric expression does not
preclude its also having a function akin to that of formulaic expressions in
ordinary speech.

All this is not to say, of course, that there are no important differences
between Homeric discourse and everyday speech. The point is rather that
the phraseology of Homeric poetry may not be most fruitfully character-
ized by calling it chiefly and inherently artificial or traditional. And when
we add orality to the mix, we risk running into outright paradox. In
explaining artificial by means of traditional, and traditional by means of
oral, Parry gave the notion of Kunstsprache an entirely different conceptual
load, causing a revolution in Homeric scholarship. This revolution, how-
ever, was in a sense a conservative one. Earlier analysts of the Homeric
Kunstsprache focus on poetic style; Parry keeps that perspective and analyzes
oral poetic style as a special case. In explaining the artificial, poetic element
in Homer’s diction, Parry comes to equate the oral with what distinguishes
Homer’s speech, treated as poetic style, from ordinary speech. In the oral-
formulaic analysis, stylistic features like formulas, repetitions, and rhythmi-
cal patterns are studied by explicitly confronting them as a special case,
isolated as a research object sui generis, a traditional oralstyle and a separate
formulaic language.?® But this research project ignores, and has continued
to do so till the present day, that the oral is all around us, not as a special
poetic style but as everyday speech.

It is with respect to this pervasive but therefore neglected and ill-

28 “It is the nature of an expression which makes of it a formula.” Parry 1971: 304. On formula
as a natural category of language vs. formula as a function of language, see Bakker 1988: 153—57.
2 See, for example, Parry 1971: 328: “Clearly a special language for the hexameter could
come into being only when poetry was of a very different sort from that which we ourselves
write, and which we know to have been written throughout the history of European literature.”
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understood phenomenon that I attempt to define Homeric poetry in the
chapters that follow. My starting point and main assumption in this book is
that orality is not so much a phase in the development of culture, or
literature, to be overcome in due course, as it is the primary manifestation
of language. Orality is language in the spoken, phonic medium along with
the conceptional process that it implies: a conception that has to be studied
on its own terms, rather than with respect to writing. The study of speech
as a phenomenon that can be observed all around us is an empirical disci-
pline. In the chapters that follow, we will draw on some of this research,
highlighting those approaches and methodologies that provide the best
opportunities for the study of Homer.

We are concerned, then, not with oral as the special case of poetry, but
with poetry as the special case of oral, in other words, with poetry in
speech. We will view Homeric discourse not as oral poetry but as special
speech.?® A general catchword for the poetry in Homeric speech is the
term “stylization,” which implies, just as imitation or parody, two dis-
courses: the discourse that is the object of stylization and the stylizing
discourse itself. The stylizing discourse is meant to be distinctive, but in
order to be recognizable as a stylizing discourse, it has to display some
essential features of its model.*! In the same way, Homeric discourse can
be said to stylize ordinary discourse by departing from it and yet retaining,
or even highlighting, its most characteristic features. An important part of
the program of this book will be to identify those most characteristic fea-
tures, and to present them as the basis for an account of Homeric poetics.

Our main task, then, will be to ask what it means for language to be
spoken, so that we can define what it means for speech to be special. The
first question will concern us in Part 2; in Part 3 we will then be in a
position to deal with the second one. But let us first finish our preliminary
discussion of perspectives: if it is of interest to ask, for the benefit of the
interpretation of a text, what it means for language to be spoken, then we
may also want to ask what it means for speech to be written.

30 Cf.Nagy’s concept (1990a: s—6, 29—34) of marked speech, or “song,” asan anthropological
notion.

31 See Bakhtin 1981: 362; 1984: 185—204, on “double-voiced discourse,” which “is directed
both toward the referential object of speech, as in ordinary discourse, and toward another’s discourse,
toward someone else’s speech” (1984: 185). '



CHAPTER 2

The Writing of Homer

Let us say that a text is any discourse fixed by writing. According to this
definition, fixation by writing is constitutive of the text itself. But what is
fixed by writing? We have said: any discourse. Is this to say that discourse had
to be pronounced initially in a physical or mental form? that all writing was
initially, at least in a potential way, speaking? In short, what is the relation of
‘the text to speech?

—Paul Ricoeur, “What Is a Text? Explanation and Understanding”

The orality-literacy dichotomy is not so much an objective distinction
as a reflection of a particular perspective. It creates orality as what happens
in the absence of writing. But it may also create orality as what happens in
the presence of writing, diminishing its strange alterity in favor of a con-
ception that is compatible with what we call literature. A case in point is
Ruth Finnegan’s monograph Oral Poetry. This book argues against a “deep
gulf” between oral and literate poetry, and tries to correct some of the
“dubious” and “romantic” generalizations about oral poetry in our mod-
ern literate culture.! This knowledgeable contribution to the subject of oral
poetry considered as a cross-cultural social phenomenon has had quite a
surprising effect on its classical readership. Finnegan’s insistence that there
are no hard boundaries between the oral and the literate has blurred the
distinct senses of oral discussed in the previous chapter and has led to a new
conception of orality as a phenomenon not essentially different from liter-
acy. Instead of helping readers gain greater insight into the various aspects
of oral poetry, Finnegan’s book has actually contributed to the new spread
of a literate and antioralist stance in Homeric studies. The feeling that no
special categories of criticism and analysis, like those of oral-formulaic

! See, for example, Finnegan 1977: 2, 16—24, 30—41.

18
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theory, are needed for the study and appreciation of Homer has been
reinforced, paradoxically, on the authority of an acknowledged specialist in
oral poetry.?

Finnegan’s attempts at bridging the chasm between oral and literate
poetry may indeed yield some insights into the nature of both that have
been obscured by the oral-formulaic analysis of epic poetry and by the
study of modern written narrative. In Homeric studies, however, they
cause confusion by evading what I take to be the real issue. Homerists have
drawn support from Finnegan’s work for their position in what, since Parry,
has been a major controversy: the question whether the Homeric poems
were composed orally or not.® Yet this question is less central and produc-
tive than has been assumed, in that either answer to it misses the point by
excluding the other. The mere acknowledgment of the existence of the
text of the Homeric poems and of its importance in antiquity, for example,
might in the dichotomized orality-literacy debate be taken as a statement to
the effect that the Homeric poems have not been composed orally; or at
least that they were composed by a poet who had liberated himself from the
constraints of oral composition or was in the process of doing so.*

More interesting than either opposing oral and literate or blurring the
distinction between them, however, seems to be the question—even if it
does not lead to a clear answer—what it might have meant for the Iliad and
Odyssey to have been written in their historical context. And if reading is
the intended reception of a written text, we have to ask what it means for
the texts of the Homeric poems to have been read in that historical context.
Instead of manipulating oral and literate, then, as immutable primary ele-
ments that either coexist with or exclude each other, we should try to
endow these terms with cultural value. Such an attempt requires of us a
readiness to question the assumption that our conception of writing is a
norm for writing in all times and places. In other words, we will have to
make the effort to defamiliarize our culturally and professionally deter-
mined habits and preconceptions, to make them more meaningful, or
rather, less self-evident. The resulting sense of relativism is what we surely
need when it comes to the study of Homeric writing.

2 See in particular Griffin 1980: xiv; Lloyd-Jones 1992. For a similar critique of Finnegan, see
Nagy 1992b: 318—19.

3 For the lingeringimportance of this question, see most recently Erbse 1994.

* See now Nagy 1996, a forcefulantidote against this view.
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Speech and Text

What are the possibilities when we try to bring speech and writing into
closer contact with each other than they are in the binary contrast between
written and oral composition? The most exciting possibility imaginable
would be that the text of the Homeric poems is directly related to the real
event, as the faithful recording of an epic oral performance, with traces of
this actual event still present in our text. This would reconcile the Iliad and
the Odyssey as performances with the existence of a written text and leave
orality in its strong sense of textlessness intact. But this possibility is highly
improbable. While it is true that text and performance have much to do
with each other (in fact I will argue later on in this chapter that they are
interdependent), the notion that the text is a faithful recording does not
seem a viable one. It would lead to blatant anachronism and turn the
Homeric text into the published version of the field notes of some ancient
anthropologist, an interested scribe who was present at the performance of
the master, but who had no part in the dynamics of the speech event, and in
whose writing dynamics the performing poet had no part.®

One could also separate in time the composition of the Iliad and the
Odyssey from their writing (and thereby save the notion of oral composi-
tion): the' Homeric poems could have been written down long after their
composition. This is the position that G. S. Kirk defends.¢ Kirk argues for a
Homer who made no use of writing, a truly oral poet whose highly atypical,
colossal poems were transmitted orally until they were committed to writ-
ing. Kirk’s views rest on the common assumption that a creative phase in the
development of the oral tradition (that of the aoidoi ‘singers’, of whom
Homer was allegedly the last and the greatest), in which new poems were
composed, was followed by the reproductive phase of the rhapsoidoi ‘rhap-
sodes’, who merely recited the creations of their great predecessors.” But
this is a very literate, not to say literary, presentation of the matter; Kirk
assumes that repetition is the reproduction of a first, normative, and superior
original, and hence the creation of something derivative.? In his conception

5 Lord himself admits (1960: 125, 149) that written texts of actual performances are extremely
rare.

6 Mostrecently Kirk 1985: 10-14.

7 See, for example, Kirk 1976: 126—27: “In Greece there are reasons for believing that the Iliad
and Odyssey came very near the end of the creative oral tradition. The introduction of writing,
and the supremacy of the monumental poems themselves, no doubt hastened the decline of
creative oral poetry.”

8 More on repetition as a literate concept in Chapter 7 below.
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of Homer’s creative orality (as opposed to the rhapsode’s repetitive orality)
Kirk thinks in solidly textual categories. What he neglects is the notion of
performance, in which the concepts of repetition and reproduction are not
as appropriate as those of reinstantiation, recreation, reiterability.® The in-
sight that repetition across performances is crucial, not reprehensible, not
only for the epic performance butalso for speech in general, makes Homer
somewhat less original than we like him to be, but the reciting rhapsodes
become a great deal more creative; in fact the distinction between the two
might well collapse.’®

Which brings us to the position of Gregory Nagy and his elaborate
argument in defense of the anonymous rhapsode. In Nagy’s view, the single
genius poet, whether composing orally or not, recedes in favor of a concept
of Panhellenism, a “cumulative process, entailing countless instances of
composition/ performance in a tradition that is becoming streamlined into
an increasingly rigid form as a result of ever-increasing proliferation.”!!
This increasing rigidity, according to Nagy, eventually led to the textual
fixation of the Homeric tradition, but the final stage of fixation was not
reached until the performance tradition of Greek epic had completely
vanished.!? In Nagy’s account, writing is seen as inherent in the fixation of
the tradition, not as an external phenomenon superimposed on the tradi-
tion from outside. In what follows we will elaborate on a similar concep-
tion of writing, focusing more than Nagy does on the precise interrelation-
ships between speaking, writing, and text.

We are dealing, then, with the role played by a poet who was capable of
recomposing the Iliad in the actual production of the written text. The
best-known scenario here is Lord’s conception of “oral dictated text,” in
which a poet and a scribe engage in a deliberate communication, with the
production of the text as intended outcome.!* Owing to the changed
communicative situation in which it was produced, the oral dictated text,

® See, for example, Foley 1991: 56—57; Hymes 1981: 82—83; Lord 1960: 99—102; Zumthor
1990: 49. The transmission of songs is not so much a matter of verbatim recall per se as of
constraints on the memory of the performers; see Rubin 1995.

10 See also Bakker 1993a. For another critique of Kirk’s position, from a different perspective,
see Parry 1966.

1t Nagy 1979: 8; see also Nagy 1990a: 52—56.

12 See now Nagy 1996, esp. 109—11, on the “five ages of Homer,” and the transition from
genuine oral poetry via “transcript” to “scripture,” a process involving various centuries of
transmission, that is, fixation in (re-)performance. See also the Conclusion below.

13 Lord 1953; 1960: 126—28, 148—57; 1991: 38—48; see also Jensen 1980: 81—95; West 1990;
Janko 1990; 1992: 37—38.
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the reasoning goes, can be longer, covering more detail, than any single
normal performance. Taken by itself and viewed from the right perspec-
tive, dictation remains a plausible conception for the fixation of the Iliad
and the Odyssey in writing and for the initial stages of their text. To the
extent, however, that the idea of dictation arose from a conception of
orality that is opposed to literacy in the binary contrast that we are discuss-
ing here, the proposal must be viewed as born out of necessity.

As we have seen, in the original conception of Parry and Lord, oral and
literate are always mutually exclusive concepts: a poet is either oral or
literate, and an oral poet has an entirely different technique from the literate
poet. Lord puts the dichotomy as follows: “The written technique . . . is
not compatible with the oral technique, and the two could not possibly
combine, to form another, a third, a ‘transitional’ technique. It is conceiv-
able that a man might be an oral poet in his younger years and a written
poet later in life, but it is not possible that he be both an oral and a written
poet at any given time in his career. The two by their very nature are
mutually exclusive.”* Statements such as this one reflect the direction of
the discussion of oral composition and the climate in which it has been
conducted; oral composition has often been conceived of as a fragile flower
that is immediately killed off when it comes into contact with its mortal
enemy, literacy.!> Lord’s conception of the oral dictated text, in the context
in which it was proposed, amounts to an effort to account for the existence
of a text while leaving the much cherished idea of a monolithic oral tradi-
tion intact. Oral dictation in Lord’s sense is the tangential contact between
the oral tradition and writing, in the form of a special, abnormal perfor-
mance of an unspoiled oral poet.

Historical and sociological research outside oral-formulaic theory, how-
ever, suggests that the picture is not so simple. Even if we adhere to orality
vs. literacy as a meaningful opposition (a policy which I try to question in
this chapter), it is clear that the advent of literacy in a society by no means
kills off the phenomena that we conceive of in terms of orality: as we saw in
the previous chapter, conceptional orality is a matter of degree. Eric Have-
lock, for example, proposes an oral residue in archaic and classical Greek
societies, which are well beyond the phase of primary orality, the age of
complete textlessness in all respects and on all levels. An even better picture

4 Lord 1960: 129.

15 See, for example, Kirk 1985: 15—16: “For the oral tradition, which would have been killed
oft by any immediate and serious extension ofliteracy. . . . Writing had spread too far by the early
years of the seventh century B.cC. for the creative oral genius to flourish much longer”
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of the interaction of orality and literacy is provided by the Middle Ages,
another period of early writing, which has yielded much more evidence
than archaic Greece on what people actually did with written texts. The
medieval record has made it clear on a large scale that people can live
graciously with written texts while retaining degrees of orality in the re-
ception or transmission of those texts that would surprise the doctrinaire
oralist.!¢

A first step toward bringing more nuance into the one-dimensional
dichotomy between orality and literacy might be to fraction it into di-
chotomies of composition, reception, and transmission. This would allow
texts to be both oral and written, according to the parameter chosen. For
example, texts may be written and still be oral in their reception (i.e., in
performance/recitation), an oral text may be written down so as to be
distributed and read, and so forth. On this basis we could argue that pure
orality, in which neither the poets, nor their audiences, nor the tradition
has any contact with writing, is a phenomenon much more limited in its
occurrence than the earlier oralists would allow. In practice there is always
some aspect of the oral tradition that is no longer oral. And the very
existence of texts pertaining to an oral tradition, as in the case of Homer,
seems to prove that the tradition does not belong to the pure type.!”

The fractioning of the orality-literacy contrast into composition, trans-
mission, and reception may seem to have an advantage over the one-
dimensional dichotomy, but in reality it amounts to nothing more than a
multiplication of the contrast. In themselves the three components still
yield absolute, binary distinctions between the written and the oral: a text is
conceived of as orally transmitted or not, orally composed or not, with our
literate notion of nonoral writing still intact as a cultural universal. The
fractioning of the orality-literacy contrast, we may note, is Finnegan’s way
of bridging the “great divide” between orality and literacy.!® Yet the result
of this solution is the reconciliation of literacy with orality as a concept
defined in literate terms, and a conception of orality as entirely encapsu-
lated within a literate universe: with orality being confined to certain
aspects of an oral poem, it is possible to continue studying it as if it were a
written poem, without questioning or rethinking any of our common

16 On medieval literacy and illiteracy see Biuml 1980, 1984, 1993; Clanchy 1993; Schaefer
1991, 1992; Zumthor 1987.

17 See Biuml 1984 on medieval “oral” texts and the problems those texts pose for the theory
of oral composition, given the social context in which they have to be situated.

18 See, for example, Finnegan 1977: 17—18.
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literate assumptions. In order to avoid this anachronism, we need to view
writing and written composition from the perspective of speech, instead of
looking at oral composition from the point of view of writing. This shift
will mean reexamining our notions of writing and oral composition. These
two concepts have been maintained as mutually exclusive alternatives by an
anachronistic approach to writing and an idiosyncratic treatment of orality.
Both the anachronism and the idiosyncrasy are due to the perspective
discussed in Chapter 1: a tendency to see oral poetry as a special case whose
characteristic properties must be studied in terms of production. This em-
phasis on composition has led scholars to neglect the importance of recep-
tion in the creation of the Homeric poems.

Lord’s writings, and indeed most writings in the oral-formulaic tradi-
tion, leave no doubt as to what is meant by “oral composition”: for oral
theorists, oral composition is the use of the formulaic system provided by
the tradition. The use of this system, or better, the dependence on it, is for
Lord the quintessential feature of oral composition, and since written com-
position is not dependent on the formulaic system, there is a hard distinc-
tion, formulated by Lord as follows: “The oral singer thinks in terms of . . .
formulas and formula patterns. He must do so in order to compose. But
when writing enters, the ‘must’ is eliminated.” ®

This treatment of the formula as the necessary condition for oral com-
position has led analysts to make a sharp distinction between such composi-
tion and writing.?° But it has also led to a distinction between the oral style
and ordinary speech; in fact, these two oppositions are related, and if one is
invalid the other is too. At the end of the previous chapter I hinted that,
rather than separating Homeric discourse from ordinary language, the for-
mula helps create that discourse by stylizing everyday speech. This relation
between Homeric discourse and ordinary language (indeed between spe-
cial speech and speech) necessarily implies a certain amount of listening
knowledge on the part of the poet’s audience within the tradition. Beside
composition, then, reception is an important factor in the function of
formulas, and to the extent that this is the case, the formula ceases to be
irreconcilable with writing. For the intended effect of formulas as speech

1% Lord 1960: 130. Yet formulas do persist after the introduction of writing, and in a later
publication, Lord (1975: 18) denies these phenomena the status of formulas because they evi-
dently had not facilitated oral composition. Convincing criticism in Smith 1977: 141—44.

20 Consequently, the alleged weakening of the concept of formula has been thought to bring
Homer closer to writing. See Shive 1987.
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units stylizing the units of ordinary speech was not in any way changed by
their being written down, especially since the text produced was meant not
to be read but to be heard.?!

The allegedly destructive effect of writing on the capabilities of the poet
is an artifact not only of the formulaic view of oral composition, but also of
an anachronistic view of written composition. Lord may seem to see writ-
ing as the absence of the dependence on formulas, but in reality his concep-
tion is much broader: it is based on what writing means in our culture.
Lord’s use of the terms “writing” and “written composition,” in fact, is
underspecified and ignores a distinction that derives directly from the dif-
ferentiation in the semantics of “oral” presented in the previous chapter:
there is an important difference between “writing something down” and
“composing something with the aid of writing.” In the former case, writ-
ing is a medium transfer, the transcoding of a phonic discourse into a
graphic discourse. One could do this without having anything to do with
writing as composition, the production of a text that is written as to its
conception.?? In other words, one could write in a technical and physical
sense, without one’s thought processes being governed, or even touched,
by writing as a compositional process. Lord, in his discussion of the opposi-
tion between oral and written composition, restricts “writing” to our
notion of compositional activity or process, ignoring the fact that this
notion is the highly developed end point of a long, evolutionary process of
interiorization, and applying it to the very earliest stages of that process,
where a quite different sense of “writing” is much more appropriate.

It is essential to realize that for us writing is a way of organizing thought
and texts, and that its underlying technology has become entirely trans-
parent and taken for granted. Earlier stages in the development of the
technology were very different. The technology and psychology of medi-
eval writing has been investigated by M. T. Clanchy, with results that
should be of great interest to classicists.?> In the writing culture of the
eleventh century, composition in writing and writing technology were

2 This liberation of the formula from production in the oral-formulaic sense stems mostly
from the work of medievalists; see, for example, Schaefer 1988; 1992: 59—87.

22 Qesterreicher (1993: 269—70) brings out this distinction by means of the terminological
opposition between Verschriftung (writing in the medial sense, the transcoding of a discourse into
text) and Verschriftlichung (writing in the conceptional sense, the textualization of a discourse). See
also the Conclusion below.

2 Clanchy 1993. I cite from this second edition.
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entirely different fields, with their own specialists. As Clanchy notes, “Just
as reading was linked in the medieval mind with hearing rather than seeing,
writing (in its modern sense of composition) was associated with dictating
rather than with manipulatinga pen. Reading and writing were not insepa-
rably coupled with each other as they are today.”?* In other words, writing
in the sense of composition was a form of speaking, a matter of voice, separated
from writing in the technological sense, which was the transcription of the
sound produced by the voice.?®> A person, as Clanchy notes, might be able
to “write” and still be illiterate by our standards: the writing that we couple
with reading (in the visual sense) was an art in itself that was practised by
highly trained scribes.?® But even on the relatively rare occasions when the
writer took pen in hand, the concept of dictation and voice did not lose its
relevance, because writing then amounted to dictating to oneself, writing
down what one heard one’s own voice saying.?’ The central insight to be
gained, then, from Clanchy’s detailed investigation of early writing is that
our distinction between speaking and writing is anachronistic and artificial
when applied without further consideration to earlier stages of the literacy
evolution. In particular, it appears that the distance between speech and
text need not be so large as it is in our culture, either from the point of view
of production, or from the point of view of reception, as we shall see in the
next section.

Returning to the dictation of the Homer text, we now face the para-
doxical situation that whereas Lord’s conception of writing has to be re-
jected, his scenario for the writing of the Iliad, at least in the earlier stages of
the transmission of the text, is highly plausible, if not compelling, provided
that the dictation of the Homeric poems is viewed in the right perspective.
What I am suggesting is that the dictating bard “wrote” by his own stan-
dards and “spoke” by ours. The Iliad is real speech: in recomposing it, the
poet actually produced every sound of which the poem consists and his
thought processes, and hence the presentation and structure of his dis-
course, were not in any way governed by writing in our conceptional sense.
And yet he produced a written text that is the basis—at first probably in

2 Clanchy 1993: 270—71.

%5 On transcription and inscription, see below.

26 Clanchy 1993: 125—26; 131—32. But even literates would make use of scribes; see Zumthor
1987: 111; Clanchy 1993: 126.

27 This is the suggestion made by Magoun in a discussion (1953: 460) of the Anglo-Saxon
poet Cynewulf. The ultimate consequence of this idea, writing as performance and the scribe as
performer, has been recently pursued by Doane (1994).
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competition with other, similar variants of the same discourse?®—of the
tradition that has eventually yielded our Homeric text.

So I agree with Lord that a poet (who might well have been illiterate by
our standards) dictated the Iliad to an amanuensis. But to distinguish this
dictation event from writing, as Lord does, is to draw lines that do not seem
relevant for the earliest stages of literacy, when speaking and writing form a
continuum that runs counter to our own cultural routines. The relation
between the earliest Homeric texts and their speakers must have been one
for which no close parallel exists in our culture. The speaker was neither a
disinterested party in the dictation event (and hence external to the text
produced there), nor the very “maker” (the literal sense of poiétés ‘poet’)
and hence the author or owner of the text; in the textual fixation of his
activity, he was rather a link in the transmission of Homeric discourse, and
hence an agent in its survival. A possible scenario for this survival I consider
in the final part of this chapter.

The Interdependence of Text and Performance

Texts are usually not created as self-contained objects; they have to be
read.? Being read, in fact, is no less than the completion and fulfilment of
any text.>® The manner of this completion quite crucially depends on the
nature of the text, its function and its manner of composition. A discussion
of the writing of the Homeric text, then, is incomplete without a treat-
ment of how it might have been read. In fact, a discussion of reading has the
potential to deepen our understanding of writing, insofar as nothing is
likely to be produced without some idea of the use that will be made of the
product. We are concerned, then, with how the Homeric text might have
been used in its original historical context.

28 Medieval philology again provides suggestive, if indirect, evidence for what must have
preceded the Alexandrian recension and redaction of Homeric poetry. See, for example, Zum-
thor 1987: 160—62, on mouvance, the dynamism of a poetic tradition, with textual variants result-
ing from its expansion in time and space (on which see now also Nagy 1996: 7—38). See also
Cerquiglini 1989; Fleischman 19g9ob: 24—25; and O’Brien O’Keeffe’s 1987 study of the coexisting
textual traditions of Caedmon’s Hymn in Old English, Latin, and vernacular. The manuscripts in
the last-mentioned tradition provide less spatial organization (resulting in scriptio continua and
rudimentary punctuation) and more textual variants than the manuscripts in Latin, and thus
constitute a case of “the accommodation of literate to oral” (20) rather than the reverse.

2 The remainder of this chapter is based on Bakker 1993a: 15—18.

30 Cf.Ricoeur1991: 151—52; Svenbro 1993: 45—46.
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Even without the preceding discussion, it would hardly be controversial
to label as anachronistic the notion that the first text(s) of the Homeric
poems were read by silent readers, or that the ancient reception of the
poems was somehow a “written reception.”®! Less evident, but still un-
mistakable, is the anachronism in the suggestion that the first text of the
Homeric poems was kept by its commissioner as a valuable possession, in
principle not to be read at all.>2 Such a conception separates the text from
the oral tradition, just as it separates the oral poet from the production of
the text; it reinforces the awkward coexistence of orality and literacy de-
scribed earlier and leaves us with the idea of the Homeric text as an anom-
aly in an oral milieu, waiting to be discovered by someone who would treat
it in the way in which we would treat it, by reading it or copying it.

In the context of archaic Greece, the idea of a textas a thing, or rather the
idea of a thing as text, is more suitable for inscriptions, texts inscribed on
stone or pottery. As Jesper Svenbro has argued, the term “inscription,”
denoting the activity of inscribing, may be used to refer not so much to the
text as such in its physical medium (e.g., stone), as to the speech situation
created by the earliest archaic Greek inscriptions: it is the inscribed tomb
that “speaks” in the first person (e.g., “I am the tomb of so-and-so0”),
thereby functioning as substitute for the speech of the author. Contrasting
with this speech situation are inscriptions in the third person (“This is the
tomb .. "), presenting not so much a speech act that takes the place of speech
as a transcription of an earlier speech.?® The transcript inscriptions, accord-
ing to Svenbro, do not seem to appear before the middle of the sixth century.
Whether the text on stone is an “inscript” or a transcript, however, its effect
is always one of addressing a reader, in the presence of the text and in the
absence of its author.>*

31 Harris 1989: 49; see also Taplin 1992: 37: “Not even the most zealous of the vigorous new
school of scripsists would claim, I think, that Homer wrote his poem for a reading public. The
important thing is that it was created to be delivered orally and to be heard.” Contrast Lord 1960:
131: “Writing as a new medium will mean that the former singer will have a new audience, one
that can read.” See also Kirk (1985: 12), who indirectly makes the same assumption: “It [the Iliad)
was still designed for a listening audience, since the spread of literacy cannot possibly have been
such, by say 700 B.c., as to allow for a proliferation of copies and readers.”

32 See, forexample, West 1990: 48.

33 Svenbro 1993: 28—43; see also Nagy 1992a: 35.

34 The presence of the text is discussed by Svenbro as the presence of the reader, who has to
lend his voice to the speech act of the text during sonorous reading, being dispossessed of his own
“I” (1993: 44—63), a conception of reading that runs counter to “animistic” interpretations of
early writing (1993: 41). The magical or minatory use of early writing, however, cannot be
completely discarded. See for example Harris 1989: 29 and Thomas 1992: 59, both citing the
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The idea of texts as an address to a reader and as a substitute for speech is
applied by the philosopher Paul Ricoeur not to the earliest stage of alpha-
betic writing, but to our writing. Like Svenbro, Ricoeur opposes the
notion of inscribed discourse to the notion of transcription: “What is fixed
by writing is . . . a discourse which could be said, of course, but which is
written precisely because it is not said. Fixation by writing takes the very
place of speech, occurring at the site where speech could have emerged.
This suggests that a text is really a text only when it is not restricted to
transcribing an anterior speech, when instead it inscribes directly in written
letters what the discourse means.”3> Inscription is here opposed not to a
subsequent stage (as in Svenbro’s opposition) but to an earlier stage of the
development of writing; it may be characterized as the fixation of the
meaning of the speech event, whereas the transcript is the fixation of the
speech eventitself.

Transcripts, then, find themselves wedged between two types of inscrip-
tion, one ancient and one modern. The transcribed text differs from either
type in a number of ways. It does not come in the place of speech, but
rather crucially depends on speech. It does not speak itself, as a physical
inscribed object does. Nor does it speak in the metaphorical, fictional way
of the modern written text. Rather, it is the recording of speech, as the
transformation of speech into a different medium.?¢ Finally, it does not
directly address a reader in the way the inscriptions do: instead of directly
transmitting a message to its recipient, it defers this activity to the speaker
that gave rise to its existence, or to the speaker who acts as his substitute.?’
And in doing so it has recourse to a reality outside: not a context that is
constituted by the text as a physical object, nor a reality contained in the
text,? but rather a reality that must precede the text in time.

Now what does it mean to read a transcript, a text that according to

well-known text (seventh century B.c.E.) inscribed on an aryballos from Cumae: Totaieg épi
AékvBog hog & &v pe kAépoer Buprog £ota, “I am the jug of Tataie; whoever steals me will be
blind,” cf. Jeffery 1961: 238. Magical writing occurred in the Middle Ages as well; see Clanchy
1093: 314—17, 333—34.

3 Ricoeur 1991: 44, emphasis added.

36 Cf. Oesterreicher 1993: 269—70, on Verschriftung, the medial transformation of speech into
text.

37 For functions of early texts other than transmission, see Forster 1989; Goody 1987: §4.

38 Onthe closure and autonomy of the written text as opposed to the contextual openness of
speech, see Olson 1977: 264;Biuml 1980: 251—52; Schaefer 1991: 119—20; 1992: 52— §4. Ricoeur
(1991: 47) speaks of “interception” to characterize the modified “referential contract” a written
text entertains with the world.
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Ricoeur is not really a text? The question cannot be seen in isolation from
another question: what does it mean to write a transcript? Both questions
lead us back to the most important transcript the archaic Greek period
produced, the Homeric text. Being neither the physical embodiment of
the speech act it represents, nor its autonomous container, the transcribed
text needs voice to become physical, to accomplish the speech act thatled
up to its existence. In other words, in the case of the Homeric text the
medium is different indeed from the message, to invert McLuhan’s well-
known dictum. An analogy between the ancient transcript and the tran-
scripts of our time, the fruits of advanced technology, might help here: like
the musical compact disk or computer diskette, the Homeric text in its
original transcript stage preserves an original message in a format that is
quite alien to the message as such. To read such a text is not to receive the
information transmitted but to restore the medium of the original message,
to convert it to a format with which the user is familiar, or rather, which is
understandable to the user at all. And the writing of the text is not the act of
transmitting the information it contains, but saving it in a medium that is
more suitable for that purpose.®

Writing and reading as “medium shifts”: this is the original use of the
Homeric text that is proposed here. If this text, a transformation of speech
into a different medium, owed its existence to speech and voice, then its
reading was nothing other than the reversal of this process: the transforma-
tion of text back into the medium of speech, the reenactment of the speech
represented by the text. It appears, then, that not only the distinction
between speaking and writing, but also the one between writing and read-
ing, begins to break down: if speaking is a matter of cognition, of the
activation of ideas in a speaker’s consciousness, as I shall argue in detail in
the next chapter, then reading is a matter of the re-cognition and re-
activation of those same ideas, both in the reader’s and in the listeners’
consciousness.** The reader of the Iliad, then, as well as of the other tran-
scribed texts of early Greek literature, was no less a speaker than the writer

3 In referring to CD-players and computer drives as lecteurs and to “saving” as enrégistrer,
French usage for the management of computer files brings out the transcript status of “texts” in
the new technologies more clearly than English.

40 T owe the play on “cognition” and “recognition” to the meaning of one of the Greek verbs
for “reading” (dvoyyvioxew ‘to know again’, ‘recognize’), as well as to Svenbro’s discussion
(1993: 165—66) of it. See also Nagy 1990a: 171. Svenbro repeatedly emphasizes the practice of
writing in scriptio continua which made the reader’s voice necessary for the sounds of the text to be
“recognized.”



The Writing of Homer 31

of the text was, which amounts to saying that writing and reading were
related to each other as performance and re-performance.

Thatthe Iliad is a text to be heard, not read, may have anyone’s consent,
but the present discussion aims to show that such a claim does not go far
enough. Whoever wrote the Iliad, or gave orders for it to happen, did not
merely write down a poem that was meant to be heard rather thanread, still
engaging in what we would call literary communication. Nor did the
writing of the Iliad, whether as a unique event or as a series of events, a
process, put an end to the public performance tradition of the Homeric
epics. On the contrary, the writing of the Iliad was a masterful attempt—
and a successful one, we may say—to secure this tradition by regulating the
ongoing flow of performances and supplying it with a firm basis, a model
for the rhapsode’s act. This model was a written text that was authoritative
precisely because it derived from, and was meant to give rise to, authorita-
tive speech (speech that, in its turn, derived its authority from being styl-
ized and special).

The writing of the Iliad did not constitute the first literary text, with a
strong footing in the oral tradition; nor did it constitute the often men-
tioned culmination (i.e., the death) of the oral tradition, as the Homeric
poems were transformed into the higher medium of writing. The writing
of the Iliad was not an oral tradition becoming a literate one, unless one sees
this process as indissolubly connected with the oral conception of a written
text: the original text was meant to represent the Iliad in its essential quality
of speech and performance, and to be as such a normative model for
reenactment. As the fixation of an ideal performance, the original text of
the Iliad was an attempt to establish a canon, a means to exert power over
future performances in the Homeric tradition.*! Or in other terms, the text
of the Iliad is a transcript of the previous performance, and hence a script
for the next one. In other words, the reading of the Iliad is the reenactment
of its writing, with the actual text as nothing more (but also nothing less)
than the preservation of the actual wording.*?

41 On power in the relation between a writer and a future reader who is forced to lend his
voice to the vocalization of words that are not his own, see Svenbro 1993: chap. 3. On canons,
value, and power, see Most (1990), who stresses the close link between literacy and canonization.
Outside classical philology see Smith 1983; 1988: 30—53. Among the possible motives for estab-
lishing the Homeric tradition as canonical are Panhellenism (Nagy 1979: 1—11; 1990a: chap. 2);
propaganda for aristocracy (Morris 1986; Latacz 1989: 85—90; Janko 1992: 38); and competition
with new performance genres (Burkert 1987).

42 See Herington’s comment (1985: 45) on the absence of all mention of writing and texts,
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Returning now to the orality-literacy contrast, we may assume that the
contact between the Greek oral epic tradition and writing did not result in
a mixture of what we conceive of as oral and literate features, with the
almost inevitable outcome that those features that are oral are accommo-
dated to the literate framework. Rather, the mixture goes deeper, resulting
in a text the study of which is crucially bound up with the analysis of
speech, considered as a phenomenon in itself, rather than as a concept
defined from a literate point of view as the absence of writing. Accordingly,
the body of this study will be a reading of the Iliad as a transcript, in an
attempt to arrive at the speech that must once have been its primary
referent.

To the extent that the orality-literacy contrast turns Homer into either
an oral poet whose poems have somehow become texts, or a literate poet
who in having liberated himself from the limitations of orality is one of us,
it has to be rejected. Homer is not an oral poet, one of them, whose poems
have been overheard, as it were, to be transcribed into the text which we
possess. And because his writings need voice to become alive and do what
they are meant to do, he is not one of us. It is the crucial importance of the
human voice in the production, transmission, and reception of poetry
whose essence lies in performance that led the medievalist Paul Zumthor to
coin the term “vocality”’4* His coinage is gaining in popularity among
medievalists as a way to characterize phenomena that are misrepresented by
the orality-literacy dichotomy in its classical form.** More important than
terms, however, are the perspectives they reflect. And the importance of
perspectives lies in our being aware of them.

not only in the Homeric poems, but also in archaic poetry in general: “The texts were no part of
the performed poem as such, but merely a mechanical means of preserving its wording between
performances. You could hardly expect the archaic poem to allude to its own written text any
more than you could expect a violinist in the concert hall to interrupt the music with an allusion
to his printed score.”

43 See Zumthor 1987: 21: “C’est pourquoi je préfére, au mot d’oralité, celui de vocalité. La
vocalité, c’est ’historicité d’'une voix: son usage.” See also Zumthor 1987: 19: “Lorsque le poéte
ou son interpréte chante ourécite (que le texte soit improvisé ou mémorisé), sa voix seule confére
a celui-ci son autorité. Le prestige de la tradition, certes, contribue i le valoriser; mais ce qui
I'intégre a cette tradition, c’est 'action de la voix.”

44 Schaefer 1992: s—20.
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CHAPTER 3

Consciousness and Cognition

Consciousness is the crucial interface between the conscious organism and its
environment, the place where information from the environment is dealt
with as a basis for thought and action as well as the place where internally
generated experience becomes effective—the locus of remembering, imagin-
ing, and feeling.

—Wallace Chafe, Discourse, Consciousness, and Time

In the preceding chapters I have argued that a binary distinction be-
tween orality and literacy does not quite capture the way in which speech
and written texts may coexist and interact in cultures other than our own.
Whereas written texts are medially different from speech in any culture, the
conception underlying their production and use may in some cultures be so
close to the conception of spoken language that a simple distinction be-
tween “oral” and “literate” becomes inappropriate. To study such texts, we
need to ask what it means for language to be spoken. The search for an
answer to this question where the Homeric text is concerned requires
concepts and methods that are not to be found in classical philology, a
discipline that has historically been concerned with the study of language as
text. Below and in the chapters that follow I shall draw on such recent work
in discourse analysis, the empirical study of speech, as seems relevant and
useful for our purpose. Discourse analysis will provide a basis for discussing
those features of our Homeric text that go unnoticed and unaccounted for
in the textual perspective.

But this proposed change in perspective will not only lead us to look
outside the philological discipline, but also require us to rethink some of
whatlies within. This takes us into the realm of the style of Homer and other
archaic Greek poetry and will prompt us to reexamine such central concepts
as parataxis, adding style, and ring composition. We shall deal in some detail
with the phenomena denoted by these terms, paying attention to the ques-
tion whether they do indeed reveal pertinent properties of the object de-
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scribed—Homeric discourse—orare more indicative of the literate perspec-
tive of the stylistician. Our discussion of Homeric discourse in terms of the
style of spoken language, then, will be concerned throughout not only with
medium—spoken vs. written language—but also with the conception underly-
ing each medium—oral vs. literate—and in particular with avoiding literate
concepts in the study of the medium of speech.!

Periodic and Unperiodic Style

If the classical ideal of sentence structure, the rhetorical period, is taken
as a norm, then Homer, who was held in antiquity to be the standard for
many rhetorical virtues, falls short of it. Many ancient analysts of discourse,
followed by the students of Homer in modern times, have observed that the
style of Greek epic is different from the later, classical style characterized by
a balanced and complex syntactic design that we call periodic structure. In
fact, Homeric style is decidedly unperiodic, as Parry noted in a discussion
of Homeric verse structure and sentence structure inspired by the analysis
of these phenomena by the Greek critic Dionysius of Halicarnassus (first
century B.C.E.): “The period . . . [is a sentence] in which there is a planned
balance of the thought. The unperiodic sentence is one which lacks this
balance and in which, to cite [Dionysius], ‘the clauses are not made like one
another in form or sound, and are not enslaved to a strict sequence, but are
noble, brilliant, and free.” That is, the ideas are added on to one another, in
what Aristotle calls the running style.”2 Parry is referring to Aristotle’s well-
known concept of léxis eiroméné ‘strung-on way of speaking’, that is op-
posed, as an archaic way of expression, to the léxis katestramméne ‘turned-
down way of speaking’, the periodic style that comes to a natural end:?

! On medium and conception, see Chapter 1 above.

2 Parry 1971: 252. Immediately before the quoted passage, Parry discusses Dionysius on
enjambement in Od. 14.1—7 (De comp. verb. xxvi, in which the phrase occurs to which Parry’s
term “unperiodic” goes back: ¢ &&fig vol dmepiodog v k@AoLg 1€ Kol xbupoct Aeydpevog ‘the
sequence of ideas is unperiodic, uttered in clauses and phrases’). In Parry’s description of periodic
and unperiodic sentences, the passage quoted from Dionysius is, oddly, from De comp. verb. xxii, a
discussion not of Homeric unperiodic style but of the so-called grand, emotional style as a
possible register in public oratory. See also Parry 1971: 262. Parry uses the term “unperiodic” to
designate an importanttype of enjambement in Homeric verse, in which the end of the verse falls
between two constitutive parts of an unperiodic sentence (see further Chapter 6 below).

3 The translations “strung-on” and “turned-down” are borrowed from Kennedy 1991: 239.
Aristotle’s use of the term AéEig lies somewhere between “style” in the philological sense and
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Aéyw 8¢ elpopévnv fi o0dv ¥xer 1élog kB’ adthv, 8v uh 10 mpdyuo TO
Aeydpevov tederwBii. Eot 8¢ dmdig Sk 10 Emepov- 10 yop 1éhog mbvieg
BovAovion koBopav: Sidmep émi tolg kopntipov éxnvéovot kai éxAvovrar:
npoopdVTEG Yop 1O mépog ov Kkduvovst mpdtepov. N uév odv elpopévn [tfig
AéEedrg] oty 1ide, xateotpoppévn SE 1y év mep1ddorg: Aéyw 8¢ nepiodov A&y
Exovoav dpynv kol tehevthv avthy ke’ adthv kol péyeBoc evodvontov. Hdeta
& 1 tolowtn kol edpabhc, Ndeta pév dud 10 évaviing Exetv 1® dnepdvie, Kol
6m del T oleton Exewv 6 dxpoatig 1@ del nemepdvOor T1 odTd- 10 68 undev
npovoely elvor unde dviely amdég. (Rh. 1409%29—1409%4)

I call “strung-on style” a type of discourse that has no inherent end point
other than the completion of the discourse topic in question. This style is
unpleasant by its unbounded nature, for all want to see an end point. This is
why it is [only] at the end of the course that [athletes] are out of breath and
exhausted: having the end point in view they do not tire beforehand. Such is
the strung-on style; the “turned-down style,” on the other hand, is the
periodic style. I call “period” an utterance with an inherent beginning and
end as well as a length that can be beheld at a single glance. Such a type of
discourse is not only pleasant, but also easy to learn. It is pleasant by the fact
that it is the opposite of what is unbounded, and because the listener at every
moment has the idea of having hold of something, by the fact that every
moment is bounded in itself. For having no anticipation of what is to come
or not completing anything is unpleasant.

Aristotle seems to take as periods not the long balanced sentences that
the modern handbooks cite from the oratory of Isocrates or Cicero, but
rather the constitutive elements that make up such elaborate linguistic
structures. Immediately after the passage quoted above, Aristotle claims
that a period is easier to understand because meter makes it easier to
remember than unperiodic discourse, an observation to which we will
return in Chapter 6. A second difference between Aristotle’s account and
the conception of periodic style that we find in the modern handbooks of
Greek grammar is that the former is hearer-oriented, whereas in the mod-

“presentation strategy” as the phrase might be used by modern sociolinguists or discourse ana-
lysts. On the one hand, the term is used by Aristotle to designate properties oflanguage as text; on
the other, Aé&1g never quite loses the meaning that is inherent in its morphological status as an
action noun.

* See Kennedy 1991: 239. See also Chapter 6 below.
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ern accounts the emphasis is on the hierarchical relations in a sentence as
marked by the syntax of subordination. In fact, Aristotle seems to deal with
a different medium: his concern is with spoken, not written discourse.

Central in Aristotle} account of periodic style is hearers’ anticipation
(pronoein ‘to have a sense as to what will come next’). Any present moment
in the comprehension of a discourse, according to Aristotle, should be
connected in expected ways to the next present moment, and it should be
clearly defined with respect to a given end point. The teleology of periodic
discourse, moreover, implies a “beginning” that is just as clearly marked as
the “end,” yielding a conception of periodic style as “bounded”: it gives the
listener a sense of “having hold of something,” a mental disposition that is
not only conducive to the comprehension of a discourse, but also adds to
the listener’s pleasure.>

In Aristotle’s account, the strung-on style of speaking is all that the
periodic style is not: it is unpleasant because of its unboundedness. Without
beginning, middle, and end, it does not provide the listener with a sense of
being somewhere, of knowing where the discourse will lead and from
which point it started. In other words, the léxis eiroméne is not viewed as a
phenomenon in its own right; it is negatively defined with respect to the
positive qualities of the periodic style. Aristotle may differ from us in his
empbhasis on the listener and in his attention to the spoken medium, but he
is a clear precursor of modern stylistic practice in using a given conception
of language as a norm to which some discourses conform and others do
not.

It was not until Parry that Aristotle’s stylistic perspective came to be seen
in the terms that are familiar to us today. Parry turned Aristotle’s well-
known stylistic distinction between periodic and unperiodic style into a
basis on which Homeric adding style, as he called it, could be considered an
oral style and opposed to the literate style of later authors. Within Parry’s
perspective and the conception of orality discussed in the first two chapters
of this book, the adding style is what distinguishes Homer’s oral poetry
from other literature. It is a necessary consequence of the fact that Homeric
poetry is produced under circumstances that are quite different from those
applying to written composition: “Oral versemaking by its speed must be
chiefly carried on in an adding style. The Singer has not time for the nice
balances and contrasts of unhurried thought: he must order his words in

5 Itis not clear whether this quality applies to the relation between periods or to the internal
structure of periods. See further Chapter 6.
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such a way that they leave him much freedom to end the sentence or draw
it out as the story and the needs of the verse demand.”¢

Just as in the case of the formula, the other major characteristic of the
oral style, Parry puts strong emphasis on production as the criterion for
distinguishing between oral and nonoral discourse and as the explanation of
the distinctive features of the addingstyle. The hurried thought underlying
oral verse-making renders the oral adding style a necessity, insofar as any-
thing more complex is in practice unattainable under the specific circum-
stances in which oral verse is produced. In this way, Parry’s perspective is
still (however implicitly) the primacy of writing and written language as a
norm to which oral language does not yet conform, even though his work
did much to establish oral poetry as a legitimate form of literature with its
own poetics.

The strung-on style with its unbounded nature has indeed been up-
graded from vice or necessary evil to stylistic virtue by some scholars
working in the wake of Parry’s discoveries, the idea being that there is a
need for an oral poetics opposed to and coexisting with the traditional
literate view of language and texts.” Such work, however, does little more
than reinforce the binary and unproductive opposition between orality and
literacy that I argued against in the first two chapters. It still views the
unperiodic strung-on style from the point of view of periodic style; what is
forbidden or reprehensible in the latter is simply permitted or even desir-
able in the former. We need an account of unperiodic style in its own right,
without the bias of periodic style or its post-Aristotelian form, the literate
conception of language. Such an investigation does not deal with orality or
oral style but with something that lies outside the realm of style: ordinary
speech. In this chapter and the next two I offer such an analysis, arguing
that Homeric unperiodic discourse, if studied from the appropriate angle,
involves just as much boundedness and controlled anticipation as Aristotle
attributes to periodic style. The difference lies in the means used to that
end, means that belong to the spoken, not the written medium.

Apposition and Parataxis

Parry’s conception of Homeric discourse in terms of adding style has
been refined by later authors, leading to a proliferation of terms for what re-

6 Parry 1971: 262.
7 See, for example, Notopoulos 1949; but cf. Austin 1966: 295—96.
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mains essentially the same observation. Kirk, for example, speaks of “cumu-
lation,” the crucial property of a style in which “each new piece of informa-
tion, as the story proceeds, can be envisaged as being heaped upon its
predecessor.”® From a different angle, using syntactic rather than stylistic
terminology, Antoine Meillet, Pierre Chantraine, and others have singled
out the “appositional construction” as the crucial property of Homeric
.syntax.’ By a syntactic principle inherited from Indo-European, according
to Meillet, phrases or even single words in Homer tend to have considerable
syntactic autonomy, being loosely attached to each other by appositional
relationships and having the semantic autonomy of independent sentences.
Asan example of appositional syntax in the adding style consider the follow-
ing piece of Iliadic battle narrative:1°

Mp@tog &’ "Avtidoyog Tphwv EAev dvdpoa xopuothv
20OV évi mpopdiyorot, @advorddnv "Exénmlov -
v p’ EBade npdrog kdpvBog pdAov inmodaceing,
v 8¢ petono nfie, népnoe 8’ dp’ dotéov elow
olyun xorxein - t0v 8¢ oxdtog Soce KdAvyey,
fipine 8°, g Gte nbpyog, évi kpatepf Vopiv.
(Il. 4.457—62)

Antilokhos was the first to kill a chief man of the Trojans,

valiant among the champions, Thalusias’ son, Ekhepolos.

Throwing first, he struck him, on the horn of the horse-haired helmet,
and the bronze spearpoint fixed in his forehead and drove inward
through the bone; and a mist of darkness clouded both eyes

and he fell as a tower falls in the strong encounter.

To the first mention of Antilokhos’s victim (dndra korustén ‘chief man’,
457) are added two pieces of information, which according to Meillet’s
analysis have to be seen as loosely added appositional phrases (esthlon eni pro-

8 Kirk 1976: 152; Kirk’s notion of cumulation is criticized for imprecision in its relation to
enjambement in Higbie 1990: 13.

9 Meillet 1937: 358—59; Meillet and Vendryes 1968: 598—99; Chantraine 1948—53: 2:12. See
also Ammann 1922: 9; Schwyzer 1947: 8; and esp. Thornton and Thornton 1962, an account of
apposition in terms of temporal experience. See also Chapter s.

19 Translation is from Lattimore 1951, except for the insertion of “him, on” in 459 and
different transliterations of the proper names.
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makhoisi ‘valiant among the champions’ and Thalusiaden Ekhépolon ‘Thalu-
sias’ son Ekhepolos’, 458) that acquire a large amount of syntactic autonomy
(they are equivalent to separate clauses: “he was . . . ; his name was. . . ).
Furthermore, the recapitulative phrase tén rh’ ébale protos ‘Throwing first, he
struck him’, 459 is followed by a phrase (kdruthos phdlon hippodaseies ‘on the
horn of the horse-haired helmet’, 459) that can be seen as an added piece of
information, specifying the verb ébale: ‘he struck him, [namely] on the horn
of the horse-haired helmet’. The passage as a whole, finally, is characterized
throughout by a paratactic structure, in that the clauses are added to one
another, without there being the kind of complex syntactic interrelation-
ships that come with hypotactic structure and periodic composition.'!
Now adding style, appositional syntax, and parataxis are themselves apt
characterizations of the passage cited, though I will be replacing them in
the next two chapters with other terminology, but the way in which these
terms are used may still to a certain extent be indicative of the perspective
of the user. We have already seen that Parry’s use of the term “adding style”
is entailed by his view that Homeric oral poetry is an art form composed
under specific circumstances. Meillet’s and Chantraine’s appositional con-
struction, on the other hand, is a concept from historical syntax: Homeric
style is viewed, from a diachronic point of view, as archaic, conforming to
inherited Indo-European patterns to a greater extent than do later texts
from the Greek corpus. The closely related notion of parataxis frequently
and typically conveys qualities such as primitive or crude. Paratactic dis-
course, it has been thought, fails to express certain logical relations and has
to put ideas of unequal importance and syntactic status simply beside each
other, in the absence of any grammatical means to effect syntactic subor-
dination. Criticism of such a “prelogical” way of expression was frequent in
the preoral era before Parry and continues to be heard occasionally. Thus
Eduard Norden calls léxis eiroméné the prime characteristic of the language

' The literature on parataxis in early Greek literature is vast and covers not only parataxis as
the stylistic appearance of single passages (e.g., Perry 1937: 410—12; Chantraine 1948—53: 2:351;
Frinkel 1968: 40—96), but also parataxis as the primary compositional principle behind whole
works (e.g., Van Groningen 1937, 1958; Notopoulos 1949). Notopoulos (1949: s—6) proposes
parataxis as the core element of a non-Aristotelian poetics: “The Iliad and Odyssey have a unity;’
but unlike that of the drama it is inorganic and, moreover, the digressions far from being, like
Homer’s similes, for purposes of relief, are actually the substance of the narrative, strung paratac-
tically like beads on a string.” A more recent account of parataxis as compositional principle is
Thalmann’s (1984: 1—6), who argues that parataxis by no means excludes planned design. For a
more detailed discussion, see Chapter 4 on parataxis as movement.
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of “children and primitives,”'? and Kirk writes of “the unsophisticated
tendency to state logically subordinate ideas as separate, grammatically co-
ordinate propositions,” a very common characterization of “archaic style”
in classical philology.'?

