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HOMERIC DISCOURSE AND ENJAMBEMENT:
A COGNITIVE APPROACH

EGBERT J. BAKKER
University of Leiden

1. Introduction

The discussion of enjambement in Homer has since Milman Parry’s (1929)!
seminal article been a recurrent topic in the study of Homer as ‘oral poetry.” The
tendency in Homer for sentence end to coincide with verse end was made by
Parry into a basis on which Homer could be differentiated from the unequivo-
cally literate hexameter pocts Apollonius of Rhodes and Virgil. The difference
in versification between Homer and the later poets was explained by Parry in
terms of the oral compositional technique of which the Homeric style is the
product or at least a strong reflex.

Most authors agree that in Homer the end of the verse coincides more
frequently with the end of a linguistic unit (‘sentence’) than in Apollonius or
Virgil or any literate poet.2 Yet on the other hand they have to concede that
Homer does indeed contain many cases where the ‘sense’ is not completed by
the end of the verse and where we have to admit, accordingly, a case of what
Parry called ‘necessary enjambement.” A popular and, indeed, attractive maneu-
ver is to attribute such stylistic subtleties (by oral standards) to the sophis-
tication that we have to recognize in Homeric poetry anyway. But in doing so,
we implicitly apply to Homer the same standards as to literate poets, which
reduces ‘orality’ to a mere limiting factor (from an aesthetic point of view),
from which Homer’s genius could free itself so well. Moreover, we imply that
the concepts with which Parry worked (‘complete thought,” ‘idea,” and espec-
ially ‘sentence’) are self-evident and uncontroversial in oral poetry studies,
which they are not.?

In this article I intend to do something that should be done, in my opinion,
before we attribute anything to Homer’s literary or stylistic genius. This is the
appreciation of Homer’s style as primarily an oral style. Of course, there is

1 T will cite from the collected writings (A. Parry, ed. [1971]).

2 See Lord (1960: 54; 284), M. W. Edwards (1966), Kirk (1966), G. P. Edwards
(1971: 93-99). The strong coincidence of metrical and linguistic units (on which
see also Visser [1987: 31-32]) was formulated by Peabody (1975: 4; 141-43) in
terms of the ‘enjambment test for orality.” According to the enjambement test,
independence of the linguistic expression of verse end should not, or very
seldom, occur in an oral style.

3 One piece of criticism of Parry’s statistics (Clayman & Van Nortwick [1977]),
for example, was apparently motivated by a different conception of ‘sentence’
from that of Parry. The critique has been sufficiently refuted (Bames [1979]), but
the confusion remains.
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nothing controversial, even something trivial, in calling Homeric style ‘oral.’
But still I believe that many scholars who have studied Homer in terms of ‘oral
poetry’ have not gone far enough, in that they kept applying, whether or not
implicitly, the linguistic standards of written language to Homer. In this article
I will accept the ultimate linguistic and cognitive consequences of what it
means to speak about oral poetry. To do this, I will resort to modern linguistic
research on orality outside the sphere of Homeric philology or even oral poetry.

The second purpose of the article is the reexamination of ‘enjambement’ in
Homer in the light of the linguistic properties of oral language use. By adopting
a functional linguistic and discourse-oriented point of view, I shall try to show
that even in cases where there is enjambement by all standards used hitherto, the
end of the line is still a clear boundary between linguistic units, so that it is
preferable to suppress the term ‘enjambement’ altogether. This second purpose
amounts to providing a linguistic and cognitive basis to Edwards’s (1966: 122—
37) justified attempts to look for a ‘break in sense’ even in the ‘harshest’ cases
of enjambement.*

2. The production of oral narrative

Many of the scholars who have worked on Homeric style, whether or not in
connection with enjambement, have noticed the kind of feature of that style that
can be dealt with in terms of ‘adding’ (Parry), ‘cumulation’ (Kirk) or some such
characterization.’ The cumulative nature of the Homeric style is intimately
connected with the less harsh of the two types of enjambement which Parry dis-
tinguished and which he called ‘unperiodic’ (after Dionysius of Halicarnassus):®
verse end in Homer frequently falls between a clause and a phrase which is in
some way in apposition to it, either a participial or a prepositional or some
other expanding phrase, for example:

) *H, xal Meicavdpov piv 4o’ innev doe yopale,
Sovpi Bardv mpdg otiifog. (A 143-44).

The participial phrase is a non-essential extension of the preceding clause, so
that the enjambement it creates is considered not to be very strong. But
‘cumulation’ also applies, as I shall argue, to many of the cases of Parry’s sec-
ond kind of enjambement (‘necessary’ enjambement), in which verse end falls
between constituents that seem to belong closely together, for example:

2) Alag 8¢ KAedPovrov 'Oikadng éropovooag
Lwov Ehe, Pragbévia xatd xAdvov. (IT 330-31).

4 Edwards (1966: 122-23): “actual overlapping of sense seldom occurs; one
whole component unit of the sentence and the sense has normally been ex-
pressed, and (thanks to the case-endings) even its relationship to the remaining
parts is generally fairly clear. Thus there is little difficulty in comprehending the
sense of a word-group, and in forming an idea of its place in the sentence, even if
(for instance) the subject and its modifiers occupy the first verse and the verb and
its object fall into the second; or vice versa.”

See also Chantraine’s ‘construction appositionelle’ (Chantraine [1953: 12ff.]).

6 Kirk (1966) uses the term ‘progressive,” which is more in line with the linear
additive organization of the discourse than Parry’s primarily stylistic term.
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In this example, the linguistic break between {wov €\e and BAagpBévta is
similar to that which coincides with verse end in (1), while the verse end in (2)
seems to separate essential parts of one and the same clause (subject + object
and verb) from one another.

‘Cumulation’ in Homer has been discussed mainly in stylistic terms. This
reflects the dominantly literary approach, in which the Homeric text is seen as
static, a finished product. When we take orality seriously, however, we have to
look at Homer as a dynamic, ongoing process. Recent research in oral language
use makes this new perspective possible; it allows us to deal with Homeric
discourse in a cognitive framework, in which we approach linguistic expres-
sions from the point of view of the cognitive processes of the narrator, not from
the point of view of the standards applied by a reader.

In a series of articles, the linguist Wallace Chafe (1980, 1982, 1985, 1987,
1989) has elaborated the point that speakers normally do not produce their
utterances in an uninterrupted flow of words and sentences. Instead, spoken lan-
guage is produced in a series of ‘spurts of vocalization’ (Chafe 1987: 1). These
idea units (or intonation units), as Chafe calls them, have the following proper-
ties (1985: 106): (1) they have a single coherent intonation contour, often with
a falling pitch at the end effecting a sense of closure; (2) they are often preceded
and followed by hesitation phenomena; (3) they may be complete, independent
clauses, consisting of a verb and (a) noun phrase(s), but they may also be
chunks of information that are syntactically dependent on other units; (4) they
are relatively short, about seven words, but often less.

