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I. Introduction

Milman Parry’s work on oral-traditional composition is frequently called the
most important Homeric research done this century. However, subsequent
work on the theory of oral composition—in—performance and on its significance
for the interpretation of Homer has progressed in fits and starts.! The last few
years have clearly been marked by progress. Two of the main tools of this
work are (1) the recognition that oral composition cannot be simply equated
with the use of a particular repertoire of fixed formulae, but is a multi—faceted
process, and (2) an interest in explaining some or all of these facets in terms of
natural speech production faculties.

This paper starts (section II) with a critique of one recent line of
research, that of Edzard Visser. Visser has made some very interesting
suggestions about how lines describing commonly performed actions are
composed. By and large this study will confirm his results, but some extensions
and modifications will also be presented. The third and final section will be
devoted to an examination of the relationship between Visser’s analysis and
other parts of the theoretical apparatus surrounding the notion of oral
composition. This examination will center on the relationship of the categories
of formal, post eventum analysis and the actual production of verse. The
remainder of this introduction will sketch the theories of Visser that I wish to
critique.

Visser observes that lines (as well as somewhat larger text chunks) in
repeated type-scenes are composed of formulae representing a highly
restricted set of series. For example, in Visser’s own work on killing scenes in

*I would like to acknowledge the discussion and encouragement of the TAPA editor and
referees and of Michael Nagler (in whose Homer seminar this paper originated), Richard
Martin, Mark Griffith, Mark Edwards, and Egbert Bakker, whose advice I have perhaps not
sufficiently heeded. A version of section II of this paper was delivered at the 1991 APA annual
meeting in Chicago.

1For a review of the recent literature up to about 1986, Mark Edwards’ review (1986, 1988)
is indispensable. Edwards is clear and even—handed, but his interest is weakest in the linguistic
areas which this paper considers; his own warning in this respect (1988:54) should be heeded.



100 Andrew M. Riggsby

the Iliad, a typical line is composed of name of killer, name of victim, a verb,
and a conjunction. The form of the names is determined entirely by the specific
story context; if Bienor is the victim, then the poet must use the accusative
singular Bifjvopa. Visser calls terms so metrically fixed “determinants.” The

verb “he killed” and the conjunction can take on any of a number of forms:

Table 1. Iliad—XKillings?

1a) 1b)
& vuC & cac
fhev VuuC 8¢ CuVv
€\e Vuuv & ap’ cuC
néQve C-uV & &pa CuuVv
ellev V-uC 8 dpa Cu-vV
eike V-uvV 3 Enewt’ Cu-C
KTEIVEV C-uC &’ Enevta Cu-uVv
KTeive C-uv & &p’ Enart’ Cuu-C
gxktavev V-uuC & &p’ Enarta Cuu-uVv
gxtave V-uuVv
€nepvev Vu-uC 1¢)
Enegve Vu-uV aly’ vV-C
KOATEKTAVEV Cu-uvuC alya V-uVv
KQTEKTOVE Cu-uvuVvV avtik’ V-uC
éviipato Vu-uuV avTiK V-uuVv
évapilev Vuu-uC
évapile Vuu-uV
éxtevev V---C
Boudv annvpa C-uu- -V
éEevapr&ev V-uu-uC
sEevipiée V-uu-uVvV

Vuu-uu-uC
Vuu-uu-uV

vmo yodvat’ Elvoev

vro yovvar’ #lvoe
Visser calls this second kind of term (with a variety of shapes) a “variable.”
The shape of a variable in particular lines is fixed by metrical context rather
than by plot. According to Visser, the composition of a killing can be
reconstructed as follows: first the poet realizes that he needs a killing scene,
then based on the story he has in mind, he selects the determinant elements (at

2V and C indicate whether a given form begins and ends with a vowel or consonant. u
denotes a light syllable and — a heavy syllable. Underlined forms violate metrical economy. 1a
and 1b are from Visser (1987:75-6, 92), but I have omitted a dual form from the first list as
marginal and probably not synonymous (but see Visser [1987:249-50]). Inclusion of this form
would not decrease economy.
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least the subject and object, perhaps other items).3 These are placed in the line
according to the rules of localization discovered by O’Neill (1942) and
depicted in Figure 2a.4

Figure 2. Line Construction (after Visser [1988:35-6])
a) '[8opevedg UL Palotov U-LvUI-UU-X
b) I8opeveng &’ &pa Paictov vpato I—u U —x
c) 'I8opevedg &’ Gpa Paictov vijpato Miovog vidv

Forms of variable elements are then inserted into the line to fill in gaps
between the determinants and/or major breaks in the line (e.g. line end, main
caesura), as in Figure 2b. This leaves only a small part of the line to be filled
in by freer composition, though even this material, such as epithets added to
proper nouns, is largely traditional (or at least typical) itself (Figure 2c).
Visser decomposed the killing scenes in the /liad and in Quintus of Smyrma and
discovered that the series of killing verbs is completely economical in Homer,
but highly uneconomical in Quintus.5 Visser takes this difference of technique
as further evidence for oral composition—in—performance of Homeric epic.
Since these expressions for “he killed” are largely one word (rather than
phrasal), they have not previously received much attention in discussions of
“formulaic” technique. Traditional oral theory has spoken of series of
formulae which can be freely substituted to accommodate metrical context;
Visser tries to explain how members of different series are fitted together.
Thus Visser’s syntagmatic theory is complementary to previous, paradigmatic
approaches.®

3The subject and object will normally (always?) be among the determinants. Optionally they
may be followed (still as determinants) by secondary modifiers (e.g. npdtepog) which are
fixed by the plot, but not necessary to its exposition.

