THE CONTINUATION OF THE ODYSSEY:
SOME FORMULAIC EVIDENCE

N. POSTLETHWAITE

composition in such shorter pieces of Greek hexameter poetry as the

Homeric Hymns.! The basic premise in that paper was that the true
sign of orality lay not in the repetition of “Homeric”’ formulae in a particular
hexameter composition, but rather in the use of certain types of formular
modification in accordance with set phrase and verse patterns.? I further
suggested that in the frequency of these modifications it might well be
possible to recognize individual features of style in oral composition. The
material which I examined was the common noun + epithet word groups
in the four long Homeric Hymns to Demeter, Apollo, Hermes, and Aphro-
dite, and one passage each of comparable length from the Iliad and the
Odyssey.® The aim of this paper is to apply the same methods of formulaic
analysis to the so-called “continuation” of the Odyssey, that is, 23. 297-24
end. Working from the premise of modification as a feature of oral style,
I shall argue that the evidence from this section of the Odyssey demon-
strates, within the limitations set by the choice of material, quite radical
stylistic differences between this section and those of the Iliad and the
Odyssey which were used as a control in the earlier paper.

My view of the Iliad and the Odyssey has long been that of the oralist
unitarian: that is, that one or at most two singers produced the two epics
substantially as we have them. Thus it was never my aim in undertaking
this investigation to adopt a separatist standpoint; I wished merely to put
forward some additional evidence which might help those who were un-
decided about the place of this episode in the Odyssey to make their choice.
The argument about the episode is sufficiently well documented to render
any review here of its history plethoric; suffice to say that, after all the
discussion, it is probably viewed with greater suspicion by more people
than any other passage in the two epics.

My methods of analysis were set out fully in the paper cited above, and
I limit myself here to a brief summary. The main difference from the usual
method is that instead of treating all the diction of a very limited portion
of a poem—sometimes no more than 25 lines—I examine just one element

IN A recent paper I suggested some criteria for identifying signs of oral

1. “Formula and Formulaic: Some Evidence from the Homeric H: ymns,”’ Phoenix 33 (1979): 1-18.

2. By ‘“‘phrase pattern” I denote a metrical pattern which governs the lexical reorganization of
a word group, while a ‘“‘verse pattern” regulates the localization of word groups within the hex-
ameter.

3. Il. 1. 176611 and Od. 2. 1-434.

4. See D. Wender’s recent monograph, The Last Scenes of the “Odyssey”’ (Leyden, 1978), for
bibliography and discussion.
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of the diction of the whole of that poem. The advantage of this method is
that the full thematic breadth is covered, and the very real danger is
avoided of dealing with a stereotyped passage in which a high formulaic
content is very likely to be found. The obvious disadvantage is the danger
of abstracting to the whole of the diction characteristics which are found
only in that one element under consideration. In this analysis I shall be
dealing with the common noun + epithet word groups (CN-E) in the
continuation and, for comparative purposes, I shall use the data which
emerged from my analysis of the four long Homeric Hymns and the two
samples of the Iliad and the Odyssey. The material will be presented under
the same four headings as in my earlier paper, namely, the quantity of
formulaic diction among the CN-E, the mobility of CN-E, the separation
of CN-E, the expansion of CN-E.? The first section constitutes an attempt
to establish the oral nature of the continuation, the other three an attempt
to identify within it those features of oral style mentioned above.

