ENJAMBMENT AND BINDING
IN HOMERIC HEXAMETER

MarTHEW CLARK

I. INTRODUCTION

PREVIOUS STUDIES of enjambment in Homeric verse have posed a variety
of questions, such as: What are the types of Homeric enjambment? Do
the differences between Homer’s practice and that of later poets help to
demonstrate that the Homeric epics were oral compositions? What is the
relationship between enjambment and sentence structure? And recently the
methods of discourse analysis have been used to call into question the very
status of enjambment in Homeric verse.!

In this paper I will investigate the larger lexical context of enjambed
single words and short phrases. In particular I will be interested to see
what role such runover words and phrases play within the Homeric system
of formulas. My argument requires a few technical terms. The enjambed
word or short phrase I will call a runover. The word or words just before the
runover I will call the dux, and the word or words just after the runover I
will call the comes; the fundamental concept of this study is binding, which
is simply the probability that two words will occur together.

This paper was written with the aid of a Doctoral Fellowship from the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada. I would like to thank Gregory Nagy,
Carolyn Higbie, Egbert Bakker, and the anonymous readers for Phoenix for their help-
ful suggestions.

The following publications I will refer to by author’'s name and, where necessary,
date of publication: S. E. Bassett, “The So-Called Emphatic Position of the Runover
Word in the Homeric Hexameter,” TAPA 57 (1926) 116-148; M. W. Edwards, “Homeric
Craftsmanship,” TAPA 97 (1966) 115-179; C. Higbie, Measure and Music: Enjambe-
ment and Sentence Structure in the Iliad (Oxford 1990); G. S. Kirk, “Studies in Some
Technical Aspects of Homeric Style II,” YCS 20 (1966) 105-151; A. B. Lord, The Singer
of Tales (New York 1974); A. B. Lord, Epic Singers and Oral Tradition (Ithaca, N.Y.
1991); M. Parry, “The Distinctive Character of Enjambment in Homeric Verse,” TAPA
60 (1929) 200-220 (= Adam Parry [ed.], The Making of Homeric Verse [Oxford 1987]
251-265); M. Parry, “Whole Formulaic Verses in Greek and Southslavic Heroic Song,”
TAPA 64 (1933) 179-197 (= Adam Parry [ed.], The Making of Homeric Verse [Oxford
1987) 376-390).

I will deal briefly with typology and sentence structure in section VII below. Al-
though I do not have the space here to discuss the very interesting work of Egbert
J. Bakker (“Homeric Discourse and Enjambment: A Cognitive Approach,” TAPA 120
[1990] 1-21), I believe that his application of discourse analysis to Homeric verse can be
incorporated into a theory which still allows for enjambment. And perhaps it is worth
stating, if only in a footnote, that the present discussion seems to make good sense in
the context of an oral poetics.
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| runover | | COmMeS—.....couunen >

With these terms, four different sorts of runovers may be distinguished:
free, pendant, embedded, and orphan.? 1 will briefly define free and pen-
dant runovers, and then I will discuss in some detail embedded and orphan
runovers.

A free runover is bound neither to any particular dux nor to any partic-
ular comes.® Consider, for example, the runover Aevxoi, which occurs just
twice in the epics:

1. &v 8¢ ot dpgorol fioav Eeixoot xaoortépolo
Aevkot, év 8¢ péoowv Env pélavog xudvoro. 1. 11.34-35

of ot &oav npondpole Bupdav bynAdav
Aevxol, dmootidBovreg G eigotog: Od. 3.407-408
Clearly this runover is not bound to any particular dux or comes; it is

therefore free. Degrees of freedom vary. The runover viimiog occurs in the
epics eleven times:*

2. fipom xeive / viimog, 00dE 1 fidn & po 1. 2.37-38
Tibte xobpn / viimog, 008E Lot 0 ¢’ ... II. 2.872-873
Oofior / viimiog, 008’ Gp’ Euelde ... I 12.112-113
&dobn / viimog: el 8¢ Enog . .. 1l. 16.685-686
Aivelao / viimog, obd’ événoe ... I1. 20.263-264
&xdroro / viimiog, obdE i ol ypouopfcer . .. I1. 20.295-296
éhenooag, / viimog, obdE 10 fidn 8 ob ... I1. 20.465-466
eEaxéooro, / viimog, o0SE 10 fin & ob ... Od. 3.145-146
i vnde, / viimocg, obte tovay ... Od. 4.817-818
fiyhoarto / viimog, od pév yép ... QOd. 6.300-301
el poald / viymog, 8¢ mov ... Od. 11.448-449

°The term runover I adopt from Bassett; the idea of binding is present in Parry
(1929); the terms dux and comes I derive from the analysis of fugues, but with no
suggestion that the hexameter is fugal; orphan was suggested by the typographers’
term; the terms free, pendant, and embedded are self-explanatory.

31 mean, of course, not bound in the texts as we have them; throughout this study
I use the OCT text for the sake of simplicity, not because I believe that it preserves the
very words of the poet. Since I am interested in describing a general technical process,
the use of a different text with the addition or subtraction of an example or two would
make little difference.

*Edwards treats viimog (141-142) and ydxeov (143-144) mostly in terms of Bassett’s
claim that runovers are not emphatic by position; he does consider the words following
the runover, but as individual cases only, not systematically. He notes that vAmog is
“often followed by a clause introduced by 008é or ... a relative clause”; Carolyn Higbie
has pointed out to me that the runover ydAxeov is frequently followed by a relative
clause. In this paper I have restricted my attention to (nearly) exact verbal repetitions,
but another stage of investigation could include patterning of this type.
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It is clear that there is no bond between this runover and any particular
dux; although there is a strong tendency for the comes to begin with a
negative, the repetition does not really go any further. The runover yéAxeov,
however, occurs ten times in seven different environments,® so it is slightly
less free than vAmog.

A pendant runover is regularly associated with a particular dux, but not
with a particular comes. The runover &g évog occurs twice in the epics, with
the same whole line dux on both occasions, but with different comites:

3. Tdv mévtav obd Tdocov dSVpopon dxvbpevde nep
dg &vde, ob p’ Bixog 6L xortoloetan *Aidog elow, . ..
1. 22.424-425
T@v wdvtav ob tooov 6&0popon dxvopevde nep
ag &vdg, 8¢ 1€ por Ynvov dnexfaiper xai 3wddy, ...
Od. 4.104-105

Again there are differences of degree. The runover name 'Apyeinv ‘EAévnv
occurs three times in the Iliad, always with the same whole line dux, but
with two different comites:

4. xad 8¢ xev edywMv Ipépw kol Tpwoi Airowev
"Apyeinv "EMévy, fig efvexo moAdol 'Axondv ... I1. 2.160-161

k0 8¢ xev edxoMv [Iprdpe xoi Tpwoi Alrorte
"Apyeinv 'EAévny, fig eivexo moAdol 'Axondv ... 1. 2.176-177
xad 8¢ xev ebywMv Mpépw kol Tpwoi Airowev

2 7

"Apyeinv ‘EMévnv- oed 8’ dotéa mboer Gpovpa ... 1. 4.173-174

II. EMBEDDED RUNOVERS

In his article “The Distinctive Character of Enjambment in Homeric
Verse,” Milman Parry notes that the reader of the Iliad and the Odyssey
(the argument would apply only more strongly for the original audience)
gradually forms “what may be called a sense of the formula. Meeting over
and over the same group of words expressing the same idea, he comes to
look on this group of words as a whole which has a fixed end” (258). Thus,
Parry argues, the reader’s response to Il. 5.16 is conditioned by his memory®
of I1. 5.66 and II. 17.49 = II. 22.327 = Od. 22.16:

51. 3.335 = II. 16.135 = II. 19.372; II. 13.440; 1. 15.127; Il. 18.371; II. 22.286,
II. 23.561; Od. 5.235 almost = Od. 22.80.