4Visser (1988:337-43) corrects O’Neill’s figures to account for the difference between words
ending in light and heavy syllables at line end. Eventually these figures will need to be
recalculated on the basis of the entire texts, rather than of samples. Furthermore some words
may have localization patterns distinct from those of their respective metrical shapes; for a
dramatic example see Kahane (1992). I do not mean to claim that localization will produce a
unique place in the line for a particular word, but rather that it will direct the poet to one or more
preferred locations.

51 will try to restrict my use of “economy” to the technical sense—the property of a series of
(effectively) synonymous expressions, each with a unique metrical shape. I will try to use other
terms, such as “compactness,” for more general cases in which the poet appears to make
maximal use of the smallest number of memorized units of various types (word roots, phrases,
entire series).

60ne particularly important consequence of the reading of certain “formulaic” lines as
instantiations of a single general scheme rather than as independent, fixed syntagmatic formulae
is that it does not make sense to call rarer instantiations less traditional or less formulaic than the
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My work concentrates on another type of line and one that has received
scholarly attention in the past—speech introductions. In the second section I
will use an analysis of this material to defend Visser’s theory against one of the
significant objections to it. In the process I will also modify his approach
slightly and try to achieve a new and richer appreciation of how it relates to
previous work. Finally, this formal analysis will also suggest some more
general conclusions about the role of direct speech in Homeric epic.

II. Homeric Speech Introductions

A cause for uncertainty about Visser’s theory is simply that it has not been
sufficiently tested yet; as Bakker (1991:449) points out in a review, the original
analysis is only applied to a single system of lines. I have found that the bulk of
speech introductions in the Odyssey can be decomposed in the same fashion as
killing scenes in the [liad. In particular I consider roughly those lines which
Mark Edwards (1970) groups together as “introductions with verb of general
sense,” that is “address,” “answer,” or “speak.” It excludes more specialized
forms such as tic—speeches or introductions with verbs of reproach.” These
verbs represent other (speech—)acts than simply speaking or replying and so
are no more represented by the same set of formulae than more dramatically
different type scenes (e.g. arming and killing). I have somewhat arbitrarily
restricted my study to the most general (and most common) speech types. As I
analyze the remaining group, there are four different schemata for speech
introducing lines: each is used for a slightly different situation: (a) “and person
X spoke (a speech),” (b) “and person X spoke to one person,” (c) “and person
X spoke among several persons,” and (d) “and person X answered” (Table 3a—
d for examples). Note that person X may be referred to by a personal name,
patronymic, or pronoun, or (more rarely) simply be understood.

more common ones as Finkelberg (1989) tries to do with expressions of rejoicing. In fact, the
verbs of rejoicing also form an extensive and economical series. Jahn (1987) illustrates the use
of common instrumental variables to fill out these lines.

7The phrase ¢dto @dvnoév te occurs in both Od. (1x) and /I. (2x) and would thus be
considered a formula under some definitions. However, @&to occurs eight times in speech—
introduction context and pdvnaév 1e seventeen. Since edvnoév e requires the presence of
another verb anyway, the combination could easily arise by chance twice. MvbBicato occurs
in two speech introductions, both times in the collocation npoti Ov pubncato Bupdv, and
introduces only soliloquies, not dialogue. The other verbs listed at Edwards (1970:16-20) can
all be eliminated on the grounds of inherently having a more specific sense than “he said.” I
have not included duetBdpevog 8¢ npoondda as an answering formula. It is marginal (2x, /1.
only) and the combination of participle and verb is more common (3x) when they are separated
(qperBdéuevog Enco ntepbdevio Tpoondda).
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Table 3. Speech-introduction Types
a) “speak (a speech)”: xai pa £xdote goti napiotapévn edto udbov
b) “speak to (one person)”: kai 16T’ &p’ Idaiov npocégn kpeiwv "Ayopéuvov
c) “speak among (several)”: 1olotv 8’ 'AAkivoog dyopiicoto kai petéeinev
d) “answer”: 1ov 8’ ad1’ "AAxivoog drapeifeto pdvnoéy 1e

The form is similar for each type: the line is composed of a subject and object
(determinants) and of a main verb and conjunction (variables). In the first type
the expression denoting the speech is the object, while the addressee is in an
optional dative phrase. All four types employ similar secondary modifiers such
as énevyOpevog, Tpdtepog, or bddpa 1ddv. The general situation is largely
the same as that which Visser found in the killing scenes except that pronouns,
patronymics, and null specification are used much more freely in place of
proper names. I will consider the significance of this in the next section.

There is already an improvement over earlier analyses. Edwards
identified ten main categories (for instance: “person A addressed him in
answer,” “person A addressed him with qualification,” “person A addressed
person B,” “he addressed person B”), each with several subtypes. This is
because his largely paradigmatic scheme does not allow for parametric
variation (especially between nouns and pronouns) as well as the current
analysis does. The four—group analysis is more natural because it is based on
the meaning of the line, rather than on what are fairly arbitrary syntactic
criteria (see n. 23 on the possibility of a three—group analysis). The relative
simplicity of the system makes it useful for oral composition.

