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THE FORMULARITY OF THE
PLACE PHRASES OF THE ILIAD

WILLIAM MERRITT SALE
Washington University

When Milman Parry studied groups of formulae, his organizing principles
were usually syntactic and metrical rather than semantic. Noun-plus-epithet
was the preferred grammatical unit, and systems of formulae tended to be
based upon the same metrical shape. But occasionally the meaning of formulae
became the common factor: Parry studied noun-epithet formulae for the
ships, for example, and showed how extensive they were (how many metrical
and syntactical situations they covered), and also how economical (how very
seldom they overlapped).! Later Dorothea Gray examined the sea and the
helmet, and carried forward Parry’s work on the shield.2 Denys Page added
Hector, the Achaeans, the Trojans, wine, and the sky.3 These scholars nor-
mally continued to concentrate on the noun-plus-epithet formulae, and neg-
lected such structures as verb-plus-noun; but despite these lacunae the sets of
formulae were securely shown to be extensive and economical, and therefore
traditional. This helped make it possible to get a rough sense of the time
when a given essential idea was taken up by the epic tradition.

* | am immensely grateful to the following scholars for their criticism, suggestions and
encouragement: Carl Conrad, Alfred Holtzer, Jeffrey Rusten and Sarantis Symeonoglou of
Washington University in St. Louis, Diskin Clay of Johns Hopkins, Mark Edwards of Stanford,
Michael Nagler of California-Berkeley, Gregory Nagy of Harvard, Nancy Rubin of Georgia, and
Paul Vander Waerdt of Princeton.

I M. Parry, The Making of Homeric Verse (Oxford 1971) 106-117.

2 D. Gray, “Homeric Epithets for Things,” CQ 61 (1947) =G. S. Kirk, Language and Back-
ground of Homer (Cambridge: Heffer 1964) 55-67.

3 D. Page, History and Homeric Iliad (Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press 1959) 225-253.

4 For a critique of the principle of economy, see David Shive, Naming Achilles (Oxford
1987). For a full bibliography of formula studies before 1974 see J. Russo, “Homer’s Formulaic
Style,”in B. A. Stolz and R. S. Shannon, Oral Literature and the Formula (Ann Arbor: Center
for the Coordination of Ancient and Modern Studies 1976). Still fuller, but only partly published,
is Mark W. Edwards, “Homer and Oral Tradition,” Oral Tradition 1/2 (1986): 171-230. See also
J. M. Foley, Oral Formulaic Theory and Research (New York 1985). Recent work I have found
especially helpful includes J. B. Hainsworth, “Good and Bad Formulae,” in B. C. Fenik, Homer,
Tradition and Invention (Leiden 1978), and N. Austin’s Archery at the Dark of the Moon
(Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: Univ. Calif. Press 1975). Austin has an important discussion of
the formulae for “Odysseus™ and his family; but it is incomplete, since it does not cover, e.g.,
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In 1983, in the precursor of the present paper, I discussed the place-
phrases in the /liad, and urged that some were much more formulaic than
others and were therefore considerably older.> Then in 1984, I argued that we
could give a relative date for the entrance into the epic tradition of Olympus
and Ouranos as the divine home by comparing their formulae.¢ The Olympus
formulaic sets are far more extensive than the Ouranos sets, which seem to
have been adjusted to the Olympus sets after the latter evolved. Therefore 1
concluded that Olympus is the earlier divine home, at least in the epic tradi-
tion. I want now to return to the place-phrases of the /liad and the problem
of their relative dating.

My earlier discussion of these phrases was based on a somewhat unsys-
tematic analysis of the relative frequency with which an essential idea, such
as “to Troy,” or “in the Greek camp,” is expressed formulaically. In moving
now to a more precise formulation, I shall term the relative frequency of the
formulaic occurrences of an idea its “formularity,” to be expressed as a
percentage of all the occurrences. Thus, the essential idea “in the Greek
camp” is expressed 133 times altogether in the lliad. 115 of these use a
formula, for a relative frequency, a formularity, of 86%. Most of our place-
phrases show a formularity of 65-89%. One is a little higher; two or three are
dramatically lower.

This is an arresting fact, one with implications which this paper cannot
attempt to discuss completely. Mostly we must set forth the fact itself in a
systematic way, and offer a hypothesis which merely begins the discussion.
First, we establish that most of our ideas show a uniformly high formularity.
When Homer could employ a formula to express any one of these, he usually
did. This permits us to say that an idea which has low formularity is genuinely
deviant; and this can be verified by close examination of the ways in which
such an idea is expressed, as well as by statistical tests. Therefore when
Homer does not use formulae, there is something connected with the idea
which prevents him.

This is the fact; the hypothesis is that formularity is a measure not only
of the relative frequency of Homer’s employment of formulae, but also of the
number of formulae available to him when he composed the Iliad. High
formularity for a given idea means that formulae to express it were on hand
in abundance. Low formularity means that few or no formulae were available.
Of course Homer, in the course of his life, will have invented formulae:

verb-plus-noun combinations. I single out also A. Hoekstra’s wonderful volume, Homeric Modi-
fications of Formulaic Prototypes (Amsterdam 1965), J. B. Hainsworth’s seminal study, The
Flexibility of the Homeric Formula (Oxford 1968), and H. A. Paraskevaides, The Use of Syn-
onymns in Homeric Formulaic Diction (Amsterdam 1984).

5 At the meeting of the American Philological Association in Cincinnati; see APA Abstracts
(Chico: Scholars’ Press 1983) 37.

6 W. Sale, “Homeric Olympus and its Formulae,” 4JP 105 (1984) 1-28.



The Formularity of Place-Phrases 23

“available” means “available when the Iliad was composed,” not necessarily
“traditional.” As for why none were available—about that we shall speculate
briefly a little at the close.

Before we can make any comparisons, we must have criteria for what
we are to regard as formulaic. It is obvious that for our purposes the criteria
must include “phrases which express the same meaning,” since we are looking
for the formularity not of a line or a passage, but an idea. Of the 5 levels that
Joseph Russo distinguishes, the one that is most appropriate for the present
study is his first, the “verbatim or ‘straight’ formula, the exact repeat.”” We
can accept a few formulae on Russo’s level 2, where one of the terms varies.
But the variations will have to be slight if the essential idea is to be preserved.
The reader should keep this restriction in mind while perusing the lists of data
below: several phrases which seem formulaic must nonetheless be excluded.

The ideas under discussion in this paper cannot be expressed without the
use of at least one noun. When the noun is combined with an adjective, we
have our familiar “noun-plus-epithet” formula, and are on safe ground. Word-
groups which combine the noun with a verb, an adverb, or another noun are
almost as familiar. We can identify all of these as “full formulae.”® But when
we have only noun-plus-preposition or postposition, we may hesitate to speak
of formulae. How can the poet say what he wants to—e.g., ‘to the ships’—
without using a preposition and a noun? Therefore, only if the noun-plus-
preposition phrase occurs regularly at a certain position in the line—after the
trochaic caesura, say—do I grant it formulaic status. For such cases I use the
term “minimal formula.” I have also coined the term “semi-formula” for
doubtful cases—instances, say, where a phrase is repeated only once, and
soon after its first occurrence.

Before setting forth in greater detail the criteria for full, minimal and
semi-formulae, I wish to introduce two other concepts: the group of semantic
occurrences, and the formulaic set.® The group contains all references, for-
mulaic and non-formulaic, made by the poet to a given essential idea (person,
place, god, or thing) in a given grammatical case (or in another case if the

7 Russo (above, note 4). Russo’s Level 1 corresponds to Parry’s first definition (above, note 1,
p. 21). The other levels entail: (2) one variable term; (3) two variable terms (structural formula);
(4) single-term structural; (5) metrical word-types. To these 5 levels I should add M. Nagler’s
pre-verbal Gestalt.

8 In sets with proper names of gods and mortals, I count a single proper noun in fixed
position as a minimal formula. For, as one referee of this paper points out, “the noun-plus-
preposition cluster might be described as a phonetic word in the spoken language.”

9 The concept of a set, more or less precisely defined, is found in Parry, Gray, Page and
Paraskevaides (above, notes 1-4); I gave it fuller definition in 1984 (above, note 5). The term
“group” gives us a semantic domain, within which lies the formulaic set, the instances of verba-
tim repetition. Almost all the groups in Homer contain non-formulaic instances. These, of
course, may satisfy one of the other criteria for a formula indicated in note 7 above, but not
Russo level 1.
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other case is used to express exactly the same sense). A group need not use
the same noun—the set meaning “camp” includes both vni¢ and otpatdc,
for instance. A group may include two cases—the locative idea, for example,
usually expressed with the dative ending, sometimes employs the genitive or
accusative. The formula set is a subset of a group, and contains all formulaic
references to an idea; it contains only formulaic ways of saying a thing, while
a group contains all ways. Thus when we come to calculate formularity, we
can express this as the ratio of the occurrences in a set to the occurrences in a
group. Let us look at the set of locative formulae meaning “in the Greek
camp.”'0 It is convenient to begin with the subset of formulae which use the
word vnig in this sense.!!

In the right-hand column I give totals: (1) all the time vnusi occurs in
the /liad with the appropriate sense; A the non-formulaic instances of vnuoi
meaning, “in the Greek camp;” (2) the totals for viiecot, with two full for-
mulae; (3) véeoot, with one; and (4) ve@dv, with three.!2 At the end [ put the
grand totals, and the percentage of full formulae (61%), minimals (26%),
semi-formulae (7%), and non-formulaic instances (7%). Eventually we shall
have to make a decision as to how to group these four categories to calculate
formularity; for the moment we can simply present the percentages for
each one.