In our text, II. 5.16, with the enjambment, precedes any of the passages without
enjambment, so the response of the reader might lead to the reverse expectation, the
expectation of an enjambment where it does not occur. Parry, no doubt, would have
argued that the listener’s total experience of oral epic, rather than the experience of just
this text in this order, is what determines the expectation. Even so, one might prefer
to say that the listener or reader learns to expect that the enjambment may or may not
occur.
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5. Tudeidew &' bntp dpov dprotepdv HiAvd® dcanch
gyxeoc. II. 5.16-17
1| 8¢ dompd
qvtikpd xotd xoorv n' dotéov HAVO’ dcanch Il. 5.67

dvtikpb 8’ dmadolo 81’ adyévog filud’ dxwxd.
I1. 17.49 = II. 22.327 = Od. 22.16

Parry argues that because the formula #jAv6’ dxexd in II. 5.67 and II. 17.49
forms the end of the sentence or clause, the reader tends “to close the
thought in [5.]16 also at the verse end”; #yyeog, then, is only loosely bound
to the preceding line—Parry describes it as a word without much weight,
almost colorless: it “marks a rest during which the mind lingers on the
already finished thought of the foregoing verse .... [T]he mind, going from
formula to formula, has closed the circle of the idea with dxwx#, and has
placed ¥yxeog next to it, but outside of this circle” (258).7 Thus the runover
éyxeog is a metrical filler.

But more can be said. A free runover, such as Aevkoi in example 1 above,
may be simply a filler, with no bond to any particular lexical context; if we
extend the citation of example 5, however, we find that the runover #yyeog
is bound to a particular context, both dux and comes:

6. ol 8’ &te & oxedov fioav én’ dAAfAowowW 16vteg
Onyede po mpdtepog mpoter Solydoxiov Eyxoc:
Todeidew 8 bntp duov dprotepdv A0’ dicanch
yyeog, 008’ EBar’ otdv: & &’ Hotepog Spvuto yahkd
Tudeidng: 100 &' ody, GAov Bédog Exguye xerpds,
&AL’ EBode otiifog petapdtiov, doe 8’ do’ Innawv. Il. 5.14-19

YEvO’ od Zoprnddw piv dmhuBpote Sovpi paev,
Hatpdxhov 8’ bnep dpov dprotepdv fiAvd’ dxcwrh
€yxeoc, 008’ EBal’ abtdv: 6 &’ Votepog Spvuto xaAkd
Tdtpoxhog: 10d &' oby Ghov Béhog Expuye xerpds,
aAl’ EBar’ &0’ &pa te ppéveg Epyaton dpg’ adwov iip.
Il. 16.477-481

The formulas in these lines bind in various ways. We have noted that

i\’ dxaxh can occur without éyyeog; furthermore, #yyeog can occur without
ik’ dxaxd (I1. 13.409-410; II. 13.443-444; 11. 16.612-613; II. 17.528-529)—
neither, then, is bound to the other; ob8’ #Bal’ adtév, however, only occurs

"Bassett had already discussed II. 5.17 and II. 22.367, as well as the runover word
Eyxog in II. 3.360 (= II. 7.254). He notes (130) that the runovers, although unemphatic,
have various functions, both rhythmic and grammatical. Edwards is less inclined than
Bassett to see all runovers as metrical fillers. Some of the runovers I discuss seem to
be fillers, others seem merely unemphatic, and still others seem necessary and even
emphatic, as I will note below.
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following ¥yxeog, and may therefore be said to be bound to it. In order
to understand the conditions and function of runovers, therefore, we must
examine not only what precedes the enjambment, but also what follows.
Previous investigations of runover enjambment have generally neglected
the words following the runover.

The present case, however, requires more comment. As it happens, the
three-word dux dpistepdv #Avd’ dxorh is always bound to the runover ¥yxeo;
furthermore, the three-word dux plus runover {0’ dxox? / Eyxeog is always
bound to the comes 0b8’ EBalk’ adtév—Dbut these slightly more complex re-
lationships are only the result of the (near) identity of the two passages
I1. 5.16-19 and Il. 16.477-481.

Albert B. Lord has discussed such passages (which he calls “blocks of
lines,” but which I will call “formulaic molecules”) in some detail, first in
The Singer of Tales (58):®

There are ... larger groups of lines which the singer is accustomed to use often,
and through habit they are always found together. The repetition of these groups
is sometimes word-for-word exact, sometimes not. Often enough the order of the
lines is different. But these clusters of formulas or of lines, which are frequently
associated together and are recurrent, also mark one of the characteristic signs
of oral style.

He continues the discussion more extensively in Epic Singers and the Oral
Tradition (75), particularly in the chapter “Homer as an Oral-Traditional
Poet” (72-103). Lord notes the presence in both South Slavic epic and
Homeric epic of “the repeated gnomic type of line or couplet”:

By the “couplet” in this case I mean two lines that are always (or almost always)
found together .... The repeated couplets do not have to be gnomic in content,
but may express any oft-repeated idea that can be expressed in two lines. Indeed
the couplet is frequently expanded by a line or two. The main thing is that there
be a more or less stable block of lines that is frequently repeated and plays an
important role in oral-traditional composition.

Such formulaic molecules, which are fairly common in Homeric epic, may
tend to protect a runover—here, both #yyeoc and the proper name in the fol-
lowing line—simply because the presence of the runover allows the molecule
to continue. Runovers within molecules may be termed embedded. The
function of #yyeog, then, is to be part of the molecule, and in particular, to
provide a metrical introduction for the phrase 008’ ¥BoA’ adtdév. Once the

8Lord’s term block of lines may (unintentionally) tend to suggest that the repetitions
are monolithic and unvarying, whereas they can be quite flexible; furthermore, they may
be less than two full lines long; my term avoids these problems, and also indicates that
the larger units are made of of smaller formulaic elements.
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performer gets going in this particular molecule, the runover and comes
naturally follow.’

