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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Constructions:
A New Approach to Formularity,
Discourse, and Syntax in Homer

by

Chiara Bozzone
Doctor of Philosophy in Indo-European Studies
University of California, Los Angeles 2014
Professor Brent Harmon Vine, Department of Classics, Chair

This dissertation argues that formulaic phenomena in Homer are best described by using the
linguistic concept of construction (borrowed from Construction Grammar). Through a series of
case studies, the dissertation explores new possibilities opened by the adoption of this
framework, in particular regarding the synchronic and diachronic study of the technique and
the study of Homeric word order (i.e., syntax and discourse).

While chapters 1-3 lay the methodological bases for the enterprise, chapters 4-7
explore theoretical and practical issues in the workings of Homeric constructions. Chapter 1,
Describing Homer’s Technique, frames the goals of the work against the backdrop of earlier
research. Chapters 2 (Homeric Formulas and their Definitions) and 3 (Formulas in Linguistics) discuss

the topic of formularity within Homeric studies and linguistics, respectively, leading up to the

ii



concept of construction in usage-based linguistics and its application to the study of Homer.
Chapter 4, Homeric Constructions at Work, explains conventions for the formal notation of
Homeric constructions and discusses how constructions have semantic, syntactic, and
discourse functions. Chapter 5, The Synchronic Workings of Constructions, discusses how poets
acquire constructions during their training, and asks whether constructional habits can be
used as diagnostics for individual style; a case study on the epithets of Here illustrates how
constructions pass through a life cycle, and how we can use type and token frequency to
distinguish innovative constructions from fossilized ones. A study of the famous formula
avdpotita kal fipnv ‘manliness and youth’ shows that this formula was created using a regular
and productive construction in the technique, and is thus unlikely to preserve phonological or
metrical archaisms (as often argued). Chapter 6, The Diachrony of Constructions, integrates the
study of how constructions change over time with previous work on the diachronic evolution
of the language of Greek epic; a case study illustrates how different speech introduction
constructions evolved at different speeds between the Iliad and the Odyssey, depending on their
type and token frequencies. Chapter 7, Constructions and the Study of Homeric Discourse,
introduces the study of Homeric discourse and covers the principles of referent management,

information structure, and word order in Homer.
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Describing Homer’s Technique

How does one go about describing Homer’s technique? The term in itself is rather vague. Since
Parry demonstrated that the Homeric poems display features that point to oral composition,
one common way of thinking about Homer’s technique has been oral composition through
juxtaposition of formulas. Nowadays, even scholars who do not believe that the Iliad and the
Odyssey themselves arose through oral composition agree that the traditional technique that
Homer employed originated in this way.

But composition by means of formulas has often seemed reductive to many scholars,
for it seemed to leave little room for the creativity of the poet. The importance of flexibility in
the usage of formulas has been rightly stressed (Hainsworth 1968), and scholars have gradually
become weary of statistics trying to separate the formulaic from the not-so-formulaic, and
thus the oral from the written. Many, in fact, out of “interest in and respect for Homeric

artistry” (Bremer et al. 1987:vii), have yearned to move beyond the oral-formulaic model of



composition. Visser (1987, 1988) was an eager attempt at taking words, not formulas, as the
basis of Homer’s versification. The desire has been to make formulas somehow disappear, so
that we could keep talking about Homer’s style the way we talk about the style of any writing
author, and appreciate Homer’s artistry the way we appreciate that of any writing author.

Yet it is not wise to abandon formulas as a unit of analysis of Homeric style: for
formulas do seem to be the best spot to start describing how the poems were put together.
They are units that poets dealt with on a concrete level; units that poets and audience alike
would have recognized as “words of Homer,” had they encountered them. Formulas are frozen
bits of lexicon, phonology, morphology, syntax, narrative, discourse, and meter all wrapped
together and ready to use. And while certainly individual formulas in themselves are not what
matters, but the system that they engender is, formulas as a category are clearly central to the
poetic technique and its acquisition, as Lord’s work on the living Serbo-Croatian tradition has
made clear (Lord 1960).

The question then is what is the best angle to describe formulas and Homeric technique
in general. Is this the domain of style or the domain of grammar? In style, we normally think
about a choice between alternatives; in grammar, we think about obligatory choices. A useful

concept to overcome this dilemma is that of a poetic grammar:"' “a grammar superimposed, as

' See Watkins 1995:28-49 for an illuminating discussion of Indo-European poetic grammars in general.
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it were, on the grammar of the language concerned” (Lord 1960:36; further discussed in Bakker
1997:187ff.). From this point of view, Homeric technique can be analyzed using the same tools
that we use to describe grammars: it can be described using linguistic categories. This is the
aim of this work.

In practice, what we call Homeric technique (or Homeric style, or Homeric poetic
grammar) can be conceived of as a complex of habits that the poets acquired during their
training and that enabled them to perform. Habits are behaviors that have become automatic,
and as such are rigid, do not require conscious control, and are predictable. Because of this,
they can be described by rules. They also change regularly over time, in the way language
does.

One could of course argue that there is more to the style or technique of an author than
what is automatic. In a way, we often think that what is deliberate is the true signature of an
author (or at least, we like to ascribe intentionality to whatever “makes this work so great”).
Yet the best thing that we can do, at least to start, is to describe what is regular and traditional
(and thus most likely automatic), and then measure against it what is not so. This is very
similar to Parry’s original concern in studying Homeric style: telling the traditional apart from

the individual;” and while such a sharp dichotomy may be illusory, it may be interesting to

2“Only then will the modern reader have that sense of style which Homer knew, at the moment when he
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reflect on why our literary criticism is so obsessed with originality, authorship, and
innovation. As we shall see, this approach will allow us later on to single out odd or infrequent
compositional behaviors in the poems, and use them to raise questions about the making of
the Iliad and the Odyssey in a more concrete way.

This dissertation uses the linguistic concept of construction, borrowed from usage-based
linguistics (Goldberg 2006, Bybee 2010) but not incompatible with other theoretical approaches
to language (see section 3.3 below), to capture and describe the habits that make up Homer’s
poetic grammar - his technique. These habits are often co-extensive with formulas, but they
are often more abstract and more pervasive than individual formulas themselves. They are, as
we shall see, the molds that underlie the formulas. In modern linguistic terms, constructions
are a way of describing the competence of the poet, rather than his performance (his langue, in
Saussurean terms, as opposed to his parole). Constructions are also a way of describing and
explaining the synchronic mechanisms of Homeric language first, before we venture into the
diachrony for deeper answers.

Constructions are defined as learned’ pairings of form and function (Goldberg 2006:1).

composed them, would be the criterion by which his own poems would be judged” (MHV:4).

*1 like how learned brings a focus onto the acquisition process, which Parry correctly viewed as crucial to
understanding the technique: “In the study of the epic style, we should always keep before us the conception of
the apprentice poet: he is essential for our understanding of the formation and preservation of the epic technique
and diction.” (Parry, MHV:56).



This means that an analysis of Homeric style in terms of constructions will entail two steps:
one has to isolate a form, and then describe its function. There are several choices for each of
these steps. One may describe the form at different levels of abstraction, and one can make the
function as complex and sophisticated as one wishes. One may be content to say that the
function of the form nédag Wk Ax1AAelg is to express the idea of ‘Akhilleus’ under given
metrical conditions (Parry), while another may want to say that its function is to re-introduce
the referent Akhilleus as the subject of a finite verb after the mid-line caesura, perhaps in
some specific narrative (thematic) contexts.

Once established that constructions can be a powerful tool for describing Homer’s
technique, two avenues open up for exploration: on the one hand, one could set out to
systematically map all the constructions that make up the technique, or some part thereof.
This endeavor would amount to writing a dictionary of Homeric constructions, and would be
an enourmous undertaking, which would surely yield a number of important finds. However,
such a work would be essentially descriptive in nature, and would not serve to test any theory.
On the other hand, one could explore what are the further theoretical ways in which a
constructional approach to Homeric formularity can specifically enhance our understanding of
the language of archaic Greek epic. The current work opts for the second route, by exploring

how we can use a constructional approach and methods of contemporary linguistics to answer



core questions concerning Homer’s technique of verse composition: in particular, how the
technique is acquired, how it functions as a synchronic system (which includes the study of
discourse and syntax in Homer), and how it changes diachronically.

After reviewing the theoretical work on Homeric formularity and linguistic approaches
to formulaic phenomena in natural language (leading up to the development of the concept of

construction), this study will address the questions above by means of a series of case studies.

1.1 The Plan of This Work

After laying the methodological bases for the enterprise in chapters 1-3, chapters 4-7 explore
theoretical and practical issues in the workings of Homeric constructions through a series of
case studies. Chapter 1, Describing Homer’s Technique, frames the goals of the work against the
backdrop of earlier research. Chapters 2 (Homeric Formulas and their Definitions) and 3 (Formulas
in Linguistics) discuss the topic of formularity within Homeric studies and Homeric linguistics,
respectively, leading up to the concept of construction in usage-based linguistics and its
application to the study of Homer. Chapter 4, Homeric Constructions at Work, explains
conventions for the formal notation of Homeric constructions and discusses how constructions
have semantic, syntactic, and discourse functions (the latter two functions having been
previously unrecognized in oral-formulaic studies). The portion on semantics addresses how

we determine the exact meaning of formulas through a treatment of the death scenes of
6



Sarpedon, Patroklos, and Hektor, and discusses traditional referentiality and intertextuality in
the poems. Chapter 5, The Synchronic Workings of Constructions, discusses how poets acquire
constructions during their training, and asks whether constructional habits can be used as
diagnostics for individual style; a case study on the epithets of Here illustrates how
constructions pass through a life cycle, and how we can distinguish innovative from fossilized
constructions using type and token frequency. A study of the famous formula &vdpotita kai
fpnv ‘manliness and youth’ shows that this formula was created using a regular and
productive construction in the technique, and is thus unlikely to preserve phonological or
metrical archaisms (as often argued); on the basis of constructional, morphological, semantic,
and philological considerations, an emendation to adpdtnta kai fipnv ‘vigor and youth’ is
further proposed. Chapter 6, The Diachrony of Constructions, integrates the study of how
constructions change over time with previous work on the diachronic evolution of the
language of Greek epic; a case study illustrates how different speech introduction
constructions evolved at different speeds between the Iliad and the Odyssey, depending on their
type and token frequencies. Chapter 7, Constructions and the Study of Homeric Discourse,
introduces the study of Homeric discourse and covers the principles of referent management,
information structure, and word order in Homer; killing scenes from Iliad 4-6 and 14 serve as

case studies. One important finding is that noun-epithet formulas are always topical (which in



turn explains their clause-final position); the chapter also discusses criteria for establishing
how metrical constraints may alter word order, and points out some typologically striking

patterns of subject and object ellipsis in typical scenes.

1.2 The Hexameter and its Notation

In notating the various positions that elements can occupy in the Homeric hexameter, I accept
Janse’s (2003) proposal of using a neutral and transparent system that assigns numbers to the

feet and letters to the positions within the feet:

Vi — 2 bV —3a3b e —da b e — 5 sb s —6a

In this system, the masculine and feminine caesuras of the third foot are 3a and 3b
respectively, the hephthemimeral caesura is 4a and the bucolic diaeresis is 4c (these are P, T,
H, and B, respectively, in the terminology introduced by White 1912:152). I also maintain the
terminological distinction between caesura (word-end within a foot) and diaeresis (word-end
that coincides with foot-end), in the interest of transparency (in this system, nc will always be
a diaeresis, while na,b will always be caesuras).

This approach is largely agnostic as to the debate on metrical boundaries (i.e. caesuras
and diaireses) in the hexameter, which has a very long history in the field (Frankel 1926/60,

O’Neill 1942, Porter 1951, West 1982:35-8, Kirk 1985:18-24, Sicking 1993:75-7, Cantilena 1995)

and could probably be a legitimate dissertation topic on its own. From a theoretical
8



standpoint, it should be enough to note that Frankel’s (1926) approach to the caesuras in the
hexameter (as Sinnesgliederungen that gradually become metrical incisions) is the most
compatible with my approach to Homeric technique (see also discussion in Cantilena 1995).
Descriptively, the main metrical boundaries in the line should be the places in the line where
word-end is most frequent. It seems then that the debate could be resolved statistically (the
metrical boundaries that get violated most often are not the main ones): the only variable is
the definition of ‘word’ that one uses.* Friankel's (1926/1960) Wortbild, close to the
contemporary concept of phonological word, is then more correct than that of morphological
word (O’Neill 1942 and Porter 1951).

As for the origin of the hexameter, also a popular topic of debate in the field, one
should note that many of the arguments for reconstructing a pre-form of the hexameter (Berg
1978, Tichy 1981, see discussion in Hackstein 2010:413-4) rely on taking some phenomena in
the synchrony (metrical irregularities or morphological irregularities induced by the meter)
and explaining them through a diachronic scenario (i.e. explaining meter by older meter).
Though this is the standard heuristic process of historical linguistics, one should not neglect to

address the first question that the historical linguist must ask when looking at synchronic

* The definition of ‘word’ is indeed a complicated problem in linguistic typology, especially when one abandons
the “Eurocentric” habit of dealing with largely synthetic languages. For an overview of the literature and some
criteria to define ‘word’ in different languages, see Dixon and Aikhenvald 2007. The distinction between
grammatical and phonological word is still important even for synthetic languages.

9



data: is there any synchronic mechanism that could explain this data? I hope that my work will
be a contribution in this direction (see, for instance, my discussion of &vdpotfita kai fipnv in

5.4.4).

10



Homeric Formulas and their Definitions

Before we venture into the recasting of Homeric formulas as Constructions, a brief history of
the concept of formula within Homeric scholarship is in order. As does every work on Homeric
formularity, one should start with Parry’s definitions of the formula (the first from the Epithéte,
the second from Homer and Homeric Style):
* “An expression regularly used under the same metrical conditions to express an
essential idea” (MHV: 13)
* “A group of words which is regularly employed under the same metrical conditions to
express a given essential idea” (MHV: 272)
The definition can be broken down in three parts:
1. An expression / group of words: this is the only point of divergence between the two
definitions. The second version (“group of words”) is meant to exclude from the realm of

formularity those traditional phenomena like the localization of a single word in the line,’ or

® Localization of given word shapes in some parts of the line is common to all hexametric poetry (see Porter 1951).
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the recurrence of a sequence of “connectives” under the same metrical conditions.

2. Under the same metrical conditions: this part has been subject to the most revision,
especially within approach (2) (see below).

3. Anessential idea: this part draws attention to the fact that, at least in the formulas first
investigated by Parry, there is a nucleus of meaning, and a periphery of “style”.” In the formula
“swift-footed Akhilleus,” for instance, the essential idea is merely “Akhilleus” - “swift-footed”
is there purely for reasons of traditional style. This distinction does not apply to all formulas in
Homer. The formula dAyoc-nad- (Kiparsky 1976:86; see below), for instance, does not arguably
have a nucleus and a periphery.’ This qualification is more useful for formulas that contain
supposedly “ornamental” material. It is important to stress that these kinds of formulas were
the beginning of Parry’s investigation (style and Homer’s choice of epithets), but that they do
not represent the entirety of the technique.

When other scholars began to operate with Parry’s definition, two problems arose:

® Connectives are excluded because they have no underlying “essential idea.”

7 Visser (1987, 1988) has picked up on this aspect of the definition, and developed it into a full theory of Homeric
versification. There are weaknesses to Visser’s theory that I have addressed in Bozzone 2008:91-4.

®In what follows, I will transcribe Greek proper names rather than use their Latin variants (e.g., Akhilleus for
Achilles, Aias for Ajax etc.). The only concession is the spelling Odysseus for Odusseus, for the sake of familiarity.

’What rather could be said, if one embraces Kiparsky’s syntactic definition of formulas, is that within each
formula there is one element that acts as the syntactic head (a verb in a VP, and a noun in a NP) - but this is a
matter of syntactic dependency, not of ornamentation.
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* The hybrid nature of the formula (in that the formula is a unit both at the textual level
and at the psychological level, in the poet’s mind).

* The gradience of the formula (in that individual formulas are often part of a continuum
of more or less fixed traditional expressions).

These two aspects make the formula hard to pin down. Different approaches to Homeric
formularity have dealt with each problem differently. For the purposes of this exposition, I will
speak of two main approaches:

* Approach (1) is primarily concerned with proving the orality of Homer through
quantitative analysis of formulas in the text; as such, it focused on a textual definition of
formulas and allowed for limited gradience thereof.

* Approach (2) is mostly interested in a qualitative understanding the poet’s technique; as
such, this approach focused on a psychological definition of formulas and has explored
gradience.

This, of course, is a rough schematization and most Homerists have used different approaches

at different times."

°Lord (1960:36), for instance, stressed the importance, within a poet’s techinique, of formulaic patterns derived
from formulas (“the particular formula itself is important to the singer only up to the time when it has planted in
his mind its basic mold. When this point is reached, the singer depends less and less on learning formulas and
more and more on the process of substituting other words in the formula patterns.”), but he also believed that the
quantitative measure was a reliable demonstration of orality of composition (see below).
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2.1 Proving the Orality of Homer

Parry successfully demonstrated that Homeric style was traditional (Epithéte), and specifically
the product of an oral tradition (“the technique of the formulas is one which could only be
created and used by oral poets”; MHV:322)."" A further step was to demonstrate that Homer
himself was an oral poet; that is, not that he simply inherited the tradition, but that the
composition of the Iliad and the Odyssey could be explained entirely in terms of that tradition,
without the need for writing or other factors."

Quantitative formula analysis was considered the chief criterion® for demonstrating
the orality of the poems, and the definition of formulas was honed to serve this argument. In

Lord’s words:

“There are ways of determining whether a style is oral or not, and I believe that

quantitative formula analysis is one of them, perhaps the most reliable.” (Lord 1968:16)

In order to carry out a quantitative formula analysis of a text one needs a precise, text-based
definition of formula (simple repetition under the same metrical conditions), and one which is

not gradient (so that something is either counted as a formula or it is not). To this purpose, a

" This argument was based on the analogy with the living tradition of Serbo-Croatian oral poetry.
2 This opens the vexed question of exactly “How oral is Homer” (see, among others, Miller 1982).

" Enjambement has played an important part in the argument, starting from Parry 1929 (MHV:251-65).
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strong line was drawn between straight formulas and formulaic expressions,“and the two
were counted separately. Straight formulas were the best measure of orality, while decreasing
amounts of straight formulas vis-a-vis increasing numbers of formulaic expressions were
taken to indicate a movement away from tradition (for an example of this thinking applied to
the Homeric Hymns, see Cantilena 1982)."

Quantitative formula analysis thus mostly relied on the measurement of straight
formulas. It is perhaps significant that finding straight formulas in a text is a relatively easy
task (nowadays, computers can do it, and, in fact, have: Pavese and Boschetti 2003). Mapping
the entirety of the formulaic network, on the other hand, is a much harder task, in that it
cannot be easily automated, and relies heavily on human judgment.

Peabody (1975) proposed an extension of the criteria for orality,'® claiming that

formularity is but one of the relevant measures. But the degree of formularity as main

" Starting from Homer and Homeric Style (MHV:301): “I have put a solid line beneath those word-groups which are
found elsewhere in the poems unchanged, and a broken line under phrases which are of the same type as others.
In this case I have limited the type to include only those in which not only the metre and the parts of speech are
the same, but in which also one important word or group of words is identical, as in the first example: pfjviv ...
InAnddew AxiAfog and pfjviv ... ékatnfdiov AnéAAwvog.”

' One problem with this argument is as follows: when measuring the amount of formularity in a shorter text (like
a Homeric Hymn) by using the Homeric poems as a base, we could be measuring the homogeneity of that text to
the Homeric poems more than anything else. In other words, we are measuring the amount of phraseology that
our text shares with the Homeric poems (plus the amount of phraseology repeated within our text), not
necessarily the actual amount of formularity in the text.

' Peabody’s five tests are the the phonemic test, the formulaic test, the enjambement test, the thematic test and the
song test (Peabody 1975:3-5).
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criterion of orality still has its followers: Pavese and Boschetti 2003 embrace it, and they

stipulate that any text at or above 55% of formulas is oral."”

2.2 Understanding Homer’s Traditional Technique

Approaches in the second group were interested in formulas for the purposes of describing the
poetic technique, performing linguistic analysis, or studying inherited poetics. These are all
endeavors for which gradience and the psychological reality of the formula (that is, in
linguistic terms, a formula’s underlying form) are more important than its surface realization.
Within these approaches, metrical conditions lose importance, until they are discarded
altogether. The underlying form of the formula is then the focus of study, though, for each
scholar, underlying form means something different.

Nagler (1967) first introduced the concept of formula as mental template (pre-verbal
Gestalt), of which the surface form was an epiphenomenon. This template entertains all sorts of
analogical relationships with variously associated templates (in terms of wording, verbal echo,
theme, etc.). The poet’s diction is then an immensely intricate network of these pre-verbal

Gestalts. The core of the formula is largely semantic (Parry’s “essential idea”), while syntax and

' Which is precisely the degree of formularity that their study finds in Homer - which makes one wonder how the
determination of orality for Homer would not then be entirely circular.
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meter do not play a primary role.

Russo (1963, 1966) set out to catalogue syntactic-metrical schemas that underlie the
surface realization of formulas; in his definition, these are called structural formulas.’ The
underlying form of a formula then is not an essential idea, but patterns of syntax (in the form
of word-types) and meter. Though most scholars recognize that these elements too should be
part of a poet’s technique, they do not agree that they should all be equally called formulas.

Hainsworth (1968) addressed the problem of gradience of the formulas, mostly from
the point of view of the metrical conditions. In Hainsworth’s analysis, formulas can undergo
several kinds of traditional modifications.” The poet’s technique, in other words, not only
comprises formulas, but also ways of modifying them to suit the purposes of composition.”
Hainsworth’s formula is then a traditional expression that can be variously adapted to fit the
verse and the narration; what binds the formula together is a “mutual expectancy” between
words, in the sense that “the use of one word created a strong presumption that the other
would follow” (1968:36).

Kiparsky (1976) was the first to attempt a linguistic (and in his case, syntactic) definition

' For instance, a structural formula would be: [__ <], [v_ _], as exemplified in tedye kOveoov = d®kev £taipw.
" The permutations are; (a) dislocation, (b) modification, (c) expansion, (d) separation. (Hainsworth 1968 passim).

®TIncidentally, Hainsworth thinks that proof of orality is in the quality of the technique, not in the quantity of
formulas (1968:19).
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of formulas.” He draws a comparison between formulas and the bound expressions found in
ordinary language, and further distinguishes between flexible bound phrases (which should be
syntactically well-behaved and have compositional semantics) and fixed bound phrases (for
which the opposite can be the case): the latter ones, he argues, are the correlates of Homeric
formulas (more or less, fixed bound phrases correspond to straight formulas, and flexible bound
phrases to formulaic expressions). Crucially, he stipulates that, in either case, formulas should
be syntactic constituents dominated by a single node. In other words, he builds a syntactic
layer into the underlying form of a formula. He nevertheless states that the true essence of the
formula is “the abstract bond between &\yo¢ and maf-” (Kiparsky 1976:86);* meter, on the
other hand, is left out of the equation (“no metrical criteria are made part of its [the formula’s]
definition”; 1976:87).

In Kiparsky’s model, the difference between fixed and flexible phraseology lies in the
storage: fixed phrases are stored in their surface form (so they cannot undergo syntactic
modification), while flexible phrases are amenable to transformation. Kiparsky indeed succeeds
at characterizing the two opposite poles of traditional phraseology (fixity vs. flexibility), but,

as he admits in response to Watkins’ comments:

' “Formulaic diction has been extensively studied, but for the most part as a phenomenon sui generis. No-one has

attempted to compare systematically the phrase patterns of oral poetry with those of ordinary language”
(Kiparsky 1976:1).

In this, being very close to Hainsworth 1968 above.
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“I cannot prove that they are exactly two categories. It might be that there is a
continuum, for example: fixed formulas, flexible formulas, and all kinds of gradations of
flexibility in betweeen. And I don’t see any way of settling the matter” (Kiparsky

1976:114).

In other words, Kiparsky recognizes that we are dealing with a gradient phenomenon, but his
theoretical framework does not allow him to simply build gradience into his analysis
(something is either stored in its surface form, thereby unchangeable, or it is generated).

Nagy (1974) and Watkins (1976) both point out that, beyond the phenomena of
flexibility variously described, the core of the formula is the essential idea - and that essential
idea is nothing but a traditional theme of oral poetry. Hence, the two major features of oral
poetry as investigated by Lord (the formula and the theme) are brought together, and the
underlying form of the formula is a purely conceptual entity - in a radical simplification of
Parry’s original definition, whereby only the essential idea is left.

Under this approach, meter comes later, as a result of the crystallization of traditional
phraseology in fixed prosodic patterns (Nagy 1974; see also Bakker 1997:146-55), and renewal
of the surface expression over time is not only possible, but expected (just like any other
linguistic material). These adjustments open the door to the field of inherited poetics, and the

reconstruction of Proto-Indo-European formulas.

19



In this direction, the fullest elaboration is Watkins 1995 (see initial discussion in 16-19,
and then especially section IV “How to Kill a Dragon in Indo-European: A Contribution to the
Theory of the Formula”), where the emphasis is shifted from the internal dynamics of Homeric
language to the much greater time depth of Indo-European poetics (see also Katz 2010:359-62).
Formulas, in this definition, are fragments of inherited culture, and tracing their history opens
up a new area of investigation to the comparative method. It is important to note that this
definition applies to inherited formulas, which constitute only a limited part of a poet’s
repertoire: formulas can also be new, recent, and have different statuses in different poets’
minds; new themes can come into traditional poetry, and old ones can be gradually lost.”’ In
Parry and Lord’s terms, what defines a formula is simply its repeated usage in composition.**
By focusing on the most ancient inherited formulas, we are then leaving aside a large part of
the formulaic system and its synchronic workings.

An important aspect of this historical approach to phraseology, as mentioned above, is
the emphasis on the surface renewal of the formula. Like any other element in language,
formulas too are affected by language change and lexical substitution, so the only truly

diachronically stable element of the formula is the theme, the traditional association of ideas:

» Hainsworth 1962 (“The Homeric Formula and the Problem of Its Transmission”) already reasons about these
topics.

# “Whether it is one remembered from other singers or it’s one created anew, a phrase becomes set in the poet’s

mind, and he uses it regularly. Then, and only then, is the formula really born” (Lord 1960:43).
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the surface can be completeley renovated. Yet, this makes true inherited formulas harder to

detect with certainty, because the danger of parallel innovation is high in cognate languages

and cultures.” Two small observations are in order here:

1. The theme-based formula captures a lot of formulaic phenomena, but leaves some others
out: namely, verbal echoes and structural (syntactic) formulas (i.e. any kind of formula
based on formal analogy that does not involve content).

2. While the idea of inherited fragments of culture is exciting, such as the reconstructed
formulas for “eternal fame” and “killing the serpent”, most formulas we encounter in
Homer are more trivial and less culturally charged, like “thus he answered” or “so among

them he rose.” These are themes (or at least motifs) nonetheless, even if more mundane.

2.3 Homeric Formulas at a Glance

The best way to grasp the different conceptions of formula reviewed so far is perhaps to look
at one example of each.
Parry’s Formula:

1. Group of words: m6dag wkLG AxiAAevg ‘swift-footed Akhilleus’

» This, in a sense, is analogous to Sapir’s drift (Sapir 1921:vii): the idea that cognate languages will tend to develop
in parallel ways even after they have parted. Of course several criteria can be employed to increase the
plausibility of our claims, such as context, genre, etc.
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2. Metrical conditions: vv_vv __»

3. Essential idea: Akhilleus
Fills a functional slot of the hexameter: subject of verbs placed before the longum in the fourth
foot.
Nagler’s Formula
1. Pre-Verbal Gestalt (true formula): idea of Akhilleus
2. Surface realization (not really a formula): n6dag Gk Ax1AAelg
Hainsworth’s formula:
1. Basic Formula: kaptepd deoud ‘strong chains’ (the mutual expectation between the two
words)
2. Modifications: (a) dislocation, (b) modification (i.e. inflection), (c) expansion, (d)
separation
Ex.:
expansion+ modification: kpatep® évi deoud ‘in strong chains’
separation + modification: deopoio v __ kpatepod. ‘strong...chain’

Watkins’ formula (Watkins 1995:302):

Theme: HERO SLAY (*¢""en-) SERPENT (with WEAPON/with COMPANION)

Note that some syntax is implied, though not expressed notationally. Conventionally, the word
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order is English.
Kiparsky’s Formula:
1. Fixed formula: "Huog &’ Apryévela @dvn pododdktulog 'HW¢ ‘As soon as early-born rose-
fingered Dawn appeared’
2. Flexible formula: [[6Ayoc]y, mab-]y; ‘pain...suffer’

Russo’s Formula:

Structural formula: [ _ “],[v _ _ L

Ex.: Tedye kOveoowv ‘threw to the dogs’, ddkev £taipw ‘gave to his companion’
Visser’s Formula:

[880G KOG Jperrpreny [AXYAAEDG Jucreus
In Visser’s theory of composition, the poet worries about finding a spot in the verse for the
nucleus, and then optionally uses the periphery if he finds that metrically convenient.

The problem with all of these definitions (apart from Parry’s) is that one has to choose
between surface and underlying form, and between extreme fixity (surface expression) and
extreme gradience (underlying idea). One must dispose of one of the elements that were in
Parry’s definition, often two. Yet Parry was talking about something tangible, something that
seems indeed to work as a basic unit of hexametric poetry. In order to maintain this useful

descriptive unit (Homeric-internal), we need a definition of formula that does not force us to
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ignore different layers of the definition, and can handle different levels of gradience (so that we
can study the system as a whole, not just part of it). I believe that usage-based linguistics (and

specifically Construction Grammar) can provide such a definition.
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Formulas in Linguistics

Phenomena analogous to Homeric formulas (i.e., ready-made surface units) have made a
recent appearance in linguistic theory.” It is indeed a pity that the heyday of formulas in
Homeric studies preceded by a few decades the heyday of “formulas” in linguistics; for we are
now in a much better position to understand and describe the phenomenon of formularity,
and to point out what is exceptional and what is not about Homeric formulas.

This new attention to formularity in some areas of linguistics is mainly a result of the
development of corpus-based studies of language. Formularity was first observed in Homer
because it was there that instruments to systematically search a corpus for collocations (like
the Parallel-Homer, published by Schmidt in 1885) were first developed. Once we had corpora
for contemporary languages (spoken and written), formularity became evident there as well.”
This is because, as I will illustrate below, formularity is a general hallmark of language

production tout court, not just of oral traditions.

% A recent synthesis is Wray 2002.

%7 See Svartvik 2007 for a short history of the field of corpus linguistics.
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There are nowadays entire theories of language that are based on “formulas”.”® These
theories have come to embrace the notion that language production is in many cases a
piecemeal affair, not a purely creative generation of novel utterances. This new area of
linguistic research has deep consequences for Homeric studies, and it is from this area that we
shall draw a new definition of formula.

Evidence for “formularity” in natural languages comes essentially from two fields:

* corpus linguistics

 language acquisition studies
The first field investigates language usage, the second the construction of language
competence. A third field, Construction Grammar, provides a theoretical framework for the

systematization of the findings; below I provide a short introduction to each of these areas.”

3.1 Idioms and Formulas

Idioms (i.e., fixed expressions, often exhibiting a non-compositional semantics,” like “tie the
knot” or “pull some strings”), have long been recognized as somewhat parallel, in natural

language, to fixed formulas in oral traditional literatures. In traditional and generative

* For a concise introduction, see Bybee 2010.
» Some of the materials below, in a much abbreviated version, were presented in Bozzone 2010:27-30.

* This is the standard definition. For a more fine-grained approach see Croft and Cruse 2004:232-6.

26



theories of language, idioms have often been regarded as a peripheral phenomenon; they are
bound expressions, exhibiting limited or no modificability, that have to be stored, somehow, in
the lexicon, and cannot be compositionally generated. In other words, they do not function the
way that most of language does. Kiparsky 1976, as mentioned above, was an attempt at
approaching formularity as an equivalent to bound phraseology in language, and at the same

time providing a theory of bound phraseology within the framework of generative grammar:*

“The language of Oral Literature does not differ qualitatively from ordinary language. It
does differ quantitatively in the extent and frequency of its use of bound phraseology,

especially, but not exclusively, when the meter is strict.” (Kiparsky 1976:88)

Importantly, the general feeling was that the frequency and extent to which Homer (or oral
literature) uses bound phraseology is far greater than in natural language. This feeling fed the
perception that formularity was a straitjacket around the poet’s creativity. The thinking goes
as follows: if natural languages are largely compositional, the normal condition of the speaker

is to always have great freedom to creatively generate novel utterances (idioms being a

*' Bound phraseology was not a popular linguistic topic at the time, see Kiparsky (1976:77, emphasis mine): “How
is bound phraseology to be accounted for in the framework of a formal generative grammar? This is a question
which has received regrettably little attention in linguistics recently. As might be expected, most of the
excitement has for some time been around the new ways of investigating productive syntactic (and phonological)
processes which generative grammar has opened up. The less productive regularities of language, notably morphology
and phraseology, on which generative grammar does not throw nearly so much light, have been treated as sideshows, though

interest in them is clearly beginning to revive.”
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minority phenomenon); if the poet has to rely on “idioms” because of the meter, his freedom
of expression is severely limited. On this perception also lay the belief that quantitative
formula analysis could be a measure of orality of composition, since “normal language” ought

not to be so rich in prefabricated expressions.