The three terms all reflect an assumption that style is a set of properties
assigned to what the researcher perceives and conceives of as a text, a text
that is different in a number of ways from other (i.e., later) texts. Homer
may be said to use an adding, appositional, paratactic, even an oralsstyle, but
these qualifications ultimately derive from a comparison with other texts
that lack certain properties; even the notion of style may itself imply a
textual perspective, in that texts other than the Iliad serve as a basis for the
characterization of Homeric style as archaic or oral. This comparison is
understandable, given the necessarily textual orientation of classical philol-
ogy, but is it necessary? Must the analysis of the appositional, paratactic
passage just cited be a matter of comparing supposedly primitive archaic
texts with sophisticated classical texts? And is style, considered as a textual
property, at all an appropriate concept for defining the passage’s nature and
design?

Those questions might best be answered by considering a very different
example. The following text is a transcript drawn from a linguistic inves-
tigation of spoken narrative under the supervision of Wallace Chafe and
known as the Pear Film project, in which subjects were shown a short film
and were asked afterward to verbalize what they had seen and experienced.
The fragment has many of the features that we noticed in the passage from

12 Cf. Norden 1909: 37 n: “DaB die AéEig elpopévn iiberhaupt das wesentliche Kennzeichen
primitiver Rede ist, weil jeder aus der Sprache der Kinder und Naturvélker.” Similar prejudices
existagainst repetition in discourse, as noted by Finnegan 1977: 131-32.

13 Kirk 1962: 169. See the introduction in Kiithner and Gerth 1898—1904: 1—2, where the task
of grammar is defined as the description of how the Greek language has developed from the
primeval form of the simple clause to the elaborate perfection of the Attic periodic sentence. See
also Kiihner and Gerth 1898—1904: 2:224—26, where parataxis is described as a primitive stage of
linguistic expression, the precursor of more sophisticated stages in the development of text and
the human mind. See also Denniston 1952: xl: “As expression develops, subordination largely
replaces co-ordination, the Aé&1g xatestpappévn the AéErg elpopévn.” Notice that Kirk’s phrase
“logically subordinate ideas” testifies to the widespread tendency in classical philology to treat
style as the form of a text in a binary opposition to content or what the text represents, the
underlying idea being that the text “contains” logical, subordinating relationships but that the
style used by its author is still too primitive to express them. This way of thinking applies also to
suprasyntactic levels, as appears from Immerwahr’s characterization (1966: 307) of the structure of
Herodotus’s Histories.
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the Iliad, but its style does not seem to fit the historical and textual para-
digms just discussed:*

And he rides off, [1.55] with the basket, [.3] in front of his handlebars, [.8]
balanced, . . and he hits some bumps, and a few pears spill out. [.85] He goes
down the road, [.75] and he passes a girl on a bicycle, [.35] and in passing her,
his hat comes off, [.55] and he turns his head, and he looks back, [.s] then his
bicycle hits a rock in the road, and he falls over, [.2] spills his pears, . . hurts
his leg.

This text displays the appositional syntax and adding style attributed to
Homer: one piece of information is heaped on another in small, relatively
autonomous units (e.g., “with the basket | in front of his handlebars |
balanced” or “and he falls over | spills his pears | hurts his leg”); further-
more, the passage is paratactic throughout, with almost each new clause
that contains a verb being linked to what precedes by the conjunction
“and.” This parataxis may seem to be a textual feature, because we also find
itin the Homeric text, but the Pear Film passage is, of course, a transcript of
a spoken narrative. Its parataxis may be better understood if we study it not
as a feature of the transcript as such, but of the speech serving as its model.
Such a perspective quickly reveals that speech, our own everyday language,
is pervasively paratactic too—the feature appears to be an inherent property
of spoken discourse, naturally resulting from its production, and essential in
some ways to its comprehension. If this is the case, parataxis can hardly be
an archaism or a mark of primitive language. To question such a conclu-
sion, we would have to say that we all “speak in an oral style.” But the very
strangeness of that phrase brings us back again to the central issue: the
concept of an oral style involves applying literate standards to what was
once a spoken reality. What if we were to reverse that approach, applying
what we know of speech to our received Homeric text? My brief discus-
sion of the Pear Film passage would seem to allow such an experiment. It is
suggestive, first of all, that a collection of spoken narratives should contain
speech that in certain respects resembles so closely the language of Homer.
Notice also that we have not listened to the original Pear Film narrative or

14 Chafe, ed. 1980: 319. Numbers in brackets indicate pauses measured in seconds. Two dots
indicate brief pauses up to one-half-second long. Punctuation marks show intonation contours: a
period indicates falling pitch, and a comma indicates rising pitch.
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to a tape of it. We have examined a transcript, using comparisons with
other examples of spoken narrative as a way of understanding the style of
the transcript. I would suggest, then, that we use a similar approach to the
transcriptions that have come down to us as the Homeric poems.

Consciousness and Cognition

Perhaps the most striking difference between speech and written text—
modern written text—is that the former is a dynamic process evolving in
time, whereas the latter seems to be better characterized as a finished and
hence static product. To call a text static may seem strange at a time when
reader-response criticism and reception aesthetics have left their mark on
literary studies. Texts are more and more conceived of as dynamic and
protean, rather than static, shaped in the ever changing dynamics of their
reception. Yet the shift to considering reception and comprehension as
subjective and dynamic processes tends to stress the relative autonomy of
written texts, and this emphasis makes it even more likely that in its pro-
duction or composition the written text will not be perceived as a process.
More precisely, the actual production of written texts does not show in the
text, the art of written composition being directed to hiding the processes
related to production and to the presentation of a finished product.!s

Speech is a process evolving in time, and not just because it takes time to
utter words and sentences. The processlike quality of speech, less trivially,
has to do with what happens in the minds of the speaker and his audience.
As an act of socialization, speech may be public, an observable event occur-
ring in the world, and words may, in the formulation of Mikhail Bakhtin,
be “performed outside the author”;'® but this observable, public event is
nonetheless closely associated with what is inherently private and non-
observable: the consciousness of both the speaker and his or her listeners.

In introducing consciousness, not only as the source of speech, but also
as a constraint on speech that determines important aspects of spoken

15 Of course, this distinction between product and process is not a clear-cut one, just as the
orality of a discourse is not a matter of “yes” or “no.” As pointed out at the beginning of Chapter
I, discourses may, according to their conception, be oral to a greater or lesser degree. The
processual features that result from orality may even be imitated; see Oesterreicher 1997.

16 Bakhtin 1986: 122. The public nature of words and utterances is the basis of Bakhtin’s ideas
on the “joint creation of meaning” by the speaker or author, the listener, and “those whose voices
areheard in the word before the author comes upon it” (121).
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discourse as it is publicly performed, I am following the ideas on the
relation between language and consciousness of Wallace Chafe, whose
earlier Pear Film project I mentioned above.!” Spoken discourse, Chafe
argues, represents the consciousness of the speaker in a more direct way
than written discourse does the consciousness of writers, and hence the
observable, physical properties of the speech process are best explained as
reflecting some characteristic properties of the flow of consciousness of the
speaker. This flow, as Chafe notes, is a matter of activation, the flow of
successive ideas through the mind: “Although every human mind is de-
voted to modeling a larger reality within which it (or the organism it
inhabits) occupies a central place, only one small piece of that model can be
active at one time. At any given moment the mind can focus on no more
than a small segment of everything it ’knows.” I will be using the word
consciousness here to refer to this limited activation process. Consciousness is
an active focusing on a small part of the conscious being’s self-centered
model of the surrounding world.”’® Hence consciousness can be under-
stood in terms of vision, a particularly important aspect of Homeric po-
etics.’® Consciousness is like vision, according to Chafe,?° in that both can
focus on no more than a very limited amount of information at any one
moment. The eye’s area of foveal vision, where visual acuity is greatest, is
small compared to the total field of vision and is continuously shifting. In
the same way, a focus of consciousness, as Chafe calls it, containing the
information that is activated in a person’s mind at a given moment, is small
in comparison with the huge amount of inactive information, of which
one could be but is not conscious at any given moment.?! This focus of
consciousness is also much smaller than the amount of information that is
of immediate relevance for it, and that other information is analogous to
the background in a field of vision: in order to be meaningful, any con-
scious experience, be it visual or introspective, needs a certain amount of
information of which one is half-conscious (or which constitutes the pe-
riphery of the field of vision).?? And like vision, consciousness is continu-

17 Cf. also Bakker 1990b; 1993b: 5—8; 1993c: 278—80. Chafe’s ideas are now most fully
presented in Chafe 1994.

18 Chafe 1994: 28.

19 See further Chapters 4 and s below, as well as Bakker 1993b: 15; 1997a.

20 Chafe 1994: 31, §3; see also Chafe 1980: 12—13.

21 On activation and inactivity considered in terms of presence and absence, and in the
context of the Greek epic tradition, in terms of kleos and forgetfulness, see Bakker 1993a.

2 Such a background (both in visual and in cognitive terms) is what Chafe (1987: 28—31;
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ously moving, not in an uninterrupted, smooth flow, but owing to the
seemingly discrete nature of a focus of consciousness, in small jerks from
one focus of consciousness to the next.?

Consciousness, moreover, is closely related to time and memory. Not
only is the movement from one focus of consciousness to the other a
process evolving through time; the notion of focus is itself a matter of time,
in that its short duration can be related to the essence of time: the experi-
ence of a now, a present moment. Human experience of a now has to cover
a time span that is short enough to be adjusted to the rapid changes in the
environment, but long enough to make possible a reaction to what might
happen during this now. Cognitive and neurophysiological research sug-
gests that this time span is a two- to three-second period.?*

The activation and conscious experience of a small amount of informa-
tion during this period, furthermore, appears to be the proper domain for
what in psychology has been called short-term memory, the evanescence of
which matches the restless movement of conscious experience itself. Short-
term memory can either be visual, retaining for a few seconds what was on
the eye’s retina a few moments before, or nonvisual, keeping strings of digits
or other elements of information that, once focused on consciously, can be
held in memory for a short period after the activation. And finally there is
the short-term remembering of sound, by which acoustic signals (e.g.,
words spoken) can be retained for a limited duration after the moment of
hearing.?® So our consciousness, with its successive shifts in focus, seems to
be limited both in capacity and in the duration of each active state, limita-
tions that also apply to foveal vision and short-term memory, as is suggested
by intuition and confirmed by experimental research.

Now when we consider focal consciousness and short-term memory in
terms of linguistic expression, we have to think of short strings of words,
conveying the information that is in focal consciousness and not exceeding
the capacity of short-term memory. Furthermore, we must assume that

1994: 71—80) calls semi-active information. Further details, in connection with the particularities
of Homeric discourse, in Chapter 5 below.

23 Chafe 1994: 29—30. See also Flanagan 1992: 159.

24 In Turner 1992: 86—88, the three-second period is called a “fundamental parcel of ex-
perience.”

25 On short-term memory, see Miller (1956), who states that short-term memory typically
can hold seven items (plus or minus two). The short-term memory of sound is sometimes called
echoic memory (e.g., Chafe 1994: 55). Rubin (1995: 69) speaks of “working memory.”
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when a consciousness is engaged in turning its successive foci into speech,
these foci are apparent in the flow of speech produced by a verbalizing
consciousness in order to be processed by a listening consciousness. And
this appears to be in fact the case.

If we see speaking as a turning of what is private into public speech, or in
Bakhtinian terms, as the creation of an object or the objectification of
consciousness,?® then listening to and making sense of speech is necessarily
the reverse of this process: it involves turning what is public into private
sense, or alternatively, the subjectification of speech. But it is also possible
to listen to speech as an object of study in its own right. In adopting this
empirical stance, Chafe is one of the relatively few linguists who have noted
that spoken discourse comes in a series of “spurts of vocalization” begin-
ning every two or three seconds and often (though not always) preceded by
a pause which may last from a slight break up to several seconds. These units
are above all characterized by a coherent intonation contour, that is, they
are uttered as integral wholes and end with a pitch contour that signals a
sense of closure.?’

On the basis of the last property, Chafe calls these units “intonation
units,” emphasizing their physical, empirically observable quality as units of
speech.?8 It is intonation units that are mainly responsible for what might be
called the fragmented style of spoken discourse, as opposed to the more
fluent and integrated quality of written discourse. But this public, readily
observable reality is intimately connected with the private consciousness

26 See also the psycholinguist Goldman Eisler (1958) on what she calls subjective and objec-
tive speech.

27 See Chafe 1980: 13—16; 1987: 22—25; 1988: 1; 1990: 88—89; 1994: $6—62. See also the
general discussion in Brown and Yule 1983: 153—69, with special reference to the work of
Halliday (1967); as well as Turner 1992: 88; Devine and Stephens, who list (1994: 412—14) other
prosodic features as well.

2 Other researchers making the same observation have proposed different terms, such as
“tone unit,” “information block,” or “idea unit.” As often in linguistics, there is a proliferation of
terminology that does not seem to be entirely justified by the researchers’ differing interests and
points of view. Chafe uses “idea unit” in earlier publications (1980, 1982, 1985), a term that seems
to apply more to units of consciousness than to units of speech. Devine and Stephens (1994: 411)
speak of “major phrases” as intonational, prosodic units that are “important not only as phono-
logical cues to syntactic, and consequently semantic, structure, but also as cues to processing units.
Our brains seem to process the utterances we hear in clausal chunks.” Hymes (1981: 309—41)
speaks of “lines” in this connection, a term stressing the importance of “intonation units” in
poetry, which is also one of the main themes in Turner 1992: 61—108. Intonation units and meter
are the subject of Chapter 6 below.
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that drives the speech: the intonation unit is the linguistic equivalent of the
focus of consciousness, the amount of information that is active at any one
time in a speaker’s consciousness. The intonation unit is the largest linguis-
tic unit that is still available in its entirety to consciousness, the typical
sequence of speech sounds that is within the grasp of the speaker’s, and
listener’s, echoic memory: any stretch of discourse that is longer will have
to be processed as more than one of these basic chunks.?®

It is in terms of the segmentation of spoken discourse into intonation
units that we have to view the characteristics of the Pear Film passage
presented above. We present it here again, this time with each intonation
unit displayed as a separate “line:”

Andhe rides off,

[1.55] with the basket,

[-3] in front of his handlebars,
[.8] balanced,

.. and he hits some bumps,
and afew pears spill out.

[.85] He goes down the road,

PR mo Ao oW

[.75] and he passes a girl on a bicycle,
[.35] and in passing her, his hat comes off,
[-55] and he turns his head, and he looks back,

-

J

k. [.s] then his bicycle hits a rock in the road,
1. and he falls over,

m. [.2] spills his pears,

n. ..hurtshisleg.

Most of the intonation units in this stretch of spoken discourse are short
clauses, consisting of a verb with a subject and/ or object (such as units a or
m), and most of these clauses are introduced by the particle “and.” Intona-
tion units may also be something other than a clause and are in principle
not predetermined by any kind of linguistic structure. In terms of syntax,

2 Chafe 1994: §5. Cf. Rubin 1995: 68—69, 104—5. See also Turner 1992: 88: “A human
speaker will pause for a few milliseconds every three seconds or so, and in that period will decide
on the precise syntax and lexicon of the next three seconds. A listener will absorb about three
seconds of heard speech without pause or reflection, then stop listening briefly in order to
integrate and make sense of what he has heard.” Turner’s connection between the brain and poetic
meter will prove important in Chapter 6.
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intonation units can be anything from complete clauses to all kinds of
nonclausal elements: prepositional phrases as in units b and ¢, phrases in-
volving participles as in unit d, or even separate noun phrases when they are
the verbalization of the idea on which the speaker focuses.

The little jumps from one focusing to another, furthermore, are mainly
responsible for what Aristotle would have called the unperiodic or strung-
on style of the passage: there is no inherent end point in the discourse of this
speaker. The transcript is punctuated to suggest intonation: the comma
transcribes a rising intonation, which conveys the idea that more is to
come, whereas the period represents the falling pitch that signals closure in
spoken English, the sense that something has been completed.>® In the
composition and comprehension of written discourse, we conceive of such
moments of closure in terms of the end of a sentence, and we tailor our
syntax in such a way as to make that moment a meaningful and a pleasing
one for the reader.

Such planned organization is quite absent from the above fragment,
whose speaker merely passes from one scene to another in recalling the
story. Syntactically, the beginning of the second “sentence” (unit g) is
marked only by the absence of the particle “and” in the middle of a whole
string of clauses introduced by that particle. The concept of sentence, then,
the primary stylistic unit of written discourse and the principal domain for
the operation of written syntax, is much less relevant in spoken discourse.
Speakers may regularly produce sentences by intonational means (sentences
that may or may not correspond to what is for us a finished, syntactically
correct sentence), but the syntax of their speech is the syntax of the intona-
tion unit as it reflects the flow of ideas through their consciousness.3!

The same kind of nonsentential segmentation becomes apparent when
we re-present the Iliad passage that was cited above, changing the hex-
ametric lines of our modern printed text into the lines of cognitive
production: 3

30 Chafe 1988: 6—10; 1994: 143.

31 On “sentences” see more in Chafe 1980: 20—32, where the frequent discrepancies between
intonational and syntactic closure are noted; 1987: 45—47; 1994: 139—44. See also Devine and
Stephens 1994: 418—19.

32 In this and every similarly presented example in this book, I have retained the punctuation
of the OCT for the Greek text in the left column and have used Chafe’s intonational punctuation
of transcripts (see above) for the English translation in the right column. I have sought to strike a
balance between a literal rendering enabling the Greekless reader to follow the discussion of each
passage, and English idiom as required for an independently readable translation.
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And first Antilokhos,

of the Trojans he took a helmeted man,
valiant among the foremost fighters,
Thalusias’s son Ekhepolos.

He first struck him,

on the crest of his horse-haired helmet,
and he planted [it] in his forehead,

and it pierced right through the bone,
the bronze spearpoint,

and darkness covered his eyes,

and he fell as when a tower [does],

in the tough battle.

(Il. 4.457-62)

My argument, here and in later chapters, rests on the assumption that the
lines into which I divide Homeric extracts must have been a prosodic,
intonational reality. Our text obviously does not record that reality as such,
but it provides some cues. First of all there is meter. The metrical dimen-
sion of Homeric speech will not concern us until Chapter 6, but we can
already note that boundaries between the units in this fragment coincide
either with the end of the hexameter line or with the middle caesura
(penthemimeral or trochaic). The coincidence of intonation with metrical
units is a universal characteristic of performed poetry in oral traditions, and
in the study of Homer it seems justified to use the latter as evidence for the
former.®

Furthermore, the content of phrases can be used as criterion for divi-
sion—in fact, this is the very reason of being for intonation units in Chafe’s
analysis: each unit represents a single focus of consciousness. In an analysis
of the Homeric text, this semantic criterion is to a certain extent arbitrary,
but in practice the often observed coincidence of metrical units and seman-
tic units in Homer can guide us, each metrical colon being the verbalization
of a single idea in a satisfyingly large number of cases.>* Thus each of the

33 See Bakker 1993b: 8; 1997b; Devine and Stephens 1994: 410, 424—28; Rubin 1995: 86,
206. Notice thatthe significantly greater tolerance as regards hiatus and brevis inlongoat the middle
caesura, which since Parry’s (1971: 197—221) seminal discussion has been discussed in terms of the
modification and juxtaposition of formulas (e.g., Hoekstra 1965), is primarily an intonational
phenomenon, because formulas are stylized intonation units. See further Chapter 6.

34 See Parry 1971: 256—62; Lord 1960: 145; Edwards 1966: 121—25; Turner 1992: 73—79. In
Bakker 1990b: 17—-18, I show that certain ideas may be so strongly associated with a given metrical
contour as to influence the surface realization of an adjacent unit.
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phrases that in the above analysis of the passage were called appositional
(here units ¢, d, and f) can now be seen as the verbalization of a focus of
consciousness. Besides meter and semantic content, syntax is an important
cue for the division of Homeric discourse into speech units. As noted
above, intonation units are in themselves not determined by a syntactic
structure, but the reverse does frequently occur. Like many languages,
ancient Greek has enclitic particles that occupy, as postpositives, the second
position within a “domain” that is intonational rather than syntactic.?
Consequently, we may consider these particles as textual evidence of an
intonational boundary. In our fragment the particle r4’ (unit e), a phoneti-
cally attenuated form of dra, is an example. Even more significant is the
conjunctive postpositive particle dé (units a, g, h, j, k). This particle can be
described as a boundary marker, setting off discourse segments against each
other.® In written prose, those segments tend to be larger, with textual
structure and cohesion being the rationale for the boundary. In Homer, on
the other hand, the segments marked by dé appear to be much shorter, the
size of Chafe’s intonation units, so that dé becomes an important feature of
the Homeric text considered as speech. Dé plays a role similar to “and” in
English speech, and is the prime feature of Homeric parataxis, as we shall
see in more detail in Chapter 4.3

It appears, then, that metrical and syntactic cues may be of help in
determining the way in which Homeric discourse is segmented according
to the cognitive principle noted by Chafe and others. Many readers of
Homer will find this segmentation intuitively satisfying. Yet not all of
Homeric discourse is as clear-cut as the extract presented above, with
meter, syntax, intonation, and cognition all in perfect agreement. There are
passages that are more complex and sophisticated, with deliberate, rhetori-
cal mismatch between the various levels. I discuss some of those in Chapter 6
below. In other cases, a division into foci of consciousness is simply not as
clear as in the fragment just cited, or less well supported by meter or syntax.
The reader will encounter such examples in the chapters below, and may or
may not agree with the division I propose in each case. Instead of invalidat-
ing the general principle, however, such less-than-prototypical cases are

% See Ruijgh 1990; Devine and Stephens 1994: 422—23; H. Dik 1995: 31—38. More on the
details of this phenomenon, known as Wackernagel’s Law, in Chapter 5 below.

% See Bakker 1993c.

37 Other postpositive particles whose occurrence signals an intonational boundary are mén,
dé, gdr, and odn, to be discussed in Chapters 4 and s below.
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inevitable, as in any investigation of an observable phenomenon. Even
Chafe’s acoustic data are not always clear-cut.®

To return to our Homeric passage, each unit specifies the image or idea
evoked by the preceding unit in a way that is no different from what we see
in Chafe’s transcribed stretch of ordinary speech. And just as in that frag-
ment, the notion of syntactic closure as a criterion for “sentencehood” is a
precarious one. Indeed, the editorial business of punctuation, in this pas-
sage and throughout the Homeric corpus, is no more than arbitrary. Espe-
cially when it comes to using the full stop, the modern editor is making
decisions not unlike the ones the conversational narrator makes in uttering
units with a falling intonation. What matters much more is the kind of
relation between units in Homer that a discourse analyst editinga transcript
would mark with a comma.

In the next two chapters we shall be concerned with more details of the
progression of Homeric discourse through time and with the nature of the
relations between Homeric speech units, the syntax of epic discourse. Here
we simply observe that Homeric speech is amenable to the analysis of
speech that is demonstrated in Chafe’s work. The segmentation of Ho-
meric discourse, as evidenced by the length of the linguistic units of which
it consists, can be seen as the manifestation in speech of the flow of the
speaker’s consciousness, each unit being the verbalization of a focus of
consciousness. The length and duration of the units fits the acoustic short-
term memory of the performer, or in other words, the ability to process
linguistic expressions as wholes, which is determined by an “auditory
buffer” of two to three seconds.*®

No less important than the similarities, however, are the differences
between the ordinary and the epic passage. Chafe’s text is the transcript of a
recording, made in order to study the evanescent sounds of his speaker’s
narrative. The Homeric text is a transcript, too, but one that was obviously

38 See Chafe 1994: §8: “The physical manifestations of psychologically relevant units are
always going to be messy and inconsistent. If one breaks eggs into a frying pan, it may or may not
be easy to tell where one egg leaves off and another begins. It may be similarly easy or difficult to
read off the boundaries of intonation units directly from displays of acoustic data.”

3 Notice that my position with regard to the relation between speech and thinking—speech
is closely related with mental processes—is the reverse of the usual conception of mental processes
in Homer—thinking is closely related with interactive speaking—noted by Russo and Simon
1968 and by the classic writers on Homeric psychology (Snell 1975: 27; Dodds 1951: 16; Onians
1951: 13—22). The two possibilities complement each other, of course; together they point to the
fact that in a speaking culture, speech will be conceived of in terms that are very different from our
own.
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made for purposes very different from linguistic analysis. The speech which
it records is not a onetime event; it will be repeated by future speakers, and
heard by future listeners. In fact, these speakers are listeners themselves,
insofar as each of them receives the discourse from a consciousness other
than his own. The segmentation displayed by the Homeric passage, then, is
not merely a matter of production and cognition, but also of re-production
and re-cognition.

The reuse of the Homeric passage and of the narrative to which it
belongs, as well as the special nature of this speech, has important conse-
quences for the status of its constitutive units: to bring out the resemblance
between them and the intonation units of ordinary spoken discourse may
be an important step, but it does not exhaust the complexities of the
phenomenon. Homeric discourse is obviously not an ordinary discourse,
and its constitutive units are better known as formulas than as intonation
units. In fact, formulas are stylized intonation units, and the cognitive
approach to Homeric narrative is incomplete without some idea of how it
might serve as a step toward a psychology of the Homeric formula. The
Homeric formula and its metrical dimension will occupy us in Chapters 6
through 8. But first, in the next two chapters, we continue the discussion of
Homeric speech units as a sequence that progresses through time. A picture
will emerge in which Homeric discourse is much more bounded and goal-
oriented than Aristotle’s concept of unperiodic style or Parry’s account of
adding style mightlead us to believe.



CHAPTER 4

The Syntax of Movement

Die bloBe, aus dem Innersten herausgeholte Wahrheit ist der Zweck des
epischen Dichters: er schildert uns blo das ruhige Dasein und Wirken der
Dinge nach ihren Naturen, sein Zweck liegt schon in jedem Punkt seiner
Bewegung.

—Schiller to Goethe, 21 April 1797

Like any speech act, the epic performance is constituted and con-
strained by time in various ways. In the previous chapter we saw that the
very act of verbalization, as it turns the flow of ideas in a speaker’s con-
sciousness into a flow of speech, is intimately connected with temporal
progression. But time is also a factor external to the speech process as such:
a speaker or performer may get tired from speaking for too long a time. Or
there may simply not be enough time available: whereas writing may be
confronted with a shortage of space, speaker and listeners may not have
enough time to bring a speech to its natural conclusion, or cover all the
topics related to a given subject or theme. It is because of the potential
shortage of it that time becomes an important factor in the meaning of a
discourse: listening to a discourse, giving it your time, is not an automatic
thing, and a speaker will have to secure this cooperation on the part of his
public by marking the units of his speech as steps through time, taken by
him and the listener in joint anticipation of what is to come.

As a concession to time, speech is always a selection. Telling a story “as it
really was” would require unlimited time, a situation that is humanly im-
possible. This is reflected in what might be called the Homeric recusatio, “a
refusal to give a full presentation of complex things.”! The characteristic
formula is “as for X, I could not tell, nor could I name it,” which is used by
Homeric speakers when they see themselves confronted with the mismatch

! Ford 1992: 73.

54
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between human limitations and the vastness of a given subject about to be
presented. The most famous of these moments occurs when the Homeric
narrator is about to name the Greek leaders and their contingents:?

ANV 8’ ok Av éyd pvbBfcopar 0V’ dvoutfiva,
008’ et pot Séko. uév yYAdooou, déko 8¢ otdpat’ eiev,
eV &’ &ppnitoc, xGAkeov 8¢ pot fitop évein,

The multitude I could not tell or name,
not if I had ten tongues, ten mouths,
not if there was unbreakable voice and a heart of bronze within me.
(Il. 2.488—90)

Itis at the moments when the speaker is most acutely aware of the shortness
of time and breath that the positive side of time becomes most apparent.
Whatever is dealt with at length, as in the full, catalogic coverage of epic
material, takes time, which is a precious commodity, and the subject gains
in prominence for that reason.?

The time-consuming nature of speech appears particularly clearly in
Homer when we realize that epic speech is presented as a verbalization of
things seen. In their original performance milieu, epic tales are typically
presented by performers who adopt the stance of an eyewitness or even a
sportscaster—not so much a narrative stance that we would call fictional, as
a psychological state shared by the performer and his audience (whether or
not that state is thought to-involve mediation and verification on the part of
the divine, as in the case of the Muses in the Homeric tradition).* Seeing or

2 Cf. Od. 4.240—41 (Helen on the exploits of Odysseus) and Od. 11.328—30 (Odysseus on the
women he saw in the underworld). In Hes. Theog. 369—70 the problem of time, and of human
shortcomings, is essentially that of the Panhellenic poet who is expected to produce a catalogue of
all the rivers and their gods but is unable to do so, whereas a local poet in an epichoric tradition
would have no problem. Cf. also Od. 14.192—98.

3 On another level of narrative organization, one may think of digressions in Homer, as
discussed by Austin 1966. For a recent discussion of the expansion techniques inherent in Ho-
meric discourse, see Russo 1994. An awareness of the importance of time in the dispensation of
material in Homeric discourse may also serve as a necessary modification of Auerbach’s discussion
(1953: 3—23) of Homeric style as essentially concerned with detailed description. See also Chap-
ters 5 and 8 below on the principle of expansion in Homeric discourse.

4 For vision and visualization as prominent features of Homeric poetics and psychology, see
Bakker 1993b: 15—25; 1997a. The visual quality of epic discourse in general is discussed by
Fleischman 1990a: 265—66, who focuses on medieval R omance epic (Chanson de Roland, El Cid).
More on eyewitness poetics in Homeric epic in Kannicht 1988: 11—12.
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visualizing a scene from the epic tale—the difference between the two is less
great for an epic singer than it is for us—requires much less time than
putting that perception into words, especially when the scene that is se-
lected for verbalization is one of complex and rapid action. The more fine-
grained the detail in which the imagined scene is observed, the more time it
takes—potentially more time than is available—to transform it into speech;
the sharp focus that we usually attribute to pictorial representation (desig-
nated in post-Homeric Greek by words like akribeia ‘sharpness’ or ‘preci-
sion’, akribés ‘exact’, and the like) yields to another quality: the fullness and
truth of speech.’

As David Rubin has recently demonstrated, mental imagery is an im-
portant factor in the recall of stories and thus in the stability of an epic
tradition.® Even without a cognitive interest, any reader of Homer can
testify to the graphic, concrete images in which Homeric narrative pro-
ceeds. Images as aggregates of visual information are easier to remember
than verbal, sequential information. Still, in telling the epic tale, such
sequential organization, that is, the flow of speech, is necessarily what the
epic poet has to produce. Verbalizing the image, in fact, is like looking at a
picture: the consciousness of the speaker resembles that of the observer,
who can focus only on one detail at a time, the area of foveal vision. So for
the study of that verbalization we need concepts and terminology not so
much pertaining to the image itself as to the way in which it is perceived. In
other words, the sharpness of the image or picture is there, but it is pro-
jected onto the dimension of time and represented as a succession of ver-
balized foci of consciousness.” Owing to the discretizing nature of the
speech process (and to the limitations of the consciousness which drives it),

5 Often characterized in Homer with terms built on the verbal root tpex- (cf. Latin torqueo):
d-tpexég ‘unswerving’ or ‘exact’, d-tpekéwg ‘exactly’, and the abstract noun &-tpexein ‘accuracy’
(e.g., Hdt. 4.152). Significantly, this term is frequently used in combination with xataAéyev ‘give
a full, catalogic account’, mostly in the formulaic line dAA’ &ye por 168e eint xod drpexéwg
xotade&ov ‘but come on, tell me this, and give a full, exact account’, a verse that, as often with
metalinguistic terminology, is more frequent in the Odyssey. On catalogic accounts, see below.
For the difference between visual perception and the account of it in speech, see also Ford 1992:
75—76, with formulations very similar to the terms used here.

6 Rubin 1995: 39—64. Imagery is for Rubin one of three major constraints on memory in the
recall of discourses in oral traditions, the other two being theme and sound.

7 See the discussion of consciousness and speech in Chapter 3 above. The perception of
pictorial representation has long been a topic of interest in psychology; cf. Buswell’s discussion
(1935) of remembering in terms of perception, used by Chafe in his analysis (1980: 15) of speech
and consciousness.
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the action or object seen is broken down into its component visual details,
which are presented in linear, temporal order.® The most obvious example
of this linearization of speech in the Homeric context is ecphrasis, the
description of pictures or works of art.” The example is paradoxical, for
although the describing speech cannot but linearize the descriptive items,
thus reflecting the order of the perceptions made by a mediating conscious-
ness, the pretension of this kind of discourse is that it provides unmediated
access to the object seen, as a natural icon, a real picture, would do.

One of the goals of the present chapter is to argue that ecphrasis as a
descriptive discourse mode, distinct from narration, is an un-Homeric
phenomenon. More precisely, the contention is that Homeric narrative is
on the whole ecphrastic, and that in Homeric discourse narration and
description cannot be separated: all narration is description. A case in point
is battle narrative. The linearization problem here is no less prominent than
in the overt description of a visual object: in battle narrative the speech
process clearly imposes its own properties on the representation of the
scenes depicted; it creates a temporal relation between events, or details of
events that is peculiar to the flow of speech. The paradigmatic example of
this linearization is the androktasia ‘man-to-man slaying’, in which the poet
zooms in on a detail that is selected for verbalization from a mental image of
mass fighting over an extended area, and thus effects a transformation of the
spatial dimension of the battlefield into the temporal dimension of speech.
Not only are the component visual details of the killing put into a linear
order that does not belong so much to the event itself as to its representa-
tion in speech; the killing event as a whole is also necessarily sequenced in
speech between other, similar events that occur simultaneously on the
battlefield.!®

The narrator of the Iliad is fully aware of this. At the beginning of his
account of the great battle around the walls of the Achaean camp, he puts
the matter, just as he did at the beginning of the catalogue of ships, in terms
of an opposition between divine power and human limitations: '!

8 See also Fleischman 1990a: 273.

9 See on this subject Fowler 1991; Becker 1992; Krieger 1992, with more citations, ancient
and modern. The term “linearization” is borrowed from Levelt 1989: 138—40.

19 Important points have been made by Latacz (1977: 75—81) in a discussion that successfully
collapses the traditional distinction between single combat (the concern of the &piotor ‘best
fighters’) and mass fighting (the work of the Laoi ‘soldiers’).

11 For discussion of this passage see Latacz 1977: 98, with the references cited there; Ford
1992: 78, who mentions the similar passage II. 17.257-61.
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“AMor & due’ EBAANoL péynv éudyovio TOANOLY -
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TGV YOp mEpL TeTX0g Spdper BeomBatg np
(Il. 12.175-77)

Some warriors were fighting at one gate, some at another;
It is very difficult for me to tellall this as if I were a god.
For everywhere around the wall the god-kindled fire flared up.

A divine narrator like the Muse could process and say it all, presenting a
faithful and natural verbal icon, which would reflect the chaotic battle in all
the minute details that happen all over the battlefield, along the entire
perimeter of the Greek wall at the same time. A human narrator, on the
other hand, cannot handle this, nor can his human audience. He has to
make a selection, a part that stands for the whole—not a natural icon,
which reproduces the vision of the battle as such, but a more arbitrary sign,
the transformation of the vision into speech. The epic story, in other
words, is not so much the unmediated mimesis of which the Muses would
be capable, as the mediated semiosis of speech.

Crucial in this signifying process, of course, is human consciousness,
which, as we saw in Chapter 3, can focus on no more than one thing at a
time, a property that is translated into the processual, sequential character of
speech. The succession of intonation units is in fact nowhere more clearly
articulated (and manipulated for rhetorical effect of various kinds, as we
will see in Part 3 below) than in battle narrative. Such narrative is more
stylized than some other Homeric speech genres, for example, the repre-
sented speech of characters,!? and therefore, paradoxical though it may
seem, more typically speech: the verbalization of what is least amenable to
representation in speech makes the properties of speech, in particular its
progression in cognitively determined intonational chunks, stand out all
the more clearly. Or in different terms, battle narrative, with its multitude
of names and their attached associations, is less easily activated in the mind
of the performer than other parts of the epic story, and this requires, in
terminology borrowed from the cognitive psychologist, a reinforcement of
the constraints that facilitate the activation: intonation units in Homeric

12 Note the higher incidence of epic correption in character speech, as observed by Kelly
(1974), which I take as a phonetic property of unmetered, ordinary speech.
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discourse, after all, are not only a sign of its production, but also a prerequi-
site for its re-production.!?

To give a full account of something in speech that is subject to human
limitations is katalégein in Homeric parlance. This verb is frequently used by
Homeric speakers, in a variety of situations and in a wider sense than our
“catalogue.” Consider the words of Odysseus at the beginning of the report
of his wanderings at the Phaiacean banquet:

i tp@Tov To1 Enerta Tl & Votdriov kotaléEw;

‘What shall I then tell you first, and what last?
(Od. 9.14)

The phrasing of this question is reminiscent of the questions posed to the
Muses by the narrator of the Iliad at various stages of the battle before Troy,

when lists of warriors slain are what seem to be uppermost in his mind, for
example:!*

#vBa tiva tpdtov, 1iva 8’ Botatov éEevipiEey
“Extop IMprapidng, 8te ol Zetg k080g #dwxev;

There whom did he kill first, and whom last,
Hektor Priam’s son, when Zeus granted him glory?
(IL 11.299—300)

Both Odysseus and the narrator of the Iliad may be expressing themselves
in unperiodic strung-on style, but that does not mean that their speech is
aimless. They are concerned with a beginning and with an end to which
they can direct their speech, the one verbalizing the activity of his own
mind, and the other addressing an external divine source.!®

One might object that the introductory words of the occasional dinner-
table narrator grappling with the problem how to arrange his subject mat-

13 See Rubin 1995: 101-8.

14 Cf. also II. 5.703; 16.692. See Beye 1964: 352, who discusses the tiva 8’ Yotatov passages in
connection with II. 2.488, 12.176, cited above; see also De Jong 1987: 49—s0.

15 On poetic beginnings see Race 1992. On the use of np@tog ‘first’ and other superlatives in
connection with questions to the Muses, see De Jong 1987: 47—49, as well as below. On begin-
nings and starting points see also the next chapter.
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ter (“Where shall I begin?”) are different from the request of a professional
bard to the Muses, and that the former citation bears on how to organize a
story, whereas the latter applies to a list, a common feature of epic battle
narrative. But such a strict distinction between narrative information (story)
and itemized information (list), natural as it may seem to us, is alien to the
Homeric context. Turning things into speech, whatever those things are,
and whether in bardic performance or in less formal situations, is to pro-
duce a catalogue in the full sense of katalégein, which Tilman Krischer, in a
seminal discussion of the term and its importance for Homeric discourse in
general, has glossed as “klassifizierend darstellen” ‘represent as an exhaus-
tive list’.'® Speaking is by its very nature a classification, a pulling apart of
what belongs together, and in spinning the thread of discourse the question
of the beginning is paramount. Lists of warriors slain or contingents mus-
tered are indeed more catalogic than other parts of Homeric narrative, but
they are not opposed, as the catalogic, to the noncatalogic parts of the
narrative. And the Muses are invoked or addressed before the poet engages
in a catalogue, since where to begin in such cases is not as self-evident as it is
in other situations. Speakers have to be crucially concerned with begin-
nings, starting points that set the mental process of activation in motion.

Time and Space

Thus far I have spoken of epicspeech as a description of things seen, and
so as a movement through time, but in the experience of epic singers and
their audiences there is another dimension as well. For them epic narration
is not only the time it takes to present a “catalogue,” but also the movement
that covers the distance between two points. The epic story line is like a
hike, longer or shorter, along a trail that may be more readily visible or less
at various places. The characterization of epic narrative as a path of song is
of course well known, and in the light of the many excellent discussions of

16 Krischer 1971: 158: “Wenn Aéyew generell das zusammenstellen einer Klasse bedeutet, das
Priverb xato- die Griindlichkeit oder Vollstindichkeit des Vorgangs bezeichnet und der punk-
tuelle Verbalaspekt andeutet, daB der Gegenstand vom ganzen her erfat wird, dann heif}t xota-
Aéyewv offenbar ‘klassifizierend darstellen’.” Krischer also makes the important point (1971: 132)
that since xataAéyewv is only used of characters in the poem, and not of the activity of the poet
himself, we have to assume that it was not confined to epic poetry, and “daf} die Voraussetzungen
des epischen Stils in gewissen Konventionen der Umgangssprache jener Zeit zu suchen sind.”
Such a remark is indeed close to the spirit of the argument of this book. On xataAéyeiv, see also

Kannicht 1988: 12—13.
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the metapoetic statements in the Odyssey (involving such terms as oime
‘path’, metabaino ‘shift paths’, etc.) a new discussion here would be super-
fluous.!” What I think should be stressed, however, is that epic notions of
path and space involve more than just a poetic metaphor. Path and space are
realities in terms of which the presentation of the epic tale is viewed by the
performers and their audiences; the epic story involves not only a continu-
ously shifting present moment, but also a given location, not only a now
but also a here.®

The ways in which the typically Homeric strategies of scanning scenes
and of moving from scene to scene draw on the resources of the Greek
language is the subject proper of this chapter and the next one. Limiting
ourselves mainly to battle narrative, the speech genre in which the narrative
trail is least visible, we shall see that, besides invoking or addressing the
Muses, the Homeric narrator has other resources at his disposal. The Greek
language provides a number of particles and other devices that enable
speakers to let their listeners keep track of the flow of discourse in which
they find themselves, by inviting them to make a step, or look forward,
jointly with the speaker. The use of these devices is no doubt more stylized
in Homeric special speech than in ordinary everyday speech, but the Ho-
meric narrator, in spite of the special character of his idiom, can obviously
not depart from the ways in which the language community at large struc-
tures its discourses. The study of ancient Greek discourse markers, then,
canshed light on this aspect of epic poetics.

The discussion below will focus in some detail on the cognitive and
what I will call processual aspects of the speech units in Homeric discourse.
My use of the term “process” and its cognates implies a deliberate departure
from the predominantly referential practices of most (but not all) linguistic
theory: often the design and organization of sentences is discussed in terms
of their referential object.!® We do not, however, have to contrast our own

17 See, for example, Thornton 1984: 11, 26, 33—45, 148—49 (on the meaning of otun ‘path’,
on which see also Nagy 1996: 63 n. 20 for a different interpretation); Thalmann 1984: 124;
Kannicht 1988: 10—12; Ford 1992: 40—48; Rubin 1995: 62. The notions of path and movement
are of course not confined to Homer; see Hdt. 1.95.1, 117.2; 2.20.1, 22.1.

18 Notice that the dimension of space has important implications for memory and recall that
have been documented not in the context of the (re-)performance of epic but in the theory of
classical rhetoric, in the form of the doctrine of the loci ‘places’; see Yates 1966: 1—8. Rubin (1995:
$7—59) makes a distinction between object (descriptive) imagery and spatial imagery, citing
evidence for neurophysiological differences between the two. Rubin’s distinction would seem to
coincide with the opposition between time and space I am making here.

19 Koch and Oesterreicher, in a fundamental discussion (1985: 23) of the parameters involved
in the linguistic treatment of the differences between spoken and written language, speak of
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cognitive and linguistic inadequacies with the mimetic perfection of the
language of the Muses in Greek epic poetics to realize that human lan-
guage, and human speech in particular, can never be a faithful verbal icon of
its object, and that direct referentiality is no more than one aspect of what
happens when people talk. No less important are the concepts in the mind
of the speaker and listener as part of the jointly experienced cognitive
process.

The presentation below focuses on what in stylistic terms has been called
parataxis. This concept may be used, as we saw in Chapter 3, to distinguish
Homeric style from the hypotactic and periodic style of later authors, but
the discussion that follows will have a different orientation. Rather than
constituting an allegedly primitive, preliterate type of syntax, the phe-
nomena usually denoted by the term “parataxis” can be shown to serve a
positive, deliberate purpose in the deployment of what might be called the
syntax of movement. And since movement is action, we serve the restless,
processual nature of Homeric discourse better when we replace “parataxis”
with terms denoting not so much stylistic or syntactic properties of the text,
as the narrator’s activities on the path of speech. Hence the word “parataxis”
may be reformulated as continuation or progression, a new step on the path
of speech, with the markers of continuation (the particle dé in particular)
constituting the engine of the syntax of movement.

Progression and Continuation

The Greek grammarian who called the particle déa “step-over conjunc-
tion” (stindesmos metabatikés)?° made a felicitous choice, for stepsare exactly
what dé marks, at least in Homeric discourse. The particle dé is the primary
sign of continuation and progression in Homeric Greek, and the most
widely used element in the syntax of movement.?! In using dé, the epic

Prozefhaftigkeit (of speech) vs. Verdinglichung (of writing). In modern linguistics, the distinction
also lies at the basis of one of the more common differentiations of semantics (what a sentence
means, is about, with “proposition” as crucial term) from pragmatics (the wayin which a sentence
is used, as utterance). See also the discussion of making, using, and doing in Chapter 7 below.

2 Schol. ap. Dionysius Thrax, p. 62 H (cited by Ruijgh 1971: 135): xaAeiton (6 “3¢” oOv-
Seopog) 8¢ kol petafatikds: and npocdrov yap el npdownov 1 dnd npdypatog eig npdypo peta-
Baivovieg adtd kéxpnvron mévteg ‘It (viz. the conjunction 88) is also called stepping-over: it is
commonly used when making a transition from character to character or from event to event.
Ruijgh (1971: 128—35) bases the “transitive value” which he assigns to 3¢ on this characterization.

2 See the discussions in Bakker 1990b: 4—6; 1993b: 11—15; 1997b. In Bakker 1993¢c, Homeric
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narrator covers distance, in the most general sense of the term; the poet has
a goal in mind, but that has no bearing on his use of dé, which marks no
more than a new step, a moment in time at which a new piece of informa-
tion is activated in his consciousness. The particle dé is the most widely used
linguistic boundary markerbetween foci of consciousness. And as an observ-
able syntactic cue for such cognitive breaks in our text it is an important
element for the study of how consciousness is turned into speech.

Our first example is the description of the Trojan rally and the arrange-
ment of the two armies in battle order after Hektor has received a hearten-
ing message from Zeus by Iris:

a. “Extop 8’ 4€ dxéwv and Hektor from his chariot,
b. obv tebxeowv &rro xopale, with his armor on he jumped to the ground,
c. mdAdav §’ d&éa Sobpa and brandishing the sharp javelins,
d. xatd otpotOv ({)xefo navTy, he went all over the army,
e. 4tpdvav poyxéoachar, exhorting [his men] to fight;
f. Eyeipe 8¢ pOhomy aiviiv. and he roused terrible battle,
g ol 8 éAedixBnoov and they, they rallied,
h. xoi évavtiol Eotav "Axaudv, and they took position opposite the
Achaeans,
i. Apyeio & ttépwbev and the Argives on the other side,
j éxaprtivavto pdrayyos. they strengthened their rows,
k. dptdvln 8¢ pdyn, and battle it was prepared,
L. otav &’ dvior- and they stood opposite each other,
m. évd’ Ayopéuvov npdtog 8povs’,  and Agamemnon he was the first to rush
forward
n. ¥Belev 8¢ moA b mpopdyecton and he wanted to fight far ahead of all.

GnavTov.
(I 11.211-17)

We see here a remarkable case of discourse progression: out of thirteen
units nine are linked to the previous discourse with dé, and if we see units b,
d, and e as adding units belonging to a given nuclear clause (in ways that
will be shown in the next chapter), then nine out of ten clauses are marked
by dé (the exception being clause h, with the particle kai, on which see

use of 8¢ is contrasted with the quite different (though not unrelated) functions and uses of the
particle in later, Attic Greek. Klein 1992 is a corpus-based study of the conjunctives te, xai, and 88
in Iliad 1, from an Indo-European perspective. Klein’s findings, pointing to 8¢ as “the primary
means of signaling discourse continuation in Homer” (26) and the cause of an idiom “nearly free
of asyndeton” (49), is in agreement with the ideas put forward here.



64  Speech

below). Each unit marked by dé represents a separate detail which is suffi-
ciently independent with respect to the previously verbalized focus of
consciousness to be conceptualized as a separate event, a subpart of the total
scene, and expressed as an independent clause, although details can also be
phrased less independently, for which see below. The clauses, then, are
successive steps in the narrator’s verbalizing of the information of which the
scene consists. The description, furthermore, is instructive in that it shows
that the use of dé in Homer is so automatic and ubiquitous as to be insensi-
tive to two considerations from the linguistic study of narrative that need to
be briefly discussed: the continuity of topics and the movement of narrative
time.

In the description of the rally a distinction can be made between the
subjects of units a—f and units m—n on the one hand and the subjects of
units g—1 on the other. The latter are mere subjects of their clause, activated
in the context of the subevent which the clause represents and replaced by
the subject of the next clause; the former, Hektor and Agamemnon, are
subjects in the role of agents. This role, possible in the scene as depicted by
language, easily transcends the limits of a single sentence or clause.?? The
distinction between subject and agent is thus much more than the pos-
sibility that the two do not coincide in a single passive sentence (e.g., “He
was bitten terribly by that dog,” where the subject of the sentence is not an
agent but a patient).?

“Agent” is a word that applies to a discourse as a whole, whereas “sub-
ject” is asyntactic term, a matter of the organization of sentences or clauses.
The idea of an agent is therefore likely to last longer than one single focus of
consciousness, and thus to have a certain history in the flow of speech.?* An
agent typically stays on the scene for a while as a protagonist, and in the
flow of speech the agent must be introduced with some care, or reintro-

22 Cf. Lambrecht’s observations (1987) to the effect that in spoken French, lexical (i.e.,
nonpronominal) subjects tend to occur in nonagentive, intransitive sentences (cf. the example in
the next note), whereas agentive clauses (featuring the activity of a topical protagonist, see below)
tend to be expressed by means of pronouns.

2 A clear instance of the distinction is also Il. 16.464—65, where the agent, Zeus, effects an
event (he breaks the string of Teukros’s bow) whose description requires descriptive clauses with
their own subject (“and the arrow swerved off course, and the bow fell from his hands”). The
narrative is not concerned with the arrow and the bow as such but only as grammatical subjects in
clauses describing an event. Ammann (1922: 34—35) notes that such transient subjects tend to
follow their verbs.

24 See Chafe 1994: 66—67 on the difference between events and participants in the activation
of a story. See also Chafe 1994: 53— 56, on activation states; see also Chapter s below.
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duced, as the topic with which the discourse is concerned at some point.?
These operations involve the grammar of a language in characteristic ways.
We shall see in the next chapter that the tracking and management of
agents or topics in epic discourse is a rich source of addition and expansion
phenomena (the addition of a name to an event, or of an event to a name, as
a separate intonation unit); at this point we are concerned with the re-
introduction, or reactivation of agents as moments of continuation. A
characteristic and simple example of such a reintroduction is:

6 8¢ Konpwy éngyeto viAél yohk®,

and he, he went after Kupris with pitiless bronze
(1. 5.330)

This is a reactivation of Diomedes as agent after the attention of the narra-
tor has been directed elsewhere; the hero is restored in his role of protago-
nist for the moment. In such cases, obviously too numerous for more
examples to be needed, it is the pronoun ko that marks or objectifies the
switch—since it signals a switch in topic, it is often called a topic in linguis-
tics—and it is dé that marks the switch as a moment of continuation in the
flow of discourse. In the following example, we see two such switches
(units a and c), separated by a single step (unit b) that does not involve the
switch of an agent. Yet the three units are equally marked by dé as moments
of continuation:

a. 68’ dp’ donidogdpugordv odta,  and he (=Aias), he hit the navel of the shield,
b. doe 8¢ nivobBéveineydig- and he pushed him with mighty force,
c. 6 ¢ ydooor’ dnicow and he (=Hektor), he shrunk back to the rear.

(I 13.192-93)

3 Topicis frequently described as that part of the sentence “about which” something is said,
or the part of a sentence containing the old information, as opposed to the new information
elsewhere in the sentence, which is called the focus (e.g., Dik 1989: 264—65; Slings 1992: 106). In
keeping with the conception of speech presented here, I prefer a more processual, less sentence-
bound account of topics, in which they tend to be more clearly marked if a switch or transition
occurs in the flow of speech. See the discussion of the particle 8¢ as a topic or boundary marker in
Bakker 1993c. See also Bakker 1993b: 12 and below. Extensive discussion of topic as a matter of
greater or lesser continuity in a discourse in Givén, ed. 1983.