(1) vnuot: total 154x; non-locative-camp 62x;
locative camp 92x
A. locative-camp non-formulaic 4x

10 See also B. Alexanderson, “Homeric formulae for ships,” Eranos 68 (1970) 1-46. Alexander
arranges the formulae according to meter and case, and he naturally includes the Odyssey, so
that his picture looks somewhat, though not vastly, different from mine. He finds more instances
of violation of the law of economy than I (pp. 41-43): for example he cites vnuoiv éni yAagupfjoty
and ’Apyeiov napd vnuciv as overlapping. As he himself points out, however, a formula meaning
“Achaean ships” cannot invariably be substituted for one meaning “ships™, though of course
there will be overlaps. My own tables were constructed before Professor Edwards drew my
attention to Alexanderson’s careful study, so that the two sets of data can be used as a check
against each other. All the discrepancies I myself have detected can be attributed either to my
stress on meaning rather than case, my not including the Odyssey, or to the fact that I remain
chiefly on Russo level 1; it is regrettable that lack of space precludes detailed discussion of each
discrepancy here.

Il Since it may seem odd to speak of vnig as meaning the Greek camp and not the ships, we
can say that vnig denotes a ship, but in the plural, in context, and (usually) with a preposition, it
connotes the camp. The reference of vnig is the ship, the sense of the phrase is “the Greek
camp.”

12 The reason for giving so detailed a breakdown is to make it easier for the reader to check
the statistics. Occasionally, as under vn(e)@v below, where the number of total instances is much
vaster than those for all locative-camp instances, formulaic and not, I have not given the larger
total. It is not possible to defend all choices as to what is non-formulaic or semi-formulaic, but I
have given the line number in each case.
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B. locative-camp formulae
a. Full formulae!?
1. Hephthemimeral caes., vowel éni viuoiv "Ayaidv 6x

2.

[ QR I SN V]

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Hepthemimeral caes., consonant:
Tapa vnuoiv "Ayat®dv

. Trochaic caesura: Botjg ¢ni vnuoi

. Penthemimeral caesura: koiAfjg éni vnuoi
. Second foot: vnuaiv ént npdpvnot

. Second foot:

viuely v -« v @KuTépoloLy

. Trithemimeral caes., cons.:

TAPQ VIUOL KOPAVIOLY - v v = v

. Trithemimeral caes. vowel:

g¢ni viiuol v - - movtomdépoloty

. Trithemimeral caes. cons.:

TPl VVGL v - - TOVIOMOPOLOLY

Trithemimeral caes. cons.:
napa vnuoi v« - - - v Bofjov

First syllable: - &ni vnuot Botiot
First syllable: - mapa vnuoi Bofjot
Initial: viyuoiv énl yAagupijowv
Initial: "Apyeiwv tapd vnuoiv
Initial: vuotiv €n’ "Apyeiov
Whole line:

¢v vnuoiy kéatar BefAnpuévol ovtapevol te

b. Minimal formulae

(¢ni, mapd at the trithemimeral caesura)

¢. Semi-formulae (1.26, 1.305, 7.29, 13.69, 13.778)
(2) vijeoot: total 26x; non-locative-camp 18x;
locative-camp
A. Locative-camp-non-formulaic

88x
55x

2x
4x
4x
4x

2x
8x
Ix
Ix
1x
4x
1x
7x
5x
2x
3x

28x
5x

8x
0x

(cf. 9)
(cf. 8)
(cf. 2)

(cf. 2)

25

13 “Hepthemimeral caes., vowel”, means, “after the hepthemimeral caesura, the formula itself
beginning with a vowel.” An initial vowel creates a different metrical situation from an initial
consonant. The reader will observe that in this set, ¢ni and napa are, in effect, synonymous; in
other sets, dva and xatd. I have employed the old-fashioned terminology rather than Frinkel’s
system because the latter, though inherently clearer and more precise, is less well known. I hope |
may be forgiven the neologism “trithemimeral™; I am unable to find a substitute that sounds
consistent with the other terms employed.

A few of the formulae below occur with variations which pose problems as to whether or
not they should be counted: alongside 'Apyeiov tapd viuoi (3x) we have "Apyeiot and "Apyeioug
napa viuai (I1x each). I have elected to include such variants among the total instances wherever
the meter and locative sense remain unchanged and exact repetition occurs at least once.
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B. Locative formulae 8x
a. Full formula: 4x
1. After first foot (complementary to
vnuoi formulae):

2v vijeooL KOPAOVIGL TOVTOTOPOLGL 2x
2. Initial (complementary): keito yap &v vijeoot 2x
b. Minimal formulae (¢v viiecou after the first foot) — 2x
c. Semi-formulae (13.742?, 15.603) 2x
(3) véeoou: total 9x; non-locative-camp 3x; locative-camp ~ 6x
A. Locative-camp, non-formulaic (15.409, 15.414) 2x
B. Locative formula 4x
a. Full formulae
1. after trochaic caesura with vowel 4x
(complementary to vnuoi!): éni npdpvnot véeoot

b. Minimal formulae 0x
(4) vn(e)®v total locative-camp 11x
A. Locative-camp, non-formulaic (9.708, 24.141) 2x
B. Locative formulae 9x
a. Full formulae 6x

1. Hephthemimeral caesura (overlaps 1Ba2): 1x (cf. 4Ba)

vn@v év dydvi
2. Trochaic caesura (overlaps 1Ba3):
vedv év Aydvt v - - 3x
3. Trithemimeral caesura (complements 1Ba7-10): 2x
npondpoilfe vedv dpbokpatpdwv
b. Minimal formula

(yy001L vndv after the Bucolic diaeresis) 2x
¢. Semi-formula (9.232) 1x
Total locatives for “at the ships”

(lines 1 plus 2 plus 3 plus 4) 117x
Full formulae (61%) (total of lines Ba) 69x
Minimals (26%) (total of lines Bb) 32x
Semi-formulae (7%) (total of lines Bc) 8x
Non-formulaic (7%) (total of lines A) 8x

This set exhibits elegantly the fundamental Parryan principle of exten-
sion: on almost every conceivable metrical occasion, Homer has a formula at
hand to express the idea, “in the Greek camp.” Parry’s other basic concept,
that of economy, can be equally easily seen: only two of these formulae could
replace another, those marked “overlaps” under 4Bal and 4Ba2.!4 And this
may be the result of intentional slight semantic variation: the reference of

14 The fact that formulaic sets, like Parry’s formulaic systems based on formula-type (above,
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4Bal and 2 is the congregation of ships, rather than the shore alongside (see
also note 10).

These phrases meaning “at the ships™ are the commonest way to say “in
the Greek camp”; the other way is to use the word otpatdc.!s It is useful to set
out the otpatdg formulaic set here, then give the grand totals for vnig and
otpatdg. For the percentages scarcely alter: it becomes clear that when Homer
mentions being in the Greek camp, he almost always does so formulaically.

1. otpatdg total 46; non-locative-camp 30x; locative camp 16x
A. Locative-camp non-formulaic Ix
B. Locative-camp formulae 15x

a. Full formulae 6x
1. Trochaic caesura cons.: katd GTpaTOV £0PLV "AYaLDV 4x
2. Trochaic caesura vowel: Gvd oTpatdv £0pLV 'Ayoidv 2x
b. Minimal formula (&va, katd at the trochaic caesura) 8x
c. Semi-formula Ix

2. otpatd locative occurs 4x. One place does not refer to the Trojan plain.
One place is non-formulaic and appears in the total below. Twice we have the
formula dpiotar évi otpatd—but this is not a formula meaning “in the
Greek camp.” Hence I have not counted it one way or the other.

Grand total vn¥g and otpatdg 133x
Full formulae (56%) 75x
Minimals (30%) 40x
Semi-formulae (7%) 9x
Non-formulaic (7%) 9x

I have presented this elaborate set—or pair of subsets—at length in
order that readers may see, not merely what is meant by “formulaic set,” but
what an example of a really elegant set looks like in detail—how many
metrical possibilities are covered, and with what economy. The set contains
29 different formulae, just two of which may be guilty of overlapping. It is a
thing of beauty, and if Parry’s arguments are right, it must be very ancient.!®

note 1, p. 17), also display economy and extension is very striking. Sets and systems are not
based on the same criterion. The decisive criterion for a system is metrical, while that for a set is
semantic; and I do not see any logical necessity that economy and extension, if observed by one
criterion, should be observed by the other. Since in fact they are, what is suggested is that the
poets learning their trade will have memorized both sets and systems, and learned only what was
useful. They doubtless did not do this entirely by rote: they learned patterns; and they generated
formulae as they memorized them. (Cf. A. Lord, The Singer of Tales [Cambridge: Harvard 1960]
20-37) And in the end they had extensive and economical sets and systems at their command.

15 It may appear surprising that &v xAtcinot is not included. But so far as I can see this
phrase always refers to the buildings themselves, not the encampment, and indeed usually means
the shelters of a single chieftain.

16 The conclusion that the set is ancient does not tell us anything about the age of any
individual formula. In this respect the set somewhat resembles a Saussurean system of differen-
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We can now proceed to set forth with greater rigor and detail our criteria
for “formula” and “formularity.” Full formulae must:

1. Consist of or contain a repeated word-group. Word-groups must in-
clude at least: verb plus noun, adjective plus noun, adverb plus noun, noun
plus noun.