III. ORPHAN RUNOVERS

So far I have been discussing runovers which are bound to dux and comes
within a formulaic molecule. Many such runovers occur, and I will have oc-
casion to discuss more as my argument proceeds. But another situation
may arise: a runover word or short phrase can be tightly bound to a par-
ticular comes but not tightly bound to a particular dux.

In the passages cited in example 6, the runover occurred twice along with
the same dux and the same comes. In example 7, however, the runover
occurs three times with the same comes, but with three different duces:

7. Alav, Sebpo, némov, nepi Motpdrioro Bovdvrog
oneboopev, of xe véxvv nep AAART npopépwpev
youvév- ddp té ye Tedxe’ Exer xopuBaiolog “Extwp.
11 17.120-122
AL o0 ¢ ody’ "AxMit Béwv éri vijag 'Axondv
einelv, ol xe tyioto véxuy &ni vija cadoq
youvév- ddp 16 ye Tedxe’ Exer xopuaiolog “Extwp.
1. 17.691-693

xelron [Tdtpoxdog, véxvog & &1 dpprudyovion
YORVOD * Gtap Té YE Tebye’ Exer xopvBaiodog “Extwp.
11. 18.20-21

It is clear, therefore, that there is no attested bond between the runover
youvév/od and any dux—it is, so to speak, an orphan, dependent on no
dux—but there is a bond between the runover and the comes. Furthermore,
the runover and the dux occur within the same unit of syntax, while the
runover and the comes are in different clauses, and have no grammatical
relationship; nonetheless they co-occur. Lines of this sort are in effect

Further investigation shows that line final éxaxh /fi occur in a fairly large number
of environments: Il 5.15-16; II. 16.477-478; II. 5.66-67; II. 17.48—49 = II. 22.326-327
= Od. 22.15-16; II. 10.372-373; II. 16.322; II. 17.294~295; II. 20.259-260; II. 11.252-
253; II. 23.820-821; Od. 19.452-453; II. 13.250-251. Although dxoxi/fi does occur in
some formulas (including a whole line formula and the formulaic molecule we have been
discussing), it is clear that it is not very restricted—that is, it can occur with various
enjambments, or without any enjambment. The runover #yxeog, however, is restricted to
only three environments. (1) It occurs in the two twin passages already cited (II. 5.16-17
and II. 16.478-479). (2) It also occurs embedded in another molecule which is found in
two forms: II. 16.610-613 = II. 17.526-529 and II. 13.443-444. (3) And it also occurs
in a singleton passage at II. 13.409-410. Thus we find a variety of binding conditions:
the dux dxexi is not tightly bound to any context but occurs freely; the runover Eygeog
is more restricted, occurring in only three contexts; and the comes 008’ oA’ odtév is
completely bound to the enjambment gyxeog.
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whole line formulas, but the boundaries of the line do not coincide with
the boundaries of the grammar. Nonetheless, orphan runovers are fairly
common in the epics.!®

IV. REPETITION

Runovers in general function to provide metrical variety, to fill in the
space at the beginning of the line, to give emphasis. But embedded and
orphan runovers (unlike free runovers) have additional functions within the
Homeric system of formulas. The formular systems which I discuss in the
paper all involve extensive lexical repetitions. One may expect a certain
semantic repetition as well, but what counts as semantic repetition varies
a good deal from situation to situation.

In one type, a particular character may use the same words on different
occasions to make the same statement.!! Here, for example, are two situa-
tions in which Hera is addressing Zeus, making a claim for her own divine
status; she uses a formulaic molecule including an embedded runover:

8. xal y&p &yd Oedg etpr, yévog 8& por EvOev 8Bev oot,
xai pe npesPurtdtnv téxero Kpdvog dyxviopfitng,
appdrepov yevef} e xal obvexa of mapdxrortig
xéxAnpar, ob 8¢ ndior pet’ dBovdtoow dvdooel, Il. 4.58-61

nidg &N Eywy’, i on Bediov Eppev dpiom,
appdrepov yevef te xai obvexa of) TapdxoiTig
xéxAnuon, ob 8¢ néo pet’ dBavétoowv dvdooe,

\

obx Sperov Tpdeoor xotecoapévn xaxd pdyay, I 18.364-367

Sometimes one character has occasion to repeat the words of another.!?
This sort of repetition can occur if the two characters simply have the same
thing to say: in the first of the following passages Odysseus is rebuked by
Melantho, and in the second by Eurymachos:'3

10parry (1933) discusses only those whole line formulas which are also complete sen-
tences, and this bias has continued in later analysis; see, for example, Kirk 121 ff. on
“Whole-sentence verses”.

1115 addition to the passages quoted here, see for example II. 18.54-63 and II. 18.436—
443, both spoken by Thetis—the first time as she laments with the Nereids, the second
as she asks Hephaistos for aid.

12George Calhoun (“Homeric Repetitions,” [Berkeley, Calif. 1933, University of Cal-
ifornia Publications in Classical Philology 12] 1-25) distinguishes repetitions which are
part of the technique of oral formulaic composition from repetitions which are a matter
of general poetic art (18-19); but the technique of embedded and orphan runovers is
common to all sorts of repetition in Homer, without distinction.

31n addition to these passages, note: undé i Bopd / tapPel Od. 7.50-51; 0ddt 11 Bopd '
vapPel 003¢ goPelton Il 21.574-575; xvddMpov xfip l topPel 0ddE goPeiton II. 12.45-46; obite
w Ainv | opPel 1. 13.283; Tudebg | TapBeil I 4.387-388.
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9. AL’ EvBGSe TOAL’ dyopeders,
Bapoaréng moddoior pet’ dvdpdotv, ovdE T Bopd
wapPeis: § po’ oe olvog Exer ppévac, § vO Tou adel
TolodT0g véog Eotiv, 6 xol petapdvia Balec.
i dMberg dm *Tpov vixnoog tov dARTV; Od. 18.329-333

& Seir’, § téyo tor TeAéw xoxdv, ol’ dyopedes,

Oapoaréng moAdoiot pet’ dvdpdotv, o0déE T Bopd

vapBeic: | po’ oe olvog Exer gpévag, f v tou alel

To100T0¢ voog EoTiv, O xai petapdvia Balels.

