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Since the work of Milman Parry, the analysis of Homeric language
has devoted considerable effort to analyzing conceptions and applications
of “the formula.” Defined by Parry as “a group of words which is
regularly employed under the same metrical conditions to express a given
essential idea,” the formula was often connected to theories of origin and
composition. In this study, however, I have identified five parameters for
the analysis of that formularity, without relying on any single definition of
the term. The parameters are metrical position, metrical size, metrical
shape, lexical content, and syntactic behavior. They are to be applied to
individual verse segments, defined as verse units constrained by regularly
occurring caesurae and verse-end. Any segment may be compared by
means of the parameters, without adducing a concept of the formula,
much less a hypothesis of origin. When samples are subjected to this
method, a number of features emerge. First, verse segments turn out to
have internal syntactic schemata localized within them, which generate
and regulate morphological content internal to that segment. Abstract
syntactic patterns can generate surface outputs that are related
syntactically but with no lexical item in common; we call this a template.
Multiple templates can localize within the same segment, sometimes

interacting with one another, for which a term is needed. I have suggested



‘module.” Finally, these localized templates and modules can combine
with adjacent verse segments to form higher level syntactic schemata,
which themselves can behave independently of their smaller, constitutive
templates and modules. This ability for segments to maintain internal
syntactic regularity, while simultaneously binding with adjacent segments
to create larger syntactic units, and even whole blocks of verses, is further
justification for the term ‘module’ —verse segments in this poetry behave
in a modular fashion, since internally stable segments can freely combine
with each other in order to create a flexible, idiomatic language. The
conclusion to be drawn is that we have in the Homeric corpus a spectrum
of formularity, with no single isolable item at its core, and that the
parametric method can be profitably used for literary and linguistic

analysis.
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CHAPTER ONE

To say that formular or oral-formulaic studies of Homeric diction
have neglected the role played by syntax in the behavior of Homeric
diction would be to understate matters significantly. Though Diintzer,
Ellendt, and Witte broached the question of syntax, especially in relation
to the role played by the bucolic diaeresis, hepthemimeral caesura, and
third foot caesurae in the creation of particular linguistic forms, it was not
until Milman Parry that an analysis attempted to provide a comprehensive
framework for explaining verse segments, and the caesurae that
constrained them, as the result of a tradition of composition. Parry was
clear in identifying those particular scholars’ work as fundamental to his
own investigation, and also made clear that he considered their work to be
an unfinished undertaking—“unfinished” because they had isolated the
“special” nature of Homeric language’s metrical constraints without
having provided an explanation for what that verse actually “was,” or how
it came to be: “The theory of Witte, even with the further work done on it
by Meister,” Parry writes, “is unfinished: they have logically proved that
the language of Homer is the work of the Homeric verse, but they have
not at all shown how the verse in this case could have such power . . .[T]o
say that the Homeric language was the work of the Homeric verse thus
implies a poetry which is, at least to our way of thinking, of a very special
kind, so that while the theory may be proved it cannot really be

understood until we know just what this poetry was™ (emphasis mine).'

" Parry 1971: 329.



Parry’s stated desideratum both to explain the “special” nature of
Homeric language and to provide an account of what the poetry actually
“was” exemplifies a longstanding tendency in Homeric criticism to
combine two separable levels of explanation: (1) the analytic level
addressing the outwardly observable formal features or parameters of the
Homeric poetic language itself (e.g., the metrical, dictional, and linguistic
aspects comprising its ‘special’ kind or status), and (2) the explanation for
the origin of that form, namely, the mechanisms or causes by which that
language arose in the first place (in Parry’s words, what the language
actually “was”). One might call this a mixture of the descriptive level of
formal analysis on the one hand, upon which analytic method operates,
and the purely speculative level on the other, for which hypothetical
accounts relying on theories of performance, tradition, authorial
excellence, editorial intervention, oral composition, and the like have been
offered since the beginning of modern scholarship (and earlier). It is the
intrusion of the latter level into the former that causes, as we will see,
interminable problems for the analysis of Homeric diction; for the
moment, we would like also to point out that Parry himself was prone to
the same blending, or contamination, of method and speculation, as
demonstrated by the fact that he called for a single explanation to answer
both questions.

Among the many reasons why Homeric language appears to be
peculiar, of course, is the fundamental fact that it is impossible to discuss
linguistic matters within the corpus without immediately encountering
considerations of diction as well. In fact, as is well known, the two

aspects are co-constitutive, and inseparable, in this corpus, no matter what



one’s conception of its origin may be. Unlike the case with later Greek
poetry, considerations of diction do not count merely as one among other
formal criteria to be added to the discussion of Homeric verse, but are in
fact constitutive of the linguistic status of the corpus as such. For this
reason, the study of diction in the Homeric poems has never been simply
one among many possible topics for analysis, but has always been a
fundamental part of any linguistic analysis. Another way of making the
point is to remind readers that the language of Homer shows a complexity
along two axes simultaneously: (1) historical Greek grammar, and (2)
developments internal to the Homeric language itself, according to
prosodic rules that obtained within that poetic tradition or technique. As
a result of this peculiar situation, whereby linguistic history and corpus-
internal diction influence each other reciprocally and inextricably,
analytic tasks of a very special kind arise. An appropriate response to
those special tasks, this study will argue, is to develop a formal method
for describing the Homeric language in terms of its formal prosodic
structure (i.e., an appropriate method for characterizing the first level), but
to do so in a way that allows for the diagnosis of questions concerning
Greek grammar and historical Greek linguistics without appealing to
external hypotheses of origin or tradition (i.e., various hypotheses
regarding written or oral composition, or, the second level).

In pursuit of that task, our immediate point of departure will be the
question of syntactic productivity and its role within Homeric diction,
since one feature that has been consistently avoided, if not entirely
neglected, in the history of Homeric scholarship is that of syntax and its

analogical effects upon and within Homeric diction. In fact, as this study



will show, considerations of a syntactic nature in Homeric studies,
especially in the 20" century, have repeatedly veered from the possibility
of a systematic analysis in pursuit of another analytic allure, namely, the
temptation to speculate on the meaning of syntactic patterning for some
version of the oral hypothesis. The frequency with which this occurs in
the secondary literature is easy to underestimate until one looks at the
writings on the formula from the 1960s to the 1980s generally, or, more
specifically, from the period surrounding work on the structural formula
(associated especially with Russo) —especially when considered from the
methodological perspective that we have established and set forth in what
follows. To make the point, we refer to what Mark Edwards had to say, in
a well regarded survey of Homeric scholarship written for the journal
Oral Tradition in 1986, when he summarized work done on the question
of analogy and structural formulae from the time of Parry until the
article’s writing. In a two-page section entitled “Analogy,
‘Schematizations,” and ‘Structural Formulae,”” Edwards surveys the
period in which syntactic formulae, or structural formulae as the
phenomenon is typically named, began to emerge as serious proposals for
the explanation of certain conspicuous dictional features. What Edwards
correctly concludes, without any controversy whatsoever, is that the
period of work on the structural formula was always understood, by
proponents and opponents alike, in relation to questions of oral
composition, rather than as a task to be undertaken in itself, on its own

terms:

O’Neill (see section 2) showed that words occur in the hexameter at
preferred positions according to their metrical shape; Russo points



out that certain grammatical types, of certain metrical shapes, also
have preferred positions. He gives an analysis of Iliad 1.1-7 along
these lines (214ff), finding (for example) nouns shaped —u
followed by a verb shaped u — — at the verse-end (alge’ etheke,
muthon eeipen), and reversed, verb — u followed by noun u —
(teuche kunessin). In another article (1966) he analyzes further
passages (using the term “structural formula” for this kind of
system), and, finding such patterns more common in Homer than in
Apollonius, suggests that they are an indication of oral
composition. An appendix lists a number of structural formulae
according to their position in the verse. (Edwards 1986:202)
(parentheses are in the original; emphasis mine)

The passage is taken from the same section in which Edwards
accurately characterizes Parry’s conclusion that analogy was a
fundamental mechanism in Homeric diction’s operation. This is not an
insignificant point, and it is one to which we will return. By now the
importance of O’Neill’s study is well known too, and hardly needs
comment—in fact, when considered together with Parry’s emphasis on
analogy, O’Neill’s work provides the starting point for a methodological
breakthrough that never quite took place (we have attempted to do so in
this study). What is most striking, however, about Edwards’ account is
the fact that his summary of research on structural formulae, analogy, and
metrical word-type localization culminated in a discussion of that work’s
value for adjudicating oral composition, instead of proposing a method or
an inventory of features that would include structural formulae and related
phenomena in a fully formed account.

Edwards continues his discussion, and exemplifies again, in the

very next paragraph, the fact that support as well as opposition to the



structural formula was presented in terms of oral composition proofs

rather than internal methodological propriety. Edwards writes:

Hainsworth 1964 and Minton 1965 perceive the value of Russo’s
emphasis that “phrases of a given metrical value and internal
shape, expressing a more or less constant syntactic relationship
within themselves, tend to have a very limited placement in the
hexameter line” (Minton 1965:243), but express doubt that this is

a mark of oral composition. Their reservations were confirmed by
Packard 1976. (Russo 1986:202-203) (references in the original;
emphasis mine)

The quotation is illustrative of a number of tendencies legible elsewhere
in modern studies of Homeric diction. First, there is the standard
recognition that Russo’s study possessed a certain value. Namely, in
Edwards’ formulation of it, Russo arrived at the insight that certain
“phrases” with a metrical identity, internal shape, and a “constant
syntactic relationship within themselves” were not to be accepted (e.g., by
Hainsworth and Minton, in this instance) as belonging to Homeric diction,
given the caveat that the distribution of structural formule within the
hexameter line is restricted to certain positions, i.e., “very limited.” But
rather than inquire further into the meaning, mechanisms, and
implications of this insight, Edwards skips over such questions and moves
immediately to the question that the authors themselves (Russo,
Hainsworth, Minton) had formulated as the most pressing concern:
whether or not these features reveal a “mark of oral composition.” The
suspicion on the part of Hainsworth and Minton, according to Edwards’
summary —namely, that structural formulae did not betray marks of oral

composition—was likewise thought, we are further told, by Packard, to



show no evidence of oral composition either. Apart from these not
uninteresting debates, a larger question looms. Why did such scholars,
including Edwards, not inquire further into the formal parameters defining
the phenomena under discussion, viz., the definition of the structural
formula in terms of internal syntax, verse placement, and metrical size, or,
observable tendencies for structural formulae to conjoin with each other,
or, the meaning of these “constant syntactic relationships” for an
understanding of the diction itself, prior to the formulation of an answer to
the oral hypothesis? As we will see, these are questions that will return
again and again, and to which provisional answers will always seems to
be that analysts in a post-Parry environment avoided the analysis of
syntax from a formal point of view, as a phenomenon to be studied on its
own terms, but chose instead to approach Homeric syntax as a feature that
might provide insight into a more general conception of the compositional
process and origin of Homeric poetry (oral or written, one or many, and
so on). This is an example, we would argue, of the speculative level
intruding upon the formal.

A central argument of this dissertation is that this tendency to break
off from the question of the analogical role of syntactic patterning in
preference for speculative questions concerning oral composition has led
directly to methodological mistakes —mistakes that can be both
demonstrated and corrected, with much gain in our understanding of
Homeric diction as an outcome of the correction. The task that we are
proposing then is to provide a method for defining, comparing, and
analyzing specific metrically constrained instances of Homeric diction, in

which one can observe how syntactic patterning participates in the



behavior of hexametrically regulated verse segment and their relatives —
and to do so without reliance on premises related to oral or written
hypotheses. This is not to say that we are opposed in any way to the oral
hypothesis, or to considering the many versions of it offered heretofore;
instead, what we have in mind is to take that hypothesis so seriously as to
refuse to adduce it a priori: our conviction is that methodological
procedure obligates us to ascertain the best possible account of Homeric
repetition and formularity before bringing the results to bear on any such
analysis for speculative hypotheses or theories of origin. In other words,
it is precisely out of respect for the oral hypothesis, and for the Homeric
facts themselves, that we refuse to engage questions of oral or written
composition until we have completed a more comprehensive, and dogma-
free (it is hoped), analysis of syntactic patterns and their constitutive role
in Homeric diction.

Let us now return to Parry, and let us begin where he himself
began: the two dissertations. It can be easily demonstrated that Parry’s
first dissertation was highly aware of the operation of syntax in the use of
formulae, at least to the extent that his analysis suggested that the syntax
internal to verse segments was essential for the functioning, development,
and inflection of related verse segments. After all, his category of
“formula system” practically implies as much already, no matter how
little attention was paid by subsequent investigators to the implications of
Parry’s category. He also presented ample evidence for formulae that
deserved to be grouped under syntactic headings. The vast majority of the

portion of the study entitled “The Epithet and the Formula I: Usage of the



Fixed Epithet,” in fact, is devoted to exactly this category.” But Parry did
not isolate the role of syntax as a question to be examined in itself, nor did
he study the role played by syntax on a segment-by-segment basis
throughout the corpus, for the simple reason that Parry’s goals were
significantly different than ours today. At the time of Parry’s writings,
the task at hand, as his own words in the following quote clearly attest,
was to define a method for demonstrating the ‘traditionality’ of the
Homeric epic language (and later, its connection to oral tradition), and
more importantly, to apply the method in order to sort out the
contributions made by the original poet, Homer, from the contributions
made by a pre-existing, or later (depending on one’s model for the text’s

production), tradition:

It is this problem and this problem alone, to discover why Homer
chose certain words, certain forms, certain constructions to express
his thought, that I shall deal with in this volume. But in our attempt
to learn which part of Homer’s diction is traditional and which part
original, 1 shall make use of the same method which has been used
to prove that Homer’s language is a traditional language (emphasis
mine).’

As the quote demonstrates, Parry, at least at this stage, believed it
possible to separate the contributions of the individual poet from the
diction made available to him by the tradition, a task that most scholars
today would consider—correctly, in my opinion—ill-conceived (though
there are numerous instances, of course, where historical-linguistic

peculiarities and intra-epic innovations are demonstrable). Parry’s

* Parry 1971: 37-79.
’ Parry 1971: 6.



findings, which he explained at length in the two dissertations written
under Meillet, did however point to a series of questions, some of which
included the role of syntax, to be pursued in multiple directions, one of
which Parry hoped would eventually lead to the investigation and
comparison of Homeric Greek formular language to Serbo-Croatian oral
epic versification. Parry did not live to accomplish the task. Viewed
from today’s philological vantage point, after many decades of work on
oral-formulaic diction in various languages and traditions, one may say
with a degree of confidence that the role played by syntax in the operation
of Homeric Greek epic diction has not been given a comprehensive
methodological or philological analysis. As a result, we have at our
disposal little resembling an account of the ways in which syntactic
structures internal to repeated verse segments helped analogically to
generate diction in ancient Greek Homeric epic —to say nothing of other
Greek poetic genres or a comparison with South Slavic epic.* We draw
attention to this state of affairs in order to show that (1) the question of the
role of syntax in the analogical production of Homeric diction is present
from the beginning in Parry’s own work, but that (2) Parry did not himself
identify the necessity of separating this question from more general
questions, including speculative ones related to compositional process and
its relation to language, tradition, and composition, and, finally (3) that

the role of syntax in Homeric composition does have its place in the

* Regarding the South Slavic epic traditions, full account of the prosodological
similarities and differences (at the level of verse, but also composition) between the
Greek and Slavic traditions would be essential if one were to begin to offer insights
about formular styles, techniques, and surface outputs for the two traditions (to say
nothing of other living oral epic poetries).
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context of a discussion addressing compositional technique and idiomatic
mastery among singers in living oral epic traditions, once the methods and
assumptions have been clarified and subjected to methodological scrutiny.
It hardly bears repeating that responses to Parry’s work have
always tended to provoke responses addressing the oral aspect of his
claims rather than to attempt to explore other, more restricted, corpus-
internal questions. One such question, we would argue, is the possibility
that abstract syntactic patterns internal to line segments contributed to the
production of new semantic outputs and formula-like units of diction, and
even to linguistic peculiarities and innovations (especially morphological
ones) that occurred nowhere outside of the poems themselves. When one
pursues this syntactic line of inquiry with methodological rigor, it
becomes possible to comprehend the analogical role played by isolable
syntactic structures within the epic hexameter segmentations and verses.
Once this part of the dictional puzzle has been restored, it becomes
possible to consider the hexameter not merely from the point of view of a
‘theory of the formula’ underlying a corpus of poetry, but as a
communicative poetic idiom in which a spectrum of formularity more
accurately characterizes the linguistic and metrical facts. But in order to
reach this point, and to put ourselves in a position to take these insights
and apply them to an actual reading of a passage or an analysis of a group
of verses, we will also need to remove a number of obstacles from the
history of oral formulaic studies. Before we do that, and in order to make
clear the goals of our study, we would like first point to a number of
questions that remain open—as a result of the neglect of syntax’s

generative force in the development and maintenance of epic diction: do
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we have yet a comprehensive descriptive account of Homeric diction
considered under all of its aspects? Do we really understand, and have
exhaustive evidence for the different ways in which syntactic analogy
operated in the creation of new expressions? Can we really conclude that
the definition of the formula, and the nature of Homeric formularity, has
been thoroughly investigated, if we have not yet grasped the extent and
reach of syntactic patterning within that formularity? Unfortunately, the
answers to each of these questions today remains: no.

This is not to say that the role of syntax has not appeared in the
secondary literature, because it has, of course. Discussions of syntax in
relation to Homeric language almost always include references to Joseph
Russo’s work on the ‘structural’ formula, as we have already seen in
Edwards’ article quoted above.’ Unfortunately Russo’s work suffers from
an incompleteness in the handling of evidence as well as a zeal to shift the
discussion to oral composition and oral poetics, with the result that he
jumps to claims regarding the question of segment-internal syntax without
ever actually arriving at a secure methodology for analyzing the structural
syntactic phenomena he claims to have identified.

Not long after Russo’s work on the structural formula appeared,
Michael Nagler attempted to show that there were verse segments in
Homeric poetry whose relatedness existed only and exclusively on the
phonic or auditory plane. ® This thesis, and the peculiar presentation of
evidence necessary for making it, represents yet another example of a

commentator claiming to have identified a dimension of formularity that

3 See Russo 1966 and Edwards 1986.
% See Nagler 1967 and 1974.
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eluded Parry’s purview. In Nagler’s case, however, the claim can be
shown without a tremendous amount of effort to be incomplete. Nagler’s
wish to discuss theoretical aspects of formularity without first properly
evaluating the evidence that he himself adduces is reminiscent of Russo,
in that both seem to have been more interested in addressing the putative
nature of formularity and orality, or in addressing questions of oral
composition, than in producing a comprehensive methodology for
empirically testable results —all of this is examined in the final chapter of
this study.

To turn to more recent work, Edzard Visser’s work, as well as
Bakker and Fabricotti’s extension of it in terms of “core” and “peripheral”
formular elements did in fact exhibit an awareness of syntax in Homeric
formularity. But rather than provide an explanation or method for
discussing syntactic behavior, Bakker and Fabricotti’s revision of Visser
explored one aspect by which the poet subtracted or added certain
peripheral elements to a syntactic and semantic core.” Though valuable,
Bakker and Fabricotti’s analysis does not attempt a comprehensive
account of the syntax internal to Homeric verse segments, so will remain

of peripheral importance to our study.

Verse Segments, Method, and Modularity

Throughout this study, Homeric verse will be treated as a
phenomenon metrically divisible into fundamental units or segments, as
defined by the major caesurae familiar to scholars since the work of

O’Neill and Porter (debates surrounding the second foot caesurae will be

" See Bakker and Fabbricotti 1991.
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postponed for further study, for the reason that we devote the majority of
our time to analyzing more robustly attested, and clearly defined,
segments appearing at easily specifiable segment boundaries such as the
bucolic diaeresis, hepthemimeral caesura, and mid-line caesurae). What I
attempt to show is that the mode of composition responsible for Homeric
verse, whatever its technique, provenance, or status at the time of the
transcriptions might have been, was a particular mode of composition that
can be most accurately described not as ‘formular’ or ‘oral formulaic’ but
as modular; the method required for analyzing that diction, then, will need
to account for, and explain, that modularity. What is meant by the
syntagm ‘modular’ or ‘modular diction” will require explanation,
discussion, and extensive samples, of course. But as we will see, the
formula will in fact turn out, from the vantage point of the methodology
that we have developed, to be a kind of surface manifestation, or a surface
instantiation, of modularity, i.e., to be a particularly visible aspect of one
end of a spectrum of formularity ranging from the familiar examples of
noun-epithet formulae at one end of the spectrum, to the more abstract,
syntactically defined schematizations with little common lexical content
at the other end. After establishing this point, the goal will be to provide
an uncontroversial descriptive method for discussing and comparing all of
the relevant features and behaviors of Homeric units of diction across this
spectrum in a way that makes all such phenomena isolable and
comparable.

The term modular, as will become clearer as the discussion
proceeds, has been adopted in order to indicate the basic claim that

composers (be they singers, editors, writers, or whoever) who used
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Homeric epic diction must have composed not by means of individual
words or individual formulae, but by means of caesurae-bound verse
segments, and that these verse segments often combined with other verse
segments to form larger, more syntactically extended or schematized,
verse segmental units. Of crucial importance, furthermore, to see is that
these verse segments contained, in addition to phraseology that has been
called by scholars ‘formulaic,” generative syntactic structures whose
outputs can be isolated and identified —and some of which can be shown
without controversy to have been influential enough to produce linguistic
anomalies or innovations occurring nowhere else in the Greek language.
What is more, these abstract syntactic structures, by virtue of the fact that
they are abstract structures often devoid of semantic content, will allow
for substitutions within various parts of their structure, substitutions
which often lead to the establishment of new or extended abstract patterns
as well as syntactically regulated verse segments. As a result of this
situation, many of these abstract syntactic structures, or ‘templates’ as I
will call sometimes them (following the usage and conception articulated
by Alan Nussbaum)® tend to cluster within particular verse segments (e.g.,
verse position) and for this reason have come to possess a particular
moraic size and metrical shape in their particular verse positions (in
addition to their syntactic content). As a result, these verse segments are
able to harbor many different syntactic templates occurring in that
selfsame particular verse position (though of course some are also

‘mobile,’ that is, following Hainsworth, can be shifted to other verse

® The concept and term “template” have been adopted directly from Alan J.
Nussbaum’s lectures on Homeric linguistics at Cornell University.
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positions, usually with some morphological or phonological adjustment).
To repeat, these syntactic templates can be shown to regulate
morphological inputs, sometimes creating robustly attested variant
syntactic patterns in certain segments, and can even be shown to generate
morphological anomalies (e.g., the creation of medio-passive forms for
verbs that do not otherwise have them). When numerous templates turn
out to inhabit the same segment with demonstrable frequency, we will
choose to refer to such segments as ‘modules.” Modules can also join in
myriad ways with other modules (i.e., other segments with multiple
templates localized within), by combining with an adjacent module to
form a new module of a larger moraic size and shape, or by joining entire
verses to produce blocks of lines in which a minimal number of segment-
internal words are inflected, or by expanding leftward in order to
accommodate larger syntactic constructions.

In order to exemplify what is meant by all of this, let us first begin
with an example of the use of the term verse ‘segment.” The segment is
merely an abstract measure of the moraic shapes created by the existence
of regularly occurring caesurae in Homeric verse. If we characterize the
Homeric line in the following way, we can demarcate places in the verse
where a number of possible segments may begin, end, or conjoin with
each other:

/R ) O N
Within this framework there are many different ways of dividing the line
according to the phraseology of Homeric poetry. One example of an
isolable segment would be the piece of diction stretching from verse-

initial position (#) to the midline penthemimeral caesura (T):
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#ove e ]
Another example would be a segment with the same beginning point of

verse-initial position (#), but reaching to the trochaic caesura (T):

tr
#_\JV_\J\J_\J|

As is well known, both of these segments regularly occur in Homeric
verse, since line breaks at the penthemimeral or trochaic caesurae occur in
the vast majority of lines in the Homeric corpus. There are more
segments, of course, especially in the second hemistich. For example, we
could delineate other regularly occurring segments in Homeric verse, such

as the following:

|- —x
N R L

R
BEIEEY.

All of these segments are well attested in Homeric poetry. However, at
this stage of the analysis, such examples are nothing more than sequences
of moraically long and short syllables situated between regularly
occurring caesurae and diaereses. There is obviously no syntactic or
dictional content that can be extracted, implied, or predicted from them.
It is precisely for this reason that we use the term ‘segment’ to describe
them, while reserving other terms for segments with actual attested
patterns (e.g., syntactic, and lexical) internal to them.

The next step in delineating the nomenclature is to illustrate what is
meant by our adoption of the term ‘template,” which is used in order to
provide a more thorough account of the behavior of diction occurring in

the segments just given. The concept of a template can only be
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demonstrated by way of example, since, by definition it is an abstract
syntactic pattern in which its outputs have not a single word in common.
Consider this example:

> mepxduevos & & yepaids | ot | ¢mreBrioeTo Stppou I1.24.322
EupuAoxos 8 éTdpoiot | Kakils | ¢E9pxeTO BouAiis: QOd. 12.339

In the two lines here given, the segment from the trochaic caesura to
verse-end shows a hemistich with identical grammatical structure (in
terms of syntax and inflection), but contains no word in common. The
single feature present in both, at least at a purely descriptive level, is an
abstract syntactic pattern, or schema. This syntactic schema is what we
call a template.

Templates, however, rarely appear in such clear examples: usually
they do, in fact, have one or more words in common. Consider the
following list of adonic segments in the corpus. In this case we see vivid
evidence for an internal syntax governing the segment reaching from
bucolic diaresis to verse-end. Most of the following examples of the line-
final adonic-shaped segment begin with a two-syllable oU&¢ and are
followed by a pronoun in the accusative case, which is itself the object of
a subsequent segment-final verb in the first, second, or third person
singular inflection. Without question, what we have here is a related set
of line-final segments, or what we will refer to throughout our study as a
correspondence set. What binds the examples as a correspondence set,
however, is shared syntax —with only a minimally shared lexical content.
In other words, these examples would not meet standard definitions of the

‘formula’ as given in the secondary literature, since, as we will show,
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although there is a certain syntactic schema, there is also a divergence that
bespeaks the freedom engendered by syntactic substitution according to
an abstract scheme. First, a group of segments from the Iliad with
inflected forms of the line-final segment indicating “escaping the notice
of,” and obeying a form of the following syntactic core: | oU8¢ + acc
pronoun + A8 — # (text boxes indicate examples in which substitution
begins to occur, thus demonstrating that we are looking at a syntactic

pattern, not a frozen, unmodifiable verse segment):

Sapovin ael | pev ofea | oudé [og ibed I1. 1.561

¢v TavTecol évoiol | TapioTaoal, | oudé 1. 10.279
¢5s pev &gl pépvnoat | dvnéos, | oudé @ I1. 23.648
kai 8¢ oe y1yvcooke | TTptaue ppectv, | oudé E| , I1. 24.563
aiel Tépu’ Spdwv OTPEPEL EyyUbey, | oudé @ I1.23.323

In the last two verses of the list, there is variation according to a syntactic
pattern. In fact, there can be little doubt but that a syntactic core unifies
the five adonic-shaped segments, especially since two of them (Il. 23.648
and Il. 23.323) occur in proximity in the same book. If these verses were
all that we had before us to consider, we might well conclude that what
we were seeing was an inflectable segment, of the kind discussed by
Witte. To understand the segment better, however, let us expand the
correspondence set to include further examples of lexical substitution,
since we find the same segment, altered by tense, with further segment-
internal syntactic variations and substitutions. Again, text boxes indicate

places of syntactic substitution:
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ofjua 8¢ Tot épéeo | LAN apippadés, | oudé [od foel I1.23.326,0d. 11.126

&AAos & ol Tis oeid | ol &yeTal, | oudé [og Arjoet] Hy.to Ap. 53
“kal AMnv Tot éych ye | Tapéocoupal, | oudé [ue Afoetg], Od. 13.393

OTEWWTIED v 686 | Tapadupeva, | oudé Jug Afioel. 11.23.416
The problem in referring to this group as a correspondence set, at this
point, is that the set is not yet complete: there are far more examples of
the syntactic pattern attested, with lexical variation according to the same
schema. First, we have a verb indicating a notion of ‘covering’ or

‘concealing,’ in the future tense:

mrevBopan, 1) Béuis oi, | Sarjoeal, | oudt [og kevowo. 0Od. 3.187
ofjua 8¢ pot T Eamev | apippades, | oUdé [og keviow: 0d.23.273

oudé [od [kevowal Hy. to Ap. 66

GAA& TOBE Tpouéw | AnToi éros,

And when we look further, we find further lexical substitution in the
choice of verb, as well as its inflection. The following group of verses are

related and so must be added to the correspondence set:

oflév o oUd’ dudoas | Tep Emhyayov | oudé od fmetbeo. 0d. 14.392
KAETTTE Vo0, ETel ou | Tapehevoean | oUdé ue [metoels. I.1.132
ur Le K&OIL ‘EAévn | pihéoucd mep: | oUdé |E| Teloels: I1. 6.360
oux £30os Tl yepait | SioTpeés, | oUdé [ug metoes. I1. 11.648
uiy 8¢ W Epuke péoxns | prhéouod mep: | oudé @ Teloels. I1.18.126
Spvis évi peydpolot | kakds TéAey- || oudé E| mreloels. I1.24.219
Telpd& éueio yepait | vewTépou, | oUdé [ug [metoels, I1.24.433
GAA& T& ¥’ oU kaTd kéopov, | dlouat, | oUdé @ Teloels, 0Od. 14.363
ur} Hev TTelpd&Teo €U | idSTos: || oudé Jug meloe. I1.9.345

What we have seen thus far looks to be a basic syntactic pattern, and one

which, given certain lexical substitutions, has given rise to new groups of
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segments clustered around a particular semantic item (e.g., oud¢ and a
verb with the meaning ‘persuade’ or ‘escape the notice of” and so on).
However, though substitution is a common way for a segment to receive
new variations, there is also the possibility of using a segment to construct
a longer syntactic pattern (‘longer’ than mere segment itself, that is),
which can also maintain the role as a regulator of semantic input, though
now across more than one adjacent segment. In order to see what is
meant by this, let us look at an example of our already established pattern
in order to see how it has been adapted for use in a syntactic construction
accommodating indirect statement: our same construction of oUud¢
followed immediately by a pronoun and finite verb (located in the adonic-
shaped verse-final segment), can be seen here in combination with
complementary infinitives that follow in various verse positions in the

immediately subsequent verses (the infinitives have been underlined):

NE UEv’ 1é oe doupl kixrooual, | oudé of pnut I1.10.370
dnpov éufis amod xelpos aAu€ev aimuv dSAebpov.

TroikiAov, & évi TAvTa TeTeuxaTal | oudé of pnut I1. 14.220
&TPNKTOV Ye véeabal, O TI Ppeci OfjoL LEVOLVAS.

Buevat, oudt Safjval éudv véov- | oudé of pnut 0d 4.493
d1v &kAavuTtov éoecbal, emet K €U TAvTa mUbna.

N ToUs Auoduevos detp’ Epxeal; | oudé of et 0Od. 10.284
QUTOV VOO THCELY, HeVEels Ot oV Yy’ évBa tep &AAot.

These four examples, however, are not simply modifications of the

already well embedded “oud¢ + pronoun + finite verb” construction, since
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there is also well attested segmental-internal substitution within the
segment, viz., the segment | oU8¢ + pronoun + pnui # segment shows

further variation:

Ss W EPaAe pBauevos kal émeUxeTal, | oudé . 11.5.119

dnpov éT’ dyecbal Aaptpov péos neAtolo.

Spvuobe Tpdoes peyabupol kKEvTopes IOV

BéRANTaL yap &ploTos "Axaidov, ||oudé I1.5.103
d16” advoxroechal kpaTepodv BENos, i ETedv pe

N

oTHT €AeAixBévTes kKal AuUveTe VNAegs NUap

Alav®’, s Behéeoor BraleTal, || oUdé 1. 11.589
@euect’ ek ToAépoto duonxéos: AAAG UGN’ &vTny

XaAkea papuaipovta Ta pev kopubaiolos “Ekteop

aUTds Exwv potov aydAAeTar | oudé 1. 18.132
dnpov émayAaieiobal, Emel povos ey yubev alTd.

olog ketvou Bupods UTrépPlos, oU ot pebrioet,
AAN avuTods kahéwov delp’ eloeTanl, | oUdé 0d. 15213
ay iévail kevedv: HaAa yap KEXOAWOETAl EUTNS.”

At this point, we can begin to see that what we have is a spectrum of
lexical, and now syntactic, variation, occurring thanks to substitutions and
flexible expansions of a basic syntactic pattern—in other words, we are
not looking at a formula, structural or otherwise. What is more, the highly
malleable segment segment, | oUd¢ + pronoun + verb #, gives rise not
only to numerous lexical variations but to recombination with adjacent
segments, as the example of indirect statement shows.

But we are not finished yet. In order to show further flexibility in
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segmentally-based syntactic patterning, consider three more variations,
which are now made by way of substitution within the indirect statement
construction. First, instead of nesting the accusative pronoun inside of the
segment, it was possible to substitute an adverb and then to postpone the

accusative subject until the next line:

fouev: auTap Eydov nynooual, | oUd’ [ETi jpnui 11.14.374
“ExTtopa TTpiauidnu uevéelv pdAa Tep HeHaddTa.

In a similar fashion, it was possible to create still further variation, by way

of further substitution:

€l 8’ &y’ Eycov aUTos Sikdow, Kal | I1. 23.579

&AAov emmANEelw Aavaddy: ibela yap éotat.

And in the next case, we find an instance in which the oUd¢ has been
substituted for, or replaced by, évBa, though the indirect statement
construction, with the infinitive in the immediately following line, is still
operative (which is a way of saying that the syntactic pattern can tolerate

even the replacement of its most identifiable lexical item):

TaTPds uol TPods ddua daippovos, || Qnul 0d. 6.256
TavTwv Caimkwv eidnoéuey, Socol &pioToL.

When we ask what it is that binds all of these examples, the answer is
clear: an abstract syntactic pattern, scheme, or structure. We only use the
word ‘template,” however, as a kind of shorthand, since technically

speaking, a syntactic ‘template’ in its purest sense, as we have defined it,
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would comprise a collection of segments grouped as a correspondence set
in which the segments showed the same syntax but had no words in
common. Here, however, the segments under comparison do share a
minimal lexical item in common, at least in the majority of examples:
oud¢. And they do also obviously share an abstract syntactic description,
as well as allow for variations built from that stable pattern or abstract
description. The underlying syntactic structure which accounts for the
behavior of the particular line segments here compared, then, can be
described as: (1) oudé localized at the bucolic diaresis, followed by (2) an
accusative pronoun and (3) a finite verb. Now, as we just said, since oud¢
occurs in every example (or nearly), we would not say that we have here
perfect evidence for an abstract template, since the proof for a purely
syntactic template would require that the segments compared have no
words in common, but only an abstract syntactic description—this, after
all, is what a template means, even in everyday speech. However, what
we do find evidence for, despite the presence of oUd¢ in virtually every
example, is a wide range of variation among internal accusatives and line-
final verb forms, and even in terms of constructions that can be extended
to the next line on the basis of the core adonic-shaped segment: there is
clear flexibility, and substitutability, according to a syntactic schema. In
the context of our insistence on ‘modularity’ as the best terminological
denomination for what we have here, an additional point to be drawn from
the correspondence set is to emphasize that at the endpoints of the
segment we find stability (namely, the segmental shape, size, and position
are stable, and absolutely regular), yet within the segment itself we find

diversity (lexical substitution operates according to a syntactic
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framework). This is the first indication that we are in the presence of a
phenomenon that is not merely to be described as the effect of regular
word-breaks or caesurae, or merely ‘formulaic’ in the sense given by the
secondary literature on Homeric language, but as segments between
caesurae that have internal syntactic patterns. But there is still more to
say, and more to add to the correspondence set that we are developing.