2. Occupy the same position in the line each time they are used. Repeated
word-groups occupying different positions are counted as different formulae
(#3 below); word-groups never repeated in the same position are on the whole
not counted as full formulae at all (except as under #4 below).

3. Be counted as different formulae if they undergo Hainsworth-alteration
(separation, expansion, modification, displacement).!” By employing this cri-
terion, we can show the extensiveness of the formulaic set, the number of
metrical needs it fills.

4. Appear at least twice in the same position; or be a Hainsworth-alter-
ation of a full formula which satisfies this condition. (Several formulae in the
vnuati set occur only once in the /liad; 1 have indicated that they are separa-
tions, displacements and modifications of phrases occurring more than once.)
A phrase occurring twice or even three times, each time in a different posi-
tion, is counted as a semi-formula.

5. Be allowed to count as members of different sets only if they occur
at least twice in each set. This can only happen, of course, if a formula has
two different meanings: eig "Thiov ipnv “to Troy-city” and “to the Troad,”
for instance.!8

Minimal formulae are phrases which occur in a fixed or preferred posi-
tion and consist of only a noun and a preposition or postposition: e.g., £ni,
nopa vnuoi at the trithemimeral caesura. Lacking fixed position, these can-
not count as formulae, since they are frequently no more than a perfectly
ordinary way to express the idea.

Semi-formulae are doubtful cases. The following is a list, not so much of
criteria for a category, as of reasons to doubt:

ces without positive terms (Course in General Linguistics, trans. Wade Baskin [New York 1959]
120).

17 Hainsworth (above, note 4). Modifications which do not affect either the position of a
word-group in the line, or what can come before or after, I do not count as different formulae. In
no sense am I consciously engaged in significant intellectual disagreement with Hainsworth,
except perhaps on very subtle problems. As will be seen in 4 below, word-groups which appear in
different positions will count as formulae, provided—and here I differ in procedure from Hains-
worth—they also appear twice in a given position. In making this proviso, I have elected to be
more conservative simply to reduce the chance of counting what may be accidental. None of the
Troy-city locatives are affected by this proviso; without it we might possibly have a Troy-city
motion-from formula (below, p. 36, lines 21.563 and 24.329).

18 The usual meaning is “to Troy-city,” but in /liad 11.196 and 15.169 Iris descends from Ida to
the battlefield, not the city, yet goes eig “Ihiov iprjv. Naturally one could argue that this is
synecdoche, or that eig means “towards;” but the connotation of the phrase is the Troad, and I
feel that it therefore belongs in the “to-the-Troad” set. Similarly Odyssey 11.86 and 19.293.
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1. Phrases used only once in a given set, and with an unusual meaning,
which belong naturally to a different set with a different meaning: “IAiov
elow with locative meaning, for instance (/liad 24.145)."°

2. Repetitions that only occur close to one another in the text and thus
may be deliberate echoes: 8.505=8.545.

3. Whole lines repeated once which seem too specific to be freely usable
as formulae: 2.809-10=8.58-59.

4. Repetitions occurring only in long repeated passages which appear to
be deliberate echoes (e.g., the Descent of Hera and Athena in /lliad 5 and 8).

5. Phrases repeated only in significantly different forms (e.g., xata dotv
gélpeba, kata dotv GArjuevar).20

6. Phrases repeated only once, in a different position.

Formularity is calculated by adding the occurrences of full and minimal
formulae and stating the sum as a percentage of the total occurrences. This
means, in effect, that the semi-formulae are classified with non-formulae. In
the chart which follows, however, I keep “semi-formulae” as a distinct cate-
gory. The reader needs to be able to see that if our criteria for “formula” were
altered so as to allow some or all of the semi-formulae to be considered
formulaic, at least two of the phrases on the chart would still be significant-
ly deviant.

Our criterion for “formula” and “formularity” can now be used to classify
the place-phrases of the lliad: the Greek camp at the ships, the battlefield, the
Troad itself, Olympus, and Troy-city. The chart on page 31 gives a summary of
the totals. Each row, from 1-21, represents a semantic group of all the occur-
rences of an idea, formulaic and otherwise. Column J gives the total number of
occurrences: on line | we record the fact that the idea “motion-to the Greek
camp,” is expressed 147 times in the /liad. Column A gives the number of
times the idea is expressed in a full formula; column B the number of min-
imals. Column C then totals A and B, while column D gives the percentage
for column C; the rest are self-explanatory. In the rows I have included

19 The line must be translated “announce to Priam in Ilion.” It is possible that the choice of
phrase is affected by Bdok’ 161 in the previous line; but in context it is far safer to acknowledge
the locative sense.

It follows from this criterion that whether a phrase is formulaic may depend on its belong-
ing to one set or another: “formulaic set” helps to define “formula,” just as “formula™ helps to
define “formulaic set.” This is not really circular, though, because both “set” and “formula”
depend upon the same independent criterion: a formula is a repeated word group expressing the
same essential idea, a set is a// the repeated word groups expressing the same idea.

20 This example is important because it means “huddle in Troy-city.” I feel that it is not fully
formulaic for several reasons. It not only sounds different, but, much more importantly, it has a
different syntax in each appearance. And it is one of several phrases meaning “huddle in(to)
Troy-city™; see above, note 10. Homer seems to be in the process of making formulae. But to be
on the safe side, in making my totals (p. 34) I have counted the example cited in the text both
ways, once as semi-formula and once as full formula.
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Olympus and the Troad in both lliad and Odyssey, since some of the figures
for these ideas in the lliad alone may appear uncomfortably small. But they
are here to support the formularity of the Iliad figures; in the statistical
comparisons only the lliad is considered.?!

Let us look first at the motion-to groups. Here are all the places in which
the main narrative of the /liad is set, and the totals of all the times the poet
speaks of going to those places. We observe a consistently high formularity,
of 72% to 86%, for all our motion-to groups. The formularity is indeed
uniformly high: the difference in formularity among the sets is not significant
statistically (see Statistical Appendix). The average formularity for all the
lliad occurrences in the Motion-to groups is 77%: 261 Iliad total occurrences
in column C divided by 339 lliad total occurrences in Column F. Thus when
Homer wanted to say “to a place,” three times out of four he would use a
formula—a formula as we have rigorously and indeed narrowly defined it.
Moreover, the sets of formulae display the Parryan features of economy and
extension. This is especially evident in the two largest sets: each has over 20
different members, and only one or two formulae per set which overlap.
Unless Parry and his followers are wrong from start to finish, the ideas which
make up these two sets are part of the old traditional poetic vocabulary, used
long before Homer. The other three sets are probably as traditional. They
have fewer members, 9-11; but then the ideas are expressed less often. Their
ratio of formulae to occurrences is even higher than “to Troy” and “to the
Greek camp.”

Granted, it comes as no surprise that the epic tradition said “to Troy”
and “to the Greek camp” and so on. How else could it have talked about the
battles on the Trojan plain? We are stating quantitatively what we already
know. But in so doing, we are observing also a correlation between extension-
economy and formularity. We are seeing that if an idea is indeed traditional, it
is expressed by Homer in a formula most of the time, and that this is uni-
formly true of the Motion-to groups. It is natural therefore to suppose the
converse: if an idea shows high formularity, tF . reason is that it was expressed
in formulae before the composition of the Iliad. In order for Homer to use
such a wide range of formulae—at least 9 for every one of these ideas—such a
high percentage of the time, he had to be drawing from pre-existing sets.

If this is so, we naturally wonder about other ideas, ideas not on the
chart, which we feel on different grounds to be ancient: the names of the great
gods and familiar mortals in the nominative case, for instance. These names
entail some complexities which cannot be set out in detail here, but they
reveal a formularity comparable to what we have seen. There are 11 divine
figures who are mentioned more than 20 times. Their average formularity is

21 The groups and formulaic sets for all the ideas in the chart except for Olympus are given on
pp. 24-26 above and 33 and 36 below, and in the second appendix. Most of the data for Olympus
can be found
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84%. Aphrodite, with 27 occurrences altogether, is 100% formular; Athena,
with 241 total occurrences, is 98%; Hermes (37) 97%; Thetis (28) 96%; Apollo
(121) 93%; at the lower end, Hephaestus (36) is 64%; Ares, (50) the lowest, is
38%. (Perhaps Ares, the Thracian, is a relative newcomer to the epic tradi-
tion.) There are 21 mortals who are mentioned more than 20 times; they have
an average formularity of 82%. Of the more important figures, Odysseus and
Achilles are each 86% formular; Diomede and Menelaus 95%, Agamemnon
95%, Penelope 98%; at the lower end, Hector is 64% and Meriones 63%. Of
the two peoples mentioned more than 20 times the Achaeans, under their
three names, are 919% formular, the Trojans only 50%; none of the Trojan
formulae are used more than a few times, while most of the other figures and
people have three or four regular recurring formulae (such as nédag dKvg
AyiAlelg, E0kvnuideg ’Ayatoi). Whatever the significance of this, the fact we
are interested in now is the average formularity: 84% for the gods, 82% for
the mortals, 82% for all figures (including peoples) in the nominative case.
Our place phrases are obviously very similar.2

Let us turn now to the locatives. First we examine the first three ideas on
lines 8-11 and note the uniformly high formularity: 85-89 percent. Probably
such precise uniformity is accidental, and the slightly lower formularity in
lines 12 and 13 is not significant. (Statistical tests will bear this out.) We have
approximately the same uniform formularity that we found in the Motion-to
groups, and on the ground of extension and economy we can argue for
approximately the same high antiquity for the ideas. Again we say that the
high formularity is due to the fact that these formulaic sets antedated the
Iliad. We might have expected this: after all, if one goes to a place, then
surely one will be in it. But this turns out not to be not at all sure: it works for
other places, but not for Troy-city. One goes to Troy with formulae; but line
14 reveals that we usually do not use formulae to say that one is in it. The
divergence between line 14 and the preceding 13 lines will pass any appropri-
ate statistical test: this idea does not belong to the same traditional popula-
tion (see the Statistical Appendix).