% See also the sustained series of 6 8¢ and adtdp 6 in II. 20.455—89 (456, 460, 469, 472, 474,
481, 484, 487) withwhich the narrator tracks Achilles as the agent in this scene, returning to him
after the description of each new killing.
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In still other cases, there is no switch whatsoever, either in agent or in
subject; the subject, applying to one and the same agent or topic, stays the
same through a number of clauses:

“Extwp § dx’ dnéleBpov dvédpape,  and Hektor, swiftly away he sprang up
pnixto &’ opite, and he merged with the crowd,
otii 8¢ vt épiniov and he stayed dropping on one knee
(Il 11.354-55)

The use of dé in Homeric discourse is so general and ubiquitous as to bridge
the very real difference between the continuity of a topic or agent (when
successive clauses may or may not have different subjects) and its disconti-
nuity (or the reintroduction of an agent): in either case, what is marked is
just a step forward in the deployment of the discourse.?’

The second consideration is the movement of narrative time. In the
examples just given, one might think of the temporal relation between two
events as the motivating factor in the use of dé, whereby a step on the path
of speech, a moment in performance time, would correspond with the
time of the scene depicted, a moment in story time. Yet even this general
characterization is too specific for the function of dé in Greek speech. In
itself this is clear already from the simple fact that dé is not confined to
narrative contexts, in which the speaker is concerned with the creation of
story events by means of speech (performance events): it also freely occurs
in nonnarrative speech, where a sequential ordering of events is obviously
not what the speaker aims to achieve. Consider, for example, the following
fragment from the prayer of Glaukos to Zeus:

dppi Oé pou xeip and on both sides my arm,

OEeing 6d0vnow Edhatat, by sharp pains it is struck,

0vd€ pot afpa tepofivar Sovatar, and my blood, it cannot dry,

BaphBer 3¢ por dpog v’ avtod- and it aches, my shoulder under it,

#yxog 8’ 00 Sovapon oxelv éunedov,  and my spear I cannot hold fast,

003E uéxecBar and not fight either,

éABov dvopevéeoov. going against enemy men,

aviip &’ dprotog BhwAe, and the best man, he is dead,

Zapnndav, Atog vidg: Sarpedon, Zeus’s son,

68’0198’ 0D mondog dpbver. and he, he does not even protect his son.

(Il. 16.517—22)

27 Notice that in post-Homeric Greek the use of 8¢ tends to be more and more confined to
discontinuous topic situations; the particle develops an increasingly tight bond with the demon-
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But, more important for our purpose, the movement of story time is not
a factor of primary importance for the way in which the Homeric narrator
presents his speech, and this sets Homeric discourse apart from modern
narrative, or rather, from what constitutes the essence of narrative in the
modern linguistic study of it. In discussions of tense, verbal aspect, and
other linguistic features of stories, foregrounded portions of a narrative are
usually distinguished from its background.?® In these studies the foreground
is characterized by a sequential ordering of events, as the backbone of the
narration or the story line, whereas the background is what explains or
motivates the events of the story line.?° In other words, on this view fore-
ground narrates, whereas background describes.

Yet such a distinction, ascribing to texts the unmediated quality of visual
representation (see my remarks on akribeia ‘sharpness’ above), seems less
appropriate for the syntax of movement in Homeric discourse, in which
allegedly backgrounded explanatory or descriptive passages are just as much
movement along the path of speech as their foregrounded counterparts,*
and conversely, where foregrounded action-packed narrative passages have
the descriptive visual quality that is commonly ascribed to background.

In the study of epic speech, the foreground should not be treated exclu-
sively as the narrative representation of action or events, as opposed to a
nonnarrative, descriptive background. Foregrounding is just as dynamic as
the speech process itself, and this quality can be emphasized by replacing
the static notion of representation by a visual concept of dynamic percep-
tion. We may say that a portion of narrative is in the foreground if it is “in
focus,” or coming into focus. This distinction applies not to specific parts of
a text as opposed to others, but to any part of a spoken text at the moment of
its utterance.>' And rather than representing events directly, we may say that
epic narration frequently freezes the action and its time frame, in order to
make possible the action and time of speech. In other words, movement
and activity on the battlefield is stalled into a tableau, and the way in which

strative 6 (which virtually does not occur on its own anymore, as it still does in Homer). The
particle 8¢ thus tends to become a topic marker; see Bakker 1993c: 293—9s.

28 See, for example, Labov 1972; Hopper 1979; Hopper and Thompson 1980; Dry 1983;
Thompson 1987; Fleischman 1989. See also Bakker 1991.

2 A particularly clear statement of this is Hopper 1979: 215—16.

30 See also the discussion of the allegedly backgrounding particle yépin Chapter s.

31 Compare this formulation with Auerbach’s analysis of Homeric style (1953: 3—7) as back-
groundless, continuously in foreground. The difference between the two accounts lies in my
stressing the medial aspects of the narration, the act of observing and verbalizing, whereas Auer-
bach is concerned with the objective representation of the phenomena described.
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the epic narrator finds his way through areas of fighting on his path resem-
bles the way people look at pictures.

We shall see in the next chapter that there are regular and recurrent
patterns in the narrator’s visual scanning of the battlefield, patterns that in
their connection with memory and cognitive production seem to be a
better criterion for orality than formulaic style as such. For the moment,
what interests me is the use of dé to mark the steps in the scanning of the
picture, and the projection of it onto the time frame of speech. The particle
dé, whose use is automatic and unmarked, indicates the shifting focus in the
speaker’s field of vision, rather than any inherent temporal quality of events
in the narrative. Its marking of performance time, not story time, can be
clearly seen in the following description of a killing event:

a. 'Avtiloyog 8& Mbdwva A, and Antilokhos he hit Mudon,

b. fivioxov Bepdmovia, charioteer servant,

c. 260AOV Atupviddnv— valiant son of Atumnios,

d. 68’ bnéotpepe pdvuyog inmovg—  and he, he turned his one-hoofed horses,

e. xepnodio dykdva Tx®V pécov - with a stone striking [him] on the middle of
the elbow.

(Il. 5.580—82)

The clausal unit d, a brief switch to the victim (ho & ‘and he’) describes
an event that seems to be out of temporal sequence.?? Instead of a moment
in the scene depicted, the clause constitutes a moment in its description,
and rather than a sentence, the passage as a whole is a short catalogue of
temporally ordered descriptive items, two of which (units b and c) are
expansions triggered by the idea of Mudon.3* Consider also the following
description of the grisly details of a slaying:

70 8’ dvtixpd and right through,

86pu xGAxeov é€enépnoe the bronze spear, it pierced

vépBev On’ éykepddoto, from below under the brain,

xéoooe § bp’ dotéa Aevkd- and it splintered the white bones,

éx O tivoyBev 686vreg, and the teeth, they were shaken out,

32 One could point to the use of the imperfect here, as the verbal form that is appropriate to
actions that are off the time line (see, e.g., Hopper 1979).

33 Kirk’s treatment (1990: 117) of dyx@dve . . . péoov in unit e as the object of B&A’ in unit ais a
clear example of the sentential analysis of Homeric discourse that I am arguing against. On the
problems with treating nouns in Homer as the object or subject of their verb, see Chapter 5 below.
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gvénAnoBev 8¢ ol dupw and they were filled, the both

ai{potog d¢Bopoi- eyes with blood,

70 § A oTopa Kol KaTd pivog and through the mouth and the nostrils
npfice yovdv- he blew gaping

Bavdtov 8t pédav végog dupexdAvyev.  and the black cloud of death covered
[him] round.
(I. 16.346—50)

What we have here are not so much narrative statements asserting temporal
sequence as descriptive visual details as they pass through the speaker’s
consciousness.>* In fact, not even the scene as a whole is an event with its
own place in story time; it is presented as the description of one out of a
number of simultaneous killing-events, a complex scene of mass fighting
over an extended area in which Trojans are killed in the flight. One edge of
the tableau is framed in the following way:*

EvBa &’ avip Ehev divBpa and there man he took man,
xedacBeiong dopivng in the spreading battle
NYepovav. of the leaders.

(Il. 16.306—7)

The catalogue of nine killings that follows is thus a selection on the part of a
consciousness that is watching the scene, zooming in as if it were a camera
lens on items of particular salience and interest.*® Transitions from one
selection to the next are marked by dé, as is the movement from detail to
detail within a selected catalogue item. The movement of story time is
halted throughout to make possible the movement through performance

34 Cf. Fleischman’s analysis (1990a: 273) of the description of a similar though less realistic
slayingin Chanson de Roland: “Passages describing the epic blow, like those describing many of the
conventionalized gestures of epic action, are not intended to advance story time but to reveal the
qualities of an agent.”

35 Notice the indication of the undifferentiated substance of the narrative (dvip ¥Aev &vdpa
‘man took man’, cf. Il. 4.472) as well as the indication of spatial dimension (kedocBeiong ‘had
spread out’). The closure of this fighting catalogue at 16.351 (odtor 8p’ fyeudveg Aovadv | ¥Aev
vdpa ¥xaotog ‘so these leaders of the Danaans | each took his man’) has phraseology strongly
reminiscent of the closure of the Catalogue of Ships (2.760).

36 On the epic poet as camera user see also Latacz 1977: 78. Latacz’s term Selektionssignale is
instructive: a good example is the demonstrative adverb #vBa ‘there’, a marker frequently used in
the movement from one killing-scene as selected item to the other. In Homeric discourse this
element is often just as nonref erential and processual as 8¢, with which it frequently combines. Cf.
Il. 4.223, 473, 517; 5.1, 144, 159; 16.306, 337, etc. Some referential cases: Il. 2.724; 3.185, 426.
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time, in which “first” (prdtos) typically has the processual, nonreferential
meaning “first in my account,” rather than “first in the reality depicted.”>’

From the point of view of writing and sentential syntax, dé and similar
elements in other languages are likely to be misinterpreted. Their sheer
frequency looks primitive and crudely repetitive when rendered on paper.
Converted to the syntactic categories of the written page, the relation
between clauses marked by dé becomes a matter of indiscriminately pro-
longed coordination (the formation .of complex sentences from simple
sentences arranged on one syntactic plane) and a potential sign of the
simplicity of a given text.*® The processual nature of dé, however, belongs
to a different domain. A speaker using the particle in Homeric discourse is
not concerned with what is for us syntactic correctness, as is clear, for
example, from the frequent cases of apodotic dé in a main clause following a
subclause: ¥

avtdp énei Avkdopyog  but when Lukoorgos
&Vi peydpoow éympa,  he grew old in the hall,
ddke 8" EpevBakiovi  (and) he gave [it] to Ereuthalion.

1. 7.148—49)

Such cases are anomalous only if the syntactic articulation of the hierarchy
between clauses is taken as a (later) norm to which Homer does not con-
form. But rather than locating Homeric discourse on a scale running from
primitive to sophisticated, it would be well to consider the goals and strat-
egies of speech, suppressing the written framework for a moment. In so
doing we place ourselves in a position to see that the main concern of the
Homeric narrator is movement, an activity that requires a continuous
channeling and monitoring of the speech flow through time. It is this
factor, overriding any aesthetic judgment one might make from a stylistic

37 See also Beye 1964 and above all Latacz (1977: 83—84), who discusses np@dtog as another
Selektionssignal. As to the sequential ordering of events, if one wants to state unambiguously that
there is a temporal sequence in story time, one has to introduce the clause in question with &nerta
8¢ ‘and then’: ¥Ae & &vdpa Bifivopa, | towévo Aadv, || adtdv, | Enerta 8’ Etaipov, | 'Oikfio tAnEin-
nov ‘and he took a man, Bienor, | herdsman of the people, | himself, | and thereafter his comrade, |
Oileus the horse-whipper (II. 11.92—93; cf. Il. 5.164; 16.229, 532—34; 17.64).

38 [In fact, the prime marker of coordination in Greek (on any level: word, word group, clause,
sentence) is ko, a particle that can be used in Attic Greek to lend a purposive simplicity and
naiveté to written texts (see Trenkner 1958). On the difference between 8¢ and xai, see below.

39 Cf. Il. 1.58; 7.314; Od. 5.366; Hes. Theog. 60. See also Bakker 1997b.
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point of view, that explains the sustained repetition of dé in our Homer text
as one of the prime signs of speech, and one of the elements that best
survive the transcription of speech into text.*

Inclusion

Ifthere is a coordinative particle in Greek, it is not dé but kaf, and before
we continue the discussion of progression and continuation in Homeric
discourse, a brief confrontation of dé with this particle may be in order.*!
Even though under certain circumstances the difference between these two
words for “and” may be neutralized,*? in principle there is a clear distinc-
tion. Owing to its origins,* kaf is the particle not of progression but of
inclusion: it is the particle used to coordinate two elements into a single
idea that may (but need not) be expressed as one intonation unit.

When dé cannot occur (i.e., when the two items linked are not clauses),
the expansion effected by kai is unit-internal in most cases: the two ele-
ments linked by kai may be nouns of any case or syntactic function (e.g.,
phénon kai kéra mélainan ‘murder and black death’); prepositional phrases
(e.g., kata phréna kai kata thumon ‘in mind and in spirit’); verbs in any form
(e.g., agorésato kai metéeipen ‘spoke forth and addressed them’); or other
elements (e.g., éntha kai éntha ‘there and there’).** Thus whereas dé discre-
tizes (presenting two ideas as two different steps in a speech or as two items

40 Beaman (1984: 47, 59, 60—61, 79) does not speak of continuation, but opposes the use of
“and” in spoken English as a “filler word” to its use for sentential coordination; Halliday and
Hassan (1976: 233—38) distinguish an additive use of “and” from a coordinative use, and state
(244) that additive “and” is derivable from coordination proper (I would reverse this relation). On
“and” in spoken English, see also Schiffrin 1987: 128—52; Chafe 1988: 10—12.

41 Ondéand xai, see Ruijgh 1971: 130—33; Klein 1992; Bakker 1990b: s—6; 1993c: 280, 288—
92. Notice that unlike 8¢, xaiisnota postpositive particle that signals anintonational boundary: it
can equally well occur within units and at the boundary between units.

42 Neutralization of linguistic elements which are otherwise different is discussed in Bakker
1988: 14—18. In the case of 8¢ and xati, neutralization may occur when the need to use pév (on
which see below) prevents the automatic use of 8¢, and xai is used instead (e.g., Il. 5.344; 11.99;
22.274).

43 The connection between xai and xdg, and the derivation of xai from *xkég (< *xact <
*kati ‘together’) is uncontroversial among historical linguists. See Ruijgh 1971: 180—82; Liittel
1981. Furthermore, the original and central function of xat is that of an adverb with the inclusive
meaning “also/too” or “even” (called a focus particle in Bakker 1988: 40—43).

4 On such doublets see O’Nolan 1978.
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in a catalogue), kaf is the particle of integration: rather than shifting the
focus to a new idea as part of the ongoing flow of speech, kai prolongs the
focus.®®

When dé can in principle occur instead of kai (i.e., when the two linked
items are clauses), we note that kai can be used to introduce a unit in which
a given idea is rephrased in order to highlight a different aspect of it,
marking not so much that something new is coming into focus as that what
was already in focus continues to be so and is being expanded at the present
moment. Consider the following examples, in which dé marks the step to a
new idea and kaf introduces a unit that verbalizes the idea in different words
and from a different angle:

g Epat’, thus he spoke,
&deroev 8’ 6 yEpwv and the old man, he got scared,
kol éneifeto pobe- and obeyed his word.

(1. 1.33)
Tet0 8’ alel Alvelav ktelvan and he was striving all the time to kill Aineias,
Ko Gd kALt Tedyea dboou. and to strip his renowned armor.

(1. 5.434-35)

From the perspective of a Homeric warrior, killing an opponent and
stripping him of his armor are such closely related ideas as to allow of an
integrative linkage with kai. In terminology that will be more fully devel-
oped in Chapter 8 below, “kill” is in certain contexts a nuclear or core idea,
and “strip” a possible expansion of it.*¢ Sometimes the idea of inclusion
seems to convey a simultaneity of two or more actions that contrasts with
the indeterminacy of dé in that regard:*’

1| pat, kol Gpmenodidy he spoke and balancing [it] above his head,
npoter Sodydokiov Eyyog he threw the far-shadowing spear,

45 Note thatthis characterization does not apply to xai as scalarparticle (in the adverbial sense
“even” or “also”), a use that is not unrelated to the basic value of inclusion, but which has no
direct bearing on speech as flow and process. On inclusive scalar particles, see Bakker 1988: 40—
48,75, 84.

46 See also the discussion of close-up in Chapter s.

47 Cf. Ruijgh (1971: 134), who assigns to ¢ the status of unmarked and to xai that of marked
term in a privative opposition. The phrasing mpoter Sokixéoxiov ¥yyog (unit b of the following
extract) occurs eleven times in the Iliad, only once (5.15) not followed by xad. See also 5.97—98 and
11.375—76, where xai integrates the pulling of the bow and the subsequent hit.
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xai Bade Tvdeidao kat’ donida. and hit Tudeus’s son in the shield.
(Il. 5.280—81)

Speaking (the taunting of an opponent on the battlefield), calibrating
the spear, throwing it, and hitting the target are really one complex event,
and the poet uses the integrative, noncatalogic particle kaf to bring out that
wholeness. It is true that due to its own time-consuming nature, speech can
never represent simultaneity of two events as such, since it takes at least two
temporally ordered speech events to name them: as we have seen, speech as
such is no unmediated mimesis. But a speaker can assert the simultaneity,
using the less processual and more referent-oriented particle kaf instead of
dé.*8 In terms of vision this would mean that he stresses less the process of
perception than the qualities of the object perceived.

One context in which kaf invariably occurs is the reversal passage, in
which a god or hero intervenes at the last moment to prevent the untimely
death of a major epic character. In this scene, Diomedes has hit Aineias
with a stone and is about to kill him:#°

a. dpol 8¢ 8ooe and both his eyes

b. xeloivh vOE ExdAvye. black night, it covered,

c. xoivh kev #v0’ dndrorto ﬂ:l now he would have died there,
d. &va& avdpdv Alveiog, leader of men Aineias,

e. elpn dp’ 6L vonoe if she had not looked sharply,

f.  Mdg Buydnp "Agpoditn, Aphrodite daughter of Zeus.

(Il. s.310—12)

The near-disastrous event is expressed positively in units a—b and is
repeated as a nonrealized event in unit ¢, which is linked to the preceding
discourse with kai. The particle marks its clause as a negative rephrasing or
counterpart of the preceding description. Instead of being merely included
within the scope of what precedes, however, the negative statement of the
nonevent explicitly points forward to the next unit after the addition (in
unit d) of the name: because unit c is marked as unreal by the modal particle
ken, it creates a strong anticipation as to the next real event, thus serving as
narrative bridge between the description of danger and the rescue, enhanc-

8 See also the frequent expression otfi 8 pai’ éyybg v kol dxoviioe Sovpl oevd ‘stood
close and threw the shiningjavelin’ (e.g., 11.4.496).
4 See the discussion of this type of passage in Chapter 7 below, with the literature cited there.
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ing the saliency of the latter. The function of the kai clause in “if not”
situations thus testifies to the double nature of speech units in the ongoing
flow of discourse through time: they have a meaningful relation both with
their past and with their future, a double nature that will crucially concern
us below and in the next chapter.

The inclusive nature of kai, finally, can be exploited to convey meaning
that transcends the significance of a given epic moment, as when Hektor’s
death is foreshadowed at the moment of his greatest glory:

a. pvovBadiog yop short-lived indeed

b. ¥uehdev Ecoech’ he was to be,

c. 1dn yép oiéndpvoe for already she was rousing against him

d. pépowov Apop the day of doom,

e. MaAlag 'ABnvain Pailas Athene,

f. bnd IInAeidoo Pingrv. through the might of Peleus’s son,

g xai p’EBedev piigon and he wanted to break

h. otiyag avdpdv the ranks of men, probing them.
nepntiav,

(Il. 15.612—15)

The kaf statement, in comparison with which dé would have been weak
and colorless, integrates Hektor’s present prowess into the foreshadowing,
linking death and glory into one indissoluble whole.*°

Progression, Dialogism, and Enargeia

In the discussion of discourse progression by means of dé, we saw that
there is nothing in the structure of the clauses as such that either causes or
prohibits the linkage with dé. But that does not mean that continuation and
linkage with dé is unconstrained or unchecked. Rather than grammar,
structure, or syntax, however, it is the interactive nature of the speech
situation or performance itself and the availability of time that puts con-
straints on continuative connection in discourse, and this brings us to the
interactive and dialogic potential of the connective particle dé, or how
continuation in Homer is marked in such a way as to reflect an imaginary
interaction with an addressee.

50 See also II. 12.10—11, where xat links Hektor’s life, Achilles’s wrath, and Troy’s safety into
one complex fact: “So long as Hektor wasalive and (xai) Achilles was angry and (xai) Priam’s city
was undestroyed.”
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It is commonplace to state that dé (5¢) is etymologically connected with
dé (8%) as a phonetically shortened and weakened version of this latter
particle.>® What is less often mentioned is that this similarity in form,
weakening with the passage of time, might well be connected with a
parallel similarity in meaning, dé being a weaker, “bleached” version of dé
semantically as well as morphologically. Dé is often called a confirmative
particle,>? but is better characterized as a marker of evidentiality.’> Dé
conveys that the consciousness verbalized receives its input from the speak-
er’s immediate environment, from what is perceptually clear and evident.
The verbalization of the perception, however, is not simply an evidential
statement; the d¢ clause, being directed to an addressee, signals that the
speaker assumes that the hearer is capable of witnessing the same evidence,
and in uttering the dé clause the speaker wants to convey that the addressee
shares the same evident environment. The particle d¢ in conversation is
thus no less socializing than evidential: speakers using dé assume that their
addressees are “with them”, that they share their physical situation (or by an
easy extension, the same emotional and intellectual situation). The use of
dé, then, can be seen as a symptom of this involvement. Examples of this
shared situation are frequent in the discourse of Homeric speakers:

TeOkpe nénov, dear Teukros,
&N vadiv dnéxtato see, he has died on us two,
motog £Talpog our trustworthy comrade.

(1. 15.437)

8poeo, Sroyeveg Matpékheeg,  rise up, Patroklos born of Zeus

inmoxéAevle- horseman,
Aedoow M nopd vrvoi I see there at the ships
nupdg Snioro lwhv- the glow of destructive fire.

(Il. 16.126—27)

In the first example the speaker is Aias, who addresses his half-brother
Teukros in a situation in which both are witnessing the death of Luko-
phron, Aias’s therdpon ‘henchman’, a charioteer who is accidentally hit and

51 See Risch 1969; Ruijgh 1971: 646. We may add that the suffix -8¢ in the proximal demon-
strative 88¢ ‘this one here’ is probably also related to 9.

52 See, for example, Denniston 1954: 203—4: “The essential meaning seems clearly to be
‘verily, ‘actually, “indeed.” 31 denotes that a thing really and truly is so: or that it is very much so.”

33 So already the accounts in the German grammarians (Kiihner and Gerth 1904: 126-27;
Brugmann and Thumb 1913: 630). Previous discussion on Homeric & in Bakker 1993b: 11-12.
See also the discussion in Van Ophuijsen 1993: 140-51, based on examples from Plato’s Phaedo.



76 Speech

killed by Hektor. Aias’s statement presupposes the situational as well as
emotional involvement of Teukros, and his phrasing thus testifies to his
judgment as to the similarity of the idea in his consciousness to that of the
idea in his addressee’s consciousness: both share the same present experi-
ence (notice also the involvement dative ndin ‘for the two of us’).> In the
second example Achilles verbalizes a perception which he is sure he shares
with Patroklos; the verbalization is thus not so much an assertion that he
“sees” something as a verbalization of a common ground, a starting point
for action on which both agree. The presupposed common basis for con-
ducting discourse can thus be exploited for rhetorical purposes, as in the
following case, in which Poseidon, in the shape of Kalkhas the seer, is
exhorting the Greeks to make a stand against Hektor and the Trojans:

a. Qmnénoveg, you weaklings,

b. 1éxa 8 11 koxov noricete peifov  soon you'll be doing something bad, worse
than this,

c. TMide pebnpooivy: by this slackening of yours,

d. &AL’ év gpeot BécBe ¥xaotog but each of you, put it in your mind,

e. aidd xalvépeorv: shame and outrage,>®

f. 81 yop péya veikog Spawpev. for see, a great quarrel it has erupted,

g. "Extopd1n nopd vnuol see, Hektor at the ships,

h. Bofv dyoBog moepiler good at the cry he makes war.

(I. 13.120-23)

The instances of dé in units f and g, as in the example just discussed,
derive from the speaker’s assumption that the addressees are able to see for
themselves what drives the speaker’s consciousness: the evidence marked by
the particle is a matter of shared environment and perception. The instance
of dé in unit b, on the other hand, derives from the assumption that the
addressees are willing to see what the speaker has in mind. The involvement
of the speaker and the addressees is less a matter of actually sharing an
environment than a matter of cooperation: the speaker assumes that the lis-
teners are willing to see the evidence produced, so that conducting the
discourse becomes an activity aimed at a shared seeing, a being together in
the situation created by the speaker’s phrasing.

Shared seeing is the aim of any discourse that mediates between two

5% See Denniston 1954: 208 for two examples of the collocation of 81 and viv.

55 Notice the linkage by xai of two closely related concepts. On aiddg and vépeoig, see
Redfield 1994: 115—19 (on aiddg and #Aeog see Chapter 8 below).

56 On involvement see also Tannen 1985; 1989: 9—35.
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consciousnesses, and very few utterances are made for their own sake or just
as statements of certainty, belief, or opinion. The actual use of language
transcends the abstraction of it offered by the philosophers or logicians.
Most speech is necessarily directed to someone, a consciousness other than
the speaker’s, and response from this other consciousness, even if it remains
implicit in the form of cooperation assumed in the mind of the speaker, is
essential for the presentation of discourse and its continuation. Speech must
be at least implicitly dialogic, presupposing reaction of some sort, whether
overt or covert, even when no one is required or expected to give an
explicit answer.>’

With this dialogism and involvement as a background, let us return
to the visual quality of Homeric discourse. I argued above that speech,
whether it is Homeric or not, cannot convey the properties ofits referent in
the way a visual icon can represent them. But that does not mean that
Homeric speech cannot effect the visualization of its referent in the mind of
its hearer, given a willingness to participate in the scene depicted. In fact,
ever since antiquity, critics of Homer have been struck by the graphic
quality of Homeric discourse, its power to put events and their participants
before the hearers’ eyes and to involve them in the epic action.>® Ford is
probably right that “we should not reduce . . . to an aesthetic notion” what
he calls Homeric “vividness” (translating Greek endrgeia), because its back-
ground is “magical and epiphanic.”>® Yet the means by which the Homeric
narrator achieves the immediate presence of the epic events in performance
are often not different from those used by speakers in general when they
want to talk in an engaging way about things that are not physically present
in the speech situation.

In a recent discussion, stating obvious facts in an illuminating way, Chafe
has drawn attention to the capacity of the human mind to be activated not
only by sensory input from the immediate environment, butalso by whatis
not in the here and now.®° In the latter case, which Chafe calls “displace-

57 See Bakhtin 1986: 68—70; Morson and Emerson 1990: 127-35. In linguistics the interac-
tion implicit in a discourse is sometimes referred to as diaphony; see Kroon 1994: 111-15.

58 Gorgias, Hel. 9; Plato, Ion 53 sb—e; Longinus, De subl. 15; Quintilian, Inst. or. 6.2.29; as well
as the scholia on Homer about évdpyeio ‘graphic vividness’ (on which see Zanker 1981). See, for
example, schol. bT in Il. 6.467: tadto 8¢ 1& #nn ot Eotiv évopyeiag peotd, 811 oY pdvov drodeton
10 Tpdrypoto, GAAY xoi Opdtan. Aafdv 8& todto éx 1o Biov 6 ot dxpag nepieyéveto T pipfioet
‘these words are so full of enargeia that one not only hears the events but also sees them,; taking this
scene from life itself the poet brilliantly succeeds in his mimesis’.

59 Ford 1992: §5.

0 Chafe 1994: 32, 195—211. An earlier significant treatment of these matters is Biihler’s 1934
discussion of deixis, in terms of what he calls demonstratio ad oculos and deixis ad phantasma.
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ment” (as opposed to the “immediacy” of our physical environment), the
speech-producing consciousness receives its input, by way of remembering
or imagining, from another consciousness that is either the speaker’s own or
belongs to someone else. This remote consciousness is located in another
time and/or place in which it does the actual seeing. The human mind
appears to have a natural inclination to turn away from the physical present
and to create a mental here and now, either by producing speech or listen-
ing to it. The obvious sign of this imaging potential in human discourse is
the ubiquitous use of evidentiality markers and other linguistic devices
pertaining to the here and now—the pretence is that what is remembered
or imagined is actually seen, and the devices are deployed on the assumption
that the listener is willing to play along with the pretence.¢!

The distal consciousness that feeds the verbalizing consciousness of the
Homeric narrator may be in the last resort the remote authoritative percep-
tion of the Muse, a relation that turns memory and remembering into
something quite special, a mediation between the human and the divine;®?
yet the means by which the poet locates the remote evidence of his tale in
the immediacy of the present cannot have been very different from the
strategies used by speakers whose consciousness receives input from a nearer
and more readily accessible source. Homeric narrative abounds with evi-
dentiality markers, whose use has to be seen in connection with the use
made of them by the characters in the epic.®® Returning to the discussion of
dé,* we may now say that the use of this particle draws the hearer into the
story by marking the narration as deriving from a shared basis, a common

61 Among the devices commonly used are the historical present as a conversational strategy,
spatial deixis, and above all the mimetic strategy of direct speech (impersonation).

62 See Vernant 1959; Détienne 1967: 9; Thalmann 1984: 147; Ford 1992: §3; Bakker 1993b:
17—19; 1997a. The nature of memory as discussed by these authors accords with the discussion of
remembering (considered as an activity, not a thing) in Bartlett 1932. See the use made of him by
Treitler (1974: 344—47) and Chafe (1994: 53, 145): remembering is not a mere reproduction of
something past, the management of a mental archive, but an imaginative reconstruction of the
past in the present. Bartlett’s insistence on the similarity between memory and perception
amounts to an experimental underpinning of the enargeia of Homeric discourse. See also the
remarks above on imagery and perception.

63 Conforming to Martin’sinsight (1989) that the speech of the poet is no less a muthos-speech
act than that of the characters in the poem (where p%8og is understood as “authoritative speech
act”).

6% Other important evidentiality markers in Homer include the particle &po and the verb
péAdew, both marking conclusions of a speaker based on the evidence of the physical surround-
ings, and thus characterizing Homeric discourse as activated, realized in the present (see Bakker

1993b: 16-25; 1997a).
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experience that binds the narrator and the listeners together as if they were
actually jointly witnessing a given scene.

Seeing jointly and drawing the listener into the scene described are
pervasive features of epic narration, but these features are particularly com-
mon when significant events or breaks in the story are marked by héte
‘when’, téte ‘then’, or both. It is at such moments that the narrator most
needs the participation of the listener: the poet assumes that participation
and hence overtly expresses it. Consider, for example, how the scene of
Hektor’s death is introduced:

GAL" B1e &1 but when

10 Tétaptov émi kpouvolg depikovto,  for the fourth time they arrived at the spring,
kol toTE O (and) then,

xpoew mathp titove 1GAavia, father [Zeus] held up the golden scales.

(Il. 22.208-9)

Speaking as if the events are presentin the here and now of the narration
is a ubiquitous and natural strategy of the epic narrator, but the importance
of evidentiality and vividness is not confined to it. In a weakened and
attenuated form it constitutes the basis, not only of the participation of the
listener in the story, but also of the very continuation of the epic tale. If dé is
a weak form of dé, then its meaning is similar but weaker; dé is more often
and more routinely used than dé, and it reduces participatory cooperation
and joint seeing to jointly making a new step in the movement of discourse
through time.*® Continuation in meaningful discourse, after all, is not a
monologic decision on the part of the speaker; it makes sense only when
there is common ground, when the listener is prepared to “stay with” the
speaker.

Conducting a discourse, and thereby performing what may be called the

5 The passage is an example of the three-times motif (1pig pév), a sure sign of impending
failure and doom and therefore an effective suspense-creating device. See Bannert 1988: 41—57;
Fenik 1968: 46—48. Notice the remarkable and recurrent use of apodotic xai in this kind of
passage (see also, e.g., Il. 1.494; 16.780; 18.350). In the extract cited, the segmentation amounts to
the alternation of what Chafe (1994: 63—64) calls “regulatory intonation units” (GAL’ 8e &1, xai
téte &m) with two “substantive intonation units,” resulting in two balancing pairs. Units like xai
téte M ‘and then’ or adtdp Ererto ‘and thereafter’ regulate the flow of discourse or interaction
rather than being part of it. As Chafe notes (1994: 64), regulatory intonation units are shorter than
substantive ones, but may also be expressed as parts of larger units.

% Sometimes (e.g., Leaf 1900—1902 on II. 1.340 and 13.260) 8¢ as a weak form of &1 is
distinguished from the real 8¢, an entirely gratuitous practice resulting from the interpretation of
cases in which it is hard for us to translate 8¢ with “and” or “but.”
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act of continuation—the making of assertions that presuppose cooperation
on the part of the addressee—entails the manipulation and ongoing exten-
sion of such a common ground. Willingness on the part of the hearer,
therefore, is something the speaker has to take for granted in order to speak
with any confidence at all. It is dé that marks this assumption. As such, the
particle is a reflex of the communicative side of continuation, making even
the most monologic discourse an implicit dialogue with a listener whose
reactions—even if only assumed on the part of the speaker—shape the
verbalization of the speaker’s consciousness. But dé is at the same time a sign
of the authority of epic discourse and of its speaker, who holds the floor
longer and more thoroughly than any ordinary speaker would do, and who
assumes that this stance, typical of the special speech of the performance,
has the listener’s consent.®’

Progression and Negotiation

Continuation in the ongoing speech process means that each momentin
the duration of the process results from the previous moment, and in its
turn serves as basis or context for the next moment. Any speech unit,
therefore, is a stepping-stone to the next one. But a speech unit can also be
marked explicitly as a stepping-stone, a basis from which to continue, and
thisbrings us to the particle mén. It is commonly assumed that mén (uév) can
be used as an emphatic or affirmative adverb, in which case it is seen as a
weak, bleached form of mén (ufiv). It can also be used as a preparatory
coordinator, the counterpart of dé in the correlative pair mén . . . dé.8
Owing to the general function of this pair in Attic Greek texts, the particle
mén is usually seen to mark a referent in the text, one that is opposed to the
referent marked by dé (e.g., ho mén . . . ho dé ‘the one . . . the other’). A
textual account like this, however, will hardly do in a discussion of Ho-
meric discourse. Like dé, the particle mén in Homer is best considered from
a speech perspective. Both have processual functions. The particle mén has
its proper place in the flow of speech through time, rather than in a text that
is meant or thought to be a static artifact representing the entities about

67 Cooperation is always implicit in the presentation of epic narrative in the performer’s
assessment of the audience’s attention, and the ensuing decision either to continue or to break off
the performance session. The sensitivity of Demodokos’s performance to social contextin Odys-
sey 8 comes to mind here. See also Radlov in Chadwick and Chadwick 1932—40: 3:184—85; Lord
1960: 16—17. See also Chapter 6 on the performance of American folk preachers.

%8 See Denniston 1954: 359, 369; Ruijgh 1971: 19799, 741; Bakker 1993c: 298—305; 1996b.
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which it speaks. And the fact that the affirmative use is more common in
Homer, while the preparatory use is not fully developed,® suggests that the
processual use of mén (. . . dé) cannot be seen in isolation from the use of
the particle as an affirmative adverb.

The usual textbook distinction between the two uses of mén, in fact,
seems to be motivated by Attic usage and projected backward in time onto
Homeric discourse. Freeing ourselves from this preconception and search-
ing for more specific descriptions than emphatic or affirmative, we note
that mén is often used to mark a statement that clears the ground, establish-
ing a framework for discourse to come, and as such it tends to be used at the
beginning of a speech. An example is Hektor’s angry response to Pol-
udamas in the second nocturnal assembly of the Trojans:

MovAvdépa, Poludamas,
ob pev ovkéT’ épol piko tadt’ dyopedelg,  you, you no longer say things that please
me.
(II. 18.285)

This is not so much an assertion in its own right as the preparation for more
salient assertions to come, and it seems that mén marks the statement as
performing this function. In the quotation just given, the particle marks the
statement as a whole, rather than the single pronoun (s4 ‘you’).”® When a
statement with dé follows, it has normally been anticipated by the speaker
in uttering the mén clause. But when mén . . . dé is used in Attic texts, the
anticipatory mén clause states the first member of an antithetical or contras-
tive pair, whereas the use of mén . . . dé in Homer testifies to the earlier
function of these particles as the markers of assertions in an ongoing and
always at least implicitly interactive flow of discourse. A speaker using mén,
looking forward to an upcoming statement with dé, does not so much
presuppose a common basis for conducting discourse as establish one.” Thus
mén marks the prerequisite of continuation, the indication of a point from
which to start.

In overtly interactive and dialogic discourse, the establishment of a basis

% Ruijgh 1971: 741; 1981; Klein 1992.

70 As Denniston (1954: 360) thinks. Other cases of pév at the beginning of speeches include I1.
13.47; 9.308—10 (Achilles’ great speech to the embassy): xph pév 8 tov piBov drnheyéwg dmoet-
nelv ‘clearly this speech of yours has to be rejected outright’. Cf. also Hes. WE&D 109, 111 (the
beginning of the Five Ages of Man); notice also the category of inceptive pév at the beginning of
tragedies or of speeches in tragedy (Denniston 1954: 382—84).

71 See also Bakker 1993b: 12—-15.
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for discourse yet to come often takes the form of a concession, as in English
“true” or “it is true that,” by which a point is conceded not so much to
weaken the speaker’s position as to create an environment in which another
point can be presented. Such a negotiation is what happens in the following
words of Odysseus to Sokos, who has just wounded him:

2. &dei), | pddo §3 ah wretch, yes clearly so

b. oexugdveton ainvg SAeBpoc.  steep destruction, it overtakes you

c. ffror pév p’ Ep’ Enavoog yes indeed, you may have stopped me
d. éniTpheoor pdyecBou fighting against the Trojans,

e. ool & &y évBGde pnui and/but for you I say here

f. govovkalkfipa péhovay murder and black death

g. fipor 198’ ¥ooeoban, there will be on this very same day,

h. éu@ & Hro Sovpi Sapévia and/but subdued by my spear [you]

edyoc ol dboery, will give fame to me
J woxiv & "Aidi xAvtomdhep-  and [your] soul to Hades with the noble steeds.
(L 11.441—45)

RS

After stating in units a and b the general character of the situation, a
statement that involves both the physical environment (dé) and a strong
commitment both to the situation and the words spoken therein, the
speaker proceeds to particulars (a common Homeric strategy, as we shall see
in the next chapter). The fact that his addressee has incapacitated him is
conceded in unit ¢ and marked (mén), not for its own sake or as a step in an
ongoing series of verbalizations, but to create an environment in which the
next phrasings (marked by d¢, beginning with unit e) will be maximally
effective. The speaker, in other words, negotiates a framework within which
the attention (if not the cooperation) of the interlocutor can be presup-
posed, and the subsequent phrasings can be marked accordingly.”?

In monologic discourse, like that of the Homeric narrator, the dialogic
negotiation that is characteristic of the use of mén turns from explicit to
implicit, but the general force of a mén statement remains: it clears the
ground for later statements, providing a basis from which further continua-
tion is possible, and thus establishes the common ground that is necessary
for this continuation to be meaningful and successful. There are various

72 Notice that the dialogic nature of pév is confirmed by its frequent collocation and virtual
interchangeability (Ruijgh 1981) with #tov (displaying a transparent etymology in | + tou
affirmative particle + dative of the second person pronoun). For a particularly clear example of
the collocation, see Hes. Theog. 116: frol pév npdticto Xdog yéver’ ‘well then, first of all there was
Khaos’, the beginning of the theogony proper, after the proem. Visser (1987: 146—48) shows that
the semantic affinity between the two particles can be exploited for purposes of versification.
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ways in which this happens. One ofthese is a recurrent feature of the Iliadic
battle, in which the major opponents of heroes are frequently missed with a
spear throw, and something else often accidentally hit:

. Zaprndov &’ and Sarpedon,

a

b. adtod pév dnhuPpote he missed him (=Patroklos)

c. dovpl paevd with the shining spear,

d. dedrepov dpunbeic, charging for the second time,

e. 6 dtMMdacov obtocey fnmov  and he, he wounded the horse Pedasos,
f. Eyxei de&iov dpov- with the spear in the right shoulder.

(I. 16.466—68)

From the point of view of classical Attic Greek the use of mén . . . dé
in this example is anomalous: d¢ in unit e seems misplaced, for one expects
the particle to go with Pedasos the horse, thus marking a contrast (autod
meén . . . Pédason dé ‘him [he missed] but Pedasos [he hit]’).” Instead, dé
seems to mark a constituent (ho ‘he’, i.e., Sarpedon) that cannot be con-
strued as contrastive with the mén constituent (autoi] ‘him’, i.e., Patroklos).
An opposition between two referents, however, is not what the speaker
here intends. Rather, the two particles mark specific moments in the flow
of discourse. In other words, mén applies not to the warrior aimed at and
referred to by the pronoun (autoi] in unit b), but to the clause as a whole, or
better, to its preparatory relation with what follows. And ho dé, for its part,
is not what answers autoil mén in an opposition of two referents represented
by the text; it marks a new start, the reinstatement of the agent of the scene
described (see this chapter’s earlier discussion of ho dé in Il. 5.330), a de-
scription that takes off from the platform provided by the mén clause.”

The processual function of mén is equally clear when the function of the
mén statement as stepping-stone is combined with its function of rounding
off a previous description. In this scene, Diomedes has just killed Astunods
and Hupeiron:

a. tovg piv Eac’, them he left lying,

b. 63’ "ABavto petdyeto and he, he went after Abas
c. xai[ToAtidov, as well as Poluidos,

d. viéagEvpuddpavroc, sons of Eurudamas

e. OvelpondAolo YépovTtog: old man dream-reader.

(Il 5.148-49)

73 This is the treatment proposed in Kithner and Gerth 1904: 268 for such cases.

74 See also Il. 1.191; 4.491; 8.119, 302; 15.430, $21—23; 17.609—10; 20.321—22; 21.171. The
usage is not confined to Homer: see Hdt. g.111.1.
g
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Again, dé in unit b seems misplaced if one expects an opposition be-
tween Diomedes’ previous victims and the new ones.”® But the poet is not
concerned with this referential opposition. His language reflects move-
ment, the transition not from one killing to the next, but from the verbaliza-
tion of the first killing to that of the next: mén and dé mark events in
performance time, not in story time. The mén unit verbalizes the end of a
scene not as a new step but as the basis from which to make a new step, the
observation of the next killing.

The basis for further discourse which is provided by mén may also be a
moment that is explicitly marked as not a switch to the other participant on
the scene. In such cases the mén unit is uttered in order to convey that the
attention of the listener should remain focused on whoever was already in
focus. We have just been told that no one was quicker than Diomedes to
cross the ditch and make a stand against the Trojans: 7

a. GAL&mOAD mp@TOg No, by far the first

b. Tpbov ¥Aev dvdpa kopvotfv, he (=Diomedes) took a helmeted man of the
Trojans,

c. ®paduovidnv "Ayélaov- Agelaos the son of Phradmon,

d. 6 pév ebyod’ Erpanev (nmovg:  and he (=Agelaos), he turned his horses to
flight:

e. 10 Ot petaotpepBévit and in him (=Agelaos) wheeling around

f. petagpéve év 86pv niifev in his back he (=Diomedes) fastened his spear.

(I. 8.256—58)

Nothing could be farther removed from the alleged norm in the use of
mén . . . dé, distilled from Attic Greek texts, in which the two particles mark
an antithesis in style or an opposition between two referents.”” In units d—e
there is only one referent, marked in turn by mén and then dé. But more
importantly, the use of ho mén in unit d amounts to a specific processing
instruction to the listener: it conveys the information “not the other partici-
pant, continue with the one already in focus,” whereas ho dé would have

75 See Il. 8.125—26; 11.426; 20.458—60 (with avdtdp 6 instead of 6 3¢). On such cases, see also
Bakker 1993b: 12—13; 1993c: 304—5.

76 Similar digressive cases are II. 2.101; 14.446—47; 16.402—4 (discussed in Bakker 199 3b: 4—
13); 16.789 (see Chapter s below); 20.463 (see Chapter ).

77 To be sure, contrasts that are coordinated by pév . . . 8¢ are not absent in Homer (e.g., II.
20.462: v piv Sovpl Pakdv, tdv 8 axedov dopr Thyag ‘hitting the one with the spear, stabbing
the other from nearby with the sword’), but such examples are not so much the central use of the
particles as a special case of the wider phenomenon described here.
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conveyed a switch to the other participant, as we saw above. The oblique
pronoun marked by dé (tdi dé) then takes up the participant already in focus
as a starting point to move to the other one. Instead of a referential or
stylistic contrast, then, mén in unit d marks a moment at which a switch is
withheld, a moment consciously marked as something other than a new step
with a new item coming into focus, and a characteristic way of guiding the
listener’s consciousness through the flow of speech.

The discussion of mén just presented leaves us with an important ob-
servation: speech units in the Homeric spoken medium, the unperiodic
strung-on style of the stylisticians, may be uttered, not just as an addition to
what precedes or as a step forward on the path of speech, but with an eye on
what lies ahead. In this regard the syntax of movement is but a subpart of
the widerstrategies of Homeric speechmaking, and of the specific aesthetic
of Homeric discourse, to which we turn in the next chapter.



CHAPTER §

Homeric Framings

The feat of extricating a particular element from a pattern shows intelligence
at work within perception itself. Quite in general, intelligence is often the
ability to wrest a hidden feature or disguised relation from an averse context.
It is an ability that can lead to important discoveries. At the same time, the
resistance of the context to such an operation raises a peculiar problem. After
all, there is good sense in the warning that “one must never take things out of
context.” They may be falsified, distorted, and even destroyed by the isola-
tion. At the very least they may be changed.

—Rudolph Arnheim, Visual Thinking

If telling the epic story may be seen in terms of translational move-
ment, then the act of narration and its syntactic articulation not only
involve movement but also a knowledge of where to move. The very
selection of a path implies orientation and a sense of direction, and the act
of movement typically presupposes that one has found one’s bearings. This
aspect of epic narrative has been well described and documented in various
ways. For example, in his discussion of Homeric catalogic style, Krischer
has pointed out a pervasive tendency to state the general character of a
scene or sequence of scenes, by way of orientation, and only then to state
the particulars.!

A simple but instructive example of this phenomenon is the beginning
of battle in the fourth book of the Iliad: a general picture is presented of the
two opposed armies, the din of battle, the cries of victors and vanquished,
and blood streaming over the earth (Il. 4.446—56). Only then do we hear
that Antilokhos was “the first” to kill a Trojan warrior (457), a statement

! Krischer 1971: 132. Krischer’s demonstration involves such topics as the organization of
aristeiai (traditional description of a hero’s finest hour in battle), and a reassessment of Zielinski’s
Law (see Zielinski 1899—1901), which, as Krischer points out, is based on moments of branching
(Verzweigung) of two action strings—particulars that are preceded by a general, orienting state-
ment.

86
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that sounds odd in the light of the mayhem that has already been de-
scribed.? It becomes understandable, however, when one realizes that the
preceding description was an orienting preview, a look ahead along the
narrative track, rather than a narrative, referential statement in its own
right.

A natural consequence of speaking about the speech process in spatial
terms is that orientation in speech may be seen, quite literally, in terms of
awareness of one’s surroundings. Chafe, whose ideas on consciousness and
speech were introduced in Chapter 3, notes that the human mind needs a
general sense of time and place in order to “be in” a given situation.® A
moment of focal vision, for example, needs a certain amount of back-
ground awareness in order to be meaningful and enlightening, and in
general terms, any piece of active information or moment of consciousness
requires a certain amount of information, of which one is half-conscious,
to serve as its background.*

When a consciousness is engaged in remembering and imagining, as in
the case of most narrators and their audiences, actual vision turns into
visualization, but the need for orientation remains. One’s surroundings and
relative position on the path of speech will be determined vis-i-vis a given
scene, a mental picture. Such a scene is too substantial to be grasped in its
entirety in one focus of consciousness, however, and has to be broken down
into its constitutive parts during its mental scanning, while it is being
verbalized into a series of speech units. This process benefits, in many cases,
from a global, orienting unit, which precedes the description of the scene
and provides context for it. Consider, for example, what one of Chafe’s
subjects in the Pear Film project does in the verbalization of a scene:>

[1.15] A—nd [.1] then a boy comes by,
[.1] on a bicycle,

the man is in the tree,

[-9] and the boy gets off the bicycle,
and . . looks at the man,

o A0 o

2 Krischer 1971: 134; see also Latacz 1977: 83. See also the remarks on np@tog as a processual,
rather than referential sign in Chapter 4 above.

3 Chafe 1980: 26—49; 1987: 42—45; 1990: 93—96; 1994: 30, 128—29.

4 Chafe speaks of “peripheral consciousness” here and “semi-active” information (1987: 25,
28—31; 1994: 53, 72). More on “active” and “semi-active” (as well as “inactive”) later on in this
chapter.

5 See Chafe, ed. 1980: 307; Chafe 1980: 27. On orientation in storytelling see also Labov
1972: 363—65.
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f. andthen [.9] uhlooks at the bushels,
g. and he . . starts to just take a few,
h. and then he decides to take the whole bushel.

This speaker is visualizing a scene in his head: in units a—c, he orients
himself by giving the general character of the scene, which in this case
consists of the participants and their relative locations. Once this back-
ground has been established as context and direction for the narrative, the
speaker can proceed by giving the little story of which the scene consists. As
aHomeric speaker would do with dé, he marks the successive steps with the
continuative particle “and.”¢

A unit verbalized after an orienting statement may be said to be added to
it, which leads us back to the philological notion of adding style discussed in
Chapter 3. Just as in the case of parataxis as movement, I propose to replace
the stylistic concepts of adding style or appositional style with one that
emphasizes agency. In terms that are less metaphorical than they may seem,
we mightspeak then of a close-up: the speaker stands still for a moment on the
path of speech to look more closely at the scene, or the speaker focuses on
how the scene came about, explaining it and thus providing a basis for what
is next in the story. This activity finds its expression in loose, fragmented
syntax, the addition of speech units of any kind (from nouns or noun-
epithet phrases to participial or prepositional phrases to whole clauses). Such
loose syntactic addition, however, is very different from mere random
cumulation, as we shall see. The addition of a detail or piece of explanation
crucially presupposes a context in which the detail falls into place. And this
context more often than not has been set up explicitly in order to accommo-
date the detail verbalized in the addition.

Rather than being unplanned, then, added units in the adding style are at
the heart of strategies that involve planning and looking ahead. This is
especially the case when the unit(s) serving as background (I shall speak of
“starting point”) is (are) a preliminary, global preview of an event to be
described more fully in the narrative. Such a preview serves as a guidepost
indicating the course and direction to be taken on the path of speech.
“Orientation” is the term that I have been using; another term, pertaining
less to movement than to vision, is “framing.”” This word is often used in
linguistics and cognitive science in ways that are so professionalized that

6 See above, Chapters 3 and 4. )
7 “Frame” is akey term in the discussion of knowledge representation as conducted since the
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even the metaphor behind it has been lost. My use of the term below will
be quite literal and graphic: I define it as the demarcation of a frame
limiting one’s field of vision for the next moments or speech units, the area
within which addition of detail can meaningfully take place. Orientation
and framing have a wide range of syntactic manifestations in Homeric
discourse, from thematic noun phrases staging the participants in a given
event to the proleptic mentioning of events before they are due in chrono-
logical order. But whatever their nature, all these grammatical elements
testify to the general movement of Homeric discourse, syntactically or
suprasyntactically, from the global to the specific, and from the framing to
the framed.

Close-Up and Addition

In the discussion of mén at the end of the previous chapter, we saw that
progression and continuation may require a looking ahead in the flow of
discourse: a speaker may verbalize a clause not so much as a statement in its
own right as to provide a stepping-stone for statements to be verbalized
shortly thereafter. In the same way, an adding unit that provides a second,
closer look at a given scene may be prepared and staged by a preceding unit
that serves as its frame (in visual terms) or starting point (in terms of
movement). The relation between framing discourse on the one hand and
detail within the frame on the other appears to be quite fundamental for
Homeric discourse. In what follows I shall discuss some of the syntactic
aspects and possibilities of framing and close-up, keeping an eye open for
the same or similar phenomena on the suprasyntactic levels of the organiza-
tion and flow of Homeric narrative. The following may serve as typical
examples of moments of addition in which a close-up is verbalized:

a. 098’ ¥yyeivie nopootog and with the spear he hit [him] from nearby,
b. yvaBuodv de&itepdv, on the right jaw.