If we were to take the last batch of aforementioned examples, and
to replace the accusative subject with Tt, we would discover a new,
though not unrelated, syntactic pattern within the same line-final adonic
segment. Consider these verses. Again, text boxes have been used in
order to indicate when a new item in the pattern appears in the

correspondence set, and complementary infinitives have been underlined:

THETs B¢ pepacdTes du’ ewdued’, | oUdé [Tl e I1. 13.785, Od. 23.127
&Akiis Seunoechal, bon duvauls ye TapeoTL.”

aiel ugv Tpcdeoo’ émployouat, | oudé l UL I1. 10.548

HILVACEY TTap& VNUoT YEPWV TTEP ECOV TTOAEUIOTT|S

NUETs & upepacdTes au’ ewdued’, | oUdé Tl pnut I1. 13.785
&Akfis Seurjoecbal, don SUvap€s ye TAPECTL.

ola ZeUs kakd Epya meavokeTal | oudé l PrIKL 1. 15.97

T&OW OUGdS Bupdv Kexapnoéuev, oUTe BpoToloIV

These verses, then, with the |oU8¢é Tt ¢nut # segment clearly attested,
show a direct relation to the segments that we saw just above, yet could
not be said, under any circumstances, to show identical syntax. What has

happened instead is that the substitution of Tt for a personal pronoun in
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the accusative case has created a slightly different but related syntactic
pattern, which can be further varied by still more lexical (and syntactic)
substitution. Consider the following verses, which have show a different

verb in the segment-final position:

Muels 8¢ kAéos olov | akovopev | oudé I1.2.486

of TIves Nyendves Aavadov kal kofpavol foav:

Suopevées 8 &vSpes | oxedoV elaTar | oUdé Ti iSuev I1. 10.100
U1 TToos Kail S1d vUKTa HEVOIVHowOo!l naxeohai.

3 173 \ \ tr 3 ) ’ ”
kefvou, 8Treos 8n) dnpodv | amoixeTal, || oUdE Tt iduev, 0Od. 4.109
Ccoel & y' 1) TéBunkev. d8UpovTal v TTou auTdv

Now we can show that this syntactic pattern, too, is a stable template

capable of regulating further substitution in the verse-final verb position:

fitot "ABnvain | axécov Ay | oudé 11.4.22,8.459
okuCouévn At maTpt, xdAos 8¢ v &yplos fjpet

bocol 81 Béeow | BePAnaTal; | oudé Il. 11.657

mévBeos, dooov dpwpe KATA oTPaATOV: Ol yap &ploTol

“ExTop & ouk émémuoTo All gptAos, | oUdé 1. 13.674
STTE p& ol vndov T aploTepd dnidwvTo

natvetal ékmdyAos | TEouvos Alf, | oudé 11.9.238
avépas oudt Beous: kpaTept) 8¢ € AUooa dédukev.

Tpda 8¢ mévBos &AaoTov éxe ppévas, || oUdE Hy. Aphr. 207
ST ol gitAov vidv avnpmace Béotis GeAda:
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This particular instantiation was particularly useful to the composer, as

seen by its five examples:

s HABov, piAe Tékvov, | ameudris, | oudé Tt - 0Od.3.184

Kelvawov, ol T ¢0dwBev "Axaidov ol T amdlovTo.

“ ATpefdn, Tt pe TaUTa | Siefpeat; | oUdé T1 oida, I1. 11.463
Ccoel & y' 1) TéBunke: kakdv & avepAia Balew.’

kat opeas wiobnv Tous Euueval, | oUdé Ti oida.” 0d. 16475
s paTo, Uetdnoev &’ iepn) is TnAepdxolo

oUTw Tol Téde ofjua mepavokouatl | oudé Ti oida, 0d. 23.202
1] pot T Eumedov EoTi, yuval, Aéxos, Né Tis 1181

oUTw BeUp’ ikdunv dAainuévn, || oUudé 11 oida Hy. Dem. 133
] Tis 8N yail €0Ti Kal of Tives éyyey&actv

Would we not agree that these segments still bear a very real relation to
the collection of verses given immediately before them, in which we saw
oUd¢ + accusative pronoun + a finite verb? If so, then what dictional
explanation will accommodate both the stability and the variation? To
suggest that one structural formula, or even a single template, regulates all
segments in the correspondence set would seem to miss the fact of
syntactic replacement and variation developing as a result of replacement.
In any case, clearly there is a relation, and one would be hard pressed to
deny but that these segments comprise a methodologically justified group,
sample, or correspondence set. But there is more. Keeping in mind the
syntactic patterning that we have seen thus far, now compare this small

group of segments, which seem also without question to be related to
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what we have encountered:

eABEWY el "AxiAfia TéBas Taxuv | oudé I1. 17.709
ViV val udAa mep kexoAwpévov “Ektopt Sley:

BV Tékouev oV T £ycd Te duodupopol, || oudé pv ofw 11. 24.727
fPnv €ecbar mpiv yap moAls 1de kaT &KpPNS

AAN& pdAa oTixds eiul SlauTrepés, | oudé olw 11.20.362
Tpoowv xaipnoei, &s Tis oxedov €y xeos EAOT.

Afjuvov és fyabénv memepnuévos: | oudé v I1.21.58
TéVTOS AAOS TOAITS, O TTOAEds AEKOVTAS EPUKEL

TPds pdov aicoovtos av’ 10Uy, | oUdé uiv I1. 21.303
EUPU pPécov TOTauds" HEya yap obévos EuBal’ *Abnvn.

And these as well:

aiel 8’ apyalée ExeT’ &obBuaTi, kad ¢ ol idpcas
TG ToBeV €K peAécov TTOAUS €ppeey, | oudé EIXEV I1.16.110
autveloal TAVTN OE KakOv Kaked E0THPIKTO.

QUTAP £yCd TTOTL HAKPOV EPLvedy Uwdo™ aepbets,
TG TPOOPUS EXOUNY s VukTepls: || oudé EixXOV 0d. 12.433
oUTe oTnp€Eal ooiv éumedov oUT émPBivar

oudé 11.24.71

A&AN’ fiTol KAéwal HEV EGOOUEY,
A&bpn 'AxiAATos Bpacuv “Exktopar i} ydp ol aiel

Now, if we were to admit that all of the aforementioned verses bear a

relation, and can be considered to belong together in some manner, we
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would nevertheless not claim that the syntactic patterns in the examples

given are identical or that they are governed by one ‘formula.” We would

also not want to argue that we are seeing the effects of a single structural

formula. Yet the ‘formulaic-ness’ of our collection of lines still seems to

call for explanation. And in fact, there is still more. If we were to

susbtitute Ti5 and to replace the segment-final verb, and make use of a

complementary infinitive, then we would arrive at this group of verses:

3 ¢ ’ ~ \ 3 A 5 ’ ”
¢€ £8¢cov 0ol TaTpds EvavTiov: | oUdé Tis ETAN
pelvail émepxouevov, AN avtiol é0Tav ATMAVTES.

ol 8¢ HAA’ éTpdueov kal edetdloav, | oudé Tis ETAN:
&AM éue Bupds aviike TOAUTAT UGV TTOAeUICEY

otvov &’ gk Bemdov Xauddis xéov, | oUdE Tis ETAN
Tpiv miéev TIpiv Asiyal utepuevér Kpovicovi.

€vb’ &AAot uEv TavTes Ak éoav, || oUdé Tis ETAN
TnAéuaxov puboiow aueiyacbal xaAemoiow:

QUCav €uoio’ ETapolot Kaknv BdaAey, | oudé Tis ETAN
helval evavTERlov Tepl yap kaka TavTobev éoTn.

QUCav €uoio’ ETapolot Kaknv BdaAey, | oudé Tis ETAN
oTival évavTEPRiov: mept yap Kakd TavTobev éotn.

oTainoav, TGV B¢ TPATETO XPLdS, | OUdE Tis ETAN
Tpooow AtEas Tepl vekpoU dnpidachai.

6pbcov & eoTadTwv &yopr| YEVET, | oUdE Tis €TAN

€CeoBal’ mavTas yap €Xe TPOUOS, OUVEK "aXIAAEUS
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I1. 7.151

I1. 7.480

0d. 2.82

Od. 14.269

Od. 17438

I1.17.733
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Mupuiddvas & &pa mavTas €Ae TpoOuos, | oudé Tis ETAN 1. 19.14
&vtny eioidéev, aAl’ étpecav. auTap "AxXIAAeUs

ai 8¢ HAA’ éTpdueov kal edetdioav, | oudé Tis €TAN Hy. Ap. 47
®oiPov dé€acbal kal moTépN TrEp Eoloa

It was also possible to inflect the verb according to person, and to

substitute a personal pronoun inside the segment:

oxed au’ "ATpeidnow & "IAiov | oudé 0d. 17.104

Tpiv EABelv pvnoTiipas ayrnvopas &5 TOde ddua,

It was also possible to replace the pronoun with an adverb:

Tpls Tepl &oTu péya TTpiauou dlov, | oude I1.22.251

HElVal ETTEPXOUEVOY: VUV aUTE He Bupds aviike

Further lexical substitution was also possible. For example:

ol Hév &p’ évvijuap KéaT év v, | oUdE Tig I1.24.610

kaTBayai, Aaous 8¢ AtBous ro€noe Kpovicov:

and:

plupa 8’ &p’ alTtds EAavve kKaTd oTpaTdv, | oUdE Tis I1. 24.691
"AAN’ STe 81 épov iEov EUppEios TTOTAUOIO

Once we accept that these examples suggest a similar but undeniably

related syntax to those that preceded, we come to an important point,
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namely, that the presence of multiple syntactic patterns in the same verse
segment, and with the same metrical size and shape, tells us something
about the diction of this poetry. The segment here under consideration
(bucolic diaeresis to verse end), based on what we have seen, contains a
clear set of syntactic patterns, perhaps even aggregates of syntactic
patterns. These patterns are both regular in terms of metrical size, shape,
and location in the verse, yet show internal flexiblity as well as the ability
to combine with adjacent segments. It is for this reason, then, that we
characterize the segment as a module, i.e., as a segment of hexameter
verse that houses multiple syntactic templates, many of which may be
related but whose history in the diction is impossible to adjudicate, at least
chronologically. What we have in mind here is the everday usage of the
term “modular,” namely, a situation in which stable units with internal
flexibility nevertheless can freely combine with other stable units in order
to render new configurations.

Before going further, we have still more verses to consider in order
complete our preliminary analysis of the verse-final adonic-shaped oUdé
+ verb construction. In order to add a slightly more complicated example,
consider the following verses, which seem to integrate different items (T,

oe, line-final xpn, etc.) from the earlier segments:

appaivels Mevéhae | SioTpeés, || oudé Tt oe o1 I1. 7.109
TaUTns appoouvns: ava d¢ oxéo kNdOUEVOs TTep

GAN " Axihel S&uacov | Bupdv uéyav: | oudé ti oe xpr I1. 9.496

\ » \ 7 \ \ 5 B4
vnAets NTop Exelv: oTPeTTOL B¢ Te Kal Beol avTtol

' ATpetdn fpwt | pépov x&piv- | oudé Tt oe xpn 11.9.613

31



TOV PIAéew, Tva ur) pot aTexbnal piAéovTi.

AN &ye BTy TpdPepe kpaTeEPOY pévos: | oudé Tl oe xpn

EOTAUEVAL HEAEOV OUV TEUXECIV, AAAX AU’ {TTTTOUS

cr N3 ’ 5 ’ 3 I3 o ’
ExTop TimTe ndxns | amomaveal; | oudé Ti oe xpn.
aif’ Soov rjoocv eipt, TdGoOV céo PEPTEPOS €NV

’ N3 ’ H ’ b , o ’
Z4&vbe Tt por BavaTov | pavTeveal; | oudé Tt oe xp1).
eU VU TO oida kal auTtds & pot podpos evbad’ dAécbal

p o o ~ tr a s s \
ATpeldn, Tf ue TaUTa | Sielpeal; | oUdé Tl oe xp1)
dueval, oudt dafval éndv véov: oUdeé o€ Pl

“Hon ) xaAémaie | Tap’ ék véov: | oudé i oe xpi.
oUK Gv éywy’ €Béhoiut Beous €pidi Euveddooat

GAN aiel uiBois [AaPpevear | oudé T o xp
AaBpayopnv éueval Tapa yap kal aue€voves &AAot.

S 3\ ’ 5 N b ’ 3 ’ A \
ktetvns e 86Aw | 1) aupaddv: | oudé Ti oe xp)
vnmdas dxeelv, ETel OUKETI TNATkos £00t.

3 \ 3R] L RY ~ tr ’ ) ’ N \
AAAG pév’ aub’ émi ocolol | kabrjuevos: || oudé Tt oe xpn

TOVTOV €T ATPUYETOV KAKX TTAOXEW oud’ aAdAnocbat.”

’ ’ 2 tr s ) ’ N \
N Twd& 1ou 8éAov &AAov | dleal; | oudé Tt ot xp1)
deidipev f)dn ydp Tol ATOpooa KapTepOV SpKov.’

51 \ ’ tr 13 s ’ N ’
éoT1 8t TepTopévolo | akouguev || oudé Tt oe xpm,
TPV copn, kaTaAéxbar avin kai ToAus Utrvos

~ . \ \ \ 5 ’ ) 7 N ’
“naia, Tin 8¢ oU Tas | pubnoeal; | oudé Tt oe xp1y:
€U WU Kal aUTos £y PpAacoual Kai eicop’ EKAoTNV.
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I1.10.479

I1. 16.721

I1. 19.420

0d. 4.492

I1.20.133

I1. 23 478

Od. 1.296

0d. 2.369

Od. 10.380

Od. 15.393

Od. 19.500



ouBds 8 augoTépous | 88e xeloeTal, | oUdE Tt oe xpi) 0Od. 18.17
aAoTpicov pBovéelv Sokéels 8¢ pol elval AN Tns

Consider now two verses that prove that the segment was in fact a

syntactic pattern capable of segment-internal substitution:

viv 8’ fTol piv £yco | Tav xdAov, || oudé i [ug xpn) 1. 19.67
AOKeAEwWS aiel HEVEQIVEUEY: AAN" &ye B&ooov

HYTIoaUEVe” UdAa 8 eiul TToAUcTovos: | oudé Tt ug xpm) 0d. 19.118
oike &v AAAOTPI YodbwvTa Te HUPSUEVOY TE

With these examples it becomes clear why we are no longer able to speak
of a simple structural formula or even a ‘template.” What we find instead
is a series of related but non-identical syntactic patterns localized in the
same verse position, with the same size, slightly different moraic shapes,
similar semantic content (oUd¢ + T + pronoun + verb), and similar but
not identical syntax. We would not speak of a single formula, or even of
a Parryan formula system. Yet these segments, e.g., the entire list that we
have considered so far, are clearly related. What relates them is a
syntactic unity by which a phrase beginning with oU®¢ after the bucolic
diaeresis (and continuing with content that is replaceable according to a
syntactic scheme of substitution) allows for a range of variation, and
therefore allows for the creation of a whole number of useful segments for
Homeric composition. Though at first glance, it may appear that we are
looking at frozen phrases grouped in the same verse position, careful
inspection shows that there are further patterns and sub-patterns created

by means of substituting and varying items in the syntactic schema. In
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this way, not only are variations available as the result of segment-internal
substitution and alteration, but recombinations with other segments, such
as the indirect statement construction (once it has been built from the
already existing oud¢ + pronoun + verb segment), become possible in
order to complete a local passage’s sense.

In order for us to pursue this last point, namely, the ability of
segments to recombine or integrate with each other, we will select a group
of lines from the last sample and then see how certain whole-line syntactic
patterns emerge from the given segmental possibilities. From the list just
given, we can take four conspicuous examples showing syntactic integrity
across more than the mere adonic-shaped verse-final segment—the
phenomenon is analogous to the indirect statement construction spanning
two verses, but occupies only a whole line. This example, as we will see,
reveals further undeniable evidence of a higher level of syntactic
organization, namely, evidence for a whole-line syntactic construction
built from smaller subunits. The correspondence on a segment by

segment basis is clear:

“EkTop TimTE udxns | amomavear; | oudé Tt oe xp1). I.16.721
Z&vbe Tf pot BdvaTov | pavtevear; | oudé Tt oe xpi. I1. 19.420
uaia, tin 8t oU Tas | pubroeat; | oudé T o xp1y 0d. 19.500
'ATpeidn, Tt pe TatTa | Sielpeat; | oUudé Tt oe X1 0Od. 4.492

The four examples show evidence of a shared syntax throughout the
verse, even though the line-final segment begins a new thought. They
also begin to show something approaching a whole-verse patterning. This
phenomenon might be unremarkable if it were not possible to show that it

permeates the corpus.
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When we were to return to the earlier lines comprising the first part
of our correspondence set, and look further at them in light of the
integrating or binding phenomenon we have just observed, we discover
that a similar whole-line syntactic pattern can be extracted from those

examples as well. Consider, for example, this correspondence:

ur) We k&GO ‘ENévn | pihéouad Trep: | oudé e meioeis: I1. 6.360
ur) 8¢ W Epuke udxms | priéoucd ep: | oUdE e meloes. I1.18.126

Separated by twelve books of the Iliad, the whole-line integrity is
impressive, and by comparing them we can begin to see that the term
‘modular’ captures something that formula, segment, and even template
fail to signify: whole verses built from smaller, self-substantial segments.
As we just saw, the line final syntactic pattern | o8¢ + acc. pronoun +
line-final finite verb # is a well-attested syntactic pattern, with examples
spread throughout the corpus; and it is certainly present here. The mid-

. 5 ’ ’ . .
line segment | piAéoucd Trep- | also occurs in both segments and is

bound as a self-contained syntactic unit between the masculine caesura
and bucolic diaeresis. In the first hemistich of the line, however, we also
find a segment fitting between verse-opening and the penthemimeral
caesura with the minimal syntactic structure of ur + an accusative
pronominal object + a second person singular imperative. Each of these
segments, here situated side by side, are attested independently
throughout the corpus. Yet we see that in these two cases, both verses
also possess a whole-line integrity, that is, a kind of dictional identity that
stretches across the entire line. This local cosmos of dictional

phenomena, then, is exactly what we mean to indicate by means of the
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term ‘modular’: separate pieces of diction, each well-attested as syntactic
units, each localized at a particular position in the line, and each
possessing determinate moraic size and shape, yet nevertheless also
combining with the other in order to comprise a whole-line syntactic
structure that becomes inflectable and usable as a single piece of whole-
line diction. The only palpable difference between the two lines, in fact is
the meaning of the imperative and the presence or absence of an
expressed subject, a direct object in the genitive, and the case of the
pronoun.

The ability for verse segments, or ‘modules’ as we are now calling
them, to combine with other modules in other verse positions, usually
adjacent to each other, in order to produce modules of larger moraic sizes
and shapes, is a hallmark of modular diction. These new recombinant
segments can then also create or yield higher level syntactic patterns and
templates into which particular grammatical items may be substituted. In
a word, although built from smaller segments, segments can become
productive syntactic schemata themselves. Or, to put it another way,
modular combinations can coalesce in order to produce what are
commonly known in the secondary literature as inflected half-lines and
inflected whole lines, or in some cases, entire blocks of inflected lines.
We provide exhaustive lists of these phenomena in the next two chapters
and in the Appendix.

In the Homeric corpus, as we will show, this ability for verse
segments to maintain their own segment-internal syntax while readily
combining with adjacent modules is a feature that makes possible a

diction whose behavior is different, and more precisely accounted for,
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than what is predicted or described by any extant formulaic model. One
outcome of our analysis therefore is that we can now better understand
how such a highly flexible, and metrically constrained, linguistic idiom
with analogically productive force was built from smaller units and
subunits each with their own well-attested segment-internal usages of
syntax, lexicon, and phraseology. When we come to investigate the
adonic-shaped verse segment reaching from the bucolic diaeresis to line-
end, for example, we will see that although the boundaries defining the
segments at their endpoints are rigidly fixed, the language inside of the
module was not only not fixed but in fact was readily available for
analogical refashioning—and ‘available’ to such a degree that innovations
occurred there which occurred nowhere else in the Greek language. (What
we have seen until now has been merely substitution, integration, and
recombination, not yet morphological innovation.)

The first question that will arise in response to the account that we
are proposing is the obvious one: What is new in this description of
Homeric diction? How is an account of ‘modular’ diction to be
differentiated from the myriad models and discussions of formularity
preceding it? What does the discussion of modular diction contribute, if
anything, to the analysis of Homeric verse? What problems does it solve?
What insights does it provide? How is ‘modularity’ anything more than
an empty and inconsequential redescription of dictional facts already
known?

Our study can answer all of these questions. First, our analysis of
modularity provides the most comprehensive account to date of Homeric

dictional behavior, ‘comprehensive’ because it predicts and explains not
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only surface outputs at the lexical level (the ‘formula’), but other
productive or generative features as well (syntax in particular). Rather
than develop yet another theory that fuses this or that particular scholar’s
variation on the theory of the formula or the oral hypothesis with an
interpretation of the Homeric linguistic facts, our account of dictional
modularity attempts to provide a purely formal description of the dictional
facts first, in a purely schematic fashion, with no concern whatsoever for
oral or written hypotheses. This point cannot be stressed enough. What
we are attempting to provide is an account of Homeric diction that makes
no use of formula definitions and that refuses the importation of any
version of the oral hypothesis—but instead, comprises a description from
the point of view of verse segments themselves, according to all of the
linguistically meaningful parameters that define them. In order to show
this, we have chosen to begin with the hexameter verse and its
constitutive units, e.g., its caesurae-bound verse segments, as the basic
kernels or units for analysis. To be sure, we could have chosen any unit
of analysis with which to begin, be it the syllable or word or phrase, but to
do so would have produced utterly irrelevant results, of course, since the
linguistic units that comprise the verse are those defined by caesurae
placement, not by metrical feet or individual words, as has long been
recognized. The task then in what follows will be to take a particular
verse segment (e.g., from bucolic diaeresis to verse end) and to describe it
under as many of the relevant linguistic and metrical parameters as
possible, and in so doing to discover comparable verse segments whose
behavior may turn out to be mutually and reciprocally influential in the

same position, as well as in adjacent verses. From that point forward,
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then, and on the basis of the correspondence sets of verse segments
yielded by such an approach, our further comparison, and analysis, will
proceed.

The view to which the account of modular diction will be opposed,
and to which we will make occasional reference, is what we will
characterize for the time being as the “hexameter as container” conception
of Homeric verse. On this view, the Greek hexameter is merely an
abstract metrical matrix of possibilities with identifiable caesurae into
which individual words from the Greek language must be fitted in order to
fill out each verse. From this perspective, syntactic similarities are merely
accidents resulting from the limited availability of syntactic patterns and
grammatical forms that can occur under metrical constraints and
limitations; or in other words, this conception does not account for
syntactic productivity and the centrality of syntax to the creation of new
expressions and analogically-produced content within verse segments. It
is by refining and developing this basic, but incomplete, conception of
‘Homeric hexameter as fixed container’ that we will answer decisively the
question as to whether or not our account offers anything new (it does).
The Structural Formula Reconsidered

What this brief sketch of modular diction already makes clear is
just how far beyond the notion of a mere clustering of structural formulae
our method attempts to go. There is, to be sure, much in common
between Russo’s ideas and the more fully formed version that appears in
our formulation of modular diction, and for that reason we will repeatedly
return to his suggestions, both in order to do justice to their contribution

but also to develop them further. Discussion in the secondary literature
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after Russo’s first proposals for a structural formula often occasioned
criticisms whose lines of argument seem rather quaint by today’s lights:
the notion of a structural formula was often said to be “too general” to be
used to produce accurate tests for orality. It is important to note in
passing, however, that in later work, though he still adhered to the
importance of the “essential idea,” Parry himself came quite close to
arguing for something approximating the structural formula, though his
focus was never so narrow as to reduce formulae and formula systems to
one structural type. In his essay, “Studies in the Epic Technique of Oral
Verse-Making,” published in 1930 in Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology, Parry devotes the fifth section to the analysis to “The Formula
in Homer.” Here he is basically collecting instances of formulaic
occurrences according to grammatically similar patterns. The following is
an example of how close Parry comes to what Russo would later call

“structural formula™:

...there are more general types of formulas, and one could make no
greater mistake than to limit the formulaic element to what is
underlined. [Nyvcookw o€ Bex in E 815 is like Mijviv &eide Bea
in A1, because in both cases one has a complete clause of the same
length, followed by the vocative Bed. ... ToAA&s & ipBipous
wuxas in A3 is an accusative phrase of the same length as TToAA&s
5t 5pUs alaAéas, (11.11.494). ... Telxe kUveoow is like dcokev
eTalpe (11.17.698,23.612). Often one finds the same verse
pattern where the words are different:

A10 voticov &vd oTpaTdv dpoe kakny, dAékovTo Stthaof,

A 20 aida & uol Avoaite piAny, Ta & &mowa déxeobar,
a 23 Albfotrag, Tol dixba dedatatal, EéoxaTtol avdpdov,
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0 526 AauTeTidngs, dov Adutos éyefvaTto pépTaTov uidy’

When we compare the two verses here cited by Parry in light of the
method sketched above, we immediately begin to see the limits of Parry’s
conception: he does not differentiate each phrase’s placement according
to verse segment, and he does not differentiate between the essential
features of a segment’s size, shape, position, lexicon, and syntax within
the verse. The two pairs of lines do indeed show grammatical and
syntactical similarities, but one would be hard pressed to identify by what
criteria an exact correspondence or comparison between either of the two
would be made. This is why we insist on adhering to the unit of the verse
segment first and foremost—as well as the crucial criteria of verse-
segmental size, shape, position, lexicon, and syntax —in order to put the
analyst in the position of being able to identify exactly which piece of
diction will be compared, and according to what parameters the
comparison will be made. Once we commit to a method whereby any
analysis or comparison of verse segments within the corpus must be
described according to comprehensive criteria, we suddenly open a
vantage point by which Homeric diction, including many scholarly
analyses and previous presentations of it, can be profitably analyzed.
Whether one chooses to reconsider Parry’s groundbreaking and
methodical analyses, or to re-investigate moments from the post-Parry
period of scholarship (Russo, Nagler, Hainsworth, et al.), or to undertake
new investigations of the diction for our own literary or literary-

theoretical purposes, the method that we propose promises to provide a

? Parry 1971: 313.
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lens, or analytical filter, for looking at vast numbers of verse segments in
order to learn what their structures and systems reveal in comparison,
instead of what they reveal about this or that theory of the formula.

With this in mind, let us return to the initial objections made against
Russo’s structural formula, in order to bring the discussion full circle
from Edwards’ summary back to Russo and Parry and, finally, to our own
work. J.B. Hainsworth voiced the standard objection to the structural

formula when he wrote:

The vice of the extension of the term ‘formula’ to cover structural
features in the epic diction is that unless it is hedged about by more
conditions than are visible in the practice of present-day Homeric
scholarship the statement that the epics are nine-tenths formulae is
likely to be vacuously, and so uselessly, true.'”

It is important to note that Hainsworth was replying to Lord, who argued
in somewhat ambiguous fashion that “verse patterns” with no shared
lexical items in common did indeed constitute a degree of formularity.
Hainsworth’s objection does not address the structural formula directly,
however, but opposes it for the reason that it offers nothing by way of
proving orality; if structural formulae are to be found in written poetry too
(and no doubt they are), then the phenomenon is inadmissible to any
theory of Homeric formularity or orality, says Hainsworth. From the
point of view of our study, however, Hainsworth has allowed himself to
travel a road to irrelevancy: if there are structural or syntactic formulae or

patterns in the poetry, then why not include them in the analysis and why

" Hainsworth 1964: 157.
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not produce an inventory of them —and only then on that basis evaluate
the results in order to see what they tell us (if anything) about
formularity?

To take another example of a misunderstanding of the importance
of the structural formula, William Minton, offering objections similar to
those of Hainsworth’s at almost exactly the same historical moment,
writes that Lord and Notopoulos® propensity to see syntax'' as belonging
to formularity results in a “new proposal” that “would divest the formula
of any direct association with meaning and isolate it as a purely structural,
metrical-grammatical unit.”'* This “purely structural, metrical-
grammatical” dimension is, of course, precisely one of the fundamental
aspects that must be included, we are arguing, in any description of
Homeric diction, if that description is to possess explanatory power.
Minton, however, objects to the consideration on the grounds that any
such formula will not be able to serve adequately as a “test for oral
composition,” and he furthermore concludes that the notion should be

refused on those grounds, or at least resisted:

But to call such an abstract, ‘structural’ pattern a formula, or even a
shadow of one, is dangerous. It invites the assumption, which in
fact underlies much of its presentation in Russo’s study, that such
patterns can be used as a test for oral composition, and gives a

stamp of approval to earlier appeals to structure made for just this
9913

purpose.

" Lord’s proposal for “verse patterns” was of a very general nature and squares with
what we are arguing in this dissertation, while Notopoulos’ analyses were
methodologically unsound and far too haphazard to merit extensive discussion. See
Lord 1960; and Notopoulos 1960.

"> Minton 243: 1965.

" Minton 1965: 244.
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Once again, the criticism of the structural formula has been offered for
the reason that it might lead to false conclusions regarding the nature of
oral composition. When one reads the quote from the remove of a
generation of oral-formulaic analysis, however, the question that comes to
mind is something morel like this: why worry about the relevance of the
structural formula for formula tests? Why analyze the structural formula
in terms of orality? Or put more succinctly, why not ask about the
relevance of the structural formula for our understanding of Homeric

dictions itself? Minton continues:

Unfortunately this view [the structural formula] is entirely false.
For just as the metrical phenomena of preferred word and phrase
distribution were observed by O’Neill and Porter to apply to all
hexameter poetry, from Homer to (at least) Callimachus, so too it
appears do these grammatical and syntactic ‘preferences.” In any
case, an analysis of the first 1000 lines of Book 1 of the
Argonautica of Apollonius Rhodius reveals a distribution of
metrical-grammatical word and phrase units that is close to, in
some cases almost identical with those indicated for Homer here. If
Homer were to be adjudged an oral poet solely on the basis for

these structural formulae, Apollonius would have to be placed by
his side."

Minton’s point that abstract syntactic patterns can be found with
equal frequency in Homer and Apollonius in fact misses the point: the
existence of these patterns, if not pressed into service as proof of oral
composition, nevertheless still exist and for that reason require, even call

out for, analysis. The fact that they can be found in both Homer and

4 Minton 1965: 245.
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Apollonius, furthermore, is a notable observation, and far from serving as
proof that the concept of the structural formula is irrelevant or incorrect,
the presence of structural formulae in both authors in fact renews our
interest in knowing what exactly these patterns were doing in both Homer
and Apollonius in the first place; and whether they were functionally and
descriptively similar or different; and how in actuality they behaved and
interacted (if at all) from the perspective of the diction of the two corpora.

But this is not Minton’s interest, as he makes clear:

The metrical-grammatical approach to the constitution and
placement of word-groups and individual words in oral poetry is a
valuable additional tool to have. It cannot establish the oral
characters of a poem and should never be associated with the terms
‘formula’ and ‘formulaic.” But it can enhance our appreciation of
the poet’s art by showing how he has placed a word group in an
unusual position (Mfjviv &ei1d¢) or reversed its expected order

(BraoTthTNV €ploavTe) or employed a non-formulaic phrase of
exceptional word placement and meter (oicovolot Te TTao1) to
create a particular effect.” (emphasis mine)"

And so for Minton the syntactic component of dictional analysis has no
value in itself, and sheds no light on orality, but might, in fact, turn out to
be a “valuable tool” for enhancing “our appreciation of the poet’s art” by
showing how certain word placements are “unusual.” Minton concludes,
after referring to his comparison between the opening of the lliad and his
1000 lines of Apollonius, with this admission: “a complete comparison of
all word and phrase types by part of speech and perhaps syntactic function

might reveal a residue of usages of possible value in testing the oral

1S Minton 1965: 253.

45



character of a poem. If such do exist and can be satisfactorily defined, we
should know more about them.”'® Although we see here that Minton
admits ultimately the need for a complete investigation of “word and
phrase types,” he still only begrudgingly allows that “perhaps” (my
emphasis) an account of syntax would be essential to the purpose. In
conclusion we would like to underline the fact that he still discusses such
matters in terms of the “value in testing the oral character of a poem.”
With Minton’s objections we come face to face with one of the
fundaments of the entire oral formulaic chapter in the history of
scholarship: the centrality of the formula as the single unit or item to be
used for analysis and theorization. Time and time again we find scholars
objecting to the structural formula for the reason that it does not square
with a theory of the formula or with a way of proving oral composition.
Minton’s own words state the point categorically, namely, that the
structural formula “cannot establish the oral characters of a poem and
should never be associated with the terms ‘formula’ and ‘formulaic.””
But let us now call into question the premise underpinning this
objection, and let us pose it in rather bald terms: by what interpretive right
is the formula to be considered the bedrock linguistic phenomenon
underlying the entirety of Homeric diction, no matter how that diction’s
origin is to be understood? On what grounds are we to accept that the
formula itself is the single, sole, and comprehensive unit by which all of
Homeric diction is to be adequately comprehended? To argue that an
appropriate theory of the formula is the ultimate goal of oral-formulaic

analysis, or to conclude that the failure to achieve such a theory marks a

16 Minton 1965: 253.
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failure in grasping the compositional nature and origin of the poems,
produces a methodological confusion that must be questioned, criticized,
and revised. Once we have done so, we will see that formularity in fact
belongs to a continuum or spectrum, and does not rely upon or require or
even make sense when understood as the result of the behavior of one
single linguistico-metrical phenomenon known as a formula.

Let us conclude our introduction with one of the most recent
attempts to interpret and categorize work on the formula, Matthew Clark’s
Out of Line: Homeric Composition Beyond the Hexameter."” Though the
monograph is a study of Homeric enjambment, Clark gathers the history
of research on formulaic studies under four headings in his introduction,
and then uses these four categories as theories in order to see what his
own studies of enjambment yield for the cogency and interpretation of the

four views. Clark writes:

It will be useful to give a summary account of the various concepts
of formulaic composition which have been proposed since Parry’s
original definition, and which will in some measure be tested by the
examples which are examined throughout this study. These
concepts may be represented by four models, which I will call (1)
set-phrase, (2) chain-and-choice, (3) deep-structure, and (4) word-
by-word. (emphasis mine)'®

Without traversing a lengthy discussion of each of Clark’s four categories,

which he refers to as “concepts,” let us try to encapsulate each of them in

7 Clark 1997.
8 Clark 1997: 5.
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summary form, and let us say a few words about the methodological
coherence of his presentation.

The first “concept” of formulaic composition, Clark writes, is the
“set-phrase” model. This is the view that he attributes to the early work
of Milman Parry, whereby any proper name, or proper name-plus-epithet,
or proper name-plus-epithet-and-adjective, constitutes a “set unit” of
meaning that is deployed in linear sequence by the composer in the
composition of the line. Or as Clark puts it, “the epithet in a name-epithet
formula carries no meaning of its own; therefore it can function simply as
a device to accommodate the name to the metrical context ... however
words are stored, and whatever the mental relationship between the
signifier and the signified may be, formulas like &vaf avdpdov
"Ayapuépvaov are handled just as if they were single words, and therefore
they do not cause any new theoretical complication.”" This
characterization will be recognizable to most as a kind of ‘hard Parryan’
interpretation, and as such, will not be particularly useful for the
discussion of hypothetical models of composition process, apart from the
obvious value of providing a category under which to place this view
(which is Clark’s purpose after all). While the conception is
recognizeable enough, Clark’s presentation of it remains quite vague on
what its formal parameters or definition might be.

The second conception of formulaic composition, according to
Clark, is the “chain-and-choice” model. On this view, common whole
line formulae of the sort used in speech introductions and responses are to

be seen as “a chain of three positions, and the element which in any given

9 Clark 1997: 6.
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instance appears at any position is chosen from a set of elements of a
particular kind, such as objects or subjects or verbs. Formulas shorter
than the whole line can also be described by chain-and-choice analysis;
name-epithet pairs may be grouped into families according to the same
principle ... Even some individual words, particularly in an inflecting
language, can be analyzed as a chain of choices: roots and affixes.”*
Clark appends at least one objection to this view at the outset: “The chain-
and-choice model explains how some formulas at least are composed and
how they can be grouped into families, but the formula can no longer be
seen as a unitary whole, as it was in the set-phrase model. The chain-and-
choice model is entirely linear—the chain must always consist of the
same words in direct succession and in the same order—and thus it cannot
account for the many formulaic variations which are found in the text.”?!
Again, not unlike his characterization of the “set-phrase model,” Clark’s
account here is not particularly specific, or rigorous, in terms of its
parameters or definition. That being said, what interests us about Clark’s
hypothetical second model is the confusion of formal and compositional
elements. On the one hand, he is talking about formal considerations:
there are three verse positions, “elements” are chosen from a pre-
established stock of material (e.g., subjects and verbs), and there is the
suggestion of formula-families. One the other hand, all decisions as to
how to analyze the material in the three formalized slots derives from a

conception of composition by which the poet is to be understood as

executing “choices” from the linear “chains” of options. At a very

2 Clark 1997: 9.
2 Clark 1997: 9.
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general level, this account may well be minimally ‘true,” which is to say,
there do seem to have been formal divisions in the hexameter, and there
do seem to have been choices made as to what would fit there. But to say
so without further specification as to the relation between the divisions or
the modes of combination and recombination seems not to rise above the
level of description, and meanwhile raises the question as to what the
“chain-and-choice” model really means in terms of both compositionional
process (e.g., the poet) and analytic method. Again, we find a mixture of
the formal and the speculative planes of analysis.