THE QUANTITY OF FORMULAIC DICTION AMONG THE CN—E

It is probably true to say that in most oral studies undue importance has
been attached to the identification of formulae, to the exclusion of other
equally valid tests, for example, the incidence of enjambment. The formula-
test retains its importance nonetheless, as does the statistical criterion
proposed by A. B. Lord that up to 60 percent formula or formulaic with
up to 25 percent straight formula clearly marks a literary work, and that
upward of those figures indicates an oral composition.® A formula is to be
defined as a repeated word group, while a formulaic CN-E is one which is
not repeated but which may have been created by analogy to a known
formula of the same metrical shape. The picture of the formular texture of
the CN-E which emerged from my previous investigation was very clear:
in the sample of the Iliad 59 of the total 73 CN-E with elements juxtaposed
were demonstrably formulae, in the sample of the Odyssey 77 of the total
94; in percentages these figures are respectively 80.8 percent and 81.9
percent. The close resemblance of these two figures suggests that, in the
case of CN-E diction, a figure of around 80 percent straight formula is the
norm in Homer. The traditional nature of this element of the diction is
thus clearly established and, according to Lord’s criterion, orality is proved.
The equivalent figures for the Hymns are Demeter 60.4 percent, A pollo
71.2 percent, Hermes 53.4 percent, and A phrodite 64.4 percent; although by
Lord’s criterion orality is again established, the figures for the Hymns are
consistently and markedly lower than those for Homer. I attempted to
explain this difference, and also the considerable differences among the
Hymns themselves, by what I termed the ‘“‘personal tradition,” that is,
that each composer had his own personal store of favored formulae which
he used habitually when the occasion arose: what was a formula for the

5. For a full description of these terms, see J. B. Hainsworth, The Flexibility of the Homeric

Formula (Oxford, 1968), and my earlier paper.
6. “Homer as Oral Poet,” HSCP 72 (1968): 24.
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composer of Demeter, for example, may not have been so for the composer
of the Iliad, and vice versa. According to this explanation, the reason for
the relative infrequency of formulae in the Hymuns is simply their brevity:
a formula is recognizable only by its repetition, and in the space of a poem
of, say, five hundred lines there is very limited scope for repetition.

As I argued in my earlier paper, this kind of formula-test has a limited
validity. The comparatively low incidence of “Homeric” formulae in the
Hymns and the consequently high incidence of “‘original” CN-E certainly
suggests, at least to me, that here we have a criterion for identifying indi-
vidual style in composers. The corollary, however, is not necessarily true:
a high incidence of ‘““Homeric” formulae in a poem does not prove Homeric
authorship, since this ignores the possibility of deliberate imitation; we are
all able, with the aid of the concordances, to compose quite passable “Ho-
meric” hexameters, or rather hexameters with a high content of Homeric
formulae. According to my count, there are 155 Homeric formulae among
the 189 CN-E with elements juxtaposed in the continuation. This gives a
percentage figure of 82.0, which is right in line with the figures for the two
samples of Homer, particularly that of the Odyssey, given above. By the
limited criterion of formular density, the continuation has as much right to
stand in the main body of the Odyssey as does 2. 1-434; however, I would
stress that this test does nothing to disprove the contention that it was the
creation of an (oral) imitator extremely well versed in Homeric diction.

Thus the evidence of the formula count does not suggest separate author-
ship, and one other negative point may be made: if for a moment the idea
of the “personal tradition” may be accepted, then we may say that if the
continuation was by a different hand we might well expect to find CN-E
formulae which are unique to this part of the poem, that is, CN-E which
are repeated here but nowhere else in the Odyssey. But in fact, apart from
the well-known example of YoNéevra kepavwéy at 24. 539 which is repeated
in the dative at 23. 330,” I can find only one other such formula, that is,
mepikal\e’ defha (24. 85 = 24. 91). Again the evidence may hardly be said
to argue for separate authorship.

THE MOBILITY OF CN—E

In this section I turn to the first of three types of formula modification,
or mutation, which I suggested earlier are a more reliable test of orality
in shorter works than the straightforward formula count. In this section,
as in the two following, I shall treat the continuation as a separate short
poem and attempt to identify differences or similarities between this poem
and the main body of the Odyssey, as represented by 2. 1-434, and the
passage of the Iliad and the Hymns. I shall again be dealing with common
noun + epithet word groups with their two elements juxtaposed. My
method is to establish the “primary position” of each CN-E, that is, the
position which it normally occupies in the Homeric corpus, and then to

7. See D. L. Page, The Homeric “Odyssey” (Oxford, 1955), p. 102.
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isolate those CN-E which have moved away from their assumed primary
position; in identifying the primary position the sole criterion will be
frequency of occurrence. I shall also attempt to discover any modifications
which may have forced the composer to move the formula, or indeed which
may have been forced upon the composer by the very act of moving it.
The aim is to discover the frequency of this type of mutation and I shall
express this, not in percentages, but in terms of “scatter,” that is, the
number of lines per occurrence; in this way the difficulties presented by the
differing lengths of the samples analyzed will be avoided.