(II. 16.404—5)

mid-1970s within the context of cognitive science and artificial intelligence (e.g., Winograd
1975), in which the word denotes “cluster of knowledge,” “interconnected network of informa-
tion,” or the like. Closely related concepts are goals, plans, and scripts (culturally determined
mental scenarios for certain action sequences directed at performing a giventask). See Schank and
Abelson 1977. The application of these concepts to Homer (Miller 1987; Minchin 1992) is

anticipated in the work of Nagler (1974).
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a. tov P ¥Paienpirog he first hit him,
b. xdpvBog pddov inmodaceing, on the crest of his horse-haired helmet.
(1. 4.459)

The b-units are, in syntactic terms, additions to the a-units. In terms of the
underlying cognitive activity that propels verbalization and syntax, the
speaker uses the b-units to focus on a detail selected from what had been
visualized a moment before. The b-units narrow down the field of vision
and zoom in on the scene, which is itself already a selection. The more
detailed second shot is entirely dependent for its meaning on the more
global first one, and so is its verbalization. Syntactically, the adding unit has
no independent status; it leans on the preceding one which serves as its
frame.

The notion of syntactic dependence and apposition might seem to im-
ply that the adding unit is less important than the previous unit: an appen-
dix or optional afterthought to something already complete. But whatever
the value of this characterization may be for other discourses, it surely does
not apply to Homer. When a unit is added, a detail within a frame has been
singled out for verbalization. Nothing compels us to say that the detail is
any less important than the frame, and in fact the detail may be the very
reason why the frame has been set up at all. We begin to see, then, that
between addition and framing a reciprocal relation may exist: if a given unit
y is adding to the preceding unit x, then the function of unit x, conversely,
may be the framing of unit y.

Units uttered within a frame, considered not in the dimension of vision
but as a matter of performance time, can be seen as expansions of the
framing unit. The way in which framing units provide context for units to
come, in fact, is a major aspect of the aesthetics of Homeric discourse that
emerges when the unperiodic strung-on style is studied as a phenomenon
in its own right, rather than with reference to periodic style. In a recent
article, Joseph Russo has discussed the pervasive Homeric tendency toward
repetition and fullness and has characterized it as “Item Plus,” the “master
trope of traditional epic verse-making.”® According to this principle, a
given basic idea can be supplemented by material that is either an apposi-
tional, an explanatory, or a metonymic extension, according to whether it
rephrases or widens the basic idea, or links it to what follows. This phe-
nomenon is indeed pervasive in Homeric discourse. In Chapter 8 we shall
deal with the implications of the expansion aesthetic for the way in which

8 Russo 1994: 374.
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meter and formulas are deployed; in the present chapter we are concerned
with how expansion involves the resources of ordinary language.

The detail added to a preceding framing unit need not be visual. Often
the mentioning of a name, the verbalization of the theme of a hero, acti-
vates concepts and facts associated with this hero. The peripheral notions
are added to the name appositionally in the form of epithets, patronymics,
or other qualifications. Accumulation of such details takes time and is thus
the usual strategy in the full, catalogic introduction of heroes, as in the
following example:?

"EAeqtivap, Elephenor,
8Cog “Apnog, scion of Ares,
Xalkwdovtiadng, son of Khalkodon,

peyoBipwv dpxog 'ABdvtwv.  lord of the great-hearted Abantes.
(Il. 2.540—41)

Whenever one of the qualifications associated with a name involves the
relation between two items (e.g., the bearer of the name and someone else
or his place of birth) and accordingly needs a verb, the consequence will be
an appositional (digressive) relative clause.!? Such appositive relative clauses
are the usual introduction to the biography of the hero slain in the battle, on
which see below. The relative clause may occur at any moment during the
list of qualifications and is not bound to the slot immediately following

the name. Consider, for example, the first appearance of Kalkhas the seer in
the Iliad:

KéAyag Oeotopidng, Kalkhas son of Thestor,
olwvondrwv 8y &protog, of the bird-watchers by far the best,
B 1idn téd 1” &dvta who saw what is,

16 7’ éoodpeva npd v’ édvta,  what will be and what came before.

(1. 1.69—70)

Very often, the situation is reversed and the name itself is added to what
precedes, rather than specifying the theme to which subsequent additions

9 The same sequence, except for the insertion of 8{og “Apnog, occurs not very much later, at
4.463—64, and Elephenor is not mentioned again in the Iliad. Has the second mention been
triggered by the presence of the first? See Beye 1964: 363 on the influence of the Catalogue on the
earlier stages of the Iliad battle and Hainsworth 1976 on clustering as a feature of Homeric
discourse in general, a phenomenon that is amenable to cognitive analysis.

10 Appositive relatives are hardly subordinate clauses (Lehmann 1984: 270—72), and the divid-
ing line in Homer between relatives and anaphoric pronouns is sometimes hard to draw.
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conform. Typically, what precedes the added name is a clause consisting
minimally of an anaphoric pronoun in the nominative case and a verb; the
pronoun is most often marked by dé as a moment of continuation in the
narrative (ho dé ‘and he’). Sometimes the addition of the name takes place
within the confines of a recognizable speech unit;!!

6 &€ ot oxe80v H\Bev "AxtAAevs.  and he, Achilles came close to him.

(I 22.131)

But more frequently, the name constitutes a speech unit on its own, and
epithets are often involved. Consider, for example:!2

6 8’ Bipa mpdTepog Kaul dpeimv but he [was] both older and braver,
Hipag Mpwresilaog dphiog: hero Protesilaos the warrior.
(1. 2.707-8)
avtdp 6 dedtortog HABev but he, he came last,
dvak avdpdv "Ayopéuvov, lord of men Agamemnon.
(I. 19.51)

Such added names are in agreement with a pronoun in the nominative
case in the preceding clause, and thus the pronoun and the name denote
one and the same person. In other cases the pronoun is in an oblique case
and denotes a character other than the character to whom the name be-
longs. These cases include the well-known answering formulas discussed
by Parry in his study of the noun-epithet formula in Homer.!* Rather than
considering them predicate formulas followed by subject formulas I treat
them here as two stylized intonation units: a separate naming unit added to

a preceding clause:

1 Cf. I 6.390: 6 &’ dnéaovto Sopatog “Extwp ‘and he rushed from the house, Hektor’; Od.
6.141; 17.235: 6 8¢ peppnpt&ev "Odvooeig ‘and he pondered Odysseus’. On these cases see also
Chapter 8 below. Cases in which a name-epithet formula is added to a verb within the confines of
a metrical unit include II. 5.617, 859; 12.462; 13.823; 20.388; 21.161; 22.330; 23.218, 779; Od.
6.117;7.21; 13.187; 17.506; 22.81.

12 Almost any page in Homer yields instances of this phenomenon. See, for example, II.
1.488—89; 2.105; 2.402; 3.81, 118, 328—29; 4.329, §02—3; §.17—18, 133, 449; 8.355—56; 10.148;
15.520—21; 16.317—18, 339—40, 479—80; 19.40; 20.502—3; 21.67, 162—3; Od. 1.125§, 319; 5.94,
354 6.1, 41, 224, 249; 7.1, 139, 177, 230, 344; 8.7; 14.413; 18.311—12; 19.1 (=$I); 20.1, 242;
21.359; 22.1; 23.344; 24.176.

B Parry 1971: 11—16.
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1ov 8’ adte npocéeine and him then he addressed,
nohbtAag 8log 'Odvooetc:  much-suffering godlike Odysseus.

(I. 9.676)

The use of a noun-epithet formula as an addition to a clause has many
aspects: stylistic, poetic, and metrical. These will be discussed in Chapters 7
and 8 below. But features like style, formulas, and meter are not aesthetic
features in and of themselves, or features that separate poetry from prose.
Rather, they derive from the properties of ordinary language and should,
accordingly, be studied from the point of view of speech before we assign
poetic functions to them. Segmentation into speech units is due to cogni-
tive factors and properties of the human mind, and the way in which those
units are added to each other in the linear progression of the epic tale also
has its source in the workings of the conscious mind. What then is the
function of names or nouns that are added, as separate intonation units, to a
preceding clause in the flow of speech?

To answer this question we have to return to the notion of topic or agent
introduced in the previous chapter. Mentioning a name may evoke a set of
associations (to be emphasized by an epithet, for example), but that does
not exhaust the functions of names in the epic story. Names denote con-
cepts that are likely to last longer than a single act of perception and its
verbalization: instead of being a passing moment experienced on the path
of speech, names often denote concepts that are active through time, in the
speech flow of the performance. A hero or god who is an agent through a
sequence of events is at the same time an active concept through the series
of events that constitutes the representation of the epic events in speech,
that is, in the consciousness of the speaker and his audience. Such a concept
is not merely something experienced on the path of speech, but a compan-
ion on that path, sometimes for short distances, sometimes for longer
stretches, or even all the way through.

Such longer-lasting concepts need a certain amount of management to
serve their purpose in the epic story: there are always other characters on
the scene with whose actions the activities of a given protagonist interact;
or the concept of a protagonist may have to be reactivated in the minds of
the audience. Often a mere topic switch (verbalized as ho dé ‘and he’)
suffices to keep track of the concept of a given character and identify
him with respect to others. This happens in the example given in the
previous chapter, where the narrator returns to Diomedes after some time
has elapsed, or rather, he reactivates the idea of this hero in his mind:
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a. 6 8¢ Komptv éngxeto  and he, he went after Kupris
b. vnAéi yodxd, with pitiless bronze.

(I. 5.330)

But sometimes the narrator judges that more is necessary. In the exam-
ple just given, the poet could have said Tudéos huiés “Tudeus’s son’ instead of
neléi khalkdi ‘with pitiless bronze’ in unit b, loosely inserting a name that
might have been redundant for some listeners but not for others. Names,
then, may be used in Homeric narrative, not as subjects to any clause, but as
tracking devices, reminders of who is active at a given point. And in
uttering them, the speaker is not so much concerned with new informa-
tion as with channeling the flow of speech and making sure that a given
event is seen in the right perspective—again I stress the processual over the
referential. Such additions may often seem redundant and unnecessary to us
as readers, but then we are outside the flow of speech, being in a position to
look back in our text and to see, in the two-dimensional, timeless space of
the printed page, what was meant to be experienced along a track on
which returning is impossible.

The addition of names or nouns is often called “right-dislocation” in
linguistics; this infelicitous term not only introduces a two-dimensional
visual opposition (left vs. right) that derives from the printed page and is of
no concern to Homer (or to any other speaker for that matter), it also
implies a deviation from a sentential norm, a movement of a word or phrase
out of its proper place.!* Such a characterization, which is also apparent in
terms like “afterthought” or “repair,”® amounts to the ancient “strung-
on” verdict in modern guise. All this nomenclature describes speech in
terms of writing; it starts from the ideal of an integrated sentence and treats
what is most natural to speech as a deviation from this norm.

Speech occurs in time and proceeds by addition. In this process, addi-
tions are not “right-dislocations” that “repair” the previous clause; that
clause is a starting point, the context set up for the proper mention of a

14 The term “right-dislocation” derives from transformational linguistics, but is also being
used by functional linguists. See, for example, Givon 1984—91: 760—62; Geluykens 1994: 89. I
have also used this terminology in an earlier effort dealing with these matters (Bakker 1990b: 10—
11). On the complementary phenomenon of left-dislocation, see below.

15 Compare also the notion of “tail” in Dik 1989: 135, 265, 358, defined as a “final constituent
which falls outside the clause proper” (358).
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name and other pieces of detail.’® Such a starting point may consist of a
clause in its most simple form, the pairing of a verb with an object, and it
may serve the purpose of indicating an event in a global and preliminary
way, as a frame accommodating pieces of detail to be supplied shortly, or as
a kind of checklist, containing items in embryonic form to be worked out
later. As an example of this phenomenon, consider the following passage: !’

avtip 6 Podv iépevoev Bvak dvdpdv 'Ayouéuvov
niova mevtaétnpov dneppuevél Kpoviave,
(Il. 2.402-3)

What we have here, within the reception conventions of our reading
culture, are two hexameter lines in which a sentence is expressed: “But
leader of men Agamemnon sacrificed a fat, five-year-old bull to the all-
mighty son of Kronos.” In the translated sentence, the subject, direct ob-
ject, and indirect object are all integrated within an overarching con-
struction, held togetherby the verb “sacrificed.” Such a sentence, however,
would be unlikely to occur in speech, whether ordinary or special; its
conglomeration of detail would be too complex to be grasped by the
verbalizing consciousness as an integrated whole. An alternative is to con-
ceive of the Greek as a short track (which is part, of course, of the ongoing
narrative track), consisting of a starting point that verbalizes the event in the
most general way (botdn hiéreusen ‘sacrificed a bull’), to which detail is added
in three installments, each being a separate intonation unit and representing
a separate focus of consciousness, and one of them being the loose addition
of the name of the agent in the event:

a. odtop 6 Bodv tépevoev but he, he sacrificed a bull,

b. &vof dvdpdv "Ayopuéuvav ruler of men Agamemnon,

c. movo TeEviaéTnpov fat, five years old,

d. Omeppevéi Kpoviave, to the all-mighty son of Kronos.

16 Notice that the notion of “starting point and added information” also figures prominently
in the work of Chafe. See, for example, Chafe 1987: 36—38; 1994: 82—85. But whereas for Chafe
the relation between starting point and addition pertains to the internal constituency of a clause
(the starting point being the subject of the clause, in speech mostly a personal pronoun), in the
argument presented here it applies to the relation between the clause as a whole and what follows
1t.

17 See also the analysis of Il. 1.1—7 in Bakker 1997b.
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The nominative noun-epithet phrase in unit b is not the subject of the
clause, nor is the dative noun-epithet phrase in unit d its indirect object.
Both are additions, appositions to the clause in unit a, details filling in the
picture. The nominative phrase in unit b agrees with the pronoun ho in unit
a, just as the accusative phrase in unit c agrees with the object bodn ‘bull’ in
unit a. But whereas bodn is necessary as an object, owing to the fact that
“bull” is an integral part of the idea verbalized in unit a, the pronoun ho is
surely not necessary as a subject. Its function is to indicate a topic switch, a
shift in attention, and the reestablishment of Agamemnon as agent or
protagonist after the concept of this hero has been out of focus for a few
moments (2.394—401). In the previous chapter we have discussed such
switches as moments of continuation marked by the particle dé; in unit a
the particle autdr appears instead. This particle has an original meaning that
is perhaps more specifically adversative than that of dé (whose meaning, as
we saw, amounts to a weakened version of the evidential particle).'® For the
purpose of marking switches and other transitions in Homeric discourse,
however, the two particles are equivalent and serve as metrical alternatives
for one another. In what follows I will treat them indiscriminately.!®

The degree of naturalness with which nominal units can be added to a
clausal core in Homeric discourse is connected with a peculiarity of the
Greek verb which is obvious but often underestimated in our sentential
perception of Homer and other Greek texts. The Greek verb does not need
an overt nominal or pronominal subject: it expresses person and number by
its own morphology and is thus more autonomous than the English verb.
And if the verb is more autonomous, so are the noun phrases following it
(or preceding it, as we shall see in the next section). This fact is presented as
follows in one of the handbooks of comparative grammar: “The verb phdsi
‘they say’ does not need a subject to be plural. And it is not the apposition
egd te kai st [‘both I and you’] that ensures that the verb sunomologésomen
[let us come to agreement’] is first person plural in Plato’s phrase at Thg
122B, but the fact that the phrase is about “you and me”; the verbal form
would be the same if the pronouns did not occur in the phrase. This is the

18 The particle oavtép probably goes back, as Ruijgh (1971: 716) suggests, to a petrified
collocation of the adverb adtig (ad01ig ‘again’, ‘on the other hand’) and the evidential particle &pa,
and serves as synonymous metrical doublet of the particle dtdp. But cf. Denniston (1954: 55),
who derives adtdp from adre ‘then’. Diachronically, dialect fluctuation seems a plausible explana-
tion of the coexistence of the two allomorphs (6tdp being the Ionian, and adtdp the older Aeolic
or even Mycenaean form): a¥tdp does not occur frequently outside epic discourse.

19 Cf. also the collocation of both particles with £rerta ‘then’, ‘thereafter’ (avtdp Enerto,
#nerto 8€) and more important, the frequent use of avtdp in clauses following a preparatory pév
(e.g., I. 11.99—101; 17.609—10; 20.458—60). See Chapter 4.
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consequence of the autonomy of the Indo-European word: each element
in a phrase has in and of itself the form called for by the sense to be
expressed.”20

Therefore, any overtly expressed subject in Greek, whether nominal or
pronominal, is an addition to its verb, and especially a longer phrasing, with
its rhythmical momentum and an intonational contour of its own, has a
good chance of being realized as a separate unit, the verbalization of a single
focus of consciousness. Thus a noun-epithet formula, like unit b in the
example just cited, remains a loosely added unit even when the pronoun is
absent, as in the following case:

ol 8" e &n and they, when

KMoinow év "Atpeidoo yévovto,  they were in the tent of Atreus’s son
totol 8¢ Bodv iépevoev (and) for them a bull he sacrificed,
dvag dvdpdv "Ayopépveov leader of men Agamemnon,
dpoeva neviadtnpov male, five years old,

Omeppevéi Kpoviavt. to the all-mighty son of Kronos.

(Il.7.313-15)

The same principle applies when the noun-epithet phrase offers new infor-
mation, verbalizing the first appearance of a hero in a given situation.?! In
the following example, the phrasing for Agamemnon in unit b is not the
subject of the preceding clause, any more than the following accusative
phrase (unit c) is its object; both are items in a chain of additions supple-
menting the preliminary statement made in the preceding core clause:22

20 “I1 n’y a pas besoin d’un sujet pour que @aot ‘on dit’ soit au pluriel. Ce n’est pas 'apposi-
tion éyé e xai 60 qui fait que le verbe cuvopoloyficwpev est i la premiére personne du pluriel dans
la phrase de Platon, Théag. 122 B, c’est le fait qu’il est question de ‘toi et moi’; la forme verbale
serait la méme si les pronoms ne figuraient pas dans la phrase. Cela résulte toujours du caractére
d’autonomie du mot indo-européen: chaque élément de la phrase a par lui-méme la forme
qu’appelle le sens 3 exprimer,” Meillet and Vendryes 1968: 598. In the same passage the authors
reject the notion of accord or syntactic agreement: the “subject” to a plural verb is necessarily
plural itself, but independently of the verb, without there being any grammatical agreement. The
general heading under which Meillet and Vendryes discuss these matters is “apposition”—a
specific characteristic of Homeric Greek and early Indo-European—as opposed to the “rection”
or “government” of later Greek styles and Indo-European languages. The opposition between
apposition and rection states in the diachronic dimension what the opposition between fragmen-
tation and integration (see Chapter 3) states in the context of the medial difference between
speech and writing.

2! On the poetic and ritual potential of noun-epithet formulas denoting first appearances, see
Chapter 7 below.

22 See Meillet, who states (1937: 358—59) thatany genitive, dative or accusative expression in
a Greek sentence is no more governed by its verb than is an instrumental or locative phrase. The
following passage is also discussed by Higbie (1990: 34) and was athetized by Zenodotus.
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a. avtdg yhp oLy ddkev for he himself to them he had given [it],
b. &vaf avdpdv 'Ayopéuvav leader of men Agamemnon,

c. viiag ¢bocéApong the well-benched ships,

d. mepdov éni olvona ndvtov to cross the wine-blue sea,

e. 'Atpetdng, the son of Atreus,

f. éneiob opr Bardooro Epyapepirer.  since works of the sea, they were not on

their mind.
(Il. 2.612—14)

One might consider some of these additions, especially the formulaic ac-
cusative phrase in unit ¢,?®> and the remarkable second mention of Aga-
memnon in unit e, to be metrically motivated. This may be true, but meter,
as I shall argue in Chapter 6, is the stylization of ordinary speech and not an
artificial poetic construct. An analysis of formulaic elements as “metrically
motivated” must therefore be handled with some circumspection: the final
consideration, for the poet as well as for the researcher, must remain the
function of these phrases in the stylized speech, which is the loose addition
of detail to a preliminary core. Thus even if a phrase like unit e, which does
not contribute as much to the flow of information as do the surrounding
units, has been inserted primarily for metrical purposes, its status is still not
that of a mere metrical stopgap that is inevitable in rapidly composed oral
poetry. More precisely, it has that feature too, but phrases with a primarily
vocal function and a diminished cognitive load are not confined to oral
composition in performance; they are characteristic of speech in general.
And the stylization of such phrases is just as important for the poet and
his audience as is redundancy in general for ordinary speakers and their
listeners.2*

2 The Greek language can leave objects unexpressed when they are understood from the
preceding context, where English has to use dummy objects like “him” or “it.” See for example II.
2.102—8, where the sceptre is understood as object after its mention in 101 but not expressed (see
also Bakker 1990b: 12). On this basis, | see the full-length metrical phrases “Extopa [Iprapidny at
Il. 15.604 and moddxea MnAeiova at Il. 20.27 as added accusative namings rather than as direct
objects governed by the verb in the clause before. Sometimes, however, the object in the core
clause is expressed by a pronoun, pwv or v (e.g., Il 13.315—16: ol pv &dnv éMdwot | xal
éoovpévov moAépoto, || “Extopa Mprapidny, | xod el pdha xaptepds éomv ‘they will give him
enough war to swallow | fierce though he is | Hektor Priam’s son | even though he is very strong’).
See also Il. 13.765—66; 16.142—43 (=19.388—90); 21.249—50; Od. 1.194—95: &M ydp pv Epovt’
émdhpiov elvan, | odv matép’ ‘they were saying he was here in this country, your father’; Hes.
Theog. 696—97. Dative examples are II. 20.321—22; Hes. Theog. 485—86.

24 See also Bakker 1990b: 8—10, and Chapter 8 below, where I make a distinction between
units as additions and addition within units. Against meter as the ultimate artistic and communica-
tive constraint on epic discourse see also Nagler 1974: xxi—xxii.
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Properties inherited from Indo-European syntax, then, facilitate the
loose and fragmented speech that is in accordance with the processes of the
human mind in general. Frequently, a piece of information, or cluster of
interrelated ideas, is simply too large to be conceived of in consciousness as
one synthetic, integrated whole; it has to be broken down into its compo-
nent parts, by a principle that has been called by Chafe the “one new idea
constraint”: due to the limits of human consciousness no linguistic unit can
contain two separate ideas, or distinct items of information.? If a given
complex idea contains two items of new information, these are most likely
to be presented as two separate intonation units. The question what con-
stitutes an idea, finally, will depend on the context within which something
is focused on and verbalized. The idea of Agamemnon or of Atreus’s son,
for example, will be verbalized as a separate unit in a context in which the
poet is concerned with tracking this character, as in units b and e in the
extract last cited; but it will be part of a unit when the description of an
event is called for, as in the case of “they were in the tent of Atreus’s son” in
unit b of the example cited before.?

The wider implication of the observation that units can be added as
details to a general picture is that the typical Homeric strategy, noticed by
Krischer and others, of moving from the general to the particular has a clear
function in the Homeric syntax of movement and close-up. The general
orienting previews, which precede more detailed descriptions of scenes or
sequences of scenes, are paralleled at the level of single scenes or events and
their articulation in syntax, where we see a catalogue of additions to a
clausal core. The core clause functions not as a flawed sentence to be
repaired by subsequent additions, but as a starting point, a direction from
which the detail added in later units is approached. The notion of a starting
point or preview will remain central in our discussion: not only does it bind
the syntactic and the suprasyntactic movement of Homeric discourse to-
gether, it also has more aspects to it than the preceding discussion has
revealed.

25 Chafe 1994: 108—19, from which I borrow the term “one new idea constraint.” See also
Givon 1984—91: 258—63, for the “one chunk per clause principle,” and DuBois 1987: 826, for the
“one new argument constraint” (“argument” being a linguistic term applying to the comple-
ments of the verb: subject, object, indirect object).

26 Another factor determining whether or not a given idea will be verbalized as a single phrase
is the phonetic contour or informational richness of the words involved. See for example Chafe
1994: 146—60; Devine and Stephens 1994: 414. There is also the rate or delivery of speech as the
cause of the distribution of information across two units, where another speech style would result
in one unit (see Chapter 6 below).
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Frames and Goals

Names, as we have seen, frequently follow clauses in the flow of speech,
acting as additions to a clausal core unit. But the reverse is also true, and this
arrangement is no less frequent or important. The name itself may act as a
frame, preceding instead of following its clause. For this use, which involves
another aspect of the tracking of participants in the epic story, the simple
name, rather than the noun-epithet formula, tends to be used. The name is
marked by the particle dé or autdr as a new step in the progression of the
narrative, a step signaling that the god or hero in question will be the frame,
or theme, for the moment or moments to come.?’” The study of such
preceding names, as long as it does not mistake them for the subjects
of their clauses, may lead to a change in view that is similar to that of
the added, right-dislocated names discussed above. Instead of being left-
dislocated elements, false starts, or otherwise deviations from a sentential
norm, such names are units in their own right that are uttered for a pur-
pose. One common function for a framing, preposed unit is contrast, as in
the following simple example:

a. B 6 pev évBo kaBedde so he, he slept there,

b. moAvtAog 8tog *Odvoceie much-suffering godlike Odysseus,
c. Unve xai kapdte apnuévog:  worn out with sleep and fatigue,
d. avtdp "ABAVY but [as for] Athene,

e. Bii p’ ég Parfikwv &vdpdv she went to the Phaeaceans’

f. dfiudv te oA e, people and city.

(Od. 6.1-3)

Examples like this provide evidence that such verbal figures as chiasmus
(the arrangement of two pairs of elements in an order abba) and hysteron
proteron (the reversal of a natural order) are not by themselves a matter of
style in the sense of literary embellishment used by philologists; they are

27 Notice that for this reason such elements have themselves been called themes (e.g., Dik
1989: 135; Halliday 1967), by a metonymy not unrelated to that of topic, as discussed above.
Geluykens (1992: 33—81) offers extensive discussion of preposed constituents (a phenomenon he
calls left-dislocation). The concept of framing used in the present discussion covers the three main
functions attributed to left-dislocation by Geluykens: referent introduction, recoverability (func-
tion with respect to the preceding discourse), and topicality (function with respect to subsequent
discourse). Geluykens (1992: 100—108) discusses left-dislocated elements as separate tone groups
(intonation units, in the terminology used here), dealing with the phenomenon that serves as the
basis for stylization in Homeric discourse.
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quite normal in living speech, where they result from a natural sequence in
the flow of ideas and their verbalization. The mention of Odysseus’s name
(unit b) triggers the name of the other participant from previous scenes, and
that name is verbalized (unit d) in direct contrast with what precedes, and
so must come before its own clause. The example deserves special notice,
furthermore, in that it contains a feature pertaining to the framing function
of unit d that survives the recording of speech into text: the particle rh(a) in
unit e. This enclitic is postpositive and it marks an intonational boundary;
as such it is restricted, according to Wackernagel’s Law, to the second place
in the clause; the analysis of the preceding name as a separate unit reveals
that instead of constituting an exception (fourth place in a sentence begin-
ning with autdr Athéné as its subject), the enclitic is used in accordance with
the law, in the second position of a clausal unit uttered within the frame of
the previous one that is prosodically distinct.?

The following example is a more complicated case of chiasmus. The
chiastic structure involves two pairs of items, two agents and two patients in
a particularly complex killing-scene. The two pairs are arranged in the
order A'p'p?A? and the whole stretch of discourse is under the scope of
one preposed, framing unit:

a. Neotopidau &’ and the sons of Nestor,

b. 6 pév olitac’ "Atduviov he, he wounded Atumnios,

c. OEéidovpl with the sharp spear,

d. ’Avtidoyog, Antilokhos,

e. Aamapng 8¢ Sinhaoe and he drove it through his flank

f. ydAxeov Eyxog* the bronze spear,

g. fpwue 8¢ npondporbe. and he fell before him,

h. Mdépig &’ avrooyedd Sovpl and Maris from nearby with the spear,
i. "Avtiddye éndpovoe he rushed at Antilokhos, ‘
j- xaciyviitoio xohwBeig, angry because of his brother,

k. otag npdcbev véxvog: putting himself before the body,

1. 100 & GvtiBeog Opacvpidng  and him godlike Thrasumedes,

28 See Ruijgh 1990: 229—31. In addition to the examples he cites (II. 5.748; 16.220—21 [see
below]; Od. 8.55—56, 449—50; 10.241—42) and the example in the text, cf. also: Il. 2.310; 5.849;
10.73; 11.101; 14.462; 16.307—8, 466; 20.484; 21.17, 205; Od. 18.66—67; 19.209—10; Hes. Theog.
226, 551. See also Bakker 1990b: 12—14. Another recorded feature pointing to the extraclausal,
framing status of units is the modal particle xe(v) or &v, equally enclitic (Ruijgh 1990: 232; Devine
and Stephens 1994: 422—23). See for example II. 5.85: Tudeidnv 8’ | otk &v yvoing | motéporor
petein ‘And Tydeus’s son | you could not have known | among whom he was’, a case of prolepsis,
on which see Panhuis 1984; more literature on prolepsis is cited in Slings 1992: 105 n. 46.
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m. ¥obndpeduevog he was beforehand in reaching,
n. mpiv ovtdoot, before [he could] wound [him],
0. 0Vd’ deduoptey, and he did not miss,

p. ®pov dpop- the shoulder from nearby.

(Il. 16.317-23)

Three times a frame is opened here by a preposed name (units a, h, and
1), and each time that moment is marked as one of continuation (notice the
particle dé). The joint action of the two sons of Nestor is appropriately
framed by the a-unit Nestoridai d’ ‘and the sons of Nestor’. Traditional
grammar would call this phrase a pending nominative or dislocated subject,
which is cut loose from the network of the syntactic construction and
causes an anacoluthon.?® It would be better to see this phrase as establishing
the theme of the upcoming description: the joint slaying of one pair of
brothers by another. Unit a is a new step (marked by dé) not only in the
sense that it verbalizes a new detail coming into focus but also because it
accommodates such detail. The unit marks a new item in a catalogue of
killings and at the same time holds together the catalogue of details pertain-
ing to this particular double killing.

The first of these details verbalized in the space opened up by Nestoridai
d’ is a statement with the particle mén, of the type that we discussed at
the end of the previous chapter. Its processual force is particularly clear:
rather than being referential (“the one,” antithetically opposed to “the
other”), the phrase is a starting point at the onset of the narrator’s move-
ment along the narrative track previewed by the a-unit.*® The first stage of
this “Nestorid track” is the pairing of the first brother with his victim. It
consists of three steps that verbalize new detail coming into focus (units b, e,

2 E.g., Kithner and Gerth 1898-1904: 1:47. A particularly clear example of this phenome-
non is II. 6.510—11; 6 & dyloiiner nemorBixg || pippa & yodvo géper | petd 1 #fea xai vopodv tnnwv
‘and he, confident in his splendor || lightly his legs carry him | along the abodes and pasture of
horses’, cited and discussed by Slings 1992: 96—100. The cognitive complexity of “lightly his feet
carry him who is confident in his splendor” would violate the one idea per unit constraint; the
result is a division into two foci of consciousness, whereby the verbalization of the first contains an
“ungrammatical” dangling nominative and participle. For another pending nominative and an
“ungrammatical” change of subject, see II. 5. 27—29.

30 Ofcourse, the use of § pév in unitb is similar to classical Greek’s referential use of pév . .. 8¢,
in that the mentioning of “the one” brother creates the anticipation that “the other” will be
mentioned. The point is, however, that the two sons of Nestor are not opposed to each other as
two referential objects.



Homeric Framings 103

and g), and three adding units that either zoom in on this detail (units ¢ and
f) or serve the disambiguating function that we discussed above (unit d).3!

Instead of continuing with “And the other brother, Thrasumedes, he
killed Maris, who rushed at Antilokhos . . . ,” the narrator proceeds with
the brother of the victim, set up as frame (unit h) triggered by the idea of the
victim just verbalized. This new frame is a subframe within the encompass-
ing frame. It establishes Maris for four units as the new agent or protagonist
in this complex scene. One might want to consider Maris as the subject of
the verb epdrouse ‘rushed at’ in the next unit. As noted above, however, in
the appositional syntax of Homeric Greek this verb and its clause do not
need an overt name for them to be “complete”; moreover, when additional
adverbial detail is involved that situates Maris vis-i-vis the killer of his
brother (autoskheda douri ‘from nearby with his spear’), the total amount of
information becomes simply too much for one unit: introducing a charac-
ter on the scene and telling what he did requires at least two units by the
“one idea constraint” mentioned above.

In the third subframe (unit1), the idea of Maris, the agent of the previous
subframe, expressed as a pronoun in an oblique case (to#d d’) serves as
stepping-stone for the appearance of Thrasumedes, linking this new agent
to the previous discourse. The naming of Thrasumedes, serving as frame
for the four units to follow, is itself directly linked to the overarching frame
in unit a. Because he is one of the Nestorids, the idea of Thrasumedes was
already partly activated by the activation of the Nestorid track in unita.3? In
such cases, Chafe speaks of a semiactive state, in which one is “peripherally
aware” of something within the context of something else.* The overall
structure or movement of the whole passage as framed by unit a is thus
A'p'p2AZ: the activation of Antilokhos (A!) is a starting point: it raises the
expectation as to “the other brother” (A?) and so indicates a goal. This goal
is then reached via the intervening description of the two victims (p'p?).
We shall see later in this chapter that the indications of goals and the

31 Notice that the naming of the first agent (A! in the chiastic arrangement A'p!p?A?) actually
follows the naming of the first patient in unit b.

32 The literature on pragmatics abounds in mentions of this phenomenon, the activation of
concepts in association with a theme or set of expectations. See Schank and Abelson 1977: 41;
Tannen 1979; Prince 1981; Chafe 1987: 29. Frames often create a context in which the use of
definite pronouns is possible or appropriate (e.g., talk about “wheels” within the context of a
given car set up as frame).

33 Chafe 1987: 28—31; 1994: 53, 71—76.
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movement toward them through intervening space is a wide-ranging fea-
ture in the speech syntax of Homeric discourse.

As further illustration that our idea of sentential syntax is irrelevant for
what the epic narrator wants or needs to achieve, consider the way in
which Circe presents the dangers of Skulla and Kharubdis to Odysseus:

a. ol 8¢ 8Vm oxdmedol and the two peaks,
b. 6 pév ovpovov edpby ikdver the one, it reaches into the sky,
c. 6&ein xopvofi, with sharp summit,
d. vepéAn 8¢ pv duoPépnke and a cloud, it stands around it
e. Kvovén: ablack one
(Od. 12.73-75)
x. 10v 8’ étepov okdnedov and [as for] the other peak

y. xBapordtepov Syet, 'Odvooeld,  you'll see itlower, Odysseus,
z. mAnoiov GAAMA@V- [they are] close to each other.
(Od. 12.101-2)

With unit a the speaker does not start a sentence that goes awry and loses
itself in anacoluthic confusion (mén being separated from “its” dé by 28
metrical lines). Nor would a genitive phrase for unit a (“and of the two
peaks the one . . ., the other”) have been grammatically more “correct.”*
The a-unit is an orienting frame and unit b a clausal unit uttered within it.
Unit b looks ahead to the other rock and places the description of Skulla
and her abode in the right perspective. Again, we see a strategy of framing
and goal-seeking in which the specific detail selected for verbalization is
framed and accommodated by a global preview. In the following example,
Tros the son of Alastor beseeches Achilles not to kill him. Here the initial
frame (unit a) is an accusative phrase:

a. Tpda §’ 'Alagtopidnv,— Tros the son of Alastor (acc.),

b. (M Gvtiog fAvBe yodvav, he, he came up against his knees,

c. &l ng ed negidorro AaPov in the hope that he would spare him taking
him prisoner,

d. xai{wov deein, and let him go alive,

e. undt xataxteivelev and not kill him,

f. dunikinv éhenoag, taking pity on a man his own age,

g. vfimog, 0vdE 0 fidn, misguided soul, and he did not know this

34 Cf. Russo 1994: 382—83.
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h. 809 netoeoBoun Eperdev- that he was not going to persuade him
i. oV yédp t1yAuxdBupog aviip v for this was not a sweet-hearted man
j 0¥’ dyavoepav, nor kind-spirited,
k. dAA& paA’ éppepadg: but one in a rage,
L. 6 pév finteto xeipeat yodvav he, he touched his knees with his hands
m. iéuevogAicoest’, eager to supplicate,
n. 6 8¢ gooydveodtakad’ finap-  and he, he thrust hisswordin the liver.

(1. 20.463-69)

When we view this passage as a sentential structure, we would have to say
that the accusative of unit a is dislocated from a verb which does not occur
until unit n (odta ‘stabbed’). More in line with the flow of the passage,
however, is to take the a-unit as a frame within which other units are
uttered, one of them containing the logically central verb. This is not to say
that Tréa d’ Alastoriden ‘Tros the son of Alastor’ is complete as it stands: the
phrase obviously needs complementation of some sort. The important
point, however, is that judging phrases by their syntactic completeness or
incompleteness is a practice betraying the literate bias discussed in previous
chapters. Linguistic expressions, as I will propose more fully in Chapter 7
below, are not so much “things” as behaviors that have no meaning outside
the context in which they are performed. In the present context (a descrip-
tion of Achilles wreaking havoc among the Trojans) an accusative phrase
marked off by intonational boundaries can mean only one thing: a new
victim of Achilles is coming into focus. And this contextually determined
activation will ensure that the hearer is sufficiently oriented in the upcom-
ing description.® Within the frame we witness a series of additions held
together by the repeated ho mén (units b and 1), keeping the attention of the
hearer focused on the participant activated by the framing unit, until finally
in unit n (marked by ho dé) the jump can be made to the agent and the
details of the killing.3® Note that the description of the killing of Tros
comes in three parts: the frame (unit a); a focusing on detail pertaining to
the victim (units b—m); and the killer and the killing (unit n and beyond).
As we shall see later in the chapter, this tripartite structure appears to be a
constant in the deployment of Homeric narrative.

Scenes such as the ones framed by the names of the Nestorid brothers

3 Notice the accusatives in the preceding line (II. 20.462: TV pév Sovpi Bakdv, Tdv 8¢ oxedov
&opt thyos ‘hitting the one with the spear, stabbing the other from nearby with the sword’, after
which unit a in the text can be read “and as for Tros son of Alastor”).

36 For this use of pév, see Chapter 4.
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and Tros in the preceding examples are killing scenes involving two partici-
pants or parties: a victor and a victim. Accordingly, the framing unit may
also consist of two names. Consider, for example:>’

a. Mnpidvng 8’ "Axdpovto And Meriones (nom.) Akamas (acc.)
b. xueig mooi kopradipotor  overtaking (=Meriones) with swift feet,
c. vO& trrnov émpPnoduevov  he (=Meriones) struck [Akamas] mounting the

chariot
d. xatda de&rov dpov: in the right shoulder
(Il 16.342—43)
a. "Extopo. 8’ Idopeved And Hektor (acc.) Idomeneus (nom.)
b. petd Afiitov GpunBévia rushing (=Hektor) after Leitos:
c. PePAfixer Bbpnxa - he (=Idomeneus) hit [Héktor] on the corslet,
d. xatdotfifognapd palév:  on the chest near the nipple.

(Il. 17.605—6)

In these cases, a-units frame the passages and orient the listener, provid-
ing global indications of the scene, and then added units of familiar types
and functions offer close-ups: participial phrases (b-units) with detail per-
taining to the target or victor; prepositional phrases (d-units) zooming in
on the place of the blow; and clausal c-units that verbalize the event proper.
Like the verb of wounding (oiita) in the description of the killing of Tros
that we discussed above, the verbs in the c-units here, niks’ and beblékei, are
not the “verb” of their sentences, governing a subject and an object from
which they are separated by the end of the metrical line. As we saw above,
the noun phrase in Homeric Greek is more autonomous than in later
Greek or in English, having a tendency to contract a relationship of agree-
ment with a verb (sometimes across a unit boundary), rather than one of
government (within a linguistic unit, such as the sentence).38

Thus the a-units, even though they are “incomplete” from a strictly
syntactic point of view, are perfectly intelligible in this particular context;
they stage the two participants, along with their roles (agent or patient) as
marked by inflectional morphology, in the upcoming killing-scene. In the

37 See also Bakker 1990b: 14—16. Notice that the examples differ in that in the second case
“Hektor” isactive or given information and “Idomeneus” is new information.

38 Lehmann 1993: 216, building on Meillet’s observations (1937: 358—59), relates this auton-
omy of the word in the phrase to his own argument that Proto-Indo-European was an “active-
passive language,” a language with nominal inflection that codes not grammatical roles (subject,
object) but semantic roles (agent, patient).
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terminology developed here, the names in each a-unit serve as starting
points for the transformation of the scene into language. The verbs in the
c-units, conversely, do not need the names as “complementation”: after all,
what seems to us a single verb (nsikse) can represent an utterance on its own
with a subject and an object (“[he] struck [him]”), given the appropriate
context. Such a context is in this case, of course, provided by the a-units,
which in their turn are uttered within a context that determines their
meaning and serves as an interpretive frame: the context of catalogic battle
narrative, in which pairs of warriors are staged and indicated as frames for
the scenes to come.?® As always in the flow of speech through time, any unit
is uttered within the context of its immediate past and provides, in its turn,
context for its immediate future.

If one accepts that the a-units in these passages function not as subjects
and objects of a sentence, but as frames for a scene, one’s reading of the
following passage might be altered accordingly:*°

a. ¥v0’ #fror MétpoxAog there, you know, Patroklos (nom.),

b. &yaxAertov Opactuniov, much-famed Thrasumelos (acc.),

c. 8gp’ g Bepdmav who the strong servant

d. Zapnnddvog fiev dvaxtog, oflord Sarpedon he was,

e. 10v BaAe veloanpav him (=Thrasumelos) he (=Patroklos) hit in the
belly,

f. xotd yaotépa, in the stomach,

g. Adoe 8¢t yola. and he loosened [his] limbs.

(1. 16.463—65)

In such cases, the temptation is to see the verb (bdle in unit e) as postponed.
The result is a reading of the passage as an anacoluthon, a deviation from a
sentential norm that is either condemned or accepted by calling it an oral

3% In catalogic battle narrative, the idea of killing, in other words, is given: present and active
in the performer’s consciousness and assumed to be present and active in the audience’s mind as
well. Concepts that are given and active will need only attenuated expression, or no expression at
all, in the phrasing of the focus of consciousness in question. On “given” in the sense of “active,”
see Chafe 1980: 10; 1987: 26—31; 1994: 72. On the given status of verbs of killing in battle
narrative, see also Chapter 8.

40 See also Il. §.76—83; 11.122—27, 321—22; 13.427—35; 14.400—12; 15.430—34; 16.401—10
(see Bakker 1993b: 4—12); 17.306—9, 610—17 (the most complex case). Notice thatin many cases
the victim is a charioteer hit accidentally, a frequent incident in Iliadic battle (Fenik 1968: 204).
On processual #vB(e) ‘there’ and #rot in unit a, see the relevant notes in Chapter 4. Only here and
in the nearby II. 16.399 (a good case of clustering, cf. 16.314, 322) do we find the collocation of
these two particles.



108  Speech

anacoluthon.*! The anacoluthon in this passage disappears when consid-
ered in light of the two previous examples. Notice, first of all, the structural
similarities. After the two participants are named, detail pertaining to the
victim is added, but as an appositive relative clause (units c—d) this time, not
in the form of a participial phrase. It is this syntactic difference that makes
the pronoun tdn in unit e necessary to avoid confusion. Rather than a
change in construction or a repair strategy, however, the relational demon-
strative clause ton bdle neiairan reflects a purposeful strategy, situating the
verbalization of the present moment within the context of the immediately
previous discourse. In other words, the verbalization of detail pertaining to
Thrasumelos has created a second frame, a subframe within the confines of
the first, encompassing frame. It is the pronoun that acknowledges the
second frame as such; its function is not so much to mark the transition to a
new frame (note the absence of dé) as to signal the moment that was
anticipated when the narrator set the first frame: a close-up, rather than a
new step. The details of the killing proper, then, can be seen as the final
stage in a three-stage process: frame (or starting point), subframe, and a goal
to which both frames are aiming. This characterization has the merit of
bringing out the common element in many seemingly unconnected phe-
nomena in the syntax of Homeric speech and composition. Before we
continue our discussion of frames and goals, however, one more function of
framing-names in Homeric discourse has to be briefly discussed.

The Syntax of Activation

The framing-name in lists of warriors slaying and slain in the battle
typically sets up a character who is new to the stage as theme for discourse
to come, the agent or patient in a killing-scene. But framing-names may
also verbalize a return to a character, a reactivation of the concept of a
character. Since we have already applied this concept to added names, a
brief differentiation of the various possibilities might be useful here. The
simplest and easiest transition from one protagonist to another, as we saw in
the previous chapter, is a simple topic switch without names (ho dé ‘and
he’). In this case, both characters are present on the scene currently in focus

41 For instance, Janko 1992: 276. Kirk (1962: 169) calls the similar passage II. 17.610-17
“some of the weakest battle-narrative in the Iliad.”
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and are fully active in the minds of the narrator and the audience, so they
need not be explicitly named. When the second character has been out of
sight for a short while, without the scene in question having been changed,
that character’s name may be added to the ho dé clause. In such cases we
might say that the second character has become near-active in the minds of
speaker and audience. The added name, signaling the transition to the
active state, is meant as a reminder, to keep the narrative on the right track.
When more time has elapsed since the last mention of a character, and
when different scenes have been described in the meantime, we may say
that the character is returning, and that in the minds of the narrator and the
audience the idea of the character is activated from a semiactive state, the
status of an idea of which one is peripherally aware. The verbalization of
such a moment typically involves a framing-name that functions as signpost
on the narrative track.*> The name is normally without an epithet, and
marked by dé or autdr as a moment of continuation. In the examples that
follow, both the return of Odysseus to the narrative after Thetis’s visit to
Achilles and the return of Achilles after a description of the Myrmidons
marching into battle are marked by autdr.

a. 1ov 8¢ Ain’ avtod and him she left there,
b. xwbépevov kot Bupdv raging in his heart,
c. &vCavoro yovaikdg, about the fair-girdled woman,
d. v pa Pin déxovrog anndpwv- her they had taken by force against his will,
e. adtap 'Odvooeig but Odysseus,
f. é¢ Xplonv travev he reached Khruse,
g &yov lephv Exatoppny. leading the sacred hecatomb.
(Il 1.428-31)
a. mévtov 8t npondpoife and ahead of all of them,
b. &0’ avépe Bwphocovro, two men, they marched in armor,
c. T&tpoxAdc te kol AdTtopédav, Patroklos and Automedon,
d. #va Bopodv Exovreg, being one in their fury,
e. npdoBev Muppidovev nodeplépev.  to fight in front of the Myrmidons,
f. avtap "AxAdedg but Achilles,
g. P p’ tuev ég xhasiny, he went to his tent.

(Il. 16.218—21)

42 Lambrecht (1987: 231—35) uses a similar distinction between framing and added names
(topics and antitopics in his terminology), considered in terms of recoverability (the participant
being less recoverable in the case of framing).
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In these examples we see a switch back to a major character, who is thus
once more set up as protagonist after a given interval. The switch moment
is constituted by autdr and the name of the returning hero (unit e in the first
passage and unit f in .the second). Rather than being the subjects of an
enjambing clause (they occur at the end of the metrical line), these units
serve as frames for what lies ahead.** In the first example, the narrator
resumes the thread (the return of Khruseis to her father by the embassy of
Odysseus) that was left at Il. 1.312, before the attention was directed to
Thetis’s visit to Achilles. In the second example Achilles is set up, after
scenes describing the preparation of the Myrmidons for battle, as the agent
in a brief scene setting the perspective for the following Patrokleia. In
both cases a separate unit is devoted to the narrative act of returning to
Odysseus and Achilles, reflecting the cognitive effort that is involved in the
reactivation.*

Finally, characters may also make an entirely new appearance on the
stage, coming out of absence into presence, or in cognitive terms, becom-
ing an active concept in the minds of the narrator and his audience out of an
inactive state. In the specific context of catalogic battle narrative, as we have
seen, the normal method of verbalization is the simple framing-name,
serving as label: the name of either the agent or the patient, or both names
combined within one unit. Another frequently used method for effecting
the new appearance of a hero is the noun-epithet formula, preceded by a
unit in which the relation of the new character vis-a-vis the character
already present is specified, most often a relation of seeing;

a. t0v & dgodv événoe and him (=Diomedes) when he (=Pandaros) saw,
b. Avxdovog dyraodg vidg  the radiant son (=Pandaros) of Lukaon
(I 5.95)

The new character, named in unit b, sees somebody who is currently in
focus. But rather than reporting an act of perception, the a-unit serves as
link or transition between the new character and the one already present,
who is verbalized as a demonstrative pronoun in an oblique case. In Chap-
ter 7 we will discuss in detail the pragmatics and poetics of such moments,
which are of prime importance in the epic tale. Here we simply observe

43 Notice the particle p(a) in unit g of the second example, confirming that unit f is intona-
tionally independent.
4 Chafe (1994: 71—81) speaks of “activation cost” in this connection.
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that noun-epithet formulas preceded by such a relational clause are an
important way of introducing new characters on the scene.

We have discussed various ways of making transitions to a character in
the Homeric narrative. The different methods available for verbalizing such
transitions reflect both the status of the character in the narrative and the
way in which poet and audience conceptualize the character. For example,
if s/he is present in the narrative, a character will be active in the conscious-
ness, and a transition to the character will be verbalized in a certain way; a
returning character will be semiactive in the consciousness, and the transi-
tion will be verbalized accordingly. The four possibilities may be schemat-
ically summarized as follows: *°

Character
in the
Character consciousiess
in the nar- of poet and
rative listeners Verbalization
present active ¢ 6 8¢ or adtap 6 clause without name
copresent near-active * 8¢ clause + name in same unit
* 6 8¢ clause + noun-epithet phrase in next unit
* answering-formula + noun-epithet phrase in next unit
returning serniactive * simple name with 8¢ or ovtdp + clause in next unit
appearing inactive * simple name with 8¢ + clause in next unit
* 100/1®/0v &€ clause + noun-epithet phrase in next unit

This schema is merely meant to represent the findings of the preceding
pages. It is approximate and does not pretend to predict the precise way in
which a given transition to or (re)appearance of a character is articulated in
speech syntax. In the end, living discourse defies neat categorization and
always produces exceptions for which no special explanation or justifica-
tion seems available.*¢ But that should not keep us from making some
generalizations.

45 Note that the category “near-active” in the second column has been added to Chafe’s
categories of “active,” “semiactive,” and “inactive.” Chafe (1987: 25—36; 1994: 71—76) relates
these terms to “given,” “accessible,” and “new” information, respectively.

46 For example, in Il. 1.488—89 the reappearance of Achilles after Odysseus’s trip to Khruse

(see the example above) is not verbalized as a framing name but as an amplified noun-epithet

” «
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Explanation and Epic Regression

As the last step in our overview of framing phenomena in Homeric
speech syntax, we turn from preposed names to the particle gdr. This ele-
ment of Homeric discourse is seemingly quite unrelated to the framing
phenomena discussed thus far, yet it will yield a discussion that leads to the
same goal as many of the demonstrations above. J. D. Denniston describes
what he calls confirmatory and causal gdr as “commoner in writers whose
mode of thought is simple than in those whose logical faculties are more
fully developed. The former tend to state a fact before investigating its
reason, while the latter more frequently follow the logical order, cause and
effect.”*” And indeed we frequently find gdrin Homer (one of the “writers”
meant), though not as the marker of a “cause” after its “effect,” and even
less as the reflex of a prelogical, primitive mind. Rather than marking
causes or reasons, gdr is an important element in the flow of speech itself,
where it is used to mark moments at which looking more closely at the
point reached so far on the path of speech (i.e., movement into a frame)
may take the form of an explanation added to what precedes. And far from
being illogical, such added explanations are a key part in the logic of
movement in speech: the purposeful exploration of a well-chosen, strategic
starting point from which the narrator and the audience orient themselves.

A clause marked by gdr may be no more than additional visual detail
pertaining to the picture verbalized in a preceding unit. In such cases the
explanation is a detail added to a frame, and not very different from the
adding units verbalized to zoom in on the scene before the speaker’s eyes,
which we discussed earlier.

a. O pev evEéoto évidippe  he in his well-polished chariot,

b. fioto dAeig: he sat crouching,

c. éxyap mAiyn epévog, for he was knocked out of his wits,
d. éxd’ dpa xepdv and from his hands,

e. fviafixBnoav. the reins they had slipped.

(1. 16.402—4)

formula staged by a preceding abtap 6 clause: odtdp O pfvie vivel napipevog dxvrdpoist, ||
Sroyeviig MinAfjog vidg, TdSog dxdg "AxtAhevs ‘but he clung to his wrath, sitting beside the swift
ships, divinely born son of Peleus, swift-footed Achilles’. Similarly, the return to Odysseus and
Eumaios at Od. 15.301, after 300 lines of intervening scenes, is verbalized as an added, not as a
framing name.