Chafe hypothesizes that what he calls the fragmented nature of informal
speech, appearing in the concatenation of idea units, reflects the cognitive
limitations of the human organism. Active consciousness, or the amount of in-
formation that a person can focus on at any one time, is severely limited, as
experimental data on short-time memory suggests (Miller [1956]). As a result,
the total amount of information of which a story consists can be processed by
an oral story-teller only in small chunks at a time, and this would seem to be
reflected in the fragmented linear organization of the discourse in idea units.

One of the consequences of Chafe’s findings, as well as of related research
in conversation analysis, is that the concept of ‘sentence’ loses much of its
importance when we are dealing with ongoing language production. When what
we call the typical sentence-final falling intonation can occur at the end of any
idea (intonation) unit, even when the syntax has not been brought to
completion, it is not so clear anymore what a sentence is. If sentences have any
function at all in ongoing speech and narrative, it is a function that is
independent of the cognitive constraints that result in the linear organization in
idea units (Chafe [1987: 46-47]). This appears from the fact that sentences in a
text are very uneven in length and may also vary in length from speaker to
speaker. Instead of being related to the productive aspect of texts, sentences may
be seen as the result of a speaker’s decisions as to the presentation of a
narrative; they are thus a matter of rhetoric, or style, rather than of the cognitive
activation of idea units in the speaker’s mind.

As a major component of the rhetorical articulation of texts, sentences tend
to be more prominent in writing than in speech. Contrary to speaking (and
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hearing), writing (and reading) are activities that are less determined by cognitive
constraints. A writer is very often in a more leisurely position than an oral
narrator; consequently, the text he produces has a more edited, integrated quality.
Sentences in formal written texts are presented as integral wholes, and the way a
writer begins a sentence is often indissolubly linked with how he envisages the
completion of what he has begun. Thus the fragmentation of speechcan be op-
posed to the integration of writing.”

An example of the edited, integrated nature of writing as opposed to the
fragmented nature of speech is a sentence like “And then she went faster in that
class than in the beginning class.” In Chafe’s (1989: 4) data, this sentence was
orally produced as a succession of three idea units:

3) a. ...and then she...went faster.
b. ...in that class,
c. ..you know than in the...beginning class.

The speaker realized the first idea unit as a complete clause, with the appropriate
sentence-final falling pitch (indicated by a full stop in the transcription). The
second idea unit was added, as an afterthought after a full pause, to the first, its
non-falling pitch signalling that more was to follow; the third unit, finally,
brought the utterance to its end, being connected to the second one by the
typically English idea unit linking device “you know.”

The typically fragmented organization of ongoing speech in idea units has
its own syntax, which differs considerably from formal educated written
language, where the emphasis is more on the text produced than on the pro-
duction itself. Two aspects of the syntax of ongoing speech are relevant for my
purpose: (1) the devices used for the linking of idea units and (2) the loosely
connected status of noun phrases and adverbial phrases with respect to the clause
to which they belong. In section S below I shall explain what I mean by the
second aspect; we will now deal with the first one.

Idea units with clausal properties (i.e. with a verb and [a] noun phrase[s])
may be connected to each other by a number of linkage markers, of which and
in English is the most neutral and the most frequent (Schiffrin [1987: 150];
Chafe [1989: 10-11]). In a grammar describing formal, ‘perfect’ sentences, and
may be described as a coordinating conjunction linking clauses that are situated
on the same syntactic level, thereby yielding complex sentences.? In the gram-
mar of spoken language, on the other hand, and serves as a linking device

7 Notice that the distinction between integration and fragmentation is related to
but by no means identical with that between writing and speech. Writing tends to
be more integrated than speech, but it has its less formal varieties. Likewise,
speech is typically fragmented, but it has many genres, ranging from informal to
formal (see now Martin [1989: 11]). Especially oral poetry may be highly
premeditated and ‘rehearsed.’ In work currently in preparation (Bakker: in prep. A)
I address the tension between conscious design (‘rhetoric’) on the one hand and
orality (‘cognition’) on the other in Homeric poetry. In the present article I am
exclusively concerned with ‘cognition.’

8 On the level of (logical) semantics, and signals that when the one of the
component clauses is ‘true,” the other is true too. This is what in propositional
logic appears as the logical relation ‘conjunction’ (&), see Allwood et al. (1977:
32), McCawley (1981: 16).
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between two clausal idea units, ranging in function from an empty space-filler
between two vocalizations? to a continuative (progressive) connective signalling
that the following idea unit is more than just a rewording of the previous one
(Chafe [1989: 11]). In narrative the relation between two idea units linked by
and is most often a temporal one, but this is not due to and itself: as a
maximally neutral element, the particle just signals that there is a relation of
some kind, without further specifying it.

The application to the Homeric style of the concept of the fragmentation of
oral narrative into idea units has, I think, an immediate appeal. And the aban-
donment of the syntactic concept of ‘sentence’ in favor of the idea unit has
important consequences for the discussion of enjambement. The fact that many
citations from Homerists can be given whose wording closely resembles that of
Chafe!® may suggest that the theory of oral narrative production is a statement
in theoretical terms of what classicists have always felt intuitively about the
adding and cumulative style of the Homeric poems. In the remainder of this
paper I shall try to work out this statement. In section 3 below I address the
phenomenon of clause linkage in Homer in terms of idea units. Sections 4 and
5 deal with enjambement in Homer within the cognitive framework of oral
narrative production. This discussion ignores to some extent the technicalities
of the production of the verse; these will be dealt with cursorily in section 6.

3. Clause linkage and idea units in Homer

One of the features of the Homeric style that most clearly agrees with mod-
ern data on oral narrative is the linkage of short syntactic cola by 8¢. The
occurrence of connective particles like 8¢ is a constitutive part of Parry’s
definition of ‘sentence,” the concept which underlies all the discussions of
enjambement in Homer: what 8¢ introduces is, for Parry, a new sentence.!! It
seems preferable, however, to describe 8¢ (in Homer, that is) as a linkage
marker between clausal idea units, signalling that there is some, as yet unspeci-
fied, relation between two linked units.!? What 8¢ connects are not so much
units that are a factor in the rhetorical articulation of texts, as the successive
ideas on which the narrator focusses while unfolding the story. The units linked
by 8¢ are quite short and often more than one of them go into one line:

4) 5 8¢ rtdv’ Ehe 8¢ oxfntpov moyv, Piy 8¢ OHpale (T 416)

9 In Beaman (1984: 57), and in spoken discourse is denied the status of
coordinator on these grounds.

For example, Parry’s (1971: 253) definition of ‘unperiodic’ enjambement:
“...the sentence, at the verse end, already gives a complete thought, although it
goes on in the next sentence, adding free ideas by new word groups” (emphasis
mine), or Kirk (1976: 152): “...any simple and paratactic narrative is cumulative;
each new piece of information, as the story proceeds, can be envisaged as being
heaped upon its predecessor.”