3.2 Formulas in Corpus Linguistics

One of the first results of the development of corpus linguistics, since its beginnings in the
1970s, was the realization that idiomaticity was indeed a much broader phenomenon than
previously acknowledged. Fixed linguistic expressions (termed collocations® in the field)
seemed to account for a substantial percentage of the corpora, far from being relegated to the
periphery. On the level of language production, scholars in this field started to doubt that
syntax was as free as generative approaches assumed.” There was the so-called puzzle of native-

like selection:

“Native speakers do not exercise the creative potential of syntactic rules to anything

like their full extent [...] indeed, if they did so they would not be accepted as exhibiting

2 “<Collocation> is a psychological association between words (rather than lemmas) up to four words apart and is

evidenced by their occurrence together in corpora more often than is explicable in terms of random distribution”
(Hoey 2005:5, emphasis mine). Note the striking parallel to the Parrian definition of formula,

 An excellent history of the scholarship is Partington 1998, from which I derive some of the following quotations.
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nativelike control of language. The fact is that only a small proportion of the total set of
grammatical sentences are nativelike in form [...] in contrast to expressions that are
grammatical but are judged to be ‘unidiomatic’, ‘odd’ or ‘foreignisms.” (Pawley and

Syder 1983:193)

Language production seemed to involve large amounts of simple retrieval of stored sequences:

“Speakers do at least as much remembering as they do putting together [...]. We are
now in a position to recognize that idiomaticity is a vastly more pervasive phenomenon
than we ever imagined, and vastly harder to separate from the pure freedom of syntax,

if indeed any such fiery zone as pure syntax exists.” (Bolinger 1976:2-3)

The strategy of retrieval (vs. computation) had clear advantages from the point of view of

processing:

“The indications from neurophysiology and psychology are that, instead of storing a
small number of primitives and organizing them in terms of a (relatively) large number
of rules, we store a large number of complex items which we manipulate with
comparatively simple operations. The central nervous system is like a special kind of
computer which has rapid access to items in a very large memory, but comparatively
little ability to process these items when they have been taken out of memory.”
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(Ladefoged 1972:282)

In the past few decades, research has moved from the view that processing is cheap and
storage is expensive, to the view that storage is cheap and processing is expensive.* This
duality in language processing, that is, retrieval vs. computation, was captured by John

Sinclair in the principles of idiom and open choice:

“The principle of idiom is that a language user has available to him a large number of
preconstructed or semi-preconstructed phrases that constitute single choices, even

though they appear to be analyzable into segments” (Sinclair 1991:110, emphasis mine).”

The principle of open choice, on the other hand, entails that “at each point where a unit is
completed (a word, phrase, clause), a large range of choice opens up and the only restraint is
grammaticalness” (Sinclair 1991:109).

The next step was then to measure the relative proportions of the two principles in

actual language. This was done by Erman and Warren 2000, over an English language corpus

*The amount to which our conceptions of human processing capacities are shaped by the development of
information technology is instructive. In the early days of computers, storage was indeed expensive. Bill Gates is
quoted in the 1970s saying that computers in the future will need little storage capacity (and that would be a form
of progress). The exact opposite has in fact happened. The quote is allegedly: “No one will need more than 637 kb
of memory for a personal computer.” (http://en.wikiquote.org/wiki/Talk:Bill_Gates).

* This last point touches onto what Langacker has termed the Rule/List Fallacy (Langacker 1987): just because
something can be rule-generated, it does not mean that it cannot be stored (i.e. listed) as well. With proponents of
Emergent Grammar (Hopper 1998), one can in fact say that rules emerge from storage, and are epiphenomenal to
it.
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(both oral and written). The results were rather surprising, in that 55% (on average) of all texts
analyzed (whether oral or written) were made up of prefabricated material (idiom principle).
Differences between oral and written texts were minor, and appeared more in the semantic
types of prefabricated expression than in sheer quantity. Idiomaticity, then, far from being a

non-core property of language, seems to be a prevalent principle of language production.

3.3 Formulas and Language Acquisition

Research on language acquisition contributed more material to this debate. In a series of
publications (summarized in Tomasello 2003), Michael Tomasello has developed a model of
language acquisition in which what we have called the principle of idiom plays a central role.
Tomasello’s research shows that children start learning language from concrete items and
specific constructions, and eventually achieve fluency by complex processes of abstraction and
generalization across the repertoire of linguistic utterances that they have stored. For
instance, the exposure to the following items (as requests):

more juice

more grapes
Could lead to the learning of the following “request more” construction:

more ___[grapes, juice]
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This construction is, at first, very narrow in scope (and function), and is extended to other
lexical items only much later on in the process of acquisition.

Crucially, children do not acquire abstract syntactic categories all at the same time. At
first, they operate rather with islands, that is, constructions specific to a given lexical item.
Tomasello’s daughter, for instance, during the same developmental period, could use the verb

‘draw’ with a variety of prepositional phrases (draw __, draw on ___, draw for

draw on ), but she only knew one construction with the verb ‘cut’ (cut __ ). That is,

syntactic learning in one construction is not automatically transferrable to other
constructions, at least at this early phase (Tomasello 2003:117). In other words, children are
not operating with the same syntactic categories (such as subject, object, verb etc.) with which
linguists operate. The basic idea in this approach is that schemes (i.e., abstractions,
grammatical rules and categories) are simply emergent from the storage of concrete linguistic
utterances, so that storage of tokens and abstraction of types really are the same thing: one
does not exist without the other.*

Some aspects of Tomasello’s analysis are in fact not far from views adopted in recent
years within the generative framework: in syntax, one such view is the idea that lexical items

contain syntactic information (i.e., features) that is stored, and not generated; in Minimalism

*This can be (and has been) elegantly modelled using Parallel Distributed Processing (for an overview, see Ellis
2003).
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(Chomsky 1995), these syntactic features control and constrain licit syntactic derivations. This
is very similar to saying that, for instance, every verb comes with its own construction.
Another such view is the concept of local islands (vs. more general rules), which has been
successfully employed in phonology and morphology to model analogical change (Albright
2002); Albright talks about islands of reliability: one can see this as a shift towards local, concrete

rules vs. highly general, abstract ones.

3.4 Construction Grammar

The most convenient way to model the idiom principle and the language acquisition
phenomena described by Tomasello is the concept of construction developed within the
framework of Construction Grammar. In Construction Grammar, the basic units of linguistic
analysis are constructions, that is, “learned pairings of form and function”. Constructions can
have different levels of abstraction (that is, they are gradient), and, at every level, they are
meaningful: they are not simply empty structures. Here I reproduce a table from Goldberg

2006:5, showing several examples of constructions “varying in size and complexity”:
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Table 3.1 Examples of Contructions, Varying in Size and Complexity (from
Goldberg 2006:5)

morpheme e.g. pre-, -ing
word e.g.: avocado, anaconda, and
complex word e.g.: daredevil, shoo-in
complex word (partially filled) | [N-s] (for regular plurals)
idiom (filled) e.g.: going great guns,

give the Devil his due
idiom (partially filled) e.g.: jog [someone’s] memory,

send [someone] to the cleaners

covariational conditional the [X]er the [Y]er
e.g.: The more, the merrier
distransitive (double object) Subj. V Obj.1 Obj.2
e.g.: he gave her a fish taco

passive Subj. aux VPpp (PPby)

e.g.: the armadillo was hit by a car

In this framework, every language has a collection of constructions (of varying levels of
abstraction) that speakers employ to achieve given communicative goals. Though speakers
may in principle carry out more radical abstractions across the data (eventually yielding
something similar to the categories that traditional and generative linguists operate with),
most of their performance does not depend on these radical abstractions, but rather on
intermediate, lexically-based constructions that lie somewhere between the fixity of idiom and
the abstractness of pure syntax.

This approach succeeds at capturing the gradience that exists between the two poles.
In the examples above, “give the Devil his due” can be analyzed at two levels: as a fixed idiom,

and as an instance of the much more general ditransitive construction. In this approach, the
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two analyses are not exclusive: “give the Devil his due” is an instance of a ditransitive
construction that became entirely lexically specified, and cannot be modified.

Not all the kinds of constructions listed above will occupy us (the level of description
that will concern us here will be mostly syntactic, since this is the area that most calls for
description). What is useful for our purposes here is that constructions easily accommodate
both the hybrid nature and the gradience that Parrian formulas exhibit, since constructions
too are hybrid (a pairing of form and function) and can be gradient (in the sense that they can

accommodate different levels of abstraction).

3.5 Homeric Formulas as Constructions

For the aims of this work, I will then speak of Homeric constructions (i.e. “learned pairings of
form and function”), instead of formulas. The term formula, apart from its innumerable
definitions, carries with it too many connotations (the claim of traditionality, the claim of
orality and so on) to benefit from yet another recasting. The term construction is more neutral
and permits us to capture phenomena in greater detail and larger scope; describing Homeric
constructions is, I believe, a step forward towards describing Homeric language as we would
any natural language. If we now look back at the examples of formulas in the preceding

chapter, we can see that virtually all of them can be recast as syntactic constructions (of
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varying degrees of abstraction, size, and complexity).
Let us take one example and work gradually from concrete to abstract (in this case, a
construction for an NP):
1. mddag wkLG AxAAelG: a Subject NP construction after the longum of the fourth foot.
2. [[vv _ “lyooresl~ — ™ Inoun Jsune: @ more abstract construction for a Subject NP in the
same position in the line, with the same mapping of syntax and meter (parallel to:
ekaepyo¢ AtoAAwv ‘far-darting Apollo’).

3. [vv v _ Alyyne: an even more abstract construction, that does not specify the

internal structure of the NP. (Parrian formula types would be here; other instances of
this same type would be: vepeAnyepéta Zeig ‘cloud-gathering Zeus’, EavO0¢ Mevédaog
‘blond Menelaos’ etc.).
4, [[X]voprerXlvoun Jve i @ yet more general construction for a NP in Greek altogether
(without metrical specification).
In this list, (1) is a Parrian Formula, (3) a Parrian formula type. (2) is a structural formula in
Russo’s terms, while (4) is the kind of general statement one would find in a descriptive
grammar of Greek. In our definition, 1-4 are all constructions: they are all valid and correct

ways to analyze the phrase t6dag wkUg AxiAAevg: it will be our task to pick, case by case, what

the most interesting level of analysis will be (and it may be more than one at a time). We do not
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have to throw out any data a priori.

Both in language learning and in our analysis, different levels of abstraction will be
built up for each construction based on the availability of the data: the more different types we
have, the more abstract the construction we can build. And vice versa: the fewer types we
have, the more concrete the construction. With constructions, we can use the same
mechanism to model (in Homeric terms) a fixed formula and a “free expression”; while many
scholars have talked about a continuum between the two extremes, no framework so far has

been able to capture this gradation.

3.6 What Exactly Does This Earn Us?

For the purposes of gaining an understanding of the technique of Homeric verse composition,
formulas in traditional terms (swift-footed Akhilleus vel sim.) are really just the tip of the
iceberg. Hainsworth (1968:113) saw this clearly: these “highly schematized formula-types are
then the consequence of ossification of more flexible systems at points of frequent use.” Most
of the technique then (the body of the iceberg) is in the form of flexible systems: these are
precisely the kinds of systems that we can describe by means of constructions, and not
formulas.

In the past, the focus has been mostly on finding exact surface repetitions of two or
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more words (expressions), while the more abstract patterns that underpin full sentences have
often been neglected.”” Other regularities of Homeric style, like localization phenomena for a
given word (or word-type) have been observed, but denied formulaic status - since they were
taken out of their syntactic context. The main reason for this tendency is that straight
formulas were easier to spot, and were believed to be somehow coextensive with orality of
composition. But if the goal of demonstrating orality is set aside,’ then leaving out all of the
rest of formulaic phenomena, which can be described through constructions and not through
formulas, becomes an unjustifiable waste of data. There is no reason why the straight formula
should be privileged as an object of inquiry over the overall constructional network, which is a
far more interesting and complex reality, and which can tell us much more about the process
of composition. Once all of the technique is surveyed, we may in fact find many other
indicators that can help us decide whether a text is oral or not.

In any traditional genre of poetry (as in any natural linguistic system), one expects

some kind of constructional network always to be in place, while straight formulas may be

*” Though not so Parry, who in the Epithéte gave ample demonstration of full-line-creating devices.

% After all, the matter is extremely complicated: we know of oral traditions that do not rely so much on straight
formulas (like the hymns of the Rig Veda), but nonetheless do rely on a vast network of traditional constructions.
Moreover, a lot of the reasoning in the matter has been circular: one assumes that whatever amount of formulas
is found in Homer is indicative of orality, and whatever we find in a later poem is not. While I do think that
demonstration of orality is desirable, I feel that this goal should not monopolize our investigation, and it is
perhaps premature at our current level of knowledge.
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found only sometimes, as Hainsworth puts it “at the points of frequent use”, and provided no
cultural norms are in place to discourage them.” By using constructions, we can expand our
studies of formularity to these neglected areas of the technique, and integrate them into a

comprehensive account of Homeric syntax and discourse.

* This occurs in much of Roman poetry (see Bozzone 2010:33-4), and, I suspect, in the Rig Veda as well. In
particular, the pursuit of “new expressions” created by the elaboration and modification of existing formulaic
materials could be seen as a general feature of the tradition of erudite, hymnic-type Indo-European poetry, such
as we see in Pindar and the Rig Veda, as opposed to non-strophic narrative traditions (such as Homer and the
Sanskrit epics).
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Homeric Constructions at Work

In the previous chapter, we saw that formulaic phenomena in Homer can be described using
constructions, which are defined as “learned pairings of form and function” (Goldberg 2006). In
this chapter, we will explore some features of Homeric constructions along these two axes:

their form and their function.

4,1 Homeric Constructions and their Forms

The formal side of Homeric constructions is perhaps the easiest to capture. Formally, some
constructions are invariable, in that they would correspond to a straight formula in Parry’s
approach; 6dag wkUG AxtAAelg is such a construction. I call this a lexically filled construction,
because every aspect of its form is already determined; lexically filled constructions are the
prototypical Parrian formulas, and sometimes I will still informally refer to them by that label.

The same sequence mddag WKLG AxIAAe0¢ can be described as an instance of a more
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abstract construction, which simply specifies the metrical shape of an expression:

o —

This is a lexically empty construction. As we shall see, adding syntactic information to this kind of
construction (such as the Noun Phrase label that I have added here) will make it a powerful
tool for describing how sentences are formed within the technique.

A third, intermediate option, is that of having a construction that is partially lexically
filled and partially not. This is similar to Tomasello’s verb islands discussed in 3.3 above, where
in the construction for ‘asking more food’ we saw a fixed nucleus (lexically filled) and a
variable periphery (lexically empty):

more [ ]

Conventionally, I notate the nucleus (or lexically filled part of a construction) in bold, and the
lexically empty part of the construction in brackets. In Homer, the lexically empty part of a
construction would always contain some sort of metrical information, which we would notate
as follows:

more [vv—]

Constructions with a fixed lexical nucleus can be named after the nucleus. Thus, the
construction above is the “more construction,” etc. Normally (as we shall see below), I will add

syntactic information to partially lexically filled constructions as well:
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more [vv—],
In the following sections, I discuss the functional side of Homeric constructions.
Syntactic information, which is also part of my notational system for constructions, will be

discussed in 4.3.

4.2 Homeric Constructions and their Functions

In Parry’s view, the formula had both a formal and a functional side: the formal side was the
surface expression (the group of words) and its metrical shape, while the functional side was
the essential idea (later identified with the concept of theme). This reveals an essentially
lexical conception of formulas: formulas substitute for words, so that n6dag wkvg AxtAAeg
stands in for plain ’Ax1AAe0¢, and so on. From this point of view, Homeric language is similar to
regular language, but it has an “enriched” lexicon that is metrically determined. This, in effect,
continues Witte’s line of research on how Homeric language is “ein Gebilde des epischen
Verses” (Witte 1913:2214; see also Witte 1972).

Yet the function of formulas can be described in a much more detailed fashion: I would
like to argue that there are at least three functional layers that formulas express, and that
these can be fruitfully described as part of the poet’s technique:

1. asemantic layer
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2. asyntactic layer

3. adiscourse layer
While the first layer is what most scholars (starting from Parry) focused on, Kiparsky (1976)
was the first to introduce the second layer. The work of Bakker (1997) on the function of noun-
epithet formulas is perhaps the only contribution so far that points to the third layer, which,

as we shall see, is also important. In what follows, I will discuss each of these layers separately.

4.2.1 The Semantic Function of Constructions

The clearest function expressed by a formula, or by a construction, is its capacity to advance
the narrative by conveying traditional thematic material. It is important to note that only
constructions that are lexically filled can have a semantic/narrative function (constructions
that are bare metrical/syntactic templates cannot carry thematic connotations - or if they can,
they have yet to be discovered®). From this point of view, constructions using the verb
npooéeine serve to introduce direct speech, and constructions using the verb €ne@ve serve to
describe killing scenes. This may seem self-evident, and ultimately coextensive with the
semantics of the lexical items present in the construction, but there are many cases in which

the function of a construction is much more specific than what its lexical semantics would

** Note that a large part of Golberg’s theory of Constructions was developed to describe lexically-empty sentence
constructions (argument-structure constructions), and to show that even these “empty” syntactic templates can
convey meaning that is not lexically encoded (see Goldberg 2006:5-9).
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seem to imply.

See for instance the following formulaic line, which uses the verb efAeto in the first
foot:

glheto & dAkiuov €yxog akayuévov 0&ET XaAk® (6x: I1. 3%, Od. 3x)

‘and he took a powerful spear, tipped with sharp bronze'
We can compare this line with other instances (repeated or not) of line-initial efAeto in the
poems:

glheto & dAkiuov €yxog, 8 ol maAdunerv dpripet (I 3.338, 0d. 17.4)

‘and he took a powerful spear, which fitted his grip’

glheto & dAkiua dolpe 0w kekopuBUEva xaAk® (I1. 11.43, Od. 22.125)

‘and he took two powerful spears, tipped with bronze’

gf\eto 8¢ okAnTpov natpwiov deditov aiel (IL. 2.46)

‘and he took the staff of his father, always imperishable’

gl\eto 8¢ p&Pdov, T T avdpdv Supata OéAyer (1L 24.343, 0d. 5.47)

‘and he took his rhabdos, thereby he lulls to sleep the eyes of men’

gfheto & O&LV dkovta, KUVOV GAKTApK Kal &vdp&V. (0d. 14.531)

‘and he took a sharp javelin, that keeps away dogs and men’

By generalizing across these lines, we may write a construction for line-initial eiAeto as
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follows:

efheto, 8(¢) [ (_ )VV_(U)]obj.Nounphrase [(v)v v U_‘jobj.Modiﬁer
The notation expresses that eiAeto, the main verb (;), occurs line initially, is followed by a
designation for a direct object (o nounrhrase) that goes up to a caesura in the third foot (this object
is most often a weapon), and is then followed by an expression that further describes
(modifies) that object () yodisier)-

The verb eiheto is found line-initially only in this construction, which is in turn
overwhelmingly found in arming scenes, when a warrior or a god is getting ready for action.
This distributional restriction is not predictable simply from the meaning of eiAeto ‘took up’,
but it is a learned part of the poetic technique: the verb eiAeto, when used line-initially, has
very specific thematic connotations, and means specifically to ‘arm oneself with’. A departure
from this convention would probably be perceived as marked by a traditional audience, and by
critics.

For instance, the line below, which uses our construction for a non-martial endeavor,
has attracted much critical scrutiny:

el\eto 8¢ kKANTY evkaunéa xeipi mayein (0Od. 21.6)

‘she took a well-curved key with her thick hand’.

Several scholars (Parry first, 1971:151, and references in Edwards 1988:31-2) have remarked on
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the oddness of referring to Penelopeia’s hand as ‘thick.” This expression appears in the line
above because of its connection to another ‘arming’ construction using €tAeto in in a different
position in the line:

12 AMOOV] oy o [ETAETO]y,, [XELPT TOXEN ] 0 (I1. 7.264).

‘He took a boulder with his thick hand’
Other instances of this latter construction are found in Il 10.31 (86pv ‘spear’), IL. 21.403 (AiBov
‘boulder’), and 0d. 22.326 (Eipog ‘sword’). From this point of view, 0d. 21.6 above is indeed the
exception that proves the rule: even when used for non-martial topics, the verb efAeto brings

martial connotations, which in 0d. 21.6 are revealed by the usage of the Dative NP xeipi maxein.

4.2.1.1 The Meaning of Constructions: Traditional Referentiality and

Textual Referentiality

It is the semantic level of constructions that scholars have discussed most extensively, since it
pertains most closely to literary criticism. First, there is the question of what the poet means by
the terms he uses as part of his traditional phraseology. We know that what counts as an
“appropriate” description is different in oral poetry than it is in literary mediums. The sky can

be ‘starry’ even if it is day, Aigisthos can be ‘blameless’ even when he is sleeping with another
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man’s wife etc.” This does not mean that traditional phraseology (or any part thereof, even
what is deemed to be ‘periphery’) is devoid of literal meaning. Rather, traditional phraseology
has the capacity to convey far more than its literal meaning, at least to a traditionally trained
audience. Foley (1991) has used the term traditional referentiality to describe the capacity of

formulaic material

“to evoke a context that is enormously larger and more echoic than the text or work
itself, that brings the lifeblood of generations of poems and performances to the

individual performance or text.” (Foley 1991:7)

When one investigates the usage of a given traditional expression, one may be able to
identify its thematic context, though we may always fall short of reconstructing what the
original audience’s competence may have been like (and individual variation must have
existed as well).

Second, there is the question of what it means for a poet to use the same phraseology
on two different occasions, and whether this can constitute a legitimate link between two

passages, as it perhaps would in a literary work. In other words, scholars have wondered

“I This is of course a topic to which a great deal of scholarship has been devoted, starting from Parry’s Epithéte,
which has an entire chapter on ‘The Meaning of the Epithet in Epic Poetry’ (Ch. IV, MHV:118-172). A good short
summary of the main issues (with references) is Miller (1982:30-2). For a fuller treatment, see Edwards (1988:§7).
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whether a traditional expression can have textual referentiality” (point to a specific song or
episode thereof, or a specific passage in the current text) on top of traditional referentiality
(pointing to a generic traditional situation, a type-scene or the like). Within an oral tradition,
textual referentiality is much harder to demonstrate, though few scholars would be happy to
rule out its existence altogether (after all, spotting textual referentiality is a significant part of
how we do literary criticism). We shall discuss a few examples to illustrate this point.

The line quoted above:

glheto & dAkiuov €yxog, 8 ol maAdungrv dpripet (I 3.338, 0d. 17.4)

‘he took a powerful spear, which fitted his grip.’
appears in Iliad 3 referring to Menelaos, and in Odyssey 17 referring to Telemakhos.
Yet nobody would argue that, in using this line, the poet of the Odyssey is trying to make an
explicit connection between the arming of Telemakhos in 0d. 17 and the arming of Menelaos in
Il 3.338. What is correct to say is that the line is part of the thematic complex (type-scene) of
the arming of the hero, and that both of our lines descend from that complex. That is to say,
the two lines are linked indirectly, through the tradition (common descent, traditional
referentiality), and not directly through citation (direct borrowing, textual referentiality). This

assessment is largely uncontroversial for two reasons:

* On this topic, see Burgess 2012, who talks about ‘intertextuality without text’ in early Greek epic.
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* arming scenes are common, and as such are seen as a standard and unremarkable
part of the poetic technique (unmarked).
* there is nothing in the immediate context of the passage that suggests a specific
parallel between Menelaos and Telemakhos.
In cases where the evidence for a given construction is less plentiful, and the construction
itself seems to refer to a more momentous (though equally generic) event, the occurrence of
the same formula in two different places can seem more striking (marked). Yet we have no way
of determining how striking, and how specific that match would have been for the original
audience of the poems, since our corpus is so limited. These considerations, however, have

sometimes failed to restrain critics, as we shall see.

4.2.1.2 The Death of Akhilleus (part 1)

A case in point is the famous three-line expression below, which is used once for the death of
Patroklos and once for the death of Hektor in the Iliad:

“Qq dpa prv gindvta tédog Bavdatolo kGAv e

Yuxn ' €k pebéwv mrapévr "Aidog d¢ PePriker

oV TétuoV yodwoa Atode’” avdpotiita kai fifnv (Il. 16.855-8, 22.362-4)

‘As he spoke thusly, the edge of death covered him;

his soul flew away from his chest and went to Hades
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lamenting its fate, leaving behind manliness and youth’

The first line of the three also occurs at the death of Sarpedon (Il. 16.503). It is clearly part of a
wider thematic template for the death of a hero in battle that these three episodes share.”
From these distributional facts, one can conclude that we are looking at a construction
employed for the death of a young hero of some importance; on a basic level, one is correct in
arguing that the reason why these lines occur in these places is that they are part of the
thematic complex of the death of a young hero (traditional referentiality), and those
conditions equally and independently apply to Sarpedon, Patroklos, and Hektor (common
descent).

Within the Iliad as we have it, however, one may go one step further and argue that the
recurrence of these lines connects the death of Patroklos and the death of Hektor (and perhaps
Sarpedon too) in a non-trivial way (traditional AND textual referentiality, common descent
AND borrowing). After all, there is a cause-effect relationship between these three deaths; they
are subsequent links in a chain of vengeances that will ultimately lead to the death of
Akhilleus, and they all seem to share substantial thematic material and sheer proximity in the
text. Unlike the Telemakhos - Menelaos situation above, it is the context itself that suggests

that textual referentiality is at work, and that these lines are repeated not simply because these

* This passage, of course, has attracted an enormous amount of attention. A recent treatment is Barnes 2011, with

references.
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deaths happen to be similar, but because the poet ostensibly wanted to point out the fact that
they are similar (note, however, that drawing this line is particularly hard to do in principle).

The context actually encourages one to go further: in all of these deaths, and especially
in the death of Patroklos and in that of Hektor, the foreshadowing of Akhilleus’ death is quite
evident: Hektor’s last words actually spell out Akhilleus’ death explicitly, and he dies as he
utters them.

@paleo vOv, ur tol T 0@V uRvipa yévwpat

Auatt @ 6te kéV oe TIapig kal Poifog ATOAAwY

€00A0V €0VT OAéowotv €Vl Zkatfjol TOANoLV.

Q¢ dpa yiv ginévta téAog Oavdrolo kdAvye (Il 22.358-61)

“Think now, lest I become for you a cause of the wrath of the gods,

on the day when Paris and Phoebus Apollon,

despite all your valor, will vanquish you at the Skaean gates.”

As he spoke thusly, the edge of death covered him.’
Our lines above immediately follow. Countless scholars (including Wilamowitz 1920) have then
taken a step further and concluded that our lines must have been the actual lines for describing
Akhilleus’ death, and that the poet of the Iliad is quoting them (textual referentiality) from a

song on that theme, which somehow underlies this entire episode.
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However, it is merely the immediate context that makes these lines evocative of
Akhilleus’ death, not the lines themselves, at least not as far as one can reasonably tell. Beyond
this passage, a stable and exclusive connection between these lines and the death of Akhilleus is
simply unprovable. In a way, we are taking the foreshadowing from the text too seriously and
too literally. It seems likely that these were common lines in the tradition, that one could
employ for the deaths of several different heroes (as the poet of the Iliad has just done, after
all). In no way do these lines and their usage in the Iliad render necessary the existence (and
primacy) of a specific death scene of Akhilleus that functioned as a source. Of course, such a
scene is possible, judging from what we know about the tradition, but it is not a necessary
source for what we have in the Iliad.

Given the nature of oral tradition, it would be hard to prove definitively that this is
direct borrowing (vs. common inheritance) even if we did have a song on the death of
Akhilleus that contained precisely these lines (for starters, we would not know the direction of
the borrowing); and yet we don’t have such a poem at all — rather, a poem of such sort has
been postulated on the basis of the usage of these lines. This is entirely circular, and though it

is a nifty idea, it cannot be more than speculation.

4.2.1.3 The Death of Akhilleus (part 2)

The danger of associating a given traditional expression too strongly with a specific situation
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or character, based on its distribution in our corpus, is further illustrated in the following case.
There is another formula that is associated with the death of Akhilleus in the Odyssey, and as
such has also been claimed to be a part of Akhilleus’ “missing” death scene (see Barnes 2011:4-
5, who assembles a reconstruction of the scene itself).*

Hapvauevol Tept 6€10° 6V & €V 6TPOPAEALYYL KOVING

keloo péyag ueyadwoti, Aedaouévog inmoouvdwv. (0d. 24.39-40, of Akhilleus)

‘(they were) fighting around you: and you in the swirl of dust,

lay huge in your hugeness, forgetful of your horsemanship.’
The line, taken in its context, seems to be appropriate for a situation where there is battling
around a fallen hero’s body, and perhaps especially appropriate if the hero is associated with
the art of driving a chariot (certainly not a rare event in the epic, and not something that
Akhilleus does specifically). This formula could nevertheless be specific to Akhilleus after all,
since part of it describes Akhilleus in Il. 18.26-7 as well, while he is alive, and mourning fallen
Patroklos:

a0T0G &’ €v Kovinot u€yag peyalwoti tavuodeig

KELT0, PIANO1 8¢ Xepot KOUNV foxuve dailwv.

‘And he outstretched in the dust, huge in his hugeness

*For this line, see the discussion by Burgess 2012.
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lay, tearing at his hair with his own hands, marring it.’
Watkins (1995:499-504) has shown that a construction using keito/keitan line-initially is part
of the standard announcement of the death of the hero/monster in Indo-European poetry. So
here we have the operation of a more general and very ancient construction, which the poet is
deliberately using to describe Akhilleus as dead while he is alive and mourning Patroklos. It
would be the first line alone, with the description of the body lying in the dust ‘in all of its
hugeness’, that would be specific to Akhilleus, perhaps pointing to a specific death scene that
our poet is familiar with (direct borrowing, textual referentiality). Here too, hower, the
direction of the borrowing would be hard to determine (Iliad to Odyssey? Odyssey to Iliad?
Missing song about Akhilleus’ death to both?).

Yet this supposedly Achillean line is used (in a way that matches the Odyssey passage
more closely), and quite aptly, in association with a rather minor character in the Iliad:

HapVapEVQY AU’ a0TOV 0 ' €V oTpo@dALyyt Koving

Kelto péyag peyahwoti, AeAaouévog innosvvdwv. (Il 16.775-6, of Kebriones, Sarpedon’s
charioteer)

‘(they were) fighting around him; and he, in the swirl of dust

lay, huge in his hugeness, forgetful of his horsemanship.’

Since Kebriones is a charioteer, and he has just fallen off of his chariot in a spectacular
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fashion (as detailed in the famous ‘diver’ simile, Il. 16.745-50), the line fits him very accurately.
And there is nothing in the context that would sensibly suggest that Kebriones (Hektor’s
charioteer) is meant to stand in for Akhilleus in this scene. Is this really a specifically Achillean
construction, that directly points to Akhilleus’ death scene wherever we find it? This does not
seem to be the case. This construction seems to point to Akhilleus only when Akhilleus is
present contextually. This construction is like a pronoun: it picks up its referent from the
context, and the fact that it picks up one referent once or twice does not mean that it is
perpetually tied to it. The fact that this construction is somewhat rare and striking, and so is
the event of Akhilleus’ death, makes us associate this construction with Akhilleus more
strongly than the original audience would have. By the same logic, the speech introduction
formula:

WC EQauny, 6 8¢ W avTik’ aueiPéuevog npooéeine (0d. 4.471, 4.491, 4. 554; 11.145, 11.404,
11.440, 11.487)

‘Thus I spoke, and immediately he said to me in return’

Could be taken as thematically associated with Menelaos and Odysseus, because they
are the only characters that use it in the Odyssey. Instead, this is a formula for 1% person
narration, which could hardly have been restricted to only a couple of characters in Greek epic

tradition.
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When a traditional audience hears a given traditional expression, it will determine the
meaning of that expression based on its general semantics (traditional referentiality) and its
immediate context. The immediate context will help the audience to narrow down the
meaning of that traditional expression from the range of traditional associations that that
expression can carry to what is meant in that specific usage. At times, the immediate context
will encourage the audience to strongly connect the current episode with some other specific
episode that the audience is familiar with: this episode may be part of the same song the poet
is singing, or may be outside of the current performance, within another song altogether.” In
these last two cases, we will have textual referentiality (intertextuality), which we could call
intra-textual or extra-textual, if we wish to be so specific. What one cannot do is to
systematically extend an interpretation beyond its original context, and suppose that, if a
given traditional line is used to refer to a specific episode in one song, it will always bear such a

connotation.

4.2.2 The Syntactic Function of Constructions

Kiparsky (1976) was right in observing that formulas should be studied based on their syntactic

* 0Of course, since we are operating within oral tradition, we should be wary of the concept of a single fixed text: it
would rather be one specific song, which may or may not, in its actual performance, contain the exact lines we
would want it to.
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function, and not simply based on their lexical content. Syntactic information tells us how
constructions can combine to form larger units, and can give us insight into the wider
workings of the technique. When I notate constructions, I will thus always give syntactic labels
as well:

[ov _vo _ Aluugue
The labels have two parts: role in the sentence (Subject) and surface realization (Noun Phrase),
separated by a period.

From the syntactic point of view, we can distinguisth between constructions for
constituents and constructions for sentences in which those constituents would fit.
The following formulaic line, for instance,

Tov &’ drauelPéuevog mpooé@n nédag wkLG AxtAAevg (11 1.84)

‘And to him, in response, said swift-footed Akhilleus’
can be described by the following sentence construction, centered around the verb npocsépn;:

[— ]Obj,Pr [vo—v u_]subj,Part npocéen [vv—v V_‘]Subj.Np
This sentence construction selects three kinds of constituent constructions to fill its variable
slots:

* aconstituent construction of the kind [— ], , to work as its direct object;

* a constituent construction of the kind [vv—vv—J, . to provide some circumstantial
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information;
* aconstituent construction of the kind [« v—vv—r,; , to work as its subject.