47 Denniston 1954: $8.
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The gdr clause in unit c verbalizes a closer look at the scene depicted in units
a—b and thereby explains that earlier perception.*® Clauses with gdr may be
used to complement the general picture, filling in the frame presented by
the previous clause. We have seen how an earlier clause often serves that
purpose, offering a global preview of the scene in question. The death of
Patroklos provides an instructive example:*

a. #v0’d&potor, [MatpoxAe, there for you, Patroklos,

b. @dvn Prdtoro televth - the end of your life, it appeared,

c. fivietoydp ol doifog for Phoibos came face to face with you,

d. évixpatepf) dopivy in the strong battle,

e. dewvdg: terrible,

f. 6 pév 10v i6vta katd kA6vov  and he (=Patroklos) him moving (=Phoibos)

through the crowd

g. ovkévonoev: he did not see

h. fépryap moAAj for in thick mist

i. xexoAvppévog dvtefoAnoe:  covered he (=Phoibos) came against him:
j. o1i 8’ 8mbev, and he stood behind

k. nAfi€ev 8¢ perdppevov and he struck his back.

(I. 16.787—-91)

After a general indication of the scene in units a and b, the participants
are staged in units c—i, with two gdr statements (units ¢ and h) filling in the
picture, along with a preparatory mén clause (unit f). Only at the point
reached in unit j does the description of the eventitself begin, and it is this
moment that the narrator anticipates when uttering units a and b. Those
units, then, are not merely a starting point; they are at the same time
pointers to a goal, indications of the direction the discourse is taking. And
far from being mere explanations, loosely added to a fact that would other-
wise remain unclear, the gdr statements are entirely bound up with the
syntax of movement: they cover the narrative space between the near-
distance goal and the point from which it begins to come into focus.>® The

8 One could imagine the c-clause expressed as a participle, adding detail to the participle in
the previous clause. Notice the presence of pév in unit a. For another combination of pév and yép
see Il. 17.366—68.

49 For the “apostrophe” in units a—c, see Bakker 1993c: 23, focusing on the use of the
evidential particle &po: in unit a. Note that the scene in which Patroklos dies is preceded by an
evidential subclause marked by 8, which in turn is preceded by an instance of the three-times
motif. This whole climactic and pivotal event is marked throughout by a clustering of eviden-
tiality phenomena.

50 Cf. Lang’s remarks (1984: s—12) on digressions in Herodotus. It is customary in the
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passage, then, could be called a three-stage process, just as the deaths of Tros
and Thrasumelos discussed above: it consists of a starting point, a goal, and
the movement from the one to the other.

Often this movement implies the reversal of temporal sequence: the gar
statement may involve events that took place, chronologically, before the
event that has been set up as goal in the initial, framing unit. This phenom-
enon has been called, in a discussion not dealing with speech syntax but
clearly relevant for our present purpose, epic regression, the presentation of
events in reverse chronological order.>® What is not reversed, however, is
the attention of the narrator, who is really looking forward rather than
back; rather than dealing with a historical digression, a swerving off the
narrative track, the narrator is engaged in a purposeful strategy for better
approaching the highlights on the track.

Given these considerations, it is not surprising that gdr is particularly at
home in the vicinity of the starting point of all starting points, the very
beginning of the epic tale. It is here that choosing the right vantage point,
sufficiently global but also sufficiently relevant and specific, is particularly
important, if one wants to avoid a presentation of events ab ovo that is not
only dull but often also impossible, as the Homeric narrator and most other
storytellers realize. Explanatory goal-seeking statements with gdr are a nat-
ural consequence of the fact that at the beginning, when the story has not
yet acquired the momentum it will have later on, looking ahead at goals to
be reached in due course is as yet more important than the covering of
actual distances.

Thus during the first moments of the Iliad, after the preliminary state-
ment that it was Apollo who brought about the harmful encounter be-
tween Achilles and Agamemnon (Il. 1.8—9), it is a gdr statement (9) that
leads the way in the direction of the goal set up by that preliminary state-
ment: the description of the plague sent by Apollo (51—52) and the reason
for Achilles to call the army to the assembly (53), an event that is, again,
previewed and approached by a presentation of events in reverse order:

a. ) Sexatn &’ dryophvde and on the tenth day to the assembly
b. xoAéooato Aaov 'AxiAdeds:  Achilles, he had the people called,
c. 1 y&p éni gpeci Biixe for on his mind she put [it],

modern literature on grammar and discourse (e.g., Hopper 1979: 215—16) to treat digressive
material in a story (marked by yap in Greek) as explanatory background, as against the foreground
of the main line of the narrative. The use of yép in Homer runs counter to such a conception. See
also Chapter 4 above.

5t Krischer 1971: 136—40.
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d. Bed AevkdArevog “Hpn- goddess white-armed Hera,

e. kNdeto yap Aovadv, for she cared about the Danaans

f. 8n po Bviiokovtog dpdrto. since she saw [them] dying,

g. oid’ énei odv fyepBev and they, when they were then assembled

(Il 1.54-57)

Again, we see 2 movement in three stages: starting point and orienting
preview (units a—b), goal (unit g), and movement from the one to the other
(units c—f). The last-mentioned stage is not a twofold statement of a cause
after its effect but reflects a deliberate strategy of moving from the global to
the specific as a means of making headway in speech.5? Notice, finally, that
the particle oidn (unit g) frequently signals the moment at which the goal is
reached. This particle thus forms with gdra correlative pair (“goal sought. . .
goal reached”), a relation not unlike that between mén and dé in their
processual, Homeric function.*

Ring Composition and the Grammar of Discourse

In the preceding discussion of addition and framing I aimed to show that
adding style or parataxis in Homeric discourse is not just random cumula-
tion. More often than not a unit is not only connected with what precedes
but also leads to what follows, and this relation of any given present mo-
ment to its past and its future is what gives the listener an orientation and
the discourse its meaning. But Homeric discourse would not be special
speech ifit did not systematize and enhance these strategies. Two aspects of
the enhancement of framing and orientation concern us in the remainder
of this chapter: the explicit articulation of orienting steps in ring composi-
tion, and their grammatical fixity in the case of the most frequently recur-
ring scene in Iliadic narrative, the catalogic description of the epic androk-
tasia, of which we have seen already some examples. Let us start with the
latter case.

52 See also the ydp statements in Nestor’s narrative (Il. 11.688, 690, 692, 698, 700). An
extreme case is Hdt. 4.1.1—3, where we see no less thansix statements with yép in the buildup to
the Scythian tale, all of which are regressive. See also Hes. Theog. 535 (first step in Prometheus
story, cf. 521 and 615—16), 71 (first step in Pandora story, cf. $70 and §85); W&D 42, 43, 90
(marking the steps in the Pandora story, as indicated by Thalmann 1984: 19).

53 Forydp...odv, see Il. 2.319—21; 4.376—82. For pév ... odv, see Il. 2.657—61; 3.2—4, 16—21,
330—40. On odv alone as coming to the narrative point, see Il. 3.154; 5.95; 10.272; 11.642; 16.394
(after a simile); 22.475; 24.329. The correlation of yép and odv is also common in post-Homeric
Greek; see Van Ophuijsen (1993: 93—96) on Plato.
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In the preceding discussions we met a number of times with the scan-
ning of a scene in the form of a three-stage process, consisting of a preview,
a goal, and narrative space in between. This type of movement agrees with
the tripartite structure that Charles Beye assigns as common property to the
two most catalogic context types in Homeric discourse: the heroic andro-
ktasia in battle narrative and the entries in the Catalogue of Ships in the
second book of the Iliad.>* Beye observes that such catalogic progressions
(which he calls items) typically consist of an A-part, giving the “basic
information” (the names of the victor and the victim in the androktasia, or
the name of the town and its leader(s) in the Catalogue); a B-part consisting
of an “anecdote” (biographical or genealogical detail about the victim or
the leader of the contingent); and a C-part, consisting of “contextual infor-
mation” (detail that is relevant to the context of the list, that is, the actual
fighting).>> The following passage is presented by Beye as a prime instance
of whathas become known as the ABC-scheme:

And the son (acc.) of Strophios,
Skamandrios skillful in the chase,

. vidv 8¢ Zrpogioro

. Txapdvdprov, afpova Bfpng,
. "Atpeidng Mevédaog Atreus’s son Menelaos (nom.),

he took [him] with the sharp spear,
the valiant hunter (=Skamandrios),
for Artemis herself had taught [him],

to strike at all the wild animals,

¥\ Eyyei 6Evdevr,

. 4a0Lov Bnpntiipa:
Sidae yap "Aptepig avth
. BaAdewv &ypra mévta,
that the forest nourishes in the mountains;

TR -0 A0 O

16, 1€ Tpéer oBpesy YA

—-

GAL’ o ol tote YE Ypaion’

but not then did she help him,

j- "Aptemg loxéoupa, Artemis of the showering arrows,
k. ovd¢ éxnPoiian, nor did the far shootings,
1. fiow 10 npiv ¥ éxéxacto: in which earlier he excelled:
m. GAAG v "Atpeidng but him Atreus’sson (nom.),
n. dovpikhertog Mevédoog Menelaos famed for the spear,
o. mpbcBev¥Bev pedyovra [him] fleeing before him (=Menelaos),
p. netagpevov obrace dovpi he (=Menelaos) stabbed in the back with the
spear,
q. Buov pesonyde, between the shoulders,
r. &1t 8¢ otBeopry EAaooey, and he drove [it] through the chest,
s. Hpune 8& mpnvig, and he fell forward on his face,

. GpaPnoe 8t 1evxe’ én’ adTd.

and his armor clattered upon him.

(II. 5.49-58)

54 Beye 1964; cf. Fenik 1968: 16—17.
55 Beye 1964: 346—47.
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The basic information is given in units a—d; unit e provides a transition to
the anecdote, which comprises units f—h; units i-1 provide a link between
the anecdote and the contextual information, which runs from unit m to
the end of the passage.>

To consider the androktasia as conforming to a structure that pertains to
this particular narrative context or task might obscure the fact that what
motivates the pattern is also common to the framing and orientation strat-
egies discussed in the previous section. And to call this type of scene an item
(as if it were a record in a database, consisting of three fields) might likewise
obscure the dynamic nature of Homeric catalogues; for the management of
this database remains a matter of movement, in which the narrator makes
use of the same framing and movement techniques that we discussed ear-
lier. In the example just presented, for example, the anecdote is introduced
by the particle gdr in unit f, which, as often in Homer, signals the first step
into the frame, toward the goal indicated. The frame, in this case, is set by
unit e, esthlon therétéra ‘valiant hunter’, which leads up to units o—p: the
hunter has become hunted.’” The transition from the anecdote to the
contextual information is made in unit m by the adversative particle alld
‘but’, which underlines the double irony of the protégé being abandoned
by his divine patron in the hour of need, and of the warrior slain being the
patient in an activity in which he himself excels.

In other cases it is not the particle gdr but an appositional relative clause
that introduces the anecdote, signaling movement into the frame; and
instead of alld it is the relational demonstrative that marks the transition to
the contextual information, or the moment previewed by the orientation;

a. o 8¢ necdvt’ Eénoe and the two falling he pitied,
b. péyog Telopdviog Alag: huge Aias son of Telamon,

56 Units p—t closely resemble the details of a killing described a few moments earlier in the
narrative (5.40—42), a killing without an anecdote, in which yép does not mark the step from A to
B, but from A to C, as the zooming in on detail discussed above (Il. 5.39—40: ¥xPae Sigpov- ||
npdTe yap otpepBév | petagpéve év §6pu mi€ev ‘threw him out of the chariot || for him the first as
he turned | he planted the spear in his back’). See also Beye 1964: 347; Visser 1987: so. Other
killings without a B-part, not mentioned by Beye, are the examples discussed above, in which the
unit with the names of the victor and the victim can be seen as a condensed version of the A-part,
and the unit with the verb as the C-part (Bakker 1990b: 15 n. 45). For a typology of killing-scenes,
see Visser 1987: 44—57. ’

57 The killing occurs in the context of a major rout in the battle, in which victims are
mounting their chariots in order to escape and are killed from behind. See such formulas as v’
{anwv émPBnodpevov ‘he struck him as he was mounting his chariot’ (Il. 5.46; 16.343). For more
details see Latacz 1977: 212—23.
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. otii 8¢ pGA’ éyybg ldv,

xai dxdvuioe Sovpl goerv,
xai BdAev “Augrov,
ZeAdyov vidv,

. g p’ évi Tlonod vaie

PR om0 Ao

TOAVKTAH®OV TOAVARTOG-
GALG, & poipo iy’ émicovpicovio

—-

. uera Mplopdy e kot viog,
6V pa kotd fwotfipa BdAev
Tehapdviog Atag,

. vewipn &’ év yaotpl

. méyn SoAvydoxiov Eyxog,

. Sobnnoev 8¢ neodv-

68’ énédpope

paidiuog Atag

nes 0B B e

1e0yea GVARCWV -

and he stood coming quite close in,
andmade a cast with the shining spear,
and hit Ampbhios,

the son of Selagos,

who lived in Paisos,

rich in possessions rich in harvest,
but his fate brought him as an ally,
for Priam and [his] sons,

so him in the girdle he hit,

Aias Telamon’s son (nom.),

and in the lower belly,

it stuck, the far-shadowing spear
and he fell with a thud,

and he rushed forward,

shining Aias,

to strip the armor.

(Il. 5.610—18)

The A-part in this case (units a—f) is not the mere pairing of two names
in order to frame a catalogic entry, but involves an appearance of Aias by
way of a noun-epithet formula in unit b, in a typical way that will concern
us in Chapters 7 and 8. What follows is an example of the throw-and-hit
sequence discussed in Chapter 4, involving the particle kai, and revealing
the name of the victim. The B-part (units g—j), which is introduced by an
appositional relative clause, gives depth to the killing by situating it within
the interrelated network of the heroic world and its inhabitants; far from
being a digression containing detail that is not immediately relevant for the
context at hand, it constitutes an important moment in the movement of
epic discourse in more than one temporal dimension: the killing proper
(the C-part, units k—r) can now take place within the context of the
victim’s tradition.>®

8 This poetics of the androktasia, in which the kleos of the warrior slain serves as context for
the kleos of the victorious hero, is grounded in the mentality and point of view of the epic heroes
themselves. See the passage (Il. 7.81—91) in which Hektor imagines the ofipa ‘tomb’ of the
warrior slain by him as what activates his own kleos in the minds and speech of men to come.
Note, furthermore, that the appositional relative clause introducing the victim’ tradition is
frequently, as here, marked by the evidential particle &pa (8¢ p’ or 8¢ par), stressing the validity of
the present speech as based on previous speech. Likewise, the relational pronoun introducing the
description of the killing proper is often marked by the same particle (tév pa), emphasizing that
the description is prompted by evidence produced by the present discourse itself; for more details,
see Bakker 1993b: 15—23; 1997a.
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Rather than a fixed structure, then, to be inserted as a stereotyped item
in a given context, the ABC-pattern is a case in which the usual presenta-
tion and orientation strategies of epic discourse are directed at a specific
goal. And what structural fixity there is in the scheme derives from the
recurrent nature of this goal, which may lead, as often in human linguistic
behavior, to routinization. In fact, we might view the ABC-scheme as the
kind of grammar that will be discussed in more detail below (see Chapter
8): it displays the regularity that results from the recurrence of a given
situation, in this case the need to have one warrior killed by another. Yet
just as with all manifestations of grammar in live speech, this is not regu-
larity for its own sake: fixity in battle catalogues is the result of recurrence,
rather than vice versa.>®

The ABC-scheme is but one of the possible directions from which ring
composition can be approached; other directions include epic regression,
the proleptic mentioning of an event before it is due in the chronology of a
narrative; the natural order of chiasmus or hysteron proteron; and in gen-
eral the relation between a frame and a goal. The common denominator of
these strategies is the reciprocal relation between units in a sequence. In a
simple case, unit a serves as a frame for unit b. This moment of framing is
actually an instance of reciprocity: when unit a frames unit b, this means
that unit b provides detail for unit a.

Adding

Framing

In more complex cases, the relationships and reciprocities are not merely
confined to contiguous units.

Unit a

W

59 The criticism of the ABC-scheme in Tsagarakis 1982: 127—33 does not really apply,
because fixity and regularity are a natural result of the use of the ABC-pattern as a recurrent
discourse strategy (without implying either lack of freedom or formulaic necessity) rather than its
purpose.

o

Adding

Framing
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Here the initial framing unita (called the starting point in the discussions
above) serves as frame for what is added to it (unit b), but at the same time
looks ahead to what lies beyond (unit ¢). When this latter strategy is tight-
ened and formalized by means of the devices mentioned above, or by
similarities in phraseology between units a and ¢, we may speak of ring
composition, which involves the explicit presentation of speech as uttered
within a frame and the precise monitoring of the speech process by the
speech itself. This is achieved by marking the end of the frame and indicat-
ing how a present moment relates to the past moment at which it was
prepared.

Ring composition, then, is less a feature of archaic style as such (in
opposition to other styles) than an index of the ways in which this style, as
special speech, draws on the resources of ordinary speech.®® Yet the formal-
ization is never so total that the ring becomes a structure for its own sake in
which the end is a return to the beginning, a structure that finds its fulfill-
ment in a symmetrical array on paper.¢! The term “ring,” in fact, might
invoke the wrong image, in that speech, which proceeds through time, does
not and cannot go back to an earlier point; it has to move forward and in so
doing cannot but be uttered within the context of previous speech and
provide context for speech to come. The principle that repetition in speech
is impossible insofar as no two contexts are exactly identical appears to apply
quite strongly in the case of ring composition: between the indication of the

0 The fullest account of ring composition is still Van Otterlo’s, who makes the insightful
suggestion (1944: 48) that ring composition is concerned, not so much with the repetition of the
beginning as with the anticipation of the end, although he locates this observation in the climate
characteristic of the time: “Auf diese Weise wurde ja in der fritheren Periode der Stilgeschichte,
da der menschliche Geist sich selbstverstindlich noch nicht an lingere Gedankenkomplexe
gewohnt hatte, sowohl dem Autor flir die Entfaltung der Gedanken, wie dem Publikum fiir das
Verstindnis derselben sofort ein Anhaltspunkt gewihrt.” See also Gaisser 1969; Thalmann 1984:
8—21; Edwards 1991: 44—48. The present discussion is indebted to Lang 1984: s—12. For a
discussion of hysteron proteron and chiasmus as figures of style related to ring composition, see
Bassett 1938: 120—25. Bassett rightly stresses the primacy of these phenomena as Homeric speech
strategies over their status as recognized rhetorical figures in later times (on rhetoric and figures of
style, see also Chapter 6 below). Minchin 1995, an approach congenial to my own, came to my
attention too late to be of use in the preparation of this chapter.

6! Note in this connection the difference between my use of framing and Thalmann’s (1984)
(whose emphasis on oral reception and the function of ring composition therein is otherwise
consistent with my approach). Thalmann uses the term “framing” for the way in which a
statement “surrounds” a given core. The term “ring composition,” in fact, tends to be used by
many scholars in a much wider sense than meant here, as any mirroring of segments on either side
of a given center; the present discussion has focused on cases where such repetition can be more
functionally accounted for in terms of starting points and goals.
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goal and its achievement, the world has changed.®? The global framing-
statement, uttered during a moment of orientation, has become a specific,
fully contextualized concept by the time the speaker reaches the goal.

The change is due, of course, to what lies between the two statements.
Rather than a digression or an object inserted in the discourse, in-between
speech is an integral part of its flow, approaching one of the salient mo-
ments of the discourse in a purposeful way. The section framed by the ring-
composition device is uttered to provide the context for what follows,
enhancing the previewed moment (at the opening of the ring) by locating
it within a temporal or conceptual perspective other than that which pre-
vails at the moment of previewing. In the discussion of the ABC-scheme
we saw that the killing proper may be described within the context of the
tradition of the victim, which lifts the narrative out of the time and place of
the present moment. In other cases, such as similes (also a recurrent case of
ring composition in Homer), the context provided is a realm of experience
other than the one active at the present moment, but one thatlends depth
and significance to whatever is in the mind of the performer and the audi-
ence at the moment in question.5?

Viewed in this light, the second mention of the previewed event is not so
much the closing of the ring or the rounding off of a digression—and as
such the transition of a backgrounded portion of the text back to the
narrative foreground®*—as a statement made in the reality produced by the
discourse itself, a reality that has been explicitly established for the purpose
of accommodating the previewed moment. In other words, the reciprocity
between framing and adding (adding being the utterance of a unit or series
of units within a frame) is nowhere more explicit than in the case of ring
composition, a characteristic moment of Homeric discourse experienced
as a flow of speech through time.

Syntax and Suprasyntax: Some Conclusions

In this chapter we have reviewed a number of phenomena in Homeric
discourse that are likely to escape our notice within the perspective of

62 This point is repeatedly made by writers on ring composition. See Gaisser 1969: 4;
Thalmann 1984: 22.

63 See Edwards 1987: 102—10; 1991: 24—41.

64 On background and foreground, see Chapter 4.
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sentential syntax, but that are of importance for an understanding of how
Homeric poetry is organized as a process. The discussion of framing has
enabled us to establish a common denominator of phenomena that remain
separate and disconnected in an approach less sensitive to the strategies
specifically pertaining to the medium of speech. In particular, I have argued
that some stylistic phenomena, such as chiasmus and ring composition, are
not so much aesthetic features in their own right as natural consequences of
the medium of speech as process.

Of central interest in this regard is the finding that one and the same
phenomenon may be observed in various ways and in various degrees of
grammatical fixity. We saw that Beye’s ABC-pattern for killing-scenes and
many ring-compositional phenomena are not so much schemes in their
own right as tighter and more explicit versions of what happens elsewhere
in aless structured way. In Chapter 8 we will study even tighter forms of the
same phenomenon: framing and addition on the level of the verse in the
metrical grammar of poetry. But we can also move to the opposite end of
the scale: framing is not confined to syntax in the more narrow sense of the
articulation of clauses and phrases at the local level. Syntax and suprasyntax,
the grammar of the story as a whole, are manifestations at different levels of
one and the same phenomenon. In other words, the goal indicated by a
given framing speech unit, or series of units, may be farther ahead than in
the examples discussed; yet the strategy of moving from the one to the
other is not different from the syntax of framing that we have studied.

In this way the Iliad begins with a preview. Not only the first speech unit
of the Iliad, but also the proem and indeed the whole first book, look ahead
to the moment at which the action of the wrath of Achilles really takes off,
much later in the poem. This much lauded quality of in medias res, however,
appears much less the virtue by which a poem and its poet can be distin-
guished from other poems and their authors—Homer having emancipated
himself from the paratactic composition style and compulsory sequentiality
of his forebears—than an effective way of drawing on the specific properties
of the spoken medium. No speech is meaningful out of context, and in
framing the narrative, locally as well as globally, the epic narrator opens up
narrative space, provides direction, and intensifies the experience of those
who move along the path by creating anticipation of what lies ahead.

6 See Lang 1984: 7—8, on “hooks”; Thornton 1984: 67—72, on “goals” and “signposting”;
Thalmann 1984: 13—14, on the proleptic introduction of the Cyclopes and Hundred-handers in
Hes. Theog. 139—53.
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CHAPTER 6

Rhythm and Rhetoric

All of poetry I consider to be and refer to as discourse with meter.
—Gorgias of Leontini, In Defense of Helen

It is strange how long it has taken the European literatures to learn that style is
not an absolute, a something that is to be imposed on the language from
Greek or Latin models, but merely the language itself, running in its natural
grooves.

—Edward Sapir, Language

In the preceding chapters we have been concerned with what it means
for language to be spoken, a question that presupposes the one which will
occupy us in the remaining chapters of this book: what does it mean for
speech to be special? In order to discuss the special, poetic features of
Homeric discourse, we must first discuss the features of Homeric discourse
as speech, in particular its segmentation into basic speech units that are
cognitively determined.! Accordingly, in the discussions to be presented in
this third part of the study, we shall start each time from the cognitively
determined intonation unit as it is observable in Homer. In the present
chapter the subject approached in this way is meter; formulas in their
semantic and metrical quality will be discussed in Chapters 7 and 8. The
task will be to determine each time how one of the most basic properties of
language in the spoken medium is enhanced, or stylized, into a poetic
feature belonging to special speech, the discourse of the special occasion.

Distinguishing the two questions, the one pertaining to speech and the
other to special speech, is useful as a method preventing us from approach-
ing such matters as style and meter too early, and so assigning to them
qualifications that apply only with hindsight, within a perspective of what

1 See Chapter 3.

12§
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is for us poetry. The boundary line between speech features and special
speech features, however, cannot be drawn sharply: poetic features of Ho-
meric style can be reduced to speech features precisely because speech
features can easily become poetic.2 In the previous chapter we saw for
example how framing, a common relation between intonation units, can
result in ring composition and other “poetic” phenomena; in the present
chapter we are concerned with how meter can result from the rhythmical
regularization and streamlining of speech units.

The discussion of Homeric metrics along these lines does not take issue
with the existing accounts of the dactylic hexameter or question their
findings. Rather, it differs from them in the perspective chosen, in the
direction from which some unquestionable metrical facts are approached.
We are accustomed, whether consciously or not, to regard meter as a
structure imposed on a discourse, a metrical form used for conveying the
poetic message. We tend to view discourse units in a poetic text in terms of
the metrical structure of the poem (verses, cola, and so forth). In the
discussions that follow we shall try to reverse this perspective, not viewing
discourse in terms of meter, but meter in terms of discourse. I propose to
see meter not as a poetic form in itself but as emergent from spoken
discourse with its typical spoken articulation. This argument will give us an
opportunity to rethink some of the implications of the contrast between
poetry and prose, and to search in everyday speech for the stylistic founda-
tions of Greek literary texts.

Meter, Number, and Periodic Style

To start our discussion of thythm and meter in Homeric speech, I return
to the passage from the third book of Aristotle’s Rhetoric with which I began
Part 2: the discussion of unperiodic and periodic style. Whereas our subject
earlier was unperiodic style and the later versions of that concept (adding or
paratactic style), we are now primarily concerned with periodic style, and
the properties that Aristotle assigns to this mode of discourse (emphasis
added):

2 In fact, some authors argue that ordinary language is inherently poetic (Friedrich 1986: 24—
27) or that ordinary language is not something that can be isolated from poetic language (Fish
1980: 97—111).
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Aéyo 8¢ mepiodov AéEwv Exovoav dpxfv kol TeEAevtiv adthy ko’ adthy kol
uéyeBog evoivontov. Hdelo &’ 1 Tolavtn Kol evpabig, Hdela ptv Sir 10 évav-
Tlwg ¥xewv 10 dnepdvt, xai 811 alel 1 ofeton Exewv 6 dxpoatng T® del neme-
pGvBaL T 0T 10 O undEv Tpovoelv elvar unde dviely amdég. edpabig 8¢, 6t
eduvnuovevtog. TodT0 84, 811 Ap1BudV Exel 1y év mep1ddoig AéElc, 6 mdviawv
gdpvnpovevtotatov. 10 kai T uétpo ndvteg pvnpoveLovot pdAdov @V xO-
dnv- ap1Buovy yop Exer @ petpeitat. (Rh. 1409°35—1409%8, ed. Kassel)

I call “period” an utterance with an inherent beginning and end as well as a
length that can be beheld at a single glance. Such a type of discourse is not
only pleasant, but also easy to learn. It is pleasant by the fact that it is the
opposite of what is unbounded, and because the listener at every moment has
the idea of having hold of something, by the fact that every moment is
bounded in itself. For having no anticipation of what is to come or not com-
pleting anything is unpleasant. It is easy to learn because it is easy to recall.
This is because periodic discourse has number, which ofall things is easiest to
recall. This is why all people memorize metrical discourse more easily than
language that is poured forth. For it has number by which it can be measured.

We usually discuss periodic style in terms of the balanced syntax and
stylistic subtlety that come with hypotactic construction, defined in op-
position to parataxis. Aristotle, however, appears to have a quite different
conception of periods.? Using the term “period” to designate what are for
us parts of periods, he assigns to these smaller units properties that do not
seem to be directly applicable to our syntactic conception of period. The
periodic style is “pleasant,” according to Aristotle, because of its bounded-
ness, which is a matter of hearer’s anticipation: periodic style, as opposed to
unperiodic style, gives the hearer a sense of what will come next. From
Aristotle’s wording it is not immediately clear whether this anticipation is a
matter of the relation between periods or of the period internally. In any
case, the second property mentioned, that something in periodic style is
“easy to learn,” applies to the latter possibility. Aristotle says of periodic
style that “it is easy to learn because it is easy to recall” (eumathés dé, hoti
eumneméneutos), the reason being that periodic discourse has number,

3 Fora discussion of the differences between Aristotle’s use of the term nepiodog and later uses
(Demetrius, Cicero), see Siebenborn 1987 (with more literature), who argues for an origin of the
term in the sphere of dance and music. My metrical understanding of “period” in this chapter is in
agreement with Siebenborn’s discussion.
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which is “of all things easiest to recall” (pdnton eumnemoneutotaton). For
Aristotle, number is another kind of pleasant limitation,* and hence the
pleasures of the periodic style, which derive from the style’s boundedness,
are related to the ease with which periodic speech is remembered, for that
ease comes from the bounded nature of its rhythm or number.

Metered poetry also belongs to this category of number, as Aristotle
mentions in passing. This move may be unexpected for us in a discussion of
what is for us prose, but it becomes less surprising when we realize that
rhetorical prose in antiquity is less a mode of written communication than
a specific speech genre that is continuously defined with respect to poetry:
while the poetic speech genres have number and rhythm to such a degree
of fixity that one can speak of meter, the periodic style of rhetorical prose is
periodic in its being less strict and fixed than poetic meter, but rhythmical
and numbered all the same. For Aristotle, then, periodic style seems to be
less a matter of syntactic composition and production than of the experi-
ence of rhythm—and therefore a matter of delivery and performance. Aris-
totle actually uses terminology that for us, paradoxically, seems more ap-
propriate for the constraints under which oral composition and/ or recall in
performance has to take place.’ But if periodic discourse is discussed in
terms suggesting rhythmical anticipation and memorization, what are we
to do with the allegedly unperiodic style of Homeric metered poetry,
where rhythm and number are, if anything, even stronger?

Is Homeric style periodic? The question seems a contradiction in terms
when we define period in the modern way. As we saw in the previous
chapters, Homeric discourse is by no means simply paratactic, but that is
not to say that Homeric syntax is hypotactic. The question becomes more
interesting, however, when we adopt Aristotle’s different perspective and
elaborate on it, viewing rhetorical periodic discourse not in terms of syntax
or style but in terms of speech, as a special discourse for a special occasion.
The opposition between Homeric poetry and classical rhetoric then be-
comes not so much a matter of style, of the Kunstsprache of Homeric epic
as opposed to the Kunstprosa of the classical period, as of different per-

4 Cf. ibid. 1408°28—30, another mention of the boundedness of number and the unpleasant-
ness of the unbounded. The Greek terms apBudg ‘number’ and pvBpdg ‘rhythm’ may have been
connected by folk etymology; in Latin, a single term numerus is used (see below).

5 For detailed discussion of multiple constraints (including rhythm) in the composition and
recall of epic and other oral genres, see Rubin 1995, the work of a cognitive psychologist. On
rhythm and memorability see also Turner 1992: 93.
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formance genres, each departing in its own way from ordinary everyday
discourse.

In this chapter I explore some of the possibilities of viewing Homeric
discourse within this rhetorical framework. Taking the categories poetry
and prose somewhat less for granted than they are usually taken, I will argue
that both Homeric poetry and classical rhetorical prose are, each in their
own specific and very different ways, the rhetorical enhancement and
manipulation of the basic properties of ordinary speech.® Both are special
speech, based on strategies that are reserved for special performance occa-
sions and meant, in a truly rhetorical sense, to have a special effect on an
audience. The main thrust of the argument is that the stylistic opposition
between periodic and unperiodic may not be the most meaningful way to
bring out the differences between Homeric poetry and classical rhetorical
prose. Rather, we might say that both are periodic in their own very
different ways.

The periodic nature of Homeric discourse, I will argue, lies in the
interaction between the speech units and meter. In this kind of discourse, in
which periods are defined in terms of meter, the number quality of the
discourse units is so strong that it determines not only the units as such, but
also the way in which they are related to each other as rhythmical units.
This genre of special speech will be opposed to the prose type of discourse,
in which number is merely a matter of the rhythm of speech units taken by
themselves: an important property, but still subordinate to the way in
which the speech units follow each other in the flow of rhetorical dis-
course. Let us now consider how both types of periodicity can be best
described and how they achieve their specific rhetorical effects.

Rhythm in Speech

We saw that for Aristotle number, or rhythm, is an important factor in
the learning or recall of a discourse. But rhythm, as a constraint that facili-
tates memorization, would not be effective if it did not operate in concert
with the general possibilities and limitations of human consciousness that
we discussed in the previous chapters. On this basis we can view the in-

¢ For discussion of rhetorical strategies in Homer, see also Mueller 1984: 11—13; Hainsworth
1993: 92—93 (focusing more on 1&g ‘structure, ordering’ than on Aé&ig ‘style’).
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tonation unit of ordinary spoken discourse as the proper locus for rhythm,
and approach Homeric meter from the vantage point of speech. In doing so
we are encouraged by the general observation that rhythm is not an exter-
nal factor, superimposed on language from outside; language has its own
rhythm, which can be strengthened, regularized, and standardized to the
point at which we can speak of meter. Rather than separating poetry from
language as art from life, then, the metrical factor integrates poetry within
speech, in ways that turn the discussion of meter in the present chapter into
a complement of the discussion of consciousness and cognition in the
previous ones.

No speaker is entirely at the mercy of the cognitive limitations that I
described in Chapter 3, and cognition is not the only factor that makes
speech what it is, at least speech as the object of stylization in the form of
special speech. It is true that spoken discourse may be best described as a
process, revealing some of the properties of consciousness as a process or
flow; but that does not mean that this process is involuntary, having only
the limitations of the processing consciousness as its constitutive features. In
fact, speech is purposeful behavior no less than it is constrained by cogni-
tion, frequently involving deliberate choices as to presentation and effect.
To bring out this important aspect of speech, I will speak of rhetoric in this
chapter, as the necessary counterpart of the cognition that I examined in
Part 2. Cognition and rhetoric, the latter concept to be understood in a
broad, pretheoretical sense, can be seen as opposite but interrelated forces.”
It is the interplay of cognitive and rhetorical features, in varying ratios, that
defines the style of most ordinary spoken discourse. And a discourse is
rhetorically more sophisticated to the degree that the intonation units of
ordinary speech are consciously and deliberately manipulated, in various
ways, but without their losing their cognitive role in the production and
reception of the discourse in question.

Even the most casual, unpremeditated discourse displays rhetorical fea-
tures that are revealing for the strategies that we will see later on in more
rehearsed and sophisticated discourses. Consider the following example

7 The concepts “rhetoric” and “rhetorical” are often (e.g., Cole 1990: 12; Ford 1992: 17)
taken to imply professional reflection on language, and hence a distinction between form and
content. My understanding of the concepts in this chapter is purposely wider and “pretheoreti-
cal,” coveringany purposeful enhancement of speech in whateversituation. Rhetoric comes thus
close to pragmatics; see Leech 1983: 15.
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from Chafe’s corpus of data on spoken discourse, the climax of a conversa-
tional narrative:®

. .. And there were these two women,

.. hiking up ahead of us.

oo

. ...[1.5] And you sort of got,

to a rise,

andthenthe lake,

was kind of right there,

where we were gonna . . . camp.
... And the two of them,

1. ..gotto the rise,

om0

j- - .and the next minute,
k. ...[0.9] they just.. fell over.
L .. Totally.

This highly informal fragment, consisting of twelve intonation units, is a
curious mix of cognitive and rhetorical features. The rhetorical features,
which concern us here, occur at the end of the passage, in the last three
units.® There are two long pauses in the fragment, one before unit c and the
other between units j and k. The two breaks are similar in length, but of an
altogether different nature. Unit c, along with units d—g, is framing and
orienting: it sets the scene for the event to be narrated. The pause preced-
ing unit c seems to reflect the mental effort connected with the activation,
the visualization of the scene; it is followed by four swiftly delivered units,
as if the substance of those units had been “booted” during the pause. For
this reason we may call the pause cognitive. The pause after unit j, on the
other hand, can be called rhetorical: instead of merely reflecting mental ef-
fort, it is used as a device to create suspense at the climax of this little narra-
tive. In fact, the pause is part of a presentation strategy which also involves

8 From Chafe 1990: 85, presented and analyzed again in Chafe 1994: 130—-31 to illustrate
“climax” in conversational narrative. In this method of transcription the pauses between intona-
tion units are shown by dots: two dots indicate brief breaks up to one-half-second long and three
dots mark longer pauses (up to one second). Numbers in brackets indicate measured pauses (in
seconds); see Chafe 1994: xiii. The pauses within units g and k did not coincide with an intona-
tional boundary in the speech recorded.

® For a discussion of what I am calling the cognitive features of the passage in terms of
activation, see Chafe 1990: 90—91. Notice the use of “and” which links all clausal intonation units
to what precedes (see Chapter 4 on continuation).
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the unit preceding the pause. This unit was uttered at a higher pitch, with
more volume, and above all, at a slower pace than the previous units (almost
in a chanting manner), a phonetic realization of which the pause is an
integral part and the main reason why it can be called rhetorical.’

Part of the rhetorical articulation at the end of the fragment is also unit ],
which has something in common with the type of intonation unit that
verbalizes a detail added to the previous unit.!! Yet in the present context it
seems to have a more complex function. Apart from being the verbalization
of a detail added to the previous moment’s verbalization (a detail which
stresses the extraordinary nature of the event), this unit seems to have a
rhetorical, or more precisely, a rhythmical function. Being uttered just after
the peak of the narrative, it enhances the salience of the peak event (unitk),
by modifying it across an intonational boundary (indeed a sentence bound-
ary, marked by the full stop that signals falling intonation). In the two
previous units, the discourse had developed into a process with its own pace
and articulation; unit j prepares and leads up to unit k, and the l-unit, in
counterbalancing the preparatory unit j, provides a rhetorical addition to
the peak unit. Its presence seems to be best explained by the fact that its
absence would have been undesirable from the point of view of the rhyth-
mical relations between units.'?

Even in relatively simple and informal cases, then, the transformation of
consciousness into speech may result in an object with properties and pro-
cesses of its own, besides those deriving from the flow of consciousness. For
the purposes of the present argument it is opportune to focus on those rhe-
torical properties that can be discussed under the general heading rhythm.
Rhythm is a property of any spoken discourse. Yet its importance and
deliberate use depend on the degree to which a narrative is rehearsed and
rhetorically presented.!® No discourse is entirely devoid of rhythm, but in

10 T have been able to observe these physical features of this discourse, listening to the tape
recording of which the cited text is a transcription. Notice also the pause within unit k, a
rhetorical feature that does survive transcription.

11 See Chapter s above.

12 Note that if “totally” had to be placed in a standard English version of the same expression,
it would fall exactly where the pause is in the middle of unit k.

13 For examples of more “professional” informal narratives, featuring both cognitive features
(intonation units) and rhetorical features, see Polanyi 1982; Sobol 1992 on modern American
storytelling; and especially the translation and transcription of Zuni Indian narrative in Tedlock
1972, who remarks (xix): “What makes written prose most unfit for representing spoken narrative
is that it rolls on for whole paragraphs at a time without taking a breath: there is no silence in it.”
He then goes on to explain his efforts to represent the breaks in Zuni narrative and to create a
transcription that does justice to both the cognitive and rhetorical features of the original.
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some discourses and discourse types, rhythm is more important than in
others, testifying to the varying ratio of cognitive and rhetorical features. In
the remainder of this chapter I am concerned with the way in which rhythm
as a feature of special speech may come to stylize the cognitively determined
features of ordinary speech.

Rhythm and the Remote Consciousness

When we move from informal narratives like the one just presented into
more rhetorical territory, an instructive example of the interaction of cog-
nitive and rhetorical (rhythmical) features is the discourse and performance
of American folk preachers, described by Bruce Rosenberg as a genuine
oral tradition,!* and known to a larger audience through the oratory of
Martin Luther King, Jr., and Jesse Jackson. A folk sermon is typically
chanted, at least in its more intense and emotional stages, and presented in
short, rhythmical units. The chanting is improvised, but due to the recur-
rence of each sermon in a preacher’s practice as well as to the formal and
official stance of the speaker, there is obviously more rehearsal, planned
organization, and professional experience than in informal dinner-table
conversations. The following passage is cited by Rosenberg as an accurate
description of this type of discourse and its performance:!3

Rev. Ratliff begins his sermon in normal, though stately and carefully mea-
sured prose. As he gets into his subject, he gradually raises the intensity of his
delivery (though with well-timed ups and downs). About one third of the
way into his sermon the prose has verged into a very rhythmical delivery,
punctuated into periods (more or less regular) by a sharp utterance which I
suppose might be called a vehement grunt. I haven’t timed these periods, but
I would guess that they fall about every three seconds, sometimes less.
Within the rhythmical framework, the rises and falls eventually build to a

14 Rosenberg 1988, an investigation that started out, in a first edition, as an attempt to
exemplify Parry’s and Lord’s principles of oral composition on the basis of this African-American
religious speech genre, but which later came to focus equally on the specific nature and expres-
sivity of this type of discourse (1988: 4—5). On the performed African-American sermon, see also
Davis 1985.

15 Alan Jabbour in Rosenberg 1988: 16—17, from a personal letter to Rosenberg. The de-
scription applies to the services of W. T. Ratliff in Durham, North Carolina in 1969, but
according to Rosenberg fits over ninety percent of his material.
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climax when he lapses into a sort of chant, still with the same punctuation,
but with a recognizable tonic [tonal center]. Some of the congregation (who
respond ad libitum throughout) here lapse into humming along with him.

This description evidently applies to phenomena that are closely related
to Chafe’s two-to-three-second intonation units. The “periods” described,
however, seem to be more pronounced and recognizable than the intona-
tion units of ordinary speech, both intonationally and rhythmically. More-
over, the rhythmically enhanced units apparently play a more important
role than just the accommodation of the flow of discourse to the flow of
consciousness in the minds of the listeners: delivered at the more emotional
stages of a sermon, or when the psychological conditions are right, they
actually invite the audience’s active participation in the flow of discourse. The
following transcription of such a performance will serve as a fairly typical
example: 16

. John said

I...1

I saw four beasts

One with a face
Looked like a calf
Representin’ patience
And endurance
’Nother beast I saw

. Hada head like a lion
. Representin’ boldness
And confidence
"Nother beast I saw

. A face like a man

TR om0 a0 op

[

—_

Representin’ wisdom
An’ he had knowledge
"Nother beast I saw
Looked like a bald eagle
. Ain’t God all right?

nwoe o p B

This catalogic passage, an instantiation of the four-beast theme from the
Apocalypse, exemplifies the interplay of cognitive and rhetorical features

6 From Rosenberg 1988: 97—98, 222. The speaker is Rubin Lacy from Bakersfield, Califor-
nia. I have followed Rosenberg’s presentation, starting each line with a capital, and without
Chafe’s prosodic punctuation.
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when a folk preacher successfully draws on the resources of his tradition.
Each unit represents a separate idea on which the performer focuses, and
their sequence represents the flow of these ideas through time, as well as
their interrelationships, both in the mind of the performer and in the minds
of the audience. There is appositional or adding syntax in the representin’-
units f, j, and n, but also in the lines preceding, which verbalize an added
piece of detail as an independent clause.!” But sharp demarcations between
the units and distinct phonetic contour are not as such reflexes of cognitive
constraints: a positive, rhetorical factor is at work, operating upon the basic
units of speech in their preferred length and in their typical syntactic inter-
relationships. This factor consists of the performer’s presentation strategy
to turn intonation as the main physical property of his speech units into
rhythm,'8 a strategy that not only affects the internal constituency of the
units and their relative timing, but also their length.

But rhythm is not an inherent, automatic property of this sermon, or of
the speech genre as a whole. The delivery of rhythmical speech units is a
matter of performance, and no two performances are identical. Rosenberg
actually cites a different, much less rhythmical version of the same theme
(with more cognitive features and hesitation phenomena, we may add),
which was delivered under much less favorable performance conditions.
Apparently the amount of thythm —in our terms, the ratio of cognitive and
rhetorical features—varies from performance to performance, according to
audience response and the performer’s inspiration at the moment. Without
a fixed text serving as norm for future performances, the rhythm of the
African-American sermon remains a matter of performer-audience inter-
action, and hence dependent on the chemistry of the moment.

It is important to emphasize at this point that rhythm in the sermon
preachers’ discourse is not a rhetorical manipulation of any preexisting
ordinary discourse. As we saw, no discourse is entirely devoid of rhythm or
rhetoric, and the African-American sermon differs not in substance but in
degree from more casual discourses. The tradition on which the preachers
draw, with its roots in biblical rhetoric and African-American Baptist cul-
ture, departs from ordinary speech in the rhythmical regularity of speech .
units at a sermon’s more intense moments, but it is not for that reason

17 Notice the Indo-Europeanists’ conception of apposition as a reduced independent clause
(Ammann 1922; Schwyzer 1947). See Chapter 3.

18 On the coincidence of intonation units with rhythmic units in an oral tradition, see also
Rubin 1995: 86.

19 Rosenberg 1988: 98; see also 1988: 90—91 on performer-audience interaction and metrical
regularity.
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wholly different from speech. The preachers’ chanted lines have a poetic
quality precisely because they are delivered in the interactive context of a
performance. In such a context, the boundaries between cognition and
rhetoric, speech and poetry, may become irrelevant to the point at which
we may speak of poetry in speech. It takes text, and a textual conception, to
separate what is indissolubly connected in a performance, and to isolate
poetry as something removed from speech.?°

Rhythm as a feature of a performance is in a number of ways a com-
plicating factor in an analysis that considers special speech, just as any
speech, to be the actualization of the speaker’s consciousness. Rhythmical
discourse does not merely reflect the speaker’s flow of consciousness, but at
the same time in a way directs the flow, which has properties and dynamics
of its own that are highly conducive to memorization and recall. Rhythm,
in fact, increases the impact of speech as an event. The speech may derive
from the speaker’s cognitive processes, but it is at the same time an indepen-
dent process in which the speaker himself can participate, given the appro-
priate conditions, both private or psychological and public, relating to the
dynamics of the performance.?!

It is this potentially ambiguous relation between rhythm, consciousness,
and speech that accounts in part for the fact that many performers in
traditions of special speech around the world experience their discourse as
deriving from a consciousness other than their own, their role in the per-
formance as being that of an interpreter or mediator, and their behavior as
being divinely inspired. Rhythm, in other words, contributes to what
might be called a dislocation of consciousness: the speech produced is not
the present speaker’s responsibility but something with which a remote
authority is credited, an authority located beyond everyday experience and
the source of immutable knowledge and truth.?2

Rosenberg’s preachers consistently claim that their power to produce

20 On poetry “in” ordinary language, see also Sapir1921: 221-31; Friedrich 1986: 24—27. On
the traditional opposition between ordinary and poetic language, see Fish 1980: 97—111. These
authors, however, do not speak of performance.

21 Cf. Turner 1992: 93—94: “Somehow the rhythm of the words is remembered even when
the words themselves are lost to us; but the rhythm helps us to recover the mental state in which
we first heard or read the poem, and then the gates of memory are opened and the words come to
us at once.”

2 Cf., e.g., Kuipers 1993 on the epistemology of ritual performance; Chafe 1993 on the
formulaic and prosodic differences between ordinary speech and the special speech evoking a
remote source of authority. The neurophysiological aspects of performance, ritual, and rhythm
are explored in d’Aquili and Laughlin 1979. In classical studies, see the work of Détienne (1967)
and Vernant (1959) on truth and memory.
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rhythmical chant derives from God,?® and in the Homeric context, it is
impossible not to think of the Muses. While other epic traditions stage
their performers as telling what they heard, in the Greek context the singer
plays the role of an eyewitness.2* This is possible because the performer is a
thefos aoidds ‘godlike singer’ and hence the favorite of the Muses, the ulti-
mate eyewitnesses, who were present on the battlefield of Troy where the
epic events were enacted.?’ It is their remote, divine consciousness that the
epic poet makes present in the context of the performance. Consider in this
connection the words of the Ithakan bard Phemios in the Odyssey:

avtodidaxtog 8’ eipi, Bedg 8¢ pot &v peciv olpog
navtolog évépuoey -
(Od. 22.347—48)

I am self-taught and for me in my mind a god made song-paths
of all kinds grow.

These words are often compared with the often cited claim of a Kirghiz
bard recorded by the Russian folklorist Vasilii Radlov: “I can sing any song
whatever; for God has planted the gift of song in my heart. He gives me the
word on my tongue, without my having to seek it. I have learnt none of my
songs. All springs from my inner self.”2° The apparent opposition between
self and god in these passages has been taken as reflecting a distinction
between form (the formulas that are the poet’s own contribution to the
poem) and content (the god’s contribution).?” But the terms “form” and

2 E.g.,Rosenberg 1988: 28—29, 36—37.

24 On this opposition as the crucial difference between the Homeric and the South-Slavic
tradition studied by Parry and Lord see Finkelberg 1990. On the Muses in general, see Ford 1992:
31-34, 52—53, 61, 72—76. On the eyewitness stance see Bakker 1993b; 1996a. See also Chapters 4
and s.

25 Cf. II. 2.48s.

26 Translated in Chadwick and Chadwick 1932—40: 182; quoted by Finnegan 1977: 193, who
is followed by Thalmann 1984: 224 and Dougherty 1991. Cf. Finkelberg 1990: 303. The phrase
“springs from my inner self” could serve as a fairly accurate rendition of the Greek adto8idaxtoc.
Against the more usual interpretation of this word, “self-taught,” Fernindez-Galiano objects (in
Russo et al. 1992: 279—80) that “there would be little sense in Phemius boasting of being self-
taught to Odysseus, a man who himself owes none of his skills to his teachers.” Ford (1992: 32)
takes the phrase as implying independence from other poets and their work. It seems best to
understand adtodidaxtog as “spontaneous,” referring to the production of poetry and song in the
poet’s consciousness. See also Thalmann 1984: 127.

27 E.g.,Lanata 1963: 13—14. Murray, who stresses the intellectual, nonecstatic character of the
conception of poetic inspiration in Homer, comes to speak about the divine contribution in
terms of knowledge and information (1981: 90—92), although she does object (97) to the form-
content interpretation of Od. 22.347. On knowledge and the Muses, see Chapter 7 below.
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“content” are alien to the self-presentation of these singers.?® And with the
collapse of the form-content distinction, the notion that the poet’s self and
the divine are opposing factors in the poetic process loses much of its
attraction.?” Rather, what is at stake, among other things, is a moment in
the process of verbalization, the transformation of the stream of private
consciousness into a stream of public and rhythmical speech. The usual
account of speech as deriving from consciousness is insufficient here, for
the singer’s consciousness not only produces the speech but is also propelled
forward by the rhythmical movement of the language. What springs from
the self is thus both larger and stronger than the self. The power of such a
speech can then be said to originate from a source that is neither opposed to
the speaker’s consciousness, nor identical to it. And this explains the speak-
er’s claim that a song which is planted by a god springs from the singer’s
own self.

We could return here to the discussion of rhythm as a rhetorical presen-
tation strategy and move from Phemios and his self-presentation as bard to
the practice of Homeric rhythm. To do more justice, however, to the
complexity of the latter, and above all its rhythmical periodicity, we have to
turn briefly to the rhythm of ancient rhetorical prose. According to Aris-
totle, as we have seen, the periodicity of this genre of discourse consists in
its having number and in its allowing the listener to “anticipate” (pronoein).
At the end of the chapter, we will be comparing these two types of period
to each other.

From Cicero to Homer

Rhythm, in a more prosaic vein than contact with the divine, belongs to
the many involvement strategies at the disposal of speakers, both casual and
formal, that are discussed by sociolinguists.>® But the discourse analyst of
the late twentieth century is by no means the only one to discuss these
matters. Students of classical rhetoric will recognize in the sociolinguists’
involvement strategies the figures of style from ancient rhetorical theory,
the stylistic embellishment of Greek and Latin rhetoric and poetry. But

28 See also Thalmann 1984: 126—27; Ford 1992: 32—33.

29 See also Dodds 1951: 10; Maehler 1963: 23.

30 See in particular Tannen’s discussion of conversational artistry, which ends with an analysis
(1989: 173—95) of the chanted lines of Jesse Jackson’s address to the Democratic Convention of
1988.
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while these figures and tropes have been treated as art, and the speeches in
which they occur as Kunstprosa that is removed from the naturalness and
artlessness of ordinary speech,® the very fact that ordinary speech abounds
in figures suggests that the art of Greek and Latin rhetoric is effective
precisely because it draws on the common strategies of everyday speech.3?