11" Parry (1971: 253): “I define the sentence as any independent clause or group
of clauses introduced by a co-ordinate conjunction or by asyndeton.”

12 It should be noted that the function of 8¢ in later Greek (e.g. in cultivated
Attic prose) is quite different: in breaking up the text into meaningful units, it
does s};ﬁrve a rhetorical, text-structuring purpose (which I discuss in Bakker [in
prep. B]).
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Furthermore, the fact that they are on the whole of equal length, as is shown in
the following passage, strongly suggests that they are connected with the flow
of ideas in the narrative rather than with conscious presentation. In other words,
their length is cognitively determined, not rhetorically or stylistically:

5) “Extop 8’ ¢ dxéwv obv tedxecv GAto yapale,
néAlov 8’ d&éa Solpa xatd orpatdv Pyeto mavrn,
dtpovev poyxéoachar, Fyepe 8¢ gdhomv aiviv.

o1 8’ éAerixOnoav xai évaviior otav 'Axaidv,

‘Apyeior 8’ Etépobev éxaptivavro @drayyas.

Gaptovln 8¢ pdym, otav 8’ dvtior- év §° ‘Ayapépvoev

npdrog Spove’, ¥0eAev 8¢ modd mpopdyecBor andviwv.
(A 211-17).

Most often, the units linked by 8¢ are short narrative cola, between which a
temporal (sequential) relation exists. But the relation need not be a temporal
one. As a maximally neutral linking device, 8¢ in Homer simply marks the
progression of one idea to another,!3 also in cases where English and in a (non-
oral!) translation is impossible:

(6) A pé v poi 11 xiBoro, xaoiyvnrog 8¢ toi eipt. (H 48)14

The minimal condition for the use of 8¢ seems to be that the second of two
units linked has to be more than just a rephrasing of what is stated in the first:
8¢ is a progression marker.!> When the second of two coordinated word groups
is a restatement of the first, and both express one and the same mental image,
ki or te have to be used, instead of 8é:

™ Sppa piv Abc Av xai déeto iepdv Auap (A 84)16
otf 8¢ ywbE épumdv xai épeicarto yeipl maxein A 355).

(8) 360etd T RéAog ox1bevtd Te naoar dyviai (B 388)17
oi 8’ énel odv fiyepBev ounyepéeg 1° éyévovio (A 37)

These examples consist of two different statements of one and the same idea.
Consequently, I would analyze them as one idea unit, which may be introduced
in the normal way by &¢.13

13 See also the treatment of 8¢ in Ruijgh (1971: 128), who uses the term
‘transitive’ to characterize the transition from one ‘fact’ (as he calls it) to
another. Compare Apollonius Dyscolus’ characterization of 3¢ as a cOvdeopog
petaPatixde.

Cases like this one have been treated by the ancient grammarians under the
heading “6 8¢ d&v1i 100 ydp,” because a causal relation between the two clauses
seems to obtain. This may be true, but the relation is not therefore actually
exgressed by &é.

15 See also Chafe (1989: 11).

16 Compare the equivalent case eig 8 xe vijag édgoéAuovg apikn(t)ar / dop
NéAog xal ént kvépag iepdv ¥AOn (A 194, 209).

17 When the second member of the linked pair contains new information, 8¢ is
used instead of te: voero &’ Aéhog, teté{ecto 8¢ Epyov 'Ayardv (H 465).
Notice, however, that the vulg. has te.

18 See also Ruijgh (1971: 131), who analyzes xai as coordinating clausal con-
stituents within the scope of units linked by 8é. Ruijgh's terminology and
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4. Homeric enjambement and the idea unit

Units linked by 8¢ in Homeric Greek (like those linked by and in oral
English narrative) have clausal properties, that is, they consist of minimally a
verb, very often accompanied by subject and/or object constituents. Such basic
clauses!® have by their very nature a sense of completeness. This is why Parry
does not speak of enjambement when verse end falls between two clauses linked
by 8¢€.20 Instead, he uses ‘enjambement’ for those situations where a verse
opens with a non-clausal phrase which is in some way syntactically related to
what precedes in the verse before. The enjambement is ‘unperiodic’ or
‘necessary’ according to the degree of grammatical closure that is reached at the
end of the preceding verse.2!

Now in an analysis in terms of idea units this conception is quite
drastically altered. In this analysis we are not thinking anymore in terms of a
complex sentence that occupies more metrical space than just one line.
Approaching the problem from the cognitive, text-productive side, we have to
think in terms of a mental picture and its verbalization. The narrator focusses on
the various aspects of this picture, thereby producing a series of idea units. The
grammatical and semantic relatedness of these units reflects the coherence of the
mental picture. The written, edited correlate of such a series of idea units is the
sentence, but the fact that Homer is materially a written text with sentence
articulation (appearing in punctuation in our modern printed text) should not
induce us to think that it is conceived in the way written texts are. The non-
integrated, fragmented quality of the Homeric style is highly indicative of oral
narrative, and the term ‘enjambement,” even in its softened, ‘unperiodic’ sense,
should be suppressed as long as the end of the verse can be reasonably shown to
fall between two idea units. To get an idea of what I have in mind, consider the
following passage:

) avtap "AAéEavdpog, 'EAévng mdéorg nixdporo,
Tvdeidn ¥m t6€a titaivero, mowpévi Aadv,
otAAN xexAtpévog avdpoxpnte éni topfe
“IAov Aapdavidao, madood dnpoyépovtog. (A 369-72).

conceptual framework are different from mine, but the two accounts, as far as
Homeric Greek is concerned, are essentially the same.

19 Cf. Dik’s (1978: 15) term ‘nuclear predication’ (“by ‘nuclear predication’ we
mean the application of a predicate to an appropriate number of terms functioning
as_arguments of that predicate”).

20 However, he speaks of necessary enjambement when the clause introduced by
8¢ is, syntactically, the main clause of the subordinate clause in the preceding
verse (as in A 57-58: ot 8’ énel odv fiyepBev opnyepéeg v’ éyévovio / toict &
avictépevog petéon mddag dxdg 'AxiAiedg). This practice, however, amounts
to a misjudgment of subordination (and hence of apodotic 8¢) in Homer: the
‘main clause’ (tolot &’ &viotdpevog xtA.) that allegedly completes the thought
begun by the preceding subclause, is in reality a fresh clausal unit which is
a%ended to what precedes in the normal way by &¢.