The sentence construction above is capable of capturing all of the following lines in the poems
(and dozens more):

Trv 8¢ uéy’ oxOnoag mpooépn vepeAnyepéta Zeog (1L 1517)

‘And to her, greatly enraged, spoke cloud-gathering Zeus’

Tov § émperdrioag npoon kpeiwv Ayauéuvav (I1. 1V 356)

‘And to him, smiling, spoke lord Agamemnon’

Tov & &p’ Uddpa 18wV TpocPn kpatepog Atoundng (I V 251)

‘And to him, with an angry glance, spoke mighty Diomedes’
While not all the lines captured by this construction will be straight formulas (in that they may
occur only once in our corpus), they are all clearly generated by the same mold, and by the
same part of the technique.

Many of the sentence constructions that I will discuss in this work will be centered
around a finite verb: in our terms, they will be partially filled sentence constructions. Yet, one may
even be more abstract, and write a lexically empty sentence construction for, say, a transitive verb

of the shape [v~—] as follows:
[_ ]Obj,Pr [u Y=Y u_]Subj,Part [U v=lv [U Y=Y u_dSubj.NP
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An interesting question is to what extent Homer relies on patterns that are so abstract, and to
what extent does he relies on patterns that are specific to given lexical items (in this case,
given finite verbs). This particular sentence construction seems not to extend much beyond
the verb mpooéen in the epic. The only other verb of the shape [(n—] that uses a similar
sentence construction seem to be the very closely related petépn (which takes the dative and
not the accusative):

10101 &’ AvioTdueVog HeTéPn TEdag WKUG AxtAAevg (I1. 1.58, 19.55)

‘And rising among them spoke swift-footed Akhilleus’

tolowv ' e0xOuevog UeTEPn Kpeiwv Ayapéuvwv (Il 2.411)

‘and among them in prayer spoke lord Agamemnon’

701¢ O¢ PapL otevaxwv HeTéPn Kpelwv Ayauéuvwy (I 4.153)

‘and among them, with heavy sighs, spoke lord Agamemnon’
Its sentence construction is as follows:

[— ]DatObj,Pr [vo—v u_]Subj.Part peTéQny [vv—v “_‘jSubj.Np
Other sentence templates, however, may prove to be more general.

Another question is whether all parts of the technique can be shown to fall together as
neatly as these famous speech introduction lines (or battle scenes, or similar), which have

always attracted particular attention because of their exceptional regularity. Here, we may
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very well be describing the most rigid part of the technique, and one may want to statistically
measure how much of our poems structures of this kind in fact account for. Though we may
never know, because our corpus is not vast enough (isolated lines could belong to broader
patterns, that incidentally happen not to appear regularly in our texts), regular areas are a

good place to start.

4.2.3 The Discourse Function of Constructions

The third functional layer of constructions, the discourse layer, is so far largely unexplored,
though, as we shall see, it is closely related to syntax; to begin this exploration, I must first
introduce the field of discourse analysis and some of its basic concepts.

Discourse analysis is a branch of linguistics that studies how language is produced and
used in real communication contexts. In Saussurian terms, it studies parole (actual utterances,
performance of speakers), though many aspects that regulate discourse production are
certainly part of a speaker’s grammar (langue). The term discourse has been given multiple
definitions over time,* but for general purposes it is largely equivalent to language use, and it
is often concerned with units of language that go beyond the sentence (which is the standard

unit of analysis for theoretical linguistics).

* For a useful summary of the subject, and references, see Schriffin et al. (2001:1-2).
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During the 1980’s, a particular kind of discourse studies flourished, which focused
specifically on spoken language (how people tell stories and how people interact in real-life
dialogue); a notable example of this is the work of Wallace Chafe and his school on the Pear
Stories project, the results of which were published in the many volumes of the series Advances
in Discourse Processes. Some of these studies used spoken discourse as a gateway to explore
human cognition and the deployment of consciousness in general (for a summary of this, see
Chafe 1994). They also reavealed much about the difference between oral and written language
— a topic of keen interest for the study of Homer and oral traditions.

The relevance of Chafe-style discourse analysis for Homeric scholarship has been first
pointed out by Egbert Bakker, in publications starting in the early 1990’s. Bakker has shown
that several features of spoken discourse are present, in a stylized form, in Homeric narrative,
and they can explain a lot of its peculiarities. In this vein, Bakker has successfully applied
discourse analysis to the segmentation of Homeric narrative (1997:35-53), the usage of
particles in Homer (1997:54-122), and (more relevant to our topic) the function of noun-epithet
formulas (1997:162-5). Many of Bakker’s insights will concern us here and in chapter 7, for they
touch upon key elements of the technique. In particular, we shall discuss the discourse
function of noun-epithet formulas. While Bakker’s account of the role of noun-epithet

formulas in Homeric discourse crosses over into pragmatics (he sees them as “minirituals” that
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set the stage for the epiphany of a god, 1997:162), I shall operate here within a rather narrower
definition of discourse, and I shall focus on what contemporary linguistics would call
Information Structure (Erteschik-Shir 2007).

Information structure studies how speakers package information in discourse; this is
roughly thought to reflect states of activation (i.e. how salient a piece of information is) in the
speaker’s mind. Considerations of information structure are reflected in phonological,
morphological, and syntactic features of a given utterance. For instance, speakers tend to give
a stronger accent to words that are informationally salient (Focus), as opposed to words that
represent background information (Topic).” In some languages, such words will also receive a
specific morphological marking; in yet some other languages, this kind of information will be
expressed through permutations in word order. It is also very common for these three
strategies to co-occurr (and items can receive morphological, syntactic, and prosodic marking
for focus all at once).

Southern Quechua, a Quechuan language of the Andes, uses morphological marking for
both Topic and Focus, as well as syntactic movement and intonation, to spell out its

informational structure:

¥’ For all of these concepts, more precise definitions will be introduced in Chapter 7.
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Pirdu-m wa-si-ta-qa ruwa-rqa-n

Pirdu-FOC ~ house-ACC-TOP build-PAST-3s

‘It was Pirdu who build the house’ (Sdnchez 2010:7)

Here the new information (FOC) ‘Pirdu’ appears in a left-fronted position (mirrored by the cleft
construction used in the English translation), followed by the background information (TOP).

In Greek, Information Structure does not receive morphological marking, but is
reflected in word order and phonology. This is to say that Ancient Greek, like Modern Greek
(see E. Kiss 1995:5) is a discourse-configurational language.

To sum up, Information Structure interacts with phonology, morphology, and syntax to
efficiently package the information that the speaker is trying to convey and to signal such
packaging to the addressee; in doing so, it mirrors some basic patterns of activation in a
speaker’s mind (simply, whether an idea is present to the speaker’s attention or not, and to
what degree). In effect, successful communication is about mirroring the information in the
speaker’s mind (and its activation patterns) into the mind of the addressee (see Yokoyama
1986:3-31 for a model). A few examples will clarify this point.

Information structure determines whether the arguments of a clause will be realized as
lexical NPs or as pronouns (or, in languages that allow for it, elliptically). We call this the

realization of referents (referents are the entitites that NPs refer to). From the syntactic point
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of view, the sentences below are identical:

(1) Mario hit the ball.

(2) He hit it.
In terms of information structure, however, (2) tells me that both Mario and the ball were
already active in the speaker’s and audience’s mind (present to their attention) before the
sentence was uttered, while (1) tells me they were not. The most common reason for referents
to be already active in a speaker’s mind is that they have been just mentioned in the preceding
discourse. In general, only referents that are already active in a speaker’s mind can be
expressed using pronouns. For this reason, (1) could be a good sentence to start a new
narrative, while (2) would not be as good, for the audience would not know who the speaker is
talking about (no referents are active in the audience’s attention).“ For felicitous
communication to be achieved, the levels of activation in a speaker’s mind must closely match
the levels of activation in the audience’s (addressee’s) mind at every point in the discourse.

Another example of information structure at work is illustrated by the following

utterances:

(3) Mario hit the ball.

* True, (2) could be used at the beginning of a narrative for literary effect (in medias res), since it creates a strong
expectation that the referents will soon be clarified. But this is in effect exploiting the standard expectation that,
if a speaker uses a pronoun and not a lexical NP, he does so because he thinks that the audience already knows
who is being talked about.
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(4) 1t was Mario who hit the ball.
(5) The ball, Mario hit
(6) The ball was hit by Mario.
Sentences (3-6) have identical propositional content (semantics), in that the same truth
conditions hold for all of them: in other words, they all mean the same thing. Yet their
information structure is different: different word orders (syntax) and different morphology
(passive vs. active) convey different emphasis on the arguments of the clause, mirroring
different levels of activation for the referents involved (if these were spoken, different prosody
would be observable too). In (3-4), the Topic of the clause (what is being talked about) is Mario;
in (5-6), it is the ball.
Much of the literature about Information Structure concerns matters of Topic and
Focus and their surface realization in the world’s languages. In describing Homeric technique, I
will also talk a lot about the realization of referents and the management of the flow of
discourse (see Bakker 1997 on particles). These are all parts of the technique that, in large part,
still await description. As I shall discuss in Chapter 7, a lot of these matters are key to our
understanding of Greek syntax altogether.
An example will serve to clarify what I mean by the discourse function of a construction.

Let us once again consider the line:
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Tov &’ drauelPéuevog mpooé@n nédag wkLG AxtAAevg (11 1.84)
We have described this line using the following sentence construction:

[— ]Obj,Pr [vo—v u_]subj,Part npocéen [vv—v V_‘]Subj.Np
From the point of view of information structure (as we shall explore in more detail in Chapter
7), the analysis is as follows:

[= Jeontrasive opic [+~ == rocus TPOTEQN [~ =2 =T oniiniea ropic
In simple terms: this construction serves to transition from one discourse topic (the old
speaker, expressed pronominally and presented as a contrastive topic) to another (the next
speaker, expressed with a post-verbal noun-epithet formula and presented as a continued
topic). The new speaker, hower, is not new: it is a continued topic resumed from the previous
discourse. In achieving this transition between topics, the construction is also used to mark a
narrative boundary (as is often the case with continued topics).

Homeric technique, as we shall see, seems to be particularly rich in constructions that
deal with discourse transitions (e.g., introducing a new referent, or moving on to a new scene);
since transitions are among the most mentally taxing parts of a narrative to produce (in that
they take a toll on working memory, see Chafe 1980:40-7), it makes sense that poets would rely

more heavily on automatic behaviors there than elsewhere.

To sum up, the lexically-filled construction mddag wkvg AxiAAevg has the following
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functions:
1. semantic function: designating ‘Akhilleus’ (and his thematic connotations)
2. syntactic function: Subj.NP
3. discourse function: resuming the old discourse topic ‘Akhilleus’ and possibly
marking a scene boundary.
While the semantic layer tells us what a construction means, and the syntactic layer tells us

how it is formed, the discourse layer tells us what a construction actually does in the narrative.
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The Synchronic Workings of Constructions

5.1 I-Language and L-Language

Constructions, as we have seen, are the habits that poets rely on for composing epic verse. But
how do these habits arise, and where, and how do they change over time? The grammar of
poetry is not unlike the grammar of a language, and to understand how it is acquired and how
it evolves we should take a step back and talk about language, and language change, in general
terms. Understanding these concepts will allow us to deal with constructions more precisely
(and even tackle some of the most basic aspects of the Homerica quaestio with fresh eyes).

Just like the grammar of a language, a poetic grammar can be said to reside in two
places: the individual speaker, who acquires it as a child and uses it throughout his lifetime,
and the community of speakers (in our case, the community of singers and their audience)
who share that language and use it to communicate. Linguistics has long debated which of the
two versions of “language” (the one in the individual, or the one shared by the community)

should be the focus of linguistic research, for they are not identical. On one hand, you have a
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single, well-defined object of research, that resides somewhere in the mind of a single speaker
(I-Language), and which is observable indirectly through the utterances produced by that
speaker and his judgments on the grammaticality of other utterances. On the other hand, you
have an abstract object that represents the “average” of the competences of the speakers in a
community.” It will contain variation, and it will not be simplex et unum. There is not a
common term for this object, but I propose to call it L-Language: the language that we
normally call Language. Though generative linguistics has long picked I-Language as the true
object of linguistic inquiry (Chomsky 1986:15),” most linguists in effect operate on some
undefined version of L-Language. Apart from the case of fieldworkers working with a single
speaker, the language that ends up in grammars is not meant to represent the competence of a
single individual, but the norms that are shared within a community, thus L-Language (and, in
many cases, this will be taught as a linguistic norm to children).

Complicating the situation even further, language change is normally studied on the

level of the L-Language, not at the level of the individual (I-Language). First, the types of

*In cognitive science terms (Fauconnier and Turner 2002), this concept of language is a conceptual blend: the
product of a largely unconscious mental operation which takes as input a number of disparate objects (in this
case, the different I-Languages of a group of individuals) and “blends” them into a single cognitive object (an L-
Language); this operation often serves to achieve “human scale” (it is easier for our minds to think about one
unified object than to think about 1000 similar objects), and underlies a great number of complex thought
patterns.

**This was in contrast to E(xternal)-language: i.e. the total amount of utterances produced by a community of
speakers, which was regarded as the object of linguistic inquiry by American structuralists (see Hale 2007:10).
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macroscopic changes (sound laws and the like) that historical linguistics is interested in often
exceed the lifespan of a single individual. Second, some generative theorists’ deny that true
language change can happen within the individual once the grammar of his L1 has been
learned, and believe that the only true language change can happen at acquisition, as each
speaker constructs his own I-Language based on the linguistic sample at hand.”

Usage-based approaches to language, on the other hand, believe that language change
is driven (at least in part) by language usage, and as such can take place (or must also take
place) within the lifetime of individuals, as they gradually use more or less of a given
construction, or extend that construction to new contexts of usage. It is worth noting that
Construction Grammar, whose concept of construction I have been borrowing for this work,
operates within the usage-based model of language change.

Usage-based approaches also take language itself to be much more vast than generative
approaches do, since they do not operate with a sharp distinction between grammar (the

unchangeable, abstract rules cemented at acquisition, and the main object of generative

> For a detailed theoretical discussion of language change in a generative perspective, see Hale 2007, ch. 1.

*20f course, it is very rare to have adequate data on a single individual to study potential I-Language change
during a lifetime. One exception is Queen Elizabeth II, who has been recorded every year since 1952 for the
Christmas broadcast. Jonathan Harrington has published several studies of phonological change in the Queen’s
speech (see Harrington 2007 with references). For a history of Christmas broadcasts, see
http://www.royal.gov.uk/ImagesandBroadcasts/TheQueensChristmasBroadcasts/AhistoryofChristmasBroadcasts
.aspx.
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linguistic inquiry) and the lexicon. Rather, they believe that the two are indivisible, and that
grammar itself emerges from language usage (Hopper 1998). For usage-based approaches,
language is a collection of constructions at different levels of abstraction: what we normally
call grammar is just the most abstract layer thereof. This, as we shall see, has important
consequences for our purposes, in that it allows us to talk about Homeric technique (the I-
Language of a poet, or the L-Language of the tradition) as a collection of constructions, some
abstract and generic, some specific and concrete.

How do these considerations affect our description of Homer’s technique? They should
remind us that there are two approaches to the question “how did Homer’s poetic grammar
arise” and “how did it change”. One concerns the acquisition of I-Language on the part of an
individual poet, the other concerns the evolution of a poetic L-Language within a community
of speakers, over many generations. In the remainder of this chapter, I shall take up the two
separately.

First, I shall discuss how a poet acquires his I-Language and whether it is possible, for
us, to talk about constructions (habits) that are peculiar to a given poet (I-Language) vs. other
poets. This is equivalent to asking whether constructional habits can offer us a way of
discerning the authorship of a given passage. Second, I will take up the synchronic layering

within the I/L-Language of our poems, and discuss how we can evaluate the age and
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productivity of a given construction, and how this knowledge can inform textual criticism. In
the next chapter, we shall tackle diachronic change within the L-Language of archaic Greek
epic, and see some examples of constructional differences between the Iliad and the Odyssey

which can be construed as language change.

5.2 Language Acquisition: Building an I-Language

“In the study of the epic style, we should always keep before us the conception of the
apprentice poet: he is essential for our understanding of the formation and

preservation of the epic technique and diction.” (Parry, MHV:56)

An apprentice poet acquires his poetic technique not unlike a child acquires a language: he
learns through exposure and imitation. In fact, several insights on child language acquisition
apply to the acquisition of the poetic technique as well (at least as described by Albert Lord in
the Singer of Tales). With Tomasello (2003), we have seen how formularity plays an important
role in initiating the process of language acquisition in children. But the role of formularity
does not stop here: it is pervasive, and can be tracked all the way through adult competence.
Alison Wray (Wray and Perkins 2000, Wray 2002) has developed a descriptive model of

first language acquisition in which formularity (“holistic processing”) plays a different role
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depending on the level of linguistic development.” See Figure 5.1 below:

Figure 5.1 Holistic vs. Analytic Processing from Birth to Adulthood
(after Wray and Perkins 2000:20)

Proportion
of processing:

ALL

HOLISTIC ANALYTIC

NONE

AGE ... 2 8 18
PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3 PHASE 4

The model is very simplified, but has good expository value. It is very rewarding to compare

this model of language acquisition with Lord’s account of the singer’s apprentice. I give here

quotations form Lord’s ST organized under the different phases in the Wray 2002 model. The

narratives of acquisition are remarkably similar.

5.2.1 Phase 1: Memorizing Other Speakers’ Constructions

In phase (1), the child repeats and re-uses what he hears, without analyzing it deeply: he

understands basic pairings of form and function.

“In this (...) stage in his apprenticeship the young singer must learn enough of these

formulas to sing a song. He learns them by repeated use of them in singing, by

> In Wray's terminology: Analytic Processing = Open Choice Principle, Holistic Processing = Idiom Principle.

73



repeatedly facing that need, until the resulting formula which he has heard from others

becomes a part of his poetic thought” (ST:22).

5.2.2 Phase 2: Extracting Construction Patterns

As the child’s mental lexicon reaches a critical mass, he starts extracting patterns,” thus
building a full grammatical competence; at this point (phase 2), he is able to freely generate

sentences using his mental grammar.

“The particular formula itself is important to the singer only up to the time when it has
planted in his mind its basic mold. When this point is reached, the singer depends less
and less on learning formulas and more and more on the process of substituting other

words in the formula patterns” (ST:36).

“The really significant element in the process is rather the setting up of various
patterns that make adjustment of phrase and creation of phrases by analogy possible.

This will be the whole basis of his art” (ST:37).

“New formulas are made by putting new words into the old patterns” (ST:43).

* The critical mass is reached at different times for different constructions. The child will figure out some parts of
the grammar before others, depending on the stored material he can rely on.
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5.2.3 Phase 3: Developing a Constructional Network

As the child accumulates more linguistic experience, he will start building up a corpus of
useful expressions that he employs frequently; for processing convenience, these expressions
are stored rather than generated every time anew (phase 3). Thus, the portion of prefabricated

material will continue to grow as the speaker expands his language experience.

“Whether it is one remembered from other singers or it is one created anew, a phrase

becomes set in the poet’s mind, and he uses it regularly. Then, and only then, is the

formula really born” (ST:43).

“The phrases for the ideas most commonly used become more surely fixed than those

for less frequent ideas, with the result that a singer’s formulas are not all of the same

degree of fixity. Indeed, the creation of phrases continues always as well” (ST:43).

5.2.4 Phase 4: Fluency

In phase (4), adult-like fluency, the speaker can largely rely on prefabricated material for
dealing with familiar, repetitive situations, resorting instead to his analytic grammatical
knowledge whenever he needs to generate new, original expressions. Importantly, the border

between holistic and analytic processing is permeable: analytically-generated material can
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become stored, and vice-versa, depending on the frequency of use. The speaker is always
adapting his language-processing strategies to his changing linguistic needs, and the specific
layout of the system (which specific expression is generated vs. which one is stored) can

change over time.

“A singer’s stock of formulas will be directly proportionate to the number of different
themes which he knows (...). No two singers would have at any time the same formulas
in their repertories. In fact, any given singer’s stock of formulas will not remain

constant but will fluctuate with his repertory of thematic material” (ST:49).

“There would, however, be a large group of formulas known to all singers, just as in any

speech community” (ST:49).

Within the I-Language of an individual singer, we can then recognize several different sources
for constructions. Some sequences will come from the initial acquisition (phase 1), and never
be modified (among these sequences we will probably find some of the most conservative
areas of the technique). Some sequences will be created anew by the individual (phases 2-4),
following productive patterns, and stored because of their frequency. Even at phases (2-4)
some sequences will be acquired from other speakers, and stored as they are. With all these

different sources, the actual constructional network of a given singer (I-Language) will be

76



highly idiosyncratic,” yet rooted in the areal tradition to which it belongs (L-Language).

5.3 Can We Tell One I-Language from Another?

We now turn to a second, and important, question. Is there any way of telling these “highly
idiosyncratic” I-Languages apart? Can we tell one individual singer from another, based on the
evidence of his constructional usage? Can we show, for instance, that the Iliad and the Odyssey
were produced by different singers (different I-Languages)? Or that, though the poems are the
work of multiple singers, they belong to different stages of the same tradition (different
diachronic stages of an L-Language?). Can we even zoom in and tell, on the basis of
constructional usage, that a given episode has been put in words by a singer that is different
from the one of the episode before?

This, in a way, brings back questions that recent Homeric scholarship had partially
obliterated, in the spirit of oral tradition: the concept of individual authorship, or even the
phantom of analysis. So much effort has been devoted (with varying degrees of success) to

highlighting the importance of the tradition over the individual singer (Nagy 2009), and (often

> Note that, by defining the I-Language of a singer as his entire constructional network, we are in fact talking
about a much wider entity than what a generative linguist would call grammar (as I have mentioned above).
While it would be very hard to tell apart the grammars stricto sensu of two individuals that speak the same
language (in that they would be maximally abstract entities which do not contain much discriminating

information), a constructional network is a much larger, more concrete, and more idiosyncratic entity.
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by scholars of different persuasion) in demonstrating the cohesion of the poems as a whole
over their parts (Vivante 1970, Schadewaldt 1975). Some approaches (Neoanalysis) have tried
to have their cake and eat it too, by showing how an individual poet could have operated on
traditional material.*®

On the other hand, the enduring fascination with the individual poet and his creative
process continues to fuel scholarship (West 2011). For reasons that would take too long to
explore here (but that are ultimately cognitive in nature, and have to do with the way we
conceptualize literature), the idea of the individual poet (his skill, his creativity) has a very
strong hold on our way of approaching the Homeric poems. It is an integral part of the way we
think about and experience literature, and critics continue to return to it. Does this enduring
concept have a correlate on the side of language?

As much as I am myself more concerned with the tradition (L-Language) than the
individual poet, the words that we read in our editions of Homer must have been generated, at
some point, by the I-Language of some individual singer (these words, of course, were then

potentially and hopelessly changed by the process of written transmission).” I-Languages, at

*® For an introduction to Neonalysis, see Clark 1986, Willcock 1997.

*71 say written transmission here, because I do not believe that there could be verbatim oral transmission of the
poems after they were composed: at every new performance, the poems had to be generated anew through the I-
Language of the poet who was performing them: they will then bear the constructional signature of this last
individual in the chain of transmission. This is the classic oralist position (Lord 1960). While verbatim oral
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least in terms of constructional usage, can be idiosyncratic enough that we may sometimes
catch a glipse of individuality; we may sometimes see some constructional usage that is
distinct enough, and local enough (i.e., the same unusual construction repeated within a

limited range of verses and nowhere else), to reasonably point to an individual poet.

5.3.1 An Odyssiac Construction for mpooéeine

A likely example of individual style (which seems thus far to have gone unnoticed as such) is
an isolated half-line construction for the verb mpocéeine, which is limited to a handful of

consecutive books in the Odyssey (14-17).%® The general construction type is as follows:

[(v)v — ]Obj./Subj.Pr nPOOéSUtEV [v—A 0bj./Subj.NP (5%)

Within this construction type, the subject can either follow the verb, as in 1, or precede it, as in

2-3 (the more frequent option):

(1) oti] 8¢ ndpord’ avtiig. TOV 8¢ Tpooéernev ABvr (Od. 16.166)

‘he stood by her; and to him spoke Athene’

transmission is documented for some oral traditions (like that of the Rig Veda), nothing makes us think that such
methods of transmission were employed for Greek epic poetry; such transmission would require a completely
different kind of training and technique from what Lord has described for the Serbo-Croatian tradition. Verbatim
transmission was arguably common for lyric poetry as we have it (where a poet like Pindar would compose a fixed
text, and performances would reproduce that faithfully), but not for narrative poetry.

8 These are all situations in which the character of Eumaios is more or less involved: three instances are in fact
with Eumaios explicitly mentioned as the addressee; the other two are with Athene.
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(2) &otuvde i€pevog, kai £6v tpooéeine cvfwtnv (0d. 17.5)

[as he was] going towards the citadel, and said to his swineherd:
(3) mukvijov MiBd&deooiy, 6 8¢ mpooéernev dvaktar (Od. 14.36)

‘[he drove the dogs away] with a shower of stones. And he spoke to his master:’

Though Edwards (1970:32-33) comments on 16.166 as “unique,” and remarks that the
sequence mpooéetne ouPpwnyv in 0d.17.5, 17.236, and 17.342 does not occurr elsewhere, he does
not connect the usages as part of the same construction (a concept that, of course, he would
not be using), and thus fails to see that all of these rare usages reflect the same poetic
grammar.

Armed with a constructional approach, we can see that not only are these usages
connected, but we can also appreciate how exceedingly rare a construction they reflect:
npocéeine is one of the most common verbs in Homer, and its constructional behavior is highly
regular. mpooéeine can appear in three positions in the line (each equivalent to a construction
type):

1. 2b-3b: 81 téte pv mpooéerne péyog Tehapwviog Afag (71.92%, 123x)

‘and then spoke to him huge Aias Telamonios’
2. 5b-#: ¢€altiq v €neoolv auelpduevog tpooéernev (25.14%, 43x)

‘again he said to him in response’
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3. 4b-5b: ot 8¢ mdpo1d’ avtiic. OV d¢ mpocéermev AONVN (2.92%, 5x)

‘he stood by her; and to him spoke Athene’

Construction type 3, with the verb in position 4b-5b, is the rarest by far. Moreover,
constructions for mpocéeine are typically full-line constuctions (our case being virtually the
only exception) and, for the vast majority, tend to be very rigid in terms of constituent order.
The marginality of our construction, its localized distribution, and the fact that it admits of a
good amount of variation (both in terms of constituent order and metrical shape), are strongly

indicative of a new, incipient construction which is the local experiment of an individual poet.

5.3.2 A Few Isolated Constructions in Iliad 23

Likewise, we may sometimes see that a given episode, or book, is distinct enough from what
surrounds it in terms of its constructional usage that one could reasonably argue it was
created by a different I-Language. This is the case, at least anecdotally, for book 23 of the Iliad,
which displays a number of constructions that have more in common with the Odyssey than
with the rest of the Iliad. Nothing of this sort has been argued for Iliad 23 so far; yet, in
constructional analyses, this book comes up often as an outlier. I here present a small sample
of such isolated behaviors (each of these cases invites further commentary). While the list

below may seem limited, it is otherwise very rare to find constructions that consistently
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pattern in one book and not anywhere else in a poem:
Constructions that appear only in Il. 23 and Odyssey:
(1) #vO’ adt’ AN’ événoe [moddpkng 810g AXIAAEDG] s, np (2 in I1. 23, 8x in the Odyssey)
‘and then he thought up something else - divine swift-footed Akhilleus’
(2) ofjpar 8€ to1 épéw paA’ dprppadég, {00d¢ oe Aoer).” (1x in Il 23 and 5x in the Odyssey)
‘but I will tell you a sign, a very clear one, which you won’t miss’
(3) {xwdpevog} xaAenoiorv quei[Pacbai] énéeoor (2x in Il. 23, 1x in Odyssey)
‘in anger, to reply with harsh words’
Constructions that appear only in Il 23:
(4) ot & 6pOOG Kl udOOV €v Apyeiotory Egimev (7x in IL. 23 and nowhere else)
‘the stood up straight and gave a speech among the Argives’
Constructions that disproportionally appear in Il. 23:
(5) moddaprng &iog AxiAAeng. (of 21 occurrences in Homer, 7 are I1. 23)
‘swift-footed divine Akhilleus’
Examples of this sort could be multiplied. But what do they mean? How do we move
from anecdotal observations to something similar to a proof of authorship? For other literary

authors, statistics (and corpus lingusitics) has recently started to offer some answers (see Peng

> Curly brackets indicate parts of the line that are not part of the construction (they are unregulated).
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and Hengartner 2002). For Homer, the first step would be to run some n-gram tests, a practice
that has already been used for attributing authorship. For now, we shall be content with saying
that identifying different I-Languages that produced different parts of our poems is, in
principle, possible, but that more work is needed before a truly large scale examination can

take place, and provide us with some answers.

5.4. The Synchronic Layering of Constructions

Above, when we discussed the I-Language of an individual singer, we identified different
possible sources for his constructions, from the point of view of language acquisition: while
some constructions can be acquired early on and never change, some can be new coinages,
made from productive patterns. There is a different way of looking at this layering, which
takes a wider diachronic scope: examining the synchronic layering in the technique in terms
of the relative age and productivity of constructions. It is to this wider diachronic scope that

we shall now turn.
5.4.1 Productive vs. Non-Productive Constructions

Languages change; we know this because the language of Beowulf is markedly different from

Present-Day English. But we also know this, on a smaller and more concrete scale, because
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there is historical layering within each synchronic language (whether I-Language or L-
Language): that is, every synchronic layer of a language contains constructions that are very
old (e.g., the English strong verbs), alongside constructions that are relatively newer (e.g. the
English weak verbs).”

The demarcation between old and new constructions in a language most often
corresponds to the demarcation between processes that are productive for the speakers and
processes that are not productive any more (in teaching grammars, these are normally labelled
as regular vs. irregular processes). On the concept of productivity, which is normally used in
the study of morphology, see Bauer 2001; on how morphological productivity and
constructional productivity can be understood as the same phenomenon, see Mos 2010.

When speakers build their I-Language during language acquisition, they will encounter
some processes that are widely represented in their learning sample (i.e. they have high type-
frequency and high token-frequency): for these, speakers will be able to extract productive
rules (or patterns), rules that they will confidently use also for items that were not originally
in their sample, but match the pattern in some way.” Some other processes in their sample,

however, will be isolated and not well represented (low type-frequency). At most, speakers will

®For a treatment of strong and weak verbs in English, within a framework compatible with the one I use below,
see Branchaw 2010.

%! A formal model of this (which however does not use token frequency) is the Minimal Generalization Learner, as
developed in Albright and Hayes 1999, and Albright 2002.
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understand them in terms of small, local rules, and will not be able to fit them within wider
patterns. These processes are non-productive: speakers may still acquire them, but are
unlikely to ever extend them beyond what they observed in their learning sample. Of these
non-productive processes, speakers will hold on to the ones that, despite being non-
productive, have very high token-frequency (low type-frequency, high token-frequency),
while they will gradually substitute the ones with low token-frequency (low type-frequency,
low token-frequency) with new and productive patterns. Following this logic, went (a very
high-token-frequency verb) is not likely to be supplanted by goed, while spat (a low token-
frequency verb) is likely to be supplanted by spitted.

But why would speakers tolerate processes that are old, irregular, and non-productive
within their languages at all — why don’t English children rise up against irregular verbs, and
vote to substitute went with goed? In part, this is possible because speakers are going to store
frequent segments anyway (vs. producing them online using abstract patterns): frequency
promotes storage, and storage permits irregularity. Second, speakers are trying to replicate
the sample that they observe, not change it radically. This formal layering of productive and
non-productive processes is a quality of the learning sample that the speakers are trying to
recreate (as for ways in which this layering originates, see section 5.4.2 below on

grammaticalization).
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The situation described above holds for the (I/L)-Language of Greek epic as well: here
too, we observe areas of the technique that are new and regular (productive), as opposed to
areas of the technique which are old and irregular (non-productive), and all of these areas can
coexist within the I-Language of the same singer. Telling these areas apart is key to our
understanding of the diachronic development of Greek epic, as well as to explaining the

current form of our poems.*

5.4.2 Grammaticalization as a Source for Formal Layering

The competition between productive and non-productive patterns in language has been
studied within grammaticalization theory, one of the main branches of usage-based linguistics.
The main goal of grammaticalization theory is to detail how morphological categories can
originate from lexical constructions through generalization, semantic bleaching and
phonological compression, and how they tend to do so in ways that are typologically

predictable.” Grammaticalization theory has also emphasized the role of cyclical change and

% Note, however, that this is very different from saying that passages of our poems containing non-productive
constructions must be older than passages containing productive constructions: this would be like saying that a
passage containing the strong verb sung is necessarily older than a passage containing the weak verb called.

®For an introduction to grammaticalization, see Bybee 2010 (older references are Traugott and Heine 1991,
Hopper and Traugott 1993). A very famous example of grammaticalization is the English ‘going to’/‘gonna’
construction, which, having lost its original semantics of movement, is now simply an expression of future. As the
construction lost its original semantics, its form also became phonologically compressed. Grammaticalization
itself is the process whereby a lexical item (‘go’) comes to serve a grammatical function (future). This is one of the
ways in which languages can acquire new morphemes. Grammaticalization paths (as studied by Bybee et al. 1994)
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renewal in the diachrony of languages. Since usage begets semantic bleaching, constructions
are always gradually being pushed forward in the grammaticalization chain (and away from
their original function), and new constructions arise to take their place.” These cycles of
obsolescence and renewal create functional competition and formal layering within a
language, whereby, for instance, English has both strong and week verbs, as well as several
future constructions (-ing, will, shall, going to, gonna), and Ancient Greek has three kinds of
active aorists, all with different historical origins (root aorist, thematic aorist, sigmatic aorist),
but largely equivalent in function.