”

A little additional confirmation of Visser’s approach comes from looking
at word-localization. Examining all lines of the type “speak (a speech),” we
find that every one of the purported determinants (the speaker, addressee, and
type of speech) is placed in the line where one would expect it based on its
metrical shape. The variables are also largely appropriately localized, but for
them (in contrast to the determinants) there are exceptions. Most notably the
verb tpoonvda would normally be expected line—finally on grounds both of
localization and prose word order,8 yet it is displaced to an earlier part of the
line roughly twice as often as would be expected of a word of its metrical
shape. For example /I. 6.214: adtap 6 perdixioiot mpoondda morpéva
Aa@v. Similarly, tpocéen almost always appears in the last of three positions
which, on purely metrical grounds, should be roughly equally preferred. This

8Dover (1960:25-31) indicates that prose order of object and verb would if anything
exaggerate the localization in final position.
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is because the first two positions are usually preempted by long (determinant)
modifiers such as Yrddpa 1dwv or drapePduevoc.

Now looking at the proposed classification in more detail, consider the
series of verb phrases used in each of the four schemata (Table 4a—d).
Conjunctions (Table 4e) are the same for all schemata.

Table 4. Odyssey—Speech Introductions

4a) “speak” 4b) “speak to”

@Gt0° CuuVv elne V-uVv

elne V-uVv elnev V-uC

elnev V-uC npocéen Cuu-V

nvda V- -V npocEPNV Cuu-C

e Vu-uV npoonvda10 Cu- -V

geunev Vu-uC (pwdvncév 1e C- - -unMn

gvvene V-uuVv npocEeLnev Cuu-uC

npoonddatl Cu--V TPOGEELTE Cuu-UV

(8rog 1’ Epat’ Ex v dvopale)1? TPOCEPADVEEV Cuu-uuC
TPOCEPDVEE Cuu-uuVv
nelbg uvbov C- —uu-uC13

fenev
4c) “speak among” 4d) “answer”
uetéon Cuu-v fpeiBer’ V- -uC
zpocéen Cuu-V apeipeto Vu-uuV
(9.407, 22.34)

uetéerp’14 Cuu-C Nueifeto V- —uuV

petnvda Cu--V avtiov nida V-uu- -V

petéewnev Cuu-uC anapeifeto VUU-UuU-—-UV

QaVNGév Te

petéeine Cuu-uVvV

UETEQOVEEV Cuu-uuC

UETEQMVEE Cuu-uuVv

wetd uobov Cuu-uuU-uUC

Eernev

9Although most common in capping formulae, ¢&o is not unknown in speech introductions.

10Note that tpoon¥da is in two different series.

11This form has an intrinsic conjunction and so is not strictly synonymous with the others;
perhaps it should be treated as part of the ornamental material rather than part of the regular
verbal series. pdvnoev should not be considered separately since the whole phrase localizes
together (on localization as evidence for formulaic unity see Bakker [1988: 168-71}).

12The value of the initial in (F)#rog seems to be particularly variable; the number of cases in
which C and V are demanded are approximately equal both in terms of distinct preceding lexical
items and of absolute number of lines involved.

13These line—final formulae also have prosodically irrelevant variants with final vowel.

14Metéewp’ co—occurs only with the subject iepn I TnAendyoto.
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uetéeinev

4e)

&

&é

& ap’

xodi

& &pa

& érart’

&’ Ererta

& &p’ érart’

& &p’ Ererta
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Vuu-uu-uu-uC

cgcC
Cuv
CucC
Cc-v
Cuuv
Cu-C
Cu-uVv
Cuu-C
Cuu-uVv

4f)
aly’
7.
alya
.t
avtix
adtika

105

v-C

V-uV
V-uC
V-uC

Note that each shows complete metrical economy, except for two occurrences
of tpocéen (which will be explained later). Visser showed by comparison
with Quintus of Smyrna that this kind of economy was peculiar to Homer. For
the sake of variation I will use Apollonius to make the same comparison (Table
5a—d; underlined forms violate economy).

Table 5. Argonautica—Speech Introductions

Sa)

©410

elnev

nvda
£xpato
gene
&veveikoto
Qhvnoév te

Sc)
petnvda

,

UETEELNEV
npogéeiney (4.82)
wbnoato (2.1046)
UETEPOVEEY

’

LETEQWVEE

CuuVv
V-uC

V- -V
V-uuVv
Vu-uV
Vuu-uuVv
C- - -uVv

Cu- -V
Cuu-uC
Cuu-uC
C- —uuVv
Cuu-uuC
Cuu-vuVv

5b)
gvvenev
poberto
npocéeinev
nPoGEévvEREY
pemvdo
uetepdveev (1.702)
wvbicato
npoceréEato
ZpOCEQdVEEY
ueteQdveey

NueiPero

V-uuC

C- -uVv
Cuu-uC
Cu-uuC
Cu- -V
Cuu-uuC
C- —vuVv
Cuu-uvuVv
Cuu-uuC
Cuu-uuC

Vu-uuVv
Vu-uuVv
V- —uuV

We see again that the later author is less economical.'® The difference is not as
dramatic in this case as in Visser’s original work, but we should keep in mind

1STheoretically, the categories could be reshuffled to give greater economy, but in practice it
seems impossible to do so and still maintain distinctions of meaning or usage which are not
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that the shorter text of the Argonautica would give fewer opportunities for
violation of economy. There is also another difference between the two authors
that Visser did not note. While the degree of extension is roughly equal in both
Homer and Apollonius (if the difference in length is again taken into account),
this extension is gained by different means. Homer fully exploits the optional
v—movable to produce six pairs of forms that differ in metrical shape only in
having a final vowel or consonant;'6 Apollonius (who nearly always adds the v)
has only one such pair and two pairs produced by resorting to two different
verbs (e.g. tpocedé€ato, npocepdveev). Once again the Homeric system is
more compact.