Before attempting to assess the meaning of this phenomenon, let us look
at the situation upon which it is based. The Troy-city locative group includes
occurrences of the words dotv, téiig, “Thiog, ntdrig, mopyot, Tpoin, and
telyog in the meaning “Troy-city™

to question. For my criteria, see note 39 below. The word nediov provides two problems which
persuaded me to leave it out of consideration here. Many of its formulae are partitives of nedioto
and mean “motion-through.” We have no comparable partitive sets within our Greek-camp and
Troy-city groups. And nedie, which shows almost no full formula, has two strong candidates for
the minimal formula, such that the choice between them is arbitrary.

23 1 set forth some of these data at the meeting of the American Philological Association in
San Antonio; see APA Abstracts (Decatur, Georgia: Scholars Press 1986) 108.
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A. Full formula: xata dotv péya IIprapoto 2x
B. Minimal formulae: xatd, ¢va ntéAiy after trochaic caesura 6x
C. Semi-formulae: Sx
1. kata dotv €ilo—see note 20—(18.286, 21.225, 24.662) 3x

2. "Thov glow (24.145) 1x

3. ¢v Tpoin evpein (24.774) 1x
D. Non-formulaic 21x
1. katd dotv in occurrences other than above?4 7x

a. Trithemimeral caesura (22.1, 22.394, 22.433) 3x

b. Hephthemimeral caesura (6.287) 1x

c. Final: (22.049, 24.703, 24.740) 3x

2. Other 14x

[Ny

5.686: £&v moAel Ouetépn, £mel ovK dp’éuerrov Eywye
6.364: dig kev Ep’évtoobev noilog katapdpym Edvia
7.345:3 Tpoowv adt dyopn vévet Ihiov év moAel dxpn
8.131: «xai v ke ofjkacbBev katd "Thiov 1jOTe dpveg
8.517: «xnpukeg 8’dva dotu Siipirot dyyerdviov
13.764: oi 8’¢v teiyel £oav BefAnpévor odtdpevoi te
18.287: 1 oV nw kekOpnobe éedpévor Evdob mipywv
21.295: mpiv katd 'TAoé@L kAvta Teiyea Adov Eé€hcat
22.85:  1eiyeog £vtog Edv, unde Tpdpog I0TAco TOVTE
22.237: teiyeog Eelbely, GALot & €vtoobe pévouot
22.299: aAX’O pev év teiyer, éug 8’éEandtnoev "AO VY
22.478: apgdtepor, ov pev év Tpoin Ipidpov katd ddpa
24.67:26 @iktatog €oke Beoiol Bpot@dyv, ol év 'Ihie eioiv
24.707: &g £pat’ ovdE Tig aVTOD’ €vi TToAel Ainet® dviip

I have quoted the above non-formulaic instances so that readers can
evaluate the data for themselves. It may be that Semi-formula 1C should

24 Naturally I do not count as phrases meaning “in Troy-city” those meaning “through the
city” (e.g., ava dotu 3.245, 6.505; kata dotuv 24.327). But [ have counted cases were katd might
be translated “throughour the city” as well as “in the city.” Similarly—and this is especially
appropriate to 7.345 in the list below—1I do not count phrases referring to parts of the city except
in synecdoche.

25 The phrase év néAet dxp in final position occurs also in 6.88, 297 and 317. In these three
places it is a formula for part of the city, not the whole. Formulae for such parts present a special
problem which cannot be considered here, since they must obviously be compared with the large
number of non-formulaic phrases for parts of Troy. Note that év moAer dkpn is a minimal
formula, since the adjective is defining, not descriptive—and certainly not ornamental: you
cannot say what you mean, “Troy’s acropolis,” without it.

I have put line 7.345 among the non-formulaic locatives for Troy-city solely because of the
word 'Iriov preceding &v méArer dkpn. This noun allows the whole phrase including it to mean
“In Troy-city.”

26 Cf. the phrase toi ’IAigp &yyeydaotv (2x), itself a formula, meaning “Trojan.” The single
word 'ILi@ cannot be counted as a minimal formula; but in the full formula meaning “Trojan” it
cannot be counted as non-formulaic either. Hence [ omit it.
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count as a full formula. It appears twice in the same position after the
trithemimeral caesura, once as katd dotv éApeba and once as katd dotv,
GArpevar. On its third appearance it is modified (see above, note 20). The
following totals are given for both counting the phrase as a formula and not
counting it; even when we do count it, the percentage of full formulae is very
low. (In the accompanying table and in the statistical analysis I do indeed
count it as a full formula, in order to be absolutely safe.)

Totals: 34x
Full formulae (6%) 2x
Minimal formulae (18%) 2x
Semi-formulae (15%) 5x
Non-formulaic (62%) 21x

Counting ClI as a full formula:

Full formulae (15%) S5x
Minimal formulae (15%) 6x
Semi-formulae (6%) 2x
Non-formulaic (62%) 21x

The reader who works through the large formulaic sets for “motion to”
and “in” the Greek camp, or even the smaller sets for “on the battlefield,” and
“to the Troad,” will be struck by how meager the Troy-city locative set feels.
As we move to a clear statement of the meaning of this fact, we should keep
in mind how astonishing it is. There is just one certain full formula, and it is
an extension of another formula not used in a locative sense, dotv péya
Ipiaporo. The semi-formula”Iiiov gicw is not properly locative, but motion-
to; the semi-formula év Tpoin edpein really ought not to refer to the city.
There is no formula which was invented to say “in Troy-city”; and the semi-
formulae seem to attest to the lack of a pre-existing formula with the right
meaning. Moreover we feel that formulae could have been coined easily. The
fourth citation on page 11, for instance could have been xatd “TAtov vepdeo-
cav; and so on.?’ The facts are startling; but readers can satisfy themselves
that they are the facts. Both statistically and from personal inspection we are
struck by the difference between the way in which Homer says “in Troy” and
the way he says “to” or “in” any other place.

I have no theory as to why Homer did not coin many formulae for “in
Troy.” Presumably he did not feel the need. This may seem surprising: does

27 Actually we see indications that formulae are being forged. “Huddled in Troy” is not only
expressed by Semi-formula Cl on page 5, but occurs on page 12in 18.287 and 21.295 amidst the
non-formulaic occurrences. Note also the motion-to phrases, é¢ teiyog GAfjvon (Appendix 2,
p- 47) and the semi-formulaic eig dotu dhev (22.12, 47, 24.696); here too we feel that formulae
are coming into being. Similarly, kata dotv is struggling to find a fixed position at the tri-
themimeral caesura.
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not the high formularity of the other locatives and the motion-to phrases
show that Homer needed formulae to express these ideas? I do not think so.
The high formularity means only that if pre-existing formulae exist, Homer
will use them (perhaps adding a few to their number) most of the time. If
there were no pre-existing Troy-city locative formulae, Homer may have coined
the two or three we see, and thereby met his needs. And if there had been
pre-existing formulae, Homer would have used them, as he used formulae for
the other ideas we have looked at.

This means that when Homer was composing the /liad there were few or
no formulae available to him meaning “in Troy-city.” Since the implications
of this assertion may be very far-reaching, it is important to be clear as to
how we get to it. Three points are virtually certain. First, the idea “in Troy” is
not formulaic, is mostly not expressed in formulae, while our other ideas are;
and this difference is statistically significant. Second, the formulae for “to the
Greek camp,” “to Troy,” and “in the Greek camp”—the big sets—are tradi-
tional and indeed ancient; and the formulae for the battlefield, the Troad, and
Olympus are probably also old. Certainly all of these ideas were expressed
formulaically before the /liad was composed. Third, all these ideas exhibit
uniformly high formularity, while “in Troy” stands in marked contrast. It is in
order to explain this contrast that we advance the hypothesis that formularity—
the relative frequency with which Homer uses formulae—indicates what for-
mulae were available for him to use. “In-Troy-city” has a low formularity
because few or no formulae were available to say it.

The reader may feel that this rather complex argumentation is superfiu-
ous: if Homer uses few formulae for “in Troy-city” out of a reasonably large
number of times that he expresses the idea, clearly that is because he had no
formulae at hand. But we really do need the measure of formularity for the
other sets. It shows that when formulae exist, Homer uses them. It rules out
of court the supposition that there were numerous locative formulae, and
Homer happened by chance not to use them.

Is there no other explanation? Is there an aesthetic reason to avoid
formulae when saying “in Troy-city”? I can think of none. If “to windy
(sacred) Troy” is artistically satisfying, can there be any objection to “in
windy (sacred) Troy?” Was Homer perhaps a pen-poet who inherited most of
the Jliad, but an [liad without the occasions in which one said “in Troy”?
Those occasions are mostly the Trojan scenes themselves, and their scenes
contain plenty of formulae. Why would only the formulae for “in Troy”
be eschewed?