These cycles of loss and renewal of constructions (and the formal layering that they
engender) are discernible in the L-Language of Greek epic as well: by using criteria developed
by grammaticalization theory, we can in fact identify which areas of the technique are new,

and which are old. It is, in other words, possible to talk about the life cycle of a given

are typologically frequent chains of grammaticalization as documented in the history of several languages; a
common grammaticalization path is the development of a verb of movement into a future. Another is the
development from a periphrasis containing ‘have’, to a resultative, to an anterior, and finally to a simple past (as
in the Romance periphrastic perfect).

* Horace would have been very much sympathetic to usage-based approaches to language:
Multa renascentur quae iam cecidere, cadentque
quae nunc sunt in honore uocabula, si uolet usus,
quem penes arbitrium est et ius et norma loquendi. (Horace, Ars Poetica 70-3).
‘Many words that have died will be born again, and many
will fall down which are now held in high esteem, if Usage so desires,

which is the ultimate arbiter, law, and norm of speech.’
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construction within the L-Language of Greek oral epic, just as it is possible to talk about the life
cycle, say, of the the sigmatic aorist in the history of Greek.

We shall now see two case studies that illustrate these phenomena. The first case study
shows how two constructions can compete for the same functional spot in the technique, and
demonstrates how we can ascertain which construction is older than the other on the basis of
their synchronic usage. The second case study looks into discerning the antiquity of an
expression based on the productivity of the construction that generated it, and illustrates how
constructional analysis can inform philology.

In the next chapter, we shall undertake a third case study, within a more decidedly
diachronic perspective: we shall see how some very frequent speech introduction

constructions have changed between the Iliad and the Odyssey.

5.4.3 Epithets of Here®

In 1978, Hainsworth was interested in describing the diachronic development of a formulaic
system: “I persuade myself that it is possible to discern various stages of maturity in the
formula system” (Hainsworth 1978:43). Hainsworth attempted to discern such levels of
maturity on the basis of the assumption that “special epithets in due process of time gain

ground at the expense of generic ones” (45). Such an assumption was based on Gray’s (1947)

% An earlier version of this treatment appears in Bozzone 2010:38-41.
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findings about the designations for metallic weapons in the epics, which appear generic and
not specialized; in Gray’s view, this is because metallic weapons are new to the epics, and did
not have the time to develop specific designations yet. In this view, if there are two competing
epithets for one item, a generic epithet and a specific one, the specific epithet should be
winning over the generic, and replace it, in the long run. Problematically for this view, there
are two equivalent 3b-# noun-epithet formulas for Here in the Iliad that show the opposite
behavior:

Tnv & fueiPet’ €nerta Oed AevkwAevog “Hpn- (1. 15.92)

‘And to her replied divine white-armed Here’

Tov &' Nueifet’ Eneita fodmig nédtvia “Hpn: (Il 4.50)

‘And to her replied cow-eyed lady Here’
As Hainsworth (45) remarks: “Bed AsukAevog “Hpn (19x), despite its indistinct and generic
colour, has gained considerable ground against the dramatic fo&mic tétvia “Hpn (11x).” This
case seems to contradict Gray’s findings (the specific designation, fo&mig ntétvia “Hpr, should
be gaining ground instead), and therefore Hainsworth speaks of “fragility” and “disruption” of
the formula-system. If we frame the situation in terms of “competing constructions” in
grammaticalization terms, however, it is easy to see what is happening and why, and there is

no need to invoke a “disruption” of the system.
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I argue that Oeax AcukwAevog “Hpn is an overall high type-frequency, high token-
frequency construction (x19), on the basis of the following considerations: (1) There are
several examples of parallelly-formed 0ea yAavk@mig 'A0rvn (they share the same expansion
scheme: Bea + 4a-# formula = 3b-# formula). (2) AcukdAevog is a generic epithet, used for other
female figures (Navoikda AeukOAevog , Apritn AeukwAevog etc.) 13 times in the poems. (3) The
sequence shows some flexibility (inflection):

008’ EAaf’ ‘Ayxiocao ndig AevkdAevov “Hpnv (Il 20.112)

she did not forget about the son of Anchises, white-armed Here’

untpl @iAn éninpa épwv AevkwAéve “Hpn- (1. 1.572)

‘rendering a service to his mother, white-armed Here’
On the other hand, I classify Podmg nétvia “Hpn as a low type-frequency, high token-
frequency construction (x14). I do this because: (1) Despite the general usage of tétvia in this
position of the line (tétvia A1dn, TéTvia puAtnp, TéTvia “HPn, ndtvia Kipkn etc.),
(2) Bowmic is a specialized epithet for Here (it appears only 3 times in the poems with other
referents). (3) The sequence does not show signs of flexibility (it is a “fossilized formula”: see
below).

This situation predicts, on the one hand, the long-time supremacy of fex AcvkwAevog

“Hpn (because of its higher type- and token-frequency), and, on the other hand, the survival of
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Podmig métvia “Hpr (because of its high token-frequency).

“We can predict that in the specialization of competing forms (...) the construction with
highest type-frequency will be the one to specialize over other members of the
competing set. Furthermore, we can also predict that high-frequency tokens of the less
competing types will be the last to succumb to the specialization process.” (Smith

2001:378)

Gray depicted just one direction of development in a formulaic system: indeed, there is
specialization of individual sequences, but there is also generalization of common types — both
strategies are needed for achieving efficiency in a system. The interplay of these strategies

gives rise to a sort of “convective” movement. I try to illustrate these concepts in Figure 5.2

below.
Fig 5.2 The Continuous Creation of Diction
Medium token-
Low token-frequency cdtum toxer High token-frequency
frequency
Low type- (4) Fossilized Formula <+— (3) Resistant Fossilized
frequen (close to replacement) decay Formula (opaque)
quency Y
Medium type-
ﬁe um ype i replacement l paradigmatic T
equen
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High type- chunkin 2) Young Formula
ghtyp (1) Compositional Sequence A @ &
frequency (transparent)
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Diachronically, a linguistic sequence starts out as fully compositional (1) (open-choice

principle): it is derived from a productive construction type in the language. If the sequence is

useful, and becomes frequently employed, it undergoes chunking,” and becomes stored (idiom
principle): at this point, a formula (in Parrian terms) is really born (2). Once a formula

(lexically-filled construction) is stored, it starts to resist modification. At this point, two things

can happen:

1. As long as the type that produced the formula (lexically-filled construction) remains
productive in the language, the formula remains transparent to the speakers: this is the
“youth” of a formula (2). Whitin the Homeric poems, 8ea AevkwAevog “Hpn is at this
point of evolution: it is indeed a formula, but it is transparent, and it still belongs to a
productive type.

2. Over the course of time, howerer, it is likely that the type that generated the formula
will gradually disappear from the language, and the formula will become
paradigmatically isolated: at this point (3), the formula represents an older state of the
poetic language, potentially under every aspect (phonetically, morphologically,

syntactically, semantically).”

% Chunking (Bybee 2002:112) is the phenomenon by which a linguistic sequence becomes processed as a single
unit, because of its high token-frequency.

% Hale 2010, for instance, uses the fossilized Vedic formula ndvasyd vdcah ‘with newer speech’ as a locus for
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Because of its isolation, the formula (lexically-filled construction) is now difficult for the
speakers to analyze: it survives as a fixed, fossilized expression, but only as long as its token-
frequency remains high enough to justify the storage. fo&dmig nédtvia “Hpn stands at this point
in the tradition. If, for any reason, its token-frequency starts to decrease, the formula decays,
and becomes prone to replacement (4). A replacement sequence — performing the same
function, but deriving from a productive type in the language — can gradually take its place;
this is happening with 6s& AevkdAevog “Hpn, right before our eyes. From here, the cycle
begins over again.

As far as the Iliad is concerned, it is reasonable to think that these two competing
constructions could coexist within the grammar of a single poet (in Iliad 1, for instance, they
appear within a short distance of each other: fodmig ndtvia “Hpn in 1.568 and Bed AcukAevog
in 1.595). But what if this were not always the case? The Homeric Hymns provide an ideal testing
ground for this question. Throughout the Hymns, the productive construction 8ex AsvkwAevog
“Hpr predominates (it occurs 6x, and it shows signs of flexibility). The only hymn that still
shows the older construction, fo&mic nétvia “Hpr (3x), is the Hymn to Apollo. This hymn is

traditionally considered to be comprised of two parts, the Delian and the Pythian.*® In fact, the

morphological and phonological archaism.

% For the traditional division, see Clay 1989:18, Cassola 1975:97-102 with references. Bakker 2002 is a study of how
the two halves of the hymn work together as a unit.
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first half of the hymn ends with a standard farewell:

a0Tap EYyWwV o AEw eknPoAov ATdA wva

OUuvéwv dpyvpdtoov Ov fiikopog téke Antw. (177-8)

‘But I won’t cease to sing hymns to far-darting Apollon,

of the silver bow, whom Leto of the fair tresses bore’
“L’idea che il poeta, dopo questo saluto, potesse recitare ancora altri trecentosessanta versi e
inconcepibile” (Cassola 1975:97). Differences in style, long noticed by commentators, confirm
that we are looking at at least two different I-Languages. And quite nicely, while the first part
of the hymn (1-181) uses (and inflects) 8ed AevkwAevog “Hpn, the second part of the hymn
(182-546) uses the fixed construction Po@mi¢ métvia “Hprn exclusively. These facts are
compatible with the idea that we are dealing with two poets here, and each of them only uses
one noun-epithet construction for Here.” Establishing the precise history and chronology of

the hymn, however, is a task for another time.

5.4.4 Vigor and Youth

To tell the relative age and productivity of a construction can also be crucial in evaluating

% With respect to the rest of the tradition (and its trajectory of development) the second poet —who is normally
considered the later one, and a “volonteroso mestierante” (Cassola 1975:98) — seems to be the odd one out. Note
that in line 305 he uses another epithet for Here: xpvoofBpdvou ... “Hpng ‘Here of the golden throne’, which is used
of Here only 3x in the Iliad (1.611, 14.153, 15.5), and in the Odyssey is specialized for Dawn instead.
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wider claims about a given passage or form. This is the case for the very famous line, which we
have already discussed in section 4.2.1.2 above, as part of the alleged death scene of Akhilleus:

oV ooV yodwoa Atmode” dvdpotiita kai fifnv (Il. 16.858, 22.364)

‘lamenting its fate, leaving behind manliness and youth.’

This line (or simply its second hemistich) has been taken as extremely old, on account of the
irregular scansion of the word d&vdpotiita (see West 1982:15, Watkins 1995:499 with
references). This word, it has been observed, would scan regularly if Greek still had syllabic
resonants (which would put us some time in the Bronze Age, before Mycenean as we have it).”
This fossilized formula would then preserve a fragment of Greek as it was spoken 700 years or
so before the composition of our poems.

Alternatively, it has been argued, when this line was created, the scansion of dvdpotfita
was the same, but the hexameter itself was different. This is the Berg-Tichy hypothesis of the
proto-hexameter,”” which, in Tichy’s formulation, uses &vdpotfita in our line as one of the key
pieces of evidence. Under this hypothesis, the hexameter originated with the combination of
two Aeolic meters (a glyconic and a pherecratean), and thus metrical irregularities in the first

and fourth foot belie the earlier presence of an Aeolic base. The cretic sequence

7®For the Mycenean development of syllabic resonants, see Bartonék 2003:135 with references.

' Berg 1978, Tichy 1981. For a recent survey of the issue, see Haug and Welo 2001. For &vdportijta specifically, see
Pike 2011:166-75, Barnes 2011.
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—v— in Homeric &vdpotita would have fit regularly in an earlier stage of the hexameter,
where the fourth foot had yet not been fully ‘dactylicized’. Instead of a phonological fossil, we
would have a metrical fossil, preserved in an old formula.

In evaluating these theories, the first question that we should ask is: does this line look
like a fossil? Does it look as if it has been produced by constructions that are flexible,
productive parts of the diction, or by constructions that are old and fossilized? If a
construction is to preserve much older phonological or metrical information, it would have to
be fossilized (i.e. stored, and not generated); in order to prove that a construction is fossilized,
we would have to show that it could not possibly have been created by the productive
mechanisms of the language.”

Let us look at the constructions that this line employs. The first hemistich, with the
first participle, is produced by a flexible construction for yodwsa in this position in the line,
which is fairly well represented in our corpus (5x):

[—vv—]yobwoa,,

¢ Umvou yodwou (Il 5.413)

‘[lest she rouses her maidens] from sleep, with her lamenting’

7 Note that this is different from saying that the idea conveyed by this hemistich cannot be old or traditional. We
know that very old IE formulas can continue in the daughter languages through lexical substitution (i.e., the
theme is preserved over their form; see Watkins 1995:301-3). The argument, however, here relies on the form
entirely: it is the form of this expression that we have to prove is old (or recent), not its thematic function.
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GuPARdNV yodwoa (I1. 22.476)

‘lamenting with sudden bursts’

fi¢ & &dvov yodwoa (0d. 4.721)

‘among them, lamenting loudly’

Buu® pev yodwoav (04.19.210)

‘[But Odysseus,] in his mind, [pitied her] as she lamented’

Tfike, TOo1v yodwoa (0d. 19.264)

‘[don't] melt [your mind], lamenting your husband’
The position of the second participle is likewise part of a productive construction, whereby a
bisyllabic verb starts at the 3b caesura, and is followed by an Obj.NP starting at the
hephthemimeral caesura:

WMTOV,, [vo—v V_‘]obj.Np

oUV Kevfloy vuol MtV [aya®ov MevEAaov] ;. (11 4.181)

‘[he has gone home] with empty ships, and left noble Menelaos behind’

'18ai0g &” andpovoe MV [mepikaAAéa Sippov]yy e, (1. 5.20)

‘Idaios darted away, leaving behind his beautiful chariot’

oG yap & mpdTa MV [Véag du@ieAicoag]yy (1. 17.612)

‘for [Idomeneus had come] on foot at first, leaving the curved ships’
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"HéMog & dvépovoe, Aimtwv [mepikaAAéa Aiuvnvly, v, (0d. 3.1)

‘The sun rose, leaving the beautiful pool of water’

tint’ adt’, & Sdotnve, M@V [@dog Aer{oto]yy e (0d. 11.93)

‘Why [have you come] here now, o unlucky man, leaving the light of the sun?’

TnAépaxog 8’ andpovoe, MV [oAixdokiov €yxogly,ne (0d. 22.95)

‘Telemakhos rose, leaving his long-shadowed spear’

This is part of a much more abstract productive construction in the hexameter, whereby a
transitive verb of the shape ,,[v—],, is followed by its object, which extends from 4a to the end
of the line. See also, very closely matching our case, the same construction with the feminine
participle AMinodoa:

ok’ 101 Tp1 Taxeia Ao o’ [€50G OOAOUTO10] ), pp (I1. 24.144)

‘Go now, swift Iris, leaving the seat of Olympos’

We are then left with the latter part of the line, namely the coordinated Obj.NP
avdpotita kal fipnv. There are several generic parallels for coordinated object structures in
this position in the line (note, moreover, the recent character of the conjunction kai,”” which
has proven to be a stumbling block for those wishing to bestow Mycenaean age onto our

formula). But we also have some strikingly specific parallels. Here is a line using a coordinated

7 On kal in the epics, see Hackstein 2010:403 with references.
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object phrase featuring a trisyllabic -tng abstract in the same position in the line as dvdpotfita,
depending on an aorist participle with the same shape as Ainovo’:

aipd ke Onroatoy, [I8wvly,, [taxvtftay, kol GAKAV] oy . (Od. 17.315)

‘readily you would have marveled, seeing his swiftness and speed (= his dash)’
More strikingly, the same structure is visible in the rather frequent formula:

[(&) souiyNV]ye, [@1ASTNTL,, Kol €0V |p,ne (L 3.455, 6.25, 0d. 5.126, 23.219)

‘[1/he/she] joined [him/her/you] in love and bed (= sexual union)’
The verb, this time finite, has the same metrical shape as Aimodo”: so do the coordinated
elements, which are dative instead of accusative. Interestingly, this construction can also
inflect:

Sppa 1dn Av Tot xpaioun,, @1ASTNG,, TEs, Kail €0V, (Il 15.32)

‘so that you may see if the love and bed will be useful to you’
Note here how the te is added to make up for a missing syllable in the nominative, following
the very common pattern of te kai coordinations in the 5% foot.

By combining the data points above, one can write the following constructions for
coordinated -tn¢ abstracts in Homer:

Dative and accusative:
1
3b[u_]v 4a[uufflfu Kol — ‘jDat/Obj.NP
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Nominative:

s [v=1v ulvvTnG TE KO — A
This pattern, which seems to be common (and flexible) all the way through the Odyssey (and
seems to be most represented there) is synchronically responsible for producing avdpotfjta
Kal fpnv.”

Note that -tnc abstracts form a rather small class in Homer (for a full treatment of the
category, see Pike 2011:146-85, with references): there are only 9 of them, and 7 out of 9 are
trisyllabic in the nominative, just like dvdpotfita. Of these 7, dvdpotiita is the only one that
does not start with two short syllables.”

Even the - tng abstracts which do not take part in this coordinative construction still
have a strong tendency to localize in this position in the line (4a-5b). This is true for the most
frequent -tn¢ abstract in the poems, @iAdtng (57x in the poems, 11x in 4a-5b), and even more

evident in less-frequent —tng abstracts, such as kakdtng (26x in the poems, 10x in 4a-5b):

7 Note that it is not uncommon for constructions to specify the derivational morphology of the words involved.
Several constructions, for instance, are specific to middle thematic participles in -pev-, or to 3rd sg. middle

sigmatic aorists in -cato.

7 This remarkable similarity in prosodic form for words that share the same derivational morphology may not be
coincidental. There may have been a prosodic constraint on the creation of —tng abstracts, which specified the
desired prosodic shape of the resulting forms (so as to optimize the footing into moraic trochees: while a regular
trysillabic -tng abstract, like kakdtng, would parse neatly into two moraic trochees, dvdpotfic would not). See
Gunkel 2010 for a discussion of the role of prosodic footing in Greek morphology (and Hayes 1995 for an
introduction to the concept of prosodic footing within Metrical Stress Theory). In our case, this could be an
additional reason to regard &vdpotfjta with suspicion: this form is not just hard to parse into the hexameter; it is
hard to parse in Greek prosody altogether.
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0e0l,, KakdTNTOC,, EAvoav (0d. 5.397; 13.321; 16.364)

‘the gods freed him from his woe’

HUTEK,, KAKSTNT A, @Uyoluev (0d. 3.175; 9.489; 10.129)

‘from woe may we escape’

As well as i6tng (12x in the poems, 8x in 4a-5b):

5 0@V, 16TNTL,, uynoa(v) (0d. 7.214; 12.190; 17.119)

‘I have suffered by the will of the gods’

And, finally, for tayvtrig (2x in the poems in 4a-5b; Il. 23.740). Of trisyllabic -tr¢ abstracts in
Homer, only the marginal vedtng (2x) and Ppadutr¢ (1x) do not appear in this position. The
remaining dniotrig and motr¢ do not conform to this pattern, in that they have different
metrical shapes.

In consideration of this robust constructional evidence, to argue that we are looking at
an extremely old, fossilized expression, which preserves either a Bronze-Age version of Greek
phonology, or a pre-form of the hexameter, is untenable. This line was created by a productive
synchronic pattern, which otherwise creates lines that are perfectly regular both
phonologically and metrically. Conversely, we cannot assume that the regular pattern:

o=y [TV KOl — ‘jobj.Np

originated with the unique token &vdpotfita kai finv at a time when when the hexameter was
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different, and then morphed into a productive pattern for —tng abstracts of different metrical
shape, which generates completely regular half-lines all the way through the Odyssey. Our line
has to be a recent creation of epic diction; what we have to clarify now is how the longum in

brevi came to be. [ see two ways of explaining dvdpotfita and its irregular scansion.

5.4.4.1 Constructional Analogy - Metrical Shortening

At first sight, the metrical irregularity in our verse above could to be due to the (infelicitous)
attempt, on the part of the poet, to use the trisyllabic -tng abstract avdpotr|¢ in the most
common position in the line for trisyllabic -tng abstracts, and within the very common half-
line construction:
=y [ vTNTY KOl — ‘jobj.Np

However, since avdpotng, unlike the rest of the trisyllabic -tng abstracts in Homer, does not
start with two short syllables, the poet creates a line with a metrical fault. In other words, this
could be another case of a metrical disturbance created by the synchronic workings of the
technique (similar to Parry’s juxtaposition of formulas), rather than a diachronic problem. We
can call this phenomenon constructional analogy: the poet has extended a productive pattern to

a form that is partially compatible with it (it is a trisyllabic -tng abstract), but not completely
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(it starts with a heavy syllable). Because of the high confidence™ of this pattern, the poet
decided to extend it to &vdpotiita, even though a metrical fault resulted.

What makes this particular fault odd is that we are used to seeing metrical
lengthenings (brevis in longo) more often than metrical shortenings (longum in brevi).
Chantraine 1958:106-7 has very few examples of abrégement métrique, the most solid of which is
the form dniov ndp, with short scansion of the first syllable; this is a complicated problem in
itself (see Pike 2011:178-84; coincidentally, this seems to be the base adjective for the abstract
dniotrc). Rau 2009 explains the creation of the short-vowel —gv- stems in Homer as part of an
inner-epic analogical process of metrical shortening. But our case seems rather different.

The closest parallels to our form, as it is often pointed out, seem to be cases where we
find a short scansion of a vowel before the sequence -ufpo- (i.e., another sequence with an
excrescent stop between a nasal and a liquid), as in vO& &Ppdtn ‘immortal night” (Il. 14.78)
instead of expected auppdtn, which would have been unmetrical; other related forms normally
cited are &Bpotd€ouev (Il. 10.65) and au@iPpotn (Il 2.389, 11.32, 12.402, 20.281), which have
been variously discussed and explained as secondary (see discussion in Tichy 1981:37-41,

summarized in Barnes 2011:7-8). Barnes (2011:10) argues that the short scansion of vowels

* Under the Minimal Generalization Learner (Albright and Hayes 1999), the efficacy of a rule is its confidence,
which is a statistical measure based on how many times a rule makes a correct prediction, i.e. how often a rule
actually does apply where its structural description is met. Rules with high confidence are likely to be analogically
extended beyond their original core, by ousting rules with low confidence.
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preceding -uppo- sequences is explained by the late date of the labial epenthesis (as witnessed
by epigraphic practice, and as opposed to dental epenthesis, which already took place in
Mycenaean), and suggests that our &vdpotfita is based on a missing auppotijta (he then
adduces comparative evidence for the existence of an inherited formula meaning ‘immortality
and wholeness’, which in Greek became ‘immortality and youth’). The argument here rests on
the assumption that, at some point in Greek, and before epenthesis happened, a sequence -
appo- could scan a.upo (Barnes 2011:10). This assumption is not unproblematic - as one would
imagine the preferred scansion (in both Greek and PIE) of such a sequence would have been
heterosyllabic, as in ap.po.”

I believe that we need an up-to-date phonological treatment of consonant epenthesis in
Greek and its relative chronology to really assess the viability of this solution. But even if the
scansion a.upo were granted, we still have to rely on an unattested aufpotfita (where the
position of the accent is explained by haplology of an original form < *&u(p)potétnrta, see
Barnes 2011:9) and on a poet who takes that form (and its scansion and accent) as a model for
creating dvdpotita - an explanation that is very costly, and that unfortunately lies outside of

the bounds of what can be proven.

7 For the principles of Indo-European syllabification, and for the heterosyllabic scansion of VCCV sequences in
particular, see Byrd 2009:157-8, who builds upon Hermann 1923. Possibly in favor of Barnes’ analysis could be
considerations of a morphological nature, but the whole issue deserves a monographic treatment.
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5.4.4.2 A Textual Explanation: adp6g and adpotg

There is another possible scenario for our line. My starting point is similar to Barnes’ own
starting point - that dvdpotfita is a late creation. My path to a possible solution is different:
rather than looking for a source upstream in the Indo-European poetic tradition, I am going to
look downstream in the manuscript tradition. This form, I will argue, was created by the
mechanics of the transmission of the text, and not purposefully by a poet.

Let us start by presenting the argument that dvdpotfita itself was not generated by the
synchronic grammar of the poet. In fact, virtually everything about this form is irregular, and
requires special pleading:

1. Morphologically, “it is the only denominal abstract found in Homeric Greek ... until the end
of the 5™ century BC” (Pike 2011:157); in Homeric Greek, abstracts are made to adjectives,
not to nouns.

2. Accentually, instead of patterning with the other abstracts in -4tn¢ in Homer, it patterns
with the also problematic form dniotr¢. This in turn is a form whose accent was debated in
the tradition, and rests on the conflicting authority of one or more grammatici, for which
we cannot reconstruct a clear argument (see the very interesting discussion in Probert
2006:38-45). While this could indicate that the accentuation (at least of the form dniotfg,

and of our form by similarity) had a source in contemporary bardic tradition (Lehrs’ (1833)
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hypothesis, supported by Probert), it may also have been the product of the grammarian’s
analysis itself, the logic of which is for us unrecoverable and may have been flawed.”
3. Metrically, it fails to scan as expected.

These are thus three respects in which the form fails to conform to the synchronic
system of epic Greek - and thus could not have been generated by its grammar. All agree on
this. The points of disagreement are (1) whether these odd features should be a sign of a
precious archaism (i.e., the form was generated by an older grammar), or (2) whether they are
a signal that there is something wrong with the form as transmitted. Since explanation (2) is
cheaper, we should explore it before we pursue (1).

Some late manuscripts of Homer” have a varia lectio adpdtnta/adpotiita (sometimes
with the expected accentuation on the thematic vowel, sometimes with the same accentuation
as avdpotfita). The form adpdtnta is also found in a passage in Plutarch that quotes our line.*
The term &8potr¢ ‘vigor, maturity (of a plant)’ it also appears in Epicurus (Ep. 1.31.U) and in

the Historia Plantarum by Theophrastus (IV-11I B.C.), as well as a few later texts (we always find

7® From Eustathius, who refers to Herodian’s work, we gather that the argument for the final accentuation of the
Homeric abstracts dniotri¢ and tayvtrg (which are treated together) may have hinged upon the Aeolic and Doric
pronunciation of these words. But scholars agree that Eustathius’ summary of the argument is self-contradictory,
and may indicate a misunderstanding on his part (Probert 2006:41).

”® For more details, see Latacz 1965.

% Quomodo adolescens poetas audire debeat 17D1.
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the accusative, and the accent is always on the thematic vowel, except in the very latest text,
the De Musica of Aristides Quintilianus, I AD). This form is related to the thematic adjective
&dpdg (Hdt.+) ‘strong, fully grown’ (possibly connected with the IE root *seh,-, see Beekes 2010
s.v.). Unlike &vdpotfita, this form would be morphologically pristine, accentually, and
metrically regular: in short, it could easily have been generated by the synchronic grammar of
the poet. In what remains, I argue that &8pdtnta was in fact the original reading, and should
be restored in our text.

Of course, the very regularity of the form also speaks against it: it may have been a late
emendation. In his overview of the issue, Latacz (1965) concludes that adpdtnta (which he
writes adpotfita) must have been an old variant in the tradition, rather than a late conjecture,
and points to some epigraphic considerations that would explain its existence. Latacz (1965:66,
with references) points out that nasals are often not written in epichoric scripts (e.g., Attic
NIKAAPOY for NIKANAPOZ, see Kretschmer 1894:§142; for more examples see Van Leeuwen
1918:105 and Threatte 1980:485-7, who remarks that -avdp- becoming -adp- is one of the most
common instances of an omitted nasal before a stop in epigraphic Attic); thus, a form
avdpotita and a form adpdtnta could have been both equally spelled AAPOTHTA in the pre-
Alexandrinian (and possibly Attic) tradition of the text, leading to potential confusion. Latacz

concludes that dvdpotfita must be the original reading on semantic basis (we shall tackle this
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matter below), but this solution leaves us with all the formal problems enumerated above.

Latacz’s insight, however, can work in the other direction as well. Let us assume that
the original text had a8pdtnrta, a regular and synchronically expected form. Let us assume that
it would be regularly spelled AAPOTHTA in our text. Now let us imagine reading that text
(perhaps from an Attic copy), and knowing that the spelling AAPO can sometimes stand in for -
avdpo-: confusion becomes possible. But what does sometimes mean? The sequence -avdpo- is
immensely more frequent in Greek than the sequence -adpo-. In the Iliad and the Odyssey, while
-adpo- occurs only 1x (the adverb petadpouddny ‘running after” in Il. 5.80), -avdpo- occurs 164x
(without counting the three occurrences of our form). This is to say that for any reasonable
reader who encounters a sequence spelled AAPO, the overwhelmingly safe guess would be that
it stands for -avdpo-. This, I believe, is how ANAPOTHTA was born. Note that this would turn
the generation of our form into a purely mechanical error, which is likely to have happened
not once, but many times in the course of the pre-Alexandrinian tradition.

The further question is why the reader/copyist/editor would accept such a
morphologically and metrically aberrant form as part of his text. To do so, he would have to
exercise tolerance at two levels: the morphological level and the metrical level (more about

the accent below). Semantically, the form would not appear too puzzling (more discussion

below).
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I believe that the morphological tolerance has to do with the history of the -tng suffix
itself in post-Homeric Greek. While the synchronic grammar of Homer could only create -tng
forms to adjectives (and not very many at that), the suffix -tng knew a veritable explosion of
usage as soon as medical and philosophical thinking took off. And while most formations are
still to adjectives, in the V-IV century we begin to find -tng abstracts made to pronouns and
nouns. Among these are remarkable technical coniages such as moidtnc ‘quality’ (Hippocrates,
Aristotle), made to a pronominal stem, and tpaneldtng ‘tableness’ (which Diogenes Laertius
6.53 attributes to Plato), made to a noun.” To a Greek of the V-III century, an abstract
ANAPOTHZ, made to a nominal stem, would sound much more acceptable than it would have
sounded to a Greek of the VIII century.

The metrical tolerance can be explained in two ways: the awareness that quandoque
bonus dormitat Homerus, as well as the possible confusion created by the AAPO / ANAPO
spelling (cf. vOE &Ppdtr above).

In the end, the preservation of the accidental form ANAPOTHTA is due to the
awareness, on the part of the traditon, that odd and arcane words are to be expected as part of
Homer’s diction: a striking (yet still morphologically and semantically parsable) form

ANAPOTHTA then has a good chance of passing as an original Homeric form, and a lectio

¥ For a history of the category in Greek, see Mignot 1972. For a discussion of toidtng and tpaneldétng in particular
see Mignot 1972:113-4. For a comparative study of the category in PIE, see Pike 2011.
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difficilior.

I believe that this is also the reason behind its accentuation: the tradition recognized
that there were two kinds of Homeric -tng abstracts: the regular ones, continued as a
productive category in the language, and the irregular ones. The regular ones were made to
transparent thematic adjectives, and were accented on the thematic vowel. The less regular
ones were, morphologically, a mixed bag, and were, for one reason or another, accented on the
suffix (a feature that the grammatici discussed at length, though perhaps not always with
clarity). When the monstrum ANAPOTHTA was created, its sheer oddness persuaded the
editors that it should pattern with the less regular group of -tng abstracts, and with dniotrg
(along with which it is listed by the grammarians) in particular.

A final argument in support of this reading is semantic in nature, and depends on the
properties of the coordinated construction discussed above.

o=y [ vTNTY KOl — ‘jobj.Np
Stylistically speaking, the coordinated object is a merism, i.e., “a bipartite noun phrase
consisting of two nouns in a copulative relation (A and B), two nouns which share most of their
semantic features, and together serve to designate globally a higher concept C” (Watkins
1995:45). This semantic property of the construction is not just evident in @iAdtnTt Kai €0Vfj

(often translated with the single term “love”; so Murray, Lattimore, and McCrorie), but also in
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Taxutita kal GAKAV in its context (which accordingly I render with a single term “dash”).
“kai Alnv avdpdc ye kOwv 60 thile Bavdvtog
€1 01600’ €N NUEV dépag Nde kai £pya,
016V utv Tpoinvde kiwv katéAeimev '08vooeic,
aipd ke OnAoato idwv tayvtiita kai dAkHv.
oV peV Yap t1 pUyeoke Pabeing PévOeotv UANG
kvwdalov, &ttt dlotto kal Txveot yap meptdn. (0d. 17.313-7)
“This is the dog of a man who died far away.
If his shape and action were similar to when Odysseus
left him, going off to Troy,
immediately you would marvel at the sight of his dash,
no creature in the thick of the deep woods could escape him,
once he started the chase: and he was keen of scent too.”
Here, Eumaios is talking about the old dog Argos, and he is remembering his ability to chase
down prey in his youth, so that none could escape him: the meaning of &A1 here is clearly
equivalent to ‘swiftness’ (note that, in his etymological dictionary, Chantraine translates &Akn

as ¢élan) rather than the PIE root etymology, which means ‘defensive force’. In this passage, the

two terms tayvtita kal GAkAv should be considered as largely synonymous.
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If we take this semantic feature of our construction to heart, we may have an additional
criterion to prefer adpdtnta over avdpotita. The concept of youth shares a lot more semantic
features with adpdtnta ‘vigor, maturity’ than it does with manliness (or the ‘human condition’,
or ‘courage’, to list a few proposed translations for avdpotfita): as such, ‘vigor, maturity’ is a
better match for ‘youth’ in a merism.