A daderg S TIpov Evixnoag Tov dAfiTy; Od. 18.389-393

Another type occurs when a message is repeated; in Book 2 of the Iliad,
Zeus sends a message to the sleeping Agamemnon (1. 2.11-16); the message
is delivered in nearly the identical words (II. 2.28-33); and then Agamemnon
repeats the message to the Greek leaders (II. 2.65-70):

10. Bupfion & xéleve xbpn xopdwvrog "Axoiodg
novoudi - Vv yap xev Edor TéMY edpudyviay
Tpdwv- ob yap &’ dugig 'OMdpmo ddpot’ Exovreg
&Bdvaror ppélovion- enéyvapyev yap Gravtog
“Hpn Moocopévn, Tpdeoor 8¢ xnde’ épfinton. 1. 2.11-15

Bwpfifon oe xéhevoe xdpn xopdwvrog "Axonode
navovdin - viv yép xev Elog mOMv edpudyviav
Tpowv - od yap &’ dpgic 'OMdpmo ddpot’ Exovteg
dfévaror ppdlovton - néyvauyev yop Gravrog
“Hpn Mooouévn, Tpdeoor 8¢ xide’ épfintan
éx Adg: ALY oV ofiow Exe ppect, mndé oe Al . ...
Il. 2.28-33

Bwpfifon o€ xélevoe xdpn xopdwvtag "Axoiode
movovdin - viv yap xev Ehoig toMv ebpudyviov
Tphwv: od yap &’ dppig "'OMOpma ddpot’ Exovtes
afdvaror ppdlovton - Enéyvapyev yop Erovrag
“Hpn Mooopévn, Tpbecor 8¢ xiide’ épfinton
& Adg* GAMG ob ofiowv Exe ppeciv: &g O piv elmdv ...
I1. 2.65-70

Orphan runovers can be created when a passage is repeated not quite
in the same words. In Book 1 of the Iliad, Achilles has been insulted by
Agamemnon, and he is considering a violent reaction:

11. flog 6 10 Hppouve ot Ppéva kot ko Bupdv,
#\xeto 8’ éx xoAeoio péya Elpog, HABe 8’ *ABfvn
obpavdBev - mpd yiup fixe Bedt AevkdAevog “Hpn
Gpoo opdg Bopd graéovod te xndopévn Te. II. 1.193-196

When Athena tells Achilles that she has come to persuade him not to use
force, she repeats the two line molecule, with the change necessary to con-
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vert it into the first-person; in the process the runover has been orphaned
of its first dux, but it remains bound to its comes:'*

12. fiMov &yd moboovoa 1O odv pévog, of ke nifnon,
obpavdBev - mpd 8¢ p’ fixe Bed AevxdAevog “Hpn
apow opds Gupd graéovsd te kndopévn Te. II. 1.207-209

Any repeated situations, such as battle scenes in the Iliad, are likely to
include repeated molecules with repeated runovers, sometimes, as here, in
the narrator’s voice:

13. O1 & &re 81 p’ & ydpov Eva Evvidvreg Txovto
oov p' EBatov pvole, obv &’ Eyxea xoi péve’ avSpdv
yorxeoBwphxwv - drip donideg dppatdecoon
EmAnvt’ GAMADGL, ToADG 8’ bpupayBog dpdper.
&vho &’ Gp’ olpwyn te xol edywAl nédev dvdpadv
OAMOVTev Te kol OAAvpévav, pée 8’ aipott yoio.
1. 4.446-451; II. 8.60-65

In this molecule, as in some others,'® there are multiple runovers; it may
be that the method of composing in molecules makes it easy for the poet
to form phrases which cross the line boundaries. In the following passages,
nipmAavt’ is embedded, while dxvbpevog is an orphan:!®

14. toiol &' avéorn
fipwg "Atpetdng ebpd xpelwv "Ayopéuvev
Axvopevog . péveog 8t péyo ppéveg Guol pédovor
nipnhavt’, Sooe 8¢ ol mupl Aapretdavt gy II. 1.101-104
tolow &’ 'Avtivoog petéon, Edneifeog vidg,
Sxvopevos- péveog 8¢ péyo gpéveg Gl pélowon
nipnhavt’, Sooe 88 ot Tupl Aapretdovn Elctnv:  Od. 4.660-662

Repeated battle scenes provide occasion for orphan runovers, just as
they did for embedded runovers: aiypn xohkein occurs embedded twice in a
couplet molecule:!”

14The word odpavé@ev does occur elsewhere, but not as a single word enjambment.
It occurs four times in the phrase obpavifev katofdg / xoraBbon (II. 11.184; II. 17.545;
Od. 6.281; Od. 20.31); it also occurs in the phrase obpavéBev nediov 8¢ (II. 23.189) and in
the phrase obpavéBev npobigove (Od. 9.145). If we take all cases of line initial obpavéBev,
we would have to say that it occurs in several different environments, but the one-word
enjambment by itself is completely bound to one particular environment.

13Compare, e.g., example 10 above; also II. 18.54-62 almost = II. 18.436-443.

16We also find niumhovto in a two-word orphan enjambment at Od. 10.247-248 and
Od. 20.348-349; and dyvopevog is found as a runover with a different dux and comes at
Il. 23.137.

17In addition to these examples, the phrase also occurs in two singleton passages,
I1. 20.474 and II. 20.480; it also occurs not as a runover at Il. 5.282; II. 12.183; II. 16.118;
and II. 17.310.
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15. &v 8¢ petdmo nfie, népnoe 8’ Gp’ dotéov elcw
odypun xadxein- tov 8¢ oxdrog Sooe kdAvyev
Il. 4.460-461; II. 6.10-11

but then again as an orphan, with the same comes but a different dux:

[

16. N &’ éréporo Sux xpotdpolo mépnoev
oy xarkein: tov 8¢ oxdrog Sooe kdAvyev, Il. 4.502-503
It also occurs in another molecule:
17. &0’ “Extdp elcfide Att gihog, &v 8’ dpa xepl
Eyxoc &’ Evdexdmmyv - mdporbe 8¢ Adpmeto Sovpdg
aiyxun xohkein, nept 8¢ ypdoeog Bée mdpng. Il. 6.318-320
v p’ “Extwp dydpeve Al gidog, &v 8’ Gpa gepi
Eyxoc &y’ &vdexdmmyv: whpofe 8¢ Adpmeto Sovpdg
aiypl) xahxeln, nepi 8¢ ypdoeog Oée TdpxmE, II. 8.493-495

Similar situations naturally call forth similar phrasings, which may then
produce or protect embedded and orphan runovers. The similarities may be
great (a messenger repeats a message, Hera twice defends her status, and
so on) or less great, so long as the occasion for the same words arises. For
example, at Iliad 1.571 ff. Hephaistos appeals for peace on Olympus:

18. i 81 Aotyia Epyo 168’ Eooetar 008’ t’ dvextd.
el 3 o9d Evexa Bvitav épdaivetov GBe,
¢v 8¢ Beolor xodwdv Ehadvetov: obdE T Soutdg
¢00Mig Eoceton fidog, énel o xepetova vikd. 1. 1.573-576

But in Od. 18 the peace of a very different banquet is threatened:

19. Vv 8¢ mepl mtaydv épbaivopev, 00dE T1 dontdg
¢ 0Afig Eooeton fiBoc, Enel 1o xepelova vikd. Od. 18.403-404

In the following passage, from the catalogue of the ships, Podarkes is
compared to his older brother Protesilaos; in the next passage the disguised
Odysseus is telling Penelope his story:

20. "IptxAov vidg moAvpfidov PvAoxidoo
adrokaciyvntog peyafopov Mpwresiidov
omAbTepog yevefi- 6 8’ Gpa mpdrepog kol dipeiwv
fipwg Mparesihaog dphiog: I1. 2.705-708
gpoi &’ dvopa KAutdv Albwv,
omAdrepog yevefi: 6 8 Epo mpdrepog kol dpeiav.
Od. 19.183-184

All of these examples raise an important issue: when repeated runover
words are in question, one must ask which unit is the unit of repetition—the
runover, or the context in which the runover occurs. Consider, for example,
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the following molecule, which occurs at II. 5.506—-511 and also at Il. 15.263-
268:

21. ag &' 8re Tig ototdg innog, dxootiicag &xi edvy,
Seopdv dropphiag Oein nediowo xpoaivav,
elwBdg AodesBon Ebppelog motapolo,
xudbawv - byod B¢ xépn Exer, dppl 8¢ xoiton
T « oy 2 3 ’
dpog dicoovtor: 6 8’ dyloingt nemolBix,
pippa & yodva eéper petd ' 1ifea xal vopdv tnrwv.

Here the relevant repetition is not the enjambed xvdiéwv or dpoig dicoovror,
but the repetition of the simile as a molecule, which incidentally protects
the two enjambments. If such a passage is in some sense available to
the performing poet more or less as a unit, he would not then have to be
composing the runovers anew on each occasion. Perhaps, therefore, the
process of composing in molecules increases the statistical occurrence of
runovers without increasing the difficulty of composing in performance.

V. RUNOVERS IN TYPE-SCENES

The examination of runovers in repeated passages must necessarily con-
sider their behavior in type-scenes, which constitute one of the most impor-
tant kinds of repetition in the Homeric epics. In this section I will examine
runovers in arming type-scenes, but there are many other type-scenes which
would do as well.*®

The arming passages are (A) II. 3.324-339; (B) II. 11.15-46; (C) Il
15.478-483; (D) II. 16.130-154; (E) II. 19.349-395; and (F) Od. 22.116-
125.° In order to save space I will cite the first of these passages in full
and then only specific lines from the other passages for comparison. The
reader may find it useful to consult the text of the other passages.

22. “Qq dp’ Epav, TdAhev 8¢ péyog xopvBoiolog “Extwp
Gy 6pdwv- Méprog 8¢ Bodx €x kAfipog Bpovaev.
ol pév Enerd’ {Govto xod otiyog, Ayt exdote
{nnol depoinodeg kol mowkida Tedyeo xelto-
odtop & 7’ dpe’ dpowsv Eddceto Tedyea kaAd
Slog "ANEEavdpog, ‘EAévng mdorg fiukdpoto.
xnpidog pév mpdro mepl kviupow Ebnxe
xaAdg, apyvpéorov Emopupiolg dpapviog:
Sebdrepov ad Obpnxo mepl othBecow Eduvey
olo xacryviitolo Avidovog: fippooe 8’ ad1d.
appi 8’ &p dpowowv Péheto Eigog dpyvpdniov

18For example, the type-scene of sacrifice/feasting (I1. 1.458-468 and related passages)
includes a number of repeated runovers, both embedded and orphan.

1®For a discussion of these passages from a different point of view, see James I.
Armstrong, “The Arming Motif in the Iliad,” AJP 79 (1958) 337-354.
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ybdxeov, avtap Exarita cdxkog péya te oTifopdv Te
xpoti &’ én’ ipBipe xovény ebruxctov Efmxev
{nnovpv- Sewdv 8¢ Adgog xabimepOev Evevev-
etheto 8’ dAxipov Eyxog, & ol maddpnewv dpfiper.

&g &' abtwg Mevéhaog dpfiiog Evé Edvvev. I1. 3.324-339

The runover 3log 'AAéEavdpog at II. 3.329 perhaps does not fit any of
my categories, since it is probably better to consider it part of a whole
line naming formula rather than as a runover.?’ The name occurs in this
position—beginning with the third syllable of the line—seven times in the
Iliad:

23. adtdp "AAéEavSpog kol dpniprihog Mevélaog 1I. 3.136
adtdp 'AréEavdpog xoi dpnipihog Mevédaog 1. 3.253
Slog "ALEEavpog, ‘EAévng mdorg Nibkopoo II. 3.329
8log 'ALEEavSpog, ‘EAévng mdoig fvxdporo I1. 7.355
Slog "ALEEavBpog, ‘EAévng mdog fiikdpoto 1. 8.82
avtap "AAEEavBpog, ‘EAévng mdog Nixdporo 1I. 11.369
el pf) 'AAéEavBpog, ‘EAévng moog fikdporo I1. 11.505

These seem to be formulaic variants; each occasion, however, has a different
dux. The dux in the passage in question, tedyeo xaAd, occurs as a line-
ending ten times in the epics in various environments.?! Thus the whole
line formula acts somewhat like an orphan runover inserted into the type-
scene.

The form xoAdg, enjambed at II. 3.331, occurs only seven times in the
epics; of these, five are line initial, and of these five, four occur in exactly
this three line molecule, from xvnuidog to Edvvev, in four of the passages
under consideration here: II. 3.331; II. 11.18; II. 16.132; and II. 19.370. (The
other occurrence is at II. 18.491.) Thus xoAdg is an embedded runover.

The form ydéAxeov (which I mentioned briefly above, in section 1), a
runover at Il. 3.335 = II. 16.135 = II. 19.372, occurs elsewhere with var-
ious comites, but the comes here occurs only with this runover, and the
two together always follow the same line, so we have a formulaic molecule
with an embedded runover, although the runover itself has some freedom
of occurrence. The passage at II. 19.372 shows an interesting variation:
24. appi 8’ &p’ dpowowv Bdieto Eipog dpyvpdniov

ybAxeov, oavthp Ererta odkog péya te oniPapdv te
gideto, .. ..

20This example bears some similarity to the set of runovers in which #mAéxapog is the
second word: Od. 5.57-58; Od. 7.40-41; Od. 7.245-246; Od. 7.254-255; Od. 10.135-136;
Od. 11.78 = Od. 12.149-150; Od. 12.448-449; Od. 20.79-80.

2111, 7.103 and Od. 23.365 are particularly similar to the line here; Il 5.621 = II. 13.510
in a molecule; the other cases are II. 11.110; II. 11.247; II. 17.130; and Od. 22.114.
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In the other cases, the line yéAxeov, adtdp Ererta obxog péyo e oTiPapdv e is
end stopped, but here the main verb efAeto (which is a runover only here)
has been enjambed. »

The form Yrxmovpiv, a runover at II. 3.337, occurs just six times in the
epics. One of these (II. 6.495) is in a rather different situation, at the end
of Hector’s conversation with Andromache. The other five instances are all
in the arming scenes under consideration: II. 3.337; Il 11.42; II. 15.481,
Il. 16.138; and Od. 22.124. It occurs always with the same comes, but
with two different duces. It is therefore an orphan runover, created by the
deployment of the formulas around it.