Clark’s third concept of formulaic composition is the “deep-
structure model,” which amounts in essence to Michael Nagler’s account
of formularity whereby the theory and reality of the formula rest
ultimately on some sort of “preverbal Gestalt” (or big, grand collection of
them) locked inside the composer’s mind; and these preverbal formations
allow the production of various surface manifestations, at the level of
individual formulaic variations, in the poetry’s formular outputs (we
remark in passing that no attempt was ever made to explain how
“preverbal Gestalts” were generated, distributed, or disseminated across a
tradition of composers). Since this model is not one that allows much to
be said of it, for the simple reason that its entire explanatory armature
rests on an unknowable, un-analyzeable, and wholly unreachable domain
contained or related in some fashion to psycho-linguistic phenomena,
there is not much for us to say about it either. A more expicit criticism of
Nagler’s model is given in the last chapter of our study.

Clark’s fourth category is the “Word-by-Word Model,” which he

explicitly associates with the work of Visser: “The model proposed by
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Edzard Visser bypasses the formula per se and deals with verse
construction through the deployment of single words ... Visser’s method
is based on the successive placement of single words in the line rather
than in formulaic associations. The theory does, however, grant the
existence of ‘lexical solidarities,” which amount to formulaic associations,
and thus it can explain why particular formulaic collocations are found
repeatedly in the text: the process of generation will regularly give the
same results each time it is called in use.”** Clark might have also
mentioned Russo’s account of the structural formula in this connection,
since, as has never been recognized, his model also imported elements of
a “word-by-word” account of the formula, since so many of the examples
given in the appendix to Russo’s article amounted to structural formulae
whose reality was in fact only single words (e.g., participles) in the same
position of the verse but with no syntactic relation to the words in the
remainder of the segment (all of which is discussed and shown in the final
chapter of our study). Indeed, no theory or account of the segment was
even attempted by Russo, and for this reason, and others, we would
remark from the outset that any account of Homeric diction that relies
exclusively on the single word as the analytical unit is extremely
problematic, since it eliminates syntactic considerations.

That each of Clark’s four “concepts” of oral formulaic composition
remain open to debate and discussion almost goes without saying.
Leaving aside the question of whether or not his characterizations of the
four models in actuality merit the word “concept” or not, we would first

point out that no critical perspective, interpretive standard, or formal

22 Clark 1997: 9.
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criteria have been offered, much less established, for what it is that his
four conceptions claim to address: there is no theory of meter, no account
of segmental division, no historical linguistic orientation, and no
exhaustive specification of terms. Instead Clark merely asserts from the
outside, without further ado, that these are the four “concepts.”
Furthermore, it is not entirely clear whether he is talking about methods of
analysis of formularity, or if he is proposing compositional models to
describe, explain, and account for actual compositional process. Again,
this is an example of the contamination of the formal with the speculative,
an interference that allows utterly subjective presuppositions to intrude
and the formal perspective to become distorted. In essence, and no doubt
the result of the heterogeneous material that Clark is attempting to corral
into a semi-theoretical and semi-historical framework, he has proposed
four vague models for interpreting ‘formularity.” Still, this attempt is
useful, and not without significant interest, since his models do, very
much, intersect with issues that we raised above. What our study
proposes, then, quite to the contrary of the four models elaborated by
Clark, is (1) to renounce any fixed conception or definition of the formula
from the beginning, and (2) to postpone any reflection on the nature of
Homeric composition until we have (3) secured a descriptive method
whereby any verse segment in the corpus, regardless of its formularity or
non-formularity, can be analyzed and compared to any other potentially
relevant verse segment. The latter we undertake for the purpose of
producing correspondence sets from which to obtain reliable and
demonstrable data regarding corpus-internal features concerning the

behavior of Homeric diction and phraseology. Only when these aspects
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have been carefully handled and methodically presented, will it be
possible to move forward in a discussion of larger issues concerning the
nature of Homeric formularity and its relation to questions of analysis,

interpretation, and compositional process.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Method: Five Parameters for Analyzing Homeric Verse

In order adequately to characterize any segment from a formal and
descriptive point of view, we must first define what makes a segment a
segment in the first place. There are a number of criteria by which one
might choose to analyze a unit of Homeric diction, and the most frequent
approach in a post-Parry environment has been to propose a definition of
the formula first, then next to ask if various samples from the diction have
reached that threshold of formularity. From the point of view of method,
however, this approach remains highly questionable, since it allows for
the intrusion of any number of unnecessarily subjective premises on the
part of the analyst. For the purposes of methodological completeness, we
suggest that rather than start by first deciding upon a definition of the
formula in the abstract, or by proposing different conceptions for its scope
and application, we begin instead by considering each segment according
to its most meaningful linguistic parameters within the context of well
attested features in the hexametrically-constrained diction. What follows
then is the articulation of just such a method for describing each
segment’s linguistic and phraseological characteristics as they appear
within the matrix of Homeric diction, in order to provide stable categories
and parameters for potentially isolating and comparing any two or more
segments in the corpus. Nomenclature and symbols for metrical analysis

are as follows:

3 . .
| = trithemimeral caesura
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5 .
| = penthemimeral caesura

tr

| = trochaic caesura

7 .

| = hepthemimeral caesura
| = bucolic diaeresis

# = verse end

The segments of the hexameter to which I will refer depend on these

divisions:

3 5 tr 7

Method and Terminology: the Five Parameters

To begin, we have identified five criteria that characterize every single
segment’s possible description. From this point forward, when we
discuss a segment’s behavior, we will do so with reference to each of the
five parameters. An extended discussion of each, with numerous

examples, follows. First, the five parameters:

(1) metrical size or length of the segment

(2) moraic shape of the segment

(3) metrical position of the segment within the hexameter line
(4)lexical content of the segment

(5)internal syntax of the segment
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Let us first make clear through examples and further discussion what is
meant by each of the parameters and why they are analytically
meaningful.

(1) Metrical size or length of the segment. This is the moraic length
of the bounded expression (e.g., bounded by caesurae, diaeresis, or verse-
end). A schematic example of an adonic-shaped segment positioned after

the bucolic diaeresis would be:

Metrical ‘size’ in the abstract: I #

An actual example from the poetry: | TTaAA&s *ABrvn #

Metrical size will of course vary. Here are further examples of variations
in metrical size, including segments beginning from the trochaic caesura
to line-end, and from the hepthemimeral caesura to line-end, alongside the

already mentioned adonic-shaped segment at line-end:

| TTaAA&s *Abrvn #
[ yAaukéoms "Abrvn #
[ Bedx yAaukédmis "AbRvn #

More examples of segmens with variations in size, each occurring for the

god Apollo:

| ®oiBos "ATOANoV #

[ Ads uids *ATOAoY #

| txdepyos "ATONAoY #

[ &vaf Aids uids "ATTOAAwY #
| &vaf ékdepyos "ATOAAwVY #
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Since metrical size is only one parameter, it will of course interact, and
vary, in relation to other parameters. To see how this is so, and what
effects can be registered as a result, is one aspect of our task at this point.
Take, for instance, the example of two hemistichs with identical syntax
but with differences in metrical size, a phenomenon that illumines the way
in which Homeric diction actually operates, but that also sheds light on
the flexibility, and interaction, of segments. In this case, the hemistichs
under comparison begin at the trochaic (T) and penthemimeral (T)
caesurae respectively, even though the position of the grammatical items,
and the syntax (approximately), are similar. One key difference in the
two segments, then, is the variation in segmental size or length: the first
example fits from trochaic caesura to line-end, the second from

penthemimeral caesura to line-end. Compare:

Eupuloxos 8 éTdpolot | [kakdis| | EERpxeTd [BouAdg] Od. 12.339

with:

B&Aopev: ol 6 yépaov | BoAing [ EeAfiBeTo réxvng| Od. 4.455

We see here an example of two hemistichs with similar syntax but
different segmental length. The next example shows that the inflection of
a hemistich-sized verse segment can alter the length of that same segment
once it’s been inflected. Metrical size here has clearly expanded, or
lengthened, as the direct result of the inflection of a verse segment from

the singular (CeUEov, &ycwov) into the plural (CeuEab’, &yovTes):

U’ &puat |Eycwv)| T bppa] rprjcowpey| (08olol Od. 1547
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as compared with this verse (notice also the similarity in the second half

of the verses t00):

U’ &puat’ |&yovTes) I lival mrpriconow| (0doiol  Od. 4.476

(2) Moraic shape of the segment. ‘Shape’ refers to the precise
sequence of long and short syllables within the segment. There are
instances in the line, after all, in which the actual shape or sequence of
moraic longs and shorts have meaning and consequences —one need only
think of Hermann’s Bridge. That is to say, metrical analysts will
remember that spondaic substitution in the fourth foot can lead to
segments with the same metrical size but different metrical shapes, a
factor not insignificant when interpreting certain phenomena (e.g.
segments occurring before the bucolic diaeresis, questions of interpreting
Hermann’s Bridge, the avoidance of spondaic lines, and so forth).
Leaving this position aside for the moment, let us return to the verse-final
adonic-shaped segment in order to see what kind of variation appears
there, with the same or similar syntax. Examples in which segmental

shape varies internally within the same segment would include:

ST

| untieTa Zeus #

differs in metrical shape from:

[
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| 8los "AxiAAevs. #
which differs in metrical shape from:

|- ee—x #

| 8" 'Appoditn #
which differs in metrical shape again from:

|- —x#

| patdipos "Exteop #

As the examples show, there is a wide variety of moraic shapes available
inside of the segment. These varying shapes will help us to
characterize any segment in the corpus.

Now, for the segment reaching from hephthemimeral caesura to
verse end, examples of different metrical shapes within the same segment
can be found here as well. Consider these two segments, both of which
show typical noun-epithet syntax and are in the same metrical position,
yet have a distinct difference in metrical shape:

| —— v v - x #

|7 Kpetcov "Ayapéuvaov #
7
B e —x #
7
|

KpaTepos Aloundns #
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These examples are only the beginning of the variety that one finds for
this parameter in the Homeric corpus.

(3) Metrical position in the verse. The metrical position of the
segment within the verse, in relation to caesurae and verse-ends, is one of
the most important parameters for discussion of hexametric diction. In
the following three examples, we can see that the phrase SoUAlov Quap,
for example —semantically important to the poems to be sure—is attested

in three different verse positions:

XATEl TOoUS avdpos auvvelv | SovAiov fuap. # I1. 6.463
avépos, eUT &v pw | kata SovAiov | fuap EAnow. # Od. 17.323
avTikat SovAiov fuap | uol TepiumxavéwvTo. # Od. 14.340

Metrical variations in which the same piece of diction appears in different
metrical positions is common in the Homeric hexameter, and such
variations provide the basis for Hainsworth’s idenfitication of “mobility”
as one important aspect of the hexameter’s flexibility.” As Hainsworth
pointed out, and as has been well known since the work of Witte, Ellendt,
Diintzer, and others, frequent are the examples in which a phrase
appearing to localize in one particular metrical position can nevertheless
shift to adjacent verse positions in order to accommodate alterations in the
grammar and segment-behaviors surrounding them. Often, it is quite easy
to observe the factors in the line causing the movement. Consider, for
example, the segment oupavov eupuv in the following sample of three

verses —the appearance of a verse-final verb in the same segment, in the

2 Hainsworth 1968: 46-57.
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third and fourth examples, appears to shift the phrase oupavov eupuv
leftward into a new metrical position entirely, thereby altering the
construction of the line (from the point of view of composition) and
raising questions about the reality of the bucolic diaeresis (from the point
of view of method and analytic description). First, the segment oupavov

gupuv localized in the verse-final adonic-shaped position:

'ATpedns 8 duwev | | oUpavodv eupdv  11.3.364
Paitved’ SpoU vepéeoow | | oUpavdv euplv 1. 5.867

And now the same segment apparently shifted leftward by the insertion of

a verse-final finite verb*:

5 8 8Te KaTvds icov | oUpavov | eupuv 11.21.522

Examples in which segments have shifted or moved from one position to
another are not particularly difficult to find, though as is often the case,
the examination of segmental mobility sheds light not only on the
parameter that we are calling “metrical position” but on other parameters
as well (which is a way of repeating what we said above, namely, that the
five parameters interact with one another). For example, consider the
following three verses. In the first two, we have a good example of an

inflected line segment that reaches from the trochaic caesura to verse-end:

** Compare also, for supporting evidence of mobility, this verse, which is different
semantically, obviously, but still probably related:

s Tpcoov dAaAnTods | [avd lotpaTdv | evpiv 11. 4.436
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"H pa, kai ‘avTiAéxolo | | 8éokev ETatpeo I1.23.612
Bij Bt Béew, T& Bt TeUxe | | 8cokev Etalpw I1. 17.698

But the segment can occur in the first hemistich as well, though this time
it has been inflected to include a dative plural object. As a result, the
segment no longer retains the same metrical size, shape or position —
though the syntax (granted that the dative object has changed from

singular to plural) and lexical content have survived the shift in position:

~ i1 A 5 ’ N b} \ ~
Séokev ETailpolot | kaTayelv kofAag £l vijags. I1.5.26

Metrical position is meaningful not only in relation to questions of
mobility, of course. It is one of the fundamental criteria by which we are
able to talk about a verse segment at all, though we must always keep in
mind that position interacts with other parameters (e.g., internal syntax
may change while the position remains the same, or, internal syntax may
remain the same while the position changes, as we just saw in /1. 5.26).
(4) The lexical content of the metrical segment. This parameter, the
parameter of lexical content, is meant to indicate, or to refer to, the actual
words that appear in the segment. This parameter is obviously one of the
most important for the history of formula studies, since it is the one that
has received the most attention since Parry. For example, Parry’s
distinction between ‘“generalizing” and “distinctive” epithets can be
comprehended under this aspect. Classic noun-epithet bi-forms can be
placed here, too, as examples of meaningful variation (or not) within the
lexical content of the segment. For example, consider these segments, in

which the alternation between adjectives, at the lexical level, is that which
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alone comprises the meaningful difference in the identities of the
segments (in conjunction with phonological differences too, of course), as
evidence for segments in which lexical content remains partially stable,

yet partially variable (depending on the substitution of the epithets):

| 8ios 'Oducoels  # |-~ v —x # 60x

is differentiated from its bi-form only by one lexical difference, while the

other parameters that we have been discussing remain the same (size,

shape, position, syntax):

| €cbAOs *OBucoeus # |-~ v —x # 3x

Two more examples, of which the same can be said. First:

| 8los "AxiAAevs. # |-~ v —x # 34x

which is differentiated only by the lexical content of the adjective in the

other half of the pair:

| cokus AxiANeUs: # | =~ v —x # 5x
To insist on such points may not seem analytically meaningful at first,
though as we will see, they certainly are —one way of making the point is

to remind the reader that formula studies almost always treat the formula

itself as the single, core, kernel of analysis, and that these formulae
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usually have a semantic similarity or identity. We will have many
occasions to refer to this parameter throughout. For the moment, though,
we can also widen the purview of the segment under discussion in order
to include whole-line prosody, for the purpose of producing examples in
which lexical variation occurs only in specific segments located at
specific metrical positions within whole-line verses (e.g., within verses
that are otherwise highly stable). For example, compare these two
examples (and note that they are separated by no fewer than one hundred

verses, in the same book of the Iliad):

o5 KpaTvéds pepavia | SiémtaTo | frétvia "Hen I1.15.83
o5 KpaTvéds pepavia | SémtaTo | okéa *lpis) 11.15.172

The difference between the two lines is only lexical, since the size, shape,
position, syntax, and lexicon—apart from our segment in text-boxes—are
the same throughout. The phenomenon is actually quite common in
Homeric poetry, once you begin to look for it. For example, compare

these two verses (again, in the same book, in rather close proximity):

map St At Kpovicowt | kaBéCeTo || Pupdv axevcov|  11.5.869

map 8¢ Al Kpovicovt | kaBéleTo | [kUder yatcov. I1. 5.906

Though the syntax internal to the verse-final adonic-shaped segment is

not quite identical, it is very similar. And apart from the lexical content of
the segment, the rest of the verse is identical for all parameters. From the
next book of the Iliad, we have further examples, this time with identical
syntax both segment-internally in verse-opening position, but also across

the two verses as wholes:
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NéoTeop 8| Apyeioiow) | ¢kéxheto | pakpdv atoas:  11. 6.66

"Exteop 3¢ [Tpdecow| | ¢kéxheto | pakpdv avoas:  11.6.110

Such examples are extremely striking, and suggestive. Again, as we have
seen repeatedly, the question of whole-line prosody emerges once again in
its relation to the ways in which segments combine to yield larger,
overarching syntactic patterns across segments. Further examples, and
quite revealing ones at that (‘revealing,’ that is, with regard to variation
and stability within the category of lexical content), begin to appear

throughout the corpus. One example would be:

"Extopt ydp [oi Bundy | EBoudetd | kiiSos opéEal 11.12.174
XG&CeT’, emet [oi Bupdg| | [EéATreTo] | kUBos I1. 12.407

At this point we begin to see that segments combine quite readily to create
larger syntactic patterns or templates. It is for this reason, I would like to
point out, that we adopted the term modular over and beyond any account
of formular or templatic. In other words, perfectly well attested segments
of sub-whole-line length are able to interact throughout the poetry
according to their own segmental behavior, yet also can combine with
adjacent segments to give rise to longer syntactic patterns spanning
multiple segments.

Once we see how larger templates, built from adjacent segments or
templates, begin to arise, we must also take care to notice that larger
syntactic patterns of this kind, one they have entered the corpus as stable

patterns, will also allow for additional substitution, which will only
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mutate them further again. The following examples, and hundreds more
like them, begin to demonstrate the mechanisms by which identical, or
virtually identical, verses can soon start to diverge by way of incremental

changes to individual words inside regulated syntactic patterns:

BcopnKos yUuahov, | értaTo | mKkpds dicTds. I1. 13.587
TOAAOV &TroTAayX0eis | ErtaTo | mKpds dioTds. I1.13.592

At this point, the comparison of verses under the category of ‘lexical
content’ could be expanded in any number of directions, but for the
purpose of maintaining our methodological focus, we will turn now to
syntax in order to complete the methodological presentation.

(5) The internal syntax of the segment. This is the syntactic
description of the segment. It is also the feature that the history of
Homeric studies has most neglected, as we have mentioned throughout.
But before considering complex examples in which internal syntax can be
shown unquestionably to affect the morphological structure of verse-
internal word shapes, we must first consider more straightforward
instances. The following two noun-epithet collocation used for Homeric
heroes is a classic collocation but also indicative of a key feature that
comes to light through syntactic analysis. The central point in the
following example is to see that the syntax of the segments is the same,

even though the lexical content is not:

| cokus "AxiANels  # | -~ ~ — X # nominative sg.
| 8los 'OBucoels # [ ~ —x # nominative sg.

66



In the next chapter we devote more space to the theoretical implications of
comparisons such as this one, but for the time being we will point out that
the two segments are clearly related, and that they are identical according
to four of the five parameters (segmental size, shape, position, and syntax
are all identical, in other words). The only variation is at the level of
lexical content.

Now, to look at a more complicated example, let us take two verses
from Russo’s 1966 article, “The Structural Formula in Homeric Verse,’*
in which Russo broaches the question of the existence (and interpretation,
ultimately) of abstract syntactic templates. One will immediately notice

that the two hemistichs, not unlike the last example, share similar syntax

while having not a single word in common (apart from the particle &’):

ol & ioTév oThioavT | &avd 8 iotia] | Aeuka méTacoav) # - 11.1.480
Uyou &m wapdbors, | o & €puatdl | juakpd Tavuooay| # I1. 1.486

This phenomenon, in which similar or identical internal syntax but no
word in common occurs within corresponding segments, is far more
common in Homeric poetry than has been previously acknowledged —
including by Russo himself, who failed to develop his own insights in a
systematic manner. In such cases we use the term ‘template’ in order to
describe the syntactic unity that both hemistichs share. But before going
on to discuss cases of multi-tiered syntactic patterning in which evidence
for mutual, analogical influence can be demonstrated, let us step back for

a moment in order to point out instances in which the inflection of a single

2 Russo 1966.
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word coincides with a complete segment, as in this particular example

occurring in the verse-final adonic position:

kapTaAipws épxeobal eyco & 68ov | 0d. 6.261
& Kipkn, Tis yap Tavutnv 68ov | 0d. 10.501
TGOV ptv &p’ '18oueveus Soupl kAuTOS | I1. 2.650

Or this instance, in which the subject of the phrase remains the same

while the verb in line-final position is inflected:

kpnijvat 8¢ kait &AAco [8T &v Twva |Bupds 11.9.101
otnx’, ¢ds Trep tuol, | méew ETe | Bupds I1.4.263
ofkade vooTthioavT’, | éTrel oUd’ éut || Bupds I1. 18.90

Examples such as these, which show inflection of segments, were pointed
out long ago by Witte.® What interests us more, however, are examples
such as the following one, in which two hemistichs show virtually

identical syntax but have not a single word in common:

TV & &5 "Axouddv vijas | fiokapbuol [pépod ol 1.13.31
GAAE YAGOoA UEUIKTO, | moAUkAnTOl B’ écav| Gvdpes|. I1.4.438

Examples, like this one, in which syntactic identity governs the length of a
hemistich, demonstrate the existence of what we are calling a template. In
order better to grasp the reality and surface manifestation of this
phenomenon, we would like to point to examples such as the following —
notice that the last example in the following set is of a different metrical

size and shape than the three others:

% Witte 1909-1913.
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xpuceiny eltuktov, | [tol | & tmeProeTo Sippov, 11.13.26

> mepxduevos & & yepaids | ol | émePrioeTo Slppou, I1.24.322
Evpuloxos & éTdpolot | ||<ou<ﬁg | éENpxeTo BouAtis 0d. 12.339
BaAAopev: oud’ O yépwov | [BoAtns | meAnBeTo Téxvng, 0d. 4.455

As is well known but too little studied, Homeric diction is capable of
producing verse-clusters in which entire blocks of diction repeat, but in
which only one word, or a few individual words, are inflected. In the
following clusters we have instances of both lexical and syntactic identity
across a block of four successive verses. We would suggest that examples
such as these are further evidence for abstract syntactic patterns
underlying entire clusters of segments. We note this time that the
corresponding blocks are separated by the distance of nearly two books of

the Odyssey:

1 O EAeAixOn maoa Aids TANyeloa Kepauved,

gv Bt Oeelou AT TO" TréoOV &’ €K VN OS . 0d. 12417
ol 8¢ kopwovnotv ikehol Trepl vija péAaivav

KUUaOW EupopéovTo, Beds 8 &roatvuto vdoTov

1 O EAeAixOn maoa Aids TANyEloa Kepauved,

gv B¢t Beelou ATjTO" TréCcOV &’ €K VN OS . 0Od. 14.307
ol 8t kopwovnolv ikehol Trepl vija péAaivav

KUUaow éupopéovTo’ Beds 8 &roatvuto vdoTOV

A quite intricate example, by which syntactic identity could not possibly

be explained as an accident, would be the following:

douTmnoev 8¢ Teccov, apdfnoe O¢ Teuxe' e aUT.

[[Sopevels & &pa PaioToy | évipaTo | I1.5.42-4
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ek Tapvns épiBcolakos eiAnAoubel.

fpime 8¢ mpnvrs, dpdaPnoe 8¢ Teuxe T AUTA.
Mnpiévns 88 Oépexhoy] | tvripato | fréktovos uidv | 1. 5.58-60

Appovidew,| (05| Xepoiv émioTaTo daidala TavTa

Now, for an example of a syntactic template occurring in the same

passage:

auTov & €vBad’ €xouca doloppovéouca KeAeVels

&5 Bdhapdy T idvar kal | gmPriueval evviis, Od. 10.340
Sppa HE yUHVwBévTa Kakov kal avrjvopa B1ngs.
oud’ &v éyco y’ Aot | emPrueval evvijs, 0d. 10.342

el ufj pot TAatng ye, Bed, péyav dpkov dudooat,

Another example, again from the same book, but showing undeniable

regulation by way of syntactic patterning here:

Sppa yAaukéms 8T & @] [raTpl udxntal
"Hpn 8’ o 1 Téoov vepeoilouat oudt xohopat I1. 8.407
aiel Yap ot éwobev EvikAav ‘61’1"1" KEV e’l'Troo.‘

Sppa [idijs| yAaukédm 8T° &v 0| raTpl paxnal
“Hpn 8 ol 11 Téoov vepeoiletal |oUdt xo}\oGTou|‘ I1. 8.421
aiel yap oi éwbev évikAGv BT kev eimy|

There are countless other examples which will further demonstrate
why the category of syntax is essential to the analysis of Homeric
versification—so many that one wonders where even to begin, and how to
justify where to begin. In any case, in order to continue the analysis, let
us consider the following pair, in which the whole-line syntax is clearly

stable, yet which tolerates a verse-internal substitution of two words
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(TavuTtrerAos for puBoiow, or vice versa) in the same metrical position.
Three points worth making about the substitution would be: (1) the
substituted word occupies the same metrical position, (2) has different
metrical shapes, and (3) has different syntax (one is a dative plural, the

other a nominative singular) —within an otherwise uniform, identical pair

of verses:
Tov & ‘EAévn [uiboion] | aueiBeto | 8la yuvaikéov: I1.3.171
Tov 8 'EAévn fravimemAos | | apeiBeto | Sla yuvaikév: I1.3.228

Examples such as this one are important, because they demonstrate how
forceful the role of syntax can be: the whole line has a kind of overarching
syntactic pattern, yet one grammatical item internal to that pattern can
tolerate substitution by means of two items which nevertheless differ from
each other in syntax, shape, and lexicon. This mutual interaction, and
concomitant variation, within an overarching syntactic frame, is precisely
why we must leave the jargon and conceptual inefficiency of ‘formulaic’
analysis behind and admit that a better calibrated account would
accommodate these and other related kinds of multi-tiered features.

Still further evidence of a group of verses within which a clear
syntactic pattern governs an entire sequence of segments in a highly
structured manner (though, again, we note: in close proximity, less than
150 verses apart), would be the following two blocks from Book 15 of the
lliad:

ur) 1 oudt kpaTepds Tep Ecov EMOVTA TaAd&ooT)

| Bin TOAY pépTepOs Elval I1. 15.166

Kal yevel] TpdTepos: | [ToU| 8 ouk &BeTal ptAov fTop
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€vBad’ éAevoeoBarr ot & UmeEaléacbal &veoye
Xelpas], £Trel oéd| [pnot [ Bin TOAY épTepos Elval I1. 15.181
Kal yevel] TpdTepos | ooV 8’ olk 8BeTan pihov fTop

We see here yet another example of a syntactic structure over the course
of three verses that incontrovertibly regulates the inflection of certain
units in the lines.

From the point of view of method, modular diction produces what
we have been referring to as a spectrum of formularity. This can be seen
most clearly in cases where the content within the category of lexical
content is varied to such a degree, according to a syntactic pattern, that the
lexical output verges on showing few or no words in common. In some
cases a semantic husk been substituted so many times that only the
syntactic shell remains, and this phenomenon constitutes one extreme end
of the spectrum: no lexical content in common, only the abstract syntactic
form. Consider this example, in which a line-initial nominative plural is
located before a third person plural verb medio-passive in form. Note that
all instances have the same metrical position, size, and syntax, though

vary according to lexical content and moraic shape:

abavatol [ppalovTar] [ éméyvapyey yap &mavtas  11.2.14,2.31,2.68

Tpcoes| [dptvovTal | Emuif (ol Te kal avTof I1. 11.525
TTOUTITIES y'fVOVTCXl‘ [ ¢ eUpéa védTa Baldoons 0d. 4.362
uvnoTipes| [pp&lovtar] | & i Tehéoeie Kpovicov: 0Od. 4.699
Tp'fCOUOCXl‘ |TrOTéOVTcx1, [ émet ké Tis amoTéonOW 0d.24.7
"Apyeio] [peufovTal | & elpéa védTa Bahdoons. 1.2.159
uaptupol ooovtal | kal émiokotor &puovideov: Il. 22.255
maoal [ucounioovtar] | Exw 8 &xe” Expita Bupcd. 11.3.412
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As we have come to expect, further variation can appear through

substitution:

3 7 > [ tr o ’ ’
laidAan eUAal| EBovTal, | emel ke KUVes kopéowvTal I1. 22.509

In some cases, as we have seen, the syntactic pattern will persist even
when the choice between penthemimeral or trochaic caesura varies,
though we hasten to add that this prosodological option of ending at the
midline caesura with either a long or a short vowel looks more and more

like a metrical option created precisely for segmental flexibility:

&uBpes| EoépxovTat] | AN &BavaTwy 688 toTw. 0d. 13.112
of p’ thepaipovTan] | Eme’ akpdavta pépovTes: 0Od. 19.565
OpKla |f’;‘coov1"a1, | mptv Y’ 1) Tepdy ye EcdVTA 11.22.266

wuxall EAedcovTal | vekUcov kaTaTeBundToov. 0d. 10.530
SABiol [focovTal | T& 8¢ Tol vnuepTéa eipeo.’ Od. 11.137
SABioll ocovTat) | T& B¢ pot p&To mévTa TeAeichal.” Od. 23.284

These examples from the first hemistich, though they show a variation in
segment-internal shape and size, suggest nevertheless the existence a

template with the size, position, and syntax:
#nom pl + 3* pl m-p |
and:

#nom pl + 3" pl m-p |

A similar example, again filling the first hemistich up to the trochaic

caesura, would be:
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Té ot meppikaot | Aéov®’ cos pnkddes atyes. I1.11.383

oe TéAw & [olcoua] | koviovTes medSioto. I1. 13.820
ue péya [rA&Couot | kai ovk eiddo’ EBéhovTa 11.2.132

yap 81 ue | Beol kai ofka®’ {keouat, I1.9.393
K€ UE | néhiota 8t untieTa Zevs. 1.1.175

In the following series of verses, we do not yet have evidence of a
template, but we do see how one syntactic schema can give rise to new

ones by means of substitution.

ikeTo &' fs Mapabéva] | kai evpudyuiav "Abrvny, Od. 7.80
keTo & s TTefpatov] | & wv Tpdppeov UTedekTO. Od. 20.372

and now without the preposition:

ikeTo &' faimiv "OAupTov| | dunyepéecot &’ EmijAbev I1. 15.84

Though the segment is of a different size, surely we would also consider

this segment related:

keTo & [els Alyds, | 861 of KAuT& dcopaT Eaov. Od. 5.381

When taken together, examples such as these four illustrate how an
internal syntax in the segment allows for the substitution of various words
within the segment. To take another example, let us consider: the verb

eCeto followed by the preposition €v + different objects:
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€CeTo|[8 eivi Bpdveo] | Tco 8 aifavTe meTéoOHNV. I1. 15.150
ECeTO| B €v KAloUQ| | TOAUBaId&Ac €vbev avéoTn I1. 24.597
ECeTo[ B €v K)\louci_o,| | UTrd 8t Bpfjvus TTootv fev. Od. 4.136
ECeTo| B v AékTpey), | nahakov & Ekduve xITGVA: Od. 1437

Identical in size and also sharing a line-initial word, but clearly a different
segment from the point of view of syntax, are the following, in which

participles have replaced the prepositional phrase.

€leTo 8 [bpBuobefs) | padakov 8 Evduve xiTGVQ I1.2.42
€CeTo & [OpBobels | kat opeas Tpos uibov éermev: I1. 23.235
éCeTo fyap| frpoideov] | 16 & UmépmTaTo x&Akeov Eyxos. 1l.22.275

What this example shows is that modular diction produces a spectrum of
formularity. Often, as in the example just presented, one or more words
remain throughout the template’s surface outputs. The template is the
abstracted syntactic pattern itself, and so in cases where one key lexical
item remains, because the syntactic pattern yields various surface outputs,
we speak of a spectrum—not lexical formularity of the kind identified by
Parry, and not purely abstracted ‘templates’ either; rather, something in
between. Note that the first set occurs in a segment reaching from verse-

opening to the penthemimeral caesura:

5

ol 8¢ mavnuéptolf | LoATT Bedv INdokovTo Il.1.472

of 8¢ [ravnuépiol | ogiov Luydv augis ExovTes. Od. 3.486, 15.184
ol 8t [xohwodpevol | KaSueiol kévTopes mrmeov I1.4.391

ol 8¢ [ouvaypduevoll | TTuhfcov fyrTopes &vSpes I1.11.687
ol 8¢ [TapIoTANEVOL “ TPOCEPLOVEOV €K T EPEOVTO, 0d. 10.109
ol 8¢ 81aonVTeg‘ I oPpéas aUTOUs APTUVAVTES I1.12.86

ol 8t kai [axvipevol | | rep ¢ auTdd 18U yéhaooav: 11.2.270

ol 8¢ K [ayacodpevol | xakokviuides "Axatol 11.7.41
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and now from verse-opening to the trochaic caesura:

Oi 8¢ péya | &M TToAépolo yepupas I1. 8.553

ol Ot Uéya | emédpapov ules "Axaicov 1. 14.421

ol d¢ PBoris | &’ A6t patvouévn et Od. 14.266, 17.435
O1 8¢ [TTUAov T évéuom’o‘ [ kai "Aprvny épaTewnv I1.2.591
Oi 8t @epds EvépovTo || mapai BoPnida Afpvnv 1. 2.711
Ol 8¢ [ZéAeiav Evouov‘ [ Umrat éda vetatov 18N I1.2.824
Oi 8¢ Mukrvas eixov) | eukTiuevov TTToAiEBpov I1.2.569
oi 8¢ [yduov Teufouol [ kai &pTuvéouotv Eedva 0Od. 1.277,2.196
ol 8¢ [te Tag é}\éKouom‘ | ¢mdAuevol, oudé Tis Ak 0d. 22.305
ol 8¢ [ydpov omeidouciv] [ &yco 8¢ BdAous ToAUTEYC. Od. 19.137

These examples illustrate well what we mean by the term modularity.
They each contain a certain degree of syntactic regularity, but are
internally flexible, segmentally speaking. Yet as modules with stable
metrical position and length, they also combine well with other half-line
segments to produce the Homeric diction that we know so well. Formally
stable, internally flexible, and freely combinatorial —such is what we
mean to capture by the term modular.

Before we conclude this section, we must consider an example in
which the syntax actually produces a morphological anomaly —in this
case, a medio-passive verb form that appears nowhere else in Greek, and
which is the sole creation of a syntactic analogy in the particular localized
segment. The following verse contains the word, évtavuecbal, a hapax.

The creation would have been said in the early days of formula analysis,
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no doubt, to have been a creation metri causa. This explanation, however,
is incomplete, since the innovation can be shown with the precision that
our method offers to have been created on a syntactic analogy. First the

anomalous instance of ¢évtaviecbal:

pvnoTnpeociv &eBAov adaTtov: ol yap otw

S 7 7 [ P > 7

pnidicos T6Be [T6Eoy| | €00V | EvTavieodat) 0d 2192
oU yd&p Tis HéTa Tolog avnp év Tolodeol T&otv,

The explanation is easily obtained, since the segment belongs to a
correspondence set of other, inflected versions of the same hemistich
reaching from the trochaic caesura to verse-end. To have made an
anomalous medio-passive infinitive in this metrical position is not

surprising based on these verses:

‘T TOAU xetpoves &vdpes auipovos avdpds &kolTiv
uvésvTal, oudé Tt fré€oy| | Ed€ooy] | fvraviouow] 0d 21.326
AAN &AAos Tis TTTwxXOs avinp dAaAnuevos EABcov

s Epal’, ol &’ &pa TAVTeEs UTTEPPIAACOS VEpEOTIOQVY,

3 \ 7 tr 57 ) 7
SetoavTes un [T6E0y| | EGEoov] | EvTaviceiev| 0d 21.286
"AvTivoos &’ évévirey €Tmos T EpaT €k T ovoualev:

We have, then, clear evidence here that the syntax of the segment is
sufficiently robust to generate an inflection of the hemistich in which a
morphological anomaly is actually created for the first time, for the
purpose of fulfilling the semantic function of the verse and passage in the
particular segment. In this instance, and others like it, we may say that

the preference for lexical content, verse position, size, and shape, and
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even the syntactic pattern itself, were all ranked higher than obedience to
the standard morphology of the Greek language. Examples such as this
one provide the nail in the coffin of the argument by which syntactic
similarities are said to be accidental. As the example shows, clearly
internal syntax can be productive. For this reason, coming to terms with
the modes and means of syntactic productivity, to say nothing of its
effects on other diction in the corpus, will be obligatory for any serious

formular, or modular—as we are now calling it—analysis.