There is more. The vegetal connotations of adpdtnta (wich Latacz disliked) indeed
seem to work very well within the larger poetics of the Iliad. &8pdtng, meaning ‘vigor,
maturity’ (of a plant) would fit very well into the general theme of the Iliad of the ‘hero as a
vegetable’, which is particularly fitting in this context, where the hero has died at the peak of
his vigor. See Nagy 1979:174-84. See also Beekes 1971:353-5, who points out some further
textual parallels. In English, we can bring out the value of the merism by relying on the
existing metaphorical connection between plants (and particularly flowers) and youth (see
below).

In sum, I believe that a reasonable argument can be made to restore our line to:

Mrote” adpdtnta kal Hipnv

Whose metaphorical meaning can be rendered as: ‘leaving the flower of youth behind’.
If one is willing to accept this solution (as several editors of the text have done in the past),

this would be a further illustration that recentiores non sunt deteriores — as well as a
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demonstration of the power of constructional analysis.
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The Diachrony of Homeric Constructions

In the previous chapter, I painted the image of a poetic technique that is constantly evolving
through its usage, where constructions become routinized, fall out of fashion, and are then
replaced.” All the elements of a poetic language take part in this cycle of preservation and
renewal. Yet the cycle affects different elements differently, and at different paces: some
morphological features may spread more rapidly than others, and, among constructions, some
will evolve steadily, and some will stagnate. In this chapter, we will explore some of these
dynamics.

To do so, we are going to compare the constructions for the most frequent speech
introduction verbs in the Iliad and the Odyssey: these are mpooéeine, npocéen, and mpoonvda.
For the first two verbs, we will see how the patterns of usage changed significantly between

the two poems, and we will explore the trajectory and causes of that change. For the latter, we

% This perspective is at odds with an old (but somewhat persistent) conception of formularity, which saw
formulas as static and extraordinarily conservative. See Janko (2012:24): “This admirable insight was long
overshadowed by Parry’s other claim that all or most epic verse consists of formulae, which would of course
imply that their language hardly changes over time.”
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will see that the usage remained remarkably stable, and then ask why.
In section 6.2, we will discuss some theoretical questions emerging from this
enterprise, and in particular how they impact some previous diachronic treatments of the

language of Greek epic.

6.1 Speech Introduction Constructions in Homer and Their

Usage

Speech introduction formulas have been one of the touchstones of the study of Homeric
technique. The reasons are several: speech introductions are incredibly regular, and incredibly
frequent (the two facts are not unrelated). They are the main locus for noun-epithet formulae.
They have been treated in a number of monographic works (Edwards 1970, Riggsby 1992, Beck
2005). These works, however, have been largely descriptive in nature (the primary goal was to
comprehensively list expressions used to introduce speech in Homer), and the major
theoretical questions that they have addressed are the economy of the system and the freedom
of the poet. While Edwards provides a listing and a book by book commentary of all
“anomalous forms,” while trying to uncover traces of “individual work” (Edwards 1970:1),
Riggsby applied Visser’s “paradigmatic” method to speech introduction formulas, concluding

that the system is indeed economical (so, metrically determined). More recently, Beck (2005)
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offers a list and a study of the circumstances and modalities of speeches. Most importantly, all
of these approaches are synchronic in nature, in that they take the situation of the Iliad and
the Odyssey as reflective of a stable and unified system (the technique of Homer), where most
items have their largely unique function, as opposed to the other members of the system.

My approach is rather different, in that it is diachronic, and in that it focuses on
tracking how the productivity of individual constructions changes from one poem to the
other. In other words, our goal is to track the life cycle of each individual construction, rather
than seeking contextual cues as to why the poet may have picked one construction over
another in the course of composition. In this way, we are treating constructions as linguistic
rather than stylistic entities, and we are studying them as we would members of a
morphological system. What we’ll find is an illustration of the life cycle of constructions

introduced in 5.4.3 above.

6.1.1. General Features of Speech Introduction Constructions

Our poems are particularly rich in speech introduction constructions, all with different
degrees of frequency and flexibility. We can see three examples in the following lines, all
introducing Odysseus as a speaker, all using one of the three verbs that will be the focus of our

next section.

116



(1) Tov & adre mpooéeine moAuTAag dioc ‘08vcceg: (I1. 9.676)
‘And to him then spoke much-enduring divine Odysseus’
(2) v & dnapePéuevog npooéer toAvuntic ‘0dvooee (0d. 19.106)
‘And to her in response spoke Odysseus of the many wiles’
(3) &g @drto, piynoev d¢ moAvTAag diog '0dvooeg,
Kol utv wvhoag énea nrepdevra npoonvda (0d. 5.172)
‘Thus she said, and much-enduring divine Odysseus shuddered,
and addressing her spoke winged words’
In general terms, we expect all speech introduction contructions to convey three basic pieces
of information, which allow for a limited range of alternative realizations. These are: a
reference to the speaker, the addressee, and some indication of the modality of the speech act.
Of these three elements, both speakers and addressee can be expressed nominally
(possibly with a noun-epithet formula), pronominally, or elided.” Typically, the reference to
the addressee works as a bridge between the previous discourse and the current event. In the
main clause, the addressee is realized as the direct object of the speech verb, and the speaker
(naturally) as the agent. In some cases, the addressee is also the subject of a short clause that

concludes the preceding speech act (¢ @dto ‘so he spoke’).

¥ For a thorough introduction to the handling of referents in Homer, see Chapter 7.
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The modality of the speech act can be expressed by a participle, a finite verb, or an
adverb; this can be as generic as signifying that the speech is ‘in reply’ to another speaker, or
can expand on the emotional state of the speaker (much more rarely on that of the addressee);
sometimes the location or appearance of the speaker is also expressed (&yxo0 & iotauévn
‘standing close’, or T® £eioauévr ‘looking like him’). As opposed to what is expressed through
various participial and adverbial expressions, the speech verb itself is often rather
uninformative. We will see many examples of these various configurations below. Table 6.1
highlights the different treatment of each piece of information in the lines above:

Table 6.1 Addressee, Modality, and Speaker in npooéeine, npocéen, and
npoonvda constructions

Addressee Modality Speaker
(1) | mpooéeine Tov alte ToAUTAAG diog "0dvooelg
(2) | mpooéen v anapeduevog | moAduntig '0dvoceng
(3) | mpoonvda | &g @dro... p1v piynoev TOAOTAKG 810G '0dvo0ENG

Each of the lines above can also be represented constructionally as follows:
(1) Llosge [v~_Jag. mpooéerme [« _vo_wv gy
(2) Lose 8 [ suipare. TpOGEQN [ o-vv_Aine
(3) &g @dto, [ v _]p0& [V v Agine
Kai v ewvroag Enea ntepdevta ntpoonvda-
Overall, we can see that constructions (1) and (2) share a similar structure, where the
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addressee is realized pronominally at the beginning of the line, which is followed by an adverb
or a participle qualifying the speech act, the finite verb in the middle of the line, and a noun-
epithet formula (of differing shapes) at the end of the line. In (3), both the addressee and the
modality of the speech act get their own sentence in the first line (which also includes a full
mention of the speaker), and are followed by a second sentence that simply spells out the act
of speaking, without providing additional information; this line also features a pronominal
reference to the addressee, a participle that conveys virtually no additional information, and
an expansion of the simple verb of speech mpoonvda with the generic object €nea nrepdevra.
The subject is elided. As with many other events in the narrative, the poet could pick a more or
less leisurely style of expression: mpoon0da here represents the leisurely option.

Of course, many more options exist for each of the constructions exemplified above.
While construction type 1 for mpooéeine affords very little room to provide additional
information on the speech act (swapping aUte with mpdtepoc would let us start a dialogue
instead of continuing one, but would require a different set-up, in which the interlocutors

move towards each other),” npocéen affords a number of options for expanding on the

# As in: “Qg ol pev toradta 1pog dAAAoug dydpevov,

o 82 tdy’ 2yyvev AABov éadvovt wkéag fnmoug.

TV TpdTEPOG Mposéeine AUKGovog &yAaog vidg (Il. 5.274-6)
‘As they were speaking such words to each other,

119



modality of the speech act.
Tov & dp’ 0ddpa idwv mpooépn nddac wkug AxAAevg (1. 1.148)
‘And to him, with an angry glance, spoke swift-footed Akhilleus’
Trv 8¢ Papv otevayxwv Tposéen Tdag wkLG AxIAAeVG (1. 1.364)
‘And to her, with deep sighs, spoke swift-footed Akhilleus’
Trv 8¢ uéy’ oxOnoac mpoopn vepeAnyepéta Zeog (Il. 1.517)
‘And to her, greatly enraged, spoke cloud-gathering Zeus’
&yxo0 & iotapévn mpocépn mddag wkéa Tpig (1. 2.790)
‘And standing close spoke swift-footed Iris’
T pv getoapévn mpocépn modag wkéa Tpic (1. 2.795)
‘And looking like him spoke swift-footed Iris’
Tov § émbapodvwv npocépn EavBoc Mevéhaog (11, 4.183)
‘And to him, with encouragement, spoke blond Menelaos’
Tov § émuerdrioag tpooéen kpeiwv Ayauéuvav (Il 4.356)
‘And to him, with a smile, spoke lord Agamemnon’

These options, however, do not account for the great majority of the realizations of mpocéen,

they quickly drew close, driving their swift horses.

To him first spoke the bright son of Lukaon’
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which prefer the generic (and thus versatile) dnausifduevog mpooéen + Subj.NP. We will

explore more of these dynamics below.

6.1.2 The Role of Meter

When describing a very tightly regulated area of the technique (such as battle scenes or,
precisely, speech introductions), one is often tempted to present meter (and thus, perhaps, the
metrical shape of some fundamental elements) as the main motivation for the poet to select a
given construction over another. This is really a development of Parry’s observation that
noun-epithet formulas tend to organize themselves into economical systems, and has been
most fully pursued by Visser 1987, 1988 (whose method Riggsby 1992 has applied to speech
introductions); even for small units, this is a tendency, rather than a rule (as we saw with the
epithets of Here in 5.4.3 above). But for larger units, this assumption proves inadequate as soon
as we look at the data. The poet has more options that one often recognizes: options that do
not just include fitting words of a given shape in a line, but setting up the narration in
different ways (ways that perhaps do not require fitting those fundamental elements in one
single line).

In speech introduction constructions, this flexibility (which already Edwards 1970:36

recognized) is particularly on view. Note how easily we can construct a two-line speech
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introduction using tpoon0da that is informationally identical to the npocégn example below:

*O¢ @dto, ueidnoev 8¢ dvag avdpdv Ayauéuvwy,

Kal YV wvnoog Emex nrepdevta mpoonido

‘So he spoke, and Agamemnon lord of men smiled,

and addressing him spoke winged words’

Tov § émuerdrioag tpooéen kpeiwv Ayauéuvav (Il 4.356)

‘And to him, with a smile, spoke lord Agamemnon’

And note how the three speech introductions in 6.1.1 above all convey the equivalent
information “and to him/her Odysseus replied”.

And while it is surely true that verbs with different metrical shape combine with noun-
epithet formulas of different metrical shape, it is also worth keeeping in mind that all main
characters come with noun-epithet formulas of all shapes (feminine, bucolic, and
hephthemimeral), so that none is banned from one of these constructions simply by virtue of
meter.” Often, whether one or another construction is used, then, does not have much to do
with the content that is being narrated (since the same communicative goal could be achieved
by a number of different strategies), but with what construction was most available in the

poet’s mind at the time that he was putting his thought into words. In other words, it has to do

% Moreover, as we shall see in 6.2.3.2 below, often the mention of the noun-epithet formula is altogether

unnecessary from the informational point of view.
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with linguistic productivity.

In the past, there has been a tendency to regard fixed formulas as the normal state of
oral-formulaic technique, and flexible expressions as some kind of degeneration thereof (this
is the argument that is made about, for instance, the Homeric Hymns in Cantilena 1982, where
an increase in formulaic expressions over straight formula is taken as a sign of the decline of
the tradition; see also 6.3.2 below). But variation is to be expected in language usage (Hackstein
2002 has explored this for Homeric morphology), and for the technique to continue, it needs to
have room to experiment and innovate. This experimentation, which happens at the margins
(just as in natural language) is a sign of health, not decay, in an oral tradition. Below, we will
see what it means for a construction to lose flexibility, and how that spells the decline, not the

success, of a construction.

6.2 Speech Introduction Constructions Between the Iliad

and the Odyssey

Let us now see how our three verbs fare in the Iliad and the Odyssey. We can compare their

absolute token frequencies in table 6.2.
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Table 6.2. Token Frequecies For mpooéeine, npooé@pn, and mpoonvda.

TPOCEEITE TPOTEPN npoonvda
Iliad 75 116 91
Odyssey | 96 (64% increase) | 96 (0.6% increase) | 75 (0.9% increase)

When we adjust for the different length of our texts (the Odyssey is roughly 78% of the Iliad), we
see that, while the frequency of tpocégn and npoonvda is largely equivalent in the poems, the
frequency of npocéeine has increased dramatically. Why is this so?

We shall now zoom in on the constructional usage of each verb, and see if the usage of
the different subtypes has undergone any changes. For mpoocéeine, we also want to see if the
increase in frequency is distributed homogeneously among all subtypes, or whether a single

subtype is responsible for the increase.

6.2.1 Construction Types for mpocéeine

As we mentioned above, there are three construction types for npocéeine in the poems (only
two in the Iliad), each corresponding to a position in the line where the verb occurs:
Type 1: dn téte v mpooéerme péyag TeAapwviog Alag
‘then huge Aias Telamonios spoke to him’
Type 2: e€aOTiG piv Eneootv auelPOUEVOC TPOCEELTEY

‘again he spoke to him in reply’
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Type 3: ot 8¢ mapod’ avthic. TOV 6 Tpocéermev ABr vy
‘he stood by her; and to him said Athene’

Table 6.3 Token and Type Fequencies for mpooéeine

type 1 type 2 type 3
Iliad 61 14 0

Odyssey | 62 (30% increase) | 29 (165% increase) | 5 (100% increase)

In terms of token frequency, while type 1 has undergone a significant increase, type 2 shows a
true explosion of usage. Overall, we get the picture of a peak of productivity for mpoocéeine
constructions in the Odyssey, with old construction types gaining considerable ground, and
new construction types being created. From this point of view, the high productivity of

npooéeine can be considered a defining trait of the technique of the Odyssey.

6.2.1.1 Subtypes for mpooéeine Type 1 Constructions

Let us now see how the productivity of each subtype of npocéeine changes between the two
poems. Beyond the alte npocéeine and mpdtepoc mpocéeine subtypes already described in 6.1.1,
and both captured by the construction:

[obo [v v _aa, mpooéerme [v_vo_vo Agy
the only other major subtype features an Obj.NP in pre-verbal position; this type admits of

quite a lot of variation, as seen from the examples below, and is thus harder to write as a
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construction:
Atpetdnv mpooéeine, kai o0 mw Afjye xoAowor (Il 1.224)
‘He said to Agamemnon, and did lot let of of his anger’
Atpetdnv mpooéeine kai €epeeivero uvbw (Il. 10.81)
‘He said to Agamemnon, and questioned him’
“Hpnyv 8¢ mpooéeine kaotyvAitny &Aoxov te (Il. 16.432)
‘He said to Here, his sister and wife’
Antw &8¢ mpocéeine didktopog Apyelpdvng (Il. 21.497)
‘He said to Leto, the messenger, killer of Argos’
Zeug & “Hpnv mpooéeine kaotyvitny &hoxov te (Il. 18.356)
‘Zeus said to Here, his sister and wife’
[ oy, Tpoogerme [v_v v v _guyp/onne
While relatively well-represented in the Iliad, this type occurs only once in the Odyssey.
‘Epufv 8¢ mpooéeinev dva& Aldg viog AndAAwv- (0d. 8.334)

‘He said to Hermes, lord Apollon son of Zeus’

* Interestingly, this line does not occur in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, to which it would have been quite well
suited. In fact, the Hymns only know the a0te npocéeine subtype.
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Table 6.4 npooéeine Type 1 Constructions (Most Frequent Types)

abte mpocéeine npdtepog mpooéeine | Obj.NP + mpooéeine

Iliad (of 61) 41 10 5
Odyssey (of 61) | 56 (36% increase) | 1 1

If we keep the total number of tokens of type 1 constructions constant, here is how the relative
frequency of each subtype changed. The alte npocéeine subtype, which specializes in a generic
response, is now responsible for almost the entirety of type 1 constructions. All of the other
subtypes are being marginalized.

While at first pass type 1 seems to be gaining ground in the Odyssey (at least token-
wise), the analysis of the subtypes tells a different story: more and more, this construction is
used for a single, fixed, and generic usage, and is losing its vitality. Its productivity, in other

words, is falling, even as its token count increases. This is how a construction starts to die.

6.2.1.2 Subtypes for mpooéeine Type 2 Constructions

Let us now look at the type 2 construction, the one responsible for the veritable explosion in
the usage of mpocéeine in the Odyssey, and which is almost absent from the Iliad. Here too, the

increase in tokens seems to be attributable to a single subtype.
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Table 6.5 ntpocéeine Type 2 Constructions

duepduevog mpocéeime | Tov § adT’ [Subj.NP] [Obj.NP] tpooéeine
anapelopevog tpooéetne

Iliad (of 14) 2 1 4
Odyssey (of 29) | 21+ 4 1 3

Unlike with construction type 1, however, if we look closely at the most frequent subtype, we
can see that it is buzzing with (regularized) activity. Observe this subsystem of usage in the
Odyssey:

W¢ EQduny, 0 8¢ W avtik’ dueipéuevog npocéeiney: (0d. 4.471, 4.491, 4.554)

‘So I said, and immediately he said in reply’

Kol tote O pwv €neoorv dueipduevog npooteinev- (0d. 5.96)

‘and to him he said in reply’

¢€aTiq uv €neooty uefduevog npooeinev: (0d. 16.193)

‘again to him he said in reply’

¢€a0Tiq 0@’ enéeootv duelPduevos pooéeinev: (0d. 21.206)

‘again to them he said in reply’

¢€adT1g uobotov duetouévn pooéeinev: (0d. 4.234)

‘again he said in reply’
By comparing the last 3 lines, we can observe that the system is not economical (4.234 could
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stand in for the two preceding lines). Also note the short-range variation in 0d. 19

11 &’ énel o0V TépOn moAvdakpvtoro ydoro,

¢€atic uv €neoorv Gueifouévn mpooéeine: (0d. 19.213-4)

‘but after she had her fill of tearful lament,

again she spoke to him in response’

1] &’ énel o0V TdpOn moAvdakpitoto ydoio,”

Kol Tote P uobotov auetfouévn mpooéeine (0d. 19.251-2)

‘but after she had her fill of tearful lament,

then again she spoke to him in response’

This lack of economy is not a sign of decay of the technique, but bears witness to the youth and
vitality of this constructional network.

In other words, dueipduevog mpocéeine seems to be a healthy construction, whose
expansion depends on a number of successful subtypes. Interestingly, these productive
subtypes are unique to the Odyssey, and relatively dissimilar from the only type present in the
Iliad (represented in 0d. 22 as well), which has a Subj.NP in the first hemistich:

oV & Ax1tAelg pvbotory duelpduevog npooéetmev- (Il 23.794)

‘to him Akhilleus spoke in response’

%7 Note that this line itself seems to be a fixed construction used only 3x in Odyssey 19-21.
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E0pUuayoc 8¢ urv oiog dueipduevog mpocéeimev (0d. 22.44)

‘Eurumakhos alone spoke to him in response’
Crucially, the productivity of type 2 mpocéeine constructions seems to be an Odyssey-internal
affair, for which no warning sign could be found in the Iliad. In other words, while the
evolution of type 1 represents an expected continuation of the Iliadic situation, type 2 shows
authentic innovation in the Odyssey.

This situation is confirmed outside of Homer, where the Homeric Hymns only know type
1, and the only instance of type 2 (Hermes) continues the rare type in I 23, conjoined with the
usage of 0 yépwv as NP.*

Tov & 6 yépwv pvbototv dueipduevog npooéeiney: (Herm. 201)

‘To him the old men spoke in response’

Hesiod (including the Scutum) only knows type 1 (with either following Subj. or Obj.NP).

6.2.1.3 The aueip- Network

It is important to note that these successul constructions which contain dueipdéuevog (and
which are specific to the Odyssey) form a larger set with constructions where dueifeto serves

as the finite verb, followed by a noun-epithet formula (or by an adverbial expression) that fills

* The presence of the definite article used as such is quite rare and limited in the Iliad, and would deserve a
monographic study.

130



the bucolic slot (i.e., the space between the bucolic diaeresis and the end of the line). These
constructions are in a direct derivational relationship to each other, and they rely on the same
constituents. Compare:

06 EQapny, 6 8¢ w’ avtik’ duerpduevog npooéeinev- (0d. 4.471)

‘So I said, and immediately he spoke to me in response’

O¢ Epaunv, N " avtik’ dueifeto dia Oedwv: (0d. 4.382)

‘So I said, and immediately she replied, the divine among goddesses’
We can highlight this “paradigmatic” relationship by creating the following new lines out of
the pieces we have seen so far:

*Tov & ‘EAévn pvbototv dueifouévn npooéetnev

‘To him Helene said in reply’

*Tov & ‘EAévn pvbotorv dueifeto kepdadéoiot

‘To him Helene replied with cunning words’

*kai tote 0N v Eneooty dueiPeto dix yovak@dv

‘And then to him replied the divine among women’

*¢€a0tig v Eneootv aueiPeto dlog ‘0dvooeic

‘Again to him replied divine Odysseus’

*O¢ €pauny, 0 8¢ Y avtik’ dueiPeto diog 'Odvooeig
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‘So I spoke, and to me immediately replied divine Odysseus’

In each of these lines, the verb works as a pivot, where the participial form selects for the
“empty verb” mpooéeine, while the finite form selects for some additional, non-crucial
information in the bucolic slot.*”” Variants of the finite dueifeto construction occur 11x in the
Odyssey, often within a short distance from the aueiBouevoc npocéeinev constructions. They
are (as we shall see) much rarer in the Iliad.

Similarly, in the Hymn to Hermes, we find the complete set of participle and finite verb
(the latter more frequent):

Tov & 6 yépwv pobotorv duerpdpevog mpooéermev- (201)

‘To him the old man spoke in reply’

Tnv & Epufic poboiowv dueipeto kepdaréotot (162, 260, 463)

‘To her Hermes replied with cunning words’

Arguably, in the explosion of type 2 constructions for npocéeine in the Odyssey, what we
are seeing is really the advancement of the aueif- constructional network as a whole. When we
find traces of such a network in the Iliad, they are very localized. In fact, we only find it in a
short span of verses in I1. 3:

Tov & ‘EAévn uobororv dueiPeto dia yovouk®dv- (11 3.171)

¥ As we shall discuss in 7.4.2, who the next speaker is going to be, in a discussion scene, is often clear from
context. The noun-epithet formulas at the end of the line should not be regarded as necessary information.
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‘To him Helene replied, divine among women’

Tov & ‘EAévn tavimenhog aueifeto dia yovark®dv: (1. 3.228)

‘To him Helene of the long robe replied, divine among women’

Trv 8¢ Tdpig uoboiotv duelPduevos tpooéstmne: (1. 3.437)

‘To her Paris spoke in response’
The presence of this Odyssiac network sharply separates Il. 3 from the rest of the Iliad, and
makes one wonder about the chronology of textualization for this specific book (together with
other constructional data, it could be used to argue for the recency of the book). The only
other locus in the Iliad displaying a piece of this constructional network is book 23:

oV & AxtAelg pvbototv duelpduevog npooéeimev- (Il 23.794)

‘To him Akhilleus spoke in response’
We had seen already that I1.23 has a number of exceptional features in its technique, which

often put it closer to the Odyssey. The dueif- constructional network is yet another.

6.2.2 Construction Types for mpocépn

Unlike mpooéeine, mpooégn only occurs in one place: the middle of the line. The most frequent
subtype features the participle draueipduevog, as we observed in section 6.1.1.

v & anaueiPéuevog mposé@n toAvuntic '0dvooeve (0d. 19.106)
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Other types (also exemplified in 6.1.1 above) can be captured by the more general
construction:
[_]obj,P & [vv_v U—]Subj.Part. npocén [vv-v U_‘]Subj.Np
Not conforming to this mold, we find a few other minor types, such as:
dovpl &’ Enaioowv mpocéen kpatepdg Atouridng (I1. 10.36)
‘Throwing his spear said strong Diomedes’
“Q¢ @dto, Tov &’ o T1 pooipn kopubaiolog “Extwp: (I. 6.342)
‘So he spoke, and to him Hektor of the shining helmet said nothing’
And followed by an Obj.NP of the addressee:
Kol pa KaAeooduevog tpooén xpuoiiv Appoditnv- (IL. 5.427)
‘and calling her by name he spoke to golden Aphrodite’
All of these sutypes are represented in table 6.5 below.

Table 6.6 Subtypes of mtpocépn

anapepdéuevog | Umddpa | péy’ ayxo0 & | olm ¢mpedfioag | kaheooduevog Soupi &’
TpocéPn idwv oxbroag | iotapévn | mpooépn | mpooien TpocéPn énaicowyv
+ Obj.NP TPOGEPN
Iliad (of 116) | 33 13 10 6(5+1) | 6 3 1 2
Odyssey (of 96) | 56 7 3 1 1 1 2 0

Overall, the Iliad presents more richness and variation, featuring a number of minor types

quite solidly. The Odyssey, while dramatically increasing the drnapeipouevog type, has virtually
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eliminated all of the other variants. This is a construction that is quickly losing its vitality.

6.2.3 Construction Types for mpoonvda

In the poems, tpoonvda appears in two positions in the line:

1. xai v wvnoag énea ntepdevtay, tpoonvda- (Il 1.201)

‘and addressing him he spoke winged words’

2. avtika &' Idoueviia,, mpoonvda,, pethixiowowv (1. 4.256)

‘And immediately to Idomeneus he spoke kindly’
The first type, which overwhelmingly features the fixed Obj.NP énea ntepdevta, we saw above.
The second, which is much less represented in our sample, we will see below.

Table 6.7 tpoonvda Types

type 1 | type 2
Hiad 74 17

Odyssey | 62 13

Overall, both constructions seem remarkably stable througout the poems, showing almost

identical token distributions.

6.2.3.1 Subtypes for npoon0da Type 1 Constructions

When we zoom in on the subtypes of type 1, the situation seems equally stable (with maybe a

small narrowing of rare types in the Odyssey).
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Table 6.8 mpoonvda Type 1

Enea mrepdevia | Qwvhoag Emea other participle + £nea Obj.NP + émea other
npoonvda nTeEPOEVTA TIPOCHUdA nTeEPOEVTA TIPOCHUdA nTepOEVTA TIPOOHUdA
Iliad 55 21 21 10 19
Odyssey | 52 24 20 7 10

We can see some examples of the most frequent type (note the inflection of the Obj. pronoun):

Kol utv wvroag nea nrepdevra npoonvdar (1. 10.163)

‘and addressing him he spoke winged words’

Kal ogeag wvroag énex ntepdevta poonvda: (1. 10.191)

‘and addressing them he spoke winged words’

Other subtypes are:

ayxo0 & iotduevog éneax nrepdevta poonvda (1. 13.462)

‘and standing close he spoke winged words’

Kol p’ OAo@upduevog Enea trepdevta mpoonvdar (1. 11.815)

‘and lamenting he spoke winged words’

Kol v dueipduevog Enea nrepdeva npoonvdar (1. 15.48, 23.557)

‘and replying to him he spoke winged words’

T0U¢ 6 Y’ émotpUvwy €nea nrepdevta poonvdar (11, 13.94, 13.480, 17.219)

‘and urging them on he spoke winged words’
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aipa & ABnvainv énea nrepdevra mpoonvdar (11. 4.69, 5.713, 8.351, 19.341, 21.419)*°
‘Immediately to Athene he spoke winged words”

1] po, kil ‘Avtivoov #mea mrepdevta poonvdar (0d. 17.396)

‘So he said, and to Antinoos he spoke winged words”

Kol v 0odpa 18wV Enea nrepdevta poonvdar (0d. 17.459, 18.459)

‘and to him, with an angry glance, he spoke winged words’

6.2.3.2 Ipoonvda and Hpocépn: A Substitutional Network

Interestingly, some of the constructions above are effectively alternative to mpooéen type 1
constructions: the only difference is that, while the npocépn construction will use a noun-
epithet formula for the speaker, the tpoonvda construction will leave it out.

ayxo0 & totapévn mpooten yYAavkdmig A6Qvr: (1. 2.172)

ayxo0 & iotauévn Enea nrepdevta npoonvdar (1. 4.92)
Compare as well:

Tov § &p’ vddpa 18wV Tpocépn moAvuntig 0dvooevg (I1. 4.349)

Kol v Oodpa 18wV Enea nrepdevta poonvdar (0d. 17.459, 18.459)

And finally:

**Note that this construction is, surprisingly, limited to the Iliad, while it is never used on the many occasions
when Athena speaks in the Odyssey.
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Tov & dnaueipéuevog npocé@n mddag wkLG AxtAAev¢ (I1. 1.84)

Kol v dueipduevog Enea nrepdeva npoonvdar (1. 15.48, 23.557)
What seems to emerge from these last two sets is that the mtpoon0da construction is used when
building a coordinate clause, while the npocsépn construction is used to form a new sentence.
This syntactic difference also seems to impact the choice of Obj. pronouns: the coordinate
clause gets the unstressed anaphoric pronoun uiv, while the independent clause gets the

stressed anaphoric pronoun tov.

6.2.3.3 Subtypes for npoonvda Type 2 Constructions

Type 2 and its subtypes seem eerily stable as well. Here, mpoonvda sits line-medially, and can
be followed by either a Subj. or Obj.NP, or by an instrumental.

a0Tap O petAryiotot tpoonvda mowpéva Aadv- (1. 6.214)

‘But he spoke kindly, the shepherd of men’

oV & EAévn uvbotiot tpoonvda petAiyiotor (L. 6.214)

‘to him Helene replied with kind words’

avtika &’ AAkiuédovta mpoonvda miotov taipov- (11, 17.500)

‘immediately he said to Alkimedon, his faithful companion’
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Table 6.9 mpoonvda type 2

npoonvda + Subj.NP | mpoonida + npoonvda + Dat.NP
Obj.NP
Iliad 11 2 3
Odyssey 7 3 3

Type 2 is the only construction seen so far to work with a noun-epithet formula that fits in the
bucolic slot. The Subj.NP type encompasses a line used repeatedly for Here, which follows the
common template (addressee, participle, V, Subj.NP):

Trv 8¢ doAogpovéovsa poonvda métvia “Hpn- (1. 14.300, 14.329, and 19.106)

‘And to her, planning deceit, spoke lady Here’
Compare the syntactically identical mpooégn construction, using a longer noun-epithet
formula for Here:

Tov 8¢ xoAwoauévn pocéen AcukAevog “Hpny (1. 24.55)

‘And to him, angrily, spoke white-armed Here’
This seems once again to suggest a paradigmatic link betweeh mpoonvda (this time,
construction type 2) and mpooépn: in this case, the choice of the predicative participle
determines which verb the poet will pick. This link seems already well established in the Iliad,

and remains active in the Odyssey.
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6.2.4 Analysis of the Results

The main observation that we should gather from this short study is that, during the same
chronological interval (i.e. the time that separates the textualization of the Iliad from the
textualization of the Odyssey), different constructions within the technique may move at
different speeds; this speed depends largely on their life cycles (fossilized constructions will
have a more stable behavior than innovative ones), but also (and this is more challenging to
model) on the changing productivity of constructions that they are related to.

In general, we would predict that constructions in phases 1-2 of their life cycles should
expand and change more quickly than constructions in phases 3-4. During phases 1-2, we also
expect constructions to be embedded in larger networks, which may impact their productivity
in a positive or negative way.

In our study, mpocéeine presents a complex picture, where the oldest construction
(type 1) shows a loss of type frequency in the Odyssey (despite an increase in token frequency);
this is the signal of a construction in transition from phase 3 to 4, and eventually on the road
to replacement. Type 2, on the other hand, shows an explosion of usage in the Odyssey, though
mostly related to a single subtype, which is to be connected with the general success of the
“Gueip- network”. In the Iliad, this network is conspicuously limited to a few hundred verses in

book 3, and just one verse in book 23.

140



TMpooépn, already exhibiting a dearth of types in the Iliad, shows a further narrowing of
subtypes in the Odyssey, even as its overall token count remains stable. This seems to be
another construction type on its way to replacement (phases 3-4).

Finally, mpoonvda gives an eerily stable picture, where both types and token
frequencies are virtually identical in the poems. This is a construction that is already in phase
4 of its life cycle, and, as far as we know, may remain there for a while. As illustrated above,
both of the mpoonvda construction types appear to entertain a paradigmatic relationship with
Tpocé@n constructions. It is possible that this paradigmatic relationship will contribute to

keeping all three construction types alive for longer, despite their low productivity overall.

6.3 Approaches to the Evolution of Epic Language

The observations above tie into a number of wider methodological questions about the study
of the evolution of Greek epic language, which we are going to address in the remainder of this
chapter.