Comparing the killing scenes and the speech introductions we can even
see some overlap between the two sets of schemata. Both use essentially the
same series of conjunctions (Tables 1b and 4e). Similarly a short series of
adverbs meaning “straight away” is used in both schemata (Tables 1c and 4f).17
Thus there is economy both within and among the common type scenes.

The final piece of formal analysis will be consideration of what is taken
to be one of the most famous violations of economy in Homer: tov 8’ avdte
npocéeiney ~ v 8 Nueifet’ €nerta. These are normally understood as two
metrically equivalent formulae both expressing the essential idea “he answered
him.”'® We can now take a different view of the pair. The first is part of a
canonical “spoke to (one person)” line, containing object, conjunction, verb,

completely ad hoc. One might also try to make something of the difference between words
which begin with one consonant and those beginning with two. In fact, Apollonius does not
seem to exploit this distinction.

180n the v—movable in Homer see Russo (1964:71-111).

17For another example of a small series see Bakker/Fabbricotti (1991) on dative expressions
for “spear.” On a much larger scale see the careful examination of place phrases in Sale (1987)
and the lists of mental organs in Jahn (1987:254, 256).

18Janko’s (1981) thesis that, while the poet had two equivalent formulae, one or the other
tended to predominate at any give time is initially attractive. As evidence he produces several
long runs of one or the other formula in the /liad and Odyssey. Unfortunately, his statistical
argument is unsound. For instance, he calculates the chance that a particular sequence of five
formulae will be identical (i.e. the chance of a single occurrence raised to the fifth power). Such
a combination is indeed unlikely, but in a sufficiently long text it will occur eventually (unless
there is a non-random factor enforcing variation). We might rather want to know the (much
greater) chance that such a run will occur somewhere. An alternative statistical test is described
at Pfaffenberger and Patterson (1981:802); their test measures the possibility that a sequence (as
a whole) could have been generated by the repeated use of a fixed probability distribution. This
test indicates that neither the Iliad nor the Odyssey shows a clearly non-random distribution of
this particular pair of formulae. Miller (1982:44-6) gives several more examples (as well as
theoretical support) to Janko’s position, but it is hard to tell whether the collected evidence is
significant yet. Cf. also Stanford (1969), who advances considerations of euphony.
Hainsworth (1976:83-6) and Parry (1971:183-7) discuss formula clumping more generally.
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and a short modifier adte. The second is syntagmatically, but not semantically
parallel: it is composed of object, conjunction, verb (this time “he answered”),
and peripheral modifier. One might suspect a distinction in emphasis between
“he answered” and “he spoke in answer,” although this would be hard to prove.
However, even if there is no real distinction between these two phrases there is
a difference between the semantics of their core verbs. It is the use of the
secondary modifiers (particularly adte) which causes the meanings of the two
phrases to shade together. As long as the core semantics of two similar basic
types are still different enough to be economically distinguished, poets will
continue to learn and use both of them.'? In this case it is not surprising that
some forms of overlapping meaning will continue to be generated.2°

So far we have seen confirmation of Visser’s syntagmatic approach to
formulaic composition in a significantly large body of additional data (527
lines and partial lines). We have also seen evidence of a system which is highly
economical in several dimensions and so lends credence to Visser’s underlying
hypothesis of oral composition. As Lord (1960:48-9) observed, economy is
characteristic of individual singers, not whole traditions. Thus systematic
economy is strong evidence of oral composition, not simply imitation of or
dependence on an oral tradition. Furthermore, this analysis also holds for the
Hliad (another 508 lines), with one point of difficulty.2! Now I want to mention
three ways in which this kind of formal study can enhance our understanding
of other aspects of Homeric poetry.

1) The distinction between the “speak to” and “speak among” types
formalizes a well-known fact of Homeric diction (Chantraine [1953:116]): the
alternation between mpoc—compounds of verbs of speaking plus accusative for
single addressees and peta—compounds plus the dative for multiple addressees.
Less commented on are the two violations of this rule in the Odyssey. At 9.407
and 22.34 the verb mpocéen is used with the plural object To0¢ rather than

19Sale (1989:390-391) discusses a very similar situation involving the addition of generic
epithets to noun phrases to create apparently non-economical compounds.

20Austin (1975:29, 62-3) makes an incidental attack on the economy of the speech
introduction formulae, but his examples are largely due to compounding as described here. He
also cites (30) the fact that there are three different lines containing both y{fnoe and roAdtAag
dlog '0O8voaedg. In fact all three lines have different meanings (one starts with a speech—
conclusion formula, one involves the common phrase tov...i18@v, and the other is the simple
form).