The three-word runover phrase BpiBb péya omPapév (II. 16.141) occurs
six times in the epics, always as a runover, in various environments (but
always coming shortly after the word #yxog, which sometimes is the dux,
and which regularly seems to be the semantic trigger):

25. Eyyoc 8 oby €het’ olov Gubpovog Aloxidoo
Bp10b péyo omPapdv: 10 piv od Sdvar’ dArog "Ayxoudv
RAAAEW, . ... Il. 16.140-141

&k &’ Gpa obppryog matpdiov ondoat’ Eyyog
BpBd péya omPopdv- 10 piv od Sdvar’ Erlog ‘Axondv
néAdew, .... Il. 19.387-388

& &' Gyeo pMyea mooi PBroeto, AdGeto &' Eyyog
Bl péya onPopdv, 6 Sapvnor otixag dvdpdv
fpdav. ololv Te xotéooetan dPpipondren. II. 5.745-747

& &' Gyeo pAdyea mooi Priceto, Adlero &' Eyxog
Bp0b péya onPoapdv, td Sdpvnor otixag avdpdv
Nphav. toiloiv 1€ xotéscetan dPprpondtpn. I1. 8.389-391

eideto &' Ghxwov Eyyog, Graypévov OEEL yaAkd
Bp10b péyo omPapdv, 1@ Sdpvnor otixag dvSpdv
fipbwv. toioiv te xotésoeton dPpipondtpn. Od. 1.99-101

nav 8¢ ol &v yeipesov &ym Solydoxiov Eyxog
BpBd péyo omPapdv xexopvBpévov: abtdp dn’ Bpov
aomnic obv tehopdvi yopod néoe Teppdesoo. Il. 16.801-803

The runover néMew (Il. 16.142 and II. 19.389) occurs in just these two
passages, embedded in a rolecule.

VI. APPLICATIONS

I believe that examining the behavior of runovers has a value in itself,
as part of Homeric metrical and syntactic technique. But in addition there
may be special applications to specific problems. In this section I touch
briefly on three areas which may be illuminated by considering runovers.
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A. The Iliad and the Odyssey: As the examples given above demonstrate,
many enjambment formulas are identical in the Iliad and the Odyssey.
Sometimes, however, the two poems can have different practices. In the
next example we have a single runover which takes four different duces; in
the Iliad it has one comes (times 2), and in the Odyssey it has a different
comes (times 2):

26. al te xotd otafpdv mowpviiov NAdoxovow
bpn &v elopwij drte te YAdyog dyyea Seder Il. 2.470-471

otafud &vi Bpopéwor meprylaybog xotd TéAAOG

dpn v elapwvii, Sre te YAdyog dyyea Seder. I1. 16.642-645

Edpbuay’, el yop vdiv épig Epyowo yévorto

@pn &v elopwvii, 8te ' fipota paxpd téhovtar  Od. 18.366-367

TG pév ' aidhog olotpog spopundeic E86vnoev

bpn év elapwvii, &te v fipota poxpd néhovion  Od. 22.300-301
The first, second and, fourth of these occur in similes, but not the third,
which is spoken by Odysseus.?*

This is not a lone instance of different practice in the two poems. For

example, poyrding is embedded in a couplet which occurs twice in the Iliad;
on the first occasion Dione is comforting her daughter Aphrodite, who has

been attacked by Diomedes; on the second occasion, Zeus is comforting
Artemis, who has been attacked by Hera:

217. tig vb o€ 10148’ Epeke pilov téxog Obpavidvav
poydiog, dg el T xoxdv péfovoav Eveniy;
I1. 5.373-374; II. 21.509-510

But poyidieg also occurs in a five-line molecule which appears twice in the
Odyssey; on the first occasion, Telemachos is addressing the assembly in
Ithaca; on the second occasion, Penelope is telling Eumaeus to summon the
still-disguised Odysseus:

28. ol 8’ elg pérepov nwAedpevor fipoto mévro
Bodg iepedovreg xod dig xad miovog odyog
eidamvéovowv nivovot te aiforo. oivov
poydiog: té 8¢ moAAd xatdveton. obd yop Er’ dviip,
olog 'O8vocedg éoxev, dpliv dmo ofxkov dudvan.
Od. 2.55-59; Od. 17.534-538

The runover Aadv occurs twice in a molecule in the Iliad, twice in a
different molecule in the Odyssey:

24Gregory Nagy suggests that the effect of the third passage (Od. 18.366-367) is to
move the outer narrative into the narrative level of the similes.

23As an enjambment poyidiag also occurs in a singleton passage at Od. 17.450; and
the word also occurs twice in longer enjambments, at Od. 7.310 and Od. 14.365.
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ebpe Avxdiovog vidv Gpbvové te xpatepdy Te

totadt’ - Gpei 8€ wv xpatepol atiyes domotdov

Aadv, of ol &rxovto dn’ Alofinolo Ppodewv:

ayxod &’ ictopuévn Erea mtepdevra mpoonddo.: II. 4.89-92

rantoiveov fpwa Moxdova: tov 8’ événoev
totadt' - appl 8¢ pv xpatepal otixeg domotdov
Aadv, of ot Emovto Tpixng €& ixnoPéroro-
ayyod &’ iotopévn Enea nrepdevra npoonddo I1. 4.200-203
aAl’ aiel yohende T €in xoi oicvdo péCor,
ag o Tig pépvnran 'O8vootiog Oelowo
Aodv, olow Gvoooe, tomhp &' B¢ firmiog Aev.
Od. 2.232-234; Od. 5.10-12

These examples are only suggestive; if, however, the two poems show
different practices in a fair number of instances which seem to have no
particular semantic motivation, the argument that the two poems derive
from slightly different formulaic systems may be strengthened.

B. Textual Issues: A number of runovers occur in passages which have
been questioned. Consider, for example, the runover xaAod dodaAréov, which
occurs four times in the epics:

30.

Note also
31.

v uév Enerto xabeloev éni Opdvov dpyvpofidov
xoAod dondaréov- bd 8t Bpfivug mooiv Rev. I1. 18.389-390
&g &n’ "AxAAfiog odxeog oédog aifép’ Txave
xahod Soudaréov: mepi 8¢ tpvpdherav dieipog I1. 19.379-380
eloe 8¢ p’ elooyoyodoo &nt Bpdvov dpyvpofilov
xohod Sondahéov: brd 8¢ Opfivug mootv Rev.