In fact, the ancient theorists of the art of public speaking themselves had
a conception of rhetorical style that, though in many ways a forerunner of
the modern conception of Kunstprosa, was still quite different from it.
Being much closer to what may be called discourse analysis than some of
their modern students, these writers consider the art of formal public
speaking as drawing on, not separated from, the everyday and the ordinary.
Style is for them a matter, not only of aesthetics—the static form of a
discourse as text—but also of pragmatics: their central concern is a more
dynamic conception of discourse as behavior, based on deliberate presenta-
tion strategies and a skillful manipulation of the properties of ordinary
speech that are essential for understanding and rhetorical success.

One of the most important of these properties is the segmentation of
speech into short units, whose cognitive necessity and rhetorical potential
we have already seen. Basic speech units are the core of what is “nature” in
rhetorical discourse and at the same time are the foundation and starting
point of what is “art” in that speech genre. Consider what the Roman
orator and rhetorical theorist Cicero has to say on this issue, in a discussion

31 Cf. Denniston 1952: 57, in connection with the artistic nature of the figure of speech
referred to in ancient rhetoric and stylistics as hyperbaton, the marked use of a givenword outside
the syntactic environment to which it properly or logically belongs, and a subject usually treated
under the general heading of word order: “The Greeks stylized everything; and it is the most
difficult thing in the world to point to any Greek which may be regarded as ‘natural,” the
implication being that hyperbaton makes a speech unnatural and the equation of “artistic” with
the latter. See also Norden 1909: 65—66 on rhythm as the cause of “unnatural” word order.
Dover's strategy, in his discussion of the word order problem in Greek syntax (1960), is to turn to
inscriptions for basic and natural language; this attempt to escape the influence of Kunstprosa has
to be understood in the same way. In the search for ordinary or natural language, the real problem
might well be the difficulty of determining what ordinary language actually is (cf. Fish 1980: 97—
111), rather than the shortage of data on nonliterary language.

32 In the example cited above, for example (“and the next minute, . . . [0.9] they just . . fell
over. . . Totally”), the realization of “totally” as a separate unit is reminiscent of hyperbaton as a
figure of speech (the “normal” word order being “the next minute they totally fell over”). The
discussion of hyperbaton exclusively in terms of word order is typical of the stylistic study of a
textual skeleton, not of the discourse itself. Could it be that some cases of deviant, hyperbatic
word order in ancient texts are less-than-optimal recordings of passages in which syntactic separa-
tion is a consequence of intonational separation in the actual performance, recitation, or delivery
of the text? See also the discussion of chiasmus and ring composition in Chapter § above.
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of style that is remarkable throughout in its insistence on sound, rhythm,
and other performance-related matters:

clausulas enim atque interpuncta verborum animae interclusio atque an-
gustiae spiritus attulerunt: id inventum ita est suave, ut, si cui sit infinitus
spiritus datus, tamen eum perpetuare verba nolimus; id enim auribus nostris
gratum est, quod hominum lateribus non tolerabile solum, sed etiam facile
esse posset. Longissima est igitur complexio verborum, quae volvi uno spir-

itu potest. (De orat. 3.181)

It was failure or shortness of breath that originated periodic structure and
pauses between words; but once invented, this [segmentation] proved so
attractive that even if there were a person endowed with unlimited powers of
breath, we would still not want this person to deliver an uninterrupted flow
of words. For our ears are adapted to what is not merely endurable but also
easy for the lungs. The longest stretch of words, therefore, is that which can
be completed in one single breath.

For Cicero there are pulmonary constraints on the flow of discourse, a
physical necessity resulting in observable and expected breaks in the flow of
speech in the performance and yielding a segmentation into relatively short
units.>> Today we would not argue that breathing is solely responsible for
breaks in a discourse and would more likely consider it as synchronized
with the segmentation resulting from cognitive constraints.>* For Cicero
and from his point of view, however, there is another happy synchrony.
Being one of the things in nature that bring beauty and dignity by their
very usefulness and necessity,3 the primary units of discourse are the source
of rhythm, which more than anything else characterizes rhetorically en-

33 KdMo or membra in ancient terminology. Aristotle (Rh. 1409°13—16) is the first to define
k®Aov ‘limb’ as a constitutive part (“clause”) of a “period” (nepiodoc). See also Dem. De eloc. 2—3.
Quintilian (Inst. or. 9.123) defines the membrum (a Latin translation of Greek x@Aov) as a unit that
is thythmically complete but semantically meaningless when detached from the “body” of the
period. One level below the membrum, Quintilian distinguishes the incisum ‘incision’ (Greek
kOppa), aptly called articula ‘joint’ by Cicero (e.g., De orat. 3.186), which he defines as a unit that is
both semantically and rhythmically incomplete.

34 See Chafe (1994: 57), who cites Goldman Eisler 1968 for the relation between speech
pauses and breathing.

3 Cic. De orat. 3.178—80. Cicero’s examples apply to the makeup of the universe, the organic
unity of the human body and the structure of artifacts (columns of temples, for example, which
are necessary for the solidity of a structure but add dignity to it as well).
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hanced discourse as the skillful manipulation of what is natural to speech. It
is the rhythmical aspect of speech units, both in their length and internal
constituency and in the movement from one unit to the other, that turns
constraint into a positive source of involvement by capturing and directing
the attention of an audience. Again, it is instructive to cite Cicero on this
point: '

et, si numerosum est in omnibus sonis atque vocibus, quod habet quasdam
impressiones et quod metiri possumus intervallis aequalibus, recte genus hoc
numerorum, dummodo ne continuum sit, in orationis laude ponetur. Nam
si rudis et impolita putanda est illa sine intervallis loquacitas perennis et
profluens, quid est aliud causae cur repudietur, nisi quod hominum auribus
vocem natura modulatur ipsa? quod fieri, nisi inest numerus in voce, non
potest. Numerus autem in continuatione nullus est; distinctio et aequalium
et saepe variorum intervallorum percussio numerum conficit, quem in ca-
dentibus guttis, quod intervallis distinguuntur, notare possumus, in amni
praecipitante non possumus. (De orat. 3.185—86)

But if this element of rhythm is in all sounds and voices, characterized by
certain beats and measurable by its regular intervals, then its presence in
discourse, provided it does not occur without interruption, will be a thing
worthy of praise. For if a continuous flow of words has to be considered
rough and unpolished, is there a better reason to reject it than the fact that
nature herself modulates the voice for the ears of humankind?—a thing that
would be impossible unless the voice inherently contains an element of
rhythm. But in an uninterrupted flow there is no rhythm. It is segmentation
and a beat characterized by equal but often varied intervals that creates
rhythm. Rhythm is what we notice in falling drops of water, because they
are separated by intervals, not in a fast flowing river.

Cicero goes on to point out that the rhythmical movement of the mem-
bra ‘limbs’, the short units of discourse, needs considerable management if it
is to be felicitous in all regards. Apart from the fact that the rhythmical
manipulation of units is an important factor in the creation of certain
moods in discourse and in the adaptation of the flow of discourse to the
various oratorical genres and styles, there are two major considerations in
the rhythmical articulation of discourse. First, the rhythmical movement of
rhetorical discourse should not be too close to poetic meter in the internal
rhythmical structure of the units, nor in the rhythmical relationships be-
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tween the units. This stylistic constraint on rhetorical discourse remained
valid throughout the history of ancient literary and rhetorical criticism.>¢
Second, the rhythmical articulation of rhetorical discourse has to support
the syntactic articulation in order to attain the desired periodic structure, in
which not only rhythm is brought to completion, but also syntax and
thought. The units near the end of a period, for example, have to be longer
than the preceding ones in order to avoid truncation and to secure a pleas-
ing ending.*

The two considerations work together in establishing rhetoric, not as an
artful or even artificial variant of what is for us prose, but as a particular
genre of special speech. In its specific deviation from ordinary speech, this
genre distinguishes itself most clearly from other, more traditional speech
and performance genres, such as the Homeric one. In carrying out the
natural rhetorical strategy of adding rhythmical articulation to intonation
as a physical property of speech units, the ancient rhetor is faced with the
existence of the easily identifiable rhythms of the established poetic genres.
Avoidance of these may have been a matter of taste and stylistics from the
fourth century B.C.E., when rhetoric had established itself as a discipline
with intellectual dynamics of its own.>® But the earliest stages of the de-
velopment of ancient rhetoric have to be situated in the fifth century B.C.E.,
a time less concerned with rhetorical or poetic theory than with actual
performance. And in this climate, awareness of the rhythmical possibilities
of one’s speech may have been more a matter of the awareness of the
existence of rival performance genres than the intertextual differentiation
of one literary style from the other.

The fifth-century rhetors and sophists Thrasymachus and Gorgias come
to mind in this connection. The former is traditionally credited with the
invention of rhythmical Kunstprosa,*® and the latter with the introduction

36 Ibid. 175, 182, 184. Cf. also Arist. Rh. 1408°30—31: puBuodv dei &xetv 1ov Adyov, pétpov 8¢
pfi+ moinpa yap Eotan ‘A speech should have rhythm, not meter; otherwise it will become a
poem’; Isocr. fr. 12: 8hwg 8¢ 6 Adyog ufy Adyog Eotw, Enpdv ydp- unde Eppetpog, Katopoveg Yap-
GAM pepeixBo mavri puBud ‘A speech should not be “speech” in its entirety, for that would be
arid; but it should not be wholly metrical either, for that would be too obvious. A speech should
display an even distribution of all sorts of rhythms’. Aristotle recommends the paean (thythmic
patterns of three short syllables and one long syllable) to begin and end periods (Rh. 1409°2—21).
See also Siebenborn 1987: 233.

37 Cic. De orat. 3.186. Cf. Arist. Rh. 1409*8—10.

38 Cf. Cole, who actually limits rhetoric as a concept (1991: 1—30) to this institutional sense
and who claims that rhetoric in this sense did not exist before the fourth century (arguing partly
on the basis of the absence of the term pnrtopixn in fifth century texts).

3 See Cic., Orat. 175; Norden 1909: 41; Kennedy 1963: 68; Eisenhut 1974: 14.
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of figures of speech related to the length and configuration of speech
units.*° These two orators are the first in a tradition that defined, analyzed,
and designed rhetorical discourse with an ear to poetry. But instead of
introducing poetic, metrical elements into prose, as has often been assumed
from antiquity onwards,*' they seem to have been more concerned with
the development of a performance genre sufficiently close to poetry (i.e.,
special speech in performance) to be rhetorically effective (i.e., have a
similar emotional or psychological effect), yet sufficiently different from
the way in which poetry deviates from ordinary speech to rank as a separate
genre.*? Consider, for example, the following excerpt from Gorgias’s epi-
deictic speech In Defense of Helén, a demonstration of the power of logos that
is based on the mythical “case” of Helen, whose abduction by Paris caused
the Trojan war:

dyd 8¢ Podhopor Aoyopov tve 1@ A0y Sodg TV pEv kokdg dkodovoov
nodoat thg altiag, tovg 68 pepgopévoug wevdopévoug émidetlog xai det&og
16An0&g nadoon Thg duabiog. (Hel. 2)

What I want is to provide an argumentation in my speech so as to keep her
who is held in bad esteem from accusation, and to demonstrate the lies of
those who blame her, and furthermore to give a demonstration of the truth
and to keep [them] from ignorance.

Presented in the usual way, this passage is an example of early Greek
prose, characterized by an antithetic contrast expressed by the particle pair
mén . . . dé. But this method of written presentation obscures the fact that
the passage in performance must have contained silence and hence ex-
hibited the fragmented quality we discussed in the previous chapters. It

40 Examples are antithesis: marked syntactic juxtaposition; isocolon: sameness of two or more
cola; homoioteleuton: similarity in sound between the endings of various cola. See Norden 1909:
50—53; Kennedy 1963: 64.

41 See Cic., Deorat. 3.173—74.

42 Cf. the remark of Gorgias tv moinowv &nocav vopilw xai dvopdlm Adyov Exovia pétpov
‘All of poetry I consider to be and refer to as discourse with meter’, Hel. 9, a statement followed by
a description of what cannot but be the psychology of the performance. Gorgias, then, seems to
have been concerned with introducing prosaic features into poetry rather than with introducing
rhythm and other poetic features into prose. To discuss Gorgianic discourse in terms of prose art, I
submit, is to reduce his program to mere stylistic prescriptions pertaining to the properties of his
speech as text, whereas he himself seems to have been more interested in his discourse as a way in
which an orator can use, for his own ends and in his private interest, the effects of special speech in
performance.
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consists of short units that match the ideal cognitively determined length of
the intonation units of ordinary speech, but which in their rhythmic profile
resemble the rhythms of poetry. Following Norden,* I now present the
passage as a sequence of intonationally and rhythmically marked lines rather
than as continuous prose:

a. &yo 8¢ BodAopan But as for me, [ want,

b. Aoywopdv tiva tdAdywdodg  providing argumentation in my speech,
c. TV pév Kokdg dkobovoay her who is held in bad esteem

d. madoon 1A alriog, to keep [her] from accusation,

e. 1obg 8¢ peppopévoug and as for them who blame her,

f. wevdopévoug émdei&og having demonstrated their lies,

g xai dei€ag tdAn0Eg and given a demonstration of the truth
h. nadoo tfig dpabiog. to keep [them] from ignorance.

For ancient critics, poetry is a type of discourse conforming to a regular
metrical sequence, and by that definition this passage from Gorgias is prose.
But because, like poetry, Gorgias’s In Defense of Helen presents rhythmically
enhanced speech units in performance, it is certainly not prose. Some of the
units of the passage, in fact, are almost identical to the recognizable rhyth-
mical units of the various poetic genres. Units a and c, for example, strongly
resemble iambic rhythm (v —v—v—and ——v—v——-), and units e—f are
dactylic in feeling (—v—vv—and —v v —vv—-) and almost hexametrical
in their relation to each other. The passage, in short, is speech rhythmically
enhanced in such a way as to resemble poetry. It has been partly designed as
an imitation of the way in which poetry, as special speech, distinguishes
itself from ordinary speech.

Besides rhythmic articulation, we must also consider the syntactic ar-
rangement of the various units. We saw in the previous chapter that the
progression of speech units in Homeric discourse is often a matter of
framing: units frequently provide context for speech to come. In and by
themselves, however, Homeric speech units tend to be syntactically and
semantically autonomous: they agree with each other grammatically, with-
out there being government of one by another.* In Gorgias’s discourse, on
the other hand, and in rhetorical prose generally, the framing is a matter of

43 Norden 1909: 64, followed by a rhythmical analysis of other parts of Gorgias’s speech.
# See Meilletand Vendryes 1968: 598; Meillet 1937: 358—59.
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syntactic government of one unit, or set of units, by another. Instead of the
continuation or addition I discussed in Chapters 4 and s, the most charac-
teristic relation between two units is complementation; units tend to be
syntactically incomplete or completing, and the way in which one unit
anticipates another is thus a matter of syntactic construction.

The particles mén and dé in units ¢ and e, for example, rather than
marking the role of independent clauses in the flow of discourse, as in
Homer,* signal an antithesis between two ideas within the framework of
an overarching construction, in accordance with the use of mén . . . dé that
is usually singled out as central in Greek grammar. This syntactic intricacy,
in which looking forward on the path of speech is “syntacticized” to a
considerably higher degree than in Homer (note the parallelism between
units d and h), is the hallmark of the periodic style of classical rhetoric, of
which Gorgias’s passage is an early example. In its mature form, the art of
rhetorically manipulating the attention flow of the listener reached the
point where the units (Latin membra, Greek kdla) of discourse are either
protases or apodoses in the widest possible sense, in that they either create
syntactic expectations or give “what is due” in fulfilling them. It is to this
syntactic periodicity and anticipation that the rhythmical articulation of
speech units in their rhetorical form is ultimately subservient, in both the
theory and the practice of rhetorical discourse from the fourth century
B.C.E. onwards. '

To consider Homeric discourse unperiodic, in contrast to the periodic
syntax of a Gorgias, is problematic and unsatisfactory, as we have seen in the
previous chapters. Homeric discourse looks ahead in its progression no less
than does rhetorical discourse. Still, we may not want to consider this
looking ahead as anticipation in the periodic sense: in spite of all the
framing and orientation, there is no period to be completed, and no over-
arching syntactic construction with respect to which the ordering of speech
units is arranged. Instead, there is an entirely different way in which speech
units in Homer are anticipating each other in the periodic sense: the di-
mension of meter. Units in Homer are defined not with respect to the
completion of a syntactic whole, but with respect to the completion of a
metrical whole. In other words, if we take the rhetorical periodic sentence
as one highly complex end point in the marking and manipulation of
speech segments, then it appears that Homeric discourse with its metrical

4 See Chapter 4.
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period, is another equally complex end point, the perfection of an entirely
different genre of special speech.

From Rhythm to Meter

Retracing our steps away from periodicity and anticipation for a mo-
ment, let us go back to a type of discourse like that of the American folk
preachers discussed above, where, under the right performance conditions,
a ratio of cognitive and rhetorical features may obtain that differs from
ordinary discourse: the speech rhythm becomes more regular, to the point
at which we may speak of meter. Typologically, such a discourse could be
seen as a point on a scale ranging from maximum cognition to maximum
rhetoric; this scale can also be considered diachronically, as a gradual de-
velopment from unmarked, ordinary speech to marked, special speech;*¢ at
a given point on this scale we might envisage the differentiation of two
deviations from ordinary speech, the one leading to the syntactic periodicity
just discussed, and the other to periodicity in the form of a metrical period to
be discussed now.

Regularized rhythm is a rhetorical strategy to emphasize, as I have
argued, the boundedness of intonation units, in order to accommodate the
discourse to the listeners’ consciousness and to stimulate the participation
of the audience in the flow of discourse. Yet at some point rhythm ceases to
be simply a property of intonation units and becomes subservient to some-
thing else. This happens when the rhythmical movement of the units be-
comes so regular as to turn into a period, consisting of indefinitely repeated
verses or rotations. This is the point at which the rhythm emergent in
discourse becomes meter.#” Thus meter is not something superimposed on
language, a form that exists independently of it; meter emerges from lan-
guage as part of the process by which special speech emerges from speech.
A useful formulation of this understanding of meter is provided by Nagy:

46 Though it would be misleading to characterize the speech genre of the folk sermon as
being on its way toward more rhythmical regularity. On the marking of special speech as a
diachronic process, see Nagy 1990a: 29—40.

47 This usage contrasts with those accounts that use the term “meter” for the abstract (ideal)
profile of a given verse type, and “rhythm” for the concrete realizations of this type (e.g., Van
Raalte 1986: 6; Sicking 1993: 43). I depart from such usage (though without questioning the
validity of the observations articulated by it), in the same way that I prefer not to speak of
realizations of a “formula” or a “sentence.”
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“At first, the reasoning goes, traditional phraseology simply contains built-
in rhythms. Later, the factor of tradition leads to the preference of phrases
with some rhythms over phrases with other rhythms. Still later, the pre-
ferred rhythms have their own dynamics and become regulators of any
incoming phraseology.” 48

The simplest case of meter, and minimally different from mere rhyth-
mically streamlined intonation units, is the coincidence of the metrical
period with the basic segments of speech and performance. This type of
meter, which of all the metrical systems is closest to speech and in which
rhythmical properties belong just as much to the discourse units (formulas)
as to the meter, is exemplified in oral traditions all over the world. In the
context of the older Indo-European languages, Rig- eda verse may serve as
an example, and in later times we find a variety of medieval traditions and
verse types. Other examples, some of which are modern, include the
Finnish Kalevala, as well as the verse of the South Slavic tradition investi-
gated in the 1930s by Parry and Lord.*® All these cases may be character-
ized, for the purposes of the present discussion, in terms of adding, both in
the usual sense of adding style, applying to the absence of syntactic anticipa-
tion, and in the sense that each new speech unit added to the previous one
is as such a new instance of the metrical period.

Homeric discourse and metrics is much more complex than this, and
also an important step further removed from ordinary speech in its rhetori-
cal sophistication. The Homeric metrical period, the dactylic hexameter, is
much longer than speech units usually are, and this turns the movement
from unit to unit into something much more complex, metrically and
rhetorically, than the mere recurrence of an identical period. Instead of
coinciding with the metrical period, speech units in Homeric discourse are
in their rhythmical profile subservient to it, as part of an ongoing rhythmical
flow, and this creates anticipation and periodicity, not in the syntactic sense of
thetorical period but in the equally rhetorical sense of metrical period.

It has often been pointed out that the dactylic hexameter is along verse,
with one, two, even three caesuras, which accordingly displays an internal
structure that accommodates two, three—according to some even four—

48 Nagy 1974: 145; see also Nagy 1990a: 37. Useful formulations are also to be found in
Devine and Stephens 1993: 399—400; 1994: 101. See also Allen 1973: 14.

4 On Rig-Veda see Kurylowicz 1970; Dunkel 1985: 119—20; Nagy 1990b: 31. For Old
English see Cable 1974; 1991; Foley 1990: 110—20. For Kalevala see Schellbach-Kopra 1991: 135—
36. On Serbo-Croatian see Lord 1960: 54—5s; Foley 1990: 85—106. General remarks in Turner
1992: 61—105.
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cola. Much discussion has been devoted to the exact status of these caesuras
and cola: are they metrical or syntactic?° It may not in the end make much
difference whether we speak of metrical units or of syntactic units seen in
terms of meter. The same rhythmical properties will be assigned to the
verse as to its manifestation in language. As long as we consider meter the
perspective and starting point, it may not even make much difference
whether we see the hexameter as a unit of discourse in itself, or as a mode of
discourse, a rhythmic principle regulating the flow of discourse. What is of
interest here is the specific nature of this flow of discourse, treated as a
progression of cognitively determined speech units. It is this cognitive flow,
I submit, on which we must base our discussion of the rhetoric of the
Homeric hexameter.

Instead of speaking of discourse in terms of meter, then, we are dealing
with meter in terms of discourse, as part of our discussion of the emergence
of poetry out of speech. In terms of cognition, the hexameter cannot be an
original discourse unit: it is simply too long to be grasped in its entirety by
the poet’s and listener’s consciousness. Instead, I propose, the hexameter is a
matter of rhetoric, of the deliberate manipulation of speech units for the
purposes of special speech in performance. The Greek epic tradition, at an
early date, must have developed a verse (in the literal sense of “period”:
something that returns to its beginning) that deliberately exceeded the span
of human consciousness, creating a complex universe of discourse that is
suitable for the reenactment of complex epic stories and the words of their
characters.>! The exact metrical details of this process will probably remain
forever in the dark, but the origin of the hexameter from smaller units is a
very plausible scenario, if not an inevitable one from a cognitive point of
view. Instead of a coalescence of two shorter verses, however, we would
have to think of an increasingly elaborate rhythmical interdependence of
the basic units of speech.>?

50 Some approaches treat cola as linguistic phenomena, with caesuras resulting from colon
boundaries. See Frinkel 1968: 100—156, for a four-colon theory. See also Porter 1951; Barnes
1986. Other accounts stress the structural, metrical properties of the verse. See for example
Beekes 1972; Van Raalte 1986: 28—103; Sicking 1993: 70—71; Bakker 1988: 165—71. This ap-
proach may lead, whether or not explicitly, to a stance against historical and genetic accounts of
the hexameter. See for example Hoekstra’s critique (1981: 33—53) of the genetic accounts pro-
posed by Nagy 1974 and West 1973.

5! On the dactylic hexameter being longer than syntactic units (seen as formulas rather than as
speech units) see Parry 1971: 191—-239; Russo 1966; Ingalls 1972.

52 The origin of the hexameter is often thought of asthe coalescence of a hemiepes —vv—vu
— (X) and a paroemiac X —v v —v v —— reflected in the middle caesura (West 1973; 1982: 35;
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The space opened up by the long metrical period allows the poets to
move in various ways from one period to the other, thus producing the
complex colometry that was taken up by subsequent hexameter poets. The
least complex situation is exemplified by a passage that served in Chapter 3
as an example of Homeric adding style: the metrical period is realized as
two intonation units that have now become metrical units, conforming to
the two halves of the verse divided by the middle caesura, which occurs
either immediately after the third long position (the so-called penthemi-
meral caesura) or, when the third foot is a dactyl, after the first short syllable
of that foot (the feminine or trochaic caesura):>3

a. || p&tog & Avtidoyog And first Antilokhos,

b. | Tphwv Erev 8vdpa xopuothv of the Trojans he took a helmeted man,
c. || éaONOv vi mpopdiyoran, valiantamong the foremost fighters,

d. | ®@aAvorddny Exénwlov: Thalusias’s son Ekhepolos.

e. || 16v p’ ¥Bake mpdrog He first struck him,

f. | x6pvBog péAov inmodaoeing, on the crest of his horse-haired helmet,
g. || év 8¢ perdmo niike, and he planted [it] in his forehead,
h. | népnoe & dp’ dotéov efom and it pierced right through the bone,
i. || otypuh xohkein- the bronze spearpoint,

j- | 1ov 88 oxbtog Booe kdhvwev,  and darkness covered his eyes,

k. || fipine & dog 6te mbpyog, | and he fell as when a tower [does],

1. | évi xpatepfi bopivy. in the tough battle.

(Il. 4.457-62)

In this fragment, the movement from the verbalization of one focus of
consciousness to another in the adding style is subjected to a metrical
cohesion between pairs of units that shows Homeric discourse at its rhe-
torically least marked and least complex: each unit that begins the metrical
period (units a, ¢, e, g, i, and k) is followed by a unit completing it (units b,
d, f, h, j, and 1), and each pair is separated by what in terms of hexameter

Haslam 1976: 202). Berg (1978), followed by Tichy (1981), argues for another coalescence with
the Aeolic meter of the pherecrateus X X — v v — — as second member, yielding what in
hexameter metrics is called the hephthemimeral caesura as the genetically important joint. See
also Gentili (1977; 1988: 15) who argues for an original looser association of the cola that were to
produce the hexameter. The most elaborate discussion is Nagy’s (most recently 1990a: 459—64),
who proposes a common ancestor for the hexameter, the Aeolic pherecrateus, and the dactylic
cola of “dactylo-epitrite” meters.

53 In this representation, | signifies the beginning of a metrical period, and | the primary
division of the period, the middle caesura of the verse.
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metrics is the middle caesura. This pattern of rhythmical segmentation
often yields one of two paired rhythmical units (minimal strophes or dis-
tichs), depending on where the middle caesura falls:

—UU—UU—'UU—UU—UU——

—UU—U\J—UI\J—UU—UU——

In the example above, units c—d, units g—h, and units k-1 are of the second
type, and the others are of the first type. In either case, the second unit of
the line complements the first. So between the two units (cola), there is a
mutual expectancy that is not unlike that between a protasis and an apo-
dosis in a rhetorical period: the one fulfills what the other promises. In the
next chapter we will see that in certain central cases this expectancy is no
less a matter of the meaning of the two units.

The two-colon period just described is the default case of rhythmical
articulation in Homeric discourse. It displays controlled variation not only
in that each complementing unit has a different rhythmical profile from its
opening unit, but also in the way in which entire periodic distichs (the two
units of a verse taken together) relate to each other. When any two adjacent
verses are considered together, the result we observe is a more or less tightly
organized interplay of four rhythmical profiles. Whatever role the middle
caesura has played in the origin of the hexameter, its rhetorical role is
beyond question: in either of its two possible realizations, it is the primary
resting point in the movement from the beginning to the end of the
metrical period.

But Homeric discourse frequently moves beyond this level of rhythmi-
cal and rhetorical complexity. Other subdivisions of the time span of the
metrical period are possible, yielding cognitive breaks after either the tri-
themimeres (i.e., a break in the middle of the second foot) or the hephthe-
mimeres (i.e., a break in the middle of the fourth foot), or at both places:

In the last case, the characteristic result is what Kirk has called a rising
threefolder, a division of the time of the metrical period into three units of
increasing length: >4

54 See Kirk 1985: 20—21. Minton notes (1975: 33—34) that this type of division is more
frequentin Hesiod than in Homer. In many cases (as perhaps in the example given) the firstbreak
is less marked or even very weak, so that a case could be made for a bipartite organization with a
single break at the hephthemimeres.
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|| oV & edpov -—- and him they found,

opéva. TepndpevoV vu—vu-— delighting his mind,

edpuryt Aryein || ——vu—— with the clear-sounding lyre.
(Il. 9.186)

The rising threefolder constitutes, as Kirk notes, a “substantial minority of
Homeric verses,”> and we could see it as a rhetorical strategy to alleviate
the monotony of an indiscriminately prolonged series of periodic distichs.
The rhetorical function of the tripartite hexametrical period would be a
factor whether or not the participating cola have played a role in the origin
of the hexameter. We also find tripartite sequences with other, less regular
rhythmic profiles, e.g.:

a ||eld dye, —vv well then,
b. 1olg Qv &y | émdyopan, —vu—vu—vuu  whomever I will choose,
c. ol 8¢ mBéchov. || —vu—— let them obey.

(Il. 9.167)

The central unit is longer than in the previous example, beginning earlier,
right after the first dactylic foot, and running up to the bucolic diaeresis. In
spite of the tripartite structure the middle caesura, falling after egd in unit b,
is not absent and could be seen as slight break, rhetorical rather than
cognitive, in the middle of unit b. The default rhythm of the hexameter, in
other words, is not disrupted.>® The following example contains a tripartite
hexameter that can be seen as a disruption of the basic rhythm of the
period:

a. ||1ov PdAe Sekrov duov: him he hit in the right shoulder,

b. |68’ Brtiog év xovinot and he, on his back in the dust,

c. || xdnnecev oludEac, he fell with a cry,

d. |¥tapor 8¢ v dpei eéPnBev and his comrades around him they scattered,
e. | Maioveg: the Paionians,

f. &v yap [latpoxlog for in [them] Patroklos,

g. 94Pov Axev &raorv fear he sent into all of them,

h. | fiyepdva kteivac, having killed their leader,

1. |8 aprotedeoke pdxesar. | who was the best of them in the fighting.

(1. 16.289—92)

55 Kirk 1985: 20.

56 Cf. also Il 24.1: AD10 8’ dydv, | Aaot 8¢ | Bodig éni vijog Exaotor || éoxidvave’ {éven ‘and the
games ended, | and [as for] the people, | to the swift ships each | they went dispersing’, where a
slight break may perhaps be discerned after Aot 8¢, uttered as a separate unit before its clause.
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After two distichs (units a—b and c—d), the next verse is a tripartite period
(units e—g) like the one in the previous example. But this time there is no
rhythmic anticipation, as in the case of the distich or the rising threefolder.
The middle unit f, with its five heavy syllables, seems out of place rhyth-
mically, and would have been more appropriate as the first unit of a pe-
riod.5” This metrical disturbance results from the insertion of unit e, a unit
that is added to what precedes in the sense discussed earlier.®

The cognitive boundary between unit e and the preceding unit d is
much less strong than that between unit e and the following unit f, and we
might for that reason say that unit e is enjambing. Enjambement, commonly
seen as the mismatch between a metrical unit (the hexameter verse) and a
linguistic unit (the sentence), has long occupied an important place in the
discussion of Homeric meter and style.> In the perspective developed here,
where sentence recedes in favor of speech unit as a cognitive entity and
verse in favor of metrical period as a rhetorical one, the notion of enjambe-
ment might have to be modified accordingly. As we have seen in Chapters 4
and s, the two major operations in Homeric syntax, continuation and
framing, require a space that almost always exceeds the metrical period. To
the extent that sentence is a phenomenon from a different medium, there-
fore, I suggest that we refrain from using the term “enjambement” when-
ever the progression of speech units is in accordance with the metrical
period.®® This happens, for example, in the transitions from unit b to ¢ and
from unit g to h in the passage just cited, where we see a clause uttered
within a frame and an adding participial phrase.®! In these cases the cogni-
tive boundary between two speech units coincides with the rhetorical
boundary between two periods.®?

But there are varying degrees to which the movement from one focus of

57 Names like Patroklos (consisting of three long syllables) are much more at home either at
the beginning of the line or before the middle caesura (see O’Neill 1942).

58 See Chapter 5. The present case is an example of disambiguation.

59 Since Parry’s 1929 article (1971: 251—65) enjambement has played an important role in
discussions of oral composition. See, e.g., Lord 1960: 54; Kirk 1966; Edwards 1966; Bakker
1990b; Higbie 1990 (the fullest account); Clark 1994.

60 Cf. the earlier treatment of this topic in Bakker 1990b.

61 On the reasons for not viewing x&nnecev (unit c) as the “verb” of a sentence of which 6 is
the “subject,” see Chapter §.

62 This is what Parry (1971: 253) called unperiodic enjambement, the type of enjambement
thatis in accordance with the addingstyle (see also Chapter 3 above). Notice, however, that Parry
would not consider the first enjambement, between units b and ¢, unperiodic; he would assign it,
instead, to the more severe category of necessary enjambement (in which two necessary parts of a
sentence are separated by the end of the line—on this point, see the previous note). For the various
typologies of enjambement see Parry 1971: 253; Kirk 1976: 148; Higbie 1990: 29.
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consciousness to the other does not coincide with the cyclic rhythmical
movement of the period. Sometimes the boundary between two periods is
only blurred, as it is between units d and e, and the disturbance that results is
absorbed by unit f and contained within the metrical period. But some-
times the cognitive units are at variance, not with the default rhythm within
the period, but with the movement across two or more periods. For exam-
ple, a unit may start at the bucolic diaeresis and move beyond the time that
is left in the period (i.e., the clausula — v v ——) into the next period. The
remarkable thing about such necessary or violent enjambement, with a
strong mutual cohesion of the linguistic material on either side of the
rhetorical boundary,® is not that it occurs, but that it occurs in clusters, series
of rhythmical mismatches creating tension that is sustained across two or
more periods. To bring out the dynamic character of these rhetorically
charged moments, we might speak of antimetry to characterize the second-
ary rhythm that is temporarily set up against the movement of the hex-
ametric period.®* The second assembly of the Trojans provides an example:

a. | & &’ dyopnv dyépovro, and they gathered for the assembly

b. | népog Sépmoro pédecBou. before thinking of food,

c. || 6pBdv & totadrwv and with everybody standing

d. | dyoph yéver’, the assembly, it was held,

e. 0v8é11g ¥rAn || ¥CecBar- and no one dared sit down,

f. mévrog | yop Exe tpdpog, for fear, it held them all,

g. obvex’ "Axihheds || éepdvn, since Achilles, he had appeared

h. Smpov 8t | péxng énénavt’ dAeyewfic. ||  and long he had stopped from the dire
fighting.

(I1. 18.245—48)

The description begins with a distich (units a—b) and a further unit (c)
that divides the time of the metrical period in the usual manner. The fourth
unit (d), containing old information that is not cognitively salient (agoré
génet’ ‘the assembly it was held’), serves as a bridge to unit e, where the
antimetry begins; the unit runs into the next period, producing a limping,
unhexametrical rhythm.® Unit f then carries the sequence of ideas to the

63 Some cases of adjective and noun separated by the end of the verse are II. 1.78; 8.7, 128;
17.360, 371; 13.191; 24.122. Cf. also Edwards 1966: 125—33; Higbie 1990: §5—56, 115—16.

64 Edwards (1966: 136—37; 1991: 42—44) tends to stress the emphasis received by the word
following the verse boundary in such cases. o

¢ The rhythm is unhexametrical because by Meyer’s First Law phrases of the form —v v ——
or—v v —valmost never begin the verse, no doubt to avoid the very sequence with which it ends
(Beekes 1972; Van Raalte 1986: 93; but cf. Kirk 1966: 97).
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point at which the next antimetrical movement starts (unit g), at the bu-
colic diaeresis, exactly the same time in the metrical period as the previous
one. Units e and g do not, of course, pretend to be “false starts,” hexameters
beginning too early and thereby weakening the basic metrical cadence: no
attempt has been made to conceal the beginning of the metrical cycle, as
appears from the hiatus in unit e between étle ‘dared’ and hézesthai ‘sit
down’, and the virtual single-short rhythm due to the shortening of the
long final vowel of étlé in line end. Indeed, the antimetrical effect of unit e
and g derives precisely, not from their weakening the metrical cycle but
from their acknowledging it; the units move against the basic rhythm, thus
creatinga tension that cannot but be rhetorically effective. This tension, we
observe, is connected with an increase in semantic salience. Unit f, bridg-
ing the time between the two antimetrical units e and g, is as to its content
also less prominent than the two surrounding units causing the metrical
turbulence. This attraction of metrical (rhetorical) and semantic salience is
even clearer in the next example:

a. aidoing éxvpfig dndg ExAvov, of my honored mother-in-law I heard the
voice,

b. évd’uoi avrfi | orhbeot and within me the heart, it is pounding in my
néAdeton ftop breast,

c. Gvaotoua, up to my mouth,

d. vépBe 8¢ yolva || mhyvutan- and my legs below, they cannot move,

e. &yybg &M L xokdv yea, something terrible is close

f. Tpwaporo tékecory. to Priam’s children,

g. alyap &n’ ootog ein éped Enog:  may the word it be far from my ear:

h. dAA& péd’ aivig || Seidw but terribly I fear. . . .

(Il. 22.451-55)

Andromakhe’s verbalization of her anxiety constitutes a highly functional
case of antimetry: in three installments (units b, d, and h) she expresses her
feelings, and each time her discourse breaks through the metrical structure,
producing the halting, unhexametric rhythm of antimetry.®® One might

% One might argue that unitb consists, after all, of two cognitive units separated by the end of
the verse, but in that case the cohesion between them would be so strong that the effect produced
would be in practice the same as described here. The same applies to units e and g in the previous
example: one might want to argue that ofivex’ 'Ax1AAedc (unit g) is a unit on its own that frames
’e€epdvn in the way described in Chapter s. But that would not affect the analysis proposed here:
repeated antimetrical effects would still occur, since the cohesion between #{ecBon and &€epdvn
and the units preceding would be much stronger than between these verbal forms and the units
following (fand h).
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want to consider such cases®” as a suppression of meter that is uncharacteris-
tic of oral composition and not likely to occur in the practice of improvisa-
tion.%® Yet from the point of view of performance and audience attention—
that is, rhetoric—one cannot help finding them very effective. They may
even be indispensable, if not to underscore emotional or chaotic scenes by
means of meter, then at least to avoid a metrically too correct and therefore
potentially dull sequence of units.

Metrical versus Syntactic Periods

By way of apodosis to this chapter, we may add to this discussion of the
emergence of meter from discourse that the unperiodic nature of Homeric
syntax is by no means less complex than the periodic and hypotactic dis-
course of later periods. Rather, Homeric discourse is an equally complex
result of the marking of ordinary speech into special speech, though of a
completely different kind. As noted above, the essence of special speech lies
in the connection between the discourse of the special occasion and ordi-
nary discourse as the source on which it draws for its rhetorical effect. As
such the concept of special discourse is useful in bringing out a common
denominator of Homeric discourse and classical rhetorical prose, a simi-
larity that gets lost in the more usual opposition between a formulaic
Kunstsprache and the periodic Kunstprosa of later times.

Yetthe concept is no less useful in bringing out the differences. Classical
rhetoric, in increasing the importance of syntactic anticipation in speech
and turning it into hypotaxis, can be said to have deviated from ordinary
speech in an important step toward what we would call prose. By contrast,
Homeric discourse has retained the characteristic flow of speech, but sub-
jected it to the constraints of the hexametric period. It is this rhythmical
period, the primary characteristic of the discourse of the performance, that
turns Homeric speech into the stylization of ordinary speech. The flow of
speech in the performance may be driven by the consciousness of the
Homeric performer, but this consciousness, in its turn, is driven by the
rhythmical flow of the hexametric period. Insofar as the audience cannot
help participating, this process can rightly be called rhetorical.

7 Cf. also Il. 6.407—11; 8.125-29; 10.149—54; 12.184—85; 13.687—92; 16.60—62, 107-10,
33540, 367-68, 395—96, $52—53; 19.92—96; Od. 2.167—68.
68 See Kirk 1976: 168—69 on Il. 16.306—50.



CHAPTER 7

Epithets and Epic Epiphany

The Mythic Idea . . . finds expression in the . . . belief . . . that the name of a
person is an integral part of his being. For this belief rests on the ulterior
assumption that personality consists not only in the visible corporeal self but
also in some wider preterpunctual essence of which the name is a peculiarly
appropriate symbol inasmuch as it indeed represents the individual even
when his body is absent or defunct.

—Theodore H. Gaster, “Myth and Story”

The primary units of ordinary speech can be stylized, as we have seen
in the previous chapter, into metrical units, in a process that involves
selecting the most common and regular rhythmic profiles of the language.
This process, however, is not limited to meter and the other physical prop-
erties of speech; it also involves, and crucially so, the meaning of speech
units. Phrases referring to ideas that are of thematic importance for the
special speech act of the performance are more likely than other phrases to
contribute to the rhythmical or metrical properties of the discourse that
prompts them.

The idea of recurrence of speech units in connection with meter inevi-
tably leads us to the notion of the formula in Homeric and other oral
diction. As we saw in the first two chapters, the formula has commonly
been seen as the criterial property of oral style, and the singers’ dependence
on it as the key to the problem of oral composition. The conception of
formulas as stylized intonation units does not dilute Parry’s and Lord’s
claims for the formula’s function in the oral tradition. It makes them more
specific, in fact, by placing them within the general framework of human
cognition, its possibilities and limitations: the primary bits of special speech
can have their specific mnemonic function in the recomposition of the epic
story because of their cognitive foundation in the primary bits of ordinary
speech.

In the present chapter, we will look at the noun-epithet formula, the-
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matically one of the most important phrase types in Homeric diction. We
will not be concerned in the first place with the systematic way in which
these expressions interact with each other in that diction (see Chapter 1),
nor with the question whether they are meant to be significantat times, in
spite of their being formulas. What interests me here is not so much the
phrases themselves, with their semantic and metrical characteristics, as the
reason why they are used. The principal question will be: Where do noun-
epithet formulas occur? Is there a typical context that motivates their oc-
currence and perhaps even requires their existence? My argument in this
and the next chapters will reverse the procedure usually followed: instead of
asking when noun-epithet phrases and other formulas become meaningful
owing to the originality of the poet who uses them, I will try to determine
when they become formulaic owing to the recurrence that results from
their importance.

In line with the general method presented in this study, then, I do not
begin with a given poetic or stylistic feature like the formula, taken by itself
in isolation from speech and language. Instead, I start from ordinary lan-
guage and see how one of its features is stylized to play a role in the
semantics of Homeric special speech. In this chapter speech is considered a
behavior that responds to the requirements of a context, as those are ac-
knowledged by speakers and listeners together. In the next chapter I show
how this behavior can become routinized to yield formulas within the
metrical environment created by Homeric discourse.

Making, Using, and Doing

Formulasare stylized speech units, but speech units in ordinary language
may also be formulaic, a connection first made by Paul Kiparsky, who has .
drawn attention to the similarities between Homeric formulas and the
“bound expressions” of ordinary language, the idioms that are character-
ized, among other things, by their “frozen syntax.”! The formularity of
ordinary language, however, is not limited to a few isolated idioms; it also
involves real syntax, the very grammar of a language. Consider what the
linguist Dwight Bolinger has to say on this issue: “At present we have no
way of telling the extent to which a sentence like I went home is a result of
invention, and the extent to which it is a result of repetition, countless

! Kiparsky 1976: 73—83.
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speakers before us having already said it and transmitted to us in toto. Is
grammar something where speakers ‘produce’ (i.e., originate) construc-
tions, or where they ‘reach for’ them, from a pre-established inventory?”21
have suggested already that speech has to be seen as a process, rather than as
a product,® and against the background of Bolinger’s question I now pro-
pose that speakers are much less often than is sometimes assumed the
authors or makers of the things they say. The idea that language is primarily
creation belongs to the literate conception of discourse, and is of relatively
limited importance when it comes to the study of the oral conception of
language.* In many frequently recurring speech situations, success depends
on not being the originator of one’s words, and on the listener acknowledg-
ing this.> Useful as Bolinger’s formulation is, however, it has the unsatisfac-
tory effect of turning speech from originality into traditionality, its notional
opposite and a concept no less literate in its conception.

I believe there is some advantage in realizing that we tend to conceive of
linguistic expressions as things; Bolinger, for example, characterizes gram-
matical constructions as items to be “reached for.” But such a reification
rests, whether explicitly or not, on the conception of linguistic expressions
(words, phrases, sentences) as textual items. In writing, it is possible to
write an expression, any expression, twice, so that the second writing is
turned into a quote, and as such a repetition of the first one. Even the very
idea of the “use of a linguistic expression” treats the use as somehow
external to the expression “itself” and so already in a sense repetitious.® The
idea of linguistic constructions as prefabricated rather than newly made,
then, turns speakers from makers into users, who reach for tools to make
something out of what others have made before.

Moving away from linguistic expressions as things and seeing them more
as events, cognitive as well as acoustic, we may accordingly change our
view of speakers and their typical activity. Being neither makers nor users,
they are more like actors, doers who engage in recognizable behavior. Say-
ing something that has been said before entails less the repetition of some
utterance than a judgment on the part of the speaker that a given context is
similar to a previous one, calling for the same behavior. This behavior is

2 Bolinger 1961: 381, cited by Tannen 1989: 37. Tannen’s entire discussion of “repetition in
conversation” (1989: 36—97) is very instructive.

3 See Chapter 3.

* On the notion of conception in orality and literacy, see Chapter 1.

5 Bakker 1993a: 6—10.

6 See Derrida 1978: 247—48, on a similar notion of writing as repetition.
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neither wholly original nor wholly traditional, and in fact this distinction
may well collapse into a concept belonging to a different kind of aesthetic.
What the repeated words, by themselves, actually mean (in a traditional or
in a novel way) is less important than that the speaker considers them
suitable behavior for a given context. The meaning is also less important
than that the listener is able to recognize and acknowledge the similarity
between the present context and a previous one. Repeated phrases, even
whole speech acts or discourses, may become like rituals, enacted by speak-
ers who assume that the actual words spoken will acquire a “plus-value” in
the speech context at hand: the listener not only recognizes their actual,
literal meaning, but beyond that also the very reason why they are used.
Thisaccount of the ritual aspects of ordinary speech behavior provides us, I
believe, with a basis from which to approach the stylized recurrence of
phrases in the context of the epic performance.

The Meaning of Noun-Epithet Formulas

It may not be too misleading to state that the opposition between tradi-
tionality and originality has dominated the debate about the meaning and
function of noun-epithet formulas in Homeric formulaic diction.” Parry set
the stage for traditionality by arguing that noun-epithet formulas fill a
metrically salient part of the line in a systematic, prefabricated way. The
meaning of the epithet in this account amounts to an ascription of a prop-
erty to a god or hero that may or may not fit a given context. The lexical
value of the epithet is ultimately irrelevant, since the attribution is subser-
vient to the metrical circumstances.® Ever since Parry’s startling argument
attempts have been made, in various ways and with varying degrees of
antagonism with respect to the original insight, to modify his approach to
the formula. Noun-epithet formulas, it was held, do not merely serve a
metrical function, if their function is metrical at all; they may also be
appropriate to their referent, to their context, or to both.’

7 For a recent reevaluation of traditionality and originality, see Peradotto 1990: 100 n. 2.

8 To be sure, Parry made the important distinction (e.g., 1971: 145) between fixed and
generic epithets, the former pertaining exclusively to one hero, the latter not. Parry insisted that
although the meaning of the fixed epithet is different from that of the generic epithet (in telling
something significant about a given character), the reason for its use may still be ease of versifica-
tion in a given context.

° E.g., Whallon 1969: 1—32; Parry 1973: 161—-67; Austin 1975: 11—80, esp. 69—73; Tsagarakis
1982: 34—39; Vivante 1982; Beck 1986; Cosset 1990; Lowenstam 1993: 13—57; Machacek 1994.
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The discussion has thus been one of metrical form vs. meaning in con-
text. Yet whether one conceives of the Homeric noun-epithet formula as
meaningless in spite of its having a given lexical meaning, or as meaningful
in spite of its being a formula, the central assumption remains that what is at
stake is the literal meaning of a formula, its lexical value, and whether the
formula is semantically insensitive or appropriate to a context. In trying to
come to terms with the strange and ubiquitous formulaic repetitions, we
convert those formulas, and the context in which they occur, into what is
the essence of our literary conception of language: words on paper, occur-
ring within the context of other words on paper.

In his recent account of traditional verbal art, trying to bridge the gap
between the “mechanism” of oral-formulaic theory in its original form
and the “aesthetics” of literary appreciation, John Miles Foley has suggested
that the use of an epithet is for epic performers and their audiences a
moment at which something is invoked that exceeds the importance of the
literal meaning of the epithet in a particular context. Foley calls this seman-
tic phenomenon, which is typical of oral traditions, “traditional referen-
tiality,” and he introduces it as a key concept in a new aesthetics of tradi-
tional verbal art: 10

Traditional referentiality . . . entails the invoking of a context that is enor-
mously larger and more echoic than the text or work itself, that brings the
lifeblood of generations of poems and performances to the individual perfor-
mance or text. Each element in the phraseology or narrative thematics stands
not simply for that singular instance but for the plurality and multiformity
that are beyond the reach of textualization. From the perspective of tradi-
tional context, these elements are foci for meaning, still points in the ex-
change of meaning between an always impinging tradition and the momen-

tary and nominal fossilization of a text or version.

This traditional referentiality, Foley points out, is a matter of metonymic
relationships between the epic phrases in their particular contexts and their
traditional referents. Epithets can be seen, in Foley’s formulation, as “meto-
nymic pathways to the poetic conjuring of personalities”;!" they stand as
individual instances, not in a one-to-one but in a pars pro toto relation to the
traditional theme or idea which they represent. The noun-epithet formulas

10 Foley 1991: 7.
11 Ibid., 23; see also Foley 1992: 281.
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poliitlas dios Odusseiis ‘much-suffering godlike Odysseus’ or glaukdpis Athéne
‘owl-eyed Athene’, for example, are not just metrically convenient refer-
ences to Odysseus or Athene at a particular moment; nor are they the
ascription of a property to these epic figures that may or may not suit a
given context. Rather, uttering the phrase is a summoning to the present of
the Odysseus or the Athene of all moments, the Odysseus or Athene that is
provided by the tradition.'?

Elaborating slightly on Foley’s formulations, we might say that the epi-
thet is much more than the ascription of a property by an attributive
adjective. Rather, the epithet is the quintessential property, a criterial at-
tribute not expressed by, but turned into language. Instead of ascribing a
property to an absent referent, noun-epithet formulas make this absent
referent present,'® conjuring it, in its most characteristic form, to the here
and now of the performance, as an essential part of the universe of discourse
shared between the performer and his audience. As recurrent instantiations
of the mythical reality of the past, the noun-epithet formulas are not secon-
dary, as repeated phrases, to any original or first use of the expression.
Indeed, if there is any first use, it is the god or hero herself or himself, as the
normative original of all the recurrences of a noun-epithet phrase. In other
words, what comes back again and again is not so much the phrase as the
god or hero with whom it is associated.

Foley’s account of traditional referentiality charges noun-epithet for-
mulas with an immanent meaning that transcends the literal meaning of the
phrases as textual items and is fully accessible only to those who are within
the tradition: the poets and their audiences. But immanent, extratextual
meaning may be less a matter of the meaning of the traditional phrases
themselves than of certain contexts in which they are used. Nor is the
principle of traditional referentiality confined to traditional oral epic. Lan-
guage in general, in fact, is a matter of inherent meaning. By this I mean

12 The extratextual significance of epithets gains an extra dimension in the case of moAvtAog
&log "Odvooets ‘much-suffering godlike Odysseus’, a formula associated with the theme of Odys-
seus’s véotog ‘homecoming’, which freely occurs in the Iliad (8.97; 9.676; 10.248; 23.729, 778)
where, from a strictly chronological point of view, events are recounted that occur before Odys-
seus has had the chance to become “much-suffering.” As Nagy puts it (1990b: 23): “Odysseus is
noAbtAag ‘much-suffering’ throughout the Iliad because he is already a figure in an epic tradition
about adventures that he will have after Troy. My saying ‘after’ here applies only to the narrative
sequence: the Iliad is recording the fact that Odysseus already has an Odyssey tradition about
him—which is certainly not the final Odyssey, the fixed text that has come down to us.”

13 On the notion of the presence of past events in the present of the epic performance, see
Bakker 1993b: 15—25; Ford 1992: 54—55.



162  Special Speech

simply that words and phrases inevitably come with conventional associa-
tions, if only because the speaker is not the first one to use them.!* And
insight into these associations is inevitably not just a matter of the expres-
sions themselves, but of the contexts in which they are used.

As anyone who has learned foreign languages—not in the classroom but
in the actual arena of linguistic performance—can testify, knowing the
literal meaning of a given expression is relatively easy; much more demand-
ing is to know when to utter the expression, or to recognize the specific
meaning of the moments at which it is used. The realmeaning ofany given
expression includes the significance of its contexts in a given culture, not as
textual junctures, but as recurrent events, whose social or thematic impor-
tance is recognized by the speech community in question, be it a private
and idiosyncratic community of two, a subculture, or the entire language
community. Immanent meaning, in short, is a matter of language as be-
havior, of the rituals belonging to a speech culture. Among the most
characteristic rituals of the speech community of the Homeric tradition is
the noun-epithet formula, and in light of what precedes we can now define
the study of these elements as follows: the question we have to ask is not
whether the noun-epithet formula, or rather, its literal meaning, is appro-
priate when it occurs in a given context; the important question, rather, is
what motivates the ritual of which they are the prime articulation when
they occur.