21This point is the single occurrence of &ueiyato (1. 4.403). There does not seem to be any
difference in sense between this aorist and the normal imperfect, nor are there any manuscript
variants. Still, one might be tempted to emend to apeifeto. This violation is unique in Homer,
but becomes systematic in Apollonius. The /liad has no examples of Tpocéen with a plural
object.
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with the expected singular tév. In both cases a specific effect can be attributed
to the collective reference to the entire group of addressees. Od. 9.407 (tobg
8’ adt’ ¢ &vipov mpooéen xpatepde IMoAdenuog-) depicts the blind
Cyclops’ pathetic address to his unseen and therefore undifferentiated audience.
At Od. 22.34 (100g &’ &p’ Lrddpo 18dv Tpooen moAduntig "Odvoceig:)
Odysseus contemptuously lumps the suitors together before he slaughters
them.22 These two lines seem to be examples of the manipulation of formulaic
expectation for performance effect.

2) There is no regular system of expressions marking the beginning of a
series of speeches. Occasionally the initiation of speech is marked by the verb
&pyxopar or by the adjective mpdtepog (just as the first in a series of killings
is often marked by np®tog), but more often the poet simply uses a line of the
“speak among (a group)” type. The converse of this is also true; with only
three or four exceptions, uses of these lines occur at the beginning of a
discussion or after a pause in conversation (often for audience reaction, as
noted by Edwards). The npog—forms are almost completely restricted to
transitions within discussions.2® This illustrates the highly agonistic character
of Homeric discourse. A speaker may start by addressing the community at
large, but once talk has begun, all remarks are necessarily addressed to the
preceding speaker. This one—on—one confrontation is a function of the
inherently competitive nature of public speaking explored by Richard Martin
in The Language of Heroes (1989). A pause for description of the reaction
seems to imply an evaluation by the internal audience. Thus the competitive
cycle ends (at least potentially), and conversation can begin anew.

3) In the same work, Martin argues that the description of a speech as a
nd0og or as #nea nrepdevra (as opposed to €rog alone) marks it as a speech
act considered as such, and furthermore one that claims authority for itself;
#nog and #neo (unwinged) are merely the words of an utterance as viewed in
isolation from their context. This is the most recent entry in a debate going

22My interpretation of these lines presumes that in both cases the speaker serves as implicit
embedded focalizer for the speech—introduction. In her narratological discussion of speech
introductions in the Iliad, de Jong (1987:195-220) does not record any instances of this specific
phenomenon, although she does note cases where the internal audience focalizes similarly.
Nonetheless, I do not think that this presumption is a very strong one. Possible parallels are
discussed by Nagy (1979) and Martin (1989:236-7).

23Given these usage facts, one might be tempted to collapse the “speak to” (b) and “answer”
(d) types into one group. If this were done, the combined series would still be completely
economical. On the other hand (b) verbs, but not (d) verbs, can introduce a conversation so
long as there are exactly two participants. Hence I think it best to assume that the natural
semantic distinction is maintained.
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back to Milman Parry and George Calhoun over whether the choice of terms
describing a speech is determined solely by metrical features or not. As noted
above these terms are determinants in the most common context, the “spoke a
speech” line type and thus metrically relatively free. In addition modal datives
such as £€necoi(v) and pvBoro are independent, secondary modifiers, not parts
of variable series (they also follow the expected localization patterns); hence
the poet again has free metrical choice. Only in a few phrases is the choice of
ndBog (Tables 4b, c) metrically determined. This removes a major obstacle to
theories such as Martin’s which seek to establish semantic or pragmatic
distinctions among the various terms.

To summarize this section, we have divided most of the generalized
speech—introducing lines in the Odyssey into four groups based on the meaning
of the main verb. Each of these types can be decomposed into determinants,
whose form in an individual line is fixed by the story and are given priority in
placement in the line, and by a series of variables, whose particular form is
accommodated to the remaining metrical space. These series are individually
metrically economical and (where appropriate) are shared between schemata.
Localization data are compatible with the proposed order of composition. The
facts of economy and localization show that this categorization of speech
introductions has real content. Apollonius of Rhodes does not show the
economy that Homer does; this provides empirical confirmation for the
theoretical expectation that a poet using retractative composition (even one
with a deep familiarity with traditional epic language) will not employ
economical systems. This evidence tends to confirm Visser’s theory about how
pieces of common type—scenes are composed and to support the notion of
composition—in—performance.

III. Theory and Production

In this final section I want to raise a question about the nature of objects like
“determinant” and “variable.” Are they merely convenient analytical
categories, or do they seem to be part of the actual process of composition?24
To approach this question I want to compare the notions that have been used so
far to another important theoretical concept—the distinction between nucleus