Od. 10.314-315; Od. 10.366-367

abThv &' & Bpdvov eloev Sywv, brd Aita netdooac,
xohdv Sondddeov: brd 8¢ Bpfivug mooiv fev. 0Od. 1.130-131

Allen prints all of these as cited, but Od. 10.315 was omitted in some
manuscripts.?* Another similar instance Allen treats differently; the orphan
runover tepndpevor is found twice in the Odyssey:

32.

yeitoveg 8¢ Eran Meveldov xvSaliporo,

tepropevorl: petd 8¢ ogrv éuédneto Belog Gordog

goppilav- Od. 4.16-18
ufipa 8¢ kfavteg Saivove’ Epicudéa Soita

teprdpevor: petd 8¢ opwv Epédneto Belog dordoc,

AnpdSoxog, Od. 13.26-28

24See also I1. 14.240; Od. 4.136; Od. 19.57.
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In the Iliad we find

33. noAAdg &' ipepdevra yxopdv mepriortad’ Sudog
tepnopevor: [uerd 5€ opiv Epéhnero Belog dordog
poppuilwv-] Sowd 8¢ xvPromipe . .. 1l. 18.603-605

Allen’s OCT text omits the clause in brackets, noting that it was con-
demned by Aristarchus. If it is in fact an interpolation, the interpolator
was completely conversant with Homeric technique.?

C. A Problem Passage: The runover tvév occurs twice in the Odyssey
embedded in a molecule:?®

34. x0d &’ EPadev nmpondporBe vedg xvavorpdpoto
tt06v, édednoev &’ oifiov Bixpov ixécBo.
exhooln 8¢ BdAacoa xatepyopuévng nd métpng.  Od. 9.482-484

x0d 8’ EPode petdmobe vedg xvavorpdpoto
t106v, Edednoev 8’ olfiov Bixpov ixéoBon.
&xAoo0n 8¢ Bdracoa xatepyopévng bnd métpne. Od. 9.539-541

Od. 9.483 has attracted some attention from commentators; W. B. Stan-
ford, for example, remarks in his note to the line that it is absurd, and he
suggests that it is an interpolation from Od. 9.540. But this sort of molecule,
protecting an embedded enjambment, is typical of the style of the poems.
If this passage is a problem, it is a problem which occurs not on its own,
but within a technical system. To relate the passage to the system may not
solve the problem, but it may explain in a larger sense how it came about.

VII. TYPOLOGY AND RUNOVERS

The fundamental distinction between types of enjambment is found in
Parry ([1929] 253):%7

Broadly there are three ways in which the sense at the end of one verse can
stand to that at the beginning of another. First, the verse end can fall at the
end of a sentence and the new verse begin a new sentence. In this case there is

25For other disputed passages with runovers note II. 18.155 and 18.176; also I1. 11.704—
705 and Od. 9.41-42.

26The word occurs three times in the Iliad as a runover not in this block (1. 10.345;
I1. 13.185 and II. 17.306—these two pendant from a whole line formula); it also occurs
in a two-word enjambment at IL 16.302; II. 21.604; and II. 24.170.

27Parry’s distinction of unperiodic and necessary enjambment is not the same as
Bassett's distinction of emphatic and unemphatic runovers. First, although all runovers
are enjambed, many enjambed verses do not have runovers, which extend only as far as
one or a few words into the line; second, a runover can be emphatic but not necessary,
or necessary but not emphatic. Parry’s scheme has been modified in various ways by
later analysts, but his basic division remains fundamental; see, for example, Kirk 108;
also Higbie 29.
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no enjambement. Second, the verse can end with a word group in such a way
that the sentence, at the verse end, already gives a complete thought, although it
goes on in the next verse, adding free ideas by new word groups. To this type of
enjambement we may apply [the] term unperiodic. Third, the verse end can fall
at the end of a word group where there is not yet a whole thought, or it can fall
in the middle of a word group; in both of these cases enjambement is necessary.

Parry (254) calculated the percentages of the types of enjambment over
what he felt were representative sections of the Iliad, the Odyssey, the
Argonautica, and the Aeneid, and came to the conclusion that the style of
enjambment in the Homeric epics is an index of orality.®

For the purposes of the following discussion, I will use Higbie’s modifica-
tion of Parry’s basic distinction between unperiodic and necessary enjamb-
ment.?® (I will not, however, offer any calculations; the sample I have
collected is too small to be statistically useful.) Higbie’s scheme has four
types, with two types subdivided: (la) adding internal and (1b) adding
external, (2a) clausal internal and (2b) clausal external, (3) necessary, and
(4) violent. Higbie’s adding enjambment is equivalent to Parry’s unperiodic
enjambment, and Parry’s necessary enjambment includes Higbie’s clausal,
necessary, and violent. In Higbie’s system, if the break at the verse end di-
vides one clause from another, then the enjambment is external; but if the
break at the verse end divides elements within a clause, then the enjamb-
ment is internal. Rather than give a complete account of Higbie’s system
at once, I will further specify each type as I deal with it.

Consider, for example, the passages I have given above as example 6,
Il. 5.14-19 and II. 16.477-481, with the phrase fjAv0’ dxwxd | #yxeog over the
line break. This was one of Parry’s examples of unperiodic enjambment,
or, in Higbie’s terminology, adding; adding enjambment occurs when a line
which could be grammatically complete is nonetheless continued in the next
line. Here, as Parry demonstrated, other passages in the Iliad demonstrate
that 1{Av0’ dxwxh alone, without the defining genitive ¥yxeog, can stand alone.
This passage, furthermore, is adding internal, since a clause of the first line
is expanded; if a new clause had been started, then the enjambment would
have been adding external.

Examples of adding internal embedded and orphan runovers are common,
as one would expect, since adding enjambment is common in the epics.
Consider, for example, the passages cited in example 7 (II. 17.120-122,
II. 17.691-693, and II. 18.20-21) where véxuv (or vékvog) in the leading line
is followed by yvpvév (or youvod) in the following line. Here the noun could

28Since Parry, different analysts have arrived at different calculations (see Kirk 118),
but the fundamental point of Parry’s study seems untouched by these modifications.

293ee Kirk 108 for a somewhat different modification; Higbie, Chap. 1 (4-19) is
a recent account of the development of enjambment studies since Bassett and Parry.
Higbie outlines her system in Chap. 2 (28-65).
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certainly stand without the adjective. The passages cited in.example 11,
Il. 1.194-196 and II. 1.207-209, have an adverb over the line break: fAfe &’
"ABvn / odpavdBev and AABov Eyd ... | odpavdBev.

Adding external enjambment, where the grammar of the leading line
is complete, but is continued by a new clause, occurs frequently in the
epics, but it is not really relevant to our discussion, since runovers, strictly
speaking, should be internal. Embedded and orphan runovers are interesting
precisely because the runover and the dux are within the same clause, while
the runover and the comes are not.