Let us look now at the motion-from groups. First, we notice that there is
much less uniformity among the groups referring to the camp, the battlefield,
the Troad and Olympus. “From the Greek camp” is the villain—as it is when
we compare it with “to” and “in the Greek camp.” Judging from the relatively
low formularity of the set, there must have been relatively few formulae in
existence for Homer to use. This is confirmed by the fact that the actual
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number of different formulae that Homer uses for this idea is only four.
“From Olympus,” which is said slightly fewer times in the /lliad, has eight
formulae; “To Olympus,” said 31 times in the lliad, has ten or eleven. Still,
there probably were some formulae in existence, or the formularity would not
have been as high as it is.

When we move to line 21, “from Troy-city,” the formularity drops to
zero. There are no formulae for leaving Troy.2¢ The formulaic tradition does
not speak of leaving the city, any more than it spoke with any frequency of
being in it. One can go to Troy with a formula, and does so frequently. But
motion-to need not imply motion-into, much less being-in or motion-from.
Let us examine the motion-from group more closely.

Troy-city motion from total 18x
A. Semi-formulae (33%) 6x
1. 2.809-10-8.58-59: 2x

5 n

ndoat &’ diyvuvto nohat, €k &’ £oovTo Aadg

nelol 8’ innfiéc 1e° mOAUC &’ dpupaydog dpwpet

This is too long and too specific to be freely usable as a
formula expressing the essential idea, “they left Troy™; while
¢k & €oovto Adog (not found elsewhere) does not mention
Troy or contain a word meaning “city.”

2. 8.505-8.545 (too close together) 2x
3. 22.413 nuhdov Aapdavidwv
(only once in “motion-from” sense) 1x
4. 24.383 katoreinete "TAtov ipnv 1x
B. Non-formulaic (67%): 12x

2.230 Tpoowv inttoddpwv & Triov viog drotva

3.263 1o 8¢ did Txardv nediov &’ Exov dkEag ITTovg

4.514 &g pat’ ano ntéAiog devog Bedc * avtap "Ayaiovg

6.393 Zxaiag, tf dp’ Eueihe dieiuevar nediovde

7.1 g einov nuréwv éEEoovto eaidipog “Extop
14.251 €nkeev *IMbBev, Tpoov toiv EEarandéag
21.360 doteoc éEchdoeie - Ti pot Epidog kai dpwyTg
21.563 pn p’ droagipdpevov ndliog nediovde vorion
22.237 1eiyeog £EerBely, dALoL §’Evtoobe pévovot
22.383 1 katadeiyovotv mOAy dkpnv 1008e nEGHVTE
22.417 é€elB6vta méANog ikéch Eni vijag "Axaidv
24.329 oi 8’énei obv nddiog katéPav, nédiov 8> dpikovio

28 Readers will think at once of such phrases as Aiov aineiviic and *Ihiov ipfig. But these
are either pertinentive (9.419, 686; 21.128), ablative of separation (6.96, 277), or partitive (15.215).
I do not know why Homer did not use these phrases in a motion-from sense. But it is not chance
alone, since chance is ruled out statistically as the reason for the fact that there are no motion-
from formulae.
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We have established, then, that there are few or no pre-Homeric formulae
for “in Troy-city” and none for “from Troy.” The formulaic tradition did not
say these things. But what about the whole epic tradition, formulaic and
non-formulaic?—for it is evident from Homer that not every time an idea is
expressed will it be expressed in a formula. Did no poet before Homer ever
say “from Troy”? Such an extreme view is surely very unattractive. What we
can argue is this: in the last few generations before the composition of the
Iliad, the oral poets did not frequently say “in Troy” or “from Troy.” If they
had, formulae would have developed.

That is as far as the facts so far examined will carry us. Naturally we
wish to take the next, highly tempting, step: pre-Homeric poetry did not say
“in Troy” frequently because it did not frequently place the action in Troy. It
did not say “from Troy” because, being rarely inside the city, it rarely had
occasion to leave it. This would mean that the bulk of the /liad’s Trojan
scenes—there are 33 in all—could safely be attributed to Homer’s own inven-
tion. Note that this does not mean that the Trojan scenes will be significantly
less formulaic than the rest. Hector’s helmet is just as bright, and the Achaean
chitons just as brazen, whether referred to inside the city or out of it. It
certainly does not make Homer a pen-poet who inherited the rest of the lliad.
It does mean that the parts of Troy which are not visible from outside will
lack formulae—and this is in fact the case.

There is not enough space here to defend this hypothesis at length, but
the argument can at least be adumbrated. It falls into two parts, textual
and historical.

Most of the “in Troy” and “from Troy” phrases occur in the 33 Trojan
scenes: the density is one every 46 lines for locatives in Trojan scenes, one in
1615 outside; one in every 96 lines for “from Troy” in Trojan scenes, one in
2423 outside. It is the existence of Trojan scenes which calls for the frequent
occurrence of Troy-city locative and motion-from phrases. If there are few
such phrases in a poem, it is because that poem has few Trojan scenes. But
the poets of the pre-Iliadic tradition did not have many such phrases: if they
had had them, formulae would have developed. It follows that there were few
Trojan scenes in pre-Iliadic poetry. We owe the bulk of the Trojan scenes to
Homer’s invention.

The only “in Troy” or “from Troy” formula which was designed solely for
this role is xata, dva ntéhv. Of its 6 occurrences, 5 come inside Troy, in
Trojan scenes. The chances are that this minimal formula developed precisely
because the increased frequency of Trojan scenes had led to an increase in

This is a good place to mention Calvert Watkins’ recent suggestion that we may have a
fragment of Trojan poetry: “and he came from steep Wilusa.” See “The Language of the
Trojans,” in Troy and the Trojan War (Bryn Mawr 1986) 45-62. If this phrase was an ancestor of
Homer’s, it went through several changes as it descended; for Homer speaks of "IAiov ainewviig
only in formulae for the city’s destruction, never for motion from.
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locative references. With Homer there came a multitude of Trojan scenes, and
the ensuing density of “in Troy” phrases; under such pressure, locative formu-
lae start to develop. The paucity of “in-Troy” phrases in the formulaic tradi-
tion shows that the pressure to create formulae did not yet exist; it did not
exist because Trojan scenes were not yet common.

We saw above (p. 32) that the formulaic set for the Trojans in the nomin-
ative was deficient, with low formularity and a still more surprising lack of
regularly recurring formulae. I am not, of course, suggesting that Homer
invented the Trojans—I think that “to windy Troy” can probably be dated to
as early as 1125, for instance, and the whole “to Troy” formulaic set took
generations, probably centuries to develop. But it does appear that Homer
refused to use the set of formulae for the Trojans that he must have inherited,
presumably because they did not say what he wanted to say. They may, as do
some of the infrequently occurring formulae we still possess, have described
the Trojans as arrogant, dyavoi; they may have made the Trojans warlovers,
@hontorepor. The composer of the Trojan scenes did not depict his Trojans
as haughty war-mongers, and he therefore had reason to eschew the tradi-
tional formulae whenever possible. This is speculative; but the hard fact that
the Trojans are strikingly deficient in nominative formulae demands an ex-
planation of some kind.

The historical argument is that Homer’s Troy exhibits features which
cannot have existed in real cities much before Homer’s time in the eighth
century.?® A temple, with a statue, on an acropolis, belongs to the eighth
century or later.3 Troy has not one, but two such temples, one for Apollo
({liad 5.446, 7.83) and one for Athena (6.297 etc.). It is very likely that these
features of Troy’s acropolis were modeled on contemporary life. Homer’s
Troy has fortification walls which surround the whole city and not merely the
acropolis. Though Mycenaean Thebes may have had such long walls, they are
very rare before 800 B.c.3! Homer’s more likely model is Old Smyrna, whose
wall dates from the late ninth century.32 Troy is a polis, governed not by Priam
alone but by elders, demogerontes, the bribery of one of whom, Antimachus,
made it possible for Paris to keep Helen and necessary for Troy to go to war
(liad 11.125). Such a city belongs to the eighth century or later. If so many
features of Homer’s Troy are contemporary, it is likely that most of the
material of the Trojan scenes will also be contemporary.

The conclusion that Homer is responsible for most of our Trojan scenes
is not, however the major result of our researches. More important is the

29 For Homer's date, see R. Janko, Homer, Hesiod and the Hymns (Cambridge 1982) 231.

30 See N. Coldstream, Geometric Greece (London: E. Benn 1977).

31'S. Symeonoglou, The Topography of Thebes (Princeton 1985) 19-23.

32 See A. Snodgrass, The Dark Age of Greece (Edinburgh 1971) 298; on 435 Snodgrass
advances the view that Homer’s Troy is contemporary with Homer. See also his Archaic Greece
(California 1980) 15-84.
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establishment of the concept of a formulaic set with statistically definable
features. With these we can make powerful inferences as to what phrases
Homer must have inherited and what he may have invented. Thus, the regu-
larly recurring formulae for Achilles,—ndéda¢ kg (30X), noddpxng diog
(21X), 8io¢ (34X), dxig (6X)—were not invented for the Iliad, which displays
Achilles running only once, and requiring on that occasion divine interven-
tion to overtake his competitor. But the sentence tagmv 8’dvopovoev "AyiA-
Aet¥c, recurring in final position 3 times, might very well be Homer’s creation.
With such a tool we can shed a great deal of light upon Homer’s individual
style; and we can uncover some of the artistic and even intellectual history of
the Greeks from 1250 to 750 B.C.33

33 “Intellectual history,” because in AJP 105 (above, note 6), I show how formulaic analysis
supports the view that the epic tradition placed the divine home on the terrestrial mountain
Olympus before locating it, first, in the remote sky and then, apparently, out of nature altogether.
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APPENDIX I: Statistical Analysis

I believe that the best way for readers to become convinced of the paucity of “in
Troy” and “from Troy” formulae is to work through the groups and sets set forth in
this paper. But the use of statistics as a check on the first-hand impressions is welcome,
and to this end I have consulted Professors Alfred Holtzer (Chemistry) and Edward
Spitznagel (Mathematics) at Washington University, and taken the excellent advice of
Professor Dee L. Clayman, of Brooklyn College, CUNY. Their patience, generosity
and lucidity are responsible for my being able to offer the following statistical results
in confirmation of the statements in the body of the paper.