Segments, Templates, and Modules

Now that we have defined the five parameters to be used in our
discussion of verse segments, it is necessary to say a word about the terms
that we will use. In the first chapter, the terms ‘template’ and ‘module’
were introduced as supplements to the term ‘segment.” When a syntactic
pattern occurs localized in one particular verse position, and when the
verses in the correspondence set share no words in common in the same
segment, but show a clear underlying syntactic pattern, we speak of a
‘template.” We have already cited the example given by Russo in his
article on the structural formula as one such template, but it is worth
considering the verse pair again in order to see what is meant, precisely,

by the term, now from our methological point of view. The verses:

ol & loTdv oThoaVT | v 0 iotial | Aeuka métacoav] #  11.1.480
Uyot ¢ wapdbors, | uTod & Epuatal | juakpd Tavuooay # 11.1.486

As can be seen, though no lexical item is the same, a single syntactic

pattern governs the hemistich from penthemimeral caesura to line-end in
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both verses. And as we have also already mentioned in the introduction,
examples such as these, in which no lexical item in common is shared,
can be found far less frequently throughout the corpus than examples in
which one (or more) word(s) in common persist(s) across the verses being
compared. The skeptic may ask why it would matter that syntactic
patterning can be identified and studied across groups of verses
throughout the corpus, and may furthermore ask what this syntactic
patterning shows regarding the behavior of Homeric versification. In
response to those who doubt that syntax plays a productive role in
Homeric diction—regulating lexical inputs and outputs to such a degree
that morphology is disturbed or even created —we would cite the example
that we saw above, of évtaviueoBal. Another way to respond would be to
remind the skeptic that there are good examples of templates that occur
also in spoken speech, and that some of these templates have found their
way into the epic language. One example would be the prepositional
phrase. The prepositional phrase, by definition, is a syntactic structure by
which words can be placed and replaced, or substituted, according to a
grammatical obligation whereby the object takes on the appropriate case
determined by the preposition. What else is a prepositional phrase, after
all, if not a kind of grammatical template, by definition? The following
example, then, of a prepositional phrase localized in a specific metrical
position, namely verse-end, with identical metrical size and shape, and
with the same syntax throughout, is virtual proof that syntactic structures
can have active, generative, productive force in the poetic diction as well
as in the spoken language (where idiomatic templates are frequent, of

course). After all, since the prepositional phrase is, in its own way,
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already a template, its appearance in the poetry already suggests a
dictional situation whereby a definite syntactic pattern regulates, in a very
precise way, semantic inputs in a specific segment. For example, from

the verse-final adonic metrical position:

|—-v  —x#

| €lveka koUpns # (6x: 11.1.298, 1.336,2.377,9.637, 19.58, Od. 8.319)
| €lvexa Towds #  (2x: 11. 3.290, 18.498)

| €lveka viugens #  (1x: 11. 9.560)

| €lveka Tatpds #  (1x: Od. 4.672)

| €lvexa oelo # (3x:11. 6.525,0d. 6.156, Aphr. 248)
| €lvexka TTouTriis # (1x: Od. 8.33)

| €lveka 8copwov #  (2x: Od. 11.521, 0d. 15.247)

| €lvexa vikng # (1x: Od. 11.544)

| €lveka Teuxécov # (1x: Od. 11.554)

| €lvexa Tiufs # (1x: Od. 14.70, 14.117)

| €lveka Auypris #  (1x: Od. 17.473)

What will prove the reality of syntactic productivity ultimately, however,
are those instances, known since the time of Ellendt, Diinzer, and Witte,
in which an abstract syntact pattern actually generates morphological
anomalies —one of which we already saw above. If such anomalies can
be shown to be the effect of syntactic patterns or schemata rather than the
outcome of a shadowy category of ‘metrical necessity,” then we will have
proved that syntax possesses a productive role within the diction and
therefore must be understood as operating in combination with lexical and
segmental requirements, rather than appearing to be merely a surface
result of localization preferences (which is the view taken by the

‘hexameter as container’ explanation). To see this, then, is to grasp that
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the nature of Homeric diction is not merely formula-based, but in fact
modular, and that the modular nature of Homeric diction gives rise to a
spectrum of formular behavior rather than a mere surface appearance of
formulaic sequences (cf. Matthew Clark’s characterizations of the history
of formula studies). By looking more closely at a number of examples
both already cited and yet to be adduced in what follows, we can begin to
see further evidence for precisely the kinds of morphological adjustments
that prove that the role of syntax, in combination with verse architecture
and compositional semantics, played an active role in the analogical
creation of new diction, in addition to allowing the poet or singer or editor
to produce the verses needed for the composition or re-composition of the

poem.

The Five Parameters and Examples of Application

For the purpose of looking more closely at the application of the
five metrical parameters that we have presented, let us examine the
behavior of an adonic-shaped noun phrase, vnAegs fuap, in order to see
what our method yields in terms of specific dictional behavior and also to
see what the method shows concerning more general questions of
formularity, syntactic analogy, mobility, modularity, spectra of
formularity, and related matters. We begin by listing all examples of
vnAets nuap found in the Homeric corpus. This will comprise our
intitial correspondence set for analysis and comparison. Text-boxes have
been used to illustrate co-present syntactic and lexical patterns also at
work in the line, i.e., phraseological phenomena which are adjacent to,

and in interaction with, the segment |vnAets Qquap #:
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atoceov & Eyxet | [auivetd | vnAets Auap. I1.11.484

oTHT éAehixBévTes kai | auivety | vnAets fuap Il.11.588

T pa kal év otadin ptv | audvetd | vnAets fuap, I1.13.514

véaiv 8t Ceooiow | [auuveTd | vnAets Auap: I.17.511

kal TG pev pdos ANBev, | [Euuve B¢ | vnAets Auap. I1.17.615

&oTel Kal Tekéeoow | | vnAets Nuap: 0Od. 8.525

TGV pvijoal kal @ [ "OAUuTe | vAets Auap, I1. 15.375
olov 37 kai 88 fABe | [puycov Uma| | vnAets Auap I1.21.57
€ideT’, £ycd 8 &v EmaiTa | [puycov Ud | vnAets Auap 0d.9.17

Our first general question is: what kind of repetition or formularity
do we have here? What is the best description of the precise state of
affairs in terms of diction? What mechanisms are at work, if any? Are
we dealing with evidence of a structural formula, a formula type, or
something else?

When we begin from the first criterion that we specified, namely,
metrical size, we notice that all of our occurrences of vnAets Nuap do
indeed have the same metrical size, the same moraic shape, and the same
metrical position in the line (which is not always the case: identical
segments can be distended by various phenomena in order to create longer
pieces of diction, while others can be moved into different metrical
positions). These features, in the instance of the specific segment ||
vnAegs nuap #, can be characterized. Metrical position (bucolic diaeresis
to verse-end), metrical size (an adonic-long segment) and metrical shape

(an adonic-shaped segment) allow for a single representation:

|—o- —x #

| vnAets Auap #

82



As for the other two criteria, lexicon, and syntax, both allow for a simple
description. The phrase’s lexical content does not vary and its syntax
remains the same in all examples. This seems to present a straightforward
case of a stable segment localized at verse-end, in the adonic-shaped
position. However, the value of a method that makes space for what we
are calling modularity is the ability to analyze and explain the segment in
relation to the behavior of adjacent segments. The reason for this is
actually quite simple: in Homeric poetry, segments do not exist in
isolation from neighboring segments or behave in isolation from adjacent
pieces of diction, as we shall now see.

First, when we look at the second criterion, metrical shape, and its
behavior within the correspondence set just given, we find a number of
things that suddenly emerge. For example, when we compare the
inflected form &uidveov in Od. 8.525 to other forms of the same verb
appearing in the same adjacent segment (adjacent to || vnAegs quap #,
that is), we notice a meaningful variation in metrical shape: the expected
moraic shape for this particular segment t\ - - |7 -~ | , which occurs in
the segment slotted between the trochaic and bucolic diaeresis, has here
been modified by the occurrence of a naturally long syllable in the second
half of the fourth foot, i.e., just before the bucolic diaeresis,

vs. the typical shape. First, the regular shape:

tr 7
[~ =1~

[ audveto |
[ apdvere |

83



[ &puve 8t |

in these verses, for example:

T pa kai év oTadtn utv | [auivetd | vnlets fuap. I1.13.514
véoiv Bt Ceooiow | [auiveTe | vnAets Auap: I.17.511
kal TG pev pdos AABev, | [&uuve 8¢ | vnAets Auap. I.17.615
now in comparison with the modified shape, t|r v - \7 — |, attested here as:
[v=1=1
[ apdveov || 0d. 8.525

in this particular verse:

2 . \ ’ tr ’ \
&oTel Kal Tekéeoow | [auuvwy | vpAets fuap: Od. 8.525

This difference in metrical shape is, in fact, important and noteworthy,
since long vowels in the second half of the fourth foot are a rare
phenomenon. They are so rare, in fact, that the occurrence of different
kinds of long vowels (e.g. by nature or by position) in the second half of
the fourth foot can be ranked: naturally long syllables are rare, while
syllables long by position are more rare. And so, when studying dictional
phenomena, and especially syllabic length as it relates to specific verse
positions (e.g., the fourth or fifth foot), considerations of metrical shape
do come into play, and for this reason must be accounted for by method.

What we conclude in a preliminary fashion, then, from this set of verses,
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is the fact that the segment was sufficiently useful, and robust enough
syntactically speaking, to allow the composer or tradition to inflect the
word in such a way as to produce a long vowel before the bucolic diaresis,
because the preference for using that particular word in the passage
ranked higher than the preference for having two short syllables in the
second half of the fourth foot. In other words, the syntactic pattern of the
segment, and the composer’s need for that particular word in that
particular position of the line, outweighed the standard Homeric
preference to place a certain metrical shape in that position.

To continue with this segment for a moment, let us look at an
example in which the relevance of metrical shape appears to have
observable consequences for lexical substitutions occurring in specific
segments in relation to alterations in adjacent segments. Every reader of
Homer is familiar with famous passage in Book 6 of the lliad in which
Hector speaks with, and separates from, his wife Andromache. The line

that interests us in particular occurs is:

s TOTE Tis EpEel’ ool &’ aU véov EcoceTal &Ayos
XNATEl ToloU8” &vdpods (audvew| | [SovAiov fuap)) 1. 6.463
AAAG pe TeBvn@Ta XuTh KaTa yaia KaAUuTTol

What we have in this verse from the celebrated passage is a deliberate
substitution of the phrase SoUAiov fuap for the usual phrase, vnAets
nuap, which, as we just saw above, occurs in every other instance (apart
from two exceptions) with some form of the verb &uuvco. When we

arrange the relevant verses with this in mind, we find this set:

atocwov & Eyxet | | vnAets Auap. 1. 11.484
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oTAT eAeAixBévTes | kal [auuvete | vihets fuap I1.11.588

T pa kal év otadin utv | [auivetd | vnAets fuap, I1.13.514
véoiv Bt Ceooiow | [apiveTe | vnAets Auap: I.17.511
kal TG pev pdos AABev, | [&uuve 8¢ | vnAets Auap., I1.17.615
&OTel KAl Tekéeoow | | vnAets Auap: 0Od. 8.525
TGOV pvijoal kal [ "OAUuTe | vAets Auap, I1. 15.375
But now, from Iliad Book VI, we have:
XN Tl ToloU8” avdpos Guivew | [BovAiov] fuap. 1. 6.463

The example of SoUAiov fuap in Il. 6.463 shows that a significant form
of the verb, namely, an infinitive with a long vowel in the second half of
the fourth foot, has been produced in order to accommodate the word

SoUAlov:

XN TEN ToloUd &avdpos | SoUAiov Auap. Il. 6.463

The only other examples of the segment SoUAlov fuap occur in these

two instances:

auTka SoUAiov fuap | EHol TTEPIUNXAVAWVTO. I1. 14.340
avépos, eUT &v pw | katd SovAiov | fuap EAgow. 0d. 17.323

On the basis of these lines, we can see that the preference for the use of
the word 8oUAlov required a different form of the infinitive than typically
appears in the same position. In other words, the passage required
&uvvew || rather than the usual shape, &uuvéuev | (the Aeolic infinitive)

in the same position. The form of the infinitive that typically appears in
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this position is the Aeolic infinitive &uuvéuev | :

VNUGIY Kalopévnow | auuvépey: | &AN ém Scopeov I1. 9.602
ol kefvey epfoavTes | auuvépev | oUk e8éAouat I1. 13.109
Muels OTpuvcoued’ | apuvépey | dAAARAoICW. I1. 14.369
aBavdTeov Aavaoiow | duuvéuey || évBdd’ tdow 1. 15.73
vnuot Te kai kAotnow | uuvépev. | oudt pév “ExTtwp I1. 15.688
Telpopévols ETEpolow | &uuvépey, | évBev amijAbev I1.17.703
Tpcoiiow: T kat ol | &uuvépev | cpoev étaipous. I1.17.273
Telpopévols ET&polow | apuvépey | aitiv SAebBpov. I1. 18.129
fuels 8 ol vU T1 Tolot | apuvéuey | § kal Emerta 0d. 2.60
Troiot K 1T’ "OB8voiii | auuvéuev, | el Tobev Aot 0d. 21.195

But in order to avoid creating a final vowel that would be long by position
before SoUAiov, the poet was forced to use a word with a long vowel in

the position before the bucolic diaeresis, instead of the usual &puvéuev:

XA TEl TOOUS &vdpods | BoUAiov Auap. I1. 6.463

And so we can now see that the segment from the trochaic caesura to the
bucolic diaeresis, acting in conjunction with the verse-final adonic
phrases, has led to the modification of a metrical shape, which proves the
semantic and poetic importance of the word SoUAiov in this particular
passage: the substitution of the word for the otherwise perfectly regular
vnAegs highlights the importance of the word oUAlov in the particular
passage, since vnAegs is metrically equivalent and would have fit
perfectly well.

To return to vnAegs Nuap, it is now time to consider this segment
in relation to the third parameter, namely, metrical position. Here, our

example is easily defined: the only occurrence of vnAets nuap occurs in
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the adonic-shaped verse-final position after the bucolic diaeresis. But the
typically occurring words adjacent to it can still be moved by semantic
and narrative needs. Consider, for example, the following verse from the
correspondence set, and let us pay special attention to the way in which
the verb &uuvov has moved leftward in order to allow the appearance of
the vocative singular in the same metrical position as the one usually
reserved, in this particular group of segments anyway, for a form of the

verb &uuve-/ &UUveUEV/etc.:

TGV pvijoal kai &puvov | | vnAets Auap, 11.15.375

As we have seen, all other occurrences of verses with vnAegs fuap,
together with a form of the verb auuvelv/ auidvepev, place the verb in the
position between trochaic caesura and bucolic diaeresis. But in this line,
the verb form has moved leftward (Hainsworth touched on this aspect of
flexibility in his discussion of “separation.”®’) One may reasonably
conclude that the placement of the vocative 'OAUuTTIE was important
enough to displace the otherwise well established positioning of the verb
in the mid-line segment. Thus even in instances in which the segment
under question appears in the same position throughout the corpus (e..g., |
vnAets nuap #) , the category of metrical position remains a meaningful
parameter for both dictional analysis and semantic interpretation, and so
still must be consulted (especially in relation to adjacent diction) in order
to grasp the metrical and phraseological behavior of the correspondence

set in question—that is to say, in order to grasp the wider behavior,

2" Hainsworth 1968: 90-109
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context, and motivation of the individual lines under consideration.

One last example of the relevance of metrical position for our
method merits consideration at this point. Let us take the aforementioned
verse, in which SoUAlov seems to have replaced vnAets in order to
emphasize Hector’s reference to a day of slavery yet to come —here we
have the one substitution, as was just discussed, as well as two more
examples in which the noun phrase has ‘moved’ (these three verses
comprise all occurrences of this collocation in the corpus). To recall the

correspondence set:

XA TEl TOOUS &vdpods | BoUAiov Quap. I1. 6.463
auTika SoUAIov fUap | EUOl TTEPIUNXAVOWVTO. QOd. 14.340
avépos, eUT’ &v pw | katd SovAiov | fuap EAnow. 0d. 17.323

Even a cursory glance at the three verses is revealing. First, in Od. 14.340
we have an example of a verb (TrepiunxavowvTo) filling out the entire
position from hepthemimeral caesura to line end —not such a common
thing in Homeric diction, and worth noticing. Second, in Od. 17.323, we
are faced with the question as to whether a bucolic diaeresis can be
assigned to the verse at all. As happens frequently in the analysis of
Homeric versification, what looks to have occurred here is that the line-
final placement of a particular verb form moved the phrase oUAiov

nuap leftward—in this case all the way to the penthemimeral caesura:

avépos, eUT &v | SovAiov | fuap 0d. 17.323

Now let us turn to the parameter of lexical content, the fourth
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category in our method. The lexical content of all of our instances of
vnAegs nuap, is, of course, identical. However, as we just saw, lexicon
can still play a crucially important role in the analysis of the diction (e.g.,
the substitution of SoUAiov for vnAets), especially for purposes of
segmental comparison, even when the segment in question shows no
variation. When we reconsider the verse Il. 6.463 (X Tel To10Ud’

av8pds auvvew || SovAiov fjuap), we can see that in terms of a

formulaic, or better yet modular, comparison, we must consider not only
instances of vnAets fuap but of clearly related verses with variations in
lexical content related to it—in this case the substitution of SoUAlov in
what looks to have been an otherwise fairly stable, albeit inflectable,
segment. If we were to wish to learn more about SoUAiov fuap in
relation to the question of lexicon and mobility of diction, then we would
need to look at lexically related items, in order to confirm or deny that
analogous patterns of mobility held for lexically similar items, too. To
take the first example, we will start with a lexically related but non-
identical adonic segment, the phrase pudépoiuov fuap. This phrase shows
similar possibilities for metrical position, namely, that the verse-final
adonic has been shifted leftward, again by a finite verb, just as we saw

above with 8oUAiov fuap. Compare:

éooeo8™ B8N yd&p ol émdpvue | udpoiov Nuap 1. 15.61
and:
els "Afdao dduous, Tpiv udpaiuov | Auap 0d. 10.175
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The patterning is so similar to what we saw for both 8oUAiov nuap and
vnAets nuap that we are tempted to conclude that what we have before
us is a template. But let us look first at other lexically related items,
before drawing conclusions.

A similar combination of stability-plus-mobile-variation holds for
another lexically related item in the same verse-final position, aicipuov

nuap. First, the verses with stable localization:

Tpiv utv yap TTatpokhov émomelv | aloov fuap I1.21.100
€Ake 8t péooa AaPcov: péme 8 "Extopos | alowov fuap, 11.22.212
meloovTar 8 ydp ot TaplotaTal | aioipov Auap. 0d. 16.280
Os Th Y~ avTidosie, pépeoké pw | alowov Nuap H. Ap. 356

Now notice that mobility can occur when a genitive plural "Axoiéov is

placed in verse-final position:

€Ake 8t péooa AaPcov: péme 8 aloipov || uap 11.8.72

Again it looks as if we have evidence for a hexametric tendency to allow
for lexical substitution in the verse-final position of the line —though
interesting to note in this regard is the fact that the intruding word causing
the displacement is not a verb but a noun in the genitive plural. We are
not then in the presence of a single syntactic template, but what looks to
be templates co-occurring in the same verse-final position. In other
words, what have here looks like modularity.

The parameter of lexical content has value for analyzing our
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correspondence set in a further way. Above we saw two verses clearly
related both to each other and to the correspondence set as a whole, which

nevertheless called out for further consideration. The verses are:

ofov 31 kai 88" AA6e | [puycov Umd| | viAets Auap I1.21.57
€ideT’, £yd 8 &v Emata | [puycov Umd| | vnAets Auap 0d.9.17

The segment t|rq)uyc.‘ov UTro | appears here in the same position in which
we typically find an inflected form of the verb auvvewv. The verse-
opening hemistich in both examples is considerably different from the
other, while the second hemistich is identical. The impression is that a

whole line hemistich of the shape | puycov o | vnAets fuap has been

created and now can operate independently of its constitutive sub-
segments. This would be further evidence for what we are calling
modularity, since there is observable identity and flexibility within
smaller segments, yet at the same time larger hemistich segments seem
now to behave if they were self-substantial half-line segments
independent of their segmental constituents. This slightly more complex
behavior, now observable at the level of hemistichs built from shorter
segments, would not have become visible to us, interestingly enough, had
we confined the analysis merely to the segment vnAegs Nuap. And so,
yet again, even while the lexical content of the segment that attracted our
attention (vnAets Nuap) remains stable initially, one must look beyond it
to the neighborhood of adjacent diction—and semantically related forms
with similar metrical size, shape, and position—in order to see what other
significant and interactive influences are operating on the segment as well

as on the verse as a whole.
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This brings us conveniently to our final parameter: the internal
syntax of the segment. The syntax internal to verse segments, in many
ways the focal point of our study, is one of the most frequently neglected
parameters in the study of Homeric versification. Russo’s structural
formula attempted to address the question, but as we already saw in the
first chapter, there occur in the Homeric corpus groups of segments that
would be impossible to reduce to one single structure or structural
formula. What we often find instead, upon closer scrutiny, is multiple
syntactic patterns that are mutually interactive with each other within the
same segment—virtually overlaying one another—as if there were a
spectrum of substitution whereby replacement of one grammatical item
had led to the development of more structural formulae in the same
segment. As for our segment at hand, vnAegs fuap, the syntactic
description is: the collocation of adjective and noun, in the accusative

case, in the verse-final adonic position. We see this in:

atoceov & Eyxel | | vnAets Auap. 1. 11.484

oTAT thehixBévTes Kal | | viAets Nuap Il.11.588

Th pa kal év otadin uév | ’m‘ | vAets Nuap, I1.13.514
véoiv Bt Ceooiow | [audvetd | vnAets Auap: I.17.511

Kol TG ptv pdos AABev, | [&uuve 8¢ | vnAets Auap, I1.17.615

&oTel Kal Tekéeoow | | viAets Nuap: 0Od. 8.525

TGV pvijoal kal [ "OAGpme | vihets Auap., I1. 15.375
XA Tel TooUd’ &avdpos | | SoUAiov Auap. Il. 6.463

It would strain credulity to argue that there is no relation between the
verses, or to suggest that the similarity is merely accidental. For one

thing, two different pairs here occur in proximity to each other (I1. 11.484
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and 11.588; 1. 17.511 and 17.615). This lends plausibility to the notion
that there was a local influence internal to the passage itself acting upon
the diction, here, and in general elsewhere. Second, the concepts
presented by the conceptions “warding off” and “pitiless day” naturally
belong together, and so would naturally occur in an expression, as one can
imagine, used in a poetry so attentive to destruction, pity, and warding off.
Third, the fact that forms of the verb for “warding off” and “pitiless day”
occur together six times in the same hemistich, in a segment of the same
length, with a seventh example showing mobile ‘splitting,” suggests that
we have an expression whose existence in the corpus is best understood as
a half-line composed of smaller modular segments, rather than as a
‘chain’ or linear sequence of inflectable choices (contra Clark’s “chain-
and-choice” model). But these segments, as we have seen, are at the same
time involved symbiotically with other segments whose syntactic
patterning is virtually identical even when the lexical items have changed.
What we have, then, instead of a linear chain of atomic-formula choices,
is a new, higher level, inflectable verse segment, whose meaningful
identity exists precisely as a hemistich, not as an accidental accumulation
of sub-units segments.

It is precisely for this reason that we have adopted the word
modular to describe such behavior: the smaller units, which seem to show
syntactic stability internal to their segments and for that reason already
begin to look like templates, have also combined with adjacent segments
in order to produce larger pieces of diction with their own inflectional
tendencies, i.e., larger inflectable half-line expressions, which themselves

become available for use throughout the corpus as independent hemistichs
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(and can become models for other kinds of analogical remaking and
reconfiguration as well). Furthermore, as we have already seen, these
new half-line segments can combine not only to form whole-lines and
pairs of whole-lines, but entire blocks of verses in which the same items
internal to the blocks are inflected.

A module, as I am attempting to describe it, is a regularly occurring
verse segment bounded by caesurae or line-end on both ends of the
segment, within which a multiplicity of abstract syntactic patterns can be
localized. A module accommodates different syntactic patterns or
templates, which themselves possess productive or analogical dictional
force and produce a spectrum of formular-looking outputs. To
characterize a verse segment as a module, then, is to assign an analytic
name to segments having: (1) identical metrical position as well as
definitive moraic shape and size (which is the very definition of a
segment, after all), (2) multiple syntactic templates internal to the
segment, and (3) the ability to (a) expand leftward or rightward and (b) to
integrate or combine with adjacent segments.

The syntactic patterns in (2), when sufficiently well attested, make
possible an inventory of templates. Furthermore, templates do not simply
describe syntactic patterns but can be shown to regulate the lexical and
grammatical material filling out those patterns—an essential point for our
analysis and for the understanding of Homeric versification in general.
Any number of templates can, then, in theory, be localized within a
particular position in the verse—and so when we find a segment that
shows evidence of multiple templates, we use the word ‘module’ in order

to distinguish this cluster of templates from a mere verse segment.
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Consider this collection of verses, as a mere starting point— where would
one template end and a new one begin? Though the answer to that
question is difficult, would we not agree that the relative clause, localized
after the bucolic diaeresis, was an operative syntactic pattern available to
Homeric composers, no matter what their methods and techniques may
have been? Compare the following collection of segments, which do not
even begin to approximate the actual collection we could produce for the
segment, were we to expand the set to include other forms of the relative

pronoun:

| 8s Trep Epnve: 11.2.318

| 85 ké oe TéEPYT 0Od. 11.135
| 85 K éut knd1y 11.9.615

| 85 ké ot Betvm. 0d. 18.63

| 8s ké pe méPu 0d. 23.282
| 85 ke Adxnoiv: 1.7.171

| 85 kev IdnTal 1. 14416, 17.93, 17.100, 18.467
| 85 ke AfrnTal I1. 19.235

| 8s ke pUynoO! I1.19.72

| &5 ke B&vnot I1.19.228

| 85 K iBUvor 11.24.149,24.178
| 8 kev oTrUY, 0d. 15.21

| 8s K’ €BéAnon, 0d.17.11

| 85 K’ €BéAnIoW. 0d. 17.19
| 85 k* €0éAno. 0d. 17.559
| 8s ke yévnTal. 0d. 24.29
| 85 kev Exnol 0d. 4.756
| 8s ke piArion 0d. 4.29

| 85 kev &ploTnv 11.9.74

| 85 kev éketvaov 0d. 19.322
| 8s kev Eufjs ye 0d. 19.27
| 85 ké oev &vTa 1. 16.621

| 8v K’ E0éAnoba, I1. 10.235

| v K EBéAno. I1.10.22

| fiv K’ e6éAnoda 1. 21.484
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| & K e0éAnoba, I1.24.335

| & K E6éAnot 0d.2.128

| &oo’ E6éAncba I1. 1.554

| 8s oe TTapéABot 0d. 13.291

| 85 v EueAAe I1.21.47

| 8s mwv &vcoyel I1. 5.509

| 85 ot 61 8er I.2.184

H E‘)S }\01y<‘>v d[.l\’J\)El. I1. 15.603 (However, this is part of a larger system)
| 85 Trep Edcokev, I1.9.367

| & Tpiv £TUXON 0d.4.212

| &5 kaTabnoeL 0d. 16.45

| 85 pol émelow, I1.13.482

| &5 pot avéotn: I1. 23.635

| 85 ol EueAAe I1. 24 .85

| 18 &g Emepuev. 0d.23.84

| 8s Tis UTT&PEN. 0d. 24.286

| 8s p’ ¢pUAaooev 1. 15.461

| 8s p’ éBaiév Trep I1.4.524

| 85 K émBeuris. I1.5.481

| oU® &5 &AUEal I1.22.201

| &5 Tepl AV TV 2.831, identical at 11.329
| 65 uéya TavTwv I1.1.78,11. 10.32
| s uéya maow I1. 1.283

| 8s pa TTUNGOV Od. 12.445

| 8s pa TEB oV I.6.18

| 8s pa Zkaudvdpou 11.5.77

| 8s pa Xiuaipav I1. 16.328

| 85 o’ évi TTaio I1.5.612

| &5 8¢ kev Upecov I1. 15.494

| &5 Te peonels Il. 12.269

| &5 Te BiBcoctv Od. 1.348

| 8s Te TMepeUyol I1. 21.609

| 8s T émBeuns I1. 12.299

| 85 Té vu Aacov I1. 2.365

| 8s Te kal &AAcov I1.9.553

| &s Te kaB UAnv I1.10.184

| 8s Te Uéyl0TOS 1. 1537 (identical: Od. 5.185, Apollo 5.185), Hymns exx
| 8s T €l TTOAATV I1. 15.80

| &5 Te kai oUki. I1. 15.137
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| 8s T’ &l vePpdd
| 8s T évi TaTPEN

| &5 Té ol aUTd

| &5 Te ool AUTED

| ol Te ool aUTSD

| &5 Té wv avuThv
| &s Te Badoons
| 8s Te péyloTos

| 8s Te p&dAioTa

| 85 Te kal &AAous
| of Te kal &AAous
| 8s Te kal &AAcov
| 8s Te Becdov EE

| &s Te Beoudnys

| 8s Té pev aiel

| &5 Te kai ouki.

| 8s p& Te Téons
| 8s p& Te Téxvn

| 8s p& Te Epycov
| 8s p& Te TAVTCOV

I1. 15.579
I1. 24 480
I1.24.292
I1.24.310
I1.9.521

I1.24.729

0d. 1.52,0d. 4.385, Theogony 931

I1.15.37, Od. 5.185
I1.5.5,0d. 13.93,
Od. 13.213,0d. 21.293
0d. 16.227,20.187
I1.9.553

0d. 17.518

Od. 19.109

Od. 22.357
I1.15.137

Od. 15411

I1.3.61

I1. 17.549

Od. 15.319

| 85 Tis &PIOTOS 11.7.50, 11.179, 16.76, 18.289, 19.528, 24 215 (Od. 20.335 mobile)

| &5 Tis &qrin

| 85 Tis €Betpry-

| 8s Tis 88 ot
| 85 Tis dTrUtol.”
| 8s Tis dudpTn.
| 85 Tis &ploTos.

| 8s Ti5 éketvou

| 8s Tis éuotye

| 85 Tis "Axaicov
| 65 cdpa Bupcd
| 8s oe T&pos ye
| 65 TO Tdpos ye
| 8s o€ T&pos e
| & Tol &kottns.
| &5 A1ds ipeUs

| s uéy’ &ploTos
| 85 ol amdvTwv
| 8s pa &GvakTa
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I1.17.631
I1.21.347
I1.3.192

0d. 2.336,16.386
0Od. 13.214

11.7.50,0d. 11.179, 0d 16.76, 18.289,
19.528,24 215
Od. 14.163

Od. 15.359
Il. 23.285
I1.12.28
I1. 13.465
Il. 17.587s
Il. 15.256
I1. 1591
I1. 16.604
I1.16.271,17.164, Od. 22.29
I1. 27.583
I1.23.517



| 85 udAa ToAA& 0Od. 1.1

| 8s TOT’ €V Uuiv 0d.2.46

| 8s pa T& uifAa 0d. 9.187

| 85 p’ *OBuoit 0d. 24.445

| &s kaTd &oTu 0d. 18.1

| 8s W & Pouciv Od. 20.209

| s uéy’ &ploTos 0d.16.271,17.164,22.29

The list demonstrates why the terms segment and template are insufficient
for characterizing the diversity of syntactic patterns available in the
segment. What we have here is a series of templates, some of which blur
into each other to such a degree that it becomes impossible to determine
where one begins and the other ends. Or, perhaps if it were indeed
possible, the divisions would become, at some point, almost arbitrary, and
therefore of diminishing utility from a methodological point of view.
However, lest we be accused of making an assertion without providing
evidence, let us look at the possibilities available to the composer who
wished to begin a relative clause after the bucolic diaeresis in nothing

more than the the following manner: | ol 8¢ ... #:

aitv amokTeiveov | TOV dmioTaTov: | lot 3¢ péPBovo. | I1. 8.342
i&t Euputulov | BePAnuévov: | lot 8¢ pdixovto I.12.2

Ol HEV APEGTEGIV | OUV TEUXESY, | ol 8¢ pdxovTal I1. 13.738
moA\ol 8" Apyetcov | ol utv Séuev, | loi 8¢ Afrovo, | 1. 12.14
Bpchokwov &ANoT e &ANov | AuetBeTal, | ot Ot métovtal|  I1.15.684
£€e€ns TévTeoo | Tap€oTacar | loi 3¢ BidoUot 0Od. 17.450
€l 8’ &ye ToUs &v &y | Emdyouat | [of 8t mbéobeov. | 1.9.167
oud’ ela kKAatew | TTptapos wéyas: | lm I1.7.427
Toiol 8" &oiBos &ede || [repucAuTds | || foi B¢ oo 0d. 1.235
TV v yé oqw [Bedq | [rapruevod, | foi 8¢ oot 0d. 1.339
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apyahéov Tpcav | kal "Axaicov: | ot 8¢ Adkot cog|

b4 bl 4 5 \ b4 o \ ’ 3}
ioas & Uop€vn | kepahdas Exev, |01 8¢ AUkol s

mévTas v kAiotas | ouv TeUxeow: || ot 8¢ Avkol cog|

\ 3 \ 3 \ ’ tr 3 \ LENS'S €\ \ e
HaY &TApP oU KaTd kéopov | £uol 8 &xos, | (ol 8t em)\01|

fike 8 ¢’ " Apye€oiol | kakdv Béros: | ot &€ vu Aaot |

dTpuvov Aavaous | moAeplépev: | ol 8¢ kai alTol]
ppalcopecd’ s Kev | kaTamavcopey: | ot 8¢ kal cn’JTo‘l|

£€ Muécov Ydp oot | KkaK Eupevar | [oi 8t kal auTol]

TévTn T eiAupdeov | &vepos @épet, | ot 8¢ Te Bdpvol

kefpel T eioeABcov | Baby Arjiov: | ol B¢ Te Taides|

SIKTUC ¢E€pucav | TOAUWTE | loi 8¢ Te w&vTEg|

» \ ’ tr ’ o\ \ ~

¢ykaTa kal péhav alpa | Aaguooetov || [ol 8¢ voufies
’ 3 I\ b4 tr ’ €\ ’ cer

udoTi 8 aitv EAavve | kaTwuadov: | |01 5¢ ol l1T‘1TOl|

toxaTif] ToAépoto | Buonxéos: | ot 8t &7 EAAo]

TT&TpokAos 8 éTépwabev | Exev Todds: || ol 8t dn &Aoll
floTtal d8upduevos | ETapov pihov- | ot B¢ 81) &Ahol

fiuevos, £vB” dpdawov | ppéva Tépwouar | ot Bt 8 &Aoll

£vB’ 8 ye TépTeTo douti | Tapruevos: | ol B 31 &AAol
T Séppa Béeov | Euxpots | [oi 8t &1 &AAol

I3 \ \ tro, ~ o\ N} 7
ke oéAas HeTa Aaodv | "Axaicov: | [ol 8¢ iddvTes

3 ’ ~ tr \ I3 o\ \ 7
&bavdToiol Beolot | Aids 8éucy: | |01 5t 1ddvTes

Tolpévos appadinot [ diétuayev- | (ol Bt i8dves|

Se€1ds &ifas | Six &oTeos: | ot B¢ idvTes

auToUs & eiotiyov | Beiov dduov. | [oi Bt id6vTeg|
Se€1ds Hife mpdod’ | frrmeov. | loi B¢ idvTes

Tpcbeov immodducwy | kal "Axaicov- || ol 8t HévovTeg|

kfpukes & &pa Aadv | priTuov: | [ol B¢ yépoves|

“Ws épat’ EvpUmulos | BePAnuévos: | [of 8t map’ altdy]

) Y \ ~ tr e 13
aUuTEka & ol uev Teixos | umépPBaocav,

ol B¢ kaT aUTdg|
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I1.4.471
1. 11.72
Il. 16.156
I1.5.759
I1.1.382

I1.5.520
0Od. 2.168
0d. 1.33

Il. 11.156
Il. 11.560
Od. 22.386

Il. 18.583
I1. 23.500

II. 11.524
I1. 16.763
I1. 19.345
I1.20.23
0d. 1.26
0Od. 14.24

I1.8.76

I1. 15.85
Il. 16.354
I1. 24.320
0d. 4.43
Od. 15.164
I1.4.333
I1. 18.503

I1. 11.592
I1. 12.469



kekASpevos Tpcoeoot | kaTd otixas: | ol 88 ov avtg) I1. 15.353

GAA& Beds pop@tyv | Ereot oTéger | loi 8¢ T’ &5 auToOV| 0d. 8.170
QU auTé xuuévn | AMya keokver | Joi 8¢ T S| 0d. 8.527
uethixfolo” émréeool | Tapaudév- | oi &€ Tot ot T| 0d. 16.279
TV & ai ptv Aemtds | 68dvas éxov, | ol 8¢ x1Tévas| Il. 18.595
ka€ O ai ptv kahds | oTepdvas Exov, || ot 8t ucxxa"pag| Il. 18.597
voounoev 8’ &pa maciv ] ¢moTaddv | loi Bt GEOTOIﬂ 0d. 13.54
voounoev & &pa maow | émoTtaddv | @ Od. 18.425
és Aavaol Tpdseoow | éméxpaov- | lml I1. 16.356
ofpuaTi powikdecoal | Avédpapov: | |di Ot uaN’ cx’le‘l| I1.23.717

What these verses show, in combination with the long list immediately
preceding, is the fact that syntactic formularity comprises a spectrum—
not a collection of templates or schemata, and certainly not a list of
atomic-formulaic kernels.