The first question is also the widest in scope: is it really adequate to consider the
language of the Odyssey as a diachronic variant of the language of the Iliad? For the study
above, we have tacitly considered the Iliad and the Odyssey as different chronological

exponents of the same L-Language. This choice is not unjustified, but it may represent a radical

141



simplification of the facts, or, at least, it may imply a rather loose definition of what we mean
by “L-Language”. Are we thinking about an L-language that encompasses all archaic Greek
epic, regardless of geographical area and content matter? Is this the same L-language as
metrical inscriptions and all of the Homeric Hymns, and Hesiod? Or should we be operating
with a set of narrower L-languages, and then proceed with the analytic tools of language
contact studies?

As one compares constructional usages beyond Homer, it is clear that the shared
constructional feautures between different epic texts would take the form of a complex
network, and there is no certainty that those features would easily cluster into a number of
discrete “epic” dialects. Indeed, mapping the shared constructional network between Archaic
Greek epic texts would be a worthwhile enterprise (which nowadays could be undertaken
computationally), and a necessary step in determining exactly (a) if it makes sense to talk
about such a thing as an L-Language of Greek epic, and (b) what some meaningful subdivisions
would be, and whether they are more sensitive to geography or to content-matter; finally, it
would be possible to investigate how exactly chronology cuts across all of these variables, and
how textualization may have impacted our data. This is a project for another day, but the
shortcomings of previous approaches to the diachrony of Greek epic, as well as the

complexities in constructional change explored in this chapter, should serve to highlight its
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urgency.

The study of the evolution of Greek epic diction has a long history, and a large portion
of it has been oriented towards reconstructing the prehistory of the technique;’ a lot of this
work has taken the shape of arranging what appears in the poems as synchronic variants and
along a single diachronic axis, in the form of a number of phases, which are typically dialectal
in nature.” In a way, this view takes the ancient narrative about Homer traveling across the
Greek world and picking up a number of different dialects along the way (as in the Vitae
Homericae), and turns it into a narrative about the epic tradition doing the same (of course, this
can be cast in more or less sophisticated terms).

Rather than a hypothetical prehistory, our current enterprise is concerned with the
development of the epic techinque within the bounds of the texts as we have them. Our study,
however, can shed new light on two previous approaches to the diachrony of the L-Language
of epic. In the first case (Janko’s statistical approach to the diachrony of the technique), we can
offer a critique. In the second (Hoekstra’s study on Homeric modifications to formulaic

prototypes), we can offer a different interpretation of the results.

°! There are a number of good surveys of this topic: see recently Horrocks 1997, Passa 2008, Hackstein 2010;
Palmer 1962 is still perhaps the most thorough overview.

2 Extreme cases of this are the attempts at “taking Homer back in time,” whether by making the text fully Aeolic
(see the infamous Fick edition), or by restoring entire sections to a supposedly older version of the hexameter
(Tichy 2010, see also the review by West 2011).
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6.3.1 Janko and How to Measure Linguistic Change in Greek Epic

In his 1977 dissertation, Richard Janko carried out a statistical study of a small number of
morphological and phonological features across archaic Greek epic texts; his goal was to use
the statistical data to compile a relative chronology of such texts based on “how far along”
those texts were in their usage of those features. The way to establish such a chronology was
first to verify which two texts were farthest away from each other in terms of the
morphophonological features under study, and then to arrange the remaining texts along a
scale between the two extremes; chronological values were then supplied to the points in the

scale. The statistics are summed up visually in fig. 6.1 (from Janko 2012:28).
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Figure 6.1. Dimishing Archaisms in Epic Diction (from Janko
2012:28)
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This last step, naturally, is problematic, because it converts linguistic distance into
chronological distance. For one thing, this is a blunt instrument, since it has to assume a

regular rate of change for linguistic phenomena, which is trivially untrue. One could call this

145



the “we are losing four digammas every hour” approach.”

The most remarkable conclusion of Janko’s research is his newfound unitarian faith
(“my results turned me to a unitarian position”, Janko 2012:25-6), in the very oldest sense of
the word: he agrees that little enough has changed between the Iliad and the Odyssey (at least
from the point of view of his measures) that it is conceivable, as the author of the Sublime
proposed, that they both be the work of a single author at different points in his life. This
particular conclusion is at the very least premature, for we really have no idea of how much
the language of one individual is supposed to change during their lifetime;” at the current
stage of research, drawing a line is a matter of personal judgment.

But there are two vaster methodological objections to Janko’s enterprise, which have to
do with (a) the nature of the items he is counting, and (b) the type of count that he is relying
on. These choices both tend to obscure the amount of linguistic change that has actually taken
place between the individual poems, and explain why, as opposed to Janko’s assessment, we
have in fact found ample difference in the usage of constructions between the Iliad and the

Odyssey.

 This is similar to saying that, statistically, 365 Americans die of indigestion every year, which makes on average
one death per day, and expecting to use this figure to claim that exactly seven Americans have died of indigestion
since last week - when it may very well turn out that 200 out of 365 die of indigestion around the winter holidays,
and at no other time in the year.

* As mentioned in 5.1, fn, 52, so far we only have studies on the phonology of Queen Elizabeth II. This is hardly
helpful for establishing how much the I-language of a poet may change during a lifetime.
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The first issue concerns the kinds of features that Janko has picked for his analysis. His
selection of features reflects areas of the language (morphology and phonology) where change
can be exceedingly slow, and harder to observe incrementally. As we can observe in the
history of other IE languages, morphology and phonology can be remarkably stable across
centuries; moreover, with phonology, spelling conventions can systematically mask changes,
or delay their appearance. The reason we found substantial differences between the two
poems is that we concentrated on syntactic constructions, and we picked particular usages of
lexical items (i.e., what kinds of arguments does a particular verb take) rather than general
properties of the language (i.e., what is the dominant word order in a main clause).

Even when looking at general properties of the language, some of the most reliable
differences between Mycenaean and Homeric Greek are syntactic in nature, such as the usage
of conjunctions (see Hackstein 2010:403 with references). Syntactic changes also are less likely
to be masked by the textualization and written transmission process. Similarly, between
Homer and archaic prose, the usage of the definite article is perhaps the most noticeable
linguistic change.” In sum, syntactic constructions provide a much finer instrument to detect

linguistic change, especially when we stop looking at formulaic phenomena as stylistic choices,

% The usage of the article in Homer itself is a fascinating topic, which deserves a closer study (in this direction, see
Guardiano 2003 and 2014); what we seem to be witnessing is a lexical-diffusion scenario where the article is
limited to a handful of lexical items, like 6 yépwv ‘the old man’; similar limitations seem to hold in lyric poetry as
well (see Hummel 1993).
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but as belonging to the realm of linguistic productivity.

The second issue with Janko’s study is the nature of the count he performed: he kept
track of tokens, not types. This procedure can be very misleading, because it does not show
whether the productivity of a given process is changing. To use a morphological example, the
sheer token frequency of root aorists in Greek may remain stable across the centuries, but this
observation obscures the fact that much more changes in the way the aorist is handled. For
instance, Janko counts how many genitives in -oto appear in a text as opposed to genitives in
-00. But to which stems are those genitives formed? And does the number of stems using a
given genitive change between one text and another, even when the token count remains
constant? To take one example from above, while the token count for npocéen constructions
between the Iliad and the Odyssey is similar, there has been a significant drop in types in the
Odyssey, indicating that the construction itself is on the way to fossilization (and eventual
replacement). These changes in type frequency afford a more precise measure of language

change than simple token counts, which give accurate measures only in the very long run.

6.3.2 Hoekstra, Formulaic Modifications, and the “Decomposition”

of the Technique

Finally, we can address another important contribution to the study of Homeric language, and
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recast it in the light of discussion of the productivity of constructions. In his 1964 work,
Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes, Hoekstra set out to measure how much recent
phonological changes (quantitative metathesis, loss of digamma, insertion of moveable -v)
were reflected in formulaic areas of the technique (how much they resulted in modifications of
formulaic prototypes). He concluded that most formulas did not reflect these recent
developments, which are otherwise visible in areas that show formulaic modification; he took
this distribution as an indication that the technique of oral composition underwent
decomposition (i.e., decay) soon after those changes were introduced. I find two issues with
Hoekstra’s analysis: (a) the expectation of the rate of innovative vs. conservative processes in a
language, and (b) the concept of decomposition itself.

First, with respect to the number of tokens, conservative and unproductive processes
can still account for a great portion of a given language. Language change first happens at the
margins, and quite slowly: most of what makes up language competence is, relatively speaking,
fairly old. New features take a while to spread, and we can imagine that this general condition
is exacerbated in a medium that actively treasured archaism. This is mostly because speakers
rely on storage for all of their most frequent needs, and on processing (thus rules) for the rare
and unexpected (see figure 5.1, concerning “holistic” vs. “analytic” processing for adult

speakers). We can make this point concrete with a small morphological case study. Root aorists
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probably ceased to be productive some time in PIE, and thematic aorists exhibit only a low
degree of productivity. In Homer, root and thematic aorists still represent all of the 13-most
frequent aorist stems in the poems (the first ranked, AAOov, has 581 tokens). In the list of most
frequent aorist stems, the first sigmatic aorist (a category that started being productive in late
PIE, and is still expanding) is at rank 14, with a comparatively modest 164 tokens:™ the rate at
which token frequency reflects language change is glacial. It is then not surprising that, token-
wise, we do not find that many formulaic expressions in Homer that incorporate the latest
morphological and phonological innovations of some dialects of 1st millennium Greek.

The second issue concerns the idea of decomposition and decay of the technique, and
ultimately has to do with the concept of modification of formulas. Since Parry (MHV:197-202),
scholars have talked about fixed formulas and formulaic expressions that are similar to them.
Thus, a formula is the genitive noun phrase pepénwv avOpdnwv# (Il. 1.250, 3.402, 9.340, 11.28,
18.342. 18.490, 20.217; Od. 20.49, 20.132), while a formulaic expression is its nominative
counterpart uéporneg dvOporor# (Il. 18.288) (with irregular scansion explained by analogy with
the formula in the genitive).” The usual analysis is that the formula is traditional, while the

formulaic expression (or the modification of the formula) is generated on the spot - and can

°® Data from Ryan Sandell, personal communication.

°7 Note that this construction also has a dative plural, uepéneoot fpotoiciv# (Il 2.285).
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thus show a number of irregularities and (this is Hoekstra’s contribution) can be a locus of
linguistic innovation. This analysis is correct, but should be qualified: not all formulas are
modifiable, and modification (thus the existence of formulaic expressions) should not be taken
as a sign of “decay” in the technique (the incorrect assumption here being that a truly
traditional poet will rely on straight formulas for the most part, while a less traditional one
will merely modify the few formulas he has learned).

If a speaker has acquired a construction as truly fixed and fossilized (low type
frequency, high token frequency), he is very unlikely to treat it as modifiable, and derive new
expressions from it. This is the reason why, for the most part, in grammars, old and irregular
patterns fail to spread at the expense of new and regular ones, despite their higher token
frequency. In concrete terms, this is the reason why the oldest formula for Here, fodmig
nétvia “Hpn (note that also the prosody indicates its antiquity), does not inflect, while the
newer one, 0 AevkWAevog “Hpn, does. Once again, this is the reason why npocsépn loses types
instead of gaining new ones (i.e., becomes less modifiable) between the Iliad and the Odyssey.

Modificability is a property of a lively construction. This does not prevent high-
frequency members of a constructional paradigm from being linguistically more conservative

than the less frequent members, because high token frequency members of a paradigm are
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stored rather than generated.” This also does not prevent analogical pressures from holding
between members of a paradigm (since Witte, Homer’s predilection for keeping paradigms
isometrical is famous), and thus does not prevent us from using formulaic paradigms to
explain irregularities in the diction. But we should not assume that a poet will go ahead and
“modify” just any formula that he has acquired. Rather, the poet will have a sense that some
formulas (the ones in phase 2 of their life cycle) still have paradigms and can be “modified,”
while he will know that phase 4 formulas can only be used in their fixed form. That is to say, if
the poet receives no evidence for modificability, he is very unlikely to introduce a newly
modified form.

Thus, the fact that some very frequent formulas in Homer show modifications (i.e.,
other members of the same constructional paradigm) that reflect recent linguistic innovations

is a testament to the vitality of the system - quite the opposite of decomposition.

% For a psycholinguistic introduction to morphological processing, see Baayen 1989, Chapter 7. See also the classic
paper of Hasher and Zacks 1984 on token frequency effects.
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Constructions and the Study of Homeric

Discourse

7.1 The Study of Discourse

In Chapter 4, I suggested that we can study the function of constructions along three axes:
semantic function, syntactic function, and discourse function. While the first two elements
have received some attention in the previous chapters, it is now time to explore the third
element, in some of its many ramifications.

The study of Homeric discourse (units of language that go beyond the sentence) is a
rather young field, but one that has already made substantial contributions to our
understanding of the poems. Foundational work has been done by Bakker (summarized in
Bakker 1997), who has applied some of the basic principles of Chafe-style discourse analysis to

the study of our texts. In what follows, I will summarize some of these principles, while
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preparing for the analysis of two crucial and yet still relatively unexplored area of Homeric
discourse: the management of discourse referents, and Homeric word order.
Because of the many new concepts that need to be introduced, the first two sections of

this chapter are theoretical in nature; the analysis of the Homeric data starts in section 7.3.

7.1.1 Consciousness and Speech

One of the principles of Chafe-style discourse analysis is that oral language production closely
mirrors the flow of consciousness, and thus affords one of the most direct ways for us to study
its properties. Basic (and stable) properties of consciousness (adapted from Chafe 1994:28-30)
are as follows:

1. consciousness proceeds in short bursts (is dynamic)

2. it has a center (a focus),

3. which is embedded in a periphery, which provides orientation (context).
Vision illustrates these properties quite clearly; here, our eyes move in quick bursts (saccades),
which rapidly shift the focus of our perception (in physical terms, saccades re-orient the fovea,
which is the portion of our retina capable of highest resolution). In our subjective experience,

these short bursts are seamlessly integrated in an illusory continuity, and thus we believe that
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we are experiencing everything in our visual field at the same time, and in a similar resolution.
In fact, we are blind to change that happens in the periphery of our attention (cf. Simons et al.
1997, Becker and Pashler 2002). This periphery is nonetheless important for grounding and
orienting our perception, much like a map would: without a notion of the periphery, our eyes
would not know how each focus fits within the general picture.

These basic properties of consciousness translate rather straighforwardly in the processing
of spoken discourse (terminology from Chafe 1994). Speech too procedes in short bursts
(intonation units), which verbalize a single focus of consciousness at a time (idea unit), which is
normally embedded in a larger context (discourse topic) providing grounding for our
perception. When experiencing speech, we mostly don’t notice these minor subdivisions, but
we seamlessly reconstruct meaning from the stream of language.

Within each language, these basic properties of consciousness are accommodated by
specific grammatical strategies. Many of these accommodation strategies will be cross-
linguistically similar, in that they are functional adaptations to the same cognitive
environment (the human mind) which support the same behavior (linguistic communication).
In each natural language, we should then find the following:

1. structures that mirror the limitedness of consciousness, and

2. grammatical strategies that are dedicated to bridging such limitations, making
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complex communication possible.

7.1.2 A Short Spoken Narrative

In the tradition of Chafe-style discourse analysis (which deals with oral narratives, so applies
particularly well, mutatis mutandis, to Homer), we shall now use a short oral narrative (a pear
story”) to illustrate the points made so far and illustrate some further concepts; this particular
story was recorded by a UCLA undergraduate student, Jason Pan, in the Spring of 2013.

there was A FARMER,'®

(.1) who was picking

(.3) PEARS.

(.3) he put the pears into the basket,
.. and then he went up into the tree,
(.6) but then A KID came along,

(.4) and he took'em.

(.88) the kid put'em on his BIKE
which was also probably stolen,

(.6) and he was RIDING down -

(.4) a path -

.. and then

B @R ™me a0 o

—e

L S

%% A pear story is a short oral narrative obtained by showing subjects a 6-minute video (the pear film, realized at UC
Berkeley in 1975) featuring a boy stealing pears, and then asking the subjects to recount what they saw. Through
the years, pear stories have been collected for a number of different languages (see http://pearstories.org/ for

the Chinese pear stories). The standard reference is Chafe 1980.

1% Notational conventions: each line is an intonation unit. A falling intonation (suggesting closure) at the end of a
unit is marked by a period. A rising intonation (suggesting continuation) by a comma. A flat intonation (also
suggesting continuation) by a dash. The numbers in parenthesis at the beginning of each line are the duration of
the pause that preceded it, in seconds. Short pauses, of the duration of less than 0.1 seconds, are marked with two
periods. CAPITALIZED words carried sentential stress (i.e. they were noticeably louder than their surrounding
context).
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m. (1.17) he went to,

(.6) past a girl

(.46) he was checking her out -
(.1) but WHILE checking her out
(.69) he HIT a rock

(.22) and

(.63) fell over.

(.72) and then he CRIED.

(.66) uh no he didn't really cry.
(.39) [laughs] and

(.6) mmm

SRR -

(.57) then then some KIDS came along
and helped him back up,

they picked up his PEARS.

aa. (.5) for him(?) the pears had fallen over,
bb. (.84) mm

cc. (.16) cause he fell over

dd. (.45) and then the kids kept walking along the way,
ee. (.13) the kid went off into the DISTANCE.
ff. .. and then at the VERY end,

gg. (.9) the KIDS

hh. (1.44) passed by the,

ii. (1.38) farmer,

jj. (.18) again

NS ¥ g g *T¢9

kk. and the farmer sees them.
1. (.21) with the pears.
mm. (1.101) and he
nn. (.53) and that's where it ends.
First, the narrative is segmented in individual bursts of speech or intonation units. There are

several criteria for segmenting a stream of speech into intonation units; the most obvious are

pauses and intonational contour, but changes in voice quality and pace of delivery also play a
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role (Chafe 1994:69).

Descriptively, intonation units tend to last 2-3 seconds, and contain a number of
syllables that spans from 5-10 (Fenk-Oczlon and Fenk 2002:223), depending on the individual
language and its features: the number of syllables seems to be inversely proportional to their
phonological complexity (thus Japanese, with CV, has the most syllables per intonation unit
among the languages considered by Fenk-Oczlon and Fenk 2002). A duration of 2-3 seconds
corresponds to measures of working memory (and especially the phonological loop component,
see Baddeley et al. 2009:44-9), and even to more general measures of human motor activity
(action units) (Fenk-Oczlon and Fenk 2002:221). With these units, Chafe believes that we are
looking at the psychological measure of ‘now’, and the capacity of consciousness.

With respect to Homer, Bakker (1997:50-1) has shown how we can normally recover
either two or three intonation units in each line of Homer, following metrical, syntactic, and
phonological cues.

Each intonation unit reflects a small package of information that the speaker is trying
to communicate to his audience at one time; Chafe labels this package an idea unit. The content
of each information package is variable, but constrained in terms of its maximum
informational weight, which can’t outstrip the capacity of consciousness of both the speaker

and the audience; at all times, an attentive speaker will try to match the content of his working
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memory with the presumed contents of the audience’s working memory. Syntactically, the
most complex intonation units tend to correspond to entire sentences (e.g. d, h, x), the
simplest to single words (e.g. ¢, hh). In between, several intonation units correspond to

syntactic constituents (e.g. k, n).

7.1.3 Informational Weight and the Size of Intonation Units

The different syntactic size of intonation units is predicated on their informational weight, i.e.
how hard they are to process. At the beginning of the story, it took our speaker three
intonation units to introduce the idea of the farmer (a), the action of picking (b), and the pears
(b). These were all new ideas, so it took time to load them into working memory. Once
introduced, however, ideas become easier to process, and thus lighter, and easier to fit in
packages. In (d), our speaker managed to fit in a single intonation unit a complete sentence
featuring the farmer, the pears, and the action of putting the pears in a basket. Since
effectively only the action of putting the pears in the basket was new, the informational load

was small enough for a single intonation unit.
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7.1.3.1 The One-new Idea Constraint, Aperiodic Style, and the Surface

Realization of Referents

In terms of informational load, ideas that are not already in working memory (inactive ideas)
are heavier than ideas that are already present therein (active); in this regard, Chafe talks about
the activation cost of each idea as determining its informational weight: inactive ideas are
‘heavy’, active ideas are ‘light’.

Chafe talks about a one new idea constraint (Chafe 1994:108-19), which is the tendency
of speakers to convey at most one new idea per intonation unit, so as to keep the informational
weight of each package manageable. In spoken narratives, this desire to limit informational
weight often results in a preference for short, self-contained clauses connected by
coordination rather than subordination, which is analogous to Homer’s aperiodic style (Bakker
1997:36-44, Devine and Stevens 1999:204-9).

Ideas that are not already in working memory (inactive ideas) differ in how accessible
they are (to both the speaker and the audience: an attentive speaker will try to adjust to what
he assumes is accessible to the audience, and not just himself). Ideas that are more identifiable
are more accessible, and, for NPs, this is marked grammatically by definiteness. In English,
brand new referents must be realized as indefinite NPs (a farmer); once an idea is familiar to

the audience (whether it is active in working memory or stored in long-term memory), it can
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be realized as a definite NP (the farmer). 1deas that are already in working memory are
accessible (thus definite) by definition."

Within ideas that are active in working memory, some are more salient than others: this
is to say that the level of activation of each idea is variable. Among referents, the most active
ones will be eligible for pronominal anaphora or ellipsis (depending on the morpho-syntactic
type of the language). This reflects a general principle of communication, iconicity (Givén
1985), whereby informational weight tends to be isomorphic to phonetic weight.'” This
phenomenon is, of course, limited by the concern with perspicuity, and the desire to avoid
ambiguity in communication.

Finally, the activation of ideas is only temporary, if not continuously sustained: that is
to say that an idea, after it had been introduced into working memory, can gradually slip out of

it, or be displaced by other more salient ideas, unless it is continually or periodically used.

Ol our pear story above, intonation unit (d), we can see a particular case with ‘the basket’, in which
definiteness of a referent does not result from previous mention in the discourse, but from the speaker’s
assumption (correct or not) that a referent (in this case, the basket) would be available to the audience because of
the mention of the action of picking pears. This contextual availability of referents has been variously studied. It

is the same phenomenon as:
We went to eat a pizza, and the waiter was rude.

Where the idea of waiter is made available (thus definite) by the general frame (Minsky 1974) of ‘going to the

restaurant’,

' This is also the principle that drives phonetic compression in grammaticalization, whereby a linguistic segment
that is highly frequent and thus highly predictable is likely to be phonetically reduced. A nice illustration of this is
the different timing of supposedly homophonous Engl. thyme and time, where the second one is always shorter
than the first (Gahl 2008).
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7.1.4 Focus Strategies

We have now accounted for much of the segmentation present in our narrative, by pointing
out that limits on informational weight demand that the discourse be broken up into a series
of small units. We still have to account for why, within intonation units, some words receive
sentential stress and some do not.

Intuitively, the assignment of sentential stress is really about the speaker guiding the
audience’s attention to what is most relevant in a sentence or in an intonation unit. We can
think of sentential stress in English as a foregrounding strategy, which calls attention to the
most salient information in the clause. In units (a) and (c), note how both the farmer and the
pears bear sentential stress, alerting the audience to their importance in the subsequent
narrative. We can call this a focus strategy.

As we've mentioned in 4.2.3, languages can have different kinds of focus strategies,
involving prosody, morphology, syntax, or a combination thereof. In Greek, focus strategies
mostly involve marked word order patterns, with the focused element surfacing to the left of
its unmarked position. While it is likely that focus strategies in Greek also involved prosodic
marking, traces of these are harder to detect (though see discussion in Devine and Stephens
1994:479-80).

A general distinction among types of foci, which will be useful for the study of Greek, is
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that between Narrow Focus (N.Foc) and Broad Focus (B.Foc). A common way of testing for focus is
by using questions and replies - as a general rule, the replies will present the requested
information under focus (see Erteschik-Shir 2007:27-30).'” While broad focus takes scope over
the predicate and one (or more) of its arguments, Narrow focus takes scope over a single
constituent.
(1) What did John do?
He [ATE A CAMEL]; ..
(2) What did John eat?
He ate [A CAMEL], ;.

In Greek, focus processes not only take scope over constituents as a whole, but over
individual words within constituents as well. Classical Greek marks this kind of focus by
“extracting” the focused element (this is most often an adjective in an NP) from its
constituent, and fronting it. This results in a discontinuous constituent (such as 4).

(3) The many ships
(4) MANY the ships

This phenomenon is part of what ancient grammarians called hyperbaton, and has been

103 PR . . . . . .
There is in fact a comprehensive approach to information structure in discourse, the Question Under

Discussion (QUD) framework (Roberts 1996), that capitalizes on this strategy, and holds that any discourse can be
analyzed as a series of questions and answers. For a recent application to Greek prose, see Recht 2014.
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studied dy Devine and Stevens (1999: chapter 2), who call this Y, hyperbaton.

7.1.5 Topic Strategies

Everything that is foregrounded (thus focused) is only so against some kind of background. We
have seen that consciousness has a center and a periphery, and that the role of the periphery
is to provide context and orientation for our perception.

Likewise, for linguistic communication to be efficient, every new piece of information
should be added to some background information that is already active in our working
memory, and can work as an organizing principle. The general linguistic term for such active
(known, presupposed) information that provides anchoring for newer information is Topic.

Languages have a number of topic strategies; a very common one is to organize the new
information as a series of statements about one (or more) discourse referents that are active.
This is like selecting some prominent objects in a scene and using them as viewpoints for the
action. We can label these referents discourse topics.'” In Centering Theory (Grosz et al. 1995),
they are called centers, because they also provide the point of view for narration.

In our pear story, we can see how the entire discourse is organized as statements that

1% Note that this is not the same as Chafe’s definition of discourse topics as “aggregates of semi-active information
that segment a conversation into larger chunks than intonation units” (1994:135).
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are either about the farmer, the boy, or the boys. In general, languages seem to prefer discourse
topics that are high on the animacy hierarchy, probably because these are more apt to provide
a volitional and deictic center for the action. In our case, while the pears themselves could
have functioned as a unified topic running through the entire story (they are the only item
appearing in every scene), our narrator decided to use the human characters as organizing
devices (note that this is also the option that requires the least marked syntax in English, since
centering on the pears would have entailed a lot of passive constructions).

In English (and other IE languages), discourse topics are realized mostly as grammatical
subjects, that is, either as Agents of transitive verbs (A) or Subjects of intransitive verbs (S). It
is worth keeping in mind, however, that topichood and subjecthood are distinct categories (see
Li and Thompson 1976, who developed the typological distinction between subject-prominent
and topic-prominent languages, as well as languages that are both or neither). Li and
Thompson hold that subjects are “grammaticalized” topics (Li and Thompson 1976:484), i.e.
topics that have been integrated in the argument structure of the verb.

Even in English, however, not all topics have to be subjects (or even Discourse Topics):

(5) As for the party, Clara decided not to go.

(6) As for running, we now go every other day.
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7.1.5.1 Switch Topics and Continued Topics

Discourse topics come in two flavors: Continued Topics (Con.Tops) and Switch Topics (S.Tops).
These two kinds differ substantially in their informational content, and this difference is often
mirrored in their surface realization, which is kept distinct in many languages.'”

Con.Tops are topics that are unchanged from the previous discourse unit: they are
predictable or inferrable information. As such, continued topics are pronominalized or gapped
as often as possible (as in 8 below), though they can be realized as NPs for purposes of
disambiguation; when realized as NPs, continued topics can either appear in their neutral
grammatical position within the clause (as in 9) or, in some languages, in right-detached
position, outside the clause, as in example (10) below."

(7) [Shelcynrop called me the other day.
(8) [Clara].,,r,, called me the other day.
(9) [Shelcy,rop called me the other day, [Claral.,; 1o,

S.Tops, on the other hand, signal that the topic has changed from the previous clause,

% A classic study that clarified this difference is Vallduvi’s (1992:109-10) account of Catalan (see discussion in
Erteshik-Shir 2007:10-13), where he demonstrated that Con.Tops and S.Tops differ in both their prosodic
properties and in their linear ordering possibilities. In Catalan, while S.Tops (which he calls Links) appear in left-
detached position, Con.Tops (which he calls Tails), appear in right-detached position.

1% Since Catalan is a pro drop language, examples (8) and (10) will look different from English, in that the first
Con.Top will not be realized on the surface. Sentence (9), Vallduvi would argue, would occur only if ‘Clara’ was a
S.Top.
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and thus must obligatorily be expressed (normally as a NP, but also as a stress-bearing
pronoun). Only S.Tops can bear sentential STRESS (which has been taken as an indication that
they are part topic, part focus; see Erteshik-Shir 2007:41).

(10) [CLARAJ 1,, called me the other day.

(11) [Clara]c,, 1., called me the other day.
In English, S.Tops can either appear in their neutral grammatical position within the clause or
in a left-detached position. They do not, as a rule, appear in a right-detached position the way
continuous topics can (this generalization seems to hold typologically).

In section 7.4.1, I will introduce two further kinds of S.Tops: Exclusive Contrastive Topics
(EC.Tops), and Frame Setting Topics (FS.Tops); this terminology comes from Mati¢’s 2003
treatment of information structure in Classical Greek prose, and will be useful for our analysis
of constituent order in Homer.

It is important to point out that there is not a simple relation between focus and new
information and topic and old information. Information in a clause can be old or new; among
this information, strategies for marking topic and focus signal to the audience which piece of
information should be taken as a starting point (topic), and which should be taken as most
relevant (focus). Contrast can apply to both, yielding contrastive topic as well as contrastive

foci.
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(12) Contrastive Topic: [Cats]. 1, I like, [dogs]. ., I don’t like.
(13) Contrastive Focus: It was [JOHN], ;,. who broke the bowl, not the cat.
Finally, we should mention a strategy called pragmatic accommodation whereby I

stipulate to my audience that a new piece of information will act as Topic, even if it is not
familiar or accessible to them. If I did not know who Akhilleus was, I would need to use
pragmatic accommodation to process:

(14) [Akhilleus] ;,, was sad.
Without pragmatic accommodation, a speaker will introduce a new piece of information as
Focus, before establishing it as Topic:

(15) There was [a man]y,, called Akhilleus; [he]. ,,, was sad.

7.2 Discourse Topics and Referential Chains

7.2.1 Referential Chains

We can study discourse topics more closely by talking about referential chains and their
properties. Referential chains are described by a number of theories, and they are a largely

uncontroversial object of discourse studies.'”’

17 A landmark study on referential chains (collecting studies on the realization of discourse referents in a number
of different languages) is Givén 1983. The topic is also treated under the rubric of discourse cohesion within the

168



A referential chain is the sum of all the consecutive mentions of one and the same
referent (i.e., discourse topic) in the course of a discourse. Each mention of the referent is a
link in the chain. A chain continues as long as the referent is active, and is broken once the
referent leaves working memory. The first link in a chain, which installs its referent in the
working memory, is called its head.

Once a referent is established in working memory, its linguistic realization in each
subsequent clause tends to become “more compressed”: while the head of a chain is most often
a NP, subsequent links tend to be pronominal or gapped, at least if there is no risk for
ambiguity. In discourse, several chains can be active at a same time, though processing limits
apply.

In our story, we can observe some typical anaphoric behavior in the referential chain
for ‘farmer’. The referent, which is new and non-identifiable, is first introduced with an
indefinite NP in (a), bearing focus, and taking up an entire intonation unit; it is then resumed
pronominally (mirroring its state as a discourse topic) as long as is it remains within the center
of attention (b-d-e).

In (hh-ii), when too much time has passed since the farmer’s last mention (and several

other referents have intervened), our referent has to be introduced again using a full NP -

discipline of Text Linguistics (de Beaugrande and Dressler 1981), as well as in Centering Theory (Grosz et al. 1995).
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which this time is definite, since the referent is deemed identifiable. Despite this
identifiability, it took our speaker 1.38 seconds to verbalize the word ‘farmer’ in unit (ii) after
uttering the word ‘the’ in unit (hh), suggesting that he had to retrieve the referent from long-
term memory, and that the activation cost was high.

Table 7.1 Referential Chains for ‘farmer’

Farmer
head | a FARMER (a) focus
2 who (b) con.top
3 he (d) con.top
4 he (e) con.top
5 by the ... farmer (hh-ii) | con.top
6 the farmer (kk) s.top
7 he (mm) con.top

After being re-introduced in a prepositional clause in (ii), the farmer needs to be re-
established as a main discourse topic in (kk). Only now can it be active enough to undergo
pronominalization in (mm).

This kind of demarcation (where NPs signal where a referent enters or exits the
discourse) is seen in the chain for ‘kid’ as well. By the length and number of pronominal

realizations in the chain, we can see that this is the main discourse topic for most of our story.
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Table 7.2 Referential Chain for ‘kid’

Kid

head | aKID (f) n.foc

1 he (g) con.top
2 the kid (h) con.top
3 his (h) con.top
4 he (j) con.top
5 he (m) con.top
6 he (o) con.top
7 he (q) con.top
8 o (s) con.top
9 he (t) con.top
10 he (u) con.top
11 him (y) con.top
12 his (z) con.top
13 he (cc) con.top
14 the kid (ee) | con.top

Our referent is first realized as an indefinite NP (a KID) in (f), under N.Foc; this makes it
active enough to be resumed pronominally in (g). In (h), our referent is realized again as a full
NP (con.top) to establish it as the new major discourse topic for the upcoming sequence of
events.'” In (ee), after a chain of 11 uninterrupted pronominal references, our referent is
realized as a full NP (con.top) as it leaves the center of our attention, and wanders off into the
distance; ‘the kids’ are now our main discourse topic. In sum, NP realization can either

promote or demote a referent, marking either the beginning or the end of a thematic unit.

1% In Homer, it is common for discourse topics to have to be reinstatiated after a change of scene.
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In section 7.3, we shall see what referential chains in Homer look like.