The paper aims at establishing a fact—that certain ideas were expressed formu-
laically, and others not—and at offering a hypothesis, that at the time he composed
the lliad, Homer had available plenty of formulae for the one group of ideas, and very
few for the other. Statistics tests the hypothesis that all the ideas are uniformly
formulaic; it discovers no reason to reject uniform formularity except for those ideas
which in the paper appeared significantly non-formulaic—*"in Troy,” “from Troy,”
and—less clearly—"“from the Greek camp.”

We begin with the “Motion-to” groups. By my hypothesis, these should be uni-
formly formulaic: whether you are saying “to Troy” or “to the Greek camp,” the
percentage of formulae should be about the same. A chi-square test bears this out. We
form a table by simplifying lines 1, 2, 4, 6 and 7 on our chart on page 31. (We omit
“Troad [both]” and “Olympus [both]” from the calculation, since we are concerned
with the Iliad). We group together full and minimal formulae. Since “formularity,” as
I have defined the term, counts semi-formulae with non-formulae, we also naturally
group these together. In running statistical tests, however, we must recognize the
possibility that semi-formulae would turn out to be formulae if we had more evidence.
Hence we group semi-formulae both with non-formulaic instances, and with formulae.
Thus “to the Greek camp” has 115 formulae and 32 non-formulae by one reckoning,
127 and 20 by the other. All five lines taken together show 261 total formulae, 78
non-formulae, 339 total occurrences altogether by one reckoning, 283, 56, and again
339 by the other. The formularity for the total of the five lines is thus 77% (261 divided
by 339) or 84% (283 divided by 339). If the groups were absolutely uniform, we would
expect the same formularity for each idea. 77% of 147 total occurrences for the Greek
camp is 113.2. This is called the expected frequency; it deviates from the actual
frequency, 115, by 1.8.

The “chi-square™ figure in the following charts measures the total deviation of
each of the lines from the expected frequency: the higher the chi-square, the more
endangered is the hypothesis of uniformity. The phrase “degrees of freedom” as
applied to our test states the number of entries in our table which might vary without
affecting either the total number of occurrences for each idea we are considering or the
total percentage of formulae; it is one fewer than the number of lines. The more
degrees of freedom we have, the higher the chi-square can be without endangering the
hypothesis. The “P-value” states the probability of getting at least as high a value for
chi-square as we have obtained, given that the hypothesis of uniformity is true.
Statisticians are in general agreement that if the P-value falls below a certain small
number—say .05 or .0l—the hypothesis of uniformity should be rejected. If the
P-value is greater than .05, we have no reason to reject the hypothesis.
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Chi-square  d.f. P-value

Motion-to,

semi-formulae with formulae: 4,982 4 .28912
Motion-to,

semi-formulaic with non-formulae: 4.935 4 .29400

The probability that these groups are drawn from a population showing uniform
formularity is very good.3¢

A similar uniformity obtains in the Locative sets. Disregarding for the moment
the “In Troy-city” set, the Iliad shows 85% formularity among the Locative sets when
semi-formulae are grouped with non-formulaic instances, 93% when semi-formulae
are grouped with formulae. This is shown clearly by the chi-square tests. Again, we
omit “Troad (both)” and “Olympus (both)” since we are making comparisons within
the Iliad. We group semi-formulae both ways, as before.

First we omit “in Troy” and test the remaining groups for uniformity:

Chi-square  d.f. P-value
Locative, omitting “in Troy”,

semi-formulae with formulae 4.432 3 21844
Locative, omitting “in Troy”,
semi-formulae with non-formulae 2.063 3 .55935

This means that for the camp, the battlefield, the Troad and Olympus, the place
you are in does not affect the formularity of the locatives: it is uniformly high. Again,
however, the expected frequencies for three of our groups is lower than 5. If we
collapse all three, leaving a 2 x 2 table, we get particularly high P-values for
uniformity: .60368, semi-formulae with formulaic; 69.34, semi-formulae with non-
formulaic. Now let us include the group “in Troy™:

Chi-square  d.f. P-value
Locative, including “in Troy”,

semi-formulae with formulae 65.168 4 .00000
Locative, including “in Troy”,
semi-formulae with non-formulae 48.016 4 .00000

Collapsing does not alter the picture.

Uniformity is now overwhelmingly improbable—that is, the difference made by
including “in Troy” is highly significant. When Homer expresses the idea of being in
Troy, the formularity drops dramatically.

The Motion-from groups are harder to handle statistically, because the “from the
Greek camp” group also diverges, perhaps significantly:

34 Since one of the expected frequencies is less than 5, and since this may make the test
unreliable, we can check the results by collapsing “Troad™ and “Olympus.” We still have high
P-values: semi-formulae with formulae, chi-square 4.965, 3 d.f., P-value .17439; semi-formulae
with non-formulae, chi-square 4.992, 3 d.f., P-value .17760.
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Chi-square  d.f. P-value
Motion-from,
omitting “from-Troy”,
semi-formulae with formulae 9.099 3 .02800
Motion-from,
omitting “from-Troy”,
semi-formulae with non-formulae: 10.804 3 .01283

The relatively low figure for the P-value of uniform formularity here is obviously the
result of the rather low formularity of the motion-from-the-Greek camp group.

Chi-square  d.f. P-value
Motion-from,
including “from-Troy”,
semi-formulae with formulae 21.076 4 .00031
Motion-from,
including “from-Troy”,
semi-formulae with non-formulae: 35.129 4 .00000

Now that we have included the “from-Troy” group, the P-value of uniformity decreases
nearly 100 times, which is surely statistically significant. But for most of us who are
unfamiliar with statistical analysis, the qualitative fact is far more arresting. When
you wish to say “from the camp,” or the Troad, or the battlefield, or Olympus,
formulae exist. Even the idea “from the camp,” the least formulaic, has four separate
formulae. The idea “from Troy” has no clear-cut formulae at all.3s

35 My discussion of the chi-square test is based on accounts in Sidney Siegel, Non-parametric
Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill 1956) 104-11 and 175-79, and in
M. E. Bulmer, Principles of Statistics (New York: Dover 1979).
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APPENDIX 2: Formulaic Sets

Motion-to the Greek camp: (line 1 on p. 31)
(1) vijag total 168x; non-motion-to-camp 50x; motion-to-camp
A. Motion-to-camp non-formulaic3®
B. Motion-to-camp formulae
a. Full formulae
1. Bucolic diaeresis: vijag "Ayaidv
2. Hephthemimeral caesura: “to beside™:
napd vijag 'Ayatdv
. Hephthem. “to among™: katd vijag éicag
. Hephthem. “to”, cons.: koilag £ni vijag
. Hephthem. “to”, vowel: éni vijag 'Ayaidv
. Trochaic caesura with ppl.: kedaoBévteg kata vijag
. Trochaic no ppl.: Bodg éni vijog "Ayaidv
. Penthem. prep.: koikog éni vijag "Ayaidv
. Penthem. no prep.: kAioiog kai vijag "Ayatdv
. Second trochee: éni kAiciog kai vijag éloag
. Trithem. to diaeresis:
éni vijag 'Ayadv - v v - v
. Trithem. to Cy: éni vijag ébcoélpovg v v -
. Trithem. to end, “to beside™:
napd te KAloiog kai vijag 'Axaidv
. Trithem. to end, “to”, vowel:
¢mi te kAlolog Kal vijag 'Ayaidv
15. Trithem. to end, cons.: katd vijag 'Axat@dv YoAKOXLTOVOV
16. First trochee: Bodg éni vijag "Axatdv xalkoyltdvov
17. Initial to penthem., no verb: vijag éni yYAagupdg
18. Initial to penthem. with verb: dy éni vijog ipev
19. Whole line: pedyovteg vijdg 1€ kai ‘EAMjonovTov ikovto
b. Semi-formula (16.395)
¢. Minimal formulae (¢ni etc. at the trithemimeral caesura)
(2) véag total 6x; non-motion-to-camp 3x; motion-to-camp
A. Motion-to-camp, non-formulaic (13.101)
B. Motion-to-camp full formulae
1. Trochaic (with kAioiag): katd (noti) kAioioag te vedg Te
(overlaps 1 Ba 7)
(3) vnuoi total 154x; non-motion-to-camp 139x; motion-to-camp
A. Motion-to-camp, non-formulaic (18.7, 24.392)
B. Motion-to-camp formulae
a. Full formulae
1. Initial to trochaic (complements!)
vnuoiv ént yAaguprjowv

—_ O 0 00 NNV AW

——
w N

=

36 The instances are 2.150, 2.438, 5.165, 6.69, 8.149, 10.14, 10.336, 11.513, 12.

16.63, 19.3, 22.217, 24.298.
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118x
15x
103x
83x
1x (cf. 2)

Ix (cf. 1)
1x (cf. 10)
10x
6x
2x
14x
3x
Ix (cf. 1)
Ix (cf. 3)

4x
4x

4x

3x
3x
Ix (cf. 15)
19x
2x
3x
Ix
19x
3x
Ix
2x

2x
15x
2x
13x
7x
5x

7, 12,123, 13.31,
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2. Initial to trochaic, with verb (complements!) 2x
VMoV émiooebovTo

b. Semi-formulae (10.442, 12.411, 418, 13.1, 17.341, 708) 6x

(4) The semi-formulae pelaivdwv éni vnav (5.700) and
pet’ dydva véwv (20.33) as motion-to-camp 2x
Total vijag etc., motion-to 138x
Full formulae (67%) 92x
Minimal formulae 19x
Semi-formulaic (6%) 9x
Non-formulaic (13%) 18x

otpatov motion-to (line 1 on p. 31).