The figures for occurrence of mobility given in my previous paper were
as follows (in each case the first figure is the total number of occurrences
and the figure in parentheses is the scatter): Demeter 14 (35.4), A pollo 29
(18.8), Hermes 28 (20.7), Aphrodite 27 (10.8), Iliad 13 (33.4), Odyssey 17
(25.5). There is no obvious pattern to account for the wide variations—to
judge from the scatter figures—among the different works, no correlation
between them and the age of the works. In the absence of any such pattern,
I suggested as a fairly obvious explanation that this mutation constituted
a feature of oral style and varied in degree of density according to the
tastes of the individual composers. If this explanation is correct, then there
is established a separatist criterion by which we may mark off a passage of
the two epics as being by a different author, in the same way that the
Homeric Hymns could be marked off from Homer.

In gathering the evidence from the continuation I have followed the
same practice as in my earlier investigation and included only those ex-
amples in which the statistical evidence is unequivocal. Thus, for example,
I have excluded péya rétov (24. 172); in the Homeric corpus it appears twice
in position fifth-sixth feet including the occurrence under consideration
here, twice at second—third, and twice at fourth—fifth; in view of the evenness
of distribution it is impossible to decide which is the primary position and
which are examples of mobility, and it seems safer to exclude it, and any
other such cases, from consideration.

I count 17 examples of mobile CN-E in the continuation, giving a
scatter figure of 36.7; thus mobility is less common in the continuation
than in any of the passages analyzed and considerably less common than
in Odyssey 2. 1-434. All the examples from the continuation are given
in table 1; of the two positions the first is the primary position of the
expression, the second the position to which it has moved.

The majority of these examples are straightforward, and only four
require a few words of explanation, in that they have undergone some form
of modification during the process of mobility. In the case of avriféovs 6’
érdpous at 24. 300 the composer has been forced to move the formula as a
result of declining it: the primary expression is evidently avriféois érapoiary
reaching from the beginning of the fourth foot to the verse end; the loss of
the final syllable after declension into the accusative rules out this position
and the composer moves it to the space between the verse beginning and
the caesura of the third foot. Aeix’ éo7é’ is a rather curious case; at first
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sight it appears to be an example from a quite common series in which
there is elision of the final syllable after movement: there is certainly a
primary expression Neik’ éoréa at position third foot caesura-diaeresis
(Odyssey twice against Odyssey once at fourth foot caesura—fifth foot end)
from which the expression may be seen to have moved, with elision, to
fourth foot caesura—fifth foot first short. There is, however, a more likely
looking primary expression in éo7éa Nevkd in the final two feet of the verse
(Iliad twice against Iliad once at first-second). My own inclination is to
accept this as the primary expression, with all examples of Aeix’ éo7é(a) as
modifications, by inversion and elision, of it. The two remaining examples
involving modification are simple cases of inversion: at 24. 518 the primary
expression y\avkwmide kobpy in position fourth foot caesura-verse end has
been inverted and moved to second foot caesura—diaeresis; and at 24. 289
the primary wa?d’ éudv occupying the first dactyl of the verse has been
inverted to fit neatly between the weak caesura of the third foot and the
diaeresis.

Thus common noun + epithet word groups are relatively less mobile in
the continuation, and of the 17 examples in total only 9 are paralleled
elsewhere in the two epics, namely, dyhad 8@pa, Tdde épva, uéya €pyov,
péyav loTov, vija Oon, bpkia mioTa, Nelk’ 607€, Pilos vids, xpéa kalov. In
explanation of these two facts I offer the tentative suggestion that we have
here a stylistic difference resulting from separate authorship, but I would
not deny that the evidence is far from conclusive. Of one thing, however,
we may be certain: by the criteria applied to the main body of the Odyssey
this section is also the product of oral composition.