Of course, the distinction is to some extent subjective. See also Kirk (1976:
150).
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This passage can be effectively analyzed as a succession of 8 idea units, 2 per
line, unfolding a coherent mental image, rather than as an extended sentence
occupying 4 lines. The first unit is a mere name (avtdp "AAEEavSpog). The
name, standing on its own, functions as what may be called a topic-shifting
device which directs the attention of the narrator and the hearer from one warrior
in the battle to another: it mentions the participant in the narrative about whom
the poet is going to say something. Owing to the force of avtdp, the unit
effects a boundary in the discourse.?2 In functional linguistic terms, we may call
it a theme.?> More on ‘themes’ in the Homeric fragmented style will be said in
section 5 below.

The second unit, "EAévng ndoig Mbxdpoto, is added to the first as a
qualifying phrase in apposition. From the point of view of the production of the
verse, however, the function of the unit is to optionally extend the name
"AAéEavpog to the end of the line. This is the first instance we encounter of
the interaction of the production of idea units with the production of the verse.
In this case the former is in service of the latter.

The first unit of the next line (Tvdeidy #m 16Ea Titaivero) is the clausal
element of the whole. By all standards used hitherto, this line is a case of neces-
sary enjambement, since the alleged subject of the clause CAAEEavSpog), is
expressed in a line in which the verb does not occur.? However, in my opinion
the thematic constituent "AAéEavdpog is not a necessary constituent at all:
being a syntactically detached constituent, it stands outside the clause proper,
and Tvdedn €m 16&a titaivero is perfectly complete without it. Thus, line
369-70 should not be read as “Alexandros aimed his bow” but as “Alexandros,
(...), he aimed his bow.” Consequently, there is no enjambement here. In sec-
tion 5 I shall say more about the special status of noun phrases like
"ALéEavdpog in Homeric discourse and its consequences for the study of
enjambement.

Line 370 is rounded off with the appositional phrase nowpévi Aodv. This
expression belongs to the stercotyped phrases with which the space between the
bucolic diaeresis and the end of the line may be filled. The function of these
phrases is to enable the poet to reach under all circumstances and in an easy way
the end of the line when the end of a unit has, metrically, a dactylic closure and
falls at the bucolic diaeresis. An other example is Sovpi goewvd (0&ET Sovpi)
with verbs of killing or wounding (see Visser 1987: 80-82; Bakker &

22 Notice, incidentally, that in later Greek this is precisely a major function of
O¢: whenever a transition from one clause to another is connected with a shift
from one topic in a narrative to another, 8¢, and not xai, is the connective
particle. See further Bakker (in prep. B).

Theme constituents are noun phrases or adverbial elements (subclauses or
participles) that are syntactically detached and placed before their main clauses.
Nominal ‘themes’ effect, in introducing a new referent into the discourse, a topic
shift; adverbial themes effect, in marking an incision between two action
sequences in a story, a paragraph break. See further Bakker (forthc.).

23 Kirk (1976: 150) addresses a similar case: & pou éyav, & té pot Zoapnndéva,
piltatov &vdpav, / poip’ vmd Matpdxiow Mevorriddao dapfivar. Like the
case under investigation here, the first verse ends with an apposed phrase
(pidtatov avdpav) between which and the following line a pause (in sense as
well as in sound) is conceivable, while the syntax of the sentence goes on.
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Fabbricotti: fc.).25 The cognitive load connected with these standardized, verse-
closing units is so low that we might consider comparing them, not to Chafe’s
idea units themselves, but to the vocalization/hesitation phenomena between
them (like you know in English). The point of this idea is that when the poet is
producing mowévi Aadv or some such expression, he is already planning what
comes after.

The next two lines are instances of Parry’s unperiodic enjambement. From
the point of view of sentential syntax, they contain the typically Homeric
extensions of the basic clause: ‘circumstantial modifiers’ in the form of particip-
ial and prepositional phrases. Grammatically, the sentence could stop before or
after any of them, and this is why the enjambement is ‘unperiodic’ (or
‘progressive’). In the analysis in terms of idea units, however, the two lines are
not so much an extension of a sentence already begun, as additions to the
mental picture: while shooting at Diomedes, Paris is seeking cover behind the
gravestone on the tomb of Troy’s founder Ilos. The completion of the picture is
vocalized in four idea units on which the narrator focusses successively.

The first of these units (cTNAn kxexApévog) is a participial phrase of a
type that is very frequent in the first half of the verse (see also ex. (1) above);?
it may be characterized as an afterthought to the preceding clausal unit, express-
ing the circumstances under which the action reported took place. The following
unit (avdpoxpnte ént tOuPw) is a prepositional phrase of a common formu-
laic type?’ that specifies the place where the gravestone stands on which Paris
leans. The third and fourth units (“IAov Aapdavidao, Tadaiod dnpoyépovtog)
continue the associative chain,?® by mentioning the person to whom the tomb
belongs and by providing a verse-filling apposition such as EAévng mooig
noképoto in 1. 369, respectively.

25 Sometimes the stereotyped closing unit is as complete clause: ninte 8¢ Aadg,
wpto & &bt

6 The well known placing of middle choriambic participles in ‘runover’ posi-
tion at the beginning of the verse, a usage with obvious ‘versifying’ relevance,
is a special case of this type. It is one of Russo’s (1963: 242) more convincing
examples of the ‘structural formula.’

7 This type consists of.the following structure: adjective (or noun) +
preposition + noun (or adjective). The expressions have in common that the
dative singular ending of the adjective/noun before the preposition stands in
hiatus (see Bakker 1988). Examples are: ébocéipe évi vni//, ebEéote évi
Sippw//, péyn évi xvdraveipn//, @ évi oixe/ / etc. It is interesting to note that
prepositional expressions in the first half of the verse consistently display a
different structure: noun + preposition + adjective, whereby the (dative or

enitive) ending of the noun suffers correption (e.g. nétpn €¢° VYMAR, viiow év
apeipvte, yain év dAlodanfl). Note that this verse-initial type has the same
rhythmical pattern as vijag &t yAagupdg and similar expressions in which cor-
reption does not occur. An example of both types in one line is Hes. WD 599,
1QpQ &v edael xai Evtpoxdie év alef.

2% Note that the tomb of Ilus is in the peripheral consciousness of the narrator,
since it is mentioned some time before (l. 166: map’ “Ilov ofipa TaAaiod
Aapdavidao).
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Thus instead of being one complex integrated sentence,?? the passage
discussed falls apart in eight successive idea units, which together vocalize the
various aspects of one coherent mental picture:

(10) . But Alexandros,
. the husband of Helen of the fair hair,
. to Tudeides his bow he aimed,
. the herdsman of the soldiers.
. leaning on the gravestone,
on the man-made tomb,
g. (that) of Ilus the son of Dardanus,

h. the elder of the people.