241 adopt here the “mentalist” position of Chomsky; that is, a sufficiently descriptive and
predictive model of linguistic behavior may be taken to reflect, at least partially, the actual
underlying mental processes (see Horrocks [1987:5-10] and his references). Readers who
reject this principle out of hand may prefer to read this section simply as additional argument
that the analysis of the second section is the best available in purely formal terms.
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and periphery.25 Within a unit of composition (e.g. scene, line, or phrase)
elements which are assumed to be present from the nature of the unit as a
whole by the composer are said to be “peripheral.” Thus peripheral elements
tend to provide redundant information. Those elements which are specific to
one instance of the compositional unit are “nuclear.” For instance, in scenes of
killing in the Iliad, phrases meaning “with a spear” are peripheral to the line
(e.g. ¥yxer xahxeio, /1. 6.31). Spears are the unmarked weapon, and the
addition of these phrases simply spells out something which is already
assumed.26 On the other hand, the very same phrase is nuclear in a line
describing the driving of horses (e.g. //. 5.852). Less obviously, the verb
meaning “he killed” in the standard killing scenes is also peripheral. This verb
is automatic in what is already known to be a killing scene from the point of
view of the composer. Hence the determinant/variable relationship can be seen
as a special case of nucleus/periphery. Bakker and Fabbricotti2? (1991:67)
contend that “peripheral elements have to be (i) as neutral as possible with
respect to their context, and (ii) metrically variable.” Furthermore, they offer
the observation that “peripherality is a recursive affair: it [also] applies within
expressions that are as a whole peripheral to something else [emphasis
original]” (69).

To take the second observation first, let us consider the nuclear—
peripheral distinction within the phrase, the smallest domain in which it would
make sense. (I would prefer not to call parts of words nuclear and peripheral,
at least not in a specifically poetic context.28) Bakker and Fabbricotti’s flagship
example is that of proper noun and epithet formulae. They point out that in
Milman Parry’s earliest work these formulae are not conceived of as individual
fixed units (T6dag dxVG *AxtAlede or moddpxng dlog *AxiAiedg), but as a
single essential (i.e. nuclear) element—the proper name—and a variety of
optional (i.e. peripheral) extensions that could be added where metrically
convenient—the epithets. This makes sense for the proper noun formulae,?® but
does not work so well for common noun formulae or for verbal formulae.

25The discussion and examples of this paragraph are based closely on Bakker and Fabbricotti
(1991).

26 And within a phrase like “with shining spear,” “shining” is essentially redundant (there are
few dull spears in the epic world) and therefore peripheral.

27Generalizing and translating Jahn (1987:249).

280pne could, however, make a case for describing the past indicative augment as peripheral
to a nucleus consisting of root and endings.

29Thus normally these epithets will be peripheral material, added in the last stage of line
composition. There are, however, persistent reports of locally significant use of personal
epithets (e.g. Austin [1975], Vivante [1980]). If these are correct, then they would be nuclear
uses of the same words, added earlier in the composition (like npdtepog).



Homeric Speech Introductions 111

Consider the formula series cited above for “speak (a speech)” or that for
“sword (nom. sing.)” (Paraskevaides [1984:21-2]):

Eipog CuuC Eipog Gpenkeg Cuu- -uC
@boyavov C-uuC @hoyavov &uenkeg C-vu- -uC
Eigog 6&D Cuu-uVvV &op mayyxdAxeov Vuu- -uuC
néya Eigog Cu-uuC tavinkeg Gop Cuu-uu-C
Gop 6&0 Vuu-uVv Selvov dop tavimkeg C-uu-uu-uC
péya @doyavov Cuu-VUC  gdoyavov dpyvpdénrov C-uu-uuU-UC
paoyavov 6&0 C-uu-UV  Eigog apmupémiov Cuu- -uu-uC
xGAkelov dop C- —-uu-C

Both are highly suppletive, using a variety of terms for the nuclear idea. Thus
the poet cannot choose a nuclear term without knowing the metrical shape of
the whole phrase. This suppletion also characterizes the other “he said”
formulae, “he killed” formulae, Jahn’s (1987:254) mental organ formulae,
Bakker and Fabbricotti’s spear formulae, and many of Paraskevaides’ other
common noun series. It is still possible in the abstract to identify the nuclear
and peripheral elements in these formulae, but they do not seem to have
compositional significance. Rather, most verbal and common noun formulae
are best taken as units. Furthermore, if we consider the case of formulae with
specialized meanings, then even the abstract nuclear/peripheral distinction can
be lost. If a phrase like £rnea ntepdevta has acquired an idiomatic sense that is
attributable to neither adjective nor noun (see section II), then neither part can
be considered nuclear or peripheral. Similarly, if a phrase like éri vnuoi
Bofiorv actually means “in the Greek camp” (Sale [1987:24]), then we might
not want to select any single element as being nuclear.

Now let us return to the properties that Bakker and Fabbricotti assign to
peripherality: (i) semantic neutrality in context and (ii) metrical extension. The
first property, as they point out, follows directly from the definition of
peripherality. The second is not logically necessary, but seems to hold in all the
cases that have been examined so far. This systematic metrical variety is, of
course, one of the best arguments from formularity for oral composition—in—
performance: in a written composition variety of phrases might be motivated,
but not metrical variety. We might now ask whether this property is
reversible; that is, are items which occur in extensive and economical series
peripheral (in a significant number of contexts)? We can see a suspicious case
in speech introductions. The terms oad/adt’/adte/adtic/énerta’?
/dperfdpevoc/drapepduevoc all have the same sense (“in turn”) and each is

301 refer here to the word £rerto alone (as in 1ov 8’ Apeifer’ #neita), not as part of the
conjunction series (Tables 1b and 4e).
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metrically distinct. The meaning “in turn” is clearly not appropriate to some
addresses,3! and there are seven terms. More dramatically we can look again at
Sale’s (1987) lists of locative expressions. There is very little that can happen
in the Achaean camp that cannot also occur (at least in Homer) in Troy; it is
impossible to supply a locative simply on the basis of scene type. Hence these
expressions will almost never be context-neutral. In general it is hard to
imagine that common noun phrases in the nominative or accusative, such as the
sword system cited above or the smaller (nominative) mental organ system of
Jahn,32 can be semantically context—neutral more than occasionally.