In the type which Higbie calls clausal enjambment, the end of the first
line creates an expectation that more will follow in the next; in adding
enjambment there is no such expectation. The expectation “can either be
due to the order of the clauses—in clausal enjambment the dependent clause
precedes the independent—or because some element in the first clause, a
particle or word, sets up an expectation for the second clause.” (Higbie 41)
Again, the continuation may be internal—within a clause of the first line—
or external. As an example of clausal internal enjambment, Higbie cites
(among other passages) II. 12.213-214: oft’ évi BovAfj | obte mot’ év mohéue
..., where the correlative negative in the leading line creates the expectation
of a continuation. When a dependent clause precedes an independent clause,
the resulting enjambment is clausal external, as in II. 16.705-706:

&AL’ 8te i) 10 téroprov énéoouto Satpovt loog,
Sewa &’ dpoxAficag éneo mrepdeva mpoonHda.

Whereas adding internal embedded and orphan runovers are common, I
believe there is no instance of clausal internal runover in the passages I have
cited. Clausal internal enjambment is rare in the epics (Higbie counts only
29 instances for the Iliad), so if there are any cases which are embedded
or orphan, my sample may simply have missed them. There is among
my examples one instance of clausal external enjambment embedded in a
molecule, example 13, II. 4.446-451 and II. 8.60-65:

01 8’ Gte 81 P’ &¢ xdpov Eva Evvibvreg Txovto

obv p’ EBodov prvode, obv 8’ Eyxeo xod péve’ dvdpdv
yohkeoBopfixav . dtdp donideg dppardesoon

ErAnvT’ GAANANOL, ToADG &' dpupory8dg dpdpet.

&vlo 8’ ap’ olpwyh e kol edywAh néhev dvSpdv
OAMIVTOV Te Kol SMMvpévav, pée 8’ alpott yaia.

Here 6te in the first line creates the expectation of a continuation, and
the second line begins with the clausal external obv p’ ¥Badov pvodg; but
external enjambment is, again, of no particular interest in this discus-
sion. In this passage the enjambed phrases &vdpdv | xohxeoBwpixwv and
Gvdpdv | GAAOVTwv Te kod dAMvpévev are adding internal, but the phrase dtéap
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aonideg Oppardesoor | Endnvt’ dAMAnoL is an instance of necessary enjamb-
ment.

In necessary enjambment, some essential grammatical component of a
clause (Subject, Verb, or Object) is delayed until after the break at the end
of the verse. Consider the passages cited in example 8:

xal yp &yd Oedg elp, yévog 8¢ por Evlev &Bev oo,

xai pe npecPutdrnv téxeto Kpdvog dyxviopfng,

appdrepov yevef Te xai obvexa on Tapdxortig

xé€xkAnpor, ob 8¢ ndior per’ dBavdtolow dvdooers. I1. 4.58-61
nidg O Eywy’, i gnu Bedaw Eppev dpiom,

appdtepov yevef Te xai obvexa on Tapdxorti

xéxAnpot, ob 8¢ naior pet’ dBavdtolow Gvdooer,

\

obx Spehov Tpdeoor xotesoopévn xoxd pdyar, Il 18.364-367

Here the words otvexa o mapdxortic could not end the line because the
grammar is incomplete—a main verb, xéxAnpou, is needed; the enjambment
is therefore necessary. Necessary enjambment has schemes such as Subject
| Verb (+ Object); Subject + Object | Verb; Object | Verb (+ Subject); and
Verb (4 Subject) | Object (Higbie 48).

Necessary runover enjambment of the verb is well represented in the ex-
amples I have cited; for instance (among others), in example 9 (Od. 18.329-
333 and Od. 18.389-393), 008 n Bvud / tapPeis; in example 13 (II. 4.446-
451, II. 8.60-65), drap donideg oppardecoar | EmAnvt’ GAMAApOL; in exam-
ple 14 (II. 1.101-104, Od. 4.660-662): péveog 8t péya ppéveg Gpgi pélovor |
nipmdavt’; example 21 (I 5.506-511, II. 15.263-268): duei 8 xoitan | dpoig
&ioocovron. All of these examples show necessary verbal runovers embedded
in a molecule, but orphan necessary runovers are not impossible. Consider
the following examples:

35. fi o’ dlw xatavedoor Ethitopov b "AxiAfio
Tione, dhéong 8¢ moAéag éni vivoiv "Axondv. 1I1. 1.558-559

aAd’ 6 ye peppfiprle xatd péva dg "Axiifia
Tipfion, 6Aéon 8¢ mohéog &m vivoiv 'Axondv. II. 2.3-4

In the examples I have cited, for the most part, the dux extends over a
whole line; in the passages of example 35 the dux extends only from the
bucolic diaeresis.®® In the first two passages of the next example, the dux
has been pared down to a single word, and in the third passage, the runover
has been completely orphaned:

36. i yép ' "Atpeidng edpd xpeinv 'Ayopéuvov
firipnoev: Ehav yop Exer yépoag adtdg dmodpo, 11. 1.355-356

30 Another example of a runover verb with a short dux: ob yap Eyaye l fivine’ 0bdt Wov:
nepi 8 &AMav gaoti yevéoOou. (I 4.374-375 and Od. 4.200-201).
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atép pv vdv ye ava avSpiv 'Ayapépvav

ftipnoev: Edawv ydp Exer yépag adtdg drodpoag. Il. 1.506-507

O¢ xai viv "AxiAfia o péy’ dueivova edta

Nripncev: Eddv yap Exer yépag adtde dmodpac. I1. 2.239-240

Violent enjambments are of three types: (1) the separation of clause-

introductory material; (2) the separation of an epithet and a noun; (3) the
separation of preposition and object (Higbie 51-57). Violent enjambments
are rare; there are none in my sample, and I do not expect to come across
any.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper I have demonstrated that runovers in Homeric verse can
be understood only if both the words preceding the runover (the dux) and
also those following (the comes) are taken into account. The four types
of runover (free, pendant, embedded, and orphan) must be distinguished,
since they play different roles in the formulaic system. Both embedded and
orphan runovers are bound to words with which they have no grammati-
cal relationship. Furthermore, the process of composing in molecules in-
creases the statistical occurrence of embedded runovers without increasing
the difficulty of composing in performance; the relevant repetition is not so
much the repetition of the particular enjambment, but the repetition of the
molecule, which in turn protects the enjambment. On the other hand, the
strong formulaic bond between an orphan runover and its comes demon-
strates the strength of the tendency to compose in whole lines, even when
there is a break in syntax. Runovers will be found primarily among adding
internal and necessary enjambments.

Analysis of particular cases may help to illuminate particular problems,
such as those touched on in section vi, and further study may reveal other
interesting cases, but the primary value of the approach must be the de-
scription of a fundamental technique of Homeric verse composition. Further
study should collect more cases, and should compare Homeric practice with
that in other dactylic verse, particularly Hesiod. In addition, it would be
interesting to investigate in the same terms what might be thought of as
the inverse runover: sentences beginning at the bucolic diaeresis.
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