0

o

"o oo

Of these, the units b. and d. play most clearly a verse-technical role; in requiring
little cognitive energy, they might, as I suggested above, be compared to the
hesitation/vocalization phenomena between significant idea units in oral speech
or narrative. These phenomena (often simply a pause) fill the space in which the
speaker/narrator plans ahead for the subsequent discourse. To speak of
‘enjambement’ in this case is useless in so far as the narrator is not designing a
sentence but deploying a mental picture.

5. Left-and right-dislocation

In Parry’s terms, the ‘enjambement’ in the passage discussed in the
previous section is ‘unperiodic’3® in the sense that the sentence in question
could have come to an end before the enjambing verse. In this section I discuss
cases where two seemingly essential constituents of one and the same ‘sentence’
fall in two different verses. These are cases of what Parry called ‘necessary’
enjambement.

Informal oral discourse tends to have simple and small constituents as the
direct complements (subject, object[s]) of a verb in a clause. Very often, these
complements are as simple as unstressed personal or demonstrative pronouns.
The reason of this tendency is twofold: (i) highly complex noun phrases may
diminish the ease of processing of utterances, and hence impair an effective
communication; (ii) oral discourse tends to be context-bound in that it is con-
tracted between people who share a great deal of situational knowledge: there is
often no need to use full names or noun phrases, as the addressee understands
anyway who or what is meant by the speaker, even when a pronoun is used.

Equally often, however, simple pronominal reference is not sufficient (or is
not considered sufficient by the speaker). A full noun phrase has to be used in
those cases, but the crucial feature of oral discourse in this respect is that this
constituent is not made a part of the structure of the clause in question. Instead,

29 For example, the one in Rieu’s translation (p. 207): “But now Paris, the
husband of Helen of the lovely hair, drew a bow on Tydeides the great captain,
leaning for cover against the columns on the mound which men of a bygone age
had made for their chieftain, Ilus son of Dardanus.” Notice especially the inte-
grated quality of the translation of the last two verses (“leaning for cover...”):
here the difference with Homer's fragmented units is greatest.

30 Except for the ‘necessary’ enjambement between 11. 369 and 370.
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it is placed either before or after it; this is called ‘left-dislocation’ and ‘right-
dislocation’ respectively. The L/R-dislocated element is ‘represented’ in the
clause by an unstressed (as in English) or even bound (clitic) pronoun. This
strategy is entirely in line with the fragmented nature of the speech process as
opposed to the integrated nature of edited writing: in planned written discourse,
the most complex noun phrases may function as the direct complement of the
verb, forming complex, integrated clauses. In unplanned speech, the L/R-
dislocated element may be seen as a separate idea unit, uttered before or after the
concomitant clausal one.

Left-dislocated noun phrases that are uttered, as separate idea units, before
the clausal unit to which they properly belong, are called themes.3! An example
of a L-dislocated theme was avtdp 'AAEéEavdpog in ex. (9) above. The basic
function of themes is to specify the ‘domain’ (universe of discourse) within
which (or the entity about which) the subsequent clause(s) say(s) something (see
Dik [1978: 132]). In continuous narration, a theme effects what may be called a
topic switch, as we have seen in the previous section, while in conversation a
speaker may utter a theme constituent to establish the leading topic of the
subsequent conversation. Often, s/he pauses after the theme, before going on, to
give the addressee the opportunity to express or deny his or her familiarity with
the topic.32 An example is

(11)  A. That student of yours that came to my office yesterday.
B. Hm.
A. She’s going to do a paper on oral narrative production.

Right-dislocation occurs when a speaker, for some reason or other, wants to
add, by way of afterthought, the identity of one of the referents of the preceding
clausal unit. Like left-dislocation, it is a typical feature of oral fragmented
(‘loose’) style.33 In being explanatory, rather than referent-establishing, R-
dislocated constituents are less discontinuous than L-dislocated ones, i.e. they do
not effect a break in the discourse.> Some examples,

(12) He’s a nice fellow, your brother.
I want to buy it, that house.
He gave it to him, the book.

Now my claim is that L- and R-dislocation occurs in Greek, to0o, in spite of
the fact that this does not overtly appear from our texts. Ancient Greck does
not, like modern Western languages, possess unstressed and/or clitic pronominal
elements which function as ‘substitutes’ for the displaced constituent. However,

31 Linguistic usage is highly inconsistent here. Very often the term ‘topic’ is
used for L-dislocation.

32 The identity of referents is very often something that is negotiated between a
speaker and an addressee. See the study of L-dislocation in these terms in
Geluykens (1987: ch. 5).

Linguistic terminology is still more diffuse than for left-dislocated con-
stituents. I have found ‘R-dislocated topic,” ‘afterthought topic,” ‘antitopic’
(Chafe [1985: 115]), and ‘tail’ (Dik [1978: 19, 153-56]).

34 For discussion of ‘themes’ and other linguistic devices in terms of (discourse)
continuity, see Givén (1983).
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Greek can express subject agreement, by the mﬂected morphology of the verb.3
This means that an expression like Twxpdtng eine is principally amblguous
between the readings “Socrates said” and “Socrates, he said.” Likewise, eine
Zwokpdtng would allow of the reading “He said, Socrates.”36 In the case of
objects, Greek does not possess an overt means to express unstressed objects in
a clause, that are understood in the context of utterance; instead, it uses ‘zero-
realization,’ as in

(13)  daxe 8’ 'EpevBoriovi ¢ile Bepdmovti gopfivar

(“He gave it [sc. the armor] to his squire Ereuthalion to wear”),
(H 149).37

But this means that when the object is overtly expressed by a full noun phrase,
it may be read as a case of R-dislocation (*8&dxe & "EpevBaiiovi tedyea,
“he gave it to E., the armor™).

Now Homeric Greek sometimes allows us to ‘prove’ the dislocated status
of a nominal constituent. In the case of L-dislocation this may be done on the
basis of the place of an enclitic particle, and in the case of R-dislocation on the
basis of the occurrence of a ‘redundant’ pronoun in the clause.

In a recent paper, Ruijgh (1988) addresses the place of enclitics in the
Homeric phrase in a reexamination of Wackernagel’s Law. He argues that what
are seeming exceptions to the Law (viz. enclitics that do not occupy the second
but a later position in the clause) are in fact no exceptions at all, because the
preceding words are left-dislocated. Ruijgh cites, among other examples:

(14)  tjtor 6 v’ &¢ eindv xat’ &p’ €Ceto. (A 68),

which, on account of the place of &p’, has to be read as “But he, having spoken
thus, he sat down.” In other words, 6 y’ is a theme constituent (to which a
participial phrase is attached); the clause proper starts with kat’. Another
example is:

(15)  xoi tobg piv Aimev adbi dvaf avdpdv 'Ayapéuvev
otiBeot mapgaivovrtag, énel nepiduvoe yutdvog:
adtap 6 B p’ ‘lodv te xai "Avuigov E&evapifov

(A 99-101).38

35 Ruijgh (in personal communication) suggested that it is in fact possible to
analyze the personal ending on the verb as pronominal subject. The athematic
ending -pu would then be the missing nominative to pov, pot, pe.