7.2.2 Regulating Chains: Pivot Conditions and Preferred Argument

Structure

Referential chains (and thus the surface realizations of discourse topics) can be regulated in a
number of ways. English, for instance, prefers its discourse topics to be realized as subjects of
intransitive verbs (S) or agents of transitive verbs (A). Dixon (2012:201) calls this an S/A pivot
condition. Because discourse topics are, by definition, informationally light, this results in
English having a lot of ‘light subjects’ (Chafe 1994:82-92 has described this as a light subject
constraint). In our pear story above, 14/23 subjects are pronominal (light), and out of the
remaining 9, only 3 are new information (heavy).

Other languages, like Dyirbal (Pama-Nyungan, Queensland), prefer that their discourse
topics be realized as subjects or objects (but not as agents). Dixon 2012:202 calls this an S/0
pivot condition. When discourse topics are gapped, the difference between English and Dyirbal
becomes apparent. Compare the interpretation of (17) in English and Dyirbal.

(16) The woman saw the man and [gapped topic] ran away.
a. English: The woman saw the man and (she) ran away.

b. Dyirbal: The woman saw the man and (he) ran away.

172



A number of valency-changing operations (like passive in English, or antipassive in Mayan
K’iche’) serve in fact to ‘feed’ pivot conditions: they allow a discourse topic to surface in the
desired argument position (most often S) despite its semantic role: passives allow semantic
objects (undergoers) to surface as intransitive subjects, and antipassives allow semantic agents
to surface as intransitive subjects.

Beyond regulating the argument role of links in a topic chain, many languages regulate
how new referents can be introduced to the discourse (that is, how the head of a referential
chain is realized). In a study of Sacapultec, a Mayan language of Guatemala, Du Bois (1987) has
shown that there is an overwhelming tendency to introduce new referents as either S or O.
Agents always tend to be already active in the discourse (topical).

Du Bois has called this Preferred Argument Structure (PAS), and has proposed it as a
universal tendency for spoken languages (which often holds for written languages as well). In a
more recent volume (Du Bois et al. 2003), additional studies have confirmed this tendency in a
number of unrelated languages. In Du Bois’ analysis, PAS provides the discourse basis for
ergative alignment in morphology: the absolutive case (which marks S and 0) is the only case
that can be used to introduce new referents to the discourse.

Rather than being some kind of discourse primitive, PAS seems to emerge from two

principles that we have already observed:
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1. the tendency to avoid having more than one new referent in a single sentence or Chafe’s
one new idea constraint (thus, in a transitive sentence, one of the arguments should be
topical),

2. and the tendency for agents to be more topical than objects (mostly because agents tend to
be higher in the animacy hierarchy than objects).

We can see PAS at work in our narrative as well. Let us look at the first three transitive

verbs in our story: pick (b), put (d), and take (g):

a. there was A FARMER,

b. (.1) who was picking
c. (.3)PEARS.
d. (.3) he put the pears into the basket,

e. ..and then he went up into the tree,

[ea)

(.6) but then A KID came along,
g. (.4) and he took'em.
Note how, in all of these cases, the referent that will serve as the agent of a transitive verb is
first introduced to the discourse as the subject of an intransitive predicate.
This pattern is very common in spoken narratives. See the almost identical treatment

in Mayan K’iche’, where new referents are introduced with the presentational k'oo ‘there
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is/was’ before they can act as agents:'”

(17) k'oo jun  ixoq, x-in-r-il-o
exist one  woman PFV-3sg.B-3sg.A-see-PLAIN
‘there was a woman; she saw me’
K’iche’ speakers sometimes use the presentational k'oo to introduce a new referent even if an
intransitive predicate follows:
(18) k'oo jun ak'al, x-g-opan-ik
exist one boy, PFV-3sg.B-arrive-PLAIN
‘there was a boy, he arrived’
In section 7.3.4, we will see that Homer appears, at least at a first analysis, to deviate
quite strongly from PAS, in that we often have full NPs acting as agents, alongside
pronominalized objects. This observation will guide us in establishing the informational status

of noun-epithet formulas in speech-introduction constructions.

7.2.3 Starting a Chain: Constructions for Introducing New Referents

We have remarked above on how introducing (or re-introducing) an inactive referent to the

' These two examples are from two different oral narratives (the Story of the Lost Dog, and a Pear Story,
respectively) recorded by Fidel Sontay at UCLA in the winter of 2014, Transcripts are in Bowler et al. 2014. T am
very thankful to Fidel for sharing his language with me. For a more detailed treatment of discourse-referents and
word order in K’iche’, see Bozzone 2014a.
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discourse can be particularly demanding from a processing perspective. For this reason, it
makes sense that languages would develop routinized strategies for streamlining such tasks. In
other words, we would expect to find constructions that are specialized for introducing new
referents.

In the K'iche’ example above, we have seen how a construction featuring the
presentational k'oo + an indefinite NP is routinely used to introduce new referents to the
discourse. Our English pear story also makes use of a fixed construction for introducing new
referents. Compare units (f, g) and (x, y):

f. (.6) but then a KID came along,

g. (.4) and he took'em.

x. (.57) then then some KIDS came along

y. and helped him back up.
The construction can be written out as:

then [indefinite NP] ., came along
Note how the two instantiations of the construction even share the same intonational pattern.
This construction conventionally establishes the new referent as a discourse topic.

After this general overview, we now turn our attention to Homer, and see how these

same features are managed in the technique. In section 7.3, we will see how discourse referents
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are handled in Homer, and we will see some interesting pivot configurations in battle scenes.
In section 7.4, we will tackle the vast topic of constituent order in Homer through a study of
yet more battle scenes. This will lead us to establish the informational status of noun-epithet

formulas in speech introduction constructions.

7.3 The Management of Homeric Referents

Bozzone 2006 was a complete study of referential chains in books 1-4 of the Iliad. Reviewing
some of the results of that study can give us a good idea of the general properties of referential

chains in Homer, before we zoom in on some specific features of their management.

7.3.1 Multiple Chains and their Rankings

In the discussion above, we mentioned that, in a given discourse, several topic chains can be
active at the same time. This observation is especially true of complex narrative discourse,
such as Homeric epic.""® Here, very frequently, the narration moves between two topic chains
that are highly salient, while a third chain tracks referents that are contextually available, but

less salient (Bozzone 2006:40). Say, for instance, that Akhilleus (chain #1) is rebuking

" While drawing all of these parallels between Homer and short oral narratives, we should keep in mind that oral
epic narration displays a much higher level of complexity and sophistication, one that may remind us of the
properties of written narrative. Complexity and sophistication, of course, do not mean written: they mean
specialization and technologization of a medium, and mastery on the part of its users.
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Agamemnon (chain #2), in front of the assembly (chain #3). Or again, say that Diomedes (#1) is
attacking a Trojan (#2), and his attendants (#3) are ready to strip the armor off of the victim’s
shoulders. Occasionally, we observe up to five topic chains active in the same stretch of
discourse (say that Aias, Odysseus, and Phoenix are talking to Akhilleus in his tent, and
Patroklos is there as well). In all likelihood, the maximum number of active topic chains
reflects the size of working memory."

The saliency ranking of referential chains can of course change in the course of the
discourse: say that Odysseus (chain #1) has just finished rebuking Thersites (chain #2). If
Odysseus leaves the scene, and Thersites stays, Thersites will now become the primary topic
(chain #1).

In fact, there are constructions used specifically to demote a primary topic, and/or to
promote a secondary one. This happens most often in discourse exchanges, where characters
speak one after the other, and whatever character is currently speaking can be regarded as
chain #1.

(19) Tov [former chain #1, just demoted to #2] & d&p° Onddpa
10wV pocten Tddag kLG AxIAAeVG [new chain #1]- (I1. 1.148)

We will further explore the constituent order of such constructions in section 7.3.4 below.

" The recent consensus is that working memory can hold up to four chunks of information at one time (Cowan
2004). Whether this number would translate directly into a number of topic chains is hard to say.
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7.3.2 The Surface Realization of Discourse Chains

To see what it means for a chain to be ranked higher or lower in saliency, we shall now observe
how saliency ranking impacts surface realization. Table 7.3 below summarizes the surface
realization of referential chains in Iliad 3."?Rather than listing all the individual chains
separately, the table sorts them by their saliency ranking. Under ‘chain #1’, we see all of the
data points for the surface realization of primary topics, under ‘chain #2’ the secondary topics,
and so forth.

Table. 7.3 The Surface Realization of Topic Chains in Iliad 3'"

Chain #1 | Chain #2 Chain #3 Chain #4 | Chain #5
Start NP 41 22 27 10 5
NPs (copies) 7 (4.9%) 4 (3.3%) 16 (22.5%) | 6 (27.2%) | 2(33.3%)
NPs 5(3.5%) 7 (5.7%) 3 (4.2%) 0 0
(synonyms)
Pronouns 66 (46.4%) | 61 (50.4%) | 37 (52.1%) | 11 (50%) | 2(33.3%)
Ellipsis (null anaphora) | 64 (45%) | 49 (40.4%) | 15 (21.1%) | 5(22.7%) | 2 (33.3%)
Total nr. of links 142 121 71 22 6
Average length 3.4 5.5 2.6 2.2 1.2

A number of general observations are possible: while pronominal realization seems to

account for about half of the links in most chains regardless, nominal realization and ellipsis

"2 The other three books investigated by Bozzone 2006 yield similar figures (see Bozzone 2006:43-8).

' Note that the NP realizations in each chain are sorted into starts (the first mention of a referent), copies
(verbatim repetitions of the first referent, including equivalent formulas), and synonyms (periphrases of the first
mention of the referent, such as ‘the old man’ standing in for ‘Priam’).
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(null anaphora) are highly sensisive to saliency ranking, with ellipsis predominating in higher-
ranked chains, and nominal realization predominating in lower-ranked ones. Beyond chains #1
and #2, nominal realization increases from around 8% to above 20%; at the same time, ellipsis
sharply decreases from around 40% to around 20%.

Saliency ranking of a chain impacts its average length as well: beyond chains #1 and #2,
chains become noticeably shorter (with chain #5 being most often composed of just one head
and one link). A similar effect is seen in the total number of links per each rank, which steadily
decreases from chain #1 onwards.

Overall, there seems to be a sharp divide between chains #1 and #2 and the remaining
ones, a divide that we can tentatively map onto the cognitive difference between ideas that are

at the ‘center’ of our working memory, and ideas that are at the ‘periphery’ thereof.

7.3.3 Homeric Pivots and Argument Structure: Battle Scenes

While table 7.3 does not register which argument roles chains tend to take, depending on their
saliency ranking, this aspect seems to be highly regulated as well, and lends itself to a number
of interesting observations.

We can see this by examining the referent handling within battle scenes. These are
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three consecutive killing scenes in Il. 5.38-58. For each sentence, I tagged all the referents with
their argument role (A, O, S, as well as D for dative and G for genitive), and color-coded them to
help keep each character apart (here, we see interactions between two chararacters per scene:
one is the attacker, and one is the slain).

npoTo¢ 8¢ Ava€ dvdpdv Ayapéuvwv (A)
Gpxov AAMLOvwv '0diov (0) uéyav ExPale dippouv
TPWTW Yap oTPePOEVTL UeTa@pévw év 86puv eV (A) (40)
Ouwv peoonyog, dix 8¢ otridsoiv Edacoe (A),
dovmnoev (S) 8¢ meowv, dpdpnoe 8¢ tedxe’ én’ avtd (D).

‘And first Agamemnon, lord of men,

hurled tall Odios, lord of the Halizones, from his chariot.

He (Agamemnon) stuck the spear in the middle of his shoulders, as he (Odios) was
turning his back,

and pushed it through his chest.

He (Odios) made a thud as he fell, and his armor clattered upon him.’

Tdouevevg (A) § dpa daiotov (0) évipato Mrjovog viov
Bwpov, 6¢ (S) €k Tapvng épipwAakog eiAnAovdet.
tov (0) pev dp I8opevevg (A) SovpikAutog Eyxel pakp® (45)
vOE tnnwv émpPnoduevov katd Se&1dv Quov-
fpime (S) 8 £ dxéwv, otuyepdg & &pa urv (0) okdrog eile.
Tov (0) pev dp’ 18opeviiog (G) ésvAevov Bepdnovreg

Idomeneus killed Phaistos, the son of Maionian Boros,

who had come out of Tarne of deep soil.

Idomeneus, spear-renowed, stabbed him with the long spear

as he was mounting his chariot, in his right shoulder.

He dropped from the chariot, and the hateful darkness took hold of him.
Idomeneus’ servants stripped him (Phaistos) of the armor.

vidv 8¢ Ztpogioto Tkapdvdprov aipova Orpng (O)
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Atpeidng Mevédaog (A) EN Eyxei dEvdevrt (50)

¢o0Aov Onpntipar didate (0) yap "Apteurg avth (A)

BaAAewv dypra mavTa, Td TE TPEPEL OVPEGLY VAT

GAN’ o0 ol (D) téte ye xpaioy’ "Aptepic loxéaipa,

008¢ £knPolion florv T mpiv ye kékaoto (S)-

GAAG v (0) Atpetdng SovpikAertdg Mevéhaog (A) (55)
npdobev €0ev evyovTa UeTAPpEVOV 0UTAsE doupl

Ouwv peoonyog, dix 8¢ otrPeoiy Edacoev (A),

fipine 8¢ mpnvig (S), dpdPnoe d¢ tedyxe’ ¢’ avt® (D). (Il 5.38-58)

‘Menelaos, son of Atreus, killed Strophios’ son, Skamandrios, with his sharp spear
- he was a fine huntsman. Artemis herself

had taught him to strike down every wild thing that the mountain forest grows.
Yet neither could Artemis of the showering arrows help him,

nor his own long spearcasts in which he used to excel.

Instead, Menelaos, spear-renowed, son of Atreus,

stabbed him with a spear as he fled before him,

in the middle of his shoulders, and pushed it through his chest.

He dropped forward on his face, and his armor clattered upon him.’

The assignment of argument roles between attacker and slain is regular across all three scenes:
syntactically, the attacker always appears in agent role, while the slain is either object or

subject. ' This looks like a kind of absolutive/ergative alignment, whereby (in an ergative

language) the slain would take absolutive agreement, and the attacker would take ergative.

There are two further remarkable features in these battle scenes:

a. the attacker can have multiple nominal realizations (which seems to directly contradict

" The only exception to this distribution is when there is a lengthy background section detailing the life of the
slain, who may then sometimes have agent (A) role within the digression (see below). This, however, is separate

from the main narration, and shoul be seen as an excursus.
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PAS), while the slain is only realized nominally once.

b. there is no marking for switch reference: note how, in the last scene, the verb &éAacoev
(subj. Agamemnon) is immediately followed by fjpine (subj. Scamandrios): both verbs
have null subjects, though those subjects are different. There is nothing in the language
that disambiguates this possibly confusing transition (the particle 8¢ does not mark
switch reference, but simply continuation): context, familiarity with typical battle
scenes, and probably the convention observed above, whereby each chain gets either
‘ergative’ or ‘absolutive’ arguments, helps to keep the two referents distinct.

This convention, which holds across standard battle scenes throughout the poems,
speaks to a division of labor between chains #1 and #2, at least in typical battle scenes. It can
also be used to literary effect.

While in the scenes above the victim is portrayed as having no chance of surviving, the
duel between Hektor and Akhilleus in I1. 22 is composed rather differently. Here, both referents
are alternatively realized as agents. Not only that: Hektor is treated as the main topic (and thus
the attacker) for most of the confrontation (249-310), as well as for the section leading up to
it."” Thematically, Hektor does things that successful attackers normally do: he first avoids

Akhilleus’ spear (Aevato, 274), and does not miss his mark when throwing (B&Ae ... 00&’

" Book 22 begins with Hektor contemplating whether to fight Akhilleus or retreat inside the citadel, and is
followed by the lament of his mother and father from the walls.

183



apduapte, 290): these transitive constructions, where Hektor is the A, are normally associated
with the character who survives.'*

Kal TO eV dvta idwv NAevato eaidipog “Extwp:

€Ceto yap mpoidv, to & umépnrtato xdAkeov €yxog, (1. 22.274-5)

‘And looking before himself shining Hektor avoided [the spear],

he crouched, seeing where it would fall, and the bronze spear flew past.’

H pa, kal dunenaAwv mpotet SoAixdokiov £yxoc,

kol PdAe TnAeidao péoov odkog ovd deduapte: (Il 22.289-90)

‘So he spoke, and after poising his long-shadowed spear, he hurled it,

and struck the son of Peleus in the middle of his shield - he did not miss.’

In a traditional audience, these narrative choices conspire to build a precise
expectation, only to thwart it. This tension between discourse and narrative conventions
(where Hektor, the main discourse topic, functions as our “center”) and the facts of the plot

(whereby we know that he will die) provide dramatic energy to the narrative. This dramatic

"We can contrast this with the death of Sarpedon, another of the most important deaths in the Iliad,(Il. 16.462-
507), where Sarpedon twice misses (&nfjufpote) his mark.

Tapnndav 8’ avtol uév aniuppote dovpi pastv® (Il. 16.466) ‘Sarpedon missed him with his shining spear’

"EvO’ ab Zapnndav uév drnuppote Sovpi pagve (Il 16.477) ‘Then Sarpedon missed his mark with his shining
spear’.
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energy would have been much diminished if the episode treated Akhilleus as the main topic
from the start, along the lines of: “and then Akhilleus killed Hektor, the son of Priam, who was
by far the best warrior in Troy; he hit him with his spear while he was rushing forward; he fell,

and his armor sounded above him”).

7.3.4 Homeric NPs and Preferred Argument Structure

In (a) above, we saw that battle scenes agents tend to be realized nominally more often than
subjects and objects do. This seems to directly contradict PAS (the dispreference for
introducing new referents in agent role), at least if we take nominal realization of referents as
indicating new information. But are these nominally-realized agents actually conveying
information that is new?

This is definitely not the case for Idouevetg in line 45, which occurs only two lines after
the character had been introduced to the scene. Similarly, it is not the case for 'Atpeidng
dovpikAertog Mevédaog in line 55, which picks up the referent introduced in line 50. In both
cases, nothing has happened in the discourse to make us assume that the referents had lapsed
outside of the narrator’s memory and become inactive. Rather, both of these NPs are Con.Tops.
Nominal realization of Con.Tops (over pronouns or ellipsis) often occurs at discourse
boundaries, or for disambiguation purposes. It can also be a stylistic storytelling device (that is

to say, some narrative styles may be characterized by a higher frequency of nominally realized
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Con.Tops; see further discussion in 7.4.2).

This leads to a further question: in our battle scene, how new were our characters
(Agamemnon, Idomeneus, Menelaos) when being introduced in lines 38, 43, and 50,
respectively? Clearly, these are well-known characters, part of the core cast of Akhaians
fighthing at Troy; in the context of a battle scene in the Iliad, their appearance is more than
expected. In this sense, informationally, they could all be considered Con.Tops. The surface
NPs serve to re-activate or confirm the activation of familiar information.

In effect, the particular medium of traditional epic poetry makes it so that a number of
the core characters never need or receive proper introduction. They are all assumed to be
known, and, depending on the specific episode being narrated, all present and ready for action.

It is in fact possible, in the poems, to distinguish between the main and secondary cast
by seeing whether the poet feels the need to introduce the character as new or not. In Iliad 1,
for instance, both Akhilleus and Agamemnon are introduced without any specification beyond
their epithet (one wonders whether the epithet in itself may work as a handy, compressed
‘micro-introduction’, that however is regularly available for familiar characters only).

Mfjviv de1de Osa MnAniadew AxiAfoc (I1. 1.1)

‘The wrath, sing, Goddess, of Peleus’ son, Akhilleus’

Atpetdng te dvag avdpdv kal dioc AxtAAgvg. (1. 1.7)
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‘The son of Atreus lord of men and divine Akhilleus’

This is very much unlike the detailed introduction that some minor characters get:
"Hv 8¢ 11¢ év Tpdeoot Adpng GQveldg duduwy

1peU¢ Hopaiotolo d0w 8¢ ol vieg fotnv (IL. 5.9-10)

‘There was a man among the Trojans, Dares, rich and blameless,
a priest of Hephaistos: he had two sons’

fv 8¢ t1c év Tpweoot AGAwv Edurdeoc vidg

KApukog Oeiolo ToAUYpLooc ToAUxaAKoG (I1. 10.314-5)

‘There was a man among the Trojans, Dolon, son of Eumedes,
the godlike herald, wealthy in gold and bronze’

fv 8¢ tic EOxrivwp MoAviSov udvtiog vidg

aeveldg T ayadog te KopvBoo oikia vaiwv, (Il. 13.663-4)

‘There was a man, Eukhenor, the son of Poluidos the seer,

rich and noble, who lived in Korinth.’

Note the similarity of this construction with the incipit of our pear story above “there was a

” 117

" These three character introductions are thematically very similar: they all introduce warriors who are sons of
holy men of some sort: priests, heralds, and seers. This motif, which articulates the religious paradox of how even
the sons of those who serve the gods (and are wealthy) fall victims to the war (in the first case, one of the sons of
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There are, however, finer distinctions that we can draw between the informational role

of nominally-realized referents in the poems. To do so, we must pay attention to word order.

7.4 Homeric Constituent Order

So far we have talked about the realization of referents in Homer, but we have not treated
where they appear in the sentence or in the line. This is a complex subject, part of the
enormous and even more complex topic of constituent and word order in Homer. While
covering all of this topic would be a matter for a separate dissertation, we can start here to
sketch out some important features in broad brushstrokes.

We do not yet have an account of word order in Homer. What we do have, in recent
years, is a surge in interest in word order in Greek, driven by the understanding that, much
like Modern Greek, Ancient Greek is a discourse-configurational language, in which
information structure is marked through word order. To date, the most sophisticated study of
word order in Ancient Greek is Mati¢ 2003, based on a survey of Classical prose (Xenophon,
Thucydides, Aristotle, Plato). Mati¢’s work is preferable to Dik 1995 and 2007, in that it uses a

more fine-grained framework (for an appraisal of Dik’s method, see Goldstein 2008, as well as

Dares is spared by Hephaistos precisely for that reason), must have resonated particularly with the audience: the
poet of the Doloneia picked it to characterize Dolon and set up his fate.
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Mati¢ 2003:574-8). Edwards 2002:9-13 has used some of Dik’s framework to analyze Homeric
word order, but the results do not do justice to the complexity of the issue at hand. Bakker
(1997), who has worked on other discourse features (such as particles), has not addressed word
order systematically.

In what follows, Mati¢’s framework will be introduced gradually, by means of small case
studies, without the ambition to be exhaustive. Applying Matil’s analysis to Homer is
challenging for two reasons: first, there is a substantial diachronic (and stylistic) difference
between the language of Homer and classical prose (for instance, the usage of the pronoun 6,
fi, 6,""* has undergone substantial changes); and second, an account of word order in Homer
cannot ignore the influence that the meter may have on the arrangement of words in the line.

Our main concern here will be basic constituent order (in our case studies, we will
concern ourselves with the relative orders of agents, objects and verbs in battle scenes); most
of these constituents will be simple and continuous, and will not present any major challenges
(or their discontinuity will not impact our analysis). We will, however, encounter some cases
of discontinuous constituents that directly impact our analysis; for those cases, I will follow
the work of Devine and Stevens (2000) on hyperbaton.

I will work from the assumption that though meter may interfere with how

"8 Following West 1998:xxi (see Probert 2003:137-7), 8, 1, t6 is accented when used as a strong anaphora (see
Bozzone 2014 for a discussion of strong vs. weak anaphoric pronouns in Homeric Greek).
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information structure is reflected in word order, it may only do so in narrowing the choices that
would otherwise be available to a speaker who operates outisde of meter; at any moment in
discourse, several information packaging strategies are available to a speaker: meter may push
the speaker to choose one over another. Meter, however, should not be able to push the
language outside the bounds of perspicuity, and should not push the language to create
entirely novel and unparalleled structures: rather (just as with morphology or phonology), it
may encourage the speaker to exploit one alternative strategy over another, and perhaps to
extend the usage of one strategy beyond its original locus.

In order to isolate the effect of meter on word order, we shall proceed as follows. For
each stretch of discourse (or for each recurring discourse situation), we will try to assess the
overall discourse strategy; deviations from that strategy that co-occur with hard-to-place word
shapes will be attributed to the influence of meter. While meter may explain why a given
constituent or part thereof appears in a given position in the line, we still have to explain what
the linguistic mechanisms are that placed it there.

Before we go on, finally, it is important to remark that identical constituent orders (or
identical constructions) may express different information structures; this is the basic
objection to any approach that simply counts the surface occurrence of constituents (i.e.: are

there more VOA or AVO orders?), without engaging in a deeper analysis of the discourse
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context of each sentence.

This lack of one-to-one correspondence between constituent order and information
structure should not be surprising. Even English, which has fixed word order and a strong
preference for topical subjects, may have different interpretations for the same constituent
order; we saw this above with the examples:

(20) [CLARAJ 1,, called me the other day.

(21) [Clara]c,, 1,, called me the other day.
In the case of English, these two readings can be disambiguated by phonological information
(i.e. pauses, stress, and intonation) which we can hardly recover for Homer. Likewise, broad
and narrow focus are indistinguishable in English (as well as in Polish, which is discourse-
configurational, see Eschenberg 2008), without context and phonological information.

For this reason, while the following section will lay out the basic principles for
identifying information structure in Homer, in some cases it will not be possible to choose

definitively between two plausible interpretations.

7.4.1 Information Structure and Constituent Order in Killing Scenes

Let us now turn back to the killing scenes above, and try to assess their discourse strategies.

We have already remarked on how the appearance of famous Akhaians in this context
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(Agamemnon, Idomeneus, and Menelaos) is not particularly newsworthy in itself (these
referents should be viewed as simple Con.Tops). What is newsworthy is potentially two-fold:

a. that say, Agamemnon performed a given killing, and not some other Akhaian.

b. that a given Trojan was killed, with either emphasis on the victim himself (Narrow
Focus), or on the act of killing as a whole (Broad Focus). In English, these two
alternatives can be represented as follows:

(22) Q: What did Agamemnon do?
A: [Agamemnon]y,, [killed Odion]; k.
(23) Q: Whom did Agamemnon kill?

killed [Odion]y s..

A:[Agamemnon] ,,,
These different discourse strategies, which result in alternative Greek word orders, are in

principle equally available to the poet. But which one does he choose? To find out, we will first

examine some more battle scenes.

7.4.1.1 Questions and Answers

We mentioned above that questions are a good way of detecting information structure, in that
they provide a precise informational viewpoint. Quite conveniently, questions are often a
stylistic device in Homeric narration, where the poet is channelling information from the

Muses, and often interrogates them directly, as in:
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Tig tdp opwe Bedv Epdr Euvénke udxeobar; (1. 1.8)
‘Who among the gods put them in enmity, to fight each other?’
Simple questions get simple answers, presented under focus:
"EvOa tiva mpdrov, tiva 8’ Votatov é€evdpiéev
“Extwp Tprapidng, ote ol Zevg K0S0G EdWKEV;
‘Acaiov eV mp@Ta Kal ADTOVooV Kai 'Omitnv
Kal AdAoma KAutidnv kai 'O@éAtiov &’ Ayédaov
Afouuvév T °Qpdv te kal Trndvoov pevexdpuny. (Il 11.299-303)
‘But then who was first, and who was last to be stripped
by Hektor son of Priam, when Zeus bestowed glory upon him?
Asaios was the first, and Autonoos and Opites,
and Dolops, son of Klutios, and Opheltios and Agelaos,
and Aisumnos and Oros and Hipponoos who was firm in battle’
Note here how in the answer everything that belongs to the presupposition (the agent, Hektor,
and the verb, é€evapi€ev) is left out entirely, and only the focused objects appear.
More complex, indirect questions are more instructive. In Iliad 14, the poet asks the
Muses who was the first among the Akhaians to carry off Trojan spoils:

"Eonete VOV pot Moot 'OAOumia dwpat’ €xovoat
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6¢ 1 0N mp&Tog Bpotdevt avdpdypt Axaidv

fipat’, énel O’ ExkAve uaxnv kAvtdg évvooiyatog (Il. 14.509-10)

‘Tell me now, Muses, who inhabit the houses of Olumpos,

who was the first among the Akhaians to carry away the bloody spoils,

after the famed Earth-shaker tipped the battle in their favor?’

The answer is not as straightforward as the one above. Rather, the question serves to
set up a quick battle report, where we know (i.e., presuppose) that Akhaians are going to be
doing the killing, and that they are going to provide our vantage point: what we don’t know
yet is who precisely among the Akhaians was the first to strike, and who exactly was struck.
This information is provided as follows:

Aloc pa Tp&Tog TeEAaUWVIOg “YpTiov ovTa

TupTIadnv Muo®Vv NyrTopa KaptepoOVUwWY-

daAknv & 'Avtiloxog kai Mépuepov e€svdpiée:

Mnp1dvng 8¢ Mopuv te Kal ‘Inmotiwva KATtékTa,

Tebkpog ¢ MpoBSwva T’ Eviipato kal Meprpritnv: (515)

Atpeidng & Gp’ €me1d’ “Ymeprivopa motuéva Aadv

ovta katd Aamdpnv, 814 & Fvtepa xaAkdg dpuoce

dnwoac Puxr 8¢ kat’ ovTAUEVNV DTEIANV
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goouT’ €metyouévn), TOV 8¢ okOTOG B00E KAALE.

nAelotoug & Afag eilev "OtAfoc Taxvg vide (11 14.508-20)

‘Aias was the first, the son of Telamon - he wounded Hurtios,

son of Gurtios, leader of the strong-minded Musians.

Antilokhos stripped Phalkes, and Mermeros.

Meriones slew Morus and Hippothion,

And Teukros killed Prothoon and Periphites.

Atreus’s son then wounded Huperenor, the shepherd of men,

in the flank, and the bronze pushed out the bowels

as it cut through him: his soul rushed out from the stricken wound,

and darkness veiled his eyes.

But the most Trojans, it was Aias who killed them, the fast son of Oileus’
With the exception of 513 and 520 (to which we will return below), each killing displays a
version of the same constituent order:

agent - object - verb
I will further argue that each scene shares the same discourse configuration. Let us start from
the first killing:

Aloc pa Tp&Tog TeEAauwviog “Yptiov ovTa
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Here, Aias, the Agent, is a known member of a finite set of expected agents: the Akhaians. In
Matié’s terminology, this is an Exclusive Contrastive Topic (see discussion in Mati¢ 2003:603-8);
in other words, we were expecting this sentence to be about one of the major Akhaian heroes:
the EC.Top specifies which one. Unlike plain Con.Tops, which can appear in a number of
positions in the sentence, EC.Tops have to occur sentence-initially (they are a subtype of
S.Tops).

The Object, Hurtios, is the least expected information in the sentence: though we were
expecting some Trojan to be killed, this is a minor enough character that neither we (nor
arguably the original audience) had any clue that he was going to be the next victim (or
perhaps that he even existed). Thus, the NP sits in the preverbal narrow focus position (the
verb itself is not focused, since we were expecting some sort of killing). We can write out our
analysis as follows:

[Afog pa Tp@TOG TEAAUWVIOG e 10 [“YPTIOV] o OUTa (I1. 14.508)

A similar configuration (but with coordinated object) appears in:

[Mnp16vng Olgc 1., [MOpUV Te Kai ‘Inmotiwvaly . kaTékTa. (I1. 14.514)

As well as in:
[Te0kpoG O€];c 10, [TTPOBSWVE T'ly o EVIiparTo Kol [EPLPNTNV]y poe. (11 14. 515).

Here, we can assume that the sentence ends at the verb, and that kal Mepipntnyv is
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appositional (or part of a second sentence with identical and unexpressed presupposition).
Finally, the same configuration (only, spread over two lines) is expressed in:
CATPEIdNGlpc10p O Gp’ Emer®’ [Ymeprivopa motpuéva AA@V]y o
ovta katd Aandpnv(il. 14.516)

The only difference is that we get more details about the killing in post-verbal position (we can

see this as part of the verbal predication).

At the very end of our section, we finally find a slightly different constituent order, O-

mAeiotoug § Afag e1Aev "Oilfoc Taybc vide (1. 14.520)
Here the perspective has shifted: it is mAeiotoug, the object, that works as an Exclusive
Contrastive Topic (the most Trojans, as opposed to the Trojans mentioned so far), while the
agent, presented here as the most unexpected element in the sentence, occupies the pre-
verbal narrow focus position (we had no particular reason to expect that the Lesser Aias would
kill the most enemies):

[mAeiotoug]EC.Top & [Afag]N.Foc ilev '0iAfog Tayvg vide (1. 14.520)

‘But the most Trojans, it was Aias who killed them, the fast son of Oileus’
Effectively, the discourse configuration remains constant throughout the passage:

EC.Top-N.Foc-V
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What changes is whether the Agent or the Object are realized as topics or focus. At first, the
question oriented the choice of the narrator to present agents as topics; at the end, the
narrator shifts his strategy slightly, to focus on the unexpected achievements of the Lesser

Aias.

7.4.1.2 A Complex Case: Line 14.513

So far, we have left out line 513, which has a rather more complicated surface order:

dalknv & Avtiloxog kai Mépuepov e€evapiée (Il. 14.513)
This line presents a number of challenges. The coordinated object (@dAknv kai Mépuepov)
appears as a discontinuous constituent. The agent appears in second position. Unlike in line
520 above, however, the agent is not immediately preverbal, and thus cannot be in narrow
focus. The second part of the coordinated object structure, rather, seems to occupy the narrow
focus position. But why is @dAknv all the way to the front?