Although variables need not be peripheral elements, it is still possible that
the other implication could hold. All determinants could be nuclear elements.
This question is not really decidable from material currently at hand, but the
following facts may be suggestive. One of the features that distinguished the
speech introductions from the killing scenes was the frequent use of pronouns
for personal names when, as often, the reference was quite clear. In fact, lines
such as these:

kai ol émevyduevog nea ntepdevia mpoonvda

Gyxod 8’ iotopévn mpocéen YAavkdmig *ABfvn

show that there is even a null option for the object when his identity is clear
from the context. (I take ot closely with éxevydpevog in the first example.)
Since the pronouns are in this sense redundant, they may be considered
peripheral. Now consider the localization of these pronouns (tév, v, etc.)
when they do occur. They normally take the first position in the clause.33 In
particular, the collocation tov kai (before a consonant) occurs nine times in
the speech introductions to the complete exclusion of the metrically equivalent
xod Tév (1. 5.632, 13.306, 14.41, 16.858, 22.364, 23.438, 24.485; Od. 16.460,
17.74): tov xoi TnAépoaxoc mpdtepog mpdg udbov Eewmev (Od. 16.460).
Otherwise Tov xai occurs only three times (//. 1.406, 8.285, 20.234). Given
the individual shapes of the two words and the general tendencies of clause—
connective xai, one would expect the other order at least occasionally, as
happens several times in less stereotyped situations: kol Thv pév npondporfe

31More specifically, these could be peripheral to verbs of answering, but not to the more
general (and more common) verbs of address.

321 his review of Jahn, van der Mije (1991:443-4) points out that Jahn’s treatment of
obliques is much more convincing than that of the nominatives.

33n this case localization presumably has more to do with the word’s status as an anaphor
than with metrical factors.
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noddv *AxAfiog E0nxev (/1. 20.324). In all, xai tév/tAv occurs 7x in Il. and
5x in Od. In ten of these twelve examples T6v is the direct object of the main
verb. The unusual word order of the speech introductions can be explained if
we assume that the determinant retains priority in placement in the line even if
it is expressed by a pronoun rather than a proper noun. In other words,
priority is assigned not on the basis of the fixity or flexibility of individual
metrical forms, but of the prototype case which, for direct objects of verbs of
address or killing, is a proper noun. This is normally a fixed form and must be
placed accordingly.

The appeal to the notions of nuclear and peripheral attempts to explain
the strategies of oral poetry as the exploitation or specialization of more
general and pre—existing cognitive or linguistic strategies. I have argued above
that abstract categories of nucleus and periphery do not line up exactly with the
categories of determinant and variable. In particular, the distribution of tov
xai and xoi T6v suggests (though by no means conclusively) that the latter pair
best describes the process of composition. Similarly, within formulae the
nuclear/peripheral distinction seems irrelevant to the actual production of
many verbal and common-noun phrases. Whatever their historical origin,
many of them would be leamned and used as unanalyzed units by poets.34 Thus I
contend that in both cases the poet has not merely used a normal cognitive
structure (i.e. a general notion of givenness or salience), but has formalized
and generalized the most common form of that structure (i.e. the
determinant/variable distinction or certain long formulae). Hence, because the
direct object is normally nuclear, it is always a determinant in common type—
scenes. Frequently used combinations of nuclear noun and peripheral adjective
are eventually learned as single units. None of this argues against the
importance of the nuclear/peripheral distinction; it is one of our most
important tools for understanding why Homeric composition takes on the
formal structures that it does. On the other hand it is important to note that,
just as in vocabulary and morphology, there is an element of artificiality in the
“syntax” (broadly defined) of the Homeric poems.

34In fairness to Bakker, it should be pointed out that he has never been interested in ruling
out these units; nonetheless, I do see between us a difference of emphasis on the role of such
units.



114 Andrew M. Riggsby

Works Cited

Austin, N. 1975. Archery at the Dark of the Moon: Poetic Problems in Homer’s Odyssey.
Berkeley.

Bakker, E. 1988. Linguistics and Formulas in Homer: Scalarity and the Description of the

Particle per. Amsterdam.

1991. Review of Visser (1987), Mnemosyne 44.446-7.

and Fabbricotti, F. 1991. “Peripheral and Nuclear Semantics in Homeric Diction: The
Case of Dative Expressions for ‘Spear.””” Mnemosyne 44.63-84.

Chantraine, P. 1953. Grammaire Homérique, Tome I1: Syntaxe. Paris.

Dover, K. 1960. Greek Word Order. Cambridge.

Edwards, M. W. 1970. “Homeric Speech Introductions.” HSCP 74.1-36.

1986. “Homer and Oral Tradition: the Formula, Part I.” Oral Tradition 1.171-230.

1988. “Homer and Oral Tradition: the Formula, Part IL.”” Oral Tradition 3.11-60.
Finkelberg, M. 1989. “Formulaic and Nonformulaic Elements in Homer.” CP 84.179-97.
Hainsworth, J. 1968. The Flexibility of the Homeric Formula. Oxford.