Epiphanies and Their Stagings

I suggest, then, that we view noun-epithet formulas as minirituals, per-
formed in the context of the Homeric performance. Insofar as the naming
of, say, Odysseus as poliitlas dios Odusseis ‘much-suffering godlike Odys-
seus’ is not so much the use of a given formulaic expression as an action
performed, I will speak of an epiphany of the hero in question. Usually the
term “epiphany” is used for the appearance of a divinity in a human con-
text, a moment that may be represented as such in the performance.'> In
the use to be made here of the term, on the other hand, the appearance is

14 In his accounts of the dialogism of meaning in language, Bakhtin explicitly includes
previous uses of a given word, their purposes and contexts, in the dialogue (1986: 93). These
previous uses cling to any given word and give it a semantic aura much larger than its strict lexical
force.

15 See Pucci 1987: 11023, 244.
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not represented in but effected by the performance; the epic figure, god or
hero, makes his or her appearance out of the timeless world of the myth
into the time frame of the performance, a moment that is closer to ritual
and cult than to our sense of poetry.’® When do these epiphanies occur? In
the most Homeric of the Homeric speech rituals, noun-epithet formulas
are very often preceded by phrases of the following type:

tov &’ GnopueBépevog npocéen  and him in answer he addressed

10101 8’ dvictdpevog uetépn and rising he spoke among them
tov 8’ fueiPer’ Enerto and him s/he answered then

10V 8’ adte npocéeine and him in his turn s/he addressed
tov &’ dg odv événoe and him when s/ he saw

tov 8¢ dwv évonoe/éhénoe and seeing him he thought/ pitied
10 8¢ mecdvt’ élénoe and them as they fell he pitied

Of a different structure, but comparable in function, is:
el pty dp’ 6&V vofioe if s/he had not seen sharply

In terms of the discussion of Homeric syntax offered in Chapters 4 and
s, these phrases, except for the last one, are moments of continuation with
respect to the preceding discourse (notice the particle dé); with respect to
the subsequent discourse they have a framing function, and the unit added,
the noun-epithet formula, is the first unit uttered within the frame.!” Con-
tinuation and framing together yield the relational function of these units:
they serve as link between a character named by the noun-epithet phrase
that follows and a character who is already on the scene. The pronoun in an
oblique case (ton ‘him’, tofsi ‘to them’, etc.), with which all the units begin,
designates the character(s) already on the scene (and active in the mind of
the performer and his audience), setting up the antagonist for the protago-
nist of the discourse to come, the character who makes his epiphany with
the noun-epithet formula.

The pronoun is in syntactic terms the object of the verb, but its primary
function is not limited to its specific clause. In having a relational function,

16 See Bakker 1995: 110. Ford (1992: 34, §5) uses “epiphanic” and related terms like “magi-
cal” to evoke the “vividness” of Homeric poetry. See also Bakker 1997a, on what is near and what
is far in the Homeric performance; Kahane 1997, on “stitching together the past and the present.”

17 See Chapter s, also on the noun-epithet phrase not being the subject of the preceding
clause.
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the pronoun integrates the unitinto the ongoing flow of discourse, relating
the new character to one(s) already on the scene.® Similarly, over and above
its being the predicate of its clause, the verb serves a relational function in
specifying how the new character is linked to the character already on the
scene. That relation is typically one of speaking or of perception. In the case
of speaking, the formula along with the noun-epithet formula that follows
is an introduction to direct speech; the character named by the noun-
epithet formula is usually already on the scene. In the case of perception, on
the other hand, the epiphany takes place in ongoing narrative, and the hero
or god named by the noun-epithet formula tends to make an entirely new
appearance.

Phrases of the type just described are almost always followed by a noun-
epithet formula, as we shall see in more detail in Chapter 8. Now if the
noun-epithet phrase is not just a unit added to the preceding one or uttered
within a frame, but an epiphany of the god or hero, we may want to assign a
special value to the preceding phrase as well. In what follows I will speak of
staging formulas.’® A staging formula is the phrase that sets the scene for the
heroic or divine epiphany, staging the hero or god in the proper way. If the
noun-epithet formula is a small and recurrent speech ritual, then the stag-
ing formula provides the appropriate setting for that event. Phrases func-
tioning as staging formula thus transcend the act of perception or the
answer that they report.

In terms of the preceding chapter, an epiphany and its staging together
form one complete metrical period: the staging formula starts at the begin-
ning of the metrical period and runs to one of the metrical resting-points,
either the trochaic caesura or the hephthemimeres.?° The staging is then
complemented by a noun-epithet formula of the appropriate length. The
noun-epithet formula almost always follows when a staging formula is
uttered. Metrical completion, then, goes hand in hand with a strong se-
mantic bond between staging and epiphany, to the point that the epiphany

18 Note that there is an important difference when the pronoun is in the nominative (6 8¢ ‘and
he’): in those cases the pronoun and the noun-epithet formula (if there is one) designate the same
person, and this has important consequences for the status of the noun-epithet formula, on which
see the next chapter.

19 See Bakker 1995: 109—11.

20 Cf. Parry’s list (1971: 11—13) of what he calls “predicate hemistichs.” Some of these,
however, are not staging formulas in my sense (notably when they begin with a pronoun in the
nominative case, such as adtép 6 pepufipiée ‘and he pondered’, for which see Chapter 8). Parry’s
“predicate” implies that the noun-epithet formula is a subject; the problems of this seemingly
obvious idea have been discussed in Chapter s.
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and its staging glue together the two cola of which the metrical period
consists. We may say, then, that a staging formula creates a standard en-
vironment for the noun-epithet formula: once a stage has been set up, it
will be occupied by a god or hero. Notice, however, that the converse is not
true: a noun-epithet formula may be uttered when something otherthana
staging unit precedes, an observation that will be further explored in the
next chapter. Yet to say that there exists a strong, grammatical bond be-
tween staging formulas and noun-epithet phrases does not in itself do more
than take the occurrence of the staging formula for granted; it does not
explain when and where it is used. In other words, we have to be con-
cerned with what motivates the creation of the proper environment for a
noun-epithet formula. What the formulas literally mean is clear enough
and trivial; what interests us is the significance of the speech event which
they constitute.

Epic Discourse As Secondary Action

Usually the relation between the epic song and the heroic past is seen in
terms of glorification and commemoration. But from the point of view of
heroes as depicted in Homer the epic song is no less a matter of justification
of heroic deeds. Homeric heroes are frequently presented as being aware of
songs that will be sung about them in the future, and this is an end to which
they direct their behavior. Consider for example what Hektor says at the
moment at which he is about to be killed by Achilles:2!

vOv aBté pe poipo kiydver.
UM Loy aomovdi ye kol dxdeidg dmoloiuny,
GAAG néyo pé€ac 11 xoi éocopévorol Tubéchou.
(I. 22.303-5)

Butnow my fate is upon me.
Let me at least not perish ingloriously without a struggle,

but do some big thing first, that men to come shall know of it.

Hektor does what he does with an eye on the future. He knows that he is
in the middle of epic action, and so he is conscious of the medium that

21 See also II. 3.352—54; 6.357—58; 7.87—91.
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carries him. He is determined to show courage in order to make possible a
song in the future. One could almost reverse the relation of causality that is
normal and uncontroversial to us when we talk about historical discourse,
in which the event in the past is what prompts the historian’s discourse of
the present. In the historical conception of Homeric epic, the discourse of
the present, conversely, is what may be said to prompt the heroic deed of
the past. Heroic deeds like Hektor’s valiant resistance, in fact, belong to the
present no less than they do to the past, insofar as they are reexperienced in
each new performance. Nothing in the epic is independent of the medium
in which it is reenacted, and the idea of the past as something “before” song
seems alien to the implicit poetics of the Homeric tradition.?

I would suggest, then, that for the Homeric poet and his audience the
past is not simply a historical reality that is the subject of a song. There is an
interdependence between the deed of the past and the song of the present.
Each exists because of the other. If we call the epic events, as they transpire
on the battlefields of Troy and as they are seen by the Muses, the primary
action, then the performance in the future would be the secondary action. The
secondary action of song completes the primary action of epic, and neither
one is meaningful without the other. To describe the epic action as primary
action in its relation to the secondary speech action of the future, the per-
formance of the Iliad, brings out a distinction between two kinds of event
occurring in epic narrative. Some things that happen in the epic tale may be
moving or frightening to the audience, but they are not essential for the
story. Had they not happened, the Iliad would still be the Iliad. One might
even consider the possibility that they sprang from the minds of poets, in
their desire to depict the epic world in as vivid a manner as possible, and
that the audience acknowledged this.?

Some other events occurring in the epic, however, are truly primary
action. Frequently, heroes or gods decisively contribute to the epic action,
in such a way as to cause the action of the performance. At such moments
the character is the author of the epic tale: the story as the performer and his
audience know it would have been different, or would not have existed at
all, if the god or hero had not performed the act in question. These junc-
tures are shifts at which the very fate of epic characters, or the right course

22 See Bakker 1997a for the temporal consequences involved here (the “now” being the

future of the “then”).
2 Cf. Pratt 1993: 37—42 on “commemorative fiction.”
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of the epic action, is at stake.?* Those moments may or may not be moving
or frightening, but their thematic importance for the epic tradition is
beyond doubt. It is at these moments, I propose, that epic characters get
staged, and ritually named by the epithet that is the principal bearer of their
kleos. The noun-epithet formula is not used here solely because it is metri-
cally useful; nor is the epithet as such meant to be appropriate in its context.
What is appropriate is the appearance of the epic figure himself, who as an
agent then is directly responsible for the experience of the performance
now, in performing a deed that bridges the gulf between the past and the
present.

The most obvious type of action that significantly contributes to the
course of events as rebehaved and reexperienced in the performance is the
very action of which the performance consists: speech. The epiphany of a
hero or god in the epic performance is most direct and forceful when the
hero is represented as doing what the performer does himself, when indeed
the performer becomes the epic character, in uttering the authoritative
speech of the latter. The typical speech act of heroes, in fact, as has been
recently suggested, is itself a performance, designated by the term miithos.?>
It is when they speak that epic characters are most present, by way of
strategies of mimetic impersonation thatalso occur freely in conversational
narrative.?® .

Mimetic impersonation takes up about forty-five percent of the text of
the Iliad as we have it. Various strategies to introduce the mimesis of an epic
character’s speech are deployed in Homer,?” but the most conspicuous way
to realize this shift is the naming of the speaker with a full noun-epithet
formula preceded by a staging. This combination transcends the lexical
meaning of its words and marks the speech introduced as primary action
that carries the story line at the moment of its production. Speech intro-

24 In this connection it is interesting to pay attention to the word for “fate” that Hektor uses
in the example just quoted. The potpa ‘portion’ of an epic hero such as Hektor is not so much his
destiny as preordained by the gods, as the fate allotted to him by the process of the epic tradition.
For fate and tradition see Nagy 1979: 134—35, 265—68; Schein 1984: 62—64. See also Bakker
1997a on the interrelationships of fate, tradition, and temporal reference in Homer.

25 See Martin 1989: 12—37, 231—39. See also Nagy 1996: 61, who argues that for the per-
former the gods and heroes actually spoke in the dactylic hexameters of the epic performance.

26 See Tannen 1989: 98—133.

27 The various strategies and their formulaic articulation are presented and discussed in
Edwards 1970. See also Riggsby 1992, a formulaic analysis along the lines of Visser 1987, 1988,
and Bakker and Fabbricotti 1991.
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duced in this way is always formal, often competitive, and uttered in re-
sponse (friendly or unfriendly) to a peer. Such speech, I contend, should be
distinguished from speech that does not create the action of the perfor-
mance but is created by it, speech that is part of epic action, as a hero’s com-
ment in a less formal situation. In the first book of the Iliad, for example, the
speeches representing the quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon are
consistently introduced by staged epiphanies, whereas the verbal action of
the two protagonists in the wake of the quarrel is introduced differently.

The quarrel itself, with its antiphonal speeches, is quintessential Iliadic
action, of the same importance as the speech act of poetry itself, to be
carried out by the two heroes in their full epic identity: swift-footed god-
like Achilles and Agamemnon lord of men. Without the quarrel the wrath
of Achilles would not have occurred, and without the wrath of Achilles the
Iliad loses its reason for being. The immediate practical consequence of the
quarrel in the story, on the other hand, the transferral of Briseis that Aga-
memnon had announced, is merely the consequence of the pivotal speech
events reenacted earlier. Accordingly, the direct speech accompanying the
transferral is of a different order, more informal, and therefore not coded as
epic. Thus it is an unstaged and epithetless Agamemnon who sends his
heralds out to take Briseis away from Achilles, and it is an equally epithetless
Achilles who addresses the heralds, saying that what is happening is not
their fault.?® But it is a fully staged Achilles marked with all his epic trap-
pings who afterwards addresses his mother to give her, as a real performer,
his version of the quarrel:

v 8¢ Bapd oteviywv npocéen  and her he addressed sighing deeply,
no6dag didg "AxAdevg: swift-footed Achilles
(1. 1.364)

The speech following this staging is of course just as fundamental as the
discourse of the earlier quarrel, since Achilles’ words send Thetis to Zeus to
ask him to give the victory to the Trojans and to punish Agamemnon and
the Greeks, thus setting the action of Achilles’ wrath in motion.

Typical examples of staged founding speech include conversations be-
tween gods in which the course of events is decided on, such as the meeting
of Athene and Apollo in II. 7.23—42, the foundation for the action around

28 JI. 1.318—25, 330—44.
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the duel between Hektor and Aias that is to follow.2® Unstaged speech, by

contrast, is not only speech that results from or is part of founding action. It
may also be speech that, if implemented, would result in action that deflects
or even obviates the events of which the epics as we have them are the

reenactment. Such speech is anti-action and tends for that reason not to be
staged and heroically marked. Thus during Hektor’s visit to the city in the

sixth book of the Iliad *® all proposals made to him that, if followed, would
keep him from his heroic fated course are unstaged.*! But all the answers are
made by huge Hektor of the flickering helmet,3? in speech that is formally
staged for representing Hektor in his quintessential identity as the hero who
cannot escape his epic fate and death. His performances within the walls of
Troy effectively counteract the proposals that might deflect him from this
track. Similar is the case of Odysseus’s great speech to Achilles as a member
of the embassy. The speech is unstaged, not marked as the stuff that epic is
made of. Indeed, if Achilles had accepted Agamemnon’s proposals as voiced
by Odysseus, the Iliad would not exist.>* By his very rejection Achilles
produces founding action, and his performance is preceded, accordingly, by
a staging and a noun-epithet formula (Il. 9.307).%*

2 Even more fundamental is Zeus’s speech in II. 8.5—27, his formal ban on divine participa-
tion in the battle. This speech is unstaged in the grammatical sense used here, but is more fully
introduced (II. 8.2—4) supragrammatically. See also Il. 11.186—94, Zeus’s announcement of the
glory of Hektor as part of the Awdg BovAf, the plan of Zeus mentioned in the proem and instigated
by Achilles via Thetis in the words just quoted.

30 Note that the visit as a whole is caused by staged action on the part of Helenos at II. 6.75—
76, a combination of a speech introduction and an if not situation (on which see below).

31 Hekabe is unstaged at Il. 6.253 and asks Hektor to “stay” (258). Helen is unstaged at 343
and asks him to “come in and sit down” (3 54). Most important, Andromakhe is unstaged at 406
and says (431): GAL’ &ye vOv édéonpe kol adtod pipv’ énl mhpye ‘but come, have mercy now and
stay here at the tower’.

32 I1. 6.263, 359, 440.

3 II. 9.224. One line earlier, however, Odysseus is presented in a significant way (vonoe 8¢
8Tog "'Odvooets ‘and he took notice, godlike Odysseus’, not a staging in the sense used here) at the
moment when Aias nods at Phoinix to start the speechmaking. The offer of Agamemnon
endangers Achilles’ status in epic, and as Nagy (1992b: 324) suggests (arguing from the semantics
of the verb vonee, on which see below), Odysseus may well have this very purpose in mind. Thus
we may say that the speech as such is anti-action, but that Odysseus’s attempt at undermining
Achilles’ stature is true epic action.

34 Notice also Agamemnon’s unheroic, indeed anti-Iliadic, and therefore unstaged words
(“let’s go home”) introduced at II. 9.16, and his equally anti-Iliadic speech at II. 2.110—41: the
extraordinary focusing on the scepter, the profound symbol of Agamemnon’s kingship, has, in
light of the speech that Agamemnon produces, leaning on the scepter, the effect of an ironic anti-
staging. The speech by Phoinix is staged (9.432), in contrast with Odysseus’s. But this speech will
have some effect, since it makes Achilles sof ten his intentions.
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Staging and Heroic Names

Direct speech in epic, then, may be marked as the primordial action of
which epic narrative is the reenactment.?® In such cases the staging of the
speaking god or hero and his or her subsequent epiphany by a noun-epithet
formula is the appropriate grammatical encoding. The peculiar relation
between the original speech act and its representation in the performance
may be further specified: what is staged is not only the god or hero but also
the name. The quintessential identity of the epic figure is matched by the
appearance of a quintessential name, a significant moment in the rhythmical
flow of speech, to which the previous discourse leads up. We may assume
that the thematic importance of these epiphanic noun-epithet phrases has
reinforced the impact of their rhythmical profile on the process by which
regular metrical sequences emerge from discourse.?® In light of the discus-
sion of the previous chapter, this pattern of reasoning might imply that the
very origin of the Homeric hexameter lies in the importance, and hence the
recurrence, of the thematic bond between a noun-epithet formula and the
preceding staging formula.®” This would give the unusual existence of a
verse spanning the time needed for two or more speech units a poetic or
semantic motivation, and the epic heroes, especially Achilles and Odysseus,
would become the creators of the hexametric discourse which enacts their
kleos.>8

By contrast, there are heroes for whom no noun-epithet formulas at the
end of the verse exist, or no clearly established set of such formulas. In the
perspective presented here this observation has more than a merely metrical
importance. These heroes cannot be staged in the heroic way, nor do they
have epiphanies or contribute to hexameter metrics in the way Achilles,
Odysseus, Hektor, Athene, and other central characters do.?* The Trojan

35 But it should be emphasized that unstaged speech is by no means unimportant, poetically
or otherwise; one need only think of Antilokhos’s words to Achilles (II. 18.18—21, the message of
the death of Patroklos) to see that unstaged speech can have an enormous dramatic impact.

36 See also Chapters 6 and 8, as well as Nagy 1990b: 29 (on the relation between for-
mula/theme and meter).

37 Cf. O’Nolan’s remarks (1969: 14—17) on the possible role of noun-epithet formulas in the
development of the dactylic hexameter, two of which are cited in Chapter 8 below.

38 Kahane observes (1994: 116—17) that the names of Achilles and Odysseus (as well as those
of Apollo and Athene) are almost always verse-final, characterizing this position as “a typical
heroic feature” (119).

3% This reasoning leads us into territory that has recently been explored by Kahane (1994:
135—41), in a study on the semantic significance of metrical positioning. On the basis of the
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speakers Antenor and Poludamas, for example, who at different occasions
try to dissuade Hektor and Paris from taking the course of action that has
produced the Iliad,*° have names that cannot be accommodated in noun-
epithet formulas at the end of the verse and thus lack heroic staging possi-
bilities. We may add that the negative and indignant answers of Paris and
Hektor, being fatal for the Trojans but essential for the epic, are fully
staged.!

Other, more prominent warriors have less than fully epic names as well.
Aineias has an ambiguous status in Trojan society, as emphasized by the Iliad
itself.#? There is much to lose and nothing to win for him in the world of
the Iliad, and his general role is apparently to share, rather than create, the
action that gives him less kleos than he deserves. The case of Sarpedon,
furthermore, whose name does not yield noun-epithet formulas, is re-
markable for the insistence on godlike honor among his people, that is,
epichoric hero cult after his death:** something desirable but less so than
the kleos conferred by poetry in which he cannot make a staged epiphany.
Neither Aineias nor Sarpedon are quite at home in the epic world of the
Iliad, and neither of them really fits in the metrical world that constitutes its
secondary action.

One might object that the different metrical behavior of Sarpedon and
others is merely the consequence of the form of their names as handed
down by tradition (three long syllables), and that epic discourse has to adapt
itself to these intractable, atomic bits of naming. Yet it is unlikely that epic
names are raw material, distinct from epic discourse; rather, the name of a
hero is indissolubly connected with the discourse that enacts his kleos. This
means that less than full heroic status on the level of meter cannot but be

metrical behavior of the names of Telemakhos and Patroklos, especially their absence from the
final, heroic position in the verse (where Achilles and Odysseus are very much at home) Kahane
argues that Telemakhos is a subordinate character, a “non-Odysseus” (137); on Patroklos see
below.

40 Antenor in II. 7.347 (“let’s give Helen back to Menelaos”). Poludamas in II. 12.210 (“let’s
refrainfrom the battle around the ships”); Il. 18.249 (“let’sadapt to the changed circumstances and
go into the city”). Antenor’s speech and Poludamas’s second speech are characterized by the
participle nenvopévog, a word of uncertain meaning, which “is seldom used of great heroes . . . but
is a regular description of youthful or subordinate characters” (Hainsworth on Od. 8.388, in
Heubeck et al. 1988: 373; cf. Kahane 1994; 137).

1. 7.354—55; 12.230; 18.284.

2 1. 13.459—61; 20.178-83. See Nagy 1979: 26575, on extra-Iliadic poetic traditions for
Aineias.

4 II. 16.453—57. See Nagy 1990b: 122—42. On Sarpedon in general, see Janko 1992: 370—73.
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related to less than heroic stature in the epic events themselves: whoever
proposes what is from the point of view of the Iliad non-action cannot be
expected to be the bearer of a stageable noun-epithet formula. And who-
ever has no such epic status cannot be expected to determine the epic
course of events.

There is one exception that proves the rule: Patroklos. This character
behaves very flexibly in Homeric hexametric discourse (partly due to the
heteroclitic nature of his name), but his name is never staged, even though a
verse-final noun-epithet formula would not have been impossible.** The

. less than epic stature of Patroklos seems to account for this: Patroklos is the
character whose actions are preordained and determined by forces stronger
than himself.*> Yet at various points Patroklos cannot help doing what
constitutes the Iliad, in the most direct way. In spite of himself, Patroklos
makes some crucial founding speeches whose ambiguous status is reflected
in the unusual way in which they are staged. Once trapped in the chain of
events of which our Iliad is the poetic representation, Patroklos makes what
is one of the most crucial speeches of the Iliad from the point of view of epic
action: his plea to Achilles to send him instead into the battle, wearing
Achilles’s armor. The speech is staged in an unusual way. Instead of the
normal epiphany of the character, Patroklos is directly addressed by the
performer:*°

t0v 8¢ Popv otevéywv tpooteng,  and him deeply sighing you addressed
MatpoxAeeg inned - Patroklos horseman
(I. 16.20)

The metrical explanation that is usually adduced for the apostrophe is
correct in spite of itself: #7 there is no alternative for the vocative expression.

4 The noun-epithet formula Idtpokhog dudpev ‘blameless Patroklos” has been suggested
(e.g., Parry 1972: 10). The epithet dudpwv (on whose enigmatic meaning see Parry 1973; Lowen-
stam 1993: 49—52) is actually applied to Patroklos (Il. 17.379), adding significance to the absence
of a noun-epithet phrase formed by it.

45 Kahane characterizes Patroklos (1994: 139—41) as a silent hero who is denied “the privilege
of speech,” and who is “as close as the epic will ever approach to describing an anti-hero.” In
Bakker 1997a Patroklos is characterized as the ultimate vfimiog, not in the sense of “fool,” but as the
character who “is conditioned by the inherent limits of human knowledge.” In other words, he is
a character who cannot look beyond the proto-action in which he finds himself, a fact that is
reflected in the secondary action that is poetry.

46 See also Il 16.744, 843. For more on apostrophe of characters in Homer, see Kahane 1994:
107—13, 153—55 with more literature; Bakker 1993b: 22—23; on the apostrophe of Patroklos at II.
16.787, see Bakker 1997a.

47 On the metrical explanation, see Matthews 1980.
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But rather than an incidental gap in the formulaic system leading to a
suppletive paradigm, this absence seems poetically motivated. Patroklos is
not a normal hero, and the direct address does not effect an epiphany, it
presupposes one: Patroklos is already present in the performance for the
performer to address him. Patroklos, the Iliadic character who is most out
of touch with the first action of the Iliad, enjoys a special status in its
secondary action: he is a listener in the performance like ourselves.*8

Plotting the Iliad

Fundamental proto-action that consists in speech may be staged, as I
argued, but the god or hero in question need not be new to the stage. In
fact, the very nature of the context in which the speech is presented (for-
mal, competitive, with antagonistic peers as audience and interlocutors)
often requires that the epic speaker be already on the scene.* This is
different in the case of staged action other than speech. Here the epiphany
tends to be a sudden first appearance, the creation of presence out of
absence, of activity out of inactivity.

As we have seen, many staging formulas in ongoing narrative display the
same internal structure as speech introductions: they consist of a pronoun
in an oblique case (e.g., ton dé ‘and him’, tous dé ‘and them’) followed by a
verb which denotes perception as well as the mental activity resulting from
it, most often the verb endese:

10 8¢ meobvt’ Elénoe and them as they fell he pitied
1ov & dg odv évémoe and him when s/he saw
tov 8¢ 180V évonoe/érénoe  and seeing him he thought/pitied

These stagings are clauses that, surely enough, report an act of perception
or commiseration, but it is important to repeat that literal meaning is less
important than function in context, which is the staging of an epiphany.
Staging is the function to which the relational function of the pronoun and

48 See Frontisi-Ducroux 1986: 23—25 on the interchangeability of Patroklos as audience of
Achilles (e.g., I. 9.184—91) with the audience of the Iliad. See also Nagy 1990a: 202; 1996: 72.

4 Notice, however, that speech action may be a first appearance in an assembly scene. In such
cases the epiphanic naming of the hero takes up the entire line, as is possible for some characters.
See, e.g., Il. 1.102: 10ToL & dvéotn || fipwg *Atpeidng evpd xpeiwv "Ayopéuvev ‘and to them he
rose, | hero Atreus’s son, wide-ruling Agamemnon’. Cf. II. 1.69 (Kalkhas); 2.77 (Nestor); 7.355
(Paris), 366 (Priamos); Od. 2.225 (Mentor).
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the verb is subservient:%° these elements provide a link between the epiph-
any of the new character and the previous action, or better, the protago-
nist(s) of that previous action. With the pronoun as starting point,! the
staging moves via the verb to the epiphany proper, the noun-epithet
formula.

Perhaps the most significant occurrence of a staging that features the
verb endese is Achilles’ sudden appearance in Book 11, at the moment when
he, being absent from the fighting, takes an interest in the wounded Ma-
khaon, who is transported by Nestor from the battle:

|| Néotopa 8’ éx moAéporo pépov  and Nestor they bore away from the battle,

| NmAfion trmot the horses of Neleus,

|| i8pdoan, sweating,

fiyov 8¢ Maydova, . and they carried Makhaon,
nowpéva Aa@v. shepherd of the people, V

| tov 8¢ 1ddov évémoe and seeing him he took notice,
| ro8épxmg dtog "AxiAdede: swift-footed godlike Achilles.

(II. 11.597-99)

Achilles’ sudden and unexpected appearance has momentous conse-
quences: the Iliad would not exist if Achilles had not taken notice. The
immediate consequence of Achilles’ act of perception is a second epiphany,
this time of Patroklos, who is summoned out of his tent by Achilles:52

| & 8¢ xAMoinBev dxovoag and he hearing from his tent,

|| #xporev 1oog “Apni, he came out, similar to Ares,

[xoxoD & &pa ol mélev dpxA. and it was the beginning of evil for him.
|| Tov rpdepoc npocéeine him (=Achilles) he first addressed,

| Mevortiov dAxipog vidg: the valiant son of Menoitios:

| Tinté pe xikAioxeig, 'Axided;  why do you call me, Achilles?
11 8¢ oe xped éueto; what need of me [comes to] you?
(Il. 11.603—6)

Patroklos cannot make a normal heroic appearance with his own name, and
so an ersatz noun-epithet phrase has to be used, presenting him as “the

50 Cf. De Jong, who discusses (1987: 102—7) what she calls “perception passages” (including
the stagings analyzed here) as “embedded focalization,” expressing the point of view of a charac-
ter. She does, however, recognize (106—7) what I call the staging and relational potential of
perception.

51 See Chapter s above.

52 See also II. 11.837, another significant speech by Patroklos, on which see Bakker 1997a.
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valiant son of Menoitios.” His staging is unusual in thatitis not so much the
poet who stages him as Achilles himself: in listening to Achilles Patroklos
creates the Iliad, because Achilles sends him to identify the person in Nes-
tor’s chariot, and as a result, Patroklos heeds the advice of Nestor and
eventually enters the battle as a substitute for Achilles.

In this connection we note that the verb used to stage Achilles, endese
‘took notice’, may have an epic meaning that goes beyond mere seeing.>?
Or more precisely, this meaning derives from the contexts in which it is
used, and crucially, from the audience’s familiarity with those contexts.
Within the context of a staging formula, the cognitive act noésai, as per-
formed in the mythic past, seems to be related to what the poet does in the
present: having mental activity that reconstitutes the epic tradition, even if
the mental contribution to the course of epic events is made unwittingly.>*
Achilles is here the author of the epic action.>®

The course of events leading up to this important double epiphany has
been carefully charted and grammatically encoded in a network of epiph-
anies that helps the audience find a way through these crucial moments,
which serve as the groundwork for much of the action of the Iliad.>¢ It is
staged action in which Paris, appearing in full epic form (Aléksandros,
Helénes posis esikomoio ‘Alexandros, husband of Helen with the fair hair’)
wounds Makhaon; and it is Nestor with all his epic trappings (Gerénios
hippéta Néstor ‘Gerenian horseman Nestor’) who takes up the task of trans-
porting the wounded Makhaon out of the battle, in order to be noticed by
Achilles.>”

There is a second significant wounding in this part of the narrative,
equally connected with the consequences of Achilles’ epiphany. When

53 1 would therefore not call the staging formula tov 8¢ {ddv événoe “prolix” or merely
resulting “from the interplay of formulas” tov 8¢ 13év and événee in this position in the line
(Hainsworth 1993: 287). The two verbs of perception are not synonymous.

54 Suggestive venues here are offered by Frame, who insists (1988: 28—30) on the etymologi-
cal connection of voéw and véatog (root *nes- ‘return to light and life’, i.e., the fulfillment of epic
kleos). Ruijgh (1967: 371—72) proposes “save” as the original meaning for the root *nes- (corre-
sponding to Gothic nas jan ‘save’), citing Latin servo ‘conserve’, ‘observe’).

55 Cf. the words of Zeus, the author of all authors, at II. 15.64—65: 6 & Gvothcet dv étaipov |
MétpoxAov ‘and he (=Achilles) will set up his companion, | Patroklos’, using terminology
(dvothoer ‘will set up’) that is not too far removed from the term “staging” used here.

56 On the structural and thematic properties of this part of the Iliad, see also Schadewaldt
1966: 74—79.

57 II. 11.505, s16. Nestor is set in motion by a speech of Idomeneus, a hero with a choriamb-
shaped (— v v -) and therefore unstageable name. The verse introducing this speech (Il 11.510:
avtixo 8’ 'Idopevedg npocepdvee Néotopo Slov ‘and immediately Idomeneus addressed him,
godlike Nestor’, a case of type 9 in Edwards 1970: 15) has rather the effect of staging the addressee.
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Patroklos encounters the wounded Eurupulos, he is detained and kept from
making his fatal appearance in the battle until Book 16. This wounding
thus has considerable importance for the narrative structure of the repeated
action that is our Iliad, and it comes as no surprise that the appearance of
Eurupulos is staged; equally staged is the act of wounding him, performed
again by Paris. The staging formula used in both cases is ton d’ hos otin endeése
‘and him when he saw’, a regularly occurring phrase with the verb endese(n)
in the same metrical position. The first time, this phrase links Eurupulos to
the beleaguered Aias:

| vdv &’ dg odv évine’ and him when he saw,
| Edaipovog dyAodg vidg radiant son of Euaimon
|| E¥pdmvrog Eurupulos

nukivolol Praldpevov Bedéecor, overwhelmed by the density of the spears
(Il. 11.575—76)

Like Patroklos, Eurupulos is not a stageable hero, but the tradition has
provided him too with a periphrastic phrase of the same rhythmical struc-
ture as a noun-epithet formula, to be used whenever staging is motivated.
The second time (11.581) the endese(n) formula stages Paris as “godlike
Alexandros” (Aléksandros theoeidés). His wounding of Eurupulos is an act
with far-reaching consequences for the action of the Iliad. The appearance
of Patroklos, then, and the path to be taken by him in the course of the
narrative, leading him from Achilles via Nestor and Eurupulos back to
Achilles and to his death, appears to be carefully plotted by a series of
stagings and epiphanies.

Nor is Paris’s wounding of Eurupulos an isolated phenomenon; it is part
of a series of woundings by the Trojan archer,>® each of which is staged.>®
And this series in its turn is part of the wounding and retreat of the major
Greek heroes, which itself sets the scene for Patroklos’s fated heroic ap-
pearance.®® Agamemnon’s wounding somewhat earlier, for example, is per-
formed by Koon, an otherwise insignificant figure who contributes in his

58 See Hainsworth 1993: 267.

% Apart from the wounding of Eurupulos just mentioned, there is the wounding of Makhaon
(I 11.505—6, see above) and of Diomedes (Il. 11.369), in each of which Paris features as ‘EAévng
noo1g fixdpoio ‘husband of Helen with the fair hair’.

60 One knows that the wounding of the Greek chiefs (except for the Aiantes, who remain
active throughout the battle of the ships) plays an important role in Nestor’s advice to Patroklos, as
well as in the subsequent plea of the latter to Achilles to send him into the battle in his stead; see II.
11.659—62 (=16.24—27).
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own small way to the action of the Iliad, paying for it with his life. He is
staged for his one-time heroic performance by the ton d’ hos odn endese

formula, which sets him up vis-a-vis his opponent:

| tov & dog odv événae and him when he saw

| Kéwv, aprdeixetog avdpdv, Kodn (nom.), glorious among men
|| rpeaBuyeviig ’Avenvopidng,  the firstborn son of Antenor
(I. 11.248—49)

Typologically, this staging is the moment at which the hero whose aristeia
or finest hour is underway meets the warrior who wounds him and puts
him temporarily out of action.®! The structural importance of this formu-
laic event is sufficient motivation for the staging of Koon, who by seeing
Agamemnon is marked as one of the authors (albeit a very minor one) of
the Iliadic story®? Other instances of the ton d’ hos ofin endese formula
consist of cognitive activity on the part of the gods, in moments that lift the
narrative from the human to the divine plane, where founding speech
action is to take place.®®

By contrast, acts of perception that do not involve a staging and an
epiphany do not so much involve a new appearance of a hero as a switch to
a hero that was mentioned earlier in the narrative, an operation discussed in
Chapter 5. The character most often involved in this kind of moment is
Hektor, who is almost continuously on stage and hence is a participant to
whom the narrator must often return:

| “Extwp & dg événe’ and Hektor when he saw

| 'Ayapépvova véoer kiévte,  Agamemnon as he was withdrawing,
| Tpwot te koi Avkiowoy to the Trojans and the Lukians

| éxéxdeto poxpov ddoag: he shouted with a great voice

(I. 11.284-85)

61 See Krischer 1971: 23—24, 31, for this “formal convention” of Greek epic.

62 Identical are the circumstances under which Pandaros is staged as the wounder of Di-
omedes during the aristeia of the latter; as in the case of Eurupulos and Patroklos, an epiphany
with a periphrastic formula is used (I1. 5.95: 10V & dg odv événoe Avkdovog dyAadg vidg ‘and him
when he saw, radiant son of Lukaon’). See also the wounding of Hektor in Book 14, where Aias is
formally staged as the wounder, even though he is already on the scene (II. 14.409: tov pév érert’
amévia péyog Tehapdviog Alog ‘and him when he left, huge Aias son of Telamon [hit him])’).

63 Il. 5.711; 7.17. In the former case the epiphany is followed by speech action (on the part of
Hera) that literally spells out its founding nature: “If we do not intervene now, Menelaos will not
go home after having sacked Troy.”
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This is a topic switch, not an epiphany, and Hektor’s subsequent speech
(“the best man of the Greeks withdraws; now Zeus is going to grant me the
victory”) is not so much epic proto-action as the consequence of Zeus’s
message to Hektor.%* In some other cases there is a new appearance, but the
character has a name that makes him unstageable.55

Reversal Passages

Finally, we discuss a category of epiphanies that make explicit what has
so far remained implicit: the story of the Iliad would not be the same, or
would not exist at all, if a character had not in some cases done what he or
she did. I am referring to what has been called the “if not situation” or
“reversal passage.”® The reversal passage is the articulation of a moment at
which a hero or god crucially intervenes at the very last moment when an
important epic figure is in mortal danger, or when the course of events
threatens to stray off course. The intervening hero is thus not merely the
savior of a life, but more importantly, the agent who is responsible for
the epic tradition at this point. Such a crucial appearance on the epic
stage cannot be better reenacted than with a staged epiphany. One of the
more typical examples is the end of the encounter between Achilles and
Aineias:®’

a. ¥vBo xev Alvelag pév and then, Aineias,
b. énecobpevov PéArenétpe he would have hit him in his onrush with a
stone,

64 JI. 11.187—94 (cf. 202—9), Zeus’s message transmitted by Iris to Hektor: “When Agamem-
non is wounded I will give you the victory, till dusk sets in.” Other cases, all involving Hektor: II.
5.590; 11.343; 15.422; 16.818; 20.419; 22.136. On topic switches see Chapter s.

5 See above. Typical instances are Sarpedon’s and Aineias’s appearance in the battle by way of
perception (e.g., Il. 16.419—20: Zaprndov & @¢ odv 18’ drpoyitevag Etaipovg | xéps’ Bno
MatpdéxAoo Mevortiadao dapévtag ‘and Sarpedon when he saw his comrades with the unbelted
tunic | die under the hands of Patroklos son of Menoitios’; II. 5.166: tov 8’ tdev Alvelag
dAandlovto otiyag dvdpdv ‘and him Aineias saw, creating havoc among the ranks of men’). Is it
coincidence that in these cases not é&vénoe ‘took notice’ but the more neutral 3¢ ‘saw’ has been
used?

66 Cf. Fenik 1968: 175; De Jong 1987: 68—81; Lang 1989; Morrison 1992: 61; Nesselrath
1992: 1—27. See also Chapter 4 above on the use of kxai in this type of passage.

67 Notice the evidential particle &p(a) in the protasis (unit g), stressing the factual nature of
the statement, but at the same time marking it as a conclusion drawn from visual evidence (see

Bakker 1993b: 15—23; 1997a).
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c. 1 xépvB’ Mt odxog, on his helmet or on his shield,

d. 16 oi fjpxece Aoypdv 8heBpov, which would have kept bitter death from him,

e. 10v 8¢ ke [InAeidng and him Peleus’ son,

f. oxedov dopt Bupodv dnndpa, he would have taken his life from nearby with
the sword,

g. elundp’ 6&L vonoe ifhe had not seen sharply,

h. Toceddwv évosiyBav - Poseidon earth-shaker.

(Il. 20.288—91)

In linguistic terms, this passage reverses the familiar order of the coun-
terfactual condition. The protasis, reshaped here to function as a staging
formula (unit g), does not precede but follows its apodosis (units a—f), and
it is not affirmative but negative. The construction, with its vivid verbal
component oksi ndese ‘he saw sharply’, thus produces what might be called
a hyperfactual statement:®® Poseidon intervenes to prevent the course of
events from becoming what can from the point of view of the epic tradition
only be anti-action, the black hole of what could have happened but did
not. The death of Aineias at the hands of Achilles would have been in
conflict with known and accepted poetic traditions; in Homeric parlance,
it would have been “beyond fate” (hupér moiran).*® It is at the moments
when this nonpast, the reversal and denial of epic kleos, is most visible that
epic tradition can most clearly reassert its own reality and celebrate the kleos
of the figure to whom this is due. The presence of this figure, coded by a
noun-epithet formula, gains extra relief in contrast with the action that he
or she has just prevented.”®

¢ See also the useful formulation of Lang 1989: 6: “An affirmative protasis contemplates a
possibility which was not realized, while a negative protasis reports what happened to prevent an
unexpected result.” See also De Jong 1987: 68—69.

% JI. 20.336, in Poseidon’s own words to Aineias; cf. II. 20.302—5. At Il. 2.155 and Od. 5.436—
37, a beyond fate phrase is actually used in the reversal passage.

70 It seems preferable, therefore, to take fate in Homer as what happened in the world of myth
(whether or not the event is covered by the Iliad), rather than as some causality inherent in the
epic events. Thus the “fatality” of an epic event is due to the certainty of its performance in the
present (see Bakker 1997a). It also seems preferable to see the poetics of reversal passages as
reinforcing the tradition of what happened, rather than challenging it. The challenge of a con-
sciously composing individual poet (Morrison 1992; 1993) would lead us again into the anach-
ronistic territory of the opposition between traditionality and originality. And finally it seems
preferable to see tradition as an intention on the part of poets and performers rather than as an
inherent property of any discourse or text (see Bakker 1995: 105; 1997a; Bauman 1992: 128). This
conception of tradition and traditionality could even include individual attempts by performers to
reinforce the tradition, e.g., by including a reversal passage. Such attempts would count as original
by our standards, though not by the performers’ own.
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Poseidon’s epiphany is staged by the most characteristic staging formula
ei mé dr' oksit néése ‘if s/he had not seen sharply’, which features the same
important verb (e)ndese that we saw earlier; the formula is followed by a
noun-epithet formula in all of its occurrences.”! The noun-epithet formula
thus occurs in a grammatical context which in its turn is motivated by the
preceding counterfactual apodosis. That discourse segment, marked by the
Aeolic irrealis particle ke(n), is no less a staging device for the epiphany of
the savior than the if not staging formula proper. Noun-epithet formulas,
accordingly, tend to be used even when the more explicit staging formula e
mé dr’ okst néese is absent.”2

The epithet tends not to occur, on the other hand, in those cases where
the occurrence of the event prevented in the nick of time would not have
significantly or unacceptably changed the course of events. In the battle
over Patroklos’s body, for example, Hektor and Automedon would have
attacked each other with swords, if the two Aiantes had not intervened:”
the event prevented is not a non-event, and its prevention not an act that is
essential for the course of events of the Iliad to take place.”* The action of
the Aiantes, therefore, is not a staged epiphany.

Plotting in the Odyssey

The reader may have noticed that thus far examples from the Odyssey
have been conspicuously absent. There is a good reason: staged epiphany

7 Il.3.374; $.311—12, 680; 8.91, 132; 20.291. Cf. also Od. 23.242; Hes. Theog. 838 (ajuncture
at which the fate of no less than the whole world is at stake). Motip &vSpdv te Oedv te ‘father of -
men and gods’ at II. 8.91 is not strictly speaking a noun-epithet formula, but it has similar cultic
and epiphanic potential.

2 E.g., II. 5.389; 6.73—76 (the merger of a reversal passage and a speech introduction); 7.106—
7; 8.218; 11.505; 12.292; 16.700; 17.71; 18.166; 21.212 (reversal passage andspeech introduction),
s545. Notall the noun-epithet formulas in these cases, however, are heroically located at the end of
the line (e.g., 16.700; 21.545) and not all interventions are equally crucial, but the use of epithets
under less epiphanic and crucial circumstances is inherentin their being, or becoming, grammati-
cal. See Chapter 8.

73 Il.17.530—31. Cf. 23.491, 733; 24.713.

74 See De Jong’s (1987: 75—77) and Morrison’s (1993: 65) category of “less dramatic situa-
tions.” Lang (1989: 9) makes a useful distinction between a type A (“something contrary to fact
would have happened, had not someone acted to prevent it”); a type B (“something destined to
happen later but contrary to present fact would have happened now, had not someone acted to prevent
it”); and a type C (“some action or passion would have continued, had not someone put a stop to
it”)—emphases added. Noun-epithet formulas tend to occur in type A, the pure reversal passages.
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occurs much less often here than in the Iliad, except for the introduction to
speech.” This is not the appropriate moment to go into the issue in great
detail, but we may briefly try out some reasons. The narrative of the
Odyssey is much less suited to the kinds of staging I have discussed: their
relational nature makes them more at home in Iliadic battle description,
where progress on the path of speech is a matter of the appearance and
reappearance of warriors. A natural method of continuation is to take off
from one character as a means to activate another, and so to effect the
juxtaposition of heroic opponents that is the proper function of the staging
formula. The Odyssey, by contrast, is not so much description as narrative
in the modern sense of the term, involving a more limited number of epic
agents, and it accordingly has less need for staged interaction between
agents.”®

But the reason might also be a deeper one. In the poetics of the Iliad, as I
have argued, the epic tale is secondary action, rebehaved behavior, the re-
creation of the key events in the mythical past. And from the standpoint of
the Iliadic heroes, as they engage in their proto-action, the poetic represen-
tation of what they do (and so the continuation of their kleos) is the work of
future generations: it is the songs of the future that make their present
action meaningful. The Odyssey, by contrast, presents its very action as
already in the future: only Odysseus can listen to poetry that celebrates his
own kleos. The Odyssey does not report action that will result in kleos; its
very action is kleos, the working and power of words. And those words are
not necessarily conceived of as unfailing signs pointing to the mythical past,
but as behavior that is fascinating or treacherous in its own way.”” The
Odyssey, then, seems too conscious of its own medium to be interested in
seeing itself as the reenactment of mythical proto-action, and in ritually
staging the prime agents of that action. :

The difference between the poetics of the two traditions seems to be
reflected in one staging formula that, even though it does occur in the

75 See Lang 1989: 22—23, on the distribution of reversal passages in the Homeric poems; of
the eleven occurrences in the Odyssey, four occur in Iliadic contexts (narratives about Menelaos,
Aias, and the Trojan War). The use of the tov & dg 0Bv évonoe formula in the Odyssey is discussed
in the next chapter.

76 On description vs. narrative, see Chapter 4.

77 See Segal 1994: 89, in an essay bearing directly on the issues presented here: “The great
deeds of the past . . . are now especially designated as a part of heroic song qua song. Their
‘objective’ existence as unquestioned events that the audience accepts when it is under the ‘spell’
of the poet’s magic . . . yields momentarily to an awareness of the form that makes possible that
spell.”
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Iliad,”® seems primarily an Odyssean ploy. Again the verb endese is the prime
feature:

¥v0’ odt’ GAL' événoe  and then she saw/ planned something else

This staging is transitional rather than relational: it effects an episode bound-
ary in the tale, rather than an interaction between two protagonists. The
character staged in this way, who in the Odyssey is always female and usually
Athene,”® does not, as a participant in the epic proto-action, engage in
interaction with some other participant. Rather, she manipulates the action
as an external agent, playing a divine trick in order to steer the course of
events in a desired direction. For instance, Athene drugs characters into
sleep and appears before a character in the shape of someone else, thus
making an epiphany represented within the epic tale, rather than one that is
effected by the performance.

Only once does her action seem to come close to an intervention such as
we saw in the reversal passages discussed above:8° when Nausikaa and her
maids are at the point of leaving the beach, Athene intervenes:

¥v0’ adt’ GAL’ évémoe then she thought of something different
Qe yAovxdmig 'ABfAvn,  goddess owl-eyed Athene
(Od. 6.112)

Athene wakes up Odysseus in order for him to meet the girl and thus
contributes further to his return (ndstos). The important difference from
the reversal passages discussed above, however, is that Athene’s intervention
takes place in a situation that she has created herself, having put the idea of
going to the beach in Nausikaa’s mind.?! She does not react to circum-
stances as Iliadic gods in reversal passages, she creates them. Athene, in
short, is a manipulator, not a participant. She appears in the course of

78 Two times at close quarters (Il 23.140, 193), Achilles being the hero staged on both
occasions.

79 For Athene (Bedyhavkdmg 'ABfvn ‘owl-eyed goddess Athene’), see Od. 2.382, 393; 4.795;
6.112; 18.187; 23.344; Helen ("EAévn Awdg éxyeyavio ‘Helen born from Zeus’), 4.219; Penelope
(repippav [nveddnera ‘very thoughtful Penelope’), 16.409. Twice the same idea is used while no
staging occurs: 5.382 (Athene); 6.2 51 (Nausikaa).

80 In one other case the if not staging formula actually occurs, with &\A(o) replacing 6&0 (Od.
23.242): el pM ap’ AL’ événoe Bed ylaukdmg 'ABAvn ‘if she had not seen/ planned something else,
goddess owl-eyed Athene’).

81 (Od. 6.21—40.
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events, not in the context of the performance. And so her epiphany is a
narrative device rather than a celebratory moment.

The occurrence of noun-epithet formulas and staging formulas that are
not epiphanic in the sense used in this chapter, however, is not always a
matter of the differences between the poetics of the Iliad and the Odyssey. In
either poem, noun-epithet formulas frequently occur outside the contexts
reenacting the moments at which the survival of the epic tradition is at
stake. This does not invalidate the interpretations offered in the preceding
pages; rather, it says something about the grammaticality of thematically
important phrases. To appreciate fully the mechanism involved here, we
consider in the next chapter a similar phenomenon in the use of ordinary
language. After this discussion we will be better equipped to deal with the
use of epithets in the Homeric grammar of poetry.



CHAPTER 8

The Grammar of Poetry

Don’t tell your friends about your indigestion:
“How are you!” is a greeting, not a question.
—Arthur Guiterman, A Poet’s Proverbs

In the previous chapter we saw that noun-epithet formulas, uttered
within the specific context of their staging formula, constitute an impor-
tant speech ritual, with a meaning that exceeds the propositional content of
a phrase “x saw/answered y”’ The speech ritual is a matter of special speech
in that it pertains specifically to the performance as the reenactment of the
heroic events from the past. Important aspects of noun-epithet formulas,
however, are left unaccounted for in this discussion. These can be summed
up by the observation that the noun-epithet formula is not only uttered
within a context; it also constitutes a context, a metrical one that is defined
with respect to the metrical period and its recurrence in the Homeric
performance. In the present chapter I offer a metrical discussion of the
noun-epithet formula, which complements the semantic and thematic one
of the previous chapter.

The relation between phrases and meter takes us back to Chapter 6.
There I argued that meter as a rhetorical strategy may emphasize or other-
wise manipulate the typical segmentation of the spoken medium. The
rhythmical, prosodic features of intonation units may become regularized
to the point that they become metrical. So meter emerges from discourse,
as [ argued, but at some point it becomes so rigid as to constitute a structure
in itself, regulating the flow of speech. The shift from meter as nascent and
emergent to meter as a structure in its own right implies a parallel shift in
perspective on the Homeric epithet. In the previous chapter, where staged
epiphany was at the center of the discussion, the focus was not even on the

184
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epithet as such and its meaning, but on the noun-epithet formula as a
whole, of which the epithet is an integral part. In the present chapter we
will be viewing epithets as separate elements that can be added to a name or
omitted. This different conception and use of epithets is occasioned, I
argue, by the development of meter from regularized speech rhythm to
poetic, structuring principle.

As in the previous chapters I start from the intonation unit of speech.
Viewing noun-epithet formulas as stylized intonation units, we note that
metrical expansion may apply both to the internal structure of units as they
are defined with respect to the metrical period and to the way in which
they relate to each other. Conditioned by the contexts of meter, an epithet
may expand a noun or name, and the combination of the epithet with the
name as one unit may expand the idea expressed by another unit—a phe-
nomenon I discussed in Chapter § as “addition” and “framing.” Within the
context of meter I shall speak of expanding phraseology as material that is
peripheral with respect to a given nuucleus. On the level of the single intona-
tion unit or formula a nucleus can be equated with the “essential idea” of
Parry’s definition of the formula;! but it may also be the framing unit that
serves as starting point for the unit(s) to follow, this time defined not only as
cognitive but also as metrical moments.

Peripheral elements constitute the formulaic element in Homeric met-
rical diction, in the strong sense of the formulaic system proposed by Parry
and Lord.2 We only have to look at the epithets for, say, Odysseus to see that
they are all of a different length, and so economical in Parry’s sense. But the
metrically conditioned deployment of peripheries is merely the area where
the stylization of speech comes to be defined in terms of meter rather than
vice versa, without its constituting Homeric discourse as such. Formulaic
peripheries are the tip of an iceberg, and as such they are not merely
inevitable stopgaps or traditional formulas that serve the purpose of ver-
sification. Peripheral elements are the most extreme, grammatical case of
the expansion phenomena I discussed in Chapter s. Just as a framing unit
may be uttered not for its own sake but to accommodate the description
that is to follow, so it is the periphery, not the nucleus, that constitutes the
really essential idea—it verbalizes the detail that is the concern of epic

! Parry 1971: 13, 272. See also Chapter 1 above, as well as the discussion of Parry’s definition
in Bakker 1988: 152—64.
2 See Chapter 1 above, as well as Bakker 1995.
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discourse. To put this aesthetic of expansion in perspective, let us now turn
for the last time to the phenomenon of recurrence in ordinary speech.