A few last points to make before concluding the chapter. Modules
are not, as we are defining them, to be understood merely as confined to
single verse segments, since adjacent segments also often combine to
make larger, longer modules: whole-line dictional units, which are often
inflectable, can justifiably be described as whole-line modules built from
shorter modules. A pedestrian example, but one all the more useful for
the reason of its commonality, is provided by the following collection of
verse segments —consider the ways in which whole-line verses of address
and response are formed on the basis of interchangeable segments, a

situation already noticed by Parry:

Verse-initial segment T + T verb of address |7 + \7 nom. subject #
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Tov & amapeiBduevos
Tov & &p’ Umddpa 1dcov
Tnv 8¢ péy’ dxbnoas

Ttv 8¢ Bapy oTevdxwy |

5
5
5

Tolol & &VICTANEVOS |

| vetépn |
| TpooEen |
[ T68as cokUs "AxIAAeUs:
\7 Kpelcov "Ayapéuvaov

7

| vepeAnyepéTa Zeus:

[ kpaTEPdS AlouiSns:

| kopuBatoos “EkTep:
\7 TeAaucovios Alas:

[ TToAUunTIS *OB8uooeUs:
\7 TeAaucovios Alas:

[ TTptauos Beoeldris:

\7 EavBos Mevéhaos:

| xdepyos 'ATEAA V-

The recognition that Homeric verse technique provided modular

flexibility of the sort observed here has consequences for our

understanding of Homeric poetry in general. The division according to

verse segments with internal syntax, which we now refer to as modules,

results in an account of the hexameter by which various sorts of insights

begin to take shape. One, as it happens, concerns the relationship

between the bucolic diaeresis and hepthemimeral caesurae in the second

hemistich. The choice between the two becomes partially analogous to

the alternation between segments ending at the penthemimeral and

trochaic caesurae in the third foot: segments fitting between the

hepthemimeral caesura and line-end, and between the bucolic diaeresis
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and line-end, often show comparable syntactic patterns whose primary
difference is not syntactic but dictional size and shape —certain pieces
otherwise similar in lexical and syntactic content are made to fit from
hepthemimeral caesura to verse-end, while others are formed to fit from
bucolic diaeresis to verse-end —just as syntactic patterns internal to
segments ending at the penthemimeral caesura sometimes have alternating
optional segments with similar syntax but reaching to the trochaic
caesura. In other words, from the modular point of view, the segment
reaching from hephthemimeral caesura to verse-end contains modules in
some instances which are comparable in syntactic shape and linguistic
character to the segment reaching from the bucolic diaeresis to line-end,
and these alternations in metrical size can sometimes be interpreted as a
bi-forms of each other. For example, there are instances in which the
segment fitting between the hepthemimeral caesura and verse-end can be
expanded all the way to the trochaic caesura if necessary, producing yet

futher segmental possibilities for syntactic construction. An example

would be:

AN’ K Tol épéw, | TO Bt kal | TeNéeoBau dfco: I1. 1.204
abdvaTol BaAAouat | Kai €as [ TehéecBau Sifw, 0Od. 1.201,0d. 15.173
“cd yépov, ol TTw ToUTo | ETrog [ TeAéecBau Sico: 0d. 3.226
COBE Yap TMUETEPOV YE ['véov | Tehéeaban St 0Od. 22215
Tr&ot 8¢ onuatve, | & TIv' ov \ metoeoBan ofco: I1. 1.289
onuaw’ ov yap Eyo.)y | é11 oot | mefoecfan Sico. I1. 1.296
Kat Hv youvdaooual | kal ulv | TretoecBan ofw. I1. 1.427
irredolr oTEVOS yap | 861 Tpcooeoﬁm ofco. 1. 12.66
dnpov Eufs kai ofjs \ €p1dos | uvnoecBai dtco. I1. 19.64
ékpUyolev, kat TTou | TV | pvroecbat dco. 0Od. 12212
"ExTopa Kal MepaddTa | udxns | oxrjoechan Ofco. I1.9.655
utuver, dv oukéTt Tayxy | néxns | oxrjoecbai dfco. I1. 13.747

103



“Extopa TTpiauidnv | uéveos | oxfioechal dfeo, I1. 17.503
&GN off Tol TéBe képdos éycav | Eoceabat dico I1.16.311
SyeTal o ydp uwv mpdobev | mavoecshai oo 0Od. 17.7

which are now expandable leftward, where necessary, from the

hepthemimeral all the way to the trochaic caesura:

&vdp’ 6pdw, Téxa 8 &uue | Siappaicechai Sic. I1.24.355
oU yap avaiuwTi ye | Siakpivéeohal dfco Od. 18.149
T&VTES OUKETI védT | SiakpivéeoBar dfeo 0d. 20.80
fouxiews kai émerta | SiakpivéecBar dfco. Herm. 438
avplov: ov utv yép Tt | o UmmooTpéyeohan St 0d. 18.23
toTuev: ov ptv ydp Tv' | avaipricechai dfco, 0d. 21.261
¢ooovTar Té kal wwv | émauproeodat die. I1.6.353

To summarize: our method divides the hexameter according to
verse segments. These verse segments bind repeating syntactic patterns
whose generative, productive, and regulatory effects are real and
demonstrable. The numerous syntactic patterns and their outpus can be
separated and subdivided, and when individual syntactic patterns emerge
from such comparisons (using correspondence sets), we use the term
‘template’ to describe the abstract syntactic schema. When we discover a
segment with multiple templates localized within it, each of which shows
numerous instantiations and all of which seem to be bound by the same
dictional endpoints (e.g., caesurae, diareses, line-end, etc), we call the
segment a ‘module.” Some modules swell to create moraically longer
modules, while others join seamlessly with adjacent modules to form half-
line and whole-line unities; and sometimes form even blocks of verse-

groups that are then inflected as entire blocks, as we saw earlier in the

104



chapter. If our method and presentation of evidence are correct, then we
are no longer within the realm of traditional formula studies, but have

opened a new view onto Homeric diction.
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CHAPTER THREE

The Theoretical Basis for the Modular Account of Homeric Diction

Now that we have presented the method, it is time to return to the
theoretical basis for the claims concerning segmental behavior, internal
syntax, and the spectrum of formularity. In what follows we start from
the basic linguistic and dictional facts of the noun-epithet collocation, in
its localized position behind the bucolic diaeresis, and next move through
a series of dictional phenomena (inflection, mobility, and others) in order
to demonstrate that formular behavior is not merely “flexible” but in fact a
graduated spectrum ranging from highly literal repetitions of phrase-
formulae to abstract repetitions of syntactic structures with little or no
commonality at the level of lexicon. In doing so we will attempt to
demonstrate, from the ground up, the accuracy of the following: (1)
formularity cannot be reduced to the sole atomic unit of the semantically-
based phrase-formula, but instead constitutes, and more precisely reflects,
a spectrum created by the presence of multiple syntactic patterns internal
to the same and adjacently coinjoined segment (2) the reality of internal
syntax within line segments constitutes a genuinely productive force in
the creation of morphological innovations (3) the modular, rather than
atomic, account of the spectrum of formularity solves a number of
methodological and linguistic problems in the theory and comprehension

of Homeric versification.

Noun-Epithet Formulae and Templates
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The first example of formularity in the analysis of Homeric diction
is the noun-epithet doublet, which existed in order to facilitate a verse-
final adonic-shaped segment, in the nominative case, following a
consonant-final or vowel-final word at the bucolic diaeresis. While we
would point out that even these examples imply an underlying abstract
syntax, we will refrain from saying more on the matter until later in the

discussion. The following examples are taken from Parry’s analysis:

| 8ios *Oduocoels # |-~ v —x # 60x
| €cbAOs *OBuooeus # |-~ v —x # 3x
| 8los "AxiAAevs. # |-~ v —x # 34x
| cokus AxiANeUs: # | =~ v —x # 5x
| patdipos "Exteop # | = -~ —x # 29x
| Bpinos “ExkToop # | = -~ —x # 4x

Next in our inventory of formulaic phenomena is the existence,
already observed by Witte, of verse segments that behave as if inflected —
inflections which form paradigms not unlike noun declensions.*® In this
instance, however, the paradigms have come into existence in order to
accommodate their placement not only according to grammar but also
according to verse architecture (a key point). For example, in the verse-
final adonic position, the word for charioteer shows the following
paradigm, which is based on different stem forms and which shows
heterogenous morphology, quite clearly the result of verse-architectural

constraints:

** See Witte 1912, in particular Section VII.
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|- oo —x #

| fyvioxies # nom. pl.

| vioxfia # acc. sg.

| fyvioxdv Te # acc. sg. + post positive connective
| Huidxolo # gen. sg.

The evidence for which can be seen in:

Ay EmuIoyouévaov: Uto & EoTpepov || fvioxiies. I1. 5.505
AAN " ApxemrtéAepov Bpacuv “ekTopos || vioxiia I1.8.312
auTtap & Mnpidévao émdovd 8 | rvioxdv e 1. 17.610
“ExkTopa & aivév &xos mUkace ppévas | nvidxolo: I1.8.124

What the example demonstrates is that within Homeric verse, narrative
requirements (e.g., inflecting the final word in the line according to the
grammatical necessities of the particular verse) are obligated to work in
tandem with verse-architectural constraints (e.g., morphology is fitted out
to fill the segment between bucolic diaeresis and line-end). Here, in the
adonic segment, for example, we see that the word for ‘charioteer,” in
order to fit the adonic segment, must adopt morphology from a number of
different sources (fjvioxnes and fvioxfja imply an **-eus nominative for
the word which by all appearances never in fact existed).

In other words, in this example, in order for our lexical item to
function in this particular position in the verse, the morphology of the
word has been adjusted according to metrical shape (or, in other words,
has adopted case endings deriving from heterogenous sources, i.e., from
an —eus nominal paradigm as well as the —oio genitive, rather than from a

homogeneous nominal paradigm attested within the history of Greek) in
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order to obey the demands of Homeric grammar, syntax, and verse
architecture. From the analyst’s point of view, once we have accepted
that a lexical item occurring within the same verse position will allow for
manipulations of morphology on the basis of verse-architectural
constraints in the manner seen here, we have run headlong into the fact of
a syntactic pressure sufficiently forceful to override the morphological
regularities of the Greek language. To put it another way, we could
imagine the opposite situation, i.e., a case in which the impossibility of
forming new metrical shapes would forbid the word from occurring in the
position and thereby forbid the possibility of using the form in the verse.
But this does not happen—exactly the opposite occurs: the syntactic
patterns remain, while the morphology of the language is forced to adapt.
We must also remember that the ‘inflection’ of the word for
‘charioteer’ is still more extensive than its localized behavior in line-final
position: the word occurs in other verse positions with other shapes,
including a nominative singular rjvioxos that is based on a different stem-

shape than the one we just saw in line-final position. For example:

5

fivioxos | nom. sg.
fivioxov | acc. sg.
Hvidxe | dat. sg.
fvioxdv Te | acc. sg.

The evidence for which can be seen in these verses:

“Ws épab’, nvioxos &’ I fuaoev kaAAiTpixas {mrrous I1.11.280
keioBai, & & fvioxov | uébetre BpacUv: oud’ &p’ £T1 B I1. 8.126
HA&AAoV U’ NvidxXw T ElwBSTI KapTUAov apua I1.5.231
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éoTacav fvioxdv Te | kai &puaTta moiN’ éxovtes:  1113.537, 14.431

An interesting phenomenon that we note here is the existence of two
forms of an accusative singular occurring just before the mid-line caesura:
fivioxov | and fjvioxdv Te | . The existence of both, precisely in the
verse position that allows for a certain metrical option—the segment
seems to be able to end at either the penthemimeral caesura or the
trochaic —suggests that the frequency of use of the word ‘charioteer’
created a flexibility whereby the accusative singular, in the midline
inflection, was doubly accommodated in its frequent usage by means of
two separate shapes.

Instances in which words show heterogeneous inflectional
paradigms in order to accommodate verse position and grammar
simultaneously are familiar to every student of Homeric diction.
Adducing them here, or merely providing lists of examples, would
contribute nothing new to the study of diction were not this phenomenon
related, and explained, in terms of a series of other dictional phenomena
whose totality has never been fully appreciated. What is essential about
the phenomenon of segment inflection for our study, then, is the fact that
the inclusion of such paradigms in a grammar of Homeric formularity
points directly to the feature of verse architecture. The consideration of
verse architecture, furthermore, comes very quickly to suggest that when
dealing with metrically constrained units —or segments —composers were
not merely working with kernel-shaped core-and-peripheral lexicon-based
formulas but were working with fully formed linguistic expressions—

‘expressions’ not dissimilar from expressions known to speakers of a
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language; and ‘expressions’ whose preferred localization within certain
positions of the hexameter led to their manipulation, adaptation, and
development according to the exigencies of the particular passages in
which they occurred.

Let us now turn to another well-known instance of a line-final
adonic segment with inflectional variants, though one in which the
paradigm does not include merely one word (e.g., ‘charioteer’) but the
collocation of adjective and noun, the latter of which is regularly replaced

by a different word. The example was pointed out long ago by Witte:*

|-« -—x#

TaTpls [Gpoupa nom. sg.

[-vc  -x #
| TaTpida yaiav # acc. sg.
| TaTpidos # gen. sg.
| TaTPid yawn # dat. sg.
| puotCoos # nom. sg.

The evidence for the paradigm can be seen in these verses:

yains; ToU 8¢ vU ol yeven kal | matpis &poupa Od. 1.407
Tij dekdtn & §8n dvegatveto | TaTpis dpoupa 0d. 10.29
avdpcov; ol 8¢ v ol yever) kal || TaTpls &poupa 0Od. 20.193
PeVywHEY oUv vnuot pfAny & | TaTpida yaiav: 11.2.140

* Witte 1912: 112-113.
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¢v Tpoin amdlovto ¢iAns amd | matpidos ains I1.2.162

avuTikal yap pvrjoovtal 'Axaiol | matpidos aings I.4.172
&5 &p’ euéAAete ThAe ptAcov kal | matpidos ains I1.11.817
¢v Aaxedatuovi avbi gihn ev | matpid yain. I1.3.244
Scokev aeikiooaobal €7 év || TaTptd yain. I1. 22.404
Xaipe, v, va kat o’ €cov év || TaTpidt yain Od. 8.461
o@BaAuoiow i8écbal tcov ¢v | TaTpid yain: Od. 14.143
s 1) To1 'Oduoels 118 év || maTpid yaln, 0d. 17.157
&vdpa ToT tfetvicoa @iAT év || TaTpidi yaln 0d. 24.266

A nominative option even exists for the segment localized after the

hephthemimeral caesura:

“Ws pa&ToO, & Adn | puoiloos ala Il.3.243
&uepw Lwous | puotloos ala Od. 11.301

Just as was the case with our word for ‘charioteer,” so too in this example
the full inflectional paradigm for the noun phrase occurs not merely in one
verse position, but in many. In addition to the verse-final adonic and
post-hepthemimeral placements, a collocation occurs localized also in a
mid-line position. Note that in this instance, which is a genitive singular,
the form yains has returned in place of aing, which was the odd form
used in line-final position, in the adonic-initial segment, in order to avoid

making a long by position. And so we have now:

yains | &mo maTpidos gen. sg.

¢v GuAdkn yains | o TaTpidos &vdpa katakTas 1. 13.696, 15335
khafovtas, yains | &mo maTpidos. auTap EYCO YE 0Od. 10.49
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In comparison to the form of the word in the formular collocation we saw

above:

¢v Tpoin amdlovto ¢iAns amd | matpidos ains I1.2.162

The existence of inflectable pieces of diction such as these, whose
segmental boundaries correspond with well attested caesurae, and whose
internal segmental syntax is strong enough to regulate the substitution of
lexical items appearing inside of them, points well beyond the existence
of a diction that is derived entirely from lexicon-based formulae of the
classic formulaic type, and already begins to point to a multi-tiered set of
constraints. If inflectable segments vary both (a) vertically, i.e., by using
lexical substitution to fill out segmental paradigms, and (b) horizontally,
according to verse position (where variant segments with varying lexical
substitution are needed), then have we not begun to move closer to a
conception of the formula whereby the phenomenon is no longer very
formula-looking at all? Are we not in the presence of something that
looks much more like a multi-level interaction, with both vertical and
horizontal flexibility accommodated, and even made possible, by
syntactic schemas? And aren’t we now speaking of a spectrum of
formularity rather than a merely atomic account, where the spectrum
shows at one end a lexical fixity but at another end a syntactic one? The
answer is clear. In the example just given, where an entirely new word
was used (whether inherited or created will not be discussed here) in order
to replace another word in the same inflected expression (e.g., aing for

yains in the segment inflected into the genitive singular), we find
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incontrovertible evidence of both syntactic and verse-architectural
pressures causing morphological change and even lexical substitution,
according to a number of interactive parameters and influences.

To apply the method adopted in the second chapter, we would say
regarding the segments under consideration that they have the same
metrical size (adonic), occasionally a different metrical shape (TTaTpis
&Gpoupa has three, rather than two, syllables in its verse-final word),
functionally identical lexical content, but different syntax. However, the
overarching syntactic story is one not of difference but of relation, since
the inflectability of the segment, fitted out as it is with different words in
order to make possible the inflected segment, has arisen first and foremost
in order to satisfy different narrative needs, in strict observation of verse-
architectural constraints. While this is important evidence for our own
account of modularity, it needs also to be pointed out that earlier
researchers also signaled their awareness of inflectability within a
formulaic context. Parry, for one, referred to the category of the “formula
system” in order to cover phenomena such as the examples just given,
while Hainsworth referred to similar behavior as formulaic flexibility.
What is important for our account, however, is that we have identified
here further evidence of formulaic behavior that has moved from the
strictly literal phrase-formula with phonologically useful bi-forms to a
new level by which segments show variation not merely in order to fit
properly behind the vowel quantity preceding it in the immediately
adjacent segment but for additional reasons and pressures as well. This
latter variation accommodates (like the Greek language itself), in fact, the

narrative exigencies of the composer’s linguistic needs: if the segment
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needs to make a genitive, as it does in this example, an entirely different
word (aing) is substituted in order to account for differing requirements
of syntax, as accorded by the meaning of the line.

The next example of formulaic inflection involves yet another form
of linguistic abstraction: the creation of aberrant morphology, in this
instance the application of a nonstandard case ending, in order to make
possible the creation of a new segment. This now-famous example was
already noticed by Witte long ago in his pathbreaking studies. What we
have here, in essence, is the creation of a rather bizarre accusative singular
under the influence of the metrical size, shape, and syntax internal to the
verse-final segment: the creation of eupéa, in the line-final adonic
collocation: | eUpéa TévTov #. The word is no mere local ‘mistake,’
since it occurs three times in the corpus, and since it furthermore makes
possible yet another collocation in the same position: | eUpéa KOATTOV #.

First, both examples of the line-final adonic:

|- x#
fiyaye ZidovinBev émmAcos | [upéa mévToy), 1. 6.291
unvi 8’ év oUAe TavTa Teprioape | [eUpéa OV TOV| 0d.24.118

The mutation of a perfectly good, and historically old, u-stem adjective
into an innovative accusative singular ending in -€a is surprising, to say
the least. But it is not a hapax, and it ought not be considered merely an
error, since it too is well embedded in the poems.

First of all, the expected form, eUpUv, is very well attested in the
corpus, both embedded in formulae and also in the line-final adonic

position. Consider these verses:
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N TTOAU AotV £0TL \ ||<cha OTpchov| | elplv *Axaidov 111.229

Kal TOT EmelT GVGYOVTO | HET OTpaTov| | elptv Axaicov-ll. 1.478

auTap el P’ fkovTto i |KaTa oTPATOV |H EUpUY "Axaiddv, I1.1.484

fuels & &bBpdot e | kaTd oTpatdy | euplv 'Axaidov I1.2.439

\ LN s e s \ \ ) \ 3 ~
Bav & iévar kab Suihov | |ava OTpaTov| | elplv Axaicov.  11.4.209

TaA8URios B¢ pot dka | katd otpaTdy | elpiv "Axaicdv  11.19.196

~ 37 PR ~ tr oy \ ) \ 5 ~
KEIO lEval ETTL VA | |eoco OTpchov| | elplv 'Axaidov. 11.24.199

And the same segment, shifted leftward after verse-final insertion of a

verb:

&5 Tpcocov aAaAnTds | [ava otpatdy | evpiv 11. 4.436

Yet another example in which the entire segment Gva ocTpaTOV EUPUV
T’Axalcbv has shifted leftward, without altering its structure, in order to

accommodate, apparently, a new phrase appearing in verse-final position:

mévTy [ava oTpaTdY etpuv [TAxoucv: | &up 8¢ udvTis I1. 1.384

compared to:

Baw & iévan kab” Spihov | [ava otpatd | epiv "Axaidov.  11.4.209

The word eupuv is also firmly embedded in the following segment (note
the modular substutions available between the trochaic caesura and

bucolic diaeresis):

'ATpedngs 8 Huwev | | oUpavdv evpUv: I1.3.364
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3 P ~ I3 sy 3 B \ 5 ’
patved Ouol vepéeoow ||icov eis| | oUpavodv epiv I1. 5.867

oBe B¢ Tis eimeokev | idcov elg| | oUpavdv elpuv- I1.7.178

oBe B¢ Tis eimeokev | [iBcov elg| | oupavdv evplv: I1.7.201
eUE&pevos 8 &pa eltrev | [iBcov eig| | oUpavodv epuv- I1. 19.257
TTnAeidns & ouwiev | [idcov eig| | oupavov elpuv- I1.21.272

Here again, in this list of corresponding verse segments, we find evidence
for the possibility of shifting line segments by the means of re-positioning
a verb, and even an adverb, into the adonic-shaped segment in verse-final
position, thus seamlessly (in this case, certainly not in all cases) shifting

the well embedded piece of diction leftward:

o5 & &Te Kamvos ficov) i [eis oUpavoy| | euplv [iknTal I1.21.522
£Céabnv, Tpcocwv Bt | |Trpc‘>g oUpavdy| | evpiv [&epbey I1.8.74

For the sake of completeness, we must mention that there is also the
example of eUpUv attested in the following segment, which is extremely

common in the poems:

) ’ » tr \ ) \ ) \ »
aBavdaTolow é8wke, | Tol oupavdv (|) elplv Exouctv; 0Od. 1.67

Given the frequency of the occurrence of eUpUv in the poems, it is
surprising to find an utterly novel form of this accusative singular
(eUpéa), which has no reality in the Greek language outside of the
Homeric poems (or in the pre-history of Greek, for that matter), deployed
here on more than one occasion, and in more than one position. First, the

two instances in the verse-final adonic:

117



fiyaye Zi8ovindev émmAcos | eUpéa mévTOY| 1. 6.291
unvi 8’ év oUAe TavTa Teprioapey | eupéa mévTo| 0d.24.118

Though a linguistic innovation internal to the Homeric poems —and
indeed, internal to this segment—the model for this mutation of a u-stem
adjective, as Witte himself already pointed out, is well known. It was the
dative singular, eUpe€t, which was a genuine form in both Homeric
language and Greek generally, with a perfect match in Sanskrit. More
importantly —and here is the essential point for our investigation —the
dative singular eUpé€t occurs in exactly the same verse position, with
exactly the same metrical shape and size, as the innovative form eUpéa.
And so we are methodologically justified in concluding that this new
accusative singular was built from the dative singular in order to be placed
in an accusative phrase and in order to avoid a spondaic line, which the

presence of eupUv would have caused. First the evidence for the dative

singular:
&AN 11 fmou) [Leods kaTepikeTal | eUpéi TovTe, 0d. 1.197
ka8 epomAicoavTes Eviicopey| || eupéi TéVTE. 0d.2.295
els & 11 [mou| [Leods kaTepikeTal || eupéi mévTe. Od. 4.498
&5 TS @ Ccods KaTEpL’JKETal| | eUpél VT 0d. 4.552
fiéobev 8 |avaBdvTes| gviicopey| | elpél mévTe’ 0d. 12.293
fiuels 8 aly’ |[avaPdvTeg| Eviikapey| | ebpél mévTe 0d. 12.401

seems to have provided the model for the creation of:

fyaye 218ovinbev ¢mmAcos | eupéa dvTOV Il.6.291
unvi & év oA TavTa Tepricapev || elpéa TéVTOV 0d.24.118

With this example we arrive at another fairly reliable conclusion about the

118



way in which Homeric diction functions in order to create new forms.
The creation of eUpéa in the phrase eUpéa TmovTov was made on the
basis of a local model—in fact, segmentally local model —in which a
binding structure joining adjective and noun had remained intact even as
the segment was inflected, first into the dative case, and next into an
accusative singular case. In the accusative singular inflection, the
requirement to inflect the entire segment was potent enough to create an
entirely new adjectival inflection for an otherwise perfectly well
functioning u-stem with tens upon tens of examples already attested in the
poems. How successful was that innovation? Successful enough to allow

for it to be used in another collocation:

UMETS pév viv 8UTe Baldoons| evpéa kOATTOV I1. 18.140
oloel Bivrjels eloco aAds | eUpéa kA TTOV I.21.125
Téppa & &p’ 1] Y’ Umodloa Baldoons| eupéa kAo I1.4.435

Apparently the explanation for not using the well attested eUpuv in the
fifth foot here is the avoidance of a spondaic line. If so, this is yet another
example in which metrical shape has imposed itself in the behavior and
creation of new diction—if the explanation is correct, then metrical shape
here in the fifth foot, in this instance anyway, ranks higher as a preference
than morphological fidelity to the already existing forms available in the
Greek language, though it was helped, of course, by the syntactic
pressures provided by the inflection of the segment as a single piece of
diction.

Yet another example, which appears initially to be a case of a

verse-final verb displacing the phrase eUupéa TévToVv leftward, is:
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nudaTial ©pnknbev ¢’ eUpéa | TévTOV 1.9.72

Whether or not this leftward shifting is really the explanation is in fact
more complicated, since there is a well attested, and grammatically
regular, occurrence of eUpéa in the same position, in what looks to be a

well embedded segment:

"Apyeiol pevEovTal ¢T evupéa | védTa Baldoons, 1. 2.159
evyev opunowvTal ¢ eUpéa | védta Baidoorns. I1.8.511

If we were to attempt to decide the question of whether or not the phrase
¢Tr’ eUpéa | TTovToov &youot # was the result of a leftward shift of |
gUpéa TTovTov # , or was based in part on the already existing segment
¢’ eUpéa | védta Baldoons, we would need to widen our investigation
to include other phenomena and many more verses. We will leave the

task aside for now.

Noun-Epithet Formulae and Modular Diction

Let us now circle back to the most influential articulation of
formulaic analysis, Milman Parry’s analysis of noun-epithet formulae. In
order to see what our method yields when applied to the same segments
by which he made his initial breakthrough —the same correspondence
sets, let us say —we will start with a simple example: the segment that
occurs in the verse-final position from bucolic diaeresis to line-end in
which noun-epithet collocations occur for heroes and gods. By

considering the variety of segmental shapes, sizes, meanings, and
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syntactic arrangements that exist for this particular segment, we will again
see how our method allows for a more precise characterization of the
segment’s multiformity, behavior in the poetry, and, ultimately,
modularity. First, let us begin with the examples given in Parry’s classic
list concerning the noun-epithet formulae for heroes and gods in the first
dissertation (Parry, 1972:39), which comprises the following

correspondence set for heroes and gods:

| 8ios *Oduocoels # |-~ v —x # 60x

| €cbAOs *OBuooeus # |-~ v —x # 3x

| TTaAA&s *ABrvn # |-~ —xX # 33x

| [OPpinoTaTpn] # | =~ —x# 3x (in

gen 3X)

| 8los "AxiAAevs. # |-~ v —x # 34x

| cokus AxiANeUs: # | =~ v —x # 5x

| TéTVIA “Hpn # | = -~ —x # 11x

| patdipos "Exteop # | = -~ —x # 29x

| Bpinos “ExkToop # | = -~ —x # 4x

| imtréTa NéoTep # | = -~ —x # 1x

| x&Akeos "Apns # | — -~ —x # 5x

| &Bprmos "Apns # | —~~ —x # 5x

| untieTta Zevs # | — v~ - x # 18x

| ebpUoTa ZeUs # | =~ - X # 14x

When we compare the segments in this way, we are able to differentiate
among our methodology’s key features: size, shape, position, lexical

content, and syntax. Doing so, furthermore, allows us to see how the
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phraseology intersects and interacts with the same and adjacent segments.
First, each of the segments has the same dictional size (e.g., bucolic
diaeresis to verse-end) and the same verse position (located behind the
bucolic diaeresis and reaching to verse-end). However, the segments do

vary among themselves according to segment-internal shape:

| 8ios *Oduocoels # |-~ v —x # 60x
| patdipos "Exteop # | = -~ —x # 29x
| unT€eta Zels # | — v~ - x # 18x

They also vary according to lexical content, of course. The same three

segments again, now from the the lexical perspective:

| 8los "O8uocoels # | =~ ~ —x # Nom. Sg. 60x
| patdipos "Exteop # | = -~ —x # Nom. Sg. 29x
| unTieTa Zevs # | =~ - x # Nom. Sg. 18x

While variation in shape is often less consequential than variation
in lexicon, shape does in some instances (especially in the final syllable of
the segment before the bucolic diaeresis, and in the fifth foot, as we just
saw) have some effect on diction and therefore on our dictional analysis.
As for the criterion of lexical content and how we are to characterize it in
for the examples just given, obviously there are divergences: certain
adjectives are shared while others are substituted. For example, many
proper names (in this list) maintain the same verse position and internal
syntax throughout, even when adnominal adjectives are substituted in
place of each other. That is to say, certain proper nouns (e.g., O8uooeUs

and "Ax1AAeUs) share the same epithets, e.g., dlos (an example of Parry’s
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generalizing epithet), while other proper nouns occur with what Parry
called “distinctive” epithets (i.e., epithets reserved for individual heroes).
Lastly, for the examples given above in Parry’s list, regarding syntax, we
find something quite common in Homeric poetry: a line-final subject
preceded by an adnominal adjective, both of which are in the nominative
case in all examples. To connect this with the variation in segmental
shape mentioned above, we can now see that the syntactic pattern
‘epithet+noun’ is distributed across different segmental shapes—which is
notable, since it shows that the syntactic and grammatical identity of the
segment remains intact even when different shapes within the segment are
present; and it is distributed across different lexical outputs, also.

To summarize, we can say that each segment in the above
correspondence set agrees in segmental size, position, and syntax, shows
minor variation in segment-internal shape, yet diverges widely at the level
of lexical content (the latter of which is precisely the feature whose
presence is necessary in order to qualify as formulaic on most views).

The theoretical point is to see that we have evidence here for an abstract
syntactic template, whose syntactic description would be: adnominal
adjectival epithet + proper noun governing the behavior of noun-epithet
formations, localized in the line-final segment. Whether or not that
template has actual, demonstrable productive force from the dictional
point of view, or is merely a correspondence at the descriptive level of
analysis, is a question that will require further evidence to answer.

But before moving on to answer the question as to syntax’s possible
productive force, let us pause for a moment to consider the implications of

Parry’s arrangement of epithet-noun collocations for our method of
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analysis. It can now be seen that Parry’s method already contained, in
kernel form, the basic points of our modular account. And since he began
with noun-epithet formulae, we will too, both to connect our analysis back
to his but also to shed reciprocal light on his and our own method. The
first question that we would like to answer is whether from the purely
descriptive point of view two segments with identical proper nouns but
divergent epithets are to be adjudged related or not—and by ‘related,” we
mean dictionally, linguistically, and syntactically related, not merely

accidentally related:

| cokus AxiANels # | =~ v —x # 5x
| 8los "AxiAAevs. # |-~ v —x # 34x

The answer is that indeed the two segments are related, since the two
provide phonological options for joining the line-final subject “X-adj +
Achilles” to the preceding segment, depending on whether that preceding
segment’s word-final phonology necessitated a vowel-initial or
consonant-initial word following it. Such an option is essential to the
very possibility of Homeric diction, as has long been recognized. But
given the ubiquity of such pairs, what is the analyst to say then about
examples where the differences derive not from optional epithets but from

two different proper names with the same epithet? For example:

| 8los "AxiAAevs  # |-~ v —x # 34x
| 8ios 'Oducoels # |-~ v —x # 60x
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Here we have an example of what Parry called the “generalizing” epithet:
Slos was available for use with a large number of proper names in order
to fill out the verse—this too allowed for the possibility of a flexible
diction. Again, we see a kind of syntactic unity governing the segment,
namely, the application of a general epithet to a proper name. The point is
made clearer by the following list, where we begin to see not only its
‘generalizing’ flexibility, but the ability to inflect in feminine singular and

masculine plural:

[

| 8los "AxiAAevs. #
| 8ios *O8uocoeus #
| 8los 'Opéotns #

| Sios UpopPds, # / Blov UpopPov: #
| 8los "AN&oTWP #
| 8los *Aynveop #

| 8los "Exéppcov. #
| 8los "ETreids #

| 8los 'ETreryeus, #
| 8la KaAuywcd, #

| 8lo1 ’Axaiol #

| 8la yuvaikéov #

| 8l Bedcov #

[
| 8" 'Appoditn #
| 87 "AvTeia #

The evidence from the list reveals the degree to which the verse-final
segment made use of a form of the adjective Siog/ Siol/Sia/d1’[a] in
producing line-final subjects. But what are we to do about instances

where neither the epithet nor the proper noun is shared? Are we not
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obliged to conclude that this pair must also be considered related, or
subject to an overarching formal unity which one might describe as a

syntactic one defined as “epithet+noun”? Compare, for example:

| cokus AxiANels # | =~ v —x # 5x
| 8ios 'Oducoels # |-~ v —x # 60x

Does the fact that the name ‘Odysseus’ occurs with 8ios here instead of
the name "Ax1AAeUs entail that the two segments are no longer related?
No, far from it. What matters for us is the fact that the only difference,
from the point of view of the method outlined above, occurs at the level of
lexicon.” Otherwise the two segments agree in segmental size, shape,
metrical position, and syntax. But they share not a word in common at
the level of lexical output. Of course, the phrase “share not a word in
common” is somewhat imprecise, since the words do share a number of
grammatical features: both segments have an adjective and a proper noun
in the nominative case, both are in the singular, and so on; and the fact of
this grammatical similarity is precisely the point. From the perspective of
method, then —which must remain unconcerned with formula definitions,
a point we have made repeatedly —we can say that we have here incipient
evidence for the claim that the line-final segment itself allows for the
substitution of both epithets and heroes’ names, a substitutability that
would only be possible were there a kind of supervening grammatical or
syntactical unity to bind them in their local metrical environment. This is

a theoretical point to be made once again regarding the descriptive state of

* (cokUs "AxiANeUs without Té8as only occurs six times in the Homeric corpus, viz.
1. 19.295,21.211, 22.188, 22.229, 23 .218, 24.621.)
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affairs: the presence of an abstract internal syntax governs the segment’s
distribution of epithets and nouns.