TABLE 1
Primary New
CN-E Position Position

24. 260 odros &vip.. ... ... 2-3 1-2
24. 304 k\vra ddpara............ 3-4 4-5
24. 314 dyNad dGpa............. 5-6 4-5
24. 240 xeproplois éméegow. .. . .. .. 1-3 2-4
24, 455 réde épya............... 5-6 4-5
24. 458 péva éoyov.............. 2-3 1-2
24. 300 &vrbéovs O érdpous. ... ... . 4-6 1-3
24. 129 péyav iotov........ouu.... 5-6 2-3
24. 518 xobpp yNavkdmbe. ... .. ... 4-6 2-4
23. 330 vijia Gow. ............... 3-4 2-3
24. 483 dpxia moTé. ... ....... 45 1-2
24. 72 NebK bot€.............. 3-4 4-5
24. 289 &udy wald’............... 1 34
24. 56 oD wadds................ 2-3 2-38
24. 151 ¢plNhos vids. ... ........... 56 2-3
23. 342 ~yAvkds Bwvos............. 4-5 56
24. 44 xpba kaNow.............. 2-3 5-6

8: ‘Even after movement this formula remains in the second-third feet position. The primary
position reaches from the middle of the second foot to the third foot caesura; at 24. 56 the CN-E
is moved back to the beginning of the second foot.
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THE SEPARATION OF CN—-E

Again in this section I shall employ the methods described in my earlier
paper. My aim is to discover the frequency of this type of CN-E mutation
in the continuation and also to identify the phrase patterns involved, again
with a view to comparison with the other samples analyzed. I do not limit
myself to the separation of demonstrable formulae, but include all common
noun + epithet groups which contain an intrusion of some kind. I reproduce
below the table of figures from my previous paper, but with the addition
of the comparable evidence from the continuation. In this table column (1)
comprises ordinary separation by one or more words, (2) is separation by
a preposition, (3) is separation by a connective, and (4) is separation over
the verse end.

TABLE 2
1) (2) 3) 4) Total Scatter
Demeter.................. 46 18 7 10 81 6.1
Apollo. .................. 33 17 12 13 75 7.3
Hermes................... 57 17 9 20 103 5.6
Aphrodite................. 24 13 13 11 61 4.8
Iliad 1. 176-611. .. . ... ... 18 6 2 8 34 12.8
Odyssey 2. 1434........... 14 10 1 10 35 12.4
Continuation. .. ........... 46 20 13 23 102 6.1

The implications of this table become clearer when the various columns are
themselves expressed in terms of scatter:

TABLE 3
1) 2) ) 4)
Demeter. . ........ 10.8 27.5 70.7 49.5
Apollo. .......... 16.5 32.1 45.5 42.0
Hermes........... 10.2 34.1 64.4 29.0
Aphrodite. . ... .... 12.2 22.5 22.5 26.6
Iliad 1. 176-611. .. 241 72.3 217.0 54.2
Odyssey 2. 1-434. . 31.0 43 .4 434.0 43.4
Continuation . . . .. 13.6 31.2 48.0 27.1

The scatter figures for the two control passages of Homer are, at 12.8
and 12.4, sufficiently alike to suggest that a figure in the neighborhood of
these represents the normal frequency of separation of CN-E in the two
epics. The scatter figures for the Hymns are very far removed from this
norm and cause me at least to entertain the possibility that relative fre-
quency of separation constitutes a stylistic hallmark of the oral composer.
An alternative possibility is that the greater incidence of CN-E separation—
and of mobility too—in the Hymns represents less firm control of the
diction on the part of their composers. Whichever explanation is accepted,
one thing seems abundantly clear: the scatter figure for the continuation
places it right in line with the Hymns, particularly Demeter, and quite apart
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from the two samples of Homer; separation of CN-E is in fact twice as
common in the continuation as in the other passage of the Odyssey. Further-
more, as may be seen from Table 3, in each of the different types of
separation the consistency is maintained and the affinities of the continua-
tion evidently lie with the Hymns. It is impossible to find a single category
of separation where the mutation is as common, or anywhere near it, in
either of the samples of Homer as in the continuation.