36 See also Ruijgh (1979 71).

7 See also A 109: "Avtigov od mapd odg Fhaoce Eigpel, éx 8 EBad’ inmov,
where the object (Antiphus) is unexpressed in the second unit. An extreme
example of the phenomenon is B 102-8. The oxfintpov (introduced in 101), the
leading topic of this passage, is object in this passage 6 times, but never
e)ggressed.

Note that this passage is a good example of the fact that Homeric Greek often
uses avtap with the same function as 8¢ in later Greek: in this passage, it is
correlated with pév in 1. 99.
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It is not very clear what p’ does in 1. 101,% but even in the minimal case in
which it serves merely to avoid hiatus, it cannot be placed randomly in the
clause: it has to abide the law of the placement of enclitics. So in this example
it indicates that 6 is L-dislocated and does not belong to the clause proper. But
we can go a step further, I think: whatever is the function of p’, semantic or
merely prosodic, it is clear that the particle is used for a purpose other than to
indicate the L-dislocated status of the preceding constituent. Consequently, we
have to take into consideration the thematic, L-dislocated status of a noun
phrase even when Gpo (or any other enclitic)*® in its seemingly deviant
position is absent.*!

The ‘proof’ of the existence of R-dislocation in Homeric discourse may be
made on the basis of cases like this:

(16) avdtap 6 Podv iépevoev dval avdpadv 'Ayapéuvev (B 402).

The demonstrative pronoun is often considered to be ‘pleonastic’ (e.g. Visser
[1987: 118]), on the grounds that the subject of the sentence is expressed
anyway in the same verse. I believe that this analysis is incorrect and that the
alleged subject is in reality a R-dislocated constituent which is loosely attached
to the clause. And I want to extend this analysis even to cases where the
‘pleonastic’ pronoun is absent, for example,

n oy . Ve x , L
(17)  f xai overpondrov, xai yap t° Svap éx Aldg oty
8¢ x’ ginor & 11 téooov Exwcato doifog 'AndAiwv (A 64).

The phrase ®oiBog 'AnéAhwv may be read as a R-dislocated element: Achilles
is speaking in context, and for him there is no doubt that Apollo is the god who
sent the plague; so he refers to him as ‘he,” but adds his name to avoid all
misunderstanding. In cases like this, the R-dislocation is not visible in our
texts, but in oral narration it must have been made apparent by means of intona-
tion. This is of course a different way of saying that a R- (just as a L- )
dislocated constituent is a separate idea (intonation) unit.42

Now the relevance of these insights for the study of enjambement is
obvious: whenever a seemingly necessary constituent is separated from the rest
of its clause by a verse boundary (thus constituting a case of what Parry calls
‘necessary enjambement’), we have to reckon with the possibility that it is a
case of L- or R-dislocation, which would rob the term ‘enjambement’ of all its
application. Sometimes the L-dislocated status of a constituent just before the
verse end is proved by an enclitic, in the same way as in (14)—(15) above.
Consider the following example (cited by Ruijgh 1988):

39 Notice that there are variant readings here: either p° is omitted or Bfipigév te
is read (which presupposes ¢Eevapi&e instead of ¢&evapiwv). Apparently the
position of p’ caused trouble already in Antiquity.

For example odv: ol 8’ &nel odv nyegeev. ounyepéeg t° €yévovro (A 57),
where ot 8’ is the theme.

Compare, for example, with (15): adtdp 6 PR obv dovpi pet’ avribeov
Hokoﬁcopov (Y 407).

2 Notice that R-dislocation does not apply without more ado to all norrunanves
p]aced at the end of a clausal unit. For instance, in the case of 10v fvxopog Téxe
Antd (A 36) R-dislocation does not seem to be an appropriate concept.
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(18) npdoBev Muppidévov mohepilépev. adtdp ‘AxiAdede
BA P’ tuev &g xAoinv, xnAod &’ &nd modp’ dvéeye (I 220-21).

The left-dislocated theme constituent adtap 'AxiAlevg is a good example of a
topic switch effected by abtap: the attention of the narrator switches from
Patroclus and the Myrmidons and their preparations for battle to Achilles. This
switch, which creates a major boundary in the discourse, warrants a separate
nominal idea unit which introduces the topic (person) with whom the subse-
quent discourse will be concerned.

Sometimes the L-dislocated constituent is more than a simple noun phrase.
Consider the following examples; in both cases the L-dislocation is, again,
proved by the position of &pot:

(19) #vBa & &vip FAev Gvdpa xedacBeiong bopivng
Nyepdvov. rpdtog 8¢ Mevortiov dAxipog vidg
avtix’ &pa otpepbévrog "Apniddxov PdAe unpdv (11 306-8).

(20) d¢ ot piv xAaiovieg éépyato, toicr 8¢ Kipxn
nap’ P dxviov Badrovov 1T EBakev xaprdv te xpaveing
(x 241-42).

Ex. (19) is treated by Kirk (1976: 168) as an instance of ‘integral’ (a subdivi-
sion of ‘necessary’) enjambement in a discussion of IT 306-50. This passage is
considered by Kirk to be extremely complex from the point of view of the
interaction of verse and “sentence.”*? However, when one gets used to seeing
Homer’s style as fragmented and full of the concomitant L- and R-dislocations,
the passage is not so exceptional anymore. In 1. 307-8 in any case (= ex. [19]),
the alleged enjambement is actually a theme constituent before the verse-end,
whose predicative extension (np&tog) provides the link with the preceding dis-
course. Ex. (20) is cited by Ruijgh (1988). Here the theme constituent is not a
simple noun phrase indicating topic switch; rather, the domain within which the
following clause is meant to make sense is a relation between two
persons/entities which play a role in this clause. Thus the ‘enjambement’ in
(20) boils down to a verse end which happens to fall between two idea units:

(21) a. And to them Circe,
b. acorns she threw.

The phenomenon of L-dislocation before the end of the verse is not limited
to cases where the second word of the following verse is an enclitic or
postpositive particle. We may say that just as in the case of (14) and (15), the
particle &pa has not been added merely to mark the L-dislocation.