Let us look now at more examples of epithet+noun combinations
occuring in the same verse position. We would like to pose the question
of dictional relation yet again. In order to take further examples of the

same phenomenon, let us ask if we are to believe that the segments:

| Bpinos “ExkToop # | = -~ —x #
and:
| patdipos "Exteop # | = -~ —x #

have nothing in common with:

| 8Bpuos “Apns # | —~~ —-x #
| x&Akeos "Apng # | —~~ —x #

apart from the fact that the pairs have identical size, position, and syntax
segment-internally? Are we really to think, looking back over these four
examples, that they do not belong to a larger, more encompassing,
syntactic pattern localized in line-final position? We would also want to

compare:
| imtréTa NéoTeop # | =~ X #
| méTVIa “Hpn # | =<~ R
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The question is well worth asking, since according to traditional formulaic
conceptions, the four pairs of segments would certainly not be considered
formulaic. To these examples we can now add segments that agree in
metrical position and syntax, but that diverge slightly in terms of metrical

shape. Compare the shape:

|-~ ~—x#
| TTaAA&s *ABrvn #

to the segments already mentioned:

|- —x#

| patdipos "Exteop #
| TéTVIA “Hpn: #

and now add further examples with identical shape, such as:

TR

| viydupos Utrvos,  # 11.2.2,1091, 14.242,
354,4.793,12.311,
12.366,

with yet another shape with identical syntax and position is well attested

in Homer:

|-« x4

| TTaAA&s *ABrvn #
| ®oiBos "ATOANcoV #
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| 8los "AxiAAevs. #
| Belos Sveipos: # I1.2.22

Obeying the same syntax and in the same segmental position, there are

other shapes:

|—ee o x#
| untieTta Zevs # 34x
| ebpUoTa ZeUs # 5x

It is possible to reverse the word order, but to keep the same line position,

shape, and syntax as segments mentioned above:

|- —x#

| "ApTeuis &yvn) #
| "Aocios fipaas #  (1x)

Still more variation in terms of shape:

|-« -—x#

| TA\aUkos auiucov #

| MoUoa Atyeia. # (1x in Odyssey, elsewhere in Hymns, mobilely)
| Moipa kpaTain. # (several times in Homer, also in Hesiod)

| “lpos aAfTns: #  (1x)

Or, if one prefers, the segment may be characterized by the application of

the same epithet to heroes who have names with identical metrical size,

shape, and placement:
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|- —x#

| irmédTa Tudels: #

| imtédTa Otveus #

| itédTa TInheds, #
| itmédTa Ouleds, #
| imrréta NéoTwop: #

There are further examples where the epithets themselves may be
inflected according to gender and number, a situation which once again

suggests an internal syntax constitutive of the segment:

[

| 8los "AxiAAevs. #

| 8ios *O8uocoeus #

| 8los 'Opéotns #

| Slos UpopPds, # / Slov UpopPdv: # (mobile also)
| 8la KaAuywcd, #

| 8lo1 ’Axaiol #

And with elision before a following vowel-initial name, the same general

epithet appears in its monosyllabic form:
= we—x #

| 8" 'Appoditn #
| 87 "AvTela # (hapax Iliad 6.160)

And still more examples, some of which begin to show inflection in the

dative and accusative cases:
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|- —x#

| wéTVIa Kitpkn. #
| TéTVIA WUnpn #
| TéTVIA “Hpn, #
| TOTVIC U #
| TOTV "Evuch #

[
| patBipos Alas #
| patdipos "Exteop: #

|—vv —x#

| patBipos vids / | pa€dipov vidv. #
| DatBipos Hpcos #

| patBipa yula #

| podiucy pe, #

| patdipa Téxkva, # (Hesiod)

| patBipos "ATAas # (Hesiod frag)

| -~ v X #
| patdi’ "AxIAAeU #
| patdiyw’ "OBucoel #

|-« x4
| TA\aUkos auiucov #
| TeUkpos aulucov; #

Examples with inflection of various kinds:

|—vv —x#

| “EkTopa Slov #

| Néotopa Siov #

| MévTtopa 8iov #

| Méuvova dlov. #

| kotpave Aacov #

| Towéva Aacov # / Toévi Aadov, #
| Bpxauos avdpddv, #

| aibépr vatcov #
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|-« eox#

| pUAa yuvaikéwv. # / | pUAa MNydvTteov. #

| pépTaT 'Axaicov #

| Epkos "Axaicov: # (also mobile in one instance)
| 8l Bedcov #

| 8éoTop Edcov #

| kUBet yatcov #

| TéTVIA Bnpdov # (hapax)

For the purposes of methodological completeness, we would like also to
point out that the segment reaching from the hepthemimeral caesura to
line-end also shows comparable phenomena for nominative, and inflected,

epithet+noun segments:

- v —-X#
pen’cov "Ayauéuveov #
petcov 'EAepriveop #
petcov 'ETecoveus, #
petcov EUunAos: #
petcov ‘EAik&eov #
petcov "Ayatmvep #
petcov évootxBeov: #

K
K
K
K
K
K
K
Kpelcdv EpaTifeov #

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

- - e —x #
KpaTspbg Aoundngs #
KpaTepOs Aukoundns, #
KpaTepOs Aukdopyos #
kKpaTepOs Meyatévbng #
kpaTepds TToAutoitns #
kpaTepos T EpiaATng #
KpaTepOs Atcopns #

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

“—v e —x #
své)\aog AUUUV, #
KAuTtdvnos auiucov: #

7
7
7
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The existence of correspondence sets such as these does not yet in itself
prove the reality of analogical, or syntactically productive influence. For
that kind of proof, we rely upon the kind of evidence we observed when
we saw an entirely new adjectival inflection, | eUpéa TTovToVv #, created
in order to inflect a particular Homeric segment. And so let us also recall
the example of the prepositional phrase. The prepositional phrase is, in a
way, already a syntactic template embedded in spoken language—once it
appears in Homeric diction, it behaves in the same way: the preposition
requires that an object occur in a particular grammatical case and in a
particular position in the line appropriate to it. After all, substitution of
the prepositional object according to the syntactic schema is what defines
the phrase as a prepositional phrase in the first place. What the example
of | €lvexa + noun in the gen. # showed, then, was the reality of a
grammatical or syntactic template, already embedded in the language
itself, now localized at a particular point in the verse. This is yet one
more piece of evidence to suggest that the template defined as “ |
adnominal epithet + noun # ” is a piece of dictional morphology equally
as idiomatic and equally well embedded in the hexametrically constrained
poetic language as the prepositional phrase is in the spoken language. If
prepositional phrases work in this way, then is it not thinkable that other
caesura-bound segments might too? To return to noun-epithet formulae in

verse-final position, consider these examples:

Tis yeveiis ékhewev | &val &vdpdv [Ayxions I1. 5.268
kot vU kev €vB’ amdhorto | &val avdpdv [Aivefas, I.5.311
BevioecBar: Tous 8’ avbl | &vaf avdpdov I1.11.701
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Eivos ydp oi EBwkev | &vaf avdpddv [EaerTns Il. 15.532
COPTO TTOAU TPETOS WEv | &vaf avdpddv I1. 23.288

These examples suggest that the hemistich ¢ | &vaf &vSpcv + proper
name in the genitive case’ functions not entirely differently than the
prepositional phrase. In addition to well attested segments for Diomedes

and Menelaos, futher substitution can occur with proper names and even

verbs:
oyt Bt B peTéerme | Borv ayabos [Aloundns: I1.9.696
TOV MPdTEPOS TPoctelTre | Borv &yabos [Mevéhaos: 1. 10.36

kal TOT &p’ Alas elme | Borv ayabov I1.17.23

Thus far, these examples show only inflection of a hemistich. Not only is
the subject of the hemistich able to be replaced by other proper names (a
completely normal occurrence), but it is possible even to substitute a noun

and then inflect it as well:

"ExTopa 8¢ ppdooavTo | Bofv [ayabdv kal éTafpous) 1. 15.671
and:
TT&upova T " Avtipovdv Te | Borv [&ryabdv Te TToAfTny 11. 24.250

What is more, as we have seen, it was also possible to substitute a
segment-final verb, or to insert a verb inside the segment, or to add a verb
and inflect still another term inside the segment. All three of which

happen here, in respective order:
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"ExToop 81 mapd vnuat | Borv ayabos froheutCel I1.13.123

oUs ETApPOoUs OAEKOVT [ Bonv ayabos |Bd)\ev Alas I1. 15.249
e 8¢ rou Alavtds ye | Bon [dyaboid| [rubotunv) 1. 17.102

When looking at this correspondence set in particular, it becomes clear as
to why it is preferable in specific instances to speak of modules and not
templates: while the boundaries of the segment are absolutely fixed and
the lexical content of the segment more or less stable, there is far too
much variety here in the substiution of words and phrases to allow the
analyst to be comfortable with a reduction of the heterogeneity down to
merely one or two, or even three, grammatical schemata or templates.

In this last set of examples, then, we have moved beyond the mere
substitution of one proper name in connection with a generalizing epithet.
We have witnessed instead far more variety, and undeniable evidence for
binding structures as well as syntactically productive schemata. All of the
segments begin at the trochaic caesura, of course, because they have each
been built by substituting a word or phrase within, and according to, the
“Bonv ayabos X (nom or gen)” template. The final slot may be filled
by Aloundns or MevéAaos, or as in the latter example, the entire
segment can be inflected in the accusative: Bonv ayaBov Mevélaov.
Once that inflection has occurred, it takes only one further substitution to
inflect the line in the accusative with two direct objects: | Bofv &yabdv
kal eTatpous. Further substitutions become possible, including the
insertion of the verbs ToAeuiCel (I1. 13.123), B&Aev (1. 15.249), and
mruBotunv (Il. 17.102). The latter example even saw an inflection of the

adjective &yab0s into the genitive case. Lest there be any doubt as to
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just how well attested this hemistich is throughout the corpus, compare all

occurences.

TGV aUf’ fyepdveve | Bonv ayabods [Alophidns I1. 2.563

oupTT&vTev 8 fyeito | Bofv ayadds Aloundns: I1. 2.567
auTépaTos 8¢ of HAe | Bonv ayabos Mevélaos: I1. 2.408
TGV of aBeApeds fpxe | Borv ayabdds Mevéhaos I1.2.586
Tolol 8¢ kai UeTéeime | Bonv dyabos Mevédaos: I1.3.96
"Ogpa Tol &pgeTévovTo | Bony [&dyabdv Mevéhaov] 1l. 4.220
"ABpnoTov & &p’ Emerta | Borv ayabods Mevéhaos 1. 6.37
TOV MPdTEPOS TPocéelTe | Bonv &yadds MevéAaos: 1. 10.36
Tov & AuelBet’ émerta | Bonv ayadds Mevéhaos: I1. 10.60
"ATpefdny 8 &xos ke | Bonv [dyabdv Mevéhaov] 1. 13.58
'ATpedns 8 &pa xelpa | Bonv dyabds Mevédaos I1. 13.59
'AvT€loxov & &Tpuve | Bor ayabds Mevéhaos: I1. 15.568
kal TOT &p’ Alas €ite | Borjv ayabdv MevéAaov: I1.17.23
“Ws EpaT’, oUd’ amibnoe | Bonv dyabds Mevédaos, Il. 17.246
Trv & a¥te mpocéeime | Bonv dyadds MevéAaos: 11.17.560
kol TOT &p’ Alas elme | Borv [ayabdv MevéAaov) 1. 17.65
“Ws EpaT’, oud’ amibnoe | Bonv ayabds Mevédaos, 11.17.656
a5 amd TTaTtpdkioto | Botv ayabos Mevélaog Il. 17.665
auTiuap 8¢ of HABe | Bonv ayabos Mevélaos, 0d.3.31
pwuT &p’ &€ elviipt | Borv ayabds MevéAaos 0Od. 4.307
o5 paTo, Uetdnoev Bt | Bonv dayabds Mevélaos, Od. 4.60
&AN Tpuve TaxioTa | Bory [aryaBdv Mevéhaoy 0d. 15.14
ayxiuohov 8¢ o’ fABe | Bonv ayabds Mevéraos, Od. 15.57
Tov & AuelBeT’ Emerta | Bonv dyabos Mevédaos: Od. 15.67
aUTAp el TS ¥ &kouce | Borv ayadds Mevéhaos, 0Od. 15.92
oV Tp kijal &veoye | Bory &yabds Mevédaos Od. 15.97
gipeTo & aUTiK’ émerta | Bonv dyabos Mevélaos, Od. 17.120
31 TOT émealt’ fpdTo | Borv ayadds I1.5.114
T&eov &g eméTeNAe | Bonv ayabos Aloundng, I1.5.320
T 8 ¢l pakpodv &uce | Bonv ayabds Aloundns: I1. 5.347
Aivela &' émdpouce | Bonv ayabds Atoundns, I1.5.432
Tov 8t i8cov piynoe | Borv ayadds Aloundns: I1. 5.596
BeUTepos aub’ copudTo | Borv ayabds Alopridns I1. 5.855
"AEulov &' &p’ Emeue | Bory ayabods Alouridns I1.6.12
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TOV MPdTEPOS TPOGEelTE | Botv &yadds Alourdns: I1.6.122

“Ws p&To, yrRbnoev 8t | Bonv ayabds Aloundns: 1.6.212
Syt Bt B peTéerme | Bory ayabos Alopridns: I1. 7.399
el U &p’ OEY vénoe | Bonv ayabos Aloundns: 11.8.91
Tov & fuetBet Emerta | Borv ayabods Alopridns: 1. 8.145
Syt Bt B peTéeime | Borv ayabos Alouridns: 11.9.31
Syt Bt B peTéerme | Bory ayabos Alouridns: I1.9.696
Toiot 8t kal peTéeime | Bory ayabos Alopridns: I1.10.219
Tois 8 avTis HeTEElTE | Bonv ayabos Aloundns: I1.10.241
AeUTepos aUT Rp&To | Bory ayabods Alouridns: I1.10.283
TOV Bt iBcov plynoe | Borv ayadds Aloundns, I1. 11.345
"ExTeop 81 Tapd vnuat | Borv ayados Il.13.123
Tolot 8¢ kal peTéeime | Bory ayabos Alouridns: I1. 14.109
oUs ETApPOoUs OAEKOVT [ Bonv ayabos BaAev Alag I1. 15.249
“Extopa 8t ppdooavTo | Bony [&ryabdv kal étatpous) 1. 15.671
e 8¢ rou Alavtds ye | Borv [dyaboio Tubofunv) 1. 17.102
Téupovd T "Avtipovdy Te | Bonw [adyabév Te TToAfmy | 11.24.250

The same phenomenon is well attested at the hepthemimeral caesura as
well. There are countless examples with Agamemnon. One of the least

complex would be:

ToIOW & eUXOUEVOS UETEPT) |7 Kpetcov "Ayauéuvaov: 112411

But of course there are further substitutions that occur with regularity:

oV 8t MecdvTa Tod&dv EAape | kpefcov [EAepriveop | I1.4.463
T 8¢ péy’ dxBricas Tpociéen | kpetfwv EvootxBuov: I1. 8.208
€l uf opwe TaThp eUpy | Kpeiwov EvootxBuov I1. 11.751
OUd’ &AaookoTv eixe | Kpeicov Wx@wv" I1. 13.10
Thy "AvTnvopidns eixe | kpeiwv [ehikdewov I1.3.123
oTijcav: 6 8t TpouoAcov i8eTo | kpefcov @ 0Od. 4.22
'AvTIAOXOU" HETA TOV 8 EAaxe | kpefwov W I1.23.354
Téov fpx  Aykaiolo Téis | kpefwv [Ayatmivep I1. 2.609
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These are easily enough understood against the background of this:

pcos "ATpetdng elpl] | kpefcov "Ayapéuveoy 1. 1.102
Tov & amapelBouevos Tpocepn |7 Kpelcov ’Ayauéuvwv‘ I1.1.130
N ydp u " ATpedng evpl| | kpefcov "Ayapéuveoy) Il. 1.355

The hepthemimeral caesura shows other examples:

&av 8 &pa Tudeidns dpTo, | kpaTepds lm 11.23.812
oudt y&p oudt ApuavTos uids | kpaTepds| Aukdopyos | I1.6.130
Alav opddi utv avbl, oU kal | kpaTepds [Aukoundng | I1. 12.366
&s ol TNAUYETOS YEVETO | KPATEPDS Meyamévbng 0Od.4.11

Bk’ avTou TpoT&poiBe Pépwv | KpaTepdS Meyaﬂéveng,| Od. 15.122
"EvB’ av TTeipibdou vids [ kpaTepOs TToAutoltns I1.12.182
Tous & aUT ¢€ &vTpou TPootn | KpaTePdS MMoAUenuos|  Od. 9.407

TOV & EMUACOAUEVOS TIPOCEPT) |7 KPQaTEPOS |ﬂo)\\’1q>nuog 0Od. 9.446
kal T€vi o eEamdTnoe 86Aw | kpaTep[Os [TToAUd]éy oy Dem. 404
xcapnoev, i 8 ékbop’ &vat | kpaTepds TToAudéy ucwy| Dem. 430

These are easily enough understood as syntactic substitutions based on:

“Ws @aTo, TOV &’ 0oV TI TTPOCERPT | kpaTepds Atoundns Il. 4401
Tov & &p’ Umddpa i8cov | TPOCERPT | kpaTepds Atoundns: I.4411
s Hepacos Tpooeoot piyn | kpaTepds Atounds. I1.5.143

Segmental Expansion, Horizontal Inflection, and Modular Diction in
Noun-Epithet Formulae

Let us look now at Parry’s same list of “noun-epithet formulae of
gods and heroes in the nominative case, principal types” in order to see a
different phenomenon: segmental expansion. As we will see, what we are

calling segmental ‘expansion’ will turn out to be, in essence, a
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subcategory of segmental inflection, in the sense analyzed above: just as
the segment can inflect in a vertical manner internal to the segment, in
Homeric poetry the segment can also inflect (i.e., expand) horizontally to
accommodate other segmental lengths needed for making differently sized
pieces of diction (especially in the nominative case). When we look at all
of the instances from Parry’s list, for example, it turns out that the longer
segments are built directly from the shorter segments—or the reverse, the
shorter segments are built from reduction of the longer segments
(whichever may be the case, and it is probably impossible to know). First

the segments from bucolic diaresis and hepthemimeral caesura to line-

end:
| Slos 'O8ucoels  # 60 x
| &cBASs "Oducoeus # 3%
| ToAUunTISs "OB8ucoeys # 81x
[ TToAtmopbos *Oducoeus # 4x

And now the segment from trochaic caesura to line-end, which looks to be
an expansion of the segment | 8los 'O8uooeUs # by one word,

ToAUTAQS:

[ moAUTAGs (|) Sios 'OBucoeys # 38x

The segment between trochaic caesura and line-end contains the already

well-attested bucolic segment | 8ios 'O8ucoeUs # inside of it. This

*' N.B.: 2065 'OB8ucoeus is not a context-free occurrence. It only occurs three
times in the Odyssey, clustered within the Telemachia, all in the same speech whereby
Telemachus asks someone if they have seen é06A0s "O8uocoeus.
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phenomenon turns out to be regular for well-attested noun-epithet
formulae. Consider the next god on Parry’s table, "AB1vn, where a
segment at the trochaic caesura contains the hepthemimerally localized

segment within itself. Parry’s examples:

| TTaAA&s *ABrvn # 33x

| [PpiuoTaTpn] # 3x (but inflected in gen, also 3x =
review segments)

| yAaukédms "ABrvn # 26x

[ Be&x yAaukédmis "ABfvn #  (51x) (built by adding Be to hepth.)
[ AAaAkopevnis "Abrivn # (2x)
# TTaAh&s "Abnvain | (8x)

The segment | Be& yAaukdmis 'ABrivn #, which occurs 51 times in the
corpus, contains the well-attested segment reaching from hepthemimeral
caesura to line-end, | yAauké s 'ABrivn #, within it. This is another
example of segmental inflection, in that it allows the nominative case of
the subject to take on still further metrical sizes, in order to allow further
flexibility in forming subjects within the matrix of the diction. Seeing this
also provides an insight into the way that this diction works on a
syntactic, and ultimately modular, basis (we say ‘modular’ because the
well-established line-final segments localized between the hepthemimeral
caesura and bucolic diaeresis are expanded into the longer, hemistich-
length segments). The findings for ATTéAAwv, which has only one

adonic segment, are as follows:*

** Though Parry does not mention it, the following segment is also attested in the
Homeric Hymns and in Hesiod: # [Qoios akepoekduns] |
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| ®oiBos "ATOANoV # (33x)
| Aids uids 'ATdANoY # (2x)
| tkdepyos "ATTONAwVY # (6x)
|7 kKAuTOTOEOS "ATTOAACOV.” # (1x)
[ &vagf Ads uids "ATOMwY #  (5%)
[ &vaf ékdepyos 'ATOMAwY #  (3X)

In this case we see that both segments localized after the trochaic caesura
contain segments attested from the hephthemimeral caesura to line-end.

For 'AxiAAeUs we have the following system:

| 8los "AxiAAels  # (34x)

| cokus AxiANeUs: # (5x)

|7 médas wkus 'AxiAAeU # (31x) (built from the preceding ex.)
|7 Heyabupos "AxIAAeUs # (1x)

| ToBd&pkns Sios 'AxIAAeVs: # (many x) (built from || dios Achill.)

The segment localized behind the trochaic caesura contains the segment ||
Stos 'AxiAAeUs#, localized after the bucolic diaeresis.

As for ZeUs, we have the following segments:

| untieTta Zevs #

| ebpvomra Zels #

| vepeAnyepéta ZeUs #

| ZeUs Tepmiképauvos #
| oTepotnyepéta Zels #
[ ONUuTIOS evpUoTa Zes #

[ BapUkTuTros euploma Zels #
[ TaThp avdpcv Te Beddv Te #
# Zeus UyiBpeuéTns |
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34x

5x

30x

4x

1x

1x (also in Hesiod)

1x (not mentioned in Parry)

5x (in Hymns and Hesiod as well)

As for “"Hpn), the adonic segment occurs 11 times:



| TéTVIa "Hpn # 11x (cf wéTvia urjtne)

| AeukcoAevos “Hpn # 3x
[ Bocomis méTVia “Hpn # 11x
| Be&x Aeukcolevos “Hpn # 19x

As for “"Exkteop, we have

| Bpinos “ExkTeop # 29x
| patdipos "Exteop # 4x
| kopuBatohos "ExTewp # 25x
| uéyas kopubatohos “Extaop # 12x
# "Extoop TTprauidng | 6x

There are only two segments for NéoTcwp, though the longer segment

seems to have been built from the adonic-shaped one:

| imtréTa NéoTwp # 1x

and built from it:

| Ceprivios imméTa Néotwp # 1x

The next god, "Apns, has a slightly more developed system. Here it is:

| x&Akeos "Apns # 5x
| 5Bpiuos "Apns # 5x
| xpuonvios “Apns # 1x
| BpmjTruos 8Bpiuos "Apns # 1x
[ ”Apns &Tos TToAépoto # 3x
| uévos 8Bpiuos “Apns # (not mentioned by Parry)
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The system for Aloundns:

[ | Tudéos uids # ] 8x (inflected in the acc. sg. too)
| kpaTeEPdS Atoundns # 12x

| &yabds Aopridng # 1x

[ Borv &yabds Aoundns # 21x

The last hero on Parry’s chart is "Ayauéuvecov.

|7 Kpetcov "Ayapéuvaov # 26x
[ &va€ avdpdov 'Ayauéuveov # 37x
# fipaos "ATpedns | (Parry says 3, but there are more)

In these examples of noun-epithet-based segment construction we discern
yet another fundamental principle governing Homeric diction: the
possibility of segmental expansion, which amounts to a kind of horizontal
inflection, for the purpose of increasing the size of the segment. This
modular flexibility then allows for the efficient creation of segments that
will fit when localized behind both the (1) hepthemimeral caesura and (2)
bucolic diaeresis, as well as within (3) trochaic-caesura-to-line-end

segments.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Review of Scholarship From the Perspective of Modular Diction

As we have mentioned, discussions of segmental syntax in the
Homeric corpus will need to consider proposals made by Joseph Russo
concerning the reality of a “structural formula” and its relation to
composition and analysis. In the appendix to his well known article, “The
Structural formula in Homeric Verse,” Russo gives examples of words
and syntagms that comprise, according to him, structural formulae.” He
arranges the evidence according to line segments in some instances, but
more often according to individual words (a questionable procedure, as
we will see). We will begin by looking at his categories, which we have
taken directly from the appendix to the article. We will next test the
validity of his claims regarding structural formularity according to the
insights that we have secured in our own study heretofore, and we will
then take the differences between Russo’s claims and our own as points of
departure for describing more precisely the nature of Homeric verse, both
its analysis and composition. The latter we do in an effort to bring a
number of concluding thoughts to this study, and the study to a sensible
ending point.

We begin with Russo’s first instance of a structural formula. His
first example, taken from his sizeable appendix of structural formulae at

the end of the article, is as follows:

33 Russo 1966.
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“A. Single long words used before the A or B caesura
.- = — (participle)

oUAouEévTv
XCOOUEVE
EOTAUEVAL
TEIPOUEVOUS
oTmeloavTes
eoPavTes
eloopdwov
Koy XaAdwv”

The first question conerns Russo’s definition. From the point of view that
we established above, whereby five parameters need to be considered
when evaluating the formulaic behavior of any lexical item, “Single long
words before the A or B caesura” does not provide the analytic specificity
that we need for an analysis of line segments possessing internal syntax.
Russo has essentially identified metrical position, and two possibilities for
metrical size (before the A or B caesura), as the parameters for his
evidence. To denote the metrical position as a localization before the A or
B caesura is, indeed a starting point for a definition, though an incomplete
one, since segments behave differently when reaching to the
penthemimeral and trochaic caesura. What is more, if we were to grant
that “single words” can be filed under the category of a structural formula,
then we would need to know more about that single word’s behavior in
relation to adjacent words, and probably need a further theory of
formularity in addition.

The first word in Russo’s list is a familiar one, oUAouévnv. If we
consider all occurrences of the participle, both in the inflected form given

by Russo in his appendix, but also in its other inflections, we find fifteen
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examples from the two poems and Hymns. Although the arrangement of
the evidence will vary depending on one’s interpretive priorities, when we
begin with the inflected word in verse-initial position, we find four

examples in a segment from verse-opening to the trochaic caesura:

oUAopévny, ) pupt | "Axaiois aAye’ Ebnke, .12
oUAopévny, ) T aitv | &fouia Epya HEUMAEV. Il. 5.876
oUAopévny, f) TOAN& | kdK’ avBpdatroiot SiSwot: 0d. 17.287
oUAopévns, T ToAA | k&K' avbpcamolot SiSwaotv. 0d. 17474

In each case the word is enjambed and followed directly by a relative
pronoun. The word ouAopévnv can also be inflected into other cases, as
it is in the fourth example above, ouAouévns. When we compare the two
verses side by side, we find what looks to be an inflected verse segment,
and we note that the two verses appear in the same book of the Odyssey

(less than two hundred lines apart, incidentally):

oUAopévnv] i ToAA& | k&K’ &vBpeotroiot Sidwot 0d. 17.287
oUAopévns,| ] ToA& | kK’ avBpcoTroiot Sidwoow. 0d. 17474

The question for us, however, is whether we can extract something
approximating a “structural formula” from the attested evidence of this
word oUuAlopévnv. From what we have seen above, it looks as if the
enjambed participle, when followed by a relative clause and with the verb
occurring in the second hemistich in line-final position, may indeed have
constituted a vague sort of prosodic syntactic structure available to the
poet—to buttress this claim, we observe that in the four examples we have

a direct object and an indirect object in the second hemistich as well.
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Perhaps, then, we are dealing with a whole-line segment? There is one
major obstactle, however. The syntactic patternings in all instances are by
no means identical, as the four examples show. Still more problematic is

the fact that other examples complicate the picture. Consider these

VErses:
oUASuEY aif’ @eAAes | aeikeAfou oTpaTol &AAou I1. 14.84
oUAopéveov; Té 8t Trijua | Beol Béoav "Apyetoior Od. 11.555
oUASUEV’, €l 81 TToU TIg | gTToupavios Beds ot 0Od. 17.484
oUAouévns euéBev, Tijs | Te ZeUs SABov amnupa. Od. 18.273
OUASUEVOY KauaTnedy, | & Te oTuyéouct Beol mep. Aphr. 246

In these examples, if we look only at the segment reaching to the trochaic
caesura, we do indeed find that each segment is the same size. And so we
do have a potential correspondence set. Complicating the picture

significantly, however, is the occurrence of the participle at the masculine

caesura ( = T ) in the following manner:

Ppé&puakov [oUAduevov] | TS opv Tépe TéTVia Kipkn: Od. 10.394
€xTa ouv jouhopévn| | dAdxw oikdvde kaAéooas, 0d. 11410

AN Evek’ JoUhouévng | yaoTpds kakd ki’ Exouctv Od. 15.344

Again, since in these three examples the participle occurs in the same
metrical position (before the penthemimeral caesura), and since the three
segments are the same size, we have here at least a candidate for a
structural formula. However, the syntax of each of the three examples is
different; and more importantly, to set up a syntactic template for this
segment would require conceptualizing the segment as a segment

reaching from verse-opening to the penthemimeral caesura, and not the
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trochaic caesura, as we saw above, which would mean that we are looking
at two different segments and two different template candidates (at the
very least), not one ‘structural formula.’

When the internal syntax of the segments diverges so significantly,
how can we justify explaining the participle’s usage as the result of a
single structural formula? We cannot. There is quite clearly no single
syntactic schema that undergirds the participle’s appearance in the verse-
initial hemistich, or even in the verse’s opening position. The presence of
a mere participle in the same position in only three lines of the entire
corpus can hardly merit classification as a structural formula, at least
without further criteria or constraints, since doing so would amount to
granting formulaic status to single words, and single words very weakly
attested to begin with. Furthermore, how would one begin to separate the
occurrence here from the prosodological fact that participles with that
particular shape will tend to occur there by the nature of the structure of
the hexameter, given O’Neill’s findings and the word-type metrical
localizations that can be predicted from them?

Regarding the possibility of segmental correspondence at the
grammatical level in the three verses, the closest we come is the partial
agreement in Od. 11.410 and Od. 15.344, where in both instances a verse-
opening word is followed by a prepositional phrase and an inflected form
of oUAouév—. Still, if we were to call this agreement anything at all, we
would have to characterize the segmental correspondence as one in which
an opening word, a prepositional phrase, and an inflected form of
oUAouév- occur together. This would be a kind of sub-subset of any

structural formula spanning the corpus for all occurrences of oUAougv-
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participles, to say nothing of the larger question of the abstract syntactic
patterns governing participles position as a whole occurring in that
metrical —which is where the real proof for something definitively
structural would be seen. The following examples constitute all
remaining participles made from this verb in the corpus. Note that though
the two examples occur separated by twenty books, and are in fact the

same hemistich segment in line-final position®:

A&Bp1, aveioTi, 83éAw | ovAouévns aAdxoro. 0d. 4.92
AiytcBou UTd xepot kai| oUAouévns &Adxoto.” 0d. 24.97

When we take all of these instances together as a correspondence set,
there is no question but that the segmental behavior of
ouAouévnv/oulopévns/etc in the Homeric corpus points to a number of
interesting phenomena. However, the presence of the word itself in the
opening hemistich is nowhere close to being sufficient for warranting a
classification of the word, or the segments in which it occurs, as a single
structural formula.

As for the next item in Russo’s list, xcoouéveo, we will pass over it
for the time being, for the simple reason that to study the occurrence of
medio-passive participles located at the trochaic caesura would require the
investigation of lists of hundreds upon hundreds of examples from the
Homeric corpus. To consult such lists would yield diminishing returns

for the purpose of putting Russo’s method to the test.
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The next word in Russo’s list, then, is éoTaueval. Does this word
point to a structural formula? Here is the evidence for segments built

from verse-opening to the penthemimeral caesura:

EoT&peval kpaTepdds, | § T EBANT | ) T EBak’ &Ahov.  11.11.410
EoTAueval KpaTepEds, | Uty 8¢ TpeoT&ode péBov Bé. Il. 15.666
auTh 6’ fotdueval | kpaTepdds kal avaoyéuey &Alous: 11, 13.56

@ uéeov | oUv TeUxeow, | &AA& AU {mrmrous: I1. 10.480

and reaching to the trochaic caesura:

Trepl Toixov | éucTabéos peydpolo, I1. 18.374

Given the paucity, and heterogeneity, of the evidence for this particular
structural formula candidate, the suggestion that this word might attain the
threshold of such a denomination remains mysterious. It clearly is not a
formula at all, much less a structural one. In four of five examples it does
occur in verse-initial position, but one is of a different length (reaching to
the trochaic caesura). Furthermore, there is no consideration taken, or
analysis made, or discursive explanation given, as to what the other words
surrounding out supposedly structural formula are doing. The example
and its analysis look to be incomplete.

Russo’s next candidate for a structural formula is the word
Telpopévous. This, too, is an odd suggestion for a structural formula,

since it occurs no more than three times in the corpus:

Telpopévous épvecbatl | Umd Tpcdov dpunaydod. 11.9.248
Telpouévous EAéaipe | kAT oTpaTdY, of ot Bedv Eos 11.9.302
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Telpopévous 8 £l vnuoty | i8cov éAénoev 'Axaious. Il.15.44

While the three occurrences do show the same verse position, namely
verse-initially, and while all three examples are at least in a segment with
the same metrical size and shape, there is no consideration given to the
syntax of the three. This absence is fatal for the claim that we have here a
structural formula, since the third example seems to be unrelated to the
first two, while the first two seem to be related to each other only
distantly.

The next word in Russo’s appendix is ometoavTes. It is in cases
such as these that our methodological insistence on the categories of size,
shape, position, syntax, and lexicon bears fruit, since the word can be
prima facie shown not to be a structural formula at all, on account of its

distribution across too wide a range of metrical positions and sizes:

oneloavTtes Tapa vijas | ioav waAw: | fpxe 8 'Oducoels.  11.9.657

onefoavTes kotTolo | uedcopeda- | Toio yap opn. 0d.3.334
kal TOTe 81 omeloavTes | EBav kKAioinv 8t EkaoTos, 11.9.712
TépTeTé pe omefoavTes | amAuova, | xatpeTe 8 avTot Od. 13.39

And to the penthemimeral caesura:

Sppa omeioavTes | kaTakeiouey | oikad’ idvTes: Od. 18419
dppa omeloavTes | kaTabetopev | dykiAa TéEa 0d. 21.264

The first four examples show segments ending at the trochaic caesura, two
of which are verse-initial, two of which are segment-final. The next two

examples are in fact the same segment, and built only to extend to the
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masculine caesura, with similarly shaped verbs following in the identical
position, i.e., located before the bucolic diaeresis. Again, we see evidence
of interesting segmental behavior, and we have a glimpse at how Homeric
diction actually functioned, but find nothing justifying the claim that
omeloavTes itself constitutes a structural formula: there is too much
variety in its metrical position, and too much variation in the segment-
internal words that surround it. The segments would be better analyzed
by the modular methods advocated in our opening chapters.

Somewhat surprisingly, Russo also lists the word éoavTes as a
structural formula. We say ‘surprisingly,” because the word is attested

only once in the Homeric corpus, in the following passage:

auTol & idpdd ToAAOV aTteviCovTo BaAdoor

Kvijuas Te | id¢ Ao@ov aut Te unpous. 11.10.573

auTap £Tel 0@ kUpa BaAdoons 18pGd TOAAOY

While we do not deny that a surface output of only one occurrence may
still in some cases merit classification, under certain conditions, as
formular— given the right specifications and methodology —this example
surely proves nothing.

The last word on Russo’s opening list is kayxaAdcwv. It occurs

only twice in the poems of Homer:

TeUXEO! TTauPaiveov cds T NAEKTwpP €RePrkel
kayXaAdwv, Taxées | 8t Tédes pépov: | afpa 8 Emeta I.6.514

and:
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“Ws eimcov Ta@poto diAace poovuxas (mrous
kayxaAdwv: &ua 8’ &Ahot | foav xaipovTes "Axaio I1. 10.565

Though both examples have the same metrical position, and both are
enjambed, what explanation would one need to adopt in order to claim
that these two instances constitute a formula? A formula compared to
what? In view of what criteria? On what basis? Again, the claim turns
out to be incomplete, at best. Both occurrences are in segments of
different length, neither show a binding syntax, and neither seem to have
related material in adjacent segments. This seems then not to be a
structural formula.

Russo’s next category of candidates for structural formulae is the
“adverb” in the first hemistich. Here is his list (the second in the

appendix), which he provides at the conclusion of his article:

2.—=— (adverb)

kapTaAiucs (also in Hesiod and the Hymns)
aoTmaoiws (also in Hesiod)

pnidicos

voAepéws (in Tyrtaeus, in same position)
ouepdaléov (in Hymns and Hesiod)
avTiBiov (avTiBinv)

K.T.A.