Now I am not of course about to suggest that Demeter and the continua-
tion were the products of one and the same composer; nor do I even believe
that these figures can be taken as a criterion of age, whereby we might be
able to locate the continuation at a later date. However, I would state
with some confidence that, judging from these figures, either the continua-
tion was the product of a different singer from the rest of the Odyssey or
else it was the product of the same singer but in a very different—much
more elaborate—style. The differences in the scatter column in the table
above are sufficiently dramatic for me at least to be forced to adopt a
separatist stance toward the continuation.

Thus far the argument has been based exclusively upon the frequency of
occurrence of separation, since I am employing this as a criterion of oral
style. I believe, however, that in the case of shorter works the true proof of
orality lies in the phrase and verse patterns which facilitated this type of
mutation, since herein lies the least imitable element of Homeric, that is,
oral, diction. The patterns are the least imitable element because, even
with the concordances to hand, they are barely recognizable; yet the com-
posers of the Iliad, the Odyssey, and the Hymns knew them, or at least
they used them, even if unwittingly, whenever they wished to separate a
CN-E. In the analogy of modern Yugoslav singers and their training, it
was this type of pattern to which Lord referred: “Although it may seem
that the more important part of the singer’s training is the learning of
formulae from other singers, I believe that the really significant element in
the process is rather the setting up of various patterns that make adjust-
ment of phrase and creation of phrases by analogy possible. This will be
the whole basis of his art.””?

The patterns are many and varied and largely based upon the two
extremities of the verse and the caesurae. As in my previous paper, I shall
limit myself here to an incomplete statement of them but sufficient, I
hope, to show a complete affinity with the rest of Homer and the Hymns.
All the patterns described below find parallels elsewhere in the Homeric
corpus.

Ordinary separation based on the verse end. (_)vv_/vv_uu /
—vv__v second foot-verse end: 24. 216 ma7pds Tewphoouar Hueréporo, 24.
531 wroNépov "T0akhaior doyaléowo, 24. 81 *Apyelwy iepds aTpards alxunréwy.
(Vv _ /v u_u/u_vy third foot-verse end: 23. 350 moNéwr kexopued’
déwy, 24. 517 mavrwv oA PikTal’ éraipwy, 24. 315 vepéNy tkdAvpe uéhawa,

9. The Singer of Tales (Cambridge, Mass., 1960), p. 37.
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24. 178 raxeas & éxxebar’ otarovs, 24. 277 tégovs & émwi Tolar xirdwas; cf.
v— /vwv—uu /— — in which the intrusion is extended at the expense
of the first short of the second element: 24. 149 kakés mofev fyaye daiuwy,
24. 401 Beoi 6¢ o€ fryayov abdrol, 24. 310 &ufjs ameAAvle maTpns. v v/ u u/
__ v fourth foot-verse end: 24. 268 éudv ikero ddpa, 24. 199 kakd phoaro
épya, 24. 444 14de pnoaro épya.ll

Ordinary separation based on the verse beginning. . _/__vv_ /Lo
verse beginning—fourth foot: 24. 326 AaByv Twiuevos Qupalyéa, 24. 340 dyxvas
pot 8dkas Tpiokaidexa, 24. 274 xpuood uév of 8@k’ ebepyéos. v /v __

(w)/(v) v__ verse beginning—fourth foot caesura: 23. 342 detrarov TobT’
dpa elrev emwos, 24. 331 obNjw uév Tpldrov THvde, 24. 192 §\Bie Aaéprao T&i; cf.
—vu—/vy__u/u—: 24. 444 dBavaTwy déxnTi Bedw, 24. 200 kovpidiov
kTelvaca ToOTW.

As stated at the outset this description of the patterns involved in CN-E
separation must of necessity be limited to certain of the more common
types; yet even this brief examination is sufficient to show that the con-
tinuation differs in no way from the rest of the corpus.