(1) Total instances of oTpatdv 46x
a. Not the Greek camp or army 12x
b. Direct object or motion-through 8x
c. Locative (cf. p. 31 above) 16x
d. Total motion-to-Greek-camp
(line 1 above minus lines a, b and ¢) 10x
A. Motion-to-non-formulaic (4.179, 24.566) 2x
B. Motion-to formulae 8x
a. Full formulae 4x
1. Trochaic, cons.: petad (katd) oTPaTOV EOPLYV "AYaLDV
(overlaps 1Ba7) 2x
2. Trochaic, vowel: éo0w oTpatdov edpuv "Ayoardv
(complements 1Ba7) 1x (cf. 1)
3. Trochaic, verb: 6 &’ é¢ otpatOV dYeT’ "Axaidv
(complements 1Ba7) Ix (cf. 1)
b. Semi-formulae (5.589, 10.325, 13.329, 24.112) 4x
Grand total vijeg and otpatov 148x
Full formulae (65%) 96x
Minimal formulae (13%) 19x
Semi-formulae (8%) 13x
Non-formulaic (14%) 20x

Battlefield motion-to (line 2 on p. 31)

1) néiepov total 51x; irrelevant 33x; motion-to-battlefield 18x
A. Non-formulaic (14.62, 15.533, 17.433, 17.487, 18.238) 5x
B. Motion-to formulae 13x

a. Full formulae: 5x
1. Penthemimeral: néiepov biorjvopa - =37 1x
2. After the first foot: é¢ noiepov noijceal 2x
3. Initial: obte mot’ ég nOAepov 2x
b. Minimal: ¢¢ néiepov after first foot 8x

37 1 count the phrase because it occurs four other times: twice in a somewhat different
meaning (once motion-from, see below Ap. 14); twice in 2.833 and its echo 11.331, which count
as minimals.
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2) nérepndvde total occurrences 18x
A. Non-formulaic (2.872, 11.683, 11.797, 13.298) 4x
B. Formulae: 14x

a. Full formulae: 10x
1. Initial: aGAX’ *Gpogv nérepdvde 2x
2. Initial: dtpOvov nérepdvde 3x
3. Initial: vicodpevov nohepovde 2x
4. After the first syllable: - fpuevar nérepdvde 3x

b. Minimal: néiepdvie after the trithemimeral 4x
(cf. &g moAepov after the first foot)

3) paynv total 28x; irrelevant 24x; motion-to-battlefield 4x
A. Non-formulaic (3.241, 15.59) 2x
B. Formulaic: trochaic caes.: paynv ég kvdidveipav 2x

Total battlefield motion-to 40x

Full formulae (43%) 17x
Minimals (30%) 12x
Non-formulaic (27%) 11x

Troad motion-to (lines 3-4 on p. 31) lliad Odyssey  Both poems

1. "TAwov total 69x 16x 85x
A. "Thov = Troy-city 61x 2x 63x
B. "Thtov = Troad, total 9x 13x 22x
C. Troad non-formulaic 0x 0x 0x
D. Troad formulae 9x 13x 22x

a. Full formulae 6x 9x 15x
1. Hephthem.: ei¢ "Irwov ipnv 2x 2x 4x
2. Penthem.: 8t¢ "Ihiov eicavéBaivov 0x 3x 3x
3. Init. to trochaic: "Ikiov gic ebnmwiov 3x 2x 5x
4. Init. to trochaic: "TAlov eig Gp’ EnecBar  1x 2x 3x

b. Minimal formulae:
£¢ "Ihwov after trochaic; 3x 4x 7x
"Ihwov eicw after Bucolic diaeresis

2. Tpoinv total 26x 9x 35x
A. Tpoinv = Troy-city 12x 1x 13x
B. Tpoinv = Troad, total 14x 8x 22x
C. Locative formula (cf. p. 48 below) 2x 0x 2x
D. Troad motion-to non-formulaic3# 3x 3x 6x
E. Troad motion-to formulae 9x 5x 14x

a. Full formulae 6x 5x 11x
1. Trochaic: kata Tpoinv épifwiov 1x 0x Ix (cf. 2)
2. Penthem. Tpoinv é¢pifwrov ikovio 2x 0x 2x
3. Trithem. to Hepth. Tpoinvéde kiov 0x 4x 4x
4. Init. to trochaic &g Tpoinv 003" adtig 2x 0x 2x
5. Whole line: iA8e6’ Ond Tpoinv nérepov
Opaciv dpuaivovreg Ix 1x 2x
b. Minimal formula é¢¢ Tpoinv initially 3x 0x 3x

38 The instances are lliad 5.773, 5.207, 24.346, Odyssey 1.210, 11.510, 13.248.
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Total for /liad alone 21
Full formulae (57%) 12
Minimals (29%) 6
Non-formulaic (14%) 3

Total for both poems 42
Full formulae (62%) 26
Minimals (24%) 10
Non-formulaic (14%) 6

Troy-city motion-to (line 7 on p. 31)

1. "Ihov total 69x
a. "Thiov = Troad (cf. above, p. 31 line B) 8x
b. “Ihiov = Troy-city: Non-motion-to 18x
c. "Thiov = Troy-city total motion-to

(line 1 above minus lines a and b) 43x
A. Motion-to non-formulaic (5.210, 22.17, 24.620) 3x
B. Motion-to formulae 40x
a. Full formulae 32x
1. Bucolic diaeresis “TAiov ipnv 2x
2. Hephthem., vowel: eig "Thtov ipnv 1x (cf. 1)
3. Hephthem., cons. tpoti "IAtov ipnv 5x
4. Hephthem., verb: Ond "TAtov NABe 4x
5. Trochaic, £¢¢ "TAiov eiAnAovbet 3x
6. Penthem., vowel bno "TAtov jvepdeccav 1x (cf. 1)
7. Penthem., cons. npoti "Ihiov jvepdecoayv 6x
8. Penthem., vowel, verb eig "TAtov eiAniovBet Ix (cf. 5)
9. Penthem., cons., verb npoti “IAiov d@rovéovto 4x
10. Init. to trochaic, verb &y gi¢ “IAiov AAOe 2x
11. Init. to trochaic, verb "IAiov eicavéfnoav 3x
b. Minimal formulae (rpoti "IAiov after penthem.;
"Thlov eicw after Bucolic diaeresis) 7x
¢. Semi-formula (7.20) 1x
2. dotu total accusatives 79x
a. Not Troy 9x
b. Troy-city locatives (cf. above, p. 31: lines A, Cl, D1, 8.517) 13x
c. Troy-city other non-motion-to 27x
d. Troy city total motion-to (line 2 minus lines a, b and c) 30x
A. Motion-to non-formulaic (10.348, 17.191, 18.255, 21.128?, 24.778)  5x
B. Motion-to formulae 25x
a. Full formulae 10x
1. Hephthem., verb, cons: npoti dotv dicchat 2x
2. Trith., npoti dotv péya 2x
3. Initial to trochaic: doaice mpoti doTv 4x
(and modification) (complements 1Bal0)
4. Initial to trochaic, no verb: dyoppov npoti dotv 2x
(complements)

b. Minimal formulae (npoti dotv at trithemimeral) 10x
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c. Semi-formulae (17.287, 17.419, 22.112, 47, 24.696)
3. néhv, néiivde = Troy motion-to
A. Motion-to non-formulaic (5.224, 6.86, 8.522, 13.820, 21.611)
B. Motion-to semi-formulae (6.41, 10.209, 410, 21.4)
4. norag = Troy
A. Motion-to non-formulaic
B. Motion-to full formulae:
I. Trochaic: moAag kai teiyea - -
2. Trith: Zxaidg te TOAG Kai eNyOV ikavev
5. teiyog = Troy
A. Motion-to non-formulaic (8.533, 22.56)
B. Motion-to full formula
I. Trith: &g teiyog v - - < drfjvan (and 21.536, a pun)
6. Tpoinv, Tpoinvée = Troy
A. Motion-to non-formulaic (6.207)
B. Motion-to full formula
1. Initial: jydyeto Tpoinvde (and modification)
7. ntéiv = Troy total motion-to
A. Motion-to minimal (Ono, noti after trochaic)
8. Other non-formulaic (2.786, 16.395)
Other semi-formulae (21.540)

Total Troy-city motion-to
Full formulae (53%)
Minimals (19%)
Semi-formulae (10%)
Non-formulaic (18%)

Battlefield locatives (line 9 on p. 31)