At first glance, the suggestion that a single word, in this case an adverb,
may count as a formula, would indeed be controversial, and in need of a
supplementary argument. The complete evidence for his first word,
KapTTaAtiuws, is the following. First we give the segments built to
extend to the penthemimeral caesura, next we give them for the trochaic

caesura:
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KapTaAipcws & avédu T ToAIfjs GAOs NUT OuixAN,

II. 1.359

kapTaAitws, THy 8 els | Spuov TPoépecoav EPETHOTS. 1. 1.435,0d.15.497

KapTaAiuws Tpo veddv | Exéuev Aadv Te Kal {Trmous
kapTraAiucws 8 (v | émerioeTor kéye 8 "OBucoels
kapTaAitews, el oy | iepriiov oudt Boein
kapTraAiucws, &Td 8¢ | xAdivav BaAe potvikdescav,

I1. 9.708
I1. 10.513
I1. 22.159
Od. 14.500

kapTaAiws 8 avdpous’ | UTd x&puaTos: altap &y’ autds Dem. 371

Now, in a different metrical position:

xaipwov kapahipes, | & kai pdAa TnASBev oot
Téppa Bt kapTaAiuws | é€fkeTo vnis éuepyts
£vBev kapTahiuws | TPocéPns TPds Seipdda Bucov,
s &pa kapmaAiuws | ifoaTto Bolpov "Apna.

Now in a segment reaching to the trochaic caesura:

kapTaAiuws &pvds Te | pépew TTptaudv Te karécoar:
kapTaipws 8 {kave | Bods i vijas 'Axaicov,
KapTaAipcs & ikave TBE(I)V €dos aitruv "OAupuTrov,
kapTaAipws, oivov 8t | pehippova oivilecbe
kapTaAipws, oivov 8t | peAippova oivilovTo,
KapTraAipcs: el & &upe l|r1'rapaq>6cx‘i‘nol TOSeoo1,
kapTaAiuws 8 Hile [Sia Spupd Tukva Kal VAN
kapmaAiuws kKAiotnBev | avetheTo x&Akeov Eyxos,
kapTaAfuws 8 &AméVTos | GkVTIoE Soupt PAEIVE.

0d. 6.312,7.194
0Od. 12.166

Hy. Apollo 281
I1. 5.904

I1.3.117
I1.2.17,2.168
I1. 5.868

I1. 8.506

I1. 8.546

I1. 10.346

1. 11.118

I1. 13.296

I1. 14.461

KapTaAluws HEoTIYa [kai Tvia A&CeTo xepotv, 1. 17.482,24 441

kapTaAiuws 8 ket "Apyos [ Axaukdv, &vd’ &pa §dn
kapTaAiiws: TOTe 8 oY Ti | ieTaTpomaAileo pevycov.
KaPTaA{HwS, Uy 6P | EAeyxeinv kaTaxen
KapTaAiycws: © & émeita TUET’ ixvia Baive Beolo.
kapTaAiuws pot, Tékva | gida, konAvat éAdwp.,
KapTaAiuws & éCeuEav Tflcp’ APUaACIV COKEAS (TTTTOUS.
kapTaAipcs épxecbar |Eyco 8 680V fyepoveyoco.
kapTaAiuws 8 EuTAnvTo |BpoTdv dyopaite kai Edpal
KapTTaAiycs ETETOVTO ] koviovTes Tediolo.
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II. 19.115
I1. 20.190
I1. 23.408

Od. 2.406, 3.30,
5.193,7.38
Od. 3418

Od. 3478
0d. 6.261
0Od. 8.16

0d. 8.122



KapTaAipws kaTta doTu: t|rq>'1")\01 8 dua TAVTES ETTOVTO
KapTaAiyws UTEp oudov TéBr’]OETO ScopaTos eloc.
kapTaAiycs 8 eis &vTpov Tc’xcpll«')uee’, oUd¢ uv évdov
kapTaAiuws ¢ vija [Bonv épipous Te kal &pvas
KapTraAigcs Tapd vnos [ &vrjiov &g TEPICOTITNY,
kapTahipws 8¢ T& pijAa | Tavautoda, Tlova Snud,

tr

kKapTaAiyws xaipovta | pthcos xaipovTes Emeptov

I1. 24327
0d. 7.135
0d.9.216
0d. 9.226
Od. 10.146
0d. 9.464
Od. 19461

The diversity of examples here shows that there is no single structural

formula associated with this particular adverb. It does of course tend to

follow certain verse positions, but this is much more the result of metrical

word-type localization, rather than the result of a structural, or syntactic-

structural, force. And so now for Russo’s next example, doTaoiws:

enui Wy domactws | yévu k&uyetv, ai ke puynol
yvcoceTalr domactws |y&p apifetat “IAlov iptv
kefunv &omaoctews, | pde 8t xpuodBpovos "Hcds.
BéCavT’ domactes, | mept 8 &uPpoTa gipaTa Eocav,

1. 7.118
I1. 18.270
0Od. 14.502
Aphr. 6

These four examples at least show the word appearing in segments of the

same size (verse-opening to penthemimeral caesura). But there is no

syntactic pattern organizing them, and one would be hard pressed to

extract an actual structural formula regulating the output of the segment.

Furthermore, the word appears in another series of examples, with a

different metrical position, in the first hemistich:

doTactws pevyovTes | Avémveov “ExkTopa Siov.
aomactws TTaTpokAov [UT ek BeAécov EpUcavTes
aomactews 8 & ToVTOV | ETNPEPéas PUyE TETPAS
AoTacies aUT@Y |yévu k&uwew, 8 ke PUyTOL
domactws 8 &pa TS | kaTédu pdos fieAiolo
domactws ydp K &ANos [ &vhp aAaAriuevos éABcov
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And so again, the example of a single adverb, doTraciws, does not look
like a particularly propitious candidate for attribution to the category of
structural formula.

Unfortunately, after a certain amount of inspection, it becomes
clear that Russo’s one word adverbs do not, under rigorous consideration,
turn out to be very convincing examples of structural formulae. For the
purpose of comprehensiveness, however, let us look at the remaining

examples in his list. Again, we find diversity for the adverb vcoAepécos:

VAeUEWS TTOAepoV B | kéAeue Bt olow EkaoTog I1. 4.428
VwAepéws, auTds Bt | &AW TpéTmev 00E PAEIVCD I1.13.3
VAEHEws: ETapot 8t | kaTékTabev ols oU HeTaANEs. I1. 13.780
vwepéws kpaTepiiol, | odwoe 8¢ mévTas 'Axaiols: I1. 4.288
VWAEHEWS KTEWOVTO | oUes s Apy168ovTES, I.11.413
voAepéws: aTap autds | éAfooeTo évba kal évba. I1. 20.24
veohepéws ExEuey, | kpaTepty 8 &mobécbal évithv. I1. 5.492
VWAEUEWS OTPEPDELS T EXOUNY TETANOTI BUnd. I1. 9.435
VOAEUEWS O ExOuny, T Spp’ e€epéoeiev OTioowW I1. 12.437

It occurs only in verse-initial position, yes, but can it be said to constitute
a structural formula? Not according to the parameters that we have
adopted, since, as we can see, there is extraordinary syntactic diversity
associated with this adverb in this segment.

The next example is opepdaAéos. Notice that it too is inflected in

a number of instances:

ouepdatéos, TéV P’ aUTds | OAIUTIOS TiKE Pdws B, I1. 2.309
ouepBaiéov kovdPnoav | aUcEvTwY YT "Axaiddv, I1. 2.334
opuepBaiéov kovdPile | ToBGY aUTdV Te Kal {meov. I1. 2.466
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ouepdaliéov & eBSnoev \ETrOTpuvoov ‘Odvotia: I1. 8.92

ouepdalée, TOV EeoTo | Tepl xpof, Soid Bt xepot I. 12.464
ouepdaiéov kovaPile \TlTUOKouevwv kab’ Suihov I1. 13.498
ouepdaiéov KpoTAPOIOL TTlVdOO‘ETO HOapVapévolo I1. 15.609
ouepBaiéov kovdPnoe | Tept KPOTAPOIOL TTEGOVTOS. I1. 15.648
ouepBaiéov kovdPBnoav | aUcEVTwY YT "AXaIdV. I1. 16.277
ouepdaléov & Ouwev: [ &kouoe 8t TéTVICK TP I1. 18.35
ouepdaléw Bt MovTe [dU év TpcoTnotl Bdecat 1. 18.579
ouepdaléov 8 immoiov | ékékAeTo TaTpds Eoior I1. 19.399
ouepdalé’ eUpdevTa, | T& Te oTuyEéouat Beot Tep: I1. 20.65
ouepdarée: péya & auel | odkos puke doupos akcoki).  11.20.260
ouepdaAéov kovdPilev: |[Umaiba 8t Tolo Aacbeis I.21.255
ouepdalény, fiv oudt [ Aids S&uvnot kepauvds: I1. 21 .401
ouepdaléov kovdPnoe: [ TaAw & &d xaAkds dpouce 11, 21.593
ouepdaléov Bt Bédopkev | EAOCOUEVOS TEP! XELT: I1. 22.95
ouepdaléos & aUTiol | pavn Kekakwuévos &AuT, Od. 6.137
ouepBaiéov &' EBdnoe |yéywvé Te T&ol Beoiol Od. 8.305
ouepdaiéov 8t péy’ uwEev, Tepl & Taxe TETPN, 0d. 9.395
ouepdaléov kovdPile | Bed 8’ EAéaipe Kai auTH. Od. 10.399
ouepdaléos B¢ oi augl | mept oThiBecov dopThP Od. 11.609
ouepBaiéov kovdPnoe: [ yéhaooe 8¢ TTnveAdTeia, Od. 17.542
ouepdaléov kovdPnoe, | yéhaooe 8t DoiBos "ATOAAwv  Hermes 420
ouepdaléov kovdPnoe: |Beds & YT kKaAdv Eeidev Hermes 54
ouepdaléov kovdPnoe, | Beds 8 UTO KaAdV &eloev. Hermes 502
ouepdaléov &' ¢Rdnoe [TToAUTAGs Sios *O8ucoeys, 0d. 24.537
ouepSaléa idxaov |6 8t xepudSiov A&Be xept 1. 5.302, 8.321,20.285
ouepSaléa idxeov |6 8 auapTh Sios *OBucceus 0d 22 .81
opepSaléa idxcov, |Tpls 8 tvvéa PdTAs ETEQVEY. I1. 16.785
ouepSaléa idxwov, |dpoev 8 fipwas *Axaious. I1. 1941
ouepSaréa idxwov, [TpédToV 8 EAev IpiTicova I1. 20.382
ouepSaléa idxeov: [TOV & eEnpmatey 'ATéAAwY I1. 20.443
ouepdaiéov idxnoev, [Ekwvnn 8 &pa TéVTOS Aphr. 11
ouepSaléa KTuTrécov: | Tous 8t xAwpdv Béos fper I1.7.479
opepSaée kek&dAuph™ [ 8’ &p’ domidos dupaAdv oUta, I1. 13.192
ouepSalén kepay, | &v 8¢ TpioTorxol d8dVTES, 0Od. 1291
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When we look at the list, examples do emerge for segments with syntactic

and lexical formularity. The first would be:

ouepBaiéov kovdPnoav | aUcEvTwY YT "Axaiddv, I1. 2.334
opuepBaiéov kovdPile | ToBGY aUTdV Te kal {meov. I1. 2.466
ouepdaiéov kovaPile TT[TUOKouévwv kKab’ Suihov Il. 13.498
ouepBaiéov kovdPnoe | Tept KPOTAPOIOL TTEGOVTOS. I1. 15.648
ouepBaiéov kovdPnoav | aUcEVTwY YT AXaIdV. 1. 16.277
ouepSaAéov kovdPilev: | UmaiBa St Toio AiacBels I.21.255
ouepdaléov kovdPnoe: [ TaAw 8 &d xaAkds dpouce 11, 21.593
ouepdaléov kovdPile: | Bex 8 EAéaipe Kal aUTH. Od. 10.399
ouepBaiéov kovdPnoe: [ yéhaooe 8¢ TTnveAdTela, Od. 17.542
ouepdaléov kovaPnoe, | yéhaooe 8t DoiBos "ATéAAwv  Herm. 420
ouepdaAéov kovdPnoe: |Beds & YT kKaAdv &eidev Hermes 54
ouepdaléov kovdPnoe, | Beds 8 UTTO KaAdV &eloev. Hermes 502

To which we would add the following, given the match in syntax, metrical

position, metrical shape, and metrical size:

ouepdaiéov 8’ EBénoev| émoTpliveoy 'OSuciia: I1. 8.92
ouepBaiéov & EBdénoe |yéywvé Te ol Becior Od. 8.305
ouepdaléov & ¢Rdnoe [TToAUTAGs Sios *O8ucoeys, Od. 24.537

A second correspondence set that emerges from the list is the following, a

segment that reaches to the penthemimeral caesura:

ouepSaléa idxaov | O Bt xepuddiov A&Be xept 11. 5.302, 8.321,20.285
ouepSaréa idxeov | 6 8 duapTh dios *O8ucoeUs 0d 22 .81
ouepSaléa idxcov, | Tpis 8 tvvéa pidTas ETe@uev. I1. 16.785
ouepSaréa idxwov, | dpoev 8 Hpwas *Axaiovs. I1. 1941
ouepSaréa idxwov, | TpidTOV 8 EAev lpiTicova I1. 20.382
ouepSaréa idxeov | TOV 8 eEfpmatey "ATANwY I1. 20.443
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with which this line belongs:

ouepSaléa KTuTécov: | Tous 8t xAwpdv Béos Tper I1.7.479

Both of the previous correspondence sets, in some fashion, point towards

this line from the Hymns:

ouepdaiéov idxnoev, [Ekwvndn 8 &pa TéVTOS Minerva 11

While these correspondences are interesting and no doubt merit further
study, we can eliminate the possibility that the word itself comprises a
single structural formula. Again, there is too much diversity. And it
looks as if there are a number of modules, manifest on the surface as
phrase-formulae, present here, to say nothing of grammatical relatives or
connections to more abstract templates. The next step in the analysis of
these lines would be to undertake a full modular investigation, in order to
see how many different kinds of schemata occupy this segment size,
shape, and position, and then to see how they interact with the verses
before and after them, especially in light of the typically enjambed
metrical position.

The last example from Russo’s list, avTif8iov, occurs only three

times in the Homeric corpus, and is clearly not a structural formula:

avTiBiov paxéoachal | &v aivij SnroTiTL. I1. 3.20,7.40,7.51
avTiBiov méAepov T ToAepile NdE pnaxeobal I1. 3.435
el uév O avTiBlov | ouv Tevxeot TeipnBeins, I1. 11.386
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We see here diversity, and no evidence of a structural syntactic pattern.
Russo’s next list in the appendix provides one word adjectives.
Given what we have just seen, we might expect one-word examples of
adjectives not to comprise examples of structural formulae. Our
suspicions are confirmed. In some instances, words from the list occur

only one or two times in the entire corpus. First, the list:

3.— = — (adjective)

avTiBeos (only one out of a handful of Iliad examples is line initial)
wpogayol (5x in Homer, only once line-initial, one ex. in the Hymns)
au@oTEéPw (erratic, metrical-positionally speaking, in Homer)
gvvuxiol (only one occurrence in Homer)

Tavvuxiol (extremely diverse in terms of metrical position)

ndueTms (once in the Iliad, once in the Hymns)

wkUTrodes (extremely diverse in terms of metrical position)

kndioTot (once in the Iliad, once in the Odyssey)

€x6ioTos (only 4x in all of Homer, at various metrical positions)

Now, let us consider them individually. The first example is quite far

from a structural formula, as all of its attested appearances show:

avTifeos TehAapwoviadng peta pubov Eettre: I1.9.623
and:

oTas mPoobev vékuos: ToU & avTiBeos @ pacuundng I1. 16.321

“IANSés T 'Acodpakds Te kat avTiBeos [Mavuundngs, 11. 20.232

TTepoets T "ApnTtds Te kal avTtiBeos Opaouundis. 0d. 3414

Aaoddauas 8" “AAids te kal avtifeos KAutdvnos. 0d. 8.119

NéoTwp & avTiBeos kal £yco VIKAOKOUEV Oico. Od. 11.512
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Regarding the next item in the list, we discover a similar story. There are
only three examples in the Homeric corpus, and they clearly show that no

structural formula is in evidence for the segment:

copopdyot wv 8cdes | év olpeot dapd&mTouciv I1.11.479
WUOPAYyol, TOIoTV TE i TEPL PPECIV AOTETOS &AKT), 1. 16.157
WUOPAYOL POITEIOL | kaT& okidevTas évavious, H. Aphr. 124

His fourth item in the list occurs only once in Homer:

évwixiol TpoTi &oTu: | yeyriBel 8t ppéva NnAeus, I1. 11.683

His fifth item on the list, Tavvuxiol, appears in a wide ranger of metrical

posititions:
eldov mavvuxiol, Ata & ouk €xe viidupos UTrvos, .22
TAVVUXIOL UEV ETTEITA KAPT KOUOWVTES "Axalol I1. 7.476
0§ KEV TTaVVUXIOL HECP’ TjoUs NpLyeveins I1. 8.508
elaTo mavvuxlol, Tupa 3¢ oPlol KaleTo TTOAAA. I1. 8.554
eldov Tavvuxiol paAaké dedunuévol Utrvey: I1. 10.2
mavvuxiol TT&TpokAov GveoTEVAXOVTO YORVTES. 1. 18.315
TAVVUXIOL HEV ETTEITA TTOBas Taxuv aue’ "AxIANa I1. 18.354
Tavvuyxiol 8 &pa Tot ye Tuptls &uudis pASY’ éBaAAov  11.23.217
eldov Tavvuxiol paAdaké dedunuévol Utrvey: I1. 24.678

Still another example from his list appears only once in the /liad, and once

in the Hymns. How could this possibly be a structural formula?

NdueTms &dvdpouoe Aryus TTuhicov dyopnTrs, II. 1.248
NOVETITS TP TSV Te Kal UoTaTov aitv aeldetl H.to Ap. 4
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For the remaining adjectives in his list, we find a similar story:

WKUTTOdes: ToU &' avubl AUbn wuxn Te yévos Te.
WKUTTOdes: ToU & avubl AUbn wuxn Te yévos Te.
KUTTOdes: ToU & avubl AUbn wuxn Te pévos Te.
EoTaoav wKUTodes HeANdéa TupOV EBOVTES:
TOAUWV OKUTTOdES, HaAa 8¢ XpepéTiLov e &KPw
EKPEPOV WKUTTOBES OUV TeUXED!, AElTe 8¢ Aadv
QKUTTOBES PEPOV Gppa: TTATHP O ol Ay Xl TAPACTAS

And only two occurrences:

kndioTol T éueval kal piATaTol docot 'Axaiot
kndioTol TeAéBouot ped’ alud Te kal yévos auTddv.

Last of all:

€xBioTos B¢ pot éool dloTpePéwv BaoiAnwv
ExBiotos & "AxIATT udAioT v 1Y "Oduoiir:
€xBioTos &¢ ot oot Bedov ot "OAuptrov éxouctv:
ToUveka kat Te BpoToiot Becov €xBioTos amavTLov:

I1. 5.296
I1. 8.123
I1. 8.315
I1. 10.569
II. 12.51
Il. 16.368
I1. 23.304

I1. 9.642
I1. 8.583

I1.1.176
I1.2.220
I1. 5.890
I1.9.159

At this point, Russo’s evidence appears to look a collection of adjectives

that tend to appear in the same slot in accordance with metrical word-type

localization, rather than the effects of underlying generative and

regulative syntactic schmata or true structural formularity.

Russo’s next list concerns the verb. Here is his list of verbs that

putatively comprise structural formulae, complete with my comments on

their frequency, which I’ve added in parentheses:
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.—=— (verb)

doummnoev (22 occurrences, all in line-initial position, still too diverse)
BéBAnTat (only 5x this form in Homer, all in line-initial position)
BePAnkel (12x this form in Homer, all line-initial)

mémTavTtal (only 1x in Homer, line initial)

ekpepeeY (only 1x in Homer, line-initial)

As further evidence, he provides only:

B. Verb forms used before the B caesura

1.~ —~V51/2(12)

vonoe

vorjoal

é¢tepmrev (Note: there is only one occurrence of this verb in this position)
€xeoke (2x in this pos, 2x line-final)

€puTo

S@eAAev (2x in Homer total — one here, one line-final)

K.T.A.

Likewise, Russo specifies verbs with the following shape. Whether he
intends the totality of them to comprise a structural formula, or each of
them individually, is not entirely clear. But if the former were the case,
then one would want to address the question of different tenses, and if the
second were the case, then there is simply too much diversity to merit an

account based on one, single structural formula:

2.~ -=V5122(11/72)

goTl
5
TIPXE
wOoEe
iCe

kg
IKEV
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Salev

Bricav
Baivov

The same can be said for these remaining verb lists:

3.=—+->-V51/2
WPMALVE
IkovTo

ETTEOIKE
KaAéouaol
Scooovot
eBéAnol

And:

.=—= V5
TIPT|OEV
oTtnoavT’
éBaiov
€BéAco (-e1)
AYyEHEV
KPQaTEEIV
Tpolel
K.T.A.

When we come to the list of what he calls “noun-combinations,” we find a
number of suggestive correspondences, but no account of how they
belong together or according to what criteria; and no account of syntax is
given at all. One must conclude, then, that no matter the amount of
interest legitimately piqued by the list of “noun-combinations,” the
evidence nevertheless proves nothing, at least not in the form in which it

was presented:
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C. Noun-combinations lasting to the B caesura

l.—lv-—
avdpl pihw
TaTpl piAw
unTel @Ay
MNTEP” EUNY
TaTpid éunv
€Y XOS EUOV
TEKVOV EUOV,
XEIpQ ENV
Xelpas éuds,
K.T.A.

2.

"IXtou aimewiis:
méTpal T NABaTol
nxi fsoteoin

vijas EUCCEAUOUS
aveépe KUdaATUw
105 xaAkoBapris,
Tpwal éumTAdkapol
€y XEl XaAKel
K.T.A.

3.

vnuotv ém yAagupijov

vijags €m yAagupds / vijas ava yAagupas, (3x)
Mo €Vl oTIRapPS

XEPOs &Tro oTIRBapfis

EUVT] €Vl HaAaKT):

Toool & UTd Airapolot

dcopw ETL HEYAACW;

OKNTITPOU UTTO XPUCEOU

K.T.A.

4.

TéTPT UTro YAagupi) (only one occurrence in Homer)
XWP €V 0loTTOAwW,

QaTYIN £’ el

XGPov av’ UARevTa
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vUkTa 81" apPBpootnu /vikTta dt’ dppvain, Xepoiv U THETEPTOIVY
K.T.A.

One could make a similar critique of all of Russo’s evidence, both that
which we have listed here, and that which continues in the appendix to his
article. Russo does, however, go on to consider something called “phrase-
patterns,” though he does so without providing a definition. The
difference in scope, rigor, and definition between his approach and the
one advocated by our methodology ought to be apparent by this point.
And so let us turn to a related, and similarly influential, analysis in the
history of Homeric formula studies.

Michael Nagler, in his 1967 article “Towards a Generative View of
the Oral Formula,” but also in his book Spontaneity and Tradition (1974),
argued that there is a phonic level (related to deep structural patterns and
units) that affects formulaic relations internal to Homeric versification.
The influence of the book remains significant to this day, or is at least
cited frequently enough—as we saw above, Matthew Clark devoted one
of his four ‘concepts’ of oral formulaic composition exclusively to
Nagler’s views. Interesting for our study is the fact that Nagler begins his

discussion with a critique of Russo:

If one goes as far as Russo, for example, in saying that metrical-
grammatical patterns such as verb in~ ~— = (12) || or noun at ~— (7)
for single words are “in themselves formulaic” (p.240) irrespective of
their dictional content, the suggestion is likely to be considered
hopelessly broad; what, exactly, is the relationship of this
“formulaicness” to the word-for-word inevitability of the noun-
epithet combination or the imposing rigidity and thrift of the
schematized “formula systems” which we, somewhat unfairly,
consider the salient features of Parry’s work? And similar problems
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arise with the question of diction: for example with Ruijgh’s
contention that the occurrence of a lexical item su as nu is formulaic
in certain metrical positions, as well as other criteria. *°

Nagler’s questions are similar to the ones that we posed in relation to our
five parameters of formular analysis. The claim that Russo’s notion of the
structural formula was “hopelessly broad” repeats what was said of Parry
by Hainsworth and Hoekstra. Hoekstra, in his 1965 book on
modifications of formulaic prototypes, wrote, in reference to Parry, that
general verse patterns showing only syntactic features in common “are
much too vague . . . They can be shown to exist even in the Hymns of
Callimachus and they are apparently inherent in the hexameter itself,
whether formulaic or non-formulaic, whether oral or writtten.”*® We too
have argued the concept of “verse patterns,” without further
characterization, is too broad to be analytically useful. When
recharacterized according to the five parameters proposed by our method,
these verse patterns can, however, be studied in precise ways.

The history of formulaic studies has been kind to Nagler’s work. His
examples, however, seem not to have been subjected to extensive
scrutiny. In order to do this, and to see how his claims connect with the
analysis of modularity, I have begun by reproducing Nagler’s well known
list of the correspondences that supposedly show evidence for an “an
open-ended family” of formulae based upon purely sonic—and only
partially lexical, in some cases not at all—resemblances. The

fundamental point to grasp when comparing items in the list, we would

* Nagler 1967: 271.
% Hoekstra 1965: 12.
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suggest, is the fact that Nagler selected these word groups occurring at
verse-end in order to show that they were related by means of the
phonological resemblance of verse-final words alone, even when the
words had nothing in common. He does this, it is important to note,
without considering the behavior of the rest of the segment.

Nagler concluded on the basis of this list that similarities such as the
ones seen at verse-end are to be explained by the deep structure of
formulaic “allomorphs,” that is to say, of preverbal gestalts, which live
inside the singers, performers, poets, audience members, or whoever it

was that produced the poems. To start with, here is Nagler’s list:*’

1. ot drjuc (9 times)

2. TleTo dnuw (6 times)

3. keTo BTjuov, (Od. 15.238)
4. TavTi Te dMue, (twice, cf. Od. 8.157)
5. TGO vl dNuc. (0d.2.317)
6. eaiv’ évi due (11. 18.295)
7. Tpcdcov évi 3rjuc, (0d. 1.237)
8. AANOB TG Vi Brjue (11. 19.324)
9. AANOYVEOTE €Vi BNue. (0d. 2.366)
10. &AAwv €fikeTo Bfjuov (I1. 24.481)

According to Nagler, we have in these ten examples a correspondence set

*7 Nagler writes, “With the conceptual framework in question, a group such as
the pioni demoi phrases would be considered not a closed “system” but an open-
ended “family,” and each phrase in the group would be considered an allomorph,
not of any other existing phrase, but of some central Gestalt—for want of a
better term—which is the real mental template underlying the production of all
such phrases. The Gestalt itself, in our case, would seem to exist on a preverbal
level of the poet’s mind, since we have found it impossible to define other than
as a comprehensive list of all the allomorphas which happen to exist in an
extended corpus.” (Nagler 1967: 267; 1974: 7)
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whose relatedness, and possible formularity, must be explained. In other
words, there is a relation governing all of the examples: the unifying
feature is the verse-final occurrence of some sort of inflected form of
SN, etc. That the relation between the ten segments, Nagler
furthermore argues, cannot be described as formulaic, according to
Parryan parameters, is his next point. Why, he asks? Because there is no
binding ‘essential idea,” and no binding anything-else for that matter,
except for phonic or audible similarities. His conclusion is that there
must be some sort of deep structural ur-form or ‘pre-verbal template’ that
allows for each of these forms to be generated for all of the surface-level
variety that we see in the ten examples.

That would indeed be very instructive, if his examples were in fact
representative of actual dictional units. But they are not. When we
consider the entire verse of each example, a different picture emerges.
Let us turn now to each of the examples, in order to see how the verse-end
similarities are artifacts of longer, more sizeable, half-line long segmental
behavior.

Beginning with the first example from the list, when we look at the
corpus, we notice that Ttovi e belongs to a wider segmental system.
First, we will separate his examples according to their position in the
corpus. The first two examples, taken from Book 16 of the /liad, belong
not to a line-end noun-epithet situation, but to a larger segment reaching
from the trochaic caesura to verse-end, identical in both occurrences, but

with different initial segments from verse-initial to trochaic caesura.

Aukins év mriovt drjuc, Il. 16.437
Auking év mriovi drjuw I.16.514

1.1. Befeo avapmaEas
1.2. kAU61 &vaf S5 mou

5
5
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According to our methodology, this segment can be classified without
controversy as a phrase-formula from the penthemimeral caesura to line-
end. Were we to investigate the line to see if it contained smaller
segments and constituted an active dictional module, we would no doubt
need to expand our analysis to include other verses possibly related. The
first point to make is that when Nagler says in the above list that his
example of Tiovt 8rjuw occurs ‘nine times’ (see #1 on Nagler’s list
above), he already misrepresents the situation, since our first instance of
miovt dfucw is not an independent example of a formula but in fact a
segment embedded in a half-line piece of dictation already with its own
identity and behavior, i.e., a half-line segment that can combine and re-
combine with entirely different half-lines, as it has done in the two
examples given above.

The next two examples from Nagler’s list of the same two-word unit
miovt drjuw occurring in verse-final position, also from the same book,
belong to still longer segments, both of which are identical and also
contain Aukins, though now with the adjective eUpeins added, and the

preposition, ¢év, moved to a new metrical position:

1.3. Broouc’ év Auking | eupeins miovt Srjuco, I1. 16.673
1.4. x&tBecav év Auking | eupeins miovt rjuco. I1. 16.683

It now begins to look as if these four examples comprise their own
segmental grouping, since there seems to be expansion by means of

inserting | evpeins into the following segments:
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Auking év miovt drjuc, Il. 16.437
Auking év mriovi drjuw I.16.514

1.1. Befeo avapmaEas
1.2. kAU61 &vaf S5 mou

5
5

In any case, they are not four equally independent examples of Trfovt
S, and they do not require an allomorphic mechanism to generate
them —they belong to longer metrical segments whose syntactic
description is something else entirely. In other words, to repeat, the four
examples cited here belong to their own dictional microsystem, which is
longer in dictional length than what Nagler gives as the example. One
might even ask if Nagler’s citation of Trfovi dnuco constitutes any kind of
independent dictional, or formulaic, unit at all, and on what basis.

Now, when we consider the next two examples of Triovt Sfjucw
extant in the corpus (remembering that we are still investigating only the
first entry in Nagler’s list), we find that the adjective-noun unit is shared

by yet another formula:

1.5. mpiv ¥y’ &te Qaimkeov | avdpcv tv miovt Sjuee  Od. 13.322
1.6-7. &yxoU, ©OeompeOTOY I audpédv tv Triowt SAuew, Od. 17.526,19.271

Please note that, though we have only underlined the final four words of
the formula, a genitive plural proper noun also belongs with the genitive
plural &vdpdov. In other words, this is a formular line-segment that
belongs together, not further independent examples of unrelated sonic
resemblances. In fact, the last two examples belong to a more

complicated network of diction. Compare:

TPOTPOKUAIVESUEVOS: OTEUTAL & "OSuoﬁog‘ ‘dKoﬁoal
Ay XoU, OecTTpw TRV avdpddv év mriovi drjucw, 0d. 17.526

Cwool: moAha 8’ |&ye keiurAia |BvSe 8Suovde|
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And:

w5 11dn [OBuotjos Eycd mepl véoTou |dkouoa

Ay xoU, OecTTpw TRV avdpddv £v mriovi drjucw, 0d. 19.271
Leool jaitap [Eyet keiurAia moA& kal EcBAG )

As we can see from these two examples, both of which have verses with
miovt dfuew in verse-final position, the correspondences between the two
passages seem to belong to a larger modular framework —larger than the
mere sonic resemblance of the line final Triovi 8nuc, that is. The next

example is as follows:

1.8. TuwA Utmo vipdevTt "Ydng év Tiovt drjuco: I1. 20.385

The ninth example, as was mentioned above, does not constitute an
example that we would weight equally, since it is a different word (“fat”),
and, as would be expected, has a different syntax than the previous

examples:

1.9. U’ €l unpt’ ékne, kaAUwas Triovi dnuéd, 0d. 17.241

Finally, not mentioned by Nagler, there is a further example similar to his

examples 1.1, 1.2, and 1.8, in Hesiod’s Theogony:

1.10. vei&d évt Tp1moAe, Kprjtns év miovt dnuco, Theog. 971

So much for the example comprising entry #1 on his list. We have now
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shown that Trfovi e in line-final position belongs to other repeated
segments and is not itself a freely occurring two-word dictional unit that
belongs to one of ten different listed examples whose similarity can only
be explained by pre-verbal gestalts—mrtovi &rjuc in line-final position
actually participates, and is embedded, in a number of repeated line
segments throughout the early epic corpus.

Now, for Nagler’s TieTo dnuc, which is example #2 in his list

given above. He writes that:

TleTo certainly sounds enough like Trfovi for the resemblance to be
called formulaic on subjective grounds, but the former is a different
part of speech and stands again in a different syntactic relationship
to the final word of the verse from the adjective, epithet or not.
miovt drjuw and TleTo drjuw therefore confront one with a strong
resemblance not accounted for by even the broad (or ‘soft-Parryan’)
concept of the structural formula. Only the most fundamental
criterion for formulaic resemblance remains common to all the
present examples —that of the metrical pattern itself; that is, the
repeated metrical unit (colon?) in the same position and with the
same internal distribution of word end.*

But this is problematic, on almost every point. First of all, the line-final
segment TieTo drjuc does not freely occur, but instead belongs to a line

segment stretching from trochaic caesura to verse-end:

apnTHp ETETUKTO, | Beds 8 s TieTo MU, 11.5.78
'Apye€wov fvacoe, | Beds 8 s TieTo Srjuc. I1.10.33
Aivetav 8, &s Tpwot | Beds s TieTo drjuc, I.11.58

* Cf. Russo 1966: 239 and Hainsworth 1968: 59 (and passim) with Nagler
1974: 7.
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AlTwAoiow &vaooce, | 8eds 8 s TieTo druc: I1.13.218
’18afou éTéTukTo, | Beds 8 € TieTo Srue. I1. 16.605
&s 14T vt Kpryteoot | Beds s TieTo Srjuc 0Od. 14.205

For this reason, Nagler’s claim that “1rfovt d1uco and TieTo dMue
therefore confront one with a strong resemblance not accounted for by
even the broad (or ‘soft-Parryan’) concept of the structural formula” is
misleading, since both Tiovi dnue and TieTo dnue belong to entirely
different line segments and require absolutely no explanation— ‘soft
Parryan’ or other—in order to explain the fact that they have similar
words in similar positions at the end of the line. They bear a resemblance
to each other, to be sure, but their resemblance is merely the surface
effect, or artifact, that has resulted from the fact that the longer segments
to which they belong happen to have similar words in verse-final position.
When we consider example #3 from Nagler’s list (ikeTo dfjpov
Odyssey 15.238), we find a similar problem with the analysis. The first
thing to notice is that the verse is more closely related to example #10
(&AAcov e€ikeTo Bfjuov, 11 24.481) than Nagler admits: he lists only
keTo Bfjuov as the relevant segment for comparison, yet example #10
shows the existence of a corresponding genitive &GAAcov—which we have

in both examples, and which is dependent on &fjuov in both instances:

3. Ayd&yeTo mpos dcopalb’ 6 & &AAwv ikeTo dijuov,  Od. 15238

beside:

10. pédTa kKaTakTevas EAAwv éfikeTo dijuov I1. 24.481
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Though the verb in example #10 is prefixed, the two segments show

&AAcov placed just before the adonic segment | {keTo Sfjuov in example

o

#3 and the hephthemimeral in example #10 | ¢EikeTo Bfjuov. These are

the only two examples of this verb followed by this object in the Homeric
corpus, which is suggestive. To argue that both of the examples are (1)
separate instances that justify being taken as separate items on the list, and
(2) in a primary formulaic relation to Trfovt dMuc, rather than to each
other, is difficult to maintain upon further scrutiny. Compare the

following verse-final examples of | ikeTo followed by a direct object:

TuBeidngs Ut éueio poPelpevos || keTo vijas. I1. 8.149
TAuvwv Sévdpea pakpd, d8os Té pw || iketo Bupdv, 11.11.88
auTap émel P HPNs epikudios || ikeTo péTpov, 1. 11.225
&vBev UTrekTrpopuycov TaTpdiov | TkeTo dddua. I.21.44
oud’ OAtyov: oU 8¢ ToUTov, eTrel Tedv || ikeTo Sddua, 0Od. 3.368
&5 véov "AAkivoolo Satppovos | iketo ddoua 0d. 8.13
&AN’ 1) Tol TOV Egivov, éTrel Tedv | keTo Sdoua, 0d. 16.78
TnAepdxe neréuev: Tol yap @fdov | keto Sdua.” Od. 18.421
Eetvcov TNAedaTéov piAfcov éuodv | iketo Sdua, 0d.9.351
el véotno’ 'O8uoeus kal utrdTpoTos | {keTto ddouar 0d. 20.332
Eetvov TNAedaTéov piAfcov éuodv | iketo Sdduar Od. 24.268
v & &xos aivdTepov kal kUvTepov | TkeTo Buudv. H. to Dem. 90
miptv ¥’ 8te 81 Keheolo Saippovos | fketo ddua, H. to Dem. 96
ETANT, évBev émeiTa epippuTov || iketo KUmpov. Theog. 193
and:
OYAupTrov 8t Stcoke, Becov 8 | E€ikeTo Bcokous. I1. 8.439
and:
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PoOTa KaTakTevas &AAwv | ¢€ikeTo Bijuov I1. 24.481
yains nueTépns, GAAwv & | a@ikcoueda Sijuov. 0d. 16.382

In light of these examples, it is clear that Nagler’s examples #3 (ikeTo
Srjuov) and #10 (&AAwv E€ikeTo dfjuov) belong not only to each other
but to a much more pervasive system where | ikeTo is followed by a
direct object with the shape —~#. This furthermore suggest the possibility
that a template comprising a ‘verb followed by a direct object occupying
the same position” may also be part of the system here.