As in my study of the Hymns I also offer here evidence for patterning in
separation by a preposition; once again examples of these patterns may be
found in the rest of Homer.

Separation by a preposition based on the verse end. _/ o w/— _ bucolic
diaeresis-verse end: 23. 345 dv kara Buudv, 24. S11 78’ érl Guud, 24. 365 ¢
wiolkw 2 u____ /o u/— _ third foot caesura—verse end: 24. 408 éikéarov
trl Sigpov, 24. 117 Evooéhuwy &rl mav; cf. v— v u—/ v/ u— _: 24. 226
tikTiuéry & dAwf, 24. 336 EokTiuévyy kat’ éhwny. This covers all but two
examples from the continuation of separation at the verse end by a prepo-
sition, but these two are themselves members of patterns which are com-
pletely regular in Homer: _ __/ o v/ __ fourth foot caesura-verse end:
24. 50 koilas émi vias; v v—/ v v/—u u—— — third foot caesura-verse
end: 24. 523 képvfos dua xalkomapfov.

Separation by a preposition based on the verse beginning. v/ v/ — v
(v) verse beginning-third foot caesura: 24. 94 wavras ér’ dvfparmovs, 24.
301 vpos &r’ &NNorpins, 24. 73 olvw &v axphrw, 24. 317 wovrov én’ ixfuberra.l®
Again the one remaining example from the continuation subscribes to a
completely regular pattern: _ __/__ /o v verse beginning-third foot
caesura: 23. 349 elvijs é&x palaxis.

Separation by a preposition based on third foot caesura. v/ v/ o
third foot caesura—fifth foot: 23. 32 xakas Omd rijpas, 24. 419 fofjs el vyuat,
23. 315 piNqy & maTpld’.

In the case of separation over the verse end, I argued in my previous
paper that the evidence from the Hymns and the two samples of Homer
suggested that the model for such separations was the localization of the

10. Cf. 24. 227 puwéwrra 8¢ éoTo XLTdVa.
11. Cf. 24. 184 orébvos dpvvr’ deks.

12. Cf. 24. 509 wagav énr’ alav.

13. Cf. 24. 82 &xk7f &me wpobyobayp.
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two elements in their respective verses.!* The first element was very often
placed at the end of the first verse—in fact over half the examples from the
Hymns were thus placed; the second element was almost always placed at
the beginning of the second verse—in 46 of the total 54 examples in the
Hymns. Where such localization did not take place, it could be demon-
strated either that the word was occupying its own primary position, or
else that it had been dislodged from initial or terminal position by some
other word which was itself primary there. An identical model may be
constructed for verse-end separation in the continuation: there are 23
examples in total,’® of which 10 comprise a first element shaped (u)_v
at the verse end—slightly less pro rata than in the Hymuns, but not signifi-
cantly so; of these same 23, 18 have a second element at the verse beginning
shaped _ o (5), — v v (8), and __ v v __ (5)—figures which are directly
comparable to those above for the Hymns. The rules of localization appear
to be the same in all the passages examined: as in the case of the other
types of separation, the technique in the continuation is apparently the
same, but it is employed with much greater frequency. Column (4) in
Tables 2 and 3 reveals no clear pattern in the incidence of verse-end separa-
tion: it is a common feature in both A phrodite and Hermes, but relatively
uncommon in 4 pollo and Demeter; again I would suggest that this is best
explained in terms of stylistic differences. Once more there is a very obvious
contrast between the scatter figure for the continuation, at 27.1, and the
control sample of the Odyssey, at 43.4, and once more I find it difficult not
to adopt a separatist position in the light of such evidence.