1976. “Phrase—clusters in Homer,” in A. Davies and W. Meid (edd.), Studies in Greek,

Italic, and Indo—European Linguistics, Innsbrucker Beitrige zur Sprachwissenschaft 38.
83-6. Innsbruck.

Hoekstra, A. 1965. Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes: Studies in the
Development of Greek Epic Diction, Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse
Akademie van Wetenschappen afd. Letterkunde, NR 71.1. Amsterdam.

Horrocks, G. 1987. Generative Grammar. Harlow.

Jahn, T. 1987. Zum Wortfeld “Seele-Geist” in der Sprache Homers, Zetemata 83. Munich.

Janko, R. 1981. “Equivalent Formulae in the Greek Epic.” Mnemosyne 34.251-61.

de Jong, 1. 1987. Narrators and Focalizers: The Presentation of the Story in the lliad.
Amsterdam.

Kahane, A. 1992. “The First Word of the Odyssey,” TAPA 122.115-31.

Lord, A. 1960. The Singer of Tales. Cambridge.

Martin, R. 1989. The Language of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the lliad. Ithaca.

van der Mije, S. 1991. Review of Jahn (1987), Mnemosyne 44.440-45.

Miller, D. 1982. Improvisation, Typology, Culture, and “The New Orthodoxy” : How“Oral” is
Homer? Washington.

Nagy, G. 1979. Best of the Achaeans. Baltimore.

O’Neill, E. 1942. “The Localization of Metrical Word-types in the Greek Hexameter: Homer,
Hesiod, and the Alexandrians.” YCS 8.103-78.

Paraskevaides, H. 1984. The Use of Synonyms in Homeric Formulaic Diction. Amsterdam.

Parry, A. (ed.) 1971. The Making of Homeric Verse: The Collected Papers of Milman Parry.
Oxford.

Pfaffenberger, R. and Patterson, J. 1981. Statistical Methods for Business and Economics.2
Homewood, III.

Sale , W. 1987. “The Formularity of the Place—phrases in the Iliad.” TAPA 117.21-51.

1989. “The Trojans, Statistics, and Milman Parry.” GRBS 30.341-410.

Stanford, W. 1969. “Euphonic Reasons for the Choice of Homeric Formulae?” Hermathena
108.34-8.

Visser, E. 1987. Homerische Versifikationstechnik: Versuch einer Reconstruktion. Frankfurt

am Main.

1988. “Formulae or Single Words? Towards a New Theory on Homeric Verse-making.”

Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher fiir die Altertumswissenschaft 14.21-37.

Vivante, P. 1980. “Men’s Epithets in Homer.” Glotta 58.157-72.



	Article Contents
	p. [99]
	p. 100
	p. 101
	p. 102
	p. 103
	p. 104
	p. 105
	p. 106
	p. 107
	p. 108
	p. 109
	p. 110
	p. 111
	p. 112
	p. 113
	p. 114

	Issue Table of Contents
	Transactions of the American Philological Association (1974-), Vol. 122 (1992), pp. i-viii+1-394
	Front Matter [pp.  i - viii]
	The 1990 Presidential Address San Francisco, California
	Disauthorizing Prophecy: The Ideological Mapping of Oedipus Tyrannus [pp.  1 - 15]

	The 1991 Presidential Address Chicago, Illinois
	Homeric Questions [pp.  17 - 60]

	Homeric Studies
	Alternatives to the Epic Tradition: Homer's Challenges in the Iliad [pp.  61 - 71]
	The Wits of Glaucus [pp.  73 - 84]
	Xanthus, Hera and the Erinyes (Iliad 19.400-418) [pp.  85 - 98]
	Homeric Speech Introductions and the Theory of Homeric Composition [pp.  99 - 114]
	The First Word of the Odyssey [pp.  115 - 131]
	Heroic Proxemics: Social Space and Distance in the Odyssey [pp.  133 - 163]
	The Uses of Vase-Depictions in Homeric Studies [pp.  165 - 198]

	Fifth - Century Studies
	The Economy of Athens in the Classical Era: Some Adjustments to the Primitivist Model [pp.  199 - 226]
	The Fear and Pursuit of Risk: Corinth on Athens, Sparta and the Peloponnesians (Thucydides 1.68-71, 120-121) [pp.  227 - 256]
	Thucydides 7.13.2 and the Crews of Athenian Triremes [pp.  257 - 270]
	Epidemiology of the Plague of Athens [pp.  271 - 304]

	Hellenistic Poetry
	Genre and Style in Callimachus [pp.  305 - 312]
	Iambeion kaleitai nun: Genre, Occasion, and Imitation in Callimachus, frr. 191 and 203Pf. [pp.  313 - 330]
	Commentary: Difference and Dissonance in Hellenistic Poetry [pp.  331 - 334]
	Theocritus, Homer, and the Dioscuri: Idyll 22.137-223 [pp.  335 - 350]

	Late Antiquity
	Dating an Ill-Fated Journey: Synesius, Ep. 5 [pp.  351 - 380]

	Paragraphoi
	Professionalizing Politics, Politicizing the Profession [pp.  381 - 384]
	Trends and Issues in Quantitative Stylistics [pp.  385 - 390]
	Gleanings [p.  391]

	Back Matter [pp.  393 - 394]