43 “This passage, in which internal stops and integral enjambements and the
overrunning of verse-end are rife, in which the simplicity of the verse as the
primary rhythmical unit is suppressed or transcended (however one happens to
look at it), lies at the opposite extreme of heavily cumulative passages i which
one verse leads to the next either with a new sentence or with progressive
enjambement.” (1976: 168).
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Consequently, there may be L-dislocation too when the particle is absent. Here
are some examples from Kirk’s passage IT 306-50 (cf. also ex. (2) above):*

(22) Duheidng & "Apgixdov égopunbévia Soxebdoog
¥oOn dpekduevog npopvdv okérog, ¥vBa méyiotog
poov avBpdrov méretor. (I 313-15, cf. 321-22).

(23) fipine 8¢ mpondpofe. Mapig 8 abvrooyeda dovpi
"Aviiddye Endpovoe kaciyvitoro yoroBeic. (IT 319-20).

(24) Mnpidvng &’ 'Axdpavia xixeig mool kapradipoiol
voE Tnrov émiBnoduevov xata de&idv opov. (I 342-43).

In all three cases the enjambement (‘integral’ according to Kirk) is in reality a
complex theme constituent ending at the end of the line. In (23) the complexity
lies in the fact that descriptive detail is added to the theme (“And Maris, nearby
with his spear”). In the other two cases, (22) and (24), the complex L-dislocated
constituent introduces two warriors at once and specifies, by means of a par-
ticipial phrase, the relation between them. This creates a suitable context
(‘frame’), so that the subsequent clause can do without nominal reference and
can leave the object unexpressed (see ex. (13) above).** This yields a pair of idea
units in each case:

(25) a. And Phyleides, of Amphiclus dodging the onrush,
b. he hit him first high in his thigh.#6

(26) a. And Meriones, overtaking Acamas with swift feet,
b. he struck him in the right shoulder as he mounted his chariot.

When a name or noun phrase at the beginning of the line seems to belong
to the clause in the line before, we have to consider R-dislocation, analogously
to the treatment in terms of L-dislocation of noun phrases at the end of a line.
Often, there is an overt index of this phenomenon, in the form of the
‘redundant’ pronoun 0 see (16) above). The passage under consideration contains
two instances:

44 In all, there are 12 cases of L-dislocation ‘enjambing’ into the next line in
Kirk’s passage (Il. 307, 313, 319, 321, 323, 326, 330, 333, 337, 342, 345,
349). This means that Kirk's figure of ‘integral’ enjambement in the passage
drosps from 22 to 10 when the L-dislocation-cases are subtracted from the total.

45 1t is interesting to note that this relation between the complex theme and the
subsequent clause (each theme specifying the relation between a new pair of
warriors in the fight) resembles the discourse structure which Beye (1964) discov-
ered to be the common property of both epic catalogue entries and
av3poxtacial, the so-called ‘ABC-scheme’: a bare statement of fact (the A-part,
e.g. a killing, i.e. a relation between two warriors) is followed by a further de-
scription (C); the two parts are often separated by an anecdote (B) about one of
the persons mentioned in A. In the examples under study the theme, expressing
the ‘killing-entry’ in the list, resembles the A-part and the clausal element
proper, which provides more detail, the C-part.

46 Notice that the second ‘enjambement’ in (22), equally ‘integral’ in Kirk's
classification, can be analyzed as case of R-dislocation: “where it is thickest, the
muscle of a man” (nréietat in 1. 315 is redundant).
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(27) Neoropidar 8’ 6 piv obrac’ "Atdpviov 8&EL dovpi
’Avtidoyog, Aamdpng 8¢ dwAace ydAxeov ¥yxoc. (IT 317-8).

(28) 6 8’ Un’ obatog avyéva Oeive
Mnvérewg. (IT 339-40).

In (27) the first line opens with the theme constituent Neotopidat 8’ (“And as
for the sons of Nestor”) which specifies the two victors of the following lines;*’
this is followed by a unit naming the exploit of one of the two (“the one, he
wounded Atymnius”),*® to which is added his name, as an explicatory
afterthought. In (28), Peneleos is already present on the scene as a participant in
the action (cf. 1. 335 [Invédewg 8¢ Avxov te cuvéSpapov). The action of
Lycon is described first, so that 6 8’ marks a switch to the other participant on
the scene, whose name in 1. 340 in R-dislocated position is no more than an
optional reminder that is, apart from its function for the versification, highly
characteristic of oral discourse.*?

According to Kirk’s table (1976: 177) the ‘enjambement’ in (27) and (28)
belongs to the milder types (‘periodic’ and ‘progressive’ resp.),>® no doubt on
account of the presence of ¢ in the clause before. However, the presence or ab-
sence of this element does not make any difference for the ‘degree’ of enjambe-
ment in question, as the name at the beginning of the next line may be R-
dislocated anyway. Consider the following examples, which in Kirk’s typology
would be ‘harsher’ cases of enjambement (viz. the ‘integral’ type):

29) oﬁvexg v Xpvonv fripacev apntipa
"Atpeidng. (A 11-12).

(30) #vBa tiva mpdtov, tiva 8’ Votatov éEevipiéev
“Extwp Mpuapidng, 8te ot Zebg xddog Edwxev; (A 299-300).

In (29), in uttering Ntipacev, the poet has Agamemnon in mind, the king to
whom Apollo’s anger is directed, and this can be easily deduced from the
context. But to avoid all misunderstanding, the poet adds "Atpeidng, by way of
R-dislocation. The same applies to (30). In the context it is perfectly clear who
is the subject of é€evdpi&ev, as the narrative at this point is solely concerned
with the beginning of the glory of Hector; but the poet adds Hector’s name, in
the form of a typically oral, slightly redundant R-dislocation. On account of this
analysis, in which the name at the beginning of the verse is an elucidation of
the clause before, not a part of it, it is highly preferable not to speak of

47 Notice that in traditional grammar, this constituent would be described as the
sulg_iect, followed by two partial appositions.

48 Note that puév has here the function it has also in post-Homeric Greek, viz. to
signal that more is to come: closure (and hence coherence) of the chunk of dis-
course in question is attained only when a following 8¢ is reached.

49 Other, equivalent examples: abtdp & pAvie vivol mapipevog dxvrdpoiot /
Soyevig MnAfog vidg, mddag dxvg "AxiAredg (A 488-89),6 & dpa mpdrepog
xal apeiwv / fpwg Mpotesidaog apnriog (B 707-8).

50 ' cannot see why (27) and (28) should belong to different types in any

typology.
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‘enjambement’ anymore, as the verse end neatly coincides with the end of an
idea unit.

6. Versification and the order of constituents

I conclude this article with a short discussion of a class of instances of
‘necessary enjambement’ which has not so much to be discussed in terms of
L/R-dislocation and fragmented oral discourse as in terms of versification, the
distribution of words and phrases in the metrical space of the dactylic hexameter.