THE EXPANSION OF CN-E

The expansion of CN-E by the addition of one or more epithets involves
no internal reorganization of the word group such as was seen in the case
of separation. Consequently no metrical patterns of the type identified in
the previous section may be observed in this type of mutation, other than
the regular patterns of localization such as apply to all other metrical word-
types (see n. 14). In my earlier paper the very existence of the mutation
in the Hymns as well as in Homer was again taken as evidence of their
orality; however, the frequency of this type of mutation was low, com-
pared to the other mutation categories, and it was with rather less con-
viction that it was argued that expansion could be demonstrated to be a
feature of Homeric oral style. The figures for the Hymns and the control
samples of Homer, with the scatter figures in parentheses, are: Demeter 5
(99.0), Apollo 8 (68.2), Hermes 11 (52.7), A phrodite 4 (73.2), Iliad 2 (217.0),
Odyssey 6 (72.3). Expansion then is, broadly speaking, more common in
the Hymns than in the passages of Homer, and furthermore only one

14. See E. G. O'Neill, “The Localization of Metrical Word-Types in the Greek Hexameter,”
YCS 8 (1942): 103-78; H. N. Porter, ‘“The Early Greek Hexameter,” YCS 12 (1951): 1-63.

15. In Book 23 verse-end separation is found at lines 319-20, 331-32, 342-43, and in Book 24

at lines 2-3, 37-38, 45-46, 4849, 65-66, 78-79, 87-88, 129-30, 147-48, 197-98, 205-6, 227-28,
228-29, 249-50, 252-53, 278-79, 289-90, 311-12, 341-42, 397-98,
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example in the Hymns is a verbatim repetition of a Homeric formula: the
presence of expansion therefore is not to be explained in terms of imitation
of Homeric diction.

In the continuation I find 19 cases of CN-E expansion,'® giving a scatter
figure of 32.8, which indicates that this type of mutation is more common
in the continuation than in any of the other passages analyzed and more
than twice as common as in the control sample of the Odyssey. As was
suggested above, when the figures for frequency of occurrence are so meager
there is a very real danger of exaggerating their importance. However, if
the figures are to be taken to mean anything, my own view is that expansion
as a feature of oral style is as good an explanation as any. In that case its
comparative frequency in the continuation, while in no way conclusive
evidence in itself, certainly appears to support the general picture presented
by the other figures, particularly those for separation, that the continuation
should be held separate from the remainder of the Odyssey.

The conclusion which I wish to draw from the evidence presented depends
upon the acceptance of two propositions. First, that all the passages which
I have analyzed are oral compositions: that the Parry-Lord proof of the
orality of the Iliad and the Odyssey is still valid and that compositions
which employ the same phrase and verse patterns as the two epics are
themselves thereby revealed as oral creations. Second, that the modifica-
tion, or mutation, of word groups is a feature of oral style: that the con-
siderable variations in frequency of occurrence of mutations among the
various compositions are to be explained in terms of their composers’
artistic tastes, in the same way that it may be shown that composers had
their own individual stock of favored formulaic diction. The acceptance of
these two propositions provides a reliable separatist tool.

In the analysis of the continuation it is clear that there are significant
differences between it and the two other samples of Homer under all the
subheadings except one, namely, the amount of formulaic diction among
the CN-E. In this section alone the figures for the continuation and for
Odyssey 2. 1-434 were almost identical; on the other hand mobility was less
common, expansion more common, in the continuation than in any of the
other passages, and separation was twice as common in the continuation
as in the passages of Homer. If my two propositions are accepted, only one
explanation seems possible: just as it may be shown that the Hymns were
produced by different singers, so the continuation was obviously not a
product of the same composer as the Iliad and the Odyssey. This may ex-
plain the differences with regard to mobility, separation, and expansion.
But how to explain the similarities in the quantity of formulaic diction?
The answer, I believe, must be imitation. As I argued earlier, it is almost
beyond the bounds of possibility that an imitator could even identify the
phrase and verse patterns employed in mutation, unless he had been

16. In Book 23 expansion is found at lines 340, 351, 353, and in Book 24 at lines 68, 80, 118,
128, 132, 211, 266, 267, 275, 276, 277, 282, 283, 289, 329, 505.
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trained to use precisely those rhythms, that is, unless he was himself a
singer. However, the imitation of Homer’s formulae is open to all—to the
modern scholar as much as the ancient singer. I believe that the evidence
presented here indicates, beyond reasonable doubt, that the continuation of
the Odyssey was composed by a singer who consciously imitated Homer’s
own formulae.

University of Leicester
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