On the basis of what we have seen in the above examples, we can
only conclude that Nagler’s analysis, which was influential during the
1970s and 1980s, does not in fact show what he claims that it shows.
Again, like Russo’s appendix, the collected materials are highly
suggestive and often extremely interesting. However, both require more
precise analytical parameters, and methods, in order to discover what is
going on from a purely diction-internal point of view, apart from
considerations of hypothetical compositional process or oral formulaic
poetics. Nothing in Nagler’s evidence, for example, proves that the visible
formular resemblances here must be pushed in the direction of an “open-
ended family” or a “preverbal gestalt” that provides the only underlying
solution. Surprising though the investigation of his actual examples may
be, it is useful not only for removing a minor obfuscation in the history of
the secondary literature but for clarifying ways of proceeding with

formular, templatic, and modular analysis in the future.
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APPENDIX
Modularity and the Verb

Here we list collections of verses, according to metrical position, with
approximate relations to the syntactic patterns that organize them. Not all
examples, of course, will follow the pattern exactly or precisely. Related lines

have been added for purposes of reference and comparison.

Hepthemimeral + verb + nominative:

¢v kKaBapd, 801 B vekUwv | BiepaiveTo X&POs I1. 10.199
&v KaBapéd 801 Bi) vekUcov | SiepaiveTo X&pos. Il. 8.491
o TETTOV 1] UEv ool ye TaThp | ¢meTéAAeTo TTnAels I1.9.252

N P& VU Tol HEYAAwVY Scopwov |7 gmepateTo Buuods 11.10.401
XetAel EépecTadTES: ATO yap | SeidtooeTo Td@posS Il.12.52
o1 pa TOT GuwEev Kal | e\ yeTO UNPC I1.12.162
TptyAnva popdevta: xépis | 8 AMEAGUTTETO TTOAAY. I1. 14.183
‘Ws épaT’, autap "Apns Baiepco | eTAyETO UNPC Il.15.113
TOAA& pév ap paoTiyt Bof |7 gmepateTo Befveov, I1.17.430
fvidxoto Tl Bakepty | 8 tuiaiveTo xaith I1.17.439
WOUWEEY T &p’ ETelTa Kal @ | eAyeTO UNPC I1. 15.397
&yacbat, xAwpds Tep cov, | diepaiveTo 8 aivéds, 0d.9.379
ofka®’ ¢hauvopdvn; kai 81 | TpoUpatveTo TaoA.” Od. 13.169
OUWEEY T &p’ ETelTa Kal | eTAyeTO UNPC Od. 13.198
¢vvéa vijas oTeINa, Bodds | 8 toayeipeTo Aads. Od. 14.248
TptyAnva popdevta, xépis | 8 &meA&umeTo TOAAY: Od. 18.298
pé€as unpt’ Ekatov: 6 8 ovk | EuTrdleTo ipdov, 0d. 9.553
s &p’ épav pvnoTipes, 6 & oUk | tumdleTo pubcov. Od. 17.488
s &p’ Epav, "lpeo Bt kakéds | copiveTo Buuds. 0Od. 18.75
appayamaloyeval Tou 8 ou |7 ueikiooeto Buuds: Dem. 290
“Ws @a&To Alocopévn Tis & oUk | ¢memefeTo Bupds. Dem. 324
BéTpues aug’ ioTov 8t péhas | eidoceTo kioods Diony. 40
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Hepthemimeral + verb + accusative:

"Apyetous kal vijas, emel Aldg [ ¢TpdmeTO PPNV.
TOUS O Ye€ OUYKaAéoOs TTUKIVIV | &pTUveTO BouAfy:
Eyxos: & 8t ppeoiv flot x&pn kai | ¢éATeTo vikny.
fiuevov, oud’ &1 keiTo, véov | & toayeipeTo Buudvy,

el pv &proTevovTa BaAcov |7 ¢EetheTo Bupdv.

&5 Te kai &Akipov &vSpa PoPei | kal agetheTo viknv
&g Te kai &Akipov &vSpa PoPei | kal agetheTo viknv
iCe & &p’ év péooolol, Aidg | & tEetpeTo Boulny:
TIUKVA UAAQ OTEVAXOVTA" HOYIS \7 8’ toayeipeTo Buudv.
PoOTa KaTakTevas &AAwv | ¢€{keTo Sijuov
TNKeSSVI oTUYEPT] HeAéwov | EEetheTo Bupdy:

iTdBev E€uevan, Elpeos | 8 EmepaieTo KTV
Tp&Tov mneiAnoe, Ads | 8 ¢€efpeTo Boulny:
GAN & Keivos Epuke, Atds | 8 comileTo pijviv
KfpuE yap oi éerre Médcov, [ &5 ¢mevBeTo Boulds.
TEIPOUEVOS TTAVTWV Stcov \7 ETMEUATETO VROTA

TV Hév T NEAIos pagbuov [ eEetheTo Bupdy:
Sakpudetv TiuTAavTO, ydov | 8 cieTo Buuds.
éopalov, ToAAOs B¢ miBcov [ pvooeTo olvos:

Buncd Xwouévrns, oTepedds | 8 fvaiveTo puous.
aupayamaloueval, axéwv | 8 dmemaveTo Bupds.
aUTE éPeCopévT TTUKIVAS | ppaléokeTo Boulds:

ouv 8 £pdpel EUAa TTOANG, Tupds | & émeuaieTo Téxvny.
s EépaT 'AvTivoos 6 8 &p’ oUk | turdleTo uibeov.
OUAupTrov 8¢ Steoke, Becov | &’ ¢€ikeTo Bcdkous.

3

Hephtemimeral + verb + genitive:

"ASpnoTos 8 &p’ Emerta AaBcov | EAfoceTo youvewv:
auTép & T £Tépn UtV EAcov | EANooETO Youvwv,
XPUOEinV elTukTov, tol | 8 émePrjoeTo Sippou,

> TepXOUEVOS &' O yepalds eol | ¢mePrjoeTo Sippov,

¢v xefpeoo’ *OBuoiit Tiel, | emePrjoeTo & frmeov:

uUNTEP” EUNV 1) & aitv éue [ MiootokeTo yoUvewv

ws pav: 6 & Uywdpopov BaAapov | kaTePrioeTO TATPSS,
BaAAopev: oud’ 6 yépwv BoAing | ¢meAfiPeTo TéxVNg,
Eupuloxos & eéTapolot kakiis | tEfpxeTo Bouhiis:
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I1. 1045
I1. 10.302
I1. 13.609
I1. 15.240
Il. 15.460
Il. 16.689
1. 17.177
I1.20.15
I1.21.417
I1. 24 481
Od. 11.201
Od. 11.531
Od. 13.127
Od. 14.283

0d. 16412,4.677

0d. 9441
Od. 22.388
Od. 20.349
Od. 23.305
Dem. 330
Dem. 436
Apollo 436
Herm. 108
0d. 20.275
II. 8.439

Il. 6.45
1. 21.71
I1.8.44,13.26
I1.24 322
I1. 10.529
I1.9.451
0Od. 2.337
Od. 4.455
Od. 12.339



[ 74 LIS I3

auTap 8y’ aupoTépnot AaBcov | EAAioceTo youveov Od. 10.264

Hepthemimeral + verb + dative:

vefaTov &5 kevedova 861 | LeovviokeTo pitpn: I1. 5.857
velkel SveldiCoov, péya B | oTevaxiteto Buud: I1.7.95

' ATpefdny Tpooéerte kal | é€epeeiveTo pubeo: I1.10.81
Aive€av 8, 8s Tpewot Beds | s TieTo S, I1.11.58
“Ws Pa&TO, KCKUCEY BE yuvn) [ kol aueiBeto uibeo: I1. 24.200
“Ws paTo, ynonoev & 6 yépcv, | kol apeiBeTo uibeo: I1. 24 .424
“Ws EpaT’, Edeioev &' & yépwov | Kai émeifeTo pibo. I1.24.571
&s 4T vt Kprjteoot 8eds | és Tieto Srjuc Od. 14.205
TOV &' aUTE TTPOCEELTTE YUV [ kol aueiBeto uibeo: 0d. 15434
Tols & aUTIS UETEELTTE YUV | kol aueiBeto uibeo: 0Od. 15.439
TOV & av dioyevrs 'Oduoeus | fuetBeTo pibeo: 0d. 15.485
mévTa 8 Eoav veddapTa: déhov | & EmeurdeTo TaTEL. Od. 4437
Tatpel pihe: 6 8t TavTa véer | kai aueiBeTo uibe: 0d. 6.67
s Epaunv, O 8¢ W oipwEas |7 NueiBeto uUbow: 0d. 11.59
8épTpov £0w SuvovTes: 6 8’ ouk | &TapuveTo Xepat. Od. 11.579
& ketvov TEAapGVa 7 | EykdTheTo Téxv. 0Od.11.614
auTtika 8 EupUiloxos oTuyepd | u fueiBeto pibe: 0Od. 12.278
fjvdave KNpUKwv Kat optv | Tapeyiveto dautt: 0d. 17.173
peia AaBcov Evpaiov, &pap | 8 épeeiveTo uibe: Od. 17.305
s Epaunv, O 8¢ W oipwEas |7 NueiBeto uUbw: 0d. 9.506
s péTo, TnAéuaxos Bt pikeo | émemeifeTo TaTpf, Od. 19.14
s péTo, TnAépaxos dt pike | émemeifeTo TaTpf, Od. 22.108,2.393
™V & &Ttnv ov mpdobev €6 [ tykdTheTo Buud 0d. 23.223
s ap’ épn ‘Exatn: v & ouk [ fuetPeTto HUbw Dem. 59
“Ws paTo, TV & Y mepiovidns [AuetBeTo uUbe: Dem. 74
Kudaveos padivoiot Beds | ¢AeAileTo Toooiv. Dem. 183
Taid &vé Xepoiv EAolioa £6 | EyK&TOETO KOATC, Dem. 286

Bucolic Diaeresis + verb + nominative:

AAN dAamadvos énv, TTatpos 8¢ ol || glmeTo Aads. I1.2.675
uids TTeipiBdolo Tov &bdvaTos | Téketo Zeus: I1.2.741
€5 & dxea pAdyea oot BriceTo, | AdleTo & €yxos I1.5.745
8v0’ aUTe MNauke Kpovidns ppévas || eEéAeTo Zevs, 1. 6.234
Eyxos €x EvdekdTmxu: Tdpoibe 8t | AduteTo Soupds I.6.319
auPaTds toTi OIS Kal émidpopov | EAeTo TeETXOS. 1. 6.434
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NéoTeop, of kal Tpdobev &piotn || patveTo Boulry:
“EkTopos avTikpV, Baléew &€ ¢ | feTo Bupds:

¢ & Sxea pASyea oo PrioceTo, | Adleto & Eyxos
Eyxos €x EvdekdTmnxu: Tdpoibe 8t | AduteTo Soupds
NéoTeop, of kal Tpdobev apiotn || patveTo Boulry:
NS¢ 8¢ ol kaTd Bupodv apioTtn | patveto Boun

vnuolv ém yAagupfiow éhauvépey || fixbeto y&p kijp.
fike kakov Aavaoiot, utvuvba 8¢ | x&Leto Soupds.
AAN’ &te 81 TTuAicov kal 'ETreicov | émrAeTo veikos,
Tetxeos évtoobev, uéya 8¢ ogiol | patveto épyov
TPIs UEv SpéEaT’ ichv, TO 8t TéTpaTov | keTo TéKUwpP
A&Bpn UreEavadus moAiijs aids | fxBeTo ydp pa
"ISouevets &' oU Afye pévos péya, | feto & aiel

auel 8¢ ol kpotdgoiol pacwn | oeteTo TMANE.

NS¢ 8¢ ol kaTd Bupdv aplfotn | patveto Boulr
BriTnV, dkpotdTn 8¢ TToddov Utro | oefeTto UAN.

8oon &pa Tpcdcov kal "Axaicov | EmAeTo paovn)
Zd&vbBou BvnevTos, dv abdvaTos | TékeTo Zevs,
XAcopol utral Sefous TrepoPnuévor || éypeto 8¢ Zeus

~ ’ L] ’ 3 \ 3 \ 7 [3) ’ ¢ ’
TpEls yép T ¢k Kpdvou eiugv &8elgeol | olUs | Téketo ‘Péa

TANE PaAilopévn kavaxny éxe, | PaAAeto & aiel
Tolo ptv AUTouéSwY SoupikAuTds | eUpeTo Tékuwp:
ke & épeloduevos, oudt dnv | x&leTo PeoTds,

SoUpaT avaoxduevor udAa 8¢ opiow || EAreTo Bupds
iAkeov auedTepor pudAa 8¢ opiow || EATreTo Bupds
fiioav auedTtepor ndAa 8¢ opiow | EAtreTo Bupds
Sakpudet TATioBev, Badepn 8¢ ol | éoxeTo Poov).
Tékvov Tt kAatels; Tf 8¢ o ppévas || ikeTo méEvos;
y&oTtpnv pév Tpitmodos TUp &upete, | BépueTo 8 Udcwp:
AAN’ gTrel daoduny kaf peu ppévas | EEéAeTo Zeus,
Xpuaelol ouvexov kal SimTAdos || fjvteTo Bchpnt:
Zd&vbBou BvnjevTos, dv dbdvaTos | TékeTo Zevs,

“Ws &pa peovrjoas TaAw ETpdTmeT | aideto ydp pa
oud ’Ayauéuvovt rautav énvdave | PovuleTto ydp pa
auTe & ol Tw pawveT évavTin |aideto ydp pa
Tpdobe pev iTrTiies, HeTd B¢ vépos | elreTo Telcov
Sakpudet TATioBev, Badepn 8¢ ol | éoxeTo Poov).
Kudveov, Tou & oU Ti yeAdvTepov | émAeTto £obos.
Z&vbBou BvrjevTos, dv abdvaTos | TékeTo Zevs

oudt yuvr TavTtas yap adoxetov | iketo mévbos:
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Il
Il
Il
Il

II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.

Il
Il
Il
Il
Il
Il
Il
Il

.7.325
.8.301, 310
. 8.389
.8.494
.9.94
10.17
11.274, 400
11.539
11.737
12.416
13.20
13.352
13.424
13.805
14.161
14.285
14.400
14.434
154
15.187
16.105
16.472
16.736
17.234
17.395
17.495
. 17.696
.18.73

. 18.348
.19.137
.20.415
212
.21.468

0Od. 3.143
0d. 6.329

Il
Il
Il
Il
Il

.23.133
.23.397
.24.94

.24.693
.24.708



Toilol 8¢ TnAéuaxos TeTTvupévos | fpxeTo uubwv:
pebyov, émel ylveookov, & 81 kakd | urideto Satucwv.
Sakpudev TATioBev, Badepn 8¢ ol | éoxeTo Poov).
NABov y&p kai kelog, ToAUs 8¢ po | éomreTo Aads,
Tolow 8 'ApniTn AeukcdAevos | fjoxeTo uibcov:

oudt TTooeldwva yéAws éxe, | Alooeto 8 aiel

y&oTtpnv pév Tpitmodos TUp &upete, | BépueTo 8 Udwp:

8¢ 8¢ pol kaTtd Bupodv apwoTn | eatveto Boulry:
8¢ 8¢ pol katd Bupov aptotn | patveto Boulry:
AAN’ fjunv &AAoppovécwv, kakd 8 | dooeTo Bupds.
8¢ 8¢ pol katd Bupov aptotn | patveto Boulry:
Tolow 8 "ApiTn AeukcdAevos | fjoxeTo uibcov:

kal TéTe 81| yivwokov, & 8n kakd | urdsto Satucov,
OTTaléa Te kal U Boddv 8 s || ylveTo poov).
Toiol 8¢ NeoToptdns TTeiotoTpaTos || fpoxeTo pibwv:
Sakpudeiv TATioBev, Badepr) 8¢ ol | EoxeTo Paovi.
Toiol 8¢ TnAéuaxos TeTTvupévos | fpxeTo uubuov:

T oUk olo®’ &1e Belipo TTaThp Teds | keTo Pevycov,
&5 &p’ Epcovnoey, Tij 8 &mTepos | EmAeTo uibos.
&5 &p’ Epcovnoey, Tij 8 &mTepos | érAeTo puubos:
Tijs & &p’ axovovons pée Bdkpua, | TrkeTo B¢ XPCds.
&5 &p’ Epcovnoey, Tij 8 &mTepos | émrAeTo pubos,
“f Tis OnTNp Kal étmtkhoTtros | EmAeTo TéEwV

G5 &p’ Epcovnoey, Tij 8’ &mTepos | émrAeTo pubos,
cOAece TNAoU véoTov 'Axaiidos, | coAeto & auTtds.”
Auypnv, €€ fis TpadTa kal fuéas | keto mévbos.
NéoTop, o kal Tpdobev dploTtn | paiveTto BouAn
auTos 8¢ TP TIoTa Tepl Xpol | SUoeTo xaAkdy:

Hakp& TivdooovTas: péya & autdl | gatveto épyov.

Tdooov ¢ wdivouoa ‘eknPdAov | fketo AnTe,
oUAa AaPcov £mrébnkev émnetavd: | Aduteto 8¢ pAdE
Soias &yxt Tupds, Buvapis 8¢ ol | EmAeTo TOAAY:
yneveT auBoAddny, épatn &€ ol || EoreTo @oovr,
8¢ 8¢ ol kaTd Buudv aploTtn | paiveto BouAr)

“Ws eiroov loTdV Te Kal ioTiov || EAkeTO VNds.

Bucolic Diaeresis + verb + accusative:

TTepyduou ékkaTi®cov, Tpcdeoot 8t | BouAeTo viknv:
TOls O YEPWV TEAUTTPWTOS UPAtvely | HPXETO URTIV
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Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.

Od

1.367
3.166
4.705
6.164
7.233
8.344
8.437
9.318
9424
10.374
11.230
11.335
12.295
12.396
15.166
19472
15.502
16.424
17.57
19.29
19.04
21.386
21.397
22.398
23.68
23.224
2452
22.113
. 22.149

Apollo 45
Herm. 113
Herm. 117
Herm. 426
Aphr. 235
Diony. 32

1. 7.21
I1.7.324



TuBeidng Ut éueio poPelpevos || keTo vijas.

TOls O YEPWV TEAUTTPWTOS UPATvely | HPXETO URTIV
elato Tavvixiol, Tupd 8¢ ogiot || kateTo TTOAAG.

TGV TéTE Kal pa &vakTtos évavTtiov | €lleTo TdEov
TOANAS k KePaAfis TTpobeAUuvous | EAkeTo xatTtas
aiBcovos peydAolo Todnvekés, | ileto & Eyxos.
TAUvwY dévdpea pakpd, &8os Té uw | keto Bupdv,
auTtap émel P HiPNs pikudéos || keTo péTpov,

ZeUs pév pa Tpcoeoot kal “Extopt | BouAeTo vEkn
AAT émi TTelocdvdpco: & & Ut dotridos | elleTo kaAnv
glos O TG ToAéule pHévaow, ET1 8 | EATreTo vikny,

ZeUs UyiPpepétns, Tpcoeoot 8t | BouAeto viknv:
Tpdoow iéuevol, i 8 “EkTopt | kékAeTo Bupds:

g5 Sippov & avaPas euyad’ Etpartre, | kékAeTo & &AAous
okaifj €y xos éxwv: éTépnet 8t | Adleto méTpov

Ay ATTOVOOoTNOELW, ETrel 0UdE TO | EATreTO TTAUTTOY
oTdoke péya idxcov: oTiow 8 ov | x&leTo TaumTav.

TTouAuBduavTi 8 &p’ ol Tis &5 ¢cbANY | ppdleTo BouAnv.

Pa&oyavov oiov éxwv, kakd 8t ppeot | undeto épya,
€vBev UTrekTTpoPuUy OV TTaTpcdiov | keTo Scoua.
XaAKG Bnidcov: kakd 8t epeot | undeto épya:

"H pa, kal "Extopa Siov &eikéa || urideto épya.
Bapovveov émeo, péya 8 auté|| PoYleTo viknv.
kal TéTe 81| ZeUs Auypodv évi gppeat | undeto véoTov
otkade iéuevor Zeus 8’ oU o | uideto véoTtov,

oud’ dAtyov: oU 8¢ ToUTov, £Trel Tedv || keTo dddua,
av 8 &pa TnAéuaxos Tmepikairéa | BrioeTo Sippov:
Uiér 8¢ ZdpTnbev 'ANékTopos | fyeTo koUpnv,

s @ab’, 6 Bt peydpolo ditcouTo, | kékAeTo & &AAous
oud’ 8y’ aAnbéa eime, wéAw & 8 ye | Adleto pibov,
&AAov émroTpuveiey, eTrel €o | krdeto Afnv:

Ny&yeto mpds dcopad’™ 6 8 &AAwv || ikeTo Sfjpov,
AAN’ 1) Tol TOV Egtvov, £Trel Tedv | keTo ddoua,
Aly1060s 8oAdunTis &y, Uto | 8 éoxeTo wiobov
kal 6T 'O8uooiit peyaAitopt | undeto oty

85 véov "AAkivéoio Satppovos | ikeTo ddopa

Kal TéTe TTUp avékaie kal eiodev, || eipeto & fjueas:
évBa ptv oUTe Pocov oUT avdpdov | paiveto épya,
N pa, kal aug’ polow aeikéa | BaAAeTo Trpny,

N pa, kal aug’ polow aeikéa | BaAAeTo Trpny,
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Il
Il
Il
Il

II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.

Il

II.
II.

.8.149
.9.93
.8.554
.9.559
10.15
10.24,178
11.88
11.225
13.347
13.611
15.539
16.121
16.382
16.657
16.734
17.406
18.160
18.313
.21.19
2144
23.176

I1.22.395,23.24

Il

.23.682

0d.3.132
Od. 3.160
Od. 3.368
Od. 3481
0d.4.10
Od. 4.37
Od. 13.254
Od. 14461
Od. 15.238
0d. 16.78
0d. 4.525
0d. 5.233
0d. 8.13
0d.9.251
Od. 10.98
0d. 17.197
Od. 18.108



TnAepdxe peAéuev: ToU yap pihov | iketo ddopa.”
TPooUE’ EE auTijs, 86 éml péya | PaAAeTo Kddas.
Eetvcov TNAedaTrcov piAicov euodv | fketo Sdua,
Aikpigis &ifas, oUud’ doTéov | fkeTo PuoTds.

ottou & oUkéT épn Tewnuevar | elpeto ydp uw.

el véotno’ 'O8uoceus kal uttdTpoTros | keTo Sdouar
Eetvov TNAedaTéov piAfcov éuov | iketo Sdpar
v 8 &xos aivdTepov kal kUvtepov | fkeTo Bupudv.
mptv y’ 8te 81 Keheolo Saippovos || keto ddoua,
kiSvaTo, ToAA& 8¢ ufjAa TavauToda | PookeTo To€nv.
fiioav' 11 8 opdwoa ueTd Ppeot | TépmeTo Bupdy

Bucolic Diaeresis + verb + genitive:

Caodv €T domaipovTa, | Kai of e | AhbeTo xdpuns.
auTik’ émel T évdnoev: Suws & ov || AbeTo xd&puns,
neAfou &Eela, vépos & ov || paiveTo Téons

Tijot 8¢ Navoikda AeukcoAevos | fipxeTo poATris.

Ixv’ &dtmooTpéyas: SoAins &' ou || ArjbeTto Téxvns

Bdpoos évi ppeot Bijke kal ¢k 8éos | elleTo yuiwv.

Sppa ol ¢k kapatov Bupopbdpov | eileTo yulwv.
BéuPnoav & &pa mavta kata pdov | Eoxeto & avuTtol

Bucolic Diaeresis + verb + dative:

Tap 8¢ oi " lpis éBaive kal nvia | Adleto xepot,
ApnThp ETéTukTO, Beds & Cos | TieTo Sruco,

TaAAwv 8 dEéa Solpa kaTd oTpaTov | OXETO TAVTN
"IAfou elpwotv, émel os pidov | EmAeTo Buud

TV 8’ “EAevos TTpiduolo gthos Tals | ovvBeto Buudo
"Apye€ov fivaooe, Beds 8 s | TieTo dfjuco.

vijas Em yAapupds: Tij yap ¢thov | émAeto Bund.
TaAAwv 8 dEéa dolpa kaTd oTpaToOv | OXETO TAVTN
vijas Em yAagupds: Tij yap ¢thov | émAeto Bupdd
Aitwloiow &vaooe, Beds & cos | TieTo Srjucy

aitv &x’ nvioxos Bepdrcov: 6 8t | feTo Buudd

fluevov eloeide, oTuyepds 8¢ ol | EmAeTo Bupd.

AAN’ €l 81 P’ €BéAes katTol pidov | EmAeTo Buud,
‘ISatou éTéTukTo, Beds & Cos | TieTo Sruc.

AA& kaT avuTous aitv Spa kal | epdleTo Buud,
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Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.

18.421
19.8
19.51
19.51
20.137
20.332
24.26

Dem. 90
Dem. 96
Herm. 232
Aphr. 72

I1. 12.203
I1.12.393
1. 17.372

Od.

6.101

Herm. 76

Od.
Od.
Od.

6.140
10.363
12.204

I1.5.365
I1.5.78
I1. 6.104
1. 7.31
I1.7.44

II.
II.
II.
II.

10.33

10.531
11.212
11.520

I1.13.218
Il. 13.386
I1. 14.158
I1. 14.337
I1. 16.605
Il. 16.646



Tetxel Uro Tpcdcov: T wv ol roTe || EAmeTo Buudd
kapTaAipws pdotiya kal fvia | Adleto xepoiv,
Tpéooe B¢ TamThvas, el oUkéTl || EATreTo BUuudd
Téov & dmav émAnodn mediov kal | AduteTo xaAkd
"H o’ 0 yépoov, Tohias 8 &p’ avd Tpixas | EAkeTo xepol
el 8¢ v oikTipels kattol pidos | EmAeTo Buud
kapTaAipws pdotrya kal fvia | Adleto xepoiv,
Tad0s yap puibov memvupévov || évbeto Buud.
TrnAepdxo sikvia kaTd TTOAW | HxeTO TAVTT,
¢kTeAéoas péya épyov, & oU moTe | EAeTo Bundd.

¢s Sippov T  avéPaive kai fvia | Adleto xepot,
TATPOKACIY VT, 85 Tol kOToV | évBeTo Bupdd,
aidéopal mepl ydp W éptAel kai || krideTo Bupsy:

1 K &TéAeoT €in, ¢35 ol gpihov | émrAeTo Bupdo.

Afjoew évvootyaiov, 8 Tot kéTov | EvbeTo Buud,
€pLov 8Tras e6¢éAels kaitol gpthov || EmAeTo Bupud.”
Aoulixiévd’ iévai, 861 pot gthov | érAeto Buudy:

v 8 alTe TTpocéelTrey avrp, &s | utoyeto Adbpr
8TTI HAAIoT £6éAels katTol gpthov || ErAeTo Bupud,
veuoTaLwv kepaAij dn yap kakdv || dooeTo Bupdd.
“Kthoimt’, f§ udAa tol Téde képdiov || ErAeTo Buud:
Tad0s yap puibov memvupévov || évbeto Buud.

Sooa 8 &p’ &yyehos coka kaTd TTOAW || OxETO TAVTN
TdooaTt &knxeuévn, oudt xpda | B&AAeTo AouTpois.
fyayes: oUTw Tou TG 06 gthov || EmAeTo Bupdd:

II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.

17.404
17.482
17.603
20.156
22.77

23.548
24.441

0Od. 1.361
0d. 2.383
0d. 3.275
0d. 3483
0Od. 13.342
Od. 14.146
0d. 8.571
Od. 11.102
Od. 13.145
0Od. 14.397
Od. 15.430.
Od. 18.113
Od. 18.154
0Od. 20.304
Od. 21.355
0d. 24413
Dem. 50
Apollo 527

Line-final segments with verb ending in -ato localized before the bucolic

diaeresis and followed by a line-end nominative subject (mostly) of the

verb. First, from trochaic caesura to line-end:

. ~ B tr o ~ B ’
O¢epottns: T 8 dka | mapiotaTo | Sios 'Oducoeys,
S TG S S
R Y ) 13 tr o 3 ’ ’
KUKAGO', 6 8 év péooolol | mapioTaTo | iodbeos @cds,
~ , \ ~ e T I3 \ ¢ ~
TeUkpe TéTmoV 81 VIV | amékTaTo | mMoTds ETalpo
S S
’ ” ’ tros g \ 5 ’
TeUxew: E€oxa ydp uw | épthaTo | TTaAAas *Abrvn:
’ ) ) ’ ) | tr ’ \ P ’
N M&Aa o’ oU Bélos kv | daudooaTo || mKpds dioTds:

~_ 3 ¥ ¢ ’ tr o ~ ) ’
TalT &pa ol ppovéovTt | TapiotaTo | Poifos 'ATdANwov

2 57 [ I3 tr I3 \ 3
Ws &pa ol eimévTi | émémrTaTo || Se€ids Spvis
) ~ ~ tr ’ ’ er
&5 KPaITVEdS pepavia | SiémrtaTto | métvia “Heny
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II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.

2.244
4212
15.438
5.61
5.278
16.716
13.830
15.84



o5 KPaITTVEdS pepavia | diémTaTo | dkéa *lpis,
Kol TOV uév HeTd xepotv | épuoaTto | Doifos 'AmdAAwv
“Ws eimmcov of Tadds | dpé€aTo | paidiuos “ExTeop:
AN &Te 81y Baoiaiia | kixoaTo | Tudéos vids,
AABe kakdv: viv aUTé | o tpvoaTo | DoiBos 'ATéAAwY
SouTmoev 8t meocov: & | & tmevEaTo | Sios 'Oducoeys:
TT&TtpokAos 8t Bupnow | égpioTaTo | iodBeos pos.
Tedkpe TéTov 81 védv | améktaTo | mMoTds éTaipos
'ATpeBns, € un ot | dydooaTo | PoiBos 'ATéAAwV,
TS 8¢ Bapy oTEVAXOVTI | mapwoTtaTo | méTVia urfTNp,
uUpovd ) & ¢v Toiol | TapioTaTo | Sia Bedcov,

“Ws ol uév p’ ekdTepBe | kabBhaTo | unTidwvTEs
AABe kakdv: viv auTé | o tpvoaTo | DoiBos 'ATdAAwv,
ei ui Tudéos Ut | koTéooaTo | DoiBos "ATéAAwV,
Eupualos 8¢ oi olos | avicTaTo || iodBeos pcog
o5 Ketve avaavdd | mapiotaTto | TTaAlds "Abfvn: —
6o 8¢ Bpionis | mapehéEaTo | kaANimépnos.
Bikav, el ¢ ye Tolov | éyeivaTo | TTnveAdmeia.
Tolow & &upoTépoio | aydooaTo | Buuds dyfvewp.
Kol TOT Emert &vepos utv | émavoaTo | A8t yaAivn
s "O8uoi’ domaoTov | EefoaTo | yaia kal UAn,
i€e vécov, T 87 oi | éefoaTo || xdpos &pioTos,
¢s ToTapdv, Tij 81 ot | tefoaTo | xdpos &pioTos,
auTik Emert &vepos ptv | EmavcaTo | 8t yaAfjvn
apyupeov ‘EAévn 8t | mapioTaTo | kaAAimdpnos

s &pa of eiévT | émémTaTo | Sefids Spvis,
TnAéuaxos & eviiev | avioTaTo, | icdbeos pcas,
oUk EBakes TOV Egivov: | dAevaTo | yap Béhos autds
Ae1cddns 8¢ pdTos | avioTaTo, |"Hvotos uids,
oU yd&p Tol o¢ ye Tolov | éyefvaTo |méTvia ufTnp,
KePUKe: aUTika ydp pot| dfcaTo || Bupds ayrvewp
'AvTivéou, TOV T Tov | évfpaTo || Sios 'O8ucoes:
¢1rel 8 uvnoTiipas | étefoaTo || Sios 'O8uooevs, .
&5 Aév’, 11 8 audBoiow | éxpwuyaTo | Tovtomdpos vnis

powdv amomveious’, | 6 8 tmnu€aTo | PoiBos *ATdAAwY:

Now, from the penthemimeral caesura to line-end:

Bcopnkos yUadov: | Bid & émtaTo | mkpds dioTds,
Bcopnkos yUadov, | amd 8 EmTaTo | mKpds SioTds.
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II.

15.173

I1.5.344
Il. 6.466

II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.
II.

10.494
11.363
11.449
11.644
15.438
17.72
18.70
19.6

I1. 20153

I1. 20.450
I1.23.284
I1. 23.678

Od

.3.222

I1. 24.676

Od

Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.
Od.

.1.224
4.658
5.391
5.398
5442
7.281
12.169
15.123
15.160
20.125
20.305
21.144
21.172
9.213
24.424
24.482

Apollo 439
Apollo 362

I1.5.99
I1. 13.588



oSV &mromAay xBels | ékds EmTaTo || mkpds dioTds.
Toiol 8’ "EpeuBakicov | Tpdpos fotaTo | iodBeos pcos
Zeus St Becdv dyoptv | TomjoaTo | TepTiképauvos
Tpdwv aiT ayoptv | mofoaTo | paidiuos "ExTwop
vt 8’ &TAYT | RBeBoAfaTo | mévTes &pioTol.
“Ws &pa peoviioas | HyrfoaTo | kuavoxaitns
AaoBdapein utv | Taperé€aTo | untieta Zels,

"Ay 8 ¢m TTatpdkAe | TétaTo | kpaTept) Uouivy
fyov: &tap ot Zevs | tppuoaTo | kai Beot &AAot.
SoUTmoev 8t Treocoy, | & 8 tmevfaTo | Sios *AxiAAels:
Kol TO ptv &vta i8cov | RAevaTo | patdiuos “ExTwp:
Auypov, dv ¢k Tpoins | emetethaTo | TTaAAds *Abrvn.
Kol Spcowv, olUs pot | AnfooaTo || Sios *O8uooels.”

&5 &pa paovicas’ | fyfoaTo | TTaAhds *Abfvn

&5 &pa paovioas’ | nynoaTo | TTaAAds *Abrvn

35 yép ol xpeiwv | uubhoaTo | Doifos *AmdAAwv
auTSBev E€ E8péaov. | ava 8 foTaTo | Sios 'OBucoevs,
Tijuos 31 viiow | TpooetfAvaTo | rovtomdpos vnis.
K(deTo oiknov, | ols kThoaTo | Sios *O8uooes.

s eimmcov kKAotnvd’ | ynoaTo | Sios UpopBds,
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Od.

I1. 13.593
I1.7.136
I1.8.2

I1. 8.489
11.93
I1.20.144
Il. 6.198
I1. 17.544
I1.20.194
I1. 20.388
I1.22.274
Od. 1.327
Od. 1.398
2.405,3.29
0d. 7.37
0Od. 8.79
Od. 13.56
Od. 13.95
Od. 144
Od. 1448
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