Up to this point I have discussed Homer’s style in terms of fragmentation
as the crucial feature of oral discourse. The leading thought was that the
Homeric poet, in beginning a stretch of discourse, does not yet know how he is
to end it, as the text he produces is a dynamic process rather than a fixed prod-
uct. This is what underlies ‘cumulation’ as one of the characteristics of Homeric
poetry. But there is also a real sense in which the Homeric style is ‘integrative’:
in an important respect, the way the poet begins an utterance is often determined
by what will have to be the end of it. The dominating force here is meter: the
exigencies of the verse often put constraints upon the preferred narrative
expression, in that the order of constituents in a unit has to be reversed just to
fit a given expression into the hexameter. This yields a number of characteristic
cases of ‘necessary enjambement’. Consider the following example:

(31) v p’ vidg Tehopdvog Vi’ oBatog Eyxel poxpd
viE, éx ' Fomacev Eyxog. (N 177-78).

At first sight, the enjambement here is similar to ex. (24) above in that
both have an enjambing predicate in the second line (v0&’). However, there is
an important difference. In (24), v0&’ opens what may be called a clause that
makes sense within the context of its theme. In (31), on the other hand, vo&’
stands quite alone, because a new clausal unit (éx &’ €onacev €yxog) immedi-
ately follows. Moreover, the foregoing expression cannot be called a thematic
constituent, because it lacks the crucial property of L-dislocated elements: it
does not introduce (a) new participant(s) in the discourse. In fact, with its
anaphoric pronoun (tév) as object, which refers back to 1. 171, it may be treated
as the C-part of Beye’s (1964) ABC-scheme (see also note 45), in which
specific information is expressed about a killing.>! Thus, instead of opening the
clausal unit following a theme, v0&’ in (31) is an essential part of the preceding
clause, viz. its verb.

Now it is important to notice that if v0&’ had be placed before the
modifiers bn’ obatog Eyyel poxpd instead of after it (as in *1év p’ v10g
Telapdvog vikev, b’ odatog Eyxel pakp®), it would have been easy to
conceive of the expression as a succession of three idea units:

(32) a. Him the son of Telamon stabbed,
b. under the ear,
c. with his long spear.

51 See also Visser (1987: 48-49 for this discourse structure. The ABC-scheme is
part of Visser’s typology of ‘killing scenes,’ the discourse type to which he
limits his valuable discussion of Homeric versification.
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And if v0&’ had stood at the end of the verse and bn’ obatog Eyyel poakpd at
the beginning of the next verse, there would have been, in sentential terms, an
unequivocal case of unperiodic enjambement. However, this is not the case and
vO&’ is separated from its clause by the two modifiers. The reason for this is to
be found in the realization, not of the cognitive idea units, but of the verse.
After having filled the first half of the verse with the terms referring to the
victim and the victor, the poet may in principle proceed in linear fashion with
the predicate of the clause, but he prefers not to do so, because he has a ready
way to fill the second part: adonic sequences meaning “with the spear” are placed
frequently after the bucolic diaeresis,>? and the remaining metrical space between
the trochaic caesura and the bucolic diaeresis (~ — - ~) can be conveniently filled
by a phrase specifying where the victim was wounded. As a consequence of
these localizations, the verb vO&’ has to be postponed. Its position at the
beginning of the verse does not indicate any emphasis specifically intended by
the poet: v’ is dislocated for purely metrical reasons. The following examples
are similar:

(33) 1ov & 10V pepadta perdriov GEEL Sovpi
voE’, 008t otepdvn 8épv ot oxéfe xaAxoBapera. (A 95-6).

(34) dovpi xatd npo‘:pnmv on’ acmﬁo; o;upal.oaccmg
voev- & &' év xovipor necdv Ehe yalav ayootd. (A 424-25).

(35) oavtol 8¢ mpvAéeg obv tedyxeov BwpnyBévieg
pdovt’ - doBeatog 8 PBon yéver' MdBrL npd. (A 49-50).

The second half of the verse in A 95 (ex. [33]) is similar to that in (31): adonic
expression for “with the spear” preceded by a modifier specifying the place of
wounding. In (34), the spear has already been mentioned in the first half of the
verse, so that the second half can be filled by a prepositional phrase specifying
the place of wounding. In (35), finally, the participial phrase cbv tedyecLY
OwpnyBévteg is to such an extent a ready-made phrase filling the post-caesural
part of the verse that it pushes the predicate ahead to the following line. In all
three cases the (traditional) pattern of versification is such that there is no room
for the predicate in the second half of the verse.

7. Summary and conclusion

In the above sections I have tried to lay a linguistic basis for the discussion
of Homeric style in terms of orality. This is necessary in so far as many treat-
ments of Homeric style still deal with their subject in terms that do not differ
significantly from the treatment of written literature, even when they do
subscribe to the oral poetry approach. Of course, Homer has many features that
call for a ‘literate’ approach; but this should not make us insensitive to the

52 Beside #yxei paxpd there are Sovpi paewd, o&El dovpi, vnAéi yohx® and
6Eéi yaAx®. For the role of these expressions in the versification see Visser
(1987: 81-2) and especially Bakker & Fabbricotti (fc.).
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massive evidence in the Homeric text reflecting orality, or perhaps even
pointing to an oral origin.

The oral basis consists in abandoning, along the lines of Chafe, the concept
of ‘sentence’ in favor of an approach in terms of ‘idea units’ reflecting the
cognitive processes of the narrator. An oral story does not consist of a series of
sentences whose length is determined by the narrator’s judgments as to the best
presentation of the story. Rather, an oral story consists of the narrator’s
focussing on small pieces of the information of which the story consists (one at
a time) and vocalizing these ‘foci of consciousness’ in a series of idea units. Of
course, in Homer this process is a great deal more complicated, because of the
exigencies posed by the verse, but I believe that the principle basically applies.

This approach yields a suitable framework for the discussion of
‘enjambement’. Many instances of what in sentential syntax has to be called
‘enjambement’ turn out in the cognitive approach to be no enjambement at all,
because of the fragmented organization of oral discourse in idea units: whenever
the end of the verse can be reasonably shown to fall between two such units, it
is preferable not to speak of enjambement. This is not to say, however, that in
the oral-cognitive approach every case of ‘enjambement’ ceases to be enjambe-
ment. There simply remain cases of verse end falling between constituents
between which a strong cohesion obtains (Edwards [1966] cites such cases). The
oral linguistic approach which I have advocated cannot make those cases
disappear, but it does allow us to see them in the appropriate light, in which
they appear still more remarkable than they did. This is another way of saying
that we cannot properly appreciate Homer’s genius and originality, before we
have appreciated the oral basis from which this genius had to start.
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