1) noAépe total 15x; non-locative 2x; locative
A. Non-formulaic locative (9.53, 18.106, 20.131)
B. Locative formulae
a. Full formulae:
1. Initial: obte not’ év moAépe
2. Initial: dvepeg év morépo
b. Minimals: &v moAépo after the first foot (cf. motion-to)

2) payn: total 16x; non-locative 8x; locative
A. Non-formulaic locative
B. Locative formulae:
a. Full formula, trochaic: pdyn évi kudiaveipy
b. Minimal: pdyn &wvu after trochaic

3) paymnv total 28x; non-locative 23x; locative
A. Non-formulaic (5.824)
B. Formulaic
a. Full formulae:
1. Trochaic: pdynv ava kvdiaveipav

5x
9x
5x
4x
5x
0x
5x
2x
3x
5x
2x
2x
3x
4x
Ix

3x
2x
2x
2x
Ix

101
53
19
11
18

13x
3x
10x
5x
2x
3x
5x

8x
0x
8x
4x
4x

5x
Ix
4x
4x
2x
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2. Whole line:

B 8 {uev dv te pdymv xoi dva kAdvov Eyyeiawv3® 2x
Total battlefield locatives 26x
Full formulae (50%) 13x
Minimals (35%) 9x
Non-formulaic (15%) 4x
Troad-locatives (lines 10-11 on p. 31) lliad Odyssey  Both poems
(1) Tpoin = total 19 11 30
A. Tpoin = Troy-city 3 0 3
B. Tpoin = Troad locative 16 11 27
C. Troad non-formulaic (Od. 1.355, 4.6) 0 2 2
D. Troad formulae 16 9 25
a. Full formulae 10 7 17
1. Trochaic: év(i) Tpoin edpein 1 2 3
2. Before Bucolic diaeresis: év(i)
Tpoin épifodrakt = v v =« 3 0 3
3. Before Bucolic diaeresis:
év(i) Tpoin ékag "Apyeog 1 1 2
4. Init. to penth: Tpoin év edpein 2 3 5
5. Init. to penth: adtod évi Tpoiy 3 1 4
b. Minimal (¢v(i) Tpoin
before penthemimeral): 4 2 6
c. Semi-formulae (//. 2.162, 178) 2 0 2
(2) Full formula: Tpoinv éptfodriaka 2 2
Totals for lliad alone: 18
Full formulae (67%) 12
Minimals (22%) 4
Semi-formulae (11%) 2
Non-formulaic 0
Totals for both poems: 29
Full formulae (65%) 19
Minimals (21%) 6
Semi-formulae (7%) 2
Non-formulaic (7%) 2

39 Doubtful; the meaning “through the battle and din of spears” may be preferable to “upon
the battlefield and through the din,” despite the preceding formula of motion. But the problem is
the same with many of the battlefield phrases; a translation “battle” is often defensible. In
general I have included as meaning “battlefield” only those phrases containing a preposition (£v,

£¢, xatd, dvd, éx), and phrases whose motion-from sense seems indisputable. Here | have been
guided by the presence of avd.
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Motion-from the Greek camp (line 11 on p. 31)

(1) vnav total 68x; non-motion-from-camp 45x;
motion-from-camp
A. Non-formulaic motion-from camp??
B. Motion-from formulae
a. Full formulae
1. Trochaic: peraivdov dnd vnodv
2. Penthem.: vn@v dno kai kAo1dov
3. Initial to Penthem.: §A0dv éx vnav
b. Semi-formulae (7.419, 15.601, 15.69, 16.87, 16.293)
(2) vedv total 40x; non-motion-from-camp 31x;
motion-from-camp
A. Non-formulaic motion-from-camp (8.490, 16.305)
B. Motion-from formula
1. Trochaic: vedv dno xai kAiclawv
Total motion-from camp
Full formulae (41%)
Semi-formulae (16%)
Non-formulaic (44%)

Battlefield motion from (line 12 on p. 31)

1) toréporo total 99x; not motion-from-battlefield 71x;
motion-from-battlefield
A. Non-formulaic (11.408, 12.249)
B. Formulae
a. Full formulae:
. Hephthemimeral: gpépov ék moAépoto
. Trochaic, cons: n6deg @épov ék morépoto
. Trochaic, vowel: épwifjoar toréporo
. Trithemimeral: gilov viov One€épepev morépuoto
. First syllable to hephthem.: éx moAéporo 9épov
. Initial: ¢€épepov noréporo
. Initial: pe0&ec®’éx morépoto
. Initial: niov £x moAréporo
. Whole line: dntov éx morépotro kai aivijg dniotijtog
b. Minimal: éx moAépouo final
2) noiépov total 24x; not motion-from-battlefield 17x;
motion-from-battlefield
A. Non-formulaic (6.480, 11.810, 21.598)
B. Formulae
a. Full formula: Penthem. toAépov kai dniotfirog?!

O 00N AW —

23x
12x
I1x
6x
3x
Ix
2x
5x

9x
2x
7x
7x
32x
13x
5x
14x
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(cf. 2BI)

28x

2x

26x
20x

Ix (cf. 2)
2x
3x
2x
1x (cf. 2)
3x
2x
3x
3x
6x

7x
3x
3x
Ix

40 The instances are 8.213, 8.533, 12.72, 13.57, 13.744, 14.46, 15.407, 16.267, 16.366, 19.360,

24.401, 24.681.

41 A case where only one instance of an obviously formulaic phrase occurs in a set, but where
it occurs in other sets (esp. accusative), and where the motion-from sense is in no sense awkward.

The line is /liad 5.348.
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b. Semi-formulae (3.428, 11.751, 12.123)
3) noAepov total S1x; not motion-from-battlefield 46x;
motion-from-battlefield
A. Non-formulaic (12.322, 13.225)
B. Formulae
a. Full formula: Minwv néiepov pbiotivopa (see note 37)
b. Semi-formulae (6.254, 13.250)
4) payfig total 70x; not motion-from-battlefield 58x;
motion-from-battlefield
A. Non-formulaic (5.35, 5.456, 5.763, 15.426)
B. Formulae
a. Full formulae
1. Trochaic, ppl.: payfig éx vootrjcavte
2. Trochaic inf.: payfg é€ drovéeoOar
b. Semi-formulae (2.391, 11.283)

Total battlefield motion-from
Full formulae (54%)
Minimals (12%)
Semi-formulae (13%)
Non-formulaic (21%)

Troad motion-from (line 13-14 on p. 31) lliad Odyssey
1. Tpoing motion-from total 4x 4x
A. Non-formulaic (Od. 1.327, 10.40?) 0x 2x
B. Full formula:
1. Init. to final:
éx Tpoing . . . Axaidv 3x 0x
C. Minimal formula: ¢x Tpoing
initially (cf. 1BI) Ix 2x
2. Tpoin®ev motion-from total Ix 6x
A. Non-formulaic (Od. 9.259, 11.160) 0x 2x
B. Full formulae: Ix 4x
1. penthemim.: TpoinBev iovteg Ix 3x
2. trith.: TpoinBev iwv 0x 1x
3. ’Inmé8ev non-formulaic 1x Ix

Total for Iliad alone
Full formulae (67%)
Minimals (17%)
Non-formulaic (16%)
Total for both poems
Full formulae (47%)
Minimals (18%)
Non-formulaic (35%)

3x

S5x
2x
3x

2x

12x
4x
8x
6x
4x
2x
2x

52x
28x
6x
7x
I1x

Both

8x
2x

3x

3x

7x

2x

5x

4x

Ix (cf.1)
2x

6

4

QN W OO r— = —



	Article Contents
	p. [21]
	p. 22
	p. 23
	p. 24
	p. 25
	p. 26
	p. 27
	p. 28
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31
	p. 32
	p. 33
	p. 34
	p. 35
	p. 36
	p. 37
	p. 38
	p. 39
	p. 40
	p. 41
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50

	Issue Table of Contents
	Transactions of the American Philological Association (1974-), Vol. 117 (1987), pp. i-vi+1-300
	Front Matter [pp.  i - vi]
	The Origin of the Puzzling Supplementals f x y [pp.  1 - 20]
	The Formularity of the Place Phrases of the Iliad [pp.  21 - 50]
	Aphrodite/Paris/Helen: A Vedic Myth in the Iliad [pp.  51 - 58]
	Penelope's Indignation [pp.  59 - 68]
	Sigmatism in Greek Poetry [pp.  69 - 84]
	The Development of the Chorus in Prometheus Bound [pp.  85 - 96]
	The Lysistrata as a Post-Deceleian Peace Play [pp.  97 - 104]
	Older Women in Attic Old Comedy [pp.  105 - 129]
	Pindaric Encomium and Isokrates' Evagoras [pp.  131 - 155]
	Ephorus and the Prohibition of Missiles [pp.  157 - 182]
	Virtus Effeminata and Sallust's Sempronia [pp.  183 - 201]
	Personality and Power: Livy's Depiction of the Appii Claudii in the First Pentad [pp.  203 - 226]
	Horace, Epistles 2.1.50-54 [pp.  227 - 234]
	Theoretical and Practical Astrology: Ptolemy and His Colleagues [pp.  235 - 256]
	Treading the Circle Warily: Literary Criticism and the Text of Euripides [pp.  257 - 270]
	On Cicero's Speeches (Post Reditum) [pp.  271 - 280]
	Toward a Typology of Interpolation in Latin Poetry [pp.  281 - 298]
	Back Matter [pp.  299 - 300]