Routinization and Deroutinization

The presence of formulas in a language or idiom is obviously a factor
conducive to repetition in the discourses conducted in that language. In
line with the argument of Chapter 7, however, in which I suggested that
linguistic expressions be viewed as behaviors rather than as things, we may
also reverse the statement: formulas are not only a source for repetition, but
also a consequence of certain recurrent contexts in which a given expres-
sion is required. The result of such recurrence may be routinization: within
one’s total behavior a given way of expression may prove so useful as a
method of coping with a recurrent speech situation that it becomes stan-
dardized, serving as the model for future expressions to be uttered under
the same circumstances. The routinization may even increase to the point
at which the expression comes to be used in situations that are merely
similar, not identical, to the original context. In such cases the original
meaning of the phrase may come to be bleached, by the loss of one or more
features proper to the original context.3

We saw in Chapter 6 that what is involuntary has a natural counterpart
in deliberate enhancement: the segmentation of speech that is due to cog-
nitive constraints was shown to be stylized by rhythm. In the same way the
routine or idiomatic utterance of given expressions in ordinary speech is
balanced by an opposite phenomenon: the tendency to use routinized,
idiomatic phrases for new purposes. In terms that have been used in the
study of grammar, one might speak of a process of deroutinization as a
counterpart of routinization.* This tendency to deroutinize certain ways of
expression may be called innovation, not in the sense that original and

3 This is what I have discussed elsewhere (Bakker 1988: 14—18, 239—65, 273—74) as the use of
a linguistic item outside its “prototypical” use in the original context. The principle of pro-
totypicality derives from the study of how people create and experience categories (Rosch 1973;
1978) and has been applied to the study of linguistic categories such as noun or verb (e.g., Hopper
and Thompson 1984; Givdn 1984—91: 12—23) aswell as of the lexicon (e.g., Geeraerts 1988). The
idea of routinization, furthermore, can be applied not just to the utterance of phrases but also to
the system of the language itself, grammar being the process by which certain phrases become
grammatical by constant recurrence. On this process of grammaticalization, see Heine et al. 1991;
Hopper and Traugott 1993; cf. Bakker 1995: 106—8.

* See Hopper and Traugott 1993: 65.
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unique expressions are produced for which no model exists yet, but that
new things are done with old means. In this sense, the deroutinization of
expressions and constructions in order not to have to make new phrasesis a
matter of simplicity or “economy,” a term to which Parry’s technical usage
lends a special significance.

As far as recurrence in speech is concerned, then, we may distinguish
three categories or stages: (1) a formative stage, in which a given expression
comes to serve a function in certain contexts; (2) a routinization stage, in
which the expression, now an idiom, is uttered under circumstances that
are in part different from those for which it was originally devised; and (3) a
deroutinization stage, in which the expression comes to serve a new func-
tion. These three categories will serve as a general framework for a discus-
sion of noun-epithet formulas, to which we now turn.

The Grammar of Poetry

It is clear that meter will have a large role to play when we try to study
the recurrence of Homeric expressions along the lines just sketched. The
question is exactly what role. The influence of meter was formulated by
Parry, as we saw in Chapter 1, in terms of formulaic systematicity, exten-
sion, and economy. Following this lead, Lord described the influence of
meter as a grammar of poetry: “In studying the patterns and systems of oral
narrative verse we are in reality observing the ‘grammar’ of the poetry, a
grammar superimposed, as it were, on the grammar of the language con-
cerned. Or, to alter the image, we find a special grammar within the
grammar of the language, necessitated by the versification.”®

It is true enough that the verse necessitates certain patterns and regu-
larities, but it is equally true, as I argued above,® that meter is not an
external constraint, independent of discourse. In fact, meter is conditioned
by certain phrases just as much as it is itself a conditioning factor, and we
might see its relation to the stylized speech units of epic discourse as re-
ciprocally defining: phrases confer their rhythmical and prosodic properties
on meter, after which they become metrical, part of the system that is
meter and occurring within the contexts created by that system. Noun-
epithet formulas are a particularly clear example of this phenomenon, as is

5 Lord 1960: 35—36.
¢ See Chapters 6 and 7.
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pointed out by Kevin O’Nolan in an article on this feature of heroic
narrative:’

Much of the examination of formulas in Homer seems to assume a fixed
dactylic hexameter into which the poet-composer must fit his various for-
mulas like so many building bricks. The fact seems to be that epithet for-
mulas are a feature of heroic storytelling, not simply of epic hexameter. It
must be obvious that these formulas of their nature have a slow organic
growth and to assume that this slow growth took place in the context of an
established hexameter verse is unreasonable. . . . The hexameter cannot have
sprung fully fledged into existence but is likely to have developed . . . froma
prototype which had a fixed tail-end and a free fore~part. One might imag-
ine a sort of creeping paralysis of versification starting at the line end. The
preponderance of epithet nouns at that point suggests that that feature of
heroic storytelling helped to develop and mould the hexameter.

The exact reconstruction of the origin of the hexameter cannot be our
concern here. What is of interest is that the hexameter, as the rhetorical
strategy discussed in Chapter 6, was not always there, and that the themati-
cally important noun-epithet phrases have, diachronically, contributed
more than other phrases to the emergence of meter. Achilles, Odysseus,
and the other major figures of epic have helped, via their names, to shape
the epic verse, a medium that came to constitute the universe within which
their kleos is reenacted.

Thus whereas all phraseology is subject to meter such as we observe itin
our Homeric text, some phrases are more metrical in essence than others.
The importance of this statement lies in the double nature of the word
“metrical,” referring both to what contributes most to meter and to what
behaves most systematically and economically within the metrical gram-
mar of poetry. The central concern of the present argument is that it is the
same phrases to which both senses of “metrical” apply. This observation
may lead us back to the three stages mentioned in the previous section,
which we may now reformulate in terms of meter: (1) a given phrase may
serve an important and recurrent function in the discourse of special
speech, so that (2) its rhythm becomes so regularized as to become meter,

7 O’Nolan 1969: 14, 17. Cf. Nagy 1974: 140—49; 1992b: 18—35, esp. 290—32; on the great
antiquity of noun-epithet formulas (going back to Mycenaean or even proto-Mycenaean times),
see most recently Ruijgh 1995: 75—91.
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after which (3) it may come to serve new functions within the very metrical
contexts that it has thus created. Applied to the specific case of noun-
epithet formulas, this tripartite scheme yields the following picture:

1. Formative Stage. In effecting an epiphany that marks founding action cru-
cial for the reality of the performance (see Chapter 7), the noun-epithet
formula, along with its staging formula, serves a commonly needed dis-
course function.

2. Routinization Stage. The use of the noun-epithet formula is triggered by
the preceding staging formula, which is no longer motivated by the
momentous circumstances of the previous stage; in other words, the
noun-epithet formula along with its staging formula has become an
idiom, and the bond between the two has become fixed.

3. Metrical Stage. The noun-epithet formula occurs in isolation from a stag-
ing formula; the noun-epithet formula comes to be reanalyzed as a met-
rical phrase, so that it can serve a function in the expansion aesthetic of
Homeric discourse, while its original meaning is still visible; on account
of this original meaning the formula can function, according to the rules
of the grammar of poetry, as a periphery with respect to a nucleus, or the
epithet as periphery with respect to the noun.

Before we continue with the discussion and illustration of these three
possibilities, it is worth emphasizing that although the idea of stage implies
the notion of consecutive development, the relationship between a noun-
epithet formula of the first stage and one of the third stage is not simply a
diachronic one in the sense that the one precedes the other in time: noun-
epithet formulas continue to be used in formative, epiphanic contexts, even
after the metrical stage has been reached. As in ordinary speech, old and
young in Homeric diction exist side by side, and two uses of a given
expression between which a diachronic relation can be established are
often, synchronically, simply different senses or uses of the expression. The
decision, then, not to treat contexts in which staged epiphanies occur as
older than the other contexts does not so much bespeak a Unitarian stance
with regard to the Homeric Question as an insight drawn from the study of
speech.®

8 On synchrony and diachrony in the study of linguistic items see the discussion of the particle
nep in Bakker 1988: 73—75, 120, 146 n. 38—39; 1993d: 15. The synchronic productivity of what
must belong to a diachronically older stage is particularly pertinent in Homer, of course, because
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The development from stage to stage does not simply involve an increase
in the role of meter. Meaning is also crucially involved, in that the metrical
behavior of the noun-epithet formulas as optional third-stage peripheries
would be impossible without their essential original meaning in the first
stage. Illustration of this principle will be my prime concern at the end of
this chapter. The first of these stages has already been discussed in the
previous chapter. So I continue now with the second one.

Beyond Staging: Routinization

It is easy to observe that noun-epithet formulas and their staging for-
mulas, apart from the specific contexts in which they effect a staged epiph-
any as described in the previous chapter, are examples of idiomatic rigidity.’
First we note that after a staging formula (e.g., ton d’ apameibémenos proséphe
‘and him answering he addressed’), the occurrence of a noun-epithet phrase
is so routinized, indeed obligatory, as to be virtually a matter of a grammati-
cal rule.'° It follows that instead of competing with other kinds of expression
within the context created by astaging formula, the noun-epithet formulas
compete with each other, and this substitutability within a limited set of
phrases is connected with their rhythmical and prosodic equivalence: they
contract paradigmatic, systematic relationships with each other on the basis
of their rhythmical profiles. This circumstance, we note, is nothing other
than Parry’s principle of extension and economy of formulaic systems, and
we are now in a position to see that thisregularity is not only a source but also
a consequence of epic verse-making.!!

of the coexistence of different dialects, representing different stages in the development of epic
diction; see Ruijgh 1995: 59—91.

9 See Kiparsky’s account of Homeric formulas in general (1976: 73—84) in terms of the
“bound phrases” of ordinary language. See also Chapter 7 above.

10 Strictly speaking the frequent nothp Gvdpdv te Bedv te ‘father of men and gods’ is not a
noun-epithet formula, but for the purposes of Chapter 7 it can count as one. In some cases, we see
a noun followed by an independent clause (Od. 15.434), a relative clause (Od. 15.430), or a
participial phrase (Il 1.413; Od. 24.280). At Il 13.768 (Gyx0od &’ iotdpevog mpocéen aioypols
¢néeoor ‘and standing close in he addressed him with insulting words’), xopvBaiodog “Extwp
‘Hektor with the flickering helmet’ has apparently been judged less pertinent than the speech
description; see also Edwards 1970: 10—12. Cf. also Il. 3.396, where a modified perception
formula is followed, not by a character staged, but by the object perceived: kai p’ &g odv événee |
Bedg meprcaAAéo Serpiiv ‘and when she saw | of the goddess the very beautiful neck’).

1! For more detail on this point, see Bakker 1995; for extension and economy, see also
Chapter 1 above.
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Furthermore, staging formulas of any length and type always precede
noun-epithet phrases, an ordering that is obviously in the nature of the very
concept of staging.'? This frozen syntax reveals the special role of noun-
epithet phrases in the semantics and metrics of the epic tradition. The fixed
linear ordering of the noun-epithet phrases and their stagings reflects the
rigid behavior of these phrases as ritual namings in Homeric discourse:
only rarely do they precede their verb,'®> and their participation in the
dynamics of word order in the Homeric Greek clause is quite limited.!* For
example, noun-epithet phrases do not combine with the ubiquitous con-
nective particle dé. Noun-epithet formulas are typically framed, not fram-
ing speech units as we observed in Chapter 5. The routinized coalescence
of the noun-epithet formula with the staging formula, finally, may well
have produced the dactylic hexameter itself, the particularly strong bond
between the staging and the epiphany being the semantic motivation for
the coalescence (see also Chapter 7).

In the formative use discussed in the previous chapter, the staging for-
mula provides a context for the noun-epithet formula, and is in its turn
motivated by the importance for the performance of the moment of the
epiphany. Moreover, a staging formula presents a character who is new to
the stage. The exception is the introduction of speech, which can be
marked as epiphanic even when the speaking character is already on the
stage.!® But in general, if an epiphany is to be felicitous, the character must
really appear. Thus at the sight of Patroklos about to kill Sarpedon, Zeus
makes his sudden appearance in a staging plus noun-epithet formula that
lifts the action from the battlefield to the divine plane, where the important
conversation between Zeus and Hera concerning the fate and death of
Sarpedon is to take place:

12 Parry observes (1971: §5) that noun-epithet phrases used at the beginning of the verse (a
type not discussed here) are always the subject of a verb in the preceding line. See, e.g., Zebg
dy1Bpepéme ‘high-thundering Zeus’, doyeviig 'Odvoetg ‘Zeus-born Odysseus’, “Extawp Ipt-
opidng ‘Hektor son of Priam’. See also Edwards 1966: 121—22.

13 The cases that I have found all involve (with the exception of II. 1.506) noun-epithet
formulas beginning at the hephthemimeral caesura (such as toAbpntig ‘'Odvooeis ‘many-minded
Odysseus’) preceded by the particle dtap ‘but’: II. 5.29; 10.488; 11.153, 732, 744; 17.580; 23.110;
Od. 21.404; Hes. Scut. 455, 470; h. Dem. 302. These cases, however, are not so much exceptions
to the rule of the order of staging and epiphany as instances of the use of epithets discussed below.

14 See also Edwards 1966: 121. To a limited extent noun-epithet formulas combine with the
particle dtdp; see further below.

15 An important category of the introduction of speech by a character who appears on the
stage is the verse-final tolol & dvéom ‘and to them he rose’ group of staging formulas followed by
aline-long epiphany. See Chapter 7.
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tovg 3¢ 1ddv éAénce and seeing them he took pity,

Kpbvov mdig dyxvAopitew, the son of Kronos with the crooked
wits,

“Hpnv 3¢ npocéeine and he addressed Hera,

Kooryvitny &loxdv te- his sister and wife

(Il. 16.431—32)

The staging formula, here reporting an act of commiseration, lives up to
its relational potential: it stages an important new character vis-a-vis what is
already on the scene, and it thus effects a shift of scene that is crucial for the
reality of the epic tradition: Zeus lets himself be persuaded not to allow the
anti-fact of the fated Sarpedon staying alive.!® The prevention of anti-
action is also what takes place when Zeus awakes from Hera’s charms, at the
beginning of Book 15 of the Iliad. During Zeus’s mental absence, the
Greeks have gained the upper hand with the help of Poseidon, and the plan
of Zeus and hence the course of the Iliad has nearly been reversed. The
same staging formula is used to make Zeus see Hektor, but this time the
circumstances under which it is used are quite different:

a. “Extopa 3’ év nedip 10e keipevov, and he saw Hektor lying in the plain,

b. duei & ttaipor | #ad’, and around him his comrades they sat,

c. 68 dpyoréw Exet’ GobBuom and he was taken by painful breathing,

d. xfip amvicowv, unconscious in his heart,

e. oip’ éuéov, vomiting blood,

f. énel ol pv dpavpétatog BGA’ "Axoudv.  since not the weakest of the Achaeans
had hit him,

g. tov 8¢ iddv élénce and seeing him he took pity,

h. nathp Gvdpdv 1€ Oedv te, the father of men and gods,

i 8ewvd 8 dmddpor 1ddov and looking darkly terribly,

j “"Hpmv npdg ptBov Eeumev- Hera he addressed.

(Il 15.9-13)

Atthe moment of his staging in unit g, Zeus is already on the scene, and
the act of perception linking him to Hektor and reported in the staging
formula ton dé idon eléese ‘and seeing him he took pity’ is already underway,
as appears from unit a. Hence there is no epiphany or shift of scene, as there
was in the previous case. The staging formula simply says that Zeus took

16 Cf. Il. 8.350, where Hera is staged under similar circumstances. On the notion of anti-
action, see Chapter 7.
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pity, without much relational implication.!” What these differences suggest
is that the staging formula, with the fixed grammatical combination of the
noun-epithet phrase in its wake, has been used under circumstances that
differ from the situation in which it stages an epiphany.'® In other words,
the staging formula motivates the use of the noun-epithet phrase, as a
routinized idiomatic reflex, but seems itself not as strongly motivated as in
more prototypical situations, where the formulas have the special features I
have discussed.

Thus the noun-epithet phrase occurs in what may be called a grammati-
cal context and as part of an idiomatic expression. Yet this is not to say that
it is diminished in poetic and semantic force; on the contrary, the idiomatic
combination of staging and noun-epithet phrase in the excerpt from Book
15 derives its significance precisely from the crucial nature of the speech
action that is to follow, in which Zeus undoes Hera’s scheming and firmly
reestablishes the plot of the Iliad.'® In other words, the basic meaning of the
noun-epithet formula persists in the idiomatic combination and motivates
its use in a slightly different context.?

The case of the parallel staging formula ton dé idon dikt(e)ire ‘and seeing
him he felt compassion’ is similar and may even provide evidence of a
further step in the process. This commiseration formula is often considered
to be synonymous with ton dé idon elézse,! yet it seems to denote a more
intimate relation than the latter expression: a feeling of compassion for a
friend whom one sees in distress, as opposed to the emotions of Zeus, who
notices that a mortal is about to die.?2 As such, the formula seems to be

17 Cf. also the case of 1ov 8¢ {ddv piynoe ‘and seeing him he shuddered’, which is twice used
for Diomedes reacting to Hektor menacingly approaching; once (1I. s.596) Diomedes is new to
the stage, and once (Il. 11.345) he is not.

18 In Bakker 1988: 186—95, I have discussed this “semantic integration” of the formula.

19 In II. 15.54—78, Zeus actually poses as the author of the plot, summarizing the course of
action and predicting the deaths of Sarpedon, Patroklos, and Hektor: words thatblur the distinc-
tion between god and poet.

20 See Hopper and Traugott 1993: 90, for a discussion of this phenomenon in grammatical
terms: the persistence of the original lexical meaning of an item after it has become incorporated
within another word as a bound morpheme.

21 E.g., Janko 1992: 315, on Il 16.5. Cf. also td 8¢ necdvt’ éAénce ‘and when they had fallen
he took pity’, a staging formula that activates a character at the sight of a fallen warrior (II. 5.561,
610; 17.346, 352; apparently two examples of clustering).

22 The verb éAéw (and the corresponding noun #Aeog) connotes a sense of shame, reverence,
and feeling for proportion (note the frequent combination with o8¢ and its cognates, e.g., Il.
21.74; 22.59, 82, 123—24, 419; 24.44, 207, 503) andseems therefore moreapt for the expression of
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more appropriate for two characters who are already on the stage than for
the activation of one character vis-a-vis another. In any case, the formula is
used to convey compassionate feelings in the intimate téte-a-tétes between
Patroklos and Eurupulos and between Achilles and Patroklos, as well as
Achilles’s sympathy for Antilokhos during the funeral games for Patroklos:

tov 8¢ 1ddv Prrerpe and seeing him he felt compassion,
Mevottiov &Akipog vide. the valiant son of Menoitios.

(Il. 11.814)
tov 8¢ 1dbv dxt(e)ipe and seeing him he felt compassion,

nodapxng dlog "AxtAAevg. swift-footed godlike Achilles.
(II. 16.5; 23.534)

In these passages neither Patroklos nor Achilles is “staged,” as the term is
defined in Chapter 7; no shifts of scene are effected and no epiphanies take
place. And if the interpretation of dikt(e)irojust presented is right, then these
effects are not likely to occur, since this verb would presuppose an already
established relation on the scene. This would imply that on account of the
meaning of its verb, the phrase ton déidon Sikt(e)ireis not a staging formula at
all, but an expression based on one, created on the analogy of ton dé idon
elégse. In other words, even though ton dé idon dikt(e)ire displays the formal
characteristics of a staging formula (relational pronoun, idiomatic and fixed
bond with a noun-epithet formula), it is an analogical extension of a stag-
ing formula, a phenomenon testifying to the routinization in the use of
idiomatic, grammatical forms: once the use of a given form becomes so
routinized as to become grammatical, it can generate new forms by anal-
ogy. Yet again, as in the case discussed earlier, the original meaning of the
noun-epithet formula, for all its grammaticality, does not bleach but rather
persists in the new environment: Patroklos’s words addressed in compassion
to Eurupulos and Achilles’ address to Patroklos are among the more impor-
tant speech acts in the Iliad.?

Our final example involves the phrase ton d’ hos oin endése, which we
studied in the previous chapter. This formula frequently paves the way, as
we saw, for a structurally important appearance on the scene. Yet this

formal relationships involving mutual responsibilities. Accordingly it is ¢éAéw, and not oixteipw,
that is used in the imperative (“pity me and show respect”), at least in Homer. On aiddg see
Redfield 1994: 115—18; on aidég and pity, see Cairns 1993: 49, 92—93.

2 On Patroklos’s speech (II. 11.816—21) see Bakker 1997a.
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staging device can also be used differently, in passages where staging and
epiphany do not seem to be the appropriate concepts anymore. In Book 21
of the Iliad, as Achilles is wreaking havoc on the Trojans near the river
Skamandros, he meets with Lukaon, a son of Priam whom he had pre-
viously captured and sold into slavery, but who now has returned to the
battle:

0v 8’ dg odv événaoe and when he saw him,
noddpxng dlog "AxiAlevg swift-footed godlike Achilles,
YOuVoV, naked,

&1ep x6puBdg te xoi donidog, without helmet or shield,

008’ ¥xev Eyxog, and he did not have his spear,
GAAG T pév P’ but all that,

amo ndvto yopel BéAe- he had thrown it to the ground,
teipe yap 18pdog for sweating wore him out,
pevyovt’ éx motopod, as he escaped from the river,
képatog 8 Hnd yobvar’ é8duve-  and exhaustion overmastered his limbs beneath,
dxOnoag &’ dpo elne and vexed he (=Achilles) spoke
npdg Bv peyaftopa Bupdv- to his own great-hearted spirit.

(1l. 21.49-53)

This is not an epiphany. Achilles is already on the scene, and the staging
formula does not effect a shift of scene.* The normal perception formula,
which now begins to mean simply what its words literally mean, seems to
have been used in a situation other than the one for which it was originally
meant. Yet this is not merely a deviant, suboptimal use of the formula, or an
undesirable but inevitable consequence of oral composition. This is how
language works.

Reanalysis

There are very few staging formulas without a noun-epithet phrase, but
there are many noun-epithet phrases without a staging formula. To ac-
count for this asymmetrical relationship, which testifies to the metrical
potential of the noun-epithet phrase in the grammar of poetry, we turn to
an important concept in the study of language change: reanalysis. It fre-

24 The two instances of the formula in the Odyssey (15.59: Telemakhos seeing Menelaos;
24.232: Odysseus seeing Laertes) are similar, in that the perceiver is already on the stage.
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quently happens that an extant form comes to be used for a new purpose,
after which it can be reanalyzed in terms of the new function. A straight-
forward example is the development in spoken English of clauses with a
verbum sentiendi (verbs expressing thought or attitude, such as I think or I
guess) into epistemic parenthetical phrases: 2

a. Ithink that we're definitely moving towards being more technological.

b. Ithink exercise is really beneficial, to anybody.

c. It’s just your point of view you know what you like to do in your spare
time I think.

In example a, I think is a main clause governing a subclause introduced
by the complementizer that; the complementizer is absent in example b,
a phenomenon that syntacticians call that-deletion. It appears preferable,
however, to analyze the case as intermediate between examples a and ¢; in
the latter the phrase acts as an epistemic parenthetical, a phrase “function-
ing roughly as an epistemic adverb such as maybe with respect to the clause
it is associated with.”2¢ In other words, what is a syntactically necessary
main clause in example a is reanalyzed as a syntactically optional epistemic
adverb in example c, and the complement clause of example a is turned
into a main clause modified by the adverb.?’

In the case of noun-epithet formulas we are not concerned with main
clauses, complement clauses, and epistemic adverbs, of course, but the
general principle is similar: a necessary phrase comes to be optional, as a
consequence of a shift from one function to another. The new function is
owing to the recognition of meter as a grammatical factor. In the previous
chapter we saw that the original context for a noun-epithet phrase is the
staging formula that provides the proper environment for an epiphany. But
what is staged, as we saw in Chapter 7, is not only the epic character but
also his or her name: the staging formula provides an environment that not
only is epiphanic but also has the potential of being reanalyzed as metrical,
owing to the rhythmical profile of the noun-epithet formula. In other

% See Thompson and Mulac 1991: 313.

26 Ibid.

27 See also Hopper and Traugott 1993: §8—59, on the history of the negative marker pas in
French, whichstarted out as an independent lexical item (meaning “step”) that could strengthen
negation in the case of verbs of movement. In this restricted context the word pas was reanalyzed
as a negation marker, after which its use could be extended to verbs expressing an idea other than
movement.
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words, the noun-epithet phrases may change their function from staging an
entity to occupying a certain metrical space, and this shift means that they
can occupy the same metrical space outside the context provided by the
staging formula. Once this step has been made, the way is clear for a more
general function in the grammatical system of the epic verse.

Noun-epithet formulas freely occur outside the context of speech intro-
ductions and other staging formulas. They occupy the same metrical slot,
but are not tied anymore to the phrase that occupies the first half of the
verse. Instead of competing with each other, they now compete with any
other phrase that has the same metrical profile.?® To take a simple example,
the speech unit mermérikse d’ épeita ‘and then he/she pondered’, which
begins the metrical period, can be complemented, both semantically and
metrically, by a number of expressions that elaborate on the act of delibera-
tion, verbalized either as an adding unit or as a new step marked by the
particle dé:?°

|| pepuniprle 8’ Enertar and then he pondered,
| ket @péva koikotd Bopov | in his mind and in his spirit
(Il. 5.671; Od. 4.117; 24.235)

(| pepuiprle 8° Exerra, and then he pondered
| 86knoe 8¢ ol kortd: Bupov | and he decided in his spirit
(Od. 20.93)

Yet the second half-line could have been a noun-epithet formula which has
not been used for some reason, and sometimes the noun-epithet formula
actually occurs:3°

28 Contrast this with Parry’s remark (1971: 14): “This fidelity to the formula is even more
evident in the case of moAdthag 8log 'Odvooets ‘much-suffering godlike Odysseus’, which the
poet uses five times in the Iliad and thirty-three times in the Odyssey, without ever thinking of
using other words to express the same idea, without ever so much as considering the possibility of
utilizing the portion of the line taken up by the epithetic words for the expression of some original
idea.” It may be true that in all thirty-eight cases an alternative was never considered, but that does
not mean that there are no places where the formula could have been used but has not been used.
See also Bakker 1995: 113—18.

2 Cf. I 8.169: tpig ptv pepunpr&e xotd pévo. xoi xatd Buudv ‘thrice he pondered in his
mind and in his spirit’. For a discussion of dative or prepositional expressions with words for
mental faculties (@pfv, Buude, xfip, kpadin, etc.) in the context of formulas and versification, see
Jahn 1987.

30 In II. 5.671 the use of moAbTAag 8log 'Odvooes may have been prevented by an overabun-
dance of the name of Odysseus in the immediate context, and in Od. 24.23 5 the decisive factor no
doubt was the occurrence of the formula three lines earlier.



198  Special Speech

|| pepunprle & Enerta and then she pondered
| Bodmig métvie “Hpm || cow-eyed mistress Hera
(Il 14.159)

In such contexts the noun-epithet formula is optional in the sense that it is
not tied up with the preceding phrase. It has been used as a phrase that fits
metrically, chosen from a range of phrases with the same metrical profile.
But this certainly does not mean that it is dictated by the meter. In fact, the
use of bodpis potnia Héré ‘cow-eyed lady Hera’ in the example may well be
necessary in the sense that any phrase can be necessary if it is the only way
to say what must be said in a given context. The reason why the phrase is
used is less to fill out the line with a convenient way of saying “Hera” than
to serve as an introduction to the seduction scene between Hera and Zeus
that follows: the pair of units quoted is balanced by a parallel pair in the next
line, resulting in a rhetorical juxtaposition of Hera to Zeus, each of whom
ends the metrical period in the same way:

|| nepunprle 8 Enerta and then she pondered,

| Bodmig méTvior “Hpn cow-eyedmistress Hera,

|| rrag éEandporto how she could deceive

| Awdg véov adyidyoro- the mind of Aigis-bearing Zeus.

(Il. 14.159—60)

Thus it does not follow from the reanalysis of noun-epithet formulas as
metrical phrases that meter becomes in and of itself a positive factor in their
use. Rather, meter provides the contexts in which the use of certain phrases
that lack the required metrical profile is ruled out. Only very rarely does
meter constitute the sole reason for the use of a given phrase.

In certain cases the noun-epithet formula cut loose from its staging
formula seems optional in the stronger sense of omissible or redundant. It
can be excised, it seems, without any real loss of meaning. Yet even here
meter is not the exclusive factor, with the formula as a mere stopgap.
Rather, what s at stake is the stylization by means of noun-epithet formulas
of the redundancy that is natural to speech. Consider for example the
following cases, belonging to a type of expression that has already been at
the center of attention in Chapter 5:3!

31 For the formula in the third extract, see also 1 pév &p’ &¢ elnodo’ anéfn(,) nédog dréo “Ipig
‘now she, having spoken thus, went away, swift-footed Iris’ (Il. 8.425; 11.210; 18.202; 24.188).



The Grammar of Poetry 199

| odtirp 6 pepunprée but he, he pondered
| moAbTAag STog *O8vaoets much-suffering godlike Odysseus
: (Od. 5.354)
| adtiep 6 Bodv iépevaev but he, he sacrificed a bull,
| dvak avdp@dv *Ayapépvav  ruler of men Agamemnon
(Il. 2.402)

|| i ptv &p’ & einodo’ anéPn  now she, having spoken thus, went away

| YAawkdmg *ABfRvy owl-eyed Athene
(1. 5.133; Od. 1.319; 6.41)
| & 0°, thus he spoke,
8 8¢ xhoinvde kv and he, moving to the tent
noAdpnTg "08vooedg many-minded Odysseus

(1l. 10.148)

The difference with staging formulas is instructive: we saw that these
expressions begin with what I called a relational pronoun in an oblique
case, presenting the participant on the scene as a starting point for the
appearance of the new character, the bearer of the epithet.>? What we see
here, by contrast, is that the pronoun and the noun-epithet formula refer to
one and the same character. The pronoun is in the nominative case, and the
noun-epithet formula is added as an optional apposition.?® Instead of an
epiphany, the staging of a new character vis-a-vis a character who is already
on the scene, we have here the situation described in Chapter s: a switch to
the other character on the scene, or a return to the character who was
mentioned shortly before.>* The name of this character may or may not be
mentioned again, depending on whether the poet thinks that the audience
will need the name to identify the character, and also on whether other
material is available to fill the same metrical slot. This is not so much the
encoding of founding action as the stylization of speech, where such loose
additions are quite normal. And the principle regulating the stylization is
the metrical grammar of the hexameter.

32 See Chapters § and 7.

3 Cf. Il. 5.133, quoted in the text, with Od. 15.43, in which the noun-epithet formula has
been rejected in favor of a phrase that must have been felt a more useful continuation in context: 1
pev &p’ &g elnodo’ anéPn mpog pokpov “Olvpmov ‘and she, having spoken thus, went off to tall
Olympos’.

34 See Chapter . See also Bakker 1995: 111 n. 35.
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But the function of noun-epithet formulas in the grammar of poetry
extends further than this stylized addition of speech units. Once metrical
reanalysis of the noun-epithet phrase has taken place, widening its distribu-
tion, a further reanalysis may ensue. If the noun-epithet formula has come
to function as an optional, loosely added phrase, the epithet itself can also
be reanalyzed as occupying a certain metrical space distinct from the name.
This means that it can be left out if the metrical space which it occupies has
to be used for other purposes. Consider for example the following pairs of
additions to a topic switch (see also Chapter s):

X} énev€ato 8tog "AxiAAevg M, he boasted, godlike Achilles
o (I. 20.388; 22.330)
6 8¢ ol oxedov AikBev’ 'AxiAhedg  and he, he came close to him Achilles
(1. 22.131)

68’ dvelpeto dlog 'Odvooeig and he, he asked her, godlike Odysseus
o (Od. 7.21)
6 8t peppfpr&ev "0dvooeiy and he, he pondered, Odysseus
(Od. 6.141; 17.235)

68’ &p’ éobBope paidipog “Extwp  and he, he ran forward, brilliant Hektor
(Il. 12.462)
68’ dnéaovto ddpatog “Extap and he, he rushed from the house, Hektor
(I. 6.390)

We have discussed the noun-epithet phrase as an indivisible unity, the
epiphany of an epic character. What we see here is a simple name that is
either preceded or not preceded by an adjective. In other words, once the
noun-epithet phrase has come to be used beyond its original locus, the
staged epiphany, it is no longer essentially different from the simple noun,
and the epithet may be dropped if need be.

Nuclei and Their Peripheries
The idea of the epithet as an optional phrase takes us into territory
already covered by Parry himself, who states in his discussion of the choice

of epithets: %>

35 Parry 1971: 84.
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In every noun-epithet formula there are two elements, of which one is fixed
and the other variable. The fixed element is the substantive. Apart from its
variation in the genitive and dative plural, it has always the same metrical
value, and this predetermined value is what the poet must reckon with. The
variable element is the epithet. It can be assigned whatever metrical value
the poet chooses, and it can begin or end pretty much as he wants. So the
poet creates the noun-epithet formula of the desired measure by adding the
x syllables of the epithet to the predetermined syllables of the substantive.

This formulation differs from the one used here so far, in that Parry speaks
of the addition of the epithet as a metrical entity, whereas I have been
speaking of its omission. This difference is not arbitrary, for it depends on
what we take to be the basic unit in the verse: the simple name or the
combination of the name and the epithet. It is for the latter possibility that I
have opted thus far, arguing for the multiple effects that staging produces,
epiphanic and metrical: it is the combination of the name with the epithet,
together with the staging formula, that produces the verse, and the names
to which an epithet can be added at all tend to occupy, if not accompanied
by the epithet, the same metrical position as they do in the fixed combina-
tion of name plus epithet, that is, in most cases, the end of the metrical
period. Epithets, then, so long as we take into account their original epi-
phanic use, are omitted rather than added.

Parry’s conception of epithets as thematically congenial additions to a
name does apply, however, if we see the optional addition not as the essence
of the epithet—which lies in the epiphany—but as a further stage of re-
analysis, in which the epithet as a metrical form does not so much leave
space for material that is more appropriate in a given context as occupy
space for want of that material. In this way the epithet becomes what I have
called elsewhere an element that is peripheral to a nucleus.>® A peripheral
element specifies, in semantic terms, a property of the nucleus that is
inherent, indeed so essential as to be self-evident. On account of this very
importance, a peripheral element is optional semantically, for what is in-
herent in something can be expressed or it can be left understood. And this
optional status in terms of meaning can be exploited for the sake of metrics
and versification: one may lengthen a nucleus with the extra syllables of the
periphery, but one could also leave the periphery out, without any signifi-

3¢ Bakker and Fabbricotti 1991; Bakker 1990a; Bakker and Van den Houten 1992: 3—5. See
also Bakker 1988: 186 (still without this particular terminology).
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cantloss or disruption of meaning. Thus there is no harm in calling Odys-
seus polimetis ‘many-minded’ once one has decided to make this epithet
omissible.’

In fact, there is considerable gain in doing so. The metrical reanalysis of
epithets does not reduce them to what Parry calls “stylistic superfluity” that
is added to an “essential idea.”*® The metrical reanalysis goes hand in hand
with a semantic one, whereby the addition of the epithet becomes an
aesthetic principle in its own right, a matter of ornamental extension.
Viewed in this way, the grammar of epithets and other peripheral elements
becomes the tip of an iceberg, the grammatical and metrical consequence
of a pervasive tendency in Homeric discourse that has been discussed in
various ways and from various viewpoints in Part 2 above. After defining
speech as process through time in Chapter 3, I argued in Chapter 4 that
time, of which there is only a limited quantity, can be an important means
in a performer’s hands to emphasize the importance of a given idea: what
stays longer in focus is more prominent for that reason.>® In Chapter s I
elaborated on this point by discussing the way in which a given idea can
frame what lies ahead and thus organize the flow of speech. In the present
context, finally, we speak of the expansion of nuclear ideas as an operation
within the metrical space of the hexameter.*° Seen in terms of this metrical
expansion aesthetic, the peripheral status of epithets with regard to their
nouns is but a part of a much wider phenomenon.

The principal domain of operation for the peripheral expansion of nu-

3 Noticethatthe two central heroes, Achilles and Odysseus, the quintessential performers of
founding action, and hence most amenable to staging, are also the ones whose epithets lend
themselves best to reanalysis. Thus not only are the simple names (very strongly localized at the
heroic end of the verse, see Kahane 1994: 156) analyzable as the omission of their epithets, but the
combination of generic epithet and name (8tog 'Odvooet ‘godlike Odysseus’ and 8tog "AxtAAevg
‘godlike Achilles’) can also be seen as involving the omission of toAdtAag ‘much-suffering’ and
noddpxng ‘swift-footed’, respectively. Moreover, the phrase dxbg "AxiAAeds ‘swift Achilles’ is not
only the prosodic variant of 8Tog 'AxiAetg ‘godlike Achilles’ (Parry 1971: 39), but also, and
perhaps more significantly, involves the omission of n68ag ‘of foot’. These heroes, then, are more
than any other characters, hexametrical heroes.

38 Parry 1971: 13—14.

3 See also my discussion of inclusion as articulated by the particle kol in Chapter 4.

40 In his discussion of “Item Plus,” Russo mentions the noun-epithet formula (1994: 378) as
“one of several ‘tropes of extension, . . . the epithet bestowing an extension that is always
appositional and is explanatory to the extent that it enlarges the idea or image.” Russo calls the
expansion aesthetic nonformulaic, whereas I would stress that expansion straddles the difference
between formulaic and nonformulaic. In other words, nucleus and periphery are where “Item
Plus” hits the grammatical, metrical surface.
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clei is the intonation unit, reanalyzed as a metrical unit. Two situations are
possible. First, a peripheral element may fill out the metrical space unoccu-
pied by the nuclear element, so as to complement the metrical colon. In
this case the nucleus coincides with Parry’s essential idea, and it is specifi-
cally the periphery (e.g., the epithets associated with a given name) to
which Parry’s notion of economy applies: the various epithets surrounding
as peripheral expansions a given name that acts as nuclear idea tend to be
unique expressions metrically. Second, the periphery may also be an entire
unit with regard to another unit, an operation that mostly serves to com-
plement the hexameter line, but that may also involve two (or more) lines.
Peripheral expansion, then, may either occur unit-internally or across a
unit boundary. The two kinds of expansion may occur in the same line,
with the principle operating on two levels. In the example that we have
seen already, for instance,

a. ||peppipriée & Enerte and then she pondered,
b. | Bodmic nétvie “Hpn | - cow-eyed mistress Hera

(I. 14.159)

the two ancient cult epithets for Hera, bodpis and pdtnia,*! reanalyzed now
as metrical elements, serve to complement the essential idea “Hera” in unit
b both metrically and semantically. The relationships between the three
elements can be seen as recursive, in that pétnia can be analyzed as a periph-

L - A . . . . 7 . L -
ery to Heére, whereas boopis in its turn acts as periphery to pdtnia Here.
Represented schematically (with arrows pointing from nuclei to their pe-
ripheral extensions): 42

Bodmg mbétviee “Hpn

NNz
But the noun-epithet formula in its entirety can be seen as an extension to

unit a. That is, it completes the metrical period, and at the same time
repeats the idea “Hera” at the important moment when the plan for de-

4 See Ruijgh 1995: 75—77.

%2 Compare the case of dkovtioe Sovpi poev® ‘made a cast with the shining spear’, where
Sovpi paewvd ‘with the shining spear’ functions as periphery to dxovtice ‘made a cast’ but is itself
the combination of a nucleus (Sovpi) and a periphery (paev@). See further Bakker and Fab-
bricotti 1991: 69.
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ceiving Zeus first occurs to her.** Unit a may also be seen as peripherally
extended. Its two main components are the verb and the connective parti-
cle d(é). The latter serves as nuclear idea for the extension by épeita, as part
of the peripheral system of the central particle dé, a system that also features
the particle dra in the lengthened forms d’ dra and d’ 4r’ épeita.** The
nucleus-periphery relations in the passage can be represented schematically,
with arrows again pointing from nuclei to their peripheries:

puepunpiée 8’ Emerta Bodmig métvie “Hpm

| R | | — L J L ] L )
A, T

Boiled down to its “essential idea” the passage would thus be “and she
pondered,” but that reduction would amount to a perversion of Homeric
style. It is the periphery, not the nucleus, that constitutes the essence of
Homeric discourse.

Other systems of peripheral extension are the dative or prepositional
expressions for “in his heart,” (involving the elaborate and much discussed
Homeric vocabulary for mental and emotional organs) as a peripheral
element to a verb of emotion or cognition.*> Again, the peripheral exten-
sion may either fill out the metrical unit of which its nucleus is the core
idea, or serve as an expanding unit itself. Of the latter possibility we have
already seen an example:

a. ||peppnpiée 8’ Enerto and then he pondered,
b. | katd gpéva kel xatd Bupdv || in his mind and in his spirit
(I. 5.671; Od. 4.117; 24.235)

Unit b serves as periphery to unit a and its internal structure (two func-
tional synonyms linked by the extending particle kai) is a characteristic
example of Homeric expansion.*® The verb mermerizo ‘ponder’ can also be
expanded within the confines of a metrical unit:

43 The noun-epithet phrase does not mark an epiphany, nor does the phrase clarify the
discourse flow, since it is clear who is doing the pondering.

4 See Visser 1987: 92 (and 148 for a similar treatment of pév). On dpa see Grimm 1962;
Bakker 1993b: 16—23; 1997a. Note that #neito 8¢ is different from &’ ¥neita; see Chapter 4.

45 See Jahn 1987: 247—-98.

46 See also O’Nolan 1978. On «ai specifically, in connection with Homeric aesthetics and
discourse flow, see Chapter 4 above.
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|| v’ ¥Bn eig edviy then he went to bed,
| moAAG @peci pepunpilwv.||  pondering many things in his mind
(Od. 1.427)

Other examples of peripheral expansion include the use of the particle
kai as periphery to the frequent concessive participial phrases of Greek epic
(kai akhniimends per ‘even though he was grieved’),*” or the systematic
deployment of expressions for “with the spear” in battle narrative as pe-
ripheral element to a verb of wounding or killing.*® All these expressions
are, like the epithet with regard to its name, natural extensions of the
essential idea that is their nucleus.

But it should be pointed out once more that the metrical usefulness of
these peripheral elements as they function in the grammar of poetry does
not imply by any means that they are fillers with a meaning that is seman-
tically empty or indifferent. The combination of particles @’ dra, for exam-
ple, functions as the metrical equivalent of the simple dé ‘and’ without loss
of meaning for dra: an evidential particle that is used in conclusions drawn
from visual evidence and which thus marks the narrative as deriving from a
special, privileged source.*” Likewise, the original epiphanic meaning of
the epithet as it is attached to the name of a hero persists in each occurrence
of the new use. It is not too much to say, in fact, that this new, reanalyzed
use could never have developed without the impetus of the epic epiphany.

The metrical function of epithets as peripheral elements is thus not the
essence of the use and function of epithets but rather the consequence of their
original, essential meaning. The connection between meter and grammar
that I have stressed in this final chapter is useful in bringing out limitations
of metrical utility and formulaic composition that have sometimes been
neglected. Like grammar, meter is the result of saying the right thing in
certain recurrent contexts. But once it has emerged as a structure in its own
right, meter itself comes to constitute contexts. These metrical contexts do
not call anymore for “the right thing” to be said; rather, they specify what
can not be said: phrases that do not fit in the meter, and that hence do not
even exist for the performers and their appreciative audiences. Speaking the
special speech of the Homeric tradition requires a deeply ingrained knowl-

47 See Bakker 1988: 173—86.
48 See Bakker and Fabbricotti 1991.
49 See Bakker 1993b; 1997a.
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edge of the phonetic, rhythmic properties that any utterance must have in
order to serve as heroic discourse. But this knowledge in itself does not tell
the performer what to say: like the grammar of an ordinary language, meter
in Homer is a constraint, not a compulsion. The systems of peripheral
omission and extension that I briefly reviewed in this chapter are an adap-
tive response to the metrical constants. Resulting from those phrases that
are quintessentially epic, the epithets are among the phrases that best fit the
metrical contexts that they helped to create. As such they are always a good
thing to say, even though sometimes it is better to say something else.



Speech and Text:

A Conclusion

Speech and special speech: these were the key terms in my attempts to
rethink the written criticism and reception of Homeric poetry. Using
terms and concepts that present Homeric syntax as a flow through time
rather than as a structure on the two-dimensional space of the written page,
and speaking of recurrent behavior rather than of repetition, I have tried to
devise a vocabulary that views speech, and Homeric formulaic speech in
particular, as a medium in its own right, rather than as a style that is defined
with respect to the written styles of later periods.

The conception of orality that was in the forefront in the preceding
pages is different from the historical or literary conceptions that view
orality as the stage preceding literacy, or as a kind of literature that is
different from our own. Adopting the ahistorical stance of the discourse
analyst, I have tried to approach Homeric poetry from the point of view of
speech, and speaking, the most natural way of using language. Still, the
investigation has been a historical one in the philological sense of that term:
we have been reconstructing something from the past, not a text or some
other physical reality, but a medium. This medium of speech has become
obliterated by the opposite medium of writing which has carried Homeric
poetry through the ages.

The reconstruction of speech is in a sense the deconstruction of text.
The presentation of Homeric passages in the form of the speech units that
formed the basis of almost all the operations in the preceding chapters may
seem cumbersome to some readers. Yet such a reaction merely confirms
that categories of textual reception were disabled in the attempt to detex-
tualize the salient features of Homeric style, and redescribe them in terms

207
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of the speech of which the text is a transcription. No speech that is tran-
scribed in such a way as to highlight the typical features of the spoken
medium makes for easy reading.

Yet something is missing here, something that formed the core of the
conception of speech that I presented in the preceding chapters, even that
of writing in Chapter 2. To speak of the Homeric text as the transcription
of speech is an oversimplification insofar as neither speech nor text are one-
time events. I have spoken at some length of recurrence at various junctures
in the preceding argument,! and we may now return to this concept in our
final assessment of the findings of this study.

I argued that recurrence, not as the repetition of identical phrases, but as
routinized behavior, is an essential feature of speech, the basic medium of
language. In ordinary discourse the regularization and normalization re-
sulting from recurrence is a matter of grammar, or rather, of the process of
becoming grammatical.? In the special discourse of the Homeric perfor-
mance, analogously, the result of recurrence is regularization of the prosody
of speech in the form of meter. Meter is synchronically a matter of styliza-
tion, one of the aspects of poetry in speech; diachronically, however, meter
is a matter of becoming metrical, of speech into poetry.

Unlike the grammarian of a living and continuously evolving language,
the grammarian of Homeric special speech is in a position to study the final
result of regularization, the point after which no change will ever occur.
This is, of course, the Homeric text as it is transmitted in the medieval
codices. In fact, this text is itself the result of recurrence, of numerous
redactions in the course of which the process of normalization and regular-
ization, inherent already in the process by which speech becomes special
speech, reached its final stage.

The writing of Homer, as I argued in Chapter 2, was originally a matter
of transcription, of the transcoding of one medium (speech) into another
(text), in order to facilitate future performances.®> But there is no reason to
suppose that the first transcripts were anything like the text we possess
today. In this regard it may be helpful to listen to students of traditions of

! See Chapters 1, 7, and 8.

2 In linguistics the term “grammaticalization” is used. See Heine et al. 1991; Hopper and
Traugott 1993. See also Chapter 8.

3 See Nagy’s definition (1992a: 42) of transcript: “A transcript is not the equivalent of perfor-
mance, though it may be an aid to performance.” Cf. Nagy 1996: 112. I would add that in a
transcript the act of narration is not yet fictionalized: the text is not meant to stand on its own as
inscribed discourse.
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special speech who are in a position to produce the transcription of speech
that they have witnessed themselves: “The measuring out of long runs of
lines with equal numbers or syllables, moras, or feet does not occur in
audible texts from cultures whose verbal arts are not under the direct
influence of literary traditions. In most languages, such fine-grained metri-
cal schemes require an atomization of speech sounds that is precisely the
forte of alphabetic and syllabic writing systems.”*

Such imposition of the categories of the writing system cannot be due to
transcription as a one-time event, the creation of an unedited transcript of a
performance, to be copied as is into the future. Writing too was a process,
not of mere transcription, but of textualization,> the gradual transforma-
tion of words from elements of sound into elements of orthography. Such a
transformation is crucially bound up with the textual perception of meter as
something regular. Writing, I submit, is responsible in the last resort for
meter as we know it, not as the emergence of regular rhythmical patterns
from the prosody of speech, but as the principle determining the poetic
style of the text.

A case in point is the frequent Homeric phenomenon of diectasis ‘draw-
ing out’ a contracted vowel over three moras, as in metidonto or mekha-
ndasthai, where the long vowel 6 or a has been distended so as to occupy a
metrical space that is longer than one longum. Such forms are often seen as
artificial creations of the epic Kunstsprache, inadmissible in the ordinary
language and created to avoid the “impossible” single-short rhythm of the
“natural” forms mekhandsthai and metiénto (— v — — and — v —).¢ I would
rather hold that the artificiality is a matter of spelling, and that the diectasis is
a strategy to make the meter regular in the text, whereas what happens in
the reality of the performance is merely the marked pronunciation of a
certain word. In other words, a phonetic entity has been converted into an
orthographic item, part of a textualization of the epic tradition that cannot

4 Tedlock 1983: 8. Cf. Hymes 1994. See also Chapter 6.

5 Forthe difference between transcription and textualization, cf. the German terminological
distinction between Verschriftung ‘textification” and Verschriftlichung ‘textualization’ proposed by
Oesterreicher (1993), who usefully points out (271) that pure transcription, without any inter-
ference of the transcribing, recording medium, is in principle possible only with the help of
modern recording technology. Thus in practice any transcription of speech into writing brings in
elements belonging to the latter medium, however superficial or unimportant.

¢ E.g., Chantraine 1948—53: 75—83. Janko rightly stresses (1992: 17) that diectasis forms are
signs of innovation in the Kunstsprache, in that the bards prefer them over the older, uncontracted
forms ynyavéecBar and pnridovro; yet he also treats the distended words as forms rather than as
spellings.
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but have contributed to a further, and final, regularization of the dactylic
hexameter.”

What I propose, then, is that the increasing textualization of the Ho-
meric tradition is an extension of the process of regularizing the prosody of
ordinary speech into meter. In other words, the special speech of the
Homeric tradition, with its increasingly rigid meter and its need to sustain
itself across performances, has an in-built tendency to textualization, to
inscribe itself, as a result of an increasingly textual reception. This would
seem a paradox at first sight: we have been concerned, as I just suggested,
with the reconstruction of the medium of speech, and so with the de-
construction of the text. But if we have now reconstructed a medium that
tends to textualize itself, has not our own investigation deconstructed itself,
undermining the methodology that it asserts?

The paradox disappears when we realize that the textualization of the
Homeric tradition has been only a very partial one. Special speech becomes
written, and so poetry, but the aspects of it that undergo textualization are
precisely those aspects by which it is marked with respect to ordinary
speech: the prosodic regularity of meter. In other respects Homeric dis-
course has remained remarkably close to speech in its typical segmentation
and syntactic progression. These features have caused enough baffled reac-
tions, in ancient and modern times, to justify the attempts made in the
preceding chapters to rethink some of our textual terminological appara-
tus. And if our notion of special speech has inherent affinities with the text
that Homer has become, so it has with the speech from which that text
originates.

7 See Gentili 1988: 231.
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receptional function of, 24—25
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Meén (particle), sin. 37, 80—8s, 102, 104—S$, I13,
115,143,145
Mental picture. See Scene
Meter:
dependence of language on, 13, 187
emergence of, 2, 126, 130, 146—48, 155, 184,
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as a class of literature, 9, 18, 22, 24, 38, 207
in historical perspective, 1, 7, 31
as literate construct, 7, 23, 32
inmedial sense, 1, 7-9
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Style, 2, 10, 36—37, 42, 84, 93, 100, 125, 128,
130, 139—40, 142. See also Adding style, Ar-
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130, 133, I155—57, 159, 185—87, 198—200,
208. See also Speech, Special speech
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Voice, 26, 32
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19, 23—28, 35, 70
as dictation, 21, 26—27
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magical writing, 28n. 34
as medium transfer, 2§—26, 30—31, 208
recording of the Iliad, 19—21, 31-32
as repetition, 158
See also Transcription

Zielinski’s Law, 86n. 1
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