If we assume that this line should have the same discourse configuration as the
surrounding ones, we would expect something of this kind:

**CAVTiNoX0G 8¢ ]y 1op [PAAKNY KO MEPUEPOV], 1, EEEVAPIEE [Unmetrical]
In fact, we see this configuration in other lines featuring line-final é€evdpie, which also have a

coordinated object structure:

Alvelag 8¢ Médovta kal "Tacov é€evdapiéev. (I1. 15.332)
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‘Aineias stripped Medon and Iasos’

avtap énerta @dwva kai "Evvopov e€evapiée (Il. 11.422)

‘And then he stripped Thoon and Ennomos’
From a position similar to that of Medon and Thoon in the examples above, ®dAknv appears to
have been fronted out of the coordinated object constituent and around the agent. Devine and
Stevens (2000:160-1) talk about conjunct hyperbaton (i.e. hyperbaton that operates over a
coordinated constituent) where the second element is appended to the end of the sentence (as
marked by the verb): this is the configuration that we have just observed in Il. 14.515. Our line
here presents a different configuration, where, instead of the second element being delayed
(Y2 hyperbaton), the first element seems to have been anticipated (Y1 hyperbaton). In general,
Y1 hyperbata are driven by a (weak or strong) focus operation that fronts a more ‘salient” word
out of its constituent."’

But why would ®dAknyv be focused outside of its constituent? There is no clear reason
for him to be more prominent than the second Trojan victim, which is already sitting in

Narrow Focus.'®

" There is debate as to whether hyperbaton in Greek is to be regarded as a phonological or syntactic
phenomenon. While Devine and Stevens 2000 treat it syntactically, Agbayani and Golston 2010 argue for its
phonological nature; they “propose that phonological movement arises as the result of constraint interaction in
the phonological component, subsequent to the interface between syntax and phonology” (133).

2 In truth, ®dAknc appears one other time in I. 13.791; ®dAknv '0pbaidv te kai dvtiBeov MoAvertny ‘Phalkes son
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I believe that the solution to this puzzle may be metrical. 'Avtiloyog is a tricky word to
place, like all other choriambic words, especially in combination with a spondee (or, with two
other NPs in the same line). ®dAknv had to be fronted so as to accommodate AvtiAoyog and
Mépuepov in the line: there is no other way of making them all fit in a single verse. In fact, this
is not an isolated problem. Our line is identical in structure to:
Apficov & EvpUaAog kai ‘O@éAtiov é€svdpiée (IL. 6.20)
‘Eurualos stripped Dresos and Opheltios’
‘Tnnddapov & ’0dvoevg kai “Yneipoyov é€evdapiéev (0d. 11.335)
‘Odysseus stripped Hippodamos and Hupeirokhos’
In general, all of these lines seem to follow the same metrical template, which fits three NPs
(two objects and one agent) and a verb into a single line;

[ Joae [ Jane wod [v o Tope Lol Ay
The construction can be written as follows:

[_ v Jopan Lo ane vt [v_v oy E§EVApLEEY
In all of these lines, the focus operation is being exploited for metrical reasons. To satisfy the

meter, the poet casts additional focus on one of the victims; the audience takes this

of Orthaos, and god-like Poluphetes’, but this seems hardly enough to warrant special treatment.
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unexpected emphasis at face value, and the meter is saved.

We can then analyze our line as follows:

[@AAKNV] pocuroc O TAVTINOXOG e 1o [KOL MEpEPOV], 1o EEEVAPIEE (I1. 14.513)

‘Antilokhos stripped PHALKES and Mermeron’
If this analysis is correct, we have an additional landing position for a focused element
extracted from its original constituent before our EC.Topic (which, as a kind of S.Top, is
normally sentence initial). Just like the analysis thus far, this claim also needs to be

investigated further.
7.4.1.3 The Victims as Starting Points (Il. 6.5ff)

In the opening sequence of Iliad 6, we see another discourse strategy for handling killing
scenes, This time, in the absence of a framing question, there are no sentence-initial EC.Tops
that act as agents; instead, most sentences (7/10) start with a mention of the victim (in the
accusative).

"A&vAov & Gp’ Enepve Ponv dyabdg Atourdng

Apfioov & EVpvadog kai 'OpéAtiov €€evdapiée:

Actvadov § &p Ene@ve peventdAeyog MoAvmoitng

MdvTnv & ‘0dvoetg Mepkwotov e€evdpiev (30)

Eyxel xalkelw, Tedkpog & Apetdova diov.

‘Avtidoxog & ABAnpov évnpato Sovpi QagLVR

Neotopidng, "EAatov d¢ Gvag avdpdv Ayapéuvwy:
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vaie 8¢ Tatvidevrtog édppeltao map’ 6x0ag

MARdacov ainetviv. @VAakov & EAe ARiTog fipwg (35)

@evyovt EDpOmudog 8¢ MeddvBiov e€evapiev.
"Adpnotov & dp’ Enerta Ponv ayabog Mevédaog

{wov €N* (I1. 6.12-38)
‘Diomedes of the loud war cry killed Axulos

and Eurualos killed Dresos and Opheltios

and Astualos was killed by Polupoites firm in the fight,

with his sharp spear, and Teukros killed divine Aretaon.
Antilokhos slew Ableros with his shining spear,

the son of Nestor, and the lord of men Agamemnon (killed) Elatos.
He used to live by the banks of Satnioeis of the beautiful streams,
in lovely Pedasos. The warrior Leitos slew Phulakos

as he was fleeing. And Eurupulos stripped Melanthios.

And Menelaos of the loud war cry captured Adrestos,

alive.’

The objects appear directly before the verb (when the verb is there at all). Agents appear
either after the verb (3x), or before the object (5x). The only exception to this pattern (at the
very end of the sequence) shows the order OAV in enjambement (lines 37-8):
"Adpnotov & dp’ Enerta Ponv ayabog Mevédaog
wov EN
Throughout the passage, we can interpret the attackers as topics (see discussion below as

to whether they should all be analyzed as Con.Tops): they are recurring members of the core

cast of the Akhaians (Menelaos, Odysseus, Diomedes), while the victims are minor Trojans who
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appear here and nowhere else (Axulos, Dresos, Astualos, Pidutes, Aretaon and Ableron appear
only here; an Opheltios also appears as an Akhaian victim in II. 11.302). What is more
ambiguous is the informational role of the victims. Their position in the sentence is compatible
with two interpretations:

a. the victims are in narrow focus (which is preverbal)

b. the victims are Frame Setting Topics (which are sentence initial, and can be followed by

another topic expression).

FS.Tops are used to introduce a new referent as a temporary topic for a short stretch of
narrative: they can be seen as pragmatically accommodated new topics. Between FS.Tops and
Con.Tops, FS.Tops are used “if the referent is not involved in a continuous thread of narration
interrupted by digression, but represents an episodic phenomenon appearing on the scene in a
discontinuous matter” (Mati¢ 2003:594), while Con.Tops are used to pick up key characters in
the narrative.

In our passage, out of 10 victims, 5 only admit of a N.Foc interpretation, while 2 only
admit of a FS.Top interpretation; the remaining 3 can be either. This means that, if we are
inclined to see N.Foc wherever possible, 8/10 of our victims stand in N.Foc.

Table 7.4 below summarizes the possible interpretations for both objects and agents in

the passage (we will discuss the role of agents in 7.4.1.4 below).
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Table 7.4 Information Structure in Il. 6.12-38

Line

Role of the Obj. Expression

Role of the A. Expression

"A&vAov & dp’ Ene@ve Porv dyabog Aoundng

FS.Top or N.Foc

Con.Top

Apficov & EVpOalog kal '0Ogéhtiov ééevapile

N.Foc

Con.Top or FS.Top

”

Actvadov & &p’ Ene@ve ueventdAepog MoAvmoitng

FS.Top or N.Foc

Con.Top

{wov €N Innw ydp ol Grulopévw nedioto

Middtnv 8 '0dvoeig Mepkwotov €evdpiéev N.Foc Con.Top or FS.Top
EyXel xaAkelw,

Tebkpog & Apetdova Siov. [E€evdapilev N.Foc FS.Top
‘Avtidoxog &’ ABAnpov éviipato Sovpi aevy N.Foc FS.Top
Neotopidng,

"EAatov 8¢ dvag avlpov Ayauéuvwv: FS.Top Con.Top
vaie 8¢ Zatvidevtog €bppeitao map’ GxOag

Mdacov aineviv.

dVAakov & E\e Afjitog fipwg (35) FS.Top or N.Foc Con.Top
@evyovt™

EVpUnuA0G 8¢ MeAdvOiov E€evdpilev. N.Foc FS.Top
"Adpnotov § dp’ Enerta Pory dyabog Mevélaog FS.Top Con.Top

We may prefer a FS.Top interpretation for a victim when (as with Axulos) we then have a few
lines about his life story. Victims who briefly appear in one line and are never mentioned again
are more persuasively N.Focus. In English translation, the difference between FS.Top and N.Foc
amounts to the difference between:

(24)

[Axulos];s ., was killed by Diomedes

(25) Diomedes killed [AXULOS] ;o
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It is possible that intonation could differentiate between these two interpretations. If
we favor consistency, we may see all of our victims as N.Focs, with the exception of only two
killings. Arguably, it is useful for the poet to have structures that allow for multiple
informational readings: lines with sentence-initial victims can be used either for a quick
mention of an inconsequential killing (with the victim working as a N.Foc) or to set up a longer

stretch of narrative that expands on the victim’s background (victim as FS.Top).

7.4.1.4 The Puzzle of Sentence-Initial Topics

In our battle scene above, the three lines where agents (topics) are sentence initial are of
particular interest. In Mati¢’s model, there is a systematic difference between Topics that
appear sentence-initially (FS.Tops and EC.Tops), and topics that appear anywhere else
(Con.Tops). Following this distinction, we should recognize the attackers in these lines as
either FS.Tops or EC.Tops:

Tebkpog & Apetdova diov. [é€evapiéev] (1. 6.31)

‘Avtiloxog & "APAnpov évipato dovpi pasv (Il. 6.32)

EVpUTLA0G 8¢ MehdvOiov é€evapiev. (IL. 6.36)
Yet, a clear difference between the discourse status of these sentence-intial attackers and the
discourse status of other non-sentence-initial attackers (Con.Tops) is not immediately

apparent. In effect, Mati¢ is forced to expand his definition of FS.Tops quite radically to
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maintain that all sentence-initial topics in Greek prose are FS.Tops (Mati¢ 2003:588-91), and
this still fails to capture cases in Homer when sentence-initial topics fail to convey any kind of
contrast or referential discontinuity. Compare the referential chain for Idomeneus in Il. 5.43-8,
where the same two referents (Idomeneus and Phaistos) are maintained throughout, and there
are no thematic interruptions:
[180UEVEDG] £ 10 O Epax [DaTOTOV]y 1o EVIpaTO MHOVOG VIOV
BWpov, 0g €k Tapvng éptpwAakog eiAnAovBet.
[T0V]contop MEV &p” [100UEVEDG SOUPTKAVTOG o 10p EYXET HAKPE
vOE tnnwv émpPnoduevov katd Se&1dv Quov-
fipune & €€ oxéwv, otuyepdg & dpa [Uiv] ey, 1o, OKOTOG ETAE.
[TOV]contop MEV &p" [180UEVAOG]onro, [E0UAEVOV Oepdmovreglyy,. (Il 5.43-8, see
translation above)
While sentence-initial Idomeneus in line 43 can be interpreted as a FS.Top (since it sets up
Idomeneus as our main topic for the following stretch of discourse), such an interpretation is
not immediately apparent for line-initial tov in lines 45 and 48, which are simply picking up
the most topical referent (which was either the S or the O of the previous sentence), in the
absence of any discontinuity in the referential frame: here the more likely interpretation is

that these are both line-initial Con.Tops. Alternatively, we may choose to interpret these as
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EC.Tops, used to constrast the two most topical referents against each other. But it is hard, in
the absence of further diagnostics, to settle the matter in a way that is not stipulative.

I would then adapt Mati¢’s view and say that, at least in Homer, sentence-initial topics
may have special additional properties (mark a switch topic, or contrast), but they don’t have
to. Post-verbal topics, on the other hand, cannot have additional properties. In sum:

* Sentence-initial topics: FS.Tops, EC.Tops, Con.Tops

* Post-verbal topics: Con.Tops only
We spoke about this distinction in English as well, where we distinguish between:

(26) [CLARAJ it 1op called me the other day.

(27) [Clara]c,, 1., called me the other day.
As we mentioned in 7.1.5 above, often different kinds of sentence-initial topics can be
distinguished on the basis of their phonological properties, which in turn point to different
structural positions in the sentence: in many languages, while FS.Tops and EC.Tops (=Switch
Topics) tend to form their own intonation unit, and sit outside of the sentence proper (see
Aissen 1991:47 on Mayan), sentence-initial Con.Tops tend to sit inside of the sentence, and
tend not to be phonologically independent.

Languages may vary as to how many kinds of sentence-initial topics they allow: while

TZ'utujil, a Mayan language of the Quichean branch, allows for both internal and external
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topics, sentence-initial topics in Tzotzil and Jacaltec, two western Mayan languages, are always
external: they are new or shifted (FS.Tops or EC.Tops) and always form an independent
intonational phrase (Aissen 1991). I would argue that Homeric Greek is more like Tz utujil, in
that it allows both internal and external topics in sentence-initial position (though the matter
is still very much sub iudice). Table 7.5 sums up the situation.

Table 7.5 Sentence-initial Topics
in some Mayan and Indo-European Languages

S.Tops (external topics) | Con.Tops (internal topics)
TZ utujil v v
Tzotzil v X
Jacaltec v X
English v v
Catalan v X
Homeric Greek v v
Classical Greek (Matié 2003) | v X

For Homer, a prosodic distinction between external and internal sentence-initial topic may be
hard to recover, but not impossible: the next step would be to look at the distributional
properties of “second-position” clitics, which can be used as diagnostic for sentence structure
and prosodic phrasing (see Taylor 1990, Goldstein 2010); while this enterprise goes beyond the
scope of this survey, important work in this direction is already under way in Greek prose
(Goldstein forthcoming).

All of the structures that we have seen so far for Homer can be captured by the

following informational template:
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FrameSetting. Topic
Continued.Topic Narrow.Focus Verb Continued.Topic
ExclusiveContrastive.Topic

Note that several topics can co-occur (for instance, an FS.Top and a Con.Top), though Con.Tops
are not likely to occur both before and after the verb in a single clause.

On the basis of typological data, we can hypothesize that both the leftmost and the
rightmost material is outside of the sentence proper, and would parse in its own intonational
phrase:

[FS.Tops or EC.TOPS | distocated LCON.TOP N.Foc V] [CON.TOP], it distocated

[FS.Tops or EC.Tops], [Con.Top N.Foc V], [Con.Top],

In simple terms, left-dislocated material serves to set the stage for the sentence, while right-
dislocated material serves to disambiguate what has just been said (this is similar to Vallduvi’s

distinction between links and tails, see 7.1.5 above).

7.4.2 Noun-epithet Formulas as Continued Topics

In our analysis above, we have encountered several instances of nominally realized post-verbal
Con.Tops. In Mati¢’s analysis of Classical prose, nominally realized post-verbal Con.Tops are
the standard way of reactivating a topic referent after their narrative thread has been
interrupted; in the absence of such an interruption, a discourse referent will be realized as a

zero or a clitic (Matié¢ 2003:593-4). In fact, Homer will favor elliptical realization of discourse
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topics within some type scenes (which also makes such scenes easier to adapt to a number of
different characters). See this arming scene featuring Paris, where, after the character is
established as topical in lines 328-9, it goes through a ten-line stretch of null anaphora.

a0Tap 8 Y aue’ ooty £300ETO TEVXEX KAAX

d10¢ ANEéEavdpog ‘EAEvng mdo1g kSO0,

KvNUidag pev mpdta mept kviunow E8nke (o)

KAAAG, Apyvpéototy Emouplolg dpapuiac

SeUtepov av Ocpnka mepi otbecotv Eduvev(e)

oio (G) kactyvritolo Avkdovog fippooce (g) & adtd.

auei & &p’ dduotov paAeto (8) Elpog dpyvpdniov

XGAKeoV, aUTap EMELTa 6GKOG UEYa T€ oTIPapdv te

kpati & &n’ ipBiuw kuvénv ebtuktov €0nkev (o)

inmovpiy devov de Ao kabumepbev Evevev-

efAeto (@) & dAxipov £yxog, 6 oi (D) maAdungrv dpripet. (1l. 3.328-38)

‘And he put on his shoulders the beautiful armor,

Alexandros, the husband of lovely-haired Helene.

First (he) placed on his legs the beautiful greaves,

linked with silver fastenings at the ankles.
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Second (he) wore the corslet around his chest, the corslet of his brother Lucaon. It
fitted him also (or he fit it to himself).

Across the shoulders he slung the sword with nails of silver,

a bronze sword, and above it the great shield, huge and heavy.

Over his powerful head he set the well-fashioned helmet,

with the hourse-hair crest, and the plumes nodded terribly above it.

He took up a strong-shafted spear that fitted his hand’s grip.’

Ten-line stretches of null anaphora, however, are not the norm. In other passages,

we have active discourse topics that receive what seems to be an overabundance of nominal
realizations (see, for instance, the killing scene featuring Idomeneus above, where Idomeneus
is realized as an NP three times in six lines). This may be a storytelling strategy, whereby the
speaker tries to facilitate reference tracking by using a number of explicit expressions where
implicit expressions would also have been possible.

In fact, in a number of unrelated discourse-configurational languages, it is not
uncommon for stylized oral narratives to favor ‘clarificatory’ nominal realization of Con.Tops,
and for these nominal Con.Tops to appear in a right-dislocated position. Mention of this
narrative strategy is found in the grammar of Manambu, a Papuan language (Aikhenvald

2008:538, where it is said to be more frequent with older women “accustomed to explaining
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and spelling out things for their grandchildren”), as well as Southern Quechua (Sanchez
2010:186ff), where right-dislocated Con.Tops have a characteristic phonetic realization (with
breathy vowels and a specific intonation pattern) in children’s stories (Sanchez 2010:226-8).
The right-dislocated position is reminiscent of the position of Homeric noun-epithet
formulas, which is post-verbal and line final (and, most likely, formed its own intonation unit);
it is then possible to see the origin of line-final noun-epithet formulas in Homer in the
discourse strategy of using right-dislocated Con.Tops as a clarificatory device in stylized

narrative.

7.4.3 Noun-epithet Formulas and “Right-Dislocation”

The fact that noun-epithet formulas are often “superfluous” (i.e., part of the presupposition) in
the narrative can be shown in a number of ways. Many commentators have remarked that
Homeric style is pleonastic in nature, and more specifically, that what is pleonastic seems to go
to the end of the line. In his study of the bucolic diaeresis, Bassett (1905:116) remarks on how
often “the last two feet add unessential but picturesque details, or repeat in slightly different
form an idea which has already been expressed, the clausula often being entirely
parenthetical”. Bassett did not include noun-epithet formulas in his observations (at first

sight, they seem to convey material that is crucial to the narration), but when the referent is
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already part of the presupposition (which is, I would argue, most if not all the time), then
noun-epithet formulas too can be seen as “parenthetical” or, more precisely, appositional.

More to our point, in some constructional networks, patterns of substitution show that
the noun-epithet formulas are conveying superfluous (presupposed) information.

Let us compare two lines (which we already saw as part of the dueip-network in
Chapter 6):

W¢ EQduny, 6 8¢ W avtik’ dueipduevog npooéeinev- (0d. 4.471)

W¢ E@duny, 1 8" avtik’ dueifeto dia Oedwv: (0d. 4.382)
In the first case, Menelaos is dialoguing with Proteus, the old man of the sea. This is their third
exchange, and the audience clearly does not have any trouble recovering who the referent of
the pronoun ¢ is, so no nominal realization is necessary. In the second case, Menelaos is talking
to Proteus’ daughter, Eidothea; this is also their third exchange, and there is clearly no need to
identify her for the audience. The pronoun 1, which starts the sentence, would have been
entirely sufficient. Yet, this line also presents the epithet dia Oedwv in right-dislocated
position.

In fact, line 382 looks like a textbook example of “right-dislocation”, of which many
variants exist in the epic. We can see other examples (this time with avtap, which adds

contrast):
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AOTap O YA VIE VNUGL TTPHUEVOS WKUTIOPOLGL

d1oyevr|g TINAfo¢ Liog TddaG WKUG AxtAAeV¢ (I1. 1.488-9)

‘But he remained seated by the swift-faring ships,

the god-sprung son of Peleus, swift footed Akhilleus’

avTdap 0 Polv iépevoe dval avdpdv Ayauéuvwv (Il 2.402-3)

‘But he sacrificed a bull, Agamemnon lord of men’
In the first example, the noun-epithet formula takes up an entire line; in the second example,
just the second hemistich. In both cases, the purpose of the construction is to reinstate one of
the main discourse topics after some interruption (49 lines in the case of Akhilleus, just 7 lines

in the case of Agamemnon).'”!

2! Admittedly, these examples seem different from the speech introductions above, in that the noun-epithet

formula seems more necessary: without it, how would the audience know which of the many possible discourse
topics to reactivate? In Iliad 2, however, this is only partially true: Agamemnon has been the overarching topic of
the episode, and he has just finished giving orders to the troops a few lines before. After some lines describing
how the troops are obeying Agamemnon’s instructions, he is the most obvious referent to come back to. In
Akhilleus’ case, since almonst fifty lines have passed since his last mention, his reactivation may seem less
obvious. Yet, the phraseology itself (vuei napriuevoc wkundpoiot) suggests Akhilleus and nobody else. It echoes
very closely the words of Thetis, earlier in the book:

GAAG o0 pevV VOV VNLGL TAPHUEVOG WKUTOPOLoL

AV ‘Axatoioty, toAépou &’ dronaveo ndunav- (1. 1.420-1)

‘But you, sitting by your swift-faring ships,

continue your wrath against the Akhaians, and refrain entirely from battle’
Note how also later in the poem the verb urfjvie ‘was in a state of wrath’ itself seems enough to describe Akhilleus’
particular situation, even when he is not openly referred to (as in Il. 18.257); we are in a poem, after all, which is
ostensibly about Akhilleus” wrath.

dv8p@v ab uéy’ dpiotog v Tehauwviog Alag

Sp’ Axihevg ufviev- (11 2.768-9)

‘of the men then by far the best was Aias son of Telamon,

214



The construction with the anaphoric pronoun and right-dislocation seems functionally
equivalent to simpler constructions using avtap with a sentence-initial topic (which can be
construed as contrastive):

AOTap AXIAAELG
dakpuoag eTapwv dgap £Ceto voopt Macbeig, (I1. 1.348)
‘But Akhilleus,

in tears, having parted from his companions, was sitting’

a0Tap ‘0dveGELG

£¢ Xplonv Tkavev dywv ieprv ekatdupnv (Il 1.429-30)

‘But Odysseus

reached Khruse, bringing the holy hecatomb’

In the examples above, the right-dislocated Con.Top is coreferential with the pronoun
0, 1], t0 that appears towards the beginning of the sentence. In all of these instances, the

pronoun seems to convey some amount of contrast added onto the plain expression of the

Con.Top; one could argue that, just like stressed personal pronouns, also stressed anaphoric

while Akhilleus persisted in his wrath’

S@pa utv obtog &dvip Ayauéuvovi purvie Siw

téppa 8¢ pnitepot molepilelv Roav Axatof- (Il. 18.257)

‘as long as this man persisted in his wrath against Agamemnon,
so long the Akhaians were easier to fight against’
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pronouns like &, 1], té are constrastive (see Bozzone 2014 for such an argument).

In the absence of this added contrast, we would assume that Greek would just use null
anaphora of the subject (we saw in in 7.3.3 above that Homeric Greek can use null anaphora
even when there is a change of subject). In such a scenario, the post-verbal Con.Top would be
the only surface realization of the subject of the clause. This is what we have in two lines of the
battle scene analyzed in 7.4.1.3 above, which are clearly formed using the same construction:

"A&vhov & dp’ Emeqve [Bonv dyaBog AoundNGlcen o, (1. 6.12)

Actoahov & &p’ Emeqve [peventdAepog IMOAVTOITNG] con rop (1. 6.29)

Lo Joyne 8 &p” Eme@ve [v_vv_ vl A, contop

Remaining within IE languages, “right dislocation” has been studied in French by
Lambrecht (1981:75ff.), who calls these right-dislocated topics antitopics. Lambrecht
distinguishes antitopics from simple afterthoughts (i.e. results of some kind of mis-planning of
an utterance) in that antitopics are syntactically integrated in the argument structure of the
verb. In French (and in Italian), antitopics that are objects are licensed by agreement pronouns
that appear on the verb. Antitopics that are subjects do not need an agreement pronoun, since
both French and Italian pro-drop their subjects.

(28) Non I’ho vista, la Clara.

[ didn’t see her, Clara.
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(29) Mi ha visto, la Clara.
She saw me, Clara.

In Homeric Greek, right-dislocated Con.Tops are most frequently subjects, but objects
can be found too. In these cases, we see that having an overt object pronoun earlier in the
clause is not necessary (since Greek can pro-drop objects as well):

"H, kol 0nédpa 1dwv mposepwveev “Extopa diov: (Il. 20.428)

‘(so) he said, and with a dark glance he spoke to divine Hektor’

Here Akhilleus is yelling at Hektor for the second time, and there is no doubt that Hektor is the

addressee of the speech act. The noun-epithet formula “Extopa diov works as a Con.Top.

7.4.3.1 The Song of Bjérn Borg and the Position of Formulae

Interestingly, when Miller (1982:19) tried to improvise an oral poem on the deeds of Bjérn Borg
(‘the icy Swede’), he noticed that he tended to place formulaic material (and, in particular
noun-epithet formulas) at the beginning rather than at the end of lines (1982:34-7). Miller sees
this as a sign of a style that is not authentically oral, but imitative thereof (he points out
similar tendencies in some imitator’s text collected by Lord). In part, however, this tendency in
Miller’s poem must be due to English word order (subjects come early in the sentence), and
information structure preferences (subjects should be topics), and the fact that Miller did not

make use of right-dislocated clarificatory topics as part of his style.
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7.4.4 Noun-epithet Formulas in Pivot Constructions

We finally have all of the instruments to talk about the discourse function of some of Homer’s
most frequent constructions: speech introductions. We examined some of these constructions
in Chapter 6. I here reproduce table 6.1 (=7.6) and give the constructional notation below.

Table 7.6 Addressee, Modality, and Speaker in mpooéeine, npocséen, and
npoonvda Constructions

Addressee Modality Speaker
npooéeine | TOV alte ToAOTAAG 810G '0dvo0en(
TpooEQPn | TV anapedpevog | moAvunTic 0dvooeig
npoonvda | WG @dTo... utv | piynoev ToAOTAAG 810G '0dvo0En(

(1) Llobge [v~_Jag. mpooéerme [ v gy

(2) Llows 8 [v v~ Lsupyparn. Tpocén [vo-v o Ag

(3) @g @dro, [v_]pde [V v vl A

Kai v ewvroag Enea ntepdevta ntpoonvda-

As far as information structure goes, these constructions have two topics: the line-final noun-
epithet formula (Con.Top), as well as a line-initial anaphoric pronoun (also a Con.Top, with
possibly some contrast added). For constructions (1) and (2), it is the expression that specifies
the modality of the speech act that seems to fall within the N.Foc scope. For construction (3),

énea repdevra falls within N.Foc.

One important function that these constructions have is thematic paragraphing. This is

218



true of other similar constructions that use a pivot verb and a noun-epithet formula, such as
those listed in Parry MHV:53-4. The poet uses right-dislocated continued topics to set up new
thematic units, such as scenes or sub-scenes (see also Bozzone 2014, which uses Givén’s
1983a:56 scale of discourse continuity of referents). These usages often belong in the framings
of small scenes (in the sense of Bakker 1997:86ff.). While the investigation of thematic units in
Homer goes beyond the goals of this work, going forward, there is much ground to cover in
exploring the discourse function of constructions both at the sentence level, and at the larger

narrative level.

7.4.5 Information Structure, Word Order, and Economy

We seem to have gone a long way, in this chapter, just to establish what is the discourse
function of noun-epithet formulas in speech introduction constructions. The gain may seem
small, but on the way we have uncovered important principles that impact our understanding
of formularity, and, in particular, economy.

We have talked about economy already in Chapter 6, were we saw that any living
system should have some variation in order to permit renewal. Violations of economy in this
sense do not show a breakdown of the system of oral composition, but simply its vitality. But
next we should think about whether we want to include discourse factors in our definitions of
what counts as equivalent formulas (or systems).
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Let us go back to battle scenes. After speech introductions, these are the parts of
Homeric technique that have received the most attention. Visser (1988, 1989) has treated these
scenes in detail, and demonstrated how they form an economical system, where the metrical
shape of the victim and of the aggressor will determine the choice of verb. However, looking at
the system without taking word order (i.e., information structure) into account is misleading.
Let us take two seemingly equivalent killing verbs: éne@ve and évriparto.

"A&ulov & dp’ Ene@ve Porv ayabd¢ Alourdng

Tevbpavidny, 6¢ Evaiev €bktipévn £v Apiofn (1. 6.12-3)

‘Axulos was killed by Diomedes of the loud war cry,

the son of Teuthras, who lived in well-settled Arisbe.’

‘Avtiloxog & "APAnpov évipato dovpi pasvd

Neotopidng, ... (1. 6.32-3)

‘And ANTILOKHOS killed Ableros with his shining spear,

the son of Nestor, ...

Their information structure is as follows:
["AEUAOV];s 1o, O p” EmeVE [Borv &ya®OG ALoUNINGleonrop
CAVTIAOXOG ke 1op O [ABANPOV foc EVApaTO SOUPT PaELVER

Despite their similar propositional meaning (X killed Y), these two lines contribute differently
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to the discourse. While the example with €ne@ve answers the question “Who was killed next?”,
the one with évfipato answers the question “Who (of the Akhaians) killed whom next?”. Note
how in the first case the poet expands on the victim Axulos after the first line, while in the
second case he expands on the attacker, Antilokhos.

When the poet uses one verb over the other, he is in fact setting up the point of view of
the scene differently: on one hand he’s primarily concerned with who was killed, on the other
on who was it that did the killing. We are effectively talking about the difference between:

Y was killed by X.

It was X who killed Y.

We have seen that battle scenes tend to be organized according to one strategy or the other. In
some discourse settings, these two constructions may be equivalent (or used as such), but not
always. The question then arises as to whether we are justified in considering these two verbs
as mere metrical variants of each other. As our understanding of the role of information
structure in Homeric diction grows, our concept of economy will need to be refined
accordingly.

As a result of understanding Homeric word order more clearly, our practice in
translating Homer into English should also change: for instance, a construction in which the

object is the topic should probably be translated with a passive in English (which prefers its
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topics to be subjects), and we should try to replicate the organization of topics inside
paragraphs as well.

As far as the study of the technique is concerned, more attention to discourse factors
should promote the idea that an oral formulaic technique is not just about fitting pieces of a
metrical puzzle into the line: it is about telling stories. To echo Lord’s words (ST:32), it is about

uniting rhythm and thought.
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Conclusions

At its core, this dissertation is an effort at expanding Lord’s idea (ST:36) that formulaic
language is acquired and functions just like a natural language. This insight justifies studying
the technique in the same ways and with the same tools that we employ for natural languages.
The goal of this dissertation was then to inspect the Homeric technique through the lenses of
contemporary linguistic frameworks, in particular those that have been developed for treating
corpora and the analysis of language usage. This comes after decades of stagnation in the study
of both Homeric formularity and Homeric syntax.

Once estalished that formulas and formulaic phenomena are best described by the
concept of construction, as borrowed from Construction Grammar, several new avenues of
investigation opened up, avenues that (as I hope to have shown) can substantially impact our
linguistic, philological, and literary understanding of the poems. Our investigation proceeded
along three routes:

1. Synchrony: we looked at how poets acquire constructions and how idiosyncratic
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constructional behaviors can be used to test for authorship. We discussed how
constructions pass through a life cycle, and how, by measuring the productivity of a
construction, we can judge whether an expression is likely to be old or not. Finally, we
discussed how specific kinds of synchronic variation in the technique (thus violations
of economy) are a sign of health, not decay, in a formulaic system.

2. Diachrony: by looking at variations in the type and token frequency of some speech-
introduction constructions in the Iliad and the Odyssey, we observed ways in which
constructions change over time, and how their life cycle impacts the speed of their
change. We also discussed how constructions can be parts of substitutional networks,
and how these networks can support their productivity.

3. Discourse and Syntax: we discussed how, beyond a semantic function, constructions
have a syntactic and discourse function, which has thus far been little explored. Within
formulaic systems, this impacts the definition of economy (as formulas that have been
described as equivalent in fact achieve different goals in terms of information
structure). In general, we set out some principles for investigating and explaining word
order in Homer, a topic that I hope to investigate more fully in the future.

I believe that each of these routes has a tremendous amount to offer to our understanding

of both the technique and the poems themselves. A few sample studies in this work have
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already shown how the constructional method can sharpen our sense of Homeric style, and
how this can translate into more appropriate readings of our texts.

Going forward, the goal is to refine this method while applying it to ever more areas of
Homer’s language. At the same time, this method can be adapted and transferred to the study
of other Indo-European (and not) poetic traditions (in primis, Rigvedic poetry), and provide the
basis for a typological description of oral poetic languages. I also believe that a constructional
approach can provide a very effective means of studying literary languages in general (even
ones that were written rather than spoken), and of uncovering the automatic behaviors that
sustain them. These automatic behaviors are what we are accustomed to calling “style”, but

which we really ought to call, simply, “language”.
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